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11/7 DEMOCRATIC COMMISSIONERS-ONLY CALL AGENDA
Nov 7, 2023 6 PM Eastern/ 5 PM Central

No Special Assistants!

https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1610776003?
pwd=R2pPWmw0d3B3NzNudFlEZnlyTGxHdz09

DIAL-IN: 833 568 8864 (US Toll-free) or 833 435 1820 (US Toll-free)

Meeting ID: 161 077 6003

Passcode: 282414

 
AGENDA

1. Notational Vote Structure from Rs (actual language TBD) 
2. Discussion on Statement on Rising Anti-Semitic & Anti-Muslim Hate
3. EAC Discussion – Led by Nourse
4. Crime Victims Panel Update (Thanks Irena)
5. Organizational Structure 

 
 
1. Notational Vote Structure from Rs (actual language TBD) 
 
Per our last meeting, I reached out to Carissa (Republican Lead SA) to get a sense
of the language that the Rs are proposing we use to vote on the 2024 Report
Topics. I am still waiting for the final language, but this is the structure they are
seeking. 
 
Notational Vote 1: 
That the Commission adopt Commissioner Jones's facial recognition concept paper
as the 2024 statutory enforcement report. This vote will only be valid if there is a
favorable vote on the second motion. If the second motion does not pass, the first

https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1610776003?pwd=R2pPWmw0d3B3NzNudFlEZnlyTGxHdz09
https://www.zoomgov.com/j/1610776003?pwd=R2pPWmw0d3B3NzNudFlEZnlyTGxHdz09


vote will be null and void. 
 
Notational Vote 2:
That the Commission adopt Commissioner Kirsanow's RLUIPA concept paper as a
2024 briefing report. 
 
2. Discussion on Statement on Rising Anti-Semitic & Anti-Muslim Hate
On Thursday Kirsanow sent out an email about issuing a statement on the rise of
Anti-Semitic hate (see below). The Democratic Commissioners should discuss the
type of statement that the Democratic Caucus wants to issue so we can respond to
the Republican Caucus. As of now, Commissioner Magpantay suggested a more
comprehensive statement, like we had done in July 2021, expressing concern
about the rise in anti-Semitic & anti-Muslim hate that would also include
some resources in how and where to report incidents. 

 

 
 
Attachment

• Campus anti-semitism statement 11.2.2023.docx
• Past USCCR Statements Feb 2017 - May 2021izv (1).docx (prepared by

Irena)
 
 
Kirsanow’s Proposed Statement & Similar Oped
 
Oped: The Cancer of Campus Antisemitism|National Review -
https://www.nationalreview.com/corner/the-cancer-of-campus-antisemitism/
 
 
Commissioner Kirsanow would like the Commission to issue a statement
condemning the outbreak of antisemitism on college campuses. The Commission
issued a report on campus antisemitism in 2006
(here: https://www.usccr.gov/files/pubs/docs/081506campusantibrief07.pdf ),
and issued a statement in 2021 condemning an increase in antisemitism generally
(here: https://www.usccr.gov/files/2021/07-23-Anti-Semitism-Statement-
2021.pdf ). Because we do not have a business meeting in November,
Commissioner Kirsanow hopes that the statement could be approved through a
notational vote. Please let me know if your commissioners would be willing to
support it. 
 
3. EAC Discussion – Led by Nourse  
Vice Chair Nourse will provide an update to the Commissioners. 
 
4. Crime Victims Panel Update 

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2021/07-23-Anti-Semitism-Statement-2021.pdf
https://www.nationalreview.com/corner/the-cancer-of-campus-antisemitism/
https://www.nationalreview.com/corner/the-cancer-of-campus-antisemitism/
https://www.usccr.gov/files/pubs/docs/081506campusantibrief07.pdf
https://www.usccr.gov/files/2021/07-23-Anti-Semitism-Statement-2021.pdf
https://www.usccr.gov/files/2021/07-23-Anti-Semitism-Statement-2021.pdf


 
Attachments 

• panelists recs from R caucus.docx
• response to Commissioner Letters.docx (OCRE)
• Zip File Most Up To Date Docs 

 
 
Update from Irena on 11/2
Caucus SA's,
 
Per the conversation we had as a caucus yesterday I wanted to provide an update on the
status of panelist testimony and bio's for our upcoming briefing. 
 
OCRE has provided a deadline of Monday, October 30th to panelist to provide testimony
and bio's.  It looks like we have received testimony and bio's from multiple panelist and
the information provided has been uploaded to the shared drive.  OCRE has also send
follow up request to the 12 panelist that have yet to provide testimony and they have
been advised that we should be expecting their testimony in the coming days. 
 
For the SA's please make sure to download the testimony and bio for your boss and sent
it to them so that they may be able to review on a rolling basis.  
 
I also wanted to include the information requested by our caucus on the rational for
panelist invitation and recommendation and who made a particular recommendation.  I
have identified that information below and have sent a separate email that provides
recommendations made by Commissioner Jones and Chair Garza.  In addition I am
attaching the R's panelist recommendations and the formal letter from OCRE to the R's
regarding their push back on OCRE panelist recommendations that include OCRE's rational
for their recommendations (please share with your bosses).  
 
I know that this is a lot of information to digest but since the Commissioners requested
such information for context as well as preparation I hope that it is useful going forward in
preparing your boss for the briefing.  
 
Happy testimony reading!
 
 
CURRENT CONFIRMED BRIEFING PANELISTS FOR CRIME VICTIMS 
 
 B = Bio, T = Testimony
 
Panel 1: Current & Former Government officials (5 confirmed)
 

• Alex Piquero, Former Director BJS (T,B) (Dem recommendation/Chair and
Commissioner Jones)

• Thomas Hogan, Former federal prosecutor (B, T) (Rep recommendation)
• Adam Gelb, President & CEO, Council on Crime Justice (B, T) (Dem

recommendation)

• James Mercy, Director of Division of Violence Prevention, CDC (Dem
recommendation Chair and Commissioner Jones/CDC is vetting the testimony



should be available next week)
• Paul Pazen, Retired Police Chief, Denver (Rep recommendation)

 
 
Pending:

• Heather Warnken, UofBalt (pending) (OCRE recommendation)

• Val Demings, Former Congressman (Dem Recommendation/Chair)

 
Panel 2: Community Stakeholders & Advocates (6 confirmed)
 

• Angela Ferrell-Zabala, Executive Director, Moms Demand Action (Dem
Recommendation/Chair and Commissioner Jones)

• Donald Northcross, Founder & CEO, OK Program (B+T) (Rep recommended)
• Monique Williams, Founder & Executive Director, Cure Violence (OCRE

recommend)
• Ruth Abaya, Sr Dir, Health Alliance for Violence Intervention (B+T) (OCRE

recommend)
• Nel-Sylvia Guzman, Deputy Director, Safe Sisters Circle (B+T) (OCRE recommend)
• Kira Shepard, Vice President of Organizing and Policy, Common Justice (B+T)

(OCRE recommend)
 
 
Panel 3: Impacted Persons (6 confirmed)
 

• Tashica Hilliard (B+T) (Rep Recommendation)
• Lawanda Hawkins (B+T) (Rep Recommendation)
• Audacia Ray Director of Community Organizing and Public Policy at Anti Violence

Project (Dem Recommendation by Commissioner Magpantay**issues raised)  The
organization does tremendous work with transgender individuals  Ms. Ray's
testimony will focus on issues specifically facing Black Trans individuals.   

• Nicole Nabors (B+T) (OCRE Recommendation)
• Demetrius Molina (OCRE Recommendation) 
• Christina Love non-federal member on the Not Invisible Act Commission  (Dem

Recommendation/Chair Garza + Commissioner Jones) 
 
 
Panel 4: Researchers & Policy (6 confirmed)
 

• Patrick Sharkey, Professor of Sociology & Public Affairs, Princeton (OCRE
Recommendation)

• John Lott, President, Crime Prevention Research Center (Rep Recommendation) 
• Rafael Mangual, Fellow, Manhattan Institute (Rep Recommendation)
• Mallory O’Brien, Associate Scientist, John Hopkins (Dem

Recommendation/Commissioner Nourse)
• John Paul Wright, Asst Prof, U of Cincinnati (Rep Recommendation)
• Mona Sahaf, Deputy Director, Vera (Dem Recommendation/Chair + Commissioner

Jones) 
 
 
5. Organizational Structure 



As we continue to implement structure for this iteration of the board. The
Commissioner should come prepared to discuss organizational structure goals
they would like to see from the Commission. 

 
 
-- 
Yvesner Zamar | Special Assistant to Chair Rochelle M. Garza 
Pronounced: EVE-NER 
 
United States Commission on Civil Rights
1331 Pennsylvannia Ave, NW Suite 1150
Washington, DC 20425 
USCCR Website | 202-376-7700
Follow Us on Twitter & Facebook:

#USCCR
 
 

From: Yvesner Zamar <yzamar@usccr.gov>
Date: Wednesday, November 1, 2023 at 5:29 PM
To: Rochelle Mercedes Garza <rgarza@usccr.gov>, Victoria Frances Nourse
<vnourse@usccr.gov>, Mondaire Jones <mjones@usccr.gov>, "Glenn D.
Magpantay" <gmagpantay@usccr.gov>
Cc: Nathalie Demirdjian-Rivest <ndemirdjian-rivest@usccr.gov>, Irena Vidulovic
<ividulovic@usccr.gov>, "Stephanie M. Wong" <swong@usccr.gov>
Subject: 11-1-23 DEMOCRATIC COMMISSIONER CAUCUS CALL AGENDA
 

11-1-23 DEMOCRATIC COMMISSIONER CAUCUS CALL AGENDA
Thanks for being patient with me. As you know, I try to get you the most 

informative and concise information possible and sometimes 
that takes much longer than expected to compile. 

 
1. Crime Victims Panel Update 
2. Statutory Enforcement Report Update 
3. Election Assistance Commission Update 

 
 
1. CRIME VICTIMS PANEL UPDATE 
 
Attachments

• Save The Date
• Briefing Book by OCRE
• Crime Victims Timeline
• Planning Agenda

 
 
Background
The Crime Victims Panel entitled “Federal Efforts in Examining Racial Disparities in Violent
Crime Victims" for the United States Commission on Civil Rights” will take place on

http://www.usccr.gov/
https://twitter.com/USCCRgov
https://www.facebook.com/USCCRgov/


November 17, 2023. The Democratic SAs have been getting weekly updates from Nathalie
who has been attending the meetings and working on strategy during our weekly SA calls
to make sure the panel goes as smoothly as possible. The Initial Draft will be ready on
November 13, 2023 and the report publication date as September 18, 2024. 
 
Note: There will be a dry run to walk through it the day before. TBD on time. 
 
 
Police Chief Addition by Republicans 
As you have seen, after making a complaint, the Rs are getting a chance to invite a police
chief, we are working to see if we can get former Congresswoman Val Demings on the
panel. As a aside, Marik let me know that the scope of the police chiefs that could be
invited was limited to the jurisdictions of focus in the paper.  
 
See this article about the police chief (thanks Irena) 

• Denver police chief Paul Pazen retires amid pressure after 28 years
https://www.axios.com/local/denver/2022/08/31/denver-police-chief-paul-
pazen-resigns 

◦ Why it matters: His departure comes as violent crime in Denver is on
pace to hit an all-time high this year and a grand jury is
investigating several of his officers in connection with a downtown
shooting that injured six bystanders in July. 
◾ The news also follows heightened scrutiny over Pazen's

leadership, particularly following a federal jury's verdict earlier
this year requiring the city to pay $14 million for its response to
the 2020 George Floyd protests. 
◾  

◦ "It's been high time for Chief Pazen to go. Record payouts for police
brutality, a DPD mass shooting & lost community trust. ... If Pazen
even thinks about running for mayor we're ready," Lisa Calderón,
former Denver mayoral candidate and executive director of Emerge
Colorado, tweeted after Wednesday's announcement.

 
 
CURRENT CONFIRMED PANELISTS
 
Legend: B = Bio, T = Testimony 
 
Panel 1: Current & Former Government officials (5 confirmed)
 

• Alex Piquero, Former Director BJS (T)
• Thomas Hogan, Former federal prosecutor (B, T)
• Adam Gelb, President & CEO, Council on Crime Justice

• James Mercy, Director of Division of Violence Prevention, CDC
• Paul Pazen, Retired Police Chief, Denver

 
 

 

https://www.axios.com/local/denver/2022/08/31/denver-police-chief-paul-pazen-resigns
https://www.axios.com/local/denver/2022/08/31/denver-police-chief-paul-pazen-resigns
https://www.axios.com/local/denver/2022/08/10/denver-police-chief-curb-crime
https://www.axios.com/local/denver/2022/08/16/grand-jury-investigate-denver-police-shooting
https://www.axios.com/local/denver/2022/08/16/grand-jury-investigate-denver-police-shooting
https://www.axios.com/local/denver/2022/03/18/confidential-memos-denver-police-george-floyd-2020-protests
https://twitter.com/lisaemergeco/status/1565090823049334784


Pending: 
• Kristina Rose, Director, OVC

• Rosie Hidalgo, OWA (written statement)

• Heather Warnken, UofBalt (only pending)

• Val Demings, Former Congressman 

 
Panel 2: Community Stakeholders & Advocates (6 confirmed)
 

• Angela Ferrell-Zabala, Executive Director, Moms Demand Action
• Donald Northcross, Founder & CEO, OK Program
• Monique Williams, Founder & Executive Director, Cure Violence
• Ruth Abaya, Sr Dir, Health Alliance for Violence Intervention
• Nel-Sylvia Guzman, Deputy Director, Safe Sisters Circle
• Kira Shepard, Vice President of Organizing and Policy, Common Justice

 
 
Panel 3: Impacted Persons (6 confirmed) 
 

• Tashica Hilliard 
• Lawanda Hawkins
• Audacia Ray
• Nicole Nabors
• Demetrius Molina
• Christina Love

 
 
Panel 4: Researchers & Policy (6 confirmed)
 

• Patrick Sharkey, Professor of Sociology & Public Affairs, Princeton
• John Lott, President, Crime Prevention Research Center
• Rafael Mangual, Fellow, Manhattan Institute
• Mallory O’Brien, Associate Scientist, John Hopkins
• John Paul Wright, Asst Prof, U of Cincinnati
• Mona Sahaf, Deputy Director, Vera

 
 
2. STATUTORY ENFORCEMENT REPORT UPDATE 
 
Attachment 

• RLUIPA Concept paper (previously circulated for edits)
 
Background on Paper Negotiations
At the Business Meeting in October, it appears as if there is a “willingness”
from ALL commissioners to move forward with two (2) briefing papers for the upcoming
year.
 



1.       A statutory enforcement report on Facial Recognition Technology (FRT)
led by Commissioners Jones, and

2.       a briefing report on RLUIPA led by Commissioner Kirsanow, and a
democratic lead to be determined.

 
Correction: The FRT report is only lead by Commissioner Jones and it is not a joint
Gilchrist proposal but does have his support.  Commissioner Gilchrist is not able to be the
co-lead. NOTE: All papers don’t have leads from both caucuses. 
 
Current Status
As it stands now, the concept paper for FRT has been finalized. As far as the RLUIPA paper
edits and comments need to be made by our caucus RLUIPA. I’ve attached the paper to
streamline the process, you can provide redline edits and comments to your SA and a joint
document will be populated. Also, I’ve spoken with OCRE and will send them the paper I
got from the Republicans for comment. Due to the short turn initially given, OCRE was not
able to do a full review of the 2008 paper cited many times in the Republican comments.
On the bright side, they did seem to confirm the removal of the troublesome
Islamophobia language. 
 
For Commissioner Consideration
It does not be decided today, but Democratic commissioners need to come to a consensus
on whether they want to take a notational vote on the paper topics if we are able to come
to an agreement on the papers. 
 
3. Election Assistance Commission Update 
 
Whew! Made it to this one. This issue has caused much consternation for The Commission
and it doesn’t appear that will end soon. I want to read everyone in on where we are at.
There is uncertainty about how terms end automatically or rollover. There are other
outstanding considerations, but ultimately, we need to decide how we move forward.
Most recently, outside inquiries were surprisingly punted over to me as the Chair’s Special
Assistant regarding the appointment of new people (See below). Vice Chair Nourse has
been looking into the matter and can brief in further detail on the specifics. 
 
For Commissioner Consideration 
Commissioners ultimately need to decide how to move forward with entertaining the idea
of electing new people to the EAC, which some possible avenues may be through a
negotiation, new election, or determining a mechanism that bring finality to current
terms.  
 
Email Referenced Above 
 
Good evening John, 
 
I added Yvesner who is the Special Assistant to Chair Rochelle Garza. The Commissioners
rather than career staff, such as myself, make the appointments to the EAC’s Board of
Advisors and so Irena and Yvesner can update you on that matter. Thanks and have a great
weekend,

David 
 



From: John Bonifaz <jbonifaz@freespeechforpeople.org> 
Sent: Friday, October 27, 2023 4:02 PM
To: David Ganz <dganz@usccr.gov>
Cc: Mauro Morales <mmorales@usccr.gov>; Irena Vidulovic <ividulovic@usccr.gov>; Ben
Clements <bclements@freespeechforpeople.org>; Ron Fein
<rfein@freespeechforpeople.org>; Courtney Hostetler
<chostetler@freespeechforpeople.org>; Alexandra Flores-Quilty
<afq@freespeechforpeople.org>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Cleta Mitchell (EAC) Free Speech for People 
 
Hi David,
 
Following up on our earlier exchange, are you able to share any update
on when the Commission will be announcing its new appointments to
the EAC’s Board of Advisors?
 
John
 
John C. Bonifaz (he/him)
President
Free Speech For People
 
 
 
-- 
Yvesner Zamar | Special Assistant to Chair Rochelle M. Garza 
Pronounced: EVE-NER 
 
United States Commission on Civil Rights
1331 Pennsylvannia Ave, NW Suite 1150
Washington, DC 20425 
USCCR Website | 202-376-7700
Follow Us on Twitter & Facebook:

#USCCR
 
This message is for the designated recipient only and may contain privileged,
proprietary, confidential or otherwise private information. This information is only
for the use of the individual or entity to which it was intended and further
distribution is prohibited. If you have received it in error, please notify the sender
immediately and delete the original. Any other use of the email by you is
prohibited. This message may contain Controlled Unclassified Information (CUI)
that requires safeguarding or dissemination control under applicable law,
regulation, or Government-wide policy.
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mailto:afq@freespeechforpeople.org
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Dear Commissioners, 



In response to your letter, I would like to clarify a few items. 



First, I agree with the statement that this report is a report centering on the victims of violent crimes. This report is not taking a position on gun control or regulation, however, gun violence will inevitably be a conversation at the briefing since homicides are statistically more likely to be committed by guns. Therefore, any discussion regarding guns will be in that context. To have a report about crime victimization will have to acknowledge the role of guns. Violent crime does have a disproportionate impact on neighborhoods with a high concentration of racial minorities, and the uptick in violent crime during the pandemic was driven almost entirely by gun violence in minority neighborhoods. Therefore, based upon these data there must be a discussion about the role of guns. Many advocacy groups that try to interrupt crime victimization explicitly discuss guns because they are used in violent crimes in our cities. This issue isn’t partisan, it is just what the data show. 



In terms of this report not being about “how data is procured,” I would disagree, since the first sentence of the concept paper states: “The purpose of this investigation is to gain understanding about how the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) uses tools such as gathering data on victims of violent crimes.” 



We both agree that the focus of this briefing and report is about crime victims and crime victimization and the federal efforts to collect information regarding any disparities. Therefore, OCRE constructed a witness list based upon recommendations from commissioners and outside sources to support this focus.



As for Panel 2, this panel consists of individuals from organizations that work with crime victims and work to understand crime victimization. This is aligned to the concept paper which states this is “not a study of crime perpetrators or of nonviolent crimes; nor is this a study of the causes of crime.” Therefore, the critique against these 3 organizations as “incongruent with conservative ideas relating to crime and crime prevention” isn’t clear since this report is not about crime perpetrators or causes of crime. These organizations were chosen because they directly work with crime victims and it is imperative that we hear from individuals who are doing this work. 



OCRE also does not agree with your assessment that these organizations offer the same perspective, nor their approaches are the same. We feel that each of these organizations will provide a fruitful discussion at the briefing. OCRE views these organizations as non-partisan because we believe that aiding victims is a bipartisan issue. Again, this report is not about crime, the increases in crime, policing strategies, etc., it is about crime victims. In terms of the policies and recommendations that may come from these organizations, as always, the Commission is not obligated to support or uplift a particular policy. At our briefings, we hear from individuals from political ideological backgrounds that we don’t wholesale support and this briefing will be no different and no commissioner will be expected to support a particular recommendation from any panelist regardless of political perspective. 



Regarding the Health Alliance for Violence Intervention’s position that violent crime is a healthcare issue is substantiated by empirical evidence and I’m happy to send over some research that supports this framing as a nonpartisan issue. Violence and victimization have detrimental health effects on their victims, and since this report is focused on crime victims, this organization will be able to speak to violence as a social determinant of health. Similarly, Cure Violence does not take a political stance regarding crime victimization. They utilize methodologies based upon empirical evidence to aid crime victims. 



Regarding Roca, again this organization was invited to speak about the work they are doing to aid crime victims. Therefore, your question: “While Roca is making its hundreds of outreach efforts per individual, how many crimes may that person be committing?” is not within the four corners of the concept paper. This is not a study about crime perpetrators. The number of crimes an individual may or may not be committing is not the focus of this report. We are investigating the victims. Additionally, regarding Roca’s outreach efforts, we aren’t purporting them as a substitute for law enforcement. Law enforcement’s role is to catch those who have allegedly committed a crime, they don’t work with the victims of crime. 



Regarding Moms Demand Action, I do not disagree. This organization is left-of-center and was one of choices from the Democratic caucus. This organization is on this panel for the work that they do with victims of gun violence, not as a proponent or conversation regarding gun control or regulation. 



As for offering balance for this panel on community organizations that work with crime victims, OCRE selected the founder and CEO of the O.K. Program, Donald Northcross. Mr. Northcross was selected based off Carissa’s suggestion of inviting Bishop Bob Jackson who helped to launch the program. We feel that Northcross as a previous law enforcement officer as well as someone who works in the community could provide an additional perspective on this panel. Additionally, Northcross could provide the requested perspective of front-line law enforcement, but still with the focus on victims and not a discussion on policing since that would be off topic. 



As for the request to add William Otis, the request we received was for either John Lott or William Otis. After vetting both of these individuals, we felt that John Lott’s research background was more pertinent to this report’s investigation. Mr. Otis’ role on the Sentencing Commission does not have any connection with victims of crime. His focus is on the criminal justice system and sentencing, which is a discussion for a different report.



As for having a conversation about crime fluctuations and crime data, law enforcement and especially chiefs of police do not collect or monitor those data. Those data points are going to be discussed by individuals from BJS. Local law enforcement can only speak to what types of strategies they are using in addressing crime, again, not focusing on the victims of crime. I’m sure there will be witnesses on Panel 2 who will speak about their partnerships with law enforcement, and we support that conversation happening, but it needs to be a discussion focused on victimization and not focused on policing.



Regarding law enforcement, as stated above and in my email correspondence with Carissa, this briefing and this report is focused on crime victims, not on the causes or increase of crime. Police chiefs don’t work with crime victims nor do they work on policies regarding victims of violent crimes; therefore, I don’t think they would be able to speak to the topic. This briefing is different than the anti-Asian hate crime briefing, since that project was focused on the crime itself. Therefore, it was necessary to hear about police training in reporting hate crimes and reasons for the underreporting of those crimes. That report’s focus was different, thus called for different types of witnesses. 



I disagree with your conclusion that “the Commission cannot credibly examine violent crime without receiving testimony from law enforcement” since we’re not examining violent crime, we’re examining disparities in crime victimization. If this was a report on crime and the causes of violent crime and strategies to end violent crime, then I would agree hearing from law enforcement would be necessary. Lastly, in terms of the research plan stating that we will hear from “state or local law enforcement representatives” that list is part of a proposed panelists list. The composition of the panelists for the briefings follows these planning documents as OCRE begins researching the topic and identifying who will be the most appropriate to invite.



I’m unclear on the claim that there is a lack of viewpoints and the claim of only inviting one token conservative. Currently, there are 5 witnesses from the Republican caucus that have accepted the invitation to testify with 2 more pending. That means there are 7 Republican panelists invited and 7 Democratic panelists invited; therefore, a numerical balance has been reached in accordance with our AIs. Additionally, our AIs state that some panels may not be numerically balanced because it “was not appropriate in light of the subject of the hearing and/or the availability of credible witnesses.” I requested additional recommendations for panel 2 and did not initially receive appropriate witnesses for that specific panel. Mr. Lott is a researcher, so does not belong on Panel 2 and Mr. Otis’ expertise does not focus on crime victims which is why he was not invited. Again, we are appreciative of Carissa’s assistance on Bishop Jackson since we were able to locate an individual who we feel is appropriate for that panel. 



OCRE’s role in planning and organizing briefings is to use our expertise, along with suggestions from Commissioners to invite panelists who will have a rich dialogue about the state of crime victimization as it relates to civil rights. We need to have the flexibility to create panels of witnesses who are primed to speak to the topic at hand so the testimony we receive can be integrated into the report. OCRE always works with both caucuses regarding their recommendations, and we understand that it can be frustrating when a panelist isn’t selected. But I hold that this briefing is bipartisan with both caucuses currently having 7 individuals represented. 





Thank you for your thoughts and we will continue to work towards a successful briefing. 








The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights condemns the numerous incidents of antisemitism that have occurred on college and university campuses since the terrorist group Hamas slaughtered 1400 Israelis on October 7.  



The Commission has long been concerned about antisemitism on college campuses.[footnoteRef:1] The Commission wrote in its 2006 report on campus antisemitism that anti-Semitism is sometimes “cloaked as criticism of Israel.”[footnoteRef:2] In the wake of the October 7 terrorist attacks and ongoing hostage crisis, many students, faculty, and administrators have dropped the pretense that they are merely criticizing the Israeli government and instead express virulent hatred of Jewish people and the State of Israel. A few examples are below:  [1:  U.S. COMMISSION ON CIVIL RIGHTS, CAMPUS ANTI-SEMITISM, 2006, https://www.usccr.gov/files/pubs/docs/081506campusantibrief07.pdf. ]  [2:  Id. at 1. ] 




· At Cooper Union in New York, a staffer locked students – including a group of Jewish students – in the library to protect them from pro-Palestinian students.[footnoteRef:3] Pro-Palestinian student demonstrators shouted, “Free, free Palestine,” while banging on the library doors and windows.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Joshua Rhett Miller, “Jewish students reveal what really happened at Cooper Union protest,” N.Y. POST, Oct. 26, 2023, https://nypost.com/2023/10/26/news/jewish-students-reveal-what-happened-at-cooper-union-protest/.]  [4:  Luke Tress, “Jewish students locked in NYC’s Cooper Union as protestors chanted ‘Free Palestine,’” TIMES OF ISRAEL, Oct. 26, 2023, https://www.timesofisrael.com/jewish-students-barricade-in-nycs-cooper-union-as-protesters-chant-free-palestine/. ] 


· At Stanford University, a lecturer reportedly “asked Jewish students to raise their hands, separated those students from their belongings, and said they were simulating what Jews were doing to Palestinians.”[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Taylor Romine et al., “A Stanford University instructor has been removed from the classroom amid reports they called Jewish students colonizers and downplayed the Holocaust,” CNN.com, Oct. 13, 2023, https://www.cnn.com/2023/10/13/us/stanford-instructor-jewish-holocaust-comments-reaj/index.html. ] 


· A Cornell University student posted threats on the university’s Greekrank student forum. One post had the subject line, “gonna shoot up 104 west” (104 west is Cornell’s kosher dining hall) and included the phrases “from the river to the sea, Palestine will be free! glory to Hamas!” (capitalization in original). Other posts on the forum threatened to slit Jews’ throats, rape Jewish women, and behead Jewish babies.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Jonathan Mong and Julia Senzon, “Posts Online Threaten Jewish Students and Center for Jewish Living,” THE CORNELL DAILY SUN, Oct. 29, 2023, https://cornellsun.com/2023/10/29/posts-online-threaten-jewish-students-and-center-for-jewish-living/; Elizabeth Wolfe and Jessica Xing, “Cornell student accused of threatening to kill Jewish students is expected in court today,” CNN.com, Nov. 1, 2023, https://www.cnn.com/2023/11/01/us/cornell-university-antisemitic-threat-suspect-wednesday/index.html. ] 




These are only a few of the incidents that have occurred since the October 7th Hamas terrorist attacks.  The Jerusalem Post reported that the Secure Community Network, which is an organization dedicated to the security of the Jewish community in the United States, “has logged 94 incident reports on college campuses” since October 7th.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  “American Jewish security network reports ‘alarming rise’ in antisemitic incidents on campus,” JERUSALEM POST, Oct. 29, 2023, https://www.jpost.com/diaspora/antisemitism/articxle-770722. ] 




We urge university leaders to protect Jewish students, including by ensuring a police presence on campus during pro-Palestinian protests and at gatherings of Jewish students. When violent threats are made or threatening behavior occurs, such as at Cooper Union and Cornell, we urge university leaders to conduct an investigation and discipline any students, faculty, or staff who engaged in the threatening behavior, up to and including suspension and dismissal. Everyone has a First Amendment right to engage in free speech, but that right does not include threats of physical harm.



We urge university leaders to reject any attempt at false equivalence between Israel and Hamas, which only provides cover for students to support terrorism. We also urge university leaders to speak out strongly against terrorism and in support of their Jewish students. Everyone has a First Amendment right to engage in free speech, even odious speech, but not to be free from criticism of their speech. 



· February 2017

· The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Reaffirms Longstanding Commitment to Safeguarding the Right to Vote, expressing concern with the President’s intention to set up a commission focused on “voter fraud.”[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/statement-02-27-17-vote.pdf] 


· The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Expresses Concern Over Executive Orders Promoting Religious and National Origin Discrimination[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/statement-02-24-17-EO.pdf] 


· March 2017

· U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Condemns Recent Hate Incidents and Calls for Federal Action[footnoteRef:3] [3:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/03-20-Hate-Incidents-Statement.pdf] 


· April 2017

· U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Expresses Concern with Immigrants’ Access to Justice, taking issue with the placement of ICE agents at state and local courthouses.[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/Statement_04-24-2017-Immigrant-Access-Justice.pdf] 


· June 2017

· The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Expresses Concern Regarding Federal Civil Rights Enforcement Efficacy and Priorities, taking issue with the civil rights priorities expressed in the Administration’s proposed budget and announcing FY19 Commission investigation.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/06-16-Efficacy-of-Federal-Civil-Rights-Enforcement.pdf] 


· August 2017

· The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Raises Concern about Reversal of Department of Justice Position in Key Voting Rights Case, taking issue with the DOJ’s flip in position in litigation regarding Ohio’s noncompliance with the National Voter Registration Act (NVRA).[footnoteRef:6] [6:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/Statement_08-18-2017_NVRA.pdf] 


· The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Disapproves of the Department of Justice’s Civil Asset Forfeiture Policy[footnoteRef:7] [7:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/Statement_08-18-2017_Forfeiture.pdf] 


· The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Condemns the Announced Military Ban on Transgender Individuals[footnoteRef:8] [8:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/Statement_08-18-2017_Transgender.pdf] 


· The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Statement on Charlottesville, Virginia, condemning white supremacy and the violence that occurred in Charlottesville on August 12, 2017; continuing to call for federal/state/local investigation into any hate incidents.[footnoteRef:9] (  [9:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/Statement_08-18-2017_Charlottesville.pdf] 


· September 2017 

· The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Denounces the Pardon of Former Sheriff Joe Arpaio[footnoteRef:10] [10:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/09-08-Arpaio.pdf] 


· The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Condemns Ending of Undocumented Youth Program, condemning the Trump Administration’s decision to end the DACA (Deferred Action on Childhood Arrivals) program.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/09-08-DACA.pdf] 


· November 2017

· U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Supports Sentencing Reform Legislation, (majority vote), statement in support of certain sentencing reduction provisions in the bipartisan Sentencing Reform and Corrections Act of 2017

· December 2017

· U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Concerned with Alleged Abusive Labor Practices at Immigration Detention Centers (majority vote), statement calling on the Department of Homeland Security and Congress to investigate alleged abusive labor practices at government- and privately-operated immigration detention centers and to require fair wages for all detainees

· January 2018

· U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Strongly Criticizes Attorney General Jeff Sessions’ Withdrawal of Critical Civil Rights Guidance, taking issue with the AG’s decision to withdraw guidance on predatory fining practices, as well as several pieces of guidance on disability rights.

· March 2018

· The Commission urged Congress to prioritize civil rights in the fiscal year 2019 budget, contrary to the Trump Administration’s budget request, which was deeply alarming in its proposed drastic cuts to civil rights enforcement across key federal agencies.[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/03-16-statement-2019-budget.pdf ] 


· Following the Commission’s statement, Congress rejected President Trump’s budget request, particularly in the area of civil rights enforcement.[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  See, e.g., Moriah Balingit and Danielle Douglas-Gabriel, Congress rejects much of Betsy DeVos’s agenda in spending bill, Washington Post, Mar. 24, 2018, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/education/wp/2018/03/21/congress-rejects-much-of-betsy-devoss-agenda-in-spending-bill/?utm_term=.53ff5723b7c9. ] 


· The Commission called on Attorney General Jeff Sessions to ensure the Department of Justice’s Office for Access to Justice is fully operational and able to perform its functions.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/03-16-statement-DOJ.pdf ] 


· The Commission expressed continuing concern to Deputy Director Homan of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) regarding ICE’s policy to site agents in courthouses,[footnoteRef:15] initially addressed by the Commission in an April 2017 statement.[footnoteRef:16]  [15:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/03-16-statement-ICE.pdf ]  [16:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2017/Statement_04-24-2017-Immigrant-Access-Justice.pdf ] 


· The Commission expressed deep concern over the Environmental Protection Agency’s decision to dismiss civil rights complaints from Uniontown, Alabama.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  http://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/03-16-statement-EPA.pdf ] 


· April 2018

· The Commission sent a letter to Commerce Secretary Wilbur Ross, criticizing the inclusion of a citizenship question on the 2020 Census Questionnaire.[footnoteRef:18]  [18:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/04-20-Census-Letter.pdf] 


· The Commission objected to the imposition of quotas on immigration judges.[footnoteRef:19]  [19:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/04-20-Immigration-Quota-Statement.pdf ] 


· June 2018 

· The Commission sent a letter to the Departments of Justice and Homeland Security, denouncing the zero tolerance policy and separation of families at the border.[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/06-15-18-letter.pdf] 


· July 2018 

· The Commission denounced the Supreme Court’s decision in the Muslim Ban case, upholding a policy “publicly rooted in religious and national origin tolerance.”[footnoteRef:21] [21:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/07-13-18-Statement.pdf] 


· November 2018 

· The Commission mourned the loss of life in Pittsburgh, following the shooting at the Tree of Life synagogue, and in Jeffersontown, Kentucky.[footnoteRef:22]  [22:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/11-02-Pittsburgh-Jeffersontown-PR.pdf] 


· December 2018 

· The Commission urged the 116th Congress to prioritize civil rights oversight and legislation; the Commission provided particular priority recommendations in the areas of voting rights, education equity, workplace protections for LGBT individuals, and access to justice.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/12-07-Priorities-for-116th-Congress.pdf] 


· The Commission warned against attempts to end citizenship for native born children of non-citizens, and opposed the latest in a troubling patterns of statements and policy proposals expressing hostility and animus towards immigrants or their nations or origin.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/12-07-Birthright-Citizenship-Statement.pdf] 


· The Commission urged HHS not to narrowly define gender to a biological condition at birth, as it would have serious negative impacts on the health, welfare, and civil rights of members of the transgender community.[footnoteRef:25]  [25:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/12-07-Transgender-Letter-to-Health-Human-Services.pdf] 


· The Commission submitted formal public comment to urge DHS to reconsider its Notice of Proposed Rulemaking regarding inadmissibility to the United States on public charge grounds.[footnoteRef:26]  [26:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2018/12-07-Comment-on-Public-Charge-Rule.pdf] 


· March 2019 

· The Commission urged DOJ and the Trump Administration to increase hate crime enforcement to address white nationalism.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2019/03-22-White-Nationalism.pdf] 


· April 2019 

· The Commission unanimously condemned past and recent comments motivated by or evidencing religious intolerance.[footnoteRef:28]  [28:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2019/04-12-Statement-Religious-Intolerance.pdf] 


· The Commission urged passage of the Dream Act of 2019.[footnoteRef:29]  [29:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2019/04-12-Statement-Dream-Act.pdf] 


· June 2019

· The Commission by majority vote applauded the passage of the Equality Act in the House and urged consideration and passage in the Senate.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2019/06-07-Commission-Equality-Act-Statement.pdf] 


· July 2019 

· The Commission by majority vote objected to DOJ plans to replace in-person interpreters at immigrants’ first immigration hearing with a video recorded in multiple languages.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2019/Immigration-Interpreter-Statement.pdf] 


· The Commission by majority vote strongly condemned statements by the President declaring that elected United States congresswomen should “go back” to countries they “originally came from,” notwithstanding that for all four congresswomen, their country is in fact the United States.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2019/President-Remarks-Congresswomen.pdf] 


· August 2019 

· The Commission welcomed legislation from Senator Warren and Representative Haaland in response to Commission’s report, Broken Promises: Continuing Federal Funding Shortfall for Native Americans.[footnoteRef:33] [33:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2019/08-16-USCCR-Statement-on-Legislative-Efforts-re-Broken-Promises.pdf] 


· October 2019 

· The Commission by majority vote submitted a public comment in opposition to HUD’s proposed rulemaking that sought to change the standard for disparate impact liability in housing discrimination claims under the Fair Housing Act.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2019/10-18-HUD-Disparate-Impact-Proposed-Rule.pdf] 


· December 2019 

· The Commission by majority vote renewed our appeal for Congress to prioritize civil rights issues with its oversight and legislative activity.[footnoteRef:35]  [35:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2019/12-05-Statement-Congress-Prioritize-Civil-Rights.pdf] 


· January 2020 

· The Commission unanimously expressed deep concern over the treatment of Iranians and Iranian Americans in airports, and called on DHS to take all necessary steps immediately to ensure equitable treatment of all people at America’s borders and on DHS CRCL to investigate reports of discriminatory treatment of Iranians and Iranian Americans at our borders and within the United States.[footnoteRef:36]  [36:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/01-30-USCCR-Statement-on-Iranian-Americans.pdf] 


· February 2020 

· The Commission, by majority vote, submitted comments in opposition to the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Notice of Proposed Rulemaking that seeks to roll back requirements for local jurisdictions to comply with the Fair Housing Act. The Commission has deep concern that the Proposed Rule will undermine the purpose of the Fair Housing Act and allow fair and affordable housing to remain out of reach for America’s neediest people.[footnoteRef:37] [37:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/02-28-USCCR-Public-Comment-HUD-AFFH-Regulation.pdf] 


· March 2020 

· The Commission, by unanimous vote, issued a statement encouraging directors of Departments of Correction, Sheriffs, Chiefs of Police, Immigration and Customs Enforcement and Customs and Border Protection officials to provide COVID-19 healthcare protections and medical care to those in their custody during the COVID-19 pandemic. The Commission recognizes the potential for serious health consequences for those incarcerated in prisons and detention facilities as COVID-19 continues to spread. This is a critical concern regarding the administration of justice and one that, based on the demographics of incarcerated persons, bears directly and disproportionately on minority populations and on people of particular national origins.[footnoteRef:38] [38:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/03-20-COVID-19-Detention-Prison-Healthcare.pdf] 


· The Commission, by majority vote, issued a statement expressing grave concern over recent demonstrations of violence and hate toward people of Asian descent provoked by misplaced fear over the COVID-19 pandemic. In our recent report on hate crimes, the Commission discussed research findings that hate crimes “are fueled by racial anxieties or social changes that are perceived as threatening,” like the attacks on September 11, 2001. In the current circumstances, people are frightened for their health, and the health of their families, and their economic security but that makes it all the more imperative that no American is ostracized solely because of their race or national origin.[footnoteRef:39] [39:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/03-20-Racism-and-Coronavirus-Stmt.pdf] 


· The Commission issued a statement expressing concern over expanding existing orders on religious and national origin travel discrimination. On January 31, 2020, the White House issued a “Proclamation on Improving Enhanced Vetting Capabilities and Processes for Detecting Attempted Entry.” By this order, the White House expanded the reach of the original “Muslim ban” and unilaterally closed the door to almost all would-be immigrants from Burma (Myanmar), Eritrea, Kyrgystan, Nigeria, Sudan, and Tanzania.. The Commission strongly condemns the continuation of these discriminatory immigration bans, and urges the White House to reverse its policies and adhere to the principles of non-discrimination and the law of asylum that protects free speech, free thought, and democratic principles at home and abroad.[footnoteRef:40] [40:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/03-20-Travel-Ban-Stmt.pdf] 


· April 2020 

· The Commission issued a statement urging all federal agencies to remain vigilant in enforcing civil rights laws during the current COVID-19 pandemic, and to stand ready to address potential civil rights violations that arise in relation to the crisis. The Commission also calls on Congress to provide necessary funding for civil rights enforcement for Fiscal Year 2021, including for COVID-19 associated enforcement. The unprecedented disruption to American life and commerce requires extraordinary measures to sustain life and well-being; nevertheless, the federal laws that guard against discrimination in the United States remain vital.[footnoteRef:41] [41:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/04-17-Statement-on-Coronavirus-Federal-Guidance.pdf] 


· The Commission issued a statement mourning the passage of Abigail Thernstrom. She served as a member of this Commission from 2001 to 2013 and as its Vice Chair from 2004 to 2013. “Throughout her illustrious career, Thernstrom was a tireless champion for the principle of equal justice for all,” said Gail Heriot, a member of the Commission who served with Commissioner Thernstrom from 2007 to 2013.[footnoteRef:42] [42:  https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/04-17-USCCR-Thernstrom-Memorial.pdf] 


· May 2020 

Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Unanimously Issues Recommendations to Secure Nondiscrimination in the COVID-19 Pandemic Context, and Specifically to Address Anti-Asian Racism and Xenophobia

On May 8, 2020, the Commission, unanimously, issued a statement expressing concern over the increase in xenophobic animosity toward Asian Americans (and perceived Asian Americans) as a result of the COVID 19 pandemic. All federal civil rights offices should use enforcement where necessary to secure rights violated within their jurisdictions. It is also necessary for the federal government to communicate and act in a manner that demonstrates to communities that it will protect all Americans regardless of race, national origin, or other protected characteristics.

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/05-08-Anti-Asian-Discrimination.pdf

Subject:  Commission issue recommendations to federal agencies to reduce the dangerous and hateful spread of anti-Asian sentiment that is on the rise during this pandemic

On May 8, 2020, the Commission wrote a letter to Senators responding to their April 10, 2020 letter requesting the Commission issue recommendations to federal agencies to reduce the dangerous and hateful spread of anti-Asian sentiment that is on the rise during this pandemic. The Commission provided recommendations to reduce the dangerous and hateful spread of anti-Asian sentiment that appears to be on the rise during this pandemic.

The letter is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/05-14-CLhamon-Letter-to-Senators-re-Anti-Asian-Discrimination.pdf



Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Announces Opposition to Executive Branch Action Shutting Down Virtually All Immigration of Permanent-Residence Seekers into the United States

On May 8, 2020, the Commission, by majority vote, issued a statement strongly objecting to the Trump Administration’s halting of the issuance of green cards for people seeking legal permanent residence in the United States as having no rational relationship to the stated reasons regarding the COVID 19 pandemic or protecting American jobs. The Commission urges the President not to stop legal immigration in a manner that is contrary to our history and values, and reiterate our call to the President to not blame immigration for the pandemic and our economic emergency.

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/05-08-Immigration-Shutdown.pdf

Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Unanimously Condemns the Killings of Ahmaud Arbery, Breonna Taylor, and George Floyd and Calls on the Department of Justice to Enforce Federal Civil Rights Laws that Protect Americans from Unconstitutional Policing Practices 

On June 5, 2020, the Commission unanimously issued a statement urging vigorous federal enforcement of civil rights laws that protect Americans from unconstitutional policing practices. Several recent uses of deadly force against African-American civilians underscore how essential such enforcement is to protect civil rights, yet in the current Administration the U.S. Department of Justice has taken the public position to significantly curtail policing investigations, and followed through in that reduction. The Commission acknowledged the Department of Justice (DOJ) decision to initiate a criminal investigation into the death of George Floyd in Minneapolis, Minnesota, a use of deadly force that has been widely criticized by law enforcement leaders themselves, but urged DOJ to take steps necessary to build public trust in a federal commitment to constitutional policing practices and to ensuring nondiscrimination in police uses of force. Specific to recent incidents, the Commission urged that DOJ immediately initiate a pattern or practice investigation of any unconstitutional conduct by the Minneapolis Police Department. The Commission also called upon the DOJ to exercise its authority and engage in a pattern or practice review of state and local authorities and their prosecution practices given the circumstances surrounding the investigation and belated decisions to prosecute the killing of Ahmaud Arbery in Brunswick, Georgia. Additionally, the Commission asked the DOJ to initiate an investigation into the killing of Breonna Taylor, in Louisville, Kentucky to determine whether her death was part of a pattern or practice of unconstitutional conduct by Louisville Metro Police Department. More broadly, the Commission urged DOJ to return to use of all the tools Congress has afforded it to protect the civil rights of all Americans who come in contact with public safety officers.

