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ABSTRACT

FEAR OF DNA EXONEREES

Callie Brown, M.A.

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2012

Supervising Professor: Alejandro del Carmen

The purpose of this research was to determine if the public teas af wrongly
convicted individuals that have since been exonerated through the D@ vidence.
Existing research on DNA exonerations and exonerees has not saddréss
phenomenon. The researcher distributed surveys to undergraduate stiadt@mgs
criminology and criminal justice courses at the University of Texasliatgton. The data
was analyzed using a t-test to compare the means of Caucasianoa-Caucasian
respondents. The findings suggest that Caucasians and minorities flferemtdievels of
perceived fear of DNA exonerees in a variety of circumstaritles two groups felt
differently about fear of exonerees in public and private placesygltine day and at
night. Caucasians were less likely to agree that they fearedherees in these
circumstances. Minorities were more likely to fear DNA exeasrwould commit violent

and property crime after being released.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Since 1989, when the first DNA exoneration took place, 290 prisoners have been
exonerated through DNA evidence (Innocence Project, 2012). These individcals f
challenges that are unique to them. They must reenter society afteg Bpent years in
prison and address a public that is unsure of how to approach theortRef these
prisoners have become more frequent with the growing number of etiongra he
media has covered more and more exonerations, academic reseasekrndsne, and
government agencies have studied cases of wrongful conviction, wbgemnpeople
were convicted, and what procedures should be changed to reduce ratesgitl
conviction. Exonerations through DNA evidence have also questioned tdenwisf
the death penalty. Seventeen of the exonerations that have taken grlageisoners on
death row at the time (Innocence Project, 2012). Exonerations have gdcrmainal
justice professionals and those in the media to conclude that tieensigs seriously
flawed (Innocence Project, 2012; Acker & Bonventre, 2010; Berger, 2006, Za@&
Kirschner, 2002).

Packer (1968) described two models of criminal process based ornvéme g
values of a society. Each model is based on the perceived prionatoh of the
criminal justice system. The crime control model reflectshibleef that the repression

of criminal behavior should be the primary function and the cringradess should be



streamlined for this purpose. The due process model holds that theatrjustice
apparatus should be set up with checks, balances, and as mang appeal needed to
ensure freedom from errors (Packer, 1968)

If Packer’s (1968) crime control and due process models arptadc&nowing
that the actual criminal justice system lies somewhensdsst the two models, there
will always be the possibility of innocent people being wronglywated. The
emphasis of a particular system determines the importanassafing freedom of the
innocent vis a vis punishment of the guilty. No criminal justiggtesm falls completely
under one model. This suggests that no matter how important punishiggiltiyes,
there will be guilty parties that avoid convictions. The oppositdsis true. A criminal
justice system can place emphasis on ensuring innocent indivahgatsot punished,
but this does not mean the system will never punish someone who ¢enmriBacker,
1968).

Early criminal justice officials could probably never haveagmed “that such a
little thing, the DNA molecule, could become perhaps the most powsngile tool in
the multifaceted fight against crime” (Jobling, 2004, p. 739). In regemts, however,
DNA (Deoxyribonucleic Acid), has been used to both convict and exenedividuals
(Murty & Was, 2010). Every person’s DNA is unique to them and becausein
nearly every cell of the body, very little evidence is neg¢dddentify someone (Murty
& Was, 2010). Genetic material, or DNA, is extracted from thelaus of cells, for
instance from semen or blood, and examined for profiling purposes (Aron§&nie&

2009). Testing is not a perfect process (Murty & Was, 2010). Theegntf a person’s



genetic make-up is not analyzed. Computers and profilers isshate sequences of
nucleotides at certain locations along strands of DNA (Aronson &e,C2009).
Mistakes can be made, but often they are made by those doind\theebting. The
human factor in testing is the least reliable. It should be noimddespite possible
mistakes, identification is highly accurate and can provide progudff that is very
nearly certain (Murty & Was, 2010). There can be no doubt that Pi#iling and
analysis have revolutionized the field of forensic science andtigagens, and the
criminal justice system (Jobling & Gill, 2004).

Legal exoneree status occurs, according to the Death Penatymétion
Center, when someone who has been convicted of a crime has that iconvict
overturned and is then either acquitted at a re-trial or hashathes against him
dropped. Exonerations are also legal when an absolute and full pargioernsby the
governor based on evidence of innocence. DNA exonerees are those nisfehda
reached legal exoneree status through DNA evidence found atrttfeescene or on the
victim that clears them of connection to the crime (Murty &3/A2010). Exonerations
by DNA evidence have only arisen of late because the tesbnd®NA was not
developed until recently. The first DNA exoneration did not occur U®89 (The
Innocence Project).

Although exonerees have been cleared of all charges and may noy legall
recidivate, they face many of the same circumstances fasdefs once released.
Consequently, exonerees may have the same risk factors for tmmrorime after

exoneration. For the purposes of this study, recidivism will be akfiseany criminal



activity that might result in a conviction since the defendaetisase. A few possible
factors for exonerees that may correlate with recidivism are presioosmal records or
behavior, socialization within the prison system, family structure the influence of
peers, drug use, economic status, and problems reintegrating intty siicie release.
Many of these possible factors are the same as those sdemguwilly convicts
(Gendreau, Little, & Goggin, 1996; Esperian, 2010; Halsey, 2008; Cleni940).
Economic status for DNA exonerees may vary widely due to thepeasation laws
that exist in different states. Of the 35 states that have had exoneratigrs/ ohthem
have compensation laws. Although those exonerated are eligibleeigereanonetary
compensation, not all of them have received that compensation (Theetmeo
Project).

Wrongful convictions certainly hurt the accused, but the effectsgoarar
beyond them. “Their family members and close friends, for exarofien experience
grief, trauma, embarrassment, and a financial loss” (Murtyy&sy2010, p. 87). These
consequences are typically compounded when the convicted individual istbrralea
These families and friends receive no legal support, unlike théidarand friends of
victims. Wrongful convictions also take a toll on society. Theyfoater doubt in the
criminal justice system and fear for certain people thay ttoo could be wrongly
convicted. The financial costs are also substantial. Keepingosmmeprisoned costs a
lot of money, especially if the inmate is on death row. In amlditihe cost of the court
case can be high for taxpayers, and again, this price is much fogldeath row cases

(Murty & Was, 2010). Another cost to society are the crimes rireag result from a



wrongful conviction. The true guilty person is free to continue commgittrimes while
an innocent person is convicted. There may be more victims than justrohgly
convicted (Kassin, 2010).

While the subject of exonerations has been studied extensively, littery
research has been dedicated to what exonerees experiencel@dtse.rit is certain that
these exonerees are affected in some way by their wrongful donsicbut it remains
to be seen exactly what these effects are and what infyggchave on the lives of these
men. A Canadian study examined the effects wrongful conviction h#®seea released
in Canada (Campbell & Denov, 2004). The researchers conducted in-depthweedovie
discover how these exonerees felt during their ordeal, includingkiid® of problems
they had after being released. The results of this stuelyinaportant for making
decisions on how to assist exonerees after release in the earanplications of this
research might be different for the United States, but shexe has not been a similar
study in the U.S., the country with the most exonerations in the wdikl,study
provides the only academic insight into the aftereffects of wubngonvictions
(Campbell & Denov, 2004).

The researchers, Campbell and Denov (2004), interviewed five Canadian
exonerees in 2002 to examine their experiences of maintaining mowaead life after
release. All five of the exonerees had been imprisoned for an extemggid of time, 3
to 8 years, and all were white males ranging from 31 to 6By age. “At the time of
their interviews, all of the participants were seeking some fidfroompensation and/or

acknowledgement of error from the Canadian government” (Campde#ériv, 2004,



p. 142). The researchers found that, in addition to the normal probleotsasesd with
conviction, the exonerees had group specific issues with the criminal justiem syst

Most offenders have some trouble adjusting to society after being imprisoned for
long periods of time. Exonerees are no different in this respect, howiese do have
added concerns (Campbell & Denov, 2004). These exonerees are eeedistrostful
of the criminal justice system than guilty offenders. Exorsei@e also preoccupied
with being compensated and receiving acknowledgement of, or an ajpatothe error
on the part of the government. Exonerees seem to put more emphasmee on t
representative aspect of compensation and less on the money itgeH. e even
waging civil cases against certain people in the governmenteXperiences of these
exonerees often leave them more cynical than they previously amerghey have
problems trusting in the “fairness and legitimacy of authoigures” (Campbell &
Denov, 2004, p. 155). Like many victims of crimes, exonerees arevwitaized. The
only difference is that they are victimized at the hand ofséeay that is designed to do
just the opposite.

Innocence Project (2012) has attempted to follow some exonerses tohat
their lives are like after release. Unfortunately, it appé#@as exonerees face many of
the same problems as guilty prisoners released aftengesut a sentence (Gendreau,
1996; Esperian, 2010; Halsey, 2008; Clemmer, 1940). Exonerees aredeldhsesit
knowledge of where they will go. These individuals have a diffiwolée finding a job
or a place to stay. Often, they have spent so much time in phiabtheir friends and

families are either strangers or gone entirely. They dftare little or no money and



compensation in not a guarantee (Innocence Project, 2012). The wrorngiwigted
seem to be punished long after their exoneration.

There are researchers that clearly view the releasdasoinprs through the use
of DNA exonerations as failings in the criminal justice syst@age, 2007). What
remains to be fully seen is the entirety of what these exesméanee once back out in the
world. They may be viewed differently by the public because tlzee loften spent
large amounts of time in prison. Exonerees may face unanticipasetions in the
public as a result of their former criminal status.

The purpose of the current research will be to discover if teeae existing fear
of DNA exonerees in the public and the level of that fear. It aldo attempt to
determine if the public feels that exonerees are likely ton@brarime after being
released. This information will be gathered through the use ofvaysimstrument with
University of Texas at Arlington undergraduate students as participants.

The following chapters will cover a review of the literaturee tmethods
employed for researching, the findings of the research, andaheusions of that
research. Chapter Il will include a review of the existing liteeatur DNA exonerations
and recidivism. Chapter 1l will be concerned with the methods invdlvedsearching
the fear of DNA exonerees. Chapter IV will discuss the finglithgit resulted from the
research conducted. Finally, in Chapter V, the conclusions of therchsémplications

of that research, and opportunities for further study will be addressed.



CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEW
DNA Exoneration

DNA profiling, also known as genetic profiling or DNA fingening, is “the
use of biological residue found at the scene of a crime forigermghparisons in aiding
the identification of criminal suspects” (Murty & Was, 2010, p. 82@fiing rests on
the principle that no two people have the same DNA, short of idehiticed (Aronson
& Cole, 2009). DNA evidence can take many forms, such as blood, sdina;edls,
hair, and semen. This kind of evidence is often found at crime scepesiadly those
sexual or violent in nature because the perpetrator of thosesciamaore likely to
leave evidence behind. Often this evidence is found on the victim hivargelf, but it
can also be found on inanimate objects at the scene. Finding evtetice victim is
key because it proves there was physical contact. Knowing somenat\he place
where a crime was committed is often not enough to prove theyimaied in the
crime, but it is much more likely if evidence is found on and around thtenvof the
crime (Murty & Was, 2010).

Once collected and analyzed, DNA evidence can be matched tdleossi
suspects for a case. Oftentimes, there is no suspect or thel@@dAot match with any
of the suspects. DNA evidence can also be compared to suspectsrafroties where

DNA was obtained. An FBI database, the combined DNA index sysier@ODIS,



contains these DNA profiles. It is possible to locate a sudpatcivias never considered.
CODIS has profiles for both known and unknown individuals (Murty & Was, 2010).

DNA is not only used to determine if a particular person wakeascene of a
crime and to exonerate the wrongfully convicted. It is usedvih @ases as well. Cold
cases can also be reopened and solved with DNA that was stthedtiate but unable
to be analyzed. Outside of the criminal justice system, DNAbeansed to identify
victims of accidents and mass disasters, DNA typing foensfic discovery, and
determining paternity. As far reaching and amazing as DNAlipg is, it cannot be the
only evidence in a criminal case. DNA evidence must be combinédottier forms of
evidence, and geneticists can only give the facts in a case, notstsuggk or
innocence (Jobling & Gill, 2004).

Exoneration can be defined as “an official act declaring a deiéndaguilty of
a crime for which he or she had previously been convicted” (Grasshy]dviatheson,
Montgomery, and Patil, 2005). Aronson and Cole (2009) argue that “casgsoénce
have always been contestable” (p. 609). Even before the advent otd3NiAg in the
criminal justice field, exonerations took place. They were dyranith only a few
occurring in a given year (Gross et al., 2005). One reason foistthat before DNA
evidence, innocence was nearly impossible to prove beyond a doube, 28@3). In
cases where DNA evidence eventually led to exonerations, atteveptssometimes
made to argue innocence but were ignored or rejected. In o#ises,chowever,
arguments for innocence were not even brought up before requestingtd3hidy

(Garrett, 2008).



There are organizations whose aim is to assist exonerees ands#shseg
exoneration. The Innocence Project, created in 1992, is one such oigani#at
employees numerous attorneys that both represent and help in caseanvimgividual
is seeking exoneration through DNA evidence. Access to an organitiaé Innocence
Project is important for inmates because they are often mdayed have run out of
options for appeal. The Innocence Project is hope for these inmatgsarehsure of
their own innocence and aware that DNA evidence was found inorekatithe crime.
Exonerees have an avenue in Innocence Project to prove that theynhotetikee
perpetrator. To date, the Innocence Project has seen 290 exonebasedson DNA
evidence occur in 35 states and the District of Columbia. Seveatdbhese exonerees
were on death row. Only four DNA exonerees are women. The myapfrithese
exonerees are black, and over 70% are minorities. Less thahimheftexonerees are
Caucasian. The “average age of exonerees at the time ofvtbemful convictions was
27,” and “the average length of time served by exonerees is 18" y@amocence
Project, 2011). The majority of cases of wrongful conviction have tpkase in the
United States (Johnson & Williams, 2004).

The history of wrongful convictions in the United States can a&eett as far
back as colonists being accused of illegal acts by Britishia# (Huff, 2004). These
colonists would have no avenue for fighting such accusations. Theyhateafowed to
guestion accusers and had no access to the kinds of due process inclhdednited
States’ Bill of Rights. Due process was not absolute in the &it&er, and racially

motivated discrimination has played a large part in wrongful caougtsince the time
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of the colonies (Huff, 2004). To this day, as noted before, theretaskadiscrepancy in
the number of exonerees that are minorities and those that are white.

Before the first ever DNA exoneration, exonerations by angnsievere a rare
event, however, “since 1989, these once-rare events have become disturbingly
commonplace” (Gross et al., 2005, p. 523). Even the number of non-DNA exonerations
has increased significantly, doubling since the 1990s. Since the2p€&; DNA
exonerations average twenty a year, and non-DNA exonerationgaveranty three.
According to Gross et al. (2005), between the first exoneration in 498%he year
2003, "144 [exonerees] were cleared by DNA evidence, 196 by other .nWdhsa
handful of exceptions, they had been in prison for years. More tharhdxhl§erved
terms of ten years or more; 80% had been imprisoned for affileagears” (Gross et
al., 2005, p. 524).

