
•• 
: I'~, ng 

r 

.-- ---- ---

= 

/' -) 

u. S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

Non-Stranger 
Violence 
The Criminal 
Court's Response 

.'~. 

r: .' 
" f·" 

'0" 

~
.\ 

.: : .. :~ . 
. ' 

" •.•• '<;"'. 

'r.. """ 

a publication of the National Institute of Justice 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



-- -- -------~----------~ ---------------- ---

oj -":'.0 

About the National Institute of Justice 

The National Institute of Justice is a research branch of the U.S. Department of Justice. The Institute's 
mission is to develop knowledge about crime. its causes and control. Priority is given to policy-relevant 
research that can yield approaches and information State and local agencies can use in preventing and 
reducing crime. Established in 1979 by the Justice System Improvement Act. NIJ builds upon the foundation 
laid by the former National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. the first major Federal 
research pro.liram on crime and justice. o~ 

Carrying olit the mandate assigned by Congress. the National Institute of Justice: 

• Sponsors research and development to improve and strengthen the criminal justice system and related 
civil justice aspects. with a baJanoed program of basic and applied research. 

• Evaluates the effectiveness of federally funded justice improvement programs and identifies programs 
that promise to be successful if·continued or repeated. 

• Tests and demonstrates new and improved approaches to strengthen the justice system, and recommends 
actions that can be taken by Federal. State. and local governments and private organizations and 
individuals to achieve this goal. 

~ Disseminates information from research. demonstrations. evaluations. and special programs to Federal. 
State. and local governments; and serves as an international clearinghouse of jus~ice information. 

• Trains criminal justice practitioners in research and evaluation findings. and assists the research commun­
ity through fellowships and special seminars. 

Authority for administering the Institute and awarding grants. contracts. and cooperative agreements is 
vested in the NIJ Director. An Advisory Board. appointed by the President. assists the Director by recom­
mending policies and priorities and advising on peer review procedures. 

Reports of NIJ-sponsored studies are reviewed by Institute officials and staff. The views of outside experts 
knowledgeable in the report's subject area are also obtained. Publication indicates that the report'meets the 
Institute's standards of technical quality. but it signifies no endorsement of conclusions or recommendations. 

James K. Stewart 
Director 

o 

1 

..,. 

• I ., .. ~ ~ 

... ~UTH1~Z¥ APPRO~I~G OFFICER: FORWARD COPIES A THRU G (via Directives/Forms Mgmt.. if appropriate) 
. ' . - '. 'DO NOT REMOVE CARBON BETWEEN PARTS A THRU F - .. -, 4 - ----- - ---. - - ---. - --. _. --- - - - - - . - - . - - - - - -.. -- -

-
U.S. ~~RTMENT OF JUSTICE OlllGINA TING ORGANIZATION I PRIN2N2 Rr5s~r9 NO rm 00J'2 

DATE 

HII PRINT~ C REQUISITION 0 - • 

NIJ 9/17/82 
JR INFORMATIOH CALL IH_I TELEPHOHE ESTIMATED COST HD OF PAGES lEoclud. bl.nks) 

Dan Tompkins - 724-S884 $1,9S0.00 203 
TLI 0' ~UIIL'CATIOH APPROPRIATIOH/DOC COHTROL NO REOUIAED DELIVEAY NO or COPIES Ell PAGE 

See Additional Infonnati on X-C-7S-60-00-00 l,?-j f.(t9 1,000 
IVERTIM~ GIVIN TO CHAIIGI 'Oil WOlU! DIRECTIVE fORM NO FORM WILL LAS T T~TAL 0 .. IIEQUIIIED TO ACC()III~LISH 03,000 UTHORIZA iDN all HOT CHIYlII' II(OU"~"'NT MONTHS - PAGE 

I OYLUX 1 WILL HOLD I TYPE FACE. POINT SIZE. LEADINt; 

I~ 
DO NOT WRITE IN SPACE BELOW: 

liIJ DAYS 
PROGRAM 

· 0 NO. 

-

I ~ 
0 
-=:J ----->- DISPlAY'ACE SEND ~ROOf TO PAINT I GPO ·rPI CONTR .. a: ORDER REO NO · A-I HO - .-----

TEXT TYPE SUB WGT COLOR IH" SCHEDULED COMPLETION DATES' 
• Offcpt hnnk 50 whit!'> h'~,..1t (S •• alao below) 
I a: 

/ DISTRIBUTION 
I IIJ 

COV'" Vell urn SO I>e~rh T~n 
PRINTING ~ 'hl;!~k I c 

~ OTHEII 

! 
j .. o OHE SIDE OHL., If H'EAD TO HUD COVERS TRIM SIZE GATHER 

Z \Xu FOLIOED I o HEAD TO FOOT o FOLLOW CO:-Y o SElF 8 1/2 X 11 a: LJMAKE PLATES n HOLD PLATES/REPROS I ~ o HlAD TO SIDE R SEPARATE OOTHEA __ 
[J MEND PLATES n REPRINT NO CHANGE 

f-

a STITCH POSITION 8 perfect PUNCH 
ADDITIONAL Z .. o UPPER LEFT HO HOLES ___ DIAM ___ 

aI NO OF 
OTHfA bound 

CENTF.R TO PRINTING INSTRUCTIONS 
STAPLES o LEFT SIDE CENTER POSITION 

) ~ I o AUTO~OSITIVE NO. OF COPIES COMPLETEO SIZE o DIAZO IE.ch pagel j • & o PHOTOSTAT OPIolT NEG :h o OTHER - ..... POS 

) " o WR,Ut o CARTON o IAHD IH UTI QUANTITY PER PKG. 
~ o TIE OSUITAIILE OOTHEII ~ 

J 

~ IoIAiLING CODU ETC. 
I 

· Z U.S. Department of Just"j ce Warehouse 
J 

0 400 T Street, N.E. .-: 
~ Washington D.C. 20002 III 

'l~ 
ATTN: Distribution Unit 

required) (Pallets with tops banded in both di recti ons 
:a 
I , 

~DDITIONAL INFORMATION 

Title: Non-Stranger Violence: The Criminal Courts I Response 

Camera copy furnished 

COST BREAKDOWN 

COM' I UTHO I ""HTING 

DISTIIIIUTIOH ,MATERIAL 

;ERTIFICATION 
c",'1y IMl ......... II eutheria.d " 1Mc, ~d -. • ...., 10 1M Wflt:lct ....... ," ... 0' 1M Dep._' 01 Ju.'Ic. 8I\d en, 

~""Iona or ...... '-M -.atJ,.ute o",Ir.ry I. ~~ • TOTAL: BY 

.'IGHIO !;; 1"~ b !In. ~ u~ TIME. DATE RECEIVED IH PUBL MGMT 

IRECTIVESIFORMS MGMT. PUIILlCAnONS MANAGEMENT RECEIVED COMPLETE 

~IIOYfD """'OVID 110 .. 0 

-. DATI DATI 

.--- --~----~-- --



;q 

.'. 

JTIFICATION OF INTENT TO PUBLISH 

PRINTING AND BINDING REQUISITION NO. S_OOO~ 
IIit in Duplicate at Least I Week Prior to Submission of Requisition for Printine) 

j8nt of Documents, Documents Control Branch (SSMC), U.S. Government Printing Office, 
"n, D.C. 20401. 
Justice Nationa' Institute of Justice 

Department Bur.au 
. :Dan Tompkins Publications Coordinator 724-5884 '0/5/R2 o.te _____ _ 

Name. TItle. end Telephone 

..... .:ATION DATA: • Nun·subscription 0 Subscription 
--...--- Non-Stranger Violence: The Criminal Courtls Response 

~---------------------------------------------------------------------

• New o Reprint o Revised Dept. Serill # 221559 Jacket e?I->33 Program # fj1--"A/ 

Print Order # /'f); 0 Printer: 0 GPO 0 Contractor Region # -------
-

Recommended for sale: .Yes 0 No Qualltlty 200 Reason To be announced as available r 

( 

for sale in the Selective Notification of Insformation (SNI) Bulletin 

2. SPECIFICATIONS: 

No. of Pa.es 20 3 No. of Illustrations . non e Trim Size __ 8_';,.;1;,..2 __ x_l_l ___ _ 
4-Color 0 Yes 
Process • No 

Bindin. (paper, cloth, etc.) ---ap_a ...... p_e_r __________ _ o Looseleaf o Punched o Banded 

. each Unit of Issue ______ _ o Type OPIates • Ne.atives 
n/a 

Request GPO hold repros ____ weeks. 

3. ADMINISTRATIVE DATA: 

Copies for departmental distribution __ '_,_0_0_0 _______________________ _ 

How dOH this compare with previou& editionl1 _-_-______________________ _ 

What publication does It lupersede? __ n_o_n_e ____ ~ _ _;::=================. 
Brief description of contentl E xami n e s the pro ce s sin 
('~r more space use reverse) 
of non-stranger assaults in four juris 

dictions to determine the nature and 
adequacy of dlfferent court and non-ad 
judicative responses.(mediation and 
hearlngs). 

Outline of publicity to be ,iven (flyers, press notices, etc.) 

Announcement ;n SNI Bulletin (eire. 

Supt. of Documents Use On!!, 

Stock ::r: _____________ _ 
R~. # .. ____________________ __ 
Copies _____________ _ 

Pri 0 pric. added rate 
ee 0 ke&p price ............. $ _____ _ 

o individual cartons 
o cartons 

Packin, 
Other ______________________ ___ 

IMS Initials & Date ________________ ___ 

Typist 
Initilis & Date 

40.000) 
Mailin,lists to be circularized, and ~umber of n!lmes on uch S ta te J ud Qe s 50 Cou rt Admi n ; s t ra to rs 
~S~t~~~te~. ~A~t~t~nBy~sh.~G~e~n~9~r~a~1_'~5~O-LVLi~c~tiumlli/wW~iutunue~s~s~0~r~g~s~._L2~7uO ________________ ~111 
C-:...:r-'l'-"m~l'-!.n!.-"a'_'l'__"J'_"u .... sut ..... j_"c .... e'__1lRu:e~su:e~al-J:r~c;.Rhi__f'!P'llu!-tlb~s-=.--ll..;12'---~[)-. -AA-...... s~l ~6-f"rO---- ----- ... -----
G..a form 3IU (R 9-76) u.s. GQV[RNM[Nl VRINTIHG orfla: 11)j; 0 ~ 18 6lJ 

- -'f ·---.,-.-q-.,-.. -_-.-.. -..... _-._---.. I.-· .. -----------

.... 

- Ii: 

U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

85091 

This document has been rel'roduced exactly as recei~e? from the 
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stat?d 
in thi~ document are those of the authors and do. not nec6.ssarrly 
repre;ent the official position or policies of the National Institute of 

Justice. 

Permission to reproduce this ~,rigllle<i material has been 
granted by 

Public Domain/NIJ 
u.s. Deptartment of Justice 

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS). 

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS systeM requires permis' 
sion of the pepyrtgnf owner. 

Non-Stranger Violence 
The Criminal Court's Response 

Barbara E. Smith, Ph.D. 

January 1983 

U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 



---------------------------~ ~. ----------

-------'-.,.~-. 

National Institute of Justice 
James K. Stewart 

Director 

This project was supported by Grant Number 79-NI-AX-0110, 
awarded to the Institute for Social Analysis, by the National 
Institute of Justice, LeS. Department of Justice, under the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, as 
amended. Points of view or opinions stated in this document 
are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent the 
official position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice. 

\ 
\ --

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

Many individuals sup~orted and cooperated with us throughout our research. 
Within the National Institute of Justice, Ms. Linda McKay, from the Adjudication 
Division, served as project monitor, and provided valuable suggestions for 
imprr'ling the study design and final report. The conments of Ms. Cheryl 
Martorana, Director of the Adjudication DiVision, were also provocative and 
helpful. 

Our study was made possible at each of the sites by many persons. We cannot 
individually acknowledge all the prosecutors, judges, and defense attorneys \<,'ho 
graciously allowed us to closely observe their actions in the courtror· .. , and 
patiently tolerated our questions, but we would like to thank them. The 
prosecutors' offices provided entry into the system and we extend special thanks 
to Mr. Peter Gilcrest, III, District Attorney, and Mr. K. Shepherd Buckhart, Jr., 
Assistant District Attorney, Mecklenburg County (Charlotte), North Carolina; Mr. 
Burt Pines, City Attctney and Mr. George Eskin, former Assistant City Attorney, 
Los Angeles, California; and Mr. Robert Alfton, City Attorney and Mr. Enmanual 
Serstock, Assistant City Attorney, H"'nnepin County (Minneapolis), Minnesota. 

We also acknowledge the contribution made by our Advisory Panel, who 
thoughtfully reviewed the initial work plan and final report. Our Panel included: 

Ms. Jane Chapman, Director 
Center for Women's Policy Studies 
Washington, D.C. 

Dan Johnston, Esquire 
City Attorney, Polk County, Iowa 

Ms. Linda Singer, Executive Director 
Center for Community Justice 
Washington, D.C. 

Finally, we would like to thank our subcontractor, the Victim Services Agency 
in New York, for their cooperative efforts in the collection of the Brooklyn data. 
Thanks are extended to Ms. Lucy Friedman, agency Director; Mr. Robert Davis, 
former Director of Research; Ms. Martha Tichane, former Research Associate; and 
Ms. Elizabeth Connick~ Research Associate. Mr. Davis also served as a technical 
consultant and provided valuable guidance and feedback throughout the project. 

The Institute for Social Analysis project staff: 

Dr. David Sheppard, former Principal Investigator 
Dr. Barbara Smith, Project Director 
Ms. Arleen Chapman, Administrative Assistant 
Ms. Lisabeth Carlson, Research Analyst, Minneapolis 
Ms. Pamela Krochalk, Research Analyst, Los Angeles 
Ms. Judi Strause, Research Analyst, Charlotte 

iii 



"' . -~------------------------------------------------------------------------ ---------------------------

PREFACE 

This report fncuses on non-stranger violence victims, their treatment by the 
court system9 the udequacy of the courts' response, and the short-term and long­
term problems caused by the violence. The research documents the experiences of 
these crime victims, discusses the implications of the findings, and makes 
suggestions for improvements. It is useful and important to quantify the impact 
of the crime and the courts' response, but we hope the reader will not lose sight 
of the individuals behind the statistics. All of the victims we spoke with were 
affected by the violence in some way, and for many, the assaults, particularly 
those inflicted by loved ones and friends, had a devastating impact. Three case 
examples may help us understand how some victims felt. 

Case 1. The victim is a 30-year old female who is married to the defendant. 
During the assault, she was tied up with wire and knocked out (which required 
medical treatment). As a result of the injury, she had teeth removed and a 
permanent indentation on he,lOorehead. She reported major problems with increased 
nervousness, financial burdens, and concerns for her safety. She told us her 
husband becomes violent when he drinks and has beat her in the past with sticks and 
iron table legs. The police were called on several occasions but when they arrived 
they simply told the victim that she should leave. But she told us that she had 
no money and nowhere else to go. After the last beating, the police came and 
arrested the defendant. Her case went to court and was diverted to a counseling 
program. She is pleased wi th the counselor and at the time of our follow-up 
interview (three months after the incident) she told us that no further violence 
had occurred between them. They were still in counseling, which has brought them 
closer together and increased their understanding of each other. 

Case 2. The victim is a 53-year old female who was assaulted by her husband 
who she descri bes as menta lly II sick ". The vi ct 1m cares for her husband and wants 
their relationship to continue with some improvements. She has suffered previous 
assaults from the same defendant. 

During the assault, the victim suffered facial bruises which did not require 
medi ca 1 attenti on. In a pri or assault, she says her husband tri ed to choke her and 
she was hospitalized. In other assaults the police came out to the home, took a 
report and verbally reprimanded her husband. Although the victim did not require 
medical attention this time, she does report suffering from depression, inability 
to sleep, family problems, financial difficulties, and a feeling of insecurity in 
the home as a direct result of the assault. 

The primary reason the victim pressed charges was in the hope that the court 
would require her husband to seek treatment or rehabilitation for his emotional 
prob 1 ems. However, she dropped the charges in court because, II I thought he'd 
change; he had a good scare," and "I didn't want to hurt him." Three months after 
the incident, she told us that they are still having problems and he had assaulted 
her on one occasion -- she did not call the police. 

Case 3. The victim is a 22-year old female who was friends with her 
assailant. Her former friend, who was also a female, assaulted the victim with a 
barbell, while the defendant was drunk and upset because the victim states, "She 
was jealous of my boyfriend." The victim was treated for her injuries in a local 
emergency clinic. She incurred $152.00 in medical expenses but was reimbursed by 
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the defe~dant .. As a resu)t o~ thi~ inci~ent, the victim reports the following 
pr?blems. stralned relatlonshlp wlth frlends and family, fear of revenge, and 
belng unco~fortable in the presence of the defendant. The victim never had 
problems wlth the defendant before this incident. 

. Although the victim reports seeing the defendant about once a month or more 
she has had no problems with her and feels this is because the defendant knows IIsh~ 
could still go to jail." 

In rec?gnition of the plight of many victims, President Reagan declared the 
week?f AP~ll 8, 19.81,. as Victims' Rights Week. His proclamation well descl"ibes 
the sltuat10n of vlct1ms of crime across our nation: 

For to? ~ong,.the.victims of crime have been the forgotten persons of 
our cr1mlnal Just1~e system. Rarely do we give victims the help they 
need or the attent10n they deserve. Yet the protection of our citizens 
-- to guard them from becoming victims -- is the primary purpose of our 
pe~a 1 1 aws. Thus, each new vi ctim persona lly represents an instance in 
W~lC~ our system has failed to prevent crime. Lack of concern for 
v1ct1ms compounds that failure. 

Statistics reported by the Federal Bureau of lnvestigation and other 
law.enforce~ent agencies indicate that crime continues to be a very 
ser10US nat1~nal problem. But statistics cannot express the human 
tragedy of cr1me f~lt by those who are its victims. Only victims truly 
know the. trauma cnme can produce. They have 1 i ved it and wi 11 not soon 
forg~t 1t. .At t.imes, whole ~amilies are entirely disrupted __ 
phys1cally, f1nanc1ally and emotlOnally. Lengthy and complex judicial 
p~o~esse~ add to the victim's burden. Such experiences foster 
d1S1llus1onment and, ultimately, the belief that our system cannot 
protect us. As a Nation, we can ill afford this loss of faith on the 
part of innocent citizens who have been victimized by crimes. 

W~ need a ~en~wed emphasis on, and an enhanced sensitivity to, the 
r1ghts of v1ct1ms. These rights should be a central concern of those 
who p~rticipate in the criminal justice system, and it is time all of 
us pa1d greater heed to the plight of victims. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The criminal justice system is increasingly being employed to adjud'jcate 
persona 1 and property di sputes among family members, friends, nei ghbors, and 
other acquaintances. The expanded demand for court services is due in large 
measure to the progressive deterioration of family and community bonds in modern 
industrial societies and the consequent collapse of informal dispute resolution 
mechanisms and structures (Nader and Metzger, 1963). The ability of criminal 
courts to effectively resolve interpersonal disputes has been seriously chal­
lenged by legal and social scientists. The primary purpose of this research is to 
describe the processing of non-stranger violence cases in several of jurisdic­
tion.: in order to explore the adequacy of various courts· responses and to 
identify responses which are effective in resolving interpersonal violence cases. 
It examines official treatment of these cases, final case dispositions, victims· 
sati sfacti on with case management and di spos hi ons, and the impact vari ous 
responses exert on the likelihood of renewed problems between the parties. The 
research evolved from past studies to both test previous conclusions and explore 
unreso 1 ved issues. While past studi es have presented numerous contradi ctory 
findings and positions, one basic conclusion stands uncontested: interpersonal 
disputes, especially violent ones, are frequent in their occurrence and serious in 
their consequences for the individuals involved as well as for the entire criminal 
justice system. 

Overview of Previous Literature 

Violence among those who know each other has been well documented in previous 
studies. In a national victimization survey in 1975, it was found that one out of 
every five 'liolent crimes in the United States involved people who were acquainted 
(United States Department of Justice, 1975). Interpersonal disputes also 
constitute the single largest category of calls received by most police 
departments in the country (Wilt, et ~., 1977; Parnas, 1967; Breslin, 1978). 

When not successfully resol ved, such inci dents can eventually result in 
serious injury or death. According to a recent National Crime Survey study 
(Gaguin, 1977-1978) and the Uniform Crime Reports for 1975, one quarter of all 
homi ci des were committed by family members of wh i ch about one-ha 1 f i nvo 1 ved spouse 
killing spouse. Wolfgang (1958) found that over a six-year period 11 percent of 
all male homicide victims were killed by their wives, while 41 percent of all 
female homicide victims were slain by their husbands. A Kans,as City study of 
victims of domestic homicide (Wilt, et al., 1977) suggested a pattern of repeated, 
escalating violence. The study showedthat in the two years preceding a homicide, 
the police had been at the address of the incident for disturbance calls at least 
once in 85 percent of the cases and at least five times in about 50 percent of the 
cases. 

Offenders known to victims are more likely to be apprehended and arrested 
than offenders who are strangers to the victim. Therefore, the concentration of 
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cases involving ~ victim/offender relationship in criminal courts is far higher 
than the proportlon of such cases among all victimizations. For example, a study 
by the Vera Institute of Justice (1977) found that in over half of all felony 
arrests for violent crimes and in one-third of felony arrests for property crimes 
in New York City~ the victim was acquainted with the defendant. According to this 
study, the influx of "relationship" cases intu the criminal courts has proven 
proble~atic in at least two respects. First, criminal courts are ill-equipped to 
deal wlth the complexities of relationship cases in which sometimes the roles of 
victim and offender are unclear, and in which it may be necessary to deal with the 
root cause of the incident. Courts are designed to adjudicate and sentence 
neither of which may be appropriate responses in many non-stranger violence cases: 
Second, in attempting to derd with the large volume of relationship cases 
criminal courts have less resources to expend on stranger-to-stranger cases. Th~ 
Vera study concludes that having to spend much of its time on relationship cases 
"weakened the ability of the criminal justice system to deal quickly and 
decisively with the 'real felons' who may be getting lost in the shuffle" 
(1977:15). 

The literature suggests that the response of criminal courts to non-stranger 
violence cases, limited at best, is further weakened by the reluctance of 
camp 1 ainants to cooperate in prosecuting these cases. Several studi es have 
suggested that complainants in. relationship cases tend to be less willing to 
cooperate than other prosecution witnesses (Williams, 1976; Cannavale and Falcon, 
1976; Vera Institute, 1977). The 1 atter study found that the exi stence of a 
victim/offender relationship was the single most important factor in explaining 
why felony cases were dismissed; in cases where the parties were acquainted, 
c?mplainants were. often reluctant to press charges because "tempers had cooled, 
tlme had passed, wfonnal efforts at mediation or restitution might have worked 
or in some instances, the defendant had intimidated the complainant" (1977:135): 

. Studi es haye suggested another reason for deteri orati on of non-stranger 
vlolence cases In the courts. That is, the attitude of court officials towards 
these cases. Court officials are cited as believing that such cases do not 
.appropriately belong in the criminal courts or that they are a nuisance to deal 
with because complainants often change their minds later about wanting the 
defendant prosecuted (Bannon, 1975). The Vera Institute (1977) study found that 
even when defendants in such cases were convicted they did not receive as heavy 
sentences as defendants in stranger-to-stranger crimes beca.use "judges and 
prosecutors, and in some instances, police officers were outspoken in their 
re 1 uctance to prosecute as full-scale fe 1 ani es some cases that erupted from 
quarre 1 s between fri ends or lovers" (1977: 135) . 

However, in concluding that witness non-cooperation was often responsible 
for dismissals in relationship cases, previous studies relied almost exclusively 
upon data from court records and interviews with criminal justice officials. They 
did not obtain the perspective of the complaining witness. As Cannavale and 
Falcon (1976) have observed, this omission may lead to misleading conclusions 
about the reasons why cases deteriorate. According to these authors what court 
officials view as witness non-cooperation may, from the witness's per~pective, be 
a failure of the court to adequately inform him of his role in the case and the 
obligations it expects him to meet. Cannavale and Falcon further argue that 
prosecutors may attribute a dismissal to lack of witness cooperation when, in 
fact, they may dismiss a case based on their belief about the likelihood of 
obtaining cooperation from a particular witness or based on their attitude (or 
office policy) regarding the appropriateness of prosecution in that type of case. 
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In blaming witness non-cooperation for a dismissal, in other words, a prosecutor 
may be less likely to subject himself to censure from a superior than if he admits 
having a hand in the decision to dismiss. These prejudices may work against 
comp1ainants who are sincerely interested in prosecuting in cases involving a 
victim/offender relationship. 

Several recent studies conducted by staff of the Vera Institute's Victim/ 
Witness Assistance Project (now the New York City Victim Services Agency) have 
explored the complexities of relationship cases presented to the court and their 
10ng-tenn outcomes. In Brooklyn Criminal Court, the appearance records and case 
~ispositions of 315 complaining witnesses were studied. In addition, witnesses 
were interviewed twice, once prior to the entrance of their cases into the court 
system and again after their cases were disposed (Davis, Russell, and Kunreuther, 
1980). As anticipated, complainants in relationship cases were less likely than 
victims of stranger-to-stranger crimes to want to initially press charges. Fur­
ther, even when complainants in relationship cases did initially want to 
prosecute, they were more likely to change their minds prior to the disposition of 
thei r cases than comp lai nants in stranger-to-stranger cases. Contrary to 
expectations, however, the study found that complainants in relationship cases 
attended their court dates more reliably than victims of stranger-to-stranger 
crimes. This finding was corroborated on a sample of complainants in Suffolk 
County, New York (Smith, 1979). 

These findings are comprehensible in light of initial differences that were 
found by Davis, et ~., in relationship as opposed to stranger-to-stranger cases 
in reactions to victimization and demands of the criminal justice system. Com­
plainants in relationship cases suffered greater emotional stress as a result of 
the crime. They were angrier, more afraid, more confused, more likely to receive 
threats from the defendant, and more likely to oppose his pretrial release. In 
short, they appeared to have a greater emotional stake in their cases; victim­
ization for them was not a discrete experience bound in space and time, but a 
source of continuing stress each time they encountered (or feared they might 
encounter) the defendant. However, complainants in relationship cases were less 
likely to seek punishment of the defendant than complainants in stranger-to­
stranger cases. Rather, thei r primary concern was that the crimi na 1 justi ce 
system protect them from the defendant. Often, the victim may have felt that his 
aim was met just by the defendant's arrest and the threat of sancti ons whi ch 
existed during the period that the case was active in the court. In other words~ 
the importance of the case to victims more often motivated them to go to court, hut 
once in court, they were less willing to aid in convicting and punishing the 
defendant. 

The same study also examined the court's response to cases involving a 
victim/offender relationship. Like Vera (1977), it found that relationship cases 
had a higher probability of dismissal than stranger-to-stranger cases. The study 
also found that the overall difference in dismissal rates which stemmed mainly 
from cases in which the complainant never showed up in court; 41% of relationship 
cases in which the complainant never appeared were dismissed, compared to only 14% 
of stranger-to-stranger cases in which the complainant never appeared. Another 
study conducted at the Victim/Witness Assistance Project (Davis, Russell, and 
Tichane, 1979) yielded a similar finding. Sampling a cross-section of 150 cases 
from post-arraignment parts in Brooklyn Criminal Court, the study found that in 
instances in which complainants are absent from court on a particular date, 
relationship cases are less likely to be continued, and more likely to be 
dismissed on that date than stranger-to-stranger cases. 
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Both of these findings indicate that in relationship cases, the defendant is 
less likely to be prosecuted if the complainant fails to come to court. This 
suggests a difference in the court officials' altitudes toward relationship 
versus stranger-to-stranger cases. In the former, the decision to prosecute 
depends heavily on the complainant's inte~est in prosecuting; if the complainant 
does not want to press charges, the prosecutor or the court may often see no 
compelling reason to go ahead with the case. In stranger-to-stranger cases, on 
the other hand, the prosecutor and court may perceive that the community's inter­
est demands that a case be prosecuted even if the complainant is reluctant. In 
other words, relationship cases may be perceived as involving "private" justice 
because the defendant harmed, and may represent a continuing threat to an isolated 
individual. Stranger-to-stranger cases, however, may be thought of as involving 
"public" justice because the defendant is perceived to have harmed the corrununity 
at large, and may represent a continuing threat to all members of the community 
(see also Bannon, 1975, and Smith, 1979). 

The r~xstence of such a dichotomy in"court officials' perceptions of cases 
was furU .. ::t substantiated by other data in the Davis, Russell, and Kunreuther 
study. Complainants in relationship cases who wer'e present in court were more 
likely to be consulted by the prosecutor about their wishes in the case than were 
complainants in stranger-to-stranger cases (this was also corroborated in the 
Suffolk County sample by Smith, 1979), Again, this is consistent with the view 
that prosecutors see relationship cases as private complaints, which they are not 
willing to prosecute without being certain that this is what the complainant 
wants. 

Data on re~idivism of defendants in the Davis, Russell, and Kunreuther study 
suggests some justification for such a dichotomy in court officials' perceptions 
of cases. Over a one-year period defendants in relationship cases were 
significantly less likely to be rearrested (for a crime against any victim) than 
defendants in stranger-to-stranger cases. Thus, the former defendants do seem to 
pose less of a threat to the community at large. 

Are prosecutors less willing to prosecute defendants in relationship cases 
even when the complainant does want to press charges? The data from the 1977 Vera 
Institute study suggest that the court is likely to give defendants in relation­
ship cases lighter sentences than defendants in stranger-to-stranger cases, for 
similar offenses. Further, in the studies conducted by the research staff of the 
Victim/Witness Assistance Project in Brooklyn Crim"inal Court, it was not uncommon 
to hear prosecutors make disparaging remarks about non-stranger violence cases. 
However, in several such cases in the study by Davis, Russell, and Kunreuther, 
prosecutors were observed attempting to convince complainants who wanted charges 
dropped to press fpr a disposition that would entail provisions to protect the 
complainant from continued harassment. Therefore, although non-stranger violence 
cases may flot be prosecuted as fully as stranger-to-stranger cases, it is 
premature to conclude that prosecutors do not treat these cases in a serious 
fashion. 

To summarize, the findings of these studies suggest that prosecutors often 
believe (a) that, in general, complainants who know the defendant often make 
uncooperative witnesses, (b) that defendants in relationship cases should nor­
mally be prosecuted only if the complainant demands it and (c) that defendants in 
relationship cases, when prosecuted, do not merit as severe a punishment as 
defendants convicted of victimizing a stranger. If, however, a complainant in a 
relationship case convinces the prosecutor and court that he is sincerely inter-
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ested in prosecuting, then court officials may be responsive to his interests. 

Recognizing the complexities ana problems relationship cases frequentiy pose 
for traditional adjudication, court officials are increasingly exploring ways to 
divert these cases to alternative dispute resolution mechanisms. Mediation and 
neighborhood justice centers have been established in numerous jurisdictions to 
address the underlying problems precipitating property disputes and violent acts 
among those who know each other. Several research studies have found such 
alternatives are generally more satisfying to disputants than traditional court 
adjudication (Davis, Tichane, and Grayson, 1980; Cook, Roehl, and Sheppard, 
1980). In addition, preliminary studies suggest that alternative programs can be 
just as effective as courts in deterring future hostilities between the parties 
(Felstiner and Williams, 1980; Cook, Roehl, and Sheppard, 1980). A study by the 
Vera Institute and the Victim Services Agency (Davis, Tichane, and Grayson, 1980) 
addressed the questions of (a) what happens after intervention of the criminal 
justice system in crimes between acquaintances, and (b) whether mediation is (as 
many persons have suggested) a more effective means of resolving interpersonal 
cases than prosecution. In that study, a sample of 465 felony interpersonal cases 
that entered Brooklyn Criminal Court between September 1 and December 23, 1977, 
were randomly aSSigned to one of two conditions. In one condition, cases were 
processed in the traditional way in criminal court; in the other condition, cases 
were diverted from the court to a mediation program run tly the Institute for 
Mediation and Conflict Resolution. Victims were interviewed, and data on new 
arrests of either party for a crime against the other collected from records four 
months following termination of their case in one setting or the other. 

The study found that, regardless of which condition cases had been assigned 
to, the rate of recidivism over four months was surprisingly low: continued 
interpersonal problems with the defendant were reported by 19% of victims whose 
cases were diverted to mediation and 28% of victims whose cases were prosecuted; 
calls to the police were made by 12% of victims whose cases were diverted to 
mediation and 13% of victims whose cases were prosecuted; and subsequent arrests 
of one of the parties for a crime against the other occurred in 4% of cases 
prosecuted (none of the differences between cases referred to mediation and cases 
prosecuted approached statistical significance). 

Analysis of the data revealed that the low rate of recidivism resulted from 
the fact that disputants' interaction with each other was greatly reduced subse­
quent to their court involvement. Over all cases, 67% of disputants reported less 
interaction with the other party and 41% of respondents reported no contact at all 
subsequent to the defendant's arrest. Among disputants who did maintain contact, 
57% reported an improvement in the relationship .. 

These results suggest that recidivism in cases between acquaintances may not 
be as widespread as is often assumed because many disputants have little desire to 
continue a relationship that has become destructive. In other words, most dispute 
cases do not seem to return to the criminal justice system again and again, nor do 
such cases usually seem to escalate into more serious violent incidents. Because 
of the relatively short duration of the follow-up period, this finding must be 
viewed as tentative and in need of further confirmation. 

But, while the recidivism rate in the Davis, Tichane, and Grayson sample was 
generally low, the study was able to isolate one group of cases which were at 
relatively high risk of recurrence of interpersonal hostilities. These were cases 
in which police had been called upon to intervene previously and in which 
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disputants had strong interpersonal ties (i.e., nuclear family members or 
lovers). In such cases (regardless of \'/hether they were diverted to mediation or 
prosecuted), disputants were far more likely to report continuing problems, to 
summon police again, anr; to be rearrested for cl crime against the other, relative 
to cases that lacked these characteristics. Thpse seem to be the sorts of cases 
which have been found by Wilt, et al. (1977), to escalate into even more serious 
violence. It may be that for succeSSful reso~ution of these IIhigh risk ll cases, a 
more sustained form of intervention than they not~ally receive either in criminal 
courts or mediation programs is necessary. 

Conclusion. Recent studies have begun to address how criminal courts respond 
to relationship cases and their impact on the parties involved. However, to date 
these studies have generally focused on single jurisdictions and employed varying 
methodologi es whi ch hinder cross-juri sdi cti on compari sons. The most compre­
hensive studies have been conducted in Brooklyn~ New York, without verification 
from other jurisdictions. The extent to which these findings are true of criminal 
courts in general is therefore unknown. Rosett and Cressey (1977) have suggested 
that criminal courts differ in the manner in which they process cases, each court 
having its own IIsubculture of justice"; empirical support for this idea has come 
from the research of Eisenstein and Ja:ob (1976) and Church (1978). Brooklyn 
Criminal Court may be an especially unusual institution because of the very large 
volume of cases it processes each year, and the resulting need for IImoving the 
calendar.

1I 
This demand may make it difficult for court officials to give non­

stranger violence cases the attentirn these cases might receive in a less 
congested court system. Further, the overall proportion of non-stranger violence 
cases it processes, the proportion inv(,lving serious violence, and the proportion 
of domesti c vi olence cases may be unusual, even among urban courts. But, the 
Brooklyn findings can be used to pro/ide a focused inquiry into non-stranger 
violence cases in other court systems. 

Research Design and Methodology 

The study was designed to exarrile a variety of responses to non-stranger 
violence cases, to explore the adequacy of their treatment, and to identify 
approaches which effectively treat nDn-stranger violence cases. The conceptual 
framework for the research is graphically presented in Figure 1-1. Major research 
questions included: 

.. What are the key characteristics -- type of relationship be­
tween the parties, extent of victim1s injury, type of weapon 
employed, prior history of violence -- of the non-stranger 
violence cases presented for prosecution? 

It 

.. 

.. 

.. 

To what extent are non-stranger as compared to stranger-to­
stranger violence cases accepted for prosecution? What reasons 
are given for rejection? 

What happens to non-stranger violence cases in the court? How 
often are they dismissed, pled guilty, tried, or diverted? 

How do judges respond to non-stranger violence cases? What 
sanctions are imposed? 

What happens to cases that are diverted from the criminal court 
system to a lternati ve di spute reso 1 uti on programs? Compared with 
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court cases, how satisfied are victims with the alternative 
programs and how often do they experience renewed problems with 
the other party? 

• What role do victims play in the adjudication of their cases? How 
often are they consulted regarding their wishes for disposition? 

• What types of cases result in subsequent vi olence between the 
parties? How does the court's response impact on the likelihood 
of renewed vioience? Does the type of disposition or sanction 
imposed affect the reccurrence of violence? 

Four sites were included in the research; they were selected to maximize the 
differences among jurisdictions to permit the study of a variety of court 
structures and response patterns. Brooklyn, New York, was included in the 
original design because of the wealth of data available from the jurisdiction. 
The three additional sites selected -- Charlotte, North Carolina; Los Angeles, 
California; Minneapolis, Minnesota -- were thosen to represent a combination of 
the following characteristics: 

• Cuurts with differing volumes were included to explore the 
hypothesis that criminal courts with low caseloads give more 
attention to non-stranger violence cases. 

• Prosecutors' offices with extensive, minimal, and no screening of 
cases prior to entering the system were included to explore 
whether crimi na 1 courts are more wi 11 i ng to prosecute non­
stranger vi olence cases if the prosecutor exercises greater 
selectivity in the cases accepted for prosecution. 

• Sites were selected whi ch have differi ng di spute reso 1 uti on 
programs to study the impact of diverting cases to alternative 
programs on the disputants and the criminal justice system. 