The statement is available on the website at: 

https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/06-05-Pattern-or-Practice-Statement.pdf. 



Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Urges All Law Enforcement to Follow Constitutional Policing Practices in Response to the Recent Demonstrations

On June 5, 2020, the Commission unanimously issued a statement urging the Administration and the Department of Justice to advocate that all policing forces used by federal, state, and local governments, in response to the recent protests sparked by the alleged killing of George Floyd by a Minneapolis police officer, abide by constitutional policing practices that ensure against bias and promote non-discriminatory accountability and enforcement. 

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/06-05-Constitutional-Policing.pdf

Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Mourns the Passing of LGBTQ and AIDS Activist Larry Kramer

On June 5, 2020, the Commission issued a statement mourning the passing of Larry Kramer, a pioneering, pre-eminent AIDS and LGBTQ activist. Mr. Kramer was known, loved, reviled, and feared for his decades of fierce, articulate, unrelenting, and combative AIDS advocacy. 

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/press/2020/06-05-USCCR-Kramer-tribute.pdf

Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Calls on Trump Administration to Revise Regulations and Enforcement Practices to Recognize Civil Rights Protections for LGBT Americans and Comply with the Bostock Decision

On June 19, 2020, the Commission issued a statement urging the Administration to drop its repeated and ongoing efforts to perpetuate discrimination on the basis of sex with respect to sexual orientation and gender identity. On June 15, 2020, the Supreme Court ruled in no uncertain terms that Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and its prohibition on employment discrimination “because of . . . sex” protects against discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and gender identity. 

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2020-06-19-USCCR-Calls-for-Changes-Post-Bostock.pdf

Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Supports Policing Reform Measures in the Justice in Policing Act of 2020

On June 19, 2020, the Commission, by majority vote, issued a statement supporting measures in the Justice in Policing Act of 2020 as consistent with the Commission’s call to ensure that every community resident should be able to live, work, and travel confident in an expectation that interactions with police officers will be fair, consistent with constitutional norms, and guided by public safety free from bias or discrimination. The Act prohibits certain police practices, like racial profiling and no-knock warrants in drug cases. It also provides for greater transparency through data collection and publication.

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2020-06-19-USCCR-Supports-Justice-in-Policing-Act.pdf

Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Applauds the U.S. Supreme Court’s Recent Decision Upholding U.S. Treaties with Native Americans

On July 17, 2020, the Commission, by majority vote, issued a statement applauding the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in McGirt v. Oklahoma “hold[ing] the government to its word” and vindicating a promise we made, as a country, to the Creek Nation in 1866. The Commission agree wholeheartedly with the Court’s holding that “there can be no question that Congress established a reservation for the Creek Nation”—and further applaud the Court’s recognition that it is “equally clear that Congress has since broken more than a few of its promises to the Tribe.”

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2020-07-17-McGirt-Statement.pdf

Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Supports the Washington, D.C. Admission Act

On July 17, 2020, the Commission, by majority vote, issued a statement supporting the Washington, D.C. Admission Act. More than 700,000 Americans living in Washington, D.C. are denied meaningful representation in Congress. This ongoing denial of voting rights cannot be separated from D.C.’s historic role as a majority-Black city. D.C.’s residents are required to comply with all the obligations of citizenship, but denied full and equal representation in a country that was founded on the revolutionary premise of “no taxation without representation.”

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2020-07-17-Official-DC-Statehood-Statement.pdf

Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Acknowledges Decision to Change the Name of the Washington D.C. Football Team

On July 17, 2020, the Commission, by majority vote, issued a statement acknowledging the decision of Washington D.C.’s professional football team to cease using an offensive term as its official team name after severe economic pressure was applied by corporate sponsors. We urge other non-Native professional teams, schools, and athletic associations to discontinue their use of team names and imagery associated with Native Americans.

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2020-07-17-Official-Native-American-Mascots-Statement.pdf

Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Salutes the Life and Legacy of John Lewis

On July 24, 2020, the Commission, by unanimous vote, issued a statement saluting the life and legacy of Congressman John Lewis, an American champion of civil rights and human dignity. John Lewis, the Conscience of the United States Congress, will always be an inspiration for our nation. John Lewis has left us, but his legacy is eternal.

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2020-07-24-John-Lewis-Memoriam.pdf



Subject: Reallocation of Resources to Communities 

On August 6, 2020, the Commission wrote to letter to members of Congress highlighting some relevant recent reports the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights has published, and especially the findings and recommendations. The Commission is grateful that the House of Representatives has taken action to pass the George Floyd Justice in Policing Act, which incorporates many reforms we called for in our 2018 report on police use of force. If there is to be a national movement towards more effectively reallocating resources towards communities, the recommendations in this letter can serve as a guide to community investment that promotes safer communities, educational equity, and racial justice.

The letter is available at the following website:

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2020-08-06-Letter-to-Congress-re-Reallocation-of-Resources.pdf



Subject: The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Remembers Reverend C.T. Vivian,

On August 21, 2020, the Commission issued a statement remembering the life of Reverend C.T. Vivian. C.T. Vivian spoke of Black Americans’ aspiration for equality, and, as we would learn, he spoke of destiny. He was a fearless fighter for equality in a cause that was paved with his sacrifices and those of so many others.

The statement is available at the following website: 

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2020-08-21-FMRTCT-Vivian-Statement.pdf





Subject: Backlog of Naturalization Applications and the Oath of Allegiance During the Pandemic  

On September 11, 2020, the Commission wrote to urge the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services to take all appropriate steps to address the significant backlog of naturalization applications from lawful residents, and to adjust the requirements of the Oath of Allegiance to allow for the remote administration of both naturalization ceremonies as well as interviews for citizenship applications amid the COVID-19 pandemic. The backlog of citizenship applications slows down the naturalization process, which is likely to be disappointing to those applicants looking forward to voting in the upcoming election.

The letter is available at the following website:

https://www.usccr.gov/files/2020-09-11-USCCR-Letter-to-USCIS.pdf



Subject: Commission Sends Letter to White House Addressing Anti-Asian Racism and Xenophobia in the COVID-19 Pandemic Context



On May 11, 2021 the Commission voted to reiterate and reaffirm recommendations to secure nondiscrimination in the COVID-19 pandemic context, and specifically to address anti-Asian racism and xenophobia.



The letter is available at the following website:

https://www.usccr.gov/news/2021/commission-sends-letter-white-house-addressing-anti-asian-racism-and-xenophobia-covid-19
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Kira Shepherd is the Vice President of Organizing and Policy at Common Justice, which operates the first alternatives-to-incarceration and victim service program in the United States that focuses on violent felonies in the adult courts. Kira has been a racial and social justice advocate for nearly twenty years. Before joining Common Justice, she worked at the New Jersey Institute for Social Justice, where she led a campaign that called for New Jersey’s three youth prisons to be closed and led the organization’s police reform work. Prior to that, she served as the Racial Justice Director at Columbia Law School's Law, Rights, and Religion Project, where she headed up initiatives designed to conceptualize and operationalize new frames for understanding the multiple ways that religious liberty laws limit reproductive and LGBTQI rights and harm people of color. She also served as the Executive Director and Director of Campaigns at The Black Institute (TBI), an action think tank, where she led advocacy work in the areas of criminal justice reform, immigrant rights, and economic justice. Prior to TBI, Kira worked at ColorOfChange, where she worked on criminal justice and corporate accountability campaigns. She has also worked at the University of Pennsylvania’s Annenberg Pubic Policy Center and Make the Road New York. Kira graduated from Rutgers Law School, Newark with a Juris Doctorate degree.
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November 17th, 2023 





Testimony by Kira Shepherd, Vice President of Organizing & Policy 
Common Justice 





United States Commission on Civil Rights Briefing on Federal Efforts to Gather Data on Racial and Ethnic Disparities Among Victims of Violent Crime 





My name is Kira Shepherd, and I am the Vice President of Organizing and Policy at Common Justice. We are the first alternative-to-incarceration and victim services program in the United States that addresses violent felonies in adult courts. We recently launched our policy and organizing work, advancing safety and accountability for survivors without relying on incarceration.  





Thank you for inviting me to offer my testimony on racial and ethnic disparities among victims and survivors of violence. At Common Justice, we have seen firsthand how Black and brown survivors are simultaneously disparately impacted by violence and dismissed by institutions that purport to serve them.  





In New York City, we have worked with victims of violence and individuals who have caused harm using a restorative justice model for nearly fifteen years. Approximately 90% of the victims we serve in our restorative justice program, whom we refer to as “harmed parties,” are people of color, and 80% are male. Our participants also hold many intersecting identities. Nearly all live in low-income communities, many are first- or second-generation immigrants, and roughly 15%, to our knowledge, are members of the LGBTQIA+ community. Through our work to equitably expand access to victim compensation funding across New York State, we have learned that, despite suffering from violence at extraordinarily high rates, victims and survivors of color face insurmountable barriers to accessing the financial support they need to heal, largely because they are criminalized rather than believed.  





To address racial and ethnic disparities among victims of crime, we first must recognize and dismantle the false narratives that have shaped how we view violence and victimization. These false narratives create and exacerbate challenges for Black and brown survivors.  


In the United States, there is a dominant perception that victims of violence who are “worthy” of sympathy, support, and services are white. The image of an innocent white woman is invoked as the prototypical victim.  There is also a dominant perception that those who cause harm and should be criminalized are Black and brown. In this imaginary, seldom are people of color acknowledged as having endured violence.  





In reality, people of color suffer from violence at disproportionately high rates. We have known this for some time. According to a 2019 report by Heather Warnken and Janet Lauritsen, who analyzed results from the National Crime Victimization Survey from 2010 to 2015, the people most likely to experience violent victimization are Black boys and men younger than 35 who live in metropolitan areas in households with annual earnings below $25,000.1 These disparities map onto specific types of violence, such as intimate partner violence, gun violence, and police violence — all of which affect people of color at rates higher than white people.2  For example, according to Everytown for Gun Safety’s analysis of the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Reporting Program data, Black women are twice as likely as non-Latina white women to be shot and killed by an intimate partner.3  





Despite this, we have learned to believe white victims and to criminalize victims of color. Our collective tendency to buck reality, to erase the experiences of Black and brown victims, is deeply rooted in histories of racism that render people of color as deserving of and able to endure harm without assistance. We must shift our thinking and actions to reflect what we know to be true: that Black and brown people suffer disproportionately from violence and deserve holistic support on their healing journeys. 





When it comes to meeting survivors' needs, another myth prevails: that the criminal justice system, especially policing and incarceration, is a survivor-centered avenue to facilitate healing and hold those who cause harm accountable.   





Most survivors do not seek support through the criminal justice system – only 40% of survivors of violence report their harm to the police.4 Results from the National Crime Victimization Survey indicate that many victims did not report their harm to law enforcement because they did not feel the police would do anything or that they did not feel that prosecutors nor the courts would do anything.5  





Those who report their harm to law enforcement too often find their voices drowned out by the mechanics of the system. Instead of being asked what they want, their primary options to achieve justice are to provide a victim impact statement and the incarceration and punishment of the person who hurt them. And given the over-incarceration of communities of color, how can we expect Black and brown survivors to feel safe and find healing in a system designed to oppress them and their communities?6 





Common Justice’s restorative justice program offers survivors the chance to pursue accountability from the people who harmed them without incarceration. Again, the vast majority of the people we serve come from communities of color —communities that have been over-surveilled, over-policed, and over-incarcerated in the name of public safety. Yet, they have still suffered from violence.  Ninety percent of the survivors we approach with the option to use a restorative justice model to resolve their case in court choose it. Why? Because they do not want what happened to them to happen to them again or to happen to anyone else, and if incarceration worked to secure their safety, they would know by now.  





When we subscribe to and promote these false narratives – that Black and brown people aren’t worthy victims, that the criminal justice system and incarceration serve survivors – we discount the experiences of survivors of color, and we fuel their criminalization. 


  


So how do we move forward?  


Beyond our restorative justice model, we at Common Justice are organizing and crafting policy changes to address the racial inequities that characterize services designed to help victims.  


Part of this work is decoupling law enforcement from the provision of victim services. We know, via the National Crime Victimization Survey, that there is a statistical connection between reporting to law enforcement and accessing services.7 We also know, through our work, that survivors want safety, for themselves and others. If we continue to force Black and brown survivors to rely upon systems that compromise their safety, we are simply not meeting their needs. For example, victim compensation programs are a vital resource that survivors can utilize to help recoup costs, such as medical bills and burial expenses, associated with harm. These programs exist in every state and are largely supported by federal dollars from the Crime Victims Fund, administered by the Office for Victims of Crime (OVC). However, in most states, to be eligible to receive compensation, survivors must report their harm to law enforcement.  Victim compensation programs that bar survivors from receiving compensation based on their comfort with law enforcement in a country where Black people are 3.5 times more likely than white people to be murdered by police are racially inequitable.8 





Some states, such as Iowa and New Mexico, have already signed legislation into law that allows survivors to demonstrate their harm to victim compensation fund administrators without reporting to police.9 Several states, including New York, have passed, or are working to forward, legislation to follow suit.10  Victim compensation reforms are just one example of how to substantively change services to meet the needs of survivors of color, and to rely less on the systems that oppress them.  





The Federal government also has a responsibility to rigorously analyze and publicize the data they collect from state victim compensation programs. Each state provides demographic data, such as race, ethnicity, gender, and age, of victim compensation applicants to OVC via annual performance measure reports. This data, which OVC has collected for years, needs to be analyzed in conjunction with available state-level data on violent victimization. In addition, OVC also needs to begin collecting and analyzing the same demographic data related as it relates to victim compensation awards and denials and their causes. These analyses will illuminate racial and ethnic disparities in access to and the provision of victim compensation, a key financial resource for survivors.  





Another important part of addressing racial inequities is centering the voices of Black and brown survivors. We must ask them what they are struggling with, what they want, and what they need. We must also provide opportunities for them to inform and lead research and policy solutions with direct involvement. Those who are closest to the problem, are closest to the solutions.  


Dominant narratives tell us that Black and brown survivors are unworthy of support and that our criminal justice system invariably serves the interests of those who have endured harm. Unless we contend with and disrupt these myths, racial and ethnic disparities in violent victimization and access to support for survivors will continue, and even grow. I implore the federal government to use its power to illuminate these disparities and to collaborate with survivors and the organizations that uplift them to develop creative, sustainable solutions. Survivors of color deserve to be seen. Survivors of color deserve to heal. 
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I want to thank the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights for holding this hearing on these critically important topics. I am also honored to participate as a panelist to share my experiences of working with law enforcement agencies and Black community members across the country.


In 1990, I founded the OK Program, which is a life support system for Black boys. We recruit, train, and organize Black men -from the community- to servs as the system’s catalyst. These men work with Black male police officers to reduce the homicide rate of Black boys by teaching them how to love and respect each other, manage conflict, and make positive lifestyle choices.


In my thirty-three (33) years of working with law-enforcement and Black communities, I am clearly aware of the challenges faced by the Black community in dealing with violent crime.


Because of the high rate of violent crime in the Black community, some law-enforcement officers, who respond to a call for help from a Black law-abiding citizen, treat the caller like a suspect. This interaction between the officer and the citizen creates mistrust and a bad relationship.


The OK Program is a perfect example of how community members and organizations can work together to address violent crime and its impact on the Black community.


Again, I am honored to participate in this discussion.
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Donald Northcross 
Founder & CEO


Donald Northcross attended Northeast Louisiana University on a combination football and basketball scholarship. 


After three years, he transferred to Arkansas State University where he finished his college athletic career. He signed a three-year contract with the Memphis Showboats of the United Stated Football League and was released during preseason due to an injury.


Mr. Northcross holds a Bachelor of Arts Degree in Criminal Justice. He graduated from the Sacramento County Sheriff’s Academy in June of 1988 and was voted most inspirational recruit. 


In 1990, two short years after becoming a sheriff’s deputy, he became one of three founders of Sacramento County Black Deputy Sheriff’s Association and served as its first President. He also founded OK Program that same year.


Mr. Northcross was recognized as a “Black in Law Enforcement Honoree,” which is a national publication that emphasizes the value of the black law enforcement officer in the overall success of law enforcement in America.


In 1991, he was selected as California’s Outstanding Young Public Safety Officer of The Year, and in 1992, he was recognized by President George H. Bush as the 945thDaily Point of Light for The Nation.


In 1993, he was one of ten people in California to receive a fellowship from the California Wellness Foundation.  He is a recipient of the Jefferson Award for outstanding public service and a Sacramento Safe Street Hero of The Year.


In 1995, he won the National Association of Attorney Generals “For the Children Award; “and, in 2005 OK Program became a national organization under his leadership.


A much sought-after speaker and consultant, He was one of numerous experts assembled in Little Rock, Arkansas, to discuss President Obama’s 2010 Fatherhood Initiative.


Mr. Northcross says, “Black men have the means to improve the condition of Black men and boys by ourselves. We just don’t have the mind to do so…and means without the mind is meaningless.”  
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BIOGRAPHY
ANGELA FERRELL-ZABALA



Angela Ferrell-Zabala serves as the first ever Executive Director of Moms Demand Action
where she is responsible for leading and growing the largest gun violence prevention
grassroots network in the country. In 2019, Angela joined the organization as Everytown for
Gun Safety’s Senior Vice President of Movement Building where she led the organization’s
grassroots organizing, external engagement and programmatic work, including cultural
engagement, corporate engagement, national partnerships and national programs.
Additionally, she has helped to lead the way on building and sustaining collaborative
relationships with diverse and representative communities and individuals through our
constituency based strategic engagement.



Before joining the Everytown family, Angela was the National Director of Strategic
Partnerships for Planned Parenthood Federation of America and the Planned Parenthood
Action Fund, where she ensured strategic alignment across the progressive movement with
particular focus on issue areas that are not historically or wholly centered in Planned
Parenthood's strategies. This included immigrant rights, economic justice, racial justice,
voting rights and gun violence prevention. Angela first joined Planned Parenthood in 2014
as the Director of African American Leadership and Engagement, where she worked to
make sure that the real, lived experiences and needs of communities of color – particularly
black women and girls – were centered in the strategies that the organization moved
forward. Angela has also previously worked for the Religious Coalition for Reproductive
Choice (RCRC), Community Change, and the Community Voting Project.



Angela is passionate about movement building, uplifting and centering often marginalized
voices and empowering the next generation of leaders. With a background in political and
social sciences, Angela began her journey into the world of social justice through many
volunteer opportunities with particular interest in women’s rights, civil rights, the LGBT
community, immigration, racial justice and education. She is a wife, mother of four and a
lover of music, art, dance and theater.












__MACOSX/Panelists-2/Panel 2/Angela Ferrell-Zabala/._Ferrell-Zabala Biography - USCCR Public Briefing on Racial Disparities in Violent Crime Victimization - 23.11.17 - final.pdf





Panelists-2/Panel 2/Angela Ferrell-Zabala/Ferrell-Zabala Written Testimony - USCCR Public Briefing on Racial Disparities in Violent Crime Victimization - 23.11.17 - final.pdf




Testimony of Angela Ferrell-Zabala
Moms Demand Action



U.S. Commission on Civil Rights
Public Briefing



“Racial Disparities in Violent Crime Victimization in the United States”
November 17, 2023



Good morning. My name is Angela Ferrell-Zabala and I am the Executive Director of Moms
Demand Action. Moms Demand Action is the nation’s largest grassroots volunteer
network and movement working to end gun violence. Moms Demand Action is also part of
Everytown for Gun Safety—the nation’s largest gun violence prevention organization.



I would like to thank the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights for holding this briefing and for
inviting me to share our perspective on this important issue.



When my twins were small, I told them, “If you ever get lost, find a mom. She’ll help you.”
That’s why I do what I do: to keep my kids, and all children, safe from gun violence—which
is the number one killer of children, teens, and young adults in this country.1 That’s
especially true if you’re Black. Every seven hours, a Black boy or teenager dies by gun
homicide in the United States.2



The headlines often paint a disturbing picture: that crime—and, more specifically, violent
crime—is on the rise. And those are just the headlines. But there are other incidents of
violence that never make the news, or are never reported to law enforcement in the first
place. These stories are just as important to tell.3



3 In 2022, only 41.5% of violent crime survivors reported their crimes to law enforcement. See United States Department of
Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, National Crime Victimization Survey, 2022, https://ncvs.bjs.ojp.gov/quick-graphics#
quickgraphicstop.



2 See Everytown Research & Policy, Every Seven Hours, a Black Boy or Teenager Dies by Gun Homicide in the United States,
https://everytownresearch.org/stat/every-seven-hours-a-black-boy-or-teenager-dies-by-gun-homicide-in-the-united-states/.



1 See Everytown Research & Policy, Firearms Are the Leading Cause of Death for American Children and Teens (last updated
Feb. 13, 2023), https://everytownresearch.org/graph/firearms-are-the-leading-cause-of-death-for-american-children-and-
teens/.
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Recent crime data4—or, at least, the incomplete data that we have5—paints a slightly
different picture. In 2022, violent crime decreased 1.7-percent relative to 2021, with
murder, in particular, decreasing by 6.1-percent. Fatal gun violence rates, more
specifically, decreased by 5.7-percent in 2022 compared to 2021.6



But we know that numbers on their own cannot change how individuals, especially those
from the most impacted Black and Brown communities, feel when it comes to
crime—which is often unsafe, unheard, and unseen.



We also know that violent crime does not happen in a vacuum. There are long-standing
structural and systemic inequities in health care, education, housing, workforce
development and criminal justice that can drive violent crime. The same is true for
interpersonal violence, historical violence, and intergenerational violence.7



And then there are the guns—guns that make violent crime all the more violent and all
the more deadly. On an average day, 120 Americans are killed with guns and more than
200 are shot and wounded. That amounts to more than 43,000 gun deaths each year,
40-percent of which are gun homicides.8 In 2022 alone, 70-percent of all homicides
reported to the Federal Bureau of Investigation involved a firearm.9



Often, the guns used in crimes end up in the hands of individuals with dangerous
histories due to loopholes in our current background check system, including those that
allow unlicensed sellers to sell guns online and at gun shows without running a
background check on their buyers,10 rogue dealers who willfully violate the law and sell



10 “[E]very year since 2018, there have been more than one million ads offering firearms for sale by unlicensed sellers in states
that do not legally require a background check, a circumstance that creates endless opportunities for individuals with



9 See Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime Data Explorer, 2022, https://cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/home.



8 See Everytown Research & Policy, Gun Violence in America (last updated Feb. 13, 2023), https://everytownresearch.org/
report/gun-violence-in-america/ [citing Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics.
WONDER Online Database, Underlying Cause of Death].



7 See Everytown Research & Policy, Beyond Measure: Gun Violence Trauma (May 17, 2023), https://everytownresearch.org/
report/gun-violence-trauma/.



6 See Federal Bureau of Investigation, Crime Data Explorer, 2022, https://cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/home.



5 Only 83% of law enforcement agencies in the United States covering approximately 93% of the population submitted crime
data to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) in 2022. Of those agencies, only 77% percent reported crime data to the FBI
through the FBI’s National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS). NIBRS captures more detailed crime data, including
fatal and non-fatal gun violence incidents, than the previous reporting system. See Press Release, Federal Bureau of
Investigation, FBI Releases 2022 Crime in the Nation Statistics (Oct. 16, 2023), https://www.fbi.gov/news/press-releases/
fbi-releases-2022-crime-in-the-nation-statistics.



4 While violent crime rates did rise during the COVID-19 pandemic—reaching a high of 398.5 per 100,000 people in
2020—crime rates have now returned to pre-COVID rates: 380.7 in 2022 compared to 380.8 in 2019. See Federal Bureau of
Investigation, Crime Data Explorer, 2022, https://cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/home.
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guns to straw purchasers and firearms traffickers,11 and industry developments intended
to circumvent existing regulations—like untraceable ghost guns that make violent crimes
all the more difficult to investigate and solve.12



As I said, gun violence, and, more specifically, gun homicide, has a disproportionate
impact on communities of color. Recent data from the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention reveals that Black Americans are nearly 12 times more likely to die from gun
homicide than white Americans, Native Americans are 7.8 times more likely, and Latinx
people are 2.1 times more likely—with disparities likely being even worse among the latter
two groups because of data collection issues. The same disparities exist among
individuals who are shot and wounded: Black Americans have the highest rate of nonfatal
gun injuries—more than 10 times white Americans. And the rates of nonfatal gun injuries
for Native Americans and for Latinx people are both more than double those for white
Americans.13



These communities not only bear a disproportionate burden when it comes to gun
violence, but also endure more of the resulting trauma. This trauma is both individual and



13 See Everytown For Gun Safety Support Fund, EveryStat: United States, https://everystat.org/ [analyzing Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention, National Center for Health Statistics. WONDER Online Database, Underlying Cause of
Death]. A yearly average was developed using four years of the most recent available data: 2018 to 2021. American
Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, white, and more than one race are defined as non-Latinx origin. The term
“homicide” includes shootings by police; see also Everytown Research & Policy, Impact of Gun Violence on Historically
Marginalized Communities,
https://everytownresearch.org/issue/impact-of-gun-violence-on-historically-marginalized-communities/.



12 “These do-it-yourself (DIY) firearms are made from parts available without a background check and are predictably
emerging as a weapon of choice for violent criminals, gun traffickers, dangerous extremists, and, generally, people legally
prohibited from buying firearms. Because it has no serial number, a ghost gun cannot be traced back to where it came from,
which frustrates police investigations and robs victims and survivors of justice.” See Everytown Research & Policy,
Untraceable: The Rising Specter of Ghost Guns (May 14, 2020), https://everytownresearch.org/report/the-rising-specter-
of-ghost-guns/. In addition, Everytown collected data from 31 cities on 171,501 crime guns recovered between 2017 and 2021.
“The data received indicates that recoveries of ghost guns nearly tripled from 2020 to 2021. Polymer80, the largest producer of
ghost gun parts and kits, was the fifth-largest producer of crime guns in the cities surveyed in 2021.” See Everytown Research
& Policy,Who Is Manufacturing Crime Guns? City-Level Data on Crime Gun Recoveries by Manufacturer (Jan. 19, 2023),
https://everytownresearch.org/report/city-level-data-crime-gun-recoveries/.



11 See Everytown Research & Policy, Inside the Gun Shop: Firearms Dealers and their Impact (July 6, 2023),
https://everytownresearch.org/report/firearms-dealers-and-their-impact/; see also Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and
Explosives, National Firearms Commerce and Trafficking Assessment: Crime Guns - Volume Two (Jan. 11, 2023),
https://www.atf.gov/firearms/national-firearms-commerce-and-trafficking-assessment-nfcta-crime-guns-volume-two; Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, Firearms Trace Data - 2022 (last reviewed Oct. 11, 2023), https://www.atf.gov/
resource-center/firearms-trace-data-2022.



dangerous histories to easily acquire guns. Federal law requires a background check of a prospective gun buyer only when
the seller is a licensed gun dealer, leaving all other sales—such as unlicensed gun sales negotiated over the
internet—unregulated and with no background check required.” See Everytown Research & Policy, Unchecked: An
Investigation of the Online Firearm Marketplace (Feb. 1, 2021), https://everytownresearch.org/report/unchecked-an-
investigation-of-the-online-firearm-marketplace/.
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collective. It is immediate—for the people directly impacted—and then it ripples out and
echoes through entire communities—families, loved ones, neighbors, friends, colleagues
and everyone in between.14 59-percent of Americans or someone they care for have
experienced gun violence in their lifetime,15 making us a nation of survivors, as generation
after generation feels the impact of trauma from gun violence.



These survivors and their communities need services and support on their journey toward
healing. Following an incident of gun violence, one in three survivors—which includes not
only people who have been killed or wounded, but also those who have witnessed gun
violence, been threatened with a gun, experienced intimate partner violence with a gun,
or had a loved one shot—report living in fear or feeling unsafe.16



Gun violence can upend the world in which survivors find themselves—disrupting how
they navigate their environments and their relationships. With each incident of gun
violence— whether it is a homicide or suicide, intimate partner shooting or
hate-motivated shooting, a mass shooting that captures the nation's attention or an
unsolved shooting that never makes the headlines—there is a "moment that changes
everything." The survivors of gun violence we work with have a diverse breadth of
experiences, but each person tells us that their lives are never the same.



Another thing that we hear consistently from survivors is that without services and
support, the trauma of gun violence can result in behaviors that contribute to cycles of
violence.17 That is why the work to address trauma is not only healing work, but also
prevention work.



We know this from the data that we do have, but our datasets and systems are
incomplete and underinclusive,18 and that must change so that we can better understand



18 “While gun violence clearly disproportionately affects Latinx people in the United States, the true scope of the impact is
difficult to see. Hispanic people are more likely to have their ethnicity miscategorized in mortality data than white or Black



17 See Everytown Research & Policy, Beyond Measure: Gun Violence Trauma (May 17, 2023), https://everytownresearch.org/
report/gun-violence-trauma/; see also Everytown Research & Policy, Invisible Wounds: Gun Violence and Community Trauma
Among Black Americans (last updated Feb. 27, 2023), https://everytownresearch.org/report/invisible-wounds-gun-violence-
and-community-trauma-among-black-americans/.



16 See Everytown Research & Policy, Beyond Measure: Gun Violence Trauma (May 17, 2023), https://everytownresearch.org/
report/gun-violence-trauma/.



15 See Everytown Research & Policy, Gun Violence Survivors in America (last updated Feb. 27, 2023),
https://everytownresearch.org/report/gun-violence-survivors-america/.



14 See Everytown Research & Policy, Invisible Wounds: Gun Violence and Community Trauma Among Black Americans (last
updated Feb. 27, 2023), https://everytownresearch.org/report/invisible-wounds-gun-violence-and-community-trauma-among-
black-americans/.
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and solve the problems that we face effectively and equitably. That means strengthening
and leveraging the proven tools and resources we have to prevent gun violence and help
survivors heal, like evidence-based community violence intervention programs.19 It also
means developing new ones—including how to build trust and positive relationships with
law enforcement, how to improve access to and strengthen culturally responsive mental
health services for survivors and their communities, and how to keep firearms out of the
hands of those who should not have them in the first place.



The headlines can only tell us so much about violent crime and gun violence. That’s why
the untold stories matter, too. Because whether we are community members or
advocates or lawmakers, we need to hear it all to be able to make informed changes to
break the cycle of violence, heal trauma, and keep communities safe.



Thank you, again, for the opportunity to be here and share our views. I look forward to
the Commission’s questions.



19 “For decades, community-based organizations have successfully reduced violence by implementing alternative public safety
measures that are locally driven and informed by data. Often referred to as violence intervention programs, these strategies
have expanded greatly over the years and include street outreach, group violence intervention, crime prevention through
environmental design, hospital-based violence intervention programs, safe passage programs, and cognitive behavioral
therapy.” See Everytown Research & Policy, Community-Led Public Safety Strategies (last updated Dec. 9, 2022),
https://everytownresearch.org/report/community-led-public-safety-strategies/.



people, and this issue is compounded for certain Hispanic identities. Additionally, the diversity of Hispanic or Latinx
identities—it is the largest US ethnic group and includes people of all races—means that understanding exactly how gun
violence impacts specific Latinx communities is limited by insufficient collection of race and ethnicity data. Consequently, the
full impact of gun violence among Latinx people in cities, states, and communities across the United States is unknown.” See
Everytown Research & Policy, The Impact of Gun Violence on Latinx Communities (last updated Aug. 2, 2023),
https://everytownresearch.org/report/the-impact-of-gun-violence-on-latinx-communities/.
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It is a privilege to have the opportunity to testify about this important issue, and I am grateful to the commission on civil rights for choosing to bring attention to the civil rights implications of how we understand and respond to violent crime and community violence.


My name is Ruth Abaya, and I am a pediatric emergency medicine physician in the city of Philadelphia. I am also the senior director for health systems and CVI integration at the Health Alliance for Violence Intervention, which advances HVIPs, or hospital-based violence intervention programs, a leading public health approach to community violence intervention. 


In my time as a physician, I have cared for and born witness to far too many young people who’s lives have been deeply impacted, and tragically prematurely ended, due to gun violence. In my time working with my local health department, the city saw some of the highest rates of gun violence ever recorded, and it became clear how the same communities that experienced very high levels of violence also experienced lower access to social determinants of health. Several core “inalienable” rights that were foundational to the origins of this nation, the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, were for these patients deeply impeded by the near-constant threat of violence in their predominantly Black and Brown communities.  In 2022, 87% of firearm injury victims in the city were Black[endnoteRef:1]. Concurrently there are notable disparities in access to important resources such as life-sustaining employment, specifically for Black men and boys in the city[endnoteRef:2]. There were higher incidents of shootings near public spaces such as schools, parks, and recreation centers in parts of the city that had high poverty rates and were predominantly communities of color[endnoteRef:3]. These all represent forms of disadvantage layered one upon the other, providing an ideal environment for violence to thrive. These trends are not unique to Philadelphia. Homicide is a leading cause of death for Black Americans, with Non-Hispanic Black individuals 10x more likely to die by homicide than their white counterparts[endnoteRef:4], and they experience 18 times more gun assault injuries[endnoteRef:5]. In many places throughout the country, community violence is concentrated[endnoteRef:6], cyclical[endnoteRef:7] and networked[endnoteRef:8], creating cycles of harm and trauma that often impact multiple generations. Firearm injury is now the leading cause of death for children and youth[endnoteRef:9]. These cycles must be disrupted. Community violence intervention that focuses on the tools of public health has the potential to create meaningful change.  [1:  https://www.phila.gov/programs/injury-prevention-program/injury-prevention-dashboard/]  [2:  https://www.phila.gov/media/20210628174453/Chartv6e6.pdf]  [3:  https://www.phila.gov/media/20201023115148/CHARTv5e8.pdf]  [4:  Prevention CfDCa. Web-based Injury Statistics Query and Reporting System (WISQARS) 2023]  [5:  Impact of Gun Violence on Black Americans: Everytown for Gun Safety; 2023 [Available from: https://www.everytown.org/issues/gun-violence-black-americans/.]  [6:  Braga AA, Papachristos AV, Hureau DM. The Concentration and Stability of Gun Violence at Micro Places in Boston, 1980–2008. Journal of Quantitative Criminology. 2010;26(1):33-53]  [7:  Kao AM, Schlosser KA, Arnold MR, Kasten KR, Colavita PD, Davis BR, Sing RF, Heniford BT. Trauma Recidivism and Mortality Following Violent Injuries in Young Adults. J Surg Res. 2019 May;237:140-147. doi: 10.1016/j.jss.2018.09.006. PMID: 30914191.]  [8:  Papachristos AV, Braga AA, Hureau DM. Social Networks and the Risk of Gunshot Injury. Journal of Urban Health. 2012;89(6):992-1003.]  [9:  Lois K. Lee, Eric W. Fleegler, Monika K. Goyal, Kiesha Fraser Doh, Danielle Laraque-Arena, Benjamin D. Hoffman, THE COUNCIL ON INJURY, VIOLENCE, AND POISON PREVENTION; Firearm-Related Injuries and Deaths in Children and Youth. Pediatrics December 2022; 150 (6): e2022060071. 10.1542/peds.2022-060071] 



A disregard for the rights of communities of color is at the heart of the community violence we bear witness to today.  Historic disinvestment in communities of color, such as the discriminatory practice of redlining in the early 20th century, has been shown to be directly related to current high rates of shooting incidents[endnoteRef:10], and that relationship is mediated by factors such as poverty and reduced educational attainment[endnoteRef:11]. While we want to believe that those discriminatory practices are a thing of the past, the truth is modern events[endnoteRef:12] demonstrate ongoing discriminatory practices by which minority families are excluded from the opportunities available to others.  [10:  Sara F. Jacoby, Beidi Dong, Jessica H. Beard, Douglas J. Wiebe, Christopher N. Morrison, The enduring impact of historical and structural racism on urban violence in Philadelphia, Social Science & Medicine, Volume 199, 2018, Pages 87-95, ISSN 0277-9536, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2017.05.038.]  [11:  Poulson M, Neufeld MY, Dechert T, Allee L, Kenzik KM. Historic redlining, structural racism, and firearm violence: A structural equation modeling approach. Lancet Reg Health Am. 2021 Nov;3:100052. doi: 10.1016/j.lana.2021.100052. Epub 2021 Aug 20. PMID: 34888540; PMCID: PMC8654098.]  [12:  https://www.reuters.com/legal/government/biden-admin-opens-new-front-fight-against-modern-day-redlining-2022-08-08/] 



Despite these historical realities, the communities impacted by violence bring so much to their cities. These communities are resilient, committed, and full of effective advocates who have dedicated their lives to transforming the streets on which they live. These are artists, city leaders, business owners, educators, many of whom have shown that they can come together to confront public health challenges. Just as we saw the powerful community organizing that galvanized neighborhoods in the fight against Covid-19, for generations, these communities have supported one another in responding to the devastating effects of gun violence. However, the systems against which they contend must change to see a lasting reduction in this public health crisis.


As the primary entity tasked with upholding the civil rights of all people within the United States, the federal government can contribute a great deal to addressing civil rights issues as they occur within criminal justice. A powerful example are laws enforced by the Department of Justice that address police misconduct. The relationship between communities and public safety officials or law enforcement has profound implications for how public safety is achieved as a partnership, and the leadership of the federal government sets the tone for local action. In trauma bays throughout the country, the rights of patients are challenged when the line between law enforcement and medical care is crossed, and patients are left unsure of who they can trust[endnoteRef:13]. These encounters erode the trust that enables effective violence intervention. To create true safety, it is crucial to invest in trauma-informed and equity-focused interventions that seek to transform rather than criminalize, to lift up rather than push to the side, communities of color--ensuring that their rights are protected in every setting.  [13:  https://ldi.upenn.edu/our-work/research-updates/law-enforcement-in-the-emergency-department/] 



The government has made recent commitments to community violence intervention, recognizing the critical importance of models that rely on the expertise of credible messengers, experts with lived experience and from the communities most impacted who have the relationships and trust to support those at risk of exposure to violence in achieving health and safety. Investing in programs that specifically address the violence that disproportionately impacts minority communities is an important way to make a difference in those inequities. Models such as HVIPs rely on credible messengers’ expertise to support patients who have been violently injured--from the hospital or trauma center to the community, where trauma-informed comprehensive care helps these individuals find healing. HVIPs are a powerful member of the community violence intervention ecosystem[endnoteRef:14], a city’s violence prevention and intervention infrastructure that connects multiple entities and departments to implement a comprehensive slate of strategies to address the dynamics of violence. In a well-functioning local CVI ecosystem, there is a shared vision of public safety, and the work of securing adequate funding, coordinating efforts, and identifying and responding to those at highest risk is shared, and efforts to reduce violence become sustainable. The HAVI and other leaders in the community violence intervention space, including Cities United, The Community Based Public Safety Collective, and the National Institute for Criminal Justice Reform have launched an initiative called the Coalition to Advance Public Safety, or CAPS[endnoteRef:15]. This initiative is focused on local municipalities and aims to work with HVIPs, local leaders, community organizations and other members of the CVI ecosystem to improve collective action and drive meaningful reductions in violence. This coalition is doing the hard work of determining how local partnerships, coordination, and data integration can improve outcomes for a public health issue that predominantly affects minority communities.  [14:  https://www.cviecosystem.org/]  [15:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Uy5ObzIO20s] 



Another key feature of community violence is that its nature can change over time. A critical example of this is the emergence of social media and the recognition that the contagion of violence, once spread through face-to-face interactions, now also occurs in the digital space[endnoteRef:16].  Often violence intervention experts are seeing data that does not reflect current trends on the ground, because so much of the available data about violence-related trends is not in real time. Effective community violence intervention relies on a variety of factors, one of which is timely, comprehensive data on where violence is occurring, the nature of that violence, who is affected, and what responses are being implemented. This requires data from multiple sectors including hospital systems, health departments, criminal justice, social media, and community members.  National numbers on nonfatal shooting incidents and those impacted remain elusive, though initiatives have been launched to advocate for improving the data infrastructure specifically around firearms[endnoteRef:17]. The surge in violence seen during the COVID-19 pandemic showed that as unexpected events challenge communities and add strain to highly stressed systems, an environment is created where violence is fostered. Responding urgently to emerging trends in violence requires timely data that would demonstrate drivers and bring to light inequities. This data then has the potential to inform intentional action. [16:  Desmond Upton Patton, Kyle McGregor, Gary Slutkin; Youth Gun Violence Prevention in a Digital Age. Pediatrics April 2018; 141 (4): e20172438. 10.1542/peds.2017-2438]  [17:  https://www.arnoldventures.org/stories/a-new-effort-to-improve-firearms-data-infrastructure] 



In a document outlining a blueprint for US firearms data infrastructure[endnoteRef:18], a stated need was to expand the capacity of local governments to integrate data from a variety of sources including health, social services, and criminal justice to understand violence in the local context, including how local risk factors and local laws impact violence. The field of community violence intervention needs this type of data integration in order to be data informed, a core tenet of a public health approach.  [18:  https://www.norc.org/content/dam/norc-org/pdfs/A%20Blueprint%20for%20a%20U.S.%20Firearms%20Data%20Infrastructure_NORC%20Expert%20Panel%20Final%20Report_October%202020.pdf] 



Some of this work includes inviting a broader range of stakeholders to participate in the work of violence intervention. Violence intervention programs are clear contributors to the work of reducing violence and its impacts on communities. However, health systems that provide care to those who are injured and see the long-term health effects of violence and departments of public health tasked with promoting community health also have critical contributions to the work of defining the scope of violence and responding to it. These are key members of the community violence ecosystem and can contribute relevant data, convening power, and programmatic support, and foster a robust violence intervention infrastructure. This work has incredible potential to effect change if done with a focus on equity and justice.


Just as the work of community violence intervention, which focuses on those at greatest risk for near-term violence, must be comprehensive and multi-disciplinary, so too the work of prevention should draw from the resources of multiple stakeholders. The Center for Violence Prevention at the Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia takes this approach to preventing violence. By focusing on the full spectrum of violence children are exposed to--from intimate partner violence that occurs in the home and bullying that occurs in the school yard to firearm violence and its physical, mental, and social effects---the center aims to interrupt the trauma inflicted by violence. This work draws upon a wide range of local partnerships including schools, the local department of public health, and a wide range of community-based social service providers. Along the full spectrum of a public health approach to violence, from prevention to intervention, local partnerships strengthen our efforts and build bridges into the communities most affected.


Other systems that aim to support survivors of violent injury must also consider how equitably resources are allocated. Those who have experienced violent crime have access to Victim of Crime Assistance programs. However, it is known that survivors of violence who are young, male, and Black and or Brown are disproportionately underrepresented among victim compensation applicants, relative to the proportion of crimes committed against them[endnoteRef:19],[endnoteRef:20]. This is another source of disparities driven by a range of factors including a lack of knowledge about these benefits, barriers to completion of the application process, and hesitations about engaging with law enforcement officials[endnoteRef:21]. At times these forms of compensation are contingent upon a subjective assessment of cooperation with law enforcement. Making this process clear and equitable can improve access for all victims of crime and address these disparities.  [19:  Newmark L, Bonderman J, Smith B, Liner B. The national evaluation of state Victims of Crime Act assistance and compensation programs: Trends and strategies for the future. Report to the National Institute of Justice Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 2003]  [20:  Alvidrez J, Shumway M, Boccellari A, Green JD, Kelly V, Merrill G. Reduction of State Victim Compensation Disparities in Disadvantaged Crime Victims Through Active Outreach and Assistance: A Randomized Trial. American Journal of Public Health. 2008;98(5):882-8.]  [21:  Newmark L, Bonderman J, Smith B, Liner B. The national evaluation of state Victims of Crime Act assistance and compensation programs: Trends and strategies for the future. Report to the National Institute of Justice Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. 2003.] 



Recent years have seen the beginning of real progress in the fight to reduce violence. The recent establishment of the Office of Gun Violene Prevention[endnoteRef:22] aims specifically to address the impact of gun violence across the country, a deeply needed investment. A recognition of the history of community violence and how that impacts current trends, a focus on high quality, timely data to inform violence intervention efforts, strong collaboration between local community partners, and sustained investments in community violence intervention are essential to a public health approach to violence reduction.  [22:  https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/09/21/president-joe-biden-to-establish-first-ever-white-house-office-of-gun-violence-prevention-to-be-overseen-by-vice-president-kamala-harris/] 
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Testimony at U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Public Briefing on Federal Efforts to Gather Data on Racial and Ethnic Disparities Among Victims of Violent Crime 


November 17, 2023


Madam Chairwoman, members of the commission, thank you for the opportunity to comment today. My name is Nel-Sylvia Guzman and I am the Deputy Director at The Safe Sisters Circle. The Safe Sisters Circle is a nonprofit organization here in Washington DC and we provide free, culturally specific, trauma-informed, holistic services to Black women and girls who are survivors of domestic and sexual assault in Wards 7 & 8. Our organization specifically focuses on Wards 7 & 8, known as the East of the River community, because they have the largest percentage of violent crime in Washington DC and the highest population of Black women. Today I plan to discuss how culturally specific organizations can help the federal government’s efforts in assisting victims of violent crime. 


