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Dispute Center Wil I Be New Approach To Violence 
Ketchikan Youth 
Advocate Pro -
gram Offers Fast 
Assistance 

By Lt. Ben L. Nett 
Ketchikan Police Department 

& 
Phyllis Bardonski 

Division of Social Services 

Until recently, Ketchikan, like many 

communities in Alaska, did not have an 
effective system for responding approp

riately to youth in crises, especially in 
those cases occurring after the close of 

the business day. Historically, law en
forcement personnel have carried the bur
den of this responsibility to the extent 

their operational resources permitted. Be
cause police and troopers did not have 
immediate access to alternative place
ment facilities when they were confront
ed with other emergencies, status offen
ders were frequently detained for such of
fenses as Minor in Possession of Alco
hol by Consumption, Curfew, Wayward & 
Disobedient, and Truancy. A "detention 
home" was the most convenient place to 
hold a youngster if the police were un
able to locate family members. More 

importantly, there were no effective 
means for dealing with chronic status 

offenders. 
For a community its size (accord-

ing to the 1974 Census, it is an island 

community of 6,000 serving a total popu

lation of 17,912), Ketchikan has a wide 

range of services available to deal with 
status offenders during the daytime 

hours. These services include social t·;el
fare agencies such as Social Services, 

Youth Advocate Program, Mental Health, 

(Continued on Page 2) 

A Report From The Alaska 

Judicial Council 

A husband periodically gets drunk and 

threatens his wife and children. One 

night, when his threats are particularly 
vehement, his wife attempts to defend 

herself with a kitchen knife. The hus
band seizes the knife throws it away and 
beats her severely with his hands. 

* * * 

A young woman is badly beaten up by 

her drunken ex-boyfriend. When the 
police arrive, she tells them that this is 

a regular occurrence. However, she 
refuses to press charges against her at

tacker, insisting, "I only want him 
to leave me alone." 

A landlord goes to his tenant's residence 
to demand payment for two months 
back rent. The tenant refuses, claiming 
that the landlord has failed adequately to 

maintain the apartment. The landlord 

assaults and seriously injures the tenant. 

The above histories were taken by researchers for the Alaska Judicial Council 
from actual reported cases in the files of the Anchorage Police Department over the 
past year. According to a recent Judical Council report, violent incidents like these 

are very often direct outgrowths of conflicts between relatives, friends, lovers, and 
other people who are in a continuing personal relationship with each other. The sig
nificance of these personal or domestic incidents to the general Anchorage crime 

scene is apparent from the following facts contained in the report: 

• Half of all assault and battery incident reports involved people in the same 

household. 

• In 90 percent of the assault and battery incidents the aggressor and the victim 
were previously acquainted. 

• In 70 percent of the assault and battery, domestic disturbance and disorderly 

conduct incidents the victim was a woman. 

A substantial percentage of these reported cases never result in any arrest and even 

fewer culminate in prosecution. According to Michael L. Rubinstein, Executive Di

rector of the Alaska Judicial Council, this is because a police officer in Alaska cannot 
legally arrest someone for a misdemeanor unless he actually observes the crime in pro

gress, unless a citizen is willing to sign a formal complaint. Frequently, precisely be
cause the disputants have a personal relationship with each other, the injured party 

simply refuses to press charges. 

(Continued on PaAe 6) 



January, 1978 Alaska Justice Forum 2 

Ketchikan Youth Advocate Program 
(Continued from first page) 

Children's Home, and Alcohol Abuse 
Programs. Often, however, because of 
more pressing duties, and because of the 
hour, the police did not have access to 
the most appropriate services for the of
fender at the time they became involved 
and instead would do the most expedient 
thing, which would often be to introduce 
the offending youth into the criminal 
justice system. 

The community has long been aware 
that problems exist around the status 
offender. After much discussion, during 
the summer of 1972, the Youth Advo
cate Program (YAP) started a store 
front operation in cooperation with the 
police department as a diversionary pro
gram for juveniles charged with status 
offenses. The idea behind the program 
was to have the YAP staff work with ju
veniles who had been arrested for status 
offenses, at the time of arrest. The staff 
member would contact the parents and 
make appropriate referrals, thus freeing 
the officer to go about other business. It 
was also felt that such a diversionary 
program could cut down on some of the 
recidivism among status offending ju
veniles. 

After an approximate 30 day trial, 
the directors of YAP felt that they were 
unable to deal with the youngsters ade
quately, as they were often unable to 
handle drunk or violent youths. There 
was also a problem with transportation; 
the YAP staff had none, so the officer 
was still tied up with transporting the of
fending youth. As a result, our initial ef
forts failed, but the department believed 
the concept to be a valid one. In 1973, 
the Division of Social Services applied 
for an LEAA grant, which was denied, 
but the community pursued it. Working 
together, agencies in Ketchikan de
veloped a plan which would utilize the 
regular daytime staff of the Department 
of Social Services to provide after-hour 
services to the community through the 
Police Department. 

