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| NTRODUCTI ON

CGender bias in the courts -- stereotyped thinking about the
nature and roles of wonmen and nen, society's devaluation of
wonen, and nyths and m sconceptions about the economc and soci al
realities of wonmen's and nen's lives manifested in judicial
deci sion nmaking and court interaction -- has beconme a nmatter of
nati onal concern.

As the result of efforts to introduce the issue of gender
bias in the courts into judicial education using state specific
data and the work of the National Association of Wnen Judges'
Nati onal Task Force on Gender Bias in the Courts, state chief
justices across the country have established task forces to
investigate gender bias in their own court systens and nake
recommendations for reform The first such task force, the New
Jersey Suprene Court Task Force on Wnen in the Courts, was
established in 1982. Its nmandate was to investigate the extent
to which gender bias exists in the New Jersey judicial branch and
devel op an educational program to elimnate it. The task force's
findings and recomendations, published in 1984, " sparked a
gender bias task force nobvenent nationw de. ?

As of June 1989 five states ver e engaged in inplenmenting
their task forces, recommendations, sixteen state task forces

1 First Year Report of the New Jersey Suprene Court Task
Force on Winen in the Courts - June 1984, reprinted in 9 Wnen's
Rights Law Reporter 129 (1986). The task force's Second Report
is available from the New Jersey Admnistrative Ofice of the
Courts, R J. Hughes Justice Conplex, CN-037 Trenton, N J. 08625.

2 The origins of the focus on gender bias in the courts as
a subject for judicial education, the National Association of
Wnen Judges' National Task Force on Gender Bias in the Courts
and the national gender bias task force novenent are described in
Norma J. Wkler, "On the Judicial Agenda for the 80's: Equal
Treatnment for Wnen and Men in the Courts" 64 Judicature 202
(1980), Lynn Hecht Schafran "Educating the Judiciary About
Gender Bias in the GCourts: The National Judicial Education
Program to Pronote Equality for Wwnen and Men in the Courts and
the New Jersey Suprene Court Task Force on Wnen in the Courts" 9
Wnens Rights Law Reporter 109 (1986) and Lynn Hecht Schafran,
"CGender Bias in the Courts: An Energing Focus for Judicial
Reform™ 21 Arizona Law Journal 237 1989.

3 In addition to New Jersey, task forces in New York,
Rhode 1sland, Nevada, Maryland and Massachusetts have published
their reports. The Hawaii task force published a short summary
of its attorney survey. The Report of the New York Task Force on

Wnen in the Courts (1986) is reprinted in 15 Fordham Urban Law
1




were engaged in data collection, and another six states were in
an exploration or formation phase. At their 1988 joint annual

meeting the Conference of Chief Justices and the Conference of
State Court Adm nistrators adopted resolutions urging every chief

justice to establish a task force "devoted to the study of gender
bias in the court system"™

The growi ng nunber of task forces devoted to an issue which

Journal 1 (1986-1987). The Report of the Rhode |sland Suprene
Court Conmmittee on Whnen in the Courts (1987) is available from
the Rhode Island Adm nistrative Ofice of the Courts, 250 Benefit
Street, Providence, R 02903. Justice for Wnen (1989), the
Report of the Nevada Suprene Court GCender Bias Task Force, is
avai l abl e through the Nevada Suprenme Court, Carson City, Nevada,
89710. The Report of the Maryland Special Joint Conmittee on
Gender Bias in the Courts (1989) 1s available through the
Adm nistrative Ofice of the Courts, Court of Appeals Building,
Annapol is, Maryland 21401. The Report of the Gender Bias Study
of the Suprene Judicial Court of Massachusetts (1989) is avail-
able from the Suprenme Judicial Court, 1300 New Courthouse,
Boston, MA 02108. New Jersey's First Report and the Report of
the New York Task Force on Wnen in the Courts are sunmmarized in
Lynn Hecht Schafran, "Documenting Gender Bias in the Courts: The
Task Force Approach,” 70 Judicature 280 (1987).

4 Conference of Chief Justices. Resolution XVIII. "Task
Forces on Gender Bias and Mnority Concerns." Adopted August 4,
1988. Conference of State Court Admnistrators. Resolution |I.
"Task Forces on Gender Bias and Mnority Concerns." Adopted
August 4, 1988. As is apparent from their titles, these Resol u-
tions also call for creation of separate task forces to address
racial and ethnic bias in the courts. Task forces on minority
concerns are a further evolution of the gender bias task force
novenment. To date four states have such task forces. These
Evaluation Quidelines are applicable to task forces on mnority
concerns as well as those investigating gender bias.

Readers interested in establishing task forces in their own
states or communities should consult Lynn Hecht Schafran and
Norma J. WIker, Operating A Task Force on Gender Bias in the
Courts: A Manual for Action (1986), available from the Wnen
Judges’ Fund for Justice, 1900 L Street, N W, Wshington, D.C
20036, (202) 331-7343.

Extensive information and materials generated by and
relating to gender bias task forces may be obtained from the
National Center for State Courts Information Services, (300
Newport Avenue, WIIliansburg, Virginia 23185) which serves as a
cl eari nghouse for the National Association of Wnen Judges'
Nati onal Task Force on Gender Bias in the Courts.

2



was all but invisible at the start of the decade is itself a form
of progress. But increasingly task forces are asking not just
how their predecessors carried out their investigative and report
functions, but how a task force can know whether its efforts have
made a difference. These Evaluation Quidelines for Task Forces
on CGender Bias in the Courts are intended to assist task forces
in answering this question. The Guidelines encourage task
forces to think about nonitoring and evaluation from the begin-
ning of their work; wurge task forces to recommend in their
reports that an initial and then subsequent assessnents of
progress be conducted, each of which should point the way to the
next phase of inplenentation: and suggest ways in which the
inpact of a task force can be neasured by the task force and
others in the legal and lay comunities.

Under the auspices of the National Association of Wnen
Judges' National Task Force on GCender Bias in the Courts,

Prof essor Normal Wkler and | have worked with gender bias task
forces throughout the country and conducted an extensive eval ua-
tion of the first gender bias task force. These Quidelines are
based on those experiences. Qur assessnment of the first task

force, N Wkler and L. Schafran, Learning from the New Jersey
Suprene Court Task Force on Wnen in the Courts: Evaluation,
Recommendations and Inplications for OQher States (1989)° is an
essenti al conpanion to these Cuidelines. Eval uating a gender
bias task force is a conplex undertaking, difficult to explain in
the abstract. The New Jersey Evaluation is a concrete exanple of
how this kind of evalution can be carried out, and provides the
background and context for fully understanding these Quidelines.
It is preferable to read the New Jersey Evaluation first. Both
the New Jersey Evaluation and these Evaluation Quidelines should
be read as early in the task force process as possible.

5 Avai l able from the Wnen Judges' Fund for Justice, see
supra note 4. Hereinafter cited as Learning from the New Jersey
Suprene Courts Task Force on Wnen in the Courts or "the New
Jersey Evaluation.”




1. THE THREE ASPECTS OF GENDER Bl AS TASK FORCE EVALUATI ON

Evaluating the inpact of a gender bias task force entails
t hree questions:

(1) Did the task force's investigation and report educate the
judicial, legal and lay communities about gender bias in the
courts and notivate others to becone change agents?

(2) Were the task force's specific recomendations regarding
matters such as legislation, education and admnistrative
reform i npl enent ed?

(33 Has the activity documented wunder (1) and (2) reduced
gender bias in the courts?

In evaluating a task force's inpact it is not enough to ask
whet her the |egislature passed the recommended |aws or the code
of judicial conduct was anended or judicial education prograns
were presented. The answers to these questions are indeed
essential neasures of the task force's success in its inplenenta-
tion efforts and the systemis commtnent to reform But an
eval uation nust look to the ultimate question of whether all this
activity actually reduced gender bias in the courts.

Answering this ultimate question is neither straightforward
nor sinple. Assessing the inpact of a gender bias task force
does not lend itself to a conventional social scientific analy-
sis. In that kind of study, researchers typically eval uate the
success of a project using quantitative nmeasures of progress nade
toward goals and objectives clearly defined from the outset.
For a task force, however, the first phase of its work is
determ ning precisely what the problens are. Mreover, virtually
every court system lacks the statistical data bases that would
provi de baselines against which to neasure progress, and nany of
the areas in which change occurs do not |end thenselves to
guantitative analysis. Thus, it is particularly inportant for a
task force to shape its investigations and reconmmendations in

ways that will facilitate future evaluations of its success in
ef fecting change.



[11. PLANNING FOR EVALUATI ON DURI NG THE | NVESTI GATI ON PHASE

A task force's initial responsibilities for data collection
and the fornulation of findings and recommendations are so
daunting that it is difficult to think beyond the task force
report. But the report is nerely the beginning of the work to be
done. A task force's efforts are for naught unless they result
in neaningful inplenmentation and actually reduce gender bias in
the courts. Thus, evaluations of progress subsequent to the task
force report are of paranmount inportance. Moreover, reconmrending
that there be an evaluation puts people on notice that their

actions wll be nonitored. That in itself rraK produce change.
Task forces should nake recommendations in their reports and

pursue activities during their investigation and inplenentation

phases that will facilitate evaluations and enhance the likeli-
hood of their being carried out.

Recommend That There Be an Initial and Subsequent Eval uations of
the Task Force's |npact

Task forces should not assune that an evaluation w Il happen
by itself. Recormend in the task force report that there be an
initial and followup evaluations to assess progress in reducing
gender bias in the courts and spell out what nust be done in the
next phase of inplenentation. Recomend tinme frames for these
eval uations, recomend who should carry them out, and reconmend
that the necessary funding be provided.

