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Structuring the Exercise of Sentencing Discre-
tion in the Federal Courts.—Brian Forst and
William Rhodes report results of a major study of
Federal sentencing practices, focusing on
highlights that have special relevance to the proba-
tion community: survey results on the purposes of
sentencing, an analysis of recent sentencing deci-
sions, and an analysis of the information con-
tained in the presentence investigation report. The
survey revealed that Federal probation officors
and judges, on the whole, regard deterrence and in-
capacitation as more important goals of sentencing
than either rehabilitation or just deserts. The

recognize and deal effectively with the suicidal
client. The authors furnish an overview of the
problem of suicide, a profile of the suicidal client,
and the therapeutic response of the probation of-
ficer in this crisis situation.

An Experiential Focus on the Development of
Employment for Ex-Offenders.—U.S. Probation
Officer Stanley S. Nakamura of the Northern
District of California states that a concerted effort
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current policy and practices be reviewed and
modified in order to evolve a ‘‘more coherent’’ ap-
proach to the problem. The authors critique the
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has been made in his District to establish an
employment program that would  provide real
assistance to those clients interested in working.
Integrity, friendship, patience, professionalism,
trust, placement, and followthrough are the basis
of a successful employment program, he con-
cludes.

Alienation and Desire for Job Enrichment
Among Correction Officers.—Responses to a cor-
rection officer opinion survey suggest that C.0.’s
hold attitudes toward their job that are similar to
those of other contemporary workers, report Hans
Toch and John Klofas. Like other urban workers,
urban C.0.’s tend to be very alienated; like
workers generally, most C.0.’s are concerned with
job enrichment or job expansion.

BARS in Corrections.—Evaluating the job per-
formance of employees is a perennial problem for
most correctional organizations, according to
Wiley Hamby and J.E. Baker. The use of
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS) ap-
pears to be a viable alternative for evaluating the

performance of employees in. corrections, they
maintain.

Redesigning the Criminal Justice System: A
Commentary on Selected Potential Strategies.—
Selected strategies are highlighted by Attorney
Tommy W. Rogers which would appear worthy of
consideration in any contemplated alteration of
the criminal justice system. Suggestions are made
concerning modification of the criminal law detec-
tion and apprehension strategies, improving the
admininistrative and judicial efficiency of courts,
redressing system neglect of victims, and utiliza-
.tion of research in planning and legislation.

All the articles appearing in this ma,

of the views set forth. The editors may or may not a:
them in any case to be deserving of consideration.

Strategies for Maintaining Social Service Pro-
grams in Jails.—Social services within jails and
community-based alternatives to incarceration are
vulnerable to cutbacks, asserts Henry Weiss of the
Wharten Scheol in Philadelphia. His article sug-
gests a number of strategies for maintaining the
improvements in service delivery that have been
so painstakingly won over the past 15 years.

Promises and Realities of Jail Classification.—
The process by which jails reach classification
decisions has rarely been studied due to the preoc-
cupation of the field with predictive models, assert
James Austin and Paul Litsky of the National
Council on Crime and Delinquency Research
Center. The authors’ opinions expressed in this ar-
ticle are based on their findings of a comparative
process study of four jail classification systems.

Crime Vietim Compensation: A Survey of State
Programs.—Compensating crime victims for in-
juries sustained as a result of their victimization
has evolved into a highly complex practice, report
Gerard F. Ramker and Martin S. Meagher of Sam
Houston State University. Their study showed
that the state compensation programs in existence
today are subject to similarities in certain
organizational characteristics and also appear to
share certain disparities.

Probation Officers Do Make a Difference.—This
article by Marilyn R. Sanchez of the Hennepin
County (Minn.) Probation Department examines
the successful interaction between probation of-
ficer and client. Her article discusses a three-issue
model for feedback from probationers: (1) the *‘exit
interview'’ with the probationer, (2) presentations
in schools, and (3) the postprobation checkoff list.

c gazine are regarded as appropri 3 i i
thought but their publication is not to be taken as an en%iorse e editore s s of ideas worthy of

ment by the editors or the Pederal probation office

gree with the articles appearing in the magazine, but believe
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Crime Victim Com
of State

pensation: A Survey
Programs

BY GERALD F, RAMKER AND MARTIN S, MEAGHER

Sam Houston State University,

O;V{PENSATING victims of crime, as a matter
Of governmental policy or principle, enjoys

an ancient history stretching back some 4000

If the brigand has not been
f : taken, the man
claim before God what he has lost; and the cnglgnngesr:gn_sfl;z}:ll

whose land and bound
restore to him all thatlixealgsggzt?heﬁ hes taken place ehall

30 states.

These programs have evolved ang grown in
many facets of their operation, including bud-
mounts awarded to claimants,

nds and a host of other ad-

ministrative and organizational characteristics

Huntsville, Texas

I.n Presenting the resu
egxstent state compens
W{ll attempt to unrave
crime victim compens
dication of developing
related programs,

at101.1 programs, this article
1 varlous issues involved in
ation as well ag give an in-
trends in the area of victim-

Expansion of State Crime Vietim
Compensation Programs

The growth of v
the United States is a com

of. stz.ate Compensation programs have been enacted

within the past 5 years. Prior to 1977, on] ‘132

states h‘ad programs in operation but tl’le ne};:t 3

:'if:rs w1tnessefl tremendous proliferation of vic-

werec:lrlx;ﬂ::;a;;?:g.pro%;ams; 18 more programs
. na in e to

with victim compensa%ion legigitlil:ﬁzegod Slates

FIGURE 1

Growth of Crime Victim Compensation Programs
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A SURVEY OF STATE PROGRAMS 69

Expenditures of State Crime Victim
Compensation Programs

Increased growth in the size and operation of the
states’ compensation programs is supported in an
examination of various budgetary characteristics
for the 3-year period 1978 to 1980. Table 1 provides
this analysis of the total budgets and ad-
ministrative costs of the existent state programs.