The research des i gn assumed a di fferent profile in the new sites __ 
Charlbtte, Los Angeles, and Minneapolis -- than in Brooklyn. In the new sites we 
focused our inqui ry on the courts whi ch handle the majority of non-stranger 
violence cases -- the lower criminal courts. While most non-stranger violence 
cases in Brooklyn are also resolved at the lower court level, previous research 
from that site had already addressed many of the issues yet unexp 1 ored in our other 
sHes. Therefore, in Brooklyn, we concentrated on the processing of violence 
cases (primarily robberies and felonious assaults) in the upper court to contrast 
with the lower court fi ndi ngs. Because the Brook lyn cases are fundamenta lly 
different than the lower court cases handled in our other sites, they are analyzed 
and discussed separately in Chapter III. 

In Charlotte, Los Angeles, and Minneapolis four major data collection tasks 
were conducted in the lower court .,- observations of case processing, collection 
of data from historical case records, interviews with victims and defendants, and 
administration of a set of hypothetical cases. Figure 1-2 summarizes the major 
data collection activities. 

Observati ons. Our on-s ite research analysts di rect ly observed the pro­
cessing of court cases during key phases in the process (e.g., arraignment, 
preliminary hearing, trial) on a daily basis for two to three months during the 
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FIGURE 1-2 

OVERVIEW OF DATA COLLECTION METHODS 

I Number of Cases Number of Interviews 

Court 200 in Los Angeles - 25 eligible for interviews* 5 victims interviewed in Los Angeles 
Observations 100 in Charlotte - 51 eligible for interviews 20 vi ctims interviewed in Charlotte 

50 in Minneapolis - 11 eligible for interviews 4 victims interviewed in Minneapolis 

Court Records 153 in Los Angeles 65 victims interviewed in Los Angeles 
Reviewed 86 in Minneapolis 30 victims interviewed in Minneapol IS 

63 in Charlotte 29 victims interviewed in Charlotte 

Mediation Records 92 in Los Angeles 43 victims interviewed in Los Angeles 
Reviewed 51 in Minneapolis 33 victims interviewed in Minneapolis 

Hypothetical Cases 5 cases in Set A 25 Brooklyn prosecutors 
Administered 5 cases in Set B 19 Los Angeles prosecutors 

7 Minneapolis prosecutors 
6 Charlotte prosecutors 

* Cases which were eligible for interviews included those disposed of during our court observations. 
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spring and summer of 1980. For each violence case observed, the analyst completed 
a basic fact sheet (charge, victim's and defendant's name, case outcome, etc.) as 
well as a structured observation sheet that was designed to capture the major 
topics discussed during plea negotiations; interactions among victims, prosecu­
tors, and judges; and formal court ceremonies (see Appendix A for observation 
forms). These observations were included to permit detailed description and 
understanding of how courts respond to non- stranger violence cases. Although two 
to three months were allocated to observations, the number of cases observed 
vari ed because of the differenti a 1. dai.ly. case loads handl ed among our sites. 
Approximately 200 cases were observed in Los Angeles, 100 in Charlotte, and 50 in 
Minneapolis. 

Cases disposed during our observations became eligible for the interviews we 
conducted with vi ct ims and defendants, however, obsey'vat ions di d not yi e 1 d 
sufficient numbers of disposed cases for interviews. Therefore, we selected a 
sample of recently closed cases to increase the number of victim and defendant 
interviews. 

Data collected from records. During 1980 into the spring of 1981 we sampled 
recently closed cases from the court·s (Charlotte) or prosecutor's (Los Angeles 
and Minneapolis) files. A random sample was drawn of all violence cases disposed 
of in the lower criminal court or any available dispute resolution program. 
Violence cases consisted of varying degrees of misdemeanDr assault, differen­
tially defined among our sites. For example, Minneapolis has only one category 
for assault (simple assault) while in Charlotte, the level of severity increases 
from assault to assault on a female, to assault \dth a deadly weapon, and in Los 
Angeles from battery, to simple assault, to corporal punishment of a spouse. We 
included both non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases to compare the treat­
ment of these cases. However, such comparisons proved impossible in Charlotte and 
Minneapolis because very few cases in their court system involve strangers. Only 
in Los Angeles (and in Brooklyn, as evidenced by early studies) are assaults among 
strangers common* -- in Los Angeles more than a third of their caseload consists 
of stranger-to-stranger violence. Thus, only in Los Angeles is it possible to 
compare the treatment of non-stranger with stranger-to-stranger victims. 

A total of 153, 63, and 86 cases were sampled from official records in Los 
Angeles, Charlotte, and Minneapolis, respectively. For each cas~ sampled we 
attempted to collect data on the demographics of the victims and defendants, the 
charge, case outcome (disposition and sentence), weapon employed, and the prior 
criminal record of the defendant. From this sample of disposed court cases we 
attempted telephone interviews with victims and defendants. We also selected a 
random sample of cases referred to alternative dispute resolution programs -- 92 
cases were selected from Los Angeles and 51 from Minneapolis. 

Interviews with victims and defendants. From the sample of disposed cases we 

* The greater incidence of criminal court cases involving strangers in Los Angeles 
may be a result of an urban environment in which strangers often interact in 
situations with potential for clashes (e.g., overcrowded mass transportation 
systems, individuals "hanging out" in downtown public areas, interactions in and 
around bars, etc.). The ir.cidence of stranger-to-stranger assaults is not unique 
to Los Angeles, but is a phenomenon documented in other large cities such as New 
York, Detroit, and Chicago. 
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~ttemp~ed to i~terview non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger victims* and defen­
ants 1n non-sLra~ge~ cases. While the original design included interviewin an 

equal numbe: of v1ct1ms and .def~ndants in non-stranger violence cases to obfain 
~h~ per~eft10~s of b~th part1es yn the relationship, it became evident during the 
a a co ectlOn penod that offenders, especially those involved in criminal 

cour~ cases, were exceedingly difficult to locate for telephone interviews We 
cont1nu~d ?ur efforts to reach offenders but with minimal Success· therefore· the 
~ast m~J~r1ty of?ur ~espondents a~e~ic~ims. Because there were ~o few defe~dant 
~ntervle~s,.we d1SCUSS only the V1ct1m 1nterviews in the text. Those interested 
1n the f1nd1ngs. from the def~nd~nt interviews are referred to Appendix B. We do 
n?t ~ee our rellanc~ on the V1Ctlm for our information as a major problem since the 
v1ct~m, the most 1mmediately injured party to whom the court must res ond 
prov1des the most valuable inf~r'ffia.tion about the adequacy of the court.s resp~nse: 
A total of 49 non-stranger v1ctlms were interviewed in Charlotte 45 in Los 
Ang~les, and 34 in Minneapolis court cases. An additional 25 victim; involved in 
str~ng~r-to-st.ranger. cases were interviewed in Los Angeles. For cases diverted to 
med1atlOn, we 1nterv1ewed 43 victims in Los Angeles and 33 victims in Minneapolis. 

h . We originally planned to interview victims twice -- once several days after 
t.~~~ cases were d1sposed and again two to three months later However the 
d~Tt1culty we enco~ntered in successfully locating victims for i~terviews n~ces­
~ltated that we mod1fy our plans. ~hile v.ictims whose cases were disposed in court 
1n Charl~tte ?nd Los Angele~ were 1nterv1ewed twice, those in Minneapolis and the 
alternatlVe d1spu~e resolut10n programs were given a single interview two to three 
mont~s after th~l r c~ses were di sposed. Thi 5 single intervi ew essenti ally 
c?mb~n~d the tOP1CS d1scussed when two interviews were given and thus did not 
~lgn1f~cantly alter the breadth of the interview (see Appendix A for a copy of the 
f1nterv1ew schedules) .. Wheth~r th~ two-phase interview or the single interview 

orm was used, the major tOP1CS d1Scussed included: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

~ ?escription 0: the present incident including the victim's 
1nJ~ry, the emo~10nal trauma experienced by the victim, and their 
des1res regardlng arrest and prosecution of the offender. 

Vi ~'t if!1s i n. no~-stranger cases were asked to descri be thei r 
':'Edatl?nshlp W1t~ th~ other. party prior to the present case 
lncludlng any prlor vlolent lncidents. 

V~c~ims .were asked abou~ their satisfaction with (a) the of­
flc~als lnvolve~ (the pollce, prosecutor, judge), (b) their level 
of lnvolvement ln the process, and (c) case outcomes. 

N?n-st,:,ang~r violence victims were queried about their rela­
tlons~lp wlth the other party two to three months after the case 
w~s ?lsposed to determine the level of interaction between the 
~lctlm and offender a~d the status of their relationship includ-
1ng any further non-vlolent and/or violent problems. 

Hypothetical cases. To allow direct cross jurisdictional comparisons of the 

Victims i~ both non-stran~er and stranger-to-stranger cases were interviewed to 
determine lf they felt thelr treatment by legal officials was different. 
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treatment of non-stranger vi olence cases among our sites we des i gned a se~ of fi ve 
hypothetical violence cases (non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger) WhlCh were 
administered to prosecutors in each site. For each of the cases, prosecutors were 
queried whether they would accept the case for prosecution and, if not, the~r 
reasons for rejecting it; their evaluation of the strength of the case; and thelr 
prediction about the ultimate outcome .of the case. Thus, we were able to m~ke 
inter- and intra-jurisdictional comparlsons on the treatment of non-stranger wlth 
stranger-to-stranger cases. 

The hypothetical cases were administered to all th~ pr?secutor~ responsible 
for processing misdemeanor cases in Charlotte (N=6) and 1n M1nneapol1s (N=7), and 
the vast majority of the pl'osecutors in Los Angeles (N=19) and Brooklyn (N=25). 

Overview of the Report 

The report is divided into six chapters. The introduction and research 
des i gn is presented in Chapter I. In the second chapter, we descri be the 
processing of cases in Charlotte? Minne~pulis, and Los Ang~les. The size and 
comp lexity of the court syst.em van ed cor,s 1derab ly among our. s 1 te.s. In Char1 ot~e, 
cases are processed rapidly and truditionally; ~o alter~at1ve d1spute resolut1on 
programs are available. In contrast, both M1nneapol1s and Los Angeles have 
mediation programs, although t.he programs are quite dissimilar. The workload of 
the courtrooms are a 1 so di fferE'nt with Mi nneapo 1 i s process i ng .far f~wer ~as~s. than 
Los Angeles. This has consequences for the time and attentlon glven 1nd1v1dual 
cases and the ambience created in the courtroom. Chapte~ III focus~s o.n the 
adequacy of the courtsl response from the victims' perspect1~e. We beg1n w1th an 
exploration of the response of and satisfaction w~t~ the pollce, prosecutor, and 
court for non-stranger victims in our lower cnmlnal courts. We foun~ m?re 
s imil ariti es than differences among our sites, whi ch suggests that V1 ct 1ms 
everywhere share some common reactions to ~he criminal justi.ce system. In the 
second and thi rd secti ons of the chapter we d1 scuss the process 1 ng of non-stranger 
compared with stranger-to-stranger cases in the Los Angeles lower court and 
between our lower courts and the upper court in Brooklyn .. C?ntr~ry to .what .we 
might expect, we found that the treatment of non-stranger v1ct1ms 1S not 1n~er~or 
to the treatment of stranger-to-stranger victims; rather, non-stranger ~lc~lms 
tended to be satisfied slightly more often than stranger-to-stranger vlct1ms. 
However, non-stranger cases are more often dismissed than stranger-to-stranger 
cases. The fourth chapter presents another non-stranger, stranger-~o-stranger 
comparison. In this chapter, we present our findings on the react10ns of t~~ 
prosecutors in each site to hypothetical cases: We f~und that the prosecutors dlO 
not treat non-stranger violence cases substant1al1y d1fferently than stranger-to­
stranger cases. However, there were importa~t site di fferences in how the 
prosecutOl~s responded to a 11 the cases. Thflt 1 s, the same case (str.anger-to­
stranger and non-stranger) was not percei ved s imil ar 1y among t~e .s 1 tes. In 
Chapter V, we explore the impact of the assault on. non-stranger v1ct1ms and the 
frequency of renewed violence between the part1es several weeks .aft.er. the 
incident, and again two and one-half years later. We found that ~or.a slgn1f1cant 
minority of victims, problems, sometimes violent ones, are ~ont1nu1~g long after 
the case has been closed by the criminal justice system. ~lnally, ~n Cha~ter VI 
we summarize our major findings and discuss their implicat10ns for 1mprov1ng the 
courts' response to non-stranger violence cases. 
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II. CASE PROCESSING 

The size and complexity of the court system varied considerably among our 
sites. In this chapter, we describe the processing of cases in Charlotte, Los 
Angeles, and Minneapolis followed by a discussion of case outcomes. The findings 
reported in this chapter were compiled during our observations of the processing 
of violence cases and our review of a sample of disposed violence cases drawn from 
official records. 

Charlotte 

In 1980 five assistant prosecutors under the superV1S1on of the Misdemeanor 
Unit Chief processed 20,000 misdemeanors in Mecklenburg County (Charlotte, North 
Carolina). These five assistants were rotated among four misdemeanor courtrooms 
-- General Misdemeanor Court, Domestic Relations Court, and two traffic court­
rooms. 

Misdemeanor cases generally enter the system after review by magistrates, 
quasi-judicial officials who determine whether probable cause exists to issue a 
summons or warrant. The first opportunity the prosecutor has to examine the case 
occurs the morning it appears on the court docket. Assistants are not aSSigned to 
prepare individual cases in misdemeanor courtrooms. Rather, they serve in one of 
the mi sdemeanor courtrooms for approximately one month and process all cases 
appearing on the calendar during that period. Misdemeanor dockets are heavy and 
resulL in quick case reviews by prosecutors following the call of each case on the 
calendar. 

A graphic description of the flow of cases is presented in Illustration II­
I, followed by a discussion of each phase in the process. 

The Magistrates. The magistrates* are located in the basement of the police 
station and operate on a 24-hour basis. Cases may be presented to them in two 
ways. The police may arrest a suspect and appear before the magistrate to request 
a formal complaint be drawn. While all felony cases enter in this manner, most 
misdemeanor cases are initiated by civilian com~laints. Civilians may appear at 
the magistrate's office at any time with their complaint and request official 
action. Since this initial appearance represents the victim's first experience 
with the court system, it may critically shape their impression of the judicial 
system. Victims expecting the formal stereotype of judicial proceedings may be 
surprised at the informality and treatment typically received at the magistrate's 
office. They enter a room in the b~sement of the police station which contains 
several rows of benches. At the front of the room is a small window with a slot 

* Magistrates serve under ~he supervision of the administrative judge of the lower 
c rim ina 1 c ou rt . 
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MISDEMEANOR PROCESS - CHARLOTTE 
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at the bott.om (v.ery.simil.ar to a theater window). Next t.o"the window.is a form on 
which they are to write their name and a brief description of their complaint. 
This paper is then slipped under the window. Two to three magistrates are located 
in an office behind the window and are frequently busy completing paperwork on 
previous cases and drawing complaints for police officers who enter the office 
through a side door. As a result, victims may have to wait prolonged periods 
before someone retrieves their completed paperwork. 

Once a magistrate receives the victim's request for a warrant, he calls the 
victim to the window. Numerous questions are asked to determine if there is 
probable cause to issue a warrant. From our observations and conversations with 
magistrates, it appears they are much more reluctant to issue a summons or warrant 
in relationship cases. Primarily this reluctance is based on their past experi­
ences of issuing warrants only to learn that victims in such cases frequently 
failed to follow through in prosecuting the defendant. Therefore, they tend to 
question victims more intently in relationship cases especially probing such areas 
as the victim's provocation, the victim's willingness to prosecute, the credi­
bility of the victim's story and so on. This questioning all occurs through the 
window under semi-private conditions. For some victims, especially those asked to 
reveal intimate details of their relationship and prior problems with their spouse, 
fri end, or other acquaintance, thi s may prove embarrassing and uncomfortable. 
While the extended probing given relationship victims may be perfectly reasonable 
considering the problems these cases frequently pose for successful prosecution, 
it sometimes leaves relationship victims believing the system does not care or with 
feelings that their credibility has been unnecessarily questioned. Indeed, in our 
interviews with victims, the treatment they received at the magistrate's office 
typically elicited the most negative comments about the entire process: 

The magistrate made me angry. It took him thirty minutes to wait on me 
and then he said, "Haven't you been here before? You look like the one 
that just left." I said no and he said don't yell ... His manner was 
awful, so rude and uncaring. 

Going before the magistrate was the most distasteful part of the whole 
thing. Here I had to tell this to a man who didn't want to issue a 
warrant in the first place with a whole roomful of people listening. 

The magi strate was furi OllS with me when I came down to bail the 
defendant out. He screamed and yelled at me. It was a disgusting 
scene. 

If the magistrate decides to issue a summons or wal"rant, he also sets the bail 
amount according to a pre-fixed schedule. Should the magistrate determine there 
is no probable cause to issue a summons or warrant, he may tell the victim that 
nothing can be done or, in relationship cases, he may send the victim to the 
prosecutor's office for screening. The latter is done when the victim has no 
visible injuries or the victim's story does not seem credible. Unfortunately, no 
r2cords are maintained on rejected and referred cases; therefore, the frequency on 
such occurrences is unknown.* 

* Prior to last year, it was common practice to refer all re1ationship cases to the 
prosecutor who would "educate" the victim as to what the court was capable of ac­

(Footnote continued) 
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Victims referred to the district attorney are given a time to appear on 
Tuesday or Thursday afternoons. However, no record is kept of the appointments 
scheduled so victims may have to wait to see the prosecutor with several other 
victims also scheduled for the same time. Like the magistrate, the prosecutor 
~uestions the victim about ~he incident; however, this is done in a private office 
1n a face-to-face conversat1on, hence the atmosphere is much more humanistic than 
in the magistrate's office. Also, the prosecutors are trained professionals 
whi~e.the magistrates typically have only a high school education and minima; 
tra1n1ng. Therefore, the background and professionalism of the individuals 
questioning the victims varies significantly. 

. Victims who a:e interviewed by prosecutors may be advised in two ways. 
F1rst, they may be 1nformed that there is insufficient evidence to prosecute the 
c~se. Second, they may be instructed to return to the magistrate with a form 
slgned by the prosecutor recommending that a complaint be drawn. For all victims 
~nterv~ewed by the prosecutor, an index card is completed noting the date of the 
1nterv1ew, nature of the complaint, and outcome. These cards are filed and 
updated for any subsequent visits by the victim to establish a pattern to document 
th~ his~or~ of ~roblems between the parties, or in some instances, a pattern in 
Wh1Ch v1ct1ms f1le charges only to drop them later. In the latter case, victims 
may be a~monished not to file charges unless they plan to follow through with the 
prosecut1on or they may be warned that no further summons or warrants will be 
issued for similar complaints. 

Once a summons or warrant is issued, cases are placed on the court calendar 
for a week or two hence. Husband-wife cases are sent to Domestic CQurt while all 
others go to the General Misdemeanor Court. ' 

. General Misdemeanor Court. Cases are processed qui ck ly in the General 
M1sdemeanor courtroom; one or sometimes two assistants are assigned to handle an 
average of 75-125 cases daily. They first see their cases an hour or so before 
c~urt begins; therefore, there is little time for case preparation. Actually 
very little information is contained in the official file, only the formal charge~ 
and defendant's and victim's names. 

Most defendants are not represented by an attorney (only 40% of the case 
fi~es we examined had defense lawyers -- 15% were public defenders, 25% wer'e 
prlvate, and a full 60% of all defendants had no attorneys). There is little 
discussion prior. to the case .being called. In some instances, attorneys will 
attempt to negot1ate a plea w1th the prosecutor before the docket is called but 
these cases represent a minority of all cases processed. The usual routine is for 
the case to be called, at which time the rlefendant and any witnesses are requested 
to approach the bench. This is generally the first opportunity the victim has to 
speak with the prosecutor; sometimes truncated conversat; ons occur at thi s poi nt 
but on occasion the judge wi 11 start to discuss the case with the prosecutor befor~ 

*(Footnote continued) .. '" . compl1sh1ng for the v1ct1m. V1ct1ms were encouraged to 
choose another option about 50% of the time. However, pressure from women's 
gro~ps. s.topped this practice.. Claiming such handling of these cases was 
preJud1c1al and hence unconstitutional, they convinced the supervising judge to 
order magistrates to issue a summons or warrant whenever there was reason to 
believe a crime had been committed. Thus, only "questionable" cases are now 
referred to the prosecutor's office. 
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the victim has an opportunity to speak with the prosecutor. Of the cases we 
observed, interactions between prosec~tors and vict1ms occurred in only 14% of 
the cases. 

The courtroom action is more informal than the popular stereotype. Victims 
expecting trials or lengthy considerations of their cases will be surprised by the 
rapid proc~ssing .. There are no jury trials in the lower court and judge trials 
proceed qU1 ck ly W1 thout a court reporter and with 1 imited cross-exami nat ions. 
Observers will no doubt be struck with the speed and minimal attention granted 
each case. Also, cases are not allowed to drag on in the Charlotte lower court. 
Vict~ms are noti~ied to appear on ~he second court date only;* those failing to do 
so w1ll have the1r cases voluntar1ly dismissed by the prosecutor. 

Domestic Relations Court. All misdemeanor cases involving spouses are sent 
to the Domesti c Re 1 at ions Court by the magi strates. ** Although mi sdemeanors among 
strangers or spouses are not legally distinct, the Domestic Relations courtroom 
has be~n esta~li~hed to facilitate the processing of spousal cases. The presence 
of th1s spec1allZed courtroom suggests that domestic cases are defined as 
"differentll from other violence cases. 

The courtroom is staffed by one assi stant prOSeC!ltor, sometimes ai ded by a 
student intern assigned to the office. As in the General Misdemeanor courtroom 
the. prosecutor ~irst sees his calendar shortly before court begins. If he i~ 
ass1sted by an 1ntern, he usually has the intern speak with the victim in the 
hallway outside the courtroom. Otherwise, the victim will first be consulted when 
the case is called in court. Again, a brief conversation will genera'i1y be 
conducted by the prosecutor and victim a few feet from the defendant or in some 
instances, direct conversations occur wiTh the judge before the entire c;urtroom. 
In either case, victims are requested to reveal intimate details of the incident 
and their relationship with the defendant in a brief semi-private or public 
ceremony. Unlike the General Misdemeanor COUy't, however, the docket is not 
generally overloaded; therefore, cases are often given longer consideration. 
Frequently, victims appear simply to drop charges. Depending on the judge and 
prosecutor, those dr'opping charges may be questioned regarding their reasons for 
dropp~ng charges, ~nd, in some cases, will be discouraged from doing so. However, 
droPP1ng charges 1S very common and usually occurs without much interrogation. 
Those victims who drop their charges are required to pay court costs ($27.00) and 
are frequently admonished not to "use" the court system so lightly again in the 
future. This is especially COfTir.on for "repeat" users. 

The processing of cases is similar to those in the General Misdemeanor 
courtroom. Cases are processed with the minimal information included in the files; 
Jury trials are not available but all cases may be appealed and tried before a jury. 

* Victims are not subpoena~d for the first court appearance, which in principle is 
used only to inform defendants of their rights, but in practice guilty pleas are 
accepted on the first court appearance. Defendants wishing to plead not guilty are 
informed they must return on another date to allow the state to subpoena the victim. 

** On occasion, cases involving parties living together but not legally married will 
incorrectly be assigned to this courtroom or spousal cases missed and assigned to 
the General Misdemeanor courtroom, but these are the exception. 
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Again, victims have only one opportunity to appear in court, those who fail to 
appear on their subpoena date will have their c~ses dismissed. 

Los Angeles 

The jurisdictional boundaries of prosecutors within the county of Los Angeles 
are complex and numerous. Within the county, the district attorney is responsible 
for the processing of all felony cases and misdemeanor cases except .in those ci~ies 
whose charters include the office of city attorney. Los Angeles 1S such a C1ty; 
therefore misdemeanors are handled by the Los Angeles city attorney. In fact, the 
cHy of La's Ange les is so 1 arge and di spersed that the city attorney mai ntai ns four 
offices -- central Los Angeles, Van Nuys, West Los Angeles, and San Pedro -- each 
with their own distinct profile. In order to maximize our study of ODe system and 
eliminate the counterbalancing nuances of various offices, we decided to limit our 
research to the downtown Los Angeles office, the largest office operated by the 
city attorney. 

Within the dawntown Los Angeles office, there are 43 assistant prosecutors in 
the criminal division, five of whom are in a supervisory position. Assistants 
serve at the pleasure of the city attorney who is elected to a four-year term of 
office. Assistant prosecutors rotate between the Arraignment, Master Calendar, 
and Trial Courtrooms every two to four weeks. They are not assigned to individual 
cases; rather, they handle any cases appearing in the courtroom where they are 
stationed. 

Los Angeles City Attorney 's Domesti c Vi olence Program. The city at~orney 
operates a Domestic Violence Program which was created in 1978 t~ "establ~sh.an 
understanding that crimes of vio1ence which occur between persons 1n a cont1nu1ng 
personal relationship are not less criminal than those involving strangers." The 
primary purpose of the program is to train prosecutors to successfully prosecute 
domestic violence cases and to monitor the outcomes of these cases. While some 
direct services are offered to victims, such as referral to other protective and 
legal resources and continUing support during ~rosecution, the majority of yicti~s 
in Los Angeles do not have direct contact w1th the program. Included In thls 
training are techniques to deal with victims who are reluctant or begin to waver 
about prosecuting their assailants. 

Domestic* violence cases are tagged and monitored throughout the system. A 
deputy city attorney is assigned to screening all domestic violence cases. She 
exami nes the pol ice report to determi ne if there is probab 1 e cause to fi 1 e 
criminal charges. As an alternative, she may refer the case to the Hearing Officer 
Program, an alternative dispute resolution program discussed below. Indeed~ a 
majority of the cases (60-65%) are handled by office hearings. The number of flat 
rejections is very small (1-2%).' Originally, it was hoped that the deputy would 
be able to contact each victim to explain the court process and encourage the 
victim to prosecute. This quickly proved to be an impossible task; therefore: 
only the victims in more serious cases or those in which the f~cts are unclear are 
generally cont3.cted by the deputy. 

The screening deputy completes an index card for each case she reviews. 

* Domestic cases are defined as those "between persons in a continuing personal 
relationship." 
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These cards contain important details of the case, characteristics of the victim 
and defendant, and a de~cription of the events precipitating the incident. The 
car~s are used to comp1le aggregate data about domestic violence cases and to 
mom tor thei r di spositi ons. On each index card the deputy also writes a 
recommended disposition and she then attaches the card to the fi leo Assistants at 
e~ery .st.age of the court process are instructed to follow the recommended 
d1SPOS1t10~ ?r to co~sult. wyth the scr~e~ing deputy or director of the program 
before rev1s1ng the d1Spos1t1on. In add1t1on, assistants are trained to deal with 
problems which might arise during the prosecution of the case and to address the 
needs ~f domestic viol~nce victims. They are encouraged to seek the advice of the 
screen1ng deputy or d1rector of the program whenever special needs or problems 
surface. 

Los An~ele? City Attorney's Hearing Officer Program. As discussed above, 
man~ domest1c v10lence cases are referred ~y the ~creening deputy to the Hearing 
Off~cer Program. The program was establ1shed 1n the early 1960s to handle a 
var1ety of cases, ~ncluding those involving non-strangers. In 1974, the program 
was vastly reorgan1zed and expanded and today screening prosecutors send cases to 
t~e program (a) WIlen there is a question as to whether criminal charges should be 
f~led, or (?) wh~n the n.ature of the case (e.g., neighborhood disputes, domestic 
d1sp~tes, m1nor 1nfract1ons of the law) appears better resolved by an informal 
hear1ng. Cases may. be sent to the progra~ i~ one of two ways. First, screening 
p~o~ecutors may ?ec1de to send cases pre-f1l1ng to the program; i.e., instead of 
f1l1ng charges w1th-the court, cases are diverted to the program. Over 95% of the 
cases the program h?n~les arrive in this fashion. Second, cases already in court 
may be sent post-f1l1ng to the program, but this seldom happens. 

In several respects, office hearings resemble mediation sessions conducted 
~n o~her jur~sdictions and for purpose~.of.comparison with the mediation program 
1n M1nneapol1S, we sha~l d1SCUSS our 11nd1ngs on the two programs as mediation 
ver~us court pro~essing. However, the reader should be aware that the hearing 
offlcer prog.ram 1n ~os Angeles is not a "true" mediation program as is generally 
referred to 1n t~e llte.rature. Mo~t me~iation programs are designed to treat non­
stranger cases 1nvolv1ng underlY1ng d1sputes in an informal setting. Sessions 
often.run one to two hours ~nd are guided primarily towards reaching a workable 
~01ut1on between., the part1es. The Los Angeles program differs in several 
1mportant respecls. Fl rst, the program handl es both stranger-to- stranger and 
~on-stranger c~ses. In stranger-to-stranger cases the' goa 1 often appears to be to 
1nform. the er:1ng party that his co~duc~ was wrong and to have him apologize for 
~om~ .lnfract1on of the l~w. !h1S 1S often accomplished by lecturing the 
1nd1v1du rather than d1scuss1ng the situation in a non-judgmental way. 
Second]y, ~h~ program ~as two often conflicting ~oals -- first, to determine if 
ther~ 1S suff1c1ept e:1dence to warrant cr~minal charges; and second, to help the 
pa~t~es resolve th.e d1SPUt~ .. T~e stated concern with examining cases for possible 
~r1mln~1 prose~utlon may. ln~lb1t open discussion of cases and establish a tone 
lnco~slstent. wlth a. medlatlon process. Thirdly, the hearing officer program 
recelVes a W1 de van et;y of ~ases r~ngi ng from ilnothi ng" cases rejected by the 
prosecutor, to those lnvolvlng senous problems which prosecutors believe are 
best resolved outside the tr~Jitional court system. While other mediation type 
programs.also process a range of cases, from our conversations with officials and 
ob~erva~lons, the Los Angeles program appears especially vulnerable to serving as 
a dumplng" ground for "garbage" cases . 

. The Los Angeles program is similar to other mediation programs in the way 
hearlngs are structured, especially those involving non-stranger cases. Although 
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the atmosphere is often one of admonishment in stranger-to-stranger cases, in non­
stranger cases participants are urged to present their underlying problem and seek 
solutions as in other mediation programs. The hearings are informal' and conducted 
in the city attorney's downtown offices. The parties are sent written notices to 
appear and are informed of their right to be represented by an attorney. They are 
also instructed to bring any witnesses who will appear on their behalf. When the 
parties are escorted into the hearing office, they are informed that the hearing 
officer has two responsibilities. First, to determine if there is sufficient 
evidence to warrant criminal charges. Second, to help the parties resolve the 
matter if they choose to do so. Respondents are read their Miranda rights and 
asked if they choose to waive them. If so, the hearing begins. 

The complaining party usually presents his case first1 followed by that of 
the respondent. Any witnesses are called after these presentations. Hearing 
officers generally encourage the parties to fully state their positions, includ­
i ng any prob 1 ems with the other party not di rect ly related to the immedi ate 
charge. Although styles vary among the hearing officers, they generally play an 
active part in the discussions, asking questions, clarifying issues, and 
suggesting solutions. 

At the conclusion of the hearing, the hearing officer usually summarizes the 
session and gives his perception of the situation. Often he attempts to reconcile 
the parties, but this is not always possible. In many cases, the respondent, and 
sometimes the complainant, is chastised for his behavior. Unlike many mediation 
programs, no written agreements are made. Rarely (less than 5%) are cases 
recommended for court filing, but the respondent may be warned that any further 
misconduct will result in charges being filed at a later date. 

Office hearings are scheduled every half hour for each officer. They are 
generally scheduled two to four weeks after the incident. During 1979, 6,937 
cases from the downtown office were referred to the Hearing Officer Program. 
However, not all of these cases were actually heard, as some parties did not 
appear. If both parties fail to appear, the case is placed off calendar (i.e., 
charges are not filed with the court). Cases are also put off calendar if on ly the 
complainant shows and does not wish to pursue the matter. However, if the 
complainant appears and wants to continue the matter, the respondEnt is sent 
another letter with a new date scheduled for the hearing. Should the respondent 
fail to appear the second time, the case will be reviewed to determine if crimi-
nal charges should be filed. 

Misdemeanor cases are reviewed by the city attorney's office prior to their 
entering the court system. Cases which are accepted for prosecution may proceed 
through arraignment, master calendar, and trial courtrooms (see Illustration II-2). 

Screeni ng. Assi stant city attorneys screen mi sdemeanors on a rotating 
basis. As discussed previously, all domestic violence cases are referred to the 
Domestic Violence Program deputy for review. Screening consists of a review of 
the charges brought by the police and a description of the incident. Cases may 
come to the attention of the city attorney either through a complaint drawn by the 
police or through a felony referral (this occurs when the district attorney 
determin~; the facts do not warrant felony prosecution but the case appears to 
warrant misdemeanor prosecution). 

During the initial review, the screening deputy typically makes his deter­
mi nat i on based on the paperwork camp 1 eted by the pol i ce. Seldom is the offi cer or 
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ILLUSTRATION 11-2 
MISDEMEANOR PROCESS - LOS ANGELES 

Case Di verted to Heari ng Offi cer Program ---t Medi ated 
! ". 

I , 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~------- No Mediation or unsuccessful mediation---- ~ dropped 

I Plea Plea N 

... P'''l,·ce Dismiss~d Bargained Dismis .. sed Baraained l. 
v _ ~ I ,3P ea Bargalned 

Compla;n~ I I :: :: " 

~- ~ Prosecutorial----+.Arraignment---~~ MaSter Caleridar--...... Trialf:--.Dismissed 
Screening ", 

Felony 'sTrial Held 
Referral 

, t 



-- ~--- ---~-----------------....-----~-----------

victim contacted for further information. Unlike Charlotte, civilians m~y not 
bring ~heir complaints dyrectly to the court system; rather, they must bring all 
compla1nts to the attent10n of the police who then decide whether to write a formal 
complaint. The screening deputy has several options with the cases reviewed: (1) 
the. case can be rejected outright, (2) the case can be referred to the Hearing 
Off1cer Program, or (3) the case may be accepted for prosecution either with the 
original charges or with amended charges. Although exact statistics are not 
available, the screening supervisor estimates that about 15% of the complaints 
presented to the city attorney are rejected while an additional 15% are diverted 
to the Hearing Officer Program. 

Ar'raignment. Both arraignment and screening occurs in an old courthouse 
located next to the county jail, approximately two to three miles from the main 
courthouse and city attorney's office. Arraignment and screening are combined 
assignments for assistants who rotate every two to three weeks. Located in the 
arra~gnment courthouse is a permanent supervisor responsible for screening and 
arra1 gnment procedures. There are four arrai gnment courtrooms wh i ch operate 
daily, Monday through Friday. 

Prosecutors generally first see their cases as they appear for processing in 
the courtroom. In the morning there is generally a build-up of cases from the 
night before and as the day progresses, cases continue to trickle in. Arraignment 
is the first appearance for defendants and is primarily designed to inform them of 
the charges filed against them, determine bailor release on their own recog­
nizance, and inform them of their rights. The atmosphere in the courtrooms is 
formal and legalistic. Very rarely 'do victims appear at arraignment -- ~hey are 
never summoned to appear. Time and careful attention is typically given to 
informing defendants of their rights in detail and insuring that they comprehend 
them. Those requesting the services of the public ,defender are sent down the hall 
to their offices where eligiblity forms are completed. Judges are particularly 
reluctant to accept pleas from unrepresented defendants and frequently urge those 
without counsel to see if they qualify for the public defender or to seek outside 
counsel. Almost all Los Angeles defendants do seek and qualify for the services 
of the public defender. In the 268 files we examined, 91% of the defenders were 
represented by the public defender, 5% had private counsel, and only 4% were 
without counse 1 . 

Arraignment also serves to dispose those cases which can be quickly adjudi­
cated. Overall, 73% of cases were resolved at arraignment last year either by plea 
or dismissal; hO\,/ever, the per~entage is Significantly lower for assault and 
battery cases: 23-35%. Thi sis a good i ndi cati Ort that t.hese cases are either more 
complicated or more serious than those reso'lved early in the process, and also 
that prosecutors are reluctfint to-dismiss them before a more extensive review is 
conducted, including consultation with the victim. 

Master Ca 1 endar. Cases not di sposed at arraignment wi 11 be sent to the 
Master Calendar courtroom located in the main courthouse across the street from 
the city attorney's office. Four to five assistant city attorneys are assigned to 
the courtroom, again on a rotating basis. One is the supervisor who is responsible 
for all plea negotiations; one sits in the "hot" seat and is responsible for 
presenting the prosecutor's position on each case while two to three other 
assistants help with the paperwork during their training period. The senior 
assistant in the courtroom handles all plea negotiations. Unlike Charlotte, 
negotiated pleas are not uncommon -- of the 215 cases observed, 18% involved 
negotiated outcomes. 
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Master Calendar has a lengthy calendar to process each day (sometimes as many 
as 150 cases) and therefore rapid treatment of individual cases is the norm. In 
~ro~t.of the. rail ?ividi~g the public from legal officials, sit or stand 20-25 
1nd1v1duals 1nclud1ng pr1vate d~fense attorneys, public defenders, prosecutors, 
and court clerks. From the publ1C section behind the rail it is difficult to hear 
the proceedings; indeed, even those conducting busines~ before the bench must 
frequently ask for statements to be repeated and calls for si lence in the 
cou~t~oom are common. To ~he uninitiated, the exchange of paperwork and bustle of 
dC~lV1t~ may appear Ch~Ot1C, espec1a Ily when two to three cases are simultaneously 
be1n~ d1.s~ussed. It 1S frequently very difficult to distinguish the outcome of 
an~ 1nd1v1d~al.case und~r conside,ration. Only cases which appear amenable to 
qU1ck negot1at1on are d1scussed 1n Master Calendar; others are adjourned for 
another day or more conmonly sent to a trial courtroom for trial or more intensivE' 
~egotiations for resolution without trial. Continually the demand from the judge 
1S to move the calendar. 