I. Background


Minority communities are disproportionately affected by violent crimes. For the


past four decades, the risk of serious violence for Black individuals has remained


1.5-2 times greater than those of white individuals.[footnoteRef:0] My comments today, however, are focused on violent crimes against women perpetrated by intimate partners. This is because domestic violence is the number one health concern for Black women in America. Compared to other ethnicities, Black women have reported the highest rates of intimate partner violence.[footnoteRef:1]  [0:  Heather Warnken & Janet L. Lauritsen, Who Experiences Violent Victimization and Who Accesses Services? Finding from the National Crime Victimization Survey for Expanding Our Reach, Center for Victim Research (April 2019). ]  [1:  Stephanie Hargrove, M.A., Intimate Partner Violence in the Black Community, The National Center on Violence Against Women in the Black Community - Ujima (October 2018).] 






Intimate partner violence is defined as abuse or aggression that occurs in a romantic relationship.[footnoteRef:2] This includes both current and former spouses, partners, and dating partners. Although intimate partner violence can vary in how often it happens and how severe it is, I am focusing today on the more violent forms of intimate partner violence, such as physical violence, homicide, and sexual assault/violence, given the commission's focus. [2:  Center for Disease Control, Fast Facts: Preventing Intimate Partner Violence, https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/intimatepartnerviolence/fastfact.html (accessed October 30, 2023; last reviewed Oct. 11, 2022). ] 






When thinking of violent crime and its racial and ethnic disparities, I think of how Black women are three times more likely to die as a result of intimate partner abuse[footnoteRef:3] and that more than half of Black adult female homicides are related to intimate partner violence.[footnoteRef:4] It is common that proceeding intimate partner violence related homicides, the victim experienced some other violence in the months preceding it. I also think of how 17% of Black women in this country experience sexual violence by an intimate partner during their lifetime[footnoteRef:5] and 9% of Black women are raped by an intimate partner.[footnoteRef:6] And Black transgender women account for a disproportionate amount of the victims of fatal violence against transgender and gender nonconforming people.[footnoteRef:7]  [3:  La Casa de Las Madres, Shining a Light on Domestic Violence in the African American Community, https://www.lacasa.org/blog/2023/2/22/black-history-month-shining-a-light-on-domestic-violence-in-the-african-american-community (accessed October 30, 2023; created February 22, 2023). ]  [4:  See, Footnote 2. ]  [5:  See, footnote 2.]  [6:  See, footnote 2. ]  [7:  Human Rights Campaign Foundation, Fatal Violence Against the Transgender and Gender Non-Conforming Community in 2022, https://www.hrc.org/resources/fatal-violence-against-the-transgender-and-gender-non-conforming-community-in-2022 (accessed October 30, 2023). ] 






We see these statistics here in Washington DC as well. A review found that in 2021, that 20 people over the age of 15 were killed in a domestic violence related homicide in the District and around half of those homicides were perpetrated by an intimate partner.[footnoteRef:8] The review also noted that of those murdered by an intimate partner that year -  a vast majority were Black women.[footnoteRef:9] Black women are overwhelmingly being subjected to violence, harm, and some murdered, but the resources available to them are often limited or use a standard approach for all survivors regardless of their background.   [8:  District of Columbia’s Domestic Violence Fatality Review Board, 2022 Annual Report (June 22, 2022). ]  [9:  See, Footnote 9. ] 






II. Culturally Specific Organizations


It is known that survivors of intimate partner violence and sexual violence from diverse communities frequently confront unique challenges, such as linguistic and cultural barriers to receiving services. This is why culturally specific organizations are important. Culturally specific organizations are more likely to understand the multi-layered and intersectional challenges and obstacles that survivors from each community face when attempting to access services.   





At The Safe Sisters Circle, we define culturally specific services as services from individuals of the same community, as the service provider, that creates a comfortable environment where trust is established and where the client’s culture is taken into context when developing solutions or strategies to address the clients’ problems. It is also where we support those who fall through the cracks within mainstream systems, where they do not receive the same culturally responsive services that meet their specific intersectional needs, and where they do not receive the comprehensive, long term, and holistic services to see them through their entire journey. We have seen first hand that Black women survivors are more likely to seek services from organizations that are familiar with their culture, their background, and who they are simply as a Black woman. 





III. The Problem & Federal Government’s Role


However, as I noted, services for domestic violence survivors are often limited. One of the issues that victims of violent crime, especially Black survivors face is access to services. 1 in 10 survivors of a violent crime report receiving any type of services from a victim services agency, however, fewer than 1 in 3 crime victims report receiving the type of assistance they wanted.[footnoteRef:10] Particularly, 46% of crime victims wanted legal services or assistance with understanding the court process, but didn’t receive them.[footnoteRef:11]  [10:  Alliance for Safety and Justice, Toward Shared Safety: The First-Ever National Survey of America’s Safety Gap, pg. 19 (September 2020).]  [11:   See, footnote 11.] 






At The Safe Sisters Circle, we provide Black survivors of intimate partner violence free legal services to ensure they can get protection orders, advocacy within the criminal justice system, and custody arrangements that protect them and their minor children from further violence. While there are several legal services providers in Washington DC that do similar work for survivors, we are the only legal service provider that provides culturally specific legal services for Black women survivors. Unfortunately, even our capacity is limited compared to the true need in the community.





Beyond providing direct services, culturally specific organizations can also help bridge the gap between government officials and the communities they are looking to engage. Due to America’s long history of systemic racism and over policing, in communities of color, government and law enforcement are often viewed as outsiders and not trusted. 





At organizations like The Safe Sisters Circle, we work on the ground within our community, actively engaging with them, ensuring that we can be a trusted source in all that we do, and that we are providing programs that our community wants and needs. On every level of government, more can be done to better partner with local, grassroot organizations, but especially those that are led and run by BIPOC people. If the federal government wants to better gather data on racial and ethnic disparities among victims of violent crime, you need to work hand in hand with the culturally specific organizations in these spaces. The federal government must also allow these organizations to gather the data in ways that work for their community, we cannot use a one-size-fits all approach for every community. For example, The U.S. National Plan to End Gender-Based Violence is advocating for more research and data on gender based violence with an emphasis on communities that have been marginalized and underserved communities, encouraging federal research to look for “innovative approaches” to collecting research in these communities.[footnoteRef:12] Culturally specific organizations are going to be the organizations that know the methods that work best for their communities. [12:   U.S. National Plan to End Gender-Based Violence: https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/National-Plan-to-End-GBV.pdf] 



The federal government can better its data collection methods and then better address the needs of violent crime victims by ensuring stronger support for culturally specific organizations. Ultimately that comes down to funding. Federal funding towards culturally specific services is substantially less than it is to other victim services support grants. For example under VAWA, the Improving Criminal Justice Responses Program receives over 7x the funding VAWA’S Culturally Specific Services Program receives.[footnoteRef:13] These funding disparities translate to real world harm because with less funding, less violent crime victims can be served. This is evident again by comparing VAWA’s two programs, the culturally specific services grantee programs served less than 3,000 victims compared to the almost 40,000 victims served under the improving criminal justice response program.[footnoteRef:14] More funding to culturally specific organizations and providers: expands the capacity of the organizations and helps more Black women who are victims of violent crimes, especially survivors of domestic and sexual violence, achieve necessary services. We at The Safe Sisters Circle are happy to be a resource for the federal government or any one else looking to collect data, communicate with, or generally better engage within the Wards 7 & 8 communities of Washington DC. [13:  Asenuga, M., Aren’t I A Woman Deserving Of Justice? Restructuring Vawa’s Funding Structure To Create Racial And Gender Equity,  COLUMBIA JOURNAL OF RACE AND LAW, 13(1), 853–892 (2023).]  [14:  See, footnote 14. ] 






 Thank you for your time. 
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Nel-Sylvia Guzman, Esq. Biography



Nel-Sylvia Guzman, Esq. is the Deputy Director of The Safe Sisters Circle
(TSSC). Ms. Guzman has provided legal services on behalf of domestic violence
survivors in DC for the last five years in protection order and family court matters.
Her previous employment at a law firm, sparked her interest in intimate partner
violence advocacy where she first represented survivors in protection order
cases pro bono. Ms. Guzman is passionate about expanding resources for Black
women survivors of domestic violence, finding ways to grow TSSC’s capacity
over the last two years, including the creation of its quarterly community clinic.
She graduated summa cum laude from West Virginia University with a Bachelor
of Arts in Political Science and earned her Juris Doctor from the University of
Virginia School of Law.



The Safe Sisters Circle (TSSC) is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization based in
Washington DC. TSSC provides free, culturally specific, trauma informed, and
holistic services to Black women and girl survivors of domestic violence and
sexual assault, living primarily in Washington DC’s Wards 7 and 8. TSSC
provides legal services, counseling, and case management services for their
clients.
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Biography





Tashica Hilliard, raised and currently resides in Berlin, Worcester County Maryland, is a widowed mother of three, two daughters, De’Aijah aged 23 & Jersi aged 17 and a son, Trenton aged 13. In 2005 Tashica graduated with a bachelor’s degree in social work and worked in the courts for over 14 years as a case manager.  In 2020 she decided that it was time for a career change and was accepted into a nursing program in 2021. She recently graduated as a Registered Nurse, an accomplishment which she is very proud of.  Since the untimely and tragic death of her husband, she has been enjoying spending valuable time with her children, as well as getting to meet new people and sharing the story of her husband’s heroic death. 
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Statement of Tashica Hilliard


United States Commission on Civil Rights


Racial Disparities in Violent Crime Victimization in the United States


November 17, 2023








Chair Garza, Vice Chair Nourse, and Distinguished Members of the Commission, my name is Tashica Hilliard.  It is an honor to testify before you today.  By way of background, I am a newly licensed nurse, a mother of 3 children, and sadly, the widow of Glenn Hilliard, who was murdered. Today, I am here to speak about my husband, Wicomico County Deputy Sheriff Glenn Hilliard, who was brutally murdered while on duty on June 12, 2022, by a career criminal named Austin Jacob Allen Davidson.  Had former Baltimore City State’s Attorney Marilyn Mosby done her job, my husband would be alive today.  But because she is a so-called “progressive prosecutor,” and doesn’t believe in holding violent criminals accountable, a career criminal executed the love of my life.


Before telling you about how Davidson killed my husband, and how Mosby is as much to blame as Davidson, let me tell you about Glenn, and the life we built together.


Glenn, who was a handsome African American man, was adopted at the age of four years old and raised in Newark, New Jersey.  As a child, Glenn was fascinated by, and often drawn to, anything law enforcement related. During his senior year of high school, Glenn visited and toured the campus of the University of Maryland Eastern Shore, a historically black university. Glenn told me that when he first saw the campus, he fell in love with the quiet area, as it was a far cry from the hustle, bustle and high crime rates associated with Newark.


Before becoming a Deputy Sheriff, Glenn worked as a seasonal police officer, in Ocean City, Maryland, during the summer of his first year of college. Glenn told me that when he worked in the seasonal position, he knew for sure that law enforcement was his number one career choice. Glenn changed his major from Computer Science and graduated with a bachelor’s degree in criminal justice in the Winter of 2003. During college, Glenn also worked in student security, and had the opportunity to meet with and form relationships with local law enforcement officers. Because of those relationships and his character, Glenn was offered a position at a local police department, which he accepted. Glenn then enrolled and completed his formal police training at the local community college. 


When I met Glenn in the summer of 2005, I was immediately sure of two things.  First, that I was that I was going to marry him.  Second, that his passion for his law enforcement career was going to come before anything else.  I accepted both of those things.   We dated for about a month before we both knew that we wanted to spend our lives together and we were married in the summer of 2006. Shortly after that our first child was born. I knew that it would be my job to explain Glenn’s passion for law enforcement to our children as they grew up. Glenn did not always make the kids games or school events, but the children never questioned why he missed if he did. They understood his drive and passion.


Glenn worked as a police officer at a couple of different small agencies before he was sworn in as a Deputy Sheriff for the Wicomico County Sherriff’s office in 2012.  Glenn was never shy about his many accomplishments and certifications throughout his career, with advancing to the SWAT team being at the top of his list. Anyone who ever met or worked with Glenn knew that he was born to be a law enforcement officer.  He was excellent at his job, and he loved every minute of it. 


June 12, 2022, was a Sunday.  My dad is the pastor of our church in town.  After we attended church as a family, I had a weird feeling.  I told Glenn that I didn’t feel right, and that something was going to happen.  He brushed it off and told me that I was probably tired.  As he got ready to leave for work, I gave him a kiss, and told him to come back home safely.  He replied, “I shoot first,” as he walked out the door. A few hours later I texted Glenn, and he responded with, “I will call you when I clear this call”. Nothing unusual about that, except that night he did not ever get the chance to call me back, because Austin Davidson would take my husband from me that day.


Three years earlier, in 2019, Davidson drove up to a McDonald’s in Baltimore armed with a semi-automatic handgun.  He pointed his gun at the drive-through employee who handed Davidson over $1100 cash.  By that time in his life, Davidson had 29 arrests.  He was caught, arrested for armed robbery, and charged by the Baltimore City State’s Attorney’s Office, under the leadership of Marilyn Mosby.  Armed robbery in Maryland is considered a crime of violence, and carries a maximum penalty of 20 years, and a minimum of five years in state prison.


Mosby’s office let Davidson plead guilty to one count of armed robbery, somehow avoided the mandatory minimum, and allowed him to get probation before judgment.  Over the next two years, Davidson committed numerous other crimes in Maryland and suffered convictions in various counties in Maryland, yet Mosby’s office, which was aware of Davidson’s violations of his probation, refused to revoke his probation.  


He was arrested on February 11, 2022, for drugs in Worcester County and pleaded guilty.  A probation officer named Lenwood Wright notified Mosby’s Office, but they did nothing.


He was arrested on March 7, 2022, for driving without a license and other driving infractions.  Mosby’s office was notified on March 16, 2022, but did nothing.  


He was arrested on March 16, 2022, for second-degree assault and malicious destruction of property, and later petty theft.  Wright notified Mosby’s office, who did nothing.  


He was arrested in April 2022 in Ocean City, Maryland, for assault.  The case was set for trial on May 18, 2022, but he failed to appear.  


He was charged in May 2022 in Salisbury, Maryland with second degree burglary and possession of a firearm by a convicted felon.  The latter crime under Maryland law carries a mandatory minimum of five years and a max of fifteen years.  Mosby’s office was notified a fifth time, and this time they took action and requested that a warrant be issued for his arrest. 


On Sunday, June 12, 2022, a tipster told the Wicomico County Sheriff's Office that Austin Davidson, who was a white male, was spotted in an apartment complex in Pittsville.  Glenn Hilliard and a colleague took the call to investigate.  As I mentioned before, Glenn was extremely great at his job and he was most proud when he was able to serve a warrant, especially on someone who may be a danger to the community. So, on the evening of June 12, 2022, when Glenn heard the call that a convicted felon, with an active fugitive warrant, who also may be armed, was seen nearby his location, he immediately began searching. Because Glenn was so good at what he did it did not take him long to spot and begin pursuit of the suspect. 


Glenn spotted Austin Davidson peeking out from under a stairwell at the apartment complex.  Glenn got out of his car and yelled to Davidson to stop. Unbeknownst to Glenn, Davidson had spotted him first and was lying in wait, fully armed ready and disgustingly excited, to take a life.  Glenn announced himself, Davidson started running, and my husband took chase. During the very short chase, Glenn announced that his taser was drawn and would be deployed if the suspect did not surrender. Then Davidson, who had a backpack over his shoulder, only took a few more steps before reaching into his backpack and produced a 9mm handgun with a thirty-round, fully loaded magazine and shot three times at my husband.  One round hit Glenn in his shoulder.  The other hit my Glenn in the forehead, as I recall the medical examiner described, it was an “instantly fatal” shot.


Davidson was eventually captured, tried, and was convicted this last June and sentenced to life plus 66 years.  But if Marilyn Mosby had done her job and allowed her prosecutors to violate Davidson’s probation and put him in jail, my husband would be alive today.  But she bought into the pro-criminal, anti-victim “progressive prosecutor” narrative and playbook.  She ignored misdemeanors and wouldn’t let her prosecutors do what prosecutors are supposed to do---keep us safe, enforce all the laws, and put violent criminals in prison. 


The fact that she lost her primary race to Ivan Bates this last election didn’t come soon enough for me or my family.   


My husband, love of my life and children’s father is gone, but he died doing what he loved, and he died a hero. Although my children will be facing endless life events without their father, they are comforted in knowing that he did everything right on the night of his murder and that he lost his own life saving the lives of countless others. Thank you for the opportunity to testify and share my husband’s life and heroic story with you today.
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Professional Biography 


Nicole Nabors is a Licensed Master Social Worker, and a Master of Theology. She has Bachelors degree in Philosophy & Religion and Psychology. Nicole works as a clinical therapist at the private practice she founded, Grace & Peace Counseling. Nicole is a speaker and teacher who captivates audiences with transparentcy and vulnerability that inspires. She is the author of Dance Again: A Journey of Healing. Nicole is utilizing her skills to help the people systemic programs fail to reach. Her goal is to bring light where there is darkness, love where there is hate, joy where there is sorrow, and peace where there is pain. She believes we cannot control what happens to us, but we can help one another to make things easier and more pleasant in this life.  








Personal Biography 


Nicole Nabors was born in Niagara Falls, New York. She is the eldest of three children. Nicole grew up in Rochester, NY when she was 9-years-old her family relocated there. She attended School of the Arts for creative writing and drama. Nicole played basketball for her school. She received a number of awards and accolades during her four years for excellence in education, arts, and sports. Nicole graduated from High School in 1999 with a regent’s diploma. 





After completing her high school education, Nicole joined the United States Navy. Nicole served from 1999 to 2003. She was an Aviation Boatswain mate on board an aircraft carrier USS Therodore Roosevelt (CVN-71. During that time, Nicole served in Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Enduring Iraqi Freedom. After completing a four-year term, Nicole returned to Upstate New York to pursue academia.  





In September 2004, Nicole returned to school. She began by just taking courses to assimilate to higher education. Even though she excelled, after one year she redirected her attention to seminary school. Nicole completed one year of seminar at World Impact Bible Institue in Saint Catherines Canada. Before she could return to finish the program, she became paralyzed in 2006. 





In 2006, Nicole was shot and left for dead after witnessing the gunman kill her cousin Lanerra Streeter. Nicole called 911 and directed the authorities to their location. Upon waking up, Nicole was told that she would never walk again. Doctors confirmed that she was shot in her neck, her torso, and her left leg. The bullet that entered the torso ricochet off her internal organ and logged on the right side of her spine. Doctors did not remove the bullet because they did not want to cause more damage.  





Nicole has faced immeasurable challenges as well as countless disappointments. Yet, none of those things stopped her gaining her independence or returning to school to receive an undergraduates and graduate degrees. Nicole has a degree in philosophy of religion, psychology, and a Masters’ degree in Social Work and family counseling and a Master’s degree in Theology. 





Professionally, Nicole works as a clinical therapist at her private practice. She is the founder and CEO of Grace & Peace Counseling. Nicole is a speaker and teacher who captivates audiences with transparentcy and vulnerability that inspires. She is the author of  Dance Again: A Journey of Healing





Nicole is passionate about unity, justice, and education. Nicole is a strong advocate for the voices of the unheard or silenced. She mentors the youth and volunteers her services within urban communities. Her professional interest focuses on intimate partner violence, overcoming obstacles, literacy,  and healthy lifestyles. Nicole has presented a presentation at NACSW National Conference in November 2016 on intimate partner violence and the role of religion. Nicole continues to speak at colleges, confrences and group.   





Nicole is working on developing programs to help large groups of people and emower demographics that are disenfranchised by social systems. She is a teacher by nature and offers insight through programs and life coach sessions. Nicole is utilizing her skills to help the people systemic programs fail to reach. Her goal is to bring light where there is darkness, love where there is hate, joy where there is sorrow, and peace where there is pain. She believes we cannot control what happens to us, but we can help one another to make things easier and more pleasant in this life.  
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Background



My name is Nicole Nabors. I was born in Niagara Falls, New York. I am the eldest of



three children. Being the eldest has helped shape my character and decision-making. By knowing



I always had someone watching me, I made decisions that would leave a positive impression.



When I was nine, my family relocated, and I grew up in Rochester, NY. I attended the School of



the Arts for creative writing and drama. Nicole played basketball for her school. I was awarded



all city consecutively for three years. I loved playing basketball. My dream was to play



professionally. During high school, I received several awards and accolades for excellence in



education, arts, and sports. In 1999, I graduated with a regent’s diploma.



During high school, I experienced significant losses. My parents separated after 23 years



of marriage. I became an instant co-parent. I soon discovered my mother’s struggle with



addiction, which led to physical, mental, and emotional abuse all targeted towards me. When I



refused to take any more, I gathered my siblings, and we moved in with our father.



On the night of my high school graduation, I went by my mother’s house to get a gift she



begged me to get. My aunt was there, and she handed me a bag with letters from colleges



offering basketball scholarships. In each letter, the deadline had passed to respond.



Instead of going to college, I joined the United States Navy. Nicole served from 1999 to



2003. I was an Aviation Boatswain mate aboard an aircraft carrier USS Theodore Roosevelt



(CVN-71). This is considered one of the most dangerous jobs in the world, and I loved it. The



flight deck is commonly referred to as organized chaos. The noisy silence was calming, and I



loved being part of a higher purpose. During that time, I served in Operation Enduring Freedom



and Operation Enduring Iraqi Freedom. After completing a four-year term, Nicole returned to



Upstate New York to pursue academia.



In September 2004, I returned to school at a community college. Initially, I began by



taking courses to assimilate to higher education. Even though I had excelled in the past, I needed



to familiarize myself with learning at a college level. After one year, I redirected my attention to



seminary school. Nicole completed one year of seminars at the World Impact Bible Institute in



Saint Catherines, Canada. Before she could return to finish the program, she became paralyzed in



2006.



The Shooting











In 2006, I was shot and left for dead after witnessing the gunman kill my cousin Lanerra



Streeter. I called 911 and directed the authorities to my location. I did not know the physical



address, so I used landmarks to help navigate the authorities. Upon waking up, I was told that I



would never walk again. Doctors confirmed I was shot in my neck, torso, and left leg. The bullet



that entered the torso ricocheted off my internal organ and logged on the right side of her back



next to my spine. Doctors did not remove the bullet because they did not want to cause more



damage. The other shots went straight through. The wound in my neck caused damage to my



upper brachial plexus. The injury affects my range of motion in my arm.



A Series of Losses



My 25th birthday was exactly one month after I was shot. On that day, almost everyone



in my life walked away. They separated themselves by not visiting and the numerous phone calls



that weren’t answered or returned. I was on my own. The rejection hurt me to my core. It was a



miracle I made it out of the house. The gunman emptied the gun on me, and I survived. Yet, my



support was minimal. I felt worthless.



Healthcare



First, let me begin by saying the surgical team saved my life. I was transported from



Niagara Falls to Buffalo by a helicopter mercy flight and then rushed into surgery upon my



arrival. I was revived twice. They performed an exploratory surgery. The team cuts from the



bottom of the sternum to the pelvis and begins damage control to identify the severity of the



injuries and stop the bleeding. After the surgery team finished, they discussed a plan to go back



in and get the bullet. Later, the medical team decided the risk of damage was more significant



due to the bullet’s proximity to my spine. I will always be grateful to the staff who played a role



in treating me.



However, their bedside manners significantly differ from their medical skills. I



experienced prejudice and biases almost daily. Being a Black woman who suffered a gunshot



wound (GSW) meant I lived a particular lifestyle. Medical doctors would speak obscenities. “No



more chilling with the homies.” “It's time for a lifestyle change.” “You’ve been gifted with your











life despite your past decision. Now, what are you going to do with it?” I would hear nurses in



the hallway say, “Thugs get helped last.” Two things were evident: the staff did not watch the



news, and they believed I did something to deserve my circumstances.



One by one, I educated them all. I had my family bring a few newspapers with my story. I



further explained my history (two-parent home, middle-class, my father worked for the state, and



veteran status). Everyone profusely apologized. The problem is they felt it was okay to behave in



this manner in the first place. The bigger question is, what if I was a thug? Would it mean I’d



deserve to hear slander from the people who are supposed to help heal? Moreover, the



impression of such remarks last much longer than the apology. Mustering the strength to speak



up in my most broken state put me on constant alert in a place where I should have been able to



rest. I was in the hospital for four months and fourteen days.



Home Life



I was discharged, and I went to live with my father and his wife. I was living with my



mother, but she became physically abusive towards me while I was hospitalized. Her house was



not accessible, and my father’s house was accessible.



Even though I had spent four months in the hospital, I was not independent. I required



help with everything (getting out of bed, rolling over in bed, showering, getting dressed, food



preparation, and more). I had an aide seven days a week for four hours a day (two hours in the



morning and two in the evening). The supplies I had were not conducive to my ability. Even with



a personal care aide, the medical devices weren’t sturdy. I resorted to sponge baths and



disposable pads for bathroom use.



I was not given any information on how to care for my urological health. After a few



months, I got an Urinary tract infection (UTI) that led to hospitalization. I was hospitalized for a



month and then released to a nursing home. My dad said I could no longer stay with him, which



meant I was homeless. I stayed in the nursing home for nine months.



In this facility, I learned how to shift positions in the bed. I learned how to wash myself,



get dressed, and how to take care of all of my needs. I did experience prejudice here as well.



Sadly, I began to become immune. There were times when I spoke up and others when I



remained silent. I had to conserve my energy, and educating ignorance was not my job.











I met a guy named David; he was also in a wheelchair. We met because he made a



product that made it easy for me to transfer in and out of the shower. We began to talk, and we



soon became roommates. The house was completely accessible. I had my room and bathroom.



He had been in a wheelchair for a while. His life provided me with an education on everything I



could do (cooking, cleaning, BBQ, yard work, and gardening ). Every time we cross, I thank him



for giving me something to reach towards… reclaiming my life.



I stayed with David for three years before moving into my place and pursuing academia. I



was on social security insurance. I qualified for subsidized housing. I moved into a high-rise and



began college. My funds were monitored, and college loans were considered income. I received



two bachelor’s degrees (psychology & philosophy and world religions), and two master’s



degrees (social work & theology.)



Current



I continued to receive aid services. To assist in daily tasks and range of motion stretches.



I am still being let down by the medical field through neglect, not listening, and biases. I own my



business, Grace &Peace Counseling. I specialize in walking with people in their darkest hours.



It’s because I am acquainted with the night. I am a board member of the Rochester Spinal



Association. I am a speaker and a teacher. I am the proud author of Dance Again: A Journey of



Healing. My goal is to bring light where there is darkness, love where there is hate, joy where



there is sorrow, and peace where there is pain. I believe we cannot control what happens to us,



but we can help one another to make things easier and more pleasant in this life.



Closing



Despite the many things I’ve been through, I have overcome. My name is Nicole Nabors.



Nicole means victory of the people, and Nabors means prophet of light. The Greeks associated



light with knowledge. The Romans believed light referred to power. The Hebrews’ association



with light was and is divine. I stand here today not a victim but a victor. A woman who was a



victim and has been victimized, but I did not stay there. It was meant for me to stand before











people of power with knowledge about a demographic who are often overlooked. Thank you for



your time.
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LAWANDA HAWKINS-bio





LaWanda Hawkins born in Chicago, Illinois, the oldest of three children, obtained a Bachelor of Science in Accounting and Finance from Chicago State University. Married the love of my life Paul who died in 2002 from a massive heart.  Gave birth to the most precious baby in the world Reginald in July1976, relocated to California, in 1987, for better opportunities.


In December 1995, life changed forever, with the murder of my only child, Reggie. A case that is still unsolved. Along with my sister Linda and two other mothers, in January of 1997, we created “Justice for Murdered Children” A non-profit 501C3. Justice for Murdered Children’s mission is “ to help in the fight to alleviate murder, assist families that had loved ones murdered, and to educate about murder and crime victims’ rights. 


 Losing a child is more pain than any one person can take, however, in 2011 my baby sister Linda was murdered in Phoenix Arizona by a deranged young man who was trying to kill his mother and father. I had to make some critical decisions in order to keep standing. Would I wilt as if a flower choked by weeds in a garden or would I fight with every fiber of my soul to help those who have had loved ones murdered. 


I have no political nor religious agenda…..I’m not aspiring for Awards.  I’m aspiring for Justice and for Murder to Stop.  Have dedicated my life to help those who have had loved ones murdered.
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Ladies and gentlemen,


Today, I stand before you to share a deeply personal and life-altering experience. It was December 6, 1995, a day forever etched in my memory, the day my life changed forever. On that fateful day, my only child, Reggie, was murdered, and my world was turned upside down.


December 7, 1995, started like any other day. I woke up, ready to head to work, commuting from San Pedro to Century City. As I was about to merge onto the 110 freeway, something caught my attention on the radio—a news report about a male body found in San Pedro, on the docks. At that moment, a sense of compassion overwhelmed me, and I felt compelled to say a prayer for that unknown family. Little did I know that this news report was an eerie foreshadowing of the tragedy that would soon strike my own family.


Later that same day, my husband, Paul, called me, asking me to come home. I initially thought it was one of his playful pranks, as both he and Reggie were known for their humor. Their previous antics included piercings and a sudden decision to shave their heads, so I assumed it was another one of their jokes. But this time, it was different. Paul insisted I return home and said it was about Reggie. I dismissed it, telling him to handle it.


As I made my way back home, still oblivious to the impending storm Upon arriving, I noticed police cars parked outside. My husband, being in law enforcement, was not unusual for me. However, as I walked into our home, the words he spoke were anything but ordinary. "Reggie has been murdered," he said.


From that moment, my life took a tragic turn. Reggie, the love of my life, my only child, had been taken from me in the most horrific manner imaginable. My world crumbled around me, and I was left with a profound emptiness in my heart.


The pain of losing a child to such senseless violence is indescribable. The journey of grief has been long and arduous, and even after all these years, it continues. But I share my story not just to recount my own tragedy, but to remind us all that the impact of murder reaches far beyond the immediate victim. It touches families, friends, and entire communities, leaving scars that never truly heal.


In memory of Reggie, I strive to find strength in his spirit, remembering the joy and laughter he brought into our lives. And I also seek to honor his memory by raising awareness about the need for compassion, support, and resources for families who face similar traumas.


Also, In the face of these tragic circumstances in my life, I had to make a critical life decision. Would I wilt as if a flower choked in a garden of weeds or will I fight with every fiber of my soul to dedicate my life to try to help those who are unable to help themselves.  The reason I stand here today, is that I choose to fight back, not for vengeance because that belongs to the Lord, but as a voice for justice, not only for Reggie and my sister Linda who was murdered March 14, 2011 but also for every victim that falls prey to violence and the friends and family they leave behind. 


First In 1995 we had over 800 homicides in Los Angeles.


The lack of trust I felt, in December 1995 after the murder of my son, in Los Angeles with law enforcement was deeply rooted in historical and contemporary factors.  Here 2 events I believe contribute to that


1st Rodney King Verdict (1992)-Police Brutality and Racial Tension, led to a perception of systemic racism


2nd O.J. Simpson Trial (1995) it highlighted the racial dynamics in the criminal justice system 


Also, intensified skepticism about the fairness of the justice system


To me the effects of these 2 event had a lot to do with my sons investigation


There was Deep Rooted Mistrust with Law Enforcement and the community, making it more difficult to solve Black and Brown Murders in the 90’s.  The majority of the Black and Brown murders dating back to the 90’s in Los Angeles remain unsolved.  Per former LAPD Chief Willie Williams, a murderer kills in Los Angeles 2-3 times before being apprehended.  



That was in the 90’s.  Today in 2023, I have a dynamic relationship with law enforcement and have been able to unite with them in addressing challenges faced by minority families of murdered victims. My, firsthand experience and collaboration serves as a model in Los Angeles for building trust and addressing the issues faced by minority families of murdered victims and law enforcement. 






























































1. What are some of the specific challenges faced by minority communities in dealing with murder in Los Angeles County?


 


To me Black and Brown communities in Los Angeles County, like in many other urban areas, often face unique and disproportionate challenges when dealing with murder and its aftermath. Some of the challenges I have notice include:


Higher Homicide Rate


Trust Issues-


Lack of Attention


Case to go Unsolved


Lack Of Resource


Stereotyped


No Witness Protection


No restraining orders


Community Trauma


Economic Disparities


Distrust of Criminal Justice System


Biased Investigations


Bias and Stereotyping for instance calling witness snitches, and thugs, Labeling young black and brown males as "gang bangers," "drug addicts," or "drug dealers" based on their zip codes and associations is a form of racial profiling and contributes to the stigmatization of individuals within our communities. This labeling not only perpetuates stereotypes but also affects how murder victims from these communities are perceived and treated.








Negative Terminology, The use of derogatory terms like "gang banger" and "drug dealer" to describe murdered victims not only dehumanizes these individuals but also perpetuates a cycle of victim-blaming. It is crucial to treat all victims with dignity and respect, regardless of their background.


To me personally these issues undermine the pursuit of justice and further eroded trust in the criminal justice system.


Victim-Blaming


To me Labeling victims (calling them gang bangers, drug dealers) or witnesses with derogatory terms not only adds to their suffering but also perpetuates a cycle of stigmatization and discrimination. It is crucial to focus on supporting and understanding the experiences of those who have been affected by violence, whether they are victims, witnesses, or their families.


Also, it's important for communities, law enforcement, and society as a whole to refrain from victim-blaming and instead work together to support those who have been affected by violence and to prevent such tragedies from occurring in the first place.


Lastly, I believe, victim-blaming and derogatory name-calling have no place in discussions about murder.  To me such behavior is harmful and unjust response to murder.  


















































Top of Form





2.How does murder impact the trust and relationship between communities and law enforcement in Los Angeles County?


I think building trust between the community and law enforcement in Los Angeles is essential for effective crime-solving and community safety. I believe, derogatory name-calling or victim-blaming can erode this trust, making it more challenging for communities to have confidence in law enforcement's ability to solve murders.


Secondly, Trust and Confidence, especially in those that remain unsolved, can erode trust in law enforcement's ability to solve crimes and bring perpetrators to justice. I believe, the perception that law enforcement is not effectively addressing murders can damage the community's confidence in the police.


Also, when victims and their families are treated with respect and dignity, and investigations are conducted professionally and impartially, it can go a long way in fostering trust and confidence in law enforcement's ability to solve murders and address violence within the community.


Additionally, providing support services for victims' families and fostering open lines of communication can help bridge the gap between law enforcement and the affected communities.









































What, is being done at the local level in Los Angeles to address any potential disparities among families of murdered victims and other crime 





While there have been some changes in the disparities among families of murdered victims and other crime victims, I believe challenges still persist, especially in the context of addressing murder in minority communities. Progress has been made in some areas, but there is much work to be done to ensure a fair and just system for all crime victims.


Hope one day our local government will be able to provide equitable support and resources to all murdered victims and their families, recognizing the unique challenges they may face while navigating the aftermath of murder.   





















































4.How can community members and organizations work together to address murder and its impact on minority communities


 


I believe community members and organizations can work together effectively to address murder and its impact on minority communities in several ways with:


Community Policing


Community Outreach and Engagement


Collaborate with local law enforcement


Crime Prevention


Victim Support Services


Youth engagement


Conflict Resolution and Mediation


Education and Awareness


Community Safety Initiatives


Data Collection and Analysis


Legal Support


Healing and Wellness Program


Lastly, the key to success in addressing murder and its impact on minority communities is a collaborative, community-driven approach that involves the active participation of residents, organizations, and law enforcement. By working together, we can create a safer and more resilient community that is better equipped to prevent murder


Remember It's essential to treat victims and witnesses with respect, compassion, and empathy.









__MACOSX/Panelists-2/Panel 3/Lawanda Hawkins/._Hawkins statement.docx





Panelists-2/Panel 3/Lawanda Hawkins/Hawkins headshot.jpg





__MACOSX/Panelists-2/Panel 3/Lawanda Hawkins/._Hawkins headshot.jpg





Panelists-2/Panel 4/John Paul Wright/Civil Rights Commission Final.docx










Testimony to the United States Civil Rights Commission








By








John Paul Wright, Ph.D.


Professor of Criminal Justice


School of Criminal Justice


University of Cincinnati




















** I’m indebted to Courtney Caudill, ABD, for her help in the drafting of this manuscript. All errors and oversights are, of course, mine.











Introduction:


It is an honor to be with you today and to address a topic that I have studied for almost 30 years. My academic experience extends well beyond sitting in my office writing articles and books for publication, both of which I have done. It has involved analyzing diverse data on crime and offending, to interviewing active offenders on the street, to marching against criminal violence, to teaching incarcerated youth the art of photography, to working with the police to help reduce shootings. What I mean to say is that I’ve studied crime in a variety of ways, including seeing firsthand the horrible carnage criminal conduct imparts on the lives of the affected and the neighborhoods in which they reside.


Perhaps it is important to better define what I mean by “crime” and “criminal conduct.” For too many, crime is an abstraction. It is something they read about or see on the news. Because of their lack of experience with crime, many treat crime as a canvas onto which they can project their theories, their explanations, their biases and their narratives, and of course, their solutions. Crime is one of the few topics in which everyone is an expert without study and without experience.   


This is also true for many criminologists as most have never wandered onto the streets of high-crime areas, interviewed active offenders, or have witnessed firsthand the death and destruction afflicted by those criminally motivated.


This aloof detachment from the reality of crime creates space for charlatans, scholars, policy wonks, and activists of all sorts. Each offers a competing theory of crime, and each offers their preferred policies. But it is the aloof detachment from the reality of crime on the streets that too often unites these diverse voices. It is odd, after all, that those initially most likely to support defunding the police were white, educated, middle to upper-class liberal white women (Fahs & Swank, 2022), a group largely safe from the travesties of crime.  


I bring up these points because it is too easy to sanitize and decontextualize the nature of crime and of criminals. When I discuss crime, I want you to understand that I am talking about behaviors that destroy human flourishing, that erode social trust, that are cruel, selfish, and ultimately, self-destructive. To be clear, where there is crime humans do not thrive, they survive. Where there is crime, children do not live to their fullest potential, they adapt. Where there is crime there is little legal economic opportunity and few credible businesses. People struggle to earn a wage or to buy food, medicine, and other necessities. And where there is crime, there is fear, anxiety, depression, worry, guilt, and sadness. Where there is crime, humans suffer.  That is what crime is: the imposition of human suffering.


We have long recognized the horrible toll caused by aggressive, manipulative, and violent individuals and gangs. The rise of the nation/state was predicated on the ability of the state to ensure the physical and economic safety of citizens. Enlightenment thinkers such as Bentham and Hobbes recognized that for individuals to abandon violence, coercion, and retaliation, the state would need to ensure their security. Indeed, as Friedman (2022) notes, government protection from the violent and the unscrupulous was the foundational priority of emergent civil government, including the founding of the United States and later in the passage of the 14th Amendment. 


The public safety function of government has traditionally relied on three interrelated foundational understandings. The first was the unvarnished awareness of the harms done by those criminally motivated and the very real social and inter-personal consequences of not addressing those harms. Think of this as the principle of public safety priority, where government must intercede to offset other worse outcomes. Second, the enforcement of law was predicated on the use or threatened use of force. Without the threat or application of coercive force, law has no binding influence or deterrent value. Coercive force is the backbone of criminal law. Think of this as the principle of coercive force. Third, the criminal sanction involved the infliction of discomfort, be it financial, emotional, physical, or all the above. Think of this as the principle of proportional retribution. Those who bring harm to others or to society must experience discomfort proportional to the offense. These three foundational principles inform most systems of justice and provide the rational, intellectual justifications underpinning the creation and enforcement of criminal statutes and their attached penalties for violation.   


The first priority of government is order, because without order humans do not thrive, economies do not exist, social trust evaporates, community engagement dwindles, and fear and mistrust become adaptive. Where order wanes, the violent and the predatory prey on the weak. Where order wanes, a culture of retaliation and retaliatory violence emerges. Where order wanes, there is not justice.


It is through these bedrock, time-tested principles that institutions and policies aimed at addressing social order and safety emerged and have operated. The principle of public safety prioritizes governmental authority to intercede to protect individuals and groups from violence, abuse, and property depravations. To be clear, public safety is the sacred task of government. The principle of coercive force provides the means and justifications for the enforcement of law no matter how trivial or serious. And it is the principle of proportional retribution that justifies government sanctions against criminal offenders, thus stripping people of the need and motivation to retaliate. “Safety” notes Friedman (2022, p. 736) “is government’s first job, and no one seems really to feel differently.” That is, until recently.


What has emerged in the last several years is a counter-narrative that rejects the public safety priority of government, that naively demonizes coercive force, and that eliminates proportional retribution or replaces it with amorphous notions of “social justice.” 


This narrative sanitizes the harm criminal offenders impose on others, alleging instead that the justice system itself is a greater source of impairment, especially in communities where crime is prevalent. If the justice system is the source of harm, then it follows that the coercive power of law enforcement is the gateway through which the system unfairly harms communities. Force in the application of law, the reasoning goes, damages those already disadvantaged. And since the justice system is a source of harm in communities, it follows that any punishment or sanction of individual conduct only serves to further stigmatize and degrade community members.


Woven into this narrative is the complex issue of race, and it is the issue of race that has been the most emotionally and politically charged. Sponsored in part by widespread media coverage of police use of force incidents that were sometimes highly distorted and too often factually wrong, many people on the political left attached race to the broader narrative of justice system harm. Perhaps understandably, the concentrated media focus on officer-involved shootings of armed and unarmed Black men harkened back to the racial travesties of the past. Longstanding racial disparities in crime became understood as the product of unfair racial disadvantages enforced by systemic racism. The criminal justice system was quickly targeted as an institution rife with structural racism.  


This is the narrative, broadly stated, that has sponsored efforts to defund, demoralize, and demagogue our justice system. It is the narrative that has caused the greatest crisis in policing we have seen in at least six decades. The narrative is echoed by some progressive prosecutors, often as reason to not prosecute suspects. It is the narrative echoed by police and prison abolitionists, and it is the narrative that has enlivened, and sometimes hijacked, the justice reform movement. 


Capturing the thrust of the narrative, it believes the best about the worst of us, and the worst about the best of us. Hence, many of the reforms emerging from this narrative have been aimed at reducing the public safety function of the state, reducing the threat and application of force in the enforcement of law, and reducing or eliminating penalties for crimes. 


While there have been some positive changes attached to some justice reforms, the embrace of this narrative has also had tragic consequences, especially for our African American citizens who are disproportionately involved in crime and are disproportionately the victims of crime. Nowhere is this more obvious than in the precipitous increase in homicides and shooting injuries, which have increased at historic rates (Kegler, Simon, and Sumner, 2023). 


There is evidence that the narrative is changing. Surveys by PEW, for example, find that the majority of Americans are again concerned with rising crime (see Figures 1 and 2 below). This is especially true of African Americans. Since 2018, 80% have rated crime and violence as their top concern (Pew Research Center, 2023). There is also evidence that support for defunding the police has all but evaporated in the public (Friedman, 2022) and that several cities, including Washington, DC, have sought to reinvest in their police and, equally important, to legitimate the institution of policing again politically. It is also important to note that some progressive prosecutors have been removed from office, even in liberal cities, and that mayors in liberal cities such as San Francisco, Portland, Seattle, and New York City, have reinvested in public safety. 
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Figure 1. Line graphs representing views on gun violence by race.
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Figure 2. Black American views on gun violence.





Now is the time to learn from our past, and to adjust for the future. In the pages that follow, I will make three interrelated points: First, we are in uncharted criminological territory because COVID related responses, such as lockdowns, mass social protests and riots against police, and some criminal justice reforms have altered data generating processes. Second, that there is cause for concern because violent crime has dramatically increased and has disproportionately impacted marginalized communities. Finally, going forward we should reinvest in the public safety function of government by reinvesting in our justice system. Reinvestment in public safety will disproportionately benefit people in poor, struggling neighborhoods. 





Uncharted Territory


Criminologically speaking, we are in uncharted territory. In years prior when asked about levels and rates of crime we had reasonably accurate statistics generated from well known processes. In recent years, that has changed dramatically. There have been three culprits. First, COVID was declared a national emergency in March of 2020. As part of the pandemic response, large parts of our economy, educational system, and more importantly, criminal justice system were drawn down.


