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JU3STRACT 

This volume contains fO\)r reports on the quality of the 
relat.ionsbip between th.:) police, the criminal courts, and 
the public in Durham, North Carolina. The first tl~O reports 
arc detailed analyses of: two types of serious crime -
robbm:'Y and burgulary. These reports focl,ls on the role of 
the citizen olS supplier of information to th€ police al')d 
the importance of this input in the production of C1rrcsts. 
'l'hese two reports also provide (1 stati.stical descr.iption 
of thE:>. crimes, the suspects, and the victi.ms fOl: robbery 
and burgulary in Durham. The third report evaluates one 
aspecl: of thn rclutionship between Durham Superio):' Court 
and '.:he public - the costs of serving as a witness in a 
feJ.ony case. The fourth report presents the fil1dings of a 
survey study of Durham patrol officers which dealt \~ith 
their expGriences as witnesses in Superior Court and their 
relationships I"ith. the prosecutor j s office. 
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1. Hajor Findings of the Citizcn Coopcr;:J.tion with 
the Criminal Justice System Project 

A. Robbery and Burglary in Durham 

NClte: The robbery report is based on 351 cases [rom the Durham Police f:Ues 
"lh1c11 \vere reported during 1972, 1973, and 1974. The burghrry report 
is based on 534 cases from the DUl:ham Police files Hhich ,,,ere reported 
during 1973, 

Findings: 

1. ~venty-five percent o~ robberies and 42 percent of burglaries occurred 
on the premises of a conrrncrcial enterprise. All of the other burglaries 
involved private residences. Host of the other robbet-i-es occurred on 
the street. 

2. Guns were used in 42 percent of the robberies (86% of commercial rob­
beries, 18% of street robberies). Robber)' victims ",(".rc injured in 
26% of all incidents, but mas t injuries were minor. Injury t.,raS much 
more likely to result from an unarmed or knife robbery than a gun 
robbery. 

3. Averag~; proper ty loss in bo th residendal and nonresidentilll burglaries 
Has abo'ilt $375. Nost frequently stolen items were cash, stereOs, and­
TV's. Some property was recovered in 10% of nIL cases, Property 
losses in robbery were substantially less than in burglary: 65% of 
robberies resulted in theft of less than $100 • 

4. The vast majority (over 90%) of both robberies and bUl:glaries (for 
which t:tere Has' a suspect or a description) were committed by Negroes. 
The median age of both robbers and burglars ,'as about 20. Si"ltty-four 
percent of robberies and a.bout 40% of burglaries wel a committed by 
groups of two or more. Youthful offenders were more likely to ,,,ork 
in gL"OUpS than adult ofj;enders. 

5. Ten percent of investigations of both robberies and burglaries Here 
even tually dropped because of a lack of coopera Hon on tl1C! part of 
the victim • 

6. Eighteen percent of burglaries and' 23% of tobberies were cleared by 
arrest. Many of the burgiary clearances resulted from the confession 
of a suspect arres ted for a:lO tl) or crime. Of the 10% of burg 1 ari¢s 
which resulted in a de ~ arrest, one-qu.;trter resulted in large, 
part from information provided by the-victim or a witness; 20% were 
lion scene", and the remainder resul ted from detclctive work. )i'or ty 

-1-

.1 



\ l' 

I I . ,; 
~: ~ 

U 
O'} 

. j I 

d 

il 
I.J 

; i 
l • .J 

i I . ( 
IJ 

.' '!. q 
U 

n 
~iI 

~! ~ 
Sil' 

~~ 

... '" 
\'!. iff 

11!~ 

\ '~~' ,.,e .. ,/ 
'x-

i Ii 
., r r 
}" 

-t 
... 

'''. 

-2-

percent of robbe::y arrests were the d1.rect result of information 
provided by the victim, and almost all successful robbery arrests 
involved the victim's help to some degree. 

B. Police as witnesses in Durhap\ Superior Court. 

Note: Based on a questionnaire given' to 150 Dm:-hnm patrol officers (publ:!.c 
safety and all other non-traffic uniformed officers). 

Findings: 

1. There is little or no witness cooperation problem as such; Durham 
patrol officers appear in Superior Court when subpoenaed in the vast 
majority of cases • 

2. Due to administrative problems in the way subpoenas are issued and 
served, officers are all too frequently not notified in advance of 
crucial court appearance dates. 

3. Subpoenaed patrol off:i.cers spend a considerable amount of time in 
cour t simply , ... aiti.ng to be called to the stand. This "as ted tillle 
causes dissatisfaction among officers and absorbs a not insubstantial 
portion of t1H! Police Department's budget for salaries. 

4. The. quality of police testimony could be impJ:'oved in some cases 
through better communication bet"een the D.A's office and the o":ficers. 

c. Lay Hitness Cooperation in Durham Superior. Com:t; 

Note: 13ased on intervie.ws "ith 87 Superior Court ",itnesses "hose cases were 
disposed of during first half of 1975. 

Findings :. 

. 1. A ver)' high propor.tion of subpoenaed "itnesses (over 90%) cooperate 
,"ith CJS officials hy appearing in court to give testimony. An un­
known number of witnesses to CLimes in effect fail to cooperate by 
not reporting these crimes, not identifying themselves to the police, 
etc. The la tter type of noncoopera tion may be related to the high 
personal cos ts of ac ting as a wi tness in Superior Cour t • 

2. Host "j.tnesses made multipLe appearances in court. Over one-third 
made five or more appearances. Not only did the "itnesses find their 
role very inconveniencing and time cansun)ing, but expensi.ve as we"l1. 
(E.g., 83% '\;'ere employed, and mnny of these lost wages). 

·3. Fewer than half of those witnesses who appeared in court ever gave 
testimony. 

. 4. Some uitnesses were very' angry about their. e~perien't:~s. Thirteen 
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percent said they would not be willing to pm: Lldpate in future 
cases as witne58cs, and others (20%) indicated that lIit would depend 
on the circumstances." 

5, At least OUC! jurisdiction .... Alameda County, Californi.'l - is managing 
witnesses much more efficiently than Durham. 
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2. Summary 

11l(!. quality of the relationships bet."\~een the police, the crimillal courts, 
and the public influ~nces the degree to which any jurisdiction ip successful 
in producing arrests and convictions for a reasonably high proportion of 
its serious crime. The police depend on citizenj to report crimes of theft 
and vl.olenc.e - it is rare for the police to become cognizant. of .,\lch criminal 
acts in the absence of a call from a victim or ,~it!)ess; the police also 
depend on citizens to cooperatl:! in providing informCltion during cd.minal 
inVestigations, without "'hieh fe\,T crimes would be solved. The courts depend 
ort citi2.ens to act as \o.'itnesses in criminal trials. 1"1na11y, the prosecutor.'s 
office and the police mus t coopera te :l.n the prepara tion of a case and dnring 
the tda1 (ttt which police officers almost always serve ~s \~i.tnesses). Thus 
to the extent thnt the presecutor, police, and public tend to hove coopera­
tive relationships, the criminal justice system \~ill be more cHective. 

This volume contains four reports ""hieh each provide evidence on some aspect 
of these interrelationships il1 Durham. Thc Hrstt.-wo are detailed (~nalyses 
of two types of serious crime - robbnry and burglary. These reports focus 
011 the role of the citizen as suppl:l.er of information to the police and the 
importance or this input in the production of arrests. These t .... ,0 reports 
also provide a statistical deserip tion of the crimes, the suspec ts, and the 
victims for robbery and burglary in Dur.ham. The third report evaluates one 
aspect of the relationship betHeen Durham Superior Court and the puhlic -
the cOsts of serving as a ,dtncss in a felony case. The measurement of 
these costs and \"itnesses I feelings dbout their experiences i.n court are 
based on data. generated by n survey i:tudy of recent \Jitnesses subpoenaed to 
appear in Superior Court. The fourth report presents the findings of a 
survey study of Durham patrol officers which dealt with their experiences 
as witnesses in Superior Court and their relationships '-lith the prosecutor IS 

office. 

An interpretivc summary of these reports is presented here. but it docs not 
serve as a substitute ror the detailed discussion of methods and findings 
given in th,. 'lctua1 reports. 

The Criulinal Jus ticC'. SyS tam and the Public 

The successful operation of the criminal justice system depends to a large 
extent on the voluntary, uncompensated cooperation of the public. Citiz.cns 
,~ho arc victimized by crime& of theft or violence, or \~ho arc witnesses to 
such criines, poss<:!ss information which is crucial if the police m:e to act 
effectively. By volunteering such information "to police, citizens arc pro­
viding a public good - the public at large presumably benefits \~hen crimes 
are "solved" and criminals arrested. Although citizens who cooper.ate ,~ith 
the police are provid:l.ng a public ser.vice, they arc not directly rC\o.'arded 
for their help. Indeed, reporting crimes to the poHce, cooperating ,dtll 
detec tives during inves tiga tions, and especial.ly appcari.ng :lS l\ wi tnes'!; 
during trials arc all time-consuming actions \\hich incon){.enicnce the 
citizen and may cause him financial loss or even place him in.some personal 
danger. To the extent that victims and witnesses do cooperate willingly, 
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it may be because they s~ek retd.bution or are simply acting out. of a sense 
of duty - in sante caslls (as in burglary) they may also he motivated by the 
hope thdt tho police will be a~ln to r.eturn theft Gtolen property,. or by an 
im,m:ancc cotnpany requirement. l11at these motivatiom~ nrc not suffiCient 
in many cases is evidenceu by the fact tlla t a large propot tion C' f serious 
crimes go unreported. Pcrrhnps even lnore. damnging' nr.c such noncooperation 
problems as the "unseeing \.,ritness" phenomenon, the frequent decj,sion of 
victims to l'Cqucst tbat a police invC)stj,gation be stopped or 'lot to press 
charges agai ns t a suspcc t, and the occasional ref.usnl of a ,d l ness to comply 
with a subpoena. By legal definition crimes arc committed against the state, 
yet the stnte usually depends on the individual Victim t,o help make its case -
when he is uncooperative, the state suffers. 

,9iti2ell NOnC()o;JCl:at:jon in Burglary '}TId Robbt:>ry In'y'e~t:Lga~ 

For 10 pel'cent of fill robberies reported to the Durham Police from 1972 ... 
197'1, the police 1,nvestigation W<lS evenl;ua11y dropped because the victim 
at some point stopped cooper.ating. In OVer half of these caseB, the victim 
refused to sign a warrant or "press charges fl against a suspect. Ten per­
cent of burgltrry investigations in 1973 "ere also dropped for lack of victim 
intCl:as t or ,,,;tllingness to press charges agains t A suspec t. 

It was not possible to measure other types of 110ncoopera tion for these !:'Ivo 
crimes from the data 'Hhich ,,,ere available from Dur1)t'lm. Data on nom:epot'ting 
fro~ other jurisdict;i,G'll1s indicates that this :is a serious problem at; least 
in large citics~ and anecdotal evidence from a number of sources suggests 
witnesses to crimes often are unwilling to "get involved" even to the point 
of calling the police, 

The Cost of Being a loJitness in Superior Court; 

A survey of ,dtnesses ,~h() were subpoenaed to testify in Superior Court 
cas,es during the firs t half of 1975 found tha t mos t of them ,.;rere subs tan­
tially inconvenienced by the process; ,most he,d to appear in court more 
than once, and one-third ac tual1y appeared fj,Ye times or more before their 
cases ,~ere disposed of. These appearances. were costly oswell as inconvenient 
87% of the \olitnesses.were employed. Over half of these witnesses did not 
even have the satisfaction of playing a productive role in the case - they 
were never called to the ,dtness stand. The witnesses' expenses and time 
were not compensated in any way by the court. 

*Many valuable tips arc given detectives by infcn:m.:tnts who typically are 
mc't:ivated by personal considerations - c •. g., "buying" their ~lay out 0,(, a 
criminal prosecution for crimes they themselves have committed in the past • 
This study did not deal with the special questions raised by the uS.e 0:£ 
informants to acquire informatiotl. 
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'l.'hese findincs suggest that the citizen who refuses to ["et involve.d or to 
coope17atc in £l poHc('. investigation may have good' reason for his reticence. 
Two mechanisms may 'be opel,"aUvc. here: (1) Those who hnvc served as witnesses 
once and found the exper;il:mcn co:~tly and unsntisfyil1g ll\ay be un\olil1.i11g to 
"get involved" should they happen to be witness to another crime. (One third 
of the \·Iitnesses in tho sample indicated that they ,,,ould be. unwilling or at 
lenst hcs:!.tnnt to act as H:i.tncsses ngnin.) This is n particularly impor.tant 
possibili t~· s:l.ncH the kind of people who ar.e involvc:d in ona Cl,":i,r.le arc much 
more likely than the llV!!rnge citizen to become Hitnasscs to others (clue to 
their occupations, place of residencc, type of p':'!ople t'hey assod.nte with, 
etc.); (2) The experiences of those \.ho do serve as ,dtnesscs become kl1C'\Yn 
to the public at large;, nnd lll<'ly serve to deter e\'en thosc citizens who have 
had no personal cXTJerience with the criminal justic!! system. 

'fhe willingness 01: citizens to cooperate with the crimi11u1 juntice authoritfes 
1s a valuable resource .... 'hich should be conserved. 

Tha Value of l.Jitnesses t Information in Robbcry and Burglary Invesl"i.nut:ions 

Because t'obbe.l."ics almos t nlways produce an. eyc.>.\>l'itness (Le., the victim) ) 
robbery :i.nvestigat:i.ons typicall;,' give a major role to citizens. To the 
extent that the v1ctj.m or ocher witness can give an accurJ.te descriptit,n of 
t1)e robber, identify him from a collection of: photcgr'1phs or suspects, 
identify him in u police lineup, etc •• the chances that the. invMtigation 
will be successful in producing a valid arres t nre grea tl>' enhanced. Ap­
proxilnately ona-third of tho. successful investiga.tions in Durham robbery 
cases; 1972-1974) involved witl1esses in such a role. ('fhese cases also 
involved l.nformants and/or other types of detective Hork.) In most of the 
other robbery arras ts dur:i.ng this period, ci tizens played an even more im­
portant role: in ~ b.!!ll of those rcbbCl'ies \~hich resulted :i.n a'l;'rcst, 
victims or bystanders gave police l.nformation \~hich \~as the proximate cause 
of the arrest. 'l'hese cases include those in which bystanders summoned police 
'~hile. tha robbery was in progress (9% of arrests). those in \~hich the viC'tim 
or other \dtnass gave police the name, address, or location of the suspe.ct 
(one-third of arl,"es tg·), or wi tness gave the police. t.he tag number or descrip­
tion of the suspect's auto (10% of arrests). Citizens played no role only 
in those anests (9% of total) which \~ere on-sCene as a result of a patrol-
man observing a robbery in prograss. . 

Burglory, because it rarely involves an eye\"itness, rl;·~ults in a considerably 
lowe': de novo arrest rate* and a 1ess.:'r role for the vi'ctim during the police 
inv2stiga'tiO'n. Out of more than 500 burglaries conunitted in 1973 which were 

* Less thaI' half the de novo arrest ratc for robberies. But many burglaries 
are "cleared by arrestiTby the cvr'fession of a suspect arrested as the 
result of an investigation for p,-,!.' ~r crime. 



t 

1"'1 1· 
I i I" 
i" ~ 

~ 
.[ 

I, 

f 

I 
~j ;. ' 

! ' . I 

• 
. t 

~ 1 

t-
O , 

.. .. 

.. 
\ 

". 

• i 

~ : 

, . · . 
• 

'" 

I 
" , I 

'* ~ 
,; ii 

1 i 

.. 
· , 
· I , , . 
1 : , 
iI • 

n 
:L. 

· . n 
. " 
Il 

tJ 

-7.., 

studied in this report, only l-wo resulted in. arrest '(01'1 scene) because of a 
witness call. and tht'ee due to a witness' dcscd.ptiol1 of the suspect's auto. 
Overall, victims And \olitnesses appeared to play n crucial ro1c in about 30% 
of successful invC!stj.gations (1'1 out of 50). In most cnsml, the victilU'S 
role is limited to that of providing police with a deSCription of the stohn 
merchandise. 

While eye\Yitness reports to the police led to burglary arrest',:? in only one 
percent of all Durham burglaries in 1973, tbera is some hope ~hat this per­
c~ntnge could b~ incr.eased if effective mcasurlls could be found to reduce 
the reluctance of people to report susp::'cious neighborhood incidents to the 
polic.e. The Dut~nm Police Department's we,ll-ad vcr t:l.sed clHmgn in policy to 
allow anonymous ci then COt1illaints may be ,orking to achieve thid resul. t.. 

P~rol Officers as '~U!!.£rscs in Durham Sup-er.ior. COUl:t 

Since ac ting as wi tnC'sses in trials is par t of their job, and S1 nee po'Hae­
men arc paid their standard salnry for court days, the problems of 'police­
court cooperation 81:e substantjally different. thon the lay witness coopera·· 
tion problem. It i::; important that police and the prosecutQr's oCfice have 
a close, efficient \.wrlting relationship for (among others) these reasons: 
(1) Unnecessary police appearaiiccs in court \o,'as te the tai-:payers' 11\0ney and 
sonetfmes inconvenience the officers (as when they arc subpoenaed t.o appear 
in l!ourt on the day [ollQ\~ing a night shift); (2) The incentive and ability 
oe police to prrparc effective testimony may be inilucI1ced by t.heir access 
to tt.e prosecutoria1 staff. 

A survey of 150 Dutlam uniformad officers found that they, l:i.ka lay ',yitnessas, 
were subpoen:led to appear in Superior Court on mnny occasions when their 
tes timony \ ... as no t needed. A rough es tim;) to sugges ts tha t mOre than u yea'!: IS 

salary is \~astcd each year in pa}".1lents to officcu;q who are waiting in court 
to give testimony. Furthert:lOt'e, respondents to the> survey indicated con­
siderable dissatisfaction ~v1th this ineHicient use of their ti,me and agreed 
wj th a suggestion that a more extensive usc of a "telephone statldby t1 

system ',.;roctlrl bu beneficial. Ftlrth~rmore, most officers indicated that they 
wanted batt.h! communication with the prosecutor's office regarding felony 
cases in which they '~Cl."e personally involved - that they wanted n chance to 
ruview their testimony before taking the sta,ld and wanted to be kept informed 
as to My decisions , ... hich \Jc):c ~eing made rcgar.dillg the disposition of the 
case. 

Better communication and a mOl"e efficient management of police witnesses 
would require that more money be allocu'.ed to developing an effective l:Jason 
position to coordinat.e police :md cou::ts. The potential savings to be 
gninec! froln this change might \,'ell. be sufficient to fund such a position • 
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3. Robbery in Durham, 1972-1~74 

1. Introduction 

A. The FBI Uniform Crime Reports def:l.nc robbery as: "Stealing or 
taking nl)ything 0 f value from the person' by force or via lC'ncc 
or by putting in fear, such as stl:ong-arm robbery, stickups, 
apneu 1:'obbcl.'Y, assault to tab, and attempt to rob." 

This deUni tion cO\TC!l;S a great diversity of events, ranging froUl. the 
strong-arm demand for 11 child's lunch money made by some o[ his 
classmtlte$ in the s(;i1ool johtt, up to a bank l'obbery commi~ted by a 
gnng of shotgun-toting bandits. In be~<lee!1 these cxtrQOlC'S lie such 
crimes as mugging:> and "yokings," purse snatches (whcn the victim 

. resists). residential robberies, Dnd stickups of cab and bus drivers 
and shopkcepers. All of these crimcs have ~"'0 elemel1ts in conunon; 
violence or the threat of viole-nr.e, and theft. 

I t has been sugges ted tha t the urban public's feat' of "c!'ime. in the 
s trects" is prcdomina tel)' a rear of be':'ng robbed; this stlggcs tion is 
plausible for a number of r.easons. First, the robbery ute. in U.S. 
cities is ubout eqt:!ll to the combined rates of murder, ur,gravllted 
assault, and rape, ::md hus bee.n increasing r:,>pidly in rac(mt yenrs. 
Second, unlike these other vi-olent crimes robbery almost ah<lays 
involves a sudden, completely unprevoked attack by a stran1;or. Third, 
a lllrge pr')portion of robt'eries are interracial and involve middle 
c1ass aelt.. ,I:. victims, 'vhcre.as other viol&nt crimes in the city are 
ovenihelmingly intraracial and for the most pat't involve victims from 
the lc)wes t socioeconomic strn tum- -especially tecnnger.s. 

Robbery is an all too common event in Durham; reports of bona fida 
robber:i.es arc received by the Durham Police morc than ~'lice (l weak on 
thc average. The reported rate. in Durham is about equal to the average 
rate for U.S. cities with populations in the 50,000 - 100,000 r«nge, 
but much Imver than reported robbery rates for larger cities i cities 
in the lCO, 000 - 250, 000 category' average almos t tHice as many robberies 
per capita as Durham, and the largest U.S, cities (1,000,000 +) have an 
overall rohbery rate approximately ~!l times as high. FeH Durham 
residents would be ruassured by these comparisons, ho,."e\ro,:, and a 
successful effort to reduce the robbery rate \,'ould be \Vorth a great deal 
to the conununi ty • 

The purpose of this study is to provide the Durham Police and public 
with a detailed descripti"l1 of robbery in Durham \"ith particular focus 
on the roles played by police and private cid:tens in the attompt to 
solve a robbery once. it is reported. Robbp.ries ari almost never solved 
\dthout the cooperation of private citL ens (acting as Hitncsses and 
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-informants), Bnd one promising means of increasing police effeetiveness 
agains t robbery is to intensify the cHort to educate the public and 
solicit its coopcr<.ttion in providing useful information to the police. 
This report helps docum~nt the case for such ::1l1 eHo):'t. 

Section 2 describes how the data [or this report.: were collected. Section 
3 presents a gencral description of robbory patterns in Durhrun in 1972, 
1973, and 1974. Sec.tion 4 analyzes police-ciLizen interactions in the 
contex.t of robbery investiGations, and cilaractetiz<.'s the factors loading 
to arres ts of robbery suspects. 'I'he (inal section prescnts some con­
clusions ,,'hich 'nppcar \·,ar~antcd 011 the basis of this and similar studies 
of robbery. 

