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PREFACE 

The forensic sciences are in, of, by and for the 

law. No science is forensic until the justice system' 

so decrees. With ,.this under~tandin&~_J;he,J"L~gal Study" 

for the "Assessment of the Forensic Sci:'encesin American 
" 

Criminal Justice" becomes the foundation stone. To 

comprehend'and assess w~at is, happenil1g in the forensic 
" sC!iences one must firs't study the law and the, lega~ 

system which undergirds the Americ,at1 criminal justi"ce. 
\" , 

This publication is truly Part' One of thepro-, 

j ect. It is, in fact, the first of three reports 

dealing with an assessment of the forensic sci~nces 

" personnel in criminal justi~e. 

I( 
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, SUMMARY 

I. Purposes: 

A. To identify where and how the'i;forensic 

sciences per$pnnel relate to American 

criminal law and procedure. Q 

B. To determine how crimi'!lal trial judges and 

lawyers assess the vall,le of· the forensic 

scienc~s personnel to American criminal: 

law and procedure ;e' 

II. How does this legal study concerning the forensic' .' 
t:': 

sciences personnel relate to the assessment -'0£ 
.the forensic science;Si' personnel in American 

criminal justice? " ;:. , 

A. It: reveals the role pttiyed by the forensic 

sciences pel;'sonnel in criminal law and pro ... 
o C 

cedure: "/1 ' ,,;f" .~ 

~ .. //?.\< 
i x

' ':;;~'" ' .. _~;~ ,""'-;f"( 

B. It evaluates the 'need, for the forens'ic sCience~/"? ,.>'1 

personnei in' criminalla~'·a.nd-p1:ocedu;'e~~.: -~;?;~< " " 
·C~, It demonstrates how' criminal~'la~-'~and'~Pt~:/ ' 

c, y//': .~;. 

-1 " 

cedure auth<:>rize" rest:J;Ict ,or P~9t{ibit ~~~'q,:"~ -~~ 
- ,.::~ ".,', '~_ -.r'·~~~'ll forensic sciences personnel in ;ihe criminal,·· , 

,'/" ~ 
~" 

, , 
~ justice process. 

III. Findings // 
,/:/ .' . 

A. sciences" pe¥sonnel' 
\\: . ,~~. 

in the crimina.ljustice p+ocessh~s \'ig~e:toped 
~'.'- ,\.. 

The use of tHe forensic 

over an exte,~ded period of time." With{nthe 

American legal system is much variation fn,;~hand11ng 

for~risic sciences beca~s~ of "the more than 
, ~) 

", 
vii 

'"'-'-"""--"-'"'-"-~--'-~--'--"-~'--"'-~' ~~~'~~\" 



,."; 

forensic sciences problems". 

B. <Nbcleara-nd:a~cept:ab~eodeCffn[ti:-oi1 of the 

forensic sc"iences exists in the law lit­
if" 

erature . ~r J,~(f'~~e science literature. '_' 

C. What is~Y:':Eorensic science is determined by 
y 

the law process nO't by the science process. 

D.r_ The differences in the attitudes between 

judges and,:l:awyers-towar'd the forensic 

sciences problems re\7ealed through responses 

to the questionnaire were generally not si~:~ 

nificant. 

E. The lack of 'an identifiable o,ccupation,' of,' ,' .. ' 
I' 

F. 

the "forensic sCien~es"J/:tnththe,eAmUe' 'r~ ~'cDa,~[J aemrt_-
ment of Labor analysis, of .... 111 

ploymeht 9Pportunities may cause diff~cUlty 
. ' -1 . f . 1 d' d . d . -. d JI 
~n qua, l; ~ea an ~ntereste ~n ~v~ uairs 

.;. entering the fore,nsic sciences pro£essions. 

Trial judges 'e; historically and today, make 

determinations alm"st daily of who is; a 

qualified scientific expert or. forens,ic" 

scientist for the purpose 

criminal trials~ 

G. Legislation affecting the forensic sciences 

persolLnel has develop,ecl rapid)..y in' the past 

two decades and has or, wi:ll soori surpas s 
~ 

judicialdecist,onl( in importance for legal 

effect on the forensic sciences personnel. 

(; 
vii,i 

I 

'/ cr 'I 
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I, 

Tr.acii·tionally, 

.. :;,)f,'. 
'the ;fol1:~nsi,cscierlce~per-'F 

....... /".7 

. s()uiteiemerged> bas,i~ally f);"(>111 the medickl . 
~_c::' .(';) :.S: .f:· " " ~ " .g' .,;;. 

, sciences, but.today .th~ expandedutiliza~"C;: 
. ~,".. -" '·r·~ 

tion .ef£ the physical~· na tu:t&al find li,:fje-'-~cieIices, 
. . . ,0:'/ / 

.;:'/ .. ~/,:~ 

much larger domain. Thec(:mc;ept of:,tn~dicin~,~,~//<" ",. 

and the law has ~ransf~r~ed, int6"t,h~,c6n~;;~'~ , 
~~ -":-.! ." -

., .. '. 

\' as well as the behavioral scienc~s casts a 

1~: 

o·f the forE:insic sCience-Sandthe law. 

1. A great' lack of~coiiip-rehensiQn on how .for-

ensic .~,A:tehc~'s .. personneL"t'an full~ aid ~ritn-
,- . - ....,. ,. I "~ ::,.;' 

/'C' ' j 

inal j us·tice is apparent be~ause of the" lac~> 
.. /' ~-r 

ofeducatipn. and::'c~ainingforl~wsfude~ts~: 
'. • Y __ ~'.~ • _,~, 

areas. 

J. 
.' " . . .ll A~'~,l 

O;fth.b:S~ law" pex-sons using ,the $orenS1.::C"'· '. 
/' 

'''.:/., '-". ,'. ""'" ", , .", .',' c, ,""t;~:;;':.~ ~ . 
. sciences' over 90% desiregr-::ea.ter utilizat$;o,n. 

{; .'J. - : 
. II' ',' 

offorens1.f.! sciences personnel1S~c~us~/o;,>'," 
-, ' . , . ~,,/"'/ '" /-,;;' ,,-} 

.their s'uperior credibility in )!:egC!,l decision-
/' -0' ,--'". ,,~ / 

. ,~; ~~~<:~t~:;:: -~'~:~~~ ~;.::~.~'~;~,~- -fl· 
mak:~ng . . " ">""" ,4/" ',' /' -""'~~--:: 

l·/-",'y //~.»& .' ;:';; ~~ /p,j/)', 

Gr,,':ter US~,t59o~y';nsi:/;:~~I\ces pers~t"::f _/~" -. : "fj' 
is ba.rr,ed;/oasicaJ.ly,tdr two -reasons;,,,,,:st,fch", , 
. /> <" ,:77 

, " ,,/ '.' /J::"',/' ,.cc'" ..... ..AI 
per~'oq~~'l- are.:i:Mrf 'ava~lable;o+JJ.lnd:i ar~~not, 
.'-.- -', 't;; 7'" .'.-:;J-~> ," ,- -... _-,- -:,: "'-:':_;7:{' . , ,,~, .. ~;.:.;,2~::,:;-,.;_c'.--{_ ."'~..:.'~,---. ___ ;",-"<:,,, __ " " ,:~':'" ~:' 

aV9!iflabl,~.~o procure t:he expert. -,~cientif:La'"~,' 
.;::r-';;!!:: ,/"':'< ' " '/;" \' '/:-;'~;' ',9<"",:-:"', 

K. 

,;,tC:~e1:Vie~~ s. 

'C,' . Li.cens ingand/ or certif'icatfon:~: o$;;~f~rensfc 
- '- ~, ~"'~ 

stiences person,ne~; thrdughsome;publicleg:fl1 
{, , ',' /; ~.-- .,,";' '; ;", ... "., ,.. . .-".',. . 

pJcocedure or ,private professional proce:dure 
. '...- -" 0..--->;:;::; 

acceptabl~,to tne la"t-l'are greatly des.ired 
.(y 

by jy,dgEis and lawyers who are the users of forensic 
{-/ ,I 

.~I~; 

ix 

.:< . 
. .;-;;:". 
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.Y, Y' ,,>:ir" e,.)"',', cD.~ 

, .. , ..... per~:nn~l·)f\'>''c;''.<._ ,'.J '. 

M. ,~While,,' the/credibil.itY df"thebenaviora16: 

sCc~'ln"e!).~y, ~~ 1; be~~,~r~ai~e" ~a;;:4H 
"scienc;es such Ci.s /f:i.nge~pl.·int/ir.lentifieatioh, 

.~ /. .' . "/;'.> ;.~.~' ~,,;; /./-:f ", 
Q chem1cal testS'i, of OdoT1P¥ogyexamihati~nsJ " 

Y'/":!', ' " . ',J1~".~~' 
"the hehaV'i"oral scie:t1cy,g <;l.fe 1~incr~tfqingl!~:<;:,~;;g'~~'-"'7.r''''''''''''·· '. ".:: .~.' 
de,s,ired 1;0 ai,d in th~c~~i~?~ .. ocd~~;~6~~~jiiJ;~ 

.}naking: primari~frFk!?~~isposit:ion~of the. -"""1' ./. ":i: 

convicte.djd~f·@~r;rit;, sec(:md~rily to det'e;mine/" 
.' .' ."",,<""~;>' . ·;l.e' . . <L.cf,·7:". ../ 

~c ~:~~r~~teJ1'~/gUi~ t/R~~:·in~o~en~e: .. ,.;..... .f/)( , 

.,,;c."N":';·P~ychiatryand:·~t~~~;P$pnnel¥hq.ve be'Eft(tl}e lea~o..i· 

,/ t, (n? .s~urE<?:o;;:;h~;l~ga~/·~ction' Which:Lri~,?i-J~s' 
"'// 

:, . 

,0. 
.' ;' ~ - . 

Technoiogica1i,ps1;&umel1t;a~i9n is rapidly 
r '1' ".- .,:,--- ",.. : 

creasVnga:~ an,~eceptable">sotirS~of 'l~gc:,t,1:' Ii, 
- ,.~,- "/I ' .' ;' .y, / "/' , :<V' '~" : :, 

eVid¢n.c~-, ,~or: law:, deci~ion~maki,ng;'tp'sUch~?'e1lf~1 
de,termination 01:"/ deciptfbn ideh:}~;'~/ 

,;- .~ - "" , 
r. ' : ., ,~>' /,". . .:', -.. {r- • 

tification. Thisf deve,!opm~p.t:·<fs'inttod~,c:'./· 
.~~ ~ q 

': ..' <:(., ./7'<:- _ /' , 
:l.ng forensic technologies persohrgd tQ'I~gql 

./ 1.' "".:: _.,,', ,,: " ./-P . " ,,' l~' .-

" . ~~/ 

.decisiol1--mak~tl:g as distj.~guisged froiJl 

scien~es p~sonl1~l. y ". 

I ' ... ,." .~~." ~. 

The primlry source }ised .. bY",;l~,ers t~~ ... . ;i ' '/ '''" ~=~q 
sc1entist is to ask a Jel1;ptfj.:'lawyer.' TJ:li~ ,/-~~ 

/ .' ",>';(. .' ,:,>,<,/' ',J<i:' '~r;>~~ 

procedure s~gges t., ... S. ,.' :.~ther .. tha .. t: ... L/ .. ~.?~.;~~:,.~.£,r~n.~ .. ~.il9/.:".'./.~\.~i' 
.:;" ", ,/' :/f.-:d(:-".}J.~, ",0, "/,' ::. .)\.{ 

capac fJ i ~s'of· 1:h:e'>,P erspntr~Lm~f;1t#l·,t:ng,17~Y'ge~,ifd&····· 
:,.. ..~,-~//. .:', .... ' .", •••• ""'"0' {t /j./~ >:.: ..... /;:;~~: ,', '\\ "\~ 

than t,p,e,' ';ifient:lficqt!fflifi¢~~~~:9,r:(S;"or:"<that' <) ".' 

c~"C;~<~n~actical . sCientificsgu-t"C'~ e~is-ts for .,the 
C,c' ' J" .' j; .. ' '. 

: .... ,///},F ... ,' 

.~,C';/loc,ation 'and iclet;,ti~J;:e~t;.~ o~,,:/chf! ,Fequir~d,' 
/-;;;--,::;f/,.:;-;:;~. . ~, . "'.Y ';.,' '.' ,,/-' '; .. -:r;,~: t;·--;- i.:/~. ;j; ~ 

.. '~.; , forens ic'~·sci1;n(~:e.~( personner~/ '. '.<'" /' .. ," ," / ' 
. ",fe, . ~",";;':~"-;o'0 / 

;;/-
~:. 

,.. . . ;;1:., _ ~6;:;:.0~ -.~-' .1>1;:' 

+ ,~. • j<'-/;'~"-, ,-.: •. ~,.,;;:; ••..• ,;:.~~~/·i.!:.~:~:,f.'J·.~.r, ';~;';d~-::"fj . ',' 

-.-:;, '''''ft V"~".! .. " .. ' 
. ~.'.: 

.y't."?. 
,.,' 

;:l~ 



" 

-,-' , 

Q. " L~ck of 'seryJlfes9f' fQr~nsic. $~;encefl 
; . :" ;(J ~~,y_ . ,1 " ~~;.,:. ~, ',- .;..' ·,f{ .' . " , 

< IJboratories and';faci11ties 'Lpartl!tdularly 7" ~.,~'J~~'~ 
'. ,'., ", .... ;.U . . "'" " '>. '. '. ·~y.:~<.,-:~~~",'.~f;;4;2't'~ 

f orp sy chia.tri c" servic'e~"f.~~S a: c:k~~wl Ea.p.ged".~~~". /L,;,,':~. .;;: ,'I 

'. ," "" .; .;:' .' . I';~''''~;,,< 1f~;. /.~/ ±P/':'~r J >.> 
Defense.90unsel appear"to.be e,spe~~tiall,:t· . . ,;;,d l.,'c'l~<~~,~~! 

.' ...' ,. ". .', ,:1 '. ,... "" .', "i ~}~ >/·,;,··;~·:~:,:t;~;;;~,·;J),:~;·~{ 
handicapped iT¥;;6bt.aintng,~:uch labQrr.!tcr:t<);~rY.;~;"~'7·:-'· )!~ 'I 
services. . ..O"Pfl~.:W~.7t~:':' . i\~"j§i 

R: ~Thile'~1:11e foren,~.i£<o§.;cieY1~~~.itJnaf4~e 1~.ga:1Y",._ .;~;~f$S~.;.~:1 
" '6 "",;7-' . 1 

q'Jalifie'd to gi,vehtLsofher qpi,(ion.a.,f ,,/ ':"tv)~,.~~).;i 
" " ,. . j,c, ... " ;' . . "';0~":A 

the criminal ~1='.ia:-l.;·~t#eweight d'~'thaft ':p~tL 
'.' ...... '/ i' /' "f1",:: '.' /. - ~::[: .. ::_"{ 

opinj,on is so lei; 'detl'i'minedby i!}e,/a~.; C". .' >pc~ 
cision-rilaker, judge o;r jtll:,or, /~nd,g~en~l;allYi-, /::;J:;[."',.,::' 

'j;' ,1 _."_ .,-, ~L- ". ,';"" ' : .. ,,'!"_'~~)"-> ,:. ':': .. 'r..'~, ""'," '.:,,",::-, 

rests 'lJ.~,~n the ~xten~~ " o~the 'scie,nt;,st ',s .r/'0:; 
e<!UGatio~!.tra/ni'lgi;'~·eJqle':i~~d'{ . '.:7'~ 

;:8'. The signif.ica.Jt~ott,he for~nsi!c~cietiCE}$ ; .,/ if ';' ""~'-'-'-0?;>" ':;- ... ----.-.~.,{,,-,--,-'''=.~.~~.:~\~~~ 

.personnel is lriot 'Ii,ini ted,' tm' p~ds.et'ift. ion.···;' 
'I' p.~ " 

:, the gUilt::l~.,;:,P~J"9J?P~:1:,:~~Italsq PiW~id'es:':'·'c 
• - .. ' '." ..... " "...,~. ". --~ v' .; .' ,t!:j " . 

. ee," d~f~~~t~;":Z;urance't~ tqe deQ,;{~!ion,~mak~~;r>:" , •. )/ ~~:rt;l 
• '. .F .\ .," '. • c... f:1i" .' 'r~,.':~',;?~;;;;~,;.~,,' 'r,;,;<;;;",i1Ll 
that ne or she has arri»a~B:~~t:l:1j!,..ie'drrecE~';;,\·?~' l{<~' 

/' .;"}.~r-"':;:;;:~-> "'~::'-;':':~'," '. .' ,'~~~<~~5f?; . t, 
.'('<:""'- ,~;decisiori, greater 'prq~~~~tion:tt: "j1sSJ}~(tlja't' '/ 

the ih~ocent-wi1.1he: '~r~eClP/~ g~2a~i;co~- '!~'·'''"'rj i 
, .• ~ :,', " ,J. ~ . .1' ._~,;'" .. {'?::;;- , " ,;'. :Il, / /: . /I-If " ' 

, , .-! ,',_o.--l , . Ik ", .. ~~;/": 

£.ot"t: to. ,the ~it:f..zens.,., ... 'o.,·:e .• c< .. 5l.'i,~·C6nftncitii.t:Y. ;,tn.t .. .. iF(::./.",."t .. 
<'," _0 "·j~''''7:;: "'-" \\ !,. -',:" _:t' ~r - ,-,:{ 

··:::~:::u:;r~;~~:::::~gdi~C19iu~~ ••• r·, •.• ), 
able /~9nfu{y~ity episo~es/ ,/;?/ .......•. 

<, , . j;' , 

T1:lechang:i.ng laws which'p:rq~ide opport-un .... 
-. ~i., ;,,~:. " (, ,-... '/r;-" 

ity for at:'r' accused to dfa"c'6versc1cihtifiC' I, 

data in the haI)ds''C:f>tl1e p<>li~~~~4;:~" ", "11 

secution~ to' te$t~u~b.:::$7c,~ri~f:fic .data "j 
and to obtain/t\~a~~~f't; .. ~t~;timOnY of 'a. . ;/" .• , 

, ","",i .,/p~ ~ ." ,,:. . /j':. f; 

e . .' '.j '0 /': 

....... / ...• '.J 
,.':.,,~~/5:,~;'if<,\> i' '_II~;~J 



~)'~ .. :.:.'.l <,j""; 
" "'.' ';'; ". ~ '" 

--...;. 

.. -::~""",.:, I" 

{) . 

. ';-

"'.; 

IV. 

!} !i 
"';', ,':: 

y ";> C",,,,_" 

f~rensi~, sGientist~tth~ 1:rial'>have 

s'trengthened and wi~lc;on(.±nueto 
" ~,<." '~)~</.';: ", -~-.;:) 

~ trengtpen tl1.e ·'va]"ue., of f0ren_§J.~l?cie~ces 
"', ", ,"j,"" ' ,,:, •. ' _ _ ~';_I'..,."-;-;.;=",~"";:;~.!:"'=:S'~"".' -- ,,:. "~. , ~~. :, 

personn.~l to th~~~ftimateachievement or 
" \\" 'f', p 

justice,;' ~,. .:.. 
,'~' "";:t;..;'~" 

11. . A~~ei;~"C!-9!JlIIlfhity crime problems'are, de-

...." f~~ ted 9Y;;;;~~~12~~i"'';'''~~~.~~~~1 .. 
"those' pe'rs6nnel c.an influence legl!5.1atur~~· 

, -. ." ."~ '-~ 

,and administrative bodies to make the' ..... . 
.'~>.-

needed changes in'.th'e s:ubstantiv¢ laW's 
~ ,. . . 

':::"-':.--=:~ . 

"l.'n order to 'meetnew and'Press~:pg './1 ~' - '- c·".. :-:~_ 

probl,,~ms. 
I, 

'\,' /1 
Recommenda tjZons / ,"" 

A. An :tnten,sive t-taitii.rig' 'of judges" and law-
. -'".,-' 

yers as well as policeintp.e qapac,ities' 

'. of thEr"foz:e~sic sciences persQririel ,,!:() ,,'" 
.\ ,It 

help in the crimirial justice process is: 

urgentlyuc;ecied. 

13', A method for det.erminingthe s'b:icep~!~ic 
;' .\ 

quali~,icatio~s off~rensie; science,s ~I?d 
\\' 

fo·rensict;e¢knQlo~j.es persottnelby llden-"-
. '.; -~-'-."-,--:~-..::..-,,~,-:- ~:~::::::.- '" 

su~e and/or certification: is":s;::'enf'±ai~fJ)~ 
. ~ . . ~~ 

. " ~ • !,'. 

today~ s crimin.al .law pro:ledu1:'e.s. 

c, (~~.. -,c..~-=-_', ;" 

A reputable information-sou~ce for rapjfd 
".1. t· 

'-identification and locatfon of needed 1/ 

"';:'~~''';'~...;-.:,:.." 
,~ '-.,,", 

" .P' ~~~:ls~ 

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

';1fV-::-;.'~-' ~ .. 
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f 

D .. The expansion of stI:ategic~iiy' located 
;r .~, 

, regiona~:~nd metrol?'olitan forensicscie'hces' 
-::;,-

laboratpries within states will encourage 
., 

greater'; use of the forensic ,sciences per-
\r "~ 

, ' 

a comprehensive, legislative progra.~wieb" ' 
~: ~":~~ ,~J=~- -.,~,. 

administrative organizat~QJ1,c,~S=-~ligges~ed: 
-~. -.-.-.. ,--~ : -

to stitn,?J,Stte j;eseaI;~h~-i~ the forensic 

'sciences; to en~couragee4ucation and.train-~· 

ing oftheforert:S'f:c~scientl,.sts and the 
-; 1 

law practiti~ners, -both separately., as 

independent pr<?f~'sc~i~n~lsand\to~ether as 
.'! . ~ ;\ 

integrated providers of a 'justlcedelivery 
". \. . .. ' ~ 

ay.s'tem which demands the best o~~ both 

science and the law' to evaluate\\ con~ 
, , \1 i' 

'~I 9 ~ , 

stantly the 1?rofic\~ency ~of the ~o\rensic 

,scientists and to a\sses-s, the capacities 

of the' legal practitioners in th,~.'utillza-

tion of these forensic scientist$; to 

license or certify to. accept'able' qual~ '. ~, 

~ :.# 
ification standards all forensic sciences-

"I, '.. - , 

~j-'; :\-

and forensic technologies ,personnel. 

,,-; 
" f "i 

" 

,-'It) 

'\\ 
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THE FORENSIC SCIENCES IN AMERICAN CRnlINAL JUSTr'CE; 

A LEGAL STUDY 

CONCERNING FORENSIC SCIENCES PERSONNEL 

Chap,ter I 

INTRODUCTION 

! ., 

If one searches the historic literature of science, 
o 

he will search in vain for 'forensic scienc~s. Bi9log­

ical sciences, physical sciences, and betavioral scienc.es 

were born and have matured in the scientific processes 

of the past five centuries. The forensic sciences have 

emerged from the legal processes, primarily ~n the 20th 

century. ~owever, psychiatry, as a forensic science, , ' 

has certainly been in the legal process since M'Nagh'ten' s 

Case, 8 Eng, Rep. 718 (1843) set the basic law for crim­

inal responsibi~ity. Likewise, pathologY:t where it has 
" ~ 

" traced back many centuries in the operationo:l? the legal 

office of coroner. Here, the scientific decisions of 

the cause and manner of death have b~~nm~de. In trut~. 

the processes of justice have given birth t,O theforen~ic 

sciences over an extended period of time. X'contemporary 

definition of the forensic sciences could be:· any and 

all of the intellectual disciplines whic6 use the scien-

-1- ' 
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tific processes to make scientific d~cisions and are or 
iJ . 

can. be, utilized i~the administration of j'ustice to 

make legal decisions. 

Since the forensic sciences are born of the law, 

a legal study of how, where and why provides for 

these sciences is mandatory. Legal research has led 

ln two directions: (1) ;Cn terms of law research, what 

do the legal cases, statutes~ regulations, treatises 

, . P, . 

and periodicals reveal; (2) How do the legal.practition-
() 

ers, as judges or lawyers, evaluate the forensic sciences 

personnel in their daily administration of American 
,~ " 

criminal justice? 

Law,research included .• ! perusal of legal literature 

from the 50 s·tates , federal, Virgin I~Tands ,and 

Puerto Rico jurisdictions. 

Practitioner research was made wi~h a questionnaire 

maile~ to 5550 judges and lawyers involved in criminal 

justice processes. The massive survey universe in­

cluded persons in all jurisdictions of law serving in 

the criminal, trial area. 

No such prior survey has ever been made accordin'g' 

to the officials of the National District Attorneys 

Association and the National Association of Criminal" 

results are challenging. 

Unprecedented and c"omprehens i ve, tA,e 
., , 

.J /' 

(See Appendix A) 

Defense Lawyers. 
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Science literature research outside the law iit-

erature research was also deemed wise to obtain a 

broader analysis of what is the scientific assessment 

of the forensic sciences in contemporary criminal 

justice. (See Appendix B) 

1/ 

The results of these avenues of search can now be 

assayed. 

- 3 -
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Chapter 2 

WHAT ARE THE FORENSIC SCIENCES:? 

The following definitions indicate the unstructured 

and unbounded possibilities of what the forensic sciences 

might include. 

A. Black's Law Dictionary, Rev. 4th Ed. 1968, p .. 777. 

" 

FORENSIC. - Belonging to courts of justice. 
FORENSIC MEDICINE, or med~cal jurisprudence, 
as it is also called., is- "that science which 
teaches the application of ~very branch of 
medical knowledge to' the purposes of the law; 
hence its li~its are, on th~ one hand, the ' 
requirements of the law, an4i 6q the other, 
the whole range of medicine. Anatomy, physi­
ology, medicine, surgery, che~istry, physics, 
and botany lend their aid as qecessity arises; 
and in some cases all these branches of science 
are required to enable a court of lqw to 
arrive at a proper conclusion on a contested 
ques tion affecting life or property.tf 
Tayl. Med. Ju~. 1. 
FORENSIS. 
In Civil law, belonging to or connected with 
a court; forensic. "Forensis homo," an adyo-. 
cate; a pleader of causes; one who practi~ep 
in co~rt. Calvin. 

B. J.H. Wigmore, A Treatise 'on the Anglo:-American System 

of Evidence in Trials at Common Law; Vol. I', S~cs. 
o 

555-571 (3d ed. 1940, Supp., 1972). 

The accepted authority on evidence identifies the ex,,:, 

pert scientific witness in terms 9f being relative to the 

particular scientific topic. No absolute definition of ' 
, / 

- 4 -
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what is scienc.!= for court purposes is given. There are 

no fixed classes of experts because there are no fixed 

classes of sciences used forensically. Hence, a scien­

tific expert need not be a p.erson professionally oc­

cupied upon the matter deemed to be a forensic science. 

The trial judge is the master of the situation, He determines 

Which science through what expert witness will be accepted by 

the court. It is the judicial process which determines what-is 

a forensic science. It is not the scientific process which 

makes this determination. 

In Wigmore, matters specifically identified in 1940 

and continued today as the basis for an expert scientific 

witness ·include: medical and chemical (death, health, 

sanity, poison, blood), handwriting, paper money, 

bulle~tmarks, in toxica tion. 

C. We~bster' s New International Dictionary, 3rd ii ed. 

unabriciged, 1970 j p. 889. 

fo. ren I.~ i~ (fo. ret; sik) ,adj., Also.,. formerly ~ I\ll 
fo. ren .. Sl.. cal (s l.. kal) . [L. forensl.s I f~. \\f 
forum publ:ic place. See FORUl1.) Belongl.ng \ j/ 
to courts of judicature or to public dis- . "0/ 

cussion and debate; used in legal procedures, 
or in public discussions; argumentat.ivei . 
rhetorical; as, forensic eloquence or dis­
putes. - for. ren' s1. call i. ty (s1. kal 1. ti) , 
- fo .ren' S1. cal. ly, adv. 

fo. ren j sic, n .. ArneI'. Schools & Colleges. 
An argumentative exercise in the form of a 
speech or thesis~ . 

forensic chemistry. Chemistry applied to legal 
questions; - called also legal chemistry. 

.. 5 -
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forensic medic:i.n~'. = MEDICAL JURISPRUDENGE. 
forensic psychiat.ry>. The application 01 psych­
iatry in courts of law for the determination . 

c of criminal responsibility, liability to 
commitment as for insanity, etc . 

. D. American Academy of Forensic Sciences. 

The one professional ~ociety which seeks to include 

within its membership all the qualified practici!l~~~ro-
~=--

fessionals who participate as forensic s9ientists in the 

justice process ldentifies 9 areas: criminalisti'csj 

", ques'tioned documents, pathology and biology 1 toxicology, 

psychiatry, j urisprudtmce, odont,ology, physical anthro­

pology, and general (scientists not practic~ng ~ithin the 

other 8 categories but participating as scientists' in 

the justice process.) 

E. LEAA Selective User Interest Profile, LEAA Form 

1431/2 (Rev.' 8-73) 

This helpful form is designed to meet the technical 

information needs of the Il"ation' slaw enforcementa.nd· 

criminal justice community. Specific topics involved 

directly with the forensic sciences appear to b~fe~ 
.~) 

out of the 76 listed. The absence ,of a specffic ,fo.rensic 

sciences ca tegoiy is in teres ting . 

- 6 -
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ALCO:,OL I SM 
BAIL AND BOND 
BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 
CIVIL RIGHTS 
CLASSIFICATION OF CRIME 
CLASSIFICATION OF OFFENDERS 
COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT 
COM-lUNI CAl IONS (OA1'A) 
COM'IUN I CAT J ONS (V I SU.(\L) 
COMMUNICATIONS (VOICE) 
COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS (ADULT) 
COMV:UN lTY8.1I.SEO-CORRECT10NS (.JUVENILE) 
COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 
COMMUNITY RELATIONS 
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS (ADULT) 
CORRECTlQNA.L INSTITUTIONS (JUVENILE) 
COSTS OF CRIME 
COURT MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS 
COURT STRUCTURE 
CRIME CAUSES 
CRIME DETERRENCE AND PREVENTION 
CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION 

j.~'~-' --. --,-=-;:­
;:'::'J" 

CRIMINA.LISTICS 
CRIMINOLOGY 
DEFENSE SERv'I.CES 
DOMESTIC RE~TIONS 
DRlKi INFORf'1l\TION . 
DRUG TREATMENT 
EDUCATION 
EXPLOSIVES AND WEAPONS 
FINA.NCIAL MANAGEMENT 
GA."l3LING 
INDIAN AFFAIRS 
INFORMATION SYSTEMS 
INFORMATION SYSTEM SOFTWARE 
JAILS 
JUDICIAL PROCESS 
JUVENI LE COURT 
JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
LA.4S A.'iJD STATUTES 
ORGA.'llZED CRIME 
PARDON 
PLANNING AND EVALUI\TtON 
POLICE EQUIPMENT 

- 7 -

POLICF. INTERNAL AFFAiRS 
POLICE ~~GEMENT 
POLICE ORGANIZATION. 
POl.tCE PATROL FUNCTION 
POLICE RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
POLlCE TRAFFIC FUNCTION . 
PRISON DISORDERS . 
PROBATION AND PAROLE (ADULT) 
PROBATION AND PAROLE (JUVENILE) . 
PROSECUT! ON . 
PUSLIC lNFOR."1ATION A/IIOEDUCATION 
REFERENCEMA.TERIAL 
RESEARCH ANODEVELOPMENI--'-="==-~~~-~~~==..~. 
RIOT CONTROL AND URBAN DISORDERS 
SECURIIY SYSTEMS 
STATISTICS . 
STUDENT DISORDERS 
SUPPORT SERVICES 
TRAINING 

. VICTIMLESS CRIMES 
CORRECTIONA~ MANAGEMENT 
~ERSONNEL ADMINISTRATION 
REHABILITATION AND TREATMENT 

., 

ii., 

I. ~ , 'e.' 
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F. Swedish Study: A sc;:'entifically 'diagramed scheme of 

'> the intellectual, dioscip~lines making an input into the 

forensic sciences pre.sents a thoughtf\11 example of the 
c 

•. ~ 

interrela tionships of medicine, science " techno~,ogy,' and 

law which produce the forensic sciences;.; Research in 

Forensic Science and TechnologYj 1972, produced by the 

Forens ic Science Committee of Swedish~g_esear~h Councils, 

PA Box 23136, S 10435 Stockholm 23, Sweden, and by the 

National Police Board, p.14: 

TECHNOLOGY 

SPECIALISED """ Crime ~ 
TECHNIQUES ~ \ 

'-...-­
TECHN.ICA!. 
PHYSICS ......... - '.' . 

'I~="', -- " .. " For.nlle ""PLliD 
ptlyllca ,"VIICS 

Doc:umenl '~Iion , _ 

OTHER SOCIAL •.... "-... 

" FUNCTIONS 

"reheology •• rl· 
hiltory. hiSlorv 

" SOCIOLOGY 

FORENSIC 
SCIENCES 

't ,. 

Forenlle .... 7 ... , '. '. . < ~HEMIST"V chtmlltry ". . . , 

I, / .' 
-----iI:::::::=..CRIMINOLOG'Y Ltgalchlmiltry <, " /::-~-

LAW " COURT "ROCEDUR~ .' Ie" /;t:~' . 
~:',;~~~~:. LAW ~ .. TP;""'7"IOCH 

•• "TA. L.....~~.~. 

-'-H-IL-O-SO-P-H-y-'f-LOGIC ~:~LOG' ~~;.!iAT.' \ )§~.~7.· 11~::.7· ..•• ~ 
I LEGAL __ ~/ .. ..~;" •..•..•. ·.~~'1S:;' 

ODONTOLOGY MEDICINE- ;,,,Y 

'. ",0"' MEDICINE 

.. 8 .. 

~y~ 

',.,/"f' ~. 
,/ 



~. :.-
,~.~ ~' 

,./ 
",;'/ 

'J 
~;' /}~ 

.. 
./,.c 

C 

~;_,:;:'c~~'"'?:"-C ,:' I 

~ , / ,/' _ -.' . ,yfi((f!; ,," _. '.,~: .. " :,_~. ~:"; 

G. ScientifipAreas<IdenEified i.It-"LegalLi ter;tftu~eSea.rG_~::~_--'E;;~~:\\;'~) 
, -. - . ..... . "J ~. '., . . .._-~"!"--;;::?-:~'5{,-C.---'"-1t",,-,~:,d.":':J 

Affer 4 complete -search of'legal_e,J,iteratur~/£fr:0J!1:,:;:;1:'9'67/t~\ •. j" .' 
. .- ._.~,.- '-'~.<' - -.' ._ /c #{ti 

- ,.\..~. J':"~'" 
1973 the. followi.ll$_a]:eas were idet:'l;tified ~Fones invohTinf(~::-

-'. . . ~ \ 
/,r ->_ 

£,orensic sciences personnel being used in the law process.' 
}" . 

Accountancy 

Bactf;riology 

Ballistics Identification 

Biology 

Blood Alcohol Determination 

Blood 'Analysis ,other than Alcohol 

Breathalyzer Alcohol-Determin­

ation 

-Calorimetry 
, .. 

Cheznistry 
/J 

;//' 

Gdmparative Micrography 
J/' c .• , 

:// Computer Programming 

Criminal is tics 

Doc\uhent Examination 

Drug Aqalysis 

Electronics Technology 

Enzymolbgl 

Explosive Technology 
\. 

~iber Identification 

Fingerprint Identification 

Fir~arms Identification 

Footprint Identification 

Glass, Idefl-tification 

Graphology .. 

Gravimetry 

9 

.11 

Hair IdentIfication 

Hypnos:L,s 

!: 

Metallography 
f ,: .?t :' 

Mi~rQscopy 

Narcoanalysis 

Hatp.oldgY 
.-..,;, 

'., '" 

,Photo'graphy\' " " ;/ ,;" ',::,j'l 
> /' ... o'{ • f4 

P hy si,<: CiJ ___ An t;h:r;:Q.p,olo:(~-y;~·-~c-,~~c:~~'~· . x';~JI 

pOisonA~ciiys~s . ~P 
,;,;7" 

Polyg};p:ph , ,(<;;- t: 
/-/' .J-. 

.. P~ychiatry" j "j.:." 
, ,4/ 

h 1 ' ,~' ~:-. ,-';'qf 
P~,yc .,j?"":"ggy '. ,,~i~-

RiidJ.o:immune~~!~,~~ 
Radiology/" 0 '-'1 
spec51>otiuormetry .. /<1 
S.p'~~trophotometry (ultra- ~~~c':A 

...... ," -- ' i 

violet, visible, infra .1 

red)'" 



Taxonomy (ahimal, plant 

identification) ij 

I; 

Titr·imetry 

Toxicology·· 

Tire Identification Voice Identification 

J1. 
/ 

Librart of Congress Search~ October t i

, 1973 
,,; . -

.-' c: )Sf 

The scientific literature research'pha;seo,i the 
",1? 

. '. -. ( .- . 

project revealed. the fo11owin;g key wo'rel descriIitions' 
-. .) ." ,.- "/ ' ...,;<"., ',- . /~' 

. in the Library of CO'ngres~ records.);:Trie~e" foreihsic "p> 
'.~ ,.' . .~. .. ' 

science's areas have surfaced to sl12'h,an extehi.:that . 
;: ,_. -;(' .'_.~ • ;~ / _0' _.' -;!._' , _ ." ',_'. 

individual categories are deem~·aapprdpriate.for:;, 
/~ 

library identification. 

Key·Word Descri:e;tiq)1s 
-'- -~ 

Forensic AudiologY,?l 

Potens ic Cardio1g~)r'-' 
-7~"':;..:.";;': .;..-

. ~ ---:::;~J'"--:l'::".-
For ens ic De rma''ttf}Qg.:v: 

',.(3':; ~~~ - , .... 
';j"::" ,,'~{:;F; 

For,E;ms icGynecolqgy 

Forensic Hematology 

Forensic Hypnotism 
.', 

... /- .~; .. 

Forensic Neuro1og~' 
/. 

Forensic Neu.;ropatholqgy 
~\' . 

ForenSic Obste~rics 

Forensic Opthalmolggy/ 

Os t<e('lOg~< .,' j'~~~~<-'~. ~ .. ~d*".. ..,:.,'" ""''''~ 
t'narmacy' -?,;;..-c5., , :,:' " 

,y"',/,'"< 
Photography/,? ." il ~>p~~ . 

P S1cho 1,Cf;;Y .~~??.--~~r 
., 

Forensic 

'. Forefi::;tc 

Forensic 

Forensic 

Forensic Ra~iographY . 

.-,-' n ll~ 
/, 
I 

;: 
?-~ 

" 



... ~ 

~.' 

.~ .. ,:~~ 

''if 

#. 
/' 

.fl' . 
-i' 

~:;j~~~:~ 
v-," 

',-

¥ . '.o~-if 
/ //j .~,-,)';;.J 
(;;~~/< ~ 

(19611\'~9. ,;§n~~~' . tnd i'i:maS tatutes .. ---
27, . Forensic ':Sciences. 

" ;"'. 
i'r; 

1(. 

?f' 

63-2704.' qbjectives of comrniss'ion. ·}:h~., obj ~c~ 
/;/ . . 

olo,.gy, imml:!n6'iogY,:, r~.dd:o-rSgy I photogrJ.-'Phy·,r1 

PSYChi/Cl,tf~', deq.ti~try, anthropoJ'6;;~o'~a~X',· 
•• ~~'-.c : 

/::: -.~. 

·"otop,erfor'ehsl.c,sciences': "'.' ·--v 

~. ~ 

T 
oJ • Intel;:u:ational Refereri'~e ,o.rganiz,at±'qrt; 

. ' }iedlCin'e andscie~ces 'j 
~>-:!.- '.-'." i,; . . .-- ,,' 

In ·the indexed "compilatis)/n of~Gl1~ wbrhI: liter~tu°t"e 
-- /~ ... - ~~.-;..~~' ,-.. _=,,-~-o;~,_. ....,........~-r, .... 

p,rep;;~d by Inform" Wichoi ta')'K9X~~:;SJ the.:.~:rtt;:f~.sIw;i thin 
,g~_-- _.-.t::-::;-:' "'..,.'":.;", . , .. ~: ;'~_' .• _::,_~~~ . ...;:_~~"'-........~, i. -', (. ",>~.';(;~ ;. " )(... "..' . , 

·'this m::g?uiza tion 's purvie,#'=are~~,l"':tS°t-'edas:fsuieidpkogYJ, 
"." f';/ , '.' ,;, '. ',1"', - - : 

'homocide, 'aut9Q'$y,·ccrda,,~':t or death,rdrown~ng't: 
.. ~.~ ~-

. - ~- .... 

and_ underwat~r proq,lenlSr~ $ex/,~_J;imes, dang~~ou'smarJne' 
:~r:"_'_" _ .,._~:;.;:.~~~?:--., ,":'_- "_',,~ __ :,.>.>~:.' ,--' '. ~\. ," '. /' .-~ "~_'.:.;(.y 

ariimaI'safid food,. puleop~th0'l{;)gy,. stlddeninfa.rit sIe·atff~,'I':, 
:;,-/ 

battered child and "infa.nticide, drugs agddrug 
~",~-

a~ircraft! aqA-id~nts).· al~'ohol ,alcohol~/9m,f()rens,tc 
~Y;·. :.--f,,::.>:¢ ~._"" :~:-~.,>. ,,/ ; ",:" ', .. ' 

iodontology, questioned.doC),lIDents-,fOren'§lc. antlit.()po19gy~ 
"t;:t-"); '_' _~ .. ", ".,", -' ~ 
',\ - " '.'?/ 

traffic: accidents" fingerprints~ ,bl-06d'·'.(forensic caS<-
.r;, 

" -; 

peets). 

;// 

. , ·;:.;rfEtJ;;'~;;,;:~~~,,:;;; 
':.. '" . >, ,c:,' .I.~ , ~ • 

_ .-",;:,-': .=.,.,r .. 

.... ~ •. "'·~.~11~~;"~~·;·-'f:. 

'-.-~ 
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No identificati,on ofa forensic isqiience-' as Cl,c>,spec-
,....... . ::~.j/~\ ," /? 

ific gccupcr-tion is grade. The five,b~lficarecisof ~sciencl' 'i' 

indica ted/~o reveaJ!,"occupa t'lonali~~t;ff'es'wher_~~n 
. ii " " ,;;,:'!, ",' ""/, , " , ' " " 

use of the sci~tftific d~§cipliFe'would';bepossible." 
·::..C::-: c' .--=~-

" Heal th~'S ciE1nce's,Jphys iCia.ns,_,. ci'en'bt§'fs;" 
. ,'" ,''?' ,::,'" '. ,<,,-.." ' ", ' " ~"-) ,," .. , 

LifaSciences',~':botaT:lists,geQIogists, micrbb~o-:-
. .,~' 

Idgis ts, biopllysicis t;s, 
.- '. • : ; .... .J:":';<:/ 

patholo .. gis ts, ,pharmacologist:::s.';';;~ 
<;:;-.::::-,.- ,'. -

. hie chemises r £'0 ";;7"'if,l,;;r'''''~'=' . 
,j.: ", .. -. 

- Phy£ical Sciences - chemists", 'Physicists ;.&stron-
~:,r .' 

..-~. 

'-"'"',0 omis-ts . ' '" j~0 

. B:::c:iO:~,~ Se ~:n:~s ~:r~p.;Z~~i~:~f$y:~~is9~~~~~:~*'·~:;. 
Soc~al ,~Uc.bences antln"oppJ;og;j.sts,' e~qIJ()lIl~~ __ ., '~: 

'J'e'"'''' " ., ',::> " .. ,; . " ' , '.' .• < ',' ;;/_;~/~~, ,,'., 'f ~;' t ': ~,1~ 
~, geog±! ~~~er S,' h~~~~~J~~n.~L.'~~PP[t~J;<l£~1.~~.~~if>'~~'~~_ 

scieru:'t~ts, soci'dlogists. ", ~s ',"" 
'",', ~'t' ,. . ", 

. In reali ty ,~hellte~.~~fuJ:"e\()!. ~qt~]f.~rei~l1.ce - ~ ," . ' 

can do 'no bett~r" thahto'~~ifefin'e-:he t.Ec):c:,erlsic ~cf~nces 

any' ,science·or tech~O,~~~y".ac~ep,1i~~:)'~~~;!:tlle:·a.dministratlrbn 
, ",,' ... ' ,I,;. ,., •• ',' ;:I ,", ,',.0 0 

of JustiC~' to make l,ggal g~,G1iSisms .1 ' . ',.' , 

"'-",7"" <.~ ,-('~ :.,;::;" .... ; , • ../ ' < 
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., CHAFTER 3 

HOW DOJ:.HE PRAC'I' IT lONERS ASSESS THE FORENSIC SCIENCES? 

A. SPecific Data 

The Forensic '~sclences are used:to administer criminal 

justice - detect crimes, identify cX'irninals, dete'Imine guilt 

or irlnocence t impose punish;ments crpenalJ:ies. The profe~'sion-
,"- al pra,ctitioners who uti~ize these sciences are~judges and 

.],awyers. Their evaluati9n ·of the quality, quantity and sig"": 

nig,ican,ce of the forensic sciences in American criminal jus-

tice is important. 

To acquire this evaluation a questionnaire was desigt1-ed, 

cpmprehensive enough to give" a" broad assessment" short enough 
~:" ,~! .~:'].~:::..., :. '~" I, 

til,) encO'ura1$e a response. Theaddresse'es nutllbered 5500, ap,:.; 

p:roximately orie-half judges and one-half lawyers . The metnb'er­

ship' roster~ of the1'lational College ()f State. Judiciary, \.1".S. 
District Court Judges,' National District Attorneys Ass,ocia'" 

if 

tion, National Association GriminalDeJ-ense La~7yers, and the-
, '\, '-, c.. ~, .: 

", .,-
JurisPfudence Sec tiot.:l of . the Americar'i' Academy .0; Fo.rensiC~-",-",~~ 

, " 

Sciences provided the names. A 26%respo!lse W~s gbtairted cat ... 

egorized as: 1363 valid replies, '~6inc6tnple'~es, ·<t,crh.ett:~;rs 
declining to respond, 6 responses too late to,a,nalyze. . "', , ' " 

The que's tions with answers totalledare.set forth below: 
, Q., "<,,,,',. -" . -. 

, , 

1. 639 Judge i' 691 Lawyer. - - . I have' p~,en I am a: 

involve(4'\\~n criminal cases: 563,,1-10 years j -'" ~/ 

~ ll-2U "YE:a.rs i ..m 21 .. 30 years; ~ ovel:" 

30 years. 

.. 

i 

h v 

'c, i , I 



· . _ .• ..::.o~. • 

[" . 

\ .. 

2. % of my criminal cases using scientific 

evi.denc"e; 4§. 0%;,411 10%; 322 20%; 2is 30%; 

216'50/~;~ 75%; 13 100%. 

3. ", In your criminal cases in which no scientific 

evidence was used, in what percentage could 

it have been used: 'l.ilit 0%; ..liB. 10%; 285 20%; 

202 30%; 112 50%; 83 75%;..1Q. ,100%. 

4. Why was expert scientific evidence not used? 

1!i1. qualified expert witness not available, 

ill scientific evidence damaging to your 

case, (applicable to lawyers only) 

541 lack of funds to obtain gxpert wit~ 

ness, 458 lack of scientific facilities avail~ 

able to make test, 12 lack of knowledge 

wh~re to locate expert, 70 ,inability to de­

termine qua1~.r-ications of expert, 190'1a-ck 

of time to obtain 'expert, ,..£l.' experts fail'to 

I'" show up at trial. 
I 

5. Would you"~ike to use more scientific evidence 

in criminal cases? Ye,s 1172, No 100. 

,6. Does scientific evidence have more credibi1it;:y 

than lay witness testimony? J 054 'Ye.s, J..aaN'6. 

7. Is scientific evidence given more credibility 

than~ther ~vidence by decision-maker: 
",I:"· 

Judge: 1016 Yes,..2ll No. 

Jurlor: 958 Yes, 221 No. 

B. Are there weaknesses in scientific witnesses' 

tes timot'ty due to: 

I' 
I' 
iI 

, 
II 
'I 
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A,. Lack of expertise in the specialized field . 

.ill. Yes, .497 No. 

B. Lack of understanding of court process. 

672 Yes, 404 No. - -
C. Insufficient preparation for court 

appearances. 672 Yeis, 401 No. - -
9. Is the competence of prosecution scientific 

witness: better ..ill worse ill. the same 

591 as defense scientific witnesses? 

10. A. In handling criminal cases are you in­

fluenced by data in the behavioral sciences 
-;':t=-:~S;~~, ·'~T~' 

(psychology, sociology)? .lli. Yes, ~'N'O~)-

B. ' When did you last study behavioral science 

data: 604 last 3 months; 131 last 6 months; - -
126 last year; 436 over year ago . . - -
C. Can behavioral science dat.f.1 contribute to 

improve criminal justice? 1109 Yes; .ill. No. 

11. A. In what percentage of your criminal cases 

are reports of psychiatrists or psychologists 

,used? ill 10%; ill- 20%; 1ll)0%;..12.. 50%; 

" I, 
li 75io; ...cL 100%. 

B. Would more use of such reports be helpful? 

.2lQ. Yes; ~ No. 

C. Why is more uS.e not made of such reports? 
il 

Indicate priority by 1, 2, 3, etc.: 1-- Un-

available, -L don't consider helpful., 

2 don't consider necessary, 4 immaterial, 
.-.'~-'-

...i.- don't trust them, ..l..-. too costly. 

·'15 -
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D. Does your court have a psychiatric cl.inic for 
~; 

use in criminal cases? ~ Yes; ~ No. 

E. Would you like to have more readily available 

psychiatric services for your criminal cases? 

1003 Ye,s j .lli2. No. 

12. Is certification or licensure by a public or 

private body of a forensic scientist an important 

criteria to determine the qualifications of him 
L 

as an expert scientific witness? 840 Yes; M.Q..No. 

Should it be? 856 Yes; 288 No. - -. 
13. Would video tape deposition of scientific wit-

ness expedite criminal justice process? 

907 Yes; 364; No; Do you approve? ..1.llYes; 375 No. 

14. Are changes needed in laws to permit better use 

of the forensic sciences? 169 Yes; ~ No. 

15. How do you locate a forensic scientist to provide 

expert evidence? Indicate choice by priority: 

1, 2, 3, etc. 5 ads in bar'j ourna1s, 1-.. ask '" 

fellow-lawyer, ..l- ask scientist acquaintance, 

-L articles in legal' literature, -L articles in 

scientific literature, -l- contact scientific 

societies, 6 address lists of scientific societie5 J (0 . 
,---__ ".r 

In uddition, 256 of the replies contained written 

comments. Of these 94 were not relevant to the assess­

ment, but 162 were. Excerpts <. from these 162 COtIh"11ents 

.:' . 

with the commentators' statements, are set forth in Appendix C. 

- 16 -
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A distillation of these comments and responses 

into primary clusters would suggest this sununary: 

1. A lack of appreciation of what the forensic 

sciences can do for criminal justice can be found 

amongst a number of judges, lawyers, and police 

officers. Inadequate education and training for 

the investigatory and procedural use of such 

evidence are defined as major problems. 

2. The inability of the, defense counsel to 

acquire a~ptopriate aid in forensic sciences is 

another concern expressed. Numerically the 

responders indicated by about 40% that the 

competence of the prosecution's scientific evidence 

was better than the defense's, 43% thought that 

it was about the same and 10% that it was worse. 

These comments and numbers suggest strongly 'a 

weakness in the processes providing the highest 

level of forensic science evidenc~ on the criminal 

defendant's behalf. 

3. The conunents and responses on the behavioral 

sciences illuminate further their great significance 

to the criminal justic~rocedure. It has long been 
-/;: 

an opinion expr~ssed in legal literature and law 
(-, 

discussions that behavioral problems were a para-

mount concern in the criminal justice process. 

It is a basic principle of criminal law that 

- 17 -



every accused person must have a criminal mind to 

be found guilty of a legal crime. The behavioral 
,', p 

, sCiences, especially the forensic sciences of 

psychiatry and psychology, can and do contribute ~ 

to the resolution of this issue in criminal cases. 

Factual data to support the value of the 

behavioral sciences to the criminal law practitioners 

are graphically reveale4 in the responses and 

comments of the judges/lawyers questionnaire. 111 

addition, the value and importance of such scien-

tific evidence in the disposition of the convicted 

person are heavily emphasized. The difficulty 

occurring when such evid~nce is injected into the 

trial to determine guilt or innocence is also 

revealed. In short, it would appear that the 

behavioral sciences are most helpful to judges and 

lawyers in disposing of the convicted and, are 

considerably less helpful to lawyers, jurors and 

judges in deciding if the accused is a criminal or not. 
" 

B. General Conclusions 

After study of all pertinent data from the'ques-

tionnaire responses, certain generalizations are in 
~ . 

order. 

Wi th the addressees nearly evenly divided between 

judges and lawyers, the responses reflected approximately 

the same division. 

- 18 -
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The respective years of criminal law practice 

showed a marked difference: judges having longer e~­

posure to criminal justice, lawyers, having a shorter 

exposure. 

Three quarters of the responders indicated 

about 1/3 of their cases utilized scientific evidence. 

In cases where not used, also about 1/3 could have 

used such evidence. Lack of funds, inadequate facil­

i ties, and unavailable experts were thee overwhelming 

reasons given for not using more" expert scientific 

'"- witnesses. 

Over 90% of the replies expressed a desire to 

use more scientific evidence, probably because over 

90% stated that such evidence has more credibility 

than lay testimony. Furthermore, about 80% of the 

replies contended that actually both judge and juror 

give more credibility to scientific evidence than to ; 

other evidence. 

An interesting cluster of opinions revolve around 

the evaluation of the behavioral sciences in the 

criminal justice process. About 75% believe that 

these sciences influence the practitioners. Over 

2/3rds of the responders had studied behavioral 

sciences data within the past year, while a, surpris­

ing total of nearly 90% believed that such data 

could contribute to the improvement of American 

- 19 -
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criminal justice. Behavioral science data are used, 

according to 80% of the r.esponders, in up to 20%· of. 

th~lr ~ases. The most important reason given 'for 

not 4sing more is their unavailability; the least 

important reason is..~'a lack of trust in them. Slightly 

less than one-half the responders said their 

criminal court had a psychiatric clfnic and 80% of the 

replies would like to have more /readily available 

psychiatric services. 

Two out of three of ther~sponders viewed 

~ertification or ficensing of a forensic scientist 

as an important criterion to determine his/her 

qualificatiotls as an expert scientific witness. 

The use of video tape depositions for the 

introduction into evidence of the scientific expert 

witness wOuld expedite the criminal justice process 

about 79% of the replies indicated; 2 out of 3 

app~ov~d such a procedure. 

Likewise, about 2/3rds of the replies believed 

changes in laws to permit better use of the forensic 

sciences were essential. 

The most likely source to locate a forensic 

scientist was to ask a fellow lawyer. The least. 

likely sources used are articles in ~cieritific 

literature and address lists of scientific societies. 

- 20 -



In ,Appendix D is an analysis of the computer 

programmer as to the analytical procedure and, 
" , 

effective quality of the questionnaire survey as 

well as 129 tables from the computer printout.,' 

These tables add considerable detail to the whole 

practitioner questionnaire survey and deserve careful 

study. 

pi' 

.,.-. 
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:CHAPTER 4 

THE FORENSIC SCIENCES' - REFLECTIONS FROM THE LAW 

Science and technology are parts of the contemporary,. 

American society - ~ome say the most important parts./ 

Because they in society~ they also 
~;:- .. 

are become a"pa;-t of 
., 

the law of American society!. Law has no ~,"c£~~ ted science 

and technology. Law has sought t9··resolve human conflicts 
~J_'-

by using science and 'technology .. 'cTh~~jtidicfal proces's 

needs expert witnesse.,in science and technology. The 

legislative proc~~~ authenticates expert witnesses by 

,., 

public l~censure. The administrative process certifies' ',,0.., 

p'rocedures whose scien~ific .. €lnd technological results 

are accepted for legal decision'.2makingo. The executive 

process creates organizations and hires pE!~~otln~J; top.er-
.: .. ~;..i;"~ 

form public scientific and technological, tasks which oe.,F! 

come a part of the whole criminal justfce administration~ 

The breadth of the law's involvement with science' 

and technology is sweeping and the dep.thof such involye-

ment is profound. The best means for .assessmeIl,:t.:.is'io 
",.0 (.) 

set forth various categories as representative examples 

of the criminal law's interacti9h with science and tech­

nology" The fifty states ,federal, Puerto Rico t and 

~-- .;. ,~ 

Virgin Islands jurisdictions have been studied. '!':11e" following 

examples are deemed significant to aid in the'assessment 
.. -, y. 

of the forensic sciences in American criminal law. 
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" 

A. A General Overvi.ew 

An in-depth analysis of 206 judicial decisions, 

453 legislative enactments and 17 administrative rulings 

randomly selected was made for the, years 1967-1973. 

All state jurisdictions as well as the federal, Puerto 

Rico and Virgin Is~ahds were represented "in this com-

prehensive study. 

imJ?ressiv~ growth"of ~legisla"tion involving, the forensfc o 

c. u 

sciences personnel, rep lacing the jt1dicialdec:Csion as 

a pr~ime source for advancement of this area of c~imitl-gl __ .· 

law. The judiciary is still important, bUt·, the leg-:-

islature today is makingg~eater contr:Lbutions towa.rd 
.~ , -, 

J"r:f;}/ ~ .,.'~ 

the involvement of ,~tfrensic scientists in the criminal. 
~ /~ ..... 

_ ~,s;: 

jus tice proces,~:t' 
""t::.(;~~::;"~ 

E):QTdf:fi~ voluminous details iden<tifiedth;-()ugh 
, ....... -; ~ -' ';;::~ :;,,~ _ . .:... ..... :- -- ;-;:--

this i~/depthanalysis of legal acti()n,c~;.t~it1~pecific 
/ 

--{/ 

itl<:i.iei!(to~s . are discovered. Each of t'h.~"53:~j"l11;,i$:cl19~_~ 

tions' experienced leg,al actt'on"in the alcohol deter­

min a tion area of ,the/forens ic"scien<:es . Over 80% of 

the jurisdictions ha,alega1 action in patho,~B€;Y and 
.,,~/ 

psychiatry. About <:me-ha1F of the juri@'~ic:tions r~)"/ 
'. _ '. .., .c:..;:.:::',""-'-' ,.c , '._ ,:>/,,:/ 

vealed legal actiotis in st.lch areas(::'as '. t:he polygraph 
-~' ~-

and specific legal: prop-lems/, in~vo1'.ring th~/i~rensic 
,/' ~ ... ' '-'.<," '::'" 

scientist as an ,~e?tpert witness. T()xf~'ologylegal 
~ . -, 

action was,:t:oundin 18 Jurisdictions; radar or va-scar' 

in l6jt1~isdictions; questioned document exam1-tiati~ns . 
• ' •• _~ f ~ 

and . f ing~'rp r in 2"iden tift cat i on in1 5ju,r i s dic t ions,;·"c=.'c-,"~",.,;c;..=--;).==="" .. ·c~, \ 
'''. J ", 
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~. .~;:·:6_ .r.-

diction. 
~il '-;:""'-~.,~,~ .' ~-

l From this e:x:tensi ve lega'l res~arch<.pnlC' can exti"act 
""':.- -;,~., ... -\~ .. , , 

certain representative legal actions Which dy~amically . 
---~--"--.\ ."_"2.~~ __ ' '::":;!.':::..";".::..;.~_:::-;-; ''::"_'::''""""~:,:-.:;:,,:.~='';::-,,,:; __ ~:::,~._. ___ .~ ;;;-~""::!'::;=-;:'~-='''':'''_:'':'O''';;~.::(.y~-'=7~.~_c_;.:-.: - "-. -.' ,ff ;. 

influence the relationships of thEr:7torensicscienses, 

B. 

personnel to ·th~ criminal law ·asnoted~,in. 

s~ttion. 

___ ' ~ __ -= .:..J' 

:F 

R:epresen't~tiv~ Le&~:l Actio~s 
i' 

. ~.' ......: 

Wigmore ~,( Evidence, tl)e c1as de j;eg~l.;;~i(t:ir""Y,; 
which coversi/the use of the forensicsc:tentiS'tasan 

./ . '~'>~":" ~",. "": .:,., .:-<.'" '"-.... .,"~. ,;; "'-".~\ . ..:'-

expert' 'Withess,' t?iaces>ln,anutshelr~ha.#"has bee~+the 

specl.fii guid~line .,"t'1hi.ch '!(fourts hav~£'olliPl'led,'f~'r IDllny 
':'_".~. ,./ , ..', " • :--=. _'_'~" ,:1.' ._- .... ~--=-':.,~,: 

• 24 .. 
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~ _ 0 

. .//r---:;.:,::::,~.,~~-'"'7-.-. =-".-, ,,,,,,,~,.=c;,:=,,.~:. -~~~ 
';;:~';."O _.;..;;::'~ ~c :". ~.-"~-""-: :!:ie. _ -~':" ":,. 

