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Alaska Juvenile Arrests: Basic Figures

Most juvenile arrests, in both Alaska andrimes of murder and nonnegligensomewhat but, in 1996 at 135.5 arrests per
the country as a whole, are made for propertganslaughter, forcible rape, robbery and00,000 population under 18, it was still
crimes rather than crimes against personaggravated assault, and the property crimeser double what it was in 1986—67.4.
Moreover, despite the common belief to thef burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle = Nevertheless, in 1996, the 259 juvenile
contrary, there has been no significartheft and arson. During the ten-year perio@rrests for violent crimes constituted only
upward trend in juvenile arrests in Alaskal987-1996, the rate of juvenile arrests fot7 per cent of all arrests for violent crimes
Between 1987 and 1996 the rate of arres@&ime Index crimes declined overall inin Alaska. Nationwide, juvenile arrests
of Alaska juveniles actually declined.Alaska as did the state juvenile arrest ratccounted for 18.7 per cent of violent crime
Substantially fewer juvenile arrests—for total crimes. arrests.
5791—were made in 1996 than in 1987— However, the rate of juvenile arrests for Between 1987 and 1996, the Alaska
7657 (Tables 1 and 2; Figure 1). violent crimes rose overall during the teguvenile arrest rate for Index property crimes

The FBI assesses trends in the volume g€&ars, with a very sharp increase betweeateclined overall. The 1986 rate of 1746.3
crime by monitoring selected offenses: th&992 and 1993. Since 1994, the juvenile

Crime Index. The Index includes the violenviolent crime arrest rate has declined Please seduvenile Arrests page 5

Table 1. Juvenile Arrests: National and Alaska, 1987-1996
National Alaska National Alaska
Juvenile Juvenile Juvenile Juvenile
ts arrests arrests arrests
Total arres Total
arrests (ages under 18) arrests  (@ges under 18) a-rrggtls (ages under 18) atggtls (ages under 18)
(all ages) N % (allages) N % (all ages) N % (all ages) N %
1987 1992
Total arrests 10,750,309 1,774,567 16.5% 49,783 7,657 15.4% 11,893,153 1,943,138 16.3% 34,226 4,904 14.3%
Index crime arrests! 2,261,979 657,106 29.1 9,759 3,016 30.9 2,480,524 720,810  29.1 7,134 2,609 36.6
Violent crime arrests? 471,690 72,557 15.4 1,401 112 8.0 641,250 112,409 17.5 1,060 142 13.4
Property crime arrests? 1,790,289 584,549 32.7 8,358 2,904 34.7 1,839,274 608,401 33.1 6,074 2,467 40.6
1988 1993
Total arrests 10,067,447 1,624,002 16.1% 28,416 4,462 15.7% 11,765,764 2,014,472 17.1% 37,959 6,155 16.2%
Index crime arrests' 2,109,919 594,928 28.2 5389 1,912 355 2,422,839 710,916 293 8,300 3,373  40.6
Violent crime arrests? 456,864 68,029 149 860 79 9.2 648,416 119,678 18.5 1,606 250 15.6
Property crime arrests? 1,653,055 526,899 31.9 4,529 1,833 40.5 1,774,423 591,238  33.3 6,694 3,123  46.7
1989 1994
Total arrests 11,261,295 1,744,818 15.5% 32,712 5,308 16.2% 11,877,188 2,209,675 18.6% 38,417 6,737 17.5%
Index crime arrests' 2,345,498 639,307 27.3 6,636 2,513 37.9 2,384,244 735,648  30.9 8,186 3,279  40.1
Violent crime arrests? 537,084 84,732 15.8 956 111 11.6 644,983 125,085 19.4 1,611 288 17.9
Property crime arrests? 1,808,414 554,575 30.7 5,680 2,402 42.3 1,739,261 610,563 35.1 6,575 2,991 45.5
1990 1995
Total arrests 11,250,083 1,754,542 15.6% 21,808 3,512  16.1% 11,416,346 2,084,428 18.3% 33,220 5,647 17.0%
Index crime arrests! 2,328,221 655,377  28.1 3,563 1,346 37.8 2,239,934 677,226  30.2 6,796 2,532 373
Violent crime arrests? 562,481 91,317 16.2 829 84 10.1 619,230 115,592 18.7 1,399 258 18.4
Property crime arrests? 1,765,740 564,060 31.9 2,734 1,262 46.2 1,620,704 561,634 34.7 5,397 2,274 42.1
1991 1996
Total arrests 10,743,755 1,749,343 16.3% 34,427 5,144 14.9% 11,093,211 2,103,658 19.0% 34,180 5,791 16.9%
Index crime arrests! 2,277,306 652,468 28.7 7,547 2,778  36.8 2,054,605 632,762  30.8 6,835 2,574 37.7
Violent crime arrests? 556,669 95,677 17.2 1,073 130 12.1 548,146 102,231 18.7 1,520 259 170
Property crime arrests? 1,720,637 556,791 32.4 6,474 2,648 409 1,506,459 530,531 35.2 5315 2,315 436
1. Index crimes are the crimes of murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.
2. Violent crimes are the crimes of murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.
3. Property crimes are the crimes of burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.
Source of data: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States (Uniform Crime Reports) 1987-1996
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Sensemaking and the Stereotype of the Brutal Guard