On August 14, 1989, Gary Dotson was the first man to be exoneratedhthroug
DNA testing. It was “a new kind of exoneration,” “one that wasch less vulnerable to
skepticism than those that came before it” (Aronson & Cole, 2009, p. 61@prDioad
been convicted in 1979 of aggravated kidnapping and rape. Although the woman he was
accused of raping recanted her story a few years later in 198&rDwas not granted a
retrial by a judge. In 1988, Dotson got a new attorney that was@bliccessfully have
DNA testing done for Dotson. The first results were not conclubwethe DNA was
then sent to another testing lab. That lab found that the DNA could vetbane from
Dotson. He was released on August 14, 1989, after having spent ten years in prison for a

crime he was innocent of committing (Innocence Project, 2012).
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Wrongful Conviction Numbers

Criminal justice professionals that are concerned about DNA exdoomes
realize that these exonerations represent certain failintdye isystem. They also worry
about the potential number of innocent people in prison as a result ooigfulr
convictions (Page, 2007). There is no way to accurately measpredyct the number
of wrongly convicted individuals (Huff, 2004). In fact, determining thumber would
be even more difficult than determining true crime rates. @ason for this is that
wrongful convictions may vary widely from jurisdiction to juristion. Another is that
there is no way to prove those in prison have been wrongly convictedhenlii@gwork
or DNA testing has been done. To obtain more accurate measunesi@frates in the
country, victimization surveys are distributed. No such surveys éxiswrongful
convictions (Huff, 2004).

Although difficult, researchers have attempted to discover wabrghviction
percentages. Huff, Rattner, and Sagarin (1996) surveyed prosequdgess, attorneys
general, and law enforcement personnel, asking that they estiheataumber of
wrongfully convicted felonies. The responses given revealed an av@2geerror rate
for felony convictions as estimated by the participants (Hudf.e1996). Assuming this
number to be accurate, there would still be thousands of wrongly ceshWetbny cases
each year in the United States (Huff, 2004). Gross et al. (208fam that the most
important result of their study is the knowledge that thererast definitely thousands
of wrongfully convicted individuals in prison.

Research has also shown that the testing of DNA before mniajs eliminate

12



25% or more of prime suspects in criminal cases. This numbefowad as a result of
studying 18,000 cases where suspects had their DNA tested amdlesred before a
trial began (Scheck, Neufeld, & Dwyer, 2000). Most criminal casestmclude DNA
evidence, and this could mean that there is a large rate of wraogivictions in those
cases (Huff, 2004).

One study, conducted by Risinger (2007), sought to determine the exact
wrongful conviction rate based on information from the 1980s on capm@marders.
The study found a 3.3% minimum wrongful conviction rate and an estdmasa&mum
of 5%. Before this research, the public had been lead to believeitiger was much
lower. The number had reportedly only been 27 out of every 100,000 people ahnvicte
Historically, and especially in the 1980s, the criminal justicstesy was designed to
keep people incarcerated. The appeals process is lengthy aadltdiffinavigate. DNA
testing was no different. Original policies made DNA testmgifinocence a hassle for
inmates (Risinger, 2007).

A byproduct of these numbers is that people who are concerned aloogtfulr
convictions have used them to try and reform the criminal jusyisteerm (Risinger,
2007). This may consequently make it harder to convict those whataisya guilty.
The public is also concerned about this. One thing most people aseafmaid of than
convicting the innocent is letting guilty criminals go free. Ehesminals pose a risk to
society (Risinger, 2007).

The implications of these estimated rates are also discus$ed.higher

percentage shows a serious possibility of wrongful conviction agamy time. This
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hurts the criminal justice system because it calls into queste ability of the system
to do what it was designed to do. It also affects those who worknwthlei criminal
justice system. Attorneys and judges have a harder time doingjdbsireffectively
when it appears they may be trying to put innocent people in prisose Tpeople,
however, can make arguments that exonerations are proof that téen sises work.
The option to have DNA testing at all shows that the criminadicpisystem releases
those that are innocent (Risinger, 2007).

Although the sample group was only made up of capital rape-mutters is
no indication that the wrongful conviction rate for other crimedliferent. It is
impossible to generalize these findings because of the eaptesused, but “in regard
to other capital murder prosecutions resulting in the impositiomefdeath penalty,
there seems to be no strong reason to believe that the rat@mia$ significantly
lower” (Risinger, 2007, p. 785). The rate may be even higher for bothalcapitder
cases and rape cases outside the study. Rape charges notaabusly eyewitness
testimony, which can easily convince a jury of guilt. In capitatder cases, the chosen
jury has to answer many questions before being labeled as dedfledjyaties. The
people that make it through the process are sometimes peopdeethdtling to decide
guilt before others would (Risinger, 2007).

Problems with DNA Evidence and Exonerations

There are some dangers in the use of DNA evidence. The publicttesds

DNA evidence for or against a person as scientific, and therefoi@peachable. The

fact that DNA evidence is seen to be irrefutable “justifedsng what would otherwise
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be viewed as risky legal actions (i.e., the freeing of a convictacderer or the
execution of an accused murderer)” (Aronson & Cole, 2009, p. 607). DNAneede
and testing has particular appeal to those that view the criqusi@te system as a
failure (Aronson & Cole, 2009). It represents truth in a systemsiiaie feel is too
corrupted or political. The appeal of DNA is that it is based @wgtion fact and will
give the innocent an avenue to fight existing procedures that fail to protec{Rlosen,
2003). DNA evidence, however, is not perfect and can be disputed. ‘&@/fd&nce is
evidence, too, and therefore subject to error, misinterpretation, andtaimgy2
(Aronson & Cole, 2009). This means that in a criminal case, or &y oase for that
matter, DNA should only be viewed as one piece of evidence among mhahould
never be the only evidence considered (Jobling & Gill, 2004).

Unfortunately, the technology for testing DNA has been implerdeaitead of
the advances needed to ensure responsible use for it. This meaggatitsg control
may be compromised, training may not be as in-depth as it needs to be, and DIMA teste
may mishandle or falsify evidence based on their own beliefsmay convictions
(Huff, 2004). Employees of cities and counties, and even federatiage have been
found to have fabricated evidence or gone around quality control preseaid then
lied about DNA evidence in court (USDOJ, 2004). In response, researbbhee
suggested a standardization to the process of DNA profiling atidgelLabs may be
run not by law enforcement agencies, but rather independent otgarszaith highly
professional and unbiased scientists (Huff, 2004).

There is a possibility of coincidental matches in DNA tegtialthough the

15



likelihood of that occurring is very small. In fact, there has beenonfirmation that a
coincidental match has ever occured (Aronson & Cole, 2009). There isanow
increased concern about the planting of DNA evidence to shift suspic an
individual that is not guilty (Thompson, 2008). This is troubling for innocent peopl
because they are already at a higher risk for evidence sfpogir innocence not being
found. Even when evidence suggesting innocence is found, it is someatoogectly
handled or not disclosed (Acker & Bonventre, 2010).

In addition, police procedures can be questioned over and over, without any
acknowledgement that anything was done wrong. After DNA gpstasults in an
exoneration, many police and departments will insist that theyndidcoerce a
confession (Aronson & Cole, 2009). Prosecutors have also been known to Mény D
testing, even in cases of suspected innocence. After DNMAgeskonerates an
individual, some prosecutors will argue that the exoneree is gOitgnstein, 2011). In
the case of Bruce Godschalk, after DNA testing demonstratedencecthe courts
ordered he be released. The district attorney maintained that Gidaelsaguilty and
that the DNA testing must be flawed. When asked how he could be Iserrdistrict
attorney responded with a statement that he trusted his detantivhis confession
(Rimer, 2002). This type of response is not always heard though, because public opinion
finds DNA evidence to be infallible, and there is no tactical dairbe made by
prosecutors and police departments denying its truth (Zimring, 2003).

The CSI effect, named for television shows like CSI: Las \eyhami, and

New York, refers to the possibility that juries have unrealestigectations of evidence
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because of what they have seen on television and will be lebstbkeonvict in cases
where DNA evidence was not found since they assume it is allvesys present at a
crime scene (Holmgren & Fordham, 2011). The opposite might alsm besae. If
juries are more likely to convict based purely on DNA evidemca case, innocent
individuals could be found guilty (Aronson & Cole, 2009). Although little redelas
been done on the topic of the CSI effect, according to a study goHeltmgren and
Fordham (2011), the CSI effect did not have a detrimental impactri@s pr cases in
either Canada or Australia. Jurors did have questions about forerdgneyiin some
cases, and these questions sometimes came from knowledge gainedtching
television, however, there was no indication that jurors would refuse to convict someone
without DNA evidence shown against them. The researchers deterthatgdries will
responsibly deliberate even in the absence of DNA evidence, regadleglsich
television shows they watch and how often they watch them (Holn&reardham,
2011). This is reassuring because, simply put, DNA evidence does noinesigery
case (Murty & Was, 2010).

Some legislation has been passed to help those that are wameglsed. The
Innocence Protection Act (Justice for All Act of 2004) was mimdieral law under
President Bush in 2004. This bill was designed to give wrongfully caaviadividuals
in federal prisons an avenue to DNA testing and give compensattbns®e proven to
be innocent. The law also includes provisions for death row inmatesblyosimed at
influencing more states to abolish the death penalty as a form chpuemt (Murty &

Was, 2010). Although this bill is only law at the federal levehnsn states have
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followed with their own laws. Texas has enacted similar ld#wsgs a DNA access law
to make the process of receiving DNA testing easier. Texadhiatsa compensation law
for wrongfully accused persons (The Innocence Project of TeRdashners, however,
do not have unfettered access to DNA for testing. While the Inno¢&natection Act
made DNA testing easier, the Supreme Court has decided againgt grisoners a
constitutional right to DNA evidence, stating that these laws dhoeilleft to the states
(Biskupic, 2009).

It has been argued that the United States should found a comntcssnamitor
and investigate possible wrongful convictions (Huff, 2004). There havetaslk forces
set up for this very purpose in the state of New York and their findings suljgebktew
York may be one of the leaders in wrongful convictions (Acker & Botreg 2010).
New York is behind only Texas and lllinois in number of DNA exoneratjbmscence
Project, 2012), and in number of total exonerations, not only those based on DNA
evidence, New York ranks second (Gross et al., 2005). Although the task &ord the
reports they have generated “help solemnize the gravity and urgehty® issue of
wrongful convictions, major changes still need to be made to adtresproblem
(Acker & Bonventre, 2010, p. 1248-1249).

DNA exonerations are definitely affecting how the criminaltiggs system
operates. Most laws concerning post-conviction DNA testing havebady created in
the last decade (Berger, 2006). Before many states enactedatwssthe wait time for
new trials, even based on new evidence that could be used to cledfetiter, was

lengthy. Despite the process problems, after the first examerat 1989, some judges
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took it upon themselves to speed up these DNA based appeals. The numbeates
that have been exonerated based on DNA evidence is tiny in coomptarithe number
of total people incarcerated. Despite this fact, public opinion has bOesstically
impacted by these few exonerees. It has even caused peoplektditferently about
the death penalty. DNA exonerations have shown the public the weakéstbes
criminal justice system, but it remains to be seen how tHisaWfect reform (Berger,
2006).

While the focus of much DNA testing research is the wrongfubused, there
have been many offenders that have appealed for DNA testingmhigve it further
attest to their guilt (Carroll, 2007). In fact, the majority of Akésting requested by
offenders is either inconclusive or actually confirms guilt. Wsild not be a problem
except that testing DNA is an expensive and lengthy processdbist taxpayers. The
criminal justice system is already expensive to maintain2X4 testing confirming
guilt is arguably unnecessary. Those that request it knowing tleegualty are not
usually punished. As of 2007, Missouri was the only state thatezkacty kind of
penalty for guilty petitioners. There have been solutions proposeliggrroblem. One
is to subject petitioners to a more difficult screening procdssre demanding
standards could also be added to the existing petition statutes. Amathker be to
make the petitioner pay for the test, or at least part of #te Ifepetitioners knew in
advance that they would be responsible for part of the cost, guitydeirs would be
less likely to apply. Finally, a law where the petitioneddar the test if it turned out to

prove their guilt would help. Add to this the loss of good behavior tintbeoaddition
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of time yet to be served and guilty persons would hopefully sto fitbr DNA tests.
Right now, guilty parties have no reason not to apply because they camgaonl
Meanwhile, innocent individuals wait years for DNA tests that @rtheir innocence
(Carroll, 2007).
DNA Exonerations and the Death Penalty

Since some of the DNA exonerees have been on death row, opinions have
started to shift on the subject of the death penalty (Aronson &, Ql09). Many
people used to believe the courts of law could do no wrong, but that idebedas
disproven by DNA exonerations and in greater numbers than most people are
comfortable with (Garrett, 2008). Before DNA, the debate on capitalsiponant
focused on deterrence, cost, and fairness in dealing out the dealtly perenson &
Cole, 2009). Now, however, the issue of innocence is the focus. One reasios fer
the perception of certainty of DNA evidence. Aronson and Cole (2009 dttat,
“while DNA evidence may be more accurate and reliable tham @dhensic science, it
is still fundamentally probabilistic in nature and is prone to uac#ies at all stages of
its production” (p. 603). They claim that DNA evidence has efteptélic opinion to
the point that it tests the authority of the law. Interestintilgy also argue that in
addition to death penalty abolitionists, reformers use the cert@ifyNA profiling to
“promote a ‘scientific’ death penalty” (Aronson & Cole, 2009, p. 603).

Bedau and Radelet (1987) studied 350 potentially capital cases, omestinhe
death penalty could have been sought or sentenced but may or may nbéeéayvthat

were already suspected of being wrongful convictions. They found dhahe 350

20



cases, 139 had death penalty sentences. Of these, twenty threewsrepéxecuted.
Bedau and Radelet (1987) wanted to use the study to fight proponetis dédth
penalty with statistics showing that innocent people had indemd deecuted. Radelet,
Bedau, and Putnam argued again in 1992 that these twenty three pe@pienseent
and executed. The original study and assertions made later, howevercriticized
heavily because the researchers failed to provide proof of the innamfetheeexecuted
(Aronson & Cole, 2009). A Gallup poll conducted in 2003 revealed that 73% of
Americans “believe an innocent person has been executed under the deathpémalty i
last five years” (Death Penalty Information Center, 2012). dtaar that although there
is no proof of an innocent person being executed, Americans are aware of the risk.
Many states have already abolished the death penalty. Thesei@en states,
including Alaska, Hawaii, lllinois, lowa, Maine, Massachusetts,hi@an, Minnesota,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Dakota, Rhode Island, Vermwast
Virginia, and Wisconsin, and the District of Columbia that have abadlistapital
punishment (Death Penalty Information Center, 2012). The possibilgyexfuting an
innocent person has definitely been a factor in some of the ré¢ated’ sbolishment of
the death penalty (Aronson & Cole, 2009). Although it is possible thahreotent
person has already been executed and it is clear statesrazerred about that
possibility, some criminal justice professionals and politicians Hseen careful to
block DNA testing that might prove it has happened (Risinger, 2007)c&s®ethat has
received media attention is that of Cameron Willingham. Heseatenced with capital

punishment in 1992 and executed in 2004 for purposely setting a fir&iltedt his
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three daughters. Since his execution, and even before, the@cotithe arson charge
has been questioned. Knowledgeable arson experts have reported thaiinhéamson

analysis may be faulty. Many criminologists and the media ltalled for further

investigation or done their own, and the Texas Forensic Science Gsiommhas

examined the evidence of the case. Unfortunately, state offitéale blocked a full

investigation and no exoneration has been issued (Innocence Project, 2012).

The use of DNA testing has not only been used by advocates of methy
abolishment. Those who support the death penalty have seen an upside to DNA
profiling. In the case of Kansas v. Marsh, the majority of the &uprCourt decided
that the advent of DNA testing has given credence to capitallpoerg. Rather than
seeing exonerations as a threat to the death penalty, the mfgont/that exonerations
are an assurance that innocent people will not be executed. Aagdodihe majority,
DNA exonerations show that the criminal justice system worksthadtit is flawed.
The majority opinion also stated that DNA testing is a veagrtsure guilty verdicts are
backed by scientific proof (Kansas v. Marsh, 2006).