II. The Data 

During Spring, 1975, the Durham Pollee records WC:l:C culled for all rcpol:ts 
of robberies i'.lVcstigntcd by the police fro:.11 January 1, 1972 to December 31; 
1974.·,~ A tot:.l of 351 complaint sheets on crimes initially classified as 
robber)T Here located, most of \"hich hud detectj.ve reports attached. There 
were 121 reports from 1972, 124 in 1973, and 106 fro;;! 1974. The dropoff 
in 197/1 Ivas apparently due to the fact that not all reports on 1974 
:robberies hud been filed by spring of 1975. Also overlooked in this 
1~£;.:;earch were l:obberics Hhich resu Ited in homicide or 'cry serious injuries) 
since these cr:imes were not classified as robbery by the l)olicc. 

Detailed infor.mation witS recorded [rom the reports of the investigating 
officer and detect~ve (wherc available) for each of the 351 robb~ries. 
These data at:e no\" on computer tape and available from the author for 
general use. 

III. A Description of Robbery ratterns in Durham, 1972.-74 

Its new computerizen infortuation system give.s the Durham PoliGe the 
capability of constructing detailed descriptions of current robbery 
patterns in Durham) \o1ithout the time. consuming clerical work \,'hich this 
study ,,,as forced to use in gathering data. The analysis presented here 
se.rves as a "b:lseline" for the future analyses of tre11ds in Durhmn 
robbery which utilize the neH system. 

*Carol Whittaker, a research assistant: to this Durham Urban Observatory 
project l '''as solely responsible for this arduous t,\sk of data col1ectiQ.1 .• 
Lt. l'en<iergrass was m:trcmely helpful in locating files and otherwise 
facilitating her job as much as possible. 
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Since the purpose of the ana1.ysis below is to chll.ractl:!r1.ze 'to\:ibcry 
rather than robbery rr.ports, 50 cases havc been excluded from the 
data base on the grounds that. they were classified on the detective 
l:eport as "unfounded" (37 cas(5) or \Tere judged by tl.e author to be 
inappropriate (usually because the report(;d crime did not include thc 
clemcnts required to correctl.; claSSify it as a robbery). It should 
also be noted that many robberies arc never reported to the police, 
and arc hence not included in the analysis bclo\4. This omission is 
a problem to the extent that reported robberies BrC unrepresentative 
of all robberies. Other studies have found that Victims Hho fail to 
report crimes to the police typic311y feel that the crinles are "too 
un,important tl for the polict' to bother \~ith) or that the police ~~ould 
not be able to do anything if the crime were reported. Furthermore, 
it has boen found that rabbet"ies '~ith injury al:~ more likely to bc 
reported than tobbel,":i.es \,lithout injury, and that <lttl'mpteci robberies 
arc less likely to be reported th3n successfu 1 robberies.'" These 
biases should be kept in mind in evaluating the patLerus of robbery 
described here. . 

Timing 

There is no pronounced seasonal pattern to robh'ry in Durham, except 
an apparent dropoff in the months of February and March (\oihich had 
only 9% of t~e robberies). 

Robberies arc heavily concentrated in the eight hour period from 6 p.m • 
to 2 a.m.; 60% 0,[ all robberies were committcd during these hours. 

, Scene 0 f Crime 

}iost robbe1:ics ,.;rere cO~'l1ittc.d in the street (41%) or in a connnercial 
building (25%)'. Other locations include private residences and 
vehic les, each Vii th 12%. 

Forty-three percent of: all robberies "ere unarmed. Forty-t\~O percent 
invo1ved a gun, and the remoh'lder (157.) involved some other wedpon -- in 
most cascs a knife, but a bizarre collection of othel: weapons ,·tere also 
usttd (broken bottles, razors, an iron pipe, a pool cue, and a beanshooter!). 

*Se.e L. E./>..A' s Cri.minal Victimiza tion Survcys in the Nation: s Five Lar<;cs t 
Qitics (USGPO, 1975). pp. 27-30. In Chicago, for cxample, victims 
r(.',ported 69% of robberies with injury, 57% of robberies \~ithout jury, and 
27% of attempted. robberies. 
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Vlllue,o~· St.olcm.,;P.roperty 
, 

Hhile almost every robbery must be considere(l <l serious cdine because 
of the actual fir threatened Violence inherent in the act, [ew robberies 
involve very mudl money. Sixty-five percent of all robbaries resulted 
'in the theft of less than $100 in c8Jh or merchttndise. It is no 
surprise, h<wever, that commercial cobberios tended to be more lucrative 
than the average; over httlf resulted in the ~hcft .If $100 or more. Very 
few street robberies (18%) wa~e so successful. ReSidential and vcllicle. 
robberies ,.,erc in bet\vccn: 27% of vehicle robberies and 46% of rC$idCr,iial 
robberies netted over $100. 

·r 'Table' 1: 

---_ .......... __ ..... "'--

Amount Stolen In Durham Rohberies, 1972-7/\ 

Amount Stolen averaJ.l Commercial Stre"t 

NOlle 13% 13% 16% 
$1-19 18 7 30 
$20-49 18 7 23 
$50-99 16 17 111 
$100-199 16 29 9 
$200-499 10 17 5 
$500+ 10 12 4 

'fotal 100 100 100 

Robbers \,ho chose a more lucrative type' of target were relatively likc::ly' 
to usc guns; the greatest contrast is between commercial robberies, 86% 
of Hhich involved guns, and street robberies, 18% of whiCh involved guns. 
Xt is also true that Hithin each of the fivetnrgc.t catcgOl:ies ,the 
likelihood of gun use increased with the amOunt of ' loot (sec Table 2) • 

One can speculate that these patterns reflect (1) the fact that older, 
more professional robbers are more likely to own a gun and to seck au t 
relatively lUcrative targets; and (2)tha t robbers \~ho lack a gun are 
detc;rred frolli robbing mOl:C lucrative targets because they tend to be 
relatively \~cll defended (e.g.) store clerks often have access to a gun} .. 

Assault 

Actual force \vas used in a minority of all robberies, and v:l,ctiins sustained 
injuries in only 26% of all cases. The liklihood that force ~.]ould be 
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Table 2 
; ...... 

Rohbers' Use. of Guns, by Target Categ,ory and AlIlount Stolen) 
Durham 1972-7/, 

- - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Amol.nt Stolen Commercial Street Rasid(,l1ce Vehicle ~er 'rotal 

$1-99 t'3% In 25% 28% 30% 27% . 1123 11$3 1116 1125 1110 f/157 
$100+ 9U; 36:r 50% 60% 69% 67% 

/1114 {ii2 /; 16 //10 1116 11108 
Unsucccssft:l 60% 25%-- Or. 0% 67% 3/1% 

III 0 1120 (13 1!2 1/3 {/18 

Overall 86% 18% 3/,/; 32% 55% 1,2% 
IJ76 /1125 1/35 1137 (/29 1)303 

Note.: Each cell includes the. number (/1) of robberies \~h;tch \01 en: included in tha 
category and the percent (%) of those robberies in which the robber (s) 
used a r,un. 

used by the robber varied dramatically \~ith the location and type of 
weapon used. Cros.s tabulations (not reported here) indicate that force is more 
likely to be used (ard il1juries inflicted) in street robbery than in commercial 
robbery ellen \.hen one "controls for" the type of ,.,eapol1 used by the robber • 

Table ' 3 

Assault and Injury in Durham Robbery, 1972-74 

Knife or 0 titer 
Assnult Overall Commercial Street l'i'eapon (except gun) Gun - i No 

None 53% 82% 31% 33% 41'1. 79% 
YeS - no irtjllry 20% 7% 30% 33% 20% 701/ .. 
Yes - minor injury 24% 11% 36% 34% 32% 12% 
Serious injury 2% 1% 3% 1% 7% 27. 

" 
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This r~sult may stem from (1) the fact that cOlmnercial tobberics I.;>ithout injury 
arc more like ly to be reported than s tree t 1'obo1:ics \vithou t inj lit)'; and (2) 
Comnercial robberies arc less likely to meet with rcsistenc.e, since the store 
clerk who is confronted by a robber usually docs not stand to lose any of his 
own Inoncy by complying ,.,ith the robbers 1 demands. 

Of the three '\>lcapon cateeories, guns an: potent:I.ally the most lethal but in 
pra.::t:ice Here the leas t likely to illfHct ilJjury •. l'bn t victims will comply 
immediately Hith a robbel:'s demands if he displays a gun, Hheteas llnarmed robbers 
typically have to usc actual force and vi(')lence (as in. "muggings" and "yokings") 
to achiev~~ t..heir purpose. The most dau!.;l.!touS robber in practice was one \o1ho 
ca~ried a Hcapon other than a gun. 

Number of Robbers 

Robbers in DUr!uim I as in 0 th~r ci t:ics, t:ypically worK in gra.tps ot t\.;ro or mOl'e. 

Only 36% of robberies werc conullit:t:ed by people acting alone; 42% 'vore committ:ed 
by pairs. and 22% by three or more. On the ethel,' hand, victims \olerC almost 
alivays (90%) alone when robbed. Groups of robbers were somel"hat: more lilce.ly 
to cake on groups of victims· than robbers acting alone.. 

Robbers acting in groups of th.ree or more 'vel:e morc likely (56%) to be unarmed 
than robbers acting singly or in pairs (39% of \.;rhorn ,.ere unarmed). This result 
is partly due to the £act: that robberies cOIlU1litt:cd by groups of three or more 
usually involve young tecnac~rs. 

Characteristics of Robbers and Victims 

Robbery is a cl'imc which primarily involves male.s: 80% of the victims and 
97% of tho. robbers were males. Host robberies (911.) were committed by Negroes, 
and victims 'vere also Ncgroes in a mq.jority of caseS (54%). 

Table 4 

Race of Victims and Robbers in Durham Robberies~ 1972-74 

yace of Victim 
Race of Robbet' , ~egro Caucasian 1'0 tal 

Negro 52% 40% 9l~~ 

Caucasian 2% 6% 9% 

Total 54% 46% 100% 
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About half of,nll robberies involved Negroes as both ro~bers and victims. 

'£he average robbCll:Y victim is much older than the averago. robber. In DUl.hrun, 
the. median age of L'obbers \,'US 21, \vhcre:Js 751. of victims were older than 21. 
'.I\vo.ltty-one pcrc(;-nt of victims \~ere more than 50 years old) but only one report­
ed robbery was committed by SOUICO!l(! that old. Host robbers (83%) ware 25 years 
old o-r less. 

... 

!J.'able 5 

Age of Victims and Robbers in Durham Robberies; 1972-711* 

Percent Distribution 

Age Victims Robbers 

9-15 8% 12% 
16-21 16 40 
22-25 14 31 
26-35 13 15 
36-50 27 3 
51-65 14 0 
.§6+ 7 0 

Total 100% 100% 
Hedian 35 years 21 years 

- - - - - ------ - - - - -----. - - - - -
* These distri.butions are based on data taken from police 
complaint sheets aJld detective reports. No informatj,on on 
victim's age was available for 20% of the robberies. Data 
on robbers' ages arc based in witncssE~' estimat~s, &S 

reported to the police. No such estimates \Vere available 
in 63% of all robberies, so this distribution is unreliable. 
Note that in calculating age distributions dIe unit of 
account is the robbf!r, not the robbery: if [01J.1: rc,bbers 
commit a robbery and age estimates arc avaiJable for all of 
them, then all four are entered separately. 
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Compared \~ith other crimes of violcmce,it 1.s relati.v('!ly rare for ):obbcrs to 
be acquainted Hith their victims; in Durham, only 12% of all robberies inw 
volved acquaintancef>. When classified by scene ot the crime, it turns out 
that only l·csidential robberies involved acquaintance(l in a substantial pr.o­
portion of cases (16 of 35, or 46%). Conuncrcial robberies i.nvolved acquaint­
ances (ex-employees) in only t,.,o cases out of '76. 

Summary 

'2he typical robbery. in Dur!1;:un, as in other cities, 'was committed by a 
group of tHO or more Negro males against a single male victim either on 
the street or on the premises of a conunercial enterprise. The victim :i.n 
this typical robter Has uninjured and hmldc,d ove,r less than $100 to the 
robbers. Hhile ill teLms of these outcomes the crimo does not appear to 
be particularly serious, it should bd remembered that the vict.im \<1as being 
threatened \'1i tll ve:r:y serious bodily harm dUJ:ing the. cou~sc 0 f the robbery 
and Has almost ce):tainly very afra~d. Furthcnnore, atypical but not uncollunon 
robberies had much more serious outcomes., including the loss of large arnountfr 
of' money and serious injury or even death. 

These generalizations arc all we,ll known to 1m., Cl1forccment officials. 
analysis above is useful in that it adds precision and detail to these 
eraliztltiollS and serves as a baseline for future studies which seck to 
fy trends in Durham robberies. 

IV. Report, Investigation, Arrest 

'rhe 
gen­
idcnti-

Civili"ns playa uniquely important role in the process of investigating 
robberies--unlike most othC!r crimes of theft, there is almost al\<1ays a 
witness (the victim) in robbery cases, and his cooperation is ot.sentinl in 
all phases of the criminal justice syste.ll'srcsponse to robbcri'ls. If a 
1'obbery is to i·csult in the arrest and conviction of the guilty robl'ers, 
then it is almost allvays necessary for the victim (an possibly other ~~iLnl.!sses 
as Hell) tp (1) report the crime to the police (2) describe the circumstances 
of the crime and provide a description of the robbers to investigating offi­
cex:s; (3) identify SUSPc.ct.s from a li:leup) police. photo filc.s) etc.; and 
(4) testify in court. ' 

In each of these. phases the victim and/or other \vitnessc.s must kn(l\~ the re­
quired information mid be 'villing to shal:e. it Hith crimil1al justice <lutltod­
ti.(~S if the case is to be solved; the. f.:lct that so few robberj es are sol vad 
is at least partially the result of failures in the Victim's maliloty or ill his 
w;l,llingness to cooperate. It i~ doubtful that. most victims make vcry rcli.:lblu 
witnesses) and it has been shoW!, by otl.er studies that a large perc:entLl~~e. of 
victims do tV)t cooperate \dth authorities even to the extent ofrcportirtg the 
crime. Impt;'ovements in thil quality and quantity of information provided by 
victims would surely produce a corresponding itlcrease in CJS effecliveness 
against robbery. 
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'the discussion which follo\~s describes the civili;lIls I role in police 
investigatioM:l o£ l;'obberies in Durham, 19'12-74 • 

.1~epo 1"1: ing 
. 

Out of; the 351 rob\ler>, reports received by the PUl.'ham Police in the 1972-7/1 
pedod. ';'!O (91%) \vere made by the victim j 25 (7%) by other \dtncsscs I and 
only ,-liX (less than 27.) wer.e made by police tIH'ltnselvcs. C(lSCS ",here police 
observe.. '1 robbery in progress arc clearly flukes, and ordinarily the CJS 
authorities will l~cver knOll that a given robbery has occurred unless the 
victim (or bystander) notifies them. Victimization survey reflulta demon­
strate that the authorities are not notified in a high percentage of cases 
(sec Table 7). Victims have litili' personal incentive to -report .:t robbery 
and cooperate HUh CJS officials ill th~ rcsultillg invt?stigntiott, since (unlike 
in the case. of burglary OJ: auto theft) victinls are rarcly insured against 
robbery losses. Furthunuorc l thure ,nrc som~ costs to tcpo1;ting a robbcl'Y, 
both in terms of time and perhaps also dangel' (if the robber threatens rc­
prisals); in sonle situations ,. the victim may feLlr that the circumstances of 
tIlC robbery. i1; they bccm.1e kno\V1) to the police, ,~o\lld muke him liable [or 
cri.minal l)'l,'osccucion. Nine such cases actually \vere rcported;-Che victims 
were robbed by gamblinc cOClpanions, illicit drug customers or prostitutes. 
reoplc \"ho arc involved ill illngal activities of; this sort arc vut1crable to 
robbers precisely because they are very unlikcly to report to the police. 

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

'.l7able . 7 

Parccnt of Victimizations Reported to Police, Five Largcst U.S. Cities, 1972*. 

T e of Robberv Chl-CORor,rOl'l L.A. N.Y. IPhEa. 

Commercial 84Z 83% 88% 1- 91% 837.. i 
2. Per.sonal, Hith injury 69% 75% \ 6/1% 50% 64% . 
3. Personal, without injury 57% I 62% 51% 51% 57% 
4. Personal, t~ithout injury 27% 39% 27% 33% 27% 

unsuccessful 

*From'LfM Criminnl Victindz,1t:\.on SUYVl'YS hl the Nation's Five Ltl)'gest 
Cities (uSCPO, 1975) pp. 61-62. 
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The quali'ty oC the initial report to the police is an inverse I:tmccion 
of the deluy in reporting. In only six caSes wcre the police nble to mtlkc 
On ar.:est on the sr:~nc following a phoned report (rOm n (d.vU.ian) ,vittless 
or victim. Although victim!:l are ordinarily not able t(' roport: the r.obbery 
quickly enough to make an 011 $cene arrest possible, bystanders are sometimes 
able to he~p in this way. 

Obviously a sccoltd dimension of the quality of the intHilll report is its 
accuracy. Over 10~~ (37) of robbery reports to thO! Durham Police ,~(!re 
eventually classified us l\mfoundt:!dH ; at: least in theory> this desicnution 
indicates thllt the police invcstigtition concluded that no crime had becn 
committed. This situation Inn)' nrise due to alarlOs received fl:om comlllerclal 
establishments or the mistnken impressions of drunks concerning how they 
lost their money the previous night. In at least twenty cases (not all of 
them designated officially lIS "unfounded") the police concluded that the 
re.por.t , ... as not only false but actually called in , ... i.th the deliberate intent­
ion o[ misleading the police or someone else. In thirteen of these 20 cases, 
an employee of a commercial enterprise <1l'pn:cently reported a robbery to pro­
v:l.de an explanation for the missing cash that they themselves had in fuct 
stolen; in six oCher cases the fulse reports ,.fere apparently intcmded to 
provide alibis for \~hy the. supposed victims could not pay debts or support 
their families. * 
Cooperation During Police Inv(.sti~at:ion 

'I'hirty-four cnscs (10% of the total) were. dropped because the victims refus­
ed to cooperate. vith. the police or datectivcs: in 16 C<lSCS) the victim 
refused to sign a ,.,.arrant or press charges; in 10 cases. the detective , ... as 
simply unnble to c.ontact the victim; and in 7 cases the detective [cIt that 
the Victim ,.,.us concealing crucial information about the case. ** '. 

In 33 cases (10%), the victim ~.,.as unable to provide the police investigators 
with useful inform;:ttion because he was so drunk at the time or the robbery 
as to be "nable to produce a (',oherent account of the robbery or describe the 
robbers.*** 

l"'rhe official police designations of these twenty cases differed: five 
were designnted "unfounded"; four ,.,ere "cleared by arrest, II none Here 
"inactive," and two were "exceptionally cleared. II Neadless to say, the 
inconsistent use of such. clearance designations Iltak~s empiri\:!al analysis. 
more difficult. 

**Again, the clet,ranee designationo were used rut:her cavalierly by police 
and detectives. Thirteen of these wel.'C marked "unfounded", in spite of 

, evidence that these robberies did in fact occur. 

***The police did not investigate 15 of thse cases. Of the remainder) 6 
were marked unfounded, 10 were inactive, and 2 were. "exceptionally cleared", 

J 
I 
l. 



q 
1\ 
'1,1 

. 
I • 

l 
! 

• I 

· \. , 

I I , ; , . 
• .f 

u 
u 
n 

n 

-18 .. -_,,' ,10:. • 

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

. Tabie 8 

Failures :l.n Citizen Coopcration \'lith the Police, 
tnkun from Robbery RctpOl,'ts. to Durham l'oUp.~., 1,972-7Il. 

1. Intentionally Falsified Reports by Ci.ti.zens 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

a. Policc suspect robhet'Y report is intended 
to provida an alibi for employee theft 

b. Other' 

Victim refuses to cooperate with police 

. a. V ic tiro cn nno t be located 

b. Detective suspects victim of 
concealing crucial information 

c. Victim refuses to sign \,Tarrant at 
press charr,e:s 

Victim too drunk to provide useful information 

Designated "Unfounded" (other than the ttbcvc) . 

Total, 1-4 

13 

7 

10 

5 

19 

(29% of 

20 

34 

33 

15 

102 
total repor.ts) 

In most cases, .hm,'e·ver, the investigating officers und/or detectives 
were able to obtain some information from victims and/ot' other ,,,itncsses. 
In almost every case they obtnincd infol:nwtion on the number of robbers 
and their races and sex. The p,'oportion of cases in \,hich other physical 
attributes of the robbers Here provided by witnesses is givcn in Figure 9. 

., . , 

Table 9 

Percentage of 351 Dll'l:h9.m Robbnry Reports 1972-74, in Hhich 
Witnesses Describcd Specif:ic 11hysicnl Attributes of Robbers 

Age 42% 
!lair 28% 
Clothing 51% 
Height 50% 
Weight 46% 
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In the 78 caseS (22% of total) in which the robber.s were knO\Yl1 to he 
driving an auto, a liconsu number was !jiven in 25 cases Drtd some des­
crirt:i.on of t;he auto in 68 cases. In 14% of all cases the victim or 
some other witness \~as able to give the polic,a the name (ot' part: of a 
name) for at: least ona of the robbers involved • 

Factors Leading to Arrest 

Data on ar.rests must be interpreted car(!fully. '..thile it is tempting 
to V1.c\1 a case \vhich is cleared by arrest as a police department 
"success", and n case in wldeh there l,s no arrest as 1.1 11 failure", 
there nrc several reasons \'lhy this is too simplistic a view: (l):-1any 
.;lrrests arc bnsad: on ,.,anlt or faulty evidence (one study found that 21% 
of m:mcd robbery cJcfendants in Durham \101'0 "nol pr(Jzsed ll durinB tho 
years 1970-74 - prl~sumllbly in most instances beclluse the district nttor~ 
ney's office felt the CDse wns weak) and (2) In some instnnces cases 
arc cleared by the confession of a suspect picked up in the cont(,i~t of an 
unrelated investigation; such confessions rarely result in any charges 
being brought. 