John Riley come away from the prison feeling a greatexnvironment are questioned. Hence,
Observers of prison life often come awawffinity for the inmates than for the individu-sensemaking activity is most amenable to
from correctional facilities with the senseals on whom the safety and success of theitudy where routine patterns of activity are
that many correctional officers share an awisit depends. Reactions to this persisterhlled into question. In most organizations,
thoritarian and punitive orientation to theirstereotyping are undoubtedly implicated impportunities for sensemaking present
work, an image conforming to the populawork-related stress and job dissatisfactiorthemselves with the appearance of new
stereotype of the brutal and sadistic guard An adequate understanding of correanembers or inquisitive visitors, individuals
attracted to prison work because of emdional work requires an appreciation of thevho require socialization if they are to share
tional conflicts involving power and control.dynamics of occupational culture. Likethe work group’s understanding of
While research suggests that these assumperkers in any profession, correctional ofbehavioral norms and occupational realities.
tions about the motivation of correctiondicers participate in the continuing In many correctional settings, one of the
professionals lack empirical foundationyeproduction of an occupational culture conehief accomplishments of sensemaking is
they persist. sisting of norms, values, and understandingke development of a working understanding
The stereotype is sustained, in part, byot easily appreciated by outsiders. Thef the inmate as untrustworthy,
an historical legacy of brutality and by acsubculture of correctional officers allowsmanipulative, and dangerous . Correctional
tual incidents of violence and psychologicalhem to make sense of a complex social enfficers share a working understanding of
abuse that do still occur. However, decadesgronment. Examining the ways in whichinmates that can be described as a form of
of research make it clear that the tenden@prrectional officers work to make sense ofategorical devaluation. It is important to
to stereotype correctional officers cannot bthe prison experience can provide an oppounderstand that acceptance of a working
explained by recruitment of unsuitable aptunity to move beyond stereotypes. understanding does not necessarily imply
plicants or by the actual misconduct of One of the chief sensemaking accomthat individual officers accept this view as
correctional officers. Nevertheless, it iplishments of correctional officers is thean accurate description of individual inmate
equally clear that even sympathetic visitorsstablishment of a group understanding aflentity. Rather, a working understanding
to our prisons often find it hard to underinmate identity. Many, though certainly notis akin to a legal fiction, or a safety maxim
stand the behavior of the officers. all, officers routinely participate in an al-that we learn to accept for its utility even
Correctional officers are themselvesnost ritualistic devaluation of inmatewhile maintaining reservations about its
troubled when they see medical providersdentity, which involves maintaining a setfactual content. Correctional officers learn
members of the clergy, teachers, and otheo$ unflattering working assumptions abouto regard all inmates as potentially
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inmate character. This tends to reinforcdangerous for the same reason that firearms
the idea that individual officers share a puenthusiasts are taught to treat all guns as
nitive and authoritarian orientation . loaded and dentists are taught to see all
This article reports on observationapatients as potential carriers of infection—
research conducted during the winter ad universal precaution. And like universal
1993 at Spring Creek Correctional Centgprecautions in medicine and dentistry, this
in Seward, Alaska. It analyzes the informabne may serve as a touchstone of
conversational practices of correctionaprofessional competency.
officers working in the maximum security At Spring Creek Correctional Center
prison to show how practices of culturathree kinds of events routinely call into ques-
interpretation common to all work groupstion this working sense of inmate identity
may pose particular public relationswhich guides custodial staff.
challenges to correctional officers and those
who supervise them. In 1993, at the SprinBeading the Record
Creek prison, 150 correctional officers
supervised approximately 426 inmates. The In a well-managed institution, visitors
data discussed here represent approximatehay interact with inmates in a variety of
125 hours of on-site observation and agettings. Such interactions may conform to
equal number of hours spent outside thihe expectations that govern life outside the
institution talking and socializing with institution. Visitors thus often conclude that
members of the institutional staff. Whileinmates are essentially normal. However,
studies focusing on single institutions cannathen an outsider remarks favorably on the
provide a foundation for extensivebehavior of a particular inmate, it may call
generalization, such studies provide amto question the working understanding of
important starting point for analysis ofexperienced correctional staff. This then
occupational culture. commonly gives rise to a sensemaking ac-
tivity that may be referred to asading the
record
Officers at Spring Creek have access to
With any group, the activities that sustaira computer-generated Confidential Regis-
an organizational culture become moder which provides information on each
apparent when dominant assumptions aboutmate. Other than noting an institutional
identity, behavior, and the nature of thavork assignment, these records contain little