Many police agencies instructed the public to avoid calling them unless the situation was serious. Proactive policing all but stopped. Arrests plummeted from 10 million in 2019 to 7.6 million the next year (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2021). Many courts suspended or scaled-back operations. Probation offices’ stopped home and work verifications and all but shuttered. Many jails stopped admitting inmates or admitted only those accused of serious crimes. In 2020, jail admissions fell 16% and daily jail populations dropped 25% (Minton & Zeng, 2021), spurred largely by early releases. State and federal prison systems were reduced 8% within months, with more than 100,000 inmates released—most with no supervision(Safety and Justice Challenge, 2023). A list of mitigation actions taken by several jurisdictions is shown in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3. Mitigation action by jurisdictions





My concern here is not the effect of COVID on crime per se, but for one, the variety of ways the measurement of crime has been impacted. Below are examples of how crime data generating processes have been impacted by COVID over the last several years:


· At the start of COVID, many police departments told the public to call only for emergencies, otherwise officers would not be dispatched. 


· There were fewer police on patrol, so fewer police-citizen contacts


· Less proactive policing produced fewer arrests and police contacts


· Police clearance rates dropped


· Traffic enforcement dropped precipitously


· Probation supervision was diminished, leading to fewer revocations


· Court officers processed fewer cases with less staff


· The lack of police response likely reduced citizen motivation to report crime


These factors affected the reporting of crime and system response to crime. In return, it is likely that the measurement of the overall number of criminal events was biased downwards.


Second, the death of George Floyd in Minneapolis set off massive social protests against police across the United States. Between May 25 to July 31, 2020 protests occurred in 68 major US cities. It is estimated that 15 to 26 million people participated in these protests (MCCA, 2020). While most protests were peaceful, many were not. Violent protests occurred in about 80% of all cities (MCCA, 2020). Over 2,000 police officers were injured and many more were attacked. Almost 2,400 looting incidents took place with insured losses exceeded $2 billion (MCCA, 2020). Consequentially, 53% of major police departments reported that district attorneys refused to prosecute rioter, including those arrested for felonies where video evidence existed (MCCA, 2020). Arrested protesters were often released immediately, only to be arrested again.


 	The political reaction to the Floyd riots and protests had consequential effects on the police and on the administration of justice. Depolicing, especially in minority neighborhoods, became widespread. Proactive policing, already at low levels due to COVID, all but ceased. District attorneys in several large cities refused to prosecute those who were arrested. In return, it is likely that citizen reporting was also affected (MCCA, 2020). Each of these influences altered the measurement of crime in ways that likely downwardly biased our estimates.


Third, while some justice reforms occurred prior to COVID, other form efforts and policy changes occurred after the 2020 riots and police protests. Chief amongst these reforms was the “defund” movement, which sought to reduce or eliminate police funding (MCCA, 2020). The effect of the defund movement, coupled with the riots and protests, was nothing short of remarkable. Police across the country retired or resigned in numbers never witnessed. Police agencies could not fill recruit classes. The defund movement demoralized officers and left many agencies substantially understaffed. The current crisis in policing is a direct result of the political delegitimization of the institution of policing.


Similarly, various states and jurisdictions have engaged in justice system reforms that have affected data generating processes. Bail reform, and in Illinois the elimination of cash bail, placed relatively more offenders on the street almost immediately after their arrest (Wright, 2022). Some states have defined away crime, such as California’s AB 109 change in larceny statutes. Larceny arrests in California have plummeted to an all-time low, even though larceny theft has resulted in widespread economic deterioration, especially in low-income, minority neighborhoods. The National Retail Federation reported an astonishing $112 billion in losses due to theft last year (NRF, 2023). Over 66% of retailers say violence and aggression in their stores increased, especially in locations where they don’t prosecute offenders. Sadly, 28% of retailers closed stores, 45 % reduced hours, and 30% altered product availability (NRF, 2023). In San Francisco, Whole Foods shut down their flagship store because “People threatened employees with guns, knives, and sticks. They flung food, screamed, fought, and tried to defecate on the floor” (Forbes, 2023). 


The treatment of larceny theft by cities such as Portland, Seattle, Chicago, and San Francisco, to name a few, highlights an important point about biases in current crime estimates. Several states and local jurisdictions defined away larceny theft, reduced larceny to a non-arrestable offense, or quit prosecuting suspects. Numerically, larceny counts have declined substantially, however, increases in the incidents and prevalence of larceny have been economically devastating. 


To reiterate, we are uncharted territory when it comes to the measurement of crime. While there is reason to believe some crime categories have declined, such as burglary, there is every reason to believe that crime, overall, and especially violent crime, has increased. Current estimates by the UCR/NIBERS show overall crime dropped in 2020 and increased in 2022. Estimates from 2021 are unreliable given known reporting issues with NIBERS. Data from the NCVS show declines in violent victimization in 2020, a small uptick in 2021, and another increase in 2022. The property crime rate dropped in 2020, dropped again in 2021, and then increased in 2022. Thus, it is fair to say that we have every reason to believe that violent crime has increased over the last several years and that official estimates are likely downwardly biased. It is also fair to say that estimates of property crime are more influenced by citizen reporting, police behavior, prosecutorial discretion, and state and local reforms in the definition and treatment of property crime. 


I want to point out that violent crime is densely concentrated in low-income, disadvantaged, and mainly minority neighborhoods (Lewis & Usmani, 2022). Increases in violent crime disproportionately impact African Americans and the communities where they live (O’Flaherty & Sethi, 2010). 





Violence Is Up and Disproportionately Affects African Americans	


The current picture of crime in America is complicated. Data show a clear, substantial increase in homicides and shootings beginning in 2013. However, homicides escalated an amazing 35% in 2020 over 2019 levels. While there are some signs that homicides are tapering off, Figure 4 shows they remain well above levels seen in 2013.
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Figure 4. Bar graph showing homicide offence counts by year.





Aggregate trends in homicide mask very large differences between subgroups. Males and African Americans have always had significantly higher rates of homicide. As shown in Figure 5, African American homicide rates in February 2019 were 18/100,000. One year later, Black homicide rates exploded to 35/100,000. Since then they have ranged from 25/100,000 to 35/100,000. Over the same period, the rate of homicide for Hispanics varied slightly around 5/100,00 while the white rate remained stable ranging between 1/100,000 to 2/100,00. 
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Figure 5. Line graph representing monthly firearm homicide rates.





The Black-White difference in homicide rates ranges between 25-35:1. To put this in perspective, homicide rate differentials were 12.4:1 in 1950, 10.8:1 in 1960, 10.9:1 in 1970, 6.7:1 in 1980, and during the 1990’s, when the United States reached the pinnacle of violence, the differential was 7.6:1 (O’Flaherty & Sethi, 2010). National Vital Statistics data 2019-2022 provide further insights. In 2019 there were 14,414 homicides. That number increased to 19,384 in 2020 and again increased in 2021 to 20,958. In 2022 homicides declined to 19,637 (Kegler, Simon, & Sumner, 2023).


To appreciate the dramatic increase in homicides from 2019 to 2022, consider that 2020 witnessed an additional 4,970 homicides, in 2021 an additional 6,544 homicides, and in 2022 an additional 5,223 homicides (Kegler, Simon, & Sumner, 2023). Stated differently, compared to 2019, an additional 16,737 people were killed by criminal homicide between 2020 and 2022. Broken down by race of victim, 66% of the increased homicide victims were Black. This equates to an astonishing 10,804 additional Black victims. By comparison, 18% of additional victims were Hispanic (2,999), and 15% were white (2,474) (Kegler, Simon, & Sumner, 2023) (see Figure 6 below).    
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Figure 6. Bar graph representing additional homicides by race.


Overall firearm injuries increased 37% between 2019 and 2020, 36% in 2021, and were 20% higher in 2022 compared to 2019. Firearms injuries were considerably higher for youth 15-24 years old, with the largest proportional increase in injuries sustained by youth 0-14 years of age (Zwald, et al., 2023).


Figure 7 shows the number of juvenile homicide offenders from 1980 to 2020 by race. The number of juvenile homicide offenders began to increase around 2013 but increased precipitously between 2019 and 2020. Across all points in time, Black juvenile homicide offenders have outnumbered white juvenile homicide offenders.
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Figure 7. Line graph representing juvenile offenders by race. 





Lastly, as Figure 8 shows, the number of police officers shot and/or killed in the line of duty began to increase in 2018, reaching its peak in 2021 and has declined slightly in 2022. As violent crime worsened, more police officers were shot and/or killed.
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Figure 8. Officers Shot and/or Killed.





All data show increases in violence since 2012, with dramatic increases occurring during and after 2020. There is clear evidence that much of the increase in violence and in violent victimization impacted African Americans the most. In the years after the onset of COVID and the mass social protests, almost 11,000 additional black lives were lost to homicide. Making matters worse, much of the increase in black homicides and firearms injuries were disproportionately of young, black males (Felson & Pare, 2010). Generally, 2 to 3 times as many people who are shot survive. Considering this fact, a minimum of 21,000 blacks were shot and survived in 2019, 29,590 were shot and survived in 2020, almost 32,000 were shot in 2021, and almost 30,000 were shot in 2022. Clearly, increases in violence fall on the Black community the hardest.


  


Reinvesting in Public Safety


At the start of my report, I defined crime as the imposition of human suffering. I did so not to appeal rhetorically to emotion but to provide a contextualized lens to better understand 1) the dramatic impact crime has on people’s lives, and 2) the necessary role of government in public safety. Nowhere is this better highlighted than in the impact violent crime has had on African American communities, and nowhere has the damage of the anti-criminal justice narrative been more felt.  For example, social science research has documented the broad, deleterious effects linked to increases in violent crime:


· Violent crime impacts the quality of life, reducing social interactions, increasing unemployment, and reducing social trust;


· Violent crime affects children’s’ mental health, school performance and behavior, and  academic achievement;


· Violent crime reduces economic opportunity, increases poverty, reduces property values, and causes people who can leave to leave;


· Violent crime increases crime and the lethality of crime as it moves across social networks.


Fortunately, we know today how to better manage crime and how to reduce it. Doing so, however, will require legislators and policymakers to abandon the anti-criminal justice narrative and to reembrace the public safety function of the state. 


The same social science that has documented the broadscale, deleterious effects of crime also tells us that the justice system reduces crime. For example, several studies show that increasing police levels reduces crime, largely through the effect of arrest (Braga & Cook, 2023; Corman & Mocan, 2000; Kvandzic & Sloan, 2002; Levitt, 2004; Chalfin et al., 2022). Hiring more police has also been linked to reductions in auto thefts, burglaries, robberies, aggravated assaults, larceny, and murder (Crawford, 2020; Evans & Owens, 2007; Melo, 2019). Moreover, Chalfin and McCrary (2018) found that every $1 spent on policing generated $1.63 in social benefits. More recently, Chalfin et al. (2022) found that the addition of each additional officer prevents 0.1 homicides, and that the effect is twice as large for Black victims. 


Importantly, research has also shown that reductions in police are linked to increases in crime (Weisburd, 2021). Contrary to the anti-police narrative, the number of police on the street reduces the volume of crime on the streets. Simply put, more cops equal less crime. That said, more cops used intelligently also leads to less crime. Numerous studies have documented substantial reductions in violent crime associated with the use of focused deterrence strategies. Focused deterrence directs police and social service resources at the most criminally involved individuals, their social networks, and gangs. Focused deterrence aims to arrest or deter the most prolific offenders in a neighborhood. Overall, focused deterrence has been tried in cities across the US and research finds a net crime reduction of 64% when employed with integrity (Braga et al., 2015, see also, Braga et al., 2001, Corsano & McGarrell, 2010, Engel et al, 2011; Sierra-Arevalo et al., 2016).


What we do to those arrested also matters. While we can debate the efficacy of certain approaches, a lack of prosecution leads to increased crime. Hogan’s (2022) analysis of data from the Philadelphia, PA District Attorney’s Office is instructive. Led by a progressive prosecutor, the office reduced criminal sentences by 70 percent. In return, Hogan found that de-prosecution led to an increase of 74.79 homicides per year during 2015-2019. Most of these homicides were of African Americans.


While there are costs to incarceration, it is now obvious that there are also costs of to not incarcerating. The difference, as Lewis and Usmani (2022) note, are in who pays the price: the individual who commits the crime, or members of the community affected by increased crime? This is the tradeoff that anti-incarceration advocates implicitly make, and that prison abolitionists strategically ignore. To understand why, we need to understand what the criminological literature says about persistent offenders. 


As I recently wrote in City Journal:


A large body of criminological and psychological evidence finds that recidivistic criminals are not accidental, adjacent, or incidental criminals. They are hyper-aggressive, low in self-control, make systemically bad decisions, reject conventional roles such as jobs and education, are socially and economically parasitic, are highly entitled and remarkably manipulative, and they see nothing wrong or immoral with their impolite and dangerous behavior. As several qualitative studies of active offenders demonstrate, many report experiencing enjoyment at terrorizing, maiming, and killing others. Criminals have friends and family who are criminal, and they reject and laugh at those who are not. Working at McDonalds is below them but selling drugs, committing armed robbery, and having numerous children with no intention of support is not. 


These behaviors are habituated and manifest from early callous and unemotional traits in childhood that seamlessly unfold into antisocial personality throughout adulthood. Criminals represent a class of people who are very different from the rest of society. They do not share conventional means, aspirations, and moral values; indeed, they see crime as an important element to their self-identity. It is how they get status and respect on the street, how they exercise influence over others, and how they live recklessly nihilistic lives. They are more likely to resist than to earnestly embrace changing their behavior. 


The justice system quickly and efficiently disposes of cases where the offender poses little risk or the crime of little consequence. For recidivistic offenders, however, the justice system generally provides them with various opportunities to avoid jail and prison, mainly through diversion, probation, and treatment. While some will quit offending, or won’t get caught, the majority experience increasing penalties that might culminate in a stint in prison. Recidivistic, high-rate offenders do not magically stop offending because they have been arrested, or placed on probation, or placed in treatment. High-rate offenders are responsible for the majority of all violent crimes and well over ½ of Part 2 Index offense. Their offending is diverse, meaning they commit a large range of crimes, and it is persistent. The only way we have so far found to effectively manage these offenders, who represent a small fraction of the overall offender population, is to incapacitate them in jail or prison. While I am not immune to the arguments that incapacitation brings with it a range of consequences for those incarcerated and some of their families, not incarcerating them brings with it a broad array of harms to the communities within which they live and commit crime. 


To conclude: Governmental action should reduce harm to innocent, law abiding people. It should not increase their risks by withdrawing critical public safety resources, especially in minority communities where crime is the highest and the consequences of victimization most severe. Available data show that members of these communities desire more police, not less, and more policing. They want offenders prosecuted and off the street—just like everyone else would if crime were prevalent in their neighborhood. Depriving these communities of necessary public safety resources, either intentionally through policy or by circumstance, is the worst form of civil rights abuse. I can think of few things crueler than to deny safety to those most in need, especially when we have the knowledge and experience to improve their lives. We need to abandon the anti-justice narrative and reaffirm our dedication to the first priority of government—and that is order.
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I. Introduction





Crime overwhelmingly occurs in heavily minority areas. The perpetrators and victims of the crimes tend to be very similar to each other in race and socio-economic status. District Attorneys around the country have based prosecution and incarceration on notions of racial equity, that the prosecution and imprisonment rates are the same across races.[footnoteRef:1] While that policy works to ensure that different racial groups in prison mirror their share of the general population, it increases inequality in who are the victims. [1:  Thomas Hogan, “ George Soros’ Bad Bet,” City Journal, July 12, 2023 (https://www.city-journal.org/article/george-soross-bad-bet).] 






II. Who are the victims of crime and where do the crimes occur





In 2022, the murder rate among blacks is 653% higher than the murder rate for whites. The murder rate for Hispanics is 65% higher than for whites.[footnoteRef:2] Nor are those numbers that much of an outlier. From 1990 through 2022, the black murder rate average 569% higher than whites, and the number for Hispanics was 57% higher.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  FBI, Expanded Homicide Offense Characteristics in the United States (https://cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/explorer/crime/shr).]  [3:  Ibid.] 
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Murderers overwhelmingly murder people who are just like themselves. Over the years 2019 to 2021, about 85 to 90 percent of blacks are murdered by blacks.[footnoteRef:4] About 76 to 80 percent of whites are murdered by whites. There are some cross-race murders, with blacks murdering whites at about twice the rate that whites murder blacks (17 to 19 percent versus 8 to 9 percent), but murderers tend to commit crime against people who are very similar in race and income. [4:  FBI, “Expanded Homicide Data Table 6, Uniform Crime Reports, multiple years (https://ucr.fbi.gov/crime-in-the-u.s/2019/crime-in-the-u.s.-2019/tables/expanded-homicide-data-table-6.xls)] 
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It isn’t just murders where blacks and Hispanics are disproportionately harmed. 





Murders are very heavily concentrated in the US, and they have become even more concentrated over time. In 2020, the worst 1% of counties (the worst 31 counties) had 21% of the population and 42% of the murders.[footnoteRef:5] The worst 2% of counties (62 counties) contain 31% of the population and 56% of the murders. The worst 5% of counties contain 47% of the population and account for 73% of murders. But even within those counties, the murders are highly concentrated in small areas.  [5:  John R. Lott, Jr., “Murders in US Are Very Concentrated, and They Are Becoming Even More So,” Social Science Research Network, January 17, 2023 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4325838).] 






This concentration of murders is the highest in over a decade. Between 2010 and 2014, the percentage of murders in the worst 5% of the counties fell from 71% to 69%. But between 2014 and 2020, they had consistently climbed back by four percentage points, so murders were even more concentrated than in 2010. The one percent of worst counties drove that increase. The share of murders in these worst counties rose over this period, but there was no change in these counties’ populations. 
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By contrast, 52% of counties have zero murders, 68% have at most one murder, 76% have at most two murders, and so on. To put it differently, only the top five percent of the counties have 16 or more murders. 


The concentration of murders has increased over time. The most dangerous 5% of the counties accounted for 69% in 2014 and rose to 73% by 2020. The most dangerous 2% of the counties increased from 52% to 56% of murders.


Even within counties, murders and other violent crimes are concentrated, though not as concentrated as they are across counties. The figure shows the distribution of murders across zip codes in Los Angeles County, California in 2020. The worst 10% of the zip codes account for 41% of the murders, the worst 20% have 67%, and the worst 30% have 82%. By contrast, the safest 40% of the counties have just 1% of the murders. Recent research shows that murders in Los Angeles County have become less concentrated over time, but they are still fairly concentrated. 
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III. Thinking of Crime Victims more Broadly





While it is easy to see the direct victims of crimes, those against whom the crimes are committed (those murdered, raped, robbed, assaulted, and had things stolen from them), crime victims are much more broadly than that. Obviously, murders, rapes, robberies, and assaults harm more than the families and friends of the victims. 





But even that isn’t broad enough to capture all those harmed by crime. The businesses in these high-crime areas may be more likely to close or be forced to charge higher prices to stay in business. Presumably, minorities who live in those high-crime areas disproportionately own the businesses there. When businesses close, the jobs lost will be for those who live there. The same will be true for those who shopped in the stores that closed or who now have to pay higher prices for products. Finally, the people who own houses in that area will also tend to be similar, and they will suffer from the drop in property values as crime rates rise..





Data measuring some of these other costs of crime could be helpful for understanding who crime harms.





IV. How Do You Prevent This?





Higher arrest rates, higher conviction rates, and longer prison sentences are all ways to reduce crime. Given that the poor and minorities are the overwhelming victims of crime, they are the ones who would benefit the most from reducing crime.





Unfortunately, despite their importance in deterring crime, the police themselves recognize that they virtually always arrive at the crime scene after it has occurred. The question is what people should do when they face a criminal by themselves, and having a gun is by far the safest course of action. My research shows that two groups that benefit the most from carrying guns are the likeliest victims of crime — poor blacks who live in high-crime, urban areas and people who are physically weaker, such as women and the elderly.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  John R. Lott, Jr., More Guns, Less Crime, University of Chicago Press, 3rd edition, 2010, pp. 181-4.] 






Unfortunately, gun control laws generally discriminate against poor minorities. Many people believe that even free ID cards for voting are too burdensome for the poor. But there’s no similar hesitation to impose fees, expensive training requirements, ID requirements, and onerous background checks on prospective gun owners.





These costs matter; just compare the numbers in neighboring states, Illinois and Indiana. In Illinois, the total cost of getting a five-year permit is $450; there is no license fee in Indiana. While only 4% of Illinoisans have a concealed handgun permit, 22% of adults in Indiana already have one, the second-highest number of permits per capita.[footnoteRef:7] But the costs don’t just effect the number of permit holders, it also impacts the racial composition of permit holders. In Illinois, the permit holders tend to be whites who live in relatively safe suburbs. In Indiana, the  permit holders tend to be much more likely to live in heavily minority poor urban zip codes. [7:  John R. Lott, Jr., “Concealed Carry Permit Holders Across the United States: 2022,” SSRN, November 17, 2022 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4279137).] 






Texas provides unique information on the race of permit holders as well as having significant changes in both the permit fees and training requirements. On September 1, 2013, Texas reduced the training requirement to obtain a permit from ten hours to four hours and eliminated the training requirement for renewing the permit. On September 1, 2017, Texas reduced permit fees for a five-year permit from $140 to $40. The question is: do higher costs of getting a permit differentially impact blacks and other minorities? The answer looks clearly yes. 
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The graphs show a common pattern: the percent of concealed handgun permits held by blacks and non-whites fell before Texas reduced the training requirement in 2013. Reducing both the costs of training and fees quickly increased blacks' and minorities' share of the permits. Blacks' share of permits fell to 9.8% in 2013 and then rose to 10.4% in 2019.[footnoteRef:8] While permits increased dramatically from 691,475 in 2013 to 1,416,698 in 2019, permits for blacks and non-whites were growing faster than for whites.  [8:  All the data for Texas is available in Reports and Statistics, Texas Department of Public Safety (https://www.dps.texas.gov/section/handgun-licensing/reports-statistics-1).] 
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Gun control advocates erroneously claim that background checks have stopped 4 million dangerous or prohibited people from buying guns. About 99 percent of denials are false positives, and errors overwhelmingly discriminate against law-abiding black and Hispanic men. 





It is one thing to stop a felon from buying a gun. It is quite another to stop a law-abiding citizen from buying a gun just because he has a roughly phonetically similar name and birthdate to that of a felon.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  John R. Lott, Jr., “Background Checks Are Not the Answer to Gun Violence,” New York Times, February 12, 2018 (https://www.nytimes.com/2018/02/12/opinion/politics/background-checks-gun-violence.html). John R. Lott, Jr., “The School That Wasn’t There,” Wall Street Journal, June 29, 2021 (https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-school-that-wasnt-there-11624981903?st=92qezciiqzos6sq&reflink=article_email_share). John R. Lott, Jr., “The federal background check system is a mess;why won’t Democrats and gun-control advocates press to fix it?” New York Daily News, November 7, 2017 (http://www.nydailynews.com/opinion/federal-background-check-system-mess-article-1.3617217).] 






That massive error rate occurs because government background checks focus only on two pieces of information: names and birth dates, ignoring Social Security numbers and addresses. The government looks for phonetically similar names (e.g., “Smith” and “Smythe” are assumed to be the same) and even ignores different middle names.





These mistakes affect certain racial groups more than others. Hispanics are more likely to share names with other Hispanics; the same is true of blacks. Because 33 percent of black males have criminal records that prevent them from buying guns, law-abiding African-American men more often have their names confused with those of prohibited people.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Sarah K. S. Shannon, Christopher Uggen, Jason Schnittker, Melissa Thompson, Sara Wakefield, and Michael Massoglia, “The Growth, Scope, and Spatial Distribution of People With Felony Records in the United States, 1948–2010,” Demography. 2017 Oct; 54(5): 1795–1818 (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5996985/#:~:text=We%20estimate%20that%203%20%25%20of,African%20American%20adult%20male%20population.).] 






We can fix the problem if the government does what it requires for private companies. When businesses perform criminal background checks on employees, they have to use all of the information that is already available to the government: name, Social Security number, address, and birth date.








V. 92% of Violent Crime Doesn’t Involve Guns in Any Way





Violent crime is usually discussed as a gun crime problem, but while most murders involve guns, other violent crime rarely involve guns.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  President Joe Biden, “Remarks by President Biden at a Gun Violence Prevention Task Force Meeting,” White House Briefing Room, February 3, 2022 (https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-remarks/2022/02/03/remarks-by-president-biden-at-a-gun-violence-prevention-task-force-meeting/).] 






The U.S. Department of Justice's National Crime Victimization Survey (2020) shows 4,558,150 rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults,[footnoteRef:12] and the FBI reports 21,570 murders. [footnoteRef:13] Of those, 350,460 rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults ,[footnoteRef:14] and 13,620 murders involved firearms.[footnoteRef:15] Adding those numbers up, guns were used in 7.9% of violent crimes. That rate has been quite steady for decades. [12:  Rachel E. Morgan, Ph.D., and Jennifer L. Truman, Ph.D., “Criminal Victimization, 2020,” U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, September, 2021 (https://bjs.ojp.gov/sites/g/files/xyckuh236/files/media/document/cv20.pdf).]  [13:  Crime Data Explorer “Crime in the United States 2020,” Federal Bureau of Investigation (https://cde.ucr.cjis.gov/LATEST/webapp/#/pages/downloads).]  [14:  See Table 8. Rachel E. Morgan, Ph.D., and Alexandra Thompson, “Criminal Victimization, 2020,” U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, October 2021 (https://bjs.ojp.gov/sites/g/files/xyckuh236/files/media/document/cv20.pdf).]  [15:  Ibid., 22.] 






Relying on public health researchers, many blame increasing gun sales as the cause of increased violent crime.[footnoteRef:16] But while violent crime reported to police rose 5% in 2020, you can't blame that increase on guns because gun crimes fell by 27%.[footnoteRef:17] The National Crime Victimization Survey also finds a similar 27% drop.[footnoteRef:18] [16:  Arthur Z. Berg, John R. Lott Jr., and Gary A. Mauser, “Expert Views on Gun Laws,” Regulation, Winter 2019-2020, pp. 40-47 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3507975).]  [17:  See Table 8. Rachel E. Morgan, Ph.D., and Alexandra Thompson, “Criminal Victimization, 2020,” U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, October 2021 (https://bjs.ojp.gov/sites/g/files/xyckuh236/files/media/document/cv20.pdf).]  [18:  Ibid.] 






All this is consistent with academic research by myself and others showing that criminals are less likely to carry guns when civilians have them for protection.[footnoteRef:19] If a criminal pulls out a gun against an armed victim, he is likelier to be shot. [19:  John R. Lott Jr., “More Guns Less Crime: Understanding Crime and Gun Control Laws,” University of Chicago Press, 3rd edition, 2010.
David E. Olson and Michael D. Maltz, “Right-to-carry concealed weapon laws and homicide in large US counties: The effect on weapon types, victim characteristics, and victim-offender relationships,” The Journal of Law and Economics, Volume 44, Number S2, October 2001, pp. 747-770 (https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/abs/10.1086/338345).] 






Gun ownership didn't fuel the increase in crime over the last couple years. Rather, it was a response to the rise in crime. People became worried about violent crime and decided to arm themselves for self-protection.





It's not hard to explain the increased violence. Many urban areas saw more than half of prison inmates get released because of the pandemic. Newly convicted criminals weren't going to prison. Nationwide, there were over 340,000 fewer inmates in jails and prisons in 2021 than in 2019.[footnoteRef:20] Cities cut police budgets and ordered officers to stand down in many places. New York City cut its police budget by $1 billion.[footnoteRef:21] [20:  Jacob Kang-Brown, Chase Montagnet, and Jasmine Heiss, “People in Jail and Prison in Spring 2021,” New York: Vera Institute of Justice, June 2021 (https://www.vera.org/downloads/publications/people-in-jail-and-prison-in-spring-2021.pdf).]  [21:  Office of the Mayor, “In the Face of an Economic Crisis, Mayor de Blasio Announces Budget that Prioritizes Safety, Police Reform, Youth Services, and Communities of Color,” NYC.gov, June 30, 2020 (https://www.nyc.gov/office-of-the-mayor/news/487-20/in-face-an-economic-crisis-mayor-de-blasio-budget-prioritizes-safety-police).] 










Since so much of the Commission’s Emphasis Appears to be on Gun Control, I have included these section here.





1. Surveys on Guns





A. Do Surveys Accurately Report the Overall Support for Gun Control





Gun control advocates often point to polls showing overwhelming support for gun control. For instance, in May 2023, an NPR/PBS Newshour survey headline proclaimed: "Most Americans say curbing gun violence is more important than gun rights.”[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Domenico Montanaro, “Poll: Most Americans say curbing gun violence is more important than gun rights,” Spokane Public Radio, May 24, 2023 (https://www.spokanepublicradio.org/2023-05-24/poll-most-americans-say-curbing-gun-violence-is-more-important-than-gun-rights).] 






But is that really the choice Americans face on gun control?





The survey asked, “Do you think it is more important to control gun violence or to protect gun rights?” It found that American adults preferred reducing gun violence (60 percent) over protecting gun rights (38 percent).[footnoteRef:23] Besides extensive reporting on the poll by NPR and PBS, the survey received massive news coverage in such outlets as USA Today and The Hill, with headlines echoing NPR’s.[footnoteRef:24]  [23:  Marist Poll, “NPR/PBS NewsHour/Marist National Poll: Gun Violence in the United States,” Marist Institute for Public Opinion, May 24, 2023 (https://maristpoll.marist.edu/polls/gun-violence-in-the-united-states/).]  [24:  Grace Hauck, “Is stopping gun violence more important than gun rights? Most Americans say yes: Poll,” USA Today, May 25, 2023 (https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2023/05/25/uvalde-shooting-poll-gun-rights/70256752007/).
Julia Mueller, “60 percent in new poll say controlling gun violence more important than protecting gun rights,” The Hill, May 24, 2023 (https://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/4018730-60-percent-in-new-poll-say-controlling-gun-violence-more-important-than-protecting-gun-rights/).] 






Such a survey presents people with a false choice. After all, both sides of the gun control debate advocate for safety. "Gun rights" do not inherently imply increased gun violence. Indeed, letting people defend themselves may help to curb violence.





To create a more balanced survey, the Crime Prevention Research Center, which I head, hired McLaughlin and Associates in June and reworked the question. We asked, “Which of the following methods do you think is more effective in reducing violent crime?” and presented the options of “Allowing people to protect themselves with guns” or “Enacting stricter gun laws.” Nine percent said they “don’t know.”[footnoteRef:25]  [25:  CPRC, “How Asking Gun Control Questions Differently Dramatically Changes the Results: Comparing NPR/PBS versus the Crime Prevention Research Center,” Crime Prevention Research Center, July 10, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/07/how-asking-gun-control-questions-differently-dramatically-changes-the-results-comparing-npr-pbs-versus-the-crime-prevention-research-center/).] 






According to the rest of our 1,000 likely general election voter respondents, participants favored stricter gun laws by a margin of only five percentage points. That is not a statistically significant difference, especially when compared to NPR's much larger 22-point margin.





B. The sensitivity of support for individual gun control laws





Gun control proponents constantly cite surveys to argue for adoption of gun control laws. Part of the problem is that these surveys use one-sentence summaries of complex laws that are dozens of pages in length. No one can expect a pollster to read such long, complicated laws to the respondents.





Red Flag laws are currently the top legislative priority of Democrats and gun control advocates. Polls show that Americans overwhelmingly support these measures — by margins ranging between 2-1 and 3-1.[footnoteRef:26] Congress recently passed legislation providing funding for states that adopt these laws. [26:  CPRC, “Original Research: Support for Red Flag Laws Depends on People not understanding how Red Flag Laws Operate,” Crime Prevention Research Center, September 11, 2022 (https://crimeresearch.org/2022/09/original-research-support-for-red-flag-laws-depends-on-people-not-understanding-how-red-flag-laws-operate/).
Sabrina Jacobs, Grace Adcox, Danielle Deiseroth, Erin Thomas, and Bella Kumar, “After the Uvalde Shooting, Majority of Voters Support Red Flag Laws and Stricter Gun Control,” Data For Progress, June 13, 2022 (https://www.dataforprogress.org/blog/2022/6/13/after-the-uvalde-shooting-majority-of-voters-support-red-flag-laws-and-stricter-gun-control).] 






Survey respondents are unlikely to be familiar with how red flag laws operate. The surveys generally ask people if they support laws that "allow guns to be temporarily confiscated by a judge from people considered to be a danger to themselves or others.”[footnoteRef:27] [27:  University of Houston Hobby School of Public Affairs and Texas Southern University Jordan-Leland School of Public Affairs, “Texas Trends Survey 2022: Gun Safety,” UH-TSU Texas Trends Survey, September 22, 2022 (https://uh.edu/hobby/txtrends/gunsafety2022.pdf).] 






Respondents might reasonably assume that judges will follow a normal legal process, with evidence and cross-examination of witnesses. They might also presuppose that mental health experts are involved in the process.





The CPRC’s survey began by simply asking people the question asked in other surveys. People initially answered by a two-to-one margin that they support Red Flag Laws (58%-to-29%), with the strongest support coming from Democrats, the wealthy, blacks and Hispanics, and people aged between 18 and 29. 





Our survey then informed respondents that no hearings are held before an individual's guns are taken away, and that mental health care professionals are not consulted. Now, support changed to opposition (29%-to-47%). Strong support plummeted from 34% to 14%, and strong opposition rose from 18% to 29%.





Finally, the survey asked people if they prefer red flag laws to involuntary commitment laws. They were told that involuntary commitment laws provide for evaluations by mental health care experts, that an emergency court hearing takes place before a judge's decision, and that a lawyer is provided if a person can't afford one. They are also told that, under such rules, judges have a range of less extreme options such as mandatory outpatient mental health care and weapon confiscation.





Survey respondents favored involuntary commitment by a 40%-to-33% margin. Only Democrats, the wealthy, blacks, and Asians supported red flag laws as their preferred option.





Clearly, respondents could benefit from more contextual information. In April, the CPRC hired McLaughlin & Associates to do another survey on what people thought was the percentage of violent crime committed using guns.[footnoteRef:28] The CPRC found that respondents dramatically overestimated the percentage of violent crime committed with guns. The average Democrat estimated that 56.9% of violent crimes involve guns, and the typical Republican gave an answer of 37% (the actual rate is less than 8%). [28:  John R. Lott Jr., “When Misinformation Drives Bad Policy,” Real Clear Politics, May 16, 2022 (https://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2022/05/16/when_misinformation_drives_bad_policy_147601.html).] 






It’s often touted that there is 90+% support in polls for universal background checks on the private transfer of guns.[footnoteRef:29] But when these measures have been on the ballot, they haven’t been slam dunks. In 2016, despite billionaire Michael Bloomberg’s overwhelming financial backing, ballot initiatives failed in Maine by four percentage points and won in Nevada by less than 1%.[footnoteRef:30]  [29:  CPRC, “Remember those claims that 80 to 90% of Americans wanted expanded background checks?: Well, no so much support for specific bills,” Crime Prevention Research Center, December 1, 2016 (https://crimeresearch.org/2016/12/remember-those-claims-that-80-to-90-of-americans-wanted-the-senate-background-check-bill-to-pass-well-it-was-clearly-wrong/).]  [30:  Joseph Ax, “Gun control groups spend millions on state ballot initiatives,” Reuters, November 2, 2016 (https://www.reuters.com/article/uk-usa-election-guns/gun-control-groups-spend-millions-on-state-ballot-initiatives-idUKKBN12X1YZ).] 






The Nevada initiative received $20 million in funding, amounting to a remarkable $35 per vote.[footnoteRef:31] That’s three times more than what the opposition spent. In Maine, Bloomberg outspent the opposition by a factor of 20.[footnoteRef:32] And the media coverage in both states was overwhelmingly sympathetic to additional gun control. [31:  Ballotpedia, “Nevada Background Checks for Gun Purchases, Question 1 (2016),” Ballotpedia
(https://ballotpedia.org/Nevada_Background_Checks_for_Gun_Purchases,_Question_1_(2016)).]  [32:  Ballotpedia, “Maine Background Checks for Gun Sales, Question 3 (2016),” Ballotpedia
(https://ballotpedia.org/Maine_Background_Checks_for_Gun_Sales,_Question_3_(2016)).] 






While the Nevada initiative technically eked out a win, it couldn’t go into effect because it lacked provision for funding. Without telling voters that the measure wouldn't cost them anything, its narrow win would have turned into a loss.[footnoteRef:33]  [33:  Attorney General Adam P. Laxalt, “Attorney General Opinion No. 2016-12,” Nevada Attorney General's Office, December 28, 2016 (https://ag.nv.gov/uploadedFiles/agnvgov/Content/Publications/AGO_2016-12.pdf).] 






Americans keep being told by the media that they overwhelmingly support gun control laws. So why don't the laws get passed? Might it be that the polls are inaccurate and biased? My survey suggests just that.





There were also problems with many other questions in the NPR/PBS survey. For example, it asked respondents whether they support "stand your ground" laws. However, the survey described these laws as allowing people to "kill or injure the person who they think is threatening them." This question neglected to consider the “reasonable person” standard, which allows for proportional force if a reasonable individual would have perceived a serious risk of death or injury.[footnoteRef:34]  [34:  Justia Criminal Law Center, “Self-Defense in Criminal Law Cases,” Justia.com, October 2022 (https://www.justia.com/criminal/defenses/self-defense/).] 






The NPR/PBS survey is vague, making it seem as though someone can almost arbitrarily kill another person. Still, the survey found majority (58-to-40 percent) support for “stand your ground” laws. 





But this is an underestimate. I rephrased the question, explained the "reasonable person" standard, and clarified that the force used must be "proportional" to the harm faced.[footnoteRef:35] Our survey results found that the "stand your ground" laws received overwhelming support, with 66% approval to 23% disapproval. What's more, all demographic groups supported the laws — even Democrats (52 to 35 percent) and women (61 to 24 percent).  [35:  CPRC, “How Asking Gun Control Questions Differently Dramatically Changes the Results: Comparing NPR/PBS versus the Crime Prevention Research Center,” Crime Prevention Research Center, July 10, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/07/how-asking-gun-control-questions-differently-dramatically-changes-the-results-comparing-npr-pbs-versus-the-crime-prevention-research-center/).] 









C. The Very Different Views of Researchers





The perception is that academics support gun control. The New York Times garnered attention with its 2017 surveys of academics, which purportedly showed this.[footnoteRef:36] But the survey asked only 32 academics, and the vast majority were public health researchers. Only a few were criminologists or economists. Many respondents had never done empirical research on gun control, let alone published a peer-reviewed empirical paper on the subject. Other surveys that primarily rely on the views of public health researchers present similar results.[footnoteRef:37]  [36:  Quoctrung Bui and Margot Sanger-Katz, “How to Prevent Gun Deaths? Where Experts and the Public Agree,” The New York Times, January 10, 2017 (https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2017/01/10/upshot/How-to-Prevent-Gun-Deaths-The-Views-of-Experts-and-the-Public.html).
Margot Sanger-Katz and Quoctrung Bui, “How to Reduce Mass Shooting Deaths? Experts Rank Gun Laws,” The New York Times, October 5, 2017 (https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2017/10/05/upshot/how-to-reduce-mass-shooting-deaths-experts-say-these-gun-laws-could-help.html).]  [37:  Harvard Injury Control Research Center, “Firearm Researcher Surveys,” Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health (https://www.hsph.harvard.edu/hicrc/firearm-researcher-surveys/).] 






Along with Arthur Berg at the Harvard Medical School (retired) and Gary Mauser at Simon Frazer University, we recently completed the largest-ever survey of 120 academics who have published empirical research on gun control. We found that academics were overall quite skeptical that gun control lowered murder rates or the frequency of mass public shootings.[footnoteRef:38] Criminologists and economists widely believe that eliminating gun-free zones would stop mass public shootings and that "red flag" laws don't help. Only public health researchers are largely supportive of gun control laws. [38:  Mauser handled the surveying of the criminologists and economists. Berg surveyed public health researchers. Arthur Z. Berg, John R. Lott, Jr., and Gary A. Mauser, “Expert Views on Gun Laws.” Regulation, Vol. 42, No. 4, Winter 2019-2020, pp. 40-47 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3507975).] 






The survey asked three groups of experts to evaluate the effectiveness of 33 gun-related policies in reducing both murder rates and mass public shootings. In contrast with the New York Times study, we focused on “murder rates” rather than “firearm homicide deaths.” We did this out of concern that, under stricter gun laws, murderers might simply substitute other killing instruments, leaving homicide rates unaffected. Neither the Times nor this study investigated the effect of gun policy on suicide rates, which account for more gun deaths than homicides each year.





Twenty policies the New York Times evaluated in the survey involved government restrictions on civilian use and ownership of firearms. In addition, we asked for evaluations of five additional restrictive policies. We then asked respondents to evaluate eight policies that would relax or eliminate governmental restrictions related to firearms, such as expanding personal carry.





We asked respondents to rate the effectiveness of each policy on a scale of 1–10, with a "10" being most effective.





We attempted to survey some non-American academics to see if they would have a different perspective from their peers. Unfortunately, among non-Americans, only four economists, four criminologists, and three public health researchers responded. The results below include non-Americans' responses, though we also note American-only responses. (The Times respondents were all Americans.) 





The survey results appear in Table 1. A casual glance at the table shows some similarities and important differences between American academics in the three disciplines. Criminologists and economists differ somewhat in just how effective they think various policies will be, but they have similar rankings of the policies' effectiveness. Both groups have the same top-four preferred policies for stopping mass public shootings. American criminologists rate the following policies most highly: allow K–12 teachers to carry concealed handguns (with a survey score of 6.0), allow military personnel to carry on military bases (5.6), encourage the elimination of gun-free zones (5.3), and relax federal regulations that pressure companies to create gun-free zones (5.0). The top four policies for economists are the same, but in a different order: encourage the elimination of gun-free zones (7.9), relax federal regulations that pressure companies to create gun-free zones (7.8), allow K–12 teachers to carry concealed handguns (7.7), and allow military personnel to carry on military bases (7.7). 





[TABLE 1 GOES HERE]





By contrast, public health researchers place these same policies near the bottom of their list. Their top policy choice is barring gun sales to people deemed dangerous by a mental health provider, the fifth most valued policy by criminologists (4.88). Public health researchers' other top policies aren't viewed positively by criminologists. The public health researchers' second through fourth top-ranked policies are banning magazines that can hold more than ten bullets (6.2), banning semi-automatic guns (6.1), and prohibiting assault weapons (5.98). All of these policies involve highly restrictive bans. For criminologists, these were their 21st (2.6), 20th (2.8), and 10th (3.0) ranked policies. There was an even larger gap between economists and public health researchers.





The Spearman correlation coefficients confirm these patterns and systematically compare each field's policy rankings. A coefficient of 1 means that the two disciplines have the same policy rankings; a value of –1 indicates the exact opposite rankings, and zero means no relationship. Criminologists and economists have a Spearman correlation of 0.775. That is statistically significant and indicates that the two groups have similar policy rankings. By contrast, the Spearman correlations comparing either criminologists or economists to public health researchers are negative, –0.068 and –0.154, respectively, indicating that criminologists and economists are slightly more likely than not to have the opposite policy rankings of public health researchers. The difference between economists and public health researchers comes closest to being statistically significant, with an 11% level of significance. 





The patterns are similar when these different groups rate the effectiveness of policies in reducing murder rates. While the proposal ranked most favorably by criminologists is reducing government-imposed costs of acquiring guns (5.2), economists want to relax federal restrictions that interfere with companies setting rules for people having guns (7.1). Public health researchers want to prevent the sales of a firearm to people convicted of violent misdemeanors (7.3).





The Spearman coefficients again show the policy rankings of criminologists and economists to be very similar, with a coefficient of 0.730. The coefficient for public health researchers and criminologists is –0.003, and –0.380 for public health researchers and economists. The latter relationship is statistically significant at the 0.03% level. The three groups of researchers all have statistically significant differences from each other in their policy rankings.





To determine whether the New York Times panel was representative of academic experts, we compared their answers with those of our survey respondents using the common questions in the two surveys. Not even our public health respondents evaluated gun control proposals as favorably as did the Times panel of experts, though they come by far the closest. On the subject of the effectiveness of gun control policies on murder rates, there is no statistically significant difference between the public health respondents and the Times’ panel.





D. The Police’s Views on Gun Control





Police are important in fighting crime, but police themselves understand that they virtually always arrive at a crime scene after the crime occurs. When a 2016 survey by the National Association of Chiefs of Police asked 15,000 chiefs and sheriffs if law-abiding citizens should be able to buy guns for self-defense, 88% answered yes.[footnoteRef:39]  [39:  CPRC, “National Association of Chiefs of Police Annual Surveys on Concealed Handgun Reciprocity and other issues,” Crime Prevention Research Center, May 14, 2018 (https://crimeresearch.org/2018/05/national-association-of-chiefs-of-police-annual-surveys-on-concealed-handgun-reciprocity-and-other-issues/).] 






