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OFFICE OF THE MUNICIPAL MANAC.EK

Febniary 9, 19%

Senator Drue Pearce
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol

Juneau, AK 99801-1182
Re: S. B. 267

Dear Senator Pearce:

Thank you for sponsoring S. B. 267. regarding court hearings involving
minors.

This bill offers an important reform to the way in which juvenile criminal
activity is addressed.

Attached is an issue summary supporting the need for the proposed change.

Thank you agai.. for sponsoring this legislation. If we can offer further
information, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Tim Rogers
Legislative Program Coordinator

Letter from IUOA
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MUNICIPALITY OF ANCHORAGE
PUBLIC SAFETY PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM
LEGISLATIVE ISSUE

Provide that hearings dealing with juvenile criminal offenders arc
generally open to the public but subject to closure, scaling and
expungement after rehabilitation.

Ihc Municipality of Ancho.age seeks to change the presumption on which
the keeping of juvenile criminal records and conduct of hearings rests.

Currently, the system works on a presumption that these records and
hearings should be kept confidential and closed. Confidential records and
closure of hearings is disfavored as public access will further the important
goals of the system accountability; the insurance of truthful testimony;
public education and awareness, particularly among the young whose belief
in their invincibility is fostered by ignorance of the consequences to others;
protection of victim’s nghts; and subsequent accountability for repeat
offenders.

Those goals can be better fostered by a system that begins with the
presumption that open record keeping and hearings should be the norm
rather than the exception. Individuals who simply commit foolish mistakes
or who arc rehabilitated will be suitably protected by allowing after the fact
scaling of the records.

Sponsor Statement



iTE OF ALASKA
106 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Reviyton Oate:

FISCAL NOTE

Dept. Afleetad:

Component:

Title: Relating tn Court Hearings Involving
Minora
Sponeor: Senator Pearce
Regueetor: Senate (JUD)

Expendituraa/Revenuae:
OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERATINO

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

[CHANGES IN REVENUES <

FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receiple
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Piogrern Rece.pt*
1008 GF/MHTIA
Other Ipleeie toeci(v)
TOTAL

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Eeumete el eny current yeer IFYOSI cert:

ANALYSIS:

BILL NO. SB:67

Health and Social Servico
BRU: Family and Youth Scrricq
Southeastern Region
COMPONENT SERIAL NT jh

See also (SN#):

tThoueande ol Ooilere)

FYOO

0.0

iThouiande ol Oollerel

FY97 FY98 FY99
0.0 0.0 0.0
I | |
286.01 <286 01 1286.01
286 0 288.0 288 0
0.0 0.0 0.0
!
1
#0.0

(Anacn a eeporate page if necaeeary)

1286.01

286 0

0.0

FYO01

0.0

1286.0)

286.0

0.0

FY02

0.0

1286.01

286.0

0.0

Revising 47.10.070 oponmg all juvenile delinquency hearings to the public would place tho stato out of
compliance with fodoral regulations concerning Title IVB and Titlo IVE of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C
671 (a) (8)}. The state would lose $286.0 in Titlo IVE federal funds for Foster Care and Subsidized Adoption

& Guardianship in tho Southeast Region.

were to pass is $7,625.9.

Prepared by:
Division:

Approved by Commntioner
Agency

PREPARER TO
For ft

111h i ..ouwn

(]

L. Plane Worley, Directory- m "~
Family & Youth Srmcra

vt

Karen Perdue. Commuuoner
Department of Hralih A Social Srrncri

«ee n.tToiiiinnn rnpirn rn COVERNC

DHSS Fiscal

Note

Phone:
Due;

Date

illative Office

4AS-3191

Page

03/0*196

« LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

1 ol

1

The total cost to the Division of Family & Youth Services if this bill



FISCAL NOTE
*TE OF ALASKA HILL NO. SB267
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revmon Oita: Dept. Alfeoted: Health and Social Scrvica
Title: Relating lo Court Hearings Involving BRU: Family and Youth Scruccs
Minors Component: Northern Region
Sponeor:  Senator Pearce COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 2SS
Requeeior: Senate (JUD) See also (SN*):

Exnenditurec/Raventtae: (Thouiande ol Oollars|
OPERATING FY97 1 FY98 FY99 FY0O FYO!
PERSONAL SERVICES

travel

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS 1

TOTAL OPERANNJ 0.0 I 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

[CHANQES IN REVENUES ]

FUND SOURCE 'Thouiande of  'Marel

1 1002 Federal Receipta 1507 41 1507.41 1507 4) (507.41 1507.41
100] GF Match
1004 GF 507 4 507 4 507 4 507.4 507.4

1005 GF/Progrem Recemta
1IC<5« GF/MMTIA
Other Ipleeee loeeifr)
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Eenmete el any current yea# (FY96! cert: J0.0

ANALYSIS: [Attecn a aeperate page il necaeearyl

FYO02

0.0

(507 4)

507.4

0.0

Revising 47.10.070 opening all juvemlo delinquency hearings to tho public would placo the stato out of
complianco with foderal regulations concerning Title IVB and Title IVE of tho Social Security Act {42 U.S.C
671 (a) 18)}. The state would lose $507.4 in Title IVE federal funds for Foster Care and Subsidized Adoption
& Guardianship m the Northern Region. The total cost to tho Division of Family & Youth Services if this bill

were to passis 07,625.9.

Prepared by: L. Diane Worley"DIrmor —. A*. Phone: 465-319!
Divinon; Familv & Youth Semen Data: 03/08/96
Approved by Commiatronar: Karen Perdue. Commluioner Data:
Agency: Department nf Health A Social Services

PREPARER TO FROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further attribution information, call the Govenor a Legislative Olfice

W, iiim i*m >«q.i o«ii Page 1 of



FISCAL NOTE

" »y"TE OF ALASKA BILL NO. si1ze7
796 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
/ Revmon Oete; oept. Affected; Health and Social Serrka
Title: Relating lo Court Hearing Involving ORU: Family and Youth Srrrka
Minor* Component: DFYS Central Office
Soontor: Senator !'rarer COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 259
ReouMior: Senate 1IJUD) See aJ»0 (SNAO:
Expenditure*/Revenue*: iThoutende of Ooil»»«i
OPERATING FYOT FY98 FY99 FYOO FYO! FY02
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

[CHANOES IN REVENUES 1 1 1 1 1
FUND SOURCE 1.houeend* ol Oodertl
1002 Fedetei Aecvcte (L.393 2) 11.393 2! 11.393.21 11.393.21 11 393.21 11.393 2!
1003 GF Meicn |
ICC4 OF 1.393 2 1.393.2 1.393.2 1.393 2 1393.2 1.393 2

1005 GP/P'ogrem Rec«pla
iooe qf/mhtia
Other Ipleeee epeofv)

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
POSITIONS:

(tunni <> .witwi €¢* IFVNl imi >0.0

ANALYSIS: Anecn alinm n oeqe if nwniifvi

Revising 47.10.070 opening all juvenile delinquency hearings to the public would place the state out of
compliance with foderal regulations concerning Titlo IVB and Titlo IVE of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C
671 (a) (8)). Tho stato would lose S1393.2 m Titlo IVE fedoral funds for Foster Caro and Subsidised
Adoption & Guardianship m the Central Office. The total cost to the Division of Family & Youth Services if

this bill were to passis 57.625.9.

/
Prepared by: |_ Diane Worley~Dlrtrtor Phone 4451191
Dlveion: remil* A Youth Semcee Oete
Apo'oveO by ComiMiiiafle Karro Perdue. Coraatitkmer Oete.

Agency Depirtmmt of Health A Social Sinvn

PREPARFA TO PROVIDE AU DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further Oittnbutron information, cad (he Govenor * Lep.eieitve OfNce
Peg# 1 ol 1



OF ALASK.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Reviaion Oat*.

FISCAL NOTE

Title: Relating lo Court Hearing* Inrolving

Minor*

3ponaw Senator Pearce
Requeetor: Senate tJUDI

Expend!turaa/Ravnnuae;
OPERATING
PERSONAL services
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES

EOUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQUS
TOTAL OPERATINO

(CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGES IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receipt*
100J OF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Recast*
iooe GF/MMTIA
Othar loleate aoeofvl
TOTAL

posroNS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Catenate el any current year IFYHI ceet:

ANALYSIS:

FY97 FYos
0.0 1 0.0
(1.022.91 11.022.91
1.022 9 t.022.9
0.0 0.0
40.0

IAnecn a tene/ete oeqc it neceaaarvl

Component:

BILL NO. SBI67

Dapt. Affected: Health and Social Service*

BRU: Purchated Services

Family Pmcrration

COMPONENT SERIAL NO. IfITH
See alio (SNA):

tThouaind* o1 QOollaral
FY99 FY0O

0.0 0.0

iThouaanda of Dollaral

(1.022.91 11.022.91
1.022.9 1.022.9
0.0 | 0.0

FYO!

0.0

11.022.91

1.022.9

0.0

FY02

0.0

H.022.91

1.022 9

0.0

Revising 47.10.070 oponmg all juvenile delinquency hoanngs to the public would placo the state our of
compliance with federal regulations concerning Title IVB and Title IVE of tho Social Security Act {42 U.S.C

671 (a||81). Tho state would lose $1022.9

cost to the Division of Family & Youth Services if this bill wero to passis $7,625.9.

Prepared by:

Approved by Commiaiionar’

L. Plane Worley, Dlrettor
Family & Youth Scroce*

Karen Perdue. Commmlooer

Ve [*

-m Phona:
Oata:

Oata:

IVpanroent of Health A Social Serwce*

m Title IVE fodoral funds for Family Preservation .

J4S-.M9I

PREPARER TO PROVIDE AU DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

<wii*ueur«M O *i.Mi

For further diaiributton information. call tha Govanor alLag (lativa Office

Page 1 of

The total



FISCAL NOTE
TE OF ALASKA BILL NO. sB267
LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revmon Oita: Oaot. Affected: Health and Social Service*
htl#: Relating to Court Hearing* Involving BRU: Purchased Service*
Minor* Component: Residential Child Care
Sponior;  Senator Pearce COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 253
Requeitor: Senate (JUD) See alio (SN40:____
Expenrilturea/Revenuae iThouiendi of Oollirel
OPERATING FYQ7 FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOT FYO02
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATINO 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CMANQES IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE [Thouiendi of Qoilerel

1002 Federal Receipt! 1508 01 1508 0) 1568.0) 1568.01 1568.0! 1668.01

1003 GF Much
1004 OF 508 0 568 0 568 0 568.0 568 0 50
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1000 QF/MHTIA
Other ipTeeia eoecifv)
TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Eiumm el any current year IFYSSI <ex»t; 00

ANALYSIS: [Attacn a nearate page if neceiiary)

Revising 47.10.070 opening all juvenile delinquency hearings to the public would placo the state out of
compliance with fodaral regulations concerning Title 1IVd and Titlo IVE of tho Social Security Act (42 U.S.C
671 (al (81). The state would lose 5568.0. m Title IVE federal funds for Residential Child Care. The total
cost to the Division of Family & Youth Sorvtcos if this bill wero to passis $7,625.9.

Prepa(ed by: L. Plane Worley, Director "Phone: ‘445—3191
Dividon- Family A Vouih Serritei Date:
Approved by Communone/: Karto Perdu*. Commtutoner Oete:
Agency; Department of Health A Social Srr»x«

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further cutnbution information. ceil the Govenor'i Legislative Office

u.Mii*e>«i.. jo cnti Page 1 ol 1

0.0

80

0.0

1



ATE OF ALASKA
996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Reviaton QOilo:
Titlo:  Relation in Court Hearings Involving
Minon
Gpomew.  Senator Pearce
Rapuattor: Senate (JUD)

Exoanditurea/Ravenuee:
OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LANO & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEOUS
TOTAL OPERAT1INO

JCAPtTAL EXPENOITURELT
CHANGES IN REVENUES |

FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Receipt*
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Program Raca<pta
1000 GFfMMTIA
Othar Ipfaaaa tpacify)
TOTAL

POSmMONS:
FULL-TIME

PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Eeomete ef any current v*** [FYOfll ceal:

FISCAL NOTE
BILL NO. SB267

Oopt. AHeoted: Ur-ilih ana Social Servicn
BRU: Purchased Servten
Component: Kmter Care
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 252
See tho (SNP):___

(Thoueand* of Ootlaial
FYos FY99 FYOO FYo1l FY02

(Thooaanda of Oollaral

11.330.0! 11.330.0!

1.330.0 1.330.0

$0.0

ANALYSIS: IAttacn a teperate oaga if neceaaaryi

Revising 47.10.070 opening all juvenile delinquency neanngs to tho public would placo the state out of
compliance with federal regulations concerning Title IVB and Titlo IVE of tho Social Security Act (42 U.S.C

671 (al (8)}. Tho stato would loso $1330.

in Titlo IVE federal funds for Foster Care. The total cost to the

Division of Family & Youth Services if this bill wero to passis $7,625.9.

v A .
Praparad by: L. Diane VWoricv. Director , °l- Phona: _465-J191
Oiviiton; Family & Youth Semen -Oata. MBtS
Approved by CommiHiaoar- Karen Perdue. Cornmm toner Data:
Agency Department of Health St Social Semen

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPfES TO GOVERNOR’S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
Foe further dietnbution informer-on, cat! The Govenor'i Legislative Office

iiiy«

Page | of t



/IATE OF ALASKA

,M LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Ravmon Oata:

FISCAL NOTE

Dapt. Affaotad:

Titla: Relating to Court Hearing! Involving

Minon
Sponsor: Senator Pearce

Raauaator: Senate (JUD)

Expandituraa/Ravanuaa;
OPERATING
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT
LAND & STRUCTURES
GRANTS. CLAIMS
MISCELLANEQOUS
TOTAL OPERATING

[CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
[CHANGES IN REVENUES

FUND SOURCE
1002 Federal Racnots
1003 CF Mitch
1004 GF
1003 GF/Program Recants
1008 OF/MHTIA
Othar Idlaaaa eosofy)
TOTAL

POSmONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

Catimtla at any currant yaar IFY96) coat:

BILL NO. sB267

Health and Suciul Sem en

BRU: Purchated Services
Componant: Sub Adoption A Guardianihip
COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1962

See also (SN*):

iTboutanda ot Oollara!

FYO7 FY98 FY99

0.0 0.0

0.0

1

FYOO

0.0

tThouaanda of Oollatt)
11.30" 61 11.304 61 11.304 01

1304 0 1304 0

0.0 0.0

JO.O

(ANALYSIS: IAttacn a aaparata paga it nacaaaaey)

1.304 a

0.0

11.304 61
1304 0

0.0

FYO!

0.0

11.304,61
1304 0

0.0

FYO02

0.0

(1.384 0)

1384 a

0.ci

Revising 47.10.070 opening all juvenile delinquency hearings to the public would place tho state out of
compliance with federal regulations concerning Titlo IVB and Titlo IVE of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C

671 (a) (8)}. The stato would lose $1364.6

in Title IVE federal funds for Subsiduad Adoption &

Guardianship. The total cost to tho Division of Family & Youth Services if this bill were to pass is

$7.625.9.
Praoar.ad by:
Qivn.on:
Ape Commiaa>onar:
Agency:

L. Plane Worley, Director
Family A Youth Semen

Karrn Perdue. Commiuloner

Department o1 Htallh A Social Semen

U

Phona:
Oata

Oata:

465-3191
03/0Ss/96

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

for funner distribution information, cad the Govanor'a Legislative Offica

vniicts”™..ou”?ii

Page 1 of



MAR 1 1 199
FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA RILL NO. SB r!67
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Dept. Affected” Department of Law
Title: *An Act relatino to court hearings involving minors; BRU: Criminal Division/Civil Division
and amending Rule 3(c). Alaska Delinquency Rules.* Component: Criminal Division/General Legal Services
Sponsor: Senator Pearce
Requester: Senate Judiciary Committee 4 COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 2085/2087
Expenditures/Revenues ) (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 9~ FY 98 FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02
PERSONAL SERVICES
TRAVEL
CONTRACTUAL
SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS, CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
CHANGE IN REVENUES | |

FUND SOURCE (Thourands ol Dollars!

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Prooram Receipts

1005 GF/MHTIA

Other

TOTAL 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Estimate of ony current year (FY96) cost: » 0.0

POSITIONS

FULL-TIME 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessaryl

This bill amends AS 47.10.070 to establish a presumption that court hearings on delinquency proceedings
will be open to tho public except whon ordered closed by the court. The bill specifically provides that on a
petition to adjudicate a minor as a delinquent based on a criminal offense that tho minor is allegod to havo
committed the public may attend the hearing. However, tho bill provides that the court may, on application by a
party, excludo tho public from tho hearing or a portion of it. Tho bill further provides that tho court may order a
closure or partial closure to oxcludo tho public from tho hearing under the following circumstancos: (1) if the
court determines that a closuro or oartial closure is nocossary to protect tho minor or tho victim of tho offense
from physical harm or from severe emotional harm; (21 to maintain order in the counroom; (31 to ensure truthful
testimony; or (4) to moot any other mtorost of a party or of the coun that tho court finds to bo compelling.

The bill will probably not havo a fiscal impact for tho Dcpanment of Law, because it is concerned with who
may viow a delmquitcy”proceeding. "However, v.e hasten to point out that public disclosure of delinquency

. . =1r
Pteparod by: Richard | Primes. Director Phone:. 465-3672
Division Administrative Seswi ﬂ{f* * ’ Date:. 3/8t96
rst-
Appioveo py Commissioner Bruce M Botemo, Anfa/nny GEneral Date: 3(8(96
Agency: Department nr low

PREPARER TO PROVIDE AIL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
Fin tunner cMtnbubon information, call tn* Governor'* [*p*J*tiv* Otfico

i«tv 10341 3Bfiino.ni/DBR Fogt1 d 2

DOL Fiscal Note



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. SB 267
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

ANALYSIS CONTINUATION:

proceedings will couse the state to lose obout $7,6 million onnuolly In federal welfare monies from Title IVB and
Title IVE grants under the Social Security Act. t

Page 2 of 2



FISCAL NOTE

BILL NO:  SB 267 MAR \\

STATE OF ALASKA
1996 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Dale: Dept. Affected: Public Safety

Title: .Minor Delinquency Hearings Public BRU: _AMIL5lai$L[ifiOCEIL
Component: .Dciactuncma.

Sponsor: ..Senator Pearce

Requestor: _SJtidiciarY COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 0799
EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars) (inflation not included)
OPERATING... _ FY 97 . FY 98 FY 99 FYOO FY 01
PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

tQIAL OP_E.RATINQ -0- -0 4)- -0- -0-

CAPITAL -0 0 -0 -0 O

GANENFBANES( | AL ] i ]
RO ok © o 4) o

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal ReceiDts
1003 GF Match
1004 GF
1005 GF/Proaram
1006 GF/MHTIA
Other
JQTAL 4). 0 41- 2)- 0

Estimate of current year (FY 96) impact: S

POSITIONS:

FULL-TIME it n 0 0 0

PART-TIME @ n 9

TEMPORARY n n 0 0 9

ANALYSIS (Attach a separate page if necessary.)

This bill docs not affect the Division of Alaska State Troopers

Prepared By Lt DanLouden Phone 465-5505

Division Alaska State Troopers Date:  March*. 1996
% f -

Approved by Commissioner Date: ¥

Agency

FY 02

41.

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR’S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

r*ii the Governors Legislative Offico

*DPS Fiscal Note

For furth#1

«

Page 1d 1



Bills Previously Heard

(I\i 370 Legal Services Provided at Public Expense
Rescheduled form Wednesday

SB 268 Pretrial Release of Drug Offenders
Current Agenda

.SB 188 Videotape Interviews with Abused Minors

SB 257 Taking of Fish and Game for Public Safety
SB 26h"'lJncmployment Compensation r
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T he Council on Crime in A merica

QoA
Gum* B.Bill
William J. BK-vMrtr

COLNQUMIMHli

Lywk M. Abraham
William I Hark
RoBIIKt A. [UTtrRWOKTII
John |. Dilmo.Jr

John w. Gillis

Sinriiin Coummu

Gale a. Norton

BEOAEDOUTCR
John P. Waltkra

February 20, 1996

Senator Robin Taylor
Alaska State Legislature
State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska 99801-1182

Dear Senator Taylor:

is a copy of the first report on violent
on Crime 1in

Enclosed
crime 1in America prepared by the Council
America.

The Council expects to release approximately two
more reports after holding public hearings 1in
several states. The specific locations of the
hearings will be determined at a later date.

the Council®s January
from the Philadelphia

I have also enclosed a copy of
5 press release and an article
Inguirer that was reprinted in the Editorial Section
of the Sacramento Bee. I hope you find the report
and enclosures informative. I would definitely
appreciate any feedback, or recommendations, you may
have for the Council. You can reach me at:

P. 0. Box 1745
Sacramento, CA
(916) 354-1781

95812

Sincerely,
/

John W. Gillis

Enclosures



T he

M50 I7ni St.,, nw
Sum 510
Washington, DC 20036

’lIONt: (202) 822.8333
laX (202)822-8325

Co-Chairs
GouriN B. Bin

Wi illiam J. B In n Itt

Council Members

Lynni M. Abraham
William P. Barr

Kouirt A. Birmnwonni
John J. Diluuo, Jr.

John W. Gnus

Siipiiln Goldsmith

Gau A. Norton

UwcvnVvE Dirictor

Joiln P. Walttrs

A (V1 ASMCR

Citizcnsfnp Rojcct

Council

on Crime in A merica

EMBARGOED FOR RELEASE FRIDAY, JANUARY 5, 1996, 10:00AM
Contact: Jessica Gavora

202/822-8333 Fax: 202/822-8325

400,000 MURDERS SINCE 1977 MAY BE TIP OF ICEBERG,
BIPARTISAN TASKFORCE WARNS

WASHINGTON-— The first report of a bipartisan commission on vio-
lent crime revealed today that, despite a welcome decline in crime rates in
certain U.S. cities, the likelihood that Americans will be victims of violent
crime remains at an historic high.

The report also offers a disturbing portrait of a "revolving door"
American criminal justice system in which one in three criminals are under
the "supervision” of the justice system at the very time that they murder, rape

and attack. _ _ _
The report, entitled 1he State of Violent Crime In America, was issued

by the Council on Crime in America, which is co-chaired by former U.S.
Attorney General Griffin B. Bell and former Drug Czar William J Bennett.

Other Council members are Philadelphia District Attorney Lynne M.
Abraham, former U.S. Attorney General William P. Barr, Florida Attorney
General Robert A. Butterworth, Princeton University Professor of Politics and
Public Affairs John J. Dilulio, Jr., California Board of Prison Terms
Commissioner and victims rights advocate John W. Gillis, Indianapolis Mayor
Stephen Goldsmith and Colorado Attorney General Gale A. Norton.

According to the report, the risk of becoming a victim of violent crime
today exceeds many significant life risks, induding injury in a motor vehicle
accident and death from heart disease. Much violent crime, moreover, goes
unreported. The actual number of violent crimes in 1993 (10.B million) was
5.6 times higher than the number of violent crimes reported to the police (1.9
million).

The report reveals that over 400,000 Americans have been murdered
since 1977 - almost seven times the numbei of Americans killed in the
Vietnam War. Overall, according to the report, violent crime accounted for
one-fourth of the 43.6 criminal victimizations in America in 1993, costing the

nation about $426 billion.
"This study paints a realistic and sobering picture of violent crime in

America," said Bennett, "but it is not without its rays of hope. If the success
that cities such as New York and Houston have hud in reducing crime rates
teaches us anything, it is that the common sense of the American people is
right when it comes to crime: tough law enforcement is part of the solution,

not the problem."
The report also warns of a coming storm of juvenile crime that will be
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more violent and more random than anything Americans have experienced to date. Between now
and the year 2005, the number of males aged 14-to*17 will increase by 23 percent. These juve-
niles will be more crime prone than their predecessors; they will commit more crimes with guns;

and they will commit more crimes against strangers.
"The difference between the juvenile criminals of the 1950s and those of the 1970s and

early 1980s was the difference between the Sharks and Jets of 'West Side Story' and the Bloods
and the Crips," said Council member John J. Dilulio, Jr., Professor of Politics and Public Affairs at
Princeton University. "It's not inconceivable that the demographic surge of the next ten years will
bring with it young criminals who make the Bloods and tbe Crips look tame."

Council on Crime in America members said the report would correct much of the misin-
formation in the popular press about violent crime and law enforcement. Some of the examples

they cited were:

Myth: America incarcerates too many people.
Fact: The American justice system imprisons barely one criminal for every 100 violent

crimes. Over half of convicted violent felons are not even sentenceu to prison. On any given
day, seven offenders are on the street for every three who are behind bars.

Myth: "Three strikes" laws and other tough sentencing measures are filling our prisons with

nonviolent offenders.
Fact: Since 1974 over 90 percent of all state prisoners have been violent offenders or

recidivists.

Myth: Thi cost of prisons vastly outweighs their benefits to society.
Fact: State prisoners commit a median of 12 felonies in the year prior to their imprison-
ment - excluding t'rug crimes. A single rape costs its victim and society an average of $87,000

- many times great :r than the cost of keeping a rapist in prison for a year.

HiH#

For copies of the report, please contact Lara Stead by fax at 202-622-6326.
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Crime study
says prisons
work better
than parole a

Dawd Roldt IS @ columnist for the Philadcl

phia Inquirer. -y

By David R. Boldt
F INCARCERATION ia not tho answer,

what exactly is the question? Tliat is the co-
nundrum put forwnrd in n report on Fhe

Stole of Violent Crime in America.” In it, n sUr.,

studded, bipartisan commission of criminaljuaticd-
authorities attacks the widely held beliefthere, an?,
too many criminals behind bare.

The report says the amazing thing is not that
there ore bo mnny people in prioon in the United(
States. The omaring thing is that there are so ftfw,
Moreover, it argues, with logic and statistics, nn
explosion in violent crime is on the way that tyilj
make things infinitely woree.

Americans aro going to have to do a lot of thingH*
to protect themsclvea, the report says, including
developing new ways to prevent “at risk" young-
stem from becoming violent criminals. But it con-
cludes that there ia no getting around the fact that
to preserve a civil Bociety, we will have to put a
greater number nfviolent criminsla injail for long-
er periods

The information gathered by the Council oo
Crime in America is not new, but gives a more co-
herent picture of the crisis ahead than had been
available. In addition, the information ca.'ries ad-
ded weight because it has been validated by a pon-
el that was coxhaired by Griffin Bell, who was at-
torney general under President Cartel, and,
William Bennett, President Kcag&n'adrugcinr.

—m— mmwmtJwuiucnuHon mo panel inJudo
Philadelphia Diatrict Attorney Lynne
Abruhum, who underscores the report™

conclusion that most Americans correctly nee the
criminul-justico eyatem as a ‘joke." “It doesn’t,
work,” she says, “Wo arc just struggling to keep
our heads above high water.”

The report starts by saying the recent apparent’
declines in violent vritne are smu'l, and reflect
mainly new, aggressive policing tactics in a fewbig
cities, notably New York and Houston. At best, the

declines show a
lull before a
coming storm.

Next, it points
out that surpris-
ingly few crimi-
nals actually go
to jail. Mnny, to
begin with, arc
never caught.
Out of every *00
violent crimes
committed, only
one will result in
the perpetrator's
being arrested,
tried and con-
victed.

Among those
violent felony
defendants who
do get arrested,
nearly two-
thirds will be re-
leased prior to
trial, and many
of them will get
no prison time
even if convict-
ed. Even among
criminals who
have been con-
victed of three or
more felonies,
nearly a quarter
get no prison
time.

Those state
defendants who
do get sent to
prison serve, on
average, about

The report says the
recent apparent

declines in violent-;,#’.
&

crime are small, and ¢

reflect mainly new

policing tactics in a - ;
JS it
few big cities.
I
Surprisingly few L

criminals actually g0 i

tojail. Out ofevery

100 violent crimes

committed, only one-vi

will resultin the

ofir u

perpetrator’ being-'. *

arrested, tried and

convicted. *

half the sentence imposed and are then paroled -
On any given day in 1991, a leading criminologikt
calculated, there were moro violent criminals on
parole or probation than there were in prison. And
many of them were continuing to commit crimgs
One-third of the violent crime committed in tne

United Slates is attributable to people on probﬂ 1
tion, parole or pretrial release the r»wH

RISONS, MOREOVER, are notjammed with",
nonviolent, first-time offenders, as is oflptl*
naserted. More than 90 percent of prison UP t

mates are either violent criminals or repeat offend-"-

era, the report Bays.

Even those few inmatca who aro oatonaibly in j
prison for nonviolent crimes and have no prior chg-Vj
victiono usually tum out, on doner inspection,*to
have long histories of criminal involvement,* fyr
says.

What’s more, prisons work. That is, very fcWttri
mates commit crimes against the general public,|V
And the costs of incarceration are a small frac|4o$y
of tho coats to sodety of-the crimoa tho inmAtaftj
would typically commit if they were on Uio looaeV1

Tho prediction of on explosion in violent crime lit,
based on tho fact that over the noxt 16 yonrs, therrfj®
will bo a huge increase of adolescent maloe \f)e-
will have grown up without a fathor in inner
environments where they were exposed to
lence, drugs and alcohol at an early age. Frothy

-oup, at present, comee a disproportionstor’

srofviolentcriminals. T r-y-

Abroham soys that in Philadelphia, the €X
sion has already be”un. “We ere seeing rising ,*.,. .
els of unspeakable violenoe,"” she aays, “carried 0/-.

by children at incrediblyyoungages.” i 1-* 'tfN
nlght-Ridder Newwpeperil
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ISociety wins
4 ways when
convicts are
behind bars

Jopn J. Dilulio Jr. is professor o fpolitics and pub-
licaffairs at Princeton Lvaersny d andp

By JohnJ. Dilulio Jr.

IUNCETON, N.J. - All 30 Republican governors
elected or re-elected in 1994 promised to got
tough on crime.

Most, such os George Putuki of New York, ore keep-
ing their word. But severul, ouch os Tommy Thompson
of Wisconsin, who hos suid ho would build no moro
prisons, are quietly promoting plans to put more con-
victed criminuls buck on the streets.

Most experts applaud Thompson's new-found “wis-
dom" and lament Potaki's "hard-line" upproach. As
these experts love to repeat, “incarceration is not tho
answer."

Ifincarceration is not the answer, what, precisely, is
the question? If the question is how to prevent at-risk
youths from becoming stone-cold predutors in the first
place, then, ofcourse, incarceration is nosolution.

But if the question is how to restruin known convict-
ed criminals from murdering, raping, robbing, assault-
ing und stealing, then incarceration is a solution, and
a highly cost-effective ono.

On average, it costs about $25,000 u year to keep a
convicted criminnl in prison. For that money, Bociety
gets four benefits:

m Imprisonment punishes offenders and expresses
society's moral disapproval.

m It touches felons and would-be felons a lesson: Do
crime, do time.

m Prisonersgetdrug treatment and education.

m And. os the columnist Ben Wattenberg has noted,
"Athug in prison can’t shootyour sister.”

All four benefits count. Increased incarceration ex-
plains part of the drop in crime in New York and other
ciUes. As some recent studies show, prisons pay big
dividends even if 1 they deliver is relief from the
murder and mayhem that incarcerated felons would
be committing if free.

N TWO Brookings Institution studies, in 1991 and
1995, the Harvard economist Anne Piehl und I
found that prisoners in New Jersey und Wisconsin
committed un overage of 12 crimes a year when free,
excluding all drug crimes.

In other studms, the economist Steven D. Levitt of
the Nutional Bureau of Economic Research estimated
thut "incarcerating one additional prisoner reduces
the number ofcrimes by approximately 13 per year."

Economists Thomas Marvell and Carious Moody of
the College of William and Mary found thut “n bettor
estimate may bo 21 crimes averted per additional pris*
oner." w [ ] 1

Patrick XTLangan, senior statistician ut the Justice
Department's Bureau of Justice Statistics, calculated
thut tripling the prison population from 1975 to 1989
may havo reduced “violent crime by 10 to 15 percent
below whut it would have been.” thereby preventing a
"conservatively estimated 390,000 murders, rupcs,
robberies und aggrnvuted assaults in 19H9 ulone.”

Studies by tho Bureuu of Justice Statistics found
thut 94 percent of state prisoners in 1991 hud commit-
ted u violent crimo or been incarceruted or on proba-
tion before. Forty-five percent of them hud committed
thoir latest crimes while free on probation or purolo.

When “supervised” on tho streets, they inflicted ut
least 218,000 violent crimes, including 13,200 murders
und 11,600 ropes - more than halfofthe rupes ugninst
children.

Most Amoricans aro more likely to bo u victim of vi-
olent crime than to suffer injury in a car accident. As
estimated in u forthcoming Nutional Institute of Jus-
tice study, the violent crimes committed cuch year will
cost victims and Bociety moro than $400 billion in med-
ical bills, lost duys from work, lost quality of life - and
lost life.

Here’s the revolving-door rub: Known felons whom
the system has put back on the streets are responsible
for ubout one in throe violent crimes, and barely one
violent crime in u hundred results in imprisonment.

On any given day in 1994, ubout 690,000 people
were on parole and 2.96 million were on probation.
About 1.5 times as muny convicted violent felons were
on probation or purolo os were in prison.

LL TOLD, research shows it costa society ut

least twice as much to let a prisoner loose than

to lock nim up. Compared with the human and

financial toll of revolving-door justice, prisons are u
real bargain.

Prison definitely pays, but there's (tne class of crim-
inal thut is an arguablo exception: low-level, first-time
drug offenders. Most drug felons in state prisons do
not fit thut description. Insteud, they huve long adult
and juvenile records involving plenty of serious non-
drug crimes. And most federal drug traffickers are not
black kids caught with a little crack cocuinc or white
executives arrested for u small stash of powder co-
caine.

The average amount ofdrugs involved in federal co-
cainc-trnfficking cases ia 183 pounds, und the average
amount involved in federal murijuunu trafficking

cases ia 3.5 tons.

Still, though the numbera of petty drug offenders
mvy prove small, it makes no sense V lock away even
one drug offender whose case could be ujjudicated in
special drug courts and handled less expensively
through intensively supervised probation featuring
no-nonsense drug treutment and community service.

Thus, Pataki needs to repeal undiscriminuling
Rockefullor-eru drug laws as part of his campaign lo
keep violent und repeat criminals where they can't
harm the rest ofus.

Meanwhile, Thompson should pursue whatever ‘al-
ternative to incarceration" policicn he fancies subject
to one condition: He should agree to muke public in a
timely fashion the complete histories of all criminals
released from custody because of his “reforms "

All elected leaders should reckon that those who
break thoir promises to protect society from career
criminals can count on voters to shorten their political

careers. .
New York Times
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crime prevention and law enforcement. It seeks to provide rigorous, factual information on the
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Washington. DC 20030
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Ten Highlights

The Amcricun people are basically right about violent crime. The facts and figures
support the public's principle fears of crime: Revolving-door justice is a reality.
About one-third of all persons arrested for a violent crime (murder, rape, robbery, assault)
are on probation, parole, or pretrial release; the vast majority of convicted criminals are
NOt incarcerated; barely one criminal goes to prison for every 100 violent victimizations;
and most violent prisoners servo less than half their time behind bars before being
released. Most prisoners are violent or repeat criminals. Since 1974 over 90
percent of state prisoners have committed a violent crime or been sentenced to
incarceration or probation one or more times in the past; even most "nonviolent”
prisoners have long adult and juvenile criminal histories; and many state prisoners are
probation or parole violators whose latest convictions were for violent crimes including
murder and rape. Prisons do cut crime. Millions of violent and property crimes are
averted each year by keeping plea-bargained convicted criminals behind bars; tens of
thousands of Americans nave been killed or maimed by prisoners who were released early;
and, as both empirical studies and common sense clearly suggest, if we freed any
significant number of imprisoned felons tonight, we would have more murder and
mayhem on the streets tomorrow.

Americans must search for better, more cost-effective ways of preventing violent
crime and protecting themselves and their loved ones from violent and repeat criminals,
adult and juvenile. But our first order of business must be restraining known,
convicted, violent and repeat criminals. Restraining violent criminals is a necessary
but insufficient condition for meeting America's crime challenges, reforming the justice
system, and restoring public trust in the system and in representative democracy
itself.

We hope that people will take the tune to read this report from cover to cover. The
national media have generally ignored the truth about the extent and dire consequences
of revolving-door justice and the social benefits of incarceration. But in deference to
convention and the needs of busy renders, we offer the following ten highlights from the
pages ahead:

1 Despite recent reports of a decline in crime, crime rates remain at historic ighs.
America is a ticking violent crime bomb. In 1993 the actual number of completed violent
crimes (10.8 million) was 5.6 times higher than the number of violent crimes reported to
the police (1.9 million). In particular, rates of violent juvenile crime and weapons offenses
have been increasing dramatically and by the year 2000 could spiral out of control.

2. There were 43.6 million criminal victimizations in America in 1993. One out of four
criminal victimizations in America today is violent. Violent crimes committed in a single
year will cost Americans about $426 billion. The risk of being victimized by violent crime
exceeds manv other significant life risks. Violent crime in America is increasingly
concentrated by race, place, and age.

3 Public understanding of violent crime is far greater than is often supposed. Those
citizens who are objectively most likely to be victimized are most worried about being
victimized.

4. Americans are plagued by tevolving-door justice. The justice system imprisons handy
one criminal for every 100 violent crimes. (lIvor half of convicted violent felons are not
even sentenced to prison. About one m throe violent crimes are committed bv persons
"under supervision™ in the community at the lime that they murder, rape, or attack.

»



5. On any given day. sovon offendors arc on tho street for every three who are behind
bars. During 1994 nixiut 4.2 million cases were handled on probation and 1.1 million were
processed on parole. On any given day, there are about 15 times more convicted violent
offenders out on the streets on probation or parole than behind burs.

9. Since 1977 over 400,000 Americans have been murdered. Recent evidence shows that
community-based offenders on probation, parole, pretrial release, or other types of
“supervision™ have been responsible for a third ofall violent crimes including murders.
Adding bureaucratic insult to human tragedy, the federal government and most state
corrections agencies keep plenty of data such as the kind and amount of "treatment”
received by imprisoned rapists, but do not compile or retain comprehensive data on such
questions as the ages of rape victims or how many convicted murderers were on
probation, parole, or some other form of "supervision” at the very moment they killed

7. In 1991, 45 percent of state orisoncrs were persons who, at the very time they
committed their latest crimes, were on probation or parole While free in the community,
they committed at least 218,000 violent crimes including 13,200 murders and 11,600
rapes (over half of the rapes against children).

K Since 1974 over 90 percent of all state prisoners have been violent offenders or
recidivists. Between 1980 and 1993, the number of persons in state prisons for violent
crimes grew by 221.000. 1.3 times the growth in imprisoned "drug offenders.” <)ver

8(1 percent of imprisoned state and federal drug offenders are drug traffickers with
multiple-offense histories. The average quantity of drugs involved in federal cocaine
trafficking cases is 183 pounds In the year prior to their imprisonment, halfor more of
all prisoners commit at least a dozen serious crimes, excluding all drug crimes. Kven if
measured only in terms of enhanced public safety, the cost to society of letting most
violent or repeat prisoners out early is at least twice as much as keeping them in prison
for all or most of their terms.

9. Most violent prisoners serve less than half their time in prison before being released.
Most prisons are neither severely “overcrowded” nor without substantial programs for
inmates On average, murderers released from state prisons in 1992 served only 5.9 years
Despite the enactment of mandatory minimum laws, I>etween 1985 and 1992 the average
maximum sentences of prisoners di'dun d nIxnit 15 percent from 78 months to 67 months
In 1992 the actual time served by violent felons ibotli jail credits and prison | was 43
months. Since it has been in effect, slightly over 1,000 thrice-convicted felons have been
sentenced under California's "three strikes" law, not all of them for life Tbe full facts of
their cascs-including the much-publicized case of tbe "pizza thief**--do far more to
underline than to undercut the case for imprisoning violent and repeat felons

10 The juvenilejustice system operates as the first revolving door. In 1991 about 51.000
mulejuveniles wen in custody, a third of them for violent offenses In 1992 alone, there
were over 110.000 juvenile arrests for violent crimes and over 16 million juvenile arrests
for other crimes Stronger law enforcement and incarceration can work to restrain violent
juvenile and adult criminals, enhance public safety, and restore public trust in the justice
system-und in representative government itself
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Till: STATE OF VIOLENT CRIME IN AMERICA

I. America’s Three Crime Challenges

Americans face at leant three distinct but related crime challenges. First is the
challenge nfpreventing at-risk children from becoming juveniles or adults who criminally
violate the life, liberty and property of others by murdering, assaulting, raping, robbing,
burglarizing, or dealing deadly drugs. Second istin* challenge ofprotecting ourselves from
victimization at the hands ofjuvenile and adult criminals. Third isthe challenge of
restraining convicted but community-based juvenile and adult criminals so that they
cannot commit additional crimes against persons or property.

Facing up to the first challenge-preventing at-risk children from becoming
eriminals-means focusing our attention on the earliest stages ofyouth development. As
every study shows, after all is said and done, the most serious criminals are males who
begin committing crimes at a very early age. Many crime-prone boys, including the most
violent ones, embark on their criminal careers well before they reach puberty; few wait
until they are old enough to vote or legally take a drink before committing their first
serious crimes. In thinking about the root causes of crime, conservatives stress such
factors as fatherlessness and extreme moral poverty, while liberals stress such factors as
hopelessness and extreme economic poverty. But nearly everyone now agrees that
society’s best anti-crime insurance policy would be to produce children who are born to
loving, responsible parents or gunrooms, and raised in homes, schools, and neighborhoods
where their life prospccts-hecoming literate, graduating from high school, escaping abuse
a.id neglect, avoiding serious criminal victimization, landing a decent job--increa.se rather
than diminish from birth into their 20*8.

Facing up to the second challenge-protecting ourselves from juvenile and adult
street criminuls-means acknowledging that our vulnerability to criminal victimization
varies according to a mix of at last three sets of factors the quantity and quality of
government law enforcement resources; the extent and efficacy of community-based
anti-crime initiatives; and the size and scope of individual efforts to make the localities
where we live, work, worship, recreate, attend school, shop, or do business relatively
impervious to crime. Al the extremes, and other things being equal, the residents ofa
well-policed neighborhood with an active town-watch association and many people or
businesses who invest in security hardware or services will lie much better protected from
crime than the residents of an under-policed community where neighbors remain
strangers and few pimple or businesses ore able or willing to make such private
investments.

Facing up to tin* third challenge-restraining convicted criminals from committing
more crinu*s-means recognizing that a large fraction of all serious crime, including a
large fraction of all violent crime, is committed bv repent criminals who have had
numerous contacts with the justice system In effect, much ofcrime in America is a
self-inflicted wound. Kach year a significant number of murders, rapes, robberies,
assaults, burglaries, and drug crimes are committed by criminals whom the system has
re|[H*ntcdly had in hand but repeatedly let go. offenders who are serially placed in cu.stodv
and released back to the streets under-supervised, ill-Htipcrvisi*dlor not su|»ervisod at all.

As this great nation nears the 21st century. Americans can and should seek to
achieve all three goals-prevention. protection, and restraint. As is perfectly obvious,
progress on any one of these goals mav well constitute progress on either or both of the
other two goals as well. For example, fewer at-risk children who become criminals
translates directly into fewer at-large criminals against whom we need to protect
ourselves and fewer convicted criminals who new] to be restrained Likewise, better
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community-based anti-crime efforts or more rigorous restraints on convicted predators
spells fewer deviant, delinquent, or criminal influences on the lives of severely at-risk
children.

Hut it is a mistakc-in some cases, as we shall document helow, quite literally a
fatal mistake-to suppose that substantial progress on any one of these goals is necessary
to making substantial progress on either or both or the other two.

For example, in debates over crime policy, one often hears it said that
"Incarceration isnot the answer."” Met if incarceration is not the answer, then what,
precisely, is the question? If the question is how Americans can achieve substantially
higher levels of crime prevention, then incarcerating convicted violent or repent criminals
who have been committing murder or wreaking mayhem on the streets for years is hardly
the answer. Hut if the nucstion is how Americans can achieve substantially greater levels
of restraint against such offenders, then incarceration is most definitely a large part
(though by no means the sum total) of the answer.

Likewise, one often sees crime experts quoted approvingly bvjournalists and
pundits to the effect that "More incarceration does not cut crime." flut as these self-same
experts like to stress, crime rates are a function of complex linkages among demographic
trends, socio-economic variables, and public policies, (liven the multi-variate character of
crime, it would he bizarre if crime rates did move in lockstep with incarceration rates. At
the same lime, it would he doubly curious if incarcerating violent or repeat criminals,
most of whom commit many more serious crimes than they are ever prosecuted or
punished for committing, did not cut crime. While imprisoned, a high-rate violent or
repeal criminal cannot commit new crimes against anyone except other prisoners, staff,
or visitors. In fact, as we shall document in detail below, incarceration does have a
significant marginal reduction-cffcct on crime, and is well worth the cost in the vast
majority (though not all)cases.

Bv the same token, some much-cited commentators and tongh-on-crime lawmakers
reflexively disparage community-based substance abuse treatment programs, gang*
violence prevention networks, tecn-pregnancy counseling centers, cluirch-run "safe
havens," and diversionary recreational programs for youth offenders (for example, the
much-maligned “midnight basketball™). Such "touchy-feely programs, they insist, do more
to coddle or coax delinquents and criminals than to cut crime. Yet many of these same
voices will acknowledge that most serious crime is indeed committed by very had hoys
from very had neighborhoods. To he worthwhile, such community-based programs
(precious few of winch are funded by Washington or receive other public funds, and most
of which operate on shoestring budgets) need not decimate juvenile crime rates; they need
only to divert a small number ofyouth who would otherwise he headed for a gang, a gun,
a prison, or a premature death.

Indeed, it isa grave conceptual error-and an even worse practical mistake -to
conclude that because few such programs have withstood the tests of scientific scrutiny,
because tlvv are so very hard to replicate widely, or because they do not ultimately take
every had guv off the streets, all we can and should do is wait to arrest and incarcerate.