Three Occasions for Sensemaking
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favorable information about an individual.inmate that appearances may be deceivingays that are inconsistent with their com-
Rather, they provide a portrait of the inmatand that common sense dictates the need foon sense notions of inmate identity, they
as an offender, describing his criminal hiseaution and distance when dealing wittmay exercise a variety of sensemaking op-
tory, sentence, release date, securiigmates. tions. Typically, acts of tolerance are
classification, and housing assignment. The “facts” in the record are, of coursereframed as maneuvers in the ongoing
When outsiders refer to a particular inmate’an incomplete and one-sided account of atruggle to maintain control. Officers fre-
success in program participation, his cooppmate’s life, but they have a compellingquently recount stories of minor
erative demeanor, or his work ethic, thefficial quality. Presenting them permitsconfrontations that escalated into major
correctional officer often resorts to readingfficers a way to provide skeptical outsidevents. According to one version of the
the record, i.e., he finds an occasion ters with an apparently objectiveAttica, New York uprising in 1971, the ri-
present the outsider with the facts about aronfirmation of the working view of inmate ots were sparked when a guard tackled an

individual inmate as an offender. character. inmate who refused to leave his cell for a
Because Spring Creek is a maximum se- disciplinary hearing.

curity prison, the criminal histories of theJustifying Acts of Tolerance Such pragmatic justification is a

inmates involve extremely serious offenses. sensemaking strategy that allows staff to

Revealing the homicide, rape, or assault in For correctional officers who work di- exercise tolerance without undermining the
the inmate’s past to a visitor who has conrectly with inmates, events often requiravorking understanding of inmate character
mented favorably on the inmate reinforcemdividual discretion in enforcing institu- that informs their professional decision mak-
the working understanding of inmates heldional rules. Even minor events canng. By linking excessive intolerance for
by experienced correctional staff. challenge officers to find creative solutionsminor infractions with serious trouble, of-
The following are typical of remarks byto the many human relations problems agicers demonstrate their commitment to
visitors, treatment staff, or new officers thasociated with managing inmates. Like theicontrol even while it might appear that they
prompt a reading of the confidential recordtaw enforcement counterparts, correctionare failing to exercise complete control in
officers cannot respond to every instance dhe present.
He seems like a reasonable inmate. rule-breaking with formal sanctions. To do
so would be time-consuming, inefficient,Tough Talk and Institutional Due Process
| enjoyed talking with him. | imagine and counter-productive. Hence, officers rely
inmates like him make your job easier. heavily on informal strategies, overseeing The third example of sensemaking in-
the production of order through continuousolves the offensive speech sometimes
It is a shame to see a guy like him end negotiation with the individuals they en-termeditual insubordinationthe complain-
up here. counter. ing, swearing, griping, or bitching which
Contrary to stereotype, the officers obeften characterizes a collective response to
Not all such remarks are addressed byserved during the course of the projeabccupational stress. The meaning of the
reading of the record. When they are, thshowed patience, tact, tolerance, and creatiterm is partly captured in the common sense
response does not typically suggest a senisg in dealing with inmates. Officers notion of “blowing off steam.” Erving
of urgency; the response may be immediafeequently ignore, at least temporarily, obGoffman defined ritual insubordination in
or it may be delayed, even for several daysious violations of minor institutional rules. his well known work,Asylums(Anchor
Reading the record generally occur§ometimes the violations are ignored untiBooks, 1961). The term applies where in-
seamlessly in a moment of casual intera@n inmate can be isolated from potentiadubordinate behavior “is not realistically
tion, filling the time when things are slow.sources of support and reprimanded in prexpected to bring about change.” Goffman
But while those who participate in such acvate or until an inmate who is obviously verywiews ritual insubordination as a largely ex-
tivities probably do so with the sense thangry has a chance to “cool off.” For expressive act, lacking in practical utility, but
not very much is happening, these are cleargmple, although it is illegal to smoke in anyan important aspect in the identity work of
moments of considerable importance in thbuilding on the Spring Creek compound, #ndividuals experiencing conflict between
sensemaking process. Officers typicallprudent officer might ignore an inmaterole expectations and personal identity.
respond to favorable or even neutral conmeaught smoking in a doorway on a cold day For Goffman, ritual insubordination is a
ments on inmates with remarks such aghe or she is aware that the inmate just rderm of symbolic “leave taking”. It allows

these: ceived news of the death of a family membendividuals to momentarily distance them-
or the loss of an important appeal. selves from those requirements of
Well, let’s look him up and see. Such tolerance makes good sensgarticipation in complex organizations that