In March 2013, PoliceOne surveyed 14,022 of its 450,000 members (380,000 active-duty and 70,000 retired law enforcement officers), and 77% answered that legally armed citizens are extremely or very important to reducing crime rates.[footnoteRef:40] Regarding mass public shootings, 86% of members believed that letting citizens carry concealed handguns in those places would reduce or "avoid altogether" casualties from mass public school shootings. Seventy-seven percent supported "arming teachers and/or school administrators who volunteer to carry at their school." No other policy to protect children and school staff had such widespread support. [40:  PoliceOne, “Gun Policy & Law Enforcement: Survey Results,” Police1.com, April 8, 2013 (https://media.cdn.lexipol.com/p1_gunsurveysummary_2013.pdf).] 
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Figure 1: Gun Policy & Law Enforcement Survey Results (Question 22)








2. Mass Public Shootings





A. Definitions





Mass shootings have many definitions, but the discussion is often confusing. 





Starting in 1980, the original FBI definition of “mass killings” had been “four or more victims slain, in one event, in one location,” “within one event, in at least one or more public locations, such as, a workplace, school,” and the offender is not included in the victim count.[footnoteRef:41] Mass shootings were shootings with four or more murder victims. [41:  William J. Krouse and Daniel J. Richardson, “Mass Murder with Firearms: Incidents and
Victims, 1999-2013,” Congressional Research Service, July 30, 2015 (https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/R44126.pdf).] 






A gun control group, the Gun Violence Archive (GVA), counts mass shootings as events wherein three or more people are shot (either wounded and/or killed). 





The FBI defines active shooter incidents as those in which an individual actively kills or attempts to kill people in a populated, public area.[footnoteRef:42] But it does not include shootings related to other criminal activity, such as robbery or fighting over drug turf. Active shootings may involve just one shot fired at just one target, even without any casualties, all the way up to a mass public shooting. [42:  Pete Blair and Katherine W. Schweit, “A Study of Active Shooter Incidents, 2000 – 2013,” Texas State University and Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Department of Justice, 2014 (https://www.fbi.gov/file-repository/active-shooter-study-2000-2013-1.pdf/view).] 






Mass public shootings are the same as the FBI active shooting cases but use the original FBI definition of "mass" to only include active shooting cases with four or more people murdered. Numerous academic studies have used this definition. A number of academic studies have used this definition.[footnoteRef:43],[footnoteRef:44]  [43:  Grant Duwe, Tom Kovandzic, and Carl Moody, “The Impact of Right-to-Carry Concealed Firearm Laws on Mass Public Shootings,” Homicide Studies, November 1, 2002. 
Adam Lankford, “Public Mass Shooters and Firearms: A Cross-National Study of 171 Countries,” Violence and Victims, January 2016 (https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26822013/). 
John R. Lott and William M. Landes, “Multiple Victim Public Shootings,” Available at SSRN 272929, June 10, 2001 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=272929).
John Lott, “More Guns, Less Crime,” University of Chicago Press, 3rd edition, 2010.]  [44:  Mother Jones had the same definition until recently, when it broadened the definition to three or more people murdered. Mark Follman, “What Exactly Is a Mass Shooting?” Mother Jones, August 24, 2012 (https://www.motherjones.com/crime-justice/2012/08/what-is-a-mass-shooting/).] 






Mass public shootings are the attacks that tend to get massive news coverage. These are attacks where someone goes into a mall, movie theater, grocery store, or school to randomly kill as many people as possible. About two-thirds of the GVA’s number involves gang fights.[footnoteRef:45] It isn't that gang fights aren't important, but just that the causes and solutions for gang fights are very different from the mass public shootings. While the GVA measure claims that there were 645 mass shootings in 2022, there were actually just eight mass public shootings. Politicians, such as President Biden, and the media will often mention mass public shootings, such as the Uvalde school shooting, and then cite the GVA number to say that hundreds have occurred so far this year.[footnoteRef:46] [45:  CPRC, “Washington Post’s misleading article on ‘mass shootings’ — falsely claiming ‘204 mass shootings’ when virtually none of these cases qualify for the normal definition of ‘mass,’ UPDATED: Response from Washington Post,” Crime Prevention Research Center, July 26, 2015 (https://crimeresearch.org/2015/07/washington-posts-misleading-article-mass-shootings-falsely-claiming-204-mass-shootings-in-204-days-this-year/).]  [46:  President Joe Biden, “Statement from President Joe Biden on the Shooting in Allen, Texas,” White House Briefing Room, May 7, 2023 (https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/05/07/statement-from-president-joe-biden-on-the-shooting-in-allen-texas/).] 






Between 1998 and 2009 there was an average of 3 mass public shootings per year, from 2010 to 2019 there were 4 per year, and from 2020 to 2022 there were 4.5.





B. Demographics
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Figure 2: Type of Gun Used in Mass Public Shootings from 1998 through March 15, 2023





Much of the focus on mass public shootings involves AR-15s and other assault rifles.[footnoteRef:47] But they despite the general impression, they involve just a small percentage of the attacks. [47:  President Joe Biden, “Statement from President Joe Biden on Gun Violence Across America,” White House Briefing Room, July 4, 2023 (https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/07/04/statement-from-president-joe-biden-on-gun-violence-across-america/).] 






Between January 1, 1998 and the Covenant school shooter on March 27, 2023, 56.4% of attacks used solely handguns, and 14.9% used only rifles of any type—thirty-one percent of attacks used solely rifles in conjunction with another type of gun.[footnoteRef:48] Two of the attacks used AR-15-type handguns with a pistol-stabilizing brace. Only 2% of all murders in 2018 involved any type of rifle.[footnoteRef:49] [48:  CPRC, “Updated information on Mass Public Shootings,” Crime Prevention Research Center, March 28, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/03/updated-information-on-mass-public-shootings/).]  [49:  This number use data from the annual FBI Uniform Crime Reports. CPRC, “With all the concern about assault weapons, how has the share of murders with rifles changed over time?” Crime Prevention Research Center, November 4, 2019 (https://crimeresearch.org/2019/11/with-all-the-concern-about-assault-weapons-how-has-the-share-of-murders-with-rifles-changed-over-time/).] 
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Figure 3: Race of Mass Public Shooters from 1998 through March 15, 2023
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Figure 4: Race of Victims of Mass Public Shooters from 1998 through March 15, 2023





The murderers don’t fit the normal image of white supremacists. Of the 82 mass public shootings from January 1998 to May 2021, 9 percent have known or alleged ties to white supremacists, neo-Nazis, or anti-immigrant views.[footnoteRef:50] And many of the anti-immigrant attackers, such as the Buffalo murderer, hold decidedly environmentalist views that are more in line with the Democrat agenda. [50:  CPRC, “What Percent of Mass Public Shooters are White Supremacists?” May 21, 2021 (https://crimeresearch.org/2021/05/what-percent-of-mass-public-shooters-are-white-supremacists/).] 






Other groups commit mass public shootings disproportionately more than whites do. 55.3% of the U.S. population was non-Hispanic, non-Middle Eastern white in 2022.[footnoteRef:51] That aligns closely with the 54% of murderers and victims who are white.  [51:  U.S. Census Bureau, “Population Estimates, July 1, 2022 (V2022) -- United States,” Quick Facts (https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045222).] 






Although we often hear about the racist motives of shooters, blacks are underrepresented as a share of the victims. Blacks comprise 16% of the murderers but only 10% of the victims. That 10% is less than their 13.6% of the general population.[footnoteRef:52]  [52:  Ibid.] 






Hispanics are underrepresented as a share of mass murderers. 10% of these mass murderers are Hispanic despite the group making up 18.9% of the general population.[footnoteRef:53] But approximately 18% of victims are Hispanic. [53:  Ibid.] 






Middle Easterners comprise 4% of the general population but are overrepresented as a share of mass murderers (6%) and underrepresented as victims (1%).





Asians make up 6.1% of the population, but they are overrepresented in both mass murderers (8%) and even more overrepresented as victims (10%). Interestingly, 44% of the Asians murdered in these attacks were murdered by other Asians.








C. The Politicization of Crime Data





Americans are constantly debating policing and gun control. But to discuss these issues, we depend on government crime data. Unfortunately, politics has infected the data handling of agencies such as the FBI and the Centers for Disease Control.





Last year, the CDC became the center of controversy when it removed its estimates of defensive gun uses from its website at the request of gun control organizations. For nearly a decade, the CDC cited a 2013 National Academies of Sciences report showing that the annual number of people using guns to stop crime ranged from about 64,000 to 3 million.[footnoteRef:54] The CDC website listed the upper figure at 2.5 million.  [54:  National Research Council, “Priorities for Research to Reduce the Threat of Firearm-Related Violence,” Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2013 (https://doi.org/10.17226/18319). ] 






Mark Bryant, who runs the Gun Violence Archive, wrote to CDC officials last year to tell them that the 2.5 million number “has been used so often to stop [gun control] legislation.”[footnoteRef:55] The CDC’s estimates were subsequently taken down and now lists no numbers. [55:  Mark Bryant, “Response to CDC meeting with GVP representatives regarding Defensive Gun Use,” Received by CDC, September 16, 2021 (https://thereload.com/app/uploads/2022/12/CDC-DGU-Mark-Bryant-on-killing-Kleck-estimate.pdf).] 






The FBI is also susceptible to political pressure. Until January 2021, I worked in the U.S. Department of Justice as the senior advisor for research and statistics, and part of my job was to evaluate the FBI’s active shooting reports.[footnoteRef:56] I showed the bureau that many cases were missing and others had been misidentified.[footnoteRef:57] Yet, the FBI continues to report that armed citizens stopped only 14 of the 302 active shooter incidents identified for 2014-2022. The correct rate is almost eight times higher. And if we limit the discussion to places where permit holders were allowed to carry, the rate is eleven times higher. [56:  CPRC, “Massive errors in FBI’s Active Shooting Reports from 2014-2022 regarding cases where civilians stop attacks: Instead of 4.6%, the correct number is at least 35.7%. In 2022, it is at least 41.3%. Excluding gun-free zones, it averaged over 63.5%,” Crime Prevention Research Center, August 31, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/08/massive-errors-in-fbis-active-shooting-reports-from-2014-2022-regarding-cases-where-civilians-stop-attacks-instead-of-4-6-the-correct-number-is-at-least-35-7-in-2022-it-is-at-least-41-3/).]  [57:  John R. Lott, “Corrections to the FBI’s Reports on Active Shooting Incidents,” Available at SSRN 3857331, June 1, 2021 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3857331).] 






The FBI hired academics at the Advanced Law Enforcement Rapid Response Training Center at Texas State University to compile its list. Police departments don't collect data, so the researchers had to find news stories about these incidents.





It isn’t surprising that people will miss cases or occasionally misidentify them when using news stories, but the FBI was unwilling to fix its errors when they pointed them out. The CPRC has found many more missed cases and is keeping an updated list.[footnoteRef:58] Back in 2015, I published a list of missed cases in a criminology publication.[footnoteRef:59] [58:  CPRC, “Massive errors in FBI’s Active Shooting Reports regarding cases where civilians stop attacks: Instead of 4.4%, the correct number is at least 34.4%. In 2021, it is at least 49.1%. Excluding gun-free zones, it averaged over 50%,” Crime Prevention Research Center, October 3, 2022 (https://crimeresearch.org/2022/10/massive-errors-in-fbis-active-shooting-reports-regarding-cases-where-civilians-stop-attacks-instead-of-4-4-the-correct-number-is-at-least-34-4-in-2021-it-is-at-least-49-1-excluding-gun-free-zon/).]  [59:  John R. Lott, “The FBI's Misrepresentation of the Change in Mass Public Shootings,” Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences Today, March 2015 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2524731).] 






Unfortunately, the news media unquestioningly reports the FBI numbers. After 22-year-old Elisjsha Dicken used his legally-carried concealed handgun to stop what would have been a mass public shooting, an Associated Press headline declared: “Rare in U.S. for an active shooter to be stopped by bystander.”[footnoteRef:60] A Washington Post headline proclaimed: “Rampage in Indiana a rare instance of armed civilian ending mass shooting.”[footnoteRef:61] [60:  Ed White, “Rare in US for an active shooter to be stopped by bystander,” Wisconsin State Journal, July 19, 2022 (https://madison.com/news/national/rare-in-us-for-an-active-shooter-to-be-stopped-by-bystander/article_1da6b63c-ee3a-5475-a547-aef3c9f6432c.html).]  [61:  James Bikales, Paulina Villegas, Praveena Somasundaram and Reis Thebault, “Rampage in Indiana a rare instance of armed civilian ending mass shooting,” The Washington Post, July 18, 2022 (https://www.washingtonpost.com/nation/2022/07/18/greenwood-mall-shooting/).] 






The CPRC’s numbers tell a different story: Out of 440 active shooter incidents from 2014 to 2022, an armed citizen stopped 157.[footnoteRef:62] We also found that the FBI had miscategorized five cases, usually because they the person who stopped the attack was incorrectly identified a security guard. The list is available for anyone to check.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  Ibid., 46. 
CPRC, “Cases where armed citizens have stopped active shooter incidents,” Crime Prevention Research Center, August 14, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/08/cases-where-armed-citizens-have-stopped-active-shooter-incidents/).]  [63:  Ibid.] 
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Figure 5: Correcting the Errors in the FBI Active Shooting Reports 2014-2022





We found these cases on a budget of just a few thousand dollars. Though we discovered that armed citizens had stopped eight times as many cases as the FBI claims, I do not assert that we unearthed all these stories. It is quite possible that the news media itself never covers many such incidents.





While the FBI claims that law-abiding citizens carrying guns stopped just 4.6% of active shootings, but the percentage that we found was 35.7%. I am more confident that we have identified a higher share of recent cases, and our figure for 2022 was even higher – 41.3%. No one needs to take my word for this. All of our cases are available with links to the relevant news stories.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  The list of cases is available here: https://crimeresearch.org/2023/08/cases-where-armed-citizens-have-stopped-active-shooter-incidents/] 






The FBI doesn't differentiate between law-abiding citizens stopping attacks where guns are banned and where they are allowed, but you can't expect law-abiding citizens to stop attacks where it is illegal to carry guns. In places where law-abiding citizens are allowed to carry firearms, the percentage of active shootings stopped is 51%. For 2022, that figure is a remarkable 63.5%.





To follow the FBI's definition, we excluded 27 cases because a law-abiding person with a gun stopped the attacker before he was able to get off a shot. 





In an email I received in 2015, a bureau official acknowledged that “the FBI did not come across this incident during its research in 2015, but it does meet the FBI’s active-shooter definition.”[footnoteRef:65] The official noted that the reports “are limited in scope.” The incident was never added to the FBI database. [65:  Ibid., 46.] 






When the Washington Post’s Glenn Kessler reached out to the FBI for comments on our earlier work up through 2021, they emailed back: “We have no additional information to provide other than what is provided within the active shooter reports on our website.”[footnoteRef:66] [66:  Glenn Kessler, “What’s more common: A ‘good guy’ without a gun — or with one?” The Washington Post, January 31, 2023 (https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2023/01/31/whats-more-common-good-guy-without-gun-or-with-one/).] 






However, a Texas State University researcher only responded to two of the cases we had identified in our earlier work. He argued that the FBI excluded one case involving a shooting at a dentist's office because it involved a domestic dispute and another at a strip club because it was a "retaliation murder." We list 14 examples where the FBI list includes shootings resulting from domestic disputes and three others where a shooting started after someone was denied being in a lounge or bar.[footnoteRef:67] So why the double standard? Domestic disputes and “retaliation murders” are only included when they don’t involve permit holders stopping the attacks. [67:  CPRC, “Our Research on Errors in the FBI’s Active Shooting Reports given Extensive Coverage in the Washington Post,” Crime Prevention Research Center, February 1, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/02/our-research-on-errors-in-the-fbis-active-shooting-reports-given-extensive-in-the-washington-post/).] 






The FBI data on active shootings is missing so many defensive gun uses that it’s hard to believe it isn’t intentional. Errors can happen, but the failure to fix past reports shows a troubling disregard for the truth. The reality is that armed, law-abiding citizens are unsung guardian angels. 








D. Dangers of Gun-free Zones
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Figure 6: Percent of Mass Public Shootings in Gun-Free Zones from 1950 to March 27, 2023
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Figure 7: Percent of Mass Public Shootings in Gun-Free Zones from 1998 to March 27, 2023











“A deputy in uniform has an extremely difficult job in stopping these [mass public shooting] attacks. These terrorists have huge strategic advantages in determining the time and place of attacks. They can wait for a deputy to leave the area or pick an undefended location. Even when police or deputies are in the right place at the right time, those in uniform who can be readily identified as guards may as well be holding up neon signs saying, ‘Shoot me first.’ My deputies know that we cannot be everywhere.”[footnoteRef:68] [68:  John R. Lott, Jr., “How the FBI Undercounts Armed Citizen Responders to Mass Killers, and Media Play Along,” Real Clear Investigations, August 10, 2022 (https://www.realclearinvestigations.com/articles/2022/08/10/how_the_fbi_undercounts_armed_citizen_responders_to_mass_killers_-_and_media_play_along_847128.html).] 



-- Sarasota County, Florida, Sheriff Kurt Hoffman








As Sheriff Hoffman notes, uniformed police have a very difficult job stopping mass public shootings. Attackers have real tactical advantages. Suppose you have an officer in uniform guarding a school or another target. In that case, these murderers can either wait for the police to leave the area before attacking, move to another target, or kill the officer since they know that he is the only one who is armed. The benefit of concealed carry is that the attackers won't know who is a threat to them. This makes the officer's job safer because, when the attacker goes after the officer, he will have to worry that someone nearby might be able to stop his attack.





Unfortunately, gun-free zones ensure that only the mass murderers will have guns. Take the recent mass murder at the Covenant School in Nashville in March, 2023. Violating gun-free school zones in Tennessee means up to a six-year prison term.[footnoteRef:69] While that is a severe penalty for law-abiding citizens, an additional six years for a mass murderer is irrelevant. Even if the murderer had survived, they would already be facing six life sentences or the death penalty. An additional six years on top of six life sentences represents no additional marginal deterrence. [69:  Tennessee 39-17-1309 Carrying Weapons on School Property (https://law.justia.com/codes/tennessee/2021/title-39/chapter-17/part-13/section-39-17-1309/).] 






PoliceOne, the largest private organization of police with 450,000 members, surveyed more than 14,000 police professionals across ranks and department sizes in 2013 and found that 91% percent of the members support liberally issued concealed handgun permits.[footnoteRef:70] Over 86% of officers believe that allowing legally-armed citizens with concealed handgun permits to carry guns in gun-free zones will either reduce or completely avoid casualties involving innocent people.  [70:  PoliceOne, “Gun Policy & Law Enforcement: Survey Results,” Police1.com, April 8, 2013 (https://media.cdn.lexipol.com/p1_gunsurveysummary_2013.pdf).] 






These are first responders who are on the scene of tragedies every day.





Concealed carry permit holders are remarkably law-abiding. In the 19 states with comprehensive data, the average revocation rate for any reason is about one-tenth of 1%.[footnoteRef:71] Permit holders are convicted of firearms-related violations at one-twelfth the rate of police officers.[footnoteRef:72] [71:  John R. Lott, Jr., “Concealed Carry Permit Holders Across the United States: 2022,” SSRN, November 17, 2022 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4279137).]  [72:  Ibid.] 






The two groups that benefit the most from carrying guns are the likeliest victims of crime — poor blacks who live in high-crime, urban areas and people who are physically weaker such as women or the elderly.[footnoteRef:73] [73:  John R. Lott, Jr., More Guns, Less Crime, University of Chicago Press, 3rd edition, 2010, pp. 181-4.] 






If you still aren’t convinced, just read the manifestos and diaries from mass public shooters about why they picked the targets that they do.





The Nashville school shooter’s manifesto has yet to be released, but Nashville Police Chief John Drake has seen it. “There was another location that was mentioned, but because of a threat assessment by the suspect of too much security, they decided not to,” said Drake.[footnoteRef:74] Unfortunately, no one at The Covenant School had a gun to fight back with. [74:  Lydia Fielder and Tony Garcia, “Nashville school shooter purchased 7 guns, planned attack on multiple locations, police say,” WSMV, March 27, 2023.] 






These murderers count on gun-free zones to ensure they will be the only armed person present. Last year, the Tops Friendly Markets shooter in Buffalo wrote in his manifesto: “Areas where CCW permits are outlawed or prohibited may be good areas of attack.”[footnoteRef:75] [75:  Crime Prevention Research Center, "New York Mass Public Shooter Explicitly targeted: “areas where CCW are outlawed or prohibited may be good areas of attack” “areas with strict gun laws are also great places of attack,” Another Socialist/Environmentalist," Crime Prevention Research Center, May 14, 2022 (https://crimeresearch.org/2022/05/new-york-mass-public-shooter-explicitly-targeted-areas-where-ccw-are-outlawed-or-prohibited-may-be-good-areas-of-attack-areas-with-strict-gun-laws-are-also-great-places-of-attack/).] 






We have seen that in many other attacks in 2023 such as at an Old National Bank in Louisville, Kentucky, an outlet mall in Allen, Texas, and at a hospital in Atlanta.[footnoteRef:76]  [76:  CPRC, “Old National Bank Shooting in Louisville was in yet ANOTHER Gun-free Zone, the murderer was another left-winger,” Crime Prevention Research Center, April 11, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/04/old-national-bank-shooting-in-louisville-was-in-yet-another-gun-free-zone/). CPRC, “UPDATE: Texas Mall Shooting in yet ANOTHER Gun-free Zone, though not all parts of the mall might have been properly posted,” Crime Prevention Research Center, May 6, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/05/texas-mall-shooting-in-yet-another-gun-free-zone/). CPRC, “Active shooter attack in Atlanta Hospital occurred in yet another Gun-free Zone,” Crime Prevention Research Center, May 3, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/05/active-shooter-attack-in-atlanta-hospital-occurred-in-yet-another-gun-free-zone/).] 






Police are important. But if we are going to be serious about protecting vulnerable people, we have to let them protect themselves.





3. How the U.S. Compares to other Countries in terms of Mass Public Shootings.





A. How the United States compares to the rest of the World


Using the definition of mass public shootings of four or more people murdered in a public place and not part of some other type of crime, showed 2,834 attacks from 1998 to 2017.[footnoteRef:77] Of those, 62 occurred in the United States and 2,772 happened in the rest of the world. While the U.S. had about 4.6 percent of the world's population during this period, it had just 2.19 percent of the mass public shootings.  [77:  John R. Lott, Jr., “Comparing the Global Rate of Mass Public Shootings to the U.S.’s Rate and Comparing Their Changes Over Time,” SSRN, September 27, 2022 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3671740).
A list of these attack is provided in Appendices 1 and 2 available here (https://crimeresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/Appendix-1-US-Cases.pdf and https://crimeresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/Appendix-2-US-Cases.pdf).] 



Just as we compare crime rates across the United States by adjusting for different state populations, we report the population-adjusted rates across countries. It makes no more sense to compare the raw number of murders in Wyoming with the number in California than it does to compare raw numbers in the United States and India, a country with more than four times the U.S. population.


Worldwide mass public shooting murders totaled 31,550 people from 1998 to 2017, and the U.S. accounted for 557 (1.8%) of these. This is far below the U.S.’s 4.2% share of the world’s population.


Per capita, mass public shootings occurred in the U.S. with 53.4 percent less frequency and resulted in 32.1 percent fewer casualties. Among 79 countries, no incidents are identified. But for many countries, that might simply be because we missed cases.


The per capita attack and death rates were calculated for 101 countries where we identified mass public shootings.[footnoteRef:78] The U.S. ranks 66th in attack rate and 56th in murder rate. France's rate was 48.9 percent higher than the U.S.’s, and Pakistan's was 470% higher. [78:  Ibid.] 
















Even with all of the cases identified as “Insurgency/Guerilla Action” removed from the sample, Afghanistan and Iraq still top the lists for the most attacks and deaths per capita. If we had data for the Solomon Islands over all 18 years, it may well place first.





While we relied on GTD for classifying whether cases for Afghanistan and Iraq involved insurgency, removing non-insurgency cases for those two countries doesn't appreciably alter our results. Removing all those cases reduces the number of attacks outside the United States from 2,772 to 2,125, and would raise the U.S. share of attacks from 2.19 to 2.83 percent. The share of murders rises from 1.77 to about 2.13 percent. Both rates are still well below the U.S. share of the world population.





Breaking down the cases by geographic regions, we find that the United States ranks roughly in the middle in number of mass public shootings (Figures 8A-C). We use the sixteen geographic regions provided by the Population Reference Bureau. Not surprisingly, Western Asia ranks high since it is largely comprised of Middle Eastern countries such as Iraq, which has per capita rates of attacks and deaths that are respectively 865 and 915 percent higher than those of the United States. Africa (both Northern and sub-Saharan) also has dramatically higher rates than the U.S. While attacks occur more frequently in Northern Africa, they are more deadly in sub-Saharan Africa (the average number of people killed per attack is 15.01 in sub-Saharan Africa and 11.91 in Northern Africa). 





In South America, people are twice as likely to die from mass public shootings, and attacks occur 33 percent more frequently. And there is a serious lack of news coverage of crime in South and Central America. Homicide rates are so high in some areas that the local media appear to ignore most murders. Central America's average homicide rate in 2008 was 5.8 times higher than in the United States that same year. Honduras' homicide rate was 11.3 times higher, and El Salvador’s was 9.6 times higher. These high homicide countries just don’t systematically report mass public shootings or even firearm homicides in general.





In Venezuela, not only was the official homicide rate 9.6 times higher than the U.S. rate, but the government has gone to great lengths to prevent the media from reporting on murders. The newspaper El Universal reported that, starting in 2009, the Venezuelan police were supposed to tell "relatives of victims who are in the morgue of Caracas (Venezuela), not to make statements to the press in exchange for expediting the procedures to recover the bodies."[footnoteRef:79] [79:  “Venezuela favorece a los familiares de fallecidos que no informan a la prensa.” El Mundo, August 22, 2010 (http://www.elmundo.es/america/2010/08/22/venezuela/1282502008.html).] 






There is evidence of this also happening in China. We have found three large-scale mass public shootings in China in years outside of the 1998 to 2017 period: 1994, 28 killed; 1981, 21 killed; and 1979, 16 killed.[footnoteRef:80] We know of no other country that exhibited only such large mass public shootings, and none with between 4 and 15 fatalities. Victor Mair, a University of Pennsylvania professor who specializes in China, told us:   [80:  Beijing and Jianguomen, China, September 9, 1994; Fudong, China, February 17, 1981 (http://news.sina.com.cn/s/2009-09-08/070216258800s.shtml); and Qingyang, China, September 24 & 25, 1979. (http://www.360doc.com/content/16/1214/11/29240584_614574394.shtml).] 






I'm almost certain that they had mass public shootings of all sizes up to the three big ones, but such things just don't get recorded in the media. . . . The Chinese government is very good about hiding the news. Of course, it's easier to hide the news for smaller incidents, but much harder for larger incidents, because more people would have noticed them.[footnoteRef:81] [81:  Email correspondence on May 1, 2018. Victor Mair contacted other academics who made similar statements.] 






As an example, Mair claims that friends of his in China have been “forbidden to talk about” a recent knife attack on school children.[footnoteRef:82] [82:  In an email from Victor Mair dated June 30, 2018.] 






As previously noted, the Solomon Islands only provided information for 5 of the 15 years we examined. Even if there were no other missing cases in the rest of Oceania, missing cases from the Solomon Islands could greatly affect our overall estimate for this part of the world. All these points provide yet more indications that the United States has a smaller share of mass public shootings than our results show. 





Probably of particular interest to people are comparisons between Europe and the United States. There are huge differences in mass public shooting rates across Northern, Western, Eastern, and Southern Europe. While the attack rate in Northern Europe is only 25 percent of the rate in the U.S., 20.4 people were killed per attack in Northern Europe versus 9.0 in the U.S. 
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Figure 8A: Mass Public Shooting Murder Rate by Geographic Region (per 100,000 people)
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Figure 8B: Mass Public Shooting Wounding Rate by Geographic Region (per 100,000 people)
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Figure 8C: Mass Public Shooting Attacks by Geographic Region (per 1 million people)





Figure 9 shows that attacks in the United States are relatively less deadly than in most of the rest of the world. There are lots of possible explanations for this. One is that better medical care means that fewer wounded people end up dying. 
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Figure 9: How Deadly are Mass Public Shootings in Different Parts of the World: Number of People Killed per attack





Figures 10A-B show that while Americans are understandably concerned with the increased frequency and severity of mass public shootings, the rest of the world has experienced a much larger increase in their per capita rates than the United States has. For the U.S., we use attacks from the beginning of 1998 through 2018. For the rest of the world, we use our data from 1998 through 2017. The rate of growth for the frequency of mass public shootings in the rest of the world is 291 percent faster than for the U.S.[footnoteRef:83] The growth rate for murders is 106 percent faster.[footnoteRef:84]  [83:  This is from simple regressions that compare the trend lines for the frequency of mass public shootings in the rest of the world and the United States. T-statistics are shown in parentheses. 

Frequency in the Rest of the World = 0.001299 (3.72) Year – 2.5872 (3.69) 
F-statistic = 13.84 adjusted-R2= 0.4034 

Frequency in the United States = 0.0003325 (2.09) Year – 0.6571662 (2.06) 
F-statistic = 4.37 adjusted-R2= 0.1442]  [84:  This is from simple regressions that compare the trend lines for the murder rate from mass public shootings in the rest of the world and the United States. T-statistics are shown in parentheses. 

Murder Rate in the Rest of the World = 0.0148722 (2.72) Year -29.6211 (2.70) 
F-statistic = 7.42 adjusted-R2= 0. 2525

Murder Rate in the United States = 0.0072325 (3.15) Year -14.42856 (3.13) 
F-statistic = 9.95 adjusted-R2= 0.3091] 






The rate of attacks in the rest of the world started rising in 2012, but became particularly noticeable in 2013, 2014, and 2015. While the per capita rate of mass public shootings in 2012 was 0.025 per million people, up from the previous high of 0.021 in 2001, it peaked at 0.056 in 2014. By contrast, the U.S. reached its peak in the rate of these attacks in 2012.





The five countries with the largest percentage increases in the yearly rate between 1998 and 2012 versus 2013 and 2017 were the Central African Republic, Cameroon, Tunisia, France and Ukraine. The United States ranked 29th, well behind countries such as Belgium (16th) and Switzerland (18th). 





While news coverage of mass public shootings might miss many attacks during the beginning of this period, the quality of coverage seems to have done not sure what you meant to say at the end of this sentence.  





It seems unlikely that the large growth in mass public shootings in the rest of the world starting in 2012 could be explained by better news coverage.





But before one concludes that there has really been a worldwide increase in mass public shootings, bear in mind that at least some of this increase is due to the greater difficulty in finding older cases. In Africa and other parts of the world, finding news coverage of attacks prior to 2000 is an extremely difficult task. 





Better news coverage in later years might not only explain the increase in recorded attacks but also why the number of people killed per attack appears to be falling over time. Cases with fewer victims might be getting coverage, and that will reduce the average killed per attack.
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Figure 10A: Frequency of Mass Public Shootings by Year in the Rest of the World and the United States per million people (1998 to 2018 for the US and 1998 to 2017 for the Rest of the World)
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Figure 10B: Rate of Murders from Mass Public Shootings by Year in the Rest of the World and the United States per million people (1998 to 2018 for the US and 1998 to 2017 for the Rest of the World)





Adam Lankford describes terrorist attacks and other mass public shootings as “functionally similar.”[footnoteRef:85] And surely there are many mass public shootings in the United States that could be classified as terrorist attacks such as Sulejman Talovic (Salt Lake City, Utah, 2007), Nidal Malik Hasan (Fort Hood, Texas, 2009), Syed Rizwan Farook and Tashfeen Malik (San Bernardino, California, 2015),  Mohammod Youssuf Abdulazeez (Chattanooga, Tennessee, 2015), Omar Mateen (Orlando, Florida, 2016), and Ahmad Al Aliwi Alissa (Boulder, Colorado, 2021). But even if one were to exclude all foreign terrorist attacks on top of all the insurgency ones and not exclude similar attacks in the United States, the US would account for less than 2 percent of the world’s mass public shooters.[footnoteRef:86]  [85:  Adam Lankford, “Public Mass Shooters and Firearms: A Cross-National Study of 171 Countries,” Violence and Victims, January 2016: 188 (https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26822013/).]  [86:  John R. Lott, Jr.1 and Carlisle E. Moody, "Brought Into the Open: How the U.S. Compares to Other Countries in the Rate of Public Mass Shooters," Econ Journal Watch, March 2020 (https://econjwatch.org/File+download/1146/LottMoodyMar2020.pdf?mimetype=pdf).] 






B. Gun ownership and Mass Public Shootings





The Small Arms Survey is the most commonly cited source for data on gun ownership rates. It indicates that the United States has by far the highest level of gun ownership in the world, with 88.8 guns per 100 people.[footnoteRef:87]  [87:  Small Arms Survey, “The largest civilian firearms arsenals for 178 countries,” Cambridge University Press, 2007 (https://www.smallarmssurvey.org/sites/default/files/resources/Small-Arms-Survey-2007-Chapter-02-annexe-4-EN.pdf).] 






Israel and Switzerland issue guns to civilians, but this isn't normally counted because the government technically owns the guns. In Switzerland, all able-bodied Swiss males between the age of 18 and 34 kept their military weapons in their homes.[footnoteRef:88] After age 34, they could apply for permission to continue to keep their military weapons and the majority opts to do so.[footnoteRef:89] Only at age 65 are the Swiss given the option of purchasing these guns for their own private ownership. [88:  Emma Jane Kirby, “Switzerland guns: Living with firearms the Swiss way,” BBC News, February 11, 2013 (https://www.bbc.com/news/magazine-21379912).]  [89:  Catherine Bolsover, “Swiss vote to keep their guns at home,” DW.com, February 13, 2011 (https://www.dw.com/en/swiss-vote-to-keep-their-guns-at-home/a-14840041).] 






Registration numbers fall far short of the true ownership numbers. When Canada tried in the late 1990s to register its estimated 15 million to 20 million long guns, about 7 million were actually registered.[footnoteRef:90]  In the 1970s, Germany registered 3.2 million of the country’s estimated 17 million guns.[footnoteRef:91]  In the 1980s, England registered only about 50,000 of the estimated 300,000 pump-action and semi-automatic shotguns in the country.[footnoteRef:92] [90:  Daniel Fisher, “Canada Tried Registering Long Guns -- And Gave Up,” Forbes, January 22, 2013 (https://www.forbes.com/sites/danielfisher/2013/01/22/canada-tried-registering-long-guns-and-gave-up/#6e1b331c5a1b). See also this list of estimates on the number of long guns in Canada before the registration by the Law-abiding Unregistered Firearms Association, January 20, 2013 (https://archive.is/20130120204109/http://www.lufa.ca/quickfacts.asp).]  [91:  Ibid.]  [92:  Ibid.] 






A much better measure of gun ownership would be the percentage of the population owning guns, and not the number of guns per 100 people, as used by the Small Arms Survey. In addition, presumably, the issue is whether people have access to guns, not the number of guns greater than one that an individual has access to. 


The Small Arms Survey is regularly used by academics and the news media (for a brief survey of academics using it see Kleck [2020]).[footnoteRef:93],[footnoteRef:94] Yet, there are severe problems with it. The Survey doesn’t provide sources for 180 of their countries and sources for the countries that do provide can be over a decade old and are “adjusted” in unspecified ways. [93:  Gary S. Kleck, “The Small Arms Survey Methods for Estimating National Civilian Firearm Totals: An Assessment,” SSRN, June 16, 2020 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3607181) ]  [94:  “What Explains U. S. Mass Shootings? International Comparisons Suggest an Answer,” New York Times, November 8, 2017 and “What’s Going On in This Graph?” New York Times, March 13, 2018.] 






We combine the small arms survey estimate of gun ownership with the estimates of both the frequency and severity of mass public shootings.





Figures 11A-C show that the more guns owned in a country, the lower the frequency and severity of mass public shootings. Figure 11C illustrates that even removing the extreme cases of the Central African Republic and Iraq continues to show the same relationship. More sophisticated regression results demonstrate that higher rates of gun ownership are not associated with more mass public shootings or mass public shooters (Lott, 2018).
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Figure 11A: Number of Attacks per 100,000 People











[image: Picture 28]


Figure 11B: Number of People Killed per 100,000 People
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Figure 11C: Number of People Killed per 100,000 People excluding the Central African Republic and Iraq








4. Australia’s 1996-97 Gun Buyback





Gun control advocates often point to Australia, where gun sales were banned and the government purchased existing weapons.[footnoteRef:95] And they argue that the United States should follow the same policy.[footnoteRef:96] [95:  Philip Elliott, “'No More Guns. Gone': Why Gabby Giffords Isn't Giving Up,” Time, April 26, 2023 (https://time.com/6274979/gabby-giffords-gun-control/).]  [96:  Ibid.] 






But Australia didn’t completely ban guns. The buyback in 1996 and 1997 resulted in almost 1 million guns being turned in and destroyed (about 29% of all guns), but private gun ownership subsequently steadily increased. By 2010, gun ownership exceeded pre-buyback levels. In fact, since 1997, gun ownership in Australia grew over three times faster than the population (from 2.5 million guns in 1997 to 5.8 million in 2015).[footnoteRef:97]  [97:  The 2.5 million is on p. 5 and the 5.8 million number for 2015 is on p. 63. CRIMTRAC, “Annual Report 2015-16,” Australian Criminal Intelligence Commission, 2016 (https://web.archive.org/web/20180418055523/https:/www.acic.gov.au/sites/g/files/net1491/f/2016/10/crimtrac_ar_2015-16_final_071016.pdf?v=1476249461).] 
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Figure 12: Australian Homicides (Firearm and non-Firearm from 1980 to 2014)
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Figure 13: Australian Suicides (Firearm and non-Firearm from 1980 to 2014)
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Figure 14: Australian Robbery Rate Before and After 1996-97 Gun Buyback





Gun control advocates should have predicted a sudden drop in firearm homicides and suicides after the buyback, followed by an increase as gun ownership rose again. But that didn’t happen.


 


Besides, we shouldn’t just look at before-and-after averages of gun deaths in Australia. Firearm homicides and suicides had been falling for 15 years before the buyback.


 


So, the question should be whether the rate of decline changed after the gun buyback law went into effect. But the decline in firearm homicides and suicides actually slowed down after the buyback. 


 


The armed robbery rate soared right after the gun buyback, then gradually declined as gun ownership increased. The opposite of what gun control advocates predicted.


 


Gun control advocates like to note that there has been no mass public shooting in Australia since the buyback. But there are lots of countries with even stricter gun control regulations that had very different experiences. Statistics shouldn’t involve simply picking out a country that happens to show what one wants it to show. There are dozens of countries with even stricter gun control laws than Australia, but with mass public shooting rates are at least as high as those of the United States.[footnoteRef:98] Examples include European countries such as Finland, France, Norway, and Russia. [98:  John R. Lott, “Comparing the Global Rate of Mass Public Shootings to the U.S.’s Rate and Comparing Their Changes Over Time,” Available at SSRN 3671740, September 28, 2020 (https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3671740).] 









5. Did the Federal Assault Weapon Ban Accomplish Anything Useful





“When we passed the assault weapons ban, mass shootings went down. When the law expired, mass shootings tripled.” — Joe Biden, Tuesday, May 24, 2022.


Transcript of Biden’s Speech Tuesday night about the shooting at Robb Elementary School in Uvalde, Texas[footnoteRef:99] [99:  Debbie Lord, “Texas elementary school shooting: The text of Biden’s speech about the shooting,” Fox 13 Memphis, May 26, 2022 (https://www.fox13memphis.com/news/trending/texas-elementary-school-shooting-the-text-of-biden-s-speech-about-the-shooting/article_51663e36-541e-5510-98b2-efd870eb856d.html).] 






The term “assault weapon” is nonsensical. Even the Associated Press’s highly influential Stylebook, followed by the news media, recognizes that the term conveys "little meaning" and is "highly politicized."[footnoteRef:100] [100:  APStylebook, “The Stylebook's weapons entry offers guidance on terms including semi-automatic rifle, assault rifle, assault weapon, military-style rifle and modern sporting rifle,” Tweet, July 13, 2022, 12:58 PM (https://twitter.com/APStylebook/status/1547309549488640000).] 



 


Politicians will obviously continue calling AR-15s “assault weapons” and “weapons of war.”[footnoteRef:101] And many seem to think that "A.R." stands for assault rifle, when in fact it stands for ArmaLite rifle, named after the company that developed the gun in the 1950s. But at least some media outlets are finally recognizing that "A.R.- or AK-style rifles designed for the civilian market" are fundamentally different from military weapons. [101:  President Joe Biden, “Remarks by President Biden at an Event Commemorating the Passage of the Safer Communities Act,” The White House, July 22, 2022 (https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-remarks/2022/07/11/remarks-by-president-biden-at-an-event-commemorating-the-passage-of-the-safer-communities-act/).] 



 


“The preferred term for a rifle that fires one bullet each time the trigger is pulled and automatically reloads for a subsequent shot is a semi-automatic rifle,” the A.P. Stylebook explains. "An automatic rifle continuously fires rounds if the trigger is depressed until its ammunition is exhausted. Avoid assault rifle and assault weapon, which are highly politicized terms that generally refer to A.R.- or AK-style rifles designed for the civilian market, but convey little meaning about the actual functions of the weapon."


 


The AR-15 and AK-47 are frequently called “military-style weapons.” But the key word is “style” – they are similar to military guns in their cosmetics rather than in how they operate. The guns are almost never the fully automatic machine guns used by the military, but rather semi-automatic versions of those guns.


 


The civilian AR-15 uses essentially the same bullets as small game-hunting rifles. It also fires at the same rapidity (one bullet per pull of the trigger), and does the same damage. Military weapons have machine gun modes whereby they will keep firing as long as you press the trigger. The civilian version of the AK-47 is similar to the AR-15, though it fires a much larger bullet – .30 inches in diameter, as opposed to .223-inch rounds. Still, as the Associated Press makes clear, no military in the world would use the civilian versions of either of these guns.


 


The uninformed may still ask, “Why do people need an AR-15 to kill deer?” “What, do you think… deer are wearing Kevlar vests?” Biden has joked.[footnoteRef:102] The answer is simple: It is a hunting rifle. It just looks like a military weapon. [102:  Celine Castronuovo, “Photoshopped deer in Kevlar vests circulate after Biden gun control comment,” The Hill, April 29, 2021 (https://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/550904-people-sharing-photoshopped-images-of-deer-in-kevlar-vests/).] 



 


The rounds used by the AR-15 are smaller than those usually used to hunt deer. Many states prohibit using .223-inch bullets because the animal will often suffer from its wounds rather than experiencing a quick death.


 


But hunting isn’t the important issue here. Semi-automatic weapons are needed to protect people and save lives. Single-shot rifles take time to reload and may not do people much good. The first shot may miss, or there may be multiple attackers. Of course, Biden has frequently talked about banning all semi-automatic guns.[footnoteRef:103] [103:  John R. Lott, Jr and Thomas Massie, “Biden's Rhetoric on Guns is Far From 'Reasonable',” Newsweek, February 14, 2022 (https://www.newsweek.com/bidens-rhetoric-guns-far-reasonable-opinion-1678088).] 
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Figure 15: Incidents Before, During, and After the Federal Assault Weapons Ban (CPRC Mass Public Shooting Dataset)





[image: Picture 12]


Figure 16: Percent of Mass Shootings with Assault Weapons (CPRC Mass Public Shooting Dataset)








So, what impact did the assault weapon ban have on mass public shootings? Given that there are functionally identical guns that were not banned, it is hard to expect that the ban would have a significant impact. Despite Biden's claim quoted at the beginning of this section, there was no drop in the number of attacks with assault weapons during the 1994 to 2004 ban.[footnoteRef:104] There was an increase after the ban sunset, but the change is not statistically significant.  [104:  The data is available here (https://tinyurl.com/yc4xehm4).] 






If Biden’s claim were correct, we should see a drop in the percentage of attacks with assault weapons during the federal ban period and then an increase in the post-ban period. but the exact opposite happened. 


 


The Mother Jones set of data on mass public shootings uses the traditional FBI definition of four or more people murdered. There is virtually no change in the number of attacks with assault weapons, though the number of attacks with any type of weapon does increase. that is because when the assault weapon ban sunset, there was a huge increase in the number of attacks not using an assault weapon. 