VWhen Shoul d Eval uati ons Be Conducted?

Wen to conduct the initial evaluation of the inpact of a
gender bias task force is a difficult question. Tine nust be
allowed for the task force or inplenentation team to carry out
recommendations. Even straightforward adm nistrative changes take
time to achieve in a conplex court system Change in the
sensitive area of gender bias in decision making often cones
slowly. Yet allowing too long an interval before evaluation
underm nes the nonentum for change and |eaves the legal and |ay
communities wondering if the task force report has beconme just
anot her dust gatherer. Beginning the -evaluation process three
years after the report is published so that an evaluation report
can be published no later than the fourth year strikes a bal-
ance. It is |likely that there wll be continuing concerns
warranting further action and evaluation. Both the task force
report and the initial evaluation report should recommend that a

second assessnment be carried out after a two- or three-year
i nterval.

Who Should Perform the Eval uations?

The task force report should include suggestions about who
shoul d perform eval uati ons.



The task force may know during the report witing phase who

will be responsible for inplementing its recomendations. For
exanple, the chief justice may already have nade a commitment to
establish an inplenentation committee. |If this conmttee will be

broadly based and include a variety of task force nenbers, it
would be appropriate to recommend that this group carry out
eval uations as well.

However if the inplenentation committee wll be conposed

solely of individuals within the court system evaluations
perforned by a group or individuals who are not part of the

systemwi || likely have nore credibility in the conmmunity and are
therefore preferable. The original task force or a small group
of its nenbers including "insiders" and "outsiders" could be

reconvened for this purpose.

In making its recommendation for who should carry out
evaluations the task force should take into account the nmkeup
of the inplementation commttee if known. |If this is not known,
the report should sug%est that evaluations be carried out by
i ndividuals who wll ave credibility with the comunity,
preferably individuals who were involved with the original task
force and are famliar with its findings and goals.

What Shoul d the Budget Be for Mnitoring and Eval uation?

Qbviously nonitoring and evaluation require funding. The
task force should recomend that the court system |[|egislature,
and bar associations® provide the necessary resources. How nuch
funding is necessary cannot be answered in the abstract. Just as
some task forces have very limted funds and tailor their data
collection accordingly, so the scope of these subsequent phases

will depend upon what nonies and in-kind services can be ob-
tained. The New Jersey Evaluation was carried out with extrenely
l[imted resources, as discussed at page 19. Task forces can

develop a sense of the potential costs for nonitoring and
evaluation from those task forces which are already in an

i mpl enentati on phase, and which have carried out the studies
necessary to provide a baseline for assessing progress.

Make Recommendations Which WIIl Facilitate Eval uation

Recommend the Devel opnent of Appropriate Data Bases:

The nost inportant recommendation a task force can nake to

facilitate evaluation is that the court system create and
mai ntain data bases about all the areas of concern where data can

6 These have been the principle sources of funding and in-
kind services for task forces to date.
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be readity collected. (E. g., a data base about divorce cases can
be readily devel oped, as discussed at pages 7-8, a data base
about court interaction would require stationing highly trained
long-term nonitors in every courtroom hardly an advisable
depl oynent of resources.) Wthout a baseline that establishes
the "before,"” it is difficult to assess the "after.”

Lack of data is a problem afflicting every aspect of the
courts, not just gender bias task forces. It is essential that
court systens develop data collection capabilities which ensure
that informati on needed to assess gender bias is collected on an
ongoi ng basis and is easily retrievable.

Task forces should recormmend that data bases be created and
should specify the kinds of data to be collected. To be com
prehensi ve, these data bases should cover not only the areas the
state's own task force studied, but also the areas that other
task forces have shown to be problematic. For exanple, nost
gender bias task forces are studying custody awards and will want
a data base about initial awards and nodifications in custody
di sputes. To date only the Florida task force has exam ned
prostitution,” an area for which every state should develop a
data base on the conparative treatnent of prostitutes of both
sexes and their patrons in order to document who is arrested, who
is prosecuted, and what kinds of sentences and fines are inposed
on the parties to these transactions.

These data bases nust capture the specific information
necessary to assess whether gender bias is a factor in decision
maki ng. This neans going beyond raw nunbers. Wth respect to
custody disputes, for exanple, relevant information would include
not only the specifics of the ultinmate disposition (i.e., sole
custody to father or nother or the form of joint custody) but
i nformati on about such matters as:

the parents' respective enploynent and incones;

who had been the primary caretaker before divorce and who
woul d be the daily caregiver post divorce or nodification;
whet her there was an order of protection issued against

7 Philippa Levine, Prostitution in Florida, A Report
Presented to the Gender Bias Study Conmission of the Suprene
Court of Florida (1988). Professor Levine found with respect to
the judiciary that although nost judges whom she interviewed
"denied seeing or naking any distinction between the prostitutes
and their patrons, |[the judges] agreed that their sentencing
procedures nonetheless did not inply equal culpability. For the
nost part...judges largely favour incarceration for wonen and
fines for nen, although male and female prostitutes are generally

treated on an equal basis.” Prostitution in Florida, supra, at
148.




ei ther parent:

- whether either parent had been or was about to be
remarried:

- whether the nature of either parent's social and sexua
rel ationships was noted in the opinion or other court
docunent s:

- the amount of any spousal and child support awarded and
whet her it was being paid:

- if the case was about a nodification of custody, whether
the nodification notion was made independently or in
response to an effort to enforce child support.

Evaluators and other researchers need this level of detail in
order to determine patterns and whether gender bias is a factor
in these trends.

Task forces should recommrend that data bases be designed in
consultation with individuals expert in the nuances of gender
bias in the courts. Dat a base designs nust also be periodically
reviewed and updated to capture additional data as new informa-
tion about what constitutes or appears to be gender bias cones to
light. An exanple here is sentencing. It has |ong been assuned
that judges sentence wonen |ess harshly than men out of chivalry
or paternalism Recent studies involving both large data sets
and qualitative. interviews with individual judges indicate that
where there is a pattern of lighter sentences for wonmen the
motivating factors are their status as single parents and judges'
reluctance to see children placed in foster care”. Thus, a
neani ngful sentencing data base w Il include information about
each defendant's marital and parental status, whether she or he
is actively caring for and/or supporting a child and who would
care for the child if the defendant were incarcerated.

Recommend Studies that WIIl Provide a Baseline for Eval uation

As discussed in the New Jersey evaluation, often a task
force is not able during its investigation phase to collect
guantitative data such as case analyses. For those areas in
whi ch such data would be desirable, task forces should state in
their reports that these studies are necessary as a baseline for
eval uation, recomrend that such studies be carried out, and work
to secure them during the inplenentation phase.

Perhaps the task force received information about gender
bias in the award of rehabilitative alinony but could do little

8 Kathleen Daly "Rethinking Judicial Paternalism Gender,
Wrk Famly Relations and Sentencing,” 3 GCender & Society 9
(1989); Kathleen Daly, Discrimnation in the Crimnal Courts:
Famly, Gender, and the Problem of Equal Treatnent, 66 Soci al
Forces 97 (1987).




nore than describe this perception because trial Ievel divorce
decisions are not reported and the task force |acked funds for a
study from court files. As part of its initial inquiry the task
force should try to ascertain whether the necessary data are
collected in court records and can be readily accessed. |If not,
the task force should recomrend that the court system develop a
form on which data about every contested divorce will be entered
by designated court personnel. A Mdel Dvorce Case Analysis
Summary form for collecting information ranging from the parties'
enpl oynent histories to the award of pendente lite counsel and
expert fees appears in Appendi x A

To obtain an objective baseline the task force can recom
mend that the fornms for a stated tine period be developed into a
report by an expert outside the court system If this study
confirns the existence of a problem the study should be repeated
and a report published a few years after the first report, to
measur e change. For exanple, in its report the task force could
reconmmend that these data be collected and reported upon wthin
two years, and that if warranted, a follow up report be published
three to four years subsequently.® (Concurrent with this data
collection there should be judicial education about how gender
bias affects alinony awards.)

Task forces should also recommend that these studies be
carried out wunder the auspices of +the ongoing task force,
standing conmmittee or inplenentation committee so that clear
lines of authority wll be established and the studies can
proceed on a tinely basis..

Make Recommendations as Specific as Possible:
The nore specific an initial recommendation, the easier it

will be to trace the recommendation's post report history. Wth
respect to recommended legislation for exanple, nane the par-

9 Note that a prospective study cannot precisely cor-
roborate or contradict the perceptions of respondents to the task
force's inquiry. If the task force publishes its report in 1990
based on information <collected in 1988-89, and the study of
di vorce case data is based on 1991 cases, the study wll reveal
what is happening in 1991, not what was happening when respon-
dents reported. This is not to say that the information wll not
be valuable or wll not provide the necessary baseline. G ven

that change in decision nmaking patterns cones slowy, absent a
singular happening such as the institution of child support
gui delines, there should not be nuch distortion.

Note also that the task force should neake clear the
need to collect these data on an ongoing basis even if the study
does not confirm an inequitable pattern.

9



titular commttee(s) responsible for that type of |egislation and
recoomend that this conmmittee, in consultation with the task
force and appropriate experts, draft and introduce the bill.*
Recommend that when the report is sent to individual |egislators
it carry a cover letter drawing their attention to the |egisla-
tion the task force recommends they draft and introduce. During
eval uation, nenbers of the designated conmttees can be asked for
detailed information about the status of recommended | egislation.

