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I. INTRODUCTION 

The Task foru's Mandate 

.A fundamental principle of our constitutional government is that discriminatory 
treatment on the basis of race, gender, economic class, religion, or physical 
amdition cannot and will not be tolerated. Bias damages a court in ils 
fundamental role as dispenser of justice. 

With these words, the Michigan Supreme Court Citizens' Commission to Improve Michigan Courts 
called in 1986 for the creation of task forces on gender and racial/ethnic issues in the courts. In 
its year-long examination of the Michigan courts, the Citizens' Commission found a significant and 
disturbing perception among Michigan citizens: over one-third believed that the Michigan court 
system discriminated against individuals on the basis of gender, race or ethnic origin. 

Several states throughout the country had by 1986 created joint bench and bar commissions to 
study the effect of gender discrimination in their court systems. The State Bar of Michigan, the 
Women Lawyers Association of Michigan and numerous individual members of the Michigan 
judicial and legal community endorsed the Citizens' Commission's call for the Michigan Supreme 
Court to support a similar effort. 

On September 15, 1987, the Justices of the Michigan Supreme Court issued Administrative Order 
No. 1987-6, attached as Appendix A, creating the Task Force on Gender Issues in the Courts and 
the Task Force on Racial/Ethnic Issues in the Courts (together referred to in this Report as the 
"Task Forces"). The Supreme Court directed the Task Forces "to examine the courts and to 
recommend revisions in rules, procedures and administration of the courts to assure equal 
treatment for men and women, free from race or gender bias". 

The Task Force on Gender Issues in the Courts (referred to in this Report as the WJ'ask Force") 
reports that its two-year examination of the Michigan courts establishes, as the Citizens' 
Commission suggested, that a substantial number of Michigan citizens believe that gender bias 
affects justice in the Michigan court system. The Task Force further concludes that the perceptions 
of gender bias are rooted in reality. Gender bias adversely affects the interpretation and 
application of substantive laws, practices and procedures; the treatment of and relationships among 
participants in the court system, including parties, victims of violence, children of divorce, witnesses, 
court employees, judges and lawyers; and related educational institutions and professional 
associations. The Task Force investigated the concerns of both men and women and found that 
gender bias adversely impacts both sexes. 

The working definition of gender bias which the Task Force adopted, its funding, its community 
relations program and the focus and methods of its research efforts are described in Sections Il 
through IV. Sections V and VI deal with substantive areas of the law and broad categories of 
societal problems which come before the Michigan courts, including domestic violence, domestic 
relations and sexual assault. . Sections VII and VIIl address the treatment of individuals within the 
court system itself and the status of women in the legal profession in such contexts as courtroom 
proceedings, court employment, bar associations and law schools. 

The Task Force recommends a variety of reforms to address gender bias, ranging from specific to 
general. Some require implementation by the Supreme Court; others by bar associations, 
disciplinary agencies, law schools, court administrators and law firms. Various specific 
recommendations arc discussed in the context of the topical subject.s addressed in Sections V 
through VIIl. 
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Fundamental reforms concerning the ethical standards governing judges and lawyers and the 
education they are provided are recommended in Section IX, "Joint Recommendations of the Task 
Forces". Here the Task Force proposes the articulation of new ethical standards, as well as the 
development of long-range educational programs. It recommends that implementation of its 
recommendations be overseen by an ongoing committee reflective of the diversity of participants 
in the Michigan court system. 

The Task Force has been greatly encouraged by the positive reception it has received from the 
bench, the bar and the public. The Task Force has received significant support from the State Bar 
of Michigan, the Michigan State Bar Foundation, other bar associations and foundations and 
judicial and court administration groups. It has also been the beneficiary of extraordinary 
contributions by volunteers and community organizations. Some participant.s in the legal system 
were prompted, as a result of the Task Force work, to implement meaningful reforms without 
waiting for the final report of the Task Force. These efforts reflect the good faith and 
determination of judges, lawyers and court personnel who are committed to delivering justice fairly, 
honestly and dispassionately. The Task Force acknowledges this fundamental strength of the 
Michigan court system. 

The Task Force intends that this Report illuminate the ways that bias hampers the delivery of 
justice and recommend constructive methods for its elimination from the Michigan court system. 
The Report does not identify or criticize individuals or events. 

The Task Force concludes that gender bias exists within the Michigan justice system in forms both 
overt and subtle. The two year investigation leading to this conclusion is chronicled in the following 
pages. The Task Force believes that to elevate public confidence in our system of justice, the 
elimination of invidious bias must be a priority for each participant in that system. 

The Task Force asks the Michigan Supreme Court to give this Report considered attention and to 
implement its recommendations with a sense of urgency. 

National Dnelopments 

~ the Task Force concludes its work, twenty-eight task forces and commissions on gender bias in 
other states are underway or have completed their findings. Representatives of the Michigan Task 
Force participated in a National Conference on Gender Bias sponsored by the National Center for 
State Courts in the spring of 1989. The Task Force benefited greatly from the shared experience 
of these groups and hopes that this Report will in tum assist others. 

The Task Force calls the Michigan Supreme Court's attention to this national momentum. It urges 
the Court to bring the Michigan justice system to the forefront of constructive change. 
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II. THE TASK FORCE APPROACH 

The Task Force was convened at the invitation of Chief Justice Dorothy Comstock Riley in 
December, 1987. Over the next twenty-three months, the Task Force met as a body approximately 
once a month and in numerous subgroups and committees. 

Definition or Gender Blas 

The Task Force defined gender bias as: 

... the tendency to think about and behave toward others primarily on the 
basis of their sex. It is reflected in attitudes and behavior toward women and 
men which are based on stereotypical beliefs about the "true nature", "proper 
role" and other "attributes" of the gender. 

During the course of its investigation, the Task Force received testimony and written materials and 
~ndertook research which demonstrated that gender bias occurs in a great variety of circumstances. 
Bias may be expressed in ways that are so routine and subtle that they often go unrecognized. 
Even when bias is identified, it may be dismissed or ignored because the actor is assumed to have 
been well-intentioned, the conduct appears essentially harmless or the victim is thought to be 
hyper-sensitive. 

The Task Force formulated an initial set of questions to test for gender bias in the courts: 

Is substantive decision-making fair and impartial? 

Do judges provide respectful and dignified treatment to all parties? 

Is the exercise of power characterized by a recognition of personal dignity? 

Do court facilities accommodate court users according to their needs? 

How are court personnel treated by their employer? 

Do court personnel treat users with courtesy and personal respect? 

Do court policies and practices reflect fair and impartial treatment of all users? 

Do gender neutral practices nonetheless have significant gender biased results? 

Is there fair and equal treatment in law schools? 

Are there fair and equal opportunity, encouragement and welcome in bar 
associations? 

Is there fair and equal treatment in employment? 

Is there proper professional behavior in attorney to attorney relationships? 

Is there fair and equal treatment in judicial selection? 
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Are there systems in place designed to guard against gender bias in the courts and 
do they function adequately? · 

Following public hearings in the fall of 1988, the Task Force concluded that allegations of gender 
bias were made most frequently in five major areas: domestic violence; domestic relations; legal and 
judicial ethics; treatment of litigants, witnesses, judges, lawyers and court staff; and status of women 
in the profession. The Task Force therefore focused its subsequent investigations on these areas. 

Fundln& 

The State Court Administrative Office provided a full-time executive director, an administrative 
assistant, office facilities and administrative support to the Task Forces. The Task Forces solicited 
funding for research projects and other out-of-pocket expenses from private and public sources. 
All fund-raising efforts were conducted jointly by both Task Forces, and solicitations to the general 
public were designed to encourage equal contributions to both projects. Additionally, the Task 
Forces cooperated on data collection and research projects which could be funded from single 
source grants. 

The Task Forces received two major research grant awards: a $67,000 grant from the State Justice 
Institute for the Citizen-User Survey and a $28,600 grant from the Michigan State Bar Foundation 
for the Attorney Survey. Nearly $15,000 in private donations were received. A combined grant 
from the Michigan State Bar Foundation and the State Bar of Michigan in the amount of $11,000 
for operating expenses helped make it possible for the Task Forces to extend their work an 
additional two months to finalize their reports. 

Significant contributions of time and expertise were donated by numerous volunteers. Their 
support was invaluable. The Task Forces received research assistance from Suellyn Scamecchia, 
Associate Professor, University of Michigan Law School; student interns Katherine Eyde, Michigan 
State University, Robert Heimbuch, Kalamazoo College, and Beverly Anthony Walker, Detroit 
College of Law; and the Domestic Violence Prevention and Treatment Board. 

Community Relations 

The Task Forces believed that public awareness of their work would be vital to their success in 
several respects: to generate participation by citizens, lawyers, judges and court personnel in the 
information gathering process; to educate the public about the functioning of the justice system and 
issues of bias; and to create momentum for self-improvement within the judicial and legal 
communities. 

The Task Forces adopted and implemented a joint community relations plan, which included: 

creation of a comprehensive mailing list of interested organizations and individuals; 

distribution of 30,000 brochures descn1>ing the work of the Task Forces and 
containing a registration sheet for persons interested in testifying or being on the 
mailing list; 

distn1>ution of informational material to interested individuals and organizations; 

distribution of a news release package regarding the public hearings to every 
newspaper in the state; 

publication of notices about the existence and work of the Task Forces in journals 
and newsletters of various organizations; 
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appearances by Task Force ~embers and the Project Director on local television and 
radio talk shows and speaking engagements with community groups and special 
interest organizations; and 

appearances by Task Force members and the Executive Director at judicial, court 
administration and bar conferences to diScuss the proposed findings of the Task 
Forces and to solicit suggestions about recommendations. 

Media coverage of the public hearings and of the Task Forces' three press conferences was 
excellent. In addition, Task Force members appeared on local radio and television programs 
throughout the state and made many presentations to community groups concerning the work of 
the Task Forces. Members of the Task Forces· and the Project Director met formally and 
informally with representatives of interested organizations and responded to numerous telephone 
inquiries. 

Task Force members also made a number of presentations including presentations at the annual 
summer conferences of the Probate Judges Association, the District Judges Association and the 
Michigan Judges Association. These appearances provided an opportunity to introduce the project 
to those whose cooperation and understanding are essential to its success. At the September, 1989 
meeting of the Judicial Conference of the State Bar of Michigan, the Task Forces presented a two
hour program. Judges from the Task Forces led other judges in an examination of gender and 
racial/ethnic bias issues and practical solutions. Finally, Task Force representatives presented 
information about its work to numerous bar associations, as well as to the conference of presidents
elect of local bar associations sponsored by the State Bar of Michigan. 

The work of the Task Forces generated substantial public interest. This interest was demonstrated 
by the volume of letters received from members of the general public as well as the legal 
community and the turnout of participants at the public hearings. The Task Force estimates that 
it received over four hundred letters from persons wishing to bring their views and experiences to 
its attention. One hundred eighty-two persons testified at the public hearings. 

The public response suggests that the community relations program was successful. More 
importantly, that response demonstrates the breadth of public concern about gender bias in the 
Michigan justice system. Most importantly, perhaps, the level of response signals that effective 
reforms will be welcomed by, and meaningful to, the people of Michigan. 
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Ill. RESEARCH 

Task Force research drew UF,n numerous sources, including testimony presented at public hearings, 
case transcripts, judicial opinions, data concerning court demographics, published and unpublished 
scholarly research, surveys of citizen-users, judges, court staff and lawyers and presentations to the 
Task Force by scholars and experts in various fields. 

Public Hearln15 

In October and November, 1988 the Task Force conducted public hearings in Escanaba, Gaylord, 
Grand Rapids, Saginaw and Detroit. Attendance was high at each hearing. Advance registration for 
the Detroit hearings was particularly strong. In Detroit, the hearings ran from 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 
p.m., without interruption, on two consecutive days. In the other cities hearings were held for one 
day and lasted approximately eight hours. A list of the individuals who testified and the 
organizations they represented is set forth as Appendix B. 

A hearing at Huron Valley Correctional Institute was arranged in cooperation with the State 
Appellate Defender's Office and the Michigan Department of Corrections. This hearing provided 
an opportunity to learn about the experiences with the court system of women convicted of killing 
in the context of domestic violence. 

Another hearing was sponsored jointly by DAZS, a coalition of African-American Sororities: (Delta 
Sigma Theta, Alpha Kappa Alpha, Zeta Phi Beta, and Sigma Gamma Rho) and the Lewis College 
of Business in Detroit, Michigan. Members of these organizations participated as facilitators and 
panel members and forwarded the videotape of the testimony of thirty-four citizens to the Task 
Forces. (See Appendix B) 

At each hearing. much of the testimony concerned domestic relations and domestic violence. 
Attorneys, other professionals and litigants spoke of frustration and anguish experienced in court 
proceedings. They cited negative attitudes of some judges and attorneys, as well as lengthy waits 
for disposition, the absence of meaningful explanations of the process and the resulting loss of 
control litigants felt over their own destiny. This testimony reported damage to the lives of women, 
men and children caused by the legal process over and beyond the already substantial damage 
caused by the breakdown of the marital relationship. 

Testimony regarding bias affecting women covered a wide variety of subject matters and problems. 
For example, the Task Force heard from an older homemaker divorced after 30 years of a marriage 
during which significant assets had been accumulated; she received no share of the family business 
and only minimal short-term maintenance. She testified that the court cited her ability to remany 
or to get a job at a fast food restaurant as the basis for its limited award. 

Testimony was submitted by a young woman who, on the day she passed the bar exam, was told by 
her male employer that one of her male colleagues •hoped she wouldn't become one of those cunt 
lawyers." Women litigants and their attorneys spoke of the re-brutalization of the domestic violence 
victim by prosecutors, lawyers and judges who trivialized the danger to her and tacitly encouraged 
funher violence through slow and inadequate response. The Task Force was provided with copies 
of published court policies mandating "10 day cooling off periods• before injunctive orders could 
be entered, regardless of the underlying circumstances. 

Women testified that they had been referred to by judges in open court as •fat and dumb" or a 
"looker". One witness provided the Task Force with an appellate opinion reversing a lower court 
award of damages in a personal injury action in which the court commented that a defendant had 
"only pushed a woman to the ground and inserted a finger in her vagina". 
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Testimony about gender bias against men focused principally on matters of child custody, visitation 
and accountability for support for children. Retaliatory allegations of child sexual abuse were of 
particular concern. Attorneys and clients cited a predisposition on the part of judges towards the 
conclusion that mothers were inherently better qualified to be custodial parents. They spoke of the 
time, expense and futility of seeking the award of custody to fathers. Many complained about the 
difficulty of maintaining contact with children when the custodial spouse failed to adhere to court 
ordered visitation schedules and the failure of the courts to enforce such schedules. They asserted 
that the court system was unwilling to make any effort to determine whether child support was 
appropriately used. 

All Task Force members were present at at least one hearing and many attended most. They were 
deeply moved by the witnesses who testified about intensely painful, personal experiences. While 
the evidence was necessarily largely anecdotal and reflected individual perspectives, the cumulative 
effect of similar testimony from persons of various backgrounds, professions and roles in the 
underlying situations persuaded the Task Force that serious and complex problems relating to 
gender exist in the Michigan court system. 

Court Employment Questionnaire Protect 

The Court Employment Questionnaire was designed to elicit information about the hiring, firing, 
salary, promotion and disciplinary practices of Michigan courts. Similar to the Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission reporting form, the questionnaire asked that each court identify numbers 
and positions of employees by gender, race and specified ethnic origin. Copies of court affirmative 
action plans, equal employment opportunity policy statements and personnel guidelines were 
requested. Courts were also asked to identify the number and types of employment discrimination 
complaints they had received and the actions taken. 

The Court Employment Questionnaire was sent to all 238 trial courts in the state. Response was 
voluntary. Following is the rate of return: 
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TABLE 111·1: COURT EMPLOYMENT QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE 

Circuit District Probate Total 
Courts Courts Courts Courts 

Courts in 7 S4 7 68 
Region I 

Respondents 3 37 4 44 (65%) 

Courts in 18 27 18 61 
Region Il 

Respondents 11 18 13 42 (69%) 

Courts in 17 19 25 61 
Region m 

Respondents 9 13 16 38 (62%) 

Courts in 14 17 31 62 
Region IV 

Respondents 11 12 22 45 (73%) 

Total Courts 
in Michigan 56 117 81 252 

Total 
Respondents 34 (61%) 80 (68%) SS (68%) 169 (67%) 

The data collected by this instrument show a lack of unif onnity and an absence of standardized 
employment procedures. Responding courts presented an inconsistent, highly idiosyncratic picture 
of personnel policies, employment regulations and equal employment opportunity safeguards. 

Attorney Sumy Prolect 

In September, 1988 Formative Evaluation Research Associates ("FERA") was retained by the Task 
Forces to design and implement a survey of attorneys practicing in the Michigan court system. This 
study was to document and examine the impact of racial/ ethnic and gender bias on attorneys' 
experiences. Reports and working papers related to gender bias surveys conducted in other states 
were reviewed to inform the development of the Michigan questionnaire. 

Task Force members determined that it was important to gather as much specific information as 
possible about the professional experiences of attorneys and their observations of disparate 
treatment. The demographic characteristics of the respondents would in addition disclose whether 
attorneys who believe they personally experience gender or racial/ethnic bias in their own 
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professional lives, observe biased behavior on the part of their colleagues and the judiciary more 
often than those attorneys who do not themselves experience such bias. To that end, the Task 
Forces determined that it would be helpful to document differences in the perception of bias in the 
court system among major sub-groups comprised of male and female, minority and majority 
attorneys. 

The survey instrument yielded a great deal of infonnation about how practicing attorneys view bias 
in the Michigan courts. 

Selection of the Survey Sample 

Nine hundred attorneys were selected to participate in the survey. An equal number of males and 
females was chosen. Although an equal number of minority /majority attorneys was also sought, 
the number could not be obtained because racial indicators were not maintained by the State Bar 
of Michigan, which provided the membership list from which the major sample was drawn. Survey 
respondents in each of the four key subgroups were disproportionately selected from additional 
source lists in order to achieve the desired balance, including principally a list of minority attorneys 
provided by the Wolverine Bar Association and a list of female attorneys provided by the Women 
Lawyers Association of Michigan. 

TABLE 111·2: SOURCE FOR THE SAMPLE • ATrORNEY SURVEY 

Frame 

State Bar of Michigan 
Wolverine Bar Association 
Women Lawyers Association 

TOTAL 

Survey Implementation 

Males 

225 
225 

450 

Females 

143 
203 
104 

450 

After pilot-testing and appropriate revisions, survey questionnaires were mailed to the sample of 
attorneys in April, 1989. The questionnaires were accompanied by a cover letter from Chief Justice 
Dorothy Comstock Riley and Donald Reisig, then President of the State Bar of Michigan. The 
letter, attached as Appendix C stressed the importance of the survey effort and urged the recipients 
to complete and return the questionnaire. Announcements of the study were made in the State Bar 
of Michigan Journal and the Wolverine Bar Association Newsletter. 

The overall response rate for the Attorney Survey was 45.6% (the ratio of mailed questionnaires 
to returned questionnaires). The survey population included both those who practiced in the courts 
and those who did not. Attorneys who had represented clients in the courts were asked to 
complete the questionnaire. The others were instructed to return the questionnaires after providing 
demographic data only. Questionnaires from those who had no court experience was not analyzed 
for statistical purpose but were included in the overall response rate. A total of 333 questionnaires 
filled out by attorneys with court experience was analyzed. 
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Methodology 

Frequency distributions and means were employed to identify differences between the male/female 
and minority / majority subgroups. Missing-data and non-responses to a question were excluded 
from all calculations. In table analyses, fractions of percents were rounded up or down to the 
nearest whole number, sometimes resulting in frequencies totaling slightly over or under 100%. 

Demographic DescrlptJon of Respondents 

The table below depicts the distnbution of Attorney Survey respondents with respect to gender and 
minority / majority status: 

TABLE 111·3: TOTAL AC'IUAL SAMPLE A'ITORNEY SURVEY 
Race and Gender Profile 

Minorities 

Majorities 

Total 

• Total sample • 333 

Males 

22.8%(n = 76) 

29.7%(n • 91)) 

S2.6%(n ., 175) 

Females 

21.0%(n • 70) 

2.6.4%(n 11: 88) 

47.4%(n • 158) 

Total 

43.8%(n .. 146) 

S62%(n • 187) 

100%(N - 333) 

Nearly 61 %(n -= 198) of the responding attorneys reported that they had represented clients in the 
Michigan courts for 10 years or less. Differences between males and females were evident. Fifty
nine percent (n • 102) of the male respondents had spent 11 or more years representing clients 
in the courts, compared with only 17% (n • 2.5) of the female respondents. Of the females, 47% 
had represented clients in the Michigan courts for S years or less. 

Forty-six percent (n • 143) of the respondents in the 31 counties in which they are situated listed 
civil litigation and general practice as their primary area of practice. Over 50% stated that at least 
half of their practice involved representing clients in court. See Appendix D for geographic 
distribution. 
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TABLE 111-4: DEMOGRAPHICS 

Admission to the Bar Association 

Question: When were you admitted to the State Bar of Michigan'? 

1966 and Earlier 

Between 1967 and 1979 

1980 and Later 

Number of Respondents 

1966 and Earlier 

Between 1967 and 1979 

1980 and Later 

Number of Respondents 

1966 and Earlier 

Between 1967 and 1979 

1980 and Later 

Number of Respondents 

GENDER 

Male 

36 
21% 

87 
50% 

51 
29% 

174 

Female 

1 
6% 

46 
30% 

108 
70% 

155 

Total 

37 
11% 

133 
40% 

159 
48% 

329 

MINORITY 

Male 

8 
11% 

38 
50% 

30 
39% 

76 

Female Total 

8 
6% 

22 60 
32% 42% 

46 76 
68% S3% 

68 144 

NON-MINORITY 

Male Female Total 

28 1 29 
29% 1% 16% 

49 24 73 
50% 28% 39% 

21 62 83 
21% 71% 45% 

98 87 185 
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TABLE 111-5: DEMOGRAPHICS 

Age of Respondents 

Question: What is your age? 

GENDER 

Male Female Total 

Less than 30 7 24 31 
4% 15% 9% 

30 to SO 128 123 251 
73% 79% 76% 

SO Plus 40 9 49 
23% 6% 15% 

Number of Respondents 17S 156 331 

MINORITY 

Male Female Total 

Less than SO 3 8 11 
41% 12% 8% 

30 to SO S1 S7 114 
75% 83% 79% 

SO Plus 16 4 20 
21% 6% 14% 

Number of Respondents 76 69 145 

NON-MINORITY 

Male Female Total 

Leu than so 4 16 20 
4% 18% 11% 

30 to SO 71 66 137 
72% 76% 74% 

SO Plus 24 s 29 
24% 6% 16% 

Number of Respondents 99 tr/ 186 
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Findings 

The survey results were tabulated in the context of a demographic profile of the four sub-groups: 
male attorneys, female attorneys, minority attorneys and majority attorneys. The data was also 
analyzed to compare responses by gender within minority and majority subgroups. 

The findings reflect a correlation between how the respondent attorneys perceived they were 
treated by colleagues and the judiciary and how they viewed the treatment of litigants and case 
outcomes in the court system generally. Majority female attorneys and all minority attorneys 
observed substantially more instances of unfair or insensitive behavior directed towards themselves, 
their female and minority colleagues and litigants, witnesses and jurors than did majority males. 

In general. majority male attorneys perceived biased behavior less often than members of any other 
subgroup. Specifically, majority male attorneys perceived that minority attorneys and female 
attorneys had far greater access to mentor relationships and fee-generating assignments than 
minority attorneys and female attorneys themselves reported they had. The majority male 
attorneys also reported that they observed female and racial/ ethnic minority practitioners being 
interrupted, addressed less formally, given less credibility or joked about far less frequently than 
fem ale and minority attorneys reported that they observed such behaviors. Similar differences in 
perspective about case outcome existed; majority males observed instances of unfair or insensitive 
behavior resulting in the disparate treatment of litigants far less frequently than the members of 
any other subgroup. 

Similarly, male attorneys observed far fewer instances of unfair or insensitive courtroom treatment 
of female attorneys and litigants than did women attorneys. Male attorneys more often reported 
that they had •never• observed examples of bias against females in the courts than did women 
attorneys. Contrasts in perspective are apparent in the reported observation of biased treatment 
of racial/ ethnic minorities in the courts. Majority attorneys reported unfair or insensitive 
courtroom treatment of racial/ ethnic minority attorneys, litigants, witnesses, jurors or judges far less 
frequently than minority attorneys. 

Court User Sunev Prolect 

A 1987 survey of public attitudes conducted by the Institute for Social Research at the University 
of Michigan (ISR) at the request of the Citizens' Commission to Improve Michigan Courts found 
that 34% of Michigan residents believe that women are not treated as well as men. These 
percentages increased dramatically when the survey population was limited to the group analyzed. 
These statistics are consistent with the Task Force conclusions that there exists a significant 
perception of gender bias in the operation of Michigan courts. 

The ISR Survey was a preliminary assessment of a complex problem. Prior to the JSR survey, 
courts had been studied primarily through the eyes of the people who were most responsible for 
their operation • judges, administrators, staff and attorneys. There had been little research done 
to examine the impact of the court system from the perspective of the citizen who came into 
contact with it. 

On November 1, 1988 the State Justice Institute awarded a $67,000 grant to the Task Forces to 
conduct a court user survey. The primary goal of the Michigan Court User Survey was to collect 
and analyze data regarding the attitudes, experiences and recommendations of people who had had 
recent experiences with the Michigan court system by taking into account gender and racial/ ethnic 
factors. 
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FERA was commissioned to conduct the study to answer the following questions posed by the Task 
Forces: 

Are litigants treated in a disparate fashion because of race or ethnic origin? In what 
ways do minority litigants experience the court differently than non-minority 
litigants? 

Are litigants treated in a disparate fashion because of gender? In what ways do 
female litigants experience the court differently than male litigants? 

What are the behaviors in the court process that litigants identify as being unfair? 
In what areas of court proceedings does bias occur? What behaviors in the 
courtroom lead litigants to feel discriminated against? 

What are the litigants' perceptions of the impact of bias on the court setting? 

To what extent does perception of bias reflect actual bias? What is the incidence 
of bias (perceived and actual)? 

What is the profile of someone who feels "injured" due to gender or racial/ethnic 
bias in the courts? 

What is the incidence of bias in large as compared to small courts? 

Methodology 

FERA held several design meetings with members of the Task Forces to define the purpose and 
scope of the Michigan Court User Survey. The research design and implementation relied upon a 
number of assumptions: 

The issues of racial/ ethnic and gender bias present different research design 
problems and, therefore, should not necessarily be investigated in the same way. 

An in-depth study of a sample of a well defined subgroup of the population of 
litigants will result in more credible and accurate findings with greater accuracy than 
a random survey of all litigants. 

The survey should place greater emphasis on questions designed to elicit detailed 
information about an individual's actual experience than on the individual's feelings 
related to that experience. 

The court user's experience outside the courtroom would be included in the 
investigation; however, its primary focus would be on the respondent's experience 
as a litigant in the courtroom. 

The basic research design contemplated a telephone survey administered to a sample of litigants 
who participated in the Michigan court system in 1988. Th.is survey was followed by an in-depth 
study of a selected sample of cases of those litigants who reported bias. Anne Murdoch Vrooman, 
an independent consultant, reviewed five percent (26 cases) from the sampling frame of 539 
completed court user surveys. In her findings and conclusions, she stated that "the vast majority 
of information able to be verified was correctly stated by the questionnaire respondent in the court 
user study."1 
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Individuals surveyed: 1) had been litigants in matters affected by the outcome of the court's 
decision; 2) had been involved in a court action in which a judgment or decision was rendered in 
1988; and 3) represented an appropriate demographic profile for the statistical purposes of the 
survey. 

The survey was validated in two ways. First, the interview questions were reviewed for quality and 
accuracy by Task Force members, an attorney consultant and the Project Director. Second, the 
instrument was tested on a pilot sample of 25 court users. 

The survey project encountered an unexpected series of obstacles in finalizing the sample: 

Several sample source lists were not timely obtained. 

Many counties lacked a sufficient number of litigants from which to select the 
sample in the numbers originally contemplated. This was particularly true in smaller 
counties with respect to the desired sample of domestic relations, personal injury and 
assaultive felonies cases. Where this occurred, every litigant was selected. Five 
counties were added to the sampling frame to supplement the number of available 
litigants in such counties. 

There was a limited number of females from which to select the desired fem ale 
portion of the total sample, particularly in personal injury and assaultive felony cases 
in certain small counties. When this occurred every female was selected. Additional 
males were then selected from the same counties to supplement the female portion 
of the sample. 

District and circuit courts were not always able to provide correct telephone numbers 
and addresses for litigants. A significant number could not be located. 

Because of these obstacles, samples of sufficient size for particular court types were not always 
obtained. The following number of respondents was interviewed: 

TABLE 01-6: TOTAL ACTUAL SAMPLE 
Race ud Geuder ProDle 

Females 

Minorities 8% (n • 41) 

Non·minorities 34% Cn .. 186) 

Total 42% (n • '2Z1) 

•Total sample • 539 

Males Total 

10% (n .. 55) 18% (n • 96) 

S8% (n • 312) 100% (N • 539) • 
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TABLE 111·7: S11JDY SAMPLE BY COURT n'PE 

Large Small 
Circuit Court Circuit Court Total 

IDGH 
Minority 
Population 27%(o • 146) 32%(n • 174) 59%(0 ... 320) 

LOW 
Minority 
Population 10% (p e 53) 31% (n c 166) 41% (n c 219) 

Total 37%(n • 199) 63% (n ., 340) 100%(N c 539)• 

•Total sample = 539 

TABLE 111-8: TOTAL ACl1JAL SAMPLE BY COURT n'PE AND CASE 'n'PE 

Domestic Personal Assaultive Small 
Relations Injury Felonies Claims Total 

Court Type (p ., 258) (D • 3D (Jp: 8Z) (D c: 151) CN ... 539) 

Large Circuit Court/ 
High Minority 79(31%) 7(19%) 27(31%) 33(21%) 146(27%) 

Small Circuit Court/ 
High Minority 83(32%) 13(35%) 2.S(29%) 53(34%) 174(32%) 

Large Circuit Court/ 
Low Minority 10( 4%) 1(3%) 18(21%) 1.4(15%) 53(10%) 

Small Circuit Court/ 
Low Minority 86(33%) 16(43%) 7(20%) 47(30%) 166(31%) 
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TABLE 111-9: snJDY SAMPLE BY CASE 1YPE 

Case 1):pe 

Domestic Relations 
Personal Injury 
Assaultive Felonies 
Small Claims 

Total 

48% (n • 258) 
7% (n • 37) 

16% (n • 87) 
29% (p - 157) 

100% (N - 539) 

Sample 

Respondents participating in the survey varied in age, income, education, ~e of case, size of court, 
previous experience with the court system, and reports of fair and unfair treatment. Issues of 
racial/ ethnic and gender bias were assessed across this diverse group. · 

Qualitative analysis of several open-ended survey questions provided data concerning the nature 
of bias experienced by court user, and their recommendations on how to ensure that all users of 
Michigan trial courts receive fair and equal treatment. 

It is important to note that the sampling problems encountered limit the utility of the findings of 
this study. The findings in the report focus on a comparison of the feelings and perceptions of the 
particular individuals who were interviewed. These comparisons are informative in that they reflect 
the views of certain court users who were randomly selected and did not themselves decide to come 
forward. For these reasons this survey suggests directions for future investigation but does not 
support valid generalizations about the entire population of court users. 

The experience gained with respect to survey design and the baseline data collected are important 
resources for data collection projects undertaken by task forces and commissions in other states 
involved in the investigation of gender and racial/ ethnic bias in the court system. Several other 
states have conducted surveys of various populations dealing with gender bias. Michigan, however, 
is the first state to attempt to document and evaluate the influence and impact of gender and 
racial/ ethnic bias on the experiences of public users of trial courts. Thus, an important work 
product of the Michigan Court User Survey will be the publication of a technical manual outlining 
the data collection system, the survey elements, and the research method implemented to assess 
both racial/ ethnic and gender bias experienced by public users of trial courts. This manual will be 
made available to all state court administrators and other interested justice system personnel. 

Judfcltl Surny Prolcc:t 

The investigation of judicial behavior and decision-making was the highest priority of both Task 
Forces. This priority reflects the reality that the judge establishes the atmosphere of the court and 
affects all actors in the system • attorneys, litigants, witnesses and staff. Moreover, judges would 
undoubtedly be charged with the implementation of many of the Task Forces' recommendations. 
It was essential, therefore, that the Task Forces draw upon their knowledge and experience in fact 
finding and formulating needed reforms. 
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The goals of the judicial survey were to collect, compile and analyze data regarding the impact of 
gender, racial and ethnic differe.nces on the experiences and the performance of judges in both 
substantive and procedural areas. 

Several areas of inquiry were identified jointly by the Task Forces: 

fairness and sensitivity toward participants in the courtroom; 

judicial qualifications and selection; 

domestic relations issues. including custody. support. alimony, property and violence 
issues; 

aiminal issues, including sentencing, bail, plea bargaining and probation issues; 

civil damages. 

When compared with the actual distribution of judges in Michigan across gender and racial/ethnic 
lines, the survey respondent pool shows the following: 

Table 111-10: JUDICIAL RESPONDENTS 

Surveys Surveys 
Distributed Returned % 

Majority Male 461 210 45.5% 

Majority Female 48 ~ 41.6% 

Minority Male 42 14 33.3% 

Minority Female 23 12 52.1% 

Total 574 256 44.5% . 
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Table Dl·ll: WDICLU. RESPONDENTS BY COURT n'PE 

Court Majority Majority Minority Minority 
Male Female Male Female Total 

District 
actual 197 16 20 14 247 
surveys 74 s 5 7 91 
percentage 37.5% 31.2% 25% SO% 36.8% 

Probate 
actual 93 "'11 1 2 107 
surveys 48 6 0 0 54 
percentage Sl.6% 54.5% 0 0 S0.4% 

Circuit 
actual 154 16 19 1 196 
surveys 86 8 8 s 107 
percentage SS.8% SO% 42.1% 71.4% S4.S% 

Appeals 
actual 8 7 3 0 18 
surveys 2 1 1 0 4 
percentage 25% 14.2% 33.3% 0 22.2% 

The survey instrument was designed by the Project Director, in consultation with State Court 
Administrative Office staff and FERA. Data collection, analysis and reporting were undertaken 
by the Task Force's administrative staff and the State Court Administrative Office. A survey 
instrument was designed to solicit perception information from Michigan judges concerning their 
impressions of race and gender issues in Michigan Courts. Demographic information was collected 
from each responding judge. Likert type scales were used to capture judges' perceptions of 
race/gender activities that occurred in the judicial environment. 

Data from all respondents were compiled to provide an overall picture of the reaction of the 
Michigan judiciary. Comparisons of response patterns were made by gender and race. For selected 
issues high minority population areas were compared with low minority population areas. The cell 
sizes in the research design varied. Relatively few minority responses were available from the 
population. Descriptive statistics rather than inferential statistics were applied in the analysis of 
the data. 

All Michigan judges were surveyed. The response rate was approximately 45%. Minority males 
displayed the lowest response rate (33.3% ); however, the small number of available minority males 
makes percentages subject to large fluctuation. No systematic response patterns were identified 
which would indicate that the results were not representative of the population of Michigan judges. 

The survey results identified areas in which judges believe gender and racial/ethnic bias exists. The 
research findings provided the Task Forces with both qualitative and quantitative results on which 
to base their recommendations. 
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Scholarly Works 

The Task Force reviewed numerous articles about gender bias and its effect on the legal system 
authored by lawyers, judges, social scientists and academic researchers. Additionally, the Task 
Force reviewed materials published by other state task forces. Many of these works are identified 
in the Bibliography attached as Appendix E. 

Much additional material has been collected and warrants further study. The Task Force 
recommends this material to be furnished to the implementation committee which the Task Force 
asks the Supreme Court to constitute for its ongoing work. (See Section IX) 

Expert Iestlmony 

The Task Force invited legal and other experts in the subject areas upon which it focused its 
investigation to present information on selected topics. A list of these experts is attached as 
Appendix F. 

ENDNOTE 

1. Vrooman, Court User Study Information Verification. Noycmbcr. 1989 
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IV. ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION 

The Task Force identified incidents and patterns of gender bias cxist.ing in the Michigan court 
system. The conclusions and recommendations were adopted after careful examination of all 
information obtained. Because its resources and time frame we1re limited, however, there remain 
many areas of investigation and sources of information which the Task Force believes should be 
pursued. The most pressing arc~ identified in the recommendations for further investigation which 
are included in the Report. 

Neither of the Task Forces focused specifically on the experiences of minority women. The Task 
Force recognizes that minority women are often included in statistics relative only to either racial 
or gender bias and that such category blending fails to measure the impact of race and gender bias 
on them. This Report notes separate statistics or information relative to minority women where 
such data became available to the Task Force. However, The Task Force urges that the special 
nature of such data be considered in all implementation efforts and follow-up studies concerning 
this Report. 

More than 1500 j~dges, lawyers, professionals and citizens communicated with the Task Force 
during the course of its work. Their experiences, opinions, perceptions and recommendations were 
collected through public and written testimony, survey, telephone interviews and specific 
presentations to the Task Force. In many instances, people testified on behalf of organizations and 
associations with special interests and expertise. The Task Force heard from groups as diverse as 
the Michigan Civil Rights Commission, the Women Lawyers Association of Michigan, the Domestic 
Violence Prevention and Treatment Board, Michigan Fathers' For Equal Rights, and the Older 
Women's League, among many more. The opinions and views expressed reflected a wide spectrum 
of attitudes, experiences and platforms. 

A topic of much discussion within the Task Force was the extent the information received 
supported general conclusions and proposed recommendations. 'The Task Force recognized that 
a subject of such legal and social complexity as gender bias in the courts would not lend itself to 
neatly measured conclusions. It was also aware that many readers of the Report, attuned to 20 
second TV bytes and headlines: replete with facts and percentages, would look for simplistic 
statements about the Michigan justice system - for example, most judges do -ro or a majority of 
lawyers believe y . However, the Task Force determined that such conclusions were neither 
feasible nor appropriate. The Task Force sought a balance between quantitative and qualitative 
evidence in the belief that cumulative information from a variety of sources would establish a 
reliable record of gender bias within the court system as a whole. No one single source of data or 
comment was viewed as conc:lusive, and none predominated. Instead, conclusions and 
recommendations were drawn from all accumulated qualitative and quantitative data. The Task 
Force focused on whether such data supported conclusions of substantial bias. 

Where statistical surveys provided valid projections for the larger population as a whole (as in the 
Attorney Survey). the data was so considered. Where such wider generalization was not statistically 
warranted (as in the Court User Survey), the information obtained was considered to be limited 
to the experience and perception of the individual respondents. 

The members of the Task Force filtered and evaluated the information collected through their own 
collective expertise and experience in the Michigan court system. Their individual experiences, their 
perspectives and no doubt their own prejudices affected their understanding of that data, but all 
made a conscious effort to be as objective as possible and to identify each other's own tendencies 
toward bias. The Task Force carefully reviewed supporting documentation to confirm that each 
conclusion could be supported. 
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V. THE COURTS' RESPONSE TO VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN 

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 

The Task Force received compelling information about the pervasiveness and severity of domestic 
violence throughout the state. Domestic violence was the subject of testimony by members of the 
public, lawyers and other professionals in the field, written materials and survey data. The Task 
Force recognizes that there is a critical need to assure effective intervention in domestic violence 
cases and to identify and utilize constructive remedies. 

While new programs and protective laws in Michigan have sought to address problems of domestic 
violence, much has yet to be accomplished. The Task Force finds that barriers still exist within the 
judicial system which hinder access to effective civil and criminal protection for victims against their 
batterers. 

The Nature or Domestic Violence 

Domestic violence is defined in Michigan statutes as: 

A violent physical attack or fear of violent physical attack perpetrated by an assailant 
against a victim: in which the victim is a person assaulted by or threatened by 
assault by his or her spouse or former spouse or an adult person or emancipated 
minor assaulted by an adult person of the opposite sex with whom the assaulted 
person cohabits or formerly cohabited; and in which the victim and assailant are or 
were involved in a consenting sexual relationship.' 

This violence can occur against any family member and in any social or economic group. Statistics 
and the testimony of professionals and volunteers working with the problem in Michigan 
demonstrate that the overwhelming majority of victims of domestic violence are women. 

National studies indicate that as many as four million women are physically abused by their 
husband or an intimate partner each year.2 Of these cases, only about two million are reported.' 
In Michigan, 38,906 cases of domestic violence were officially reported in 1985.' Because th.is figure 
represents only those cases which were reported to law enforcement agencies, it is considered 
conservative.' Some studies suggest that serious domestic violence occurs in as many as one-third 
of all American households.' 

Testimony at the hearings suggested that certain myths and misconceptions about the nature of 
domestic violence exist, not only in our society as a whole, but within the Michigan justice system 
as well. Witnesses reported that domestic violence is trivialized: the justice system fails to 
comprehend the dynamics between the batterer and the battered spouse and those factors which 
prevent the victim from leaving, and the underlying incident is considered to be a mere quarrel. 
Many women who are victims of domestic violence believe, as a result, that the courts are 
ineffective in providing legal relief and protection from their assailants.' 

ProOles or Domestic violence Assailants and Victims 

~umerous witnesses and experts told the Task Force that a sound understanding by participants 
m the justice system of basic data on family violence would be a dramatic forward step toward the 
era~ication of th.is serious problem. Battered females often have been socially conditioned to 
believe that it is a woman's responsibility to maintain a •successful" marriage, even if it entails 
physical abuse.• These women frequently possess a very poor self-image and a low level of self· 
confidence. The negative psychological state of a victim is compounded by feelings of fear, guilt 
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and entrapment due to physical and mental abuse. This syndrome can be likened to that 
experienced by hostages.' 