Given these caveats, !to,,,ever, arrest data are still useful, if, not 
exact, indicators of successful polica WI>l:k. 'rllis section analyzes 
the circums tanoes \vhich HC1:C conducive to producing arr<?sts in Durham 
robberies during the sample pariod. 

Arrest Frequency 

Excluding the 50 robbery reports \'lhich were unfounded (based on either 
the detective's judgment or the author's) I 23% of all reported robberies 
in Durham, 1972-7/1, ''lere cleared by thc arrcst of' at least one suspect. 
Of the 12% of all robberies in whi.ch the victim \vllS acquainted \.,i.th l:i • .1 

robber, the clcarance rate (unsurprisingly) \Vas much higher ... 44% resulted 
in arrest. In a number of othel' Stl •. ll cases the police ,,'orc forestalled 
from making an arrest only by the Victim's um"il1ingness to press charges. 
Eighty-eight percent of al1 robberies itwolved strnngers - the clearance" 
by-arrest rate for such cases was 20%. 

The nrrest rate varied to some extent by location or the crime, as 
, depicted in Table 10. 

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

Table 10 

Arrest Rates for Valid Robberies Reported to the Durham P.olice, 1972-7' •• 

,,.-
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Citizen and Police Roles in Suc.c,c~sful Investiljations 

The victim and/or bystanders made the major contribution to the 
solution of; Lhe crime in about 407, of all robbery cases which were 
cleared by arrest, and made some contribution to\.,rllrds almost avery 
arrest. (See Table 11). In most of the 20 cases which were solved 
through a detective invc:stigation for example, cYCl'lit:ness descl:ipt:ions 
and idf.!nt.:ification of S.t5pCCt.:S [rom photo collections served' as major 
clues. 

'table 11 

First <'t.ttcsts itl Durham Robbery cnsCls, 1972-1971~t classified 
by the Nost Important l~nct.:or Leading to t.:he Arrest ;~ 

1. Citizen Inalees a major contribution: 

VictiJn gives names of suspect.:s l{~ 

Witness gives names of suspects 3 
Cab driver victit.l gives suspect's adclrcss 2 
Victim sees suspect later, not.:ifies police 1 
Witness gives a~lto tag nllmber 2 
Hitncss calls police on related incident involving suspect 2 

Total 

2. Other casas~ 

Arrest on scene: After citizen's report 
P.O. sees suspocious incidant 

P.O. stops auto which fits victim's description of it 
Detective work (t.:alking to informants, ~ho\Yillg tha 

victim photos of possIble suspects, etc.) 

Total 

3. Unlmm..rll 

4. Confession of suspect after arrest for another crime 

Overall total 

6 
6 
5 

20 

25 

57 

I • 

6 

72 

* Xn'inany of these cases more than Qne suspect was 0".'eI1111.:'111), arrest.:cd. 
This table reports tile factors Hhieh led to t.:ha first: :'H!>t only • 
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4. Burglary:in Durham, 1973 

I. Introduction 
, ..... 

Burglary :i,s no offense in whidi'illegal cntrancq into 11 structul.·C is 
madl! or attempted in order to C'ommit a felony or theft. This category 
il1Cludcs tl viue rouge of :bcidents from minor juvcl'lilc escapades to 
vcry serious cnses , ... hich involve professional thi(!ves am:' safcct·ack(!rs, 
III the public's mind, the mos t fenl.'some possihHit). is that of a 
burglar entering 0..1 occupied house nt.njght~~up until 1:0C0111:1y, this 
"las a capita 1 offense in North Carolina. 

'rhe costs \~hich burglary inflicts on society in~J.ude not only the 
substant:ial property losses sustained by burgl~lry victims each year, 
but nlso the expense of 01 ty <h.,ellers' efforts .:0 pl:otect against 
burglary-~t:he latter include locks atld b,'lrs, {(lam\ svstc.'IllS, !Wards, 
w"tchdogs .. an,e.U$.pons purchased [or se1!-protcction. Residents of 
nei.ghbo1:"hoods \"hic11 suHcr from at .. increasing; bUl:glary l"utc may s.ustnin 
tJ loss in prop¢.rty vnlucs) and $omt' mny fe¢.l compelled to moVe to other 
locations. 

In 1972, the Unif'orm Crime Reports 1:cportcd 1256 burglllrj,es 5.n Durha:n, 
which sugge.s ts that Durham IS rcportc:d burglary rnte is about all'crnge 
for U.S, cities \Vith populat.,ions in thc 50,000 - 100,000 range (and 
30% lower than burglary rates in larger citics). Hith nn average of 
about four burglaries occurring. per day, there is no quest:iol\ tha.t. 
burglary is a serious problem in Durham. 

Unlike robbc ry, burglary t'are1y involves un eYClvitness. Nevertheless I 
citi::ens cnn and must playa substantial role in. solving and prcvcntil1g 
burg1ari.cs if the problem is to be brought uuder cont-roJ, People can 
watch for signs of suspicious activity in the neighborhood aml report 
these to the police; individuals ('.an engrave their valuable posseSSions 
with their social security numbel."s to. facilitate recovery of stolel1 
propel."ty and the arl;est or those who are in l.llid.t possession of stolen 
property; householdo and conunerc.inJ enterprises cnn protect their premises 
with locks and other devices; and in a surp\"ising number ot cases) 

. , 

victims or neighbors arc nb1c to suggest the names of suspects to detectives. 

This report gives a detailed description of burglary in Durham and an 
analysis of hm,' burglm:ics nrc typically solved and s.to1en propcn:ty 
recovered. Section n describes til<! data on \vhich the statistics arc 
based. Section III descril>cs pntterns of burglary in Durham, including 
an analysis of \~lto the vietins nrc and hm-t much they lose in a typ:i:ci\l 
burglary. Section IV annlyzes the police investignti~ process nnd the 
factors which tend to produce an arrcst~ with emphnsis on the role or 
the. citizen in this pl.occss. . 
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II. The Data 

During Spring, 1975, the L-:.:rham l'olice records Were culled for report:: 
of burglaries, "brenkins," and "H & l~'slt oecun-ing in 1973. Eventunlly 
534 such reports Here coded, a number less than half of the l1umber 
reported to the police during that yenr. Ove); three-quarters oJ: the 
reports \,hich \verc selected in the sample \~Crc 1:01' Crl.ml'S occ\lrring in 
the first half oJ: the year. ' (The sell":cth'n process Rlmpl.y involved 
taking burglary reports for 1973 in the order in which they appeared 
in Police. Department files, cootitiuing in this :Cushion '\l1til an uciuC}uate 
sample had been obtained.) 

Detailed information Has recorded from the repot'ts of the in\'e~lt:i t'fl ting 
officQ':' arid detective (where available) for encll of the 5% bUt'glaries. 
These data are nOH on computer tapes and aVIl:Uable from tile author f.or 
general use. 

III. A Descript:i.on of Burglnry :' lcterns in DurlHlm, 197:3 

1. Scene of the Crime 

A majority of burglaries in Dur.ham (58%) involve private residences; 
these residential burglaries arc divid(!d about evenLY betweell privutc 
h01l1es and apartments or duplexes. About half of nonresidential 
burglaries 'vere reported by l,'etail stores (gas stations, tood mnrl{cts,· 
restaur..!'"1ts, and other retail outlets). Table). reports the details. 

2. Time of Day 

Since most burglad.cs (93.5% of our sample) arc only discovcred u:Ctcr 
the fact by l:he observatiol1 of missing property amI/a: damage to the 
structure, it is not possible to knol" the precise time nt \~hich 
burglories occur. Victims \~ere able to repc.rt useful inferences or 
guesses to detectives concerning the timing of the bUl'glat'y in almost 
three-qtl~n:ters of the sample cases; of these, almost half thought the 
burglary had occurred betHccn 11 p.m. and 6 a,nt., 327. reported dayt:ime 
burglaries (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.), and 19% repor.ted evening burglal.'5.cs 
(6 p.n,_ to 11 p.m.). It comes a.s no surprise that a mllch smaller frac~ 
tion of rcsidlmtial burglaries o,;:cUl:red at nigl'':': than Has true for. 
nom:csidl;ntial bllrg,laries: burglars attemp't t: 0 avoid occupied structures 
(sec Table 2). 
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Table 1 

Percentage Distribution of Burglnries in 
Durham, 1973, by Scene of Crime 

Percent of Total 

Residential Building 
Single Unit 
HUlti-unit Residence, Apartment 

Retail Commercial Building 
Gas Stati.on 
Food l-lnrket 
Restaurant or Bar 
Retail Store 

Other Nonresidential Building 
Small Business 
Church 
Publ:i.c Uuilding 
Other 

TOTAL 

Table.' 2 ---
Percentage Distribution of Burglaries in 

Durham, 1973, by Time of Day 

Re!3ic.1e>nce Nonresidence 
(6 am~6 pm) 48.57. 12.1"!. 

(6 pm,-ll pm) 24.5 12.0 

58% 
28.4% 
29.6 

19.6 
5.6 
5.1 
2.2 
6.7 

'22.1 
8.0 
1.9 
5.1 
7.1 

100';0"/' 
100.0% 

(N=5311) 

Total 
32.1% 

18.9 

Night (H pm-6 am) 27.0 75.9 48.9 

Totnl 100.0% 100.07. 100.0% 

(N=204} (N= 166) (N=370) 
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The distrihuti6n of burg1m.-ies across days of the w('ck $hOl ... s a dis­
propor t ionato number occtll:ring on Heckends fpr both res i.c\('otial and 
nonresidQrttia~ burglaries • 

3. Hcthed of Entry' 

In practi.cally all Dul"1111n\ burglaries, entry occur.red through a first 
floor door. or '~inc1e\ ... at a timo ,~hon thc buildii)g \-1;;'s tmoccupic.d (there 
~'crc only fivc caSCS in \-.1hich the building \UlS occupied -- less than 
1% of the total). Windol"s and

o 
doors 'verc <:thout equally popular as a. 

meal1S of entry. 

Table 3 

Percentage Distribution of Durham Burglaries, 1973, 
by Neuns· of Entry 

1. FOl:ccd Locked Door 
2. l!'orccd Locl~cd HindotV 
3. Unlocked Door 
4. Un locked \~indm ... 
5. 0th<...r 
6. Hissing 

Total 

4. Property Lassos 

40% 
36 
5 
4 
6 
9 

100% 
(N:::534) 

Most burglaries nrc motivated by theft, and in l<56 of the burglaries in 
the sample, some property loss \.,ras reported. The items most frequently 
stolen <ll:e reported in Table l~. One oitem deserves particular attention = 
8% of burglaries arc repOl:tcd to result ill the theft of guns, suggesting 
that well over lOr guns arc stolen pel." year in DLlrham in this fashion 
(since there arc ever 1300 burglm:ies/year in Durham, and somo burgl;:n:ies 
result in the theft of more than one gun). I suspect that this ,is a 
prime source of supply in the black market for guns. 

The estimated monetary value of burglary losses is reported in Table 5. 
The median loss for burglaries involving theft wa~ less than $200; one­
third had losses valued at less than $100, and 8% 10s,t more than $1000. 
It should be noted that these value estilnatcs arc typicolly made by the 
victim, and arc ,doubt less inaccurate in u13ny cases and perhaps biased 
up\"rm:d '~hcn the vicl: im is covered by bUl.-glary insurance. 
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Tnble ,~ 

Percentage of Durham BUl:glaries, 1973, 
In Which Certain Items Were Reported Stolen 

:iten\ Number of P'!rc{'ntagc of Tocql* 
Burglaries 

Ca1h 123 27% 
Stereo, radio 122 27 
TV 110 24 
Food 42 9 
J.cmolry) watches 37 8 
Guns 37 8 
Clothes 29 6 
Liquor, drugs 21 5 
Cigarettes 20 4 
Office machines 19 I. 
Tooln 18 4 
Checks, credit cards 16 4 
Camera 13 j 

Appl:i.ances 10 2 
Other 80 113 

~\-rhe total in this case is 456, the number of burglaries in '~hich 
some loss '''as reported. 

Table 5 

Percentage Distribution of Durham Burglaries, 1973, by Value 
of Property Lost Due to TIleft 

Value of Property 
Loss 

$1 - 19 
20 - 49 
50 - 99 

100 - 199 
200 - 499 
SOC> - 999 

1000 1999 
2000 + 

Total \~ith 
some loss 
Average property 

Overall 

11.4% 
11.6 
11.2 
17 .8 
28.5 
11.4 
4.0 
~ 

100.0% 

$377 

Residential 

9.1% 
10.0 
10.8 
17.0 
31.1 
13.3 
5.4 
~, 

100.0% 

$317 

Nonresidcntjal 

14.5% 
14.0 
11.7 
18.4 

-,25.1 
8.9 
2.2 
~ 

100.0% 

~376 
loss 
Note: TabulatiOIl excludes 29 unfounded c:nscs and cases'where value 

of loss was unlmOl.Jn or zero (17% of alii cases). Victim losses 
due to property damage are not included in this tabulation. 
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Rather surprisitlgly, nonresi.dential burglaries typically result in 
smaller property losses than residential ~rimes; while in 59% of nOn­
tcsidential crimes, tl\(!~t$ ,"erc valued at l('s$ than $200, this.,\las 
true of only 47"1. of residential thnfts. The only exception to this 
pattern is that a disproportioMtcly hig,1\ pcrc(I.l1tage 'if the largcst 
thefts ($2000 +) occurred in nonresidential' buildings. '£he mean value 
of proparty stolen \-IUs the same for residential and nom:'esidcntial 
bm:& !.;lJ: ies. 

While it would be interesting to relate the size of property loss in 
residential burglaries to the tenant's income, the latter data were not 
available. ~:hc incidence of l:esidential burglary losses by victim's 
race can be calculated, however, and the results arc presented in Table 
~Blacl<s were more likely to be victimized by burglaL,), than \~hitcsin 
lAlrham, b~\t the value of property losses average somc\~hat higher for 
whites than blacks. 

'l'able 6 

Percentage Distribution or Durham RcsidcnUal BUrglarias, 
by Race of Tenant and Value of Pruperty Lost lAIc to Theft 

Race of Tenant. 
Value of Property 1 .. ost 

$1 - 99 
100 - 199 
200 - 999 

1000 + 

33% 
18 
43 

5 

TOTAL 100% 
Average property loss $359 
Note: Unfounded burglm:ics arc excluded fr.om 

54% of nIl residential burglaries with 
black victims. 

5. Recovering Stolen Propel:ty 

\~hite or Other 

27% 
16 
46 
12 

laO·/' 
$400 

this tabulation. 
theft involved 

'the gross property losses reported above should be modified to take into 
aC\~Oitnt the fact that occasionally soma of the stolen merchandise 01:' cash 
is );'ccovcr0d and returned to tho ovmcr. Thoro was some property rccovcra:! 
in about 10% of the residential burgltlries and l3% of the nonresidential 
burglaries: the vallie of proper!:y recoveries summed to about 67. of he 
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Bross value of residcntial thefts and 26% of the gross value of nonrcsi~ 
dential thefts. 

Property \oUts rccov(?l:ed under a varicty of cir.cumstances. Somc property 
was recovered in 33 of the 88 cascs clem.'cd by arrest (38"/. of stich casus). 
In mos t other cases, pt'operty "'as t'ecovcred through th~ victim I sown 
uEfor ts. (s ee 'fable 7) 

6. Tk>nlographic Character is tics of llurglni:y SuspC'ct s 

Since thore \~us an llc!-ual witness to the burglm.'y who tvas able to provh1c. 
police \·lieh a description of the burglat' in only 35 cases, <:ol1\p+otoly 
reliable intormntioll on the dcmographic ch'lJ:acteristics of burglars in 
Durham is impossible to obtain. Besides \·litncss descriptions, such in­
formation can be obtained from data on characteristics of arrestees (88 
cases), tips tram inf:01:mer~> nnd the accllsations of the victil11. Takitlg 
nll sources together, sus pect s \vere arrc~stcd, named andlor descr ibed in 
a total of 176 cases. It should be noted that in several cases thci Same 
susl'ect (or group of suspects) \'11.1.S apparently responsible for a ,.hole 
series of: burglariol'; the 176 cases do not represent 176 distinct indivi.~ 
dLlals or groups of suspects. 

Givelt these caveats nbout data on suspects, the follo~"ing observations 
must be interpreted \.ith c0I1siderable c<lLltiOll: 

1. For those cases in ~lhich suspects \vere named, it appears that (~01. 
were committed by groul's of t\\70 or more. Hhile this fractioll is s\Ua;Ller 
than the corresponding number for robberies, it is still surprisingly 
high. 

2. In the meoian. case in which $uspects were dcsctib,d or arrested, 
the suspect (or oldest of a group of suspects) was about 20 years old. 

3. -It appears to be rare for burglars over the age of 21 to \York in 
groups. 

4. Burglary suspects Here Negroes in all but 7% of cases in which 
there were suspects, and males in all but 17% of such cases. 

s. Suspects ,,,ere related or acquainted to victims in about 40% of 
all such cases. This figure is nlmost certai.nly a substantial e~:­
aggeration of the tnIC l)ercenta~e of burglaries involving acqllaint:~ 
ances, since such cases are relati.vely easy to solve. If 've \~ere 
to assume that all cases \.;hich involved acquaintances- \"l~re solved 
(in the sense that a suspect \vas riamc.d) then. the rcsttlt.:ing (IStil1lllte 
of the percentage of burglaries involving acquaintances would fall 
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'l'nblc 7 

PcrccntllnC Distribution of But!~lades in Hhich 
SomB Proper ty wn -, Rccovel;'ed 

Circumstanc,.;!s~J,cading to Recovery 

1. Recovered hy victim I s own efforts; or 15 
returned voluntarily by thief 

2. thief: llt"rcstcd 'vith noods) or informCl:ts 12 
tip about location of goods leads to 
arrest and recovery 

3. On scene arrest and recovery 8 
4. Found in pawl1nhop 7 
5. Other arrests \vhich yield recovery 10 

of proper.ty 
6. Other and unknown .2-

TOTAL 57 

Table 8 

Prior Acquaintance Between SURpects and 
Victims in Durham Burglaries, 1973 

1. Suspects named 
Stranger 
Relative 

107 
12 

Acquaintance 34 
Neighbor 13 
Ex-employee 9 

4A cases 
175 

26 

21 

14 
12 
18 

9 
100.0% 

2. (ff cases involving suspects Hho arc acquainted Hith victim) / 
(ft cases \\1here suspect is named)= 

68/175 = .40 
3. (ifo caS(lS involving suspects \<lho arc acquainted \Vi th vict{m) / 

'(if.: cases in somple) :; 
68/504 = .13 

4. (# residential cases inVOlving suspects who arc ncquabted ,iith 
victim)! UI.residential cases in sample) = 

55/285 :: .19 

" lJ"""~4:.;il,.':;;.U"'1IIo. ' •. : .~.~'''''''''' ,,\" ...... ~~ ... ''' ..... _¢, _,"," "" ... ~ _~ ... _~ .... _.~ •• ~~ ..... _ 
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to about 13%. 1 be1iC'vQ that 13% is closer to the true per.centage. 
Pi.nnl1y, since most burglaries \"hich involvencquaintances arc re­
sidential burglaries, I would estimate that at least 20% of residential 
burglaries involved acquaintances. 

IV. Report, Investigation, and Arrest 

Hhile police inv~stigat ion in robberies tends to focus on exploi.ting 
. the victim I s memory of the robber 1 s appcarnncQ (c. g., by sl1o\"il1g tho 
victim pictures of knO\m troublemakers that Ht the robber's «(cscription 
and/or using the lineup to secure an eyewitn('ss identification), the 
victim's role in bUl.'glary invel'tig3tions tends to be less important. 
A good description of the stolen merchandise - especially identifying 
numbers cmgraved On it - is useful to the detective; in caseS \~hich . 
involve neighborhood kids Or acquaintances the victim or his neighbors 
may also be able to give good sugg~stions as to names of suspects. 
In most cnsesr hOl .... !Vcr, the"'citizens' role in preventing burglary is 
limited to protecting his premisos and helping his neighbors keep a 
\vary eye out for suspicious .activity in the neighborhood. 

The Report 

Host burgl,qries (85%) \"hich were reported to the poli~e Hcre called 
in by the victim or an employee after discovering evidence of ' a 
breakin andlor: a theft. Over 8'1'. of reports were made by police, 
and 4% by a neighbor. 

Some burglaries nrc no doubt never reported in Durham. The Crilllinal 
Victimization Surveys of the five largest U.S. cities found that 
slightly more than half of household burglaries Here reported to 
the police in these cities (about the sanie repo.rting rate as in 
personal robbery); conunercial burglaries \vcre reported in about 
three~qllarters of all cases, a rate \"hio.h is B(:.tual1y lO\~cr than 
the reporting rate. for commercial robberies. "As \YUh personal 
victimizations, the most trequcntly given reasons for not report­
ing household (and conunercial) crimes to the police \vm:c a. belief 
that, because of insufficient proof, nothing could have been accom­
plished by so doing, coupled tVith an opinion that the crime \vas not 
too important."* If Durh'lm can be assumed. to be similar in these 
respects to very larne ciLLes, then it is clear that the reported 
burglary rate in Durham is a substantial understatement of the two 
burglary rateS. HO\vcver, it should be noted that Durham has made 
a special effort to encourage citiZens to l;"er..,rt crimes. The decentra-

*L.E.A.A. C1'iminal Victimization Surveys in the Nation I s Five Lar.gest 
Cities (U.S.G.P.O., \vashington, D.C.) April 1975, p. 36. 
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lization of the> police fOt'CO wh iell was pa1;'t of thC'. Public Snlcty Program 
int:roduuc:d in 1971 had the cffect of imp1;'oving per.sonnl contacts betweon 
police and citizel1s, and thore is some evidence that this inct"(!ased 
l:'cvort~ng rntes.** 

Of those. burglaries i.n my sample, about 6% were unfound0d, usually 
due to an honest: error on the part of the llv,ictim." 