Reasons for Wrongful Convictions

There have been multiple reasons for wrongful convictions of innocenanten
women. They include “eyewitness errors; mishandling of evidencepdbge and
prosecutors; false of coerced confessions; improper interrogationsliredps;
jailhouse informants or ‘snitches’; ineffective assistance of @ufwensic errors; and
the adversarial system” (Murty & Was, 2010, p. 82). The problem ctaken

identifications by eyewitnesses is considered one of the largeslation to wrongful
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convictions, and it is “the factor most often associated with wrodngbnvictions”
(Murty & Was, 2010; Huff, 2004). It is by far the most frequent error made in tases
lead to exonerations. In the survey of prosecutors, judges, attorney=lgamd law
enforcement officials conducted by Huff et al. (1996), the responderts aware of
this fact, with 79% of them acknowledging witness error as the fresgient error type
in these cases. Of the 290 total DNA exonerations in the U.S., &% ihvolved
eyewitness testimony, and 40% were cross-racial (InnocengEcBr Some researchers
have estimated this number to be as high as 80% in DNA exonerases (¢éassin,
2010). In Texas, an estimated 80% of wrongful convictions involved eyewitnes
testimony (The Innocence Project of Texas). Scheck et al. (2@0@) estimated that
this number may be as high as 84%, reporting that in this percesftag@neration
cases, the conviction was based, or partially based, on the identification aisegne

In a study that looked at all exonerations, not only DNA based oyesjteess
testimony was involved 64% of the time (Gross et al., 2005). Thaseavdifference in
the percentages for rape cases and homicides. In almost 90%oonffw rape
convictions there was eyewitness testimony. That number wgsatut 50% for
wrongful homicide convictions. One reason for this is that in ragescahere is
normally a surviving victim able to testify. That is obviously not¢hse for homicides.
Police and investigators also tend to put more effort and work intccldemgases. This
leads to other kinds of evidence and sometimes more evidence, ratheelthag
primarily on witness testimony (Gross et al., 2005).

The researchers were, again, unable to make an estimation on khreinatber
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of wrongful convictions that occur in the United States. The sbmdly considered rape
and murder convictions, not any other types of crimes. The patterrpocoavictions,

however, was clear. Eyewitness misidentification was the biggesiem for these
cases (Gross et al., 2005). In murder cases, perjury was tbe pnalplem. There are
high rates of both rape and death penalty exonerations. Rapes abedagike in these
cases, DNA evidence had been gathered even though there was aptta test it.

Death penalty exonerations are over-represented because of tregjumoces for
executing an innocent person. The public tolerability for time wrosygint in prison is
much higher than the tolerability for an innocent person being exk¢Gr®ss et al.,

2005). Also for this reason, as previously stated, DNA testing aiecutions has
largely been blocked (Risinger, 2007).

Eyewitnesses are an important tool for convicting individuals andriimnal
justice system has traditionally used them a great dedis(\WWeemon, & Penrod, 2006;
Wells & Olson, 2003). One with no reason to lie is even more import&atis,
Memon, & Penrod, 2006). A witness that is sure of what they saw oif baa be very
effective at convincing jurors. The accounts by these witnessemtisnormally
guestioned, unless there is evidence that they are lying or evithet@®ntradicts their
testimony in some way. Eyewitness testimony in responsiblemiore wrongful
convictions than all the other reasons combined. Before DNA testag) even
discovered, psychologists were studying the validity of eyegstmdgentification. They
were doing their own research to determine if eyewitnestsntony could be trusted.

They discovered that police, prosecutors, and juries were relgmdpeavily on this
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testimony. They also revealed that how accurate an eyewiithestification was often
depended on the method police were using. Individuals in the criminalejisststem
did nothing with this information until wrongful convictions starting bgimgven with

DNA testing (Wells, Memon, & Penrod, 2006).

Psychologists have discovered many reasons for mistaken ey@witnes
identification. These include “the amount of time the culprit ivigw, the lighting
conditions, whether the culprit wears a disguise, the distinctivesfeize culprit's
appearance, the presence of a weapon, and the timing of knowledgenéhas
witnessing a crime” (Wells & Olson, 2003, p. 281). Cross-race fu=tton has always
been a problem. Participants in one experiment were much mong aasilto identify
someone of their own race than someone with another racial backgrdiatid, (
Memon, & Penrod, 2006). Many eyewitnesses are also under stréss t@ne the
crime is being committed, especially violent crimes, and tiseresearch that suggests
the more violent the crime, the less likely witnesses aredorately identify someone.
Weapon focus occurs with many people. Victims and even witnesiegaw more
attention to the weapon being used than the face of a perpetrator. rAmaje factor
is simply the amount of exposure to the perpetrator’s face. Pea@plesa likely to be
able to identify someone they only saw for a split second. If trenadfr is wearing a
disguise of some sort, identification can be more difficult, andsome cases
impossible. Even something as simple as a hat can provide disguibe fmerpetrator.
There are also cases when the witness to a crime has belenglalcohol. Those that

were inebriated during the event were less likely to idettiéycorrect person (Wells,
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Memon, & Penrod, 2006).

There are problems within the system that can affect aecuettification. The
interviewing of witnesses can be a problem because criminalgystofessionals will
often influence them in some way. This may be done either consciassl
subconsciously. Interviewers may ask questions that lead the witmesscertain
direction or to a certain suspect when the story as told bwitmess without any
intervention would have been much different. Often, police use a lineup tsthéha
witness can choose a suspect (Wells, Memon, & Penrod, 2006). A lineup “is a procedure
in which a criminal suspect (or a picture of the suspect)aisepl among other people
(or pictures of other people) and shown to an eyewitness to ske fithess will
identify the suspect as the culprit in question” (Wells &dn|s2003, p. 278-279). One
problem with this procedure is that witnesses will feel pressuceoose someone even
if the perpetrator of the crime is not included. Another issue ts dlgain, officers can
influence the decision of the witness with eye contact and quesdbout how sure the
witness is about their identification. Recently, procedural chamges started to occur
in law enforcement departments to ensure more accurate ickmdii results (Wells,
Memon, & Penrod, 2006). A change that can easily be implementediisg the lineup
run by someone who does not know which individual in the lineup is the sgyeist
& Bradfield, 1998). A set of guidelines has been produced by théedUr8tates
Department of Justice based on scientific knowledge of colleetiagitness evidence.
Psychologists assisted in this process using behavioral andliigisteport includes

recommendations like getting witnesses to volunteer evidence andadoigehem,
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asking open-ended questions, selecting appropriate lineup subjects, amgl ¢lasar
instructions during the different steps of the process. These g@sl€@ld not mean the
end of witness misidentification, but should avoid many of the mistddatscan be
made (Wells et al., 2000).

Confidence in a witness has been thought to correlate with highesccorr
identification rates. This may or may not be the case. Tinegbt be a small difference
but overall, the percentage of confident witnesses that have nraddake is close to
the percentage of witnesses that are less confident about theie ¢ialls, Memon, &
Penrod, 2006). Response latency has also been linked with correctitesgibEation.
Response latency refers to the amount of time it takes a witdesake a choice about
who the perpetrator is. Witnesses that respond quickly, or withincbdide or so, have
a higher correct identification rate than those that take ntione considering.
Sometimes, witnesses will be asked to explain why they pigkgatticular person in a
lineup or how they made their decision. Those that report having mateheeérson in
the lineup based on their memory of the event are more likely torpect than those
that compared the different people in the lineup in order to makieoigec Often
witnesses are not even able to say why they chose someonear€hegt certain it is
them. This also correlates with a higher accuracy rate (Wells, Memoani&d, 2006).

There is also the possibility of “overzealous or unethical pditd prosecutors”
in wrongful convictions (Huff, 2004). According to Scheck et al. (2000), 6B®NA
exoneration cases included some sort of police or prosecuting miscokasainduct

may take the form of courtroom comments, questionable handling dttaue of
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evidence or using phony evidence, and interfering with witnesses (Huff, 2004).

The use of jailhouse informants is sometimes a factor in thercoor of
wrongfully convicted cases (Huff, 2004). In 21% of the DNA exoneratstundied by
Scheck et al. (2000), jailhouse snitches provided evidence against the ywrongl
convicted. There appear to be some geographical areas whers thisignificant
problem. For instance, in lllinois, out of the first thirteen exonemati five cases
contained evidence gained through the use of jailhouse informants K&t 2000).
In another study, the researcher was surprised to find how ptbidiase of jailhouse
snitches were in certain jurisdictions (Giannelli, 2007). In omenfd\da, Oklahoma, a
woman by the name of Terri Holland, who was a felon and jailhousghswias a star
witness for prosecutors, having heard the confessions of two diffevedérars for two
separate killings. One of the men she heard confess wasXategrated through DNA
evidence (Grisham, 2006; Scheck, Neufeld, & Dwyer, 2000). Accordingaonélli
(2007), there should be a much more stringent screening process in tigailb®use
informants and, if necessary, the jury of a case should be giveoraytinstructions
when the prosecution employs these informants.

False confessions are also strongly correlated with wrongalictions.
“Despite the commonsense belief that people do not confess to dhmeslid not
commit, 20 to 25% of all DNA exonerations involve innocent prisoners whessed”
(Kassin, 2008, p. 249). False confessions in the United States happeady as £962
during the Salem Witch Trials after women were tortured tetes@nfessions (Kassin,

2010). There are different kinds of false confessions. Voluntarg &alsfessions occur
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as the name implies. An innocent person will confess to a ¢hmedid not commit
without any force, coercion, provocation, or threat made to thensifKa@008; Kassin
et al., 2010). This usually happens in glamorous cases, such as thos¢he&hectim is

famous, the crime was particularly sensational, the crime heas lsavily covered by
the media, or a combination of the three. These confessions ty@dakyfrom people
that covet attention or are feeling guilty about something(&lassin, 2008; Kassin et
al., 2010).

There are a number of ways in which one can tell if a confessifalse. One is
that the confession was for a crime that did not happen. The individualssmmg may
have been incapable of committing the crime or another person eaalydde guilty of
the crime. There may also be evidence, including DNA evidence, shoanguilt of
someone other than the person confessing (Kassin, 2010). There are some
characteristics of individuals that may render their falsdfessions suspect. These
include the age of the individual, especially juveniles, and any @lysatellectual, or
mental disabilities (Kassin et al., 2010).

Interrogations can also produce false confessions. Police irdgaomg can be
stressful, even for someone that is certain of his or her omgténce (Kassin, 2008).
People may confess because they believe it will actuatiyhgen out of trouble or
cause them less trouble than not confessing. The extorting of siomedas been
known to happen. Those that confess do so often because they are thinkingtiealy o
consequences in the short term. Some do not thing about the long termuencses

and others do not believe the long term costs will be as high asdahdse moment
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(Kassin, 2008; Kassin et al., 2010). Unfortunately, the consequencesalfar f
confessions are long term and have a large impact on casewem(Klassin, 2010).
Young people and those not familiar with the criminal justicdesysare especially
susceptible to false confessions resulting from interrogations (K26€i8).

Internalized false confessions occur when suspects are subjectbighly
suggestive interrogation tactics,” which influences these individt@lsnot only
confess but come to believe they committed the crime in questiass{iK 2008, p.
249). These people will often be confronted with statements hieae tis already
evidence against them (Kassin, 2008; Kassin et al., 2010; Inbau, RekleBug
Jayne, 2001). Again, younger people are often the victims of this diprlse
confession (Kassin, 2008).

American interrogations include aspects that make false ciorfiss a
possibility. They are not allowed to physically harm a suspectthieytare able to use
psychological manipulation to elicit information (Inbau et al., 200hgy can use the
amount of time of an interrogation against a suspect. Extrelaety interrogations
wear suspects down emotionally (Kassin et al., 2010). They use diatiois of a
subject to make him or her more anxious or nervous (Inbau et al., 2001). They engage in
confrontation with the suspect. This is the stage at which igwcs will make
statements about evidence that does not actually exist. TH®isha stage in which
outright accusations are made (Kassin, 2008; Kassin et al., 2010; inbhu2901).
Police may use polygraph machines and fake results to exert presswsuspects

(Johnson & Drucker, 2009). This is particularly problematic because pedplEten
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have no understanding as to how evidence showing their guilt could be pdesible
know that police officers are the law, and the law does not liss{{a2008). Lastly,
police often employ the tool of minimization, where they try darect to the suspect
by being understanding and making the suspect feel like the thiat was committed
was warranted. This, in turn, makes the suspect believe he or she will not beganishe
harshly (Inbau et al., 2001).

Some people are psychologically more vulnerable to these inteomgat
techniques than others (Kassin, 2008). People that are naturally aungvich avoid
confrontation wherever possible are at greater risk. Theralsseindividuals that are
easier to influence than others because they are highly sibige$here is a large
range of psychological problems that may make a person more likely tos;suel as
anxiety, depression, and mental retardation. As previously stated, yqeue are at
risk. Over 90% of young people wave Miranda rights and are encourggeddnts to
do what the police say and answer all questions. Juveniles arecalsidered more
impulsive than adults because of the stage of development they Mere impulsive
people are also more likely to confess since their primary consehow, rather than
the consequences confessing will have later. Interestingly, Miraghts are waved
more often by those that are innocent than those that are gualsgi(k 2008). Innocent
people have no fear of being wrongfully convicted and since they haveonet
anything wrong, they have nothing to hide. They believe the syst#imcorrect
anything they do because they are innocent (Kassin, 2008; Grisham, 2006).

One way to limit false confessions is to record interrogatignthe police (Leo
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& Richman, 2007). In multiple cases, police officers have sekdygtirecorded
interrogations, but often the recordings are of confessions onlye aué together in a
way that makes a suspect appear guilty (Leo & Richman, 200haBrjs2006). Leo
and Richman (2007) maintain that the entirety of an interrogatieeds to be
electronically recorded so any attempts to pressure, threateoem@e a confession out
of a suspect are clearly shown. This will hopefully cut down on thebaurmf false
confessions offered after intense interrogations. Many stageslready passing laws
requiring police departments to record entire interrogations. Recprdll of an
interrogation over just part of one, or the resulting confession, ieffestive as well.
There are “numerous benefits — to police, prosecutors, judges, jan@ssociety in
general — and few costs” (Leo & Richman, 2007, p. 792).
DNA Exonerations and Exonerees in the Media

“The media has played an influential role in shaping the Amerjgublic’s
perceptions about crime, from the news coverage to movies to Tave @hows”
(Murty & Was, 2010, p. 83). Stories of incarcerated men being edea®metimes
after decades of imprisonment, are seen as sensational in the amedigiven an
inordinate amount of coverage (Murty & Was, 2010). The media haspaaitular
attention to high profile cases where false confessions arevad/alJohnson &
Drucker, 2009). Although the media typically attempts to present awerd
exonerations as “heartwarming individual stories of tragedy aanchgh,” there are
some in the criminal justice field that want attention from ereggto be turned to the

failings in the system that led to the conviction (Aronson & Cole, 2p0816). The
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media will also not normally make the jump from an exonerebdodea that a single
exoneree represents many more wrongful convictions (Aronson & 2008). The
media has the power to sway public opinion to feel outrage at tlaseadé a particular
exoneree or outrage at the system for wrongly accusing andonmg one (Murty &
Was, 2010), however swaying the media, and through it the public, t@veedious
consideration of the failings in the criminal justice systdrat tled to a particular
exoneration can be extremely difficult (Aronson & Cole, 2009).