It would be interesting for gun control advocates to explain why eliminating the assault weapon ban did not affect the number of attacks with assault weapons but increased attacks that used other types of weapons.
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Figure 17: Changes in Number of Mass Public Shootings Before, During, and After the Federal Assault Weapons Ban (Using Mother Jones’ Mass Public Shooting data)


Figure 18: Percent of Mass Public Shootings with Assault Weapons (Using Mother Jones’ Mass Public Shooting data)
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Figure 19: Changes in Number of Mass Public Shooting Deaths Before, During, and After the Federal Assault Weapons Ban (Using Mother Jones’ Mass Public Shooting data)


Figure 20: Percent of Mass Public Shooting Deaths Committed with Assault Weapons (Using Mother Jones’ Mass Public Shooting data)








The graphs above look at mass shootings with six or more fatalities because that was the definition used by Louis Klarevas of Columbia University, who provided the data that Biden relies on in making his claim. Klarevas also inconsistently includes attacks that don’t take place in public places and ones that involve some other type of crime. Still, even with those changes, the share of mass public shootings involving assault weapons falls after the assault weapon ban sunset because the increase in attacks primarily involves more non-assault weapons.
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Figure 21: Changes in Number of Mass Shootings Before, During, and After the Federal Assault Weapons Ban (Using Klarevas’ Mass Shooting data)


Figure 22: Percent of Mass Shootings with Assault Weapons (Using Klarevas’ Mass Shooting data)
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Figure 23: Changes in Number of Mass Shooting Deaths Before, During, and After the Federal Assault Weapons Ban (Using Klarevas’ Mass Shooting data)


Figure 24: Percent of Mass Shooting Deaths Committed with Assault Weapons (Using Klarevas’ Mass Shooting data)








The vast majority of research on the assault weapon ban, even work paid for by the Clinton administration, was unable to find any benefits from the law, such as any reduction in any type of violent crime or mass public shootings.[footnoteRef:105] [105:  Jeffrey Roth and Christopher Koper, “IMPACT EVALUATION OF THE PUBLIC SAFETY AND RECREATIONAL FIREARMS USE PROTECTION ACT OF 1994,” The Urban Institute, March 13, 1997 (https://crimeresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/Roth-Koper-Assault-Weapons-Ban-1997.pdf). Christopher Koper, Daniel Woods, and Jeffrey Roth, “An Up- dated Assessment of the Federal Assault Weapons Ban: Impacts on Gun Markets and Gun Violence, 1994–2003,” report to the National Institute of Justice, United States Department of Justice, June 2004.] 
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Figure 25: Number of Attacks by Year (nonlinear trends) from 1998 to May 2022





6. Universal Background Checks





President Biden is attempting to implement universal background checks through the Bipartisan Safer Community Act’s (BSCA) tiny, seemingly trivial change in the language of existing law.[footnoteRef:106] Previously, the federal government classified people as “gun dealers”—requiring them to get a license—if they sold guns “with the principal objective of livelihood and profit.” Now the language reads: “predominantly earn a profit.” [106:  The text of the law is available here (https://www.congress.gov/bill/117th-congress/senate-bill/2938/text).] 






The Biden administration considers you a gun dealer if you sell a friend a gun once and then discuss the sale of a second gun to them.[footnoteRef:107] Or if you sell one gun and keep any record of what you bought and sold it for. Or if you rent a space at a gun show, even if you aren’t selling guns (and anyone who has been to a gun show knows most tables at shows don’t sell guns). The list goes on, and the new regulations will cover virtually all gun sales and force all purchasers to go through a background check and let the administration complete its national gun registry. [107:  The White House, “FACT SHEET: Biden-Harris Administration Takes Another Life-Saving Step to Keep Guns Out of Dangerous Hands,” The White House Briefing Room, August 31, 2023 (https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/08/31/fact-sheet-biden-harris-administration-takes-another-life-saving-step-to-keep-guns-out-of-dangerous-hands/#:~:text=Specifically%2C%20the%20proposed%20rule%2C%20if,if%20they%20meet%20certain%20conditions.).] 






At the same time that Biden is redefining everyone as a firearms dealer, his zero-tolerance policy for paperwork typos is putting thousands of dealers out of business.[footnoteRef:108] [108:  Kevin Stocklin, “IN-DEPTH: ATF ‘Zero Tolerance’ Forces Nearly 2,000 Gun Vendors to Close, Says Lawsuit,” The Epoch Times, July 25, 2023 (https://www.theepochtimes.com/us/in-depth-atf-zero-tolerance-forces-nearly-2000-gun-vendors-to-close-says-lawsuit-5420217?utm_source=newsnoe&src_src=newsnoe&utm_campaign=breaking-2023-07-25-2&src_cmp=breaking-2023-07-25-2&utm_medium=email&est=XwAGVKtrsJp3QeaPcc3U43I80Qu%2BavDngnu0YQzJzX6pZR3cKH6rQa7B6M8h3XihNaA%3D).] 






For example, Tom Harris of the Sporting Arms Co. in Lewisville, Texas, a disabled father of five, made a couple of small paperwork mistakes fifteen and sixteen years ago.[footnoteRef:109] The BATF under President Barack Obama cleared Harris, who has made no mistakes since then. But now the Biden administration is reopening closed cases like his, and Harris has had to create a crowdfunding page to try to cover his legal costs. [109:  CPRC, “Who are the FFLs that the Biden Administration is Putting out of Business?” Crime Prevention Research Center, August 18, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/08/who-are-the-ffls-that-the-biden-administration-is-putting-out-of-business/).] 






When Biden announced his zero-tolerance policy, he sold it this way: “If you willfully sell a gun to someone who is prohibited from possessing it, if you willfully fail to run a background check, if you willfully falsify a record, if you willfully fail to cooperate with the tracing requests or inspections, my message to you is this: We’ll find you, and we will seek your license to sell guns.”[footnoteRef:110] Harris and others are not making willful errors, but the government is coming for their licenses anyway. [110:  President Joe Biden, “Remarks by President Biden and Attorney General Garland on Gun Crime Prevention Strategy,” The White House, June 23, 2021 (https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-remarks/2021/06/23/remarks-by-president-biden-and-attorney-general-garland-on-gun-crime-prevention-strategy/).] 






The Biden administration sells the need for universal background checks and a gun registry as crucial to solving crime. The new BATF rules mention tracing guns used in crimes several times. In theory, if a criminal leaves a gun at a crime scene, police would be able to trace the gun back to him. But outside of television crime shows, that isn’t how things work.





Registration is useful for one purpose: confiscating guns. Australia, Canada, and the U.K. aren’t the only places where registration is used to ban and confiscate guns. California, Chicago, and Washington, D.C. also used registration to know who legally owned certain types of guns before banning them, and Biden continues to call for a ban on all semi-automatic guns.[footnoteRef:111] [111:  CPRC, “Biden Keeps Calling for Bans on Semi-automatic Guns,” Crime Prevention Research, June 16, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/06/biden-keeps-calling-for-bans-on-semi-automatic-guns/).] 






Gun control advocates erroneously claim that background checks have stopped 4 million dangerous or prohibited people from buying guns. About 99 percent of denials are false positives, and errors overwhelmingly discriminate against law-abiding black and Hispanic men.[footnoteRef:112] [112:  John R. Lott, Jr., “The School That Wasn’t There: I drove 950 miles to give a commencement address. It was an elaborate hoax by a gun-control organization,” Wall Street Journal, June 29, 2021 (https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-school-that-wasnt-there-11624981903?st=92qezciiqzos6sq&reflink=article_email_share).] 









7. Red Flag Laws  





If you are worried that someone is suicidal, just taking away their guns isn’t a serious solution. There are so many other ways that people can commit suicide. But gun control advocates of “red flag” laws want you to believe that simply taking away someone’s legally owned guns ends the risk of suicide.





Red flag laws are usually invoked for suicide prevention, but even in those rare cases where there are threats to others, there are many other ways for people to do harm. Violent individuals have driven cars through parades and crowded sidewalks, for example, to accomplish the same goal.





The Washington Post reported that between May and June 2020, there were at least 18 cases of vehicles being deliberately rammed into people.[footnoteRef:113] In November 2022, Florida police narrowly averted a “mass casualty” event at a 5K Thanksgiving Day run by stopping a woman before she could drive her Range Rover through the crowd at 60 mph.[footnoteRef:114] The truck attack in Nice, France, on July 14, 2016, claimed 86 people — two dozen more than the worst mass public shooting in American history.[footnoteRef:115] Only the 2015 shooting at a theater in Paris has claimed more lives. [113:  Annabelle Timsit, “SUV crash into Wisconsin Christmas parade is latest among deadly car-ramming incidents,” The Washington Post, November 22, 2021 (https://www.washingtonpost.com/nation/2021/11/22/vehicle-ramming-attacks/).]  [114:  Adam Sabes, “Florida police prevent 'mass casualty' event after stopping woman from driving car through 5K route,” Fox News, November 25, 2022 (https://www.foxnews.com/us/florida-police-prevent-mass-casualty-event-after-stopping-woman-driving-car-5k-route).]  [115:  Counter Extremism Project, “Vehicles as Weapons of Terror,” CounterExtremism.com
(https://www.counterextremism.com/vehicles-as-weapons-of-terror).] 






Under red flag laws, a judge acts on a mere written complaint. He doesn’t talk to the person making the complaint or the person it is made against.





Under state red flag laws, a hearing will occur within 30 days after one’s guns are taken away. But many defendants can’t afford to hire a lawyer. Even if they can, they are likely to decide that keeping their guns isn’t worth the $10,000 that many attorneys will charge. 





All 50 states already have involuntary commitment laws in place in. If you worry that someone is dangerous, you can tell the police about your concerns. If the police agree there is a "reasonable" chance that the person is a danger to themselves or others, mental health experts evaluate the individual. If the experts agree, an emergency court hearing occurs before a judge's decision. If a person can't afford a lawyer, one is provided, and judges have a broad range of less extreme options, such as outpatient mental health care or suspending a person's driver's license. Gun confiscation is also an option, but only after the process is followed.








8. Children and Guns: Guns Are Not the Leading Cause of Children’s Deaths
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[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Figure 26: Comparing Total Vehicle Deaths to Total Firearm Deaths for Those Under Age 18 (Homicide or Murder, Unintentional, and Suicide)





A favorite talking point by gun control advocates is that guns are the leading cause of death of children. “The number one cause of death of the children in America is gun violence,” Vice President Kamala Harris claimed on June 2.[footnoteRef:116] Later, the White House tweeted, “Guns are the #1 KILLER of CHILDREN.”[footnoteRef:117] President Biden has made the same claim multiple times this year.[footnoteRef:118] [116:  Vice President Harris, “Remarks by Vice President Harris at Gun Violence Awareness Day Event,” White House Briefing Room, June 2, 2023 (https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/speeches-remarks/2023/06/02/remarks-by-vice-president-harris-at-gun-violence-awareness-day-event/).]  [117:  CPRC, “Looking at the false claim that firearms are the leading cause of death for children or teens,” Crime Prevention Research Center, May 25, 2023 (https://crimeresearch.org/2023/05/looking-at-the-false-claim-that-firearms-are-the-leading-cause-of-deaths-for-children-or-teens/).]  [118:  President Joe Biden, “Statement from President Joe Biden on Last Night’s Gun Violence,” White House Briefing Room, April 16, 2023 (https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/04/16/statement-from-president-joe-biden-on-last-nights-gun-violence/).] 






The Washington Post repeated this claim, running the headline: “Why guns are America’s number one killer of children.”[footnoteRef:119] Similarly, an NPR headline declared: “Firearms overtook auto accidents as the leading cause of death in children.”[footnoteRef:120] even the BBC got in on the act with the sensational title: “Gun deaths were the leading killer of U.S. children in 2020.”[footnoteRef:121] Fact-checkers from Newsweek to Snopes also push these claims.[footnoteRef:122] [119:  Philip Bump, “Why guns are America’s number one killer of children,” The Washington Post, March 27, 2023 (https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2023/03/27/nashville-school-shooting-children-guns/).]  [120:  Dustin Jones, “Firearms overtook auto accidents as the leading cause of death in children,” National Public Radio, April 22, 2022 (https://www.npr.org/2022/04/22/1094364930/firearms-leading-cause-of-death-in-children).]  [121:  Staff, “Gun deaths were the leading killer of US children in 2020,” BBC, April 22, 2022 (https://www.bbc.com/news/world-us-canada-61192975).]  [122:  Tom Norton, “Fact Check: Joe Biden Says Guns Are Biggest Killer of American Children,” Newsweek, July 13, 2022 (https://www.newsweek.com/fact-check-joe-biden-says-guns-are-biggest-killer-american-children-1723964).
Nur Ibrahim, “Are Guns the Leading Cause of Death for Children in the US?” Snopes, March 29, 2023 (https://www.snopes.com/news/2023/03/29/guns-leading-deaths-children-us/).] 






Even if we consider anyone under 18 to be a child, vehicle deaths are still slightly greater than those from firearms. Adding homicides, unintentional deaths, and suicides together shows 2,443 total deaths from vehicles and 2,218 from firearms. In 2021, there were again 2,668 vehicle and 2,519 firearm deaths. When we exclude justifiable homicides that are committed in self-defense by civilians and police, the firearm deaths fall by at least several hundred. In 2019 and 2020, more minors also died from suffocation.[footnoteRef:123] [123:  National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, “Injury Counts and Rates,” Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (https://wisqars.cdc.gov/reports/).] 






Homicides for all ages have been on the upswing across the country since 2020. Democrats blame this increase on guns while ignoring police budget cuts, refusal to prosecute violent criminals, bail reform, and mass release of many young, healthy inmates during the pandemic.





But the claims of gun deaths for children are only possible if we define children to be anyone under 20 years of age. And that depends which data source we use, with the FBI showing lower tallies than the CDC.
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Figure 27: Comparing Total Vehicle Deaths to Total Firearm Deaths for Those Under Age 20 (Homicide or Murder, Unintentional, and Suicide)





About a third of the firearm deaths among under-20s involve homicide of 18 and 19 years old. Approximately 20% involve homicides of 15, 16, and 17-year-olds. These deaths are largely gang-related, and banning guns is hardly going to stop such violence.





Gun suicides have been on the rise, but suicide is a societal ill that cannot be attributed to gun ownership. If gun bans are enacted, people can resort to another method of suicide such as hanging, walking in front of a train, jumping from a height, using explosives, or taking cyanide.[footnoteRef:124] Indeed, while gun bans are associated with drops in firearm suicides, they are not associated with any change in total suicides. [124:  LAH, “Most lethal methods of suicide,” LostAllHope.com (https://lostallhope.com/suicide-methods/statistics-most-lethal-methods).] 






According to FBI data, firearm suicides make up about 40% of all firearm deaths. removing suicides would reduce the number of firearm deaths for those under 20 in 2020 from 3,405 to 2,112.





Banning guns might reduce firearm suicides and cases of self-defense, but it won’t reduce firearm murders. Indeed, a ban on guns, even a handgun ban such as the ones we’ve seen in Washington and Chicago, inevitably makes things much worse.[footnoteRef:125] After every gun ban, murder rates have gone up.[footnoteRef:126] [125:  John R. Lott Jr., “More Guns Less Crime: Understanding Crime and Gun Control Laws,” University of Chicago Press, 3rd edition, 2010.]  [126:  CPRC, “Updated: Murder and homicide rates before and after gun bans,” Crime Prevention Research Center, April 16, 2016 (https://crimeresearch.org/2016/04/murder-and-homicide-rates-before-and-after-gun-bans/).] 






One would think that just once, out of simple randomness, murder rates would have gone down or remained the same after a ban. But whenever crime data are available from both before and after a ban, we can see that murder rates have gone up (often by huge amounts).





Gun control advocates will say that Washington and Chicago weren’t fair tests. They will point out that criminals could still get guns in Virginia or Maryland, or in Illinois or Indiana. While that might explain why murder rates didn’t fall as promised, it doesn’t explain why murder and violent crime rates went up.





Even island nations who had no neighbors to blame have fared no better. After the U.K. banned handguns in January 1997, its homicide rate rose by 50% over the following eight years. The rate returned to earlier levels only after a 14% increase in the number of police.





Even more dramatic post-ban surges occurred in Jamaica and Ireland, with six or sevenfold increases in homicide rates.





Unfortunately, banning guns won’t reduce deaths of either adults or children. If anything, the total number of deaths will increase.
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Bio





Dr. John R. Lott, Jr. is an economist and a world-recognized expert on guns and crime.  During the Trump administration, he served as the Senior Advisor for Research and Statistics in the Office of Justice Programs and then the Office of Legal Policy in the U.S. Department of Justice. Lott has held research or teaching positions at various academic institutions including the University of Chicago, Yale University, the Wharton School of the University of Pennsylvania, Stanford University, UCLA, and Rice University, and was the chief economist at the United States Sentencing Commission during 1988-1989. He holds a Ph.D. in economics from UCLA. Nobel laureate Milton Friedman noted: “John Lott has few equals as a perceptive analyst of controversial public policy issues.”





Lott is a prolific author for both academic and popular publications. He has published over 100 articles in peer-reviewed academic journals and written ten books, including “More Guns, Less Crime,” “The Bias Against Guns,” and “Freedomnomics.” His most recent books are “Dumbing Down the Courts: How politics keeps the smartest judges off the bench” and “Gun Control Myths.”





He has been one of the most productive and cited economists in the world (from 1969 to 2000 he ranked 26th worldwide in terms of quality-adjusted total academic journal output, 4th in terms of total research output, and 86th in terms of citations). Among economics, business, and law professors his research is currently the 15th most downloaded in the world.
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PAUL M. PAZEN


CHIEF of POLICE (retired)


DENVER POLICE DEPARTMENT





Paul M. Pazen is the former Chief of Police where he spent 28 years as a member of the Denver Police Paul was appointment Chief in 2018 and retired in 2022.  During his tenure as Police Chief, Paul Pazen led the creation of Denver’s STAR Program (Support Team Assisted Response), Case Managers (Outreach Case Coordinators), expanded Co-Responder Program, as well as the Domestic Violence Prevention Program and Law Enforcement Assisted Diversion (LEAD).  Paul led the department through some of the most challenging times in the City’s history, including the global pandemic, economic downturn and unprecedented social unrest.





Chief Pazen holds a Bachelor of Science in Organizational Leadership and a Master of Arts in Emergency Management and Homeland Security. Paul is a graduate of the Federal Bureau of Investigation National Executive Institute (NEI), the Federal Bureau of Investigation National Academy (FBINA) and the Senior Management Institute for Police (SMIP) through the Police Executive Research Forum. Chief Pazen served in the United States Marine Corps and is a Veteran of the Gulf War.
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THOMAS P. HOGAN





BIOGRAPHY


Tom Hogan currently is a Visiting Assistant Professor of Law at South Texas College of Law Houston. He has served as a local prosecutor, Assistant United States Attorney for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, and as the elected District Attorney of Chester County (PA). He previously worked for a major international law firm and law firm boutiques in the areas of complex litigation and criminal defense. 


Mr. Hogan has handled cases across a broad range of subject matters, including homicide, terrorism, white collar crime, drug trafficking, political corruption, sex offenses, active shooters, cyber crime, and organized crime. He initiated best practices for prosecutors regarding officer-involved shootings, recording of interviews, identification of suspects, and disclosure of impeachment material. He worked with law enforcement on creating strategic plans to respond to active shooters, assess domestic violence offenders for lethality risks, and multiple crime-reduction programs. 


Mr. Hogan has served in various leadership capacities during his career. He was the chair of the Liberty Mid Atlantic High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area, which combines federal, state, and local law enforcement resources to combat drug trafficking across Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware. He was the chair of the Best Practices Committee for the Pennsylvania District Attorneys Association and a member of the executive board. He was a member of the executive board of the FBI’s Regional Computer Forensics Laboratory. He served as the Pennsylvania representative to the National District Attorneys Association. He frequently lectured to national and state organizations of prosecutors and law enforcement on emerging issues and strategies.


Mr. Hogan has published in both law reviews and quantitative journals, addressing such issues as officer-involved shootings, the disclosure of impeachment material, the causal effects of prosecutorial decision-making on violent crime, strategies to reduce violent crime, and oversight of local prosecutors. He received his undergraduate degree from Dartmouth College, a master’s degree from the University of Pennsylvania, his law degree from the University of Virginia School of Law, and currently is pursuing his doctoral degree from the University of Cambridge.
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WRITTEN TESTIMONY OF THOMAS P. HOGAN


To the United States Commission on Civil Rights


Hearing Scheduled for November 17, 2023





INTRODUCTION


The issue of the disparate impact of crime victimization is an important subject for the United States. It is becoming increasingly clear that crime victimization is not distributed evenly or proportionally across race and ethnicity. This trend is troubling, meriting exploration and consideration for how the federal government might play a role to address the problem. The following sections: (1) address the raw statistics for victims of homicides; (2) place the risk of death by homicide for a young male into context by comparing it with the risk to soldiers in battle; and (3) suggest how the United States Department of Justice could better protect all citizens.


	Throughout this analysis, I focus on the crime of homicide. There are two reasons for centering the analysis on homicide data. First, homicides are the high-profile crimes which the public tends to reference when assessing violent crime in the United States. Second, homicides are the singular crime which is reported in a generally accurate and consistent fashion everywhere in the United States. Police or prosecutors may re-classify a robbery as a theft, drug dealing as mere drug possession, or aggravated assaults as simple assaults.  Police or prosecutors might decide simply not to charge certain types of offenses. However, the appearance of a dead body subjected to an intentional killing in any jurisdiction usually receives sufficient notoriety and oversight by multiple agencies (law enforcement, prosecutors, coroners, etc.) that homicide data are considered the most accurate crime statistic in America. Thus, the specific question here is whether homicide victims are distributed proportionally by race and ethnicity across the population in the United States.


A. The Raw Statistics of Homicide Victimization


	The most logical place to start when considering whether there is a disparate impact of homicide victimization on different racial and ethnic groups is to interrogate the raw statistics of homicide victims compared to the population of each city. If a city is 12% Asian and 20% Hispanic, then we might expect that approximately 12% of the homicide victims in that city would be Asian and roughly 20% would be Hispanic. 


Listed below in Table A is the demographic breakdown for a sampling of cities across the United States for the year 2022, describing both the general proportion of racial and ethnic groups in each city and the proportion of homicide victims by the same categories. These cities were chosen to capture locations across the United States with differing weather, geography, wealth/poverty, diversity, politics, policing, prosecution, and other variables. 


Table A


Homicide Victims by Race (2022)


			


			


			


			General Population[footnoteRef:1] [1:  United States Census data (2022). The totals do not reach 100% because each city records some other racial or ethnic groups in minor proportions.] 



			Homicide Victims[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Data obtained from the following sources: Chicago Police Department and Chicago Sun-Times; Philadelphia Office of the Controller (only homicides by firearm); Los Angeles Police Department; Baltimore Police Department and Baltimore Sun (these data listed 101 victims of unknown race, which were removed from the calculations, but may bias the data); Jefferson County (AL) Coroner/Medical Examiner’s office (includes small number of homicides from outside of Birmingham city limits); and St. Louis Metropolitan Police Department. 
] 






			1.


			Chicago, IL


			


			





			


			


			White


			33.1%


			7.9%





			


			


			Black


			29.2%


			76.0%





			


			


			Hispanic


			28.7%


			12.4%





			


			


			Asian


			6.8%


			0.4%





			2.


			Philadelphia, PA


			


			





			


			


			White


			33.8%


			6.0%





			


			


			Black


			40.8%


			79.0%





			


			


			Hispanic


			15.4%


			13.0%





			


			


			Asian


			7.4%


			1.0%





			3.


			Los Angeles, CA


			


			





			


			


			White


			28.1%


			8.3%





			


			


			Black


			8.6%


			41.1%





			


			


			Hispanic


			48.4%


			45.8%





			


			


			Asian


			11.7%


			1.3%





			4.


			Baltimore, MD


			


			





			


			


			White


			27.3%


			4.4%





			


			


			Black


			61.6%


			93.3%





			


			


			Hispanic


			5.6%


			1.7%





			


			


			Asian


			2.5%


			0.4%





			5.


			Birmingham, AL


			


			





			


			


			White


			23.2%


			15.2%





			


			


			Black


			68.7%


			82.4%





			


			


			Hispanic


			4.4%


			2.5%





			


			


			Asian


			1.4%


			0.0%





			6.


			St. Louis, MO


			


			





			


			


			White


			44.3%


			9.5%





			


			


			Black


			44.8%


			89.0%





			


			


			Hispanic


			4.2%


			0.5%





			


			


			Asian


			3.4%


			0.0%











	When reviewing the raw statistics in Table A, it becomes apparent that homicide victimization is not evenly distributed across racial and ethnic groups in large American cities. And it would not be accurate to say that homicide victimization is concentrated among minority populations. White, Hispanic, and Asian citizens generally see homicide victimization rates at levels similar to or lower than each group is represented in the general population. Instead, the data are consistent that Black citizens are heavily overrepresented as homicide victims in America, when compared to their representation in the overall population of each city. 


	The level of overrepresentation for Black homicide victims varies by city and requires some thought. At first glance, Birmingham appears to have a significant problem, with Black victims comprising 82.4% of all homicides. Meanwhile, Los Angeles looks better than Birmingham, showing 41.1% Black homicide victims. 


However, it is important to look at the base population rate by race and ethnicity in each city. Birmingham’s overall population is 68.7% Black, whereas the population of Los Angeles is only comprised of 8.6% Black citizens. Thus, Birmingham’s homicide rate for Black citizens is 1.2 times the base rate of the Black population. By comparison, the homicide rate in Los Angeles for Black victims is over 4.7 times the base rate of the Black population. 


	The variability of homicide victimization between races across these cities may be subjected to a vast number of statistical tests, causal inference analyses, and theoretical explanations. However, regardless of the specific micro-level considerations, the larger picture remains clear: the toll of homicide victimization is borne most heavily by Black citizens in every city examined. And regardless of race, every homicide matters.


B. Homicide Risks Compared to Battle Risks


	In order to place the overall risk of homicide victimization into context, it is useful to compare the risk of homicide in America to the risk of dying on the battlefield as a soldier in combat. In other words, does a young man stand a better chance of being killed on the streets of American cities or fighting in a combat unit in a military action? 


	A group of respected researchers in the field of criminology and medicine posed this precise question and quantified the results.[footnoteRef:3] The researchers studied the year 2020 and looked at four cities: Chicago, Philadelphia, New York, and Los Angeles. The study reviewed the death and shooting risks for adult males aged 18-29 years old living in the top 10% most violent neighborhoods in each of the four cities, then compared the outcomes to U.S. soldiers deployed into front-line combat in Iraq and Afghanistan during those conflicts. [3:  See Brandon del Pozo, Alex Knorre, Michael J. Mello, and Aaron Chalfin, Comparing Risks of Firearm-Related Death and Injury Among Young Adult Males in Selected U.S. Cities With Wartime Service in Iraq and Afghanistan, JAMA Network Open, 5(12):e2248132 (2022).] 



	Three critical paragraphs from this statistical study merit a full quotation:


Expressed as aggregate probabilities, young men living in Chicago’s most violent ZIP code faced an annual risk of firearm homicide of 1.3% (1277 [95% CI, 975-1849] per 100 000), and a nonfatal shooting risk of 4.5% (4487 [95% CI, 3426-6501] per 100 000). Taken together, they faced an annual probability of firearm violence of approximately 5.8%. In Philadelphia, this probability was approximately 3.2%. In New York City and Los Angeles, the probabilities were considerably lower, at 0.7%, and 0.6%, respectively.


Continuing to use the Afghan War as our comparator, soldiers in the single, heavily engaged Army [brigade combat team] for which data were available had a relative risk of combat death of 1.71. If considered as an approximation of the upper limit of brigade-level combat mortality risk during recent wars, this risk nonetheless remained lower than the relative risk of firearms homicide experienced by young adult males in the top 10% most violent zip codes in Chicago (RR, 2.10), and the most violent ZIP code in Philadelphia (RR, 1.91). However, young adult males faced a significantly lower risk of nonfatal firearm injury in the most dangerous zip codes of Chicago (RR, 0.78) and Philadelphia (RR, 0.44) than BCT soldiers did of nonfatal combat wounds (relative risk, 2.06).


The risk of firearm death and injury that prevails in the neighborhoods studied here was almost entirely borne by young adult men from minoritized racial and ethnic groups…. In the Chicago zip codes analyzed, young adult Black males represented 93.9% of the firearm-related homicides (194 of 207) and 94.8% of the nonfatal shooting injuries (626 of 660). In Philadelphia, they were 79.3% (92 of 116) and 76.9% (293 of 381), respectively; Hispanic young adult men accounted for another 12.9% (15) and 17.3% (66), respectively. By comparison, young adult white males were a small percentage of those shot (7.8% [9] and 5.5% [21]). In total, across the 4 cities, in the zip codes most characterized by concentrated levels of firearm violence, young adult Black males accounted for 79.6% of the homicides (374 of 470) and 79.0% of … those nonfatally injured (1330 of 1684); Hispanic men were 16.6% (78) and 18.2% (306), respectively; and young adult White males were 3.8% (18) and 1.8% (30), respectively.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Id. (emphasis added).] 



	Converting these statistical results into plain terms, the evidence is clear. A young man living in the most dangerous zip codes in Chicago or Philadelphia is at greater risk of being violently killed than a soldier in combat on the battlefield. The people at the greatest risk of being killed are young Black males, followed by young Hispanic males, then young White males. However, the risks for young Hispanic males and young White males are considerably lower than for young Black males. As with the raw statistics previously described, even when compared to battle, the risk of homicide victimization varies significantly by race and ethnicity. 


C. The Proposed Role of the Federal Government


	When the federal government discusses how to protect economically disadvantaged citizens from crime in American cities, the typical response is that crime is a local problem and the local governments will need to address the issue. There certainly is some truth to this statement, as all politics are local and the United States has a de-centralized criminal justice system. However, there was a time in the recent past when the United States Department of Justice (DOJ) decided to take a strong role in combatting urban violence affecting minority communities.


	In the 1990s, America was dealing with historic highs in homicide rates and other violent crimes. In response, DOJ began experimenting with and playing a significant role in programs like Operation Ceasefire in Boston and Project Exile in Richmond, VA. Operation Ceasefire targeted gang leaders and violent felons, giving them a choice of seeking education and employment or facing stringent sentences under the federal sentencing guidelines.[footnoteRef:5] Project Exile specifically targeted felons caught carrying firearms for the “carrot and stick” approach – take advantage of federal programs to get out of the criminal lifestyle or face severe federal sentences.[footnoteRef:6] Intentionally or unknowingly, both programs were applying what has become known as one of the “iron laws” of crime – less than 5% of the population in any city is responsible for 50% or more of the violent crime in that city.[footnoteRef:7] Operation Ceasefire and Project Exile targeted that dangerous 5% of criminals very specifically; unsurprisingly, violent crime dropped.  [5:  See Anthony Braga et al., Reducing Gun Violence: The Boston Gun Project’s Operation Ceasefire, National Institute of Justice (September, 2001).]  [6:  See Ross Arends, Project Exile: Still the Model for Firearms Crime Reduction Strategies, Police Chief Magazine, https://www.policechiefmagazine.org/project-exile-still-the-model-for-firearms-crime-reduction-strategies/.]  [7:  See Graham Farrell, Crime Concentration Theory, Crime Prevention and Community Safety, 17: 233-48 (2015); Stephen Lurie, There’s No Such Thing as a Dangerous Neighborhood, Bloomberg (February 25, 2019); John MacDonald and Thomas Hogan, Concentrating on Crime, City Journal (September 28, 2021); Orjan Falk et al., The 1% of the Population Accountable for 63% of All Violent Crime Convictions, Social Psychiatry and Psychiatric Epidemiology, 49(4): 559-571 (2014).] 



The programs were so successful that DOJ ordered versions of them to be implemented in cities across the United States in 2001 under the title Project Safe Neighborhoods (PSN).[footnoteRef:8] Also not surprisingly, violent crime began to drop in many of those cities where PSN was faithfully implemented.[footnoteRef:9] Combined with multiple other factors, DOJ’s Project Safe Neighborhoods helped to usher in a great crime decline, stretching from the mid-1990s until about 2015. This crime decline benefitted victims of crime from every race, creed, and color. American cities, notoriously unsafe in the early 1990s, became notably safer in the 2000s, leading to an urban renaissance in America. [8:  See U.S. Department of Justice, Project Safe Neighborhoods: America’s Network Against Gun Violence, Bureau of Justice Assistance (June, 2004).]  [9:  See Edmund McGarrell et al., Project Safe Neighborhoods and Violent Crime Trends in US Cities: Assessing Violent Crime Impact, Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 26: 165–190 (2010).] 



Looking back at the success DOJ had in helping in the great crime decline, it is worthwhile to consider what DOJ has been doing to protect American cities more recently. I accessed the annual statistical reports of the United States Attorney’s Offices across the country to assess the activities of DOJ. Table B below shows the new federal criminal cases filed by DOJ from 2010-2022. 





Table B[footnoteRef:10] [10:  See OFFICES OF THE U.S. ATTORNEYS ANNUAL STATISTICAL REPORTS: TABLE 1 (1998-2022), https://www.justice.gov/usao/resources/annual-statistical-reports.] 



[image: ]


	 Table B shows some clear trends. Since 2010, DOJ has engaged in a steady downwards trend in filing new federal criminal cases. The spike in 2017 and 2018 was driven almost entirely by an upsurge in immigration cases, not federal prosecutions for violent crimes, guns, and drugs. 


In 2022, the collective United States Attorney’s Offices filed 50,628 new cases. This is the lowest number of federal criminal cases filed by DOJ in the 21st century. The last time DOJ filed fewer new criminal cases was 1998, according to the United States Attorney’s Offices annual statistical compilations.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  Id. (In 1998, DOJ filed 47,277 new federal criminal cases).] 



The question then becomes why DOJ has retreated from the strategies which were so successful in protecting minority communities? Nobody in any administration, Democratic or Republican, would want to be accused of abandoning the citizens of inner cities to violent crime.


The good news for DOJ is that they already have the blueprint to re-engage with protecting disadvantaged communities from violent crime, particularly homicides. The United States Attorney’s Offices essentially are franchises of DOJ. DOJ can instruct the various United States Attorney’s Offices to deter violent crime in the inner cities through a targeted version of evidence-based programs like Operation Ceasefire and Project Exile, with the explicit goal of protecting poor and minority citizens from violent crime. Because DOJ would be focusing on what noted criminologist Lawrence Sherman has dubbed the “power few”[footnoteRef:12] – the small percentage of criminals responsible for the majority of violent crime – DOJ can incapacitate the drivers of extreme violence with precision prosecutions, without inadvertently walking into the problem of over-incarceration. In concrete terms, DOJ could add 10,000 new federal criminal cases next year, targeting the 100 most dangerous criminals in the 100 largest cities in the United States, and lives would be saved without any complaints of mass incarceration. A good example of this strategy in action is taking place in Baltimore, where a new State’s Attorney for Baltimore and the United States Attorney for Maryland have teamed up to start attacking the most violent criminals, with early promising results in reducing homicides.[footnoteRef:13] There are no good new ideas, just good old ideas which we may have forgotten. [12:  See Lawrence Sherman, The Power Few: Experimental Criminology and the Reduction of Harm, Journal of Experimental Criminology, 3: 299–321 (2007). ]  [13:  See Keith Daniels, Top Baltimore Prosecutor and Maryland U.S. Attorney Tout Tough on Crime Partnership Success, WBBF Fox45News (August 1, 2023) (focusing on gun and drug crimes, homicides have been reduced by 25%). For a more detailed analysis of modern programs precisely and strategically attacking violent crime, see Thomas Hogan, The Four Pillars: A Blueprint for Prosecutors and Police to Reduce Homicides in America, Manhattan Institute Issue Brief (April 11, 2023).] 



CONCLUSION


Reviewing the raw statistics for homicides in 2022, there is clear evidence of disparate homicide victimization by race in America. While White, Hispanic, and Asian citizens are murdered at rates equal to or less than their respective proportions in the general population, Black Americans are being killed in highly disproportionate numbers. In some cities, it would be safer for a young Black man to be a soldier in front-line combat rather than on his home streets. In the face of this problem, the United States Department of Justice currently has dropped to its lowest level of prosecutions in decades. From this low bar, DOJ now has the opportunity to return to practices which previously protected all citizens in American cities, but particularly disadvantaged citizens who cannot flee to the suburbs or safer locations. 


Every homicide is a tragedy for some family. In today’s United States, minority communities are bearing the greatest burden of these tragedies, with a heavy concentration among Black citizens. We can and must do better. 


2





image1.png









__MACOSX/Panelists-2/Panel 1/Thomas Hogan/._Hogan Written Testimony .docx





Panelists-2/Panel 1/Thomas Hogan/1 Power Point Hogan.pptx

DISPARATE  IMPACT 
OF  HOMICIDE  VICTIMIZATION
IN  THE  UNITED  STATES





Professor Thomas Hogan








CHICAGO  HOMICIDES  (2022)


						POPULATION			HOMICIDE  VICTIMIZATION


			WHITE			33.1%			7.9%


			BLACK			29.2%			76.0%


			HISPANIC			28.7%			12.4%


			ASIAN			6.8%			0.4%











COMPARATIVE  RISK




















DOJ  CRIMINAL  CASES  (2010-22)











image1.png





image2.jpeg





image3.png












__MACOSX/Panelists-2/Panel 1/Thomas Hogan/._1 Power Point Hogan.pptx





Panelists-2/Panel 1/Alex Piquero/Piquero Bio .docx

Alex R. Piquero is Professor in the Department of Sociology & Criminology and Arts & Sciences Distinguished Scholar the University of Miami and previously served as the Director of the Bureau of Justice Statistics, one of the nation’s thirteen federal statistical agencies (appointed by President Biden, June 2022). Dr. Piquero is a nationally and internationally recognized criminologist with more than 26 years of experience. Over the course of his career, Dr. Piquero has given congressional testimony on evidence-based crime prevention practices and has provided counsel and support to several local, state, national and international criminal justice agencies and elected leaders. His expertise ranges from criminal careers to criminal justice policy and crime prevention to the intersection of race/ethnicity and crime, with a focus on quantitative methodology. Dr. Piquero has published over 500 scholarly articles and several books and is among the most highly cited criminologists in the world. He also served as editor of the Journal of Quantitative Criminology and the Justice Evaluation Journal. He is a Fellow of both the American Society of Criminology and the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences. In 2019, he received the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences Bruce Smith Sr. Award for outstanding contributions to criminal justice, and in 2020, he received the Lifetime Achievement Award from the Division of Developmental and Life-Course Criminology of the American Society of Criminology.












__MACOSX/Panelists-2/Panel 1/Alex Piquero/._Piquero Bio .docx





Panelists-2/Panel 1/Alex Piquero/Piquero Testimony USCCR.docx










Remarks Presented to the United States Commission on Civil Rights


Prepared by: Dr. Alexis R. Piquero, PhD.


November 17, 2023





Ladies and Gentlemen of the US Commission on Civil Rights.





My name is Alexis Piquero, and I am Professor of Sociology and Criminology and Arts & Sciences Distinguished Scholar at the University of Miami in Coral Gables, Florida. I also previously served as the Director of the Bureau of Justice Statistics (appointed by President Biden in June 2022), one of thirteen federal statistical agencies whose charter is to collect, analyze, and disseminate data on all matters related to crime and justice. I will focus my remarks on federal efforts to gather data on racial and ethnic disparities among victims of violent crime as well as issues surrounding disaggregated data. I hope that the information I provide is useful for your deliberations. 





Let me begin by stating that the federal government plays a fundamental role in addressing civil rights issues within criminal justice. In order to document and address civil rights issues, there is a need for complete, disaggregated data. At present, however, there are significant gaps across local, state, and federal data concerning victims (and offenders) of violent crime and their demographics. 





Specifically, at the federal level, there are two main data collection systems that contain information on victims of violent crime, the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI) arrest and incident-based reporting system and the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). 





The FBI data focuses mainly on characteristics of the crime and the offender, but occasionally reports upon, when data are available, some characteristics of the victim. Oftentimes however, these data are missing in police reports, resulting in an inadequate and incomplete understanding of the prevalence and incidence of violent crime across a variety of victim demographics. It is also important to bear in mind a significant change in how these data were being collected and disseminated. Up through December 2021, the FBI utilized the Summary Reporting System, which collected a minimal amount of information regarding crime incidents. Beginning in January 1, 2022 the FBI (and the nation’s 18,000 law enforcement agencies) transitioned to the National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS), which offers a significant improvement in data collection reporting because it expands the range of information collected. Unfortunately, the transition to NIBRS has been slow. When the FBI released the NIBRS estimates in Fall 2022, the estimated crime statistics were based on data received from 63% of the  participating law enforcement agencies in the US. As a result, that report was unable to provide a comprehensive portrait of crime in America, especially with respect to demographic differences. Fortunately, participation rates have increased for this year’s report but still remain in need of more participation. Still, even with the reporting issues and the voluntary nature of the FBI data collection, recent trends show that most arrests, in sheer volume, are for white offenders, but when considered in proportion to population share, rates tend to be different and vary by crime type. In fact, when one focuses on specific crime types, such as murder/non-negligent manslaughter, the numbers and rates tell a much different story, documenting an over-representation of blacks in certain crime and victim categories.





On the other hand, the NCVS is the nation’s most complete data collection on victim characteristics. The NCVS is an annual self-reported survey of 240,000 persons in about 150,000 households. The survey collects information on the frequency, characteristics, and consequences of criminal victimization in the US and also includes demographic information about the victim such as age, sex, race and Hispanic origin, marital status, education level, and income. It also includes information about whether the crime was reported to police, reasons the crime was or was not reported, and victim experiences with the criminal justice system.





The NCVS data are ideally suited to understand demographic differences in violent crime and towards the end of my Directorship of BJS we released a ‘Just the Stats’ online report on violent victimization by race or Hispanic Origin. This report, which focused on the violent victimization rate between 2008 and 2021, led to three key insights. First, between 2008 and 2021, the violent victimization rate fell for persons who identified as white, black, Hispanic, or another race. Second, during the period between 2017–21, white persons experienced a higher rate of overall violent victimization than the rate for Asian, Native Hawaiian, or Other Pacific Islander persons by a factor of 2:1. When these data were disaggregated by race/ethnicity, the overall violent crime rate was similar for whites, blacks, and Hispanics, but some differences emerged when specific violent crimes were identified. For example, the rate of robbery victimization for black and Hispanic persons was higher than for white persons. Lastly, during the 2017-2021 time period, a greater number of violent incidents with white victims involved white offenders, more violent incidents with black victims involved black offenders, and a greater number of violent incidents with Hispanic victims involved Hispanic offenders, underscoring the notion that most violent victimization is intra- as opposed to inter-racial.





Throughout the first six months of 2023, as Director of the Bureau of Justice Statistics, I was co-chair of an Inter-Agency Working Group (along with Denice Ross from the Office of Science and Technology and Catherine Crump, from the University of California Berkeley Law School who was on the Domestic Policy Council at the time of the IWG) that was called for in President Biden’s Executive Order on Accountable Policing through the Sub-Committee on Equitable Data and was charged with taking stock of the landscape of criminal justice data/statistics. On May 25, 2023, three years to the day of the killing of George Floyd, we issued a report to President Biden entitled “Equity and Law Enforcement Data Collection, Use, and Transparency”. 





One of our central points centered on the need for disaggregated data of all forms within criminal justice statistics to include age, sex, gender orientation, race and ethnicity, immigration status, and so forth. This remains a significant gap in our understanding of crime and victimization in the US and the nation cannot move toward true equity and equality without such data. Absent significant improvements in data collection, reporting, and dissemination, policymakers, researchers, academics, practitioners, and the American public will not have the information they need in order to make evidence-informed decisions. Disaggregated and transparent data reporting and dissemination practices are a key part of building trust between the community and criminal justice actors and serve as a foundation to ensure that our justice system respects the dignity and rights of all persons and provides equal treatment to all. 





Before closing, I would like to summarize two research studies that I led highlighting the power of disaggregated data. In the first study using data on juvenile fines and recidivism from Alleghany County (Pittsburgh), we found that financial penalties were associated with higher recidivism and that non-Whites were more likely to still owe costs and restitution upon case closing. In the second study published earlier this year, we used data from the state of Florida and found that Florida courts were more likely to assign fees to Black and Hispanic youth in disadvantaged areas and levy higher fees when they do and that youth with court debt are more likely to have future justice system involvement. In particular, Black youth with restitution had a higher recidivism likelihood. In short, monetary sanctions imposed on youth involved in the juvenile justice system has a potential deleterious impact on recidivism. These important but discouraging findings would not have been possible without disaggregated data, and I am heartened that they have been referred to and in some cases used to end financial penalties for youth.





While significant challenges remain, I am confident that there is enough momentum and interest within and outside the federal government to improve the collection of data, especially as it pertains to key demographic information regarding offenders and victims. Data – especially disaggregated demographic data – is critical to informing policy and practice as we seek to drive down the violence that affects our communities. The American people deserve nothing less.
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Statement of James A. Mercy, Ph. D


Director, Division of Violence Prevention, National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention


to the


U.S. Commission on Civil Rights November 17, 2023


Good morning, members of the Commission. I am James Mercy, Director of the Division of Violence Prevention in the National Center for Injury Prevention and Control at the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). I am grateful for the opportunity to speak with you today about some of the CDC’s efforts to better understand violence, prevent it, and address persistent disparities in this outcome.





Interpersonal violence is defined as the intentional use of physical force or power, threatened or actual, against another person, or a group or community that either results in or has a high likelihood of resulting in injury, death, psychological harm, maldevelopment, or deprivation (Adapted from Krug, Dahlberg, et al., 2002). The predominant types of violence include child abuse and neglect, sexual and intimate partner violence, and community violence. One dimension of violence that impacts children and adolescents is Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs). ACEs are potentially traumatic events occurring in childhood (0-17 years) that include experiencing violence, abuse, or neglect and witnessing violence. They also include aspects of the child’s environment that can undermine their sense of safety, stability, and bonding, such as growing up in a household with members who have substance use or mental health problems, instability due to parental separation, or a household member being in jail or prison (CDC, 2019).