Investigation ' 

Detectives investigated 88% of burglary reports in Durham in the 1973 
sample. Detectives intcrvi(H1od the victim in almost all cases, and 
wcnt on to int01:vic\-1 lltd.ghbors and pthers in about half of all investi .. 
gations. Besides a property loss r<.'p01:t (\,'hich in 9'1. of all burglaries 
included iduntification or merchandise serial numbers) tht~sC intervl,C\vs 
yielded eyewitness accounts of the burglary in 8'7. of all cases and the 
names pf suspects in 18% or all cases (usually from the victim himSelf). 
The frequency of thcs.c and other investigative activities arc given in 
Table 9, 

'fypical1y victim cooperation is only a problem in burglary investigations 
in casco in \~hich the victim nnd burglar al,'e acquainted or related to 
each other. 'l'he statistics in Table 10 suggest that it is riot uncommon 
for an inVestigation to stop short of arrest because. the victim refuses 
to press charges or the cooperate ,~ith the detective in providing the 
n~mes Qf suspects. 

It should be noted that in some of these cases it is not clear that an 
at'l."cst ,~oltld have accomplished anything -- indeed, the victim's decision 
to handle the case hill\self saves the state the costs of a:rt'est and 
criminal prosecution. "Noncooperation" may then be a misleading term, 

Cases such 0.0 those d.:scllssed a.bove \.;rere \lsually marked "exceptionally 
clcared." Other uses of this clearance include those in which the 
burglar '~as <:m estranged spouse of the victim (6 cases) ,the victim 
was a l'nO\V\1 pusher or otherwise. suspect (6 casel»). or t11e detective 
did not believe that n burglary occurred but decided not to mark the 
case unfounded (5 cases). 

Arrest 

Folice effectiveness is oftlm measured by the proportion of cases \~hich 

**111 1974 -Uurhnm introduced· a Crime StoP program .,.,hieh nlloHs citizens 
to l.'cport crimes anonymously. This program, and the publicity which 
went With it, should furt1lCr il1crt!<1sc reporting rates. 

~ . 



\ I 
j I 
i 1 

< f 
j! 
\ ' 

LJ 

D 
r J 

r d 

[1 
J 

(J 

----------

-31-

'fable 9 

Frequency of v"dous !l1vestigative Activities by 
Detectives 1.n Durham Robbery Cases, 1973 

Act1.vi tY. % of All Il1vcstigntioDS 

1. Submit Report 467 
2. Conduct InterviC\vs 447 

One Intcrvie\V Only 
. THO or Hure Intervi.C\vs 
Unknown Numb ... ,t' 

3. Attempt to Tukc Finger:- 120 
prints 

4. Check Pu,mshops 73 
5. Check Hith Informers 62 
6. Other 61 

'fable 10 

200 
230 

1:,7. 

100,0% 
9G 

26 

16 
13 
13 

Frequency of Noncooperation in Purham Durgla"):'y Cases, 1973 

1. Victim refuses to press charges or to 
cooperate ''lith detective 

a. Stolen merchandise is returned 
h. Burglar vas boyfriend or relative 
c. Other (c.g;::, victint says he .... 'ants 

to haI1l::!le ,the case on his o,,,n) 
d. Tota1* 

2. Unable to contact victim 

3. Total 

*Categories u. and h. have'3 cases in common. 

16 
14 
21 

48 

9 

57 

3.2 
2.8 
4.2 

9.67. 

1.8 

11.4 

+Thc denominator in these pcrcentuges is 504 (the nunlbcr of ull 
burglaries in the sample which were not unfounded). 
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B.te clc:m~cd by nrrest. Thin is a purticulm:ly dHficult mcusUt'c; to 
interpret in the case 0:; burglary, fOl~ the rol1m~il\n reasons: (1) many 
cnses arc "saIyed" \~ithout nn arrest (s('c the discuntlion of exr..eptioMl 
cleatances above).; (2) an arrnst mlly not result in conviction, i.n SOlne 
cases because of 'inadequate detective work; '(3) mnny cases marked 
"cleared by arrest" arc II sol ved" simply by the con.!;css:i.on of. a suspect 
arrested for anot.her crime -- such r.onfcssi.Ol1S typically do not tesult 
in conviction on additional churgos, <11tlJuugh they are useful for police 
depnrl'ment record keeping. 

Of the 90 cases cleared by arrest, 40 resulted from the conf.ession of: n 
SUSP(H~t.: ~.,ho had nlready been arrested for another hrcakin, or (ill three 
cases) some other crime. 'fhc sources of infbrmatjon "'hich led to the, 
first arrest in the remaining 50 cases are displayed in Table ll. 

Of these 50 cases, 29 Were nonresidential and 21 were residcntial. 

Conclusion 

Burglaries are very hard 1;0 solve. oe the SaO-some cases included in,:' 
this sample,. ~,;J.07~ res\lltcd directly in an arrest.. They arc hurd .. I 
to solve partly because victims :lnd \vitnesscs can only provicl~ useful 
information to detectives in a small tractiOn or the cases in \/hich 
the burglary \~aS cOl1'nnittc.d by a stranger to the victim, al\d most serious 
burglnd es nppcnr to be of this sort. Of the over 500 caSt'S in the 
snmplc, 2 were solved as a result of a witness to the burglnry calling 
the police quickly enough to mnke an On-SCl'nc arrest pOSSible; 3 \vet'c 
solved as a result: of a Witness' description of the hurglnr's auto. 
In a few othr.r cases, the victim's ability to produce serial numbers for 
stolcn merchandise contributed to the detective's abil:i.ty to make un 
arrest. 

These numbers might be improvcd 80mc\vhat in the future through Opero.tion 
Identification und "neighborhood 'vatch" progrnlns. Stich programs mny 
also serve to directly deter b\.lrglar8. But it would appt'ar that the 
main role of the citizen , ... ill remain the traditional one of protecting 
his ~rcmises against burglary. 
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Tahl(' 11 
ft.' 

Sources of Information LOlldlng to 
Arrest in Durham Durglnry C(lscs) 1973 

If % 
1. On Sc(>n~ Arrest 10 20 

Police Observe Brcnldn 7 14. 
Hitncss Call 2 4 
Police Respond to Alarm 1 2 

2. Informer's Tip ·12 24 :1 
!\ 
I' 

3. Traced Through Suspect's Usc 13 26 
of 0:- Attempt to' Dispose '0'£ 

Stolen Property 
Credit Cards l Checks 4 8 
Pmmshop 1'racc 3 6 
Illegal Use of Stolen Gun 2 l~ 
Other 4 8 

\ . 4. Informat ion From Victim or 12 24 
t j Hitncss 

Namqc1 by Victim 8 16 
, Hitness D~scription of Burglar's 3 6 

I i Car U Other 1 2 

U S. Other 3 6 

6. Total 50 1007. 
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, 5. Durham Wi t:ness Survey 

1. lntrodllction 

Cl:iminal jus Lice ays tern oHicials hove regis tored increasing oonC01:I\ nbou t 
the role of the civilian ,·,'itness in the criminnl ju!';t:ice process. Noting 
the monetary costs and olher inconveniences borne by \,·itncsses \\,ho arc 
subpoenaC!d to t(!S tHy i.n cdminnl cases) c1.'i tics have suggos ted tho t these 
costsl~ might deter :nany victlms or bystander \~itnesscs fcom cooperating- \'lith 
criminal justice offic:lals. This noncooperation might tak(! n number of forms. 
F~rst) victims may decide not to report crimes to the p?lice. Second, 
byscnnder witnesses mny fail to notify police of c.rimes in progress, or fail 
to go to police officl.als \-lith information pertinent to crimes alre.:'ldy cc)mmitted. 
Finally, evan ',vitnesscs \~ho have been identified hy criminal juatica anthor1.ties 
rna)' fail to cooperate either through refusal tn talk to criminal justice 
au thorities or to respond to subpoenas. Since 'vi tness information or tes ti­
mony is essential to obtaining convictions in many cnso.s, such noncooperation 
would serve to undermine the "f[er.ti.vellcss of crinlinal sanctions. 

It is very difficult (even conceptually) to measura the magnitude of the 
noncooperation problem. Some anecdotal avidencc is available (a;l in the 
dramatic case of Kitty Genevese, ,~ho \<las attncJ~cd repeatedly and eventually 
kil:J.ed ill Naw York City while 42 \vitnesses watched from their apartments 
without doing allyC.~ng to help). '1'110. recant criminal victimization SU'Lveys 
have served to docliment the fact that a lal'ga amount of sedous crime is never 
rC!portcd to the police; in addition, several survays of subpocnaed \dtnesses 
have reported that soma fraction of them failcd to comply ,~ith the subpoena 
(sac be1ot-1). Eu t there arc no sys tema tic survey s tudias of tlle "unseeinr, 
witness" problem, and littla has been done on \dtncss or v.:ctim cooperation 
during th~ polica investigation of a criminal casa. **, 
Ins tead of trying to meas,!rc the magnituue of these problems di.rectly, this 
study takes a different tact; through a survey of recent civiJian witnesses 
subpoenaed to testify in Du1.'lltun Superior Court, 'va hava attempted to measure 
the costs of flgetting involved \I for the typ'icbl \\'1 tness and to c(;tlsider 
several ways of t(;ducing these costs. Our approach reflects two assumption~: 

* In this- paper we generally usa the term "COs-~" to refer to 'all sacrifices, 
monctt..ry or other, madc by the witness. 

** See the reports on bU'Lg1ary and robbery in this volume for further dis-
cussion of this point. 
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(1) The noncooperntion problem is substnntial enough to be tl Illlltter of soml~ 
concern in nm:hum (as wall as othcr cities); and (2) Rcductt\t1; thu costs at 
citizen cooperation would in the l('ng run il1Cl'(lDSe the amount of 'coopcralion -
citizens whe> hnd ,been involved in unc crimi nul case would be mora lil,cly to 
do it ngnin if tht'ir cxporicmcc ,',n the fir$t cnse had becn l;atis(act~:ll:Y) and 
the ptlrccpticJI1s of the public at: large might also change. 

};vcn if: oo,e does not accept these assumptions, it may still be thought 
desirable to reduce the costs to witnesses silllply because it is unfair to 
impose a grent Jenl of inconvenience on witnesses, especially if it is not 
necessm:y. 

~, :., 

'l'he primary goal of the iJurh~m U:!.:OlCSS Survey has been te> carefully document 
the fin~ncinl costs and other inconveniences o~:pf;!rienccd by civilian ,,,1 t­
nesses in Lhe Durham County Courts. In addition, Lhe! survey attempted to 
provide an adequ ..... e portrait of: the typica1 \vi tness, and to llIC'asu!;'e the 
witnesses' own evaluat::'ons of their contacts with the police llnd prosC'cutor's 
office during the course of thu investigation and trial process. Finally, 
the sur,·ey elid ted the wittH!SSCS t o\m tlllggcstioi:ls for improvil1g the witness 
el'o"P criene e. 

The major findings of the sm:vcy can be SiOlpl), sur.unarized: 

1) Oven: 90% of those intcrvicI.,tC'd (all of whom hac! been subpoenaed) cooperated 
\~ith crim~,nal justice oUicl:ttls hy appcm:ing in C(1urt • 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

l~or most 'vitnosscs, ~ds cooperution '''as quite costly in terms of time 
and cftor t. 'l\,lo-thi'rds of the \~itncsses mada three 0'1: more court 
appearances. 

POI' many witnesse:s, coopcrn t:i.on was f:!.nancially costly as wnll. 0"0-
third of our respondcnts r(~ported losses of income resulting from court 
appeatances, etc., with the average loss for these \ofitnesses nmounLil;lg 
to $67. 

Despite the s 'bstantial cooperation tmd personal sacrHices Oil the part 
of witnesses, fe~ .. er than 0ne-lmlf or: t!1osc who appeared in o.O'IL t ever 
were asked to tedtify. . 

Only two-thirds of the \~itnesses, expressed an unqualified will.ing~es$ 
to serve as witnc:.dses in future cases. 

Comparing these results with those of a similar $tud/ conducted in Alameda 
County, Cali fornia, \0.'0 fot1lld tha t the cos ts borne by Durham Gaul) ty w:i.tncsscs 
nre much greater than those for thei" Alnmp.da County counterparts. We then 
nrgue that the very substantial gap bol:\JCCfl Alameda County rmd· Durhnm County 

* Witness and Victim Survey, Alameda County, California,'~~ '1975. 
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is primarily attributable to the fact thilt Alameda Connty "manogcs tl its 
witncsses ouch marc efi'icicmtly, relying upon extensivc usc of a tcl<:phonc 
standby system in \.'hich witnesses arc called to the cout1:house only whcn it 
is known that thci.~ testimony will be needed. In'Durhllnl, by contrast, 
telephone standby is used relatively rar~ly for civilian wi tnesscs • 

To t'cml'!dy the situation ill Durham County, we propose t,,'o simple leforms. 
First, funds should be provided to create a full. time '\vitness manager" 
whose duties would include running a telephone standby alert system. Second, 
We recor.mH;pd tha t, at the very minimum, su[(icient funds he allOcated to 
compcns? te witnesses for earnings lost due to the:lr involvement in the in­
vest:Lgation and trial r-roccss. 
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II. Study Design 

The respondent pool. He collected the names of the wi tncsses from Superior 
Court Case filos located in the Durhn,1n County Cout:thot:,:!{!. '1'0 be eligible 
for an intervie\~, n potential rcspol'ldcnt had to have been a witness til a 
Superior Court caSe that was disposed of during the Jan'Jar)' 1 to July 14, 
1975 period. In addition) he. ito.d to have appem:cd as l<\y witness because 
the goals of the survey precluded consideration of those '.:::1. tncsscs, such as 
police officers and medicnl personnel, who made routine visits to the courts 
in an official capacity. 

It should be noted that the Superior Court ndjudicates only those cases in 
which the defendant is charged \~ith a [elony, or in which he has been convicted 
o[ a misdemeanor by the District and then apI't'als to the. Super:l.or Court. 
In both cases, a Grand jury legitimizes the validity of. the casp. by iSsuing 
a true bill o~ indictment. Thus, the prer.equisite that a potential respon­
dent appear in Superior Court llwde it likely that ilny witness chosen for an 
interview would have ;'een involved in a case sufficiently serious to confront 
him with many of the demands normally associated \yUh the role of thG \vitncss 
in criminal justice procedures (~. T;lore than one court appearance, sever,ll 
conversations with the District Attorney, or appearance at a. police line-up.) 

Howe\Yer) to decrease further the likelihood tha t the intervievrers would poll 
a w,itness ~dth virtually no contact \dth the courts, an effort \,'as made to 
approach only those "itnesses \"ho had been involved in trials regarding some 
of the luore serious personal and property crimc;:=;. The ratil/nale [or the 
decision was based on the observation that Hitnesscs associated ... tith cases 
involving the minor felonies or ap.peale.d misdemeanors \.;re.re much less li.ltely 
to have partiCipated as full.y in the cr.iminal justice proceedings as those . 
involved in the more sei"iou.& felony c~ses. Thus, the nl1mes of: those \'o'itnesses 
who appeared in trials encompassing murder, assault, and involuntary man­
slaughter charges as well as burglary, armed robbery, hou~ .!brcaking. larceny 
and receiving (m,I{), forgery and uttering-) storebreaking larceny and receiving 
(SLR), auto larceny, horsetheft, and larceny \"ere reta~.ned on the interviC\vcx's 
list. In contrast, most of the names of those Hitnesses associated1vith 
minor forncxy, conspiracy, and lllinor larceny cases ... .'ere deleted. 

In additiol1~ special provisions were made to bypass all witnesses who par­
ticipated in cases involving drug and sex-related charges. All too often 
for tlle survey's purposes, an official vitncss' ,.,.:1S the only 'ljitness to 
appear in either the hard drug or minor marijuana cases. tHeft respect to 
sex-related cases, it was believed that the nature of the crime \,'as too 
personal [or those involved to be included in the interviewing procedures • 

Method of sc1ecti(.in.· Since it seer.led most advantageous to select respondents 
withtllccniols.t recent court appearances ,witnesses for those cases that were 
terminnted 'a:t or nbout the time of the beginning of the interviewing process 
were contacted first. As the interviewers. began polling the respondents 
dUring. the firs t week. of June, 1975, they firs t chose those wi tnesscs in­
volved in cases that were disposed of during the month of Hay and then 
proceeded bacl-~\o/.~l.l:d in time throur,h the month of April, then through }farch. 
and so on. However, every two weeks during the 7 week interviewing period, 
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new names were obtained from Superior COUl:t files for cases disposed of 
during the most recent two week period [or ,,,hieh' filc.s were available. (There 
was Il time. lag of about one Hcek with the Superior COUl: t filing p.l:occdurcs.) 
These new names ,;'ere placed at the top of the list. Consequently, although 
the nllotl:.cd time period for eligible cases spnnn{>.d the fit:st six and a half 
months or 1975, the interviewer£; actually attempted to reach most of those 
witnesses associated with cases closed duri11g the Jnnuary 28 to July 14 
interval only. That they did not contact all eli~ible witnesses of the 
designated period was primm:'ily a result of time and funding limitations. 

,l11terviel·1ing process. '1'1-10 intervievers I working separa te1y from June 7 to 
July 31, 197.5, polled a total of 87 respondents,. A letter of introduction 
,,'as first sent to each witneRs at t1H! address noted on the Superior Court 
Case file. Then, the intervieh'er attempted to reach the respondent at his 
home during the latter afternoon and early evening hours. "'hen necessary, 
arrangements were made to intcrviel" the witness at his business location 
during the work day. If neither option Has availablc, the int.erviewer tried 
to contaGt the respondent over the telephone to conduct the intervielY. Nine 
of the total 87 interviews were completed via the phone.' 

If at all pOSSible, the interviewer tried to conduct the intervie,,' privately 
with the respondent sO as to tllinimize external interruptions. Of course, 
this couid not alvays be achieved. Rarciy, hOt,lever, did third parties 
appear to exert a signif;l cant influence on a respondent I s ans'"ers. The 
average time for each full length interviev wUS bet,yeen 25 and 30 minutes. 

Wi th regard to the intervie\" format, the interv:tewer used a standard ques­
tionnaire of 62 questions. Each ,~itness respondud to 50 forced. cho:i,c~ 
questions. The remaining ~Telve questions were the open-ended type \vhich 
the interviC\ver used to encourage the respondent to vent his opinions at 
length on ans\~ers tha t ner:.ded further explication. 

Content of the interviC\Y.'~ The ov~rriding purpose of the intervie,v "as to 
ascertain the costs of vit'ness particip<ltion and to assess witness reactions 
to their involvement vith the local criminal justice system. As such, it 
was necessary to begin the intervielv by identUying the respond.ent I s per­
ceptions of both his role and the various part~c!Jlars of the case. The 
witness was asked about the nature of the crime, where it occurred., 'l-1ho re­
po;::ted it, as well as whether or not he was t.he victim and ',hether or not 
he kne,y the defendant. 

The next section obtained concrete data about the extent of the witness '.3 

contact with the various lvcal criminal justice institutions during the 
case. Here the intervie,ver querif"d the respondent nboutthc number of t:i,mes 
he talked \"ith the police and the District Attornuy·s Office. ,~he'ther or 
not he went to court to te,tify and if so, h~~' many times he both W,ent to 
court and testified. The respondent was also asked about the particd.ars of 

* Copies of the questionnaire are available for distribution to interested 
r.esearchers. 
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both his first and last appearance in court, including whether or not he 
testiHed and if not, why not, as well as his waiting time. 

The interviCl.fer proceeded to assess s01l1e of the various minot' personal 
costs sustained b~ the witness because oC his participation in the case. 
He queried the respondent ubout his \Hode of tran6pOl:tation to nnd fl.-om 
court and, where appropriate, the number of times he took l' bus, taxi, or 
cat to court, the length of time for ench trip, and the tot:al cost. He 
~lso asked the witness about babysitting COsts. 

The next section of the interview gave the respondent an opportunity to 
evaluate both his contact Hith and the pClrformance 0;: the local criminal 
jus tice ins ti tutions. At tel: relat:ins the number o[ timl~$ he _;as subpoenaed, 
the respondent indicat:ed ... ,hether or not be ,.,tlS afraid to become involved 
in the. case and if so, \-Illy. He. thell descrihed the tr atttment he received 
from the police and the D:tstrict Attorney and indicated t..'het:her or not he 
,.;ould be willing 1;0 participate in the future. For each oC these three. in­
quiries, he had the option of going into greo.ter detail by e..-:plaining \-lhy 
he felt as he did. 

The intend.cloler then ascertained the luor.e major pErrsonnl losses incu~rcd by 
the. respondent as a result of participation Idth the courts. He first ob­
tained data about the witness1s employment status at the time of the inter­
view by askIng \Vho he workcd for., the number of hours he '",orl~ed per week, 
and his weekly w.'lge. He proceeded to ask identical ques cions ahou!: the 
respondent's employment at the time of the case. If the respondent ,~a$ 
Iolorking at Llle time, tue intervie\,'cr asked if he missed \-lork us a l'esult of 
the case, whut caused him to miss ~vork, a.nd the number of: hours he missed. 
If he 'vas working for someone else, the intervicI.er asked whether or not; he 
was paid for all the hours he missed and if not, hOI,'". many hours he los t, as 
well as the employer's reClc·tions to his ml.ssing \,ol"k. If the , ... ttncss was 
working for himself, he wa.s asked it he had to close his 'bus;tness because 
of a cour t appearance and if so hoty much money his business los t. F;i.nally. 
if the respondent \.;as a mnnagcr of a commercial es tab1ishment th::! t ,u.lS the 
scene of the crime, the. intervi.i:~t"er queried if he puicl uny f'.rnployee t..'itnc.ss(!s 
\o1ho "cre. subpoenaed to court nnd ",hether or not he thought it paid to COopc;lt"nte 
with the. police. and courts in prosecuting criminals. 