--

§5:55>f,/G~£e:a-I ". T,~g~~Y9f'Rkpe:rimen~atCapa.qity; 
";Exl~ercness,l-sRelat;tve tothe Part~cu1ar Topic., ' 

, Th4t sore' of capacity which "involyes , not thfL=,>~.J,.=~, 
organic -power,$; moral anc!' meta.tal J requ~si,~setf{r 
all. ~estl.mqny, nor: yet the emotional powe,ro£ 

,.unbl-ased,observatl.on and statement, but the 
skill to~ .ac-guire acctir~te. c<;fnceptions, may Qe 
termed.Experimen~aL<Capaci t)"., "/The person pas .... , 
sessing i tis commonly, termed, Expe:t:'i;0 

.. :'-,1 

~;. ; :!:~-l 
".= . -~~~~ 

(I) The ~ruror As,:~E:ipert c'"-:w ~4~ j . /', , \ ~:>.,~ ____ ~'~~~:'f . .;"'1 
The first !p~bblemcah arise over t~~Jf?·sii~!(ofwheFlf~l::;? A 

- , .r-«'~"'---~'-" /'" ~-

a lay jury 'can it:self be its -oynt~;;rtin 4 for~:t}s~~> ~~~ ~" -':) 
._~"~. -. . ._ ;.''';< ~'--¢;;-:'. -. . ~!/1"'. '0, "'":.' -.~~ .... ~- .,= ~.;C .••• _:,-;r-i 

~9 i eonc e que s t ipn . >~' In a t leas t;~Q:p-.e-=""-J-irrrsdi c tiotf'~n;"~,;'~ '?''"tl 

",,~?,p~):psc1~):l;~';~Ja~ o~nab te"'totesti~~~9?~; .. i~·· . "'1 
~:certainhandwritingi0 matched the de:e--e'ridant i~S s;1tgnature;-"c~:c'o;~",=~,,",;c"~~, 

",. ___ y,,:::d'!. C',-C . ,,<' .' i-"oj 

'the jury" was .de¢me.d cp,!'i~t'ert1:' to.~l<elOhi s. ~ten.t ifi~ " .;. ~= .. ,.~ ... 5 
decision itself>to sustain <'a criminal conviction of · ... 1 

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

forierye:' 'State v. Harslip ~ 77. wash.2d838, . _46?P. ,tei 'I \,': 

._ ,. '. c ." .. ,;t .. , .. , .. ' '&1-'9¢~i 
284 (1970J(~ .. ; At leas.1: ones tatutehasindicated.;the':~~~y~' ">.;',;!i 

I" -~~ . _. ,---:"; ----,"', ",=--,~.j:~~~:~;;;';::~ .. d';?'·~':·:···:i 

t~~ic de!~rmiriB:tiort_of a child IS :a.pe,~:l",d?~l::(~ael~~rini.ned, ..' '".;(Cl 
. - . ,_'~ . -,~, " .. ~'~" v:;...~"~.:::..~...... >..., 'o-,,-,~~:;;"-.r>J 

by the lay jury or by phys,A.i:gj;artsr-:a.ppointed by the court:", ,1 . '. :- . 
..> .' ,_ .• ". _ #;:;;:.,;..;.-%~;::;i::-... ~,->. '., ' .,' - , , '. ..; .(-? ;'. .'C •• ~." .;:.,. 

Rev. Code "i¥hi.~lfii·::"'-Sec. ,9.01.11i (1961). The~ .. m~~$age< 
.";, .. ~"~-.. ,,,; .. ::;.r~~P~~~"· . ,_:1-:::. .u •. , .: .... -'. .' ,., '; -, :';~~':<'",""~'< 

'. "',~,6'.""'sucrr examples is that ,,~h~'jtIry orju4g;e,.-~,S1:::a~~;j:!ision-

",~'d-7<,~::00.'{f!;;.::;.;r ,... '. ,~' , (f" .. ,.. '. .... "" . ..'", .' ' , .. "1'; " .', ' 

maker may be for.ced td' han'dlea;~, sci'e:nti.fic icg'sue ±n a . . . . ~... c;::,~-! . -o{)d) .. ' 

criminal case without benefit of expe:rts«:ientifi~,testimQny. 
'" _-p ,<?:'-:~. '.c',:~>.;".'~~_ ";-B~!""?~~i 

" !.' '"Y 

!;;~_=,._~; .. ,C{,.i{;'."'· -; z/'·'''·'·'- '" " 
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. Tneriormal proce~lu~~, however, involves. the use of 
~.:/' -- ":)::~~~'- -- /::~ -:p-' 

the expert witness as a forensi,csC:ientj.st'·cwl1o is 

authorized to provide th~scientific opinion which the I 

:! 

.,,~c::::.;:';i~~~~-,c:"':~~i 
~ .. ~pertl s opinion which is the cr!lc{al fac'tor of the fo~:e};.:~~c;< 

jury can rely on to re.nder its verdict; It ,is the e~;-

'... -. ~;:/i,://'" .'~ .-/"/':">;::~.-'.;-, /'. - " ...... ~ -~.' 

Sile scIences in the critn~,naf" jus tice proces~f~;>::·tK~ femaJ:n-

der '0.£ this sect:io}), ,{~~'~~vo~ed to S~g;i'f:ctr;iht'ma:tt:;s"'" 
surrounding t.h't:: factor. _ ,:;:;)~;,:::,,:,::;f:;r.i:j"jj, ,." 

crr) bpinion Evidence 

What testimony, in 
-~-- :. 

by a lay wi tnes's and by 

rule ,is one sample which s~~~'ks to define this relationship. 
'- . 

. h 

New Jersey SJ:;a.::tutes Annotated; 2A:84A Rule 5~ 
c (S upg. ,_):~:1#);-:-
~_.".~,,: . .':r.£:.:;.·:(.;:_::~f.· ........ ;- ... -- ~. -

}!..;~,.<~~.;\:':.'.';" ' Tes timony in the Form of Of inion 

If the witness 'is not /testifyi~g as an ..... 
expert. his tes timbny in "the fOrllLQ~.f4,)pinI6!1s 

L. 

or inferences is. limi:tedtosfichopinionsor 
inferencesastlle judgefin'ds. . " 4.b' 

(a.) mafE'~rationallybaSed()n the ~~.~~.. ,,0 
:: ;-: 

2. 

ception of the wi tness and· (.b) are. helpful. /'" 
to a clear under~ tan~ing '. of" h~,s~.t,e.s.t~mOi:rY/Y"-~ 
or to the determ~nat~onof. the fact ~n .l:s'sue. 

. ", /' ' .. ", '. 

A:§; .~. 
If the witnessts testifying as ~.:expertj 
tes timony of the wi tnes's .f.nthrm ,of opinions. 
or inferences is limited tC5,,"!~'l{(;h. opinions as. . 
. t:h~. J:udg.e. finds;are,~{'a~".:;~?&ais~d~~\Lrna~iily:,·:~-:;>>-~: .--~ 

. facts l -'data or othelZ""e-xpert 6p;tnionestablished 
by evidence atthe"triac:l~ and (b) ~.ethin the 
scope of tne specJ;;atknowt~dge I skil'l;:ex~ ..... 
perienceortraining possessed ·by the witness.~,. 

3. Tes t.J.mony in the form o:.f opinibl1Sorinfere11..~e§., 
otherwise admi.ssibleunder these rulesi"S"~not 
objectionable b-ecause it ,embrace's"'theultirna,te 
issue or issues to be decided by thetri~r' 
of the fact .<' 
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I, " '.' 
~~' ~. 

" (III) Instrumentation E\ridence 

A preliminary conc~rn iS'whether a scientific or 

technological process has reached aleve1. of general 

acceptance to permit its use in legat decision-m~king. 

Must a full scale explanation by an e'xpert witness con-
1 

cerning the scientific principles involved be introduced 

to undergird the exp~~rt' s opinion in any given .case? 

This concern is a m<ij or prci,blem where technological in­

strumentation is commonly used. In one jurisdiction, the 

radar and vas car instruments in traffic law enforcement 

illuminate this problem. 

The Ohio judiciary in East Cleveland v. Ferrell, 

168 O. St. 298,154 N.E. 2d 630 (1958) affirmed a convic-

tion of speedin,g solely on the radar evidence without any 

expert's explanation of the scientific principle which­

undergirded the instrument's operation. When a similar 

case involved a new instrument for measuring speed, the 

vascar, an Ohio court in 1970, however, stated: "Because 

the device is new, expert testimony as to the scientific 

principle, construction, operation, accuracy 'and relia­

bility of the device must be estab~ished beyoIJ.d a reas,?n-, 

able doubt." Tiffin v. W~1itmer, 60 O. Op. 2d" 367, 290 

N.E. 2d 198, 199 (1970). 

£, 

When technological instruments which rest upon basic 

scientific principles are widely accepted and used in the 

general community, the legal community reflects such 

condition and utilizes th_ instrument without the nec-

- 27 ~ 
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way th~ results of scj,entific advances become a part 

of the legal prdcess. The technique for such acceptance 

is by the judge taking judicial notice of the scientific 

matter without benefit of expert testimony as one court 

amply manifested. 

State v. Tomanelli, 153 Conn. 365, 2l6A 2~, 625, 
(1966). 

The scientific accuracy of the Doppler-shift 
principle for the measurement of speed, if the 
prin~iple is correctly applied, is in the 
discretion of the court, a proper subject of 
judicial notice so that, esp-e!=!iallywhere; as 
here, no evidence attacking it was proffered 
expert testimony, in explanation of the p.rinciple 
is not a necessary prelude to the introduction 
of radar evidence. 

Judicial notice can extend, hawever, only to the 
scientific accuracy of the Doppler-shift principle 
as a means of measuring speed ~f the principle 
is correctly applied. Judici~l~notice does not 
extend td the accuracy or efficiency of any given 
instrument designed to employ the principle. 

0Whether the instrument it~elf is 'accurate and 
is accurately operated must necessarily be dem~ 
onstrated to the satisfaction of the trier in 
order to render the evidence produc'ed by it ad-
missible. \ 

In contemporary criminal justice> the us~\ of radar, 

speedmeters, cameras, x-rays,' breatha}}yzers hav~ reached 

such a stage of general acceptance by the publi~ and by 

the officers of government that expert testimony need 

not be presented in a criminal trial to explain the scien­

tific theory and operation. It is sufficient only to show 

that: the equipmept has been properly tested by a competent", 

operator, proper operational pro::cedures followed and 'proper 
/I' 

records kept. See United StateS v. Dreos, 156 F. Supp. 

200 (D . FiCi-;,1957): 
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What has now occurred is the replacement. of a human 
.i:,' ,. 

'. '.'-~ 

expert witness by an instrumental expert witness whose 

opinion as to speed, intoxication, fractured bones, and 

crime scene replication.are accepted as evidence. 
-(IV) Scientific Report Evidence 

A further example of the replacement of the expert 

scientific witness as a person is occuring in the enlarged 

area where the scientist's written report is accepted into 

evidence without the presence of the expert witness in the 

courtroom. 
Scientific treatises are now being accepte~espec-

ially in the medical field, ,although originally such writ­

ings were held inadmissible. Courts have responded 

to the demands for use of such scientific writing because 

of the difficulty in obtaining.the scientific w£tness. 

Legislatures have encouraged this process even further 

by enacting statutes authorizing that written reports of 

forensic scientists be admitted itlto evidence without the 

expert witness' presence in the courtroom. The follow­

ing are significant examples of this development. 

1. The original report of the analysis of blood 

or urine for presence of a controlled drug 

or alcohol prepared by the State Depart~ent of 

Health, qualified scientist, or U~S. ~ureau of 

Narcotics is competent evidence in any trial. 

The report must be signe~ by the scientist, 

dated, nature of tests Stated, identification and 

number of samples indicated and test results 

enscribed. Connectictit G~nera1 Statutes, Sec. 19-483 

(Supp. 1973), amending Sec. 19-483 (1967). 
- '29 .. 



2. An affidavit of a scientist regarding the presence of 

alcohol or a controlled drug is admissible in a criminal 

trial to prove "the person from whom the affiant received 

the blood or urine for analysis and the presence or absence 

of alcohol or control1p.d substance. " Nevada Revised Stat-

tutes Sec. 50.315 (1973) amending Sec. 50.315 (1971) 

3. New York Criminal Procedure Law, Sec. 60.60(2) (McKinney 

1971) .. A report of a public servant charged with the custody 

of official fingerprint records which contains a certifi­

cation that the fingerprints of a designated person who has 

previously been convicted of an offense are identical with 

those of a defendant in a criminal action, constitutes 

presumptive evidence of the fact that such defendant has pre­

viously been convicted of such offenses. 

4. Georgia Code Annotated, Sec. 42-214 (Supp. 1973). In any 

controversy or prosecution arising under the, provisions of 

this chapter (Sec. 42-2, Ga. Commercial Feed Law, 1906) a 

certificate of the State Chemist or other State employee mak­

ing analyses or inspection, duly sworn to by the State Chemist 

or employee, shall be prima facie evidence of the facts 

therein certified. 

5. Florida Statutes Annotated, Sec. 316.058 (Supp. 19}4). 

Upon the production of a certificate signed and witnessed, 

showing that such device (speed computer) was tested within 

the time period specified and that such device was working 

properly, a presumption is established to that effect 

unless the contrary shall be established by r,.competent 

evidence. 
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Any person accused pursuant to the provisions 

of this section shall be entitled to hav'e the of­

ficer actually operating the device appear in 

court and testify upon oral or written motion. 

The paramount issue concerning the replacement of 

an expert witness by a technological instrument or a 

written document is the accused's constitutional rights 

to confront the person offering evidence against the ~ 

accused. The judiciary's use of judicial notice to admit 

the scL:ntific foundation for the technological instrument 

is a procedure with constitutional virtue because it is 

founded upon community acceptance. The legislature's 

enactments making scientific written reports admissible 

have also withstood the constitutional challenge. 

Commonwealth v. Harvard, 356 Hass. 452, 253, ,N.E. 2d 

346 (1969). 

Once one appreciates representative types of legal 

actions involving the forensic sciences as set forth 

above, the issue of how the forensic sciences are ad­

mitted tnto the criminal law becomes important. 
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How Do the Forensic Sciences Enter the Criminal Justice 

System? 

(I) Legislative Mandate to Judicial Tribunal 

The outstanding example of compulsive use of a 

forensic science in the criminal justice system is the 

statutory order to trial courts to determine the mental 

capacity of a person to stand for criminal trial and 

to determine his mental capacity at the time of .the criminal 
') 

act. Almost without exception states require courts to ., 

obtain the expertise of. forensic psychiatry to help in 

the resolution of these problems. Numerous states pro­

vide also for psychiatric services directly attached to 

the court to facilitate the use of this, important for-

,ensic science. Representative statutes are: 
\>; 

15 Maine Revised Statutes Annotated, 

Sec. 101 (Supp. 1973). 

Massachusetts General Laws Annotated; Ch. 

123 generally. 

Code of Laws of South Carolina, 1962, Sec. 26-142. 
,y • 

The judges/lawyers questionnaire underscored the 

values 0 f these forensic science services and urgently 

indicated more facilities should be available to 

the courts in this difficult area. Lack of faciliites is 
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a major problem in this forensic science area if the crim­

inal justice system is to perform its appointeq. tasks. 

Lack of legal acceptance of such matters is not the prob­

lem. 

(II) tegisiative Right Granted to Defendant 

Representative eXqmples here are such statutes 

as the New York Vehicle and Traffic Law, Sec. 1194 
.'; .. " 

y 

(McKinney +974) which authorizes the person subjected 

to a chemical test for alcohol determination to request 

his own physician to perform the test and the presenta­

tion to such person of the test results when performed 

by the police/prosecution forensic scientist. 

To support further the defendant's right to an 

expert scientific witness, legislation authorizing pub­

lic payment to the expert in capital cases has been ex­

tended in at least one state to all criminal cases by 

judici.al decision. A court has observed that without: 

such payments the defendant's right to an expert would 

be only a "shadow. H People v. Watson, 36 Ill, 2d 228, 

221 N.E. 2d 645 (1966), concurring and dissenting opinions: 

222 N.E. 2d 801 (1966). 

A caution is in order fo~ if the defenqant does not 

exercise his right to have a scientific expert appqinted . 
within a certain time, such right may be deemed waived. 

- 33 -

" 

/ \. 



In State v. Bergenthal, 47 Wis. 2d 668, 178 N.W. 2d 

16 (1970) cert. den. 402 U.S. 972,(197~a defendant in a 

homicide case requested in the second week of the trial 

that the physical evidence of a couch cover be removed 

to permit the state crime lab and an independent expert 

to examine the cover for gunpowder burns. The motion 

was denied as an untimely request which would cause 

too much delay. It was also deemed unnecessary since the 

defense expert coul~ examine the evidence and testify 

regarding it when on the witness stand. 

Defendant's right to scientific evidence is also author 

ized by such rules as Wyoming Rules of Criminal 

Procedure 1968, Rule 18(a)(b). Here, the defendant can 

inspect, copy, or photograph any reports of tests and 

mental or physical examination records made in connec­

tion with the criminal case and held by the prosecutor. 

If the defendant moves for examination of the physical 

evidence before trial and the court denies such motion 

when the statutory right, exists, conviction Can be re-

versed, State v. McArdle, ___ W. Va. -----, 194 S.E. 

2d 174 (1973). In this case, baaed on a charge of i1'lega1 

possession and sale of marijuana, the defense's expert 

did examine the physical. evidence while on the witness 

- 34 -
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stand. The appellate court- held such examination in­

sufficient. The. accused must have the opportunity to 

have the expert of his choice conduct a thorough examination 

priorto trful.Several later cases have solidified 

this basic fairness rule, at least in the West Virginia 

jurisdiction. Woodall v. Lairita, W. Va. ---
195 S.E. 2d 717 (1973) (murder indictment); 

State v. Thomas, --- W. Va. ---, 203 S.E. 2d 445 

(1974) (indictment for breaking and entering). Note also 

that this line of cases has taken the. statutory right to 

examine reports and expanded it to required opportunity 

for the forensic scientist a.ctually to retest the phy-
,;.) 

sical evidence on behalf of the accused. 

In other jurisdictions similar rights have been 

granted. The cases generally have involved criminal 

charges arising out df the controlled drug situations. 

Warren v. State, 292 Ala. 71, 288 SO.2d 826 (1973). 

Jackson v. State, _Miss. _, 243 S!l.2d 396 (1971) . 

James v. Commonwealth, Ky. 
(1972). . -

, 482 S.W. 2d 92 

Peoale v .. Perrell, 47 Misc. 2d 1024,263, ,N ~Y.S. 
2 640 .. (1965). 

- 3S -
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Where no right to examine reports exists, other jur­

isdictions have indicat,ed that the defense is not 

entitled to examine the physical evidence prior to trial. 

Lander v. State, 238 Ind. 680, 154 N.E. 2d 507(1958). 

Dog1ey v. State, 394 S.W. '2d 179 (Tex. Cr. App. 1965). 

In Texas ,""however-,a more recent case has upheld the 
,I 

right of pre-trial ,examination by a defense expert to 

identify LSD. .12etering v. State, 4,81 S.W. 2d 863 (Tex. 

Cr. App. 1972). A trend to more liberal use of the 
• -'.'<.-. 

appears to be developing. 

In Simms v. State" ___ Wyo. -...,---- , 492 P. 2d 516 

(1972), cert. den. 409 U.S. 886 (1973) however,~his 

right was held to have time limitations. Here, the state 

did not present certain yhysical evidence for pre-trial 

inspection when the accused had moved for disclosure. 

The withheld evidence, a pair of broken eye glasses,found 

at the homicide scene, was admitted iJito evidence at the 

trial. Defense counsel's frilure to move foi a coptin-: 

" uance to allow furtil'ers tudy of this previously llndis-
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closed evidence and failure to show where the accus~dwa~ 

prejudiced resulted in the appellate court!s findirig 

of no prejudicial error. 

Pre-trial examinatioBs are not without limitation's, 

however, even where the right is firmly fixed in crim­

inal procedure. A sufficient quantity of the physical. 

matter must exist on which the test can be made, State 

v. Migliore, 261 La. 722, 260 So. 2d 682 (1972). A 

limitation on the extent of the test can also be imposed. 

In People v. McDonald, 59 Misc. 2d 311, 298 N.Y.S. 

2d 625 (1969) the pre"..trial examination was limit'ed 
.,- .. ""-

to a visual ex~mand a weigh.t exam (measured und~r" 

supervision of the police or prosecutor) since the weight 
.~ 

of the evidentiary material (marijuana)o was determin-

ative of the degree of the criq1.e. 