In many cases, a victim's physical, economic or psychological dependence on her batterer will make 
escape from an abusive situation extremely difficult. Threats of retaliatory violence or loss of 
access to her children may further inhibit the victim from leaving her batterer. Moreover, the 
victim is likely to be in the greatest danger at the time she tries to leave the home and the 
relationship. Participants in the justice system often fail to recognize these dependencies and 
conclude that women who remain in domestic violence situations either enjoy or invite the violence 
or exaggerate the degree of abuse.10 When victims encounter such misconceptions in the justice 
system, their sense of isolation, low self-worth and frustration are exacerbated.11 

Equally important to an understanding of domestic violence is the profile of the assailant. As with 
victims of domestic violence, aspects of a batterer's behavior may be attributed to learned social 
factors. According to expert opinion, batterers are generally fearful. insecure men who feel 
compelled to control or manipulate their partners by means of abusive force. Their violence is 
generally rewarded because it frequently forces accommodations by the victim and others. Further, 
if the batterer is successful in shifting the responsibility for the assault from himself to the victim, 
his physical aggression is justified or condoned by society and/or the courts and the victim's 
blameworthiness is again reinforced. Societal acceptance of male violence against women 
consequently contributes to the assailant's belief that he is operating within the boundaries of 
accepted community standards.u 

As a relationship between the batterer and the victim deteriorates and the victim moves closer to 
leaving, there is increased risk of injury. Authorities believe that few attorneys and judges 
understand that the victim is most likely to be in the most dangerous position at the time she leaves 
the relationship.13 This factor heightens the sense of urgency in preparing for the separation and 
requires the victim and the system to plan carefully prior to the instituting divorce proceedings. 
Failure to do so increases the threat to the victim's safety at the point where she is most vulnerable 
to returning to the relationship.1c 

Attitudes Wblcb AD'ect the JudlclaJ System's 
Response to Domestic Violence 

•Domestic violence ls not a serious crime" 
A pervasive misconception about domestic violence is that it is a lesser, not very serious crime, 
particularly when compared to physical assaultive crimes occurring between strangers. Several 
women testified that the judge minimized the violence they had experienced. One advocate for 
battered women told the .Task Force about a judge who •admonished both my client and the 
assailant for their 'childish' behavior and encouraged them to 'act like adults for the kid's sake,"' 
after the assailant had forcibly entered the woman's apartment and attempted to strangle her. u 

One advocate described the case of a woman who was killed by her husband shortly.after a judge 
released him from detention, despite evidence of earlier repeated public assaults and letters from 
jail threatening retaliation.16 A prominent domestic relations attorney described a case in which he 
represented a woman who was fatally shot by her abusive husband. During year-long divorce 
proceedings, the victim endured physical and verbal abuse. While taking testimony regarding a 
petition for the removal of the assailant from the home, the presiding judge denied the petition and 
scolded the victim for not leaving the home, so as not to provoke the assailant. Four such petitions 
were filed without success. Within days after the last petition was denied, the husband killed his 
wife.17 
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"Domestic violence ls a private famUy matter" 
Another myth or misconception characterizes domestic violence as a private family matter.11 A 
judge may minimize domestic violence so as to preserve the family unit or avoid the possibility of 
imposing a financial burden on the family.19 A judge may perceive the family unit as a shelter from 
the violence of the real world,30 and view criminal justice intervention in domestic violence 
situations as jeopardizing family relationships. This view is potentially disastrous because the 
victim•s isolation is increased and the assailant•s perception that he has a right to act violently 
within his home is reinforced. Information gathered from the attorney survey indicates that 33% 
of the female attorneys and 27% of the male attorneys believe that judges will hesitate to intervene 
in domestic violence cases because they are private family matters. Y ct the judicial survey indicates 
that 78.9% of the judges recognize that domestic violence cases are "never" private matters. 

"The vlctlm of domestk violence deserves or pn>v0ke.s the violence" 
Several myths related to domestic violence specifically concern the victim, rather than the violence 
itself. The Task Force learned that the justice system sometimes blames the victim for provoking 
the violence.21 For example, results of the attorney survey indicate that judges frequently engage 
in questioning which implies a belief that the victim provoked the violence. This is confirmed by 
the judicial survey results which indicates that 21.6% (N-= 28) of the judges responding believed that 
the victim provoked 1the violence "usually" or "always" as compared with 50.8% (N • 66) who 
answered seldom and 7.7% (n• 10) responding "never". 

A representative of a shelter for battered women, descnbing the sentencin,g in a domestic violence 
case, reported that the judge •turned to the victirn, who had chosen to be present for the hearing, 
and stated that if he could he would sentence her to counseling."22 In another case involving a 
victim of domestic violence who had killed her abusive husband, allegedly in self-defense, the judge 
reportedly stated, "I'm going to sentence you to life in the state correction facility as an example 
for other battered women so that they will leave their husbands.•zs These judicial responses suggest 
strongly the absence of a realistic understanding of the psychological consequences of battering. 

"Victims habitually lie or exaggerate about the extent of the violence" 
The Task Force received reports that the courts raise unwarranted questions about the credibility 
of the victim.34 A woman testified that she had suffered physical and mental abuse during 23 years 
of marriage and that the judge in her divorce case "told her that he thought she was lying and that 
he could not believe that her husband, an upstanding citizen, would beat her unless she 'bad it 
coming . ...zs This attitude on the part of some judges was confirmed by an experienced family law 
practitioner, who stated, "No lawyer wants to take a case where the husband is beating her (the 
wife] up. It is a pain in the neck and you don't get paid because you don•t have the judges listeninl 
to you and the other lawyers just pooh-pooh it ... The older the client the less credibility she has." 

The Response or Che Courts to Domestic Ylolenq 

Legislative History 
Since 1978, the Michigan legislature has enacted six statutes addressing the issue of domestic 
violence. They provide for the following: 

warrantless arrests by law enforcement officers in cases where they have reasonable 
cause to believe that domestic assault has occurred; (MCLA 764. lSa;MSA 28.874(1)) 

issuance of protective orders against a spouse, former spouse, co-habitant or former 
cohabitant, and the filing of the proof of service with local law enforcement; warrantless 
arrest for violation of these orders; (MCLA 764.tSb; MSA 28.874(~)); (MCLA 600.2950; 
MSA 27A.2950) 

24 



reponing and documentation of domestic assault crimes in the State; (MCLA 28.257; MSA 
4.469 (57)) . 

special probation and counseling for assailants; and (MCLA 769.4a; MSA 28.1076(1)) 

creation of the Domestic Violence Prevention and Treatment Board, funding of shelter 
programs and mandatory notice to victims of the availability of such resources. (MCI.A 
400.1501 et seq.; MSA 16.611(1) et seq.); (MClA 764.lSc; MSA 28.874(3)) 

These laws, the work of such organizations as the Domestic Violence Prevention and Treatment 
Board and the Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence and the increased awareness of the 
public cost of domestic crime have enhanced the state's ability to provide services and protection 
to domestic violence victims and families. They establish a meaningful statutory and administrative 
framework with which to counter domestic violence in Michigan. It is in complying with the spirit 
of the legislation and consistency in its application that the justice system often fails.%7 

A domestic violence victim is offered several legal options. They include: suing for legal separation 
or divorce; petitioning for emergency injunctive relief/civil order of protection; and pursuing 
criminal charges, i.e., assault and battery, aggravated assault or felony assaults. The Task Force 
finds that there is general confusion within the court system about these different civil and criminal 
procedures. Many judges, lawyers and prosecutors apparently believe that victims must choose a 
single remedy. 

Reliance upon criminal sanctions serves the interest of the people by invoking public policy against 
violent conduct. The criminal justice system provides a mechanism to punish the assailant. Civil 
procedure provides a mechanism to facilitate the woman's separation and future protection from 
the abuser. Punishment and prevention are not usually exclusive, and there is no justification for 
forcing a woman to choose one over ~e other. 

Civil Orders of Protec:t1on/ Abuse 11\Junctlon 
In Michigan, a victim of domestic violence may seek relief from abuse by petitioning for a civil 
order of protection.• In most circumstances it is necessary for •an attorney to prepare and file a 
petition to the court to obtain an injunction•.• A protective order or injunction is generally 
effective for one year from the filing date, the maximum permitted under the statute. 

A victim of domestic violence must overcome several obstacles to get a civil order of protection in 
this state. Access to legal assistance presents a significant difficulty for the victim of domestic 
violence. Women, who generally have fewer financial resources and must often rely on their male 
partner for support, are often unable to afford legal assistance or to support themselves and their 
children outside the abusive home. Reduction in legal aid services due to federal funding cutbacks 
further limits the availability of legal representation. The Task Force received testimony that the 
financial vulnerability of the victim is a key factor in preventing access to the court and counsel'° 
An attorney who handles many domestic violence cases stated: -Tue economic disparity between 
men and women in these situations has effectively made women powerless in obtaining court 
assistance. 1131 

Another obstacle to obtaining a civil order of protection is the time it takes. The Task Force heard 
testimony about the long delay before some requested injunctions become effective. One witness 
told of disparities across Michigan with regard to the availability of a~ injunctions; •the judges 
and the courts are giving assailants extra shots at their victims by not giving these injunctions a 
Rifil•.» 

The lack of uniform procedures for obtaining an injunction is also a barrier which victims of 
domestic violence face when approaching the courts for help. The Task Force was told of one 
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judge who would not issue a TRO because the wife was in a shelter.SJ An attorney stated that, 
"'There is far too much variance from circuit to circ111it, and from judge to judge regarding these 
matters.11>4 Several attorneys and professionals in the field who work in multi-judge courts or in 
multi-county jurisdictions expressed a need for consistent and clear guidelines governing the 
issuance of injunctions. In some jurisdictions, circuit judges have refused to issue any injunctive 
orders containing criminal contempt language as a matter of express court policy.15 In others, 
injunctions are limited by local court rule to less than the permissible statutory maximum of one 
year. This causes the victim to incur additional ~ense and more court appearances when 
protection is required for longer than 90 or 180 days. 

In testimony to the Michigan Department of Civil Rights Task Force, Crime Victims Compensation 
Board, Director Robert Fullwood high.lighted the difficulty facing the homemaker who is a victim 
of domestic violence. Existing statutes authorizing compensation to victims make no provision for 
the economic protection of a woman who does not leave the home.'7 His recommendation was that 
the current "summary exclusion of direct compensation payments to victims residing in the same 
household as the person criminaJly responsible for the crime, be eliminated . ... The broad exclusion 
now exercised under the statute may have the unintended and reverse effect of increasing a victim's 
financial dependence upon the offender, thus, perpetuating the abusive relationship . ..,. Also, the 
Task Force was told that some judges are unwilling to remove a batterer from the home. One 
attorney testified that, "In my experience, the axiom that 'a man's home is his castle' is given a 
sanctity and inviolability that it does not deserve.• 

Mutual orders of protection are sometimes concurrently issued, ostensibly to prevent harassment 
or assault between two parties. Often these orders are entered by judges without prior notice to 
the party petitioning for an order of protection, and despite the fact the defendant has not sought 
an order. The issuance of mutual orders of protection implies that both parties have acted 
violently, even though there is no proof of such behavior by the petitioner. 

Enforcement or Civil Orders of Protection 
Once a civil order of protection has been granted, the victim of domestic violence must further 
overcome the many obstacles which intedere with the enforcement of the order. Proceedings for 
violating a "civil" order of contempt because of spouse abuse are usually "criminal" in nature 
because the sanction imposed is punishment for a violation of a court order. The Task Force has 
been provided copies of administrative orders which prohibit the use of criminal contempt language 
in orders issued pursuant to MCLA 600.2950; MSA 27A2950; MSA 25.94; and MCLA 552.14. This 
practice limits the effectiveness of these orders. . Additionally, some attorneys have indicated 
concern at being placed in the position of "prosecuting" criminal contempt violations although they 
are representing the victim in the civil divorce case. A representative of a large legal services office 
stated: "('The victim does not] get the same protection from the Prosecutor that [the victim] would 
get from other crimes.'"° She based this statement on the disparity in e:xpenbe of counsel. expense 
to the victim and impact on a jury or judge. 

Separation or Divorce 
In 1978 the Michigan legislature enacted legislation creating a spouse abuse injunction which was 
available only to victims who were filing for a dissolution of marriage. This provision was expanded 
in 1983 to make the injunction available to all victims regardless of marital status, so long as the 
victim and assailant resided together at some time. Yet, despite the intent of the law, there is 
evidence that some members of the legal system are unwilling to file for a spouse abuse injunction 
where divorce is not contemplated. 
A representative of a domestic violence program testified that "many attorneys will not, as a matter 
of course, do orders of protection ... without an actual divorce proceeding being started".41 

A major concern for a victim of domestic violence seeking a separation or divorce is her personal 
safety. Expens testified that the violence in the home often escalates at the very time that the 
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victim makes the first step toward tennination of the relationship.42 It is at this point that a victim 
needs to be assured that the court will support her efforts with quick and certain action. Lengthy 
delays in holdings hearings pending confusing negotiations over property. custody and interim 
support all serve to interfere with proper protection for the victim. 

Custody /Visitation Issues 
The battered spouse seeking a divorce may encounter extreme manipulation by the batterer 
concerning custody and/ or visitation of the children. Again, this is an area where a domestic 
violence victim may find herself in an unfair bargaining position unless the judge, referee and 
attorneys understand the dynamics of the violent relationship. The batterer may use flight to a 
shelter, lack of financial resources and fear as leverage with which to seek custody of the children 
or expanded visitation rights. One victim testified that she was advised by her attorney to drop 
f elomous assault charges against her husband lest the judge put her children in foster care.43 A 
friend of the court referee stated he did not think there would be problems with unsupervised 
visitation with a batterer since once the parties were apart the violence would probably stop ... 
Several women testified that custody of the children was given to the batterer, sometimes by an g 
~order. In one instance it was reported that an abusive husband was awarded custody because 
he bad "a stable income" .45 

Other allegations brought to the attention of the Task Force include reports of referees not 
allowing advocates for battered women to stay in the bearing room during custody / visitation 
determinations* and reports of judges and friend of the court referees minimizing or ignoring the 
consequences of the violent relationship on the children in the home." In one instance a judge 
referred to a husband's physical abuse as "misbehavior".~ 

There are no direct references to the violent tendencies or actions in a party in the statutory 
requirement to be considered by the judge in making custody decisions,• although with respect to 
visitation. the law has been recently amended to permit the court to consider "the reasonable 
likelihood of abuse of a parent resulting from the exercise of visitation".'° In responding to the 
question whether "Incidence of domestic violence are valid reasons to withhold child custody or 
visitation", 30.5% of judges responded "usually or always" while 50.8% said "sometimes". 

Medlatlon/Conclllatlon Procedures 
An additional concern exists in counties that utilize mediation as an alternative dispute resolution 
method in domestic relations cases. Abused women should not be placed in the position of 
mediating any issue with their abusers as they are unable to participate in such negotiations as an 
equal and free bargainer. The threat to her own safety and that of her children, and the history 
of manipulation and violence, make it impossible for a victim of domestic violence adequately to 
protect her own interests. Maryland bas enacted legislation which specifically prohibits mediation 
"in any case where there is a genuine issue of physical or sexual abuse of a party or child..si Th.is 
requires two levels of system response: first. early identification and diversion of domestic violence 
cases from mediation. and second. training of mediators in the identification of domestic violence 
cases so that they will recognize the need for diversion after mediation bas begun. 

Criminal Promdlnp 

Domestic violence is a crime equivalent to physical and/or sexual assault occurring between 
strangers. The criminal justice system has several layers of officials with discretionary powers • law 
enforcement officers, prosecutors, judges and probation officers. H any of them is personally 
misinformed about the characteristics of domestic violence, cases of domestic violence may either 
escape the criminal justice system entirely or may be trivialized. When violence occurs within a 
marriage or other intimate relationship, the victim bas the right to rely on effective criminal justice 
intervention against the aggressor. 
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Prosecution of the Domestic Violence case 
Although many prosecutors have exhibited increasing sensitivity to gender issues, particularly in 
domestic violence cases, much remains to be accomplished. Despite the fact that domestic violence 
is a crime, some prosecutors believe that these incidents should be left to social service agencies 
or domestic relations courts for resolution.si The Task Force recognizes that issues such as 
attrition, availability of evidence and victim credibility are very real problems in the prosecution of 
domestic violence cases.$J However, domestic violence is no less a crime because it is hard to 
prosecute. 

The Michigan Department of Civil Rights Task Force on Domestic Violence, in cooperation with 
the Domestic Violence Treatment and Prevention Board and the Task Force, conducted a survey 
of all police agencies, county sheriffs and prosecutors in Michigan. Its purpose was to capture 
statistics and obtain copies of policies on domestic violence which are required to be maintained 
under Michigan law. A review of the statistics collected from prosecutors' offices is informative. 

Thirty-seven out of eighty-three surveys sent to county prosecutors were returned, a 30% response 
rate. Eighty-six percent of those responding had not established written policies or procedures 
concerning the handling of domestic violence cases. Only eight percent of those responding keep 
statistics on the number of domestic violence cases referred. In 1987 they reported only 18 cases 
referred. Sixteen percent of the offices keep statistics on the number of cases in which charges 
were brought; 210 total cases were reported in 1987. Out of those 210 cases, a total of 92 resulted 
in some form of adjudication, including 25 in which the assailant received jail time. Ninety-four 
defendants were placed in pre-trial diversion and the charges were dropped against 17 others. 

Concerns about the consistency of policy and the uniformity of standards were raised. One director 
of a program servicing five counties outlined differences in approaches taken by each of the five 
prosecutors. These included allowing the victim to withdraw the complaint, allowing the charges 
to be dropped only after contact of a shelter for education, prosecuting victims for filing false police 
reports, recruiting a police officer to sign the complaint and using a "no-drop" provision for all 
domestic violence complaints.$6 

The most serious concern for prosecutors is the frequency with which victims of abuse drop charges 
or fail to appear in court for trial or preliminary hearing.ss Reasons for the dropping of charges 
may include: fear of reprisal by the batterer; failure to understand the justice system; the difficulty 
of testifying; and emotional or economic attachment to the batterer.56 Prosecutors may anticipate 
case attrition and discourage victims of abuse from filing criminal charges by insisting upon a 
•cooling off' period. One prosecuting attorney noted that, WJ:be consensus of the system was that 
these were people that were going to back out. All you have to do is give it ten days. And most 
of the time that would happen.ld7 As a result, prosecutors would "systematically set out to 
discourage them from prosecuting to prevent them from getting to court on criminal cases." 

N~ policies have been adopted by some counties to reduce the number of charges being 
withdrawn in domestic violence cases. This has bcren accomplished by means of a "no-drop" policy 
which requires the police officer, not the victim, to sign a criminal compla.int once charges have 
been filed. The responsibility to press fotward with charges then rests upon the prosecutor or 
police officer, thus reducing the threat of retaliation by the batterer against the v!ctim.51 

Many criminal cases involving domestic violence are said to be charged below the proper level. 
Many assault and battery charges involve documented injuries and should have been charged as 
•w:avated assaults. Similarly, assaults with weapons are sometimes charged as misdemeanors.'9 
~attonal Crime Survey data show that one·third of domestic violence incidents against women, 
mcluding rape, robbery and aggravated assault, were considered to be felonies, while two.thirds 
were classified as a misdemeanor·level simple assault. However, victim injury occurred at nearly 
the same rate in both classes of crime-in forty.two percent of simple assault cases and in thirty-
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six percent of felonies and •as many as half of all incidents of domestic violence that police would 
classify as misdemeanors are as serious as or more serious than ninety percent of all the violent 
crimes that police would classify as felonies.,.., 

One enforcement problem appears to result from the practice of some prosecutors to authorize 
peace bonds in domestic violence situations rather than to issue criminal charges.' 1 These bonds 
sometimes offer little deterrent to further abuse of a victim. A batterer may be willing to accept 
the monetary loss in exchange for the opportunity to retaliate physically against the victim in an 
abusive manner. 

Judicial ConsldentJons 
Conditional bonds prohibiting contact between the assailant and the alleged victim are not 
consistently used during the pendency of the criminal proceedings. Such a conditional bond delivers 
a message to the defendant that such behavior is unacceptable and makes it possible to revoke the 
bond and incarcerate the defendant if the condition is violated. This is an important early message 
to give the defendant and assures the victim that the system will respond clearly and meaningfully 
to the situation. 

Victims, their lawyers and their advocates lose confidence in the legal system when prosecution is 
inconsistent, courtroom interaction is degrading. suestions are uninformed and cases are prolonged 
though continuances and unnecessary delays. These actions all communicate a lack of 
understanding of the dynamics of domestic violence."' 

According to Task Force surveys, the Michigan judicial system does not uniformly hold assailants 
accountable for their conduct. A total of twenty-three percent blieve that defendants in domestic 
violence cases are "sometimes" or "usually" released on their own recognizance where other 
misdemeanor offenders are not. Approximately twenty-six percent (26.2%) responded "seldom", 
and approximately twenty-six percent (26.2%) responded •never". This view was supported by a 
Saginaw witness who noted that •one of our district judges recently made a statement, during a 
public forum, that he questions sending a batterer for help because ' they don't think that they are 
guilty.,,... Judicial response is especially critical to deterring future misconduct. If jail is used to 
enforce probation orders for counseling. recidivism can be reduced. Studies demonstrate that 
batterers subject to jail are more likely to change their behavior.415 

Denial of responsibility by the defendant for his actions is a characteristic of assaultive behavior 
(similar to the substance abuser). Batterers consistently minimize the severity of the assault, and 
blame others. To be effective, the judge must respond by emphasizing that it is the violence by the 
batterer which is the problem, not the actions of the victim or the quality of the relationship.• 
Counseling for alcoholism may also be necessary. Some counties have special group counseling 
available for batterers and require an initial assessment to determine the need for individual 
counseling." 

Stringent conditions for completing counseling programs should be attached to any delay in 
sentencing. These conditions must be consistently enforced (by imposing sentence) if the defendant 
fails to complete the program or commits another assault. A "special probation" status is currently 
available for defendants in domestic assault cases which also diverts the defendant from the system. 
However, since no determination of guilt is necessary, if the probation conditions are violated, the 
case is back to a pre-trial status. Also such •special probation• is available ~ to the defendant. 
Recognizing that jail overcrowding may seriously limit this option, the Task Force believes that a 
delay of sentence is a more effective vehicle to use in first off ender cases. 
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The Task Force concludes that the legal system does not always respond adequately to the concerns 
of domestic violence victims by providing effective protection from their assailants or imposing 
appropriate sentencing conditions. A conscious effort must be made by the courts to convince 
assailants and the community that battering is criminal conduct which will not be tolerated. 

WOMEN AS CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS 
IN VICTIM·PRECIPITATED HOMICIDES 

A victim-precipitated homicide occurs when a woman, after prolonged domestic abuse or sexual 
attack. defends herself or her children by killing her assaultive intimate partner. According to the 
National Center on Women and Family Law, approximately twenty percent of all homicides occur 
within the family and over one·half of those invo~e one spouse killing the other. Although 
husbands and wives kill each other with almost equal frequency (52% to 48%)," wives are 
motivated by self-defense almost seven times more frequently th.an husbands.• 

The tragic reality, often referred to as the "battered woman syndrome•, is that a battered woman 
•unprotected by an ineffective legal network, often sees no choice but to kill or be killed."'° When 
the woman stops the man herself, she is likely to find that the criminal justice system is a powerful 
instrument of law and order and the same sex biases that earlier denied her protection now ensure 
her prosecution.71 

Women charged in the death of a mate have the least extensive prior criminal record of any female 
offenders. However, they often face harsher penalties than men who kill their mates. FBI statistics 
demonstrate that fewer men are charged with first- or second-degree murder for killing a woman 
they have known than are women who kill a man they have known. And women convicted of these 
murders are frequently sentenced to longer prison terms than are men.12 

Discussion of the topic of victim-precipitated homicides with respect to the Michigan court system 
is necessarily limited by the small number of recently reported Michigan cases of this type available 
to the Task Force. The conclusions and recommendations made in this Section are based upon a 
study prepared by Dawn Van Hoek, witnesses at hearings and, to the limited extent detailed in 
following section, testimony at a hearing held at Huron Valley Correctional Institute. Ms. Van 
Hoek, the Director of the Legal Resources Project of the State Appellate Def ender Office, has 
practiced criminal appellate law since 1976. In preparing her report she selected a cross·section 
of cases handled by the State Appellate Def ender Office as representative of the problems which 
arise in victim-precipitated homicides. The cases come from different parts of the state and were 
pr?secuted from 1980 to the present. All summaries of the cases were taken from public records, 
pr~arily appellate briefs and opinions. Their common th.read is the claim of self-defense and the 
existence of an abusive relationship between the parties. 

Buron valley Correctional Institute Headne 

At a special hearing held at the Huron Valley Correctional Institute on June 26, 1989, members of 
the Task Force heard testimony from seven women who had been convicted of murder or 
manslaughter for killing men with whom they alleged they had abusive relationships. The decision 
to hear testimony from incarcerated felons was unusual. Although New York conducted a special 
study of incarcerated women in 1987, few gender bias task forces have sought information from this 
source. Recognizing that testimony of convicted felons may be subject to criticism on various levels, 
the Task Force nevertheless determined that this information should be considered together with 
a:pebec n. testimony and research on this aspect of domestic violence. It decided that women who have 

n involved in the criminal justice system under these circumstances and, indeed, have been 
severel}: aff ecte~ by it th.rough their incarceration, should have the opportunity to report their 
perceptions of disparate treatment. · 
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The women who testified were carefully screened and counselled prior to and after the hearing to 
avoid unreasonable expectations or adverse personal response. Most of them had no prior criminal 
record. Whlle the facts pertaining to each of their cases differed considerably, they all testified to 
certain common themes and wues. Their testimony was compelling. The concerns identified by 
the women at Huron Valley appear to be consistent with those problems identified by the experts 
in the literature, as well as by Michigan attorneys who have been involved in cases of this type. 

Attitudes Which Affect Decisions In 
Vlctlm-Predpltated Homicides 

Displays of aggression or violence arc frequently regarded as incompatible with the accepted 'role 
of women in our society. The stereotypic expectation is that a truly "feminine" woman should be 
soft-spoken, non-assertive and vulnerable. W)len a woman fails to live up to those expectations, the 
system may respond more severely. For example, a 64-year old battered woman defendant, 
convicted in 1986 for the manslaughter of her husband, was sentenced to 10-15 years in prison. 
The judge in this case departed from the sentencing guidelines and apparently intended to send a 
message to the community "to stop this wholesale sort of killing."73 In another case in 1987, where 
the defendant was kicked, handcuffed and sodomized by the father of her two children shortly 
before she committed the killing for which she was convicted of manslaughter, the Court departed 
from the sentencing guidelines and sentenced her to 8-15 years in prison. The Court said at 
sentencing that the defendant -Was caught up in a lifestyle, which she remained in by her own 
choosing" and "deprive[d) her two children of their natural father ... .,. 

Another prejudicial attitude which may affect the ability of a woman to defend herself against 
criminal charges rising out of a domestic homicide is the expectation that she is at fault for not 
removing herself from the home or the relationship in the face of escalating threats and violence. 
Judges must have an understanding of the "battered women's syndrome" discussed above as well 
as the fear and vulnerability that women experience in violent situations. When evidence of these 
factors is not presented, the claim of self-defense is undermined.'" An attorney who had used the 
battered spouse syndrome to buttress a self-defense claim for a young woman who shot her live
in companion told the Task Force: 

At the conclusion of all the proofs in this case, I remember listening carefully to 
what the judge was saying. [He] continually said, why this woman didn't leave this 
battering relationship. He kept saying over and over again, if it was really as bad 
as all this, why wouldn't this lady leave? 

I think there is also a hidden message to all this. I think there is a suggestion in not 
leaving. she was somehow blameworthy; by some sense, her refusing to leaving an 
abusive situation, she was asking for what she got. 

When I heard the judge say that, when he devated the question why she refused to 
leave the situation, I knew the case was gone. I knew he didn't understand the 
defcnse.76 

ApplicabWty of self-defense 

Leal Issues Which Affect Decisions 
In Victim-Precipitated Homicides 

Traditionally, the defense of self-defense exonerates a person who kills in the honest and 
reasonable belief that doing so was necessary to prevent his or her own death or serious injury.77 

In battering situations, however, the murder may not occur until hours or days after the last violent 
attack. Thus, traditional principles of self-defense would lead to the conclusion that the battered 
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woman could not have reasonably believed that she was in imminent danger at the time of the 
homicide. 

Many jurisdictions have allowed expert testimony on the "battered woman's syndrome" to explain 
why the behavior of battered women is at variance with assumptions about ordinary behavior, 
thereby establishing a basis for a jury determination that a defendant perceived herself to be in 
imminent danger at the time of a killing which was committed in self-defense.71 No Michigan 
appellate cases have been identified which admit or reject the applicability of the "battered woman's 
syndrome" to self-defense cases involving prolonged prior battering. According to authorities, 
battered women usually have come to regard the final beating (or threat of beating) preceding the 
killing as somehow more serious and dangerous than any other. They become convinced that they 
will be killed or very seriously injured unless they do something to save themselves.'7P 

Use of dececlent•a propensity and reputation for violence 
Because self-defense is based on the subjective state of mind of the defendant at the time of the 
homicide (i.e. whether the defendant honestly believed she was in imminent danger of death or 
serious bodily harm), evidence of the defendant's knowledge of the victim's violent character and 
specific acts of violence known to the defendant is relevant to show the subjective nature of her 
belief and is clearly admissible.80 In cases in which evidence of the battered woman's syndrome is 
not offered, the relevance of the victim's prior violent acts and reputation may be overlooked. In 
one Michigan case an instruction on decedent's past acts of violence and general reputation for 
cruelty and violence was omitted.11 

No duty to retreat from home 
A defendant claiming self-defense has no duty to retreat or flee from her home if attacked by 
anyone, whether it be an intruder or other occupant of the house.12 In one Michigan case, however, 
the Court told the defendant that "common sense and decency" would have compelled her to leave 
after the decedent said he was going for his gun.11 Similarly, a woman in another case who killed 
a man after he had handcuffed and sodomized her was told by the Court that she had had the 
capability to leave the home when handcuffs were removed ... 

Self-defense against semal assault 
Although killing in self-defense is recognized to be appropriate when there exists a reasonable fear 
of imminent death or serious bodily injury,*' the applicable jury instruction does not identify violent 
sexual assault as "serious bodily injury." Several homicide cases were identified in w~ch the women 
alleged that they acted in self-defense against sexual assault but the jury was not instructed that 
deadly force may be used to repel sexual assault.16 

J>rosec:utodal Conduct 

One major concern involves the prosecutor's decision at the outset as to what offense should be 
charged. As Van Hoek notes, •When a death results, that charge often is 'open' or first degree 
murder. If facts suggesting that the defendant acted in self-defense are known, however, that 
charge may be highly inappropriate . .., For example, one woman told the Task Force that her 
assailant was killed in a struggle with her for a rifle after he had broken into her home, held her 
and her 10-month-old daughter hostage for over 24 hours, repeatedly raped and beat her, even 
urinated on her, and physically injured the baby. She was charged with first degree murder.• 

Defense Rurmntatlon 

A defendant may encounter substantial difficulties with her own defense <:e>unsel, if defense counsel 
fails to develop adequately a self-defense claim for the defendant.• For example, Van Hoek 
~escribes the case of a woman who, "after suffering years of serious and documented abuse, 
including an incident the day before the killing in which the police were called, .. .found herself in 
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mortal combat with her common-law husband. Despite this, trial counsel failed to bring in 
witnesses to corroborate the previous abuse, and failed to bring in expert evidence to explain why, 
as a battered woman, defendant did not leave the relationship."'° 

An advocate for battered women described to the Task Force a case with which she was familiar 
involving a woman who was repeatedly beaten for over ten years. She left her husband and moved 
into her own apartment, but he continued to beat her. Finally she obtained a gun. When he next 
broke into her apartment, she killed him. Her attorney reportedly advised the woman to plead 
guilty to second-degree murder because the prosecutor would recommend probation. She pleaded 
guilty as recommended and was sentenced to life in prison.' 1 

The failure of defense counsel to explain and utilize the battered woman syndrome as a legitimate 
defense tactic may be fatally damagmg to the defendant's case. A woman who responds to threats 
and violence from an unarmed assailant by utilizing a weapon may perceive that her only options 
for safety are to frighten or disable her assailant permanently and effectively. In this instance, 
expert testimony needs to be presented to establish that deadly results may occur simply because 
women are more likely to utilize weapons against men to compensate for their physical 
disadvantage and their heightened sense of vulnerability. 

$cntencing 

Perhaps the most difficult problem in cases involving battered women concerns the sentences 
imposed. In some cases, the sentencing judge deviates from the sentencing guidelines and imposes 
a harsher sentence. For instance, one woman who was convicted of second degree murder after 
a struggle with her violent husband over a gun told the Task Force that the Court said he was going 
to sentence her to life in the state correctional facility •as an example for other battered women so 
that they will leave their husbands.1192 In another case, the Court imposed a sentence considerably 
higher than that recommended by the guidelines where open murder was charged and a 
manslaughter verdict returned, although the Court acknowledged that the defendant had been 
exposed to repeated physical and sexual assaults.93 

In another case, the Court exceeded the guidelines and imposed a sentence of 10-15 years on 64 
year old woman with no prior record. The guidelines recommended a 1-5 year minimum for 
manslaughter... In a case involving a woman convicted of second degree murder for the death of 
her abusive husband, the judge exceeded the standard guidelines by imposing a sentence of 50-75 
years." 

Although mitigating variables (i.e. avoiding harm, provocation, passion and mistake/inadvertence) 
were factored into the sentencing guidelines prior to 1988, they have now been eliminated. 
Therefore, the guidelines no longer permit the sentencing court to take into consideration the 
circumstances which are so often present in these cases. 
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WOMEN AS VICTIMS OF SEXUAL ASSAULT 

Sexual assault is any form of sexual conduct to which a victim is subjected without consent and 
which is imposed by threat, deception or physical violence. It includes rape, child sexual abuse, 
incest, date and acquaintance rape, marital rape, same-sex assault, sexual harassment, indecent 
exposure and other sex offenses defined in the Michigan Code of Criminal Sexual Conduct.'6 In 
one national study, 44% or four out of every ten women surveyed reported having experienced at 
least one attempted or completed rape.97 

According to the Michigan Uniform Crime Report, there were 6,370 reported rapes and attempted 
rapes in Michigan in 1988. Of those, 2030 resulted in arrests." Between the years 1983 and 1988 
the likelihood that a citizen of this state could be the .victim of rape increased from 49 in every 
100,000 to 70 in every 100,000 • a 42.9% increase over a five year period. These figures relate only 
the most serious sexual crime • rape • and do not include other crunes involving sexual penetration 
or unpermitted sexual touching. Moreover, they undoubtedly understate the number of actual 
incidents. The FBI reports that sexual assault is one of the most seriously unreported crimes. It 
is estimated that only about one in ten cases is ever officially brought to the attention of the 
authorities.99 

The Task Force received information from citizens and from lawyers and other professionals with 
experience in this area and also reviewed published data and articles on the subject. The Task 
Force relied particularly on the material presented by the Sexual Assault Network of Michigan in 
making its findings and conclusions. That testimony demonstrated that in addition to experiencing 
significant physical and emotional trauma resulting from the sexual assault itself, the victim 
experiences an increasing sense of frustration and anger arising out of the handling of the matter 
in the court system. 

Mkhlpn Criminal Sexual Conduct Statute 

Effective in 1974, the Michigan Criminal Sexual Conduct Code has had a positive impact on the 
prosecution of perpetrators. Besides prohibiting the use of prior sexual history as evidence, the 
statute also established a degree structure for the crime, eliminated resistance and consent 
standards and extended coverage to previously unprotected groups.100 A model for the rest of the 
country, Michigan's law provides a viable and valuable tool for the successful prosecution and 
conviction of sexual off enders. Yet, laws can only be effective if they are consistently applied. 
Jeanne Marsh, in her book Rape and the Limits of the Law, states, 

While the form and substance of interactions within this (justice) system are shaped 
by statutes and case law, as well as by organizational policies, the expectations of 
judges, attorneys and police officers for each other are by far the most influential 
force determining case outcome.101 

The Task Force has concluded that some participants in the justice system do not understand or 
accept the spirit of the reforms reflected in Michigan's Criminal Sexual Conduct Code. Despite the 
frequency and severity of the sexual assaultive crime, some judges, attorneys and court personnel 
appear uninformed, misinformed or simply insensitive to the needs of sexual assault victims.1oa This 
results in serious and frustrating obstacles for the victims. 
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Attitudes which AITect the Judicial System's 
Besp<>nse to Sexual Assault · 

Despite the significant progress made toward reform in the law governing rape and the escalating 
concern with the victim's rights103 there remain many cultural stereotypes and myths about the 
nature of rape, its perpetrators and its victims. These attitudes limit the effectiveness of the 
protection provided by law and increase the reluctance on the part of the victim to report and 
participate in the prosecution of sex crimes. These attitudes include the following: 

Semal assault Is a temal aime of passion and not mlence. 
It is a popular belief that sexual assault is not an intentional crime in the same sense that murder 
or robbery are crimes. There is a tendency to believe that sexual assault is merely the result of 
passion, deprivation or frustration. In reality, sexual assault is a crime of violence committed by 
males wishln! to •exert power and control over the victim through the use of violence and 
humiliation•.1 Failure to treat sexual assaults as the serious crimes they are is reflected in 
testimony presented to the Task Force that some judges, attorneys and court personnel characterize 
these cases as •juicy", sexually exciting or somehow more interesting than others. This reflects 
sexism and trivializes the victim's need to have the assault treated seriously.105 

1be victim or a sexual assault Invites or deserves the abuse and the victim's past behavior and 
character are relevant to the Issue or the guilt or the assailant. 
The view that rape is a crime of sex and not of violence further focuses attention toward the action, 
motivations and character of the victim rather than the assailant. Societal expectations that a 
woman who does not conform to traditional notions of female chastity and virginal behavior must 
in some way have •asked for it• may be the basis for courtroom examinations and arguments and 
jury decision-making. 

In reviewing some of the more prominent trial practice manuals of recent decades, the New York 
Task Force found that "judges like all members of the legal profession, have not only been exposed 
to cultural myths about rape victims, but have been taught that 'prosecuting attorneys must 
continually be on guard for the charge of sex offense brought by the spumed female that has as its 
underlying basis a desire for revenge, or a blackmail or shakedown scheme.-106 

While the credibility of the victim is always an issue, there may be the perception that rape victims, 
unlike other victims, are initially misrepresenting the circumstances surrounding the crime and that 
the burden is upon them to convince the court and the jury that they did not in some way 
contnbute to their own assault. In this way, criminal sexual conduct victims may be held to a higher 
or inappropriate burden to prove their own credtbility. 

A victim must resist sexual assaults to the utmost. 
Until recently, the law in most states, including Michigan, required that a rape victim prove her 
resistance to her attacker. These requirements were abandoned in recognition of the reality that 
women were risking greater injury or death in futile attempts to repel attackers to "prove• that they 
did not consent to the assault. Yet, vestiges of this abandoned requirement remain in attitudes on 
the part of some that unless a woman shows that she has suffered significant physical injury and 
has fought her assailant, she could not have been raped. 

1be Judicial System's Response to Sexual Assault cases 

Prosecution and Pre-trial Issues 
The creation of specialized prosecution units for the handling of criminal sexual conduct cases may 
minimize the trauma and difficulties experienced by the victim of sexual assault. The Michigan 
Victim Witness Program is a resource for such a coordinated effort and is mandated under the 
Crime Victims Act. The prosecutor's office is also required to provide detailed information to the 
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victim about the hearing process and the resources available to the victim and to discuss with the 
victim any decision short of proceeding to trial, whether by dismissal, plea or sentence negotiation. 

A director of a victim witness program testified about several concerns regarding the process 
leading up to trial. He suggested that the victim's interests may not be taken into account when 
cases are scheduled even though the defendant is given that consideration. He also asserted that 
no-contact bonds are not used consistently and, even when they are used, they are not enforced 
adequately.107 

C.oartroom Treatment and the Credibility of the Victim 
No other single topic related to criminal sexual conduct dominated the Task Force's investigation 
as much as the negative ramifications arising from inappropriate questions about the victim's past 
se:xual history.109 Susan Estrich, in her book Real Rape. asserts, 

In a general sense, the belief that a woman's sexual past is relevant to her complaint 
of rape reflects, as does the resistance requirement, the law's punitive celebration 
of female chastity and its unwillingness to protect women who lack its version of 
virtue.109 

• 

Under Michigan's Criminal Sexual Conduct statute any "evidence of prior sexual conduct with 
persons other than the accused" is prohibited due to its "irrelevant" and "prejudicial" nature. 110 

Michigan Rules of Evidence allow for the entry of evidence of "specific instances of sexual activity 
showing the source or origin of semen, pregnancy or disease."111 

Some judges tolerate questions addressed to the victim's past sexual behavior. A recent study 
which reported that "nearly half of the defense attorneys and rape crisis center staff (surveyed) said 
that judges allow this testimony 'sometimes' or 'frequently'."112 Even when a prosecutor successfully 
objects to questions concerning a victim's past sexual history, the sustaining of the objection does 
not eradicate the damage already done.113 The Sexual Assault Information Network of Michigan 
(•SAINM") suggests that inappropriate questioning may in part be due to confusion on the part of 
some judges, prosecutors and defense attorneys about the difference between the current criminal 
sexual conduct statute and the previous (pre-1974) rape laws.11

' 

The Task Force received testimony that some defense counsel engage in repetitive badgering of a 
witness or use delaying tactics as a means to harass the victim. us 

C.Ourt Facilltles and Administration 
Many courts in Michigan do not possess the facilities necessary to provide separate waiting areas 
for victims. During testimony in Grand Rapids, it was reported that, "There are courthouses in this 
~unty that, if you went in as a victim of a domestic violence situation or sexual assault, you could 
still be sitting across from the perpetrator."116 Placing the victim in this setting may make her 
vulnerable to intimidation, stress and fear of the process. 

Vktlms 
Vi<;tims may feel confused or alienated by the court system. The law requires the victims receive 
assistance, notification and an opportunity to appear at court hearings. However, testimony before 
the Task Force indicated this was not being done everywhere. A shelter director's statement "not 
one wo!llan (was] given [this notification]" would indicate a need to reconsider this procedure and 
dctenrune whether courts should be providing victims with procedural information. 117 

Ju.ror Involvement 
ln some instances, juror bias may negatively affect a victim. As with domestic violence cases, some 
common societal attitudes and stereotypes may reinforce the idea that a woman invites and 
deserves abuse.11

• Some studies indicate that juries not only tend to be biased against rape case 
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prosecutions, but 'Will go to great lengths to be lenient with defendants if there is any suggestion 
of 'contributory behavior' on the part of the victim".119 

SAINM submitted testimony involving a woman who was sexually assaulted by her ex-husband while 
picking up Christmas presents for their children. Agreeing to drink on social terms, the woman was 
drugged by the assailant and abused over the course of several hours: 

This was a strong case, in part strengthened by the existence of a tape recording of 
the assault made by the defendant, which was played in court as evidence. Despite 
hearing the tape, recorded graphic details of the vicious assault, which included the 
use of several objects to penetrate the victim, the jury acquitted the defendant.ui 

Such a verdict seems to reflect a disturbing juror attitude that the victim deserved or encouraged 
the assault simply because she accepted a social invitation or that the assailant was entitled to 
commit violent acts upon his ex-wile. 