The next section probed any previous involvement the respondent might have 
had with the courts, the d.ate. of such involvement, and in ,.hat capaci'..:)' he 
appeared. It also sought the respondents opinions on 1:\,0 issues, the. general 
problem of .;rime in America and the more immediate question of \o}hat kinds of 
improvements should be made to encourage '~itness pal;t.:5.cipation in the local 
criminal justice system. 

The intervielver concluded tlle questionning \d. tll standard demographic qtlestiOl'lS 
sflchas the length of the resronclent I g rasidence in Durham County, his age, 
amount of education, marita.l status, i1nd number of children living at home. 
He thE'n made a note of any reflections the r:espondent had about the case 
which the interview failed to illuminate. 

Intervietv st.1.tistic~. The two interviet\.Ters attempte:d to reach 138 witnesses 
and, as noted previously, comple.ted 87 for a completion rate of 637. (see 

.' 

·1 
• I 



• • 

, J 

.' I 
,J 

. , 

, 
\.,t· 

, 
i: , 
~~J 

:1 
{J 

n 
, " 
It -. 

n 
n 
It' ~ 

t ; 
~ } 
I.J 

.. q 
!J.. 

• ' .. !< • 

Table 1). The completion rntc along race and sex lines offers rntlier inter­
esting comparisons. Fifty-seven or 80 whites were successfully contacted, 
yielding a 717. 1;"0 te, whiJ e 30 or 58 or 52% of the blacks ,,,ere reached. HUh 
regard to sexuol d1ffcrentintion. 51 of 84 (or 61%) of the males we're reached 
while 36 of 54 (or 67%) of the females were contacted. 

Of tlie 51 uncompleted :Interviews! 15 ,,ti tnessc:s refused to interview. 18 
could not be located) 3 had health problems whic,h precluded the interview, 
11 never received a subpoena and/or had no r1:!cnl1 of the cr.:le <l:1d 4 people's 
names were mistakenly recorded by the. Superior, Court clerks as ,,,itnesses • 

~.t.J~'ft.W.~~~~~~~~~'l..~~.~t.."""""""~4.~~~:i1t~wO!.;...~ .. ~ .. ~4-.~1:' •. ..l'>,'.~ :,.)'>),) ...... l{;.""?,.~.~,.(,"".,, .. '\" ~ "'''J",,''_ ," •. .4 
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TABLE 1. 

'Intervie\-l Outcomes and Explanations for Non-Conlp],etions 

A. Outcomes 

Total Black l·llt i te Halo l~cmnlc 

Completed 87 i1 --30 57 51 36 
(63.0)b (51. 7) (71.3) (60.7) (66.7) 

~"""'""--
Not completed 51 28 23 33 18 

QL..Q) (48.3) (28.8) (39.3) (J3.:n 
Totnl 138 58 80 811 54 

1I Frequency 
b Percent: of column total 

B. Reasons for Non-completions 

ReuBon Fraq lIcmcv Percent 
Refusal 15 29.4 
Couldn't be located 18 35.3 
Health Problem 3 5.9 
NevC"x got subpoena/no l"(~ca11 11 21.6 
Name mistakenly recorded 4· 7.8 
Total 51 100.2c 

CSum exceeds 100% due to rounding. 

? 

~&11;;:~:::;·~·-tW7~~lO~~"-~'~~~·~w;.\..:"""iot.~~\i.\t~'~;..4t:'~ ;':;".~~ ... ;....;~~} ...:\.~..>(, ........... ~;.t.""\~~~~~~fl'it:a.4~~· .. ;;, ....... ~~~.- .• __ ~~'I'I._;t u'~' 
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III. Data Analysis 

The major rasults oe our survey Clrc summarize.l in 16 tables. With so many 
tables, it is easy to become over\.,helmcd \.·ith information. To assist the 
reader, we p.roup the tables into three clnssc~ > then verbally sununarize the 
major findings for each class. Dependir.g upor. the reader's interests, he 
may then ,vish to carefully eXilmine some subset of our tables. 

'fo briefly pr.eview the discussi.on of 'our findings,. \,'e begin t-'ith a stlmmary 
of the major characteristics of our l;litnesses and the cases in ",hich they 
wer<:\ involved. Ne>:t ,~e describe the ,objective char.acteristic.s of the 
wi tn(HHr.!,>s \ eYopetiences in terms of number 01 appcnronces in cour t, wai ting 
time) etc. Finally, ,,'C discuss the \dtnesses' reactions to their experic:nccs 
and tllcir evaluations of: the police and prOsecutor 1." office. 

Given the nature of our data, and the small sample size, this data summary 
prcsl.!nts only simple frequency dis tribu tions <':1".d CLOSS tabula tions. Af ter 
some deliberation, \"e have decided to include "siB1iificnnce test"* result? 
in all tables involving compc:.risons of groups. In most applications of Xl 
tes ts, the inves tiga tor I s goal is to make inf erencef'; about rcla tionships 
betlvcctl v:.11"iablcs based on data collected from a random sample o[ members of 
the larger popUlation of interest. In the context of this study, the 1:01e­
vant population consists of all those persons "ho might have been , ... itnt'sscs. 
"Chance" intervenes to determine who ac tUI1l1y becomes a victir.l or ",i tncss. 
'rhus, even though 've atter.lpted to intcrvie,v evel')' pel:S0n ",ho received a 
subpocl1a) the::;e persons Lhemselves \.,tC1;'e sel(:c ted by a random process. As 
a consequenc.c, inferential procedures seem appr.opriate. 

Finally, given .out: small sample size. '~e employ a .10 significance cri tcrion. *,~ 
With but a felv exceptions) 've will not discuss relati.onships '''hich fail to 
meat this cxi terion. 

Selected CharActeristics of Hitnesses and Cases 

Hi tn(>5S characteris tics. I t might he argued tho. t inconveniences to ,-.'itnesses, 
while regl:etable, should -cause little alarm bQcaus~ most witnesses are un­
employed and have nothing hetter to do Hith their time. This is not the case 
in Durham. Of the 87 witnesses intexvimved, 72 (or 83%) were employed at the 

* To those unfamiliar with inferential st3tistics, the goal .of the type of 

~~ l. 

tests lIsed here is to decide \~hether an observed relationsnip is sufficiently 
streng, given the number of observations, to reject the h);pothcsis that J.t 
could have arisen by chance alone. 

''''Por the n011-& ta tis tical reader, signi ficance at the .10 level implies that 
there is a 10% or smaller: chance that a relationship as strong or stronger 
than that observed in our sample data could have arisen if, in fact, there 

'wcrc no relation at all in the total population of potential \vitncsses. 
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time of the interview. Given thllt 36 of the witnesses were women, this 
overall employment rate is strikingly h:l.jjh. 

Tabl:::~ 2 and 3 sut\l!l\arize these and otlt~r imp 01: tant charac tetistics of our 
\-fitness sample.ost of our 87 witncss('s were whiLC'~ (66%), mule (59%), 
mo.nicd (60%), and had children livil1g \"tith t!V.1nl (55%). The avert1.CC witness 
,,'as 37 years old and hat! lived in Durham for 2/1 y.cnrs. 

Not only were most of our ,,,itnesscs cmployed, most had a good education} \>lith 
59% hilVing gracluated from high school, and 14% from col1Cl.:,c. A substnntial 
propol: tion (18%), hmvever, had eight years or less of formal cduca t).OIl. 

In terms of occupation, mast of our respondents (56%) were ,,'hite collar 
workers \-15. til "managers, officials, and propri.etors" being the maS t cornmon 
(30%) OCCUp;;! tion(11 ca tegol:Y"'*, follOtved by lIelcricnl worK-em;" (13%). \~ith 
regard to watlcs, 59% earned in excess of $lOOh'eck, and 23% earl1ed more than 
$200/week. 

Finally, almost t\"o-thtrds of our respondents had some p);evious mq)cricncc 
with the eriminol justice system (sec 'fable 4A)., \-lith 28% hnving previously 
served as '~itnzsse$. and 21% hav_ ;g been def cndanLs tn prior cnses; \·lh1.}c 
we lack dota from a general sample of Durham residents, this rate of pdor 
involvement seems unusually 11igh. 'l~e might conjecture that .. 1itncsses are 
drawn [ror.l a segment of the population \,hieh hns an unusually high probability 
of being exposed to (or irNolved in) criminal activity . 

* Note, because of the poorer response rate for blaaks, they arc under-
represented in our sample. 

**O~cllpational chssification ~vas based on the U.S. Bureau of the Census' 
ItSocio-cconomic Indexes of Detailed Occupation. 1I 
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TABLE 2. 
r , 
j .. Demop;runhic Cho.ract,cristic5 of Durhum Hi ttlcwses 

, I 
( 

,",<fI' .. 
Ii! , ! ... ~ 

", 
~ 

I Pr('c9.~l(.>nCY % or Totn1 Hean 
llil£..Q. (N~8 7) 

Hhitc 57 65.5 -
Black 30 34.5 -

~el{ (N=87) 
Hdle 51 58.6 -
Female 36 1;1.4 -

RIl\~lni'mc.nt Status 
(N=87) 

~~orking 72 82.8 -
N011\vvrking 15 17.2 -

Age (N=87) - - 37.5 .. ) 
I 

\ ) 
Rc~,d('n9£ (N=87) 

City 58 68.9 I -
County 29 31.1 -. " 

J: ,~ 
, ! 
,- ~ 
I. Length Ot Residence 

POl' Those in City (N=58)' - - 2lf.2 

U tl£!'itnl Stntus (N=87) 
Hllrried 52 59.8 -

[ i 
Single 14 16.1 -
Separated 10 .11.5 -

{'J Divorced 6 6.9 -
Hidowcd 5 5.7 -

/' :-
; ! c, Household Compo s i Cion 

(N=87) 

Li 
Ch;i.ldrcn 48 55.1 -
No childr(m 39 45.9 -

U 
Avornr;c Numher 0 E 
Childrl'O for Ilouscho lds - - ~.O 
With Children (N=48) 
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t.; TAnl .. E 3. 

, I Soc'.o-(.!conomic Chorncccristics of Durham Hit:nessc$ 
i..,J 

I, 

I { • !,J 

'" , I 
{A) Edu,cation {N::.S7) ~B2 "'('('Idy H'~EtCS 

U 

: , 
I 

\ '. + 

Ye.nrs Frcqu(.'ncy % 
0-8 16 18.4 
9-11 20 23.0 
12 27 31.0 

~ll£...-.. Fregucncy % 
$0-25 if 4.6 
$26-50 0 0 
$51-75 3 3.4 

13-1.5 12 13.8 $7G-100 8 9.2 
16 + 12 13.8 $101-150 19 21,S 

$151-200 12 13.8 
$201~300 13 ]./f,.9 

$300 + 7 8.0 
Not: ascc't"tnincd 6 5.7 
Not \~orkinp; 15 17.2 

(c) Occupation (1\=87) 

C1aAS Frcqucncv % 

'I ' 
( J 

Professional, technical 6 6.9 
Farmers, Farm managers 1 1.1 
Hanagers, officials> proprietor£ 26 29.9 

" 

~ I 
U 

Ulerical 11 12.6 
Sales 6 6.9 
Craftsman, kindred 7 8.0 

,. .... . . 
l ' d 

Operativc.s 9 10.3 
ften'ice 'o[orkers 4 4.6 
Laborers 1 1.1 
Not ascertained 1 1.1 

11 d 
Not \~orking 15 17 .2 
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TABT~E 4. 

A. Nature of Witness Involvcments 

r Prcsent Case (N=87) Past Cases (N~87) 

Nultiole 
Victi~ Non-victim ! Xone Juror Witness Defendant Ro1es- Other I 

39 48 J 30 10 24 18 4 1 
(44.87-~ (55.2%) (%.5%) 111 57,) (27.6%) (20.7%) (4.6%) (1.1%) 

B. Witness' Relations to the Victim and Accused in Present Case (N=87) 

F<!:.:ily 
Relation to! Self :1c~ber Friend Neighbor Acouaintance Stranger ErrlP10yee 
Victim 39 8 5 3 4 

(44.8%) (9.2%) (5. lZ) (3.4%) (4.6%) 
Accused - 1 1 5 9 

- (1.1%) (1.1%) (5.7%) (10.3%) 

C. Nature of Case in Hhich Witness Has Involved (N=87) 

rE"ur1;Ta..:y 
(Brc.::king & Armed 
Entering) Robb<!ry 

30 26 
(34.5%) (29.9%) 

'---- --- -

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

Other 
Robbery Assault 

c:: 7 oJ 

(5.7%) (8.0%) 
-- -------- - --

Larct:l1Y 
. Hurder ~ $200.00 

12 4 
(13.8%) (4.6%) 

, .... -""1 ,_ .. , ..... ---'~., -..... 

4 17 
(4.6%) (19.5%) 

58 0 
(66.7%) (0) 

Other 
i 

3 
(3.4%) 

~ ~r-~ .- ,.... ...... 
;.-. 

~1ultip1e 

Relations 
-
-
4 

(4.6%) 

- . . 
.~ ... •• --• .# 

Other 
7 

(8.0%) 
9 

{10.3%) 

"'·~7~ -...->.~ 

.~ 
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N~ltu'l:n of thc cane and the \ilitness' rolc in it 

'rbe rcnsons for the 1.'cspondents' invoJvemnnt nrc illustrated in Table ',. 
'<lith regard to thc pm:tieulur case about 1411ich \YO, intcrvitn-,cd thom, slightly 
more than half (55~') of the rcspondents ,~cr.e c)'ffi>I:t tnesscs ,~hilc the rellial.ning 
pOl·ti011 (45%) indicatC:'d that they \<rtlt-c the victims of thoil.' eallO. 'I, A':l to 
the types or cases invcs tlttltcd, one-fUth of Oll).' simple participated in 
c':H.les ::J.djudicating majDl: personnl felonies such as murder or tlssault. The 
relIlain:i.ng f:"oUl:-fi,fths Welte involved in cases delll:i,lip, :~ith 111:1.101.: economlc 
(money producing) crimes, of "hie/: but'!~lary (35%) and L:t'med rohbcn:y (30,;) 
Yielded the highest incicicmt l:ates. Hhilo the '~itness kncllV the vlctiln itl 
all bLtt,: S~{ o[ the cases l only about 20% of the totnl sample had hnu previous 
contac.t \Vith the defendant in the.ir Case. 

TYI?cs oJ. 'Wl tnc;;s 1.1wtllvcr,\c\'!t \<1'ith the criminal ju:::t.~tili.!!!.. Alt of our 
respondent's received subpo(mLts to testHy; this \'lI.1S one. of the cd tetia Lor 
il1cl\lsion in the. snmplc. or the 87 ,,'itl1cnses in our study, virtm.llly all 
(91%) mudc one or 1'10re court appearances. 1m even higher p"oporticH1 (97%) 
had sOlne conto(-t Hi th the police. in conjunction with the. cnse. A much Sr.lal1ar 
proportion (5S%) reported some form of contact \Vith the prosecutor's of rica. 
Finally, only 40% actually gave testimony in court. Here ,~e. have om: finlt 
evidence conccu:ning the efficiency of thc courts. "''bile·.'l WIst mnjl:lElJ:.Y'oe 
thos..£. subpo('nacd eompJiC'd ~.tJ!£. miliPOCrl_O, ~!bE.:rl .b.!l1i Ei ~ J)ctflOn!-1 

I who ~.£g. ~ ~ fjUVC ~:g"!ony •• (See Table. 5.) 

" 

". 
In Table 6A we compare rates of testimony for first aneI last appearclnces .in 
court. Only those respondents \.;ho appeared More than once in court: ,-,ere il1-
eluded in the Hlast appearance" data. These data rcv£!t.l that only 20% gove 
testimony at their first appearance. Horeover, of: the 67 witnesses ,1110 made 
nWl:e than one court appearance, only 301~ gave testimony ,tt their Jast' 
nppearance, 

* We shoul.1 like to emphasize that a third distinction can legitimately be 
made among \.,itnessesj t1l1lt is, those ,vitnesses ,,'ho originally were chnrged 
with the crir.I(~, but ,.,ho agreed to turn statc;'s evidence either to nvoid 
prosecution or to obtain a less c;evere sentence. Yet to ascertain ... 'ho nmohg 
the 48 mel"\bers of the eye~"itness group had been co-d(~fendant5 turned stnto's 
evidence presanted severe reliability problems, given the currentr'ecorq:­
keeping procedures. of the District J\ttornej"s office and the Superior Court 
filing clerks. ltowev¢r,;i.t seemed likely I:h;) t our particular snmpl.e h:1l1 ' 
only n marginal prope,ttion of such witnesses becuuse of chefollo\.,ing con­
sidera tions. (1) Du~hanl Coun ty" s s tutus as 11 small to\<1n.:-rural area increased 
the likelihood that peer tH'llssur\~ would prCJvcnt n dcfendLint fro)n, turn:4~g 
against his former accomplices. A large urban aren, on the ot:ler IUll~d, \,'ould 
better facilitate a state's evidence witness ~cparntion from h:i!; tormer co­
defendant after his testimony, thus minimizing the danger of reprisal. (2) 
Our intervie,~ers ,,,,ere. 'mlikely to have. completed an interview .'<1i th' such n 
wi tness bacausc he wOhld lH! serv;lng (! jail sentellce or else .!"·ould have de­
parted from the Durham arCl\. 

. , 
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TABLE .s. 

Typos of Hicness Contoct HiLh Criminal 
JU?l:ico Institutions - l~rcscnt: Case 

ot Contuct 
~9!.:!1~U:ill:1l!!.g,L<:>L ~cm![lCl'H 

Type.! }'rcqucl1cy Pm; those \"ho lwd For all 
""-

th:i.s (!t'1nl'nct; \ol:i.tnOS.f,Nl 

:-1i~ [llR'-::rc~ 11 

84(96.b~ 
Nt'un N('t\j:m 

Contact ,,,Hh pol:i.cc 2.9 i 2.2 2., I) 2.2 
! 

C011tuct ",ith D.A. 's oHice 50 (57.5%) 2.8 1.4 1..6 .7 

Subpocnned to testify 81 (1007.) 3.3 2.6 3.3 2.6 

Appenred at: court 79 (90.8%) 11.1 3,l, 3.7 3.2 

Tes ti1.'5.ed in court: 35 (40.2%) 1.3 1.2 .6 .3 

" 

..~ 

~ 

" . 
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'l'ABLE 6. 

Relationships bet" .. een Giving Testimony and Selected Hitness (':J.aracteristics 

A* 

Court Appearance Testified Did not Testify I 

First (~=79) 16 63 

f 
(20.3)D. (79.7) 

t
-- Lastb ·(N==67;--11'-~---,I-- 47 1 

__ . _ _ . -'29.9) QO.l) ____ I 

1.1 Totn1 Victio Non-vict:!.::- :Black "(';nite Hale Fe::::!l!:! ~{orking Not. workin~ 
'restified 35. 20 15 14 21 18 ,11 2(j I. 7 I 
1 (44.3)1; (52.6) (36.6) (46.7) (42.9) (39.1) (51.5) (43.8) I (46.7) I 

'Did not testify 44 18 26 16 28 i8 16 36 8 
~ (55.7) (47.4) (63.4) (53.3) (57.1) (61).9) (48.5) (515.3) (53.3) 
Total 79d 38 41 30 49 46 31 64 15 
vhi s~uarea 1.46 .01 .74522 .007 

tSignificancea 1 .23 .92 rf_.12_~ __ 1.·93 

~ercent of raw t~tal. 
b 

Only those witnesses making two or more appearances included here. 

cpercent of column total. 

dOnly those~tness~s making at least one appearance included here. 
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tn Table 6D 1~e examine possible correlates of gi.ving testimony. These data 
provide no evidence, oC discr.imination on thc hasis of race, sex, ot Jabal" 
{crce stAtus. All witnesses apP.:Irorltly experienc.ed the same probability of 
a "w<lstod appearance". 

While thCll;e is some ind:tcntion that vlcUms were mOl:e likely to give tC:lsti­
nlOl1Y than non-victims, thisdifforcn~o docs not cvon appronc.h statistical 
signif:icance. ., ,t because vic tim tes tiMoay is 1il~ely to be o[ \;:orc value 
than non-victim tcstimony, \<Ie arc inclined to IJolia\rn thilt some r.:\al difference 

'exists here • . 
In til',i tinn] analysis of this st-ction, \,'e attempt to d(>t.:cnlil1e why :dtncsscs 
who went to court did not 1.'.1.VI1 t'e.sl"imony. Becauso the datD. dis?l.tycd in 
Table 7 are based on the ,.;Hncssas' 01"11 oxplunadons of ,,'lly tht>y did not 
testify, they should ba vi'~'I"ed '-lith some caution. Nevortheless, the r('sults 
ara so strong that n small amount: of ,,'itncss mlspcl'ception ""ould not: motter. 
Fot' first appMrnnces. continuances accounted for 57% of. the cases, But for 
last appearances, L,O:~ of (:ho non-testimony rosultcd £t'om cases being closed, 
and only 28;~ froUl contintlances. >~ These results come as no surprise to nnyone 
fmniliar Hi th cour t root.'! proceedings, bu t they lwve importnn t implica cions 
for reduc:l.ng tho cos!:s borne by Hitrnesscs. 

tvni ti ng tioc: ~nd nut,n.ber of COU1:t unpC<1rnncl's. Despi te the rela ti valy low 
proportion of ,,'itnesst>s \,'ho ult:imn tuly gave tes timon)" 6B% of the t-litnesses 
were. requ:i.t'cd to make three. or. more uppc:::n:nnC'cs, and 35% to pake five or 
more appearances, \.,rich the aV'er,:ge witne~~s mnl{ing 4.1 appearances (SCl1 Tables 
8A ut1d 8ll). To cstioutc the. tot~l ,,'aiting time for ench Hitncss, He averaged 
togetheJ"~ the number of hours the the witness spant in court on his first 
and last nppeal'"anccs, then multiplied by the tot<,)l I1Jmber of appearances. ** 
For the 79 \dtnesses ,,·ho clude at least one appearance, the average total 
vaiting time was 14.2 hours. 

