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'. 0''' rh~bulk ofthe.'work'Qttrialand appellate courts ". 
1,) f) cohti~ues to have Httle . lJ1111edi ate impact on the lives , 

o 

'0 

8,,~ .' of most peopleomostofthe time •••• Not surprisingly, 
when interviewers 'ask, peopl e, what they know about wh,at " 
courts' do, they, learn,;that peopJ'e'generally",know littl~, 
and that 'what 'p~opl~ think " t~eyo ~now . is, often. wrong', ,en' 0 

at least c~nsider?ahJly askeW.Q~,(,. 0 

f7 c' 

,)he above'obseryatfon of oJ ames Willard Hurst was made 'in "1981, 
"".c: (J 0 0 

,- ' '.' ~" • if ,"11 -J II 0 ,n" , 

, not ~O or lOO yearcs 'agq •. 0 On,e reason for, the lack of pub 1 i c kpowl ed~e on 

"the woro~"of court's haS' bee~ the lack of'::r~search on the t.opic~. Wi thou~t 
£)(,':;:-. - ";_ -. ~ ,~ " \':' Ol' _ ... ::-' ,U' -" \,~ "" • 

compJete, and ~ccurate infQ~mat'ion, the public ,will "rely on whatever 
• ':" ; "" 0 --' ' 

• lJ v' J;;l 

'" "information' is a.vailable. Fifty" years ago the "Wickersham COmrilission 
,,; " . "~ , '" , ~ , 

'."'-

reportno~ed Ut~,e" eagerness wi th'Whi ch 'unsystemati!=, ,.ofteni naSFur~te, . 
T' ~~ . -",. - • \;I. v_ '" _ . . i) . " , ,', '" '> : .. :~ _ ':"" _ 

and rno're Qfte" i n<;()mp letes:tatf sti cs aNai 1 abl e for this country" are taken i'_, 
, > 1>. ' . ". ,;. " ,_ • c. . I'l ."'; • ~ , ,'.' .:: 

1JP~Y textwriters~'wrfters'in,p¢riodical$: news~apel!' writer,s," and publ ic /i' 
.." ',.' . ~. 0, 

~ ,. ~,2 . " " 
~,~peakers. • As" Hurst ,n;lustrat~~"th~ s;:t;uati on has not changed 

O' .. 

,<7' '/<much in the last ~Oy~ears. 
o 

() 

"'.:;:;! 

-\./' I" 

Before 1910, the ~mphasis of court-related research was on 
_ ." (-,. . 0 .~ - " "," ' . ~ b . ~ 

appellate courts in generaL and on the United States Supreme Court in 
, " 

particular .. ' Not unt,i 1 the 1970$ . was. extensi vel7esearchco'nd~tted on 

state trial courts,. 
a 

Even, thesestuCites are marke,Q by at least fOl.lr 
c" II -.\) " I; 

o , 

;;~""1 imitati ems: 
t' Q _ 

" 0 

.'/" 

.f. 

o 

o 

I) 

,'. , 
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,1. Most deal with only a very limited number of sites, ' 
, and these are mostly. urban. " 

Z. Few are 10ngitudin'a1 studies that cover a long 
period of time. u 

3. Many do not control for varia.tionsincoOrt 
jurisdictions. 

,) 

\) 6-, 0 I.) 

4. Most have no standard c1 assi fi cati on scheme for" 
categorizing, and therefore counting cases 
according to subject matter. 3 ~ 

() 

Since its start in 1977, the National Gourt,· Statistics Project 
'" 

(NCSP) has be.en able to make headway againstp11 but the second of these 

'1 imitations. The active involvement, of the C,pnference of State Court 

A~mi ni ~trators (COSCA), th~ Bureau ~f J u~,ti»ce Stat; sti cs, a~dthe 
National Center for State Court~ in the NCSP ensures a coordinated 

approach to the coHection," analysis, and dlsseminati,on of state court 
: ~ 

statist,~cs. The c:~untry-wide ,~ompilations Qf state Cou~~f.lseloadsin 

'the State Court Case10ad Statistics: Annual Report s",eries is the only 

comprehensive source"of state- and court";1~ve1 dataavatlab1'~.4 The' 
1.\" ''-\ . <,' ' ~' " 

n 

cooperation of st~te court administrators in providing ,and improving'the 

data th~y al readycoll ect has enab 1 ~d this proj ect to,suc~eed in 'becomi ng,,' 
. , ~. . 

a nationa'l "respository for state court statistics, where earliet~fforts 
() 0' ~:r '/''''';._ , " 

had fa; lie'd. 5 tl 0 ,;,. 

,q 

3. 'Hurst, OPe cit., p •. 407. 
0' 

~ •. Nationa1 Court Statistics Project, State CO,urtCaseload" '.~' .', 
StatlstlcS: Annual Resort, 1976 (Wi'l1iamsburg,Ya.:National Centeffor 
State C?ur~s, 1980) an ,State Co~rt Cas.e10ad' Statistics: Annual Report, 
1977 (Wllllamsburg, Va.: Natl(jnal Center for State Courts, 1982) •. 

() \. . " It"" • ,'",.,. 

"~. . F pr documen~at ion :Of, 'past efforts to gath~r state Court' f, 

stat!st!cS, see Natlona1, CourtStatj.stics Proj~ct, State Court Caseload 
Stat1stlcS: The State of the Art (Washi.ngton, D.C.; National Criminal 

_ J ustlce~nformation and St~tistics Service, 1978), ch,<2. ' .. ' , .. 
\ ~" ~ .. ~" 

0 

~ 

() 

¢ .' \ 

! 

I 

I 
1 
l 

.l.!: 

I 
,I 
t 

l 

In addi ti on, to servi n9 asa r~posi tory and c1 eari nghouse for\ .... 

statecoLlrt caseloadstatistics, the NCSP also assists states in 
. ".-J"" , 

i~p~OVin9 ,the a~cu~ac~a~d .completen.esso~F~ stati st~cs •.. The • 

subJect-matter Jurlsdlctlon of each state'courtls conta1nedln the 
,(\, " 

profile section\..~f the Annual Report 'series, 'and data that are t;omparable 

are presented together i.} the sUlmlary table section. In addition, the 

NCSP produced the State Court Moder~Statistical Dictionary6-;..a 

refer~nce that ('creates the basi271assifica~ion ~tructure necessar~ foro' 

c,ase10ad inv~ntory analysis and ci'fines the associated terms." This 

reference helps resolve problems of case c1assific~~ion and ma~es case 

terminology from diverse state courts comparable. 
~ 0 

Q The NCSP has not di rectly addressed the problem 9f the 1 ack of 
,; ., 

hi"storical caseloa9 data'. The ,longer the Annual Report series is 
o " , 

contirlued o however, the more caseload data will be availabl'e to measure" 

o trends 'over time. 
¢ 

Si.nce the NCSP" serves as a repository for stat,e court case10ad" 

and o~ganization statistics, "it is often called upon to supply , 

information on case1oad" composition. () Un~i1 now; ~ufficient" , 2.. 
II .' i). ,; , 

cross-sectional .or lon,gitudina1 data on state 'court caselo~d$ h~"eno~ c , 

been available to justify e~enthe most tentative generalizations. 
, , ·~1 " , ' ." d" , ," ' 'u j1 • 1,. ",' ' . ' 0;'\ • 

A 1 though the gaps incase load data wi 11 be readily apparen~ to " 
• ~ , ,-, c' , • 

the 'J'iader of this mono~raphJ) enough data are· no"!av ail abl e : to warrant. a 
~ :/ \\ ,.,. . \' • :t" 0 !) , ': , " .. 

getler~l ~<tescripti"on<~of caseloa~ ~~ompo~iti~n and, trendS'., Even the meagel" 
'c,' '1 ' ',' q . , .' . c,. " 

~c~m9un~ ofi'riformGatioo that' is n~~~:availabl<~, however;J, may be $Uffi'cient c 

• 'I 

, , • ~<" 'Cl ',) ." Il. ' _ . ' 

6 •. ' NationalCourt;Statistic$ :Prod~coti Nat,ona1Center . for State~ 
CQu.rts, State rCourtMode1; StathticanOictionarY(Wa$"ing~\on, 'D.Cl': U~S!' 
Department of J ustl ce; 198,0)..., :;,,,' . 
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,to di~pel some of ~he myths that have evolved around the work of the 

courts" in the absence o·f J nformati on. ;, 
, ((3" 

Generalizations,even those at a lljgh level of abstraction, can 
,!;. :: 

be informative. For example, 'a spate of articles and books d,iscussing" 

the hypothesized "litigation exp10sion" appeared in tl~e ~ixttes. 7 One 
, ~ 

cOl1lllentator characterized the caseload increases as IIhyper1exis--our 
. '.' - \." P , . i; 

national disease,"8 while anothercal~ed ~henumber'o<f ca~es,"f~ga1 

poJ1ution. 1I9 <A 1983 issue of Chana'in" Timesillustll'ates the ton:e of 

these ~rtic1es: 
, 

Outraged by a referee,"g" call ,several Washington , 
R~dskins football fans file a lawsujt in federal court 
demanding that it be'o,verturned. A young girl br.eaks 
herfi nger catching a fly, ba 11 in a school softball 
game; 'her parents sue the gym teacher ,chargi ng th.at 

. she wasn't properly coached. The University of 
Michigan is sued for $853,,000 by a student who ~eceived 
a low grade in German. A convict whose s,entence is' 
increased for escaping sues the'county and its s~eriffJ 
accusing them of negligence in failing to prevent the 
ge~away. A 9-year-01d girl, sues the makers of Craoker" 
J a'i::k because her box contai ns no \\priz~. Welcome to the 
age Of Utigation.lO , . .," 0 

, 7. Se~", e.g.', Ma~'rice RO$,enberg, "Court Congestion:cStatus,Causes', 
" and ~roposed Remedies" in H.W. Jones, edir , The COl!rts, the Public, and 

the LawEx~loSion (Eng1~wQod Cl iffs: Aentlc~-Hall, 1965). Only 
, rec~ntly ~~ief J ust!ce. B~rge.~ ... ref.·e~.~.tfiS'.'l1tigatio. n. exploi~ion 
. dur.lng thlS generatlon" 1.0 hlsar£icl~, '!Isn.,'t,There aBetter Way?U 68. 
Ame~ican Bar J'},ssoci atiqn Journal (1982), pp.274-77. " . . 

",. 8., C~hristoJlher Manning, 'iH~perlexis: Our National" Disease",,7l.' . 
Northwestern ,Law "Review (1977) "p. 76T;,Thomas Ehrlich,UL~galPofhitjo"," ' 
GRew Vorl( llmes Maga~ine (1976) p~ 17. ~ 

~ 

9~ "E~eryboc:Jy' Is uSu~,ng Ev~rybQdy:" Changing Times (April 1983), p. 
))76. "," " 

~) ~-~)& 

,10. Marc Galanter, "Reading .the L~ndscape "Q,f Oi sputes:Whatt we Know 
, and"'Oon It, Know C'and ThiJlk We Know) about our Allegedly Contenti'ous and 

'Lei t i'giousSo&1Jebty l~ paperprepaf"ed ;.fordth~ Nationa1~onferen~eon the 
LaWyer's"~hanging R91e in Resolv;lJg Pisp~tes, Harw~rd t,awSchool~Ootober 
14"'; "9:,1982" p.o 5. ., ' ." .,,,. ", . 
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According to Galanter, the evidence normally cited fot the 

existence, of a litigation explosion has consisted of several developments: 

o 

c:, 0 

'-' 

the growth in filings in federal courts 

the growth in size of the legal profession 

accounts of monster cases {A.T.,&T., IBM, etc.) and 
the V,ast amounts" Qf resources they consumed, 

atrocity stories~-i.e., citation of "outlandish ll 

c~ses that 'seem petty or extravagan,t or both: ," A 
woman has sued community officials for ha1f-a-

, mi.11ion dollars for forbidding her tonbrea,stfeed her 
child by the cODlllunity wading pool.1I (Buffalo 
Couri er.;.Express, ~ an oj 21 , 1979,. p. E-1.); a chil d 
sue. hlS parents for Ima1-parenting"; a disappointed 
~uitorbrings suit for being stood up on a date; 
Marvin IYs.~ Marvin and its,proge~y; "sports fans sue 

f)'Offici~ls;'players sue management; Indians claim 
vast tracts' of ~land, etc. 

war stor1es(;-i .e. ,accounts of personal· ~xperiences 
by bus; ness" and other. m~nagers .about how 1 i ti gati on 
impinges on their institutions, ties thylr h. ands, 

'" impairs effi ci e~cy, runs up ~ costs., etc. ' 

\~ 

I" " Even those who would deny' b.asic rights to others, such as the. KuKlux 
i) 

Klan, use the courts to protect their own freedom of association. More"" 
, 6 

recently, obos,ervers of courts have wOf,ldered whether the 1 i t1gati on 

explosion has r~a(:hed a "plateau or whether it'ever rea11y'existed~11 
, Substantive data frQmstatetr'i.a1 courts, '1 where 98 p,~rcentof all court 

"ca~es are f'iled, are seldom c1;ted~,s evidence in the litigation,explosion 

'~literature. Extrapolation~ based upon federal case10ad d~t\a may ~ot be . ';' , '. 