Officers at Spring Creek supervise largdave the strongest implications for personal
I don't know [John Doe] yet. Openthat groups of inmates either alone or withdentity by affording participants a sense of
print-out to the “D’s” and we'll see  minimal assistance from other officers. It igersonal autonomy at times when the de-
why he’s here. not uncommon for individual officers to mands of institutional participation seem
work with 40 to 50 inmates. Given themost compelling. Because shared ritual in-
Remember that convict you asked me dynamics of supervision in contemporansubordination serves to promote solidarity
about yesterday? Take a look at this. institutions, no officer would fault anotheramong participants, it plays a role in the pro-
for reluctance to turn a minor problem intanotion of job satisfaction and the reduction
The informality of such responses masks thee possible confrontation. But this exercisef employee turnover—major issues in the
serious nature of the sensemaking workf tolerance can seem to present feld of corrections. At Spring Creek Cor-
accomplished. The homicides, rapes, armbntradiction to the ideological orientatiorrectional Center, ritual insubordination can
assaults referenced in the Confidentiadf correctional officers. include profane or disparaging remarks or
Register remind officers and those who When officers find themselves in situa- )
question their working understanding of théions where tolerance may be interpreted in Please se€ensemakingpage 4
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Sensemaking tongue-in-cheek discussion of punishmerdituations where the board finds that pun-
(continued from page 3) options before the facts of the case weiishment of an inmate is unjustified, board
heard. In one instance, an officer inquiringnembers are, in a sense, breaking ranks.
jokes about inmates, comments that call intebout a pending case asked, “What's this oriéhis was understood by the majority of the
question the legitimacy of institutional dueguilty of?” An inmate who refused to attendbfficers involved in the cases observed, and
process, and narratives that challenge thgs hearing was said to have “PMS todayit was particularly clear to the officer in
credibility and competence of inmates.  (an interesting remark in an environmentharge of the hearings. When interviewed,
Ritual insubordination was observed durwhere few things are taken to be morée described his role as leader of the disci-
ing meetings of the institution’s disciplinaryoffensive than remarks that call into questioplinary committee by saying “I'm here to
committee. Known in the institution as thesomeone’s masculinity). At times, inmatesnake sure the officer doesn’t get stepped
“D-Board,” this committee of correctional were described as “stupid,” denigrated foon out there.”
officers provides inmates with the first eletheir sexual preferences, and compared to In addition to being put in a position
ments of due process required by law whesnimals. where it may seem that they are siding with
individuals are charged with consequential |If the informal conversation that accom-an inmate, correctional officers who show
violations of institutional rules. panies disciplinary hearings is presented otdo much concern for an inmate’s rights also
Disciplinary hearings at Spring Creekof its larger context, it can be a source fozall into question the working understanding
were conducted before a senior officer, whmoral outrage. For while the worst remarksf inmate identity, a hallmark of professional
served as chairperson, and three other afame from a relatively small group of offic-competence and an important expression of
ficers, who served as committee memberers, and at no time were offensive remarkgroup loyalty. While this can be justified
Service on the disciplinary committee denoted in the presence of inmates, these epragmatically, like any expression of
pends upon availability, shift assignmentsshanges reflect and reinforce a derogatotglerance, it still creates high levels of
and the discretion of the officers in chargezonception of inmate identity. The work-cognitive dissonance for those involved. It
The committee hears testimony from théng consensus emerges: inmates aigexactly the sort of situation in which one
accused inmate, from the officer making themmature, untrustworthy, unpredictablewould expect conscientious officers to
charge and, when relevant, from other ofweak, perverse, and a potential source ekperience stress, with a need to reaffirm
ficers, inmates, or staff. trouble for staff. their commitment to colleagues and the
Although hearings have elements of a Of course, context is important. Offen-occupational culture. In the context of
courtroom trial, they differ from trials in sive remarks also can be heard idisciplinary hearings, ritual insubordination
fundamental ways. Because of the need tonversations where teachers talk about stonay affirm loyalty and professional identity.
maintain institutional security, includingdents and administrators, where physicians
protecting witnesses from retaliation, intalk about nurses and patients, and whef@onclusion
mates do not enjoy the right to confronpeople discuss the shortcomings of their own
witnesses or even to be present when testélatives. But this is sometimes forgotten Sensemaking activity is inevitable, and
mony is offered against them. Disciplinaryy those who visit correctional institutionsthe sensemaking activity of correctional of-
committees may elect to withhold informa-and overhear expression of ritual insuboiticers may inevitably be somewhat
tion from the prisoner if security concernslination. To the institutional visitor, oppositional. Given their professional re-
are an issue. Both testimony and commitinprofessional remarks call into question theponsibilities, this is probably appropriate.
tee deliberations may take place with onljhtegrity and the moral values of those whé working definition of the inmate that dis-
the officers assigned to the committegnake them. courages trust and encourages vigilance is
present. None of this should be surprising. Insti-a requirement of correctional work. With-
The routine is such that the disciplinarytutional visitors do not share the correctionadut such assumptions, it is hard to
committee is frequently alone, waiting forofficer's context for discussion of this sort.understand how the job could be done. Itis
witnesses, deliberating the facts of the casghey may assume that such remarks refleftr good reason that a working understand-
or considering punishment options. Whilea level of bias that makes fair dealing withng of inmate identity which encourages
a tape recorder is used to produce a recartmates impossible. In reality, ritual insub-officers to view inmates with suspicion is
of each case, when inmates were asked dedination may be a way of saving face wheviewed by many as a hallmark of compe-
leave to facilitate private discussion, recordinmates win relatively favorable outcomesent correctional practice.
ing was often suspended. in disciplinary cases. The toughest talk ob- If officers dramatize their commitment
During free moments, “D-Board” served during the 36 disciplinary hearingso the norms and understandings of their
committee members typically engage imbserved at Spring Creek Correctional Cerprofession in their informal conversational
gossip, storytelling, jokes, and the “gripinger consistently occurred in cases whenmeutines, this too seems understandable. In
or bitching” that Goffman called ritual inmates received outcomes more favorabkl professions people take a certain trouble
insubordination. Committee membershan some correctional officers thought fairto express their commitment. Such conver-
frequently commented on the character afacking this information, visitors to the in-sation socializes newcomers, serves to
both particular prisoners with whom theystitution might assume that such languageentify strangers, offers opportunities for
interacted and the “typical” prisonerreflects systematic mistreatment of prisonthe expression of loyalty and helps group
incarcerated at Spring Creek. In the 3@rs. In fact, in the cases observed, it wasembers make sense of apparent inconsis-
disciplinary hearings observed during thenore common in situations where officersencies in their own behavior. It teaches,
course of the study, derogatory remarks arghowed commendable self-restraint in deaknd it brings people together. These are
stories about inmates and cynical remarkag with difficult inmates. ritual moments in the life of the group, mo-
about the disciplinary process were Disciplinary boards are required toments when individuals who work in
commonplace. Officers referred tochoose between the version of events offerednsiderable isolation may join with others
individuals about to be heard as “the nexjy the officer who made the initial chargeo build mutual trust, understanding, and
victim.” They sometimes engaged imand the version offered by an inmate. Inespect.
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While conversational routines thatJyvenile Arrests
disparage inmates are to be expected gtontinued from page 1) juvenile arrests for Index property crimes
corrections, problems may arise when th accounted for 43.6 per cent of arrests in this
denigration of inmates is taken too far, oarrests per 100,000 was the highest ratategory in Alaska. In the nation as a whole,
when institutional newcomers are exposettached. The lowest property crime arregiivenile arrests constituted 35.2 per cent of
to these routines without first learning torate was 725.5 arrests per 100,000 in 199tal property crime arrests.
appreciate their significance. It is unlikely
that new employees or prison visitors could
discern the difference between an overl
enthusiastic expression of loyalty and word
that express a genuine contempt for th
human rights of inmates. In the end, eve
with considerable experience ang
understanding, it may not always be possib
to distinguish between words spoken by
decent officer who is tired, provoked, of
wants to be one of the guys, and the langua
of an officer whose orientation to the job is
such that he or she is likely to abuse th
rights of inmates.