The amount of publicity dedicated to exonerations has certainly brdbght
issue to the attention of both average citizens and those that ifloerset policy in
this country (Huff, 2004). Editorials have been written in magazames newspapers
around the country. One editorial, written by Page (2007), states “tiahing
concentrates the mind around the subject of justice like the prosipbeing falsely
convicted” (p. 26). Page (2007) argues for the storing of DNA evidemdtleat none is
destroyed, but also that this evidence needs to be used to exonerat®rbéully
convicted and not only stored. In another editorial, Kirschner (2002) stdiat DNA
profiling can change the American criminal justice systenonlly the system would
allow for it to do so. The media feels that some states@rgorking hard enough to
secure and preserve DNA evidence in cases. Consequently, thgfullyooconvicted in
those states are less likely to be exonerated. Without DNA ewdexonerations
require long man hours and can take years (Johnson, 2008). Dallas Colexgsrhas
an extensive DNA archive and forensic science center whitlougjht to be the reason

for the county having the most DNA exonerations in the United States (Johnson, 2011).
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As previously stated, some editorials will sensationalizevioagly convicted.
For instance, one article, discussing the death row exoneree G#am@n, touts the
fact that he was not angry about the failings of the crimindlcpisystem in his case.
The story points out that Chapman made friends in prison that he tlanksalso been
wrongly convicted. The article maintains that states needrtously consider making
changes to their death penalty stances (Boyter, 2008). Anotiwe atated that one
exoneree “has already endured far more trauma then most peajdesxpect in a busy
lifetime” (Chisholm & Driedger, 1995, p. 60). It goes on to talk altbettime this
exoneree had lost to prison.

The media even recognizes that they give more attention to ekonsraow
that DNA is involved. Taylor Jr. (2007) wrote that public attention f@nerees has
changed with the advent of DNA testing. Before DNA, exonerativase a rare
occurrence that did not get much attention from the media or the .ptbigc may be
because no one knew how many innocent people were being convicted. Since
exonerations were rare, the media and public assumed wrongful comvietere not
occurring very often. Now evidence shows there could be thousands offwrong
convictions per year (Taylor Jr., 2007).

Recidivism

Recidivism is defined as “a return to criminal behavior afterase” (Esperian,
2010, p. 320). There have been no academic studies done on recidivism ke |
exonerees, but considering that exonerees face many of thecsanmstances when

trying to reenter society, they may very well have some ofstiae dangers for
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recidivating (Innocence Project, 2012; Gendreau, 1996; Esperian, 2010y, 128188,
Clemmer, 1940). Most incarcerated people are not sentenced to poislifie.fLike
exonerees, they end up back in society (Visher & Travis, 2003). The aflea
rehabilitation during imprisonment is relatively new, brought out mbaement toward
humanitarianism. Even imprisonment as a form of punishment for lawhgeakian
historically recent design. It is apparent that incarcerasamot an effective deterrent
for crime. A large number of those held end up committing cagaen. It has also been
suggested that the later crimes of ex-offenders are oftere“sophisticated or heinous
than the offenses for which they were first committed” (Clemm®&50, p. 313).
Clearly recidivism has been a problem for this form of crilnpuaishment, however,
“an individual’s transition from prison back into a home and into a caniy is
difficult, and avoiding crime can be the least of his or her probil¢visher & Travis,
2003, p. 89).

Rates of recidivism are staggering in the United States.aDvecidivism rates
within three years were determined based on a study using 12,5dbates released
in 2003 from Allegheny County Jail located in Pennsylvania. The tfeaerecidivism
rate was 55.9%, but the largest amount of recidivism, 36.7%, took pldue finst year
after release. The second year yielded an additional 12.5%, atfdrthgear showed
another 6% recidivating (Jung, Spjeldnes, & Yamatani, 2010).

Race is a serious issue in criminology and criminal justice.cfihgnal justice
system and prisons include a much larger black population than whitegsjuste

number of minority exonerees is significantly higher than the nunabewhite
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exonerees (Jung et al., 2010; Innocence Project, 2012). A study conducieahdoy
(2010) found that black men have a higher recidivism rate than whiteweera total
of three years. It was also discovered that black men recidivatieker than white
men. Black men did not make it as long on the outside without getinght for
another crime, controlling for age at the time of releasetl@mdmount of time of the
previous stay in jail. In the first year after release, 43%laxtk men returned to jail, as
opposed to 31.1% of white men. This means there was a difference dbettfen
black and white males. At the end of three years, that differginiemed to 17.6%, with
65.2% of blacks and 47.6% of whites ending up back in jail. When analyzing age, bl
men were more likely at all ages than white men to recei{ding et al., 2010). These
results clearly exemplify that race is an important variable irrdsda recidivism.

Multiple studies have been done to determine risk factors fadivesen and
many have been identified through different means. Statistidsergat from law
enforcement agencies and self-report surveys are two of the imgfjoiments that have
been employed. Surveys have returned some interesting resulisastice fact that
most people being released from prison have no intention of ever cbackg Even
with the numerous studies conducted, it is impossible to asceviaipn eariable that
might lead an individual to reoffend (Halsey, 2008).

Each study on risk factors for recidivism seems to accefdrelit variables.
Some documented dynamics include history of criminality, historyamisocial
behavior, demographics, family makeup, intelligence, economic wedlljf&endreau et

al., 1996), parole supervision, amount of incarceration, severity of £rimeareer
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(Esperian, 2010), housing, peers, drugs, money (Halsey, 2008), and soocralizati
(Clemmer, 1940). It has also been argued that ex-offenders whchecked up on
frequently are less likely to recidivate but as the lengthnoé tbetween checks widens,
recidivism rates increase (Esperian, 2010).

According to a study done by Gendreau, et al. (1996), a numberoof st
predictors are related to recidivism. These are categorizedwat groups, static and
dynamic. Static variables are those that do not change frono diay. Highly relevant
ones include an offender’s criminal history, social conduct, achievameatial status,
and demographic variables like age, gender, race, religion, ang feitnétions (such
as single parent homes or foster care). There were a nuimibeaker correlates in the
static category as well. These correlates consist of cegriitnction, things that cause
an individual distress, and the economic standing of the family. Dynaamables can
be factors as well. Variables are characterized as dynéitiiey change over shorter
periods of time or from moment to moment. In this particular sthéygdynamic factors
are as strongly correlated with recidivism as staticofactThese dynamic variables
have often been given a bad name because they are difficult to &elepftias they are
constantly changing. There is a certain amount of subjectimitglved in studying
these variables, partly because they can change rapidly. The sigogficantly
correlated variables, in either group, were age, crimindbtyisrelationships with
certain friends, family situations, sex, social status, and drag(@sndreau et al.,
1996).

One study, by Halsey (2008), was performed to discover the msirtant
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issues related to recidivism and to rank them in order of impartgiasey, 2008). The
research was conducted using longitudinal data over four yearsuiftoe af the study
interviewed participants to gain in-depth narratives from them. mleasurement
instrument used was an open-ended type interview that left respsrfcee to use their
own language and ideas. It was used because it would not copstrigipants into a
narrow range of responses. There were 47 total respondents witk sangg of 15 to
20. To be considered for the sample, men had to have been arrestest ahé&time
before 15 years of age. The sentences of the sampled men rangegthnfiem two
months to over five years. Offenses they had been convicted of includesgossof
an illegal substance with possible intent to sell, breaking atetieg, illegal use of a
car or truck, endangering life, armed robbery, assault, and blodily. Of the 47
participants, 22 were only interviewed one time. This group of respthaeuld not
be considered part of the longitudinal study. Seventeen participanésimerviewed
twice, five interviewed three times, and three participante weerviewed four times.
The narratives provided showed young men that had lived through continvests,ar
incarcerations, and releases. It also revealed a large numymirgf men moving from
juvenile sentences to adult incarceration. The researchers usedtéhgews to
illustrate both that juvenile rates of recidivism are veryhhagd that the number of
juveniles making the jump to adult criminal lives is similarly high (Hal2698).

The purpose of Halsey's study was to determine personal scumstantial
factors in the prevalence of recidivism in juveniles. One mdeme behind the

research was that recidivism in juveniles is not purely a pdrpooislem, but a failure
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of the system. Halsey (2008) argues that the system of incarceratiotiayp@ blame
but focuses on the problems that arise for juveniles and adults uposerétem
custody. The researcher sees the system as risky and alsdeeleased men run into
brick walls as they are trying to start their lives ovére Btudy attempts to determine
what is happening to these men as they venture back out into saegtyhat turns
them again toward criminal activity. The true endeavor of theystiad to challenge the
accepted idea that the men themselves are simply criminahainghéy inherently want
to cause harm to themselves and society. The aim was to shawetlsgstem in which
they are released does very little to help them and may, in fact, do more haugoadda
The programs offered after release often put these ex-offemdins same situations as
before incarceration, and it should not be surprising that thesey yoen return to
criminal behavior. These programs give those released the peofatitions in which
to reoffend, but it is not criminal tendencies that leads theeret “Men return to
custody because of responses to these systems and procedures amtiyrimdcalse of
their behavior” (Halsey, 2008, p. 1212).

One aspect of this study that was different from many othes the
longitudinal look at these young men’s lives. Much of the researcleadivism has
been based on personal surveys and interviews but little of itfdilasved the
participants for any length of time to determine if recidivisas taking place. While
not all of the respondents for this study were interviewed moredhee, most were.
These were the participants that gave the researcher theinfaystation about the

problem of recidivism. The researcher seemed genuinely codcertrefinding out as
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much as possible from these men about the difficulties of reegteociety, rather than
trying to come up with reasons for criminality in them. Theeaesher looked at the
individuals and not just the big picture (Halsey, 2008).

A noted commonality of all the respondents about to be released paddro
the future. Those that were about to leave juvenile facilities were optiraisiut where
their lives were headed. They had no intention of ever returning todguahd many
seemed to feel that they would not commit crime at all uponsel€ut of 18 juvenile
respondents, only two thought there was more than a 50% chance theyewdulg
back in custody and even they believed they would be able to stop ¢mmmiime
before the age of 18 when they could be tried as adults and senadolaprison. It is
important to note that throughout a custodial sentence, these youngdwmen dlways
feel so hopeful. Most inmates in custodial settings have ups and dehick, can be
very high and very low. These young men often go through periodgpodsseon. This
does not mean, however, that these juveniles all have emotional psofileensystem
sometimes fosters these kinds of emotions. The optimism of eelsasonsistently
found in the literature among respondents of surveys and interviews. They refwogt fe
despair while in custody and this hopefulness upon release (Halsey, 2008).

Halsey’s (2008) research found some specific risk factors fadivesm, as
outlined by the patrticipants. They reported that their major ecnadacluded housing
after release, peers and friends outside, drug and alcohol problemdaak@diamoney.
Housing is imperative. For most people, it is the backbone of thetod#sy lives. It is

a place people need to feel safe and is often a haven. For most mdrtivgpants,
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finding and keeping acceptable housing arrangements has been Fotritde issue of
housing, three subgroups, or particular housing problems, were discovered. On
significant factor for young men is the delay in housing fromtithe of release. Many

of these young men had to wait days, and even weeks, before haasrayailable.

This interim leaves many of those released either homeldssced to return to family
homes that foster their criminal behavior (Halsey, 2008).

The second subgroup for housing is related to the concerns of respaiutarits
exactly where they will be staying after release. Theseg men are often forced to
take any housing they can find or anything that is offered. Thisirngus typically
found in poor and rundown neighborhoods that foster crime. Other respondents had to
return to families and friends. Being back in the setting d&latved for their original
criminal activity was difficult for these young men. Those irs 8ituation can become
stressed and return to their old behavior. Many of these respondentstigahrcrime
again because they were stressed, because they were livingimithals, or simply to
survive (Halsey, 2008).

Another problem for many of these young men in housing, and in general, is that
they have never learned common life skills. In their former Isoamel in custody, few
have been exposed to positive habits. Many do not know how to cook for thesnsel
As prisoners, they are not expected to do anything except folldersogiven. Their
environment, food, and clothing are provided and entertainment and actevifiyreed
on them. They are not responsible for themselves or even what éhsypgrosed to do

on a daily bases. Showing initiative is something that can &ctcalise trouble or
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punishment for these young men. “They react rather than aciSgy1£2008, p. 1228).
These young men are ultimately taught not to do for themselves. @2k in society,
many of them feel helpless, and one of the few things they de kow to do is what
they were in custody for.

Peers are a serious concern for young men trying to avoidvatongdj. These
young men are advised in custody to try and cut ties with fri¢inas negatively
influence them. They are also told they need to find a new groupiesfds.
Theoretically this is good advice. Unfortunately it can be hard towolThose in
custody are not given the opportunity to spend time with people thahelyd them
avoid crime and their friends on the outside provide an avenue backn® ¥When
these men are released into society, they are trying t@elsnmuch of their lives and
old ties are often the only people they have a connection wekides friends can be
more like family than acquaintances and completely cutting thens oubre than most
of these young men can do. Some of those released are able tothaladvice for a
short amount of time, but most end up returning to friends at the wuasstlike when
they are already starting to slip and things are beginningltaapart. Friends can
provide the stability, validation, and assurance that these youngrenantalone in the
world, but they can also lead some of these men back to livesnoé.c‘Indeed,
mateship is akin to the double-edged sword of incarceratielf-litsing both a means
for striking some sort of stability and routine in peoples’ lives...bsb ghe device
through which one is predominantly deprived of the ability to Iéamm to create and

sustain the kinds of stability and routines necessary for abkfgond crime and
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custody” (Halsey, 2008, p. 1232).

Drugs play a noted role in recidivism. It is quite common that men with a history
of using or dealing drugs will return to that behavior after dpegteased from custody
or prison. There are many reasons for this return. Many younguseedrugs to pass
time and survive from day to day. They may also go back to deddugs as a way to
make money for basic needs like food and housing. Unfortunately, onersagon ex-
offenders go back to drugs is the sense of identity they feehwsing them. It might
be unfeasible for some of these young men to stop using somethingakes them
feel good about themselves, particularly when so many other asjeatisir life are
creating the opposite feelings. In addition, it can be compli¢datednvince young men
that drugs are always bad and will always lead to reincaimeravhen they are
perfectly able to see that many people disagree. The numb@io&éss and alcoholics
that function effectively are in direct conflict with what th@sen are being told. These
young men may consequently view using drugs as a victinslase and one that is
being committed on a regular basis. Based on these beliefs, the dsaling of drugs
can be rationalized (Halsey, 2008).

Although economic issues are no longer considered to be the onlyerothey
main, reason for committing crime, there is no denying timatrfey matters - knowing
how to earn it, how to value it, how to keep it, how to make it raasthfar enough to
secure food, shelter, clothing, gas, electricity, phone, and leisgugerments” (Halsey,
2008, p. 1237). Both strain and anomie theory have been criticized for mgt bei

complete enough in predicting criminal behavior, but economic diffesuldiefinitely
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play a part in the lives of those being released from prisonyNérthose people
released have a hard time finding legal avenues to make money, prbisequently
turn to illegal means. Men who have jobs in prison earn very iittiwages despite
working long hours and many believe they will be paid similaslyart of the general
workforce (Halsey, 2008).

Recidivism cannot be attributed to any one specific cause, badrfiething that
is pieced together-often in indiscernible ways but in ways hvhignetheless extend
beyond the efforts or actions of the individual” (Halsey, 2008, p. 1245). Recidivism may
very well be caused by the combination of personal decisions madee biprmer
prisoner and the constraints placed on him or her by the outside world. This is not meant
to clear former prisoners of all responsibility in regards pea¢ offending, but show
that the entirety of the blame may not rest with them (Halsey, 2008).

