











Partnerships are key to preventing repeat victimization. There is an opportunity to
transform society’s response to crime by building collaborative relationships between victims
of crime, the organizations that serve them, and police. Because the time that officers can spend
with victims is limited, police organizations should develop responses that include civilian
employees and other non-police agencies and organizations. By breaking down organizational
barriers and building strategic alliances, police can improve the response to victims without
necessarily increasing their workload.

Police and victim service organizations can find common ground in preventing
crime. Sometimes language gets in the way of collaboration. Crime prevention is something
that police organizations tend to do at a community or group level. Victim service organizations
are often hesitant to focus on crime prevention because they are usually focused exclusively
on the aftermath of crime. However, victim service organizations, especially those working on
domestic violence and stalking, often assist individual victims with safety planning to develop
strategies to maximize the victim’s safety. Collaborative efforts using both these approaches
could prove to be very effective.

The initiative found that community policing can be greatly enhanced by working to
prevent repeat victimization and building collaborative problem solving relationships with
victims and victim organizations. They conclude that that, “It is time to bring the victim into
community policing.”*® The follow-on question, of course, is how? How do police partner
with victims in order to build these collaborative problem solving relationships? The answer
is found in a number of programs, two of which will be discussed here. The first is addressing
the issue of past victimizations and trying to prevent future victimizations, namely by assess-
ing repeat victimizations and working closely with victims who fall into this category in order
to prevent further victimizations in the future. And the second is dealing with the victims of
intimate partner violence, or domestic violence, after the victimization has occurred.

Repeat Victimization

Repeat victimization occurs when the same person or target suffers more than one
crime incident over a specified period of time.” Patterns of repeat victimization can occur in
a wide range of crime types including burglary, automobile theft, assault, robbery, witness in-
timidation, domestic violence, stalking, sexual assault, hate crimes, and vandalism. A person
or target may suffer the same type of crime repeatedly (for example, repeated burglaries) or
different types of crime.

An individual’s risk of repeat victimization depends on a number of variables, in-
cluding personal characteristics, perpetrator characteristics, and crime type. Police personnel
should never use general repeat victimization rates to establish the risk faced by an individual
victim. Victims should simply be informed that the risk of re-victimization exists, that the risk
is highest during the first few months after an incident, and that the overall risk increases as the
number of victimizations increases.

A fundamental tenet of community policing holds that police should work with com-
munity-based partners to solve problems. The most difficult aspect of problem solving is the
identification and effective analysis of problems. Police organizations use an array of macro-
level tactics to identify and analyze crime problems. Data are collected, crime maps are ana-
lyzed, patrol officers are surveyed, and community organizations are consulted. This approach
depends on a high level of resources and tends to only identify problems once they have be-
come big enough to draw police attention.
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In contrast, identifying and preventing repeat victimization is problem solving that
starts at the micro level. Because repeat victimization affects individual people and targets,
effective problem solving begins at an individual level and moves to larger groups when ap-
propriate.

To fully understand the nature of repeat victimization and develop effective respons-
es, law enforcement agencies must capitalize on non-traditional as well as traditional sources
of information. It’s essential, for example, to look beyond arrest data and calls for service
and consider residential, business and environmental surveys, victim and offender interviews,
mapping/GIS data, and social services data. The next task is to analyze this data. Thorough
data analysis can yield surprising information about underlying causes, illuminating problems
and pointing the way to solutions. Only through sound analysis can the detailed picture needed
to fashion effective responses emerge. Without it, opportunities to develop alternative, non-
traditional responses are likely to be missed and strategies to prevent repeat victimization are
likely to fail.

When creating a police organization’s focus on preventing repeat victimization of in-
dividuals, a number of the principles governing policing operations will change. Crime pre-
vention has to be a primary police activity before any victimization occurs, and once it does
occur, the quality of first response to the safety and well-being of the victim must also improve.
That first police response must also not be in the end of the services to victims, but rather the
beginning of a longer period of intervention involving other units of the police organizations,
as well as partner organizations (e.g., victims service providers, etc.). It is these collaborations
that will become critical and reducing or collapsing the boundaries between these organiza-
tions is critical to successful police services to victims. More importantly, because community
policing is about partnering to prevent crime, victims can partner with the police in response
to their own victimization and join with police and other community stakeholders to work on
community problem solving efforts.