(III) Judicial Discretion to~ 
~~~~----~--~------'~ 

Appoint Expert Witnesses 

The prime judic ... al concern fer fairness 'and'dt?e. 

process plc~ces an inherent authori ty in th.e criminal 
\: 

trial judge to appoint an expert scientific witness-" 

- 37 -
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The coulFt can act on its own motion. Frequently,state 

sta'tutes incOrporate this judicial' initiati'\je into 

legislative authorizatio~s. 

~ew Mexico Statutes Annotat~d, Sec. 

20-4-706 (Supp. 1973). 

General Statutes of NorchCarolina, 

Sec. 7A~454(1969). 

South Dakota Compiled Laws, .1967, 

Sec. 19-6-1. 

These statutes probably cr~.;tte no right inthe~defendant 
.-

to require such judicial appo~ntment. The action ~s:ex-

c1usive1y a discr~tionof. the court . Dtsler v . State" 

84 S.D. 360, 171 N.W. 2d 739 (1969). 

Several of the- statutes granting to the trial court .~ 

its power to initiate appointment of the expert witness 

permit the defense counsel and the prosecutor to nominate 

such witnesses but the trial judge retains final discre'-

tion in the matter . 
. ' 

5 Virgin IslartdsCode, ·Sec. 9l4~ App.II ~i 

28(1957) . 

,Fediral Rules Criminal Prgcedure, as aminded 

1966, Rule 28(a). 

-- 38 .. 
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Wisconsin 907>06 

(Supp. 1974) . 

California Code, Sec. 1972 (West 1965). 

-.-:;;" 
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D. Determination of Who :i.s>Q~alified~/as an 
;.,./,. 

Expert Scientific Wtiness 

. "= --~ {I).c THlt<JUDICIAL ~UNCTION 

The -historical experieuGe in the Jegaldetermination 
.. ·0 

'of 'who cac.l1 .. ,present scientific evidence as 'an expert wit- (, 
- - -;, ~~ -- .... , .. 

" :::;-:, nes.s res ted _".tB .. );he':f(i'tfrci\~ry:~-s~p~ctifically " on ,the trial 
'., _ ••• .=-_' __ -·-':r ... " .- /l . 

Jtiag~-':"'- WQile Wigmore 'on, Evidence devot~s rnat'l~l schofarly 

p~ges to this va.,s tlegal experi~hce, . no better s t;:ttel1lent 
IJ 

;~ 

encapsules the basic rule than that proviC'l~:ain Lewis v. 
(/~.='- /' . 

State,_Alaska _"_, 469 P2d 689 (1970) .,/7'The COJlrt, .. first 
.-'~''''~' "".,~. ' 

acknowledged thatth~F~"_iJ;.",,,nd~=-11~~nsehsus- ~s-O'-to"'~hat qual-
.. -'-~----

ifies.i' witpess to testify as an expert" in the field olF 

handwriting analysis." Then, the court stated at p. 694. 

ci ting the opinion in Crawf~rd __ ':,. Rogers, __ AlaSKa _._, 

406 P.2o,.189-(1965) where, inr.dealing with the qualifi-

cations of a pilot to testify, that court wrote: (I 

, 

The true criterion in determining whether one 
qualifies as an expert witness, andwh~;ther 
his opinion is admissible is not whether. he ~~~." 
employs his knowledge and skiLl(t.irofessionally'" 
or comme):,cially. The true crite':\ioniswhether 
the jury can receive appreciable hel~..c~~om'this 
particular person on this p,articular subj ect,.; " 
(406 P.2d 189 at 192); , 

JI' ' 

Application of· this"criterion to the witness inque_3'" 

tionwas made by determininghis!:rainingandexRerienc~, 

in handwriting examinations:" 6-10 hours of instruction 

from Office of Special Inves tigation";, U. S. A. F.; 15~ ¥E!ars 
.' "-. '. ~ . 

. work in O. S . I. including forgery c~~ses; 3 1/2 'yeaisas 
. ~ 

bank credit manager where docum~nts were stud~ed; credi.t 

,.," 

I 'il 

. it 

.0.,.' 
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--- -- ----~--~---:-----..,----------:-----~~---------;-, 

union emp loyment in examining forged instruments; compared 

500-700 documents in all; testified at 50-100 court martials 
-" 

and once in Fe.deral Distri,ct Court. This witness was found 

to be legally qualified as a scientific expert. 

In some jurisdictions the field of expert scientific 

witness for handwriting is encompassed by a statutory 

definition of an expert. 
/, 
In trials for forgery of any bill 

or note of a corporation or bank, persons of skill are 

competant witnesses to prove that such bill or note is 

forged or counterfeited. 1I North Dakota Cent. Code, Sec. 

29-21-13. (1974) 

The expertise required to qualify as an expert on the 

subject of fingerprints is similar to Handwriting. 

Formal trainino in a school is not necessary. if Expertise" 

can be supported through in-service training, self-teaching, 

plus experience acquired in the job of comparing finger­

prints. State v. Smith,228 Ore. 340, 364 P. 2d 786 (1961). 

The Maryland High Court has stated: fl ••• formal training 

is unnecessary so long as the recotd demonstrates that he 

is possessed of any knowledge or information which would 

elevate his opinion above the level of conjecture or per­

sonal reaction." Hewitt v.Maryland State ,Board of Censors, 

243 Md. 574, 221 A2d 894 (1966). These words wer~ put into 

legal action in a rape (!.as~ where the victim was hypru'>tizetl:;'> 
,,' 

by a clinical psycho1ojist. The psychologist qualif.i~d as 

an expert witness even though he testified that· he had 

not gradUated fromahy school of hypnotism. His training 
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and experience as a psychologist plus his experience with 

hypnosis qualifie,d him as an expert in hypnosis. Harding 

v. State, 5 Md. App. 230, 246 A. 2d 302 (1967), cert. den. 

395 U.S. 949 (1968). 

On the other hand, in State v. Tiernan, 123 N.J. 

Super. 322. 302 A.2d 561 (Cape May County Court, 1973) 

in a driving under influence of drugs case; the police 

of~icer had the required academy training in narcotics and 

an additional one week's course in narcotics. The officer's 

training was held insufficient ,however, to qualify him as 

an expert on drug influence. Medical or scientific ~vi-

dence would be required for drug influence cases and are never 

"established other than by expert testimony." 

An additional factor to determine q!Jalification could 
II ~ 

rest on the expert's use of the proper scientific test 

upon which to base his expert opinion - the prime purpose· 

for expert testimony. When more than one test is scienti­

fically acceptable, the expert can qualify if he accepts 

and uses only one generally accepted test. 'bisagreement 

by experts in the same field affects only the weight of 
\\ 

the expert evidence not its admissibili~YQ ~he expert 
I~, 

is qualified if he r~pres~nts an acceptable school; he 

need not represent the adceptabh= school. 
I' 

An expanded field fbrqualification of the expert 

often arises when the p~imary expert who handled all the 

evidence is not available. Two other experts must qualify 

to provide the vital expert opinion. In an attempted bank 

:.;. 
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robbery, the hold-up llote revealed a latent palmprint. 
" The forensic scientist who processed this crucial evidence 

was no longer employed by the. police crime lab and could 

not be located for trial. The chief of the scientific 

bureau provided evidence as to the authenticity of the 

latent palmprint and the proper performance of the print 

processing. A fingerprint expert then testified as to the 

comparison between "the palmprint on the note and the de­

fendant's palmprint. This legal procedure permitted the 

admission of the scientific evidence. U.S. v. Beasley, 

438 F. 2d 1279 (6th Cir. 1971) 

Without any doubt a major advance in judicial 

rulings which expand an expert's area for opinion tes .. -

timony has been in the determination of whether the 

accused suffers from a mental disease or defect. In 

Jenkins v. U.S., 307 F. 2d 637 (D.C. CA 1962) 

the trial court excluded the expert testimony of three psy­

chologists relating to defendant's mental disease render- 6 

ing him insane at the time of trial. Not being psychiatrists, 

the psychologists could not advance this far in. their tes­

timony. The Court of Appeals held some clinical psychol-

ogists , particularly those with Ph.D. degrea~could b~ 

found qualified to testify as to an accused's mental 

disease or defect. A medical degree is not a necessary 

requirement in this area of expertise. Basically, the trial 

court is given broad discretion by this advanced appellate 

holding in qualifying the psychologist on his individual 

competence as an expert in an accused's mental condition. 
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(II) The Legislative Function 

The second category for establishing qualifications of a~1 

expert is by legislative enactments. In the area of for­

ensic pathology and toxicology the specific qualifications 

required of medical examiners and coro~ers are set forth 

in their statutory duties. The court is relieved of de­

termining qualifications based on training or experience. 

A license from the state or a satisfaction of the stat-

utory requirements for employment in the forensic sciences 

field places the stamp of "qualified to be an expert wit-

ness" on the individual. 

Iowa Code Annotated, Sec. 749 A. 5 (Supp. 1974). 

Maryland Annotated Code,1973) Art.' 22 Sec. 2. 

A major example of this type of. qualifying procedure;! 

for court testimony is the ;icoho1 determipiition in au­

tomobile driving statutes found througtout the ynited 

States. Statutory prG~jsions plus departmental regulations 

generally de~ignate who is qualified to provide the. scieri-
'.. (. 

tific evidence of intoxication: e.g. , police officer, certi-
( 

fied by the state after specIfic training in an alcohol 

. determination school. His expert tes.timonyon the level 

of blood alcohol must be accepted by the coUrt· provided 

he can authenticate the test procedures. The medical 

opinion required to determine intoxication is provided by 

- 44 -
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statute without the need of calling an expert qualified 

in the effect of specific blood .level alcohol conditions 

on the human brain. The statute provides the expert 

opinion, e. g., less than 0.05% weight of alcohol 

in blood presumption. not intoxicated, 0.05% to 0.15% relevant 

evidence of intoxication, over 0.15% prima facie evidence 

of defendant's being under the influence. Burns Annotated 

Indiana Statutes, Sec. 47-2003 (1965). ,I 
These comprehensive blood alcohol determination statutes, 

so wisely adopted, have been limited usually to the drink-

ing driver cases. They are a legal response to a ,vast 

social problem demanding considerable judicial time and 

effort. The statutes utilize the modern technology of the 

breath machine to p'ermit t1:1e handling of a massive number 1.:1 

of cases. The statutes accept the widely accepted medical 

opinion on the blood alcohol effect on 'the average human 

brain which by law is applied to the individual defendant. 

Expert medical witnesses, heretofore required at trial, can 
remain in their offices, clinics or hospitals dispensing 

health. They are not now needed to dispense justice - leg ... 

islative mandate does this act. 

A repeat word of caution is in order. The .comprehensive 

procedure for expert scientific evidence provided in blood 

alcohol determination cases is limited to the drunk driver 
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case. The statutes specify this procedure for the driving 

while intoxicated case only. Court decisions support this 

re~tricted use. In State v. Wade, 14 ij~C. App. 414, 188 

S.E. 2d 714 (1972) the use p£ the breathalyzer evidence was 

held inadmissible in a breaking and entering case. 

Building on the technique of mass justice found in the 

blood alcohol determination, some state'legislatures have 

expanded the concept of authenticating scientific opinion 

by written evidence alone without the need of the forensic 

scientist's presence in court or his oral testimony. Iowa 

Code Annotated, Sec. 749 A. 2 (Supp. 1974) amending Sec. 

749 . 2 ( 1929) :c 

Presumption of Qualification-Acceptance in Evidence. 

It. shall be presumed that any employee or technician 

of the criminalistics laboratory is qualified or . 
, -: 

possesses the. required expertise, to accomplish any 

analysis, comparison, or identification d~ne by 

him i.n the course of his employment in the criminal­

is tics laboratory. Any report, or copy thereof, or 

the findings of the criminalistics laboratory shall c 

be ·received in evidence in any court, preliminary 

hearing, and grand jury proceeding in the same 

manner and with the same force and effect as if the 
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employee or technician of the criminalistics lab­

oratory who accomplished the requested analysis, 

comparison, or identification had testified in per-

son. An accused person or his attorney may request 

that such employ~e or technician testify in person 

at a. criminal irial on behalf of the state before a 

jury or to the court; by notifying the proper county; 

attorney at least ten days before the date of such 

criminal trial. 

In'a situation where an expert scientific witness 

had been licensed in another jurisdiction, but not in 
o 

the state of trial, the trial judge can qualify the witness 
i 

as an expert. In'Hayes v. U.S., 367 F. 2d 216 (10th Cir. 

1966), a physician licensed in Missouri performed an autop-

sy in Kansas. ,Kansas statutes qualified a coroner,com~ 

petent pathologist, or other licensed physician to be an 

expert witness on the cause and manner of death. The court· 

concluded that the physician was well qualified as an 

expert and whether or not licensed to practice medicine in 

Kansas was not controlling in this case. 

A major consideration in qualifying the ,expert 

hinges on what basic scientific knowledge he mU$tbe able 
;; 

to demonstrate that he possesses. In an early ~ase in-

volving the tormenting prob1em,of drunk drivin~, one c·o.urt 
'. 
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qualified a witness to be an expert for admission of an al­

cometer intoxication test even though the police officer 

seeking to testify did not understand how the machine 

worked. City of Wichita v. Showalter, 185 Kan. 181, 341 

R2d 1001 (1959). A later decision in the same state had 

the benefit of a statute authorizing admission into evi­

dence of blood alcohol determination. City of Abilene v. 

Hall, 202 Kan. 636, 451 E2d 188 (1969). The chemist who 

analyzed defendant's blood by gas chromatography under­

stood the chromatographic process, but not how the 

electrical circuitry sensed the concentration of the sub­

stance emerging from the chromatographic columns. The 

chemist was an expert whose testimony was held to be ad­

missible. 

A chemical technician who makes standard tests for 

heroin but does not understand the chemistry' involved 

qualifies as an expert to identify the drtJ:g where he has 

made 2000-3000 such tests and the validity of the tests 

he uses is not questioned. People v. Judkins, 10 Ill. 

2d 445, 140 N.E. 2d 663 (1957) .. 

In the emerging computer specialization area, pot'ent;: 

with scientific impact on criminal justice J -, the courts 

demand more background knowledge before qualificat-i-eno~.f ." 
" 

the expert to interpret computer results can be authen-
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tica~ed. Unlike the heroin test or gas chromatography 

cases where the expert need not know background science 

the computer scientist does not qualify until the back­

ground program is submitted. It is also greatly desire-

able with the program to offer flow-charts used in the pre­

paration of the program. The defendant is entitled to 

all these data before trial so that pre-trial testing is 

available. U.S.V. Dioguardi, 428 F. 2d 1033 (2nd Cir. 1970) 

cert. den. 400 U.S. 825 (1970). 

Analagous to the court's determination of what back-

ground knowledge an expert witness must provide is how far 

an expert may go in his opinion testimony. Where a murder 

conviction was obtained in an arsenic poisoning case, the 

appellate court reversed the trial outcome because the 
, 

prosecution's expert physician had no prior experience 

in arsenic poisoning cases. The essential scientific 

facts on which the expert opinion of arsenic poisoning 

rests were the victim's symptoms prior to death, deceased's 

body turning black after death,~ and the behavior of the 

accused. No autopsy was performed. Actual experience by 

the testifying physician or autopsy tests would be re-

quired"for expert opin~on on the cause and manner of death. 

Soquet v. State,72 Wis. 659, 40 N.W. 391, (1888). 

" /i 
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Similarly ,I in an accidental death case where death was 

allegedcto be by external violence, expert testimony on 

the cause and manner of death based on external trauma was not 

admissible when ley witnesses reported a red spot on de­

fendant's temple and a physician's opinion that trauma 

causing ~uch a red spqt was capable of causing death. 

Dreher v. Order of. Uni.ted Commercial Travelers of 

America, 173 Wis. 180 N. W. 815 (1921). Fortunately', adv,anced 

coroners' and medical exc:.miners' techniq(leS now provide 

qualified experts in modern criminal trials which remove 

the great inadequacies indicated in these two older cases. 

In chemistry the experts have been accorded wider 
t"-: 

latitude than would appear possible in the area of ' the effect ~ 

"of chemicals on the human bodY. A chemist can be an ex­

pert to testify on the physiologic.al action of a poison~, 

He can extract o'l"gans from the human body and testify as 

to the quantity of poison therein contained. To preclude 

his opinion on the necessary quantity of poison,to provoke 

death "would reduce the law ito the polbt of absurdity." 

State v. Hahi1, 10 o. Op. 29, 25 o. Abs. 449 (Coml1l,. PI. 

Hamilton Cty 1937). Nearly fpur decades later the ad-

vanced specializations in chemistry and pathology requiring 

scientists from both disciplines to make the ultimate 

determination does not appear as an-absurdity. 
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- An expert chemist=a.nd toxicologist has also been per­

mitted to give an opinion as to the origin of burns of 

a human body at the trial court's discretion. The jud­

iciary, in a negative mood, allowed this testimony even 

though "seemingly in large measure no more than the kind of 

gues swork a layman miF,ht indulge in. ,I S ta te v. Rickles, 

46 N.J. 542, 218 A.,2d 6'09(1966). Similarly, a chemist 

was permitted to give his opinion on the amount or'. morphine 

administered into a human body ,based on the factual data 

he found on the amount of morphine in the stomach contents. 

State v. Crivelli, 89 N.J.L. 259, 98 A. 250 (1916). 

i, In an especial~y extreme situation, an experienced 

chemist was permitted to testify as to his opinion on 

the therapeutic value of the medical drug he analyzed. 

In a mail fraud case the chemist presented testimony that 

the medicine contained a solution of salt, sugar, calcium 

and magnesium phosphates and boric acid. In his experience 

he stated that these substances in tRe quantity found 
, ... ~,.' ..0:;;._ • .-::o"_~_~:-.:~:::-.--._c-- .(. 

lacked any known therapeutic value. Samuels v.,' ,D. S. 232 

F. 536 (8th Cir. 1916). 

Then, where a physician was tried for i11egallydis~ 

pensing drugs, an associate professor of p.harmacology coulp 

testify .that a physician needed certain knowledge about a 
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patient prior to dispensing a particJlar drug to that patient. 

The drugs ~nvolved in this case were amphetamine, hydrQ--
" .~ 

chloride, D-amphetamine sulfate, secobarbital sodium. 

White v. U.S., 399 F. 2d 813 (8th CJr. 1968). 

The basic rule which emerges is that in some point 

ef time a; scientific idea gains sufficJent authenticity 

to be legally acceptable. This trartsformationproc~ss 

must now be investigated. 
\: 

E. How Does A Scientific Idea Mature Into A Legal 'tF-eali t.y? 
':.' 

(, '''" 
A l~boratory science may become a forensic SC;i.1eY{Ce by 

stipulation between the two parties to a criminal proceed-
I: ,i~ 

ing. Polygraph evidence with 50 years experience'and 

use is particularly significant. To indicate~-a.~vlit:'~~!_-=-"l~='_~ __ 

is practicing deception is devastating evidence with 

high impact on the trial jury. Such evidence- can fr~­

qqently touch the ultimate issue in a cas~ guilt or 

innoqence, therety allegedly replacing a jury's delib-
'. 

eration. Until recentlYcthese factors prec1uded the 

polygraph expert from courtroom presence . By the" stip­

ulation route, howe~er, the courts are making this 

laboratory science"into a ,forensic science. In State 0 

v. Valde~, 91 Ariz. 274, 371 P. 2d 894 (1962), the court 
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\ 
,; 

I' 

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

found,poLygr,aph results had probative value so qual­

ification of the expert and his opinion evidence would 

be acceptable under these criteria: 

1. That-Prosecution, Defendant, and Defense Counsel 

sign written stipulation for examination and admission 

of examiner's opinion on behalf .of either party. 

2. Notwithstanding the a,tipulationadmissibility 

is at the discretion of trial }adge; i.e.) he 

may exclude evidence if test be improperly given~ 

3.1f polygraph tracings and examinerJ opinion~ftre 

entered into evidence the opposing party ~ay cros~­

examine re: (a) examiner's qualifications; 

(b) test conditions; (d) techni,Gal limitations 

and error; Cd) any other Ulatter "deem:E;::d.;, . .perti­

nent~ in judge's discretion. 

4. "That if -.such evidence is admitted the trial 

judge should instruct the jury that theexaininer's 

testimony does not tend toprov~ or disprove any 

element of the crime with which a defendant is 

charged, but, at most, it . tends only to indic·ate 

that at the time of the examination the defen-

dant was not telling the truth." The jury should 

also be told they are to determine' the corrobar­

ative value and weight of such te~timony~ 

Supporting decisions have followed, ~;uch as State 

v. Bennett, Ore. App. , 521 p~ 2d 31 (1974) where 
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the court rejected defendant,:i s objecti0l1 to admission 

of polygraph resalts by stipulation indicating that th~ 
, , ' 

effect of such a stipulation is express waiver of any 

objection. 

The next step in admission of the polygraph lab-

oratory science into the legal process has now been' 

expressed in U.S. v. DeBethan, 348 F. Supp. 1377 

(S.D. Gal. 1972). Such evidenqe is to be admissible 

under the normal procedure fort~ce_c~dmission of scientific 

evidence in general: qualification 6f oper.ator as an;::-'" , ' 

expert, foundation and theory of the instrument is gen­

e'rally accepted in society, reliability of the instru-

ment is demonstrated. 

The final step in making the laboratory science into 

g forensic science is the legislative ehactment establish-

ing criteria for licensing individuals as qualifi.ed to 

use and interpret a scient,ificinstrurrient - in this sit­

uation',the polygraph. Polygraph Examin.ers Acts are now 

in the state codes of a number of juris~l:ictions. Educa­

tion, training, personal 'qualifications, internship 

programs, experience are all areas of statutory concern. 

In at least 11 states the approval of an acceptable 

scientific process and a qualified s~ientific operator 

now exist. The strong emergence of a very helpf;ul and 

useful forensic science tool - the polygraph - is b7gin­

ning to function i.n the criminal just.ice p3:'ocess. Q;i 
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A more sophisticated scientific area - ~eutron ac-

tivation analysis - has also apparently made the ascent 

from an accepted laboratory science up to an accepted 

forensic science. In 1969. State v. Coolidga, 109 

N.H. 403, 260 A. 2d 547, the expert opinion based on 

neutron activation analysi,~ of human hair in a murder 

case was =ejected. The defense produced a scientist in 

the field who testified that the state's expert scientist 

used neutron activation analysis methods different from 

the defendant's expert and such methods were not generally 

acceptable to sc.~ientists in the field, A contra'ry outcome 

resulted two years late1,' in Missouri, however, where an 

,; assistant professor of nuclear engineer:ing "E?!aucatedand 
;1, ' 
,I 

experienced in the special field of nue,lear physics" with 
$ 

"extensive eXperience, in neutron acti'\lI;ation analysis of 
, ".'" 

various materials, including the-. 

qualified as an expert witness to 

human hair. State v. Stevens, 

testing of human hair," 
d , 

idl,~nt:i~'y two samples of 
-! 

,,' 

467 S.W. 2d lO(1971)cert. 

denied,404 U.S.994(1971). Neutron activation analysis is now 

generally acceptable asa. laboratfbry science available tor crimir 
l 

nal justice procedures at the trial court's discretion, a classic 

example of the expanding use of new SCientific techniquer; 

in old criminal justice processes. 
r. 

The most recent instrumentation on the threshold of 

If becoming 8" forensic science with its qualified expert is 

the voice identification spectrograph.. Accepted into the 
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military jurisdiction jn U.S.v. Wright, 17 USCMA 183, 37 

C~ffi 447 (1967), the laboratory science was rejected for 

the civil jurisdiction in People v. King, 266 Cal. App. 

2d 437, 72 Cal. Rptr. 478 (1968) I but finally emerged as a 

forensic science in Hodo v. Superior Court, 30 Cal. App. 

3d 778, 106 Cal. Rptr. 547 (1973)u where the scientific 

witness was qualified to give expert opinion based on 

sound scientific theory and reliable technological pro­

gress. Traditionally qualifying new sciences with their 

expert witnesses still functions. Rapid expansion of such 

a process is inevitable in our scientific age with its 

fantastic technological progress. 

F. Legal Protections Against Conta.mination of Scientific I~vidence 

The law requires absolutely credible control over ~at­

erial which is the subject matter for scientific evidedce 
I 

and the basis for expert testimony and opinion i.n the ::trial 
" f' 

court. I, 

J 

The chain of evidence from crime scene thrOUgh/ 

laboratory to courtroom must be 'Unbroken. ~ach perlon 
, .. ---?~. '/ 
", 

handling the material and every perl.od of time must be' 

accounted for. This credibility is demanded by the court. 

An unaccounted lapse of time or an absence of individual 

control bars use of the forensic science evidence. 

The chain of evidence was not interrupted, however, 

when a lab-technician brushed a rape-murder victim's clothing 

striving to collect particles for microscopic examinatio~. 

This mechanical task need not be performed by the expert 
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analyst who wi) .. ]. testify. Commonwealth v. Thomas, 448 
'J 

P a. 42, 292 A,;' 2d 352 ( 19 7 2) . 

Other contaminations which preclude scientific evi­

dence from 1~~a1 use may also arise. Radar equipment checked 

against a speedometer whic 1 ~as itself not checked creates 
I 

a defect barring a conviction for speeding unless cured by 

other competent testimony. People v. Dusing, 4 N.Y. 2d 

126, 155 N.E. 2d 393, 181 N.Y.S. 2d 493 (1959). 

Similarly, the use of narcoanalysis during a 

psychiatric examination does not discredit the expert wit-

ness' Qpinion that accused was sane. The drug use "con-

tributeq only a part, in fact, a small portion of the ex-

amination." The expert's personal observations and exam-

inations as well as his collaboration with associates on 

x-ray r~ports, charts, and similar matters were a legal 

foundat:ion for the expert opinion. In a conviction for 

commis~ion of a sex offense against a 10 year old girl, 

defendant was denied admission of psychiatric evidence 

based on two examinations, one with narcoanalysis. 

These indicated that defendant was a normal man not prone 

to commiting such a crime, not dispqsed t~'.be a sexual deviate. 
-,,::';" 

Such narcoanalysis evidence was relevant to help prove 

the good ~haracter of defendant. It should have been ad-

mitted as such. It wAs not admissible to prove, however, 

any facts revealed by statements defendant made during 

the narcoanalysis examinations. People v. Jones, 42 Cal. 

2d 219, 266 P. 2d 38 (1954). 
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If scientific tes I"S made by the prosecution are neg­

ative, will the prosecutor's failure to reveal the neg­

ative results to defense counsel be error? 

If the tests are in favor of defendant's contention in a pos­

itive way, the prosecution is obligated under due process to make 

such known to defendant. But here, where a neutral result 

occurred, it does not contaminate the legal process not 

to disclose such matter. The defendant knew the. tests were. 

made. He can inform his counsel who can ask the prosecution 

for the results. People v. Rosenberg, 59 Misc. 2d 1, 

297 N.Y.S. 2d 860, aff'd 32 App. Div. 2d 1030, 303 N.Y.S. 2d 

1005 (1969). 

G. Availability of Scientific Facilities 

Authorized by Legal Action 

Organized upgrading of scientific facilities to 

provide expert witnesses for the criminal justice prScess has 

been achieved in part through the legal creation of state 

or regional science laboratories. An outstanding example 

is Wisconsin Statute~ Annotated,Sec. 165.75(1969), which 

provides for a crime laboratory for technical assistance 

to local law enforcement agencies. The lab is authorized 

to perform tests in fields such as ballistics, chemistry, 

handwriting' comparison, metallurgy, comparative micrography, 

lie-detection, fingerprinting, toxicology and pathology. 

The lab does not institute investigations, but assists 
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s tate and local agencies in c"iminal investigations. The 

statute also authorizes court appearances of lab personnel 

as expert witnesses. 

In addition, Sec. 165.79 provides that the accused 

shall not have access to any evidence provided to the lab 

by law enforcement officers prior to trial. Similarly, 

the prosecution shall not have access to any' evidence 

provided to the lab by the accused prior to trial. The 

exceptions to these provisions are: if' evidence is used 

by one side at a preliminary hearing, the other side may 

have access to it. Upon request by a defendant in a felony 

action, with approval by the presiding judge, the laboratory 

shall conduct analysis of evidence on behalf of the accused. 

Other examples of this important legal advance are 

found in Tennessee and Texas. Tennessee Code, Sec. 38-

503 (1951) empowers the laboratory division of the Bureau 

of Criminal Investigation to empl/oy experts including 

ball is tics experts, toxicologis ts, blood stain icfemtifica tion 

and fingerprint experts. The services of this division are 
i/ 

, ~ 

to be made available to the st,ate bureau, F. B. I., and the 

attorneys-general in the several districts of the state. 

Texas Anpotated Civil Statutes, Art. 4413 (14)(1935), 

creates a Bureau of Identifi,cation and Records in the Department 

of Public Safety. It consists of a d:iief and hisassis­

tants, of whom the chief and at least orte assistant shall 

',llle "recognized identification experts" with three years 
'~>;'!'''''' 

.~."':. :-:':,1; 

,'~V~' 
f, 
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or more experience. The Bureau is charged with the re-

sponsibility of, among other things, making ballistics tests 

and chemical analysis for state law enforcement officers. 

A different legal pathway to provide facilities has been 

taken in Kansas where existing public offices and insti-

tutions created for other purposes shall be util~zed by 

law enforcement agencies requiring forensic sciences ser-

vices. Kansas Statutes Annotated, Sec. 21-2502 (1965). 

The University of Kansas and state departments are to assist 

law enforcement officers and district coroners. It is the 

duty of the University,the state board of health, and all 

other state departments and institutions, free of .chafge or 

reward, to cooperate with the law enforcement officers of 

the state, and with the district coroners, to render to them 

such service and assistance relative to microanalysis, hand­

writing, toxicology, chemistry, photography, medicine, 

ballistics and all other sciences and matters relating to 

or that would aid in controlling crime, disease and the 

detection, apprehension, identification and prosecution of 

criminals. 

The separation of forensic science personnel from law 

enforcement personnel has not always been a requirement 

in crime laboratories. The opportunity to use either sworn 

police personnel or unsworn civilians is represented in the 

Iowa statutes. Iowa Code Annotated, Sec. 149 A. 1 (Supp. 

1974) establishes under control, direction and supervision 
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of the commissioner of public safety a state criminalistics 

laboratory. The commissioner of public safety may assign 

the criminalistics laboratory to a division or bureau 

within his department. The laboratory shall, within its 

capabilities, conduct analysis, comparative studies, finger­

print identification, firearms identification, questioned 

documents studies, and other studies normally performed by 

a criminalistics laboratory when requested by a county attorney, 

medical examiner, or law enforcement agency of the state 

to aid in any criminal investigation. Agents of the division 

of crimillal investigation and bureau of identification may 

be assigt~ed to the criminalistics laboratory by the commis­

sioner. New employees can be appointed pursuant to civil­

ian employment laws and need not qualify as agents for the 

division of criminal investigation and bureau of identifi­

cation, and do not participate in the peace officers' 

retirement plan established by law. 

The legal opportunity for local agencies to unite.their 

desire for a forensic sciences facility creating a 

regional agency to serve the interested parties is exemp­

lified in Louisiana Statutes Annotated, Rev. Stat. Sec. 

33-155'9.1 (1952): by mutual agreement between two-thirds 

of the coroners of the parishes incJuded in any congression­

al district of the state and approved by ·the police jury 

of the parish in which such coroner has agreed, there may 

be established a forensic laboratory for the mutual use 

and benefit of the coroners. The laboratory and its facili­

lities shall be at the disposal of the respective coroners 
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and law enforcement officers of such parish. The cost, equip­

ment and maintenance of such service and laboratory are to 

be shared on a just and mutually agreeable basis by the 

participating parishes. 

The absence of legally created facilities for the use 

of criminal defendants, except in such rare instances as 

represented by the Wisconsin statutes, supra, must be 

of great concern. While the accused has every legal right 

to use forensic sciences in his defense, the inability to 

locate a public or private forensic science laboratory to 

serve the defendant is a challenge. One answer could be 

the establishment of private forensic science laboratories 

comparable to physical, medical or health sciences lab­

oratories which serve in the delivery of private and public 

health. The private forensic science lab would help to 

deliver justice. Most recently a nationwide public announce­

ment of such a private laboratory's avail~bility in a mid­

west state stated: 

Announcing the opening 
of a 

New Scientific Service 
Specialists in Technical Performance 
· Expert "opinion evidence" in all major 
Forensic Science aspects 
· Expert Polygraph Examinations 
· iP~ofessional Forensic Criminalistics 
. Skilled Security Consultants. 

The equalization of opportunity for utilization of the 

forensic sciences between prosecution and defens~:. may not 

only be generated by public law as in Wisconsin, but can 
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be the result of private initiative. 

H. Legal Actions of Pioneering Significance 

Occasionally, in the development of law to meet the 

community needs for better use of the. forensic sciences in 

the criminal justice system, new thrusts are made. The 

three examples below may not be unique,but they are 

different. The jurisdictions of Puerto Rico, Indiana and 

Ohio are represented. 

18 Laws Puerto Rico Annotated, Sec. 696 et. seq. 

(1958) amending Sec. 696 et. seq. (1943) establishes an 

Institute of Forensic Medicine with the following legal 

authorities: 

Personnel: A director, meeting qualifications of 

University of Puerto Rico and support staff. Duties: 

1. Investigation of deaths when such deaths 

a. are suspicious 

b. involve accidents 

c. occur within 24 hrs. of admission to a 

hospital facility 

d.. occur in prisons 

3. involve abortions, premature births, suicides, 

poisoning, occupational hazard, surgical 

operations or therapy, anesthesia, intox-

ication, drugs, malnutrition, neglect~ 

exposure, physical forces, menacing contagious 

diseases, or sanitariums and psychiatric 
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institutions, corpse cremation. 

2. .Train post-graduate physicians at the University 

of Puerto Rico in the field of medicine to 

~acilitate their appointments as district assistant 

forensic physicians. 

Duties of District Assistant Forensic Physicians: 

1. Investigation of deaths occuring under ·the 

circumstances listed above. 

2. Perform autopsies. 

3. Take depositions in investigations. 

4. Render preliminary report of cause of death 

to investigating judge or prosecutor. 

5. Perform in accordance with the rules promulgated 

by the director. 

6. Provide the prosecuting attorney or judge with 

any information required by them or bythedirecto~. 

7. File a report of autopsy with the director. 

8. Work in collaboratibn with,police and Puerto Rico 

Justice Department officials. 

Further duties of the director: 

1. Set fees for District Assistant Forens{c 

Physicians. 

2. Contract for services .ofphysicians, pathologists, 

or technicians .. 

3. Order any physician to perform an autopsy" 

4: Render final decision~ 

5. Maintain files of investigations. 
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Indiana statutes provide for a specific public agency in 

the forensic sciences area, Burns Annotated Indiana 

Statutes (1961) 159 Chap. 27 Forensic Sciences: 

63-2701. Commission created - Members - Terms. 

A commission is hereby crea,ted which shall be 

known as the "commission on forensi~ sciences~" 

It shall consist of five (5) members,appointed by 

the governor; one (1) shall be a pathologist i one 

(1) shall be a person engaged in police work, one 

(1) shall be a coroner~nd one (1) shail be a 

lawyer. The state health commissioner shqll he, 

'the fifth member of the commission and shall serve 
" 

as its secretary. In making the appointments, the 

governor may consult with,' but shall notbebou~d 

by, the recommendation of organizations representing 

such categories of,appointees . 
. ' 

,63-2704. Objectives of commission. - The objec" 

" tives of the commission shall ',be to, promo~e, in the 

state of Indiana scientific information and services 

in pathology, immunology! radiology" photography j 

psychiatry, denti,p"try, anthropology and other for~ 
...• : ' 

~nsic sciences. [Acts 1959, ch.36l,§4,p.968.] 
'" 

63-2705. Powers of commission. - The powers of the 

commission shall be as follows: (el) To establish 

and maintain a scientific labo,rat(;)ry for research 

and experimentation. The commission shall not dup-
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licate adequate facilities for experimentation, 

research or information which are available to the 

citizens of the state. 

(b) To appoint an administrative director who 

shall be a physician and should be a pathologist 

certified by the American board of pathology and 

to select and appoint or accept the lqan of such 

other personnel as it deems necessary to carry 

out its purposes. 

(c) To establish and maintain a system of 

records and to collect data pertinent to the ob-

jectives of the commission. 

(d) . To correlate information concerning ~orensic 

science facilities and make this information avail-

able to coroners, law enforcement offi.cersjattor-

neys and others. 
I, 

(e) To con'tract from time to time for the seryices 

or opinion of experts in connection with a parti­

cular problem or a program of reseach. 

(f) To engage 1:1:1 research and experimentation 

consistent with the'·objectives of the comnlission. 

(g) To establish afid maintain ~ forensic sciences 

library either alone o~'\Jn ;'cooperation with any 
- - . \~~]. : " 

other agency of the stat~.i' the. use cifwhich shall' 
":. .,' 

be available to any interes'ted persons. 

(h) To engage; in and fost~r programs of infor-

mation in forensic sciences fot, interested groups. 
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(i) To establish from time to time and to pro­

mulgate a schedule- of reasonable fees and to collect 

the same for the services of the commission. 

The considerations in formulating such a sche-

dule shall be: (1) uniformity. (2) recovery of 

at least a portron-Q~ the cost of furnishing the 

major services of the commission, and (3) availability 

of the services without burdensome expense to 

officers, agencies and others in nee4 of the services. 

All moneys received by the commission pursuant 

to this subsection shall be paid tO,the commission 

which shall give a proper receipt for the same, 

and shall at the end of each month report to the 

auditor of the state the total amount 1:.'eceived by 

it under the provisions of this subsection, from 

all sources, and shall at the same time, deposit 

the entire amount; of such receipts with the stlite 

treasurer, who shall place them to the credit of 

a special fund to be created and known as the' 

"forensic sciences cOImnission laboratory expense -

fund. " The commission shall, by its chairman from 

time to time, certify to the auditor of state any 

necessary laboratory expenses incurred by the com­

mission, and the auditor shall issue his warrant 

for the same, which shall be paid out of any funds 

so collected and hereby appropriated to the~om-
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mis sion. Prov:i. ded, howev~r, tha t paymen ts made 

by th.e auditor oftl1e state from the "forensic 

scienc'es commission laboratory expense fund" cr.eated 
~ ~ 

herein shall be limited sfo as not to e~ceed the 

amounts allotted from this fund by the state 

budget committee. 

(j) To accept gifts and grants of money, services 

or property and to use the same'for any given pt;;;­

pose consistent with the objectives of the com-

mission. 

(k) To use the services and facilities of. the 

state board of health and hospitals, colleges 

and universities and ather agencies supported in 

whole or in part by public funds. 

(1) To establish and maintain such branch offices 

as it deems necessary. 

(m) To cooperate with any state or ~ocal agericy 
" 

or with any hospital., college or\ univt,trsity"" in any· 
;l 

scientific program consistent with the objectives.' 

of the commis~ion. [Acts 1959, ch. )61, §5, p. 968.] 

Ohio Revised Cod/e, Sec. 307.75 (Supp. 1974) permits ~. 

the local county gdvernmentDy contract. to operate. a police 

c· 

science laboratory with a public o'r private university . '~~~~"\~~ ·· .. "fi 
~,~i 

.. :-.. ;~/ .. I 

.,-" 

307.75 .. Operation of police schools and police·· 

science.la'boratories. 

The board of 'coun~y ~~:Jmiss,~oners may operate 

o:r may contract with art accredited university or 
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college to operate a police training schoOl, 

a law enforcement training and research 

school, a police science laboratory for criminal 

investigation, or a crime prevention activj.t'y pro­

gram, for the. use of police officers, sheriffs. 

deputy sheriffs, marshals, and deputy marsh.:als 

within such county and such county may contract for 

such training or schooling with and on b~half 

of the municipalities within such county. 

Distinctive features emerging from these three widely 

diverse legal actionR are: 

1. Uniting forensic sciences in criminal justice 

with universities both public and private. 

2. Encouraging research into the forensic sci~nces. 

3. Educating and training forensic sciences personnel. 

4. Professionalizing forensic sciences personnel. 

S. Unifying the whole concept of forensic scien.c~;~ 
. ';' 

serving criminal justice by one legislativein.actment 

rather~han by piecemeal statutory actiol1S or indiv­

idual judicial case decisions. 

6. Permitting prospective planning a:nd programming -

of the forensic sciences in order 1:,0 ,improve criminal ;/ 

justice problems involving forens:5lc. sciences. te.chni9tltes 

as man~fested in the traditional,' common law case,::' 
., 

method or specialized legislati've enac tment S :jf;.} 
,; 

.ff'· 
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I . The Ultimate Value of the Forensic Sciences in 

Legal Decision Making 

(I) Weight of the Evidence in Court 

Scientific evidence is highly credible both to judges 

and jurors as the user questionnarie results so graph­

ically indicate. Expert scientific opinions based on data 

collected at the crime- scene and analyzed in the labor-

atory provide in countless ~.ases each year that quantum 

of prosecution ~vidence whic~ pushes the probability 

of the accused's guilt beyond reasonable doubt, the nec­

essary quantum of proof for conviction. The forensic 

scientist can and does provide evidence heavy in the weight 

which the decision-makers rely upon for the ultimate 

verdict and judgment. 

Before introducing certain specific examples in this 

area, an understanding of the logic of scientific pro­

babilities must be emphasized. The forensic scientist 

supports his exp~rt opinion by data gathered and analyze~. 

The facts produced by such scientific data indicate the 
, 

probabilities which undergird the scientific opinion he 

can state. If a thumbprint is found at a c)::,ime scene 

which matches in 12 major elements the suspect1s thumb-

\; 

print the odds, gathered from scientific experience, are between 

lOO,OOOand 1 or 1,000,000 to 1 that the suspect was present 

at that location sometime. Obviously, this important ele­

ment of any criminal case is "proved" far beyond a reason-

able doubt in the minds of judges and jurors. 
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An excellent example of how this forensic science 

process works is recorded in a recent criminal trial in 

Cleveland, Ohio. The prosecution in State v. Schroeder, 

Cuyahoga County, Common Pleas Court, Criminal Br(inch, 

Case. No. 11724 (Dec. 18, 1973) proved absolutely the 

identification of the skeletal remains of the murder vic-

tim. Conviction of the accused for first de?ree murder 

of this victim was buttressed by this logical process 

which resulted in overwhelming mathematical probabilities. 

The forensic odontologist, Dr. David B. Scot,t, submitted 

the following report to the Cuyahoga County Coroner's 

officE~: 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Dr. Charles Hirsch, Deputy Coron(!r 

CAlI wurr.~ JWIII.YJI UNMUITY 
CLBVBLAND, OHIO 

April I, 1974 

FROM: Dr. David B. Scott, Dean, Case Wnstern Reserve University 
School of Dentistry ~I $. bll , 

Re: Identification of Cuyahoga County Coroner's Office remains #153344 as 
th(:)se of Christine Mc Weeny. 

This is to report that on March 29. 1974. I examined a skull. c,omplefely 
devoid of investing soft tissue, bearing Cuyahoga County Coroner's num­
ber 153344. recorded my observations, performed further laboratory 
work on the specimen, and compared the findings with dental re,cords sub­
mitted by Dr. Joseph L. Faust ~s those maintained for Christin,e McWeeny. 
Dr. Faust's records were basically narrative, rather than diaglrammatic, 
and radiologic (five sets of x':' rays taken at intervals from 9/16/66 to 
4/21.'71). 

The following features were observed in the skull and all were Icotroborated 
in Dr. Faust's records and/or x-rays. No discrepancies were found. 

Number of Teeth: 28 teeth were present and in full eruption. The 
four third molars were still unerupted and wlere fully errlbedded in 
bone. The upper third molars were about ready to erupt, as indicated 
by perforations in the overlying bone. 

Arrangement and occlusion of teeth: The lower incisors were crowded, 
so that the laterals were located lingually to the centrals i there was a 
less prominent crowding of the upper incisors, expressed mainly by 
the right.lateral'overlapping the central. With respect to occ,lusion, 
the posterior teeth were in normal (class I) relation, but there was 
some overbite in the anterior region, the upper incisori3 overlapping 
the lowers to about the mid- crown level. In addition, a ~ identifying 
feature was noted in the lower left premolar region. The first pre­
molar was markedly tilted posteriorly, as well as slightly rotated, 
lingua(to distal. At the same time the second premolar was til~ed 
anteriorly. This configuration was shown in Dr. Faust's x-rays and 
we were able to produce exactly matching films from the skull (x-rays 
attached). . 

Restorati()ns: 7 teeth were filled with amalgarr.l, 4 by Dr~'"Faust and 
3 by an ea.rlier. dentist. All of these are accourtted for in Dr. F,aust'$ 
records CJr x-rays. The three fillings inserted previously ap'pear in 
all x-rays, startingwitht:he initial oneS made 9/16/66, as does'one of 
Dr. Fau/at's, which was inserted 1/25/66. " Thei last 3 fillings made by 
Dr. Faust are well described in. hj.sn.otations, but do not app.ear inhil 
x-rays, since they were placed sqlhe 6.months'cifterhis la~tx-ray. ' 
were ma.de. Otu· x- rate made from the ekul~ sh'Ow all 7 fillings, and 

. :,'~'~----':-'----~:; " .. :~ ~~-.--~- j 
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there is a perfect match between the outlines of the 4 fillings which 
appear in both Dr. Faust's pidures and ours. The three fillings 
made after' Dr. Faust's last pictures are shown in our films, and 
their locations are correct. The striking identity of the filling out­
lines is another ~ identifying feature .. 

Caries: All 21 remaining teeth were non-carious, and Dr. Faust's 
records indicated that in his repeated checks this~ was the case. 

A visual age estimate was made, and from the eruptive state, especially 
in the third molar region, as well as the general lack of signs of attrition 
and alveolar bone loss, it was concluded that the age was 18-20. The 
lower right second prelTIolar was removed and sectioned for a microscopic 
age estimation by the Gustafson method, which analyze s 6' structural 
features. By this method the best estimate was about iB. 

Conclusions: The correspondence between Dr. Faust's recorded notes and 
our observations about the dentition, jaw relations and fillings, the exact 
coincidence in his x-rays and ours of the tilted and rotated teeth, as well 
as the perfect match in filling outlines, and the estimated age provide 
unquestionable evidence that the skull, #153344, can be positively identified 
as that of Christine McWeeny. 

Attachments 
Examination Chart 
Chart made from Dr. Faust's records 
Composite x- ray film 
Copies of Dr. Faust1s written records 
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In support of this forensic science report and 

opinion were the records of the vi~tim's dentist, Dr. 

Scott I s examination chart, and the x-ray comparisons s'et 

forth in Appendix E. 

At the trial before a three judge court with jury 

waived, prosecution qualified Dr. Scott as an expert 

forensic odontologist, then received~his factual reports 

and scientific opinion. Prosecution then continued by 

inquiring if the forensic scientist had done a mathemati-

cal probability study. Dr. Scott ~ffirmed that he had. 

His study was submitted as follows: 
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The ske 1 eton records and tho~,e of lv1s. McWeeney matched in t\'-IO 
quanti tat i ve measures. Ijoth conta\.i ned seven f i I led teethw i th restorat Ions 
on the same teeth and the same ten surfaces. 

" Ii 

Given the fol lowing configuration of restorations from the skeletal 
records: 

3 

(~ 

30 

4 

I(~-/' 
I~~ 

'-

0: 
d: 
m: 
b: 
I: 

14 15 

.,~~')\ 

\4~ 

occlusal 
distal 
mesial 19 
buccal 
lingua I 

We first wish to examine the proGabi I ity ot there existina indivldu.als 
with this exact configuration. 

Based upon National Center tor Health Statistics records, the number 
of adult women with any seven teeth restored (based on a samp1e of 
approximately 50,000) is: 

-2 
fA = 3.5~7 x 10 (approximately 1/30) 

If one assumes that of seven restored teeth, the four· first molars 
would be universally fi I led (# 3, 15, 19, 30)1 then we next investigate 
theprobabl I itythat the other three fll led teeth are ~pecifital Iy, 
#' 2, 4, 15. One may further I imit consideration to only those teeth 
commonL:y affected, second molars, first and second prem9-\,ars. The 
probability of three specific teeth restored among 12 qommpnly vul.nerable 
teeth is: -', ;,' 

.; ,: .. '. "j,!' 

P = 4.545 x 10-3 
Ij 

.,::, i 
. J ~ 

(approximat~ly 1/200) 
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Of the seven f i I I ed teeth, one !'luY assume the seven occ I usa I s are 
universally involved. We then restrict our attention to the other three 
surfaces fi 1 led. The rnost commonly affected surfaces (aside from occlusals) 
are the mesials, distals, and first fllolar buccals. Thus on the seven 
teeth restored, we may consider 18 vulnerable surfaces. The probabi I ity 
of finding three specific surfaces ou'!" of 18 restored is: ' 

-3 
Pc = 1.225 x 10 (approximately 1/800) 

The combined probabi I ity of there existing an individual with these specific 
10 surfaces restored on these 7 teeth is then~ 

(approximately 1/5 mi I I ion) 

The probabi I ity of picking such a second individual at random is: 

-9 
PD = 7.138 x 10 (approxirnately 1/140 mil I ion) 

The assumptions of this statistical analysis (first molars, occlusals 
universally affected, ~ twelve other teeth and 18 other surfaces 
vulnerable) are quite severe. Any more real istic assumpfions (e.g. the 
possibi I ity that an anterior tooth may be affected) would lessen the 
existence probabi I ity. 

In addition, it must be recognized that these calculations do not take 
into account other coincidences between the records of Ms. McWeeney and 
those of the skeleton. Other correspondence include: 

a) age specifically estimated as 18 
b) identical tooth morphology, angulations and rotations of 

ti Ited teeth, incisor crowding 
c) four unerupted wisdom teeth, no other missing or decayed 

teeth (i .e. total UMF = 7) 
d) i uent i ca lout lines of restora r ions 
e) existence of care and of up-fo-date dental restoration, with 

no unattended disease 

,The addition of these factors to the fi I I ing configuration would make tpe 
probabi I ity of finding another in~ivldual due 16 chance al.one many tim~~ 
s(11a II er. 
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With this background the prosecutor asked if the forensic 

scientist had an opinion of the statistibal probability 

that the skeletal remains were someone other than the 

murder victim. The forensic odontologist replied he had 

an opinion and said it was one chance in about 200,000,000. 

Courts have been willing to accept the forensic 

scientists' exper~ opinions in these matters where the 

logical process of probabilities supports the scientific 

conclusions in specific instances such as fingerprints, 

ballistics, \lood, or dental identifications. 

But, the judiciary has been reluctant to apply the 

same process to the whole criminal incident where lay 

witness eye observations are the foundation for the pro­

bability process. The denial of the use of this type of 

logical process in a criminal tri~l is represented by 

People v. Collins, 68 Cal. 2d 319, 66 Cal Rptr. 497, 

438 P. 2d 33 (1968) wherein the court stated: . 

While we discern no inhe.rent incompatibilitY' between 
the discipline of law and mathematics and intend 

.no general disapproval or disparagement of the . 
latter as an auxiliary in the fact-finding processes 
of the former, we cannot uphold the technique em­
ployed in the instant case. 

In Collins, defendant and his wife were convicted of 

robbery, 2nd degree. The victim testified her purse had 

been taken by a Caucasian woman, about 145 lbs. in. weight, 

with a blond ponytail. A witness also testified that a 
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young woman about 5 ft. tall ran from the scene and entered 

a yellow car driven by a Negro male with beard and mustache. 

Defendant was arrested four days later sans beard. 

The accused claimed he had shaved the beird off two and one­

half weeks before the alleged robbery. Other witnesses 

testified that defendant had a beard the day after the 

robbery. At trial, conflicting evidence was given on de­

fendant's and his wife's appearances and clothing. 

Prosecution, to bolster its identification claim, 

sought to introduce mathematical probabilities to show 

"there was an overhwelming probability that the crime 

was committed by any couple answering such distinctive 

characteristics." The expert witness utilized the product 

rule that the probability of joint occurrences of mutually 

independent events is the product of their individual 

probabilities. The witness' opinion based on six traits 

was that there was only one chance in 12,000,000 that any 

coupl~:: possessed those traits. The ultimate possibili,ty 

of a second couple would far exceed the mathematical 

equivalent of the criminal proof required - beyond a reason­

able doubt. 

Since the defense made timely objections to this sta­

tistical evidence of probability the appellate court 

reviewed its admission. The high cburt reversed the cortviCO-;: 

tion on the erroneous admission of such probability evi-

dence indicfj.ting these "glaring" errors.: 
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a) No statistical basis for the probability factors 
was assigned the six traits; e.g., nO,evidence that 
in fact 1 car in 10 was partly yellow. There is 
therefore no foundation for the testimony. 

b) There was no demonstration that the six traits 
were truly independent; e.g., no demonstration 
that Negroes drive·the same proportion of yellow 
cars as the general population, or that blond girls 
wear ponytails as frequently as other girls. ; 

c) No certainty that such statistics ever could , 
be obtained; i. e., it may be impossible to determi'ne 
what people might be in the given area, which means 
the actual probability cannot be determined. ' 

d) Using the prosecution factors the court noted 
that while the probability of a couple possessing 
all six of the characteristcs is 1/12,000,000, the 
probability of finding at least one other such 
couple in a population of 12,000,000 couples in 
about 40%; i.e., there is a very high probability 
that another couple was involved so it would be 
far from proof beyond a reasonable doubt. 

e) There is no certainty that the robbers actually 
look like the descriptions rendered by the witness~.s. 

Since the jury was, probably impressed by the prosecutor's' 

mathematics but, unable properly to evaluate flaws, the 

closeness of the case gave a reasonable likelih )d of a 

different verdict without. this statistical evidence. 

Where, howlaver, the forensic scientist deals with physical 

properties of specific matter such as fingerprints t bal­

listics, questioned documents, etc. t the use of mathe-

matical probabilities to prove a trial issue can be 

most helpful. 

Admittedly, the Schroeder case evidence was given to 

a three judge trial panel rather than a jury. Hopefully, 

. flaws, if any, could be detected. by those on the judicial 
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bench more readily than those in the' jury box. But,more 
, " 

,~, 

significantly is the fact that this statistical evid~nce 

is specifically rooted in dental comparisons of specific 

physical matter - teeth. In the Collins case, the probabil­

ity. factors were based on w~ole appearances of human beings 

during a street incident as seen by the untrained eye of 

lay witnesses. 

Given a scientific process of study, .the law of math­

ematical probabilities could well emerge in the years 

ahead as solid scientific evidence, especially as the 

utilization of computer programs becomes more readily 

acceptable to the criminal justice decision process. 

The Collins decision on the probabilities pro~ess could 

well represent a forensic science procedure whose time 

has not arrived. When the time for ~cientific 6uthenticity 

does arrive, such a forensic science technique might be 

elevated to becoming evidence acceptable to iaw. Such .has 

been the experience of the case examples set forth on the 

following pages, the results of on-site visits. 

These specific examples are the common situations found 

at crime scenes where matter has been touched,disturbed 

or scattered. The two individual samples of matter in­

volved in such physical interchange offer the whole spectrum 

of comparative analysis which links the accused to the crime 

scene thereby assuring conviction of the gui)lty and release 

of the innocent. 
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Through the courtesy of Major John Koch, Director . 

. Crime Laboratory, New Orleans Police Department, three 

case examples of this highly effective and widely used 

technique for physical evi.dence are set forth below. 

As. Major Koch has stated: "In these cases, thephysi~al 

evidence, while not solving the crime, was instrumental 

in the successful court presentation of these cases." 
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Photograph 1-

.1) .;1",0 
.7 

C/' 

Comparison of cloth impression in paint on suspected -
o 

vehicle with impression of clothing worn by the victim 

of a hit and run fatality. 
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Photogr~ph 11- Larger piece of metal is portion of a safe hinge which 

had been sawed through. Smaller piece of metal found 

embedded in nail hole of heel of shoe of suspect. 
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Phctugraph I1I- Comparison of sledge hammer handle, one being part 

of a sledge hammer with the handle sawed off found 

at scene and the other being a part of a tool handle 

also sawed off, found in home of suspect. 

- 84 -



".:' 

1; 

Evenwhem die scientific evidence O~I comp>ara.:t.ive 
" 

.~~,. 
'~ .-' 

analysis supported 
1,' ,,_ ,', .: 

by the, logic or probabilities does.not 

piay a yital l?ole in obtaining,' conviction, it can be 

important as Director Frank Shiller o~ the Fprt Warth 

Police Department crim~~alistics indicates. In a recentG~~ 
, mass rape case involving four victims and five defendant.s 

a physical match of the torn blouse of ol'l;,e victi11\ estab~ 

lished the exact location of the offense and revealed 

severity of the attack. 
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Torn blouse of rape victim matches the patch fOl.ll1d at the crime scene. 
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A police officer may "solve" a case. The law dentands 

that a case be "proved" in court. It is this "proving" , 
- ~c:-"~~-:'- ", 

that makes the forensic scientist ," in any a S1ne gua non 

criminal prosecution where physica'levidenceis .or may 

be a factor , He, gene!;ally alone, caFlt,ies the proof of' 
" .~--' ;J.~=--,"':/d-

the matter at issue beyond a reason,able doubt ~s pro..-

trayed in the examples set forth above.,Occasional~YJ 

the fo.rensic scientist's opinion founded on physicaol 

evidencefac:ts, can, be the sole basis for the 'prosecut.ion's ," 

case. An excellent example of this extreme '{atueof the • P 

forensic sciences is found in Departmental' Trai:ning 

Bulletin IV-A.9, 20 Mar 70, Oakland, Califo+t)ia". Police 

Department: 

The value of physical 'evidence., cannot be ,.overem-
, ,<' 

phasized and is/clearly demonstrated in a recent 
r 

murder 'trial which was conducted/in Alameda County. ' 
'A ' '~ 

The case was developed and s\lc;qessfullY'cprosecuted 

with nearly complete rel;i.anceupon physi.~ale;'iclence. 

In this parti~ular case, a storeowner was found 
','c'd ~" =',~' ~-~" •• =~-'~-~===~~~'f'=-~-=~~~'C"='~'=c===9 

lying i,n a="pool 'of blood by a mailman who. notified the 

P?lice. The r~sponding officer fOJ,lnd that the 

victim J'lC\d been s.everely beaten and. though the 

victim WaS immediately transported to the hospital, c, 

he died the same evening. Death w;as determined;, to " 

have been caused by mUltiple injuries to the head 

fol1<i~)ed by cardiac arrest~ 
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,,~:rhe" responding officer' ob'seiiv~d'c,t. J.a~ge po~l. of, 

bt'ooclat tht~ s.cene of the crime" 'as well 'as shat1=ered 

glas's fragmei'll, a !3ma11 torn' papi§r bag ,and a brok~ 
"0.".' ' 

.. 
en soft 'drink bottle on the floor of ,the Vj.1Ztim'S 

, (] 

shop _,,\ ,These items were' col1ectedo and submit,ted. 
" ,\ 

to a crimina'l;Lst for scientific analys:i,s{> 

The criminalist deter1pined tha't=t:inge:rprintsfourid 
" . ' 

on the' paper bag tveref:hbse'9fa person' lat:~+ 
. . "~:"' ... <.: " -' 

arrested ~When the defehdant 'w'as",a.rres,ted;' three 
, ~: " ;, _ .' • -:c-;,;-"".~,;:.-".-,,:., .~, '-~~ 

glass particles ,"found. in the solesof'hl:s~shoes .. 

were microscopically ma,J::ched with~simila:r piitli~fe.s, 
, which had beenfoun'clon the f100r"of tq,e st6're,. q 

. ' (,' ·,(1, ". _,,',.' .• .'- -~~: ~">-"~~---='"'" --~ . 

n 

Except· for avery general des,cr:1.ption offered by' 

eyewitnesses =to the crime anclacon.trad1.ctory 
, 'I' ( 

statement by the suspe6t concerning'''h'ioS -Whereabouts 
'.' 

at the time 8f:tbe' offens'a, the glassparticle.$,.c~, .. -==" 

and fing'erfJ:ril~tswereth'~ only evidence presented 
c 

by the prosecution during the trial. "This,evidenp~ 
D 

was sufficiencto convince the Jury' and t,hesuspect 
--,.:-..;.-,>', . 

wascollvicted of.first ~eg;r~e murder.' 0 

~: . 

This is but one example of ~he importanc(;l of follow-

ing correct procedures during the prelitninary . 

examination ofa crime scene. By employing proper 
Q ',9 

crime scene security, appropriate' search .tecbnig"ues, 
• " ~. -,. - .. J:! --

. and by careful collection, preservation,and'pack-' 

. aging of ph~/i.cal evidence, you will increase the 
.. ' il: 

likelihood that the suspect who. ,~otmnitted the 'crime 

will be apprehended and' successfully prosec~t~d. 
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Al1ayingC!tiitePis i Fears" in 
;cThe}.Coinmtinity, ',' 

" 
Legal decisions. are made not only in courtrooms but 

in' police offices and forertsic sci'~hce laborat'Ories where ,0 

the results of good investigation are put to the test 
. ~. 

of the .scierttifi,c. process. Oft:en vlhatappeaJ;5 to be a 
1.' " ",. ..~ • " . .. / 

cri~e such'a,s,;.homiciaal killing in"xeality is' ana.ccidental· 
-;1<' \: 

-;;. .,~-". ,: - .' 

T~e r.elease of inhocent ·pe:r.:sonsunder strong ,. killing. 

suspicion of criminal activities' can thus be accomplished 

in the criminal justiceproces's as the :Eol1owingc;ase . 
, ,," .P 

suggested by J.C. Storie, Ph',D., Chi~j:, 'P'hysicalEvidence 

Analysis Section, Sou~hwestekn Institute of Forens,i.c 
·1 

Sciences at Dallas, reveals: 
:;: .. 

'.' 

. ,Y 

The body of a 20 year 91d man wasbrollght' in' !for , 
autopsy. Reportedly~he had .been· pr~sentwhen a. A1 
fire was being~xtinguished at ancltt1:ral gas well ." y ., o. 

but, .. his,twQcompanionswere~uspectedofIl1:prder. // ~,~ 
N'(),th~ngremarkable was found at autopsy excep.;t .. " '/. 
~v:tderi~eot na tural gasinhalat~;on..f~oul~ayw;;V:./'.>'~· 
suspected as the body' was foundsevel'al hundred~ ..... ..... . 
ya,rds from the fire." Gas chroDlatographicpr . ',,~ c" 

cedures I ~s indicated,":l1:lJ:fl7, .·f9"11.Q~ip~ .. pj)~~' .. 
revealed. th~tthe hyd-r0carb9n .. ~ontf?n:~~>:t~he. blood 
of t~e Y1.ct1.mwas the samer. 1.n ~,~~e~~:~::~tla~ t;1. tyas 
the., gas from the weI! ....... USl;pg.:. thJ.s/~./. ... ·'rl;~O~..!!1:..a .. tl.o.n.' '. . 
the two suspectsadm:\.t;ted'that th~:fhadgo~~o, 
the well wit~h the v:i:ict;im, opeIle.~/a valye to. i\1J~t-c. 
gas, and accidentalJ..y . S tar ted .~Jie fire~ ..... '.L'hev:tct:t'ln""""~ .,'.". 
di§appeared wJ;lile they were·,,<trying,tol'ex.tinguisl); .' .. ' '~~"""' ..... 
t:he f~reand they rClon for ... help :¥herrtl1eTrefur~ed, .. ~~~ 
the fl.rewas put out,andthe v1.ct1.m,' s body locaFed., .. ' ". '. 
As a result of.' clutopsY'andtQxicologica1;,examipa- .' 
tibn, an apparentmu,rder ca~e waisshqwp.tobe an 
accident,and two innocent per,sonsreleased." 

(!', . 

I::', 

. il' 
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if 
//" 

/ .. ;;.~;5~r ...... ".S:~~.i~;<:(., "\ ",,"~4 J{···;," .. ,y.fl. ft':.,.~.r.r.p*f'·;~'·';;*~ .• ,i,\.~.'",,,,~.,,'.:,. 
:!i:-:';" ,j);-"<:-'" ;/~.-. ::. 
'A/,second case'fidrii this '$ame' ~6ux:ce, J1j'epresentoELothe '.,<h 

" ' " '~ J'~:, -. JJ-.O-~-" .. .:'~:f; 

valtt/:i1:deconti±but{61) of th~ foreI1s~:i:dscir!~9~"$ tQ ~Ilay'~;'/ ,'t- ~( 
,the featS'" 6tcitizEms ,;whEman appare,nt9bi~-iI1:al situation -: ~ ,'// -~ , j 
creates an atmosphere ef;f'ed~ ina~Y;"~ii~.'. igh~or'hood. " j7;-P~;:-:;P':'P ,jY < :~/-;; 
Resolution of the evel;1t explafn~~~hat has happene:yYf; ": ::~' 

, " ii,' \ ';-, ' ,'''.. ' , ,y'9 " "\\(1 
the- citizen who can tHen:' unst:~r'st~n:c1~thej;Jf'd<hfu~story- 'C" 

-" ; .f- .~';' " " I,{ , , __ ) .. ;<;'-' .', Ji' ,':-

of a trimina,l event .Tt:u~h&an,'di~;:-;ive 'fea!r arid 
'.:-;:}/' ', ... >"-' - ' ' '''.' -

store cortfide.nce ip.J::h~-'cb~u!lil1Y Sha t ~{is Gr,finlnal, 
.' .... '-' ..... ';.:v 'r 

jus tice pXOC~S:iS' :i.s,>~;;ki~g.,>~.'?D~. Stene 
. _; c;" .~ ...... ;;:." . . . " / '; '. .:; ," 

:::- t / .... r _.~ ,/. <'~~ , ..,i' "",.: . ~>'. '". '" _/ ~:_,;:r.'. ' 
represencative case in,;r;he _~1'Lowirig words'!. - .-;' .. .~/ ., - ". " - ;:." 

rrl;~ partly>~:(~ebihp'6se~ bOclieg~f:,~tur,,'.mernp~rs: .' 
of a~, farrli~y'were .:f;,9:-tindd~?d/l,R the.ir. h()rIle';,vThe:y 

. ~6~~~~~~~,~,~~~~~;d~~P~~'d1~;·~r~ri~f;i~;;,r~.~·~·e·~e:~±f~7'~~~~;~r~~t21 
noy:ts ible,~$j,gn"offore~;g,~et:ltry,/J'l)¢ 'f~elterwas .' ." 
~p,ting .. ,Dl')'~tbj~,<floor .0£<~tlielideq.witg.··.ei-1e'b)J+).e,t-') •... ~ 
wound tQthe head; the mother·was~':!Mrl·the'hedroonf '.'" .~p', '''' ,0:" 

,x with YrJO'bullets t.otl'fe b'd:dy .a:ntr~'One'\f~"'the.qea,~;;r<!f?,.· .. 'J~~~~::1 
thedapghter anct's,on;,'iJ~re ~t'tlthe da,~,ter'.'S'p}~,cr.i.f·' .' . . ~//C'~"i;::; 
room each· .. with. a ... bullet. wo'und .,to the':.nead~(H:a'· . __ ~/v,."h~'( ....•... ,: 

',.-~ea,pori lyingb~,tVJeen •. them.j!. . Al t:.h6J;lgh~~~lyicl~rr¢!e"Qt4~,;,~~:cwS,.!.\'·? 
burglary or~rQb becry wa so ·apl)a~,t/:~tt{E,f;na~gl1l1ors.' . Af~?<'*", ,',:ti;::k 
V?§re very, up~et ~'nd,frigh~~e:~"':;.,?·~he.Vbl~c/~ a.g~~~/~!~'\ ","" '. 
collecteq eVJ.:dence care'¥~j::,i.1ncll.ldJ~!lg ·t~e;we;appn '. 
and hlQqGsme,ars. U ..• ::- vanqedbJfo6dij}rgup:L.ng·- .. " 
t:echn~qies'~~<?J>jl/·~ .... ~,/~ac;hof'theta~~¥~y~e~~.t,:~ 

.w,as' d~;~f er ;/9,;j:-a'a toyd ",," . ;?~lood .. fE0I!l t97 ,f~therJLg,~~,-d:f,~:;:;-,. 
" , feund.l)l1~penes.pn·, s. ~~t." E~aTIll.ng{b.on;o~,1" .:.1~Y£:.~ 

,- ·'wer:~/~r~showe-at~?Af. stxrq'un~s ,.~~~ fit}.~'~~,~~c~~·. ' .'.' 
'>f'~lc~' fo llrth p()?~sess1ng1?:ecr:ulp"l'1'po~4ercha~~R:teris~ .....•.... 

. ' i . ti~s .. ' At~.;ltopsY·;poXlae~ f:>~a~~iLc~~s,\>fr()ln·~<7a-~rQwou.nd. ,~'- '-/)' 
rc!.:...~,~er~ob:t:?.A:n,~d.and c9mpar.e,d(~7;t;th~M 'a~1-Y,(1l.tl.'on '. >7"'>", 
-;";::;'f:ypeC;)/Al'th5Ugll?'gunshp·tr:~~d¥e-'S:JjC1u~~~llEfi,~.o>f' the ". /', /( , , , 

.{' haJ7{d~iofeachmettrber~]cis'1}€.ga t::ive,-,;rt.=:t:n:rs"-~tte·trer~ .. _ "> . />,~ 
.. J£1:n'ed\thatr t.he fourth ro.:und f:j.t:,e,g/;:ha"'crkilled ,/0-""" - ~ ,~: '--

the da'lJghhte~: TdhiS el,:frrd'l1at,~~tt~~ dciiughter as. the' Q, /~ ~o:.~l:'~"".:' .... ' person w 0. _ :w_l.1:"ec;tl).e/t,o.:und,~;~:,·" . . .. ' '. '. .' '. ., ~", 
' . ...... " " .... " .... '. '. ,r ... '. : .. C>';':"-~7: 'F; • . ' J . . . .'" 

It w£tS concluded;?that:;thesTonhad kil1edal1,m~,tfl ... ~,· ", .. 
bersg,fthe //fami,'iYi ... b:i:Ssist~rheing:diSI}at,¢hed· i....", '-'.'.·:':,.'~~.~-.: .. '~.-.'I 
wi th"Ehe,forlrth" round; ... ~nd-t:nell.ki'lred,him$el£. " 
The bloOd on thebottom:g);: his~feetsupported ,this. 

/ '" ~.~ -" .;C _. ". -. , 

Althougn'shocked byth~i1}!cident", .the neighbors \i ...)J' 
wentreli-evc;d tek.r;ow. >that, it was not a f\~~th ' \\: ';t~ 

'party who m1ght st1l1 .be free; "--,-",:' \ .~ :}s 

':ai~>:;;'/ 
'~:·-·{-l·~--··r " 

,-" -, 

"«4'" ,,-,. ' 

.; .. 



:, j.' 

,,-ct ,-

/- ',' 



-~~'j 

'I -/,' " ...• ;/{:;{ ,,?>l>" 
,·the··.impac t of res.~aj,chlf~f;6m:Nther;gorenl?'ic,:> . 

" ' f ".,~.,> ..• , " .', ... J~{,./; '<~"~~' •. ~";;:ptff~~Z,"~~1 
()'rt. ·.s~ap!?g .,bofh~:S-~~~ __ ari~~~ Er.teral·~'l .. c.l~ :\.-:, ". ;<.] 

',.. ;;. -"'-;~I -. l·r~- __ :-~~)tV::.., ~.I'''''''- t-i.[} " • -:.' ";;-111 

i~ws. 1'0 many of us'" at the blanch itJ'\is' ·a>4i£fr';c1~H:\,', "= . :.4;~~.4~1 
"1'" . .. .- :'(" / • Y fl' , ~:~~:. l, ~_ ~ .~:{>~q:;~"_.£~,,,-~~ .~ .;.~~=i~J 
',butreward~ng ex~er~ence. " '. "t.i / P'> .... d.:::--!:' .. ,-)/ - '_"r):'? ".-it: "'l 

To stipportper gede~ai,t~,e:>,;ie:S"'~rts'.. ~~j;f;r~/ ,1\.,' :{ ",.::.J 
this spe'cific 'E!~~inpie . based on'~, the,~h~i.l;;~t, {~-'~~-4~~=~~"" .Z';;,- 1 ~.;;9 ~ • .}~ .• ~~ 
'h' .. , .. '.' .,....,., i ,. ." '. .c=.;"'--'''O'',.~I·~-::=~~I;.l;<;~:';lL.c~;~'Y;'}' ,..?/~;~~ 

.• an;,lys,isg;l,~ eel by;the. l\~rame~hoi<iemphe1;"lI\'ee,x~ri>~n:t ". . ... 0W~ 
<"T~Xicqlogical'de .. ~~~;n1.nat~.;uns~_,n, .. mo.~r in~,lan"ces,; .. ,.,;,\ ..... ,.,,;/;?~·.:<j/!~.r,{" 'f"·.:,-=,, 

~ ..' '. ' .. 1" ' 1 . ..!7' ", 

involve, ~hei;~:i:t~g~;'n~"fdeIte~~rcJ~f'~f' s,;~~a~c~;<;"i. .. :l~ 
'wl:{osephysi;cal, chem~cal;; ang;p?~r.!TIapo;Io&l;if!aL.;f;::;l<:;. 

. '..;:' '" '. !/ .:L; H 'i,.f'~" .:Si' ·'··.,c,~:' ;/" . . 

:,p~opertie,~<~rewelra~f~i~ed 4Bd.dq~jlIi)!)!;e~,',·./0~f{\H . 

. Occas iO'n:ail)ii,hoJeve~q,a<substahc~1iis' enco"J;n1f~red;; 
I' /, it .} .. ~." );-; .'. . ,,; /- ,-" . _,~;i1" .0 

for which compar1t~ve instrum~?:t:~~ data/~'fe ,,~~f=",'l' '.-:. ,;£y;;~~, " , " , 
, it ,~¥, ~r ~ - - --}~~-~ - - - ~- ~~ ~~-;;; ,,",~\;'";~ ~~ I, ~')<; \\' • 

.sv,ailable, and t'Jhe toxicologist isi' p~ to"the J~iJ;nt!~~?;"', VJ/:, .. 'fJ,%'u~',,"_/t,·l~-
. . '. ": .... ."-___ ...... ". / .. ,;,:1 ~~.')' .. "",,£; §",~7'-j2 . ~'t"J~/'jt~;:';'f :::/# .. 

cons um!ng . task, 6f:,:~t.~rmining· mb l~~la,,~s~ructuT~e,,~o ~'l •.••.• .• 1 *' •..••.•• 

Such was-'·the/.~:i.tua t'ion . 
. ~ .... - '~::; :'. -,-,:," - :.'~'-" .,:" 

---o-r~~O'ry .it1April,1973;~iEhin 
,'j~, ;~:-' '-~ - ... /) 

j .cinalysj.s· of bioLogical' SpeCitTI;~sf:r;~-twor~ca:/s'~lsr.f>·}Jr ""I/;;II:\ ... ~' 

submir:t~<!#om iuds4ict~%ib.;~f ~o~/~~~~,~/ aP~;;.t ·.I!fi.~ 
'. • ... ~ .. " .. ', .. - j""J~ ~. }/ ",' I f)·, ': .. t/ ;i;/':'t-:'~\ 
.rt;ve~led the pre§_e~/~;"of the $ame L b.~t upKn(1j~ «.,.J ·~;0~.l.'t·'1l 

cj.. ~.;?; /;"':.~ . " ?.ff~.< . . -'c"' .. ;:~~' , ,!,,: r.- .r:( ~". _"-.4;-,' .- f~-A\ ' 

s'-1bstance: Iu'4:zhe rfirst case, thtM~~~:~(;' . 
!. .<~.:- ;/,' .' -.,~'. -". -.j(~-::~~.>/.P ( \.j/ ,.;' , 

:l.nersitatr'2d that deathresulted,/fJ?olIl}ne'a,f. 
"i/ ~<:"'"'. ",? ,,./,' . -

';Mltb"ecause of the pr;esence oi'; "pos·si.:bJe: f ne6'dl~"zd;tOV 
,'j( :J . ,:' ': '.{.<_',}:/ 0.' ~'," -. " ",~ 

A . ., 

[puncture mark's on thethelEf£t~al:'m;ai1. ,~rla-'l.Ysis 

f:;, 

v' . 



'.:;~ 

'#l~S l:eqti:~ste~.·· secohd< case was~1 ,", '". . r -

, .' -', . - "::"'- _ :.-" . ~:. ,,:;.1:" .... i' !.:". " '" "'-.''-'- ,,:'\:.' '~,;? 
a ~usperqted drug",ov~rd()se'?,-bas~1t g!tahts,tory 

_. c, ",,:,.:,.,\ " !. ','.:- ,~:~- "~ ':". _ .. ' ~~_,~~~.~~:.~;;:.~e~~;-'-'.:'~: :.'- -'.::-~-~~_._~~.~ , .. 
of drug '}llfuseby::':~e decedent. > 

~. - .\~-,:\ . , . ;,' :".', \\ .':-, : ' -. . - - ;~~.~.', 

,Furthertdkre, "dupj,Jl~"tfifs'"'~t::Cii=i"'dey interval 
.. .' }. ,:< '" -'i!"> "_ 

~,:~,~~~~~il~€;"~~.'~l!f:~~~'7t~und, 
'. "inthe,D:rug' :Id~f{ti£i~~tr~'ee,t:iqft_Of-t:h~'L;b~ 

. .;;' .' . :;., . .," '. - - .)!"':.-::'-.~'~!-{~~;-: ~-:--~~;'?1=-.-6'~~. 

Q,ratory. 

, . j. ". . 

. Thep'iqture was c;l.ear: a riet4-'st:reet"4rug 1-

(). ;. '. 

death ofiLuser' involv.e:d in. an altercation.,' and 
" , ..... , . -. .,-.'~',>'~\, ';" .' ,.~'~:~~,~~,:';~,cdi~ 

possi~11y a deathfz::qm .. qyerdose~"~''rhe'"pu[f£icA_~(t,1:,o .' 
(jl',·< ' -.' >;' .:. . >" < -,,' >- <.-~ '<:,'- ."", 

') be wail-hed) b'Ut of-'what? 
-~. ~, 

Instrumental dliita-,fr;ofn,:t,he substance, was ;bq~4.t'~d'.' 
as rapidly as ,poss~ble. In-a,d~i~i~h~toiu~lrav~~:t~,' .' :;r~;1 ,and ", inf1,;~ - red, spemopho tO~~tt't~,: d~.~el;.~~~~tiOri'~ . ,",' 'o;:~;~.:,; 
~in layersanaga~ chrQ"!at\>gr at>hicr~sui6';;<<'!l1d "'''. 

,'I::~O::m:;::~::e::::::;:.::~:~l~;~i:~£;~:~~~t~~~~,;i~.cj 
'analy~ed a.t otherl."abOl;'a.tQ;-ies 'by nuc\~eC1r."\.mCi,gp.¢t:i¢ i;/~~" . ';\i';;: 

, '''resbn~~~cao;:(~i)t and GCI~S'¥.3)4,,: -'\" ,', ... ',. -' ~~~~i 
'>:"--"-"",,,. '~,- _,.~ ',-" .. - ' .' ,,' . \ . . '. -";:-1 

" . ' '---+"'-'~,~s,-c_~;g;,.,,\,.~,,"''_ . . .'. .'~ , .•... ,jl 
, BecauseOo.of;;the~ombined e'fforts o.rmanY~&,Q.tensi'c·"", 

'<, . . ..- - ..... ." .",}, < ~"'~~~=~'~',1: " 
chemists and toxicoLjgis~tsthe·:prQbleU1!'l\fas e:t1.iCli·~-'i <~~" 

~~':'"'''' '.' ,da te-d'~with~ri"-a:~fe~'.d~;;~ .• T~'e's'l1b$ tancl"~as dete~~ 'T' ",; 

'~~~~"',~_~,~ •. _-._.'-.'.' •• ' _"""', " • • " '- • ~ " • C •• I.: "." - ." . 
";:c0c, 'minedtQ .~~ ,,~.~. ,~Pheta~~~~:~~~,l~l·'~:~~~~:'!~'§:;";"""h,._,;~SLI 

, , '-, ~"'~·>.;;:phetamine (pa'rameEhoxy amphetamine; '- P¥A).~ A su;r:v:ey""" . '~~:,' , 
- ........... '";.~~~._~.<'~. : _. ,", \ --"'. {J ';~!J-,,\\. '. "". ~ -

"Of 'th:e~:Lter~ture reveal~,~\) PMAbY;',1"!o_D{e'an~s".to·· be 
':~:!::':"." " . ~'. ',' '~"",,' '. '~<~\, 

"~'~~"~ ~ 94 ~::- '~~~:~~-~=::='~' "': ~ 
<."}~~~ , ': '" ,.,.~~~~~\ 

"~ , ,". }~~5;;~,,:'S:>,1"~ 

. i' 

\' 0 

",-.-. 
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\,<,\'",' 

.' \" t:>,eT,," 'subs tance 5, 6 but, ;rather onei~ha: had ~,ropped 

I
,', \ out of sight. in recpnt yearsexc';pt for astti~yof 
""~\\ its ~hallucenogenic activity together' with tl'lat of" ' , 
,-\.\ .' ':" '7 II' ,', ":1

1 

(; .",,:' 

\, : 'other amphetamine analogs by Kong ,anciGreen : ii " 
.' '\, "~ '1,\ ;,1 

\\:hey fb.\l!ld the activ~ty of PMA .. to be .5 on .. the \ . "'1 
halludmogeni'c' scale expressed" in~escaline uni~ts . =o~~---~-,'---'~I 

_",_,o='~"~~~'-"'-· , ' '.' ;"',1 
.. " :~.~~J 

r/ ~, 

- ~,""'- - ~~" 

With the sciens;gic~,:ract~-in hand, }/a.boratorY'reE:lult~,~. 
. : . -',. ~ .-

. . 
_ :were-;~promptly reported, to the law, e);\foJ;",c~.@ent 

" . '" .,~ .', // '. ,. -. ,'" 

agencies involved, and repeated wainingst6the 
-" "", .. _=--= 

public wete issue'd tJ.l:t;'ough the new~meaia. 
~ ~ . .' 

,.,,"; ..... " 

., ,~' 

1nterestinglir~n:qugh; )?MA:alsoas an <,funlqlown" wbi,qh 
", .. : ' 

" 
had to be id¢nti~ied; was foundalmo$t' simultCiri-- C\ 

\, 

'eously in a number· of -other \~it{es in't):le U. S. 
\\ 1 

, II ' ',;~i i i. ." 
'.,and Canaaa, pointing up tl-,lefiFct that,;,the'use.'ff 

neVlly available "goodies,i sp:~la.ds "al~~st overnigh~-,<,~~!~ .... 
:,' il' ," ',~ __ ".~ eC , .. - • 

Reports£ro~ all la~orato.ries involved inthe·prob- .. 
-' ••••• ',< - _. • , e / : " 

lemwerecorr~'lE1ted by theprug' Enforc~m~ri~Adnliri-
• ;'" <. • • 17.\ . . 

istration in Washington, D.C .. , and othet lawen:for~e-
r', 

ment'labs were quickly wa,rned~(Yf~the.~mergen~~ of 
;(,.; 

. - ,\ ,."r 

-PMA as ca street drhg. 
" 

1t'i8' helieved thafa;,potentially da'flg~:rous situa­

tion was .ni,ppedin. the bud~for duri!lg "the,re-: 
I~ , 

" ma:f.nder of 19}30nly two,i'Qthei deaths in qeorgia" 
'" ~ .", >' 

'j1 •• 

_, G: 

~ ...... j.-. - .---. 
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There was, at that time, however, a le~al st:umb-
i,. , 

ling block in attempt's to prosecute i;hdividuals 
-, . ' a 

'i 

accus.ed of p,?ssessinga.ndlor selling" PMA in 
< ,OJ' :1 (, 

Georgia fori-t'was not covered, l.lnde# any Federal 

- ---Act~r Regulation, nor 't'las it subject to control 

under the Georgia Drug Abuse Control ,Act. As~., 
\\~ 

a result, indi6tments in·those~arly cases had 

to be dropped, but prom~.taction vJasinitiated to 
... - ~ 

r~medy this situation. Within a few months, 

4';'methoxy amphetamine, was pla~,ed uncier fed~era;l 

control, and,; by an act of the Gei()rgia Legis-

lature in Janua~y, :974, it w~s. ~dded to ~fie list' 

of substances in the law now titled The Georgia 

Controlled Substances Act. 

Georgia Institute of Technolo,gy, Atlanta,Ga. 

2 ,BNDD Laboratory, Miami;, Fla .• 

3 

4 
Louisiana State Police Crime i.abo~atory, Baton Rouge, La~ 

Florida Dept. of Law"Enfol:'cement,T.l:illa.hassee, Fla. 
,- 5 Manrtich,C. 'and Jacobsohn," W.,Chemisch"Berichte, 

43: 189 (1910).' , " 
6 ~lles, G.A., Jour. Am. Chem.:Soc., 54:;,271 (1,932)'. 
7 Kong, S. and Green, J. P. I Na,ture , 226: 645 (1970). 
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'q 

1)'" 



I . 

tc 

'Forensic Sciences and the Law: The Etitilre Unfolding ; .... , 

Law practice begins in legal education. In the law 

schools of America, fut.ure practitioners are expo.sed to 

the. old legal concepts as well as the new l~gal, practices, 

Not until 1960 diu legal edllcation have available a 

traditional-style casebook· for law students·to study 

medic:Cne ,science and the law.· Law and Medicine: Text 

and Source Materials on Medico-legal'ProblE;ms, (1960, 

829 pp) was edited by William J. Curran, t:hen Professor 

of legal medicine and Director of the Law-MedicineRe": , . 

search Institute at Boston University. Thispiorieering 
,'. ' .. ; 

law text commented o.!, the lawyer's orientation to medical 

science and the medical professions:, the process of medical 
. . , 

" i 

diagnosis and case management., the anatomy of. trauma, 

medical proof in litigation, psychi~try and law, and govern-

ment regulation in medicine and public health. The second 

edition of this legal publication, Law, Medicine .'.-:ind Fbr-:­

ensic Science, (1970, 1046 pp) added asecond~ditor, 
-' (. 

E. Donald Shapiro, and introduced the forens iC$cienC'l~s 

as an important component part of the;. text devoting [42 

pages or nearly 14% of the book to this dynamic new as-' 

pect of the law. The specific topics covered iI1~luded. 

forensic scienee in gener~l, forensic pathology and. 
, . ' . 

tOXicology, coroners and medical examinersi intoxication u 

., 

tests in court, forensic serology .and chemistry (bloQid., 
i . , , .' ":, , "', ',.: , 

'grouping tests), t,~uth in law and science (t,he polygraph 

narcoanalysis and hypnosis), new tests and n.ew science~> " 

- 97 -
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" and forensi6 psycijiatry~ 

In one'd~cade"rorensic sciences had burst upon the , ' 

legal educati6t1/"scene as a legitimate concern of law 

study. Even more signif~!canthas been thede'Ve10pment 
h t. . ' 

~ -:...--=-:.=;. ~ , 

since 1970./'With the 19:;74 Supplement of this law 
c.; , 

t,ext, t.hene,w material on the forens~'c scien,pes' totalled 
" 

80 pages out bf the total 196 or 40% of the whole new 
. ' ' 

mater.~a1. New matters wer:.:: offered in forensic . path-

olo'gy and toxicology, coronersanCl medicalexamine'rs, 

intoxication tests in court, truth in lawq.nd science 

(the polygraph), new tests an,d n~w sciences, andfbrensic 

psychiatry. 

The fact that this legal education to~pl has been 
";- '" ' ,.' . .- . ~ .;(. _' G. '~' _ .,' " 

adopted for use .in more colleges a.nd ufiiv,~rs.itiesis~olid . '., ". \, .... ' 

. .~. . " .', ,'>.' '" .'.- .,\. ;.~~ " _..... .l 

proof that editors Curralt, nb'w F'ranc~s Glessner-",Lee 

Professor of legal medici.ne at Harvard .. University, and 

Shapiro, now Dean and Professor 'of Law at New York Law 

School j are satisfying the increased interest in the 

,forenscic sciences and .legal medicine nowrapidiy 

in the st~dy<:' of law,. Tomor~ow's legal practi.tioners 

will come to the bar of criminal justice not only 

bett~r instructed in the use of the forensicsdiences 

[} 

and legal medicine, but also m01;'e cognizant ofthedynam.;. 

'-ic impac.t which thes'e scientific develippme.nt~/have on 

the improvement of criminal justice. 
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Legal educatDl's are responding,tD the expanding 

rDleD,f the fDrensic sciences in the administratiDn Df 

" justice.HDw are the 'legal practitiDners reacting? 

The American Bar Ass'DciatiDn has manifested i ts 
,I 

'cDncern fDr scienC'~ and technDlDgy by rec,ently 

elevating its Committee Dn Science~nd TechnDlogy, 
. -.;~' 

to. the "status ,~£ a' Sect·iDIl Dn Sp:i.~nce andTechn~16gy .• , 
} 

This demDnstr~ble CDncern fDr science andih;\a~ 

willprDvide 'a permanent agency within the 'American 

Bar whichiWill focus Dn science and t~chnDIDgyas ,they. 

impact the prDcesses 'Df justi:Fe. Tr aditi Dnally, the 
II.' 

'.' , .... . . > .'1\ 

American Bar AssociatiDn hasrespo.ndedtD"theeCDnioniic, 
,,' .I 

sDcial and pDli tical prDblems emergiilg', irt Am~ricarif 

society' by creating a special se.l=tiDn to. 
'.1 ' J, ;! j,~;; 

;1 

,concentrate 
" . c '. " :1 : 

11 1! 

invDlVing Dn the· legal mittel'S. NationaL pr6blems 
,,, 

. . 

anti -'trust s ituatiDns, cDrpora 1:1<1ns, banking, and .business, "" 
~ . . 

activities, insl1ran~e, negligence, ,wDrkmen's;'c,ompen­

sation, ,1abDr l'elatiDns, \'naJural ~esDurces,p,~tents, 
I ." '" , • , • '. ' 

trademarks,' cDpyrights, public ut:ilities" and ,tax- " 
" 

ation have- alrgene~\~teda Section in the American' 
, \,. G: ' '~., .~ 

Bar ASsociatiDn's comb,rehensi ve '?rganizai;i~n. 
'.' \j: . d, ," " , . 

this contemporary a'(:tiDn by the Amer'lcan Ba~lssocia.-
'," " Q " ' 

tion manifests is a rec;ognitiDn that science and 

technology are now relevant in the leg:aLprocesses 
.(r t, 

. " 
and sig;;p.ificant to the, achie~~ment of,justice. ,"H:0pe-

:(ully J the utilization of $'cienceand technDlDgy with'in 
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,the. a,dminis ttation of <:riminal justice can became 'a 
II' 

!galor concern, of. this new Am~rican Bar Association 

Se.ction.. . Re~"e.archproj ectscan be encouraged. -, 

-.,-,,0 -Model legislation can be drCifted. Professional 

training in the Use of theforenS-ic"sciences,can 

be offered. Contemporaneously wl.ththisll,ation,al 

approach to science' and technology infhe law Will 

undoubtedly' come>:!:he, -opP?rtuni ty, fOT, state ~ssocia­

tions to produce' similar programs "0£; ,researc~, 
, ~'. , ' , 

' .. 

legis~at:i. ve drafting and 'professi9nal trainin~. ' 
• .' r 

With these ef:fort!?" the. utilization of1:he sciences 
, ' , 

and technologies in the" criminal ju~tice processoes 

will. increas,e both quanti tatively,'all,c1quaTitatively.~ 
:' p > ."', ';-. • : '; ., ,,\. ~.'I .. ' ._ - . .; 

This legal'studya.1teadyihdicates tli~ta 

! ' --valueofthefotens ic~;c;:rence~- .. to .• theadmfrtist''ratton ' , ": " "" '",', ", ,,', """.""'; "':."," "", "',' I:', 
;" ,~'i "of American criminal "justice., 'Further!mor;e,,' these" ,"', 

. }: 

iegalpra,ctitionets tl1:xough ~he" agencfesof 'court 
'; '" '; s.· '(;' '. 

, decisions'and legislative ~llactJtlents"areskillfuily 

w'eaving t," sciences 'and" technologie's ,-Which are 

forensic into thecrimi~allaw"processeswhi.chseek,' 
, , 

to bring justice. 
, ~ 

The truew.eakne.ss ,in the 'law 
'" 

rests; upon the small' number oflega1:practiftoners 0' 

who make full use of the .. forensic sciences • 

... 100-' 
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0, 

legal educatiori" and increased pro£e~ional ttaining 
. :;. /" - ".1 ' 

should 1'emov~ ;this weakness. 
";.' .~ 

, It now remains to study in dep,th the state of 

the fO.rensic s'ciences themselves to be cer~;ain that 
. ." ~, . . 

these sciences are'ready, wi.1~,~Ilg and fble· to mee~ 

the criminal j¥sticedemancls {n,~hedecad~sahea4. 

\-J.' 

'~ , 
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Appendix_~ 

" The; Forensic Sciences 'Fo~ndation~ rnc., 
(,' 

'I 

'\<\SSE:5SMENT 
''Of tHE 

FORENSic SCIENCE 
?nOFESSHm" 

c' 
(I'roJe~t ,1i'73·NI.99.o052·G) 

THIS PROJ!CT HAS SEEN, AUTHORI2;EO 

BY THE:OMNI9US CRIt.IE CONTROL 
AND SA,FE STREEtS ACT OF 1968 
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Tucson. Ari.zona 
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Collpgl! Park. Maryland 

MR. FEF!RISI't. LUCAS 
W~shl"il!ori. (); C~ 

. MR. GEORG;:' W. O'CONNOR 
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. DR; I;(WIN U;PERR 
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East (ar)siris. MiehiSan. 
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Highland Pa~k.dllJnol.,,· 
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, 

, MR~ EDWARD WHlrTAKE.R 
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11400RQCKVlllE PIKE:, ,~~' 

ROCKVILLE, MARY!.AND20eS2 
, (301) 770·2723 '.,. 
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March 30, 1974.' 

KENNETH S.,FIEL 
P,olact Star"Ori'. 

,INAJ. CURTIS 
" f'll'Ianclal omc", 

Dear colieague, 
I . 

,All of us ,on th,e'Joir)t'1\dvisoJ:Y Committe~ are;,' 
like you, deeply eohcei'ned>\'itith ctlmii;ialjtistic~ - ' 
as judge ~ lawyer, ,police officer'orexp.er±~~'ilt.-t£'ic 
\'lit.ness. We seek to ,evaluate thefo,fen=siCsc~",. 
in American, ci'imimll justice. Your ideas andopinJq~~' 
are needed.. ! ! ",; 

'Will you take 3 minutes and .'il1dieabi yo~r':ans~er$'" ' 
with an' "X .. ' ,mark in' the "appl;opr.;.tate'box:fol;. each' ..... 
'questionbe~ow,th.en malT in:-thepostpaic) i'eX}vel()pe?:' .. 
Yourname.a~d addre.s s ,wouldbe,helpfultoind'li~a te' . 
geQgraphicand jtitisCiictionalsprea,d, butt:heyare" 
not obl~9atory.' Respcons e, 'by Aprl:l 30 r~q.ues1:cE!d. ' 

i 
v 

,y 

I am' at, , , .. J,Urjg~ .'~,Iiaw.Y~:r'~ 
involved in, crimin~lc;:'ases':'~ ~ 

11-20yrs. _~~1~'3q yr~;' 

:2 • % of my cr im il1alc;:asesusing /t?,.e'(~;tifl~~V~d'~~ce:, 
OOt6 .1Q",4 ---S..i- 2g%?" ~30%lr',$O%:, 

o ~" • 7 5%'10 0% .~~i.//<:/'I:" " .. ,,: fi, ., 

3D' . In yourcrirninfl'l:;A:!"~e$in whi9h nbS9~ent~:f:i.o: 
,evidence was J.ls~cl.in'·7hc;d::percentag~coUldd.t 
. h;.~»¢ been }.lc~~d:. ,. . .,0%"'" ,10%'~2~~ <, 

" '30%"'/ .C, scnr _____ 75% C",~ 1.00% ~ , ,' .. ' 
, .. ~. i7"'"=~~-"?=_c'-"'-=--~;-o""-~ 



s. 

6. 

'7. 

8. 

9. 

o. 

11. 

~ G-" 

Why was expert scienti<fj~-e=evicteuce'-~lot used?" Qualified expert: 
witness not availa]:tle, Scientific evidence damaging to your case, 
. Lack of fl,lrrds tobbtain expert, witness, . . Lack of know led gee 

" ":. ~!:/: 
'I'/. 

where to loe:ate expert', Inabi1..ity to determine qualifications of ' 
expert,.. Lack of ('time, to obtain exper't, Experts fail· to s!low .. c " ", 

up at triaL /":'~ .-- ,." .,-, " , 

Would you like to use more scienti;fic evidence .. in criminal cases? 
Yes No 

--,;' 

Does scientific evidenceha:ve more credibfli,t-X than lay wit~ess 
testimony? ____ yes ____ No 

Is scientific evidence given more credibility than oth~r ~viderice 
decision-maker: Judge Yes No ".(;' 

Are 
A. 
B. 
C. 

Juror Yes No 

there \'ieak!lesses in scientific witnesses f tesfimdny~d:ue·~to:! 
Lack of expertise in the specialized field~ Yes' .... II >No 

k f d d · f -Y " ~11' Lac 0 un erstan l.ng 0 court process. es ,.' .... '" No·,t~" 
Insufficient preparation for court~, appearanCe. ..~ .···,1e5, ~ 

is the competence of prosecution sCientific\"itrtessbetter p,_'_' _. _' ,. '. 

'\'lorse, ~, th~ same _ as defense scientific witnesses?~.? 
r). __ ~-
~;:-

A. 
". 

j'> 

In handling criminal cases are youinflu~nc:~d·h1··aktainthe 
behavioral sciences (psychologY', so~101ogyJ? . Yes Jro 

When did you last·· study b,ehaV'ioral 5cienc~--data:' . last>3montns '. 
last 6 months.· c 'last year . over year,· ago ' '. . ~.. , . 

. --"~"" - -. 

B. 

. c. Can hehavioral science dataco!htribute'to'impr~ve Cfjfu'in~~r4.~ .. iJJ~~~.~,~_2 . 
'. Yes'" No .. ,~ 

~--
.- ; ~.-. , 

In what perCentage of your criminal ca~.es "are reports 'of 
psychiatrists or psychologists used? . 10% _ 20% 

50% 75%' 100% . "," ",;.",. 

B. "Would mor~ u$eof suchrepol"ts be helpful? :-=- Yes --:-N9 , ' "~ 
C,. Why is more. use not made o~ such. reports?, Ind'~cate prl~I~:Sf-cJ:t)&..-~,~~===r 

1, 2, 3, etc.: Unava1lab Ie.) _ Imma ter:t~J_,._.~·1Jont ~.~.st . 
them, __ Too costly . . _. , _, ' ..... ~--.~ .#,' ,,' 

D. Doe's ,Your court have a- psychi;tric clinic for use in c~ZMJ' ...... . 
cases'? Yes ':, No . /1:'1,<, .. 

'.. . ''''.", c •.••. ,: ...... '. /Y'/' "" ,,', ':.. ' 
E. Would ,you like to helve fuorJ~' readily aVJli;lable .psychi}t'J;'1c~'S-~rv'i~Fe,,;s, 

for'\yqur criminal cases ? Yesi'~' No, "'. :, /'" ...... ' 

J.2. Is'~e~tific~tion ~;licensure ,,])y. a public o~: private~~dy 
forensic scientist an import'ant criteria to determinpf the 
of him as an expert scientific witness?' Yes j / No 

'Should it be? Yes No // ' 
._"~~..=~_~.,,,-.~o~-;_~~=7=="'=':--~;;'=:":---·~-"'-:'-.~"":- .~~ ;.f" 

~~'~7';;::c,-~=--~~,~o~~~~,~~~.c_ 

0, 

A-2 
,.; 

:i;:.r -dl" 
, j~ 

,>t 
,.// 

j}'-:~ 
, .J', ):/ 

I/" ' // .... " .";;~~;-) .. ,'" 
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,.:~ ~","', S'/ ',; ;~'<"". ,':,,/: ,/,. ", ' ,? 5.::t': ~ . oft ~ a . jfr~·· " : 
if <;j ;', /)?' ••. 3·:;,.Y., •· .. ~ ... ~_r:t7c 2j ? "' ,. ." .• <;5' '. -/' " " K ~ l.··:'~·:< ': 

cf; >'fp~cend~~/B .,~'... ..... ;~'P> . . ;22~ 
EgRE~§ ~.~ rS,C IENCESP~OFE~SIOr )~OJ~;~:'~/~ ···".=~~0:::.~~;:t~ 

~if Scoience; 11 teratui{Search,~,~;':~":' /7"'ii::~ 
: :' ..... ...t·' " /""J/.. :'i:·;i:.-,,.:A·~· 

. ',e . // )~l'/ 
INTRODUC'TI,,bN .Am OBJECTIVE ci/' , ...... ~rl:1: 

. ThG~.,;bol".t • .ionte rns a 1i t era t)i~':e ar~:Cnie,. di cal an<V. ';';'~':~ 
, -"",. .... • .c·;, ><' . " .",:",'~~_.' .•. ,.: ....• _._ .•. : .•• , ..••.•.• , •. , .. ~· .• : •.• ~,:.l ... ".L, •.• \'~;:'! ... -.-,~ .. ~~!' .•• , .. ", ... >.;-0:'~~> .<1 .' "".. . " ./" , ;/ ..~;' ..... ....~ .... :. . ." , .•. ,.c-"c.? 

!;~cg-a':r'·j o~;nalsiiP-whi ch art ~le s re 1 a ting tq t~~p'forensi~',/ 
..... -., .')/ .' /'// .' . f., '" i _~,:';..""';.,:.c~"::,.)J!:.-.:_ " . ~, 
scienye's pr6fes sionwerfr·~to belo.ca~t,ed"::"'c "More speeii ficarly ,'-':' 
:.: .." ' . .'. /(~ ',; /.:c"': .. "~ .' ". ··;."~,:.3·,/f .. ",..., , ;; 

the "rt i cIe s ~ t'k ~.~POugaH~ited anHab:t~;;~~~,fiel'ethOSi",; /' .:,z.~.f., 
which pertaineg/':tCithe~,n.ersonnel" 1;;.:a¥rring;atrd~educationtyf/ "', . .; 

., ·th~ '~;~6~~~~?~~c?f;~'i~~~e 5". ;,Of~,~ .. ?'ion"Is"~th ~~~)~.;'i~,~~·~.···~t (j" 'the.~('~ "';;:;~~Jj;;J~~ 
'/>1,' 4 • - • • ""':, ,.,;;~J<.. . -. '.::~~:'!:'_-' - <;;,1., . ": ,> ".~ ,~ ~:' ,:z:S~-'.~~;,~;.,-:.,<:.~;;," ~;r~ 

crimil}.a:l justice system-: < ~This li~J~a.:t:ur:e ~se-arth~"wa?~ fir~sC( 97,-

~::!;~;v::et::Y:i::::~:~rt'~~~~:~':;~t~t:i~;?:~;: ;~~~~~~~<>,;;~:t~ 
.'/ ' ~,", "... y '1 ' 

.c~! the forenSi¢~~~i;J!!lC~:'Ci' r~~-i4;"·:rt;r~7t·... ., ...•.. 
"Under,,~haj:xman,~l}±:p ~f./P't6°£e;:Ssor/0JJ.vel" Sc'i:J.xpedet"Jr':,., ". .' .. ' ..... 

• .' -!~- . . ::' - •..• ~}.~~~::~~~~.f-~,?:--~~~~~~-- "'0-' »/<.: ' .. ';~\,<i?:' <-,._ ""7 .;.:.~.~- \' -.- ';~~-j;,.::~;.:,1~'~~~~\e, __ /~> 

Director of the Law./~vi~dic'ine Center of das"Er'W~~s't:eTn ,~,e~erv~L "<;;;> 
. 'c ',' .'~~c; ,;" • ,~t<.,--,:-· '",:;./': f,... ' .. A.~~""" 

Univer,sjA;:y', this proj ebt Js 1.i~d~;t' au~pices oftij/rhe~ :~,ore~si:t;;:«9 

Sc:i:e~ces FOUlJ,chftt.on ,I,nc. y res~arch' a4mh£"'f7if~All1~f;h'an:':7~·'i:, 
-,.o:-.....~:--::.~~;~~~'~.:--. ~.' !;.--' , ,'" y," .){:~.~-:-.. :;:." :'}~::: -/" .~~-.?;.'/ ,.,-, ... -.-; 

As,ad.emY9f Fo-r~1l.sic· sciences, and the ta~:~~g(Q,;~:eliiept~;_:"~ 

,,~ss~stanceAd~in.ist;':r:ation of the "United Stat,~s 
-.-:; /'!i:~';, 

PROCEDURE AND.· SOURGE~'utI L1 ZED" 
--"" 



". 
was ',tald.ng as: . 

" . J; 'I,: _ 

:.." !J. " ~ " ," 
Ii terature ~s,,,~~.t 
"', . ~'" /1 

.. and - b iomeii cine i: 

ively, 

N;-L ~M. 

articles 

I, Bylu~fng 
- '. 

,-

he~dings provided by M13SH~~,~1].;hcn ~l'elate"dtq. 
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.,.",:, t' ~'~"~~,~, 

"\" 

.~,~->, 
~:, . ';..~ 

.'~" 

'"" 'se:arcli:. Cr'imfn-a.l1riv~'·s~i~~tions)Expe.:rt Testimbny, Forensic' 
!). \ . ", ' . ': ""';,'.'>:" :>-. ,""" .--, \ . ":., . . 

Medicine, ForensicOdontol'ngY, Fpren.sic Psychiatry, etc. 

In addition, key words for the'.;~e~rch were suggested 'in the " 

overall proj ect ' sfoTJi1at~ These:tineluded 'such descraptors 
!t' :",;. 

as Coroner Offices, Crime Scene/lnve~tigati"o:n, Ques tioned " 
"1 "'-', ~, 

, - ~ ., . , 

'Documents, etc. ~ Al though these latt,er terIhswer'e not always 

used as subj ect headings ill INDEX MEDICUS, they<.served as 
( a basis for searching others,ources .. ,· 

Another index source he'ii\ri~yused was WHAT'S NEW IN FoimNSIG"4\ 

«' SCIENCES, which the American Academy of ForensIc Sciehces 

l~~'cJle~~n pub1ishi~i in 196;, There ·~~~s';~i.~va'X':i,a~i.on ~n the. 

i 

i format' 9f this index in. th.e earfyy~ars 'of/pub~~icat~,9l\~ , Also' 
" , 

LI its ,pcope appeared to be ;qutte broad in that it'includedp.~PJ~rs, 

andle:~l cases 'is well 'is, booksat!i.d journals from'ma,JY.fiieHts~' 

The following subject :headingsare ~X~l1np-leso£those,j'?PJ'ovi~,ed' 
,.- .'. ~ , , :'. . . , , .' ,,- 1/1 / " _."., " 

:::.:' '. ...," '-" 

in this source: Foren~;iC'Anthropo,l.ogy"ForensicCilminal-
, , .. ~-~~.~--::.---

is\tics, ForenSic"Toxicol~gyetc.·· ,~ 
- - , •• -,:: _ >'0_. • .': •• , ~,. -/ .' '. ~~~~r " 

Other periphera.lip:d'ices, .s:ea;rcliedyfer,e U,;S. "MONTHLY" 
.', ":-;"" ('. ,.<, .. -~ .. : : :-.' ,·~d7·. "x, _ ' 

CATA'LOG OF GOVER.NMENT PUBLICATIONS, IriOVERNMENTRl1PORT,RiNDEX" 
., '. • \' c· ,-", ":_,. '" \',', 

INDEX TO DENTAL' LITERATURE , "INDEX T<j ~EGKt/"MEDIClN.E", ~nd 
, ' 

PUBLIC AFFAIRS'INFpru4NfION SERVICE. 'Thf.fgov~r:Qmental "$ourc¢s 
.• ,' ~';' .: ;" _~. '.c~··:,:~~?·:i~\",' .... ~.~\,:: ' 

were difficult to ac.cessbecause related stibject~""n~4ings 
: • • ,.~, ,<' :, •.• -. " l' ";. - "'-,,', 

were eJther t()cG~road or nonexistent. S·~cond.ly, it Ja·s,., ,: 
felt that they"i~id.WOUld be frui.tless. ~:o~xtiausti~: se~'~rr>.--,,~< 

... ,0'1 

,', ;,' ··"·'1 ' <! 

Co' 

~, 

ingwould not be val:uable. The"J.~~'e:t!'~three indicespr()ved~<,<,~::1 
~"" :',1 

"\-, 

.~;~,. ' "'1' 
"-" ' 

~~ 
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to be of littl, ~orth in that the articl~t were either 
." 

irrelevant or had already been indexed in INDE~ MEDICUS. It 

is 'important' to:mention at this point that bibliographies 0:£ 

pertinent articles were also .considered. 

LOCATION OF JOURNALS 

Medical j ournalarticles which appeared rel~evant on the basis 

of title were available ,by and large", at the Allen Memorial 

Libra?"'y , Cleveland. Dental j ournalswere' located at C.W. R.U. 

Health Center Library. The C.W.R.T]. Law Library provided 

many of the legal' journals. Several libraries in the area 

were contacted. to determine their holdings,but this was 

unrewarding in that, by then, lesser, known journals we,r.e 

sought. In particular, the pol,ic'e j otlrnals sought could 

not be located. No inter-library loaii''W,asinitiated. 

CONCLUSION 

What were thought to be potential articles for the project's, 
,. "- ," 

aims most often proved to be not appl;U:ab'1e. Of the 000 or 

more title$ selected from the indices and bibl~ographies; 
r . " .. ' 

only 37 were consider.ed appropriate 'and subseqtlently abstract'ad. 
, , 

There was mini;mal overla.p between INDEX MEDICUS and WHAT'S 

NEW. IN FORENqIC SCIENCES , with each producing about equal 

.numbers of ~pplicable articles. Other sources pr.oV'lded very 

little, two; citations being from article bibliographies. 

;. 
;,;..-:::_-,::- '/-"' 
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rh relation to' the gaals of the pr~j~c~,frafessar Schraeder 
, 

determined that 16 articles were reasonably use'£ul, while the 

remaining 21 were af secandary impartance to' the subject af 
" 

the search. The fermer 9nes may be printed' in teto' fer 

distributien to' the participants ef ~he preject, and the 

latter enes may be dispersed in abstract ferm. 

* * * * " * 
Fer persens who. desire to' study in depth the fere!is-ic 

sciences, in order to' utilize these sciencfis in the adminis-
, ,', -

,~,:' 

..;'.---

tratien ef criminal justice, the fellewing j eurnals are valuable: 

Jeurnal ef Ferensic Sciences 

Medicine, _ Scienc€:~~~he Law _ ... _-.~/o",,"'-"r"C'/ 
, ""~. -~1;~-::~-:.-c::...=~''='·=-;'!c-,-.. ~~~.:"~,=-~.~~:_"C.:-':':}..--':-'- ------ '. 

Jeurnal ef Ferensic Medicine 

Jeurnal~ef the Ferensic Science Seci~ty 
,( f 

y' 

Jeurnal- of' the Indian Academy 0.£ FOrEnlsic Sciences:;' 
.. t 

Ge,1;manJeurnalef Farensic Sciences 

Indexed cempilatiens af talJ1es ef centents ef these farensic 

sciences jaurnals may be obtain.ed frem Infarm, c/o. WilliamG. 

Eckert, M.D •. , Labaratary, St. FrancisHaspital,Wichita, Kansas 

67214. 

A mast cemprehensive annual cchnpilatien af literat,~re cita­

tions in the farensic sciences has been.published since 1965 

" by the American Academy of Farensic Sciences, 1140.0 Reckville 

Pike, Rack,ville, Maryland 20852, under the title What's New 

in Far:emsic $ciences. Far Eurapean ferensic sciences literature 

the new jaurnal Ferensic Sciences is being published by 
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Elsevier Sequoia, SA.' P.O. Box 851, 1001 Lausa.nne/'" Switzerland. 

In addition to the textbook, Law, Medicine and Forensic 

Science, edited by William J. Curran and. E. D,onald Shapiro, 

Little Brown and Co., Boston, 1970, wi~h 1974 Supplement, persons 

concerned with the forensic sciences and the law should use 

the treatise Gradwohl's Legal Medicine, edited by Francis E. 

Camps, 2nd edition 1968, John Wright & Sons Ltd., Bristol, U.K. 

* * * * * 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 

In the library search for the forensic sciences liter-ature 

a minimum number of articles pertaining to the assessment' 

of the forensic sciences in American criminal justice were 

discovered. A representative selection of these articles 

include the following for the specific areas indicated: 

I. Medical Examiner' 

A. "Development of Department· of For.enS'ic,Medicine 

at New York University School 6£ Medicine,'~ 

M. Halpern, M.D~, New York Stat~Journa.1 of 

Medicine, 72:7: 831:-833, Aprill,'1972." 
,', 

, " 

B. "A Modern Medicole.gal Inves tiga tionSystem within 

tHe Framework of a State Division of H~alth -
0·' 

C) Experience in Utah," Weston,'James',.'f:··, M.D., 

Journal of Forensic Sciences IS :4()1:-47S~'October, 

1970. 

C. "The Medical Examiner, "Fisher, Russell S. ,M.D. 

Journal of Iowa. Medical· Societ.x" 52: 777-78:0, 

December, 1962. 
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D. liThe Oklahoma State Medical Examiner System: 

Semi::'Urbau, S'emi-Rural Legal Medicine in. a 

University Setting," Luke, James T., M.D." 

Journal of Forensic Science, 14:141-156, 

April, 1969. 

E. "Standards for Inspection and Accreditation of 

a Modern Medicolegal Investig.ativeSystem," 

National Association of Medical Examiners, 
\ 

January, 1974,. 

II. Psychiatry 

A. "Reciprocal Education - A key to the Psychiatric­

Legal Dl1emma," Suarez, .John M., M.D. Journal 

of Legal ~du~ation, 17:316~328, 1~6S. 
. . 

B. 'iPsychia~ry and Criminal Responstbility," 

Bowman, Pet;er W., M.,D. ,.]ourna1o£ l\1aine'"1VtediC:al 
<, 

Association ,57: 5-7, January,1966~ ~ 

C. "The Teaching of Forensic Psycpiatry in ,L,aw 

Schools, Medical School~and PsychiatriC Rest": 
, -', ' '" 

deuces in the Unit~d States ;" Bart', NormaT\ 1.\; 

M.D., and Suarez, JohnM., M.D.fJnericanJ6urnal 

o{'Psychiatry, 122:612-,616, December,: 196"5. 

D.. "]he complete ,Forensic Psychiatrist, "R¢bey, Ames, '.' 
#' 

M.D., and Bogard, William J., ,M.n., American C . -
0-;, ,I 

Jbtirrta1 bf Psychiatry, 126:519-526; October,1969. 

E. "The Forensic Psychiatry' Clinic: 'Mode1:for (\, 

New Approach)" Sadoff, R. t.) M. D.; Polsky, S. ~ 
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J .n. Ph.D., Heller, Melvin S., M.D., American 

Journal of Psychiatry, 123:1402-1407, May~ 

1967. 

III. Questioned Documents 

A. "The Use and Abuse of Documents," Baxter,P.C. ~ 

Medipine, Science and the Law,. 9: 39 -44 ~ 1969.' . 

. B . "Definition. and Scope of. Work of the Examiner 

Questioned Document, Document Examiner, or 

Document Analyst," Alwyn, C.o1e, Journal, of 

Criminal Law, .Pol:iceScience,~ . 
. '} " 

60:4:535-536, 1969. 
. .. 

C. "The Training of Ques-tioned Docu.mentEia.mfner's," 
~ - , " -c'· • - '. 

Baxter, P.Gi, Medi~ine,S~ience 

1~~Z~76-a4, 1970. 

D . America.n. Society. of QU~:5tioned~Doct:J.Ile;l'lt Examiners 
. .. 

Cod,.e of Ethics, August, 1972 ... 
.. c). 

E. American Society of Questioned 
1- ";" 

Minimum ~ta~dards for As~o~tate 
,'- - \',. 

''-
F • professiona1izatio~, o~ Document., Examfners: 

Problems of Certifica'tiona.,ridTr.aining\J •• T . 
. , 

Miller, Journal of· Forensic Bci~fices,Vol~ 18~ 
:;;:/:.' 

#4, 1973. 

IV. ,Medico-Legal Expert 

A.'l'I'heExpe.rt Witness, 1\ Cantor ,B. J.~LL .B., 

consin Medical Journal ,67 :36-7~January, 
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v. 

It 

I, 

, 'i," 

B. 

C. 

D. 

";) 

- ~ ,; 

"Forensic MediCine," Cobb ,¥.W.) Annals of the 

NewYotkAcad~myof Scie~ce, 134:938-945, ~ 
o 

February" 1~66. 

"Th, e Medico-,Legal Expert" /·'G'itii1usFran, cis E,. , , 1// '-:.>.' 
.' "<-.~ 

,~ , ,j\, ""', 

Medicine, Science and the, Law!" ~\~,11"-14, .~J968. 
" " "~~' 

, . ,,~. ,/', 

"Th~posi tion of Medico"': LegalExpet~!fi1 the 

Jurisdiction,1t SimpsoRii~, K., M.D., Acta Medical 

Legal Society (Liege), iO:171-178, 1967. 

E. "Medical Specialization" and ,~he Law," Ban'ley 

Walder and Halpern, Alfred" Lex at Sc,ientia, 

1:42-50, ~al).u~ry, 1964. 

Education and Training 

, A. "Te'ac;hingMedical Law,'\ Fisher, Russell, M. D,~.:~ 
:!.,,! 

" ':' . '. '. It' 

"TournaI of",·AmericanMedU:al Association, 20'5: 

245 -246,. Septemberl6,196~ 
C • , ". • 

B. "Education in Medicine arid' Law, ;'Dol'.nette,,· 
,"\,. \. -"- ' 

Wil:liam H., M.D., J.D'., C1i'nicalArtesthesia, 

8:521-528, 1972. 

C. "Interprofessional' Education in Law and ,the rlealth 

/ Sciences, "Curran, W. J,., AmericanJ oti:rna1 of 

pub~i.c Health, 60.:930 - 93;1., , ,May" 1970. 

D. "Legal Issues in Medicine," Ladimer, I., 8.J.D •. ·, 

and James, G., M.D" Journal of Medical 

46: 757 -76 3, Se'ptember, 197 L 
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E~ OIMedical Schools Not Doing GoodSqh in Helping 

F. 

G. 

~ _" •• -0", .-- '--'-':;.- '--. ,./j 

... .StudentsCUn'de':rs-i:a,nd Legal Prof£.s'sion,,.".,.Duval, 

- .M. K.,M.D., Journal o£Medical Education', 

(. 46 :387, May, 1971. 
;:;..... " ';. 

"InterdisciI>linary Education in Medicine and Law 

in American Me4ical Colleg~s,"Dorilette, W.H.L., 

M.D,J.O."Journal of American Medical 'Educa-, 

tion, 46: 389-400, Ma)t, 1971. 

"The Teaching of Lega'1 Medicine in Me~ical 

Schog.ls'ft{the United States," Be!!esford, 'H.R., 

. * 
March, 1971' 

H. "Developme'nt of an Interdisciplinary . 

(, 1nstruction in MedicineandLaw,,"Norton,M. Lo' , ' .. 
, ~. -.' . 

, . .. . . ~. '.: " ' . . ' .' ,: '. 1) , 

M.D., Journal ofMedical~Education, 

May, 1971. 

I. Proposed ForeIisicScienceProgral'n~ 

"TechnolOgical University, 

Science ..... 

J • .- A L~6k. at Criminal Jus'tTce~"'Research ;=~Nattonal 

'Institute. of Law Enforcern.ent and Gr].minal 
. -, .' . 

·Justice, .u. S.0 Department .ofJu·stice ,June, 

.1<. Management- Planningfor'Forens:rc· Science Lab,:,." 

oratories. Departmento,f Sta.tistics alld-

B ... lO 
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.,--.:,~ -

.' ~ 
". .' " 

Operations Researc::h, "Universityo£ Pennsyl;vania. 

_ ,Augus t:~- '19 Tl';-'·E,z.r:a .. K!eiig.~ 1 7 , ~R,.~t~jxr(aer·IJJtri;n~r;­
and Leonard Freife1der. 

L. A Modern Police Crime Laboratory Established 

Through Cooperative Effort by Sma1l Commuhi ties. 
·\\-.i; 

Sti 1p~en" , Reaume, and Kennedy.-NorthernliIl.1inois 

Polic~t Crime J.aboratory. 
I' , 

: ---. --" ." .--, , 

M. ,NationaTConference on Criminal Justice'i,January 

N. 

O. 

" '-, , 

23-26,:1973. National Advisory Commissiq:n on 

Criminal Justice Standards and Goa1s~~ 

and Goals. 1973. 

Output Measures for the cr~f2:.;~lJUstfce System. 

-"-0...-.,,_-

';" '----"j' 

" ,oj 
/<,' ~ , " ".-",.91 , ' ~::::::::y ~or :~~:yc )?<ilicy Analys is. Stanford ,'////; . 

P. Police, Tr(!.ining and Performance Stu~. N~tiona~/·-"f ',:.,,1 

InsJ.it£U;e 0 fLaw anforcel)1e'; t and G~ ~~i~}/~:e " ,,' ~ 
"if. S. Department of Justice /' Law ED£-Ci(2~~~mt ::-.ce<i' , ] 

/"J'/ / , ", ~~':';~=--~ ~,.' , "J 
_"",~,~~s~~=~~~c_:_ .. ~.~_~i~Il~S::_~~c~. ~e~~,,~:§,~£!~m.9.e~~i~~~~~"---' ' " ' ,.. _',~ 

The President 's Comll!.±-ssYcno,..np1:rars~orcement and',,"""~~ 
->-' / 

Administration'ofJ-usf'i~e: A, SturiSr0flmplemen;:; 
._",;: . ..-::~' __ -:/c' f// • 

tation/ocf $el~e~ted Recommendatidlls £orPoiice~ 
7''''--7!{;"'~ ir-- " 

1)'AThesis "., California Sta:1:~i;U~iversit.y~Long Beacll. 

September 1972. 



'"'- .' 

R. 

.~:;~ 
c.. • ;,;P 
, /.< 

Crimina.listi<:,s~~Educati:on in California:, a ,,,//p" "'. 

. '~te-· 

. ~,~:::;~ 

" brief survey. Th.is report .covers the progr~J!'~/ 
, ... - .. .":,..". , ..... -~/-~~ . 

. ...... ' at Berkeley; Gal~forriia Sta.te Gol1~~~~~;"LOS 
". ;.... . -. .' ' ;.~:' - - ,'~}j~': 

. ; , ' 

. : ~ .f, ; 

s. 

T. 

U. 

v,. ' 

w. 

'" Angeles ;~'CaliforThia State CollJ~"g-e"';' Long Beach; 
. ".- . . '. . ~.-,<,... . '" ~ . , .' ;:,~r~'~·. . _. _ . 

and iSacramento StateColJ:<e:ge". byRQbert 
:!' - .. ' /~ i:.. ._, 

craAston, Jan Ba~Jl~ki, BryanPark.eT,~: Charles 
:~:7 

Mortonand'/J;~es White -1971. , -"/. . J...... .• 

'Tll:; J;'~f'~eiff6-1.if&·cente'r:'·'·"T9S2·~.1913:-;=~·~lft~'r~--)/·~~'~"'~~;';'~-;"'~ 
;,'Achieves. Maturi ty.·Dr. ,Oliver Schroeder, Ca,;§e 

<.... • ___ ', -.' .>.,i!"'-O-' ! . 

, • . .~'., ," _';/~ f 
Western Reserve Un1vers1ty" 1972 .. ' 

F oufth ~.~a tional SymI!~"i~on I,"W":EQi~~~U<en.t,~~c .> -"if: 
..' scLe!~~e 2 and Technology. May I .. 3, 19.72!p.c •... > - . . I 
"Inno~~·i6n·.,4Jl-4aw Enfotcemen~·I'.' U "s l nepar.1--· ~ _., •. s.:-:"'~ 

. mentaf J~~,tice '~~~5nf,,~cemeJkt:s~~k:C&:~,~<~;;tJ 
Administration. j. ....;Y,.;;" .... 
Hi~her Edllca doti Programs in Lawilnl!~",c¢fiient:vyf"~', ..• 
. . . ...... >", .. ,,' >./v'-~"1i;;;c·~:1 
and criminalJUstice".,NatiQnal,~nst~i:tU::~.~-f£(~~ '. ·.}.:.(t~'f 

~::a::::::e::j~u:::c:?:~:::i;;:~f~~" .. ,,~,;~::d';'~~?~ 
Innova tio.n If;,.fircem~n t, ,Nat.;ipnal'l)lsf~ ~".,_~/; 
ttit e ofJ;a1('Enforcem'll'tand .C;;:~inal4usti ce, ' ·"1 

U.S. n:;~r·tment ofJustic~-,:·~;Y~~;\.~7t;" . --~~." - lf71 
Introducing·, a '. LawEnforcell1dfGurriaul~m -=<~=--:~;.~;/:~_".~ .. -.~ 

/ ,'t' 
:,,~ ~ 

State Uhiversity. Natfonal Iristitute of /j/' ",' 
I 

!~ 
~. 
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;7'.' '.' iJ .. c· .. · . . tf~ .. 

,'jL' 
.. 'j" 

1 
jJ 

;:--- '. 

~.. . 

En£o't~cem~,nt and Grim:i.nalJusti~c:e, U~ S.Dept. 

of JU$tice.' JulY:,{1970. 

X.Armed Force,S Institute o£'Patholo&X-George. 

Y. 

z. 

'r 

Washington UnivetsityMaster, of' SCience. Degree 
- . . - . . 

Program' of Fdr~sicSciertCes, Armed Forc~s 
'0, " "" ",., ._ .... 

Insti tute of Patnology. " . " . ' c ",I 

Research in Foren~i~ s{i;;;'::7'~d"Teolfir9"~c.",~,' - ":~J 
'The" Forensic Sci;nces . COlnnli t,:ee,'!£Aw,,:diSh <y;~~~ 
Research Councils'and the'Natiop,aiPolice".iB;~Fcf:{:"',~ .. =.;j 

-;. . ".<,;;.' '"' '. . . 

The. Swedish Natur~l ,science )te~ea~~6t1Jl~ii;.. . 1\, 
NFR,; Stoc~holm, 1972 

.::' . 

/, 
if' 

-./ 

, .. 
- ---; 

.;: ~. /;"/:' '. ,.' J, /.~';'~ ;" 

Re se a:-rth Informa t i on,,:-'L etter. LawEnforcement 
rl.,..,,;< /V .r< . 

~(2I)<·,;·,,· .. ·, 
,,.if) 

"c~;;.l~-;~tg'i; is t ahc e~eIJl:hlis t r a tl. on~J)e par irne9t, 0 f .. 
,.~J 

',;;" Jus tic e':' , 
~ /~~;:;:;' .,' 

;::':",;;..,A:A.¥' inthe.,.CriniinalJus tice 

BB. 

S1:stem. <~Advisory 'Conimis's'ionon, Int,~;;;,:-~gpY:ecrj~p.· 

. ~;,;rl.'R;;i;t~~n~:;:.:ta:,ix,;:~F'f~;£i'~~:,.,;:.;//;: . R 

A sJtudyo fConflic t Lnter-l'elati6nslr:Lps'B~twe ell<;~f'>< 
---:'7 ,:'~:;. • " ,,' '...,., . . ..... . ..•.. /~,:<r< ................. "', . ,,7;;:/!{f 
Potice and Pl~.Q.pati(m .. Officers ,tn' Newyork,/;j? 
[\ ..... " . ",," ' ...............• ' . ..< ...... .....; .. ~,("':,:'>: '. ' 
C~Jlifornia ,.ali.dNewf,,fexic~:·· Ec1war<l JlY'.ij:'r{, 
i .. ,> ." .', .' Od"~,··. . ,,/ •• '/,' 

Viisi ting; Fellow, Nat<j)tbnalInstit.tft,~j.of, Law. ,; 
.,:' '. . . ,/ . ,,(.;:,:;:"..:" ,,/. "',.' 
~nforcelJ\~nt and"t'r"iPd'i\alJ:}l:s{ice,.' U~ S. Departmen!" 

I~.'j '", 
. , <~<", 

" of/Ytlstic~L November~~3U",f972 . (Abstract d'6n.ly) . 
~//: )':.2, '. ",.7' .,,; .. , .;, , '., 

.' cC!c~/t/'survef ofCr:imillaj:i~tlcs Facilities in California. 

;InterJ\l~w Guide. California Council ~n criminal 

Justfce 
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GG. 

Reforms ofFed~'ra1 Crimin£l Laws~~~V:01u,me IlL, 

J~:Ly 1971. 
"-;" 

VI. Odontology 

A. "The D~iifist, Th,e Forensic Pathologist. 2 .and.~~he~'~~' 
)~ ,- ".'~~~,~~~ 

I~eJ!fi£ica tlonorHtilIlaIl'Remai~7'~V~ophe'r"; 
L~., D,D.S.; Jour,nal of,Kmer1e~ri Dental, Asso- r: ._. 
~,/ , .,...,.." - ;ll ,.~ 

eiation: ffs :1324 :-1329, Decembe'r, 197Z.~ ...;;;;......0;.;..;;.;..____,. ..' ., . .. 
::0.; 0_ 

B,I" "The Teaching of Forensic Q<lontologiy to the 

Unctergraduate," Whitt;iker:~;Il·.K., g.D.~q~Q,·"F.D~S'''''; . 
, ;"...".. ", " 

~ ;. 1" • _,." 'f, 

British Dental Journal, 131:199-20.0, Sep'tlinib~r'J 

1971. 

'., C. ..~ .'; " 

"Farens ie Odontology and'lts Role ~:I.n:th~j>"':F6blemS 
,,') , 

of the Police and Forenslc~~lthO;l()!1~t,~IHUdS(~?~ /,;:~~,;~~ 