The Task Force was informed that "jurors who are predisposed to doubt women who say they have 
been raped may wrongly consider a victim's lack of 'resistance to the utmosf to be a sign of 
consent".111 

Sentencing 
Another problem which arises in criminal sexual conduct cases has to do with lenient sentencing. 
There may be many reasons for a judge to hand down an inappropriately lenient sentence: 
misplaced optimism as to the effectiveness of therapy; the belief that the victim is somehow 
responsible for the crime; or lack of adequate training for the judge and personnel making 
sentencing recommendations. 

A 1989 criminal sexual conduct case graphically illustrates how greater value may sometimes be 
placed on the needs of the male assailant than those of the female victim. A Circuit Court judge 
convicted a university student of criminal sexual conduct in the first degree, then improperly 
sentenced the defendant under the Holmes Youthful Trainee Act to avoid giving the defendant a 
prison sentence.122 Despite being convinced of the assailant's guilt, the judge stated "I don't feel he 
should be saddled with a conviction for his whole life".m As SAINM observed to the Task Force, 
"The judge acknowledged the pain that the defendant had caused the victim, but apparently 
weighed that far less heavily than he weighed the defendant's future."u. 

This particular case raised substantial public protest throughout the State. The Task Force received 
numerous letters of outrage, which included a copy of the Judicial Tenure complaint filed by the 
Michigan Women's Assembly against the judge in question.125 The Tenure Commission publicly 
announced its dismissal of the complaint without comment. The Task Force does not know the 
basis of its decision. 

Clyll Actions ind the Woman Victim 

In 1988, two civil suits were filed in Michigan against victims of criminal sexual conduct for 
defamation of character by their assailants. These suits signal an apparent national trend on the 
part of accused assailants to intimidate victims by subjecting them to less structured environment 
of the civil case even before the aiminal charge is adjudicated.136 In its testimony, SAINM 
described this recent phenomena: 

•.. we believe that this new defense technique is overtly predicated on the attitude 
that women lie about rape, that they would publicly risk their own reputations and 
subject themselves to many months- even years- of criminal justice process simply 
to defame or get back at an acquaintance or former lover. Further we believe that 
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such a technique can also serve the purpose of sidestepping the rape shield 
provisions of the Criminal Sexual Conduct statute, since the shield does not apply 
in civil court and details of the victim's past sexual history can be discovered in 
depositions prior to the criminal trial 127 

Civil suits brought by women victims may be influenced by the same myths and attitudes which 
impact upon criminal prosecutions. As a result, the emotional and physical trauma which women 
experience when they are victimized may be minimized by the trier of fact, resulting in lower 
damage awards or denial of their claims. Although the Task Force did not investigate this question 
in depth, several cases were brought to its attention by plaintiff's counsel which suggest a problem 
warranting further examination. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Domestic Violence 

1. Domestic violence is a serious problem for women and children. 

2. Criminal and civil remedies are available under Michigan Jaw. 

3. Myths and misconceptions about the nature of domestic violence and the 
characteristics of victims and assailants sometimes interfere with the ability of the 
system to properly respond to the crime. Some examples of myths that prevent 
effective use of existing legal remedies are: 

a. domestic violence is not a serious crime; it is a private family matter; 
b. victims provoke the violence; 
c. victims must enjoy the violence or else they would leave; 
d. families must be preserved or at least not disturbed; criminal justice 

intervention may jeopardize family relationships. 

4. Domestic violence is a crime. The response of the criminal justice system to 
domestic violence should be the same as the response to physical and/ or sexual 
assault between strangers. Decisions about prosecution and disposition should be 
based on the nature and seriousness of the criminal conduct, not the relationship 
between the parties. The legal system does not uniformly and clearly: 

a. hold assailants accountable for their conduct; 
b. protect victims and treat them with respect; 
c. encourage and support effective and appropriate response to domestic 

violence by law enforcement agencies; 
d. let assailants and the community know that battering is crime which will not 

be tolerated. 

Women as Criminal Defendants 

5. Women defendants in victim-precipitated homicides may be treated unfairly by the criminal 
justice system due to gender-based attitudes and a lack of understanding of the effects of 
prolonged abuse. Primarily, they may be blamed for not leaving their home or the 
relationship before the killing occurred. 

6. Self-defense and the use of expert testimony on •the battered woman's syndrome" for the 
purpose of establishing the defendant's state of mind at the time of the killing are not 
consistently used in def ending these cases in Michigan. 

7. The past violent acts and reputation for cruelty and violence of the decedent, and the 
defendant having no duty to retreat from her own home in the face of an attack, are legal 
issues which are not consistently raised, developed, or admitted in these cases. In some 
cases, the proper jury instructions as to these legal rules may not be given or requested. 

8. The existing criminal jury instruction on the use of deadly force in self-defense cases does 
not address the issue of defense against sexual assault. 
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Women as VJctims 

9. The Michigan criminal sexual conduct statute has made a difference in the prosecution and 
conduct of rape trials. Problems remain related to the failure of participants in the criminal 
justice system to understand the provisions of the statute or their unwillingness to follow the 
law. 

10. Resources are not always available for courts to provide separate waiting areas for victims, 
making them wlnerable to intimidation, stress and fear of the process. 

11. Juror bias may reinforce the idea that a woman invites and deserves abuse. 

12. The rape shield provision is violated by inappropriate questioning about the victim's past 
sexual history. 

13. Judges, attorneys and court personnel are not always appropriately aware of or sensitive to 
the nature and trauma of sexual assault cases. 

14. No-contact condition bonds are not uniformly used or enforced. 

15. Unduly lenient sentences may result from: 

a. unrealistic optimism about the effectiveness of therapy; 
b. lack of training for judges and personnel making recommendations; 
c. greater value placed on the male than the female; and 
d. belief that the victim is somehow responsible for the crime. 

16. Civil suits against victims for defamation of character may be used to intimidate women and 
avoid the rape shield laws. 

17. Stereotypes which minimize the emotional and physical trauma which women experience 
when they are victimized may affect civil as well as criminal cases and result in the award 
of lesser damages. 

18. Sexual assaults are not consistently recognized as crimes which should not be treated 
differently from any other assault. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Domestic Violence 

1. Every prosecutor's office should have written policies and procedures that encourage 
aggressive prosecution of domestic violence cases. They should provide that: 

a. Domestic assaults will be charged at the appropriate level of 
seriousness, based on the nature of the criminal conduct. 

b. The victim is not required to sign the formal complaint against the 
assailant. 

c. The assailant and the victim are to be told that it is the responsibility 
of the prosecutor to proceed with the case and that no case will be 
dropped simply because the victim so requests. 

d. Waiting or "cooling off' periods are not required before warrants are 
issued. 

e. Peace bonds will not be utilized in domestic violence cases. 

2. The Prosecuting Attorneys Association of Michigan and the Prosecuting Attorneys 
Coordinating Council should be encouraged to work with the Domestic Violence 
Prevention and Treatment Board and the Michigan Coalition Against Violence to 
develop model policies and procedures and to encourage the collection of statistics 
on domestic violence cases. 

3. The Prosecuting Attorneys Association of Michigan and the Prosecuting Attorneys 
Coordinating Council should be encouraged to work with the Domestic Violence 
Prevention and Treatment Board and the Michigan Coalition Against Domestic 
Violence to develop training programs for prosecutors on the nature of domestic 
violence, the characteristics of victims and assailants, the impact of domestic violence 
on children in the home, the effectiveness of arrest and prosecution of as.sailants, 
and issues of self ·defense as pertaining to women who kill their batterers. 

4. Prosecutors should establish special prosecution units for domestic violence cases 
in those jurisdictions where the volume of those cases permits. These units would 
make it possible for the same prosecutor to handle cases from intake through final 
disposition. 

S. Prosecutors should inform victims how they can obtain spouse abuse injunctions and 
referrals to domestic violence programs and social services and should prepare 
victims to participate in prosecutions by explaining the functions of courts and 
prosecutors, steps in the process between charging and disposition, the number of 
hearings which may be required and the possible outcomes. 

6. Whether criminal action and/or a violation of a spouse abuse injunction occurs, the 
prosecuting attorney should be responsible to go forward with the action. 

7. The Supreme Court and State Court Administrative Office should issue appropriate 
procedural guidelines to ensure that spouse abuse injunctions permitted under civil 
law are available in every circuit. They should also take steps to guarantee that all 
administrative orders and local rules comport with statutory requirements (MCR 
8.112) before approval. 
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8. Mutual injunctions should not be issued prohibiting physically abusive behavior 
unless the record justifies a finding that both parties have exhibited physically 
abusive behavior. 

9. Judges should consider violence or threatened violence by one spouse toward 
another in making custody and visitation decisions. Violence should be specifically 
included in the "best interest" standard for custody decisions. 

10. Procedures should be put in place that permit victims to obtain spouse abuse 
injunctions regardless of their education or economic status. They should include: 

a. Statewide availability and use of pro per injunctions with instructions for 
their use. 

b. Judges should effectively enforce injunctive orders through use of jail and/or 
fines, and should separate the couple if violence is a continuing thing. 

11. The Michigan Supreme Court should monitor the sentencing practices of judges, 
including the factors used to determine the sentences imposed and the reliance upon 
diversion/ expungement and counseling as an alternative to incarceration in domestic 
violence cases, in order to determine effectiveness and to effectuate desired changes. 

12. When an alleged assailant is released, judges and magistrates should restrict the 
as.sailant's access to the victim, as a condition of bond or sentence. 

13. The Supreme Court should mandate education for all judges, magistrates and 
referees on the nature of domestic violence, the characteristics of victims and 
assailants, the impact of domestic violence on children, the impact of economic 
decisions on abusive relationships and the effectiveness of arrest and prosecution of 
assailants. 

14. Domestic violence cases should receive a high priority and be granted calendar 
preference. The timeliness of case handling should be monitored. 

15. Court personnel should receive training on the nature of domestic violence, the 
characteristics of victims and as.sailants, the impact of domestic violence on children, 
and the effectiveness of arrest and prosecution of assailants. · 

16. The State Bar through the Family Law and Criminal Law sections and other 
appropriate agencies should provide continuing legal education to family law and 
defense attorneys on the nature of domestic violence, the characteristics of victims 
and assailants, the impact of domestic violence on children, the impact of economic 
decisions on abusive relationships and the effectiveness of arrest and prosecution of 
assailants as well as criminal and civil remedies, the availability of community 
resources, and issued related to self-defense for women who fight back. 
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17. The State Bar should develop programs to provide legal assistance to victims of 
domestic violence. This should entail further efforts toward the adoption of the 
proposed mandatory IOLTA Program which is essential to secure additional funding 
for indigent legal services, particularly in light of recent federal funding reductions. 
Additionally, the State Bar should adopt a WQ hgnQ program to provide legal 
representation for domestic violence. 

18. The Crime Victims Compensation Act should be amended to allow payments to 
victims residing in the same household as the assailant. 

Women as Criminal Defendants 

19. All participants in the criminal justice system should receive education on •the battered 
woman,s syndrome• to ensure an understanding of the complex nature of the problem and 
why such victimized women should not necessarily be held criminally responsible. 

20. The standard criminal jury instructions should be revised to add defense against sexual 
assault as a situation in which the use of deadly force may be justified. 

21. Expert testimony concerning the battered woman,s syndrome should be admissible in 
Michigan courts to develop a self-defense claim and provide the trier of fact with guidance 
as to why a defendant perceived herself to be in imminent danger or death or serious bodily 
injury at the time of the killing. 

22. Sentencing guidelines should be amended to allow mitigation based on the dire 
circumstances present in many cases involving battered women. 

Women as Victims 

23. Iudges, attorneys and court persoMel should receive education in the following areas: 

a. Michigan Criminal Sexual Conduct Code and related law; 
b. dynamics of criminal sexual conduct, options for and efficacy of various 

treatment modalities for sex offenders and the long and short-term impact 
of sexual assault on victims; and 

c. the use of pre-trial techniques and counroom controls to limit inappropriate 
trial tactics and intimidation of the victim. 

24. Courts should be provided with separate waiting areas for victims and other prosecution 
witnesses and should utilize all available mechanisms to protect such individuals from 
harassment and intimidation. 

25. Jury instructions should be reviewed to ensure that bias is addressed to the end that juror 
biases will be minimized. Jury instructions should reflect the spirit and intent of the 
Criminal Sexual Conduct Code. A jury instruction for the elimination of the marital rape 
exception should be developed. 

26. Legislation should be adopted which prohibits the filing of a civil damage action until 
completion of any related criminal sexual conduct case during the pendency of which the 
statute of limitations would be tolled. 
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VI. DOMESTIC RELATIONS 

A large amount of public and written testimony, as well as the judicial, attorney and court user 
surveys and numerous articles and treatises, spoke to the impact of gender bias on the divorce 
process. Notwithstanding the fact that the vast majority of domestic relations cases are settled by 
the parties without trial, men and women attorneys, other professionals and citizens spoke of the 
frustration, anger and personal cost attendant to the divorce process. It was apparent that much 
of their concern reflected their perception that men and women are treated differently in the 
divorce process on the basis of stereotypes about their natural roles in marriage and 
misconceptions about their status in society. 

To address adequately the issue of gender bias and justice in the domestic relations area, it is 
important to consider three factors: 1) the underlying assumptions about men and women as 
partners in marriage; 2) the economic realities facing women in society; and 3) the underlying 
attitudes within the court system toward the domestic relations process. 

Marrlaee as a Social Partnership 

Strong cultural traditions define the institution of marriage and assign roles and remen and women 
therein. The divorce process is profoundly influenced by these traditions. Many judges, lawyers 
and litigants are also deeply affected. Because discretion plays a major role in the divorce process, 
their attitudes may exert a powerful influence upon dec.ision-making. 

Stereotypical attitudes about the divoree process include the view that the woman in marriage is 
essentially a caretaker, parent, nurturer, homemaker and wife. A woman's conduct is measured 
against the yardstick of "wife and mother". A direct corollary to this view of women is that men 
are less desirable parents. Women arc seen to be naturally qualified as mothers and wives, but 
men are not viewed as naturally qualified fathers and husbands. The result is that the woman's 
sphere of influence is limited to the domestic domain, while men are thrust into the outside world 
as protector, defender, breadwinner. 

The Economic Status of Women 

Many divorce law reforms have occurred in the United States in recent years. While many states, 
including Michigan, have eliminated fault as an issue in divorce, the question of economic equity 
for women remains. There is evidence that current domestic relations decisions m·ay not take into 
acx:ount the long term economic effect of divorce on wives and children and the increasing reality 
of the "feminization of poverty" in society. 

In 1988, 33.5% of female heads of household with no husband present were at or below the poverty 
leve~ in contrast to 5.6% of married couple families. The median income of female heads of 
households with no husband present was $15,346, as opposed to $36,389 for married-couple 
families.1 Additionally, the number of female-headed households has incr~sed dramatically over 
the last 25 years. 

Divorce has become much more common over this period. and the number of never· 
married women with children has also risen. Consequently, the number and 
proportion of families maintained by persons • mostly women - with no spouse 
present rose to 13.8 million or 21 % of the total.2 

In a 1987 study on the status of women in Michigan, University of. Michigan sociologist Dr. 
Rosemary Sarri reported that women in Michigan in unprecedented numbers are rearing children 
alone. with inadequate or no child support. earning little more than half what men earn and 
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experiencing a steady decline in government benefits. She reported that women and children 
constitute 70 % of Michigan's poor.3 

Various factors significantly contribute to the hardship experienced by divorced women. The first 
is that women usually remain responsible for the emotional support and care of the children. The 
mother is typically the primary parent and after divorce that pattern continues. Childbearing and 
child ca.re responsibility affect an individual's earning capacity. According to a study of the effect 
of parenthood on the career and job choices of young adults, the proportion of women employed 
drops dramatically upon the birth of a first child; two years later the proportion of females 
employed is 40% lower than what would have been predicted in the absence of childbirth. Prior 
to the childbirth, approximately 85% of the married women in the study would have been expected 
to be employed, while only 45% were expected to be employed following childbirth.' 

Compared to the effect of parenthood on the.careers of mothers, the impact of parenthood on the 
careers of fathers is slight. Following childbirth, the father's wages and earnings closely resemble 
that which would have been predicted had there been no children. The slight decline in the father's 
earnings contrasts sharply with the one-third decline in the mother's earnings (which earnings were 
significantly lower from the outset). Thus, parenthood is associated with a major decline in the 
employment and expected earnings of mothers, but not in the employment and expected earnings 
of fathers. This difference raises important public policy questions if mothers are expected to 
support themselves (and their children) after divorce:' 

In test.imony presented to the Task Force by a single mother supporting three children, the 
dilemma of family and career was vividly illustrated: 

Men and women are not equal in the work force in their ability to control their time 
during working hours. The reality is in the working world I cannot devote SO or 60 
hours a week to a profession which would bring me a competent income to support 
three children. I cannot do night shifts, weekends or moonlight. All the health 
care, physical, dental, and mental health services are available mostly during working 
hours. I have to take time off regularly to meet these obligations.' 

A second factor in women's economic decline after divorce is financial responsibility for children. 
According to the 1985 US Census, despite child support orders in the majority of divorce cases, 
sixty-three percent of absent fathers paid no child support; twenty-four percent comply fully with 
support orders; and the remaining fifteen percent pay arregularly.7 Few support orders provide for 
automatic cost-of-living increases and fewer recognize that child-rearing costs rise as children get 
older. 

A third major factor is the continued gender inequity in the work place. Fully-employed women 
tend to earn less than fully-employed men. In a comparison of relative income across the nation, 
the following chart compares the mean 1985 earnings of females and minority groups as a 
percentage of majority men's earnings. · 
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TABLE Vl-1: 1985 MEAN ANNUAL EARNINGS AS PERCENT OF WHITE MALES' 

White Males $28,159 100.0% 
Black Males 19,949 70.8% 
Hispanic Males 19,692 69.9% 

\Vhite Females 17,253 61.2% 
Black Females 15,459 54.8% 
Hispanic Females 14,S76 51.7% 

There are several factors which can account for this significant wage gap. Two out of every three 
women in poverty are unemployed. Of those families with children in poverty, 50% are headed by 
a female high school dropout.• Women maintaining families have more than double the jobless 
rate of husbands or wives.9 

According to the U.S. Depanment of Labor, women workers in 1988 were divided into the 
following occupational categories: 

TABLE VJ-2: WOME:f' ARE CONCENTRATED JN LOW PAYING JOBS 

All Occupations 
Childcare Worker 
Seaetary, Administrative Support 
Receptionist 
Typist 
RN 
Bank Teller 
Cashier 
Waitress 
Teacher 
Sales, Counter Clerk 

41.9% 
91).4% 
91).2% 
97.2% 
94.5% 
92.7% 
91.0% 
79.3% 
71.0% 
70.3% 
70.2% 

These ten occupations account for 8,CJ76 women, 27.0% of the women in the paid workforce. 

As one witness testified: 

(There is) gender bias in the work world. Although I have an undergraduate degree 
from the University of Michigan, my MBA from the University of Michigan-Flint, 
I am still unable to break through what my husband made with two years of college 
education.•10 

Another factor in the wage gap is that even when women have access to similar jobs and 
responsibilities as men, they tend to earn less for comparable work. An example of this 
phenomenon can be found in the following 1985 statisti~ illustrating sex-based wage discrimination 
where salaries are based on the sex of the worker and not on the skills required for the job. 
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Finally, several indirect factors influence the economic status of women after divorce. Women must 
frequently take part-time employment in clerical and sales positions, most with no benefits. 
Women in poverty are often forced to choose between working at low wage jobs -without health 
benefits • and going on welfare, which provides Medicaid benefits. Many women choose the avenue 
which is most likely to provide health care for their children. 

Attitudes Towards Domestic Relations Within the Court Svstem 

Judges and lawyers testified that the area of domestic relations should be elevated in importance 
in the legal system. Concern was expressed that judges are reluctant to hear domestic cases. Both 
lawyers and judges were sometimes viewed as forcing settlements, prolonging cases and postpo.ning 
decisions because of the •difficult and distasteful" nature of a contested divorce. Similarly, concern 
was expressed about the lack of in-depth knowledge some attorneys display in the domestic 
relations field. 

Concern was also expressed about the availability of adequate attorney fees to make it possible for 
the financially disadvantaged to litigate their claims properly. A number of experienced domestic 
relations attorneys expressed the view that representation of male clients is both easier and more 
lucrative. Where decisions are delayed and a "siege mentality" prevails, the financially weaker party 
is distinctly disadvantaged. Attorneys may then be pressured to settle matters on terms far less 
desirable than would result if the issue were litigated. 

Many attorneys expressed concern that the appellate courts in Michigan have not established clear 
direction with respect to a number of unresolved domestic relations issues. They observed that 
Supreme Court reluctance to take domestic relations cases and Court of Appeals decisions which 
are inconsistent or unclear further confuse the trial courts and foster wide disparities in the 
application of existing law. 

The domestic relations docket in Michigan is a major part of cases. Yet many statements were 
made to the Task Force about the inadequate funding and low priority afforded these cases by the 
system. Finally, the members of the Task Force attending the public hearings were struck with the 
degree of confusion and misinformation shown by men and women participating in divorce 
proceedings. Many individuals appeared to have received inadequate information concerning the 
process itself and to have unrealistic expectations about the ability of the courts to resolve their 
problems. 

ALIMONY 

Statutoey Basis for Alimony 

The Michigan statute governing the payment of alimony provides: 

Upon entry of a judgment of divorce or separate maintenance if the estate and 
effects awarded to either party are insufficient for the suitable support and 
maintenance of either party and any children of the marriage are as committed to 
the care and custody of either party ... [ alimony may be paid to either party] ... in gross 
or otherwise as the court considers just and reasonable after considering the ability 
of either party to pay and the character and situation of the parties and all other 
circumstances of the case.11 
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These criteria were supplemented in facrish ~ Parrish12
, 138 Mich App 546 (1984), in which the 

Michigan Court of Appeals confirmed the following factors which should be considered in 
determining whether alimony should be awarded: 

1) the past relations and conduct of the parties; 
2) the length of the marriage; 
3) the ability of the parties to work; 
4) the source of and amount of property awarded to the parties; 
S) the age of the parties; 
6) the ability of the parties to pay alimony; 
7) the present situation of the parties; 
8) the needs of the parties; 
9) the health of the parties; 
10) the prior standard of living of the parties and whether either is responsible 

for the support of others; and 
11) general principles of equity.u 

A review of the statutes and case law pertaining to alimony does not provide clear and unequivocal 
guidance. The relevant considerations are interrelated and the relative weight or importance 
placed on one over another is solely within the discretion of the trier of fact. No judge is required 
to make a separate finding for each factor. The judge is only required to provide a basis for the 
decision on the record. Thus, awards of alimony entail significant judicial discretion and individual 
judgment. One witness provided the following example: 

After hearing this case, (the judge) awarded me, the plaintiff, $25,000 yearly for 10 
years in addition to an equal division of property which included my inheritance 
from my parents. Based upon my belief that some of the testimony was in error, 
I appealed the decision and the appellate court modified the decision and increased 
the alimony award to $50,000 annually for 10 years. The defendant then appealed 
to the State Supreme Court which reversed the decision of the appellate court, 
allowing the original judgment to stand. That decision was based upon the belief, 
to paraphrase, that (the judge) •did not abuse his discretion and that to overturn his 
decision would undermine the authority of the Circuit Court.14 

Factors Which lnOuence the Award oC Alimony 

The economic impact of divorce is very different for men than it is for women. As detailed above, 
national and Michigan data demonstrate that women experience a significant decrease in their 
standard of living after divorce. Although divorce can impose severe economic hardship on both 
parties where the family's financial resources are limited, data show that in most instances the 
~tandard of living for men improves after a divorce, and where it does not improve, the decrease 
is less than that experienced by similarly situated women . 

. . . (D)uring the 1970's. most states introduced laws assuring the equitable 
distribution of property. These laws effectively got rid of alimony, replacing it with 
a propertv settlement. The net result has been to make divorce much less e:1pensive 
for men.I.! 

Concerns about alimony include the infrequency of awards and the reluctance of some judges to 
award permanent alimony. A California study found that eighty-five percent of divorced women 
were not awarded any alimony.16 A similar study in Massachusetts revealed that the percent of 
women who do not receive alimony is between ten and twenty percent.17 Nationwide, only 12.4% 
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of those divorced between 1980 and 1985 were awarded alimony.11 The reluctance to award 
permanent alimony was graphically illustrated by the perceptions of the former wife of a 
professional man: 

Permanent alimony was not an option with (my judge) in spite of the fact that I was 
married over 2S years, seven children, no more than a high school education and had 
never worked out of the home.19 

She explained that she entered into a divorce settlement which provided for five years of alimony, 
at the end of which she was left with limited career options and no likelihood of again experiencing 
anything close to her previous lifestyle. 

An eiperienced Michigan domestic relations attorney told the Tuk Force: 

Alimony is awarded in very few cases, less than twenty percent ... And the number 
of cases in which it is being awarded is getting smaller and smaller. The alimony 
period, the length of time during which an award is made is getting shorter and 
shorter. And unfortunately, the amount of alimony is getting smaller and smaller.~ 

The child support guidelines may also inhibit the award of alimony. Judges and attorneys may 
conclude that the guidelines represent the upper limit of required financial contribution and will. 
therefore, be unwilling to order additional payments. This assumption that child support is an 
adequate substitute for alimony adversely affects the custodial parent who postpones career 
opportunities to raise the children and is left with no marketable skills and no source of income 
when the children reach majority. 

Another reason that some judges are reluctant to award alimony are their erroneous assumptions 
about a woman's ability to survive economically after divorce. These assumptions include: Women 
are likely to remarry and will be supported by another husband soon after the divorce; women will 
be able to enter the workforce and achieve income parity with their male counterparts; and alimony 
fosters a negative dependency and is a bar to a woman's initiative and ambition. Therefore, its use 
should be limited to a temporary stopgap while the woman obtains enough education to qualify 
herself for a job. 

This rationale is reflected in Ozda&Iar v Ozda&Iar, which upheld the trial court's determiriation that 
the property award was sufficient to meet the needs of the spouse until such time as she was able 
to supplement the award with earnings from employment after •updating her skills".11 In contrast, 
in Zee.chin v Zecchin, the Court of Appeals observed that the wife "should not have to dissipate her 
marital assets and become impoverished during the two-year rehabilitation period.• The appellate 
court directed the trial court to redetermine the minimum alimony originally awarded and to 
determine the amount •reasonably necessary" for the wife's support and education during the two
year period. Further, it directed the trial court to review the alimony award at the end of the 
period because "in spite of her best efforts" the wife may be unable to support herself fully -t>ecause 
of her age and relative lack of marketable skills".22 

Yet. acxxmling to a lawyer practicing in the field, inadequate alimony awards persist: 

The judges in the area have said to me and I can't tell you in how many 
cases: What does your client look like?' What does my client look like? A sixty 
year old woman ... (she should] be able to get another husband and subsequently 
should need alimony for a shorter period of time, and (the judge] will not be so 
tough on the husband .. Judges ignore the effect of ageism and sexism in the 
marketplace. There is a double whammy, ... and the support awards are almost always 
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inadequate to support them if forced to go into the work place faced with sex 
discrimination, sixty cents on the dollar for every dollar that a man earns. So they 
are faced with inadequate support to supplement inadequate wages.is 

Another factor which impacts the award of alimony is the failure of some judges and attorneys to 
acknowledge and value the real and tangible contributions made by a homemaker to the survlva~ 
benefit and growth of the family unit. One such contribution may be the sacrifice of her career 
opportunities. This was vividly illustrated in testimony concerning the plight of an older 
homemaker, faced with divorce after a lengthy marriage: 

I made a commitment to my husband to do all those things which would not only 
make possible but would enhance his rapid and successful ascent in the business 
world. 

As a result of this agreement between my husband and myself, I refrained from even 
contemplating the possibility of a career ... Thus, in the division of responsibilities, 
mine not only embodied the care of our five children and the keeping of our home, 
but included being prepared for the constant and demanding obligations of a 
corporate wife. In a way it was like any business partnership ... However, unlike a 
business, where each partner has the opportunity to develop particular skills ... it is 
not possible for a wife to develop marketable skills due to a lack of ti.me and 
opportunity.a. 

Enfon;cment 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the rate of compliance with alimony orders is very low. In 
1985, only 43% of the women who were awarded alimony received the full payment due; 27% 
received no payment at all 25 These percentages are substantially similar to compliance rates for 
child support payments. Yet, the collection initiatives and national policies established to provide 
child support payment enforcement have not been duplicated with respect to alimony collection. 
Fe"N national or state efforts have been put in place to further court efforts to enforce alimony 
orders. 

Women who are being denied court-ordered alimony face a long. frustrating. expensive and often 
fruitless battle to collect. One woman told the Task Force that she had filed for alimony 
enforcement in pro per over a year earlier and by the time of the hearing had found it necessary 
to pay an attorney $5,000 in an effort to collect an arrearage of $3,000.36 

Principles That Should Goum the Award of AliJnony 

TI:ie Task Force concludes that several principles should govern the award of alimony. First, 
alimony should be based on the gross income of the parties and not merely on their salary income. 
Th~ coun should take into account dividends, pensions, deferred income, bonuses and other sources 
of mcome. Total income represents the full fruit of the couple's labor and equity demands that 
each should share in the totality of what they have worked together to achieve. 

Second, alimony should be based upon the amount of money available, not merely on the basic 
needs of the recipient. There is no justification for limiting one spouse to essential needs while the 
other enjoys a significantly higher standard of living. Where both have contnbuted to the whole, 
each should enjoy equally the benefits of their contributions. 
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The award of alimony is very much a function of the beliefs. attitudes and assumptions held by the 
individual judge. This broad judicial discretion, tempered only by a clear abuse standard. results 
in a system in which there is little predictability or consistency. 

PROPER'IY 

Property division in a contested divorce is a discretionary function of the courts. Under current law 
"the end sought in the division of property is a fair and equitable distribution under all the 
circumstances. The division is not governed by any rigid rules or mathematical formulas".27 As has 
been described in the previous sections, the exercise of this discretion is often shaped by the beliefs 
and experience of the judge on such matters pertaining to domestic relations as: 

view of marriage as an economic partnership; 

understanding of the economic consequences to the parties resulting from the 
dissolution of the marriage; 

attitudes about the proper role of men and women and the value of women's 
contributions to the marriage; and 

recognition of the unequal bargaining position that women may have in the divorce 
process and its financial and emotional consequences. 

To the extent that these factors are misunderstood, ignored or denied. gender·based treatment may 
inappropriately influence property division. 

Career as Malor Asset of the Marriaae 

Several witnesses advised the Task Force that when assets are divided, courts do not regularly take 
into account the career of the wage-earning spouse (the husband in most instances) as the single 
most valuable asset of the marriage. College degrees, apprenticeship training, skilled trade status, 
business acumen and career longevity and success are all contnbutors to the marketability and long 
term solvency of the husband. If this asset is factored out of the property decision, the wife is often 
left in a position where she is required to utilize her property distnbution as a source of on-going 
support. The husband. however, can continue to utilize his career for his further advancement and 
to live on the wages it generates. To the extent that a wife has postponed her own career in order 
to provide a home and family for her spouse while he develops his career, she is further denied an 
equitable share of the very asset she has helped create.• Women contnbute to the overall value 
of the marital estate as partners in a joint venture. The consequences of the actions taken in 
furtherance of that contribution frequently caMot be accommodated through a SO/SO split of the 
present value of that partnership unless both the career and pension of the wage earning spouse 
are taken into consideration.» 
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TABLE VJ-3: DisposltJon or Property 

Question: When judges divide the martial property, there is an assumption of a SO/SO split of all assets. 

Always 
and No Basis 

(n • 1S7) U1ually Sometimes Seldom Never For Opinion 

Female 48% 28% 17% 0% 6% 
(n-= 78) 

Male 76% 14% 3% 3% 5% 
(n • 79) 

Family Businesses 

Many women testified before the Task Force that the courts had totally precluded them from any 
interest in the family owned business. These decisions may have several consequences. The women 
lose their jobs with the divorce, and in many cases, because they have not been paid for their work, 
they lose any social security benefit arising from the years of work. 

TABLE VJ..e: DlsposltJon or Property 

Question: When judges dMde the maricaJ property, there ~ an assumption that if a business is involved, it goes 
to the husband. 

Always Seldom 
and and No Basis 

(n .. 1S7) Usually Sometimes Never For Opinion 

Fe1nale 50% 18% 6% 26% 
(n "'78) 

Male 40% 2A% 18% 19% 
(n • 79) 

A further variation on this theme was reported by several women. They not only lost their position 
and interest in the family owned business, but they also were enjoined from competing against their 
ex-husbands by pursuing their careers and skills in the geographic area in which they resided. Such 
a -restraint of trade, non-competition order• has been upheld by the Michigan Court of Appeals.• 
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Discovcu 

Attorneys who spoke to the Task Force about property issues in domestic relations cases strongly 
complained about the difficulties inherent in discovery and the absence of any meaningful 
consequences to a party who wrongfully hides assets. One experienced domestic relations 
practitioner told the Task Force that he would rather represent five men than one woman because 
"It is so much easier.• The man holds fifty-two carrots, and the woman's lawyer, if he or she is 
good, finds forty on discovery, so that the wife receives twenty. In many marriages, the wage
eaming spouse is in a position to have more information about the nature and extent of the assets, 
more advanced warning about the likely dissolution of the marriage and greater ability to 
manipulate those assets so that they will not be included in the marital package.31 

Relationship Bmrccn Property and Custody I>eclslons 

Another concern voiced to the Task Force by many court and legal professionals was that resolution 
of economic issues in divorce was often held •hostage" to demands for custody.32 Where custody 
demands are advanced merely as bargaining devices, the woman who wants to keep her children 
may be disadvantaged. She can be forced to agree to economic concessions out of fear of losing 
custody. Judges, lawyers and court staff should be aware of the possibility of this happening and 
attempt to separate the various issues arising out of divorce. 

S8 



CJULD SUPPORT 

.Extensive testimony received by the Task Force demonstrated that child support often falls below 
the amount necessary for the needs of the child. Plainly, divorced parties and their children cannot 
continue to live at the same cost in separate households as they could as a single family unit. 
However, while married men generally spend most of their income on their families, after divorce 
they retain the lion's share and use it to establish a new life. This puts a wife who has custody of 
the children in the disparate position of having to make up that financial loss. One individual 
stated that in the seven years since she had been divorced, she had been unable to effectuate a 
standard of living for herself and three children comparable to that which the family had when 
intact.Ji 

An analysis of women surveyed in the 1985 Survey· of Income and Education and the 1979 
Supplement to the current Population Survey revealed that only twenty.five percent and thirty·five 
percent, respectively, of demographically eligible women received some child support payments. 
In cases where support was ordered, the average order amounted to only about seventy percent of 
the poverty standard and only about one.fourth of the estimated normal level of expenditures on 
children within intact families." 

The Task Force's attorney survey indicated that only eight percent of female attorneys and twenty
eight percent of male attorneys believed that child support awards usually reflect a realistic 
understanding of the local costs of child rearing. 

TABLE Vl-5: DOMESTIC RELATIONS 

Child Support 

Question: Child support awards reflect a realistic understanding of the local costs of child rearing. 

(n • 153) Usually 

Female 
(n .. TT) 

Male 
(D • 76) 

•·Always• response - 0% 

Always 
and 

Sometimes 

8%. 

28%. 

No Basis 
Seldom Never For Opinion 

16% .36% 34% 6% 

36% 4% 3% 

Experienced domestic relations practitioners testified that the Michigan Child Support Guidelines 
as originally structured do not take into account the actual cost of raising children. They contended 
that. the committee that developed the Guidelines started by looking at the expenses of an intact 
family with two parents providing for the children. This did not take into consideration the 
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additional costs incurred when a separate family unit is formed with only one adult caring for the 
children. As a result, the following items were omitted in calculating the costs of raising children: 

... Savings, the price of the payment of the principal on a home, in which the 
children lived. Insurance, payments on credit, none of these things were 
included as part of cost for children. In the process I found that the overriding 
concern although it was stated that we were concerned about the well-being of 
the children and providing children with adequate income, adequate support, the 
procedure was to start with a home in existence. And then we added on cost so 
that we don't look at a home and say a part of this goes to the child. Instead, we 
say we have an existing household. If we add a child, what is the increase in 
cost? We have things like electricity, maybe the home is bigger, maybe it isn't. 
That is how the support was detennined.t&JS 

The Court of Appeals in ~ v ~. and Haefner v Bayman, assumed that the custodial 
parent has and pays for the home and basic services independently of the children. Therefore, she 
may not receive child support to compensate for any of those costs. In a discussion of the ~ 
decision, one witness told the Task Force: 

(In Kalter) we find the issue of the hidden alimony. And it concerns that if too 
much money is given, it is going to mean that the custodial parent is receiving 
this hidden alimony. Now, the Court in (~) stated that the mother's 
expenses for the ca·r, condominium, utility, insurance should not be considered 
as half for her son. She had to have [these items] anyway and therefore should 
not be considered as needs for the child. The total. and in that case (~). 
also the father earned two hundred thousand dollars. Child support was set at 
eight thousand dollars a year. And that was felt to be more than sufficient. I 
think we are dealing with a real sexist attitude here in dealing with the issue of 
child support. I think often we are dealing with Judges who have no idea of the 
cost of raising children.17 

Inadequate support awards are as much of a problem as lack of enforcement. According to one 
authority: 

It is relevant to note that although the bulk of the federal and state efforts are 
directed at improved enforcement measures, it has been estimated that the 
amount of money lost as a result of inadequate orders is five times as great as 
the amount of money lost as a result of the failure to collect ordered support. 
The deficiency in child support orders as well as the absence of systematic 
updating procedures for orders in effect.• 

According to testimony presented to the Task Force child support guidelines are often treated as 
the maximum amount to be awarded or are not followed. The guidelines are treated as a cap or 
a "high water mark". In the Kalter case, the trial court set the level of child support below the child 
support guidelines. The Court of Appeals affirmed. It commented that "guidelines and percentages 
used without limitation are unrealistic and unfair when both parties have substantial income".5 In 
this case, the wife's annual income was $33,500 and the husband's was $200,000. The Court 
observed, "At some point, too much money can be bad for a child.• 
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Enfommcnt of Cblld Support 

Establishing the child support obligation and enforcing payment too often are left to a custodial 
parent who may already have spent much time and money on enforcement and collection. When 
long periods of time elapse during which no support is received. the children are likely to suffer 
real deprivation. 

The Task Force heard testimony from women and their attorneys descnbing the unreasonable 
number of appearances they were required to make to obtain and enforce support awards. For 
many this jeopardized the woman's job because of the many absences from work. The following 
testimony was received about the Friend of the Court. 

No review of cases is made without initiating from the outside. To try to get a 
response from a caseworker requires me to call back at least three or four times 
during working hours. When you want to - when you want to get some 
satisfaction from them, you need to make an appearance usually, and it's the 
women who do not already have the support have to go to the Friend of the 
Court or have to make the - hire a lawyer to go back into Court to get some 
sort movement on a child support agreement. I would suggest that some kind of 
system be instituted where Friend of the Court regularly reviews child support 
without having the women - put the burden on the women or a mother to come 
in and point out what's going on."11 

Testimony in another case concerned child support arrearages which, at the end of a nine-year 
period, totaled $20,000. Seven adjournments occurred in one three-month period.cz 

The enactment of the federal Child Support Enforcement Program in 1975 represented a significant 
step forward in the national initiative to address the problem of non-payment of child support. Its 
purpose was to provide services aimed at locating absent parents, establishing paternity and setting 
and enforcing the support obligations. The Act put in place some new tools to assist states in 
enforcing child support orders and required that the state use a number of other enforcement 
techniques, including mandatory wage-withholding, liens against real and personal property, state 
tax refund withholding, consumer credit reporting, bond provisions and expedited court processing 
of enforcement matters.43 

On September 11, 1988 the Committee on Ways and Means issued an evaluation of the child 
support enforcement programs throughout the nation. Michigan was one of four states awarded 
an •A• rating on the basis of performance in five areas: paternity establishment, child support 
collections, cost effectiveness, interstate collections and AFDC cost reductions. The Michigan State 
Courts Annual Report, 1988 shows a total 92% collection rate for support ordered. 

Despite Michigan's success as measured by the performance of other states, significant problems 
concerning the award and collection of child support were revealed to the Task Force. Much 
progress, both legislatively and judically, has recently been made, and currently many new 
procedures are being put in place which are designed to alleviate these problems. Some of these 
new developments include: 

The guidelines themselves are being revised. 

The Family Support Act of 1988 requires that the guidelines constitute a rebuttable 
presumption in setting child support. 

61 



Since July 6, 1987, retroactive modification of support has been prohibited. 

Plan for alloc.ation of child care expenses between the parents proportionate to their 
income is being implemented. This will remove the entire burden of child care costs 
from the custodial parent. 

The Support and Visitation Act as amended now provides for an automatic order 
of income withholding. 

CIULD CUSTODY 

The Task Force received a considerable amount of material from both men and women suggesting 
that gender bias or certain expectations associated with gender result in unequal treatment in the 
disposition of custody disputes. It is the opinion of the Task Force that determinations of child 
custody are among the most important, difficult and demanding aspects of a judge's responsibility. 
Judges are required to exercise their discretion based on the "best interest of the child" standard. 
Stereotypes about the traditional roles of men and women as parents may hinder the application 
of the "best interest" standard and adversely affect the children, as well as one or both of the 
parents involved in the custody dispute. 

PerceJ>tfODS or Unfairness Toward Fathers 

Fathers and advoc.ates for fathers expressed to the Task Force frustration over custody disputes. 
A substantial amount of public testimony suggested that fathers are sometimes denied custody 
solely on the basis of their gender, because of "social values which uphold the supposed greater 
importance of maternal care and ... the legal realities which demonstrate custody is rarely granted 
to fathers unless the mother is grossly unfit."" In other words, "society has concluded that mothers 
are better equipped biologically and psychologically than fathers for nurturant parenting".45 This 
perception is reflected by some judicial decisions and remarks in child custody cases. One witness 
recalled a judge blatantly suggesting that girls belong with their mothers up "until the time the 
daughter is ready to walk down the aisle".46 In a similar case, a judge during a custody dispute went 
on the record as saying, "I don't buy that the father is better for a 22-month old girl than the 
mother. And I can't swallow it. I'm going to vomit on it. I can't handle it."" Another father 
noted, "I am discriminated against simply because I am a man. I am not considered to be an equal 
parent. ... 