[image: ]CDC is committed to preventing violence-related deaths, injuries, and behaviors associated with all forms of violence. I will focus my remarks this morning on racial and ethnic disparities in deaths associated with violence and the inequities that drive them. Sadly, homicides are a leading cause of death among young people in this country. Homicide is the 3rd leading cause of death among all youth and young adults 10 to 34 years of age and, for decades, has been the leading cause of death among Black boys, adolescents, and young men 10 to 34 years of age. My remarks will address:





1. National data documenting racial and ethnic disparities in homicide and nonfatal injuries associated with violence.


2. Research that identifies the predominant drivers of these racial and ethnic disparities. 


3. Evidence-based approaches to preventing interpersonal violence and reducing racial and ethnic disparities in such violence.


 


National Data on Disparities in Violence


CDC’s Division of Violence Prevention conducts national surveillance of violence-related deaths, nonfatal injuries, and violent behaviors through the National Vital Statistics System (NVSS), National Hospital Ambulatory Medical Care Survey (NHAMCS), Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBS), the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System (BRFSS), among other systems. These data systems provide a picture of the magnitude of victimization due to violence in the United States and its disproportionate impact on racial and ethnic minorities. I will share data on violence and related racial and ethnic disparities along three dimensions: homicide, nonfatal injuries associated with violence, and violence-related behaviors.





[image: ]In 2022, there were 24,835 homicides in the United States. Homicide rates for Black, AI/AN, and Hispanic people were 10.32, 5.23, and 2.31 times as high as those for non-Hispanic White people, respectively (CDC, 2023a). Most homicide victims are young males who are killed by other young males (Allen et. al., 2020), and are the result of firearm injuries (CDC, 2023c). Black, American Indian and Alaska Native, and Hispanic males ages 10-34 are at greater risk of dying by homicide than non-Hispanic White males in this age group (CDC, 2023c). In addition to the data on homicides, at least 812 people died from injuries resulting from homicides involving the actions of law enforcement agents while on duty in 2022 (referred to here and elsewhere as legal intervention deaths, consistent with the ICD-10 category for deaths resulting from law enforcement action without regard to intent or legality) (CDC, 2023c).  Rates per 100,000 were higher among AI/AN (1.36), Black (0.47) and Hispanic (0.30) people relative to non-Hispanic White people (0.19). These rates are based on the National Vital Statistics mortality data and prior research indicates that they are likely underestimates of the true prevalence (Barber et al., 2016). 





[image: ]In 2022, 79% of all homicides were the result of firearm injuries. The firearm homicide rate increased nearly 35% between 2019 and 2020 and then increased 8% more in 2021, resulting in the highest rate since 1993 (Simon, Kegler, Zwald et al., 2022). However, the recent increase in firearm homicides was not equally distributed among all populations. Young people, males, and Black people consistently have the highest firearm homicide rates, and these groups experienced the largest increases in 2020. For example, the firearm homicide rate among Black males aged 10–24 years was 20.6 times as high as the rate among White males of the same age in 2019, and this ratio increased to 21.6 in 2020 (Kegler et al., 2022). These increases represent the widening of long-standing disparities in firearm homicide rates and continued through 2022 (see figure). 





[image: Chart, bar chart

Description automatically generated]Many people experience injuries associated with nonfatal violence and directly experience and/or witness violence in their communities. Approximately 1.5 million people are treated in U.S. emergency departments each year for injuries resulting from violence inflicted by others (Davis and Santo, 2023). Data from NHAMCS for 2019-2021 indicate the emergency department visit rate for assault injuries was 4.5 times as high for Black, non-Hispanic people compared to White, non-Hispanic populations (13.8 versus 3.1 visits per 1,000 people per year) (Davis and Santo, 2023). The emergency department assault rate was 1.5 times as high for Hispanic people as compared to White, non-Hispanic people (4.6 versus 3.1 visits per 1,000 people per year). 


[image: ]Self-report data also show variations in the experience of violence. For example, overall, approximately 1 in 5 high school students have seen someone get physically attacked, beaten, stabbed, or shot in their neighborhood. These percentages are substantially higher among non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic, and American Indian or Alaska Native youth relative to non-Hispanic White youth (Figure X; CDC, 2023e). Female and LGBTQ+ (i.e., lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, questioning, queer) high school students are more likely to experience bullying than male or heterosexual peers (CDC, 2023e; Basile et al., 2020; Johns et al., 2020; Gower et al., 2022).





Behaviors associated with risk for exposure to violence are also more likely among young males. Approximately 1 in 15 male high school students carried a firearm in the past 12 months for a reason other than hunting or sport, and firearm carrying is more common among youth exposed to violence (Simon, Clayton, Dahlberg, et al., 2022). Among males, gun carrying was most common among non-Hispanic Black students (10.6%), followed by Hispanic (7.2%) and non-Hispanic White (6.1%) students. Nearly 26% of males who had been threatened or injured with a weapon on school property reported carrying a gun compared with 5% of males who had not experienced this violence.





Additionally, exposure to childhood adversity is not equally distributed. Some groups including women, American Indian and Alaska Native persons, and Black persons are more likely to experience four or more ACEs (Merrick et al., 2019).


 


Understanding the Drivers of the Disparities in Violence


[bookmark: _Hlk149119941]Our health and safety are influenced by the conditions in which we live, learn, work, and play. These conditions are often referred to as the social determinants of health. They include neighborhood and community conditions that form the basis for health such as access to quality education, employment opportunities that provide livable wages, affordable housing and food, safe drinking water, safe places to gather, and the ability to participate as valued members of communities (Solar & Irwin, 2010; Bailey et al., 2017). However, not all people and communities have equitable access to the conditions needed for health and safety (County Health Rankings, 2023a; County Health Ranking 2023b; County Health Ranking 2023c). Inequities in access to healthy community conditions drive inequities in risk for violence. [image: ]Conditions of poverty, for example, are associated with firearm homicide rates. Counties with the highest poverty rates have firearm homicide rates 4.5 times higher than counties with the lowest poverty rates and Black, AI/AN, and Hispanic people are more likely to live in these counties (Kegler, et al., 2022). Residents of many communities live in a persistent condition of fear and actual harms caused by police use-of-force tactics (Jones-Brown & Williams, 2021). Black, American Indian, and Alaska Native men are at greatest risk of experiencing these conditions (American Public Health Association [APHA], 2018; US Department of Health and Human Services [DHHS], 2023a).





Interpersonal violence is rooted in these and other conditions that make violence more likely to occur (Braveman et al., 2022; Nation et al., 2021). Many of these inequities are long-standing and rooted in historical and ongoing disinvestment and noninvestment in communities including, for example, redlining and other policies that have resulted in inequitable access to affordable housing and food, jobs with livable wages, equitably funded schools, and safe places to connect with others (Braveman et al., 2022; Belgrave et al., 2022). These social and economic inequities can also contribute to residential instability, density of alcohol-related businesses, abandoned buildings, poor economic growth, unemployment, underemployment, concentrated poverty, and impacts on positive relationships among community members (Bailey et al., 2017). 





The influence of these social determinants on violence can also be understood in terms of their impact on the likelihood that children and adolescents will experience ACEs. Exposure to ACEs affects health and probability of being a victim or engaging in violence. Cumulative exposure to ACEs can lead to toxic stress that can change how the body responds to stress, including increased heart rate, blood pressure, and increases in cortisol, a stress hormone (National Scientific Council on the Developing Child, 2005/2014). Toxic stress can affect a child or adolescent’s developing brain and can have effects on learning (e.g., impacting school achievement, weak connection to school), behavior (e.g., substance use), mental health (e.g., depression), physical health (e.g., diabetes, cardiovascular disease), unemployment and living in poverty as an adult (Merrick et al., 2019; Metzler et al., 2017), as well as risk for community violence (Shonkoff & Garner, 2012; Wolff, 2019). ACEs are often due to the structural, social, and economic stressors faced by families – the impacts of which may reverberate across generations. 





[bookmark: _Hlk149140608]Racial and ethnic disparities in violence are influenced and sustained by public perceptions about minority youth (Dorfman and Wallack, 2009). Public narratives about the causes of violence also shape our solutions to it. Dominant public narratives around race and violence in the United States often consider violence primarily a problem of personal responsibility (Frameworks Institute, 2016; Gardner, 2011). For example, studies about race and crime in media have found that local television and online news programs often overrepresent Black people as criminal suspects and underrepresent white people in comparison with arrest records (Sonnett et al., 2015; Intravia & Pickett, 2019). This media coverage can perpetuate harmful narratives around race and violence (Dorfman and Wallack, 2009). These narratives often fail to acknowledge that many youth and young adults have also been adversely impacted by extensive or prolonged stress (CDC, 2019; Metzler et al., 2021). Stressors can include growing up in communities facing disinvestment due to structural racism where they are at increased risk for food and housing insecurity, family and neighborhood poverty, and under-funded schools (CDC, 2019; Metzler et al., 2021). News media coverage can also extend harmful narratives to entire communities through normalizing an over-emphasis on crime in racially segregated neighborhoods without discussion of the conditions that increase risk for crime and violence (Baranauskas, 2020). 





Comprehensive Approaches to Prevent Multiple Forms of Violence


Over the past 40 years, much has been learned about preventing violence and ways to create the conditions for healthy environments. A range of evidence-based policies, programs, and practices for addressing different types of violence can be found in a series of CDC publications called Resources for Action (CDC, 2019; Fortson, Klevens, Merrick, et al., 2016; Niolon, Kearns, Rambo, et al., 2017; Basile, DeGue, Jones, et al., 2016; David-Ferdon, Vivolo-Kantor, Dahlberg, et al., 2016). 





CDC is developing a new resource focused specifically on preventing community violence. This resource emphasizes the need to address the underlying drivers of violence and inequities to reduce violence in communities. The forthcoming Community Violence Prevention Resource for Action includes strategies and approaches that have the potential to reduce multiple forms of violence (e.g., child abuse and neglect, sexual and intimate partner violence, community violence) and improve other youth and young adult health conditions and behaviors (e.g., related to teen pregnancy, mental health, substance use, suicidal behavior, and sexually transmitted infections). 





The interconnection between different types of violence and the contextual conditions that drive violence suggest that the implementation of comprehensive strategies and approaches to prevent violence can reduce other forms of violence and have substantial, long-term health, social, and economic benefits (CDC, 2016; Wilkins et al., 2014). In addition, the strategies and approaches shared here cannot be accomplished by the public health sector or any single agency alone. A multi-sectoral approach is needed, and partnerships are vital in preventing violence and eliminating inequities in risk for community violence. 





Strengthen Economic Security


Policies and programs that improve the social and economic conditions of youth, young adults, families, and communities can have the largest impacts on health (Frieden, 2010). Strong empirical evidence consistently links living with low income to harmful impacts on young people’s development, academic achievement, and health (Hanson & Chen, 2007; Zajacova & Lawrence, 2018), including exposure to violence (Kegler et al., 2022; Barrett et al., 2022, Rowhani-Rahbar et al., 2019). These impacts are inequitably experienced by communities that have been socially and economically marginalized through historical and ongoing policies and practices, including structural racism (Bailey et al., 2017). As a result, many youth and young adults live in communities with a lack of employment opportunities and have multiple experiences with violence that shape their lives for years to come. 





Economic security for individuals and families can be strengthened in ways that prevent violence through approaches like tax credits, income support policies, social insurance programs, and investment accounts. Tax credits help individuals and families with low incomes increase their income or incentivize developers to provide affordable housing. The Federal Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), Child Tax Credit (CTC), and Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) are different types of credits that support workers, families, and the construction of rental housing for those with low incomes (Internal Revenue Service [IRS], 2023a, 2023b; National Conference of State Legislatures, 2022; Ellen et al., 2009; US Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD], 2023). Income support policies, including Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), provide temporary cash assistance to families with children who are living with low incomes (Office of Administration for Children and Families, Temporary Aid to Needy Families 2022). Social Insurance programs, including Unemployment Insurance (UI), provide economic supports to individuals who face unexpected, involuntary disruptions to employment (U.S. Department of Labor, 2023). Medicaid is a government program providing comprehensive health insurance coverage to people living with low incomes and meeting other eligibility criteria (Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, 2023). Investment accounts are savings account programs that are designed to increase the wealth and future life opportunities for children and families living with low incomes. Many investment accounts for children and families with low incomes are supported through states, cities, and other organizations (Government Accountability Office, 2020). Child Development Accounts establish savings or investment accounts that can begin as early as birth with the goal of promoting asset building for lifelong opportunity and development (e.g., college, vocational training), and/or homeownership and entrepreneurial endeavors in adulthood (Emrey-Arras, 2020; Oklahoma State Treasurer, 2023). 





A growing body of evidence shows that policies and programs that provide economic supports for youth, young adults, and families can improve family financial security and prevent and reduce violence, especially in communities that experience inequities in risk for violence (Rowhani-Rahbar et al., 2022). 





Provide Quality Education


Access to quality education is an important determinant of life-long health and well-being. Quality education can promote social and emotional development, facilitate opportunities to learn skills, improve job readiness, and help provide a foundation for sustaining healthy relationships, raising healthy children, and participating actively in society (Ballard et al., 2019). Barriers to accessing quality education can lead to inequities in levels of educational attainment, competitiveness for higher paying jobs, and access to living conditions that are free of violence (US DHHS, 2022). Quality education is important starting from early childhood through adulthood for individuals with all levels of skill and ability. And yet, not all youth, young adults, and communities have equitable access to quality education.





Quality education can be provided in ways that prevent violence through approaches such as preschool enrichment with family engagement and increasing equitable educational attainment for youth and young adults. Preschool enrichment with family engagement programs provide high-quality, early education and support to families that are economically marginalized to help build a strong foundation for children’s future learning and healthy development and lower risks for academic and behavioral problems (Reynolds, 2000; US DHHS, 2023b). Increasing educational attainment for youth and young adults can be accomplished through increases in school resources to support operating expenses such as teacher salaries, and funding to improve buildings and facilities. Increased funding is associated with multiple indicators of improved school quality, including greater levels of teacher experience and higher teacher-to-student ratios.  Evidence suggests that preschool enrichment programs with family engagement and those that extend into elementary school can enhance the foundation for a child’s academic, social, and behavioral development through adolescence and into adulthood and reduce children’s conduct problems and reduce violence during adolescence and young adulthood (Reynolds et al., 2007; Reynolds et al., 2022; Camilli et al., 2010).





 School restorative justice programs build relationships to avoid harm, resolve conflict, and prevent inequities in school discipline that lead to suspending or expelling students (Gomez et al., 2021). Educational and vocational programs for individuals while incarcerated or detained including basic adult education, career and technical education, and post-secondary education, can assist with transitioning back to the community and preparing for jobs with livable wages and other career opportunities. Restorative justice programs also have the potential to reduce the harmful consequences of zero-tolerance policies that inequitably impact students in many racial and ethnic minority groups, male students, students with disabilities, and students living in poverty (Lodi et al., 2021). Continued access to quality education for school-aged children, youth, and young adults can improve academic outcomes and reduce chances of arrests and rearrest following incarceration (Baron et al., 2022; Bozick et al., 2018).





Create Protective Environments


Youth and young adults deserve and need protective environments in which they can thrive. Creating protective environments to support healthy development is necessary for population-level reductions in community violence and eliminating inequities in risk for violence. Protective environments include physical spaces such as neighborhoods, schools, workplaces, towns, cities, youth-serving organizations or institutions, and areas (e.g., streets, parks, public transportation hubs) where individuals regularly interact. These spaces can help create a sense of safety, inclusion, and belonging. Approaches that create protective environments can reduce violence-related injury and death as well as have long-term benefits by reducing young people’s exposure to violence and other environmental risks (Sharkey & Sampson, 2015; Webster, 2022). While creating protective environments is important for all young people and communities, some communities, and especially those where members of many racial and ethnic minority groups live, have experienced multiple, inter-connected harmful community conditions due to historical and ongoing disinvestment and other practices (Schleimer et al., 2022; Bailey et al., 2017). Intentional focus on creating protective environments in these communities may help reduce inequities in violence (Branas et al., 2018; Schleimer et al., 2022).  


Protective environments that can prevent violence can be created through modifying the physical home environment and/or the physical and social community environment as well as reducing exposure to harmful community conditions. Modifying the physical home environment can promote healthy development and reduce the risk for some types of violence and injury. Examples include eliminating lead exposure and secure firearm storage. Lead exposure has been associated with lack of self-control, poor school performance, aggressive behaviors, crime, and violence (Higney et al., 2022; Emer et al., 2020; Wright et al., 2008; Narag et al., 2009). Removing lead from the environment through strategies such as lead abatement and full water service line replacement can reduce childhood exposure to lead in the home (Pew Charitable Trusts, 2017a). Secure firearm storage practices can help reduce access by children, adolescents, and other unauthorized users. Such practices may include storing firearms in a gun safe or lock box. The provision of a safe storage device may also be combined with health provider education and counseling to enhance safe storage practices (Rowhani-Rahbar et al., 2016). Modifications to the social and physical community environment can include creating safe and welcoming spaces that support positive interactions between community members and reduce exposure to community conditions that increase risk for violence (Crowe, 2000; Lorenc et al., 2013; MacDonald et al., 2010; Rupp et al., 2020). Examples of environmental design prevention approaches include creating green spaces, enhancing tree cover, improving lighting and other strategies to enhance visibility, and remediating vacant lots. Reducing exposure to harmful community conditions, including density of alcohol outlets and exposure to neighborhood crime can reduce risk for violence (Toomey et al., 2012). For example, schools can work with community members and organizations to ensure that students have safe routes to walk to and from school to reduce exposure to community violence or situations that could contribute to violence. 





The evidence supporting these approaches is growing and shows significant impacts on preventing violence and reducing the conditions associated with violence. For example, studies have shown that lead abatement can effectively reduce lead dust levels in the home over the short and long term (Dixon et al., 2005; Dixon et al., 2012; Wilson et al., 2006) and fully replacing lead water service lines in homes can reduce lead levels in tap water used for drinking (Trueman et al., 2016). Research shows that counseling in combination with the provision of a storage device can enhance secure firearm storage practices (Rowhani-Rahbar et al., 2016). Several cities across the United States, including Philadelphia, PA (Branas et al., 2016); Flint, MI (Heinze et al., 2018); and Portland, OR (Burley, 2018) have implemented programs that promote greening and vacant lot remediation, and are finding they are relatively low cost and effective. 





Promote Healthy Family Relationships


The home and family environments play a key role in shaping youth’s and young adults’ physical, emotional, social, and behavioral health (DeVore & Ginsburg, 2005; National Scientific Council on the Developing Child, 2005/2014; Johnson et al., 2011; Labella & Masten, 2018). Decades of research show that nurturing and supportive family environments where caregivers build warm and caring relationships with children, monitor children’s activities and friendships, set age-appropriate expectations and rules, and use consistent and nonviolent discipline significantly lower the risk for community violence, protect youth and young adults from the negative impacts of community violence exposure, as well as lower the risk for other health risk behaviors (Bilukha et al., 2005; Burrus et al., 2012; Farrington et al., 2012; Hardaway et al. 2016; Ozer et al., 2017; Piquero et al., 2016). However, not all families have access to the resources to create safe, stable, and nurturing environments for children and youth. Some families, especially families that have been socially and economically marginalized by racism and poverty, can have multiple added stressors that make providing a stable and healthy family environment challenging (Wildeman, 2014). Many families have experienced these stressors for generations. Prevention activities that address underlying social drivers of poverty and health inequities are critical to ensuring that all families can thrive. Programs that promote positive family relationships throughout childhood and adolescence such as Nurse Family Partnership®, an early home visitation program, and the Incredible Years®, a program for children 0-12 that provides families with skills to promote social-emotional learning, academic skills and positive behavioral outcomes, can increase caregivers’ knowledge about healthy and age-appropriate child development, as well as the ways families communicate, guide behavior, and resolve conflict. These programs can help support families in the midst of other challenges they may be facing.





Healthy family relationships can be promoted through early childhood home visitation programs and parenting skills and family relationship programs. Early childhood home visitation programs provide information about child health and development and caregiver support to families in their homes. They also help families access services when needed. Home visiting programs may be provided by nurses, professionals, or paraprofessionals (Sama-Miller et al., 2017). Many programs are offered to first time mothers and fathers, especially those living with low incomes (Sama-Miller et al., 2017; Urban Institute, 2015). Parenting skills and family relationship programs provide caregivers with support and teach communication, problem-solving, and child behavior monitoring and management skills. These programs can be self-directed or facilitated with individual families or groups of families. For families living with low incomes, tailored delivery to individual families yields greater benefits than group administration (Burrus et al., 2012; Lundahl et al., 2006; O’Brien & Daley, 2011). 





Approaches that enhance family relationships have demonstrated effects in preventing violence and other health risk behaviors for youth and young adults (Bilukha et al., 2005; Burrus et al., 2012; Farrington et al., 2003; Piquero et al., 2016; Derzon, 2010, Mercy & Saul, 2009).





Strengthen Youths’ and Young Adults’ Skills


Youth and young adult interpersonal, emotional, and vocational skills can help promote healthy relationships and their economic stability throughout life. Skill-development has an extensive and robust research base, which shows that building interpersonal, emotional, and behavioral skills of children and youth can help reduce experiences with violence (Taylor et al., 2017; Durlak et al., 2011; Gavine et al., 2016; Murano et al., 2020). Efforts to support youth and young adults in the development of skills may be more impactful if underlying structural conditions (e.g., increasing economic security) that inequitably place individuals at higher risk for poor health outcomes are also addressed. Enhancing skills can also reduce risks or increase protective influences, such as substance use and academic success (Durlak et al., 2011; Lewis et al., 2012; Snyder et al., 2013; Kellam et al., 2014). These life skills can help youth and young adults increase their self-awareness, accuracy in understanding social situations, ability to avoid risky situations and behaviors, and capacity to resolve conflict without violence. Positive interpersonal and emotional skills early in life are related to positive outcomes into young adulthood including higher educational attainment, stable employment, and lower odds of being arrested or appearing in court (Jones et al., 2015). 





Youth and young adult skills can be promoted through school-based skill building programs and job training and employment programs. School-based skill building programs work to enhance interpersonal and emotional skills in children and adolescents, including communication and problem-solving, empathy, emotional awareness and regulation, conflict management, and teamwork (Taylor et al., 2017; Durlak et al., 2011; Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning [CASEL], 2023). Job training and employment programs connect youth and young adults with employers to provide opportunities to gain employment experience. Participants explore interests, connect with mentors, improve confidence, gain leadership experience, and strengthen social skills such as self-efficacy and conflict resolution. These programs also provide wages, structured activities, internships, and on-the-job training. Evaluation findings suggest that programs may be most beneficial for youth and young people with lower incomes and weaker academic backgrounds (Fein & Hamadyk, 2018). Such approaches may improve job preparedness, employment, earnings, community engagement, and academic aspirations and reduce youth and young adults’ potential experiences with violence.





The evidence suggests that school-based programs can increase emotional regulation, academic proficiency, and positive school environments as well as reduce aggressive behavior, including bullying, and other risk behaviors associated with violence experienced by youth and young adults (Fraguas et al., 2021; Kovalenko et al., 2022; Matjasko et al., 2012; Polanin, et al., 2012; University of Colorado, 2023). However, several randomized controlled trials have found favorable results for violence prevention (Heller, 2014; Modestino, 2019).





Connect Young People to Caring Adults and Activities


Young people’s risk for violence can be reduced through strong connections to caring adults and involvement in activities that help them grow and apply new skills (Raposa et al., 2019; Resnick et al., 2004; Catalano et al., 2004). Relationships with other caring adults, in addition to parents or caregivers, can influence young people’s behavior and reduce their risk for involvement in crime and violence, alcohol and other substance use, and high-risk sexual behavior (Resnick et al., 2004; DuBois, 2011; DuBois, 2013, Riggs & Greenberg, 2004). Caring adults can include teachers, coaches, extended family members, neighbors, and community volunteers. Building these connections may be more meaningful to youth and young adults who are socially and economically marginalized if their lived experiences and life circumstances are acknowledged through these relationships and activities. Experiences with positive adult role models can help youth learn healthy behaviors (Raposa et al., 2019; Catalano et al., 2004). Through positive interpersonal relationships and learning activities, youth can also develop broad and healthy life goals, improve their school engagement and skills, and establish networks and have experiences that improve their future education and employment opportunities (Hahn et al., 2007). These connections and experiences and the many benefits they contribute to, such as enhanced academic performance, are protective against involvement in crime and violence (Christensen et al., 2020; Lösel & Farrington, 2012; Kim et al., 2016). Access, convenience, and cost are often barriers to participation in afterschool programs for Black, Hispanic, and American Indian children and children living in neighborhoods of concentrated poverty (Afterschool Alliance, 2023). Addressing these barriers will support equitable access to these programs for all children.





Connecting young people to caring adults and activities can be promoted through mentoring and after-school programs. Mentoring programs pair youth with a volunteer from the community with the goal of fostering a relationship that will contribute to the young person’s growth opportunities, skill development, and academic success (DuBois & Karcher, 2013; Garringer et al., 2017; Tolan et al., 2014). Mentoring programs can support youth from early childhood through adolescence without regard to known risk behaviors or conditions, although programs more typically focus on youth perceived to be at risk due to problems in academics, behavior, or health (DuBois & Karcher, 2013). After-school programs provide opportunities for youth to strengthen their social and academic skills and become involved in school and community activities to expand their positive social experiences and relationships. These approaches also prevent community violence by providing supervision during critical times of the day, such as from 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. when youth crime and violence peak (Sickmund & Puzzanchera, 2014). 





Evidence suggests that mentoring and after-school approaches can benefit youth in a number of ways, including increasing academic performance, parental trust, and positive relationships, as well as reducing their risk for involvement in crime and violence, although the evidence of effectiveness varies by model and program (Raposa et al., 2019; Christensen et al., 2020; Tolan et al., 2014; Jolliffe & Farrington, 2007; Riggs & Greenberg, 2004; Durlak et al., 2010; Gottfredson et al., 2007; Roth et al. 2010). 





Intervene to Lessen Harms and Prevent Future Risks


Many youth and young adults who are at risk for violence have had multiple ACEs and other challenges. Stress from early or prolonged exposure to adversity such as experiencing, witnessing, and living with chronic exposures to violence and in segregated and historically disinvested community environments can contribute to behavioral and mental health problems, including substance use and academic problems (Abram et al., 2007; Fox et al., 2015; Listenbee et al., 2012). Youth and young adults experiencing inequities in risk for violence may also experience stress unique to their lived experiences because they have parents or caregivers who also experienced adversity when they were children and may still be living with the consequences, including poor health, low educational attainment, unemployment, and increased risk of living in poverty (Narayan et al., 2021; Metzler et al., 2017).





Intervening to lessen harms and preventing future risk can be addressed through treatments to lessen the harms of violence and to prevent problem behaviors and further experiences with violence. In addition, hospital-community partnerships, street outreach programs, and community-justice partnerships may also reduce harms and future risk. Trauma-informed therapeutic treatment can mitigate the behavioral and mental and physical health consequences of witnessing or experiencing violence and ACEs in the home and community (Cary & McMillen, 2012; Ko et al., 2008; Slade & Warne, 2016). Treatments are designed to help youth and young adults process traumatic experiences, manage trauma-related distress and grief, and develop effective coping strategies and skills. Treatment to prevent problem behaviors and further experiences with violence simultaneously addresses multiple risks for violence and builds supports at home and in the community. These approaches support the development of social and problem-solving skills, provide therapeutic services to address behavioral and emotional issues, offer families therapeutic services to improve communication, reduce conflict, and enhance parents’ guidance and supervision of youth (Farrington et al., 2003; Furlong et al., 2013; Lipsey, 2000). 





Hospital-community partnerships are intended to strengthen connections between the acute treatment of violence-related injuries and community assistance to prevent future injuries and health risk behaviors (Purtle et al., 2015). Hospital-community partnerships, also known as Hospital-Based Violence Intervention Programs, bring together medical staff and community-based partners to provide safety planning, services, and trauma-informed care to people who are being treated for violence-related injuries at a time when the person is often accepting of changes (Health Alliance for Violence Intervention [HAVI], 2023). The people served by these programs are often young men who are at risk of repeated violence-related harms.





Street outreach approaches involve trained staff who have credibility in the community and can establish relationships with young people at greatest risk for violence to mediate conflicts and provide connections to community supports (Butts et al. 2015). Outreach staff typically connect with community members who are at highest risk for violence or retaliation (e.g., had a recent argument, family member or friend recently harmed by violence). This approach can also use public education and neighborhood events to facilitate community members’ actions to reduce violence.





 Community-Justice partnerships are being implemented in communities across the United States to prevent violence by providing services and supports to youth and young adults at risk for community violence. It is important to acknowledge that trust of law enforcement is low in many communities due to longstanding and high-profile incidents of discriminatory practices and use of lethal and other forms of force (Braga, Cook, & Douglas, 2022). Partnerships might not be appropriate for all communities because of these concerns or an intentional process for rebuilding trust might be necessary (O’Brien & Tyler, 2019). Some programs involve partnerships between community members, organizations, and law enforcement. These programs combine accountability for criminal behavior (i.e., focused deterrence) with social services such as access to education, housing, employment, and job training opportunities that help decrease the risks associated with community violence (Braga et al., 2019). 





A large body of evidence highlights the importance and benefits of supporting youth and young adults who have histories of violence or crime to provide them with opportunities for healing, healthy development, and hopefulness about their futures (Cary & McMillen, 2012; Olaghere et al., 2021; Slade & Warne, 2016; de Arellano et al., 2014; Farrington et al., 2003; Furlong et al., 2013; Lipsey, 2000; Butts et al., 2015; Buggs et al., 2022; Braga et al., 2019; Braga et al., 2022). 





Conclusion


CDC is committed to reducing health inequities through collecting data and conducting research to identify what works to prevent violence, bring together partners to use data and science to inform action, and implement policies, programs, and practices that can reduce these inequities. CDC has recently funded research that includes a focus on the social or structural conditions that contribute to violence and health inequities across population groups. For example, a summary of initial findings from CDC-funded firearm injury prevention research grants is posted on CDC’s website: Summary of Initial Findings from CDC-Funded Firearm Injury Prevention Research |Violence Prevention|Injury Center|CDC and includes findings that can be used to inform strategies for reducing inequities in firearm-related violence. We carry out similar research on community violence, sexual and intimate partner violence, and ACEs. CDC will be releasing more findings from these areas of research in the future. 





CDC also funds state and local health departments and coalitions to work collaboratively with community partners to implement and evaluate prevention activities that can reduce health disparities. For example, CDC funds eight sites through Preventing Violence Affecting Young Lives (PREVAYL) to address multiple forms of violence impacting adolescent and young adults in communities with high rates of violence and address risk factors such as social determinants of health and racial inequity. We support states and communities to similarly implement evidence-based policies, programs, and practices to prevent sexual and intimate partner violence and ACEs. In 2023, CDC will release a new resource for states and communities: “Community Violence Prevention Resource for Action: A compilation of the Best Available Evidence for Youth and Young Adults” and will work closely with community-based organizations to disseminate to communities most impacted by violence (CDC, pending 2023).   


 


All individuals deserve to be healthy, safe, connected to others, have equitable access to life opportunities, and be valued members of communities and society. Violence is a significant and preventable public health problem that results in the loss of thousands of Americans and nonfatal injuries to many more. These deaths and injuries have significant impacts on the health and wellbeing of Americans, the communities we live in, and, especially, our youth. Violence directly or indirectly harms entire communities by the injuries and deaths of community members, contributing to fear of engaging in neighborhood activities, and impairing the ability of businesses and communities to grow and prosper. These harms create financial strain on education, justice, and medical systems that leave communities with limited resources to achieve other community goals. Due to historical and ongoing societal injustices, violence is both a cause and consequence of these strains that disproportionately impacts many racial and ethnic minority communities. 





As noted, serious, longstanding racial and ethnic disparities in violence in the U.S. are evident in the data. There are at least three features of these disparities worth noting. First, racial and ethnic disparities for violence are greater for the more serious violence outcomes. That is, disparities are greatest for homicide, followed by nonfatal injuries, and then behaviors that create risk for death or injury (e.g., firearm carrying, physical fighting). Second, racial/ethnic disparities, especially for homicide, are greatest for male adolescents and young adults. Third, when rates of violence increase, racial and ethnic disparities in violence tend to increase as well. Further research is needed to better understand why these epidemiologic patterns in racial and ethnic disparities in violence exist and persist.





There are important gaps in the data on violence and racial/ethnic disparities in violence that limit our ability to document and track these epidemiologic patterns. The most important of these gaps is the quality and variability of data on nonfatal injuries associated with violence, especially firearm-related violence. More specifically, it is unclear which available data systems for nonfatal injury (e.g., National Electronic Injury Surveillance System (NEISS), Nationwide Emergency Department Sample (NEDS), NHAMCS) provide the most accurate estimates of the number of firearm injuries. CDC is exploring the use of data from emergency departments through the National Syndromic Surveillance System to provide more precise and stable estimates of nonfatal injuries associated with violence (Zwald, Holland, Bowen, et al., 2022). Second, these data systems generally have poor data on the intent (e.g., assault, versus accidental, versus self-directed) and circumstances associated with these injuries. A third important gap is the data on homicides by law enforcement officers or legal intervention deaths. Vital statistics data on death and FBI’s Supplemental Homicide Report data substantially underestimate the number of this form of homicide relative to the National Violent Death Reporting System (NVDRS) (Barber, Azrael et al., 2016). NVDRS provides a more comprehensive count of law enforcement homicides and should be used as the standard for assessing the differential impact of these deaths on race and ethnic minorities. 





The drivers of racial and ethnic disparities in violence are caused by structural racism and other historical injustices. These injustices lead to inequities in education, employment, and incarceration within racial and ethnic minority communities compared with White communities (Bailey et al., 2017; Pettit & Gutierrez, 2018; Zajacova & Lawrence, 2018). Many of these inequities are long-standing and rooted in historical disinvestment in communities predominantly made up of racial and ethnic minority groups and have resulted in greater risk for violence. To overcome these inequities, there is a need for comprehensive approaches that address the underlying drivers of violence while also reducing the immediate risks. Implementing one strategy may have benefits but may not result in long-term and widespread changes in an entire community’s level of violence. Implementing complementary strategies that address the multiple drivers of violence is likely to have greater impact. The scientifically supported strategies described in CDC’s Resources for Action can be a critical tool for communities in their violence prevention efforts and have the potential to achieve substantial cost benefits. Engaging with community members, including youth and young adults, as knowledgeable, respected, and culturally competent partners and leaders in community violence prevention efforts is important. The strategies and approaches in these resources are intended to be used in combination and in a community-engaged, multi-sectoral way to prevent violence. The hope is that everyone can play a role in putting the evidence into action as we work together to have a violence-free society in which all people and communities are safe, healthy, and thriving.


It is important for communities to consider prevention activities that align with their specific needs and can have immediate benefits, as well as those that address the underlying conditions that increase the risk of violence. Research suggests that specific areas, groups, or individuals within communities are often at elevated risk for violence and can benefit from intentional supports (Papachristos et al., 2015). Some examples include street outreach programs and hospital-community partnerships, which have the potential to provide urgently needed support to help reduce immediate risks for violence, including escalating or retaliatory violence. These types of approaches are important to save lives and make communities safer. However, unless communities also address the social and economic conditions of people’s everyday lives that result in inequities in violence, future generations of youth and young adults will continue to experience violence and racial and ethnic disparities will continue to persist. There is evidence that addressing these conditions is associated with lower risk. The violence prevention strategies and approaches discussed here are complementary and can be used together as part of a comprehensive approach to prevent violence. 





Finally, knowing the evidence-based strategies that have the potential to reduce violence and understanding the associated racial and ethnic disparities is insufficient to create change. The next important step is to successfully implement and scale-up evidence-based prevention approaches in states and communities. Implementation guidance for the approaches and examples is available and continually added to CDC’s Violence Prevention in Practice web resource VetoViolence. Violence Prevention in Practice contains resources communities can use when selecting and implementing the strategies outlined here. It also contains resources to support planning, partnerships, policy efforts, adaptation, implementation, and evaluation. 





Thank you for your time and interest in inequities in violence. I’m happy to answer any questions you may have.
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Statement to the Commission 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to share comments on racial and ethnic disparities in violent offending, 
victimization, and imprisonment. As crime trends continue to shift in the wake of the pandemic and social 
justice protests of 2020, and as citizens and experts alike are grappling with how to advance both justice 
and safety in their communities, the Commission’s effort is timely and potentially lifesaving.  
 
The focus of this statement is to place disparities in violent victimization in context with disparities in 
violent offending and disparities in imprisonment. The work that my organization, the Council on Criminal 
Justice (CCJ), has produced and facilitated provides insights on these critical issues. 
 
Please note at the outset that it is important to distinguish population-based disparities from behavior-
based ones. Almost all public discussion of disparities revolves around the former and discounts the 
possibility of the latter. However, multiple data sources indicate that Black individuals experience higher 
levels of offending and victimization, and scholars across various fields and time periods have concluded 
that these differences are due not to inherent factors, but are explained largely by disproportionate 
exposure to a nexus of discriminatory historical, structural, and economic factors.1 Working closely with 
William J. Sabol and Thaddeus L. Johnson of Georgia State University and other leading experts, CCJ has 
focused intensively on the extent to which criminal justice system decisions may be mirroring or magnifying 
disparities in society and in criminal offending. Our work also seeks to advance understanding of why racial 
and ethnic disparities in the criminal justice system have been declining over the past 20 years, and which 
policies and practices might further narrow racial disparities in imprisonment. 
 
Relying heavily on CCJ reports and research—many passages are replicated verbatim—the subsequent 
pages of this brief will address the following topics: 
 



1. Violent Crime and Victimization Trends 
2. Trauma and Violent Offending 
3. Disparity in Imprisonment for Violent Crime 
4. Violent Crime and Police-Community Trust 
5. Recommendations for Violence Reduction 



 



 
1 Currie, E. A peculiar indifference: The neglected toll of violence on Black America. Metropolitan Books, 2020.; Sampson, R. J. 
"Urban black violence: The effect of male joblessness and family disruption." American Journal of Sociology 93.2 (1987): 348-
382.; Sheats, K. J., et al. "Violence-related disparities experienced by black youth and young adults: opportunities for 
prevention." American Journal of Preventative Medicine 55.4 (2018): 462-469. 
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Violent Crime and Victimization Trends2 
The overall rate of violent crime reported to law enforcement peaked in 1991 and was 50% lower in 2019 
and 47% lower in 2020, despite increases that began in 2015. The violent crime rate increased by 5% from 
2019 to 2020, reflecting a 7% increase from the 2014 low (Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1. Reported Violent Crime, 1960 to 20223 
 



 
 
Taking a more detailed look at current violent crime trends, there have been both increases and decreases 
in violent crime rates in a sample of three dozen US cities through June 2023 (Figure 2).  



• The number of homicides was 9.4% lower—202 fewer homicides—during the first half of 2023 than 
in the first half of 2022. However, the homicide rate remained 24% higher than during the first half 
2019, the year prior to the pandemic and protests.  



• The number of aggravated assaults was 2.5% lower—978 fewer aggravated assaults—during the 
first half of 2023 than in the first half of 2022. However, aggravated assaults in the first half of 2023 
remained 8% higher compared to the first half 2019.  



• The number of gun assaults was 5.6% lower—514 fewer gun assaults—during the first six months of 
2023 than in the first six months of 2022. However, gun assaults for the first half of 2023 remained 
39% higher compared to the first half of 2019. These results should be viewed with extra caution 
because they are based on data from just 10 cities.  



• The number of domestic violence offenses was 0.3% higher—148 more offenses—during the first 
half of 2023 than in the first half of 2022. Domestic violence offenses remained 4.8% lower than in 
the first half of 2019. These results should be viewed with caution because they are based on data 
from just 11 cities.  



 
2 This section draws from the following Council on Criminal Justice publications: The Footprint: Tracking the Size of America’s 
Criminal Justice System, Homicide Trends: What You Need to Know, and Crime Trends in U.S. Cities: Mid-Year 2023 Update. 
3 Data reflect Part I crimes as defined by the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program: homicide, rape, robbery, and 
aggravated assault. Values for 2021 are not provided because the transition from UCR reporting to a new National Incident-
Based Reporting System (NIBRS) has hampered comparisons to earlier national data. 





https://counciloncj.foleon.com/the-footprint-trends-in-crime-arrests-and-the-total-correctional-population/the-footprint/#Crimeandrates


https://counciloncj.foleon.com/the-footprint-trends-in-crime-arrests-and-the-total-correctional-population/the-footprint/#Crimeandrates


https://counciloncj.org/homicide-trends-report/


https://counciloncj.org/mid-year-2023-crime-trends/








US Commission on Civil Rights 
November 1, 2023 
Page 3 of 19 
 



Council on Criminal Justice 
700 Pennsylvania Avenue SE, Washington, DC 20003 



• The number of robberies was 3.6% lower—1,144 fewer offenses—during the first half of 2023 than 
in the first half of 2022. However, they remained 2% higher compared to the first half of 2019. 



 
Figure 2. Percent Change in Offenses, January-June 2019 through January-June 2023, by Year 
 



 
 
Figures from household surveys (the Justice Department’s National Crime Victimization Survey) paint a 
similar long-term picture but diverge from police report data (UCR) in the last couple of years. According to 
these surveys, which include crimes not reported to the police, the rate of violent victimization peaked in 
1994, then dropped 74% from 1994 to 2019 and 80% from 1994 to 2020. There was a 6% rate increase 
from 2020 to 2021 and a large increase, 43%, from 2021 to 2022 (Figure 3). The divergence in the two data 
sources is due potentially to changes in citizens’ willingness to report crimes to the police and differences in 
which populations are represented by the two sources.4  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 
4 Richard Rosenfeld and Janet Lauritsen, Did Violent Crime Go Up or Down Last Year? Yes, It Did., Council on Criminal Justice 
Crime Trends Working Group, October 2023. 
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2020 24% 6% 20% -7% -7% -19% 32% -12% 12% -25%
2021 40% 10% 46% -2% -12% -26% 2% -17% 29% -35%
2022 37% 11% 47% -5% 6% -23% 11% -3% 53% -40%
2023 24% 8% 39% -5% 2% -26% 5% -7% 104% -39%
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Figure 23. Percentage Change in Offenses
January-June 2019 to January-June 2023, by Year



Vehicle theft was 104% 
higher in the first half of 2023 
than the first half 0f 2019.



Homicide was 40% higher 
in the first half of 2021 
than the first half of 2019.



Residential burglary was 26% lower in the 
first half of 2023 than the first half of 
2019.





https://counciloncj.org/did-violent-crime-go-up-or-down-last-year-yes-it-did/
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Figure 3. Violent Crime Victimization, 1993 to 20225 
 



 
For homicide specifically, the racial and ethnic composition of homicide victims and offenders has changed 
since 2010. The share of Black victims has increased by 6 percentage points (from 50% to 56%), while the 
percentage of White and Hispanic victims has decreased, by 6 points (from 46% to 40%) and 9 points (from 
27% to 18%) respectively. The percentage of White and Black offenders remained consistent over the 10-
year period (31% and 39%, respectively), while the proportion who are Hispanic fell from 20% in 2010 to 
9% in 2020.6 
 
Victimization disparities can be seen specifically in the rates of firearm homicide as well. Firearm homicide 
is the third leading cause of death overall for young people (ages 15 to 24), and it disproportionately 
impacts Black youth: it is the second leading cause of death for Black female youth and the leading cause of 
death for Black male youth, who accounted for approximately 18% of firearm homicides despite being less 
than 1% of the population in 2020.7  
 
Trauma and Violent Offending8 
It is important to note that violent victimization cannot responsibly be addressed independently of 
perpetration. The cyclical nature of violence, often addressed in discussions about “victim-offender 
overlap,” is seen in the fact that many people who commit violent crimes are themselves victims of violent 



 
5 Data were drawn from the Bureau of Justice Statistics National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). 
6 Data were retrieved from the FBI’s Crime Data Explorer. Race and ethnicity measures should be interpreted with caution. 
Because not all agencies report detailed offense information every year, fluctuations can be the result of reporting and not 
actual changes. Asian, American Indian or Native Alaskan, and Native Hawaiian are not reported due to the concern of 
reporting inconsistency. Race could not be determined by police in approximately 29% of cases between 2010 to 2020. 
7 Buggs, S. A. L., Kravitz-Wirtz, N. D., & Lund, J. J. (2022). Social and Structural Determinants of Community Firearm Violence 
and Community Trauma. The ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 704(1), 224-241. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/00027162231173324 
8 This section pulls from Meeting Bulletin #6: Victimization, Trauma, Mental Health, and Violent Crime, a CCJ product. 





https://counciloncj.org/vcwg-meeting-bulletin-6/
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crime.9 Combined with the fact that approximately 68% of violent crime is intra-racial or intra-ethnic,10 
racial and ethnic disparities in violent victimization should be tackled in concert with racial and ethnic 
disparities in violent offending. 
 