As these data indicate, over the last 3 years the
total budgets of the individual programs have
steadily increased. A further examination reveals
that the average budget for an operating state pro-
gram in 1978 totaled approximately $1,234,100
while in 1980 this amount had increased to
$1,652,400, an increase of 34 percent.

Furthermore, program budgets for all state pro-
grams amounted to more than $22,214,000 in 1978
while in 1980, $36,352,000 was spent in operation

of the programs, representing an increase of 64
percent. This relationship holds constant for the

! administrative costs of these programs as well,

Administrative costs amounted to $3,635,100 in
1978 and climbed to more than $6,504,100 in 1980.

Considering the amounts of money being spent
in the operation of state crime victim compensa-
tion programs, it should come as no surprise that
the issue of expenditures is subject to much review
by authors and legislators. One persistent debate
centers on the Federal Government’s role in com-
pensating victims of crime.

Proposals for Federal involvement in the finan-
cial operation of victim compensation programs
can be traced to the year the California program
was enacted. In 1965, Texas Senator Ralph Yar-
borough introduced to Congress a scheme outlin-
ing a national compensation program for crime vic-
tims. Unsuccessful in that year, and in 1967 and

TABLE 1

PROGRAM BUDGETS
CRIME VICTIM COMPENSATION PROGRAMS BY STATE
FISCAL YEAR ENDING 1978 TO 1980

Total Total Total Administrative Administrative Administrative .
Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Funding

State 1978 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 Source
Alaska $ 340,000 $ 340,000 & 340,000 $ 73,884 $ 91,456 $ 92,821 GSR
California 6,462,245 6,462,245 6,462,245 869,230 1,308,892 1,633,018 BOTH
Connecticut {(b) (a) (a) (b) (a) {a) SUR
Delaware 242,139 328,183 362,440 87,942 123,849 124,923 SUR
Florida 1,112,705 2,704,434 2,677,631 142,506 425,486 452,486 SUR
Georgia {b) {b) {b) (b} (b) {b) (b)
Hawaii 307,092 224,060 674,497 61,290 66,357 75,962 GEN
Illinois {a) {a) (a) (a) (a) 261,000 GEN
Indiana (a) 120,000 50,000 {a) (a) (a) BOTH
Kansas (b) 214,190 158,128 (b) 64,190 61,128 GEN
Kentucky 366,000 413,343 422,036 121,836 217,766 163,669 GEN
Maryland 1,332,539 2,645,230 2,627,229 140,234 143,604 150,163 GEN
Massachusetts (a) (a) (a) (2) {a) (a) GEN
Michigan 760,000 1,600,000 1,600,000 95,827 92,457 128,438 GEN
Minnesota 375,000 375,000 500,000 60,000 55,000 60,000 BOTH
Montana 195,000 195,000 172,258 14,614 28,881 44,021 SUR
Nebraska 15,047 41,879 - 82,685 16,047 27,013 42,522 GEN
Nevada (b) (b} (b) (b) {b) (b) GEN
New Jersey 1,252,239 1,273,889 1,940,793 269,209 195,889 223,263 BOTH
New York 5,062,395 6,217,613 6,691,483 739,317 859,811 959,178 GEN
North Dakota (a) 226,000 322,000 (a) 40,000 49,000 GEN
Ohio 1,398,547 4,483,760 5,869,610 488,997 746,280 1,237,421 SUR
Oregon 438,666 732,604 732,604 38,666 69,901 69,901 GEN
Pennsylvania 1,000,000 946,000 1,261,000 240,000 251,000 251,000 BOTH
Rhode Island {b) ((b; gb; tg; tgg E:; Sl(gl.
Tennessee a) a a

Texas tb) {b) (b) (b} {b) 140,245 SUR
Virginia 434,886 400,205 414,890 30,666 30,365 36,144 SUR
Washington 1,139,636 1,432,760 1,800,619 155,926 131,106 118,295‘ BOTH
Wisconsin {a) 1,500,000 1,500,000 (a) (a) 130,000° GEN

{a) Information not provided in response to survey instrument.

(b) Information not applicable to particular state program.
Funding-Source Key: GEN-~general state revenue

SUR~—surcharge, fine or added court costs .
BOTH-combination of general state revenue and surcharge, fine or added court costs.
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1969, the ‘“Vietims of Crime Act” hag been rein- tion to the legislation by declaring that the govern-
troduced, with modifications in every session of ment, by passing the funding enactments, would
Congress since (Meiners, 1978 39-40). Hoelzel be risking the possibility of class-action suits be-
(1980) adds that ‘“Twe years ago, the House and ing filed by members of the public.

ill to pay twenty-five per-  In further statements opposing Federal interven.
the House later refused to tion in state compensation programs, the Commit-
committee version of the tee members voiced a belief that the action coulg
0se as the idea has cometo be one other “‘iron in the fire” for the Federal
Success.” {1980: 493),

» Which they viewed ag already overex-
Legislators are not alone in averring some degree tended; ‘““The bill seems particularly ill-timeq
of nationa] governmen

ministration of crime

rval Morris and Gordon (Blackmore, 1979 38).