Victims may be subpoenaed to appear in the Master Calendar but most victims 
~re placed on telephone alert by the prosecutor's office. A witness coordinator 
1S stationed full-time in the courtroom to contact those on alert to either obtain 
information requested by the prosecutor or to advise them to report to the 
courthouse. Those present in court will generally speak with one of the assistant 
p~osecutor~ for a f~w minutes before the case is called, but rarely do they speak 
d1rectly w1th the Judge. If the case is not resolved and it is sent to a trial 
courtroom for further.pro~essing, vyctims are told to report to the appropriate 
room. When they arnve 1n the tnal courtroom, their case will be handed to 
another assistant city attorney and they will usually be obligated to tell their 
story once again. 

As in arraignment, a number of cases are adjudicated in the Master Calendar 
(13%~ .. Combined wi~h the 73% disposed at arraignment, this leaves only 13% 
r~ma1n1ng for the tr1al courts ~o process. However, a much larger percentage of 
v1olen~e cases proceed to the trlal courtroom, 31-42%, which again indicates that 
more tlme and resources are expended on these cases. 

T~ial courtrooms. A~ any given time, four to six trial courtrooms may be in 
operatlon. Although deslgnated trial courtrooms, this does not mean that all 
ca~es refer:ed there.end in ~rial. On the contrary, the majority are negotiated 
prlor to trlal. Unllke Arralgnment and Master Calendar there is more time for 
negotiations to occur. Each trial courtroom maintain; its own calendar which 
re~ults in 30-60 or ~ore cases pending trial. Cases placed on the calendar may be 
adJourned nu~erous tlmes before being resolved for a variety of reasons, e.g., the 
defen~ant Wl shes to .con.temp 1 ate the p lea offer; the vi ctim ; s temporarily 
una~allable. for questlOnlng; the defense attorney is unavailable, etc. While 
~sslstant ~lty attorneys are not assigned to individual cases, they are stationed 
1n one tn a 1 courtroom for several weeks and thus become fami 1 i ar with the 
caseload. As a result, they have time to prepare their cases in advance of the 
cou~t d.at.e. Fr~quently, this involves contacting victims to asses~ their 
avallablllty and lnterest in the case, and notifying them of the status of the 
case. If at all possible, victims are placed on telephone alert rather than being 
asked to appear on each adjournment date. Nevertheless, many needless appearances 
occur be~ause prosecutors are not always able to predict when a case will actually 
go to tnal. As a result, we observed numerous victims make several trips to trial 
courtrooms only to be frustrated by continual delays. 

For cases which result in trial, victims will observe the criminal justice 
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system operating in accordance with its most traditional stereotype. Full scale 
judge and jury trials are rare in any jurisdiction and Los Angeles is no exception; 
only 2% of all cases ever reach trial. However, it has long been recognized that 
the importance of the adversary trial system goes well beyond the sheer number of 
trials. A motivating factor in plea negotiations is often the consequences of 
failing to agree, i.e., staging a public trial with all its uncertainties and 
costs. And these costs and uncertainties may well be augmented in non-stranger as 
opposed to stranger-to-stranger violence cases. 

Minneapolis 

The city attorney in Minneapolis has responsibility for handling all mis­
demeanor and civil cases involving the city. He is appointed by the city council 
and chooses his criminal and civil division heads. All other staff are civ,l 
service selected and promoted primarily by written examinations. Last year, 15 
assistant city attorneys processed 40,000 misdemeanor cases. Assistant prosecu­
tors serve on a rotating basis in screening walk-in complaints, and staffing 
arraignment, pretrial conference, and several trial courtrooms. Individual cases 
are not assigned in Arraignment or Pretrial Conference courtrooms, rather 
assistants process all cases on the docket during their two-week assignment in 
these courtrooms. However, during their month's tour of duty in the tri"l 
courtrooms, they are randomly assigned to individual cases two to three weeks 
before the scheduled trial date to allow for case preparation. 

The Minneapolis City I'-ttorney's Citizens Dispute Settlement Project. The 
city attorney's office operates a mediation program, the Citizens Dispute Set­
tlement Project (CDSP). The program began in August 1976, with the recognition 
that the criminal justice system (1) did not offer appropriate alternatives to 
victims of domestic violence; and (2) did not deal appropriately with cases where 
both parties to a dispute may be partly at fault. It also grew out of a concern that 
prosecutors had a limited knowledge of community resources which may be of assis­
tance to victims. The project is staffed by a director, a court coordinator, 
secretary, three student interns, and five lay mediators. 

Cases may be referred to the program either pre- or post-filing of charges in 
court. Pre-filing charges occurs in situations in \'Jhich victims appear at the city 
attorney's offi te wi th a po 1 i ce report (i f they don't have a report they are 
instructed to obtain one) to file a complaint. The receptionist questions the 
victim to determine if there is a relationship between the parties. All walk-in 
cases involving non-strangers are referred down the hall to CDSP. Once victims 
appear at CDSP they will be questioned by an intake worker to determine if they 
qualify for the program. Only cases where probable cause exists are eligible for 
the program. Also considered are the,suspects' prior record, degree of injury, 
type of abuse, and wishes of the victim. The program generally excludes cases where 
the injury is severe, the suspect's records is extensive (in particular, CDSP will 
not take any cases where the suspect has been through the program previously), and 
rape and child abuse cases. Those not eligible for the program are referred back 
to the city attorney's office for screening by an assistant prosecutor. 

During the CDSP screening, victims are advised of their options and of the 
likely consequences of filing criminal charges. Also, some short-term counseling 
is done with the victim as the project director feels it is vital to begin working 
with the victim to encourage the individual to participate in the program. The 
director estimates that 75% of non-stranger violence victims choose CDSP as an 
alternative to the court system. Those who do not wish to participate are referred 
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back to the city attorney's office. If the victim agrees to mediation, the other 
party is contacted to determine his willingness to participate. If the suspect is 
willing, a session will be scheduled for a week to ten days later. If he does not 
agree, the victim will be advised whether criminal charges can be filed. However, 
very few suspects reject the mediation offer. 

The second way cases are referred to CDSP is after charges have been filed in 
court. A CDSP representative sits in arraignment and selects cases which meet the 
guidelines for the project. She then interviews the defendant, and the victim if 
present, to determine if they qualify and are interested in the project. If they 
agree to mediate, the court case will be adjourned for two weeks to allow time to 
contact the victim (if they are not in court) to ascertain their willingness to 
participate in the project. If the victim or defendant does not wish to participate 
in the project, the case will remain in court for adjudication. If they choose 
CDSP, a mediation session will be scheduled in a week to ten days. If one or both 
of the parties fail to attend the session the case will remain on the court calendar 
for adjudication; if both attend and an agreement is reached at the session, the 
CDSP representative will inform the court and the case will be dismissed. 

The mediation sessions are informal and led by lay persons employed by the 
Minneapolis Urban Coalition. The sessions are conducted at the Coalition Office in 
the evenings. An average of 60 cases are scheduled for mediation each month. 
Unlike Los Angeles, the program more closely resembles mediation programs dis­
cussed in the literature. Only non-stranger cases are eligible for the program. 
The parties are encouraged to discuss their underlying problems and to present 
their desires regarding the future of the relationship. Sessions are scheduled for 
an hour, but sometimes run longer. The majority of sessions end with a written 
contract which both parties sign speCifying their future behavior towards each 
other. Violations of the contract are to be reported to CDSP and if necessary an 
office hearing held to determine if charges should be reinstated or initiated. If 
there are no further problems reported, the case against the defendant will be 
dismissed in court after six months. 

Cases may enter the system directly by the police following an arrest or 
charges may be filed by the city attorney following a complaint from civilian walk­
ins. Cases may proceed through Arrai gnment, Pretri a 1 Conference, and Tri a 1 
courtrooms. The process is discussed below and graphically depicted in Illus­
h'ation II-3. 

Screening. Cases may enter the system through the police or civilian walk­
ins. If the suspect is arrested, the police will file charges directly with the 
court. As an alternative, civilians may bring their complaints to the city 
attorney's office. The vast majority of the cases (75-90%) are initiated by police 
arrest. Of the 10-25% reviewed by the city attorney's office, only between 20-30% 
dre accepted for prosecution. 

Arraignment. All courtrooms are located in a modern bu·ilding in downtown 
Minneapolis along with the city and district attorneys' offices. The arraignment 
courtroom is comfortably furnished with cushioned seats and carpeted floors and 
walls. The acoustics are excellent, therefore, it is easy to hear all of the 
proceedings. The courtroom is electronically wired to eliminate the need for a 
court reporter. 

The courtroom is in session Monday through Friday from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
One prosecutor is assigned to arrai gnment for approximately two weeks and is 
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ILLUSTRATION 11-3 
MISDEMEANOR PROCESS - MINNEAPOLIS 
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responsible for processing .all cases appearing on the calendar. The pace is 
ge.neral1y slow but may be hectic in the morning because of the number of cases \,,.;th 
jailed defendants which must be processed from the previous night. Arraignment is 
primarily designed to inform defendants of the charges against them, their rights, 
and to determine bailor release on their own recognizance. Special care is taken 
in notifying defendants of their rights, including the services available from the 
public defendant, should they be unable to afford counsel. However, most 
Minneapolis defendants represent themselves. In our examination of 82 case files, 
78% of all defendants did not have counsel, 13% had public defenders, and 9% were 
represented by private attorneys. The small percentage of attorneys helps account 
for t~e infrequency of plea negotiations in Minneapolis. Less than 5% of the cases 
we observed in arraignment had negotiated outcomes, but in the pre-trial and trial 
stages discussed below, negotiated outcomes did occur in a minority of cases. 

Victims are not required to appear at arraignment, although a few do attend. 
The few victims who do appear are usually related to the defendant. If the case is 
a candidate for CDSP, they will be interviewed by the CDSP representative and, in 
some instances, the prosecutor. Usually the CDSP representative speaks with the 
victim on a bench outside the courtroom. Since there are few individuals milling 
around the hallways, it is fairly easy to create a semi-private space to conduct the 
conversation. 

As in the other sites, some cases are disposed at arraignment. However, the 
number is much smaller than in Los Angeles with only 5-10% resolved at this 
preliminary stage in the process in Minneapolis. 

Pretri a 1 Conference. Cases whi ch are not di sposed at arraignment wi 11 proceed 
to the Pretrial Conference courtroom. Cases are assigned either to the morning or 
afternoon session. Two prosecutors (one for traffic and one for misdemeanors) are 
assigned to the courtroom. They first see their files shortly before court begins 
in the morning. At that time, they will read through the police report which 
generally is fairly detailed about the incident. Defense attorneys and unrepre­
sented defendants appear anytime during the morning or afternoon and approach the 
prosecutor to discuss the case. The workload is usually light (10-15 cases) and 
there is sufficient time to discuss and negotiate cases at length. 

Proceedings vary depending on the judge assigned to the courtroom. Most 
judges remain in their chambers behind the courtroom. Defense and prosecuting 
attorneys retire to chambers to discuss the case. Defendants are also invited to 
participate in these discussions. A few judges prefer to sit on the bench and 
discuss the cases in open court. As might be imagined, these conversations are 
nonnally more formal and briefer than those which occur in private chambers outside 
the purview of the general public. 

Victims are not subpoenaed to attend pretrial conferences and it ;s highly 
unusual to have them attend of their own volition. Since most cases (70%) are 
disposed of at this stage, most are adjudicated without the victim's attendance in 
court. Of the cases we observed, over 90% were resolved without the victim's 
presence at any stage of the proceedings. However, prosecutors do occasionally 
telephone victims at the pre-trial conference stage to learn more details about the 
case or to seek their opinions regarding proposed dispositions. Especially in 
serious cases, prosecutors are encouraged to contact the victim prior to accepting 
a proposed disposition, but this is an informal practice and appears largely 
dependent on the attitudes of the individual prosecutor. 
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Cases not disposed of in the Pretrial Conference courtroom are referred on to 
the trial courtrooms. 

Trial Courtrooms. Assistant prosecutors are assigned to the trial courtrooms 
for about one month on a rotating basis. They are given their cases to prepare two 
to three weeks before thei r tri a 1 ass i gnment begi ns. Case ass i gnment is the 
prerogative of a trial supervisor who distributes cases fairly randomly, although 
particularly difficult cases are generally reserved for more experienced staff. 

While prosecutors are preparlng cases, they may telephone victims for further 
information or to ascertain their wishes in the case. Whether victims are 
contacted prior to trial or disposition depends largely on the seriousness of the 
case, clarity of the facts, and the individual work styles of the prosecutors. The 
assistants attempt to avoid unnecessary trips by victims to court, therefore, 
victims are generally not subpoenaed until the case appears ready to be tried. 
However, even cases which look ready may f~ll out at the last minute, resulting in 
futile appearances for some victims. 

Summary 

The size and complexity of the court systems varied considerably among our 
sites. In Charlotte, cases enter through the magistrates office and are processed 
through the courts rapi dly and tradHi ona lly. Cases are automat i ca lly di smi ssed by 
the prosecutor if the victim fails to appear on the second court date. Domestic 
violence cases are processed in the Domestic Relations courtroom where the pace is 
slower and more time is given to individual cases. No alternative dispute 
resolution programs are available. In contrast, a mediation program is available 
in Minneapolis which handles a sizable proportion of all non-stranger cases. Those 
which remain in the court system are processed in courtrooms with light caseloads 
and more time and attention is given to individual cases than in the crowded 
Charlotte courtrooms. Los Angeles represents our largest and most complex system 
in terms of jurisdictional boundaries and specialization of courtrooms within the 
system. A Domestic Violence Program designed to tt~ain prosecutors to successfully 
prosecute cases and a Hearing Officer Program for mediation are available. As 
di scussed, the type of medi ati on offered is ·substant i ally diff.erent from the 
Minneapolis program and is used in non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger ·cases. 
Cases appearing in court are first reviewed by screening prosecutors to determine 
if the case should be diverted, rejected, or accepted for prosecution. Those which 
are accepted proceed through a number of courtroom settings from arraignment to 
Master Calendar to tri a 1 courtrooms. The arrai gnment and Master Calendar 
courtrooms are formal and quick-paced, whi le cases proceed:ing to the trial 
courtrooms are processed more slowly, either during lengthy plea bargaining 
sessions or public trials. 

How do victims respond to the various systems, legal officials, and 
environments they encounter in each site? We turn to this question in the next 
chapter. 
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III. ADEQUACY OF THE COURT'S RESPONSE: 
THE VICTIM'S PERSPECTIVE 

The criminal justice system's response may exert an impact on the victim in 
two ways. First, there is the immediate reaction of the victim to their treatment 
b~ legal officials, their participation in the process, and their satisfaction 
wlth ~he outc?me of the case. Second, whether the victim incurs renewed problems 
and vlolence ln the futur~ may be critically affected by how the court responds in 
t~e ~resent. ca.se. .In thl ~ chapter we wi.ll di scuss the immedi ate impact. Are 
vlctlms sa~lsfled wlth thelr treatment? Do they feel the outcome is fair and just? 
~rom.a socletal perspective, we should be concerned whether those who have harm 
lnfllcte~ upon them be~i~ve the system responds adequately. From a pragmatic 
perspectlve? legal offlclals must be concerned with these questions because 
courts can lll~afford to breed dissatisfaction and alienation among the citizens 
whose cooperatlon (past and future) is vital to the continued functioning of the 
judicial system. 

. This chapter is divid.ed into three maj.or sections. First, for non-stranger 
vlo~ence ~ases .processed ln each of the sltes, we examine the response of and 
satls~actlon wlth the police, prosecutor, and court. We compare the combined 
r~actlons of!he Charlotte, Minneapolis, and Los Angeles victims whose cases were 
dlspose~ of ln court ~lth ~hose wh?se cases were diverted to alternative dispute 
r~solut~on programs .In Mlnneapolls and Los Angeles. This is followed by a 
d1 scuss 1 on of the dl fferences among the sites in thei r treatment of cases. 
A lthough there ar.e .som~ ~mportant a.nd interesti ng vari ati ons among the sites, 
there are more slmllant1es than dlfferences and when differences occur they 
usually are not large. This suggests that vi:tims everywhere share some common 
r~acti~ns to the cri~inal justice system. In the second section of the chapter we 
~lSCUSS the processlng of non-stranger compared with stranger-to-stranger cases 
1n Los Angeles -- the only jurisdiction which handles sufficient numbers of 
stranger-to-stranger cases to penni t such compari sons. Contrary to what we mi ght 
expect, we found that the tr'eatment of non-stranger victims is not inferior to the 
treatm~nt. of st~anger-to-strangel' vi ct ims; rather, non-stranger vi ctims tended to 
b~ sat1sfle? Sllghtly. more often than ~tranger-to-stranger victims. The third and 
f1nal sect10n contalns a comparison Of the treatment of cases in the lower 
criminal *ourts .(Charlotte, Los Angeles, and Minneapolis) with the upper court in 
Brook lyn. Thl s a 11 ows another compari son of non-stranger and stranger-to-

* In a re-analysis of data collected from earlier Brooklyn lower court studies with 
~he data collected for the present study, it was found that non-stranger victims 
1n the low~~ ~ourt were equ~lly satisfied with their treatment as stranger-to­
strang~r V1ctlms. However, 1t was also found that the processing of non-stranger 
cases 1n the Brooklyn court system differs from processing of cases involving 
strangers; more of the former cases are dismissed and, even when convicted, the 
former defendants received lesser sentences. 
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stranger victims since the lower court cases consist of non-strangers, while the 
upper court consists of stranger-to-stranger cases. Again, we found that as a 
group non-stranger vi ctims fee 1 simi 1 ar to stranger-to-stranger vi ctims about the 
court system and legal officials. 

The System Responds: Victims' Satisfaction 

There were no substantial differences between the extent of the victims' 
injury in the cases presented to the court or medi ati on programs. Over two-thi rds 
of the victims sustained injuries with a full quarter requiring medical attention. 
Site differences in the extent of victims' injuries were slight and not 
statistically significant (Table 1, Appendix C). In the majority of cases in the 
court sample (64%) and mediation sample (77%), the ass)ult was carried out by 
using fists or bodily force, but in some cases guns or knives were used (court 
cases - 14%; mediated cases - 12%) or other types of weapons including bludgeons, 
belts, and bottles (court cases - 24%; mediated cases - 12%). There were 
significant differences among the sites in the use of weapons in the court sample 
(Table III-I) -- weapons were used much more frequently in Charlotte and Los 
Angeles than in Minneapolis. Slight and insignificant differences in the use of 
weapons were found in the mediated sample. Throughout the remainder of this 
section we examine how legal officials responded to these non-stranger cases and 
victims' satisfaction with the response. 

The police response. With the exception of Charlotte, where victims may 
bring thelr complaints directly to the magistrates~ the victim's first encounter 
with the criminal justice system is with the police officer. Most of the victims 
(61-78%) in both the court and mediation samples summoned the police themselves. 
Of those who did not pe\~sonally contact the police (often bE:cause the police 
arrived before the victim had an opportunity to request help), th2 vast majority 
reported that they did desire police intervention. 

When the police were summoned, victims in both our r.ourt and mediation 
samples reported that they arrived between 80 and 97% of the time. Upon their 
arrival at the scene, the police responded in a variety of ways. Although between 
~1 and 94% of the victims in the court and mediation samples informed us that they 
wanted the police to make an arrest, arrests occurred only 49% of the-time among 
the court sample, and a mere 27% of the time among the mediation sample (Table III-
2). In lieu of an arrest, complaints were issued twice as often among the mediated 
sample compared with the court sample. 

Three-quarters of the victims in the court sample were satisfied with the 
police but only one-half of the mediation sample expressed satisfaction while over 
a third reported dissatisfaction with the police response (Table 111-3). This is 
not surprising given that victims in our mediated sample most frequently wanted 
arrests made and yet this seldom occurred. In fact, most victims who expressed 
dissatisfaction with the police cited the arrest decision as the key determinate 
of their negative opinion. While a few victims were upset because the police made 
arrests when they felt it was inappropriate, most victims complained about the 
lack of official action. Common remarks made during our interviews included: 

"They laughed and made fun. They told him [the victim1s husband] to go 
so he went to hi smother's house. 1 hey sa; d they had about 50 cases and 
couldn't help me. I went to a ~helter without money and food." 
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TABLE III-l 
WEAPON USED - COURT SAMPLE 

Charlotte Los Angeles Minneapolis 

Fists/Bodily Force 
Gun/Knife 
Other* 

x2 = 16.99, df = 4, P = .00 

* 

51% 42% 
23% 20% 
26% 38% 

(N=49) (N=45) 

Includes bludgeons, belts, bottles, automobiles. 

Arrest 
Complaint Written 
Victim Transferred 

for medical care 
Other* 

TABLE II 1-2 
POLICE RESPONSE 

Court Sample 

49% 
33% 

9% 
9% 

(N=106) 

x2 = 17.62, df = 3, p = .005 

* 

79% 
4% 

17% 
(N=34) 

Mediation Sample 

27% 
65% 

7% 
(N=65) 

Police took no action, police warned perpetrator, police told victim 
to go to the magistrates. 
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TABLE III-3 
VICTIMS' SATISFACTION WITH POLICE 

Court Sample Mediation Sample 

Satisfied 
Mixed Feelings 
Dissatisfied 

x2 = 17.77, df = 2, p = .005 
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74% 
17% 

9% 
(N=106) 

51% 
14% 
35% 

(N=65) 
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liThe police said for me to just stay away from him. I guess the police 
thought that I wouldn't go through with it -- love conquers all, you 
know! -- but I won't put up with iL" 

"They told me that they can't do anything about it because I'm married 
to him.1I 

Differences among the sites in the police response. There were very slight 
differences among the sites in whether the victim summoned the police or wanted an 
arrest in both the court and mediation samples, as well as in the police response 
in the mediation sample (Tables 2, 3, and 4; Appendix C). However, there were 
significant differences among the sites in how the po'Jice responded to the 
incident in the court sample (Table III-4). Arrests were more common in Los 
Angeles and t~inneapolis than in Charlotte, while transporting the victim for 
medi ca 1 care occurred almost one-thi rd of the time in Charlotte but never in 
Minneapolis and seldom in Los Angeles. Although the police response varied among 
the sites in the court sample, satisfaction rates with their response were very 
similar among the sites. In the mediation sample we also found similar rates of 
satisfaction with the police between the sites (Tables 5 and 6; Appendix C). 

Court/Mediation Officials 

Our findings on the interaction between victims and court officials, and 
victims' satisfaction with official conduct are based on interviews with victims 
in the court and mediation samples. Although we attempted to interview victims 
who failed to appear at the mediation session, very few could be reached for a 
telephone interview.* It is not surprising that we could not locate many of these 
victims since the failure to appear frequently resulted from +he program's 
inability to find the individual for a mediation session. Ironically, the 
situation is slightly different in court cases. In these cases, court officials 
frequently adjudicated the case without summoning the victim to court. Therefore, 
the victim not appearing is not a strong indicator that they are difficult to 
locate and we were able to contact many victims who did not attend court. However, 
questions about their experiences in court were not applicable. Of the non­
stranger victims we spoke with, 89% of the 49 Charlotte victims (N '44) appeared in 
court at least once, 67% of the 45 Los Angeles victims (N=30) and 24% of the 34 
Minneapolis victims (N=8). Thus, in discussing our results for all the sites 
combined, we will be recounting the experiences of 82 victims. Due to the small 
number of Minneapolis victims who attended court, we will present only Ns and not 
percentages when comparing the pt'ocessing of cases among sites. The experiences 
of our victims in court were as follows. 

The rosecutor's 'res onse. Victims frequently told us that their impres­
sions of the prosecutor were ased on an assessment of their interaction or, in 
many cases, their lack of interaction with the prosecutor and the quality of that 
interaction. Approxim~tely half the victims who came to court (51%) reported that 
the prosecutor spoke with them and slightly more than half (56%) reported 

.. 
In Los Angeles we were not permitted to speak with victims who did not appear at 

the Hearing Officer Program. For those who did not appear, it was uncertain 
whether they received the notification letter or not. Thus, they may not have 
known about the case and the program director told us that it would be 
inappropriate for us to contact them. 
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Arrest 
Complaint Written 
Victim Transported 

for Medical Care 
Other* 

TABLE III-4 
POLICE RESPONSE AMONG THE SITES 

COURT SAMPLE 

Charlotte Los Angeles 

36% 51% 
14% 40% 

29% 
21% 9% 

(N=28) (N=45) 

x2 = 31.26, df = 4, P = .00 
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Minneapolis 

58% 
39% 

3% 

(N=33) 

• 

, J 

satisfaction with the prosecutor. Victims' dissatisfaction often seems to stem 
from a feeling that the prosecutor did not care about their case or problem as 
evidenced in the following statements made to DS: 

"The prosecutor just didn't have any time for me." 

"She didn't press the charges and made a plea bargain without 
consulting me. I'm the victim!" 

"He just gave me a lot of bullshit." 

"The prosecutor wasn't concerned. If he was, he would have called me 
to let me know how things were gOing." 

On the other hand, those expressing positive feelings often commented about 
the concern the prosecutor demonstrated for them: 

"He let me know it was as serious to them as it was to me." 

"They were available and always answered my questions. They took the 
problem seriously, kept in touch with me, and acted quite profession­ally." 

Differences among the sites in the prosecutor's response. There was a 
significant difference among the sites in the frequency with which prosecutors 
spoke with the victim but not in satisfaction rates. As demonstrat/2d in Table III-
5, victims spoke with the prosecutor much more often in Los Angeles and 
Minneapolis than in Charlotte, yet Los Angeles and Minneapolis victims were not 
more satisfied with the prosecutor (Table 6; Appendix C). It seems evident that 
conversations alone do not result in higher satisfaction rates, but from our 
observations and interviews with victims (such as the comments made above) it 
appears that satisfaction with the prosecutor resulted when prosecutors spoke 
with the victim and the victim believed these conversations reflected an interest 
in their case. Apparently, victims are judging the quality of the interaction in 
assessing the actions of the prosecutor. 

The Court's Response 

The judge/mediator. Conversations between the victim and the judge occurred 
infrequently -- only 26% of the victims reported any interaction with the judge. 
Victims' evaluations of the concern that judges versus mediators displayed for 
their interests and satisfaction rates with judges as compared with mediators were 
not significantly different -- 60% of the court victims thought that the judge was 
concerned and 73% of the mediation victims reported that the mediator was 
concerned, while 63% of the victims were satisfied with the judge and 59% with the mediator . 

Comparison of the judge/mediator among the sites. There were no statis­
tically significant differences between the frequency with which judges spoke to 
victims; the extent to which victims felt judges or mediators were concerned with 
their interests; or satisfaction rates with judges or mediators among the sites 
(Tables 7, 8, and 9; Appendix C). Although not statistically significant, we did 
find Charlotte judges spoke with victims twice as often as did judges in Los 
Angeles; Charlotte victims also expressed the highest satisfaction with the 
judges (both results were approaching significance; p=.10). From our observa-
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TABLE II 1-5 
PROSECUTOR SPOKE WITH VICTIM 

SITE COMPARISONS 

Charlotte Los Angeles 

Prosecutor Spoke with 
20 Victim 12 

Prosecutor Did Not 
Speak with Victim 32 10 

{N=44} (N=30) 

x2 comparing Charlotte and Los Angeles = 12.87, df = 1, p 
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Minneapolis 

7 

1 
(N=8) 

= .005 ',: 

tions and interviews with victims, Charlotte judges appeared to engage in 
conversations and acquire slightly higher satisfaction rates because they spent 
time listening to victims and extending advice even when victims only stepped 
forward to drop charges. The following comments were typical during our 
interviews with Charlotte victims: 

IIHe warned my husband not to hit me. He said he could go to jail next 
time. I guess he [my husband] listened because he hasn't hit me since. II 

[Victim dropped charges] -- liThe judge explained to me what could 
happen if it continued this way; he made me realize that I needed to change. II 

[Victim dropped charges] -- "He advised us to go the counseling center 
on Brenard Street and not to take out a warrant again un"less I go 
through with it. I wished I had [gone through with it] then." 

Victims' artici ation in the rocess. We asked victims in our court and 
mediation samp es 1 t ey a a c ance 0 ell their side of the incident in court 
or at the mediation session. As we would expect, victims whose cases were mediated 
l~ere much more likely to answer affirmatively -- 89% as compared with 59% in the 
court sample (x

2 =13.92; df=l, P=.005). Another indication of the level of the 
victim's participation in the process is their evaluation of the influence they 
exerted on the final outcome. Again, victims in the mediated sample responded 
substantially different from those in the court sample (Table 111-6) with over 
half the mediated victims reporting they exerted !la lot of influence and lE~ss 
than one-fifth stating they had "little or no influence on the final outcome. The 
responses were the reverse among the court sample with less than one-fifth stating 
they exerted lia lot of influence II and well over one-half reporting "little or no influence." 

Differences in victims' participation in the process among the sites. There 
were no statistically significJnt differences among the sites in their responses 
to either participation question; i.e., whether they had the opportunity to tell 
their story or their influence on the ultimate outcome Crable 10, Appendix C). 

Overall treatment. We asked victims hOIl well they felt they were treated 
during their court appearance or mediation ~ession. The responses were very 
similar in both groups -- 65% of the court sample and 66% of the mediated sample 
reported they were treated well; 23% of the court sample and 24% of the mediated 
sample reported fair treatment; 12% of the court sample and 10% of the mediated 
sample reported poor treatment. 

Differences among the sites in overall treatment. In the mediated sample, 
only very minor variations occurred in how victims evaluated their treatment 
(Table 11; Appendix C). But in the court sample, victims in Charlotte (and the few 
victims in Minneapolis who appeared in court) felt they were better treated than 
those in Los Angeles (Table III-7). A full 25% of the Los Angeles victims reported 
poor treatment. A number of Los Angeles victims told us they were disappointed 
because they appeared in court once, only to have the case continued to and 
disposed of on the next court date without their being notified to appear on the 
disposition date. As a result, they felt they wasted their time in court during 
a useless court session only to be excluded from participation when the critical decisions were made. 
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TABLE" II 1-6 
VICTIMS' INFLUENCE ON THE DISPOSITION 

Court Sample Mediation Sample 

A lot of influence 
Some influence 
Little or no influence 

Missing Data 

x2 = 39.79, df = 2, P = .005 

17% 
17% 
66% 

(N=113) 
15 cases 

TABLE III-7 

57% 
29% 
14% 

(N=49) 
17 cases 

VICTIMS' OVERALL TREATMENT -- COURT SAMPLE 
SITE COMPARISONS 

Charlotte Los Angeles Minneapolis 

Victim treated well 32 14 4 
Victim treated fair 10 7 1. 
Victim treated poor 2 7 

(N=44) (N=28) (N=5) 
Missing Data 5 cases 2 cases 3 cases 

x2 comparing Charlotte and Los Angeles = 7.12, df = 1, p = .05 

Case outcomes. Most of the non-stranger cases in our sample resulted either 
in a guilty plea/verdict (.48.%) or a dismissal (47%); very few (5%) terminated with 
a not guilty verdict. Defendants who were found or pled guilty received jail 
sentences in 29% of the cases; some combination of monetary sentences with 
probation, suspended jail time, probation, counseling orders, and/or orders to 
stay away from the victim were given in the remainder of the cases. The vast 
majority of cases referred to mediation in our sample were mediated -- all the Los 
Angeles cases went to mediation and 82% of the Minneapolis cases.* 

Differences among the sites in case outcomes. Considerable differences 
among the sites exist in the disposition of cases. While not guilty verdicts were 
rare everywhere (Los Angeles - 2%, Minneapolis - 5%, Charlotte - 8%), the 
proportion of guilty pleas and dismissals in each site varied dramatically. The 
vast majority of cases in Minneapolis terminated with guilty pleas/verdicts, but 
this occurred in only one-half of the Los Angeles cases and one-third of the 
Charlotte cases (Table 111-8). Defendants who pled or were found guilty received 
very different sentences among the sites. Jail time was imposed in slightly over 
one-half of the Los Angeles cases, and one-fifth of the Minneapolis cases, but in 
less than one-tenth of the Charlotte cases (Table III-9). Caution should be 
exercised in interpreting these findings. It appears Los Angeles judges are much 
harsher on defendants in non-stranger cases than their colleagues elsewhere, but 
there are other explanations for the large number of defendants in Los Angeles who 
were sentenced to jail. Although our sample is too small to control for many of 
the factors which might affect the sentence decision (prior record, severity of 
the injury, pretrial release decision, etc.), in several respects, Los Angeles 
defendants differed from those in Charlotte and Minneapolis -- they tended to have 
more prior criminal offenses, frequently used weapons and, perhaps most impor­
tant, were frequently in jail at the time the case was decided. While the vast 
majority of Charlotte and Minneapolis defendants appeared on complaint orders, 
the majority of Los Angeles defendants were arrested. Most of the jail time 
imposed in Los Angeles involved very short periods of incarceration (3-10 days was 
not uncommon) and often involved retaining defendants who were already in jail at 
the time of the decision. Certainly being retained in jail is punishment, but to 
hold a defendant for another few days is substantially different than incarcer­
ating a defendant at liberty or ordering a defendant to several months in jail. 
Charlotte and Minneapolis judges were more often faced with the decision as to 
whether to incarcerate a defendant at liberty than those in Los Angeles. When 
defendants were sentenced in Charlotte and Minneapolis it was often to 30, 60, or 
90 days; indeed, the rate with which these longer jail tenns were imposed was 
similar to the Los Angeles rates. Thus, the primary difference between the 
sentence decision among the sites was the decision of Los Angeles judges to retain 
already incarcerated defendants for several days -- an option not commonly 
available to the Charlotte and MinneapoliS judges "as the -defendant was not in 
custody when the sentence was imposed. 

Satisfaction with outcomes. Victims in th2 mediated sample were satisfied 
with the outcome of their cases slightly more often than those in the court sample, 
but the differences were not large or statistically significant (Table 111-10). 
Victims in the court and mediation sample were satisfied slightly more than one-

* As discussed earlier, victims in Los Angeles who did not appear were ineligible 
for interviewing, while those in Minneapolis who failed to appear proved extremely 
difficult to locate for an interview. 
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Guilty 
Dismissed 

TABLE III- 8 
CASE DISPOS ITIONS··AMONG THE S ITES* 

COURT SAMPLE 

Charlotte 

32% 
68% 

(N=44) 

Los Angeles 

54% 
46% 

(N=44) 

x2 = 29.06, df = 2, p = .005 

* 

Minneapolis 

93% 
7% 

(N=32) 

Not guilty verdicts were found in four Charlotte cases, one Los Angeles 
case, and one Minneapolis case. 

TABLE III-9 
SENTENCES AMONG THE SITES 

Jail 
Other* 

Charlotte 

8% 
92% 

(N=14) 

x2 = 13.82, df = 2, p = .005 

* 

Los Angeles 

58% 
42% 

(N=24) 

Minneapolis 

20% 
80% 

(N=30) 

Includes monetary conditions, suspended jail, time served, counseling., 
orders to stay away from the victim,' and/or probation. 
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.5.atis fie d. 
Mixed Feelings 
Dissatisfied 

Missing Data 

N.S. 

TABLE 111-10 
VICTIMS' SATISrACTION WITH OUTCOME 

Court Sample 

54% 
15% 
31% 

(N=124) 
4 cases 
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Mediation Sample 

65% 
20% 
15% 

(N=51) 
15 cases 
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half the time. SatisfactIon levels were not correlated with the disp0sition of 
the case in the court sample.* Whether the case resulted in a guilty plea/verdict 
or a dismissal~ victims reported similar rates of satisfaction (Table III-II). 
During the interview we asked victims why they were satisfied or dissatisfied with 
the outcome and discovered that the disposition is frequently less important than 
the victim's perception of how the disposition affected the defendant's behavior 
towards them after the case or the victim's assessment of the appropriateness of 
the sentence. In other words, it is not the disposition itself that generally 
counts, bu~ whether or not victims believe that the courts' action stopped the 
physi ca 1 abl1se and/or the defendant recei ved the appropri ate puni shment or 
treatment. To summarize, victims reported they were satisfied with the outcome 
when (a) the defendant no longer bothers them, (b) the defendant recei ved the 
appropriate sentence, or (c) the court followed their wishes. Conversely, they 
were not satisfied when (a) the defendant still bothers them or did not get the 
treatment (psychiatric, drug, alcohol, etc.) which they feel he needs, (b) the 
defendant receives what they perceive as an inappropriate sentence (almost always 
the victims felt the sentence should be more severe), or (c) when the court did not 
follow their wishes. 

Differences among the sites in victims' satisfaction with the outcome. Site 
differences in the rate of victims' satisfaction were very slight in both the 
court and mediated sample~ (Table 12, Appendix C). 

Conclusion 

To summarize, most victims were satisfied with the police, especially those 
in the court sample. Among the sites, arrests were made in one-half ~f the court 
cases and one-quarter of the mediated cases. Arrests were much more frequent in 
Los Angeles and Minneapolis than in Charlotte. Victims were not as satisfied with 
court officials as they were with the police. Prosecutors spoke with victims in 
approximately one-half of the cases and slightly over one-half of the victims were 
satisfied with the prosecutors. There were no significant differences among the 
sites in the vi ctims' sati sfacti on with the prosecutors. Judges spoke with 
victims in only one-fourth of the cases. Three-fifths of the victims thought the 
judge was concerned with their interests and were satisfied with the judge; 
similar rates were found for the mediators. Charlotte court victims tended to be 
more satisfied with the judges. It was suggested this w~s a result of the advice 
and counsel t"ese judges offered to the victims. Only the v:ctims in the mediation 
sample frequently felt that they had a chance to tell their .:ide of the story and 
that they exerted an influence on the final outcome. Court victims typically 
reported that they had little opportunity to participate in the ~rocess. Overall, 
three-fifths of the victims in both the court and mediation samples felt that they 
were well treated while in court or at the mediation session. Charlotte and 
Minneapolis court victims reported better treatment than those in Los Angeles. 