Recommend that the Legal and Lay Conmunities Participate in
Eval uat1 ng Progress

During a task force inquiry, individuals and organizations
asked to provide information often express skepticism as to
whet her the task force's efforts will nake any difference. The

task force report should suggest ways in which the legal and |ay
communities can track progress, or the lack of it, and keep the
court system and public attention focused on the issues. The
report can urge bar associations to establish conmttees to
i npl emrent the task force's recommendati ons and to have individua

menbers record their ongoing experiences in areas of concern to
the task force, particularly those areas in which it is difficult
to obtain data in other ways.

For exanple, a concern across the country is the difficulty
many econom cally. dependent wonmen experience in obtaining
pendente lite counsel and expert fees in divorce cases. Al though
the courts thenselves should record and nmake avail abl e data about
these notions, and task forces should recommend that they do
this, another way of developing these data is through bar
association matrinonial law commttees. Commttee nenbers could
conplete a form each tine they seek interim fees. The form
W thout namng the lawers or clients, would provide information

sufficient to determne whether, in fanmlies where the husbands
have liquid assets and the wives do not (or vice versa), interim
fees adequate to pursue the litigation are being awarded or
wi t hhel d. See Appendix B for a suggested form The forns woul d

be forwarded to a subcommttee which would produce an annual
report on the award of interimfees in that county.

Bar association conmmttees and sections should be encouraged
to generate their own reports on areas of concern to the task
force on an ongoing basis. It may be nore difficult to get an
entire state court system to collect and provide access to data
than to have attorneys do it individually. The task force shoul d
recommend that a bar commttee conduct a study for the one year
after the task force report to provide a baseline, and then again

10 |f the task force has time and resources it can provi de
draft bills in its report or refer the legislature to specific
wel | drawn statutes from other states.
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two or three years later to see if there is any change. The task
force should also recomend that when designing these studies
bar associations consult wth social scientists know edgeable
about gender bias in the courts and data collection

Al though the task force or its successor (e.g., a standing
commttee) should function as a clearinghouse for conplaints,
| ocal bar associations should also be encouraged to establish
committees to receive and process conplaints about gender bias in
their own conmmunities. The nature, validity and incidence of
t hese conplaints and how they are resolved should becone part of
the evaluation (with confidentiality appropriately protected).

Simlarly, ~community organizations know edgeable about
i ssues of concern to the task force should be asked to partici-
pate in an ongoing evaluation process. For exanple, NOW chapters
in many states and cities nmaintain hotlines for wonen seeking
assistance in several areas that relate to the courts. NOWNew
York State estimates that of the thousands of calls it receives
each year half relate to divorce cases. NOW chapters could be
asked to keep records of the calls that relate to task force
concerns and to obtain transcripts and decisions from these
callers or else case nanes and docket nunbers so that researchers
can obtain the court files. The nature and nunber of concerns
brought to NOWs attention would be one way of |[|earning about
progress and continuing or new problens.

Anot her exanple of the kinds of grass-roots organizations
that should be enlisted in ongoing record keeping for the task
force are those involved in child support collection, such as
| ocal chapters of ACES (Association for Children for Enforcenent
of Support, Inc.).

Enlisting bar associations and conmunity organizations in
ongoing data collection to enhance evaluation is inportant
because few state court systens can afford the kind of data
collection systens that would be optimal. Task force reports
should recomend that during the inplenentation phase the task
force or its successor should collect and maintain records of
data collected by these-various groups.

11



|V DD THE TASK FORCE' S | NVESTI GATI ON AND REPORT EDUCATE THE
COMUNI TY ABOUT GENDER BIAS IN THE COURTS AND MOTI VATE
OTHERS TO BECOME CHANGE AGENTS?

Before a task force educates the comunity relatively few
people realize that gender bias in the courts nmeans nore than a
judge calling a wonman |awer "honey" or that the problem is
pervasive. Efforts to reduce gender bias in the courts are
usually confined to "special interest groups" such as advocates
for battered wonmen and public interest law firns devoted to
woren's rights. Therefore the task force's success in enlighten-
ing the conmunity about the neaning and extent of gender bias in
the courts and notivating new groups to becone change agents is a
significant neasure of a task force's inpact. This should be
docunented as part of the eval uation

Chronicle Community Response to the task Force During the
I nvesti gati on Phase

The first measure of the task force's inpact is what actions
the legal and lay communities take in response to the task
force's creation and investigation, even before its report. The
formation of the task force will hopefully stir interest in the
community, leading to invitations to task force nenbers to
address bar associations and other |egal and non-legal organiza-
ti ons about the neaning of gender bias in the courts and the task
force's mission and nethods. A chronicle of the task force's
outreach to the community (e.g., press releases, articles witten
for legal and non-legal publications) and the way the conmunity
res?onds (e.g. requests for speakers, news articles) during data
collection Is the beginning of an evaluation. During the
i nvestigative phase, the task force should keep a record of these
speaki ng engagenents, radio and television interviews, press
coverage and other indicia of community concern. This record
should include the response to these appearances and articles.
Appendi x C, the Assessnment Form prepared for New Jersey task
force menbers for use in the New Jersey Evaluation, includes a
log (page two) on which task forces nenbers were asked to |ist

their public appearances. This |log can be adapted for use during
the data collection phase.

Docunent How the Task Force's Findings and Recommendati ons Wre
Made Known to the Judicial Branch, the Legal Community and the
Publ i c.

The threshold question in connection Wth comunity response
to the task force's report is: How were the task force's findings
and recommendati ons nmade known to the judicial branch, the |ega
community and the public? To date no task force has explicitly
recommended that its report be distributed to all judges in the
state and to the legal and non-legal comunities as well.
Rather, it has been assuned that this would be done.

12



Gven the inportance of the education function of a task
force report and the need to enlist both the court system and
i ndividuals and organi zations outside that system in the inple-
nentation effort, task forces should make specific recomenda-
tions about dissemnating the task force's conplete findings to
the judiciary, the |legislature, bar associations, |aw schools,
community organizations and the press. Task forces should also
reconmend that the office of court admnistration keep count of
the reports distributed, distinguishing between those sent at
the task force's behest and those requested by interested
i ndividuals and organi zations. How the court system responds to
these recommendations is part of the evaluation. The "count" of
reports distributed, particularly those requested, is a measure
of the task force's inpact.

It is essential to recommend that the task force's full

report, not just a summary report, be wdely dissemnated. In
New York, where there was a long hiatus between judges' receipt
of the sunmary report and the full report, nany judges under-

standably objected that the task force's findings were conclu-
sory.

Chronicle Actions Taken by the Legal and Lay Conmunities in
Response to the Task Force Report

The task force or its successor should record the actions
taken by legal and lay organizations in response to the task
force report and recommendations. For exanple, in New Jersey the
state and several county bar associations responded by introduc-
ing prograns about gender bias, intensifying efforts to recruit
wonen and appointing nore wonen to |eadership positions. In New
York bar associations throughout the state established commttees
to inplenent the task force's recomendations. These commttees
have undertaken a variety of activities including reports of
their own, discussion groups wth local judges and continuing
| egal education progranms. Anmong nhon-|egal organizations, NOWMNew
York State has held two day |ong conferences to assess progress,
each of which attracted several hundred attendees.

The Ilevel of comunity activity in response to the task

11 To insure that the task force report will be acces-
sible to readers in and out of state after the office of court
admnistration's initial printing(s) have been exhausted, task
forces should also reconmmend that efforts be made to secure
publication of the full report in a suitable publication, such as
a law journal, listed in the Index of Legal Periodicals. As
cited in notes 1 and 3 supra, the New Jersey and New York task
force reports are published in the Wnen's Rights Law Reporter
and the Fordham Wban Law Journal, respectively.
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force report is a crucial nmeasure of the task force's inpact on
social change and nust be docunented. Task forces or their
successor inplenentation commttees shoul d:

° State in the task force's recommendations that |egal
and non-1legal organizations should keep the inplenent-
ing authority informed about actions they take to carry
out, or encourage those in authority to carry out, the
task force's recomendati ons.

° Make sure that the legal and lay comunities know that
the task force or commttee is collecting this infor-
mation and where to forward it.

° Have individual nenbers keep logs, as they did during
the investigative phase (see page 12 and Appendix O,
of public and nedia appearances at which they discuss
the task force report.

Maintaining an ongoing record of these activities wll
facilitate assessnent of the task force's success in educating
the community and enlisting others as change agents.

Chroni cl e Media Response

A strong response from the state's print and electronic
media to the task force's findings and recomendations 1is
essential to creating public pressure for change and is another
measure of the task force's inpact.

The task force or its successor should maintain a file of
newspaper and nagazine articles about the report and inplenenta-
tion efforts as well as listings (and, where possible, audio and
vi deo tapes) of electronic nedia coverage.

Communicate with Oher Task Forces, Commttees and Conm SSions

About Specific Task Force Findings and Reconendation and
Chronicle Thelr Response.

During the task force's investigation and inplenmentation
phases other official bodies may conme into existence or take up
issues relevant to the task force's findings and recomendati ons.
The task force should comunicate with these other bodies to
ensure that its views are known and chronicle the response to the
task force's suggestions.

Information the task force develops about wonen of color
shoul d be communicated to task forces addressing race bias in the
courts, so that they, too, can report on the double discrimna-
tion experienced by mnority group wonen in the courts.