Additional opponents to Federal involvement in
; compensation program in Letter to the President on  victim Ccompensation argue that existent
! assistance programs would, in the event of a na.
Our recommendation is that the federal government should tional ?oml‘)ensatmn Pogram, be e]in'linated.
e.stalzlisb a national victim ¢ompensation program, Our posi. Consxd.ex:m.g the. recent economic trends  of
tion is that in a society in which violent crime jg pandemic, double'd]glt inflation
those unfortunate enough to be victims shoylg not have to the Proposition 13 sentiment,

rely for Ccompensation on g civil process which commonly
proves to be illusory (1977: 70).

L States’ victim compensation programs Seems to be
rther indict politicians the cost factor, However, there is no consensus

Lo . tl.le crime prob- among experts concerning estimates of the costs of
lem, but flellng to consider the victim’s plight; 4 Federal Compensation program, The many ex-
. e t obscenely perts who have been hired to come up with a figure
iy hypocritical about the way in which ic fi i "

public figures ave given estimates ranging from a mere $22
U ewail and deplore criminal violence in America million to more than $500 million (Blackmore,
i and yet contrive to ignore the plight of the victims  1979; 38).
H of that violence'’ (1977: 70).

. . ) Austern, et a]. (1980:; 68-71), affirmed this assess-
. One. of .the arguments raised by Morris and mant of the attempts at Projecting possible Federal
Hawkins is alge inv expenditure in thig area, As an example of the con-
contra-arguments to Federal assistance to state fusion among analysts, Austern examined three

k resented to the Com-
Propose mijttee op the J udiciary, Subcommittee on
d, Criminal J ustice, by counge] Thomas W. Hutchin-

: son. His 3-year rojection wag follows:
oy Some legislators do not affirm the positive feel- illi e firog o) Mlion for the .o 22

illion for the second

year, and $35 milljon for the third Year (Austern et

Yarborough and Morris and Hawkins, “In Con- al, 1980: 68)

Edward J ones,
the measure Office for Impro
expansion of J ustice,

) E¥ess, opponents of the proposed programs to pick
- Up part of the states’ costg argue that
, would be just one more unwarranted
- the federal roje in state and local

deral Government assuming
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; have found that the demands
} : i rograms, this Tennessee and Texag ’ 1980:
an actlve rolee;; czillri)ljzgratm'lx‘]hf l%eagan ad-  upon the fund sometimes exceed the income (
evaluation se N onsidera-  493),

. : tringent budget consider ; i f the costs of
mmlStragl?n sp ?é);esﬁasl s(}':‘rlt‘)lvcfrnment;al intervention Another methoc:.of flpnre(l)réilanlﬁ sp?;t;;ferre d to as
tions and les ing in thi or victim compensation ere

i funding in this area, : ke provision for the
in state affairs. Therefore,_ : o- subrogation, All states make p
: tional compensation pr: . ments from the of-
the establishment of a na A ditional recovery of compensation pay [ !

. omed to its tradition . tion simply
gramlell ex?t?lft‘sgxl-iozifgoh’s proposals in 1965, -~ fender thrm:fh :ugbrog:;l((:g;x);s):lb:}fzonvicte d of-
role, begun wi ken a means that the state m )

! ment has not taken S Y rae the state

Since the Fede.l‘alf.ﬁ::::;anuy assisting state vic- fender, through civil action, totl::;nelav::ard the state
firm active rol:: 11111 1rograms each state has de- for all or part of any cmll:p ?281979. 41).
ti-m ; (;zp:v]vliani(e’thfd of generating the necessary m;a)y ha}i/:e %;zia:t;:lo(‘lzzgnn; e ,practice of subroga-
vise . . ion- espite ’ :
funds to keep their respective programs function i ispseldom used, largely because the offem:te;; rl;

. . R . . T4 any mon
O fori to table 1, it is evident that most-states rarely in a fmfmclal gos:Zféle::dpzbé ain}gt him and
£ Refern?l?ei: compensation programs directly judgmen:htha:i c]?t;?gnaf time and money that would
inance idys because the a ‘s
thereby providiag ; e to pursue civil ac
from the state gen.ers.al revenue ensation of be necessitated if the stfite wer ththe
complete app rqpnatlg!:hfegr :::tecsome;tablish an tionagainst the offender simply would not be wor

Irtd me. . : 0 .
vietims  of fc::ld into which offenders contr1butfa monies collectudi. d method of compensating
autonomotlil:n of their fines or court costs. Addi- Anothelt-;. rmre.g' tllizeattachment of conditions of
some por . i of- crime victims, i f— vis £