Generally, we found more similarities than differences in the experiences of 
the victims among our sites. The major difference among the sites was in case 
outcomes. The majority Df the cases in Charlotte were dismissed as were one-half 
of the Los Angeles cases, but less than one-tenth of the Minneapolis cases. 
Sentences among the sites also varied with jail being imposed much more often in 

* The number of victims in our sample whose cases were not mediated was too small 
to compare satisfaction levels between unmediated and mediated cases. 
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Satisfied 
Mixed Feelings 
Dissatisfied 

N.S. 

TABLE II 1-11 
VICTIMS' SATISFACTION BY OUTCOME 

COURT SAMPLE 

Guilty Plea/Verdict 

59% 
19% 
29% 

( N=107) 
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Dismissed 

59% 
14% 
27% 

(N=51) 
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Los Angeles than elsewhere, although the incarceration frequently involved very 
small periods of time. Jail sentences for extended periods (30, 60. 90 days) were 
handed out in few Los Angeles cases, at rates similar to those in Charlotte and 
Minneapolis. Despite the differences among the sites in the disposition of cases, 
no significant differences appeared in victims' satisfaction witlt the outcome. 

While it is important to note that at least one-half of the victims were 
satisfied with legal officials, the court or mediation process, their over'all 
treatment, and case outcomes, we should not lose sight of the significapt 
proportion -- one-quarter to one-half of the sample in some instances -- who Here 
dissatisfied. 

Non-Stranger Versus Stranger-to-Stranger Cases 

We compared the experiences of non-stranger victims in the Los Angeles court 
system with stranger-to-stranger victims.* Previous literature has suggested 
that non-stranger cases are not taken as "seri ous ly" as stranger'-to-strang»y, 
cases, i. e., the pol ice are r'e 1 uctant to arrest in such cases; the pr'osecutoY'S at e 
reluctant to expend time and effort on such cases as they believe the victim will 
be unwilling to cooperate in thE: prosecution; judges give more lenient sentHI';es 
because they view non-stranger crimes as less serious than stranger-to-stnmyer' 
crimes. As a result, we might expect the treatment of non-stranger victims viO!lld 
be inferior to that extended to stranger-to-stranger victims. This is not ~I}hlt wp 
found. On the contrary, the exper; ences of our non-stranger' vi ct i!"~;':rn" 
generally as favorable, and in some instances more "avorable, than UII::,0 of "'~I' 
stranger-to-stranger victims. 

The police response. There were no substantial differences if I the police 
response to non-stranger as opposed to stranger-to-stranger cases (Tables 13, and 
14; Appendix C). The only variation which approached significance was the 
satisfaction rates of victims and the difference was not in the expected direction 
-- non-stranger victims were slightly more satisfied (77%) with the police than 
stranger-to-stranger victims (58%; p=.10). 

The court's response. More non-stranger vi ctim~ appeared in court (30 of 45) 
than stranger-to-stranger victims (16 of 25). For those who attended court, th(-:re 
was no statistically significant difference in the rate with which p, )secutors 
spoke with non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger vi ct ims (Table 15, Apperldi 1. 

C). However, non-stranger victims were more often conslilted about their wi<;hl~S 
when conversations did occur. This may help explain the highet' r'atE'S of 
satisfaction among non-stranger victims -- over half of these victims Y'eported 
sat i sfact; on and one-thi rd di ssat i sfacti on, compared with stranyer-to-stt'anyer 
victims, who were satisfied only one-quarter of the time and dissatisfied ttlrpe· 
fourths of the time (Table 111-12). 

Judges spoke with non-stl~anger and s tranger-to-stranger vi ct in!s with ap­
proximately the same frequency and both groups of victims thought tb,' judges were 
equally concerned with their interests (Tables 16 and 17; Appendix C). Nun­
stranger victims were more often satisfied with the judge, although this finding 
is highly tentative because only eight stranger-to-stranger victims E'xpr'(,,,(',pd au 

* Only in Los Angeles ~/ere there sufficient numbers of stranger'-i(' c,t,,,lllqer' 
victims to permit comparisons with non-stranger victims. 
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TABLE II 1-12 
NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER VICTIMS 

SATISFACTION WITH THE PROSECUTCR 

Satisfied 
Mixed Feelings 
Dissatisfied 

MiSSing Data 

x2 = 7.45, df = 2, p = .025 

Non-Stranger 

17 
4 
9 

(N=30) 
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Stranger-to-Stranger 

3 

9 
(N=12) 
4 cases 
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oplnlon concerning their satisfaction with the judge (Table III-B). It is 
unclear why non-stranger victim~ \'2re more satisfied given that they did not speak 
with the judge more often than stranger-to-stranger victims nor were they more 
likely to report that the judge was concerned with their interests. 

To our questions -- did you have a chance to tell your side of the story? and 
how much i nfl uence di d you have on the fi na 1 outcome? -- non-stranger and 
stranger-to-stranger victims responded simi larly (Tables 17 and 18; Appendix 
C). Non-Stranger cases were dismissed significantly more often than stranger-to­
stranger cases (Table III-14). However, the sentences imposed in cases which 
terminated in a guilty plea/sentence were similar (non-stranger jail sentence -
58%, other sentence - 42%; stranger-to-stranger jai 1 sentence - 61%, other 
sentence - 39%). Despite the major differences in the outcomes of their cases, 
non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger victims were equally satisfied with the 
outcome (Table 19; Appendix C). On the question of overall treatment, non­
stranger victims more often felt they were treated well -- although the results 
were not s i gni fi cant ly different, the vari at ions in the responses approached 
significance (p=.10 -- see Table III-IS). 

In summary, the major' difference between non-stranger and stranger-to­
stranger cases is in the dispositions of the cases, with non-stranger cases being 
di smi ssed three times as orten as s tranger-to-stranger cases. Non-stranger 
victims did not perceive their interactions with officials, the outcomes of ~heir 
cases, or thei r avera 11 treatment more negati ve ly than stranger-to-stranger 
victims. On the contrary, they tended to be more satisfied with the police, 
prosecutor, and judge, and how they were treated than other victims. However, it 
is important to note that while satisfaction 'levels tended to be higher among non­
stranger victims, a sizable minority, and in some instances, more than one-half of 
all victims, non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger, emerged from their court 
experience with negative feelings about the officials arid the process. 

Non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger victims in the mediated sample. 
Compari sons between the experi ences of non-stranger and s tranger-to-stranger 
victims among the mediated sample in Los Angeles are highly tenuous since there 
\'/ere only ten stranger-to-stranger victims in our sample. Even though the number 
is small, we recount their experiences because it is interesting to explore how 
vi ct ims who are not re 1 ated fee 1 about medi ati on -- an a lternati ve usually offered 
only to non-stranger victims. All the stranger-to-stranger victims we inter­
viewed reported they were given a chance to tell their story; they were satisfied 
with the mediator and their overall treatment. Most of the victims were also 
satisfied with the outcome and one-half thought they exerted a "lot of influence!! 
on the outcome. The majority of non-stranger victims in the mediated sample were 
also satisfied with the process and the mediation, similar to the satisfaction 
levels of their non-stranger counterparts in court. However, the experience of 
the stranger-to-stranger victims in our mediation sample contrasts sharply with 
the stranger-to-stranger victims in our court sample -- these victims frequently 
reported dissatisfaction with the officials, the process, and the outcome. From 
our observations and interviews with victims, these trends are understandable. 
Victims in court were often frustrated by appearances in court which ended only in 
adjournments; by their lack of participation in the process; and/or by the 
1 eni e'1cy of the outcomes. On the other hand, the stranger-to-str'anger vi ctims 
whose cases were mediated often listened to the mediator lecture the other party 
on their unacceptable behavior and frequently received a verbal apology. This 
official reprimand, coupled with the remorse frequently displayed by the other 
party, appears to satisfy many victims in the minor types of incidents handled by 
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TABLE III,-13 
NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER CASES 

SATISFACTION WITH THE JUDGE 

Satisfied 
Mixed Feelings 
Dissatisfied 

Missing Data 

x2 = 8.95, df = 2, P = .025 

Non-Stranger 

13 
2 
7 

(N=22) 
8 cases 

TABLE II 1-14 

Stranger-to-Stranger 

3 
5 

(N=8) 
8 cases 

NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER VICTIMS 
CASE OUTC()v1ES 

Guilty Plea/Verdict 
Dismissed 

N.S. 

* 

Non-Stranger* 

54% 
46% 

(N=44) 

Stranger-to-Stranger* 

87% 
13% 

(N=23) 

Not guilty verdicts resulted in one non-stranger case and two stranger-
to-stranger cases. 
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TABLE III -15 
NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER CASES 

VICTIMS· OVERALL TREATMENT 

Victim treated well 
Victim treated fair 
Victim treated poor 

Missing Data 

N.S. 

Non-Stranger 

14 
7 
7 

(N=28) 
2 cases 

Stranger-to-Stranger 

1 
4 
6 

(N=ll) 
5 cases 

the mediation program. 

Lower Court Versus Upper Court 

The processing of cases in the lower criminal courts across the nation has 
typically been described as rapid and rather lax with cases being called and 
adjudicated every few minutes. Under these circumstances, we might expect a 
sizable proportion of victims would be dissatisfied with the process. In 
contrast, upper criminal courts have been described as slower paced and more 
methodical in processing cases thus we might imagine victims would be treated 
better than in the crowded lower courts. Are they? We addressed this question by 
interviewing stranger-to-stranger victims whose cases were disposed of in the 
Brook lyn Supreme Court. We ori gi na lly planned to compare the upper court 
treatment of non-stranger with stranger-to-stranger victims, but quickly dis­
covered that too few non-stranger victims were processed in the Supreme Court to 
permit comparisons -- just the reverse of the situation in the lower courts among 
our other sites where too few stranger-to-stranger victims were processed to 
compare with non-stranger victims anywhere but Los Angeles. In Los Angeles, we 
found little difference between the reactions of non-stranger and stranger-to­
stranger victims, which suggests that lower court processing impacts similarly on 
both groups of victims. But what happens in upper court? Is the treatment of 
stranger-to-stranger victims better in upper court than the treatment of non­
stranger victims in the lower courts? If this were true, then satisfaction among 
victims in all stranger-to-stranger cases could be higher than satisfaction among 
non-stranger victims simply because more stranger-to-stranger cases are disposed 
in the upper court rather than the lower court. In this section we explore that 
possibility by examining the responses of our 128 non-stranger lower court victims 
in Charlotte, Los Angeles, and Minneapolis with our 95 stranger-to-stranger upper 
court victims in Brooklyn. 

It is not just the relationship (if any) between the parties that distin­
guishes the upper from the lower court cases. In many respects, the upper court 
cases were more serious; they involved felony charges rather than misdemeanors. 
The majority of the cases were robberies (75%) or felonious assaults (8%); the 
remainder (14%) included attempted murder, attempted robbery, kidnapping, arson, 
and so on. Weapons were used much more frequently -- guns and knives were employed 
in 67% of the upper court cases, weapons such as bludgeons, matches, broken 
bott 1 es in 16% of the cases and fi sts/bodi ly force in on ly 2% of the cases, 
compared with the lower court where guns/knives were used in only 14% of the cases, 
other weapons in 24% of the cases, and fists/bodily force in a full 64% of the 
cases. Injuries occurred with about the same frequency in the upper court as in 
the lower court (59% of the upper court victims were injured, compared with 66% of 
the lower court Ylctims) but for those injured among the upper court sample, 
emergency care treatment or hospita 1 i zati on was much more common. Thus, the cases 
processed in the upper court were more serious in several respects; coupled with 
the fact that the victims were not related to their assailants, we might expect 
better treatment of the victims. We address this issue in the next section. 

The vast majority of stranger-to-stranger victims in Brooklyn, like the non­
stranger victims in our other sites, wanted the police to make an arrest. Although 
this happened more often in Brooklyn, the differences were small (61% compared 
with 49% elsewhere) and not significant. While the victims in the upper court were 
dissatisfied with the police much more often than those in the lower court, it is 
important to note that the vast majority of both non-stranger and stranger-to­
stranger victims reported satisfaction (Table 111-16). 
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Satisfied 
Mixed Feelings 
Dissatisfied 

N.S. 

TABLE III-16 
LOWER AND UPPER COURT CASES 

VICTIMS' SATISFACTION WITH THE POLICE 

Lower Court 
(Non-Strangers) 

74% 
17% 

9% 
(N=llS) 

Upper Court 
(Stranger-to-Stranger) 

78% 
8% 

14% 
(N=83) 

D 

I i; 

Victims in Brooklyn came to court less often than those in our lower courts 
(38 of 95 in Brooklyn attended court; 82 of 128 in the lower courts). When they 
did attend in Brooklyn, prosecutors spoke with them slightly more often than the 
non-stranger victims in the lower courts (65% compared with 49%, x2 =3.03

i 
df=l, 

p=.10) but the judges spoke with them less often (8% compared with 26% (x =4.83, 
df=l, p=.05). The stranger-to-stranger victims were not more satisfied with the 
prosecutor or judge nor did they feel the judge was concerned with their interests 
more often than the lower court stranger-to-stranger victims (Tables 20, 21, and 
22; Appendix C). The Brooklyn victims did feel they had a chance to te11 their 
story much more frequently than the lower court victims (86% compared with 57%; 
x2=8.91, df=l, p=.005). This probably results from Brooklyn victims testifying more 
often than our lower court victims. Although we did not ask victims whether they 
gave testimony in court, it is the policy of the Brooklyn District Attorney's 
Offi ce on ly to sUlTlTlon witnesses when thei r testimony appears necessary -- a pol icy 
not shared by our lower courts. Thus it is likely that Broo~lyn victims perceived 
their testifying as their opportunity to tell their st ry. However, like their 
counterpart5 in the lower courts, they did not feel that they exerted much 
influence on the final outcome (Table 23, Appendix C). 

There were only very slight differences between the Brooklyn stranger-to­
stranger victims' satisfaction with their overall treatment and that of the non­
stranger victims in the lower court (Table 24; Appendix C). Given the seriousness 
of the cases, we would expect very different outcomes among the upper court cases 
than we found among the lower court cases. That expectati on was met. Whi le almost 
one-half of the lower court cases terminated with a dismissal, only one-tenth of 
the upper court cases were dismissed, a full 90% resulted in a guilty plea/ 
verdict. While jail sentences were rare among our lower courts anywhere except in 
Los Angeles, they were imposed in the vast majority of the upper court cases -- 88% 
of the defendants were sent to pri son, 75% for over a year and 20% of the 
defendants were placed on formal probati on. Although the di spositi ons and 
outcomes varied so dramatically between the upper and lower courts, victims I 

satisfaction with the outcome were similar with approximately one-half of the 
victims dissatisfied (Table III-17). However, the reasons for the dissatis­
facti on vari ed cons i derab ly. Non-stranger lower court vi ctims tended to be 
dissatisfied if the court's response did not terminate their problems with the 
other party or stop the abuse, especially for victims involved in ongoing 
relationships with the defendant. Those who no longer wanted a continuing 
relationship were more likely to mention that they were dissatisfied because the 
punishment was too lenient, which was the overwhelming reason for dissatisfaction 
among stranger-to-stranger victims. Even though most of the defendants in the 
upper court were sentenced to prison, many victims were dissatisfied because they 
felt the incarceration period was too short considering the harm inflicted upon 
them. 

To surranarize, the outcomes of the cases in the upper court were substantially 
more severe than those in our lower courts -- more terminated with gui lty 
pleas/verdicts and jail sentences predominated. Yet victims' satisfaction with 
case outcomes, legal officials, and the court pr~cess paralleled those of our 
victims in the lower court. Thus, at least from their perspective, strangcr-to­
stranger victims were not treated better than non-stranger victims regardless of 
the court. 

Conclusion 

Victims in the court and mediation samples reported similar rates of 
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Satisfied 
Mixed Feelings 
Dissatisfied 

r~i ssing Data 

N.S. 

• 

fABLE III-17 
LOWER AND UPPER COURT CASES 

VICTIMS' SATISFACTION WITH THE OUTCOME 

Lewer Ceurt 
(Nen-Stranger) 

54% 
15% 
31% 

(N=124) 
4 cases 
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Upper Ceurt 
(Stranger-te-Stranger) 

43% 
17% 
40% 

(N=80) 
15 cases 

satisfaction with officials and the process. One-haH to. three-quarters of the 
victims were satisfied with legal officials, the ceurt er mediatien process, their 
everall treatment and case outcomes. Approximately ene-half of the nen-stranger 
cases resulted in dismissals and ene-half in guilty pleas/verdicts. As we might 
expect, victims whese cases were mediated reperted higher rates ef participatien 
in the process than these who. went to. ceurt. 

There were mere similarities than differences ameng the sites in the 
tre.atment ef nen-stranger cases, altheugh Charlette and Minneapelis victims 
tended to. be mere ~·tisfied with the judge and their everall treatment than those 
in Les Angeles. . e majer difference ameng the sites was in the ultimate 
dispesitien ef cases -- ene-half ef the cases were dismissed in Charlette and Les 
Angeles cempared with less than ene-tenth in Minneapelis. 

We cempared the treatment ef non-stranger with stranger-te-stranger cases in 
Los Angeles and the treatment ef nen-stranger cases in the lower ceurts with 
stranger-te-stranger cases in the Breeklyn upper ceurt. We did net find what we 
expected -- nen-stranger victims were net mere negative abeut efficials and the 
precess than stranger-te-stranger vi ct ims. Hewever, nen-stranger cases were 
dismissed mere eften than ether cases. Unfertunately, we ceuld net cempare the 
treatment ef nen-stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases among the lewer ceurts 
because tee few stranger-te-stranger cases are handled in the Charlette and 
Minneapelis ceurtrooms. To. allew such a comparisen, we designed a set ef 
hypethetical cases which are discussed in the next chapter. 
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IV: THE HYPOTHETICAL CASES 

I~ each site we administered a set of hypothetical cases to the prosecutors. 
The pnmary purpose of these cases was to di rectly compare the treatment of 
strange: as opposed to non-stranger cases both within and between our sites -- a 
goal WhlCh could not be ach~eved by examining actual cases since so few stranger­
to-stranger cases appear ln the Charlotte and Minneapolis court systems We 
attempted t? adm~nister the cases ~o all th~ prosecutors who have responsibility 
for p~ocessln~ mlsdemeano~ cases ln each slte and succeeded in Charlotte (N=ll) 
and Mlnneapolls (N=14~; l.n Los Angeles we reached the vast majority of the 
prosecutors (N=40), whlle ln Brooklyn approximately one-third of the prosecutors 
(~=25) respo~ded to the cases. * The cases \'lere admini stered by the project 
dlrector durlng .a scheduled staff meeting; all responses were anonymous. 
Prosecutors wer~ lnformed that we were interested in their processing of violence 
cases and were lnstructed to respond to the cases as they believed they would be 
handled in t~eir jurisdiction. After each case, prosecutors were asked a standard 
set of ques~lo~s focusing on .filing ?ecis~o~s, evaluations of the strength of the 
case, predl~tlons about ultlmate dlSposltlons, and reasons for their decisions 
(see Appendlx A for the standard questionnaire completed for each case). 

.Although the~ were unaware of it, one-ha·'f of the prosecutors in each site 
recel~ed. hypothetl~al case set A while the other received set B. The case 
descnptlons were slmi lar in the five cases included in sets A & B with one crucial 
difference --.in !he first four cases one version descr1bed the parties as non­
strang~rs, Whll~ ln !he other cases they were strangers *; in the fifth case (a 
domestlc relatlOnshlp) the description of the incident changed from a minor 
assault to a major one. 

* ~nlik~ the other re.search met~ods -- victim interviews, court observations, and 
hlstorlc~l case reVlew -- we lncluded Brooklyn lower court prosecutors in our 
hypo!hetlcal case sa~ple since hypotheticals had not been administered in 
pr~vlous Brooklyn stud~es. In Brooklyn, prosecutors are assigned to one of three 
ShlftS and rotate asslgnments on a 24-hour basis. One shift of the Brooklyn 
prosecutors responded to our cases. The one-third we administered the cases to 
were those on !he day shift. There are no seniority nor experience differences 
betwe~n the Shl~tS~ ~herefore, there is no reason to assume those answering our 
questlons are slgnlflcantly different from their other colleagues. 

** In Case lA the. parties had been married, in Case IB they were strangers; in Case 
2A they were nelg~bors and for:ner friends, while in 2B they only recognized each 
ot~er :rom the nelghborhood; ln Case 3A they were former boyfriend/girlfriend, 
Whll~ ln 3B they were strangers; in 4A they were strangers, while in 4B they were 
marned. 
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In designing the cases, we attempted to present prosecutors with a variety of 
situations and facts. The first four cases were developed to examine the 
differences in the treatment of non-stranger violence cases. We designed cases 
which we believed had a large potential for discretionary decisions, i.e., ones 
which involved relatively minor incidents with few injuries and no independent 
witnesses. In the fifth case, we included two IItypical ll domestic cases, one with 
substantial injuries inflicted by a knife and the other with relatively minor 
injuries. The fifth case was included to allow us to explore the responses of 
prosecutors to a minor versus a major assault. The cases as given to the prose­
cutors read as follows: 

Case No. lA 

The police arrived at the scene of an automobile accident. They 
are told by a female that she was assaulted by the driver of the other 
car who is her ex-husband. According to the victim, her ex-husband 
arrived at her house and began threatening her. He said he had learned 
she was sleeping with another man and he wanted it to stop or he would 
kill her. She became frightened as he has assaulted her in the past. 
She ran to her car and drove away. He chased her in his car and they 
collided, causing minor damage to each car. After the collision, the 
female claims that the man verbally abused her. When she continued to 
insist she had done nothing wrong, he allegedly pushed her to the 
ground causing bruises on her arms and legs. Her ex-husband denies the 
earlier threat, as well as shoving her after the accident. He claims 
she fell as she was attempting to strike him. 

The suspect's record consists of two prior misdemeanor assault 
charges within the last year, both of wh)ch were dismissed. 

Case No. IB 

The pol i ce arri ved at the scene of an automobil e acci dent. They 
are told by a female that she was assaulted by the male driver of the 
other car. Both parties claim they had the right of way when their cars 
collided, causing minor damage to each car. After the collision, the 
female claims that the man verbally abused her. When she continued to 
insist she! had done nothing wrong, he allegedly pushelJ her to the 
ground causing bruises on her arms and legs. The man denies shoving 
her. He claims she fell as she was attempting to strike him. 

The male suspect's record consists of two prior misdemeanor 
charges within the last year, both of which were dismissed. 

Case No. 2A 

The police responded to a call from a thirty-year old male. When 
they arrived at the victir,i s house, they were told by the victim that 
he had been assaulted by a ;emale in the neighborhood. According to 
the victim, the suspect approached him in his backyard. The suspect 
who is the victim's neighbor claimed that the victim's son had been 
bothering and threatening the suspect's son. The victim states it is 
actually the suspect's son who is causing the problems. The victim 
says he and his wife had been friends with the suspect, as had their 
sons, but numerous arguments have broken out and they are no longer 
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friendly with her. On this particular day, the victim claims th~t he 
turned away from the suspect to enter hi s house when the suspect Pl cked 
up a shovel lying on the ground and threw it at him. He was stru~k ~n 
the back and claims to be in great pain as a result. When the vlctlm 
was hit he cri ed out and hi s son ran out of the house. The vi ctim ' s son 
saw the suspect running out of the yard. 

The victim called the po~ice to report the incident. The police 
went to the suspect I shouse. She admi tted a verbal argument had 
occurred over the threats being made against her son. However, she 
denied throwing the shovel. The police arrested the suspect and after 
a record check found she has no prior record. 

The victim was x-rayed by his family doctor, who di2~nosed his 
condition as "lower back syndrome. 1I One week after the ~ilcident, the 
victim claims he is still having back pains and he has missed several 
days of work. 

Case ~!o. 28 

The police responded to a call from a thirty-year old m?le: When 
they arrived at the victim's house, they were told by the Vlctl~ that 
he had been assaulted by a female in the neighborhood. Accordlng to 
the victim the suspect approached him in his backyard. The suspect, 
who the vi~tim only recognized from the neighborhood, claimed that the 
v'ictim's son had been bothering and threatening the suspect's son. The 
vi ctim den ~ ed the a 11 eoati on and the suspect became adamant. The 
victim claims that he turned awav from the suspect to ent2r his house 
when the suspect pi cked up a shO\~e 1 lyi ng on the ground and threw it at 
him. He was struck in the back and claims to be in great pa~n as a 
result. When the victim was hit he cried out and his son ran out of the 
house. He saw the suspect running out of the yard. 

The victim called the police to report the incident. The police 
went to i.: e suspect I shouse. She admitted a verbal ar9ument had 
occurred over the threats being made against her son. However, she 
denied throwing the shovel. The police arrested the suspect and after 
a record check found she has no pl'i or record. 

The victim was x-rayed by his family doctor, who diagnosvd his 
condition as IIl ower back syndrGmp ." One \'I'eek after the incident the 
victim claims he is still having back pains and he has missed several 
days of work. 

Case No. 3A 

While on routine patrol, the police observed a female in her mid­
forties on the sidewalk. They pulled up to investigate and noticed a 
male running away from the female. The female shouted "~e hit. me" at 
which time the police chased the suspect and apprehended hlm two blocks 
away_ The oolice returned to the victim. She identif.ied tile suspect 
end told toe police that she was vlalking down the sldewalk when he 
approached her and shouted "I'm going to get you. 1I He then puncheu her 
in the face and she fell tc the ground. The victim states she ~sed to 
.llte the suspect, but she has no idea vlhy he struck her. She says he 
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has never assaulted her prior to thlS lncident. 

The victim was transported to the emergency room, where she was 
treated for lacerations to the face, and released. 

The suspect made no statement. His prior record consists of a 
misdemeanor assault three years prior to this incident for which he 
received probation; a robbery two years ago ft. .. which he served one 
year in jail~ a drug charge ten months ago for which he was sent to an 
out-patient drug program; and a disorderly conduct charge two months 
ago which was dismissed. 

Case No. 38 

Whiie on routine patrol, the police observed a female in her mid­
forties on the sidewalk. They pulled up to investigate and noticed a 
male run.'ling away from the female. The female shouted "he hit me" at 
which time the police chased the suspect and apprehended him two blocks 
away. The police returned to the victim. She identified the suspect 
and told the police that she was walking down the sidewalk when he 
approached her and shouted II 11m going to get you. II He then punched her 
in the face and she fell to tr~ ground. The victim states she has never 
seen the suspect before. 

The victim was transported to the emergency room, where she was 
treated for lacerations to the face, and released. 

The ~uspect made no statement. His prior record consists Gf a 
misdemeanor assault three years prior to this incident for whch he 
received probation; a robbery two years ago for v.hich he served Goe 
year in j?il; a drug charge ten months ago for which he was sent to an 
out-patLoit drug program; and a disorderly ('cr:duct charge two i.orths 
ago which was dismissed. 

Case No. 4A 

The police responded to a radio call to inv~stigate a disturbance 
outside a local bar. When the police arrived, they found a twenty­
eight year old female with knife wounds on her face and right hand. 
She told them that she was stabbed by a man she had met for the first 
time earlier that night in the bar. ~hile in the bar, she had engaged 
in a conversation with him, but as he continued to drinl h~ LeLd~e loud 
and insulting. She told him to leave her alone. He left her table and 
proceeded to the bar where he had a couple more drinks prior to 
leaving. When she left a little while later, she saw the man outside 
the bar. He approached her and she told him to 1 eave. When he 
continued to come towards her, she shoved him oViay. He then pulled a 
knife and cut her hand dnd face. 

The pol ice drove the viet im to the emergency room, where she 
received six stitches in th~ face. The i'il'unds to the hand we!"(l 
superfi ci a 1. The fW 1 i ell returlled to the bar to search for the suspect. 
They apprehended a male who fit thp description given by the victim a 
few blocks from the bar. The ~USPf'ct was intoxicated ,~nd made no 
statement~, to thl' policp. He was arrested and later ider 4 1fied by the 
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victim by photograph. 

The suspect's prior record includes a disorderly conduct charqe 
to wrich he pled guilty and received a fine two years prior to this 
incident and a misdemeanor assault charge one year pr!or to which he 
pled guilty and received time served. 

Case No. 4B 

The police responded to a radio call to investigate a disturbance 
outside a local bar. When the police arrived, they found a twenty­
eight year old female with knife wounds on her face and right hand. 
She told them her husband stabbed her after she left the bar. They had 
been in the bar earlier that night and he became loud and insulting as 
he continued to drink. She told him to leave her alone. He left her 
tab 1 e and proceeded to the bar, where he had a coup 1 e more dri nks pri or 
to leaving. When she left a little while later, ShE saw her husband 
cJtside the bar. He approached her and she told him to leave. When he 
continued to come towards her, she shoved him away. He then pulled a 
knifE anj cut her hand and face. 

The police drme the victim to the emergency room where she 
received six stitches in the face. The wounds to the hand were 
superficial. The police returned to the bar to search for the suspect. 
They apprehended a male who fit the description given by the victim. 
Th,~ Silc:r"ct was intoxicated and made no statements to the police. He 
hdS arr'~st~d and later identified by the victim by photograph. 

T~~ s~spect's prior record includes a disorderly conduct charge 
to ~hi~h he pled guilty and received a fine two years prior to this 
inciJe~t, and a misde2eanor assault charge one year prior to which he 
pled g~ilty and received ti~e served. 

Upon n:ceiving a ca 11 from a ... c;r)n reporting an assault, the 
police arr-i~ed at the woman's house. They found a female with bruises 
on her face and a male smashing dishes in the kitchen. The victim told 
the police that her husband had been drinking sinCE he arrived home 
from h'crk se>'era 1 hours ear 1 i er. She asked him to s tcp dri nk i ng but he 
cn1y becar.:e more irritated and abusive. He said that she was the 
reason he had to drink so much because all she d~d was nag. At that 
p€ "i nt hE' s:"'dsh"?d a di sh and thr"e,w it at her. She ducked and then he 
began punching tier in the face. She ran and called the police. 

The pel lee arrested the suspect \,ho was too intoxicated to 
r~sr(nd clearly to th~ir q~estions. A check of the suspect's record 
rE~~aled two prier dr~nk driving convictions. 

Case No. 52 

The police r!:c£:ived a disturbance call about a loud argulI:ent in 
prcsess at a neighbor's house. When they went to investigate, they 
krcd.ed at the d:Jur dnd a r.;ale responded "go away." The police again 
iCe~tified theoselves and after several minutes a male answered the 
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doo:. He .to1d them there was no problem, but they said they would have 
to lnvestlgate a complaint call. He reluctantly let them in and thp.y 
observed a female lying on the ground with blood stains on her back and 
chest. They asked her what happened and she said her husband beat her 
wit~ a bat after they got in a verbal argument over their children. He 
C1alme? tha~ she attacked ~im wJth a kitchen knife and he was only 
defendlng hlmse1f. The pollce dld not observe a knife in the vicinity 
of the suspect or victim. 

The police arrested the suspect and transported the victim to the 
hospital. She was admitted for internal injuries and a cracked rib. 

The suspect's record includes two prior felony assaults which 
were dismissed in the last year; a prior rape which was reduced to a 
sexual abuse for which he received probation several years aao· and a 
prior misdemeanor assault for which he received time served' a few 
months ago. 

Two central questions were addressed in our analyses. First, did the 
relationship between the parties (if any) affect the way prosecutors responded to 
the cases? Second, were there differences among the sites in their reactions to 
the case,s? In address i ng th~se. questi ons, three key responses were ii.na lyzed. How 
often dld the prosecutors lndlcate they would accept the case for pre.secution? 
How ~tr0ng did they rate the case? How did they predict the case wuuld ultimately 
be dlSposed? The reasons prosecutors gave for responding to each of these three 
questions were then examined to understand why they responded as they did. 

Non-Stra..!!E,er Compared with Stranger-to-Stranger Cases 

A tota 1 Of. 90 prosecut.ors (44 to case set A and 46 to case set B) responded 
to the hypothet 1 ca 1 s. The fl rs t four cases presented to the prosecutors ((,nta i ned 
~lmi1ar facts except that in one version of the case the parties were related while 
1n the other they were strangers. Did prosecutors react differently to the n0n­
stranger cases? We found very small differences between their responses to the 
hypothetical non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases for any of the three key 
responses (Table IV-I). Most prosecutors stated they would accept both the non­
stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases for prosecution. Non-stranger as well as 
stranger-to-stranger cases resulted in evenly divided ratings on (werall case 
strength -- approximately one-third of the cases were rated by the prosecutors as 
stron~, on~-third moderate, and on.e-third weak. Finally, regardh:>~s f·f the 
relatlonsh1p, most prosecutors pred1cted that the case would result in d gJi1ty 
plea, but a minority of prosecutors predicted dismissals or trials. . 

Although the combined set of cases yielded little differrnre betw~~n the 
trea tment of non-s tranger versus s tranger-to-s tranger cases, the qups t i rr: t'e­
mained whether some of the individual hypothetical cases resulted in ditfer~ntial 
treatmen~. That is~ given a particular set of circumstances, did the relati0n~hip 
make ? d~f!erence 1n the prosecutors' t'esponses? Comparing theil' r'E\'irtic,ns to 
e~ch lndlyld~a) non-s~ranger versus stranger-ta-stranger case, ~e found statis­
t1cally slgnlflcant dlffcrences only in thelr filing decision in Ca5.1.'S 1 dr:d 2 and 
in their prediction of the outcome in Case 4. Differences in the tr'Pl1tml'nt 0f Ca'.p 
3 were very minimal (Tables IV-2, 3, 4, and 5). The differerices we did find fJihd 
to follow any consistent pattern. In Case I proSf'cutors ~;tdt('d !hc:r' wn,dd r.'..!rr 
often file the non-stranger case for prosecution than the ~,trl1!;q\.'r~t\"-,tf',H:ql1r 
case, while in Case 2 they more often accepted the stl'angt1 r'-to-str'JliYf't' (,h\} tilan 
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TABLE 1\1-1 
TREATMENT OF NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER 

CASES -- ALL SITES 

Non-Stranger* Stranger-to-Stranger* 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 86% 
N=178 

85% 
N=181 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 

PREOICTED(c) 
OUTCOME 

(a) N.S. 
(b) N.S. 
(c) N.S. 

* 

Strong 
Moderate 
Weak 

Dismissed 
Guilty Plea 
Trial 

31% 
38% 
31% 

N=176 

12% 
70% 
18% 

N=178* 

39% 
37% 
24% 

N=180 

8% 
63% 
29% 

N=182* 

The first four cases were used to compare the treatment of non-stranger cases 
with stranger-to-stranger cases. A total of 44 prosecutors responded to Case 
Set A which contained three non-stranger (3 x 44 = 132 total cases), and one 
stranger-to-stranger case (1 x 44 = 44 total cases), while 46 prosecutors re­
sponded to Case Set B which contained one non-stranger case (1 x 46 = 46 total 
cases) and three stranger-to-stranger cases (3 x 46 = 138 total cases) for a 
total of 178 non-stranger cases and 182 stranger-to-stranger cases. Variable 
Ns appear in this table due to the exclusion of "don't know" responses and in­
camp '/ etes. 
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TABLE IV-2 
TREATMENT OF NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER 

CASES -- ALL SiTES, CASE 1 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 

PREDICTED(c) 
OUTCOME 

Strong 
Moderate 
Weak 

Dismissed 
Guilty Plea 
Trial 

Missing Data 

(a) x2 = 5.09; df = 1; p = .025 

(b) N.S. 
(c) N.S. 

Non-Stranger 

84% 
N=44 

5% 
41% 
54% 

N=44 

12% 
74% 
14% 

N=43 
1 case 

TABLE IV-3 

Stranger-to-Stranger 

63% 
N=46 

4% 
33% 
63% 

N=46 

17% 
67% 
16% 

N=45 
1 case 

TREATMENT OF NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER 
CASES -- ALL SITES, CASE 2 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 

PREDICTED(c) 
OUTCOME 

Strong 
Moderate 
Weak 

Missing Data 

Dismissed 
Gui lty Plea 
Trial 

Missing Data 

(a) x2 = 4.138; df = 1; p = .05 

(b) N.S. 
(c) N.S. 

Non-Stranger 

64% 
N=44 

12% 
42% 
46% 

N=43 
1 case 

17% 
54,~ 

29% 
N=41 

3 cases 
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Stranger-to-Stranger 

83% 
N=46 

18% 
55% 
27% 

N=45 
1 case 

11% 
67% 
22% 

N=46 
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TABLE IV-4 
TREATMENT OF NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER 

CASES -- ALL SITES, CASE 3 

Non-Stranger Stranger-to-Stranger 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 98% 100% 
N=44 N=46 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 
Strono 52% 67% Moderate 43% 28% 
~~eak 5% 5% 

N=44 N"'46 

PREDICTEO(c) Dismissed 4% 2% 
QUTCOt·iE Gui lty Plea 75% 61% Trial 21% 37% 

N=44 N=46 

(a) N.S. 
(b) N.S. 
(c) N.S. 