~~~~: Medicine I Science' an"c th~Law,' 1~:Z4~-2~>v(::~l 
'\ ' ., /)// . , '.' 

-~-;:"=~...:.;~-=,~\-:.. :~·~===:O-='7_~::.~ __ 
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. ~:~~~~t.i-:i" i'- - _""-~ 
:. ",#~" 

_ ~~"f",~,."J,"'e. " '~ 
.~:;.::;~'--' \\,.;; -- < • 

..:~"he'~i~r ~:e J:llT~ens i~J>a'tholdg.;'st - ,J 

'Ijblm~s:'al1a:,Socia1,Sctentisj:," Arigrist, A\fr'ed, 
.,.... ..- -/< ,:,'~ . . .--:-"_'. ,_\,.\ ',d ~,~~;- _ _ ,~~~~..::~~ .. 

~CD 'f;·i~ou:rnal 'of~~erican Me~ical;;'Assi)'Eiation, 
(;. /~ 

,:::18'2: 929 -931,: Decemb.~r, 1962 .. 

B. lIthe Status:b:f Forensic ,'Pa.thology ,in ' 
/,> .... ':-' r-;. " '. ". '_."_ , 

? Y '~'~ 

States l'l, Curra.n~, W.J., J'.D., New Engia~d, J4u~nal . 
",,' ./', " , , ", " " "," <,,", " .' ,·.,~~i;;?!:;.-.,:'1:~ 

of Me:dicine , 283H033-4; D'ec~mber~1970. r ".,;o:;'~.d?ji:~?;¥ 

'ipx;~p:ration for COu;;; IT~ Gr~bss ,'1f.M,.,M~Dt !j~;~("~~;;?]" r'\~ :/JA:; 
, '~f;""'''- " ' , P-'> 

HumanJ?·a..tho 10 gy" 3: 9 7 -it 0 5 ~~Jk:r.iili~9~q-"~ /'~. . -//0' -. 
. ;:' .-- _. _.;. .- /~-ro"~1 _ -; ~ ~/ ~_ 
. ' - "'.~.:=-c - . /' Jp' 

,D. trR61eof the Fo.r~i~c·'~Pa,tho·log:rst 'in ,4he' Medi~~ .(1 

c,,~~;~:~':~::~:;i;~~::~~~,~Y'': 
163 176 A"·l "J.P~5~.~.;",jJ::~.-,.'~~=7;;'-=.c:~-:-c:;.: .>,~,~.:'~,-~-:;;.P' , ,,"'" 

nTh! -Sta:~:;;~'~s i(>,Pathol bgy"ip ther;ff::"~' 5,,"~_~, ';;~ 

c. 

E. 

:r o 
--~--=-~~"-';O 

Jour:nalo£Medicion~, -Noy-ember 
'j~ 

", ,7"0xi~olo gy , .• 
. \,J ,- ~.' :,; 

.<: 'A~HPitfal'ls in FOt:en~~'C~~,~;!;~~}~f~:d"~llah, 
-; .Fat.teh, M~B.·,g~~';;;::y.:;'LL~B; ~edica:lTrial" 
, ." _. -.«,:,".~:::::;:r;;::;.~~~~ . , "" . . ~~ "r ',- .' -, ~if"u.. 

',' ~_,._.cf:~cJ,~,~,rrt1itrue, Quarterly~ 19:53-'9'c~ 1~7~:;t> 
"lX",';<;;1"'eciiil 0 1 o~.gy;c ';;tv, , 

"",,~~~ .... ~J;.;.::;r>~"""" .~.. '. , ~." 3'~ . _ . t;~" . 

Fr' k'. IITheF,,~r~nsj.c" Applications ' otf.M~~i~a.l'~i 
".>" " •. II -:--"::" , &i: -~ __ ..' __ ' .. j,?1>;,~J~1 

Tr aJ.nJ.ng ,t, Wil<e s s Thomas ~)." B. S., ~ ~ B-. ';;, ';,,;;,:r:,;;i;;.-,~":.~; 

·~;:~::;1;;;~~~~~~ .. ~f~:::::~!~~'f~7~ 
~; 
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" ,'~".'j\ 
B .;nt S"tiItly of the .tF>~~¥'t~e· ll~~a~hai;;er~-·~. ~ . '~A 

as~;'QF~'FaT.-e-J'~~y·.p-oti~epers oIlnel,}I ' H01"es"'~' ,,' ~ , "'/'~I 

2:~·<~¥'~' 
.. ,f:; 

.;::," 
" ~-.~~.' 

.. > J.~-' ,J&tirnal of~orensciC SCienc.~s,/12;1~~~~j$Lc;~:1 
.(fetoher" -196'7,.- ,- ,,;"( :;~/;'~;:::' 

c; ";;~p,:~::::,~fB;~~:;jc~q;:~r[:~~ti~a .... 
~~,_"",?"~'~/?Amer i can 1 aw~&~ort s3rd; ,SO)pl17.-13 3, 

x: -A1,ltl+:ropology 
: _. f.,-:i;:/~:"o~'----' .". . .- :.,.r 
",-:' ~, 

A. 
. (] 

'''The For~J),sl.,c Sciences An.tbmp;l-~bgyi s" R91e ,'" 
, _~ J;!"~..:.0-~, -~~-: - ' .' 

I nf orm, 6: 3-- 7 ~, J:,9-.lVy:&'y~<5 1974,., 
2:~~,L-31':~""~' " , " 

XI. , Criminalistics 

A. 
" ,.;::'Yl-1inois. 

,jA';_"~(C;O:;:::::C~;~ H. '" Principe. 

R. 

Symposium ",O1l Law Enforcement', Science ,,l~.nd 
/- ' 

Tedmology . 
• ~ - _:-;;'1":0 

Chicago, Iliinois. Apti.l~}~lQ. 
, . .; ;'.' 'p' 

.. 
• :._~; ,;-;,"c:::.-" " 
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D. State of the States onerime and Justice. An 

Analysis of'State 2\.dministration of the Safe 
:'. 1/ Streets Act. A Rep~rt by the National Conference 

, 
of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators. 

June 1973. 

E. The Perception, Contr()l, and Utilization of . 

Criminalistics by the Police: of 

the Physical Evidence Collection Process. Dr. 

Joseph L. Peterson. 1967. 

F. '. Physical Evidence Utilization and the Adminis - "" 

tration of Criminal Justice. In cooperation 

wi th the Berkeley Police Department. Directed 

by Bryan Parker, School of Criminology, 

University of Californi~, March 1970. 
'~ -

G. Systems Analysis of Criminalistic operations. 

Walter R .. Benson, John E. Stacy, 'Jr., and 

Michael L. Worley, Midwest Research Institute 

Project # 333-D. June, 1970. 

H. Systems Analysts Look at the Crime Laboratory. ~-

" ~ ... \, 

W.R. ~enson, J.E. Stacy, Jr., ~~d J.D. Nicol. 

Mid-west Research;Institute~ Kan~as City 

Missouri) and School of Criminal Justice'Admin~ 

istration, University of Illinois, Chicago . 
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I. Systems and Training Analysis of Requirements 

J. 

XII. General 

~ " 

for Criminal Justice Participants (STAR). 

California Department of Justice Commissioh>on 

Peace Officers Standards and Training. Project 

Summary. 

Annual Report, 1972 ILlinois Burea.u of Identi-
,\ 

fication. 

A. Arizona Revised Statutes Annotated, Arizona Rules 

of Criminal Pro.cedure, September 1973. 

B. Annual Report> Third, of the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration, Fiscal year 1971. 

C.. Alcohol and the Cri\minal Justice" System: 

D. 

Challenge and Response·.- U. S.' Department of 

Justice, Law Enforceme:nt Assistance Agency. 

January 1972. . . 

Criminal Justice Agency ti'i,rectory - One for each 
l\ .. 

state. u. S. Depa;rtment >of'\Justice, Law Enforce-
I 1\' 

! 

ment AssistanceAd~iinistrati\:m~ 

E. Deterrence of Crime in and. ArOund Residences, 
> , 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and 

Criminal Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance 
\' 

Administration, U.S. Depar:tment of Justice, 

June, 1973. 

F. Directory of-.Jechhical SerVices and Consultants, 
'/ 

American so<:~:~ty for Industrial Security J:971. 
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G. Expendif~Tes and Employment Data for the Criminal 
--.'" 
!-of 

Justice Syst~m,,:f969-70 & 1970-71. U.S. Depart-
.: .. , 

ment,of Commerce; Social and Economic Statistics 

Administration, Bureau of the Census. 

H. "Fostering Understanding Between Science and Law," 

James W. Cur-lin, 'American Bar Association Journal, 

February 1973. 

I. Forensic Science Laboratories, Mid-west United 

States and Canada. Complied by the Midwestern 

Association of Forensic Scientists. 

J. The Change Process in Criminal Justice, U.S. 

Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration, National Institute of Law 

Enforcement and Criminal Justice, June 1973. 

K. The Chicago Police Department: An Evaluation 

of Personnel, Paul M. Whisenand, 'Robert E. 

Hoffman, Lloyd Sealy. Prepared for the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration, United 

States Department of Justice. (Abstrc;1.ct only). 

L. Crime Laboratories ,.; Three Study Reports: 1. 

John Jay College National Survey. 2. Massachusetts 

Governor's Committee State Studies. 3. Public 

Administration Service Consolidation Study Exerpt. 

Grantee Reportj Submi tted to the Law EnforcenLent 

Assistance Adrninis tra tion, Ul.lited Sti;1 tes Depart­

ment of Just.1.ce. 
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M. Criminal Justice Agencies in fheUnited States ~ 

Summary Report, 1970. U.S. Department of Justice, 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

Justic~ Statistics Division. 

XIII. Foreign Forensic Sciences 

A. "Forensic Medicine in the Soviet Union," Leochenkov, 

B. and Knight B., Medicine, Science and the Law, 

6:94-96, 1966. 

B. "The Forensic Sciences in Southeast Asia," 

Inform: 6:3-8, April, 1974. 

C. "The Forensic Sciences in the United Kingdom and 

E ire," In form, 4: 3 - 8, 0 c t 0 be r, 19 72 . 
> 

D. "The Forensic Sciences in Italy," Inform, 5:3-7 

October, 1973 

E. "The Forensic Sciences in Australia and New 

Zealand," Inform, 6:3-8, October, 1974. 

XIV. Future 

A. "The Future of the Forensic Sciences," Grant; < 

Julius, Medicine, Science and the Law, 6:206-

209, 1966. 

B. "Cr iminalis tics Looks Forward,." Lowell W. ;]radford; 

The Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology and 

Police Science, 196B. 

I) 



'. ,f. 

C. Tomorrow's Manpower Needs. A research report on 

Manpo~er Projection Methods. Bulletin No. 1769. 

U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 

Statistics. 1973. 
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Appendix C 

Most scientific evidence comes from pollee dept. Virginia 

I don I t need seJ.:;,vices or experts to be made more readily 
available, perhaps I need more 'training in how best to use 
the ones whos;:reavailable • Montana, 

/ 

The testimony .of too many psychiatrists seems to depend upon ' 
which side h/lres him and what his subjec.t philosophy is about' 
the law. Wi: have already turned too much 0;E the decision .... 
making po~er over to psychia trists. . Oregon 

, 
/ 

.. • • utilize a psychologist to help me pick juries. I also 
use experts for IIdrx,,19 analysis" and blood alcohol ratios. 
:r. have even. qualified on "expert queer II in a case of anal 
intercourse to prove that this was physical impossibility. 

p(rnna • 

Vast majority of criminal cases I handle do not hav-:e or need 
scientific evidence but when they do it is,ofextreme impor­
tance. Tenn. 

categorical answers 
'factory. Obviously 
direction suggested 
osophy. 

to most of these questions are unsatis­
the "correct" answer d.ep~qs not on the 
but upon the respondent's personal phil-

Kentucky 

Precis'e definitions, standards and guidelines must be set by 
scientific bodies in relationship to criminal law before they 

. will J;:each substantial"acceptance in criminal" cases. Ohio 
" 

In the drug field the courts definitely out of an emotional 
"basis arerela.ting requirements and expertise of state's wit­
neSses. In obscenity cases no expert' need at all for state. 

Ohio 

In addition td use of sciehtific experts, it is important for 
attorney'to. beeome farrtiliarwith subjectmai:ter through the 
use of tests and prior records and transcripts. New York 

.Excepting{i psychiatry and the behavioral sciences, expert 
witnesses such as engineers, botanists, chemists, etc. are 
not locally available for criminal cases and cost 'of llimport.,;:, 
ing" a professional witness is too high. Georgia. 

Defendents cannot always afford such services but 
can.. I~cannot help but feel experts start with an 
and zet. out proving it an~ therefore 'exclllde .other 
which i\'.a~l exist. 

C-l 
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Scientific evidence is not obtained~nmany cases because 
investigating police officers are not aware of its signif-
icance or evidence .1s mishandled. Michig~n 

Need closer laboratories with greater ease of getting the 
evidence there and getting reports back· promptly. Maryland' 

Certification not important as -to expe;rtise or ability to 
testify. Florida>, 

'; (~~) 

There is a bJ;9ad category offorens~c sciences. 
be varying degrees of reliabili·ty. 

. . there should 
Texas 

Reports of especially trained alcohol abuse counselors, family 
court counselors, social .... are used although these people 
do not have degrees in psychiatry or psychology. N. Carolina 

Between state crime lab and local resources state ahd defense 
usually make maximum use of scientific testimony and evidence. 

Wisconsin 

• 
Scientific field for the aver~ge 'case is relatively untouched 
and most attorneys are not acquainted with potential and use .. 

Maryland 

We need more experts to testify at our request. Oklahoma 

The first step in your study should be a more "in depth", 
:J; 

analysis of the problems than the a~ove questions suggest •. 
Nebraska 

sophisticated police techniques are seldom used. Expert . 
witnesses are hot available close by and costcoii~Jiderations 
usually prohibit their use. Missoux'i 

Judges should be more prone to allow ;!,ndigent gefenclants.ex-
perts in drug, drunk-driving and fingerprint cases. Virginia 

So many improvements have been created· wi thout understartdirig' 
all of the practical implications • Mighigah 

Most of my experts are in drug related "case's • 
clients are too poor to hi.re expe:l:.~s •.. 

... 

Most of· my . 
Virginia 

I regard sciehtific evidence as highly valuable. The;re are . 
not: ' . too many really competellst expert ,wi tnessgs nor good, 
trial lawyers. Better cooperation between thelegC!-land medical 
professions is especially needed. 'D .• C~ 
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Many experts taJ,.k so over the neads of the average juror that 
their t;;estimony is almost worthless in a jury trial. Midhigan 

Psychological and ~sychiatric reports should be required on 
a~l.persons ~ommitted for a felony and used by judge in deter-
mlnlng punlshrnent. . Illinois 

The most helpful approach would be the holding of seminars 
becween judges and forensic scientists. .Georgia 

We need scientific evidence fo·):. 'proof during tr.ial. Psychia­
t,ric, psychological and sociol6Hical service should be avail­
able for pre-sentence reports and available to judge for de~ 
termining appropriate disposition. Maryland 

Scientific evidence often supports direct testimony. Lack of 
it often raises questions of credibility of witn~sses. Ohio 

,; 

Lawyers are not trained in law school· to use forensic scientists 
nor are they taught the importance of same. This is the'.,pr.ime 
reason such is not used. . 'i D~C~ 

Lawyers generally donlt bother seeking out such help. D.C. 

Many times I have felt that had fingerprint experts testified 
to strengthen the testimony of other witnesses, .the cases 
would have been stronger. .. Kentucky 

The lack of lab resources available not only to the police 
and prosecution but to the general public is a crying need in 
this state. The greatest need in forensic testimony is train­
ing in. testimony totlle end that the evidence is acceptable 
ana absolutely impartial. ,Kansas 

To a judge the Use of the scientific or me<:'licalexpert must 
be distinq'Uished between· trial evidence andpresentive infd;r-, 
mation. D.C. 

I continually ·'Use. scientifi~evi.dencie.~ HO\-lever,. it appears 
to me that juries are becoming more incredulous of such 
evidence rather than accepting it more readily. Penna. 

. ~\' 

My. practice consists primarily of"whoite collar" federal cases'. 
Experts have been used to p:rove lighting conditions, balli,s- . 
tics, sanity (psychologists andpsychiat:ris,ts, handwriting). ,,;.: t:; " 

Illinoi':s ; 
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Libera1ization of use of scientific evidence in trial is 
dangerous - public is too trusting. But, very helpful at 
sentencing. .' California 

Almost every court appoints experts for defendants upon re­
quest and at public expense. Locally, in many criminal .cases 
expert testimony is of little help if it helps at all. 

Penna. 

Behavioral sciences could ,be better used to pr~vent crime and 
for proper sentenlces. Michigan 

My clients do not nave funds with which to hire experts. 
Kentucky 

Tim .');@al1.¥enthused over your interest and work in this general 
area· as indica.ted by- tha'-'naiJ~Ilg of this questio~aire. 

o.-,-_.!-~_,--,,~ __ -,_ 

-, '==~~:r~!~~~s,~o,~~_, .. 
We note that police (lawyers) etc:, often do not /use available 
scientific assistance and evidence. Illinois 

Scientific expertise is essential ina large perq:~ntage df 
criminal cases, yet1.t 'seems impossible to obtain •. Washington 

'J::'his is a waste of time and money. c,Penna •. 

All small courts need help to locate scientific assistance 
and financial aid to pay for it. Arizona .. 

Any additional data on this .. wouldbe 'appr~Ciated. N~'.Carolina 

Forensiccscience 
'<{misdemeanor and 
and breatnalyzer 

".y 
" 

has.not b~.(S!n ,too important in our cases. 
traffic)sxceptastouse of Vascar, radar 
and.occasionally a handwriting expert. 

Ohio 

particul?rly in/the field of the behavioraL sciences we have 
not kept pace" w~th. the, advatfce-ments"inthe field. N. Mex,ico 

__ ;. ___ -c __ "it" .. " -
.> .,.' . 

The offic~tsin my jurisdiction do an excellent job of collect.-
ing scientific '. evidence and the s:t;ate forens7i<t- lab is ,avail-
able 24 hrs ~ . per day to assist., Idaho 

'\ 

• • •. have used police chemists etc. all the 'time since being 
on the bench have had,onlyiittleuse of other than police 
experts. Kansas 
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As" traff.i.c judg~ use of blood a.lcohol mea:;>g~ingCl~vf~es Very 
helpful.<· ,':." Arkansas' 

,'G, . ;<--

-.,,;...~"-':;' 

contacts for expert. forensic testimony .are ma'd:e through' pra~:" 
ticing .forensl.c pathoiogists~'inourare'a. Alaska 

Behavioral evidence is really practiced only for sentencing 
or determining ability to go to tricid. Calif.c 

Many at't o l;'n ey s fail to appreciate the usefulnesso:t do;not 
bother to .:obtain scientific evidence.. Virg.inia' 

. '\ '-;" 

In the prosecutiono~ criminal cases greater use "of,forensic 
expe~ts isi Itecessary . -' in the disposition. ofcri~inal caseS'" 
after conviction. behavioral science ismor,e. important . 

. Illinois 

I find it to be a rare case (other than a routine riarc~ti6 
case) in which II scientific II evidt~nce' is used or required~ 

N· .. J;,7 

I'~J:lave"flG-do1ibt that more use ofs~ientific eVidence:Would' 
be benefiqial, but' the'~cost and facill1:i~s, rec;ruired'seemJ?rCf~ 
hibitive in misdemeanor cases. Louisianria 

I believe th~behaviC)ral scien6'es area needs to be better 
utilized in sentenCes, and p;-obatlonretc:..oKansas 

.0 

A forensic science journalmaoe available with theattQl:'ney-. 
general's list of resource ma't$rial.would be hetpfulfdrsqu.rce: 
information in' scientific evideftce cases (II ,Maine' 

._ _ ': r <-' 

Psychiatry ~ias been "over done" asa~4iagIlost,~c '·toolin ard~ 
ing courts o· This inexactsarence has beif3n O\Ter sold'and in; 
many cases judges have been too pronet6~relY'oit:hastilycon­
ducted and prepared examina.tions ra\therthilh the;:ir'own.exper-
ience" "hunch, II arid pre-sen,tence repoJ:'ts. ,'"" Penna.-

/,' 
>~ ,(, 

There seems not to he any crying: need f6r.chan9'e~"~n. this ; .• 
area 0 . . ." washiI1<Efrtori ' 

. ~ . , . 

. Because' of the impact of television many0~urors' are dis~i>.,(. 
poin'i:ed a~(-l feel. that the .st~te.'s"prosecut,iSui·;i,pc,not .. ,C!0rrtp'~ete ,." 
without soine scientific evidence .• "; They haye, come t,.o'e'~~~c±~~_~_ .. ,. 

: , .... , fingerprin:~te'stimonyeven ifburg~ars fllr,e c\lughj:din a..bii;l_!Ji~J~K~~.,c:~ 
They nave great con£idence. in .. fingerprint' compar'3~'S'bn,,b~l'n/~f~-'~~-­
tics a.nalysis,''' chemical evalu~tions/ ,and pathologicaJ) autopsy . ' .. 
report!;> .. ;~ +;they doni t hear some.thing, i they fe~l.dep:i:i ved • 

;?' 
. " - .,.'Texas 
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The qefense.snould bep¢rmitted 
W~itnesses • Kansa~:r 

,., ~:detect, a more. simple'! ~ndba.~sicprObie~ofpr;secutor ~arid~ . 
poli.ce reluctanCe to ta;kfa the time to,bol~ter proosecution ,by 

. 'great ex use ofj?hotographs,-' fingerprints, micFcO'scopicanalysis 
and the readin.essto wrap up a case, by '"a cor1fes.sion or iden ... 
tificationby a witness.> .. India.na 

Major problem of fore' Lsicscienceisknow~ng difference betweeri 
legal certainty and scientific certainty - >also" a need-to" 
be awarerJof reasons for and basis for so-called 'scientific 
norms or standards'. Vermont· 

Most lawyers slow"to adopt new methoqs, e~perts not easily 
accessible or too \costly. Minnesota 

~ . . 
We have conducted a c).osed circuit televisionreceipt~o:f' crime 
lab evidence from a scientific expert witness (marlj\lCina.pe>§"'" 
session). The use shortly will bep~nding onappeal:be-fore'," 
Mo .. Supreme Court ..LEAA funded project. l'Missouri 

Felonies require more. scientific evid!i!nce of,alltYpes. 
We usually use only in misdemeanor" bWI or: drug uses~. 'TOO' 

remote to use regularly."TeXas 

There is wide open field for video taping and better record. 
of offense by properly trained of:ficers-properly c:ert.ified:--" 
and with better training in coyrtroorn presenfa~ion ••• The " 
rich can afford' the attorneys and the experts.. /.~lQ.r;~a"" . 

Sure could use a directory regularly updated, on ·astai:e·, 
basis.. · .. ·.Miqh~~an" 

We have excellent facilities for most of t.he above. 
need to get the message across .1'" 

.,,:J 

We. just 
Ohio. 

Your c;ruestion$ reflect lack'bf understanding of what is needed ... " 
to prosecute a criminal case~' ... ~Oklahcima~-

I fa·~ ... or thEi increased u;'JJ·e of thep~lygraph in all criminal, 
uses. 

" To term a 
'. trying to 
that h:tgh 
phoney. 

'Ohio, 
(i 

subject "Forensic Science" sounds as if you:are 
up-grade the subject into one whi.~h isreally·not 
in the ladder' of science..... . It sounds pompous and 

\~." 'Wisconsin 
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>As a judge, I finu,..,..the use of scientifiq evidence, desirable, 
. ...~ . .....,:,.;,. 

effective, and badly :-ne-e'd~d. Georgia 
,> ~~-·":;':.(~t::-~~ : .,-

The primary limitation upon the mo~~~'~~ek:e-et:~ve use of scien­
tific or expert evidence by defendant in cri'rnhf~~:i_~9:q.,ses is 
cost 0 Rea,sonable availability is the second inost· s~vet<e~;::~>.::< . ..::;: .. _ 
limitation. Colorado"-

Lawyers fail frequently to recognize the pC"'tehtial value 
of an expert as a tool for use in-'the~r :cases, .. -_ _,J1gre_ educ~tion 
as to what an expert can do is ,neaq.~d. -- ,Alabama 

. -

As it relates to scientific expt::lrt evidence in crimitlal cases 
the federal criminal justice s~tstem R~ovides.for moreop':"-
portunities, including funds to hir;--~~ch ex.perts." -

Ohio 

Lack of prosecutors .. ~~£f,etc .. limits use of experts to 
certain extente kansas 

I find experts <:i:re eff$ctive in a number of areas, but must 
relate to the man on the street morE:- not use so many scientific 
terms that are not understood. - .;-. Texas 

Labs and experts are available through police agencies but, 
at great distances causing inconvEmiences~timelapse9.,?,nd . 
extensions in the chain of evidence. Labs anc! experts close' 
at home would be helpful. Illinois 

This isa hard questionnaire to answer - statistics ;aI:'enot 
available or kept and IIscientific ll evidence qqp.range from 
a blood alcohol level in a drunk driving misdemeanqr>:ca-sEiii:o 
compassions in murder cases - hard to equate.. . l-1ichigan. 

I am spoiled since the FBI people are av;ailable in most. of.my 
area. I have browbeaten a policeman into b~Jng '!"forens~c" 
on fingerprints;. Our defense counsel- ra.relyge't -. into ,this _ _, 
area .. Washingtdn 

What is behavioral science data? Acadeiiiic'? Public Health? 
Mental health? Police? Corrections? Michigart·-

0..:.··· , 

Am interested in recent reportsthat.vo~ce 
'~""ma:tching are less reliable. Would like to 

of poly~raph as form of expert testimony. 

prints' ang.::'IAc;;:i._r 
see inc;r:eased-use 

.Ohio 
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I feel too many behavioral scientists present an abstract 
picture of -platitudes of make-believe, rather than bei_ng real~ 
rstic. W.Va., 

"As ajtiClc;re in Juvenile Court6 extensive use is made of 
forensic sci$nces ..,.our~ job would be impossible without it. 

, I beli~ve ABA and other law enforcement 
vocate a,_,~t,..rorig'-:g~sie.m in each stat-e of 
t.o handle all unattended deaths. 

J, Penna. 

agencies should ad­
fO£'ensic pathologists 

OklahomC\ 

Behavioral sciences are a great aid to courts inclisposing of 
criminal cases and should be aV;'iilable t;b. eVE:!ry court. Experts 
are very helpful in certain types of c,~~es and should be ' 
avaiJ.,able to Doth sides. /' Kansas 

.,,' 
.::0/ 

" 

I have been a judge since 1935'and during that 
, -' '. " ...' 

been my obserya.ti01:1--that only about 10% of, all 
a::reworth their salt. 

time it has 
psychiatrists 

!,IIliinois 

When I defended, scientific evidence often wasn't used be­
cause it was damaging or the clien.t couldn't aff6rdit. 

N. Mexico 

The inability of local psychiatrists to quickly give ,appoint ... 
ments, due to their cas,eload, slows down the crim:enal process 

-c' and prevents us' from using more psychiab::icreports. 
Florl.Cla: 

Trial courts are bound by appella.e rulings (~s in t'e~~a:seof 
polygraph). Witnesses should he !.chooled in testifying. 

,Californi~a. . 

" ' 

Judges don't,control the pr,esent':'tion of evidence ...:~the 
prosecutor and defense' counsel do! A·l1. persons committed have 
a pre-sentence 'Vlhere expertise of the behavioral' scient.ist 
is used.cIhdiana 

We need Federal subsidies in the area of forensic "psychia- • 
try to provide more training of those 'in this field and in-­
ducement for others preferably MD/JD' s ~to ,enter th: sfiel,d. 

Scientific evidence 
where I feel is the 
system toda,yo 

ohio' 

in the behavioral fields is really 
greatest need in our cr:i,.minal jus'cice 

Illinois 
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This type ofquestionn~ire might be more useful if it defined 
scientific evidence and distinguished between science, e.g. 
chemistry and social science e.g. predictive behavior studies. 
Judges and juries place cons~derable weight on science, but 
not necessarily equal weight on social science. Oregon 

Forensic science i.s not developed to any great extent in 
this jurisdiction. Kentucky 

I have scientific back-up on guilty pleas usually. Wyoming 

Law students, attorneys, and judges should be instructed in 
the field of forensic science. Ohio 

Use of gastromatigraph, radar, analysis of drugs etc~ is 
always a time consuming thing to prove operator is qualified 
to usee Montana 

For far too long judges have neglected the useful information 
to be provided by the behavioral sciences. Kansas 

I feel we see far too many psychiatrists and psychologists 
in court who speculate, don I t nail down facts, rely entirely 
on word of criminals who bend the truth with ease. • .. also 
mo.41Y psychologists in this area with M.A. I S have a habit of 
passing themselves off as Dr.' s. Kansas 

As a defense lawyer the greatest problem._ is finding a" well­
qualified expert that is not 450 miles away and too costly 
for the defendants in the majority of cases. Florida 

All the scientific help in the world won't help if lawyers 
remain in the "dark ages" and refuse to equip themselves 
to use it .. 

I confess some distrust of behavior sciences because of 
general lack of agreement among the scientists. Indiana 

The biggest problems are the inability of lawyers to qualify 
witnesses and examine them, the lack of knowledge of such'wit­
nesses as to what his function is and his: partianship when 
h'e is supposed to be testifying to neutralinatters. Penna. 

There is a "sociologist" or "pychologist" available totes­
tify to anything on proper terms .... something should be done 
to raise ethical and performance standards among them. 

Texas 
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The time which is available to prepare any case may be a 
more important factor than any expert in any field .. 

Kansas 

We need to get away from the traditional concept of testimonial 
compulsion with all its evils and concentrate more on scienti­
fic approaches to resolve determinations of guilt. 

Kansas 

When the logic of an expert is warped it is usually du~ to 
partisanship and he becomes very vulnerable. Minnesota 

The question of scientific evidence has neVer been a case o~ locat­
ing the qualified experts in the particular scientific specialty. 
The prohlem is "tuning police officers in" on the great help " 
that scientific proof offers an investigation. More emphasis. 
should be made on better crime scene search and retrieval of 
physical evidence. Florida 

Scientific data is very advantageous in ascertaining problem 
areas in pre-sentence investigation. Oklahdma 

The police do not have the time', money or training abil{ty 
to develop experts in scientific firelds. Such experts would 
be very helpful at trial. N.J. 

Keep up the attempts to help arrive at truth. N.J. 

Questionnairessuch as this are never adequate; stlbjects of 
a complex nature cannot be reduced to lIobjective ll question an.d '":, 
answer. Washington 

I would like to see a g'reater use of e:kpert testimony both by 
prosecution and defense. Defense lawyers are generally not 
competent to know what is available-pro\secutors do 'not have 
the resources. I would like to have a soci~l ang psychological 
report on most felons prior to sentence - it is ava~lable on 
a sharply limited basis. N. Carolina 

He use assigned psyc1hatrists from a panel. 
rotat~on. ' 

They are used in 
No; ,Mexico 

We are 175 miles ft.'om Denver making it difficult" and''''~~-
pensive to get exp1ar'c v.!~~;r.nasses. cQ'lorado 

A very excellent questionnaire , more municipal judges should 
be a:ware of such service. 0 • case loads to appeals wpuld 
be less and de novo t,rials possibly eliminate~: Missouri 
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Simple physical crimes are all that we prosecute here. There is 
no great need for scientific evidence. Iowa 

Delays, exp~nse, unava;lability, deter the use of expert 
testimony. Florida 

Forensic scientists are like other expert witnesses. They 
are only as good as the case. Washington 

Unless you get to the problem of perjured testimony etc. there 
will be no courts whatevere Florida 

l, 

Scientific witnesses should be made available to both sides 
and paid by the county. ,Selection should. be by lot from~,an 
cwproved group. Penna., •. 

Forensic sciences services provided by state should be COI\­

fidential to defense - otherwise of little value since usually 
the risk of a bad report would outweigh benefits. Virginia 

Main problem is that the patient orientation inherent in the 
medical ethic and training undermines social dbjec,tivitYi in 
other words, too many young forens·ic psychiatr~sts are biased 
and prejudiced against the criminal law system (with and with­
out some just cause) and this sometimes destroys theiropinio:t:l. 

Michigan 

I reserve for my own determination tp.e weight I will accord! 
psychiatric testimony in insanity defense cases. Need togjet 
away from IIhired gun" employment of psychiatris,ts in such d/ases. 
They should testify as court called witnesses. c:~;Laska 

We are in dire need of pre-sentence investigations in adult 
cases. This should include forensic. reports. Ml;ssissippi 

Rural areas have great difficulty obtaining scientific'evidence 
and experts.:, Colorado 

Wiqh agencies lik,e National Bureau of Standards and FBI 
laboratory, etc. could examine and certify qualifications of 
qualified e~perts in known fields ofsc~ence. ' Ollie 

The psychiatrist characteristically assumes the role of an 
advocate for the lawyer who hires him. A,lso, a tendency to., 
find all his patients psychotic and in need of tr~atment. 

, Texas 

We have local State PO.lice crime detection laboratorY faci1:­
ities available to us but it needs ~ssis1;ance,. psychiatric 
testimony has not proved helpful for a variety or reasons. 