Turning to comparisons batt,'ean different types of \d ttlasses, blacks made 
significantly feIVer appearances than ",llites. Also, Victims made fC\'1cr ap­
pearances .. than nonvic tims, and those '''ho tas tified llIade more appearances than 
tllose who did not, but neither of those differences is statistically signi­
ficant. The same general pattern of results was observed for total hours 
los t, but none of chese comparisons even ap\n:oaches s tn tis tical significnnce. 

* 

** 

Because data On first and last appearances do not constitute indep~ndent 
observations, a chi-square test is not formally justified. Assuming inde­
pendence, tllC test statistic is significant at the .01 level. 

The avel"aging of the h9urs ,,,aitce! duri.ng first and last appenrances seems 
justifiable in light DC the fact that the BV(>rflgc waiting time for first 
and last appc>nrances ,.,as virtually identical. This sllgges~s that vmiting 
time is c.onstant (on the Q.V'ernge) over appearanceH. Of cO\~rse, if the 
\vitness made oi.ther one or t\"O appearances, no averaging \Vas required . 

, 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~'~'~'~~~~'~'~~~~'~.~.g~*~~"~-~~~'<'"~~~~~~~ 

/, 



\', if 

R('tlson 

Case continued 

Case closed 

T(\s timony no t 

Don't Imcw' 

Other 

-51-

.. " 

Reasons Hhy Hi tr,(!s ses Hho Appcm:cd 
In Court Did Not Give Testimony 

_First I\~l)(lnrnnc,dl (N=(i3) 
FrnC]ucllcy . % 

36 57.1 

5 7.9 

nMdcd 10 15.9 

6 9.5 

6 9 • .5 

L:lS t A120Cnrallcc}) m=47) 
FroQlwncy % 

13 27.7 

19 40.4 

7 14.9 

5 10.6 

3 0.1 

IlOnly tlwsc \-litnesscs who made at least one appearancc at'c included lIt1t'c. 

bOnl; those \~itncsses ~'lao made two or 1\10re appearances are included her\.. 

" 

- ..... 

I 

I 
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TABLE 8 

Number of Court Appearances and Total Hours Lost Due to Court Appearances 

. A. 

. Total· Victim! Nonvictim Black \\nite ~fa1e Fcr.:a1e Testified Did not Testify I 
(n=74) Cn=38) (n=4l) h.=30) (n=49) (r,-,,,,46) en=33) (n=35) (n"'44) I 

ir· 
e 
:t-

I "' , . 
'" 

i " [: 
~ 

-Nu:nber 
~rean 4.1 3.58 4.56 3.37 4.53 4.00 Ih21 4.63 3.66 of ----i 

App-;arances t
a - -1.54 -2.02i : ! -.305 1.49 ! 

Total 
, 

Hours Mean 14.2 8.45 12.55 9.12 11.55 9.21 12.85 13.56 10.40 

.. Lost t - -1.28 -.85 -1.00 .95 

a~wo-ta1ied t-test for difference be~~een means. (Need t 1.67 for .10 significance) 
~ 

},\' 

i.: 
I" 

* Significant at .05 level. 
it 
':" 
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f 
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B. 

Times Appeared Did not 
in Court . Total "tlictim Hcn-victiI:l Black t.-Ihite i·!ale F(;r~al.e Testified Testif\" 

I 
1...;g 25 I 15 10 10 I 15 13 12 5 17 

(31.6) [(39.5} (24.4) (33.3) (30.6) (28.3) ~36.h ) (22.9) C3B.6} 
3-4 26 I 10 16 13 13 16 10 l3 13 

{32.9) 1(26.3) (39) (43.3) (26.5) (34.8) (30.3) (37.1) (29.5) 
5-20 28 ! 13 15 I (2~.3) 

,,~ 

II' 1" l' I!. <-~ --'- I (4~) , (35.4 ) !(34.2) (36.6) (42.9) (37) (33.3) (31.8 ) 
Io:::'ob.l 79 : 38 41 30 I 1~9 1;6 33 I 35 44 
I Chi-Souare - I .. 2.42 3.64 .59 2.2·-l-
I f:1i~ifice:nqe - I .30 .16 I .75 .33 

~ 
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.!iQlI.!..[..of work and vngcs lost d~ to cou~t IIp..1?..I?.!~!.~' A substantinl majo):ity 
(68%) of our respondents r~portcd that their participation as witnesses 
caused them to miss "'ol'k (T.lble 9) \~ith those who missed "ork losing un 
average of hlmost 2 and a half working doys (18.8 llours). Court related 
activities \~crc uy far the most conunonly reported rOMan Cor missing work' 
(see Table 9B). 

Of the 46 ,.itoeRses who Iwrked for someone else. and miss<.'d work, almos t. ha1.f 
lost wages as'a consequence (Tubla 10). To estimntc total war,CH lost.: for u 
witness, I.,e multiplied the number o[ hours [or ,,·hieh the witness ,,'us not com­
pensated hy his nVl'n'ngc hourly Huge l'ate. For the 22 \·1itnesscs I e>mployc,d by 
others, ~:ho reported losing "'n1jcs, the median totnl ,.,>ages l.ost \.fas $34·.37 
and the T;1cun $67.60. Given the 1:e1ative1y modest "'nge level of morot I.'itncssos t 

losses of this magnitude may be vie\ved as relatively severe. 

Tho remaining 14 ,,,itn!.'!sses ,.,>ho. missed "",ork Hel'e se] f-cnlp1oyc.>d (Table 1013). 
Five of these 14 r.eported revenue losses resulti11g from temporarily closing 
their. husiness. For these five self-employed \dtnesses, the median estimated 
los_ ,.,>as $20 and the mean $230. Hith sllch H small number of J:espondents, 
these averages fot self-employed ,.,itnesses IUllst be vie\,'ed with Caution. 

Witness Reactions ' ~r F.:.;pericpces with the Crjminal .TflFltice Svste>m. 

Fear of involvoment. r'ear of retaliation from tlte defendant.: or h •• rassmcnt 
from authorities c0nstitutes onC' obviOUS dctel"l:cnt to ,;itncss coopC1:ation. 
l'1.,enty-one of our 87 respondents reported being ,,[raid (,table 11). Cross­
tabulation~ bet\,'ecn fear of: involvement anti \~itness charnctm:istics l'evenla 
tha t Homen "ere. three times as, likely to be afrnid as men, and blacks tll'ice 
as likely as whites. B~th of these Ussoc).ntions are stn tistical:Ly signifi­
cant. In addition, non-victims '·lere t,.,,d'!e as H.kely ClS victims. to report 
fea.r of involvement, though this associdtion is not qllite si.gnificant:. nt 
the .10 level. 

~untions of the police and prosecutor. A'!oost; thruo-quarters of our 
respbndents (73%) guve the police an ovcr<ll.l positive evaluation ('rnble 12). 
Horeovcr, this level of positive endorsemc"~ was virtuully the saroLl for 
vic tims :md non-vic tims, blacks .and whites) males and females, and tcstificrs 
and non-testifiers. 

The proseclJ tor's office ,''us generally less favorably evalua ted. Het) only 
54"1. of our respondents gave overall positiVI? rnUngs (Table 13). Not:. sUr­
prisingly, those ".}1O testified Hurc more likely to give positive cvaluations 
than those \"ho did not (69% to 48%). In addition, blacks gave many more 
positive ratings than whites (74"1. to 44%). l\ot11 of these results are statis­
tically significant. 

Future wilJingness to participate> as Cl , ... i tness. 1\,'o-thirds or our respondents 
indicated that they \wuld be \~illing to participate as \dtl\csses in futut{l 
cases ('fable 14). The fnct that 1.3% said that they ~0~11d not and that 
another 207. indicated that it would depend upon the ciN\cumstanccs of the 
case must. however, be vie\.;ed as dis turbing. \ 

, ~ 

~101i~~~~r.a~~~~~'''='''''''''''~'''''''''_'''~''~'~''''''''''''''''''''''''..J(,,,.V'i~~ 
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TABLE 9. 

Hours of \>lork Lost Du.e to Court Appearances 

A. 

Did noi.. 
11,i f,f,C':\ ~.: Ol"!'~ :'lir;~~ 'ilC'lrk 1~0t ~r.:t' l(l"f(~d 

1"rcq\len':lY 59 13 15 
Pt~l'cel1t. (G'( ,8) (lh.9) (n.?) 
i<t.:!ut) hO\ll't. mism~t1 J.:5.l:I - -
J·:(~(Uo.n hO\l1'r. l;j5 !i~t?d 10.0 - -

n. 

CIlUSc oJ' l:1ir.setl 
Pc'!'cC'ntb \rorkinr. Frt;'Cluoll ('yo. 

GivinG t..U..)til!!Cmy 25 2B.7 
'raIl: illg t.o police 11 12.6 
'l'alldnc; to D • .t~. IS office 11 12.6 
Haiting in court 57 65.5 
othOl' 9 10.3 

n Number of ,,,rl tnesscn citine; cause. A ei ven witness !nay miss work 
for lUulti<)lc reasons. 

b Percent. of total sample (;l=8'() citing cause. 

.. ~ 
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TABLE 10. 

Wages Lost Due to COU1't Appearances 

(A) Wi tn.csses \':Ol'Y.i11[\ for Some01~e Eli3e (n:::!lG) 

'fotnl 'n'nJ~(.!; }.OGl. 

}'rconencv Porcent f!cnn ~<It;cl i ~1.n 
HitJlcSS Paid for 
Hours Lost 21 ),5.7 0 0 

Hitness Ilot Paid 
fot Hours Lost 22 117.8 1\ ,67 ~60 ~i311 .37 

other 3 3. 11 -

(n) Self-employed \{itnesscs (u=14) 

'rotal L()!:s to nU~'inl':;.n 
FreQuency Percent 1·}e8J1 J.!cd:i(!l1 

Business continued 
to operate 9 6!1.3 0 0 

Forced to cloGe business u (ter:lOorarily) 5 35.7 $230 $20 
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Afraid 21a 
(24 }D 

J 
1, 
t 
Ie 

~ 
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:;ct afraid I 66 
(76) 

Total I 67 
Chi SQuare I 
Si~::ifica:;ce I 

r , 
I 

~ <0 
i~' lI"\ 

I 
? , 
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a Frequency 
o Column percentage 
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TABLE 11. 

Relnticnships Bet~een Fear of Involvc~ent and 
Selected I·Titness Characteristics 

Victir.: no:t-victir:! Bla.ck l';;'!it.e '·:'lle Fe:::1.1~ 

6 15 I J.l 10 7 I 14 
(1.5.4) (31..3) ! (36.7) (17.:;) '13.9) (38.9) 

-:<"j 33 19 47 I (~~.3) 22 ..J-' 

(84.6) (68.8) (63.3) (82.5) (61.1.) 
39 48 30 57 <:1 ,,- 36 

2.16 2·95 5.99 
I 

Ii 
.14 . ·9.9 ._---.1 L-.~_. Ol __ --.ll - .~-- -- .--~-.------- ~- .. ~-

~--. 

~ I 

t· ;. 

rref'~ified Did no~ testifY 
ti 13 

(17 .1) (29.5) 
29 3l 

(82.9) (7C.S) 
::; 1.4 

1..03 
.31 

-~. 
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TABLE 12. 

Relationships Between Police Evnl~ation and Selected 
Witness Characteristics 

Evaluation Total Victim Ron-vieti,", Black 1·Jhite Hale Fe.':1alc 
Positive 63a 28 35 21 42 35 28 

(73.3' b • (71.8) (74.5) 
-

,(70) (75) (70) (77.8) 
Negat:.ive 15 7 8 5 10 9 6 

(17.4) :(17.9) (17) (16.7) (17.9) as) (l6.7) 
Other 8 

I (lO~3t 4 4 II 6 2 
(9.3) ~8.5) (13.3) (l.P (I2L (5.6) 

Total 86d 39 47 30 56 50 36 
Chi-square .10 .89 1.13 
~i.~ican~ __ -_.- .95 "- .64 I -

.57 

~ Frequency 
o Column percentage 
c Excluding those who never appeared in court. 
d One respondent declined to evaluate the poli.ce. 

Did not ! 
Testified tcstifv 

I 25 31 
(71.4) (72.1) • 

8 6 
(22.9) (14) 

I 2 6 
(5.7) (14) 

I 35E:! 43<= 

t 2.13 
~- _____ .34 ,_~,_ 

e Total equ~~s 73, one less than the total nun~er to appear in court. One witness who did not 
testify and had no contact with police declined to give a police evaluation. 
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Pcsitive 46~ 

(54.lye 
:,egative '9 I (22.4) 
Other . 

(1~.6) t 
Do!".'t ~~c-..r II , (12.9) 
Tot~l 

• 'c 
O,J 

Chi sauare 

'l'~\j3LE 13. 

Relationships Between D.A. Evaluations and 
.Selec"ted i-fitness Cbn.racterist.ics 

Victio :ion-yicti::-: Bleck 'r}. -t I I·:",~ e ",,' r> I .',..,,,.J.._ 

22 21~ 22 24 2/.· 
(56.h) (52.2) (73.7) (43.6) (52) 

f, 11 
_.L. 2: 1.7 }.I.; 

(20.5) (23.9) (6.7) (3C.9) (2f::) 
4 5' I 2 I 7 \ 

3 
(10.3) (':0.9) (6.7) (12.7) (C) 

5 I 6 L!. 7 I Ol) (12.8) i (13.0) (n.3) (12.7) 
39 16 30 55 I 50 

.19 8.95 I 4.35 

't: -C 

-;;'.,-~" e ! I <7,,-·s"'; -"ie'" I ,. ..... ,. .... _- - - ... _... .. ..... 

r,o II 2:' 
(57.1) , (£b.6) 

5 - II 9 
( ... ~. "j) I (25.1) .1." .j 

r II -,.,. ..... ., 
C.!. t .--.) !. 

2 I (5.·j') . 
4 I \) I (n.4) { (/) I 

":l~ I 35 I J; 

I 9.07 
Si .. nificance 

.. ,. ___ --' ____ ~~ __ ~L __ .~ I .2~.-.lL .C3 

a Frequency 
b Column ~ercent 
c txcl~di;g tnose who never appeared in court 

! 

C 
¥"~.-r ~ ~. 

"'>j 
OJ 

Did r.ot 
te~:'irYc 

21 
(1.7.7) • 

9 
(20.5) 

7 
(15.9) 

7 
(15.9) 

I I • ...... 

j 

i 
i 
\ 
~ 
! 
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'l'ABLE 14. 

Relationships Between Fut·..u-e ~'lillin&ness to Participate a.'1a 
Selected 'iiitness Characteristics 

~ 

I ~id ~c~ 
r:"lJ.."=ll ro{"""-; 1'''n~':''-·,....,. -::1,.1:- ?n.;-+ ",r,..lp '!;'~~~~A r:"pr-.l.·';-n~C +_~+-.; ........ C .... 0 .... _ \.-cu_m ... ,C ... :V~C\,.ol........ .. , .... ~.l.C... hn_ .... e ".,;:........... ... E ..... ~~l_ _ ........... ~f __ ...... wC...J;u __ '" 

'iiilling 59a 23 36 19 40 33 20 23 29 
(67.8)b I (59) (75) (63.3) (7C.2) (64.7) (72,7) (65.7) (65.9) 

Un·..rilling 11 'I 6 ~ 6 5 6 5 I 5 6 
(12.6) (15.4) (lO,h) (20) (B.S) (ll.8) (13.9) (~4.3) (13.6) 

I:epcr:ds on 17 10 7 5 12 2.2 5 I 7 9 
situ~tion (19.5) (25.6) (It.6) (16.7) (21.1) (23.5) (13.9) i (20) (20.5) 
?cta1 87 39 l;if 38 57 51 36 I 35 L4: 
Cd SQuure 2.59 ~ I 2.29 1.25 I Cr

;.. i 
Shmi:fice.r-ce__ _ __ _ _ .28__.:1 .. 32 __ .53 _. \I .990 I 

. a Freouency 
b Column percentage 
c Excluding those ~ho did not appear in'court. 

.. e ~ 
.Ir.,,,,,.,,,~ t ~ 1;" .. 
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He next attemptecl to del'crminc Hhcth:::r willingness to P!lttic:ipllte was related 
to any chnractcrist:ics of tllC! ,dtnesscs thel'lSelvcs 01: their experiences Idtll 
th(~ court. As 'l'able 111 t'l'veuls, villinr,ncsn to pnrt-tdpi'.lte 'Jus not signifi­
cantly X'tllated Lo race or so>:. }Iorc surprising, it '~ns )lot related to I.;hether 
~\ pcrFlon l>'its a Victir.l 01: \olhcl'hor he gave tcstimony. After n [uirly cxtcnsivt! 
flcl'ics o[ analyses, "H~ fotmd only one indic.:ttion that experiences Ivith the 
court. In<lY influence \:r.! IHngncss to participate (Tn ble 15). hnang thoRe 1>or­
sons who did not tC'stify, victims wel'C signHicnnti)' leSE: likely to be \1il­
ling to pnrticipntc than i1on-vlctil1\s (50% to 77%). This result is at lellst 
consistent: ,Hth thl.' hypothesis that victims ~1l:C more l1kcly to bo frustrntC'd 
by the inefficiencies of tho court procedure. We speculate (though wn lack 
data to de!nonstn1tt~) that victill1~ '·H!rC pnrtlculurly likely to rejN!t the. 
legal process \-,hen they felt that "justj.ce had 1'\ot bUl.'l1 done" in their cusc. 
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TABLE IS . 

HelutiClllnhip Bet .... ·ccn future \'li11111l;rlCSS to Phrtic:i.put.e 
and Vict..im vr.. Hon-victim ControllinG for Hnether or 

Hot the Hit.neGs T~~itificd in Court' 

1j1d .. ·1 i fi~'d DH :1: d; tf::--ti f/~ .' .... pc; 
\ti (~~ 11; - -:TZn-Yl ct i!*i Victim :L.i~l-V! ~~1. i l~ 

HillinG 1 .. 1 10 9 20 :) . 
(6';) lJ ( 66:n (50,L-.- (7(,,9) 

UnwHlinB ! 1 11 5 1 
(5 ) (26.7) (n.El) (3.8) 

Del1cnd~; Otl t, 1 4 5 
5i tu~d iort (10 ) (0.7) (22.2) (10. ?) ,--
'l'(.)tn 1 - ?oJ 1> 1n 20 

i-'--
5.15 5.66 Chi. tit; t:~1't~· 

81 r,nl..i': e~.ll\!~! .07 .U6 

a Frequcmc~r 
b Colwrll percentac.;e 
C Excluding those \lllo never cppeurcd i1'1 Court 
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IV. Comparison with Results from Alameda County \{ilncss SUl;vcy 
! 

To help place the Duthnm Hitnass Cooperation Pt'ojccl; in perspective, it is 
useful l~ compat'c llnd contrMt !wmu of our roujor fil1dingr; \dth those (,rytllined 
in similar studies. Fat' the sake of: brcvit}'1 we have singled out: one of 
severn1 recent pl'oj ccts, the VIc Lim tlnd \~it;ncns Survey of Alamcdn County I 
California; whose focus with tcgorcl Lo the investiGation of witness coopera­
tion is in rtnoy t'cspccts simil:11: to ours. Both studies c111phns1zc the costs 
of \"itne.ss participation in Cl"!i1inal justice procedures and the, rMctiollS 
of: \,itncss(;s to their 1n'.'01v';;rt(·111: in the COlU:tS. A centrnl objectivc of 
both is to a~MSS I:hose dcfici~'nt ct'nd:i tions :1.11 locnl cl'imillal junt1.ce insti­
tu tions, \,:hich \</hon rcctifi ('d I w:lll aUf.1:lcn t volun tm:y wi tm'ns c001H}rn tiOI1. 
As such, a cotnf\a'l:ison \~nl provide yet marc bac1q~t'ottnd from \~hich \1olicc 
recommendations '~:i.ll he oade. 

The Alamcd~ County survey att,nmptcd to contact a totnl of 796 witnClss('s and 
l.'eached 515 for u compltJtion r(l.tc of 65%. Sin1') arly, our s tutly attomptcd 
to survey 138 w:ltm's$cs :Inc! intcrvicl.,1ed 87 for tl 63% cI .. lInplt!t'iol1 ,"ate. All 
Hitnesses in both studies Hat'c involvC,>d in felony cu.scs and as such 'Hn'c 
liked)' to have experienced many oJ: the dCl:lnnds l1or.'nmlly as!;ociatcd t'lith the 
role of thE: "li1:ncss in the respective 10cnl cl~imi.nal justic~ syster.l!l. Dcupite 
the similar ovC!rall completion rntes, refusals conotilutcd a higber pcrcentage 
of non-co.::plctions in Durham County (29Z) thon in Alameda County ~8%). 

AU 87 Hitncssas in our survey ,~cre offiCially t'cquestcd vin suhpoena to 
oppenr in coutt. In contrast, only 65% of the Alameda County sUl."vey rcnpon­
dents \~ere notif.ied Via subpoenas [at' theit' first COlll:~ appanr'It1Ces. Not 
surprisinglYt £1 hichcn: proportion of respondents made court nppcnl:anccs i!l 
the DU1:ll0!! survey (91%) thnn in the Alameda survey (81%). HOl."eovcr, of 
those. who did appeal' j.n cou·:t:, Durham witnessc~s IU.lrC much more likely tho11 
Alameda ldtnesses to mal:c I.hree or more court appentances (6870 vs 117.). 
Finally) considering only those Hi tncsses \~ho nlnde court nppem:onces, only 
44% of the Durham 'Witness ~s testified as compared to lll.% of the Alameda 
witnesses. 

Turning to financial costs) 22% of the Ali meda ,~itncsses lost income as 
compared to 33% of the Durham '>1itnesses. This difference is pnrUnlly at­
tributable to the hig\)(n: pr.oportion. pf Durham \.,itncsscs '''ho nmde court 
appearances. Also, the Durham figure includes losses by those opC>l."llting 
their o,m business; it i3 not I'lear that such losses \veto recorded in the 
Alameda survey. 