In June of 1975, on a strictly volun
tary basis, the day workers initiated 
night time coverage on a trial basis. This 
frequently meant that the day staff, 
who already have a heavy case load, were 
sometimes working 24 hour days. The ef
fect of the program was immediately 
apparent. The workers were dealing with 

situations involving youth in status of
fenses, and child protection. The idea was 
to divert status offenders from locked 
detention, and from formal probation, 
back to the family, or into another place
ment in the community. In addition to 
freeing the officers for regular law en
forcement duties, the object of the pro
gram was to minimize the youths entry 
into the criminal justice system. 

The program appeared successful. By 
August of 1975, however, the Social 
Services staff was exhausted from their 
efforts, and could not keep the program 
going. The community still believed the 
diversionary concept to be a valid one, 
and pursued funding for a 24-hour ser
vice project under which one or two 
workers would deal exclusively with ju-

veniles during the night time hours, and 
on weekends. 

In 1976, after a concerted commu
nity effort, the Criminal Justice Planning 
Agency funded a grant to the Division of 
Social Services for two night time work
ers who would provide 24-hour service 
through the police department. An inter
agency board, whose members included 
representatives from the Police De
partment, Division of Corrections, Youth 
Advocate Program, Division of Social 
Services, and Ketchikan Children's Home, 
formed a hiring committee and in mid
March of 1977, the first worker was 
hired. There was some skepticism within 
the police department about working 
so intensely with a social worker, but the 
skepticism was short lived, as the worker 
(Continued on Page 6) 

Citizens Action Project Looks At 
Alaska Justice System 

by Arlene Warden 
Alaska Youth Advocates 

The Citizens Action Project, a year 
long pilot program sponsored by the Alas
ka Judicial Council has involved Anchor
age citizens in the study of numerous as
pects of the Alaska justice system. The 
Project's goals are twofold. First, it is an 
effort to explore the feasibility of citizen 
input to the Council's evaluation of the 
performance of judges in the state. 
Secondly, it seeks to create a group of 
volunteers who are informed about and 
involved in the state's justice system. 

Randall Simpson, director of the 
LEAA funded project, recruited and or
ganized volunteers according to their 
area of interest: juvenile justice, plea 
bargaining, corrections/probation, jury se
lection and court watching. After an ini
tial orientation, groups toured local fa. 
cilities and institutions, and had the op
portunity to meet with judges, correc
tions personnel and representatives of al
ternative community programs. The 
groups expect to record their reactions 
and recommendations at the close of pro
ject activities and their findings will be 
submitted to the Alaska Judicial Coun
cil for its consideration. 

The Council, a judicial nominating 
commission, is especially interested in the 

evaluations of the court watcher group 
which meets weekly to attend court 
proceedings and observe judges. The 
Council is charged both with selecting 
qualified candidates for appointment to 
the bench by the Governor, and with 
conducting evaluations of judges prior to 
their retention elections. Its recommen
dations are then made available to the 
public in the Official Election Pamphlet. 
Those recommendations, however, are 
not always followed. Voters in 1976 
overwhelmingly re-elected the sole judge 
for whom the Council had recommend
ed a "no" vote. Its evaluations at that 
time were based on the judgements of 
jurors, attorneys and peace officers. 
While citizen court watchers would not 
replace the evaluations of these other 
groups, they represent a new and possi
bly useful source of data for the Council, 
and are expected to be able to bring to 
its attention any glaring problems in the 
courtroom. 

Simpson had hoped to attract par
ticipants to the project who had little or 
no prior contact with the justice system, 
but reported that the daytime hours re
quired for most project activities had re
(Continued on Page 61 
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Interrogations And Confessions 
This is part I of a series by Peter S. 

Ring, designed to give a working know
ledge of the basic issues surrounding in
terrogation and confessions. 

The current law related to the use 
of confessions in criminal cases, at both 
federal and state levels, is the result of 
an interplay between two important pro
visions of the Constitution of the United 
States: the Sixth Amendment guarantee 
of the right to counsel and the Fifth 
Amendment privilege against compulsory 
self-incrimination. This interplay of con
stitutional rights was articulated most 
fully by the United State Supreme 
Court in Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. 
436 (1966), and three companion cases. 
Those decisions, but especially Miranda, 

set forth concrete guidelines to be follow
ed by law enforcement personnel who 
seek to obtain statements from persons 
suspected of, or arrested for criminal ac
tivity. Prior to studying these guide
lines and their subsequent refinements, 
either by the United States or the Alaska 
Supreme Courts, it will be helpful to 
briefly outline the path the law of con
fessions traveled prior to the Miranda 
decision. 