This last concept sounds difficult and runs counter to past practices of policing, but
incorporating the philosophy of community policing into police response to victims makes
sense because the crime victims have the greatest stake in the crime event and can prove to be
powerful partners with the police. As partners, victims can help solve crimes, reduce their own
future risk for revictimization, and they can assist the police in preventing other similar crimes
in the community.*

While the partnership with the police can take time to develop, there are other respons-
es to victimization that the police can take — many of these still incorporating the victim in the
process. The three primary ways of responding to repeat victimizations is protecting victims by
blocking future opportunities against specific persons or places, shifting the responsibility for
repeat victimizations, and increasing the actual or perceived risks of apprehension for offend-
ers, primarily repeat offenders.*!

The second method, shifting responsibility, is not about abdicating responsibility under
community policing, but rather finding other means of dealing with the victimization. If the
victimization came about because of someone walking home alone, finding an escort may be
the answer. If the victim, such as in a domestic violence case, had no other place to go and
remained in a bad situation at home, finding a domestic violence shelter and letting the victim
know how to access it in the future and when they should access it, may be one means of shift-
ing the responsibility. Community police officers should remain involved, but letting other
groups assist is key to this method. Another means for shifting responsibility may be in having
the business management of a repeat victim establishment, such as a convenience store, alter
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its security measures. This would reduce the number of victimizations not only to the store, but
to the employees that work at that location.

Finally, increasing the risks to the offender may include temporarily increasing surveil-
lance, such as patrols by the police, employing a neighborhood watch to patrol a certain area,
installing electronic surveillance, or providing panic alarms to victims of repeat offenders.
Additionally, reducing the rewards for the offenders, such as installing tracking devices in
vehicles (e.g., the Lojack system), marking or etching property, and controlling the amount of
cash a retail store has available at any given time.

Providing for the victims of crimes and working in collaboration to prevent future
victimization is a worthwhile cause for all those involved, for it reduces the number of calls
for service to the police, it reduces the number of victimizations that cost the individual, and
society, so much, and together it improves the overall quality of life of not only the victim, but
the community as a whole.

Domestic Violence

Another Office of Community Oriented Policing project was the assessment of how
problem solving methods could be employed in community policing in order to better address
the problem of domestic violence.®* The project worked on developing a comprehensive and
collaborative response strategy for implementing a community policing approach to serving
the victims of domestic violence. It was reasoned that a comprehensive and collaborative ap-
proach to reducing domestic violence was more likely to succeed than piecemeal approaches,
with the realization that this type of approached required a significant commitment from all
participating. The project noted that although some communities have adopted a more inte-
grated approach engaging advocates, police, and the criminal justice system, for the most part,
recidivism remains high. In the small studies of these integrated domestic violence approaches,
there 1s evidence that victim satisfaction is high but insufficient evidence that recidivism and
revictimization rates have decreased.®

To improve the likelihood that a comprehensive approach reduces recidivism and vic-
timization requires a continuum of responses depending on the most reliable research and
covering the different points in time most important to reducing domestic abuse: before an
incident to keep it from occurring, during an incident to stop the immediate violence, and after
an incident to reduce or prevent revictimization. It involves responses that focus on victims
and potential victims and strategies that focus on offenders and potential offenders. As well,
it involves the improved identification and reporting of cases of abuse between current and
former intimates and dating partners. The following are some of the recommendations made
for addressing the problems of domestic violence from a comprehensive and collaborative
perspective.®

Educating collaborative partners. Each partner in a domestic violence reduction col-
laborative brings a unique perspective and body of knowledge. It is important for members of
domestic violence collaborations to operate with precise and accurate information about what
does and does not work and about the dimensions of the problem in your community. Do not
assume that other professional groups participating in the collaborative have the most up-to-
date knowledge about the problem or are following prescribed protocols.®