“The adoption of the folkways, mores, customs and general culture of the inmate
subculture” (Clemmer, 1940, p.270), also known as prisonization, has long been thought
to be a significant contributor to recidivism. The question of whether or not aunati
justice system creates career criminals has been studiedurbgrous researchers.
Although the extent to which prison culture affects each individual inmate is not known,
“it is reasonable to presume that the culture of a prison influetftespeople
participating in it, in the same way as culture anywhere @gyart in shaping the lives
of men” (Clemmer, 1950, p. 313).

The differences between the culture of our society at large and that afspaiso

not always easy to pinpoint. Obvious disparities do exist though. Ohes# is the fact
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that prisons only hold people of one sex in one place. Another is thabegdrgld is a
criminal and thought to be defective in some way since they cannidbed to follow
the rules of a civilized society. The culture of prison also inclideevaluation of
privacy and freedom of movement (Clemmer, 1950). Other differencgsnotabe
immediately apparent to outsiders. Offenders experience largards of confusion in
prison because of the change in structure, values, and objectives. Brisndeup
feeling disinterested, sad, bewildered, angry, bitter, and hat€leinmer, 1940).
Dumping people in this state of mind back out into the public can uretiybtause
problems.

This is not to say that the prison culture is forced upon crimindlse system.
Much of the culture is created by the very characteristiosffehders that prompted
their incarceration in the first place. Inmates partially stiapeculture they live in and
are then subjected to it constantly. Prisons could conceivably do som&ththgnge
this culture, but at this point in time, society is not preparasiling to take steps that
would make prisons happier places for inmates. Investing in reh#bii would be a
good decision for society and should be pursued, but removing the negative, ct
punishment aspect of prison, is not something that people find accefiédriemer,
1950).

The process of prisonization takes place in multiple stages teudsedlifferent
inmates in different ways, although every prisoner goesaat lgartially through the
process. Stage one occurs when the offender is first subjextpdson life. The

prisoner becomes nothing more than a face in a crowd, wearing tleectatimes as
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everyone else, eating the same thing, sitting in an identitlalocthe person next to
him, and generally following the examples other people set. Thendstage involves
redefining the basic needs the prison is providing. This often includes thought of findin
a good job within the system and creating a pattern to followhénlast stages,
prisoners will assume nearly new identities by changing themer habits. They will
eat, dress, work, and sleep differently, as well as speak aediffenguage and start
changing social behavior. Inmates that are subjected to prigofodishort stints, and
those that are particularly strong, may not engage in aldgpects of prisonization and
may consequently have better odds of fitting back into society (Clemmer, 1950).
Timing has been considered in relation to recidivism. “Clemmer otrated on
the process of induction into the community. He had little to say atiwrtges that
might occur as inmates neared the time for release” (\&hd®61, p. 698). According
to one study done, inmates that had served six months or lesonbena the early
stages of prison socialization and, in fact, conformed more readihe culture of the
staff in the prison. Those further along in the process had servedhmarsix months
but had more than six months left on their sentence. These inwetedess likely to
follow staff norms. Offenders with less than six months left viiauk into a phase of
low prisonization. The trend in this study showed that inmates gaighran initial
phase of conforming to prison staff culture. They then go through se phiaere they
identify with the inmate population. In the final phase, where they lesgethan six
months of their sentence left to serve, inmates return to a Highdrof conformity

with the staff (Garabedian, 1963).
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Wheeler (1961) was the first to suggest that time left ugiglaise might have an
effect on amount of prisonization. He did find, agreeing with Clersnassertion, that
the beginning of an inmate’s sentence was vital in the procepsisohization. In
addition he found that recidivists go through a process of prisonizatery g#me they
are incarcerated. They do not reoffend and enter prison aganfogatie culture that
exists there. He noted too that prisoners with more direct contdctother inmates
become more prisonized than those that are distant from othersleWirse brought
up the three phases based on time served and time remaining. Heeprdipat that
process of prisonization warring with the clinging to of so@etylues creates a bell
curve. At the beginning and end of a prison sentence, inmatesangrigonized. They
are most likely to embrace the prison culture in the core of Hegitence (Wheeler,
1961; Clemmer, 1950).

Atchley and McCabe (1968) attempted to replicate Wheeler’s findimgfs,
found multiple differences after compiling their data. They fourad inmates that had
been incarcerated for more than six months were more li@eagrtform to the outlooks
of prison staff than those that had only been imprisoned for six wEle&g.also could
not find support for Wheeler’s claim that an inmate’s relationghip other inmates
would affect prisonization. While the rough bell curve of prisonizatios Veaind,
ultimately, not a single assertion of Wheeler’s was able to be replibgtine study.

There are factors that may help inmates avoid the prisoniztext (Clemmer,
1950). One, referred to earlier, is a short sentence where prismmizannot fully take

place. Another is a concrete personality and strong relationships witlveasiluences
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outside prison. Keeping these relationships through incarceratiompsrtant.
Refraining from negative behavior and activities as well leeis luck in cellmate
selection can keep a prisoner from becoming too involved in the cultueeddgree of
prisonization on an inmate does not suggest criminality or a lackathdyut inmates
that are the least prisonized usually take advantage of aearfiorm programs and
are less likely to recidivate. Based on this discovery, the ticktaprisons can cause
recidivism is plausible (Clemmer, 1950).

Bullying is a large problem in prisons and may be a factor iralktinog men to
the unique culture of the prison system. One study, using six pris@rmgiand, found
that bullying took place frequently in prisons, “with over half theqméss being both a
victim and perpetrator of bullying” (South, 2006, p.490). The definition of biglyin
used for the study involved both isolated events and repeated aggressidsp It
specifically included those events where the perpetrator wasenessarily aware they
were being aggressive. Bullying has been connected to the hieraittim the prison
system and the status of one prisoner over others. Those that are able to btilglgffec
and not become the victim of bullying have a higher status among betk aed
guards. This is especially important for those prisoners conceritbdaacess to
resources only available to the most powerful of them (Ireland, 2002).

South (2006) found that bullying was directly and significantly ¢ated with
the “perceived importance of social status in prison” (p. 495). Thdinfinwas not
surprising considering earlier studies that have established thosgtes who accept

and welcome the existent hierarchy and prison culture within tisenpsystem as
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inmates that will attempt to secure their status (PateBineeterson, 1999). South
(2006) also found this to be the case. In addition to the relationshipdmetwdlying
and status, she found a positive correlation between prisonization andnthtes’
perception of social status importance. It was noted, however, tbaigation was not
significantly correlated with bullying and is unable to compjetexplain the
phenomenon of bullying. As mentioned earlier, the study found thahélsé common
group for inmates to fall under was the combination bully and victatagory, rather
than one or the other. This may help explain why prisonization isoncglated strongly
with bullying. These bullies may be concerned with prison sthtusare reacting
simply to being bullied rather than knowingly and actively engagnghe prison
subculture (Ireland, 2002).

Attempting to predict recidivism for certain types of crame important in the
criminal justice field, where some crimes are considered tadrye serious than others.
The knowledge that a murderer is likely to commit the sanmeecafter being released
from prison might be more pressing than a repeat shoplifter’s oddscidivating. A
very large portion of the public, especially people with children rie®rabout child
molesters and child pornography. A study of 341 of these offermmrducted through
self-report surveys, shows that a risk for these people recitjvaiay be the use of
child pornography. For most other crimes, this factor would not eeecohsidered
when assessing the likelihood of their recidivism. Results ofttidy soncluded that
pornography was a risk factor for those at a lower risk of resitivand those in the

higher risk category, and the frequency of pornography use wasofmeirgsk factor for
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the higher risk group (Kingston, Federoff, Firestone, Curry, & Bradford, 2008).

Vrieze and Grove (2010) used information on recidivism in sexualngele
offenders and attempted to apply their findings to violent offengdegeneral. To do
this, they examined the use of risk instruments in predicting wsmai They found
many problems with the available risk instruments. One was thefusstruments to
predict a simple yes or no answer to the question of whethetieufarperson is going
to commit crime again. When using a four point scale or probabilityefodivism, the
instruments were more likely to be reliable. Another problerhasthe effectiveness of
these risk instruments are measured against actual recidimemrecorded, and these
rates are not always correct (Vrieze & Grove, 2010).

One way to have more accurate findings on risk of recidivigm ise multiple
risk instruments, identify scores that constitute the highelst aisd determine how
many of the scores for an individual fall within the highesk icategory. Test scores
also need to be standardized or tuned so that results are complarabie.way, one
instrument will back up another and results will be more dependdiikeisTnecessary
for an accurate measure of predicting recidivism to be produced. €asures and
procedures used in this study ultimately came up with a 40% chaneeidif’ism for a
sex offender case study, but the researchers were unablestmidet overall violent
offender recidivism probabilities (Vrieze & Grove, 2010).

Recidivism is not only a problem for the United States. In Soutlt#fgrime
statistics are few and far between, and numbers on recidivisrnbaween officially

collected. As in the U.S., prisoners typically do not want to end up ibgarison and

50



plan to lead a life free of criminal activity (Gaum, Hoffma&\enter, 2006).
Unfortunately, like in the United States, many of these peopletdmre prison. It is
estimated that up to 80% of prisoners in South Africa return to ¢@wart & Naude,
1994).

A study conducted on re-offenders in Pollsmoor Prison, South Africa, throug
the use of focus group discussions, found that reasons for recidivitie country are
similar to those found elsewhere in the world. One theme that was/died was that a
prisoner’s behavior while incarcerated was not indicative of hisviomhautside of
prison and was not ensured as a predictor of whether or not he woulddassful at
avoiding criminal activity. The behavior practiced in prison, howevan bave
ramifications for ex-offenders in the outside world. Many of th@ssoners learn to be
dependent on the system and do have some problems readjusting to pewblio lif
reduce recidivism, this issue should be addressed with rehabilit&ioam et al.,
2006).

According to the subjects in South Africa, “many participantt that
rehabilitation interventions are provided too late during imprisonmebe teffective”
(Gaum et al.,, 2006, p. 415). These prisoners only receive acceshatalitaion
programs at the end of their sentences, when they are close gopheited. Many of
these programs are highly ineffective, not staffed by thetrmompetent professionals,
or offered on a consistent basis. The prisoners also had problenmgtpetsonnel, and
trust is needed for proper rehabilitation. Unfortunately, it is tlegpeéion of prisoners

that the criminal justice system does not want to inspire trugtem (Guam et al.,
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2006).

Drugs are a problem for prisoner rehabilitation in South AfriMdany of the
prisoners in the study admitted to using drugs while incarckrbteg they conversely
proclaimed they would be drug free outside of prison. Some weressfucat staying
off of drugs through Narcotics Anonymous and Alcoholics Anonymous programs
offered (Gaum et al., 2006), however as noted earlier many ex-offeredern to using
drugs outside prison (Halsey, 2007), which leads them to commit crime again.

“The effectiveness of corrections is usually measured by m@teecidivism”
(Esperian, 2010, p. 320). Programs abound to reduce recidivism in offenders. If
effective rehabilitation could be created, criminals could leaveoprand become
useful members of society. Expending more resources on reltailianot a popular
idea. In fact, the general population seems to feel that the Warg®ison experience,
the less likely inmates are to return. People feel that rafaébih is a rewarding
experience when, because of the pain caused to the victim orsyietininmate should
be punished. Research can help turn public opinion around. (Gaum et al., 2006).

The debate between using prison as punishment and using it &scle Vver
rehabilitation has been raging for the better part of aucgnthere is an argument to be
made that rehabilitation can reduce the number of criminals iatgdi@cause they will
learn how to be productive citizens instead of leaving prison onlyomoniat more
crime. The education of inmates has been used as a tool to comidatis®. The
qguestion of whether or not education programs are worth the cosiptyésg was the

focus of research performed by John H. Esperian (2010). He found thati@dhicat
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programs can significantly impact recidivism rates.

It is a widely held belief that “the lack of a legitimgdé fosters criminality and,
conversely, that holding a legitimate job diminishes criminal caridbienry, 2007, p.
755). When prisoners are released from custody, they have vésyniitiney from
before their incarceration and only receive between $50 and $500 ttm\star Ex-
offenders are denied many aid programs offered to other AmsriGaey are typically
ineligible for student loans. Ultimately these former inmated ap in the same
situations that may have contributed to their criminal behaviohenfitst place and
offer few employment opportunities (Harrison & Schehr, 2004).

Programs that assist ex-offenders in gaining employmenthalpythem avoid
recidivism. There are many jobs that are denied to ex-offerfderdifferent reasons.
They may not be allowed to work in certain fields or with particgtaups of people.
Despite laws that constrain employment for these ex-offengeograms have been
created to help them get jobs. These offenders can particip@@ucation and job
training while in custody. Some can also receive help oncesezle@lenry, 2007). A
review of four major programs designed to help ex-offenders findcogment found
that they, “can be successful in reducing overall recidivism d@wl0-50% for some
participants over the first five years of post-release” (Harrisonl&I&ag 2004, p. 61).

Successful programs need to include several features. It is @&bhgoletessary
that programs be offered on the outside for released inmategafothat are only
offered in prison do little for ex-offenders that are thrustiotat a world they may no

longer be prepared for. These programs should contain a provision-dfferders to
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be kept up with for six months or more after their release. Fonmeates need to be
given better funding upon release so that they can afford moreustaajsic elements.
In order for ex-offenders to apply for jobs, they should have appropt@teng and a
way to get to the place of employment. These men usually neeaddttaining for
many employment opportunities to be open to them. They often requiteerfur
education, job specific skills, and domestic skill training (Harrison & Schehr, 2004).

Normally ex-offenders will be thrust out into society to lookvark alone and
forced to fill out applications that ask about criminal history. Soities have started to
walk back the discrimination against ex-offenders by agreeifigan the box on initial
job applications that ask applicant about past criminal convictions, balydcriminal
histories that pertain to the specific job will be taken into accolims dramatically
increases the likelihood of consideration for ex-offenders applyin@ fposition with
the city (Henry, 2007).

These cities are at the forefront of a movement meantotobat the
discrimination of employers against former offenders. Unfortlyatas initiative can
only assist those ex-offenders that meet the qualificatiorthése city and county jobs.
Many will not have the relevant experience, skills, and educatiorssege It is yet to
be seen if this initiative will be effective in increasingy@oyment of ex-offenders
because some cities may not take the program as seriously es atlesome former
offenders may be denied employment based on criminal histoeesriahe process of
hiring. There may also be circumstances when a certain typeriok, specific

combination of crimes, or rate of recidivism prohibits an ex-offerfdem being

54



employed (Henry, 2007). There is a concern from ex-offendetsethaloyers will

assume or infer that there is a criminal history because pd igatheir work record
(Weiman, 2007). At this point in time, ex-offenders are still comsaidcriminated

against when looking for employment, even if they are qualifeedaf position, but
cities engaged in the “’ban the box’ movement may provide an targoexample that
people can and do change, and that second (and even third) chandes aamart
societal investment” (Henry, 2007, p. 760).

Project Horizon is a program that was started in Utah in 1992vay & avoid
recidivism in ex-offenders. A study of Project Horizon conductedRblginson (2000)
found that people in the program recidivated 18 to 20% less after ledaaged than
those not participating in the program. Of those ex-offenders ind®Pidgizon, 89%
were able to find jobs after being released. Project Horizonestablished to produce
exactly these kinds of results. Lawmakers in Utah were conceitraat the costs of
recidivism in the state because 89% of the total crime beingndted in the state was
the result of repeat criminals. The aim of the project was tuifgléhose criminals that
were most likely to be rehabilitated and make an effort to them. Once identified,
these volunteer inmates were given education, job training, and cyraémtg with
assistance in writing resumes. After release they weogidaed with clothing and
transport to interviews. Program participants were likely tareste an estimated 65%
of the time as opposed to 82% of non-participants. Proponents of Foyendn state
that even this recorded difference in recidivism saves taxpayers enougy toarssify

the program costs. Opponents argue that the group of volunteers traenprogram
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are less likely to recidivate in the first place. To combas #iigument, the study
considered two equivalent groups where the only difference wasipatita in the
program. The recidivism rates among these two groups were only sligfehgai from
the original results (Robinson, 2000).