The Voluntariness Approach 

American courts have long held that 
confessions obtained from a person which 
are not "voluntary" are inadmissible as 
evidence against the person in subsequent 
criminal proceedings. The question of 
"voluntariness" initially involved a singu
lar inquiry: Was physical force used to 
coerce a statement or confession from the 
suspect? :he confession was inadmis
sible if it was the result of physical coer
cion. There was a "strongly felt attitude 
of our society that important human 
values are sacrificed when an agency of 
the government, in the course of secur
ing a conviction, wrings a confession 
out of an accused against his will." 
(Blackburn v. Alabama, 363 U.S. 199 
(1960] .) 

In time, more sophisticated me
thods of obtaining confessions were em
ployed. The courts soon came to realize 
that psychological coercion sometimes 
could be used more effectively than force 

Everything You've 
Always Wanted 

To Ask ... 
to break the will of an individual. In 
Rodgers v. Richmond, 365 U.S. 534 
(1961 ), the Supreme Court reversed a 
Connecticut case in which the threat of 
taking the defendant's arthritic wife in
to custody was used to obtain a confes
sion. In reaching its decision, the Su
preme Court ruled that the Connecticut 
courts had erred in using the test of the 
truthfulness of the confession as a cri
teria for admissibility. The only test 
which the Court would accept was 
whether or not the confession was vol
untarily given. 

Haynes v. Washington, 373 U.S. 
503 ( 1963), brought about a further re
finement of the law. In that case the de
fendant, a burglary suspect, was picked 
up by the Spokane police and held in
communicado for nearly sixteen hours. 
He confessed. In spite of evidence that his 
confession was "voluntary" the Supreme 
Court held that it was inadmissible be
cause the long incommunicado deten
tion might have "broken the will" of 
Haynes to maintain his Fifth Amendment 
right to remain silent. 

The theory of "voluntariness" just 
discussed is predicated on the "Due Pro
cess" clause of the Fifth Amendment, 
applicable to state and local officers 
through the Fourteenth Amendment. Be
cause of cases which will be discussed 
more fully later, the involuntary confes
sion area is not likely to remain a future
source of much litigation. Officers should 
remember, however, that statements or 
confessions will be declared inadmissible 
as evidence if recorded after an ind ivi
dual has been denied food or water, has 
been beaten, manhandled or threatened 
with physical harm, has been psycho
logically coerced, or promised leniency. 
Further, the Court has also held that 
failure to warn a suspect of his right to 
remain silent, or his right to counsel is 
now to be considered as a "significant 
factor" in determining the voluntari
ness of a confession. (Davis v. North 
Carolina, 384 U.S. 737 (1966).) 

The McNabb • Mallory Approach 

Officers should be aware that a dif-
ferent approach to the problem of con
fessions is taken by the Federal courts. 
Rule 5 of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure requires that an arrested per
son be taken before a magistrate without 
unnecessary delay. The reason for this· 
rule is to insure that the defendant is 
made aware of the charge against him, in
formed of his right to counsel, his right 
to remain silent, and to determine if 
probable cause exists for his continued 
detention. 

In cases interpreting Rule 5, the Su
preme Court has formulated an exclu
sionary rule of evidence which makes 
confessions obtained in violation of 
Rule 5 inadmissible in federal prosecu
tions. (Mallory v. United States, 354 
U.S. 499 (1956) ). Because this rule is 
based on the supervisory power of the 
Supreme Court over lower federal courts, 
(McNabb v. United States, 318 U.S. 332 
(1943) ), it does not apply to state pro
ceedings. As the nuances of this rule are 
so complex, and because the decisions are 
not based on constitutional grounds, a 
further investigation of the cases inter
preting the rule is not warranted at this 
time. To this date its elevation to a 
constitutional level has not been thought 
necessary. But the use of a magistrate to 
give Miranda type warnings might result 
from a decision by the Supreme Court 
that the police have not been abiding by 
the requirements of Miranda. For this 
reason, officers should be aware of the 
existence of this approach to the prob
lems associated with confessions. 

The Right to Counsel Approach 

The Supreme Court, in Massiah v. 
United States, 377 U.S. 201 (1964), 
inaugurated a radically different ap
proach to determining the admissibility 
of confessions. 

The defendant in that case had been 
indicted and was free on bail awaiting his 
trial. During that period he made state
ments to a co-defendant who was acting 
as a government agent. Those statements 
were recorded by the government and 
used against him at trial. The Court 
held that the statements had been im
(Continued on Page 4) 
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properly admitted as evidence. They were 
obtained in the absence of his attorney 
and thus violated the Sixth Amendment 
right to counsel. (Remember, this right to 
counsel had been made applicable to the 
states in Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 
U.S. 335 (1963] ). Massiah was limited in 
its scope, the holding in the case applying 
only to defendants who had been in
dicted and were represented by counsel. 
It did not apply to suspects who were in 
custody, but not vet indicted. 