; tive sentencing, some of . ictim in the conditions o
tionally, through crea - ictim of the reimbursement to the vic
. titution to the victim o L f the offender. Yet, as
fenders directly pay res ies probation or parole o X .
i f some states, the monies p ically criminal court judges
offense. In the instance of sc ime is gleaned Blackmore notes, typically !
i tims of crime is gleane f ffenders to reimburse the
for the compensation of vic ms of iati allowed to require offen o
inati tive appropriation are . ditions for
through a ‘foml.)matmn o lfiil:sla ::ourtf) Iz:ostﬂ, and state for compe.nsatlon z.iwards as condi
and contributions from ' parole or probation (1979.(141). vision to its victim
re’i‘tlituml)::ve been some stunning successes in the  In 1977 lt\{ewllggirskl :t(iigz walil ﬁ:i:’ stipulated that the
ere . : 1zel compensation X ies f
i dismal failures. Hoe i d or confiscate monies from
funding area and some dismal ich collects state could impound or : i
; le: “‘California, which ¢ ; ichment.” Following the notorious
provides an examp s 3 represents ‘‘unjust enrichment. : iller David

s from- outside sources, rep . " murders, convicted killer
part of its funds 1 financing efforts. Over “Son of Sam’ m ) than a million
one of the more successful fina d five Berkowitz stood to make more ;

tate has collected fi 1z . k royalties for the rights to
the last two years, the s f its pro- dollars in film and book roy 5 1

illi If of the cost of its p i i The legislature amende
million dollars—almost ha it- his version of the crimes. .

' i n those who have comm X8iC sation law to provide that any
gram—through fines upo ts’ on other felons the existing compen der for the rights to
ted crimes, ‘penalty assessmen " . d iVil income received by an Offen er . .

. d restitution and c ) 1d be diverted into an escrow

and misdemeanants, an ich has recreate a crime wou o O5E
P state, whic re fai he crime victim

judgments from ?nmlllnal?ct(i)mt’}}%QBO: 492). account, under the superv1rsla;«&)‘;1i:)>lf1 tmz 5 b paid o

already uzd:m,m;;‘i?c:e: ;’ndicate they expect their board,ffr(:j:;n fvhl?iltiig:;nl(,;la‘:kmore 1979: 41-42),

Some states be self- the offender's vi ! k but

. . : ograms to e e under attac
vietim comth;r;sszthI:até’: i ave established a The wat‘[Yorls{t 31::: ﬁ::ec;zzsed similar legisla-
sustalning. ) . ffenders several other "

to which offe . reading.

soparate tfl'lgdteozn?lc;rzlrl:tw:;ch all compensation tion and 1::lne lt)rendrzzilz;g;gg) fnzlt);hods employed for

must contrioy - ific fine  With the above- _ 1d expect

is pai tate imposes a specl : ing victim compensation, one would exp

is paid. Usually, the s i offender; or a sur- financing victim functioning well.

o charge upon the conwc'ti‘:costs for felony and the varioms programs ,toNl;:v Jersey and Texas

charge is extracted frorfrfl cous ‘ . However, the programs in ateary The roasone for

certain misdeinegorl:elelizgi.slators favor a pro- provide ex:.ampleg to t;:i:l:v‘:,ndemz;nd seem to be
According to Hoelzel, f com- the funds running thetic

R ders bear the burden o oL ; either the programs suffer from apa 4

gram in which offen ida, Virginia, twofold; either ible for collecting

R . 4 talthough Flori a, ersons responSIble or ¢

pensating victims. Bu their entire pro- employees or p . or from fraudulent

and, Dalaware reportedll-};;‘;pfl?::uéh fines or sur- fines, su.rcharges or couert‘;) ?(r)x?zfl’ig:. r

charges up
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Hoelzel .
the Tenne;‘;zgr;:g:fa:? (zt‘a&ents of 2 Work?r with ing 45 percent of all applications received and i
bankrupt , . . Revenues L avee riall{ly haven't gone 1980, 10,514 awards were granted (32% of ap licn-
sumber of claims. As claims not kept up with the tions received). Thus, between 1978 and 19802011?
on a waiting list for pa ment'soﬁ;e in now, they go 179,918 applications were received for conside :
thor, according to they er { 8?..4?1-492). Fur- tion resulting in 30,356 applications bein ;a-
gram is about 3 monrt’;hsgr::}ll iﬁ dfxc;::l,ptahe prc;- p;‘loved for assistance, representing 38 percegnt f:f
Hoelzel indicates that the fund is fi yment. all applications.
" is financed through  Th ‘
a $21 litigati . ! g ese data are more i
but cle‘ﬂ’(g:azlz)t::nlsuilé)os;? upon convicted felons, amounts of money awa?éli?intl;: gcfl‘:u;; t:rmIs ot
not collect’it(lgso; 493;>,r e tax a bother, often do the existing state victim compensati:nsilrggiz;"nsf;
Associated dli : awarded more than $20,784, i
in Novemlfer P;;efgsl(’)e:dlm‘zs;mm_ Austin, Texas, 1979 this amount climbed tgogst(;)()ZggI())l(;?)antsé In
the then 1-year old comepor ed a similar story for 1980 the amount of money award;d t’ 1 imants
as. The program in thispgrésatmn program in Tex- was an unprecedented $34,173,000 In: claimants
self-sustaining through thzteir:;:;s?fiﬁicmg tilg'e e Lo doliar f’igur.es aI:;I[il:d(;(f:;?é
ti ; . of addi- steady increases i ; : e
;Zzilaﬁges ZI; c?llll:u;teddfel?ns and certain misde- average awxatrsde s;;:ﬁtmii t:g‘?‘éme vxct.;xms. e
however, .that ;ms 1111; bi:r?ci%l; }::Zzere?frted' $2,500. In 1979 the average awargﬁ)tlj;lllsetd (;X’::,
estimated ¢ . . . was over $2,600. In 1980, t s
53 million ah;: ::lei) En(;hn.g practice would generate over $3,200, represent}ilr?gazzrzie avlvlax_-d was Just
tion, less than $é00 OO(I)1 l;r:g fz)enﬁr:tgeard of opera- more than 28 percent over the 3-yee:: pe;;:)c(;‘ease of
: ' ected and approx- A i ’
imately $140,00 PP n analysis of the
administrative ?n‘:fl tl;;z :;‘;i‘;\:;fi 1‘:::) :ﬁgg s;(:rle‘nt on budgets occupied by awai)g:ctinzgﬁicgit:%ieio:l:
1981). ses (Tuma, 3-year period yields i i .
). The blame was placed on the individual that over 90 pe);cen: oxfn g;?;::gnbf;;gnmatt“ﬁ
s wen