Data collected in one institution cannot
allow us to speak with confidence about all
officers or all facilities. This work does sug-
gest that the organization of correctional
work may provide predictable opportunities
for misunderstanding and conflict. Correc
tional officers must treat inmates humanely.
At the same time, they must be prepared for

In 1996 this rate was 1211.4. In that year,

Figure 1. Juvenile Arrest Rates in Alaska, 1987-1996
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1. Index crimes are the crimes of murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated
assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.

2. Violent crimes are the crimes of murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.

3. Property crimes are the crimes of burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.

Table 2. Total and Juvenile Arrest Rates in Alaska, 1987-1996

Total arrests Juvenile arrests Total arrests Juvenile arrests

. (all ages) (ages under 18) (all ages) (ages under 18)
the worst from even the best inmates they gR ; 8 o gR ; 8 -

. . P ate per ate per ate per ate per
supervise. Like physicians, they must be 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000
prepared to help all those who come intp N population N population N population N population
their care, while remaining aware that any 1987 1992
professional encounter may result in trag-otal arrests 49,783 9,256.8 7,657 4,604.5 34,226 5,824.7 4,904 2,624.5
edy. Even the most apparently cooperati\;ende crime arrests' , 9,7(5)9 1,%3.6 3,01g 1,8;3.7 7,(1]23 1,2;3.1 2,60529 1,3923
; : Li\jolent crime arrests 1,401 .5 11 7.4 1, 180.4 14 76.
inmate may pose a serious threat to the Saf('&operty crime arrests’ 8,358 1,554.1 2,904 1,746.3 6,074 1,033.7 2,467 1,320.3
of others. Trammg.sessmns.that stress thegpulation® 537,800 166,294 587,605 186,857
need for a correctional equivalent to the 1988 1993
medical concept of Universal Precautions;

. - . PTotal arrests 28,416 5,351.4 4,462 2,761.9 37,959 6,344.8 6,155 3,229.8
may help correctional officers to reconcile index crime arrests' 5,389 1,014.9 1,912 1,183.5 8,300 1387.3 3373 1.770.0
the conflicting imperatives that structure ;/iolent crime arrestsz3 833 ;65.8 8;2 4318.2 16,236 262.3 , 2§g ;g;.é
H H H H 4 Property crime arrests 4,5 52. 1, 1,134. ,694  1,118. 1 1, .
their Work: Offering medical practice as a Population® 531,000 161,554 598,267 190,567
model, trainers should encourage officers to 1989 1994
develop an operational understanding ¢ fT I 32,712 6,121.3 5,308 3,322.0 38,417 63723 6,737 3,513.0
: H H H otal arrests , , . , , . , , . , , R
'”"_‘ate Ide.ntlty that encourag_es Cau.tlonlndex crime arrests’ 6,636 1,241.8 2,513 1,572.8 8,186 1,357.8 3,279 1,709.8
while allowing compassion. By instructing| violent crime arrests? 956 178.9 111 69.5 1611 267.2 288 150.2
officers in the dynamics of sensemaking, and’roperty crjme arrests$> 5,680 1,062.9 2,402 1,503.3 6,575 1,090.6 2,991 1,559.6
by encouraging reflection on the informa Population 534,400 159,782 602,873 191,775
conversational practices of the group, cor- 1990 1995
rectional trainers can help officers tg IToofalarr.ests 1 Zg,ggg &Zﬁ-g ?glg 2,(;;3-(8) 32%2 ?,?gz-g 323; %93);(7,&13
it H : +_Index crime arrests , . , . , , . , , .
dIStmngh between approprlate commit Violent crime arrests? 829 149.9 84 48.3 1,399 231.8 258 135.1
ment to custody and control and the sort Obroperty crime arrests’ 2,734 4943 1,262 7255 5397 8944 2,274 1,191.0
punitive and authoritarian attitudes that un-Population* 553,105 173,944 603,453 190,939
dermine commitment to the rule of law 1991 1996
threaten the security of correctional institu-Total arrests 34,427 6,044.3 5144 2,856.0 34,180 5,623.6 5791 3,030.4
tions, and ultimately contribute to the Indflexcrimearrests* , 7,(5)4§ 1,3532-0 27;3 1,545.421 6,83(5) 1,;23-5 2,373 1,34317.0
H iolent crime arrests 1,07 188.4 1 72. 1,5 50.1 5 135.5
perS|stence of the StereOtype of the brutaxroperty crime arrests®> 6,474 1,136.6 2,648 1,470.2 5,315 874.5 2,315 1,211.4
guard. Population® 569,575 180,112 607,800 191,098
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Justice Center.
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Source of data: Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime in the United States (Uniform
Crime Reports) 1987-1996; Alaska Department of Labor