To offer just one illustration, almost everyone reveres the 9 I-year-old voluntary
Big Brothers Big Sisters (BB HS) program. In 1995. BB BS maintained 75.001) active
matches between an adult volunteer and a child A recent scientific study tracked 959 10-
to 10-vear-olds who applied to BB HS in 1992 and 1995. ()ver GO percent of the youth were
hoys and more than half were minority group members <70 percent African-American),
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Almost all lived with a single parent, 80 percent were from low-income households, and 80
percent had witnessed or experienced domestic violence. Half of the applicants got into
the program; the other half were placed on a waiting list. On average, the adult-youth
pairs met for three to four hours three times a mont h for nt least a yenr. Each group was
tracked for eighteen months. The study found that the simple addition of a Big Brother or
Big Sister lo a youngster’s life cut first-time drug use by 40 percent (and reduced alcohol
use as well), lowered school absenteeism by 52 percent (and improved school
performance), and, perhaps best of all, reduced violent behavior (assaults) b> 3 percent.1

Does anyone truly doubt that in at least some cases such prevention programs
might succeed in diverting al least some youth away from crime, or that additional
human and financial resources devoted to BB/BS or kindred programs would constitute a
wise anti-crime investment? And docs anyone truly doubt that in too many cases, and
despite every social program intervention, a number of at-risk boys will go on to terrorize
their families, neighbors, and total strangers and will need to he incarcerated, both for the
sake of public safety and because they deserve punishment? We doubt neither set of
propositions.

/7. Prevention, Protection, Restraint

Above all else, Americans and their leaders must he totally honest and realistic
about the state of our applied policy knowledge with respect to crime, and, in turn, about
government’s capacities as an agent of crime prevention, protection, and restraint.

On prevention, we all know that at-risk youth of whatever race, region, religion,
demographic description, or socio-economic status who are born healthy to good families
and are fortunate to have good teachers, coaches, clergy, and other caring adults in their
lives are much less likely than otherwise comparable children to become either crime
victims or victimizers. And we all know that not all children are born so lucky.

The hard social fact isthat America is now home to nearly 70 million children ng»
18 or younger, one of the largest youth cohorts in decades. As many as 15 million of these
youngsters are growing up in relative poverty, many in places where the institutions of
civil socit.y-fnmilies, schools, churches, voluntary associations-are proving too weak to
keep them on the straight and narrow.

The tragic and frightening numbers on juvenile crime contained in this report
counsel that neither more spending by Washington, the slates, or the cities, nor the mere
withdrawal of government, can prevent today’s at-risk four- to seven-year-old boys from
becoming the next decade’s 14- to 17-year-old predatory street felons or the next century’s
first big class of adult career criminals.

On protection, we are convinced that the drops in serious crime that occurred in
the first halfof the 1990°s in New York City. Houston, and several other cities were due
in no small measure to innovative community-based policing strategies, concomitant
community-based citizen anti-crime initiatives, and continued target-hardening by
private individuals and businesses. In this report, we conclude bv briefly summarizing
some of the best and latest empirical evidence on the efficacy of policing, and draw some
preliminary but highly positive crime-protcctinn lessons from recent success stories.

‘Joseph I* Tierney und Jean Baldwin Grossman with Nancv 1 Koch, Makine A Difference
An Impact SImly vfBig Bmtheri BigSiAten 'Philadelphia Public Private Ventures. November 11*951
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Through tho Council’s forthcoming hearings in several cities, wo look forward to learning
more about such successes, and how, ifat all, they can he replicated and sustained.

But make no mistake: Recent drops in serious crime are but the lull before the
coming crime storm. As this report forecasts this storm is gathering in tin? form of a
demographic bulge of young, highly crime-prone males. Between now and the year 2005,
enormous upward pressure will he exerted on crime rates. Redoubling crime protection
efforts will not keep the storm offshore. But it can help to keep its human and financial
damage to n minimum.

On restraint, the facts, figures, and findings detailed in this report amply justify
the frustrations and fears of crime-weary Americans, most especially their profound
displeasure with ajustice system that is not doing nearly enough to restrain convicted
violent and repeat criminals from committing more crimes, including crimes committed
while on probation, parole, or pretrial release. As things now stand, each and every day,
and in far too many wavs, the justice system institutionalizes crime without punishment,
and invites convicted offenders, adult and juvenile, to return lo crime without restraint.

2. Rcvolving-Dnar Justice Versus Representative Democracy

As some of the best empirical political science research of the last thirty years
dainty suggests, "Voters are not fools." On crime and most other issues, the American
jeople are fur more capable than not of relating their beliefs and interests to electoral and
mlicy choices, far more rational than reactionary, far more informed than ignorant, and
ar more savvy than simple-minded about the relative social costs and benefits of
competing policy options.

Most average Americans understand perfectly well that government cannot "solve"
the nation’s crime problem. They understand that government s capacity to prevent crime
and protect them from criminals is limited, not limitless. They stand ready to spend more
on prisons and other means of restraint, and are aware of the opportunity costs of doing
so. They even accept, albeit begrudgingly, that some arrested criminals are bound to
escape justice on legal technicalities, and that every so many felons out on pretrial release,
probation, or parole are bound to elude supervision and commit new crimes.

But what the American people do not accept, und ought not to have to accept, is
government’s prolonged and persistent failure to restrain convicted violent and repeat
criminals. Nothing could be more fundamental to the government's holding up its end of
the social contract. A government incapable of restraining known criminals in its custody
cannot be trusted to do any number of inherently more complicated and costly nublie
chores, domestic or international. A government that passes wave after wave of
"get-tough™ anti-crime laws hut often proves toothless in the execution of those laws isa

"VO Kc>. the [2%» Kteetemte (IL.ir\.ird t'diversity Press. 1%6) Also see Benjamin | Page und
Robert V Shapiro, the Rnuotuil L'iil'lie lifts Year* nf trends in Anieruwi\'Pnhex Rreferen.ex (1’niversity ol
c’hic.igi' Press. I'Wn. John /.illcr. The SMure iiiulrtnem* of W.m d/nmmriCambridgc University Press, 1'W I,
\Silium (i Mayer, Ther lunyme Amerimn U/n,/(University of Michigan Press. 199J). amJ Moms liormn.
Responsive Voter Campaign Information and the Dynamics ol Candidate | valuation." Anterinin I'olitienl Seienee
Review. June 1995. pp and Donald | Stokes .ind John J Dilulio, Jt . "lhc Setting Valence Politics in
Modern Prcsidenti.il | lections.” in Michael 1 Nelson, cd . 7he 1'A." t.le*twin u ‘ontircssion.il Ou.irtcrly Press.
199D, chapter |
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government well on its wny to destroying public confidence in the integrity of lawmakers,
in the prudence ofjudges, and in the competence of public administrators.

In 1993 and again in 1994, there was but one public institution in which the people
had less confidence than they did in the U.S. Congress, namely, the criminal justice
system.1Such poll results merely serve to reinforce our keen collective sense, bred by our
combined years of public service, personal and professional experience, and intensive
study, that government’s failure to restrain convicted violent, or repeat criminals has done
as much as any other policy failure of the last thirty years to bring about the loss of public
trust and confidence in our political institutions.

"1 About This Report

In this, our first report, we begin with the challenge of restraining convicted
criminals. We do so for at least four reasons. First, of the three crime challenges facing
America, restraint is the most urgent, immediate, and tractable within the solitary
compass of public policy and governmental authority. Second, we find overwhelming
evidence that, great gains to public safety can be realized by keeping violent or repeat
criminals behind bars longer, by tightening enforcement of the terms of thoir
community-based supervision, or (as we prefer) by doing both. Third, we feel that it is
morally wrong to continue administcringjusticc in ways that radically discount both how
dangerous many community-based felons truly are, and how much punishment they truly
dese* ve when measured by the full weight of their criminal acts, adult and juvenile,
against life, liberty, and property.

But the fourth and overarching reason we begin with restraint is because no
representative democracy, not even America’s, can long survive the sort of deep and
disheartening lack of public trust that swirls about tlu bleak reality of revolving-door
justice. It islong past time to speak the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth
to the Almerican people about revolving-door justice, especially as it relates to violent
criminals.

Thus, in the remainder of this report we offer a detailed overview of the following:
recent criminal victimization trends, with a special focus on violent juvenile crime today
and tomorrow; the present extent und heavy toll of revolving-door justice; recent evidence
on the efficacy of incarceration as a crime-restrnint tool; and recent evidence on the
efficacy of policing as a crime-protection tool.

We intend for this report to inform the American public, elected lenders, justice
system professionals, judges, journalists, and others who are engaged in the civic
discourse on crime policy. We hope that it will help to shape future deliberations on the
challenges of crime prevention, protection, and restraint, and echo as a bipartisan moral

call to arms.

‘ihe (iallup I'oll News Semce. April 25. 19°‘M According to ihc tiiillup il.ua, m both 1993 and 199.J. IK
percent al pull respondents expressed a "great deal” nr "quite a Ini" nf'confidence in the 11 S Congress, scrsiis 17
percent in 1993 and 15 percent in 1994 tor the crimin.it justice ssdeni Hut the police vscrc an exception, cnjnsing
over 50 percent public confidence in both sears, on a par \siih organized religion and a disiani third to die nnlitarx
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Il. America’s'licking Crime Bomb

The titlo of a recent story in the New York Times almost got it right: "Crime
Continues to Decline, but Experts Warn of Coming 'Storm’ of Juvenile Violence."4We
say "nlrnost” right rather than exactly right for at least four reasons.

f irst, national crime rates have been dropping in the 1990, lint that decrease has
been heavily concentrated in a handful of high-crime big cities like New York City and
Houston. Second, even if the large drops in crime in Now York City and elsewhere
continued for the next five years (and, as we shall see, they most definitely will not), the
people of New York City and the rest of the nation would still face levels of homicide and
other serious crime that are many times higher than pro-1970 norms. Third, not only is
the storm ofjuvenile violence coming, it has already touched down in some places. And.
fourth, like most popular accounts of crime and punishment in America, the Times story
focused on crime data gathered by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), which
counts only certain crimes reported to the police, and significantly underestimates the
fraction of all crime that is violent crime.

Still, the storv captured the big point. As all the best and most recent data make
plain, America is a ticking violent crime bomb, and there is little time remaining to
prepare for the blast.

1. Violent Crime By The Numbers: VCR and NCVS

There arc two main sources of information about crime in America. The oldest and
still the one cited most widely is the FBI’s annual Uniform Crime Hoports (UCK). Begun
in 1929, the UCK tallies crimes reported to state and local law enforcement agencies. The
UC’R counts seven reported "index crimes,” which, in turn, are often divided into "violent'
crimes and "property crimes.” The violent crimes in the UCK include murders and
non-negligcnt manslaughters, forcible rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults, while the
property crimes are burglaries, larceny, thefts, and motor vehicle thefts. The ovc-all crime
rate rose steadily from 1960 to 1980, by each of these measures. Since 1980, the property
crime rate has stabilized somewhat, while the rate of violent crime continued to increase
during the 1980s but may have leveled off in the early 1990s.

But there are at least three limits to the FBI’s crime data. First, remember that
the UCK is based only on crimes reported to tin? police. Second, local police departments
determine how to compile their statistics, which lias given rise to informed suspicions ol
systematic undercounting in given periods by some big-city departments intent on
reporting a reduction in crime. Third, the FBI uses a method of "hierarchical™ counting in
which only the "most serious” act in anv one incident is recorded. Ifa woman is raped and
her wallet is stolen, for example, the FBI records the rape but not the theft.

Although efforts to enrich the FBI’s crime data are underway, it is not clear how
successful they will be. For example, a number of states and localities are now
experimenting with the FBI’s National Incident-Based Crime Reporting System, or
NIBRS. Under NIBRS, data are collected on 46 specific crimes. I*or each incident, there
are a half-dozen categories of reporting, including details about the crime, the victim, and
the offender. NIBRS includes a multiple-offense option in order to avoid the problem

"Fox Butterfield, ’Crime Continues to Decline, tint Kxpcrts Worn of Corning ‘Slornr' of
Juvenile Violence," Netu York Timm, November 19, 199/1, p. AIS
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mentioned a moment ago. Hut the software problems with NIBRS have yet to he cracked,
and the day when this complex database will he operational in 10,000 separate law
enforcement agencies remains a long way off.

The other main source of crime data is the National Crime Victimization Survey
(NCVS) of the U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). About 50,000 households and over
100.000 individuals have participated in the NCVS each year since 1070, making it the
second largest household survey conducted by the federal government. The NCVS counts
violent crimes (rapes, sexual assaults, robberies, aggravated assaults, simple assaults) and
property crimes (burglaries, motor vehicle thefts, and thefts of other property). The
survey reports that the overall level of crime has decreased since its peak in 1981. But
rates for most types of crime have tended to fluctuate from year to year

Generally speaking, the NCVS is a more reliable measure of crime than tin* IJCR.
And in recent years, the NCVS and the UCK trend linos have become more parallel
(which tells us. in effect, that the UCK has been getting better). But the NCVS has been
far from perfect. For example, the NCVS has undercounted the actual incidence of and
increase in several types of violent crime. After consultations over the last decude with a
consortium of experts in criminology, survey design, and statistics, the IMS has recently
redesigned its survey to address this problem. It has also greatly improved the NCVS in
other ways, including computer-assisted telephone interviewing and "short
cues"--examples of specific people, places, objects, or actions which may have been
associated with a victimizution-used to jog respondents* memories of events.

The first survey to make use of this redesign was the IMS report on criminal
victimization in 191)3, released in Mav 1995. It is only a slight exaggeration to sav that
this IMS report is the first reliable tally of crime in America committed in a single

calendar year.

Table 1summarizes the NCVS crime data for 1993. It shows thu* in 1993, U.S.
residents age 12 or older experienced a total of 13.0 million crimes, including nearly 11
million violent crimes (25 percent), and over 32 million property crimes (75 percent). That
year there were 51.5 violent victimizations per 1.000 persons and 322 property crimes per
1.000 persons.
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Table 1. Criminal victimizations and victimization rates, 1993: Estimates from
the redesigned National Crime Victimization Survey
Victimization

rates
Number of (per 1,000
victimizations persons age 12
Type of crime 11,000's) or older)
All cnmi'H 43,622
I'rrsnnat crimes' 11,409 53.9
Crimes of violence 10,896 51,5
Completed violence 3,226 15.3
Attempted/threatened violence 7,670 36.3
Rape Sexual assault 485 2.3
Rape/attempted rape 313 15
Rape 160 .8
Attempted rape* 152 7
Sexual assault 173 .8
Robbery 1,307 6.2
Completed property taken 826 3.9
With injury 276 13
Without injury 549 2.6
Attempted to take property 481 2.3
With injury 100 5
W ithout injur 381 18
Assault 9,104 43.0
Aggravates) 2,578 12.2
With injury 713 34
Threatened with weapon 1,865 8.8
Simple 6,525 30.8
With minor injury 1,358 6.4
Without injury 5,167 24,4
IVo/l>rrly crimes 32,213 322.4
Household burglary 5,995 60.0
(‘omplcted 4,835 48.4
Forcible entry 1,858 18.6
Unlawful entry without force 2,977 29.8
Attempted forcible entry 1,160 11.6
Motor vehicle theft 1.967 19.7
Completed 1,297 13.0
Attempted 670 6.7
Theft 24,250 242.7
Completed' 23,033 2305
Less than $50 9,642 90.5
$50%219 7,688 769
$250 or fiion' 4,264 127
Attempted 1,217 122

Nnti' These data are preliminary ami mav very slightly from the filial estimates. Completed violent crimes include
completed rn|>o0, sexual assault, completed robbery with and without injury, aggravated assault with injury, and
simple assault with minor injury. The total population age Hi nr older was 2119,352,860 in 1992; in 1993 it was
211,521,770 The total number of houflohnlds in 1992 was 99,046,200. in 1993 it was 99.92ti.400.

Not applicable
The victimization survey cannot measure murder because of the inability to question the victim Personal crimes
include purse snatching and pocket picking, not shown separately
‘Includes thefts in which the amount taken was not ascertained.
Source (‘'nminiit Vulimi:atinn 1993 (bureau of Justice Statistic’, May 1995i. p. 2
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Table 2 summarizes the UCR crime data for 1993. It shows that the total number
of reported crimes in 1993 recorded by the FBI was 14.1 miUion, including 1.9 million
violent crimes (13 percent) and 12.2 million property crimes (87 percent). In 1993, there
were 7.40 reported violent crimes per 1,000 persons and 47.3 reported property crimes per
1,000 persons.

Table 2. Reported crimes and reported crime rates, 1993: Data from the
Uniform Crime Reports

Number of Reported crime rates
Type of reported crimes reported crimes per 1,000 persons
(1.00P's)
All index crimes 14.141 54.82
Violent crimes 1,924 7.46
Murder 24.5 .095
Rape 104 406
Robbery 659 25.5
Assault 1,135 4.40
Property crimes 12,216 47.36
Burglary 2,384 10.99
Larceny 7.820 30.32
Motor theft 1.561 6.05

Note: Offense totals are rounded. Kates calculated based on Bureau of Census estimate for total
national population in 1990: 257,908,000. Complete data for 1993 were not available for the states of
Illinois and Kansas; their crime counts were estimated,

Source: Crime in the United States, 1993 (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1994), p. 58.

Comparing the NCVS and UCR data on violent crimes in 1993 yields at least, four
important insights. First, in 1993 there were at least 5.7 times more violent crime
victimizations than were reported to the police and recorded by the FBI. Second, contrary
to the much-repeated notion that "fewer than 1in 10crimes is a violent crime,” the NCVS
suggests that 1in 4 criminal victimizations are violent, while the UCR indicates that 1.3
in 10 reported crimes are violent. Third, by both measures, and despite recent drops in
reportcu crimes, Americans suffer from a great deal of violent and other serious crime,
both in absolute terms and relative to the nest estimates of crime rates before 1970.

Fourth and finally, as table 3 indicates, the rate of violent criminal victimization
for Americans age 12 and older (51.5 per 1,000) issubstantially higher than the rate of
many other serious lift* risks, including injury from a car accident and death from heart
disease. Violent crime isnow at least as much of a real danger to Americans as mnny
other widely recognized threats to our individual and societal health and safety. Indeed,
as a forthcoming National Institute ofMustice study has found, tlu* cost of crime to
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victims is about $430 billion annually, $420 billion of which is due to violent crime. As tin*
study reports:

*Violent crime causes 3 percent of U.S. medical spending.

Violent crime results in wage losses equal to 1percent of American earnings.
*Asingle rape costs its victim and society an average of $87,000--many times greater
than the cost of keeping a rapist in prison for a year.’

Tabic 3. Rates of violent criminal victimization compared to rates of other life
risks

Risks Rates per 1,000 adults per year
Accidental injury, (ill causes 220

Accfdental,in',ury at home 00

Violent Victimisation 515

Injury in vehicle accident 22

Heart djsease death 5
Injury Iinaggravated assault 5.1
Cancer death 3
Rape R
Accidental death, all causes 4
Rneunionin/inlluenza death 4
Vehicle accident death A4
HIV infection death i
Murder 095

Sources IHahlights from 20 Years nfSurveying Crane Victims (Bureau of Justice Statistics, October
1993), p. 0; Criminal Victimization 1993 (Bureau ofJustice Statistics, May 1995), p. 2; and (‘rime in
the United States IFederal Bureau nf Investigation, 1994), p. 58.

2. Violent Crime: Concentrated By Bare, Place, and Age

The costs of violent crime full disproportionately on certain citizens. Violent crime
in America isconcentrated by race, place, and age. As early as 11)69. the report of the
National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence explained that crime is
"chiefly a problem of the cities of the nation, and there violent crimes are committed
mainly by the young, poor, male inhabitants of the ghetto slum ... increasingly powerful
social forces are generating rising levels of violent crime which, unless checked, threaten
to turn our cities into defensive, fearful societies."" As much of the data reported below
make all too clear, over the last three decades this nightmarish prediction has largely
come true.

Hut we do not wish to be misunderstood. For, while violent crime in America is
heavily concentrated in the nation’s inner-citics, it is hardly confined to the nation’s
mner-cities. The NCVS data indicate that while the violent crime victimization rate per
1.000 isa whopping 73.8 in urban America, it is a significant 47.8 in suburban America

led It. Miller ct al., f rung inthe | nueJ Stales avurn (viwi andCon\eigieinc%, 1inal Report lo (he
Vuion.il Institute ot Justice, May 1995. p. |

*“National Commission on ihc Causes and Prevention of Violence. 1 talent t 'rune the i Intllengc tuthr
Ctnc\ (Mcorre Hr/dler. 1969), p X2
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and 43.4 in rural America.7It is not unreasonable to bo concerned that, over time, the
inner-city violent crime problem could spill over more and more into gentrificd central
city districts, inner-ring suburbs, edge cities, and even the rural heartlands. It is already
disturbingly apparent that more and more violent crime involves strangers and teenage
"wolf pa: *s." As the International Association of Chiefs of Police has concluded, whereas
most murders were once committed among persons who knew each other, today most
murders in America are between strangers (53 percent of the 23,7(50 murders committed
in 1992), while juvenile gang killings are tbe fastest growing type of murder (increasing
371 percent from 1980 to 1992)1* Indeed, juveniles now commit about a third of all
homicides against strangers, often murdering their victims in groups of two or more."

By the same token, while it remains true that violent crime in America is
predominant ly a/(rrt-rncinl, not inter-racial, black-on-white violent crime has reached
significant levels, most especially with respect to multiple-offender violent victimizations
Table -Llsummarizes 1993 NCVS data on victim-offender relationships by type of crime
and the perceived race of the offender. From these data, it would appear that in 1993 over
1.54 million violent crimes committed against whites (about LSpercent of all violent
victimizations committed against whites) were committed by blacks, while in the same
year over 1.29 million violent crimes committed against blacks (about 80 percent of all
violent crimes committed against blacks) were committed by blacks. The nlack-on-white
crime problem is more acute with respect to violent crimes committed by juveniles. For
example, in 1991, 95 percent of all violent crimes committed by white juveniles were
committed against whites, while 57 percent of all violent crimes committed by black
juveniles were committed against whites.I'

Nonetheless, it remains true that at this moment in time, America's violent crime
problem, especially the rage of homicidal and near-homicidal violence, isextremely
concentrated among young urban minority males who figure disproportionately as both
violent crime victims and violent crime victimizers.

‘Criminal Viclirnualion HKKi (bureau of Justice Statistics. Ma> 199.5), p. 3
‘Miw hr in Atneriat (International Association of Chiefs of Police, May 1995), p. £

«James Alan Fox, "Teenage Males ore Committing Murder at an Increasing Kate." a report
prepared for tin* National Center for .Juvenile .Justice, Pittsburgh. PA, April 15)93.

shwenili' Offender* ami cotuns (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention,
August 19951, p -17
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Table 4. Estimated numbers nnd percentages of violent victimizations by race
of victims and perceived race of offenders, 19).1

Numbers Percentages
Single-offender against whites
Single-offender by blacks against whites 1,071,867 16.8
Single-offender by whites against whites 6,006,696 79.8
Single offender by other against whites 683,421 8.6
Single-offender by unknown against whites 122,111 1.8
Total single-offender against whites 6.783 million 100
Multiple-offender against whiles
Multiple-offender by all blacks against whites 472,636 24.6
Multiple-offender by all whites against whites 918,180 47.8
Multiple-offender by all other against whites 474,467 24.7
Multiple-offender by unknown against whites 66,706 2.9
Total multiple-offender against whites 1.920 million 100
Single-offender against blacks
Single-offender by whites against blacks 161,813 13,3
Single-offender by blacks against blacks 986,696 81.1
Single-offender by all other against blacks 42,682 3.5
Single-offender by unknown against blacks 25.599 2.1
Total singlc-offonder against blacks 1.216 million 100
Multiple-offender against blacks
Multiple-offender by all whites against hincks 24.627 6.0
Multiple-offender by all blacks against blacks 308,636 75.5
Multiple offender by all other against blacks 66,632 16.3
Multiple-offender by unknown aguinst blacks 8,993 2.2
Total multiple-offender ngainst blacks 408.788 100
Violent crimes against whites
Total black against white 1.54 million 18
Total white ngainst white 592 million 68
(irand total all against white 8.70 million 100
Violent crimes against blacks
Total white against black 186,000 ik
Total black against black 1.29 million 80
(irand total all against black 162 million 100

Note Multiple-offender calculations for category "all other adds categories "all other and "mixed

f iginal . e e
Source Calculated from (Ntitmal \ictiniuation tn the I'nitn| states, Wil.1 iPurenu of Justice

Statistics, forthcoming), tables 42 anil 48.



The State nf Violent Crime in America 13

For example, « BJS study of murders committed in 1988 in the nation's 75 most
populous counties found that blacks were 52 percent of oil murder victims and 62 percent
of all murder defendants, but they were only 20 percent of the general population in these
metropolitan jurisdictions. By comparison, whites were 44 percent of all murder victims
and 36 percent of all defendants, but they were over 77 percent of the general population
in these urban areas. About 93 percent of all black murder victims and 83 percent nfall
white victims were killed by someone of the same race."

Likewise, between 1985 and 1992 the rate nt which males ages 14 through 17
committed murder increased by about 50 percent for whites and over 300 percent for
blacks.2Between 1973 and 1992, the rate of vie lent victimizations of black males ages 12
to 24 increased about 25 percent; for example, block males ages 16 to 19 sustained one
violent crime for 11 persons in 1973 versus one for every six in 1992." *In 1992, black
males between the ages of 16 and 24 were one percent of the population age 12 or over
and experienced five percent of all violent victimizations. By comparison, white males in
this age group were six percent of the population and were victims in 17 percent of violent
crimes. Moreover, the "violent crimes™ experienced by young black males tended to be far
more serious than the e experienced by young white males; for example, aggravated
assaults rather than simple assaults, and violence involving gunfire rather than
weaponless attacks. 4

Indeed, 23 percent of those arrested for weapons offenses during 1993 were
younger than 18 years old, and overall weapons arrest rates were five times greater for
blacks than for whites.’5As summarized in table 5, from 1987 to 1992 the average annual
rate of handgun victimization per 1,000 young black males was three to four times higher
than for young white males. Likewise, between 1987 and 1991 the annual arrest rate per
100,000 for murder among white males ages 14 to 17 rose from 7.6 to 13.6, but for black
males of the same ages it more than doubled from 50.4 to 111.8.*”

"Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics, 199-1 (Burma of Justice Statistics 1995). p. 343
(only single offender, single victim incidents); and Murderm Large Urban Counties (Burma of Justice
Statistics, May 199.3),

"*Alfred Dlunistein. "Prisons.” in Janrs t) Wilson and Joan R Ictcrsilia. cds. | 'rime (Institute tor
Contemporary Smdics, 1995). pp 397-41")

1 Yountt Stack Male Victims (Bureau of .Justice Statistics, December 1991 (
"ibid
1Wea/yons Offenses and Offenders (Bureau of Justice Statistics. November 1995),

. ™Alfred Blumstein. "Violence By Young People Why ihe Deadly Nexus?.” Saturna! Institute of
Justice Journal, August 1995.
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Table 5. Average annual rate of crime, 1987 to 1992, committed with handguns
per 1,009 males, by age; and race of victims

Knee of victim

Age nfvictim While Hinck
12-ir* 31 141
16-19 9.5 39.5
20-24 9.2 294
25-34 49 12.3

Note Kotos do not include murder or nnn-nogligunt manslaughter committed with handguns.
Source Young Marl: Mole Victims (bureau of Justice Statistics. December 19941.

As suggestive as they are, such national data on the concentration of violent crime
by race, place, and age need to be brought down to the street-level in order to lie
understood. Consider the case of Philadelphia. For many years, crime rates in
Philadelphia have been lower than in the rest of the nation’s ten largest cities. Still, as
measured by the UCK, in 1990 Philadelphia’s total crime rate was about twice that of the
four surrounding suburban Pennsylvania counties, and its violent crime rate was over
three times that of those counties. Forty-two percent of all violent crimes committed in
Pennsylvania occurred in Philadelphia, which contained only M percent of the state’s

total population.

in 1994, 433 people were murdered in the City of Brotherly hove. 340 of them
black. Blacks were 39 percent of the cuy’s population but 78.&percent of its murder
victims. More than half of the victims were males between the ages of Hi and 31. All but
five of the 89 victims under 20 were non-white. Citywide, the number of murders per
100,000 residents was 23 (the national average since 1990 has hovered around 9.5). But in
the predominantly white, working-class Greater Northeast region of the city, the murder
rate was about two per 100,000, in predominantly poor, black North Philadelphia, the
rate was 60; and in the heart of North Philadelphia, in an area known to residents and
police as "the Badlands," the rate was over 100! The picture on the next page is probably

worth 1.000 words.

lake other big cities, PhilndelnhiaVconcentrated violent crime problem is
exacerbated by street-gang activity. But compared to the gang problems of Isis Angeles
County and some other cities, Philadelphia should count its blessings. LA. has some 400
street gangs organized mainly along racial and ethnic lines 200 Latino, 150 black, the

1'Uniform Crime Report, Commimtreolf/i nflVnnnyhania, Annuo/ Re/mrt, IU.H) tPennsylvania
Statu Police, 1991), pp. A2-Al

' Don Kuwcll and Hob Warner. "1airlull <n>\ Deadliest lurf in *91," The |'_|ntUJE|PhUi thtilx .Von,
January 0, 1995, pp 4-5 Abu \cc Craig K McCev cl at. "Conic in the city.” /re |'NiNKlelplua In,inner,
September 25. OWS5. pp A6-A7
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rest white or Asian. Together these gangs claim over 50,000 members. In 1994 their
known members committed 570 murders and over 3,300 felony assaults.T

Yo Violent Crime Demographies

Demographic trends make it virtually certain that these gangs in L.A. and other
cities will have plenty of potential recruits between now and the year 2005. As table 0
indicates, in 1000 the country had about 04 million children age 17 or younger. By the
year 2010 that number will increase by 15 percent, eight percent for whites, 20 percent
for blacks, and 71 percent for Latinos.

Table 0. U.S. Juvenile Population, 1000 and projected 2010

Population Increase

10N (» 2010 Number Perrent

Alljinrnilvs (>4.185,000 73,017,000 9,432,000 15%
Ages 0-4 18,874,000 20,017,000 1,143.000 o*
Ages 5-9 18,064.000 19,722,000 1,058,000 9*
Ages 10-14 17.191.000 20,724,000 3,533,000 21%
Ages 15-17 10,050,000 13,154,000 3,098,000 31*
White 51,336,000 55,280.000 3,944,000 g*
[Inch 9,890,000 12,475,000 2,579.000 20*
Ltilltm 7,880,000 13,543,000 5.057.000 71%

Source Bureau of (he Census. 1993. Office ofJuvenile Justia* and Delinquency Prevention, 1995.

Today America is home to about 7.5 million males between the ages of 14 to 17.
That crime-significant cohort will increase by roughly 500,000 between now and the year
2000. Between now and the year 2005, the number of 14-to- 17-year-old males will
increase by 23 percent, with increases of 28 percent and 50 percent for blacks and
l.atinos. respecttvely*

"Tclir IticJlke. D.ing htlilh \'in lot tn”ila ( o««/v (Senior lThcnv WiHklnm Wilson School. I'oncclon
I mvcfMiy. PW t

>’James AUn | «wv "HuniiciJc DllenJing l'atlrrm A (mm | Ahc.ul." paper presented at the American
NuJemy lor Ihc Ads.tnccmenl ot Science Annual Meeting. Atlanta, (learpa, Irhruary 18-21. |W
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Fimire 1. Murder in Philadelphia, according to ZIP code

19118
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19104
9143

19120

9130 MH
1V Iill
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19147 V xnH"»

19118
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19149
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i

Smircrv i'liil.iiM pliia 1'olltv )t p.irliiunl. IWO | .S. rrnMlv, I‘liil.ntilptii.i D.iilv . News tinulwiv
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Justice system officials are generally aware of those demographic shifts. For
example, the New York City police department forecasts that between now and the year
'2000, the number of males in the city between the ngcs of five and 14 will rise by over
50.000.2 Likewise, California officials project that the state’s number ofjuveniles ages 11
through 17 (the ages responsible for 91) percent ofjuvenile arrests) will ir crease 33
percent in the next decode."™*

Still, it is worth stressing that this increase in young males may not simply be a
matter of rising numbers in terms of violent crime rates in the years ahead; instead, it is
likely that, on average, tomorrow's new young felons will commit more serious crimes
than today'sjuvenile offenders do.

For starters, consider the results ofa famous study of all 10,000 males born in
1945 who lived in Philadelphia between their tenth and eighteenth birthdays2' Over
one-third had at least one recorded arrest by the time they were eighteen. Most of the
arrests occurred when the boys were fifteen, sixteen, or seventeen. Half of the boys were
arrested more than once; once a hoy had been arrested three times, the chances that he
would be arrested again were over 70 percent. But perhaps the most significant finding of
the study was that six percent of the boys committed five or more crimes before they were
eighteen, accounting for over half of all the crimes, and about two-thirds of all the violent
crimes, committed by the entire cohort. This "six percent d* 50 percent” statistic has been
replicated in a series of subsequent longitudinal studies on Philadelphia and other cities.

But even more important, this same literature indicates that each generation of
crime-prone boys is several times more dangerous than the one before it, and that over
HOpercent of the most serious and frequent offenders escape detection and arrest. For
example, crime-prone boys born in 1958 who resided in Philadelphia between their tenth
and eighteenth birthdays did about three times as much crime as their older cousins in
the class of '45. But about GO percent of the most serious offenders in the former cohort
were never known to the police, and it is probable that an even larger fraction of the
serious offenders in the latter cohort had no olTicial record.

Taken as a whole, the data suggest that the difference between the juvenile
criminals of the 1950s and those of the 1970s and early ’80s was about the difference
between the Sharks and Jets of "West Side Storv”and the Bloods and (’rips of L A. County
fame It is not inconceivable that the demographic surge of the next ten years will bring
with it young male criminals who make the ().(*.s" (original gangsters) of the Bloods and
(’rips look tame by comparison. Anil it is all too likely that most of tbe worst of the worst
offenders will escape detection, arrest, and punishment clearance rates for murder
dropp'd to a record low of 55 percent in 1992. and in a few cities where juvenile crime is
already spirahng, halfofall murders go unsolved for a year or more.™

‘ Data tupplicJ by I Jtlicc ¢l ihc t 'nmmo'HUtcr. Sco York 1’ily Poncc Department September 2f> 1995

“1 lifahclh Ii Mill, ,/mt mA'tVjm,' fha/not & <'uhfitrnui{l c£iilali\r AnalytI\ Olfne. Stale ot
t aliforma. May |'>*>M. p 22

M.u\in I Woilmanc cl at. /Vor</tH'n» t in,t lltrth r «>A .l ‘nnctMly ot <lmap> hov 19721

'‘Murder tn Amenta lIntctnational V ukijlnmi ol ( htrl* ol Police. May <3 Monna Rhnr cl al
'‘Mill ol t amicnV'M Mmniculo | ntoltrd." fin' I'hthtiktphi,i /rfc/wor. March 12. 1991. pp Al. A22-A2*.
Martin Wolfgang cl al t'nm B Wan /row?/V/t«*fwr'vi <m( (I'hmenity ol I hitayo Prctt, IMP)
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w. Violent Crime Dynamics

No one fully understands the causal dynamics behind crime demographics. In the
aggregate, it is easy to explain and predict differences in predatory criminal propensities
between, say. well-off boys from intact families residing in good neighborhoods, and
impoverished boys from single-parent families living in drug- and crime-infested places.
But under what conditions do otherwise comparable young males vary in their
propensities to commit violent crimes (remember, not every "b id home” produces a "had
boy' or a career street predator)? And why has each recent cohort of serious young male
offenders been, on average, more prone to homicidal and violent crime than the one

before it?

Many researchers in criminology, the social sciences, and even the bio-medical
sciences are doing studies that may for may not) yield definitive policy-relevant answers
to such ciuestions. For example, a number of analysts have been at work on the "project on
human development in Chicago neighborhoods,"” described in a recent National Institute
of Justice report as "nn unprecedented, long-range program of research designed to study
a broad range of factors at the level of the community, the family, and the individual
believed to be important in explaining early aggression and delinquency, substance abuse,
and criminal behavior, including violence."*' ‘fable 7 lists the thirty different "contexts"
and "i tors" being investigated in the Chicago project.

Martin Wolfgang cl al . [K tmfin >i 11m wi in Tumlhnin ‘ultimo (Plenum, to Ml) US | lliolt cl .it.

“Scll-icpwicd Violeni Ollci Aing.~ Journal nf InierptrxiMktl 1 workr | pp I'"-M I. D's I llioll. "Sellout
Violent | Mlenderv ” <[IMIN.N >v 1¥1?2, pp 1-21. Allred Htumslcmc! al. <Hmin.il ( \M\ muik/tiirivr 1 'nmiihiv
(National Avadctm hot. 1'0*>L Jamesn Wilton ctal. ( ikkrMaihlin<i <>imi* (Spoii|;ci-Vctla>;.
I'Rft)

‘ (hosts A Vivlirr. "I n.Vftlaiidnn; the Kimttol i omr Ihc hojcvl on Human Development mt hicagn
Nci”ihoihitods." Wiiinmil InMitut.  1Juune Jnunutl November IV<M,p
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Table 7. Thirty contexts and factors being studied as part of the Project on
Human Development

1 Social, economic, and demographic structure.

2. Organizational/political structure.

3. Community standards and norms.

4. Informal social control.

5. Crime, victimization, and arrests,

ti. Social cohesion.

7. Residential turnover.

H Ivcvel of involvement in drug and gang networks.
). Academic achievement oxpcctntions.

10. School policies regarding social control.

11. School conflict.

12. Tcucher-studcnt relationships.

13. Strengths and weaknesses of the school environment.
14. Composition and size of social network.

15. Substance abuse and delinquency by peers.

I(i. Deviant and prosocial attitudes of peers.

17. (vocation of peer networks (school or community).
18. Changes in peer relationships over time.

If). Family structure.

20. Parent-child relationships.

21. Parental disciplinary practices.

22. Parent characteristics.

23. Family mental health.

24. Family history of criminal behavior and substance abuse.
25. Physical and mental health status.

26. Impulse control and sensation-seeking traits.

27. Cognitive and language development.

28. Ethnic identity and acculturation.

20. Leisure-timc activities.

30. Self-perception, attitudes, and values.

Sonnr: Christy A. Vishor, "Understanding the Roots of Crime,” National Institute o fJustice Journal,
November 1994, p. 14,

We have no doubt that this research will add something of intellectual interest to
the already voluminous academic literature on understanding and reducing violence.
Likewise, we agree wholeheartedly that uncovering "the subtle interaction between
individual characteristics and social circumstances requires policy-related research of a
sort and on a scale that has not been attempted before."*” And. as we stated in the first
part of this report, Americans should strive to prevent crime by reducing the chances that
given at-risk children will become delinquent or criminal in the first place

'For asample oftin*,recTnt Ii_teratur,ei. »*e 1993 ||r,p0r| ofthe Horn Fm n_h (iun_ficnhetm
Foundation Kescarrh for [JnilenlandinR anil Uitluctnn Violence, Aggreuioa ami Dominance (The
Harry Frank Ciuggonhi im Foundation, IflO/H

"“Jamev0 WiKan, (In (‘httnutrr (American | nlcrprive Institute. 1M |. p |7'i
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But wo would be as surprised, as we suspect most Americans would be, if these
studies uncovered something fundamental about the dynamics of predatory street crime
that we did not already know, or that strongly contradicted the common sense of the
subject. For example, as every study shows-nnd as (ivory family courtjudge knows-large
fractions of highly violent, juvenile offenders have suffered serious abuse or neglect by a
family member, or have witnessed extreme violence, or both. Likewise, it has long been
known that over half of state prisoners come from single-parent households, over one-
quarter have parents who abused drugs or alcohol, and nearly a third have a brother with
a prison or jail record.

Moreover, the human drama behind the statistics has been captured in numerous
ethnographic accounts. One of the most recent of these accounts is Mark S. Fleisher's
hook on the lives of 194 West Coast urban street criminals, including several dozen who
were juveniles at the time he did his primary field research (19H8 to 1990). Almost
without exception, the hoys’ families "were a social fabric of fragile and undependable
social ties that weakly hound children to their parents and other socializes.” Nearly all
wonts abused alcohol or drugs or both. Most and no father in the home; many had
others who were criminals. Parents "heat their sons and dnughters-whipped them with
>e||s, punched them with fists, slapped them, and kicked them."*'

Likewise, in a recent hook on race and class in America. Jennifer L. Ilochschild
acknowledges that "some lawbreakers hold different values than most other Americans."”
and are quite distant from "mainstream norms":

Asked for an alternative to killing another drug dealer, young murderers in
Washington, D.C. speculate only that they could have shot their rival once
rather than six times, or could nave stabbed instead of 'ot him. Their sole
regret is that incarceration "took a lot of my life"; one w» ut to his victims’
funerals to assure himself that they were indeed dead. Most chillingly, some
seem incapable of seeing the future us potentially different from the past;
when asked, "what are your thougl s -innut the future?,” several youth
asked for an explanation of the question.”

Does anyone actually doubt that poor, fatherless young males who are abused or
neglected at home, vegetate or make trouble at school, hang out with deviant, delinuucnt.
or criminal peers and live among people who abuse alcohol or drugs in neighborhoods
dotted by malt-liquor outlets are substantially more likely to get into trouble with the law
and commit violent crimes than otherwise comparable children who are less exposed to
some or all of these criminogenic influences? Who among us still questions the increased
criminal potential of children who are exposed to open-nir drug mark* ts. who lack
attachment to religious, civic, or other communal associations; or who an* simply never
habituated by parents, guardians, relatives, friends, teachers, conches, or clergy to control
their aggressive impulses, defer immediate gratifications fir the sake of future rewards,
or respect the feelings, persons, and property of others?

Intellectually, it is worthwhile to strive for ever more analytically refined
understandings of the conditions that spawn violent crime by spawning violent criminals.

‘Mark S I lcivhcr. Hegttin unii Thie\t\ furs o/ tfrhan Sirrrl Cnmiruih <unictsii> el Wisconsin
Piets. I'WSi

“Jennifer | llixInchilil, Jiiimii t*infJii' /tnrnmn/Jn'um I*nikclon fniiTOiiy Press, IWS|, p 2IH
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But we already know where violent crime is most heavily concentrated, and which
children are most at risk: namely, poor minority children growing up in drug- and crime-
infested inner-city neighborhoods. In our forthcoming hearings and in other ways, we
hope lo identify meaningful, real-world examples nfcommunity-based programs intended
to prevent at-risk kids from becoming violent criminals. For beyond academic theory and
expert-derived, one-size-fits-all public policy approaches, Americans most desperately
need civic rescue missions to save particular at-risk children when and where it really
counts.

li. Violent Crime: Voters are Not Fools

Most Americans already possess the common sense and the compassion necessary
to meet the challenges of violent crime prevention, protection, and restraint. Moreover,
most Americans are keenly aware of the relative violent crime risks which they face, and
are by no means as prone to exaggerate those risks-as many critics of the public’s
understanding of crime and punishment have asserted.

Of course, we do not mean to suggest that most citizens have on the tips of their
tongues the crime statistics cited in the foregoing sections of this report. Nor do we mean
to deny that, under some conditions, public fear of violent crime (and of other types of
crime as wclli can be heightened beyond reason by news events, television viewing habits,
or other factors. But we no mean to stress the often-overlooked fact that the relative
intensity of citizens’ personal concerns about violent crime is more a mirror than a
mirage of their relative objective risks of being victimized by violent crime.

For example, in just about every major public opinion survey since .January 1991,
crime has been ranked ahead of unemployment, the deficit, pollution, and other issues as
the main problem facing the country today. But while nearly all Americans now feel more
threatened by crime than they did in the past, urban Americans feel more threatened
than suburban or rural Americans, and urban blacks feel more threatened than other
urban residents. For example, in 1991 about 7.4 percent of all households, 10.fi percent of
black households, and 22.7 percent of central city black In aseholds identified crime as a
major neighborhood problem. Between 1985 and 1991, the fraction of rural households
that identified crime as a major neighborhood problem remained fairly stable, rising from
1.4 percent to 1.9 percent. But the fraction of black central-city households that did so
nearly doubled from 11.8 percent to 22.7 percent.*

Likewise, a number of recent surveys, including one conducted by the Black
Community Crusade for Children, have found that black urban children, who are far
more likely than black urban adults to be murdered or victimized by many types of violent
crime, ranked their top five present life concerns as follows: kids carrying guns
(70 percent I; violence in school ffi8 percent > living in a dangerous neighborhood
itil percent); involvement with gangs ((53 percent); and involvement with people who
cause trouble (03 porccn IILANnd v table 8 indicates, black teenagers, who are more likely
than white teenagers to be murdered or victimized by many types of violent crime, feel

more threatened.

‘ (’rime antFetxhlk>rhiM\h (Huicou nt Justice Sljlislks, June *WA4i

"Black Cummumly (‘rutatlc (or I"hililren, Ty<rn\hfirtung Stitjentx ot llhi>k AduUt trot For Chitihfn s
itttil Futire (Cluldrcn'c Defence I-iimt. May Jo. IW i
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Moro broadly, consider the implications of the fact that many anti-crime activities
in this country are private, not governmental. They consist of the countless financial,
locational, and organizational decisions made each day by families, businesses, and
neighborhood groups in an effort to render the environments in which law-abiding people
live, work, shop, attend school, and play relatively impervious to crime. Wc lock our doors
and install burglar alarms. We counsel our teenagers to be careful and to avoid driving
through "bad neighborhoods.” We relocate our families and our businesses. We make
crime-sensitive investment decisions. We watch the neighbors’ homes when they are on
vacation. We hire private security guards. W* form neighborhood watch groups. Were it
not for these private anti-crime efforts, America’s violent crime problem would be far
worse. Undoubtedly, part of the reason for such high rates of criminal victimization
among inner-city blacks is that the* law-abiding people of these communities experience? a
relative lack of the financial and political resources needed to protect their homes, stores,

parks, and schools.