In Escobedo v. Illinois, 378 U.S. 
478 (1964). the Court, for the first time, 
held that the right to counsel guaranteed 
by the Sixth Amendment applied to sus
pects in police custody. Danny Escobedo 
had been arrested on a murder charge. 
While in custody he requested permission 
to speak with his attorney who was in 
the station house. The request was de
nied. The Supreme Court found that the 
police had erred in denying Escobedo's 
request and ruled that the confession ob
tained from him was inadmissible. The 
Court held that in-custody interrogation 
is inherently coercive and, therefore, puts 
in jeopardy a person's privilege against 
self-incrimination. The Court explained in 
Escobedo that when an investigation has 
begun to focus on a person - that is 
when the investigatory stage becomes 
accusatory - the right to counsel attach
es. This decision, like Massiah, was also 
limited in scope. It only applied to per
sons who had attorneys and requested 
them. The Court did not require that a 
warning of the right to an attorney be 
given to all persons who were being ques
tioned. 

Why Are 
·warnings 

Necessary? 
Miranda v. Arizona 

Miranda is a redefinition of this 
conclusion. In the Court's words: 

The cases before us raise ques
tions which go to the roots of our 
concepts of American criminal juris
prudence: the restraints society must 
observe consistent with the Federal 
Constitution in prosecuitng indivi
duals for crime. More specifically, 
we deal with the admissibility of 
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statements obtained from an indi
vidual who is subjected to custodial 
police interrogation and the neces
sity for procedures which assure that 
the individual is accorded his 
privilege under the Fifth Amend
ment to the Constitution not to be 
compelled to incriminate himself. 

We dealt with certain phases of 
the problem recently in Escobedo v. 
Illinois, 378 U.S. 478 (1964). There, 
as in the four cases before us, law 
enforcement officials took the de
fendant into custody and interro
gated him in a police station for the 
purpose of obtaining a confession. 

To protect the person who is being 
interrogated in a custodial situation, the 
Court required that the following warn
ings be given to him before any ques
tioning commenced: 

1. He has a right to remain silent. 
2. Any statement he does make can 

and will be used against him in 
court. 

3. He has the right to consult with 
and have an attorney present 
during an interrogation. 

4. He has the right to have an at
torney appointed for him if he 
is unable to obtain his own. 

When Should 
Warnings Be 
Given? 

It is not enough, however to merely 
know that the warnings must be given, or 
to know what they are. To fully compre
hend the Miranda decision, the under
lying rationale for each of these warnings 
must be understood. The Court was 
aware of this and explained the reasons 
for each of the warnings as: 

At the outset, if a person in cus
tody is to be subjected to interro
gation, he must first be informed in 
clear and uneauivocal terms that he 
has the right to remain silent. For 
those unaware of the privilege, the 
warning is needed simply to make 
them aware of it -- the threshold 
requirement for an intelligent de
cision as to its exercise. More im
portant, such a warning is an abso
lute prerequiste in overcoming the in
herent pressures of the interroga-

4 

tion atmosphere. *** Further, the 
warnings will show the individual 
that his interrogators are prepared 
to recognize his privilege should he 
choose to exercise it. 

The Fifth Amendment privilege is 
so fundamental to our system of 
constitutional rule and the expedient 
of giving an adequate warning as to 
the availability of the privilege so 
simple, we will not pause to inquire 
in individual cases whether the de
fendant was aware of his rights 
without a warning being given.*** 
Whatever the background of a per
son interrogated, a warning at the 
time of the interrogation is indis
pensable to overcome its pressures 
and to insure that the individual 
knows he is free to exercise the 
privilege at that point in time. 

The warning of the right to re
main silent must be accompanied 
by the explanation that anything 
said can and will be used against 
the individual in court. This warning 
is needed in order to make him aware 

not only of the privilege, but also of the 
consequences of foregoing it. It is only 
through an awareness of these conse
quences that there can be any assurance 
of real understanding and intelligent 
exercise of the privilege. Moreover, this 
warning may serve to make the indivi
dual more acutely aware that he is faced 
with a phase of the adversary system -
that he is not in the presence of persons 
acting solely in his interest. 

Custodial 
Interrogations 

The circumstances surrounding in
custody interrogation can operate 
very quickly to overbear the will of 
one merely made aware of his 
privilege by his interrogators. There
fore, the right to have counsel pre
sent at the interrogation is indis
pensible to the protection of the 
Fifth Amendment privilege under the 
system we deliniate today. Our aim 
is to assure that the individual's 
right to choose between silence and 
speech remains unfettered through
out the interrogation process. * * * 
Thus, the need for counsel to pro
tect the Fifth Amendment privi
lege comprehends not merely a right 
to consult with counsel prior to 
questioning but also to have counsel 
present during any questioning if the 
defendant so desires. 
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I n  order to ful ly apprise a person 
interrogated of the extent of his 
rights under this system, then it is 
necessary to warn him not only that 
he has the right to consult with an 
attorney, but also that if he is in
digent, a lawyer wil l  be appointed to 
represent him. Without this addition
al  warning, the admonition of the 
right to consult with counsel would 
often be understood as meaning 
only that he can consult with a law
yer if he has the funds to obtain one. 
The warning of a right to counsel 
would be hollow if not couched in 
terms that would convey to the in
d igent -· the person most often 
subjected to interrogation -- the 
knowledge that he too has a right 
to have counsel present." 