In addition to the recidivism rates, there is also a larged&sceepancy in hiring
ex-offenders. According to a study by Pager (2003), while eeadérs were less likely
to be considered in general for a particular job, black men weatet! more harshly
than white men. In fact, black men without criminal records had dbeltgame chance
to be called back for an interview for a position as white meh ariiminal records.
White men without criminal records were twice as likely tochked back. Even with
direct contact with a hiring manager, where ex-offenders had the oppyptio explain
themselves and their actions, black men were less likely to belemets Considering
the much larger black population in prison, this discrimination doubly Inlatk ex-
offenders looking for work, which in turn may affect their ratésecidivism (Pager,
2003).

Recommendations for avoiding recidivism include half-way houses, inmate
education, and effective service delivery. Half-way houses canderasome much
needed stability and security at a time when ex-offenderdiratimg it difficult to
transition from prison back to society. Inmate education should include having
functional libraries available to prisoners, specifically legats and laws so inmates
will know their rights and have an idea about the process they amg tioough.

Prisoners have expressed a need for effective services to beeprofrofessional
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psychologists and social workers should be employed by prisaus forograms that
will truly help inmates ready themselves for the outside w@Bdam et al., 2006).
Those that have been wrongly convicted would also benefit greaihy these
programs. After all, they will be facing similar hardships when theyedeased.

As the research suggests, DNA exonerations are a growiegroofor criminal
justice professionals, politicians, the media, and the public. The propasbd vl
attempt to explain if there is a fear of DNA exonerees imptiigic and what that level
of fear might be. There has been very little research done orewdra¢rees go through
after being released or how the public feels about themdiRiscn rates are similarly
difficult to determine. This research will attempt to analgizgossible general fear the
public may have of DNA exonerees and if there is a perceptidnekmnerees will
commit property crime or violent crime after being exonerated.

The following section, Chapter Ill, will explain the methods usedollect and
analyze the data for this research. It will outline why résearch was conducted, the
sample group used and how this sample was chosen, the survey insemplayted to
collect the data, the circumstances under which the survey wabuded, and the

process by which the data was analyzed.
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CHAPTER 1l
METHODS
The researcher explored the subject of DNA exonerees and the faabliof
these exonerees because there has been very little reseahehpublic reaction to a
topic that has been polarized by many professionals in thénafijnstice community.
The researcher thus conducted a cross-sectional, case-orientedusitugl a survey
instrument distributed to criminology students at The Universifieafs at Arlington.
The aim of the research was both to explore the perceptions sitittents in regards to
DNA exonerations and to describe how they might feel about DNA examepPeior to
beginning any research, the Institutional Review Board had to apgreveanner of
data collection.
Institutional Review Board
The process of IRB approval is designed to ensure ethical considedating
research with human subjects. The researcher applied ford@Bwal during the 2011
fall semester. A copy of the application, the survey instrumenttrengaragraph for
obtaining consent were sent to the major professor and the IRB.sludy was
determined to be ethically acceptable by the IRB since none gbatieipants are
under the age of 18 or prisoners in the criminal justice systentharglrvey was not
designed to cause any discomfort for the participants. Once @bpvas gained in the

fall of 2011, the survey instrument could be distributed.
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Population and Sample

The sample used by the researcher can be generalizgubpulation made up
of those students at the University of Texas at Arlington takimprgraduate courses in
the Department of Criminology and Criminal Justice. The researchese this
particular population because undergraduate students in criminology anuhatri
justice classes should know a little more than the general pabbat the topic
concerned. It was also thought that these students, while havinglari&y with the
subject, would not be experts on it. Therefore the population represegnisifa that
understands the nature of DNA exonerations but does not have an overarching
knowledge that would lead them to answer survey questions a specificTha
researcher employed non-probability sampling which means thatathples of the
population that was taken was not done so randomly. Members of the population did not
have an equal chance of being chosen to participate. The regeamployed
convenience sampling. The participants were chosen based on tesisibidity to the
researcher, meaning that the students who did participate ireskarch were more
readily available to the researcher, for one particular reason. Teaalesr was familiar
with their professors.

The researcher composed the sample of students in classesprnofiessor that
was already known to the researcher. These professors weré akead of IRB
approval if they would or would not be willing to allow surveys to be distributed to their
students. Professors were approached either in person or by di@ilth® professors

that were asked agreed to distribute surveys in their clasgest Aom some
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scheduling conflicts, surveys were passed out in each of the undetgraduases
where the professor was willing in the fall of 2011, during the mohtNovember. The
fall semester was chosen because the number of students watibesity is higher
during fall semesters. The surveys were distributed late isaimester both because of
the length of the IRB process and the fact that studenta@elikely to come to class
when final exams are imminent.

The courses in which surveys were handed out consisted of Ethics and the
Criminal Justice System (CRCJ 2335), Theoretical Criminolo@RrRGJ 3300),
Introduction to Research Methods in Criminology and Criminal JugGéaCJ 3350),
and Women and Crime (CRCJ 3385). From these four classes, a sarhpkstudents
(N=122) was taken. Although the total number of enrolled students in¢lesses was
higher than 122, some were absent the day the surveys were distrdmnat there may
have also been some crossover between the classes. It wadeckdat students in
more than one of the courses fill out only one survey. This was dagrestire that the
sample contained 122 different individuals with no duplicate surveys cadplemay
be possible that some students chose not to participate in theclhesstaidents were
given the option to participate, with no penalty for deciding not to do so.

Data Collection

Participants in the courses chosen for research were desth tascomplete a
survey. These surveys were passed out to students at the begineaudy class period
by both the researcher and the professor. The researcheequaied to attend these

classes because, according to IRB standards, the participatdentst needed to be
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advised of their right not to participate and give their consenhal tchose to

participate. In this way, ethical concerns over a participanbeiog aware of their role
in the research was avoided. In order to gain consent, the reseaatheloud a brief
overview to explain the research project, give contact infoomatiescribe what would
be required of the student, and to advise that student about his ohterasg research
participant. A copy of this verbal consent page was given to tiodernts who agreed
to participate.

Students were told the title of the research project and Igtiena few words
about the purpose of the research. Contact information was providée fiiasearcher,
the major professor, and the Office of Research AdministratiegulRtory Services.
The Office of Research Administration, Regulatory Servicesacbrnihformation is
available for students that have questions about their rights as a reseacgbepaur if
students think their rights have been violated. One reason for makmgparticipants
had a copy of the verbal consent page was to guarantee they hacorhtast
information. The verbal informed consent also covered what would be expddige
participant and an estimated time needed to complete the surveyntStweee told that
they would be handed a survey, asked to complete the questions onhignainidl back
once completed. They were advised that the survey would take appuayirfiae
minutes to complete. Students were also made aware that thelyaskutjuestions of
the researcher at any time before, during, or after the survey procedure.

It was made clear that prospective participants would not Wwarded or

punished for participating and that participation was completely \arynStudents
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were informed that professors would not give extra credit foricgzation in the
research and the researcher would not be compensating participaats/ way.
Students were also notified that there would be no penalty or consequences for choosing
to abstain from participating in the study. Similarly, thewuld be no negative effects

of quitting the procedure. Participants were free to stop the procatlarey time for

any reason. The researcher did not perceive any risks to studé¢aksng the survey,

but prospective participants were advised that if they did exper@mgaliscomfort,

they could inform the researcher or quit the survey procedure.

The researcher chose not to attach student names to the surtlegpaoject.
Therefore, the verbal informed consent was read and participargsnaerequired to
sign a consent form. The participants were aware that they wotlde linked to the
research by name and that there was no risk of a breach ademardlity. After being
given all of the information for verbal informed consent, the rekearcequested
participation by a show of hands.

The research process took place at the beginning of classese pedfessors
started their lectures. The researcher read the verbal irdoooesent, asked for
participants, and proceeded to distribute surveys. Both the reseanch#re professor
handed out surveys. Participants were then left to fill out sumisthe researcher
and professor at the front of the classroom. Often, the sureekslanger than the
researcher’s estimated five minutes to complete. Once completegsearcher and the
professor retrieved surveys from students. In some cases, garticicame up to the

front of the room to place surveys in a completed stack. The suwexe picked up in

62



no particular order and were not kept in order of completion by Seareher. At no
time did a participant express any discomfort from taking the survey.tA#dirst class
in which surveys were distributed, students were asked not to fithrather survey.
Repeat students did not have any difficulty in completing only onegu@nce all the
surveys in a single class were completed, the researchastedlbbem and left so that
the class could continue with the professor. The surveys fromffeeedt courses were
not separated by class. The researcher placed all of the suogegeer and in no
specific order.
Survey Instrument

The measurement tool used by the researcher for the studya wsasvey
instrument. A copy of the survey instrument can be found as Appendixh end of
the research project. The survey contained a total of 32 questionststis fjuestions
were written with a five-point Likert scale of response optidif®e answer options
were on a scale from “Strongly Agree” to “Strongly Disagr@ad included a middle
response option of “Neutral.” The second section of questions, from 33, wovered
demographic data. The first questions of the survey, 1 through 4,usedeto gauge
how participants felt about the criminal justice system in ggnkerarned criminality in
prison, and the ethicality of releasing falsely accused persons.

Questions 5 through 18 concerned the fear respondents may hagxoihertees
will commit crimes after being released and the fear of ee@saespondents may have
for themselves or their families. Participants were askéaey had a general fear that

DNA exonerees would commit crimes, but they were also asked &xoukerees
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committing further crime given certain variables. These vasalmcluded exoneree
compensation, amount of time an exoneree spent in prison, whether aneexoaé
prior convictions, and the possibility of exonerees being socializedstitutionalized
by their stay in prison. The personal fear of exonerees d@d®ssed in questions 13
through 18. Questions 13 through 15 asked participants if they would fear @atin
with an exoneree under friendly circumstances in a public placegdtive day or at
night, as well as whether they would fear being alone in priwgiie an exoneree.
Question 16 focused on the fear of having an exoneree as a neighlpond®eds were
asked about the fear of exonerees and their children, actual or higadthe questions
17 and 18 of the survey.

Of the demographic questions, the first few, questions 19 through 28, wer
related to criminology and criminal justice in that they askeddpondents had been
victims of either violent or property crime. Participants was® questioned about their
family’s conviction record and if this conviction was wrongful. At dioes 23, the
demographics of gender, race or ethnicity, age, marital statusredigtbn were
solicited. The researcher also included demographic questions abouint stude
classification, GPA, and major area of study at the university.

Data Analysis

The data analysis software Statistical Package for ab&lSSciences, or SPSS,
was used to study the survey responses. The decision to use a fitveHoerit scale for
response options to the DNA exoneree questions over nominal levelrarisviees

means that complex data analysis could be done. The researgheyesira t-test using
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the variable of race to determine if there was a staistisignificant difference in the
means of Caucasians and non-Caucasians in relation to questions CAWAut
exonerations and exonerees.

In the next section, Chapter 1V, the researcher will comnatmithe findings
that resulted from the survey responses. It will include both rdav idathe form of
tables and a discussion of that data. Data analysis will covelethegraphic questions
as well as the interval level Likert scale questions. Tlseareher will describe the

product of the data analysis and any relationships that may exist.
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CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS

This chapter will discuss the findings of the survey instrumem. rEsearcher
used SPSS to analyze the data generated by that survey. Alisaspthe survey were
studied, including demographic questions, knowledge-based questions, and those
guestions centering on perception. Frequencies and percentagesnpérged to study
the demographic questions, while a t-test was done on the knowledgeeeception
Likert scale questions. The means of Caucasians were anatyzethtion to non-
Caucasians for statistically significant differences. W& done to determine if the
Caucasian responses were statistically significantly difteirom the responses of non-
Caucasians.

Race was used as a variable because Caucasians have tijditienged the
criminal justice system differently than minorities, and blaukividuals in particular.
As noted by Hurwitz and Peffley (2005), “most blacks believe tlséesy to be unfair
and most whites believe the opposite” (p. 762). The researchertsglisow racial
differences in the view of the system may determine how peopdepiat certain
aspects of the system, particularly confrontations with the goolibis difference in
perceptions of the criminal justice system could extend to viewBNA exonerations,
even though study in this particular area has not been done prioistprdpect. If

perceptions of events with police differ according to race, ntiesrimay also
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understand events leading to wrongful convictions another way. Dissimiteority
views of wrongful convictions could affect how these individuals feelards DNA
exonerees.
Demographics

The demographics of the survey respondents were analyzed as frequaamcti
percentages. Most of the 122 surveys contained completed demograptanss
however some students chose not to answer certain questions. The ioforfoat
demographic responses can be found in Table 1 on the next two pagé&egliracies
for each question are the exact number of responses for a given optidime Fariable
of violent crime victimization, 23 responses confirming victimizatiwware given.
Ninety eight participants responded that they had not ever beerctime of a violent
crime. The valid percent includes only those responses that wgtenée. If a
participant did not answer the question or answered it in a wayvdsanot perfectly
clear, the response was not considered in the valid percentage.dasthef violent
crime victimization, the percentage of responses that affirmgamzation was 19%,
while those that had not been victimized made up 81% of responses.

The responses for property crime victimization were much hitytaar violent
crime victimization. Fifty four respondents reported having beenvibem of a
property crime, while 67 responded that they had not been victirmzhis way. This
amounts to a valid percentage of 44.6% answering that they had beantitheof a
property crime and 55.4% reporting that they had not been. Many motke of

respondents had been the victim of property crime when comparedléatverime.
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These numbers correspond to similar trends in violent and propertg gathered by
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. According to the FBI'Sddm Crime Report for
the year 2010, for every 100,000 people living in the United States, thera walent
crime rate of 403.6 and a property crime rate of 2,941.9. In fact, iy gear the
Uniform Crime Report has been published, property crime ratdsgirer than violent
crime rates. This general tendency in crime rates in theed) States matches what was

found in the demographic data from the surveys.

Table 1 Demographic Information

Variable Responses Frequency Valid Percent

Have you ever Yes 23 19.0

been the victim of No 98 81.0

a violent crime?

Have you ever Yes 54 44.6

been the victim of No 67 554

a property crime?