To our knowledge, no one has attempted to measure or monetize what Americans
spend privately on crime protection. Loose estimates have been made that twice us much
s now spent on private security services as on public police, but no rigorous work on the
costs of "rent-a-cops,” let alone of tho entire range of private anti-crime activities, is

presently available.
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Table 8. Teenagers and ilie threat of violent crime

WWhiti' Teenagers  Hinck TeonugerH
lime mnrli of the time do you worry about beinp the victim of

acrime’
A lot 0f wane of the time 36% 54%
Hardly ever or never 64% 46%
What kind ofcrime do you think is likely lo happen to you f
Robbery/mugging 13% 10%
Shooting 5% 27%
Assault 6% %
Rape 7% 2%
Other 2% 3%
))/gmldoyou think is more likely to commit that crime against
Teenager you know* 7% 11%
Teenager you don't know* 18% 37%
An adult 9% 4%
linyou know someone who has been shot in the past fine
yearsi
Yes 31% 70%
What is the bippcst problem whereyou po to schooli
Violence 19% 37%
Hangs 5% 8%
Drugs 14% 8%
Racism 8% 6%
All other 40% 23%
Are 0rganized panps a problem inyour schoolf
Yes 18% 33%

Source: New York Time*, July Hi. 1994, p. 16, based on New York Times CBS News Poll.

Hut wc would not be surprised to learn that Americans are investing more of their
own money, time, and effort in crime protection today than they did five, ten, or fifteen
years ago. If that is so, then the public’s crime fears are more understandable. For what
average Americans seem to sense is that, for all of the private, corporate, and community-
based anti-crime initiatives, for ail of the disposable income spent on security devices, for
all of the costly behavioral changes, and for all of the neighborhood rallies, they have to
date gained only marginal and temporary relief from murder and mayhem on ihe streets.
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I11. Tho Reality of lievolving-Door Justice

A majority of Americans of every demographic description arc convinced that
existing government policies do not do nearly enough to complement private anti-crime
efforts and protect law-abiding citizens Irom violent and repeat criminals. In stark
contrast, many experts and criminals’ rights advocates remain sanguine about how the
system operates. In their view, the real problem is not revolving-doorjustice but its
opposite-public policies that incarcerate too many convicted criminals for too long. The
national media routinely side with the experts. A typical example is the 1994 Time
magazine cover story which declared in hold letters that "outraged Americans™ who favor
"lock’em up" policies fail to see that "prisons have failed" and that "imposing longer
sentences may only increase the crime rate."1”

There is plenty of reliable data that can he used to referee this dispute between the
people and the experts. Almost all of it supports the views held by average Americans.

As table 9 indicates, there isquite a gap between how much time average citizens
think convicted criminals should serve in prison and how much time the criminals
actually serve. For over a decade, the justice system has been overloading the streets at
least as fast as it has been filling up the prisons. As table 10 indicates, more than seven
out of 10 of the 5.1 million people under correctional supervision on any given day in 1994
were not incarcerated. Nationally, about three million persons were on probation, one
million were in prison, 090,000 were on parole, and 484,000 were in jail. Between 1980
and 1994, the parole population and the prison population both grew by 1113 percent.

Indeed, in 1992, over 10.3 million violent crimes were committed, butjust 3.3
million were reported to the police. About 641,000 led to arrests, barely 165,000 to
convictions, and only 100,000 or so to state prison sentences, which on average ended
before the convict had served even half his time behind bars.1l

How is it that the justice system imprisons barely one criminal for every 100
violent crimes? How is it that millions of convicted criminals with a history of violence
end up on probation or parole rather than behind bars? Who really goes to prison, for how
long, and under what conditions? What really happens on probation and parole? And how
much violent crime is actually done by repeat violent criminals, including those who are
legally "under supervision™ at the very moment they find their latest victims?

'-'Richard Lacavo. ‘ Lock ‘lim lip.* Time. Fchruary 7. IVM, pp. si, 55.

"Criminal victimization 1w 3 (Bureau of Justice Statistics. May IW5). p. 2\ Sourcebook of Criminal
Justice Statistics /sw.l (Bureau of Justice Statistics. 1w4). tables 4 0 ami S71. /Worn Sememes in State Courts,
IW 2 (llurcau of Justice Statistics. January 1w |, tables I, 2. ami 4
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Table 9. Actual vs. Recommended Sentences

Actual average time served,

Offense released in 1992

Rape 4 years, 11 months
with no other injury

with forced oral sex, no
other injury

Robbery

no weapon,threat of
force, no injury, $10

3years, 3 months

threat of force with
weapon, no injury, $10

shot victim with gun,
hospitalization, $1,000

Assault 2yeurs
intentional injury,

treatment by doctor, no

hospitalization

intentional injury,
treatment by doctor and
hospitalization

Burglary lyear, 10 months

burglary of a borne with
loss of gl,OOO

Drug trafficking lyear, 6 months

cocaine sold to others for
resale

2r

Average recommended time
in prison, 1987

15years, 5 months

16years, 10 months

3 years, 8 months
5years, 8 months

10years, 3 months

5years, 7 months

7years, 9 months

slyears, 5 months

10 years, 6 months

Note: This table compares the actual time served for selected serious offenses by those
released from prison in 1992 with the prison sentences recommended by a representative

sample of Americans in 1987.

Source: Joseph M. Bessette, "Crime Justice, and Punishment,” Jobs and Capital, Winter

1995, p. 22.
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Table 10. Number of adults on probation, injail or prison, or on parole,
1980-94

Total estimated
correctional

Year population Probation Jail" Prison Parole
1980’ 1,840,400 1,118,097 182,288 319,598 220,438
1985 3,011,500 1,968,712 254,986 487,583 300,203
1990 4,348.000 2,670,234 403,019 743,382 531,407
1991 4,536,200 2,729,322 424,129 792.535 590,198
1992 4,763,200 2,811,611 411,781 851,205 658,601
1993 4,943,900 2,903,160 455,500 909,186 678,100
1994 5,135,900 2,962,166 483,717 999,808 690,159
Percent

chnni'n,

1993-94 471 2% 6% 10% 2%
1980-94 179% 165% 165% 213% 213%

Note Even.-year some states update their counts. Counts for probation, prisons, and parole population arc
for December 31 each year. Jail population counts are for June 30 each year Prisoner counts are for those
in custody only. Because some persons may have multiple statuses, the sum ofthe number of persons
incarcerated or under community supervision overestimates the total correctional population.

‘Includes convicted and unconvicted adult inmates.

‘Jail count is based on estimates.

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1993

Figure 2. Adults in jail, on probation, in prison, or on parole in tbe United
States, 1980-96

If .. en . .
mnii ttifi# iiiN4 lunn Minn tuui* iuu” hiim
— I'riilintInh —an — Mi len*h
Koeoeoeoe |'nm|i* ] . — N\

source_Cnrrectinnnl Pppulati?n* tn the United St%&%& HUM «Bureau of Justice Statistics, October
1995 Sourcebook nf( ‘mutual sustic> Statistics, 1991 <Bureau of Justice Statistics. 19951
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/. Who Really (locs to Prison t
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Tlio revolving door is greased when 65 percent of all felony defendants, and 63 percent
ofall violent felony defendants, are released prior to the disposition of their case. As table
11indicates, in 1990 in the nation’s seventy-five largest counties, 44 percent of all
released defendants, and 11 percent of all released violent felony defendants, had a

history of prior convictions, including 31 percent of the former who had 1or more prior
convictions, and 5 percent who had 10 or more prior convictions. About 19 percent of
released violent felony defendants simply fail to appear in court. About 16 percent of

released violent felony defendants are rearrested again within the year, a quarter of them
for another violent crime.” And in 1992, 71 percent of the defendants charged with felony
weapons offenses were released prior to trial.1

Table 11. Number of prior convictions of felony defendants, by whether

released or detained and the most serious current arrest charge, 1990

Detention/release
outcome und the most

serious current arrest Number of
charge defendants
Released defendants

All offenses 33,085
Violent offenses 8,452
Property offenses 11,481
Drug offenses 10,474
Public-order offenses 2.678
Detained defcndanin

All offenses 18,348
Violent offenses 4,933
Property offenses 6,143
Drug offenses 6,027
Public-order offenses 1.245

source |'retrial Release ofFelatiy Defendants, /990 (Bureau nfJustice Statistics November 19512).

Total

inm
26
35
32
8

uxn
27
33
33

7

Percent of felony defendants in |In* 75 largest counties

Total with
No prior Prior
convictions  convictions

-m 44\
15 n

20 15

17 15

4 4

29" 7P?

9 18

10 24

9 24

1 6

Number of prior convictions

10 or
more

5'*
1
0
1

IP?
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5-0

9N

= W W o
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But it isat the point of sentencing that the revolving door for violent felons really

begins to swing. As table 12 shows, in 1992 fully 17 percent of state felons convicted of

one violent crime were not sentenced to prison, and nearly a quarter of those convicted of

"Vretnal Release </Felony Defendants, IWO (Bureau of Justice Statistics, November 1992). tables 12

and If

"Weapons Offenses and Offenders (Bureau of Justice statistics. November 1995). p. J
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three or more felony crimes, one or more of which was o violent crime, were not sentenced
to prison.

‘l'alile 12. Convicted violent felons not sentenced to prison, by number of
conviction offenses, 1992

Percent of convicted felons not sentenced to prison fur
1.2, or 3 or more felony conviction offenses

Most serious conviction offense One Two Three or more

All violent offenses 4an 31% 23%
Murder 9% 5% 3%
Rape 39% 23% 20%
Robbery 303 21% 14%
Aggravated assault (51% <15% 38%
Other violent* 65% 51% 36%

Note This chart reflects prison non-sentencing rates for felons based on their most serious offenses.
Forexample, ifa felon is convicted for murder, larceny und drug possession, and not sentenced to
prison, he would he represented in this chart under murder (the most serious offense) with three or

more offenses,
‘Includes offenses such us negligent manslaughter, sexual assault and kidnapping.
Source: Bureau ofJustice Statistics, Felony Si ntrnccs in State Courts, January 1995, p. (i.

(liven these facts, it is not surprising that virtually all convicted criminals who do
go to prison are violent offenders, repeat offenders, or violent repeat offenders. Table 13
summarizes the number of prisoners in state prisons in 1991 by the most serious offenses
(not the only offenses) for which they were convicted. Some 1(55percent of the prisoners
were in prison for violent offenses.
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Table I'i Number of state prisoners in 1991, by must serious offense
Alt Offens?s 728,605
Violent offenses 339,500
Murder 77,200
Manslaughter 13,100
Kano 25,500
Oilier sexual assault 43,000
Robbery 107,800
Assault 59,000
Other violent 13,100
Property offenses 180,700
burglary 90,300
Larceny/theft 35,700
Motor vehicle theft 16,000
Fraud 20,400
Other property 18,200
1)"lip, offenses 155,200
P thitr-onler offenses 49,500

G lier/nnspecifietl offenses 2,900

Source: Prisoners in 1994 (Bureau nf Justice Statistics, August 19951.

It is a gross but common error to conclude from such data that half of till prisoners
are "non-violent," In fact, as depicted in figure 3, based on a scientific survey representing
711,000 state prisoners in 1991, former IUS Acting Director Lawrence A. Greenfold found
that fully 02 percent of the prison population had a history of violence, and that 94
percent of state prisoners had committed one or more violent crimes or served a previous
sentence to incarceration or probation.”” In effect, this 94 percent statistic is a measure of
the prison population's criminal "grade point average,” accounting for the totality of
prisoners’ Known adult and juvenile criminal nets against life, liberty, and property.
Performing the same analysis on other large state prisoner data sets yields virtually the
same results since 1974 over 90 percent of all state prisoners have been violent offenders
or recidivists.

*Sur\'(\ ofSlate Prison Inmates, IWI (Ruicau of Juuicc Statistics, March I'W), p. n
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Figure 3. Profile of Prison Inmates, 1991

130%

ms
CT Nrnltilitd in p.iM in pniliallon nr inciirrrrullnn fur nnntinlml crime

Nnntinlfnt olTendrr with nn prior prnlinlinn nr Inrarccmlinn
m | In prison for vinltnl rrimc

® i ('nnklcird in past for sinlrnl crime

Source: Survey of Slate Prison Inmates, 1991 (Bureau or Justice Statistics, 1992), Statistics based nn n
sample representing 711,000 adults in state prisons.

Indeed, between 1980 and 1993 tin? growth in state inmates was greatest among
offenders whose most recent and serious conviction offense was violent. During that
period, the number of violent offenders behind bars grew by 221,000, representing 1.3
times tiie growth in Ilie number of offenders whose nv st recent and serious conviction
offense was for a drug law violation, and 12 percent of the total growth in state prison
populations.l

In short, the closer one looks into the criminal and conviction histories of
prisoners, the clearer it becomes that there are precious few petty, non-violent, or first-
time felons behind bars who pose no real threat to public safety and who simply do not
deserve to be incarcerated.

For example, in 1994 California’s prison population rose to over 125,000 inmutes.
Since the mid-1980'fi, numerous experts and journalists have insisted that the state’s
prisons were overflowing with first-time offenders and harmless parole violators. And c¢s
California voters marched to the polls and overwhelmingly approved a three-strikes law,
manv analysts and commentators confidently warned that, within a vear. the state’s

ul‘riamer.\ ia IW-| (Bureau of JuMicc StntiMict, August IW.S), p 11
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Table 14 summarizes the results ofa California Department of Corrections
analysis of the criminal histories of 16,520 randomly selected felony offenders admitted to
the state’s prisons in 1992 and classified as "nonvioient." The analysis reveals that 88.5
percent of these offenders had one or more prior adult convictions. The average number
of prior convictions was 4.7. A fifth of these "nonviolent” felons had been committed to
prison once or twice before.

Table 14. Felony offenders admitted to California prisons in 1992 and
classified as nonviolent, by criminal histories

Prior convictions

Juvenile torn? or more) 18.2ft
Adult (one or more) 88,5ft
Aduh < Average number 4.7
Adult - Violent (PC 807.5(c)) (one or moro) 1.41t
Prior probations
Prior Probation (one or more) 82.0ft
Current Probation resulting in:
Probation revocation with additional convictions(») 24.2ft
Probation revocation without additional conviction(s) 21.71t
Priorjuvenile liall incarcerations (one or more) 5.8ft

Priorjail eadult incarcerations
One or more
Three or more
Prior California youth authority commitments
Prior prison commitments
One or more 20.6ft
Three or more 18*

Source: Department of Corrections, State of California, March 1, 1994. Rased on nn analysis of 18,520
admissions.

Table 15 offers a detailed portrait of the 84,197 adults who were admitted to
California prisons in 1991. It is based on a recent analysis by a former president of the
American Society of Criminology, Joan R. Petersilia. It shows that only 3,116 of the
prisoners (under 4 percent of total admissionsi were, in fact, mere technical parole
violators (the category "Administrative, non-criminal”). As Petersilia has concluded, these
data disprove the notion that hordes of "parole violators are being returned for strictly
technical violations.... The bottom line is that true technical violators do not currently
represent a large portion of incoming inmates, nor do they serve very long prison terms."

More precisely, table 15 shows that about 45 percent of the prisoners were "Felons.
New Court Admissions,” meaning that they were sentenced by the courts for new crimes
ranging from murders lo drug deals. The rest were "Parole Violators," meaning that they
were sentenced by the courts to additional terms ("Parole Violators With a New Term," 19
percent), or returned to prison by the board of Prison Terms (the parole hoard) for having
violated one or more conditions of their parole ("Parole Violators Returned to Prison,” 36
percent). As the table’s compilation of their offense records makes quite plain, the vast
majority of both all new court admissions and all parole violntors-in short, the vast
majority of all persons admitted to California's prisons-were violent or repeat criminals,
together responsible for literally tens of thousands ofserious crimes including over 2.000

murder convictions.
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Table 15. Persons admitted to California prisons, 1551
Bycommitment offense and average prison term served

Number of Persons % of Total Median Months
Admissions Served
Felons, New Court 08.210 45.41r?
Admissions
Violent Offenses 10,616 1261V 19.0
Homicide 1,840 2.m 33.2
Robbery 3,701 4.40* 17.7
Assault 2,881 3.42* 10.2
Sex Crimes 1,936 2.30* 33.2
Kidnapping 258 0.3 Iff 34.0
Property Offenses 10,537 12.51* 11.0
Burglary 1st 2,547 302* 20.5
Burglary' 2nd 2,154 2.58* 9.9
Grand Theft 1,174 1.39ft 10.0
Petty Theft with Pn 1,520 1.81ff 8.8
Rec. Stolen Property 1,003 1.19* 8.9
Auto Theft 1,384 ]1.64* 115
Korgery/Fraud 755 090* 9.9
Drug Offenses 12,459 14.80* 11.8
Possession 3,913 4.68* 7.7
Possession for Sale 4,173 4.96* 12.9
Drug Sale 3,052 3.62* 17.4
Drug Manufacture 376 0.45* 215
Marijuana 915 1.09* 10.4
Other Offenses 4,628 5.50* 8.9
Driving Under the 2,911 3.46* 8.3
Influence
Weapons Possession 604 072* 10.6
Escape 68 0.08* 8.4
Arson 138 0.16* 13.6
Miscellaneous 907 108* 9.1
Parole Violators with 16,010 1901*
New Term tPV-WN I »
Violent Offenses 2,705 321*
Homicide 136 0 10* 332
Robbery 1,553 1.84* 17.7
Assault 751 0.89* 16.2
Sex (.'rimes 233 0 28* 332

Kidnapping 32 0 04* 340
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Property Offenses 7,156 8.50% 11.0
Burglary 1st 1,106 1.31% 20.5
Hurglary 2nd 1,776 2.11% 9.9
Grand Theft 516 0.61% 10.0
Petty Theft with Pri. 1,905 2.26% 8.8
Roc. Stolen Property 701 0.83% 8.9
Auto Theft 853 1.01% 115
Forgery, Fraud 299 0.36% 9.9

Drug Offenses 1,627 5.49% 11.8
Possession 2,205 2.62% 7.7
Possession for Sale 1,036 1.23% 12.9
Sale 890 1.06% 17.4
Manufacture 172 0.20% 215
Mnrijunna 324 0.38% 10.4

Other Offenses 1,522 1.81% 8.9
Driving Under the 479 0.57% 8,3
Influence
Weapons 672 0.80% 10.6
Kscape 34 0.04% 8.4
Arson 19 0.02% 13.6

Other 318 0.38% 9.1
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role Violators Returned 29.944 35.567

Prison (PV-KTP)

ministrntivc. non-criminal 3.110 3.70% 4.0

nirmal violations)

ministrntive, criminal 20,828 31.809 7.0

Typo 1 8.382 9.95% 4.0
Drug Use 3,035 3.60% 4.0
Uruk Possession 2.427 2.88% 5.0
Misc., Minor 2.920 347% 6.0

Type 2 12,010 14.26% 8.0
*Sex Offenses 535 0.64% 0.0
Assault 1431 170% 8(1
Mwrglary 880 105% 9.0
Theft 3.714 4.41% 80
Drug Sales 1.449 172% 10.0
Weapons 380 1) 45% 80
Driving Violation 1.334 158% 80
Misc. nonviolent 2,287 2 72% 00

Type 3 0,430 7 65% 120
Homicide 119 0 14% 120
Knhbery 1.108 139" 120
KapoRAssault 353 0 42% 120
Mattery 2,394 2 84% 120
Murglnry 701 1184% Kill
Drug  Major 253 0 30% Kill
Weapon* 1.093 1 30% 120
Driving Violation 171 021% Kill
Miscellaneous 181 021% 120

a] Admission* 84.197 Kmk; 11 83

Note IVrvms who were rcvnkod I»\-1hc Parole ibuird in 1991 hut "ointinucd on |wirrile~ 18700
persons'were not included in tin* table nor were Iho*e with mtum i;iiflenx'data 12690 persons)

Source_Joan K IVlemlia. "Diverting NonA’iolrnl Prisoners In Intrrjnrdinte, Sanction*/ paper
prrpnnid for Tho Califnr.un Polio* Seminar. llerarlry. i alifornin. IW.i, pp 9-1]

From the duv it took *Ti*d through November of 1995. Mime 1,020 repeat felons
were sentenced under California™ three strikes law Alxiut ‘H9of them were sentenced
during the law’s first year, the remaining 01 were Mtilcncrd over the ensuing eight
months Clearly. the state’s prosecutors are exercising their discretion to use the law
against repent offenders who for the sake ofeither public safely, just deserts, or Isith,

'Dju pmvMtnl tn ihc <aliform* Deportment ol \>»tcvt*on>. N.nariS-r JN. |W t
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nm1l to In* incarcerated. And. contrary to popular perceptions, not everyone sentenced
under the Inw i. *st serve life without the possibility of parole.

Consider the much-publicized case of the "pizza thief,” the 29-year-old California
man who was sentenced under the law for stealing a slice of oizza from children in a
shopping mall.” Although much of the national press spun 1ms story as a self-evident
example of the folly of three-strikes fund other "get-tough” legislation), the facts paint a
different picture. The offender’s adult criminal history dated hack to 1985. 1lt* was
¢ mvicted of five serious felonies inside of a decade. He was granted probation five times
in five years for convictions on two misdemeanor charges and three felony charges.
Between 1985 and 1990, he had five suspended sentences. At one iroint he moved to
Washington State -and was arrested thereon additional charges. During his criminal
career, he used eight aliases, three different dates of birth, four different Social Security
numbers, and marijuana, cocaine, alcohol, and PCI*. Standingfi foot 4 inches, his "third
strike" occurred when he and another man frightened and intimidated four children (ages
7. 10. 12. and I D. stole their pizza, and then walked away laughing. He was not sentenced
to life; he could he eligible for parole in the year 2014. As one Cnliiarnia official quipped,
this repeat felon was already "doing life on the installment plan Three strikes simply
reduced the number of future installments and the number of future victims."”

2. How Much Hurd Time l)o Violent Prisoners lleully .Scree *

The unvarnished truth, therefore, is that America’s prisons hold few netty, first-
time, non-violent criminals Moreover, even violent prisoners spend relatively little time
behind bars before being released, and do so under conditions of confinement that are far
more generous than cruel

As table 16 indicates, violent offenders released from prison in 11192 served an
average of 48 percent of their time behind bars 'both jail credit and prison time 1-43
monies on sentences of 89 months. Between 1988 and 1992 the percent of time served in
prisons by released violent offenders rose from 43 r rcent to 48 percent But over the
same period the average sentence drnp|n*d from 95 onths to 89 months, meaning that
the actual average time served increased only from #1months to 43 months. Overall,
therefore, lietween 1988 and 1992, there was little change in the amount of time or in the
jMTcentage of sentence served for different types of violent crimes' Among those violent
offenders released in 1992, even murderers served only 5.9 years of 12.4 year terms.

't MU ol ihc cjw ihc ( Jtlilernu Ikjvutmenl of (.Vorctionv. Mi) «*. IW.t

u ¢ t ink//imr.Voildt f I «iltuicjo ol Ju\lkc SUInIKv Afol IW), p 2
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Table I(> Time nerved on confinement by violent offenders released in 1902

Average Average time Percent nf
Type of offense sentenr ’ (months) served* (months) sentence served
All violent 89 43 m
Homicide MO 71 48T
Hope 117 05 r,6T
Kidnapping 104 52 50'i
Kohlwry 95 44 -1
Sexual assault 72 35 49'v
Assault i 20 48",
Other no 28 47'r

‘Includesjail credit and prison lime. ) )
Source Bureau ofJustice Statistics, Pfvum Sentences ntul Time Sen a/ fur Violence *Bureau uf Justice

Statistic , April 1005).p 1

Much the same picture holds when the data on how much time violent felons
actually serve in prison is broken down on a state-bv-state basis. For example, figure 1
displays the percent of various categories of convicted violent felons in Virginia it 1002
who had at least one prior conviction. More than three-quarters of all violent criminals in
Virginia prisons in 1992-93 had prior convictions. Figure 5 displays the average time
served hy Virginia felons released in 1003. Together, these two sets of data confirm that
even most violent recidivists imprisoned for murder, rape, and rohl»ery serve less than
half of their sentenced time in confinement.1l

It is possible, however, that truth-in-sentencingand related laws will succeed in
increasing the amount of prison time actually served by violent offenders m Virginia and
the rest of the nation. For example, the IMS estimates that state prisoners admitted in
1002 could serve an average of (2 months (versus -13 months for violent offenders
released in 1002) and 60 percent of their sentences (versus -IK percent )*

~ "(iciHcr Allen. *Ihc C'HtiJitc ol Our Cenviiliom.*-/Wm ffcvpcM. Spang PW'.pp 1-7 Aluivrc
<tiit, IN v+ piwiminnne NIFINIENIC tUhISenteih intf /iv/nsk 7 1lhITHep Hisioie o1 viipniv . atiput 1w 11

St|Ueth| UnJ nt’iCS*na|fi* (re/mvtlturcnu el tie icc M IInliiv April p
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Figure 4. Percent of convicted violent felons in Virginia with prior
convictions, 1992
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Source (iconic Allen. *The Courage of Our Conviction*," Policy tteview Spring 1995, p. 5

Figure 5. Average sentences vs. actual time sery~~ hrrinlant falane in
Virginia, 1992, by offense at conviction )2
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While such increases in the amount of time actually served by violent felons would
constitute welcome steps in the right sentencing policy direction, there is reason to be
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cautious. For one thine, sentencing laws can change, and many states have yet to tighten
their grip on convicted violent felons. Despite the universal use of mandatory sentencing
laws for murder and many other crimes, state sentencing regimes vary widely. Relatively
few states have enacted and implemented strict truth-in-sentencing laws or rcluted
measures that keep violent felons behind bars for nil or most of their terms.

Also, even with tougher laws on the books, not much may change. Public policies
are enunciated in rhetoric, hut tliev are realized (or not) in action. What gets done in "get-
tough" crime legislation can he undone or watered down in the administrative process (for
example, an escalation in the use of generous automatic "good time" credits), or as the
result ofjudicial intervention (for example, the imposition of prison or jail caps by court
orders or via consent decrees).

This is one bitter lesson of the experience with mandatory sentencing laws enacted
in the 1970’s and 1980’s. Sentence lengths did not expand between 1973 and 1986 even
though mandatory sentencing laws authorized or required longer sentences. For example,
in 19H6 the median sentence for a felony conviction was 18 months, compared with 60
months for most of the period between 1960 and 1980. In 1986 the median time served in
confinement was 16 months, tin? same os it was in 1976. And between 1985 and 1992, the
mean maximum sentence of prisoners actually declined about 15 percent from 78 months
to 67 months.4

One reason for this failure to increase the amount of time actually served in prison
by violent and other serious offenders was judicial intervention into prisons and jails. In
1990, scores of prisons and jails were operating under judicially-imposed caps on their
populations, not to mention orders governing staffing, food services, recreation,
counseling programs, and other matters'4Federal district court judges have often done
whatever they felt was necessary to protect and expand prisoners’ rights, including
ordering inmates released or facilities closed."’

To cite just one recent example, in the space ofa single year a federal judge form!
the City of Philadelphia to release defendants in 15,000 cases father than violate the
population limit she had established for the city’sjails. 'Thanks to the court order, the
city now has 50,000 fugitives from justice- defendants who have been charged with a
crime hut do not even bother to show up for trial.""” As in most such cases, the court’s
orders have led to skyrocketing fiscal costs and a worse human toll exacted in murders,
rapes, and other crimes committed bv those released in order to ease "overcrowding'’ or to
remedy other ostensible violations of constitutional rights.

o “'Patrick A l.angan. “Americas Soaring I'rivon Population,” Ai/imv. Maivh 7> 1091. pp I5MI-1573.
fimi strwi/m rrmm ami>m t'amic VX4 (llurcau ol Justice StatiUicv December 1*14?), Scnhm ing <<,/ Tum-
Sen -ifi llurcau of Juvticc Staiivlict, T*>H7franking Offendt't*. /vv=*(llurcau of Jo .lice Stativticv. October 1990),
I'hmiik'ti m 1994 itturr.tti ol Justice StatUlicv August [995). p 12

"< Vv/nut I/Shite .miFederal (wro tiomil Ftk ihliet (Ilurcau of Justice Statistics. 1992). p 7

_ *Willum I* Collate, “Atlitlor> ol Recent Correction* rva Itiitory of Court Involvement.” (Wm/rom
[0sij\. Aw rtf 1995. p 150

) "Sarah II' VjnJecnbraak. “Hail. Humbugl Whv Criminals WouM ltcallv Rather lie in I'hilaJclpina.’
I'oiny Nevien. Summer 199$. p 71
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To hi*clear, wo undcrslund that since 1960 judges have done much to end horrible
or abusive conditions behind bars. Too often, however, the courts have expanded
prisoners’rights without due regard for such competing values as budgetary limits,
institutional order, and public safety.4 As the National District Attorneys Association has
declared, "federal court orders in prison litigation often have severe adverse effects on
public safety, law enforcement and local criminal justice systems.”* And as ought never
to be forgotten, government by consent decree is not the same as government by the
consent of the governed.

Many of the most harmful court orders have married faulty constitutio
interpretations to false empirical assumptions. For while some prisons are crowded, most
prisons are not terribly "overcrowded." At the end of 1994, states reported that they were
operating between 17 and 119percent over their capacity (the maximum number ol
prisoners their facilities were designed or reconfigured *o hold). Thirteen states and the
District of Columbia were operating at or below 99 percent of their capacity. Because of
new prison construction, the ratio of the inmate population to the capacity of state
prisons has remained stable since 1990.4*

Moreover, despite the conventional wisdom about the harmful effects of
"overcrowding,"” the statistical data simply do not support the belief that inmates suffer
greater levels of violence, illness, or other problems when prisons operate over capacity or
increase population densities. And there is no shortage of case studies which suggest that
dedicated prison managers have run truly crowded prisons without any increases in
critical incidents or other s Tunis problems: It is clear that the quality of prison
management and other inti evening variables determine the negative consequences, if
any, that flow from having prisoners, few of whom are confined to their cells all day.
share limited cell space or sleep in make-shifl dormitories.

By the same token, while it is easy to exaggerate the extent of resort-like
conditions behind bars, the fact is that most prisons do offer prisoners a wide array nf
basic amenities and services, and that some prisons do indeed resemble resorts. As table
17 shows, in 1991 over 97 percent of federal prisoners, and 91 percent ofstate prisoners,
were involved in some type of training, program activity, or work assignment. For a large
number of prisoners, health care services and the like are both better and more readily
available on the inside than they were on the outside.

*William 1) Il.igecdom and John J Dilulio. Jr.” Ihe People's Court” Crime Federal Judges. and
I cderaliuu,” m Mirth# Deriltlit. cd. forthcoming: John J Dilul >Jr,cd . ( oirro. (Vrsvifoxi« JiUtthe
<n/nr/fuiouMOxford Unism il) I'rcss. IWQj

‘ National District Attorneys Association. Revolution. December 19V4
47Vn..n, MM /W J (Hurcau ol Justice Statistics. August IW ). p X

I or a good recent summary ol the uatidic.il evidence. %oeCicrald (i tiacv 'Prison Crowding Research
eunified.” rv rriMin.h UH_'I.I'[, September W 4,pp 32*1-363 | or case studies, see John J Dilulio. Jr. G'mvrniog
iroom | (Yi«/\ir.in»vS'['[UW«*/Corm/nuki/.l/ufM gcwii/tFrcc Press. P>87), “Wcll-iioxomcd Prisons Aic
Possible." in Cicorge Cole, ed .Criminal Justice!Wadsworth. 1W3).chapter 23, "Prisons lhat Work Management
isthe Kc>.“/r./i-r.r/Pro »0J.iUNUl. Summer IWO.pp 7-1f. and "Principled Agents Die Cultural IUses ol
Uchasior m a | cder.il Government Rurcautrac\./annuli fI'uMh fi/moiofr.umn A>w.0./i.0;./ IV on, Julv
W 4.pp 277.318
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Indeed, in mnny states half or more of every prison dollar is now spent, not on
custody or security basics but on prisoner medical services, education, "treatment
programs,” and other functions.'1In 1900 only 2!M of the nation’s 1,037 prisons were
maximum-socurify prisons, and even in those facilities most prisoners enjoyed access to
all manner of amenities and services, and were hardly confined to their living quarters all
day. While there remains no evidence that most prison-based nn grams rehabilitate
offenders, there is some evidence that certain types of prison-naseu substance abuse
programstdg some good, and that most prisoners who need drug treatment get it while
Incarcerated.

=Sourcebook of CrimnuilJusincStatixtu \ (Bureau ol Justice Statistics, 1094). p 14

"Charles Il 1 ogan and Gerald <l Gacy "Mcta-Analssis and the Rehabilitation of Punishment.” JMtuv
(Juan rlv. June 1993, pp 245*263. Marcia R Chaiken, Pn%on Programvfor [)ru-Involved <Iffvndi'n (National
Instilu ¢ of Justice, October 1989); Susan Wallace. “Drug 1rc.itmcnl Perspectives and Current (nil alive*." Faknil
view \Journal. summer 1991. M. Douglas Anglin, “insuring Success in Corrcctions-Bascd 11 nvenlions with
Drug sbusing Olfcndel paper presented at Ihe Conference on Growth and its Influence on Corrections Policy,
t ‘nivc mis of California at Berkeley, May 1D-11. [99(i.,Voum'/'wd «/< NNWUtlJustice Statisticm/vvj (Bureau ot
Justice Statistics. 1994). p m47 It is worth noting here that in 1991 all state and federal uovemmoci t substance abuse
treatm nt programs (prison- and community-based, both lor offenders and others) had a utilization rate ol 81 |
(screen ; see SNUFCCNOOK, p 542
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Tnblo 17. Training, programs, activities, and work assignment of sentenced
federal and state prison inmates, by sex, 1991

A P BSAOA Sment
Training
Academic
Basic<9th grade
High school
College
Other
Vocational
Irnframslarlwilirs
Religious
Self-improvement
Alcohol/drug support group
Counseling
Pre-release
Arts and crafts
QOutside community
Kthnic or racial
Work assignment
Any
General janitorial
Food preparation

Mg eoar o
Grounds and road maintenance

(I)_{Hrear ér%rebsershop, office or

(Goods production
Farming, forestry, or ranching
Laundry
Hospital or medical
Other
Number of inmates

Federal
7.7

58,1
104
213
189

8.4
294

38.5
19.8
9.2
116
1.0
131
2.1
6.1

912
117
131
14fi

6.4
149

2.9

4

2.3

17

248
53,764

Source Hur »unf.Justice Statistics, 1994,

Al

Percent of sentenced inmates

State
91.1

458
5.3
214
140
2.6
314

32.0
202
171
171
8.1
14
2.1
2.5

101.776

Federal
97.7

58.0
107
26.6
19.0

8.6
295

37.2
179
8.6
108
6 4
ILH
2.4
59

910
116
130
47

6.3
149

28

4

24

17

247
49.548

Male
State
91.0

45.9
53
21.5
140
2.5
314

31.2
19.5
171
16.7
8.0
11
2.1
2.5

69.7
133
12.5

9.1

8.2
1.8

4.3

40

3.0

9

119
663.619

Female
Federal State
98.7 93.0
5.1 449
1.0 51
353 25.6
172 137
6.0 40
28.8 315
53.9 445
417 324
155 22.1
20.2 234
132 8.9
28.9 126
5.8 28
78 2.1
93.4 748
137 16.3
138 16.0
124 49
7.2 84
143 117
37 5.2
4 2.6
18 40
18 9
26.5 138
4216 38.156
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1. Crime By Community-Based Violent Convicts

~ltisclear (hat violent convicted offenders do not do much hard time behind bars. And
it is equally clear that they do tremendous numbers of serious crimes when loose on the
streets, including a frightening fraction of all murders. For starters, a recent IMS analysis
reveals the following: ’

+1n 1991,45 percent of state prisoners were persons who, at the very time they committed
their latest conviction offenses, were on probation or parole.

' Based only on the latest conviction offenses (hat brought them to prison, the 152000
probation violators committed at least 6,400 murders, 7,400 rapes, 10,400 assaults, and
17,000 robberies while "under supervision” in the community an average of 17 months.

' Based only on the latest conviction offenses that brought them hack to prison, the 156,000
parole violators committed at least 6,800 murders, 5,500 rapes, 8,800 assaults, and 22,500
robberies while "under supervision” in the community an average of 18 months.

'Ihe prior conviction offense was violent for half of parole violators -eturned to prison for a
violent offense. The prior conviction offense was violent for 43 percent of probation violators
sent to prison for a violent offense.

*Together, probation and parole wolators committed 90,639 violent crimes while under
supervision™ in the community.

*Qver half of the 13,200 murder victims were strangers.

*Qver a quarter of the 11,600 rape victims were under the age of 12. and over 55 percent of
them were under 18.

' Of all arrested murderers adjudicated in 1992 in urban courts, 38 percent were on
probdatlon, parole, pretrial release, or in some other criminal justice status at the time of the
murder.

* Afifth of all persons who were arrested for the murder of a law enforcement officer from
1988 to 1992 were on probation or parole at the time of the killing.

These numbers represent only the crimes done by probation and parole violators who
were actually convicted of new crimes and sent to prison. They do not even begin to measure
the total amount of murder and mayhem wrought by community-based violent criminals
whom the system has had in custody one or more times but failed to restrain.

The number of persons who are on probation or parole in a given year exceeds the
number who are on probation or Farole on anyglven day. As table 18 indicates, while 69%.(1(10
convicted criminals were on parole at the end of 1991, over 1 million cases were handled on
parole in the course of the year. Likewise, while 2.96 million convicted offenders were on
probation at the end or 1994, over 4.2 million cases were handled on probation in the course

of the year.



The ‘hifr nf Violent Crime in America

Table 1H Adults on parole and probation, 1094

1/1/94 Entries Exits 131/94 Year
Parole 676,000 411,000 396,000 690,000 1,101,000
Probation 2,900,000 1,360,000 1,300,000 2.960.000 4,260,000

No e eo no res on or mconHJIete to the poap on on 1/1/94 minus exits is note act| equ
ﬂ uatl n. so hoth ear wu n ndtu)( and EXI unts |nvo Ve smagl
ract|on o ountln because an undetermined num ero tson pro atlon an arole enter an

re than'on r
ource cumate(? FrOtmaPr%b%etlgn %ﬁlm partite 1.994 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1994), pp. 5, &

Large numbers of mnvicted violent criminals arc on probation and parole-more, in
fact, than are in prison. For example, as .Joan R. Petersilia has found, "on any given day in
the U.S. in 1991, there were an estimated 435,000 probationers and 155,000 parolees residing
in local communities who have been convicted of violent crime-or over a half million
offenders. If we compare that to the number of violent offenders residing in prison during the
same year, we see that there were approximately 372,500 offenders convicted of violent crime
in prison, an approximately 590,000 outside in the communlty on probation and parole!” "1

As table 19 indicates, in the nation’s 75 largest counties in 1990, convicted offenders
on probation and parole were 25 percent of all felony defendants, 23 percent of oil those
arrested for violent offenses, and 21 percent ofall murder arrestees. Adding pretrial releases
and others with a criminal jUStICE status to those totals raises them to 38 percent, 36 percent,
and 39 percent, respectively. Hence, about a third of all violent crime is traceable to persons
who were on probation, parole, or pretrlal release at the time of the offense.

'loan K I'cterrulia, “A L'rimc Control Rationale for Reinvesting in Community Corrections."
Summer PW$.p 1.
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Table 19. Criminal justice status of felony defendants at time of arrest, by most
serious arrest charge, 1990

Percent of felony defendants in the 75 largest counties
With criminol justice status at time of arrest

. Number of Withaut criminal reprggreI gr
Must serious delfendants Total justice status  Total Probation ear?lercase Parole Other
arrest charge
All offenses 42,895 1000 62*  38% 18* Moo % 1%
Violent otlenses 10914 100 ti? 36" 16'7 12% T 2%
Murder 440 100 61 39 14 11 1 6
Rape 5% 100 % A 12 6 5 1
Robbery 3192 too 5 50 20 17 13 2
Assault 5415  ion 68 32 15 il 5 1
Other violent 12712 100 14 26 13 T 1 3
Property oifenses 15248 ioo’; 62* 3 18% 2% ™ 1%
Burglary 4588 100 o 43 2 12 9 1
Tlleft 0239 100 61 39 19 11 1 1
(Ither property 4420 100 67 33 " 12 6 1
Drug offenses 13210 toof; 6%  38% B 1% 8% 1%
Sales trafficking 8,087 100 63 37 16 12 1 1
Otlie- rug 4523 100 58 42 20 i 10 1
rl#.l ler 3523 100 BT 4% 25% ™ 6% 4%
Driving related 1143 100 % M 35 I 3 1
(())rt(peerr public- 2,379 100 8 42 20 8 1 6

t?' Datann moun (ﬁrJ’gstice status at time of arrest were available for 7fir»of all eases. Detail may not add to

ORa becese 0! roui . -
§OUTCE Pretrial Helena; o f Felony Defendants. 1990 (BUI‘GEIU ofJustice Statistics, November 1992)

The revolving door numbers do not become any less disturbing when broken down by
violent offense categories. Ifanything, the reverse is true. For example. 42 percent of felony
weapons defendants in 1992 bad a criminal status at tbe time of the offense-17 percent on
probation, 10 percent on parole, and 14 percent on pretrial release. And of those felony
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weapons defendants with a history of felony convictions, more than half had two or more such
convictions/™

~ Nor do the numbers look any more comforting when examined on a state-by-state
basis. For example, table 20 tallies the crimes known to have been committed by prisoners
released early from Florida prisons between January 1987 and October 1991-crimes
committed during the Period that the offenders would have been incarcerated had lIlicir prison
sentences not been rccluced. It shows that prisoners released early were responsible for 25,919
crimes, including 4,654 violent crimes. Among the violent crimes that would have been
averted had these offenders remained behind liars rather than being released early were 346
murders and 185 sexual assaults.

Table 20. Crimes known to have been committed by convicted offenders released
early from Florida prisons, 1/87 to 10/91

Category Number Offense Number %
Violent crimes 4,654 18.0 %%}gj(r ?{énl\élggslaughter iég 32
|§W¥olent Offenses 21 Z
Property crimes 11,834 45.9 Jflu(gﬂl,apéaE d. Forgery 51,;33 2@%
Mes%%nr%’peﬁsp&fenses 2 15
Drugs 9,331 36.L  Drug offenses 9,331 36.1
Total 25,819 100 25.819 100

Source: SAC XNtCS <Florida Statistical Analysis Center, July 19931 p. 3.

Likewise, table 21 summarizes the data on how many persons convicted of murder in
Virginia from 1990 through 1993 were on parole, probation, pretrial release, or had some
other form of community-based legal status at the very moment they murdered. It shows that
fully a third of the 1,411 convicted murders were "in custody" at the time they killed-91 on
parole. 156 on probation, 81 on pretrial release, and 146 on electronic monitoring, with
suspended sentences, or other forms of supervision.

viyom t ,nui <f>nat (t)uicau of JuMicc StatiMicv Savembcr 19*6). p
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'Fable 21. Convicted murderers in Virginia, legal status at time they murdered,
1990-1993

Year Probntion  Pnrolu Pretrial Release Other None
1990 39 19 18 2 263
1991 36 2 17 40 231
1992 38 26 20 40 235
1993 43 25 20 39 208
1990-93 166 91 81 itr, 937

l\é%t[%:ngetger includes unsupervised probation, community diversion, electronic monitoring and suspended
§ource: Virginia Department of Corrections, Virginia Department of Criminal Justice Services, 1995.

The closer one examines the facts and figures about how much violent crime is done
because of revolving-door justice, the plainer it becomes that the failure to restrain known
criminals accounts for much of the predatory street crime that plagues our cities. For
example, in 1994 a scries of investigative reports by a local newspaper turned uR/lpIenty of
facts about revolving-door justice in Dade County, Florida, which encompasses Miami. For
example, only 671 of 4,615 identified local career criminals (average of 20 prior felony arrests
and 6 convictions) were behind bars. From Januar%/ 1992 to March 1994, 5.284 people were
arrested twice or more and charged with violent of other serious felony crimes, including
murders. Some 2,298 of them (43 percent) were rearrested for crimes worse than their first
arrests. Only 9 percent (about 5005) were convicted and sentenced to prison. '1

Similar!;/, a 1994 local newspaper investigation into crime and punishment 1 New
Jersey revealed that in 1993, 217,347 cases entered the state's criminaljusticetpipeline. Four
out often cases were reduced or screened out of the system. Only 24 percent of those arrested
and indicted wound up behind bars. About 40 percent got probation. Of those convicted, under
30 percent saw the inside of a prison for six months or more.,T

In fact, many local newspapers around the country have done such investigative
reports ¢;* the reality of revolving-door justice. But such reports are virtually unheard of in
the national press, which spills incomparably more ink about how many convicted criminals
are in prison rather than how many are not, and focuses little on how many released felons
commit more crimes.

Jeff Lean el al. "Crime and Punishment." The Miami Hcmul,_ August 28-Septcrnher 5. 1'W.J and
December 1K 14 Also see Final Report of the Da,/e <vm/m drand.litn (Circuit Court of the I Icscnth Judicial
Circuit ol t lorida. Mas 11. IW4)

I).tvc Nccsc. "Plenty of Punishment, I ittlc Cnmc inJersey." lhe Ireninntan August 15, I''M.p »
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By tho snmt? token, it speaks Iegions that while one can easily lind detailed information
on such things as the number and kind of treatment programs afforded to convicted rapists,fs
most states compile no data on such things as the ages of rapists’ victims, ™ or on how many
convicted murderers were on probation, parole, or nretrial r 'lease at the time that they
killed."" Sf me state probation and parole agencies (0 not even keep data on how many of their
chargesa returned to prison during the term oft icir supervision.”1Undoubtedly, most
America  would &? more interested in knowing w lether sex offenders are being punished
and incapacitated, whether children are being raped, and whether convicted felons are being
set free to murder, than in knowing whether notoriously hard-to-rehabilitate felons are
enjoying a certain treatment regimen.