county courts for being negligent i i i i
e oot tons. gligent in the collection aid crime victims. In 1978, the amount of money

o bl spent operati isti i
t is readily apparent, therefore, that the various grams vfas $21§ %3 le4X B%can%:btg:nigrfpen_satlon e
,214,000. 7 0 crime victims

funding strategies devised b

; BV y the states to support th

crime victim = . _ at year totalled ov

Success::; 1:]11 gofxtfi!l)\f;ssat;?:t; &ave t:net; a mixture of total program budgzti20i31841’ggg OIt.; 93 feﬁm of
. e observation of the amounted P , total budgets

more successfully funded programs indi nte to $32,776,000 with awards to victi

these funding difficulties m indicate that amounting to $30,236,000 or 92 -

! ay be overcome and bud i - percent of program

result in udgets. Finally, in 198

Compensaaznag;a%‘;z:f;y ft;ndgd program for the proximately $3}f’3,352,0000’v:1(1)itlzl b: daets were o

ing cause of failure in ths C; crime. The most glar- tims summed to $34,173,000 or 1;4yments fo Vi

to be the hum:;n elemente unding process appears fpnds dedicated to the o’peration arf); r;g:lt. o.f : b
. tion of victim compensation programs g:ilrlng r:(;

victim- i i
Awards to Victims of Crime applicants ir the form of awards payments.

.i{ong with staggering increases in the costs of Program Characteristics of State Crime
victim compensation programs over the past 3 Victim Compensation Programs

years, there have been similar incr i
. eases in the As demonstrated i s .
nu ; . in table 3, st A
e e e terass sunsber componsation programe are generally umique In
amounts of mr:):li:gz;‘r)viid df:r assistance and the most policies and practices hOWever};e:?;?x:l o
onies awarded to crime victims. gram characteristi i pro-
é(r:x 1.;%)78, as is afflrmed in table 2, some 21,950 ap- f)rogramsl: cteristics are similar among the various
gr N :1 ;oxgnv:e;e; :;elil:g?}; }?.tat?. compensation pro- Nearly every compensation program has
oy is figuze increased to specified maxi ; . a
95,532 and in 1980, 32,436 applicati imum possible award, which ran
. . ) ,436 applications were from a minimum of $5,000 imi ges
rece , , ol . . ’ to an unl
reprle:?eiti:} . ;he “lfe‘.sgondlng state programs, Likewise, over half of the programlsr?::ﬂi:?ount'
ting an average of over 1,150 applications minimum loss the victim must incur before thseO:;Je

per program for that year. Of the applicati licati i
per program for that yeer. Of. gran&% ,la :alro(;l:. plication will be approved for assistance. These

In 1979 some 11,561 awards were made represent- $100 and $200.
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TABLE 2