Violent crime devastates families and communities already suffering high rates of concentrated poverty. In 
2019, homicide was the leading cause of death among young Black men and boys, causing more fatalities 
than the nine other leading causes combined. For Hispanic and White young males, homicide was 
the second and third leading cause of death, respectively. Despite overall declines in violent crime over the 
past three decades, one recent study indicated that the relative inequality between the safest and most 
dangerous neighborhoods in Chicago rose by 10% between 1990 and 2010.  
 
More than one third of victims of a violent crime have been repeatedly victimized. Victims of violent crime 
are four times as likely to be victimized again. Of the 1.5 million people treated for a violent injury each 
year, 45 percent will be reinjured within five years. The small percentage of people who are victimized 
more than once accounts for a disproportionately large number of victimizations.   



Many victims of violent crime are subject to multiple forms of violence, also known as polyvictimization. 
Victims with a history of multiple forms of violence, including child abuse/neglect, sexual abuse, bullying, 
domestic violence, or community gun violence, are at particularly high risk of long-term impacts on their 
mental, physical, and emotional health. Studies focused on childhood note that poly-victimized children are 
more likely to be revictimized and become perpetrators of violence themselves. 



Most victims of violence experience trauma. Trauma concerns an individual’s mental, emotional, and 
physical responses to horrific conditions or events. In the context of community gun violence, trauma is a 
response to experiencing or witnessing shootings, homicides, or the death of a loved one. In 
communities highly impacted by gun violence, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder can be more common than 
among veterans of the wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, or Vietnam. 



For those living in communities with high levels of violence, the stress response associated with past 
trauma is frequently activated as a means of survival. That said, increased hypervigilance and awareness 
generate long-lasting negative impacts on health, education, and behavioral outcomes. As adults, survivors 
are more likely to engage in substance abuse, risky sexual behavior, and aggression to manage unresolved 
and ongoing traumatization. They are also at increased risk of obesity, depression, and suicide. 



Most victims do not become offenders, but most offenders have been victims. Studies show that youth who 
experience chronic exposure to violence are more than 30 times more likely to become chronic violent 
offenders. This well-understood relationship between past victimization and criminal behavior is known as 
the victim-offender overlap. Researchers posit several theories explaining this overlap and have 
identified factors at the individual, relationship, community, and societal levels that impact behavior. 
 



 
9 Cynthia Godsoe, The Victim/Offender Overlap and Criminal System Reform, 87 Brook. L. Rev. 1319 (2022). Available at: 
https://brooklynworks.brooklaw.edu/blr/vol87/iss4/10 
10 Based on data from the 2022 BJS Criminal Victimization Report, Table 13. This calculation omits data where the 
race/ethnicity of the victim and/or the perpetrator is listed as “other” or “unknown”. This percentage increases to 
approximately 73% when focusing on Black and White populations. 





https://press.uchicago.edu/ucp/books/book/chicago/S/bo14365260.html


https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr70/nvsr70-08-508.pdf


https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr70/nvsr70-08-508.pdf


https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/cico.12348


https://drexel.edu/cnsj/healing-hurt-people/overview/


https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Kenna-Quinet/publication/225784979_Repeat_victimization_among_adolescents_and_young_adults/links/0deec52ff405757d52000000/Repeat-victimization-among-adolescents-and-young-adults.pdf


https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/194055.pdf


https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0886260517752215


http://apa.org/topics/trauma


https://www.motherjones.com/politics/2014/02/ptsd-among-wounded-americans-in-violent-neighborhoods/


https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22846957/


https://everytownresearch.org/report/invisible-wounds-gun-violence-and-community-trauma-among-black-americans/


https://www.basicbooks.com/titles/thomas-abt/bleeding-out/9781541645714/


https://www.ojp.gov/pdffiles1/ojjdp/grants/254493.pdf


https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0093854810377164


https://psycnet.apa.org/record/2011-22874-001


https://icjia.illinois.gov/researchhub/articles/the-victim-offender-overlap-examining-the-relationship-between-victimization-and-offending


https://www.cdc.gov/violenceprevention/about/social-ecologicalmodel.html


https://brooklynworks.brooklaw.edu/blr/vol87/iss4/10


https://bjs.ojp.gov/document/cv22.pdf
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Disparity in Imprisonment for Violent Crime11 
Imprisonment Disparity 
The ratio of Black-White state imprisonment disparity fell from 8.2 to 4.912 between 2000 and 2020, and 
the decrease in the Black imprisonment rate for violent offenses accounted for 23% of the overall drop 
(Figure 4). Black-White disparity in the violent imprisonment rate fell by a quarter from 2000 to 2020, 
dropping from 8.3 to 6.2. This change was not constant over the study period. Rather, about half of the total 
decrease in disparity occurred between 2000 and 2005, and about half occurred from 2006 to 2019. 
Specifically, the violent imprisonment disparity ratio fell by 0.9 points (from 8.3 to 7.4) during the first 
period and dropped another 1.1 points (from 7.3 to 6.2) in the second period.  
 
Figure 4. Offense-Specific State Imprisonment Disparity Ratios, 2000-2019 



 
 
There was a slower rate of decline in imprisonment disparity from 2006 to 2011 compared to the period of 
2000 to 2005. This is because a drop in the Black imprisonment rate accelerated during the second period 
while the White imprisonment rate fell (compared to 2000 to 2005). From 2000 to 2005, the Black 
imprisonment rate for violent crimes fell, then leveled off somewhat from 2006 to 2011 before continuing 
its decline. The White imprisonment rate for violent offenses increased from 2000 to 2011 before 
beginning to fall, albeit at a fluctuating rate (Figure 5). 
 



 
11 This section draws from William J. Sabol and Thaddeus L. Johnson, Justice System Disparities: Black-White National 
Imprisonment Trends, 2000 to 2020, Council on Criminal Justice, Pushing Toward Parity research series, September 2022. Due 
to data limitations, the report does not examine arrest estimates for Hispanic individuals. 
12 A Black-White imprisonment disparity ratio of 5-to-1, for instance, shows that Black adults are incarcerated at five times 
the rate of White adults. A disparity of one indicates no difference between Black people or White people. A disparity ratio 
lower than one means Black people are less likely to experience a particular outcome. 
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Figure 5. Black and White Violent-Crime State Imprisonment Rates, 2000-2019 



 
 
The number of Black people held in state prisons for violent offenses increased from 2000 to 2019, while 
the number of Black people held for property and drug offenses decreased. Over the same period, the Black 
imprisonment rate for violent offenses decreased. This decrease in the imprisonment rate for violent 
offenses occurred because the increase in the number of Black U.S. adult residents was larger than the 
increase in the number of Black people in prison for violent offenses. Specifically, the Black violent offense 
imprisonment rate fell by 17% even as the number of Black people held for violent crimes increased by 12% 
from 2000 to 2019. By comparison, the number of White people held in prison for violent offenses 
increased, as did their associated imprisonment rates. For example, the number of White adults held for 
violent crimes increased by 18% and the White imprisonment rate increased by 11%. These divergent 
trends for Black and White people were caused by differential growth in the two groups’ respective adult 
residential populations.  
 
The changes in Black and White state imprisonment rates for violent offenses combined to decrease in the 
imprisonment disparity ratio for violent offenses, which fell from 8.3 in 2000 to 6.2 in 2019. At the same 
time, the actual number of Black adults in prison for violent offenses increased; by 2019, the number of 
Black people serving state prison time for violent crimes was 22% larger than the number of White adults 
imprisoned for such offenses. The pattern seen for violent crimes differed from the pattern of change in the 
other offense categories. In 2019, there were fewer Black adults held for property, drug, and public order 
offenses than the number of White adults held for these crimes. For property and drug offenses, the 
number of Black people in prison fell by 39% and 62%, respectively; the number of White people 
imprisoned for property crimes fell by 11% while the number of White adults in prison for drug offenses 
increased by 26%. 
 
Due to the differential rates of change in the number of people in prison for each specific offense category, 
the concentration of individuals held for violent offenses increased over time. This was more pronounced 
for Black adults than White adults. For Black people, the overall population in prison fell between 2000 and 
2019, as did the percentages of Black people imprisoned for property and drug crimes; the percentage (and 
number) of people held for violent and public order offenses (which includes weapons and impaired driving 
violations) increased. As a result, the share of Black people in state prisons held for violent offenses 
increased from 49% in 2000 to 64% in 2019 (Figure 6). By comparison, the share of White people held for 
violent offenses also increased between 2000 and 2019, especially after 2006. That year, the share of 
White adults held for violent offenses reached a low of 45%; by 2019, it had increased to 50%.  
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Figure 6. Shares of Black and White Incarcerated Populations Imprisoned for Violent and Drug Offenses, 2000-2019 



 
 
Disparity in State Prison Admissions  
The size of prison populations is a function of the number of individuals admitted into prison and how long 
they stay. Either factor can exert upward or downward influence on disparity over time. 
 
From 2000 to 2020, Black-White differences in state prison admissions rates accounted for most of the 
change in racial imprisonment rates and, consequently, for the change in disparity. Over the same 20-year 
period, there was a 30% drop in the Black admissions rate for violent offenses; the rate fell from 296 to 206 
per 100,000 persons. By comparison, the violent crime admissions rate for White adults increased by 8%, 
from 37 to 40 per 100,000 adults. These divergent trends resulted in a drop in violent admissions disparity 
from 8 to 5.2 over the 20-year period (Figure 7). 
 
Figure 7. Black and White State Prison Admissions Rates and Disparity Ratios by Offense Categories, 2000-2019  
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Underlying the changes in both Black and White violent admissions rates was an increase in the share of all 
admissions that were for new criminal convictions. The growing shares of admissions stemming from new 
court commitments indicate that technical violations of parole or other post-custody community 
supervision—the other category of prison admissions—became a less common pathway into prison. 
 
Admissions of Black and White adults for violations of their conditions of parole supervision (typically 
called technical revocations) fell from 2000 to 2019. There was a decrease in the Black-White disparity in 
the rate of admissions for parole violations from 1.2 in 2000 to 0.8 in 2019, which means that by 2019, 
White people faced a somewhat higher rate of prison admission on a technical violation than Black people. 
This outcome further indicates that racial differences in prison admissions for parole violations exerted a 
downward influence on the Black-White prison admissions disparity. 
 
Disparity in Length of Stay  
While race-specific changes in admissions rates exerted downward influence on Black-White disparity, 
changes in length of stay caused disparity to grow. From 2000 to 2019, the mean length of stay for Black 
adults imprisoned for violent offenses increased from 4 years to 4.9 years (or by about a year), while for 
White people held for violent offenses, it increased from 3.9 to 4.2 years (or by about four months). 
 
The Black-White differences in length of stay increased for violent offenses. For added context, similar 
changes were seen with both drug and property length of stay disparity trends. In 2000, there was a one-
tenth of a year difference in mean length of stay between Black and White people in prison for violent 
offenses (or 4 years compared to 3.9 years, respectively). By 2019, this gap had increased to about eight-
tenths of a year (or 4.9 years for Black adults and 4.2 years for White adults). 
 
Disparity in Arrest Rates 
Prison admissions stem from arrest, prosecution, and sentencing decisions. CCJ disparities reports use the 
ratio of new court prison admissions to arrest to calculate the probability that an arrested person received 
a prison sentence. This analysis distinguishes the commitment per arrest ratio from the admissions rate per 
population discussed earlier and uses the commitments per arrest measure to measure how post-arrest 
case-processing decisions lead to imprisonment. 
 
For violent offenses, the Black and White trends were roughly comparable, as the ratio of new court 
commitments per arrest trended upward for both groups and showed little indication of converging over 



0.0



2.0



4.0



6.0



8.0



10.0



12.0



14.0



0.0



50.0



100.0



150.0



200.0



250.0



300.0



350.0



400.0



450.0



500.0



2000
2002



2004
2006



2008
2010



2012
2014



2016
2018



D
is



p
ar



it
y 



R
at



io



A
d



m
is



si
o



n
s 



R
at



e



Drug Offenses



White Rate Black Rate



Admissions Disparity Rate



0.0



0.5



1.0



1.5



2.0



2.5



3.0



3.5



4.0



4.5



5.0



0.0



20.0



40.0



60.0



80.0



100.0



120.0



140.0



2000
2002



2004
2006



2008
2010



2012
2014



2016
2018



D
is



p
ar



it
y 



R
at



io



A
d



m
is



si
o



n
s 



R
at



e



Public Order Offenses



White Rate Black Rate



Admissions Disparity Ratio











US Commission on Civil Rights 
November 1, 2023 
Page 10 of 19 
 



Council on Criminal Justice 
700 Pennsylvania Avenue SE, Washington, DC 20003 



time (Figure 8). For example, in 2000, the rate of new court commitments to arrests for Black adults was 
221 per 1,000 arrests and the White rate was 129 per 1,000 arrests; by 2019 the respective rates were 
319 and 202 per 1,000 arrests. Within the violent crime category, the new court commitment-to-arrest 
ratio for Black people increased by about 46% from 2000 to 2019, while for White people, it increased by 
about 57%. 
 
The Black-White disparity in violent new court commitments per arrest generally held steady, with year-to-
year fluctuations around a ratio of 1.6. This indicates that Black adults arrested for a violent crime across 
the study period were 60% more likely than White people to be sentenced to prison. 
 
Figure 8. Black-White Disparity Ratio in New Court Commitments Per Arrest by Major Offense Category, 2000-2019  



 
 
By 2019, the Black-White disparity in arrest rates for non-fatal violent crimes (based on victim accounts of 
offenders) was eliminated (Figure 9). 
 



Figure 9. Arrest Rate Disparity for Non-Fatal Violent Offenses, 2000-2019 
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For violent offenses, the arrest rate disparity fell from 4.2 in 2000 to 3.1 in 2019 (Figure 10). By 
comparison, the population-based prison admission disparity for violent offenses stood at 5.2 in 2019. This 
means that racial differences in arrests explain most of the remaining disparity in population-based 
admissions rates, but not all of the disparity in admission rates for violent offenses. Some of the remaining 
disparity in total prison admissions for violent crimes could have arisen from differences in arrest rates for 
specific subcategories of violent crimes, such as homicide, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. Due to 
data limitations, this report did not examine the differences for those specific offenses. 
 
Figure 10. Black-White Disparity in Arrest Rates by Offense Category, 2000-2020 



 
 
Disparities in Offending Rates 
Racial differences in arrest rates may arise from racial differences in offense rates or from disparities in 
enforcement. To assess Black-White disparity in rates of offending, CCJ reports have relied on the US 
Department of Justice National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). The NCVS asks victims of nonfatal 
violent offenses reported to police—rapes, robberies, and assaults—to describe assailant characteristics, 
including race. This section of the report presents the rate of violent offenses by race, rather than 
identifying the number of individuals of any race who commit violent crimes. 
 
The NCVS estimates of offenders are conditioned by several factors, including:  
 



• Incomplete reporting of offenses to police: Not all violent victimizations are reported to the police 
(about 44% of them were during the study period for this report); Black victims indicated that they 
reported violent victimizations to the police at a higher rate (five percentage points higher) than did 
White victims.  



• Victim perceptions of race: Victims reported the race or ethnicity of offenders in more than 85% of 
non-fatal violent crime incidents. More than two-thirds of victims in incidents involving a single 
offender said they knew or had seen the offender before; in multiple-offender victimizations, this 
percentage was about one-third. The greater a victim’s familiarity with his or her assailant, the more 
accurate the victim’s perception and account of the race of the assailant.  



• Repeat offending: NCVS estimates do not account for the fact that some individuals commit more 
than one crime and, theoretically, could be counted more than once. Racial differences in individual 
rates of offending would affect comparisons of the rates. 
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NCVS estimates have proven to be reliable and to align with other measures of the characteristics of 
offenders.13 For example, Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) reports based on the NCVS estimates show that 
violent victimizations are primarily intra-racial and that the majority of victims report their perpetrators to 
be of the same race.14  
 
In 2000, NCVS estimates suggested that the rate of nonfatal violent offenses for Black people was three 
times higher than for white people. This Black-White disparity trended upward over the study period, 
reaching 4 in 2019. The rate of nonfatal violent offenses per 100,000 people grew for both Black and White 
populations, but the increase for Black people (55%) was somewhat smaller than for White people (59%).  



This finding aligns with other analyses of crime victimization and offending in Black populations. For 
example, homicide offenses account for 30% of all violent offenses in state prison. According to police data 
reported to the FBI in 2020, Black individuals accounted for 56% of homicide victims, accounting for 
roughly four times their resident population-based representation (approximately 13% of U.S. residents).15 
According to FBI homicide data, Black individuals made up 39% of those arrested for homicide and were 
convicted in more than half (56%) of homicides in cases with a known assailant. A BJS report on the race 
and ethnicity of people arrested in 2018 for nonfatal violent crimes indicated that Black individuals (who 
made up 12.5% of the resident population in that report) accounted for 35% of offenders in NCVS incidents 
reported to the police, 33% of all nonfatal violent crime arrests, and 36% of arrests for rape, robbery, and 
aggravated assault. UCR expanded homicide data support NCVS findings on differential violent offending 
among Black residents. Like the Black-White disparity ratio formula, this UCR report calculated Black and 
White homicide offending rates per 100,000 residents based on victim and offender data with race 
information. These ratios indicate that the Black homicide offending rate was 6.9 times higher than the 
White rate in 2020. Importantly, these same data show 91.6% of Black homicide victims were killed by a 
Black person in cases involving a single victim and offender.  
 
Scholars across various fields and eras have concluded that higher levels of Black victimization and 
offending largely stem from disproportionate exposure to a nexus of discriminatory historical, structural, 
and economic factors.16 If racial differences in arrest rates align with racial differences in offending rates, 
then one would expect there to be little to no disparity in offender-based arrest rates. Two methods of 
analysis showed that disparity in arrests per offender in nonfatal violent offenses trended downward and, 
over time, leveled off at or below a disparity ratio of one (where one is parity). The first method takes the 
race-specific ratios of UCR arrests to NCVS-estimated offenders. This ratio fell from 1.4 in 2000 to below 1 
in 2019. The second analysis uses the race-specific ratio of victims’ reports that an arrest was made to the 
number of offenders; that ratio was constant over the study period, and it hovered at about 0.8. 
 
The two arrest disparity ratios converge over time. Although these two indicators are somewhat imprecise 
measures of arrest disparity, they present a consistent picture of Black-White disparity in arrest for violent 



 
13 Mosher, C and T Miethe. "Data bases and statistical systems: Crime." (ed.), J.D. Wright. International Encyclopedia of the 
Social and Behavioral Sciences (2d). Oxford: Elsevier, 2015. 712-716. 
14 Morgan, R. Race and Hispanic Origin of Victims and Offenders 2012-2015. Washington, DC: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 
2017.; Rennison, C. Violent Victimization and Race, 1993-98. Washington, DC: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2001. 
15 Federal Bureau of Investigation. Crime Date Explorer. n.d. . 
16 Currie, E. A peculiar indifference: The neglected toll of violence on Black America. Metropolitan Books, 2020.; Sampson, R. 
J. "Urban black violence: The effect of male joblessness and family disruption." American Journal of Sociology 93.2 (1987): 
348-382.; Sheats, K. J., et al. "Violence-related disparities experienced by black youth and young adults: opportunities for 
prevention." American Journal of Preventative Medicine 55.4 (2018): 462-469. 
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offenses—and suggest that Black and White arrest rates for nonfatal violence correspond with Black and 
White involvement in these offenses, as reported to police and described by victims. 
 
Assessing the impact of offense and arrest ratios on Black-White disparity in imprisonment, it appears that 
for violent offenses, the observed racial differences in offending rates account for more of the 
imprisonment disparity than do racial differences in arrest rates. This can be illustrated using data from 
2019: in the later years of the study period, a disparity of about 4 emerged in the Black-White violent 
offending rate. If one assumes that all post-offending decisions were made in a race-neutral manner, the 
disparity in offending would imply a 4-to-1 disparity in imprisonment. However, the actual disparity in 
imprisonment was 6.2-to-1. 
 
The contribution of the offending rate to imprisonment disparity for violent crimes increased over the 
study period. In 2000, about 40% of the Black-White violent offense imprisonment disparity could be 
explained by differences in offending rates, as estimated by the NCVS. In 2019, about 55% could be 
explained by estimated offense differences. These analyses imply that some post-offending decisions by 
criminal justice actors pushed the disparity ratio higher than it would have been given disparities in 
offending, though that effect has diminished over time. 
 
Implications 
Incarcerated populations are determined by two mathematical factors: the number of individuals who are 
admitted to prison and how long they stay there. Policymakers have a number of tools to control 
admissions to prison, such as probationary sentences and other diversion programs. However, since the 
disparity gap in prison admissions per arrest for property and drug offenses has narrowed during the first 
20 years of this century—and the gap for admissions for technical revocations has been eliminated—it is 
unlikely that such admissions-focused measures will produce substantial additional reductions in 
imprisonment disparity. 
 
Based on these and other findings, further reductions in Black-White imprisonment disparities would 
require one or more of the following: 



• Reduced disparity in rates of violent offending: Racial disparity in imprisonment rates for violent 
offenses was related to racial disparity in violent offending rates. While non-violent offenses may 
also contribute to disparity, violent crimes result in much longer prison sentences, which in turn 
elevate Black imprisonment rates. 



• Reduced disparity in prison time served: As disparity in length of stay is currently increasing, 
reversing this trend and closing the time-served gap would more appreciably contribute to reducing 
disparity than changes to admissions policies. 



• Reduced role of criminal history: To the extent that racial differences in criminal history severity 
arise from enforcement rather than offending disparities, “race-neutral” application of prior 
criminal history can lead to longer sentences for Blacks than Whites who commit similar crimes 
because of the differences in the accumulation of criminal history. To the extent that “old” criminal 
history records no longer serve as good predictors of future criminal behavior, prison sentences 
may both be unnecessarily inflated and contribute to disparity. Policymakers, court officials, and 
other key stakeholders should examine criminal histories carefully before simply applying counts of 
such events. This scrutiny is warranted by research showing that persons who go several years 
between arrests are no more likely to be rearrested than persons in the general population.17 



 
17 Blumstein, A. and K. Nakamura. "Redemption in the Presence of Widespread Criminal Background Checks." 
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Without significant reductions in rates of violent offending and length of prison terms, or changes in the 
influence of criminal history on sentencing and release policies, significant racial disparities in 
imprisonment will persist. 
 
Violent Crime and Police-Community Trust18 
Distrust of police can stem from several different concerns, including but not limited to: 



• Fear that the police will physically harm you; 
• Fear that the police will not be able to protect you from retaliation from community members if you 



cooperate with them or testify in court; 
• Fear that the police will treat you unfairly or disrespectfully due to race, class, or other animus 



and/or that the police are part of a power structure designed to marginalize poor communities of 
color; and 



• Skepticism that the police will be able to help you because they are overloaded, incompetent, 
corrupt, and/or simply don’t care 



 
These concerns are quite different in nature and would require very different solutions. The extent to 
which each of them drives overall trust levels is not clear in the research. White and Black people report 
crimes to police at similar rates, suggesting similar levels of confidence in the police, but they provide 
starkly different responses when questioned directly about their trust levels. 
 
In polls, White people consistently report higher rates of confidence in the police, and that high confidence 
has been stable over time (Figure 11). Overall, confidence in 2020 among White people was about the same 
as it was in 1994. Black people report having much lower levels of confidence in the police, averaging about 
40% lower and showing considerably more volatility over time. Most notably, confidence in police among 
Black people plummeted to a decades-long low in 2020, 16 percentage points below the 1994 level. 
 
Figure 11. Confidence in Police, 1994-2020 
 



 
 



 
Criminology 47 (2009): 327-359.; Kurlycheck, M. C., R. Brame and S. Bushway. "Scarlet Letters and Recidivism: Does an Old 
Criminal Record Predict Future Offending?" Crime & Delinquency 53 (2006): 64-83. 
18 This section draws on Policing By the Numbers, a CCJ publication. 
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Along similar lines, in a survey taken in the weeks after the police killing of George Floyd, a majority of 
Black respondents (62%) were either very or somewhat confident that police would treat them with 
courtesy and respect (Figure 12). That is 29 percentage points lower than White respondents and 16 points 
lower than Hispanic respondents. Black people are much less likely to express that they are “very 
confident” that they will be treated respectfully. 
 
Figure 12. Public Confidence in Police Interactions, 2020 
 



 
 
However, victimization reporting rates by race and ethnicity are remarkably similar for both violent and 
property crimes. Black people are slightly more likely to report experiencing a crime than members of other 
racial groups, particularly with regard to violent offenses. From 1995 to 2019, 51% of victims of violent 
crime who were Black reported the crime to the police compared to 44% of White victims and 47% of 
Hispanic victims (Figure 13). 
 
Figure 13. Violent Crime Reported by Race, 1995-2019 
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Further research is needed to understand these perceptions and behaviors and develop effective strategies 
to improve police trust and legitimacy. In particular, emphasis should be placed on reversing the long-term 
decline in the homicide clearance rate. Clearance rates in cases involving shootings are low and getting 
worse. According to FBI data and a recent CCJ report, homicide clearance rates declined significantly in 
2020, continuing a downward trend that began in the 1970s. The homicide clearance rate was 82% in 1976. 
In 2019, the rate was 55% and by 2020 it had fallen to 50%, a 5% decrease that marked the largest single-
year drop since 1989. A 2018 investigation by the Washington Post highlighted stark racial disparities in 
homicide clearance rates, noting that while 63% of murder cases involving White victims had been cleared, 
the proportion was only 47% for cases involving Black victims. Clearance rates for non-fatal shootings are 
approximately half as high as homicide clearance rates. And since many cases that are charged and brought 
to court do not result in a conviction, only about 1 in 3 homicides today result in a conviction. 
 
Low clearance rates frustrate efforts to hold offenders accountable, provide victims with justice, and 
disrupt cycles of violent retaliation. Research is limited in this area, but evidence suggests that declining 
rates are likely due to a combination of more difficult cases, lack of community trust, and a lack of attention 
to and resources for gun violence investigations. It seems apparent that solving more murders would boost 
public trust and confidence in the police and the courts, particularly in communities where violence is 
concentrated. 
 
Recommendations for Violence Reduction19 
In response to the rise in violent crime, CCJ launched a Violent Crime Working Group in July 2021. 
Composed of a diverse range of leaders, the Group dedicated itself to saving lives by producing anti-
violence guidance that is timely, relevant, and reliable. The Group met 11 times, consulted with the field’s 
leading experts, produced three reports on national crime trends, held two live public web events, and 
issued seven bulletins highlighting its key findings and featuring concrete recommendations to improve 
policy and practice in this critical area. The Group was chaired by CCJ Senior Fellow Thomas Abt, who is 
now founding director of the Center for the Study and Practice of Violence Reduction at the University of 
Maryland, College Park. 
 
In its final report, the Group identified Ten Essential Actions that cities can take now to reduce community 
gun violence. This list is not comprehensive; instead, it highlights the actions members believe are most 
likely to make the greatest immediate impact on violence. Listed in roughly sequential order, the actions 
are short-term measures that can be carried out within a year. They are not a substitute for longer-term 
strategies and investments that can address poverty, inequality, racism, and other underlying systemic 
causes of crime and violence. 
 
Ten Essential Actions Cities Can Take to Reduce Violence Now 



1. Set a clear goal. commit to saving lives by stopping violence. Homicide and other violent crimes 
devastate cities in human and economic terms. In Chicago in 2021, homicide collectively cost the 
city almost $8 billion in criminal justice and medical costs, lost wages and earnings, diminished 
property values, and reduced quality of life. And that is just the price of murder. The human and 
economic costs of all violent crime run far higher. Preserving life by preventing lethal or near-lethal 
violence is the primary goal of any true anti-violence effort, and progress should be measured in 
concrete terms: fewer homicides and non-fatal shootings. City leaders should commit to tangible 



 
19 This section draws on Saving Lives: Ten Essential Actions Cities Can Take to Reduce Violence Now, a CCJ publication. 
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reductions in these measures. Annual 10% reductions in homicides and non-fatal shootings are 
realistic goals.  
 



2. Identify the key people and places driving the violence. In every city, violence concentrates among 
small sets of individuals, groups, and locations. To effectively reduce violent crime, cities should 
begin with a rigorous problem analysis like the one completed in Oakland. These analyses draw on 
incident reviews, shooting data, law enforcement intelligence, and social network mapping to 
identify the people and groups most likely to become involved in a violent incident. Also critical: 
mapping the occurrence of such incidents to reveal the micro-locations, or “hot spots,” where most 
violence happens. These analyses should then be reviewed by trained street outreach workers and 
other non-police individuals with relevant experience. This foundational work is critical to creating 
a shared understanding of a city’s violence and guiding collaborative efforts. 
 



3. Create a citywide plan for engaging key people and places. Addressing violence demands a multi-
disciplinary response and a strategic plan to effectively organize these efforts, such as the paired 
plans from the Dallas Mayor’s Office and Police Department. Most critically, leaders must 
coordinate stakeholder activities focused on the highest-risk people and places. Plans should be 
practical and actionable, detailing concrete commitments: for key people and in key places, who will 
do what, by when? These commitments should use SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, 
relevant, and time-bound) criteria. Plans should also identify which activities will not be undertaken 
in order to maintain focus, as trying to do too much often results in failure. Finally, plans must 
emphasize partnership, particularly between members of law enforcement and impacted 
communities, where relationships are often severely strained. 
 



4. Engage key people with empathy and accountability. Those individuals and groups at the highest 
risk of violence must be placed on notice that they are in great danger of being injured, killed, 
arrested, and/or incarcerated. This message must be delivered with a combination of empathy and 
accountability. Supports and services must be offered so people have something better to say “yes” 
to, but it must be made clear that further violence will not be tolerated. Outreach workers in 
neighborhoods and hospitals where shooting victims are recovering can defuse conflicts, connect 
people to services, and serve as crucial go-betweens for a city and some of its most disconnected 
citizens, as they do in New York City. Cognitive behavioral interventions like those used by READI 
Chicago can help even the most traumatized individuals begin to heal and make better life 
decisions. Proactive policing, like the “precision policing” effort also in New York City, can put high-
risk people and groups on notice that they are being watched and that further violence will be met 
with swift and certain consequences. Focused deterrence strategies, such as Oakland Ceasefire, are 
a successful framework for all such engagement, blending customized supports for high-risk 
individuals with targeted sanctions, as needed. Finally, efforts like those in Boston to improve 
homicide and shooting clearance rates can deter future violence and disrupt cycles of retaliation. 
 



5. Address key locations using place-based policing and investment. A combination of place-based 
policing and investment can calm violent spaces. Police are necessary to disrupt existing cycles of 
violence and stop others from starting. But such short-term actions must be supplemented and 
quickly replaced by place-based interventions and investments to change the nature of violent 
micro-locations and the communities in which they are located. Problem-oriented policing, 
conducted in collaboration with residents as demonstrated by the Community Safety Partnership in 
Los Angeles, can begin the process. Environmental crime prevention approaches such as cleaning-
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and-greening initiatives in Philadelphia as well as changing traffic patterns and repairing, upgrading, 
and adding streetlights can also influence the trajectory of these areas. Finally, targeted 
investments and deployment of resources must be made to improve education, employment, 
healthcare, housing, transportation, and other socioeconomic factors that can give rise to crime and 
violence in the first place. 
 



6. Place responsibility for violence reduction efforts at the top. Every city suffering from high rates 
of violent crime should have a permanent unit dedicated to violence reduction operating inside the 
mayor’s office, with senior leadership reporting directly to the mayor. These units, such as the 
Office of Gang Reduction and Youth Development (GRYD) in Los Angeles, can provide direct 
services as well as administer funding and should act as a hub for city anti-violence efforts. Housing 
the unit outside the mayor’s office or placing intermediaries between the mayor and the unit’s 
leadership will significantly diminish performance and long-term viability across administrations. 
These units must be sustainably staffed and substantially funded in order to be successful long-
term. Within law enforcement agencies, chiefs and other top leaders must demand a consistent 
focus on preventing violence, not just making arrests, and on working with citizens and community 
partners. Effective management also includes rewarding officers for outcomes like reduced 
victimization, rather than outputs like the number of pedestrian or car stops they make. Similarly, 
non-law enforcement leaders such as those running community-based anti-violence organizations 
should maintain a focus on anti-violence outcomes, not outputs such as services delivered. 
 



7. Emphasize healing with trauma-informed approaches. Gun violence disproportionately affects the 
poor and powerless in our society. In certain communities, Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder is more 
common among residents than among veterans of the wars in Afghanistan, Iraq, or Vietnam. Victims 
of violent crime are more likely to be victimized again, and many victims are subject to multiple 
forms of violence, known as polyvictimization. Finally, those exposed to chronic violence are more 
likely to perpetrate violence themselves. Agencies working with victims and survivors of violent 
crime should use a trauma-informed approach, such as the model used by the Trauma Recovery 
Center in San Francisco. This means acknowledging and recognizing the impacts and symptoms of 
trauma and ensuring that supports and services are delivered in a way that does not retraumatize 
victims. Law enforcement officers also experience trauma and benefit from such approaches as 
well. 
 



8. Invest in anti-violence workforce development. Too many in the violence reduction field have 
worked too long without proper support or recognition. Many street outreach workers, for 
instance, work for little pay, no benefits, and with minimal opportunity for advancement. Most do 
not receive sufficient support for addressing the trauma – direct and vicarious – that comes with 
anti-violence work. Investing in a professional and sustainable anti-violence workforce means 
providing adequate salaries, benefits, and prospects for upward mobility through effective training 
and education. Law enforcement agencies, meanwhile, are suffering from serious morale, retention, 
and recruitment challenges. That workforce also needs additional support to perform at its best. 
 



9. Set aside funding for new stakeholders and strategies. There is a large base of rigorous evidence 
about what works, and what doesn’t, when it comes to violence reduction. That said, there is still 
room for learning and improvement. While most funding should be reserved for strategies with 
demonstrated track records of success, some portion of anti-violence dollars should be set aside to 
promote innovation. Development funds should be created to nurture new leaders and 
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organizations with small grants, training, and technical assistance. Innovation set-asides can 
support new anti-violence strategies intended to establish proof of concept and pave the way for 
additional funding. Intermediary, pass-through, and fiscal sponsorship agreements can ensure that 
less-established organizations can still participate in city efforts. 
 



10. Commit to continuous improvement based on data, evidence, and peer-to-peer learning. 
Strategies must be tested to see if they actually stop violence and save lives. Plans must be 
reviewed and, if necessary, revised. Leaders should embrace a learning culture that is able to 
recognize when strategies are not working and shift course – without starting over from scratch. 
Data must be gathered and research partners should be engaged early to assess performance, 
working in close consultation with police and community partners. Reducing violence requires a 
diverse range of stakeholders, and the best way to focus and maximize their efforts is through 
information-sharing networks. In today’s interconnected world, networks can promote peer-to-
peer learning across bureaucratic and jurisdictional boundaries. Efforts like the National Network 
for Safe Communities and the newly-established National Offices of Violence Prevention Network 
can also promote fidelity to evidence-informed practices, encourage collaboration, spur innovation, 
and build capacity for action. Finally, networks can serve as vehicles for broader institutional and 
systemic change. 



 
State and Federal Support 
Most anti-violence efforts happen at the local level, but state and federal support are key to help cities 
succeed in their front-line anti-violence campaigns. States and the federal government can support the 
essential actions outlined above through messaging and convening, grantmaking and fiscal incentives, 
regulation and legislation, and through the direct actions of certain agencies. 
 



• Help cities set the right goals. Prioritizing violence reduction can be politically difficult for local 
leaders seeking to portray their cities as safe and healthy places to live, work, and raise families. 
State and federal leaders can encourage their local counterparts with clear messaging as well as 
fiscal incentives for doing what is necessary, not politically expedient. This means emphasizing clear 
anti-violence goals, evidence-informed strategies, and partnership between law enforcement and 
community groups. 
 



• Support evidence-backed strategies, workforce development, and technical assistance while also 
investing in innovation. Most state and federal dollars invested in local violence reduction efforts 
should fund proven strategies and the capacity building and training needed to sustain and expand 
those strategies. At the same time, resources must be made available for localities to pursue or 
enhance promising or emerging approaches to reducing violence. Also key is support for improving 
the quality and quantity of relevant data and research as well as peer-to-peer learning through 
convenings and information-sharing networks. 
 



• Align state and federal actions with local anti-violence priorities. For state and federal agencies 
that work directly on anti-violence issues, aligning activities with local efforts is essential. State 
probation and parole agencies can create specialized caseloads to better supervise and support 
high-risk individuals, the FBI and U.S. Attorneys can coordinate with local law enforcement to 
incapacitate persistently violent individuals and groups, and health, labor, education, and other non-
enforcement agencies can similarly focus their resources. A coherent, whole-of-government 
approach that identifies and engages the key people and places driving local violence is the goal.  
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Adam Gelb has been working for a more just and effective criminal justice system throughout a 36-year career as a journalist, congressional aide, senior state government official, and nonprofit executive. He currently is founder, president and CEO of the Council on Criminal Justice, an invitational membership organization and nonpartisan think tank dedicated to building consensus for policies and practices that enhance safety and justice for all.


 


From 2006-2018, Gelb led criminal and juvenile justice reform initiatives at the Pew Charitable Trusts, producing groundbreaking national research that documented the high cost and low public safety return of traditional sentencing and corrections policies and helping 35 states develop, adopt and implement increasingly comprehensive and impactful reforms.


 


Gelb’s first job out of the University of Virginia was as a reporter at the Atlanta Journal-Constitution, covering police and the drug war at its height in the late 1980s. After earning a master’s degree in public policy from Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government, he staffed the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee during negotiations and final passage of the landmark 1994 federal crime bill. From 1995 to 2000, as policy director for the lieutenant governor of Maryland, Gelb established several initiatives that focused comprehensive crime control and prevention efforts toward at-risk people and neighborhoods. He served as executive director of the Georgia Sentencing Commission from 2001 to 2003 and, before joining Pew, as vice president for programs at the Georgia Council on Substance Abuse where he oversaw youth reentry and methamphetamine control programs.


 


Gelb speaks frequently with the media about national trends and state innovations and advises policy makers on formulation of practical, cost-effective policies that are grounded in facts, evidence and fundamental principles of justice.
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Panel 1:



(1) The Crime Victims Research Plan states that "OCRE will focus its data-gathering in the following areas: The role of the federal government in addressing civil rights issues and the administration of justice in the criminal justice arena." Presumably, Panel 1 would include at least one federal prosecutor. The "administration of justice" is multi-faceted and requires cooperation between both law enforcement and prosecutors. It does seem unbalanced to invite so many members of law enforcement but no prosecutors. Furthermore, all the proposed witnesses are members of the current administration. None of these individuals were in their positions during the period covered by the report. 



We suggest adding Thomas Hogan to this panel. Mr. Hogan is a highly respected and experienced lawyer. He served as a federal prosecutor for DOJ and was twice elected as the Chester County District Attorney in Pennsylvania. He would provide viewpoint diversity in five ways: 1) He is a prosecutor, not a police officer or an administrator; 2) He served as a prosecutor during the period the Commission is studying; 3) He served in DOJ during an earlier administration; 4) He has prosecutorial experience at both the federal and local level; 5) He is an elected official, and the concept paper includes "state and local elected officials" among witnesses to be invited.

 

For the reasons set forth above, we request that Mr. Hogan be added to Panel I. We have already confirmed his availability. 



(2) It's unclear why Ms. Hidalgo, Director of the Office of Violence Against Women, was included on Panel I. The Crime Victims concept paper states: "In this study, the USCCR will organize the data by race and national origin." The concept paper also states: "The briefing report will include testimony on racial and national origin disparities regarding victims of violence crimes as described by agency personnel, law enforcement personnel victims of crimes, experts, and other witnesses at a public hearing in Washington, D.C." The purpose of the crime victims briefing report is to 1) ascertain whether crime increased in the period from 2017-2021 and 2) ascertain whether the victims of crime are disproportionately ethnic minorities. In order to answer these questions, we will review and evaluate federal data, and rely upon local data as needed. This is not a report about violence against women. For this reason, it's unclear why Ms. Hidalgo's experience in the Office of Violence Against Women is germane to the briefing topic. The focus of this report is the impact of crime on ethnic minorities - both male and female. Furthermore, Ms. Hidalgo has only been in her position for a little over a month, so again, does not appear to be in a position to address the time period under consideration. If Ms. Hidalgo has some expertise relevant to the crime victim inquiry as set forth above and in the concept paper, please let us know. Otherwise, it's probably best to leave her off the list. 



Panel 2:



(1) We were disappointed that Sheriff Leon Lott was not included on the list of witnesses. Sheriff Lott is the elected sheriff of Richland County, South Carolina. Richland County is 49% black and 44% white. He has broad support within the community. Richland County is mostly suburban and rural. Both these characteristics - being a sheriff elected by the voters, rather than a police chief appointed by the mayor - and the suburban/rural nature of Richland County mean that Sheriff Lott would bring a different perspective to the briefing. The concept paper does not limit the study of crime to the cities we are examining most closely. Additionally, as with Mr. Hogan, Sheriff Lott is an elected official. He is thus in a different position than either the DOJ administrators or the appointed police chiefs. He is directly responsible to the voters and will hear their concerns. Therefore, we request that Sheriff Lott be added either to Panel 1 or Panel 2. We have already confirmed his availability. 



(2) We applaud OCRE's effort to ensure law enforcement participation from the studied cities; however, many of the proposed panelists were not serving in the role of "chief" during much of the relevant period (i.e., 2017-2021). For example, Chief Adrian Diaz only became chief of Seattle PD in September 2020. Chief Cerelyn Davis only assumed the role as chief of Memphis PD in June 2021. Chief Troy Finner was sworn in as Houston's chief of police in April 2021. Ron Thomas was not chief of police in Denver at all during the studied period, as Paul Pazen stepped down as chief in August 2022. Jeffrey Norman was not sworn in as permanent chief of police in Milwaukee until December 2022. 



Internal policies are largely established by the chief of the department. Therefore, it makes sense to invite some of the chiefs of police who served during the relevant period. Testimony from current leadership might be biased against past leadership or, in the alternative, it may be the case that current leadership will be loathe to comment on their predecessors. On the other hand, we understand the desire to have current chiefs testify. Therefore, we suggest that some former Seattle Chief Carmen Best and former Denver Chief Paul Pazen be invited to testify rather than the current chiefs of those cities. 



Panel 3:



(1) We object to the inclusion of gun control activists in this panel. The concept paper states: "This is not a study of crime perpetrators or of non-violent crimes; nor is this a study of the causes of crime." It's not a report about guns or gun violence. It's a report about whether crime increased during the period from 2017-2021 and, if it did increase, whether ethnic minorities are disproportionately impacted. 



The central mission for both Moms Demand Action and Brady United is to restrict access to firearms for all Americans - not just criminals. Moms Demand Action's website claims victory over preventing law-abiding citizens from carrying a concealed weapon. Brady United encourages legislators to pass laws preventing law-abiding citizens from owning certain types of weapons, etc. This testimony is totally outside the scope of the approved concept paper. In addition, there are no gun rights advocates included on the panel. The other panelists are victims of crimes, or in the case of Ms. Hawkins, a victim of crime who is also the leader of a local community group. Not one of the other panelists would be prepared to respond to testimony about gun control. Because we are required to host balanced briefings with balanced panels, we suggest removing both gun control activists - i.e., Ms. Ferrell-Zabala and Mr. Heyne. 



The alternative is to remove Ms. Ferrell-Zabala or Mr. Heyne and invite a panelist who reflects the conservative position on gun control. We propose former member of the U.S. Sentencing Commission and law professor William G. Otis or Dr. John Lott, an economist and expert on guns and crime. However, allowing a debate on gun control conflates preventing crimes committed by criminals (i.e., people who break the law) with non-criminal activities (i.e. law-abiding citizens owning firearms). This is not ideal because the focus of this briefing should be on shedding light on crime victims - i.e., is violent crime increasing? Who is affected? 



Panel 4



(1) We believe Mona Sahaf should be removed from this panel. As you know, our AIs require the briefing and the individual panels to be balanced. There are six proposed witnesses on this panel, and only two of them were proposed by the conservative commissioners. In an effort to restore some balance, we belief Ms. Sahaf should be removed from the list. Most of her professional background lies in prosecuting domestic violence and national security cases, which are not relevant to this briefing. 



Overall, the proposed witness list is unbalanced. There are twenty-two proposed witnesses. Only two of the proposed non-victim witnesses (Rafael Mangual and John Paul Wright) were suggested by the conservative commissioners, despite our commissioners having made a number of recommendations. OCRE informed us there would be three panels, which formed the basis for the number of witnesses we suggested, and then added a fourth panel. Even if OCRE had accepted all four non-victim witnesses we suggested, this briefing would still be unbalanced. Our adjustments are an effort to bring some balance to the briefing and ensure it conforms to our AIs.