TABLE IV-5 
TREATMENT OF NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER 

CASES -- ALL SITES, CASE 4 

WOULP tILt CHARGES(a) 

CASE ~TREr~GTH(b) 

PKED IeTED( c) 
O(jTCO:'~E 

(a) N.S. 
(b) tL S. 

r·1i ss ing Data 

Strong 
t'loderate 
v,'eak 

:·1issinq Data 

Dismissed 
Gui lty Plea 
Trial 

:·1 iss in g Da t a 

(c) ) = 9.01?'; df = 2; p ;; .C5 

Non-Stranger 

96% 
N=46 

53% 
31% 
16% 

N=45 
1 case 

11% 
75% 
14% 

N=44 
2 cases 
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Stranger-to-Strang~r 

95% 
N=43 

1 case 

65% 
28% 

7% 
N=43 

1 case 

2% 
58% 
40% 

N=43 
1 case 

i) 

f) 

'f, 

,t 

the non-stranger case. These deci s ions were apparently made independently of 
their evaluations of case strength and predictions of ultimate outcomes since 
these factors did not vary substantially between the non-stranger and stranger­
to-stranger version of either Case 1 or Case 2. In Case 4, there were significant 
differences only in the prosecutors' predicted outcomes -- although over one-half 
to three-fourths of all the prosecutors predicted guilty pleas in both the non­
stranger and stranger-to-stranger case, dismissals were predicted more often in 
the non-stranger case and trials in the stranger-to-stranger case. 

Apparently whether the parties were described as related or not did affect 
the treatment of some of the hypotheti ca 1 cases, however, with on ly four cases, it 
is difficult to determine which circumstances critically affected their deci­
sions. The reasons prosecutors gave for their decisions were not substantially 
different across cases; generally, they cited the lack of independent witnesses, 
lack of evidence, insubstantial injuries, and lack of credibility in victim's 
story. Even though some individual cases resulted in differential treatment of 
non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases, it is important to note that this 
occurred only in certain responses to individual cases. As a whole, there were no 
substantial differences in the treatment of non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger 
cases and certainly there was not a general tendency to less often file non­
stranger cases, to rate them substantially weaker than other cases, or to be mot'e 
pessimistic about their eventual outcome -- a finding that is somewhat surprising 
given previous literature and the actual outcomes of non-stranger violenc~ cases 
in our sites. 

In the fifth case given to prosecutors we presented two versions of very 
different types of "domestic" cases -- in Case 5A the incident occurred while the 
husband was drunk and the injury consisted of bruises, while in Case 5B a knife was 
employed during a much more violent attack which resulted in internal injuries and 
a cracked ri b. In the former case the perpetrator had on ly two pri or drunk dri vi n9 
charges, while in the latter the prior record consisted of numerous violent acts. 
Comparing the responses of the prosecutors, we found significant differences in 
their filing decisions and predictions of the ultimate outcome but not in their 
evaluations of case strength (Table IV-6). Prosecutors stated they would less 
often file the more minor assault case and they more often predicted dismissals 
than in the more serious assault case. However, eVl2n the less serious case 
resulted in four-fifths of the prosecutors stating a willingness to file charges 
and one-half of the prosecutors predicting the outcome would be a guilty plea. 
Thus, the relatively minor incident was not generally shunned by the prosecutors, 
nor foreseen as doomed to fail in the court system -- again, a somewhat surprising 
finding, given previous research and speculations that relatively minor "domes­
ti c" cases are nc', taken seri ous ly by prosecutors. 

Site Differences 

Two central questions were addressed in analyzing site differences. First, 
were there differences among the prosecutors within each site in their response to 
non-stranger as compared with stranger-to-stranger cases. f'or example, di d 
Charlotte prosecutors treat non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases differ­
ently? We found only minor variations in the responses of prosecutors in any of 
the sites; none of the differences approached statistical significance (see 
Tables 1,2,3, and 4, Appendix D). However, our second central question -- were 
there differences among the sites in their res~0nse to the cases -- did yield 
significant differences. W£:' examined site diff.;'ences in the treatment of all 
cases and differences in their handling of non-stranger as compared with stranger-

-63-



Fa Q 5 

r , 
r 

TABLE IV-6 
TREATMENT OF CASE 5 -- ALL SITES 

Case 5A 

~OULD FILE CHARGES(a) 81% 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 

PREDICTED(c) 
OUTCrnE 

(a) x2 = 4.708; 
(b) N.S. 

( c) x2 = 8.153; 

df = 

df = 

Missing Data 

Strong 
Moderate 
Weak 

Missing Data 

Dismissed 
Gui lty Plea 
Trial 

Missing Data 

l' P = .05 , 

2' p = .025 , 
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N=42 
2 cases 

53% 
30% 
17% 

N=40 
4 cases 

36% 
51% 
13% 

N=39 
5 cases 

Case 5B 

96% 
N=46 

52% 
35% 
13% 

N=46 

15% 
49% 
36% 

N=41 
5 cases 

I 1/ 

rt. 

to-stranger cases (Table IV-7 and Table IV-8). Similar findings persisted for 
both the combined case analysis and the comparison of non-stranger with stranger­
to-stranger cases. Fi rst, a lthough most prosecutors stated that they wou 1 d accept 
the case for prosecution, slightly more prosecutors in Brooklyn and Charlotte 
answered affirmatively for all five cases and for non-stranger as compared with 
stranger-to-stranger cases. Minneapolis prosecutors most often replied that they 
would reject non-stranger cases for filing. Secondly, Brooklyn prosecutors were 
much more 1 ike ly to eva 1 uate the cases as weak or moderate than those in Charlotte, 
Los Angeles, and Minneapolis and again this WetS true for all five cases as well as 
the comparison of non-stranger with stranger-to-stranger cases. Third, guilty 
pleas were predicted by the majority of all the prosecutors everywhere except in 
Charlotte, where trials ~~ere anticipated much mere frequently -- for all the 
cases, trials were predicted almost half the time, while in the stranger-to­
stranger cases they were anticipated over 60% of the time, two to three times more 
often than in any other site. These findings, coupled with the lack of statistical 
difference between the processing of non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases 
across sites, suggest that the relationship between the parties (if any) was not 
a criti ca 1 factor in the prosecutors I deci s ions about the hypotheti ca 1 cases. 
Rather, they were reponding to all the cases in consistEnt patterns -- patterns 
that differed substantially among the sites. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Perhaps the most surprising result of our analyses of the hypothetical cases 
was that the prosecutors did not treat non-stranger violence cases substantially 
differently than stranger-to-stranger cases. Although some variations occurred 
in individual cases, there was no strong or consistent pattern to their responses, 
and particularly there was no general tendency to treat non-stranger cases less 
seriously than other cases, nor to be more pessimistic about their eventual 
outcome. 

How do these results compare with actual outcomes of cases in the sites? The 
hypothetical cases yielded more optimistic predictions of case outcomes than the 
actual outcomes we found in the lower courts in Charlotte and Los Angeles, and more 
pessimistic predictions in Minneapolis.* In the last chapter we reported that 
non-stranger cases in Charlotte resulted in dismissals 68% of the time, 54% of the 
time in los Angeles, and 7% of the time in Minneapolis, and yet prosecutors in the 
hypothetical cases predicted the non-stranger hypothetical cases would be 
dismissed only 14% of the time in Charlotte, 5% of the time in Los Angeles, and 21% 
of the time in Minneapolis. Only in Minneapolis did the hypothetical outcomes 
correspond with the actual outcomes and then the tendency was to predict more 
dismissals for the hypothetical non-stranger cases than for the actual cases in 
our sample. 

Why the large discrepancy between th,~ hypothetical outcomes and the reality 
in Los Angeles and Charlotte? Two explanations appear feasible. First, the 
hypothet i ca 1 cases appeared stronger to the prosecutors than the actua 1 cases they 
processed in our sample. This is certainly possible, as five cases cannot 
represent the entire universe of non-stranger cases processed in any jurisdic-

*-< -Recall that the tlrooklyn lower court was not the focus of the data collected for 
the present research, therefore compari sons with 1 m.,.er court outcomes are not 
possible. 
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TABLE IV-7 
TREATMENT OF ALL CASES AMONG SITES 

Los Angeles Brookl,ln Minneaeolis Charlotte 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 83% 93% 74% 95% 
N=199 N=123 N=70 N=55 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 
Strong 44% 19% 47% 47% 
Moderate 36% 42% 30% 36% 
Weak 20% 39% 23% 16% 

N=196 N=121 N=70 N=55 

PREDICTED( c) Dismissed 9% 16% 16% 15% 
OUTCOME Guilty Plea 62% 74% 69% 39% 

Tri al 29% 11% 16% 46% 
N=187* N=121* N=70* N=54* 

(a) x2 = 16.85; df = 1; p = .005 

(b) x2 = 30.38; df = 6; p = .005 

(c) x2 = 35.72; df = 6; p = .005 

* A total of.ll prosecutors responded to the five cases in Charlotte (55 total 
cases), .40 1n Los Angeles (200 total cases), 14 in Minneapolis (70 total cases), 
and 25 1n Brooklyn (125 total cases). Variable Ns appear ;n this table due to 
the exclusion of Udon't knowlI responses and incompletes. 
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TABLE IV-8 
TREATMENT OF NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER 

CASES AMONG SITES 

Non-Stranger 

Los Angeles Brookl,ln Minneapolis Charlotte 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 77% 98% 75% 100% 
N=78 N=49 N=28 N=23 

Strong 36% 15% 36% 39% 
CASE STRENGTH(b) Moderate 40% 40% 29% 48% 

Weak 24% 45% 35% 13% 
N=77 N=48 N=28 N=23 

PREDICTED(c) ~ismissed 5% 12% 2.L% 14% 
Gui lty Plea 68% 83% 72); 45% OUTCOME Trial 27% 5% 7/. 41% 

N=74* N=48* N=28* N=22* 

(a) x2 = 17.07; df = l' p = .005 , 

(b) x2 = 14.45; df = 6; p = .025 
( c) x2 = 23.76; df = 6; P = .005 

* The first four cases were used to compare the treatment of non-stranger with 
stranger-to-stranger cases. Case Set A contained three non-stranger cases and 
one stranger-to-stranger case, while Case Set 8 contained one non-stranger case 
and three stranger-to-stranger cases. In Los Angeles, 19 prosecutors responded 
to Case Set A, 21 to Case Set B, for a total of 78 non-stranger and 82 stranger­
to-stranger cases. In Brooklyn, 12 prosecutors responded to Case Set A, 13 to 
Case Set B, for a total of 49 non-stranger and 50 stranger-to-stranger cases. 
In Minneapolis, seven prosecutors rp~ponded to Case Set A and seven to Case Set 
B, for a total of 28 non-stranger and 28 stranger-to-stranger cases. In Charlotte, 
six prosecutors responded to Case Set A, five tD Case Set B, for a total of 23 
non-stranger cases and 21 stranger-to-stranger cases. Variable Ns appear in the 
table due to the exclusion of "don't know" responses and incompletes. 
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TABLE IV-8 (CONTINUED) 

Stranger-to-Stranger 

Los Angeles Brooklyn 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 84% 90% 
N=82 N=50 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 
Strong 44% 24% 
Moderate 32% 42% 
Weak 24% 34% 

N=81 N=50 

Dismissed 9% 8% PREDICTED{c) 
OUTCOME Guilty Plea 63% 74% 

(a) N.S. 

(b) N.S. 

Trial 28% 
N=81* 

(c) x2 = 15.95; df = 6; p = .025 

18% 
N=50* 

Minneapolis 

75% 
N=28 

50% 
36% 
14% 

N=28 

7% 
71% 
22% 

N=28* 

Charlotte 
i 

91% 
N=21 

33% 
38% :1 
29% 

N=21 

10% 
28% 
62% 

N:=21 * 

* % The first four cases were used to compare the treatment of non-stranger with 
stranger-to-stranger cases. Case Set A contained three non-stranger cases and 
one stranger-to-stranger case, while Case Set B contained one non-stranger case 
and three stranger-to-stranger cases. In Los Angeles, 19 prosecutors responded 
to C~5G Set A, 21 : J Case Set B, for a total of 78 non-stranger and 82 stranger­
to-stranger cases. In Brooklyn, 12 prosecutors responded to Case Set A, 13 to 
Case Set B, for a total of 49 non-stranger and 50 stranger-to-stranger cases. 
In Minneapolis, seven prosecutors responded to Case Set A and seven to Case Set 
B, for a total of 28 non-stranger and 28 stranger-to-stranger cases. In Charlotte, 
six prosecutors responded to Case Set A, five to Case Set B, for a total of 23 
non-stranger cases and 21 stranger-to-stranger cases. Variable Ns appear in the 
table due to the exclusion of "don't know" responses and incompletes. 
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tion. Second, prosecutors may have exaggerated their potential treatment of the 
non-stranger cases, because they wer~ aware that we were studying such cases.* 
Again, this is a plausible explanation, however, during our many months of data 
collection in each site our presence had become accepted and rather routine. 
Prosecutors were told that this was a final phase of our research, only one part 
of our "study" of their site; therefore their motivation to exaggerate their 
perceptions of the non-stranger cases were not as strong as it may have been in a 
"one-shot" glimpse of their jurisdiction. Certainly. during the course of our 
other data co11ection efforts, particularly the court observations, prosecutors 
were more than willing to present their views on the problems they encounter with 
successfully prosecuting non-stranger violence cases and the major weaknesses 
these cases frequently present. Consequently, we feel it is unlikely that their 
anonymous responses to the hypothetical cases were largely exaggerated to make 
them appear more optimistic about non-stranger cases than they actually felt. 
Therefore, it is likely the first explanation is more plausible -- the non­
stranger hypothetical cases appeared stronger to the prosecutors, at least in 
Charlotte and Los Angeles, than the actual cases they encountered. Even so, there 
were important site differences in their responses to the hypotheticals. 

The same cases presented to the prosecutors in the sites did not yield the 
same results. Brooklyn prosecutors were much more likely to rate all the cases, 
including both non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger, as weak or moderate yet 
they were very likely to predict guilty pleas Charlotte prosecutors thought the 
cases were stronger, yet predicted l.;lcit cases would go to trial much more often 
than prosecutors elsewhere. These findings suggest that the decision whether to 
file charges, evaluations of case strength and predictions regarding ultimate 
outcomes are not highly correlated in Brooklyn and Charlotte. In Los Angeles and 
Minneapolis, prosecutors thought as a whole the cases were about evenly divided in 
strength, overall the cases were rated as strong about one-third of the time, as 
moderate one-third of the time, and as weak one-third of the time although 
individual cases varied somewhat. In both Los Angeles and Minneapolis, guilty 
pleas were most commonly predicted although Minneapolis prosecutors more often 
thought non-stranger cases would result in dismissals than prosecutors in other 
sites. 

Our findings indicate that the most critical differences in the responses to 
the hypothet i ca 1 s was not between non-stranger as compared with stranger-to­
stranger cases but among our sites in their reactions to all cases. That is, the 
same case was not perceived similarly among the sites. This suggests that the 
prosecutors within the individual sites share some common notions about how strong 
cases are and how cases would be disposed of in their site -- notions which vary 
in consistent patterns fram site to site. (Rosett & Cressey (1976) discuss these 
shared norms and expectations in terms of local "subcultures of justice.") 

* The extent to which individual prosecutors knew the purpose of the study varied 
--,some had seen our analysts in court or usi~g the files and had engaged in 
conversations about the purposes of the research. Others were fairly distant from. 
our data collection efforts and may have held only vague notions about the 
research. In either event, when the hypotheticals were administered, prosecutors 
were simply told we were interested in their perceptions of how the set of cases 
would be processed in their jurisdiction -- our interest in non-stranger cases 
was not discussed. 
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V: IMPACT ON THE VICTIM AND RENEWED VIOLENCE 

In this chapter we explore the impact of the violent incident on non-stranger 
victims and the frequency of renewed violence between the parties several weeks 
after the incident, and again two and one-half years later. In Lharlotte, Los 
Angeles, and Minneapolis two questions were addressed. First, what trauma was 
endured by the victim during a two-to-three month period after the incident? 
Second, how did the courtls response affect the likelihood of renewed problems, 
especiany violent ones, between the parties. In Brooklyn, we Wf=re ab'le to 
examine the impact over a longer peri od -- two and one-half years after the 
incident -- by reinterviewing respondents from an earlier study and checking 
rearrest records. We found that for a significant minority of victims, problems, 
sometimes violent ones, are continuing long after the case has been closed by the 
criminal justice system. 

Short-term Problems 

Victimsl problems. We asked victims in our court and mediated sample if they 
experienced specific problems at any time during two-to-three months after the 
incident. Victims were asked the following: 

• Has the injury caused you any problems? [If yes, 
is it a major or minor problem for you?] 

• Have you experienced any nervousness or lack of 
sleep? [If yes, is it a major or minor problem 
for you?] 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Have you had any problems dealing with friends or 
family as a result of this incident? [If yes, is 
it a major or minor problem for you?] 

Has the incident caused you any financial prob­
lems? [If yes, is it a major or minor problem for 
you?] 

Have other peop 1 e suggested that you were to 
blame for the crime? [If yes,' is this a major or 
minor problem for you?] 

Do you feel responsible for the crime? [If yes, 
is this a major or minor problem for you?] 

Do you fear revenge from ? [If yes, 
is this a major or minor problem for you?] 

-70-

:" 

• Do you feel less safe in your home? [If yes, is 
it a major or minor ~roblem?] 

• Are there any other problems as a result of the 
incident? [If yes, are they major or minor?] 
SPECIFY. 

Many victims reported problems following the incident in both the court and 
mediated samples. Most commonly mentioned were problems associated with 
increased nervousness -- over half of both the mediated and court victims told us 
nervousness was a problem, with many stating it was a major one. Among the victims 
whose cases were disposed of in the court system, they most frequently endured the 
following problems: nervousness (56%), financial problems (35%), fear of revenge 
(29%), concerns about their safety (28%), family problems (27%), other problems 
(13%), being blamed for the incident (11%), and feeling responsible for the 
incident (8%) (Table V-I). Victims whose cases were diverted tt alternative 
mediation programs reported problems in the same proportions as those in the court 
sample and the leading problem was again nervousness (56%), although the types of 
prob lerns most often experi enced vari ed somewhat -- nervousness (56%), fear of 
revenge (41%), concerns about safety (36%), financial problems (27%), family 
problems (23%), other problems (14%), feeling responsible for the incldent (9%), 
being blamed for the incident (8%). When victims experienced problems, they more 
often reported that the prob 1 em was "maj or" as opposed to "mi nor" . It is 
interesting to note that in both the court and mediation samples few victims 
reported that they either felt responsible for the incident or were blamed for its 
occurrence -- a finding that is somewhat surprising given previous literature 
whi ch suggests non-stranger vi ctims frequently bel i eve, or are tol d, they 
contributed to the assault. On the other hand, we found a large number of victims 
who experienced n2rvousness as a major problem -- nervousness that often extended 
beyond the circumstances of the actual assault and individual perpertrator into 
their daily lives, thus creating an environment of general vulnerability and fear. 
Some of the problems frequently mentioned are illustrated in these comments: 

Nervousness 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Financial 
• 
• 
• 

"I donlt sleep much." 
"Il m afraid of everything now." 
"Il m always depressed and upset." 
"Il m afraid helll hurt my son." 

Problems 
II I had to come to court and mi ss work [pay]." 
"I had to sell the car to pay for medical bills." 
"I lost my job because of it." 

Fears Revenge 
• "I think hels out to get me. I thought about 

killing him but I donlt want to go to jail." 

• 

• 

"He wants to take it out on me -- he I s very 
unpleasant to be around." 

"Heis got the kids now. 11m afraid what he win 
do to them because of what happened." 
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TABLE V-I 
PROBLEMS FOLLOWING VICTIMJZATION 

Court Sample 

Nervousness - 56% 
(N=12S) 

1
7inancial - 35% 

(N=12S) 

Fears Revenge - 29% 
(N=12S) 

Concerns About 
Safety - 2S% 

(N=12B) 

Family Problems - 27% 
(N=12S) 

Other Problems - 13% 
(N=12B) 

Blamed for Incident - 11% 
(N=127)* 

Fee1s Responsible 
for Incident - B% 

(N=127)* 

* Data missing on one case. 

Major-65% 
Minor-35% 

Major-5S% 
Minor-42% 

Major-52% 
Minor-4S% 

Major-B1% 
Minor-19% 

Major-67% 
Minor-33% 

Major-SO% 
~j;nor-20% 

Major-31% 
Mi nor··69% 

Major-57% 
Minor-43% 
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r~ediated Sample 

Nervousness - 56% 
(N=66) 

Financial - 27% 
(N=66) 

Fears Revenge - 41% 
(N=66) 

Concerns About 
Safety - 36% 

(N=66) 

Family Problems - 23% 
(N=65)* 

Other Problems - 14% 
(N=66) 

Blamed for Incident - B% 
(N=65)* 

Feels Responsible 
for Incident - 9% 

(N=66) 

-~------ -----

Major-54% 
Mi nor-96% 

Major-7B% 
Minor-22% 

Major-59% 
Minor-41% 

Major-67% 
Minor-33% 

Major-57% 
Minor-43% 

Major-S9% 
Minor-ll% 

Major-20% 
Minor-BO% 

Major-23% 
Minor-77% 
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Family Problems 
• "A 11 my fami ly stays away now. II 

• "Il m afraid to tell my family. 
much anymore." 

We don I t ta 1 k 

• "I can't have family or friends over." 

Concerns About Safety 
• "He ' s -so unpredictab-leWhe-n he ddnks." 
• liMy kids and I are afraid of him." 

Among our sites, victims in Los Angeles reported more problems than those in 
Charlotte or Minneapolis, while those in Minneapolis reported the fewest number of 
problems (Table V-2). Although Los Angeles court victims endured more severe 
trauma than those elsewhere, Los Angeles mediation victims did not report more 
problems than their counterparts in Minneapolis. Rather, Los Angeles victims in 
the mediated sample reported some types of problems more often than Minneapolis 
victims and some types less often. None of the differences were large or 
statistically signifi.cant except for problems with nervousness which Los Angeles 
victims reported much more frequently than Minneapolis victims and victims ' 
increased concerns about their safety -- in this instance, Minneapolis victims 
more frequently had problems (Appendix E, Table 1). 

Problems with the other part~. In addition to the general problems victims 
experienced after the crime, we lnquired about any problems they had or were 
experiencing with the other party during the two-to-three months since their case 
was disposed in court or mediation. A total of 22% of the non-stranger victims in 
Los Angeles, Minneapolis and Charlotte reported renewed problems with the other 
party in the court sample and 15~~ in ttie mediation sample reported problems. Of 
those reporting problems, the most frequently mentioned were arguing and 
fighting; also reported were financial and drinking problems. In each site, 
approximately one-half of the victims reported violent problems. Among our sites, 
a significantly higher proportion of Charlotte victims in the court sample 
reported problems after the incident than did those in Los Angeles and Minneapolis 
(Table V-3); only slight differences which were not significant emerged in the 
mediation sample -- 22% of the 32 Minneapolis victims reported problems as 
compared with 10% of the 41 Los Angeles victims. 

Based on previous literature, we believed that the closer the relationship 
between the part i es, the greater the 1 i ke 1 i hood of cont i nued prob 1 ems. Therefore, 
we examined the incidence of renewed problems among those involved in domestic 
relationshjps among the court sample'k (husband, wife; boyfriend, girlfriend; 
nuclear family members) and found a slightly higher rate of renewed problems __ 
2B% -- than for the entire population of non-strangers (24%). Again, more 
Charlotte victims (32%) were experiencing problems than those in Los Angeles (16%) 
and Minneapolis (25%) -- the differences approached statistical significance 
(p=.lO). Thus, in all the sites a sizable minority of victims continued to 

* The number of victims involved in the domestic relationships among the mediated 
sample was 20% (N=21). Comparisons between Minneapolis and Los Angeles were not 
possible due to the small number of domestic violence victims in Los Angeles 
(N=5). 
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TABLE V-2 
PROBLEMS FOLLOWING VICTIMIZATION 

DIFFERENCES AMONG THE SITES -- COURT SAMPLE 

(a) x2 = 18.83, df = 4, p = .005 

(b) x2 = 13.42, df = 4, p = .01 

(c) N.S. (Data missing on one Minneapolis case) 
(d) x2 = 14.61, df = 4, p = .01 (Data missing on one Minneapolis case) 
(e) N.S. 
(f) N.S. (Data missing on one Minneapolis case) 
(g) N.S. (Data missing on one Min~eapolis case) 
(h) N.S. (Data missing on one Minneapolis and one Los Angeles case) 
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TABLE V-3 
RENEWED PROBLEMS 

COURT SAMPLE 
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experience problems with the other party, many of which involved violence, well 
after the case was disposed of by the criminal justice system. 

Obviously, the potential for problems increases as the frequency of 
interaction increases. Among our sample of cases involving domestic relation­
ships, we found most victims (except in Minneapolis) maintained contact with 
defendants after the case was disposed. Of the 25 domestic cases in Charlotte, 23 
or 92% of the victims reported interaction with the other party since the case was 
disposed -- at the time of our interview seven were living with the defendant and 
another 16 were seeing them on a regular basis. Similarly, in Los Angeles 96% of 
the 19 domestic victims told us they were still interacting with the other party, 
including seven reporting living with the other party, eight seeing the other 
party regularly, while only four reporting no cont.act with the o~her party. More 
victims in Minneapolis reported no contact than 1n the other sltes -- of the 14 
domestic cases in Minneapolis, one-half of the victims told us they no longer see 
the other party, while three said they are living together, and four reported 
regular contact. This contrasts with the Minneapolis mediation sample where only 
three of the 16 (19%) domestic violence victims said they have never seen the. other 
party since the case was mediated, while one-half see them regularly, and f1ve ?f 
the 16 (31%) are living with the disputant. The number of Los Angele~ do~est1c 
cases from our mediated sample (N=5) is too small to make any general1zatlon. 

In addition to the frequency of contact, the nature of the relationship 
established between the parties is a good indicator of the possibility for renewed 
violence. A majority of those victims who were experiencing recurring problems 
reported previous violence i~ the relationship -- 67% (N=14 of 21). For these 
victims, a pattern of violence had been established which was not broken by the 
intervention of the criminal justice system. 

How did the criminal courts' response impact on the likelihood of renewed 
problems? Of the 75 non-stranger cases we interviewed, 31% of the victim~ whose 
cases were di smi ssed reported new prob 1 ems with the other party, compared Wl th 15% 
of the victims whose cases resulted in a guilty verdict/plea, but the difference 
was not statistically significant. Sentences were too varied and imposed in too 
few non-stranger cases to examine how the sentence affected the likelihood of 
renewed problems. We did, however, ask victims whether they believed the court 
system's response was helpful in resolving their problems with the other party. 
Even for those victims who reported problems several months after the case was 
disposed, many believed that the courtls treatment of the case was helpful or at 
least somewhat helpful in improving their relationship with the other party. Of 
the 25 domestic cases in Charlotte, 20 victims (92%) reported the court IS 
treatment was helpful or somewhat helpful, as did 14 of the 17 victims (82%) in Los 
Anqeles, and seven of the 16 victims (44%) in Minneapolis. Victims from the 
mediated sample (N=13 of 15 or 86%) in Minneapolis more frequent1y report~d that 
mediation was helpful in their relationship with the other party. (Agaln, the 
number of Los Angeles domestic cases disposed of by mediation is too small for 
comparison.) 

These findings suggest that even when the treatment afforded the case is not 
wholly effective in deterring renewed problems, it may lesse~ the frequency a~d~or 
seriousness of recurring problems. It is easy to become cynlcal about the ablllty 
of the court to change a pattern of violence, especially once the pattern bec?mes 
established, but the experiences of some victims in our sample.are ~ncoura~lng. 
Even if for only a small minority of victims, the courtls actlon ~ld t~r~lnate 
deep-rooted violent behavior for at least several months after the d1Sposltlon of 
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the case as illustrated by the following examples: 

Case 1. The victim reported at the timp 'Jf the initial interview that 
she had been beaten about the~ce and body by her husband. 
She told us this had happened Ilidny times in the past but this 
was the first time she reported it. When the victim appeared 
in court, the judge asked what she wanted the court to do in 
her ~ase. The vict~m stated she wanted her husband to stop 
beatlng her. The Judge admonished the defendant and told 
him he could go to jail for two years but he would suspend 
the sentence and he would have to pay a fine of $50. He 
further warned the defendant that if he hit his wife again he 
could be put in jail. At the time of our follow-up 
interview, the victim said she was still living with her 
husband but he had not hit her since the case "because he 
knows if he hits me again I will take him back to court and 
hels afraid of what the court mi]ht do." 

Case 2. The victim reported in the initial interview that the 
problems with her husband had been dragging on for 23 years. 
S~e said her hus.band has a drinking problem and he gets 
vl01ent when drunk. In the past, he had attacked her many 
times, once with a sledge hammer. In the present case, she 
dropped the charges but she still felt the court was helpful 
in resolving her problems with her husband because "I think 
everyone has a little bit of respect and fear of the law" and 
she believed her taking the case as far as court was engough 
to scare him. When we interviewed her several months later, 
she was still seeing her husband (on weekends, rather than 
daily) and no further violence had occurred. 

The last case example resembles numerous others, especially in Charlotte in 
which the victim dropped charges but still believed that by bringing the cas~ to 
the attention of the system they had sufficiently demonstrated to the abuser that 
they had no intention of allowing the beatings to continue. 

Con~lu~ion. In the short term follow-up interviews we found that one-quarter 
of the vlct1ms had problems after the case was decided. Many of those victims 
m?inta~ned conta~t .with the other. party and they reported arguing, fighting, 
f~nanc1al and drlnklng probl~ms.whlch plagued their relationship. The disposi­
t10n of the court cases -- d1smlssals or guilty pleas -- was not correlated with 
~he incidence of renewed problems. While many victims mentioned problems, it is 
1mportant to note that even some victims experiencing problems yiewed the 
treatment of their case as helpful in their relationship with the other party. 
~he~efore, we should not automatically assume that the persistence of problems 
lnd1cates that the courtls response had no positive results. However, given the 
number of cases involving domestic relationships in our sample it is difficult to 
make ge.neralizations. W~ can increase the certainty of our findings by comparing 
~hem W.l th those found 1 n Brook lyn where a 1 arger sample of respondents were 
lntervlewed. The Brooklyn data can also be used to examine the long-term impact 
of the courtls response. 

Long-Term Impact 

Respondents (victims and defendants) from the first year evaluation of the 
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Brooklyn Dispute Resolution Center were reinterviewed approximately 2.5 years 
after their cases were disposed. The original sample was drawn from an 
experimental sample of cases referred to the Brooklyn Dispute Resolution Center 
(N=259) and a control sample of cases forwarded to the lower criminal court 
(N=206). The control sample consisted of cases that were approved for mediation 
by the screening prosecutor, but which, as a result of a random assignment 
process, were not diverted from the ordinary prosecution process. (Refer to 
Appendix F for a more detailed description of both the first year evaluation and 
the follm'l-up study methodologies.) 

As part of the original evaluation, respondents were interviewed four months 
after their cases were disposed. At that time, a generally low incidence of 
renewed problems was found -- only· one disputant in five reported having any 
further prob 1 ems with the other party; calls to the pol i ce occurred in on ly 12% of 
the cases, and new arrests of disputants for crimes against each other occurred in 
only 4% of the cases. As we found in Charlotte, Los Angeles, and Minneapolis, 
there was a group of cases in which the likelihood of recidivism was fairly high. 
Cases characterized by strong interpersonal ties and in which the police had been 
summoned before were far more likely to result in subsequent problems, calls to 
the police, and arrests than cases which lacked these characteristics. But the 
four-month interval may not accurately reflect the future course of disputants' 
relationships; therefore, the goals of the long-term follow-up were: 

1) To determine if the rate of renewed hostilities among the 
disputants continued to be low over a longer interval of time; 

2) To ascertain whether those cases which were mediated resulted in 
a lower rate of recidivism than those which were processed 
through the court; and 

3) To develop a typology of those (.,.~$es which were least likely to be 
successfully resolved in either court or mediation and most 
likely to result in renewed hostilities. 

We gathered two types of data for the follow-up study: interviews with 
disputants and information on arrests of the disputants. The intervie\'ls and the 
arrest information were gathered at approximately the same time, an average of 2.5 
years following the case dispositions. 

We attempted interviews for those disputants with whom a four-month follow­
up interview had been conducted in the earlier study. Interviews were completed 
with 80 complainants and 45 defendants who were involved in a total of 107 (23%) 
of the original cases ~ We compared the complainants and defendantc:; who were 
interviewed with those who were not interviewed to determine whether U,..:y could be 
regarded tiS representatives. Appendix F contains a discussion of the possible 
biases of these samples. 

Information on arrests of either disputant between July 1, 1978, and May 1, 
1980, was collected for 170 (37%) of the original cases. (These cases were also 
compared with the remainder in the sample to determine if they were representative 
-- refer to Appendix F.) These data were gathered to supplement the arrest data 
obtai ned for the four-month fo 11 ow-up of the earl i er study. Unfortunately, arrest 
information was not available for an average of 3.7 months (occurring between the 
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fou~-month follow-up and July 1, 1978) in these cases.* The arrest rate for this 
penod was projected from the existing data, and these projections are included in 
the results reported here. (See Appendix F for a more thorough discussion of the 
arrest rate projections.) 

Recidi.vism rates. The follow-up study interviews revealed that only a small 
number of dlsputant~ were still ex~eriencing interpersonal problems an average of 
2.5 years after thelr cases were dlsposed. Fewer than 8% of the complainants and 
7~ of the. defenda~t~ reported that they still had problems with the other 
dlsputant ln the ongwal case. This appear.ed to result .partially from the trend 
t?war~s a less~ning of contact b~tween disputants, which was originally identi­
f~ed ln the flrst year evaluatlOn. fa the four-month interview only 58% of 
dlsputa~ts report~d r~gular contact with the other party; two years later, the 
proportlon wh? malntalned regular contact had d~clined to 42% (see Table V-4). 
The decrease ln contact occurred primarily among disputants who reported seeing 
t~e other party "weekly or monthly" on the four-month interview. But there was 
llttle.change in the proportion of disputant~ who earlier reported living together 
or seelng ~ach other dally, and most (76%) of the disputants who still maintained 
contact Wl th each other appeared to bel i eve that the others' behavi or had 
improved. T~us'.it appears that the majority of the disputants ultimately either 
resolved thelr dlfferences or ceased contact with each other. 

The f?llow-up interview~ ~l~o suggested that the number of disputants who 
~ver e~perlenced renewed hostllltles increased only slightly after the four-month 
lnter~lews. In 27% of t.he cases at least one of the two disputants reported having 
~xpen~nced problems ~lth the other at some time on the four-month follow-up 
lntervlew. By the tlme of the second follow-up interview this figure had 
increased only 6% (see Table V-5). ' 

Among our lower courts' in Charlotte, Los P,ngeles, and Minneapolis" we 
addressed the question of how the courts' response affected the incidence of 
renewed problems among the parties. We attempted to address the same issue in 
Brooklyn, i.e., whether case outcomes and sentences were correlated with renewed 
problems, but a comparison of outcomes and sentences was not possible. Of the 107 
cases in our int~rview sample, a guilty plea or verdict had occurred in only seven 
cases;. the remalnder of the cases had been dismissed or given ACD's.** Thus, 
comparlsons by outcomes or sentences are not possible. We did examine whether an 
immediate dismissal or an ACD more often resulted in renewed problems but we 
found no difference. ' 

The arrest data collected for the follow-up study (from the records of the 
New York City Criminal Justice Agency) suggested a similar decline in the 
·r~curren~e of problems .. At the time of the four-month follow-up, arrests, of 
elther dlsputant for a Crlme corrrnitted against the other had occurred in five (7%) 
of the cases -- a rate of 2.25 to 3 new arrests per month. (Differences between 

* The data were available for an average of 3.7 months for some cases as the records 
had been archived and could not be retrieved. 
** An ACD is an adjournment in contemplation of dismissal. If the defendant stays 
o~t ?f trouble with the law for a six-month period, his case is automatically 
dlsmlssed by the court. 
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TABLE V-4 
FREQUENCY OF DISPUTANTS· CONTACT 

Complainants· Reports: (a) 

Live Together 
or See Daily 

See Weekly 
or Month ly 

See Rarely 
or Never 

Defendants· Reports:(b) 

Live Together 
or See Daily 

See Weekly 
or Monthly 

See Rarely 
or Never 

(a) x2 = 7.84, df = 2, P < .02 

(b) x2 = 8.42, df = 2, p < .02 

4 Months After 
Case Disposition 

20% 

33% 

48% 
(N=80) 

22% 

44% 

33% 
(N=45) 
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An Average of 
2.5 Years After 

Case Di spos it ion 

Problems reported four 
months after case 
disposition 

20% 

Problems reported at 
19% either the four-month 

or the 2.5 year follow-
up interview 

61% 
(N=80) 

24% 

24% 

51% 
(N=45) 

TABLE V-5 
DISPUTANTS· REPORTS OF PROBLEMS 

Complainants 

21% 

28% 

(N=80) 
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Defendants 

20% 

29% 
(N=45) 

Cases 
(Either Disputant) 

27% 

33% 
(N=107) 
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maximum and nllnlmum figures reflect inability in some cases to establish with 
certainty that defendant or complainant in a new case was one of the parties to the 
original case. See Appendix F for details.) Data from the two and one-half year 
follow-up indicated that new arrests had occurred at a rate of .09 to .32 arrests 
per month between July 1, 1978, and May 1, 1980. Thus, approximately two and one­
half years after disposition of the original case, arrests had occurred at least 
one out of 10 (15%) of the cases. 