APPLICATIONS FOR COMPENSATION, AWARDS AND AMOUNTS AWARDED
CRIME VICTIM COMPENSATION PROGRAMS BY STATE

1978-80

Appl. Appl. Appl. Appl. Appl. Appl. Money Money Money

Recd. Recd. Recd. Awarded  Awarded Awarded Awarded Awarded Awarded
State 1978 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980
Alaska 100 95 98 29 70 93 & 285,673 $ 225,639 $ 249,968
California 7,028 7,444 9,066 1,914 3,158 {a) 4,252,648 6,418,857 6,462,245
Connecticut (b) 82 206 {b) 9 124 (b} 10,344 211,991
Delaware (a) 181 160 (a) 102 110 154,197 214,025 251,873
Florida 1,141 1,370 1,666 4356 530 464 1,108,126 1,345,826 1,288,465
Georgia (b) {b) (b) ] {b) {b) {b) {b) {b)
Hawaii 967 352 459 216 241 450 246,802 223,396 598,636
1llinois 734 798 846 501 4656 536 1,082,214 1,942,464 1 ,008,699
Indiana (b} {b}) 366 (b) {b} 339 (b) (b) 261,380
Kansas {b) 65 109 (b} 16 b5 (b} 35,977 105,698
Kentucky 249 246 287 72 123 169 132,832 288,452 359,276
Maryland 504 671 600 341 350 548 1,468,289 1,446,862 1 550,000
Massachusetts 3566 429 496 261 202 169 1,122,644 656,616 469,033
Michigan 949 1,476 1,760 4156 636 866 493,186 1,112,678 1,500,000
Minnesota 389 420 483 146 148 121 360,000 365,000 465,000
Montana 41 118 120 20 g1 94 2€,076 131,010 130,238
Nebraska {b) 19 75 (b) 9 b8 {b) 6,723 52,866
Nevada 4 3 1 2 0 1 6,768 0 5,000
New Jersey 8176 966 1,020 269 301 464 952,322 1,186,449 1,559,506
New York 5,489 6,289 7,886 1,764 2,468 2,617 4,313,078 5,357,802 5,632,306
North Dakota (a) 89 90 (a) 44 50 {a) 185,000 176,000
Ohio 1,244 1,330 1,839 6506 avi 1,018 2,332,015 5,286,069 6,315,497
Oregon 230 318 312 7 163 194 132,786 491,872 406,350
Pennsylvania 559 185 1,008 304 426 264 714,497 770,958 544,725
Rhode Island 0 7 9 0 0 4 0 0 66,848
Tennessee {a) {a) {a) {a) {a) {a) (a) (a) (a)
Texas (b) {b) 1,060 {b) {b) 128 {b) {b) 417,067
Virginia 199 184 206 52 817 161 103,675 250,449 318,092
Washington 1,041 1,144 1,440 708 814 975 983,610 1,301 ,664 1,682,324
Wisconsin 451 803 903 195 403 463 513,751 981,598 1'100’000__|

states typically require minimum losses between /-

{a) Information not provided in response to survey instrument.

{b) Information not applicable to particular state program.

Seventy percent of the state compensation pro-
grams make provisions for the granting of an
emergency award. These awards are made ‘‘on the
spot’’ without the formal processing of the stan-
dard application and are intended to alleviate im-
mediate hardships caused by the criminal vic-
timization.

Virtually, every program qualifies as eligible, ex-
penses for reimbursement hospital and medical ex-
penses. Lost wages are likewise reimbursed by
nearly every state crime victim compensation pro-
gram. Over half of the states provide for funeral or
burial expenses as part of the crime victim com-
pensation. Typically, the states will defray at least

one to three thousand dollars of any funeral ex-
penses incurred by the victim’s family or next of
kin.

Every state compensation programn has & deter-
mined time limit within which potential appljcants
must file for consideration for an award under the
auspices of the program. The time limits range be-

tween 6 and 24 menths with the typical limit being
12 months. Numerous states make provisions for
extending the time limit in cases involving ex-
tenuating circumstances.

In as many as one-fourth of the state programs,
attorneys’ fees are not eligible for compensation.
Hoelzel (1980) indicates that attorneys are becom-
ing more and more involved in the claims process
as evidenced by the fact that in Maryland in 1978
more than half of the claimants were represented
by counsel. In 1979, however, more than 90 percent
of the claimants were SO represented. While three-
fourths of the states with victim compensation pro-
grams do qualify attorneys’ fees as eligible ex-
penses, this trend will surely increase as attorneys
will become more and more involved in the claims
process.