app'roprinfebecau§e therepo~ted" federal .case1 oadis infl ue,nc.ed by 
, ~ :l 

tlcttional policy considerations. A change .in~ f,~deral civil rights law, .'" 

~~~-----,~) ----
11. Jethro .K. Lieberman, The Litfgious$ociety.(New.,York:" Basic 

Books t 1981)., See Char] es O. Breite 1, "fheQuandary in Litigation/I 25' 
Missouri LaW'Review (1960) u pp• 225-38~ for a discussion of the paradox of 
court congest,ioncoupled ~ith a d,eclineinvo7ume of litigation. . ' 
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. for example, may 'have anin.nediateand direct fmpact, on-federal court " 
" ~\ .' 

caseload but a more (delayed, inMrect effecton t'he work of state tfhl 
o 

courts. 
D ../ 

Even if the state trta1' tourtdata are used, both~ geographkal 

and jurhdicUonal 'varhtions ;,among the states can infl uence the 
• . {I., .. 

conclusions. For example, caseloadmay be tncrea~ing in sun-b~lt states 

at the same time it is decl i ni rig in snow-bel tstate~.~: Alternatively; 

medical malpractice "and autonatc1d~nt litigation could be increa~ing 
(\ , -,-

while filings in contract ~ndqnon .. autq-torts cas'esa~e declining. 

Stating that case fHings have increaSed 50 .. percent in one state is 

misleading if parking viol'~tionsaccount f()r much -of the' iriS.'r.:~a." see It is , ", . .-' r, 
. not enough to assert that case filings are in'creasing. We must.also bell 

, " r;. :' . '" . . ,{I '. . . 

able to specify the dimensions of the problem by'pinpointing the ,source 
, ,. ~ / - , ' -'j- ~c~n '- .f) 

of· the increase. In thi s monograph ,wedescri be the" typ;,ca 1 mi x of cases 
, ',. 

filed in state coUrts in recent years and examine these data "for clues to 

future trends. 

~ChaPt~r II of this monograp'h discusses 'the methodology of the' 

- State Court Case,load Statistics: AnnualReportseriesandthe'c,on~inui,!~ 

problems of datacomp'i)rability. Chapter nlexplores c~seload 

c()mpo~itiori by using the data presented in the" ~nnual rep6~tstotest" 
" 0 

" ~oowBon.myths concerning' court casel oad~ •. ChapterI\f'rel"ates ~atterns of 
, "" ". 

'., case load C9mpOS i ti on to pop'ulatioi1size and groWth .; This 1 astchapter 
\; .,\\ 0 . (\ ' 'Z"I 

' .. ..:.., 

(;. coritai ns conclusi~ns reachedtn this 'ri1onogr~ph. 
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'Q Ctlapter I I 

"CASELOAD DATA FROM STATE COURT ANNUAL REPORTS 
j;''' 

Fromi ts i n,cepti on, the .NCSP has usedr data generated by' exi st; ~g 

siate court stati stical repor'~ing systems. Th,e state~ already us~ t~ese 

systems ,t,o .support their operational, management,planning~ and researC!h 
c ~ 

functi Qi1S, and toprovi Q,e data that. these systems generate i ~ their court 

annual reports. Th~ NCSP compilesandsuDlDarizes these data t~' obtain . ,,~ , " . 

nat.ional caseload totals. The" advantage' of thisapproacht; data 

colle'etion is that courts are not. burdened with additional repor~tpg 

"requirements ~o meet the needs of an external agency, but continue to 
o 

report ~he statistics that they currently use for their own local-level 

caSe 1 ~~d management to . the state. admi ni strati ve office ~of. ocourts. .The 

fact that . .these,~tatistics are used ~y, the" cour~;s themselves reassures ~s 
• r ",' " 

,i { 

thatc th~ da'lta reported are~s complete and 'ac~ur:ateas ,posstb 1 e. Another 
v . 0 

major advantage of this ,approach is thatJdata elemeni~ added and format 
;:, " 

impro'lenients m~dei~state .court annual reports are likely to be carried 
~ tI 

ove~ . to succeedi ng years., 
$~ 

T~~reforell basi,ng" tfie'NCSP State Court Caseload' StatisUcs: 

a~,curate, compr~ensiye, and detaile,Q;statistics available., 'I . ~ r Dpt~ for.eachAnnual ReJ!ort:~e coll~~d t~rOUgh HQIIIPr.ehensive" 

anal~SiSQfeach st~;teis" annual r~port'and other mater:ials provided too' 

. the NCSP byst~~e courtadminis~ators 'and appell~te ~ourt clerks,. After 

thes~ data have been put into theNC~P'reporting format,\they.are. 

returnedt()$t,atecourt a~jnistr~tors"anij appellate court clerks for.: 0 
~ l' • .' h L} '. , , Q 

, . ' ~~ Q Q fi 

verification. ,Although this methodQlogy should yielCJ accurate and 
• ' , ".i! . - .... ~ '.' "', , ,-0",,, : -, 

, 0 
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" 
complete data, it depEmds"upon timely receipt of annual reports from the 

state co'urts. Even wi th the cooperati on o.f state co~rtadmi ni strator:s, 

differences in reporting periods and publication schedules for each state 

court annual r~port, pluS the time necessary to compile statistics into 
" , " ," C' .. , , ' , l' , , c 

national"totals, make a two- or three- year delay in producing the ,Annual 

Report series inevitable. This problem of timel iness can" be mitigated by " 
'J G . 

suppl ementi I1g thi s,seri es with the Advance Report series J a sUDlJ1ary of 

current court caseloadsobtainedthrough a yeitr1y survey of state Court 

administrators). ' Prel iminary data from;the Adva~ce Report are made 

available to those who n~ed timely "and basic aggregate figure~ on state 

court caseloads. these figures may be compared with those published in 
o· (j 

" 
the statesl'annual reports when the corresP9nding volu~e ofthe"NCSP's 

'Annual'Report series is published. Thetwo"methodologies of" the Annual :", 
<.,:: 

o () 

Report series anp the "Advance Report, series ,thus complement ~achother. 

o •• ,it ~hOUl~ be empha~lz~d thatgeneranzationslrilsed on ccasel.ad 

data rsnould bevlewed cautlously. Regardless ''of owhether data are ::" 

collected from state court 'annuaf reports or through a survey instrument" 

compar~bility is lim.,ted by vari ationsin court organization and their 
(),' " 

/J' \\ 

associated differences, in sJ~bject-matterJurisdiction, ,definitions of 

court statistical terms /' reporti ng peri'o'~s ,~nd <;ompl eteness ofd~ta 
• 0 ~ , 

'--,: co 

reported. 
(J 

!J " 

.' Some states have 1 ntermedi ate appellate courts and courts of 
" . - 0 

li mi tedj ur1sdi cti~on; others do" not. '. Vari ationsi n,court organization 
\\ 

~re assocjated with yariations.insubJect matter jur:isdic,tion. 'For 
, ""S] " ," " " ,'".. , , ' , 

exajl1ple,' data froom a general.l,lju'risdiction tri .. alcourt ina state with a 
' . , ',' .t' ., . . ~ ,; 

~U'lified" trial court Will inClud~ 'alltyp~s ofc.as·es~f~om parking,," 

violations tQ feloni'es,andfroni s'inal1 claims
D 

tolargepY'Oduct-liabil ity 
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torts. "Data from a general jurisdiction court in "another' state may 

consist of d~ta";..from a "criminal division that hears only f~lony cases and 

data,from ac;vil di~isiQn whose jurisd'i~tion involves sums of at l~ast 

$10,OOO--leavi,rig misdemeanors" Jrelimih~ry hearings, ,civil cases under 
(~'!< ..... t\ -.: 

$10,000, and all oth~i" case types~ to li~~'ted jurisdiction courts. 
" " l\ 

Therefore, case loads of the gener~,l juri sdi cti on"courts in those two 

. "t~pes of stiltescarlnot b~ compared. The 1 atter court wi,n ,obvi ously have 

many fewer cases than the former., tt woul d bemore..~ accurate, to compare " 

the caseloads"of the unified·trial co~rts with'caseloads of both the 

, , g~nera ," a~od 1 im,i ted juri sdi ~ti on~ourts in the, secon~tepe of state,.' , 

Another approach would divide the taseloads of the t~tAtates by subject 
() "\) 

"matter, compari n~ ffl i ng rates for a specirfi c case type in the uniti ed 
" 

trial court wi th ,ftl ing rates for that same case type i n general and , 

1 imited jurisdiction ,courts of the ,second state-type." rn order to 

compensatefordifferet1ces in the size of the sta,;es, a further 

refinement, comparing fi lings per uni t'ofpopul ati on, mi 9htb'ei'ntr~duced. 
\') 0 " 

_0:.-. ·De.ff'lit.i:ons ,·a·l·so ·a.f-fect· "compar·iso'ns.·,o p'articular 'dru~ "offEnses', 
~\' 1\ 

for example,,, may be d~lfined as fe~(mies in one state and as misdemeanor$ 
(/ 

:;-, 

in another. In fact, definit1'9ns within states do not remaitlconsistent 

over ,?time. An offense classified as a felony one year may,be 
u 

re-clas$if1ed by statute as a mi~demeanor?th~ following ye~~. ~ " 

I' fI 

• Compari sons, may ,also "be affected by cdi'fferences in" the peri ods 
(. .' l' ;) 

for which data arereported~'" Mosistates report data by calendar year, 
' ,,' Q () " . 0' 

but a si~able number ~se fiscal years,'with different,startin9, dates. 
(. " " G 

" Yearly total~ of filings arid 'diSJiosi~ions ire relatively insensitive to 
, ' ", ,,' "". Il . 'I; , ' '. " ' ., ' .. ',' ' 

the choice of startapdend P01~t~ for t,he reportHlg perl0d(,sinc~ they 

'include case volume foranent1're year (he •• "a comp1etecyc1.e of d~ta,):, 
\} 
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Data are i ncl ud"edfor,every month, so it 'makes 1 i ttl edi fference whether 
" ~., 

'the d_ata 99·, from July through J unepr fromJ, anuary" througlbD_ecember. ' If 
" .. ";;' " 

th'e ,caseload "of ' a pa-r:ticular'state ?'r'court is"increasing each}e~~~")the 
'. Q (; G _ 

caseload reported for aspecifi.c calendar year wi.1lbe slightly larger 

than thatwhi ch ;woul d h.ave been; reported for; the' associ ated <f; sca] year ' 

(which would have started s;x-monthsearlier). Blitas, long as the court­

maintains. the same r,eporting peri()d for. sucd~ssive;: years, the yearly 
~" 

change in filings or dlSPositions wUl not, .be clistorted by ,the choice, of 
, 

,reporting period. ' The size of the reported pending ocase10ad, on the 

other ,hand, 'cis sensitive to theselection;ofthe star~ and end points of 
~ . 

thereporti ngperi ode 0 

Most-courts have an est~blishedecyc1e of busfness that is 

reflected in the" growt~ and d,ecline of the size of the pendingcaseload -

"during the year. This cycle, which may notbet~e same for-all "Collrts, 

." is affected by the schedule o.f vac~tions, hal i days, judiei alconferences, 
- n v . , . " 

'.\ 
. . 

~nd 'po1,tical events. To" use.anextremeexamp1e,-~onsjder- ;'a cpurt t~at 

does notcc;mduct tr:ialsfor onemphth: during the.suJllner while:i'ts judges 

'are onvacation:.,lheclerkts office remajns open all sUl1Iller,so parties 

conti ~ue to "til e sui ts. b~t ~<o tr1 al s <aresch~~ul~d < d~~, the vacatiQn < < " 

month. Filings for· so~etypeso( cases, criminal and~uveni1e matters in_ 
\\ (I. \'.,; . ". ,." " 

particular, may even "incr~~se during the. summer. A modest nuUlher of 
" . 

cases may be df$posed of <!uring the . vacatf'on month withO,Jlt .the ~ction of 
" 

a judge •. Pari:ies.,to ;clYil s,uits. maysettle"theirfases,'and t~e' (, 
o " , 

,prosecutor maydismj,sssome cr'imi nalchargtls. These f~w dispositions .. 
/)' . -(' _ U ~l .Q ~ • !, \1 

, " 
probably. would not be·· enough to offset' thenumbe'r of case~' fUed duri'ng 

Q,' " \, ' ,,' ,'C "Q 

the month , .$pduri,ng that month the number of casespendi ng wut~ ,,0 
. .,."'.' " '. "- i.1' "" . . 

" 
increase •. 'A,t't~e er:td of1:~e lJlonth ,the/c'Our-,;t re'turns to its fUll' 

" (I 0 

\l " " 

10 " 

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

, " 

11' 

schedule of activity. ,The. ex-tra,·large pending case10ad at the end of·,the 

'~ont,hi sgradual1y reQuce'Cl during the ') next eleven months. In this court, 

the'~, choice of the ,start and end poi nts for the report'j ng peri ad wi 11 ,. 

affec,t the size of the reported pending caseload. If· the r~porting 
{~ .' 

period begins at the beginning of ,the vacatio~ month, the pending 

case10ad will be sma,ll. If this perjodstarts "at the end of the vacation 

month, it will be 1 arge. 

Finally, incomplete. data are a continuing problem. • . & 
Sometimes 

data are not really IImissing,1I but are simply 'reported in less d.etail 

than li\Ie w~u1 d 1 ike., Medi ca 1" rna lpracti ce, product 1i abll j ty, and all, 

"' other types of cases will, of course, be heard in some court in. every 

state, but may be aggregated into a I misce1laneous" or "other" category 
",' (I 

when the data are reported. For "a. person 'i nterested in statl stics on 
" 

(; medical malpr~cticeor product-liabili!y cases, the, total number of ,c;vi1 

cases "fi,led',0 disposed, or pending is' n~thelpful.The figures needed are 

included in the total" datil, but are flot avaiJab1e sepatately. Another 

problem is the 1"ack of complete infonnatioo., on "'caseload inventories •. 
" 

a 

" 
" 

!J 
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from specific court locations, affects all categories of data. Theis iis a 
Ii 

. more difficult problem than can be solved inc the short run. Inevi'tab1y,_ 

most missing data occ,ur in' limited jursidiction courts. 
'I 

Unde,r the best 
(;I ,;. 

of conditions, these data can only be estima~edfrom the relationships 
o 

between population served, geographic area covered, or jurisdiction QJ 
() •• , " '::0 

the court and similar data reported for other. locations of the same 

court. For .:those courts that report no data from any location, estiJiJate,~ 
- ~ 

must be based on the data i~om J.Ehercourts in the same state or from" 

similar courts in other st;tes. The accuracy of est{mates of case10ad. 

'statistics is directly related to the tlUa1ity of the data used in their 
J c 0 ~ 

:;:, Q 

calculation and" the relevance of these data to the statisticsobeing 

estimated. 

Puttingasiq,e th'e inevitable problems of completeness and 
c .: 

accuracy COllJllon, to al1;data sets~ case composition is as important a~ 
o 

'case volume in determining court workload. "D,iffer~nt types of cases 

require di:fferent" types and amounts ofcour1; resourceS for their 

resol u;i'on. D~' For effective court ~anagementJ we need i nMrm~ti on onboth ' 
" 

the number and type ·of cases to be disposed. 
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Chapter III 
o 

,; MYTHS ABOUt COURT BUSINESS' 

In the popu1~r "image of courts, an adult is arrested for a crime, 
it' 

'retains Perry Mason, and goes to trial before a juty ina dignified, .. 

wood-pane1eCJ and marble-floored courtroom. 1 ,\ As academic research 
,I o· si 

becomes mar; sophisticated, it becomes fashio'nab1e to ridicule the myths 

, the pub 1i c be 11 eves 'about court Qusi ness. The' pur'pose of th is chapter is 
, 0 ' 

, D 

" to test empirically, a series of these IImyths!! about courts. 

Defining court business 
a ,.' 

Whether or not cOl1ll1on mYths about courts have a basi sin r~a 1i ty 
;j 

depends upon the d~ffnition of IIcourtll and lI~ou~t business" beini 
o " 

employed.' ~ome of the' misunderstandings' about COlJr~~S and their workloads 
" 0 Q 

are undoubte
o
d1y caused bi' di fferent'concep'ti onsof Courts. Toi 11 ustrate 

hOWe ~ffinitior7S\) inf1ue~cethe copc1usions drawn, the m,yths will ~e.tested 
usi ng~ three perspectives of court business. Cour'tbusiness will be " 

defi ned first Las the total number of case fi 1 i ngs, second as the tota 1 
\).. .) .' " 

number of I~,seri'ousll cases, and third as the total number of contested 

cases. 

"~ "Court business" as cases fil ed 

" 

,~nthe" broadest sense, court,. business is the, dispo$l tlon ofa 11 
" 0. ." 

(l • _ .••. '. () ~) :~. 

ca~esfl1 ed." lota1fi 1 i ngs reveal both the nUIl1.b~rof cases and, the 
. . 

" 

varie~yof cases .cou~ts are called upon to resolve. On theoth~r hand~ 

~ 6 0 

,;1. S~e Charles E. Silberman, QCr.imina1 Violence, Cf1minalJ,ustice 
(NewYo~k= Vintage BOQks,,, 1978), p. 375. /1-;0.,-.;...;...~ 
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several considerations must betaken. into account before using total case . . 
" 

fil ings as a measure of court business •... Th~ most serious. proble~ is thatc 

cafse .types are' defined differently in e~'ch "state. The State COIJrt Model 
" (; :;J 

Stat.istics Dictionary recollll1end$ thattraffic cases be separated from 

criminal c~ses in data reported. 2 In some states, a d~istinction is 
,\ 0 

made between criminal "cases and traffic cases, while ,·inothers all 
" 

traffi.c offenses are consi dered. crimi na 1 cases. In yet a thi rd set of . 
" 

states, only serious traffi·c "offenses, ~uch as driving with a revoked ?r 
o '. 

suspended license or driving while intoxicated,are c04,nted as criminal . 
.. ,. " !J" 

cases. Obvi ously, compari sons ,amori~ the 'three sets of states woul d be 

meaningl ess unl ess data are adj,J.Isted to accoun,;t for differences in case,. 

type defi oJ tions. 
o 

" ,Fi gurel ill ustrates hoW the defi ni ti an of OnEt· case category can" 

affect the entire caseload, composi.tion. The . two. pie charts showing 

caseload composition ,in state trial courts are based upon data from 
~ I~ . 

o 

states where complete data were avail able' for criminal" civil, tr'affic, 

and jUve.".ife c~ses.3 ,Tra;ffC ~ase. S ~ake~p the largest p;";po.rtp1ln o'f" 
court cc,aseload regardl ess of whether or not parki.ng vi 01 ations \re " 

included. 
o 

" 
The. pie chart on the left shows caseload composition in 20 s,ates 

" that do not count parking violations as9 tratfic filings~ In that "chart, 
p I). ~ , • .. u ' 

2. State Court Model Stati'stical Dictionary, tWashingtpn, P.c.:" 0.,0 

U.,S. D~partment of Justice,1980), p."lol.o If s,.+,ates, such as California 
and Hawaii, w~ich do include 'parking viol~tions astrafffc fHings,' 
record parking violations separawfrom other t'raffic fil ings, parking 
vfol ati onscan be" subtracted from traff;,c cases an.d . thus make traffi c , 
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"til fngs. comparable among stat~s. . 

3. Victor E. Flango and Mary E. Elsner, uAdvance Report: The Latest 0 

State Court CaseloadDa.taU 7 State Court Journal (Winter 198j), PPJ. 16-23' •.. " " 
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Impact of inclUding "parking violations as tra(fic filings on 
~ composition of state trta1 court filings, 1981/82 

t..:;SV~ ~. 

,("" 81% 
Traffic 

f)"D 

<! 1.5% 
~=::::::::=J Juveni Ie 

1% 
",-==:::::::::j Juve nil e ~= 

, II 

.,:", (~ 
~\ Data from 20~tates reporting . 
\) complete data that did not count 

parking lIio1ationsDas traffic filings~ 

Data from"'7 states reporting 
complete data that counted p'arking 
violations as traffic filings. 

<::, 

f! 
" 

\ 
t'raffi.ctCases made up the 61 pe~cerit of the total case volume, criminal 

.cases 19 percent, civil" cases 18 percent, and juvenile cases 1.5 
" 

percent. The pie chart on 1:heright~shows caseload composltion in the 
'" 

seve.n st,ateswhere, parleing violations were included in Cthe count of') 

tra'ffic cases' bringing' thetraffi·c proportion of· the to,ta 1 . triBl' 
• I.) ., c· \) 

pet:tent. When parking violations are·counted as, traffic filings, the' 
," _C"I?- 8 q "~,, . 

proporticln of to'tal court ca~'ef}lings that 'are criminal cases changes 
Q .. 

from 19 percentO to 8 percent, and"the proporti on of total court case 
U _, ,,'. 

~ 0 

fillIngs that are cbi" also' drOD.s substantially, from., 18 percent to TO 
" :, t' Cl 

per·c~nt ~ ." 

'" 0 traffi&;, offenses 1nake'a6p~rce'ntof tbtalcour:t fHings in 0" 

,;::::-.d :~ . ,~: ~.' 0. ~'''. _: ~" c,' . , . ~ ',' -- : . .', 'I D . . . _, l\ 

California, but nearl~_twothirds ·of these traffic offenses (8,674,737) 
-? '0 '. 

areparlang'violations. Roughly the same "propor:~~on of tr~ffiC cases 
.1;;' ~ ~ ~ :,"'. :' .' ',~ _ ' .• ." ~" ~ .. '. ,: • ~ ". < • C ' . . ''0 :) 0 

were',parking vio'l atlon"s in Hawaii, ~M~ss'achusetts" andNewnJ'~rsey~,al so. " 
,I' _., '. n .". D- . z· I . _ ~ (;) .'. , 
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Another problem with using 'i0tall' case filings as a tneacsure of 

court busl.e,ss Is that fnings repr~sent demand, for court ,se,rvices, but 

not the ~ast differences in thea~ou~t of time a'nd resour~esit takes. to 

process court cases. Derek Bok st~t~ld the problem thi~ way: 

Contrary to popular,beiief, it is not clear that 
,we are a madly litigious society. It is true"'we have 
experienc-sd a rapid growth in the number of complaints 
filed in our courts. But filing~are often only a 
prelude to some kind of voluntary .settlement. The 
number of disputes actually litisated in the United 
States does not appear to be ris1ng mUch-faster than 
the popul ati on as a whol e. 4 c ,'i 

~ . 
As Bok notes,' one reas'on for the differences in the amountof 

time and resources it takes to process court cases i s.othe number of cases 

that go to tri a', rather than bei ng settl ed before tr-i al ." Another reason 
~ " 

for the di fference is· that cases vary in comp 1 exi ty~. Traffi c cases, 

although representing a majority of total case filings, do not consl:!me a -
G ~ 

majority of court time or resources. One way of compensating for the 
t\ '! 

unequal draw on courtresoources is ,fOf! e.achstate to adopt some type of 

weighted caseload syst~m.5 Most states do not currently have" 

~~ightedll filing,data available.C\ 
)\:) '0 f / Court bus'i ness as "seri GUS cases 

Just as a researcher might aptomatH:ally di scount parking 

violations from court filings in Figure 1, members of the general public 
,.,' \~ \1 

mentally separate .lIseriousll court cases from the less serious. Altho,ugh, 

the precise division pOint between seriouS, and ,not serious may vary among , 

4. Derek ce. Sok, IIA Flawed System," Harvard Magaz,ine (May-June 
, 1983), pp. 38-45." 

.. 5. Harry D,-'Lawson and .Barbara J. Gletne, 'Workload ;Measuresin'the 
Court (Wi'll i amsburg, Va.: Nat; ona 1 Center for State Courts, .1980) ~ .. pp. 
51-59. r 
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individuals, there" should, be agreement that some cases, e.g., felonies,;; 

are ser~,ous by definitjon 'andot~,e~.~J,~.g., parking violati'q!}~pare, not~ 
W~en' a c'itizen, goes to the courthouse to ,p~y a fine or make a child .') 
\)'., ,"' 

supp'ortpayment, hedo~sn',t .. feelthat he has been to court. Yet,' these 
I :"j ~) 

,transacti oris may be counteQ as ,fi 1 i ng$ just as tel oni es and torts are., 

Subj eg,t matter and 1 eV~'l of court, ~hOUgh i nterrel ated 5 may be," 

used as indicDators of serious cases. Serious cases are more ltkely to 
" 

require court resources, including full trials before judges or 
Q 

juries.6 To the extent that some types of caSes, e.g. J traffic and, 

probate, coul d be subtracted from total case loads, we would have, a ., 

me'asure of seri ou~ cases. To do:th'i s, of course, would also be to ' 

eliminate ·from anaylsis caseloadsfroin certain types of cQurts of special 

jurisdi.ctio~~ In some stat~s, indeed, cburts can be divided into courts 

°of general" jurisdiction that hear"ser10us cases, as defined by the amount 

of money in "controversy in civil litigation and by maximum punishment in 
p Q 

criminal ccas~s, and courts oflimi.ted jurisd.iction that hear IImindr" u '" ~ I) ~'o ' , 

~ases. Most of these"minorllcasesaretr~fficcases and 1'esser criminal 

cases, includi~g felony preliminary hearings andc-prdinanfe violati~ns. 
" o . 

This division " s easy "todocumentand,..j s ~n advantage for that' reason. 
" ' 

',' - ,'! 

Unfortunately, the exact division of responsibilities among co~rts of" 

gen~ral jurisdiction and courts of limited jurisdiction is different;;fn 

eactt state. 
, , . .'0 

The total criminal caselo.ad of states,for"example, may be 
, "0.0 o' .w'· 

" pic~uredas a continuum \'lith serious felonies at the l'eft end and 
,j, {I 

6.Ha~ry Kalven, Jr., and Hans Zeisel, \' The American Jury (Chicago: 
UniVersity of ChiCago' Press, ,,19Q,6), ch. 2 .• 
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ordinan'c:e violations "at Jheother.·· Courts of;; 1 imiteajurisdiction tend. , 
o 

to decidecas.esat the right"end 6fthe continuqm, and courts of 9,eneraJ 

jurisdiction at" the lett end •. The precise location of/thelit1E! thf;(t 
,. ,. II 

divides all criminal jurisdictionbetweeri "the two levels ofcour,;ts'J, 

however, varies from state to state. Indeed~ the juri sdl<:ti on, of1imfted 

... j uri ~d1cti on courts ,and ,gen~ra 1 Jur,i sdj c~i o~'courtus, ov"erl a'ps1 n s'qm~ ~ 
. (J ' o. 

states. In other states, :the' jur.;sdiction'''ofcourotsof }-l"nlited , 
o G 

'j uri sdi cti on i S'veryna~row, I!wi th,'~esponsi bil i ties res tOri cted to G 

>, (\ .o' ~, 

J)rai nance VJO 1 at; ons \)andperhaps ,pre nmi ilary heari ngs. For the~_~ courts 
\~ . '~:.. \\,~) ¢'") '" ,', ..... -) () 

the" dividing 1 fne wou10'be, drawn n"ear Point C in Figure' 2. "Courts Wit~ 
" ~):.. d:} 

~ limitedjurisdictionover,;'crlminalcases may be assigned additional 
~ .' ~ a, "" "" " 0,,, 0 .. 

dut:1es such as ,issuance of searc,~ warrants .or 'gun Hcenses.o In other 

states; such as~-Vermont, courts O'f l,imited' jur;'sdiction hear an criminal 

cases except homicides and cases where the sentence may be 1, i fe 
1.\. J" I 

i~p~isonment. F~or ~)hese C.Q~~~s th~ dividin~, 1inebbelongS,.!S6Inew~~re . is 

~l . t'~. " : II 

around ·Point A in Figure 2. " 
I.' • 

. Figure 2., cDivision of jurisdiction for "c~imin)al cas~s 
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T~b 1 e 1 demonstrates ~the consequence's .otoperationally deftni ng 
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'''serious cases" as those heard by courtsof\'l::ge~er:~l jurisdiction. Table", 
• : il'i " " . "(} " ')'" :~: ;', ,,' ,,' 'J.' ,," " "y .;,::<. , 

land related Tables A (for 1976) and B (for' 1,nJin 'the appendix', show i;\ 
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thatgener~l jur:i sdictio,n courts~ear abopt 8 pe~~ent of the cases ::heard 
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Table 1. Filings in general jurisdiction courts. by case 
ca;tegoryas a percent;of total cases fi 1 ed fn 
general and llmlted jurisdiction courts, 19'ffl 

" 

Percent 
of total 
case10ad 

Proporti on by case. category (J 
Civil Criminal Traffic Juvenile State 

\::;~aw?'ti i ' 11.8* 
10.5 
9.4* 
8.~2 , 

67.5 ,,5.2 , 0.1 100.0 
Al as'~a ", 
ca1i1

r
"Orni a 

47.6 5.9 0.0 100.0 
40.0 7.3 0.0 100.0 

Washl ngton ,. 58.9 ]0.3° ... 0.0 100.0 
Nort~ Car,olina 
Virginia 
Vermont 
Corinecti cut· I) 
New Jersey 

I) 

7.8 
'6.6, 
6.1 
5 .• 0 
4.8* 

" 
21 •. 2 '12.9 
13.6 15.7 
30,.8 0.4 
13.5 ,4.2 
16.0 7.2 

* propor'ti o~sca 1 culated excl Ud: park~i 0; ati ons.' 

0 0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0;0 
0.0 

~ 
"'< "" cases.· Even this percentage. is on the high side, because. some general 

- ~ ~ . 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

Juri sdicti on courts hear j uveni 1 e cases and some ,. do not. Therefore; by 
" '-" ;:> 

cdefininga,eourt'sworkloaa by the seriousness of the offense, we are 
') 

exc1,~ejing more than .90 percent ~fthe filings. 

Table 2 shows that, "almost without exception, stateswhere'more 
, "". :'. ; (~ \ \\ (I ,; . -

than 8 percent Qf:the cases were'Jiled'in general jurisdiction courts 
" 

w~re stat~s wbose ,geileral~jur·isdictioncourts had exc1u,~ive "jurisdiction 

ove~juvenile cases. This clear1Y,demonstrates the impact of case type 
~ - ..~. 

(> 

Qn the overall wor~l o(id of genera 1j u.ri sdi eti()n courts ,and represents 
o 

:et another,control t~aj;must be"exercised when trying to compare state 

data. 0"" 1 "\I ." 

o 

Table 1 further,s~owsthatgeneraljuri sdiction courts h~)ar\i ~ 
~, .. ; (;:- .\;9 . -<:' '." -: ';'. . 0 '. "1 

'1, 'small proportion, (less than 16~ percent) .'of"eri,minal eases-,-ttj'e mo'st" 

J: «. 
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J'" 
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Ii 

"$erious;cases. Thepcl'ttern for ;civil ;cases, hpwever,;'ismixed. Insome 

" o 

n (f. r~·1 \1 

1\ "' , • lJ. ,') 

state,s;~ as little as, 5 peree~td.ff the, eiv~rca.se10ad is.ll,andled{n..," 
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.' '" Tab 1 e~ 2.. ':Fi 1 1ng§J n. general! luri ttdi ction • cour~, 

··as a percent of ,total cases fnedln , 
°v"generaland 1 lml ted Jurisdiction courts, 

" 1976,1917 ,and 1978 . ' ."'.'" 
~.' 

o : 0 
'Percent of 
juvenile- cases 

: heard in gener..a 1 
jurhdiction '" 
courts)forall 
three years 

CJ • State' 
Hawaii 
Alaska 
California 
Washington 
North Carol i'na 
Virginta . '.' 
Vennont 
Connecticut 

. New J~t~ey 

Percent of total 
1976 "1977 
10.2* 11.8* 
12.6 10.8" 
9.2* 9.4* 

11.6 
4.6 
,6.,3 

5.5, 
5.0* 

~ 8.1 
\\.."r 6.6 

7.8 
5.3 

caseload 

*proportions; calcu1 at~d exclude parking 'JV~Ol a~ions~", " 
-- "=Datawereunav~j1able . ,--,I IJ " 

~ ,.~. 

I},. 

() 
\) 

100 
lOa 

0 100 
100' 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
'0 

0 

" ' 

seneral jurisdictic)n courts,whilei;,incothers as much as 68 percent of the 
o 0 

total ci vi 1 cases are fil ed ~i n g~nera 1 jurisdiction courts. .: In nearly 
[. ", ';;.,' ",1:,;" ,," .. ' 

all cases;.however, a gV'e~te~ proporti 6n Ofcivi'l cases th~ncrim.i nal 
:0 C,> ;) • 