. Reinventing Probntion and Parole

Likewise, most citizens would be interested to know just why it is that probation and
parole are failing to restrain so many violent criminals, and what, if anything, can be done to
restrain them. It is all too obvious that hundreds of thousands of convicted criminals now on
probation and parole need to be incarcerated; in the next section we will further document the

costs and benefits of imprisonment.

But let us be absolutely clear: moving toward either blanket no-parole or no-probation
P_Iolicies would be completely unwise, totally unworkable, ‘'id impossibly expensive.
emember: even though millions of crimes are committed by community-based felons who
recidivate, not everyone on probation or parole commits new crimes. For example, we know
that within 3 years of sentencing, nearly half of all probationers and parolees commit a new
crime or abscond." But we also thereby know something else of equal imﬁortance, namely,
that half of these community-based convicts do not enter tor flee) through the revolving door.

But how, ifat all, can the justice system do a much better job of determining "which
half is which" before it is too late-that is. before released community-based felons commit
more murder and mayhem on the streets? How can it sort offenders more intelligently so that
those who need to be restrained in prison remain behind bars, those who need to be restrained
by hands-on supervision on the streets are effectively supervised, and those who are highl¥
unlikely to violate the terms of their community-based sentences are monitored accordingly?

lor example, WC Sourcebook o/ Criminal Justice Shitislics I'IVS 11iurcau of Justice Statistics, 1bQ-B,
table 6.77

"(InLI Rape I'Ufino. 1W2 (llurcau of Justice Statistics, June 1>4>p, | "Thirty-six states responded that
they did not keep such statistics... " Also see Andre Ilcndcrxon.” Ihe Scariest (. tuninal,” (Jlnventmg. August |V95,

pp 35-38.

' "lwent) enine stales do not retain such data on murderers, most other states rctjin only some such data for
selected scars (bookings Institution. Homicide Information Project, phone survey and correspondence. Summer

1995.

| or example. Anne Morrison Pichl. I'robiitiou in H'lseimsm (Wisconsin Policy Research Institute. August
m :i. p ||: "The Wisconsin Division of Probation and Parole is uncomfortable thinking in terms of summary
statistics and. therefore, docs not record how many probationers go to prison during the term of their superv ision ”

‘_A\_A_ntivism of felons mi I'rob.ition, /V,V6-/V,W (llurcau of Justice Statistics. 1992), pp 1.6. f'room ottJ
Pmii»H'r\ N ilie t n/ieJStates (Hureaii of Justice Statistics, (Will, p wi
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Those who in the HHICs made the initial push for the widespread use of “alternatives to
incarceration” stressed that caseloads must be kept within manageable limits. A 1967
presidential commission on crime recommended “an average ratio of 36 offenders per
officer.’®1 Mat in many jurisdictions today, officers “supervise” hundreds of “cases’ at once.
Those who in recent years have attempted to salvage the wreck of probation and parole have
claimed that, by returning to intensive supervision, convicted criminals can be handled on the
streelts in ways that protect the public and its purse better than either routine probation and
parole.

I nfortunately, however, more intensive programs have done little to remedy the
problems of probationer and parolee noncompliance and recidivism. For example, a recent
study found that over 90 J)ercent of aMprobationers were already part of the very graduated
punishment system called for by advocates of "intermediate sanctions"-substance abuse
counselln?, house arrest, community service, victim restitution programs, and so on. But
about half ofall probationers still did not comply with the terms of their probation, and only
one-fifth of the violators ever went tojail for their noncompliance. As the study concluded,
“intermediate sanctions are not rigorously enforced."M

Even the most intensive forms of intermediate sanctions have not proven highly
effective. For example, the most comprehensive experimental stud} of intensive supervision
programs for high-risk probationers concluded that these programs “are not effective for high-
risk offenders" and are "more expensive than routine probation and apparently provide no
greater guarantees for public safety." Similarly, the best experimental study of intensive
supervision programs for high-risk parolees found that the "results were the opposite of what
was intended," as the programs were not associated with fewer crimes or lower costs than
routir eparole.r’

But it is important to note that even the "intensive" programs that failed were not all
that intensive. For example, Joan K Petersilia has recently found that most probationers get
almost zero supervision, while even probationers who are categorized as high-risk offenders
and slated for intensive monitoring receive little direct, face-to-face oversight. As she writes, if
"probationers arc growing in numbers and are increasingly more serious otfenders, then they
are in need of more supervision, not less. But less is exactly what they have been getting over
the past d' gnde."w

. “'Presidents’ Commission on Law Kntorcemcni and Administration of Justice. The( 'Iuiltenge <>rl( 'nine ut
i FreeSneietv (washington, f) ( (iovernment Priming OiTice, 1%7), p. 167.

“'Patrick A | angan. Between Prison and Probation Intermediate Sanctions.” Se.enee. Mas 6. PPM. p.
73

Joan Petersilia and Susan Turner. hilcmne Siiper\t\nni fr /7ig/r Ri\K I'nihitinnien rn/ings/mm
|/nee (\ihfnrniii Eij\nmeiih (Santa Monica RANI) Corporation. 1”5, pp i\. “>x and Susan lumer and Joan
Petersilia. "I octising on High-Risk Parolees An IApenmcnt to Reduce Commitments to the Iexas Department ol
Corrections” .inmn,| »7Hescnreh in <'rime nnJMint/neney. sol 2> Icbruars IW2. p VI Also see Joan Petersilia
and Susan turner. "Intensive Probation and Parole," in ('nine mn/Jusliee 1 /fetieie €1 Reagiin It. volume 17.

(Dimcrsitv of Chicago. W i. pp. 28I-TT5

" Joan R Ptfcrsilia. "A Crime Control Rationale tor Reinvesting in Community Corrections," Sfvelnim
Summer Imiy p |0
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Ami note: this is not te* fault of America’s probation and parole officers, most of whom
do the virtually impossiblejob of "caseload management” as well as it can he done given the
legal, budgetary, and other constraints under which they presently operate.

Rather, if Americans want to slow or stop revolving-door justice, then we must be
ready and willing to invest not only in keeping more violent and repeat criminals behind bars
longer, but in keeping more community-basea offenders under strict supervision. We can
afford neither to leave probation and parole to business as usual nor to abandon them.
Community-based corrections departments must he reinvented administratively as law
enforcement agencies dedicated first, and foremost to restraining violent and reneat criminals.
Reinventing probation and parole will inevitably mean reinvesting in them. As Petersilia has
estimated, we "currently spend about $200 per year per probationer for supervision. It is no
wonder that recidivism rates are so high."’7In short, there can he no denying the reality of
revolving-door justice, and hence no escape from the need to restrain and punish more violent
and repeat criminals more effectively both behind bars and on the streets.

0. The First Revolving Door: Juvenile Justice

When it comes to the "first revolving door"-the juvenile justice system-the need to
incarcerate certain types of violent and repeat offenders, and to structure no-nonsense but
treatment-oriented community-based sanctions for less serious youth offenders, seems even
more acute and pressing.

As discussed in ﬂart one of this report, the demographics and dynamics ofjjuvenile
crime make it certain that more and more serious youth offenders are just over the horizon.
As countless studies have shown, adult repeat offenders often begin as juvenile repeat
offenders. For example, a study ofjuvenile courts in Maricopa County, Arizona and the state
of Utah revealed that significant fractions of youth returned tojuvenile court after a first
referral for the following offenses: burglary (art percent). motor vehicle theft ($1 percent),
robbery (51 percent), forcible rape (45 percent*, and aggravated assault (44 percent)."

Despite many legislative efforts aimed at trying more juvenile criminals as adults, not
much has happened. In 1991 only about 51,000 mole juveniles were held in publicjuvenile
facilities, 32.5 percent of them for violent offenses ranging from murder to i bherv." But in
1992 alone there were over 110,000 juvenile arrests for violent crimes, and 16 01 times that
number for property and other crimes.'1

A good unobtrusive measure of just how bad revolving-door justice for juvenile
offenders has become is the fact that in a survey ofjudges conducted by a trade paper for legal
professionals. 93 percent said juveniles should be fingerprinted, 85 percent said t! at juvenile
records should be available to adult authorities, and 40 percent said the minimum age for

r'ibid.p |
'm"John J Dilulio, Jr . A"/.valv Honkv 1I'WIll.pp M—
" Penelope I cmov." Ihc A'wull on Juvenile JuMicc," i inwmutx. December IW4. p .10

(.Sl -f<sto/ ( NUIUUIT Ui «Siai\lu \ (Mure.iu ol Justice SL.iti\licv 10Mh p 581

GIM ,pp 42M2A
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facing murder charges should he 14 or 157* (Most Americans, no doubt, would be surprised to
learn that in mostjurisdictions juveniles who commit crimes are not fingerprinted, and that
their records of violent crimes ore not weighed at all in adult criminal proceedings.) Likewise,
much to the chagrin ofadvocutes of leaving the juvenile justice system the way il. is, both the
Clinton administration and members of the 104th Congress have endorsed policies that would
greatly 7Iacilitate the criminal prosection of violent and repeat juvenile offenders in adult
courts.

There is budding evidence that concerted efforts to close the first revolving door can
work, lo cite just one example, in July 1991, Harry L Shorstcin became state attorney for the
I'nurtl Judicial Circuit in Jacksonville, Florida. At that time, Jacksonville was besieged by
violent crime, much of it committed bg'uvenile offenders. In the year before Shorstcin
arrived, juvenile arrests had risen by 27 percent, but most young habitual criminals were
released quickly. Jacksonville's finest were doing their best to remove serious young criminals
from the streets, but the rest of the system was not following suit,

_ Then, in March 1992, Shorstcin instituted an unprecedented program to prosecute and
incarcerate dangerous juvenile offenders as adults. In most parts of the country, juvenile
criminals for whom the law mandates adult treatment are not actually eligible for stale prison
sentences and are routinely placed on probation without serving any jail time. Ihit Shorstein’s
program was for real. He assigned 10 veteran attorneys to a new juvenile-nrosecution unit.
Another attorney, funded by the Jacksonville Sheriffs office, was assigned to prosecute repeat
juvenile auto thieves.

By the end of 1994, the program had sent hundreds ofjuvenile offenders to _
Jacksonville’sjails and scores more lo serve ayear or more in Florida's prisons. Jacksonville's
would-be juvenile street predators got the message, and the effect of deterrence soon appeared
in the arrest statistics. From 1992 to 1994, total arrests ofjuveniles dropped from 7.184 to
5.475. From 1993 to 1994, juvenile arrests increased nationwide and by over 20, gercent in
Florida. But Jacksonville had a 30 percent decreai e in all juvenile arrests, includinga 11
percent decrease in juveniles arrested forweapons offenses, a 45 percent decrease for auto
theft, and a 50 percent decrease for residentia bur?lary. Althou% Jacksonville still has a
serious violent crime program, the number of people murdered there during the first half nf
this year declined by 25 percent compared with the same period a year ago.

While everyone would benefit from following this example and restraining violent
juvenile criminals, perhaps the biggest potential beneficiaries of such policies are none other
than violentjuvenile offenders themselves. For example, a recent study bv Harvard University
economist Anne Morrison Field reveals that between 1990 and 1994 some 155 persons age 21
or younger were murdered by guns or knives in Boston 22 <14 percent >were on probation

louplicr 1rcalment I'rgcti foi Juveniles." Vii» girl gmri. Aujaist 2. 1004. p A1*, citing data Irom a
survey of 250 |iidgcs tonduilcd by tVnn and Schocti Associates for Wiliitul 7an Jnunuil

Ken Cummins, “Clinton li> Morv Youths as Adults." g lih hJ.n. Nnscmtvr December 1005. pp 2%
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when they were Killed, and 55others (hi percent) had been arraigned in Massachusetts courts
rior to their deaths. Likewise, 117 nfthe 155young murder victims (75 percent) had criminal
istories. And among the 64 known murders age 21 or younger, 15 (23 percent) were on
probation when they killed, and 45 others (72 percent) had been arraigned in Massachusetts
courts prior to the murders. Thus, 95 percent of the young killers and three-quarters of the
young victims had criminal histories.’

It could not he any clearer unless we close the revolving door on juvenile crime, we will
close the coffin on more juveniles.

(i. Why Prison Pays

~ Ofcourse, incarcerating more juvenile and adult violent criminals will not rid America
of its violent crime problem. As we stated at. the outset of this report. Americans must actively
pursue all three key crime gonls-prevention, protection, and restraint

Hut we continue to he amazed that many crime analysts and others refuse to
acknowledge the data on how socially beneficial and cost-effective a crime-restraint tool
imprisonment can be.

For example, many experts and commentators who must truly know better continue to
assert that increased levels ot incarceration have been a failure because increased
imprisonment rates have not always been followed immediately by decreased crime rates. Hut
as these same students of the subject are normally the first ones to emphasize, crime rates are
largely a complex function of demographic and other variables over which the justice system,
do whatever it will, co: excrcisc relatively little direct control. As National Hureau of
Kconomic Research economist Steven 1). Levitt has observed, “To the extent that the
underlying determinants of crime ... have worsened over time, the increased use of prisons
may simply be masking what would have been an even greater rise in criminal activity....

To state the point a bit more bluntly, it apparently takes a Ph.D. in criminology to
doubt that if we released half of all prisoners tonight, we would experience more crime
tomorrow. This common sense of the subjcct-the obvious realitv that prisons restrain
convicted criminals from committing large numbers of crimes that they would be committing
if free-is supported not onlv by the emﬁirical data reported above on crime committed by
community-nased convicted criminals, hut by a number of recent studies which estimate how
much undetected and unpunished crime prisoners did before being taken off the streets.

To begin, we need to recognize that imprisonment offers at least four types of social
lienefits. The first is retribution 1mprisoning Peter punishes him and expresses society’s
desire to dojustice. Second is deterrence imprisoning Peter may deter lum or Paul or both
Irom committing crimes in the future. Third is rehabilitation: while behind bars, Peter may
participate in drug treatment of other programs that reduce the chances that he will return to
crime when free. Fourth isincapacitation from his cell, Peter can’t commit crimes against
anyone save other prisoners, staff, oi irs.
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At present, it is harder to measure the retribution, deterrence, or rehabilitation value
of inipri: onment to society than it is to measure its incapacitation value. The types of opinion
surveys and data sets that would enable one to arrive at meaningful estimates of the first
three social benefits of imprisonment simply do not yet exist. But it is possible to estimate
how much serious crime is averted each year by keeping those convicted criminals who are
sentenced to prison behind bars, as opposed to letting them out on the street.

Based on large prisoner self-report surveys in two states (Wisconsin in 1990, New
Jersey in 1993), two Brookings Institution studies found that state prisoners commit a
median of 12 felonies in the year prior to their imprisonment excluding all drug crimes."
Other recent studies offer higher estimates. For example, Steven ). Levitt has estimated that
“(I'Incarcerating one additional prisoner reduces the number of crimes by approximately 13
per year, a number in close accordance with the level of criminal activity reported by the
median prisoner in surveys.™ Likewise, William and Mary economists Thomas Marvell and
Carlisle Moody have estimated that "in the 1970sand 1980s each additional state prisoner
averted at least 17 index crimes.... por several reasons, tin* real impact may be somewhat
greater, an_;zl for recent years a better estimate may be 21 crimes averted per additional
prisoner."

Of course, it costs society as much as $25,000 to keep a convicted felon or repeat
criminal locked up for ayear. I'vcrv social expenditure imposes opportunity costs (a tax dollar
spent on a prison is a tax dollar not spent on a pre-school, and vice versa). But what does it
cost crime victims, their families, friends, employers, and the rest of society to let a convicted
criminal roam the streets in search of victims?

A recent study of the costs of crimes to victims found that in 1992 economic loss of
some kind occurred In 71 percent of all personal crimes (rape, robbery, assault, personal theft)
and 23 percent of all violent crimes (rape, robbery, assault). The study estimated that in 1992
crime victims lost $17.2 billion in direct costs (losses from property theft or damage, cash
losses, medical expenses, lost pay from lost work). This estimate, however, did not include
direct costa to victims that occurred six months or more after the crime (e g., medical costs).
Nor did it include decreased work productivity, less tangible costs of pain and suffering,
Increases to insurance premiums as a result of filing claims, costs incurred from moving as a
result of victimization, and other indirect costs?

Another recent study took a somos .at more comprehensive view of the direct costs of
crime and included some indirect costs of Time as well The study estimated the costs and
monetary value of lost quality of life* in 1987 due to death and nonfatal physical and

sychologicul injury resulting from violent crime. Using various me istires. the study
estimated that each murder costs $2.1 million, each rape $ti0.000. each arson $50,000. each
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assault $25,000, and each robbery $19,000. It estimated that lifetime costs for all violent
crimes totaled $178 billion during 1987 to 1990.M

Kven these numbers, however, omit the sort of detailed cost accounting that is
reflected in site-specific, crime-specific studies. For example, a survey of admissions to
Wisconsin hospitals over a *11-month period found that 1,035 patients were admitted for
gunshot wounds caused bv assaults. Gunshot wound victims admitted during this period
accumulated over $1G million in hospital bills, about $G.8 million of which was paid In taxes.
Ixmg-term costs rise far higher. For example, just one shotgun assault victim in this surveg
was likely to cost more than $5 million in lost income and medical expenses over the next 35

years."*

_ How much of the human and financial toll of crime could be avoided by incarcerating
violent and repeat criminals for all or most of their terms?

~ One stud%/, commissioned by the National Institute ofJustice, found that the "lowest
estimate of the benefit of operating an additional prison cell for a year <$172,000) is over twice
as high as the most extreme estimate of the cost of operating such a cell ($70,000).MLikewise,
the first Brookings study found that imprisoning 100 typical felons "costs $2.5 million, but
leaving these criminals on the street costs $4.6 million.™ 1The second Brookings stud%/ found
that for every dollar it coats to keep the typical prisoner behind bars “society saves $2.80 in
the social costs of crimes averted."

And remember these studies measure the social benefits of prisons solely in terms of
imprisonment's incapacitation value. Because there is every reason to suppose that the
retribution, deterrence, and rehabilitative values of imprisonment are each greater than
zero -that is, because it is Virtually certain that in addition to incapacitating criminals who
would commit crimes when free, prison also succeeds in punishing, deterring, and
rehabilitating at least some prisoners under some conditions-these estimates of the net social
benefits of imprisonment are bound to be underestimates. And if, therefore, estimates made
only in terms of prison's incapacitation value are positive, it means that the actual social
benefits of imprisonment are even higher and that prison most definitely pays for the vast
majority of all prisoners.

Nsifany further evidence were needed, we note that in 1989 there were an estimated
GG.000 fewer rapes, 323.000 fewer robberies. 380,000 fewer assaults, and 3.3 million fewer
burglaries attributable to the difference between the crime rates of 1973 versus those of 1989
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(i.e., applying 1073 crime rates to the 1980 population). If only one-half or one-quarter of the
reductions were the result of rising incarceration rates, "that would still leave prisons
responsible for sizable reductions In crime.""'1Tripling the prison population from 1075 to
1080 “potentially reduced reported and unreported violent crime ny 10 to 15 percent below
what it would have | on, thereby potentially preventing a conservatively estimated 390,000
murders, rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults in 1080 alone.”™7

Still, it is important to caution that prison does not necessarily nay for each and every
imprisoned felon. Moreover, the hidden costs of incarceration include losses in worker
productivity and employability. Likewise, long-term imprisonment spells harmless geriatric
Inmates and associated health care costs. On the other hand, many incarcerated persons enter
ﬁrlspn with anemic work records, a history of welfare dependence, and a fair probability of

aving to rely on government to pay for their health care whether or not they art*
incarcerated. And there are some geriatric prisoners whom wc would want to remain in
confinement purely for the sake oi just desserts.

_Also, while we know that prison pays, we do not know why per capita corrections
spending varies so much from one jurisdiction to the next, why spending has risen so sharply
in some places hut not in others, or where the greatest opportunities for efficiency gains may
lie. For example, prison operating costs in Texas grew from $01 million in 1980 to 51.84
billion in 1004. about a tenfold increase in real terms, while the state's prison population
barely doubled. In Pennsylvania and other big states, corrections spending has grown much
more slowly. Overall, Americans spend barely a penny of every tax dollar on prisons and jails.
Thus, liefore Americans and their leaders can get a real policy-relevant handle on the social
costs and benefits of incarceration versus other sentencing options, scholars will need to dig
much deeper than criminologists have dug into the basic public finance questions related to

crime anu punishment.

For now, however, it is enough to acknowledge the overwhelming empirical evidence
that, as the columnist Ben Wattenberg has quipped, “a thug in prison can’t shoot vour
sister.

7. For Restraining Violent Criminals

In sum. the simple truth is that, relative to the millions of crimes, including violent
crimes, that are committed each year in America, the justice system imprisons only a small
fraction of all offenders including only a small fraction of all violent offenders. Not
surprisingly, therefore, those who really do go to prison in this country toda?/ are almost
without exception the worst of the worst predatory career criminals. Not only are their official

criminal records punctuated by many different types of serious crimes; thea/ commit
tremendous numoers of violent and other crimes that go wholly undetected, unprosecuted,

and unpunished.

Scratch the criminal-records surface of most imprisoned non-violent prisoners, most
“mere parole violators,” and many “low-level drug offenders," and you will almost invariably
find evidence of a life of crime that stretches back many years These records, moreover, most
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likely include categories of offenses other than the ones for which the felon was most recently
convicted, sentenced, and imprisoned. In addition, most imprisoned offenders, including the
most violent ones, spend relatively little time behind bars before being release t. For almost all
of them, their conditions of confinement are quite humane. Problems of prison "overcrowding"
are real hut much exaggerated, and most prisoners enjoy access to a wide range of amenities

and services behind bars.

Americans are paying a heavy human and financial toll for government’s failure to
restrain violent criminals, adult and juvenile. Given the country’s crime demographics, and
unless the system .hanges, over the next decade that toll is bound to become even heavier.
Already the self-inflicted wound of serious crime done by persons on probation, parole, or
pretrial release has begin to fester. Known offenders who are not restrained do as much as a
third of all violent crime. Probationers and patolces are responsible for literally millions of
crimes each year, including thousands of murders.

In our view, however, the answer isnot to incarcerate every convicted fell 1, or even
every convicted violent felon, for decades or for life. Nor isthe answer lo make conditions of
confinement for those offenders who do end up behind hors harsh or inhumane; running "no-
frills” prisons is not synonymous with curtailing revolving-door justice (although humane hut
spartan prisons certainly may have some deterrent effect). Going harder on the relativel
small number of violent offenders in »tison will do little to restrain the much larger (an
younger, more impulsive, and hnrdt -odeter) violent offenders who roam free.

Rather, our view is that America needs to put more violent and repeat criminals, adult
and juvenile, behind bars longer, to see to it that truth-in-sentencing ana such kindred laws as
are presently on the books are fully and faithfully executed, and to begin reinventing
probation and parole agencies in ways that will enable them to supervise their charges,
enforce the law, and enhance ﬁublic safety. If the justice system were operating effectively in
the ?ublic interest, then the challenge of restraining violent criminals, adult and juvenile,
would he met more aggressively by all levels or government.

Americans are entitled to an honest, realistic civic discourse about restraining violent
criminals, adult and juvenile. Before such a discourse can proceed, however, it must become
unacceptable in elite circles to deny, discount, or disparage the public's legitimate desire to
slow or stop revolving-door justice. In the 1960's ana 70's, prisoners’ rights activists nnd anti-
incnrcerntion analysts called for moratoria on prison construction (“Tear down the walls!").
Today many of these same people, flanked by various national media commentators, are
hatthng-’Sometimes openly, but as often behind the scenes-to eliminate mandatory minimum
laws, abolish or subvert truth-in-sentencing laws, and block any species of three strikes laws.
They freely publicize and propagandize about the social costs of incarceration while ch_okin?
offpublic discussion of its considerable social benefits. They lobby to expand the capacity o
activist Audges to impose prison caps which trigger the release of dangerous felons. In short,
they achieve through junk science, administrative discretion, or judicial fiat what could not be

achieved through democratic debate nnd legislative action.

In our view, and at a minimum, those who continue to ignore or to trivialize the facts
about crime and punishment in America should he required by the press, policymakers, and
the people to he more specific. For example, those who continue to assert that America should
not imprison low-level drug offenders should tell us who, precisel%/, isto count asa low-level
drug offender Of the1241,709 new court commitments to thirty-five state prisons in 1991,
74,423 (30 percent»were convicted of drug law violations, [fi.fi32 of them for possession, the
remaining .>5,791 for drug_trafflckln% and related crimes ()fthe 30.648 new court
commitments to federal prisons m 1991. 14,564 (42 percent Iwere drug law violators, 703 (2
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percent) were convicted of possession, tho remaining 13,861 for drug trafficking and related
crimes. Most imprisoned drug traffickers are hardly first-time felons or strictly small-time
dealers; many have quite diversified criminal portfolios involving violent and property crimes
as well us drug crimes. The average quantity of drugs involved in federal cocaine trafficking
cases is 183 pounds, while tin? average for marijuana traffickers is 3.5 tons.?

The truth about revolving-door justice and who really goes to prison is not pleasant.
Acknowledging and actln?_ on this truth will not set many violent or repeat prisoners free, hut
it will help to restore public trust and confidence in the justice system-arid, over time, in
representative government itself.

IV. The Good News About Fighting Violent Crime

Despite the depth and breadth of legitimate public concern about revolving-door justice
and the failure to restrain violent criminals, the American people retain their confidence in
the capacity of police to catch the had ﬁua/s and take them off tne streets. The foregoing
sections of this report are teeming with data that tell us what isnot working, and beckon all
1c;‘oncerned to take stock of the facts and figures behind the American public’s valid crime

ears.

Ihit lest this Council be mistaken for a counsel of despair, we conclude this report by
highlighti_n% the evidence on what is working, namely, some police departments that have
worked with citizens to take a huge bite out of violent crime. In our forthcoming hearings and
in other activities, we hope to document and publicize real-life examples of such successful
anti-crime efforts in action, and to gather, synthesize, and disseminate such research evidence
as might prove useful to crime prevention, protection, and restraint

/. lailv Enforcement Matters

Just as there isa great deal of expert opinion which holds that incarceration has no
effect on crime, so there is widespread doubt amon? criminologists that cops can work to cut
rates of crime and disorder. In Hth cases, the people are empirically and morally right, and
the experts dead wrong.

More than a dozen major empirical studies over the lust two decades have failed to
demonstrate either that police manpower and crime rates vary inversely or that particular
pes of community-oriented policing practices prevent crime. '| he most famous of these

Indies is the Kansas City, Missouri, “preventive patrol” experiment

For a ]}/ear in the early 1970s, Kansas City was divided into three areas, each of which
received a different level of auto patrol. The 1971 report on the experiment found that
criminal activity, reported crime, rates of victimization (os measured in a follow-up survey),
citizen fear, and satisfaction with the police were about the same in all three areas. Active
auto parol-heats whore cars were visi Iegoatrolling the streets two <y three times more
frequently than in the control areas-mndfe no difference at all
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Hut academic experts who treat such negative findings as the final words on the subject
are badly mistaken. George L. Kelling of Northeastern Universit%/, the father of the Kansas
City research and man\ other major studies, recently cautioned his colleagues that
generalizing from a study about a specific tactic to other tactics or uses of police is
Inappropriate. As Kelling observed, random preventive patrol by automobile for the Pur ose
of creating a feeling of police omnipresence is a relic of mid-century policing tactics, lie keenly
characterizes as defeatist dogma the view that crime stems from basic structural features of
society and until problems like homelessness, social injustice and economic inequality are
solved, nothing can hi? achieved. "

Indeed, there are a number of recent and ongoing statistical studies which demonstrate
that policing can and does make a positive difference in cutting violent crimes. For example,
in several recent studies, economist Dale 0. Cloninger has found evidence that the number of
police per violent crime isnegatively and significantly related to certain crime rates: "police
presence deters the commission of violent crimes by increasing the risk of being punished for
committing those crimes."'1

2. llehinri Drops in Violent Crime: Cops at Work

Such statistical evidence, however, needs to he fleshed out by real-life examples. Two of
the most interesting and most recent are Houston and New York City.

New York City and Houston have enégyed truly phenomenal drops in serious crimes,
including murder. In ]95&21and again in 1593 more that 1,500 homicides were committed in
the Big Apple. But in 15% New York City's murder count fell to 1,581. Through July 195)5, it
suffered fewer than 700 murders, and it continued to show declines of 10 percent or more in
robberies, burglaries, and most other serious crimes. Likewise, the number of people
muruered in Houston declined by 32 percent during the first half of 195)5 compared with the
same period a vear ago. Rapes in Houston decreased by 21 percent, robberies by 15 percent,
and the overall violent crime rate by 7 percent Demographics do not even begin to explain
these drops. In both cities, the population of at-risk youth has been growing.

It isclear, however, that changes in policing have helped to drive down crime in both
cities. Almost a thousand officers have been added to Houston's police force since 1591 Ix'd by
Police Chief Sam Nuchia, Houston has a cost-effective police overtime program which puts
officers on the streets when and where they are most needed. Residents of Washington, D.C..
which fields the highest number or police officers per capita of any major city, know that more
police manpower does not necessarily produce less crime or better police performance. But in
Houston, Nuchia has used the additional manpower to jump-start community anti-crime
activities.

To cite just one example, Houston’s Citizen Patrol Program has operated in more than
a hundred of the city's neighborhoods. Among other things, thousands of citizen patrollers.
have observed and reported suspicious or criminal behavior from assaults to narcotics dealing
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*i vandalism. Many once-troubled neighborhoods have tone as long us three consecutive
months without needing to call for police service. Indeed, recent studies found that Nuchiu’s
enforcement efforts not only contributed to Houston’s fulling crime rates, hut also improved
police emergency response times, and reduced citizens’ fear of crime.

Like Houston, New York City has greatly expanded its police force. Since 1990 the
NYIM) has grown by 7,000 officers. Under Commissioner William *1 Bratton, police have been
directed to crack down on public drinking, graffiti, vandalism, and other public disorders. The
NYPI) has followed a six-prong strategy:

I Getting guns off the streets
2. Curbing school violence

3I Driving out drug gl(ealers jojence

In the process, Bratton has promoted a new breed of precinct commanders and made
them responsible for finding innovative, cost-effective ways of serving citizens and cutting
crime in their neighborhoods. Despite recent corruption scandals, the precinct-based
management system is working, NYIM) morale ishigh, and New Yorkers are getting results
that range from fewer aggressive panhandlers to fewer shootings and murders.

it. Meetinn Americas Crime CliallcntfeH

restrain violent criminals, Ann . .cans can protect themselves from crime today while
preparing for what lies ahead. Over time, safer streets nnd fewer public disorders become an
Invitation to more active citizen-initiated anti-crime activities, more traffic in public spaces,
and more communal life and civic enjoyment. Over time, putting repeat predatory felons
behind bars and keeping them there not only cuts crime by incapacitating criminals, but
sends a firm moral message to all. including the criminally deviant youth who arc tempted to
victimize their truly disadvantaged neighbors. Over time, greater crime protection an
restraint minimizes the criminogenic influences that shape innocent children into violent
super-predators

(Jvor time all these things can be accomplished. But the time to begin accomplishing
them is now. starting with the challenge of restraining violent criminals, adult nnd juvenile.



TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT QF HEALTH AN
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DIVISION OF FAMILYAND YOUTH SERVICES PHONE: (907)465 3170

March 14, 19%

The Honorable Robin Taylor, (‘hair
Senate Judiciary Committee

Alaska State Senate

State Capitol

Juneau, Alaska 99811-1182

Dear Senator Taylor

During the March 11. 1996. hearing on Senate Hills 267. 269. and 270. we discussed the
percentages of misdemeanors on which the Division of Family and Youth Services DFYS
petitions the court You asked to see the pertinent statistics and suggested that the
sponsors o f the bills might also be interested in seeing them Accordingly, acopy of the
information from our data base is enclosed with this letter, and a copy is being sent to
Senators l'earce. Salo, and Halford, and to Representative Toohey, sponsor of IIB 474

Thank you for the opportunity to share this information Questions regarding thi. data
may be addressed to Roger Withington in DFYS at 465-3208.

Sincerely,

L Diane Worley
Director
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: February 5,1996
TO: Kathy Tibbies

Social Services Program Officer

t'/ROM: Roger P. Withington
Research Analyst Il

SUBJECT: Felony Referrals

Attached are a series of graphs th.it represent felony referral information.



Total Referrals

The DFYS received 9,MO delinquency referrals during FY95, of which 2,134, or 23.3 percent, were felony
referrals.

Youth Correction Referrals by Offense Class
Fiscal Year 1995

Violation/Other Tech PV
4 4% 5.3%

Misdemeanor
67 0%

Of the 2,134 felony referrals received during FY95, 1,089 or 51.0 percent, had a juvenile delinquency
referral made to the DFYS prior to FY95.

Youth Correction Felony Referrals by Prior Referral
Fiscal Year 1995



Detention Screening

Felony Referrals - Detention Screening Outcome Decision

The cli.ul below compares the percentage distribution of the detention screening outcome decision for all
felony referrals, all felony referrals where tho juvenile hail at h ast one prior referral to the DFYS, and all
felony referrals where the juvenile had no prior referrals to the DFYS.

I'elouy Referral Detention_Scree_ning Outcome Decision Percent Distribution
Total Referrals, Referrals with Prior Referrals, Referrals tvitli No Prior Referrals
Fiscal Year 1995
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Felony Referrals - Intake Decision

The chart below compares the percentage distribution of the intake decision for all felony referrals, all
felony referrals where the juvenile had at least one prior referral to the DFYS, and all felony referrals

where the juvenile had no prior referrals to the DFYS.

Felony Referral Intake Decision Percent Distribution
Total Referrals, Referrals with Prior Referrals, Referrals with No Prior Referrals
Fiscal Year 1995

Ad) w/ Referral
Adj ul Confeionce

Adjw/Letter B H d

e

o

~ Petitioned

&

a

% Dismissed
In Process

Informal Probation

Dotention Screening

0 Referrals*/ No Prior Referrals m Referrals w/ Prior Referrals O All Referrals



Felony Referrals - Court Decision

Of the 858 felony referrals petitioned for formal adjudication during FY 95,601 or 70.1 percent, were made
on referrals where the juvenile had more than one report of delinquency made to the DFYS. The chart
below compares the percentage distribution of the court decision for all felony referrals, all felony
referrals where the juvenile had at least one prior referral to the DFYS, and all felony referrals where the
juvenile had no prior referrals to the DFYS.

Felony Referral Court Decision Percent Distribution
Petitioned Referrals Only
Fatal Referrals, Referrals with Prior Referrals, Referrals with No Prior Referrals
Fiscal Year 1995
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Please let me know if you require further information regarding this data.

tc: L. Diane Worley, Director
Donna Schultz, Juvenile Probation Officer IV
Patty Ware, Juvenile Probation Officer Il
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 31,1996
T0: Kathy Tibbies

Social Services Program Officer C
FROM: Roger P. Withington

Research Analyst ||
SUBIJEL I Misdemeanor Referrals

Attached are a series of graphs that represent some of the information presented in the tabular summaries
I provided to you on January 2-!, 1996, regarding misdemeanor referrals.



Total Referrals

The DFYSreceived 9/140 delinquency referrals during FY95, of which 6/125, or 67.0 percent, were
misdemeanor referrals.

Youth Correction Referrals by Offense Class
fiscal Year 1995

Violation/Other Tech PV
44% 53%

Of the 6,125 misdemeanor referrals received during FY95, 2,750 or 44.6 percent, hail a juvenile
delinquency referral made to lhe DFYS prior to IT 95.

Youth Correction Referrals by Prior Referral
fiscal Year 1995



Misdemeanor Referrals - Intake Decision

The chart below compares the percentage distribution of the intake decision for all referrals, all referrals
were the juvenile had at least one prior referral to the DFYS, and all referrals were the juvenile had no

prior referrals to the DFYS.

Misdemeanor Referral Intake Decision Percent Distribution
Total Referrals, Referrals with Prior Referrals, Referrals with No Prior Referrals
fiscal Year 1995

Percent

0 Referrals wf No Prior Referral* m Referral* * / Prior Referrals DA | Referrals



Misdemeanor Referrals - Court Decision

Of the 817 misdemeanor referrals petitioned for formal adjudication during FY95, 587 or 71.8 percent,
were made on referrals where the juvenile had more than one report of delinquency made to the DFYS.
The char* below compares the percentage distribution of the court decision for all referrals, all referrals
were the juvenile had at least one prior referral to the DFYS, and all referrals were the juvenile had no

prior referrals 10 Ihe DFYS.

Misdemeanor Referral Court Decision Percent Distribution
Petitioned Referrals Only
Total Referrals, Referrals with Prior Referrals, Referrals with No Prior Referrals
fiscal Year 1995
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Please lot me know if you require further information regardinft this data

iv. 1 tdwnr \Wutly« Dtrrclor
Dikum S hull/. Juvrnilr PrvtMllon Officer IV
Pally Ware, fuvrnlit* Pri'kiliim Of(net Il
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Ladies and Gentlemen:

| have the honor to submit the Twenty Second Annual Report o f the Violent Crimes Compensation Hoard for
the period July I, 1994 through June 30, 1995. Annual Reports arc required under the provisions of Section
18.67.170 of the laws o f Alaska
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"Robert Congdon
Chairman

Robert Congdon, Chairman
Mrs. CJtol Eastaugh

Carol Alley, M Y>,

Nola Capp, Administrator



The Twenty Second Annual Report of the
Violent Crimes Compensation Board

AS 18.67.010 PURPOSE

It it the purpose nfthu chapter tofacilitate and permit the payment ofcompcntatton to
innocentpertnnsinjured, to dependentsofpermitkilled, and to certain otherpersons who
fryvirtue oftheir relationshipto the victim incuractttaland reasonable expensesasa result
ofcertain sertnutcnmetor in attempts toprevent the commission ofa crime ortoapprehend
suspected criminals.

Genera! Information

Alaska Staiutc 18.67, establishing a Violent Crimes Compensation Board, was adopted by the State ligislaiurc
in 1972. Its purpose was to alleviate the financial hardships caused by crime related medical expenses or loss of
income sustained by innocent victims of violent crimes in Alaska. Additionally, it provides for the payment of
pecuniary loss to dependents of deceased victims to mitigate the loss of a loved one.

Hie need for this legislation isreflected in the fact that almost daily there isa report ofsome act o fviolence against
a person in this state. I1fthe offender is apprehended, the concern for his dignity and rights as an accused are not
forgotten.and after hisimprisonmentthe concerncontinuesasto rehabilitationand trainingprograms.Thccfforts
arc praiseworthy; however, the problems and needs ofthc victim arc overlooked. Tn addressthis need, the Violent
Crimes Compensation Board was established

The Board isappointed by the Governor and consists o fthree members who arc compensated on a per diem basis
for meetings only. It ismandatory to have a licensed medical doctor ami an attorney on the Board, thus providing
the expertise in these fields necessary to determine claims.

'Ihc maximum award allowable per victim per incident isup to $25,000; however, in the case ofdeath ofa victim
who has numerous eligible dependents, the maximum allowable is $40,000. The Board feels the maximum is
compatible with today’sincreased medical expenses, increased carningsand the general increase in thecostofdaily
living.

The additional compensation for multiple dependents ofdeceased victims is most commendable. In the majority
ofclaims involving minor dependents, the Board suggests that, if necessary, the award Ik user! for support and
maintenance or any medical emergencies that might arise, but the primary purpose ofthc award is for future
education and, if not S0 used, tltat it Ik given to each child upon reaching the age of majority.

The Thirteenth legislature recognized tncrc were several classes of victims not included in the statute or who
luil previously been excluded which sinmid Ix compensated and enacted legislation to correct these madequames
This bill was signed by the Governor am* Ixcamc cifcctive October 23, 1983.

Ilic class of victims has been expanded to include victims ofdrunk drivers. This lias expanded the program ami
dramatically increased live number of claims

The other tvso classes now rccogm *cd, that wsere previouslyexcluded, arc victimswho are related to th e «iffemfer
and victims living with the offender at the time ofthc incident.

The l.cgidjturc, to prevent abuve of the program, inserted a paragraph stating that in the discretion ofthe Board,
ihc applicant must cixipcrate with law-enforcement and prosecution ollicialvto further prosecution ofthc offender
ifappropriate and to avoid further injury by the offender to tlic applicant ami injury to persons in the care of the
applicant wsho arc exposed to possible injury by the offender
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Another major change in the statute was the deletion ofthc sentence that all payments shall be made in a lump
sum. Because that was deleted, it is now possible for the Hoard to pro-rate the payments in the few eases where
they feel it is advisable.

1itis law allows the Board to make direct payments to the providers. Prior to this, the Hoard had to make any
payments to the providers in a joint warrant which was cumbersome to the claimant and the provider.

A paragraph was added creating a compensation fund which shall he administered by the Hoard, consisting of
money appropriated to it by the legislature. It is unknown at this time how this fund will function.

Processing of Claims

Upon receipt ofa claim, it is necessary to initially determine minimal eligibility. Therefore, compliance with the
following statutory requirements must he in evidence within the claim application:
(a) acrime, as defined in AS 18.67 11)2, must have been committed;
(h) the cnmc must have been reported to proper authorities within the time period designated in AS
18.67.130; and,
(c) the claim must have been filed within the two-yeai limit set by tbe law in AS 18.67.130,

When the claim meets these initial tests, it is then necessary to:

(a) acknowledge receipt ofthe claim and request any additional documentation which the claimantdid not
attach, such as doctor's reports, hospital reports, and employment information, and advise the claimant
that such material must be received prior to any action on the claim;

(b) check with the respective District Attorney's office if) determine if proceedings against the offender arc
imminent and, it so, to determine the advisability of a request to suspend the Violent Crimes
Compensation Hoard investigation until the ease is adjudicated; request copies ofthc judgment;

(c) obtain adetailed description ofthe incident from police records to determine ifany provocation by the
.ictim is indicated and, ifso, contact any witnesses t<the incident for their statements. (I1fthe offender
has been prosecuted, a review ofthc transcript ofthc trial may Ik advisable.);

(d) serifs' the victim's relationship, ifany, to the alleged offender;

(c) verifythcdcpendcnccofthcdnimantinthccascofdcathofthe victim, todctcrminccligihiiity;and finally,

(f) consider other collateral sources reported as received by the claimant as a result ofthc incident; for
example, Workers” Compensation, Social Security, private insurance, etc.

Upon receipt ofthc requested information, further investigation is necessary to verify:
(a) the employment ofthc victim and/or the claimant;
(b) the income reported and documentation, if the victim iv/was self-employed;
(c) hospital and doctor bills which were paid by insurance and their relevance to the claim; and,
(d) thatacrime asdefined in AS 18.67.100 tvthe basis for the claim and the applicant isan innocent victim
thereof.

When the Administrator certifies the claim complete, the tileiscopied and submitted to the Hoard for their review
and recommendations. They in tur.t may:
(a) find the claim cannot Ik determined due to lack ofdtxumcniatiou or information which the Board Icels
necessary to make a decision;
(b) find the claim eligible under the statute li* the award requested and advise a warrant Ik issued;
(c) find the claim eligible under tbe statute for a lesser amount than requested and advise the claimant Ik
so notified indicating lie or she may request a hearing;
(d) find the claim cannot Ik determined due ro conflicting data therein and adsivc that a bearing is required
prior to a final decision; or
(e) findthe claimineligible under the statute and adsisc the claimant Ik so notified, indicating lie or she may
request a hearing.
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Upon being informed ofthc Board's actions, the Administrator carries out their request thi\ ugh:

(a) making the additional contacts in order to obtain further documentation;

(b) requesting a warrant, if an award is determined, in the amount specified, or upon the Board’s
recommendation, ifoutstanding balances arc due to a hospital, doctor or other service agency as a result
of the incident;

(c) writing a letter to the claimant enclosing the warrant and explaining the Board’s decision, noting the
claimant’srightto requesta hearing in the event the award granted is less than acceptable to the claimant;

(d) schcdttlinga hearing ifthc Board finds conflictingdata inaclaim orisindoubt about any part ofthe claim;
or

(c) notifying the claimant by letter ifthe claim is found ineligible, stating the reason for ineligibility and
advising the claimant ofthe opportunity to request a hearing. The request for a hearing isto be received
in the Board office within thirty (30) days.

In order to schedule a hearing, the volunteer hearing officer is contacted to establish a date at his or her
convenience. Arrangements arc made and all parties are notified of the date and location ofthc hearing twenty
(20) days prior to the date set. Subpoenas arc issued if witness testimony is necessary to establish eligibility, or to
clear up any contradictions.

Soon after the hearing, the Administrator furnishes the hearing officer with a transcript of the hearing anti he or
she has a reasonable time (within thirty (30) days) to.submit his or her findings and conclusions to the Board.The
Board reviews the hearing officer’s report and makes a final decision on the claim.

The Board is subrogated to the cause ofaction of the applicant igainst the person responsible for the injury or
death of the victim and can also bring an action against the offender for the amount ofthc damages sustained to
the applicant. The Board encourages claimants to institute civil proceedings where, ifafter an investigation, it
appears there may be a chance ofrecovery; however, very few recoveries arc made due to the financial position

of most offenders.

The Legislature approved a supplemental appropriation of 575,000 for awards in 1778. The original 1778
appropriation was .5250,01)0, "Hie Legislature approved a supplemental appropriation 0f5248,600 for awards in
FY82. The original 1*782 appropriation was 5243,300. An additional 5200,000 was approved by the legislature
in1783. In1784,5287,000 wasallocated due to the enactment ofthc amended statute. In 1785, the legislature
approved a supplemental appropriation of S300.000. In 1786, S55,500 ofthc federal appropriation was
expended plus $64,310.41 of FY85 incumbered funds. In FY89, the Legislature approved a supplemental
appropriation ofS 198,500.

Public Awareness

Hie Board has stressed publicity of the program through the continued distribution of brochures and posters
throughout the state. With the additional requirement placed on law enforcement agencies to alert victims of
crimes to the program and the requirement that hospitals display information, it is anticipated victims of violent
crimes will become aware o f this program. Printed cards, the si/e of business cards, giving informat.on and basic
eligibility require mentsarc distributed toalllawcnforccment agencies (both State Troopers and municipal police)
and magistrates to be given to victims of violent cnmcs.