An increasing nunber of states have GCtizens Advisory
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Commi ssions on the Courts conducting investigations about current
issues and how the courts should function in the twenty-first
century. Mny of the issues covered by gender bias task forces
are relevant to these conmm ssions' wor and should be com

muni cate to them The Arizona Suprene Court Conm ssion on the
Courts, for exanple, has task forces on children and famlies,

alternative dispute resolution, court organization and adm ni-
stration and productivity. These task forces need to hear from
the gender bias task force about issues such as child support
enforcenment: why nediation is not an appropriate response to
domestic violence: and gender bias in the courtroom behavior of

j udges, lawyers and court personel

The Anmerican Bar Association Standing Conmittee on Ethics
and Professional Responsibility recently proposed changes to its
Code of Judicial Conduct which would explicitly bar gender and
other types of bias on the part of judge sand those under their
direction and control™ and ban judges' nenberships in in-
vidiously discrimnatory clubs.™® Task forces should comunicate

their views on these revisions to the Judicial Code Conmittee of
the ABA Standing Committee on Ethics and Professional Respon-
sibility and to state court or bar comrttees charged wth
considering revisions in their own state codes of judicia
conduct .

QG her conmttees to which task forces should provide input
include those dealing with child support guidelines, sentencing
guidelines, court facilities, judicial performance evaluation
surveys and judicial disciplinary procedures.

Havi ng communicated with these various bodies, task forces
should chronicle whether the informationand views shared

affected these other entities' reports and policy decisions.

2 American Bar Associ ation, Draft Revisions to ABA Code of

Judi cial Conduct (May 1, 1989), Section 3B (5) and Commentary.

3 1d., Section 2C and Commentary.
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V. WERE THE TASK FORCE S SPECI FI C RECOMVENDATI ONS | MPLEMENTED?

Task forces are naking nunmerous recommendations for judges,
court admnistrators, |legislatures, bar associations, prosecu-
tors, police, law schools, judicial screening conmttees and
others. Evaluating the inpact of a task force requires |earning
whet her these recomendations for judicial education were carried
out. Was the code of judicial conduct amended to nake gender
bias a form of judicial msconduct? Have all county prosecutors
established special units to handle donestic violence and sexua
assault cases? Are local |aw schools presenting the task force's
findings in relevant courses? Sonme of these inquiries wll be
relatively straightforward, but determining whether the task
force's specific recommendations were inplenmented often requires
nore than ascertaining yes or no. It is inportant to |earn how
fully and effectively recommendati ons were inplenented, why sone
are still in process and why others are stalled or dead. This
may be a subtle and politically sensitive inquiry.

How Fully and Effectively Wre Recomendati ons | npl enent ed?

For many recomendations it is essential to learn not only
whet her they were carried out, but precisely how For exanple,
if judicial education prograns were presented in response to the
task force's recomendation, was the faculty trained to avoid
gender biased |anguage and hypotheticals and to be able to
integrate gender bias issues across the range of subtantive and
procedural courses? Wre the prograns confined to general-
i zati ons about stereotypes that never addressed the specific
ways stereotyped thinking manifests itself 1in decision making?
Was it passive education in which reading materials were dis-
tributed but not discussed? Because neither of these nethods
constitute effective judicial education about gender bias in the
courts, the reconmendation for judicial education appears to have
been carried out, but it was not done in a neaningful way.

If the task force nade recomendati ons about advancing the
status of wonen court personnel and insuring that wonen becone
policy makers in the court system deternine whether the Equa
Enpl oynment Qpportunity Comm ssion or grade categories which were
the basis for the task force's initial report have been revised
in any way, in order to avoid conparing apples and oranges. In
both the initial and evaluation reports <clarify the
responsibilities that go with apparently high ranking jobs. For
exanple, the chief of court reporters may rank in the top
managenent grades, but not hold a policy making job within the
court system Putting a woman in this position would nean a
woman held a high ranking post, but would not be responsive to
the recommendation that wonen be appointed to policy naking
jobs. Simlarly, if an underrepresentation of wonen as clerks of
court was corrected, are the new appointees' posts in a variety
of communities, or are the wonen only appointed to these posi-
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tions in small, relatively rural courts?

Wiy Were Sone Recommendations Not Carried Qut?

For those recommendations not carried out it is inportant
to learn why not and what can be done to bring them about. For
exanple, if suggested legislation has not been adopted, is it
because it was never introduced, because it was not voted out of
committee, because those who support the legislation were not
informed about it and thus could not |obby for it, or because it
was rejected on the floor of one or both houses? [In any of
these situations, the standing committee (or other evaluation
body) should ask: what nust happen next and who has to do it?

It may be that sonme action the task force recommended was
not possible for reasons of which the task force was not aware
when it nade the recomendation. It may be a genuine |lack of
the necessary personnel or nonetary resources. O it my be the
result of overt or covert resistance. Pinpointing in the initial
eval uation why a recommendation has yet to be carried out is
essential for the next phase of inplenmentation.
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VI. HAS THE ACTIVITY GENERATED BY THE TASK FORCE S | NVESTI GATI ON
AND REPORT REDUCED GENDER BIAS | N THE COURTS?

As stated earlier, learning whether a task force has nade a
difference entails answering three questions: (1) D d the task
force educate the legal and lay comunities about gender bias in
the courts and notivate others to becone change agents? (2) Wre
the task force's recomendations inplenented? and (3) Has the
activity docunented under (1) and (2) reduced gender bias in the
courts? The critical distinction between the first two questions
and the third is illustrated by a situation in New York that
predates that state's task force. At a 1982 neeting on the |egal
rights of battered wonen, a |awer sought advice about dealing
with a judge in her county who refused to issue orders of
protection. At the request of battered wonen's advocates, the
legislature in 1980 had refornmulated the purpose of the Famly
Court Act, replacing the statenent that the Act's purpose was to
keep the famly intact with a statement that the Act's purpose is
to secure the safety of individual famly nenbers. Wen a
del egation net with the judge to point this out, the judge
responded that he knew all about the change in the law, but he
liked it the old way. The l|legislature had been educated, the |aw
had been changed, but the judge's own gender bias on the issue
had not been reduced.

Determining what is actually happening in the courts on a
day to day basis requires an investigation both simlar to and
di vergent fromthe task force's original inquiry.

Utilize Both (bjective and Subjective Data in Your Eval uation

Answering the ultimate question of whether gender bias in
decision mmking, ~court interaction and court enploynent has
actually been reduced requires both objective and subjective
data. Ooviously objective data is the nobst desirable, which is
why it is so inportant to put in place the kind of data coll ec-
tion system described earlier. But some of the concerns cited by
the task force do not lend thenselves to this kind of docunenta-
tion. If a proper data base is naintained, statistical records

will tell how nmany orders of protection were sought and granted
and whether child support was awarded with these orders when
requested or sua sponte. But statistical records will not tell

whet her judges. or court personnel asked wonen what they did to
provoke the violence against them or why they have no visible
injuries, and transcripts are rarely available. Assessing a
dimnution in these kinds of remarks will have to depend on the
experiential reports of individuals such as battered wonen's
| egal advocates who are regularly in court on these kinds of
cases. As in the task force's original inquiry, a key elenent in
evaluation is developing data from several different sources and
determining the extent to which they corroborate one another.
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Utilize Both Legal and Social Science Expertise for Data
Col | ecti on

Anot her inportant aspect of the original task force inquiry
which should be carried forward into evaluation is that data
collection nust be pursued as an interdisciplinary effort
involving individuals wth expertise in the law, in social
science and in the nuances of gender bias. As discussed nore
fully in Chapter Three of Qperatins a Task Force on GCender Bias
in the Courts: A Manual for Action, ™ the experiences of nany
task forces have shown that this kind of work cannot be carried
out by judges and |awyers alone, nor "farmed out" to social
science researchers unfamliar with the courts and the ways in
which gender bias is manifested there. It is wuseful to have
social scientists as nenbers of the task force, the inplenenta-
tion team and the -evaluation team so that there is regular-
interchange anong disciplines and problenms of collecting and
understanding data are mnimn zed.

Be Creative in Devel opi ng Met hodol ogi es and Sources

Like the task force's initial effort to docunment the nature
and extent of gender bias in the courts, |earning whether gender
bi as has been reduced is an effort that can be conducted at many
| evel s. Evaluators wth substantial time and resources can
replicate the entire initial investigation and pursue whatever
additional studies they deem necessary. If, as is nore likely,
the evaluators are as constrained by tinme and noney as the
original task force, decisions will have to be made about what

are the nost inportant things to learn and the |east expensive
ways of |earning them

Appendix D lists the twenty-five objective and subjective
data sources utilized in Learning from the New Jersey Suprene
Court Task Force on Wnen in the Courts: Evaluation, Recommend-
ations and Inplications for Qher States. > Despite extrenely
limted resources we were able to obtain assessnments of progress
and continuing areas of concern froma wi de variety of know edge-
able informants by wutilizing, for exanple specially convened
and already scheduled neetings, individual reporting forns for
task force nmenbers and wonen judges (see Appendix C) and inter-
views with individuals with the npbst relevant expertise. The
many gender bias task forces operating today have devel oped
nunmerous creative ways of searching out data for their initial
i nvestigati ons. Revi ew ng their nethodol ogies will suggest ways
to go forward with eval uation.

14 See note 4, supra.
15 See note 5, supra.
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Is it Necessary to Repeat the Task Force's Initial Surveys?