Durham witnesses apparently experienced less fenr oe involvement: than did . 
their Ala::leda COllnty counterparts. Unfortunately, dHfc'l:cnt w01:dings in tho 
two qucstionnaries make precise comparisons impossible. In Alal:leda County, 
257. g.we responses coded as definite fcar of involvement, 1lI1d another -'10% 
gave qualified anS\>1crs. In Durham, where a simple yes-no quos tion ,,'as used, 

'only ?1/7. of the. t-cspondents said they expcricmced fcnr. 

Final:Ly, Durham resporldents were apparr.ntly more likely to give either high 
Or low (as opposed to neutral) evaluations of the prosecutor'·s oCHcc, though 
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differences in qllcstton wording make. compatisons t:enuou~.* tn. Durhut\1, 53% 
gavo pOSitiV.1 ratings nnd 22(; negative rntingrJL in Alameda County, the cor­
responding fi~ul"cS w~re 'll,% and 7%. 

*I") the Um:ham survey, 171. of t.he respondents \-1crc classiHcd as j'other"j in 
A1nmnda County ~ u11 resp<"nd<:!nts were classified us positive, Ilcetltivc, 0).' 
indifferent. 
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v. Discussion and RCCOllUl\('ndations 

The I'naja..- fintlings of our Durham study may be summarized quite simply. 

l} A very ,high proportion of \"itnesses (91%) cQoperateri with criminal justice 
system officials by appearing in court to gjvc testimony. 

2) 1:'or most ,dcnessns, this cooperation '~as quite costly in terms of timc 
and eHort. 'l'wo-thixds made three or morc court appearances. 

'3) One-lhird of the \I'itnesscs cooperating with criminal justi.ce. officials 
su[fcrcd a loss of income, with the average ioss ($67) being quite large 
relative to tllC ,~orkerts wee1dy pay. 

4) Desp:l.t:c the cooperation and personal saC't'ificcs of the \dtn~sscs, fc\vc~ 
than llOl( (447.) of those \oIho appeared in court ever gave testimony. 

5) Only t:\~o-thirds of the \,'itnC'sscs indica tGd an unqualified willingness 
to participate as witnesses in future Ca$C9. 

Clearly, Hitncsses llrc not used cffic:1cmtly by tre Durham County Courts.. 
The contrast ,,'1 th Aloflluda County I ,~herc over 80;' of those \"ho appeared in 
court gave testimony, :i..s striking. This j,]amed", Counl'y f~gurc suggests that 
through cffid.ent \,fitness manage::rent procL'dutcs it is possible (1) to call 
very f e" ,~i tnC'sses i.rhose testimon)' will no t be Ilsed, and (2) to schedule 
trial proc(wdings in a fashion ~'hich holds I"itness ..... <liting time and c::?pcar­
ances at l'elr.· . ,rely 101'; levels. 

l'h.;! Durham County CO\lrt;s arc inefficient on both counts. (The one lJo!-dtive 
fact in this regard is that "te found no evid"nce. of discrimination on lhe 
basis of rnce, sel<, or cmploynlent status.) ';orcover, the !'elatively low 
cvaluutioJls of the p1:osecutor's office (as compo,red to t1\(~ police) suggests 
that our respondents '~crc UpSI'!t by the financial losses anci other inconve­
niences which they st\£[t>red. 

A fe\ol anecdotes, obtained from rcspondents in our sm've)', mDY serve to 
Q~mnatize the frustrat.tons and inconven.iences eX'peri~nced by ,,1.tnC'ssoc; in 
the Durham County Courts. In one casi' a ll~SPQndcnt receivct.! a subpocnn to 
serve as a \\'ltness in a case ,,,here> he kl~el,' nothing about the crime nnd hild 
hud no prior relutiollsldp Hith any of the trial pnrticipnnts. Over n five 
day po:;.riod the \.;itness made 10 toundr.r::ps to the Courthouse b~fore <In aide 
in the ptosocutOt"s office recognized t:.c ,~rror ~lld sent tho respondent home 
with .. m apology. \.fJlile the rcspondcl'lt clai,'\(>r.: 1:0 bear no ill fe~!lings to~'nrd 
the prosecutor's office, the [act remains that he spen~ five days in Court 
for virtually no reason other than bureaucratic en:or. 

Another respondent sv(~nt nine day~ at the Courthouse \"ithout ever giving 
testi\1\ony. Hhi1e this witness ,,'as under slIbpoe:lo, he came ,dllingly to 
cout't bucause he, hold strong [oelings about the disposition of the caSe. 
Because the witness was self-employed, he w~s forced to close his business 
for almost L,~o full \~ot'king \-teeks, Josin~ an cstimutcd $1000 to $1.200. TIlis 
witness wns particularly bietet', not only becnuse of Ule lost income, but 
lIl1so beca\lse he was angry about the finnl disposition or the case ,,,hose out­
t',ome he \oIlshed to influence by giving testimony. His concluding comment: 
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was that, at the very loast, the courts s!\o\lld absorb the finane.ial costs 
borne by witnesses because "il: should not cost to be n .... 'itness. 1I 

A third wil:ness complaIned thtl'C ,611 three separ.:itc (lc<.!nsions he responded to 
subpoenas only to sll: in court [Ol: five! or six hours hdorc be.ing il)[orr.mcl 
tha t the cQ.f.le had heen continued. As a consC'quC'nce this wi tness los t np­
proximately hi'll.[ awcck t spay. In each case he had to nppronch thl.' \)is tt-ict 
Attorneys to determine the cause o[ the delay. They did not oppr.onch him. 
In the \~itness! opinion, the cause of the delay in all three cases 'ms simply 
that the prosecutors had not gotten their fncts straight. This witne!s$ <11so 
complained that in each case he received his subpoena on the evening before 
he ~·;as to testHy, tlmr; making it difficult for him to inform Ids employer 
that he would be miSSing work. 

Hhat can be done to reduce the costs borne by \dtn€;sses? \'le bap,i.n by cop­
sidering the suggestions of the \oIitncsse!> chclU6clvc$. (Sec Table 16.) The 
laq~es t proportion of responses involved cOllrt efficiency; 47'l, of our respon­
dents asI~ed for bettel' organization of the court process und another 23% rOl' 
swifter disposition of cases.* A second class of suegestions dealt with 
treatment of \dtnessas thcmsclvc.s; 33% asked for gtcat.er consideration of 
witness needs, 25% [or bettor co,1sultatian het~.-ecn \oIitnes5cs and the prose­
cutor, 18% tor ,olitness pay, and 12% for better pr.otection ot ,~it:1tClsses. 
Finally, 14% asked for harsher penalties for criminals. 

"'hile the wi tnesses t suggp.:;-tions (as coded) are rela tlvely vague, most appear 
fe<lsiblc, assulnin8 that suf:f:i.cicnt resources arc devoted to '~itncss mllnagc-' 
ment. 'fhe nm,' North Carolina Crit:1inal ProcC'd1Jre Act should, in pri.nc:i.plc 
reduce soree of the inefficiencies. As noted cll.rliur, vet"y fc,~ \.,itncsses 
gave testimony during thcit first COllrt appe<lranc(~. The elimination of ~lit­
nesscs at the first hearinu before a judge should l)e helpful in this regard. 
NcvCl:theless, our stud/ Itlso indicates thnt a luq;e mnjority of tho!>c wit- . 
nesses who made multiple appearance!': did not give testimony. 

'mat can be done to reduce this problem? The Alameda County repor.t i5 quite 
:l.nfOl:mative in this reg,u:d. In Alameda. vi tnes~cs under :.::;ubpocna are routin(lly 
pln-:ed 0,1 telephone st.andby aler.t, being all ked to come to court: only ,.,hen their 
testimony :1.5 needed ",n~ Although \,e! cannot prov!;! it, ~,e suspect that lhis 
telephone standby alert: system accounts eor most of the difference il1 the 
efficiency \~ith which Alameda and Durham counties utilize ,,,itnesses. 

Thus I ~le recommend that the DUl:hnm County prosecutor's oHice e[f,plo), a full­
time '\d tncss manager" whose du ties \.;ould include: 

(1) Scheduling \vi!:nesses <1nd managing a telephone s tDndby alert system. 

(2) Briefing civilian witnesses on their role in the trial process • 

'* Each ,Jitness could make multiple suggestions. 

** Witness and Victim Survey, Alameda County, Colifornia, July, 1975. 

" 
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TABLE 16. 

\-Titness Suggestions for Il~provil1g Court Pl'OCedUl'cs 

.~ 

--
1/ Gj"JI1C'....fl.lL ... ,.,,.,..,t.;,..~la ~ G_!vit"l~(:n!!..1~ 

Pa.y \Ii tnences 10 H). I, 

Harsher pen::tlties 12 13.8 
I for m'i11i11:..1.15 

B::ttcr "rlitnE'ss 10 11.5 
Pl'otcction 

J·1ol'c cO:ls'.lltatiQI1 22 25.3 
vith ,/itnesses 

Swifter disposi ti ')11 20 23.0 
of cases 

)'!Ol'e considcrn.tion 29 33.3 
of witness n~eds 

Better ol'ganiz.ation III 47.1 
of court process 

Other 35 40.2 

Nonc II, 16.1 

0. Each wi tnet;s coUld make multiple S\lg(;E:!stions. 
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(3) Delel'mJ.ning "'\Jich Hitnesses n(!cd police protection. 

(4) Informing hath police and lay witnesses about the final disposition of 
their cases. 

The major obstacle to the simple bureaucratic reform suggested above is that 
the Pl'OSHcutor's office is alrcwdy undernmnncd and overl'!orked. lIntil the 
legislature ::Illncn tes resvurccs to f aci Ii tn te h'itness management) the probl emS 
documented above are likely to persist. 

The some is t~ue i~ the area of witness compensation. 
provides for a ~.ritness fee of $5/appear(1ncc. But the 
does not inform witnesses of their ri.gh t to this fcc. 

State low currently 
prosecutor's office 

Given this rather gloomy s tate of affairs) '-Ie arc slightly encouraged by the 
fact thnt in spite of the inconvcni(mcci-: ~tl~scribcd <'lbovc, tlvo-tldrds of our 
respondents indic.ated that thc'), \·muld be ... Uling to pnrticipnte il\ future 
cases. If true, society gains n t the expense of t·hose I,i tneases \.,tho chaos/;! 
to coopernte. In ViCYI of: the fact that almost half of the \-1itn(>ss{!s \,e.re 
also victims of cl:ilitCS) it seems unfair to ask th(>", to bear the additional 
burden of a court process , .. hich is necessarily inefiiciel'lt due to n luck of 
sufficient funds. 

Nevertheless, taken at face value, our results suggest: that the cost!> of 
serving as a \.n.tness 'viII not deter a large number of 8>:-witnoss(>$ from co­
operoting in the future. -I< \{c are not sure, 11o ... ,1I?ver, that our results should 
be believed. He \vonder if ,,'i tnesscs Hho have expcricmced t1)c frus tratioIl of 
going to court several times only to be told that their testimony is not 
needed ,,,ill really be willing to cooperate j.n the future. In pnrticular ,dll 
they volunteer theil.' services to the courts? Or report crimes to the polic(~? 
And ho\,. many of their friends, hnving heard their stories, ,dll decide that 
cooperation is not \"ol~th the cost? These arc empil"ical questions. Perhaps 
citizen values on preserving public order are sufficiently stt"ong to oVer­
come t!\e 'Perceived costs of cooperation. But the C')sts of serving as ,1 

witness are. high) and \ole would be surprised if a comprehtansive study of 
citizen cooperation did not reveal that a substantial proportion of victims 
and \;1 tllesscs Hithhold information from cri.min<.11 j us tit' ~ off ic1als simply 
to avoid becoming entangled in the trial process itsel.r. It so, the finnncial 
costs of more efficient ,,,itness management would be a small price to pay to 
assure n higher rate of citizen cooperatiol1. But even if the costs borne 
by witnesses do not substantinlly detet" cooperation ,,,1th the criln:l.nal justica 
system, considerations of equity alone suggest that the costs of making the 
criminal justice system '>'erk should be bort1e by society as a whole, not just 
by victims and witnesses. 

To achieve the goal of reducing cos ts to \d. tncsses, t-wo very simple reforms 
are required: 

* Only for victims is inefficiency (Le. not giving testimony) 'associated with 
lOHer Hillingness to participnte. 

.~-' -- ... 
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(1) At tha very mini-mllm, suffident £ul1ds should be provided to compertsate 
wit'lcsses for lost earnings. 

(2) Funds should be provided for a "witness manager" in the prosecutor's 
oHicc. 

tf these reforms arc adopted, ,~e vlould also suggest that sr.ml1 telephone 
surveys of er.-\~i tnesses be conducted to detC'rminu \,'hether the rc[orms were 
having the desired eHects. The fcedbacJ, provided .by such surveys would 
help ass~lrc that the proposed reforms were in fact redudng the costs of 
serving as 11 wltnc:ss in Durham County. 
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6. Pollee as Hi tncr.ses in Durllll.tn Superior CO'..lrt: 
Problems of Cool'dinat.ioll 

I. Introduction 

An efficient, mutu:l1J.y sn.tisfactor:r worldn ; relationship bcti-Ieen t.he 
police an(l t:lC 0istrj ct Attorncy- 1

3 Or1'ico b itr.rortarlt if cdminal def­
enda.nts an: to be nucces;:;fulJy prosecuted. Besides c0l1duct5nC tlw post.­
arrest inv'~Etie:!.tion of a. Co.cc, tUlifol'::lecl officers :.md df.)tectivc-s 
serve ElS i!;lt'ortant stutc wi tnec~,c::; ill prclir.iinn.l'Y hf.Hl.rinG'" and, if the 
case Goes so i'11,1', in tri 8.b. 'rne quality of police tcnt.ir.:ony m!l.Y have 
u major b!.H!.ring OIl the outcO'ne of 0. ca.sc. 

This report focuses on the role of pn.trol officcrs*' an witnc:.;:;c$ in 
bUl'hnl1l SUl'crior CC'urt. 'l'ne r..n.j or i'indi ng5 Vl'cscnted belo'". Ilre th~tt 

1. '1'here is little 01' no '·lit.nef.S cooperation problm:; as s\lch; 
Durhnm plltrol officers ar'pe!u' in Superior Court: wilen subpo,!l1aed 
in. the vast l~'d.jorit;{ of cases; 

2. Due to administrative problcmz in tho wny subl'0~nas nTC :.ssued 
and served, officerc Ill'e all too fl'CClucntJy not notifJed in 
ad Y!lncc of cruc:i.al court appearance d.!'.to[;; 

3. Subpoenaed rt\tl'ol officers npcnJ a considerable D.!:ount of thr.c 
in court, Shlply 'l{aitinG to be ~nllcd to the stand. '1'his ',·.l.:;ted 
time causes Jissa1.isS:uction amonG of ricers and 11bsorbs n not 
insubsttl.ntia.l p -rtion of trie Police Departmen.t' s budget for 
so.lari05. 

4. Tne quality of police testimony leavc!; much to be desired in 
50110 cases, due to ino.dequato investir.ative re'florts a.nd fni1o:­
Urcs in communication between the D.II. 's office and the ofn':' 
ccrs. 

Thus whilo there is not Il coopel'lltjon problell' with police as .• tncGsc$ 
thete is a coordination problem \'lhich has many of the Sflmo consequences 
for the WOl'i\ of the Su!.ed or Court. This proble;!! doe~; not appe:ll' 
insurmountable; in fnct. it appen.rs that a substo.nt i0.1 itnprovo:l,ent 
could be achieved by hidng aJditionnl perscnnel who would pay [OJ;' 

themselvef; by eCOllorr;izing on policc offieer!5' time in Superiol' Court. 

'fhis study is based on interviews with mcr.:bcrs of the DiGt.rict Atto!'-
ney's Orfice, detectives, and pH.tl'ol officern, itS ... :al1 as t·ls. IYUGon' s pcrsonnJ. 
observations as an intern in the D.A. 's office during t,hc summer, 1975. 
In addi tion, data. on the exneriellces Illld n tti tudes of untl'ol officel'" 
were collected from Ii Cluestionna.ire c1is tributed to all tUliformed offi-
cers in the Durh::u:l Police Del?artr~cnt. He would like to th:.l.llk. Anthonr 

'lhe terr.\ "uutrol officer" is used throu~hout this report to mca.n 
"pUblic sarety and all other non-truffic tU1iforl!ied officers". 
Detectives are excluded from this dcsiQlation. 
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Brannon, Dhitrict Attorney of Durha.m County, unrl Reece TrimJ:1cr\ T,ee 1 
Advisl)r to tho Durhlliu police Ucp(~rttflcnt, for th~ir cooperation Ilnd val­
uable o.ssin tance throu[~hout. the various pilu.nes 01' this study. 

II. An Ovel'vic\{ of,the Hitness Coordination Problem 

The state's \{i~nc~;s coordiiHttion problem is primtldly the prol)lernof 
ensurinr, tho pre-Gence 01' the l.lPl'l'oprintc 'litne~;:;~s in ('()urt 'rii)(~n ~ 
onl;!' ~.!S.!l they arc nccUed. Thin in a difficult pI'oblen, indeed gi ven 
that (1) the procecltu'c by \{hich 'rll tnes~ien (.ire> SUbrQCm:lcd fer t;uperior 
Cl'imilHll Cour't. is not entirely l'dinblc; (~~) llotif'yin:- \,ritnesscG 
of chtlnr.o;; in the court calcndar, and other il:lportr.mt cc,~,l1r.l.nications 
bctvl:'en witne!3ocs anci the District Attol'l1e:/'::; offic:c, 1"t!quire a commi t­
ment:. of ~t(~rf til:;~ wlli.c21 is orten not u",ai)a:,le frCI:n tl:(! all'eady iW.l'l'icd 
stuJ't 01' t.he Court; and, perhaps l:iO:3t ir,:,pOi'V!nt; (3) pr("ci 5cly when 
(if ever) a C(lse will }.l.ctu!llly be trit."u calmot be pre-diet.ed in advance 
5.n most insta.. .. 1ces. 

Vfl1ilo these pl"oblcrns Hl\ply to all typos of ;,'j tnesses, they \Olill be dis;­
cussed here on13' us they apply to patrol Ofi'iccl's I 

S\lbp:>.:nas 
Th\: Siv:::l.'lff's Departn:cnt is respon.sible for serving subpoenas. In order 
to so.v~ tilt.C, its usual pl'nctice is for depuUes to deliver subpoenas 
for llatrol officers to thc desk t;crgcant in the Polie.:! D~Jl'1.rtr1ent, \,;ilo 
then tt'W'lS11its thGm to the nppropl'itlte officcrs. This procedure tCll.ds 
to uc Ulll'e l'U.l.ulc, and l'2sults o:'tel1. ill officers' r.::ce i vi nt' thei r sub ~'ocuas 
lute - usu:-.lly on the S~llllC day they are to appear in cotu't - and occa­
sionully orfi eel'S do not recai vc subpoenas until atter their scheduled 
court a1,)pcal'ance. Since subpocna l'ctm'n slips Ul,J~r thj.s practice 
simpl~( rcad Ildclivered to police department", it. callnot b(! ~'cadi1:f 
determined whethci" un officer il:l.s recciv.:!d hiz, SUbpOC!1U ot' not. FUrthci'­
more, if the dcput~r docs not 3erve the subl'O(ma directly on the offi-
cer - eithcr in p~r::;on or by phone - the officer is !lot leGully bound 
to nppear in court. Should he fail to appear under such circumstances, 
there would b!~ no legal recourse ac;ainst him. 

Schedul:i lH! Court t,m'oal':tllccs 
Every t.',Jo ",Ie(?i~s t!'\e ])istrict Attorney conntructs the Supel'iol' Crirr.ina.l 
Court co.lendu,l' of cases to be hC:l.rd during the fol101-rin S weeks. Sub-, 
poel1ns f01' \!itnesses nt'e isr,ued in accor'dance with t.he D. A. 's calelltJo.r­
ing decinion~. If the status of a cu6e chanGes bet\{cetl the time a sub­
poena iz ir;sucd and the court n,ppenrance date specified on the subpoen.1., 
it ooy be nccessu:ry to notify th~ ",Hness of this Ch:ll1f,0. Due to :>t.nff 
shol't.ascs in the D.A. 's office, poUce \dtner.H.lC'3 arc not ulwa~"tr noti­
fied of such chunr;e~, lUlU at times, subpoenaed officers appear nt, tne 
COUl'thoUBC only to dbcovcr (perhaps after \ruiting severnl hours) that 
t.heir ctl.s~ was disponed of the pl"uvious week or that the case hun beet'l 
postponcd until SOI:lC In.ter dnte. 

If the case is still scheduled fOl' the date stated on the subpoenn, 
wi tnesscs are '):'cQui red i~O appear in Court at 9: 30 a. m. of' that day. 
Calendllr cull beeins nt 10: 00, 01. which til:1c defense Cowlsel for each 
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of the scheduled Ct1SCS stntc whether they arc l'cndy for td.ul> nnd if 
not, move fOl' a cOlltinunnce. l·iont cnses are contl.!lucd u. l1\unhel' of timc'~ 
before con.inc; to trial, nlld it is relatiwJy 1'0.1'0 for the n.A. to KI'~W ill 
ttdvnncc -whnt.hcr the case will be cont.inued or not at calendur <.9011. 
Oi'fims anti other witnezses who hnvc annwered their subpc~'lUs have 
simply wa5~ed their time under such circ\Uastar:ccs. 

Finully, i.f the cnne is not continued durinc; Cn.lC'lid,tl:' call, there is 
nevcrthelc.:s !l.. 600d chance tha.t it will not be Iward on that day. 'nle 
D. A. calendr~rs l:lore cases for each court uay t.han could be di:::;po',ed of 
\Ul<h'l" ortlinn!'y conJi tion!> , ni.l:lply because of the necessity of' avoidinG 
calenuar ttbrcal'.do\.r/la", .,A.;· ..... 11.'l!~:r of' ca:.ms then r;et continued I::out days 
bccnuuc therE:! is no tim(J to hear them; r.ucit cases EU't': autorr..::.t:i Co.lly 
continued for the fol) owin(; day. For such cases witnessen n;ay \-Itlit 
the entire day at Court; G.lld never be caned. Even if t.heir c;~se is heard 
that day, it r.;tty not be until latc in the d"W. 