. Index crimes are the crimes of murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault,

burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.
2. Violent crimes are the crimes of murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault..
3. Property crimes are the crimes of burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson.
4. Population figures from the Alaska Department of Labor, Research and Analysis Section, Alaska Population
Overview: 1996 Estimates.
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Alaska Juveniles Waived into the Adu

Under Alaska Statute 47.12.030, juveniles are automaticdligfore their 18th birth
waived into the adult criminal justice system when arraigned faog trial or sentencing

sault in the first degree; sexual abuse of a minor in the first degree;
manslaughter; assault in the first degree; robbery in the first de-
gree) or the charge of arson in the first degree. (There are also

It System

day. Amongthese 56 were a number a
. (The total incarcerated population for J

Juvenile Waivers in Alaska, FY 1993 - FY 1997

Offense FY93 FY94 FY95 FY96 FY97

lesser charges, such as for violations of traffic regulations or fish
and game regulations for which a juvenile is processed in district
court.) In addition to the statutory waiver of jurisdiction, judicial
waiver—that is, by the judge hearing the petition on the juve-
nile—is permitted when the court finds probable cause that the
juvenile is delinquent and not amenable to rehabilitation by treat-
ment through the juvenile process before reaching the age of 20.
DFYS data for FY 1993-1997 indicate that relatively few ju-
veniles enter the adult system through judicial waiver. (The DFYS
figures for FY 1993-96 are all judicial waivers. The FY 97 fig-

Sexual abuse of

ary 21, 1998 and 38 inmates aged 18 to 21 who were incarcerated

Manslaughter

Probation violation

Murder 1st 3

Assault Tst
Assault 2nd
Assault 3rd
Assault 4th
Kidnapping
Robbery 1st
Arson 1st

[ |

1

I =N

N

= mm = =
[

aminor 1st

ures are primarily judicial waivers, but may also include a few Sexual assault 1st _ 1 3 _
automatic waivers under the statute, which went into effect that Sexual assault 2nd - 1 3 - -

fiscal year.) Burglary st - 2 1 1
1997 was the first full calendar year for which automatic waiv- - Burglary2nd - 3 1 2 -
ers into the adult system were mandated. It is currently difficult Criminal mischief3rd ! - T -
to ascertain from the various state information management sys- . Criminal trespass 2nd - 12 -
. . ?%{rmshmg alcohol to persons under 21 - 1 - - -
tems (including PROMIS, the computer system employed by the' pcsission/consumption under 21 - 1 _
Department of Law) exactly how many juveniles have been waived Theft 1st _ _ _ _ 1
into the adult system under this statute. However, Department of Theft 2nd - - 1 - -
Corrections figures from early 1998 can provide some idea of Theft 4th - - - - 1
how many juveniles are now being handled by the adult criminal ~ Municipal ordinance violation - - -1 -
justice system. DOC reported 18 inmates under age 18 on Janu- Total 7 16 14 8 8

Source of data: Alaska Division of Family and Youth Services

walit-
anu-

an unclassified or Class A felony which is a crime against a pary 21, 1998 was 4,242. DOC figures do not include juveniles
son (murder in the first or second degree; kidnaping; sexual\who may be free on bail or supervised under adult probation.)