, Oreg9n 
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When behavioral sciences are involved a qualified serious 
credibility question arises. Illinois 

Lay jurors are less likely to accept conclusions of psychia­
trists and more likely to accept conclusions of other experts 
when in conflict with other witnesses and/or juror obser-
vations.. Alabama 

~e are a small city near a large city and get most of our 
scientific help from there, but that is time consuming for them 
and we do not calIon them unless absolutely necessary. 

Texi;l.s 

Chemical test results on physical eviderlce for use during 
trial is good. Behavioral science data or reports are most 
useful after trial. These reports also useful .juvenile cases .. ' 

Oklahoma 

With regard to psychiatric expertise, I strongly favor its '-Use 
only in the' "disposition" phase of ' the case. 'This WOUld, re­
quire significant change in law, but present II insanity Ciefense" 
is unrealistic and jurors tend '1:.0 divide without regard to 
psychiatric opinions-which usually cQnflict anyway. 

-"." -' Oregon 

Psychological profile Of defendant would help in prosecution of'" 
defendant and in his rehabilitatipn after conviction. 

Louisiapna' 

Investigative a9'encies are not sufficiently trained tope 
aware some tests available and' thererorepreserve necressary 
evidence for testit1.g. New Mexico 

Behavioral scientists should be used after conviction rather 
than (or preferable to) before.. . Colo;rag-o 

We are a rt1.ralarea and extensive scientific., experts are not 
always appropriate. Idaho, 

'i 

My perspective is as a prosecutor., We ne~d more criminalistic.s Q 

evidence, chief lack is technician data collection. As to 
psychiatry we need more as long as it is permitted at trial. 
There should be re-examination of that total concept in terms of c 

whether or not psychotic testimony fs sufficiently credible ' 
to be deemed admissible as expert opinion. Cal,. 

In Wisconsin expert scientific witnesses are available to both 
"the state and the defendant. '.~ ~Our standards. of·'qualificat'ion 
are high and I believe the witnesses are entirety credible. 

Wisconsin 

C ... 12 
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I think the questions you ask should be broken down into the 
various areas of forensic science. Because my answBrswould 
vary 'depending upon the specialty. ' 

Illinois~ 

I have never lost a criminal case t~ a jury when scientific 
evidence was used to my benefit-either (and most importantly) 
through dirp;ct examination or cross-examination of the state's 
witnesses. Texas 

My rrimary problems with defense expert witnesses are 1. expert 
too expensive for non-indigent middle income client, 2. no one 
available, e.g. I have yet to find a defense breathalyzer ex-
pert in Texas. Texas 

Much of my work is drug defense, and the scientific aspect 
is very important. More often 'than, not a stipulation is entered 
into re:analysis of drugs (80% of,cases) as my client admits 
the analysis and modern lab techniques, dispute is futile espec­
ially at trial before judge. Penna. , 

Though most of the above questions are obviously self-serving 
to your foundation, they are not, entirely without valiCiity. 
Send me some of your literature please. Florida 

A psychologist can be helpful in analyzing individual cases, 
but general psychological and sociological'data are 'Worthless. ;0 

. N. Mexico 

Remember that evidence andpresentatien must be lIgeareCitlt9 
mentality of "average II juror.. Oklahoma 

;The lawyer in criminal defense practice has ,a'strong need for 
'the 'services of a forensic science academy for obvious reasons 
of which I am sure you are aware. Florida 

I get afraid of some M.b.'s and psychologists year after year 
making examinations. The tenc1ency is too easy t.'o follow .. 
There is too much .reliance upon th.e Hreportofthe crime" by 
police. Little attempt is made to check facts given to psychi...., 
atrist and psychologist on which they base their conclusions. 

Penna. 

I see a need to reform admissibility of expert testimony in 
criminal cases. • .'l believe in constitutional right of defen­
dant to present all' proofs in his defense. The rule" should ' 
be ,admissibility of all preferred evidence. Weight is up ,to 
jury as'the fact. ,Incompetent and absurd "experts" will expose 
themselves er~be exposed by cross",:"examination.. Mass. 

,.- , ~.' 
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I believe in the forensic ~ciences, however, they are ordinarily 
helpful only to the prosecution .,Texas 

The biggest problem is serving a capable witness who is 
willing to lock horns with government witnesses. Mass. 

It is my opinion that the entire system is weak . .'. that 
ou~ conte~pt of justice is childish ... that judges are not 
students of human behavior, and whatever hope we have lies 
in the application of the behavioral sciences. MisSissippi 

Whether you can find people willing in psychiatric cases to work 
with anything other than a simple case that even a lay person ~an 
handle. The tough ones they try to avoid. Minnesota 

L' 
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Appendix D 

Description of the computer l ana1ysisdone 

on the 1363 responses to the J1.tdge!Lawyer' 
, ' 

Questionnaire with. 129 ta~les of the com­

puter print-outs displaying specific det,ails. 

. ;) 
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Appendix D 
with 

Tables 1-129 

This raw data from the questionnaires was subjected 

to the following computer analysis described by the pro-

grammer as: 

-Descriptive Statistics 

A frequency distribution of the responses for all 
variables was calculated. The raw frequencies were 
counted and two percentage distributions we:r.ealso 
calculated. One percentage distr~bution was based 
upon the total number of respondents .and the other 
upon the actual number of responses to each indiv­
idualquestion .. Cumulative distributions were 
also calculated from the ra~7 fre qUE:.::l.cies and both 
related percentage distributions. . 

Cross tabu~ation tab les incl~ding raw frequencies, 
row, column, and total percentages were developed 
to compare all questions relative. to the occupa- _ .. 
tion and length of service of the inc;lividuals in 
the sample. Chi-square tests were not run because 
of the large sample size. 

Parametric Analysis 

All variables having an adequate number· of sample 
points. and exhibiting. a continuous, dichotomous, 
or pseudo-continuous nature were included in a 
Pearson product-moment: correlation analysis,.· . The 
correlation matrix was used as iri.puttoafactor 
analYsis. All factors with associated characteristic 
roots greater than or equal to one were retained and 
rotated by the Varimaxmethod. The factors thus 
obtained led to the same concerns that wer~·often: 
stated in the free formn~tural lc9:nguageresponse 
section of the questionnarie.·· . 

o 

The results of a factor analysis prOdllc~d-c~E-he;=fOlloW.i-ng_"""=~~:7~~~~:==~-=;=~-~ 
clusters of important concerns: 

1) A progressive/conservative approach;. 
>" 

2) ~cientific credibility; . 

3) Use of scientific evidence. 

. D-l 
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These clusters were d6~.eloped by the computer analysis. of 
~ ~,. 

individual questionsj however~they very much reflect the 

natural language open-ended responses of 1:?he population. 

As to the quality of the questionnaire in the mind 

of the computer progranuner -very good. The coefficient of 

correlations' revealed in compute r print- out III i'hdicated 

that most questions were useful, most coefficients being 

between-.29 and +.29, showing the variables randomly re­

lated, a condition described as nearly orthogonal. 

The series of computer print-outs. following analyzes 

questions 3 to 15 inclusi:ye on three separate bases for 

the '1363 r~sponderg. 

Table~ 1-42: How the several categories of res~onders 

based on their p~rcentage of criminal. 

Gases utilizing scientific evidence . . 

responded to each of the questions. 

Tables 43-86: How the two categor;tes of judges and 
,> 

la~\Tyers responded to each of 'the. qu~stibns. 

Tables 87-129 .. : HO~\T the several categories. of responders 
.r .. ~~. ' 

" 
bas~d ott> their years bf being 

with criminal.cases respon.ded to 

of" the questions. 

A set of 4 figures is produced for each; pO.l:1.1t BE 

contact between the left column categori~sin each""table. 
1.>"1'< "'.' - • 

'io~ 

and the several possible responsest;:o each question str~tched 

across the top of each tabfe. 
l 0 

The 11J:eaning of these 4 
1 0 

figures can be determined by looking at Table I, horizon-, .. 

ital co} .. umn 50%; vert?-cal column 29% ... ;. 
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5: n'-lmber of responses to this' question 

for ~his category. 
,?, 

4.0: .j% of these 55 responses to total 

responSes of 1361. 

2.5: % ~hich these 55 responses represent 
.. (; Ii .j 

of all the r~sponders in the 50% 

horizontal line. 

1. 9: % whi.ch these 55 tesponses represent 

of £).11 the responders, in the 20% 

ver'tical column. " 

Along the bottom of ~a9h table are two lines,; the 

total numerical responses for the vertical columns and 

theperce~tage which the column total re.pres~tlts to the 

whore number of questionn~ire responders (1363). 

On the right side of 'each table is a coI'umn of numbers 
';=-" 

grouped in twos.' These are thetotalnumbet~~o$,~"resp-oris~$ 

for the horizontal line '~nd the percentage which these 
~. (.. 

responses represent to the whole number of questionnaire, 

responder~~(1363). 
Ii ~,"~"' !i '~ 

Each reader can!1 pro be in cfep th the idep,s 

be revealed th~ough these computer analys:e~. H~59r~deB,:s '. 
( 

which are sugge$tedby the results for each table a.re, 
u , 

"set forth at· the bottom of each'table. 

Qvera!'l, no major differencesbetweenjudg~sl ,and 
, ' 

'lawye:t:s' responses appear. ,Among the various groups'Of .. "', . ' " ~ .. . 

responders broken dowl't on theperce1."l.tage. of,;thei.r cases,! 

involving criminal justice and brokel1-:downon,the various 
',,' ,II,' . < 

~>"~,,, years of being involved. in qriminalc~ses there 'were also 
"'~~ ... - ' ' , ' ...-~~;. , 

':~. ~~.-i.: , ~,.......~ • ..;::~~~:::-·~rr:~~~f';:l{""'li"J ;;./ " 

no. m~j:tft"'~~srl~b:~a"":tn~~~~~~es~:'''gertet'ally speaking ~ 
:p':'3 

./' -
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TABLE 1 
_~ .. ~f 

....... Qtles. 3. In. your""ocddni.nal cases in whichnoscientifi,c evidence was used, in. 
,what:p,~centage could it have been used? . .:' ' 

No 
0% 10% 20% 30% 50% ResponSe 75% 100% 

'"0 ~, 

Q) No ' . 

gj Response 
0 0 15 0 0 0 1 0 " '{ 

---.::~ 0 17 
.0 1.1 .0 .0 .0 .1 .0 .1 .0 1.2 

CI) 

~. .0 88.2 .0 .0 eO 5.9 .0, .5.9 .0 
Q) 

;:.) .0 18.3 .0 .0 ·0 .5 .0 1.2 ,0 '. 

CJ 
C il'\ 

51'· 0% 1 0 2 6 12 4" 2' -.,.y'-' 0, 0 0 26', 
"0 

.9 " ";1 . ·······~Oo, .' ~~ 

.~ flO .1 ~4 .3 .0 .0 ',1.9' 
il) .0 7.7 23.1 46.2 15.4 7.7 .0 .0 .'0 
CJ .0 2.4 5.8 3.4 1.4 1,.0 '.0 '. .0 .0 

.r-f 
t+4 
.r-! 10% 2 0 22 34 127 92 .70 45 21 o· .u ," . .,;, 

51 .0 1.6 2.5 9.3 6.7 5.1 3~3 1.5 ~o .r-! \' ~. 

CJ .0 5.4 8.3 30.9 22.4 17.0 10.9 5.1 .0, 
CI) 

...c::v 
.0 26.8 32.7 35.5 32.3 34.,7 19.7, 25,.3 .0 

·,CJ 
.r-! 20% 3 0 12 16 81 65 60 77 10 1 i ,,-~ 

.0 .:9 1.2 5.9 4.8 40.4 5.6 ~ ~? .1 
.~ .0 3.7 5.0 2,5.2 20.,2 18.6 23.9 3,.1 ~3 

~ I~\ .0 1~.6 1,5.4 22.6 22.8 29.7 33~,6 12.0 5.0 
> .1'" 

-;~ :_;' .. 
.u 30% 4 0 16 21 59 58 63 18 ,2< 

"'" ,. '., 

51 38 ,~7\~; 
4,.3 4.6 

'" \ 

~ ~O 1.2 1.5 4.3 2.8,,", 1.3 ,..1~0.l~', 

~. .0 5.8 7.6 21.5 21.,.1 13.8 22.9. .' .,6.5 10:t>:I .0 19.5 20.2 16.5 20.4 18 .• 827~$ 21.7 
I 

10,; :?iil~~ CI) 50% 5 7 13 ' 50 55 .3~ 28 Q) 0 22 ,',:;.,:'i CI) 

~ ",~O, .~" >,,..,!:,.;(Y'" ,. 3.';' 4.0 1.6 ,2,.3 2.1 .71~'11~ 

I 
.0 3.2 ().Q 23.1 25.5' 100'2 14.~, 13.0 ' ,4.6 ' .'.; , 
.0 8.5 12.5 14~0,i 19:.3 10:.9.> 13.5 33.1" 50.0 .", 

75% 6 0, 3 11 29 10 8 13 5 4 .. ···83 
r!3 1.b '~ ... ',.: '. " .. ;: 

.0 .2 .8 2.1 .7 .6 .4 .;3 6.1 
- .0 3.6 13.3 3,+.9 12~0 '9.6 '15.7' r,.0 4.8 ,,' 

CI) 
.0 3.7 10.6 8.1' 3'.5 4 .. B 5·7 6.0 20~0 

~ 
') 

')?~ 

§. 100% 7 0 5 ~ 3 0 1 1 0 l)' "'3 
.0 .4 .2 .0 • 1 .1 .'0 .0 

. 
.~ CI) 

'. 

~ .0., 38,5 23.1 .0 7.7 7.7 .0 .0 23.1 ' 
.0 6.1 2.9 .0 • 4 .5 .0 .0 15.0·, . 

TOTAL 0 62 104 358 285 202 229' 83 20 .136:;3i,1 
.0 6.0 7.6 26.3 20.9 14.8 16.8 6.i 1.5 ~ .li, 

u 

.-;;:;;. 
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TABLE 2 

Ques. 4~ k~Y~7aS scienti~ic -evidence' not used in your criminal cases? Qualified ~ 
W1.tness not avru.lable? 

,/., 

No 0 
Response 

0"10 1 

10% 2 

:3 

30% 4 

50% 5 

7570 6 

100% 7 

TOTAL 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.. 0 
00 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

n 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
00 
.0 

v .0 

o 
.0 
00 
.0 

~ Ij o 
.. 0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

(j 

.0 

.0 

.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

No 

15 
1.1 

88.2 
1.7 

283 
20.8 
68.9 
31.,1 

197 
14.5 
61.2 
21.7 

181 
1:3.3 
65.8 
19.9 

o 148 
.0 10.9 
.0 68.5 
.0 16.3 

o 59 
• .0 ,'4.3 
~'011.1 
.0 6~S 

;0 Hi 
.0 .7 
.~lt'" 76.9 
.cO 1.1 \, 

\,; t~ 

\" o 909 
.0 66,.7 

., Yes 

10 
.7 

,38.5 
202 

-128 
9.4 

31.1 
28.:3 

125 
9.2 

38.8 
27.7 

o 
.0 
.. 0: 
.. 0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

° '.0 
.0 
.. 0' 

"'0 

,,0 
,\,0 
flO 

92 1 o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

6.7 .1 
3:3 •. 5.1+ 
20.4 10'.0.0 

68, 
5.0' 

31.5 
15.0 

24 
1.8 

28.9 
5.3 

3 
.2 

23".1 
.7 

,452 
33.,,2 

D-S 

p '0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 
",0"" ,0 

o ° .. 0 ."P 
.0' .0 
.0, .,;.0 

o 0 
.0 .'0 
.0 0,,0 
.0 .0 

10 
;.1 .0 

° 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0" 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.• 0' 
.0 
.0' 

o 
.0 
.0 

" .0 

o 
.0 
~O 
.0 

o 
: .0 

o . () ',' 

,.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.;0 

'.0 
.0 

17 
l.~, 

.• ".;.0 

26" '.' 
1,.9 .' 

o 
.0, 

" 0411 
.030';2 

O':~ . ' 
.0 

.0 

.0 

a 1 
.0 ,.t 
.0 .4 
.0 100',0 

o 
'.0 
.0 
.0 

o 

.0 
~6 
,,0 -

o 

.0 

.(1 

.0 

"c:..o, 

o , 

275, 
20.2 

~ 
.0 

1 1.363 
.1 
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.TABLE 3 

Ques,.4. Whywa~,sctenti.fic evidence not used irtyol~crimina1 cases1Sciel.~tific 
evidence damaging to your c,ase? 

No 
Response 

10% 

20% 

50% 

75% 

o 

1 

2 

3 

5 

6 

TOTAL 

o 
.0 
00 
.0 

o 
,,0 

.0 

.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 

No 

o 16 
.0 1.2 
.0 94.1 
.0: 103 

o 24 
.0 1.8 
• 0 92.3 
.0 2.0 

o 368 
.0 27.0 
.0 89.5 
.0 30.7 

o 281 
.0 20.6 
.0 87.3 
.0 23.5 

Yes 

2 
.1 

1.7 
102 

43 
3.2 

10.5 
26.1 

41 
3.0 

12.7 
24.8 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
~O 

o 
,0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
oQ . 
.0 
o 

.0 

.0 

.0 

o 
.0 
,.0 
.0 

o 
" .0 

.0 
~~o 

o 
• '0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

a 
.0· 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 . 
• 0 
flO 
j:" o· 

o 
.0 
.0: . 
.'0' 

0~"~1j 

.0 ,0 

.0 .0 

.0 .0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

a 
.0 
.0 
.0 

411 
30,r2 

'0" .. ~, ~S~"'-~-'~5~"-' ,-,o·:·"~'~:o~'-:-""'i'C'" o o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
•. 0 
.0 

17.5 
86.9 
20.0 

183 
13.4 
8~.7 
15).3 

12 
.9 

92.3 
1.0 

,2.6 
12.1 
21.2 

33 
2.4 

15.3 
20.0 

9 
.7 

10.8 
5.5 

o t197 165 
.0 87.8 12.1. 

0-6 
. / ....... 

• 0 • 0 '.1 
.0,.0 .4 
.0 ,a 100.0 

.0 
,'0 

'.0 
'J 
.-, 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
, .0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 

o 
, .0 
~O 

·,0 

'\ I~ 

o it,: 0 
0 ' 1\ 0', . ", ':,:'" . 

• 0 \\'~<O 
-~~]~-~=-·,~>o 0 

, 
;'i o ;' 0 r ' . o 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 /.0 

.Or·O 
• 0 J # ~O 

o 
.0 
.0 , 
.0 

o 
.0 

~. ' 

II 
ii, 

1. 
.1 

o 
.0 
.0 
~O 

o 
.0 

.-- " 

.020.,2 
".0 
.0 

o 
.0; 
.0 
.0 

,.83' 
6.·$,' 

"; :' . 
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'Ques. 4. 

NO 0 
Re!3pOnSe 

0% 1 

lCJ% 2 

2CJ% 

3CJ% 

5 

75io 

100% 7 

TABLE 4 
Why was scientific evidence nbt used in your crinripal cases? Lack of 
funds to obtairt ~pert w:[t:ness? . ,,-.-"~-'-. 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
eO 
.0 

.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
11-0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
,,0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

a 
.0 
.0 

.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
80 
.0 

No Yes 

14 
1.0 

82.4 
1.7 

16 
1.2 

61.s 
2~O 

245 
18.0 
59.6 
29.9 

186 
13.6 
57.8 

22.7 

166 
12.2 
60.4 
20.2 

127 
9.~ 

58.,8 
15.5 

57 
4.2 

6,A.7 
7.0 

:3 
.2 

17.6 
.6 

10 
.7 

;38.5 
lr.8' 

165 
12.1 
40,.1 

'30.5 

136, 
10.0 
42.2 

25.1 

108 
7.9 

3 fh3 
20.0 

~9 
b.5 

41.2 
16.5 

2~ 
1.9 

31.3'" 
4.8 

9 "4 
.7' .3 

69.2 30.8 
1.1.7 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

(\ 

.0 

.0 

.0 

1. 
.1 
.2 

50.0 

o 
.0 
.0 

.0 

1 
.1 
.4 

50.-0 

a. 
.0 
..0 
,0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.n 
.0 

o 0 
.0 liO 
.0 .. 0 
.0 .0 

o I) 
• O. .0 
.0 .0 
.'0'>'-"'-"'''' • V'" 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
• O~ ,. 
.0 

o 
&.0 
.0 " 
.0 

.,0 
'.,0 
.0 
·~O 

o 
.0 
.0 

f,.O 

~.\ 

o 
.0 
.Q>. 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.• 0 
.0 

o 
.0 
,~O 
.0 

o 
.0 
~O 
,0 

o 
.0 
~O 
.0 

.0; 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
. '0' . . 

o 
.0 
,0 
,'0 

.0 
,0 
.0 

~, . 

o 
'~O 
.p 
.p 

o 
.0 
.0 
~O 

o 
~,'O 
GO 
60 

• 0 

.0;' ' 

.' O· 
It ' 

.0 

TOTAL o 
.0 

o '820 
.0 60.a 

541 
398,7 

2 
~1 

o 
.0 

o 
.,QO 

o 
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TABLE 5 " 

QueS. 4. WhY':GS scientific evidence, nOt used in your criminal cases? laC!.< of 
s!:.....entific facilities "',:'ilable to make test? 

No Yes 

No 
Response 0 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 

..,0 .0 1.2 .0 00 ~O .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 100~0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 1.9 .0 ... 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

0% ,) 

1 0 0 21 5 0 0 0 0 0 
.0 .0 1.5 .,4 .0 .0 .0 .0° .0 
.0 .0 80.8 19,.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 50 2.3 1.1 .0 .0 ,,0 .0 .0 

10% 
2 0 0 285 125 1 0 0 0 0 

.0 .0 20.9 9.2 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 69.3 30ce:4 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 
31':.6 f. ' 

.0 .0 27~i3 100.0 ,0 .0 .0 .0 

20% 
3 (J 0 202 120 0 0 0 0 0 

.0 .0 1
1
#.8 a.8 .0 .0 ~O .0 .0' 

.0 .0 62." !7.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 oQ ?2.4 26.2 .0 .,0 .0 .0 .0 

30% 
0 0 'I 172- 102 0 1 0 0 0 

.0 • (J //12.6 7.5 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0' 62.5 37.1 .0 ' .4 .0 .0 .0 ' 

.0 • (» 19.0 22.3 .0 100.0 .0 .0 .0 
·50% • 

5 0 0 134 82 Q 0 0 ,0 0 
.0 .0 9.8 6.0 .0 ;,;' .0 '9 .0 .0 

" 

.0 .0 62,0. 38.0 .0 .0 .;,0 .0 .0 

.0 00 .14.8 17.9 .0 .0 ~O .0 ',0 

75% 
6 0 0 63 20 0 0 0 0 '0 

..,0 ' .0 4.6 1.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 75.9 24.1 .0 .0 .0 '.0 .0 

.0 .0 7.0 4.4 .0 " .0 .0 .0 .0 

100% 7 0 0 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 
eO .0 .7 .3 r, .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 69_2 30.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 f'O 
.0 00 1.0 .9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 0 ,903 458 1 1 0 0 0 
.0 .0 66.3 33.6 .1 .1 .0 .0 .0 
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',/; 
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17, 
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If.l1 
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322,; 
23.6 

275 
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_.15.8', 

8,3 .Jf" 

6.1 

.. ~ 
1!~' 
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TABLg 6 

Ques. 4. Why was scientific evidence not used in your criminal cas ? Lack of 
knowledge Where to locate expert? es. 

i-{o Yes 

u 
(l) No 0 15 2 0 0 0 0 17 
~ 0 0 0 

Response .0 .0 1.1 .1 .0 .0 .0 • 0 .0, . 1.·2~ 

~ .0 .0 88.2 11.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 " .0, 

(l) 
.0 .0 1.3 .8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

] 0% 1 0 0 22 4 0 0 .0 0 0 26 

.s! .0 .0 1.6 .3 .0 .0 ,.0 .0 ,;'cQ··' l$r~· 
QJ .0 .0 84.6 15.4 .0 .0 .0, .0 , .• 0";:", .,\'. '. 

.. '.,\ .. J,' ~ 

tJ .0 .0 2.0 1.6 .0 .0 .i .0 .0 <\;.0 \~:c::::::/ .. ' ,'. 

• .-1 
4-l 
• .-1 10% 2 336 0 0 -I:' 0 411 
,IJ 0 0 75 0 0 

~ 
" 

.0 .0 24.7 .5.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 
:/ .0 30.2 ,. " 

• .-1 
" 

tJ eO .0 81.8 18.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 !; ,,0 
CJ) 

11 

'fi 
.0 .0 30.1 30.6 .0 00 .0 .0 .0 

".-I 20% 322 
i :3 a 0 261 61 0 0 , 0 0 0 

.n .0 19.1 4.5 .0 .0 i:' .0 .0 .0' 23.6 
.S 

I 

.0 .0 81.1 18.9 .0 .• 0 if .0 .0 .0 i 

~ .0 .0 23.4 24.9 .0 .0 .Ii .0 .0 .0 ., 

rl 30% 
;J 

4 222 52 0 1,1 0 0 275 
51 0 0 ,( 0 

tJ .0 .0 16.3 3.8 .0 .1P .0 .0 .0 20.2 

t1 .0 .0 80.7 18.9 .0 4 .0 .0 .0 
Pol 

'1 
.0 .0 19,~9 21,2 .0 10010 .0 .0 .0 

,y 

50% gj 5 0 a 0 173 43 0 '0 0 0 0 216 
CJ) 

c:;; 

~ .0 .0 12.7 3.2 .0 ,0· .0 .0 .0 , 15.8 

.0 ,0 80.1 19.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 t 

J .0 .0 15.5 17.6 • 0 •. 0 ·9 .0 . .0 

75% 6 0 0 77 6 0 0 0 0 0 ,g3 

~ .0 .0 5.6 • 4 .0 .0 .0 . .0 .0 6,,1. 
, . .0 .0 92.8 7,2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .' .• 0 

CJ) 

~ ~ 
.0 .0 6.9 2.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

r & 100% 7 0 0 11 2· 0 0 0 0 a 1'3 
CJ) .0 ,0 .8' .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1 .• 0 

~ 00 .0 84.6 15.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 1.0 .8 .0 .0 .0 ,0" .0 

TOTAL 0 0 1117 245 0 1 0 0 0 1363 
(J 110 .0 82.0 18.0 " .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 
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TABLE 7 

Ques . ..,4. 'Why was scientificev.i.dence not used in your criminal cases? Inability to 
.. ',.~ determine qualifications of ~ert? . 



TABLES 
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TABLE 9 
Ques. 4. "Why was scientific evidence notU$ed in your criminal cases? Experts 

fail to ,~hcMup at trial? 

No Yes 
No 

Response 0 0 0 
;::;~\ 

11 0 0 0 0 0 0 
.0 .0 1.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 " 
.0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,0 .0 
.0 .0 1.3 .0 .0 .• 0 .0 .0 ,0 

0% Ii 
1/ 

1 0 0 23: 3 0 0 0 0 "0 
.0 .0 1.7 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 88.5 11.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 1.8 ~.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

10% 
2 0 0 388. 23,. 0 0 0 0 0 

.0 .0 28'.5 1.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 9Cf,.q. 5.6 .0, .0 .0 .0 .0 

20% .0 .0 29.8 37,1 ".0 to .0 .0 .0 
,'. 

0 0 306 16 0 0 0 0 0 
.• 0 .0 22 .• 5 1.2 • .0 -.0 .0 '.0 .0 
.0 .0 95.0 5.0 ,.0 .0 .0 .'0 .0 

30% .0 .0 23.5 25.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

0 0 265 10 0 0 0 0 0 
.0 .0' 19.4 .7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 o /! 96.~ 3.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 • /1 

50% .0 ,0 20.~ 16.1 .t~ . .0 .0 .0 .0 ,r 
I 

"f,' 

5 0 0 207 9 ilO () > ;. 0 0 0 
.0 .0 15.2 .1 '40 .0 .0 .0 ' .0 
.0 ,,'0 95.8 4.2 j~ 0 .0 .0 .0 iO 
.0 ,.0 15.9 1~.;5 .0 .0 .• 0 .0 .0 

75% a2 6 0 '0 t 0 0 0 0 
.0 .0 6.''0 ~'1 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 98.8 1'.2 '.0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 (,.3 /1 6 .• 0 ,0 .0 • o~ ;' 0 

]00% 
1 . 13 / 0 0 0 0 0 .,0 0 0 f 

• 0 .0 .' 1.0) .0, .0 . .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 1000[' '.' .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 ,,0 1.10 .0 .0 ,'0 .0 .0 .0 

1\ l 
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II 
1301 62 0 '0 (] TOTAL .'I~O '" 0 0 

,,0 ,10 95.5 14.5 ,,0 .0 ,,0 .0 .0 
1::I! 

, ,1'.1 

; 

. q,. 

D-1Z ." .. :;-: ,[> 

" " 

11 
1.2 

26 
1.9 

411 
30.2 

,322 
~3'~6" 

275 
20'02 

216 
15.8 

.. 

83' 
6.1 

";,' 

) 13 
1.0', 

::, 

1.363, 

C1, 
. i 
. J 

, c':\ 



TABLE 10 

Ques. 5. Wo1.lld you like to ~e rore sci~t-ific evidence :in ~riminei1 cases? 

No 
Response No Yes 

rod 
QJ No 
¥l Response 0 0 8 0 9 0 (\ 0 0 0 - 17 -
m eO ,6 ,0 .7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.2 

~ .0 47.1 • .0 52.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Q) .0 8.8 .0 .8 .0 .-0 .0 .• 0 • .0 
: g (flo 

1 {) 1 ~ 22 0 0 0 .0 0 26 

~ .0 .1 .2 1.6 .0 ·.0 .0 .0 .0 1.9-
iJ) 

C) 
.0 3.8 11.5 84.6 .0 .0 •. 0 <. ~O .0 

··ld .0 1.1 3.0 1.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.• ,,4 10% 
~. 2 0 27 38 34& 0 0 0 0 0 4H. 

• .;1 .0 . 2.0 "2.8 25.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,30.2 
CJ 
fI.l 00 6.6 9.2 84~2 .0' .0 .0 .• 0 .0 < " 

{j .0 29.7 38.0 2Ch5 .0 .0 
,. 
.0 .0 .0 

.~. 2Cf/o 
.. 0 19 18 .285 0 0 0 0 0 

~S .0 1.4 1.3 20.9 .0 .0 0 .0 .0' 

~ 
.0 5.9, 5.6 88.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 20.9 la.o 24.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 
ttl 

§ 30% 
0 14 21 240 0 0 0 0 t) 

lii .0 1.0 1415 17.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Poi .0 5,1 7.6 87.3 ' .n .0 .0 .0 f.O 
" 

!) 

.0 15.4 21.0 20.S .0 ,0 .0, .0 .0 
50% fI.l 

QJ 

d 5 0 12 1.1 19;" . 0 0" n 0: :"0' 

.0 e9 .8 14.2 .0 .0 ~O .0 

1 .0 5.6 5.1 89.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 13.2 11.0 16.5 .0 .,0 .0 ,.0 

~ 

(3' 
7570 6 0 9 B 66 0 0 O· 0 

e' 
• 0 . '.7 .6 4.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0' . 

m .0' 10.e '9.f, 79.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

~ \, .0 9.9 a.o 5 t ,6 .0, .0 .0 .0. .0 
( , ~. 100'7,. 

, . 

1° 7 ,0 1 1 11 0 0 0 0 0" 

'~ .0. .1 .1 . • 8 ,0 .0 .0 · .• 0; •. 0 .• 

.0 7.7 7.7 84,6 .0 .0 .0, .0 .0 

.0 1.1 1.0 .9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 91 100 1172 ,() 0 ,0 .0' 

I'"~ ~,O 6.1 7.3 86.0 .0 .,0 .0 ' .0 
,1 

"e' 

<1 

" '~' .. D-13 ;"-: ' , .£: ,. ,~ . 
. '." ~ :, 



TABLE 11 
Ques. 6. Does scientific evidence have mrecredibility than by witness? 

No 
Response No Yes ,:. 

1\ 

, 
"0 ~ 
(l) No 0 0 6 3 8 0 0 0 0 0 '\17 
~ Response .0 .4 .• 2 .6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1'(~2 
00 .0 35.3 17.6 47.1c .0 .0 .0 • 0 .0' . \. 
~ '~I 5.0 1.6 .8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

" . 

.0 \.'. 
(l) 'v 

~ CJ% 1 0 5 5 16 0 0 0 ,0 0 26: 
.~ .0 .4 84 1.2 .0 .0 .0 •. 0 .0 1.9 .\ 

OJ .0 19.2 19.2 61 • .5 .0 .0 .0, .0 .0 
c.> II .0 4.1 2.7 1.5 .0 '.0 .0 .0 .0 

'r-! 
I, 
\'1 

~ 1)10%' 
... 

51 
2 0 37 56 31.8 0 0 0.·, 0 0 411. 

.0 2,7 4.1 23.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 30.2 
~ - IJ "r-! .0 9.0 13.6 77.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 '.0 \ 

C.J 
00 .0 30.6 29.8 30.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0' 
.g 
~ 20% 3 0 28 45 249 0 0 0 0 0 :522' 

.0 2.1 "3.3 18 •. 3 .0 .0 .0 ~O .0 23.6' 
.~ .0 8.7 14.0 77.3 .0 ' ,0, .0 .0 .0, 
(l) .0 23.1 23.9 23.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 rl' • 
~. ,~: 

.jJ 30% 4 0 15 .44 216 0 "0 0 0.; O. til 
~ 

.0 1.1 13·2 15.8 .0 .0 .0 .0\ .• 0 

~ 
.0 5.5 16,0 78.5 .0 .0 ,. .0 .0' .0 '. 

12~4 .0 .0 
,i 

.0 23.4 20,.5 .0 .0 .0 

50% 
~ 

,~ 5 0 22 23 "171 0 0 0 ,0. 0 
•... ~ .0 1.6 1.,7 .12.5 .0 .0 .0 '.0 . .C)' 

.0 10.2 10.6 79.2, .0 .. : .0 .'0 .0 .0 

)' .0 .18.2 12.2 '1.6.2 .0 ".0" '.0 .0 .0 
\ 6 0 5 12 66 0" 0 0 0 0 

'(3 75% .0 .4 .9 4.8 .0 .• 0 .0 .0 Ii .0' 
" - .0 6.0 1(+.5 79.5 •• 0 .. ··. .• 0 .0 .0 ~O 
Y. 

'00 " 

, .~ ".~ 

~ .0' 4'.1 '6.4 6.G3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
•.. ~ 

. ,. 

"100% .. .. '. ".~' 
7 0 3 0 "10 0 0 0 0 ~~ '13;·' 

~ .• .0 .2 .0 .7; ,,0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0':" \ 
.0 23.1 .0 76.9 .0 '. •. 0 .0 .0 ~O .. 

.0 2.5 • 0 .9 .0 
" 

.0 eO .0 .0 

. TOTAL 
., 

0 121 188 1054 " 0 0: '. 0 0 0 ,1363. "f~.'. 

,,0 8.9 13.8 77,3 .O'i .0 .0 .0 .. •. 0 
; ,.' ~~i ,J " o· 
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I TABLE 12 

I Ques. 7. Is scientific evidence . credibili.ty by ciecision.;.maker: judge? g~ven lIDre 
I 

I 
0 (. 

D 

->~,., 

No r Response No Yes ~(. 
.i 

I 
I., 
j 

9 , No 0 0 6 :3 8 0 0 0 0 Q 11 
~ 

Response .0 .4 .2 .6 .0 .0 .0 :p .0 1.2 

~ .0 35.3 17.6 q,7.1 .0 .0 .0 ~p .0 
.0 6.0 1.2 .8 '.0 .0 ,0 .0 .0 

III \1 U 

~., CfIo Cl 
0 

1 0 3 6 11 0 0 0 0 26 

~" 
.0 .2 .M- 1.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.9 
.0 11.5 23.1 65.~ .0 .0 .0 ~o .0 

0 
H 

.0 3.0 2.4 1,1 ,0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
H 
'1'4 1010 2 0 29 11 311 0 0 ,0 0 0 411 .u 

I§ .0 2.1 5.2 22.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 30~2 
" 

0 .0 1.1" 11.3 75.7 .0 .0 .0 .0· .0 
(I) 

.0 29.0 28.1 30.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 
., 

~o 
~' 

0, 

0 -1'4 20% :3 0 25 52 245 0 0 0 0 tl 322 i. .0 1.8- 3.A 18.0 .0 .0 .0 ,.0 .0 23.6 
~~ .0 7.e. 16~1 16.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
QJ .0 25.'0 21.1 24.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,tin 
C'd 

0 .u ,.3070 0 .15 .~7 203· 0 0 0 0, 275 ,~ 
u .0 1 •• 1 4.2 14.9 .0 " t.Q .0 .0 .0 20.2 ,. 
1-1 " 
Q). .0 5.5 20.1 73.8 .0. -i,:,ltO· .0 .0' ., .0> 
Pi .0 23.1 20.0 

",c: 

.0 .0 .. 15.0 .0 H) .. .0 ,-
Ui SOi,,-- 5 0 16 40 160 0 a .0 0 0 216 Q) 
(I) 

.0 1.2 2.9 11.7 '~ 0 .0 .0 .0 .'0 15.8 " a ci 

.0 7.4 18.5 7,+.1 .0 •. Q .0 .0 .0 

l' 
, 

.(l 16.0 16.2- 15.1 .0 .0 -- .0 .0 .0 0' ():,;;,: 
i; 

75"/01 
\\ 6 0 4 17 6? Q '0 0 0 0 83 

-~ •. 0 .3 1.2 4.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 6:.1 
'"ti:i- .0 4.8 20-•. 5 74,1 .0 ~,' .0 .0 '.9 '.0 

( ).l- .0 Lt.. 0 -- 6.9 6.1 ·.0' ,·0 .0 ~o ,0 
• - Q) 
-' "d' 
i§ lOCflo 1 .0 2 1 10 00 0 .0 Q: 0 

0.. ',j 

.0 .1 .1 (.'7 .0 .0 .0 -0,\ " .0 CJ) 
'-~ .Q 15.4 7.7 76.9 .0 - •. 0 .0 41 0;' .o_,~ 

.0 2.0 .4 1.0 00 .0 .0 .0: .0 )~ 

,:", 

TOTAL 0 too 21fT 1016 0 0 0 0 

)) -0 7.;!) la.l 74.5 .0 ·~o .,0 
0, . 

() 
/) 
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TABLE 13 
Ques. 7. Is scientific evidence given more dOh'I' h maker: juror? cre 11 1ty Y decision-

No 0 
ResponSE' 

0% 1 

10% 

20% .3 

30% 4 

50% 5 

75% 6 

100% 7 

TOTAL 

o 
.0 

.• 0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o. 
.0 
• 0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.• 0 

No 
Response No Yes 

8 
;,,6 

47.1, 
4.3 

56 
4.1 

,13,~6 
30.140 

44 
3~2 

13~1' 
23.9 

23 
1.7 
8.4 

12.5 

.3 
.2 

11 •. 5 
1.4 

67 
4.9 

16.3 
30 • .3~ 

61 
4.5 

18.9 
27.6 

45 
3.3 

16.4 
20.4 

~.<: .. , i' 
28 32 

2.'1. 21f3 
13.01.4.8 
15.2 140.5 

15 
1 •. 1 

18.1 
8.2 

1 
.1 

7.1 
.5 

184 
13.5 

10 
.7 . 

12.0 
4.5 

l' 
.1 

.7.7 
.5 

221 
16 •. 2 

14 
1.0 

53 .• 8 
1.5 

288 
21.1 
70~1 
30.1 

217 
15.9 
67.4 
22.1~' 

207 
15.2 
75.3 
21.6 

156 
.11.4 
72.2 
16.3 

58 
4.3 

6.9.9 
6,1 

11 
.8 

84.6 
.1.1 

958 
70.3 

D-16 

a 
.0 
.0 
.ll 

o 
;:.0 
.0 
.• 0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

'0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
,~O 
.0 

' .• 0 

o 
.0 
.0 . 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 i, 
• 0' 

o 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
• 0' 
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" .0 

Ita 

a 
.0 
.• 0 
.0 

0' 
.0 
.0 
.0 

a 
.0 
.0 
.0 
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.0 
.0 

i~\.Q 
.j, 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 
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.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.o'! 
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.0 
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.0 

o 
.0 
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.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
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o 
.0 
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.0 
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.0 
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.0 

a 
eO 
.0 
.0 
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.• 0 
.0 
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.0 
.0 
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.0 h. 
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.0 
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.0 
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TABLE 14 

Ques, BA, . Are there .weaI;ness~s in scientific witnes~es' testirrony. due to lack 
of expert~seIn the specialized field? 

No No Yes 
Response 

No 0 0 4 2 11 0' 
.. .. '0 0 0 0 17""-

.. 

Response .0 .:3 .1 .8 .0 ,./0 ~O .0 .0 1.2 

.0 23.5 11.8 64.7 eO .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 1.3 .'+ 1.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

0% 1 0 7 7 12 0 0 0 0 0 26 

.0 .5 .5 .9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.9 

.0 26.9 26.9 '+0.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .'0 

.0 2.:3 1.'+ 2.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

10% 2 111 1'+2 158 0 411 
0 0 0 0 0 

.0 8.1 10.4 11.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 30.2 

.0 27.0 34.5' 38.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 36.9 28.6 28.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

20% :3 0 5'+ 129 139 0 0' 0 0 0 322 

.0 4.0 9.5 10.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 23.6 

.0 16.8 40.1 '+3.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 ~O " 

.0 17.9 26.0 ,24.6 .0 .0 .0 ,0 ,,;.0. 

30% 0 6.7 97 111 0 0 0 0 ":,0 

.0 ,4.9 7.1 8.1 .0 ' . eO .0 .0 ~O 

.0 24.4. 35.3" '+0.4 .0 .0 .0 .0:· ,0 

.0· 22.3 19.5 19.6 .0 .0 ,0 ~O .0 

50% 5 0 44 84 ,;88 0 0 'I 0 0 o ,21.6, 

.0 3 .• 2 6.2 6.~ .0 .0 
,if .0'" .0 :.0 ' .•. , ~5i.;a,~ I 

.0 20.4 38.9 40.7 .0 ... 0 " .0 :~jlr···· .. 0 14.6 16.9 15.6 .0 .0 .0 ", ~ 

6 0 12 35 36 0 0 6 
75% 

.~9-'" · .... · •.. B3'. 

.0 .9 2.6 2.6 .0 .0·' 00 .' .0 "jO 

.0 14.5 42.2 43.4 .0 .0 ,0, . .0 ,,0 

.0 4.0 ,7.0 6.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 '.0'. 

100% 7 0 2 1 10 '0 0 0 0 0 

.0 .1 .1 .7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 15.4 7.7 76e9 .0 .0 .0" .• 0 .0 

.0 .7 .2 1.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
I, {~, 

TOTAL 0 301 491 565, 0 0 0 0 0 1363 

\~~ .0 22~1 36.5 41.5 .0 ,0 .,0 .0 .0 
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TABLE 15 

Ques. BB. Are there Weaknesses in scieritifi.c witnesses' testiIOOny.due to Jack 
of tU1derstanding of. coUrt process? 

No No Yes 
Response 

0 0 6 3 8 0 0 0 0 () 

~~ 
No 

Response .0 .4 .2 .6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1~ .0 35.3 17.6 47.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,. ," .t;B .0 2.1 .1 1.2 190 .0 ' ,,0 .0 .0" 
1 0 10 7 9 0 '.I '! CJ% 0 0 0 0 ~6 .0 .7 .5 .7 .0 .0 .0 190 .0 1~9 .0 38.5 26.9 34.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 3,,5 1.7 1.3 .0 .0 ,,~_~~~_. ,~-~.,,-!J),s~', .0., ,'~' .. ~; 

;. ~~, 2 0 102 .103 206 0 0 0 0 0 411 
lCJ% 

.0 7.5 7.6 15.1 .0 .0 . .0 .0'·, ,,:,0 ,30.2 .0 24.8 25.1 50 .• 1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 35.'5 25.5 30,.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
2CJ% 

0 55 99 ;168 0 0 0 0 0 ,322 .0 4.0 7.3 1;!.3 .0 .0 .0 .0· .0 ,23.6 .0 17.1 30.7 52.2 .0 .0.' .0 .0 ~o .0 19.2 24.5 25:.0 .0 .0 .0 ,0 .0 3CJ% 
4 0 61 82 132 O· 0 a 0 0 .. .0 4.5 6.0 ge7 .0 ".0 .0 .0, .0 .0 22.2 29.8 48.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .. ··, 5CJ% .0 21.3 20 .• 3 

" 19.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
5 ",,_ 0 37 70 109 0 0 0 0 0' ,.:-:r .0 2.7 5.1 8.0 .0 .0 .0, .0 .0 17 •. 1 32.4 ,50.5; .0 .0 .0 .0 ,,!-. 

.0 12 •. 9 17.3 16.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 75% 
6 Q, 1~( 37 32 0 0' 0 O· .(j !~;} (j 2.7 2.3 .0 ,.0 .0 .0 .• 0 16.9 44.6 38.6 .0 .0 !' 0.- .0 

". 0 4.9 9.2 4.8 ;0 .0 ·9 .0 lOCJ% 
, <> 7 0 2 3 8 0 0 0 0 0: QiO .1 .2 '.6;. •. 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 15.4 23.1 61,5 .0 .0 .0' .0,· .0 .7 .7 1.2 .0 .0 .0 .0, 

TOTAL 0 287 404.· 672 0 0 '0 O. " .0 21.1, 29,p 49.3 .0 .0 .0 " .0, 
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TABLE 16 
/Ques. Be. Are there weaknesses in scientific witnesses' test:im:>ny due to in­

sufficient preparation for court appearance? 

No No Yes 
Response 

No 0 n 8 1 8 0 0 0 0 0 

Response .0 .6 .1 .6 .0 • .0 • .0 • .0 • .0 ~ 

.0 47.1 5.9 47.1 .0 • .0 .0 ,0 • .0 

-.0 2.8 .2 1.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

0% 1 .0 10 " 12 .0 0 0 0 0 

.0 .7 .3 .9 ..0 • .0 .0 .0 .. 0 

.0 38.5 15.4 46.2 ,~, .0 iO .0, .0 .0 

.0 3.4 1.0 1.8 .0 .0 .0 • .0 .0 

10% 2 0 102 116 193 0 0 .0 0 ,.0 

.0 7.5 8.5 14.2 • .0 • .0 .0 • .0 • .0 

.0 24.8 28.2 47.0 .0 .0 • .0 • .0 .0 

.0 35iJ2 28.9 28.1 .n • .0 • .0 .• .0 .0' " 

0 '/0 
20% 3 0 62 97 163 0 0 0 

.0 4.5 7.1 12.0 .0 • .0 ~o • .0 .0 

• .0 1Q.3 3.0.1 "SO;~;6 .0 .0 .,.0 ~D , • .0 

.0 21.4 24.2 24.3, • .0 .0 . .0 • .0 .0 
I}'" 

~·<~;"r.r· '.. ,:.. " " .9' 
30% 4 0 54' 88 133 0· .. ···· 0 

.Q 4.0 6.5 9.8 • .0 .0 .0 • .0 

.0 .19.6 32.0 48.4 , • .0 .0 ,.0 • .0'. 

.0 18.6 21~9 19.8 .0 .0 • .0 .0' 
II 
J;' :' , . 

" ',' 

0 
'c~_ 

50% 5 .0 41 68 1.01 0 0 0 0 
" 

,~O 3.0 5.0 1.9 .0 .0' • .0 ' .0 

.. a 19 • .0 31.5 49.5 .0 11,.0,. .0 ~()' 

.0', 14.1 17 • .0 15.9 ~o .' .0" " -0 .0 
.. 

75% 6 0 11 21 45 .0 .0 () :", 

• .0 '! .• 8 2.0 3.3 • .0 
.0 1:3,.3 32.5 54.2 • .0 
.0 3,\8 '6.7, 6~7 • .0 

" 100% \~ j! <r 
.0 7 n 2~~ 11 .0 

.,,0 .:1'~\ .0 ,.8 '~ .0 

.0 15.4 .D· 84 .~{' ' • .0 

.0 ~ .7' .0 1 •. :6 .0 

TOTAL 0 290 40.1 672 0 0 a 
~o 2103 29.4:, 49.3 .0 • .0 ."'.0 
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TABLE 17 

Ques, 9. Is the cc:xnpetence of prosecution scientific witness better J worse J or 
same as. defense scientific witnesses? 

No Worse Satre Better 
Response 

No 0 "'Q 7 5 2 3 0 0 0 0 
Response .0 

..,~': 

,5 e4 .1 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 ".1.2 29,,+ 11.8 17.6 ,0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 7,7 .9 1.4 .5 .0 .0 .0 .0 

0% 1 a 5 a 2 11 0 a 0 0 
.0 ,,,. .6' .1 .a .0 .0 .0 .. .0 
1110 19.2 30.a 7,,1 42.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 
• 0 5.5 1.5 1 ... 1.9 .0 .0 .0 .0,·· 

10% 2 0 30 150 41+ 187 0 0 0 0 
.0 2.2 11.0 3.2 13.7 .0 .0 .0 .0. 
.0 7.3 36.5 10.1 45.5 .0 .0 .0' .0 
.0 33.0 27.,9 3.1.0 31.6 , .0 .0 .0 .0 

20% 3 0 19 130 28 145 0 0 0 0 
.0 1.4 9.5 2~1 10.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 5.9 40.'+ 8 •. 7 '+5.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 20.9 24.2 19.7 24.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 

30% 4 0 16 109 25 125 "0 0 0 0 
.0 1.2 8.0 1.8 . 9.2 .0 .0 .0 .• 0 . 
.0 5,a 39.6 9,1 45.5 .0 .0 sO .0 
(,0 11.6 20.3 17.6 21.2 .~O .' .• 0 .0 .0 

.. 

50% 5 0 9 93 28 86 a a 0 Q 
.0 .7 6.8 2.1 ·6.3 ,C), . .0 .0 ~O 
.0 4.2 '+3.1 13,0. 39.8 '.d .• 0 .0 .0' 
.0 9.9 17.3 19.7 14.6 .0' ···.0 . .0 ···.0 

.-

75% 6 a 5 37 11 ' 29 0 0 0 
.0 .4 2.7 ·.'S' 2,'1 .0 .0 .• 0 
,,0 t'.O .~4.6 13.3 3"'09 .0 ~o ' .• 0, 
.0 5,.05 6.9 7.7 #.9 .0 .• 0 .0 

100% 7 0 0 6 2 ~. 'C ·0 0 
00 .0 .'+ ,1 .4. ,.0 .0 .0 

.0' .0 46.2 15,4 38.5 .0 .0 .0 
,,0 ,0 1.1 1.4 .8' .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 91 538 142 591 0 a "0 
.0 6.7 39.'5 10.'+ 43.4 ~.O tJll .0 il\~: ... 
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TABLE 18 
Ques.~ lOA." In.handling criminal cases are you influenced by data in the7behavioral 

sc~ences (psychology, sociology)? 
<) 

y 
~\ 
i\ 

No No Yes 
1\ 

( ...... 

Response 
0 0 6 5 P 0 0 0 0 0 11 No .0 .4 .4 .4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.2 Response 

.0 j5.3 29.4 .35.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .. 0 

.0 9,,2 1.4 .6 .0 .0 .6 .0 .n 
, "" ·~;t 

1 0 4 11 11 I) 0 0 0 0 26 0% .0 03 .8 .8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 '1.9 
.0 15.4 42.3 42.3 .0 .0 .0 .(l .,,0 
.0 6.2 3.2 1.2 .0 " Q, .0 .6 \<,.0 

(J 

2 0 17 116, 278 0 0 0 0 0 411 10% 
.0 1.2 a.5 20.4 00 .0 .,0 .0 ,.0 30.2 
.0 4.1 ,28.2 . 67.6 .0 .0 ~O .0 .0 
.. 0 26.2 33.2 ?9.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

:3 0 10 77 235 0 0 0 0 0 20% .0 .7 5.6 17~2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .p 
.0 3.1 23.9 73.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 15.4 22.1 24.8 • O. .0 .0 ~O .p 

\ 

30% 4 0 9 60 206
1 

0 0- 0 0 0 
.0 a7 4.4 15.1/ .0 .0 .0 .0, .0 
.0 ,3.3 :n.8 7~.9 .0 .0 ~O ;0 .0 
.0 13.8 17.2 21.7 .0 .0 .0 .::c, .0 ,::i< .0: 

'0 "0 
5 0 14 59 143 '~ 0 0 0 ,0>"0;' 0 50% 'fO 1.0 ,;,4.3 10.5 ,0 .0 .0' '.0 '.,' n~:g~~\"'<b 

,;.. 

~O 6.5 ,27.3 66.2 .0 .0 :"~' .0 
,1 0 21.5 /16.9 15.1 .0 .0 .0 '\ ,.0 /. 

".' i)· 

6 0 5': 20 " 58 0 0 0 I, 

75% .0 .4'; 1.,5 4.,3 ~O .0 .0 c 

.0 6.p 24.1 69.9 .0 .0 .0 

.0 7.7 5.1 6,.1 .0 .0 .'0 
(l , 

·!I 

7 0 '0 ~%jl 12 0 (l 
.. 

0 1,'1 

100% t,O " .0 (:;;;1 .9 .0 eO ,.·0 ' .0 0, ' 

.0 .0' ",,<,-~J7 92.3, .0 .0 .0 ,.Q .,., 
,,0 " .0 .3 1.3 .;0 .0 .0': .0 

oTOTAL 0 65 349 949 0 0" 0 0 .. 

25.6 69.,p '.0 .0 .0 .0 4a8 '", .0> 
,':' 
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TABLE 19 
Ques. lOB. wb.en did you last study behavioral science data? 

No 0 
Response 

1 

10% 2 

20% 3 

30% 4 

50% 5 

75% 

100% 

TOTAL 

No 3Last 6Last Response IIDS • DDS • 

085 0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 

.6 
4701 
12.1 

:5 
.2 

11.5 
4e5 

16 
.0 1.2 
110 5.0 
.0 24.2 

o 
• 0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 

10 
.7 

4.6 
15.2 

2 

.4 
29.4 

.8 

6 
.4 

23&1 
1.0 

180 
13.2 
43.8 
29.8 

143 

.0 

.0 

.0 

I) 

,,0 
.0 
.0 

33 
2.4 
8.0 

25.2 

35 
10.5 2.6 
44.4 10.9 
23.7 26.7 

128 
9.4 

46.5 
21.2 

97 
7.1 

44,9 
16.1 

39 

35 
2.6 

12.7 
26.7 

18 
1.3 
8.3 

13.7 

.0 .1 2.9 

.0 . 2.447.0 

.0 :.500 6.5 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 

o 1 
.• 1 

7.7 
.8 

.131 
9,6 

I.&t 0Y.er 
year' year ago 

o ~ 0 
.0 ~3 .0 
.0 23115 .0 
.0 .9 .0 

2 
.1 

7.7 
1.6. 

31 
.. ~.:5 
7.5 

24.6 

38 

15 
1.1 

57.7 
,/3.4 

152 
11.2 
37.0 
34.9 

90 
2.8 6 0 6 

11.8 ,28.0 
30.220.6 

24 
1.8 
8.7 

19.0 

8' 

76 

25 
1.8 

30.1 
5.7 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

Jl 
.,.0 
i.O 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
;;-0 
·~O 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.• 0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
~o 

() 
,to 
.0 
.0 

. j 

',,'\ 

17' 
1.2· 

411 
30.2 

322 
23.6' 

275.1 

20···~!:~1:.· . ,/.h' ' 

'. ; 

.. 216lJ 
15.8n 
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'fABLE 20 (~ .i 

Ques. lOCo Can behavioral science datai.contribute to :iii prove criminal justice'? 
I 

I 

I 

No No Yes 
Response 

No 0 n 5 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 17 
Response .0 .~ .1 .8 .0 .0 .0 .• 0 .0 1.2 

.0 29.4 5.9 64 .. 7 .0 .0 .0 '\0 .0 
4 •. 5 .1 1s0 

'\ 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .:'Q .0 J .' 

(flo 1 0 ~. 3 18 0 0 0 0 0 26 
.0 .4 .2 1.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.9 
.0 19~2 11.5 69.2 .0 .0 .0 .n .0 

cOl 

10% 
.1) 4.5 ~.1 1.6 .0 ,,0 .0 '.0 .0 

2 (1 30 42 3:39 0 0 0 0 0 ,411 
.0 202 3.1 24.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 30.2 
.0 7.3 10.2 82.5 ~O .0 .0 ,,0 .0 

20% 
.0 26.8 29.8 30.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.3 0 23 36 263 0 0 0 0 0, 322 
.0 1.7 2.6 19.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 23.6 
.0 7.1 1102 81.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

30% 
.0 20.5 25.5 23.7 .0 .0 .0 .'0 .0 

. 
4 0 20 26 229 0 0 0 0 0 ,275 

400 1.5 1.9 16.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 20.2 
.0 7.3 9.5 83.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
• 0 17'.9 18.4 20.6 .0 .0 

' . .0,. .0 .0' 50% 
5 0 21 19 176 0 0 0 0 0 

flO 1.5 1.4 12.9 .0 .0 .,0 .0 .0 ,~ 

,- .0 9.7 8.8 81.5 .0 .0 .0 itO ,,0 . 
1- .0 18e8 13.5 15.9 .0 .0 .0 ~O .0, I~' 

-- 75'10 
0; 83' 

~ 
6 0 8 13 61 1 0 0 .0 

• 0 .• 6 1.0 4.5 .1 .0 ,- .,0 .0 .0 6.1 . 
tn .0 9.6 15.7 73.5 1.2 .0 .0 .0 v .,0 
NI 
(U .0 7.1 9.2 5.5 100.0 .0 fi(} .0 .0 

I 100/'0 7 . 
0 0 1 12 0 0 0 0 "0 13 

.0 .('1 .1 .9 ",0 .0 .0 .0 ,.0 1 •. 0 

.0 .0 7.7 92.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
',> .0 .0 .7 1.1 .0 '.0 GO .0 .0 ' fJ 

TO TAr... Q 112 141 1109 1 0 0 0 0 1363 
'.:; 

.0 8,2 10 .. 3 81.4 ' , '. ,.1 ,,0 .0 .0 .,;.0 
;./ 

0 

D-23 

'" 
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TABLE 21 

Ques. 1IA. In What percentage of your cr:i.minal cases are reports of psychiatrists 
or. psychologists used? . 

No 10% 20% 30% 50% 75% 100% 
Response 

"@ No 0 0 4 8 3 0 1 1 0 0 17 
~~' Response .0 .3 .6 .2 .0 .1 .1 .0 .0 '1.2 
Ul .0 23.5 47.1 17.6 .0 ,5.9 5.9 .0 .0 

, & .0 16.0 1.0 @9 .0 1.7 2.9 00 .0 
Q) 

@ CJ% 1 0 4 17 2 1 1 0 1 0 26 
'1:) .0 • 3 1.2 .1 . .1 .1 .0 .1 .0 1.9' 
'~ .0 15.4 65.4 7.7 3.8 3.8 .0 3.8 .0 w 
CJ .0 16.0 2.2 .6 .7 1.7 .0 20.0. .0 

'M 
4-l 

10% 2 0 6 270 81 30 ,14· 9 1 0 .411' 'M 
.I-J 

2.2 .7 .. .1 (i' 0 30~2; g .0 .4 19.8 5.9 1.0 
'M .0 1.5 65.7 19.7 1.3 3.4 2.2 .2 1'.0· 
CJ 
Ul .0 24.0 35.4 25.0 19.6 23.7 26.5 20.0 i~() 

{i 
!I' 
'I 'II _ 

'M 20% 0 3 192 70 . ~O 7 9 1 ~\ 0 322 
i .0 .2 14.1 5.1 2.9 c· .7 .1 2~.6~~ .\t.~ 

,S .0 " 09 59.6 21.7 .12.4 '2.2 2.8 '···.3 
.0 " 12.0 25.2 2106 26.1 11.9 .. 26 • .5 20.0 

.~ c- ., 

.I-J 30% 4 0 .2 135 ~3 32 12 9 .2 a ····275' 
@ .0 .1 9.9 6 •. 1 2.3 .9 .7 .1 .0 ··20.'2.; 
~ .0 .7 49.1 30.2 11.6 4.4 3~3 ,7 .0 
~ .0 8,0 17.7 25.6 20.9 20.3· 26~5 40.0j .0 

Ul 50% 5 0 3 99 60 39 13 
" ' 

2 o~ a Q) 
.. 

0 a .0 .2 7.3 ,4.4 2.9 1.0 ~1 .0 .-0 
.0 1.~ 45.8 27.8 18.1 .,·6.0 .9 ,0 ',.0' ,> 

I 
..:~~' .0 12..0 13.0 18.5 .. 25.5 22.0 5.9 .0· 0'" '~,t .... ' 

75% 6 0 2 38 ~., 9 9 3 0 0 
'~. .0 .1 2.8 1'.6 .7 .7 .2 .0 .0 

.0 284 45.8 26.5 10.8 10.8 3.6 .0 .'. .0 -Ul .0 8.0 5.0 6.8 5.9 15.3 8.8 .0 .Q H 
~ ;, 

~ 100% 7 0 1 4 3 2 2 1 0, 0 13 .. 
.0 .1 .3 .2 rf1 .1 .1 .0 .0 1.0., 

.. ~ eO 7.7 30.8 23.1 15'ij4 '15.4 7.7 '.0 .0 ' ....... <~ 
.0 4.0 .5 .'9 1.3 3.1f. 2.;j .0' .0 

TOTAL a 25 163 324 1.53 59 34 5 
i' 
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TABLE 22 

Ques. 11B.Wouldnore use of such reports (psychiatrists I, psychologists I ) 

be helpful? 