Has anyone in Yes 43 35.8

your immediate No 77 64.2

family ever been
convicted of a

crime?
Has anyone in Yes 10 8.3
your immediate No 111 91.7

family ever been
convicted of a
crime he/she did
not commit?
Gender Male 53 43.4
Female 69 56.6
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Table 1 - Continued

Race/Ethnicity Caucasian 51 42.1
African American 28 23.1
Hispanic 32 26.4
Asian 6 5.0
Middle Eastern 1 0.8
Other 3 2.5
Age 18-19 2 1.7
20-24 79 65.8
25-29 25 20.8
30-34 8 6.7
35-39 1 0.8
40-44 1 0.8
50+ 4 3.3
Marital Status Single 100 82.6
Married 15 12.4
Divorced 6 5.0
Religion Christian 92 75.4
Muslim 2 1.7
Buddhist 2 1.7
Other 11 9.1
None 14 11.6
Student Freshman 1 0.8
Classification Sophomore 9 7.4
Junior 54 44.6
Senior 57 47.1
Are you an No 122 100
international
student?
GPA 2.0-2.499 4 3.9
2.5-2.999 27 26.2
3.0-3.499 46 44.7
3.5-4.0 26 25.2
Major CRCJ 91 76.5
University Studies 10 8.4
INTS 10 8.4
SOCW 2 1.7
Other 6 5.0
Approximate 0-1 10 9.3
number of CRCJ 2-5 35 32.7
courses completed 6-10 26 24.3
11-15 17 15.9
16+ 19 17.8
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The two demographic questions following those on victimization addretse
respondents had family members that had been directly affbgtthe criminal justice
system. The first asked respondents if they had an immedially faember that had
been convicted of a crime. The second question allowed for the pogsital a family
member had been wrongly convicted. It was important to determine nuingber of
participants were intimately familiar with the affectswfongful convictions. Forty
three, or 35.8% of respondents reported that an immediate memben dami&s had
been convicted of a crime before. Of these 43, ten reported thabddeyad a family
member convicted of a crime he or she did not actually commit. Althitug possible
that these respondents choose to believe that these convictionsri@eedus, the fact
remains that 23.3% of respondents with convicted family membethd¢lat least one
of the convictions was wrongful. Seventy seven, or 64.2% of respondents did not have
an immediate family member ever convicted of a crime, and 1ttiedbtal participants
(91.7%) had never had a family member wrongfully convicted of a crime.

Other demographic questions covered gender, race or ethnicity, ag&gl mari
status, religion, and college student demographics. There were &3aspbndents and
69 female respondents making up 43.4% and 56.6% of the total valid gender response
respectively. Caucasians comprised 42.1%, or 51 of the respondentsn Aimesican
respondents made up 23.1% of the total, or 28 participants. There wernsp2itl
participants (26.4%), six Asian participants (5.0%), and one Middle rBastgpondent
(0.8%). Three respondents identified themselves in the categtothef” in regards to

race or ethnicity, composing 2.5% of participants.
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The majority of survey respondents were between 20 and 24 yeageof
Seventy nine, or 65.8% of participants were in this age range. yiiieatto twenty
nine year olds contained the second largest number of participatits25y or 20.8
percent. There were only 2 (1.7%) respondents in the 18 to 19 year okhggeEight
of the respondents, or 6.7%, were between 30 and 34 years of agewHsea single
participant each in the 35 to 39 and 40 to 44 age ranges, making up af tbtél
percent. The remaining valid responses occurred in the 50 plus age Ghewe were
four participants age 50 or older, making up a 3.3 valid percentage.

Exactly 100 of the participants identified themselves as singler the variable
of marital status. This translates to 82.6% of valid responseseiri{or 12.4%) of
respondents were married and six (or 5.0%) were divorced. None ofsphendents
reported being widowed. Most of the survey respondents classiedselves as
Christian. They constituted 92 of the responses on religion, or 75.4% tataéheTwo
participants, or 1.7%, reported being Muslim, and another two identifeedselves as
Buddhist. None of the respondents categorized themselves as Jewith,(81it%) of
the participants chose the “other” option and another 14 (11.6%) did notfydenti
themselves with any religion.

Participants, being comprised completely of college studetite atniversity of
Texas at Arlington in Criminology and Criminal Justice undergradcetgses, were
asked a series of questions about their status as students. Tkeguestioned about
their classification, international student status, GPA, majoa afestudy, and the

estimated number of Criminology and Criminal Justice courses hhdypreviously
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taken. The vast majority of respondents were upperclassmen. Seomapsised 57 of

the respondents and another 54 were juniors. This made up 47.1% and 44.6% of the
respondents respectively. There were nine sophomores, or 7.4% of respoaidiemne
freshman, making up 0.8% of the total number of valid responses for student
classification. None of the 122 respondents were international students.

None of the survey participants reporting having a GPA lower tha0,aand
only four of the respondents had a GPA between 2.0 and 2.499, making up 3.9% of the
total respondents. Twenty seven of the participants, or 26.2% of thehiadalGPAS
between 2.5 and 2.999. The largest group for the GPA variable wasmisetof 46
respondents, or 44.7% of the total responses, that had a GPA betwesam 3@99.
There were 26 respondents (25.2%) in the highest bracket with a Gi##ebe3.5 and
4.0.

Most of the students surveyed, 91 of them, were Criminology and Criminal
Justice majors. This means that 76.5% of the respondents weren@ogyi and
Criminal Justice majors. This number should not be surprisingh give classes that
were chosen for survey participation. University Studies and Intgfiisoy Studies
majors each had 10 respondent identifications, meaning each catedodgd 8.4% of
the total participants. There were two Social Work majors, comgri4.7% of
responses. Six students, or 5.0% of participants, identified themselwesj@sg in
another area at the university.

The number of Criminology and Criminal Justice courses participhats

completed varied widely. Ten participants, or 9.3% of the total resppihad taken
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either no courses in the area or only one course. Thirty five (32.7%%0%¢ surveyed
had taken between two and five courses in the field of study. Thithedargest group
for the variable. Twenty six of the students, or 24.3%, had taken betixeandsten
classes, and 17 participants, or 15.9%, reported having taken 11 to 4&scdineteen
students identified themselves as having taken more than 15 Cogyrahd Criminal
Justice courses. Some of the responses, however, were over 100, leadesparcher
to determine that some of the participants may have misreaxisoinderstood the
guestion. Some students wrote a number in with the word “hours” aftethand
researcher was able to convert that number to an estimated nofndoeirses taken. It
is unclear how reliable information gathered with this question might be.
Knowledge

The researcher included a few questions in the survey that dbause
knowledge rather than perception. These included questions about tiralkcjustice
system in general and the possibility of socialization in prisadihg to further crime.
A t-test was performed to determine if there were siaibt significantly differences
between the means of Caucasians and non-Caucasians. The questiongoinessis

race variable, and p-values can be found in Table 2 below.

Table 2 Comparison of Means for Knowledge Questions

Variable Caucasian (Mean) Non-Caucasian (Mean) P-Value
The Crimina| 3.20 3.50 0.010**
justice system in
the United States i
fair and impartial.

Uy
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Table 2- Continuet

Justice is served 2.37 2.44 0.561
through the
exonerations of
offenders with
DNA evidence
suggesting they
were falsely
accused.

Prison is a place 2.73 2.59 0.231

where most
inmates learn
criminal behavior.

Exonerees are 3.12 3.03 0.450
more likely to
commit further
crimes because of
behavior they
learned while
wrongfully
imprisoned.

*significant at the .05 level
**significant at the .01 level

The researcher found a statistically significant differewben comparing the
means of Caucasians and non-Caucasians on the variable ofsfaingesnpartiality of
the criminal justice system. The mean of Caucasian respavaes.20, where 1 is
“Strongly Agree” and 5 is “Strongly Disagree.” The mean of-@@ucasian responses
was 3.50, further toward disagreement with the statement thatrithenal justice
system is fair and impartial. The statistically significdifference was determined to be
at the .01 level, meaning that it was found with a 99% confidenck Tevs indicates
that the responses offered by Caucasians about the fairness ofintiveal justice

system were statistically significantly different frorhet responses given by non-
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Caucasians. Caucasian and non-Caucasian respondents appeadittefeetly about
the impartiality of the criminal justice system.

For the variables of justice being served through DNA exoneratmmson
being a place for learned criminal behavior, and exonerees congmitiore crime
because of prisonization, there was no statistically signifatifierence found between
Caucasians and non-Caucasians. Caucasian responses werestioayasignificantly
different from non-Caucasians when respondents were asked iéjisstierved through
the exonerations of offenders with DNA evidence suggesting tleey falsely accused.
The same is true for the statement about prison being a plaee wamates learn
criminal behavior. There was no statistically significarffedence in the means of
Caucasians and non-Caucasians. Similarly, a statisticglyfisant difference was not
found between Caucasians and non-Caucasians in relation to the vafiaktmerees
learning criminal behavior in prison. Caucasian and non-Caucagiécigzants did not
have statistically significantly different responses to whetDBlA exonerees will
commit crime because of the socialization process in prison. F@& tjugstions on the
survey instrument based on knowledge, the only one that showed a csijtisti
significant difference in Caucasian and non-Caucasian meansedrta whether the
criminal justice system is fair and impartial.

Perception

The majority of Likert scale questions in the survey were basedhe

perception of DNA exonerations, DNA exonerees, and the fear of these DNAex®ne

A t-test was used to analyze the data on perception. Trss ¢ampared the means of
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Caucasians with the means of non-Caucasians for multiple varidlilesresearcher
studied the different means to determine if the responses of Gmscasere
statistically significantly different from the responsesioh-Caucasians. Table 3 below

shows the results of the t-test and a discussion of those results follows the table.

Table 3 Comparison of Means for Perception Questions

Variable Caucasian (Mean)Non-Caucasian (Mean) P-Value
It is ethical to release 1.73 1.84 0.304
falsely accused
offenders from prison a
soon as DNA testing
suggests innocence.
| fear that exonerees will 3.73 3.44 0.007**
commit violent crimes
even after being
exonerated.
| fear that exonerees will 3.63 3.41 0.032*
commit property crimes
even after being
exonerated.
| fear exonerees that arg 3.10 2.94 0.237
not compensated will
commit more violent
crimes than those that
have been compensated.
| fear exonerees that ar
not compensated will
commit more property
crimes than those that
have been compensated.
| fear exonerees in 3.49 3.36 0.293
public places that have
spent over 5 years in
prison, more than those
that have spent less than
5 years in prison.

U

o

3.06 2.93 0.313

4%

o
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Table 3- Continue

| fear an exoneree that 2.39 2.83 0.000**
knew had prior
convictions more than
one that did not.

| fear exonerees because 3.10 2.87 0.052
of the possible
institutionalization
process in prisons.
| fear going out during 4.10 3.73 0.002**
the day to a public
place, such as a movie,
mall, bar, or restaurant,
under friendly
circumstances with an
exoneree.

| fear going out at night 3.92 3.57 0.009**
to a public place, such
as a movie, mall, bar, or
restaurant, under
friendly circumstances
with an exoneree.

| fear being alone in a 3.64 3.33 0.025*
house, or other private
place, with an exoneree.

| fear having an 3.66 3.46 0.132
exoneree as a neighbot.
| would object to my 2.73 2.89 0.239

children going out in
public during the day or|
at night with an
exoneree.
| would object to my 2.82 2.67 0.257
son/daughter dating an
exoneree.
*significant at the .05 level
**significant at the .01 level

The researcher noted statistically significant differengesthe means of
Caucasians and non-Caucasians for multiple perception questiontatigtically

significant difference was found between the means of Causaara non-Caucasians
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for the variable of fear that DNA exonerees will commit violente after being
exonerated. The mean for Caucasians was 3.73 and the mean for nasileBuwas
3.44. In other words, the mean for Caucasians disagreed morehwithar of DNA
exonerees committing further violent crime. Non-Caucasians dsdgwith the
statement less. This statistically significant differenes ¥ound at the .01 level, or with
a 99% confidence level. The responses offered by Caucasians stedistically
significantly different from the responses offered by non-Caugsisid/ith a 95%
confidence level, a statistically significant difference &k® found between the means
of Caucasians and non-Caucasians for the question of whether exoméreemamit
property crime after release. A similar trend in the mearstesl with Caucasians at
3.63 and non-Caucasians at 3.41. It again appears that Caucasiane®sisageed
more strongly with the idea that DNA exonerees would commitduarproperty crime.
For both the future of violent and property crime being committedexugnerees,
Caucasians and non-Caucasians had statistically significantly diffesgponses.
Another question that showed a statistically significant diffleeen the means
of Caucasians and non-Caucasians concerned the fear of an exoneiesl thaor
convictions. Participants were asked if they would fear an exonerde prior
convictions more than one without any prior convictions. The mean of Camcasi
responses was 2.39 and the mean of non-Caucasian responses was 2.83, which
translates to Caucasian responses showing a greater avéfage of exonerees with
prior convictions over those with none. A statistically significdifference was found

at the .01 level for the means of Caucasians and non-Caucdsieseans that with a
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99% confidence level, the responses of Caucasians were calltissignificantly
different from the responses of non-Caucasians.

There were also a series of personal questions related¢wositances in which
a participant would fear an exoneree they were physicallg ¢tmsThe circumstances
varied between day or night, public or private places, and thosdyapggarticipants’
children. When asked about engaging in friendly circumstandbsanDNA exoneree
during the day in a public place, a statistically significaffeddnce occurred at the .01
level between the means of Caucasians and non-Caucasians. dinédom€aucasians
was found to be 4.10 and the mean for non-Caucasians was 3.733vicar&Neutral”
response and 4 is a “Disagree” response. The responses of Qaivasia statistically
significantly different from the responses of non-Caucasians.é8iynia statistically
significant difference with a 99% confidence level was found betW=artasians and
non-Caucasians for the fear of being out at night in a public plader uriendly
circumstances with an exoneree. The mean for Caucasians wa@.9% anean for
non-Caucasians was 3.57. Non-Caucasian responses disagreed witbarthef
exonerees at night less than Caucasian responses. The ansered loyf Caucasians
were, again, statistically significantly different from thadtered by non-Caucasians.
When participants were asked about their fear of being alone imagepplace with an
exoneree, the mean for Caucasians was 3.64 and the mean for non-Caucasians was 3.33.
A statistically significant difference was found at the .05 lidetween the means of
Caucasians and non-Caucasians on this question. Caucasian and norafaucasi

responses were statistically significantly different for this vagiaisl well.
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Many of the physically close fear of exoneree questions did yned
statistically significant differences in the mean of Cawmas and non-Caucasians.
There was no statistically significant difference deterohifoe the question related to a
fear of having an exoneree as a neighbor. When regarding theeohdf participants,
either spending friendly time with an exoneree or dating an exgnine®e was no
statistically significant difference between the responsézenf by Caucasians and
those offered by non-Caucasians.

The researcher did not find any statistically significarfedeéihce in the means
of Caucasians and non-Caucasians in many of the variables oba@rex that might
be related to fear levels. For instance, there was no stallissignificant difference in
the responses of Caucasians and non-Caucasians when participardskedrabout a
fear of exonerees because of their possible institutionalizatiprison. Related to this
guestion, a statistically significant difference was alsofohd between the means of
Caucasians and non-Caucasians for the variable of fear of egsrtbet have spent
more than five years in prison over exonerees that were inataddor less than five
years. The issue of compensation did not show any statistically sighifiiéirence for
the means of Caucasians and non-Caucasians either. Caucapanses were not
statistically significantly different from non-Caucasian p@sses when participants
were asked about the fear that exonerees who were not compensatgtdrity would
commit more violent or property crime than exonerees who did receiv@ensation.
Finally, there was no statistically significant differerfoend between the means of

Caucasians and non-Caucasians for the variable of ethicalityeléasing falsely
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accused offenders. Participants were asked if they felt st etlsical to release these
wrongfully imprisoned offenders as soon as DNA evidence sugbestecence, and
the responses of Caucasians were not statistically sigrilficadifferent from the
responses of non-Caucasians for the question.