T he Miranda 
Procedu re 

These, then, are the warnings re
quired by Miranda. They can not be con
sidered in a vacuum. Before Miranda can 
be complied with, and used to full ad
vantage, more knowledge of the deci
sion is necessary. As the Court stated: 

Once warnings have been given, 
the subsequent procedure is clear. If 
the individual indicates in any man
ner, at any time prior to or during 
questioning, that he wishes to remain 
silent, the interro!'.lation must cease. 
*** I f  the individual states that he 
wants an attorney, the interroga
tion must cease until an attorney is 
present. At that time, the individual 
must have the opportunity to confer 
with the attorney and to have him 
present during any subsequent ques
tioning. If the individual cannot 
obtain an attorney and he indicates 
that he wants one before speaking to 
police, they must respect his deci
sion to remain silent. 
The Court pointed out that the ex

ercise of these rights could be waived by 
a suspect. The question of waiver is im
portant. A statement may stand or fal l. 
depending upon the abil ity of the govern-
ment to prove to the satisfaction of a 
court that the suspect was cognizant of 
his rights, and knowingly and intelli
gently waived them. 

The best procedure which can be 
followed when an i nterrogation is to oc
cur is to give the person required warn
ings; a l l  four at once and then one at a 
time, asking the individual if he under
stands each warning after it is given. Once 
the warnings have been given, the sus-
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pect should then be asked once again it 
he understood the warnings. If he answers 
affirmatively, he should then be asked if  
he wishes to waive h is  rights and make a 
statement .  If he answers negatively, the 
officer should ask the suspect what as
pect of the warnings he does not under
stand and then deal with that issue. Once 
it is clear that the suspect understands 
the warnings, he should then be asked if 
he wishes to waive his rights and make a 
statement. If he responds in the negative 
then the interrogation process must stop. 
This procedure should be recorded if 
possible and if the individual waives his 
rights, a statement should be taken im
mediately. This statement and the waiver 
then should be incorporated in one trans
cription and the individual should sign 
both the waiver and the statement. 

A waiver ot the rights cannot be pre-
sumed from silence on the part of the 
suspect after the warnings have been 
given. Similarly, the fact that a con
fession is obtained after the warnings 
have been given will not presume a 
waiver of constitutionally protected 
rights. Officers should exercise extreme 
care to see that any statement on the part 
of a suspect is preceded by a knowing 
and intelligent waiver of those rights. 

When Does Miranda Apply 

Having described the procedures re
quired by the Miranda decision, a ques
tion still remains: When must the warn
ings be given? Two extremely important 
elements must co-exist: 

1 .  A custody situation. 
2. An interrogation. 
Miranda warnings are not required 

when there is an interrogation which is 
not in a custodial situation, or when a 
person is in custody but no questioning 
is contemplated. 

This statement does not really solve 
the question of when the warnings must 
be given. At least two more questions 
must be answered: 

1 .  What did the Court mean by 
custody? 

2. What did the Court mean by in
terrogation? 

Unfortunately, the Court did not go 
into any great detail in defining these 
terms. With respect to custodial inter
rogation it did say: 

By custodial interrogation we 
mean questioning initiated by law 
enforcement officers after a person 
has been taken into custody or other
wise deprived oj his freedom of ac
tion in any significant way ." 

5 

The Court did explain, however, 
what it did not intend to prohibit 
bv the decision: 

Our decision is not intended to 
hamper the traditional function of 
police officers i n  investigating crime: 
***When an individual is in custody 
on probable cause, the police may, 
of course, seek out evidence in the 
field to be used at trial against h im. 
Such i nvestigation may include in
quiry of persons not under restraint. 
General on-the-scene questioning as 
to the facts surrounding a crime or 
other general questioning of citi
zens in the fact finding process is 
not affected by our holding. It is an 
act of responsible citizenship for 
individuals to give whatever infor
mation they may have to aid law 
enforcement. In such situations the 
compelling atmosphere inherent in 
process of in-custody interrogation is 
not necessari ly present. 

Volunteered 
State ments? 

Along a similar line the Court said: 
There is no requirement that the 

police stop a person who enters a 
police station and states that he wish
es to confess a crime, or a person 
who calls the police to offer a con
fession or any other statement he 
desires to make. Volunteered state

ments of any kind are not barred by 

the Fifth Amendment and their 

admissibility is not affected by our 

holding today. (Emphasis added) 

The reader should understand that 
up to this point in the discussion we have 
exclusively focused upon what the Su
preme Court said in Miranda. Since the 
decision was rendered in 1 966, the 
Court has had a number of occasions to 
deal with issues related to Miranda which 
arose out of the ambiguities associated 
with th'e terms "custody" and "inter
rogation". • 

The next article in this series will 
discuss the abiguities associated with the 

terms custody, and interrogation. 
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Violence Wil l Be Mediated 
(Continued From the First Page) 

This does not mean, however, that these occurrences are necessarily minor or in
significant. One-third of the Anchorage domestic distrubance reports involved a fire
arm. In about half of the cases the police had specifically noted in their reports that 
unless something was done, more violence was likely to recur in the future. This 
seems to be a nationwide problem. 