Fathers and advocates for fathers suggested that the courts often perceive the role of the father as 
one which merely provides economic support. One frustrated witness descnbed the courts' view 
of him as such: "I am not a father. I'm a wallet. I'm a bank aexx>unt. I'm a working machine. I'm 
not a father.1149 Another father stated that, "the best interest of the children does not mean, 'daddy 
pays mommy', but rather both parents take parenting responsibility.tdO Finally, Jerry W. McCant, 
in the Family Law Quarterly, notes, •to state the matter bluntly, except for his financial 
contribution, the father is a 'disposable parent. tWS1 

The Task Force heard a considerable amount of testimony by fathers contesting their -portrayal by 
our justice system as persons who are uncaring or uninterested in parental roles and 
responsibilities. Some judges simply do not realize that many fathers genuinely are, and desire to 
continue to be, actively involved in parenting. One father, engaged in a custody dispute with his 
wife concerning their son noted, "the fact that I bad given my son a good home (while having 
custody for over one year prior to the decision] never seemed to carry a lot of weight . ..sa The 
frustration which may arise from the perception that fathers are uninterested parents was reflected 
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in the testimony of one who asked "how do you tell a judge that you love your kids, that you don't 
want to give them up? And how do you tell a judge that (he is) wrong without him throwinJ you 
in jail? How do you tell a judge that you can love your kids better than the mother can? As 
Jeny McCant again notes, "there is no longer any good reason to assume that mothers are parents 
while fathers are providers and thus nonparents... Many fathers are no longer willing to be 
nonparents in our culture. They want to be, and to be accepted as, nurturant parents . ..sc 

K.S. Gersick, in Dlyon:e and Separation, notes, "many fathers who desire custody report being 
actively discouraged from requesting custody by their attorneys . .ss One father descnbed this reality, 
stating. "During the last few years. I have come to understand the nightmare and indignities that 
fathers face. You have no idea the sense of despair that sets in when you are repeatedly told by 
lawyers that you have no chance of winning in court.""° 

The perception of judges who responded to the judicial survey is that fair and serious consideration 
is always or usually given to fathers who seek primary custody, 81.1% vs. the 3.4% who responded 
seldom or never. Approximately six percent (6.8%) answered sometimes, thirteen percent said no 
basis for opinion. Judges also feel that custody awards are not in fact based on the assumption that 
children belong with their mothers. Approximately fifty-two percent (52.4%) responded seldom or 
never to this question while zero percent said always, fifteen percent said usually, 23.1% said 
sometimes. 

Pen:eptlons of Unfairness Tmyard Mothers 

Besides reviewing claims of negative stereotypes or unfair perceptions that may affect a father in 
custody disputes, the Task Force heard testimony from mothers and advocates for mothers similarly 
alleging unfair treatment. 

One of the most prevalent concerns identified by mothers and their advocates had to do with the 
awarding of custody to fathers on the basis of only a minimal amount of parental involvement. 
They claim that those awards often disregard or do not consider the primary caretaking role a 
mother might have performed. One attorney offered to the Task Force the example of a case 
involving a woman who, after acting as a full-time caretaker for her two children for fifteen years, 
was denied physical custody. Custody was instead awarded to the father who held two full-time 
jobs, one part-time job, and had little contact with the children.67 

Another basis for the awarding of custody which is perceived of as unfair by mothers is the 
economic disparity existing between two parents. It was suggested to the Task Force that often 
when judges look to financial status or the presence of a stay-home mother to determine custody, 
the lower post-divorce economic status of the mother disadvantages her. Besides the fact that full. 
time, year-round employed women earn substantially less, on the whole, than their male 
counterparts, their lower economic status may in part be aggravated by inequitable maintenance, 
property and child support awards. These economic disparities may then be further complicated 
when a woman attempts to balance a career and the duties of a responsible parent. The Task 
Force noted that women who place great emphasis on careers, whether because of ambition or 
~~omic necessity, are sometimes considered less fit to be awarded custody than men who place 
lirnilar emphasis on their careers. One women's advoca<.)' group referred to this reality as a •catch 
22 situation in the court" .9 

Se\'eral mothers and their advocates also reported that women are held to a stricter standard of 
&exual .activity than are men. In other words, some judges condemn a woman's extra-marital and 
~-divorce social relationships, while ignoring or disregarding similar relationships held by a male. 

double standard may negatively impact a woman in other related court disputes as well. 
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Custody Disputes Involvln& Alleptlons 
or Domestic YJolence or Child Sexual Abuse 

Of particular concern to mothers. fathen and their advocates was the issue of custody disputes 
involving allegations of domestic violence or child sexual abuse. Violence and sexual abuse wjthin 
the family unit are significant problems of major dimensions, yet their impact on custody decisions 
made in the "best interest" of the child frequently appears to be minimal. Despite the fact that 
domestic violence and child sexual abuse are crimes, some judges disregard expert testimon~ and 
award custody to the alleged perpetrator. In some instances, an appropriate reaction to domestic 
violence on the part of the victim may result in denial of custody. The Task Force learned that 
women who respond to domestic violence by leaving the home may be perceived as unstable and 
less fit to receive custody. Since domestic violence and sexual abuse can adversely affect the mental 
and/or physical health of a child, judges who ignore or disregard such evidence in custody matters 
are overlooking information of serious importance to the childs' future. 

There is an increase in the number of domestic violence and child sexual abuse allegations that are 
now being brought to the attention of the courts. Correspondingly, more men are stepping forward 
to dispute and challenge such accusations. The Task Force heard testimony from several fathers 
who allege that false claims of violence and sexual abuse were made against them as a means for 
the mother to gain custody of the child.60 One witness testified that his wife made such allegations 
for fear that she would not receive custody of her children. In that instance, polygraph tests were 
utilized to prove that the allegations were fabricated.61 In these cases, the mother "is guilty of 
psycho-sexually molesting her own children".12 

The Task Force also received reports concerned with case backlogs and time delays in the courts 
and their potentially adverse consequences ori custody disputes involving child sexual abuse 
allegations. In these matters delay may pose a serious threat to the physical and mental well·being 
of a child needlessly exposed to further abuse. On the other hand, delay could also needlessly deny 
a father the right to unsupervised visitation and even custody. 

VISITATION 

A report of the Friend of the Court Visitation Model Committee discusses the importance of 
maintaining parental visitation: "Visitation is considered important because it attempts to provide 
continuity with previous family life, maintain, repair, or create emotional ties, and encourage the 
continuance of parental responsibility other than the merely material (for which the support 
obligation is designed). It also may be designed to maintain a relationship beneficial to the child, 
such as that with grandparents or a particularly involved and significant third party.• 

Two problems affecting the ability of the non-custodial parent to el[ercise visitation with children 
were identified by the Task Force: The first is a perception that visitation orders are not given the 
same vigorous enforcement as are support orders. The onus and expense of enforcing visitation 
orders are placed on the parent who must pay attorney fees to file orders to show cause when the 
custodial parent refuses to allow visits. The courts may be reluctant to apply the sanction of jailing 
the non-complying parent because of concern about the need for care for the children in the 
home.61 

The second problem is that the use of the tenn -Jiberal visitation• is subject to a restrictive 
interpretation by the custodial parent. One father testified that the prevailing attitude is that 
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"liberal visitation" means that mother can grant visits at her convenience.e 

On the other hand, mothers testified that the father's exercise of visitation - especially when 
children are picked up from her residence - become the occasion for renewal of the physical or 
verbal harassment which caused the breakdown of the rnarriage.66 

Fathers also complained about the backlog in the Friend of the Court office affecting the ability 
to schedule show cause hearings, as authorized by statue, to obtain specific orders for make-up of 
denied visits. 

In Wayne County, for example, referral of visitation problems to Friend of the Court counseling 
and mediation adds to delay in solving the problem . because there is a 8-10 week backlog for 
appointments. Moreover, the mediation process does not result in an enforceable court order. 

Respondents to the attorney survey confirmed a problem of ineffective court enforcement of 
visitation orders; 22% of male attorneys and 46% of female attorneys believe courts "seldom" or 
"never" effectively enforce visitation orders. 

TABLE VJ.(;: ENFORCEMENT OF VISITATION 

Question: Courts eff cctivcly enforce visitation order. 

(n • 153) 

Female 
(n • 77) 

Male 
{n • 76) 

•"Always" response .. 0% 

Always 
and 

Usually 

19%. 

Sometimes 

X1% 

39% 

Seldom 
and 

Never 

46% 

22% 

No Basis 
For Opinion 

8% 

However, respondents to the judicial survey had a markedly different perception; seventy-three 
percent believed that visitation orders are always or usually effectively enforced, while only 5.6% 
believed they were seldom or never enforced. 

A separate problem raised by non-custodial fathers is that of allegations of sewa1 abuse made after 
u~supervised visits. When such an allegation is made, the court may immediately suspend visits 
without hearing the merits. Resources are not available without additional expense, usually to the 
father, for an objective evaluation of the truth or falsity of the claim. Crowded dockets results in 
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long delays between the time the charge is made and the time the court hears evidence to 
determine whether the claim is true. Fathers' rights groups argue that visitation should be 
continued on a supervised basis pending trial. Representatives of women's groups, however, believe 
that a father's visitation should be suspended pending investigation of alleged sexual abuse of a 
child.17 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

CONCLUSIONS 

General 

Fundamental attitudes about men and women. divorce and the role of judges and 
lawyers contnbute to gender disparity in domestic relations cases. 

The resolution of economic iuues is often premised on misconceptions about the 
economic consequences of divorce for women. 

The status and importance of domestic relations cases are not uniformly established 
in the minds of some judges and attorneys. In some instances, cases take too long. 
are unreasonably delayed or are forced into settlement. The fmancially weaker party 
is often least able to afford an extended wait and most vulnerable to the increase 
in costs and fees created by the delay. 

The Michigan appellate courts have failed to establish clear judicial direction on 
important domestic relations issues. There are few limits on trial court discretion 
and little guidance for judges on matters involving the lives and livelihood of men, 
women and children. 

Alimony 

S. The manner in which alimony is determined and awarded profoundly affects the lives 
of the parties. Alimony is often not awarded when it should be or is awarded for 
too short a period of time and in inadequate amounts. This places women in a 
financially disadvantaged position after divorce. Older, long-term homemakers have 
little or no chance to become self-supporting at a standard of living commensurate 
with that enjoyed during the marriage. Divorce orders often provide for the 
automatic termination of alimony upon remarriage. 

6. Enforcement of alimony orders is inadequate. 

7. Some judges and attorneys fail to recognize a spouse's loss of career or career 
potential as a meaningful contnbution to the economic partnership of the marriage. 

Property 

8. Marriage is not consistently viewed by the courts and the bar as an economic 
partnership in matters related to the division of marital property. In some cases, 
the contribution of the homemaker /mother is not recognized as having provided an 
economic benefit to the marriage. 

9. In order for a traditional SO/SO property split to be fair and equitable to both 
parties, it must take into account the wage-earner's profession or career as an asset 
arising out of the marriage. 

10. In many cases, a non-earning spouse has little knowledge of what property the 
parties own, or its value, and has a difficult burden in discovering the nature and 

67 



extent of the marital estate. There are few meaningful adverse consequences to a 
party who hides or disposes of marital assets and thus avoids inclusion of such assets 
in the property award. 

11. In some cases, a presumption aists that men should be awarded income producing 
assets and women the non-income producing assets, without adjusting for the added 
value of the available future income of the former or for the increased costs of 
maintenance and repair of the latter. This presumption may apply even where both 
parties have participated equally in the creation and operation of the business. 

12. In some cases, a demand for custody of the minor children is used as a bargaining 
chip in property negotiations, often to the disadvantage of the woman who may 
voluntarily relinquish a claim to property in order to make sure that she receives 
custody of the children. 

Child Support 

13. The failure to award adequate child support and to enforce child support orders 
causes significant economic hardships to children and their custodial parent (who 
is usually the mother). 

14. Through the child support guidelines, Michigan has sought to address the 
appropriate level of support required and has established expedited procedures for 
immediate or temporary support and provided for alternative collection methods. 

15. Problems relating to child support are: 

a. Awards frequently are inadequate and appear to be based on what 
the father can comfortably afford rather than the earlier standard of 
living of the children and their special needs. Child support 
guidelines are often viewed as a maximum and not merely as a guide. 
Some courts do not recognize the guidelines. 

b. Women often have inadequate resources to retain 
counsel to assist in collecting awards. 

c. In enforcement proceedings, repeated adjournments benefit the 
nonpaying parents and compromise the custodial parent's 
employment by necessitating numerous court appearances. 

d. Resources allocated to the Friend of the Court are inadequate. 

Child Custody 

16. Determinations of child custody are among the most important, difficult and 
demanding aspects of a judge's responsibility. In making such decisions, a judge 
should exercise his or her discretion based on the "best interest of the child" 
standard instead of stereotypes about the traditional roles of men and women as 
parents. 
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17. Stereotypes that influence some judges and that disadvantage fathers include: 

a. Mothers are presumptively pref erred as custodial parents, resulting 
in counsel's advice to fathers not to litigate custody because they have 
little chance of winning. 

b. Some judges do not realize that some fathers genuinely are, and 
desire to continue to be, actively involved in parenting. 

18. Stereotypes that influence some judges and that disadvantage mothers include: 

a. Fathers who exhibit any interest in parenting should be granted 
custody despite years of primary caretak.ing by mothers. 

b. Women who place great emphasis on careers, whether because of 
ambition or economic necessity, are sometimes considered less fit to 
be awarded custody than men who place a similar emphasis on their 
careers. 

c. Women's extra-marital and post-divorce social relationships are 
sometimes judged by a stricter standard than are men's. 

d. When judges look to financial status or the presence of a stay-home 
mother as a factor in deciding custody, the lower post-divorce 
economic status of women-caused in part by inequitable 
maintenance, property and child support awards--disadvantages the 
mother seeking custody. 

e. Women forced to leave home to escape domestic violence may be 
viewed as unstable and less fit to receive custody 

19. The adversarial nature of the divorce process makes contested decisions involving 
children difficult and counterproductive. Custody often becomes a bargaining chip 
to gain an advantage in negotiations over other issues. 

20. The longer a custody battle takes the more disadvantage incurred by the non
custodial parent and the more difficult it is for the family. 

21. Delay in deciding disputes which involve allegations of sexual abuse may result in 
unnecessary harm to the child and, in some cases, to the father. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

General 

1. Educational programs should train judges and lawyers to recognize the unfairness 
which can result from gender-based stereotypes in the domestic relations area. 
These training programs should emphasize the special importance of domestic 
relations litigation to the parties involved and to society. Such programs should 
explore fully the economic realities facing women after divorce. 

2. Mechanisms should be created within the system which will assist a financially 
disadvantaged party in bearing the expenses of litigation. 

3. The Michigan bar e:umination should include a domestic relations component. Law 
schools in Michigan should be encouraged to include information concerning not 
only the substantive law of domestic relations but also its economic and social 
consequences for men, women and children. 

4. Domestic relations should be recognized by the judicial system and the practicing 
bar as a vital area of practice affecting a large number of litigants which requires 
expert.ise in substantive law and procedure and awareness of the psychological 
factors experienced by people in divorce. 

Alimony 

S. The Supreme Court should establish a Task Force to develop statewide guidelines 
for alimony awards. 

6. The Supreme Court should adopt rules and procedures to foster prompt 
enforcement of alimony awards. 

7. Judges should impose meaningful sanctions for failure to comply with alimony 
orders. 

8. Judges and attorneys should be trained in the economic consequences of divorce for 
men and women. 

Property 

9. Judges and lawyers should be educated about the value and relevance of non· 
monetary contributions to a marriage in dividing the marital estate. Evidence 
should be introduced to establish the extent and value of such contnbutions. 

10. In accordance with appellate decisions, the value of a career to which both parties 
have made contnbutions should be included as a marital asset and appropriately 
distributed. 

11. Both parties should be required to disclose all assets in the early stages of a divorce 
action. Failure to disclose assets should result in the imposition of meaningful 
sanctions such as default, an award of actual attorney fees and costs or contempt. 
H undisclosed assets are later discovered, there should be a rebuttable presumption 

70 



12. 

13. 

that they were deliberately concealed, resulting in the award of 100% of such assets 
to the injured party unless the presumption is overcome by the non-disclosing party. 

An economically disadvantaged party should be awarded attorney fees and costs 
early in the proceedin~ to allow for adequate preparation of the case. 

There should be no presumption that income·producing assets of the parties should 
be awarded automatically to one or the other of the parties. 

Child Support 

14. Training programs for lawyers, judges. and hearing officers should include: 

a. current, accurate information about the costs of child raising, the 
costs and availability of child care and other data essential to making 

. realistic child support awards; 

b. identification of all available enforcement mechanisms under new and 
existing laws and stress on the importance of utilizing them to the 
fullest extent of the law; and 

c. the child support guidelines. 

15. The determination of child support should be made with special consideration given 
to: 

a. alleviation of the disproportionate percentage of income contributed 
by divorced mothers and fathers to the support of their children, 
(e.g., husband's wages equal 80% of total family earnings, but he 
contributes 12% to 20% of his income to child support, while 
mother's wages equal 20% of total "family* earnings but she 
contribute 80% of her income to child support); and 

b. application of the guidelines as a guide and not as a maximum 
standard, with the actual needs and prior standard of living of the 
child as the most important determining factors. 

16. Legislation should permit the courts to impose an obligation on the non-custodial 
parent .to share the cost of post high school education. 

17. Greater resources should be allocated to the Friend of the Court system in order 
to secure prompt and effective enforcement of child support orders. 

18. The Friend of the Court should periodically review child support orders to avoid the 
need for the custodial parent to raise issues of changed income. 

19. Opportunities should be given outside of ordinary working hours for parents to 
confer with the Friend of the Court offfoe personnel. 
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Child Custody 

20. Courts should use non-adversarial dispute resolution mechanisms such as conciliation 
and mediation to resolve custody disputes. Voluntary agreements with parents 
should be encouraged regarding major decisions concerning: education, enrichment 
activities, travei medical problems, notice by the custodial parent of the whereabouts 
of the child and unlimited phone contact. However, such mechanisms should not 
be used in situations of domestic violence where unequal bargaining positions should 
be assumed. 

21. Educational programs for judges should emphasize that the "best interest" of the 
child should specifically relate to the individual parenting ability of each party and 
not the societal role placed upon their gender. 

22. Custody. decisions should be expedited and should be separated from decisions on 
economic issues. Michigan Court Rule 3.206(F) directs that custody decisions be 
expedited. Trial courts should make every effort to comply with this rule. In order 
to ensure compliance, adequate Friend of the Court funding and staffmg should be 
provided. 

23. Where sexual abuse allegations are made, specific expedited time limits should be 
established and adhered to. Special training for judges concerning the underlying 
issues, as well as access to juvenile court resources and expertise, should be provided. 

24. In any divorce proceeding or post-divorce proceeding where an allegation of child 
sexual abuse is made by one party against the other, the circuit court should refer 
the matter immediately to the probate court for prompt review and recommendation 
as to future custody and/ or vasitation of the minor children. 

VlsltatJon 

25. Uniform standards and guidelines for frequency and duration should be established 
when parents are unable amicably to establish visitation arrangements. 

26. Visitation and child support should be treated as separate issues. 

27. Clear and consistent methods for enforcement of orders consistent with the best 
interest of the children should be adopted statewide. 

28. Meaningful consequences for violation and/or interference with visitation orders 
should be imposed on the off ending parent. 

29. Judges and prosecutors should encourage the procedures outlined in the Support and 
Visitation Enforcement Act, which permits the injured party to bring the issue to the 
attention of the Friend of the Court and/or judge in 12I.Q ~· 

30. Mediation projects such as the Clinton County Mediation/Consultation Project 
should be studied to determine whether changes in legislation or court rules are 
needed. 
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VII. GENDER BIAS WITHIN THE COURT ENVIRONMENT 

In Michigan courts, judges, attorneys, litigants, witnesses, jurors and court staff work closely 
together. The respect and dignity they afford each other affect their personal well-being and their 
individual futures. Inappropriate conduct may not only embarrass the recipient, but also result in 
the denial of a party's substantive rights. Such damage may profoundly diminish the credibility and 
integrity of the courts. The Task Force found that a significant degree of gender bias in the 
treatment of women is present in the court environment. Women in every group encounter 
uMecessary and unacceptable impediments to Uleir full, effective participation in the work of the 
courts. 

During the course of its investigation, the Task Force was told by some individuals that reports of 
biased treatment were the result of over-sensitivity or exaggeration. They complained that bias was 
a trivial matter and unworthy of the time, attention and money being expended. In the Task 
Force's view, the volume of reports of incidents of bias received proved them wrong. 

The information received by the Task Force did not suggest that all judges, lawyers or court staff 
were acting in a gender biased manner, nor did it suggest that all incidents of bias were intentional 
or malicious. Nonetheless, the reports of bias from a wide variety of sources were compelling. To 
illustrate the frequency and serious nature of such reports, an extensive representative sample is 
set forth verbatim at Appendix G. 

The impact of this material was reinforced by the judicial survey conducted by the Task Force. In 
answer to the question: "Have you ever experienced a situation in your courtroom in which you 
perceived unfair or insensitive treatment of any of the following people resulting from racia~ ethnic 
or gender bias?", 30.9% of all judicial respondents answered yes for instances involving female 
judges, attorneys, litigants, defendants, jurors or witnesses. Sixteen and one-half percent (16.5%) 
identified biased treatment against males. 

Following is a breakdown of those responses by gender and race: 

TABLE Vll-1: COURTROOM TREATMENT 

Minorities Treated 
Unfairly 

Non· Minorities 
Treated Unfairly 

Males Treated 
Unfairly 

Females Treated 
Unfairly 

Majority 
Male 

(S2) 
26% 

(40) 
1;0.4% 

(30) 
15.4% 

(48) 
24.2% 

Majority 
Female 

(9) 
47.4% 

(7) 
36.8% 

(4) 
22..2% 

(13) 
65% 
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Minority 
Male 

(6) 
~.2% 

(3) 
23.1% 

(2) 
16.7% 

(7) 
53.8% 

Minority 
Female 

(9) 
75% 

(6) 
(,()% 

(3) 
30% 

(7) 
63.6% 

Total 

(76) 
31% 

(56) 
23.4% 

. (39) 
16.5% 

(75) 
30.9% 



The attorney survey revealed that female attorneys observed behavior which they viewed as "unfair" 
more often than did their male colleagues. Female attorneys cited their colleagues for giving unfair 
or insensitive treatment to female attorneys, litigants and witnesses more often than to female 
jurors or judges. Some fem ale minority attorneys noted that they were the object of both gender 
and racial/ethnic bias on the pan of their colleagues. While eighty-one percent of majority maJe 
attorneys reponed that they "seldom" or "never" observed a judge giving unfair treatment to a 
female attorney, forty-seven percent of female attorneys reponed that they had observed such 
treatment sometimes or usually. Both groups cited numerous examples of disparate treatment. 

Following are tables descnbing the responses of attorneys to some of these key questions. 

TABLE Vll·l: A1TORNEY RESPONSES 

Question: Within the past five years how often have you observed an attorney giving unfair or 
insensitive treatment to a female attorney? 

Always 
and 

(n = 281) Usually Sometimes Seldom 

r~male Attorney 11% 56% 19% 
(n s 134) 

Male Attorney 5% 26% 28% 
(n s: 147) 

TABLE Vll-3: A1TORNEY RESPONSES 

Question: Within the past five years bow often have you obsel"Yed an attorney giving unfair or 
insensitive treatment to a female litigant? 

Always 
and 

(n • 271) Usually Sometimes Seldom 

Female AttOl"lley S%• 47% 24% 
(n • 125) 

Male Attorney 4%. 21% 32% 
(n • 146) 

••Always• te5p0nse • 0% 
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Never 

15% 

41% 

Never 

24% 

43% 



TABLE Vll-4: ATJ'ORNEY RESPONSES 

~on: Within the past five years how often have you observed an attorney giving unfair or 
insensitive treatment to a female witneM? 

(N. um 

Female Attorney 
(n c 124) 

Male Attorney 
(n • 143) 

• •AJways• response '"' 0% 

TABLE VU·S: ATl'ORNEY RESPONSES 

Always 
and 

Usually Sometimes 

40% 

20% 

Seldom 
and 

Never 

56% 

77% 

Question: Within the past five years how often have you observed an attorney giving unfair or insensitive 
treatment to a female juror? 

Always Seldom 
and and 

(N ~ 265) Usually Sometimes Never 

Female Mton1ey 0% 19% 81% 
(n ., 123) 

Male Attomey 
(n '"' 143) 

3% 8% 89% 
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TABLE Vll-6: ATTORNEY RESPONSES 

Question.: Within the past five years how often have you observed a judge giving unfair or 
insensitive treatment to a female witness? 

Always 
and 

(N • 'Jf>1) Usually Sometimes 

Female Attorney 2%• 24% 
(n • 124) 

Male Attorney 2%. 13% 
(n • 143) 

• •AJways• response '"' 0% 

TABLE VU-7: ATTORNEY RESPONSES 

Seldom 
and 

Never 

74% 

85% 

Question: Within the past five years how often have you observed a judge giving unfair or insensitive 
treatment to a female juror? 

Always Seldom 
and and 

(N - 2.66) Usually Sometimes Never 

Female Attorney 0% 10% 91% 
(n • 125) 

Male Attorney 1% 8% 91% 
(n • 141) 

• •Always• response .. 0% 
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TABU: VJl-8: A1TORNEY RESPONSES 

Wllhin the past five years how often have you observed a judge giving unfair or in.sensitive 
treatment to a female attorney? 

Always 
and 

(D • 2'n) Usually Sometimes Seldom Never 

Faule Attorney 5%. 42% 1.6% Z1% 
(D • 129) 

Male Attorney 3%. 16% 31% SO% 
(D • 143) 

• •JJways• response -= 0% 

TABLE VIM>: A1TORNEY RESPONSES 

Question: Within the past five years how often have you observed a judge giving unfair or insensitive 
treatment to a female litigant? 

Always 
and 

(n • 2'n) Usually Sometimes Seldom Never 

Female Attoney 
(n • 129) 

3%. 32% 1.6% 39% 

Male Attorney 
(n • 143) 

2%. 17% Z1% 56% 

• •AJways• response• 0% 
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TABLE VJl-10: ATI'ORNEY RESPONSES 

Question: Within the past five )'eU'S how often have you observed an attoniey giving unfair or insensitive 
treatment to a female judge? 

Always Seldom 
and and 

(N = 268) Usually Sometimes Never 

Female Attorney 2%. '1:7% 71% 
(n .. 125) 

Male Attorney 2% 15% 83% 
(n .. 143) 

• •AJways• response ., 0% 

The Task Force was interested in finding out how often attorneys who observed disparate 
treatment followed-up by ".protesting". The findings reflect some interesting differences between 
the subgroups. Responding attorneys reported that they protested situations of gender bias on the 
part of attorneys forty-four percent of the time and on the part of the judges twenty-two percent 

· of the time. 

Unusually large numbers of attorneys offered specific examples of gender and racial/ ethnic bias, 
as well as extensive additional comments. Considering the length of the questionnaire, the total of 
518 examples and comments submitted testify to the fact that the topic of bias is of considerable 
importance to Michigan attorneys. Attorney survey respondents described 181 examples of gender 
bias and 209 examples of racial/ ethnic bias on the part of attorneys and judges. 

Overall, forty-two respondents to the court user study reported that their gender had a negative 
influence on the treatment they received by their attorneys. Eighty-two persons reported that their 
gender had a negative influence on the treatment they received by the judge and one hundred 
eleven reported that their gender had a negative effect on the outcome of their case. As noted in 
Section ill above, because of sample problems in this survey, the results should not be projected 
to Michigan court users as a whole. 

Treahnent of Women Lltlpnts and Witnesses 

Credibility 
One form of gender bias which may operate in a courtroom is the assumption that female litigants 
and witnesses are, by the nature of their sex, less credible than their male counterparts. The Task 
Force defined credibility as the likelihood that an individual would be perceived as truthful, 
competent, believable, convincing and a person of serious intent and honest views. 

In "The Power to Communicate: Gender Differences as Barriers• authors Deborah Borisoff and 
Lisa Merrill identify several stereotypes which reduce or destroy the credibility of women. These 

81 



stereotypes include the expectation that women are •soft·spoken, self ·effacing, compliant, more 
emotional than logical, prone to be disorganized and subjective"1 As a result of these factors, 
political scientist Nasseri 0. Keohane concludes that: 

.the power of such prescriptive silence is such that when women do speak, their 
~ech deviates from the norm of masculinity in timbre and pattern .. .And the words 
of women are consistently devalued in group settings, not heard, assumed to be 
trivial, not attended to.2 

Inappropriate or Demeaning Conduct 
The frequency with which women litigants and witnesses are subjected to inappropriate . and 
demeaning conduct by judges, lawyers and court staff directly affects their credibility. This conduct 
may take several forms; 

address by first names or terms of endearment; 
comments about personal appearance; 
verbal or physical sexual innuendo or advances; 
sexist remarks or jokes; 
patronizing or oversolicitous behavior; or 
bullying, intimidating or overly aggressive behavior. 

Attorneys and judges were asked in the survey questionnaires about the frequency of unfair 
treatment against females which they had observed. (See preceding tables) In supplementing their 
responses, the attorneys and judges gave numerous examples illustrating their perceptions of unfair 
treatment and how it may occur. For example:' 

A judge in a recent sex discrimination case so badgered my client that she gave up 
mid-trial. His response to her testimony of her competence was to berate her for 
thinking she could run the company! Judge once tried to talk a husband out of 
paying alimony (after it had been placed on the record as part of a divorce 
settlement.) 

Female litigants and witnesses have their personal lives pried into much more 
extensively than males. They are also questioned in a demeaning snide tone (none 
of this ever appears on a record.) The questioning frequently assumes the witness 
is an "airhead." 

RE: female litigant; demeaning comments; insensitive to emotional issues; assuming 
female has no business knowledge ... 

State district court judge made a rude and sexist remark about llfemale" drivers while 
presiding over a hearing on a traffic offense committed by a woman. 

During voir dire attorney asked the prospective jurors if they would hold it against 
him (the attorney) "because she was prettier than he was." An attorney (male) asked 
a fem ale witness why she spent so long shopping in a clothing store without buying 
anything. Her reply was she couldn't find anything to purchase. He responded with 
•Just like a typical woman, shopping to waste time.• 

During deposition there was verbal intimidation of a female deponent. The attorney 
moclced and used his body size and posture to attempt to intimidate an expert 
witness during trial. 
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I can only recall one recent incident that truly amazed me. First-degree murder, 
[i.e., Criminal Sexual Conduct] case, involving female victim [and] horrendous facts. 
Oral argument, Court of Appeals, Appellate issue: error in admission of evidence 
re bite mark(s) on victim's buttock. During argument one judge remarked 
something like: "I guess the prosecutor wouldn't give him the benefit of one bite". 

These quotations are a small sample of reports the Task Force received. The Task Force also took 
note of news reports of extreme conduct on the part of a district judge who was removed from the 
bench by the Judicial Tenure Commission for soliciting sexual favors from three female defendants 
and making "improper and indecent" remarks to a female employee.' It may be expected that 
citizens who receive such treatment leave the courts disillusioned, angry and confused by the 
contradictions between "justice for all" and the discrimination they have encountered. Many said 
so. 

Court Admlnfstratlon 
Information received from citizens, attorneys and experts convinced the Task Force that court 
administration plays a vital role in determining whether court users receive unbiased treatment. 
In many instances, court staff determine the level of user information, case progress and court 
access. The application and monitoring of consistent fair user policies are essential to the 
avoidance of gender bias in court administration. 

Court procedures utilize special language, processes and time frames which a user may find difficult 
to understand. Users may feel powerless and perceive biased treatment due to their lack of 
understanding of the court process. Many of the respondents to the court user survey reported 
feeling "confused", "angry" and "frustrated". Approximately half of the respondents reported that 
males and females are treated differently by the courts. One respondent indicated that not 
understanding the system meant the user would have to tolerate what happened. Another stated 
that it was not possible to deal with the case because there was no understanding of the system. 
The responses identified a need for printed material explaining the procedures and detailing how 
to complete court forms. As one user explained, "Citizens need to be better prepared to deal with 
court cases in general. I was unprepared to deal with the case because I had no knowledge of the 
system".' 

Court personnel may have personal beliefs or attitudes which lead to unfair treatment of court 
users. Testimony given to the Task Force supports the conclusion that court employees would 
benefit from education regarding the detrimental treatment of users. The courts must not ignore 
such accusatory comments as: "women are discouraged from filing by court personnel through 
ignoring claims, trivialization ... • or "people talked down to me, condescending. like I was a child".' 
Court administrators may not recognize discriminatory behavior by court staff when it occurs. One 
user testified that a deputy "spoke out (and] accused me of holding a hatchet over my former 
husband". The supervisor who was present at the time did not seem to disapprove the comment. 
This woman further reported she felt a "camaraderie" among the three men in the room.' Several 
users reported a lack of sensitivity to gender discrimination on the part of court staff.9 Testimony 
was given that a social bias exists against the poor, that "women are poor" and that the court is not 
sensitive to this bias.10 

Forms and Correspondence 
The State Court Administrative Office has appointed forms committees for the various courts 
which have been diligent in incorporating gender-neutral language. Additionally, on February 6, 
1989 the American Bar Association adopted a recommendation calling for gender-neutral language 
in all documents establishing policy and procedure. Nevertheless, the Task Force received several 

83 



complaints about sexist language in court forms and informational material. 

Juries • h h 1 . ta1 . d. . bell Although the Task Force recognizes t at t e courts cannot contro 10C1e preJU 1ce, 1t eves 
that special attention to potential jury bias is warranted. Individual jurors may hold biased beliefs.11 

The killing of a trial judge by her estranged husband raised serious questions c1f how stereotypical 
attitudes about women victims may influence jury decision-making. According to newspaper 
accounts jurors reported that they found the husband guilty of voluntary manslaughter instead of 
murder because the "judge provoked her estranged husband into shooting her to death in her court 
chambers because she went out with other men ... • One juror was quoted as saying: 

First of all, she went out with other men ... then he was having trouble sexually, and 
I imagined that she rubbed that into him. Then he went to his lawyer's office and 
found out she wouldn't agree to the settlement.u 

Treatment oC Women Attorneys 

The Task Force views the status of women in the legal profession and the manner in which they 
are treated and perceived by judges, colleagues and court personnel as reaching beyond women 
attorneys' personal well-being and career goals. Their status and treatment have important 
consequences for the administration of justice. 

The ability of women attorneys to function fully in a professional capacity is directly connected to 
the welfare of the broader client community they serve. Their open access to opportunity, training, 
experience, and information is crucial to effective representation of their clients. As Lynn Hecht 
Schafran has observed: 

These differences in treatment matter. They go far beyond personal irritation and 
insult to issues of equal opportunity, professional credibility and whether one's 
clients receive the full due process of law.13 

Overt discriminatory conduct against women attorneys tells the public that the profession is not fair 
and unbiased. It affects the reputation of the justice system as a whole. "In a system where 
litigants must depend on their chosen advocates, bias affects justice.•"' 

Persuasive information was presented to the Task Force that women attorneys faced obstacles and 
attitudes which hindered their full participation in the practice of law. Certainly not every woman 
attorney has experienced the problems identified in the following material. However, the Task 
Force found that women lawyers were not yet consistently treated with the same respect and dignity 
as were their male colleagues, nor were they able to avail themselves of the full economic and 
professional benefits accorded their male counterparts. In some instance, both men and women 
were negatively impacted by the expectations placed on them as a result of their gender. 

In testimony presented to the Task Foroe, women attorneys from throughout the state spoke of 
their frustration and anger: 

It is our belief that the stress, the humiliation and the harm to the woman attorney's 
reputation and crechbility, not to mention the potential harm to the credibility of her 
case from such remarks and actions by male judges and attorneys is apparent.15 

... over a period of eight years, I have accepted that, as a Black. female, I will be 
discriminated against. My clients commonly come to me and ask should they get 
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a White male or Jewish attorney or can a Black female attorney be fairly treated in 
any Court. Therefore, even though I attempt to repress the experience of 
discrimination, it commonly affects the e.conomics of my law office .. .16 

The Task Force also noted the concern of a significant number of women that testifying could place 
a female attorney at risk and that many women who might wish to speak to issues of discrimination 
would not come forward for fear of reprisal.11 

I could write plenty of examples and just focusing on it makes me extremely angry • 
however you must understand that to publicly comf.lain • re: your committee 
hearings jeopardizes current clients in pending cases ... • 

Three witnesses reported that they had, in fact, experienced negative consequences as a result of 
their participation in the public hearings.19 

The confidential surveys of attorneys and judges, where anonymity of the respondent was protected, 
show a much higher rate of response. The surveys suggest that many women attorneys and judges 
who do not speak out publicly are nonetheless deeply troubled by their perception of biased 
treatment. 

Examples of attitudes and behavior of judges and attorneys which women attorneys cited include 
the following: 

patronizing language, improper forms of address, references to appearance and 
marital status; 

verbal and physical actions which exclude women or ignore their presence; 

questions, comments and behavior related to whether women are "real" attorneys; 

demeaning jokes and comments; 

"bullying" and intimidation; 

sexual harassment and innuendo against women, including jokes, sexual references, 
physical touching. and implied or overt pressure for sexual favors; 

toleration and encouragement of behavior in male attorneys which is not valued in 
female attorneys, such as aggressive/assertive behavior and failure to meet the 
"feminine" ideal· 

" 
less attention and credibility given to female attorneys' statements than to male 
attorneys' statements; and 

judges' greater impatience with and criticism of female attorneys than male 
attorneys; 

Other states which have undertaken studies of gender bias in their court systems have identified 
the existence of many of the same attitudes and practices.30 The experience of women attorneys in 
Michigan is not unusual in type or frequency of occurrence. 
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The Task Force identified several likely effects of gender-biased behavior upon woman attorneys. 
A woman attorney is obliged to expend mental and emotional energy to respond to such behavior 
in many aspects of her professional life. If she is a woman of color, she is often subject to racial 
or ethnic bias as well. The following excerpts from an article appearing in The American Bar 
Journal descnbe some of the consequences of such bias: 

The -masculinity" or "femininity" of their demeanor is something women lawyers 
have to think about constantly when they appear in court .... 

Says Leonard Cavise1 professor at DePaul University College of Law, "Ultimately, 
some of these women ask themselves, "How lol)g do I have to do this before I am 
accepted as myself!"" 

That question forms the core of the gender bias complaint. And, while men may 
argue that, "We have to worry about how we come across too: the issue for them 
centers on how competent, how authoritative they appear • not on how masculine 
they are being perceived.21 

These observations were made by Michigan lawyers: 

In my experience, racial/ethnic and gender bias are so prevalent in the Michigan 
court systems, that I have as a matter used a minority male and/or white male as 
Co-Counsel so that our client's interest would not adversely be affected by the 
presence of said bias. When assigning an attorney to a file I consider the race 
and/ or gender of the judge and the attorney on the opposite side and the county in 
which the matter is to (be] tried [as] significant factors. Rarely, if ever, when large 
financial awards or sophisticated business issues are present before a jury or male 
bench will I not factor in the fact that I am a Black female as l make plans for my 
presentation of my client's case.22 

We are all [so] afraid of being identified as troublemakers, non-team players, (and 
most obviously not "one of the boys,") that we hide our rage at the gross indignity 
of practicing law in front of prejudiced judges.23 

The woman attorney's clients, the court system and the lawyer herself are prevented from receiving 
the full benefit of the woman attorney's attention to the substance of her work. Needless time is 
spent in countering prejudicial behavior and strategizing means of protecting her client despite the 
embarrassment or anger that she may feel 

Ireatment of Women Judses 

When asked to describe their satisfaction with their experience as a judge, 65.6% of the surveyed 
female judges were "very satisfied" and 28.1% were "satisfied". There were no differences in the 
percentage of satisfaction expressed by male and female judges. Female judges, as a group, 
reported that they enjoyed the responsibilities, position and benefits of the bench. Despite this high 
~evel of satisfaction, however, information before the Task Force suggests that they are not totally 
msulated from the conduct displayed against other female participants in the courts. 
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Illustrative of some of th~ problems are the following excerpts and surveys: 

Difficult white male judges are referred to as •irascible" while difficult female judges 
are characterized as "bitches". 

Male attorneys are often disrespectful to female attorneys. They interrupt constantly 
during arguments in court. Have demeaning attitude towards female attorney as 
though to say "'lb.is is a man's area and you shouldn't even be here.• Male attorneys 
often use this same attitude to female judges. 

Ha female judge doesn't rule in their favor or allow disrespectful behavior that they 
would never display to a white male judge, she is talked about in the halls and called 
stupid or a bitch who's hard to g~t along with. 

Many comments re: women judges - that they are too emotionai menahaters, on 
their period, less bright, less professional than male judges, can't take a joke, etc. 

A partner in my office calls a judge we deal w(ith] a bitch, he definitely wants to 
know if the judge is a woman before he goes into court. 

Testimony was also submitted by female judges about their concerns for adequate child care 
provisions in court administration and policies on temporary disability, maternity and parental 
leaves.34 Like female lawyers (see Section VIlI) female judges perceive these issues as very 
important to their professional life. 

The Judft's Role Jn Courtroom Control 

The role that a judge pedorms in regulating and correcting biased conduct in the court 
environment is crucial: 

Every participant in the court process, whether directly or indirectly, is affected by 
the daily activity of the judge. It is the judge who establishes the atmosphere of the 
court and provides the focal point to which all eyes tum for reference and 
direction.25 

A judge who is willing to address instances of gender biased conduct and correct behaviors which 
occur in front of him or her makes a lasting impression and impact. 

The Task Force recognizes the difficulty a judge faces in weighing this role against possible 
intederencc with normal trial practices. Yet, every day judges are required to separate advocacy 
from histrionics, argument from abuse. Altering the treatment accorded female participants in the 
courts and eliminating the effects of gender discrimination are formidable challenges but ones 
which must be faced. Judicial leadership must begin the process and spur other participants to join. 

Case Asslmments and Appointment of 
Women In Criminal Matten 

The sixth amendment to the U.S Constitution mandates that a defendant accused in a criminal 
prosecution is entitled to •have the assistance of counsel for his defense." In Michigan in 1986, 
$43,612,176 were spent for the repr~ntation of indigent persons in the criminal justice system.• 
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nus figure includes state funding for appellate services and local county funding for representation 
at the trial, as well as other funding from federal and private sources. 