No No Yes 
Response 

No 0 0 6 :3 8 0 0 0 0 
Response .0 .4 .2 .6 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 35.3 17.6 47.1 .. 0 .. 0 . .0 .0 

.0 6.1 .8 .9 .0 .0 .0 .0 

0% 1 0 5 6 15 0 0 0 0 
.0 .4 .4 1.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 19.2 23.1 57.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 5.1 L.7 1.6 .0 .0 eO .0 

10% 2- 0 21 107 283 0 0 0 0 
.0 1.5 7.9 20.,B .0 .0 .0 .0 
50 5.1 26.0 68.9 .0 .0 ,,0 .0 
.0 21.4 30.2 31.1 .0 .0 ... 0 .0 

20% :3 0 18 80 224 0 0 0 0 
.0 1.3 5.9 16.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 5.6 24.8 69.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 18.4 22.6 24.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 

4 0 23 70 182 0 0 0 0 30% 
.0 1 •. 7 5.1 13.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 8~4 25.5 66.2 ,0 "0 .0 .0 
.0 2.3.5 19.8 20.0 .0 ~ 0, .0 .0 

50% 5 0 20 57,1 138 1 0 0 0 
.0 1.5 'h2 10.1 .1 .0 .0 .0' 
.0 9,3 26.4 63.9 .5, .0 .0 .0 
.0 20.4 1~.1 15.2 100.0 . .0 .0 .0 

75% "~~I 6 n 5 25 5.;3 0 .0 0 0 
.0 .4 1.8 3.9 .0 .0 Of .0 • 
.0 6.0 30,.1 63.9, '~O .0 .0 .0 
.0 5.1 7.1 5.8 ~O' .0 .0 .0 

100% 7 0 0 6 7 0 ~JL.=.==O 0 
.0 .0 .4. .5 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 46.2 53.8 .0 .0 .,0 .0 
.0 .0 1.7 .8 .0 " '11 0 .0 .0 

TOTAL .. .1 0 98· 354 91,0 0 0 0 
.0 7.2 26.0 66.8 :1!,1. ",0 .0 .0 
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TABLE 23 

Ques. 11C. Why" is 'rtnreuse not made of such reports (psy2hiatrists', 
psychologists')? Unayai1ab1e.. Indicate priority by 1, 2, 3 etc'. 

No 0 
Response 

0%1 

10% 2 

20%, 3 

30% .. 4 

50% 5 

75% 6 

100% 7 

TOTAL 

q 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 
Response Priority Pri. PrL 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 

10 
.7 

58~B 
105 

15 
1.1 

57.7 
2.3 

196 
14.4 
47.7 
29.7 

137 
10,.1 
4a.5 
20.8 

131 

5 
.4 

29.4 
1.1 

7 
.5 

26.9 
1.5 

156 
11.4 
38.0 
34.1 

11,5 
8."4 

35.7 
25.1 

''1 
.1 

5.9 
.8 

3 
.2 

11~5 
2,.3 

33 
2.4 
8.0 

24.8 

• 0 
.0 
.0 

16 
;1.2 
3.9 

3:5.3 

43 ,11 
3.2 .S 
13.4~.4 
32.3·.22.9 

26 5. 

4th 5th 6th 
Pri. Pri. Fri. 

o 
.0 
.0 
~O 

7 
.5 

107 
29.2 

,,.'. 

5 
•. 4 

1.6 
20.8 

6 

o 
• 0 " . 

.,.0 
;i.O 

!·'O 

.0 

.0 \1 

.0 I 

.1 
',/..,5 
10.0. 

-,-' 

1 
" .1 
5.9 
4.8 

o 
.0 
.0 

.• 0 

1 
.1 
.2 

4.8 

7 4 
" •. 5 .3 
2.2 . 1.2 

35.0 ,19.0 

5 
.0 9 11 6 
• 0 \:~7.6 
.0 19.9 

94· 
6;.9 
34~2 
20,-5 

1.'9.4 .4 .4.6 
9.5 1.8' 2.2 1.8 i.9 .' 

19.51:0.425.0 25',0 Q 38 .• 1 

o 
.),0 
.0 
.0 

.0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
~O 
.0 
.0 

o 

1~5 
8.4 

53.2 
17.5 , 

47 
3.4 

56.6 
7.1 

a 
.6 

6'1.5 
11.2 

659 

56 
.4.1 
2;5.9 
12,2 

21 
1'~ 

25.3' 
446 

4 
•. 3 

30.8, 
.9 

19 
1.4 

·'.8.8 
14.3 

8 
i .6 
9.6 
6.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

458 133 

.0 ,"4.8.3 33,.6 
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14·· 
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29.2 

1 
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1.2 
2.1 
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.0 

. 4" 44 
~i<,~ 3 .:5 " .3 
1.9 ';1.9'. 1.9," 

16. "7 c2 0 • 0 '1 1.9 • 0" 

, 
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.• 1 
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5.0 

0, 1 

" 
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.0 
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r~ .2 
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14.3 
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.0 
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7th 
'i'ri. 

o .Q17' 
···~·O 1'~2: 
,.,0 

'"-, .0 

o c28 
·.n 1;.9, 
.0' 
.0 

o 4rf 
··.0· ,;30.2 
.0 
.0 

,,0 '322' 
.0 2:5.~6 
.0. 
.0 
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•. 0 .. " 
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o .;216 
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No 0 
Response 

0% 1 

10% ,:, , 

20% 

30% 

,I 

50% 

75% 6 

'c) 100%- 7 

TOTAL 

o 

~ .. 
... : " 

~'ii~·".",:)::·. 

No 
Response 

o 14 
.0 1.0 
.0' 82.4 
.0 1.5 

o 19 
.0 1.4 
.0 13.1 
.0 2.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

a 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
• 0 
.0 
.0 

296 
21.7 
72.0 
30.9 

23.~ 
16~':9 
71//7 
24,1.1 

:I 
I, 

{86 
'f 

1.\3.6 
fJ17.6 
/ig. '+ 
,I 

o /' 154 
.0 '11.3 
.0 71.3 
.0 .. · 16.1 

o· 
"',~J) 

.0 

.0 

I) 

50 
3.7 

60.2 
5.2 

1st 
Pri. 

1 
•. 1 

509 
.8 

3 
.i 

11.5 
2.3 

36 
2.6 

··8.8 
27.5 

28 
2.1 
8.7 

2--1.4 

29 
2.1 

10.5 
22.°1 

,,9 
1.4 
8 •. 8 
14~5 

'7. 
::;.'> 

113' 
·1· ",\ .. ~ 

15.7\ 
9.9 

2 
.0 .6 .1 
oOc, 61.5 15.4 
.0 "~8 r:;. c 1 • 5 

0956 131 
,070.~ 9.6 

TABLE 24 

2nd 
Pri. 

1 
.1 

5.9 
1.3 

1 
.1 

3.8 
1.3 

·28 
2,,1 
6.~ 

35.4 

16 
1..2 
'5.0 

20.3 

20 
1 .• 5 
7.3" 

25.3 

6 
.4 

2.8. 
1.6 

6. 
.4 

1.2 
7~.6 

1 
c .1 
7.7 
til s" 
79 

5.8 

3rd4th. 
Pril Fri. 

o 0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 

2 1 
.1.1 

7.7:5.8 
2.2 Ift7 

21 
1.5 . 
6,~5 

22.8 

18 
1.:3 
6.5 
19~6 

17 
1.'2 
7;q 

18.5 

1 
.1 

1.,~ 
1.1 

,92 
6.7., . 

13 
1 .• 00 

,3.2 
22.4 

1.5 ;;. 

1.1 
'4.7 

25.9 

J5 
1 • .1 
5.5 

?5.9 

10 
07 

.4.6' 
17.2~, 

1 
~1 

7.7 
1'.7 a 

'.1, 

5th 
Pri. 
1 

.1 
5.9 
2.5 i- . 

J 
, ,I 0 

6th 
Pri. 

o 
'.0 

.0 

.0 

o 
~O 

7th 
Pri. 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
;0 

17's 
1.~ 

26 
1~9 if.O 

.0 

.0 
.0.: c 0 .0 

.0 

11 
,8' 

2.7 
,27~5 

.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

9 2 
.7 .1 

2.8 .6 
22.5 4d .• 0 

6 
.• 4 . 

2.2 
15.0 

·.··8 
.• 6 

3.7 
20.0 

5 
.4 

"6.0 
12-.5 

0' 
'.0. 
.0 
.0 

'+0 
2.9 

.1 

.4 
20,_.0 

;2 
• 1 

'.9 
40.0 a . . 

o 
.0 

o .0 
•. 0 

o 
:,.,0' 
.0 

;;.0·. 

o 41f' 
..• 0 30-.2 

.0 
,0 

.0 

.0 

3'22 
23'~6 
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00 20 •. 2 
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TABLE 25: 

,Ques. 11e. why, iS~t;~ use not made of ~~ r~or~s ~psychiatrists', psychOlogists ') 
Don t cl.'1nsl.der necessary.. Itidicateprl.orl.ty by 1, ~,2, 3, etc .. ' """ 

- r • \', 

No 0 

Response 

1. 

10% 
" 2 

30% 
4 

c 

:'50% 
5 

\. ~; 

75% ;, 6 

100%' 7 

r.'~ 

TOTAL 
rJ -, • 
(t' " 

.\\ 

No 
Response 

0 14 

.0 .1.0 

.0 82.4 

.0 1.6 

0 21 
.0 1.5 
.0 80.8 
.0 2.4 

0 2.74 
.01 20.1 
.0 66.7 
.0 

;~:J 
31.9 

.. 
.. 0 ,'201 " , 

• 0 14.7 . 
.0 .62.4 
.0 23.4 

a 161 
.0 11.8 
.0 .58.5 
• 0 l8.8 

''\ 
0 134 

;', 

.0 '9.8 
• 0 :02.0 
, •. 0 15.~ 

0 45 
.0 ,,3.3 
.0 54.2 
,'0 5d! " 

:'=-" [J' 

0 :-~. e 
.0 .6 

1st 
Pri 

2 

.1 
11.8 
1.0 

2 
.1 

7.7 
1.Q 

47 
3.4 

11.4. 
2307 

44 
3.2 

13.7; 
22.2 

·47. 
3.4 

.17.1 
2;3.7; 

40 
2.9 

18.5 
~O'·'2 

" 

14 " 
1':.0 

16.9 
7.1 

2nd 3rd 
Pri ?r<' 1;' . . 
~ 0 

.1, '., .0" 
5.9 .0 

.8 '.0 

1 
.1 

' :'3.8 
.8 

37 
2.7 
9.0 

29.1 

:31 
2'.3· 
9.6 

24.~ 

30 
.2.2 

lO.9 
23.6 . 

2 
,1 

7.7 
1.6 

40 
2.9 
9.7 

31.7 

13 21. 
1.0 . ,.1.5 
6.0, >9'.7 . 

'10·~a'~16.·7 
'" \ 

11 
.,.~ 

13.3 
8.7 

" 

&.0 61.5 

2"'3 
.1' H·.2 

1St, 423.1 '" 
1~02«,4 .0 ".9. () " . 

0,"'''858 '198 
• or' ,62.9 .' 14,5" '9.'3 

4th 
Fri. 

·0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

5th. 
Fri. 

0 

'(10 
.0 
.0 
(, 

o 
.0 

6th 
Pri. 

o 

.0 

.0 

.0 

7th 
Fri. 

.0 

.,0 
,0 

1tl .. 
.7,,:,:, 

2.4 
27.8· 

,!~ 
.1 
.5 

It+- •. 3 

'0 
.0 
.0 
,0 

1 
.1 
.2 

"25,t), 

.0" 
'.0 

0·411 
·.30~2 

. .0' 0 
,0.f.L, 

.• 0 ',.0 
.'0 ~.o 

,,' I 'J 
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.0·" ·······'··.0 
.0 .0 
.0..0" .... 

"'I -
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TABLE 26 

,Ques .. lle. Why is~re u,se r:ot nYAd~ of such :q~po:tts (psychiatrists" psychologists')? I" 

Inmater~al. Indicate p!:;i,.orityby It 2, 3, etc. ' 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 
f<esponse Pri. Pri. Pri. Pri, <Fri. Pri. Pri. 

~ 
IV No 0 0 15 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 17 

~ , 
Response .0 1.1 .0 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 1 •. ~ 

;en .0 88.2 .0 .0 11.8 .0 .0 (Ii .0 6.0 

~ .0 1.5 .0 .0 1.6 .0 .0 • O· .0 < 

ill 

~ 0% 1 0 22 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 26 

"0 .0 1.6 .0 .2 .1 .0 .0 '.0 ·9 1.9 
'~ .0 84.6 .0 11.5' 3.8 .0 .0 .0" .11 
Q) 

~ .0 2.3 .0 3.9 .A .0 .0 .0 ,,0 
tJ 
'M' 

;, 
'Ii' 

0 

',~ 10% 2 0 303 36 19 Ci 28 12 10 3 0 41:1 

ffi .0 22.2 2.6 1.4" 2.1 .9 .7 .2 .0 30.2 "(~Z" 

'M " CJ 4.6 en .0" 73,,7 8.8 6.8 2.9 2.4 ,7 .n 
13' .0 31.3 34.6 24.7 22.0 31 •. 6. ,,27.8 25 .• 0 .0 

i 20% ;: 
" 

:3 0 231' 22 " 17 .31 '10 5 6 0 322 ~;I 

,~ ·,1.2 2.~3 
, ~"""'-.-.. .0 23il6 .0 16.9 1.6 .7 .-'-1+\\ .4 

.0 71 • .7 6.8 5.3 9.p 3.1 f~6v 
. 

1.9 ~o 
IV 

B .0 23.8 21_.2 22.1 24.4 26.3 13.9 50,.0 .0 

30% 
,', 

W 4 0 188 
il 21 15 30 ;: 8 12 1 '0 Q 275 

CJ 
~. .0 13.8 1.5 1.1 2.2 .6 .9 .1 .0 20 .• 2 
~\ 

p .. { .0 6A.4 7.6 5.5 10.9 2.9 4.4 .~ .0 
I .0 19.4 20.2 19.5 23.6 21.1 33 •. 3 8.3 .0 

en 5.0% 
(. 

i>~ 
'" 

~ 
5 0 150 17 15 16 8 8 2. 0 216., 

.0 11.0 1.2 1.1 .182. .6· .6 .1 .0 15.8(, 

j .0 69.4, 7.9 6.9 1.4 3.7 3.7 ,~9 0° ~i, '. 
" 

.0 15.5 16.3 19.5 12.6 21.1' 22.2 16.7 .0 .:) 

. ' ': . \l 

tf 75% 
!J 

6 0 50 7 7 18, ,0 1 0 0 83 
,. 

'. ' .0, 3'.7 .5 .5 1.3' .0 .1 0" ~O 6.1 'b-

':;-., 
.. ' 

',til ' .0 60.2 8;'4 8.4 21.7 ,0 ~.2 .0 .0 
i'i~ 

&. 

.0 5.2 " 6.7 9.1,. 14.2- .0 2t:8 .. 0, .0 
/' " ;" -::.~-

... [\ -, 'I 

lOCY7i 
H 

~ '\ 7 t) 10 /1 1 1 1 0 0 Q 0 i3' 
!':en \: ,I 

.'1 , 

~,~' '. .0 • 7 .1 .1 .1 .,0 11 .0 .0' ;' ,0 1.0 . 

\ • 0 76.9 1.7 7.7 7'.7 .00 .0 .0 .0 . 
n, . 

': c, " 
\'- 190 .' '1.0 1.0' 1.3 .• 8 .!O· .0 .0'" ~O 

D 

.'<? 
\' 

CI 
~ 

" 

t ... 

::. n ' . ..;. 969 104 71 127 38 36 Ql~ "0 ,1363. 
.,:, 

I, 

11.-1: '0: (.~~6 
P' 

.0 '7.6 .,~5.6 9.3 0,2.8 '.9 .0 
'j 

" 0 
1"., 
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TABLE 27" 
Ques. lIe.' Why is m:>re use not made of such reports . (psychiatrists', psychologists ')? 

Don't trust them. Indicate priority by ,1, 2, 3, etc. 
. ' - l' 

({' . 

[c' 
t< 

,I 

5th 
i 

r? No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 6th .' 7tll 
• Response "l,' 

'1j 
ClJ No '. 0 a 15 1 0 ~L 1 0 0 a 17, 
~ Response .0 1.1 .. 1 .0 .0, .1 .. /) ~O .0 1.2 

~ 
0 . " 

.0 88.2 5.9 .0 .0 5.9, .0 .0 .0 

.0 1.4 1.1 .0 .0 5.0 .0 .0 .0 " 

ClJ ,5t 

~ 0% 1 a 24 1 0 1 a 0 0 0 26; 
'1j. 

.0 1118 01 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 ;:'0 1.~ .~ 
il) .n 92.3' 3.8 .0 3.8 .0 '~" .0 .0 .0 
CJ .0 2.2 1.1 .0 "2.5 .0 ~. .0 .0 .0 

.r-! \~ 
~ i) 

10% /I 

t'~ .w 2 0 337 21 11 11 3v 9 0 
~ .0 2~e7 1.5 .8 .8 .2 ,~ 7 1.q.· .0 

.r-! .0 82.0 5,1 2.7 2.7 .7 2.2c 4.6 .0 CJ 
ell 27.5 

" 

32.1 .0 °31.6, 23.9 33 0,3 15,.0 22.1 .0 .g 
.r-! 20% a 252 22 8 10 5 5 20 0 i ,;; 

• 0 18.5 1.6 .6 .7 .... .4 ,> 1.5 .0 
.~ .0 78.3 6.8 2.5 3.1 1.6 1.6 6.2 .0 

Wo 
.0, 23.6 25.0 24.2 25.0 25.0 17.9 23.3 ~ .0 

() .... ,' 
til 

30%, 2~~'~ .w 4 0 207 19 6 11 .2 ~O 20 0 @ '20./12: c.J .0 .. 15.2 1.'40 .4 .8 .1 .7 1.5 .0 
14'· .0 ,75.3 6.9 2.2 '40.0 .7 3.6 7.3 8.0 tf' .. 

21.6 23.3 .0 19.'40 18.2 27.5 10.0 35,,7 .0 
rn 50% 

"oil 

ClJ 
0 162 

~ rn 5 17 6 4 .... 3 20 0 ,.216· (3 .0 11.9 1.2 .. 4 .3 .3 .• 2 1.5 ,.,0 tS('.8·~ 

I .0 75.0 7.9 2.8 1~9 1.9 1..4 .9.3 .0 
"', 

.0 15.2 19.3 18.2 10~O 20",.0 10.7 23.3 .0' 
75% '6 ."~3':, b a 60 6 2 :5 c~t 1 7 0 

- .0 4.4 .4 .1 .2 .3"'~" .1 .5 .0 ' .. 6.1'· 
ciJ • 0 72.3 7.2 2 ..... 3.6 "'.8 1tl2 8.4 ,.0 . U ' ..... 
H 
~ .0 5.6 6.8 6.1 7.5 20.0 ~.6 

.. a.l .0-
g 100% 

,:0 

~ 7 a 11 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1:,-;: 
~ .0 .8 .1 ,0 .0 -,~~. .1 ~ .0 .0 ' .0· '"(.4~ 

,.~~ . .0 8 ..... 6 7.7 .0 .0 7.7 .0 ."0 '.0 
.0 1.0 1.1 .0 ,,0 5.0 .0 .0 0".0· , 

'. 
b .' 

D! 
D TOTAL 0 ·1(J68 88 33 40 20, 28 86 ·0 .f~~3.~ 

.0 78.4 6 .• 5 2.4 2.9" 1,s 2.'1'. '·6.3 0 
" 

( .. :j "~'; 
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" ')~: 
... ,. 
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'\Ques . IIp.. Why is nnre use not made of such repo,rts (psychiatrists', psychologists')? 
Too Costly. Indicate priority by 1, '2, 3, etc. 

'i·) 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 
No 

Response'" 

.ResponseO 0 13 4 0 0 0 0 0 1i0 17 
.0 1.0 .3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 l.2 
.0 76.5 23.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 iii 0) 

() 

.0 2 •. 2 .9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
0% 

1 (l 16 9 a 1 0 0 0" 0 26 
\ , ,. .0 1.2 .7 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 1·9 

'J .0 61.5 34.6 .0 3.8 .0 .0 .0 
~ 

.·0 
.0 2.7 1.9 .0 1.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 

- 10%; 
iJ' /? 2 a 181 137 53 21 .(,l 5 8)' 0 4'.1 
J .0 13.3 10.1 3.9 1.5 .lI+ .4' . ' 6 \. .0 30.2" ,.', ( -J, 

.0 44.0 33.3 12.9; 5.1 1.5 1.2 1.9,';'"'- .0 ~ 

D 
.0 30.7 29.7 29.9 32~3 26.1 17.2 47.1 .(l (I J 

~ 20% ,,-. -~;.. ...... - :::-:~~-~-- -; ~"",~--==-~.,...,.-,.-~~~", ~~:-'-=-o;-;-_=~-;o-=: 
~ 

0 130 11~ 43 19, 5 8 ~ " 0 ,822 
(0 

.0 9.5 8.3 3.2 1.4 .4 .6 .3 .0 2,3.6 I .0 40.4 35~1 13.4 5.9, 1.6 2.5 1.2 .0:, gb 

.0 22.0 24.5 24.3 29.2 21.7 27.6 ,,;;,23.5 .0' I-l 30% 
4 0 121 85 36 rt 7 6 :3 0 275 

,j'., u 
1-/' 

.0 903 6.2 .2.6 '0 .a .5 .,,4 .2 .,0 ,20~2' IlJ 
I.j 

.0 46.2 
" 

30.9 13.1 4.0 ~.5 ,2.2 1.1 .0 "ir:,. 

\"." . "-.- .0' 21.,5 18.4 20.3 16.9 30.,4, .20.7 17.6 • 0" :n Sar' 1) 
:fl 5 0 78 .,,82 36 11 1 7 1 0 ~ " .Q 5.7 6.0 2.6 .8 .1. ' .5 .. 1 -0 ~. .rf', 3.61111 38,.0 16.7 5,.1 .5, 3.2 .5 .0 :g 

.0 l3.2 
" 

11.7 20.3 16.9" '+.3 24,.1 5*,9 .:'0 . ~ 
~ 75% :.j 6 0 37 30 

'" 
8;::, ,::.; 1 4 3. 0 0 ), 

.0 2.7 2.2 .6 .1 .311' .2 .0 
" ,.0,· 44.6 36~1 9.6 162 .4.,S 

" 

3.6 .0 -I 

~' _0 6.3 6.5 ·if,.5 . 1.5 17.4, 10.3 .0 ... 
-i.,',. 

100% t~ . ,(? 

1 , ... !1\ '0 Oq, 1 ~' 

7 0 8 2 
~" .1' ~l .0 

',ii,. 

.0 ::~'\l .. .0 .6 " () .' 4!,1 
, .0 ,61.5',. ~5.4 1.7 7.7 f~;:O ,0 ',7~7 

1.5 '" .0 ~".9 I,,,, .0 1.4 .,4 ~6 0.0 I:, 

TOTAL 0 '·177 65 23 .' .' 29 ·17 " ! ~ 
:.;~I 'C 

1.,7 2.1 '1~,2' 
d 

~o ·····:].;'3.0 .4~a 0 ~~ . a 



". TABLE 29 
• " I). 

r.:, 

lID. 
• _ .,,' " .. , "v,.. . _ , '\ "/." i!:i' . 

Does your court have a psychiatri,c~clinic for us~ ,In. ~lcase~?, .' 

No 
0 

Response ° .0 
.0 
00 

0% 1. 0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

10% 
2 0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

20% 
0 

~Oc 
.0 
.0 

30% " 4 c; 0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

,50%' 
5 0 

.0 

.0 

.0. 

75% . 6 0 
'.0 
,.0 
.0":: 

Ii 100% 7 0 
-9 
.0' 
t,O 

TOTAL '. 
", " \1 0 

.0 

No' 
Resp~e 

No Yes 

4: 9 4. '0 
.3 .7 ,",I .3 

\, 
• 0 

23.5 52.9 23.5 .0" 
1.2.9 1.3 .6" ," ~f .- ~O 

0 15 leI 0 
···~o 1'.1 .8 .0 
• 0 57fj7 42.3 .0 . 
.0 2.1 1.8 .0 

, ' 
5 226 180 0 

.4 ~6.6 1'3.2 .0 
1.2 55.0 :\' 43.8· .~ 

l'6.i: 32~0 28',8 .0 
:' .. " 

0 0 .? 

.0 ,.0. 
00, .Q, 
.0& .,0 

0 0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 

0 O~ 

.0 .0,'" 
I!O ,20 " 

.0.,· ~." •. O 
,\, 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

O· 
.0 
.0 
'~O 

/.;' 

0' :17' 
·.0···· t.2.' . 
.6 
eO 

0 2.6~, 
.0 1.9 
.0 
.0 

l., 

,~", 

0 411 
.0 .< 30:~2 
.0 
.0 o· 

,Ii 

9. "151 "162, 0 0: 0 0 \; 0322 

' .. ··-~~~~·,···~·i :·~·~···~~·~~t~~·~~~··';~'"'·~~:-!8=···~~~~·:g···· ,.~ .... " __ :.g_~, ... ,_~ .. g .. ~.;;~~~ .. ~ 
29.0 21.4.25,9 .. 

"
,.0 .0".0 ".0 JO.:" 

8 1'38: 129' J: 0 
.6 1 fi".l " 9.5 ,:': •. "0' 

2 .• 9 SO.2 
1," 

;q.f,'J,9 "".0 
25.8 1/;9, •. 5 20,./\ .0 

'!/; 
:5 :',;118 94 0 

.2 8.7 '6.9 .0 
t,.4 '\54.6 43.5 ,0 
9.1, \\16.7 

" 
'~5~O .0 

" ":~ 

J ~\,: 42 40 ,:0." 
.1:> .,3.1 2.9 .0 

". 

1.2 50.6" '480'2 .0 
3,2,.: 5.9 6!4 .0 

":;;-
< ~:, 

1 7 5 
';')' 

0 
.1 • 5. ~,.~ < .• 0,(", 

7.7 $3,8 38.5 ~o·; 

3.2 1.0. .8 ',0, 

31 -106 625 tr 
;2.3<, ,,·51.8 45,9· .0' 

0 " 

.0 

.0·,' 
),;.;.0., 

. "\' 

0, 
'.b. 

" 
.0 
.0 

"W' 

0 
" 

;;'0 
fl .. ' 

.0 
~'O', 

0 
'.' .0 
·9 

.. ' .0 

0 
.0 

'!,O 
.0 
.0 
.• 0 ." 

o 
.0" .-0 
.0 

;0'" 

."0 

.0 

.0 

o 
.0 . 
,00 
eO 

, . 

," , 

.0 

o 0" 
,,0 , .• 0 
·~O' ,\0," .:0 
.O:~;"·.O 

275 
~O.2:. 

:rO~ '.: 1· 2'16 
.0 .....• i: .. 15.8 
tiO-.S .; .:: .. 

, \. ' 

.0 100.0, 

.0"'" . , . 

" •. 0 " 
1;:0" 
.0 

0·' . 

1:",.0 
'~Ol),; 

~~'o 
.0 

o . ::'83:~ 

..6.'1' 

.' ~j .. ", , 
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TABLE 30 
~ " 

Ques. lIE. Would you like to have rrore readilyavailabl~:,~psychiatric services 
.for yO\1t" criminal cases? ' , '. ;'", .' .. 

No No Yes 
;. 

Rl;!sponse ' G, ''0 
Q) No 
~' " 
0'"; Respqnse 0 0 ". 1 12 0 "0 0 :b 0 17 ; .0 .3 •. 1 09 .0 .0 .0 .::0 ,.0 l-2; 

.0 23 .. 5 5.9 70.6 .0 .0 .Q .'0 '~,O 
,g .0 5.6 .• 3 1.2 .0 ,0 .0 eO' .. , .'0 
,·at 0% 

{) ,,, 

] 
,; 

01 1 0 1 4 21 0 0 '\ 0 0, 
!I,) .0 01 .3 1.5 .0 .0 ~'O .0 , eO' 
e) .0 3.8 15.,+ 80.S .0 .0 .0 .0 

-.-\ .0 1.4 1.4 2.1 .0 .0 .,0 .0 ,~ 

~§ 
10"1., 

2 0 17 84 310 0 0 0 0 ·,".;0' 
0 -0 1.2 6.2 22.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .. 6,' 
en 75~4 " ,,0 4.1 20.4 .0 ,0 .0 .0 •. 0.\ 

13 .0 23.9 29.1 30.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 •• '0:'" 
\ 'Ii 20% 

3 0 2,9 .' "59,, "24#, ",0, 0 0 0 0 _ .......... -

3=t .0 i~~ . 4.3 17.9 .0 '.0 .0 to .0 
'<U .0 5.9 '1-8's3, 7S.a .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
".gp 20~4 

.-.'. 

24.3 .0 .0 .0 26.8 .0 .0 .0 
+J 30% 
'9 4 0 12 63 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 

.. ~ ",,0 • 9 , .. 6 14.7 .0, . .0 .0 .0 
t:lt .0 4.4 22 .• 9 72.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 

k .0 16.9 21.8 19.9 .0 .0 .0 .0" '~. ' 

50% 
5 0 .1 13 49 154 0 0 ,.,n 0 

" .0 1.0 3.6 11.3 .0 ~\O .0., .0 r ~' .0 6.0", 22.7 71.3 •. 0 .0 
() 

.0 ~O 
0 'e: I,' ,.0 18.3 17,,0 15.4 .0 .0 ,; .(l .0 "i 0' ",i 75% 

26 52 0 0 0 0 (1 0 5 \." 
II .0 .4 1.9 3.8 .0, .0 it' 0 .0 --- \: '; en' ' .0 ,6.0 31.3 62f17 .0 .;, '.0' ' •. 0 ;,0 

~F 
,~ .0 1.0 9.0 5.2 .0 ,.0, .0 .0 

~\ ,100% 
1 0 0 3 10 0 '0 0, ,0" .. t 

I 
'~I' .0 .0 •. 2 .7 .0 ,"0' .0' ~; ;l 

:: 
.0 .0 23.1 76,9 .0 ;.0' .0 " 

.J; 

eO -0 1.0 1.0 .0,,,, ., 
.0 .Cr', , 

TOTAL " ..11 289 1003 0 0' 0,:' 
.0 5.'~ 21.2 73.~ .0 .0 .0 .0 

" 
{(\\ ',\ 

l 
.. , 

" , .;(l'" 
Q n-33 t,:. ~: 

~~' "~ ...•.. 
'0 

" i\ Ii 
~) . 

,.~:: " 

" 
J'~ ., u~!'. " _~. , 
~t '> .. '. ' 
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No 0 
Response 

1 

10% 
2 

20% 
3 

5 

75% 

100% . .0 

7 

.. ,/'" 

TABLE 31 
. ~ . '. 

Is certification or licensure by ~ public or private body ,; of a f6r-' 
ensic scientist an itI;lortant criteria to determine . the qualificatiOIl13 
,of him as an expert witness? 

No 
Response 

No Yes 

03 
~0.2 
.0 17.6 
.0 3.6 

6 
.4 

35.3 
1.4 

8 
.6 

47.1 
1.0 

o 
.0 

•• 0 
.0 

o 
• 0 
ciO 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

, 
o 

.0 

.0 

.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 

\ .0 
.0 

6 
•. 4 

23.1 
7.2 

11 
.8 

42.3 
1.3' 

21 133 
1.S 9.8 
5.1'\ 32.4 

257 
18,9 
62.5 
30.6 25,.3 30.2 

. 
26 

1.9 
8.1 

31.3 

14 
·l.p 
;5.1 
16.9 

12 
.9 

5.6 
1~,5 

1 
.1 

1.2 
1.2 

., 

111' 185' 
Sel 13.6 

34.5 .. 57.5 
25.222'.0 

77 
5.6 

28.0 
17'.5 

65 
4.8 

30~'i 
14.8 

30 
2.2 

36.1 
6e8 

;~ 

1.84 
13,5 
66.~ 
21.9 

139 
1(H2' 

• 
64.4 
l().S 

52 
3.8·. 

62.7'. 
6.2 

cO .7 ';'3 
.0 69".2 ~ 30.8 

';'.0 2. O~·/';. 5 

440, 840 
. 32 • S '6,.1 .f, 

o 
.0 
.0 .. 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

:'0 0 
.0 .0 

f.o 50 
~O .0 

o 0 
.0 '~o 
~O .0 
.0 .0. 

0,,0 
.0 .0 
.0 ,:0 
.0..0 

o 0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 

o ,,0 
.0 .0 
.0 ,0 
.0 '~O 

~Of) 

.b .0 
, •. 0" .0 
.O·~\, .0 

\ 
,0 0\\. 

.0\ .• 0 

.Oeil .0' 

.0\.0 ' 

,0' 
.• 0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0. 
;.0 
.0 

o 
.p 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0' 
.0 

0' 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o .. 
.0 
',0 
00 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

'0 
.0 
.·0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 . 
~O 

.0,., 
.0 
.,0 . 

J .~ 

,0' 

o 
.0, 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 . 
.0 
'.0 

.0, 

.0" . 

.0 
,~? ' 

I,' .C': ';":":. 
'!-, 
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TABLE 32 

" r,· 

'r·~·~s. lQ. 
, , ~ ,-' 

' . r - • 

Sho1.1ld certif~cation. or licensure by>a. public"or private body .of a forensic 
scientist be an inportant_c:~iteriato detenninethe qua:lifications of him 
as an expert wit;::ness? " . . 

No No Yes 
Response 

:~f J 8 0 0 0 0 0 17 0 0 6 
.0 1.2 Q) No .4 .2 .6 .0 .0 .0 .0 ~ .0 

.0 .0 .0 .0 r," Response 35.3 17.6 47.1 .0 .0 
.0 00 .0 til 

2.7 1.0 .9 .0 .0 ~ .0 
Ql 

8 5 13 0 0 0 0 0 . __ . . 2f.>-""~ :':",,; ,_ '0 1 0 
·~O .0 .0 .0 ~:O .. 1.9" al 0% .0 .6 .4 1.0:' 

50110 .0 .0 .0 .0 ro 
.0 30.8 19.2 .C' ·S 

3.7 1.7 1.5 .0 .0 .0 .o. ,.0" ,W .0 
0 

0 0 o· 0 0 411 ¥ ~i-l 
2 0 72 89 250 A'" 4-l 

\.0 • 0 .0 . 30.2 ;,."j 10% .0 5.3 6.5 18.3 ... .0 ;, .0 oW 
.,0 .0 .0 'al .0 17.5 21.7 60.8 ,0 .0 

.,."j 

32.9 30.9 29.2 .0 .0 ~'O .0 .0 0 .0 
(I) 

322 ..cl" . 
0 53 79 190 0 0 0, 0 0, 0 3 

~ 20% ,-, 

.0 3.Q 5.8 13.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,,0 23.6 
~' 

.~!i:. .0 16.5 24.5 59.0 . itO .0 ·0'· ".0 .0 
"a.i 110 24.2 27.4 22.2 .0 ,0 .0 .0 ' .0 

H .' 
30% -

.' 

0 0 0 0 0 275" 9 4 0 ~8 ····-44 ,. 
" 193 

~O ~O.2 0 .0 2.8 3.2 fq.'2· .0 j .0 .0 .0 
;).0 ~ 

.0 13.8 16.0 70.2 :cf';C ,j,-~:O . .0 .0" . ~ 
.0 I" 00 00 17.4 15.3 22.5 .0 .0 0-0 

gj 50% 31 44 141 0 0 0 0 0 2H;' 5 f) 

.0 15.8 " CI) 

.0 2.3 ' ... 3.2 10.3 ~!) .0 .0 .0 'c:3" 

.0 14.4 20.4 65.3 .0 .0 .0 ,0 .0 

l" .0 14.2 15.3 ~6.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
:I, 

, . .:::.;:-~ 

(r83 
~'" -"--.c:-

10 18<"~' <·.55 0 0 0 0 0 75% 6 0 . """".-:.:---:::..-.. 

.0 .0 .0 6.1, 8 .0 .7 1.3 4.0 ~ .... .P .0 
',I .0 12.0 21.7 66.3 '0 O· .... >···~. 0 .0 .0 .0 .,. 

• 0;-0"':<",,". .0 .0 
CI) 

.0 4.6 6.3 ·6~q. .0 ~ 
~. 

0 0 0 '0 0 13 :.[ ',;1.00% 7 0 1 6 6 
- ". 110- .l... .4 .4 .0 .0 ".0 .0 "'~O 1.0 I'CI) 

"-

.0 • 0<""'" r .0 7.7 46~72 46.2 .•. Q:" ... , .. .0 .0 
.. 0 .5 2.1 .7 • 0 • a ~ ... " . .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 219 288 856 0 0 0 0 0 13.63 
.0 16.1 21.1 62.8 .0 .0 .0 

(i 
.0 .Q 
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TABLE 33 
Ques. 13. \ok)uld video tape'deposition of scientific wi~ess expediate criminal 

justice.process? 

No No 'Ye~ 9' 

Response 
r~' J 

'1j 
0 0 4 2 11 0' 0 .0 0 0 17 (I) No 

~ Response >,1) 0 • 3 .1 . .8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 leo? 
IZ) .0 23.5 11.8 64.7 .0 4'0 .0 .0 .0 
,~ 

-....", 

.0 4.3 .5 1.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
(I) 
tl 1 0 1 6 19 0 0 0 0 .0 26_ a1 (1% 

'1j .0 .1 .# 1.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.9 
.~ itO 3.8 23.1 73.1 .0 .0 eO .0 .0 
Q) 

tl 
.0 1.1 1.6 2.1 .0 .0 ,,0 .0 .0 

'.-l 
'~1 ' ,,:-:.: .. 

"4-/ 
1(1%'2 0 22 122 261 o· 0 0 0 0'" 411 • .-l 

+oJ 
.. 

a1 .0 106 9.0 19.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 '30.2 
,\.) 

• .-l .0 5.4 29.1 65.0 . " •. 9 .0 .,,0 .0 ".0 tl 
IZ) .0 23.9- 33.5 29.4 .0 .~. .0 .0 .0 

--
il 

-\- " 

.. :,-' - .~ 

i 20% :3 0 26 74 _,1,'"222 0 0 0 0 · .... ·" .. 0, 322 
.0 1 .• 9- S.4·/{ii'l6.3 .0 .0 410 .0 .0 2'3,~,6' ,--

~o -:..' - ~',;"":.":.-o;.'_ 

.S .0 8.1 23.0 68.9- .0 .0 v .0 .0 

~ 
.0 28.3 20.3 24.5 .0 · I' .0 .0 .0 

CI1 4 0 22 72 18.1 0 01 0 '0 0 .275 +oJ 30% @ .0 .1.6 5e3 13,;5 .0 .~I " 1,0 .0 .0 20.2 
() .-

~ eO 8.0 26e2 65.8 .0 • C,=c,~~ ccj~ 0 .0 .0 
P1 .0 23.9 19.8 20.0 .0 • (\lrO-- ,~!L, .0 ~. 

I, 

IZ) 50% 5 0 11 53 152 0 0 0 0 0 216 
(l) 
IZ) .0 .8 3.9 11.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 " .Q 15.8 
~ 

J .0 5.1 24.5 70.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 12.0 14.6 16.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

75% (3 6 0 5 31 47 0 0 0 0 0 83 
2.3 3.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 6.1 

n 

- .0 .4 
en .0 6.0 37.3 56.6 .0 ,0 .0 .0 .0 H 
~ .0 5.4 a.5 5.2 .0 ,0 ' .0 ,.0 .0 '.' 

"-';..~'--' § 100% 7 Q.. , 
0 1 4 8 0 0 0 0 0 13 (,I) . '~ .0 .1 .3 .,6 .0 .0 .0 '.' .0 .0 1.'0 

.-
c .0 7.7 30.e 61.5 .0 .0 ="--'0".0 ,0 .0 ~, ' 

.0 1.1 1.1 .9- .0 .0 00 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 92 364 907 0 0 0 0 0 1363 
.0 6.7 26.7 66.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
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TABLE 34 

Do you approve video tape depositioo of scientific witness? . 

VALUE 

No a 
Response 

1 

10% 2 

'.' 20% 

30% 

50% 5 
~ 

6 
75% 

100% 
7 

TOTAL 

-1 

a 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.n 

o 
.0 
.0 

.n 

No No Yes 
Response 

o 

7 
.5 

26.9 
3.1 

50 
3.7 

15.5 
22.3 

39 
.2.9 

14.2 
17.4 

34 
2.5 

15.7 
15.2 

13 
1.0 

15.7 
5.8 

a 
.0 
.0 

.0 

1 2 

2 r.8 
.1 .6 

11.8 47~1 
.5 1.0 

6 
.4 

2:3.1 
11116 

13 
1.0 

50.0 
1.7 

105 231 
7.7 1609 

25g'5 56.2 
28.0 '.30.3 

80 
509 

24.8 
21.3 

82 
6.0 

29.8 
21.9 

62 
4.5 

28.7 
16.5 

32 
2.3 

38.6 
8.5 

.6 
.4 

46.2 

192 
14 .. 1 
59.6 
25,2 

154 
11.3 
56.0 
20.2 

120 
8.8 

55.6 
15.7 

38 
2;"8 

45.8 
500 

7 
.5 

53.8 

.9 

0224 375 763 
.0 16.4 27.5 56.0 
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TABLE 35 :'-:"'-
~ .. -'-."- \~\ 

C' 

.~ .. " \\ 

Que~. 14', Are change~ needed ihlaws to 'pernrl.tbetter use of theforepsic scierices? 
''';\' '. ;·-,.i\l 

, , 

~j 

... l) 

No No Yes 
Response " 

. 
"d 
Q) No 0 0 4 4 .9 0 0 0 0 o! 
~ Response .0 .3 .3 .7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

~ .0 23.5 23.5 52.9 ~O .0 .0 .0 .0 
Q) 

.0 2.7 .9 .1·2 •. 0 ' .0 .0 .0 .0 

~ 
'~0~ ',,-. 

0% 1 0 5 11 10 0 0 0 0 0 26 .. '"0 
.0 .4 .8 .7 110 .0 .0 .0, ,.0 1.9., .~ , 

Q) .0 19,2 42.3 38.5' .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
(J 00 3.3 2.5 1.3 .0 .0 .0" .0 .0 

'M 
4-1 ,,<: , 'M 10% 2 0 47 143 221 0 0' \ 0 0 0 ' 4101 .j..J 

~ .0 3.4 10.5 16.2 .0 .0 .0 GO .0 .: ··30,._2_~ 
'M .0 11.4 34.8 53'.a~ .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

----":--

(J 
(I) .0 31.3 32.2 28.7 .0 .0 .• 0 .0 " .0 .. 

11 " i 20% :5 0 31 95 196 0 0 0 0 0, '322'" 
'y~ 

.0 2.3 7.0 14.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 •. 0 23.6 
···.S .0 9.6 29.5 60.9 .0 .0 .0 .0, .0 ;, -- .. ..;;;~ ,". ;. 

.~ .0 20.7 21.4 25~5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0' 

~ 30% 0 36 95 144 0 0 0 0 '0 :.'275· 

~ 
.0 2.6 7.0 10.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 20~2 II. 

.0 13.1 34.5 .52 ... .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
~ .0 24.0 21.4 18.7 .0 ,0 .0 .0 .0 

J\ 

(I) 50% 5 0 20 63 133 0 0 0 0 0 216 Q) 

~. .0 r.5 4.6 9.8 ',0 .0 .0' .0 .0 15,8 
.0 9.3 29'.2 61.6 .0 .0 .0 .0_ 11.0 

.-I" 
"P 13,:5 14.2 17.3 .0 eg .0 .0 'OJ . '" 

"'l '" " 
. 

, . 
, .. 6 0 7 30 46 0 0 0 0 0 83" . 75% 

.~ .0 .5 2.2 ,,3 .• 4 .0 • It .0 ·9 ' .0 6,.1' 
.0 8.4 36.1 55.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .• 0 

c,." 

;-

(I) .. 0 4.7 6.8 6.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,.0' ti (' 

rg 
7 0 0 :5 .. 10 '0 0 0 0 0 .13 & 100% 

.0, .0 .2 ,. .1 .0 .0 .0 ' .0 .0, t·O ,(I) 

~ .0>. .0 23.1 76.9 .0 .0 .0: .0 .0, If 
.0 ,0 .7 1.:5 ,0 ~O .0 .0 .0 ",' 

TOTAL 0 150 44&f. 769' 0 0 0 0 0 1363 ,"I 
.0 11,'0 32 •. 6 56.14- .0 .0 eQ .0 .0 

" 

I 
I 
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TABLE 36" 
Q 

c , (), 10S, • 15 
~;~ - .. ~ do ~ou locate a-forensic ~cientist to provide expert evidence?Ad$ 

III bar JOurnal. Indicate choice by priority 1, 2, 3, etc. 

, 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 
ReSponse 

1d ~~ 

<lI No 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 '17 
gj Response .0 1.,2 .0 .0 .0 ..• 0 ' .0 .1 .0 1.2 
(J) 

~ .ll 94,,1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 S.q .0 

<lI 
.0 1.'4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .Oc 4.5 " .0 

tl 
!jj 0% 1 0 23 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 26 

'1j 
.0 1@7 ~1 .0 .r .0 .0 .0 .1 1.9 

.~ 
<lI .0 88.5 3.8 .0 3.8 .0 .0 .0 3.9 

tl .0 2.1 1.5 .0 1.9 .0 .• 0 .0 3.8 
.r-! 
4-1 
.r-! 10% 2 0 346 18 16 15 5 ,4 4 ~ 411" .jJ 

!jj .'0 2S~4 1.3 1.2 1.1 .4 .3 .3 .2 30.2 
.r-! .0 84.2 40.4 3.9 3.6 1.2 1.0 1.0 .7 
tl 
(J) 

:H.3 27.3 29.1 28.3 27.8 22.2 18.2 11.5 

-5 
.0 

·i 20% :3 n 243 ' 1:7 19 21 4 6 4 8 322 
" 

1.2, " .,3 23.6 
, ~'.,-

.0 17.8 1.4 1.5 .3 .4 .6 
,1.9 2' .. 5 . .0 75.5 5.3 5.9 6.5 1.2 1.2 

, ..... 

~ .0 22.0 25.8 34.5 39.6 22.2 33.:5 Uh2 30,,8 
qj 

.j.J 30% 4 0 222 11 9 11 5' 4 7 6 ~'75 
@ 
tl .0 16.3 .8 .1 .8 ~4 .3 I' ;,5· .4 20~2 
H .0 80.7 4.0 3.3 4.0 1.8 1.5 2~5. 2.2 <lI 
~ .0 20.1 16.7 16 .. 4 20.8 27.,8· 22.2 31,.8 ~3~1 

C/) 50% 5 u 178 14 8 1 3 1 4 1 216 
<lI. 
(J) .0 13.1 f.o ~6 .1 .2 .1 ~3' .'5' ~·1·5-'.8·· 
~ ,0 82.4 6.5 3.7 .5 1.4 .5 1.9 "3.2 

J .0 16.1 21.2 14.5 1.9 16.7 5.6 18.2 26.Q 
" l.' 

".;::~ 

75% 6 n 67 :3 :3 4 1 :3 1 "1 83 

ct3 .0 4.9 .2 .2 .3 .~ .2 ",.1 ,.1 6.1-

- .0 80.7 3.6 3.6 4.8 1.2 3.6 1.2 l'~,i 

(J) 7.5 16~7 4~5 
. , ',,/ 

~ 
eO .6.A.~" H'S 5.5 5.6 3.$ 

'1j 

~, § 100% 7 , 0 10 2 '0 .. 0 0 0 1 (1 

0.. .0 {II 1 r! .1 ,0 '~lr' ··~·!!~R .0 .1 ·9 1.0 

to 

(J) 

~ .0 76.CJ 15.4 .0 .0 .0 '.0 7.7 .0 
.0 .9 3.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,+.5" .-0 

TO'rAL 0 1105 66 55 53 18 18 22 26 1363 
.0 8101 4.8 4.0 3.9 1.3 1.3 1.6 1~9 
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TABLE 37 
. Ques. 15. How do you locate a forerJsic scientist to provide expert evidence? Ask 

fel1ow-L:awyer - Indicate choice by priority 1, 2, 3, tec. 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th. 5th 6th 7th 
-0 

Response 
, 

OJ No 0' 0 15 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 17 i 
~ Response .0 Itl .0 .1 .1 .0 .0 ~O .0 1.2 

W .0 88.2 .0 5.9 5.9 ,10 .0 .0 .0 
.0' 2.0 .0 .8 1.9 ..• 0 .0 .0 .0 

OJ 

8 0% 1 0 16 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 26 
-0 

.0 1.2 .6 el .0 .0 eO' .0 .0 1.9 -~ 
Q) .0 61.5 30.8 7.7 .0 .0 .0' • 0 ~O . 
CJ .0 2.2 1.9 1.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,Ir 

-r-! 
4-l 
-r-! 10% 

,+1"1 ffi 2 0 227 132 32 11 2 6 1 0 
-r-! .0 16.7 9.7 2.3 • S .1 .4 . .1 .0 30'.2 
CJ ,,0 55.2 32.1 7,8 2.7 .5 1.5 e2 9'0 CIl 

13 .0 30.9 31.0 25.6 21.2 18.2 75.0 16.7 .0 
-r-! 20% i :5 0 16'+ 91 35 18 4 2 1 1 32~ 

-~ 
.0 12.0 7.1 2.6 1 • .3 .3 .1 .1 .1 ,23.6 
.0 50.9 30.1 10.9 5.6 1.2 .6, •. 3 .3 

~ .0 22.3 22.8 28.0 34.6 36.4 25.0 16.7 100.0 " . 

./.J 30% 96 5 0 1 '0 275 b1 '+ 0 1.47 24 2 
CJ .0 J.0.8 7~0 '11.8 84 .1 .0 .1 .• 0 20.2 ~ iJ .0 53.5 34.9 ! 8.7 1.8 .7 itO .4 .0 Poe' 

.0 20.0 2205 19.2 9.6 18.2 .0 16.7 .0 
" .1 CIl 50% 5 111 67 22 13 '2 0 1 .(l{;) 216,; OJ 0 

~ 
t. 

.0 8.1 4.9 1.6 1.0 .1 .0 • ,1 .0 . 1 .. 5 •. 8.·~··· 
.-l" .0 51.4 31.0 10.2 6.Q .9 .0 ' .5 .0 

:; .0 15.1 15.7 17.6 25.0 18.2 .0 16.7 .0 
i.~ ,7 

75% 6 0 47 21 9 3 1 0 :j 2 0 83 ~ 0 

.0 3.4 ..... L.5 .7 .2 - ....• ... - ..... A._ ....... ___ .. __ .. _ --'--- __ ft. __ . __ ._ .. _~_'.._4_ " J. .• 'U'· . : • .L" .. , '~~.' U'·', .... ':"O-.-... -~ - .0 56.6 25.3 10.8 3.6 1.2 .0 2.~ .0 ~ .0 6.4 4.9 7.2 5.,8 9.1 .0 33.3 .0 ~ 

~ 100% 7 0 7 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 13···· 
CIl .0 .5' .4 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.0 ,~ .0 53.8 38.5 .0 7.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 -:.: I' 

.0 1.0 1.2 .0 1.9 .0 (10 .0 .0 

1'0 TAL 0 134 ,426 125 52 11 8 6 1 1363, 
.~ 

.0 53.9 31.3 9.2 3.9 .8 .6 .4 .1 
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I I TAJ}LE 38' 
I., 

'<O',Qlles. 15. How do you 10catea forensic scientist: to: pr(~Vide ~ertevidence? Ask 
sci.entific acqUaintance. Indicate choice by\priority,l, 2, 3p etc. 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th·,· 6th 7th 
.1;' , 

,ReSponse ;.:' 

. 
"tj 1~2 4 a 0 1 

'.\ 

0 0 0 17 
'OJ No 0 f1 
.~ 

Response .0 ,,9 .3- .0 ,0 .1 .0 .0 .0 1.2 " 

(/) .0 70.6 23.5 flO .0 5.9 .0 .0 .0 

~ .0 1.5 1.4, .0 .0 4.8 flO .0 ,,0 

OJ 
-~"'~'\' 

0 1 0 18 3 4 1 ·0 0 0 0 26 
.~ 0% 

,! 

"tj .0 1.3 .2 .3 .1 .0 .0 .0 • 0 1.~~ . 

.~ .,0 69.2- 11.5 15.4 3.A ;'0 .0 .0 ~O 

Q) eO 2.2- lel 2.4 1.6 .. 0 .0 .0 .. 0 
0 

'M 
~ 10% 2 0 259 75 t.t.6 20 5 1 ,.,.; 4 1 

'+J 19.0 5.5 3.4 1 • .5 .4 .1 .3 .1 

Iii 
.0 

.r-! .0 63.0 18.2 11.2 4.9 11>2 • 2 1.0'0 "\.;!~,~?':I:;i;!;~ . 

0' .0 31,9 27.0 27.5 31.3 23.8 16.7 66.7 11.f""" 
.(/) 

" 

..c: 
.: t) 

20% 3 0 190 65 45 13 2 3 1 .,.·.,,3' 

j .0 13.9 4.8 3.3 1.0 .1 
' ,,' ~ .2 ".1 ,'2"· 

.~ 
.0 59.0 20.2 14.0 4.0 .6 ' ,.9 .3 .9 

.0 23.4 23.4 26.9 20.'3 9,5 50'~0 16.7 33.,3 

~ 
CiS g 30% 
0 4 0 165 51 37 12 4 2 1 :3 275 

.. 10-1 .0 12.1 3.7 2.7 .9 .3 .1 • 1 .2 . 2'0.2 
OJ 

P-I .0 60.0 18.5 1:3.5 4.4 i.5 ;7 ;;,4 1.1",--= 
" 

!i 

.0 20.3 Hh3 22.2 18.8 19.0 33.3 16.7 33.3 "1 \ 

\'J) 50% OJ 
,'; 

(/) 5 0 115 .61 25 11 :3 0 0 1 211~ 

.. ,~. 

",) 

.0 8.4+ 4.5 1.8 .8 02; .0 .0 • 1 15.8 . 

J .0 53.2 28.2 11.6 'J .1 1 .. 4 .0' .0 .5 

.0 14.2 21.9 15.0 17.2 14.3 .0 .0 3.1.1 

75% 
.~ 6 0 47 16 a '6 . 5 0 0 1 

- .0 3.4 1.2 .6 .4 .4 .0 .0 .1 
u.l .0 ~6.6 19.3 9.6 7.2 01110 .0 .0 1.2 
10-1 

~ .0 5.8 5.8 4.8 9.4 23118 .0 .0 11.1 
't:. 

100% 0 7 :3 2 1 0 0 
.0- 0 6 1 0 

I ,til 

~~ .. .0 .4 .2 .1 .1 .1 .0 .0 .0 

.0 46.2 23.1 15.4 7.7 7.7 ~O .0 1100 

,- .0 .7 1.1 ,1.2 1.6 .4.8 .0 ..• 0 .0 

, TOTAL 0 812 278 167 64 21 6 0 9 

.0 59.6 20.4 12.3 4.7 1.5 .4 .4 .1 
" 
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15. 

No 0 
Response 

10% 2 

20% :3 

30% 

50% 5 

75% 

-:;. 

100% 
7 

TOTAL 

-:.::."" -' 

How'do you locate a £oren~iic scientist 1:0 provide 'expert; 
evidence? Articles iIi legal literature. Indicate' 
choice by priori ty '·1,' 2 ~ ~, etc;'.· 

No 1st 
Response 

0 17 0 
.0 1.2 •. d 
.0 100.0 .0 
,0 ·,1,.E>;, .0 

,;/ .... .;.. 

0 20 3 
.0 1#5 • 2 
.0 76.9 11.5 
.0 1.9 3.9 

0 339 13 
.. 0, 24.9 1.0 
.0 82.5 3.2 
.0 32e3 17.1 

0 227 '24 
.0 16.1 1.8 
·0 70.5 7.5, 
.0 21~6 31.6 

0 215 12 
.0 ", 15.8 .9 
.0 78.2 404 
.0 20.5" 15,,:~ 

0 160 18 
.0 11.7 1'.3 
.0 14.1 8.3 
.0 15.3 23.7 

0 63 3 

.0 . 4.6 .2 

.0 75.9 3.6 

.0 "6.0 3.9 

1;0 8 :3 
.0 .6 .2 
.0, 61.5 23.1 
.0 .8 3.9 

0 1049 76 
.0 ,77.0 5.6: 

2nd, 3rd 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.• 0 

21 
,:,1.5 
5.1' 

33.9 

18 
1,3 
5.6 

29,.0 

8 
.6 

2.9 
12.9 

,,~:-

9 
.7, 

'4.2 
14.5 

6 

.4 
7.2 
9.7 

0 
.0 
.Q, 
.0 

62 
4.5 
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0 
.0 

c.o 
.0 

:3 
.2 ' 

11.5 
3.3 

17 
1.2 
.4.1 

18.9 

28 
2.1 
8.7, 
~1.1 

23 
1.7 
8.4 

25.6 

6. 

.Cf. 
7.2 
:6.7 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

90 
6e6 

5th ""6th 

., 

/.0 0 
.. 0 

i.o 
.. O~ 

0 
.0 
.0 , 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
~O 

0·' o 0 
.0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 .0, 
.0 .0 .0 

15 
1.l 
3 .. ,~ 

30 •.. 6 

13 8 
11i'0" • t),}, 

;4.0 2.5 
26.5 36.4 

1,1 
~1 .1 

,7.,.7" '7.7 
2,,0 tt.5 

,·22'1. 
1.6 c' 

3 
.2 
.9 

23.1 

o 
.d 

r 

.0 

.0 

1,l 
1~-0 

, '. 
i .. 

.. , 

" .. 

" 

7th 

:,0 17" 
.0 1 •. 2·;;" 
.0 
.0 

/'0 " 26· 
'. tf,O ·,'·1 .9 . 

.0 

.0 

o 411 .. " ' ,.0 '30.2' .", 
•. 0" '., ,"'j 

.0 ',. 

1° 322: 
'.i 23;.fl."i' 
.3'<, ,q} 

50.0 
; " 

.(. 

'::~L, 
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'TABLB40 

Ques. 15 :,," How do you locafe ai '£oren~ic $p-ien~is,t to provide e:X;p.i;}r·t:. 
evid~,rici;}?'Articles'in scientific Ii terature; . Indica.'fe . 
choice-:of priority 1,-2 ,·J"etc. 

No 
. Resp<;mse 0 

1 

10% . 
2 

20% 

30% 
4 

0;:--' 
,-, 

50% 

6 

7 

TOTAL 

. 
/: 

, No. /flst 
RespOl1$€ 

2nd 

o 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0' 

o· 

./ 
14 

1.0 
82.4 

1.:3 

,22 
1?6 

8406 
2.0 

356 
26.1 
86.6 
32.2 

244 
17.9 
7508 
2.2.1 

a25 
" 

,,0 ,'16.5 
.d. '~lo8' 
eO 20.4 

0 173 
.0 12.7 
.0 8.0.1 ,:1 

.0 15.7 

0 63' 
.0 4~6' 

.0 75.9 

.0 5.7 

0 7 
.0 .5 
.0 53.8 
.0 .6 

0 1104 
.0 81.0 

"<::~ 

'%'" 

o 
.0 
itO 
.0 

1 
.1 

3.A 
1.9 

7 
.5 

107 
13e5 

18 

1 
.1 

5.9 
'. 2.7 

o 
eO 
.0 
.0 

8 
.6 

1.9 
21.6 

10 
1 • .3 .,-7/' 
5.6 ·,.c:f.l 

34110/ 2700 

0 8.-
.-~4 .6 
2.2 .2.9 

11.5. 21.6 

14 7 
i~.G· e5 
'6.5 3.2, 

26.9 18.9 

.. .- J 
.'2 

3.6 
5.8 

.! 
.2 

2.301 
5.8 

.52 37: 
3,8 2.7 

3rd 

2 
.1 

11,,8 
4.0 

1 
.1 

,3.8 
2.0 

12 
.9 

2.C} 
24.0 

1'2 
.9 

3.7 
24,0' 

e 
.6. 

2.9 
16~O 

6 
.4 

·2.8 
12.0 

,. 50 
3.1 

-' 

.. -;~; -,' 

' . 

4th 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

-_. - _._-_ .. -

2 
.1 

7.7 
,6.1 

5 

-33 
2.4~· 

5th 

';: 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

O. 
.0 
~O 
.0 

41 
3.0 

o 

. -­- .~--,,~ " "\ 

28 1,.8 

. (1. 
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. /l" 

. ' 

No 
Response (j 

10% 

.30% 

/$~.) 