For example, in Kansas City, it was found that about 50 percent of the homicide 
and felonious assault incidents had been preceded by repeated police calls.to the same 
residence in response to complaints of "domestic disturbances." Similar findings were 
recently reported by the Vera Institute of Justice in a 1976 report concerning felony 
prosecutions in the City of New York. 

Throughout the United States it is becoming increasingly clear that so-called "rou
tine" domestic disturbances generate an alarming proportion of our most violent crim
inal acts. It is these very same disturbances, however, which now receive least in the 
way of resource allocation from the existing criminal justice agencies. 

I n  light of these findings, the Alaska Judicial Council has proposed that a citizen 
dispute center be created in Anchorage. According to the Judicial Council's report, 
such a center would provide a more flexible and informal method of resolving dis
putes than is now available through criminal prosecution. Instead of placing legal 
blame on one of the parties and attempting to punish him or her under the criminal 
laws, a citizen dispute center would use techniques such as mediation and binding ar
bitration to formulate workable, practical settlements of the parties' grievances. Dis
putants would be encouraged by trained arbitrators to tell their full stories, including 
the history and background of the events that led up to their conflict. Much of this 
background material might be considered "irrevelant" or "immaterial" in formal 
court proceedings, but it may be vital to the parties involved. 

Disputants would then be encouraged to work out their own solutions and adjust· 
ments. To the extent the parties prove unable or unwilling to solve these problems for 
themselves, the mediators would help them, or, if necessary, take over and impose a 
legally binding arbitration order. Since the dispute center would approach problems 
from a practical viewpoint rather than as strictly legal questions, it is suggested by the 
State Judicial Council that citizens might feel more comfortable with the dispute 
center than they would in a courtroom situation. 

In addition to "walk-ins," referrals to the center might come from the police, 
citizen groups, the district attorney's office or the business community. The center, 
once established, might handle not only disputes involving family members and 
friends, but also quarrels between consumers and merchants, landlords and tenants, 
citizens and certain governmental agencies, as well as a variety of neighborhood 
problems. 

The Judicial Council's report recommends that the citizen d ispute center be staff. 
ed by rotating panels of volunteer hearing officers. A typical panel woul_sl consist of 
one lawyer and two non-lawyer volunteers. All volunteers would receive formal train
ing either from the American Arbitration Association or the Institute for Mediation 
and Conflict Resolution in New York City. 

No dispute would be mediated by the center unless the parties consented and 
signed a written agreement to abide by the decision of the panel. Such agreements and 
decisions would be enforceable in a court of law. The overall approach of the center 
would be to prevent future violence or difficulty, not to place blame or punish. 

Persons interested in the establishment of the Anchorage center or desiring fur
ther information may contact the Alaska Judicial Council offices in Anchorage.• 

6 

Youth Advocate 
Program 

(Continued from page 2) 

demonstrated a high degree of proficien
cy in dealing with crisis situations. The 
second worker was hired and, by mid
May, the program was in full swing. 

Workers are available to the police 
as well as to the community through the 
police dispatch system, via a pocket 
pager. They also put in certain hours each 
evening on active duty, working among 
agencies in the community on youthful 
concerns. They also ride with officers on 
duty during peak hours of juvenile ac
tivity. 

Since this is an experimental grant, 
the intake workers are varying their work
ing schedules. The officers have found 
this program to be a great relief both in 
terms of minimizing time and energy 
spent, and cutting down the rate of re
cidivism by diverting offenders to appro
priate services. 

The Youth Advocate Program made 
an agreement with the Division of Social 
Services to assist in the evaluation of the 
Night Intake Project. Their first summary 
(Continued on Page 8) 

Citizens Action 
Project 
(Continued From Page 2) 

stricted participation to some extent. He 
likened that part of the experience to 
"preaching to the choir," since a signifi
cant number of the volunteers were stu
dents or professionals in justice-related 
fields. But not all were. An oil company 
engineer spent one morning at the Sixth 
Avenue Jail, shared a lunch table with 
prisoners at Eagle River Correctional 
Center, and had a judge explain sentenc
ing decisions to him at an evening visit 
to his home. 

While some of the groups are winding 
up their activities, the court watchers are 
just beginning to overcome the natural 
reticence of first-time courtroom observ
ers, and will complete their evaluations 
by the end of February. Meanwhile, the 
Council's Advisory Board will meet this 
month to begin evaluating the project's 
usefulness and to discuss the possibility 
of its extension to other parts of the 
state. Regardless of its decisions, thirty
five Anchorage citizens have had a first 
hand look at their state's criminal justice 
system. • 
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Justice 

Training 

Calendar 
This calendar will list upcoming con

ferences and training sessions for crimi
nal justice practitioners throughout the 
United States. 
West 

Feb 20-24, "Management of Multi
Agency Investigative Units." IACP, 
Las Vegas, Nevada. 