The Board will continue to inform the public, setting as their goal statewide awareness of the prtigram New
posters and brochures were printed and distributed to reflect the expanded classes o f victims.
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In the past year, the Board has enjoyed the help and support of many individuals and agencies.

To make 1 final determination on any claim, the direct help ofthe law enforcement agency isvital, and the Board
has had excellent cooperation from the many municipal police departments throughout the state, and the Alaska
State Troopers. Special recognition is given to State Troopers in Anchorage and Fairbanks, and the municipal
police departments of these two cities, as the majority of claims originate in these areas.

Special recognition isalso given to the Staffsof Providence Hospital, Alaska Regional Ilospital, and the Fairbanks
Memorial Hospital who have referred victims to the program and have, in many instances, aided the victim in
completing the application. They have been most accommodating in responding to requests for medical records,
and following those request through the various departments to insure they arc sent to the Board office.

'Hie Department of Law, through the Attorney General’s and District Attorney’s offices throughout the state,
has been most cooperative in informing innocent victims o fthe program and in responding to the Board’s many
requests for legal interpretation and basic information necessary to make final determinations on claims.

Further, the Board recognizes the services ofthc attorneyswho have served as hearing officerson avoluntary basis.
W ithout their help the program would be hindered.

There are numerous other agencies, both State and federal, as well as individuals who have given their time and
support to the Board, informing victims ofcrime and helping to publicize the program. The Board, through this
report, expresses its appreciation to them.

Federal Legislation

The United States Congress passed the VictimsnfCrime Actof 1984 in Octoberof 1984. This federal legislation
became effective November 12,1984, and establishes a Crime Victims Fund which will provide for crime victim
compensation and victim assistance programs.

For victim compensation programs, the amount offederal grant monies available will he determined by a formula
luscd on 40 percent of the amount of monies paid out for awards the prior fiscal year.

Msa result of this Act, the Alaska compensation program lus qualified for grants in the amounts 0f S283.000.
$246,000 and $143,000. Thisamount has been used to satisfy claims for compensation submitted by victims of

crime.
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Fiscal Number of Claims Filed

Y ear 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 8 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95

Homicide 31 23 13 25 28 25 44 58 44 53 53 29 35 48 30 28 40 28 52
ADW

Stabbing 14 5 6 65 7 15 13 10 14 15 15 5 10 7 16 15 14 22 16
ADW

Shooting 5 16 7 14 20 13 16 12 23 20 17 10 10 9 14 13 10 u 27
Armed

Robbery 1 2 3 v 0 0 1 1 1 2 0 0 2 l 1 0 2 2 4
Other

Assaults 30 38 29 29 31 49 43 44 68 57 53 37 48 69 82 95 95 107 100
Sexual

Assault’ 9 9 12 18 22 22 33 51 91 98 90 63 77 72 67 65 48 60 79,
No Evidence

olaCrime 3 7 0 3 0 2 1 2 n 3 4 1 8 6 3 4 5 4 7
Hit and

Run 0 0 0o o 3 4 0 3 1 14 0 3 0 6 3 3 0 1 1

DwW 38 30 30 19 14 23 22 14 16 19 12 24

420ftoe63damsw e seicatabuseoliw wjn FY 63
56 of too 77damsw o seiualabuse of rr-norsn FV 89
M olex> 72 cl««ns wwo sorja) abuviofmnof* rirv 90
470ltoo 67 damsw o seiualabuseofmam toFY 9t
45 0f too 65 dams w e seiualabuso cfrwxxjn FY 92
320ltoo48damsw t seiualabuseofrrwrin FY 93
43 0ltoo 60 dates w o seiualabuseo' m «xsfiFY 94
58 0ltoo79dams w o sorealabusoo'mncrsr FY 95

Nolo The foregoing ctiarttwo*) nJcjfcstoitrendn crmeby too appacatcnsNod fta d*loXttocompare androlalor'amsagand crmes as
damantshsvo too yearstofiedamsandoxstatstes areenaHealyearbass, #M o crime fgures are on a calendar year basts

aims and Awards

Claims Claims Total Amount Pending Claims

FY Received Heard Awards Granted At End ofFY
74 50 37 S 3602560 33
7(5) 7 51 12526620 4
I 66 82 272,04829 8
T 9 81 120,96807 28
78 100 99 28567263 33
78 70 95 225.63862 B
8 % 93 249.96806 17
8l u 93 237.10000 3
82 129 v 415.6*530 29
%% 159 165 464,932 71 36
219 168 552,704 71 67
85 283 270 75125085 57
86 292 272 683 521 96 103
[ 252 250 633.48189 126
88 162 234 50148893 78
89 213 211 598.494 23 106
90 240 225 733(0000 G
9 230 219 669,19774 87
9 233 248 739564 12 2
83 233 219 62173805 54
247 230 669,96792 68

9 310 *67 i.n.iiiM 115
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Summary of Decisions

07/01/94 — 06/30/95

All awards arc made under AS 15.67.110

(1) expenses actually and reasonably incurred as a result ortltc personal injury or death ofthe
victim;

(2) lossofearning power asa result of total or partial incapacity ofthc victim, and reasonable
expenses ofjob retrainingofor similaremployment-oriented rehabilitative services for die

victim;
(3) pecuniary loss to the dependents ofthe deceased victim; and

(4) any other loss resulting tVom the personal injury or death of the victim which the Roard
determines to be reasonable.

In the summary ofeach ease, one or more ofthe above numbers will be used to signify' the authority
under which the award was granted. Please refer to the above for a full explanation.
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CLAIMS

Violent (’rimes Compensation Board

Claim #80-071

The victim, a43-year old male was shot. The Hoard originally heard this claim on October 7, WHO and awarded
521,572.08 for medical expenses. The victim isnosv requesting the remaining amount available to him for surgcry
due tosomc additional medical problems related hack to thisinjury The victim ncedsndditional surgery tocorrect
this problem. It was the decision ofthc Hoard to award the additional medical expenses when they are incurred,
under AS 18,67.110(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ..ottt se e bbbt a et ne et nns 53,427.92 (when incurred)

Claim #91-019, (same incident as #91-116/117)

The victim, a 36-year old male was beaten, lud his throat cut, and was killed. The claimant is the victim’s wife.
It was the determination ofthc Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision
ofthc Hoard to award the requested loss of support, under Scction(s) 18.67 110(3). All Board members
concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o $10,000.00

Claim #91-036

The victim, a 27-year old male was assaulted The Hoard had previously awarded medical and dental expenses.
The claimant is now asking for additional dental expenses, It was the decision ofthc Board to award the portion
ofthc expense related tochccking the statusofpres iousdcntal work, underSection 18 67.110( | ). The remainder
ofthc expense which is related to the victim being hit in the face with a board is not eligible All Board members
concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o e 581.00

Claim #91-116, (same incident as #91-019)

The victim, a 36 year old male was beaten, had his throat cut, and was killed. The claimant is the victim’s wile
filing on behalfoftheir minor child. It was the dctcrminationofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ol
a violent crime. It was rhe decision ofthc Board to award the requested loss of support, under Section(s)
18 67.110(3). All Bo i members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o s S15,000.00

Claim #91-117, (same incident as #91-019)

The victim, a 36-year old male was beaten, had his throat cut. and was killed. The claimant is the victim’s wife
tiling on behalfoftheir minor child It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim of
a violent crime. It was the decision ot the Board to award the requested low of support, under Scction(v)
18 67.110(3) All Hoard members coucui A ssith the decision

AWARDED s s $15.000 00
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Claim #91-220

The victim,;in 11-yearold female was sexually assaulted and killed. The claimant isthe victim’s father. The Board
had previously awarded loss of earnings, medical and counseling expenses. The claimant is now asking for
additional counseling expenses. Itwas the decision ofthe Board to award the remainder ofthc maximum amount
allowable for the requested counseling expenses, under Section 18.67.110(4). All Board members concurred
with the decision.

AWARDED o S371.85

Claim #92-116

Thevictim,a9-ycarold female wasscxually abused. The claimantisthe victim’smother. The Board had previously
awarded loss of earnings, medical and counseling expenses. The claimant is now requesting some additional
counseling expenses. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the additional counseling expenses under AS
18,67.110(4). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED . e e 52,250.00

Claim #93-175

The victim, a9 year old mile was sexually abused. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the determination
ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the
requested counseling expense, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(4). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED........coiii 5540.00

Claim #93-188

The victim, a69-year old tcmalc was physically assaulted. The Board had previously award medical expenses. The
claimant is now requesting some additional u.ntal, chiropractic, and medical expenses. It was the decision to
award the requested ¢> coses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110( 1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ...ttt bbbt b bt ettt e e nreeaean S$2,850.00 4 eye surgery

Claim #93-233

Tltc victim, a 24-year old male was shot and killed. The claimant is the victim’s mother. T he Board previously
awarded loss o f earnings, funeral expenses, and counseling. The claimant is now requesting some additional
counseling expenses. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested counseling expenses, under
Scction(s) 18.67.110(4). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ... S170.00

Claim #94-038

The victim, a 24-year old male was injured in a vehicular accident. It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the
claim,under Section 18.67.101(2)and 130(b)(4)asit vwasavehicularaccidentand there wasuoproofthc offender
was intoxicated. All Board members concurred with the decision

DENIED

Claim #94-091

The victim, a 31-year old male was assaulted with a motor vehicle. 'Die Board previously awarded medical
expenses The claimant isnow asking for additional medical expenses It wasthe decision ofthe Board tn award
the requested medical expenses, under Section(s) 18 67.110( 1). All Board membersconcurred with the decision

AWARDED .ottt $3,744 00
8
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Claim #94-111

"Hie victim, 1 37-ycar old male was shot and killed. 'Hie claimant is the victim’s brother. It was the decision of
the Board to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.101(2) as there is insufficient evidence that it was a crime as
listed in our statute. All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #94-111

'Hie victim, a 37-ycar old male was shot and killed. 1he claimant is the victim’s brother. It was the decision of
the Board to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.101(2) as there is insufficient evidence that it was a crime as
listed in our statute. The claimant requested ahearing. It was the decision ofthc Board to agree with the Hearing
Officer's Findings of 1actand ConclusionsofLiwand denythe claim under AS 18.67.101(2). All Board members

concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #94-113

The victim, a 29-year old female was stabbed and killed. The claimant is the victim's mother. It was the
determination ofthe Board the victim was an innocent victim ofaviolent crime. It vsas the decision ofthc Board
to award the requested funeral expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.11 ()(1). All Board members concurred with the

decision.

AWARDED $2056 82

Claim #94-119

The victim, a 20-year old male was Assaulted. It was the decision of the Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.080(c) as it appeared to be a ease of mutual combat. All Board members concurred with the decision

DENIED

Claim #94-119

The victim, a 20-year old male was assaulted. It was the decision of*hc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18 67.080(c) as it appeared to tie a ease ofmutual combat. The claimant requested a hearing. It was the decision
ofthc Board to agree with the Hearing ()fficer's Findings of Fact and Conclusions o f Law and deny the claim
under AS 18.67.080(c). All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #94-136

Thevictim.a 14 year old female svas sexually abused. The claimant isthe victim's mother. Ihe Board previously
awarded counsclingcxpciiscs. The claimant isnow requesting some additioucnimxcling for her daughter. It was
the decision ofthc Board to award the requested counseling expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.110(41 All Board
members concurred with the decision

AWARDED ..., F o $1,650 (HI
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Claim #94-136

The victim, 1 14-year old female was sexually abused. 'Hie claimant is the victim’smother. The Hoard previously
awarded counseling expenses. The claimant is now requesting some additional counseling for her daughter. It
was the decision ofthe Hoard to award the requested counseling expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(4). All
Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o $486.68

Claim #94-154

The victim, a 13-ycarold female was sexually abused. Thedaimantisthe victim’smother. Itwasthe determination
ofthe Board the victim was an innocent victim of a violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the
requested lossofearnings.counsclingcxpcnscs and attorney fees, undcrScction(s) 18.67.110(2)and 110(4). All

Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED .ot 525,000.00

Claim #94-155

The victim, a 36-year old female was sexually assaulted. It was the determination ofthe Hoard the victim was an
innocentvictim ofaviolentcnmc. Itwasthe decision ofthe Board to award die requested medical expenses, under
Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED .ot $309.00

Claim #94-168

The victim, a 20-year old female was sexually assaulted then shot and killed. The claimant is the victim’s mother.
It was the determination of the Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision
ofthe Bojrd to award the requested funeral and out-of-pocket expenses. The attorney is requesting his actual
expenses. It was the decision ofthe Board to award the requested attorney fees, under Section 18.67.110, All
Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED .o 5880,00

Claim #94-170

The victim, a 7-year old female was stabbed. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the determination of
the Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. The Board previously awarded SI500.00 for
emergency living expenses. It was the decision ofthe Board to award the requested ambulance expense, under
Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). The Board also approved future surgery expenses for plastic surgery when the victim
is old enough. All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .. s S312 00

Claim #94-174

The victim, a 31 -year old male was assaulted. The Board had previously awarded an Emergency Award in the
amount 0f$1,500.00, and the requested loss ofearnings and medical expenses Die claimant isnow requesting
payment ofan additional medical billing not previously submitted. It was the decision of the Board to award the
requested medical expense, under Section 18.67.110(1). AH Board members concurred with the decision

AWARDED oo $17.00

10
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Claim #94-173

'Hie victim, a 16 -year old male waxassaulted. 'llic claimantisthe victim's mother. It was the decision ofthc Retard
wndrtiy the claim at a previous meeting, under Section 18.67.101(2) as there was not sufficient evidence it was
a violent crime. The claimant requested a hearing. It was the decision ofthc Hoard to agree with the Itearing
Officer’s Findings of Fact and (“inclusions of Law and award the medical expenses under AS 18.67.110( 1). All
Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o s $911,65

Claim #94-182

The victim, a 32-year old female was assaulted and hail her glasses broken. It was the determination ofthc Board
the victim was an innocent victim ofa violentcrime. Itwasthe decision ofthc Board to award the requested money
to replace her glasses, under Section”) 18,67.11 Of I ). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ..o s $50.00

Claim #94-184

Die victim, a 16-year old male wasassaulted. The claimantisthe victim's mother. lhe Board previously awarded
medical expenses. The claimant is now requesting some additional medical expenses. It was the decision ofthe
Board to award the requested medical expenses, under Section(s) 18.67,11 Of 1). All Board members concurred

with the decision.

AW ARDED ..o s S110.91

Claim #94-184

Thevictim, a 16 year old male svasassaulted. The claimantisthe victim'smother The Board previously awarded
medical expenses. The claimant is now requesting some additional medical expenses It was the decision of the
Board to award the requested medical expenses, under Scciion(s) 18,67.110(1). All Board members concurred

with the decision.

AWARDED $81,75

Claim #94-189

Tire victim, a 3-year oul female was sexually abused. The claimant o t.ic victim’s mother. The Board previously
assarded medical and musing expenses. Ihe claimant isnow requesting some additional medical and counseling
expenses. It svas the derision ofthc Board to award the requested medical and counseling expenses, under
Section(s) 18 67.110( I)and 110f4) All Roard members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED ... e $2.79000

Claim #94-192

Ihc victim, a 3d year old female ss®%sexually assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim wax an
innocent victim ofa violent crime It ssax the decision of the Board to award the requested loss of earnings,
counseling,and ont o f p«>ckei expenses, under Scctinn(s) 18 67.110(4). All Board mcmhcrsconcurTcd with the

Icxision.

AWARDED 1.0 0 i . $3,204 (HI
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Claim #94-197, (same Incident as #94-198)

The victim, a 50-ycar old male was a victim ofa bombing, and was killed The claimant is the victim's wife. It
was the determination of the Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of
the Board to award the requested loss ofsupport, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(3). All Board members concurred

with the decision.

AW ARDED ..o $20,000.00

Claim #94-197

The victim, a 50-yc.u old male was killed by abomb. The claimant is the victim's wile. It was the determination
ofthe Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Board to award the
requested loss ofsupport. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested attorney fees, under Section
18.67.110. All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o $481 20

Claim #94-198, (same incident as #94-197)

'Die sictim. a 50-ycar old male wasa victim ofa bombing, and was killed. The claimant is the victim’s wife, filing
on behalfofherson. Itsvasthe determination ofthe Board the sictim was an innocent sictim ofa violent cri' ic.
It was the decision o fthe Board to award the requested losso fsupport, underScction(s) 18 67 110(3). /VI Board

members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED ... e e $20,000.00

Claim #94-201

The victim, a 39-year old male was physically assaulted. It ssas the determination ofthe Board the victim ssas an
innocentsictim ofa violentcrime. Itwavthe dccivionnfthcBaardtoaward the requested medical cvpcnvc,unde.
Scction(s) 18 67.1!()(1). The claimant’s request for loss of earnings was denied, as there was no verification of
the loss. All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED ..o $6800

Claim #94-204

'Die victim, a 26 year «d uulc wav assaulted. Die Board had previously awarded counseling expenses Die
claimant then requested a hearing as lie ssas also requesting loss ot earnings, which the Board had denied as lie
was unemployed at the time ofthe incident. It was the decision ofthe Board to agree with the Hearing Officer
to deny the claim.

DENIED

Claim #94-216

Die sictim, a 31 year old female ssas physically assaulted. It was the determination of the Board the victim was
aninno>snt victim ofa violent crime It wa* the decision ofthe Board to award the requested medical expenses,
under Sc**ion(s) 18 67.110(1) All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED 510.0(H) 00
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Claim #94-219

The victim, a 23-year old female was sexually abused when she was a minor child. It was the determination of
the Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Hoard to award the
requested counseling expenses, underScction(s) 18.67.110(4). All Hoard members concurred ssith the decision,

AWARDED . S1,823.00

Claim #94-226

Thcevictim.a 15-year old female wasscxually abused. Thedaimantisthe victim’smother. ltwasthcdctcrmination
ofthe Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent ctimc. It was the decision nfthe Board to award the
requested out-of-pocket and counseling expenses, under Scction(x) 18.67.110(1) and 110(4). All Hoard
members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o 52,791 61

Claim #94-229

The victim, a 34-year old female was raped. It was the decision of the Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67 130(a)(3) as the claimant did not cooperate with law enforcement officials ami did not want to pursue
charges. All Board MeMDers concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #94-229

Ilie victim, a 34 scar old female was raped. It was the decision ofthe Roard to deny the claim, under Section
18 67 130(a)(3) as the claimant did not cooperate ssith law enforcement officials and did not want to pursue
charges. The claimant requested a hearing It was the decision ofthc Hoard to agree ssith the Ifearing Officer's
bindings of Fact and Conclusions of Law and award the out-of-pocket expenses under NS 18.67.110( 1) All
Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED o s e s S1,000 00

Claim #94-230

The victim,a 7-ycarold female was molested The claimantt* tcvictim'smother. It was llte decision ofthc Hoard
tndcny the claim, under Section 18.67.010, and 101 (2) as there was no evidence ofa violent cntne, the claimant
did not send date «* place of incident so there was no police report All Hoard members concurred with the

decision.

DENIED

Claim #94-235

Die victim,a 19-year old female was physically threatened anil sexually assaulted I: svasthe determination ofthe
Roatd the victim was an innocent sictim ofasiolcnt crime. It ssas the decision ofthc Hoard toclosc this claim
as tlte claimant did not request any additional cspcnscs other than the 5350 00 emergency award previously
approved for lossofearnings All Ikurd members concurred with the decision

HOSED
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Claim #94-236

The victim,a 13-ycar old male wavshot and lulled. The claimant ivthe victim's mother. It was the determination
ofthc Board the victim wav an innocent victim ofa violent crime It was the decision ofthe Board to award the
requested funeral cspcnvev, under Scction(s) 18 67.110(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ... $3,332.50

Claim #94-236

The victim, a 13-ycar old male wav shot and killed. The claimant ivthe victim'v mother. It was the determination
ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It wav the decision ofthe Board to award the
rcqucvtcd funeral espenves. 'Die attorney- ivrequesting hiv actual espouses. It wav the decision ofthe Board to
award the requested attorney fees, under Section 18 67.1 It) All Ihurd members concurred with the decision

AWARDED $33567

Claim #94-237

The victim, a 32-year old female w u kidnapped, assaulted, and raped It wav the determination of the Board the
victim was an innocent victim of a violent crime It wav the decivion ofthe Board to award the rcqucvtcd lou of
eamingvand medical cipenvcv, under Sectmn(i) IH67 ) IIK1land 110(2) All Board i.irmbcrv concurred with

the decivion

AWARDED... . $16300

Claim #94-240

The victim, a 14 syear old female wav phv-sically. mentally, and vesuallvabused The claimant isthe victim’s father
The Board previously awarded counseling and out-of pocket espouses The claimant is now requesting come
additional counseling It was the dcctuonofihc Board forward the requested counseling expense, under Section
1867.110(4) All Board members concurred with the decision

AW ARDED ..o s $91/000

Claim #94-241

The victim, a 21 year old male was assaulted 1he Board presioudy awarded the requested medical and out of
pocket espouses Tlk claimant is twsw requesting some additional medical and out of pocket evpenses It was
the decision of tho Board to award the requested medical and out-of pocket espenves. under Scvtims
18 67 11(X1) The Board also approved up roan additional S5.000 00 foe future turgcn .Ml Board memhen

concuned with the dcusmn

AWARDED e s e e $565 00

Claim #94-242

The victim, a 26 sear old male wav assaulted It was the determination «ifthe Board tbe victim wav an innocent
victim of a v-olecnt cnme It was the ilruwiti of the Board to award the requested medical ev|*enses, under
Sectwin(s) 18 67 110 11 Ali Roard members concurred with the dotation

AWARDED . $830 79

14
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Claim #94-243

The victim,a 32-year old female was sexually assaulted. It w « the decision ofthe Board to deny the claim, under
Section 18 67,010 as there were no compensable losses. 'Hie claimant was requesting low of earnings, but
continued working for lour yean after the incident. All Board members concurred with the decision

DKNIED

Claim #94-243

'Hie victim, a 32-year old female wav sexually assaulted. It was the decision ofthe Board to deny the claim, under
Scrtion 18.67.010 as there were no compensable losses The claimant requested the Board reconsider her claim
for some counseling expenses not previously submitted. It wavthe decision ofthe Board to award the requested
counseling expenses, under Scction(s) 18 67.110(4). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED .o s 56000

Claim #94-244

The victim, a 38 year old male was assaulted It ssas the determination ofthe Board the victim ssas an innocent
victim of a violent cnmc. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested medical and out-of-pocket
expenses, under Scction(s) 18 67 110(1). All Board members coi.curred with the decision

AWARDED ..o S$19,496.34

Claim #94-246

ThevKtim,a28 year old male was assaulted with a knife It wasthe decisionofthe Board to deny the claim, under
Section 18 67.080(c) as it appeared to Ik asave nf mutual combat, and the District Attorney’s office declined
prosecution AH Board members concurred with the dccisuM

DENIED

Claim #94-266, (same incident as #93-128)

The victim,a 34 year old male wavshot Die claimant isthe victim’svoter It wasthe determination ot the Board
the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent cnmc It was the decision of the Boars! to award the rnjurstcsl
transportation costs, und-r Section!s) 18 67 110( | » Ail Board members concurred with the decision

AWARDED .. . $732 00

Claim #95-005

pie SHIim,a38 >carold female wasassaultcd nuns rimesuser a number ofyears It wasthcdcsisionol die Board
to item the claim, under Section AS 1867 13{8 jW) and (52). as tlie incidents wk-te not reported to the police
within Sdays alter the incident, many-air over two sears oid.ai-d manxoccurred m Hawaii It was the dsvision
ot tirl]kthBoEa]}rd_IQ award sonic counseling though, under Secttoots) 18 67 110(4) All Board members concurred
with the decision

AWARDED .... $2,00000 up to thisamount
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Claim #95-006

The victim, d 15-ycar old female was sexually assaulted. The claimant is the siitim's mother. It was the
determination ofthc Hoard the sictim ssas an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Hoard
to award the requested loss of earnings and medical and counseling expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67 110(1),
110(2),and 110(4). 'llic Board also approved up toan additional $3,120.00 for counseling. All Board members

concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDED oo e S1,065.62

Claim #95-007

The victim, a 10-year old female svas sexually abused. The claimant is the victim's *athcr. The Hoard previously
awarded out-of-pocket expenses, lossofearnings, and counseling expenses. Theda mant isnow requesting some
additionalcounseling. It svasthe decision ofthc Board toasvard the requested counseling expense, under Section
18.67.110(4). All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED . s 5910.00

Claim #95-010

The victim, a 14-year old female svas physically assaulted The claimant is the victim's father. It svas the
determination ofthe Board the sictim wasan innocent sictim ofaviolentcrime. It ssasthe decision ofthc Hoard
to award the requested medical expenses, under Section(s) 18 67.110(1). All Hoard members concurred ssith

the decision

AWARDED ... 51,622.92

Claim #95-010

"lhe victim, a 14 -sear old female »sas physicallyassaulted. Tire claimant is the victim’sfather The B<ward prcsu nisly
awarded medical expense*. The claimant is now requesting additional medical and counseling expenses. It ssas
the decision ofthc rloard to award the requested expenses, under Sectinn(s) 18 67.110(4) All Rixard member*

concurred ssith the decision

AWARDED ... S56543

Claim #95012

The victim, a 19 >rar old male was shot It **as the decision of the Hoard to dens the claim, under Section
18 67 010 and 101(2) as the incident v at an accidental shooting and not a violentcnme. All Thurd members
concurred ssith the decision

DENIED

Claim #95-021

The victim, a 44 sear old female x*a* assaulted and stalked It ssasthe determination ot the Hoard the sictim ssas
an innocent stcnm ofa violent crime. It ssas the dcctuon of the Hoard to elosc this claim as it sloes not j|*pcar
there are any other compensable lossesother than tlicSI50000 lincrgrms Award previously approved for
moving All Hoard members concurredssiththe decision

CLOSED
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Claim #95-025

‘Ilic victim, a 54 -year old male was injured in a IIW I accident. It was the determination o fthe Board the sictim
svasan innocent victimofaviolcntcrimc. ‘llic Board had previously approved an Emergency Award in the amount
of $1,5*'1.00. It svas the decision of the Board to award the requested loss of earnings, under Scction(s)
IK.67.110(2). All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED ..o s S24,500.00

Claim #95-026

The victim, a 57-year old female ssus killed by a drunk driver. The daimanr is the victim’s husband. It ssas the
determination of the Board the sictim ssas an innocent sictim ofa swlcnt crime. It was the decision ofthe Board
to award the requested loss ofsupport, under Section(s) 18.67.110(3). All Board mcmlinrrs concurred ssith the
decision.

AW ARDED ..ot e e $25,000 00

Claim #95-027

The sictim, a 43-year old female was assaulted and cut ssith a knife. It svasthe determination ofthe Board the
sictim ssasan innocentsictim ofa violent crime. It wasthe decision ofthc Board to award the requested counseling
expenses, under Scction(x) 18 67.110(4). All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED ..o s 5900.00

Claim #95028

‘Ihc sictim, a 10 yrarold female ssas sexually abused. ‘llic claimantisthcsictim’smother. Itsvasthcdetermination
ofthc Board the sictim svas an innocent sictim of a nolent crime. Tire Board had previously approved an
Emergency Assard in the amount 0fS560.0() for airfare. It \sas the decision ofthc Board to assard the requested
airfareand cauntclingnpcnscs, under Section!*) 18.67.110(1) and 110(4) All Board members concurred ssith
the decision.

AWARDED......ccciiii SK90 00

Claim #95031

The sictim, a 14-year old female ssas sexually assaulted The claimant is tlvc sictim’s father It ssas tlie
determination ofthc Board the sictim ssasan innocent sictim ofa siolent crime. It was the decision ofthe Board
to assard the requested medical and counseling expenses, under Scvtion(s) 18.67.110( ). Hie Board also
approved up to an additional SI.513 00 for counseling All Board members concurred ssith ihc decision

AWARDED. ..o S2.8.4.4 65

Claim #95032

Ilic sictim. a 40-jear old ttulc ssas shot I*ssas the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18 67 080(c) as a |nry found the otTrndcr not guilty and there ssas evidence of self defense on the part ot ihc
olfcihler Al B<urd members CONCUITEM *sth the decision

DENIED
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Claim #95-034

The victim, a 51 -year old female was assaulted while in Guatemala. It was the decision ofthe Hoard to deny the
claim, under Section 18,67 as the Hoard set a policy to exclude any claims arising from injuries occurring outside
the United States. /M Hoard members concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95035

The victim, a 23-year old male svas assaulted. It svas the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18 67.080(c) as it ssas a case of mutual combat. All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-035

The sictim, a 23-year old male was assaulted. It was the decision ofthc Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18 67 OH()(c)ax it svasacaseofmutual combat. Tire claimant requested a hearing. It ssasthe decision ofthc Haard
to agree ssith the Hearing Officer’s findings of fact and Conclusions of law and award the medical expenses
under AS 18.67 1!()(1). All Hoard members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED oo eeeseeseeseseee et ee s e s s eeeeeeeeeee $2(),580.50

Claim #95-036

The victim, a 35-ycar old female ssas stalked. It svasthe determination ofthe Board the victim ssas an innocent
victim ofaviolent crime It ssas the decision ofthc Boaid to award the requested loss o fearnings and counseling
expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.110(2 land 110(4) All Board members concurred ssith the decision

AWARDED. ...ttt ettt bbbt bbb bbbt S16,005.00

Claim #95-037

The sictim, a 36-year old female ssas assaulted and killed. The claimant is the victim's sister. It ssas the
determination ofthe Board the sictim ssasan innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board
to assard the requested counselingand out-of-pocket expenses, under Section(s) 18.67 110fl),and 110(4). All
Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED o S$3.663.90

Claim #95039

The victim, a Il ->ear old female ssas sexually assaulted. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthc Board the sictim ssas an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It ssas the decision ofthe Hoard
todcny the claim, under Section 18 67 110 as there ssere no compensable losses All Board members concurred
with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95040

The victim, a 10 year old fenulc ssas sexually assaulted The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthc Hoard the victim ssas an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It ssasthe decision of the Hoard
to deny the claim, under Section 18 67.110 as there ssere no compcuublc losses All Board members concurred
with the decision.

DENIED
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Claim #95-041

‘Ilic victim, an 8-year old female was sexually assaulted. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthc Roard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime It ssas the decision ofthc Roard
to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.110as there were no compensable losses. All Hoard members concurred
svith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-042

The victim, a 22-year old male ssas assaulted. It svas the determination ofthc he »rd the victim svasan innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It svas the decision ofthc Hoard to assard the requested loss ofearnings and medical
expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110( 1) and 110(2). All Hoard members concurred svith the decision.

AW ARDED ... s $4,517.21

Claim #95-044

The sictim, a 28-year old male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Hoars! the victim svas an innocent
victim ofa violentcrime. It ssasthe decision ofthc Hoard toassard the requested medical expense, under Scction(s)
18.67.110(1). The Hoard alsoapproveda future sisit to the doctor lor follosv up. All Hoard members concurred

svith the decision.

AWARDED $423 00

Claim #95-044

Ilic sictim, a 28-year old male ssas assaulted. Ilic Hoard previously ass-arded medical expenses. 'lire claimant is
now requesting some additional medical expenses It ssas the decision ofthc Hoard to award the requested
expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Board members concurred ssith the decision

AWARDED .o $526 00

Claim #95-045

'flic sictim, a 30-year old male svasassaulted. It ssas the determination ofthe Board the sictim ssas an innocent
sictim ofa siolent crime. It svas the decision of the Board to award the requested medical expenses, under
Scction(s) 18.67.110(1) All I -d members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED ... s S1,002 85

Claim #95-046

Ilie sictim, a 34-year old male ssas assaulted It was the determination ofthc Hoard the sictim ssas an innocent
sictim ofa siolent crime It svas the decision ofthc Board to assard the requested medical expenses and loss of
earnings, under Sccrion(s) IN67.1 Hh 1 )and 110(2 « The Board also gave jpprosal for the claimant to receive
a prosthesis for the eye he lost. All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDED e . S3,6X6 85

Claim #95-046

Ihe sictim,a 34 yearold male ssasassaulted The Hoard presiousty assurdcri medical rspenscsand lossofearning-.
Die claimant is now requesting some additional dental expenses It ssas the decision ofthe Board toasvard the
requested dental expense, under Sctiionis) IS 07 lin 1 All Board members concurred ssith the decision

AWARDED . i SH,220 Gil

4
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Claim #95-048

The victim, a6-ycarold female was sexually abused. The claimantisthe victim’smother. It wasthe determination
ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Board to dose the
claim asit docs no', appear that there arc any compensable losses other than the moving expenseswhich the Board
compensated by an Kmcrgency Award in the amount of S1,500.00. All Board members concurred with the
decision.

ClL.LOSHD

Claim #95-050

‘Ilic victim, a 24-year old female was sexually assaulted. It wasthe determination ofthe Board the victim was an
innocentvictimofaviolcntcrime. Itwasthe decisionoftlie Board toaward the requested lossofcarnings, medical,
counseling, and musing expenses, under Scction(s) IH67.110(1), 110(2), and 110(4) All Board members
concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o s S1 1,328 78

Claim #95-052

The victim, a 28-yearold female was assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested loss ofearnings and medical
and counseling expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1), 110(2), and 110(4). All Board members concurred
ssith the decision.

AWARDED .o $3,589.72

Claim #95-052

The victim, a 28-vear old female was assaulted. Ilic Board previously awarded loss ot earnings and medical and
counseling expenses. lltc claimant is now requesting some additional counseling expenses. It ssas the decision
ofthc Board toaward the requested expense, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(4) All Board members concurred with

the decision.

AWARDED oo S1,080.00

Claim #95-052

The victim, a 28-year old female was assaulted. The Board previously awarded loss ofearnings and medical and
counseling expenses. The claimant is now requesting some additional counseling expenses. It was the decision
ofthc Board toaward the requested expense, under Scction(s) 18.67.11014). All Board membersconcurred with

the decision.

AWARDED ... S1,260.0?

Halm #95054

The victim, a 19 year old male wasassaulted. It svasthe decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18 67.130(j)(2).isa police rgnirt was not filed within 5 days alter the incident All Board members concurred
with the decision.

DENIED

20
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Claim #95054

The victim, a 19-ycar old male was assaulted. It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.130(a)(2) asa police report was not filed within 5 days after the incident. The claimant requested a hearing
1 was the decision ofthc Board to agree with the Hearing Ofiiccr’s Bindings of Fact and Conclusions o f Law and
award the loss of earnings and medical expenses under AS 18.67.110(1), and 110(2). All Board members

concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o $3,012.41

Claim #95055

The victim, a 19-year old male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent
victim of a violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested medical expenses, under
Sccrion(s) 18.67,110(1). All Roard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ... S616.40

Claim #95058

The victim, a 34 yearold female was mentally and physically assaulted. It was the determination o fthe Board the
victim wasan innocent victimofaviolentcrime. Itwasthe decision ofthc Board toaward the requested counseling
expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.110(4). The Boardalsoapproved up toan additional S5,200.00 forcounseling.
All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o $830.00

Claim #95058

The victim, a 34-year old female was mentally and physically assaulted 1l was the determination o fthe Board the
victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board toaward the requested counseling
expenses, underScction(s) 18.67.110(4). the Board also approved up toan additional S5.200 00 for counseling
All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED . s $830.1H)

Claim #95-059

'Hie victim, a 40-year old male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested loss ofearnings, medical and
counseling expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.11o0t 1), 110(2), and 110(4), All Board members concurred with
the decision.

AWARDED .o $689.00

Claim #95061

'Pic victim, a 16 year old male was stabbed. ‘Ilic claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the determination of
the Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It wav the decision of the Board to award the
requested medical expenses, under Scction(s) 18 67 110i 1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED $6,792 83
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Claim #95-062

The victim, a 40-ycar old female was hit by a drunk driver. It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim,
under Section 18.67.130(b)(3) asshe was violating a penal lawofthc State bydrivingwhilcintoxicatcd. All Board
members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95062

The victim, a 40-year old female was hit by a drunk driver. It was the decision of the Board to deny the claim,
under Section 18.67.130(b)(3) as she was violating a penal law of the State by driving while intoxicated. The
claimant requested a hearing. It was the decision ofthc Board to agree with the llearing Officer’s Bindings of
Bact and (-onclusions of Law that the intoxication did not contribute to the incident, but because the claimant
was violating a penal law of the State, it was the decision ofthc Board to reduce the maximum award by 50%. All
Board members concurred witli the decision.

AW ARDED ... S12,500.00

Claim #95063

The victim, a 40-year old male was injured by a drunk driver. It was the determination ofthe Board the victim
was an innocent victim of a violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to award the maximum amount
allowable for lovs of earnings, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(2). The Board reduced the claimant’s award by 1/
3 ofthe amount because he contributed to bis injuries directly or indirectly by his level of intoxication, and by
willingly getting into a vehicle with a drunk driver. All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o s S17,000.00

Claim #95-063

Die sictim, a40 year old male was injured by a drunk driver. It was the determination ofthe Board the victim
was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to award the maximum amount
allowable for loss ofearnings, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(2). The Board reduced the claimant’s award by 1/
3 ofthc amount because lie contributed to bis injuries directly or indirectly bv his level of intoxication, and by
willingly getting into a vehicle with adrunk driver. Die claimant requested a hearing It was the decision of the
Board to agree with the Blearing Officer's Bindings o f Bact and Conclusions of I-aw and denied the remaining
amount for loss of earnings. All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95064

Die victim, a 10 year old female was sexually assaulted. The claimant is the victim's mother. It xvas the
determination of the Board the victim vv.isan innocentvictim ofa violent crime It wav the decision ofthc Board
to award rhc requested medical and counseling expenses, under Sections' 18.67.110( 1). All Board members
concurred with the decision.

AWARDED oo e $10.879 22

Claim #95065

Die victim, a43-year old male vs.is hit by acar It was the decision nfilie Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.101( 2) asthere was no evidence it was a DWI incident and there wcic no medical expenses associated with
the incident All Board members concurred with the decision

DENIED
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Claim #95-067

The victim, .1 15-ycnr old fern,tic was sexually assaulted. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthc Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Hoard
tt>award the requested counseling expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.110(4). The Board also approved up to .11l
additional 52,600,00 for counseling. All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED o $670.00

Claim #95-068

The victim, a43 yearold female was assaulted. It was the decision ofthc Hr>ard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.080(c) as there was no direct relationship between the dates of the incident and the dates ofthc medical
services. All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-069

The victim, a 48-ycar old female was assaulted. It ssas the decision ofthc Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.010 and 101(2) as there svas insufficient evidence ofa violent crime as listed in the statute. All Hoard
members concurred svith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95069

‘Hie victim, a 48-ycar old female was assaulted. It svas the decision ofthc Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.010 and 101(2) as there ssas insufficient evidence ofa violent crime a» listed in the statute. The claimant
requested 1 hearing. It ssas the decision ofthc Hoard to agree ssith the Ifearing Officer’s Findings of Fact and
(xmclusiimsof law and deny the claim under AS 18.67 0HO(c). All Hoard members concurred svith the dccis m

DENIED

Claim #95070

Ilic victim, a 23-year old male ssas assaulted It ssas the determination ofthc Hoard the victim ssas an innocent
victim ofa violent crime, It ssas the decision of the Hoars! to award the requested medical expenses, under
Section!*) 18.67.110( I). The Board previously awarded an Emergency Award inthe amount ofS 1,000.00 which
covered the claimant’s loss of coming*. All Board members concurred svith the decision

AWARDED.....coiii $20,155.03

Claim #95070

The victim, a23-year old male ssasassaulted 1lie Hoard previously asv.ml medical expensesand locs ofearnings
T hexlaim.mt is noss requesting some additional medical expense* It was the decision ofthc Hoard to award the
requested expenses, under Section!«118 67.110( 1) All Hoard member concurred with the decision.

AWARDED. ..., $373.00

Claim #95-071

The victim, a 19-ywr old male was shot and killed Hie claimant is the victim's mother It was the decision of
the Hoard to deny the claim, under Section IX 07 130(b)(3) a* the victim was involved in an illegal activity. All
Hoanl members concurred with the decision

DENIED

23
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Claim #95-072

The victim, a 33-year old female svas injured by a drunk driver. It was the determination ofthc Hoard the victim
was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested plane fare and
loss ofearnings, under Sccrion(s) 18.67.11 ()(1)and 110(2). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o $883.00

Claim #95-072

The victim, a 33 year old female was injured by a drunk driver. It wasthe determination ofthc Board the sictim
was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board toaward the requested plane fare and
loss of earnings. The attorney is requesting his actual expenses. It ssas the decision of the Board to award the
requested attorney fees, under Section 18.67,110, All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDED ... $220.75

Claim #95-073

Ilic victim, an 18 year old male sasassaulted and hit in the head ssith across bar. It svasthe decision ofthc Board
to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.130(a)(2) as there ssas no police report made, and there ssas insufficient
evidence ofa crime. All Board members concurred ssith the decision

DENIED

Claim #95-074, (same incident as #95-096 and #95118)

The victim, a 22-year old male svas assaulted and killed. The claimant is the victim’s brother. It ssas the
determination ofthe Board the victim ssas an innocent sictim ofa violent crime. Ilwas the decision ofthc Board

assard the requested loss ofcarnings.md transportation costs, under Scction(s) 1S.67.110(1 ),and 110(2). All
Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDED ... $3,258.52

Claim #95074

The victim,a22 yearold male ssasassaulted and killed. Thcclaimant isthe victim’sbrother. 'Die Board previously
.warded lossofearnings ami transportation costs. The claimant isnosv seeking additional travel expenses. It ssas
the decision ofthc Board to deny the request as it is Board policy not to assard travel or out of prxket expenses
to attend the sentencing of the offender. All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95075

The victim, a 17 year old male ssas shot. 'lhe claimant is the victim’s mother. It ssas the determination of the
Board the sictim ssasan innocentvictim ofa siolent crime. It svasthe decision ofthc Hoard toaward the requested
lossofcar mugs and medical expenses, under Section!'s) 18.67.110( I ),and 110(2). All Board members concurred

ssith the decision.

AWARDED $2,975.10

Claim #95076

The victim, a 32 year old female ssas killed in an automobile accident. The claimant isthe victim’s father It ssas
the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section 18 67 130i b)(4)as it ssas a vehicular accident which
is not covered by the statute. All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED
24
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Claim #95-078

"Iic victim, d 7-ycarold female was sexually abused. The claimant is the victim’smother, tt WaSihc determination
ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the
requested losso fearnings, counseling, and out-of-pocket expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1), 110(2),and
110(4), All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o s S1,461.S0

Claim #95-079

The victim, a 24-year old male was assaulted It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.080(c) as it was a ease of mutual combat. All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-079

The victim, a 24 year old male ssas assaulted The Board previously denied the claim, as it appeared to be a case
of mutual combat. After the Board meeting see received a letter from a Captain ofthc U.S. Army. In his letter,
the Captain stated that the otTcndcr had been found guilty of assault, The Board reconsidered their previous
decision and decided to asvard the requested medical expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Board
members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDED.....coooiiviiiiiiii 5962.68

Claim #95080

The sictim, a 29-year old male svas assaulted and had his throat cut It svas the determination of the Board the
sictim ssas an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It ssas the decision ofthc Board to asvard the requested medical
expenses, under Scction(s) 18.07.110< 1). The Board felt that the Emergency Award approved prior to this board
meeting compensated the victim for his loss of earnings. All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDED .o $872.50

Claim #95081

The sictim, a 33-year old male ssas assaulted. It ssas the decision of the Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.080(c) as it svas a case o f mutual combat. All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95082

Tile victim, a 51 year old male ssas hit by adrunk driver It ssas the determination ofthc Board the victim svas
an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It ssas the decision ofthc Board to award the requested loss ofearnings,
under Scction(s) 18 67 1Iff 2) All Board members concurred ssith the decision

AWARDED....cccooiiiiiiie $9,569.00

Claim #95-083, (same incident as #95-084)

The victim, a 22 year old male ssas stabbed ami killed The claimant . the victim’s mother. Ir ssas the
determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim nfa violent crime. It svas the decision ofthc Board
toavsard the requested funeral expenses, under Section(s) 18 67.110( 1). All Board membersconcurred with the

slccision.

AWARDED $580 (MI
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Claim #95-084, (same incident as #95-084)

The victim, a22 yearold male was stabbed and killed. The claimant is the victim’saunt. 1lwas the determination
ofthe Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ol the Hoard to award the
requested loss ofearnings, airfare, and funeral expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1), and 110(2). All Hoard
members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED...........coooooeeeee, $4,051.01

Claim #95-088

The victim, a 27-year old male was shot. It was the decision of the Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.070(a) as the incident was covered by Worker’s Compensation which is a prior resource to our program.
All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-089

The victim, a 75 year old male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. The Hoard previously approved an Emergency Award for loss ofearnings in the amount
0f$1,500 00. It was the decision ofthc Hoard to award die requested medical expenses, under Scction(s)
18.67.110( 1). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ..o s $277.05

Claim #95090

The sictim, a 35-year old female was sexually assaulted. It was the determination ot the Hoard the victim was an
innocent sictim ofa violentcrime. It wasthe decision ofthc Board toaward the requested medical and counseling
expenses, tinder Section(s) 18.67.110( 1), and 110(4). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o L e $6,119.52

Claim #95-091

The victim,.! 32-year old female was physically and sexually assaulted. It was the determination ofthe Hoard the
victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested loss of
earnings and medical expenses, under Scction(s) 18 67.11 ()(1), and 110(2). Ihe Hoard also approved up to
$2,000.00 for counseling expenses. All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED S17,912.58

Claim #95-092

‘Ilic victim, a 23-year old male was hit by a drunk driver. It was the determination ofthc Hoard the victim was
an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Hoard to award the requested loss o fearnings
and medical expenses, along with a dental estimate of up to S3,900.00, under Section(s) 18.67 110(1), and
110(2). AHHoard members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ...ttt ettt e eae et s et se b e s e e e s e e s ebeEeb e b e b e b e b et EebeRe b e R e b e b e b e b e b e b e b e b e bR e b e b e beb b et et ebeneeas $6,68838
S3,900 00 (dental estimate when work done)

26
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Claim #95-092

The victim, a 23-year old male was hit by a drunk driver. The Roard previously awarded loss ofearnings and
medical expenses, along with adental estimate ofup to .$3,900.00. The claimant is now requesting an additional
dental bill not previously submitted. It wasthe decision ofthe Hoard toaward the requested dental expense, under
Section(s) 18.67.110f 1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED .o $171.80

Claim #95-093

The victim, a 14 year old female was sexually molested. The claimant is the victim’s father. It was the decision
ofthc Hoard to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.130(a)( 1)and 130(a)(2) as the application was filed after
the two year time limit and the ineidc nr was not reported to the police tor over a year. All Hoard members
concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-094

The victim, a 28-ycar old female was killed. The claimant is the victim’s brother-in-law. It was the decision of
the Hoard todcny the claim, under Section 18.67.130(a)( 1) and 01 Oas the victim died of “an accidental overdose
ofcocaine" and the application was filed past the two year time limit. All Hoard members concurred with the

decision.