These schedulinc; and coordina-tion problems result in witncsncs 
appe!lrillg wlnecessa1'Uy in court, -witnesses haYinG to CO::'lC back to court 
repe>utec11Y for the su.r.~e casc', and, above all, an enormous amount of 
"taitinc tilr,"; d.uring vfhich ';11tnos50s are s.:rvinG no function and arc 
unable to 60 about their normal business. IncYItablJ'; • .... i tnct;scs find 
these events ar,crtl.vatinr,. In the case of police officers as wi tne.Jses; 
the lost titte is paid for 'oy the City;off-duty police vritncsst::s arl~ 
compensated fOl' tir.:e in court at their nOl'nal hourly "':lGe, and Oll-
duty police witncu$es are of course ta.k.en away from their normal 
duties. 

One potential solution to the schedu1.linG problem for scme WitllC!;;SOS 

(illcluding oi'fic.:':l's) is to place the!m on "telcl,1h.:>ne stE'Jldbyll rather 
thou"! require thejr appearan ce in CO\u't on the morn:i.;g of thL~ day for 
which they arc subpoenaed. Hi tnessCn who so request, and "ho can be 
expected to appear in court -within one-half hour of ht;!.ing called. by the 
D.ll. 's orfj ce, are usually allowed to ic;nore a subpoC!na as lone as 
they agree to I,'~rr.:lin neal' 0. phone on the day their cnse is scheduled. 
Experienced SUPt:l:riOl' Court witnesses, such (1S detecti ven, kll0W enOUGh 
to ;l.'eC}.nest e. telephone standby arl:'~Gemellt; and the D.A. I s office 
usually aGrees. Pn.trol, officers, who are subpoenaed l'elatl vely rarely, 
u5ually do not request such un arranGement. More .,ill be said 
about the l)Ossibilities amI problems with telephone stundby .i.n the C011-

cludine; section of ti~is report. 

Other Cool'din'1.Ucm Pl'C"'lems 
'l'he other m!ljl,ll'~.l.nti.tioa problem between police witnesses Q.ml the 
D.1\.. 's office involves the COr.u:lUllication of informatjoll conccl'ninE; the 
case itself. For patrol officers, thc relevant asrer.ts of th:i: s prob­
lem are that (1) they do not always havo a ciml1CC to talk to tho D.A. 
befOl'c going on the witness stand, and (2) they are not informed or 
consulted about the disposition of the case. These problems ~ ... euken the 
officerls testimony and cause considerable disso.tisfactioll amo116 some 
officers. 
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III. Survey P·inllings 

In nddition to ;l.ntervicv.'s with detectives nnd a fe\~ pntl"ol officers, 
inforntnt1.on rl'canlin!', the polic!.! ,,ritncsB coordinat.ion problem IWS g.lthered 
thro\lgh a Hr:l ttl'11 fl~rv~y qucstionnnire ""hiuh ',,<IS distrihulC'u La the 150 
Durham panol officprs during filll, 1975. The quc'stiollnalre 
was designed to eUdt infol'r.wtion on patrol officers' 
(.>xpr:.>t'iC'Tl(,(>s as l-'itn£HlSCS in Superiot' Court, nnt! in nddi.l;ioJl to dicit lheir 
subj(>ctiv~>. impr(>ssions of thesu <:~:rr'rienc(>s alld th(·ir pl"t·~.criptions for 
improving the situation. One hundred five officcrs (70i.: of lilt· tOI',ll) 
rUled Ollt elk qucstiOt1naire llnd reCut'ned it. It IdB be m;sumod that 
nonrcsponllC'l1ts [lrc not systematically differellt jn rclov;tnt r'CspN'lS from 
respondenLs. 

The rosp011dcnts presumably bnscd L1t.dr at\S\wrs on their pct"sonnl expt'dcnc~s 
and theh' COl1VflrsnC},ons I'lith other officcl'n. Nost of[i.cenl had been on the 
force for n considC'l~l1bl(l lcnf~th of time (73~~ had bc£'n mer.1bC'l·s for over t\~O 
yoars, und 30% for mo:"C' than five yours), and had had !lome pcr:wlwl c>:poriencc 
as witnesses in Superior Court. 

Obj ccttvc QIIl'8tion5 (La blc-l:,) 

~:hc median officer \~as subpoenaed for $uperiol' COUl~t only tl,'ico durinn the 
period }i'ly-Octohcr, 1975. and 29~~ I,'ore not sUhpoen;,wd at all during this 
period. A fe',,· officers, on the other hand, I,'crc SUhPO(>l1I1Nl frequently 
(more than ten timcs for 6~: of the I>:unplc). TIlt' patt-ol officers I l'xpt'ri.encc 
contrasts !lltarpJ.y \~j th that of uelecrivcs, who npp('ared in Suparior COUl'l 

an average of 35 times during Lh~sc six montlls.* 

Fa trol officers' responses indica tcd a high dcgn?c of coopcra tion \dth . 
Superi()r Court--only 17% reported that the)' had ever failcd to ctPpCill' ,,'hen 
subpoenaed L~cause tlwy thought they \~ould hnv(' to \~ait if they orrivt'd 
on time. Of this 17%, most "ere among the top 157. in number of yeot's 
experience on the force. 

'l'hc fact iS l hO\o,'cvcr l that officers who \~crc subpocn\H\d did spend <1 cOlisidernble 
amount or time "wiling in court. OvC'r half had waitlld Inore than thrct' hours 
the last time they had appearcd in court and testif:! cd. Furthermorc, ror 
80% of all thei.r court appearances dlll:':ing Hny-October 1975, officers ,,,ere 
never called to tho stand. Each of these unproductive OPPC<ll'OIlCes cnLnilcd 
a consi.dcl·nbl.e amount of wasted time--cither nn entire day ur the case \·;us 
not continued until the end of the d,\y)~ or, morc often, ':lll hout' or mot'C in 
the morning for cases ,ddch I,'ere continut'd ot calendar cnll.. I bel:iC!v(' that 
a conserva tlve es tirna te [or. tIle'. avcrnp,e amount of time ::;pent wa i t:i.ng during 
unproductivc cO\lrt nppenrnnces is t\W hours. (Unfortunately, infonaation 
provided by the qUestionnaire did not allo,,, n dil'ect ('sUmace of thi!; average.) 
Given <Ill these considerations, I estimate thnt the 105 respondents spt'llt II 

total t'lf 837 hO\l1,'s waitIng in court durinr, the sf:>; lnollth pedod :in question; 
227 hours waitinB on dnys when they actually did eventually toke the witness 
stand, nnd 610 total hours waiting on the 305 occoi;iollS ""hert tI\C!)' appeared 
but were not llC!eded. If thc 105 rcspolldcntl;l.experiences were typicnl of 
the entire force of 150 officers dur:l.ng this pedod, then the tot;)l amount 
of unproc!uc r:ivc time spen t hy pa t"rol officers ",.Ii ting in Superior Cou rt 
"'.)s about 1200 hours. }.Iy conclUsion can be sCa tcd this \,ay: The totnl 
,Imount .2f ~ltl:1ry ~ )"lid .Eatrol oelli£!:!!..S2. ~ aroulid ~ ~lJm' RupC'rior 

*1'his estimate is baS(ld on my interviews wi.th detectives. 
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TAIlLg I. 

Exporiences of Durham Patrol Officers liS IHtncs$cs 1.n supcriOtl Court 
Court Appcarances and Waiting Timcs* 

A. 

B. 

Number 0 f Times 
Subpo('nDed 

o 
1 
2 

3-5 
6-10 
11-20 
21-30 

\vCliting Times 
Unti ~ 'I'cstif), 

in hours 
less Lhan 1 hour 
1-1.99 
2-2.99 
3-3.99 
4- ll.99 
5 or more 

l?crC(!l1t.<1(·C 1)istr1 bution ___ ::.14_..;:;.,;;;; _____ _ 

Past 3 lllonthll Past 6 months 
(Aug-Oct.: '75) (Hay-Oct '75) 

45 
21 
10 
ll. 

8 
2 
0 

N:::;105 
lI.venl[',C! '" 1. 8 

tinlC!S 
Hcdian =: 1.0 

times 

29 
16 
16 
18 
15 
4 
2 

N=105 
i\vC!rnge =3.1 

timC!s 
Hcdinn '" 2.0 

times 

R.£!.£r:E.LJill.£. 
Distrihulion 

Number of times 1):15 t'(;"-;':\i')\ii\is 
\:(lsti.Cic-d ..J1-.!!1V~tkt· '75) 

0 
1 
2 

3-5 
6-10 

69 
18 

8 
3 
2 

N'=105 
Average =: .62 

times 
Hcdinn .. 0 times 

1/5 tillles testified per times summoned 

Pcrcenen {' J)i~_tri.bution 
Last 'fimCl 

Actually Testified 
1% 

30 
llt· 

Lmll\CS t 'ritne Ever 
HDit<~d Before TN;ti.mon 

2'7., 

5 
9 
7 

more than one day 

9 
21 
13 
12 

19 
19 
39 

N=70 
Hcdian =:3.5 Ilours 
(35 did not nnS\oJor 
or had never 
testified) 

N=80 
Hediun '" 5.5 houts 
(25 did not: <11'.$\"01.' 

or hud never 
tcstifictl) 

* Source: IrJ!'hruJ. Pu.trol Officcl'5' l'eSpOnsc!l to the que~tionni I:C in 
Appcndb~ B. Seventy percent of nll patrol off:iccl'r; unswered 3. 

q'lcstiOllail'c. 
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'ranul'C! v i.t.h DurrwJ'l 
....::.,.P.:;:;(\;;:..J !..:i c.:~'(:..' ..!n:;.;,'..J,.ll.;;a;!.r~t.:..:.r,!~·l:.:.:d~ . ..!(~i.;;l1...;;:.::l;;:.on:.:.i;;;;: h:.:.::~l E..--1 __ ......:1:..;' (>:..:l:..:'C;..::C~. Il:.;;t;,;;tl.:;...r c' n i r. t.}' i oul.i c'n 

Total 

0-12 
13-21\ 
25-112 
h3-GO 
61-1:!O 
12)-~.?O 
250 + 

'. 

N=105 

12% 
15 
16 
21 
20 

5 
5 

100% 

AveraGe = 69.1 r.:on!.hn (5.8 ytl(U's) 
r·ft.Hlitm = ItS l~ontl1~.; 
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Q!.ll.r....£ 5!urinn ~-Q£..t.£tl .. t.t:, 1.2.?1 £~-';S('cl(>d .!l!£ Rll1ar~ .ill.2.!!£. full lime EPtl"ol 
pff:it:£!.. If the only l1l11thod nvnUtlbln for ellminlltJng thls wasted time' 
\Jere Lo lIiro till ntldi,tion:ll Rl:n[f I:lC!l1Ibcr for Lhe District Attorney's office 
(e.g. t to coordinate teh'phonc stnndby operations) it: would be ,,'onh it:. 

!)uhjcctiV~!!!l'ltions (1.nh1e 2) 

'.JhHe w<lstC'd· time in court imposns .:'I seemingly unnecessary Hnnndal burden 
on til('! ci t)', i.t also ae'ts tiS an irritant to pntrol officC'rs. Elgllty~thrcc 
percent sai.d that: lmiUng in coun was II seve.'t'e problem wh::m tlwy \.:erc off 
duty, and 42;~ thought it \,'115 n sevC'!rc problt!lU CVeli ~"hHe they were on duty. 
In an open cnclpd question) most r~9pondcntH mcnt1on~cl wasted time or on 
inefficienL court nyst(·m as the 1110:;t serious problC'mH with thdl" COtltncts 
"lith Superior Court. Rc~prcscnLalive comments of this Uk include the folloHing: 

"The lengthy ",aIt tel discover the casa will not be tried nt all that day." 

liThe off duty ;.lme clement. I have spent a whole day on my off-duty 
time sitling in court waiting to testify,'l 

1I1Iavinp.. to spend all day sitting around in court after hovin8 been up 
all njr,ilt on thH 12-8 mn shifL, aftet· whi.ch the case i.s usually 
continued or not cn11cd at alL" 

"Seems like elvery time an officer is subpoenaed to ceJU'tt it is after 
his night shirt and when he comes to court he usually sits there all 
day and is not needed." 

"Officers should not be forced to '"it in court nll day waiting for a 
case to be cnlled when he coutd be ... n telephone standby. This is 
no problem \.I1<ln the officer is on dllty. 11 

·'Bcing subpoenaed to court and finding out the case has been disposed 
of without: your knowledge at a tim£!. prior. to your being subpoenaed." 

"Too many cases set for the same doy--and al.l concerncd wieh court 
kno\v that it's impossible to even try half the ctlses S9t: for said date." 

"Not being subpocnaed until the last minute. It . 

"Being summoned again after the case has already been triad." 

"Going over and over for the same case, as much as [our or five 
different times." 

Other oEliccrs strassed their concern abol.lt the lack of comm~micl1tion 
bet\~ecn the District: Attorney I s Office and polica wi tncsses: 

"Not being able to discliss th" case with the D.A. Als9 t waiting half 
the mOl'ning to testif)' and tnen not doing so. II 

• 
liVery seldom tlte we briefed or asked nhout the. case until just before 
trial. Also sometl.mcs we are never told 'lbollt the outcomi of cases 
we have in Superior Court: if wc do not testify. tl 1 
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Experiences of Durham Patrol Or[i~er.!> LIS Hitnesscs in Super:tor Court: 
Impressions and Opinions~ 

A. Is havinr. to IU},it in court to lC'stHy n probh'ln for police officer!>? 

(No Problem) 1 28% 7% 
2 8 2 
3 21 9 
l, 15 18 

Severa Probl£!rn) 5 27 65 

N"'99"" N=lO.z------

n. Tha .... ,orsl: prohl em fo:: p:ltrol officers in Super:l,or Court. 

48% HASTlI;C; 'rn!l:; ,,,aiting nnd not testifying. especially when orf 
duty or oCter midl~i(',ltt !>hl.ft. 

28% INEFFJC!ENT COURT SYSTEH; ovcrlo3.ded COllrt docket, repea ted 
continuances, insufficient advance notice. 

26% !'-lEVER CONStlL'fI:U OR INFORNED AIIOUT STATUS 01' CASE (continuances, 
plon lwq~ninins, nol p1;'oss~s)., 

14% NgGATI\'g CONTACn 1dth COURT l)ERSO!\:-ll::L and defense lawyers. 

Note: Some responses art' counted in morc than onu cnte!1ory. 

c. One major chlln!jc d~sired: (open-ended) 

46% Change TilE SYSTEN BY h'lIICI! CASI~S ARI:: SCllEDULED (f!!.\vcr Ca$Nl per 
dny, schedule only ;\01: Guilty plens. l'tC.) 

112% Change Tile SYS1T:..'t BY l~lIICJl OFFICERS ARI: t\OTlFJED TO BE TN COURT 
(telephone standby). 

12% Improve QUALITY lind QUANTITY of CmiTAG1', COOPERATION, and 
CO}I}llJNICATION bct .... ·cen police nnti O.A. 's office. 

*Source~ Dm.,mlt Fittrol OHicQrs' responses to the questionnaire in 
Appendix D. Seventy percent of all patrol officers nnswcrcd a ~ucstionndire. 
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TABLE II, continued ..... _ .. "'_~r. --

D. Opinions 0\'\ \-lhctht't or not police cooperation is 11 problem: 

(No Pro \,ll'm) ). 
2 
3 
1/ 

(Very SeVC!l"C Jlrob1<.'m) 5 
2 

10 

E. Importanca of knowinc caso disposition: 

Pet/:c'n LnAt· 1)1 ntr i btl Cion - .. - ....... .-----,.---~--

(Not: ImportnnL) 1 8% 
2 11 
3 11 
4 VI 

(Extrali1clly Important) 5 62 

N=97 
'. 



" 

"PIca. bllt;gaininl1 done without cOl1sulting the officer involved." 

lithe blr,r,(!st I'robl<.'n1 is the cases be-ior. conl'i.o\lcd wHhout th~ 
offic<2r I S COo(lC'nL. H:l)'bo. thl' court fcc] a the officer shou1.(~ 
have no fin)' in this m.:ltLcx, bllt the. time tilt:· of[l<:(·1' hau to 
testify could be Wh011 he hns worked the m1dninllt shift 
and t.here is 110 \~ay it(' can hl': shutI' and r,ive his be.st testimony. 

In rl.!sponsc to anD th(>r qlll'stiOI1 011 the qlle'ltionnn ire, 7 ():i. i 'lei ien tl"d thn t 
knol>.lillg the dlsp(lsition of.:l case \,'[IS jmportnnt to thcrl--;.t fm'tllC't' il1lli('tltion 
of the concern of pntrol officers in nwint:nil1ing COmmlll11cntion With the D.A. 

S::mlt' respot1d('nts ind:Jcatell a gel1ernJi;~C't~ SCP;";C of fru!lLraU.o;1 wit}1 the 
cour t <lnd th('i r rol c in Supcl'io': COllr t: ~'~;"'s: 

Itr-:o onc kllO\~S whnt they a)'('1 r,oln?, to clo with thc ense. Lm,'yt'I's 
for the defendnnt run the court: and tell the court \~hat they 'd11 do. II 

"'£he wny we arc treated is almost like t~e arC' the I.:ti.ndnals,1I 

1I'J'he w,']itinr., nnd thc judges s('cm to let th!! defense ] C1\,~cn; gnt 
by with vcrb.n.lly abusing officers. II 

ItSolidtors feel likt~ they arc hetter than officers nnt. nrc doi.nr, 
the officcrs a favor by talking to them." 

"Host officers I havC' talked to fcd. they arc bcinr. abust;d by the 
court s),st('l:l, The.y ShO\'1 ...;p in {'ourt time n1lcr time fOl" the same 
('ose, but it: is not tried. Afrer ~H~hilc they fed, lIel1, 5t 'vill 

-be continllL~d .:lgllin so \~hy should 1 huny to r,et thct'" on lime. 
The offic~r hns no say as to ,,'hen it: \Vill be continued, I know 
it: is the offic<>):1 5 cluty to :;:ce.1 cnse through the court syslC-l\1, 
but 1: think the officer should be considered more than the cl'it:linul 
bt'ing tried" Hell, the office1' hns constitutional tights also. " 

Hhen osk(>d to state one major change they Hould JJke to sec implC'll1entNl, 
almost half the rasponJ('l1ts indic.a.ted that the systar.1 by which eilSt's 
are schcdulC!d should be changed; 

IIA schf.'dulc of Cd.al da te.s withal! t any continuances. Con! inu.:lnc.cs 
and or-hcr motions should be handled beron n Rchedule [c.1lcnd;.tr] 
and subpoenas arc isso(:!d." 

"'1'0 mnkc sure the case is rC'ndy to be tried the first tj.mc it :! s 
on the docket." 

"X realize the casclond in :·'upcrior "'?ut'C is lr{,.l~cndolls 'but thet't' 
should bt' SOI~IC! _ rited.u for conU,nu· ' C<150S. Cnsc~ should not be 
continued just for the sake of contlc .•. lIinr,. Host ca.ses 1 fC'cJ ,Ire 
,"ontinllecl just to stall fOl' time. If n case is continuCH) ft1r t\.'() 

,times it should be tried then. This I fC(I.1 i.s the reaso!'. (()t th~ 

backlog of cases at th:ls time. NC\<,l cns('s arc still bcinp, crcuted." 



f 
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Forty-two percent suggested chang inn the system by \~hich officel~s nt'e 
notj[1cd to appenr in cou~t: 

')\Htncsses ~;h()1I1d not be' called to cOllrt unl('ss H is definite 
thut the C.<lHC \1:111 be tried on that date." 

!lAUOH a 1,'1 tness to be on tel(1phonc standby rather than \~nstt· n cla.y 
\,·tdtint; for II case to be called," 

"Get evet"yonc thexe at once and get the trial over \lith." 

tlHave Im,,),(ws notify tiw solicito)" of pIcas anti motions so it cnn 
bc deterMined beforehand if the case will. b(~ td,cd nne! notHy the 
officer just :I.n tIl:} tense. " 

In response to ql10thcr qut'stion, most rcr;pondents ( ~n favored lhe 
expansion of n t61cphone standby system and saw no particular problem 
,dth such a sy-ster,l. 

IV. Conclusions 

The SllJ.:VCY results confiJ.:m H5. Hilson's impressions from het' summer int(~l'nship 
and the rather e.>:tensivt2 int('r\'iol':s she conduccecl Hi til detcc tives, nfficers, ane 
court officiflls, Unde.r th('. an:angements then in effc.'ct for subpocnail':g 
and coordinating patrol officC'rs' appcan.lI1Cl'S as \dtnc's~es in SupC'rior 
Ccurt, n substnntial amount of their time nnd the city's pubUc s:lfet)' 
budget Ims being Imsted, Ip. most cases for w\tich all officer appt'an'd 
in court in response to a subpocnn, he was riot nceclC:'d that: day: in the 
relati.vely [el,' ca!'cs in \,'hioh he was .callC'd on to testify, he illld to I,'ait 
several hours before heine called to the stand. h'hile patrol officers :lI'e 
typj.cally only subpoenaed a feW' til:!es a year to R;>peilr in Superior Court. 
many of them find their experiences on these occasi.ons frustratillf!. or 
irritatinR; particularly if dley orc subpoeno('d to nppear during o(f duty 
hours. 

Besidc.>s the wasted time and many needless trips to Court, patrol officers 
object to the lack of communication I.'ith the District Attorney's office: 
they \·mnt slIbj"oCIlI.lS to be. served seve.ral days before thl~ appe:.ralll.'c d(lt~; 
they I·mnt to consult "dth the D.A. before t('stifyinr-: so:ne , ... ant a SilY in 
when cases arc sch~dulC'd (to avoid court appearances on days [ollmd.nr, . 
midnight shift \~od:); LInt! lhey 'vant to be informc-d of the disposition of 
cases in which they I~ere personally ilwolved, 

Patrol officers bcliC'vc that potential remedies [or these. pl"ohlcms include 
a greater use 0:: the telephone standby system. and better communications with 
the D.A. 's office. 
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