Feb. 20-22 - "Criminal Law I l l ,  Pre
Trial Procedures, Confessions and 
Identification," Tempe, Arizona, Ari
zona State U niversity. American 
Academy of Judicial Education. 

Feb. 20-24 - "Management of Multi
Agency I nvestigative Units," Las 
Vegas. ICAP. 

Feb. 22-24 "Crisis I ntervention," 
Modesto. 

Feb. 22-24 - "Planning and Budgeting 
Workshop," Las Vegas. THEOREM 
Institute. 

Feb. 23-25 - "Evidence 1 1 :  Cross-Exami
nation, Competency and Privileges," 
Tempe, Arizona. 

Mar 6-10, "Basic Juvenile Hal l ," Re
gional Criminal Justice Training 
Center, Modesto, Calif. 

Mar 6-17, "Basic Correctional Academy." 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center, Modesto, Calif. 

Mar 6-17, "Criminal I nvestigation." Re
gional Criminal Justice Training 
Center, Modesto, Calif. 

Mar 1 0-June 9, "Basic Police Academy." 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center, Modesto, Calif. 

Mar 1 2-15, "The Management of Crimi
nal Cases." I nstitute for Court Man
agement, Denver, Colorado. 

Mar 12-17, "I nvestigators School," Loca
tion to be Announced, National 
College of D istrict Attorneys Col
lege of Law, University of Houston, 
Texas. 

Mar 14-18, "Trial Techniques," Los 
Angeles. National College of Dis
trict Attorneys, College of Law, 
University of Houston, Texas. 

Mar 15 & 29, "F. 1 .R.O.-B." Regional 
Criminal Justice Training Center, 
Modesto, Calif. 

Alaska Justice Forum 

Mar 1 6  & 1 7 ,  "Narcotics & Dangerous 
Drugs." Regional Criminal Justice 
Training Center, Modesto, Calif. 

Mar 18, "Private Patrol Arrest Function." 
Regional Criminal Justice Training 
Center, Modesto, Calif. 

Mar 1 8  & 25, "Crowd Control & Use of 
Chemical Agents." Regional Criminal 
Justice Training Center, Modesto, Ca. 

Mar 20-23, "Crime and the Senior Citi
zen." IACP, Phoenix, Arizona. 

Mar 20-24, "Correctional Ancillary Pro
gram." Regional Criminal Justice 
Training Center, Modesto, Calif. 

Mar 20-24, Responses to Hostage Tak
ing." IACP, San Francisco, Calif. 

Midwest 
Feb. 1 9-22 - "Justice System Services for 

the Abused Child," Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Feb. 20-24 - "Seminar on Homicide and 

Major Crime Scene Investigation," 
The Traffic Institute. 

Feb. 26-Mar. 2 • "Organized Crime," 
Indianapolis, National College of 
District Attorneys, Un iversity of 
Houston. 

Feb. 27-Mar. 3 - "Traffic Management 
of Land Development," The Traffic 
Institute. 

Feb 20 24, "Advance Electronic Securi
ty." National Crime Prevention lns
stitute, University of Louisville, Ky. 

Mar 6-17, "Supervision of Police Traffic 
Law Enforcement." Traffic Institute, 
Northwestern University, Evanston, 
Illinois. 

Mar 6-24, "Traffic and Transporation 
Engineering Seminar." Traffic Insti
tute, Northwestern University, Evan
ston, 1 1 1 .  

Mar 1 3-1 6, "Crime Analysis." IACP 
Kansas City, Mo. 

Mar 20-24, "Police Officer Survival 
Course." Traffic Institute, North
western University, Evanston, I l l .  

Mar 20-3 1 ,  "Weapon Selection: Body 
Armor, Weapons, and Ammunition." 
IACP, Chicago, I ll. 

Mar 27 - Ap 7,  "On-Scene Accident 
Investigation." Traffic Institute, 
Northwestern University, Evanston. 

Mar 27-Ap 7, "Supervision of Police Per
sonnel." Traffic Institute, North
western University, Evanston, 1 1 1 .  

Mar 27-Ap 1 4, "Motor Vehicle Manage
ment & Accident Prevention for the 
U.S. Armed Forces. Traffic Institute, 
Northwestern University, Evanston. 

East 

Feb 20-24, "Police Photography I ." 
Regional Criminal Justice Education 
and Training Center, Rochester, NY. 

March 5-8, "Schools, Educational Ser-
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vices and the Justice System." 
Hartford, Conn. Delinquency Con
trol Institute, , Univ. ot' So. Calif. 

Mar 6-17, "Police Supervisory School." 
Regional Criminal J ustice Education 
& Training Center, N.Y. 

Mar 19-22, "State Courts: A Blueprint 
for the Future." National Center 
for State Courts. Williamsburg, Va. 