Most tasks forces have surveyed attorneys. Sone have also
surveyed judges, bar sections, court admnistrators, court
personnel, jurors, litigants, prosecutors and donestic violence
shelters. (Qbviously, it would be extrenely interesting to
resurvey these populations to discover, for exanple, whether
judges feel they l|learned anything from the task force, what the
bar's perceptions are about change and whether these two group's
perceptions nmatch the objective data. However, resurveys present
several problens. Because it is nore difficult to persuade
people to conplete a survey about what is right than about what
Is wong, the response rate may be very low Unless there is a
way to assure that the respondents are the sane individuals who
responded the first tinme, it is inappropriate to draw strict
conparisons between the two surveys. Surveys are expensive and
are not a substitute for objective data in those areas which |end
t hensel ves to statistical data collection

Taking child support as an exanple, assune the task force
reported that awards are unrealistically low or, in this new era
of child support guidelines, that judges and hearing officers use
the guidelines as a ceiling without regard for the special needs
of individual children and famlies. An evaluation survey of
famly law practitioners Wl reveal whether they perceive any
i nprovenments. A data base that docunents the awards nmade in
individual famly circunstances, the response to requested
devi ations and devi ations nmade sua sponte over a period of tine

wll reveal what is actually happening, pernitting an assessnent
as to whether there is, in fact, an inprovenent.

This is not to say that subjective data are not valuable or
shoul d not be sought out by eval uators. I ndeed, subjective data
conpl enent objective data by revealing the nuances of daily court
activity and providing a deeper understanding of where problens
lie. The inportant point is that once a task force identifies
the data bases that should be nmade part of the court's permanent
nonitoring system these data bases nust be put into place. A
survey is an adjunct to, not a substitute for, a data base.

In some instances only subjective data wll be avail able,
but here, too, judgnments will have to be made about how widely
to survey. Limted resources for the evaluation may nmake it

necessary to focus on those sources which can provide the nost
specifically relevant information. Wth respect to the treatnent
of wonen attorneys, as noted earlier, unless a nonitor is placed
in each courtroom this is not an area in which a conprehensive
data base is likely to evolve. The several task force and bar
association reports on this issue to date have consistently
reveal ed that wonen perceive a significant anmount of discrimna-
tion in court interaction while nmen perceive little. Although it
woul d be interesting to resurvey nen as well as wonmen to |earn
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whet her nmen have becone nore aware of gender bias as a result of
the task force's report™, if the evaluators only have resources
to find out whether the incidence of gender biased behaviors
originally reported has dimnished, it nakes sense to |limt an

inquiry on this point to wonen's bar associations and wonen
attorneys.

Seek Information and Evaluation from Goups wth Specialized
Expertise

During the task force's inquiry it wll becone apparent
whi ch organi zations and individuals are involved with the task
force's areas of concern on a continuing basis and will be able
to provide future assessnments of change in these areas. These
organi zations wll include donmestic violence shelters, rape
crisis centers and sex crinmes units, grass-rootschild support
collection organizations, bar association sections and academ cs
following these legal issues within the state. Evaluators can
turn directly to these sources and seek information fromthem

For exanple, as part of the evaluation of the inpact of
the New Jersey Suprene Court Task Force on Wnen in the Courts,
a structured telephone survey was conducted of the directors or
| egal advocates at fifteen of the state's seventeen donestic
violence shelters. (Two shelters declined to participate.) That
survey instrunent appears in Appendix E. Communicating wth
these individuals enabled us to tap the experiences of the |arge
nunber of wonmen who negotiate the court system with the help of
advocates from donestic violence shelters.

Be O ear About What Actually Brought About Change

For sone areas in which evaluators find an anelioration of

task force concerns, the causative agent will be sonething other
than the task force or, nore likely, there wll have been a
nunber of factors at work. That something other than the task

force was responsible for bringing about change, or that there
was a convergence effect, should be nade clear In the eval uation.

The nost obvious exanple is child support awards. The first
task force, established in New Jersey in 1982, reported in 1984
t hat inadequate, unenforced child support awards were a matter of
concern. Also in 1984 the federal governnent enacted the Child

16 Realize that if more nen report nore gender bias on an
eval uation survey than did so on the initial survey, the question
raised is: Is there now nore gender bias than in the past, or are
nmen now aware of incidents that fornerly made no inpression on
t hen? Questions should be drawn to elicit both nen's and wonen's
sense of whether they have been alerted to gender-biased behavi or
that they did not notice or understand before.
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Support Enforcenent Anendnents, requiring states to establish
award gui delines and new enforcenent nechanisnms or | ose federa

funds. During the evaluation of the New Jersey task force in
1987-8, famly law practitioners reported and data from the
Adm ni strative office of the Courts confirnmed that the guidelines
were definitely bringing about increased awards. Obviously this
was an inportant area of inprovenent, but the nost that could
realistically be said about the task force's role in it is that
per haps there were sone synergistic effects, given the coinciden-
tal timng of the report and the federal |egislation. Presumably
there will be even greater inprovenents in child support awards
and enforcement under the 1988 Famly Support Act which wll
af fect evaluations of other task forces' inpact.

Anot her exanple would be a case that galvanizes public

attention and results in new legislation. In 1988 New York
| egi slators drafted legislation to bar cross exam nation about the
social and sexual I|ife of wtnesses in all types of crimnal

trials when these matters are not relevant to the case at bar.
(Underm ning witnesses' credibility by inpugning their chastity

is a ploy long utilized against wonen -- but not men -- not only
in rape trials, but in all kinds of crimnal and civil cases.)
This legislation was pronpted by a case in which a nodel whose
face was slashed by thugs hired by a man she had declined to date
was cross exam ned intensively at the trial of her attackers
about her social life and attitudes toward nen.

The fact that an agency other than the task force brought
about change does not nean that this progress should not be
reported. When other entities take action it reinforces the
credibility of the task force in pointing out these probl ens.

Pay Attention to the Subtleties

To fully understand what the current court clinmate is and
whether it has changed requires attention to subtleties. For
exanpl e, what actually happened on remand to a donestic rel ations
case overturned on appeal? La Roque v. La Roque, 406 N W 2d
736, 139. Ws. 2d 23 (1987) illustrates why it is necessary to
foll ow such a case to its concl usion.

This case dealt with a twenty-five year marriage in which
the wife, 46 years old at the tine of divorce, was a honenaker
and nother of five. She had worked outside the honme while her
husband was in |aw school and later assisted in his various
el ection canpaigns. At the tine the divorce was granted she had
no income and he was earning $60,000 as an appellate judge. The
trial court awarded the husband his entire pension. The wfe
received the famly house, |argely encunbered by a nortgage, with
instructions to sell it when her last child reached nmpjority and
use the incone for living and education expenses. She was al so
awar ded short-term alinony of $1,500 per nonth for five nonths
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and $1,000 per nmonth for another thirteen nonths. The appellate
court extended the $1,000 a nonth alinmony until such time as she
could earn $1,000 per nonth herself. In other words, the appellate
court considered it equitable that she live on $12,000 pre-tax
whil e her former husband |ived on $60, 000 pre-tax.

In a strongly worded opi nion about the substantial disparity
in the post-divorce incones of the parties under the trial court's
scheme and the court's failure to appreciate the wfe's
contribution to her husband's earning ability at the cost of her
own financial independence, the Wsconsin Supreme Court held that
t he anbunt of maintenance could not be justified and that limting
It to eighteen nonths was an abuse of +the trial court's
di scretion.

On remand the trial judge awarded indefinite alinmony of
$1,500 per nonth, maintaining that it could not be higher because
during the three years the case was on appeal the husband
i ncurred substantial consuner debt on a boat and a second
weddi ng. The judge al so punished the wonman and her |awyer for
prosecuting the appeal in the way he dealt with attorneys fees.
Agai nst the wife's $40,000 bill the judge awarded $6, 000, payable
$200 per nonth without interest starting in January 1989.

The W sconsin Supreme Court's opinion in this case sets an
extrenely inportant precedent for decisions respecting indefinite
alinmony for |ong-term honemakers. Nonetheless, on remand, the
trial court judge did not carry out the spirit of the high
court's decision.
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VI, LOOKI NG TO THE FUTURE

Eval uations Should Provide (Quidance for the Next Phase of
| npl enent at1 on

In addition to assessing the task force's inpact to date,
eval uations should provide guidance for the next phase of
i mpl ement ati on. For exanple, the New Jersey Evaluation recom
nmends that the New Jersey task force devolve into a snall
standing committee, that judicial education focus on integrating
gender 1b7i as issues into all relevant substantive and procedural
courses™’, and that the Ofice of Court Adm nistration develop
the kind of social science research expertise needed for assess-
nment and nonitoring of gender bias issues.

17 For exanple, nedical negligence courses should present
informati on about how gender bias sonetines shapes the nedical

profession's response to wonen patients; crimnal, and civil
evidence courses need to explore inappropriateness of
allowing wonmen to be cross-exam ned about their sex Ilives and

attitudes toward nen in cases where these nmatters are irrel evant:
judicial trial skills semnars should explain why failing to use
gender - appropriate pronouns in jury charges can prejudice a jury;
matrinmonial |aw courses should explore matters such as the work
force potential of wonen and nmen of different ages and back-
grounds so that judges can better assess the appropriateness of
short term alinony for older honmemakers: law and psychiatry
sem nars should cover gender bias in the nental health profes-
sion's views of wonen and how this can skew expert wtness
testinony: custody semnars should explain why a man who beats
his wife but not his child is not a suitable custodial parent.
To facilitate integrated judicial education, the Wnmen Judges'
Fund for Justice will publish this author's Integrating Gender
Bias Issues into Judicial Education: OQutline for a Model
Curriculum later this year.