In Michigan the service delivery system for indigent counsel is determined at the local level. Each 
county and ~urt chooses one or a combination of three types of indigent representation to provide 
defense services to the poor. These three choices are (1) assigned private counsel; (2) contract 
anomey programs; and (3) public defender programs. Regardless of the type of program used, the 
individual court and judge exercise enormous influence on the selection, qualification and payment 
of assigned counsel. To the extent that such assignments are affected by the gender of an attorney, 
there are serious consequences for the integrity of the system, the representation of the client and 
the economic and professional status of the lawyer. 

The Task Force collected data on this issue through public hearing testimony and the attorney and 
judicial surveys. Testimony from female attorneo/S in a number of areas raised the concern that 
they were not receiving access to court appointments and that, even when they were appointed, 
they were not considered for cases involving high visibility or significant economic reward. 

Several stereotypes affect the assignment opportunities available to women. A former Chief Judge 
of a large trial court testified that during his tenure it became apparent that both male and female 
judges of his court were unwilling to appoint an equitable share of indigent assignments to female 
attorneys. In identifying the attitudes which fostered this result, the witness cited several rationales 
based on stereotypic beliefs about women in the profession: 

Judges believe that capital cases and major drug cases are too tough for female 
attorneys. 

Judges believe that clients will object to the assignment of female attorneys to their 
cases. 

Judges believe that women attorneys will be intimidated and threatened by 
•dangerous" clients and wish to protect them from this element. 

The witness was convinced that even though there existed a strong core of female attorneys who 
re~arly practiced in the court, those attorneys were not receiving their proportionate share of the 
assignments. As a result he instituted an affirmative program designed to resolve this inequity. 
Yet, despite the obvious concern for remedying wrongs, this witness also admitted that he had 
reservations about appointing some women to some cases, • ... for example, there are some big, 
rough defendants that I would not put a small female to represent".27 

Women attorneys also stated not only that they were receiving few cases, but also that those they 
received did not involve significant charges or substantial fees.• 

As a criminal practitioner at Court, the discrimination overall is in the 
!ow number of assignments that I receive to represent indigent persons. It is 
mcredible that men who are similarly situated are able to obtain a substantially 
!llgher number of assignments for representation. This is not for one particular 
Judge, but an assessment of the entire Court in general.» 
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Anecdotal information on such discrimination (case assignment) abounds, often 
coming from new attorneys "making the rounds" at court to get on the judges' 
assignments lists. Women attorneys sometimes receive no more than a perfunctory 
interest or interview, and sometimes are told by court staff that women are rarely 
appointed or that women's business cards are routinely discarded.io 

A statistical survey submitted by the Women Lawyers Association of Michigan examining the 
busiest trial court in Michigan for the period between July 1, 1987 to July l, 1988 revealed the 
following:' 1 

TABLE Vlll-11: CASE ASSIGNMENTS AND AVERAGE FEES 

ATIORNEY NUMBER TOTAL FEES NUMBER AVERAGE FEE 
TYP~ lli OBQlJl PAID CASES rEB ce.se 

White Male 285 $2,714,819 6,290 $431.61 

White Female 60 635,209 2,088 $304.22 

Black Male 105 1,312,554 3,030 $433.19 

Black Female 27 468,006 1,255 $372.91 

Hispanic Male 4 61,6Zl 143 $472.88 

Hispanic Female 2 49,010 123 $398.46 

Unknown Male 32 92,321 231 $399.66 

Unknown Female 13 26,861 61 $440.34 

IQ1l1i 

Male 426 $4,187,316 9,694 $431.95 

Female 102 Sl,179.085 3.S'n $334.30 

This study of a large sample of over 13,000 cases indicates that women attorneys in this court earn 
an average of $100 less per case than male attorneys. One hundred dollars represents nearly one 
quarter of the total average fee earned by male practitioners. This study also contradicts testimony 
that women receive fewer assignments; in the cases in question women received an average of 35 
cases per attorney while men handled an average of 23 cases per attorney. This suggests that 
women attorneys accepting criminal cases earn less per case while handling more cases on average. 

Over eighty percent of the respondents to the Task Force's judicial survey were in positions where 
they assigned attorneys to fee generating positions. By their own assessment, the judges revealed 
their assignment patterns for fem ale attorneys: 
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TABLE Vll·ll: A1TORNEY A.§SIGNMENT 

% Majority Majority Minority Minority 
Females Male Female Male Female Total 
As.Vgncd Judges Judges Judges Judges Judges 

0 21.6% 0 11.1% 0 21.1% 

l·S 10.4% 9.15% 0 0 7.3% 

6-10 2.2.3% 0 0 11.1% 19% 

11-15 4.5% 0 0 11.1% 4.3% 

16-20 12.7% 0 0 0 10.4% 

21·25 11.9% 0 11.1% 11.1% 11% 

26.30 4.5% 9.1% 11.1% 11.1% S.5% 

31-35 3.7% 0 0 0 3.1% 

36-40 3% 18.2% 2.2.2% 11.1% S.5% 

4l·SO 3.7% 54.5% 33.3% 33.3% 10.4% 

51-60 0 0 11.1% 11.1% 1.2% 

61·70 0 0 0 0 0% 

71-80 .7% 9.1% 0 0 1.2% 

The Task Force was told: 

... women are assigned mere "minor" cases which are unlikely to generate larger fees. 
Assignment to a case such as welfare fraud or probation violation requires the 
opening of a file and client visit, but it rarely results in a trial which would generate 
a larger fee. The fee schedule in effect during the study period, which pays 
attorneys per event, makes a distinction between "capital" and noncapital" cases . 
.. .Assigning a higher percentage of male attorneys to the more serious capital cases 
could account for the difference in average fees per case .... An attorney assigned 
on serious or "high profile" cases is more likely to gain a reputation which will lead 
to an ability to attract retained cases.» 

[Without major cases] it is difficult to gain a reputation of being a good criminal 
lav.yer.» 

The foregoing information supports the conclusion that women attorneys may be economically 
harmed both in actual fees earned and in their reputations in the community. Women attorneys 
~ve restricted access to professional opportunities which will increase their marketability as 
identified criminal defense experts and their ability to attract retained cases. 
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Mediation 

~ the use of mediation and other alternative dispute resolution mechanisms in Michigan increases, 
these systems should be subject to the same standard for fair and equal treatment as other parts 
of the justice system. Underrepresentation of women in the implementation of these mechanisms 
has serious consequences for the quality of service provided to women litigants, as well as the 
respect and credibility afforded women attorneys. 

Panel Composition 
Testimony was presented at the public hearings, in writing and by bar associations regarding the 
treatment and valuation of cases where either a litigant or an attorney was female." In Michigan, 
the appointment of mediators is under the control of the courts and, therefore, the courts are 
ultimately responsible for whether the referral or appointment of mediators is gender-neutral. A 
review of the roster of mediators in the ·six largest counties in the state reveals that the 
representation of women in each of these county mediation programs is far below the 18% fem ale 
proportion of State Bar membership. 

TABLE Vl1·13: MEDIATOR APPOINTMENTS 

COUNTY 

KENT 
GENESEE 
OAKLAND 
MACOMB 
SAGINAW 
WAYNE 

TOTAL 
MEDIATORS 

256 
84 
965 
1.S6 
132 
632 

FEMALE 
MEDIATORS 

11 
7 
47 
8 
0 

67 

% 

4% 
8% 
5% 
5% 
0% 
11% 

• This data was compiled by Task Force members through empirical analysis of information solicited from 
various sources and not from official figures provided by the mediation tribunals 

The attorney survey shows differences in the way male and female attorneys perceive the 
participation of female attorneys in mediation panels. While twenty-seven percent of male 
attorneys as a group believe that female attorneys •atways" or "usually• participate on mediation 
panels, only three percent of female attorneys agree. 
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TAJLE VJI-14: MEDIATION P~ 

()ucstion: Female attomeys participate in mediation panels. 

Always Seldom 
and and No Basis 

(D • 176) Usually Sometimes Ne\'Cr For Opinion 

Toa.I 16% 35% 42% 7% 

Male 27% 31% 27% 9% 
(n., 100) 

Female 3%. 32% 62% 4% 
(n = 76) 

• •Always• response ., 0% 

The Women Lawyers Association of Michigan and others supested a variety of reasons for the 
inadequate representation of women in the mediation process. For example, there is no statewide 
standard application process to serve as a mediator. A review of the application processes for the 
six identified counties reveals a wide range of requirements and selection criteria. In some 
instances mediators are selected by the court administrator; in others a bench and bar committee 
selects the pool. Some selections are made by professional organizations, by a representative of 
the tribunal or by the judge. Although a State Court Administrative Order fonn is used by most 
counties, the general guideline for selection seems to be amended and augmented by local practice 
and custom. 

Where selection standards are articulated, they may establish requirements which result in the 
exclusion of women practitioners. Included in these requirements are length of practice, size of 
awards, personal reputation and professional contacts. Moreover, once a woman is included in the 
pool of mediation panelists, there is no guarantee that she will then be appointed to a mediation 
panel. Finally, there is a tendency to appoint women to cases as neutrals under the assumption 
that they have neither the experience nor the public reputation to function as defense or plaintiff 
mediator.16 

Attountabllity 
Mediation processes do not uniformly collect or publish information on the mediation systein.37 

Determining the number and demographics of applicants for mediation positions, the number 
~lected for the pool and the utilization of those applicants in an actual mediation was difficult and 
m some instances impossible. It was equally difficult to determine the amount of money earned 
by mediators in relation to their gender. The very failure of a mediation system to monitor its own 
use of underrepresented groups suggests the absence of commitment to the inclusion of those 
groups in the process. As in all other phases of the court system, this lack of accountability and 
self-monitoring creates the appearance of indifference, if not neglect. 
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Behavior of Mediation PanelJsts 
Written and public testimony cited several examples of situations where mediators appeared to 
have exhibited biased attitudes. A woman attorney was asked how many women attorneys were in 
her firm and whether her firm only represented ladies. When informed that she was associated 
with other women attorneys, the male mediator joked about the fact that her finn might be 
discriminating against men. Given that the case before the panel was a matter of sexual 
discrimination in employment such a comment was particularly inappropriate.• 

A female mediator reported that the two men on her panel referred to all black women, whether 
litigants or attorneys, as •gals", while white women and males were not subjected to similar 
references. These same mediators commented on the abilities of the women attorneys throughout 
the day and joked about the litigants in an offensive and abusive manner.5 A third female 
mediator cited highly offensive, sexist commentary used by a male mediator in chambers, and 
inappropriate and demeaning references to the dress of a female attorney during the mediation 
process itself.~ 

Such biased attitudes may have serious consequences: 

The client of a woman attorney thus treated may not get an accurate or fair 
evaluation of their case, resulting in an extremely low mediation award which has 
negative implications for trial. The client does not receive a clear sense of the 
market value of that case as a result of inaccurate awards that have been affected 
by sexual bias of the mediation panel. Furthermore, the reputation of the particular 
woman attorney is harmed in the eye of her opposing counsel and her bargaining 
power for her client is diminished due to the lightness with which her case is 
perceived by the mediators .... [a ]n even more subtle problem with the lack of women 
mediators is that issues in which sex is involved, such as civil rape cases or sex 
discrimination in employment... are often given short shrift when the .mediation 
panel of men fails to understand the nature of the claim and the damages to the 
individual litigants.41 

Treatment or Court Personnel 

The Task Force initially proposed two distinct research projects to investigate treatment issues 
related to the treatment of court personnel. The first was a court employment questionnaire 
designed to collect demographic data on employment practices and policies. The second was a 
survey of randomly selected court staff designed to collect data on fairness and sensitivity in the 
courtroom and in administrative dealings with the public and attorneys, hiring and promotional 
opportunities, working conditions and job performance. Because of budget constraints, only the 
first project was completed. As a result, the Task Force received little information directly from 
court staff about their perceptions and experiences within the system. 

The Task Force recognizes the importance of such data, the pivotal role that administrative 
personnel play in the judicial system and the seriousness of concerns about bias in compensation, 
job parity, sexual harassment, promotion and administrative policies and practices. Although it 
recommends that such concerns be addressed in the future, it notes that the employment 
questionnaire, testimony, court reports and published articles yield the following observations about 
the treatment of court employees within the court environment. 
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Ptr'IC>llMI Polldes 
Many Michigan courts do not have written personnel policies, let alone established policies on 
equal employment or sexual harassment. Only twenty-three percent of the courts responding to the 
employment questionnaire had established equal employment policies and an even smaller 
percentage (16%) were following affirmative action guidelines. Many courts relied upon the 
policies promulgated by their local government funding source without adopting specific policies of 
&heir own. 

Of the courts responding to the questionnaire, the following chart shows the extent to which 
.wonnnnel policies have been adopted in some form: 
..-~·-· Funding 

~ ,tiQ Source 

Written Personnel Policies 119 Sl 

Written Disciplinary Policies 108 67 

Written Employment Application Form 45 127 

Collection of statistics on 
applications for employment 10 156 

Written Sexual Harassment Policy 64 104 

Written Equal Employment 
Opportunity statement 40 so 85 

Written Affirmative Action Statement 28 1S 72 

File an Annual Federal EEO Report 30 13S 

f.4ual Employment Opportunity 
The State Court Administrative Office has adopted a policy related to equal employment which 
provides, 8 lliA. that, 

(1) Egual Opportunity: The SCAO is committed to the concept of equal 
employment opportunity as a necessary element .in its basic personnel and 
administrative policy. This commitme.nt is supported by positive, practical 
efforts to work continually toward improving reauitment, employment, 
development and promotional opportunities for minorities and women. 

(l) General Qbjectiyc: 

A. To establish and maintain employment levels for minorities 
and women commensurate with their percentages in the 
population. 

B. To distn"bute these employment levels proponionately throughout the 
various job da.ssifications, whenever possible. 

C. To make a continuous effort to eliminate and prevent occurrences of 
arbitrary or disaiminatory hiring and promotional practices. 

D. No SCAO employee shall be subjeded to sexual harassment by 
another employee during the course of his/her employment with the 
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SCAO, which will make a good faith effort to prevent sexual 
harawnent. When allegations of sexual harassment are brought to 
management's attention. the State Cowt Administrator will investigate 
them, and, if substantiated, take corrective action. 

E. To establish on-the-job training programs and to encourage and 
compensate for outside educational activities, as a means of upward 
mobility for minorities and women. 

(3) Commjtmept: All Administrators. Diredors and other 
employees are required to support this 
Affirmative Action Policy. 

In testimony before the Task Force, John Roy Castillo, Director of the Michigan Department of 
Civil Rights, stated: 

The beginning point for addressing any question of gender based discrimination is 
the simple recognition that we, as a society, have developed a large number of 
ingrained institutionalized ideas and attitudes toward women and toward sex 
discrimination issues. Discrimination does not require snarling. name calling or 
threats [of] violence to oonstitute exclusion. Attitudes or practices which exclude 
women because of gender are too often simply unconscious acts or the result of 
assumptions about ability or values. Our social system, and the oourt system which 
is a part of the total system arc rife with these assumptions and misperceptions.a 

He further indicated that the Department intends to investigate oomplaints oonceming the oourts 
and to require judges to account for lack of compliance with equal employment practices. 

RecruJtment and Hiring 
The response to the Court Employment Questionnaire demonstrated a lack of consistent open 
hiring practices, although such practices arc generally understood to be important to securing 
unbiased employment treatment. 

Grievances and D.lsdpllnary Pol.ldes 
Of the 71 reported grievances over the last S years, courts reported that 17 grievances were based 
on an allegation of gender discrimination. Of those cases, 6 were decided in the employer's favor, 
7 were dismissed or withdrawn on the basis of a negotiated agreement and 4 were dismissed or 
withdrawn without agreement. 

Of the reported disciplinary actions taken, the overall rate of discipline for all employees was ten 
percent. There was no significant diff crcnce in the disciplinary rate for male employees ( 11 % ) as 
compared to female employees (9%) either in relation to each other or in relation to the overall 
rate. 

Sexual Harassment 
A significant number of courts did not have a written semal harassment policy and judges, and 
administrators and employees had not received training concerning this issue. 
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TAIU \1J.l5: SEXUAL HARASSMENT 

Doa your court have a written semal harassmeot policy? 
64 Yes 104 No 

KM judges or court mil been required to attend training sessions conc:enUng the policy on sexual harasment: 

Judges 8 Yes 151 No 
Administrator/supervisors 28 Yes 36 No 
Other Employees 9 Yes 145 No 

National statistics on sexual harassment reveal that it may occur in any employment environment 
and may be seriously damaging to the productivity and health of employees who are victims of 
harassing behavior. Sexual harassment may manifest itself in two distinct types of conduct. QWQ 
w Ql,!.Q harassment occurs where sexual advances, requests for sexual favors or conduct of a sexual 
nature are directly linked to the granting or denial of employment benefits. Hostile work 
environment harassment has the purpose or effect of unreasonably interfering with a person's work 
performance through the creation of an intimidating or offensive work environment. In each 
instance, employers have a legal obligation to protect employees, provide mechanisms for reporting 
incidents of harassment and establish clear policies which prohibit harassing conduct on the part 
of any other employee.0 

Job Training and Advancement 
A high percentage of courts (83% nc: 146) reported the existence of written job descriptions for 
all staff, while a majority (58% nc:94) have training opportunities available to employees to 
inaease their upward mobility within the court. 

Ottupational Segregation 
A review of the reported employment demographics shows that occupational segregation occurs 
within the court system. The statistics show that while women made up seventy-three percent of 
the . employment population in the court system, their numbers were grouped at the lower 
derical/administrative areas and para-professional job categories, while male employees were 
grouped in the higher official/administrator and professional categories. Roughly equal numbers 
of men and women occupied upper-level administrative and professional positions within the courts. 
The Ta~k Force did not examine economic factors and salary differentials across or within job 
categories. It believes that further information should be compiled concerning career progression, 
aalary, benefits, career progression in order to understand the relative parity of men and women 
employed in the courts. 

E.mployee Benefit Polldes 
~olicies relating to outside employment, flex time, parental leave and disability are of obvious 
unponancc to women and men who are parents. The ability of an individual to structure work 
around the demands of family is particularly important for the single parent. The national increase 
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in the number of single, female-headed households suggests that many women are bearing the 
economic and physical burden of child rearing alone and likely need flexible policies concerning 
adjusted work schedules. 

Regarding the availability of leave policies relating to maternity and parental leave, the 
questionnaire revealed the following: 

TABLE Vll-16: PERSONNEL POLICIES 

Docs your court have a policy regulating outside employment? 

Docs your court have a maternity leave personnel policy? 

Docs your court have a temporary disability policy? 

~ 
51 

105 

94 

,HQ 
120 

66 

74 

The questionnaire indicated that not all courts made available to their employees a provision for 
temporary disability related to pregnancy, and in a large number pregnancy was treated differently 
than other disabilities under established disability policies. 

TABLE Vll-17: PERSONNEL POLICIES 

Docs your court have a parental leave policy? 

Docs your court allow for flc:xtime or flexible work acbcdulcs? 

~ 
2.6 

75 

HQ 
146 

96 

Large number of courts did not accommodate male requests for parental leave. Many courts were 
unclear about the conceptual relationship between maternity, disability and parental leave and 
seemed to need direction and training about the current employment law. 

Complaint Processes 
There are over 7600 employees in Michigan courts.44 The ability of these employees to articulate 
concerns about the practices of their employers is necessarily limited by the structure of the court 
environment and the political nature of the administrative hierarchy. Where bargaining units exist, 
checks and balances on employment abuse may be greater, but for most court employees who 
believe that they are being unfairly treated, voicing their concerns is difficult and may have adverse 
employment consequences. 
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In t987 eighteen court administrators from the largest courts in the state outlined several factors 
which chey believed contributed to administrative problems in the courts. Chief among these were 
me lack of ~ropriate mechanisms for organizational accountability. 
1'be)' stated: 

Atxountability, in the management sense, connotes the requirement of periodic 
reporting, measuring performance against expectations, to some higher 
authority ... The question of accountability is complicated by the two inherent conflicts 
in the structure of the judiciary: 1. independent, strong-willed, elected officials 
working within an administrative system which must focus on consistency, uniformity 
and cohesiveness; 2. costs and efficiency weighed against legal rights and due 
process. Full management accountability will never be attained with these 
constraints. 

The Task Force concludes that statewide employment policies, Supreme Court leadership and a 
system for accountability are necessary to ensure a court system which can respond equally and 
fairly to all employees. Such goals are consistent with the overriding desire to implement the "One 
C.oun of Justice" mandated by the Michigan Constitution in principle and long a priority of the 
Mdllgan Supreme Court and the State Bar of Michigan. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Treatment of Women Judges, Attorneys, 
Udgants~ Witnesses and Jurors 

1. Female litigants, witnesses, judges, lawyers and court personnel in the Michigan 
court system are subjected to discourteous and disrespectful conduct not encountered 
by their male counterparts. 

a. Patronizing language, improper forms of address and references to 
appearance and marital status undermine credibility and isolate 
female litigants, witnesses, judges, attorneys and court staff. 

b. Verbal and physical actions such as interruptions, male-only 
conferences and directed conversations exclude women or ignore 
their presence. 

c. Jokes or demeaning comments are made by some judges, lawyers and 
court staff within the court environment. 

d. Male attorneys "bully" female litigants, witnesses or attorneys in a 
manner which transcends acceptable advocacy techniques. 

2. Sexual harassment of women occurs in the Michigan court system, including jokes, 
sexual references, physical touching and implied or overt pressure for sexual favors. 

3. Some judges and attorneys appear to accord Jess credibility to the claims, testimony 
and statements of female litigants, witnesses and lawyers. They may express undue 
impatience with or harsh criticism of women in the courtroom which they do not 
express with respect to men in oomparable situations. 

4. Some judges and attorneys appear to tolerate or encourage certain behavior by male 
professionals which they devalue in fem ale professionals such as aggression, 
assertiveness and other departures from the "feminine" ideal. 

Appointment of Women to 
Fee Generating Positions 

S. In comparison to their male counterparts, women attorneys do not receive an 
equitable share of the available appointments in all jurisdictions, or of the 
assignments to more serious criminal cases and cases which are high profile or 
economically lucrative. 

Mediation 

6. Some mediation panel member are insensitive to the existence and impact of gender 
bias in their decision-making and their treatment of women attorneys and litigants. 

7. Mediation panels do not include a representative number of female participants. 
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Treatment of Court Personnel 

8. Michigan courts do not have uniform policies and standardized procedures relating 
to personnel and employment matters. 

9. There is a lack of standardized data colle.ction regarding the employment status, 
recruitment, hiring and benefits respectively accorded male and female employees 
in Michigan courts. 

10. Courts lack parental leave and temporary disability policies. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Treatment of Women Judges, Attomeys, 
Utlpnts, WJtnesses and Jurors 

1. The Michigan Supreme Court should issue an Administrative Order that behavior exlubiting 
gender bias in the court environment is not a.cceptable and that judges must set an example 
by not engaging in or permitting such behavior in chambers, courtroom or administrative 
areas. 

2. The Michigan Supreme Court should require the Michigan Judicial Institute ("Mn") 
to provide education in the following areas: 

a. awareness training for judges on the definition, re.cognition and impact of sexist 
behavior; and 

b. the importance of language. 

3. All court administrators should: 

a. direct that all forms, manuals, bench books, and correspondence employ 
gender-neutral language; 

b. establish a policy prohibiting gender-biased conduct by all judges and court 
personnel; 

c. conduct regular training for court employees on the issue of gender bias and 
its relation to the proper function of the court as a service provider; and 

d. when undertaking improvements to court facilities, take into account the 
special needs of parents by providing for child care areas and facilities. 

4. Jury instructions should be continually monitored to ensure gender neutrality. Some 
jury instructions should be amended to include specific examples of the types of bias 
jurors must guard against and the ways in which such bias might influence their 
decision-making. 

5. The State Court Administrative Office should be empowered to investigate 
allegations of gender bias on the part of court personnel. 

Appointment or Women to Fee 
Generating Positions 

6. Records of appointments to fee-generating positions by type of position, gender of 
appointee and fee generated should be maintained and monitored. 

7. Such appointments should be distnbuted fairly among qualified male and female 
attorneys. 

101 



s. Mechanisms for appointment of assigned c.ounsel in the jurisdictions in which their 
members practice should be reviewed and a means should be developed to ensure 
that appointments to fee-generating positions are fairly distributed among qualified 
male and female attorneys. 

Mediation 

9. The number of women appointed to mediation panels should be increased through 
the use of the following mechanisms: 

a. consistent, established objective criteria for appointment; 

b. a clear, advenised and available application process; 

c. public access to mediation statistics profiling selection and panels; 
and 

d. inclusion of women representatives as plaintiff, defense and 
neutral mediators. 

10. Courts should monitor any agencies to which they refer cases for mediation for 
gender diversity and should decline referrals to any agency which does not fairly 
utilize women mediators. Where mediators are routinely appointed by individual 
judges, efforts should be made to report and review those appointments based upon 
the same considerations. 

11. To the extent that courts, either by practice or court rule, refer cases to alternative 
dispute resolution, assignments as mediators, arbitrators or spe.cial masters should 
be available to attorneys regardless of gender. The referring court or judge has the 
affirmative obligation to ensure that any private agency receiving such assignments 
utilizes lawyers from both genders. 

12. Appointing agencies should establish standards for conduct of mediation panels, 
arbitrators and special masters and make these individuals aware that discrimination 
in the discharge of their duties is not acceptable in any form or manner. 

13. Women should be present in all aspects of mediation, arbitration or alternative 
dispute resolution and the compensation of these positions shall be provided without 
disparity based upon the gender of the individuals. 
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Treatment or Court Personnel 

14. Standardized employment policies and procedures should be adopted by the 
Supreme Court for the administration of Michigan courts with particular emphasis 
on: 

a. equal employment goals; 

b. sexual harassment; 

c. disability and parental leave; and 

d. fiexible work schedules. 

All courts should be required to promulgate written policies which accord with these 
standards. 

15. Data should be collected annually from Michigan courts which correlates job 
classification, salary level and hiring, recruitment and promotion decisions with 
gender factors. 

16. Training programs should be developed for the executive component (Chief Judge, 
Court Administrator) of the courts to teach administrative topics which impact 
disparately upon male and female court employees. 

17. Education programs should be developed for all judicial and court support personnel 
addressing issues of gender bias and sexual harassment in the administrative 
environment. 

18. A mechanism for monitoring administrative compliance with Supreme Court 
standards should be developed. 

19. The Michigan legislature should implement "One Court of Justice .. to facilitate 
standardized administrative delivery systems and uniform. equitable enforcement of 
gender-neutral policies and management practices. 
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VIII. THE STATUS OF WOMEN IN THE PROFESSION 

In view of the dramatic increase of women attorneys and judges participating in the Michigan court 
system during the past 15 years, the Task Force undertook to examine whether the status of women 
had progressed apace. This section of the Report sets forth the results of the Task Force's 
examination of the level of participation by women in the judiciary and in other key areas of the 
legal profession, in professional associations, particularly the State Bar of Michigan, and in law 
schools. 

In addition, although the Task Force did not conduct an in-depth statistical examination of 
employment issues confronting women lawyers in Michigan, it reviewed information about women 
lawyers compiled on a national basis, particularly the 1988 Report of the ABA Commission on 
Women.' Such reports invariably cite not only on-the-job difficulties encountered by women, but 
also the conflict between work and family responsibilities. The Task Force decided to make special 
recommendations to the State Bar of Michigan to focus on these issues with respect to Michigan 
lawyers. 

The report of the ABA Commission provides a statistical framework for this section. It documents 
that in 1970 women represented just three percent of the lawyers in the United States and that by 
1988 the number of women lawyers nationally had grown to twenty percent. Over eighty percent 
of the women lawyers practicing in 1988 had entered the profession since 1970. The growth is 
consistent with the increasing percentage of women law school graduates - up from four percent 
in 1966 to forty-one percent in 1988. Focusing on lawyers in private practice who were admitted 
to the bar prior to 1975, the report indicated that only three percent of these pre-1975 lawyers were 
female and ninety-seven percent male.2 

. 

With respect to acceptance of newcomers to the legal profession, one observer has said: 

Th.is long history of exclusion followed by grudging toleration is not easily forgotten 
or overcome. Even today, it creates the basis for a certain wariness, if not suspicion, 
in the attitude of those former outsiders who approach a profession traditionally 
dominated by white men. Under these circumstances, those who have been the 
insiders must be sensitive to their unspoken assumptions about the newcomers. A 
commitment to diversity cannot succeed without the willingness to hear, understand, 
and accept their different voices. No one ... should pretend this process of 
acceptance will be easy. But the reward for all of us, if we are successful, will lie 
in the intellectual richness that diversity confers upon our joint enterprise.3 

One measure of fairness by which legal and judicial systems can be judged is the extent to which 
qualified attorneys, regardless of gender, have access to positions of authority, influence and 
economic benefit. 

The inclusion of women in a variety of professional capacities is essential to the appearance of 
fairness in the delivery of justice. A review of the stattstics in Michigan for women in the legal 
profession reveals that the number of women in the profession has increased, but there is room for 
further progress in treatment and status. 

State Bar Admissions 
The yearly admissions of women to membership in the State Bar of Michigan first topped the 300 
mark in 1980. It reached 400 in 1985. It has consistently ranged between 300 and 400 over the last 
decade. The total number of women members of the State Bar of Michigan as of September 15, 
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1989 was 4,760 out of a total membership of 26,861. Thus, women represented eighteen percent 
of the lawyers licensed to practice law in the state. For the purpose of evaluating the following 
statistics, eighteen percent should represent a proportional distribution of women lawyers and 
judges throughout the court system. However, eighteen percent is far from the fifty-one percent 
representing the state's female population.4 

Judges 
Of the 581 members of the Michigan judiciary, 73 are female (12.6%). The distnbution among 
courts is detailed in the following table. 

TABLE Vlll·J: MICHIGAN JUDGES IN 1988 

TOTAL WITH TOTAL WITHOUT 
WAYNE COUNTY WAYNE COUNTY 

TOTAL FEMALE TOTAL FEMALE 

Supreme 7 2 n/a n/a 
Appeals 24 s n/a n/a 
Circuit & Rea>rders 196 23 161 4 

Probate 107 28 9'J 9 

District 247 13 184 9 

Municipal 6 2 n/a n/a 
TOTAL S81 73 444 32 

Members of the judiciary usually serve for many years. Consequently, the percentage of women and 
minorities now on the bench does not reflect the percentage of those appointed and elected in 
recent years. Their disproportionate number is in part due to the number of women and minorities 
available and appointment and election practices of past decades. While accurate figures are not 
available on the appointment and election practices of past decades, women and minorities have 
in recent years been recipients of increasing gubernatorial appointments and election by popular 
vote. 

Quasl-Judklal omcers 
The justice system involves numerous actors who are not jud~es, who nevertheless serve as public 
representatives of the judicial system. They include admirustrative law judges, magistrates and 
referees. The absence of significant numbers of women and minorities in these positions affects 
the public's perception of the fairness of the system and diminishes the system's ability to address 
adequately issues of direct consequence to women. 
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TABLE Vlll·l: ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES 

Administrative Law Judges 

Civil Rights 
Civil Service 
Commerce 
Corrections 
Education 
Labor 
H~ 
MERC 
MESC 

Licensing &. Regulation 
Mental Health 
Natural Resources 
Social Service 
State 
Transportation 
Treasury 

Total 

Prosecutors 

Total 

1 
4 

10 
30 
3 

s 
4 

31 
7 
2 
1 

23 
20 
1 

11 

153 

The Task Force was provided with substantial testimony about the role and influence of prosecutors 
over issues involving women. Many complaints and requests for change related to the influence of 
gender biased attitudes on the exercise of prosecutorial discretion. It may be that as women 
become more involved in policy decisions and participate in the operation and direction of these 
offices, there is evolving a heightened awareness of the consequences of gender discrimination and 
an increased sensitivity to the concerns of women in cases involving domestic violence, criminal 
sexual conduct and self defense. In the 83 Michigan counties responding to a Task Force 
questionnaire, there are 2 majority female and no minority prosecutors. The demographics of their 
offices are as follows: · 
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TABLE Vlll·3: PROSECUTORS 

Representation in Individuals who Individuals who 
Michigan Prosecutors make charging make plea 

Offices decisions decisions 

Male Female 
Asst. Asst. 
Pros. Pros. Male Female Male Female 

Majority '3JJ7 106 74 70 

Hispanic 3 0 2 0 2 

African· 15 13 8 2 8 2 
American 

Asian· 0 0 0 0 0 0 
American 

Nati~ 0 1 0 0 0 0 
American 

Legal Aid and Public Defenden omces 
Many women who come into contact with the court system are indigent. The feminization of 
poverty has increased those numbers over the last decade. Testimony of women from around the 
state highlighted the fact that many must rely upon legal aid services. The presence of large 
numbers of women lawyers in legal aid and public def ender offices constitutes a double-edged 
sword. On the one hand, these women can influence policy decisions within their offices toward 
providing equal and fair representation to both poor women and poor men. On the other hand, 
many times these offices and the attorneys who staff them have onerous caseloads and limited 
funding and are under enormous pressures to spread the limited resources available over an 
increasingly larger population in need. In a questionnaire sent by the Task Force to state legal aid 
and def enders offices showed the following demographics: 
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TABLE Vlll-4: LEGAL AID AND DEFENDER'S omCES ATI'ORNEYS 

Policy and 
Administrative Line Sta.ff Total Attorney 

Authority Attorney Employees 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Majority 29 21 68 54 97 15 

Minority in 
Wayne County 3 2 14 s 17 7 

Minority Outside 
Wayne County 0 0 3 3 3 3 

•Appendix I Lists offices responding to this questionnaire 

Attorney General's Office 
The Attorney General's Office directs state policy on many legal issues. It prosecutes and defends 
significant cases of far-reaching precedence. The State Public Administrator's Office appoints 
attorneys throughout the state to recover escheated funds. They also represent mentally ill patients 
and serve as guardian and conservator and in other fiduciary responsibilities. Employment profiles 
of these agencies reveal the following gender and racial/ ethnic representatives. 

TABLE VIII·!: A1TORNEY GENERALS 
Total Assistant Assistants 

Attorney in Chuge or Public 
General Hiper Level Administrators 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 

White 131 54 52 8 108 7 

Hispanic 2 2 1 0 0 0 

Black 9 8 3 0 4 1 

Asia 1 0 0 0 0 0 

American Indian 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Disclpllnary Agencies 

Public testimony and survey responses demonstrated concerns on the part of the public, attorneys 
and judges about the effectiveness of the existing disciplinary systems in responding to issues of 
gender and racial/ ethnic bias. The governing boards of the three disciplinary agencies have the 
following gender and racial/ ethnic representation. 

TABLE Vlll-6: DISCIPLINARY AGENCIES 

Total 
Members 

Judicial Tenure 
Commission Board 

Attorney General 
Commis&on Board 

Attorney Discipline 
Board 

9 

7 

7 

Male Female 

7 2 

s 2 

s 2 

The presence of women in all areas of the profession is not a guarantee of unbiased behavior. 
Intra-group discrimination does occur and is damaging to the profession. But the presence of 
women and minorities in the profession does increase public perception of fairness. When asked 
an open-ended question requesting recommendations for ensuring equal and fair treatment in the 
Michigan Court system, 231 court users said "increase the number of female and racial/ethnic 
minority judges and attorneys•. The next highest response, •speed up the system• was suggested 
by 47 proponents.' 

Similarly, well over 60% of all judges in all categories indicated in their response to the judicial 
survey that gender and racial/ ethnic diversity is •.important • or 'Very important". 

TABLE Vlll·7: THE IMPORTANCE OF GENDER DIVERSl'IY: 

Majority Majority Minority Minority 
Male Female Male Female Total 
Judges Judges Judges Judges Judges 

very 
important 10.7% 40% 23.1% 41.7% 15.1% 

important 48.1% 60% S3.8% 41.7% 48.8% 

unimportant 29.1% 0 23.1% 16.7% 25.8% 

wry 
unimportant 11.7% 0 0 0 9.9% 
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Finallyt the striking disparity in the perception and recognition of gender bias between majority 
male respondents and minority and female respondents to Task Force surveys suggests that there 
may exist heightened sensitivities to bias on the part of those individuals most vulnerable to its 
impact. 

PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS 

The State Bar of MJchigan' 

As of September 15, 1989, the Board of Commissioners of the State Bar of Michigan consisted of 
28 members. Three were women (11 % ), one of whom was African-American. One of the majority 
women was appointed by the Michigan Supreme Court; the other was a member of the Boa~d by 
virtue of her election by the Representative Assembly as its chair. The African-American woman 
member of the Board of Commissioners was elected from Wayne County. 

The Supreme Court until about five years ago had five appointees to the Board. That number was 
recently reduced to three. TWo women, one of them African-American, and one African-American 
male have in the history of the Board been elected to membership. 

The number of women currently on the Board is not atypical. Their percentage is significantly less 
than the 18 percent of women members of the State Bar of Michigan. A much more positive picture 
is presented by the Representative Assembly which consists of 150 members. Of these, 25 are 
women (16.7% ). 

Women have not yet obtained seats on the Board of Com.missioners proportional to their numbers 
in the profession through the elective process. The election results must therefore be supplemented 
by appointments by the Michigan Supreme Court or some other mechanism. One Court 
appointment per year for three year terms will not be adequate to accomplish that purpose, 
particularly in an era of increasing numbers of women and minorities entering the profession. The 
Court needs at the very least to restore its five appointees to supplement the elective process. In 
addition, consideration should be given to the potential advantages and disadvantages of amending 
bylaws of the State Bar governing election to the Board of Commissioners which require attorneys 
to vote for a specific number of candidates, precluding the practice of concentrating votes known 
as "plunking". 

State Bar Presidency 
In the S4 year history of the State Bar of Michigan one majority female and one minority male 
have been elected president, both in the past five years. Both were elected members of the Board. 
State Bar presidents are elected by the Board from among its members. A candidate for the 
presidency customarily runs for the office of vice president and if elected serves one year in that 
capacity, one year as president-elect and as president the third year. 

It is mathematically impossible for Supreme Court appointees who are limited to a single three year 
term to serve in the chairs leading to the presidency. Because these appointees have historically 
been the source of most of the women members of the Board of Com.missioners, the single term 
policy in practice significantly limits the number of women who can serve in the highest offices of 
the State Bar of Michigan. Removing that limitation, and permitting reappointment for at least two 
terms, as is the Court's current practice with its appointees to the Attorney Grievance Commission 
and Attorney Discipline Board, would make it possible for women appointees to serve a first term 
in which they could demonstrate their capability and dedication as a basis for consideration for 
election for vice president at the end of their third year. They could then serve in the offices of 
vice president, president-elect and president over their second three year term. 
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State Bar Stan' 
Nineteen of the 21 members of the State Bar administrative staff are female (90%). The gender 
population of the administrative staff has been constant. Eleven of the 16 members of the State 
Bar executive staff are female (69% ). The gender proportion of the executive staff has fluctuated 
from time to time but the current figure is typical. 

Section Councils and OD'kers 
The statistics demonstrate that the status of women in sections varies greatly. Membership in some 
sect.ions exceeds the percentage of women in the profession. In others, the proportion of women 
is below that in the profession. Similarly, the percentage of some women on section councils 
exceeds their proportion among section members generally. In others, female representation on 
section councils is far below that of the proportion of women in the section itself. Some section 
councils have no women members at all. 

TABLE Vlll-8: STATE BAR SECTION MEMBERSHIP 
TOTAL FEMALE COUNCIL FEMALE 

STATE BAR SECJlON MEMBERS MEMBERS MEMBERS MEMBER: 

Administrative Law 733 138(19%) 15 S(20%) 

Antitrust Law 404 S7(14%) 19 1(.05%) 

Arts 451 86(15%) 18 5(28%) 

Business Law 3924 490(12.5%) 19 1(.05%) 

Computer Law 546 87(16%) 17 2(12%) 

Criminal Law 2506 368(15%) 27 6(22%) 

Environmental Law 956 164(17%) 21 4(15%) 

Family Law 2906 601(21%) 26 6(23%) 

General Practice 4258 1202(2.8%) 10 1(10%) 

lntelledUal Property 614 89(14.5%) 14 1(.07%) 

International Law 163 35(21.5%) 9 0(0%) 

Judicial Conference 597 75(12.5%) 28 3(11%) 

Juvenile Law 203 66(32.5%) n/a n/a 

Labor Relations Law 1698 351(20%) 15 2(13%) 

Latin American Bar Activities 93 23(25%) 12 3(25%) 

Legal Economics 825 55(6.6%) 21 1(.05%) 

Negligence Law Section 4782 S44(11%) 15 2(13%) 

Probate &. Trust Law 5590 1235(22%) 20 1(.05%) 

Public Corporation Law 873 133(15%) 16 1(.06%) 

Real Property Law 3444 368(11%) 15 2(12%) 

Taxation 1761 204(11.5%) 15 0(0%) 

Worker's Compensation Law 1505 165(11%) 15 3(20%) 

Young Lawyers vm 3102(32%) 22 9(41%) 

Only two of the twenty three sections are chaired by women (8.5% ). There is no accurate record 
of the number of women who over time have served as section chairpersons. It is, however, true 
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that as the number of women in the profession increases, the number who serve in section office 
does, too. HoweVer, there are still many sections which have never had a women chairperson. 

Most of the sections concern themselves with substantive areas of the law. They are a major source 
of continuing legal education. Involvement in section work is not only important for learning but 
also for obtaining recognition in the field of practice. The involvement of more women as section 
members and leaders must therefore be given greater priority. Sections must make reasonable 
efforts to involve women at all levels of their hierarchy, from section committee member to section 
chairperson. 

State Bar Committees 
Members and chairpersons of State Bar committees are appointed by the State Bar president. 
Ordinarily, the terms of one-third of the committee members expire each year. Thus, each 
president determines the membership of only a part but not the entire committee. With some 
exceptions, the percentage of women serving on State Bar committees equals or exceeds the 
percentage of women in the profession. State Bar presidents who have served in recent years 
report that they have appointed all women and minorities who have sought committee 
appointments. The proportion of women chairpersons of State Bar Committees - 15 out of a total 
of 59 (25%) •• points to the success of these efforts. 