Mar 20-22, "Child Abuse Investigation." 
University of Maryland, College 
Park, Md. 

Mar 20-June 30, "Basic Course for Po
lice Officers." Regional Criminal 
Justice Education & Training Cen
ter, Rochester, N.Y. 

Mar 27-30, "Legal Restrictions on Main
tenance, Use and Dissemination of 
Criminal Justice Records." IACP, 
Washington, D.C. 

Mar 28-31, "Courts and Pretrial Ser
vices." Institute for Court Manage
ment." Annapolis, Md. 

Mar 27-31 ,  "Pol ice Photography I I. "  
Regional Criminal Justice Education 

& Training Center, Rochester, N.Y. 
South 
Feb. 1 3- 17  - "Advanced Latent Finger

print Course (F .B . I. ) ,"  St. Peters
burg. 

Feb. 20-22 - "Weapon Selection : Body 
Armor, Weapons and Ammunition," 
Atlanta. ICAP. 

Feb. 20-24 - "Basic Police Photography, . . 

Florida Institute for Law Enforce
ment, St. Petersburg. 

Feb. 26-March 3 - "Management for 
Supervisors," New Orleans. I nstitute 
for Court Management. 

Feb. 27-Mar. 1 0  - "Command Seminar 
IV," Metro Dade County, Florida 
Public Safety Dept. Miami. 

Feb 26-Mar 3, "Management for Justice 
System Supervisors." Institute for 
Court Management, New Orleans, La. 

Mar 5-9, "Fifth National Conference on 
Juvenile Justice." National Council 
of Juvenile and Family Court Judges 
& National District Attorneys Assoc. 
Baton Rouge, La. 

Mar 6-10, "Police Juveni le Procedures." 
IACP, New Orleans, La. 

Mar 6-17, "First Line Supervisory Cour
se." Florida Institute for Law En
forcement, St. Petersburg, Florida. 

Mar 20-23, "Pol ice Discipline." IACP 
New Orleans, La. 

Mar 20-24, "Management of Job-Re
lated Stress." IACP, Sarasota, Fla. 

Mar 20-3 1 ,  "Cash Flow Investigation." 
Institute on Organized Crime, Miami. 

Mar 27-3 1 ,  "Police I nstructors Course." 
Florida Institute for Law Enforce· 
ment, St. Petersburg, Fla. 
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Ketchikan Youth 
Advocate 
Program Offers 
Quick Aid 
(Continued From Page 6) 
of results came out in October of 1977, 
and provided statistical data for the first 
six months of the project. In their report, 
they compared the first six months of 
the project (April-September, 1977), to 
the same six month period of the pre
vious year (1 976), when no project was 
in operation. 

The only numbers available for use 
in comparing April -September 1 976, to 
April-September, 1 977, are those record
ed in the monthly police juvenile re
ports. They show the number of contacts 
made by police, the number of arrests, 
and the number of youths sent to the de
tention home. 

The numbers show a s l ight decrease 
in police contact and a slight increase in 

Alaska Justice Forum 
Criminal Justice Center 
University of Alaska, Anchorage 
3211 Providence Avenue 
Anchorage, Alaska 99504 

Editors : Roger Endell 
Peter S. Ring 

Alaska Justice Forum 

Police Reoort Statistics 

1976 1977 

Police Contacts 422 402 (-20) 

Police Arrests 261 272 (+1 1 )  

Sent to 
Detention Home 74 46 (-28) 

arrests, but a definite decrease by about 
50 percent in the number of youths being 
sent to the detention home. The deten
tion home is now used only if there is 
no other alternative, or in the case of a 
youth who is too drunk and disorderly 
to be managed at the time. 

It is a general concensus among the 
police that a police officer dealing with a 
juvenile has to react to the immediate 
situation. An officer does not have the 
time to deal with special problems that 

Managing Editor: Barbara E .  Britch 

The Alaska Justice Forum is financed 
under Grant 77-A-006 of the Governor's 
Commission on the Administration of 
Justice. 

8 
may be related to the youth's contact 
with the police; problems that may, if 
not dealt with, lead to continued police 
contacts in the future. The police feel 
that with the Night Intake worker's in
tervention at the time of police contact, 
or arrest, some youth can receive the at
tention and aid they need to help them 
through these personal crises. The work
ers can provide the immediate counsel
ing to the youth that a police officer does 
not have the time to provide, and hope
fully can place the child in the home and 
provide family counseling if needed. In 
deed, the overwhelming majority of  "sta
tus offense" cases handled by the workers 
have resulted in youth being returned to 
their parents, guardian, relative, or 
friends. 

Although it is too soon to provide 
any statistical data, it is a general con
census among all of the agencies involved 
in the project (Social Services, Police, and 
Corrections ) ,  that the recidivism rate 
among the status offenders has dropped 
dramatical ly .  Needless to say, everyone 
involved feels that the program is a great 
success. •  
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