Violent incidents were reported by only 4% of the complainants (or 36% of 
those reporting problems) on the two ~nd one-half year follow-up interview. None 
of the defendants interviewed reported incidents of violence. The arrest data 
suggested that arrests for violent acts against each other occurred in seven (10%) 
of the disputants' cases during the two and one-half year follow-up interval. 

Although the rearrest rate was low for crimes committed against the same 
party as in the original dispute, the rate of all new arrests among defendants was 
high (see Table V-6); 32% of the defendants were rearrested at least once over the 
2.5 year fo 11 ow-up i nterva 1. Among these defendants, one-ha lf were rearrested for 
violent crimes.* This finding somewhat challenges the notion that defendants in 
non-stranger cases pose a potential threat only to the victim, and not to other 
members of the community. It also suggests that a sizable minority of defendants 
develop patterns of violence which are vented both within their home and among 
thei r family and fri ends and outs i de the'i r home among strangers. 

Recidivism in court and mediation cases. Comparisons of recidivism in the 
two and one-half year follow-up between cases referred to mediation and cases 
referred to court paralleled the findings from the four-month follow-up reported 
by Davis, Tichane, and Grayson (1980). That is, disputants' reports and arrest 
records both indicated that recidivism was less in cases referred to mediation 
than in cases referred to court, but the differences between the groups fell far 
short of statistical Significance (see Table V-7). 

Approximately the same proportion of disputants in both groups of cases 
reported maintaining regular contact with each other (43% for cases referred to 
mediation, compared to 42% for cases referred to court). 

Davis, Tichane" and Grayson (1980) reported that 73% of complainants and 77% 
of defendants whose cases were referred to mediation were satisfied with the 
outComl:S of their cases irrunediately following disposition, compared to 54% of 
complaiinants and 67% of defendants whose cases were referred to court. But two and 
one-half years later, when disputants were asked whether they felt that either 
court or mediation had been helpful in resolving their problems, there was little 
difference betwe~n cases referred to mediation and cases referred to court (see 
Table V-8). It is notable, however, that a large number of disputants in both the 
mediation and the court groups perceived that the court or mediation process had 
been helpful; overall, 77% of the disputants reported that the process (court or 
mediation) had been "helpful" or "somewhat helpful." This finding contrasts 

* 
Again, it was not possible to compare various court outcomes and sentences with 

rearrest rates. Of the 170 cases in the rearrest sample, the overwhelming 
majority had their original case dismissed (N=41) or were given ACD's (N=102); 
only 22 cases originally involved guilty pleas, of which only two defendants were 
sentenced to jail. 

-82-

• 
t 
I 

·-f 

l , , 
• I 

,'1 

'I r

t , 
I 

\ 
( , 

t 

I. 

j 
! 

l. 
" I, 
I 

TABLE V-6 * 
ARRESTS OF DISPUTANTS DURING 2.5 YEAR FOLLOW-UP 

Defendants 

Complainants 

Percentage Arrested 
for any Crime 

32% 

4-9% 
(N=170) 

Percentage Arrested 
for a'Crime 

Against the Other 

9-12% 

2-3% 
(N=170) 

*These figures all include projections f?r the period over which arrest 
data were not available (refer to Appendlx F). 

-83-

~ 



--~4--------------------------------·~-----

"'-----

TABLE V-7 
COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM IN THE MEDIATION 

AND COURT SAMPLES IN 2.5 YEAR FOLLOW-UP 

Cases Referred 
to Mediation 

Arrests 

Cases in which disputants were(a) 
arrested for a crime against 
the other between July 1, 1978 0-4% 

(N=106) and May 1, 1980 

Disputants' Reports 

Cases in which either disputant(b) 
ever reported problems over an 

32% average of 2.5 years after the 
case disposition* 

Cases in which violence was (c) 
reported to have ever occurred 
between the disposition and 4% 
the second follow-up interview 

Cases in which disputants(d) 
reported continuing problems 

6% at the time of the second 
(N=72) follow-up interview 

(a) N.S.; Chi-square statistic computed with Yates' correction. 
(b) N.S. 
(c) N.S.; Chi-square statistic computed with Yates' correction. 
(d) N.S.; Chi-square statistic computed with Yates' correction. 

* 

Cases Referred 
to Court 

3-6% 
(N=64) 

34% 

3% 

14% 
(N=35) 

Based on both complainants' and defendants' reports at either the four-month 
or the follow-up study interviews. 
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TABLE V-8 
DISPUTANTS' PERCEPTIONS OF WHETHER COURT/MEDIATION 

WAS HELPFUL IN RESOLVING THEIR PROBLEMS ON 
2.5 YEAR FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW 

Cases .. Referred Cases .Referred 
to Medi at ion to Court 

Cj 

Complainants who reported(a) 
79% that court/mediation was 77% 

helpful (N=52) (N=28) 

Defendants who reported(b) 
that court/mediation was 75% 80% 
he'lpful (N=35) (N=10) 

(a) N.S. 
(b) N.S. 
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sharply with the notion that the court process has little to offer to disputants 
in non-stranger cases. Nevertheless, it is understandable, given the findings of 
this study. The data have suggested that most disputants resolved their problems 
-- in many cases through avoidance of each. These data suggest that it is not so 
much the process, but the symbolic impact of seeking outside intervention which is 
"helpful" to the disputants. Calling the police against a husband, a friend or 
even a causal acquaintance is a fairly drastic step to take. It is a strong 
statement that "things have gone too far." 

Continuing problems. In the report by Davis, Tichane, and Grayson (1980), a 
case typology was developed which predicted the likelihood of recidivism. It was 
found that recidivism was far more likely (regardless of method of dispute 
resolution -- mediation or court) in cases in which interpersonal ties between 
disputants were strong qnd disputants had requested police intervention in the 
past. 

The same two factors -- strength of ties and previous calls to the police-­
were examined against the data from the two and one-half year follow-up. Both 
factors were found to be significantly related to the likelihood of disputants' 
reports of problems on either the four-month or two and one-half year follow-up 
interview (41% of disputants with strong ties reported problems, compared to 27% 
of disputants with weak or moderate ties; 63% of disputants in cases where the 
police had been called previously reported problems, compared to 19% of disputants 
in cases where the police had not been called). However, when the joint 
probabilities of problems were examined the effect of strength of ties disappeared 
(see Table V-9). It is principally previous calls to the police that predict the 
likelihood of new problems; strength of interpersonal ties between disputants is 
associated with the likelihood of new problems because disputants with strong ties 

. ar-e more likely to have called the pDlice previously. 

Other factors were also examined to determine if they predicted the 
likelihood of continuing problems between disputants, but neither the type of 
charge in the original case (whether a violent offense or a property offense) nor 
the severity of the charge predicted post-adjudication problems between dispu­
tants. However, complainants' fear of the defendant at the onset of the case (as 
measured by an interview administered prior to mediation or prosecution in court) 
did predict the likelihood of later problems between disputants; 48% of 
complainants who feared the defendants experienced subsequent problems, compared 
to 24% of complainants who did not fear the defendant (x 2=6.10, p=.02). It is 
likely that complainants' fear predicted later problems because fear was higher in 
cases in which the police had been requested to intervene previously. 

Conclusion. In both the short-term follow;-up in Charlotte, Los Angeles, and 
Minneapolis, and the long-term follow-up in Brooklyn we found that the continua­
tion of hostilities between disputants -- particularly those serious enough to 
result in new arrests -- is the exception rather than the rule, regardless of 
whether cases are referred to mediation or to court. But the exception is 
important, for at least a minority of victims (those who had a previous history of 
serious interpersonal problems) the violence continues for months, even years, 
after the case is closed. For these cases, it appears greater attention and 
intervention is needed than is normally received either in mediation or in court. 
We also found that while few defendants were rearrested for crimes against the 
same person, a full one-third of the defendants were rearrested for other crimes, 
one-half of these crimes involved violence. Thus, it appears defendants in non­
stranger cases pose a threat not only to those they know but also to other members 

-86-

} 
;' 

L 
~ 1 

} 
f' 
I 

I 
t 
r~ & I 

i 
(-

TABLE V-9 
LIKELIHOOD OF RECIDIVISM BY NATURE OF 

DISPUTANTS' RELATIONSHIP AND BY WHETHER 
THE POLICE HAD BEEN CALLED PREVIOUSLY 

Percent of Cases in Which Either 
Disputant Ever Reported Problems* 

Moderate or 
Strong Ties Weak Ties Totals 

Police had been 
called previously 65% 56% 63% 

(N=26) (N=9) (N=35) 

Police had not been 
20% 19% called previously 18% 

(N=28) (N=35) (N=63)** 

TOTALS 41% 27% 35% 
(N=54) (N=44) (N=98)** 

*Sased upon complainants' and defendants' rep?rts of problems at both 
the four-month and the follow-up study intervlews. 
** .. . Data Mlss1ng on nlne cases. 
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VI: CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

This chapter presents a sUlT11lary and discussion of our major findings along 
with suggesti ons for improving the courts' response to non-stranger vi olence 
cases and the implications of the findings for future research. Our primary goal 
\'Ias to describe the processing of non-stranger violence cases in several 
jurisdictions in order to explore the adequacy of various courts' responses and to 
identify responses which are effective in resolving interpersonal violence cases. 
We found the following. 

Profile of Cases and Courts 

All of the cases in our Chea'lotte, Minneapolis, and Los Angeles samples 
involved misdemeanor assaults. OVler two-thirds of the victims sustained injuries 
with a full quarter requiring medical attention. In the majority of cases, the 
assault was carried out by using fists or bodily force, but over one-quarter of the 
assaults involved gun, knives, bludgeons, or other weapons. 

In Charlotte and Minneapolis, the vast majority of assaults handled by the 
lower courts are between those who know each other. Only Los Angeles processes a 
sizable minority of stranger··to-stranger cases. In all the sites, victims 
reported many problems resulting from the assault. Especially common were 
problems associated with increased nervousness. The nervousness often extended 
beyond the circumstances of the actual assault and individual perpetrator into 
their daily lives, thus creating an environment of general vulnerability and fear. 

The size and comple):ity of the court systems varied considerably among our 
sites. In Charlotte~ cases are processed rapidly and traditionally. Cases are 
automatically dismissed by the prosecutor if the victim fails to appear on the 
second court date. A Domestic Relations courtroom handles domestic violence cases 
with a lighter caseload and cases are given more time and attention than in the 
General Misdemeanor court. No alternative dispute resolution programs are 
availCi.;."e. In contrast, a mediation program exists in Minneapolis which handles 
a sizable proportion of all non-stranger cases. Those which remain in the court 
system are processed in courtrooms with 1 i ght case loads and more time and 
attention is given to individual cases than in the crowded Charlotte courtrooms. 
Los Angeles represents our largest and most complex system in terms of juris­
dictional boundaries and specialization of courtrooms within the system. A 
Domestic Violence Program designed to train prosecutors to successfully prosecute 
cases and a Hearing Officer Program for mediation are available. As discussed in 
Chapter III, the type of mediation offered is substantially different from the 
Minneapolis program and is used in non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases. 
Before cases appear in court, they are reviewed by screening prosecutors to 
determine if the case should be diverted, rejected, or accepted for prosecution. 
Those which are accepted proceed through a number of courtroom settings; the 
arra i gnment and Master Ca lendar courtrooms are formal and qui ck-paced, while 
cases proceeding to the trial courtrooms are processed more slowly, either during 
lengthy plea bargaining sessions or public trials. 
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Jhe Courtls Response and its Immediate Impact on the Victim 

Non;strangerviolence cases -- the findings. We asked victims in our court 
a~~. m.e~lat10n samples about their experiences and satisfaction with legal 
o 1c~a s and t~e process. Most victims were satisfied with the police 
e~~eC1allY th?se 1n the court sample. Victims were satisfied with the police mor~ 
01 en ~han w1th court/m~diation nfficials. Prosecutors spoke with victims in 
ap~~o~~m~te~y one-half of the cases and slightly over one-half of the victims were 
sa 15 1e W1th the.prosecutors. Judges spoke with victims in only one-fourth of 
~h~ cas~s. Three-f1fths. of. the ~ictims thought the judge was concerned with their 
1n ~res s and were s~t1~fle~ w1th the judge; similar rates were found for the 
med1ators. Only the v1ct1ms 1n the mediation sample frequently felt that th h d 
a.chance to tell their ~id~ of th~ story and that they exerted an influence ~~ t~e 
i1nal ~~t:ome .. Court v1ct1ms tYP1cal1y reported that they had little opportunity 
o p~r 1c1pat~ 1~ the process. Overall, three-fifths of the victims in both the 

cOdu~ t~nd med1~t10n samples felt they were well treated while in court or at the 
me 1a 10n seSS10n. 

d' .One-half .of the cases resulted in a guilty plea/verdict the other half were 
lsm1~sed. Ja11 sentences were imposed in one-third of the c;ses' most defendants 

\''1ere 1ncarcerated for very short peri ods (less than 30 days) , V· t' . 
~~dia~~d sample were satisfied with the outcome of their cases siigh;l~ ~~Sre'~fi~~ 

.an os~ 1~ ~he cour~ sample, but the differences were not lar e or statis­
!~:a~~{ slgn1f1cant. V1ctims in the court and mediation sample w~re satisfied 

. 1~1 Y m?re t~a~ one-half the time. Satisfaction levels were not correlated 
~~th the.~lsPos1t10n of. the case in. th~ court sample. Whether the case resulted 

.a gU1.ty plea/.verd1ct or a d1sm1ssa1, victims reported similar rates of 
s~t1sf~ct~on .. Dur1ng the interview we asked victims why they were satisfied 
~lssa~lsf1ed w1th the outcome"an~ discovered that the-alsposition is freqUent~~ 
t~!S ~:f~;J:n:1 th~n h(a). the v1ct1m·s perception of how the disposition affected 

n s e aVlor towards them after the case or (b) the "t" I 

a~sess~e~t 0: the appropriateness of the sentence. In other words it i:~~t1m s 
~~!POslt~?n lt~elf that generally counts, but whether or not victim~ believe t~~~ 
approcporur1'ateS ac ~onh sttOpped the physical abuse and/or the defendant received the 

pun1s men or treatment. 

th ~e~~ra11Y, we foun~ mor~ si~ilarities than differences in the experiences of 
e V1C 1ms among.ou: sltes. The major difference among the sites was in case 

~~t~~esL' ThAe maJorl ty of the cases i"l Charlotte were di smi ssed as were one-ha 1f 
e os nge1es cases~ but 1es5 than one-tenth of the Minnea olis 

Sentences among the sites also varied with jail being imposed much ~ore of~:~e~~ 
Los Angel~5 :han ~lsewher~, although the ;pcarceration frequently involved ver 
~ma~ller!o~::. of t1me. Ja",l sentences for.exten.d.ed.pel"iods (30, 60, 90 days) wer~ 
M~n e OU1~ 1n few Los Angeles cases, at rates similar to those in Charlotte and 

1nneapo 15. 

Some si,tedifferences in victims· satisfaction with legal officials and the 
process.emerge.,;) among the court sample. Although the rates of satisfaction with 
the p~llce. and prosecutors were similar eVerywhere, Charlotte victims tended to 
~~rce1Ve1.JUdgIeS as concerned with their interests more often than those in 
1nne~po 1S and Los Angeles, and were also more satisfied with the 'ud 

Over a i1, Ch?rlotte and, Minneapo1 is court vi ctims fe 1t they were treated Jbettgeer· 
than those 1n Los Angeles. 

Non-stranger violence cases -- a discussion of the findings. Victims in the 
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court and mediation samples reported similar rates of satisfaction with officials 
and the process. As we might expect, victims whose cases were mediated reported 
hi.gher rates of participation in the process than those who went to court. 
Although not statistically significant, mediated victims also reported higher 
rates of satisfaction with their treatment and the mediators than did court 
victims, but the differences were not large. While it is important to note that 
at least one-half of the victims were satisfied with legal officials, the court or 
mediation process, their overall treatment, and case outcomes, we should not lose 
sight of the significant proportion -- one-quarter to one-half of the sample in 
some instances -- who were dissatisfied. It is reassuring that.at .. least one-half 
of the victims were satisfied with the systemls response, but for a sizable 
minority of the victims there clearly is room for improvement. What improvements 
can be made? We look to some of the differences among our sites for the answer. 

Charlotte victims thought the judge was more often concerned with their 
interests and were also more sat i sfi ed with the judge than those elsewhere. 
Overall, Charlotte and Minneapolis victims felt they were treated better than Los 
Angeles victims. What can we learn from this? From our observations and 
conversations with victims, two related phenomena appear to be operating. First, 
the interactive style of the judge may impact on the victimls satisfaction and 
ultimately on the cessation or resumption of violence. Second, the courtroom 
atmosphere and the speed with which cases are adjudicated may impact on how well' 
victims feel they are treated . 

Victims were exposed to very different courtroom environments in Charlotte, 
Los Angeles, and Minneapolis. The greater satisfaction of Charlotte victims with 
the judge and their overall tr'eatment seems to result from the specialized 
courtroom developed to handle domestic violence cases -- the Domestic Relations 
courtroom. The establishment of a separate courtroom to handle domestic assaults 
has potential for discriminaticnand inferior treatment if these cases are removed 
from the traditi ona 1 courtrooms because they are seen as less important than 
IIrea111 assaults or less worthy of the courtls time. However, quite the opposite 
appears to be true in Charlotte. Because these cases are consolidated in one 
courtroom, legal officials are immediately IIf1agged il when the case is called that 
this involves a domestic assault with complexities that frequently extend beyond 
the single incident. Consequently, they are ~mmediate1y aware of the problems 
frequently associated with such an incident and the potential for renewed 
hostilities. Of course, simply being aware is not enough; officials must also 
make an effort to grapple with the complexity of the cases and attempt to forestall 
further violence. It appears such an attitude existed among the two judges who 
presided over the Domestic Relations courtroom during our observations and data 
collection period. These judges specifically volunteered for this assignment and 
sat in the courtroom for peri ods of severa 1 months. From what we .observed and what 
victims reported, these 'judges were especially careful, professional, and 
courteous in their treatment of victims and their cases. They also verbally 
warned and/or lectured defendants about the consequences of their actions and the 
possibility of harsher punishment if they were violent in the future. Even when 
vi ctims on 1y stepped forward to drop charges, the judge frequently expressed 
concern about the incident and counseled the victim. Therefore, it is little 
wonder that Charlotte victims reported the highest rates of satisfaction with the 
judge and judicial concern for their interests. In some cases they also believed 
that the judge's warning was effective, that is, that the abuse stopped because 
the defendant had been warned. We will return to this point later in this section. 

The courtroom atmosphere and speed of the disposition may also affect 
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victims' satisfaction. Overall, Charlotte and Minneapolis victims felt they were 
bett~r .treated than Los An ge 1 es vi ct ims. We have a 1 ready di scussed the 
speclallzed Charlotte courtroom where judges tended to spend time with victims. 
This also occurred in Minneapolis courtrooms, but it was not so much the 
intera~tive. style (indeed, many differ~nt judges handle the cases in our sample, 
each wlth dl.fferent sVles) as the clanty of the formal proceedings which seemed 
to.make a dlfference. Among our ~ourts, Minneapolis had the lightest case10ad, 
W~lC~ helps to account for the h.lgh.er rate of satisfaction among Minneapolis 
vlctlms than. among Lo~ ~ngeles vlctlms. Light case10ads allowed the judge to 
spend m~re tlffie exp'lalnlngthe 'proc'~du:"e~;- and" to handle each case distinctly. 
Also, llght caseloads meant that vlctlms did not have to spend several hours 
waiting for their case, a common complaint among our Los Angeles victims who not 
only had to wait for prolonged periods~ but also were subjected to a busy chaotic 
atmosphere where numerous cases were being considered almost simultaneously. 
Picture the difference between victims who sat for brief moments in small 
Minneapolis courtrooms, carpeted on the floor and walls for improved acoustics in 
which cases are considered for several minutes, as opposed to Los Angeles victims 
who sat for long periods in large courtrooms where numerous prosecutors and 
defense attorneys ~ingled.in fr~nt of the.rail whi~e two or more cases were being 
p~es~nted and consldered ln rapld succeSSlon. Is lt any wonder that Minneapolis 
Vl CtlffiS more frequent ly stated that they understood the proceedi ngs and were 
satisfied with their overall treatment? 

Although case outcomes were Significantly different among the sites, 
victims' satisfaction with the outcome was similar because satisfaction was not 
correlated with the outcome. Rather, victims tended to be satisfied if the 
violence stopped and dissatisfied if it did not, regardless of the outcome. 

. The treatment of non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases -- the find­
~ngs. We compared the treatment of non-stranger with stranger-to-stranger cases 
ln Los Angeles -- the only jurisdiction which processes sufficient numbers of 
stranger-to-stranger cases to permi t compari sons. We a 1 so compared our lower 
court non-stranger cases with the stranger-to-stranger cases in the Brooklyn 
upper court. Finally, to directly compare the treatment of both types of cases we 
also administered ft set of hypothetical cases in each site. We did not find what 
we expected -- non-stranger victims were not more negative about officials and the 
process than stranger-to-stranger victims. 

In Los Angeles, we found that the major difference between non-stranger and 
stranger-to-stranger cases was in the disposition of the cases, with non-stranger 
cases being dismissed three times as often as stranger-to-stranger cases. Non­
stranger victims did not perceive their interactions with officials, the outcomes 
of thei r cases, or thei r overa 11 treatment more negative 1y than stranger-to­
strangp.r victims. On the contrary, they tended to be more satisfied with the 
police, prosecutor, and judge and how they were treated than other victims. 

* The most striking finding about case processing in Minneapolis is that it is 
accomplished largely without the appearance of the victim. One might suspect that 
this would lead to a high dismissal rate, but less than one-tenth of the 
Minneapolis cases terminated in dismissals. It is unclear why so many Minneapolis 
de!endants, unlike those in Charlotte and Los Angeles, were willing to plead 
gUl1ty before the victims demonstrated a willingness to prosecute by appearing in 
court. 
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We also compared the treatment of our non-stranger lower court vi~tims with 
stranger-to-stranger victims in Brooklyn's upper court, beca~se we bel}eved that 
vi ct ims whose cases were processed in an upper court ml ght recelVe . better 
treatment. The processing of cases in lower criminal courts across .the natlon has 
typically been described as rapid and rather ~ax with cases bel~g cal~ed and 
adjudicated every few minutes. Under thes~ clr.cum~tanc~s, we mlght expect a 
sizable proportion of victims would be dlss.atlsfled wlth the process .. In 
contrast, upper criminal courts handle more ser~ous cases and have be~n de~crl~ed 
as slower paced and more methodical in processlng cases. Thus, we mlgh~ lmaglne 
victims would be treated better than in t~e crowded,. an? of.ten chaotlc, lower 
courts. If this were true, then satisfact.lOn a~.ong vlct1ms 1n all strang~r-~o­
stranger cases could be higher than sat1sfacl.1cn among non-stranger v1ctlms 
si~p1y because more stranger-to-stranger cases are disposed of i~ the upper court 
rather than the lower court. But this is not what we found. Wh11e the ou~comes 
of the cases in the upper court were substantially more.severe th~n .those 1n our 
lower courts (more terminated with gui lty p leas/verd1 cts and ~a 1.1 sentences 
predominated) victims' satisfaction with case outcomes, legal offlc1a1s, and the 
court process paralleled those of our victims i~ t~e lower court. Thus, at least 
from thei r perspecti ve, stranger-to-stranger Vl ct1ms were not treated better than 
non-stranger victims regardless of the court. 

Finally we directly compared how the prosecutors in our sites responded to 
hypothetica1'cases. Perhaps the most surprising result of our an1~yses of the 
hypothetical cases was that prosecutors did not treat non-stranger v10lence ca~es 
substantially differently than stranger-to-stranger cases. Alt~ough some var1a­
tions occurred in individual cases, there was no strong or conslstent pattern to 
their responses, and particularly there was no general tendency t.o .tr~at non­
stranger cases less seriously than other cases, nor to be more pess1m1st1c about 
their eventual outcome. 

However, we did find that the same cases presented to the prosecutors i~ the 
sites did not yield the same results. Brooklyn prosecutors were much more llkely 
to rate all the cases, including both non-stranger ~nd st:anger-to-stranger, as 
weak or moderate yet they were very likely to pred1ct gU1lty pleas. Charlotte 
prosecutors thought the cases were stronger, yet predicted that cases would go to 
trial much more often than prosecutors elsewhere. These findings suggest t~at.the 
decision whether to file charges, evaluations of case. strength and pred1ctlons 
regarding ultimate outcomes are not highly correlated ln Brooklyn and Charlotte. 
In Los Angeles and Minneapolis, prosecutors thought as a whole the cases were 
about evenly divided in strength; overall the cases were rated as strong .about 
one-third of the time, as moderate one-third of the time, and as weak one-th1rd of 
the time, although individual cases varied somew~at. In bo~h Los A.ngeles and 
Minneapolis, guilty pleas were most corrrnonly pred1ct~d, but M~nne~pol.1S prosecu­
tors more often thought non-stranger cases would result 1n dlsm1ssals than 
prosecutors in other sites. 

Our findings indicate that the most critical differences in.the responses to 
the hypothet i ca 1 s was not between. non-s~ranger .as compared Wl th stran~er-to­
stranger cases, but among our sites 1n the1r reactl~ns to all. cases. That 1~~ the 
same case was not perceived similarly among the s1tes. ThlS s~g~e~ts thaL the 
prosecutors within the individual sit~s shar.e so~e .common def1nltlo~s of ca~e 
strength and predictions regarding u1t1mate dlSposltlon -- notlons w~lch vary ln 
consistent patterns from site to site. (Rosett & Cressey (1976~ dl~CUS~ these 
shared norms and expectations in terms of local "subcultures of Justlce. ) 
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The treatment of non-stranger and stranger-to-stranger cases n. a. discussion 
of the findings. Non-stranger victim~ di~ not pe~ceive court off1c1als or the 
process more negati ve ly than other. v~ ctlms. . QU.1 t~ the contrary, they w~re 
somewhat more satisfied than other V1ctlmS, but 1t 1S 1mportant ~o ~ote that.wh1le 
satisfaction levels tended to ':Je higher among non-stranger. v1.ct1ms, a slZable 
minority, and in some instances, more tha.n one-half of ~ v1ct1ms, .non-stran~er 
and stranger-to-stranger, emerged from thei r c?urt experi ence W1 th negat 1Ve 
feelings about the officials and the process .. Th1S suggests that ~ourts.Yjeed ~o 
respond better to a 11 vi ct ims. Some "surface" 1mprovements are ObV1 ous. fo beg1 n 
with victims couldlbe treated with more respect and courtesy than they ~urrently 
are.' Many victims complained about long waiting periods, unn~cessa~y tr1P:, lack 
of interaction with officials, general neglect, and lac~ ?I cons1der~t10n for 
their feelings. If officials decided that these were leg1t1mate. compl.a1nts that 
should be addressed, many of these problems cou ld b~ r.emed1ed w1th better 
management and by sensitizing offi~ials to th~ n~ed~ Of.v1ct~ms. I~ woul~ be much 
more problematic to find remedles for vlct1ms d1ssatlsfact1on w1th case 
outcomes. 

Reasons for victims ' dissatisfaction '.iith the outcome varied considerably. 
Non-stranger lower court victims tended to be dissatisfied if the court's response 
did not terminate their problems with the other party or stop the abuse, 
especially for victims involved in ongoing relationships with .the defendant. 
Those who no longer wanted a continuing relationship were mo~e llkel~ to report 
that they were dissatisfied because the punishment was too lement, W.h1C.h was the 
overwhe 1mi ng reason for di ssa ti sfacti on among stranger-to-stranger Vl ct lm.s. Many 
victims felt the court's response was nothing more than "a slap.on the.wns~" ~nd 
even when defendants were incarcerated, some victims remaln~d ~lssatlsfled 
because they felt that the incarceration period was too short conslderln~ t~e harm 
inflicted upon them Thus to substantially increase the number of vlctlms who 
are satisfied with the cou~tls response would require much more than "surface" 
changes' fundamental changes in case outcomes and sentences would have to be 
impleme~ted. Whether these changes should be forthcoming or would serve the goals 
of justice is beyond the scope of an empirical study. However, our researc~ d?es 
have implications for the rates of satisfaction amon~ n~n-strangers. The m~Jor1ty 
of non-stranger victims report that they are sat1sfled when they p~rcel~e the 
court I s response deterred further prob 1 ems. Wh i ch court respons~s resu lted 1 n the 
cessation of problems in various types of non-stra~ge: cases, 1.e., what was the 
long-term impact of the court's response on the v1ctlm? 

The Long-Term Impact of the ~ourt's Response on 
the Victims and Renewed V10lence 

We examined the frequency of renewed violence betwe~n the p~rties several 
weeks after the incident in Charlotte, Los Angeles, and Mlnneapolls a~d ~W? and 
one-half years after the incident in Brooklyn. We found that ~or.a slgnlflcant 
minority of victims, problems, sometimes violent ones, are contlnulng long after 
the case has been closed by the criminal justice system. 

Short-term problems -- the findings. Two-to-three ~onths a!ter the case was 
closed, 22% of the non-stranger victims in Los An~eles, Mlnneapolls, and.Charlot~e 
reported renewed problems with the other party 1n the court sample, wh11e ~5% 1n 
the mediation sample reported problems. The rate of renewed prob.lems ~as s~lghtly 
higher among those victims involved in intimate or close relatlonshlps w1th the 
other party -- 24%. More Charlotte victims were expe~ie~cing problems tha~ th?se 
in Los Angeles or Minneapolis. A majority of those vlct1ms who were experlenc1ng 
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recurring problems reported previous violence in the relationship. For these 
victims, a pattern of violence had been established which was not broken by the 
intervention of the criminal justice system. 

How did the criminal courtsl response impact on the likelihood of renewed 
problems? Of the 75 non-stranger cases we interviewed, 31% of the victims whose 
cases were di smi ssed reported new prob 1 ems with the other party, compared with 15% 
of the victims whose cases resulted in a guilty plea/verdict, but the difference 
was not statistically Significant. We did, however, ask victims whether they 
believed the court system's response was helpful in resolving their relationship 
with the other party. Even for those victims who reported problems several months 
after the case was disposed, many believed that the court's treatment, including 
the decision to divert the case to mediation, was helpful or at least somewhat 
helpful in improving their relationship with the other party. Thus, even when the 
court's treamtent is not entirely effective in deterring problems, it may lessen 
the frequency and/or seriousness of recurring problems. 

Long-term problems -- the findings. In Brooklyn we examined long-term 
problems by reinterviewing victims whose cases were disposed of in court or by 
mediation approximately 2.5 years after their cases were closed. We found that 
fewer than 8% of the complainants and 7% of the defendants reported that they still 
had problems with the other disputant in the original case. This appeared to 
result partially from the trend towards a lessening of contact between disputants, 
which was originally identified in the four-month interview administered in the 
first year evaluation. 

In examining the long-term impact of the court's response, we also checked 
the rearrest rates of the defendants. Although the rearrest rate was low for 
crimes committed against the same party or in the original dispute (9-12%), the 
rate of all new arrests among defendants was high (32%). Among these defendants, 
one-half were rearrested for violent crimes. This finding somewhat challenges the 
notion that defendants in non-stranger cases pose a potential threat only to the 
Victim, and not to other members of the community. It also suggests that a sizable 
minority of defendants develop patterns of violence which are vented both within 
thei r home and among thei r fami ly and fri ends and outs i de thei r home among 
strangers in the society. -

In which cases were there continUing problems? In the first year evaluation, 
a case typology was developed which predicted that recidivism was far more likely 
(regardless of the method of dispute resolution -- mediation or court) in cases in 
which interpersonal ties between disputants were strong and disputants had 
requested police intervention in the past. The same two factors were found to be 
significantly related to the likelihood of disputants ' reports of problems on the 
follow-up interview 2.5 years later. However~ when the joint probabilities of 
problems were examined, the effect of strength of ties disappeared. It is 
principally previous calls to the police that predict the likelihood /JF new 
problems; strength of interpersonal ties between disputants is associated with 
the likelihood of new problems because disputants with strong ties are more likely 
to have called the police previously. 

The courtsl impact -- a discussion of the short and long-term findings. In 
both the short-term follow-up in Charlotte, Los Angeles, and Minneapolis, and the 
long-term follow-up in Brooklyn, we found that the continuation of hostilities 
between disputants is the exception rather than the rule, regardless of whether 
cases are referred to mediation or to court. We also found in the short-term 
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follow-up-that Tenewed'problemswere- sligh-~ly more-prevalen-t·incases which had 
been resolved with a guilty plea rather than a dismissal, but even cases that were 
dismissed infrequently result2d in renewed problems. In Brooklyn, the vast 
majority of all the cases had been dismissed or given ACO's and again we found that 
only a minority of victims reported renewed problems either four months or 2.5 
years after the incident. This suggests that dismissals may not be "failures" of 
the system but may help many victims to resolve their problems. Some commentators 
have suggested that victims who call the police but fail to follow through with the 
prosecution are using the court system frivolously and inappropriately. On the 
contrary, we found that victims called the police and wanted arrests because they 
felt seriously threatened by the defendants in their cases. Even though some of 
these victims subsequently requested that charges be withdrawn, it does not mean 
that the victim should not have brought the case to the attention of the system in 
the first place or that the court has been misused and served no useful purpose. 
The informal resolutions that may have been reached outside of the courtroom and 
the cessation of the violence in many cases may have been possible because the 
victim communicated the message to the abuser that "things have gone too far." 
Especially for the first time offender, the prospect of prosecution may be 
sufficiently frightening to alter his conduct towards the victim; particularly 
for those defendants who were warned by the judge about consequences of any future 
assaults. At least this is what many victims told us. This is not to suggest that 
di smi ssa 1 s are appropri ate responses ina 11 cases, nor that how the courts respond 
makes no difference. Some defendants do continue their violent behavior both 
against those they know and against strangers. Clearly, for these defendants, a 
simple warning is unlikely to have much impact, especially if the warning is never 
carri ed out. 

While only a minority of victims reported problems, these victims represent 
an important minority because for them the violence continues for months, even 
years, after the case is closed. For these cases, it appears greater attention and 
intervention is needed than is normally received either in mediation or in COUI~t. 

Topics for Further Research 

Our findings have implications for three areas for further research. First, 
informal sanctions available to judges (such as lectures) appear to be effective 
in deterring future violence in some cases. Although not a direct focus of our 
research, we discovered during our observations and conversations with victims 
that the judge's demeanor and conduct sometimes had a profound impact on victims 
and defendants. According to some victims, judges were critical in deterring 
future violence in two ways. First, judicial warnings and/or lectures to 
defendants concerning the inappropriateness and seriousness of their violent 
behavi or apparently improved the future conduct of some, defendants. Second, 
judges occasionally counseled victims by telling them that they ·should not. 
tolerate violent abuse and/or suggesting counseling programs. For some victims, 
this official affirmation that they did not deserve to be hit helped them to 
realize that the abuse was not something which they simply had to tolerate. It 
seems likely that the judges' conduct would be especially critical to those 
individuals, both victims and defendants, appearing in court for the first time. 
This is worthy of further study because it has potential for reducing violence 
between those who know each other. 

Second further research refining and testing the typology we developed for 
predicting 'renewed violence between non-strangers should continue. This is 
critical because we know some victims are'subjected to violence long after the 
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case is closed by the criminal justice system. The more precise and tested the 
typology becomes, the greater the potential for dev~loping treatment alternatives 
beyond those normally available either in mediation or in court. However, the 
search for alternatives need not and should not be de-layed in the interim. We know 
that cases involving close interpersonal ties with a history of violence and 
previous calls to the police are likely to result in renewed problems in the future 
unless something is done beyond the usual court response. Thus, our third and 
strongest suggestion is that the search for innovative ways of treating such cases 
continue among theorticians and practitioners. Demonstration models should be 
developed, implemented, and eva.lu.ated, be.cause. it is cle.ar that an important 
minority of victims will continue to endure years of violent abuse unless some new 
and more effective approaches are adopted. 
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APPENDIX A 

Survey Instruments 

Preceding page blank 

q 

& 

10# __________ _ 

DATE, ___________ _ 

COURT ROOM. _______ _ 

COVER SHEET 
Court Observation 

DEFENDANT'S NAM~ ADDRESS 

1. __________ _ 

2. _____________ _ 

V/W/PO VICTIM'S NAME V I CTI M' S ADDRESS 

1. ___ _ 

20 ___ _ 

3. 

Master # -------

DOCKET # -----------
# TIMES ON --------------
CHARGES ___________ _ 

PHONE # IN JAIL 

Y N 

Y N 

PHONE # Pres/Abs/Not Called 

t 4. ----

PROSEClJTOR _________________ _ 

JUI)GE, ______ , 

DEFENSE ATTORNEY _____________ _ TYPE ------------

PLEA NEGOTIATION Y N 

VI CTH1jPROSECUTOR INTERACTION Y N 

COIIRT DISCUSSION Y N 

HEARING/TRIAL HELD Y N 

TODAY'S OUTCOME 

NEXT ADJOURN DATE , 
REASON FOR OUTCOME 

• Preceding page blank 103 
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-----~-- ~- - --------------------------------------~-----~--- ---------

10# _____ _ 

DE Ff1iiJANT 

FILE INFORMATION 

Cri mi na 1 'Record ___ v N ----

SUITInons or Warrant ____ ......:S , ____ W 

Bond Posted Y N NA Amount ___ _ 

Re 1 eased Without Bond Y N NA 

Case Descri ption, ___________________________ _ 

Any Miscellaneous Information, _____________________ _ 

Relationship between Victim & Defendant ________________ _ 
f ,. 

Date of Arrest/Surrrnons Served ---- i 
Weapon _____________ _ 

Defendant's Age ____ _ Victim's Age ___ _ 

Defendant's Sex ____ _ Victim's Sex ----
Defendant's Ethni ci ty _____ _ Victim's Ethnicity _____ _ 

Final Outcome ------------
Date of Disposition ______ _ 
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10 No. 