Membership in State Bar Committees by gender is as follows: 

TABLEVlll·9 
TOTAL FEMALE 

STATE BAR COMMIJTEES MEMBERS MEMBERS 

Advanced Technology Task Force 16 2(12.5%) 

Advertising. Certification & Specialization 13 4(31%) 

Appellate Court Administration 20 8(40%) 

Arbitration & Alternate 
Methods of Dispute Resolution 16 5(31%) 

Arbitration of Disputes Among Attorneys 14 2(14%) 

Assigned Counsel Task Force, 
Standards for 30 4(13%) 

Awards 11 2(18%) 

Bar Journal Acmsory Board 29 11(38%) 

Bar·Rclatcd Title Insurance 10 0(0%) 

Character & Witaess 20 S(2S%) 
CMl la'bcrties 1 6(333%) 

Civil Procedure 21 5(24%) 

Gent Security Fund 7 1(14%) 

Commwiications 11 6(54.5%) 

Comtitutional Law 18 6(333%) 

Consumer Law 16 6(37.5%) 
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Continuing Legal Education 15 7(47%) 

Crim.inal Code Revision 24 2(.08%) 

Criminal Jwisprudence 26 5(19%) 

Defender Systems &. Services 16 3(19%) 

Grievance 19 7(37%) 

Health Care 21 6(28.5%) 

Insurance Law 19 3(16%) 

Judicial Oualilications 21 6(28.5%) 

Law& Media 16 3(18.75%) 

Law Day 16 5(19%) 

Law Related Education 11 8(73%) 

Lawyers & Judge A&sistance 19 7(37%) 

Lawyers Professional Liability Insurance 14 2(14%) 

Legal Aid 17 5(29%) 

Legal Education 16 2(12.5%) 

LegaJ Ser.ices, Delivery of 23 3(13%) 

libraries, Legal Research 
and Publications 17 3(18%) 

Local Bar liaison 16 4(25%) 

Mcdicological Problems 17 5(29%) 

Mentally Disabled 15 8(53.3%) 

Military Law 8 0(0%) 

Oil and Gas Law 21 0(0%) 

Plain English 15 3(33.3%) 

PrUoa.s &. Conections 14 4(28.5%) 

Pro Bono Involvement of the 
State Bar of Michigan 14 ·4(28.5%) 

Professional Ethics, 
Subcommittee on Lawyer Ethics 30 10(37.3%) 

Professional Ethics, 
Subcommincc oa Judicial Ethics 12 3(25%) 

Professionalism, Task Force on 20 2(10%) 

Relationship with Law-Related Professions, 
Study Task Force 4 1(25%) 

Scope &. Correlation 16 5(31%) 

Senior Justice 21 12(S7%) 

Standard Criminal Jury Instructions 22 4(18%) 

State Trial Court Administration 15 2(13%) 

Tort Law Review 13 1(8%) 

Unauthorized Practice of the Law 19 3(16%) 
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Underrepresented Groups in the Law, 
E.Jpansion of 

United States Courts 

Upper Michigan Lawyers 

Victims of Crimes 

13 

21 
21 

7 

5(38%) 

4(19%) 

6(285%) 

3(43%) 

The substantial involvement of women on State Bar committees is not accidental or coincidental. 
It reflects a determined effort to assure that State Bar committees are fully representative of the 
diversity in our profession. That effort must obviously be continued. 

1.A>cal Bar AssoclatJons 
The Task Force beard testimony and received correspondence indicating that some women have 
experienced difficulty being accepted by their local bar association colleagues. Their experiences 
have gone beyond the all too common (and unacceptable) difficulty which any newcomer has 
gaining acceptance to a well defined group. Reports of epithets, suggestive remarks and touchings, 
suggestions that women lawyers might use their bodies to further their law practices and the like 
sugggests an unwillingness of some male members of local bar associations to accept women 
members. 

Examples of incidents reported to or observed by the Task Force during the course of investigation 
include: 

A bar association newsletter which descnbed itself as supporting women in the 
profession but in fact e:xpresed stereotypical attitudes such as the importance of "lady 
like" behavior and otherwise [quote] served to perpetuate many of the myths and 
stereotypes which hinder women's advancement and acceptance. 

A bar association meeting that featured a lingerie show with live models as the main 
source of entertainment. 

A Representative Assembly meeting where representatives from a professional 
organization were referred to as "young lovelies" in open session. 

A judicial seminar that featured a comedian whose entire repertoire consisted of 
sexual and sexist material. 

A bar admission ceremony where a male judge publicly joked that he should offer 
to let his female colleague sit on his lap on the podium because there were 
insufficient chairs for the judges a.ssembled there. 

A closed-door nomination of a slate of council offices of a State Bar Section, after 
which a woman was told that she had not been nominated to higher office because 
"as a woman, we don't think you can control the men on the section council." 

While there is no evidence that the majority of members of local bar associations are hostile toward 
new women, some appear to regard the difficulties new members encounter as isolated, 
aberrational situations for which they are themselves not responsible. Their tendency is to let the 
new members fend for themselves. The reality, however, is that the treatment of newcomers cannot 
appropriately be left to each individual member. All members of an association must assume 
responsibility for how new members are received and strive to create a hospitable atmosphere for 
new members which will leave no doubt that manifestations of inappropriate behavior are not 
welcome and will not be tolerated. 
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EMPLOYMENT ISSUES FOR WOMEN LAWYERS 

Entry Into the Profession 
Like their presence in the legal profession as a whole, employment of women in significant numbers 
in the traditional professional mainstream-b)' law firms, corporations and the government-is a 
post-1975 development. 

Forty-one percent of the 1988 law school graduates were women. According to the ABA 
Commission this recent increase is reflected in the number of women lawyers in private practice. 
Twenty-five percent of the associates in private practice with law firms in 1988 were women. 
However, the percentage of women attorneys on law school faculties, as government attorneys and 
in the judiciary was well below the twenty percent of women attorneys in the profession nationwide. 

In its report, the ABA Commission highlighted the entry point for employment - the job interview 
- and found that women were subjected to "inappropriate inquiries concerning their personal lives, 
childbearing plans and personal appearance".' (ABA Commission Report) Additionally, the report 
noted that law schools did not always monitor illegal recruiting questions or impose sanctions when 
such questions were discovered. According to the National Association for Law Placement, the 
number of inappropriate incidents reported in 1988 demonstrated that "not only do potential 
employers persist in asking such questions, but they are unaware that such attitudes and 
assumptions are inappropriate and illegal".' 

The ABA Commission states: 

Although employers have reason to be concerned about the needs of the practice, 
this concern affects men as well as women. Directing such inquiries exclusively to 
women perpetuates the impression that there is something incompatible about being 
a woman, a wife, a mother and an attorney. Moreover, when employers substitute 
their own judgments about how a woman's personal life plans will fit with her work 
for the judgment of the woman,-but do not make assumptions about men- the 
employer is making gender biased assumptions that reflect a failure to treat women 
as equal participants in the profession.' 

Economics 
The 1988 Economics of Law Practice Survey for the State Bar of Michigan reported that the 
median 1987 net income of male attorneys working full time in Michigan was $57,000. Female 
attorneys working full time in Michigan had a median income of $27,000. Part time status figures 
were $42,000 for males and $10,000 for females. 

According to a 1984 national survey of 3000 lawyers of all ages done by the Young Lawyers 
Division of the American Bar Association, the median income for male junior associates was 
$30,000 compared to $25,000 for female junior associates; male solo practitioners made $75,000 as 
compared with $17,000 for female solo practitioners; and male partners in firms made $75,000 as 
compared with $51,000 for female partners. 

Several witnesses at the Task Force hearings expressed concern that women attorneys were active 
in "traditional" female areas such as probate or domestic relations or were employed in public 
sector positions or service agencies, rather than in the more lucrative fields of corporate, personal 
injury or commercial litigation.10 According to the ABA Commission report, a disproportionately 
high percentage of women lawyers are employed in government (14% of all female lawyers 
compared to 7% of all male lawyers) and a disproportionately high percentage of women lawyers 
work in legal services/public defender offices (3% of all female lawyers compared to 1 % of all male 
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lawyers). The Director of the Michigan Depa~ent of Civil ~ghts testified that "~ffirmative action 
and consciousness of gender are needed to raise the level of women employees m upper levels of 
pay and responsibility" .11 

Barrlen to Advancement 
Closely related to the issue of economic parity is the existence of overt and subtle barriers to a 
woman's advancement in the profession once she has entered the legal field. The ABA 
Commission found that nationally only six percent of the partners in private law firms are women. 
The report of the National Law Journal similarly documented that in the nation's largest firms onl6 
eight percent of the partners are women while thirty-three percent of the associates are women. 
The ABA Commission concluded that women have been increasing their representation at the 
partner level at a rate of only one percent per year. Similarly with respect to law school faculties, 
women are more heavily represented in the non-tenure track positions; the ABA Commission 
reported that in 1986 forty percent of the clinical teaching positions were held by women compared 
to twenty percent of the overall faculty positions. 

Nationally, a considerable body of information has been developed in recent years which identifies 
severe impediments to advancement and succe55 for women attorneys. These include: 

Women attorneys have greater difficulty in establishing mentor relationships with 
senior male attorneys. The absence of mentor relationships may result in problems 
with case assignment, business development, assignment of additional responsibility 
and advancement within the employment environment. 

Women may be given different case assignments than their male colleapes and may 
be steered away from major litigation and other "heavf responsibilities. 

Law firms may accommodate requests to limit or remove female attorneys from 
participating in the client's case. 

Social opportunities and infonnal professional activities are often the starting point 
for professional trust, collegiality and business contacts. Women experience 
isolation, and in some instances exclusion, as a result of the 'male only" aura which 
often characterizes such occasions. 

Women are often perceived to be ineffective business generators. Rainmaking 
(generating business) is an evaluation standard which is applied to women with more 
frequency and with more negative effect than to men in similar positions. 

Women eiperience a greater degree of scrutiny in their work and in their work styles 
than males and, unlike males, are presumed to be incompetent or unqualified until 
proven otherwise. 

Women who experience discrimination or differential treatment are often unable to 
confront the problem effectively. They fear the possibility that if they speak up the 
incident will be denied or they will receive no response at all. They will then have 
to escalate the process or abandon it. The damage to their future success by being 
identified as a troublemaker or a "woman's libber" is a price which they often feel 
is too great to pay. 
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Family Issues 
While "family issues" may currently have a greater impact on women than on men, because many 
women share disproportionately in the responsibility for child care and family maintenance, they 
are not "women's issues" ~ ~· The Task Force is aware that gender stereotypes restrict both 
men and women in their attempts to balance the demands of their profession with the needs of 
family life. Several male partners from large Michigan law firms, among others, urged the Task 
Force to note the reality that today both men and women are searching to find a healthy balance 
.between work and family. Law firms and other employers appear to be seeking to identify ways 
to support these efforts. 

The ABA Commission discussed the historical foundation for today's limiting professional no~: 

The structures and attitudes of the legal profession were originally developed by men 
in an era when the workforce was predominantly male and the dual career family 
was an anomaly. The work expectations and definitions of career commitment were 
created at a time when the prototypic lawyer was one whose wife, in most instances, 
devoted full time to raising their children and providing him with a well-organized 
home life. Lawyers were seen as breadwinners and professionals with little or no 
responsibility for child care ... 

Today the structures and attitudes of the legal profession - developed in an era that 
no longer is representative of American society - pose great problems for women 
lawyers ... these norms represent the subtle attitudinal and structural barriers 
encountered on a daily basis... They are the problems with no name, yet most men 
do not even understand the description of them as "problems", but rather perceive 
them as the inevitable and necessary norms of the profession to which all members 
must adapt.13 

The ABA Commission observed that a principal barrier encountered by men and women regarding 
family life is the assumption that professional scheduling adjustments and non-traditional 
promotional tracks are detrimental to the business of the firm or agency. Individuals who request 
such arrangements may be viewed as seeking special favors or preferential treatment or challenged 
as to their demonstrated commitment to the legal profession. 
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LAW SCHOOLS 

A large percentage of women in the State Bar of Michigan joined the profession in the last 10 
years. Because there are so few veteran female members of the profession, their impact as role 
models has been limited in both legal education and the profession as a whole. 

There is a very small percentage of tenured female faculty at Michigan's five law schools (5% to 
13% ), despite the fact that the female law student enrollment is now consistently in the thirty to 
fifty percent range. The tenure process usually requires many years. As more women join the 
faculties of Michigan law schools, the assumption should be that more of them should achieve 
tenured status. This may not be a valid assumption, however, where women are employed to teach 
in non-tenure-track fields of study. Clinical professors and legal writing teachers are not in the 
tenure-track at some law schools. Statistics nationwide show that these fields, which do not lead 
to tenure at many schools, contain the greatest concentration of female law school professors ... 

TABLE Vlll-10: SUBJECT MATI'ER TAUGHT BY WOMEN 

l2fQ lm l2B6 

Family Law S% 10% 31% 
Corporations O.S% 3% 11% 
Taxation 1% 4% 13% 
Civil Procedure 1% 9% 16% 
Evidence 0.4% 5% 12% 
Women in Law 89% 92 

TABLE Vlll-11: WOMEN IN LEGAL EDUCATION 

• 

1960 
1976 
1986 

Women 
Students 

3% 
26% 
40% 

Women 
Faculty 

.S% 
9% 
20%• 

These percentages include tenure and non-tenure positions, such as legal writing and clinica:I 
teachers. Over 40% of clinical law &ehool positions and over 70% of legal writing positions arc 
held by women. 
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TABLE Vlll-U: LAW SCHOOl.S 
TENURED 

ENROLLMENT FACULTY FACULTY 
TOTAL FEMALE TOTAL FEMALE TOTAL FEMALE 

Thomas Cooley 12A7 42.6(34%) 34{f) 8(f) 20 1(5%) 
Law School Sl{p) 17(p) 
Total 8S 25(29%) 

Wayne State 689 342{S0%) 32(f) 9 24 3(12%) 
University "6{p) 7 
Total 58 16(27%) 

Detroit 711 274(39%) 23(f) 3 19 5(26%) 
College of Law 24{p) 2 
Total 47 5(10%) 

University 613 258(42%) 21{f) 3 23 4(17%) 
of Detroit 38(p) 9 
Total 59 12(20%) 

University 1135 416(37%) SO(f) 10 41 3(7%) 
of Michigan 7(p) 1 
Total S7 11(19%) 

Total 4395 1716(39%) 160(f) 42 127 16(13%) 
146(p) 27 
306 69(22%) 

(f) -= Full Time 
(p) c Part Time 

Women law school professors report that they are not always treated with the same respect and 
deference by students as their male colleagues. Their professional legitimacy may be questioned 
and challenged because of the novelty of women in legal academics. 

Cuni.cvlum Issues 

Women today are participants in a fuller range of life's activities because exclusive 
barriers around traditional gender roles gradually have been weakening. Men, too, 
experience greater freedom from the cross-role participation of the genders. 
Accompanying the breakdown of gender roles is the dissolution of the once common 
perception that personality characteristics and behaviors are necessarily sex-specific. 
While many persons may in their personal lives choose to adhere to traditional roles 
and values, the opportunities for non-traditional roles in society have increased 
dramatically during the last several decades. It is the participation of women in this 
wider spectrum of roles that is inconsistently incorporated into the pedagogy of the 
Law School. The imprint of gender role differentiation, and its con~uences for 
social misperceptions of women, also persist in legal education today.• 
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The foregoing statement was taken from a 1989 report on the Women Law Students Association 
at the University of Michigan on "The Impact of Gender Bias in the Law School Classroom" 
(WLSA Report). 

The WL5A report details how, in many classes, students observe that when the professor and 
stUdents pose hypotheticals, nearly every buyer, seller, landlord, tenant, contractor, judge, lawyer, 
stockholder, and CEO is male. As a factual matter, such a depiction of the world is inaccurate. 
But it is not merely the inaccuracy of this practice that is objectionable; it is the psychological and 
educational effect on the participants in the classroom that is significant. 

Not only may the negative impact be on a student's self-perception, but some female 
students report a sense of alienation and exclusion from such language ... The impact 
on the minds of male students of applying the law to fact situations involving only 
male players may be to lead them away from imagining women, - and relating to 
women - in that world on equal terms.16 

Women students have expressed frustration and alienation with professors using female characters 
in examinations and hypotheticals only as passive characters defined by their social or sexual 
relationship with primary, active male characters.17 Students ask that professors avoid making 
comments and condemn comments made by students which assign stereotyped personality traits to 
women. References to such stereotypes as the "hysterical woman" or the "woman driver" are 
offensive to students. .Assuming that particular attributes always attach to a woman perpetuates 
gender stereotypes. 

Students expressed concerns about the portrayal and treatment in the classroom of the subject of 
rape and violence against women. 

Violence against women has historically been accepted as normal; concerns about 
such violence were dismissed as unimportant. Therefore, failure to raise certain 
issues reinforces the notion that the issues are unimportant. Without understanding 
the new empirical findings and conclusions about the nature and reality of rape, 
which can be found in current literature, the old myths and misperceptions remain 
dominant.11 

There is a heightened need for a sensitive and informed treatment of rape and violence against 
women because of the inherently emotional aspect of these experiences. The usage of hypotheticals 
involving references to sexual assault or violence against women to illustrate unrelated criminal law 
concepts have been criticized. Female students, including those who have been victims of sexual 
assault, want to see law faculty educated about current concepts of domestic violence and sexual 
assault. Professors must learn firs~ if there is any hope of educating students. 

Professors' innuendos that victims of rape enjoy a violent sexual assault or their lack of knowledge 
about the battered women's syndrome when discussing violence against women are unacceptable. 
Ignoring modem concepts about sexual assault and violence against women in law school results 
in law graduates who do not know about these sensitive and important legal issues. This in tum 
leads to a profession populated with attorneys and judges who have misconceptions about rape and 
violence against women. 

Gender issues related to the content of core courses and professional ethics are not adequately 
addressed in law schools. Courses concerning fields of practice in which gender issues are 
particularly important, like employment discrimination and family law, need to adequately 
emphasize their relevance to a full understanding of the practice. 
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Textbooks and course materials in every Jaw school class should be reviewed for gender-based 
stereotypes. Remedial steps should be taken to correct them. New courses should incorporate 
material concerning gender issues in substantive areas of the law. 

One recent Jaw school graduate testified at a public hearing about there being no one at her law 
school to whom concerns about gender issues could be communicated. She explained that this 
inadequacy reflected the Jaw school's inability to cope with, or lack of sensitivity toward, unique 
problems faced by women law students. During her entire three years, the law school did not stock 
the machines in the women's bathrooms with feminine hygiene products. Women were informed 
by a note on the wall to ask the librarian for the products. The student says that she was informed 
by the hbrarian that this practice had been going on since 1978. The lawyer-to-be testified that 
small things in legal education add up.19 She told how she felt compelled to drop a class when the 
professor persisted in making racial and ethnic jokes and demeaning statements about women 
during class. 

Female students say that the atmosphere in law school is not supportive of their presence and 
contribution to the school and the legal profession. In "Gender and Race Bias in Trial Courts: A 
Classroom Response," Professor Suellyn Scamecchia, University of Michigan Law School, speaking 
about students relating their encounters with race or gender bias, states: 

In the context of a discussion on race and gender bias in the courts, it seems to me 
particularly important to attempt to spread the burden of exploration of the issues, 
education and problem solving to the entire group. This is more difficult when a 
particular student's experience is the basis for discussion. When a student shares 
what may be a painful experience with her peers, she must subject her responses to 
discussion and possible criticism. Because the situation is presented as specific to 
the particular student, his classmates might perceive it as "his problem" and fail to 
generalize the experience to their own future practice.z 

Professor Scamecchia has taught sessions on race and gender bias to five classes of second and 
third year law students. Students are given readings on race and gender bias. There are 
discussions, role;playing and extensive evaluation of the sessions. Some of the law students' 
reactions follow. 

One student who described himself as male, 2S and "very white" lamented that he had not discussed 
race or gender issues in a law school class in six terms and asked whether small discussion groups 
on the topic could be organized on an informal basis. A 36 year-old woman stated; "These issues 
should be addressed much more than they are in law school and should start in the first year." 

The majority of the students found the class valuable. Several commented that the discussion 
raised their awareness and gave them ideas for responding to bias. Other students noted the value 
of hearing the points of view of classmates and verbalizing their own positions. Oearly many were 
testing their own perceptions against perceptions of their peers: 

... it helps to have one's own perceptions verified and to work through (in advance) 
some of the situations I might encounter. (white female, 37) 

. .. mostly (valuable] to discover the range of reactions. (white male, 27) 

... The issues are c.omplex - I like to hear what others have to say - to~ my own 
views - to further man my views. (white male, 32) 
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... You don•t really know how your ideas about bias stack up until you compare 
them with actual experiences of other people. In addition - the conversation helps 
explore your "blind spot" in assessing your own views. (white female, 25) 

There was some evidence in the evaluations that the discussions had affected student perceptions 
of b.ias: 

It helped me to consider arguments against race and gender bias that went beyond 
my intuitive sense that the bias is wrong. ie .• long term broader effects of individual 
incidents. (white male, 25) 

... I find it helpful, as a man. to hear views on what women believe is sexist or 
discriminatory and what is not. I believe a lot of such behavior goes unchecked 
because people don't often recognize what they are doing. (white male, 24) 

. . . it made me aware of several circumstances where people may interpret 
something as racist/sexist where I would never have questioned it. (white male, 25) 

... actually, the reading really kind of shocked me and made me think about what 
I was doing. (Asian·American male, 24) 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Representation 

1. Underrepresentation of women as judges and quasi-judicial officers and other public 
servants involved in the justice system such as Assistant Attorneys General, prosecutors, 
public administrators and public def enders affects public confidence in, and the effectiveness 
of, the justice system. 

ProfesslonalAssocladons 

2. Women are underrepresented on the State Bar Board of Commissioners, and the limited 
appointive process now utilized by the Michigan Supreme Court fails to address the 
imbalance. 

3. Local bar associations do not consistently provide a hospitable atmosphere for women 
members. 

4. Women are underrepresented in State Bar section leadership. 

Employment 

S. During the recruitment process, female law students and female candidates for empJoyment 
may be asked illegal interview questions related to family responsibility, husband's attitudes, 
future family plans and the applicant's appearance and gender. 

6. Women lawyers are economically disadvantaged in comparison with their male colleagues 
and underrepresented in some areas of practice. 

7. The following work policies are not consistently recognized as legitimate alternatives to 
traditional work arrangements for both men and women attorneys: part-time employment, 
flexible work schedules, non-traditional promotional tracks, parental and family leave and 
flexible child care arrangements. 

8. Women practicing in law firms may experience difficulties related to lack of upward mobility 
into positions of authority (i.e., partnership), greater difficulty in establishing positive 
mentor relationships, increased rate of attrition and lack of access to the same economic 
benefits as their male colleagues. 

Law School 

9. Compared to the percentage of women law students there is underrepresentation of women 
on law school faculties and as tenured law school professors. 

10. Women law professors' professional legitimacy and the respect accorded by colleagues and 
students are negatively affected by the small number of women professors and the lack of 
knowledge about women's issues. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Representation 

l. The Governor should continue to appoint more women to the bench. 

2. Courts should appoint more female referees, magistrates and quasi-judicial personnel in 
numben sufficient to represent the demographics of the population they serve. 

3. Appointing authorities should increase the representation and influence of women ~ the 
offices of the Attorney General, prosecuton and public administrators. 

Professional Associations 

4. The Supreme Court should adopt a mechanism to increase the number of female 
appointees to the Board of Commissioners or otherwise ensure adequate 
representation. 

S. The Supreme Court>s policy prohibiting reappointment of its appointees to the 
Board of Commissioners should be revised to permit appointments for at least two 
termSt thereby enabling appointees to run for election for State Bar office, including 
the presidency. 

6. The Local Bar Liaison Committee, the "On The Road,. publication, the Presidents· 
Ele.ct Conference and other communications mechanisms of the State Bar should 
be used to raise the consciousness of local bar associations to the need for 
establishing an hospitable atmosphere for new women members. 

7. The leadership of the State Bar should continue efforts to eliminate bias in the 
profession and should encourage local bar associations to make such efforts an 
important priority. 

8. State Bar sections must increase their efforts to recruit women members and must 
aggressively pursue policies designed to increase the number of women serving on the 
section councils and as section officers. 

Employment 

9. The State Bar should establish model employment policies for the profession which contain 
gender·neutral standards for recruitment and interviewing and for mentoring and prescribe 
exit interviews which include gender·related concerns. It should provide educational 
programs concerning these policies. 

10. The State Bar should participate in and support the adoption of gender-neutral standards 
for recruitment and interviewing at Michigan law schools. 
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11. The State Bar should establish model employment policies in the areas of pan-time 
employment, flexible work schedules, non-traditional promotional tracks, parental and 
family leave and flexible child care arrangements and sponsor the development of 
informational material and provide educational programs concerning these issues. 

12. The State Bar should investigate establishing a program for women attorneys similar to the 
Michigan Minority Demonstration Project in order to give women attorneys the opportunity 
for increased exposure to clients and to business opportunities, as .well as other programs 
which address the economic concerns of women attorneys. 

13. The State Bar should conduct a survey every three years of Michigan law firms regarding: 
the gender composition of their attorneys by partnership categories/staff/ associate status 
and by number of years in practi~; mentoring policies and practices; and attorney net 
income by gender, years in practice, practice classification, size of firm, office location and 
other relevant variables. It should publish the results of the survey in the Michigan Bar 
Journal. 

Law Schools 

14. Law school textbooks, course materials and classroom presentations should be reviewed and 
altered where necessary to eliminate overt and subtle gender bias. 

15. Law school faculty and administrative policies should reflect a commitment to train 
attorneys who will be sensitive to and aware of manifestations of gender discrimination and 
its effects. 

16. Professors should be taught the need for and use of gender issues discussions in substantive 
law courses. All professional ethics classes should cover gender discrimination as it affects 
law practice, treatment of fellow professionals and treatment of court users. 
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IX. JOINT RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE TASK FORCES 

In this Section of the Report, the Task Force joins with the Task Force on Racial/Ethnic Issues in 
the Courts to present recommendations for fundamental reforms in ethical standards governing 
lawyers and judges, education for all participants in the coun system and implementation of the 
recommendations of the Reports. 

ETIDCAL SI'ANDARDS AND DISCIPLINARY SYSTEMS 

The Michigan Supreme Court directed the Task Force on Gender Issues "to examine the courts 
and to recommend revisions in rules. procedures and administration of the courts to assure equal 
treatment for men and women, free from race or gender bias." It soon became apparent that an 
ethical standard prohibiting biased conduct needed to be incorporated into the Michigan Rules of 
Professional Conduct and the Michigan Code of Judicial Conduct. Adoption of this standard, 
combined with the development of a strong, meaningful program of education for judges, lawyers 
and court personnel concerning gender bias, needs to be accomplished without delay. 

There exists a perception among many who come into contact with the courts of this state that 
gender bias exists and undermines the principle of equal justice for all. Incidents of gender bias 
in our courts have been brought to the attention of the Task Force. It is not essential that the 
precise extent of this perception of bias or the actual existence of bias be determined. Steps should 
in any event be taken to eradicate them. 

The principal actors in the court system are judges and lawyers. Court personnel who also play a 
major role in the courts are under the supervision and control of the judges. Thus, if bias exists 
or appears to exist, lawyers and judges bear a substantial responsibility for its elimination. 

Inappropriate conduct on the part of lawyers and judges falls within the jurisdiction of the 
disciplinary agencies established to enforce appropriate standards of conduct. The Task Force has 
been told that women in general and women attorneys in particular have little confidence in the 
ability of these agencies to cope with misconduct which takes the form of bias. They believe that 
gender bias is not dealt with adequately by either the Attorney Grievance Commission or the 
Judicial Tenure Comm.ission.1 

Public testimony and survey responses demonstrate these concerns about the ability of the 
disciplinary system to cope with bias. Of the judges, SB.3% of those who responded to the survey 
felt that the Judicial Tenure Commission was an effective means of dealing with bias in the courts, 
but 16.2% felt it was not. When asked about the attorney discipline system, 51% expressed 
confidence, but 20.6% did not. More than 25% of the judges responding "did not know" whether 
the disciplinary systems were effective against bias. 

Attorneys were more critical. When asked whether the Judicial Tenure Commission was an 
effective means of dealing with bias, thirty-seven percent of them said "yes"; thirty-one percent said 
•no"; and thirt-two percent "did not know". When asked about the effectiveness of the attorney 
discipline system, twenty-seven percent said "yes"; forty-one percent said "no"; and thirty-three 
percent "did not know". 

On April 25, 1989, representatives of the Judicial Tenure Commission, the Attorney Grievance 
Commission and the State Bar Committee on Professional and Judicial Ethics appeared before the 
Task Force. They testified that the Michigan Code of Judicial Conduct and the Michigan Rules 
of Professional Conduct did not adequately address the issue of bias. The inadequacy of these 
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statements of ethical standards lies in their failure to put lawyers and judges on notice about the 
inappropriateness of biased conduct. They also fail to establish standards governing bias to support 
prosecution for violations. 

The Michigan Rules of Professional Conduct and the Code of Judicial Conduct presently contain 
no provision directly addressing bias. The only relevant provision of the Rules is Rule 8.4( c), which 
states it is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: • ... engage in conduct that is prejudicial to the 
administration of justice". 

The only Code of Judicial Conduct provision relevant to the subject of gender bias is found under 
Canon 2, entitled "A judge should avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety in all his 
(sic) activities,• which provides: 

(A) Public confidence in the judiciary is eroded by irresponsible or improper conduct 
of judges. A judge must avoid all impropriety and appearance of impropriety. He 
(~)must expect to be the subject of constant public scrutiny ... 

(B) A judge should respect and observe the law and should conduct himself (fil£) at 
all times in a manner that promotes public confidence in the integrity and 
impartiality of the judiciary. 

It is evident that the present provisions are inadequate. Specific provisions addressing both gender 
and race/ethnic bias must be added to the Rules of Professional Conduct and the Code of Judicial 
Conduct. The Task Force joins the Task Force on Racial/Ethnic Issues in the Courts in so urging. 

The Task Force has dehberately chosen to recommend the most comprehensive attack on bias. It 
believes that any manifestation of invidious discrimination by lawyers or judges damages public 
confidence in the fairness and impartiality of the administration of justice in Michigan. Lawyers 
and judges are society's ultimate guarantors of every individual's right to be treated equally. Public 
confidence in that guarantee is unlikely to survive evidence that lawyers and judges themselves 
engage (or at the very least acquiesce) in acts of invidious discrimination. 

With these considerations in mind, the Task Force recommends the following amendment of Rule 
8.4 of the Michigan Rules of Professional Conduct to the Court adding a new section 8.4(f): 

It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: ... (t) engage in sexual harassment or 
invidious discrimination. 

The Task Force proposes amendment to the Code of Judicial Conduct by adding another numbered 
paragraph under Section (a) of Canon 3: 

A judge shall not engage in sexual harassment or invidious discrimination and shall 
prohibit staff, court officials and others subject to the judge's direction and control 
from doing so. A judge shall prohibit sexual harassment or invidious discrimination 
against parties, witnesses, counsel or others on the part of lawyers in proceedings 
before the judge. 

Further, Rule 8.3, entitled •Reporting Professional Misconduct", should be amended as follows: 

(a) A lawyer having knowledge that another lawyer has committed a significant 
violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct that raises a substantial question as 

131 



to that lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness, bias and prejudice or fitness as a lawyer 
shall inform the Attorney Grievance Commission. 

(b) A lawyer having knowledge that a judge has committed a significant violation of 
the Code of Judicial Conduct that raises a substantial question as to the judge's 
honesty, trustworthiness, bias and prejudice or fitness for office shall inform the 
Judicial Tenure Commission. 

Finally, the Task Force believes that it is essential that the Supreme Court communicate to the Bar 
at large, perhaps through the Michigan Bar Journal, its total dedication to the eradication of 9ias: 
(1) in the judicial process; (2) by those connected to the process; and (3) most specifically, by 
lawyers over whom it has supervisory power. The Court should call upon practicing lawyers and 
judges to report misconduct, including manifestations of bias and prejudice, to the proper 
disciplinary body. 

If the battle against bias in the courts is to be vigorously pursued and eventually won, the Supreme 
Court must lead the effort. It has already taken the first step by establishing Task Forces on 
Gender and Racial/Ethnic Issues in the Courts. The Court must now take every possible step to 
communicate its determination to rid the justice system of every manifestation of bias and 
prejudice. 
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EDUCATION 

Education is an essential tool in efforts to eliminate race/ ethnic and gender bias from the Michigan 
court system. Bias exists not only in the court system, but in the society which it mirrors. An 
educational approach is, therefore, appropriate because it focuses on understanding, not on blame. 

Judlclan 
Of Michigan judges responding to the Task Force survey seventy-seven percent (n = 191) identified 
education as an effective means of dealing with bias in the Michigan court system. •we need 
consciousness raising programs. What am I doing which is being perceived by the recipient as being 
biased when I'm not even aware of it? Don't punish me - educate me"; •Attitudes must be 
changed in judges. We control the courts, and the public's perceptions are based on their contact 
with us . .: · 

Similarly, a substantial number ofrcspondingjudges (62.7%) are interested in attending a program 
which would discuss the impact of bias on the Michigan court system: "Judicial and attorney 
education is the answer to this. Having said that, one realizes how complex this is. A systematic 
approach is called for"; "A program of education and sensitization after completion of the report 
at the very latest. These issues demand to be addressed as soon as possible.113 

Court Personnel 
Education of court personnel is an integral part of elimination of bias from the justice system. 
Their own educational programs, focused on their own functioning, are essential to their 
understanding of the need for bias-free court operation. They often are the first contact an 
individual has with the court, and their conduct may be especially significant. 

Michigan Judicial Institute 
The Michigan Judicial Institute (MJI) provides education to the judiciary and to some court 
personnel Statistics provided to the Task Forces by MJI indicate that over the past three years, 
its faculty shows the following gender and race distributions: 

TABLE IX-1: MJI FACULTY 

Majority women 
Minority women 
Minority men 
Majority men 

MDFAC1JLD' 

20% - 25% 
0% - 2% 
4% - 6% 

69% - 76% 

The composition of the 1988-89 MJ1 Planning Committee was: 

Majority women 
Minority women 
Minority men 
White men 

28% 
1% 
3% 

68% 

Al reflected in the above statisti~, there is a need for expansion of minority and female 
panicipation in MJI faculty and planning committees. 
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Attorneys 

Attorney education is also an important component of the elimination of gender and race/ethnic 
bias from the court system. Austin Anderson, Director of the Institute for Continuing Legal 
Education "ICI.E", told the Task Forces that substantive courses related to race, sex, or age bias 
"have not been part of ICLE's regular invento~ over the last few years. He also stated that "ICLE 
bas never kept a record of gender and minority participation as faculty- they are now doing that." 
As a result of the Task Forces' invitation to address them, Mr. Anderson reviewed programs from 
(1985·1988] and found that women were fourteen percent of the faculty, and minority presenters 
were one percent of the faculty. 

The State Bar has initiated efforts through its Committee on Expansion of Underrepresented 
Groups in the Law to encourage ICLE to use more women and minorities on its faculty. ICLE has 
recently adopted a policy relative to the active recruitment of minorities and women to serve in all 
capacities. The Task Forces were impressed with the structure of this recruitment effort. 

Law Schools 

Judges and lawyers begin their professional legal education in law school. It is the law school 
environment which forms many attitudes and ideas of the future lawyer or judge. The Task Forces 
have learned that race/ethnic and gender bias in the law schools can sow the seeds for future bias 
in the court system. It is for this reason that recommendations are included for education regarding 
all areas of the legal educational process. 

Models for Education 

Several states and jurisdictions have successfully initiated educational programs to generate 
understanding of race/ethnic and gender bias in the courts." These programs have involved various 
formats: 

presenting the Task Force's conclusions and recommendations with discussion of their 
impact; 

overview programs which discuss racial/ethnic and gender bias in a broad area such as 1) 
racial stereotypes and racial/ethnic biased attitudes in judicial decision making and in 
statutes; 2) the dynamics of court interaction; 3) substantive law programs, domestic 
relations, criminal justice; 

panel formats which provide many perspectives on issues - panelists can be judges, lawyers, 
experts, service providers and individuals from the community; and 

single issue programs focus on a narrow topic in great detail from many perspectives. 

Strong leadership from the Chief Justice and the Justices of their state Supreme Courts have been 
essential to the success of education programs to eliminate bias in the various states. The belief 
that "only judges can teach judges" should also be examined. National experience has shown that 
non-judicial experts can be very helpful in presenting material on bias effectively. •Judge instructors 
should work with non·judicial experts in the preparation of materials and should participate in these 
programs as 'translators• who draw out the implications of the social, scientific or other material 
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for their colleagues.Id Additional attention should be given to the integration of race/ ethnic and 
gender bias issues throughout all educational curricula, as well as in courses specifically devoted to 
ethics, administration, conduct or courtroom interaction. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

The work of the Task Forces on Racial/Ethnic and Gender Issues in the Courts, have created a 
foundation for the next steps on the path to a bias free court system. However, the ultimate 
effectiveness of the Reports can only be measured by the extent to which bias is reduced or 
eliminated and the extent to which citizen confidence in the courts is increased. To that end, the 
Task Forces propose the adoption of a plan which they believe to be essential to the realization 
of the goals envisioned in the Reports. This plan requires the continued leadership of the Supreme 
Court; the creation of a method for accountability and follow-up; the allocation of sufficient 
resources to the effort; and an evaluation of the success of the recommendations once implemented. 

National experience has shown that the ultimate success of state task force recommendations is, in 
large part, dependent upon the level of leadership demonstrated by the highest court of those states. 
To the extent that the Supreme Court strongly and consistently communicates its commitment to 
system change, judges, lawyers, court personnel and citizens will work to effectuate such change. 
The Supreme Court has taken the initiative in attacking bias through the creation of the Task 
Forces. This leadership has already generated a positive response both in the justice system and 
from members of the public. 

The proposals contained in these Reports are far-reaching and complex. An administrative 
structure must be created which will possess sole responsibility and oversight for realization of the 
Reports' recommendations. This will require follow-up on recommendations, monitoring of 
complaints, creation of statistical databases, identification of additional areas of concern, and the 
ability to function as an educational resource on bias issues for many system participants. It is 
absolutely essential that adequate resources be allocated to this effort to accomplish these 
objectives. 

Finally, the Task Forces have submitted to the Supreme Court their best assessment of programs 
and ideas for change. After implementation, it is essential to determine whether the changes have, 
in fact, succeeded in achieving the desired end, and to what extent. The evaluation process should 
identify: 

1) 

2) 
3) 

the extent of the Task Forces' education of judicial, legal and lay 
communities about race/ethnic and gender bias in the courts; 
the extent of implementation of the Task Forces' specific recommendations; and 
the extent of reduction of race/ethnic and gender bias in the oourts, 
a.S a result of these efforts. 

It is the Task Forces' recommendation that a Standing Committee on Racial/Ethnic and Gender 
Issues in the Courts should be established with the mandates, responsibilities and structure 
described below: 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Ethical Standards and Dlsdpllnary Systems 

The existing Attorney Rules of Professional Conduct and the Code of Judicial 
Conduct do not contain specific grievable provisions which prohibit gender or racially 
or ethnically discriminatory conduct on the part of judges, quasi-judicial officers or 
lawyers. 

Education 

2. Judicial education programs are an effective means of dealing with bias in the 
Michigan court system. 

3. A substantial proportion of judges would be interested in attending a program which 
would discuss the impact of bias on the Michigan court system. 

4. Attorney education is necessary to deal with bias in the profession and the Michigan 
court system. 

5. Education of court personnel is necesury to deal with bias in the Michigan court 
system. 

6. Education at law schools is fundamental to deal with bias in the profession and in 
the Michigan court system. 

7. Race/ethnic and gender bias issues can be integrated throughout educational 
curricula. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Ethical Standards and Dlsdpllnary Systems 

t. Judges. quasi-judicial office.rs and lawyers should be subject to a specific Judicial 
Canon and/ or Michigan Rule of Professional Conduct precluding inappropriate 
gender or racial/ethnic comments or actions. 

2. The Code of Judicial Conduct (Canon 3) should be amended to add an additional 
numbered paragraph under Section (A) providing that: 

A judge shall not engage , in sexual harassment or invidious 
discrimination and shall prohibit staff. court officials and others 
subject to the judge•s discretion and control from doing so. A judge 
shall prohibit sexual harassment or invidious discrimination against 
parties, counsel or others on the part of lawyers in proceedings 
before the judge. 

3. The Michigan Rules of Professional Conduct (MRPC 8.4) should be amended to state: 

It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to: ... 

(f) Engage in sexual harassment or invidious discrimination. 

4. General Court Rules 2.003 and 9.205 should be amended to provide for disqualification on 
the basis of such precluded behavior. 

S. The disciplinary systems for attorneys and judges should actively promulgate policies and 
procedures designed to increase the confidence level of the public and the profession 
regarding their response and intervention in matters related to discrimination and bias. 

Education 

The Judiciary and the Courts: 

6. Judicial education related to gender and race/ethnic bias in the courts should be a 
permanent component of the new judges• seminar as well as of regional seminars 
and separate curricula for judges on the bench. It should be presented in at least 
these forms: 

a. Task Forces' findinp and recommendations should be presented for 
all judges on the bench. then for each group of new judges. 

b. Courses should be developed which examine gender and race/ethnic 
bias as they affect court system interactions and case or controversy 
outcomes with particular attention to an analysis of race and sex· 
based stereotypes. myths, beliefs and biases that may affect judicial 
decision making in numerous spheres which affect litigants. 
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c. New and existing courses on substantive areas of the law should be 
continually updated from the perspective of gender and race/ ethnic 
issues. 

Michigan Judicial Institute and Professional Associations: 

7. The Michigan Judicial Institute and professional associations should ensure that all 
educational components are sensitive to the issues of race/ethnic and gender bias 
by adopting standards which address the following items: 

a. Gender and race/ethnic neutral materials. 

b. Inclusion of women and racial/ethnic minorities as committee 
members, planners, faculty and speakers. 

c. Impact of race/ ethnic and gender bias on issues related to substantive 
Jaw areas. 

8. Regular training should be conducted for court employees on the issues of gender 
and race/ ethnic bias and their relation to the proper function of the court. 

9. Faculty utilized in educational components should be trained regarding relevant 
issues of race/ ethnic and gender bias. 

Attorneys: 

10. All entities which provide education for attorneys should be encouraged to: 

a. Include in ethics courses the nature and impact of gender and 
race/ ethnic discrimination and bias on the profession. There should 
be an argressive program of education regarding amendments 
proposed to the Michigan Rules of Professional Conduct, the Code 
of Judicial Conduct, and any other ethics amendment~; proposed to 
protubit race/ethnic and gender bias, and the consequences flowing 
from violation of these provisions. 

b. Include components regarding the nature and impact of race/ethnic 
and gender discrimination and bias in a course in the mandatory 
continuin,g legal education currently being developed by the Standing 
Committee on Continuing Legal Education of the State Bar of 
Michigan, pursuant to State Bar Rule 17. 

c. Establish an educational standard which assures that all educational 
components are sensitive to the issues of race/ethnic and gender bias 
by addressing the following items: 

1) race/ ethnic-gender-neutral materials. 