Tailoring the police response on the basis of offender and victim risk. Some re-
searchers advocate a graded response to domestic violence. They view batterers along a contin-
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uum — some are easily dissuaded from rebattering, others require increased actions — and a
graded or tiered approach to control offender behavior can be effective. For instance, we know
that a percentage of batterers is deterred from rebattering simply by having the police called
on them, so encouraging reporting is essential; others may be deterred with the additional ap-
plication of a restraining order. More is required to keep other batterers from rebattering, which
suggests a need to refine assessments about who these batterers are. Some researchers also
suggest a graded approach to victim safety for similar reasons: some victims are at low risk of
being revictimized and some are at higher risk.®

Educating potential victims and offenders. Some police agencies participate in do-
mestic violence awareness campaigns and school programming, such as classroom instruction
to teens about dating violence and ways to handle conflict. Domestic violence prevention mes-
sages may target the general population or specific populations. For example, campaigns may
be designed to encourage victim reporting, deter potential offenders, or raise the consciousness
of potential witnesses of abuse (neighbors, friends, relatives). However, the effect of these pre-
vention strategies is unknown.®’

Encouraging domestic violence victims and witnesses to call the police. Police and
other members of a domestic violence reduction collaborative should encourage people to call
the police if they are victims of, witnesses to, or know a victim of domestic violence. Preven-
tion and education efforts should include this as a core message. A study of more than 2,500
domestic violence victims concluded that calling the police had a strong deterrent effect on
revictimization, even when the police did not make an arrest, when the offender had a prior
history of violence against the victim, and when the assault was sexual. Calling the police was
beneficial even when the violence was severe. In addition, offender retaliation did not appear
to be more likely even when a victim rather than a third party called police.®®

Encouraging other professionals to screen for domestic violence victimization and
make appropriate referrals. The American Medical Association adopted domestic violence
screening and referral guidelines for medical practitioners. Physicians should screen injured
women patients to determine if domestic violence was the cause of the injury. Medical profes-
sionals should also discuss domestic violence with pregnant patients during prenatal checkups.
Physicians’ documentation of specific incidents of domestic abuse can be critical to the suc-
cessful prosecutions of batterers.*

Providing victims with emergency protection and services after an assault. Bat-
tered women’s shelters protect women from further harm after an assault, sometimes on refer-
ral from the police and sometimes not. Typical services include a domestic violence hotline,
temporary housing, information and referrals to other social services, safety planning, victim
advocacy for emergency benefits or at court proceedings, and referrals for legal services.

Assessing the threat of repeat victimization. Like the previous information detailed
above, insuring against repeat victimization is critical to community policing services provided
in the case of domestic abuse.”” One study found that in 50% of domestic violence-related
homicides, officers had previously responded to a call on the scene.”’ This underscores the
role of first responders in addressing the needs of those involved in domestic violence cases.
Gathering accurate information about past abuse, including unreported incidents, is critical in
assessing a victim’s current risk and tailoring appropriate offender interventions. Police can be
trained to use risk assessment instruments (e.g., Ontario Domestic Assault Risk Assessment)’
in order to determine the degree of risk a victim has of re-victimization or death. Such instru-
ments are usually more valid than an officer’s perception or judgment.
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Arresting offenders. Many U.S. police agencies adopted pro-arrest or mandatory ar-
rest domestic violence policies in the 1980s and early 1990s. Propelling these policies were
legal decisions establishing civil liability against the police for failure to protect women vic-
tims of domestic violence. Generally, pro-arrest laws and policies apply not only to spouses,
but to unmarried partners, former intimates, and persons who had or raised a child together.
In many jurisdictions the laws or policies apply to both heterosexual and homosexual rela-
tionships.

Police interventions in domestic violence incidents have expanded beyond merely
separating and counseling the parties; they’ve become full-blown criminal investigations in
which witnesses are interviewed, neighbors are canvassed, injuries are photographed, physical
evidence is collected, future threats are assessed, and victims are referred to follow-up protec-
tive services and helped to plan for their future safety. In addition, some states permit police
to seize firearms from alleged batterers, and federal laws generally prohibit convicted misde-
meanant batterers or those against whom there is a valid order of protection from possessing a
gun. All U.S. states now permit police to make warrantless arrests for both misdemeanor and
felony assaults.