Only four states responding to the current
gurvey indicated that their programs did make
awards for pain and suffering. Awards for this
type of injury are explained as follows:
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| TABLE 3 A !
P 3 TABLE 3 (cont.) i
CRIME VICTHI&%%%?%S }S.I:’Il‘?i?)gI;’EI{g(S}};fl\S{ ‘B PROGRAM-CHARACT STICS |
SB : : ERI B
7 ¥ STATE ] CRIME VICTIM COMPENSATION PROGRAMS BY STATE | .
ime ! |
d State Year '~ Liit  Proof of Victim- \ _ i "
B to Financi Offender Restitution Poli . ; . Maximum  Minimum ‘
o g, P e Tt Rl Rable  Nambe vumbe Swe  Ememeny Metiwl  Atomey Pabamd  Low  Fwen  MELG i
(mos) Affect Award Award Victim ngi!::s g::fff Cler. R P g /Y88 P Possible Possible ;
‘; étl:?isfl;inia 1972 24 no n Stat |4 Alaska yes yes yes no yes yes $40,000 $ 0 1
Connecticut 1965 12 yes eos yes yes California yes yes yes no yes no 23,500 100 i
Delaware 1978 24 no )1,10 yes s 1 1 Connecticut yes yes yes yes yes no 10,000 100
Floridy 1974 12 no yes yes y 45 21 Delaware yes yes yes yes yes no 10,000 25
; Georgia 1978 12 yes };es yes no yes 0 2 Florida yes yes no no » yes yes 10,000 0 i
o Hawaii 1967 (b) (b) (b) yes yes yes 5 0 i Georgia (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) (b) R
Ilinois 1867 18 no (b) (b) }('gs 7 7 . Hawaii no yes yes yes yes yes 10,000 0 i’
i Indiana 1973 12 no yes yes no ) (b) {b) Illinois no yes no no yes yes 16,000 200 i
/ Kansas 1978 12 no yes yes yes no 2 1 Indiana yes yes yes no yes no 10,000 100 ;
Kentuck 1978 12 yes Do no no yes 8 12 Kansas yes yes yes no yes no 10,000 100 ,,
! Marylanﬁ 1976 12 yes 0o no no 1o 5 0 Kentucky yes yes yes no yes yes - 15,000 100 !
! Massachusett 1968 24 yes no yes no no 2 1 Maryland no yes yes no yes no 45,000 0
Michigan s 198 12 no it yes no no 8 4 Massachusetts no yes yes no yes no 10,000 100 i
Minnesota 1977 12 yes no yes no yes 7 3 Michigan yes yes no no yes yes 15,000 100 .
. Montana - 1974 12 no yes yes no yes (a) (a) Minnesota yes yes no no yes no 25,000 0 :
; Nebraska 1978 12 no no yes yes yes 3 2 Montana yes yes yes no yes yes 25,000 1 ,
} f Nevada 1978 24 no yes yes yes yes 1 1 3 Nebraska yes yes yes no yes yes 10,000 0 ‘
l New Jerse 1969 24 no yes yes no yes 2 1 ] Nevada no yes yes no yas yes 5,000 0
New York Y 1971 12 no yes no no no 1 0 B New Jersey no yes yes no yes no 10,000 100 L
: North Dakota 1966 24 yes oy yes no no (b) (b} ¥ New York yes yes yes no yes no 20,000 0 i
! Ohio 1975 12 no o yes yes yes 13 10 E North Dakota yes yes yes no yes no 25,000 1 ,
T Oregon 1976 12 no yes yes no yes 36 18 3 Ohio yes yes yes no yes yes 50,000 0 .
Lt Pennsylvani 1977 6 no yes yes yos yes 1 0 3 Oregon yes yes no no yes no 23,000 250 P
i Rhodejis‘;:gzja 1976 24 no oo yes yes yes 9 11 Pennsylvania yes yes yes no yes no 25,000 100 S
i Tennessee 1978 24 noe ne yes yes no 2 2 i Rhode Island no yes yes yes yes yes 25,000 0 e
e Texas il 976 (a) (a) a:; yes no yes 8 4 Tennessee (a) (a) (a) (a) {a) (a) (a) (a) i
| Virginia 280 6 yes e fa) (a) :10 (b) {b) ; Texas yes yes yes no - yes yes 50,000 0 Fei
Washingtan 1976 24 yes ); Y yes yes a) (a) (a) Virginia yes yes no no yes yes 10,000 101
i Wisconsi 1974 12 no ° yes no yes 2 8 Washington no yes no no yes yes no limit 0
; in 1977 24 no :3 yes yes x o 1 2 Wisconsin yes yes yes no yes yes 10,000 200
yes e 3 2
ves yes 3 1 {a) Information not provided in response to survey instrument.

(a) Information not provided in response to survey instry
ment, (b) Information not applicable to particular state. |
£

‘ r (b) Information not applicable to particular state

{Table 3 continued
on next page)
ment and whose Tinancial condition is above the level at

: 3 the only burden that should be on the victim is to prove in-

Pain and sufferin
sate the victim for
burse him for expe

g awards constitu
suffering experien
nses (Hudson and

The same authors also justify compe

pain and suffering on two grounds:

First, such awards are a
darmages to which the vieti
law suits; to th
come into existe
civil law suits, t
provided. Second,
ual offenses, pain
and without sueh

awards,

compensated (19765: 427),

Despite the apparent ratio
of .award, most state
pain and suffering a
mous costs involved, the sta
amounts of awards for such .
ficult, if not impossiblga,

wards,

part of the civil 1
m ig le,
e extent that vict,

im com
ll‘:ce as the result of th,
en pain and suffering benefits should
for some serious offenses, especially aeb:
and suffering may be the
the' victim may

te an effort to compen-
ced rather than to reim-
Galaway, 1975; 427).

nsation for

th aw and include
gitimately entitled in civil
pensation schemes
e ineffectiveness of

only damages,
go entirely un-

nale behind this type
programs do not provide for
Citing first the enor-
tes also indicate that
damages would be dif-
to determine and thyg

many states conclude that ini
administerj
avxrds would prove to be a tenuous ende:l\l'logr uch
nother of the characteristics of some o.f the

serious issue; whether or not i
beS available only to the poor. compensation should
everal authors contend ther
. e should be -
4(auxrement; .to prove financial need bert;:u;e
; (Et;mpensatlon should be based on government’e
ailure to protect the victim, rather than on a basi:

of financial status’’ (Wrigh
t; 19 M -
author fu !'the!‘maintains;g 75: 408-409). The

jury (1975: 409).
Marvin Wolfgang has voiced a similar opinion to
the issue of proving financial need:

Compensation should be provided by the state to victims
of certain crimes agninst the person as an assertion of an in-
dividual right as well as a social obligation and not as a form
of public charity to the needy and poor (Hudson and

Galaway, 1975: 129).

Galaway and Rutman surmise that considering
the victim’s financial status as a basis for deter-
mining compensation benefits poses distinct prob-
lems. As an example, they cite the New York
Crime Victim Compensation Board's repeated:
reports that ‘‘the most difficult problem still con-
tinues to be determining serious financial hard-
ship” (Hudson and Galaway, 1975: 426). The
writers further describe the problems the New

York Board faced:

The board reported that the most difficult problems hgve
arisen in cases of (a) aged persons who have saved for retire-

which they can be reimbursed for medical expenses, and (.b)
working middle-class persons who pay taxes and when vic-
timized, feel that their medicr] expenses and loss of earnings

should be reimbursed (1975: 426).