2) inclusion of women and racial/ethnic minorities as 
planners. faculty and speakers. · 
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3) impact of race/ethnic and gender bias on issues 
related to court system interaction and case or 
controversy outcome. 

d. Upon adoption of mandatory continuing legal education, adopt the 
above standard as a requirement for accreditation. 

11. All entities which provide education including publication of literature for attorneys 
should review such literature to make sure it does not reflect race/ ethnic or gender 
bias. 

Law Schools: 

12. Law schools have a very important role in educating future lawyers regarding the 
nature and impact of gender and race/ ethnic bias in the profession. Michigan law 
schools should receive the Task Forces' reports and be requested to undertake the 
following actions: 

a. Include the Task Forces' conclusions and recommendations in the 
following areas: 

1) Court system interaction: to be included in clinical 
law and trial practice courses; 

2) Ethics: to be included in professional responsibility 
courses; 

3) Substantive areas of the law: to be included in courses 
covering said areas; 

4) Task Forces' conclusions and recommendations where 
appropriate should be included in extra-curricular legal 
activities, such as moot court programs. 

b. Sensitize faculty to race/ethnic and gender bias wues. 

13. Law schools should review case book and instructional materials for biased materials 
and introduce corrective supplemental materials. 

14. Law schools should initiate programs to expand the pool of potential applicants for 
fae1:11ty positions to include more minorities and women. 

The Publlc: 

15. Conclusions and recommendations of the Task Forces' Reports should reach the 
public through the press and other media. Task Force members should actively seek 
out avenues, such as meetings of groups, associations and commissions, to speak on 
conclusions and recommendations of the Reports. 
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16. 

Implementation 

A Standing Committee on Racial/Ethnic and Gender Issues in the Courts should 
be created by the Supreme Court. This Committee would: 

a. Implement the Task Forces' recommendations and monitor 
implementation efforts on an ongoing basis. 

b. Work with the Michigan Judicial Institute, continuing legal education 
providers for attorneys, the National Judicial Education Program and 
other similar entities to develop judicial and legal education programs 
on gender and race/ethnic fairness. · 

c. Work with the State Court Administrative Office to establish a 
statistical database appropriate for monitoring areas of Task Forces' 
concerns and performing studies in furtherance of the committee's 
charge. 

d. Monitor the impact of the changes in the Codes regarding the 
profession, the judiciary, and court operation. As a part of this 
process, monitor complaints to the Attorney Grievance Commission, 
the Attorney Discipline Board, the Judicial Tenure Commission, Civil 
Service entities and individual courts from lawyers, litigants, court 
personnel, and others. 

e. Develop the information generated by these inquiries and 
information obtained by or provided to the Task Forces through 
other sources into annual reports which: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

evaluate progress in implementing reforms and 
reducing gender and race/ethnic bias; 

describe the nature and disposition of the complaints 
received; 

assess the extent to which the findings and 
recommendations of the Task Forces are being 
integrated into judicial and legal education courses 
and programs; 

.identify new problems rooted in race/ethnic and 
gender bias and suggests appropriate remedial action. 

f. Disseminate these Reports to the Chief Justice, the state judicia.ry, 
Task Force members, interested individuals and groups and the 
media and publish it in the Michigan Bar Journal. 

g. Review appellate decisions on gender-related and race/ ethnic-related 
issues in all areas of law and call to the attention of the trial courts 
those decisions which penain to gender and race/ethnic bias. 
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17. The Standing Committee on Racial/Ethnic and Gender Issues in the Courts should 
be structured as follows: 

a. A Committee should be appointed which is multi-jurisdictional in 
scope, including representation from the judiciary, court 
administrators, the organized bar and academic communities in both 
law and social science. 

b. The Committee should be smaller in size than the original Task 
Forces. 

c. Selection of chair, staff, and committee members should take into 
account recommendations of Task Force Chairs Harold Hood and 
Julia Darlow and Project Director Lorraine Weber, in consultation 
with Task Forces' members. 

18. Adequate resources must be made available to create the Committee and administer 
its work, to implement all programmatic concerns reflected in the recommendations 
of both Task Forces, and to oversee the implementation process. Funding should 
come from the Supreme Court budget. 

ENDNOTES 

1. Snow, Women Lawyers .Association of Michigan. Mitten testimony on file, April 18, 1989, Detroit, 
November 18, 1989 Vol Vl-D. 

2. Judicial Survey \'Cfbatim comments. 

3. Judicial Survey verbatim comments. 

4. Schafran, -issues and Models for Judicial Education About Gender Bias in the Courts,· May 20, 1989. 
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APPENDIX A 

AT A SESSION OF niE SlJPREME COtJRT Of:rHE STATE OF MIOiIGAN, Held at the Supreme Coun 

~m. iri the Oty of Lansing. on the _________ ....... ...._ __________ day of 

_.,.s.c,.p.:.,.r;...,m_...hUiiiie..,r ___ in the year of our Lord one. thousand nine hundmi and eighty-seven. 

Present the Honorable 
DOROTHY COMSTOCK RILEY. 

Chill Justice 
OiARLES L. LEVIN, 

Administrative Order 1987-6 
JAMES H. BRICIO.EG 
MICHAEL F. CAVANAGH, 
PATRICA J. BOYLE. 
DENNIS W. ARCHER. 
ROBERl' P. QUFFIN, 

Associate Justices 

Appointments of 

TASK FORCE ON GENDER ISSUES IN THE COURTS and 

TASK FO~CE ON RACIAL/ETHNIC ISSOES IN THE COOR~S 

Whereas, The Michigan Supreme Court is charged with super
intendence of the Michiqan Court System founded on the fair and equal 
application of the rule of law for all, WE HEREBY APPOINT, as recom
mended by the Citizens' Cozmnission, two task forces to examine the 
courts and to recommend revisions in rules, procedures and admin
istration of the courts to assure equal treatment for men and women, 
free from race or 9ender bias. 

These task forces are: 

1. Task Force on Gender Issues in the Courts 
2. Task Force on Racial/Ethnic Issues in the Courts 

. ... . These task forces .ore to begin work September 15, 1987, 
vi thin resources available; and to report their progress to the Court 
by December, 1988. Because of limited resources, initial efforts will 
include investigating funding sOµr~s for their further efforts. 

The• 9eneral scope of inquiry of the task forces shall 
include, but not be limited to, the following as related to 9ender and 
race bias issues: 

- Courtroom Treatment of Litigants, Witnesses and Attorneys 
Judicial Perceptions of Victims 
Protection of Victims 
Disparate Treatment in Family Law Matters 
a) Equitable Distribution 
b) Child Support 
c) Supp(>rt Enforcement 
d) Custody and Visitation 

(OVER.) 



- Juvenile and Adult Sentencing Disparities 
- Fee-Generating Court Appoint.manta 
- Judicial Hominating Proceaa 
- Status of Court Employment and Promotion 
- Damages (Personal Injury and Wrongful Death Awards) 
- Treatment of Lavyera in Chambera/Profeaaional Gathering• 
- Gender-Neutral Jury Instructions and Court rorms 
- Repreaent&tive Jury Selection 
- Special Problem. Paced by the Elderly 

Retired Chief Justice G. Mennen William8 i• named Honorary Chairper1on 
of each ta•k force. 

Members of th• Task Poree on Cender I••uea in the Court• are: 
. - ------

JtJt>GES 
Bon. k&rianne o. Battani 
Ben. Jame• ·c. Kingsley 
Bon. Roger J .~ La:Rose . 
Bon. Barbara 8. MacKenzie 
Bon. Patricial L. Micklow 
Bon. Carolyn B. Williams 

COtJRT PERSONNEL 
Mr. wiiliam Duncan Camden 
Mr. Joseph P. Mysliwiec 
Ms. Grace A. Rudd 
Ma • Joan !! • Young 

STATZ BAR 
Mr. Joel K. Boyden 
Ma. Ann Cooper 
Ms. Julia D. Darlow, Chairperson 
Mr. Michael Franck 
Ms. Denise J. Lewis · 
Ms. Belen Pratt Mickens 
Kr. Robert B. Webster . 

PUBLIC MEMBERS 
Dr. Bernadene Denning 
Sister Konica Kostielney 

Members of the Task Force on Racial/Ethnic Issues in the Courts are: ------ -----
JUDGES STATE BAil 

Bon. Geraldine Bledsow Ford Mr. Michael Berry 
Bon. Harold Bood, Chairperson Ms. Deborah J. Gaskin 
Bon. Cynthia D. Stephens Mr. Benjamin B. Logan 
Bon. George J. Tbeut Mr. Samuel !. Mc:Cargo 
Bon. Isidore B. Torres Mr. Eugene Koaaner 
Bon. Valdemar Washington Mr. Gary Walker 

COURT PERSONNEL PUBLIC: MEMBERS 
Mr. David caDle Dr. Larry Crawford 
Ks. Barbara Consilio Dr. Rosalyn Griffin 
Mr. Alphonso Harper Mr. s. Martin Taylor 
Mr. Jcaef a. Seper 

STATE OF MIODCAN-ss. . 
I. CORBIN R. DA VIS, Oerk of the Supreme Court of the State of Michigan. do hereby certify that the 

foregoing is a true and correct copy of an order entered in said cowt in said cause; that 1 have compared 
the same with the original. and that is a true transaipt therefrom. and the whole of said original order. 

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand 
and affixed the su1 of said Supreme Court oat Lansing, 

this 15.:£ dayof ·~~:. 
in the year of our Lord one thousand nine hUndJ"ed ~ 
eighty-seven. 

~t?oO~ ---------------Oerk. 



APPENDIX B 
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Ellen Hayse, Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence 
Gerald Hicks, Governor's Task Force on Welfare Reform 
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Janene A. Little, River House Shelter 
Cheryl A Lobbcstail-Griffin, Harbor House 
Charles W. Lockwood 
Susan G. Madden 
Betty Mahmoody 
Janet M. Mancinelli, Women's Resource Center of Northern Michigan 
Linda Muon, National Organization of Women 
Hugh Mather 
Dr. Gary Mauro 
Sally May 
Eric Mays 
Max McColough, Chair, State Bar Section on Family Law 
Jone McCoy 
Dorothy McElwee 
Dr. Murlene E. McKinnon 
Henry D. Messer M.D. 
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Walter L. Olcpa 
Debbie Orlowski, Sex Discrimination Committee of Michigan. American Civil liberties Union 
Rose A. Parker 
Martha Parks 
Lucia M. Pattritto, Domestic Violence Shelter 
Mary Kay Pearce 
James R. Pelton 
Madelyn Perkins, Center for Women in Transition 
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John A. Scheid, Michigan Organization for Hum.an Rights 
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Michael Alan Schwartz 
Kay Schwarz.berg, Att01'1ley, Fathers for Equal Rights 
Sandra Scott 
Kelly A Shadowens, Attorney, Women Lawyers Association of Michigan 
Caroline Fletcher Sharpe, Att01'11ey 
Carol Shaw 
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Suz.anne Smith, Attorney, Legal Services 
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Dawn Van Hoek, Attorney 
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Sman E. Williams 
Jerry Williford 
SUWl Winshall. Attomey 
Ellen Witt 
Malba Wollack 
Gloria Woock, National Organization of Women 
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GENDER ISSUES IN THE COURTS 

. . PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Court Public 
Allonieys Judi;a &ploycc.I Apc:ie5 Orpni1.ations Cilittns Total Male Female 

Esatnaba 2 0 1 s 0 12 JI 4 17 

Gaylord 6 0 2 4 0 8 20 3 17 
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8 0 0 3 2 34 
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April 10, 1989 

De:ir Colle:iguc: 

The possibility of gender and racial/ ethnic bias in the justice 
system has been recognized as a matter serious enough to warrant the 
establishment. in 1987, of the Task Force on Gender Issues in th: 
Courts and the Task Force on Racial/Ethnic Issues in the Courts. In 
order to determine the extent to which tbis bias mav exist. and the 
real or perceived effect it may have on coumoom interaction. the 
decision-making process and the represenw.tion of clients' interests. it 
is important that cerw.in information be gathered. 

Toward this end, the enclosed questionn:Urc has been prepared. 
You have been selected as one of only 900 attorneys su.--veyed fer :ht. 
project, therefore, your cooperation in this endeavor is most i.mporwit. 
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11riaUEth11ic l11un f••ll Je1u 
IM• .......... H t ..... , ..... 

11n-

Mdltl~ 

0..-· 
Dlio'6 Ctbw 
~ .. ...... -: ......... ,_,.. 

Or. 14tn· Cr• .. -
S..-r 

lllllf C..M- ....,_ N.NI 
a. .... .. 

o.e-... c.-
Drl•r °' . ...,......,et.m" ......_ 
....,__N~ 

°'11Wr 
Wtt .... ,.,,,. .. H . Lt"4"' 

c;...- ....... . 
S-l. McCa,... 

DI! ... , ........,_ 
s..

Or. !Mo'•. "'-
c:....i ....... . 

....... .: ........ 0.- ............ 
Drl•t 

s ......... , ...... 
o..-..... c..-. T'lwrv1 
SI le-< loMI••-· ,_ Ot•-

c;.,,, IWl~n 
~,, 

""'-ww...o~r1 •• , 

~~L-r:-~.e 4-
Dorothy Comstock Riley 
Chief Justice 
Michigan Supreme Coun 



APPENDIX D 

ATTORNEY SURVEY RESPONDENTS: PRIMARY COUNTY OF PRACTICE 

-



ABA Com.mission on Women 
1988 

ABA 
1982 

ABA 
1988 

Adams, Edward 
1988 

Adams, Edwards 
1988 

Adams, Edward A. 
1988 

AdcOc.k, Louie Jr. 
1984 

Allen and Wall 
1987 

American Society for Public Ad 
1985 

American Bar Association 
1989 

Applied Statistics Laboratory 
1988 

Arrendell, Terry 
1984 

Bahar07.ian, Rebccc:a 
1987 

Bakos, Susan Crain 
1988 

Banzhaf, John m 
1988 

Barnett, Carole 
1987 

Buch, Norma 
1986 

Baskin, Natalie 
1984 

APPENDIX E 

Bibliography 

Summary of Hearings 
ABA Commission on Women 

Standards Relating To Juror Use And Management 
ABA 

ABA Commission on Women in the Profession 
RPT to House Delegation 

Pi-ofc.ssor Denied Tenure at Harvard 
The National Law Journal 

A Battle for Yale Law Schools Soul 
The National Law Journal 

Female Students, Lawyers Still Must Battle Bias 
National Law Joumal 

Leadership Bar None 
Florida Bar Journal 

The Behavior of Women State Supreme Comt Justices 
Justice System Journal 

The Right Word 
Section for Women in Public Administration 

Draft Revisions To ABA Code Of JudiciaJ Conduct 
American Bar Association 

Economics of Law Practice in Michigan 
State Bar of Michigan 

Divorce: A Woman'' wue 
Feminist Issues, 4:1 

The Costly Presumption in Child Custody Battles 
Daily Tribune, Royal Oak 

The Last Work in Defense 
Detroit free Press 

Fmal Frontier for the Law 
The National Law JournaJ 

Women in Management 
Human Re&aurces Management, 26:2 

Property, Divorce and the Constitution 
Joumal of Women and the CUiture, 12:1 

A View from the Bench 
Florida Law Journal 



Bassett, Scott 
1987 

Bearup, George F. 
Inheritance 
1984 

Becker, Jim 
1989 

Beckham, Marlene 
1975 

Begue and Goldstein 
1987 

Bell, Roslynn B. 
1988 

Bennett. Cathy 
1986 

Blodgett, Nancy 
1988 

Blodgett, Nancy 
1986 

BNA Communications 
1988 

Boundy, Donna 
1986 

Bourland, Elizabeth 
Complainants 
1988 

Brannigan, Martha 
1988 

Brovm, Mary C. 
1988 

Bruch and W'ikler 
1984 

Bunting. Jane Briggs 
1984 

Bureau Of National Affairs 
1988 

Burleish. N"ma 
1988 

Calta, Marialisa 
1985 

The Friend of the Court Funding Crisis 
Michigan Family Law Journal 

Equitable Distn"bution: Property Received by 

Michigan Bar Journal 

Spousal Support Guidelines 

Report of the LEA.A Task Force on Women 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

How Judges Get Into Trouble 
The Judges• Journal 

Alimony and the F'mancially Dependent Spouse 
Family Law Quanerly 

Encouraging Fairness &om the Bench 
Law and Inequality, 4: 109 

Whatever Happened to the Class of 81 
ABA Journal 

"I Don't Think that Ladies Should be Lawyers• 
ABAJournal 

Intent v. Impact 
Same 

Inequality Under the Law 
Woman's World 

Withholding the Names of Sexual Assualt 

Editor and Publisher 

Permanent Alimony~ O:Jmeback in Some Courts 
Wall Street Journal 

Women in Michigan State Government 
Michigan House of Representatives 

Factors Contributing to Post Divorce Poverty 
Michigan Bar Journal · 

When Family F"ights Need a Referee 
Detroit Free Press 

Fair Employment Practices 
Bureau Of National Affairs 

Black Women Lawyers· Dual Discrimination 
ABAJoumal 

Gender Bias in the Courts 
Judicial Conduct Reporter 



Campbell, Jacqueline 
1988 

Cardinal and Vutue 
1984 

Carrcs. C. M. 
1986 

Caviness, Kimberly 
1987 

Cbanw, Jane F. 
1983 

Chiamp, Carole 
1987 

Chiamp, Carole 
1987 

Clark, Beverly 
1983 

Cohen, Marjorie 
1983 

Cohen, Marjory 
1982 

Cook, Beverly 
1983 

Copeland, McKinley 
1988 

Cornblatt, Alan 
1985 

Cox, Gail Diane 
1988 

Criminal Justice Section 
1987 

Crites and Heppcrle 
1987 

Cunningham, Joseph 
1983 

Dannheisscr and Reininger 
1984 

Department Of Mental Health 
1988 

Marital Rape in Michigan 
MCADV Newsletter 

Constitutional Issues Raised by the New 
Friend of the Court • Michigan Bar Journal 

Gender Bias Its Effects on Justice in Florida 
Policy Studies Clinic Florida State University 

New Bom Options for Maternity Leave 
The Washington Lawyer 

Joint Child Custody Counseling 
The Joumal of Contemporary Soc:ial Work 

Gender Bias: Substantive Law Problems 
Seminar 

Substantive Law Problems - Women and the Law 
WLAM Oakland 

Trial of a Contested Custody Case 
Michigan Bar Journal 

Representing the Battered Party in Divorce Actions 
Michigam Bar Journal 

Criminal Defense of Battered Women 
N/A 

The Path to the Bench 
Trial 

Justice for our Children 
Fathers for Equal Rights 

Matrimonial Mediation 
JoumaJ of Family Law, University of Louisville 

Quick Name a Female Litigator 
The National Law Journal 

Report on Oomestice Violence 
ABA Annual Meeting 

Women, the Courts and Equality 
Same 

Tu Consequences of Property Settlement Transfers 
Michigan Bar Journal 

Challenges Facing the LaW)'Cr-Parcnt 
Florida Bar Journal 

Scmal Offcnscs By Youth In Michigan 
Adolescent Sexual Abuser Project 



Dincllo, Senator 
1987 

Dorsey-Newblatt. Theresa 
1987 

Downey, Thomas J. 
1988 

Eich, William 
1986 

Ellis and Schafran 

Ex:tejt, Marian M. 
1983 

Eyde, Kathie 
1988 

Feder, Valerie 
1988 

Finn, Peter 
1989 

Folberg, Jay 
1984 

Ford, George and Kathleen 
1986 

Fox and Morganroth 
1987 

Freed and Walker 
1986 

Freeman and Licko 
1984 

Gard, Connie Schultz 
1988 

Gcbhardt·Benischc, Margot 
1986 

Gender Bias Study Commission 
1988 

Ginsburg, Ruth 
1986 

GlaspeU. Susan 

Senate Bill 514 • Retention of Name upon Divorce 
Committee on Judiciary 

' 
Gender Bias Justice in the Courts 

Child Support Enforcement • A Report Card 
Subcommittee on Public .AWMancc 

Gender Bias in the Courtroom 
Judicature, 69:6 

Avoiding Race and Gender Bias In The Courtroom 
The Judges• Book 

Compensation and Benefits after Divorce 
Personnel Journal 

Consequences of Divorce Reform and Gender Bias 
Michigan State University Intern 

Gender Bias Decreasing 
ABAJoumal 

Statutory Authority in Civil Protection Orders 
Family Law Quarterly 

Joint Custody Law • The Second Wave 
Joumal of Family Law, Univ. of Louisville Law School 

Gender Impressions Inventory and Trainer Guide 
Organization Design and Development 

The Divorce after Fifty Client 
Oakland County Bar Aswc:iation 

Family Law in the Fifty States: An Overview 
Family Law Quarterly 

Trials and Tn'bulations 
Rorida Bar Journal 

TUing the Law in their Own Hands 
The Plain Dealer Magazine 

Family Law, Family Law Politics and Family Politics 
Women•s Studies Int. Forum, 9:1 

Roridas Response to Domestic Violence 
Same 

Some Thoughts on the ~s Debate Special v. E.qua1 
Treatment • Law and Inequality 

A Jury of Her Peers 
Michigan Judicial Institute 



Qormgein and Bookholdcr 
1984 

Grande, Corrine P · 
1987 

Griffin, Jacqueline 
1984 

Gruber, David 
1989 

Gruber, David 
1989 

Harrington, Steve 
1988 

Harwood and Rubin 
1984 

Harwood, Pak and Eliz. Larin 
1988 

Hayse, Ellen 
1988 

Heckler, Margaret 
1983 

Hempstead and Gerhard 
1984 

Herman, Jeffrey R., M.D. 
1988 

Hw and Fcree 
1987 

Hinrichs and Sobol 
1986 

Houghton, John 
1987 

Hunt, Kathleen 

Hunt, Kathy Davis 
1988 

Jamieson, Frances 
1984 

Divorce Mediation: What are the Options? Where 
is it Heading? • Michigan Bar Journal 

Report-Rhode Island Com.mince Women in the Court 
N/A 

Women Lawyers in Florida. The Fust 100 Years 
Florida Bar Journal 

Women Minority Groups Lukewarm Over 
Judge Study 
Michigan Lawyers Weekly 

Foes of Degree as Marital Asset Receive Support 
Michigan Lawyers Weekly 

Growing Custody Ploy Posing Practice Trap 
Michigan Lawyers Weekly 

Women Attorneys in Michigan Law rums: 
Statistics & Issues -
Women and the Law Conference 

Report Recommending the Creation of Gender Bias 
Task Force • Unknown 

Advocating for Women Who Defend Themselves, 
Part I 
MCADV Newsletter 

Women in Government 
Trial 19:8 

Valuation of Business Practices 
Family Advocate 

Pr<Mding for the Child of Divorce 
Department of Psychiatry, Michigan State University 

Analyzing Gender - A Handbook of Social 
Science Rcscarcb 
Sage Publications 

Bias Again.st Marginal Individuals In Jury Wheel 
Selection 
Journal Of Criminal Justice, 14 

Oakland County Friend of the Court Annual Report 
Smh Judicial Circuit 

Making Partner: Little Room at the Top 
Michigan Lawyers Weekly 

Law rum Pushes for Day Care Center 
Michigan Lawyer, 2:9 

Confessions of a Slow Lcarller 
Florida Bar Joumal 



J cnsen, Rita 
1988 

Jenson, G. 

Johnston, J. and C. Knapp 
1974 

Judicial Council 
1989 

Kahler, Kathryn 
1988 

Kanter, Rosebeth 
1978 

Kauffman, Claudia 
1984 

Kelly, M. J. et. a!. 
1986 

Kimme~ Michael S. 
1987 

King, Allan G. 
1984 

Kirp, Yudof, and Franks 
1986 

Klein, Theodore 
1984 

Kocnenn, Connie 
1989 

Kraft, Scott 
1984 

Kushner and Le2in 

Lannon, Linnea 
1987 

Lewin, Tamar 
1988 

Lewin, Tamara 
1984 

The Next Decade Female Lawyers Getting a 
Raw Deal 
National Law Journal 

Gender Problems in our Justice System 
Arizona Task Force 

Sex Discrimination in Law: A Study in 
Judicial Prespcctive 
N.Y.U. Law Review, 46, p. 674 

Jury Source List Study Report 
Judicial Council 

More Women Enter Law Practice, But Fewer 
Stay Wi1h It 
Grand Rapids Press 

Reflections on Women and the Legal Profession 
Harvard Women's Lawyer 

Marriage Law Revision 
Women's Studies Int. Forum 

Women Attorneys in Michigan 
Women in the Law Conference 

Changjog Men - New Directions in Research on Men 
Sage 

Economists in Marital Contests 
Trial, 20:3 

Gender Justice 
University of Chicago 

Why can't a Woman be DJ.ore like a Man 
Florida Bar Joumal 

Sexual Differences: Mostly in our Minds? 
Grand Rapids Press 

Freedom Elude& Many Victims of Divorce Laws 
Detroit Free Press 

Bias in the C.ourtroom 
Unknown 

The Rights of Man 
Detroit Free Press 

For Feminist Scholars Second Thoughts on 
Law and Order 
New York Times 

Business and the Law: Partnerships Elude Women 
New York Times 



Lewin, Tamara 
1987 

Lewyn, Michael L. 

Loftus, Schafran and Wiklcr 
1986 

Lowenstein, Joan 
1988 

Luks, Peter 
1988 

Mahoney, Anne 
1978 

Mairs, Patricia A 
1988 

Martin, Elaine 
1987 

MCADV 
1989 

MCADV 
1988 

McCarthy, Michael 
1988 

Mc:Clish, Lorraine 
1987 

McElrath, Poulos and Blomberg 
1987 

McElrath, Poulos and BJombcrg 
1988 

McKenney, P. 
1984 

McNichols, Kevin 
1988 

McQucen, Michael 
1987 

Charges of a Parent's Sex Abuse, A Family 
Left in Tatters 
New York Times 

Who Speaks For The Underdog 
Benchmark 

Establishing a Gender Bias Task Force 
.Law and Inequality, 4:103 

Today's Law on Marital Rape Based on 17th Century 
Concepts 
Ann Arbor News 

· New State Proposal Designed lo Equalize 
Divorce Settlements 
Muskegon Chronicle 

Sexism in Voir Dire 
Women in the Courts 

Bringing Up Baby 
The National Law Journal 

Gender and Judicial Selection: Compare Reagan 
and Carter 
Judicature 

Homophobia And Lesbian Battering 
Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence 

Criminal Justice System Response to 
Domestic Violence 
Domestice VJOlcnc:c PreYcmion and Treatment Board 

Supreme Court to Rule on Sex Bias Case 
Wall Street Journal 

Child Support the Economics of Broken Homes 
Farmington Obscl"\'Cr 

Geuder and Justice Offense Patteru 
and Criminal/Juvenile 
Committee on Domestic Violence 
Battered Women and Criminal Justice New York 
State Department of Corrections 

Sexual Battery and Judicial Decision-Making 
Gender Bias Commission of Florida 

Domestic Relations Tax Reform 
Micbipn Bar Journal 

States Take Steps to Curb Gender Bias 
in Courts • Lawyers MonthJy 

States Set Pace on Innovative Laws for Child Care 
Wall Street Journal 



Michigan Department of Labor 

Michigan Women's Com.mission 
1987 

Michigan Department of Education 
1980 

Michigan Dept. of Civil Rights 

Michigan Trial Lawyers 
1983 

Michigan Trial Lawyers 
1988 

Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence 
1989 . 

Middleton, Martha 
1988 

Miner, Barbara 
1985 

Montgomery, Alice 
1981 

Morello, Karen 
1986 

Mou, Debra 
1986 

Mou, Debra Cassens 
1988 

Munsterman, Thomas 
1986 

Myers, ct. al. 
1988 

N/A 
1988 

N/A 
1988 

N/A 
1989 

N/A 
1987 

Pregnant Worker'& Rights 
N/A 

Women in Michigan - A Statistical Portrait 
Michigan Department of Management and Budget 

Office for Sex Equity on Site Vis.it Team Manual 
Office for Sex Equity 

Unlawful Sexual Harassment 
N/A 

Women in the Courtroom and in the Law Farm 

Women and the Law 
Seminar 

Homophobia and Lesbian Battering 
Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence 
News.letter 

Bringing Judges Into the 1990's 
The National Law Journal 

Child Support: Using the New Laws 
MS. 

Sexual Harassment in the Workplace 
Golden Gate University Law Review 

The Woman Lawyer in America: The Invisa'blc Bar 
Random House 

No Fault Divorce Hurts 
ABA Journal 

Would This Happen to a Man 
ABAJoumal 

The Search For Jury Representatives 
The Justice System Journal 

Divorce Mediation in the States 
State Court Journal 

Workshop for Judges on Gender lssue1 in the Courts 
Institute of Judicial Administration 

House Votes to Eliminate Spousal Rape Protection 
Michigan Lawyers Weekly 

Gender Bias in Court-Determined Custody 
Mr.Adv 

Michigan Coalition Against Domestic VIOience 
Ncwdctter, 2:10 



N/A 
1987 

N/A 
1987 

N/A 
1986 

N/A 
1987 

N/A 
1981 

N/A 
1987 

N/A 

N/A 
1987 

N/A 
1986 

N/A 
1987 

N/A 
1985 

N/A 
1987 

N/A 
1988 

National Center for State Cts. 
1989 

Neely, Riclwd 
1986 

New York Task Force 
1988 

New York Task Force 
1986 

New York Task Force 
1987 

Chief Justice on Women and the Law 
Michigan Lawyers Weekly 

Where arc They Now? Story of the Women 
of Harvard Law School 
Legal Brief 

Domestic Violence: A Guide to Michigan Law 
Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence 

Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence 
Newsletter 

Response to Violence in the Family 
Center for Women's Policy Studies 

Michigan Coalition against Domestic Violence 
Newsletter, 3:5 

Spouse Rape Legislation Passed 
Official Michigan 

Pregnancy -The Right of a Pregnant Woman 
United States Law Week 

Gender Bw Heads Agenda at C'CJ /COSCA Meetings 
National Center for State Courts Report 

Women and the Law Speech Cites Struggle 
Detroit Legal News 

As.sc&smcnt of the Equity of Michigan's Child 
Support Manual - N/A 

Study Probes Gender Bias 
Spotlight OD the Courts 

Prostitution: Violence Against Women 
Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence 

Eliminating Gender Bias in tbe Courts 
Report 

Barter in the Court 
The New Republic 

Questionnaire For Judges In New York State 
New York Task Force 

Report of the New York Task Force on Women in 
the Courts • Fordham Urban Law J ou.mal 

Report to Implement Recommendations: The 
New York Task Force - New York Task Force 
on Women in the Courts 



New York Implementation Committee 
1987 

New York Implementation Committee 
1987 

Nichols. Julie 

O'Connor. Sandra 

O'Connor 
1988 

O'Leary, Renee Cherow 
1987 

Oldfather, Ann 
1984 

Oldham, Thomas 
1984 

Payant, V. Robert 
1987 

Pearson, Jessica 
1988 

Pennington, Alyce 
1988 

Pruhs Paulsen and Tysseling 
1984 

Quade, Vicki 
1983 

Reidinger, Paul 
1986 

Rentmeester and Jones 
1987 

Repa, Barbara 
1988 

Reisig. Donald L. 
1989 

Riley and Dickson 
1983 

Report of the Committee to Implement 
Recommendations of New York Task Force · 
New York Implementation Committee 

Second Report of lmplemcntation Comm. of NY 
Task Poree - New York Implementation Committl 

Can Women Lawyers W10 the Big Case 
Unknown 

Women Still Face Bias in Law 
N/A 

Women and the Constitution 
Carter Center of Emory University 

The State by State Guide to Women's Legal Righ 
Now Legal Defense and Education Fund 

The Court's Authority to Assign Assets 
Trial, 20:3 

Is the. Concept of Marita] Property Outdated 
Journal of Family Law Louisville School of Law 

Equal Employment Opportunity Report 
State Court Administrative Office 

Supporting Children Alter Divorce 
The Family Law Quarterly 

Gender and Justice Task Force of Pima 
County Arizona 
Same 

Divorce Mediation: The Politics of 
Integrating Clinicians 
Journal of Contemporary Social Work 

Sex Bias in the Courtroom 
ABA JoumaJ. 69 

The Men's Oub 
ABAJournal 

Report of Wasconsin's Comm. on Participation 
of Women in the Bar • Wasconsin Bar Bulletin 

Is There Life after Partnership? 
ABA Journal 

A Glass Ceiling Or A Brick Wall 
Michigan Bar Journal 

Yours, Mine ad Ours 
Michigan Bar Journal 



Rivlin. Gary 
1981 

Rix, Sarah E. 
1988 

Ryan, James P. 
1988 

Samborsky, Mercedes 
1983 

Saver and Hendrick 
1987 

Scamcccbia. Suellyn 
1988 

Schafran, Lynn 
1987 

Schafran, Lynn Hecht 
1988 

Schafran, Lynn 
1985 

Schafran, Lynn 
1983 

Schlesinger, Steven R. 
1988 

Schrager, David 
1984 

Schultz, Merle 
1989 

Scb~ Leonard 
1982 

Sherman, Janette 
1983 

Sherry, Suzanna 
1986 

Shipp, E. R. 
1987 

Shipp, E.R. 

Shipp, E.R. 
1987 

Some Kinds of Discrimination Die Hard 
Update, 5:28 

The American Woman· 1988-1989 
Women's Research and Education 

Chairperson's Comments Michigan Family 
Law Journal 
State Bar of Michigan, 15:4 

The Women's Caucus 
Trial, 19:8 

Sex and Gender 
Sage 

Syllabus For Law School Class 
University Of Michigan 

Documcuting Gender Bias in the Courts: Task Force 
Approach 
J udicarure, 70:5 

Women in the Courts Chapter Fifteen 
Same as above 

How Stereotypes about Women Influence Judges 
The Judges' Journal 

Women as Litigators-Abilities vs. Assumptions 
Trial, 19:8 

Criminal Defense For The Poor 
Bureau Of Justice Statistics Bulletin. 

Matrimonial Litigation; A Challenge lo the 
Adversary System - Trial, 20:.3 

Comparable Worth 
Court Management Quarterly 

Divorce and Earning Ability 
Detroit College of Law Review 

Women as~ W'llncsscs 
Trial, 19:8 

The Gender of Judges 
Law and Inequality, 4:159 

Sex Barrier Falls at State Bar Group 
New York Times 

Women and the Coun - Slow Progreu on Bias 
N/A 

Women as Victims in Court 
New York Times 



Silas, Faye 
1986 

Singer, Richard 
1986 

SkolofI, Gary N. 
1984 

Slotnick, Elliot 
1984 

Special Committee 

Speirs, Verne L 
1988 

Sponte, S. 
1984 

Stacy and Danningcr 
1988 

Star, H. James 
1989 

State Court Administrative 
1987 

Stephen, Beverly 
1984 

Stephens, Cynthia 
1988 

Stille, Alexander 
1985 

Stille, Alexander 
1985 

Sullivan, Frederick 
1986 

Swic<:iski, J. Peter 
1981 

Sypert, Tracy 
1986 

Tabs. Marianne 
1986 

Taylor, Alex m 
1986 

ABA &horted To Open Doors For Minority Bar 
Bar Leader 

Solution To Discriminatory Use Of Peremptory 
Challenges 
New Jersey Law Journal 

Joint Custody: A Jaundiced View 
Trial 

The Paths To The Federal Bench 
Tbe Journal or The American Judicature Society 

Proposal For State Bar Affirmative Action 
State Bar Ot Michigan 

New Light On Court Careers Of Juvenile Offenders 
Juvenile Justice Bulletin 

TO WIT: The Weaker Sex 
Idaho State Bar Journal 

Seize Control of Property Settlements 
Case and Comment 

Proposed Methods Of Making The Courts 
More User-Friendly 

Michigan State Courts Annual Report 
State Court Administrative Office 

Jn Pursuit of Jmtice for Women in the Courts 
Daily News 

Precmptory Challenges in Michigan Post Bat.soil 
Michigan Judicial Institute 

Minorities And The Law; Jn The Fmn 
National Llw Journal 

Election V Appointment: Who Wms? 
The National Llw Joumal 8:16 

Sexual Harassmeut: The Supreme Court Ruling 
PersoDDel 

Bankruptcy Court: Jurisdiction to Modify 
Alimony Payments - Un.iv. of Mich Journal of 
Law Reform 

Female Lawyers Want Woman Judge 
Grand Rapids Press 

Divorce: Who gets the Blame in No-Fault 
MS 

Why Women Managers are Bailing Out 
Fortune 



Tenth Circuit 
1987 

Terrie, E. Walter 
1988 

Tong, Rosemarie 
1984 

U.S. Department Of Justice 
1984 

Uakno'WD 
1987 

Van Regcnmorter, William 
1988 

Various 
1989 

Victor, Richard S. 
1989 

Vmson. Donald E. 
1985 

Vogt, Leona M. 
1989 

Wahl, Rosalie E. 
1986 

Walsh, Margaret and Neil Kalter 
1986 

Waymire, David 
1988 

Weinberg, Marvin L. 
1989 

Wcisenhaus, Doreen 
1988 

Weitzman, Lenore 
1986 

Wenger, Lisa 
1988 

Wikler, Norma J. 
1989 

Wikler, Norma 
1981 

Abused Wifes' Claims Agai&t Police Ruled Sufficient 
Bureau of National Affairs 

Selected Tables from Court Administration 
Data - Salary 
Center for the Study of Population 

Women. Sex and the Law 
Same 

JUYenile Court Statistics 
National Institute For Juvenile Justice 

The Attorneys Victims Assistance Manual 
Unknown 

Crime Victims Rights Act 
House of Representatives 

The Commission On Women in the Law: 
Ocveland Bar Journal 

Family Law Needs Considerate Language, 
Divorce Training - Michigan Lawyers Weekly 

Confronting J W'Or Bias 
For The Defense 

Mid-Career Crises Challenge •successful• Lawyers 
Michigan Lawyers Weekly 

Some Reflections on Women and the Judjciary 
Law and Inequality 

Joint LepJ CUstody V Sole MatemaJ Custody 
Same 

Wife is Denied Alimony for Refusing Sex 
Grand Rapids Press 

Sexual Stereotyping 
Cue and Comment 

Still A Long Way To Go For Women. Minorities 
National Law Journal 

Beneath the Surface 
MS 

1>-... .: ..... the OJdcr ,..!~• . n:.- "D-...... "'" --... ~ ~Ill m ..,.~ a-n."~"'85 
Michigan Bar Journal 

Water on Stone: Movement to Eliminate Gender 
Bias in the Courts • The National Conference on 
Gender in the Courts 

Judicial Discrcti011: Docs Sex Make a Difference 
National Judicial Education Program 



Wikler, Norma 
1980 

Williams, Robert G. 
1988 

Wilson, Colleen 
1989 

WIShik, Heather 
1986 

Zumeta, Zena 
1983 

Zumeta, Zena 
1986 

22nd Circuit Ct. Friend Ct. 
1989 

Equal Treatment for Men and Women in the Courts 
Judkature, 64:5 

Deficiencies in Child Support 
State Court Journal 

Gender Bias in the Courts 
McAdv 

Economics of Divorce 
Family Law Quarterly, 10:1 

Mediation as an Alternative to Utigatioo in Divorce 
Michigan Bar Journal 

Types of Divorce Mediation in Practice in Michipn 
Michigan Bar Journal 

Friend of the Court Spouse Support Guidelines 
2:2.nd Circuit Court Friend of the Court 



Jeffrey S. Albaugh 
31th Circuit Court Administrator 
Battle Creek, Ml 

Dr. Peter Ash 
University of Michigan 
Ann Arbor, MI 

Katherine L. Barnhart 
Attorney 
Detroit, MI 

Carole L. Cbiamp 
Attorney 
Detroit, MI 

Max D. McCullough 
Chair-elect of the 
Family Law Scdioo 
Bloomfield Hills, Ml 

Harriet Rotter 
Attorney 
franklin, Ml 

Professor Rosemary Sarri 
University of Michigan 
School of Political Science 
Ann Arbor, MI 

Hon. Pamela Harwood 
Wayne County Circuit Court 
Detroit, MI 

Eloise Williams 
Attorney 
Oakland County 
Pontiac, Ml 

Alan C. Bennett 
Attorney 
Grand Rapids, MI 

Hon. James R. Giddings 
30th Circuit Court 
IJ1Dsing, MI 

Kent J. Van.a 
Attorney 
Grand Rapids, MI 

Cheryl Gore Follett 
Attorney 
Traverse City, MI 

APPENDIX F 

Expert Witnesses 



Charlene Snow 
Attorney 
Detroit, Ml 

Suellyn Scamccchja 
Clinical As&staat Professor 
University of Michigan Law School 
Ann Arbor. Ml 

Hon. Denise Page Hood 
36ch District Court 
Detroit, .MI 

Elaine Weiss 
Director 
American Bar Association, Task Force on Women in the Profession 
Chicago. Il.. 