DENIED

Claim #95095

The sictim, a45-yearold female was assaulted It was the determination of'the Hoard the victim was an innocent
victim of a violent crime. |' was the decision of the Hoard to award the requested medical expenses, under
Section(s) 18.67 110(1). All Poatd members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED . S1,721.69

Claim #95-096, (same incident as #95-074 and #95-118)

‘Hie victim, a 22-year old male was assaulted and killed. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board
toaward the requested funeral expenses, under Scction(s) IS 67 11()( 1), All Board members concurred with the

decision.

AWARDED ..., $5.000.U0

Claim #95096

Dievictim,a22 yearold male wasassaulted and killed. Ilic claimantisthc victim’smother The Hoard previously
awarded the requested funeral expenses. | he claimant is now requesting some counseling and airfare expenses.
It was the decision ofthc Hoard to award the additional expenses under AS 18 67.11(1(41 All Hoard members

concurred with the decision.

AWARDED $3480(1
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Claim #95-097

The victim, an 18-year old female was hit by adrunk driver. It was the determination ofthe Board the victim was
an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested loss ofearnings,
under Scction(s) 18.67.110(2). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ... 525,000.00

Claim #95-098

The victim, a 50-ycar old female was shot and killed. The claimant isthe victim's mother. It wasthcdetcrmination
of the Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the
requested funeral expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110( 1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ... 55,000.00

Claim #95-098

The sictim,a50-yearold female was shotand killed. The claimant isthe victim's mother. It wasthe determination
ofthe Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It svas the decision of the Board to assard the
requested funeral expenses. The attorney isrequesting his actual expenses. It was the decision ofthc Board to
award the requested attorney fees, under Section 18.67.110. All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o S185.50

Claim #95-099

The victim, a 22-year old male was assaulted. It ssas the determination of the Board the si- tint ssas an inntxent
victim of a violent crime. It svas the decision of the Board to award the requested medical expenses, under
Scction(s) 18.67.1 KX 1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o S565.50

Claim #95-100

'Hie victim, a 30-year old female ssas physically and sexually assaulted. It ssas the determination of the Board the
victim svas an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to assard the requested loss of
earnings, medical expenses, and out-of-pocket expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1), 110(2), and I MM i
The Board also approved up to S1,000.00 for counseling if the claimant decides she needs some. All Board
members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED .o S1.45764

Claim #95-102

"Ilic victim, a-11 year old female was sexually assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim wasan
innocent victim ofa violent crime. The Board previously awarded an Emergency Award in the amount of
51,500.00. Ir wasthe decision ofthc Board toaward the requested out of-pixket and counsclmgcxpenscs. under
Scction(s) 18 67.110(1 )and 110(4). The Board alsoawarded up to an additional S3,600.00forfuturccouuseling
expenses. All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDED .o . 52,531 34
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Claim #95-102

Ilic victim, 1 41-year old fcm.ilc was « xii.ii  assaulted. Ilic Hoard previously awarded out-of-pocket and
counseling expenses The claimant is now requesting some additional medical a.nl out of pocket expenses. It
svas the decision of the Hoard to assard the requested medical and out of pocket expenses, under Section(s)
18.07.11 ()(1). All Hoard members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDED .o S1,255.80

Claim #95-103

Ilic sictim, a 44 year old male ssas stabbed. It ssas the determination ol the Hoard the victim ssas an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It svas the decision of the Hoard to asvard the requested air fare and loss of earnings,
under Section(s) 18.67,110(1 )and 110(2). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ... e e $3,212 11

Claim #95-104

The victim, a 28 year old male ssas assaulted. It ssas the determination ot the Hoard the victim svas an innocent
sictim ofa violent crime. It ssas the decision ol the Hoard to asvard the requested medical expenses and loss of
earnings, under Scction(s) 18.67 110( 1 )and 110(2) All Hoard members concurred ssith the decision

AWARDED .$465 00

Claim #95-105

Ihe sictim, a 56 year old male ssas assaulted. It ssas the decision ofthc Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.101(2) and 080(c las there ssas insntlicient evidence there ssas a violent crime and it there ssas a crime, it
appeared to be mutual combat. All Hoard members concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-106

The victim, a 17 ycar old fcuulc ssas stabbed The claimant is the sk iiiii's mother It ssas the determination of
the Hoard the victimssas an ..nioccttt sictim ofa violent crime Itssas the decision ofthe Hoard to asvard the
requested loss of earnings, and medicaland counseling expenses, under Section(s)18.67.110( 1), 110(2), and
110(4). All Hoard members concurred ssith the decision

AWARDED 52,26V 42

Claim #95-108

The victim, a 15 sear old female ssas sexually assaulted lhe tlaunani is the victim’s mother. It ssas the
determination ofthe Hoard the victim ssas an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ol the Hoard

to award the requested counsclingexpensrs. under Section! s; IS r«7 1111, t All Hoard membersconcurre 'ssith
the decision.
AWARDED e, S2.36.175

Claim #95-109

lhe victim, a 15 sear old tcuulc ssas sexiialh vssaultcd Ihc claimant is the victim’s mother It was the
determination of the Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Hoard
toaward the requested counseling expenses, under Seenow si 18 0 * I HI 4 > All Hoard members concurred with

the decision

AWARDED. S$2.7V1.85

2V
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Claim #95-110

The victim,.! 44-ycar old male waxassaulted ami killed. 'Flic claimantis the victim’ssister. It wasthe determination
ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Hoard to award the
requested funeral expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Hoard members concurred with the decision

AW ARDEND oo e 51,757.24

Claim #95-111

The victim, a 37-ycar old female was shot and killed. 'I'lie claimant is the victim’s companion of 14 years. It was
the determination of the Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe
Board neaward the requested loss ofsupport, under Section!s) 18.67.110(3). All Hoard members concurred with
the decision

AINARDED..........ceceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e et ee e e s e et seeeneesenenen $20,000.00

Claim #95-113

The victim, a 31 year old male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Hoard the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Hoard to award the requested loss ofearnings and medical
expenses, under Scciionfx) 18.67.110( 1), and 110(2). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o 58,661.60

Claim #95-114

The victim, a 32-year old male was assaulted It was the determination ofthc Hoard the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It svas the decision ofthc Hoard to award the requested loss nfearnings and medical
expenses, under Section(s) 18 67.110f 1), and 110(2). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED oo e S$3,525.20

Claim #95-115

‘Die victim, a 30-year old male was assaulted. It was the decision ofthe Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.080(c) as it was a case o f mutual combat. All Hoard members concurred svith the decision

DENIED

Claim #95-116

The victim, a 36 year old female was assaulted It was the determination ofthc Hoard the victim was an inno.cnt
victim ofa violent cnmc It was the decision ofthc Hoard to assard the requested medical expenses, under
Scction(x) 18.67.110( 1). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED o e e S1,451.00

Claim #95-117

The victim.a36 ycarold female wasshot It wasthe determination ofthc Boarxl the victim wasan innocent victim
ofa violent crime It ssas the decision ofthe Hoard to award the requested medical expenses, under Scstion(s)
18 07.1 10(i). All Board members concurred svith the decision

AW ARDED oo 53,850 70
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Claim #95-118, (same incident as #95474 and #95496)

'Flicvictim,a22-ycaroldmalcwasassaultcd and killed. ’llic clninutit isthe victim’ssistcr. It wasthe determination
of the Hoard the victim was .11l innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the
requested loss ofearnings and airfare expenses, under Scction(s) 1X.67.11()(1),and 110(2). All Hoard members
concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ... S1,769.00

Claim #95-119

The victim, a 25-year old male was assaulted. It was the decision ofthc Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.130(a)( I),wsthe application was filed many years past the tssoyear time limit. All Board membersconcurred
ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-119

The victim, a 25-year old male svas assaulted. It ssas the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
1X.67.130(a)(l) as the application ssas filed many years past the rssoycar time limit. The claimant requested a
hearing. It ssas the decision ofthc Hoard toagrcc svith the 11caring Officer’s bindings of Fact and Conclusions
of 1-isvand deny the claim under AS IS 67 0S0fc). All Hoard members concurred ssith the decision.
DENIED

Claim #95-120

The victim, a4 1 sear old male svas assaulted It ssas the determination ofthc Hoard the victim ssas an innocent
sictim ofa violent crime. It svas the decision of the Hoard to asvard the requested medical expenses, under
Scction(s) 18.67 11011). \ll Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARDED .. s $3X1.00

Claim #95-121

The victim, a 37-ycar old female was assaulted. It wavthe determination ofthe Hoard the victim ssasan innocent
victim of a violent crime. It ssas the decision of the Hoard to award the requested medical expenses, under
Scction(s) 1X.67.110( 1) All Board members concurred ssith tbe decision.

AWARDED e $533.74

Claim #95-122

The victim,a  scar old male ssas sexually assaulted. It ssas the determination ofthc Board the victim ssas 111
innocent victim ofa violent crime It waxthedccivion ofthc Board toaward the requested loxxofcarnings, medical
andcoumelingcxpcnxcex,and mosmgcexiscnxes.under Scction(s) JXY»7 110(1),and 110(4). All Board members

concurred ssith the decision

AWARDED . o i i e s SH,539.77

Claim #95-123

Ihe victim, a 13-year old male was sexually assaulted Ihc claimant is the victim's mother. It ssas the
determination ofthc Board the sixnm ssasan mm Kent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Hoard
tnavsarrithcrrqurxtcdcnumx!ingcvpcenscs,undcrScction(x) IX o7 110(4) All Hoard members concurred with
the decision

AW ARDED e ——————————————— 52,192 1
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Claim #95*124

The victim, a 14 year old female wav sexually abused. The claimant isthe victim's mother. It was the decision
ofthe Hoard to deny the claim, under Section 18,67.010as there were no compensable losses. All Hoard members
concurred with the decision.

DENIHD

Claim #95-125

'Hie victim, a'V year old female wav sexually abused. 'llic claimant ivthe victim’s mother. It wav the decision ol
the Hoard to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.010 a* there were no compensable losses All Board members

concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-126

The victim, a6 year old female was sexually abused. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the decision of
the Hoard to deny the claim, under Section IH 67.010 as there were nocompcnsablc losses All Board members
concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-128

The victim, a 34-yearold male was shot It ssasthe determination ot the Board the victim svasan innocent victim
ofaviolent crime It ssas the decision ofthe Board to award the requested loss ot earnings, under Section!s)
18 67 110(2) All r.oard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED. ..o, $23,542.70

Claim #95-129, (same incident as #95-130)

Hie victim, a 15 >ear old male was shot and killed The claimant is the victim sfather It was the deiisjon oftlic
Hsurd to deny the claim, under Section 18 67 080(e) and 130ibH3i as the victim ssas not an innocent victim,
but was involved ut a drup deal. Al Board members concum-d with the decision

DENIED

Claim #95-129

Thevutim.a ISvrarcdd inale was dim and killed The claimant o tl<sxdm ’s father It aasthe decision nfthe
Hoard to deny the claim, under Section 18 67 OXHu)and 130|bK3) as the sictim wav not an innocent victim,
but was involved tnadrug deal "Dieclaimant requested a Itcannp Itwavthcdrviuonufthe Board toapice with
the 11canup ()»hcer‘s luulmpsol lactandOoclunoosoflaw All Hoard members concurred with the decision

DENIED

Claim #95-130, (samo Incident as #95-129)

Ilie victim, a 15 scar old male was sho* and killed Tlic claimant is tlie .utim’s mother It ssas the decision of
the Boird todenv the claim, under Section 18 67 086 c)and 13(kbH 3 asthe shtim wasnot an innocent sictim,
but was mvolscd m asirup deal A’l Board members concurred ssith tlic deciuon

DENIED
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Claim #95-130

The victim,.l 15-ycar old male xva*.shot and killed. The claimant i* the victim™ mother. It was the decision of
the Hoard u>deny t.ic claim, under Section 18.67.080(c) and 130(b)(3) as the victim was not nn innocent victim,
but svas involved inadrug deal. 'Hie claimant requested a hearing It was the decision o fthe Hoard to agree ssith
the Ilearing Officer’s binding* of Fact and Conclusion* ol’ljsv. All Hoard members concurred svith the decision.

DENIED
Claim #95-131

Tlicvictim, a 14-yearold male svas .iwjulted. ‘llic claimantisthe victim’s mother It was the decision ofthc Hoard
to deny the claim, under Section 18 67.080(c) as it seas an agreed upon light, aease of mutual combat. All Hoard
members concurred ssith the decision.

DKNIKP

Claim #95-132

Ilic sictim, a 6 year old female was sexually assaulted. Ihe claimant is the sictim™ mother. It svas the
determination ofthe Hoard the sictim ssasan innocent victim ofa siolent crime. It ssasthe decision ofthc Hoard
to asvard the requested counseling and out of pocket expenses, under Section(s) 18.67 110( I),and 110(4) All
Board member* concurred ssith the decision

AWARDKD $293.87

Claim #95-134

The victim,a 57 scar old male s*a*assaulted It ssasthe decisionoftlic Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18 67 110 as there were no compensable losses All Hoard member* concurred ssith the decision

DKNIKD

Claim #9J 135

Ilic sictim, a 41 sear old male ssas assaulted It ssas tltc determination ofthc Board the victim ssas an innocent
sictim ofa siolent cnmc It ssas the decision ol the Hoard to assard tlur requested loss o fearning* and medical
expense*, under Section!*l 18 67.1 HI; 1). and 110(2i All Board member* concurred scitlt the decision

F N A N = 1 s B R TORRORRR S689 (Ml

Claim #95-136

Die sictim, a 38 sear old female ssas abducted and assaulted It ssas tltc determination of tltc Board the sictim
ssasan innocent sictim of a stoleni srinte It ssas tltc dectsmn ofthc B«urd the Kntcrgmcv Assard of S1,500 01
coseted the victim's itcdical expense®, mulct AS 18r»7 All fhurd member* corktirrcsl uith tlic decision.

AWARDKD SB

Claim #95-138

‘Die sisdm.a 31 scarold tcnulc ssas scsuallv assaulted It ssasthe determination ofthc Board the sictim ssasan
umoscntsts tintotasuilrutsnmr It ssastltcdcsism mofthe Roan! tiiassard tlie res)uc*tcslntrdical cspenscs, ittuler
Section!'t) 18 67 110, | ) All IVcud m cm Ixts consulted ssith tltc decision

AWARDKD . S $155 M
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Claim #95-140, (same incident as #95-141)

‘Ilic victim, a 30-year old female was strangled to death. 1hc claimant is the victim’s father. It was the
determination of the Board the victim wasan innocent 'ictim ofaviolent crime. It was the decision of the Board
to assard the requested loss ofearnings, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(2). All Board members concurred with the

decision.

AWARDKD s S1.403.00

Claim #95*141, (same incident as #95-140)

‘Ilic victim, a 30-year old female was strangled to death. Tlic claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthc Board the victim ssasan innocent sictim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board
toaward the requested lo's ofearnings, under Section!s) 18.67,110(2). All Hoard member* concurred ssith the
decision.

AWARDKD .o e S1,403.00

Claim #95-142

Hie sictim, a 54 year old female was scsuallv assaulted. It ssasthe decision of the Board to deny tlic claim, under
Section 18.67.01 (land 101 (2) asthere was insufficientevidence ofasiolent crime All Board members cone urrcd
ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-143

The victim, a 54 year old female svasassaulted It ssas the decision oftltc Boe-d to deny the claim, under Section
18 67.010 and 10W?2) as there ssas insufficient evidence ofa violent crime. All Board members concurred ssith

the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-148

‘Ihc victim,a 19-year old malesvas shot It wasthe determination ofthc Roard the victim ssasan innocent victim
ofaviolentcnmc. The Board had previously granted an Kmcrgency Award in the amount ofsi 5(H) 00 It ssas
the decision of the Ihutd to award the requested loss of earnings and medical expenses, under scctiotii*;
1867.110F1),and 110(2> All Ihurd members concurred ssith the decision

AWARDKD......ccoeoiiiviiiiic 55,763 15

Claim #95-148

lite victim,a 19 year old male ssas shot. The Board had previously awarded lostofearning*and incdiialcvpcn*cs.
Ilie claimant is now requesting a medical expense that was not previously submitted It ssasthe decision of the
Bcurd toaward the requested medical cvprme.under Section! s' 186" NO |i AHBoard members concurred

ssith the decision.

AWARDKD ...t 548 0(1

Claim #95-150/151/152/153/154/155

Tlic victim, a 38 sear old nulc was shut and killed The Jamuni isthe victim's wife tiling nn hclull of herself
and their children It wav the decision ofthe lhurd to deny the claim, under Scittoo 18 67 080(c) as the victim
wa» threatening to kill the person and the person shot in sclfdrfcn*e  All Thurd r>cml*crs concurred with the

dcctdon.

DENIED
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Claim #95-156

‘Ilic victim, .1 34-year old female was physically assaulted.It was tltc determination ofthe Board the victim was
an innocent victim ofa violent crime.It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested medical expense,
under Scction(s) 18.67.1!()(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED .. s S$79.00

Claim #95-157

Ilic victim, a 47-year old female was assaulted. It ssas the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.080(c) as the medical expenses were not related to the crime. All Board members concurred with the
dccisit

DENIED

Claim #95-156

The victim, a 13-ycar old male ssas assaulted Ihe claimant is the victim’s mother It ssas the rictcrmnation «t
the Board the victim svas n innocent sictim of a violent crime. It svas the decision ofthc Board toaward the
requested medical and trascl cxjkiiscs, under Section!*) 18 67 110( 1) All Board members concurred ssith the
decision.

AW ARDED ..o s S2.48612

Claim #95-159

Ilic victim, a 3 1 year old female svas hit by a hit and run driver. It ssas the decision ofthc Board to dens the claim,
under Section 18 67.101 (2)as itwasa hitand run accident which isnot covered by the statute. All Board member*
concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-160

Ilic victim, a 24 vear old male ssas hit bv adrunk rimer It ssas the determination ot the Board the victim ssas
an innocent victim ofa violent cnmc It ssas the decision ofthc lhurd to assa.d the requested loss of earnings
and medical expenses, under Section!>) 18 67 1It: 11,and 116(2). All Bond members concurred with the

decision

AWARDED . . e S1.64911

Claim #95-161

Die sictim, a 24 year old male ssas hit bv adrunk rimer It ssas the determination of the Ihurd the victim ssas
an innocent victim ol a siolent crime It ssas the decision ot the Thurd to assard the requested 1oss o f €arnings
and medical expenses, under Scctionisi 1867 110 11, and 110/2). All Ihutd members concurred ssith the
decision

AWARDED.-- rn ... $1.612 85

Claim #95-162, (samo incident as #95-310)

Die sictim, a 42 sear old male ssas stabled and killed Ihe claimant is the sictim'% mother It ssas the
determination ofthc lh utd the sic tint ssas an innocent sictim ofa sic lentsrime. It ssas the dexiunn ofthe lhutd
tnassard tltcrrqorstcd funeral expense*, under Section**-186“ 110/11 All lhurdmrmhctscnik'tirTcd ssith the

decision

AWARDED 52,087 59
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Claim #95-164

'Pic victim, a 37-ycar old female wav vtalkcil. it was the determination of the Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It wav the decision ofthe Hoard to award the requested counseling and out-of-pocket
expenses, under Scction(v) 18.07.110( 1) and 110(4). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED oo sssssssssss s sssssssssssssassssssss s sssssssssssssssssssssssss s ssssssssssssssssssss s ssesssssssssssssssssssssssesssssssssnsssnnns 5865.10
Claim #95-165

Ilic victim, a 12-year old female was sexually abused. The claimant ivthe victim’s mother. It was the decision
ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to deny the
claim, under Section 18.67 asthere uc no compensable losses All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-168

Tlic victim, a 20-year old female was sexually assaulted then shot and killed. ’Ihe claimant is the victim’s mother.
It was the determination of the Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision
of the Board to award the r picMcd funeral and out of pocket expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110fl). All
Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ..t e e $5,200.00

Claim #95-169

lhc victim, a 25 year old male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthe Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofaviolentcrime It wasthe decision ofthc Board the pres ousty awarded Emergency Award ol 51,50000
for loss ofearnings was sufficient. All Board mcmb.rs concurred with the dee. n

AW ARDED .o s 50

Claim #95-170

Thevictim,a6 yearold malewas sexuallyassaulted. The claimant ethesis n’sittothcr It wasthe determination
ofthe Board tlr vistim was an innocent victim ofa violent cnmc It was the decision ofthc Board toaward the
requested loss of earnings and counseling expenses, under Section(s) 18 67.110(2), and 110(4). All Board
members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ... 5434 50

Claim #95-171

lhe victim, a 4-year old female was vcxualls assaulted ’Die claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthc lhurd the victim was an innocent sictim ofaviolent crime. It wasthe decision ofthc Beard
to award the requested medical and out-of-pocket expenses, under Scstior.(s) 18 67 110,11 All Board members

concurred with the decision

AWARDED......coove. S22v00

Claim #95-172

nic victim, a41>rar old male wasassaulted It was tlte decision ot the ihurd to deny the claim, under Section
18 67 080(c) as the incident was mutual combat All IThurd members concurred with the decision.

DENIED
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Claim #95-173

"Iltc victim,.1 28-ycarold m.tlc was assaulted. It was the decision ofthc Board to deny tlic claim, under Section
IH.67 as the claimant had no compensable lows. All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-174

The victim, a2 '/year old female was assaulted It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested counseling expenses, under
Scction(s) 18.67.110(4) All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o s S$2.430.00

Claim #95-175, (same incident as #95-174)

The victim, .1 5 year old temalc witnessed her mother being physically abused and threatened with a gun. The
claimant isthe victim's mother Itwasthe determinationofthe Board the victim wasan innocentvictim ofa violent
crime. It was tlic decision of the Board to award the requested counseling expenses, under Scctionfs)
18 67.110(4). All Board members concurred with the decision

AW ARDED o $3,510.00

Claim #95-176

'Die victim,a 42 year old female svas assaulted It wasthe ilctcrminationofthe Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It ssas the decision ofthc Board to award the requested medical and dental expenses,
under Sectton(s) 18 67 110(11 Ihc Roard had previously approved an Emergency Award 0fS1,500.00 toward
the dental expenses All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ccoiiis i SILW7.90

Claim #95-178

‘Die victim, a 22 sear old fcmalcvvassevuallv assaulted It was the evasion ofthc Board to deny the claim, under
Section 18.67 101(2) and 080(c) as there was insufficient evidence ofa violent crime All Board member*
concurred with the decision

DENIED

Claim #95-180

Die victim, a 37 year old female was. ssaultrd It wavthe decision ofthc Board tn deny the claim, under Section
1867 130(j)f 1)as it was past the two year limit All lhurd members coKtirred with the decision

DENIED

Claim #95-131

the vwtim, a 26 year old female was assaultedlt was the determination of the Ihutd the sictim wasan innocent
victim ol a violent crime It wasthe decision 1 the lhurd to award the requested medical expenses, under
Scctmnls) 18 67 110J1) All IThurd member* concurred with the decision

AWARDED ., S2.135.15
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Claim #95-181

The victim, a 26-year old female was assaulted. The Board previously awarded medical expenses. The claimant
is now requesting some additional medical expenses. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested
medical expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDKD .o $304.00

Claim #95-183, (same incident as #95-184/185/186)

The victim, a 34-year old female was shot and killed. 'llte claimant is the victim's mother. It was the decision
of the Board to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.080(c) as the victim was not an innocent victim, but was
involved in drugs which directly or indirectly contributed to her death. All Board members concurred with the
decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-184, (same incident as #95-183/185/186)

‘Ilie victim, a 34-year old female was shot and kilted. The claimant is the victim's mother, filing on hchalfof the
victim's child. It was the decision ofthe Board to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.080(c) as the victim was
notan innocent victim, but was involved in drugs which directly or indirectly contributed to her death. All Board
members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-185, (same Incident as #95-183/184/186)

The victim, a 34-year old female was shot and killed. lltc claimant is tin- victim's mother, filing on hchalfofthe
victim’schild. It ssas the decision ofthe Board to deny the claim, under Section 18 67.080(c) as the victim was
not an innocent sictim, but was involved in drugs which directly or indirectly contributed to her death, All Board

members concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-186, (same incident as #95-183/184/185)

The victim, a 34-year old female svasshot and killed. The claimant is the victim's ex-lk iyfriend, and father of Iter
child It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section 18 67 080(c) as the victim ssas not an
innocent sictim, but ssas involved in drugs which directly or indirectly contributed to her death. All Board
members concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-187

Hie victim, a 9-year old female ssas kidnapped ami sexually assaulted 'llic claimant is tltc victim's father It ssas
the determination o fthe ihurd the sictim svas an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It wav the decision ofthc
Buard toaward therequested medical and counseling expense*, under Scction(j) 18 67.110(1 )aud 110(4). All
Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDED o s 59,717 (HI

Claim #95-188

Tlic victim, a 27 sear old female ssas assaulted ssith a knife. It svas the decision ofthc Board to deny the ilaim,
under Section 18 67.080(c) as it was a cave of mutual combat. Prosecution wav declined because the essential
witnesswasnot credible and an affirmative defense was available. All Board membersconcurred with tltc decision

DENIED
38
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Claim #95-190, (same incident as #95-191)

'Die victim, a69-ycar old male was beaten to death. The claimant is the victim’sex wife. It was the determination
ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to deny the
claim, under Section 18.67 as there arc no compensable losses. All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDKD . SO

Claim #95-191, (samo incident as #95-190)

The victim, a 69-ycar old male was beaten to death. The claimant is the sictim’s ex wife filing on behalfofthe
victim’s minor child. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim svasan innocent victim ofa violent crime,
hwasthc decision ofthc Board to award the requested lossofsupport, under Scction(s) 18 67.110(3). All Board
members concurred with the decision.

AWARDKD . $25,000.00

Claim #95-192, (same Incident as #95-193)

"Die sictim, a 28 year old male svas shot and killed. Tlic claimant is the victim’s ssifc. It svas the determination
ofthc Board the victim ssas an innocent victim ofa siolent crime. It ssas the decision ofthc Board toasvard the
requested loss of support, under Scction(s) 18.67.11013). All Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDKD .o 520,000.00

Claim #95-193, (same incident as #95-192)

"llicsictim, a 28 year old male ssas shot and killed. Tlic claimant is the victim’s ssifc tiling on behalfoftheir minor
child. ltwxsthcdctcnnination ofthc Board the sictim wasaninnoccntvictimofavinlcnt crime. ltsvasthe decision
ofthc Board to assard the requested loss ot support, under Scction(j) 18.67.110(3). All Board members
concurred ssith the decision

AW ARDKD ..o b b s $20,000.00

Claim #95-194

'Die sictim, a 5-ycar old female ssas sexually assaulted Tlic claimant is the victim's mother. It ssas the
determination ofthc Hoard the sictim was an innocent sictim o fa siolent crime, it ssas the decision of the Board
to assard the requested counseling and out of-pockcr expenses, under Scction(x) 18.67.110(1),and 110(41 All

Board members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDKD ..., S4.238.00

Claim #95-195

The sictim, an 8-ycar old female svas sexually assaulted Tltc claimant is the sictim’s mother. It svas (fie
determination ofthc Bond the sictim ssasan innocent sictim ofa violent crime It ssas the decision ofthc Board
to award the requested counseling and tint ot-pocket cypcmex, under Section! x) 18 67 110(1),and 110(4) All
Board memlters concurred ssith the decision

AWARDKD ..ot i S1.087 00

Claim #95-194/195

Die victim*, a 5 year old female and an 8 scar old female were sexually assaulted. Die claimant is the victims'
mother Tlic lhurd presiouds assard counseling and out ol pocket expenses Die claimant is now requesting
some additional loss of earnings lor her husband It was the decision of tbe lhurd toaward the requested loss
ofearnings under Section!«) 18 67 110 2 All Board mcmbmsotivtmcd with the decision

AWARDKD  ....ccoorvrrrn $939 (H
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Claim #95-197

Tlic victim, a 58-year old male was assaulted. It was tlic decision ofthc Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.080(c) as it was a case o fmutual combat with the victim stabbing the offender prior to the assault on him.
All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-198

Tlic victim, a 23-year old female was stabbed. It was the determination ofthc Roard the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Hoard to award the requested loss o fearnings and ambulance
expense, under Secdon(a) 18,67.110(1), and 110(2). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED oo S$818.00

Claim #95-200

Tlic victim, a 44 yearold male was beaten and killed. The claimant isthe victim’ssister. It wasthe determination
ofthe Roard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the
requested loss ofearnings and funeral expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.110(1),and 110(2). All Hoard members

concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED o $2,456.33

Claim #95-201

"Ilic victim, a 20-year old male was stabbed. It was the decision ofthc Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.080(c) as there was insufficient evidence to make a determination as to whether it was mutual combat or
not. The Hoard noted the drinking of the participants probably contributed to the incident. All Board members

concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-207, (same Incident as #95-208)

Tlic victim, a 42-ycar old female was threatened with a gun. It was the determination of the Hoard the victim
was an innocent victim ofaviolent crime. It was the decision ofthe Hoard to award the requested out-of-pocket
expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o $38.00

Claim #95-208, (same incident as #95-207)

Tlic victim, a 7-ycar old male was threatened with a gun. It was the determination of the Hoard the victim was
an innocent victim o faviolentcrime. It was the decision ofthc Ihurd to deny the claim under AS 18.67 as there
were no compensable losses. All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-209

Tlic victim, an 18 year old female ssas assaulted and killed Die claimant is the victim’s mother. It wav the
determination ofthe Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime It was the decision ofthe Hoard
to award the tequrstrd loss of earnings and funeral expenses, under Section!si 18 67 110(1)and 110(2). All
Hturd members concurred with the decision.

F VT = 10] = o S .$7,4(H),00
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Claim #35-210

The victim, 1 36-ycarold male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthe Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board lo award the requested medical expenses, tinder
Sccrion(s) 18.67,110(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ..o $419.30

Claim #95-211

The victim, a 49 year old male was hit by a drunk driver. It was the determination of the Board the victim was
an innocent victim ofa violent crime. The Board previously approved an Emergency Award in the amount of
.$1,500.00. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested loss of earnings, under Scction(s)
18,67.110(2). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o $1,115.00

Claim #95-213

The victim, a 49-year old male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested medical expenses, under
Section(s) 18.67.110(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o s S52.082.12

Claim #95-214

The victim, a 37-year old female was shot and killed. The claimant is tiling on behalfofthe victim’s minor son.
It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim *ifa violent crime. It was the decision
of the Board to award the requested loss of support, under Section(s) 18.67,110(3), All Board members
concurred with the decision

AW ARDED ... e $20,000 00

Claim #95-215

The victim, a45 year old male was shot. It wasthe determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim
ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Board to award the requested medical expenses, under Scction(s)
18 67.110( ). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ..o s $1,163.10

Claim #95-218

Tltc victim, a 40-year old female was assaulted. It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67 080(e) asthere wav iii'ullicient evidence to make a decision is it appeared to be mutual combat and both
the victim and the offender had Inrcn drinking. All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-219

The victim, a 37 year old male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Board tbe victim wav an innocent
victim of a violent come. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested loss ofearnings and medical
expenses, under Section)' 18.67.110( 1), and 110(2). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED s S1,896 18
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Claim #95-220

The victim, a 31 -year old female was physically and sexually assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Board the
victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested loss of
earnings, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(2). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ... $137.94

Claim #95-225

The victim,a 43 year old male was shot. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim
ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board toaward the requested loss ofearnings and medical expenses,
under Section(s) 18.67.110(1), and 110(2). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o $25,000 00

Claim #95-226

'‘Die victim, a 24 year old male svas assaulted then drowned while swimming later. The claimant is the victim's
father. It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section 18 67.101(2) and 18.67.010 as there
was insufficient evidence ofa violent crime. It could not be determined it it was a violent crime or an accident.
All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-227

The victim, an 8-year old female was sexually assaulted. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthe Board the victim was an innocent sictim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board
toaward the requested loss ofcarnings and out-of-pocket expenses, under!vectionts) 18 67 11()(1),and 110(2).
All Board members concurred with the decision

AWARDED .o S1,231.00

Claim #95-228

The victim, a 49-year old male was assaulted It was the decision ofthe Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.101(2) and 130(a)(2) as no police report was filed and there was insufficient evidence ofa violent crime.
All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-229

'Die victim, a 12 year old female was sexually assaulted. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination o fthe Board the victim ssas an innocent sictim ofj violentcrime It ssas the decision ofthe Board
to award the requested moving expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.110(1) All Board members concurred with
the decision.

AWARDED ..o [ IR 2o $2,700.00

Claim #95-230, (same incident as #95-231)

Tlic victim, an 11 year old female was kidnapped by her mother. Tlic claimant is the victim’s father. It was the
decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.101 (2) ascustodial interference isnot a listed crime
in our statute. All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED
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Claim #95-231, (same incident as #95-230)

Tlic victim, .in 11 -year old female was kidnapped by her mother. ’llic claimant is the victim's father. It was the
decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.1 (11 (2) as custodial interference isnot a listed crime
in our statute. All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-234

Hie victim, a 28-year old male was assaulted. It ssas the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18 67.090(a) asthis should hca Workers’ Compensation claim All Board members concurred ssith the decision,

DENIED

Claim #95-235

The victim, a 77-year old male sas physically beaten, and died approximately | 1/2 years laterdue to his injuries.
The claimant is the victim’s wife. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa
violent crime. It was the decision o fthe Board toaward the requested funeral expenses and loss ofsupport, under
Scction(s) 18.67 110(1) and 110(3). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ... ettt et $25,000.00

Claim #95-236

The victim, a 30 year old female was s-xually assaulted It was the decision ofthe Board to deny the claim, under
Section 18.67.010,ind 101 (2)as there was insufficient evidcnceofa violent crinicnnd there were no compensable
losses All Board members concurred ssith the decision

DENIED

Claim #95-238

The victim, a 16-year old female was shot The claimant is the victim's mother. It was the determination ofthe
Board the victim was an inn<Kent victim ofa violent crime. It svasthe decision ofthc Board to award the requested
lossofearnings, medical and counsclingcv|>ciiscs, under Scction(s) 18.67 110( 1), 110(2),and 110(4). All Board
members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ..o S20.571.S0

Claim #95-238

‘Die sictim, a 16 year old female was shot Hie claimant is the vistirn’s mother. Ilic Board previously awarded
loss of earnings, medical and counseling expenses. The claimant is now requesting some additional medical
expenses. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested medical expenses, under Scction(s)
18 67 110(1) All Board members concurred with the decision

AW ARDED .o s $1,930.10

Claim #95-239

Hie victim, a 33 year old female w.isuwaultcd. It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It wasthe decision olthc Board toaward the requested dental expenses, under Section(s)
18 67.1 M)(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ...cccoeeveee e $1,495,00 (dental estimate prc approved)
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Claim #95-240

The victim,a26-ycarold male was assaulted nnd stabbed Itwasthcdecision oftlic Hoard to deny the claim, under
Section 18.67.090 and 080(c) as the incident was work related and there were no compensable losses, All Board
members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-244

The victim, a 15-year old female was sexually assaulted. The claimant is the victim’s fa her. It was the
determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board
to award the requested medical expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Board members concurred with
the decision.

AW ARDED o s S$296.92

Claim #95-245

The victim, a 37-ycar old male was assaulted. It was the detenninati nofthc Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested medical expenses, under
Scction(s) 18.67.110(1), All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o 56,094.70

Claim #95-247 (same incident as #93-128)

‘llic victim, a 34 -year old male was shot. The claimant isthe victim’ssister. It was the determination ofthe Board
the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Board to award the requested
transportation costs, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED .o s $725.30

Claim #95-251

The victim, a 25-year old male was assaulted. It was the determination of the Board the victim was an innocent
victim of a violent crime. It was the decision of the Board to award the requested medical expenses, under
Scction(s) 18.67.110( 1). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ... S1,177.95

Claim #95-252

The victim, a 17-year old female was shot and killed. The claimant is the victim’saunt. It was the determination
ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. The Board previously approved an Emergency
Award in the amount ofS1,500.00 for funeral expenses. It was the decision ofthc Board toaward the requested
funeral expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Board members concurred with the decision

AWARDED .o $3500.00

Claim #95-253

'Die vi.tim, a 38-year old male wasshot 1l wasthe determination ofthe Board the victim was an innocent victim
ofa violent crime. Die Board had previously approved an Emergency Award in the amount of $1.500 00 for
emergency living expenses. It was (he decision of the Board toaward the maximum amount for low ofearnings,
under Scction(s) 18.67.110(2). All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED.....cooo $23,500.00
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Claim #95*254

The victim,.'16 -ycar old femalcvvasscxually assaulted. Thcclaimant isthe victim™father. It was the determination
ofthc Roard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Roard toaward the
requested loss of earnings and counseling expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(2), and 110(4). All Roard
members concurred with thcdecision.

AWARDKD .o s $2,532.52

Claim #95-256

The victim, a 17 year old male was shot. The claimant is the victim's mother. It was the decision of the Roard
to deny the claim, under Section 18.67 130(a)(3) as the victim did not cooperate with law enforcement officials.
All Roard members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95*257

The victim, a 14 year old female was sexually assaulted. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthe Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Roard
to award the requested medical expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1). All Roard members concurred with

the decision.

AWARDED ... $483.30

Claim #95*261

Tltc victim, a 19 year old female was sexually assaulted It was the determination ofthc Roard the victim was an
innocent victim ofaviolent crime. It was the decision ofthc Roard to award the requested loss of earnings and
medical expenses, under Section!s) is 67.110( 1)and 110(2). All Roard members concurred with thcdecision.

AWARDKD. ..o, $1,085.92

Claim #95-264

Tltc victim, a 14-year old female was sexually assaulted. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
determination ofthe Roard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Roard
toaward the requested medical and counseling expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.110(1) and 110(4). All Board
members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ... $916.50

Claim #95-265

Tlic victim, a 34-year old female was assaulted. It was tlic determination ofthe Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Roard to award the requested medical expenses, under
Scction(s) 18.67 11()( 1). All Board members concurred with the decision

AWARDED e $1,509.66

Claim #95*267

Tltcvictim,a35 ycarold male was shot inthe leg It wasthcdecision ofthc Roard to deny the claim, tinder Section
18.67.080(c) as he was not an innocent victim and Ins actions contributed to his injuries. All Thutd members
concurred with the decision

DENIED
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Claim #95-274

'l lie victim, a 25-year old female was killed in a DW1 accident. The claimant is the victim’s mother. It was the
decision ofthe Hoard to deny the claim, under Section 18.67.080(c) as the victim willingly got into a vehicle with
adrunk driver. /M Hoard members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-276

"Ilic victim, a42 yearold female was in a DW1 accident. It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under
Section 18.67.080(c)as the victim was intoxicated and willingly got into the vehicle witha drunk driver. All Hoard
members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-278

‘Ihc victim, a 22 year old male was stabbed and killed The claimant is the ex-girlfriend filing on hchalfoftheir
minor child. It was the determination ofthe Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was
the decision of the Board to award the requested loss of support, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(3). All Hoard
members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDED ...t S$20,000.00

Claim #95-280

lhc victim, a 37-ycar old female w-asassaulted. It was the determination ofthc Hoard the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board to award the requested medical and out-of-pocket
expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1) and 110(4). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED. ..., $1,370.80

Claim #95-281

Ihc victim, a 13-year old male was hit by adrunk driver. The claimant isthe victim’s mother. It was the decision
ofthe Board to defer this claim until the next Hoard meeting as they needed some additional information. All
Board members concurred ..ith the decision.

DEFERRED

Claim #95-283

'Ihc victim, a 23-year old female wasassaulted. It was the determination ofthc Hoard the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Board toaward the requested lossofcamings, under Section(s)
18.67.110(2). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED.. ..o 5242.00

Claim #95-284

Tlic victim, a 35-year old male was stablied. It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.W0<a) as the victim is receiving Workers’ Compensation which is a prior resource All Board members
concurred with the decision.

DENIED
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Claim #95-285

The victim, .1 9 yc.tr old female was sexually assaulted. Tltc claimant is the victim's mother. It was the
determination ofthc Roard the victim wasan innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Board
toaward the requested loss ofcarnings and counseling expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(2)and 110(4). All
Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED.......ocii $2,854.00

Claim #95-286

Tltc victim, an 18 yearold male was shot and killed. 'llic claimant isthe victim’s mother. It wasthe determination
ofthc Roard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. The Board previously approved an Emergency
Award for$! ,500.00 to go toward the funeral expenses. It was the decision ofthc Board toaward the requested
funcralaudcoimsclingcxpcnscs,undcrScction(s) 18.67.110( 1) and 110(4). All Board mcmlvcrsconcurrcdwith
the decision.

AW ARDED L e et e $3,900.00

Claim #95-288

The victim,a 22 yearold male was killed ina 1)Wi accident. Tltc claimantisthe victim s father. It was the decision
ofthc Roard todeny the claim, under Section 18 67.080(c) asthe victim voluntarily got into a vehicle with adriver
lie knew had been drinking. All Board members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-290

The victim, a 21-year old female was sexually assaulted. It was the determination ofthe Board the victim wasan
innocent victim ofa violentcrime. It wasthe decision ofthc Roard toaward the reqttcstcd medical expenses, under
Scctionfs) 18.67.110( 1), All Board members concurred with the decision.

F T N = 01 =X o J oSO S93K. [T>

Claim #95-291

The victim, a 26 year old male was assaulted. It was the determination ofthe Roard the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It wasthe decision ofthc Roard to award the requested loss ofearnings and medical
expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.1!()(1)and 110(2). All Roard members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED ..o s $719.00

Claim #95-293

The victim, a 28-vcar old male was assaulted It was titc determination of the Roard the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Roard to award the requested medical expenses, under
Section(s) 18 67.110(11 All Board members concurred with the deci-ion

AWARDED $542 10

Claim #95-294

Tltc victim, a4 1 .ear old male was assaulted It was the determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent
victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthe Roard to award the requested loss ofearnings and medic.:!
expenses, under Scction(s) 18 67.110( 1)and 110(21. All Board members concurred with the decision.

AWARDED $1.884 31
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Claim #95-297

The victim, a 45-year old female was sexually assaulted. It was the decision ofthc Hoard to deny the claim, under
Section 18.67.101(2) and OHO(c) as there was insufficient evidence ofa violent crime. All Hoard members
concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-298

Tlic victim, a 28-year old female was sexually assaulted. It was the decision ofthc Boatd to deny the claim, under
Section 18.67.101(2) and 080(c) as there ssas insufficient evidence of a violent crime. All Hoard members
concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-301

"llic victim, a 32-year old male was shot in the arm. It was the decision ofthc Board to deny the claim, under
Section 18.67.080(c) as it was a ease of mutual combat, and the claimant contributed to his injuries by being
intoxicated and he had no compensable losses All Hoard member* concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-302

Tlic victim, a 36-year old male was shot and killed. Ihc claimant is the victim’s ex-wife. It was the decision of
the Board todcny the claim, under Section 18.67.101(2) and 130(a)( | )asitwasnotacrime as listed in the statute
and it was filed past the two year limit. All Hoard member* concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #95-303

The victim, a 39-year old female was u xually assaulted. It ssas the determination ofthe Board the victim was an
innocent victim ofa violent crime. 1l uasthe decision ofthe Board to award the requested lossofcarnings, medical
and out-of-pocket expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(1) and 110(2). All Hoard members concurred with the

decision.

AW ARDED ..o s $9.520.77

Claim #95-304

The victim, a 4-year old female was sexually assaulted. Tlic claimant i' the victim’s mother It was the
determination ofthc Board the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision ofthc Hoard
toaward the requested counseling expense, under Section! % 18.67.110(4). AH Hoard member* concutred with
the decision

AWARDED......coiiii 5100.00

Claim #95-305

The victim,a42 year old male sasassaulted and Inttcn It wi» the decivion ofthe Hoard to desy the claim, under
Section 18 67.090(a) as it is a Worker's (7ompcn*a'ion claim which is a prior resource /M Hoard member*
concurred with the decision.

DENIED
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Claim #95-306

'Ilic victim, a28-ycnrold female was assaulted. It was the determination ofthc Hoard the victim was an innocent
victim of a violent crime. It was the decision of the Hoard to award the requested medical expenses, under
Scction(s) 1H.67.110( 1). All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

AW ARDKD ..o s S127.00

Claim #95-307

'Hie victim, a 37-ycar old male ssas assaulted. It ssas the determination of the Hoard the sictim was an innocent
victim ofa violentcrime. It was the decision of the Hoard to award the requested loss of earnings anil medical
expenses, under Scction(s) 18.67 110(1) and 110(2). All Hoard members concurred ssith the decision.

AWARDKD .o S19,638.19

Claim #95-310, (same incident as #95-162)

The victim, a42 year old male svasstabbed and killed. The claimant isthe victim’s mother filing on bclulfofthc
victim’sminor child. It ssas the determination ofthe Hoard the victim ssas an innocent sictim ofa violent crime
It svasthe decision ofthc Board to asvard the requested lossofsupport, under Scction(s) 18.67.110(3). All Hoard
members concurred ssith the decision.