24



Education About GCender Bias in the Courts Mst be a Pernmanent
concern

However positive the findings of an evaluation may be, it is
essential for every court system to treat the need for awareness
of, sensitivity to, and education about gender bias as a
permanent condition. New judges, nmsters, hearing officers,
referees, nmediators, court admnistrators and court personnel

are constantly joining the system They nust all be educated
and sensitized. It would be a serious mstake to assune that
over tinme, as younger people join the system the need for
conscious attention to gender bias in the courts wll spon-
taneously abate. Not even increasing the nunber of wonmen judges,

hel pful as that will be, is by itself the answer. Neither wonen

nor nen are born understanding the battered woman's syndrone or
t he econom cs of divorce. To date gender bias issues have rarely
been addressed in legal and continuing |egal education. Although
this deplorable state of affairs is beginning to change, it wll
be many years before today's |aw students are judges, and even
then it cannot be assuned that all wll have been exposed to this
new know edge or wll have taken it in. And many categories of
i ndividuals active in the court system do not go to |aw school.

W can expect that tine will aneliorate nany of the problens
bei ng docunented in the area of court interaction. As increasing
nunbers of wonen becone |awers and judges, nen in these posi-
tions will no longer view their fenmale counterparts as oddities,
to be treated with chivalry or scorn. But understanding all the
aspects of substantive decision nmaking in which gender bias my
be a factor will continue to require attention and education.
New research and scholarship gives us new insights into how
gender bias is manifested in the courts. New issues in which
gender bias may be a factor (e.g. reproductive technol ogies)

ari se and nust be exam ned. This is an area which requires that
everyone in the justice system nust be learning regularly and
| earni ng anew. In recomending that there be an initial and

subsequent evaluations of its inmpact on reducing gender bias in
the courts, a task force nust make clear that no matter how

positive those evaluations, the issues require pernmanent atten-
tion and concern.
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VI, CONCLUSI ON

These Evaluation GCuidelines are about process: How can a
gender bias task force know whether it has made a difference?
But given the enornous effort required in all stages of a task
force's work and the need for a long term perspective, the
important note to conclude on is that a task force can nake a
difference. The New Jersey Suprene Court Task Force on Wnen in
the Courts, the first gender bias task force, was established in
1982, presented its findings at the New Jersey Judicial College
in late 1983 and published its first report in md-1984. Wen
the inpact of this task force was evaluated four years later, we
were able to report that although gender bias had not been
elimnated from the New Jersey courts -- an acconplishnent
i mpossible to achieve in four short years -- this task force had
made notable progress in many areas, especially in "creating a
climate within the court system in which the nature and conse-
quences of judicial gender bias are both acknow edged to exist
and understood to be unacceptable in the New Jersey courts."'®
The success of the New Jersey task force in legitinmating gender
bias in the courts as an issue the judiciary nust take seriously
should be a cause for optimsm anong other task forces as they
pursue their arduous and nuch needed work.

18 Learning from the New Jersey Suprenme Court Task Force
on Wonen in the Courts, supra note 5, at 2.
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APPENDI X A
MODEL DI VORCE CASE ANALYSI S SUMVARY SHEET

Directions: Check of f appropriate answer or conplete blank as
required. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

Name, address and phone of individual conpleting form

Case Nane:

Court =~ Reporter Cite or Docket No.:

Date of decision: Duration of Mrriage
G ounds for Divorce

Standard of Living: Lowincome($ ) Mddle inconme($ )__
Confortable($ )__ Luxurious($ )

Wfe: Age_ Heal t h

Educati on

Currently Enployed: Yes = No

Full Time _ Part Tine

Enpl oynent

Current Title

I nconme

Date started
Prior Enploynent: Title

I ncone Dat es

Dat es

Title

I nconme Dat e

Court’s Assessnent (if any) of wife' s future enpl oynent
prospects:

Husband: Age_~ Health

Educati on

Currently Enployed: Yes _ No _

Full Time _ Part Tine

Enpl oynent

Current Title

I ncone Date started
Prior Enploynent: Title

I ncone Dat e

Title

I ncone Dat e

Court’s Assessnent (if any) of husband’s future enpl oynent
Pr ospect s:
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Children of Marriage: Nunmber
___ Health
Current School Pl acenent

Anti ci pat ed educati onal needs through graduate
Educati on

Present and future child care costs
Present and anti ci pate nedi cal needs

Age ___Health

Current School Pl acement

Anti ci pat ed educati onal needs through graduate
educat i on

Present and future child care costs

(Describe additional children of marriage as neeede)

Custodi al Disposition: Father _ Mot her
Vi sitation Schedul e
Children of Oher Marriage(s): Nunber__ Age(s) __
Joi nt Physi cal Joint Legal
Custodi al Parent(s): Father Mot her __ Split___

ASSET DI STRI BUTI ON AND SUPPORT AWARDS:

NOTE: Include all types of property including pension rights, famly
hone, other real property, business, cash, vehicles, non-incone
produci ng personalty, securities, professional good will, professional
education and |icenses, etc.

Separate Property: List type and val ue

Wfe

Amount of incone producing
Anmount non-i ncome produci ng
Wfe's Valuation _ Husband’s Val uati on
Court’s Val uation
Husban’s Valuation Wfe' s Val uation

Court’s Val uation
Marital Property: Total Value ~ %to wife  %to husband
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Wfe

Amount of incone producing
Anount non-i ncome produci ng
Wfe's Valuation Husband’ s Val uati on

Court’s Val uati on

Husband

Amount of inconme producing
Amount non-i ncome produci ng
Husband’ s Val uati on Wfe' s Valuation

Court’s Val uati on

Tenporary Spousal Support Award to: W___ H  Not Awarded
Amount and paynment schedul e

Spousal Support Award to: Wfe_  Husband___ Not Awarded
Rehabi litative Dur ati on
Per manent Lunp-sum in gross, etc. _
Annual anount Paynment schedul e

Child Support: Annual anount due from not her
Payment schedul e
Term nation date

Annual anount due from fat her
Payment schedul e
Term nati on date

Speci al Provisions (e.g., private school, college expenses, nedical
i nsurance, extraordi nary nmedi cal expenses, child care):

Special Relief (e.g., nedical or life insurance): Describe
COUNSEL AND EXPERT FEES:

Tenporary Counsel Fees Awarded to: W H  Not Awarded

Anount Request ed Anount Awar ded
Tenporary Expert Fees Awarded to: W__ H_Not Awarded_
Anmount Request ed Amount  Awar ded
Counsel Fees Awarded to: Awarded to: W__ H _Not Awarded
Amount requested: _ Anpunt awarded
Expert Fees Awarded: W__H Not Awarded
Amount requested  Anmount Awar ded
Comrent s:

Si gned
Dat e
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APPENDI X B

| NTERI M COUNSEL AND EXPERT FEE AWARDS STUDY
Bar Associ ati on Nane
Conmi tt ee Nane

Each tinme you make a notion for an interimaward of counsel or
expert fees, please conplete this form Retain a copy for yourself and
forward one — anonynously if you wish — to our Subconmmittee on Interim
Awards c/o Attorney X, Address.

Court

Dat e of Mbtion Dat e of Deci sion

Which Party Do You Represent? Husband _ Wfe
Counsel Fee Requested Awar ded

Expert Fee Requested Awar ded

Type of Expert(s) Needed

Asset (s) to be Appraised (e.g., pension, business)

Assets of Parties Known to You At this Tine:

Husband: Sal ary

Li quid Assets (e.g. savings, noney narket

Accounts, stocks)

Non- Li qui d Assets (e.g., business, real estate)

Wfe: Salary

Li qui d Assets

Non- Li qui d Assets

Nati onal Judicial Education Programto Pronote Equality
for Wonen and Men in the Courts
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APPENDI X C
NEW JERSEY SUPREME COURT TASK FORCE ON WOMEN | N THE COURTS

MEMBERS TASK FORCE ASSESSMENT FORM

Dat e

Nane

Title/ Affiliation

Addr ess

Phone Number

IN ORDER TO ASSESS THE TASK FORCE'S WORK I N A SYSTEMATI C MANNER,
VE ARE COLLECTI NG | NFORVATI ON FROM A VARI ETY OF SOURCES. THE
I NFORVATI ON YOU ARE BEI NG ASKED TO PROVIDE ON THIS FORM IS CRI TI CAL TO
THI S ASSESSMENT. THANK YOU | N ADVANCE FOR YOUR COOPERATI ON.

Contact Melanie Giffin, Esq. At (609) 984-5430 for questions. ADD
EXTRA PAGES AS NECESSARY.

l. VWHAT | S YOUR OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF THE TASK FORCE S | MPACT
ON GENDER BI AS I N THE NEW JERSEY COURTS AND W THI N THE
LEGAL/ JUDI CI AL COVMUNI TI ES I N THE STATE?

Pl ease thi nk about both objective evidence of change (e.g., court
opinions citing the Task Force; bar associations noving wonen into
| eadershi p positions) and subjective indicators of change (e.g., your
and other’s inpressions of a change in the gender “clinmate” in the
courtroom and at professional
Gat heri ngs).
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1. MEMBERS ACITIVITY LOG

Pl ease record all forrmal and informal professional presentations
you have given (talk, panels, etc.) on the Task Force or gender bias in
the courts both within and outside of the state, for judicial, |egal
and | ay audi ences. (If you do not recall a date, estimate the season--
Fall, 1983). Append Witten Announcenents, if any.