Hon. Harold Hood 
Chair. Michisan Judicial Tenure Commission 
Detroit, MI 

Joseph Regnier 
Executive Director 
Michigan Judicial Tenure Commission 
Detroit, MI 

George Bedrosian 
Chair. Attomey Grievance Commission 
Detroit, MI 

Deborah Gaskin 
Grievance Administrator 
Attorney Grievance Commission 
Detroit, Ml 

Gene LaBelle 
Deputy Grievance Administrator 
Attorney Grievance Commission 
Detroit, Ml 

Angus Goetz, Jr. 
Chair. State Bar Committee on Professional and Judicial Ethics 
l.ansing, MI 

Marcia L Proctor 
Regulation Counsel 
State Bar Committee on Professional and Judicial Ethics 
J .ansing, MI 

Dawn Van Hoek 
State Appellate Defender Office 
Detroit, MI 

Marjory Cohen 
Attorney 
Detroit, Ml 

Debbie Frederick 
Director. Scmal Assault Information Network 
I .ansiag, MI 



Debi Cain 
Director, HA VEN 
Pontiac, MI 

Jan f'mdlatcr 
Board Member 
Domestic Violcnc:c Pre't'Clltioa and Treatmcat Board 
Detro.it, Ml 

Barbara Craft 
Board Member 
Domestic Violence Pre'YentioD and Treatment Board 
Grand Rapid, Ml 

Kate Young 
Domestic Vwlence Prevention and Treatment Board 
basing, Ml 

Dr. Jacqueline Campbell 
Wayne State University School of Nursing 
Detroit, Ml 

Robert Celand 
Proscc:utor's Association of Michigan 
Port Huron, MI 

Hedy Nuricl 
Director, Michigan Coalition Against Domestic Violence 
Huntiagton Woods, MI 

Theresa Doney Ncwblatt 
Attorney 
VIA 
Flint, MI 



APPENDIX G 

Attomeys and Judges Surveys: Verbatim Responses 
Relating to Treatment of Women In the Courtroom 

A. REFERENCES TO APPEARANCE AND MARITAL STATUS 

Male jud&es sometimes give undue attention to a female attorney'& appearance. (minority male attorney) 

A3 an attorney usigned to a certain judge'' court, I was complimented almost daily on my dress and 
appearance in a rather patronizing tone. At the same time. I was told my adversarial/ advocacy skills 
were deficient. In law schoo~ I was an award-winning moot courter, and prior to that, I had always 
received high praise for my trial skills. When I saw another female attorney &imilarly treated by the 
5a111e judge, (now retired), I concluded the treatment was based on sex. Since the other attorney is of 
another race, I don't feel race was the cause of the judge's mistreatment of me. I was later replaced 
in that court by a male attorney at the judge's request. (minority female attorney) 

"Mrs. , your presence always pleases the Court.• (re: attorney • sarcastic use of •M.s.-) 
(majority m81e attorney) 

Often times comments are made OD their attire or appearance. (majority male attorney) 

One most recent example a judge m often asked the woman attorney her choice of address; sarcastically 
loudly enunciated •Ms." in his subsequent exchanges with her. (majority female attorney) 

Comments in open court about my good looks - obviously well meaning, but resulting in an 
embarrassing situation in the presence of my client. I felt I had to explain away the judge's comments 
after the hearing to my client. This has happened twice - both times with the wne judge. (majority 
female attorney) 

Criticism of clothing. (majority female attorney) 

Judge inquiring if female attorney had been a beauty queen when initially introduced. (majority female 
attorney) 

A judge OD a number of occasions asked female attorneys if they were married, and then asked "why 
not?" (majority female attorney) 

I had a two-week circuit trial where the trial judge with me in open court (and [in] chambers) 
commented on my legs, etc. (majority female attorney) 

Judges referring to loob and dress of female attorney. (majority female attorney) 

Comments from a judge about a female attorney's attire do not necessarily have any real ~nnection with 
whether justice was administered fairly by the Court. (majority male attorney) 

Often times I think that those attorneys and judges behaving insensitively don't realize it. Maybe they 
even come across as insensitive at times trying to avoid saying ~ that may be c:on.sidered sexist or 
racist. For instance, part of the reason male judges may not address conversation to fem ale attorneys 
is because they are not even sure any more whether to use Miss. Ms. or Mrs. Use of the wrong one 
often time miffs the person it's directed to. That can't be the whole problem though. Part of the 
problem I'm sure is the "male fraternity: (majority female attorney) 



B. PATRONIZING Ut.NGUAGE; IMPROPER FORMS OF ADDRESS 

Judge calling person "Deane: (majority male attorney) 

I had a contested motion against a female colleague. Not op)y was she a bright, articulate and cllectivc 
wice for her client, she wu also right OD the law. The judge (an old groggy ... ) referred to her twice 
as •Girly." This offended me • and I protutcd. The Court's response was "What are you upset about, 
I didn't call you •Boy: I protested even louder. I also lost the motion. (Jninority male attorney) 

I have seen judges and attorneys refer to females as "Honey; •sweetie" and such. (minority female 
attorney) 

I personally have been told during trial by a judge that we'd be breaking and I could use the time to 
•powder my nose.• Frequently male lawyers arc addressed as •Counselor" where my name or "Young 
Lady- is bow Jun addressed. (majority female attorney) 

. 
The usual •pct names" arc "Honey; "Dear; etc. (female attorney) 

Older judges patroninng; Judge asking a woman attorney did she think her father would 
approve of her behavior (arguing in favor of her position on a motion). (female attorney) 

Judges call female attOJ"llcys, •Gentlemen; "Sir,• etc. (majority female attorney) 

Male judges a1so have a tendency to ca1l the male attorney, "Mr. Smith." and the female attorney, "Jane,• 
etc. (majority female attorney) 

(female judge) referred to me as "Dear" but did not refer to male attorneys. (majority female 
--~ attorney) 

Also, attorneys in a particular area. such as County, are spoken of as "the guys.• I am not 1 ----•guy- (and] I don't want to be one. 

Memorandum to members of the Bar Association addressed to •oentlcmcn: (majority female attorney) 

Women and blacks tend to be addressed by their first names and more frequently by asmtant 
prosecutors than white males arc. I have heard male judges and lawyers exp~ surprise, astonishment, 
amazement, when a female attorney docs an outstanding job (not on record). Gudicial survey) 

Being overly familiar or using first names with some persons (women particularly) (judicial &umy) 

C. BEHAVIOR TOLERATED AND ENCOURAGED IN MALE A1TORNEYS IS NOT VALUED IN 
FEMALE A1TORNEYS IN PROFESSIONAL SITUATIONS; JUDGES ARE CRmCAL AND 
IMPATIENT WITH FEMALE ATTORNEYS. 

I witnessed a judge telling a female attorney to stand when addressing the Court on a motion, and bad 
not made the same request to opposing male counsel. Also I witnessed an incident when I felt undo 
criticism was directed to a female lawyer in open court. (minority male attorney) 

One judge, who prides himself on his "lock them up for ever - law and order• stance, berates female 
attorneys who vigorously represent their clients. (minority male attorney) 

Male judges arc often impatient and curt with female attorneys (female judges tend to favor female 
attorneys in both courtroom treatment and legal rulings.) (minority male attorney) 

J have seen judges unduly criticize female attorneys in court. I have observed judges who were very 
impatient with female attorneys. (minority female attorney) 

Impatience with female attorneys; don't take them seriously; reference to sex. (minority female attorney) 

I have ~n judges allow male attorneys the opportunity to drone OD uninterrupted, but then interrupt 



female opposing counsel demanding that she •get to the point: The body language also indicates 
irritation, impatience and resentment (minority female attorney) · 

Judges advice to female (Black) attomey to [go] find her client at bomc when she was unable to reach 
him by telephone to advise of court appearance. (minority female attorney) 

Judges arc impatient with female attorneys, litigants [and] witnesses. (111ajority female attorney) 

J have sat in courtrooms (and] watched particular judges OYCrtly demean women attorneys who are 
assertive (and) well prepared. Women who conform to someone'& image as too soft spoken to be heard, 
act like they arc scared (and] barely make an argument, these judges don't bother. J have had a 
particular judge refuse to let me say even one word to argue my own motion while allowing whatever 
time he wants to my opposing counsel - ao much so that J now feel forced to write detailed Briefs 
since I must make a n:cord [and] I know this judge will not allow me to argue. Although I may win the 
motion I do not observe him doing this to other male attomeys on motion day. (majority female 
attomey) 

One County judge aded a prominent attorney what was like to have worked with an aggressive, talkative 
woman. This was on the record. (minority female attomey) 

I believe that to a great extent the court system is an •old boy network.• I believe that aggressive 
behavior is viewed favorably when exlul>ited by male attorneys. There is a double 5tandard that exists. 
(minority female attomey) 

When 6CXi.sm occurs •and I have been the target on a few occasions• it usually takes the form of legal 
rulings, curtailing cross--cxamination, or voir dire, and one occasion, a judge berating, demcaoing. and 
finger-pointing at me in front of a jury while the male attomey (co-counsel) who had done precisely the 
same thing was not even admonished. (majority female attomey) 

D. PHYSICAL ACI10NS WHICH EXCLUDE WOMEN OR DISCOUNT /IGNORE mEIR 
PRESENCE: INTERRUPTIONS; IN CHAMBER CONFERENCES WITH MALE CRONIES; 
OTHER 

Judges sometimes cut off the arguments of female attorneys prematurely and give them lea opportunity 
to argue in court than male attomeys. (minority male attorney) 

Interruptions, body lang\lage, impatience. (minority male attorney) 

Female attorneys arc generally given less respect. (1) Arguments arc usually 6hortened by Court or 
interruptions of male opponent; (2) Court is less lenient on deadlines, sanctions, and dismissal orders. 
(minority female attomey) 

I have observed male judges avoid eye contact with (a] female attorney who is arguing a motion. 
Sometimes the judges look at women attorneys as though they are bored by what the attorneys are 
saying. (minority female attorney) 

Judge treating female attorney as having less ~riencc on that basis alone. (majority male attorney) 

In Court this ~ a common occurrence. Female attorneyg are ait off by the judge much more commonly 
than [are] male attorneys. (majority female attomey) 



I was once questioned by a circuit judge on a motion as to (1) why the (male) partnerwasn'ltbere, 
(2) bow I was employed by the partner (i.e .. ) when I said associate in the same firm be didn't 
understand and kept asking if I worked in the ume building and what I was doing there in court. 
(majority female attorney) 

(1) Tve known (male) Attorney X. for )'CU'S;• (2) "that's not the way we do things here- the Court 
rules don't matter;• (3) "well. he says JiC•ibeen busy;• (majority female attorney) 

When I was before a district court judge, along (with] another female attorney, for a pre-trial conference, 
the judge referred to both of us as "two hysterical women.• This was during our first pre-trial conference 
before either of us said a word. (majority female attorney) 

Calling •gentlemen.• (majority female attorney) 

Getting cut off before being able to make a point or offer full argument on an issue. (majority female 
attorney) 

One most recent example a judge continually interrupted a female attorney and not the male. (majority 
female attorney) 

On Motion Day - eveiy male attorney was treated with respect (and] courtesy - the fem ale attorney 
was literally interrupted (and] screamed at (for no good rea.son). (majority female attorney) 

I appeared before the Court for oral arguments, (and) upon conclusion one judge asked me with whom 
I was employed, to which I responded I was in-house counsel. The same judge then turned to my 
opposing counsel and asked him bow the rest of the family was (opposing counsel bas relations on the 
bench). I found this to be insensitive and disheartening. (majority female attorney) 

One judge in our area makes female attorneys wait extensive lengths of time while be engages in •good 
old boy" conversations in chamben. This wnc judge discounts female attorneys' positions in court. 
(majority female attorney) 

A circuit court judge in a contested custody case overruled all my objections, while sust.aining that of the 
opposing male party, (the judge] constantly interrupted me, interrupted the direct exams of my client 
and expert [witness], and completely disallowed the testimony of my expert (a woman); and (the judge] 
stated on the record [that] a 5 year old boy belonged with bis mother (I represented the mom) based 
on the judge's own divorce experience. (majority female attorney) 

The Old Boys Oub bas to be disbanded. Most violations occm during conferences in chambers • off 
the record. (minority female attorney) 

The gender bias I have experienced and/ or observed is generally not overt. It's mostly exhibited in less 
time to speak at mediations or conferences. Judges and male attorney will often try to interrupt when 
trying to make a point. In addition, although male attorney ud/ or judge generally don't make obvious 
remarks indicating gender bias, their body language and facial expression often do. (majority female 
attorney) 

There clearly is [bias] but it's more insidious (and) less outspoken than it used to be. It's often a tone 
or a disinterest by a judge that's obvious to those watching. (majority female attorney) 

Having been on the receiving end of a Judge•, unfair statements made in open court such as screaming. 
stating cases frivolous, I ordered ttanscripts. These statements did not appear in print. (majority female 
attorney) 



E. SEXUAL INNUENDOS AND HARASSMENT 

I have heard a judge comment that he 'WOuld like to have a particular female attorney •sit on his face: 
(majority male attomey) 

District Judge is notorious for his abuse of female attorney and litigants. Women attorneys in this county 
try to avoid practicing in his court. There have been marches at his courtroom by women because of 
his insensitivity to domestic violence cases. Judge ( County Circuit Court) suggested 
that Judge _should sit on. his lap du.ring the.new attorney ceremony. Recently he told jurors to 
•come back tomorrow. I ha"Ye a Dice little rape case for you.• (majority female attor.ney) 

Some male judges reward sexual liaisons with female attomeys by giving them lots of assignm~nts. 
(majority female attorney) 

This primarily stems &om my experience with a particular judge when I used to be a prosecutor. He 
on several occasions made disparaging remarks about female attorneys, and at times indecent comments 
about female litigants or wilncsscs. (judicial SW"YCY) 

Once a male attomey made a sexual reference to the appearance of a female participant. I bawled him 
out on the spot and on the record. (judicial survey) 

F. WOMEN A1TORNEYS OF COLOR/MINORITY FEMALES 

I believe that in general female attorneys are viewed as being less competent th.an male attorneys. I also 
believe that Black attorneys arc viewed as being less competent. Therefore, Black female attorneys 
would then be viewed as the lest competent of all. I think there is actually an •old boy system• in the 
court system that women have a hard time penetrating, if at all. I have had less than favorable 
experiences in the mediation proc:ess where there is a presumption of legitimacy with opposing counsel's 
case if he happens to be a white male. Similarly, a cuc•s value i.s diminished if my client is Black - as 
if he/her lifc/injwy is not worth as much a non·minority's. I have gone to District Court representing 
a client and been told to •get in line for my landlord bearing" e"YCn though l was appearing on an 
umelated civil matter. I do believe. however, that most judges arc semitive to these issues and exercise 
the proper judgcmcut and professionalism when dealing with women 81ld/or minorities. Attorneys. on 
the other hand arc a different matter altogether. There seems to be no way to control attorneys' conduct 
towards other attorneys and/or litigant&. Thank you. (minority female attomey) 

I don't mind participating in this study, but why do a aun'CY to find out what everyone already knows? 
Female attorneys. especially Blact, are always viewed as secretaries, no matter what the situation or 
circumstances is. There also exists discrimination/bias on the part of Black male judges and attorneys 
against Black female attorneys. Also, as a young Black female attorney (26 years old), I don't know what 
I'm doing and that I'm too young to practice. These comments. ironically, many times come &om 
Blacks. (minority female attorney). 

In my experience, there has been great strides for Black women in the County Court System. (minority 
female attorney) 

One thing I have observed that is very disappointing is to observe how judges (some) respond to minority 
attorneys (female or male). There is often open hostility toward the attorneys from the bench. The 
hostility is more noticeable against Black male attorneys than female. This is e.spccially so in counties 
such as • • County used to be bad also, but it's getting better. Something has 
got to be done about these juogcs and their attitudes. I have argued cases in these counties, where the 
case Jaw was dearly on my aide, l was overpreparcd, extremely articulate and literally kicked tbe ~ 
mate attorney in his ass, but the white judge still ruled in favor of white attoruey. In these instances 
white observers in the courtrooms have waited outside the courtroom to encourage me and compliment 
me on my presentation but let me kaow the reason the judge ruled the way he did was because of 
prejudiciaJ bias. (minority female attoruey) 



G. GENERAL COMMENTS REGARDING TREATMENT OF WOMEN AITORNEYS IN THE 
COURTROOM 

Strangely enough the unfair treatment to a female lltomey has come from a female judge. (minority 
male attorney) 

During one motion day in Circuit Court the male judge yelled "I can't hear you, lady!" to a litigant on 
the witness stand whose 'YOice was not audi"ble. My motions against a male opponent were both denied 
after perfunctory hearing, by this same judge on that date .. My male opponent commented to me that 
he sensed the judge's bias against women. (minority female attorney) 

The judge often talks down to female attorneys, address( es) men attorneys with more respect, allows 
male attorneys to beat up on female litigants especially if the lawsuit is between female and male 
litigants. I strongly believe that this is the main reason we have so many underreported cases of rape 
(acquaintance rape especially). The treatment is so unfair [and] insensitive to women. (minority female 
attorney) 

I have seen some instances in which a judge was rather clearly less sensitive to the time demands of 
other matters on a female attorney than the same judge was to similar demands on male attorneys. 
(majority male attorney) 

Berate the attorney's case as being of Do value. (majority male attorney) 

Many judges do not Yicw female attorneys as qualified, or as profc:Wonals. Many sexist remarks arc 
utiliud. Sometimes male attorneys arc taken (case called) before female attorneys. (majority male 
attorney) 

Constant problem - bench has DO use for females! (majority male attorney) 

Waiting to be beard OD motion day, I have observed judicial discourtesies to female litigants and 
attorneys. (majority female attorney) 

Adopting a condescending attitude toward female counsel in the course of oral argument OD a motion 
where opposing side represented by a male. (majority female attorney) 

While I strongly believe gender and racial bias exists, I do no< fecJ the incideDts arc wry blatant. They 
stem from life long learning and beliefs, and in close situations (or even those where the decision is 
simply not obvious) an adjudicator will decide based on personal feelings and bias. The old boys 
network is as strong as ever and those who arc oo< a party operate at a disadvantage. (minority female 
attorney) 

Judge& arc condescending toward blacks and females in their responses and decisions. (minority female 
attorney) 

Jn my experience, racial/ethnic and gender bias arc so prevalent in the Michigan court system, that I 
have as a matter used a minority male and/or white male as Co-Counsel so that our client's interest 
would not be adversely affected by the pr:esence of said bias. When assigning an attorney to a file I 
consider the race and/or gender of the judge and the attorney on the opposite side and the county in 
which the matter is to (be] tried [as] aignilicant factors. RareJy, if ever, when large financial awards or 
sophisticated business issues arc present before a jury or a male bench will I not factor in the fact that 
J am a Black female as I make plans for my presentation of my client's case. (minority female attorney) 



As to the reason in Section I • 11, I did inquire of the judge in what ways my advocacy WUs were 
deficient and how could they be improved. My efforts to obtain any specific or concrete information 
were unsuccessful. He was vague and evasive and appeared very uncomfortable with my having even 
asked the question. He would never identify any one particular fault, but simply said I •Jacked 
experience: I had been practicing 5 years and had successfully tried many felony cases from both sides 
of the table. This is my only first·hand, personal experience with sexism from the bench in an overt 
fashion. I am pleased to be so fortunate. (minority female attorney) 

I have rarely witnessed any racial or gender bias in the courts. The only incidents I have observed have 
been directed at females and they all took place in state district courts. (majority male attorney) 

I would think that women and minorities arc a lot more aware of bias than Caucasian male attorneys 
since they would be the target of such bias. I would applaud any reasonable measures to eliminate bias 
in the court system. (majority male attorney) · 

There is in fact no bias of any kind in the "System: There are, however, judges and attorneys who both 
knowingly and unknowingly possess and sometimes act on the basis of racist·scxist attitudes and beliefs. 
(majority male attorney) 

In '29·1/2 years of practice - bias towards minorities including Caucasian/males and their type of 
practice (personal injury) always exists; bias toward racial minorities in personal injury litigation - (is] 
always prevalent. Bias toward women, [be they] attorneys, witnesses, clients, [or) jurors [is] rampant! 
(majority male attorney) 

In the past five years I have had at least three landlord-tenant matters before the Honorable 
--....----· In each of the matters be has displayed an abuse of discretion detrimental to my client 
when a male attorney represented the adverse party. My clients have had limited funds so we could not 
continue with costly appeals. I truly believe this judge is biased against female attorneys, whether on 
civil matters like my own experiences or when I have observed his demeanor with female assistant 
prosecuting attorneys. (majority female attorney) 

Permit me also to say that the situation is so bad in my 'View that I expect it to be remedied for our 
children - not in our time. (majority female attorney) 

We are all [so) afraid of being identified as troublemakers, non·team players, (and most obviously not 
•one of the boys,•) that we hide our rage at the gross indignity of practicing law in front of prejudiced 
judges. (majority male attorney) 

For me the question is not whether or not there is bias in the court system, but rather what we can do 
about it. The only hope I sec in this area is that these judges who are part of a good ole boy network 
simply die [and] are replaced by judges [w]ith some sense of social justice. (majority female attorney) 

This is really a very difficult situation to useu, there ir. seldom an overt act, rather it is more of an 
insensitive and condescending attitude. 

H. COMMENTS REGARDING 11IE LACK OF OR MINIMAL NATURE OF UNFAIR OR 
INSENSITIVE TREA TMENTTO FEMALES BY JUDGES; VARYING OPINIONS; FAVORABLE 
OPINIONS 

We have a district court judge in our county who is often insensitive to those who come before him but 
he docs not confine his insensitivity to females only. (majority male attorney) 

rve observed male judges behave djffereptly to a female attorney u opposed unfairly or insensitively. 
For example, I've seen a male judge smile [and] wave when a female attorney walks in the courtroom. 
Female judges tend to be more demanding or rude to female attorneys when they are opposed by male 
counsel (majority female attorney) 



J have observed some judges being very critical of or rude to female attorneys - but these judges are 
'\'Cry often rude, pompous, conde&eending and unfair to many attorneys, regardless of color or acx. 
(majority female attorney) 

The treatment administered by both male and female judgeg (ss) comisteat with that individual's 
penonality and manners. If he or she is abrasive, rude, etc., [h]e or she is consistent, to both genders,, 
and without regard to race, etc. A rude judge is a rude judge. (majority female attorney) 

(Following a negative comment): however, in my experience the majority of judges appear absolutely 
unbiased - IOIDe were Jllll'1l more polite to female attorneys than to young male attorneys. (majority 
female attorney) 

Based upon my aperience as an attorney in Michigan \1 )'eal"S), I do not believe there is racial/ ethnic 
or gender bias in Michigan court system other than the fact that Blacks and women appear to be 
appointed to the bench by the governor .,s opposed to equally qualified white males. (minority male 
attorney) 

My observation would only apply to the County area. I have not practiced in any other 
counties in ac"VCral years. I find that on the whole I am treated with respect. Other attorneys are a 
problem h~r for they occasionally treat women disrespcdfully, especially in trial situations or 
motions. In my experience, there bas been great strides for Black women in the County court 
system. 
(minorily female attorney) 

I have never witncased either racial/ ethnic or gender bias during my 16 years of practice. The judges 
I have appeared before have always gone to great lengths to treat cvel')'ODe equally. (majority male 
attorney) 

I have not perceived there is any basis for assuming bias in the Michigan court system. All litigants and 
attorneys are treated equally by the judges whether the treatment is good or bad. Some judges treat 
C"VCrybody fairly. Race docs not determine this nor does gender. (majority male attorney) 

In the last eight years, my perspective bas been limited to the Workers' Compensation there are a 
growing number of female attorneys practicing. At. the number of female attorneys grew, they seem to 
be IC&S isolated in the Workers' Compensation Hearing area rather than the fact that they are female. 
The female attorneys that I have seen who regularly appear are quite well known and do not seem to 
be isolated. In addition in the Workers' Compensation area, we have a number of female judge&. 
(majority male attorney) 

I do not accept the conclusion that there is bias in the system. There are occasional evidences on an 
individual basis - but not consistently. If there is consistent. biased aJ>proach by an individual - then 
the individual should be addressed - either by superiors or peers. I believe that most practitioners of 
actual bias are unaware of it - when it is pointed out - it will be corrected. (majority male attorney) 

My experience has been largely in County [ucl] I find Jinle biu. (majority male attorney) 

In my humble opinion, this '1l1'VC)' is a pointlea waste of time and money and quite obviously drawn up 
by people unfamiliar with the private practice of law. For me, it did nothing but generate anger. It 
appears that the intent is to invite one to fantasi?.e about what goes on in the minds of jurors and judges 
and to blow the myths out of proportion. Perhaps I'm a naive babe-in-the-woods but in more than 
twenty years in private practice, I have never felt that the value of my cases was contingent upon race 
or sex. (majority male attorney) 

I beliC"VC such attitudes ddinitely edst but are DOt teen. (majority m.alc attorney) 

I have not found in my expericDce the type5 of bias JOU inquire about. (aaajority male attorney) 



I have never seen bias in the court l)'llem personally. I have read or such bias in the newspaper. 
(majority male attorney) 

I can honestly say that in nine years as 1 litigator, I have not seen a judge lrcat an attorney, witness, 
litigant any (differently) than he/she treats othcn hued on race, sex or ethnic origin . ••• on the other 
hand, judges, attorneys. witnesses and litigants arc all human beings, and in any pool of human be~, 
one is likely to find idiots who harbor stupid and unfounded prejudices. lf a problem exists in our court 
system, the way to address it would be to more dosely screen those who seek to become judges, etc. 
(majority male attorney) 

Jt is my guess that if a atudy cowd be done of the racial/gender/ethnic biases of judges and attorneys. 
one would find that they would merely reflect a cross-section of the general population. (majority male 
attorney) 

My primary practice is before the Michigan Public Scnice Commission and the Michigan Court of 
Appeals and Supreme Court. All of these institutions have female judges and female attorneys 
representing clients. I have never apcricnced or witnessed any bias on account of race or gender. 
(majority male attorney) 

Problems of bias in the Court system arc not so severe as to require study or the creation of systems 
of dealing with them, other than those mentioned in •age• of. Of much greater concern is the laclc of 
rcspca and outright rudeness shown by judges and court personnel to most attorneys of either sex and 
any race. (majority male attorney) 

l think women lawyers have to be careful that they are not too quiclc to attn'butc the insensitivity they 
encounter to sexism. Much of it on this sjde of the state is attributable to your level of experience. I've 
watched young male attorneys get it much worse than I C1'Cf have. All attorneys should be encouraged 
to belp teach new lawyers. (majority female attorney) 

I don't question that the bias exists, but it's not very apparent outstate. The older judges are~ polite. 
Younger judges tend to be more problematic. In fact, I've seen judges bend over backwards to help me 
out of a situation I created for which I could be criticiz.cd badly. It really may be a function of where 
I practice - it's one of the reasons I came here. There may be bias, but people are too polite to give 
anyone trouble. There's also a sense of profe&Sionalism and ethics that lawyers bere shy away from 
taking unfair advantage. (majority female attorney) 

I am a white female attorney recently admitted to the Bar. l have never experienced any bias in the 
Courts by any Judge - Black, female, or White male. However, although I practiced in County, J have 
never been to the District Court. Most of my time is spent in Court or County Circuit Court. In 
addition, although I can point to no specific instances, the atmosphere in the County Circuit 
Court is more of a •gooc1 old boy dub: (majority female attorney) 

Perhaps our judges in County arc atypical, but my apcrience with them as a female attorney 
has been nothing but excellent. I have not experienced personally any discrimination because of my 
gender. (majority female attorney) 

••• I have not had a lot of trial experience where I would be able to sec much bias towards attorneys. 
parties, witnesses, etc. based on race or sex. - My courtroom experience in a trials, settlement 
conferences, etc., [and) mediations <>Yer the years. I think that most judges try to conduct themselves 
so as not to appear biased. Only one judge in chambers used unprofessional [and] rude language about 
an attorney before him - and that attorney was a white male. (majority female attorney) 

There is no doubt that I feel I am being taken seriously by judges, referees, and almost all male 
attorncy5 at this point in my c:areer. I did not feel lhat way ten years ago. I do not bow whether the 
difference is that attitudes have changed in the past ten years, or I am simply older now with a traclc 
record that gives me credibility. I suspect it is a combination of both. (majority female attorney) 



J practice part-time in a limited area; and J sec relatively little bias in the court system. (majority female 
attorney) 

During my years of practice. I never experienced discrimination on acc.ount of sex by any court; however, 
male attorneys systematically use gender as a weapon to intimidate or embarrass opponents. I suppose 
this is inevitable and nothing can be done about it. I found the barriers impenetrable and went into 
another line of work, although I know many women do manage very well. You have to have a thick ikin. 
(majority female attorney) 

Since J have only been an attorney for almost one year, my experience limits my ability to render a 
comprehensive opinion. The experience I've had thus far, mainly in Workers' Compensation. has 
exlubitcd very little in the way of bias. Very few attorneys participate in such behavior. In fact, my 
experience has been that most judges [and] attorneys go out of their way not to exhibit biased behavior, 
especially when dealing wfith) female attorneys. (majority female attorney) 

In most of my dealings with other attorneys, judges, and litigants, being a female attorney has never been 
an issue. Competency has been the primary concern. If other attorneys know you know your job they 
don't give you any flak. I don't know if you have to work harder to establish competency when you're 
a female attorney; I've never been a male attorney. (majority female attorney) 

Gender bias - on the surface, there appears to be little bias. In the eight years I have been an attorney, 
it is amazing how careful attorneys and judges have become about what they say to female attorneys. 
Many judges express outrage in court about rape, spouse abuse, child abuse, failure to pay support, etc. 
However, I do not sense that there has been any significant change in male attorneys' attitudes about 
sharing power, money, or professional standing. (majority female attorney) 

It is getting better. Personally, J don't think it will change much until bias in the practice of law is dealt 
with at the same time. Westeni Michigan is conservative, and sexism in law firms is overwhelming. 
(majority female attorney) 

My practice is mainly in Court. and I have found the judges there to treat women and minorities very 
well. I think the bench (which itself has [a] high percentage of Blacks and women) is very sensitive to 
these issues. (majority female attorney) 

I. REM.AR.KS REGARDING WOMEN'S ROLES/DISPARAGING COMMENTS, JOKES, REMARKS 

I can only rccalJ one recent incident that truly amazed me. rU"St-degree murder. C.S.C. [i.e., criminal, 
social conduct]~. involving female victim [and) horrendous facts. Oral argument. Court of Appeals. 
Appellate issue: error in admission of evidence re: bite marks (s) on victim's buttock. During argument 
by attorney for Defendant-Appellant, one judge on panel remarked something like: •1 guess the 
prosecutor wouldn't give him the benefit of one bite.• (majority male attorney) 

(1) I have been told by a Circuit Court judge in chambers with three male attorneys prcacnt the women 
belong in the kitchen. 

(1) Telling a pregnant attorney ihe should be home caring for her new child DOt arguing w[ith] him. 

In view of the sexist jokes/comments that judges ud attorneys have made to my male colleagues, I have 
no doubt that bias cDsts. However, it is difficult to point specific instances. (majority female attorney) 

lmvlting or demeaning questions. remarks between attorneys. Oudicial mm:y) 

Lawyers have told jokes or made remarks evidencing racial and gender bias in court offices. Witnesses 
have referred to aduJt fcmaJcs as •girts•. Lawyers refer to witnesses and jurors as "Miss• or "Mrs.• wheD 
marital status is irrelevant. (judicial survey) 



J. EFFECT ON FEMALE ATTORNEYS OF JUDGES' INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR 

The judges often talk down to female attorneys, address men attorneys with more respcd. allow male 
attorneys to beat up OD female litigants especially if the lawsuit is between female and male litigants. 
I strongly believe that this is the main reason we have so many underreported cases of rape 
(acquaintance rape capecially). The trcatmcnt is so unfair [and) insensitive to women. (minority female 
attorney) 

I have sat in courtrooms [and) watched particular judges overtly demean women attorneys who arc 
assertive [and] well prepared. Women who conform to somcooe's image as too soft spoken to be heard, 
act like they are scared [and] barely make an argument, these judges don't bother. I have had a 
particular judge refuse to let me say even one word to argue my own motion while allowing whatever 
time h~ wants to my opposing counsel - so much so that I now feel forced to write detailed Briefs 
&incc I must make a record [and) I know this judge will not allow me to argue. Although I may win. 
(female attorney) 

K. OBSERVATIONS OF UNFAIR OR INSENSITIVE TREATMENT TO A FEMALE JUDGE 

Difficult white male judges arc rcfcred to as •irascible• while difficult fem.ale judges arc characterized 
as "bitches". Gudicial survey) . 
I have observed that male attorneys tend to interrupt female judges frequently. 
Gudicial survey) 

This is a predominantly white male system. Females entering the profession arc considered abrasive 
if they are advocating for their client. My male colleagues refer to Black and female judges by their first 
names (consistently,) while referring to male judges as Judge •so (and) so·. This is obscene. Gudicial 
survey) 

I've heard attorneys snicker at how aomc women judges' conduct lhcir courtroom, wbcrcas similar 
conduct by male judges is not so disrespected. (judicial survey) 

Toward attorneys, scmal innuendos; toward judges, inadequate respect. (judicial survey) 

Male attorneys arc often disrcspcaful to female attorneys. They interrupt constantly during arguments 
in court. Have demeaning attitude towards female attorney as though to say "This is a man's area and 
you shouldn't CYCD be here.• Male attorneys often use this ume attinldc to female judges. (judicial 
survey) 

If a female judge doesn't rule in their favor or allow clisrcapec:tful behavior that they would never display 
to a white male judge, she is talked about in the balls and called stupid or a bitch who's bard to get 
along with. (judicial 1urvcy) 

While observing a motion in Circuit Court. a male attorney talked while [a] female judge was making 
her ruling and explain& [lheJ basis of her ruling. (judicial survey) 

Males have no rcspcct for female judges or jurors, unless they find in their favor. Gudiclal survey) 

Many comments Re: womca judges-that they arc too emotional, men-haters. OD their period, less bright, 
less professional than Jll8lc judges, can't take a joke, etc. 
(judicial survey) 

Attorney told me l prevailed in circuit court only because judge was female and we women stick 
together-but we were both wrong. (judicial survey) 



A partner in my office calls a judge "NC deal w[itb] on a frequent basis •that little girl." Also, if be has 
not dealt w[ith] a judge, he definitely wants to know if the judge is a woman before be goes into court. 
(judicial suney) 

Weird comments-Some women judges referred to as "bitches.• Male prosecutor called me "sweetheart" 
in court several time.s. (judicial survey) 

I ba"YC seen judges and attorneys refer to females as "honey,• "sweetie" and such. (judicial survey) 

Judge 1uggcstcd that Judge abould sit on bis lap duriiig the new attorney c::eremony. (judicial sun'Cy) 

Some male attomcys have a reputation for using disruptive behavior with female judges only. (ju~cial 
survey) 

Women judges and attorneys are often addressed as "ma'am' or "gal" (for attorneys); arc patronized by 
males who believe women arc intellectually inferior. (judicial survey) 

One attorney and firm refuse to address the female judge as "Your Honor", •Judge" or 'The Court", but 
consistently refer to her as 'mam'. (judicial survey) 

L. OBSERVATIONS OF UNFAIR OR INSENSITIVE TREATMENT OF UTIGANTS 

Usually the insensitive treatment toward a female would be as either a witness or litigant while testifying 
by overly or unnecessarily badgering the witness after an answer has been received, but is not happy with 
the answer. (judicial survey) 

Many white male attorneys often caD a female, •girt" or •gat.• (judicial survey) 

I observed an attorney making unnecessary comments about a female in a divorce case - the comments 
involved her lifestyle and the number of children she had and her unemployed status. (judicial survey) 

The attorney will ask the female questions they will obviously embarrass. (judicial survey) 

I have seen some efforts by male attorneys to "bully" or intimidate a female witness. (judicial survey) 

RE: female litigant; demeaning comments; inacnsitivc to emotional issues; assuming female has no 
business knowledge, etc. (judicial survey) 

Attorney depred•ting emotion injury of female client. (judicial suncy) 

b domestic relations matters lack of concern of homemakers future fiDancial problems in settlement 
di.scussions. (judicial survey) 

Male attorneys interrupt female attorneys during argument. I have been shouted at during deposition 
and called "baby." During deposition \'Crbal intimidation of female deponent. Attorney mocked and 
used bis body size and posture to attempt to intimidate an expert witness during trial. (judicial survey) 

During voir dire attorney asked the prospective jurors if they would hold it against him (the attorney) 
"because she was prettier than he was." An attorney (male) asked a female witness why she spent so 
long shopping in a clothing store without buying anything. Her reply was that ahe couldn't find anything 
to purchase. He responded with •Just like a typical woman, shopping to waste time." (judicial survey) 



Female litigants and witnesses have their personal live5 pried into much more extensively than males. 
They are also questioned in a demeaning snide tone (none of this ever appears on a record.) The 
questioning &cquently assumes the witness is an •airhead.• (judicial survey) 

Crude refercnccs to a lidpnt as a "broad.• Guclicial survey) 

Aa attOJ'Jley recently grilled a female domestic violence complaint for over six hours in District Court. 
He was allowed to be abusive. Gudicial survey) 

Attorney, in questioning a litigant, pressed her for a title of "Miss• or "Mrs.• because her last name was 
different than that of one man she was living with and he did not know their marital status. In fact, they 
were married, but it was not at all material to the case. (judicial survey) 

A judge reprimanded a litigant for bringing her child to court rather than finding a sitter. The child, 
approximately 4 years old, was talking to his mother during her questioning [and) while the judge was 
talking. The woman tried to explain she couldn't find a sitter but the judge cut her off [and) said the 
child shouldn't be there. (judicial survey) 

Female witness called a "flake.• (judicial survey) 

State district court judge make a rude and sexist remark about •female• drivers while presiding over a 
hearing on a traffic offense committed by a woman. (judicial survey) 

Re: Attorney-sarcastic use of 8Ms.• Re: Litigant;-refusal to restore maiden name in violation of statute; 
Refusal to enforce spouse abuse injunction; Refusal to award sufficient alimony, Refusal to award 
adequate attorney fees. (attorney survey) 

In chambers comments about witnesses. (attorney survey) 

I can only recall one recent incident that truly amazed me. Fust-degree murder, CSC [i.e., Criminal 
Social Conduct] case, involving female victim [and] horrendous facts. Oral argument, Court of Appeals, 
Appellate issue: error in admission of evidence re bite mark(s) on victim's buttock. (majority male 
attorney) 

Waiting to be heard on motion clay J have observed judicial discourtesies to female litigants and 
attorneys. (attorney sUl"Ye)') 

(1) I have been told by a circuit court judge in ch.ambers with 3 male attorneys present the women 
belong in the kitchen; (2) Judge refused to grant a protective order after husband beat wife. He did tell 
the husband not to do it again but then agreed with the husband that divorce is a bad thing (and) the 
judge does Dot believe in it either. (attorney survey) 

A judge in a recent sex discrimination case ao badgered my client that she gave up mid-trial His 
response to her testimony of her competence was to berate her for thinking she could run the company! 
Judge once tried to talk a husband out of paying alimony (after it had been placed on the record ~ part 
of a divorce settlement..) Judges do not give fees [and] costs to help litigate on behalf of female spouses. 
Show causes for further to pay support result in long term DO interest pay-offs - the custodian [and) 
children can't buy groceries at Sl0.00 per week (e.g. Husband over $3,000.00 back support, ordered paid 
off at $10.00 per week.) (attorney survey) 

Telling women attorneys not t.o be so emotional or argue so much; Other judges making statements that 
women litigants arc hysterical. Older judges patronizing; asking a woman attorney did she thin1c her 
father would approve of her behavior (arguing in favor of her position on a motion.) (attorney survey) 



Judges are impatient with female attorneys, litigants [and] witnesses. Also, women attorneys get far 
fewer assignments than men attorneys and far less luaative ones. 
(attorney survey) 

Jn domestic relations cases, I have obsened judges in subtle ways, treat female divorce litigants in 1 

patronizing manner. (attorney survey) 

A Circuit Judge, in a domestic relations final hearing, made •inferences• that a mother's intent to 
continue her education while caring for a minof child.was an.indication that she was not going to be able 
to provide a suitable environment for the minor child-this was an uncontested custody issue. (attorney 
survey) 

(a) Memorandum to Members of the Bar Association addressed to •Gentlemen;• (b) Reference to 
respondent as an individual lacking •motliering" skills; female respondent told to get married if she 
wanted children returned; (c) Judge inquiring if female attorney had been a beauty queen when initially 
introduced; (d) Condescending and/ or paternalistic attitude conveyed in chamben and court room. 
(attorney survey) 

A circuit court judge in a contested custody case OYCrruled all my objections, while sustaining that of the 
opposing male party; [the judge] constantly interrupted me, interrupted the dired exams of my client 
and expert [witness], and completely disallowed the testimony of my expert (a woman); and [the judge] 
stated on the record (that] a 5 year old boy belonged with his mother (I represented the mom) based 
on the judge's~ divorce experience. (attorney survey) 

Insensitive treatment of prospective jurors/litigants/defendants based on race and ethnic bias and of 
female attorneys and female clients. (attorney survey) 



APPENDIX H 

Job Category Definitions 

The following job category definitions were used in the Court Employment Qucstionairre to determine the 
placement of all court staff. 

1. Officials and Administrators: Occupations in which employees set broad policies, exercise overall 
responsibility for-execution of these policies, or direct individual departments or special phases of the 
court's operations. Includes: court administrators, deputy court administrators, friend of the court, 
registers, court accutives, department heads, division chiefs, directors, deputy directors, and controllers. 

2. Professionals: Occupations which require specialized and theoretical knowledge which is usually 
acquired through college training or through work experience and other training which provides 
comparable knowledge. Includes: personnel and labor relations workers, social workers, doctors, 
psychologists, lawyers, system analysts, accountants, probation officers, referees, magistrates, and other 
quasi-judicial hearing officers. 

3. Para-Professionals: Occupations in which workers perform some of the duties of a professional in a 
supportive role, which usually require less formal training and/or experience than that normally required 
for professional status. Such positions may fall within an identified pattern or staff development and 
promotion. Includes: library assistants, research assistants, law clerks, judicial secretaries, administrative 
assistants, clerk of the court, court transcribers, reporters and re<:0rders and deputy registers, computer 
programmers and operators. 

4. Admini.sttatjvc/Protectjve Services Workers: Occupations in which workers are responsible for internal 
and external communication, re<:0rding and retrieval of data and/or information and other paper work 
required in an office. Includes: bookkeepers, seaetaries, messengers, office machine operators, clerk
typists, statistical clerks, dispatchers, license distributors, payroll clerks, court clerks and kindred workers 
and/or occupations in which workers are entrusted with public safety, security and protection from 
destructive forces. Includes: guards, deputy sheriffs, bailiffs, court officers, process servers, warrant 
officers, and child care facility workers. 



APPENDIX I 

Prosecutor's O.ntces Responding to the Employment Questionnaire 

COUNTIES WITH FEMALE AND MINORITY STAFf: 

Wayne 
Kent 
Macomb 
Ingham 
Saginaw 

COUNTIES WITH FEMAJ,E Bl.IT NO MINORITY SIAFf: 

Bay 
C'.ass 
Li~ton 
Muskegon 
Barry 
Grand Traverse 
Delta 
Allegan 
Midland 
Ionia 

COUNTIES WIIli ALL MALE STAFf: 

Menominee 
Branch 
Lapeer 
Leelanau 
Manistee 
Sanilac 
Oceana 

COUN'JlES WITH A SOLE PROSEctrrOR: 

Baraga 
Gogebic 
Keweenaw 
Iron 
Arenac 
Montmorency 

Kalamazoo 
Berrien 
GeDCMCC 
Jacbon 

Huron 
Ottawa 
Van Buren 
Tuscola 
St. Joseph 
Montcalm 
Shiawassee 
Clinton 
Isabella 
Charlevoix 

Crawford 
Gratiot 
Wexford 
Presque Isle 
Antrim 
Dickinson 

Benzie 
Gladwin 
Missaukee 
Alger 
Alcona 
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