AW ARD KD .t 522,912 41

Claim #96-001

The victim, a 13-ycar old male svas killed by a drunk driver. Tlic claimant is the victim™ brother. It ssas the
determination ofthc Hoard the sictim svasan innocent sictim ofa violent crime. It svasthe decision ofthc Hoard
to asvard the requested loss ofcarnings, under Scction(x) 1H.67.110(2). All Hoard met bets concurred ssith the
decision

AWARDKD.....ccociiviiiiiins $284.00

Claim #96-002

The sictim, a 52-year old male ssas assaulted. It ssas the decision ofthe Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.090(a) as it isa Worker’s Compensation Claim which isa prior resource. All Hoard members concurm!

ssith the decision.

DKNIKD

Claim #96-003

'Die victim, a 19ycar old femalesvas sexually assaulted It ssas the determination o fthe Hoard the sictim sv.uan
innocent sictim ofasiolent crime. It ssas the ck\isiun ofthc Baird to asvard tin requested medical expenses and
loss of earnings, under SccliotK*) 1*67 110( 1land 110(2). All Hoard members concurred ssith the decision

AWARDKD oo eeeeeeseeeees e e s eesesees et sesee e 5915(H)

Claim #96-005

(lie sictim,a 20 year old male ssa* assaulted It ssas the determination ot the lhurd the sictim ssas an innocent
sictim ofa violent crime It ssas the decision of the Hoard to assard the requested medical esj>enscs, under
Scction(s) 18 67 110.1) All IThurd members corkluted with the decision.

\WARDI-'D $9JS3ID
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Claim #96-007

Tlic victim, 1 22-ycar old male was shot It was the decision of the Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
18.67.080(c) as it was .1 ease of mutual combat. All Hoard members concurred with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #96-014

Tlic victim, a 7-ycar old female was sexually assaulted. 'llu claimant is the victim's mother. It was the
determination ofthe Hoard the sictim wasan innocent victim o fa w«dflent cnme. It was the decision of the Hoard
toaward the requested medical and counseling expenses, under Section(s) 18.67.110(1) and 110(4). All Hoard
members concurred svith tlic decision.

AW ARDKD .. s $5,405.00

Claim #96-015, (same Incident as #96-016)

Ilic sictim, a 51 year old male lud his house shot at. It was the decision ofthe Hoard to deny the claim, under
Section 18 67 101(2).md 010.u it was not a violent crime as listed in the statute and there were nocompctuable

losses. All Thurd members concurred with the decision

DENIED

Claim #96-016, (same incident as #96-015)

The victim, a 33-year sild female had liet house shotat It wastlic decision ofthc lhurd tndcny the claim, under
Section 18 67.10 1(2) and 0 10 as it ssas not a shilcnt cnmc as listed in the statute and there were no compensable
losses All IThurd members concurred ssith the decision.

DENIED

Claim #96-017

Tlicsictim, a 13-ycar«4d female was assaulted The claimant isthe sictim’sfather Irwas the decision ofthe lhurd
to deny the claim, under Section 18 67 110 as there vserenn compensable Imso All Thurd meml»crs concurred

ssith the decision

DENIED

Claim #96-018

The victim, a 14 scar old female ssas sexually assaulted Use claimant is ilic victim's father It was the decision
ofthc Board todcny the claim, under Section 18 67 1 10asthcicw err 110 compensable tosses All lhurd mrmhers
concurred with tltc decision

DENIED

Claim #96-028

'Die sictim. an IK sear old male ssas assaulted It ssastlic determination ot tlw ihuid the victim wasan innocent
\H'!imotaii<4cntcnmc lhe |hurdhadpfcxtnosl> approved an Imcrgrikv Assard of SI .500(H) for cmrrgciiss
livingcipenso It ssasthe dcctuouofthc Thurd toaward the nusimum amount available h* medial espenso.
under SectMm(s) IR 67 110(1) All lhurd cnncufrrd with the decision

AWARDKD . S$23.500 00



Twenty Second Annual Report Violent (‘'nm tt Compensation Hoard

Claim #96-038

The victim, a 46-year old male wav allot. It was the decision of the Hoard to deny the claim, under Section
IH.ft/ ."90(a) as it is a Worker’s Compensation claim which is a prior resource. All Hoard members concurred

with the decision.

DENIED

Claim #96-049

‘(lie victim, a 17-ycar old male was shot and killed. 'llic claimant is the victim's mother 1l was the determination
ofthc Hoard the victim was an innocent victim ofa violent crime. It was the decision of the Hoard toaward the
rcipic'tcd funeral espenves, under Section(s) IK.67 110{1) All Hoard members concurred ssvh the decision.

AWARDKD .o 55,000.00
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Abstract

During the past 30 years, the criminalization ot do-
mestic violence has developed along thiee parallel
but generally separate tracks: criminal punishment
and deterrence of batterers, batterer treatment, and
restraining orders designed to protect victims through
the threat of civil or criminal legal sanctions. Kach of
these policy tracks has been informed, advanced, and
supported by advocacy groups for battered women.
Victim advocacy groups have worked vigorously for
legislative and policy change, monitored and cor-
rected the implementation of law and policy, and in-
tensively supported expanded resources for victim
services. Several jurisdictions have attempted to inte-
grate these policies in systemwide approaches within
the justice system.

Thus fai. however, research and evaluation on arrest
and prosecution, civil or criminal protection orders,
batterer treatment, and community interventions have
generated weak or inconsistent evidence of deterrent
effects on either repeal victimization or repeat of-
fending. | or every study that shows promising re-
sults. one or more show either no effect or even
negative results that increase the risks to victims

Several factors have influenced the current stale of
policy and practice. Domestic violence and partner
assault are complex Ixdiaviurs. The range of sanc-
tions loi offenders has been limited, their deterrent
effects mitigated by social and contextual factors,
and their implementation constrained by practical
o|vtational contingencies. The social organization of



courts and local legal cultures tend to devalue do-
mestic violence cases. Perhaps most important, theories of
violence have not been integrated with theories of do-
mestic violence, and research and evaluation designs
thus far have I>een weak.

A program of research and development is recom-
mended to advance the current state of knowledge on
the effects of legal sanctions for partner violence.
Theory is essential to this effort. Testable ideas should
Ik*identified from theoretical advances, formative
evaluations of innovative practices, and qualitative
studies of battering careers A stable and sufficient re-
source stream will Ik*required to support developmen-
tal. evaluation, and research efforts.



Overview

Beginning in ihe 1970’s. social policy toward female victims of
domestic assaults has focused on improving legal responses to
protect women and punish offenders. The primary focus has
been the mobilization of societal institutions to increase the
range of formal and informal controls at their disposal. During
this time, social control through law dominated theories on how
best to reduce domestic violence, focusing on the effects of in-
creasing the risks and punishment costs of violence toward inti-
mate partners. Rooted in assumptions of specific deterrence,
social control in this context emphasized the application of legal
sanctions through arTest and prosecution of assailants or the
threat of legal sanctions through civil legal remedies that carried
criminal penalties it violated. | egal action was designed to exact
a retributive cost, and to the extent that further violence was not
evident, the suppression of violence was attributed to tin intrin-
sic deterrent effects of legal sanctions (Dutton. 1995; Sherman.
1992a; Fagan and Browne, 19941

At the same lime, reforms in civil legal protection also have ex-
panded nationwide (Clrau et al.. 19X4; Harrell, Smith, and
Ncwmark. 1993). | ntil the legal reforms of the late 197(»'s. a
woman could not obtain arestraining order against a violent
husband unless she was willing to tile for divorce at the same
time (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. 19X2). When protective

*ining orders were available, their enforcement was
weak, die penalties for violations were minor, and they were not
available on an emergency basis. Reforms in protective and re-
straining order legislation enabled emergency, ex parte relief
that included not only no contact provisions but also economic
and other tangible reliefs for battered women. These reliefs, and
the application of criminal laws as well, were extended to
women in unmarried cohabiting couples and to divorced or
separated women.1

These reforms held gieat promise. The “criminalization” of do-
mestic violence cases beginning in the 197 (t\ sought to increase
the certainty and severity of legal responses, thereby correcting

historical, legal, and moral disparities in the legal protections



afforded to battered women (Zorza. 1992). For many years,
societal responses to domestic violence excluded legal interven-
tion. Advocates for battered women claimed that male batterers
were rarely arrested, prosecuted, or sentenced as severely as
other violent offenders. Research showed that these claims were
accurate. Police often exercised discretion in avoiding arrest in
responding to domestic violence incidents where there was
probable cause (Black and Reiss, 1967). In many departments,
policies for domestic “disputes™actively discouraged arrest,
focusing instead on alternative responses such as family crisis
intervention or counseling for batterers with alcohol abuse prob-
lems (Bard and /.acker, 1971). Prosecutors failed to actively
pursue cases where' ictims and offenders had intimate relation-
ships. fearing that women might drop charges (Parnas, 1967).
Sentences often were less serious for males convicted ot domes-
tic violence. For example. Davis and Smith (1982) showed that
the presence of a victim/offender relationship led to less serious
case assessments in prosecutorial screening, even after control-
ling for victim injury and weapon use. The result of these pro-
cesses was a higher dismissal rate ror domestic cases at the
prosecution stage compared to other violence cases, and less
serious sentences.

These concerns led to a wide variety of reforms in law and
criminal justice, aimed primarily at increasing the likelihood
that sanctions would Iv forthcoming in domestic violence cases.
They ranged from the elimination of organizational, eligibility,
and systemic complications that limited access to criminal legal
remedies for battered women: to law changes mandating arrest
for domestic violence: to mandatory treatment and supervision
of men convicted of assaults against female intimate partners: to
the reorganization of court structures to create special forums
for the adjudication of these cases (Hilton, 1993). Resources,
both political and fiscal, were mobilized to improve civil and
criminal legal responses through training, technical assistance,
and dissemination ol innovations and reforms.

Such efforts were undertaken with both symbolic and substan-
tive goals. Certainly, the passage ot legislative mandates for
criminal sanctions symbolizes public contempt for the actions of
persons who arc violent toward adult partners. The mobilization



di resources and the passage of (strong) laws signaled societal
rejection of domestic violence and communicated important
cultural messages rejecting norms supporting battering. Such
responses arc particularly appropriate when domestic violence
is defined as a "cultural” problem. The symbolic component of
criminalization policies also may be intended as a general deter-
rent. by conveying the message that legal consequences are
likely and severe if a man assaults his wife. The substantive
goals were lo implement both specific and general deterrent
threats to reduce the incidence of domestic violence. Here, how-
ever. the goals were less clear. Whether criminalization was
designed for retributive, ineapacitative, or other social control
purposes or whether it was designed to assist victims or target
batterers for criminal punishment was not clear in legisl tion
and policy.

These reforms did N0t question the deterrence underpinnings ol
legal interventions that increases in the certainty and severity
of criminal (and also civil) legal sanctions would reduce domes-
tic violence was assumed. Policy goals addressed the legal and
systemic problems that stood in the way of the full application
of the law for domestic violence. With few exceptions, research
and evaluation on legal reforms and innovations focused on
their operational goals and on their outcomes but almost never
on their effects.* The narrow range of studies on the deterrent
effects of legal sanctions for domestic violence stands in con-
trast with the extensive efforts of acliv ists. victim advocates,
and criminal justice practitioners to mobilize law and shape
policy to stop domestic violence.'

This paper presents a review of the promises and limitations of
the criminalization efforts in domestic violence, lire reforms of
the past 20 years have not been adequately evaluated with re-
spect to their deterrence goals, despite the institutionalization nt
law and policy to criminalize domestic violence. With the ex-
ception of the influential Minneapolis Domestic Violence Hx-
pcriment (Sherman and Herk, 19K4u, 19X4b). criminalization
policies hrve proliferated without consideration of the empirical
evidence of their effectiveness or their unintended conse-
guences. Only one experiment on prosecution has been com-
pleted (Ford. 1493). yet policies to expand prosecutorial



involvement proliferated quickly even in the absence of consis-
tent deterrent effects. In fact, evaluations of prioi efforts have
not been influential in shaping the direction and content of
criminal justice reform in general. In addition, basic research on
interpersonal violence, domestic violence, and the efl'cctivcncss
of legal sanctions also has been segrcgah | from tin develop-
ment and evaluation ol criminalization reform effort...

This paper addresses these concerns. It begins with a brief his-
tory ol the development of modern legal reforms in domestic
violence and examines their theoretical underpinnings. Next, it
reviews the empirical evidence on the deterrent effects of crimi-
nal and civil legal sanctions for domestic violence. I'hen. the
unique contexts of domestic violence are examined to identify
factors that influence the deterrent effects of criminal justice
reforms. These include both exogenous influences in communi-
ties and legal institutions and endogenous factors unique to the
context of domestic violence. The paper concludes with an
agenda for building an empirical base for knowledge and policy
to control domestic violence.

Modern Policies and Their
Effectiveness

Historical and Modern Origins of Legal
Interventions

Legal interventions in family violence have both modern and
historical origins. Historically, female victims of domestic vio-
lence have sought help and protection from a variety of institu-
tions, including family, church, and community. However, the
involvement of legal institutions in domestic violence has been
inconsistent throughout 1.'.S history. lhe historical origins of
laws and legal interventions for child protection, for example,
have roots in both the Puritan and Progressive liras, Early laws
concerning violence against wives and children were symbolic
affirmations ol Biblical principles demarking the line between
legitimate physical force and "beating.*" However. Plcck (19X>

¢



reported that only 12 cases of domestic violence were pros-
ecuted in the Plymouth Colony between Ift33 and 1X02.

Legal interest and mobilization have occurred cyclically since
that time, coinciding with State interests in enforcement of laws
concerning “public morality” or increased fear of crime gener-
ally (Pleck, 19X9). In 1X71, Alabama became the first Stale to
rescind a husband’s right to beat his wife, noting that the "wife
had the right to the same protection of the law that the husband
can invoke for himself..." (Fttif>hant v. State, 4ft Ala. 14ft 147).
Ilowever, theic were few prosecutions under these or any other
State laws for violence toward wives, and the doctrine of family
privacy continued to prevail over these largely symbolic stat-
utes. Over the next century, attention from the police and the
courts to violence against women has peaked at different times,
influenced in part by broader concerns with the status of women
and the legal control of social proble*' . (Pobash and Dobash,
1979; Pleck, 19X9; Gordon, 19XX).

The 1%0's. In the 19ftd\, society began paying attention to
violence within families. What historically was a private family
matter became an appropriate target for State intervention. Vio-
lence toward wives and intimate partners was raised as a social
oroblem within the context of violence against women the
result of the work of feminist activists, rape crisis counselors,
clinical researchers working with women, and the earliest work-
ers in battered women'’s shelters. Victims of domestic violence
presented themselves to feminist grassroots organizations via
rape crisis programs and hotlines as well as to newly created
victim-assistance programs. Tire newly created victim-w itness
programs in the 1970‘s became magnets within the criminal jus-
tice system for victims of intimate or domestic violence: bat-
tered women quickly became a major portion of their workload.
The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration of the U.S.
Department of Justice took the lead in promoting a broader re-
sponse. funding 23 programs between 197ft and 19X1 for ser-
vices including shelters, special prosecution units, treatment
programs for wife beaters, mediation units, and civil legal inter-
ventions (Fagan. Friedman. VVVexler, and Lewis, 19X4). The pub-
lication of nationwide epidemiological data on violence within
adult couples (Straus et al.. 19X0; Gaguin, 1977-7X) reinforced



lor the general public the scale of domestic violence and
prompted further activism.

I Inlike the rush to criminalize child abuse, legal institutions re
sponded with ambivalence. In the early stages of reform, con-
cerns about domestic violence were limited to married couples.
It was identified as a recurring criminal justice problem, espe-
cially for the police (Hard and /acker. 1971). Criticism of the
inadequacy of police responses led to programs and training to
improve police responses. However, these efforts were designed
to do everything possible to avoid formal legal processing of
men who beat their wives or partners. Police officers were
trained in crisis intervention to look for comorbidity with drunk
enness. to mediate on the scene to defuse the immediate crisis,
and to make appropriate referrals for longer term interventions
(Hard, 1970). They were trained to do anything except arrest
violent husbands. For many years, police culture portrayed do-
mestic violence as the most potentially dangerous situation for
police officers, with elevated risks of serious injury or death:
subsequent data proved this false (Garner and Clemmer. 19X0).
If not dangerous, spouse abuse was viewed by the police and the
courts as an intractable interpersonal conflict unsuited for police
attention and inappropriate for prosecution and substantive pun-
ishment (Harnas. 1907). In fact, many police departments had
"hands o ff policies prior to the 1970’s, and police training
manuals actually specified that arrest was to be avoided when-
ever possible in responding to domestic disputes (IACT. 1967).

The 1970's. Other legal barriers prevented women from obtain
ing civil legal remedies as well. Until the legal reforms of the
.ate 1970's, women could not obtain a restraining order against a
violent husband unless they were willing to file for divorce at
the same time (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights. 19X2). When
protective orders were available, enforcement was weak, penal-
ties for violations were minor, and use in emergencies was not
possible.

The convergence of the interests of feminists, victim advocates,
and some conservative politicians interested in expanding the

use of the law to enforce “public morality” led to a series of re-
forms beginning in the late |97()'s to strengthen criminal justice



responses to domestk violence. Political pressure by feminists
sought to frame solutions to domestic violence in a legal context
(Lerman. 19XI1:Zorza, 1992).

I lie 1980’s. By 19X0. 47 States had passed domestic violence
legislation mandating change in protection orders, enabling
warrantless arrest for misdemeanor assaults, and recognizing a
history of abuse and threat us part of a legal defense for battered
women who killed their abusive husbands.! Police departments
changed their procedures not only in response to these pressures
but also pursuant to successful litigation by women against po-
lice departments for their failure to enforce criminal laws and to
protect them from violent partners. (See. for example. Scott v.
Harr U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California.
C76-2395: Bruno i\ Codd47 N Y. 2d 5X2.393 N.E. 2d 976.
419 N.Y.S. 2d 901 11979|; and Thurman v. Citv ofTorringtnn
595 F. Supp. 1521 |19X4|.)

The array of statutory, procedural, and organizational reforms
covered nearly every aspect of the legal system. Police depart-
ments adopted prouncst or mandatory arrest policies. Domestic
violence units were formed in prosecutor's offices, and treat-
ment programs for abusive husbands were launched in probation
departments and among community-based groups. Reforms in

rotective and restraining order legislation enabled emergency.

parte relief that included not only no-contact provisions but

also economic and other tangible reliefs for battered women
(Clrau, Fagan, and Wcxler, 19X4). These reliefs, and the applica-
tion of criminal laws as well, were extended to women in un-
married. cohabitating couples and to divorced and separated
women. A small number of jurisdictions developed coordinated,
systemic responses that brought to bear the full range of social
controls and victim supports for battered women.

Institutionalization

Looking back over 30 years, legal reforms in domestic violence
have developed along three parallel but generally separate
tracks: criminal punishment and deterrence of batterers, batterer
treatment, and restraining orders in the civil court designed to
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protect victims through the threat of civil or criminal legal sanc-
tions. The promise of criminalization was straightforward: the
symbolism ol public statements valuing the safely of battered
women and condemning batterers, substantive expanded social
control of wife beaters, and the political mobilization of legal
resources and institutions to protect victims. Additional reforms
included recognition of violence risks to cohabitants and broad
interpretation of laws on domestic violence to include gay and
lesbian couples. Odier efforts have been designed to increase
funding for battered women. Surcharges on marriage licenses,
for example, created a funding stream for services to battered
women.

Each of these policy tracks has been informed, advanced, and
supported by advocacy groups for battered women. Those advo-
cacy groups have worked aggressively for legislative and policy
change, monitored and corrected the implementation of law and
policy, and lobbied intensively for funding for victim services.
Collaboration with the growing community of victim services
agencies in the 1970's created powerful alliances that moved for
procedural reforms in the criminal justice responses to domestic
violence.

By I'MI. many States had developed sweeping and strong legis-
lation that corrected historical wrongs such as warrantless arrests
in misdemeanor cases or requiring women to file for divorce
before receiving protective orders (Zorza. 1992). These reforms
also made accessible ” wide range of criminal and civil remedies
that recognized the reality of domestic violence and the com-
plexity of its criminalization (Lerman. 1992). These efforts were
institutionalized in law and policy with significant changes
achieved in statutes, the organization of investigative and
prosecutorial agencies, and the allocation of court services and
resources.



Legal Sanctions and Domestic
Violence

Two types of reforms have characterized criminal justice re-
sponses to family violence. One set of reforms was aimed al
procedures and jurisprudential issues. These reforms attempted
to increase and simplify the participation of battered women in
the criminal justice process. Many sought to rectify procedural
barriers, whereas others relaxed evidentiary standards for initiat-
ing criminal prosecution. IJnderlying these reforms was the
theory that family violence could Ik*stopped through legal sanc-
tions and that legal sanctions were effective in reducing vio-
lence. Another set of reforms was aimed at specific measures to
stop the violence. Although subsuming many of the procedural
reforms, these reforms embodied explicit measures to legally
sanction offenders.

These interventions to control «'olence against adult intimate
partners reflect sevetal different policy goals and separate but
parallel tracks: criminal punishment and deterrence of batterers,
batterer treatment, and protective interventions designed to in-
sure victims’ safety and empowerment. Because ofthc interde-
pendency of legal institutions in pursuing these policy goals, the
discussion ot legal interventions is not organized according to
their separate responsibilities but on the basis of policy goals
they pursue with respect to reducing violence toward intimates

Criminal Legal Sanctions

Minneapolis research on arrest as a deterrent. Efforts to deter
domestic violence have focused primarily on the police. How-
ever. this burden may have unfairly fallen on the police. Al-
though arrest may have independent effects in reducing the risks
of further violence, sanctions ultimately result from the actions
of prosecutorial and judicial actors who mete out criminal penal-
ties. Nevertheless, a rich criminological literature acknowledges
the general and specific deterrent effects of police actions inde-
pendent of substantive punishments.



Police actions in domestic violence h;ve been widely evaluated;
this also lias been the arena of legal interventions where experi-
mental designs have been used most often. Although the results
have been the strongest overall, they have also been equivocal.
The Minneapolis Domestic Violence Experiment is perhaps the
most widely cited and influential criminal justice experiment in
recent criminological and policy literature. The Minneapolis
Domestic Violence Experiment (Sherman and Berk. 19X4a.
19X4b) was a critical event in changing public and scholarly
perceptions of domestic violence from a "family problem™ ame-
nable to mediation and other informal, nonlegal interventions
(Bard and Zacker. 1971) to a law violation requiring a formal
criminal justice sanction.

In that experiment, street-level police officers' selections of the
most appropriate response to misdemeanor domestic violence
were determined by an experimental design, i. c., random as-
signment to one of three treatments: (1)arresting the suspect. (2)
ordering one of the parties out of the residence, and (3) advising
the couple. Using victim interviews and official records of sub-
sequent police contact. Sherman anil Berk (19X4a:2ft7) reported
that the prevalence of subsequent offending—assault, attempted
assault, and property damage—was reduced by nearly 50 per-
cent when the suspect was arrested. On the basis of the results
from what the emphasized was the “lirst scientifically con-
trolled test of the effect ol arrest on any crime." Sherman and
Berk (19X4b)concluded that:

(T)hese findings, standing alone as the result of one experi-
ment. do not necessarily imply that all suspected assailants in
domestic violence incidents should Iv arrested. Other experi-
ments in other settings arc needed to learn more. But the
preponderance of evidence in the Minneapolis study strongly
suggests that the police should use arrest in most domestic
violence cases (19X4b: 1).

In the decade since the preliminary results were announced in
the “Science" section of the Nnv York Times (Boffey. 19X3. p.
L I). the study’s findings were teported in over 300 newspapers
in the United States, broadcast on three major television net-
works in prime-time new s programs or documentaries, and lea-



lured m numerous nationally syndicated columns and editorials
(Sherman and Cohn, 1989). The Attorney General's Task l;orce
on Family Violence endorsed the study's findings and recom-
mended that State and local agencies adopt a proarrest policy
toward domestic violence (U.S. Attorney (iencral. 1984). Fol-
lowing the attention given to this study's results, a dramatic
change in formal policy consistent with the study's proarrest
findings has been reported by police departments in both large
and small U.S. cities (Sherman and Cohn. 1989).

The Minneapolis experiment was designed, funded, and imple-
mented as a test of specific deterrence theory (Sherman. 1980)
and was a direct response to the call for such tests by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences (Blumstein et al.. 1978). The Min-
neapolis experiment is atypical for its innovative experimental
design, test ot theory, extensive public visibility, focus on a con-
troversial policy issue, and apparent effect on public policy. This
experiment is atypical for another reason: It was replicated.

Replications ol the Minneapolis experiment. The initial re-
ports of deterrent effects in the Minneapolis experiment were
tempered by later criticisms of its designs and claims of the
overreach of its conclusions given the limitations in the design
(Binder and Meeker. 1992). Replications of the Minneapolis
experiment in five jurisdictions failed to produce consistent re-
sults. Clarner, Fagan, and Maxwell (1995) showed inconsistency
in the directions, effect sizes, and statistical power in experi-
ments based on both official arrests and victim interviews over a
b-month follow up period. Thus, where there was once one ex-
periment with two consistent findings (prevalence and time to
failure), there are now seven similar experiments in which the
findings on the specific deterrent effect of arrest on the preva-
lence of reoffending the central finding of the Minneapolis
experiment differ internally by data source and externally by
site.

The replications are noteworthy also because ol two important
corollary findings. First. Sherman et al. (1992a) and Berk et al.
(1992) in multisite analyses and Pat** and Hamilton (1992) in a
single-site analysis reported on the interaction of arrest with two
measures of "stake in-conformity™ (Toby. 1957). the marital and

n



employment stylus ol the suspect This line ol analysis suggests
that arrest increases violence for unmarried and also unem-
ployed suspects and deters it lor married and employed suspects,
Sherman et al.'s (1992a:f>87) evaluation of the published find-
ings from Colorado Springs. Dade County. Milwaukee, and
*)maha is that:

All four experiments that have examined this hypothesis
report an interaction with unemployment consistent with the
slake min-conformity hypothesis, at least in the official data.

The interaction effects suggest the importance of subgroup dit
ferences in the specific deterrent elfects ol arrest. However, Iv
cause the cases in each ol the experiments disproportionately
came from neighborhoods with concentrations of the common
risk factors for violence high unemployment, poverty, and
divui' rates deterrent elfects may have been confounded with
broader contextual effects The analysis of these hierarchically
structured processes requires methods to disentangle social
structural factors from the individual factors that contribute to
violence generally and that may undermine the deterrent effects
of legal sanctions. Ihe availability ol informal social controls
the potential for job or relationship loss or b>r social stigmatiza-
tion from neighbors or relatives may also undermine the
effectiveness ol legal controls In lad. the absence of a system
atic deterrent effect across sites in the arrest experiments and
evidence of the escalation ol \iolcncc among men who were
unemployed and unmarried led Sherman <IW2a. 19°>2bi to con-
clude that mandatory and proariesi policies were inadvisable.

Second, one of the experiments included an “offender absent™
group in which arrests ere not made, but wan ants were issued
for the absent batterers (Dunlord. 199lib>. The deterrent effects
of police intervention were clearer and more consistent across
different outcome measures in tins experiment than in any of the
other conditions. The continuing tin mi *t legal sanctions evi-
dently has a stronger deterrent effect than the actual imposition
of a sanction through the arte tprocess. This is i theme dis-
cussed later in terms ol prosecution programs. | iilortunalely.
rhe Omaha offender-absent experiment was not replicated else-
where in the Spouse Assault Replication Program (SARIM cohort.



However, conclusions ubout the ineffectiveness of deterrence
based on the police experiments may in fact Ik* inaccurate, be-
cause the actual implementation of deterrence was minimal in
these experiments. Most offenders were not prosecuted once
arrested. Legal sanctions were limited to booking for most of
those arrested. Few were handcuffed, most spent only a few
hours in custody, and only a small number were jailed overnight
(Sherman. 1092a). Only misdemeanor cases were included in
the experiment, a selection bias that reduces the generali/ability
of the experiments. Only in the Omaha offender-absent experi-
ment  the experiment with consistent evidence ot deterrence
were felony cases included. Accordingly, the limitations of the
SARP experiments led Garner et al. (1W5) to conclude that the
effects of arrests remain unknown.

Prosecution Experiments

The low rate of prosecution in domestic violence cases under-
mines deterrence by neutralizing the actions of the police and
reducing the likelihood of legal sanctions follow ing arrest. Al-
though some level of sanction may result from arrest, deterrence
ultimately results from the actions of prosecutorial and judicial
actors whose actions lead to substantive punishment.' Histori-
cally. like the police, prosecutors were accused of disinterest in
family \ iolence cases, failing to file cases presented by the po-
lice or discouraging willing victims from pursuing criminal
complaints. Whether discouraged by the evidentiary problems in
these cases, the ambivalence end lack of cooperation from \ ic-
lims to press forward with prosecution, patriarchal notions about
family privacy and male prerogatives, or signals from a disinter-
ested judiciary who were unwilling to respond to prosecution
with meaningful sanctions, prosecutors had little incentive to
follow through with vigorous presentation of domestic violence
cases (Flliott. 1yXJ; lord. 1'M).

In many communities, the rate of prosecution remains extremely
low. less than 10 percent for misdemeanor cases (Ford. 1W :
Schmidt and Stcury, LIMNB). Fagan (1‘WJ) found that fewer than
5 percent of 271»cases involving women with injuries were



criminally prosecuted. Dutton (19951reported that conviction
and sentencing arc even rarer.

Special prosecution units. The advent of special prosecution
units created an atmosphere and organizational context in pros-
ecutors* offices in which domestic violence cases had high sta-
tus. These units created incentives for vigorous prosecution
without competing with other units for scarce trial or investiga-
tive resources with other high-visibility cases (F-orst and Hcrnon,
1985). These units also created an atmosphere in which
prosecutorial screening could include a wider range of factors
than simply the evidentiary strength of the case or the severity of
the victim's injuries. Thus, for example, prosecutors can enter-
tain criteria that may reflect the likelihood of future (severe)
abuse, such as the history of violence in the relationship or the
past frequency of victim injuries. Although such factors may hr
less mnrrnuul with the likelihood of obtaining a conviction,
sorting cases in this way provides for the allocation of legal
sanctions based on the priority of victim protection rather than
the typical pragmatic case-sorting factors.

The likelihood of prosecution also reflects the interaction of
prosecutorial case-screening decisions with victim choices.
Some research suggests, however, that victims may have wider
interests in mind than legal sanctions u hen i.ling for prosecu-
tion. For example, Ford (1991) suggests that victims* goals are
instrumental: obtaining money or property. coacing partners to
obtain counseling, or protecting themselves or their childre-..
Thus, their evaluations of prosecution may involve a more com-
plex determination about how prosecution, in combination with
other factors, will increase their safety and well-being. Tn avoid
these complications, some prosecutors have adopted no-drop
policies that avoided the last-minute withdrawal of charges that
frustrated police and judges. However, critics of no-drop poli-
ties uggcsi that they provide further disincentives for women to
interact witli the legal system to create a "context of deterrence”
within the relationship, based on the possible conflict between
victims’ and prosecutors' goals or interests, as well as victims*
perceived rnsts of prosecution vis-a-vis their actual goals. *I*hus.
via MS' efforts to end the violence may involve strategies in



which choices are constrained by both the context of legal insti-
tutions and the contexts of their relationships.

Despite the development of special prosecution units, few studies
have documented the effects of prosecution on the control or re-
currence of spouse or partner assault. Most studies of prosecution
of partner violence have focused on prosecutorial decisionmaking
regarding the sorting and selecting of cases for prosecution (e.g.,
Schmidt and Steury, 19X9). Fagan (19X9) found subgroup differ-
ences similar to those reported by Sherman et al. (1991) for ar-
rests. Men with prior arrest records or who had lengthy histories
of severe violence toward their partners were more likely to
reoffend if prosecuted compared with men not prosecuted. Again,
evidence of iatrogenic or counterdeterrent effects raises serious
guestions not only about the deterrent effects of legal sanctions
but also alxuit the interactions of \ iolent men with legal institu-
tions that may produce this effect.

Indianapolis experiment. The most comprehensive prosecution
study has lven the Indianapolis Domestic Violence Prosecution
Fxperiment (I ord. 1991, 1993), There was no significant protec-
tive effect from prosecution in the experiment, but there was a
significant reduction in "severe" violence when victim-initiated
prosecutorial actions were compared with the traditional sum-
mons-and-prosecution procedure (Ford, 1993). The results sug-
gest small marginal gains in deterrence from the use or threat ol
prosecution, gains that are mitigated by small effect si/es
coupled with small sample si/es.'

These studies raise the question of victim empowerment and the
hypothesis that the threat of prosecution, placed in the hands of
ihe victim to use in her efforts to en | her partner's violence, may
have deterrent elfects. Several jurisdictions have encouraged the
use of warrants by \ ictints in cases in which arrests were not
made. The “Sword of Damocles” model ot deterrence may in-
voke deterrence processes through the elimination of the mediat-
ing effects of legal actors and the allocation of legal power to the
woman-victim (Dunford. 199(1; Ford. 1993). When coupled with
informal sources of social control, the threat of prosecution may
have a greater deterrent effect compared with the more typical
deterrence model in which threats are contingent on the dynam
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ics and processes of legal institutions. This indirect deterrent
effect is an important avenue for future research.

KaMcrer Treatment

Treatment interventions for batterers vary in several respects.
Most are court-mandated programs, some are self-help, and oth-
ers operate under the aegis of social service or private agencies.
Their underlying assumptions about the causal and restraining
mechanisms lor intimate violence vary. 'llicir operational cl.ar
acteristics vary as well, including the duration and frequency ol
contacts and the objectives of treatment. M*>st address the need
for anger control or dissipation techniques and recognize the
relationship of power and control to the use ol \ iolence. Most do
not allow for “relapse™ in the way that clinical trials do i;* some
substance abuse treatment or pharmacological research. They
integrate \ ictim safety with the offender's behavioral changes as
central components of program development.

There are several typologies of batterer treatment programs
fidelson and Syers <1‘JXi) distinguish programs into three cat-
egories: sell help programs that emphasize anger management
strategies and personal responsibility, educational programs that
teach through passive learning altout the sources of violence and
the techniques of anger control, and some combination ol the
two methods Harrell <1991t studied program*in Baltimore
County that embraced three types of underlying assumptions
about causal and cessation processes: feminist theories about
power relations, social casework models that emphasize rcduc
tion ol external stressors and interpersonal dynamics, and cogni
tbc-behavioral models that stress anger management The latter
models also vary in their attention tn psychopathological van
ables vcrsu> cognitive deficits in anger control.

What is rot in evidence in these programs is recognition of dil
ferent types of batterers or or >\ to match batteier profiles to
specific treatment types (Saunders and Azat. 1 ‘“WJi However,
there may Iv considerable nee]df;ﬁad ress these concerns of
responsivity (Andrews et al.. A | or example, violence to-
ward intimates is more intractable to treatment interventions for



men with longer and more seiiotis histories of violence toward
intimates, longer criminal records of violence towatd strangers,
and traumatic violence exposure as children (Fagan et al.. 19X4;
llatnbergcr and Hastings, 1993).

Fvperv.icntal evidence. There is very little nnncxpcrimental or
qguusi-expcrimental evidence to evaluate the effectiveness ol
batterer interventions. For example, Hamhcrger and Hastings
11993) reviewed 19 studies published in the |[9X0*s. Only one
(Dutton, 1995) used an untreated control group and reported
si/cublc differences in recidivism Ivtween treated and untreated
batterers. In tins study, only 4 percent of offenders reported sub*
sequent violence to the police, whereas 16 percent of victims
reported subsequent violence. Based on police reports during a
follow up period of 6 months to 3 years, the recidivism rate was
4(i percent. llarrell <1991»compared outcomes across treatment
programs and reported nn differences, with recidivism rates of
over 60 percent

However, most studies are not useful for assessing the elfects ol
batterer treatment because they have no comparison group lire
lew that do have such groups rely on comparisons ol completers
with noncompleters. a selection bias that presents serious ob-
stacles to the assessment ol treatment effectivenes Follow up
times varied as well. Irom | month to 3 years. Analyses that
examine the ha/atds of renewed violence controlling for differ
ential time periods were not evident in any of the studies. Mea-
surement varied as well, ranging from self- and police reports of
subsequent violence to outcome measures related to the treat-
ment intervention but not the violence. For example. Hawkins
ami Beauvais (19X5. cited in Fdelson and Tolman 11993|) reported
only on pre-poo differences in Sy> iptnm Check UsttSCI.) 90
scores Ihi( did not report on subsequent violence Sample si/cs in
these studies ranged from 9 to 170. indicating a range ot statistical
power estimates and strength ol results. Among the treated
groups, cessation rates varied from 40 percent to 91 percent, a
range that mote likely reflects the diversity in intervention meth-
ods and research designs than the true range of effects in treat-
ments In a similar review. Davis r 1995, personal
communication) found that 6 of 27 studies of batterer treatment
used quasi-expcnmecental designs of varying constiuction.
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Experimental designs using emitml groups ol men who were
under other forms of legal supervision were not evident in the
literature. But such designs are nf obvious importance, both to
assess treatment effects substantively and to assess the marginal
effects of treatment compared with other social or legal inter-
ventions. Current research by Rolrcrt Davis and colleagues at the
New York City Victim Services Agency involves ran lomizcd
trial of batterer treatment that addresses many of the limitations
of the previous studies. Although recidivism rales in batterer
treatment arc similar to recidivism rates for i rirninul cases in
general, the absence of systematic controls makes it difficult to
conclude that there ate marginal gains from treatment compared
with either incarceration or untreated probation superv ision.

Systemic Responses: The Domestic Violence
Court

Recent innovations have focused on the creation ot specialized
courts to process domestic violence cases and intensive systemic
reforms designed to align the components of the civil and crimi
nal legal systems to ensure consistent application of sanctions
and reliefs m cases involving domestic violence. Systemic pro-
grams, such as the comprehensive systems of coordination
among legal and community-based programs in Duluth. Minne-
sota. and San Erancisco, r nhed legal sanctions in a dense web
of social control that reinforces the messages of treatment and
the threats of criminal punishment. However, these programs are
difficult to evaluate. Establishing comparison conditions inter-
nally or across communities is difficult, making it tough to sort
out the effects of prosecution or advocacy from the effects of
treatment, litis makes it hard to answer the question of whether
or how legal sanctions create a deterrent effect, and again the
question of the deterrent effects of legal sanctions is unan-
swered. Even within these programs, recidivism rates tuong
treated batterers are comparable I rates for protective order and
arrest studies: Recidivism tn Duluth ranged from -fit pcitcni
(Shepard. 1*M2: cited in Edclson and Tolm.in. 1'W') to over hall
(Edclson and Syers. I'WOrand were invariant over short and
long follow up periods d lamhcrgcr and Hastings, I'WH I-.iilures
reflect the t.uniliar correlates of lengthy prior iccord and abuse



history in ihc batterer's family of origin (Fagan ct al., 1983;
Harrell. 1991).

The creation of specialized courts for family violence cases re-
sponds to the devaluation of these cases in mainstream courts.
The "stream of cases" argument suggests that cases are priori-
tized for processing and allocation of punishment resources ac-
cording to their relative severity compared with other cases in
the same context (limerson, 1'M3: Jacob, 1983). litis framework
suggests that domestic violence cases may be assigned a lower
priority tor prosecution and punishment when placed alongside
other violence cases involving strangers. These courts provide
substantive dispositions, often batterer treatment programs
coupled with probation supervision, that cr ate incentives for
prosecutors to complete prosecution. The advantages of special-
ized prosecution units apply to specialized courts as well. Cases
are evaluated not in comparison with external priorities but in
the narrow light of other similarly structured cases.

Dade County Domestic Violence Court. The Dade County.
Florida. Domestic Violence Court (DCDVC) illustrates these
ideas. DCDVC is a criminal court with a civil component de-
signed by a team of representatives from every segment of the
criminal justice system to serve as a coordinated, systemic re-
sponse to the treatment of domestic violence cases m the courts.
DCDVC, which commenced in November 1992. represents an
innovative, interdisciplinary, and integrated systemwide ap-
proach ofa team of criminal justice system professionals to the
treatment of domestic violence misdemeanor cases, civil protec-
tion orders, and violation of civil protection order cases. Cur-
rently. only misdemeanor cases are processed in the court.

1 he members of the court, led by the judiciary, work together as
a team towaril a shared goal of reducing family violence. From
atrest to completion  sentence, only judges trained m family
violence handle the ses in a court that recognizes the necessity
of expanding traditional roles and limits in an effort to create
court reform in a system that has proven in the past to be inef-
fective and unresponsive. The founders of DCDVC believe that
the combination of intensive victim services, treatment for
batterers, and an active judicial role in the soc ial contexts of the



community can improve the control of misdemeanor domestic
violence and avoid its escalation to more serious violence and
injuries. The court is based on the following principles:

m The administration oftherapeutic jurisprudence creates an
expansion of the traditional role of the criminal justice system,
which historically has been concerned with punishment but has
jailed to consider the role of treatment in domestic violence
cases. Defendants arc required to successfully complete a
batterer’s treatment program based on the Duluth model
(Edelson and Syers, IWO), complete substance abuse treatment,
and meet other case-specific requirements such as mental health
counseling. All cases are monitored by the court after imposition
of the sentence, and the defendant is required to return to court
periodically during probation to discuss progress in counseling
and compliance with the sentence.

m There is an emphasis on the needs ofchildren who live in vio-
lent homes. Parents arc educated about the effects of domestic
violence on their children. The court—in partnership with a fa-
cility associated with the University of Miami School of Medi-
cine (The Mailman Center tor Child Development, which has
developed a I(I-weck age-specific counseling program for chil-
dren who have witnessed domestic violence)—makes comple-
tion of the group counseling by the defendant’s children a
condition of the defendant’s probation.

m The members ofthe court acknowledge and accept the re-
sponsibility. both in the courtroom and in the community, to
educate the public about domestic violence and thefact that
domestic violence is a crime. The role of "judge as teacher" in
ihe courtroom is tested, and judges have a responsibility to make
public appearances at community meetings and in the popular
media and to educate the public about the court and about do-
mestic violence.

m The mart serves as a catalystfor change as a community
leader by coordinating a communitywide approach and
cammunitywide participation in a local campaign to combat
family violence.

m Judicial education and training infamily violence is munda-
ton for all judges and prosecutors and some public defenders
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assigned to DCDVC. Victim advocates are employed in the
court to facilitate the victim’s participation in the court process
and to make services available and accessible to the victim.

DCDVC is also noteworthy because it is currently being evalu-
ated using an experimental design. The use of the “gold stan-
dard” in court evaluations is rare, often the result of legal and
ethical complications (Zeisel. 1972: Fagan. 1990). Evaluation
data are not yet available for the DCDVC experiment. What will
be learned from this experiment? First, the evaluation will indi-
cate whether legal sanctions are more likely and severe in a
court dedicated to domestic violence cases. Second, the evalua-
tion will assess the effectiveness of sanctions fashioned in the
context of the broader concerns of victim and child safety plus
treatment intervention for assailants. Accordingly, comprehen-
siveness will be a component of the court response not forth-
coming in courts of general jurisdiction where domestic violence
misdemeanors are docketed alongside other misdemeanor cases.

Some questions will not be answered by this design, questions
that are nevertheless important in evaluating the deterrent effects
of criminal sanctions for violence toward intimates. First, the
exclusion of felony cases limits generalizations from this study.
Felony cases arc important not only because of their severity but
also because of the potential escalation from repeat serious of-
fenses to potentially lethal cases (see, for example. Browne,
19X7). Othe' forms of serious partner violence may be excluded,
including i iarital" rape and other sexual crimes between
cohabitatin; or former intimates. Second, treatment interven-
tions are pr sided in the context of legal sanctions, introducing
legal cocrc on as a potential confounding factor in treatment
effectiveness. The DCDVC experiment will not allow for a test
of the deterrent effects either of legal sanctions or punishment
on intimate violence or of the effects of treatment independent
ot legal threats. Factorial experiments may Iv needed to sort out
these potentially competing and confounding factors in control-
ling domestic violence.



Civil Legal Sanctions: Protective Orders and
the Prosecution of Violators

Reforms in the concept of restraining orders for haltered women
preceded reforms in arrest and criminal law. Beginning with the
passage of the Pennsylvania Protection from Abuse Act in |>76.
every State now provides for protection orders in cases of do-
mestic violence (Klein, n.d.). In many locales, the barriers and
complications of criminal arrest and prosecution have made pro-
tective orders the primary source of legal sanction and protec-
tion for battered women. In contrast to the reactive arrest and
criminal prosecution processes, protection orders are victim-
initiated and timely. They also allow a relaxed standard of proof,
focus on the victim's protection, and prescribe a wide range of
specific interventions or reliefs that address extralegal concerns
of safety and economic well-being. However, few studies have
examined the effectiveness of restraining orders in reducing the
incidence of domestic violence, and those few studies have been
nonexperimental or ijuasi-experimcntal with designs that
weaken any conclusions about their effectiveness. Moreover
there are little data on the extent to which protection orders a.e
used in conjunction with criminal prosecution.

How effective are protective orders in stopping domestic vio-
lence? Ilarrell. Smith, and Newmark (1°>3) found that 60 per-
cent of 300 women interviewed twice in | year after receiving a
protective order suffered abuse at least once. Over | in 5 re-
ported threats to kill: severe violence was reported by 2“>per-
cent. Other acts of violence were reported by 24 percent, and
property damage was reported by 43 percent of the women.
Threats and violence did not subside over time, and there were
no significant differences in the percentage reporting subsequent
violence in the tirst 3 months of the year compared with tfie final
>months ofthc year. Klein (n.d.) used official records (new
arrests tordomestu violence, new restraining orders against the
same defendant issued by the same victitn) to measure reabuse
in 644 cases in which temporary restraining orders were issued.
Nearly half (4K K percent) of the men reahuscd their victims
within 2 years of the issuance of a restraining order. Moreover,
over half <54.5 percent) were rearrested for other crimes as well.
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Neither ol these studies reported results for comparison or con-
trol groups. Giau, I-agan, and Wcxlcr (19H4) found no signifi-
cant differences in subsequent abuse between women receiving
restraining orders and women receiving other interventions.
Moreover, they reported that subsequent violence was more
likely among men with histories of severe domestic violence or
prior records of stranger crime.