501j1'" 

1 

4···· 

No 1st 
Response 

0 
eO 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0. 

1~ 
.1.0 

~.~.4 
1.q. 

17 
<;l'f2 

65.4 
1;,7 

305 

o '.,·232 
,,0 ·17.0 
.0 72.0 
.0 23.6 

o 
.0 

•. ,c. "0 , . 

• 0 

·r~rr 
~\q.&l 
69.8 
19.5 

8 

1 
.1 

5.9 
.8::; 

6 
.4 

~3.1 
4.1 

. 2nd 
',y 

1 

.6 .1 ~1 
61.5 .15t4 J5.4J 

.8 . ,,:J; 06 21!;'!f . 

o 
.0 

983 
72.1 

127 
})~;~, .. 

72 
~5.~ 

D"'44 

X3rd . 4th",·'5th 

-" .... ' 

. 141 .. ' .. 1.'? '. 
74;/1 "'3. '.0 .. :r •. ~ .. ;2 .... ·.~.:~.·;.,1 

2 ..••. 4 .. ,. . '>. '1"~'~" '''2' ' .' ,'" .2, 
32.3'/ 1.8~5· "'2S!,O 

5 

, ;) <.or 

. . :G,.' . __ ~L~~ i;·.· .. ~~~"-,-"--,_~-,--,,,,-,,-_-c-~-,,",--,~---.a.."---",-!". 



No 0 
REisponse 

0% 
1 

10% 

". 

" 

5 

TOTAL 

,,':. 

.0 

.0 

I) 

.0 
eO 
.p. 

0 
• a . 
.0 
.0 

(1 ., 
iO 
.0 
~ q/ 

n 
.0 
.0 
.,0 

0 
.0 
.0 
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Qu~s. 4. Why was expert .scieritific evidence not used? 
Scientifi:c evidence damaging to case: 
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TABLE 48 

Ques. 4. Why was expert scientific evidence not used? Lack of funds to obtain 
expert witness: ,~ 

c. 
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,Ques.4. Why was expert sCientific: evidence not used? Lack 
of scientific facilities available to make test: 

No ' 
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Ques. 4. 'Why w-as expert scientific evidence not used? Lack of knowledge Where· to 
locate expert: . . 

No No Yes 
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. Ques . 4 •. Why Was ,expert scientific evidence 'not used? .... 
Inability to 'determine qualificat?!ons of expert: 
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'No 
p~sponse 

Lawyers 

r;···.,·k.'.-............................. :: 

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

" .. ''-

y;" 

r
· ... ~ ............ "~ .. -:-. -... C:.ii'\'~ -~." .' 

" 
F , .. <-,: .. - - _ 

<;:,' ," . 
;'" 

~";~~. 

,~~, _~ .~::~~D;-!~~5%.~· 
,',?,; .' 

, J . .' . ." TABi..E'~57 ". . . ,/ 

~~,;.7. . Jsscia:tific evf~ce given ~re:'credibility than~ other\evidence b~ " 
.};fec~s~on-mBker: Juror?" :. /,' . .... J 
-,' -"' ;" ;. ,. , 

lJ 

.1. , 

TOTAL 

No No 
Response 

0 
" 

8 
.0 .6 
'/I (j 24.2 
.0 4.3:, 

0 
.; 

llJ6 
.0<,'> 7.8 
.0 16 .• 6 
.0 57.6 . 

" 

0 10 
'GO 5.1 
.0 10.1 
.0, 38~ . .o 
o 1,B4 

.0 Lh5 

10 
c' '-17 

·30.3, 
4.5 

123 
9~, () 

'1.9;.2 
'551" " It· 

tS8 
6.5 

12.7 
39.8 

2C!1 
16.2 

"Yes 

15 
1.1 

45.5 
1.6 

410 
~0.1 
b4.2 
4~.8 

' . 

533 
39.1 
77.1 
!::»5e6 

9S({:C"" 

70 .• 3 
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TA,BLF;.58 

Qties. BA. Are t.here weaknesses :in ,scieriti£ic Witnesses' testimJny due to, lack 6f 
expertise :in the specialized field? 

No No 
Response 

Yes 

0 11 J.O 12 0': 0 0 ct n 3'3 
00 08 .7 .9 .0 ~O eO .0 " .'O~ 2.4 
.0 33.3 30.3 36,Lt ~O ~O 00 .0 ~Oo 

,.Ji. 

.0 3.7 2.0 2.1 ' (10 eO .0 .0 .0 

J. 0 134 223 282 0 0 0 
" 

0 b n3Q\,< 
sO 9.8 '16.4 20.1 .0 0,0 . 0.0 ' 1+6-9 " "".0 .0 
;0 21.0 34.9 41+.1 .0 .0 .0 .. 0 .0 
.0 44.5 &f."'"9 49.9 .0 .0 ;.: .0 0;0 .0 

0 1b6 264 271 0 0 0 0 0 ~91" 
.0 11.4 19.4 19~9 .0 .0 .0 itO ~O '511.7' 
.0 22.6 3~.2 39~2 eO' .0 I!O .0 .• :0 .. ' 
.0 !)1.e 53s1 ~8.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

·,.d 
" 

0 3U1 497 565 0 0 0 0 .. 0 136:5 . .0 22.1 36.5 41.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 ".0 
TOTAL 

"':'~. 

-'1; 
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·\ 

Ques. 8e. 

No u 0 
Response 180 

.0 

.0 

Judges 1 0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

Lawyers 2 0 
.0 
80 
.0 

TOTAL 0 
.0 

I 

- ~. 

TABLE 60 

, 
" 

Are there weaknesses in scientific witnesses' 
testimony due to insufficient preparation for court 
appearance? 

No No Yes 
Response 

10 9 1'. 0 0 0 0 0 33 
.7 .7 1.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,0 ~.4 

30.3 27.3 42.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
3.4 2.2 2.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

135 172 332 0 0 0 0 0 63q 
9.9 12.6 24.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 46·9 

21.1 26.9 S2.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
46!,6 42.9 49.4 .0 .0 .0 ,0 .0 

.. ":::ei:O:~~":;7~;:~ . ~-:::.i~ 

145 220 326 0 0 0,0·", ,:, .. 691 - ~.,' ,,'~~ ~ 

10.6 16.1 23.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 50.7 
21.0 31.8 '+7.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
50.0 54.9 48.5 .0 .0 .0 eO .0 

290 401 672- 0 0 0 0 0 .1363 
21.3 29.4 49.3 .0 .0 eO .0 .0 
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TABLE 61 " 

Ques. 9. Is the competence of prosecution scientific witness: 
better, worse, the same as defense scientific 
witnesses? 

No Worse Sane Better 
Response 

No u (J 0 J.3 5 15 0 0 0 0 3~ Response .0 .0 1.0 .4 1.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 2"f .0 .0 j904 15.2 45.5 .0 .n .0 .,0 
.0 .0 2.4 3.5 2.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Judges 1 0 42 228 53 316 0 0 0 0 i.3Q. 
.. 0 3.1 16.7 3.9 23.2 .0' .0 .0 .0 .41.,.9 
.0 6.6 35.7 8.3 49.5 .0 00 .0 .0 
.0 46.2 42.4 37.3 53.5 .0 , .0 .0 .0 

Lawyers ~ 0 49 2Y7 84 260 0 0 0 1 691 
.0 3.6 21.8 6.2 1Q.l .0 .0 .0 .1 ~0.7 
.0 7.1 Lf.3.0 12.2 37.6 .0 .0 .0 .1 

.0 53,S 55.2 59.2 44.0 .0 .n .0 10n.o 

TOTAL 0 91 538 142 5'il 0 0 0 1 1363 
.0 6.7 39.5 10.4 43~4 .0 .0 .0 .1 
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TABLE 62 

Ques. lOA. In handling criminal cases are you influenced by data in the be-
havioral sciences (psychology, sociology)? 

No No Yes 
F.espotlSP. 

No 1I (J 2 9 22 n 0 () 0 (I 3-' 
Response .0 .1 .7 1.6 eO .0 .n .0 

.0 f,,.1 21.3 Q&.7 
.0 ~414 

.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 3.1 2.6 2.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Judges J. U 46 124 't69 n 0 
.0 3.4 9.1 

0 0 0 h3Q 
~4614 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 I,,,.q 

.0 7.2 19.4 13.4 .0 .0 ~O .0 .0 

.0 70.8 35.5 49.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Lawyers ~ 0 11 216 458 0 0 0 0 0 ;,91 
.0 1.2 15.ij 33.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ~n.7 
.0 2.5 31.3 b6.3 .0 .0 .0 00 .0 
.0 26.2 61.9 48.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL O· 65 349 949 0 () 0 0 0 1363 
.0 4.8 25.6 b9.6 .n .0 .0 .·0 flO 
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, . TABLE 63 

Ques. lOB. W:len did you last study behavioral science data? 

Rei~e 3 mts. 6 mts. 1 yr. ~rago " 

No u 0 1 7 6 :3 16 0 0 0 33 Response .0 .1 .5 .... .? 1.2 ..0 .0 .0 ,?·4 .0 3.0 21.2 18.2 9.1 48 • .5 .0 .0 .0 .0 1.5 1.2 4.6 2.4 3.~1 .0 .0 .0. 

Judg~s J. 0 ... 1 ,. 318 55 66 159 0 0 0 f-'39 
.0 3.0 23.3 4.0 4.8 11.7 .n .0 .0 4f,.9 
.0 6 .... ... 9.8 8.6 10.3 24.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 62.1 52.6 42.0 52.4 36.5 .0 .0 .0 

Lawyers c! 0 24 279 70 57 261 0 0 0 691 .0 1.8 20.5 501 4.2 ,~9.1 .0 .0 .0 51).7 .0 3.5 40.4 10.1 8.2 37.8 .0 .0 .0 
.0 36.4 46.2 53.4 45.2 59.9 .0 . .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 b6 604 131 lC:!6 436 0 0 0 1363 .0 .... 8 ... 4.3 9.6 ,9.2, 32.0 .0 .0 .0 

'.' 
6· 
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No 
Response 

Judges' 

Lawyers 

~,., .\\ 
i\ 

Ques. llA. 

u 

1 

TOTAL 

TABLE 65 

In what percentage of your criminal cases are 
reports of psychiatrists or psych61pgists used? 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

12 
.9 

1.9 
48.0 

o 13 
.0 1.0 
.0 ,1.9 
.Ob2.0 

o 
.0 

2b 
1.8 

10% 

377 
27.7 
59.0 
49.q. . 

3b8 
27.0 
53.3 
48.2 

7b3 
56.0 

20% 30% 50% 7'3% 

11 
",8 

33.3 
3.4 

135 
9.9 

21.1 
41.7 

178 
13.1 
25.8 
54.9 

324 
23.8 

2 
.1 

6.1 
1.3 

b8 
5 .• 0 

10.6 
44.4 

113 
6.1 

12.0 
54.,'2 

153 
11.2 

D-68 

26 
1.9 
4.1 

44.1 

31 
2.3 
4.5 

~2.5 

o 
.0 
eO 
-0 

20 
1.5 
3.1 

58.s 

14 
1.0 
2.0 

'1-1.2 

34 
2.5 

100% 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

1 
.1 
.2 

2()~O 

4 
.3 
.6 

80.0 ' 

5 
.4 

o 
.0 
.0 
eO 
;; 

-:;,0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.n 
.·0 
.0 

o 
.0 

() 

691" 
50,:'7 ' 

1363 
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TABLE 66 

Que.'" llB. Would 1DJre use o£psychiatric or psycho1ogical reports be belpful? 
-' "'~.::.:;,- ... , 

Rest&se No Yes 

No u 0 0 13 19 1 0 0 0 0 3~ 

Response .0 eO 1.0 1.4f. .1 .u -0 1.0 .0 2.4 
.0 .0 39.4f. ~7.6 3.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

~, 
.0 .0 3~7 2.1 100.0 .0 .0 .0 " .0 

,. 

,Judges 
1 0 39 14f.6 4~4 0 0 "0 o,i'-, 0 

.0 2.9, 10.1 33.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 6.1 22.8 71.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 " 

.0 39.8 4f.l.2 4f.9.9 .0 .0 .0 
,~ .0 

, Lawyers ~ 0 ~9 195 437 0 0 0 0 :-r:' A91 ~ 

.0 4.3 14f..3 32.1 .0 .0 .• 0 /;g'.~/ 

.0 a.5 28.2 b3.2 
.0 511.7, 

.0 .0 .0 .0 
.,0 bO.2 55.1 ... 8.0 .0 .0" ,.!l 

F 

" .0 .• 0 

TOTAL 0 98 3b4f. 910 1 0> 
/;:'/ 

.~ 
0·, ' 0 0 

.0 7.2 2b. () 66.8 .1 c/~n' .0 .0 
','" /,'.' 

.0 

,~. .. 
~" 

/' 

(",;" 
I; .. 
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No 
. Response 

Judges 

TAltLE '67 
/ 

Ques._llC.~ More use of,sychiatric or psychological reports 
is not made because' they are unavailable: 

u 0 
.0 
00 
.0 

1 0 
.0 
.0 . 

.0 

0, 
,.;1) 

.0 

.0 

No 1st 
Response . PrJ. . 

15 11 
101 .8 

45.5 ~13. :3 
2~3 /," 2.4 

2-'2 201 
20.0 l~'J 1 
'42.b 4t(l:.cii 
41.3 51.0 

"372 186 
27.3 13.6 
5.3.8 26.~" 
'56.4 4Q,.6 

4 2 
.3 .1 

12. 1 6~1 
3.0 4,~,?" 

f}9 2.2 
if' '4.3 1 .6 

", ~9-('~,-¢.;,:a .4·· 
44.4 45.8 

70 24 
5.1 1.B 

" 10.1 3.5 
52.6 50'0 

-/ 

0 ,,'''0 1 0 3.'~ 
_t.~ 

• Q/.J" .0 .1 .0 i' .'1" //./0 .0 3·0 .0 
.0 .0 4',,8 .0 

; 

11 7 1 0 :.(,,?h39 
,8 '~,,5 .5 .,(}{'" 411.9 

441·7,· l~l, -~'l-~~~·-~!::~----~~~~-:. ~~·~;.e~7' .~: ;~-~-~ , -. 

45.8 ~5.n 33 • .3 .0 
/.; 

13 13 ,13 0/ 691 
litO 1.oY"l.O .n 511,7' 
1.9 

54.2 
.. -:i. q 1.9 - . .;io 
65 .~, ,~~~~~!c~::~:-J,~.gy,=,-O:";'<" . '." 

TOTAL 45if --'--.- -

0 659 133 48 24 20 
1,S 

-', ,'1, 

'21 >.0 
1~5) .0 .0, 48.3 -3'5',,6, 9.8 3.5 l·S 

"':':.'-

'~<~ 

, " .1..,r 
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TABLE 68 

Ques . lIe. M:>re . use of psychiatric· or psychological reports is not made because 
they are not coosl.dered r~lpful: 0 • '.. . . .,; '. ..' •• r 

/' No 0 0 
Response .0 

.0. 

.0 

'Judges 1 0 
.0 

~ .0 
.0 

0 
.0 

Lawyers 

.0 
"Q 

TOTAL 0 
.0 

I 
I, 

No 
Response 

1st 2nd 
Prl.. Prl.. ~o 

~2 4 
1.6 .3 

66.7 12.1 
2.3 3.1 

464 SO 
35.5 3.7 
75.7 7.8 
59·5 38".2. 

452 17 
33.2 5.6 
65.4 11.1 
47.2 58.8 

958 131 
70 •. 3 9.,€; 

, 
,,", ~: 

. ~.; ..... 
.... ~ . ..... :/ 

':..:. .~> 

3 
.2 

9.i 
3.8 

27 
2.0 
4.2 

34.2 

49 
3.6 
7.1 

02.0 

79 
5.8 

~ 
.1 

6.1 
. 2~2 

35 
2'!"6· 
5,5 

.!S.o 

~5 
q,...O 
8.0 

,59.8. 

i 
01 

3eO 
1.7 
.. .I 

23 

92 ,58 
~H7, . ' ~4.3 

·11::<:71 

~Ff.; m. 
1 0 

.1 .0 
~.O 00 
?S .0 

19 1 

' .. ~ 
elf 

o 
.0 
.0 
~o 

,0 
:b 

'r. 

33.1 
<?,,+ 

", .,' 

~L \:. -



Ques. llC.' 

No' u 
/RespcrcLSe ! 

Judges 1 

izwyers c,. 

[ 
I TOTAL 

~~--;"":c~.=- ~>_; ..... -t;.o.o:_o--­
'"" :>: 

No 
Response 

1st 
Fri. 

0 4U8 <;16 
• 0 29 ~(~·.c_1 e I) 

.~~,·~c_."-, ••• _~,,, ~ ... _ 
00 63$'- 1&.0 
.0 47.6 480b 

0 -4'29 98 
00 31.5 7.2 
.0 62.1 14.2 
.0 50.0 '4'9.5 

0 858 198 
.0 62,9 14.~ 

"~'" 

.12 
9.l· 2.4 

b9 
4.3 
9.2 

1+6.5 

65 
4,8 
9.q' 

51f '2 
--'/ . 

./127 
9.3 

,0.;-.---

,'3rd 
M. 

"" .. ' 

4 
.3 

. 12.J. 
3·2 

56 
401 

-ff.~/ 
" 1+4 c(4 

-66 
4·8 
9.6 

52-4 

lC:!6 
9.2 

D,..72 

/ 

.- -... ::~:; ,6'<: 

. 4th 
Fri. 

"(-/ 
/7 .15 /" 
·1.1 
2.3 

5th 
Pd.. 

4 
.3 
-6 

0-
.0 

_ @O 
'-",00 

41.7 2.8.6·, 

1 
•. 1 

. .2 
.,2!:)e P' 

21' 
1.5 
3.0, 

58'~3 

36 
,2,.6 

..... 

,-:. 
,I,' 

9 
.7 

1.3 
64.3 

',;, -

14 
.1.0 

., 

.' J"~'/'.-~ 
I\!4 

75.0 

4 
__ J!.3: 

",'(-

0·, 
.0' 

~.-= '. O~ 

.0 

-.,,0 
.0 
-.0; __ 

.-- .... ~~;, 
:~ 
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-- QUp 5 ':~11 C • 

" No'·, 
ResponSe ° 

Judges 

Lawyers G 

TOTAl. .' 

-:.;-..;.- ....:- :':'~. 
I ... ,x.<,?,- /;'" <.'; .' 

F~-

r' 

More Use of psychia'fri{pr .:PSY~ho~ogical reports 'is 
not made b~~causethey are:lmmateT1al: 

No 1st 
Rtasponse Fri. 

0 22 '+ 
,,0 1~6 ,,3 
.0 66.7 12.1 
.0 2.3 3.8 

0 476 48 
.,0 34.9 3.~5 

.0 74.5 7.5 

.0 ~9.1 46.2 

0 471 02 
.0 3'1-1; 6 3.8 
.,0 bS.2 7.5 
.0 48_.0 5{r';-O 

0 ~bct tu'+ 
.0 71.1 7.6 

2nd 
Prio 

2 
-.1 

';6.1 ' 
206 

21 
1.5 
3.3 

27.3 

5~ 
4.0 
i.8 

70,,1 

77. 
5.6 

-:-.~ ". 

3rd 
. Fri. 

3 

9.1 
2.4 

D-73 

4th 
"Pri . 

1 

5th 
Pri. 

,,1 
3.0 
2of\ 

6th 
Pd. 

o 
.0 
.0 
~o 

. 

'-~ 

o 



TABLE 71: 
. . :,., ...... .' .'. . ..... i:'. , .., ... ;~c,· 

QUeS. llC :~~·use: of.-pSy'c:.hi.atric or psychOlogical report;~isribt .~~ .. because 
they ~(i!; not1::r'·.Jfrtcid: ' , 

NO -:; 

l-st 2nd 3rd 'th 5th 6th -. 
4 ./. 

Resp6i'l.Se Pri.. Pri. F-rl. ,Fri.. Pri. Fri. 

No u 
ReSponse 

(j 25 6 0 1 lJ 0 1 

II!(J 1~8 ,,4 
~ .... ,.~i~ip:."~~ o 

I..awyers .. 
C:: 

TOTAL 

. -;'.~ , 

op '.1. .0 .0 . .,1 
.0 15.8 18.2 .0 3~O .0 .0 .,.'3.0' 
00 2.3 6.e. .0 .. 2.5 .0 .... 11 .",.' 'r.2,,·· 
u 528 .. < ~8 9 16. ,>- icY 

.0 38.1" 2.1 .7 1.ir'2'· '-':7 

.. p -,;;~ca2. 6 4.4 1. 4_~'i;S2;a ~ 1.6-

.'1)· 49.4 31 • 8!,:?§~~'~~-:-1.J b .. n 50.0 

.• 5 
1.~1 

25~n 

.j,,0 
6.4 

47.7 

n 51!> :>4- 24 
.0 37.6 4.0 ·1 eJ3 
.0 7't~5 'lila '3~5' 
.0 48.2 61.4 12.7 

23 10 21 44 
,. 7 • 7 ., J. -,.-;q.:;... (/'3 • 2 
3. ~ ",1~,~".:,'(::,J"'$ (1 6.4 

tl7,1!>5·r;:":-:'5·6~~o 15.n 51.2 
<~.:{;;'(~.-~''''''!!''''' :~ 

0 1008 Q8 ':'33" :: 

.0 78,.4. 6.5/;:; 2.~ ,. :,-

q;O 2028 
2.1, 

86 
1·5 

" 
~5:'P/ 

0_-._· ---"- ." •. ])~ '74' 

r 
Ii 

,,--:O~'.. ~,e}.u 

.0 

.0· 

o 
.0' 0;,::.-#::", 9 
.0 
.0 

o . ,,91 

o 
.,0, 

-"'t' 

, , 

.1 
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\> Ques. IIC. More use of 
is not made 

No 1st 
Response Fri. 

No U 0 12 12 
Response .0 .9 .9 

.0 36.~ 36.4 

.0 2.0 2.6 

Judges 1 0 2~1 2u2 
.0 21.1 14.8 
.0 44.9 :51.6 
1110 48.6 43.7 

Lawyers t!. (l 291 246 
.0 21.3 18.2 
.0 42.1 35.9 
.0 49.3 53.1 

TOTAL 0 !;90 .... 02 
.u "'~3. 3 33.9 

"':"~. 

" 
" 

TABLE 72 

psychiat,:r ic o,r psychological 
because they are too costly: 

2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 
Fri. Fri. Pri. Fri. Pri. 

~ 4 1 0 0 

.3 .3 .1 .0 .0 
12.1 12.1 3.0 .0 .0 

2.3 6.2 4.3 .0 .0 

97 .i!5 9 14 5 

7.1 1.8 .7 1.n .~ 

15.2 ~~.9 1·4 2.2 .8 

54.103 38.5 39.1 1+8.3 29.4 

16 .36 13 15 12 

5.6 2.6 1.0 1.1 .9 

11.0 5.2 1.9 2.2 1.1 
42.9 55.4 56.5 51.1 10.6 

111 65 23 29 17 

13.0 4.A 1.7 2.1 1.2 

D-7S 

reports 

i 
'! 

0 .5~ 

.0 2. U 

.0 

.0 

n 639 
.0 46. Q 

.0 
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TABLE 73 
Ques. lID.· Does your court have a psychiatric clinic for use in cr:imi.Ilal cases? 

Resp~e No Yes 

No 
-,-Response t) CJ (/ ;,," 

~4 9 n 0 . () .0 1.a 0 0 (1 3~ .7 .0 .0 " eO .0 72.7 .0 .0 .0 27.3 .0 .0 ?4 .u .0 3.4 1.4 ·0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .• 0 Judges .0 ... (J 13 ,3~5 301 (J 0 .0 1 .. 0 23.8 0 0 0 ce.! .0 .0 039 .0 2.0 50.9 l+7.1 eOO -' . ·0 .0 .. 0 4h.9. .0 41.9 46.0 Lf.8.2 
.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .u Lawyers . ltO c:: () 18 301 315 0 0 0 0 1 1191 .0 1.3 26.2. 

.() c3.1 .0 .u .0 .0 
~ '>. 2.6 bl.7 45.6 .1 bO.7 .0 5~.1 ·0 .0 ·n bO.6 50.4 • (II .0 .0 .1 ' 

TOTAL .0 .0 100.0 (1 31 70fl 625 0 .0 2.3 51,S 0 () 0 1 45.9 .0 .0 136 . .., ·0 .0 .1 

o 
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TABLE 74 

Ques.llE. Would you like;i to have more readily· services for youX' criminal cases ? available psychiatric.. 
" 

No 
sponse 

Judges 

'Lawyers 

u 

1, 

TOTAL 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
o(J 

.0 

o 
.0 

_ No No Yes 
Respotlfje 

2 
.1 

6.1 
2.8 

41 
3.0 
6.4 

51.7 

111 
8.6 

18.3 
40.5 

lb3 
12.0 
23.6 
56.'+ 

'9:" 
... ~< 

1.6 
&6.7 

2.2 

500 
36 .. 1 
12.4 
49.9 

11 2~9 1003 
5.2 21.2. 73 .• 6 

o 
.0 
eO 
.0 

o 
.('1 

.0 

.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
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o 
.0 
.0 

• .0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.,0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.Q 
.0 

o 
.0 
,,0 
.0 

o 
.0 

o 
,0 
.0 
.0 

o (,,39 
.046.9 
.0 
.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

691 
51).7 

o 1363 
.0 



TABLE 75 
Ques. l2A. Is certification or licensure by a public or private body of a forensi 
scientist an inportant criterion to detennine the qualifications of him as an exp-
scientific witness? 

No No Yes 
Response 

No lJ 0 2 11 20 n 0 0 0 0 ;.13 Response .0 .1 .8 1.5 .0 .0 00 -,fl- .0 ?4 .~ 

.0 t,. 1 33 .. 3 60.6 .0 .0 .n .0 .n 

.0 2.4 2.5 2.4 .n .0 .£1 .0 .0 

Judges 1 0 1+1 1';19 399 0 0 0 u 0 " ...,3Q .u 3.0 14.6 29.3 .0 .0 .n .0 .0 46·Q 
i 

.0 6.4 31.1 62.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
10 .0 49.4 45.2 47.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1 

Lawyers c:. 0 40 2,sO 421 0 0 0 0 0 r191 
.0 2.9 16.9 30.9 .0 .0 .0" .n .0 50.7 
.0 5.8 33.3 bO.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 ,+8.2 52.3 50&1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .n 

TOTAL 0 83 44U 840 0 0 0 0 0 1363 
.0 6.1 32.3 bl.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .n 
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TABLE 7:6 

Que$. l2B. ShoUld certification or licensure by a pUblicorp~v~te bodY of a 
forensic scientist be an inlx>rtant criterion to detennine the QU41ificatiOO$ 
of him as an expert scientific witness? 

No No Yea 
Response 

No 0 2 11 20 (l n n 0 I) "'3 
u 

sponse .Il .1 .F\ 1.5 .0 .0 .0 ,0 .0 ;?4 

.0 • u .n .0 .P , '-- .. " 

.0 f.,. 1 ~3.3 bO.6 

.n .q 3.H 2.3 .n eO .n .0 .0 

1 0 lu9 1..)3 397 n 0 n 0 \I .. ).3f:1 

I .(1 (i.O 9.8 29.1 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 4h.~ 

.n 17-1 20.8 62.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.lI &+9.8 46.2 ,+6.4 .0 .0 .0 00 .0 

0 tUB 1 .... 4 43q () 0 rr 0 0 h91 
Lawyers t!. .Cl .0 .0 ~n.7 

.u 7.9 10.6 32.2 .n .0 

.0 l~.n 20.8 63.5 .0 .0 .(1 .0 • rj ': 

.0 49.3 50.0 ~1.3 .0 .0 ,U .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 219 2t1A 856 0 (j {l 0 0 1.3b~ 

.(1 lb.1 21.1 b2.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 00 
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No IJ 

Response 

Judges .1 

La.wy~rs 
~ 

TABLE 77 

Ques. 1'3. Would video tape deposition of scientific witness 
expedite criminal justice process? 

No Yes 

0 3 .10 20 n 0 0 0 0 l~ 
.(; .2 .7 1.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 2~U 
.0 9.1 30.3 60.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 3.3 2.7 2.2 .0 .0 .n .0 .0 

0 37 1~2 ~50 0 0 0 0 0 f)3q 

.0 2.7 11.2 33.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 4.6·Q 

.0 5.8 23.8 70.~ .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.(J 40.2 4+1.8 ~9.6 .n .0 .0 .• u .0 

0 b2 2u2 437 0 0 II 0 0 691. .. 
.0 3.8 14.8 32.1 .. 0 .0 .n .0 .0 50.7 
.0 7.5 29.2 63.2 .0 00 .0 .0 .0· 
.0 56.5 55.5 ~8.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

" 

TOTAL 0 92 304 907 0 0 0 0 0 1363 
.0 6.7 2,6.7 66.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
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TABLE 78 

Ques. 13. Do you approve video tape deposition of scientific witness in the 
criminal justice process? 

No II 

·~spanse 

" 

1 
Judges. 

LaWyers 

TOTAL 

() 

.0 

.0 

.0 

o 
.0 
.0 
.0 

(I 

.0 

.{.t 

.0 

o 
.0 

8 
,.6 

2"; .2 
3.6 

IlJ9 
fl.O 

17.1 
~~.7 

1(;7 
7.9 

15.5 
,+7.8 

22'+ 
16.4 

8 
"b 

24.2 
2.1 

1'+0 
10;;3 21'1.5 
21 .. 9 00.9 
3i:'3 ·~1.0 

2,,7 
16.7 
32.9 
60.5 

3b7 
26.2 
01.7 
46.8 

763 
t>6.0 

Ll 
.0 
.0 
.0 

(1 

.0 

.0 

.n 

(l 

.n 
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.u 
.0 
.u 

o 
.£1 
oll 
.0 

u 
.u 
.0 
.0 

o 
.u 

() 

.0 

.0 

.0 

n 

o 
.0 
.0 
50 

1 
.'l .1 
• () .2 
.0 lOo.O 

(' 

.0 

.0 

.0 

(I 

.p 

o 
.u 
.0 
.0 

1 
.1 

c 
.0 
.(1 
.0 

n 
.n 
.Q 
.(l 

(l 

.0 

.0 

.0 

(1 

.0 
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No 
Response 

Judges 

Lawyers 

lJ 

.1 

2 

TABLE 79 

Ques. 14. Are changes needed in laws to' permit be'veer use 
of the forensic sciences? 

No No Yes 
Response 

0 2 9 22 0 0 0 0 (, 0 
.0 .1 .7 1.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 6.1 27.3 'tJ6.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 1.3 2.0 2.9 .0 .u .0 .0 .0 

0 7(;, 239 324 0 0 0 0 0 
.0 5.6 . 17.5 23.8 .0 ,,0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 11.9 37.4 50.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 50.7 53.8 '1-2.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .n 

0 72 .1 C:;6 423 0 0 0 0 0 
.0 5.3 1)4.4 31.0 .(1 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 10.4 ~!8.4 61.2 .0) .0 .0 .0 .• 0 
.0 48.0 i~4o 1 '55.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 150 444 769 0 0 0 0 0 
.0 11.0 32.6 ~6.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 . 

n"82 

(~~ 

3:~ 
2.4 

6~9 
46. 0 

f,,91 
.5(le7 

Ll}63 

'".':-

. \ 

~ " '.; 
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TABLE 80 
Ques. 15. How do you locate a fomesic scientist ,to provide expert evidence? Ads in bar journals:' , 

" No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 
Response Fri. Fri. P-i. Pri. Pri. Fri. Fri. 

l'-':: 

No u 0 22 4 4 2 0 0 1 n 33 
Response .0 1.6 .3 .3 •. 1 .n .n .1 .0 2-4 " 

.n .0 66,7 12,1 12.1 6.~ 1 .0 .0 :~. 0 
d" 

~.s .0 ',(, 2.0 6.1 7.3 3'.8 .0 .n " .0 

.;-,3Q 
1'/ , 

547 20 19 2fl 7 q 6 11 Judges 1 0 
\ 

·.7 .4 .8 L~h.q .0 40.1 1.5 1,,+ 1.S .~ 

.0 85.6 3.1 3.0 3.1 1·1 1.4 .9 1.7 
hU~O 27.3 42:.,3 .0 &4-9.5 30.3 .)'+.5 3].7 38.9 

~;~-~~---,"~-• .:::-=-~ 

15 
" 

:L5 f,9t 536 '+2 32 31 11 q Lawyers ~ 0 
1.1 1.1, 5n.7 39.3 3.1 2.3 2.3 .8 .7 .0 

4.5 1'.b 1.3 2·2 2.2 .0 77.6 6.1 4.6 
'51.'7 .0 '+8.5 63.6 58.2 58.5 bbl 50·0 .,6A.Z 

'\ -.~. . TOTAL 0 1105 66 55 03 1~ 18 22 i:!6 1..363 .0 81.1 4.8 '+.0 3.9 1.3 1.3 1.6 • 1.9
11 
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I. 
I, 

No u 
Response 

Judges 1 

laWyers 

TABLE 81 
, 'J ' " 

Ques. 1~. How do you locate a forensic scientist to provide expert. evideru!~e_?? 
Ask fellow lawyer?;' -~ . 

TOTAL 



--tit • ,t~";; tt-
l' ,( 

,/ 
.(1. ._ 

-TABLE 82 '~.~-

.:/ /~ 

Ques. 15. How do you, locate aforensic scientist to provid:e expert evidenc.:;, 
Ask scientist acquaintance: 

_~:-":r 
.\..- ' 

" 
- No ~t ~~. Pfd ftrtf. ~. ~~. Pr~. Response 1. 1. 

.- " 

No -I) 0 1.7 9 4 2 1 0 0 n 7,";(-
..J" 

I sponse .0 1.2 .7 .3 .i .1 .0 .0 .0 ,).1+ 
.0 bl.5 27~3 12111 f,.l 3.0 • n, .0 .0 
.0 2.1 3.2 2.4 3d 4.8 ·0 eO .. -n 

Judges 1 0 4!J5 103 b3 lR 4 1 4 1 _f.39 
.0 j3.4 7.6 3.9 1-3 .3 • 1 .3 .1, '4f. .9 
.0 71.2 16e1 8.3 2.A .b .;> .6 .2 
.0 56.0 3701 jI117 28·1 19.0 ltH7 -66.7 11.1 

Lawyers ~ 0 340 1b6 110 ... ,~ 16 5 2 8 
, 

h91 .n 24.9 12.2 13.1 ~h2 ".2 .4 .1 GO 50G7 
.0 49.2 24.0 15.9 6.4 2e3 .7 .3 1.2 
.0 L';1.9 59.7 65.9 bB.A 76.2 83.3 3.3.3 8B~9 

TOTAL ti R12 278 167 b4 21 6 (, 9 1363 .n 5').6 20.4 12.3 1.4.7 1.5 .4 .4 .7- - .-,-~-. ---' ;,;~"- . 

/1 
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No 
Response 

Judges 

Lawyer's 

.\ 

\\ 

Ques. 15. 
Articles 

U 

1 

~ 

TOTAL 

~ ,.' . 

,.,.,,~Jj-;i;>'Y ...TABLE 83 ., . . ~"" 
How dcf~y6'U locate· a forensic. scientist to provide expert evidence? 
in legal litefature: 

.' .. ~ 

-.~ 

:No 1st 2nd 
.','-

3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 
Response P':i. Fri. Fri. Pri. Fri. Pri. Pri. 

0 27 2 1 1 1 .t 0 () 3.~,;'·· '. 
.0 2s0 .1 .1 . ,. .1 .1 .0 .0 ?4/ " 
.(,J 81 ~8 6.1 3.0 3.0 3. n'- 3.0 .0 .• 0 
.0 2~6 2e6 1.6 1.1" 2.0 4.5 .0 .0 

0 526 31 21 31 17 7 5 1 
.0 38.6 2~3 1.5 2.3 1.2 ~5 .4 .1 
.0 82.3 4.9 3.3 4.9 2.7 1el .8 .2, 
.0 50.1 40.8 33.9 34~4 3Lf.7 31.8· 311.5 50.6 

(: 

0" 496 '+3 40 !>8 31 14 8 1 
.0 36.4 3.2 2.9 ' 4.3 2.3 1.0 .6 .1' 
.0 71.8;, 6.2 5.8 8.J4- . 4.5 2.0 1-2 .1 
.0 47.3 56.6 b4.5 64.4 ,63.3 63.6 614!,S '50~·(f ," 

(j 1049 76 49 
.. 

22 62 90 
eO 77.0 5.6 4.5 6.6 ,3.f, 

c ' 



No 

Ques. 15. 
Articles 

sponilie U 
ii: 
I' 
\1 

1 

Lawyers ~ 

TOTAL 
-~--

-~-.-

I>' 
I 

-----~ ,---~--~-

~ 'I 

TABLE 84 

How do you locate a<;::~~t~~Cfent~!Oc to,prov1de expert: evi~? . 
in scientific literature?''''':;'': 

Resp~e ~~t P¥~. ~d ~~ ftfh' ~. ~tt .. ~tb> 
~. ~. 

,,' 

.:. 
~. -,. 

(t ~8 1 1 1 0 1 '1 n "J3 .0 2.1 .1 .1 .1 .0 tI 1 .1 .0 _:?;; 4 .0 64~A 3.0 3.0 3.0 .u 3.0 .3.0 • fL. .0 2.5 1.9 207 2.0 in 2.4 3.6 .d 
0 544 ~u 16 17 1U 17 8 7 _f~(l-'--

.0 39~9 1.5 1.2 1.2 .7 1.2" ".b .,.,Ft'--4he9 
00 8f).1 301 2.5 2.7 1.6 2.7 J,,~3'" 

;,.--.~,-o::-;. 

1.1 .0 4<;1.3 38.5 43.2" 34.n ~o.3 41, .. 5' 2H.6 .3A.9 
" 

, 

0 ~,,.~2 .31 20 42 
.. 
~3\ 23 19 11 6Yt .0 39.0 2.3 1.5 2.3 1.7 le7 1.e4 .A ,~n.1 .0 77.0 4.!).:,~"C2 • 9. 4.6 303 3~3 2.7' " i', ' .. 

',a; "'0 .. .0 48.2" 59.6 04.1 04.0 69.7 56.t 61.9 61.1 
,c, 

0 1104 ::'2 37 " !:lO 33 41 28 18 1363 
.0 1'11.0 3.B 2.7 2.'" " ,:2.1 i3 3.7 3.0 1 

:f 
,r, 

" 
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~"'-. 
" . .. 

'''r-
-(' 

r 

No II 

~,sponse-

Judges 1 

Lawyers i 

TABLE 85 

Ques. 15. How do you locate a forensic scientist to provide expert evidence? . 
Contact scientific societies: 

0 ~2 6 2 ~ 
.0 1 .• fi::·'.c-c:.c·-. 4- .1 .2 

-,~,~.(} -; '6'6.7 18 .. ~~ b.l 9-1 
.. 0 2.2 4.7 2.8 3.2 

0 488 01 28 .,H 

.0 35.8 4.~ 2.1 2.::\ 

.0 76.4 9.~ 4.4 4.9 

.0 49~6 48.0 38.9 33.0 

0 473 bO 42 00 . 
.ll 34.7 4.4- 3.1 4~ l~ 
.0 oR 05. c .---8.-7 6.1 P..7 
.0 48.1 47.2 !>A.3 63.R 

0 0 
.0 .0 
.0 .. 0 
.0 .0 

9 1n 
.7 .7 

1,:, .'? 1.6 
36~n 32.~ 

16 21 
1-.-2 ·j,.~5 
2.3 3.0 

64.,0 67.7 

~. 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

10 
.7 

1.6 
37.0 

17 
1.2 
2.5 

oj.O 
:\ 

7th ph:. 

0 
.-0 
.0 
.0 

2 
.1 
.3 

~o.o 

2. 
.1 
.:3 

50.0 

33 
2·4 

,:,39 
I.~',. 9 

h91 
')0 .. 7 

TOTAL () 983 1c:7 72 94 25 31 27 4 1~~63 

.0 72.1 9.3 5.:3 6.9 1.a 2.3 ? •. 0 .3 
f' 

):. 
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No 
Response 

Judges 

lawyers 

TABLE 86 

Ques. 15. How do you locate a forensic scientist to provide expert evidence? 
Address lists of scientific societies: 

No Mt P¥~. ~d ~. ~~. m. ~ff. Response ~. ~. 

u 0 24 4 1 ? 0 n 0 2 3~ 
.0 1.8 .3 .1 .1 .0 .0 .0 .1 ?,4 
.0 72.07 12.1 3.0 n.l .0 .0 .0 h.l 
.0 2.2 5.6 3.4 3.9 .0 .0 .0 6.9 

1 (I 5~5 J6 13 21 14 10 12 A (.,39 
.0 38.5 2.6 1.0 1.~ 1.0 .7 .9 .6 4A.9 
.0 82.2 5.6 2.0 3.3 2.2 1.6 J.'.9 '0 1.3 
.0 48.3 50.0 Lf.4.8 41.2 43.8 34.5 34.3 27.6 

~ 0 537 32 15 2A 18 19 23 19 n91 
.0 39.4 2.3 1.1 2.1 1113 1.4 1.7 1.4 50.7 
.0 77.7 4.6 2.2 4.1 ' 2.6 2.7 3 • .3 2.7 
.0 49.4 44.4 51. ;.: 54.9 56.3 65.5 6")07 65.5 

TOTAL 0 1086 72 29 51 32 29 35 29 1363 
.0 79.7 5.3 2.1- 3 .. 7 2.3 2. .1 2.6 2.1 
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TABLE 87 

Ques.'2. Percentage of responder's criminal cases using scientific 
e,vidence 

No cr~ 
Response 10% 20% 30% 50% 75% 100% 

No lJ 0 ~ 1 16 .1.4 11 q 1 1 !)P. . ... 
Response .u .4 .1 102 1,,0 .8 .7 .1 • 1 q,. :3 

00 fle6 1.7 G7.6 24.1 19.U 1505 1.7 1.7 
.0 2tJ.~ 3.8 . l.9 4.~ 4.0 4·2 1.2 7.7 

1-10 
yrs. .l (j 6 8 167 1~9 li!4 t>!5 ' ,+0 '+ ,",6~" 

.0 ,,4 .6 12.3 9.5 901 6.2 ?9 .3 l~ L. ~ 

.0 1.1 104 29.7 2209 ~2GO 15.1 '1.1 .7 

.(1 35/e] 30.S 40.6 40.1 45.1 39.4 4fl.2 3(\.~ 

11-20 ' 
yrs. " t!- (1 2 +0 119 ~ Uq 81 71 23 1 t .. 1" 

.u .1 ;7 8e7 ~.(l 5.9 ~.2 to7 .1 3f1'''1 

.0 .5 201.f. 28.6 26.2 19.5 17.1 ~.5 . .2 
eO 11.8 38.~ 29.0 33.9 29.5 32.9 27.7 7.7 

21-30 
yrs. 3 0 2 4 81 '+7 ~3 40 16 5' ?3~ 

.0 .1 .3 5.9 3.4 3.2 2.9 1.2 .4 17. C;. 

.0 .8 1.7 ~4.0 19117 18.1 l6.A b.7 2.1 

.0 11.8 15.4 19.7 14.6 15.b 18.5 19.3 3A.S 
over ao 

0 2 .3 28 ;:3 16 1.1 .3 2 h~ . 4 yrs. ; 
.0 .1 .2 2.1 1.7 1.2 .~ .2 .1 b'C; ". 

.0 2e3 3,,4 31.8 2q.l Uh2 12.5 .'5.4 2.3 

.0 11.8 11~5 ·6.8 7-1 5",8 5.1 3.6 15.4 

~TOTAL 0 17 26 411 322 275 216 83 13 1363 
.0 1.2 1.9 30 .. 2 23.6- ~O .i~ 15.8 ,:,.1 1.0 
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TABLE 88 

Ques. 3. In your criminal cases in which no scientific evidence was used, in 
what percentage could it iw.re been 'used? 

No 
Response 

0% 10% 20% 30% 50% 75% 100% 

No a 9 4 6 10 5 oA .. Response u 16 A 0 . .0 .7 .3 1.2 .6 .4 .7 .4 .0 l~. ?I 
gj eO 15.5 fI.9 27.6 13.8 10.3 17.2 ~.6 .0 
B .0 11.0 3.8 4.5 2.A 3.0 4.4 6.0 .'0 

1-10 

I yrs. 1 0 23 .)9 137 132 87 94 42 9 563 
.0 1.7 2.9 10.1 9.7 6.4 6.9 :'hl .7 4\ .3 
.0 4.1 6.9 24.3 2304 15.5 16.7 7~'5 1.6 
.0 2S.0 3700 38.3 46.3 43.1 41.0 50.6 45.0 

.S 11-20 
yrs: ~ 0 25 jO 126 80 60 71 19 5 41£-. '0' 

~ 
.0 1.8 2.2 9.2 5.9 ' ... 4 5.2 1.4 .4 . 3 11.5 
.0 6.0 7.2 30.3 1902 14.1+ 17.1 4.6 1.2 

.~ .0 30.5 28.8 35ij2 2S.1 29.7 31.0 22.9 25.0 
21-30 

rn yrs. 3 0 11 .\.9 61 49 38 41 .14 5 238 

~ .0 .8 1.4 4.5 3.6 2.8 3.0 t.O .4 17.5 
.0 ,+.6 8.0 25.6 20.6 16.0 17.2 5.9 2.1 
.0 13.1.40 18.3 17.0 17.2 18.a 17.9 16.9 25.0 

over 30 1.1' : 

yrs. '+ 0 11.40 12 18 .1.6 11 13 3 1: 88 
.0 leO .9 1.3 1.2 .8 1.0 .2 .·jl 6.5 
• 0 15.9 13.6 20.5 18.2 12.b- 11.40.8 3.4 o . 1 'l!r1, 
.0 17.1 11.5 5.0 5.6 5.4 5.7 ~~.6 5.0 

TOTAL 0 tS2 101.40 358 285 202 
, 

20 229 83 1363 t!; 

.0 6.0 7.6 26.3 20.9 14.8 16.8 6.1, 1.(5 



TABLE 89 

Ques. 4. Why was expert scientific evidence not used? Qualified expert witness 
not available: 

No Yes 

NC' U 0 0 4+7 11 0 0 0 0 0 Respon.-:;e .0 .0 3.4+ .8 .0 .0 .0 .0 '.0 . 
gJ .0 .0 81.0 19.0 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 
rn .0 .0 5.2 2.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 B 1-10 

J yrs. J. 0 0 3'+9 213 1 0 0 0 0 
.0 .0 25.6 .1506 .1 .0' .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 62.0 37.B .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 

~ 00 .0 38.4 47.1 100.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.S 11-20 ' 

yrs. 2 0 0 291 124 0 0 0 0 1 
"t:I .0 .0 21.3 9.1 .0 .0 .0 eO .1 
] .0 .0 70.0 29.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .2 
.~ .0 .0 32.0 27.&4- .0 .0 .0 .0 100.0, 
.S 21-30 ' 
rn yrs.' 3 0 a 156 82 0 0 0 0 0 

~ 
.0 .0 11.4 6,0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 6505 34.5 .{) .0 .0 .0 '.0 
.0 .0 17.2 !8~1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

over 30 
66 yrs. 4 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 O. 

.0 .0 4.8 1.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 75.0 25.0 .0 .0 .n .0 .0 

.0 .0 7~3 4.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

".TOTA~ 0 0 9119 452 1 0 0 0 1 
.0 .0 66.7 3:5.2 .1 .0 eO .0 .1 

Ii 

{. 
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TABLE 90 

Ques. 4. Why was expert scientific evidence not used? Scientific evidence 
dam~gi~g to your case': 

No Yes 

No lJ 0 () 07 1 0 0 0 0 
, Response .0 .0 4.2 •. 1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 98.3 1.7 .0 .• 0 .0 .0 . 
m .0 .0 £t..a .. 6 .0 .0 .0 .0 a 1-10 1 0 0 £t.~2 80 0 0 1 0 

1 yrs. .0 .0 35.4 5.9 , .• 0 .0 .1 .0 
.0 .0 ts5.6 1£t..2 .0 .u .2 ' .0 
.0 .0 £t.0.3 48.5 .0 .O,100~0 .0 

ti 
.a 11-20 2 0 0 370 £t.6 0 0 0 0 

] 
yrs; .(j .0 27.1 3.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 88.9 11.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.~ 
.0 .0 30.9 2.7.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 

21-30 3 0 0 208 30 0 0 0 0 
til 

yrs. .0 • o· ,15.3 2.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 

~ .0 .0 87 .• 4 12.b .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .tl 17.£t. 18.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 

lr'~ 

over 30 At 0 0 tiO 8 0 0 0 0 
yrs. .0 .0 5.9 .. 6 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 90.9 9.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 6.1 4.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 0 1197 165 0 0 1 0 
.0 .0 87.8 12.1 .0 .0 .1 .0 

\ 
I 

\, 
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0 5A 
.0 4.-3 
.0 
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0 56~' 
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0 '+16 
.0 3'l.5 , 
.0' 
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TABLE 91 

'r·1I...'T was.- tClYnert scientific eviden. ce not used? Lack of :ftmds to obtain expert Ques. 4. wUJ -T , 

witness: 

No Yes 

No u 0 0 *9 9 0 () () 0 0 5A Response .0 .0 3.6 .7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 4., . 
.0 .0 84.5 1S.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .J' CJ) 

OJ 
.0 .0 600 1.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ~ hIO ....... 1 0 0 327 235 1 0 0 0 0 Sb~ 

:1 

yrs. 
.0 .0 24.0 17.2 ~1 .0 .0 .0 .0 41.3 .0 .0 58.1 '+1.7 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 39.9 '+3.4 50.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.~ 11-20 0 0 21)0 165 1 0 0 0 0 416 
'"d 

yrs. 
ClO " • 0 18.3 12.1 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 30.5 

~ .0 .0 60.1 39.7 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 

~ 
.0 .0 30.S 30.S,.!. 50.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

21-30 ,~ 
J 0 0 140 q8 0 0 0 0 0 238. CJ) yrs. 

.0 110 10.3 7.2. .0 .0 .0 .0 !;'o 17.5 ~ .0 .0 58·a 41.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 17.t 18.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
over 30 1+ 0 0 b4 34 0 0 0 0 0 88 yrs. .0 .0 4.0 2.5 .0 .a .0 .0 .0 6.5 .0 .0 61.4 38.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 6,6 6.3 .0 .0 .0 .ff ,0 

TOTAL 0 0 820 541 2 0 0 0 0 136~ // 
.0 .0 60.2 39.7 .1· .0 .0 .0 .0 
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TABLE 92 

Ques. 4. ~y was expert scientific evidence not used? Lack of scientific fadJ.'ities 
avaiL:b1e to make test: 

No Yes 

No u 0 0 '+b 12 n. 0 0 0 0 58 Response .0 .0 3.,*, .9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 4 .:~ .0 .0 79.3 2.0.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 5.1 2.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
1-10 1 0 0 303 199 0 1 0 0. 0 S6~ yrs. " 

.0 .0 26.6 14.6 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 4103 .0 .0 64.5 35,,3 .0 .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 40.2 43 ..... .0 100.0 .0 ,0 .0 
11-20 2 0 0 2d2 134 0 q 0 0 0 416 yrs: .0 .0 20.7 9.a .0 ·9 .0 .0 .0 .30.~ .0 .0 67.8 32.2 .0 fiO .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 31.2 29.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
21-30 

j (J 0 1b3 84 1 0 0 0 0 238 yrs. 
.0 .0 11.2 6.2 .1 .0 .~ .0 .0 f7.5 .0 .0 64.3 35.3 .4- .0 .0 ~o .0 .0 .0 16.9 18.3 100.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

over 30 '+ 0 0 ~9 29 (} 0 0 0 0 88 yrs. , 
80 .0 4.3 2.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 6,·5 ,,0 .0 67.0 33'.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 6.5 6.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

Te)TAL 0 0 903 • 458 1 1 0 0 0 1303 .0 .0 66113 33.6 .1 .1 .0 .0 .0 
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TABLE 93 

·Ques. 4. Why was expert scientific evidence not sued? Lack of knDw'ledge where to', 
locate expert: 

No Yes 

~{ 

No 0 u ::;,1 7 0 0 0 0 0 58' 
Response U 

.0 .0 3.7 .5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ~,,3' 

gj .0 .0 87.9 12.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .:0 

~ .0 .0 ~.6 2.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
1-10 

l-I yrs. 1 0 0 ~~9 114 () 0 0 0 0 .;;6:3 

:1 
.0 .0 32.9 8.4 .0, .0 .0 .0 .0 41.J 
.0 .0 79.8 20.2 .0 11'0 .0 .0 .0 

~ .0 ,,0 40.2 46.5 .0 eO .0 .0 .0 
(J 

.S 11-20 
yrs: ~ 0 0 3!J2 63 0 1 0 () 0 t~16 " 

"0 .0 ~o 25118 4.6 .0 .1 .0 ' .0 .0 3rt.5. 
~ • 0 .0 84.6 15.1 c . .0 .2 .. .0 .0 .0 

,..:..t 

.~ .0 .0 :,U.5 25.7 .0 100.0 .0 .0 .0 
21-30 '0 

en yrs. j 0 0 lCJ3 ~5 0 0 0 0 0 238~' 

~ .0 .0 14.2 ;5.3 .0 .0 .0' .0 .0 17.~ 

.0. .0, 81.1 18.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 17.3 lS.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
\) 

over 30 
yrs. 4 O· 0 72 16 0 0 0 0 0 

.0 .0 5.3 1.2 .0 .0 .0; .: .0 .0 

.0 .0 81.8 ' 18.2 ,,0 .0 iO .0 .0 

.0 eO 6.4 6.5 <110' .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 0 1117. 245 a 1 a 0 0 
.0 ',,0 82.0 l8.0 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 
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TOTAL 
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TABLE 94 

scientific evidence not used? Iruibility to determine qualificati 

.r,.-, 

No Yes 

0 1 2 ~ '+ 5 6 7 

0 b5 3 0 Q 0 0 0 58 
.0 4.0 .. 2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 4.3 
.0 94118 5.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 4.3 4.3 -I) .0 .0 .0 .0 

0 536 27 0 0 0 o· 0 ..,63 
.0 39.3 2.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .n 41.~ 

.0 95.2 4.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 41.5 38116 .0 .0 .0 eO ,.0 

0 3YO 26 0 0 0 0 0 fj,ln 
.0 28.b 1.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,,0 3U.5 
.0 9.3,,8 6.3 .0 .0 .0 ,,0 .0 
.0 30.2 37.1 .0 .0 110 .0 .0 

() 227 10 n 1 0 0 () 2~R 
.0 16.7 .7 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0 11.5 
.0 9!:,.4 4.2 .0 .4 .n .0 .0 
.0 17.6 14.3 .0 100.0 .0 .0 eO 

0 b4 '+ 0 
.0 6.2 .3 .0 
.0 95.5 4.5 .0 
.0 6.5 5.7 .0 

0 1292 10 0 
.0 94.8 501 .0 

D-97 
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TABLE 95 
Ques. 4. Why was expert scientific evidence not uSed? Lack of time to obui1il expert;~ 

I:: 

-. 

No Yes 
:, 

No 
,Response u 0 0 b5 3 0 0 

00 .0 .0 4.0 0 0 0 oR 
Q) .2 .0 .0 .0 .0 -00 .0 .0 94.s 5.2 .0 4·3' 
rJ 411'} • 0" .0 .0 1-10 eO .0 4.7 1.6 .0 

r-I 
~o .6 eO .0 .0 

:j yrs, 1 {j 0 406 96 0 ,0 0 1 0 ';63 :::. {J .0 34.2 7.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 82,8 17.1 
.0 .1 .0 41·3 .0 .0 ,,0 .2 11-20 .0 .0 39.A 50.5 .0 to 

,[:1 .0 .0 100.0 .0 
""d 

yrs. ,:; 0 0 300 
~ 

56 0 0 0 0 0 <416 -0 .0 26.4 4.1 ,.;...j .0 .0 .0 
~ .0 .0 86Q5 13.5 .0 .0 30.5 .0 ,0 .0 .0 ,S 21-30 .0 .0 30.7 29.5 .0 

.0 .0 • 1'} 00 .0 
(&." • 

00 yrs. 
j 

~ 
0 0 213 25 

.0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 15.6 108 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 89.5 10.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 18.2 13.2 
~O .0 .0 

over 30 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 yrs, 4 0 0 78 10 
00 0 0 0 0 0-.0 5.7 -C'e 7 
.0 .0 88.6 

.0 .0 .0 -." :;-0- .- "--~ .0 11.4 .0 .0 ~.(f .. -
.0 .0 6.7 .0 .0 5.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 0 1172 190 0 0 .0 .0 ,86.0 0 1 0 1363 13.9 .0 -0 .0';: .1 .0 
, -2~ 

() 
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TABLE 96 

Ques. 4. Why was exp~rt scientific evidence not used? Experts 
fail to ~how'up at trial: 

No Yes 

No 
b8 0 0 0 0 

Response U 0 0 0 ('I 

.0 .0 4.3 .0 .0 " It U :,.0 .0 .0 

.0 ,,0 100.0 ;0 .. 0 <DO .0 .0 .,0 
.0 "0'1) .0 .0 4.5 .0 .0 .0 .. \i 

1-10 
-,,,,' 

yrs. 1 0 0 539 24 0 0 0 0 0 
.0 ,:.0 39.5 1,,8 .0 .0 .. 0 .0 .n 
"U .. 0 95.7 4.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 41.4 38.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

11-20 
yrs. e. 0 0 3Y3 23 0 0 0 0 0 

.0 ,0 28.8 1.7 .0 .0 .0 .'0 .0 

.0 ,,0 94.5 5 • .5 .0 -0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 00 30,,2 37.1 .0 .0 ",.0 .0 .0 
21-30 
yrs. ..1 0 0 232 6 0 0 0 0 0 

.0 .0 11.0 .L4- .n .0 ·0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 97.5 2.5 .n .0 .0 ~O .0 

.0 .0 17,,8 9.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 r. ,.0 
over 30 
yrs. '+ 0 0 79 9 0 0 0 0 0 

.0 .0 5.8 07 .0 .0 .0' .0 .0 

.0 .0 89.8 10.2 .0 .0 .0 ,,0 .0 

.0 110 6.1 14.5 .('1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 0 1301 62 0 ,0 0 0 0 
.0 .0 95.5 4.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

-~{ 
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TABLE 97 
Ques. 5. Wq:t)ld you like to use more scientificevidertce in criminal ~ses? 

,> 
No No Yes 

-~. Response 

No U 0 .7 6 ~5 0 () 0 0 n 5H 
Hesponse .0 .5 .~ 3.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .Q i+_:3" 

CIl eO 12.1 10.3 77.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1) 
OJ " 

fIl .0 7.7 6.0 3.8 .0 '" 0 00 ' • 0 00 
~ c_>~;. 

1-10 
r-I yrs. 1 0 26 ,9 508 0 (j 0 0 () 5§>3 

:~ ".0 
/~ .. _. 

.0 1.9 2.1 37.3 .0 ~O .0 .0 ~1.3 

.0 ~.6 5.2 90 .. 2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
tl .0 28.6 29.0 ~3.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.~ 11-20 :\ 
f;; 

yrs. t:; 0 ~8 35 353 0 ,0 0 o· 0 ~16 
"d .0 201 2.(> 25.9 .0 ~O '.0 ".0 .0 3U.5 
~ ~_O b.7 8.4 84.9 .0 ~O iJO .. 0 , .0 

r-I 

.§ ,,0 30.8 35.0 30.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
21-30 

:~, 

CI) 
yrs. ~ 0 20 17 201 0 0 0 0 0 ?38; '., 

~ 
.0 1.5 1.2 14~7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 17·°5 
.0 a.4 7.1 84.5 'iii 0 _ .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 22.0 17.0 17.2 .0 .'0>" -,~;O .0 .0 

'" 

30 
", 

over +"_.'.;:.. 

c---'--o-~="__~BB',.' 
1'rs. ~ 0 10 13 65 0 0 0 0 

.0 .7 1.0 4.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 :,~. , 6;5=1 

.0 11.4 14.8 7:3.9 00 .0 .0 .0 

.0 11.0 13.0 5.5 .0 .0 .. 0 .0 .0 ' "","" 

TOTAL 0 91 100 1172 0 a 0 0 0 1363 
.0 6.7 703 86.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

D-IOO 



'TABLE 98 

Ques. 6. :Bees scientific ,evidence have nnre credibility than lay witness test:im::>ny? 