Name 

lriITIJl.L VICTH'i U;TERVIEW 
Court Cohort 

------------------
Date of Intervi ew ------------
Length of Interview -----------

1. Can you tell me briefly what your case was about? 

a. Extent of Injury: 

(1) None 
(2) Minor (no medical attention) 
(3) Treated and released 
(4) Hospitalized - how long ____ _ 

b. Did you have any medical bills? 

(1) None 
(2) Yes $ 

Amo un t-re-l;-· m--;"b-u-r-s-e d"'7 $ 
----

c. Was ______________ injured as well? 

~
(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Don't Know 

IF YES, Extent of injuries: 

(1) None 
(2) Minor (no medical attention) 
(3) Treated and released 
(4) Hospitalized - how long 

---
d. Relationship - victim is defendant's ------
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Relationship Codes 

01 - don't know defendant at 'al~ (stranger) 
02 spouse/co~on-law spouse 
03 girlfriend/boyfriend - cohabitating 
04 girlfriend/boyfriend - not cohabitating 
05 - ex-spouse/common-law 
06 ex-girlfriend/boyfriend cohabitating 
07 ex-girlfriend/boyfriend not cohabitating 
08 - sister/brother 
09 .- mother/father 
10 - daughter/son 
11 - other relative (include in-laws) 
12 - fri end 
13 - a friend of other family member/relative 
14 - acquaintance 
15 - seen before/defendant known from neighborhood 
16 - business associate/co-worker 
17 - neighbor 
18 - other - SPECIFY 
99 - don't know 
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2. Sometimes people have problems as a result of the crime. I would like to ask you 
if you have experienced any of the following problems as a result of the [assault/ 
robbery], and if so, whether the problem has been a major or a minor one. 

a. Has the injury caused you any problems? 
[If yes, is it a major or minor problem 
for you?] 

b. Have you experienced any nervousness or 
lack of sleep? [If yes, is it a major 
or minor problem for you?] " 

c. Have you had any problems dealing with 
friends or family as a result of this 
incident? [If yes, is it a major or 
minor problem for you?] 

d. Has the incident caused you any finan­
cial problems? [If yes, is it a major 
or minor problem for you?] 

e. Have other people suggested that you 
were to blame for the incident? [If yes, 
is this a major or minor problem for 
you?] '¥ 

f. Do you feel responsible for the incident? 
[If yes, is this a major or minor prob­
lem for you?] 

g. Do you fear revenge from ? 
[If yes, is this a major or minor prob­
lem for you?] 

h. Do you feel less safe in your home? 
[If yes, is it a major or minor prob­
lem?] 

i. Are there any other problems as a re­
sult of the incident? [If yes, are 
they major or minor?] SPECIFY -----
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Major f~;nor 
No Problem Problem 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 
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3. RELATIONSHIP CASES ONLY: Before this case, did you have other' problems 
with ? 

rn
~~ ~~s 

(B) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

IF YES. ASK a & b: 

a. Can you describe the problems you have experienced? 

b. Have any of these problems resulted in violence between you? 

[

• Yes 
2. No 
B. Not Applicable 
9. Don't Know 

IF YES, ASK c-f: 

c. What injuries did either of you have? 

d. Did one"of you call the police? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
B. Not Applicable 
9. Don't Know 

L-----=. What happened? 
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e. CHARLOTTE ONLY: Did one of you go to the magistrates? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
B. Not Applicable 
9. Don I t Know 

What happened? 

f. Did the case go to court? 

1. 
2. 
B. 
9. 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 
Dr-nit Know 

What happened? 

4. In the present case, did you call the police? 

[ 
g~ 
(9) 

---. 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

IF NO: Did you want the police called? 

g~ 
(8) 
(9) 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 
Don't Know 
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5. Did the police come? 
(1) Yes 
(2) No 
( 9) Don It Kn ow 

What happened? 

Did you want the police to arrest the defendant? 
(1) Yes 

c:2) No 
(9) Don't Know 

IF NO: What did you want? 

6. How satisfied are you with the way the police handled your case? [READ 
RESPONSES] 

(1) Satisfied 
(2) Mixed Feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

7. CHARLOTTE ONLY: Did you go to the magistrates? 
(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don I t Know 

L..-_-. IF YES: What happened? 

8. ASK IN RELATIONSHIP CASES ONLY: At the time the police came (or you 
initiated the complaint), what did you want to happen to your relat~onship 
with ? [PROBES: Did you want to end the relationship? Did 
you want to continue the relationship with some changes?] 
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9. What did you want th~ lJUrt to do in your case? (Allow two responses.) 

(1) Put the defendant in jai 1 (for how long )? 
(2) Stop the defendant from bothering the victim 
(3) Get restitution 
(4) Minor punishment for defendant (specify: probation, fine) 
(5) Drop charges 
(6) Defendant get treatment/rehabilitation 
(7) Other - specify _________ _ 
(9) Don It know 

10. Did you ever discuss this case with _____ _ 
-- court? before it went to 

--

--

(2) 
(9) ~
1) Yes 

No 
Don't Know 

IF YES: Did you and ____ _ 
(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Didn't Attempt It 
(4) Other 
(8) Not Ap-p"'-ll"-' c-a~b--l e---
(9) Don't Know 

L..-_ ..... What di d you agree to? 

11. Did you ever come to court? 

I" !~! 
L 

Yes 
No 
Don!t Know 

IF YES: How many times? 
(1) 1 
(2) 2 
(3) 3 
(4) 4 •••• 

reach an agreement on your own? 

FOR VICTIMS WHO NEvER APPEARED IN COURT, SKIP TO 22 

12. Did you understand what was happening while you were in court? 
(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Scxnewhat 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don I t Know 
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4. Q 

__ 13. Di d the prosecutor ever ta 1 k to you about your case on the day you were in 
court? 
(1) 
(2 ) 
(8) 
(9) 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 
Don't Know 

IF YES: Did you and the prosecutor talk about what you wanted the 
the court to do in yo~r case? 
(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

__ 14. Did the prosecutor encourage you to press charges? 

--

- g~ ~~s 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

L-__ IF YES: What did he say? 

15. Did the prosecutor explain what happened in your case the day(s) you were 
in court? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

16. Overall, how satisfied were you with the way the prosecutor handled your 
-- case? [READ RESPONSES] 

(1) Satisfied 
(2) Mixed Feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don'i: Know 
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17. Did the judge talk to you about your case? 

(1) 
(2) 
(8) 
(9) 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 
Don't Know 

IF YES: What did he say? 

18. Do you think the judge was concerned about your interests in the case? 

(I) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

19. How satisfied were you with the way the judge handled your case? [READ 
-- RESPONSES] 

~g 
(3) 
(8) 
(9) 

Satisfied 
Mixed Feelings 
Dissatisfied 
Not Applicable 
Don't Know 

20. Do you feel you had a chance to tell your side of the story on the day(s) 
-- you were in court? 

g~ ~~s 
(3) Didn't Need To (e.g., court already had relevant facts) 
(4) Other 
(8) Not Ap-p""",,"-· c-a-'-b-':-' e--------
(9) Don't Know 

l. Overall, how well do you feel you were treated on the day(s) you were in 
court? 
(1) Well 
(2) Fair 
(3) Poor 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 
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4. Q 

__ 22. Do you know the outcome of your case? 

[ 
gj 
( 9) 

~ 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

IF YES: What is it? [Tell victim outcome if he doesn't know it or 
if he is inaccurate; note whether victim is inaccurate.] 

__ 23. )\re you satisfied with this outcome? [READ RESPONSES] 
(1) Satisfied 
(2) Mixed Feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(9) Don't Know 

Why? 

-- 24. Do you think you had much influence in deciding the outcome of the case? 
[READ RESPONSES] 

g~ 
(3) 
(8) 
( 9) 

Had a lot of influence 
Had some influence 
Had very little or no influence 
Not applicable 
Don't know 
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__ 25. 

26. 

27. 

RELATIONSHIP CASES ONLY: Now that you case is over, what has happened to 
your relationship with __________ ? 

RELATIONSHIP CASES ONLY: What do you want to happen to your relationship 
with ? [PROBE: Do you want it to end? Do you want it 
to continue with changes?] 

a. Do you think this will happen? 

g~ 
(8) 
(9) 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 
Don't Know 

Now that you have been through this experience, would you: 

a. Call the police if you had a similar problem in the future? 

p~ Yes 

r- (~) ~~nlt Know 

~ IF NO: Why not? 
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b. CHARLOTTE ONLY: Would you go to the magistrates? 

~ If Yes 

[!~) ~~t Applicable 
(9) Don f t Know 

IF NO: Why not? 

c. Would you go to court? 

p~ Yes 

r-~~~ ~~nlt Know 

~ IF NO: Why not? 

Now I would like to ask you a few background questions. 

2B. What is your marital status? 

g~ 
(3) 
(7) 

Married 
Divorced/separated/widowed 
Single 
Refused to answer 

__ 29. Do you have any children? 

~g ~~s 
(7) Refused to answer 

__ 30. What is your racial background? 

(21) Black 
() Hispanic 
(3) White 
(4) Other 
( 7) Refuse-=d-t"""'o-a-n-sw-e-r-

__ 31. How old are you? 

--

(7) Refused to answer 

32. Sex 

(1) Female 
(2) Male 
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-- 33. Are you working now? 

(I) Yes - full time 
(2) Yes - part time 

What kind of work do you do? 
(3) Student -----------
(4) Retired 
(5) Not working 

What kind of work did you do? __________ _ 
(7) Refused to answer 

34. What is the last year of school you completed? --
(01) 
(02) 
(03) 
(04) 
(05) 
(06) 
(07) 
(OB) 
( 77) 

0-8 years 
Some high school 
High school graduate/No diploma 
High school graduate/With diploma 
Some college 
COllege graduate 
Pos t Co 11 ege 
Presently in grade 
Refused to answer 

Thank you very much for talking with me. I would like to speak with you again 
in a few months to find out how you are doing. How can I best contact you then? 
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10# 

Master # 

FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW 
(Victims and Defendants in Relationship Cases) 

Court Cohorts 

--

-----
Name ____________ _ 

Date of Interview 
-------

Length of Interview 

Hello, my name is I am from the Institute for 
Social Analysis. We spoke several weeks ago about your case with 

If it is convenient, I would like to speak with 
you for a few minutes about any problems you have experienced since 
that case was decided. You are free not to answer any of the ques­
tions~ but your cooperation may help criminal justice officials re­
spond better to other cases similar to yours. All of your answers 
will be kept strictly confidential. Is it a good time to talk? 

1. First of all, can you tell me if you have had any problems with 
_____ since your case was mediated (decided in court)? 

(1) Yes* 
(2) No ~ skip to 3 
(9) Don't know 

*IF YES: What was the problem(s)? 

Did any of these problems result in violence between you 
and ? 

(I) Yes* 
(2) No • skip to 2 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't know 

*If violence: What injuries did you receive? 

g~ 
(3) 
(4) 
(8) 
(9) 

No injuries 
Minor - no medical treamtnet 
Emergency room treatment 
Hospitalized ( number of days) 
Not applicable 
Don't know 
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*If violence: What injuries did ____ receive? 
(1) No injuries 
(2) Minor - no medical treatment 
( 3 ) Eme rgen cy room t re a tmen t 
(4) Hospitalized ( number of days) 
(8) Not app1icable 
(9) Don't know 

IF THERE WAS A PROBLEM WHICH RESULTED IN VIOLENCE: 

Did you do anything about the problem? (PROBE: Were the police called?) 

If the police were called: What happened? (PROBE: Was an arrest 
made? Who was arrested?) 

If an arrest was made: Did the case go to court? 

g~ Yes* 
No-skip to 2 

(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

*If yes: What happened in court? (PROBE: What did 
the court do?) 

IF THERE HAVE BEEN ANY PROBLEMS: 

2. Are the problems continuing now? 

g~ 
(8) 
(9) 

Yes* 
No --+ SKip to 3 
Not applicable 
Don't know 

*IF YES: Are you or have you done anything about it? 
you called the police?) 

g~ 
( 8) 
(9) 

Yes* 
No-----? skip to 3 
Not applicable 
Don't know 
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--- ---- ---

*If police called: What happened? 

(1) Arrest made* 
(2) CHARLOTTE ONLY: Told to go to magistrates* 
(3) Police came -- no arrest made 
(4) Police didn't come 
(5) Other 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

*If arrest made: Did the case go to court? 
Yes* g~ 

(8) 
(9) 

No ~skip to 3 
Not applicable 
Don't know 

*What happened in court? 

3. How often do you see now? ' ------
(1) Living together 
(2) Daily 
(3) Once a week or more 
(4) Once a month or more 
(5) Less than once a month 
(6) Never .skip to 4 
(9) Don't know 

IF SEEING THE OTHER PARTY: 

Is that more often or less often than before the case was decided? 
(1) More often 
(2) Same 
(3) less often 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

At the present time, do you think the other party's behavior towards 
YOII has improved, remained the same, or gotten worse as a result of 
what the court (mediator) did? 

(1) Improved 
(2) Remained the same 
(3) Gotten worse 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 
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4. 

At this time, what do you want to happen to your rel~tion~hip with 
? (PROBES: Do you want it end the relatlonshlp? Do 

y-ou-w-an-t:---:"i"7"t to continue with some changes?) 

Do you think this will happen? 

g~ 
(8) 
( 9) 

Yes 
No 
Not applicable 
Don't know 

Do you, feel the way your case was handled was helpful in resolving 
your problem(s) with ? 

g~ 
(3) 
(9) 

Yes 
Somewhat 
No 
Don't know 

5. How was (wasn't) it hel~ful? 

6. As a result of the incident that occurred between you an~ ____ _ 
are you experiencing any of the following problems, and lf so, are 
they major or minor problems? 

a. Are you feeling nervous or havin
h
g 

difficulty sleeping because of t e 
incident? IF YES: Is this a 
major or minor problem? 

b. 

c. 

Are you have problems dealing 
with friends/family as a result 
of the incident? IF YES: Is 
this a major or minor problem? 

Are there any other problems 
you've had because of this inci-
dent? IF YES: What? Is this 
a major or minor problem? 

No 

1 

1 

1 

Major 
Problems 

2 

2 

2 

Minor 
Problems 

3 

3 

3 

Thank you very much for speaking with me. 
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10 No. 

Narre 

VICTIM rrnERVIEW 
Minneapolis 

Court Cohort 

---------------------------
Date of Interview 

----------------
length of Interview 

--------------

1. Can you tell me briefly what your case was about? 

a. Extent of Injury: 

(1) None 
(2) Minor {no medical attention} 
(3) Treated and released 
(4) Hospitalized - how long --,----

b. Did you have any medical bills? 

(1) None 
{2} Yes $ 

Amo un t--re-,:-' m"""7b-u-r-se-d' $ 
--------

c. Was injured as well? ----------------

[!
(I) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Don't Know 

If YES, Extent of injuries: 

(I) None 
(2) Minor (no medical attention) 
(3) Treated and released 
(4) Hospitalized - how long _____ _ 

d. Relationship - victim is defendant's 
----------

122 

Master # ----- Relationship Codes 

01 - don't know defendant at all (stranger) 
02" - spouse/common-law spouse . . 
03 - girlfriend/boyfriend - cohabltat:ng . 
04 - girlfriend/boyfriend - not cohab1tatlng 
05 - ex-spouse/common-law 
06 - ex-girlfriend/boyfriend - cohabitating 
07 - ex-girlfriend/boyfrienrl - not cohabitating 
08 - sister/brother 
09 - rother/father 
10 - daughter/son . 
11 - other relative (include ,n-laws) 
12 - friend . 
13 - a friend of other family member/relatlve 
14 - acquaintance . 
15 - seen before/defendant known from nelghborhood 
16 - business associate/co-worker 
17 - nei ghbor 
18 - other - SPECIfY 
99 - don't know 
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2. Scmetimes p'eople have problems after the crime occurs. I would like tO'ask you 
if you have experienced any of the following problems as a result of the assault, 
and, if so, whether the problem has been a major or a minor one. 

a. Has the injury caused you any problems? 
[If yes, is it a major or minor problem 
for you?] 

b. Have you experienced any· nervousness or 
lack of sleep? [If y.es., is·it a major 
or minor problem for you?] 

c. Have you had any problems dealing with 
friends or family as a result of this 
lncident? [If yes, is iL a major or 
minor problem for you?] 

d. Has the incident caused you any finan­
cial problems? [If yes, is it a major 
or minor problem for you?] 

e. Have other people suggested that you 
were to blame for the incident? [If yes, 
is this a major or minor problem for 
you?] 

f. 

g. 

h. 

Do you feel responsible for the incident? 
[If yes, is this a major or minor prob-
1 em for you?] 

Do you fear revenge from ? 
[If yes, is this a major or minor prob­
lem for you?] 

Do you feel less safe in your home? 
[If yes, is it a major or minor proh-
1 ern? ] 

i. Are there any other prob 1 ems as a re­
sult of the incident? [If yes, are 
they major or minor?] SPECIFY -----
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3. RELATIONSHIP CASES ONLY: Before this case, did you have other problems 
with ? 

rnB ~~s_ Skip to 4 
(8: ~ot Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

IF YES, ASK a & b: 
a. Can you describe the problems you have experienced? 

b. Have any of these problems resulted in violence between 'you? 

r-~: ~ ~~: Appljcable 
9. ·Don It Know 

IF YES, ASK c-e: 

c. What injuries did either of you have? 

d. Were the police called? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
8. Not Applicable 
9. Donlt Know 

What happened? 
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e. Did the case to to court? 

1. Yes 
2. No 
8. Not Applicable 
9. Don't Know 

What happened? 

4. In the present case, did you call the police? 

(1) 
r (2) 
I (9) 

Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

&....1 ----.~ IF NO: Did you want the police called? 

(l) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

5. Did the police come? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No - Skip to 6 
(9) Don't Know 

What happened? 

Did you want the police to arrest the defendant? 

(1) Yes 

~
2) No 

(9) Don't know 

_IF ___ N~: What did you want? 
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6. How satisfied are you with the way the police handled your case? 
(READ RESPONSES) 

7. 

(1), Satisfied 
(2) Mixed feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

ASK IN RELATIONSHIP CASES ONLY: At the time that the incident occurred and 
the police came, what did you want to happen to your relationship with 
-~--? (PROBES: Did you want to end the relationship? Did you want to 
continue the relationship with some changes?) 

8. What did you want the court to do in your case? (Allow two responses.) 

(1) Put the defendant in jail (for how long )? 
(2) Stop the defendant from bothering the victim 
(3) Get restitution 
(4) Minor punishment for defendant (specify: probation, fine) 
(5) Drop charges 
(6) Defendant get treatment/rehabi 1itation 
(7) Other - specify _________________ _ 
( 9) Don 't kn ow 

9. Did you ever discuss this with before it went to court? -----

(2) No ~ skip to 10 
(9) Don I t know 0:
1) Yes 

. IF YES: Did you and ____ reach an agreement on your own? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Didn't attempt it 
(4) Other --=-=---~ ____ _ 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

What did you agree to? 
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1. 

t 

10. Did the prosecutor ever talk to you by telephone or in person about 
your case? 

or Yes 
(2) No - SKIP TO #14 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

~ IF YES: Did you and the prosecutor talk about what you wanted 
the court to do in your case? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don' t Know 

'----+ IF YES: What did he say? 

12. After.your case was over, did the prosecutor explain what happened? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

13. Overall, how satisfied were you with the way the prosecutor handled 
your case? (READ RESPONSES) 

(l) Satisfied 
(2) Mixed Feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) . Don't Know 

14. Did you ever come to court? 

[ 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
{9} .. Don't Know 

IF YES: How many times? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

1 
2 
3 
4 •••• 
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15. 

FOR VICTIMS WHO NEVER APPEARED IN COURT, SKIP TO 21 

Did you understand what was happening while you were in court? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) SOlTEwhat 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

16. Did the judge talk to you about your case? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don I t Know 

'---- IF YES: What did he say? 

17. Do you think the judge was concerned about your interests in the case? 

(1) 
(2) 
(B) 
(9) 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 
Don't Know 

18. How satisfied were you with the way the judge handled your case? 
(READ RESPONSES) 

(1) Satisfied 
(2) Mixed Feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

19. Do you feel you had a chance to tell your side of the story on the day(s) 
you were in court? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Didn't Need To (e.g., court already had relevant facts) 
(4) Other 
(8) Not Ap-p~11~·c-a~b~le------------------------
(9) Don't Know 
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20_ Overall, how well do you feel you were treated on the day(s) you were in 
court? 

(1) Well 
(2) Fair 
(3) Poor 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

21. Do you know the outcome of your case? 

. (1) Yes 

( 9) Don't Kn ow [!2) No 

IF YES: What is it? [Tell victim outcome if he doesn't know it 
or if he is inaccurate; note whether victim is inaccurate.] 

22. Are you satisfied with this outcome? [READ RESPONSES] 

(1) Satisfied 
(2) Mixed Feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(9) Don't Know 

---~ Why? 

23. Do you think you had much influence in deciding the outcome of the case? 
[READ RESPONSES] 

(I) Had a lot of influence 
(2) Had some influence 
(3) Had very little or no inf1u~nce 
(8) Not applicable 
( 9) Don't Kn ow 

VICTIMS IN STRANGER-TO-STRANGER CASES -- SKIP TO 29 
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24. RELATIONSHIP CASES ONLY: Have you had any problems with ____ since 
your case was decided in court1 

(1) Yes -- If yes, ask a-b 
(2) No • skip to 26 
(9) Don't Know 

a. What was the prob1em(s)? 

b. Did any of these problems result 
? 

Hi Yes -- If yes, ask c-d 
No ~ skip to 26 

(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't know 

c. What injuries did you receive? 

g~ No injuries 
Minor - no medical treatment 

(3) Emergency room treatment 

in 

(4) Hospitalized ( number of 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

d. What injuries did receive? 

(1) No injuries 
(2) Minor - no medical treatment 
(3) Emergency room treatment 
(4) Hospitalized ( number of 
(8) Not applicab1e-----
(9) Don't know 

violence between you and 

days) 

days) 

e. Did you do anything about the problem? (PROBE: Were the police 
called?) 
(1) Police called -- if yes, ask f 
(2) No ~ skip to 25 
(3) Other 
(9) Don't r"k-no-w-----------------

f. If the police were called: What happened? (PROBE: Was an arrest 
made? Who was arrested?) 

(1) Arrest made -- if yes, ask g 
(2) Police came -- no arrest made~ skip to 25 
(3) Police didn't come • skip to 25 
(4) Other 
( 8) Not ap-p"h'-· c-a.,-"be-----
(9) Don't know 
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g. If an arrest was made: Did the case ~o to court? 

g~ Yes -- If yes, ask h 

(8) 
(9) 

No ,skip to 26 
Not applicable 
Don't know 

h. What happened in court? (PROBE: What did the court do?) 

IF THERE HAVE BEEN ANY PROBLEMS: 

25. Are the problems continuing now? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

26. How often do you see now? 

(1) living together 
(2) Daily 
(3) Once a week or more 
(4) Once a month or more 
(5) less than once a month 
(6) Never :. skip to 27 
(9) Don't know 

a. Is that more often or less often than before the case was decided? 
(1) More often 
(2) Same 
(3) Less often 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't .. know 

b. At the present time, do· you think the other party's behavi or 
towards you has improved, remained the same, or gotten worse 
as a result of what the court (mediator) did? 
(1) Improved 
(2) Remained the same 
(3) Gotten worse 
'8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

27. At this time, what do you want to happen to your relationship with 
? (PROBES: Do you want to end the relationship? Do you want 

7i~t-t~0--c-o-ntinue with some changes?) 
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Do you think this will happen? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not applicable 
( 9) Don't kn ow 

28. Do you feel the way your case was handled was helpful in your relationship 
with ? 

(1) Yes 
(2) Somewhat 
(3) No 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

How was (wasn't) it helpful? 

29. Now that you have been through this experience, would you: 

a. Call the police if you had a similar problem in the future? 
(1) Yes 

~
2) No -- skip to 30 

(9) Don't know 

IF NO: Why not? 

b. Would you go to court? 
(1) Yes 

c:2) No 
(9) Don't know 

IF NO: Why not? 

Now I would like to ask you a few background questions 

30. What is your marital status? 

(1) Married 
(2) Divorced/separated/widowed 
(3) Single 
(7) Refused to answer 133 
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31. Do you -have- 'any chi'l dr-en? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(7) Refused to answer 

32. What is your racial background? 

. (1) Black 
(2) Hispanic 
(3) White 
(4) Other 
(7) Refu se--;d~to-a-n-s-w-e-r---

33. How old are you? -----
(7) Refused to answer 

34. Sex 

(1) Female 
(2) Male 

35. Are you worki ng now? 

(1) Yes -- full time 
( 2) Yes -- part time 

What kind of work do you do? 
(3) Student -~------------------

(4) Reti red 
(5) Not working 

What kind of work 
(7) Refused to answer 

did you do? -------------------
36. What is the last year of school you completed? 

(01) 0-8 years 
(02) Some high school 
(03) High school graduate 
(04) Some co 11 ege 
(OS) College graduate 
(06) Post ·.college' 
(07) Presently in grade 
(77) Refused to answer 

Thank you very much for speaking with me. 
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I D. No . 

Victim Interview 
Mediation Cohort 

Name _____________ ~ __ ___ 

Jate of Interview -----------
Length of Interview _________ _ 

Master # ______ _ 

Hello, my name is , I am from the Institute for 
Social Analysis, an independent research company. We sent you a letter about 
a week ago d~scribing a study we are doing in • Did you 
receive it? Basically, we are trying 'to find out how well you feel 
your case was~andled and about any problems you may be having as a ~e~ult 
of the incident. Your participation in our study may help legal offlclals 
~~'espond better to other cases 1 ike yours. All of your answers wi 11 be kept 
;trictly cunfidential .. Is it convenient to speak with me now? 

v 
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1. C.an you te 11 me bri efly what your di spute was about? 

a. Extent of Injury: 

(1) None 
(2) Minor (no medical attention) 
(3) Treated and released 
(4) Hospitalized - how long ~ ____ _ 

b. Did you have any medical bills? 

(1) 
(2) 

None 
Yes $ 
Amount-re-l-:-· mb-'--u-r-s-ed $ ----

c. Was injured as well? 

(2) 
(3) ~
1) 

----------------
Yes 
No 
Don't Know 

IF YES, Extent of injuries: 

(1) None 
(2) Minor (no medical attention) 
(3) 'Treated and released' 
(4) Hospitalized - how long __ 

d. Relationship - victim is defendant's ________ _ 
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Relationship Codes 

01 - don't know defendant at all (stranger) 
02 - spouse/common-law spouse 
03 - girlfriend/boyfriend - cohabitating 
04 - girlfriend/boyfriend - not cohabitating 
05 - ex-spouse/common-law 
06 - ex-girlfriend/boyfriend - cohabitating 
07 - ex-girlfriend/boyfriend - not cohabitating 
08 - sister/brother 
09 - mother/father 
10 - daughter/son 
11 - other relative (include in-laws) 
12 - friend 
13 - a f,.-i end of other fami ly member/re 1 ati ve 
14 - acquaintance 
15 - seen before/defendant known from neighborhood 
16 - business associate/co-worker 
17 - neighbor 
18 - other - SPECIFY 
99 - don't know 
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2. ~ometimes people have problems following a dispute. I would like to ask you 
~f ~ou have ex~erienced any of the following problems as a result of the 
lncldent, and lf so, whether the problem has been a major or a minor one. 

a. Has the injury caused you any problems? 
(If yes, is it a major or minor problem 
for you?) 

b. Have you experienced any nervousness or 
lack of sleep? (If yes, is it a major 
or minor problem for you?) 

\ 

c. Have you had any problems dealing with 
friends or family as a result of this 
incident? (If yes, is it a major or 
minor problem for you?) 

d. Has the incident caused you any finan­
cial problems? (If yes, is it a major 
or minor problem for you?) 

e. Have other people suggested that you 
were to blame for the dispute? (If 
yes, is this a major or minor problem 
for you?) 

f. Do you feel responsible for the incident? 
(If yes, is this a major or minor 
problem for you?) 

g. Do you fear revenge from ? 
(If yes, is this a major -o-r-m-l~'n-o-r-----
problem for you?) 

h. Do you feel less safe in your home? 
(If yes, is it a major or minor 
problem?) 

i. Are there any other problems as a 
result of the djspute? (If yes, are 
they major or minor?) SPECIFY 
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3. Before this case, did you have other problems with ? 

.(1) Yes 
I (2) No ~ Sk i p to 4 

~
8) Not App'licable 

(9) Doni t Know 

IF YES, ASK a & b: 

-----------------

a. Can you describe the problems you have experienced? 

b. Have any of these problems resulted in violence between you? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No ~Skipt04 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don I t Knm'l 

IF YES, ASK c-e: 

c. What injuries did either of you have? 

d. Did anyone call the police? 

(1) 
(2) 
(8) 
(9) 

Yes 
No 
Not Applicable 
Don't Know 

What happened? 

(l) Police didn't come 
(2) Police came - no arrest made 
( 3) Other 
( 8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't know 
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4. 

e. Did the case go to court? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

L-_-+ What happened? 