case~ are ffledin'general jUrisdicion courts~ Generaljurisdfcti6n 
o 

courts hear virtually no traffic cases, another indicator that less 
() 

, serf ou,S eases,,~ are not heard ing~:mer'al,OjuriSdi ctioncourt5 ~ Onc~e,agai n, 

the limita,tion of d~finingP cases by their SeriOU$ness/howev~r~ lsthat ", 

o 

defi ning ~eri.Q~s G~s~s'as" thos~heard, ;'b'ygerier~l~ju~~Sdi cti on courts '0 

, " 

excl udes seriou's c,~ses heard ,by c()U~:ts 0fUmi .. ted..; jurisdictio"-. 
,<, ". '" (). ,"'" 

¢u 

_ I! ; . ..". _" ,:"' " 
The pub li c mayalreadysens~that; 'courtsQarethefocysof ,many~ 

D ;." '~'J.' , " " '., 0 _ ;t' .. ' . '. ". ",' .. 'j!. '_.'. ('. 

activ;:ties other than dispUte~resolytion,and '!wei~h"ts·llthese oactivities 

accordi ngly. ~P$ the eradi cati~nQTro;t~s'surroUh'~fng 'c"our'ts '" ' ",' 
~ " . 
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requires a better-definition Cif what"constitutes a court and what is 

uni que about, court busi ness': Cases are fi 1 ed in agenc; es called courts, 

, but how many II cases II are disposed wi thout di spute or wi thout advers'ari es 
" . 

meeting before the bench? Further, are other governmental agencies do;"ng 
(..- ". 

,~Ijudicial work," and how much "nonjudicial work" do courts do when they 

resol ve di sputes?', 
" . 

The settlement of disputes--the authorita;tive resolution of 

genuine differences between partiis--is the function that most clearly 

fits the'tradi'tional definitio'~ ~f~ courtJ According to the Council 

on the RolecOf Courts, "despite' the great variety of ways in which human 
- (J.. ," ,:; -, '. "';;o~, ',. :; 

disputes ,~anbbe resolved over tiine couif'ts have emerged as the most 
~ 

powerful, promi~en~, and inflUential in~titution for doing so. il8 0 The 
/ .. ", ~ • (I " _1 

, " • > '. TJ 

disputes settled involve a variety of pari1es:and substantive areas"of 

law." Courts perfornl ~. ~:ultitude of f~nctions othe,r 'th~n' dispute ;, 
.Q . to L '" ' 1._.(.. • 

settlement. They are frequently called upon to authorize,. arrests, to 
" 

<:J ..' "" '" (1.' , 
grant"warrants for searches and,seizures, and'to perform other activities 

related to' the adjudication pr~cess. One of these activities was defined 
: ": . '. () • • • " '()., 1")' C 

bY>Friedman and Percival as "routine administ'ration"--the processing of 

und'i sputed matters. 
D. 

"Courts make a~d" keep records, r~gi ster .' 
; formalities, stamp their approval on claims or, on 

changes of status; they tlandle uncontested divorces; 
Co. r~n~1;~'judgment ·.·incases'~of petty debt; probate' 
, uncQntestedWi'l1 S ;handl e ,pettti()ns for change of 
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name •. In these matters there is almost never any real 
dispute--at least (lone t~at comes before the court.

g 

" 0 

Caning these matters routine is not to deni,grate them. They are. 

a substanti al part of court,) workload because of their sheer numbers 

alone, but this typ~of administrative work is not adjudication and' 

certilinly does not involve the adversary pr,ocess.Of course, serious 
,', " . 

issues sometimes do arise in d'rou'tHle" cases--a traffi~ citation"or a o 

. ' 

,will may· be contested;:.-but most of these cases no longer refl eat the once 
l':- '< 

hotlycQnte'sted areas of law, such as divorce and debt col1ection,that 
~ II ,:;'> .; Ii 

have now become routi ne. The de-f'i ni ti on of routi ne rna" also be eX'---:"nded '.I l'l'v 

to cover cases wi th narrow and' speci fi c 1 ega 1 ,and fac"tua 1 issues that 
" , 

.,\ 0 

One study found that 
, . 

72 percent of observed cases took, 1 ess tha{l one mi nute of open court ,:' 
\\'. 10 ,0,"" 

tlme. o , In fact, routinized deci,sions may ~,~ a" function of' high case " 0 
, " ':0 

Q = 

volume. The most hig~lyrout'inized decisions are probab1y found in 
r • 'I "" ':J 

traffic courts,n although traffic ~,ases'arebeing ro~ted more and more 
" ' 

to administrative agencies for,expedited, nonadv~rsary disposition. 
(/ il I <l • 

Should we be as alarmed about dr"amatic increases in traffic cases 
o . . 

and other .. non-contestedO fil i ngs as ~w~are about 1 esser(])creases in cases 

re,quirin~iadjudication? Or, since these routinized cases require more 

<l ,9. Lawrence M. Friedman and Robert V j" Percival,' "ATale dfTwo 
Courts: L itigatipr1in Alameda 'and San Benito Counties, !t,lOLawand" 

" So.ciety Review (1976) ,po 2,10. . ' ,,' 
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administrative services than do cases that follow the full adJudication 

process ~ ~ s, it ;suffiCi ent'to increase, the admi ni stra:ti ve staff ~itn order 
:£' 

to incr¢~se dispositions? 

Ifc~urt work could be neatly divided 'into non-contested cases 
" 

and cases requiring adj,udication, the implications for court resources 

would be clear. Unfortunatelyu, court data are not yet available in 
\~ 

. enough detai,l to make t~e ·suggested division with any prectsion'. 

RealisticallY' speaking.; how,ever, the use af a measure based upon dispute 

re(~olution is j~st as appropriate a~ ttheuse of ~aw fni~gs for 
o ' 

: ~Jlocating.judicial, personnel, and finan~ial resources. 

i:J.R,,~~~~ng tri a 1 ~ ~rs a di rect way to l1Je~sure contested cases. They 

are cer~i;;,~,(~y the heart of co~~t business and, aPe one .good indicator of \J 

contested cases;. Uke"case filings, trials rqay vary in complexity and 

'.\ ~heir d~,",ands,;, f~r court tim: 1mdre~ourc~,~. Some trials are long and 

others are short. 
, 0' J 

Cases not culminating fn a verdict or .. judgment are not 

,counted as tri.als insom~, states. In addition, care "mu'st' betaken to" " 

eliminate guilty pleas 'froU1criminaft~ialS in these states thatcouht 

guilt~ pleas as part of th~ir trial, dispos'ition data. Anothe~" p~oblem is 

. that the number of trials is not.readi"ly ,available" in a large 'numberof 
c: .::, 

states. Tri al data,; are frequently, mbsi ng in limi ted juri sdicti on 
/) l., ' , 

" 0 ' 

courts,'il?dare ~ot'cOn$istentl,yavail ab.] e for some case-types even in 

general j~t'iSdi~ti~n cQurt~.' These 1 imitations make' comparisonsamon~ 
.O,~ • 

states very difficl!lti For these reas.ons most trial-oriented analysis 
"c;. . 

. must ~e cO,nducoted" at the court' rather" than 'on a statewi d~ 1 evel •. 
" 

With thevariou~ 'perspectiVes on courtbus'j,ness defr.~~~.~; i ti's 

possible to examin~ °som~"popular~th~,about court.blistn~iss.-""''' " 

i 
I 
i 
~ 
i 

t 
t 

f 

0 

I \"'i 

r 
! 
I 
! 
I 
i 
1 

" ! 
I) I 0 

i" !. Ii 

! 
I 
! .~ 

I, 

t\ I" " .' 

I 
!' 



~ __ ~p~" ~_~ \.,_-----~-,- v 

~ 

1 
t· 

,j 
. r: 

F 
r r 
i. 
I, 
f. 
1'. 

;0 , , 
o ) , 

,', 
~._'_L __ .. ~_~.~ •.. ___ . . ----..- ....... -.~- ... --.--.-~--.,.--.--..,,,..'----,..,. 

i? 

.D 

", II 

Exami n1 ngthe mYths 

,Myth '1 • Crimi nal tasesmake up the bul k of. court business ' 
'J <:! \::-

The focus on criminal cases in the media might lead a naive 
v ., ~ " " 'if 

observer to conclude that criminal cases acc~unt for the majority of 
• '." I). a. 

court business.. A survey done for the National Cente~ for State Courts 

showed that most people obtain thei;informat1or:! about "courts either 

th'rough formal education or the medi ~)2 Chi that survey~the" public 

viewed street crime as the most serious problem and regarded the 
~I ' " '. 

,.jnability of coufts to play a key role in reducing crime as the mosot 

serious of all court problems.13 
o G ~ 

cM,Y'th 1 will be tested using data from ~~el~76, 1977 and j978' 
, 

" Stc,.te Court Case load. Stati stics : Annua 1 Rep'ort series. ii echartsi n" 

Figure 3 present data~om only~ thos~ nine states that reported comple,t~ 

data o,n civil ~ crimi na 1, traffi c, and j uveni l,.e, fi 1i ,"gs for all three 

ye,ars. , Data fr,om the remaining states we.re not included beca~se eaCh)had 

',' some data missing from limited jur.isdiction courts. Incomplete dilta ~om 
C' even one muni ci pa'l' , probate, or traff,rc court, waul d change the" 

relationship among caseloadcomp()sitioncategories. "Therefore,even if 
,. ~ 

data from only one limited jurisdicti6n court in'"ohe court location were 
I' ,- . ~" .• 

~. .~ 

missing, all data from the state were excluded from the pie ''charts. 
,j ,~ 

The fact that complete data were available from sO"few states was'" 
",'I' . . . '0 " . ' 

, ,; \1 

di sappoi nti.nga1; fi rst~ , · O~ the other hand, no other data seri es comes ,~" 

close ~o"havingasmuchclata, and most pU~llish~d researchotl state tri'al 
,: -

" c. 

12.: Y'ankelovich, Skelly ... and Whlte,Inc. j liThe Pu'bliclmage of 
Cou~ts" i~. State Courts: Po Blueprint for the Future (Williamsburg, Va.: 
Natlona.l Center for State Courts·" ,,1918), p. 9;°" 

1'3. Ibid •• p. 32. 
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Figure 3. Composition of state trial courtofilings (excludi,ng 
parking "violations): 1976, 1977, and 1978 

63.1% 
Traffic 

63.4%, 
Traffic 

,A""'I=~--_..J 2:0% 

1978 

Juvenile 

63.8% 
Traffic 

1.9% 
.~===:::=J Juvenile 

1.9% 
Juvenile 

Data'are from the same nine ,states (listed ,in Tables 1 and 2,,) reporting 
complete data in all three years. These st~tes represented 23. 1 p~rcent 
of the total u.s. population in 1978. Raw data for these statE!san<1 for 
others that have complete data for any one or two,of these years can be 
found jn Tables C, 0, an'd E in ~he appendix. ' ., " 

courts ts based on much less' data. For example, Fr.,iedmanand Percival 

b~~~d their: (:1aSsi c$tudyof ~'iti gati on on: two Cal itorni acounti e~ , 
l..... I 

• C [) 

b~twee" 187?~an{~ 1980~ Laurent"'sbook !.lad ,a h~ndrf!dyears of data fro!TI", 

one rural Wisconsin county;f4clntosh's'findings were derived' from St. 
~ - .' . . 

h 

Louis ,courts between 1882 "and 1980; ~ndWanner's research wason civil 
<l' 
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1itlgatiO~(, j~"Baltimore~' C1eveland"and,Mi1~au~ee fO;r the years'1965 and" 
14 C'" 0 "'I 0 

1970.' Ii" 
~0 0 

Figure 3 shows consistefl~y in the proportion'iof total case10ad 
. ". ~ . , ' 

"represented for~ach"~or case category for the yea·rs\studie~. In al~ 

three years, traffic filings made "up approximately 63J)~rcent of the 

total case fil1ngs:' Civil ~asesrepresentthe.second'~largest cat~gory' 

with a 20' percent 'share of, total c~se volume. ~'Criminal cases were the 

ttlird largest case category, 14 perc~n~ of tota~, case filings, "and " 

juvenile cases w~re (the smallest proportion of the, total caseload. The 
v '0' ::> , 

perception that criminal cases m~ke up ~~e bu1kdf court busines~, if 

court busin,ess is defined as case\ fi,led, is °only : myth. , " 
.\\ " 

Although recent evidence from the Advance,Report indicates that 

cri~ina1 filin;s increa~';d 31 per+nt bet)<een 1911. and 1,81, the fact 

remains that composition of court l~aselOadS" ~ppears to r~main" fairly 
" ," 

consistent from year to year.15" In:, othe~ words, the total pie ,I 

il !) " 

(case10ad) is getting larger each i~ear, but the slices' (prop~rtion of 
• Ii., c\\'.. C' 1.,.1 r; 

fil ings .. by category) are remaining \~constant. Despit;a the 'fact "that from 
, ,(~ \ 1)'," 

1976oto\\1978 the criminal slice?fth"e pie act~al1y decreased slightly, , 
1.\ 1) 

~4. Fri~dman and.Percival,op.clt., p.,267.,o CraigR;'Wanner, 'liThe 
Publ1c"Order1ng.of Pr~vate"~~~ations, Part Two:. Winning Civfl Court " 
Cases, ',9 ~a':l an~ Soc1ety Revlew (1975), p. 293;" Wayne "McIntosh "150 
Year,s of Lltlg~tlona~d:Dispute Settlement." 15 LawandSociet.v'Review 

o ,(1981 t,p.() 82~,' FranclS W.,laurent, The BUsiness of ,a Tral Court. 
'(Madison: U~Jversity of\i{iSconsfnpr~s~,19S9). 'The'R~t1onal Center for 
State Courts, ,st.udy on delay u$e~empH'lc~l dataJrom 21 c,ities and its 
st~dy of small claims courts .w~sbased·on 15"court$~ See J"ohn e .. 'Ruhnk'a 

, an~ S~even Well~r, ,Small Cl alms Courts: A tfational,Examination" ' .' 
JW11lamsburg," Va. ~Nation~l C,enter,for, ;St~teCourt$,C' 1978) j·and Thomas " 
Chur~h! Jr: ,A: Carlson, ~ .L,~~, and T :Ta,n'~ ~ustice Dela~ed: ' The Pace " 
of .L ltl~atl0n 1n Urban Trlal eourts (thlNamsburg"Va.: at10nal Cente,r,' 
for Sta e Courts, 1978). ,'., ' 0 ". • ,. "', 

.\-: ,1 O. 

15, •. Flango 'andElsner, loc.cit. 
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from 14.7 percent to 13.7 percent of the pie, the actual number 9,f 
,) 

criminal filings incr!asep fromi,250,591 to .2,274,653 i,n tM nine ~tate~ , 

, stud,ied. ~ 

The'pie charts in F1gu~e 4 illustrate the CO!Dp~sition of caseload 

in general juri sdi etton court~. Using data from Al aska, Cal iforni,a, 

Connecticut, Hawaii, North Carolina, and Virginia, we see that the 
- !I \, . 

crimiQ,a1 filings con~titute approximately the sa'l1e slice of the pie in 

general jurisdiction c~lrt:;.a~ they di\When crim~na1filingS in all CZJ 

. trial courts were u,sed (see figure 3
Y
. The slice of, the pie occupied ~y '" 

civil filings, howeyer,greatly incrl~,ases. In brief, while traffic cases 

make up the bu1 k of all tri al court b.~siness, civil cases constitute the 
ct " !! . < 

bulk of business in general jurisdiction courts. 

Figure ~4. Caseload composition in courts" of general 
jurisdiction: 1976, 1977~ and 1978 .• . () 
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72.5%' 
Civil 

r:;; {J l" 

a .1% 
~c=,:==:::J Traffi c ~-==:::::::==:::::i . 1% ,~ Traffic 

, d 

" 

o 

o 

72.9% 
Civ"i 1" 

\Y, 

, , .1% 
~=::::;:;:::::::::J' Tra ffi c 

, . 
~ 

" t 
" Q 

i t 1 C 

I , 
I 

! 
I 

! G 
, 

I 

I 
1 , 
I· 

i .1". 

r 

t 
, 

'" 0' 

i 
i 
h 
t 



o 

,) 

c 

f 

" .J 

o 

Defini'ng Clldjudication as. cases that, require trials, wouldpl~t yet" 

a third 'persp'ective (on the myth. Asdiscllssed earlier, however, 0 

;;: 0 ~) II ,\ '. -

comparable state trial data a[;a unavailable. Because only Idaho prgvides 
" complete, trial datclfor all case types"a~ss all courts., comparisons 

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

'among st~tes are n.o:t possible.' 
('\1 

'1; 

>Myth 2. ,Most criminal" cases fi1ecL,are serious crime's (" .e.; 
re'lonies), ' . , ' 

A corollary to the myth that the bulk ~f court busi~ess" consists 

of 'crimi nal cti\;es 'i s the myth that most crimi nal cases are seri ous 

,.,o'ffenses,. One' !'"easol'l ~,for this" may be"the publicity associated "with 'th~ 
~ ",." < • ~! . "',' 

FBI ~,ri,!11~ inde~. along' with the m,~di a IS emphasi s on' criminal 1 awin both 
o ' 

~ ~ t' 
o entertainment and ne~s. 

Courts are part of the criminal justice system" and as sOuch are 
0, 

agencies concerned with public wrongs." The types of cases brought to 

crJiminal courtsincluge not only felonies, but alsQ fHe more nU'merQUS '" 

misdemeanors, prelimiri'ary hear,ings of f~lony.ca~ses, 'nc,n-tr~ffic0 ordinance, 
t..... • ~., ,,-, . . ~ -

, . . 

violations, appeals of crimin~l cases, extraordinary writs" 'J' 

,,,"\ 

post-convi ct'i on 'remedi es, and s"e'htence rev; ew cases'~ 
, . ::' Q 

Ta'ble 3" shpws feloni~s ~s a ;'proportiQnof crimi,nal case filings 
~. ~ (f 

. '. 0 ";! (j , I_I' :J 

in seven statt~s and the Di strict" of Co,l umb,iaJ
• For the ,states' stuCiied, 

felonies made up onU/7, perc~nt of all ~riminalfiling's. 
qi ' . - ,.l . l:l 
,,"" ;' o 

Since general jur~,saictioncourts. ,~y definitiQ~, hear 'almost all 
{f 1.'t" u,-;;' 

felonies aind se .. 'lous misdeineanors~, ,it is not surprisi'ng~i'hat Figure;?" a " 

testi)n~of '~th 2 wi th general" juri ;dicti 6n d~ta, . show,s" ttiato fel oni ~s 
" " 

o 

"make upmost of t~e criminal filings in generaljQrisdiction courts. 
~ ,6 " -', ,~~:::; :;;:.:;....;-.~-:.t,..~, ,.~ '. C~ " ", " 

Misdemeanors makeIJpthe; next ',largest categOrlof'criminal casBshandle4 

by general jLlri~di~tion~,collrtSi.; 
o 

\l ;; 
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"Table 3. "Felonies as a'proportion of t9tal criminal' filings" 
!, 1976, 1977, and 1978' ,,0 P' () 

State 

I' ' 

,"Alaska " 
C(,alHorni a· ' 
Dist.of Gol. 
Haw, aJ~,i ::;? 

IdaWtr '. 
III inois 
North Carolina 
Virgin,i a' 

" ~) 

" Total Percentage 

, 

1976 ~ 1977 
----Percento ---,rercent 

Number of tp~)al Number of total 
of ~crimiria'l co of criminal 
felonies fi 1 i ngs c fe 1 oni es fi li ngs 

~,,~. '782 
54,906 I 

• 7: ' 4,22" , 
1,551 

() 2,620 
30,645 
29,010 
23,772 

,~ 00 

~ 

3 
, 7 
13' 
4 
9 
6 
7 
8 

6.9% 

~ 752' 
54,653 

3,417 
1,551 ';{\;, 

, 2,937 
31,663 
29,584 
27,762 

"r ~ 

() 

4 
7 

12 
4 

" 10' 
6 
7 

,8 
I' 

f.) 

6.9% 

1978 
, ----P"ercent 

Number of total 
, of " criminal 

felonies fHings 

778 
55,369 Q 

/l 3,415 
"1,729 . 

2,845 
34,260 
30,576 
29,354 

4 
7 

12 
4 

,,10 
« 7 
'7' 
9 

" '7.3% 

Figure 5[.' C'omposition of criminal case nlingsin general 
jurisdiction ~courts:197t and 1978' 
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, Note: .~om,Pleteda,}a f~rth~seyears~an1befG~nd in Tables" F ~,nd 'b in 
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Table 4 'illustrates a third ,test off1Yth'2., ,~~lY"fo~r .sta~s 

pr~vide criminal trial da~ for 'all case t~'~es across an "co~rtS, ~n~ 
"distinguish ~e~ween felony and other cri,minal trials. Table 4 shows the 

t')· Of crl'ml'nal trl'als that were' felony trials 'in 1978. propor lon 0, ' , 
" 

Table 4. Felony tri'a1sa~ propottion of criminal tria1s g 1978 

State 
5' 

California 
District of Columbia 
Florida* 
Idaho 

i;Criminal Trial s 

26,002 
1,497 

14,,578*; 
1QJ,071 

7!!g93 
f! ?" ° "' /~ 
~,292 
2,052 

Totals 58,148 " 14,547 

Note: 
'.-.~~~ " .. . 

Data do not inc1iude pre1lmlnary hearHlgs. 

*This figure doesnotitlclude 479 appeals. 
v 

Percent 
Felony 

29 
47' 
29 
13 
" 

~ 25 

'.': 

o " "i'" 
Me~sured as a proportionef criminal filings, felonies equa1'-'7 

" , 

t · of crl'ml'na1" fl,,', 1 ing's in gene, ral jurisdiction percent; .as propor lon " 

courts, 'felonies equal about 64 percent;, ~nd~Cl:'s ,a propor"tion of cri,!IIina1 

trial s, felonies are 25 percent. Except for the per,~~ta~e of criminal 
(,,' 

fili'ngs in general jurlsdic:tion co~rts, f~l,onies are, a smal~ ,:,proportio~ 
0

0

• 1 b' , .' It sh'o' ',ul d a,l so," be noted that the of the courts 'c'rimina uSlnes.s. 
,,~ ~" " 

importance bffe1 oni es varies,,~ si ~ni fi cant1y, ~mo,ng state~ regardl es~ of 
(I . ~I (l 

measures of '~ourt workload. , 
(. ,( \~ ,1 _ 

MYth, i Civllcase workload' is mostly torts 
" 

. "., 

, \\' 
., ~'.l 

" Except for the occaSionaJ;'sensatJonal ~ria]~" cjvil cases:;usu~l\Y' 
attract less a~t~ntion from 'th~ ~dia tha"'~ocrimina1 case~~,w.len 'civil 

cases are coverW, '~owever, they usua1JY"bt:'i~9 to '~ind the reso1lutio~ of " '~"'f ' 
some sort of person~l i~jUry,,! dispute. suchdisplJt;s are encompitssed ~~ 

1\ 

3d 

r 
! 
t 

I 

I 
" o 

". I ~ , 

. \} 

I) 

" 

the tort case ~ype.16 .. In fact, torts uSEally call for meire 

" interpretation than other civil case types •. , The Civil l.itigation 

Research ProJect, a lar;ge~s'tal e, federally funded invest; gati on of the 
"- ~ '" -

". :j "" 

costs of ciVil litigation, found that four of the five state courts in 

their sample were heavily dominated by tort cases, "the 1 ~rg~st c'Omponent 

of which were 'motor v~hicle injury cases".17 Tort cases also make up 
" most ofthe:jurytr1,als in ciVil cases and "are used as the protqtypec9f 

civiL cases in studies of court del aye and ,,1 itigation costs.18 , 
• 7 1\ /' -';";'r_. 

Table" 5 presents data to test Myth 3 by the first dimens:iot')llofJ 

workl~ad, "i.e., the'nL!m~er of fiiiri~~ in all, courts. Alaska,Calffornia, 
~-' ::) ' " 

Florida,and Washington al so presente'd some tort data for 197?, 1977," and 
~ ~f' 

'1978; hO\'lever, the data were incomplete across all co~rt levels. C) o 

<) ~ 
NeY~rtheless,even those four rrtatesshowed that torts comprUed only 4 

I, -

to 6 percent of total" civil fi1/ngs.. This small share qf the pie c19se1y 

resembles the 4 too 10: percent Q.f the pie inustrat~db'y the foursta:'t~s 
presenting dat.a 'in Table 5. ",\ C '0 0, 

. . a 

(.), .. 

16. Q The State Court Model StatiS,tic,~l Oictionarydeffnes torts as 
injuries to a person's bodY,property, reputation, or p'rivacy. They 
include auto torts,malpractice, product liability,and ali,enation of'. 
affection cases. The civil case category, as define~ by the ~~tional 
Court Statistics Project, includes not only torts .ahd contracts' but also 
the morenume,roussmal1 claimos,. domesti c rel ati ons, ,and probate cases. 
It "also includes real'propertyrights, mental he~lth, civil appeals, 
extrao~dinar¥ writs" and other 'civil cases~q" . 

. 17. Joet B. ,Grossman et al. ,"Dimensions ot" Instftutional 0 

"Participa'tion: . Who ,Usesthe'Court$, and How? ,II '44 Journal of: Politics 
(February 1982) ,p. ]01 •.. Tort cases made up between 18;and, 16 percent of 
th~. casel,,~d.Qf t~'fiV~f"der~l.cOurts in the,i~' sample_; .. , , , , 

. 18.· T~.omasCY,orch, ~r .. ,~t.al •. ~Justice Delayed: The Pace of .' .. , 
Litigation fn<d:?6an Trial Courts (Wi1liams6qrg,.Ja.: Nati,onaltenter for 
State Courts, 1978) ,p. 9, and James S.Kalsklik and Abby 'Ei senshtat .' . 
Robyn, Costs" of the Civn Justice System (Santa Monic:a: Rand l: 
C()rporat10n.~ 19~2). :: <9 . 
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Table 5'" QTort$",as a~ercenta8e of total ci.vil fUi'~gs: 
o 1976, 197 ,~, ~ and 1 78 . 

J t~. ~ ~J' 

1976" 1977 "0 .. "1978 
, Statf)' ,.' Number-:--:percent Number----"Perc.ent·Number-----Percent ~~(------~~~---Q~--~~~--~~~--~~~~--~~~--~~~~ 

Hawaii 2, 111 7" 1 ,928 6' 2,032 ,6 ' 
Idaho 1,'4P4 4 J ,608 4, ,,1,72,8 4 n 

Ohio 38,419 739,6456 
W;o;sconsin 8,281 4 -- 18,584' 10 

" o ~ -

If torts do not make up ,~heob'ulk of civil filings, what civil 
,)c 

~'cases' do? The pie chart in Figure 6 displays the compo'sitioR o'f .civil 
o 

fi'lings •. It, cis .based~on d.ata from the,':"fourstates.reported qln"Jable 5'') 
0" 

for 1978 where" .ei v,;'l filings coul dbesep~r'ated into their c~mponents. 
Data for other states.and year's can be found in Tables H,. I,.and;j' 'lnthe 

1:1' , If 

appendix. 

Figureo6 shows that small claims cases make up approximately 29 
o i:I 

percent o:f the clvi 1 case fil i ngs. "Small cl aims cases may be h~hdl ed by' ;1 " ' • 

'. 

special sma1l claims courts, by the smaU' claimsdiv,ision .ofgeneral 
'" j~uri'sdiction courts, Oiby non-sped al'ized i'imioted:jurisdiction. courts. ,0 

0" " "!) . 0 ,. ,., 

In most states, special s~JIIJlary procedures dispensing with written 0 

o ~ 

pleadings, leg~l ,counsel , strict rules Qf ev.idence, ~orjuries.,are. 
. ""':' " , ,-' "'" .~ 

employed in small claims cases. ACCQr(Whgly, they ~re less formal, 
, - , . I': ':l,' 

less 

" costl,x" and 1 essprot~ac~ed than ~ost" c\Vi} .citses. ,'" Q. .'. 

-i . .{., " ,,' , "" : , " "l.'; 

, for those state.s exalllinedh dom~s~icrelations·.·oases made up 
'.:::- ~, r:: ~ 'J,";;! , 

nearly 19perdm't of total oivil filings. The. domestfb relations 
, .." .~"....., ':'. ; ~ '" .• :.:.. • Q ". 

categor.y incl udescases, involving f~mi1y aotions such as divorce. 
~ ..' 

','" Cl <;"\ 

~. .' 

~ ~1 (~ ,separatl0n, an~ulment, support, custody".p~~ernity, .adoption, . and 

termi~ation of.pGrentalri.ghts;. Estate or probate c~ses.coJ11prise 
. ' (~ "S' ,(j 1"', >, •• • \' " ~', .' 0 ,il 

approxim~tely 12 percent 9fo the. o~vl,l.d()Cketih.:t~e .. 'states .,stUdie.(i. 
. '. 't;,). ,: .:' '. . 

. ~. 

') 

(J 
,-

3'2 
~. 

o 
(t 

I;) 0 ", :0 "0. J/ 
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c, 

CJ 

states 

() 

, 

All Other Civil 
Cases" 49.5% 

tJ-',., 

,:) 

I) .... 

T'he remai ni ng cases were not broken d~wn further because the 
() <l t:. 

use~) in Fi gure 6 were' not cons~;stent in their repdr!i ng of ~he 
.'. remaining. case categories~ ."For this'reason,~orts were included in the 

,IIA 11 Other Ci vi 1 Cases" categQry.· 
,,'I .' t:J '\I _ D . 

'One r'ea~cm torts maY 'lave .. domi flated fil, ngs 'in theC; vil " 

Litigati,on Research,Pro;ject but not if1' this study is thatth~ former 

rese~~ch was ba~ed upon general jlJrisdictionOd~ta'a~dne. Testing'the 

"P,~OPosition that torts dominate\~)ciVi1' cas~ 'W~rk.l~aQ with b~r gen~ral 
jurisdiction data<oyielded similar" results~' Thepercentag~ ~fiotal civil 

filings that were torts arid ~~tftes died ~dOU~;~ when on~; c'ourts ~f.· 
" .. ' " genE'ral jurisdiction w~te oons;'dered~ '~ut t6~tsOhardlydominatecivil 

'fi 1i t!9S. ' '., \'1" 
.:l -, I) 

o " ,0 Q~ (, - <:: , 

.," /;, II'. Foig~re )iZ .portrays the .. 1978 '~O)11Positionof civil"tase filings in 
il'" ." .::,... . 

genera)' j,urisdicti on courts for the same four states reported in TaBl£f' 
.0 5. '" Dat,~for 197~can'be~found in ra'bles K and L in the~iPpendi~ •. , 
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Figure 7. "Civil cas~ coinpositionincourt~ofgeneral 
jl!~i sdiction,1978~ "" " " II 

Domestic 
dRelations 
." 32.3% 

o 

~--" ,:,,) 

~"''' 

" " 

o 

Comparing Fjgure7, with Figure 6 ana" Table 5, we find t~.at the 

occurrence of small claims in all courts is replacedin general 

j urisdi cti 00"' co~r"ts ~~~"'~~~_ ~}ncreasedro le for domes.tfc ,. re 1 Jb ons " an'd 

estate" c~ses.· Thi;"C"wholesale repla(;elpent is attributed to" thel'ack of " 

small cl aims j~riSdictionin'courts of g~nE¥ral jurfsdi~tion. 
" ". "ll" 

" " 

Th2",:Q978p civil t~fal figures are 'broken do~n by case type in 
or '" - :::'I 

,J:J I:!- (\ t.1() 

TableM in" the, appendix. California, Idaho, OO.lahoma,anr.t"Wisconsin 

'.' brok~ downc09it"tri~ls jnto th;' three civil 5=ategories: ",domesti~ 
relations,"estate,aod small claims. DataOfr~m theseofourstates are 

, \J 

illustrated in Figure 8. 

.0 
t;.,' 

" Figur~ 8. ".Compositiori of civil tria1s, 1978 
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'Fi.g,Urea ,shows that the trial data' approach to describing o· 

'" 
contested cases" presents a composite picture of 'civil case filings in all 

", <, q 

trial courts (Figllre 6) and ciY,il case .filin'Ss in courts of· general" 
C {. II 

'jurisdictipn (Fig.ure 7). Small claims cases dominate civil trials "as 
. 'I 'V . c· .. 

thejdominate civil filings, butdomesti'c relations trials ar;ean~ 
-:' 0 

important cQmpbnent of civil case t~ials,oas they are of civil filings in 
C' 

general jurisdi(~tioncourts. c.Less than oneperc~ntof the civil tr'ials 
", \ \ " (~ 

'in Cali.f9rniac a~d Idaho are torts, b~t,five percent of theciYil trials 

in Oklah,?ma, are tort cases~ As One po~s'ible explanati~)n for this fow 

trial ~ate, the Civil Litigatiol1 Research Project suggest in their report 

that tort casets carr besi ngled out as a category, of .cases primar; ly 
" 

terminated by settlement. Settlements were 88 ,percent in Milwaukee and 

96 percent in Los· Ange~s.,~ 9 The reade~ shoul'd :'al so belremi nded that 
!, " 

the 1arge number of civil trials incCal ifor'.,1 a, tends to Qverwhelm'"data 
"< 

. frOm' the ot:her states. 

Mytb,.4. ~'ost cases go to tri al' 
o 

CriminAl Dispositions. '. There has always b"een conflictbetwee~ 
. e:;;' ._. It .(I 

the behavior of sbme, individual ~and general rules of law enacted by 
~ oj 0 " 

sO,Ciety or its representatives. c ,ResQlution of this1confli.ct has assumed 

a Yartety of, form~\c throughout hi stor;¥ ; ranging. from personal retribution 

. ,,:t~ 'trial by ordeal. 0 

\\ tJ '·1 

" " '. . ;j' 

" ln the pLirsuit of" resol ving
d 
criminal,. disputes" the American. 

. ". .' ..• ~ . 

jUdfciahsystern has promulgated certain standards of procedural due, 
,_- 'i > e " 

process."These'standards. (e.g. ,the right to counsel and confrontatiorl) 
tl .,,0 . 'Crt Q.~ 

'to . ". . I:~ " ,0:; ': ,C 'y 

were de.slgned to protect'the"allege(icriminal from harassment and false 
." -:l ,t'. 0" {J " .; 

,,' 
(;' 0 Q 

II"., , . 
-,],: - , 

':> (] (\ 

. \. 
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. " 
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7 " 

prosecution by the estate, while, at the same time trying to attain truth, 

in acriminalprosecuti'ol'l,. The "courts are often vieweaas, the guardian 
" Q 

of these rights. Infact,';'despi tethe ihtri nsic poli ti calnature"of 

conflict resolution, as a societyw~ like to champion our courts as ' 
'. . . ~, 

objecti've decision.:.makers imune from the, usual p'olitical biases. 
i' 

" Therefore, we believe 'that courts decide criminal cases fairly because 
\'::? -

they adequately ensure i"Irocedural due process.-o c::::;"; ~ (t \.5 

The medi a have further contri bute9 to' the,d,deve lopmen,tof the 

notion that most criminal "cases go to trial. The entertainment media's 

portrayal of courtroom practi cethroug,h such popul ar "programs as, II Perry 
"" iJ 

Mason, II "Judd for the Defense," or liThe Verdi ct" not only emphasizes the 