No 
Response No Yes 

No u 0 7 9 ~2 0 (I 0 0 II 5~ Response .0 .5 .7 3.1 .n .0 .0 .0 .00 403 ' . 
C/) .0 12.1 15.,5 72.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 00 (l) 

~ .0 5"B 4 .. 8 4.0 00 .0 .0 .0 .0 
1-·10 

" r-l yrs. 1 U 45 !J5 463 0 0 () 0 0 ')6:1 :; .0 3.3 4.0 34.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 IH .3 
.0 8.0 9.8 l;2.2 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 

~ .0 ~702 29.3 4309 .0 .0 .0 .Q '.0 tJ 

.~ 11-20 
yrs. 0 .35 68 313 0 0 0 0 0 416 

"0 .0 2.6 5.0 2.3.0 .0 00 .0 .0 .0 ~ .0 Ae4 16.3 75.2 .n .l} .0 .0 ' .0 ,;/ r-I 

.~ .ll 28,,9 36.2 29.7 .1) .0 .0 .0 .0 ~ 

21-30 
rJj 

yrs. 0 18 41 179 0 0 n 0 0 
~ of) 1.3 3.0 13.1 .0 _0 eO .0 .0 
~ .0 1.6 17.2 75.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 14.9 2~.A 17.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
over 30 
yrs .. ~ 0 16 15 57 n 0 0 n 0 

.0 1.2 1.1 4.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 18.2, 11.0 b4.~ .n .0 .0 .0 .0 

.(1 13.2 B.O 5.4" .n .0 .0, ,\),Q .0 -. -. .:; ::..---. .·:·-2~-=;"::'~~·~'-=-·':":" ~ .• 
~.---;-~ ~7;-~-~ " --'",:-.-.-.-:~.:=.:-.",..-'-"' 

TOTAL 0 121 ltiB 10~4 0 () 0 0 0 1363, 
.0 ~.9 13.8 77.3 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 

" 
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TABLE 99 

Ques. 7. Is scientificE:vidence given IlDre credibility than other evidence 
by decision-maker: judge? 

No No Yes 
Response 

No 
Response u 0 7 b ~5 0 0 0 0 0 

QO .5 .4 3.3 .. 11 .0 .. 0 .0 .0 
.0 12.1 10.3 71.6 .0 ,0 .0 .0 .0 
,,0 '00 2'14 4 .. 4 .0 .0 ~O .0 .0 

1-10 
yrs. 1 0 38 ';1q 426 0 0 0 0 0 

.0 2,8 7.3 .:H .. 3 .0 .0 .0 .. 0 .0 

.0 6.1 17.6 15.7 .0 .0 .0 .0" .. 0 

.0 3a.O 40.1 41.9 .0 00 en .0 ,0 
11-20 
yrs. ~ (l 35 

"' fj 
303 0 0 f) 0 0 

eO 2.6 5.1 22,,2 .0 1t0 00 .0 .0 
.0 8.Lt. 18.8 12.8 .0 .0 A~..o .0 .0 

21-30 
.0 35.0 31.6 29.8 .0 ,,0 .0 .0 .0 

yrs. 0 12 40 186 0 0 0 0 f) 

.0 .9 209 13.6 .0 .0 " .0 .0 .0 

.0 5.0 1608 18.2 .0 .0 .Q .0 .0 

.0 12.0 16.2 18.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
over 30 
vrs. '+ 0 8 24 56 0 U 0 0 0 

.0 .6 108 4.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 9.1 27.3 b3.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 t;.O '1.7 5.5 .0 00 ·0 .0 .• 0 

TOTAL 0 lUO 247 1016 0 0 0 0 0 
.0 7e3 lA.1 74.5 .0 00 eO .0 .0 

.', . 

5J1 
£~ •. ~ . 

5b~ 

41.~ 

416 
30.S 

23A 
17.5 " 

88 0',' 

6.5 

136:!1~ 
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TABLE 100 
Ques. 7. Is scientific evidence given nore credibility than other evidence by 
decision-maker: Juror? ' 

No 
Respon~e 

No Yes 

l'iO 

Response lJ 0 10 10 38 0 U (l 0 () oR 
.0 .7 .7 2.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 4.~ 

.0 17.2 17.2 65.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .n 

1-10 
.0 5.4 4.5 4.0 .0 ~O .0 .0 .0 

yrs. 1 0 74 -/5 414 0 0 0 0 0 563 
.0 5.4 5.5 30.4 .n .0 .0 .0 ".0 41.~ 
'.0 13.1 13.3 13.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

11-20 
.0 40.2 33.9 Lf.3.2 .n .u .0 .0 .0 

yrs. 0 06 -, (l 290 (l (I 0 0 0 416 
.0 4.1 5.1 21.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 30.5 
.0 13.5 16.8 6q.7 .0 .0 .n .0 .0 

21-30 .0 30.4 3187 30.3 eO .0 .0 .0 .0 

yrs. 
j 0 26 '+1 171 0 0 0 0 0 238 

.0 l.q 31)0 12!.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 17-5 

.0 10.':1 17.2 7~.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 14.1 18.6 1:7.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
over 30 
yrs. ... 0 18 25 45' 0 0 0 0 0 8A 

.0 1.3 1.8 3.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 6·5 
eO 20.5 2804 bl.1 .0 .0 .n .0 .0 
.0 9.8 11.3 4.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 184 221 958 0 0 0 0 0 1363 
.0 13.5 16.2 70.3 .. 0 .0 .n .0 " it 0 

D-I03 



TABLE 101 

Ques. BA. Are there weaknesses in scientific witnesses' testimony due to laCk of 
expertise in. the specialized field? 

No 
Response 

No Yes 

No 
II 0 10 ~1 27 fI 0 (I 0 0 bA Response .0 .7 1.5 2.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 4.3 

fIl \.0 1702 36.2 46.6 .0 .0 .0 4>(l .0 Q) 
fIl .0 3.3 4.2 4.8 .0 .0 .£1 .0 '00 ~ 1-·10 

r-l yrs. .L U 118 2j5 210 0 (J n 0 0 56.~ 

:i 
.li H.7 17.2 15.4 .0 .0 .n .0 ,,0 41·3 
.0 21.0 41.7 .37.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 flO 

t1 .0 39.2 47.3 j7.2 .(1 .1) .0 .0 .0 

.S 11-20 
yrs. ~ () 98 106 162 (l 1I £1 0 '0 '+16 

'1j 

~ .0 7.2 11~4 11.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 :3 f) • f, 

.~ .li 23.6 .:n.~ 38.9 .£1 .0 .r) .0 .0 21-30 .li ~2.6 31..4 2fh 7 .(1 .0 .n .0 .0 

~ 
yrs. 

.:> 0 57 b2 119 0 () 0 0 0 2~8 
~ .0 LIo. 2 4.5 8.7 .£1 .0 • Ci .0 .0 17.S 

.0 23.9 26.1 50.0 n .0 .0 .0 .0 
over 30 .0 18.9 12.5 21.1 .0 .0 •.. b .0 .0 
yrs. 

Lf. 0 18 C:!3 47 0 0 '0 0 0 88 
.0 1.3 1.7 3.4 .0 .0 '.0 .0 .0 6·5 I 

.0 20.5 26.1 53.4 .0 .0 .n .0 .0 

.0 6.0 4.6 A.3. .£1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 301 4<:17 565 0 0 0 0 0 1363 
.0 22.1 36.5 ,lU.5 .£1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

1\. ' 
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TABlE 102 

Ques. BB. Are there weaknesses :in scientific witnesses I test:i.mJny due to lack of 
tmderstanding of court process? 

,::, 

No No Yes 
Response, 

No u 0 l~ 17 27 0 0 0 0 0 58 . Response .0 1.0 1.2 2,,0 ,,(\ .0 .0 .0 .0 u..~ 
tf.) .0 2c;.1 29.3 ~6.6 .0 .0 ·0 :(,0' .0 Q) 

~ .0 ,+,,9 ~.2 4.0 .0 .0 .0 0.0 .0 
1-10 ,~' 

~ yrs. 1 0 107 lti6 270 0 0 0 0 0 563 

:~ .0 7.9 13.6 19.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 41.~ 
.0 19.0 33.0 '+S.O .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

tj .0 37,3 ",6.0 40.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.S 11-20 ' ~~ 

yrs. l 0 86 119 211 n 0 0 0 0 1~16 
"0 .0 6.3 s.7 15.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 30.5 ~ 
r-I .0 2007 28.6 50.7 .0 .0 • O. .0 .0 

.~ .0 30.0 29.5 31.4 .0 .0 .0 •. 0 .• 0 
21-30 

tf.) 
yrs. ..) 0 b9 09 120 0 0 0 0 0 23A 

.~ .0 4.3 4.3 8.8 .0 .0 tlO .0 .0 1705 
.0 24.8 24.8 50.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 20.6 14.6 17.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

over 30 
yrs. 4 0 21 23 44 0 0 0 0 0 88 

.0 1.5 1.7 3.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,,0 6.5 

.0 23.9 26.1 50.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 7.3 5.7 6.5 .0 .0 .0 .0 80 

TOTAL 0 287 404 672 0 0 0 a 0 1363 
.0 21_.1 29.6 ~9.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

':"1 
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TABLE 103 

Ques. BC. Are there weaknesses in scientific witnesses I test:immy due to insufficien 
preparation for court appearance? 

C 

Res~8nse No Yes 

lJ 0 12 17 29 0 0 0 0 0 SA 

No 
Response .0 09 1.2 2.1 .0 .0 .n .0 .0 1+. ~~ 

CIl .0 ~o.7 29.3 !JO.O .'0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
Q) .0 4.1 4.2 4.3 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 CIl 

~ 1-10 0 0 ~6~ r-I J. 0 97 11.)2 274 0 U (1 

:~ 
yrs. flO 7.1 1401 <:!U.1 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 41.3 

.0 17.2 34,,1 48.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 33.4 47.9 40.8 .0 aO .0 .0 ,.0 J.l :1 CJ 

.~ 11-20 .£:: 0 99 117 200 0 0 0 0 0 41f-. 
"d 

yrs. .. 0 7.3 A.6 14.7 .0 00 .0 .0 .0 30.5 
~ .0 23G8 28.1 4A .. 1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

r-I .0 34.1 29.2 29.8 .n .0 .n .0 .0 

.§ 21-30 0 58 06 124 n 0 0 0 0 238 ..j 

~ 
yrs. .0 4.3 4.1 9 .. 1 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 17.5 

.0 ~4.4 23.5 52.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
~. .0 20.0 14.0 18.5 .0 .u .0 .0 eO 

over 30 '+ 0 24 19 45 0 0 0 0 0 88'" 
yrs. .0 1.8 1.4 3.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 6.5 

.0 27.3 21.6 5101 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 8.3 4.7 607 .0 .0 .0 .0 '.0 

TOTAL 0 290 4u1 672 0 0 0 0 0 ,1363> 
.u 21.3 29.4 49.3 .0 .. 0 .0 .0 .0 
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TABlE 104 

Qt.ies. 9. Is the corrpetence. of prosecution scientific wib.1ess better, worse, the SaJ:IE 

as defense scientific wit ,sses? 

No u Response 

1-10 
yrs. 1 

11-20 
yrs. ~ 

21-30 
yrs. ~ 

over 30 
yrs. '+ 

TOTAL 

-, 
r .. l 

~~m "}, 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
eO 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 

No Response 
Worse Same Better 

~ ~6 3 24 
.4 1.9 .2 1 ~ 8 

8.6 44.8 5.2 41.4 
585 4.8 2,,1 4j..1 

44 217 70 231 
~'>. 2 15.9 5.1 16.9 
7.8 38.5 12.4 41 .. 0 

48.4 4003 49.3 39.1 
'-

22 1-/3 40 181 
1.6 12.1 2.9 13.:3 
5.3 41.6 9.6 43.5 

24.2 32.2 28.2 30.6 

11 88 20 119 
.8 6.5 1.5 8.1 

4G6 37.0 8~4 50.0 
12.1 16.4 14.1 20.1 

9 j4 9 36 
57 2.5 i 07 2.6 ., 

10.2 38&6 1'0,2 40.9 
9.9 6.3 6.3 6.1 

91 538 142 591 
6.1 39.5 10.4 ".,;3.4 

b-107 

0 0 0 0 58 
.0 .0 .0 .0 4,'3 
.0 .0 .0 .0 
cO .n .0 .0 

0 0 0 1 !)63 
.0 .0 ,0 ,,1 41,3 
.0 .0 .0 .2 
.0 .0 .0 100.0 

0 0 0 0 416 
.0 .0 .0 00 30'~ 
.0 • 0 .0 • O . 
.0 .0 ,0 .0 

() 0 0 0 23.8 
.0 .0 .0 .0 11.5 
.0 .0 .0 .0; 
,,0 .0 .0 .0 

0 0 0 0 88 
.0 .0 .0 .0 6.5 
.u .0 .0 ,0 
.0 .0 .0 .0 

0 •• ··· 0 0 1 1363 
.0,/ .0 .0 .1 



C/J 
OJ 
C/J 

rJ 
r-I 

:~ 
1-1 
tJ 

.~ 
"d 

~ 
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TABLE 105 
Ques. lOA. In handling criminal c.;ses are you influenced by data in the be­
havioral sciences (psyChology, soc~ology)? 

RespJ1~e No Yes 

No 
Response l.l 0 7 In 35 n 0 f) 0 

,1I .5 1.2 2.6 $0 .0 .(1 .0 
.0 1~.1 27.6 00.3 • n .0 .n .0 
.0 lU.8 4.6 3.7 ,.0 .0 .n .0 

1-10 
yrs. .1. U 18 101 394 n (I n 0 

.Ll 1·3 11.1 ~8.9 .n .0 .t' .0 

.0 3.2 26.8 70.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 ~7.7 43.3 41.5 .0 .0 .n .0 
11-20 
yrs. £.. 0 ~2 1lJ6 2ti8 (1 (l n 0 

.u 1.6 7e8 ~1.1 • (J .u .n .0 

.u 0-3 25.5 b9.2 .0 .n .0 .0 

21-30 
.u 33.8 30.4 jO .. 3 .n -0 ,,(1 .0 

yrs. j 0 11 05 172 (1 0 0 0 
.0 .8 4.U 12.6 eO .0 .0 .0 
.0 4.6 23.1 72.3 .0 .0 .n .0 
.0 16.9 Ib.H 18.1 .n .0 .0 .0 

over 30 
yrs. -t 0 7 21 60 a 0 0 0 

.0 .5 1.5 4.4 .(1 .0 .0 .0 

.0 8·0 23.9 68.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 
eO 10.8 6.0 6.3 .n .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 65 349 949 0 (J 0 0 
.0 4.8 25.6, 69.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 

D-I08 

. ~~ - , 

n :,.~. 

.0 (h~ 

.0 

.0 

0 c.,b:~ 

.n 41.~ ;li 

.0 "I 

.0 

() I~ iF, 
.0 3n.!1 
• (1 

.0 

0 23~ 
.n 17.5 
.0 
.0 

0 88 
.0 b.'5 
.0 
.0 

0 ,.,1363 
.0 

\ 



~/ 

", 

TABLE 106 

Ques. lOB. When did you last study behavioral science data? 

Resp§Bse 3 mts. 6 rots. 1 yr. ~. 

'No 
Reaporlse u 0 6 29 5 5 13 0 0 0 5A 

&i .0 .4 2.1 .4 .4 1.0 00 .0 .0 4.~ 

~ 
.0 10.3 50.0 8.6 8.6 22.4 .0 .0 .0 

1a·l0 .0 981 4.8 3.8 4.0 3.0 .0 .0 .0 

1 
yrs. 1 0 16 245 59 ~6 197 0 0 0 ~63 

.0 1.2 lA.O 4.3 3.4 14.5 .0 .0 .0 4l.3 

.0 2.8 4385 10.5 8.2 35.q .0 .. 0 .0 
eO 24.2 40.6 45.0 36.5 4b.2 .0 .0 .0 

~$ 11-20 

] 
yrs. it 0 19 114 47 !J3 123 0 0 0 1410 

.(1 1.4- 12.8 3.4 3.9 fii).O .0 .0 .0 311. !,i 

~ 
.0 "'.& 41.8 11.3 12.1 29.6 .0 .0 .0 

21-30 .0 2'-\88 28.8 ,55.9 42..1 2802 .0 .0 .0 

m 
yra. 

0 16 120 15 16 71 0 0 0 2:5~ 
.0 1..2 S.6 1.1 1.2 502 .0 .0 .0 1705 

~ .0 6.1 50.4 6.3 ft.7 29.8 .0 .0 .0 
over 30 .0 24.2 19.9 11.5 12~7 16.3 .0 .0 eO 
yra. .. 0 9 36 5 6 32 0 0 0 SA 

.li .1 2.6 .4 .&..\ 2.3 .0 .0 .0 6.5 

.0 10.2 .. 0.9 5.7 6.t~ 36.4 .0 .0 .0 

.0 13.~ 6.0 3.8 4.n 7.3 .0 .0 .0 
/, 

" TOTAL 0 66 6u" 131 126, 43& n 0 0 1363 
.0 4.8 44.3 9.6 9.2 32.0 .0 .0 .0 

D-I09 
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TABLE 107 
Ques. lOC. Can behavioral science data contrib~teto :i.nprove criminal justice? . 

c, 

No 
Respcnse 

No Yes 

'. 
No 

Response (j 0 :3 6 ij9 0 l) 0 0 0 b~ ',> . 
$(1 .2 .4 3.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 4.3 

U,I 
<II .0 5.2 10.3 84.5 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 B 1-10 'V 2.7 4.3 4.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ...... yrs. 

:;63; 
:1 

1 0 «+3 67 4b3 n 0 0 p 0 1· 

3.2 4.9 ~3.2 .0 .p 41. 3 .~ 
.u .n .p .n j .0 7.6 11.9 80.5 .0 .,0 .0 .0 .0 ti .0 38.4 474!5 .0 

-, 40.8 .n .£1 .0 .0 .Ei 11-20 
. I ~ 

-0 
yrs. 

0 ;,)4 .:)5 347 0 0 0 0 0 t~lf, 

~ .0 2.5 2.6 c5.5. .0 .0 .n .0 .0 30.5 

.~ 
·0 ~.2 8.4 ~3.4 .n. .0 .0 .0 .0 

21-30 .0 30.4 24.8 31.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

~ 
yrs. 

.) 0 23 C!4 191 0 0 0 0 0 238 .,0 1.7 ~.8 14.0 ,,0 .0 .0 .0 . .0 17.5 ~ 
~O 9.7 10.1 80.3 .('1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

over 30 
.0 20.5 17.0 17.2 .('1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

)'tso if. 0 9 9 69 1 0 I) '0 0 8~ .0 .7 .7 5.1 .1 .0 ·0 .0 .0 6.5-.0 10.2 10.2 18.4 1.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 81'0 604 6.2 100.0 .0 .. 0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 112 141 1109 t 0 0 0 0 136«( .0 f.\.2 10.3 81.4 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.~-
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TABLE 108 

Ques. 11.A,. In what percentage of your criminal cases are reports of psychiatrists and 
psychologists used? 

u 0 

No 
Response 

3 

10% 20% 30% 

27 15 10 

50% 75% 100% 

1 2 0 0 5R 
. Aespetrse .0 .2 2.0 1.1 .7 .1 01 .0 .0 4e~ 

.0 5.2 46.6 25.9 17.2 1.7 .0 3.4 .0 

.0 12.0 :.3.5 ~.6 6.5 1.7 5.q .0 .0 

1-10 1 0 8 308 152 02 27 11 5 0 563 yrs. .,0 .6 22.6 11.2 3'.~ 2.0 .8 .~ .0 4,1-3 

.0 1.4 54.7 27.0 9.2 4.8 2.0 .9 .0 

.0 32.0 
11-20 

40.4 46.9 34.0 45.8 32.4' 100 II 0 .0 

yrs.' ~ 0 6 244 91 ~3 13 9 0 0 t~16~ 
.0 .4 17.9 6.7 3.9 1.0 .. 7 .0 .0 3il.5 ' 
.0 1.4 5a.7 ~1.9 12'.7 3.1 2.2 .0 .1) 

~ 21-30 
.0 24.0 32.0 2a.1 34",6 22.0 26.5 .0 .0 

~ 
yrs. 0 3 136 51 ~6 13 9 0 0 238 

.0 112 10.0 3.7 1.9 1.0 .7 .0 ,,0 17.5 
,,0 1.3 57.1 21.4 10.9 5.5 3.8 .0 .0 
.0 12.0 17.8 15.7 17.0 22.0 26.5 .0 .0 

over 30 
yrs. "t 0 5 48 15 12 5 :3 0 0 8A 

.0 .~ 3.5 1.1 .9 .4 .2 .0 .0 6.5 

.0 5.7 54.5 17.0 13.6 5.7 3.~ .0 .0 

.0 20.0 6.3 ,+.6 7.8 8.5 8.8 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 25 763 324 153 59 34 5 '0 1363 
.0 1.8 56.0 23.8 11.2 ~.3 2.5 .~ .0 

D-lll 



Qu,es. l1B. 

HU 

Response u . 
CI). 
0) 
CI) 

5 1-10 

J yrs. 
J. 

tl 
11-20 .a 

-0 
yrs. 

C! 

~ 
.~ 21-30 
CI) 

~ 
yrs. 

.l 

over 30 
yrs. 

* 

TOTAL 

TABLE' 109 

Would llDre \1Se of psychiatric and psychological reports be helpful? 

Res~e No Yes 

0 ~ 19 35 n 
.0 .3 1.4 2., .0 
.0 6.9 32.8 60.3 .0 
.0 ~.1 5.4 3.8 .0 

0 46 145 3.72 0 
.v 3.4 10.6 27.3 .0 
.0 8.2 25.6 b6.1 .0 
.0 ~6.9 41.0 40.9 .0 

0 24 111 280 1 
.0 1.8 8.1 20.5 .1 
.0 5.8 26.7 b7.3 .2 
.0 24.5 3184 30.8 100.0 

0 19 b2 167 0 
.0 1.4 3.8 12,3 .0 
.0 8.0 21.8 70.2 .0 
.0 19.4 14.7 18.4 .0 

0 5 e.7 56 0 
.0 .4 2.0 ~.1 .0 
.0 5.7 30.7 63.6 .0 
.0 5.1 7.6 6.2 .n 

0 98 3!l4 910 1 
.0 7.2 2bon 6~;.8 .1 

D-112 

'.f 

'"'h, 

0 n 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 

0 0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 

0 0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 

0 0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 
.0 .0 

-0 0 
';0 • 0 
• 0 .0 
.0 .0 

0 0 
.0 .0 

,1"; ,-,' 

0 
• 0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

. 0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0·. 

0 
.0 

(} 

.0 
.• n 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
,0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 . 
.0 . 
.0 

" 

ih 
c.O' 

,'"}, 

:," 
" 

, 

bAl 
4. :\,' . 

'Jq3 
41-3, 

1~16 . 
31). fi if 

238"'·· .. 
17.5 " 

13.8 
6.5 

1363 

\; 
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TABLE 110, 

Ques. 11e. 'Why is rrore use not made of psychiatric and psychologic:al reports? 
i.hiavailab1e': 

No U 0 
Response .0 

.0 

.0 
1 .. 10 
yrs. 1 0 

.0 

.0 

.0 
11-20 
yrs; ~ 0 

.0 

.0 

.0 
21-30 
yrs. ~ 0 

.0 

.0 

.n 
over' 30 
yrs. ... 0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

TOTAL 0 
.0 

No 
Response 1st 

PrJ.. 

31 J,7 8 
2.3 1.2 .6 

53.4 29.3 13.8 
4.7 3.7 6.0 

2b9 1~2 59 
19.7 13.4 4.3 
47.8 32.3 10.5 
40.8 39.7 44.4 

201 134 45 
1&+.7 9.8 3.3 
4803 32.2 10.8 
3005 ·29.3, 33.8 

106 97 16 
7.0 7.1 1.2 

44.5 40.S. 6.7 
16.1 21.2 12.0 

52 28 5 
3.8 2.1 .4 

59.1 31.8 5.7 
7.9 6.1 3.8 

659 4~8 133 
4A,,3 33.6 9.8 

0 
80 
.0 
.. 0 

lO 
l.5 
3.6 

'4187 

13 
1.n 
3.1 

27,1 

13 
l.O 
5.5 

27.1 

2 
.1 

2.3 
4.2 

4A 
3.5 
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1\ • 

~. 

1 0 1 0 
.1 .0 .1 .0 

1.7 .0 1.7 .0 
4.2 .0 4.8 .0 

10 11 12 0 
.7 .s .9 .0 

1.a 2.0 2.1 .0 
'+1·7 ~5.0 57.1 .n 

11 " 6 0 
.8 .4 ' .4 .0 

2.6 1.4 1.4 .0 
~5.8 30.0 28.6 .0 

Z· 2 2 0 
.1 01 .1 .0 
.,8 .8 .8 .0 

8~3 10.0 9.5 .0 

0 1 0 0, 
.0 ~1 .0 .0 
.0 1.1 .0 .0 
.0 5.0 .0 .0 

24 20 21 0 
1.a l·S 1.5 •. 0 

58 
4.3 

563 
41.~ 

1~16 
3r,.5 

23A 
1705 

88 
6.5 

1~63 
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'fABLE 111 
Ques. lIe. Why is mre use not made of psychiatric or psychological reports ? 
Don't consider help.ful: . ., 

Resp~e ~f. ~. r~i ~~ I lo. ~tf. ~tf. 
il 

No 1i 

Response l" 0 39 6 7 2 3 1 0 (J ~Ifl . .0 2.9 .4 .5 al .2 .1 .0 .0 4,3 rJ) 
OJ 

~O 67.2 10.3 12.1 3.4 5.2 1.7 .0 .0 Ii B .0 4.1 4.6 8.9 2.2 5.2 2.5 .0 .0 v' 

1-10 
~ yrs. 

:1 
1 0 395 41 33 39 31 21 3 0 503 

.0 29.0 3.0 2.4 2.9 2.3 1.5 .2 .0 41 •. 3 

.0 70.2 7.3 5.9 6.9 5.5 3.7 .5 .0 

.0 41.2 31.3 41.8 £i.2.4 53.4 !:>2.5 60.0 .0 
.S 11-20 
"t:I 

yrs. d- O 277 !:>5 22 35 12 13 2 0 416 

~ .0 20.3 4.0 1.6 2.6 .9 1.0 .1 .0 31).C:; 

.§ 
.0 06.6 13e2 5.3 804 2.9 3.1 .5 .0 

21-30 .0 ~B.9 42.0 27.S 38.0 20.7 32.5 40.0 .0 

rJ) yrs. 
,) 0 100 18 13 11 11 5 0 '0 238", 

~ .0 t~'6 tl~ 5'§ 41~ 4'§ 21i 16 18 17.5·' 
.0 la.8 13.7 16.5 12.0 19.0 12.5 .0 .0 

over 30 67 11 4 1 0 0 0 
:1 

88 '+ 0 5 i 
yrs. .0 4.9 .8 .~ .4 .1 .·0 .0 .0 :;6.5 

.0 76.1 12.5 ~.5 5.7 1.1 .0 .0 .0 
" J: Ji 'I 

.0 7.0 8.4 5.1 Seu' 1.7 .0 " .. eO 
\: !I 

.0' Ii 
If· 

TOTAL ' p' 
0 9bB 131 79 92 58 4n 5 0 '1~6~ .0 70.3 9.6 5.8 6.7 4.3 2.9 .• 4 .0 

'.J\: " .," " . .=,- II . 
:~ 

,; Ii 
If 

t~ J:~",d; I( 

I' . 
I 

1 
II . 

,. 

I I 
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TABLE 112 

Ques. lIe. . Why is m:>re use not made of psychiatric or psycho1Qgica1 reports? 
Don't cans~der necessary? ' 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 
RespcmRe Pri. Fri. Pri. Fri. Pri. Pri. 

No 
.Res~e 0 0 ;';0 9 4 .l? ? 1 0 0 !)A 

co .0 2.2 .7 .3 .9 .1 .1 .0 .0 Ih3 
Q) 
co ClO 51 .. ,? 15.5 6.9 20.7 3.4 1.7 110 .0 
rJ 1-10 .0 3.5 4.5 3.1 9.5 5.6 7. t GO .f) <.... 

,-I yrs. 

t 1 0 345 76 56 ~9 17 7 3 () 563 
.0 ~5.3 5.6 4.t ,4.3 1·.2 .5 .2 .0 41.3 
.0 61.3 13.5 9.9 10.5 3.0 1.a ~5 .0 

.~ 11-20 ' .0 40Q2 38.4 4-4.1 4-608 4-7~2 !::tll.n 75~O ,0 

"'d 
yrs. 

t! 0 257 02 4-0 1+3 8 6 0 0 1~1 f:. 

~ .0 18.9 4(15 2.9 3.2 .6 .~ .0 .Q 30e!'; 
r-f 

.~ 
eO 61,,8 14-.9 9.6 10.3 1.9 1.4 .0 .0 ' 

21-30 .0 30.0 31.3 31.5 34.1 22.2 42.9 •. 0 .0 

CO 
yrs. 

9 

~ 
j 0 167 30 19 12 0 1 0 238 

.0 12.3 2.2 1.4 .9 .1 .0 • 1 .0 17.5 . 

.0 70·2 12.6 S.O 5.0 3.8 110 04 .0 

over 30 .0 19.~ 15.2 is.O 9.5 lS.O .0 25.0 " .0 

yrs. 
l+ 0 59 &::1 8 0 0 0 .0 0 88 ' it 

.0 ~.;;j 1.5 .6 .0 .0 .0 .0. ,,0 6,5, 

.0 b7.0 23.9 9.1 .0 .0 .0 .Q .0 

.0 6.9 10.6 6~3 .0 00 .0 ~Q ~O 

TOTAL 0 858 198 127 126 36 14 '4 0 1363 
.0 62'.9 14.5 9.3 9.2 2.6 1·0 .;! eO 

·1 
", 

< 
" 

i 
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TABLE 113 

Ques. ll~. Why is nore use not made of psychiatric or psychological reports? 
Immater1al: -
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TABLE 114 

Ques. 11e. Why is IlDre tlse not made of psychiatric or psychological reports? 
Don't trust them: 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 
Response Pri. Fri. Fri .. Pri. Fri. Pd .. 

No u 0 47 4 0 1 1 1 ,.. 0 
Response .0 3.4 .3 .0 01 .1 .1 .3 .0 

.0 t\l.O 6.9 .0 1.7 1,7 1.7 6.9 .0 

.0 ,...4 4.5 .0 2.5 5eO 3.6 4.7 .. 0 

1-10 
yrs. 1 0 420 J9 17 J.A 11 16 42 0 

.0 30.8 2.9 1.2 1.3 .8 1.2 3.1 .0 

.0 74.6 6.9 3.0 3.2 2.0 / 2.1\ 1.5 .0 

.0 39.3 44.3 51.5 45.0 55e 0'/ 51.1 '+8.8 .0 

11-20 5 29 
yrs. &:! 0 32.7 24 10 13 B 0 

.0 ~4.0 1.8 .7 1.0 .LIO .6 2.1 .0 

.0 78,6 5.8 2.4 3.1 1.2 l.q 7.0 .0 

.0 30.6 27.3 30.3 32.5 25.0 28,,6 33.7 .0 

21-30 
yrs. J 0 197 13 5 7 3 :3 10 0 

1405 1,,0 .4 ,,2 .2 .7 .0 .0 .5 
.0 8208 5.5 2.1 2.9 1.~ 1.3 '+ •. 2 .0 

.0 18.4 l'h8 15.2 17.5 15.0 10.7 11.6 .0 

over 30 0 77 8 1 1 0 0 1 0 
yrs. '+ 

.0 5.6 .6 .1 .1 .0 .0 .1 .0 

.0 87.5 9.1 1.1 1.1 ,,0 .0 1.1 .0 

.0 702 9.1 3.0 2.5 .,0 .0 1.2 .0 

TOTAL 0 1068 b8 33 '+0 20 2~l 86 0 

.0 78.4 6.5 2.4 2.9 1·5 2.:1 6.3 .0 

D-117.; 
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TABLE 115 

Ques. llC. Why is m::>re use not made of psychiatric or psychological reports? 
Too costly? 

No *. p¥d ~. ~tf. ~tf. ~. Response 2.. 

No 
RespOi'lSe IJ 0 .-:.7 J.A 6 4 0 2 1 (l 5fi . .0 2,,0 1.3 .~ .3 .0 .1 '.01 .0 - ·4.;:S,'·, gJ .0 4Eu6 31.0 10.3 6.Q .0 3.4 1,,7 .0 

5 1-10 J. 0 Z~5 1':16 72 ~A 14 11 1 0 r)o:5 

1 yrs. .0 17.2 14.4 5.3 2.1 1·0 .s • r:; . .0 41..3 
.0 'He? 34~8 12.8 5.0 2.5 2.0 1,2 .0 
.0 39.8 42.4 40.7 43.1 60.9./ 37.9 41~2 . eO 

.!=i 11-20 0 185 IJ2 56 20 6 10 7 0 1.11f'! 
yrs. .0 13.6 9.7 4.1 1.5 .4 .7 .5 .p 31).5 

1 .0 44.5 31.7 13.5 4.f\ 1.4 2.4 1..7 109 

1 
.0 3J1..~ 28.6 31.6 30.e 26.1 34.5 'U.2 .• 0 

21-30 0 .98 b7 35 7 3 6 2 0 23~ 
Ul 

yrs. .0 7.2 6.4 2.6 .5 .2 .4 ..1 .0 17.5 

~ .0 41.2 36.6 1'4-.1 2.9 1.3 2.5 .8 .0 
.0 16.6 18.8 19.FJ 10.A 13.0 20.7 11.8 .0 

over 30 '+ 0 45 29 8 6 0 0 0 0 8~ 
yrs. .0 303 2.1 .6 .4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .6--5 

.0 51.1 33.f) 9.1 6.8 .0 .0 .0 .Q 

.0 7.6 ~.3 '4-.5 9.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 590 462 177 65 23 29 17 0 1363. 
9. 

.0 '.3.3 33.9 13.0 4.A 1.7 2.1 1.2 .0 

D-i18 
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TABLE 116 
Ques. llD. Does your CQurt have a psychiatricc1:inic for use in criminal cases? 

No No Yes 
Response 

No u 0 3 4:!9 26 0 0 0 0 0 58 
Response .0 .2 2.1 1,.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 1+ .3' . 

CI) .0 5~2 50.0 1+4.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 OJ 

a .0 907 4.1 4.2 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 
1-10 ..... yrs. 1 0 11 297 2b5 0 0 0 0 0 563 

! .0 .8 21.8 18.7 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 41.~ 

.0 2.0 52.8 45.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 35.5 42.1 40.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

, .a 11-20 
t! 0 6 202 208 0 0 0 0 Q 41ft 

.':;7, 

yrs. "I 
"'d .0 .4 14.8 15.3 .0 .0 ,,0 .0 .0 30.5 ~~ 

~ .0 1.4 48.6 50.0 .0 .0 .n .0 .0 

'" .§ .0 19.4 28.6 33.3 ·0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
21-301 

CI) 
yrs. 0 5 133 99 0 0 I) 0 1 238 

"-' 

~ 
GO .1+ 9.8 7.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1 17.5, 
.0 2.1 ,55.9 41.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .4 
.0 16.1 '18.8 15.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 

over :30 
0 ,+5 37 0 yrs. 4+ 6 o· 0 0 0 8A 

.0 .If. :.h3 2.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 6.5 

.0 6.8 51.1 42.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
,', .0 lQ.4 6.4 5.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 31 706 625 0 0 0 0 1 1363 ,," , 
.0 2.3 51.8 45.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1 

D-119 
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TABLE 117 

Ques. ·llE. W:>uld you like to have more readily available psychiatric services 
for your. criminal cases? ",_ ""~ .. 

No lJ 0 
Response 110 . 

gj .0 

~ .0 
1-10 ..... yrs. 1 0 

:1 
.0 
.0 
.0 

.S 11-20 
~ 0 

'1j 
yrs. 

.0 
~- .0 

.~ .0 
21-30 
yrs. ~ 0 

i .0 
.0 :>4 
.0 

over 30 '+ 
0 yrs. 

.0 

.0 

.0 

TOTAL 0 
.0 

. (, ", 
, ~'" . 

~~~'--'----"-:~~--'-'---'"-"'--"~---' --'--'-:-

No 
Response 

No Yes 

6 15 37 
e~ 1.1 2.7 

10.3 25.9 b3.a 
A.S 5112 3,,7 

22 113 ~28 
1.6 8.3 31.~ 
~5.9 20.1 76.0 

31.0 39.1 42.7 

29 tj7 300 
~.1 6.4 22.0 
7.0 20.9 72.1 

"0.8 30.1 29.9 

8 b.1 179 
.6 3.7 13.1 

3.4 21.~ -75.2 
11.3 17.6 17.8 

6 23 59 
.4 1.7 4.3 

6.8/ 26.1 67.0 
805 8.0 5.9 

71 2ij9 1003 
5.2 21.2 73.6 

D-120 

0 0 () 
... n .0 .0 to .0 .0 .n .0 .n 
0 0 0 .n .0 .0 

.0 .0 .n 

.0 110 .0 

0 0 0 
.(1 .0 .0 
.0 .n .n 
.0 .0 fin 

0 0 0 
.0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 .0 

0 0 0 
.0 .0 .0 
.0 .0 . .0 
.0 .0 .0 

n 0 0 
.0 .0 .0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.. 0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
110 
.0 

0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

a 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 

5~ 
,+.~ 

563 
41.,:», 

416 
3".5 

23A 
171)5 

~A 
6.5 

1363 
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TABLE 118 

Ques. 12. Is certification 'or licensure by a publ.icor private: body .of a 
:.forensicscientist>an. Importan't:' criter:ion to de.te·x'mine 'the' 'qualifications 

·-111m as an expert scientifIc' witness? , 
NO No Yes 

Response 

1:} 

No 0 0 2 ~o 36 0 0 0 0 0 58 
Response .0 .1 1.5 2.6 .0 toO .n· .0 eO, 4e}1 

.0 3.4 34.5 62.1 .0 .0 ,\ 0 ~O .0 

.0 2.4 4.5 4.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
1-10 

0 ~63 yrs. 1 0 25 Ib9. 349 0 0 0 0 
.0 1,8 13.9 25.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 41·3 
.0 4.4 33.6 62.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
.0 30.1 43.0 &Jol.5 

'-
.0 .0 .0 .0 ~O 

11-20 
0 .0 '+16 yrs; 0 28 143 21.f.5 0 0 0 

.0 2.1 10.5 18.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 30.5 

.0 6.7 34.4 58.9 .0 .0 .n .0 .0 

.0 33.7 32.5 29.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
21-30 
yrs. 3 0 19 &5 154 0 0 0 0 0 238 

.0 1.4 4.8 11.3 .0 .0 .0 • 0 .0 11.5 . 
.• 0 S.O 27.3 64.7 .0 .0 .0 ·.0 .0 

.0 22.9 14.8 18.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
aver 30 

'+ 0 q 23 56 0 .0 0 0 0 88 
yrS. 00 .7 1.7 4.1 .0 .0 e'" .0 •. 0 6-5 

.0 10.2 26.1 .63.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 10.8 5.2 6.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 83 440 8'.0 0 0 0 0 0 1363 
.0 6.1 32.3 61.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

D-121 
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TABLE 119 
I 

II Ques. 12. Should certification or licensure by a public or private body of a foren" 
scientist be an important criterion to determine the qualifications of him as anf 
expert scientific witness? -!:,' 

No No Yes Response 

[110 

~sponse u 0 9 12 37 0 0 n 0 . 
.0 .7 0 5({ , fI) .9 2.7 .0 .0 .n ".0 .0 4·3 

Q) 

B .0 15.5 20.7 63.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 ,0 .~'..:; 

1-10 .0 4.1 4.2 4.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

:1 
yrs. 

.1 0 71 119 367 0 0 0 0 0 ~)63,.,',' .0 5.6 8.7 26.9 ,.0 .0 , .0 .0 .0 41.~ tJ .0 13.7 21.1 65.2 .0 .0 .0 .0 "',0 
.~ 11-20 .0 35.2 41.3 42.9 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 
'U 

yrs. 
0 71 91 254 0 0 0 0 0 , ... 16" ~ .0, 5.2 6.7 1806 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 '30.5 

I): ..:-f 
.0 17.1 21.9 .§ 61.1 .0 .0 -0 .0 ,e 0 ' 21-30 .0 32,4 31.6 2987 .0 .0 ·0 .0 .0 

fI) yrs. 
0 37 

~ 02 149 0 0 0 0 0 238" .0 2.7 .3,8 10.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 17.5" " .0 15.5 21.8 62.6 00 .0 .0 .0 .0 over 30 .0 16.9 18.1 17.4 .0 eO .(1 .0 .0 
il ' yrs. '+ 0 2:5 14 49 n 0 0 
J ' 

0 0 dB .0 1.8 1.0 .3.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 '0.5 ' .0 2a.4 15,9 55.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 11.4 ".9 5.7 .0 , .0 .0 .0 .0 
TOTAL 0 219 288 856 0 0 0 0 0 '1303 .0 16.1 21.1 02.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0' 

b~122 
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TABlE 120 

\ 
I' 

,Iii 

.~~: 13. "Would video ~e deposition of sci~tific witness expedite· ~ 
. Just~ce process? \:\ 

·1 
i, 

Ji 
I 

No 
;~ponse 

II 

ID 
~ 1~lO 

1 
yrs. 1 

.a 11-20 
yrs;. 2 

'"d 
~ ~ 

] 21-30 
yrs. '3 

CIl 

~ 
over 30 
yrs. '+ 

TOTAL 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
"e 0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 

,. .0 

0 
.0 

I' 

No No Yes 
Response 

2 15 4.1 0 

.1 101 3.0 .0 
3.4 25.9 70i"7 .0 
2.2 4.1 4.5 .0 

39 145 379 0 
2.9 10.6 27.8 .0 
6.9 25.8 07.3 .0 

,+2.4 39.8 41.8 .0 

31 110 275 0 
2.3 8.1 20.2 .0 
7.5 26.4 06.1 .0 

33. '7' 30.2 30.3 .0 

l.O 70 158 0 
,,7 '5.1 11.6 .0 

4-.2 29.4 66.4 .0 
10.9 19.2 11.4 .0. 

10 24 54 0 
.7 1.8 4.0 .0 

11.4 2.7.3 01.4 .0 
10.9 6.6 6.0 .0 

92 3b4 907 0 
6.7 26.7 06.5 .0 

"., ". ~-' 

D-123 

0 0 0 0 58 
.0 .0 .0 ~O 4.3 
.0 .0 .0 ~O 
.0 .0 .0 .0 

0 0 0 0 56~ 
.0 .0. .0 .0 '+l.~r 
.0 '.0 ,.0 .0 
.0 .0 .0 .0 

0 '0 0 0 416 
.0 " .0 .0 .0 30.~ 

.0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 .0 .6 .0 
~I 

0 0 Q 'Q a3A /1 / .0 ,,0 .. 0 .Q 17~5 'A' 

.0, .0 .0 ~O :/ J 
.,' 

.0 .0 .0 .0 £ 
f 

.J 

"0 () 0 .() is 
.0 .0 • 0 

. .:t ' . 
.0 /605 

.0 .0 .0 ~'O/ 

.0 .0 00 f I" . 
,0 0 1.

0 ! 0 .1363 f , 
.0 .0 ;0 .0 

'., D 
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Ques. 13. Do you approve video tape deposition of scientific witness? 

No, 
Response 

Yes 

D·-124. 
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TAmE 122 

. Ques. 14. Are changes ~eded in laws to permit better use of forensic sciences? 

No No Yes 
Response 

No 0 0 5 1.8 35 o· 0 0 0 0 !:)~ 

.. Response .0 .4 1.3 2.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 4·;~ . .(' 

I .. .0 a.6 31.0 &0.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 
'. ':~. 

.0 3.3 q..l 4.6 .0' ,,0 eO (DO .0 

1-10 

f yrs. A. 0 04 le9 330 0 0 0 0 0 563 

.0 4.7 12." 2.4.2 .0 .0 .0. .0 .u 41'~-h-

.0 .11.4 30.0 58.6 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 42.7 38(D1 42.,9 .Q .0 .0 .0 .0 
c> 

.a. 11-20 
rrs ; 2 0 46 154 216 0 0 n tl 0 ':1- 16 

1 .0 3.4 11.3 15.8 • 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 30.5 . 

1 
.0 11.1 ~7.0 51.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

21-30 . 
.0 30.7 34.7 28.1 .0 ,,0 eO .0 .0 

i ,.~S' ~ 0 20 80 138 0 0 0 0 0 238 

.0 1.5 5.9 10.1 .0 .0 (DO .0 .0 17.5 

~ .0 8.4 33.6 58.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ·9 "'. 

(lt0' 13.3 18.0 17.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

, ow'!: 30 
: yt.'s. '+ 0 15 23 50 0 0 0 0 0 88 

. .0 1.1 1.7 3.7 .tI .0 .• 0 .0 .0 6.5 

.0 1700 ·26.1 56.S .0 • 0 .0 .0 .0 ' . 

.0 10.0 5·2 6.5. .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 150 444 769 0 0 , 0 0 O. 136;5' 

.0 1100 32.6 56.4 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 

D-12S 
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TABlE 123 
Ques. 15. How do you locate a forensic scientist to provide expert. evidence? Ads 

.', in bar j ournals : 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 
Response Pri. Fri. Fri. Frio Pri. Pri. 

No 0 ~1 2 1 1 1 n 2 0 bH Response U 
.0 3.7 .1 .1 .1 .1 .0 .1 .0 q.3 

CI) 
.1I 87.9 3.4 1.7 1.7 1.7 .0 3.4 .0 Q) 

~ .0 4.6 3.0 1.8 1.q 5.6 .n 9.1 .0 
1-10 

" r-! yrs. 1 0 443 Co2 33 26 6 7 12 14 ~63 

:~ • (I 32.5 1.6 2.4 1.9 .4 .5 .9 1.0 41.3 . 
.0 78.7 3.9 5.9 4.6 1.1 1.2 2.1 2.5 

tJ .0 40.1 33 • .3 bO.O 49.1 33.3 38.9 54.5 53.6 

.S 11-20 
yrs. ~ 0 346 i!O 8 J.5 6 A 4 9 416 

"d .0 ~5.4 1115 .6 1.1 .4 .6 ,,3 .7 ,~(). 5'·' 
~ .0 83.2 4.8 1.9 3.6 1·4 1.9 1.0 2.2 
~ .0 31.3 30.3 14.5 28.3 33.3 44.4 18.2 34.6 
.~ 21-30 
CI) yrs. ~ 0 169 14 10 10 5 3 4 .3 ?38 

~ .0 13.9 1.0 .7 .7 .4 .2 .3 .2 17.f.; 
'.0 79.4 5.9 4.2 4.2 2.1 1.3 1.7 . 1.3 
.0 17.1 21.2 18.2 18.9 27.8 16.7 18.2 11.5 

over 30 
yrs. l+ 0 76 8 .3 1 0 0 0 0 88 

.0 5.6 .6 .2 .1 .0 .0 ., .0 6·S 

.0 86.4 9.1 3.4 1.1 .0 .0 .0 0" .. 

.0 6.9 12.1 5.5 1.9 .0 .0 .0 •. 0 

TOTAL 0 1105 b6 b5 b3 18 18 22 26 1363 
.0 81.1 4.8 4.0 3.9 1.3 1 •. (3 1.6 1.9 

.... : " 

D-126 
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TAmE 124 

Ques. 15. How do you locate a forensic scientist to provide expert evidence? 
Ask fellow lawyer: 

No 0 0 

Response .0 
cO 
.0 

1-10 1 0 
yrs. .,0 

.0 

.0 

11-20 ~ 0 
yts. 110 

.0 

.0 

21-30 J 0 
yrs. .0 

.0 

.0 

over 30 ... D 
yrs. .0 

.0 

.0 

TOTAL 0 
.0 

No 1st 
Response Pri. 

33 .1.7 
2.1+ 1.2 

56.9 29.3 
4.5 4.0 

273 2u3 
20.0 1~.9 
... a.5 36.1 
37.2 47.7 

229 1~5 

16.8 9.2 
55.0 30.0 
:31.2 29.3 

142 09 
10.4 4.3 
59.7 24.8 
19.3 13.8 

57 ~2 
4.2 1.6 

64.8 25.0 
7.8 5.2 

734 4C:!6 
53,9 31.3 

, 
,I: 

2nd 
Pri. 

~ 

.3 
6.9 
3.2 

57 
4.2 

10.1 
'+5.6 

38 
2.8 
9111 

30,,4 

22 
1.6 
9.2 

17.6 

4 
.3 

4.5 
3.2 

125 
9.2 

3rd 
Fri. 

:3 
.2 

5.2 
5.~ 

18 
1.3 
3.2 

.34.6 

16 
1..2. 
3.A 

30.s 

11 
.8 

4.6 
21.2 

4 
.3 

u.S 
7.7 

52 
3.8 

D-127 

4th 
Pri. 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

6 
.4 

1.1 
!:)~.5 

2 
.1 
.5 

18.2 

2 
.1 
.8 

18.2 

1 
.1 

1 ~ 1. 
9.1 

11 
.8 

5th 
Pri. 

l 
.1 

1.7 
12~.5 

:3 
.2 
.5 

37115 

:3 
02 
.7 

37.5 

1 
.1 
.4 

12.5 

0 
.0 
eO 
.0 

8 
.6 

6th 
Fri. 

0 
.0 
.0 
eO 

2 
.1 
.4 

33.3 

.3 
.2 
.7 

50.0 

,1 
.1 
.4 

16.7 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

6 
.4 

0 
.0 
.n 
GO 

1 
.1 
.2 

100.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

0 
.0 
11.0 
.0, 

1 
.1 

!)8 
4 •. 3 

563 
41·3 

41h 
31..1.5 

238 
17·5 

88 
6.5 

1.363 
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TABLE 125 
Ques. 15. How do you locate a forensic scientist to provide expert evidence? 
Ask scientific acquaintance? 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 
Response Pri. Pri. Pri. Pri. Pri. Pri. ' Pri. 

1'10 
c Response u 0 j2 11 8 4 [) ? 0 1 !:>8 .0 2.3 .8 .6 .. 3 .0 ,d .0 .1 4.3 .0 05.2 19.0 13.8 ~.9 .0 3.4 .0 1,,7 .0 .~" 9 4.0 4,8 6.3 .0 .33.3 .0 11.1 ' .~ 

1-10 
; 

. , yrs. 1 0 3 tt3 Y8 70 12 1 ~63 .~ ~? 1 6 .0 25.2 7.2 5.1 ?3 .9 -1 .1 .4 41 .3 ; .") 00.9 17.4 12.4 587 2.1 .? .2 1.1 .0 42.2 35.3 41.9 50,,0 01.1 16.7 10.7 b6.7 11-20 
yrs. 239 7 ·~3 0 'J5 b3 18 0 2 2 ,416' .0 17.5 7.0 3.9 1.3 .5 .0 .1 .1 31)" 5, .0 b7.S 22.8 12.7 4.3 1.7 ·0 .5 .5 
21-30 .0 £9.4 34.2 31.7 28.1 33.3 .0 3,3.3 22.2 yrs. j (I 141 04 27 ~ 2 ~ 3 n ',,0 10.3 4.0 2.0 ,,6 • .1, ,,2 .2 .0 .0 59.2 22.7 11.3 3.4 .8 1.3 1.3 .0 .0 17.4 19.4 16.2 12.5 9.5 bO".n ~O.O .0 over 30 
yrs. '+ 0 57 2(J 9 ;> 0 n 0 0 .0 4.2 1.5 .1 ,1 .0 .n .0 .0 ,e 0 64.8 22.7 10.2 2.3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 7.0 702 5.4 3 III 1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 812 2/8 167 ' 64 ~.1 6 6 9 1~~63 .n 59.6 20.4 12.3 4.7 1.5 ' .4 .4 .7 
;j 
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TABLE· 126 

Ques. 15. HorN' do you ldcate a forensic scientist to provide expert levidence? 
Articles in legal literature: 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 
Response Pri. Pri. Pri. Pri. Pri. Pri. Pri. 

No 
Response IJ 0 49 2 1 :5 :3 n 0 0 5A 

.0 396 .1 .1 .2 .2 .0 .. 0 .0 4.3 

.0 84.5 3.4 1.1 5.2 5 • .2 .0' 00 00 

.0 4.7 2.6 1.6 3.3 6.1 .. 0 .0 .0 1-10 
yrs. 1 0 433 21 29' 43 21 a 7 1 '163 

.0 31118 1.5 2.1 3.2 1.5 .6 .5 • 1 41. ~ 

.0 76.9 3.7 5.2 706 3.7 1,,4 1.2 .2 

.0 'H.3 27.6 4608 47.8 42.9 3604 5:i.8 ;) 50110 11-20 
yrs. 2 0 322 ~9 21 19 14 A 3 0 41f-1 

.0 23.6 2.1 1.5 1.4 1.0 .6 .2 ,,0 3!) .5 

.0 71,,4 7.0 5.0 4.6 3.41- 1.9 .7 .0 
21-30 .0 ;:)u.7 38.2 33.9 21.1 28 .. 6 36.4 22~.1 .. n 
yrs. 3 0 176 17 7 17 11 6 .3 1. 2138 

.0 12.9 102 .5 1.2 .8 " i~ .2 (I t: 1. "'05 .0 73.9 7.1 209 7.,1 4,,6 2.5 10.3 .IJ~ 

.0 16.8 22.4 11.3 18.9 22.4 2-' • .3 23.1 SO.O over 30 
yrs. '+ 0 69 7 '+ A 0 0 0 10 8A 

.0 S.1 .5 .3 .6 .0 .0 .0 .0 6.5 

.0 78.4 a.o 4.5 9.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 

.0 6.6 9.2 6.5 .8.9 .0 .0 .0 ".0 
TOTAL 0 1049 76 62 90 49 22 13 2. 1363 

.0 77.0 5.6 405 6.6 3.6 1.6 leO .1 
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TABLE 127 
Ques. 15 ~. How. do Y:~ lO7B-te a forensic scien.tist to provide p..xpert evidence?, 
Articlesm sc~entifl.c l~terature:' , 

No 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th Response Pri. Pri. Pri. n,..' Pri. Pri. Pri. ~. 

No ,.-, 
0 49 1 1 3 0 2 1 ", 

1 5A u 
Response .0 3.6 .1 .1 .2 eO .1 .1 .1 4.3) 

.0 b4.5 1.7 1.7 5.2 .u 3.4 1.7 1.7 

.0 Lf..4 1.9 2..7 6.0 .0 4.9 3.6 5~6 
1-10 12 16 ~63' 1 0 456 14 13 27 17 8 yrs. .0 .33.5 1.0 1.0 2..0 .9 1.2 102 .6 41.3 

.0 lH .0 2.5 , 2.3 4.8 ' 2.1 3.0' 2.8 1.4 

.0 41.3 26.9 35.1 5~.O .3604 41.5 57.1 44.4 , 

11-20 
t:! 0 338 ~o 14 '11 10 13 6 4 416 yrs. .0 24.8 1.5 1.0 .8 .,7 1.0 .Lf. .3 3rt.S 

.0 ~103 408 3.4 2.6 2.4- 3.1 1.4 1.0 

.0 30.6 38.5 .37.8 22.0 30.3 31.7 21.4 22.2 
21-30 

,j 0 183 12 9 6 10 8 5 5 .::>3a yrs. 
.0 13.4 .9 .7 .4 .7 .6 .4 .4 ,17.5 
.0 76.9 s.o 3.8 2.5 4.2 3.4 2.1 2.1 
".0 16.6 23.1 24.3 ,- 12..0 .3Q.3 19,.5 11.9 27.8 

over 30,+ 0 78 5 0, :5 
;rt-';; 

1 1 0 0 '8~ yrs. .0 5.7 .4 ;:0 ' 02 .1 .1 ,,0 .0 6.5 
.0 88~6 5.7 .0 3.4 1111 1.1 .0 .0 
.0 7.1 9.6 .0 6.0 3.0 204 .0 .0 

TOTAL 0 1104 52 37 50 ~3 41 28 18 1363 ' ' 
.0 81.0 3.8 2.7 3.7 ·2.4 ,3.n 2.1 1.3 

:-
':':" 

D-130 

i) 

~.~,':;-' ~~--~,~~~~~'--~'~~--~~~-



:.r;. . 
------- ---- f; . ;,-~~ ... 

"0 " 
","r,.. 

0 
I, 

j{ . . ,' '\-
.;; 

~ ,I 

TABLE'12S:1' ' '~ 
q ~.::;..;~ 

If 

Ques. 15. How do you locate a forensic sci~tist to',' provide expert evidence? 
::.'1) Contact scientific societies? 

1..' 

No 1st: - £rid ~t m. Wt ~~. ~. I Response Pr~. Pri- .i. 

No 0 0 ~1 4 5 :3 2 0 2. 1 -' 58 
ijesponse .0 3.0 .3 .1+ .2 .1 .0 ",1 .1 4.3 

" .r.; 

3~'+ .1.7 31 .0 70.7 6.9 A.6 50,2. 3.1+ .0 
~ 

5' .0 4.2 3,,1 6.9 3.2, S.O .0 7.'+ 25.0 
1-10 ., 

1-1 yrs . 1 0 402 bo 33 35 11+ ,19 9 1. '-)63 

... ~. ,.0 29.5 3.7 2.~ ,2.6 l.O 1.4' .7 .,1 41·3 
.0 71-1+ 8.9 5~9 6 .,. 2.5 3.1+ 1.6 .2: "to. 

,0 '+0.9 39.1+ .... 5.8 37.2 56.0 bl.3 3~h3 2500 

.~ 11-20 c 0 ,'307 3;3 11 37 6 9 7 0 416 
'0 

yrs: ' 
.0 22.5 2.4 1.2 2.1 .4 ,; ~.1 .,5 .0 30.S 

~ .0 73.S 7.9 4.1 ~.9 1.1+ 2.2 i .7;·' .0 

.~ 
.0 3i.2 26. o,,?,;,~f23. 6 39.4 2'+.0 29.0 25.9 .0: 

21-30 ; .... ' " 

yrs. .5 '0 164 29 15 14 .3 3 a 2 23A 
rn \12 .6 ~1 11.5 

~ 
.0 12.0 2.1 1.1 1.0 .2 
.0 08.9 12.2 6.3 5.9 1-,3 le3 3.4 .8 
.0 16.7 22.8 20.8 14.9 12.0 9.7 29.6 50,.0 

9ver 30~ 0 ~9 11 2 5 0 ~e, , 1 0 88 yrs. , 

.0 5.1 .8 611 ,.4 .0 i' .0 .1" .. G· '6;;5 

.0 7a.4 12.5 2.3 5.7 .0 '.0 1.1 .0 

.0 700 8.7 2.8 5,3 .0 .0 3.7 .0 

TOTAL 0 983 127 12 94 25 31 27 1+ 1363 
.0 12.1 9.3 5.3 6.9 1·8 283 2.0 .3 

"0>;;. 
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TABLE 129 
Ques. 15. Haw do you locate a forensic scientist to proVide expert evidence? 
lists of scientific societies: 

No' 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 
Response Pri. Pri. Pri. '. P,t:'i. Fri. Fri. Pri. 

·co' 

No 
Response IJ (I 00 2 . .0 3.7 .1 C/.) 

QJ .0 86~2 3.4 m 
~ 1-10 

.0 4.6 2.A 
r-I yrs. 0 4j7 29 

:~ 
1 

.0 32.1 2.1 

.0 71.6 5.2 tj 00 40.2 40.3 
.S 11-20 
'1j 

yrs. 0 339 14 
~ .0 24.9 1.0 

r-I • lJ B1.5 3.4 
.§ 21-30 .0 31.2 19.4 

I. 

.... j 
yrs. 3 0 181 19 I 

~~~ . . , .0 13.3 1.4 . 
.0 76.1 A.O 
.0 

over 30 
16.7 26.4 

yrs: ... 0 79 
, 
8 

.0 5.8 .6 

.0 89.8 9.1 

.0 7.3 li.l 
y. TOTAL 1086 72 0 

.0 79.7 5.3 

~;;J~.:.,/, "~ . . ~~ 
..... '! -,;,:.; .. :';;;.. •.• ~~ .......... ~--..;...;...;.;... ....... -"-'-~~~"'--'----'~~~"'~~~ .• 

(. 

1 n 2 
.1 • 0 .1 

1.71 .("1 3.4 
304 .0 b.,3 

11 21 15 
.8 l 2. ~iJ 1.1 

2.0 4./,'1 2.7. 
37.9 52. 19 46.9 

\ 

11 16\ 10 
.8 1.2 .7 

2.6 3.08 2.4 
31.9 31.4 31~3 

6 7 5 
.4 .5 .Lf. 

2.5 2.9 2.1 
20.7 13.7 15.6 

() 1 0 
.0 .1 410 
.0 1,,! 1.0 
00 2.0 i. () 
29 51 ~52 

2.1 3.7 2~3 
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1 r 
.1 .1 

1.1 1.7 
3,,4 2.9 

15 16 
1.1 1.2 
2 .. 7 2.8 

51.7 '+0.7 

5 13 
;,4 1.0 

1·2 3.1 
17.2 37.1 

A 5 
.6 .4 

3.4 2.1 
27.6 14.3 

1'0 0 
).·0' .0 
.p .0 
.0 ... 0' 

29 . 35 
2.1 2.6 

1 
.1 . 

1 II 7 
3.4 

13 
1.0 
2~3 

44.8 

8 
.6 

1.9' 
27.6 

7 
0.5 

2.9 
24.1 

. 0 
.0 jii' 

.0' 
.• 0 

2q 
2.1 

416 
3Ch5 

;::,38 
17.5 

.. , ,'. 

88 
6.5 

1363 

i;~ 

" 



~ " .. 

Appendix E 

Records and photographs used 

by the forensic odontologist 

in State v. Schroeder. 
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