Death Penalty Internet Site

The Justice Center has developed a ndimks to several state prison systems wit
site on the InterneFocus on the Death Pen-death row information, sites about life or]
alty. The site littp://www.uaa.alaska.edu/death row and death row prisoners, an
just/deathy has been established to providenethods of execution.
as full a picture as possible, using Internet The Debaténtroduces the debate on thg
resources, of the complexities surroundindeath penalty with a number of sites pro
capital punishment. It does not advocate\dading arguments on both sides of the issu
particular position in the death penalty deincluding law enforcement and religious
bate. The information, with associated linksiewpoints.Specific Issuegrovides a more
to other relevant sites, is presented in a sie-depth look at relevant arguments on th
ries of sections. cost of the death penalty, the possibility 0

Alaska & the Death Penaltgresents a executing innocent persons, arbitrary appl
summary of the death penalty in Territoriatation of the death penalty, including alle

Recent BJS
Reports

h

d
The following recent studies and

reports from the Bureau of Justice
[ Statistics are available from the Alaska
| Justice Statistical Analysis Unit or on
"the World Wide Web at http://
www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjsbr http://

L, www.ncjrs.org/:

f “Crime Victimization, 1973-95,” an
- analysis of data from the National
- Crime Victimization Survey, NCJ

Alaska and legislative information on cur-gations about racial disparity and unequal 763069.

rent efforts to reintroduce the death penaltystice, and other issue€rganizations &

to the state. Sites, Pro & Cormgives links to organiza-
History & Recent Developmerirovides tions and web sites advocating both sides

a history of the death penalty in the U.Sthe death penalty debate.

since 1930 and links to significant U.S. Su- Finally, The International Contexpro-

preme Court decisions on capital punishvides links to international treaties and pro

ment. Death Penalty Statisticprovides tocols on the death penalty and othe

“Criminal Victimization 1996,” an
hfanalysis of 1996 National Crime

Victimization Survey data, with

presentation of trends since 1993, NC/
_ 165812.

I' “Presale Handgun Checks, 1996,”

statistical information on the death penaltyesources demonstrating how other nationSqata on background checks made

and its application in the U.S., including theview the death penalty.
number of executions and number of pris- Melissa S. Green of the Justice Cente
oners under sentence of deddieath Row designed and maintains the site.

under state and federal laws, NCJ
r'165704.



http://www.uaa.alaska.edu/just/death/
http://www.uaa.alaska.edu/just/death/
http://www.uaa.alaska.edu/just/death/
http://www.uaa.alaska.edu/just/death/
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Juvenile Records in Alaska

In Alaska the Division of Family and is attached to juvenile prints in the systemecord is available to the public upon re-
Youth Services within the Department of{unless the minor has been waived into thguest.

Health and Social Services handles referratégiult system). The statute requires disclosures on
for delinquent acts and maintains juvenile referrals for certain offenses for minors at
records on its statewide data manageme@bnfidentiality of Juvenile Records least 13 years old. The list of offenses
system, PROBER. (DFYS is currently un- includes primarily felony-level crimes

dertaking the design of a new data Integral to juvenile justice proceedingsagainst persons. The law also requires
management system.) For those juvenileas been the tradition, established by stadisclosure under certain conditions when the
referrals which result in formal court pro-ute, of confidentiality of juvenile records.juvenile has had previous referrals or has
ceedings a court record is also establisheHowever, in recent years a trend hasiolated a court order or condition of
Juvenile records management is almost t@merged on both state and federal levels pyobation. The statute also contains a
tally separate from adult criminal historymake juvenile records open to more partieprovision for the department to petition the
management, which is under the aegis of thender more circumstances than has been tbeurt to prohibit disclosure when the court
Department of Public Safety. Under mostase since the inception of separate juvenifands that the crime was an isolated incident
circumstances both DFYS and juvenile couddjudication systems at the end of the ninend the minor does not present any further
records are confidential, with access reeenth century. Alaska too has graduallganger to the public.

stricted to only a few parties (AS 47.12.315)xtended access to juvenile records, permit- If a charge involved in a referral is
However, recent state legislation has lessing more parties, for a wider range of readismissed or reduced, DFYS updates the
ened the scope of confidentiality, makingsons—school officials, victims, prospectivedisclosure records, but the fact of the original
record disclosure mandatory in some situamployers—to look at a minor’s records, buteferral remains in the public record.

tions. statutes continue to closely describe the con- The new statute also gives DFYS greater
ditions for access and, in general, confideratitude to disclose information to schools

Fingerprinting tiality in juvenile proceedings is still as necessary to facilitate counseling and sup-
recognized as a guiding principle. port services. Other provisions allow for

State law permits fingerprinting of a ju- Nevertheless, under a new statute (ABublic access to juvenile adjudication pro-
venile in all situations where it would be47.12.315), DFYS is now required to disceedings under certain conditions.
permissible to fingerprint an adult. Fingerclose the names of juveniles referred to its According to DFYS, during the first six
printing usually occurs when a juvenile igurisdiction for certain offenses. In addi-weeks of the implementation of the disclo-
admitted to a detention facility. A minortion to the identity of the juvenile, the statutesure provisions, twelve to eighteen records
who is adjudicated delinquent and has noequires disclosure of the names of the pahave been created throughout the entire
already been fingerprinted is asked to repoeints, the nature of the offense andtate. The majority of requests to look at
for fingerprinting. While DFYS notes the information about any action required of thehe records have been made by the media.
occurrence of fingerprinting in anjuvenile to adjust the matter. The Division notes that the wording of
individual's file, the prints themselves are DFYS now checks all juvenile referralsthe new statute is very convoluted, making
forwarded to the Department of Publicaagainst a disclosure criteria checklist. Fathe interpretation of certain provisions,
Safety where they are maintained in th#hose which meet the criteria established hyarticularly those involving prior referrals,
Automated Fingerprint Identification Sys-the statute the division creates a disclosudifficult. It has advised its personnel to
tem (AFIS), which is a general purposeecord (in paper format) which is maintaineghroceed cautiously when it is not clear
repository. No criminal history information at the local juvenile probation office. Thewhether disclosure is legitimate.