courtroom cbmponent ofcrim;nal justice but distorts the real 

procedures. From exposur~ to such progr~ms, the layman must' develop ,a 
, (~, .', o· " , 

sen$,e ilthat cthe right to coun'sel is implemented by polished attorneys who 
" 

rarely err in style, that the right to confrontatj oni s m~magE!,d with a 

set of witnesses who are usually tr~thful and cooperat1ve, ~nd that, 
. " 

generally speaking, dueoprocess and the adversary system ensure that the '.' 
1\ ,~ tl 0 

" truth will win out. Asa result of recent U.S. Supreme Court~ecision$ 

/ that have opened their ,acces~ to the courtroom, the news media have, 
'~>. ' I' '. , .-

furthered this portrayal of criminal justice in the courts by " 

0' 

broadcasting edited tapes ofo'real criminal trial~. That these" types of 
!1 . . - ~ 

o exposiJre~o "crimin~l' tri'alsare ,the only contact most laymen have"w~,th 
,,0 (0 '. • c· r? t:..\ II 

the criminal. courts maya'rtificially enhance, the percei.ved central role 

ofothe ,'trial as the primary means of resolution of criminal cases., 
. Q 

Table 6 presents;, suoi11ar,y "dataoon the manner by which criminal 

cases were disposed ,,0.1976,,19;7 arid 19,78. Thesefigu;~sare 'from cmly 
b. 

" 
those. state courts that rep.ort,eddata for thisentireOthree-year p~riod. 
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General
a 

Jurlsdlct,on courts" 

1. T01!11.~ lor courts r~'ng > 
d6tai!ll • •. fI;'~h. ' •• ~ .0 ••••• ~ ......... (I •• 

2. Totals fa:-°court~ report;Jng 
data In states wIth '1 Imlted 
JurisdIction c:ourtsb ...... ~~ .. 

3 •. Tofals for" ccur'.ts repoi',tlng 
pleas, dIsmIssals and trIal 
.data Jnstates vlth",llmlted' 
j ur I sdlc+ Ion 'court!lc •••••• ~ ... 

/! 

. Case , 
type 
dJspo­

sltlon 

732,331 

497,065 

1< 

() 

Table 6l
o
- Criminal dispo. sit.ions for gen~ralo andOlimited 

--~.,.lfi-'<) ~ juri sdi ct; on ~ cOllrts': 1976,. 1977 ,and, ] 978" 

Pleas , c;., 

1!j76 

DIsmIssals 
I. 'C ~ 't 

.0 

. j\ 

Trl.als 
, ji 

56,410;0 IIJ 

IU , 

Case , 
t\lpe " 

,'; dlspo­
" sltlon 

744,936 

495,274 

1971 

Piea,s , ., 

r'\' 

DIsmissals , , Trials " . 
I lZ 

71,171 10' 

52,218 

,372,393 218,291 
\j 
59~fi8,088 24, 39,975 II' 

Case 
type 
dIspo­
sItIon 

702,985 

467,696 

Pleas 
I % 

1978 

DIsmissals 
" I , 

'J 

TrIals 

" 
71,700 10~ 

54,222 12' 

375,365 220;204 59' 85,760 23% 37,.~69 10' 
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t~l 0 
i-o'f 

r,j 
,~ '-1 

pl' 
,....." °t.Jml.tedjurlsdlctlon;>~rts*> 11 : ,/t" 

I. Total>stpr courts reportlng~ ~ 
. "de.tllfJ •••• ,. ••• _ ••• ~ ••• ~ •• fI; .... • ,_.1',,659,092 

Totals for .courtsreportlng 
pleas, dismlsS'alsal~d trIa' 

~) dlft~e •• ,' ••••• (~ •••••• ~ ••••••.• ~ •• 1.~6'~83~ 

0" 

"'l..,. _____ _ 

1.32,469 
t; 

742,839 51.' 321,427 22%114,284 8' 

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

1,724,178 120,444 7' 1,789,939 124,736 

7~2,5e750' 345,446 
~ 

23' 104, J24 7' 0 1.,548,982 187,312 51' 363,001 23' 110,829 1,471,904 

-FIgures Iflcl.ude only thOSe state court~ th~treporteci dat.a >for thIs entIre three-year perIod, CllrewllS also tak'en to ensu~a c~Se t~Pe C~:"IlbIlI''tv over thIs perIod. All tl1e reported 
datil fo.- each of these years can be found '" appendices N through s. . , 

~, . . - lJ"'" . '. . • 

7' 

7% 

l,'l 
ld 
leI 

LI 
;'~ 
);."/: 

aData were i!Yalldll9 <from. gEmeralJurisdlctlon courts. In the follow,ng states: -\1~Mta, Alaska, Ar,zonll, Ca' liar-lilli, Q)nnectlcut, DIstrIct of Co'IlI1b I.a, Georgia, Hilwa II, , I H Inols, In!! I EIII II , {L,) 
~ 'owa. M'n~?esotE!, N~, Hanpsh're, ~J .. rsey,New York. Ch,o; OrIegcm, PennsYlv~nla, South 'Dakota, ~Tei<aS,Uta~, ,Vermont; WashJngt~n, IIndWvomlng.". . '. ~ ,.I 

bData were avallllb 'e for aIL, of the gaoaral JurIsdiction courts reported In t':)foote "a" except the ,followIng stiltes: Dlstrlct'of Coluntllll, illinoIs, 10WII, and Vermont. /f 
CData .were aVII' llible,f .. angane,t'al jurlsdlc+lcn courts '" the foHow'ngstatesf Mask!,,' ArIzona, Callforlila, Con~tlcut, Georg'a, HawaII,. Mlnnescta, New H~shlre, New Jersey, Newyo..k. ' ~ 

Ohio, PennsylvlIlI'a, Texas, utah, tindWYClnlng.· " '~. p 
o ,doata were .avallllble lremsonB lImited jurIsdIctiOn courts In the f~lIow"19 states: Cot'Jforn'a, Florldel, GeorgIa, IndIana, MInnesota, Ch,o"Pennsylvanla, andl'T~xas. !".~ 
" "Data were 8vallllblefo.. aH states reported ',n footnote "II" except Florld~, ll(Id' Indlan~. , ". ~, II Ii '~:.··t~. 
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are available in More complete data, for "each "of the individual years 

~ables N throuQ,h Sin the appendix. Although the total figures presented 

'in Table ,~ are rfot n~tionwide totals, they 'do represent a g?od 

cross-section of states, based on",size and geogr~phic region. rt sh~u~d 

al so be noted tHat care was' ,taken to ensure ~ase~type comparabi 1 i,ty over 0' 

' '0' " 1 ." isdiction court the entire three-year" period. For "example, ~ generaJur ~, ' 

reporting felony trial data ~~rall th~ee ~ears,"but ~lsdemeanorc trial 

dat~0for 1918 only, would h£ve only its ~elony~related data i"ncluded in 

the summary data. 0 °Therefore, the data '~~oi be all-inclusive fO~,~' 
limited number of s~ates., 0 

(? 

"table '6' clearly illustrates Jhe falracy pf any myth that'most 

o 

cri~inal 'cases are dispo~ed ~f by formal t~ial proceedings~ For the ' c-

years 1976 throOugh 1978, only 10 percent" to 11 "percent of, all crimi~,al 

cases were di spDsed of "by tri a 1 i,~ ge'liera 1 j ~ri si di ct!on courts i n tho~e 0 

t hat 'h;ve\~a two-tier trial "court system. The distinction J:>etwe~p states I , 

general and limited jurisdicti~ncourts ~as 'made because di,fferent types \,\ 

o~ cases are heard by the twoleve 1 s ofco,ur,ts, and because of ~h:" d " 
\: It f1 

expectatlon that felonies go to ,trial much more often than misdemeanors. 

However' even that expect~tion was hot b,o\~e out by. t~Q,Se data: As the 
i'" {! ~ '1 

state bre~kdowns in' Tables N through 5 illustrate, althoug" the tria'"", 

, "a'" ~"f, ew percentage poi ntshigher' than di spositi on rate for lelony cases 1 s 

for mi sdemeanors il'lgeneral jursi diction co~rts" of "sqmest'ates, on the 

h '1 t~ he dl· ffererices are-;not npteworthy." O~e mi ght argue that thi~, woe " '~~ 0 

~imil arj ty,"~x;s'ts because'''mostmi ~demeanor~ tried in general. j uri sdi~ti on 
. , r) G 

" " courts are of a more s~~i ous nature than" those tri,ed in "the 1 ower co~rts, " 
. ' :'. • ' '- "li" ,,~,' (;' 

" and are thereJore somewhat cOlIlparable'withtheless serio~sfelonies 'that (\ 

pr~ba~ lyiJla~e up, th~. hal k of the, general j uffsdi ct, on. courts' ~ ase loads, 

"0 
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" When' we" compare' th~ tri a1 di sposi ti on rate ofl lmi ted, j urisdi cti on courts 

(which rarely, handle felonies) with that of, general jurisdiction courts . 0 

~ '(which fiandle most of the felonies), however" we ,find the rates 
" \t < 

, approximate each .other in much' the same way 'that thetri a 1 rates of 

feloni~s and misdemeanors in general ju"';sdictior.cou~ts did. 
Ci 

Although it is h9rd too escape the conclusion that trial rates are 
o 

~relatively un~ffected' bycas~ type, a carefuJexamination of Tables N 

r:.:s 
through S sugge$ts two exnlq,nation~ for variation among the state trial 

v • 

crates. The first explanation is that states use di.,fferentstandards to 

" count trials. ,Froman administrative perspective the choice of trial 
c 

definitio~n will affect the "Size of a jurisdiction's reported tria.l 

caseload data. " Depending upon the state, a ~r'i ~J \lcan be counted at any 
Q 

pOint from tohe v,pi'l"direoto the~(~1iveririf) o~ a verd1ct. Obviously" 
,\ 

every tri aT that Vi s begun does 110t necessari ly conti nue through to a 

verdict. Therefore, ,the trial dispos.ition rate is lower ifa" st~,te 
o v 

counts trials when averdfct is ~endered than it would bg, if the state 
Ii 

" 

c'ounted trials at" any an earlier time ~uc;h as the beginning of voir diree:, 

" A second explanation for vari.ation ill- trial disposition rates 
~ & 

- II ~ ~ 

among the .staotes'is the size of th~ caseload of the courts. ForE courts 
o 0 ". " l~ .,' '0 ".,,'J ,. " _ 

. that usa th~ same tri a 1 defi ni ti on, t~ose wi th 1 argeftotafcase loads', 

, , 

limited space and resource constraints 5n the higher-volume courts. o 
. 0 

Unlike otherOforms of dispositions, trials c~11 for access to some 
,\' '.; 0 " 

• ~ \,~ Q Q, '\1-;>" • (j '. r.-

Jill1iteares~ourceS,$uch as courtrooms and jUdges. This implies that 
'I II' . ."' 

) ," {;.: D 

prosecutprsli;layu considerreS()llt;ce constraints in th~ir decisions",w~ether 
,0 

.:togo to trial. 
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The, natureoftri al s may v'ary from state to state or from court, 
.' ) 

o to cQurt within a state. Trials may also have become'mdrecomplex over 
i \'\' 

time. Friedlnan and PerCival found a higher' propprtion of, tr,;ials in 

Ca 1 i forni a and Flori da at the turn of the 'century than there are today" 

but the nature ,of'thes~ trials was different. In their words: 

.' •• Trial to most of us conjurs,up a definite 
image: a realco~rtroom battle, wit~ two si~d~s 
struggl in'9 like young stags and, the;Judge act:Jng. as 
umpire, applying fair and hon,orable rules. Reallty w~,s 
quite different. In many .places, t~e normal ca~e was ' 
nastyal1,d short. ll4e examl ne? the ml nute . books of a 
Flori da county from the 1890 s. Here trl a 1 sl asted" a 
very short time, hal f" an" ho_ur at most. A jury was 
hurr'j edly thrown together • ~Case, after case paraded 
before them. 20 ' .. . 

o 

Other unmeasured explanations for the variation in tiial 

disPoSitio~ rates may' involve various" idiosyncracies relev~'nt to state 

laws, "prosecutorial philosophies and case screening policies, state legal 
• " • 1\ ,. 

cultures and norms, and ,the formal involvement of jy,dges in the pretrial 

resolution stag~. <0 

'. Si rkei t is estal11 i shed that approximately" one out of every ten 
Ii .j 

" 
cases goes to trial, h,Ow are, th~ remaining cases resolve,d? Mpley 

demonstrated that negoti ated, pleas had ~~p laced jury tri a 1 s as the 
':;' 

primary means of di sposi ng' of crimi nal cases by the mi ddl e of t~e ~ 

nineteenth century~ 21 Plea-bargaining i"'s tt'ie proces~ by which a 

defendant waives his'right to trial in exchange for a reduction in the 

(; \~ 

20. Laurence Nil. Friedman ;~nd Robert V. Percival, The Roots of 
Justice (Chapel Hilh' Un1versity of Nort'icarolina Press/~ 1981), p. 193. 

" 21." ~aymond Moley,Polit"ics and Criml!nal Prosecution (New York: 
Minton; Balch & Co., 1929), ch. 7.See~lso, Donatd J~ ,Newman,. 
Conviction:, The Determination of Guilt O1~~nnocence Wlthout Trl~l 
(Boston: Litt1e~ Brown & Co., 1978).~) 0' , 
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senten'ce, ' number of counts or charges, or the nature of the charge(s). 
o 

Tab 1 e 6 shows th~t more, than half of the criminal di SP~Si ti ons i n b~~h 

limited,'an(J gener~l juriSdiction courts were guilty pleas.,; Most of these 

guilty pleas resulted fro~plea bargains. 
" o 

Recent U.S. Supreme Court rUlings have done much to fo~mally 

institutionalize the plea"bargaining proces,s by recognizing its value in 
(! . (.J 

~he, adrninistratJon of justice as well as the need to protect a 
" 

.. I)" defendane si;due I?t:;ocess rights by~ringing' the entjre pr9cess into the 
,-' 1\ {;,j 

'open." As wit.h any bargaion:. the negotiated plea benefits both parties. 

~ While on the Qne hand it provides ,the defendant with a more lenient 
" l 

tr~atment th,an he expect,s he would receive "if he went to trial, it also 

facilitates the conviction of guilty suspects where the prosecution has 

flimsy evidence, frses some trial time so the prosecutor can d.irect more . ~ 

of his"energies an~ resources to the mo~e serious cases: and provides the 
~ 

syst~mwith th~ !lexibility to adjust to "burgeoning locaL jail and,State 

prison populations. 

Heavy caseloads have 'long been view~d as the culprit that causes 

p~ea bargatning and h~nce~he l<a~ge number, ri'f guilty pleas. 22 Will 

lighter~asel~ads re.sL~Jt in a greater proportion of diospos(tions by", 

trial? RecenteQid~hce indjcates "that caseloads are not necessarily theO 
0' 

o 

::.:::" 

. 22~ See, e.g. " Albert Al'schulerj liThe' Prosecutolr1s Role in Plea 
Bargafn.'ing, II" 36". University of ChicaHo law Review (1968) p. 51 ,and' , 
IIRestructuring t~e plea Bargain,""~ 2 Vale Law Journal (1972), p. 286. 
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cause of" pl eal.. bargaining. 23 J) Mil ton Heumann calculated the percentage 

f t . 1 . 7.!,t' t 1 d· ·t· f 0." J o r, as, n 0 a ,spos" ons ·or the Connect, cut·, Superi or Court 
,,,),:, 

II l1 

between 1880 and 1954 and found the "average trial rate over this period 

was 8.7 percent. 24 This indicates that few cases went to trial 75 
IJ 

,,' 

years ago when case pressures "were m\Jch lighter than t~~y are now. 
o 

Data presented in Tables N through S show no relationship between 

the work16ad of a court and guilty plea rates. Fpr example, in 1~78 

Florida's 82,0§9criminal d:ispositio~s wer~ accompanied by the lowest 

proportion of guilty 'pleas (22 percent) "of states reporting" data,while 
(/ 

Alaska (a state that has supposedly el,iminated plea bargaining by state 
j1; 

lat1) has more than double theguflty pleas of Florida (46 percent) with/-'t 
.-;, u . . ~ 'l! v~,' 

only 905 ,felony di spositions.Although these prel iminary findings need 
" . • "0'" ~ 

to be controlled for the staffing level of prosecutOl'~s' ,coffices, they do 

call into seriolls question thecl1iYth that guilty pleas are a roesult of 

heavy caseloads. 

In addi ti on 'to cases that are di sposed by guil ty pl e:as, a 1 arge 0 

percent~~e'?bf criminal cases are disposed before trlal ~ 'Noll~ prosequ'!Cl 

is a decision by the prosecutor not to pursue any or all charges agait:tst 
df' 

the d,~;t';ndant. A dismissal is a decision .by the court to d1smissocharges 
1,' 

C' II 
~~'~-------------\, 

f' 23. Mi 1 ton Heumann, 
, , Prosecutors, Jud' es, and ~ei!':e:-:n:-::s-=e~t~t-:'=o~rn::-:e~s~~l~c:;:a~go;'::-:":::;;'n:::' ,;'::v:"'e":;r.!..si tyof 

,cago ress, ; a co ttl • ,ee ey~" eProce$s is the Punishment: ;: 
Handling Cases in a Lower CriminaloCourt(NewC'York: Russell Sage 
Foundation, 1979); Peter Narpull ; J "The Caseload Corftroversy and the 
Study of Criminal Courts, II ZP Journal of Criminal Law and, Criminology 
(1979), p. 12,5 ; Arthur Rosett an 4 Donald Cressey, Justice by Cons'ent 
(Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1976' ,Vera Institute, Felony Arrests:-Thetr ' 
Prosecution and Disposltion inNE,York City (New York,,:' Longman, Inc. ' " 
, 98P ) • " ,. . , , . ,~,," '., 

24.·"Mil ton Heumann, "ANote o"n Plea Bargaining and Case Pressu~,e," 9" 
Law and Society Review (Spring 1975), p. 520. . 
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aga.inst a defendant. The resul ts of both of these measures are the 

same--the charges against the defendant are dismlss~a, but the difference 

in the sOUrce of the dismissal sets thes.e two di'spositions apart. Table 

6 shows that .nearly one-fourth of the crimh1aldispositions between 1976 

and 1978 were dismissals by either judge's or prosecutors: From ,an 
~ 

" it 
oadmi ni strati ve ,perspecti ve thi s ti gure can be interpreted to mean that 25 

'percent of the Cases disposed, for one reason or another, ,·were improperly 

placed in the system. Some; dismissals, of course, may be a result of 
I; / 

plea bargaining. The dilm~ssalrate appears to be approximately 25 

percent regardless Of whether we are talking about general ,or 'limited 

jurisdiction co~rts. T~e noteworthy dimension of this figure is that 

more than twi ce as many crimi na 1 cas~)s are di smissed than go to tri a 1 • 

This fact certainly highlights the small percentage of criminal 
" " 

dispositions that are handled through trials. 

Civil [}ispositiolls. Like .cr'iminal cases, most civil 'cases are 

settl ed out of court.a Professor Robert Fi sher, cha:irman of the Harvard 

Negoti at'; ons Project, suggested that 1 aw fi.rms shoul d cons; der 
Q 

establishing settlement departments since more than 90 percent of 'all 

civil dasesdo not go to ~ri al ~25 
In contrast, "our Table 7 shows that slightly"less than one-third 

ofdvil dispo'sitions are by trial; this figure is significantly hig. her 
~, ~ 

"than trial dispositions rates for cri.minalcases. This higher' trial rate 
" ;;: . D 

in "civil cases may result from the fact that "there is less management 
" 

iQcentive forcivilattorne~,s i:tosettle d~ri.l1g the pretrial phase than 
o 



pq 

;..:.i 

o 

o 

'0 

() o 

o 

o 

'" .G 

'0 

',0 

:;;:,: " 

" 

o 

(j 

"'~. 
,', \ 

-, .~ 

,,; . " 
,. .' 

::- C 

General Jurisdiction courts* 
\) 

"" Table 7: Civil dispositions for general and limited I, 

d . j urisdi ctton courts:, 1976, ] 977 ,and 1978 

elise type 
o disposition 

. 1976 

Settlements! 
dlsmlsslll 
1$ .. 

1977 

, Settlements! 
CaSe type 

,.dlsposltlon 
dlsmisslIl 
I "$ 

Trlllis 
I % 

'I i 

i 
It'l 

1978 

,.~tt I ement~/ 
'I Case type . dlsmlsslIl Trlllis 

disposition " J 'I J 
--~-----~-------- .~ o --,......----'-------"--"".",.-. --

':-, c,I. Totlll s for C01lrtsr,eport I ng._ 
" . II . ~ ~. 

d8t~ ' •••• It •••••••••••••••• '." •• 2.159.181 .554,299 26J 675.188 28J ,. 2,497 ,~59 685,177 27J 
Totllls for. courts reporting" 

dlltll .In stlltes with 'limited " 
2~ <J o 

n 

Jurls!l.lctlon courtsb •••••••••.• 1,975,684 520,897 26:1 2,21'4,182, 634,866. 29J 2,319,834 
I' 

, 643,424 2BJ 
TotlllsfiJr courts reportIng 

setf,lement/dlsmlsslIl llild ~ I) 0 

trrl,l,I,! dlltll In states wlt,h ' 
limited Jurisdiction GQurtsc •• 

Limited JlirJsdl.ctlon courts· 

. f, 

o 

260,415 21J 419,847 34J ",', 1,388.986:307,471 
,,0 "" . 

------------~~~-----~f.~ 
1',238,552 22J 444,479 32J 

Ii 
I, . 
jl " 

"lr~~,004 
II 

II' 
II 

1. "Totllis for "courts reporting. II" 
"daflld ••••• r ••• ~ ••••• ~.n..... 2,439,656? '<::729.127 30% 2,436.,787 737,800 30J 2jI6~(,l,993 

,2~ T;)tllis Jor courts reporting I 
setf,lemen;t!d.lsmlssllf'lInd . (" ; 0) I' "" 

trIa'; dlltlle ••••••••••• ' ..... p. 1,709,6.51 ... 636,382' c.3ij 455,629 27J '1~67a,936 536,747 32J 451,347 27.' q83:~,~62 

283,810 20J 448,487 (~1~ 

845,4:30 32J 

" \~.~ 
511,862 28J 549.139 30J _

________ ~~.,O~ ____________________________ ~----~--------~u---· __ ------o------------------------____ ~~ __________ '-- Ii 
~:I~-------------------------

*Flgures Include only those hllte cOllrts that reported ,data fw this entire three';year perlod~ Cllre was IIlso taken to ensure casEt-type cOllpllrllblllty over 
thIs perl~d.Aj'1 the reported data for" each. of til Else years .clln be found In appendlce~ T through Y~ 1J " , 

" aOat.a were aval/Ilb Ie fromgenerl'll JilrlsdlctlQnco!:lrts In thefo/lowlng states:. Arlzo,naf, Call for.nla, ConnectJc'ut, Plstrlcflil~r Co I umb la,' Ha.wall. Idaho, 
Indiana, . lowll, Kansas;. Maine, Marylal1d, Mlchl9i5n, MInnesota, New HalTpsh'jre, ~w Jersey, North CarolIna;' .Ohlo, OklahOma, Ponnsylvanl,!,!, South Carol/nil, 
SI?!JthO~kota. 'Texas, Uta~, V~rmont. Wl!lshl~gton"i5nd\olyomlng. " Q) 

bpatawere lIvall~le 'for aI/of tha states reported In 'footnQte "a" e~c.ept, DIstrict of Columb la, Idaho. Iowa, and Vermont. 0" 
COata ~e aval/Ilb Ie from !!tineral Jurlsdl,ctlon coUrts. In' th!J following states: Arizona, CIII I fornla, ,Hali4.1/, Mlnnesota,Oh to",lPeonsylyanla, South Carol,1na, 

Texas, Utah, and WyomIng. u ,(0 " Q 0 

<f'Oata' were ilIvalJilii Ie from some limited Jurls~lctloll courtsln:itle foIlOll'lngstates: Alaska, Ca./lfcrnla, Hewal/ ,Ind/anll, MI~~",~an, Minnesota, NewJer.sery~,e 
,New York, North Carolhla, OIlld, Pen~sylvanla, Rhode,lsiand,SouthCllrollna; T~x.as.i5nd Utah. (j . '/e '" 

eOata were ava!,I!!bleforal!states reporte'd In, footnote "c" excEtpt Maska,. HIIlIal'., IndIana, Mlchl9an, Mlnnesoh, North C::l!lrol(~~f\l, ~nd Rhodecislaod. 
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'there is forprosecutors~, \\There is proba,~ly a "much higher caseload per 

prosecutor than per civil attorney.,.In short, the 'civil attorneys have 
, \1 

niuch 2 less to "ose a.~d perhaps more togai n fi nanci a nY,by- at minimum 

~ett!n~ a '~a'se begl~;'tb~ ,trial ~rocess.". I~ l\Ia~ in;~ances. fil ing a , lrmp1a,nt IS only a liotlce that the pl~'ntlff IS ser,ous. Legal action 

. rV, )o.ds tocoegot! at! ons. Thistacti c probably yl e I ds a higher do 11 ar , 

. ~ settl ement. In Cf"ct • the pI aj ntlffs '; attorneys !Day he usl ng the S '. inlti~tjon of a. trial 'as a Sign of thei'r clients' cODlni~nt to a 
o pre~trfal offer made to theres'pondeht;i' In addition, J ike crimin;l 

'" 

cases, type of case does not explain statewide variation in trial 

'dl'sposi~tion rates. "Tables Pthrough Y in theappendixsho\,/ the 
" () 

individual state breakdo\'m for those states, reporting civil disposition" 

data. 

In conclusion,according to data from 1976 through 1978~most 

cases,; civi1 as welt as ,criminal, disposed in general jurisdiction and 

l"imited jurisdiction courts do ,not go to trial. This finding is 
r.,.: - \} 

c1?nsonaht with the results of th~"Fri,edman and Percival study" which '. 
o ~ ~ ~ 

cited increases in the proportions of uncontested judgments and plaintiff. 
.:=; " ," 

~'I " 

victories arid decreases in, the proportion of matters" brought to trial as 

'evGidence of II~ stro'ng" trendnaw~from dispute settlem~itt.:'26 
,t( <'. ' " c, v ., 

" ,,~l _ "-:;,, .:./ ' 

" ") , ,: ~~h",;5. II Most t~i a 1 s.are'coriducted ,before' j U~i es 

'" c, Criminal tri als.The .framersof the., U.S. Constitution took great 
" . - . -;: t,,, _ f 

c,are to 9u~rantee a' ,ti'ght ,'to tri a 1 ,by j ~~Y. 27(., Tbe "U .s(~; SupreJ1le Cou~t 
• • , (.~ 1.!- '/ (j c. 

" has watfhed over andreinforced"thestri~ngo"jury tradition in the federal 
l\ \J 0 

26. Friedman and', Percival, ,op.,,"dt., 287 • 

27.. Art. IH,§2,·cl.3,.~USC,;.Amendment 6, USC. 
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co~rtswith great vigilance. ,However, it was not until" Duncan v. 
" () ''"'', I'· '-'f' 

loui s; ana, 1968 (one hundred y~,ars to the day after 'the passage of "the 

Fourteenth Amendment) that the u.S. Supreme Court endorsed the jury in 
~ (, 

" criminal cases as so " ••• fundamental to the American scheme ofjustice~1I 

that it was subsequently incorporate(,i into the due process clause of the 

Four-teenth Amendment~ ,making~ that ,right applicable to non-petty criminal .. ~ 

cases in state courts.28 In fact~ two years later the u.s. Supreme 

Court expanded the scope of this right by holding that states must 

provide trial by jury fora 11 persqns charged wi th offenses that are 

punishable by a possible sentence of six months in, prison. 29 
~ , 

The Cour,t's ,emphasi son,the importance of the jury has not ended 

with Duncan v. louisiana. It has further"concerned itself with four 

dimens;,o,nsof jury deci si on-mak i ng: the 'j ury' s ,.deci 51 on-maki ng 

structure;30 ~he extent to which the jury is. a representati~e bOdy;31 

othe controlling of extraneou~' illf1Jence5 ':on ,a jury's deliberations;32 

28. Duncan v. J..ouisiana, 391 U.S • .145,149 (.1968).' 
; i\ 

'29. 
~ 

Ba1dwinv. N.Y~, 399 U.S."(1970). 

c, ~Q. See: William5'v~;~)Florida, 399 U.S. 78 (1970);Colgrove v. II. 

Battln, 413 U.~'., 149 (1973), ~nd Ballew v. Georta, 435 u.s. 223 (1978) 
are relevant to the size of jilries;Johnsonv.ouisiana, 406"U.S. 356 
(~972) and Apo~ac~ v. Oregon, 406 U.S. 404(1972), are relevant to the 
SlZe of the maJorlty ~eeded to reac~ a d~ci sian; and Burch v. loui si ana', 
441 u.S: ~30 ,,(1979), 1S relevant to the lnteractiveeffect of jury size 
and declsl0n-rule. 

," . (~'~ 

" 31., E.g., the juror selection cases of Ham' v. Caro1,ina 409 U S 524) 
(1973); MUr~hY v. Florida, 421 U.oS~ 794 (l975); t, .~~lor, 'v., [~UiS, ian~ '419 
u.s-. 522 (1 75); and Duren v. MtssQ}..!ri 439 U.S. 30 (1979). " 

"""'r:;-- " 
32. E.g., the prejudicial pretrial publicity cases starting with 

Nebraska Press Association v. Stuart,,427 u.S. 53~ (1976); and other 
external blas.cases, e.g., Smith v. Phtllips, 1025. Ct •• 940 (1982).' 
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and the significance of~h~ judge's instru\~tio1\s just prdor to 

d l 'b t' 33 11' "~\ el era ,10ns", A of thlS attention might lea:a-one to the 

conclusion that the jur~ plays a signi'ficant ro1~ in 'the administration 

of justice. In fact, Silberman called, Jury trial.s lithe focal point of 

.. the whole legal process--its very essence and ~eason for being." 34 

Furthermore,mentioning a trial conjurs up an image of an 

adversaria1 proceeding acted out before a jury' •. ' Perhaps this too is a 

by-product of the media1s ~reatment of trials. The rebroadcasting" of 
, I> 

S~?sational trials almost always includes the scanning of a jury. This 

image is 'enhanced by the entertainment industry's emphasis on the 

protective role of juries fn suc,h movies as "Twelve Angry Men,1I "And 

J uS,tice For All t II and more recently ,lIThe Verdict. II This protective, role 
'" \ ' 

(\,,; s al so menti oned by the u.S. Supreme Court. In Duncan the Court wrote: 

"Tho~eW~Q wrote our"Constitution knew from history and expe;ience. that 

"it wasnecess~ry to protect against unfounded criminal charges brought to . 
, 

, eliminate enemies and against judges too responsive to the voice of 

hi gher author; ty. , ;- Prbvi ding an acc,~sed wi th thi s~ ri gh~ to be tri.~d 
" 

<i by a jury of his peers gave him an inestimable safeguard against the 

\) 1\ r:. 

(~. 

corrupt Qroverzealous prosecutor and. against the compliant, biased, or 

eccen~ri'cjudge ... 35 

Therefore, it i,s not beyond the realm of possibility that the 

publ'iC would develop the impression :thatmost trfal s 'are ,conducted before 

\~ , 

,,33. E.g., lakeside 'I., Oregon, 98 S.Ct. 1091 (1978); Taylor Vi 
Kentucky 98 S.Ct. 1930 ,(1978); "and Carter v. Kentucky"" 101 S Ct 1112 
(1981 h " . · 

34':, Silberman; op~- cit., 375. ' " 

35~ "Duncanv. Louisian~J ·39lU.S". 145, 156 (1966)... 
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j urn,s. This' ImpresS! Q~mi ght ba rei nforced bY the like 11 h~d th;t'the 
" , 

public's ~ost frequent e~~~ounter with ,trial courts would come in the form 

of jury duty. ,," -\ v . 
'. " I o 

" I., () 
arable 8 pr.esents sU,lII1lary data for the method of criminal trial 

i' " 

dispositions during the yea!~s 1976; 1977, and 1978.. These figures are 
I' 
U '. 

"from only those state courts"that reported data for the entire three-year. 
" . . 

pe'riod~' More compl'ete data from each of these years can be found in i. 

Tables Z through BB,.. Although the national ftgures presented"in Table 8 

_:.are incomplete, theyar? once again a good representation of the states 

based on size and geographic location." 
{'\\ 

If 

Exam; ni ng·the Jury tri a 1 rate for a 11 general and 11 mi ted 

jurisdiction courts reporting data in 1978, one finds that only 32,576 of 

the 194,999 trials (or 17 percent)'yJ'ere jury trials. This finding tends c 

~~ to support the notion "that "it is 'a Jl"\Yth t'hat most trials care conducted 
.J 

before juries. In. fact, "thispaucityofojury trials is anoften-c1ted" 

assumption by academicians.;1 . Kalv.im and Zeisel, i.n their c'lassic study of 
_ Ii" 

jury behavi or, The Ameri carli Jury, 'suggest that, IIA fundqmenta 1 fact ,about 
=-" /i - .• 

the jury trial is that it ils the mode of finaldispo~ition for.~·onlY a 

Js~a 11 frac~ ~n ~f ali cr; ml na 1 c pro~ecu;; Ions •• 36 ,AI though thi s is ~n.9 ' 

einpi,rical fact, it is Oft:)/, used"to support allegation.s about the IJ 

inSignificance ·of the Ame1.ican jury~ 

, ' Table ~ ~hOWS thai in 19?8on ly 1 0 perc~n~ of all dispcis i ti ons 

were trial s of any "kind. Irherefore,even if .an trials were _ con.du~ted 

before juries, they ~/ould ,bnly"be a small proportion of all' trial s. The 
I '. . . 
! ~ ,,0 

.. I 
'I " 

.~ 36. HarrY'IKalven, Jr.jl and Hans. Zeisel, The American Jury (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Presl~~ 1971) ~ p. 14. 0 
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Table;? 8: Criminal jury. di spositi ons: 1976~. 1977 ,and J 97a~, 

'. ~ --, -~='''''--=--,'~ n 
(I 

ii 
:1 
[·1 
~ 

o 
. (t}' J 

Genera kj ur Isd Ict Ion courfs* 

I. 

3. 

T~taiG toraH courts ., 
report,l ng 'da;tall.' •••• ~'.'.' ••••• 

Totels for courts 'reporting 
dete In states ~Ith IJmlted 
JurIsdiction cotirtsb, ••• u ••••• 

Felony"tatals for courts 
reportIng data In states 
wIth! Imlted JUii,/sdletlon 