DATE PLACE AUDI ENCE DESCRI BE PRESENTATI ON
(Description, Nunber) (e.g., judicial education
program topic;
responses)
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[11. CONCRETE EXAMPLES OF POSI TI VE CHANGE | N JUDI Cl AL
DECI SI ON- MAKI NG

Pl ease gi ve exanpl es of cases in which decisions (whether in
response to objections, notions, or final outcomes) reflect sensitivity
to the concerns raised by the Task Force. Please APPEND any reported
or unreported decisions or transcripts in your possession. |f you do
not have them provide the case nane, docket nunber and hearing date.
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I V. CONCRETE EXAMPLES OF POSI TI VE CHANGE | N BEHAVI OR

Pl ease gi ve exanpl es of behavi or (including verbal behavior) of
j udges, attorneys and court personnel which indicate change in the
treatment of wonen in the courts and the profession since the
commencenent of the Task Force. Please note in what ways, if
any, the Task Force’ s existence was a factor in this change. Be
as specific as possible in your exanples drawn formincidents observed
by you or reported to you. (E. g., wonen attorneys
reporting that there is | ess gender bias in the courts; judges or
attorneys intervening to stop gender biased behavi or and taking
affirmative steps to pronote gender fairness in the courts and at
prof essi onal gatherings; elimnation of sexist rituals such as fenale
strippers at annual bar cl anbakes.)
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CONCRETE EXAMPLES OF NEGATI VE RESPONSES TO THE TASK FORCE
REPORT AND EXAMPLES OF GENDER BI AS | N DECI SI ON MAKI NG AND
BEHAVI OR SI NCE RELEASE OF THE FI RST TASK FORCE REFORM
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VI, OTHER SOURCES OF | NFORVATI ON ABQUT TASK FORCE | MPACT

In addition to information regarding individual Task Force
menber's activities and observations, assessnent of the Task
Force's work will be based on the additional itens below Pl ease

review this list carefully, TELL US IF WE HAVE OM TTED ANYTHI NG
AND APPEND RELEVANT DOCUMENTATI ON

1. Data on the distribution of the Task Force's first and
second reports and the videot ape. Sent to whon? How many?

2. Press clippings about the Task Force and gender bias in the
New Jersey courts.

3. Description of all legal and judicial education prograns
about gender bias given in New Jersey.

4. Copies of all New Jersey court nenoranda docunenting the
Chief Justice's and Court Administration's inplenentation of
Task Force recomendati ons.

5. The nunber (and description) of conplaints of gender bias

(from attorneys, litigants) received and processed by the
Task Force.

6. Copi es of court opinions which incorporate Task Force
findings or reflect the perspectives of the Task Force and
sensitivity to gender bias.

7. Reports on any disciplinary action taken because of gender
bi ased behavior by the Judicial Conduct Comm ssion or other
such bodi es.

8. Copi es of court fornms and ot her communi cations which have
been "gender neutralized" since the Task Force began.

THANK  YQU
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APPENDI X D

DATA SOURCES UTI LI ZED I N EVALUATI NG THE | MPACT
O THE NEW JERSEY SUPREME COURT TASK FORCE
ON WOMEN I N THE COURT

1. Task Force Meeting: At a special neeting of the Task Force on
April 24, 1987, Professor Wkler led a structured discussion
anong Task Force nenbers about their experiences, observations
and anal yses of the Task Force's inpact and sought their sugges-
tions for other sources of data. The entire neeting was recorded
and transcri bed.

2. Task Force Logs: Task Force nenbers conpleted an assessnent
form prepared by Professor Wkler which asked themto (1) list
all judicial, bar and public education prograns about the Task
Force in which they had participated; (2) record their overal
assessnent of the Task Force's Inpact on gender bias in the New
Jersey courts, drawing upon their personal experiences, reported
and unreported opinions, and coments made to them by judges and
| awyers; (3) describe concrete exanples of positive and negative
responses to the Task Force's work, including its reports; (4)

submt relevant docunentation: and (5) suggest other sources of
dat a.

3. Subcommittee Reports: The Chairs of the Task Force sub-
commttees were asked to report on the inplenentation of the
reconmendati ons nmade by their respective subcomrittees in the
Task Force's first and second reports.

4, Interview with the Chief Justice: On April 28, 1987, Professor
Wkl er interviewed Chief Justice Robert N Wlentz about his
assessnent of the Task Force's inpact and his continuing concerns
about the elimnation of gender bias in the New Jersey Courts.

5. Wnen Judges Meeting: At the May 5, 1987, neeting of District
Three of the National Association of Wnen Judges, which includes
New Jersey, twenty-six wonmen judges participated in a discussion

| ed by Judge Marilyn Loftus and Lynn Hecht Schafran in which

t hese judges were asked for their assessnment of the Task Force's

impact. The entire nmeeting was recorded and transcri bed.

6. Whnen Judges Logs: The judges attending the NAW District
Three neeting were also asked to conplete a log simlar to that
prepared for Task Force nenbers.

* See Norma J. Wkler and Lynn Hecht Schafran, Learning
From The New Jersey Suprene Court Task Force on Wrnen In The
Courts: Evaluation, Recomendations and Inplications for O her
States (Wnren Judges' Fund for Justice, 1989).
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7. Essex County Judges Meeti ng: On January 20, 1988, the nonthly
nmeeting of the Essex County (Newark) Judges was devoted to a

di scussion led by Judge Marilyn Loftus and Lynn Hecht Schafran
designed to elicit these judges' views as to whether and how the
Task Force had influenced their decision making and the way they
conduct their courtroons.

8. Judicial Education: A review was nade of the courses given at
the New Jersey Judicial Colleges since 1983 that were either
presented by the Task Force or that integrated Task Force
materials and concerns, and the judges' evaluations of these

cour ses.

9. Judges Survey: In 1984 the Adm nistrative Ofice of the
Courts on behalf of the Task Force surveyed Superior Court Judges
and Supreme Court Justices to learn about their responses to the
Task Force's 1983 judicial college program and about areas in
which they believed their decision-making ability would be
enhanced by a deeper factual background on the status of wonen in

soci ety today. The seventy-eight responses were reviewed for
this eval uation.

10. Interview with the Director of the Admnistrative Ofice of
the Courts (AQO): On April 30, 1987, Professor Wkler nmet with
AOCC Director Robert Lipscher to discuss the Task Force's inpact

and institutional nechanisnms to ensure continued nonitoring and
reform

11. Adnministrative Ofice of the Courts (AOCC Actions: The
authors consulted extensively with the first and second ACC staff
attorneys assigned to the Task Force, Patricia Nagle, Esg., and
Melanie Giffin, Esqg., to learn about their perceptions of
progress attributable to the Task Force and probl ens renaining,
and to obtain docunentation of AOC actions. These included such
itenms as inplementing directives fromthe Adm nistrative D rector
of the Courts, anendnents to the Code of Judicial Conduct and a
handbook for nondiscrimnatory interviewing of job applicants.
The new ACC liaison to the Task 'Force, Marilyn Slivka, also

provi ded extensive information about AQC inplenentation actions.

12. Wnen's Rights Bar Section Meeting: At the authors'

request, the June 18, 1987, neeting of the Wnen's R ghts Section
of the New Jersey Bar Association included an extended discussion
of the question: "The New Jersey Task Force on Wnen in the
Courts: Where Wre W and Wiere Are Vv Now?"

13. Individual Tel ephone Interviews: Lynn Hecht Schafran
conducted a series of telephone interviews with a variety of

i ndividuals with know edge and vantage points of particul ar
interest. These included judges who had tal ked to the Task Force
Chair about the inpact the Task Force has had on them personally
and Task Force nenbers whose |og comments nerited further

di scussion. She also spoke with child support officials and
grassroots child support advocates, the Director of the New
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Jersey Conmi ssion on Discrimnation Against Wwinen in the Statutes
and the President of the New Jersey Chapter of the American Trial
Lawyers Associ ati on.

14, Admi nistrative Ofice of the Courts' Donestic Violence
Internal Report: The ACC Family Division provided the authors
with a forty-six-page internal report detailing the judiciary's
efforts to date to inprove the court's response to donestic

viol ence and new neasures that will be considered at the Cctober
1988 New Jersey Judicial Conference.

15. Administrative Ofice of the Courts' Reports on the Preven-
tion of Donestic Violence Act for July 1, 1984 - June 30, 1985,
July 1, 1985 - June 30, 1986, and July 1, 1986 - June 30, 1987.
The Prevention of Donestic Violence Act, P.L. 1881, c. 426
(N.J.S.A 2C25-1 et seq.) requires the Admnistrative Ofice of
the Courts to collect and publish data on the nunber of com
plaints filed under the Act, the types of relief sought and the
relief awarded or denied.

16. Donestic Violence Shelter Survey: Under the auspices of the
Nati onal Judicial Education Program to Pronpote Equality for Wnen
and Men in the Courts, a twenty-four-question structured tele-
Bhone survey of directors and |egal advocates at shelters for
attered wonen in fifteen counties was conducted during the
summer of 1987 to ascertain these experts' experiences and
perceptions of inprovenents and continuing problens in the
courts' response to donmestic violence cases and the award and
enforcenment of spousal and child support.

17. Governor's Advisors Council on Donestic Violence Public

Heari ngs: The authors reviewed testinony from two Septenber 1988
public hearings held by the Governor's Advisory Council on
Donestic Violence to determne how to inprove the treatnent of
victinms under the 1981 Prevention of Donestic Violence Act.