Limitations and Contradictions in
the Criminalization of Domestic
Violence

There is little conclusive evidence of either deterrent or protec-
tive effects of legal sanctions or treatment interventions for do-
mestic violence. A closer reading of this literature suggests
several issues that may lead to a belter understanding of why
past research has failed to locate deterrent effects and whether
and how law influences the control of domestic violence. The
issues fall into three general domains: the embedment of domes-
tic violence ill complex social and individual contexts, weak
research designs and limitations on policy experiments, and the
theoretical issues in male violence.

Legal and Social Control of Domestic
Violence

The experiments on the effects of arrest on domestic violence
raised important hypotheses on the interaction of legal controls
(such as arrest and prosecution | with informal social controls
(such as social bonds). Sherman el al. (1992a) and Berk et al.
t1992a) in mullisite analyses and I’ate and Hamilton (1992) in a
single-site analysis reported significant interactions of ancst
with two measures of Make-in conformity” (Toby. 1957): Ar-
rest iin itUM's the risk ol violence for unmarried and unem-
ployed suspects and deters it for married and employed suspects.
Results from tour of the replications concluded ili.it . .all four



experiments that have examined this hypothesis report an inter-
action with unemployment consistent with the stakc-in-confor-
mity hypothesis, at least in the official data™ (Sherman ct al.,
1992a:687). Fagan (1989) reported similar intera tions be-
tween sanctions and social position among prosecution cases,
and Harrell (1991) reported the same patterns for batterers in
treatment.

The lesson of these studies is that formal (legal) sanctions arc
effective when reinforced by informal social controls and weak-
ened when those informal controls arc absent (Tittle and Logan.
1973). Williams and Hawkins (1989a. 1989b) suggest that deter-
rence of domestic violence is contingent on reciprocity of formal
and informal social controls. They suggest the deterrent effects
of arrest will be greater for batterers who perceive higher social
costs associated with the act of violence and with arrest
(Bowker. 1983, 1984). These costs include loss of job. relation-
ship and children, social status in the neighborhood, and what-
ever substantive punishment they receive. Accordingly, the
social and structural position of batterers, including their prior
punishment experiences and the meaning they attach to them,
will mediate the deterrent effects of sanctions. When batterers
perceive that punishment is not a cost worth avoiding, legal
sanctions alone are unlikely to induce compliance with the law.

The sources of informal social control of domestic violence may
lie either within the individual, in the form of internalized be-
liefs and social bonds, or may be externally reinforced through
normative behaviors within neighborhoods and other social con-
texts (Williams and Hawkins. 1989b; Fagan. 1992).* That is.
social and economic conditions may shape the motivations and
perceptions of batterers regarding the salience of legal sanctions
and the extralegal costs that accompany them (Zimring, 1973).
Both in Mir eapolis and the other arrest replication sites, the
cas'cs disproportionately came from neighborhoods in which risk
factors were high: high unemployment, poverty, and divorce
rates. The availability of informal social controls—the potential
for job or relationship loss or for social stigmatization from
neighbors or relatives—in those neighborhoods may have at-



tcnuatcd the development of informal social controls and, in
turn, undermined the effectiveness of legal controls. This sug-
gests that opportunity structures at the neighborhood or commu-
nity level have direct effects on the availability of informal (or
extralePal) individual-level controls that are critical rcinforcers
of legal sanctions.

Le?al Contexts of Criminalization and
Retorm

The legal context in which case processing and sentencing deci-
sions arc made may influence the severity of sanctions handed
down in domestic violence cases. For example, norms within
local legal "cultures,” such as practitioner beliefs about whether
victims will drop charges or patriarchal views of domestic vio-
lence, influence the likelihood of official action when there is
discretion. Differences in court "cultures” regarding domestic
violence may explain the variation across communities in the
rates and severity of sanctions for these offenses.” Like many
other Iegal reforms, criminalizing domestic violence may have
unintended consequences, reflecting the social organization of
the courts and proccssual contexts, rather than legal statute.

The relatively recent entry of domestic violence cases into court
calendars also challenges the existing calculus of how cases arc
evaluated, Emerson 51983) argues that decisionmakers evaluate
cases against a backdrop of other cases and that assessments of
seriousness are relative and occur in comparison with other
cases. If criminal authorities in different jurisdictions classify
objectively similar cases differently because of their respective
caseload contexts, then the sanctions in each jurisdiction should
reflect the comparative position of domestic violence relative to
the other cases before those judicial authorities (Hassenfeld and
Cheung, 1985).

Accordingly, the criminalization of domestic violence will influ-
ence the reactions of officials in the working groups that exist

within each court. The criminal court may produce less stability
in processing domestic violence cases because brlndgmg battered
women into criminal court entails a change in standard operating
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procedures. Jacoh (1983) suggests that criminal court partici-
pants. particularly prosecutors who possess more information
than other courtroom personnel and who have a disproportionate
influence over the di.sF)osmon of cases, will behave inconsis-
tently when faced with a new class of offenders (Mohr. 197h).
This may lead to less cohesiveness among the wotking group
members of the criminal court whose social organization is
geared to case attrii ites of stranger crimes and less oriented to
the special circumstances of cases involving intimate relation-
ships. Prosecutorial screemng_contmues to reflect the strength of
the case, with prosecutors taking their cue from the actions ot
EOHCG as Well as the likelihood of conviction (Schmidt and
teury. 1989).

Similar processes may influence the construction of restraining
orders in the civil (family) court. There, the presentation of cases
mvolvmgi family members is consistent with the historical
stream of cases around which the legal cultures and working
groups have evolved. Ilowever, courts accustomed to divorce
and custody proceedings may evaluate domestic violence cases
as different and perhaps less weighty compared with the major
ity of their dockets. Accordingly, the "going rate" for crimes
involving violence between intimate partners may not _be_anY
higher compared with stranger violence cases in the crimina
court or divorce and child custody cases in the family court, and
i{19f7agc)t may be lower (Emerson. 1983; Mohr. 1976; Mather.

The Complexity of Domestic Violence

Compared with many other violent crimes, the legal and social
dimensions of domestic violence present several complications
for effective legal control. Domestic violence differs signifi-
cantly from other form of violence in several important ways.
First, there are strong emotional ties [>etween \ictims and assail-
ants. Ihe parties often love one another, or at least the victim
may love the assailant. The bond may Iv traumatic (Dutton and
Browning. 1988), complicating victim resolve to enter into a
lengthy adversarial proceeding to invoke punishments and creat-
ing internal conflict regarding separation. The victim may be
financially dependent on the assailant or may face a severely
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diminished standard of living if separated. Ar%uably she faces
an economic life at or below the official threshold of poverty
upon leaving the relationship (Sidel, 19X6).

These tics to assailants may lead victims toward rational objec-
tives in invoking legal sanctions. Thus, they may be less con-
cerned with deterrence than they are with using IePaI institutit :*s
to guarantee their own safetY_, survive economically, protect
their children, or get counseling help for their assailants (Ford.
1991). They may also see the threat of prosecution as a means ol
terminating the relationship and escaping the violence (Lcrman.
1992). Thus, victim choices about invoking legal sanctions may
he less concerned with punishment and deterrence and ulti-
mately seek to use the law for other goals. The social control
functions of the law are compromised in this context even when
victim choices and well-being are optimized.

Second, domestic violence often isa recurring event between
individuals in da||_5( contact, usually without the forms of guard-
lanship and surveillance that are available in public spaces. Un-
like robberies, in which victims and offenders often are
unacquainted, or other assaults involving acquaintances. \ictims
and assailants often occupy the same space, share and compete
for resources, and have emotional ties. In this context, threats
are readily conveyed and quite believable. On the other hand, it
is extremely difficult to mount and maintain a deterrent threat
within a context of ongoing and unsupcrviscd contact between
victim and assailant.

Third, the scale of domestic violence makes it difficult to control
solely through legal sanctions and deterrent threats. The base
rates remain quite high relative to other violent crimes, with
self-reported domestic assault prevalence rates of at least 10
percent for both men and women (Straus and Gelles, 19X6).
Prevalence rates exceed 30 percent for some subgroups. Domes-
tic violence rates are highest amon%subgroupg who also have
high rates of stranger violence, further burdening limited police
resources within spatial areas where assaults are concentrated
(Fagan. 1993). Many cases are unreported, and estimates of the
extent of reporting to the police are as low as 20 percent
(Dutton. 1995). However, those who do report appear to be ituli-



viduals who have lew uonlcgal resources for protection or deter-
rence (Bovvker, 1983). Even if reporting were not increased, the
high rates of domestic violence make it difficult for police de-
Partments to arrest every man who commits a misdemeanor or
elonK assault against his partner, much less to arrest him every
time he does it. without paralyzing their own a?_enues and the
courts. In the face of a high base crime rate, police departments
are challenged to maintain a credible deterrent threat in cases
where arrests do not occur.

Finall%/, the deterrence logic of criminalization assumes a ratio-
nal offender-actor who weighs the costs of offending  costs
associated both with the act itself and the 'egal actions that en-
sue -against whatever benefits that may accrue from the behav-
jor (Miller and Anderson. 1986; Fagan. 1992; This logic is
strained in the context of domestic violence. Although domestic
violence has been interpreted as a gioal oriented and implicitly
rational behavior (Tcdeschi and Felson. 1995), episodes of rage
during more setious assaults often obviate rational calculations
and perceptions of costséBrowne. 1987). Studies with batterers
in treatment suggest conditions of impaired cognition or mental
disorder (Dutton. 1995). The logic of deterrence is compromised
among batterers whose behavior is patterned over time and for
whom rational calculations are not possible during the arousal of
a violent assault.

Domestic violence is unique in the concentration of risk factors
and absence of formal controls for violence. Only the reciprocity
between legal and informal social controls makes possible the
control of domestic violence in general. Among violent men
whose behaviors arc increasingly spiraling out of control, the
threat of punishment may Iv remote and inconsequential under
conditions of arousal and cognitive distortion.

Weak Research and Evaluation Designs

Few empirical studies use research or evaluation designs that -
can detect deterrent effects of legal sanctions. Accordingly, it is
difficult to determine the extent and magnitude of effects from

legal sanctions. The empirical literature is littered with weak



evaluation designs, Hxperiments arc rare, as are clinical trials for
treatment interventions. Most studies have small samples and
limited experimental power. Followup Perlods are too short
iusually o months), making it impossibie to see longer term el
fects that may accrue. Budgetary limitations for many grant pro-
%rams. incluc mg the National Institute of Justice, his'orically
ave constrained the lesults of research and evaluation on do-
mestic violence. If the development and testing of theory is a
cumulative process from repeated exgeriments, the foundations
of empirical knowledge to advance theory and practice are not
available for domestic violence.

In intervention research, sanctions are conceptualized and mea-
sured using dichotomous variables, a strategy that fails to ac-
count for variation in the delivery of interventions. The
implementation of the underlying theories of interventions also
is overlooked in most intervention research. These strategies
lead to two sources of error. First, we mar falsely reject theory
when in fact the theory was not adequately implemented in the
interventions. This is a case of proi’nim ftiituri’. in contrast to a
theoryfailure, that reflects a valid experiment. This source of
error can be addressed by careful attention to the measurement
of treatment * stren%th and integrity" (Sechrest et al.. 174). pro-
gram content and ideology are critical elements of intervention
that oftﬁn are not captured adequately in batterer treatment
research.

Second, the absence of continuous measures of interventions or
sanctions may fail to detect incremental or marginal effects.
That is. “dosa?e" is a critical yet unstudied dimension of re-
search on legal sanctions generally and particularly in domestic
violence (Sherman. I‘J(JZa%. Most studies have conceptualized
legal sanctions as discrete variables with limited range. Few
studies have analyzed the effects of legal sanctions u ithin a
framework of increasing severity. Thus, different forms of anest
may cons tute qualitatively different levels of sanction, | egal
sanctions i ay involve different levels or conditions ot probation
supervision or treatment regimens ot vari . intensity. Restrain-
ing or protective orders for hattered women invoice a wide
range of the reliefs, and the number and types of relief vary
extensively across cases (Fagan, Maxwell. Macaluso. and



Nuhabcdi in, 1995). Accordingly, the limited effects of legal
sanctions may reflci i analytic and measurement strategies that
may conceal impor.ant differences in the extent and severity of
legal sanctions.

A related concert is the narrow range of sanctions in most ex-
Perlments on lee; I interventions. Since the 1970's, the r.uige of
egal sanctions tor batterers has expanded at a glacially slow
pace. Although arrests have increased, the substantive sanction
In most cases remains simply the process of arrest. |he range of
sanctions in the arrest experiments expanded in small incre-
ments. Few arrestees were handcuffed, and a relatively low per-
centage of the arrested group spent anywhere from a few hours
to overnight injail following arrest. Prosecution rates remain
low. Pretrial and postconviction treatment regimens vary widely
in the intensity of the treatment and the burdens they place on
assailants. There is limited evidence of the use of incarceration
or more intensive forms of supervision unless injuries are seri-
ous. When the range of punishments or sanctions is narrow, the
validity of tests of deterrence is intrinsically weak, and the like-
lihood oldetecting a reduction in violence appears remote.

There are other limitations on research design that weaken em-
pirical findings. Although experiments represent a “gold stan-
dard" of social research, there are many circumstances in which
random assignment is neltherFract|caI nor ethlcallgjusnflable.
In particular, untreated control groups arc not tenable when vic-
tim safety is at risk. However, there are alternatives hat do not
get used; Factorial and bootstrapping designs, in pulicular. arc
valid design options that are absent in this literatme. Censoring
'exclus_lor% of cases and attrition are sources of ."election bias.
Analysis of subgroup differences often is not reported, even
thou%h >tis reasonable to expect different outcomes among
population subgroups. Treatment effects are likely to decay over
time, yet analytic strategies rarely examine the effects of sanc-
tions -u the temporal dimension of recidivism (Visher.

Lattimi re. and Linstcr. 1991; l.attimorc. Visher. and Linster,

1995).



"iiially, there arc exogenous influences on sanction effects that
t lten are not addressed in research on domestic violence (Fagan.

For example, subcultural influences may overwhelm the
effects of legal sanctions or treatments in motivating domestic
violence. That is. high divorce rates may devalue marriage or
coupling, weakening the informal controls on violence that work
reciprocally with Iegal sanctions. Residential mobility, high
rates of poverty, and weak social cohesion are dimensions of
social disorganization that weaken informal social controls on
violence generally and undermine motivations for compliance
with the law.

Problems in Designing Policy

g’pnflicts.in policies about legal interventions have led to am-
iguous findings in the domestic violence literature. Ambiva-
lence hest describes the policy goals and theoretical under-
pinnings of criminal justice interventions. For example, many of
the dcvelopmei ts in prosecution of domestic violence have been
designed to increase the involvement of prosecutors, but strafe*
?les diverge on the identification ol goals. Although some re.
orms are designed to punish offenders and establish a specific
deterrent effect, other policies aim to protect victims by threatei
ing prosecution while achieving other important ?.oals such as
economic relief, victim salem or coerced counseling. These are
competing alternatives that are not necessarily compatible. They
involve focusing resources on victims versus offenders and us-
ing resources (especially prosecution resources) for goals that do
not involve conviction and punishment. 'Hie critical evaluation
question is whether legal institutions or%anlzed around the goal
of detecting and punishing crimes can effectively shift toward a

more flexible and preventive set of activii ‘s
Many of the reforms and innovations in arrest and prosecution
have [*een designe_d to emﬁpwer victims and afford them a
greater role in decisionmaking on the use of Ie%al resources.
[lowever. the social organization and legal “culture" of these
institutions is challenged by this additional focus. These policies
may raise internal contradictions, offer risks and tradeoffs dor
example."iclim autonomy versus prosecution of violent offend*



crs), and complicate the evaluation of “effectiveness” of legal
interventions. Moreover, criminal justice institutions arc asked
to make linkages to social service agencies in domestic violence
cases that they arc not asked to make in other types of crimes,

Finally, do these efforts control violence, especially the repeat
violence that ma?/ escalate toward lethality? Most policy state-
ments would include the reduction or cessation of violence, yet
current evidence from these reforms is not promising. Most im-
[Jortant, current research and evaluation efforts have not asked
hese questions.

Practical Limitations in Mounting
Deterrence

Criminal and civil legal reforms over the past 2(1 years have
raised the priority of domestic violence cases within Ie?al insti-
tutions. However, implementation of policies to control domes-
tic violence competes with other crime and violence problems
fer limited resources. Several criminal justice problems have
competed for resources over this lime, each with an urgency that
demanded a share of a fixed pool of resources. For example,
special drug courts have been established in several jurisdic-
tions. prosecutors have developed special units to prosecute
gan%_vmlence, and investigative resources have been allocated
to child abuse cases in the wake of increasing child fatalities in
the late 1980°s. The result is uneven or weak implementation of
newly developed policies for domestic violence with the unin-
tended consequence of weakening the criminal justice response.
On amore practical and day-to-day level, domestic violence
cases compete ssith violence and other patrol priorities for im-
mediate attention by the police.

Consider the following example. It's _Fridar night, and there are
five cars on patrol in a city ot approximately 125.000 people.
One car is investigating an injury accident, another is responding
to a fight in a bar. another to a report of a man with a gun, an-
other s directing traffic at a corner where a traffic light is not
working, and another is investigating a report ofa robbery'. At

10:30 p.m.. three domestic \iolence calls come in. What does



the dispatcher do? Consider a second scenario: The officer in the
fourth car leaves the traffic light scene to respond to one of the
domestic violence calls. She s about to make the arrest when
she receives a radio call about a robbery in progress. What does
she do? What is she ordered to do?

These arc not uncommon scenarios. The reality of competing
priorities for sorting cases for arrest and prosecution suggests
that domestic violence cases, especially low-injury or noninjury
domestic violence, will not receive a higher priority than other
events. Similar scenes can be imagined in prosecutors’ offices. It
Is not uncommon that within many "legal cultures" and working
groups in prosecutors’ offices, prosecuting domestic violence
cases is not a pathway to recognition and promotion even when
resoukr)(l:es arc organized in a way that makes such prosecution
possible.

A related concern is the implementation of rapidly proliferating
treatment programs for domestic violence assailants. Consider
first that there is virtually no methodologically sound evidence
of effective treatment interventions for domestic violence. Vet
many jurisdictions have mandated a wide variety mtreatment
interventions of varying lengths, behavioral orientations, qualifi-
cations of providers, and level and type of criminal justice su-
pervision. In addition, these programs vary extensively on such
Important dimensions as victim safety planning. In one State, a
statewide program mandates weekend treatment regimens of
approximately 36 hours, including showing of films and testi-
monials or confessions from batterers. There is little chance of
success in such atheoretical efforts with minimal implementa-
tion.

Implementation of law and policy suffers from these types of
real-world constraints. What appear to be weak policies in fact
may reflect weakly implemented policies or policies whose
goals are undercut by resource limitations and organizational
constraints,



The Failure to Recognize the ImPortance of
Differentiated Responses for Different Types
of Battering

Analyses of SARI* data from Milwaukee and other sites suggest
the possibility of interactions between formal and informal
sources of social control. What has not heen tested is the ?ossr
bility of differences in the effects of legal sanctions for different
types of batterers. Yet there is ample reason to proceed in this
way. For example. Fagan et al. (19X4) reported consistent differ-
ences in the recurrence of recidivism between subgroups of
batterers defined by the severity of their prior violence. Just as
domestic violence 1s Ivst understood from the characteristics of
batterers (Hotaiing and Sugarman, 19Xf>), so too may the effects
of legal sanctions I>c best understood based on the batterin? ca-
reers of violent males. Yet most research on the effects of legal
sanctions for domestic violence has treated batterers as a homo-
geneous group. This obscures potentially important subgroup

ifferences in the effects of legal sanctions. Moreover, failure to
distinguish analytically among subgroups may mask potential
latrogenic effects from legal sanctions that elevate risks for vic-
tims of more serious assaults.

Several studies have suggested typologies of batterers that dis-
tinguish them along several dimensions. lloltzworth-.Munroc
and Stuart (1994) reviewed 19 empirically derived typologies
based on either rational-deductive strategics or empirical-deduc-
tive strategies. They identified three dimensions that distinguish
among subtypes of batterers: severity of marital violence, gener-
ality of violence (toward strangers as well as intimates), and
psychopathology or personality disorders. Rased on these di-
mensions. three types of batterers are hypothesized: family only,
generally violent, and dysphoric or borderline personality
batterers. Each of these types is hypothesized to Iv involved in
different levels of severity of domestic violence.

There is utility in typologies suih as these to predict responses
to .egal sanctions. For example, impulsivity and low self-control



characterize generally violent batterers, personality variables
that may complicate the rational logic und.erIKinP deterrence
theory. The familv-only batterer engages in the least severe
forms of violence md also exhibits the lowest levels of impul-
sivity and may be most amenable to legal sanctions. Analyses
by Fagan et al. (1984) confirm the different reactions to legal
sanlctlons for family-only batterers versus generally violent
males.

These dimensions are rarely considered in research on domestic
violence yet should v an important component of sanction and
treatment research. llu* failure to consider these dimensions is a
tailure to ident'fy{] factors that may mitigate the effects of sanc-
tions. For now, the empirical literature does not include any
studies that examine the relationship between types of batterers
and the effects of legal interventions.

Treatment research with offenders Penerally has recognized the
importance of "resporsivity" of different types of individuals to
various interventions mndrews et al.. 1990). Understanding the
effects of legal sanctions for batterers must account for the dif-
ferent responses ol different types of batterers to both types of
sanctions and their "doses.I These factors also may Iv impor-
tant and useful in sorting cases for prosecution or in determining
the extent to which sanctions may risk victim safety. Wc know,
for example, that when there is a lengthy history of prior calls
for service, stronger legal intervention may Iv_needed compared
with cases in which there is a shorter history (Fagan et al..
1984).

The Segregation of Theories of Interpersonal
Violence f rom Theories of Domestic Violence

A corollary concern is the extent to which theories of violence
generally inform research on domestic violence, including the
effects of legal sanctions. The tyfolo y suggested by
lloltzwolh-Munroe and Stuart ( 9_941 is based on a range of
personality and developmental variables that were derived not



only from research on hatterers but from the literature on vio-
lence generally. Yet theory and research on domestic violence
have segregated theories of violence from theories of battering.
' he social and ideological constructions of battering have lim-
ited the tyRes of variables considered in research on domestic
violence. ss_uml_n? that Patrlarchy and power relations alone
cause domestic violence leads us toward conclusions th; ino not
consider a full array of explanatory variables from other disci-
plines (F_a%;an and Browne, 1994). However, assuming that do-
mestic violence is caused by a more complex set of hierarchical
influences— for example, weak social controls, situational
arousal, or even psychopathology— may lead us in quite another
direction. 'Hie importance of recognizing factors from theories
of violence that may influence the effects of legal sanctions is
evident from the WFGS of variables that define the typologies of
batterers. Their inclusion offers a significant advance over the
current level of empirical knowledge.

The Hole of Legal Institutions in the Control
of Domestic Violence

The criminalization of domestic violence proceeded from two
perspectives. For advocates of hattered women, moblllzmg legal
Institutions was designed to have symbolic and qenerally eter-
rent effects. But these reforms also included goals to protect
women victims of domestic assaults throu?h the mobilization of
extralegal services and the development of referral linkages.
Also, by lending the political authority of legal institutions in
efforts to prevent domestic violence, the moral authority of mes-
sages from women's groups and community-based organizations
was reinforced The inclusion of legal sanctions in a network of
services helped to expand the web of social control designed to
protect women victims. All these focused on women. But for

® 'sinlegal institutions, these reforms were focused on aclass
ot ottenses and offenders now prioritized for adjudication. The
advent of services for domestic violence within e%al institutions
offered the promise of addressing violent crimes that previously
hail eluded the mechanisms of sanctions and legal control.



Goals and expectations differed in these two perspectives, par-
ticularly in terms of the focus of the policies. In pursuing victim
protection goals, legal institutions, especially criminal justice
system a?encyes, were asked to refocus their efforts on the pro-
tection of victims and the coordination of extralegal and legal
services. This perspective differs from the traditional goals of
criminal justice institutions to focus on the detection and punish-
ment of crimes. In this view, assailants are the focus of the ef-
forts of criminal justice agencies.

Apcqrdingl?/,. tor domestic violence, policy goals coexisted
within legal institutions to both punish offenders and protect
victims These goals may be reciprocal as policy but may Iv in
conflict at the operational level. FMacing expectations for police
and prosecutors to invoke informal social controls in which legal
sanctions play an indirect role may require tasks and roles for
personnel for which they are not well trained or that may contra-
dict the roles and expectations in their jobs with respect to other
types of crimes. It may require legal actors to pursue goals in
domestic violence cases1e3e73s7 = ' pursue in other types of
crimes. Also, for crimes of the scale of domestic violence, it
may lv unrealistic to expect legal institutions ineffectively con-
trol crimes that af fect significant portions of the population.

These contradictions raise concerns lvcause they may under-
mine the effectiveness of legal institutions in stepping domestic
violence. Kolc and policy ambiguity can affect the performance
of agencies with respect to their missions, in this case, it may
undermine their effectiveness in pursuing either victim protec-
tion or offender sanctioning roles. There isno doubt that link
ages between legal institutions and serv ices for domestic
violence victims arc critical to stop’qmg violence. However,
these linkages may best [v accomplished through a strategic
division of roles among institutions that lap the strengths of each
organization.

Domestic violence is best explained by the characteristics ot
men. Social control is most effective when Ie%al controls interact
reciprocaIIY with extralegal social controls. This sug?ests that
the role of legal institutions in stopping domestic violence may
most effectively focus on the detection and punishment/control



of batterers and indirectly on the coordination of extralegal ser-
vices to protect battered women. Although legal systems should
be open and accessible to battered women, these institutions

should not take on the role of managing the coordination of ser-
vices that involve social rcrvice. shelter, and other interventions.

Pursuing goals for specific types of eases that may conflict with
the primary mission of legal institutions raises the danger of
marginalizing those eases. It was the historical marginalization
or denial of domestic violence eases that motivated contempo-
rary reforms to increase criminal justice system involvement in
domestic violence. The question now. after two decades of re-
form. is what type of involvement of criminal justice agencies
works best lo control domestic violence? B%/ emphasizing the
deterrence and punishment of domestic violence, Ie%al institu-
tions focus their efforts in directions that may permit them to
maximize their effects.

Advancing Knowledge and Policy
Through Research and
Development

For over 20 years, research on the effects of increased criminal
justice involvement on domestic violence has emphasized sys-
temic reforms and efforts to increase the rate at which legal
sanctions are applied. Yet there remains inconsistent and incon-
clusive knowledge about the effectiveness of criminalizing do-
mestic violence on controlling repeat victimization. Research on
the effects of legal sanctions has been limited by weak research
designs, a narrow ran%e of theories, poor conceptualization of
potential interaction effects and subgroup differences, weak in-
terventions and sanctions, and implementation problems. We
simply do not know what the effects of legal sanctions for do-
mestic violence are. whether there are differences 'nthese ef-
fects for specific population groups, what the the etiv.il bases
are for their effects or noneffects, and what the risks and limita-
tions of a policy of "criminalization" aie.



This dilemma is partially the result of a strategy lor knowledge
development in which well-intentioned reforms were mounted
hut with weak evaluation designs that often were introduced
after programs were designed and launched. The dilemma also
reflects a reluctance to a»k the more difficult questions of the
utilitarian effects of these reforms with respect to the control and
cessation of subsequent violence. Hut this state of knowledge
has left us without an adequate basis for formulating policy or
Practlce. Given the current state of affairs, a reviewer a decade
rom now may well conclude again that we still do not know
whether legal sanctions can effectively control domestic violence.

Another reason has been the segregation of evaluation research
from basic, theoretically driven research. In domestic violence
and many other social policy areas, evaluation has Ivon an en-
terprise quite separate and apart from basic research. But recall
that the Minneapolis experiment and the replications in SARI*
have been the most influential studies in the development ot
legal policy on domestic violence. Illesc were theoretical stud-
les. not demonstration evaluations or policy experiments. They
were tests ot deterrence theory sponsored by the National Insti-
tute ol Justice ('rime Control Theory Program. The lesson is
simple: ‘llic greatest gains in know ledge and policy have come
from theoretically driven studies. This lesson should form the
foundation for developing a research strategy that will be?m to
examine the effects of the criminalization ot domestic violence
and fos;cr gains that will lead to mote effective policies and
greater safety for victims,

To begin the develoFment of a cumulative Ixmlv of theoretical
and empirical knowledge to infoim policies, a research program
is needed that addresses the concerns and limitations of existing
research. Such a process can bo translated to other criminologi-
cal problems and form the basisof a‘'model" for building
knowledge and policy. There ate several steps to this effort.



ICstablisli @ Framework lo Develop and
Organize Knowledge To Inform Policy

Over Ihe past llirce decades, disparate voices have called for the
creation ol an experimenting. .ociety (Campbell. 1969; Kiecken
ctal.. 1974: Bnruch. 1994). These essa(s were noteworthy for
their endorsement of experiments to inform policy. Hut they also
suggested a dynamic process in which theory, method, and prac-
tice should converge to inform policy. Knowledge is cumulative,
and these “social experimenters" sought to influence and ratio-
nalize how contemporary politic are developed. The point here
is not necessarily that all research should pioceed from an ex-
perimental base. Experiments are difficult to mount and often in
domestic violence are ethically unsound. Rather, know ledge and
policy will advance when built on acumulative foundation ot
empirical evidence, practical wisdom, and theory All three ele
merits are needed to move policy forward, none is sufficient by
itself The threshold tor what constitutes knowledge should Iv
hich. and knowledge should Iv cumulative. I.cadets in the de-
velopment and testing of innovation in_ riminal notice should
commit their agent ics and *igam/aboiis to this model of know |
edge development.

Ihe sout. es ol ideas to fuel this process to* domestic violence
must come from a vanity ot efforts Qualitative research, often
providing the context tor "discovery” of social processes, is
critical to develop ™siiblc hypotheses The studies of Itowker
«19K3. 19X4B<are exan pies til how rlicory van Iv constructed
from a “ thick description” of the processes that women invoke
toend domestic violei ce. including ihe complex interactions of
legal and social ourw sof controi. Research on interpersonal
vinlrnce generally also contributes to the formation of theories
aNiut fiow legal sanct;ons might work. | or example, recent eth-
nographic work on male violence highlights the role til
"hvpermasciilinity” in the genesis ot bar fights, fights (hat often
are conflicts over women and status (Oliver, 1994%. In addition.



studies ©n the effects of an experimental program of policc-so
cial se'vice intetaciions in New York suggest ptomising results
(Davis and Taylor, ['W5). Repllcatlon and extension of these

0

experiments are neederl to inform policy.

ltuilrt :1 [ tmndation of'Tlienries

Although cruninali/ation ol domestic violence has proceeded
apace tor over two decades, only recently and perhaps after the
tact did theoretical research hegin on itscrimi control effects
Helore that, important lormativc research had focused on
mechanisms to mourn deterrence: increasing the certainty ol
anest. developing policies for increasing the involvement ol
ﬁrosecutors, creating treatment programs The fe v studies that
ave heen huill on a theoretical foundation have identified im-
portant interactions and contingent effects that need further
elaboration and testing.

The question is, however, which theories? And. whose theories'
Theories about the motivations and control nt male violence
generally and +pecilically toward intimates should Iv integr.ited
w*th deterrence and social control theories that guide criminal
sanctions Recognition ot subgroups and their differences along
key theoretical dimensions (e.q.. developmental hatkgiounds.
cognition, mental disorder, embedment m violent soclal net
woiks) should Iv part ol the conceptual development and testing
ol interventions whether legal sanctions or treatment regimens.
Theories about the reciprocity Ivtwcen informal and formal so
cial coutiol should Iv part ot the foundation for testing the ct-
fccts ot criminal sanctions. Theories about the contextual effects
ot ucrhhothnods and communities (hat influence the salience ot
s,meti <ns also should Iv part ot the testing ot legal sanctions.

Perhaps mo .t important, the development ol theorr within a
Iramewo.k ot cumulative reseatch suggests that /if nwtwi li oi
ruiliiutinn shouldpi tetui without it fhrori'lit </ foutnhition. It IS
theory that is geneiali/able. not practice in the absence ol a con
ccptual tramework lor its effects. While cautimislv avoiding
"decontcxiuali/ing” the complexity o| domesuc \iolence
<erman. 92t we need to examine the interlaces of theories ot



violence, domestic violence, and social control in the context of
the dynamics ol domestic violence. Theoretical perspectives on
violent events can complement theories on violent pvrsons, pro-
viding unique perspectives on how social contexts shape the
onset of domestic assaults (Tedeschi and Kelson, 19955).

Develop ;t Program of Research and
Development To Test Theoretically Driven
Interventions and Policies

To accomplish these anls, evaluation must Ik*institutionalized
as part of a framework tor assessing policy. Although experi-
ments are preferred, controlled te_stln% involves a variety of de-
signs that do not necessarily require the randomization of
people In fact, there is growing interest in experiments in which
programs, organizational units, or communities are the units of
control and analysis (Horuch. 1994). Nevertheless, experiments
involving individuals continue to In- important, although they
are ethically challenged. Alternatives that maintain experimental
design hut avoid no-setvice controls ate available. f;or example,
yoked designs involve random allocation of subjects to different
combinations of interventions, thereby avoiding the problems of
no-service control Proups. A variety of other alternative design
options are available tor constructing control groups. One design
may include case controls from other programs or from a group
receiving a competing intervention. Multiple baseline compari-
sons. prior program cohorts, and other alternatives to random
assignment can produce results with high internal validity
(Kothman. 19X65).

Other dimensions of evaluation should include careful measure-
ment of implementation and “therapeutic integrity” within pro-
grams as well as “dosage” to individuals within the program.
Baseline and postprogram measurement of violence should Ik*
specific with respect to time, action, location, circumstances,
and outcomes <in) tries). The limitations of official records sug
gest that multiple measures of postprogtam violence should Iv
recorded. Considerable ffort is needed to avoid sample attrition
of individuals with the I ghcst risks ot reabuse or rciniury. litis
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will allow for the measurement not only of multiple outcomes
but also of multiple dimensions of recidiv ism necessary for de-
terrence research (Hlumstein ctal.. 197K). Results should be
disaggregated among population subgroups, if sample sizes per-
mit. to examine offender-intervention interactions. This will
ultimately contribute to knowledge about responsivity of differ-
ent individuals to different forms of treatment (Andrews et al..
199(1). Followup periods should Ik*sufficiently Iengthg to deter-
mine the decay rates of treatment and the factors that bear on
postprogram failure. Statistical power must Iv measured and
reported as part of the evaluation of significance and effect si/e.

Evaluation should v made a requirement for fiscal support. On-
going assessment of programs is good management, and control
of risks and improvement of effectiveness are two dimensions of
that assessment. Although programs may rlghtfu.IIy fear the
withdrawal of funds when EroFgrams arc ineffective, there are
two reasons to take that risk, First. Mhical standards mandate
that programs ensure they are 1663839 1, and the costs of
harm in a violence intcrve ition are quite high. Second, poor
results should Iv acue for Tmement of program design not a
sign to abandon ef forts at improvement. Funders must v edu-
cated similarly that political risks are necessary lor the evolution
of successful and effective programs.

Finally, basic research on domestic violence and violent offend
ers should become routinized within pro?rams and ongoing ser
vices. 1111*need for basic research on violent offenders an
violence isevident from the recommendations of three major
commissions on violcncc (American Psychological Association.
1993; Reiss and Roth. 1993; Centers for Disease Control, 1993).
Yet many programs, whether private or public, see basic re-
search on the causes and correlates of domestic \ jolence as a
task for others. Some see research as a burden, others as a dis-
traction from their mission, and still others see it as exploiting
their clients. Even when there is reco%nitiqn of its importance,
knowledge generated from research often is assigned a lesser
value than folk know ledge gained from anecdotes and the reflec-
tions of staff and administrators. Programs must reali/e the op-
portunities lor knowledge development from their interactions



with violent offenders. There is critical information from re-
search that can inform both theory and practice in interventions.

Construct ;i Stable Infrastructure for
Supporting Research

Research support is inconsistent and generally at levels too low
for thorough testing of policies and practices in domestic vio-
lence. The complexity of followup with victims and offenders
alone will consume time and resources. A strategy for stable
funding will need to address several dimensions to overcome the
structural limitations of the current research context.

First, we must carefully consider the infilistrucuui’ lor funding
both programs and research on interventions lor domestic vio-
lence. bunds for research, Ilke_Program funding, tends to be
driven by streams tied to specific agencies or problem defini-
tions. In communities with serious violence problems and exten-
sive service networks, a more rational and need-driven basis for
supporting evaluations should In* constructed. Accordingly, a
"sufuffrnd* lor evaluation could lie constructed with contribu-
tions from specific government entities (that support services),
Frlvate foundations concerned with developing effective vio-
enceJoreyentlon and interventions, and research agencies con-
cerned with developing basic knowledge or evaluation data on
domestic violence. Evaluation block grants from Federal agen-
cies could provide a Federal share lor local or State evaluation
“superfunds.” Funders of services, programs themselves, or re-
scan, hers could request evaluation support from the fund.

Second, the structure of research should Iv considered longer
studies of broader scope are needed to pursue certain questions.
We need to set realistic goals for resea’ h; we cannot realisti-
cally expect answers to complex domestic violence questions in
2 years and S25< mkMr. Reforms to the peer review process
should Iv part of this effort, for example, stable and continuous
review panels could work closely with applicants to refine and
revjsc' promising proposals. Third, icsearch and evaluation must
Iv supported externally and at appropriate funding levels as part
ot funding for program operations. Programs should not he eon-



fronted with choices between .ervicesatul research. Part of the
institutionalization of research and evaluation should be the cre-
ation ofa stable funding stream independently from services
funding. This will support an uninterrupted research agenda that
is funded at a level to create valid information. Independence of
researchers from programs is necessary to ensure that programs
receive an impartial assessment. The principle of usk-
icspoiisivity (Andrews et al.. IWO) should apply as well to fund-
ing; the higher levels of funding should be allocated to the
program_st at deal with the highest level of risk or threat. The
production ol valid and generali/able research knowledge is not
cheap and may cost as much if not more than interventions. Po-
litical "shyness" over this reality must Iv set aside.

Finally, collaboration should v encouraged between universi-
ties and domestic violence services and intervention programs,
whether they be community superv ision, legal sanctions, or resi-
dential treatment. For example, doctoral programs that empha-
size tcsearch can establish field placements or internships with
intervention agencies to initiate either basic or evaluation re-
search agendas. Violence is acomplex(i)henomenon, not well
explained by the traditionally separate disciplines of the behav-
joral and health sciences, liecausc it involves theoretical knowl-
edge from seveial disciplines, the creation of internships within
programs can foster interdisciplinary research and the advance-
ment of knowledge Ivyond the limitations ol single disciplines.

The piolifeiation of commissions and legislative actions sug-
Eests_that the control of violence has Ivcome a national priority.

unding tor basic research, evaluation, and intervention pro-
Erams should reflect that priority. One reason for the inadequate

nowledge base about violence nr its interventions lias been the
traditionally low level ol fundmﬂ fur violence research fReiss
and Roth. ['W.t; American Psychological Association. 1W3).
Reductions in violence, like progress in the tight ot disease and
tahnologic.il advancement, will begin when there are invest-
ments in knowledge development commensurate with the ur
gency of the problem.



Two Additional Concerns

Support development of methodological tools for consistent
research. Measurement error and design inconsistencies make
studies often noncompurublc. There is much controversy sur-

rounding measurement and design in family violence (Weis,

IdXb). A program ol support for the development of validated
measures and methodological innovations would provide a com-
patible body of knowledge for synthesis and theory building.

Translate research Imdings to inform policymakers and
practitioners. Policymakers, practitioners, and advocates right-
fully complain that academics produce alien and unreadable
documents that are not helpful in their work. Hut asking aca-
demics to recast their work in nontechnical language may re-
quire skills that they may not have. Let academics and policy
researchers be technical; do not ask them to direct their efforts
toward a different audience than their peers who are the
gatekeepers on theoretical and substantive knowledge. Instead,
enterprises are needed that create multiple products for diverse
audiences from these technical reports. This form of social sci-
ence journalism will providean~ " 11 ' from social
and behavioral science to the audiences who will implement
policies and ideas.

A Final Note

Without meaningful change in the structure ot research and
evaluation in domestic violence, areviewer 5or Id years from
now will likely reach the same conclusions reached in this re-
view: "We pisi don't know, the evaluation data aren't verr
good." Wc could have said all this 5 years ago and actually did
say it 1d years a?o (Honich. 1W4). Let's not [v embarrassed or
embarrass ourselves by continuing on this frustrating path of
tad-driven and nonsystcmatic policies with weak after-the-fact
evaluations. Collaborative research to develop and test theoreti-
cally driven interventions and policies will make a significant
contribution to the development of policies for legal interven-
tions in protect battered women. A continuation of the research
el forts of the past tw> decades will not.
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1. However, throughout this ﬁeriod in nearly every State, civil
and criminal legal sanctions have remained separate though par-
allel remedies with divergent underlying legal theories and be-
havioral assumptions. Although legislatures have acted to
increase the use of both civil and criminal legal sanctions to con-
trol domestic violence, there is continuing discussion of how the
court system can most effectively protect domestic violence vic-
tims.

2. Forexample, a significant portion of the Family Violence
Services and Prevention Act of 19X4 provided funding lor 23
law enforcement tramm? pr(yects across the country from 19X6-
1992 (Ncwmark, Harrell, and Adams. 1995). The goals of the
training effort were to improve the quality of resPonses of police
officers to female victims, improvements that will encourage
their use of the law in future incidents. Whether the increased
quality or quantity of police response made a difference in the
lives of hattered women was not addressed.

3. In fact, only a handful of studies have examined the effects of
legal sanctions, both civil and criminal, on the recurrence of
domestic violence. Although domestic violence has been a
longstanding concern at the National Institute of Law hnforce-
mcnt and Criminal Justice. N1J's predecessor, the priority and
resources assigned to the evaluation of legal reforms in domestic
violence have varied, as have the types of questions and designs
to answer them. Accordingl?/, the empirical evidence to assess
the effectiveness of legal reforms has been narrow and method-
ologically weak. The Minneapolis Domestic Violence I:\peri-
ment (Sherman and Berk. 19X4a, 19X4b) arguably has been
N1J's most influential research effort. But the Minneapolis ex-
periment was noteworthy not because it was an evaluation of
arrest policy for domestic violence. In fact, it was a test of deter-
rence theory, and domestic violence was not its primary con-
cern. The rePhca.tlon experiments, collectively know n as Spouse
Assault Replication Program (SARI't were concerned with tests
of deterrence theory also (Sherman. 1992a: Garner, et al.. 1995).



mThe "haltered woman's" defense was applied not only in

eases in which the woman killed the man during an attack hut
also in cases in which the man was not actively threatenmg of
abusing the woman at the time of the incident (Browne, 19X7).

5. Historically, like the police, prosecutors were accused of dis-
interest in family violence cases by failing to file cases presented
by the police or discouraging willing victims from pursuing
criminal complaints. Whether discouraged by the evidentiary
problems in these cases or the signals from a disinterested judi-
ciary that was unwilling to respond lo prosecution with mean-
ingful sanctions, prosecutors had little incentive to follow
through with vigorous presentation of domestic violence cases
(Flliott, 19X9: l'ord. 1993). Forexample. Fagan (19X9) found
that fewer than 5 percent of 2711 cases in 5 criminal justice sys-
tems were criminally prosecuted.

6. These conditions reduce the statistical Power of the experi-
ment and limit its effect on theory and policy. Statistical power
is an estimate of the probability of falsely rejecting a null hy-
pothesis  that is. detecting a significant effect when in fact it
may be valid (Cohen, 19XX). In this case, the small effect si/e
and limited sample sizes suggest that these findings may well
result from chance.

1. They did report, however, on subsequent calls to the police
for domestic disturbances, an imprecise measure of domestic
violence with fairly high measurement error.

X Williams and Hawkins (19X6, [9X9b) specify three types of
costs that create informal controls: attachment costs (e.g.. the
loss of valued relationships), stigma (e.g.. social opprobrium,
embarrassment . and commitment costs (e.g., loss of job or eco-
nomic opportunity) %Cannody and Williams. 19X7). Thus. Will-
lams and Hawkins (19X0, 19X9b) arc consistent with other
deterrence theorists in suggesting a remProcal and complemen-
tary relationship between formal and informal controls for do-
mestic violence. They state, for example, that .. persons

(may) anticipate ih.u others will disapprove of their arrest for
committing a certain act. and they %m ay) refrain from that activ-
ity because they tear the stigma of being caught" (19X6:562-



563). Thus, for all these types of costs, extralegal punishment
may be contingent on legal sanction.

9. Local legal culture describes the local patterns of practice that
reflect in part the informal norms and expectations that regular
players in the system have developed and have come to accept
as “how we do things" (Kritezcr and Zemmans, 1993). For the
purpose of this proposed research, “local legal culture" includes
the norms and attitudes, formal rules, and social relations that
influence case outcomes. Criminal courtroom proceedings re-
flect both formal externally imposed rules and informal proce-
dures and unspoken rules and customs. “ The gap between lhe
formal and informal rules— what the public expects and what
actually occurs in practice— is Iargel the product of local legal
culture” (Schiller and Manikas. 1 X%.

Schiller and Manikas (19X7) suggest that the local legal culture
is shaped by the fragmented nature of the criminal justice system
and the many participants involved in reachln? CONsensus on
"going rates” of sanctions for specific types of cases. Formal
rules are often not enfotced because to strictly adhere to the
rules would contradict the values and expectations of the legal
culture. Schiller and Manikas (19X7) suggest that the courts
formal rules and informal customs Ix* reconciled so that the real-
ity ina criminal justice courtroom reflects the theoretical under-
pinnings of the justice system.
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