t c '. cour s ••.• 0 .!~,.,. a·.1! • ~~. ~ •• a ••••••• 

LImIted JurisdIction courfs* 
','" 

1 ~ T<:)tels tor 'all courts 
reportf.ng da+ad. •• • 0". o. j 0 ."; •.••••••• 

o 

Total 
"trIals 

,;, 

76,307 

53,116 

o 
o 

20.379 

130,092 

\) 

1976 1977 

Jury trials Total 
(? 

J~ry trIals 
I % .~ trIals -, % 

30,7~8 40% ''67,729 31.052 

27,330 51% 48.776 27,495 
0, 

11 ,882 '" 58% 12,.791 64% 

'co, 

4619~i 0' ·o.l G 

t 8,2.~\~ " 
"I' 

1978 

Jury tf-Ials " 
i % 

29,645 47% 

,d 

.0' .. 26,340 57% 

')' 

12.00Y) 66% 

o 
:; 
1 

'1 
lo-,~, 

• :i 
, 1 
,,:/ 
~ { 
: I 
'I iii 
f 
!! 
;~,~ 
H 
H 
II 
I"t q 
b 
l:-:} 

H 
11 
H Lt 

2%~ li7,O?,0 '" 2,799 \' 2% 131,419 2~931,,2% .' n 1,,476 

1 '." . "" 11 
*F Igures I ncl ude on I'~ thos.~ stat!3 cfu~ts :~JJT reported data f9:))th' s.ent !,!"e ~hr::ee-year perf~;' Care was .,a I so tak~n to n 

ensure case-Type COIlparal;> Illty over trns period. 111 the~~orted dan for e'ach ,of theS!fI:I\years ca:J be found In II 
ep'pendlces Z; AA,and BB. Trlels' Include only tho.sethetended In a verdict Clncludlng <fJrected v~\;~!ll,sts). Gul'lty rl 
p/~1s, mIstrials. dismIssals, et~., that occurred 8fter a "trIal begel1 wer'e excl",de'd from this aneh';~t~(,l\there it 
possIble. The, unit of count Is the defendanT In most ~eses. Three add/t',onal ,caveats 1"~II\llr'equlred ~;ttptakethe data n' 
cQq>areb/,e over three years: ~eta from the Record~'s Court o,f DetroIt ~ere excluded; 1~;.ta from Ver~:\\'t:4s Sllperlor H 
Court and District CourT were conblned; .andthe CounTy Court FuncTion data In Indiana, ww':elncluded Itl-t"J,i.', ,the Superior m!!!":,:/~ 
Court ehd CIrcuIt Court' data. ," .,' 

. 0 0 \l !iill '~"\.:o., '\ 

" n 

'0 

eDete were e~elleblefromgeneral JurisdIctIon courts In the follow'jng sTates: Alaska, ArI'zona,' callforn~S'~l&onl).ectlcut, ~li ' 
DIstrIct of '~lul!Qla, Geor,gle. Hawall~ I" Inols, Il1dlene, lowe, MichIgan. Mlnnes0t,e, New HellPshlre, NtJ~ )er,s\,'lY. OhIo, t. <, 

" Oregon" PennsylvanIa, South Dekota.Texes,'Uteh, V~rmont. Wl!!'shlngton, and Wyoming. IIp "ftl',.,., ' 
bDetawereava~leblefor ell the courts reportt?,d In footnote "a!l except.,i>lstrlct,Of Colu~;fe,lIl1.tiblsJ' 10w~lli~\1d 0; !j , ''''-... 

_,yer~nt. ,; , , " ~ " ;~ :.\ 1 " II b' ""'-, 

COda w~re evalleble from generel jurlsdlct,lon courts 'In the following states: Meske. Cellfornla. Georg,'e;~\ M\ftilgan. IJ 0 " 

o OhIo, Oregon, and Wyoming. Cese-type breekdowns were unav",lIeble for tlle other states reporting date0In\~fqptnotes /" q 
, 0', ,\\1, " ~!",,, "a" end "b. it ' . 0 

il "0 I~' 
dosta 'wereevalltple from some limIted JurIsdiction courts In Th.~ followlhgstetes: Indlena. M/chlgen, MJnne,~o'f:lS', OhIo, 1 ~ '/ 

o " ' 1\ ,., 
"and'Texas. I 

o ",,, "" .." , \\'!!,' ~f 
-- 0, i 0 ,I ~ t, \~':' n 

" " .,"" '" n ']\' , ' 

-~~~, -------,~------::----,-,-~-:-,,~.:.---,.::--~--.~ .. -.:..-,,--.--- .. ~- "-"'--~-----'---~----:--~-'-'.\r·I....,r---'~-·~-- , 
, • _. 0. <i 0 1 , '.'t i~ \'~ l,~\ I ':i, 

, ' ", ' 0 -,", \ ' 
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real worth of the. jury comes i,l"Ito p1 ay when conflicts are of $,uch a 

mag~itude that bothsi,~es to the di sp1\teo w~n~,. an impar~i a'lj4dgl11ent of 

ei ther a jury or a ·bench t~"i al • Our 19780 data suggest that in such 
.. ':. '. t, 

o 

circumstances, the. jury is called upon to resolve conflict in aJmost one' .\ '.::' " ,-, " CJ 

out of every 'five trials in gener(!l and limited jurisdiction coorts-e-this , 
o 

" 

hardly portends the demise of the jury system. Between 1976 and 197~, 63 , . 

percent of all felony trials. in courts reporting trial data were 
. " 

conducted before juries. Duripg that same per:iod, 61 percent of criminal' 

tri al s in the Federal Di<strict Courts were 'also condtictedbetore 

duries}7 In fact, thes~ ffgure~' approximat~, th~ 60 percent j~~y trial 
G " 

rate in. 1945 for major cr,ime controversies 

J ury'~ 38 
,0 

'oThe jury trial rate is 17 percentoloverall because most tiia~s ~re 
~. • e 

conducted i n~ i i mi ted ~ uri sdi cti on courts ~ but Qn 1y 2 percent of,t~,e 
If • :,. 

limited jurisidction trials areojury trial$,~ Since such a small' 

'" perce!'tage of J imi ted jurisdiction courts ,as compared,wi th genera 1" 
. . 

,Co jurisdictfon courts, reported trial data, even the 17 percent es"Mmate o:f 
" OJ> 

~ a ~ 

the national figure is probably highly inflated. 
~. 11 r:i 

Nevertheless, since the slakes in 1 imt.ted jUrisdici'i6n courts are 
n c: 

siognificantly less than those in'their general jurisdiction counterparts, 
G 

there' is 1 ess tea.~on to" expect parti es to j nvest the resources' necessary 
!J . () " 

t() conduct a 'Jury trial.~· 'The large variance in jury trial" rates between 
" 

toe two types of courts 'may also be explained by the fact that so~e 
, ,. ~ 0 . <J" .," . " = 

37. Annual Report of the Director (Washington, D.C.: ,Administrative 
Office ~f the U.S. Courts., 1981), p. 127. ' ,,' 

~, ' 

38". Kalven and Ze1se1, OPe cit.,' p. 18. 
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states require approval of the prosecutor and judge for a
c 
defendant "to 

waive his"right to'a jury" trial, andsucb"appr6val may beCw~theld for a" ~ 
variety of reasQ,ns. 39 I~ fact, the;e' is " ' r:Y 

'.';:i not even aright to a jury'., D 

trial in cases where the possible"sentence is less than six months. 40 

" 
" Most people probably view criminal trials as :those assuming th~ 

c' 0 

form .of trials in general jurisdiction courts. In thi's sense, the myth' 

that '~~t ~ri m~ no 1 trial s~ general j ur1'~d'i ct i on courts" are conduct_Ii 

before J"ur1 es -1 S not a myt~at a 11. Between 1976 and 1978, more than 

hal f,,,of the ~rimi~a~, t,ria1.s were conducted' b,~fore. juries. In addition, 

al though w~ cannot measure the~ impact of a ju~y tri al "threat" on a 

defendjlnt~ s prope,]sity to plea-bargain~-the impactmay be 

s'ignificant. 41 Defendants s~e~ to avoid trlal becauseth~Y fear 
~~ H \I > 

~~rsher sentencces C if C6nvi cted and fear ,that the state I s witnesses, 

especi ally pol i C~,0, offi cers, wi 11 have" morE:> credi bi li ty, and fear thei r 

1 awyer I s rel uctance to g~ to trial. 42" Kal~~~ and "Ze'isel wer~ correct " 

in ~heir ~sse~ion tha~, " •• :" the jury, 1,ike the vii~ble cap of an 

iceb(~rg", ex~oses but a fraction of its tr~~ vo1ume." 43 ' 
Ii 

C,ivil Trials." Although Tables 16 and 7 showed that c"vl'!l cases go 

to tr~al signif.ica",tly mor~ oft~n than criminal"c;ses, Tables 8 andS . 

provide eVieJence"that in general j~fiS~lction"courts, criminal cases are 
05 

o ., 

39. Baldwin v. N.Y. (1970). 
,') 

40. kalven andZeis"el, op .• cit., pp. 22-3.0"., 
.~ CT 

41." Ibid, p. 31. .~ 

pers4~'t.~ona(~haln p. easp~rt Americim CrimiriallJustice: A Defendant1s 
, p c lve· ng ewood Cllffs, N.J.:Prentice-Aall, 1972).;0 

,? . 

43. Kalven and Zeise1, dp• vCit., p.32.' 
9 ),) 0 
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Table 9: Method of civil trial dispositions: 1976, 1977, and 1978. 

General Jurisdiction courts* 

1. Totals for a.,! I courts 
_. . reporting dat~a •••••••••.•••• , •• " 

2.«'Totals for. courts reporting 
data In IIstates with IJmlted 

b· . " .. Jurisdiction courts .~' •••••••• 0 

t;lmlte~ Jurisdiction cOLlrts* 

1. Tota Is" for a II courts .i 

,report I ng d~t~~ ......... :.~ ..... " 

.\\ 

o 1976 

Tot~t Jury trl~l.s 
trl~ls I" % 

482,934 4% 

465,638 20,757 4% 

317,174 

c 

1'977 1978." 

Total Ju,ry trl~ls' Total Jury tfl ~ I 5 

trIals I % trl~lsl % 

509,843 
o 

19,820. 0 4% 512,754., 19,083 
'" 

491,467 18,949 4~ 492,34118;352 

328,163 5,688 2% 4.,767 

*FlgureslncJude onlyth6se states 1"h8t reported d8ta forf6e.en'tlre th:--ee':'ye8r perlod~ Care wasalsotai<en to" en~ure 
case-type c~ar~lllfy over this .perlod. All the repof.ted data for e8Cl)of theseyears~einbe found In8ppendlces 
ce, DD, 8nd·EE. 

tJ:;1 
aQata were aV8118ble frOl'll gener8tJurlsdiction courts In the followlng~tates: AI~sk8iAr'zon8, Ca'lf~nla; Connecticut, 

Dlst.rlct ofColurrDl~, H8wall,' low8, MlIryland, Mlchlg8n, Mlnnesot~, New H8q>shtre, New J~rsey, North Gar:ol'lna, bhlo, 
Oregon, Pennsylv~nla, South D8koh, Tex8s, Utah, Vermont, WashIngton, and Wyoming.' . 

bD8t~ wereav~IJ8b'le fora'll of the cOurts' reported" In footnote "8" except DIstrict of ColurrDl~, Iowa, 8nd Vermont • 
. CData were 8~lJlI8ble from sQ/OO 1I~,tedJurlsdlctlon dourts. In the followlngst8tes{ Alask~, Connecticut:. Indl8na, 

Michigan; Minnesota, New Jer~ey, New York, North Carodna;\,Ohld~ South Cll'rolln~~ Texas, Dnd Ut8h. 
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conducted before"juries at a much greater rate than are civiJ cases. 
~ 0 

,? 

Table 9 demonstrates tha.tmerely 4 percent of all civil tHalO~ in general 
() '0 '. " 

, " , Q 
juri sdi cti on ~ourtsbetween 1 ~76 ,and 1978 were condu::ted before juri es, 

(j 

as compareCi with almost 50 percent of criminal trials. 
Q ~ , 

- D 

The difference in criminal bnd civ~~ jury trial rates in general 
D 

juri~diction courts cat:lbeattributed to.the inclusion of a large 
'" q 

percentag,~ of the civil compone'rlt case type's that are not. conducive to 

jury tri,als. "Table EE,which, illustrates the state breakdowns for states (I 
. , . . " 

0' re,porting civil trial data in 1918,cl~arly shows that domestic relations 

and estate cases Iwhjcnmake Up a clear majority of the civil workload of 
- . . 0 ~ 

Q .:: :.' - : .~ 

gener'a 1 j urisdi ct.; onc6urtsl have a jury tri a l' ,rate of 1 es~ than 1 
~. - -

percent (e.g..~';Arizona) California, New Jersey, Ohio and Texas). This 
'.-' , ' 

;;,:., ';'0:" '.. .. \.~ 

large v,o' ume 9,f Cases tends tq drag down therathe,r htgh)ur,y tri al r~te 
" 

for auto and ot,her torts (e. g., 63 percent in Haltai i, and '76 percent in 

r~ichigan). This si~ply means that the jury trial rate in ~ivil trials 

varies by casi)typeas it does in criminal trials but th~t the 
,) H \" 

. di.stribution of such civtl c.ase types by geii'eral and 1 imited jurisdiction 
<1 .I,~ . ,q 

courts isn9t as neatly distributed "as it is in criminal·trials~ 

~, ~ c 

t~at the courts areacquJtting lor at least
C

rel
c

easing) criminals. 
~ ", (l 

Results of one survey~"support the. noti.on;,thattJ:ie public th.jnk~cour~s . ' 

., . 

are, at minimum, too lenl.ent with criminals. .In 1980~ 83 .~e\cent of 

il \ 

53. IJ 
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a 
those suryeyed said tJle courts are not'dealin~, hars~JYenough with 

CO: 0) 0 I' 

~riminals.44 This, coupled with news stories about crime convnittedby 
n ,', :' ':) 0 Q 

recidivists who are releaseci by the courts, create~ an impression t~at" 

most (or at"least a substantial minority of) defendants are being set 
0" 1\ 

free. 

The fact is, that most criminal dispositions between 1976, and 1978 " 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

resulted in defendants' admissions of~gui1t. In sum, most defendants 
" 

were not acquitted, but were convicted ot" their own choice.o Table 6 
n 

ill ustrates that between J 976 and 1978, 50 ,percent to 59 percent of 

criminal dispositl0ns, in both general andlimfted juris?ictiqn 'courts, 
:; c::::-

were guilty pleas. The problem then becomes one of identifying what 

happens to defendants at the trial stage. 
o. 'l, 

A corollary to Myth 6 is that trials courts acquit defendants 

more than they"convict. Some logic supports this expectation. If ~the 
(, . ", 

lIeasyll cases are resolved by plea, can one assume that the remaining 

cases are based on more tenuous evidence, and thus go to trial? Jhese 
" are "the cases where defense counsel estimate~,that there is a chance for 

\"\ /!;~I 
)~cquit~al. ' In fact, th~ defense,must calculate that th'e chance is 

suffi ~i e';~IY . large to. ri sk the like1i hood of recei vi ng ca 7er sentence 

upon convlctlon ~h~n lf they had ,entered a guilty plea'. ~herefore, at 

worst, defense coun'selmight estimate a 50-50 chance of acquittal before 
~ 

going tOe trial. Some defendants may inSist" on a tria) regar~J~ss of the 

probability of acquittah 0 Of cours~, some people arrested and chargeud 
~ G 

with crimes are'indeed innocent. These innocent defendants may be 
.:) 

, 44. Sourcebook of Cri~iJ1al Justice Stati,stics~1981 "(Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Gpvernment Prirft:~)ng Off1ce~' 1982), pp." 204-205. "" 

:" ': ()' {I 
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willing to rbk, the stiffer potential sentence if convicted at ~rial for 

the possibility of being acquitted, rather than accept the certain 
" 

,punishment they would receive if they pled guilty. 
" 

" Table 10 illustrates that for most "defendants any expectation, of 

acquittaJ is u'1founded (based 08 the limited number 'of sta~es reporting 

such data). Two-thirds o.f=all defendants who went to trial, in general 

J·uriSdictio~ ~ourt~ dUe9 ~977 a~d :1978 werecorvicted,.' An ev~n ~igher --'J;' " v, 

"percenta~eOf thosdri,ed in 11mit'edJurisdictioncourts (78 percent) met 

a simil'ar fate. These figures are not significantly differ,ent from the 

figures of the 1977 and 1978 triaf conviction rate of 77 percent in the 
C! 

"federal district courts,45 nor from those of three classic case 

studi,es. Ei senstei nand Jacob found a felony defendant tri a 1 convi cti on 
. '.' ,) 

, i' G 

rate that varied from, 68 percent to 76 percent among the three cities of 

(,Baltimore, Chicago" and Detroit.46 The Vera Institute of''Justice found 
" 

a trial conviction rate in New York City of 63 percegt in 197}.47 
I" " 

" 
Finally, S'lumberg"describes the jury tri.al cO~,viction rate for seric£Us 

(l 

crimes in his Metropolitan C~urt as ranging from 75 percent to 92 perce,rt 

between 1950 and 1964. 48 .In short, it is .~ myth that courts acquit 

, defendantsOmore often than they conyict them. Perhaps Blumberg put it 

best' by saying, lilt would appear at least tentativeJy that, once one is 
"' " 

45 •. , Ibid, p. 404. \ . 

46. James Eisenstein ~)d Herbert Jacob, Felony Justice (Doston: 
littJe, Brown, 1977). 

47. 'leraC:lnstitute" of JJustice, Felony Arrests?~New York: ,Lo'ngman, 
Inc., 198'-' ~. ,,0 ==r 

" 'Ii 
" 48. Abraham S. Blumberg, Criminal J"ustice (Chicag,o! Quadrangle 

Books, 1970). ~ 
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Table' ,10: 
" \\", 

Trial con~~ction rates: 1977 and 1978 

G! ,1977 

General jurlsdlctlon* Trials Convictions 
,: II II 

, , 
"~ 0\\ 

Totals for courts report!,ng dataa ••• 23,768 16,452" 

Llmlted,jUrlsdlctlon* 0, 

--
,; Totals for courts report I n9 datab •••• 134,955 105,341 

D 

COnvictions 
as a% 

of trials 

69% 
()o 

78% 

. ., . ~, 

, 

.' 

Tr I a I,s Conv I,ct Ions 

" ,I 

23,005 15,610 
0 

'" --

144,946 112,6Q,3, 

Convictions 
asa % 

of trIals 
o 

68% 

78% 

~,.:I" "'r,'li 

*F'-lgure~ I nc I ude on I y those state courts that reported data for i'h I senti re two-year per} od. Data , 
" from 1976 were not Included. to ensure case-type co~a'rability over this per:1od. All the,reported 

data for each of these years can be found I n append Ices GG and HH. Tr I.!II s I nc I ude on I 'If those ' 
trll!Js that ended 'Yna verdpct (Including, d}rected verdIcts). GUlltyp,;leas, mistrials, dismissals, 
etc ~.: that occurred after a tr I a I began were axe I uded from th I s ana I ysls where Po;;s I b I e. The un It 

o of count wa~, the defen,.d ant I ~,t a a II states excep, t North.,' Dakota and A I"a:ska. 

"Data wereavallo!lb Ie from courts~n the foLlowl ngstates. Alaska~ Callforn I a, ConnectIcut, Delawere, 
F lor I da, I' I I no.l s , New Jersey, North Dakota, and T exes. 

, bData, were avall~le from courts In the follow'ng s,tates: Alaska, California, Florida, bnd Texas. 
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caug~t'up in the system as an accused (indie'ted) ;individual, there is 
(, 

1 > 1 h f . . t· 1149 ltt e c ance 0 escaplng conV1C 10n. 
, 

Tri a1s Before Judges and Before Juri es 

Another interesting corOllary to Myth 6 revolves around what one 

defi nes as a court. ,Court behavi or i su'suallY associ,ated !Ii th the 

behavio,r of judges. Yet, Tabl~. 8 has already documented the fact ~that in 

the years 1976-1978 inclusive, 1.n' approximately 51 per~entto" 57 percent 

of all trials and two-thirds of felony trials in gener~l jurisdiction 

courts, prosecl}tors and defendants consciously chose to resolve their 

di sputesbefore juri es rather than judges. 
..... , .. 

" To date there are very few studies that compare the behayjor of 

judges and juries in criminal trials. In The Amer'fc;anJury, Kalven and 

Zeisel focused specifically on a description and explanation of 

di'fferences in" judge and jury decision making. The, findings of their 

national surveyi1sample of 3,576 tria,ls in'ijicate a ,di'sagreement ra,te of 
.' , 

some 22'percent between what the jUry,"decided and what the judge y/ould 

have done if the decision had been left to the judge. 50 The jury " 

convi cted where the judge wO.tll d have acqui tted in 3 percent of the' cases; 

however. thej uage would have; con'li ctedwhere the jury acquitted in 19 

percent of the cases. The conclusion was that judges were much more 

wi 111 ng to" convi ct than were juri es .. 

Kalven and Zeisel admit lIa 'coumon-sense .expectation that the 

sources of disagreement must have something to do with the particular 

" 4~. Ibid, p. 31. D 

50. Kalven and Zeisel, OPe cit., p.'58: 

" 

5] 
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crime.;',~01 That is" to say,buries milY be more lenient than judges on 
., Ii ,. 

·'defen.dants who have cormnit:~ed crimes for which they can empathize (e.g., 

cOl1ll1erci.al vi~e ,ga!1lbl ing, lor traffic offe~ses)and ~her,efore d~ not view 

as serf ous. On the other "hand, they may be 1 eS$ 1 eni ent ,than j'udges ",o~) 

the mor~ se,rious' offenses1hhatinvOkea" fear of ,crimeo(e.g., murder and 

~ape).. Kalve~and Zei sel ~ontended, however, that thei.r data fail ed to 

support sucho expectations, I saying: liThe reasons for disagreement are on 
I' 52 . 

the whole not crime Specif1!c.1I c~, They "ttien proc;eded to test othe: 

important variables that m1!ght account for ~udge-jury disagreement .• 
,. II " 

,,' Although not' sugge~~tin~ tbat, other variables, such as eviden~e' 

facts only," the judge knows,il d'l'sparit;"of counsel, and jur.r, sentim~nts 
I' • 

abo'ut the 'individual defen<lant are unimportant in explaining judge-jury 
'II "i " 

di sagreement, more recent ~~ata coupJed wi th a" r~-exami nati on of,thei row," 
ii II' , II 

data suggest that Kalven a~~d Zeisel reached an analytlcal lmpasse on 

the value of case type as, ~~n explanation for jury-judge disagreement too 
r 

hasti ly. 53 Are-exami nJti~)Jl of just the difference in convi cti on rates 

bet~een iuries and judges I[their Table 19, verdi~t Pattern for Var,ious 
J/ :' _ 

Crimes) i'hows that the jur1ies ~eremuch more lenient than j~Jlges in what" 

theymi~ht,perceive as the IIle~s seriou'sll offenses,{e~)g., gambl ing; 

indecent exposure; game law violations), and became less 1,enient as the 
~ ~ 

offenses became IImore serious" "(,~'~g., murd~r; forcible rape; robbery,; and 
,. I) 

,auto theft). Indeed, Kalven and Ze1sel ' s emphasis on the no~on of 

0' ~ 

5l. Ibid, p. 76'~ 

52. Ibi d, p. 77. 

53. Ibi d, p. 76. 
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lIunpopular laws" resurrects the question of whether crime types influence 

jury-judge,ci'isagreements.54 They cite <one judge who suggests that in. 

the "less serious" cases, some'jurors might think, IIThere but for the 
" 

Grace of God-go I~ .. 55 
I' c ,~ 

Tab 1 e" 11, Jury and Bench Tri a 1 Convi cti on Rates: 1977 and 1978, 
" 

sheds more light on Judge-jury behavi!Or differences. If the dispositions 
'r? 

are not separated by case type, these data support the Kalvenand Zeisel 

finding that judges convict at' a higher rate than juries. FOr ,these two 
o 

years, the bench tri a 1 s convi cti on rate ranged from 78 percent to 7,9 

percent" while juries convicted. at rates ranging from 65 percent to 67, 

percent. The conviction rates for both judges' and jurors are high, with 

the jurors 'being slightly mO.re lenient. 
[1 -

An interesting phenomenon occurs, however, when c~se-ty.pes are 

sepa·rated rnto felonies and non-felonies~ In both 1977 and 1978, j~ries 

c'onvicted "felons at a much higher rate t~an did judges;. while judges 

convicted non-fe10J1s at a much higher rate than did juries. Although 
u 

these tendencies certainly ar<e consistent with trends noted jn our 

"t,re-examination of the Kalven and Zeisel data, these new data diff~r from 

thei r fi nd;'ngs. in one important respect--i n none of the verdict patterns 
.~ 

,) for serious crimes reported in Th~_ Am~rican Jury were the judges' 

leniency scores higher than the juries' leniency scores. This can be 
" 

i,nterpreted to mean ,that Ka 1 ven and Zei se 1 di d nQt fi nd judges to q,e more 

lenient than juries\ in ,trials of 'seri()us criminal activity, as was found 
'\r 

in our rnorere'cent 1977,," and 1978 data. 
c) 

- ~. 

54. Ibid, pp. 286-297 • 
o 

55. Ibid, p. 296. 

59. 
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Table 11: 
o· 

J uryand bench trial conviction rates.:' 1977 and. 1978 
I! 

Felon lesa~;. ••••••••••••••••• ~~.!II­
Felonl'es, "appeals and 

mlsdelnea:"OI'"sb ~ ••• • '~'!. -: ••• • : ••• 

Nqri-felon lesc •••••••••• ~ .••• • " •••• 

19:77 ' 
Jury frfals~ 

TrIals Convlct.olomi' 
I , 

14,454 

444 
li),577 

335 

6,012 

COnvIctIons 

as iI" 
of trIals 

74" 

75~ 
5711 

-.-....;--~-..=:....---

.Bench"tr 101 5 

Trlllls convictions ", ,. 
8,280 

327' 274 
'124,518 .• 99;3:54, 

"COnvictions 

lIS ti " 
of frlllls 

61" 

~_..,..~-:....;.._:-:-,-____ ':.19;..7':.8::...._,-_____ -:-______ -:-_"-___ c':1 , 

Jury trlllis ,,,0'- Bench t,,11I15 

V' \) 

.Trlals COnvictIons 

" 
970 

1(1,395 
,~ 

589 
.5,63Q 

'Convh::tlonscOnvlctlons: 
as ;11:" Trlllls COnvictIOns 115 a" 

of frlllls I" , .0 of frlals 

7,710 4,504 ' 

128 79 D 

134,56B " 106.982 

58~ 

62" 
80ll ___ <:.1'--______ ...,-.--__ _ 

4. ~?tals for-courts reportIng 
dota •••••••••••••• ~ ••• ,.".~ •••• 

,(' 

1:33 .. 125 . 104 ,698'-' " 142.406 111,565 67" 16,540 .6.5" 78" 17,092 79" 25,393 25,475 

, Q; _ '-'. _. . ." , . u. 
Note: ,Jury and bench trials Included only those 'frlals whIch ended In a verdict (IncludIng dIrected vet'dl~s).; Guilty plells, mlstrlllls, drsmlss~is, etc., thl2t occurred 

lifter II frll2l beglln were. excluded from this an';slysl'swhere ~slble, reglll"<Hess of tIle stlltes' trial defInition. T!lls proceduremllde +h~, dlltll, ~lIr'eble'lICross 
s1"lltes., In .. ddltl~n, The unit of ~ount- WIIS the de1~ndant' In IIllstates except- North Ollkotll lind MIISkll. 

- ; r) : ~ " "'. ,j • ~ • n \' p. - . . 

Ollh for 1916 were not Included. In 1;/lrs Table beclli.\~ cOnvlctlorlrllM brellkdowns for- jury lind bench trllliswere unavllllable. Figures for :1977 and 1978 Include only 
those ,/I'rll.te courts +hilt reported dlli;12 for the entire ~yellr perIod •• 'Care WIIS ~Iso tllken" to ensur~oclIse'-type COIIllllrDblllty ove;' thIs period. All +h'e, repcirted dllta 
for ellCh of these years Clln. be found In appendlcEls GG lind Hli. 
~' " 

~.. IIf)lIfa were /svlli hole from generlll jur.lsdlctloncourts In The foll9!""9 stlltes: 'CIIUfor-nlll, rlorld£l, IlIlnClls, New, Jersey, and Texlls. 
bOata were IIvllllllble fr08l generlll jU~ISdlctlol1 ~ourts'n tt'e foll;""lng sflltes:Connectlcut, Delllware, lind No'hh Oll~ota. 
COlltll were IIYlllllible frOll! some ~ourts In the following states: IIllISkll, Cllllfor-IIla. flor-Ida, .lInd TexlIs. 
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This difference between the Kalvenand Zelsel s~udy and our 1977 

Iland 1978 data might be an ,arti fact of di fferent methodol ogi ca 1 approaches 
. v ~ '.' -

(theY used Survey methods and this study uses data from state court 

,annualrepq,rts), 9.t'1, might be attributed to the twenty-pl us ye'ars between 
~ < • p [\ 

the two data s'~ts.' Our find1n'g: that juries are significantly more likely 
o '. \. ~ ~ v ' 

, ;:~'~, " (t 

to convict ihfelony ca,~es than'are judges is consistent wi"th those of 
\ f, f:, " Ii (~ 

anQther recent study, which found thatjuri,es convicted defendants 
,0 , "" ," 

accusedoffe 1 oni es more often than, j~tdgesdi d~ 5(j ~ This tendency may b'e. 
~ '" \,; I' ,. ; 

" I;:' 

a resul to '?f the pub 1 i CIS "acqui red sens'ft4 vi ty to and fear of the s,~rious 
~ 

crime that has)'~devel oped in recent yea~s. It, l]1i ght al so stem from the, 
})", 

o 

" ) udge I $ greater c~ncern with the presumpti on of i nnocen~e and from the 

• 0 care he takes<,to discar,d prejudicial yet irrelevant information~. In the 
• ,", u Il ,I 

. 0 . 

. more seri ous 'cases, ' jurors may as~ull1.e tha~ the state woul d not c i rlVest, 
" (} 7", ~ (' ~~ ':.: i' (? 

,reo~ources" in.? a"trial unles.s,. the. defendant was obviously gullty. 
( .. , , ,:", . 

~evertheless, 'the "fact remaini I)that Ta.ble, 11 clearlyilltfstrates a 
- Q '. .> ,\ {7' ': ,- (,I) 

w,,' diff~rence between judge and jury decision-maldngpbased on c~se type. 
£j . ~ '; 0 ~' .. ; "'>, ~ ",' t~ -0 ~ rJ 'J 

e ,A crfttci sm of ~hi s., fi ndi ~gmi gn,~'?be 'that ~~ere is a dJ fference 
:.:; .) t\ ~ If t.3 

oir{ the "ty,pes,,~f ca~es br'QUght" before:: jurie~ 'Qnd judges". IlOne might,argue " 
\: ;'? , '0.' ' ~.'., \, .0 

Lthat'a Jawyerfs mOre -ljkely to, have ,cases where' likelihoQd of guilt is 
,;: .. ' ;..., c- 0;' () )' (l 

grea~er~ heard by,) a jury ttl order to Q P l;)y~n "thei I""emot; ogs--thus, the 
D .. ,ill .'6 . ,j .;)!) .,;,' "'\\ -!:', '-' a '", c' 

o gl'£uterconvi6tion rate fior" juries i~c;flare~ulct Of th~Oini.tially ~;i'ghoer 
,~. - "i;., ,. :; " <;;;l 

likeHho,Od ofgui~lt. "If this wer~"tfu~lohpwever:Othe jury would .0 

<;i €I no r; ~';" \', , .:. <.J C) ~G' '" . .G\' . n 0, "._ ::;' ,', c L) 

un {form1y havE!! D a h-1 ghar con~i cti'onr,ate, acr,oss all caseo -type $ , al1d Tabl e 

'U 

9 

,,~,' ,\)"~ ~~ ~ ~,. "-

I' ,;J. t) (:< 'C, 

11 illustrates that this~ i s~not" theH::ase. c, J'ud9,esliayeO,a"9si gnificantly 
,0.... !,'} -; ". • _.' r.l 0' ::. 

hig,her <convi'cti on" rate tban j ufi es in '~;on_Dfel ony 'cases." :'r; " 
\~' ',~ '~Q 0 ,. G Q' ' \:I Cl o 
~) l-!:) co '" ".0";.' 0 

~", r~ ~ il 'G ,9 :J (\ b it) -

o ~;~;I., ~ ,,;) ;O:~, ~ :; q ;P _ D I,,' C ;~ r ( .,J 0 

@ !,ti. Jame~~. Levi,ne, "UsingoJury Y",erdict Forecasts in Criminal " 
Defense ~trat~gy. II, 66 Judi catur"e (May ,"1983) ; .. p.o 467. P '" Q C ,." 

C C~ ,~ ,~ , ,_" co-o 
o " 0 D~;/' '.:~ Od' g" !:) -;; .;;:} ~ 

'$ 
o 

o Q 'Q,-j ~".~~~ ~ 
o 0 .:)~\ 

Q' 

o 

. ,) 

o <5 

',~ .. 

o 

o 

o 



,) 

o 

co In concl usi on, m~st d~feriCiantsare n not acqui t-->~ed. Most 
" 

defenda~ts are either convicted oy their own plea or conYic~ed during a 
(, 

trial. 
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Chapter IV 

)) CASELOAD'COMPOSITION AND TRENDS 

" 
\\ 

This monograph begah with a qiscussionof ·the litigation 

explosi on specifi"cally and more broadly the" pauc~\ty of data that made any 

empirical discussion of the increase i\'1 or compo~itton of()state court 
, Q c::; 

.case filingsvirtualll impossible. T,he i'A'dvance Report, II a survey of 

"stat~ court""caseloads for calendar year 1981 or fiscal year 1982 showed 

that over 82 mi <11 i on cases were fr~~fed ii n the tri al courts of the f.i fty 

states and the Oistri:ct of Columbia •. l " This'isDa b~nchmarkfrom'whichc' 
" ,;I 

future, changes in cas.e load can be measu~ed arid any future "l i ti gati on 

explo'sionu documented.' For litigation to "explode,'" cases wou~id have to 
",") , 

increase faster than they did before or, increase at'a faster rate than 
/'( 
,f 

some other standard v'ari ab 1 e, such as papul ati on. 

Caseload Composition and Oemographi~ Variables 
/'- I) 

\ '; 
., ) 

(J) 
Before comparing" litigation rates of °change over time, it may be n <::0 

,,:.1 .... "11/ 

'J he19f ul to di scuss t~,e rel ati onship; between court ~i 1 i ngs and 
() 

popul ati on,. (}emographic \fari ables" have long been lAsed asy ISl1rrogat~ " 
c." ",-' 

o 

"measures Q,f co!,rt cas.eloads. Indeed, many early state ~oustitutions\or" 

older statutes contain proviSions for increasing the number of jud~es 
,. (; .~ 

according to the population of the stat,e or local jurisdic,tion. 

o 

l.See Bureau of J listice Stitistics, U.S. Department of justice t 
"StateColJrt Cas~r16ad Statistics/'Bureau of Justi,~e Statistics, Special 
Report, Feb .... uary 1983, ' . . (,1" tJ 
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o 0 

o 
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~. 