National Perspective: Juvenile Justice Record Disclosure

Every jurisdiction in the country provides ¢ Law enforcement (26 states); records in sentencing determinations.
for at least some degree of access to juvenile « Probation officers (26 states); and  Twenty-seven states have adopted statutes
court records. Criminal court access to < Criminal court staff (24 states). that prescribe the inclusion of a juvenile

juvenile records is easily the most commoin addition, 29 states allow inspection ofecord in a presentence report or, at a
type of access. Indeed, adult court accesscords by the juvenile; 30 states gramninimum, authorize the adult court to
to juvenile records of adult defendants iaccess to the juvenile’s parents or guardianpnsider the defendant’s juvenile record. In
permitted in every state. In 48 states, thi36 states allow the juvenile’s attorney to loolk4 states, a juvenile record is considered
authority is explicitly set forth in statute law.at records; and 24 states grant access dmong the factors in the state sentencing

A 1995 National Center for Juvenilevictims of juveniles. Four states direct thaguidelines. As a practical matter, this means
Justice survey found that the followingpeople deemed to be in danger from #hat the juvenile record is “counted” in
organizations and agencies are customarijyvenile may have access to the juvenile’salculating the offender’s criminal history
given access to juvenile court recordsecord or, at a minimum, allow inspectiorscore.

whether on a@e jureor de factobasis: of the juvenile’s record. Twenty states now Roughly one-half of the states expressly
« Institutions or agencies with juvenilepermit school officials at least limited accesauthorize prosecutors to obtain access to

custody (37 states); to information concerning the juvenile’sjuvenile records for charging determina-
* Prosecutors (33 states); name and address, as well as disposition tibns. Some states also allow access by

« Juvenile court judges and professionatharges.
court staff (34 states); Adult courts are most apt to use juvenile Please sedlational Perspectivepage 8
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National Perspective « In response to inquiries from an agencgealing and expungement of juvenile

(continued from page 7) considering the person for a position immerecords. Sealing and_ requirement I_aws_, like
diately and directly affecting the nationalother laws governing juvenile justice

social welfare agencies, the military, schodecurity; and records, are more likely to apply to juvenile

authorities, the institution to which the ju- «In response to inquiries from any vic-court records than to law enforcement
venile is confined, the victim of thetim of such juvenile delinquency or, if therecords.
juvenile’s act, researchers, criminal justicgictim is deceased, from the immediate fam- Where records may be sealed, certain
agencies to which the juvenile has applieilly of such victim, relating to the final dis- conditions must usually be met, including a
for employment, and “others as the coufosition of such juvenile. clean record period, no subsequent convic-
may determine who have a legitimate interfhe seventh exception applies to chronic antdons or adjudications, no pending
est in the proceedings.” Some jurisdictionserious juvenile offenders over the age gfroceedings, attainment of a defined age, ex-
permit access when specifically authorized3, as recently amended by the Crime Compiration of juvenile court jurisdiction,
by the court. Others specify the parties tgol Act of 1994, and requires that informasatisfactory outcome of the proceedings for
whom the record may be released and, atlon relating to guilty adjudications bewhich the record was created, and the type
ditionally, require a court order. transmitted to the FBI. Once there, the FBbf offense. Expungement guidelines are
Federal law makes juvenile court recordgeats this information in the same mannesimilar to sealing guidelines, but because of
confidential, subject to seven important exas the FBI treats adult conviction informathe finality of expungement, court orders are
ceptions. Six of these exceptions apply tton. almost always required.
all juvenile delinquency proceedings occur- Although sealing and purging policies In most states, access to sealed records is
ring in federal courts, angquirecourts to appear to be inconsistent, with the trend tatrictly regulated. Only a few states do not
release juvenile court records in the followward increasing the availability of juvenileaddress the issue. In over 20 jurisdictions,

ing circumstances: records, sealing and purging retains substacensent of the court is required. In several
* In response to inquiries received fromial support. In most states, sealing anstates, the record may be unsealed if the ju-
another court of law; purging laws remain on the books, frevenile is convicted of another crime or

* In response to inquiries received fronuently with little change over the lastadjudicated delinquent. In three states, re-
an agency preparing a presentence report i¢scade. The reason, no doubt, is that in maspening of the record in these circumstances
another court; states, sealing and purging is available onig automatic. The courts have made clear

* In response to inquiries from law en<or those juvenile offenders who have demthat there is not a constitutional right to seal
forcement agencies where the request is renstrated some rehabilitation by establishingr expunge juvenile records and that a court
lated to the investigation of a crime or @& clean record period. Even today, thos@ay unseal records.
position within that agency; juveniles who, after committing one or two

* In response to inquiries, in writing, fromoffenses, establish a clean record period rephe preceding article was adapted from the
the director of a treatment agency or the diesent the great majority of the juvenileBureau of Justice Statistics publication “Pri-

rector of a facility to which the juvenile hasoffender population. vacy and Juvenile Justice Records: A Mid-
been committed by a court; All but two states govern by statute thdecade Status Report,” NCJ-161255.
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