However, compensating victims regardless of
financial status would be expensive. William
Doerner has estimated that as few as 2 percent of
the victims of violent crimes file for victim com-
pensation (1980: 62). Therefore, considering
Doerner’s estimate, if all victims of crime were to
request assistance, the costs of administering vic-
tim compensation programs would be staggering.

More and more states are not requiring the
establishment of proof of financial need before
congideration for compensation. As is indicated in
table 3 approximately two-thirds of the state com-
pensation programs do not require the demonstra-
tion of financial need for compensation. »

In as many as 11 states, there would be no pay-
ment or at best a reduced payment of compensa-
tion funds if the victim-applicant was related to
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the offender. In Blackmore’s 1979 survey of state
compensation programs, 21 states indicated that a
victim-offender relationship was a disqualifying
factor in the awarding of funds. Thus the trend
seems to indicate that this requirement is decreas-
ing in popularity.

Nearly every state compensation program pro-
vides for reduced awards if restitution is provided
by the offender to the victim. This means that the
actual amount of the compensation award is re-
duced by the amount of restitution ordered payed
by the offender. .

Despite the inherent problems in the various
states’ prograrz policies and funding and financial
difficulties, onie of the biggest problems states face
is informing the citizenry and potential award reci-
pients of the program’s existence.

As Austern affirms, ‘‘The one constant
throughout crime victim compensation programs
is that a very small percentage of those victims
who are eligible for awards in fact apply’’ (1980:
71). Hoelzel argues that many victims are not
aware of the help that is in fact available to them
and reveals that, for example, only 3 percent of
Alaska’s eligible victims apply for help, only 12
percent in Hawaii, 5 percent in Maryland and 2
percent in New York (Hoelzel, 1980).

Several authors suggest that state legislatures
themselves are to blame for the lack of awareness
concerning state victim compensation programs.
Again quoting Hoelzel:

In 1977, for example, the North Dakota legislature rejected
a proposal that would have required police officers to notify
every victim about the program. In an effort to limit its
claims, Nebraska stipulated that none of its first year ap-
propriation could be spent on publicity.- And Washington
state legislators were distraught when they saw the
widespread publicity that program first received (1980: 495).

Apparently the legislators fear that the public

- will view the programs as a giveaway and flood the

program with applications for assistance. Also, the

" legislators may fear that because a majority of the

requests for assistance are denied, disappointment
may result in an irate electorate.

The current survey results indicate that the ma-
jority of states now have established public rela-
tions efforts to increase the public’'s awareness of
the crime victim compensation programs in ex-
istence. To this end, at least haif of the states now
require law enforcement officers to advise victims
of crime that they may be eligible for compensa-
tion under the auspices of the compensation pro-
gram. In addition, hospitals. and attorneys are

La

making potential award “recipients aware of the

Jbenefits that they may be entitled to under com-

pensation programs. For these reasons, awareness
of the existence of victim compensation programs
promises to increase in the years ahead.

Conclusion

Compensating crime victims for injuries sus-
tained as a result of their victimization, although a
relatively recent development in the Uniteq States,
has evolved into a highly complex practice. The
state compensation programs in existe'nce_ Fodgy
are subject, in varying degrees, to simlla.ntxes in
certain organizational characteristics which were
addressed in the previous sections of this presen-
tation. The programs also appear to share certain
disparities. Most evident of the disparities seems
to be the fact that although budgetary allotments

- and monies awarded to victim-applicants have in-

creased dramatically in recent years, relatively
few of the potentially eligible victims actually par-
take of the available services and assistance. Thus
the greatest need for the improvement of crime vic-
tim assistance would logically be involved in en-
couraging participation through some type of
public awareness program or through the require-
ment that law enforcement officials or other ‘‘con-
tact personnel” in the criminal justice system in-
form crime victims concerning their possible
eligibility for program funds.

The trend of crime victim compensation program
growth still appears to be increasing, regardless of
the number of actual participants versus eligible
applicants.

REFERENCES

Aid to crime victims catching on fast. U.S. News and World
Report, July 24, 1978.

Austern, David T. et al. Crime victim compensation pro-
grams: the issue of costs. Victimology, (5), 1, 1980.

Blackmore, John. Victim compensation: an ancient practice.
Police Magazine, (2), 4, 1979,

Blackmore, John. Paying the price of crime; to what extent
should the state be obliged to compensate victims of violence?
Corrections Magazine, June 1979.

Blackmore, John. Focusing on the victim: aid programs offer
everything from new locks to new identities. Police Magazine,
March 1979.

Doerner, William G. and Lab, Steven P. The impact of crime
compensation upon victim attitudes toward the criminal justice
system, Victimology, (5),1, 1980.

Hoelzel, William E. A survey of 27 victim compensation pro-
grams. Judicature, (63}, 10, 1980.

Hudson, Joe and Galaway, Burt (eds.). Considering the victim:
readings in restitution and victim compensation. Springfield, Il.:
Charles C. Thomas, 1875.

Meiners, Roger E. Victim compensation. Lexington, MA.: D.C.
Heath and Company, 1978.

Morris, Norval and Hawkins, Gordon. Letter to the president
on crime control. Chicago, IL.: University of Chicago Press, 1977.

Tuma, Clara. Backers of crime victims fund want issue in
special session. Houston Post, June 8, 1981.




£ e

-

b