Population growth and density are other surrogate me'asures used't<> 

estimate case10ads,pnd hence indi~ect1y the need for judges. 2 
'~ \ \ -::' 

Population is 0ft~n regarded as' the driv"ng 'force 'behind cou~t 
", 

case1oad~.3 Data from the IIAdvance Report ll will be,used to explore the 

relationship between population and caseload compositionv/A1though 

population may be associated with total case1oad; it may be more or less 

closely related to the filings of particular typeS'o'f 'cases. For 

example, population may be related to the number of criminals and hence 

the number of criminal fil ings without being as closely rel ated to 

juvenile filings. In .ret another example, the re1atioQ,ship betwee~ . 

P9pulat'fon and probate cases appears relatively direct. The more people 

in a location, the more death~.J,fEfli'kelY to occur and the more' probate 
('(7(/1 I' 

, cases filed. }~1, ,,') , 
On the other"hand, {~~frel~tionshiP,b~tween other types of civil 

cases and population may be indir~ct. Fpr example, if population is 

rel ated to the number of auto purchases J and" the number of automobil es is 

re 1 ated to the number, of auto acei dents J then pop!Jl at; on may' be 

indirectly rela~ed.to the numb~r,of auto tortsuit§. The high price of 
o 

gasoline and imposition of a 55-mile-per-hour) speed 1i~it may also be 
(,l 

mitigating factors on the relationship between ayto to~ts and 
~ C' • 

population. In each of these examples, other unidentified factors may 
() 

,3., In the absence of other data, population size p~ovides the best 
estima~e of ta,ta1 disputes. See J .W. 'Hurst, liThe Functions of Courts in 
the Unlted States: 1950-1980, II 15 law and Society Review 1980 ... 81-, .,p. 407. 

I) 

':,) , 

" . 

'" 
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also affect case fiiing volumes. Detailed data on each of these case 

breakdowns are not available over time, however, and so the emphasis in 

thi s chapter will be on the broader categori es ofc;ciVil ane criminal 

cases.. Because th~~e is a 1 ag period between the time a crime is 

COl11l1i ited or a chi 1 sui t i ni ti ated and the time a case .. i s fi 1 ed or 

disposedC~f in court, a one-year lag is bui'lt into the data. Population 
" 11 ." , 

vari ab1 es" are t~,ken from the 1980 Census data andco!lrt fil i ngs are frpm 

the IIAdvance Report. 1I4 

Prior studies, including,?those relating population to filings in 

federal di strict court, chave found a strong rel ationship between 

population and total filings. 5 Table 12 further demonstrates the 
,:' 

relationship between population and specific types of filings (civil, 
II 

criminal, traffic, and juvenile) 1n30 states where coniplete fil ings were 

available. 

Case " 
Type Filings 

Civil 
Crimi na1 
Traffic 
Juvenile 
J uveni 1e 
Juvenile 
Juvenile 
Juvenile 

Table 12: Population and.caseload composition 

~I\ . Ii 

Oemographic Variab~ 

Populatipn 
Population 
Population 
Population. 
Population under 18 
Popu1 a-ti on 14-17 
Population 15-19 
Popul ati 011 5-13 

Correlation 
() 

.94 

.87 

.91 
a .59 

.56 

.57 

.58 

.56 

)' 

J 
/ 

G' 

, 
, q Population is highly correlated with <::ivil, criminal, and traffic 

~. 

filings an9 mq,d~rate~y correlated with juvenile filings. Refining the 

total population measure to encompass various measures of juvenile· 

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

4 F1 d E1 l' .)'(.... • an90 an sner, oe. ~lt. 
o 

5. "Keitt;, D. Harries and Stanley D. Bunn» The Geography of Law and 
J,ustice (New York: Pra.eger, J978), p. 153. 
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population does not ~l ter the rel ationship between juvenil e filings and 
" population. Although the close association between population size and 

~, ,-I <:> 

710F),;,juvenile filings is not surprising, {t is useful and does lend 

'credence to the practice of using poplAlatiot:l,as"a measure of ca~e filings" ,0" 

when determining the need for additional ju~geships. 

Figure 9 pictures the relationship between population and civil 
~') , 

\) 

filings and illustrates usefulness of populationasa predictor. It 
<) 

" 
shows that for every additional ,1,000 people, an additional 63 civil 

~c 

Figure 9: Scattergram, of population an?ciyil fi1ings~ "981 
o 

POPULATION 
(thousands) 
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cases wiH,be' fil'ed. Civil filings were used in this illustration 
" '': " 

because the plaintiff in ~ivi1 caS,eS must choose togo to court. For. 

criminal cas'es, this ch,oi~~ is made by the state. Presumably, itis this 
;;,) I' ,) 

decision to file suit rather than tousettlethedispute in some other way 

that i,s at the heart of the 1 itigation increase • 
(, --= 

i) 

Growth in filings 

Tab 1 e, 13 1i sts the change' in popul ati on between 1977 and 1981 for 

eac~ st~te and the corresponding changes in cri~fnaf and civil ~ilings 

duri ,1'g that four-year peri ode Populati on provi des a standard agai ns't 

which, to evaluate' the litigation.' An increase in case fil ings 

proportionate to the increase in population does not indicate an increase 
, 0 " 

in the propensity to litigate. Table 13 illustrates, however, that tetal 
o , 

filings are increasing at a much faster'rate"than popula-tion is. Total 

popolatiory in the United0States increased ,about 4 percent between 1977 
o 

and 1981 «from 219,760,000 to 22.~J307,OOO) while civil filings increased 

by 2~pe~cent and criminal filings by 29 percent i"n the same perfod. In 

other words, fNings are" increasing from 5 to 7 .times faster thao 
,;", ::: 

,~ ~\ ~ I' ~ " 

population. o Civil cases increased at an average -of approximately 5.3 

percent per yea~;~ and criminal filin,gs at the rate of 6.6 percent per 
'"-' I) \,,\ \ ~ .;:, /;5 

year during the period of this study. If these filings, rates of increase 

were to 'conti nCue into the future" Q ci vil fi 11 ngs woul d double every 13 or 
\' '-' ( 

() (. 

~ 0 = 14 years and criminal filings would double~very 11 years. The 

, percentage 7hange" in ci"V,il and criminal filings is not correl,ate)d at all 

with the pJrcentage change ,in population for the 24 states where change 
[Q ::-

, data were availabl.e,., "AccQ.~dinglY, even ,though populatio", size is related 

" r,j c> 

o 
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Table 13: I ~, 

Civil 
(? % change in CY 1977 or CY 1981 or % change 

l!oeu1ation FY 1977/78 FY 1981/82 

tlortheast 
Connecbcut +1.5% 207,534 212,240 +2% 
Mainea +Z~5% 47,128 57,627 +22% 

U Massachusettsa +0.5% 170,054 295,060 +73% .:; 

New Hampsh i re +2.3% 59,471d 65,476 +10% 
New Jerseya +0.8% 465,682 57,1,166 +23% 
New Yorka' -1.4% 684,139 793,896 +16% 
Pennsylvania -0.1% 412,405 515,014 +25% 
Rhode Islanda -0.2% .. 40,496 40,175 -1% 
Vermont -4.9% 20,598 24,856 " +21%" 
Reg10n fota 1 +28 

North Central 
11l1n01s +.05% 620,732 647,096 +4% 
Indiana +1.1% 276,619 388,301 +40% 
Iowa -0.5% 108,758 133,484'\\ +23% 
Kansasb +2.8% 95,33:r 118,187 ~~ +24% 
Michigana +0.5% 166,542 263,863 +58% 
Minnesotab +2.~ 
Mlssouri b +2.0% 0 

Nebraskaa +1.5% 65,756 67,491 +3% 
North Dakota +1.4% 19,717 25,765 +31% 
Ohio -10.1% 583,390. 619,043 +6% 
South Dakotab -0.4% 
Wisconsinb +f.8% 
Region Total () +17% 

South 
ffiOainaa +3.5% 186,523 216,408 +16% . 
Arkansas ~.O% 89,027 99,452 +12% 
Delaware +0.5% 40,015 49,728 +24% 
Dist. of· Columbia -7.5% 160,916 145,911 _9%d 
F10ridae +14.6% 472,895 553,~74 +17% 
Geor9taa +6.9% 219,283 257,173 +17% 
Kentuc1cyb +2.4% 
Louisiana3 +7.2% 195,720 239,629 +22% 
Harylanda +1.6% 390,711 590,887 +51% 
Mississippi +2.9% 
North Caro 1 ina +5.0% 335,341 378,688 +13% 
Ok1ahomab +8.2% 
South Caro1inaa +6.0% 173,861 182';336 +5% 
Tennesseeb +4.8% 
Texas +11.9% 550,510 679,107 +23% 
Virginia +4.3% 470,830 770,993 +64% 
West Virginiaa +2.4% 33,542 34,699 +3% 

, n lreg!on Total +26i 
\) 

West 
iO"ma +4.0% 20,638 30,728 . +49% 
Arizonaa +15.1% 68,635 Q 81,769 +19% 
California +8.3% 1,310,321 1,639,518 +25% 
Co10radoa +10.0% 154,654 202,775 ,+31% 
Hawaii +7.1% ,33,656 47,38a., +41% 
Idaho +8.6% 45,311 52,347 +16% 
Montanab +2.9% " 

!/evadab +24.6% 
New, Mexicoa +8.4% 54,844 \l 58,035 +6% 
Oregon +8.7% 123,197 155,362 +26% 
Utah +15.3% 63,251 92,894 +47% ' 
Washingtona +11.8% 170,755 218,446 +28% 
Wyomin!la +19.4% 11,583 11,568 -1% 
Region T06al +26% 

, . 

" Grand Total +23% 

;t ((::4 
0 

G) 

Criminal 
CY 1977 or CY 1981 or % change 
FY 1971/78 FY 1981/82 

" 91,182 ' 109,539 +20% 
6,138 6,062 -1% 

200,834 237,667 +18% 
36,990d 39,175 +6% 

376,250 462,901 +18% 
810,398' 1,146,095c +41% 
570,931 745,308 +31% 
33,279 38,940 +17% 
18,058 16,599 -8% 

+:11%, 

516,092 712,379 +38% 
122,643 144,960 +18% 
132,721 113,667 -14% 
25,211 30,693 +19% 

207,233 239,119 +15% 

" 
52,099 
18,779d 

55,278 
21,719d 

+6% 
+16%d 

323,797 406,403 +26~ 

+23% 

121,391 140,070 +15% 
130,978 147,428 +13% 
47,920 56,822 +19% 
29,040 36,597 +26% 

348,834 447,754 +28% 
112,812 145,286 +29% 

346,631 536,856f +55% 
c 154,844 171,781 +11% 

413,679 487,783 +18% 

107,055 243,079 +127% 

1 ,MO, 899 1,316,709 +22% 
329,904 399,209 +21% 

9,875 7,239 -27% 
+28% 

20,264 22,355 +10% 
13,231 16,429 +24% 

796,367 923,834 +16l 
42,098 59,5713 +42% 
40,400 52,537 +30% 
28,976 32,632 ,:+13% 

31,178 45,687 +47% 
84,103 149,695 +78% 
32,198 37,366 () +16% 

131,515 170,557 +30%' 
1,404 1,844 +31% 

+24% 

+27% 

68 
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a" To"correct.for 
discrepancies in the data because 
SOMe courts reported d&ta in one 
reporting year but not in the 
other, only data from the courts' 
1fsted were used in the following 
states: 

Alabaaa (Circuit Court and 
District Court). Arizona. (Superior 
Court); Colorado (all trial courts 
except the Municipal Court and the 
Water Court). Georgia (Superior 
Court, State Court, Probate Court 
[cri.inal only]). Louisiana (all 
trial courts except the Justice of 
the P!,ace C\>"l,Irt and Mayor I s COlii~tJ.' 
Maine' (Superior Court and District i 
Court [civil only]).. Maryland ') ~ 
(Circuit Court and District Court). 
Massachusetts (all trial courts 
.. "", the '"b.te ,,' F",'Y ""... I Departllent). Michigan (Circuit 
Court except ht Cfrcuit, and 90 of 
98 locations of the District 
Court). Nebraska (District Court, 
County Court, and MuniCipal Court); 
New Jersey (Superior Court County 
District Court [civil onlyj, Tax 
Court [1981 only]. and Juvenile and 
Domestic Relations Court). New 
Mexico (Distr.ict Court and 
Mag15trate Courts) ; New York (all 
trial courts except the Town and 
Village Justice Courts). Rhode 
Island (Superior Court; District 
Court, and Family Court); South 
Carolina (Circuit Court, Family 
Court, and Magi strate Cour>t); 
Washfngton (all trial courts but 
the Ju'stice of the Peace Court); 
West Virrinia (C1rcuit Court); , 
WyoDrtng District Court). 

" b a Data were submitted from 
'these states but could not be u!led 
in this table because of problems 
with comparability: Kentucky, 
Minnesota, Mfssouri,nHontana, 
N~vada, Oklahoma" South Dakota, 
r~nnessee, ann Wisconsin. 

c a The number of cases 
dis~osed is used as an estimate for 
the'number of cases filed during 
the ,.year in SOllIe of 'the courts 
included. Disposition ffgur0s for 
criminal cases were used in New 
York in 19131 'because only , 
disposition f1gu~es were available 
in 1977. ' 

d ~ Note that 17,173 cases of 
the apparent overall decrease (-91) 
fit the civil caseload of the court 
in the District of Columbia 
represent small claims and 
landlord/tenant matters (court of 
lfmited jurfsdf ction I. The 
remainder of the .ajor caseload 
shows an increase of 13S. 

e " Florida--1977 data covers 
only ali l1-lIIOnth Il,eriod. 

of .. Traffic fn,ings COUld not 
be.cOlllpletely separated from 
cri~fnal and juvenile filings in 
Lou~siana. . . 
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to numbers of case filings, increases in population are not correlated 

with increases in filings • 

Figure 10 shows that there are regional patterns to the 
o " 

increases. Civil and criminal fi1i~\e" increasing at a~~ut the same 

pace in the West and South j but criminal filings are increasing faster 

than civil in the .Northern part of the country. 

Figure 10: 

WEST 

"C;v; 1: 26% 
"criminal: 24% 

o 

Total percentage increases (1977-81 inclusi~e) 
in civil and criminal filings by region 

NORTH' CENTRAL 
C,· vl·l . ~1~7% n (; • ~.L-'." 0 ' 

.Cr;m; na 1: 23l\'~ 

SOUTH 
Civil: 26% 

Criminal: 28% 

" () 
Total National Increases in Civil Litigation: 23% 

TQtal N'atiamal Increases in Criminal Litigation: 27% 
/; 

" 
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State 

California 
Michi gan !9 

Missouri 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 
Tennessee 

o 

Utah 

G 

Ave,rage 

Table 14: ' percenta~e change in total ftlings ,Jorcourts 
of genera jurisdiction 

" (, 

o 

Total 
civil 
case10ad 

Average 
civil 
caseload 
increase 

Total 
criminal' 
case10ad 
increase 

Average " 
criminal 
case10ad 
increase 
per, year" 

,Total 

. Court 
~ 

Superior 
Circuit 
Circuit, Common Q 

Pleas 
Superior 
Superior, County 
Comon Pleas r-

C,i rcu it, Law and " 
Equity,Chancery 

'District 

() increase . 
o 

52 
30. 

3 
29 
30. 

4) 
34 

33 

o 
o 

~o 

per ye~r 

" o 

8.7 
5.4 

0.6 
5.2 
5.4 

7. r 
5.9 

5.9 

-17 
38 

18 
50. 
-9.6 

,. 50. 
6.8~ 

'~ -3.7 
6.6 

3.4 
8.4 

-2.0. 

8.4 
1.3 

adult 0 

population 
incre;ease 

12 
7 

6 
16 
5 

12 
8.6 

, 

8.6 

I) 

Average 
population 
increase 

" per year 

1.2 
3.0. 
1.0. 

2~3 
"1.7 

, 1.7 

, . 11 "'" 
~du1t population figures for years 1969 to 1971 and 1973 to 1,78 were obtaineq;:frrom the Statistical 
Abstracts Of the Unt:ted Statesseries.~972 figures were Obtained from the Bureau of the Censlfs, CUrrent 
Population Reports: Projections and Estimates, series P-25, No. 5o.o..~ 
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~ .. Chapter. V . 
t'" . {-: 

CONCLUSIONS 
(, 

.~~' 

The essence of this chapter can be expressed in the word~,of 
'. • '::;~" . • . _, " • i.l , 

Stephen Daniel s~ who 1 Goked at the rel atJ,oQship betweensoci al~ 
lj ". ,\). " 

develop.nentand litigation. Daniels said, "Evenw{ththerecent'interest 
r: , (I 

1- ~ . " ,I ~" , 

lh court activity, we still ,know relatively li,ttle--parti~ularly about 
~ 2 

(, "1,:\ state trial CQurts. What we dO,know comes from .0nlY a handful of 

o 

\1 " n 

·states.·,lH~ further's'ugge'sted t~atam~re~: detailed understanding of 
t:!J \.;.0 ,', ',", ,', 

t"i a1 coUrts requires an .. integrated approach--integrated "(n 'that it 1,00k 

at all
D 

level sof· courts within a state { as much as the availability of 
--:--- ,. _. {) 'J.' '. ,.' 0" _ . , I, .' t\ \ ~'. ,.' , \~ 

~ourcematerials allows) over '~lon'g period\)f time.!·2 This research 
. ' '" v ". .' .' ." .. '\ . ~ ,. '.' . . 

" has taken the first 'step--look i ~g. at data frolll all level sof courts 

with 1 n states : MOl'e 0 Cl)IIIe le"t~ ~a.'froinJDOre$\\te~a;e ",~q~lredto ,. 

'confirm the conclusions "reached in this cross-sJlctional study 'before they 

are tested over tlm&:" , ' . ' ".' . \ " 

,1,) 

filings, 

Thisstudy'has shown that when court busine,ss{s defined as cour;'t 
(\ 0- ' . '~\ . 

'is 

• traffic cases: make up the bul Ie .. of the court" atti Yity 
... felony Gasesmalceup "about7,perc~ntof criminal 

fl'll"ngs: Q .. U.,' .'" • :'Q. 
" . . .•.. . 1\'" '. ". .." ... " .' '. 

~ tor1; cas.~somake up ab()ut 5 p~rcentof CiVlo1 fi1:jngs 
l:) small c1aimscases and dornesticrelations casesmalce 

'G 
up nearly 4Q percent of civil filfngs; .. ..... .: .. 
mo~t filings.~ciYJloyGcriminal,:arenotdisposed by 

" trl al fJ ,. .. • ..''','' . 

most~trials are conducted befor~aP jUdgEr~ notajqry (j '" 

_-.-___ --.-__ ,._'""-" __ n ~ ,{~!) , ,( " 

'. . ." i\, Jgl ", .. , . "'. ..'.:" I'·., .... Q" .,' 

1·~ Stephen 'Dalliels)J"Social"Development 'ana Litigation Studies:" A 
.Critique." Pa'per presef.'l,ted a:t,theannual meetit~90f0 the~awand Soei'ety 
/tsso~iation, Denve.r,Colorado, Jun~ 2-5,\:1983'JP~2"1~ .. · ", "0 . 
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'(;:' 

( .. 
car"es, 
/" 

/'--. ,. , 

most defeJldants plead gun~y. rather ~han go to tri al 
about three-,quarters of crlmlnal def~.'}!Jants who, go 
to tri al are convi ct;1:ed ' " " , 
jurors convict proportionately more felons than 

'" judges, while judges convict a higher proportion ofc. 
non-felons ") 

" ~ 
Filings in limited jurisdiction c9urts include many ':minor" 

su~h as park'ing violations, where a disp~te doesn't reaol1y ex.ist 
Ii 

" 

but a case is filed "and a fine paid. The caseload c~mposi,tion of general 
t ,:0) 

jurisdiction courts' was examined separatoely to give a picture of mOre 

"serious" court cases. General jurisdiction courts hea~ aboOt 8 percent" 
. "., ,1 £i " 

of the cases fil~d in st~te trial courts. The percentage is slightly 
'i' 

Q () . I) 

higher i~, those states where the gener'al jurisdiction court has juvenile 
o 

D 

jurisdiction. The cases heard "in general jursidiction courts inclUde 
. \" " o' . 

" 'i) 

felonies, civil cases over specified dollar amounts, but yery few, if o • , ' 

any, traffic cases. ,u 

courts, 

o 

() 

When court business is defined a~ filings in general jursdiction 

civil cases make up the bulk ofothe court actj'lity 
• ,felonies make up the majority of cr'iminalfilings 
• tort cases make yp about 8 percent' of civil filings,' 

domestic relations and estate cases make up half of 
the civil filings " " ',' ';, 
''most filings, eivil or criminal , are not disposed by 
tri al" "'~ , ,. , , " ",' ',' 
about 'hal f of the crimi nal trial s are~conducted p 

, before a jury and hal fare c'onducted before a judge 
• nearly 95 percent off civil ,.tri a1s are cqnducted 

before a judge " ,. , , ', ,," 
• most def-~ndants pl"ead gutlty rather than 'go t~ trial 

about two-thirds of the defendants who go to trial 
, are convicted'" '" " (i) 

",cl of' the 'primary func;ti Of!< of 'courts is to set1;l e disputes J court 
() 

bysiness may be define~ as case,s reqUi~in9 adjudicatio'1,o 

a meastlre of contested cas,es, 

UsinQ tri a 1s as 

• felonies"make upa quarter of criminal trials" 
(, il 

r" (.'1 

" 
76 
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() 

\. 

, " 

\';: . . , , 1 . 
";'===~~~="~~"~~="~=~~.r'=_-==J===-==== ,i ' 

CJ /; ~" 
/1 jl 

: small claims cases make up about 40 percen~ft civil r 
tri.a 1 $ and domesti c re 1 ati ons cases make 11.1 another" I 
25 percent of trials .. " :/ 

• jurors convict proportionately mo~Melons than 
" judges, whil,e judges convict a ~igher proportion of 

non-felons 

The question of what court.s do has leddus to define court 
~l" 

business in differ'ent ways. Each definition leads"to different 
'" 

" conclusions about the nature of courts themselves, since courts are at 
~-.,; \t;''' 

"" l,east partially defined by what they do. Indeed~ "because courts depend 

so heavily on the actions of others to shape their dockets, an , 
\! (\ !l \\" I':; 

understanding of the shaping of the docket is especially important to any 

full understa~di~9'of the rol~ of courts.,,3' 

This monograph has also noted that filings are increasing 

disproportionately to population growth. Total court filings are 

increasing as much as five times faster than population. Between 1972 
, , ,~ 

',1" (~,. ",' f (-, 

and 1977, civil filings in general jurisdiction courts increased more 
'; 

"than three times as fast as population, but 'crjminal fil"ings have 

increbed more slowly' than didpop~lation.. Determination' of predsely 
l: ~ 

what constitutes a "litigation explosion:," however, is left to the 

reader. D ,. 
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3~ Joel B.G.rossmanet al., i'Dimensionsof Institutional 
Participati'<m: Who Usesc the Courts and How?" 44 Journ~l of Po11tics 
(february 1982) • '., ,. ~ , 
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"Table A. 'Filings ingerleral jurisdiction, courts by case 
,,- .. :""categorY,.a$ ,ii,percent of , total cases fjledJn general 

-Alas~a 
Cal1 ifornia 
Connecticut 
Hawaii -

'Massachusetts 
Ne.\Ii Jersey." 
Narth --Carol ina 
Virginia' 
Washington 

and limited;jurisdi ctiQn" courts ~ -- 1976_. c, 
" ' - . ,. • r . 

~of 
" ._-,--Total ' ___ -.'-
_ .' Caseload 

b_ 

,12':6 
2* 9. 

5.5 
10.2* -' 
5.3* 

·5.-0* 
4.6 
6 j '-, 

11.6 

54.5 
39.6 
11~~&Q7 

~3:~' G' 

15.4 
4.5 

13.8 
58.2 

Distribution oy'casecategory 
Criminal Tra',f1c -

// <; 

4.1 
7.4 
4.8 

';:;~t1:it '. 
G j i 8.7 " 

\ 

12.5 
13.9 

'.. 11.1.' 

;= 

0.0 
0.0 
O~'O 
0.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

" 
*Proportlons -calc~lated exclude parking ~i~fa'~ions. - o 
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Tab1eoB. Fil ings in general jurisdicti.on cOlirtsby case \I 

category asa percent of total cases filed ~ inc, general 
. and limi~d jur.isdictioncourts,'197T 

i,of 
Total 

. .. (j .... 

" Di stribution by' case category 
State .. ,Case1Qad. ,.' 

Alaska 
California 
Connecticut 
HawaH 
·North Carolina 

, Pennsylvania 
'Vermont 
Vi.rginia 

10.8 
9.4* 
5.3 

11.8* 
'8.1 
7.8 
7.8 
6.6 

52.5. 
41.5 
12.3 
65.4 
22.0' 
43.6 

,30.4 
.14.3 

"r \') 

*Propo~tions calculated e,xc1ude. parking viol~ations. 

o 

dj" 

'0 

D 

~,-' 

() 

o· 

c 
a 

5.4 
7.0 
4.9 
5;1 

12.4 
12.7-J;J .. 

13 .' 
15.0 

" " 

.:; 

.. 0 
(~ 

IJ 

"0:0 
0.0 
0.0 a 

0 .• 1 
0.0 
0.0 

" 0.0 
0.0 

.' 0 

\\ l\ 

',<" 

, ''\ . 
, ~~~-:-' ,-...,~ - .... ",- '-~',",,,,,--, -.""'~"-.' I<}~""""':'" " .. , <-. ,~. ~_.,.. ~ .•. , ........ , __ ~-,.........-.,>- _"" ______ ,,_:.'~ __ ~ .... _"'~~_, 

(. .,' ," :" ,j\ ' 

c 

100.(], 
1(]0.0 ,. 

0.0,' 
100'.0 

0.0 
100.0 

"0.0 . 
d.O 

If ' 

Q '. 

\) 
" , ~ .--9 

T:1>1 e c: ca/,oad composition (excluging parkfng Vio~ationS)' 1976)\ ( 
/1 ')::::-

, 
c 

sta"'e' . 
{) . 

Court 
Type· I CiVil Criminal ~ Traffic Juvenile . ~ Total 

/I 0 ~ /, () 
II U 

"Alaska "\\~, I 
i fI"" Total If 

(,jl California &J I 
'I' LJ" II 

"I c~ TO~y 
." ii:· . Connecticut . 'rJ! 

,~:'';. ;'~,: t Tata 1 

" ' 
II 
'I 

10,749 
8,954 

19.703 (,·.19 ) 

501,775 
" 765,892 
1,267,667 

25,004 

" ( .18) 

191 ,344 
217,348 C.39) 

170,059 
o 

( .55) 

• c 991 
22,895 
23,886 f. 23) 

NH 
59,682 . 
59,682, (.57) 

1,510 
NH 

1 ,510 (.01) 
0" 

c 57 ;430 NH 107,917 
720,573" 5,085,113, D ~~ NH 
778:003 ('.1'1)" 5,085,113 (.70)' 107,917 (".01) 

4,555 
91 ,191 0 

95,746 (,17) 

31,956 C.1 0) ,. 

NH 
227,207 
227,207 (.41) 

. 97',903 (.32) 

NH C 

14,452 
14 ,452 (. 03 ) 

" 

7,391" (.02) 

13,250 
91 ,531 

104,781 

667,l~,2 
6,568,578 
7,238,700 

30,559 
524,194 
554,753 

307,309 

."0 ,f 

r 

District of· "'/ 
Columbia b jIGJ 

Hawaii ( &J 
! LJ . ;f Total 

Idaho /; GJ 

, 18,098 
11,633 
29 ~131 ( .11) 

40 ,245' (~15) 

2,028 . 
42,088 " 
44 ,116 C. 16 ) 

30.,490 ( .12}' 

650 " 
, 194,431 

195,081 (.70)t 

183,974 (.70) 

! ,363 • 
:,,:' NH 
7,363 (.03) 

?,927 (.03) 

28,139 
248; 152 
276,291 

262,636 

i,' 
). ", 
if 

\If 
), 
• II 

1.1 
~ II· 

Illinois,,!' &J 

M h ,OJ, .. GJ 
.. • ..' aSS'letts "~~tal 

tlort~'Caro1 ina &J 
. J LJ 
j" '11". .:tal 

, /irg1n1a 
LJ 

Total 

. (/ 

633,246 (.18') 

31,085 
387,515 
418' ,600 ( ~ 34) 

10,7)4, 
.. 224;810 0 

235 ,584; ( .17) 

63,976 
400,92~ Ii, 

464,901, (.27) 

" 
'520,112 (.15) 2,305,483 (.66) 

37,508 " 
217,869 '. 
255 .317 (. 21 ) 

'!J2,54Z 
366,335 " 
418,a~2(.31 ) 

T./() 

42,843 " 
264,557 l? 
307,400 ('.18) 

NH 
519 094' , . 
519,094 (.42) 

\l " 

NH 
678,855 
678,855( .• 50) 

l. ,0 c 

11/ Washi,ngton GJL"J; ~' 94,3~" c ,.14,0530 NH 
f .67;~JI· 112,064 746,510 " A ~~~~7T~~rr~~l" Total ot~..:z.:;;';;4~;';;:---:';';;;';~:";;;":"; ~ ·;;~;;~i ;; ;;; 1 g :;;;;;; ;;~; 

Ell NJI = This. case: type is not handled by thisc()urt "type.' 
GJ = Generiil 1 juri sdi ction courts. 
LJ = limited' jurHt.!ictioncourts •. 

25, 731 ( .01 ) 3 ;484,572 

NH ~ 68,593 
49,467 " ~, 1 ,1 73 J 945 
49,~~7 (.049 1,242,538 

"NH 63,321 
22,757 1,292,757 
22,757 (.02) 1,356,078 

() 

'NH 

~;'13,433 
NH 

~3,433 (.01) 

106,819 
1,598,016 
1,704,835 

121,811 
926,235 

1,048 ,046 

306,723 (.02)15,289,955 
369,623,( .02 )17 ,580,539 

'*1~esetc)tals'are based only 'do data from states .that .. had: ~Omplete datao in 1976" 1917, and 1978. The , 
f1gur~s from Massachusetts ';a~d Washingtol1 wer~not USed in~ th~ 'c,ompilat,jon of Figur~ 3 tota1s ~pa~e25). 
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State 

'Alaska 

California 

Table 0: , 

", Court 
Type 

GJ' 
LJ " 
Total 

GJ "', 
LJ 
Total 

Conne'cti cut c GJ 

District of 
, ColunDia 

, :rJ 

Hawaii 

IdaOo. 

LJ 0 

Total 

GJ 

GJ 
LJ 
Total 

'GJ . ;;.' 

Jk, 
Ca~eload,COmpO$itl uii:' (exci uding parking vi ol&;ti ons) ,,1977 

'.'i ~ 

- ~ .. 

Civil 

11,375' 
,\ 10,263 , 
, 21 ,638 (.17) 

"548,933 
"[}771~388 

l,';t~21 (. ~7) 
26,891 . H 

19:0.598 0 " 

217',4M (.37) 
" 

161,944 ( .51 ) 

20,850 
11,014 
31,864 (.l2) 

45,537 ( .16) 

CriJilinal Traffic 

, NH 
86,636 
St; , 63,p ,( ~ 67) 

57,161 NH 
750,203' , 5,316,016 
807,3~4(.11) 5;316,016 (.~9) 

4,,522 
86,878 I' 

91,400 (.16) 

29,040 C09)~, 
D " 

13992 " 
36,585 
38~577(.15) 

29,444 (.1l) 
IJ. ' 

o NH 
262;872 
262 ,872 (045) 

,120 526(~38) 
, \1 r; 

108 
183,522 
183 ,630 (.70) 

193 , 277 ( • 70) 

Juvenile 

1,483 ri, c, 

NH . j, 

1 ,483 (:01) 

107,'186 
,NH 

107,786 (.01) 

NH 
13,329 " 
13,329 J .02) 

6,289(, ':. 02) 

8,075 
NH 

8,075 (.03) 

.1.733 (.03 ) 

II 

Total 

13,940 
115,524 
129,464 

713~880 
6,837,601 
7,551,487 

31;413 
553,677 
585,090'0 

,317,799 

. II ,31,025 
231,121 

'," 262,146 
; 

275,,991 
o 

I 

I 

I 
J 
} ," 1 

III inoh 

Nor'!:h,',Caro1 ina 

GJ 635,666 (.18)' .0519,334 (.15) 2,343,770 1.67} 25,686 {.01) 3 ,,524 ,456 D 

Pennsylvania 

Vermont 

Virginia 

. \) 

GJ 
LJ 
Total 

GJ Co 

LJ 
Total 

GJ 

~!~f 
oGJ 
LJ 

" Total 

FigUre 3 Totals* " 
Grand Total,S 

69;?99 
244,655 
313 .954(~ gl) 

180,206 " 
232 199 ' , . . . '. 
412,405" (.11) 

/ " 
6,601 

15,067 , 
21 ,668 ( .26) 

, 51,264 
c361,A92 
412,756 (.2a) 

73',058 Ib 

497,873 
570,~31 (016) 

/''''' ' ,:..J 71 . 
17 ,988 c 

18,059 ,(.21) 

NH, (, 
721,048 ' 
7~J ,048 (.49) 

NH 
2,661,937 
2,661.937 (. 7~) 

NH 
43,893' 

043,893. (.52) 

67,Q85 49 •. 666 " NH ~ 
403.145 280,238 0 844,,365 ' 
470,830 Co2;) 329~904(.191 844,365(.48) .,., ' , . ' '):' 

3,219 ,243 (.20) 02,277 .526 ( .15) 10,072\,-v~b(.63) 
3;653,316 (.19)2,866,5J6 (.15) 12,7n ,970,,(.65) 

\l . 

NH = This case type is not handled by thiS, court ,type. , 
GJ,,'" General jurisdiction courts. ," 
LJ = Limited jUris:c!,i cti on courts. 

" 

NH 
22 622 ~ 

22:622 C02f 

120,5~3 
1,349,817 
1,470,380 

35,614288,878 
, 'NH" 3,392,009 

35,614 (.01) ,3,680,887 
I' 

NH 
1/,038 
1!.038 ( .01 ) 

NH , 
115,74.5 
115,7450(.07) 

, ,6,672 
77 .. 986 
84,658 

117,351 
1,643,493 . 
1.760,844 

,', ~08 ,748 (.02) 0 J 5,877 ,657 
"345,400 (.02) 19,643.202 

Q 

*These"totals ,are based ,only on data from· states that !1ad compl~te data" in, 1976 1977 ,and°].978. , The 
figur~s froll! Pennsylvania, ,and Vermont-were, not use~ in. the c0!'lpn~.tiQn of Figure, 3 totals (page.25). 
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Table E.Case1oad composition {ex'C'luding par~i"-g vio]ations),1978 

~~I~------~------~----~--~------------~~----------------~--~-----------

State 

Alaska 

" 
California . 0 

. Connect; cut 

Di strict of " 

Court 
Type 

GJ" 
LJ 
Total 

GJ 
LJ 
Total 

Civil 

11,370 
12,~~1 
23~'90] (.181'" 

563,355 
828,501 

1,391,856 (.1~) 

28 9 089 
, 179,445 

207;534' (.33) 

c 1,190 G 

,19,074
0 

20,264 (.15) 

Traffic 
o 

NH 
86,546 , <> 

86,546, (.~6) 

58,077' NH 
736,602 5,429.419 0 

794,679 C.10') 5,429,419 C.70) 

Juvenile 

1,296 
NH 

, 1, 296 J. 01 ') 

105,'227 
NH 

105,227 <'Q1) 

, 3,871, 
87,311 

NH 0, NH 
322,748 ' 14,854 
322" 748 (.51) "14,854 (.02) 91 ,1 82 (.14) 

" 

Total 

13,856 
118,151 

, 132,007 

726~659 
6,994,522 
7,721,181 

.031 ,960 \) 
604,358 
639,318 

Columbia ' GJ " 158,286 (.64) 28,332 (~12) 53,359 (.22) 6,384 (.,03) 

7,756 

246,3~1" 

32,650 
(,( 245,206 

277,856 

Hawaii t 

Idaho 

"Illinois 

N~ Jersey." 

North 
Carolina 

'" 

x" 

GJ 
LJ 
Total ~ 

GJ, 

GJ 

GJ 
,~ LJ 

" Total 

GJ 
LJ 
Total' 

22,716 2,097 81 
195,963 
196',044 L 71 ) 

10,940 . °38,303" 
33',656,( .12V 40,400 (.015) 

48,172"(.16} 

689,,701 (. 18) 

74,337 
391,345 " 
465,682,{ .. 22) 

" "o~ 
71,22:1 

" .264,120 ,', 
'. 335,3,41 0(.21) 

29,219 (.10) 213 ,358 (. 71) 

517.97,~ (.13) 2,656,359 (.68) 
<,. 

27,084 '" NH 
349,J66 ", , 1,150,347 'I 