(1) Case dismissed/let defendant go 
(2) Defendant sent for treatment/placed in program 
(3) Defendant fined 
(4) Defendant sent to jail 
(5) Other 

~~~-----------(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

In the present case, did you call the police? 

(1) Yes 

c:2) No 
(9) Don't K..,ow 

If_N(\_-':~ Did you ,'lant the police called? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

5. Did the police come? 

Q
1) Yes 

(2) No 
(9) Don I t Knm"! 

-> what happened? 

Did you want the police to arrest the defendant? 

(1) Yes 

~
2) No 

(9) Don't Know 

Ie NO: What did you want? 
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6. How satisfied are you with the way the police handled your case? 
(READ RESPONSES) 

(1) Satisfied 
(2) Mixed Feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

7. At the time the police came (or you initi~ted the complaint), what did 
you want to happen to your relationship with ? (PROBES: 
Qid you want to end the relationship? Did you want to continue the 
relationship with some changes?) 

8. MINNEAPOLIS ONLY: Did you gG to the city attorney's office? 

-(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don1t Know 

'---~ I F YES: What happened? 

9. LOS ANGELES ONLY: Were you given a choice about going to the hearing 
officer program? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 
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10. What did you want the (mediator, hearing officer) to do in your case? 
(Allow two responses.) 

(1) Stop the other party from bothering them 
(2) Get restitution 
(3) Tell the other party their behavior was wrong 
(4) Help them get along better 
(5) Tell the other party to get treatment/rehabilitation 
(6) Other - Specify ______________ _ 
(9) Don I t know 

11. Did you ever discuss this case with 
(mediation, hearing officer program)? 

(9) Don I t know 

before it went to -----

[!
1) Yes 

(2) No 

If_Y_E_S: Did you and ____ reach an agreement on your own? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Didn't attempt it 
(4) Other 
( 8) Not a p-p"""'''-i c-=a"Tb,-'--::-e-----
(9) Don't know 

~--What di d you agree to? 

12. Did you reach an agreement at the (mediation, hearing officer) session? 

(2) No 
(9) Don't kn ow [!
1) Yes 

IF YES: Can you describe in your own words the (agreement, contract) 
that was worked out between you? (If respondent does not remember 
the contract or remembers it incorrectly, give him the facts and note 
that respondent did not remember it.) 
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13. Are you satisfied with the (agreement; contract)? 

(1) Satisfied 
(2) Mixed Feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(4) Don't Care 
(8) Not Applicable 
(9) Don't Know 

14. How satisfied were you with the way the (mediator; hearing officer) 
handled the case? 

(1) Satisfied 
(2) Mixed Feelings 
(3) Dissatisfied 
(9) Don't Know 

15. Do you feel you had a chance to tell your side of the story to the 
D (mediator; hearing officer)? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Didn't need to (e.g., mediator already had relevant facts) 
(4) Other 
(9) Don't o-kn-o-w---

16. Do you think the mediator was concerned about your interests in the case? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(3) Other .,-,-----
(9) Don't Know 
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17. IF AGREEMENT WAS REACHED: How much do you think you influenced the final 
(contract, agreement)? 

(1) A lot of influence 
(2) Some influence 
(3) Very little or no influence 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

18. Overall, how well do you feel you were treated on the day you were at the 
(mediation, hearing officer) session? 

19. 

(1) Well 
(2) Fair 
(3) Poor 
(9) Don't know 

Did the (mediator, hearing officer) refer you to any agency or program to 
assist you with your problems with ? 

E
1) Yes 

(2) No 
(9) Don't know 

Did you contact the agency? 

r---- (1) 
0-(2) 

(8) 
(9) 

Yes 
No 
Not applicable 
Don't know 

'---t--___ What happened? 

L-.-_~ Why not? 
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20. Have you had any problems with since your case was mediated? 

[!
1) Yes 

(2) No ~ skip to 22 
(9) Don't know 

IF YES, What was the problem(s)? 

Did any of these problems result in violence between you and" ? 

(1) 
(2) 
(8) 
(9) 

Yes 
No )skip to 21 
Not applicable 
Don't know 

IF VIOLENCE, What injuries did you receive? 

(1) No injuries 
(2) Minor - no medical treatment 
(3) Emergency room treatment 
(4) Hospitalized ( number of days) 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

L--__ IF VIOLENCE, What injuries did receive? 
----

(1) No injuries 
(2) Minor - no medical treatment 
(3) Emergency room treatment 
(4) Hospitalized ( number of days) 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

IF THERE WAS A PROBLEM WHICH RESULTED IN VIOLENCE: 

----

Did you do anything about the problem (PROBE: Were the police called?) 

If the police were called: What happened? (PROBE: Was an arrest 
made? Who was arrested?) 
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If an arrest was made: Did the case go to court? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No • skip to 21 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

IF YES, What happened in court? (PROBE: What did the 
court do?) 

IF THERE HAVE BEEN ANY PROBLEMS: 

21. Are the problems continuing now? 

(1) Y s 
(2) No 
(8) Not applicable 
( 9) Don't kn ow 

STRANGER-STRANGER CASES -----) skip to 29 

22. How often do you see now? 

(1) Living together 
(2) Daily 

----

(3) Once a week or more 
(4) Once a month or more 
(5) Less than once a month 
(6) Never ')skip to 27 
(9) Don't know 

IF SEEING THE OTHER PARTY: 

23. Is that more often or less often than before the case was decided? 

(1) More often 

24. 

(2) Same 
(3) Less often 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

~t the present.time, do you think the other party's behavior towards you has 
lmpr?ved, re~alned the same, or gotten worse as a result &f what the court 
(medlator) dld? 

(1) Improved 
(2) Remained the same 
(3) Gotten worse 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 
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25. At this time, what do you want to happen to your relationship ~ith ? 
(PROBES: Do you want to end the relationship? Do you want it to continue 
with some changes?) 

26. Do you think this will happen? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(8) Not applicable 
(9) Don't know 

27. Do you feel the way your case was handled was helpful in your relationship 
with ? 

(1) Yes 
(2) Somewhat 
(3) No 
(9) Don't know 

28. How was (wasn't) it helpful? 

29. Now that you have been through this experience, would you: 

a. Call the police if you had a similar problem in the future? 

(1) Yes 

c:2) No 
(9) Don't know 

IF NO: Why not? 
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b. ~ould you go to (mediation, hearing officer program)? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 1(9) Don't 

LIF NO: 

know 

Why not? 

Now I would like to ask you a few background questions. 

30. What is your marital status? 

(1) Narried 
( 2) Divorced/separated/widowed 
(3 ) Single 
(7) Refused to answer 

3l. Do you have any children? 

(1) Yes 
(2) No 
(7) Refused to answer 

32. What is your racial background? 

(1) Black 
(2 ) Hispanic 
(3) White 
(4) Native American/Indian 
(S) Other 
(7) Refused to answer 

33. How old are you? 

(7) Refused to answer 

34. Sex 

( 1) Female 
(2) Nale 
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3S. Are you working now? 

(1) Yes - full time 
( 2) Yes - part time 

What kind of work do you do? 
D ( 3) Student 

(4) Retired 
( S) Not working 

What kind of work did you do? 
(7) Refused to answer 

D 36. What is the last year of school you completed? 

(01) 0-8 years 
(02) Some high school 
(03) High school graduate 
(04) Some college 
(OS) College graduate 
(06) Post college 
(07) Presently in grade 
(77) Refused to answer 

.~. 

D Thank you very much for talking with me. 
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HYPOTHETICAL CASES 

Instructi ons 

After reading each case, answer the attached questions. Use 
your experience and best judgment to predict how the case will 

ultimately be disposed in your particular jurisdiction. In addi­

tion, please complete the last sheet which inquires about your 

prosecutorial experience to date. Do not write your name on the 
forms, so that all responses may remain anonymous. 

When predicting case outcomes, consider the current conditions 
and policies in your jurisdiction. However, if your jurisdiction 

does not have the following features, assume it does when answering 
the questions: 

(1) Prosecutors have the opportunity to review all cases to 
determine whether or not to file charges. 

(2) Prosecutors may suggest plea agreements involving charge 
reductions, dismissals, and sentence recommendations. 

(3) Judges usually concur with the prosecutor's recommenda­
tions. 
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1. 

2. 

Assuming you were making the decision, would you file charges against the 
suspect? 

a. No --~) Why not? _______________________ _ 

b. Yes ---, What charges? _____________________ _ 

ASSUME THE CASE HAS BEEN FILED FOR QUESTIONS 2-8 

How do you think the case will ultimately be disposed? 

a. It will be diJsmissed---~,Why? ________________ _ 

b. By plea---~To what charges? _______________ _ 

c. By trial--~Anticipated verdict? ______________ _ 

3. What is the lowest plea offer you would agree to before taking the case to 
trial? 

4. What do you think would be the most just or fair plea? 
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5. AS'suming you made a sentence reconrnendation, \I\'hat· would be the lowest pos­
sible sentence you would offer before taking the case to trial? 

6. What do you think would be the most just or fair sentence? 

7. How strong is the case? 

a. Very strong 
b. Strong 
c. Moderate 
d. Weak 
e. Very weak 

B. What are the major weaknesses in the case? What problems does the case pose 
for successful prosecution? 
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APPENDIX 0 
INTERVIEWS WITH DEFENDANTS 

Defendants proved very diffi cu lt to locate for telephone intervi ews. A tota 1 
of 20 defendants were interviewed ir (harlotte, 11 in Los Angeles, and seven in 
Minneapolis. We were somewhat more ~~ccessful in reaching those whose cases were 
sent to mediation -- 31 disputants were interviewed in Los Angeles and 23 in 
Mi nneapo 1 is. Of those we spoke with, 9% of the court samp 1 e and 29% of the 
mediated sample reported that they were injured, as well as the victim during the 
incident. We only attempted to contact defendants \vho knew their victims; 
approximately one-half told us that they had had previous problems with the 
victim. 

Defendants in court and their counterparts in meoiction reported that they 
were treated similarly. Like victims in court and mediation, most of the 
defendants and disputants told us that they were treated well or fairly, with only 
a minority re:porting poor treatment (Tcbles B-1, B-2). Also, most defen ts were 
satisfied with the outcome (67%), while the vast majority of those d;v~rted to 
mediation (84%) were satisfied. In fact, defendants tended to be satisfied with 
the outcome more often than victims (54% of the victims in the cOurt sample were 
satisfied and 65% of the victims in the mediated sample were satisfied). Li~e 
victims, defendants· satisfaction with the outcome was not strongly affected by 
the nature of the outcome, i.e., defendants who pled guilty tended to be satisfied 
as often as those whose cases were rlismissed. fhis is somewhat surprising but may 
be a re~Jlt of the light sentences imposed in those cases which resulted in guilty 
pleas/verdicts. None of the defendants in our sample were sentenced to jailor 
given formal probation, ~~t many of the defendants were required to pay a fine, 
court costs, or make restitution. However, previolJs literature sugges+s that even 
defendants whose cases are dismissed or who have light sentences imposed, are 
frequently negative about the system and their treatment while in court, or dS 
Feeley (1979) so succinctly phased it, lithe process is the punishment. II 
Apparently this was not true for the majority of our defendants. 

Defendants and disputants in mediation reported a number of problems as a 
result of the incident. Like our victims, many told us that they experienced 
increased nervousness (48% in the court siJ.nmle, 42% in the mediation sample); also 
mentioned were problems with their family (2)% - court sample, 20X - mediation 
sample), financial problems (64% - court sample,* 27% - mediation: Jmple), and 
other problems (19% - court ~~mple, 16% - mediation sample). 

In summary, defendants in court a~d those diverted to mediation had similar 
reactions as victims did to the system. Contrary to expectations, most defenddnts 
felt that they were well treated and were satisfied with case outcomes in both the 
court and mediation ~nmrles. Defendants tended to be more satisfied than victims 
with outcomes in both Ue court and mediation sample. Like victims, defendants 
felt the impact of the crime in several ways and reported problems with increased 
nervousness, and also family and financial problems. 

*---------
The financial pro~lem~ were usually a direct result of the sentence imposed, 

e.G., fine, court costj, restitution, or missing work for court appearance(s). 
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Treated Well 
Treated Fairly 
Treated Poorly 

N.S. 

Treated We 11 
Treated Fairly 
Treated Poorly 

N.S. 

TABLE B-1 
COMPARISON OF VICTIMS' AND DEFENDANTS' 

TREATMENT IN COURT 

Defendant Victim 

60% 65% 
22% 23% 
18% 12% 

(N=36) (N=77) 

TABLE B-2 
Ca~PARISON OF VICTIMS' AND DISPUTANTS' 

TREATI1ENT AT r~EDIATION 

Defendant 

66% 
25% 

9% 
(N=46) 
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Victim 

66% 
24% 
10% 

(N=59) 

D 
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Pollce Response, Victims' Satisfaction, 

Non-Stranger and Stranger-to-Stranger Comparisons 



Q 5 

D 

Charlotte 

None 37% 
Minor 47% 
Treated & 

Released 16% 
Hospitalized 

(N=49) 
Missing Data 

* N.S. 

TABLE C-1 
EXTENT OF VICTIM'S INJURY 

SITE C(lv1PARISONS 

Court* 

Los Angeles Minneapolis 

33% 31% 
30% 40% 

31% 26% 
7% 3% 

(N=45) (N=34) 

TABLE C-2 
VICTIM SUMMONED THE POLICE 

SITE C(lv1PARISONS 

Court* 

Charlotte Los Angeles Minneapolis 

Victim called 
police 69% 61% 74% 

Victim did not 
call police 31% 39% 26% 

(N=48) (N=44) (N=34) 
Missing Data 1 case 1 case 1 case 

*-N.S. 
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Mediation* 

Los Angeles Minneapolis 

21% 19% 
39% 43% 

36% 38% 
3% 

(N=33) (N=32) 
1 case 

Mediation* 

Los Angeles Minneapolis 

72% 78% 

28% 22% 
(N=32) (N=32) 
1 case 

., 

o 

() 
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Victim wanted 
arrest 

Victim did not 
want arrest 

* N.S. 

Arrest 
Complaint written 
Other 

Missing Data 

N.S. 

TABLE C-3 
VICTIM WANTED AN ARREST 

SITE CCl-1PARISONS 

Court* 

Charlotte Los Angeles Minneapolis 

94% 86% 81% 

6% 14% 19% 
(N=32) (N=42) (N=32) 

TABLE C-4 
POLICE RESPONSE -- MEDIATED SAMPLE 

SITE CCl-1PAR I SONS 

Los Angel~s Minneapolis 

20% 
72% 

8% 
(N=25) 
7 ca~es 
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33% 
60% 

7% 
(N=30) 

Mediation* 

Los Angeles Minneapolis 

81% 83% 

19% 17% 
(N=32) (N=30) 

Satisfied 
Mixed feelings 
Dissatisfied 

* N.S. 

Satisfied 
Mixed feelings 
Dissatisfied 

Missing Data 

TABLE C-5 
VICTI~lS' SATISFACTION WITH THE POLICE 

SITE CCl-1PARISONS 

Court* Mediation * 

Charlotte Los Angeles r~ inn e a pol i s Los Angeles 

71% 78% 73% 42% 
18% 11% 18% 12% 
11% 11% 9% 45% 

(N=38) (N=44) (N=33) (N=33) 

TABLE C-6 
VICTIMS' SATISFACTION WITH THE PROSECUTOR 

SITE CCl-1PARISONS 

Charlotte Los Angeles Minneapolis 

22 17 4 
7 4 3 
9 9 1 

(N=38) (N=30) (N::8) 
6 cases 

Minneapolis 

59% 
16% 
25% 

(N=32) 

x2 N.S. comparing Charlotte and Los Angeles 
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Judge spoke with victim 
Judge did not speak 

with victim 

Missing Data 

TABLE C-7 
JUDGE SPOKE WITH VICTIM 

SITE C{JI1PARISONS 

Charlotte Los Angeles 

13 4 

29 26 
(N=42) (N=30) 

2 cases 

x2 N.S. comparing Charlotte and Los Angeles 

TABLE C-8 

Minneapolis 

3 

3 
(N=6) 

2 cases 

VICTIMS ' BELIEVED JUDGE/MEDIATOR WAS CONCERNED 
WITH THrIR INTERESTS 

SITE CCMPARISONS 

Judge* Mediator** 

Charlotte Los Angeles Minneapolis Los Angeles Minneapolis 

Judge/~1edi ator 
21 19 was concerned 24 10 2 

Judge/t~edi ator 
was not con-
cerned 12 11 1 6 - 9 

(N=36) (N=21) (N=3) (N=27) (N=28) 
Missing Data 8 cases 9 cases 5 cases 6 cases 5 cases 

* X 2 N.S. comparing Charlotte and Los Angeles 
** N.S. 
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Satisfied 
Mixed feelings 
Dissatisfied 

Missing Data 

* 

TABLE C-9 
VICTIMS' SATISFACTION WITH JUDGE/MEDIATOR 

SITE C{JI1PARISONS 

Judge* Medi ator** 

Charlotte Los Angeles Minneapolis Los Angeles Minneapolis 

27 13 2 17 18 
10 2 1 6 5 
4 7 1 8 5 

(N=41) (N=22) (N=4) (N=31) (N=28) 
3 cases 8 cases 4 cases 2 cases 5 cases 

N.S. cOinparing Charlotte and Los Angeles 

** N.S. 

A lot of ir.fluence 
Some influence 
Little of no 

infl uence 

Missing Data 

N.S. 

TABLE C-I0 
VICTIMS ' INFLUENCE ON THE DISPOSITION 

SITE COMPARISONS 

Court 

Charlotte Los Angeles Minneapolis 

18% 22% 7% 
16% 17% 18% 

66% 61% 75% 
(N=44) (N=41) (N=28) 
5 cases 4 cases 6 cases 
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Mediation 

Los Angeles Minneapolis 

41% 70% 
36% 23% 

23% 7% 
(N=22) (N=27) 

11 cases 6 cases 



Pi 4 5 4 

TABLE C-ll 
VICTIMS 1 OVERALL TREATMENT -- MEDIATION SAMPLE 

SITE crnPARISONS 

Victim treated well 
Victim treated fair 
Victim treated poor 

Missing Data 

N.S. 

Los Angeles 

68% 
19% 
13% 

(N=31) 
2 cases 

Minneapolis 

54% 
2CJ% 

7'/. 
(N=28) 
5 cases 

TABLE C-12 
VICTIMS 1 SATISFACTION WITH OUTcrnE 

SITE COMPARISONS 

Court Mediation 

Charlotte Los Angeles Minneapolis Los Angeles Minneapolis 

Satisfied 55% 53% 53% 61% 68% 
Mixed feelings 20% 9% 17% 22% 18% 
Dissatisfied 25% 38% 30% 17% 14% 

(N=49) (N=45) (N=30) (N=23) (N=28) 
r~issing Data 4 cases 10 cases 5 cases 

N.S. 
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Yes 
No 

T,l\BLE C-13 
NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER VICTIMS 

VICTIM DESIRED AN ARREST 

Non-Stranger 

86% 
14% 

(N=42) 

TABLE C-14 

Stranger-to-Stranger 

96% 
4% 

(N=25) 

NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER VICTIMS 
THE POLICE RESPONSE 

Non-Stranger Stranger-to-Stranger 

Arrest 51% 
40% 

9% 
(N=45) 

72% 
24% 

4% 
(N=25) 

Complaint written 
Other 
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TABLE C-lS 
NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER VICTIMS 

PROSECUTOR SPOKE WITH VICTIM 

Prosecutor spoke with victim 
Prosecutor did not speak 

with victim 

N.S. 

Non-Stranger 

67% 

33% 
(N=30) 

TABLE C-16 

Stranger-to-Stranger 

83% 

17% 
(N=16 ) 

NON-STRAN(;[R AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER VICTIMS 
JUDGE SPOKE WITH VICTIM 

Judge spoke with victim 
Judge did not speak with victim 

N.S. 

Non-Stranger 

13% 
87% 

(N=30) 
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Stranger-to-Stranger 

13% 
88% 

(N=16) 

, I 

l 

I 
I 

, 

J 

Given chance 
Not given chance 

Missing Data 

N.S. 

TABLE C-17 
NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER VICTIMS 

VICTIM GIVEN CHAN'CETO TELL STORY 

Non-Stranger 

44% 
56% 

(N=27) 
3 cases 

Stranger-to-Stranger 

46% 
54% 

(N=l1) 
5 cases 

TABLE C-18 
NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER VICTIMS 

VICTIMS' INFLUENCE ON OUTCQ~E 

A lot of influence 
Some influence 
Little or no influence 

Missing Data 

N.S. 

Non-Stranger 

22% 
17% 
61% 

(N=41) 
4 cases 
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Stranger-to-Stranger 

9% 
17% 
74% 

(N=23) 
2 cases 



N.S. 

N.S. 

TABLE C-19 
NON-STRANGER AND STRANGER-TO-STRANGER VICTIMS 

VICTIMS' SATISFACTION WITH OUTCOME 

Satisfied 
Mixed Feelings 
Dissatisfied 

Missing Data 

Satisfied 
Mixed feelings 
Dissatisfied 

Missing Data 

Non-Stranger 

53% 
9% 

38% 
(N=45) 

TABLE C-20 

Stranger-to-Stranger 

38% 
8% 

54% 
(N=24) 
1 case 

LOWER AND UPPER COURT CASES 
V I CTIMS I "SATISFACTION W" liH " THE' PRO"SE"cUTOR 

Lower Court 
(Non-Stranger) 

56% 
18% 
26% 

(N=76) 
6 cases 
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Upper Court 
(Stranger-to-Stranger) 

56% 
19% 
25% 

(N=32) 
6 cases 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Satisfied 
Mixed feelings 
Dissatisfied 

Missing Data 

TABLE C-21 
LOWER AND UPPER COURT CASES 

VICTIMS' SATISFACTION WITH THE JUDGE 

Lower Court 
(Non-Stranger) 

63% 
19% 
18% 

(N=67) 
15 cases 

TABLE C-22 

Upper Court 
(Stranger-to-Stranger) 

52% 
13% 
35% 

(N=23) 
15 cases 

LOWER AND UPPER COURT CASES 
VICTIMS BELIEVED THE JUDGE WAS CONCERNED 

WITH THEIR INTERESTS 

Lower Court 
(Non-Stranger) 

Upper Court 
(Stranger-to-Stranger) 

Judge concerned 
Judge not concerned 

60% 
40% 

(N=60) 
22 cases 

58% 
42% 

(N=2 9) 
9 cases Missing Data 
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N.S. 

N.S. 

TABLE C-23 
LOWER AND UPPER COURT CASES 

VICTIMS' INFLUENCE ON FINAL OUTCOME 

A lot of influence 
Some influence 

Lower Court 
(Non-Stranger) 

Upper Court 
(Stranger-to-Stranger) 

Little or no influence 

17% 
17% 
66% 

13% 
26% 
61% 

Missing Data 

Treated we 11 
Treated fair 
Treated poor 

Missing Data 

(N=113) 
15 cases 

TABLE C-24 

(N=70) 
25 cases 

LOWER AND UPPER COURT CASES 
VICTIMS' OVERALL TREATMENT 

Lower Court 
(Non-Stranger) 

65% 
23% 
12% 

~ 1~=77) 
10 cases 
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Upper Court 
(Stranger-to-Stranger) 

56% 
29% 
15% 

(N=34) 
4 case!) 

APPENDIX 0 

Site Comparisons of Responses to 
the Hypothetical Cases 
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TABLE 0-1 
COMPARISON OF THE TREATMENT OF 

NON-STRANBER vs. STRANGER-TO-STRANGER CASES 
BROOKLYN 

Non-Stranger Stranger-to-Stranger 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 

PREDICTED(c) 
OUTC(J>1E 

(a) N.S. 
(b) N.S. 
(c) N.S. 

Strong 
Moderate 
Weak 

Dismissed 
Gui lty Plea 
Trial 

98% 90% 
N=49 N=50 

15% 24% 
40% 42% 
45% 34% 

N=48 N=50 

12% 8% 
83% 74% 

5% 18% 
N=48* N=50* 

* The first four cases were used to compare the treatment of non-stranger 
with stranger-to-stranger cases. Case Set A contained three non-stranger 
cases and one stranger-to-stranger case, while Case Set B contained one 
non-stranger case and three stranger-to-stranger cases. In Brooklyn, 12 
prosecutors responded to Case Sel A, "13 to Cas'e Set B, for a tola 1 of 49 
non-stranger and 50 stranger-to-stranger cases. Variable Ns appear in 
this table due to the exclusion of "don't know" responses and incompletes. 
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TABLE .n~.2 
COMPARISON OF THE TREATMENT OF 

NON-STRANGER vs. STRANGER- -(O-STRANGER CASES 
CHARLOTTE 

Non-Stranger Stranger-to-Stranger 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 

PREDICTED(c) 
OUTC(]v1E 

(a) N.S. 
(b) N.S. 
(c) N.S. 

* 

Strong 
Moderate 
Weak 

Dismissed 
Guilty Plea 
Trial 

100% 91% 
N=23 N=21 

39% 33% 
48% 38% 
13% 29% 

N=23 N=21 

14% 10% 
45% 28% 
41%* 62% 

N=22 N=21* 

The first four cases were used to compare the treatment of non-stranger 
with strar,_ }r-to-stranger cases. Case Set A cantai ned three non-stranger 
cases and one stranger-to-stranger case, while Case Set B contained one 
non-stranger case and three stranger-to-stranger cases. In Charlotte, 
six prosecutors responded to Case Set A, five to Case Set B, for a totul 
of 23 non-stranger and 21 stranger-to-stranger cases. Variable Ns appear 
in this table due to the exclusion of "don't know" responses and incompletes. 
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TABLE 0-3 
COMPARISON OF THE TREATMENT OF 

NON-STRANGER vs. STRANGER-TO-STRANGER CASES 
LOS ANGELES 

Non-Stranger Stranger-to-Stranger 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 77% 84% 
N=78 N=82 

CASE STRENGTH(b) 
Strong 36% 44% 
Moderate 40% 32% 
Weak 24% 24% 

N=77 N=81 

PREDICTED(c) Dismissed 5% 9% 
OUTCCX'v1E Gui lty Plea 68% 63% 

Trial 27% 28% 
N=74* N=81* 

(a) N.S. 
(b) N.S. 
(c) N.S. 

*The first four cases were used to compare the treatment of non-stranger 
with stranger-to-stranger cases. Case Set A contained three non-stranger 
cases and one stranger-to-stranger case, while Case Set B contained one 
non-stranger case and three stranger-to-stranger cases. In Los Angeles, 
19 prosecutors responded to Case Set A, 21 to Case Set B, for a total of 
78 non-stranger and 82 stranger-to-stranger cases. Variable Ns appear 
in this table due to the exclusion of "don't know" responses and incompletes. 
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TABLE 0-4 
COMPARISON OF THE TREATMENT OF 

NON-STRANGER vs. STRANGER-TO-STRANGER CASES 
MINNEAPOLIS 

Non-Stranger Stranger-to-Stranger 

WOULD FILE CHARGES(a) 

CASE STRENGTH (b) 

PREDICTED(C) 
OUTCCJv1E 

(a) N.S. 
(b) N.S. 
(c) N.S. 

* 

Strong 
Moderate 
Weak 

Dismissed 
Guilty Plea 
Trial 

75% 75% 
N=28 N=28 

36% 50% 
29% 36% 
35% 14% 

N=28 N=28 

21% 7% 
72% 71% 

7% 22% 
N=28* N=28* 

The first four cases were used to compare the treatment of non-stranger 
with stranger-to-stranger cases. Case Set A contained three non-stranger 
cases and one stranger-to-stranger case, while Cast Set B contained one 
non-stranger case and three stranger-to-stranger cases. In Minneapolis, 
seven prosecutors responded to Case Set A and seven to Case Set B, for a 
total of 28 non-stranger and 28 strang~r-to-stranger cases. 
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TABLE E-l 
PROBLEMS FOLLOWING VICTIMIZATION 

MEDIATION SAMPLE 

Los Angeles 

Nervousness(a) 72% 

Fears ReVenge(b) 48% 

Concerns About Safety(C) 30% 

Financial Problems (d) 30% 

Family Problems(e) 18% 

Other Problems (f) 9% 

Feels Responsible for Incident(g) 3% 

Blamed for Incident(h) 6% 
fN=="3) , . .) 

(a) x2 = 7.43, df = 1, p = .01 

(b) N.S. 

(c) x2 = 4.97, df = 1, p = .05 

( d) N.S. 

(e) N.S. (Data missing for one Mi.~neapoli5 case) 

(f) N.S. 

( g) N.S. 
(h) N.S. (Data missing for one Minneapolis case) 
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APPENDIX F 

Methodology of the Follow-Up Study. on the 
First-Year Evaluation of the Brooklyn Dlspute Center 
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APPENDIX F: 

METHODOLOGY OF THE FOLLOW-UP STUDY 
ON THE FIRST-YEAR EVALUATION 

OF THE BROOKLYN DISPUTE CENTER 

The goal of the fil~st-year evaluation of the Brooklyn Dispute Center was to 
compare mediation and pr'osecution as they affected disputants' satisfaction with 
the process by which their cases were resolved and the recurt'ence of hostilities 
in their relationships. The evaluation employedanexpetimentaT design whereby 
cases were randomly ass i gned to an experimenta 1 treatment (medi ati on) or a control 
treatment (court). A total of 465 cases were identified as they entered the 
criminal justice system from September through December 1977. There were 206 
cases in the control group and 259 in the experimental group. 

A variety of data were gathered to perform the evaluation. Information was 
collected from court and medi ati on files regarding court or medi ati on appearances 
and Ol:tcomes. Intervi ews were conducted with comp 1 ai nants at three different 
times; when their cases entered the system; when their cases were disposed; and 
four months after the case di spos it ions. The primary purposes of these i ntervi ews 
were to gain information regarding what complainants wanted and expected from the 
system, their reactions to the process, and the degree to which they experienced 
continuing problems with the defendant following the case disposition. Inter­
views were also conducted with defendants four months after the case dispositions 
to learn their reactions to the process and the degree to which they experienced 
continued hostilities. In addition, arrest data were gathered for the four-month 
period ro110wing the case dispositions to gain another, more objective measure of 
the degree to which recidivism occurred in these cases. 

The purpose of the follow-up study was to gain a To"nger-term !1erspective on 
what happened to disputants in these cases. Specifically, the follow-up study 
aimed to: determine whether the di sputants in these cases continued to experi ence 
a low rate of recidivism over a longer interval of time; examine whether mediation 
had any greater impact than had the court in terms of reducing recurrence of 
problems; and develop a typology of those cases which were most likely to result 
in recidivism. Two types of data were collected for the follow-up study: 
interviews with disputants and information on new arrests. 

The Follow-up Study Interviews 

Follow-up study interviews were attempted with the subsample of complainants 
(N=215) and defendants (N=134) with whom interviews were completed at the four­
month follow-up of the earlier study. Follow-up study interviews were completed 
with 80 complainants (17% of the original sample) and 45 defendants (10% of the 
original sample) involved in 107 cases. (See Table F-l). Clearly, the low rate 
of success in completing interviews (interviews were completed with roughly 36% of 
victims) was related to the long gap in t1me since disputants were last contacted 
-- an average of 2.5 years after the case disposition. As in the earlier study, 
interviews wer-e ml)re likely to be completed with disputants in the experimental 
group. The higher interview rate for this group is probably related to the fact 
that contact inforr.1ation from both the mediation center and the court was obtained 
in the earlier study. 

Characteristics of the complainants and defendants who were interviewed were 
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TABLE F-1 
INTERVIEWS C(X'v1PLETED IN THE FIRST YEAR EVALUATION 

OF THE BROOKLYN DISPUTE RESOLUTION CENTER 
AND THE FOLLOW-UP STUDY 

I. Total Cases 

II. Complainant entrance 
interview (administered 
at the onset of the case) 

III. Complainant exit inter­
view (administered at the 
disposition of the case) 

IV. Complainant four-month 
follow-up interview 

V. Defendant four-month 
follow-up interview 

VI. Complainant follow-up 
study interview (admin­
istered an average of 
2.5 years after the 
case disposition) 

VII. Defendant follow-up 
study interview (admin­
istered an average of 
2.5 years after the 
case disposition) 

Experimental 

184 

Cases 

259 
( 100%) 

178 
(69%) 

163 
(63%) 

127 
(49%) 

88 
(34%) 

52 
(20%) 

35 
(14%) 

Control 
Cases 

206 
( 100%) 

136 
(66%) 

121 
(59%) 

88 
(43%) 

46 
(22%) 

28 
(14%) 

10 
(5%) 

Total 

465 
(100%) 

314 
(68%) 

284 
(61%) 

215 
(46%) 

134 
(29%) 

80 
(17%) 

45 
(10%) 
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compared to characteri st i cs of those who were not i i1ter'~i ewed to deter~i ne if they 
were representative of the sample as a whole (see Tables F-2 and F-3). Several 
differences between those interviewed and the remainder of the sample were 
discerned. The complainants who were intervieVled were significantly more likely 
to have been involved in cases with non-violent chRrge~ and to have expressed 
satisfaction with their case outcomes (at the time of the exit interview) than 
the remainder of the sample. (There was a marginal1y significant tendency for the 
defendants interviewed to have had an intimate relationship with the complainant. 
There appeared to be no significant differences between the interviewed and r,on­
interviewed groups in terms of the measures of recidivism between disputants 
during the earlier follow-up.) 

In the follow-up study interviews, disputants were asked to re~Jrt (a) any 
problems they had experienced with the other disputant since the case disposi~ion; 
(b) whether any problems had resulted in violence; (c) a~y i~juries, e1ther 
disputant had received; (d) if the polir.e had been called; (e) 1f e1ther ~ls~utant 
had been arrested for violence; (f) if any of the problems had occurred w1th1n the 
last year; (g) if their problems were current; (h) the frequency with which ~hey 
saw the other disputant; (i) their perceptions of the other disputant's behav1or; 
and (j) their perceptions of the helpfulness of the court or mediation process in 
resolving their problems. 

The Follow-up Study Arrest Data 

Arrest data (the charge and the arraignment date) were collected from the 
Criminal Justice Agency's (CJA) information system. Following the identification 
of an arrest, cases were looked up on VSA's information to determine if the 
complainant in the new case was the same disputant in the o:iginal ~ase. Only data 
on rearrests in Brooklyn were collected because VSA's 1nformat1on system only 
contained Brooklyn cases. 

Two problems were encountered in collecting the arrest data. First, in some 
instances it was not possible to positively identify with the information 
available either the complainant or the defendant il'volved in an arrest. Second, 
it was not possible to secure information on arrescs occurring before July 1, 
1978, because CJA had archived these files. These problems, and the measures 
which were taken to ameliorate their effects, are discussed below. 

There were two methods by which to ascertain through CJA's information system 
to determine whether an individual had been arrested. The most reliable method 
was to use an individual's New York State Identification (NYSID) number. A NYSID 
number is issued to a person upon his/her first arrest and filed in conjunction 
with his/her finge~prints. Any subsequent rear!est of this, indivi?ual is stored 
under the same NYSID number file through match1ng of the f1ngerpr1nts. 

The second method, which had to be used in the absence of a NYSID number, was 
a name search. The name search was a less reliable method because there were 
likely to be inconsistencies in spellings of people's names (in CJA's and the 
follow-up study's files) and some people have the same name. When the name ~earch 
method was employed, further corroborating information -- either the ma~ch1ng ?f 
the address or birthdate of the individual (if this information was ava1lable 1n 
both CJA's and the study's files) -- was necessary in order to positively identify 
an individual arrested. 

Arrest data were collected for the same subsample of cases (N=240) in which 
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TABLE F-2 
COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPLAINANTS 

WHO WERE INTERVIEWED FOR THE FOLLOW-UP 
STUDY AND COMPLAINANTS WHO WERE NOT INTERVIEWED 

I. Case Characteristics 

Charge Severity(a) 

B,C Felony 
D,E Felony 

Charge Type(b) 

Violent 
Non-Violent 

Complainant/Defendant(c) 
Relationship 

Intimate 
Other 

Previous Call to(d) 
the Police 

Yes 
No 

Defendant's Prior(e) 
Record 

NO convictions or rpen cases 
One or more convictions or 

open cases 

Complainant Satisfied With(f) 
the Disposition at the 
Exit Interview 

Yes 
No 

Complainant Follow-up 
Study 

Interview Completed 

16% 
84% 

(N=80) 

48% 
52% 

(N=80) 

33% 
67% 

(N=76) 

34% 
66% 

(N=76) 

56% 
44% 

(N=63) 

75% 
25% 

(N=79) 
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Complainant 
Not 

Interviewed 

18% 
82% 

(N=377) 

62~ 
38% 

(N=385) 

24% 
76% 

(N=237) 

31% 
69% 

(N=238) 

56% 
44% 

(N=156) 

61% 
39% 

(N=200) 
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TABLE F-2 (CONTINUED) 

. St' f' d . th ( g) Compla1nant a 1S 1e W1 
the Disposition at the 
Four-Month Follow-up 
Interview 

Yes 
No 

Complainants' Reports of (h) 
Frequency of Contact at 
the Four-Month Follow-u~ 
Interview 

Dai ly 
Weekly to Monthly 
Rarely or Never 

. ( i) Complainants' Percept10ns of 
the Defendant's Behavior 
at the Four-Month Follow­
up Interview 

Improved 
Same or Worse 

Complainants' Reports of(j) 
Problems at the Four­
Month Follow-up Intervie~ 

Yes 
No 

Defendant Rearrested During(k) 
Four-Month Follow-up 
Period for Any Crime 

Yes 
No 

Complainant Follow-up 
Study 

Interview Completed 

71% 
29% 

(N=78) 

20% 
33% 
48% 

(N=80) 

55% 
45% 

(N=47) 

21% 
79% 

(N=80) 

16% 
84% 

(N=80) 
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Complainant 
Not 

Interviewed 

69% 
31% 

(N=131) 

26% 
39% 
36% 

(N=135) 

53% 
47% 

(N=93) 

24% 
76% 

(N=135) 

14% 
86% 

(N=385) 





" 

, 
A 
;. 

TABLE F-3 
COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF DEFENDANTS WHO 

WERE INTERVIEWED FOR THE FOLLOW-UP STUDY 
AND DEFENDANTS WHO WERE NOT INTERVIEWED 

Defendant Follow-up Defendant 
Study Not 

Interview Completed Interviewed 

Charge Severity(a) 

B,C Felony 16% 18% 
D,E Felony 84% 82% 

(N=43) (N=414) 
fb) Charge Type\ 

Violent 67% 59% 
Non-Violent 33% 41% 

(N=45) (N=420) 

Comelainant/Defendant(c) 
Relationshie 

Intimate 64% 49% 
Other 36% 51% 

(N=39) (N=274) 

Previous Call to(d) 
the Police 

Yes 33% 31% 
No 67% 69% 

(N=39) (N=275) 

Defendant's Prior(e) 
Record 

No convictions or open cases 45% 58% 
One or more convictions or 55% 42% 

open cases (N=38) (N=}81 ) 

Defendant Satisfied With{f) 
the Disposition at the 
Four-Month Follow-ue 
Interview 

Yes 78% 71% 
No 22% 29% 

(N=45) (N=83) 
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Defendant Rearrested{l) 
During Four-Month 
Follow-up Period 
for Any Crime 

Yes 
No 

Either the Complainant or{m) 
the Defendant Rearrested 
During the Four-Month 
Follow-up Period for a 
Crime Against Each Other 

(a) 
(b) 

(c) 
(d) 
(e) 
(f) 
( g) 
(h) 
( i ) 

(j) 
(k) 
(1) 

(m) 

Yes 
No 

N.S. 
N.S. 
x2= 3.1S, 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

p < .1 

TABLE F-3 (CONTINUED) 

Defendant Follow-up 
Study 

Interview Completed 

9% 
91% 

(N=4S) 

4% 
96% 

(N=4S) 

192 

Defendant 
Not 

Interviewed 

lS% 
8S% 

(N=420) 

4- 6% 
96-94% 
(N=420) 
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interviews were attempted; i.e., those cases in which either disputant had com­
oleted a four-month follow-up interview in the original study. The NYSID number, 
however, was not available for 70 (29%) of these defendants (because no hard copy 
had been saved in the first batch of cases looked up in CJA's system at the time 
of the four-month fOllow-up). Consequently, a name search was employed in these 
cases. However, a comparison of the rearrest rate of those for whom the NYSID 
number was available with the rate of those for whom no NYSID number was available 
revealed that the NYSID number method was Significantly (Kendall's Tau C = .068, 
p = .OS) more likely to result in identifications of rearrests than the name search 
method. For this reason, the anlaysis of rearrests was confined to those cases in 
which a NYSID number was available for the defendant -- a total of 170 (37%) of the 
original cases. 

There was no NYSID number available for any of the complainants in the study. 
Although the name search method was employed, it was not possible to determine in 
all cases whether the arrest indicated in CJA's files was for the same 
individuals. For this reason, complainant arrests are presented as a range 
between the number positively identified to be arrested and the number possibly 
arrested (as lndicated by CJA's files). CJA's information system does not include 
the names of complainants. For this reason, after the arrest data were collected, 
docket numbers were used to access the case on VSA' s i nformati on system to 
determine who the complainants were. In some instances, however, the cases were 
not available on VSA's system. Consequently it was not always possible to 
determine whether the complainants in the new arrests were the disputants in the 
original cases. As a result -of this, there is also a ~ange ascribed to the number 
of rearrests involving the same disputants. 

The second problem encountered in the collection of arrest information was 
that data were available only for arrests occurring between July 1, 1978, and May 
1, 1980. (CJA had archived files of all arrests which occurred before July 1, 
1978.) For the first year evaluation, data had been gathered on all arrests of 
disputants occurring within four months after the case disposition. Since cases 
were disposed on different dates, however, the gap between the four-month follow­
up period and July 1, 1978~ varied -- ranging to six months. The average length 
of the gap in information was 3.7 months. 

It is almost certain that some of the disputants were arrested 'during the 
time period for which arrest data were not available. In order to provide an 
accurate arrest rate of disputants in the study, the arrest rate was projected for 
the period in which data were unavailable. The projected arrest rate was computed 
by taking the average of the arrest rate during the final two months of the four­
month f 0 11 ow-up and the arrest rate duri ng the peri od between Ju ly 1, 1978, and May 
1, 1980. This rate was then multiplied by 3.7 (the,average number of months for 
which arrest data were missing) to arrive at the number of projected arrests for 
the period dllring which information was unavailable. These projected figures were 
then included with the known arrest data (from the four- month follOW-lIp and the 
later 22-month interval) to arrive at an estimate of the overall number 0f arrests 
\'Jhich occurred following the disposition of the disputants' cases. The time 
period for which this arrest data applies is an average of two and one-half years 
following the dispositions of the disputants' cases (approximately the same 
period which is covered by the follow-up interviews). Characteristics of the 
cases for which arrest data were collected were compared with those for whom no 
data were gathered. (See Table F-4.) The one significant difference between the 
two groups was that the sample for which arrest data were collected contained a 
greater proportion of cases involving property crimes. Nevertheless, the type of 
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TABLE F-4 TABLE F-4 ( CONTI NUE D) 
COMPARISON OF CHARACTERISTICS OF CASES FOR WHICH 

FOLLOW-UP STUDY ARREST Dil.TA WERE COLLECTED 
AND CASES FOR WHICH NO ARREST DATA WERE COLLECTED 

1: Fo 11 ow-up Study No Arrest 
Arrest Data 

Data Collected Collected 

Follow-up Study No Arrest Complainant Satisfied(£) Arrest Data With the Disposition Data Collected Collected <> at the Four-Month J> 

Charge Severity(a) 
Follow-up Interview 

Yes 70% 69% 
B,C Felony 18% 17% No 30% 31% 
D,E Felony 82% 83% (N=148) (N=61) 

(N=168) (N=289) '.' 

Defendant Satisfied(h) 
Charge Type(b) With the Disposition 

at the Four-Month 
Violent 54% 63% Follow-u~ Interview 
Non-Violent 46% 3j'% 

(N=170) (N=295) Yes 72% 76% 

Comelainant/Defendant(c) 
No 28% 24% 

(N=90) (N=38) 
Relationship 

Reports of (i) Complainants' 
Intimate 27% 26% Problems at the Four-
Other 73% 74% 

~ .. d " Month Follow-up Interview f '"" 
(N=146) (N=167) 

, 
i 
i 

Previous Call to(d) 
i Yes 24% 19% I 
! N~ 76% 81% 

the Police i i 
(N=152) (N=63) I f 

,I I 
Reports of(j) Yes 36% 28% ~ ;1 [. t Defendants' 

No 64% 72% 
,. 'j 

t Problems at the Four-
(N=147) (N=167) I Month Follow-up Interview ;1 I i 

I 
Defendant's Prior(e) I Yes 13% 21% 

Record No 87% 79% i tt I. !i (N=90) (N=42) 
n \ 

No convictions or open cases 54% 60% . 
;l 

~ Defendant rearrested(k) One or more convictions or 46% 40% t1 

(N=151) (N=68) 
I '! During Four-Month open cases I 

'.) 

·1 r=ollow-ue Period 
Complainant Satisfied With(f) 

., 
! 

." :1 for Any Crime 
the Disposition at the ~ 11 Exit Interview Yes 12% 16% 

11 No 88% 84% l Yes 65% 65% t1 (N=170) (N=295) I No 35% 35% tf 
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(N=166) (N=113) 
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Either the Complainant or(l) 
the Defendant Rearrested 
During the Four-Month 
Follow-up Period for a 
Crime Against the Other 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 
(f) 

(g) 

(h) 
( i) 
(j) 

(k) 

( 1 ) 

Yes 
No 

N.S. 
x2 = 3.96, 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

p < .05 

TABLE F-4 (CONTINUED) 

Follow-up Study 
Arrest 

Data Collected 

5- 7% 
95-93% 
(N=170) 

196 

No Arrest 
Data 

Collected 

3- 6% 
97-94% 
(N=295) 
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charge was not found to bear any relation to measures of recidivism. Therefore, 
the importance of this finding is assuw.~d to be negligible. 
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