18. Famly Law Practitioner Interviews: Lynn Hecht Schafran
conducted a series of telephone interviews with famly |aw
practitioners from counties throughout the state to ascertain
their views of progress and problens with respect to equitable
di stribution, spousal and child support awards and enforcenent,
custody and donestic violence. The attorneys interviewed were
in private and Legal Services practice and were reconmended by
the New Jersey Wnen's Bar Associ ation.

19. Administrative Ofice of the Courts Data on Child Support
Enf or cenent : The AQOC provided information about the perfornmance
of New Jersey's Child Support Enforcenent Program drawn from a
draft copy of the forthcom ng Twel fth Annual Report to Congress
for the Period Ending Septenber 30, 1987, of the U S. Departnent

of Health and Human Services, Ofice of Child Support Enforce-
ment .
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20. Enf or cenent : Revi ew of the Statenment of NOW Legal Defense
and Education Fund (NOW LDEF) on the Status of the 1984 Child
Support Enforcenent Amendnents, Before the Subcommttee on Public
Assi stance and Unenpl oynent Conpensation Conmittee on Ways and
Means, United States House of Representatives, United States
Congress, February 23, 1988. Revi ew of the NOW LDEF enpiri cal
research on state inplenentation of the 1984 Federal Child
Support Enforcenment Anmendnents as it pertained to New Jersey.

21. Appellate Decisions Update: Review of the update prepared
by the Whnen's Rights Litigation Cinic at Rutgers Law School -
Newark of its review of appellate decisions from 1978 to 1984
that appeared in the Task Force's Second Report.

22. New Jersey Law Journal Notice: A notice was placed in the
New Jersey Law Journal on July 16, 1987, inviting readers to
communi cate wth the Task Force regarding their assessnent of the
Task Force's inpact on substantive decision making and the
courtroom environnent.

23. Press and Medi a Cover age: Newspaper, mnmgazi ne and broad-
cast nedia coverage of the Task Force was assenbl ed and anal yzed.

24. Distribution of Reports and Videotapes: Statistics on the
nati onwi de distribution of the Task Force's reports and vi deo-
tapes were obtained from ACC.

25. Data on Formation of Qther CGender Bias Task Forces and Task
Forces on Mnorities: Revi ew of National Judicial Education
Program files on the formation of gender bias task forces

t hroughout the country inspired by the New Jersey Task Force, and
the new task forces on mnorities for which the gender bias task
forces were the catalyst.
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APPENDI X E

SURVEY | NSTRUMENT FOR USE WTH NEW JERSEY
DOVESTI C VI OLENCE SHELTERS
JULY 1987

TELEPHONE SCRI PT, QUESTI ONNAI RE__AND RESPONSE FORVS

. 1 NTRODUCTI ON
CGood norni ng/ af t er noon.
What is the nane of your Director, please?

May | speak with her/hinf

This is Reesa Vaughter calling fromthe office

of the National Judicial Education Program

I am Reesa Vaughter. I am working wth

Lynn Hecht Schafran who is the Director of the

Nati onal Judicial Education Program and

a menber of your New Jersey Suprene Court Task Force

on the Wnen in the Courts.

I"mcalling about the work of the Task Force. As you know, the
first Report of the New Jersey Suprenme Court Task Force on Wnen
in the Courts was published in 1984. The Report nmde nunerous
reconmendations to the judges and adm nistrators of the state

courts.

Now, after three years, we need to begin to assess the inpact of
the Task Force and its Report. SO0, we are contacting people like
you, the directors of shelters and crisis centers in every
county in the state -- people like you because we know you have
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first-hand know edge, or have received reports from your staff

and clients, about women's experiences in the courts.

W appreciate that your tine is valuable, so we've done our
honmework to nmake up a brief list of specific questions. Can you

pl ease give ne sonme tine now?

( YES) Good. (go to Response Instructions)

(NO) My | call you back at ----------------------- ?
A better person for ne to interview --------- ?
May | speak with --------------------- ?

--------- is not in? Wen should I call back?

. RESPONSE | NSTRUCTI ONS

Qur purpose, then, is to begin to docunent the effects of the
1984 Task Force Recommendati ons. I will call your attention to
particul ar concerns that were cited by the Task Force a few years
ago. Then we can discuss the changes that you think have
occurred in the past few years. And we can identify any probl ens
that you think still confront wonen litigants in the state
courts.

For the first set of questions | am going to nake a statenent.

(For exanpl e: In cases of wife-battering, judges tend to ask the
woman what she did to provoke the attack.)

Then | am going to ask you to respond that, in your experience,
the statenent is: "RARELY TRUE' or "SOVETIMES TRUE' or "OFTEN
TRUE". We will conclude the interview with a couple of open-
ended questions so that you can describe nore fully the areas of
progress you are seeing and identify the problens that trouble
you the nost today.

TWD things --
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(1) I know that it can be frustrating to limt your answer to a
sinpl e RARELY or SOMVETI MES or OFTEN. But this is necessary
if we are going to be able to quantify the percentage of
shelter directors who perceive particular areas of progress
and problens, and there will be an opportunity for open
ended responses |ater.

(2) W are asking you to give your opinion based upon your

experiences in your county. From talking wth shelter

directors in the other counties we will develop a picture of
the state.
kay? -- So I'll make the statenent, and you tell ne

if generally,

on the average,

in your opinion,

the statenent seens to be

RARELY TRUE or SOVETI MES TRUE or OFTEN TRUE.
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[
QUESTI ONNAI RE

These questions are about cases of donestic violence, property
di stribution, maintenance and child support.

DO YOU TH NK THAT JUDGES TEND TO

1.

About

Gve priority to cases of donestic violence so that the case
gets on the cal endar as soon as possible?

Grant mutual orders of protection when the respondent, the
batterer, has not filed a petition for a nutual order?

Order the batterer to vacate the famly hone so that the
wonman and children can return from the shelter?

Make thensel ves available to issue tenporary orders-of-
protection 24-hrs a day, 7-days a week?

Vi ew the wonman who has responded to the domestic violence by
| eaving the honme to be less stable or less fit to receive
custody of the children?

Disregard a father's violence against the nother when making
a custody decision?

Percei ve spouse abuse as evidence of the batterer's unfit-
ness for custody, or as a basis for termnating visitation
rights, or as a basis for ordering supervised visitation?

In donmestic violence cases, do you think that the actions of

judges seemto vary according to the race or the color of
t he wonman?

the enforcenent of wonen's economic rights in cases of

divorce: DO YQU THI NK THAT JUDGES TEND TQ

9.

10.
11.
12.

13.

Refl ect an attitude that the property belongs to the husband
and a wife's share is based on how rmuch the husband can

afford to give her without dimnishing his current standard
of living?

Enf orce nmi nt enance awar ds?
Award adequate child support?

Reduce or forgive child support arrears w thout adequate
justification?

Consider visitation problens as justification for not
enforcing child support.
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14, In the distribution of property, maintenance awards, and
child support, do you think the actions of judges vary
according to the color of the woman?

On the last 7 questions, please respond with "Yes" or "No" or

"I"m Not Sure". We are again asking about donmestic violence
litigants, maintenance and child support.

DO YOU THI NK THAT JUDGES ARE ADEQUATELY | NFORMED ABQUT:

15. The psychol ogi cal effects of spouse abuse upon chil dren?

16. The issues of justification and self-defense as they pertain
to battered wonen?

17. The cost of raising a child, the costs and availability of
child care, and the other social data necessary to nake
realistic child support awards?

18. The Federal Child Support Enforcenent Anendnents of 1984 and
the nechanisns to enforce child support under state |aw?

19. The econom c consequences of divorce upon wonen -- wonen's

enpl oynent opportunities and pay potential conpared with
men's after divorce?

20. The econom c value of the work of honmenmaki ng and chil drear-
i ng?

21. The nature of the discrimnation experienced by wonen of
color in the courts?
OPEN ENDED QUESTI ONS
That's it for ny "short answer" questions. Now | have a few

open-ended questions which you can answer in as nuch detail as
you W sh.

A. Did we identify some of the priority concerns for you and
for the wonen wi th whom you work?

B. Based on your experiences with wonen in the state
courts:

(1) Wuld you identify points of progress within the past
three years?

(2) Wuld you identify any problens that you believe
persi st?

(3) Wuld you identify any issues of concern to you that we
did not touch upon?
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CLOSI NG

C.

Do you have the nane of an attorney in the prosecutor's

of fice that m ght be a good person for us to interview?

or - |Is there sonmeone else that you think we should inter-
Vi ew?

Have you read or seen a copy of the '84 Task Force Report?
Yes no nei t her heard of it only.

You have been nost helpful! You know how inportant it is to
be able to docunent our experiences and our opinions when
we are trying to make change.

If you think of a transcript, an incident report, a decision

t hat docunents any of the points you have nade, PLEASE SEND
IT TO US.

The nore docunentati on we have, the better.
Qur nanes, address and phone are:

Reesa M Vaughter or

Lynn Hecht Schafran

Nati onal Judicial Education Program

for the Pronotion of Equality for Wnen and Men
in the Courts

99 Hudson Street, 12th fl oor

New York, N.Y. 10013

(212) 925-6635
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Respondent

Phone

County Addr ess
Titl e/ Position

Rarely R Sonet i mes S O ten
1. Comments: I S
2 I S
3 R 'S
4 R s
5 R S
6 R S
7 R s
8 R S
9 R S
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

NS

21.
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OPEN ENDED QUESTI ONS
Attach as Many Sheets As Necessary

49