Issuing and enforcing restraining orders. Restraining orders (also known as “stay
away”’ or protective orders) are intended to prevent offenders from further harassing, threaten-
ing or contacting the victims. Courts have made restraining orders widely available to domes-
tic violence victims, whether or not they file a police report. Courts may issue a temporary
(time-limited) restraining order even when the “party being restrained” is not present or rep-
resented. Protective relief may be temporary or permanent. Violation of these orders is now a
criminal offense in all U.S. states. Domestic violence restraining orders are frequently violated
although some offenders may be deterred by them. Some research findings suggest that a
victim is more likely to seek a protective order if the partner had a criminal history of violent
offending, which may be why so many orders are violated; those with robust abuse histories
may be the least likely to be deterred by written limits so police are advised that more must be
done in these cases.

Aggressively pursuing criminal prosecution of severe domestic violence cases. Po-
lice pro-arrest and mandatory arrest policies have generated significantly larger caseloads for
prosecutors. Similarly, prosecution policies against dropping charges (“no-drop”) even when
the victim expresses such a desire (the functional equivalent of “mandatory arrest” for police)
has further strained prosecutorial resources. Although such police and prosecution policies can
have the beneficial effect of reducing an offender’s urge to retaliate against the victim because
responsibility for the prosecution is no longer in the victim’s hands, it is not yet clear whether
such policies have limited further violence or have had the unintended consequence of discour-
aging some victims from calling police in the first instance.

Establishing special domestic violence courts. There are more than 200 domestic
violence courts in the United States.” The proliferation of these courts is part of a wider trend
toward specialty courts: drug court, mental health court, drunk driving court, etc. Advocates for
specialty courts believe they result in improved outcomes: an increase in specialty knowledge
critical to case handling (including the dynamics of the underlying crime/behavior, whether it
is battering, drinking, or schizophrenia, depending upon the court), timely attention to the case,
and a concentration of appropriate resources that traditional courts do not have that can lead to
more effective case handling.

Providing treatment for batterers. Some batterer treatment programs are voluntary;
others are court-mandated. In some jurisdictions, prosecutors recommend these programs as
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part of pre-trial diversion; in others they are part of court-ordered mandatory sentencing. Many
states now mandate batterer treatment. Batterer treatment programs may take a variety of forms.
Many offer group treatment with a focus on anger management. Others include individual as-
sessments and individual counseling, and substance abuse and/or mental health treatment.

One example of this total collaborative approach to improving police services in do-
mestic violence response is found in the Martinsburg Police Department in West Virginia.”
The Martinsburg Police partnered with other criminal justice and social service agencies.
They collected information from a variety of sources such as victim and offender demo-
graphics, number of protective orders sought, number of criminal complaints filed, and char-
acteristics of victims served by a women’s center. One finding of their analysis was that
officers often had insufficient information at their disposal to help them on the scenes of
domestic violence incidents. This was partly because they did not have a consolidated source
of victim and offender data. Officers had no way of knowing if there was an active protection
order against the suspect, whether there was a history of abuse, or whether the suspect pos-
sessed firearms. This lack of information resulted in fewer arrests, lenient criminal charges,
and less successful prosecutions. Analysis of court data revealed that 80% of all domestic
violence charges were dismissed in court, and that the small number of convictions resulted
in lenient sentences.

This finding led to the development of a Domestic Violence Follow-Up Program and
form, which included a list of objective criteria to help officers determine when to make
follow-up calls to domestic violence victims. If an incident met certain criteria, the officer
would inform the victim and suspect of a possible follow-up call within the next seven days,
with a potential second visit in 21 days. Use of this form facilitated more comprehensive
data collection and record keeping. In addition, emphasis was placed on improving the com-
munication and training of various agencies involved in addressing domestic violence, with
the hope that it would improve cooperation from victims in case processing, and increase
the number of charges leading to prosecution and conviction. Police reports showed that of-
ficers conducted a first follow-up in 58% of the domestic violence cases and 13% had second
follow-ups. The percentage of cases dismissed decreased by 17% and offender convictions
increased by 10%."