37,6,250 (.18) 1,150,347 (.55) 

53,278 
361),401 " 

o 413,679 (.26) 

o NH 
815,857 
'815,857 (.51) 

,NH 
,~ 7,756 C03) 

7,915 (.O~J 298,664" 
o 

29,183 ( .91) 3,893,.218 

NH101 ;421 
92,380 ,,1 ,983; 238 
92,380 (.04) "2,084,659 

- NH, 
21,629 

c 21 ,629 ( .01 ) 

(? 
124,499 

1,462,007 
1,586,506 

Vermont o "GJ' 
~,' LJ 

6,892 ' 
15,475 
22,367 (.10) 

82 
19,186 
19,268 ' ( • 09 ) 

NH 
171,121 
171,121 (.801 

"NH 6,974 
106,879 
213,853 

Virginia 

, Washington 

o lotal 

GJ 
LJ 
Total 

71.!i75 
456,511 ' . 
528,~§ {,~28,) 

'53,083 
285,840 . 
338 ,923 (.18) 

a 

1,,097 .' 
1,091 ( .01) 

NH .. NH 
903,646, 126,709 
903,646 f ~ 48) ,126, 709 {.'07 r 

. u . 

GJ 103,946 ;, 14,278 . ' , NW 
LJ 72,479" 124,9951,330,390 

17;406 

'Total 176,425"(.11)139,2;73 (.08)1,330,390 (.80) 
NH " 

17,406 L01 ) 

125,058 
,l,772,70t! 
1,897;764 

135,630 
1,527,864 " 
1 ~663 494 " 

" ! : 

rr Fig, ,ure 3 "Tot,aloS*', ' " 3,416,933 f.20) 2,274,653 (:14(1~,677,336(\?J64) 320,95~ C.02) 16,689,875 
,0 d T 1 \\ 4 081 407 (2'0) 2 809 444 ( 14) 13 329 194 (6Q) 431.83, ,6(.02)" "20, ,651.881" Gran, "ota S , V ", r;' ~ " , . "!, " ,; . "' 

HH ~'Thi s case type fs not hand1 ed by thi s c~urt tYpe. tf 
GJ iI General jurisdiction cour~s. 1\ ' ?, 
LJ '" ,Limited jurisdiction co~rts. . '" '" 

. ,,11 . . .._ . . . \l!,) _.. II.. - " 

*Thesetota1's are"based onl,Yo.1 diltafrom state,s thatoad cpmp1,ete data in 1976 1971, ,and 197Q. Figure~ 
fran ,New Jersey. Vermont and W~shin,~ton we~ not u~edin ~~~Ol1!pnation ofF,igure 3 totals (page~5) • 
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Tabl'e F. : C~)mpos i ti on 0 f criminal case fil i rigs in gener',a 1 
jurisdiction courts" 1977 j 0 

" \) Crimi na 1 cases fil €d 

Stateard "co\:Jrt title 

G Pre- On:Ii~ 
o ,', 1 iminary .' nan:~ 

FeTOllY Misdarmnorl ~rings Violati(l1J ftppea~" Other 

. Total 
Criminal "%,0 
, FiJings FelOllY 

Alaska-·Superioreourt •••••••••••••• 7S2. 32 Iff til 130 168 1,002 70 
Arizona-Superior Court •.•••••••••••• " 10,320 2,91l~~) ~ (j,) Ni 13,231 78 

:;ArI<arisas-Cfrcuit Couft .':............ 8,011 5,733l rti " Ni (j) 13,774 58 

l 
l ,'" 

o califomia--Superior Court ." ••••••••• c 54,653 tff Mi Ni 2,500 0 ' 57,161 96 I 
-------''"-'"(:-------~------ ,-' _._- --- I 

Colofcr:lo--Ojstriet Court, Denver Q ? ') ,,- 0;. 

, ~ri(jr Goort, [)anver Jlivenile ~ 69 G '1 ~.', 
Court, am Den~r PrOOate Court. 0 10,Bal Q til til 385 4,423 15;6~ 

, Rorida--Circuit Court ••••••••••• -"; • 91,~)1 Ni Q Ni 625 Ni 92,526 99 I 
~tgi~':"~rior Court •••••• ' ••••••• ' 
Ha\ei i--Circuit. Coort ...... t.~',! .,_ ~." ••• 

~Idaho-Di strict . COUrt I; •••• ~-: ••• ' ••••• 

15,6~" ' 
297 . 

tfI M'lNi 45,~9 66 I 
til Ni 39 1,992 83 
til ~ Ni 3,324 'l 88 t 

KansasMli~ct Court •••••••••••••• 
'" 

o Michigan-STAlE 1UTM.. .: •••••• ~ •••••• 

l)~291 
1,656 

,'2/J31' 
9444 , ; 

'51 ,7ff1 
25,614 
12,173. 

291 
9,300"0 

6,783 
Ni' 

6,783". 
(j) 

em 1,q41 19,835 48 ,. 

79;668 . 558 124.796 
i " 
I 

Circlrit CaJrt ••••• i ." ~ •••••••••••• e 

Recoroer' s Court of'Detroit •••• , ••• " 
Nebraska--:Di stri~ Court .......... 0 ~ 

New Jersey-Superior Court (~ 
, Divi sien am ChaOCery ~Vi sion) 

~_ Ccl.IrrW Court .' •• _ •• "~'.~o ••• ~ •• 
It>rtH. Carolina-SUperior Court •• 0 •••. 

C»1io--Court of CamDn Pleas ••••••••• 

Ckl~ strict Ccx.tre •.••••••••• ~. 
PIlert;o Rico-SUperior Court ••••••••• 
RtxxIe Islam--Superior'~ •••••••• 
Virginia~ircuit Court •• , •••••••• ,'. 
Wyatting-Di strict Court •.•••• ~ ••••• ,. •• 

3,004.:1 ,. 

25,748 
29,584 
Go 835, 

" , " 

20,819 
12,2.09 
2,2fi/ 

.'[1/i62 
1,284 

37,456 
10.400 

'601 
21,482 

N{ 

o 

Ni 
79;668 

'Ni 

558 26,172 G 

Iff· ~,624 D 

2,7571< . 

--til ~ 636 
til .. (j) 
til . 285 
Ni 
Ni 

.' 

378 

422 
¢ "" • 

6,561,0 

29,038 
51,264-
30,835 

59,289 
'23,&J8 

3,1?3 
,49,666 

" 1,284 

89 
58 

10l 

35 
52 
72 
56 

.100 

1OTJIJ.. . 412,976 '0 643,~c .' 64% 

, < • ' -: iJ~ . _ .. 

Ni =1his ~ 'type is not hanil8i I:&' thi scourt. 
-0 )' < 

jExplanation of data jnellllei in the ca~~ . _ ' , " . ., 
" Arizooa- ARel data are incl~a:1 in the M.Sha:aa- fi~o 

. Arkansas--~l data are incl00ed in tfl!. misdatuau fi~.(, ' II 

Nebraska-The felcqr ca~ rmy inclt.de a few mf~een ... cases.. c, ", <) u • 

oPuerto Rtco-/JlAal data are inclooat in all 'the other listed ca~ri~sJ)~case type. 1't1ere \e'e a 6 ' 

kM1jti~l~~:!=lS. fila:1~ oThesE!' are mtliSted ~~~'y' 1D .. ,~Oiddotble countingJI '~" 0,:, '0. 
Nebraska.....p.~ for crilinal ~ls incl~e sme civililA&ls cases. 

o 

o 

" 

" 
" 

i 
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I 
I 
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Table G. 0 Composition of criminal case fi·1 ings i,n general 
jurisdiction courts, 1978 

State am court titl~ 
,,' 4-

Alasi<a--&lperior Court ........... ; •• 
Arf zona.-Superior,' CoUrt ••••••••••••• 
Arkansas--ci rcuit Coort ••••••••••••• 
caHfomia-:Sujl!rior Court •••••••••• 

ColoriW:lo-District COurt, oeriVer 
Superior Coort,Denv~r .Juvenile 
Court, am Denver Probate Court •• 

, .. F1orida-circuit Court ............. . 

Georgia--&lperior Court ••••••• ' •• 0 •••• 

Hawaii-Circuit Court ••••••• ~ ••••••• 
*Idaho-Di strict Court \~ •. ~." •• ~ ••••••• 
~s--O;-strict Court ••.•••• '" ••.•.• 

'is Mii ne--Superj or. CoUrt ............... . 
. Nebraska--Dlstrict>Court ........... . 

New Jersey-SuPerior Court (Law" , 
Divisioo,.,. am Chancery Division). 
am CcJlIrrI(y' Court •••••• ~ ••• ~ ...... 

~r1:h Carolina-Superior court •. o~.. " 
\) tbth 'Dak~-oistr'ict Court · •••••• e. (j 

Ohio--Court of ComDn Pleas ••••••••• 
<kl ahcml-Di strict Court •• u. : ••• 0,'. 
Or:'egon--Circuit Cou:~ ~ •• ~ ~ •. _ ...... ~: •• 

Puerto RiCO--Superior Couri: •••••••• '. 
ROO(,I~lsland--Superior Court •••••••• 
T~see--circuit Cot.rt ani ' 

Crim nal ~rt t. Q ................. •• 

" , 

..;::) ~~,~ .Ccl1rt; .•••••••••••••• ~. ; ;} 
Vef1l1Jnt-Superior Court ••••••••••••• 
Virginia-cirndt COOr\: ............. . 

o Washi~Superior Court •••••••••• D 

',Wi~i~~irPnt Court artl .' 
arx:l ~ ctMirt~\ ••• ~ Ii ....... ~ ...... . 

\tG:Jri~~ct COUrt •• ,. •••• ·!O,.(~ •• 1) 

Fel<J!>l 

n8!! 
10,390 
8,m 

55,369 

10,6iW 
95,2Ce 

26,293 
1,729 
2,845 

10,303 

2,7~. 
3,9i~~ 

24,311 

3O,S]6 
916 

31,575 
22,165 
16,Q97 

y 

20,177 

2,812 
33 

29,354 
11,168 

15,855 
1,404 

"Criminal ,cases filed 

On:ii-
Pre- nance 

Mis- liminary" Viola~ 
d€!reanor Hearings tions ~peal 

15,7:D 
300 iii 
201 t~1 

14,193 "I'ii 

1,979 
. (j) 

iii" 

~1iI 
22 
iii 

36,~9 
(",' -N-f 

9,OOlj 
494 

7,971 

iii 
4 

23,251 
" tfI 

19,624 
tIIo 

731' 

iii 151 
»i·.2,290 
~ (j) 
iii 2s700 D 

(j) 
iii 

~ 
iii 
01 

715 

'2,~ 

2,554 ,; 

22,702 
56 
iii 

589 

(j) 
291 

iii 632 
iii 
iii 
iii 3,110 

c' 

o 
(\ " {I -( , 

(] 

Other 

165 
757 

4,0~ 
Iii 

Total 
Criminal 
Filings 

1,19) 
14,005 
14,284 
58,077 

o 

15,025 
95,842 

~ 42,023 
. 60 2,097 
iii " 3,113 

219 

25,211 

5,444 
6,171 

, , 

21,084 

53,278 
1,05] 

31,575 
59,348 
16,097 

19,944 
3,181 

28,148 

" 3,444 
45 . III 

462 53,083 
tff 14,278 

7 ,4~ " 42,977.:\ 
1,404 

, '," ", ' , ' . 0, , 
X = 1m data fO" ~(:his ~ "are k~tD be includa1 in the total but \Ere not avail~le ty categ:lry. 

tit = This case1iYJle is nat harliled by tilis court. ~'." '" ~l ,. 0 

:':1 

% '. 

FelorT1 

9S 

.... ',57 
87 

100 
37 

100 

51 
75 

72 
!J Il-

,Ill'(? 
40 
55. 
78 

37 
100 

. *IdaOO has a ~j~l~tililr 1ri~l .. coorl ~t has nolimt~ j~Sdicti()n coorts tJKIer it, so· ij"cl~ in its caJ~'\i are:" 
cases that \Gild be heard bY 11mfta1 jurisdiCtlOO ca.rts el5eiilere. . ' () 

jExpl~tim of datil inclu:l8:l .:in tnt cat.ePY: \Y ", , b 'b "") '" 

Artcansas~al data are inclLded in til! misdereanor figures. , 'fI, 

ColorOOo-Data reportslinclude felor1ies, ~ li.ell as cases film as felonies butre:lUCEd 10 misdareanors. 
Mai,oe--Ordinaoce Violation data. ~re incltxled'fn treothercriminal ft9lIres. 

" < Nebraska--~ felClrfl ca~ m:ri incllD!~ f~ mi$delEanOrcases. 
Puerto Ric~al ~1:il~ inc11lied:}n all the other Hs1Bi categories~ycase~: 
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Tabl e H. Civil c~se fllings composi tion, 1976 
----------~----,----------------------~~'~,~----~--~----~~--~--~-o . __ 

if -. 

State Sma 11 "'C1 aims 

~ 
va1iforriia 434!64~ t.34~ 
Connect i cut" ,94,595 .44 
District of Columbia 38,04A .( .22) 
Hawafi 1,388 (.05 ) 
Idaho 10, 150 (.25 ) 
Illinois, 185,811 (.29) 
Nebraska 23,263 (.)38) 
New H~mpshire 18,159 (.32) 
New Jersey 37, 132 (.09 ) 
Ohio "\ 84,837 (.15) 
Vennont ,~ ~8,896 (.37) 
Washington 2°2 911 (. 131 

C.J 

Totals 957,828 (~26) 
0 

o. 

o 

Domestic 
Re1ati@ns 

, 168,887 f. 13~ 
1B,568 .09 
6,731 O~04) 

1 0,276 ~ .. 35)~ 
11,623 ( .29) 
90,441 (.14) 
12,221 (.20) 
12,542 (.22) 
85,265 (.2~~) 
97,419 (.17) 
5, 155 ~.21) 
382608.24~ 

557,745(.15) 

o 

,D, 

" 

~2,590" ~ .05~ 
42,462 .20 
'2,568 (.02) 
2,141 (.07) 

'.' 4,044 ~. 10~ 
33,533.05, 
11,059 t.18) 
11,941 (.21) 

584 (.Ol) 
77~ 925 (. 14 ) 
b 2 .796 ( .. 12 
16· 319 (.; 10 

"267,972 ( .07) 

(\ 

.f;J-
)<...0, 

. il 

~= ",·r, 
"'),.,' " 

, , ' 

, '. ' '. ' ~. 

08 
8.8 

Other Cjvil Total 

"~al,!)48 f .47~ 
61,723, .28 

1,267,667 
'. 217,348 

122,716 C.72) 170,059 
15,926 (. 54,) , 29,731 
14,41~ f.36~" 40,245 

323,46] " ,,51 633,246 
14,499 (.24)' " 61 ;042 
14, 100 ( .25) " 56,742 

297,687 (.71), 420,'668 
313,746? ( .55)' , 573,927 
' 7,235 ~.30) 
~;138.53) , 

24,08~ 
1612986 " 

1 ;.873, 198 (.51) ~,656,743 

',"1" , 

~ 0 

~ 

\) 

a 

o 

() 

Table 1. Civil case fil in~$ composition, 1977 

State " Sma11C~aims, 
:r (\ 

Alaska,. " 6,101 (.28) 
. California, 4.27 s224 (.32) 

Connecticut 95,002 (.44) 
District of Columbia ;, 33,735 (.21) 
Hawaii 1,279 (.04) 
Idaho 1<1 ~81 0 (.26) 
Iowa' '65,4;34/(. 50) , 
Illinois 172, 792 \~ 27) 
North, Carol ina. 160,439 (.51) 

.. 0Mo B6, 780(. 15) 
Pennsylvani!l 31,744 (.08). 
Vermont .6,454 C.30) , 
.Washington 21,074 (.20) 

Totals 1 ,119,868 C.28'} 

lL 

o 

" 

o j,. 

fl· 

" 

o 

Domestic . 
, Relations o 

6,666 (.31) 
172,211 (. 13) 
18,973 (.09) 
7,430 t.05) 

12,605 (.40) 
12,918 (.28) , 

915 (. On 
87,213 (. 14)~ 
46,996(.15) 

'. \~3, 968 ,( •. Hi) 
1'02,795 h 25} 

4,493 (.20) 
39,974 (.37) 

607,157 C.15) 

;,\ 

() 

Estate, 

811 C.04) 
64,910 (.05) 
12; 137 C. 06) 
2,502(.02) 
2,035 (.06) 
4.169" (. 09) 

23,202 (. 18) 
33,929 (.05) 
31 ,142,~(. 10) . 
77,793 C.13) 
19 D375 (.05) 
3,129 J. 14) 

16, 164 ( • 15) 

291,898 C.07) 

" " 

Other Civil 

'8,060 (.37) 
655,976 (.50) 
91,377 (.42) 

118,277 (.73) 
15,945 (.50) 
,]6,640 (.37) 
40,219 (.ll) 

341,73? (.54) 
74,777 (.24) 

, 324,890(.56) 
258,491 (.63) 

7,592 (.35) 
30,543 (.28) 

1,984,519 (.50) 

" " 

" 

Total 

21,638 
1,320,321 

217,489 
161,944 

31,864 
45,537 

129,770 
635,666 
313,954 
583,431° 
412,405 
21,668 

107,755 

4,003,442 
'/ 

-,; 

(' 

'" 

,-"--~--

\,-) 

I) 

! '" 
I ' 

. " 
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Tab1e'J. ~ivi1 case ftlings compositjon~ J978 
c 

----------~"~--------~~~~~~~~----~----~----~--~--------

State o 

Alaska 
Cal i fornia 
Co1prado 
Connecticut 
District of Columbia 
Hawati " .. 
Idaho~ 

,Ill fnois 
Iowa' 
Kentucky 
Ohio 
North Carolina 
Permsy1 vania 
Vennont 
WashingtOn 
Wisconsin 

!. .. - ' 

Totals 
" 

Totals for Fi gur~ 6 

.,:1 i' 

() 

Small Claims 

7,948 (.33,) 
453,662 (.33) 

o 10,294 (.07) 
84,968 (.41) 
32,797 (.21) 
1,313 (.04) 

13,504 (.28) 
. J75,454 (.25) 

72,054 (.50) 
27,585 (.17) 

o 90,615 (.15) 
171,6'f2 (.51) 
26,043 (.06) 
6,252" (.28) 

21 ,456 (. 12) 
64,925 (. 34 ) 

1,260,482 (.26) 

170,357 (.19) 

o ;:) () 
G lJ 

Domestic 
Relations 

6,227 (.26) 
-', 175, 160 ( .13) 

45,475 (.29) 
19,701 (.09) 

7,281 (:05) 
'14,656 (.44) 
13,5]7 (.28) 
93,965 (. 14) 

947 (.01') 
30,384 (.18) 
97,126 (.1'7~) 
49,311 (. 15), 

11 0,870 (. 26) 
5,109 (.23) 

44,805 (.25) 
40,946 (.22) 

755,480 (.16) 

Estate Other Civil 

o 
851 (.04) 8,875 (.37) 

If 63,774 (.05), 699,260" (.50) 
7,267 (.05) 0 94,486, (.60) 

42,736 ( .. 21) '. 60',129 C29) 
2,440 (.02) 115,768 (.73) 
1',912 (.06) 15,775 (.47) 
3,891 (.08) 17,260 (.~~) 

34, 154 (~05) 386 , 128 (. 56 ) 
24,218 (.W) 46,598 (.3~1~ 
34,856 (,~ 21') 73,269 (.441 
77,480 (.13) 350,014 (.W 
32,602 (.10) "81,816 (.24) 
19,616 (.05) , 262,846 (.63) 
3,131 (.14) (( 7,875 (.35)" 

13,539 (.08) ~ 96,625(.55) 
27,551 (.15) 54,984 (.29) 

, i) c, 

390,018 (.08) 2,~71 ,708 (.50) 
" 

166,245 (.19) .1l0,8~~ (.13) 438,033 L50} 

,0 

a 

o 

f) 

90 
o 

ij 

\\ 

';' 

. ,' . 
. ,c~~~~;t!.~-"':"~_~~=':.;~~:;;':--$·~~ '"""",,~oi~~·Z:':~_",,I..4...~ . i.:~I;::'f._· ,o:=<_=-___ =_~\\~ _, .. ~~.\:~~_J 

t,b 

State 

Alaska 
California 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
North Dakota 
Ohio " 
Oklahoma 
Tennessee 
Washingtc:m 

Totals" 

o 

Table K. 

Tort 

910 
p:,85,604 

(23,612 
1,009 
1,608 

" 7,724 
39,143 

773 
21 ,357 
'~",899 

11,262 
7 ,321 

207,282 

, " 

J} 

"/ 
Compositi on of civil caSe fi 1 ings in general 
jurisdiction courts, 1977 

Domestic 
Relations 

6,666 
:' 172,211 

78,355'" 
12,605 
12,918 
34,136 
24,112 
4,295 

93,968 
38,782 
49,422 
39,974 

o 

Estate 

811 
64,910° 
_40'~ 113 
" 2,035 

4,169 
441 

('. (J 986 
41 

77 ,793 
13;~543 
1 ,5q3 

16,164 

All Othel~ 
, Civil C,ases 

2,988 
226,208 
108,000 

5,,141 
26,842 
23,725 
4,130 
3,897 

'56,471 
113,182 

24,.100 
35,541 

(12. 7) 567 ,444 (34. 9 f 222,'569 (13. 7) 630,225 

\'/ 

Total 

11,375 
548,933 
250,080 
20,850 

(i 45,537 
6.6,026 
68,371 

9,006 
249,589 
172,406 
86,347 
99,000 

(38.7)1,627,520 

(I 

'! '~I 

I' ,-7 

!J 

\ \L 

;/ 

t/~---~ 

\ p 

\ 

, " 

" 
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State 

Alaska 
Cal'ifornia 
Colorado 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho, 
'Maryland 
New" Jersey 
North,Dakota 
Ohio" " 
Oklahoma 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Totals 

o Total s for 
Figure Z 

,,\', 0 

,",:1 

" . 

Table"' L. .' ,Composition of chi1 cas~fiHngs in general 
jurisdiction court~, 1978 u 

Dome'stic 
aTort·' 'Re1ations~ Estate 

f 921' 6,227" /" 851 
,,86,]29 175,160 n 63,774., 

3,481 ' 45,475 7,267 
21 ,761'81 ,9~5' 42,941 
1,155 14,656, 1,912 
1,728 ,,13,5173,891 (j 

7 ,902 '0 39,065."l)32 
40,233. 29,103 918 0 

. 732, : 4,944 " 35 0 n 

2,1,587 97,126 77 ,480 
7,062 39,644 ' 13,904 ' 

10,457 47,265 1 ,639 0 

: 872 10,371 {) 3,426 
"6,882 '-44,805; 13~539 
18,584 40,946 27,551 

All Other 
Civil C'ases 

3,371 
237,692 
36,954 

115,668 
, . 4,993 

29 j 036 
27,121 

4,023 
4,264' 

58'~5.65 
120,410 

26,548 
13~873 
38,720 

101,325 

~ 

TO.ta1 

11,'370 
",563,355 

93 '177 ,. , 

262 355' . , 
22,716 

,I' 

" 48,172 
. 74,720 
, 14,337 

.'" 9,975 
254~758 
181 :020 ' 
85 j 909 
2~f542 

103,946 
188,4()6 

230,086{11. 5) ,,690,289 (34.5) 259,82°0 (13.0) 
u 0 

822,563 (41. 1) 2,002,758 

43,054 (8.4) 166,245 (32;3) 110,834 (21.6) 193,919 (37.7) 

1:. " 

'.' 

(I 

0. 

(j) 

92 '" 

1)' 

514,052 

\'.! 1.\ 

'\1 

() 

0 

" t) 

o 11 

" ,; 

6 ,Q () ~ ',,' 

~., ~~~~~-'~. t~:n··-""""""--":'·~: __ 0::~_~~_'t .... , ... ,.,.,,~~ __ ,,'">o!"""'" 

r; (I) , --~"~~'~"--'-------''-' --

(1) 

(1;' 

\l :' 

<>0 

0" 

't.. 

.. 

, ,'0. 

II 

" 

"Table M." Civil trials by sase type, 1978 
o 

State 

California: ' 

Idaho: 
i\ 

Oklahoma: 
J\ 
'-/ 

Wisconsin: 

Court 

"Superior Court 

Justice and MuniCipal 
" Court's 

District Court' 

Qistrict Court 

"Ci rC,uit '~nd, County 
Court 

(j 
<, 

Totals for Figure 8 
~i \i 

.... ~ .......•... 
o .... ),' 

. c" 

Case type 

Tort 
Dom. Re1. 
Estate 
Small Claims 
-Total trials 

" Tort 
Dom. Rel. 
Estate 
Small Claims 
Total tri al s 

Tort 
Dom. Rel. 
Estate" 
Smal1 Cl aim~ 
Total trials 

Dom. Rel. 
Estate 
Small Claims 

'Total trials 

Tort 
DQ1l. Rel. 
Estate 
Small Claims 
Total triaJs 

~, 

Number 

" 

4,228 
142,189 
55,447 

262 z047 
601,397 

332 
" 8,686 

1,997 
7,525 

21,903 

1,251 
5,481" 

237 
11,265 
24,121 

10,474 
1,351 
32 ,l.'43 

18, 436 

5,811 
166,830 
59,032 

2832 980 
665,85i ' 

o ' 

o 

8 

(,) 

56.8% 
7.3% 

F7.1%" 

0.9% 
25.1% 
8.9% 

42.7% 

, \ . 
, ;:' 

'. \ 
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state, Court Title 

"Alabama: Circuit Ct. 
Al aska: Superi or "Ct. 
~a! Superior Ct. 
Arkansas: Circuit Ct. 
Cal1fornia: Superior Ct" 
Colora.do: . District Ct. 

Connecticut: Superior Ct. 
Delaware: Superior Ct. 
D1St.of Col.: Superior Ct. 

"Florida: Circuit ct. 
Georgla: Su~erior Ct. 

Hawaii: CircultCt. 
Tdafi'iiT IH.strict Ct. 

- Hagistrates Div. 
I' Illinois: Circuit Ct. 

Indiana:" S~periorCt. 
and Circuit Ct. 

- Criminal Couftof ' 
, . Mari on County 

Iowa: District Ct. " 
Kansas: District Ct. 
KerituCky: Ci rcui t Ct. 
[ou1s1ana: District Ct. 

Mai ne: Superi or ,Ct. 
"f.1a'rYTand:'Circliit Ct. 
Massachusetts: Superior Ct. 

r~ichi gao: Circuit. Ct. 
- Recorders Ct. of Detroit 

Minnesota: Dj s1;ri ct Ct. 
Missi'ssippi: Circuit Ct. 0 

14i ssouri: Circuit Ct. and 
, . Ct. of Colill1on Pleas 

Montana':' '.Ofstrict Ct • 
o Nebraska: District Ct. 

Nevada: District Ct. " 
,£>NeW1rampshire!. Supet'ior Ct. 
>1. [} _ r:. . . 

,'\1 

o 

" '. 

: .. \: 

Case 
., type 

FHA 
F 
.FHA 

F 

FHA 
FHA« 

·'·.FMO 
FA 
F 
M 

FMO+ 
F 
M 
A 
M 
F 

FM 

FM 
FM~ 
FM 
FM 

fM 
FHA 
F 
lit 
FHA 

FHA 
, FA 

FHA 

Ff'IA 

~? 

·,'-.'1) 

" T.able N. Criminal di$'positions for general jurisdiction 
courts, 1976 , 

o 

Total 
case type 
disposed* 

25,451 
898 

13,765 

" . 50.,094 ' . 

4,100 

?2,232 \:) 

",' 23,263 
16,959 

6' 

1,683. 
t,451 

706 
49 

21,523 , 
33,595 

49,769 

"2,423 
162,609 

6,339 
33,073 
17,05,7 , 
16,747 
25,575 

.8.634 

17,964 

5.771 
" " 

, . 

PLEA NOLLE PROSEQOI~ DISMISSAL .. 

··As percent 
Number of disposed Number 

As pet'cl;!::1t 
of df sposed "Number 

As cpercent· 
of disposed 

15,136 
429 

,,7,031 

34,958 

. 3,148 

6,789 

15,494 
7,334 

653 

17,032 

766 

, 5,,715 

10,807 

2,785 

, 9 

59% 
48% 
51t 

39% 

51% 

32%. 

66% 

60% 

48% 0 

" 

" ' --...:..----',i-
o 

5,.888 267 .. 

486 29.% 

2,184 12% 

" 0 
0 n

, 

o "c," 

7,513 
244 

c4~992 

6,1'36 

100 " 

1,511 

4,766 
5,291 

92 

13~996 

436 

2,250 

2,734 

'b. 1,241 

<J. 

'. 

30% 
27% 
36% 

12% 

42% 

18% 

26% 

15% 

22% 

'. . 
" .. 

", 

Number 

2,716 
136 

1,655 

8,488 

1-33 

1,909 

,2,856 
788 

312 
303 
q65 
10 

1,800" 
2,567 

,6,417 

o .,533 
18,489 

604 
17 ,179 
2,013 

TRIAL 

As percent 
of disposed 

17i 

3% 

12% 
5% 

19% 
12% 

9% 
20% 

8% 
8% 

13% 

10'; 
52% 
12i 

J::~~ .. Jl". 
9% 

HI% 

8t ,. S69~ 

" ,til ,\l-\-~-

2,239 12% 
o 

544 9% 

0, 

O!l 

..... 
". 

o 

• " I.~' 

Q 

. i 

.\.' 
~ 
1 

, I 
0\ 

o 

~ .. " 
'" < .. ~ 

I) 

.'l"' 

'0 

.. 
:.'. 

"~ ... 

G 

, , 

.~ , 

\ , 

, \ 

,Ii 

,1/ 

;'\\", 
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New Jersey: Superior Ct. 
and County Court 

Ne~1 Mexico: District Ct. 
New York: Supreme Ct. and 
County Ct. 

North Carolina: Superior, Ct. 
North Dakota: District Ct. 
Ohl0: Ct. of Conrnon fleas 

Oklahoma: District Ct. 
Oregon: Circuit Ct. 
l> ~nnsy' van; a: Ct. of 

(ommon pleas 
RllOde Is1 and: Superior Ct. 

Vermont: Superior Ct. 
- District' Ct., " 

virfiinia: Circuit Ct. 
Was invton: Superior Ct. 
~Iest Vlrg1nia: .Circuit Ct. 
Wlsconsin: Circuit Ct~ 
- County Ct. 

Wyomi!!.9,: District Ct. 

F = Felony 
M = Mi sdemeanor' ="-', 

FM 
FM 

F 

F 

FHA 
FHA 

FM 
''FM 
cfM 

FM 
" FAA 

FillA 
FM 
FHA 
FHA 
FHA 

F 

A = Appeal, ' 
\\ 0 = Ordinance violation/ot~r criminal 

29,225 , 

37,
662Al" 

30,312) 

14,9£ 
\) 

74,343 

1,~,278 

76,312 
2,494 

30 
16,800 

14,374 \ 

", .. 1,346 

15,329 

26,006 

16,550 

~9 ,811 

8,623 

< 39,970 
1,268 

5 
12,039 

531 

52%' 

69% 

40% 10,090 

65% 

52% 
sa 

17% 
72% 

39% 

" 2 
3,087 

12% 

14% 

7% 
18% 

6,827 

8,440 

4,131 

1,828 

26,897 
367 

8 
1,394 

404 

*The category data do not sum to the total dispositions due to other minor or unreported methods of d(spositions. 

o --

\\ 

o 

". 
o . 

. ", . 

, ',;) 

." 

.. 
I) ., 

\), n .'" 

o 

,:,. 

23% 

22% 

14%, 

27% 
8t 

30% 

. 0 

3,590 , 12% 

3,090 0 8% 

4,399 .\ " 15% 

1,636 - 11% 

10,343 14% 

914 

3.784'· 
. 486 . 

, 9 
21,7 

2,,?69 

352 

5~ 
19% 

30% 
a 

18% 

26" 

, :"." 
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Table O. Criminal dispositions for 1 imi ted jurisdi ction . j 

__ o ____ ~ __ ,, ___________ u ____ ~ ___ c_o_u_r._ts_,_1_9_7_6 _____ ....... ____ ~--_-,..__.--..-------G-"-. ____ . /~. 

"State. Court Title 

Alaska: District Ct. 
Ca'lTTornia: "Municipal Ct~ 
Florlda: County Ct. 
Georgl a: Sta,te ct ... 
lndi ana: J uvenO e Ct.,. 
"of Mari on Co,mty 

, ,~ Muniel pal i~~ of nari on 
County' 

Minnesota: .. County ct. 
- County tluni\:ipal ~Ct. 

Mi ssouri:S~; Louis Ct. 
a of Crlmina1' Corrections 

Ollio: '. Coun1;y .C,t. . 
--=--RUnicipcll Ct~, 

pennSY11:ania:' Phi~ .~ 
Municipal Court 
- Oi strict Court 

Texas: County Court \'. 
atLa\'l .and Cons'titutional 
'County. Court" . 
- Munic:ipa1 Court 

M. = I~i sdemeanor 

Case 
type 

M 
MOP 
MO 

, "M 

M 

M 

M 
o 
o 

A '= Appeal , " . ' 
o=ordina.llce .violation/other criminal 
p ~P .. e liiilinaryheari ng 

• I n 

" 

*The category data do not' sum to the total 
.. '. . . /) 

\) 

o 

'"'r:' o 

o ' ,'I:i, 

'I' 

Total 
case type 

. dlsposed* 

o 

o 

t7 ,041 
579,612' 
165,,100 
" 60,701 

25 

32,129 

32,149 
25,200 

" 4,6Ui 
21,796 

226,677. 

32,237' 
314,198 

145,516 
360,950 

~\\ 10: 

PLEA, ' NOLLE PROSEQUI 

As percent 
Number ,of .disposed Number 

As percent 
of iJisposed 

11,463 
311,804 
91,133 
31,977 

16,852 
11,565, 

l.85~ 
10,358 

123,373 

1,965 
193,812 

". ~ 

64,05~ 
180,451 

c" 

1, 

" 

67% 
54~ 
55~ " 
53~:' 

59~ 
46~ 

83~ 
48i 
541 

6" 
62~ 

44" 
SOt 

o,f! 

() D 

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

1,715 
11,103 

,,12,755 

8t 
5~ 

(i 

'DISMISSAL 

3,561 
119,002 

12,;792 

7,153 
12,6~~ 

751 
, 3,105 
46,5H> 

44,893 

,67,076 
40,156 

0 0 ·u 

As percent 
of disposed 

.-'. 

21% 
Q' 2a 

, 

21" 

22t 
50" 

'16~ 
14~ 
20~ 

14" 

o 46~, 

n" 

(, 

" 

TRIA~~ 

6,34~ 
194,615 

o l~ 

3.003 
61,285 

•• 1 

20~ 
62'1; 

2~ 
17t 

" \1 
o 

'~ 

1'1) 

,0 

,0 

,. \) 

"F' o 

~ . ',( .(1 

J .. , Q 

C. "11 

!l '. 
,", '1 ',) 

.- ~., 

I);, 

o 
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t {j Table P. Criminal d,iSPositionsfOr"gen,. i~;ra.l,. :J,,·ur,iS.'.dic,t.iO~ .. 
courts, 1977' v 

J~ ,.~ 

I 
/; 
).;/ 
! 
f· 

I' 
t 

t. 
r 
t 

. ~ 

State, Court Title (:, 

Alabama: Circuit Ct. 
Alaska: Superior Ct. 
ArlzOiia: Superior Ct. 

Arkansas: Circuit Ct" . 
California: Superior Ct. 
Colorado: District Ct. 
Connectlcut: Superior Ct. 
Delaware: Superior Ct. 
bist. of Col.: "SlJperior Ct. 

Florida: Circuit Ct. 
Georgla: Superior Ct. 

e.i0 

Hawaii: Circuit Ct. 
ITlTilOis:"Circuit Ct. 
Indiana: Superior Ct. and 
'Clrcult Court 
- Criminal Ct. of Marion 
County· 

IO~/a: District ~t. c' 

Kansas: Di"strfct Ct. 
KentiiCky: Circuit Ct. 
lOUl Sl ana: d'i stri ct Ct. 
Maine: 5upertorCt. 
Jraryfand: , Circ~,it Ct. 
Massa~husett!: ~uperior Ct. 

\) :.~ 

Michigan: Circuit Ct. 
...; Circuit Ct. 

,'- Recorder's Co.urt of 
Detroit (J 

Minnesota: District Ct~ 
Rl S'Sl SSl ppi : Ci rcui t, Ct. 
141 s'sourl: , Circuit, Ct. 

- Court ofC~npleas 

o 
". 

"l) " 

o 

c .. 

Case.,., 
type 

FA 
F 
F 
HA 
FHA 
F 

FM 
FHA 
F 
M 
o 
F 
F 

,M 

, FM 
FA 
M 

o 0 

FHA 
F~ 

F 
FHA 

F 
A 
F 
M 
FHA 

fotal 
, case type 

disposed* 

--,..--~ 

23,443 
764 

10,268 
2,975 

49,111 

4~48~ 
3,860 
3,045 

13,349 
2,997 

80,162 
33.$?4 
15,503 

'YJ". 1.530 . 38,008 

G 

28'.,314 

, ,,2,068 
17,880 
69.624 
86,682 

14,412 

2.,346 
41,274 

25,737 
579 

. 16,245 
,~,161 

" ~.821 

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

"' _Y, • .;:" 

• c 

'" 
'(l 

'. 

" 

. '" PLEA NOLLE P~OSEQ~l!/J' DISMISSAL U 

, As percent As pjrrcent As percent 
Number of di sposed Nilmber : of d/J ~posed Number" of di sposed 

]3,841' 
398 

6 ,822', 
466 

35,089 

3,380 
2:478. 
2,016 
3,353 

187 
20,631 
24,242 
7 ,905 ",. 

620"-
17 ,969.: 

838 

8,315' 

8,970 
3,36S' 
6,620 

75% 
64% 
59% 
25% 

6% 
26% 
7U 
5U 

812 
856 

c. 30 

J 
:1)1'·' 
\7 ., 

. 0 

()4U 

55% 
55% 
67% 

25% 

I"~ 

6.915 
182 

2,384 
1,830 

5,441 

142 
62 

333 
769 
175 

28,933 
6,756 
4,769 

68 
13,241 

\.\.'; 

447 

4",364 
]",96~~ 
2.382 

29~ 
24~ 
23% 
62% 

11% 

3~ 
2% 

10% 
6t 

, 6% 
36~ 
20~ 
3l~ 

22~ 

27% 
321 
24% 

TRIAL 
o 

Number 

~ 

2.687, 
113 
945 
659 

8,095 

1,152 
:,1349 
'635 
813 

62 
3,,684 
2,996 

356 

337 
3,7'56 
3,9192 ' 

386 
1,974 
~,648 
5.862 

\' ;j'-" 

1,3~9 

309 
9.981 

2,415 
63 

2,470. 
828" 
8)9 

.;:0 

As percent 
of dispose~ 

\1 \, ,. 

11% 
"167-

,gt' 
22~ 

16% 
". 
3% 
9$ 

19t 
6% 
2t 
5% 
9$. 
2% 

22%~ 
10% 
14% 

o 

19$ 
111. 

8% ' 
7'1. 

9% 

13$ 
24$ 

9$" 
6$ 

15% 
13'1. 

8% 

\\ If 

0'" 

p "7J ,0 

" .e:: 

) 
o 

r 

Ij 

c " 

" . 

~" : . t> 0 

.!) . 

a' 

", 
'. d 

() 

.D 
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New Hampshire: Superior Ct. 
New Jersey: Superi or Ct. 

and County Ct. . 
Ne~1 ~Iexico: District CtP' 
New York: Supr~me Ct. 

and County Court", " 
North Carolina: Superior Ct. 
North Dakota:,. District Ct. 
OhlO: Ct. of Common 'Pleas 
Oklahoma: District Ct. 

~regon~ Circuit ct. 
ennsy vania: Ct.'of' 
Common Pleas 

Rhode Islanl1: Superior Ct. 
South Car.olina: Circuit Ct. 
:5tiuth DaKot!: Circuit Ct. 

" 

Tennessee: Criminal Ct. 
Texas: District Ct. and 
Criminal District 'Ct. 

Utah: Dist~i~t Ct. 
~ont;Superior Ct. 
District Ct. 

Virginia: Circuit Ct. 
WashinQton~ Superior Ct. 
West Vlrginia: Circuit Ct. 
Wlscons1n: County Ct. 
Wyomlng: District ct." 

F = Felony 

FMA 

F 

oFMA. 
F 
F 

F 

FM 
FMA 
FM 
F 
M 

.F 
M 
F~lA 
FMA 
FM 
FM 
FA 

F 

11 = Hi sdemeanor <:,,) 

Ii. '" Appeal .. 
o = Ordinance v,;olation/other criminal" 

:s 

;.'; 

6,636 

30,655 

35,255 

90a 
31,135 
18,174 

c 

14,119 

.58,606 

2,398 
10,675 

" ,'/, 

72,092 
5,2lJ 
2,999 

,,56 
18,021 
47,534. 
14,664 

1,352 

0 

2,847 

17,066 

24,895 

.382 
11,502 
8,705 

" 26.783 

894 
7,248 

39,321 
1,849 
1,591 

11 
12,855 
19,737 

582 

'0 

"'T'" . 

43% 

56!;' 

ni 
C42% 
56% 
48% 

45% 

37% 
67% 

55% 
35% 
53%~ 
20% 
71% 
42~ 

43% 

c 

1,621 

3,837 
6,478 

8,873 

6 
3,804 
7,917 

24% 

12% 
36% 

15% ' 

0 

11% 
21% 
17% 

9,760 

7,042 

438 
2,784 

574 
1,632 

28,386 
2,026 

580 
7 

1,038 
1,383 

376 

:>(\ 

" ') 

*The category data do not sum to the total dispositions due to other minor or unrepQrted methods of dispositions. 
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24% 
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19% 
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6% 
~% 
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28% 
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550 8% 

3,568 12% 

3,203 9% 

270 30% 
4,380 14% 
1,578" 9% 

1,~50 H% 

9,270 16% 

214 9~ 
" 651 6% 

3,631 5% 
140 3% 
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" 9 16% 
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Criminal dis'positions for limi ted jurisdiction 
courts, "1977 

" 0' 

........... ->~~,-'",,.."'.,..~~"'- - ---~-.----..-- -"'-'"~' .--.-.:.....-~ .. ~-.~~.:.~~ 
... !J 

o· 

~J PLEA NOLLE PROSEQUI· DISMISSAL. TRIAL 

State. Court Title 

California: Municipal Ct. 

- J usHee Ct. 

type .~ 

M 
o 
P 
M 
o 

Florida: County Ct. MO 
Georgi a: County Ct. and' 

~~;~b~~rSt.,~ ~ = 
, .... . \~~.;c,;,J",,-~ ---.-~~~_ ". . r 

lndiana:" Municipal Ct. of 
ManonC(>unty, 

, -.JuvenneCt~ of. 
" Mari on County 

I' '0 

Minnesota: .. County Mun. Ct.' 
-r1ounty ct.. " 

New Jersey: County 
Dl,stnct Ct. 
,::.Munic1pal Ct. 

Ohio:a County Ct. 
-=-Runicipa1 Ct. 

'_". "~~ 0 

Pennsy1 iranta: Phi la"4el phia ~ 
MUOlc1pal,Ct. 

Texas: County,,,Ct. at 
'""LaW andconsti,tut@inal 
CountyCt,." , 
- Municipal Ct. 
:. J us!ice of the Peace, C;t. 
. ~,I , ,~\ 

M = I>Iisdemeanor 

() 

M 

'M 
1\1) 

M 
0 " '.' 
o 

'M 
M 

M 

D 

~ = Appeal Go 

o ;, Ordinance .vjol"tion/other criminal 
P= P,relimfnaryhear,lng '" \J " , 

Total, 
case/type ' 
disposed*o 

509.997 
34.468 
~0.856 
51,663 

5.37.6 
213.989 

55.853 
3.50) 

""38,'244 

41 
26.938 '. 
33~035 

.3,.,263 
.296.250 

23043 oJ " 

232.623 

o 

}9.75<\ 

182.058 
280.211 
215.292 

As percent 
Number ,of di ~posed Nu~e'r 

329.699 
.9.389 

,19.398 
25.172 

, ~1.118 
;106.228 

34.407 
1.170 

12.461 0 

19.989 

" 925 
107.881 ' 

10.032 
120.135 

73.'868 
" 123.662 

130.697 