Chapter V, the concluding section, will address what these findinggest
about Caucasian and non-Caucasian responses. It will discussamhbe explained
about the sample, and the population, by the findings. The chapter suailiredlude

threats to validity in the study and implications for future research.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a pdbac of DNA
exonerees. Using a sample group of Criminology and Criminal Jsttidents at the
University of Texas at Arlington, the researcher attemptedigoover the answer to
DNA exoneree fear by administering a survey instrument. Tieareser collected 122
surveys to analyze. A t-test, controlling for race, was used forpethe data analysis.
The results showed some statistically significant differenoeCaucasian and non-
Caucasian means.
Meaning of Results
There were multiple questions on the survey in which the meansuchsians
and non-Caucasians were statistically significantly differ&he first question that
yielded this result concerned the criminal justice system in genenataSian responses
compared with non-Caucasian responses suggest that Caucasian®xeelikehy than
non-Caucasians to feel that the criminal justice systemiisafad impartial. The
Caucasians means in regard to this question was in a more eef&rabut the means
of non-Caucasians began to lean more toward disagreement thatnimealcjustice
system is fair and impartial. This discovery corresponds to findmggher research
(Hurwitz & Peffley, 2005). This result should also not be surprisimgngthe fact that

arrest and incarceration rates are much higher for most mirgmtyps (Blumstein,
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1982). The disproportional rates of arrest and incarceration in mircmrymunities
may lead these minorities to view the criminal justice system as unfair.

The statistically significant difference found between Csiats and non-
Caucasians on the gquestions concerning recidivism was of partiotdegst to the
researcher because many of the questions on fear were contectedfuture
commitment of crime by DNA exonerees. Both Caucasians and nata€lans were
likely to disagree with the statement that they feared DXdénerees would commit
violent crime after being released. The means of each groupbetasgen feeling
neutral and outright disagreement with the statement. Most ofutlieysrespondents
did not fear violent crime recidivism in DNA exonerees, howeverethveas still a
statistically significant difference in the means of Cawasiand non-Caucasians. The
Caucasian mean was further toward disagreement with the stdatéman the mean of
non-Caucasian responses. Minority responses to the survey question ugjgesty
had a greater fear that exonerees would recidivate and comrhgrfmiblent crime.
Unfortunately, the survey did not ask direct questions about the reastmsféear. It
may be that since minorities are often victimized at gresites than Caucasians
(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2011), minorities have a grésdernf crime in general.
This general fear may influence how minorities feel about nasidi from offenders,
and how they view recidivism from the wrongly accused. Also becafisthis
victimization, minorities may feel more familiar with cemnand this familiarity may
change how they feel about offenders. This theory does not exipéautifferences in

means for the current study because non-Caucasian respondents cigonbbeing
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victimized more often than Caucasian participants. For violente¢crith Caucasians
and 12 non-Caucasians reported being victimized. There were mor€aucasian
participants in the research, and if higher rates of violent criatinization had been a
factor in DNA exoneree survey questions, the researcher wouldexgeeted to see
much higher levels of victimization in the minority group.

Fear may not necessarily be the motivating factor forigyaants’ responses.
Perhaps minorities are being more realistic about a perskalhtod of recidivating,
even if that person is a DNA exoneree. There may not be stmti how many
exonerees return to criminal behavior, but recidivism rates ohagfs are extremely
high. Without knowing numbers specific to DNA exonerees, there may lbeason to
feel they will act differently than those that have not beeamglly accused. Caucasians,
often less familiar with crime and people who have been arrestedarcerated, may
be more idealistic about rates of recidivism, especially ij tiedieve DNA exonerees
have done nothing wrong.

As was the case with violent crime, the responses offeredtby®aucasians
and non-Caucasians were more likely than not to disagree thatwithe a fear of DNA
exonerees committing property crime after release from prigoa.results, however,
were not exactly the same as the numbers on violent crintivieni. Responses were
closer to neutral for this question. Participants were more likeelfigar an exoneree
committing property crime. Considering property crime is much npoegalent than
violent crime, respondents may have allowed for a greater paysithéit anyone,

including an exoneree, will commit property crime. Participanty also have seen
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violent crime as more harmful to people than property crime, mgam exoneree will
have fewer moral qualms, and thus a greater likelihood, with comgigroperty
crime. It is, however, clear that respondents did not have a sesardhfit DNA
exonerees will leave prison and begin committing crimes.

The means of Caucasians and non-Caucasians also followed a lsanlag as
the question on violent crime. Caucasian responses again weresevare in their
disagreement with the statement that they fear DNA exon&ilesommit property
crime after being released. The statistically significdifiterence for this variable
between Caucasian and non-Caucasian means may be for the esemmesras the
difference in violent crime recidivism fear. Minorities mayvlaa greater fear of
recidivism, even in exonerees, because they are affected rbg anore frequently,
through either victimization or disproportionate arrests and incai@ereates. Non-
Caucasians may purely view fear and recidivism as a combineabladlifferently
from Caucasians. As with violent crime, however, the curresgareh did not yield
higher numbers of minority victimization. For property crime, 29 @aiam
respondents reported having been victimized and 25 non-Caucasian pasticipant
reported having been victimized. It appears that, in regardsststudy, the difference
in responses on fear of DNA exonerees for the variable of rax®iche attributed to
victimization rates.

Caucasians and minorities had different levels of fear of thmeaerees that
have had prior convictions. The mean of Caucasians compared to the meam of

Caucasians shows that Caucasians have a greater level of [8A exonerees with
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prior convictions than those exonerees without prior convictions. Unlike tiner ot
guestions on DNA exonerees, this question had average answersdalagereing with
the statement than disagreeing. In general, respondents agredeetbavas reason to
fear exonerees with prior convictions more than those without any, however, Casicasia
agreed more strongly with the statement. This suggests thaaslang are more fearful
of repeat offenders than non-Caucasians and it also appeapsidhatonvictions may
change the opinions of participants. This finding may not bode welliéaws on
recidivism. People may be less likely to trust people with pmowvictions no matter
the circumstances and this could even lead to further recidivisthislis the case,
rehabilitation and reintegration programs may not have much impactcahvienm
rates.

For the personal questions on fear of DNA exonerees in diffptacgs, day or
night, there were multiple statistically significant difaces between Caucasians and
non-Caucasians. For the variable of fear of being friendly witex@neree during the
day in a public place, Caucasians were more likely to disabetdrtey were fearful
than non-Caucasians. In fact, the mean for Caucasians for théleavas between
“Disagree” and “Strongly Disagree.” Minorities were lég®ly to disagree with the
statement, to the point that there was a statistically sggnif difference when
compared to Caucasian responses. Caucasians were also lgs® ldgree they were
fearful of exonerees in friendly circumstances in a public pdaeceght. Minorities were
more likely to agree that they did have fear in these cirtamoss. Finally, there was a

statistically significant difference between the meansafd@sians and non-Caucasians
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in relation to the fear of being alone with an exoneree in priGdacasians were more
likely to disagree with the statement. Minorities were mixedyl to agree that they had
a fear of being alone with a DNA exoneree in a private place.

The reasons for significantly different responses for Caucasaads non-
Caucasians on various questions of the survey do not have a definitive based on
this research. Minority participants may have been more feaffdNA exonerees
because they have more fear of victimization, however non-Cangaaréicipants in
the current study did not report having higher levels of victinaratPerhaps the
findings on DNA exonerees come back to the differences betweendzamgcand non-
Caucasians on the subject of the criminal justice system. Slageasians view the
criminal justice system as more fair and impartial, they also feel that the system is
capable of rehabilitation or that those who are wronged by teeemywill be
compensated to the point that they have no reason to commit futither Minorities
may be more realistic about the circumstances that lead nonatity, arrest, and
incarceration because they have been most affected by the crimiita gystem.

Limitations

In any study, limitations and threats to validity exist, ang tleisearch is no
exception. Through research design and implementation, the reseattenepted to
minimize these limitations. In this study, one limitation ig the sample group was not
chosen at random. The results may not be an exact reflection pbplsation. The
findings from the criminology and criminal justice classes uUsedesearch might not

be representative of the entire student body of the Criminology amain@riJustice
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Department at the University of Texas at Arlington. Simylathe population for the
study is not an accurate representation of society. The reseahdse to survey from a
population of undergraduate students studying Criminology and Criminatelus
UTA. This population does not reflect the public in either knowledgd@fctiminal
justice field or higher education. Differences in student dlaaibn did not appear to
correlate with differing answers to survey questions in the curresearch.
Upperclassmen and lowerclassmen had similar responses to questieas ohDNA
exonerees. Perhaps the level of higher education a person has woukhddb
statistically significantly different responses in the geinpublic, but this would need
to be studied further.

Additionally, the location of students surveyed may skew findings stidents
were all surveyed in a county that has had an exoneration anxt i® tiee county with
the highest number of DNA exonerations in the country (InnocermedPof Texas,
2012). People in this location may be more educated on the subjecnefatkons than
others around the country. Ultimately, public fear of DNA exonersethe United
States might be very different from that of the students surveyed.

Another threat to validity exists in the survey instrument. Theareher did not
extensively field test the survey instrument. Consequently, theme seene questions
on the survey that may have been misinterpreted by participants. oEcurred
specifically on one of the open-ended demographic questions gelitigpants about
the number of Criminology and Criminal Justice courses they had.t&esticipants

responded in a myriad of ways, including writing in hours rather tloamses and
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giving impossibly high numbers for the question asked. The reseaahldralso have
added some open-ended questions asking participants why they did or feiel mdfiear
of DNA exonerees. The responses to a question of this nature could ihenethe
researcher insight into either reasons for fear or sourckesuofThe researcher did not
have any kind of template to work from and all the questions on DidAezees were
completely original, however, through a thorough test of the surveyeslearcher may
have gotten feedback that would have made the instrument more effective.

Participation rates may have been effected by the researdbeision to be
present for the survey. The researcher chose to be present incordad tthe verbal
informed consent to the students. It was made perfectly cleatuttenss that
participation was both voluntary and appreciated. Having the researcheraooithand
personally asking for participation through a show of hands, however, hanee
influenced some students to participate when they normally would nofiledeut a
survey.

Implications of Research

This research could have important ramifications for theiealjustice field,
and even for the public. Something that should definitely be consideestlication of
the public. If people only get information from the media, theynatebeing property
educated by criminal justice professionals. There are few @Edor the public to
learn the true statistics and stories of DNA exonerations. ©mmocence Project. The
personnel are advocates for exonerees, but still have reliablenatfon on DNA

exonerations. Another resource for accurate information in thenainustice field is
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the Bureau of Justice Statistics, where an individual can firabda¢s on a multitude
of crime-related topics. Unfortunately, many people do not know abowt thssurces
and turn to the media for their information. The federal, statd,local governments
need to make education a priority, especially in places with mumbers of
exonerations, like Dallas County (Innocence Project of Texas, 2012%).dDes not
necessarily mean that Dallas County has a poor criminatgugtocess, and the public
should be educated about this fact. Exonerations can occur for reasgns. For
instance, some counties are better able to store and maintain eébidAnce and
exoneration rates are higher in these places (Kirschner, 2002). The shdld also
learn about reasons for wrongful convictions. In this way, changeaws tan be
demanded, jurors can knowledgably consider evidence, and withesses can enpid be
pushed by themselves or police to identify offenders.

This research calls attention to an existing fear of DN#nerees. While many
of the respondents disagreed with statements concerning fearootregs, the
responses were usually closer to a neutral feeling than @ stisagreement. Exonerees
that have just been released from prison may not understand artifgaublic feels
toward them. They need to be aware that there is a possiblef fdem, even though
they have been legally exonerated. In addition to other reintegatograms made
available to exonerees and compensation that may be offered famngfulr
imprisonment, exonerees should be educated about which circumstance®sire
comfortable for people that may want to engage in friendly aetsvitrith exonerees.

Exonerees could be taught when and where it is appropriate to approasiratpat
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may fear them. Obviously, these are not the only skills thatxaneeee will need to
learn. They are affected by the outside world after long stayssorpmuch the same as
other offenders that are being released, and they have been wrongfuilsoned that
entire time. Exonerees should have access to numerous reintegratjoanys, teaching
them not only about other people, but about life outside. Criminal jusinze
psychological professionals should be educating the public and the es®nEunding
for these programs would need to be secured. Media attention cdpldtriminal
justice experts in gaining support for these programs. To truly ssltire issues facing
DNA exonerees, everyone that can help needs to get involved.
Future Research

This study centers on a relatively recent subject in crimgyland there are
many avenues that future research can take. Further reseatdhaddress the sample
and population limitations of this project. To determine if a sigaift public fear of
DNA exonerees exists in the United States, a survey institusheuld be administered
to a much larger and more diverse sample group. The group shouldlgexasist of
people that have differing levels of knowledge about criminology and DNA
exonerations. This would include using members of the public thah @meas where
exonerations take place often and areas that have not had anyagrosei he sample
would also need to address individuals with different levels of gemelacation.
Ideally, the sample group would reflect the demographics of goughg as many

demographic variables as possible.
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Future research could also focus on recidivism rates in the Bhtheree
population. At this time, there is no database for recidivism of thigpg To create such
a database, a researcher would need to go through each exonereédf tihese have
committed further crime and been convicted of another crime sintg teeased. This
would certainly be a lengthy process, given the number of current exorfedzstabase
of this information would, however, show researchers if a fear of BkiFnerees has
merit. If exonerees recidivate at a rate similar to o#esdresearchers could determine
if the fear of exonerees is warranted and compare thaivibathe fear society feels of
crime and criminals that have not been exonerated. A dataloasde e another useful
tool in educating the public about DNA exonerees. They could be @adse that
exonerees are unlikely to recidivate, will recidivate in certaircumstances, or
recidivate at rates that match criminal offenders. Research tweeltisnately attempt to

bridge the gap between DNA exonerees and the public they encounter oasedele
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Fear of DNA Exonerees Survey

For questions 1- 19, please choose the response that best represes feml about
the statement provided:

1. The criminal justice system in the United States is fair and impatrtial.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

2. Justice is served through the exonerations of offenders with DNA evidence
suggesting they were falsely accused.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

3. Prison is a place where most inmates learn criminal behavior.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

4. ltis ethical to release falsely accused offenders from prison as sodhrate§liing
suggests innocence.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

5. | fear that exonerees will commit violent crimes even after being exedera

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

6. | fear that exonerees will commit property crimes even after beimgeeated.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree
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For questions 7 and 8: Many offenders that are wrongly accusedompensated
monetarily by the state for the loss of freedom and damagesiengerl while they
were in prison. Knowing this information...

7. | fear exonerees that are not compensated will commit more violent ¢hiares
those that have been compensated.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

8. | fear exonerees that are not compensated will commit more propergsdhan
those that have been compensated.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

9. | fear exonerees in public places that have spent over 5 years in prison, more than
those that have spent less than 5 years in prison.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

10.1 fear an exoneree that | knew had prior convictions more than one that did not.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

11.1 fear exonerees because of the possible institutionalization proces®mspris

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

12.Exonerees are more likely to commit further crimes because of behawior the
learned while wrongfully imprisoned.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree
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13.1 fear going out during the day to a public place, such as a movie, mall, bar, or
restaurant, under friendly circumstances with an exoneree.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

14.1 fear going out at night to a public place, such as a movie, mall, bar, or restaurant
under friendly circumstances with an exoneree.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

15.1 fear being alone in a house, or other private place, with an exoneree.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

16.1 fear having an exoneree as a neighbor.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

17.1 would object to my children going out in public during the day or at night with an
exoneree.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree

18.1 would object to my son/daughter dating an exoneree.

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree
19.Have you ever been the victim of a violent crime? Yes No
20.Have you ever been the victim of a property crime? Yes No
21.Has anyone in your immediate family ever been convicted of a crime? Yes
No
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22.Has anyone in your immediate family ever been convicted of a crime he/she did not
commit?

Yes No
23.Gender: Male Female
24.Race/Ethnicity: Caucasian African American Hispanic Asian
Native American Middle Eastern Other
25.Age:
26. Marital Status: Single Married Divorced Widowed

27.Religion: Christian Muslim Jewish Buddhist Other None

28. Student Classification: Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
29.Are you an international student? Yes No

30.GPA:

31.Major:

32. Approximate number of Criminal Justice/Criminology courses completed:
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