Future Partnerships

The concepts of community policing, specifically community partnerships and problem
solving, are important to the development of improved police services for the victims of crimes
in the state of Texas. The adoption of these concepts is not easy and no agency should take
the adoption of community policing or its collaborative efforts with victims lightly. A panel of
top police chiefs engaging in community policing across the country, recently met together to
discuss the challenges community policing faces and the future of this engaging philosophy of
policing.”® The police chiefs stated that in the face of relatively low crime rates, it is sometimes
more difficult to maintain partnerships addressing the problem of crime, but that the police
need to redouble their efforts in order “to continue to engage the community in public safety
efforts and stress mutual accountability and responsibility for crime and disorder issues.””” Still
further, they note that “the police department should continue to reach out to communities that
have historically been less engaged in order to develop trust between the community and the
police,” and they explain that “these groups may include youths, minority communities, and
residents of specific geographic areas,””® and, of course, victims.
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Finding ways to incorporate victims into the community policing process, through
partnerships and problem solving, will no doubt be difficult. It may start with the victims’
advocacy groups, but at the core, it must find ways to incorporate victims into the process.
Incorporating victims into neighborhood watch programs, neighborhood police-citizen part-
nerships, and other such existing programs may prove beneficial. Other possibilities include
police partnering with victims’ advocacy groups and working through these organizations
to partner with victims. Two recent methods have demonstrated some unique possibilities
as well.

The first is the establishment of a multi-jurisdictional task force.” Most people are
probably familiar with the establishment of terrorism multi-jurisdictional task forces and
drug multi-jurisdictional task forces. Under the implementation of community policing
and dealing with the issue of domestic violence, intimate partner violence, and various sex
crimes, multiple agencies have begun working together in multi-jurisdictional task forces
to address these problems through multiple agency partnerships and shared agency problem
solving.

The second possibility is beginning to partner with organizations and institutions that
have some bearing on the problem, but are often not brought into the fold of crime prevention.
One such example comes in the form of information sharing and collaboration efforts between
law enforcement and the medical communities.’® Operating under the collaborative goal of
prevention, this partnership has the potential to prevent victimization, as well as respond more
effectively and efficiently to actual victimizations in order to prevent the problem of revictim-
ization in the future.
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Appendix

Resources for Law Enforcement and Victim Services

Police Departments in Texas:

Austin Police Department Victims’ Services Page
www.ci.austin.tx.us/police/victim.htm

Austin Police Department Community Outreach
www.ci.austin.tx.us/police/community. htm

Bexar County Sheriff’s Office Victim Information and Notification Everyday (VINE)
www.co.bexar.tx.us/BCsheriff/vine. htm

Carrollton Texas Police Department Victims’ Rights page
www.cityofcarrollton.com/index.aspx?page=887

Dallas Police Department Victim’s Services Page
www.dallaspolice.net/index.cfm?openid=5&page ID=7909&subnav=55

Dallas Police Department Community outreach page
www.dallaspolice.net/index.cfm?subnav=53&page ID=1194

Dallas Police Department Community programs
www.dallaspolice.net/index.cfm?subnav=53&page ID=1194

Houston Police Department Victim’s Service Unit
www.houstontx.gov/police/vsu/

Houston Police Department Community policing
www.houstontx.gov/police/keep_houston_safe/index.htm

Texas Organizations:

Texas Department of Criminal Justice Victim Services Division
www.tdcj.state.tx.us/victim/victim-home. htm

Texas Department of Public Safety Victims’ Services
www.txdps.state.tx.us/administration/staff support/victimservices/pages/index.htm

Texas Youth Commission, Services to Victims of Juvenile Crimes
www.tyc.state.tx.us/programs/victims. html

Texans for Equal Justice Victims’ Service and Rights Information
www.texansforequaljustice.org/index.shtml
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Office of the Attorney General of Texas Crime Victims’ Information
www.oag.state.tx.us/victims/sapcs.shtml

Office of the Attorney General of Texas Victims’ Rights
www.oag.state.tx.us/victims/victim_rights.shtml

National Organizations:

National Organization for Victims Assistance
www.trynova.org/victiminfo/elderly/

Bureau of Justice Statistics Victim Characteristics
bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/index.cfm?ty=tp &tid=92

National Center for Victims of Crime
www.ncve.org/ncve/Main.aspx

National Center for Victims of Crime Victims’ services
www.ncve.org/neve/main.aspx?dbID=DB_Links137

Witness Justice: Help and Healing for Victims of Violence
www.witnessjustice.org/

U.S. Department of Justice Office for Victims of Crime
www.ojp.usdoj.gov/ovc/
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