65'; 
27,; 
.24t 

Ui 
50t 

, 62'; 
33i 

46';" 
6a 

28'l\ 
36% 

, :~i· 

(I 

1.407 
5.835 

As percent" 
of disposed 

6'; 
3'; 

34,; 

------------~---- Q'~,~---------------

Number 

113~857 
n.096 
16.399 
8'40~~ 
'83~ 

50.499 

o 13.286 
266 

,13.625 
6.772 

370 
90.433 

3.387 
33.~0~ 

89,.863 
36.448 
40.963 

. () 

n *The category data do not sum to> the total disposftio[) 4ue toother~in,?r or unreported methods o~ dispositions. 
- 0 ' 
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rI. , , 
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,~ • I.': 
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·tt 

,,' 
'. 

, , 

lis percent 
of dis~psed 

5a 
,20% 

llt 
31,; 
15'; 
14t 

'49';. 
13$ 
19,; • 

o. 

Number 

" 14.307 
354 

3.898 
3.843 

163 
10,686 

2.837 
27 

5,610 

24" 
.. 852 
2.384 

416 
3.729 
] ,799 

15.276 

4.0~0 

2.802 
56,377 
40.618 

,n 

As percent 
of 0 di ~'posed 

3t 
a 
5,; 
n 
3,; 
5,; 

5'; ., 
1,; 

15'; 

5~t 
3~ 
7'1.. 

13% 
1% 
8t 
71, 

lOt 

2$ 
20'1.. " 
19'1\ 

;- t~ 

0' 
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Table ,R. Criminal dispositions for' general jurjsdiction 
courtS, 1978 

State, Court Title 

Alabama: Cirt-6it Ct. 
Alaska: Superior Ct. 
~a: Superior Ct. 

~, 

Arkansas: Circuit Chi' 
California:, Superior "Ct. 
Colorado: District Ct. 
Connecticut: ,SUperior Ct. 

, De 1 aware: Superi or Ct. 
"D1st. of Col.: SUperior Ct. 
~" 

!:> " 

" 

Case 
type 

~ FA 
F 
F 
M 
A 
o 
F, 

FM 
FHA 
F 
M 
o 

o 

~~, --------------~----------------
Florida: Circuit Ct. 
Georgi i\~fSUperi or Ct. 

v,,, 

Hawaii :,Circuit Ct. 
o l\" /" 

l111noi5:* CircuitCourt 
ldaho:* District Ct. 

" 
-Magistrates Di!jV •• f of 

Di5trjct ct. J 
Indiana: Superior Ct.o 

<, !Jnd C1rc",n Ct. 
- Criminal Ct., of Marion 

County . Q 

Iowa:* ,pistrfct"'Ct. 

Kansas; District Ct. 

,~ '\'1' 

.0 

? ' 

',' oW, 

\-' C 

" 

". 

,F 
F 
M 
FM 
0, 
F 
F 
M 
A 

M 
P 

FM 

FM 
FA 
M 

'0 

·FMO+ 
FM· 

". " IJ, 

Total 
'case type 
di.sposed~, 

23t273 
" 905 
10,009 

600 
2,384 

136 

49,003 

, 3,7.50 
3",470 
3,~~4 

13,732 
3,321 

82,069 
38,529 
17,399 
1,682 

50 
55,51'2 
2,760 

195 
65 

20,271 
4,984 

27,135" 

1.836 
14;573 
68,934 
55,366 

10,232 
14,819 

. 7,358 
32,875 

10,481 

18,330 

"~ . 

o· 

_..."...;..'P;;..:l:;;;EA~__ . NOLLE PROSEQUI 

" .' As percent " As percent 
Number of disposed "Number of disposed 

,". 420 
6,764, 

382 
\1 59 

10 

35",787 " 

2,781 
2e; 176 ,> 

2,28] 
3,982 

377 

46% . 
68%' 0, 

.i641 
21 
7'1, 

73%, 

7,;4~ 
631 
591 
291 
1 . .11 

D 

~855 
,,34 
3,713 

506 ______ ~0~-----
(j 22i" 

t? 661 
47% 
3~1 

810 

18,166 
25,345 
8,227 

638 
04 

1,057 

5,152' 
8,827 

7,,252 

"9,580 

581 

501 
601 

69% 

521 

308 
J6 

Cr 

,} 

251 
11 

271 
15,; 

18i 
321 

16% 

----------.-r:.rr,-· ... -.-, ---....;... ... ~<".~ ... ..",_=.== 
" 

, ~J' , 

,. 

, 0 

'< " 

nDISMISSAL 

"As percent 
Number of disposed 

223 
2,11'9 

161 
521 
25 

5,287 
l, , 

" 8~O 
43 

<322 
1,018 

257 

" 

31,091 
7.480 
4,778 

245 
9 

3857'" 
4~517 

2,472 

2,063 

':,;~ 

, . u 

iF' 

I, 

251 
21% 
27'1, 
22i 
181 

111 

221 
11 
8% 
71 
a~ 

381 
191 " 
27'1, 

o "lSI 
, 181 

Q. " 

20% 

38S 
301 

247. 

11S 

"a 

TRIAL 

Number 

6,370 
152 
862 
22 

642 
6 

7,493 

149 
318 
661 
659 
93 

3,965 
3,002 

514 
313 

3 
3,340 
2,052' 
, 138 

19 

13,862 , 
1.820 

4,858 

212 
1,612 
6,786 
4,105 

707 
1,409 

') 

752 
8,789 

763 

3,824 

, , 

" 

As percent 
of di sPQse~d 

, 'I 

271 
171 
9:t 
4% 

27% 
41 

151 

4% 
91 

171 
51 
31 

" .51 
81 

" 37. 
19% 

6% 
61 

74% 
,711 

29% 

68l 
37% 

181 

121 
1n 
10% " 

7% 

101 
27% 

'1'" 

(~ 

!3 '\ ' 

I 
" ~ 

I , 
! 

I 
I , 

. ; 

! 

1 
j 
I 
f 
I 
~ 

C" 

I] 

" 0 

. (~ 

,"~ 

", 

.~~~--
, .. 

~~.''-. 
• 0 I 

, , 71
'" 
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NebrasRa: District ct. 
Nevada: District Ct. 
Met/Hampshire: Superior Ct. 
New Jersey: Superior Ct • 

and County Ct. 
New Mexico: Di.strict. Ct. 
New York: Supreme Ct. 

and County Ct. 
North ,Carolina: Superior Ct. 
,North Dakota: District Ct. 
OhlO:,Ct. Of Convnon Pleas 

') OKlahoma: District Ct. 

co, 

~regonl" Circuit Ct. 
ennsy Vania: Ct. of 
COllll1on pleas 

Rhode Island:Supedor Ct" ' 
South Carol1~a: Circuit Ct. 
South Dakota:~, (~rcuit Ct. 

, ~ 
Tennessee: Criminal Ct. 
Texas: Di strict Ct. and 
Criminal District Ct. 

h "D"1(\t . t C Uta : ., S rlC t. 

Vermont: Superior Ct. 
~rict Ct. 
Virginia: Circuit Ct. 

"Washi n~ton:. Superi or Ct.' 
Westc Ylrginia: Circuit Ct. 
wi sconsin: .. Circuit Ct. 

and County Ct. 

Wyoming: District Ct. 0 

/1 
~\ ' 

F = Felony' ~l 
M := Mi sdemeanor~ ii 

FHA 

F D 

FM 

FM 

FHA 
F 
F 
M 
A 

F 

FM 

F 
~, 

F 
M 
FM 

FM 

F 
M 
A 
,FA 

F 
M 
o 
F, 

A = Appeal D' 

o =: Ordinance vi,ol ati on/other crimi !,)al­
P = Preliminary headng 

co 

6,578 

33,387 

987 
30,603 
20,497 
35,091 

467 

14,973 

54,343 

2,138 
9,159 

o 

76,587, 
6,108 
2,691 

40 
19,957 ., 
21,933 
22,207 

399 
, 13,817 

14,l(i6 
17,490 

6,709, 
1,355 

2,897 44~ 

,," 15,443 54'}; 

24,192 72~ 

131 13t. 
17,767 58t. 
9,,71241t.,~ 
-:., ~ 

23,477 43t. 

43,862-- 57t 
2,693 44t. 
1,60460~ 

fS"J" 14.274 
]2.057 
~,670 

Cl 

o 

44t. 

\\ 

1,307 

D 

3,885 
6,680, 

8,594 

4,554 
4,511 
2.874 

20t; 

13" 
33% 

16t. 

23% 
16'& 
13" 

10,055 

6,013,. 

159 

2,223 

,28.083 
2,472 

521 

678 
1.0n 
1,068 

366 

" i~" 
*The category data do not sum to t~etota1 dispOsit10nsdue to other minor or"unrep0l"ted"methodsofdisjlos1t1ons. 
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37'£ 
40~ 
19t 

o 27" 

620 

3,098 

3,182 

370 
3,,94,4 
2.266 
3~105 

83 

1,878 

7,905, 

173 
447 

4,103 
18 

566 

13'£ 

15'£ 
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-1'1, 

21'£ 
,,;,,, .. --------

10 
212 

8.697 
6.782 

80 
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Table S. "Criminal dispositions forlimoited Jurisdiction 

courts, 197.8 D 

TRIAL 
"(J 

PLEA NOLLE PROSEQUI c, DISMISSAL 

Case 
type 

Total 
case, tYpe 
dfsposed* 

As percent 
Number ,of disposed Number 

As percent 
of df sposed 'Number 

As percent 
of ,~fsposed Number 

As percent 
ofdhposed 

o -Arizona:' Municipal Ct. 
Cal Horni a': J usticeCt. 

M 
,M 

47,986 
'44,591 

4,308 
41237 

,491,187 " 

~l,916 
22,601 

671 
,511 ,'i 

1,498 
6,277 

1St 
14% 

7,7J!{4 
2,921 

608. 
, " 191 

14,758 
639 

,,4,410' 

16t 
n 

o 

,- Municipal Ct. 

o " 

Colorado: County Ct. 
Florlda:County ct. 
Georgl a': Probate Ct. .." 
'- State Ct. and County Ct. 

Indiana: ,Municipal Ct. 
of Marion County 
- Juvenile Ct. of ' 

Marion County 
- County Ct. , 

Mi ctfi Qan: Municipal Ct. 
- COlllllonPleas Ct. of 

Detroit 
(i Minnesota: C'ounty Ct. 

D tle\,J ersey: County 
District Ct. 

New YorK: District Ct. 
'and ci ty"Ct. , 
North Carolina: District Ct. 
Ohio: . CountYo Ct. " 
--=---Munici pal Ct. D 

Pennsylvania: Philadelphia 
Munlc1pai Ct. 
.. Di strict Ct. 

" Texas: County Ct and 
~titutional County Ct. 
" - Municipal Ct. ' "¥ 

'Utah: "Ci ty Ct. ' 
vermont: District Ct. 

F = Felony 
M = Misdemeanor 

" p 
o 
M 
o 
P 

M 
",MO 
M 
M 

M 

M 
M 
o 
o 
i·V 

o 
0' 
o 
M 
M 

M 
o 
MA 
M 
MPO 
FM 

0,= Ordinance violation/other criminal Pr Preliminary~ear1ng , , 

*ike category data do not sum to the total 

o "..,< . 

,c, 

, " , 

'." 
".'-- . u. 0 -... -

", 
.;, 

39,395 ., 
84,179 

25,273 
,207,790 

5,321 
68,000 

33,159, 

8 
32,348 
20,876 

80,459 
30,204 

3,3,05 

123,578 
350,589 
22,003 " 

233,600 

29,00,5 
365,61t:\.I' p [ 
2,07,8421 

343,267 
23,672 
19,957 

911 
317,000 
10,614 

" 21,270 

, . " 

96,20IJ 
,1,633 
42,928 

6,678 . \\ 

17 ,489 

'64,524 
130,667 

9,209 
123,451 

2,525 

79,505 
163,321 

9,141 
14,274 

221 
651 
271 
'251 

(, 461 
311 
63% 

331 

581 

52% 
37% 
42% 
531 " 

9% 

38% 
48'£ 
39% 
721 

72,417 
1 ,29,9 
5,598 

13,139 

4~554 

.~, '~ 

21% 
6% 
2~ 

45% 

23t 

793 
109,641', 
12.613 
16,693 

49,85~ 0 

411 
14.689 

3,815 

4,488 
6,762 

422 

47,290 

3,593 
34,134 

99,428 
45,412 
5.444 

678 

"0 . ~ . Q 

dispositions due to other minor or unreported ~ethoc!so,udiSPosftions.o 

D -- .... "'."-~~ ~.--- .. ;~" 

,t 
II ',!' 

'", 

19t 
22t 
32~ 
20% 
,n 

24% 
81 

22% 

18% 

.6% " 
221 

l,79ff 
8,746 

7 
2,~858 

5,156 

5 
3,662 
1-,908 

1,386 
?,397 

13% 496 

38% 1,675 
36,738 

Hi% 2,029. 
. 15% <12,951 

, 
\ 

3.793 
" 44,369 

48% 3.254 
13\ 63,740 
23%. 3,821 

3% ~12 

161 
5% 
3t 
2%' 
5% 

7'1, 
41 
n 
41 

16% 

62% 
11% 

9% 

2% 
.8% 

15% 

a 
10% 

9% 
, 61 

" 13% 
'121 " 

2% 
19%' .. 
16% 
n~ 
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State; Co'urt Title 

Alabama: Clrcult Ct. ; 
Alaska: . Superi,!)r Ct. 

,'ArTZoiia: Superior Ct. 
Arkansas: CircuftCt. 
Caltfornla: Superior Ct. " 

Colorado: District Ct. 
- Denver Superior Ct. 
- Denv~r J uvenfle ct. 
- Denver Probate Ct. 

ConnecUcut:' Superior Ct. 
Delaware: Superior Ct. 
-'- Ct. of Chanc~ry 
Dist. of.Col.: Superior Ct. 

Florida: Circuit Ct. 
Geor¥ia: Superior Ct. 
Hawa i: Circuit Ct. 
-::-rand Ct. 

- Tax Appeal ct. 
Idaho: District Ct. " 
-::-y.ragi strates Di·v. 
Illinois: Circu.it Ct. 
Indiana: Circuit Ct. alfd:> 

Superior Ct. 
Iowa: 0District Ct. 
Kansas: District Ct. 

'" Kentuckyv Cir~uit Ct. 
toUJSJana: District Ct. 
- F ami ly Ct. 
- J uvenil e Ct." 

.Maine: Superior Ct. 
y.raryrand: Circuit Ct. , 
Massachusetts: Superi'or Ct. 
Michiga!1:tircuit Ct. . 
Minnesota: Distt,ict Ct; 

Mississipoi: Cir,!=uit Ct. 
-: Ch.31ncery Ct. . " 0 

Missouri:. Ci.rcuit Ct. and 
Ct. of Common Pleas 

" Montana: District Ct. 
Nebraska.: District Ct. 
Nevada: District Ct. 

'.0 

~ .. 

r, . 

, (l 

'" 

~' 

Table T. 

Case 
.' type 

'Tota!pvil 
Total Civil 
Total Civil 

',), 

Appeals 
All. Other 

Civil 

Total Civil 

Some Civil 

Total Civil 

Total Civil' 
Total Civil 

Total Civil 
Total CiVil 
Tota] Civil 

Total Chi 1 
Total Civil 

Total ·Cfvl1 
Total Civil 

Total Civil 

Civil dispositions for general jurisdictic)'n 
courts, . J 976 

, ~I 

Total 
case type 
disposed* 

75.052· 
°8,604 
6.2,133 

" 'I 

8,478 

384,709" 

25,168 

4,065 

16,005 

8.436 
28,227 

168.710 
118,771 
37,059 
, (j 

5,024 
54.464 

119.948 
21,234 

" 

73,846 

SETTLEt>£NT ~\ G,~~n'T'~l SSED 

As percent ~. As percent 
. NlIlllber of disposed i:Imh'er of disposed 

1.,745,. 

" 

17 ~.o26 

1,733 

,.' 
Q 

Q 

11 J ,. 

'431 

" 

8t 

.t, 

~'.' 

45'394** 
o. '511 

5,871 

113.941** 

690 

1,741 

9,4~0 

., J 

60t 
61 
91 

301 

'l'71 

111. 

" . ,'''' c. \) 

o 

Number 

28.764 
291 

3.254 

c. 9,088 

243.576 

1.847 

394 

" 

c'\ 
-~~.~~.~.----.: .. :.;-...=~ 

1) 
o 

TRIAL. 

As petrcent 
of disposed 

"1071 

631 

lO~ 

(\ 

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

325 

3.175 
12.851 
" 
16.491 
15.241 
9~330 

477 
17 ,786 

3.016 
o 10,081 

'I' 

10,.919 

\ . 

t: ,~. 

.,'1' 

~ , 

38~ 
46~ 

101 
131 
251" 

9~ 
331 

3i 
47~ 

151 
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New Ifampshire: ,Superior Ct. Total Civil 
New J ers~r Superi or Ct. 

and Co un ~ Ct, TO~j!] Ci,vn 

" New Mexico:'District Ct. 
a New York: Supreme Ct. and 

COU.Jlty ft~' , 
NorZ~n Ci?rolina: Super'ior C,t. 
North"D\\kota: Di strict Ct. 
Oh10: Ct~o.f Common Pl eas 
:offihoma':~Iii s'lrr'ir.t.::ft. 
Oregon: Circuit Ct. 
Pennsylvi\nia:' Ct. of 

Common pleas 
Rhode Island: Superior Ct. 
South carolina: Circuit Ct. 
South Dakota: Circuit Ct. 
lE!nnessee~ Circuit Ct. 

Law and Equity,Ct. 
- Chancery Ct. t, 

Texas: Qistrict Ct., Domestic 
~ti ons Ct.,' J uveni 1 e. c't. 
Utah: District Ct. 
~ont: <Superior ,Ct. 

- District Ct. 
v,irRinia:Circuit Ct • 
Was 1n~ton:. Superior ~j230 
West V rginia: Circui~Ct. 
Wiscons1n: Circuit Ct. ' 
-Cou'nty Ct. U ~ 

'Wlo~ing: District ~t. ' ,'" 

Total CivH 
Total Civil 

~" 
Total Civil 
Total Civil 
Total Civil \) 

Tota) Civil 

Total Civil 
Total Civil 

Total Civil 
Total C.ivil 

"Total Civil 
Total CivH 

Total Civil 

16,494 

~7,39;3 

113.287 
9,391 

'" 
256,271, 
146.131 
45,533 

H7,060 

32.214 ' 
17 .439 

250.555 
22,638 
6,335 

17,663 

79,911, 

" 7,255 
o 

o 

37,562 

9.156 " 

1.916 

5'1 

6'1 

~ 

1,002 

27,485 
6,132 

7,280' 

73,149 
6,490 
2.036 

2.233 

1'1 

11'1 
41 

23% 

~.fl 
~" 

29% 
29'1 
,32'1 

31'1 

*The category data do not sum to the total dispositions due to other minor or unreported methods of dispositions. 

**The figure given for "dismissed" includes both "settled" and "dism'lssed" cases. o 
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2,340 14'1 

13,413 ' 

59,176 
4',444 

13,042 
23.644 
41,890, 

5,759 

795 
600 

13Q,,085 
2,034 

653 
1,088 

7,'662 

1,808 

\ 

o 

o ' 

23% , 

5'1 
16'1 
11'1 

3'1 

2'1 
32'1 

52'1 
9'1 

lOt 
6'1 

10% 

25'1 
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,')- . 
State, Court Title 

, . 
~aska: D1str1ct Ct. 

~G California: Municipal Ct. 
, Connectf cut: Ct. of COllll1on Pl eas 

Rawan: D1 strict Ct. 
1ii'd1Tna: County Ct. 

- Probate Ct. 
- Munici,pal Ct.' of Marion 

County 

""" Kansas: Kansas City Ct., 
rraglstrates Ct., COlllllon 

Pleas Ct. 
- County Ct. , , ' 

Michi gan: COllll1on Pl eas Ct. 
of [jetroit 
-District Ct. 
- Municipal Ct. 

--------~------------------~~-----• ' "1'1" _~t ./ 
" M1 nnesota: Conc 1~tfon {}t. 

Table U. 

Small tlallJlS 
All Other Civil 
Total Civil 
Total Civil 
Total Civil 
Total Civil 
Total Civil 

Total Civil 

Total Civil. 
'rotal CiVil 

, Total CivU 
Total Civil 
Total Civil 

o 
- - .. _ ..... -,.. -.. -~---~~ .,.~ -.-.. 

o 

Civil dispos,iti'ons for limite,~ jurisdiction 
"courts, 1976" ' 

Total 
case type 
disposed* 

3,747 
3~037 

537,908 
c, 51,625 

103 953 
34,716 
5,759 

17;849 

.28,269 
6,966 

D 

165,177 
169,108 
" 16,049 

SETTLEMENT 

Number 
~ '0 

() 6,842 

306 

As percent 
of disposed 

20% 

() 2~ 

DISMISSED 

Number 

239,644 

3,188 

4,017 

As percent 
of disposed 

45% 

29% 

, 23% 

l) 

- County Ct. .(; o - County Munici pal Ct. 

Small Claims 
,Total, CiVil 
Total Civil 
Total G,Jvil 
Total C:ivil 

39,446 
72.689 
13,208 

30,67'1 " 

2,018** 
2,175 

38 a 

78t 

15t 
cl0% 
,,7% 

New Hampshire: District Ct. 
,-Municipal Ct. 
New Jersey: , county 
, 01 strict Ct. 
New York: Civil Ct. of, 

the City of New York 

N6rth Carolina: District Ct. ' 
"Ohio: County Ct. ' 
,-::-f.luni cipal ,Ct. 

c; _ ct~ of Claims 
"penns'flViili1ia: District 

Just ce Ct. 
Rhode Island:' District Ct. 
south carolina: CivH and' 
qnmlnalct. /:j 

Texas: County Ct. at-Law, 
Constitutional Ct., 
Probate Ct. 

"- Justice of the Peace Ct'~ 
Utah: Ci 1;y Ct. 

TotalCivl1 

Total Civil 

Total C,ivil 
Total Civil 
Total Civil 
,Total ~.tllfl, 

Totalc'ivil 
'Total Civil 

Total Civil 

Tatal"C1Vil t' 

'Total CivO 
Total ,Civil 

, 22,478 
556 

293,177 

149,865, 

212,208 
21.168 

325,113 
(:; 332 

142:~612 
21j750 

2Z,B71 

72,939 0 

123,282, 
20,384 

5,797 
" 163 

~, 
, 31 

33,004 

1.237 

49,554 

26t 
29t 

9t 

23~ 

40% 

27,523** 

102,603** 

5,312 
103,442 

177 

4,017 

31,605 
33.,380 
..4,803 

9% 

68t o 

25t 
32t, 
53% 

18% 

43% 
27% 
,,24% 

*The cate!lory data do not sum to the "tQtal di spos,t; ons due to other minor or unt"ePQrt~d methods.~ of disposf ti ons. 
, '0 

**The figure giVen fcr"dismissed" includes both hsettled" and '!,dismissed" cases. 
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o TRIAL .' 

Number 

58S 
217 

298,264 
1,337 

646 
7,937 
3,680 

6,114 

2,762 
1,163 

15,9~4 
30,534 
2,282 

8,7,75 
21,893 

771 
3,679 

131 

53"755,, " 

J2,234 

180,916 
89,9 

9,132 
42 

34.?4,1 
2,947 

587 

3,790 
40,348 
'2,337 

As percent 
of, disposed 

16% 
7'f, 

55'f, 
3% 
6% 

23% 
64% 

341, 

lOt 
17t 

10'f, 
18t 
14t 

22% 
30t 

6% 
16% 
24'f, 

18t, 

8% 

85t 
4'f, 
3% 

13t 

24$ 
14% "-
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t courts, 1977 . .' "0 J I 
I, ,," k ." II 

~ 
j 
I 
j 

i 
i 
! 
J 

, ' , ' 

·0 

II, 

." 

Sti'.te .Courjt' Ti t.le 
\\ 0, 

" .... A .... ' a:::'lb:':a""m~a"": -..,.c~i'r~c~u':':!i"lLt~c..:t~.-----'-
Alaska: Superior Ct. 
FlZoiia: Superior Ct. 

Arkansas: Circuit Ct. 
- tijancery and Probate Ct. 

Cali forni a:" Superi or Ct. 

o 

" I) 

Colorado: Distrir.:t~Ct. 
- DenveP"SlJperior Ct. 

" - Juvenile Ct. " 
- Probate.'ct. 

Connecticut: Sllperior Gt. 
Delaware:.' Ct. of Chancery 
- Superior Ct." < 

Dist. of, Col\~,: Superior Ct. 

'" Florida: ,Circuit Ct. 
Georgia: S'uperior Ct. 

c i;I 

Hawaii: Circuit. Ct. 
,'~ 

.0 

~land Ct. 
4'1 Tax 0 Appeal!; t. 

Idaho: DjstrictCt. 

"D .' 

~ " 

Cl 

:~ 

ii 

Q " 

o 

Case 
type, 

,,,""0 Wotal 
case type 
disposed* 

Total"Ciliil 
law. ' 
Domestic Rel. 
Estate " 
~~ental Health " 

Auto Tort 
Other Tort 
Re;t1 Property " 
Domestic Rel. 
Estate' 
Mental Heal,th 
App~al:: 0 

"Other Chid" 
1\ 

Total Civil II 

law 
Small O,laims 
Real P,:,!>perty 

r; 

Total Civil 
Domestic Re1. 
"Other CivW' 
Auto Torto 
Other Tort 
Contract 
Real Property 
Domestic: Rel. 

" Other civil 

10,672 
,28,953 
28.H7 
6.356 

469 

41,475 
20~459 

, 2,228 
150,317 
62,125 
4.925 
9.053 

T36,987 

25,040 

5,447 
33,886 

nO,539 

246,394 
41,270 
43,41l 

763 
444 

1,327 
J96 

10.949 
2,437 '" 

Tort 949 
Small Claims ,,'0 
Domest1cRel. ,4,024 
Estate" . 24 
Appeal 175 ' 
Extraordfnary Writ 140 

c. "Othet;; 'Civil" 3.,l33 

," 
. 'I> 

o 

" " 

II 

SETILEf!ENT 

As percent 
Number of "df sposed 

1,961 
,() 

44,074 

,p :, 

""'" 
I} . 

o 

" 36~ 
ot 

40t 

a, 

~ DISMISSED 0 

Number 

o 873 
5,442 
3,131 

o 
o 

38,244 
18.080 
,1,021, 
. 8,203 

2.604 

54,902 

942 
995 " 
Ot 

51,072 
9.Q89** 

16,910** 
5~4 
296 
,530 

36, 

691 

t',"-' 

"'" As percent 
ofdfspose~ Number 

. 0' 

o 

431 
°3,147 

3,840 
o 
o 

" 
2,513 
2,059 

500 

,') '40~,') .. 

142,036 
58,846 
4.684 
8,027 

43,590 

~" 
,) 

tl "" 922 

17t 479, 3" 8.74 
Qt,.;) '56 

21~ 139,434 
1~30,460 
39% c9,288 
71% 0 39 
67" 48 
40% 51 
18% 5 

18 
28% (( 99 

" 

211 . 0 
2,241 

16 
81 
33 

" 1';'258 

\ \~ 

TR1AL 

As percent 
of df spos~<.l~ , 

!) 

o 

';f' 

(\ 

U 
ll~ 
14" 
Q~ 

0" 

6" 
10~ 
22" 
94" 
95" 
95" 
89" ' 
32~ 

4% 

9% 
J" 

• 1'1, 

57$ 
65% 

',21% 

)) l~i 

\) 

4~ 

3" 
.2~ 

4% " 

22" 

56%" 
67% 

" 46% 
24~ 
34% 
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I " Illindi~:' Circuit Ct. I ' Indlana: Superior Ct. and 
o I Circuit .Ct. I I~~a: District Ct •. 

I 

I 
D i 

! 
! , 
i 

o 
I, 

. ~_ n 

Kansas.: Distri.ct Ct. 
l<eiitiiCky:. Circuit Ct. 
Louisiana: District Ct. 
Mal ne: Super; or Ct. 
Jra'rYTand: . Circuit Ct. 

Massachusetts:' Di stri ct Ct. 
Mlchlgan: Clrcuit"Ct. 

Minnesota: District Ct; 
)lhSSlssippi: Circuit Ct. 

- Chancery Ct. 
, Mis.souri: Ci rcuit Ct. 
~tt'. of COI1111on Pleas 
Montana: District Ct. 
Nebraska: District,Ct. 
Nevada: Di strict Ct. 

[\ lreWlrampshire: Superior Ct. 
C> 

NeW' Jersey: ,Superior ct. 
and County Ct." 

" 
. New Mexico: District Ct. ' 
NewVork: 'Supr,emeCt. & 
Count~ Ct. 

North Carolina; " Superior Ct. 
North Dakota: District Ct. 

.:l CT 

o 
, ,~, 

.. 'Q, . 

,1 

.~.: 

TO,rt \~, 572 
Small C1 aims 11,547 
DomestiC Rel.p,688 
Estati':} "". 3,772 
Extraordinary W.rit 10 
"Other CiJH II 10,188 

Total Civil, 
Small Claims 
Estate . 

i} "OtherCiyH" 
Totar Civil 

q 

Total Civil 

',,~~:ity V 
Auto Tort 
MarriageDi ss. ' 

""Other Civil" 
Appeal 
Total Civil 

186,340 
64,114' 
17,213 
39,261 
50,502 

,?1/ 

5,254 
3,391 

39,530" 

': 10,096 
63,555 
54,149 

594 
18,814 

o 

<) . 

Law" 5,886 
Domestic Rel. 8,779 
Equity and.Appeal 03,113 

Auto Tort 
Other Tort 
Equit'y 
M~rrfage' 01 S5. 

Total Civll 
Total Civll 

,-; 

(\ 

14,886, 
18,125 
4,328 

22,099 

cH3.792 
65,557 

, d 

( ;, 

Q 

.15,695 

10,250** 

" D 

o 
" 

,,\\ 

hl38 40~ 1.162 

31,999 28% () 855 

~ 0 ' 

Q 

c . 
11 

c , 

o 

n. 

" 

31~ 

27~ 

." 

79 
,,7,100 
6,482 
2,066 

6 
1,833 

100,882 
11,827 

,,494 
4,467 

10,612 

g '14~ 
6a 
75:t 
55~ 
'60~ 
18~ 

54% 
18~ 

o 3% 
la 
2]% 

393 7'1. 
2,539 75i 

14,408 36% 

630 
2,520 
2,287 

19 
8.564 

1,021 
376, 

2,950 

'] ,297 
.... 2,554 

l,OP 
8,431 

61,130 
3.874 

6% 
4% 
4% 
3% 

46% 

17'1. 
" 4%" 

i) 95% 
1.1 IS 

9% 
14% 
,23~ 

3e% 

,...- 1) 

o 

, ::1 

t 
i 
! 

I , 

I 
I 

I 

I 
" I 

I 

, 
I 

'! 

,0 

o 

o· 

,. 
c 

".---'. ' ..... .• f 

iJ 

o 

I. 
, .... , 

(I, 



c ~. 

a 

·r·'·'····.··· 
~ . - , 

;.; 

,.1, 

;~, ,-

". 0 ;; 

r.

:··H ... : ..... 
\ .' , 

,\1' 

" 

n' 

., . 
;; 

\.\ 

[) 

C!. 

.~ 0 

i;, 

, () 

D 

D 

o 
o o 

" <;' 

TaQJe V. Cfvil' dispositions for general jurisdiction c'Ourts, 1977 (co')tinued) 

.(,~~"-~----------------~------------~P~'~~---------~S-E-,n-L-E-ME-N-T----~~ '~~D~I~S~MI~S~S~ED~--­

State, Court Title 

01110: Ct. of COllUllon Pleas v 

Okl all'oma: Oi strict Ct. , 
Oregon: Circuit Ct. 
Pennsylvania: Ct. of 
. COIlIIIon pleas . '. 
Rfiode Island: Super; or' Ct. 
South carolina: Cir~~(i,t Ct. 
South Dakota: Circu'lt\{;,t. 

Tennessee: Circuit Ct. 
- Law and Equity Ct. 
- Chancery Ct. 

Texas.: District Ct.; 
. Domestic Relations Ct., 
Juvenile Ct. 

Uta": O'1strict Ct, 
reFiiiont: Super; or" C,t." 

() ci) (j.:> ~ 

-liJ- Of strict Ct. ~, 
t:~'ir9fnia: Circuit Ct.' 

" 

washin,ton: Superior Ct. 
West V rginia: Circuit Ct. 
Wi sconsin: "Circuit Ct~ 

... County Ct. 
Wyomi ng; Oi stric.t Ct~, 

o 

Case 
type 

Personal Injury 
DomesticRel. 
Appeal (Admin.)" 
,All Other Civil 

Total Civl' 
Total Civil 

Total Civil 

Total Civil" 
SmallCi,vil 
DOJllest1c Rel. 
OtfMrCivil 

Q 0 
D .' 

Auto Tort 
'0 Marri age D i ss. 
, Other Dom." Re1. 
Appeal­
"Other CiVil" 

Total Civil 
Law 
Appeal 
Civil 
'Law" 
Real Property 
Equity 
Marriilge Oi ss. 
'Appeal 
T6ta1 CivO 

Total Cvi 1 " 

Total 
case type" 
disposed* 

26,815" 
83,001 
1,997 

139;449 

143.420 
49,401 

179,433 

FZB,,905. 
8,196 
2,514 
4,702 

18:,672 
119,070 
137,966 
27.427 
77,198 

22,843 
3,367 
. 381 

14,750 
20, 749 
" 1,198 
10.578 
2g~748 
1,470 

85,141, 

8,756 

., Number 

3,914 0 

352 
3,457 

As·perc~nt 
of disposed 

19% 

18~ 
2i 

----cJl 
o 

= 

o 

As percent 
Number of disposed 

11 £951 
21,352 
" 967 
17,903 

" . 

6,689 

8,301 

\.\ ,"'. 

,6,520 
2,013 
, 191 

12,439** 
" 377** 
3,033** 
2~3n** 

660** 

3.168 

o 

o 

Sit 
26~ 
48~ 
13~ 

5% 

29~ 

43~ 
21i 
2i 

50% 
36% ' 

29% 
60i 

,,50i 

60% (i 

31% .. 
29l 

8% 
45% 

i~·· 

36i 

*The' category data do not sum to the total dispositions due to 'other .minor or 'unreported methods of dispositions. 
. ,,\1, " \) 

*:kThe figure, gfvenfor "dismissed" f~c1udes both "settled" and "dfsmfss~du cases. 
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, ., 

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

. 
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" 

o· 

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

.11', ~ 

tot.) 

o 

. ~, 

, 0 

. ~\ ",' 

", 

0, 

'\ 

" TRIAL 

As percent 
Number of ~isposed 

2,791 
9,753 

'422 
9,786 

23,217 
4,520 

5,175 

890 
1,521 

259 
705 

1,999' 0 

92,233 
13,936 c::)' D 

3,183 _ 
21 ;823 G' 

2,050 " 
662 
145 
842 

5,083 
764 

3~978, 
~.3,765 

609 
7,957 

,2,372 

'.\ 

~ 

131 
'12i 
'21i c 

t~:J 7~ 

16i 
9i 

3~ 

3i 
19i 
10% 
15~ 

13' 
77% 
10i 
12i 
28i 

.9i 
20% 
38Z 

6% 
25~ 
64% 
38~ 
80% 
411' 

9% 

27% 
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TableW. "Civil dispositions"forlimi~d jurisdiction 
courts, 1977 . . . '." 

. ::t.. 
/:Q:....;..--......;..~--.."..~ .~.---,;/? 

State, Court Title 
Case 
type 

,Total.,' 
case type 
'di~posed* 

'/ ,. ,), ~I \1 

"A .... l a~s""k":"a""':"';" ... D .... i-st.".r,..,.l-c..,.t~C .... t-. ---.,.;....-" "'S"'m""'a 1 .... 1,.......C ... 1a""'i=ms . 5 ,322 
All Oth~r'.Ci~:ll 3,159' .\1 

California: Municipal Ct. Sma.1l ClallriS;s} ,) 2·91,225 " 
Other Civil' 252,674. 

- Justice C1;. ' Small Claims 28,751 

" Conne'eti.cut:Ct. of 
COIIIIIon Pleas 

Fl or; da: County Ct. 
GeOr~1 a: State Ct. G' 

Hawa i; District Ct. 

o Indiana: County Ct. 
- M~ncipal Ct. of 

Marlon County 

Kansas: County Ct. . 
--=-my' Ct." 'Mag.istrate Ct., 

CORlnon Pl eas ct.' 
Hi ch; an: COIIIIIon Pl eas Ct. 
o S roit='o . 
- District Ct. 

- Munjcipal Ct. 

Hi nnesota: ConciJ i ad on Ct. 
- County Munlcipal .Ct. 
- County Ct • 

New Jersey:. CountJDlstrict.Ct. 

New, YorJd1 CfV~l Ct." of 
the Clty of New York 

Other Civil , 9,047 
All Civil Excl:!pt . 

Smail Claims" 44.874 
TotalC1Vil 2l3,,371 
Total Civil 10.7.378 
Tort 671 

. Cpntract . 7,644 
Small Claims 0 l;25~ 
Real Property 573 
Other Civil ~ 141 
Total ,Civil 56,468 

Total Civil 15,209 

'--,-,-..-

Total Civil 

"Total Civil 

Total Civil 
Law 
Small Claims 
Real Property 
L,aw 
Small Claims 
Real Property 
Small Claims 
Total Civil 
Law'" 
Small Claims' 
~'ardage Diss. 
S~pport/~ustody· 
4lther pom. Rel. 
Mental Health <; 

<> Auto Tort 
OtlJer Tort 

> 

Contract ~ 
. Smal lCl aims .'1'.1 

'Real Property 

" 4,559 " 

22,363 

165,648 
91,3l!) 
43; 160. 
40,7,90 
0 9:;646 

499 
4.014 .. 

37,262 " 
15.595 
7,627 

39,599. 
7.44~ 
3,433 
1,69~, " 
1,763",,\ 

13,429 
4,109 

154,675. 
38,j20 

"88,515 
.~. fl.. r· 

TortaCOl1tract . "fi8,7il 
Real Property 

and Other 74,431 

o SETTLEMENT DISMISS~ 

. Number 
As percent 
of disposed 

.() 

6J3 
7,212, 

~.-' 

8% 
18% 

" \,--<1 

o 

As percent 
of d.i spos~d 

70,562 
61,443 
8,109 
1,516 

80.,453 
24,550. 

1,763 

,,6,624 

28.917 
2,064** 

1,931** 
.328** 

,20.178**, 
2 •. 669** 

28** 

47,711** \\ 

" 46.451** 

24% 
24% 
28% 
17% 

38% 
23% 

39% 

30% 

78% 
13% 

" 1« 
8% 

13%'" 
n 

" .1% 

69% 

62% 

TRIAL 

Number 

566 
c 230 

220,664, 
71,976 
20,568 

l,634 

1,898 
132,918 

5,148 
70 
13~ 
331 

36 c, 

. 9 
1,1.790 

838 

512 
, ,~. 

As percent 
of disposed 

11% 
7% 

76% 
28% 
72% 
16% 

4% 
62% 

5% 
10% 

2% 
" 26% 

6% 
6% 

21% 

n 

11% 

2,440 11%-

16,509 lOS 
~.,230 '10"; 

11,144 26f> 
11,511 28% 

1'.282 13% 
24 5f> 

/' 
I 

J 

(. 

1 
t 

8·~!i 3
J
7ii Ii 

2,835 /IJ • 

1 ~:~:l 1:: , c, 

1.566 46f> I 
250. 15% 1 
471 27% "I 

',)' 

1.046 "9% I 
5,3

42441' 11% I""~ 
<" 3% ~ 

13,822 36% H 

31.230. 35% .. 1" 
2.632" .4% .' 

~'789.",,", ~_", __ 9% ____ c .--:--__ J 
-~~ ...... --_ ... , .. -:-.---- -;--._ ..... ,-, .. _._--:: ... ,........-__ .... _' ( ~ -
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, North Carolina: District ct. 

I 
I 

i 

I 
I 

Ohio: CountY "Ct. 

c 

Municipal Ct. 

-Ct. of Claims 

Pennsylvani ~:'Di.strict 
Jusbce ct: 

Rhode Island: District Ct. 
Sou.th Caroll na: County Ct. 

'. Texas: County Ct. at . 
" [a~-. Constituti,onal 

~ountY Ct. , . and 
Probate Ct. 

"0' . 
- J uS1;ke ,!If the Peace ct. 0 

Utah: .City Ct. 
C> 

Estate 
Law 
Small Claims 
Domestic·ReJ. 
Tort 
Contract ,.' 
/tea 1P "operty 
Other Civil' 
Tort 
Contr.act' 
Real Property 
Other' Civil 
Appeal . 

-----, . . 
Law 
Total CiVil 
Total Civil 

Law 
Auto Tort 
Contract 

". R~al "Property 
Law, 
Total CJvil 

77 ~189 
. 35,90~ 
153,721 
43,138 

186 
3,456 
1,772 

" 1',840 J' 
1§,999 J 
156,45~ , 
47,818 '" 

"16,854 
1,263 

"154,077 
21,245, 
'20,711 

48~501 
'8,~09 
25;,994 

467 
165,101 
22,38P 

J~ 
~ 

5 
o 7 

0.4 
32 

1,024 
3,566 

321 
468 
122~ 

31,907 

1,067 

'. 

58,338 

o 

3~ 
.2'.t 
.2~ 

2'.t 
6'.t 
2'.t 
1% 
3% 

10~ 

5'.t 

35'.t 

58 
533 
571 
423 

6.521 
40,585 
18,534,," 
5,085 

,186 

6,287 

. 3.547 

21,~36 
3.308 

14,503 
301 

61.195 
5,586 

"31% 
16~. 

c32% 
'23~ .. 
38~ 0 

26% 
'39'.t 

" 30'.t 
" 15~ 

4.4~, 
37% 
56~ 
64~ 

. 37~ 
25,};~ ..... ..... 

01 . *Thecat~;0;y'~a~6not s~ to the total ,dfspositJons due to ~ther. minor or unreported methods fJf dis~19sitio.9S. 
o 

" *-A:The figure, giv.en for I~di~m!ssed" ,includes both "settled" and "dismissed" cases,. 
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146,319 
37,332 

c, 034 
131 
'133 

;;184 
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4,586 
887 

o 
1.077 I' 
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36.059 
2,999 

515 
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·25 
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Table X~ Cid1 dispositions foro gelleral jurisdiction 
courts, 1978 

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

State, ,Court Title 

"A1 a6ama: . circuit Ct •. 
Al aska: Superi or Ct. 
Ar1ZOna: Superior Ct. 

(l 

Arkansas: Circuit Ct. 
- ehancel~yand Probate Ct. 

California: Superior ct. 

0: ;" 

Colorado:, Distri.ct Ct. 
- Denver Superio)" Ct. 
- Denver Juvenile'.Ct. 
- Denver Probate Ct. 

Connecticut: Superior Ct. 
Delaware: Ct. of Chancery 

.;, Superior Ct. 
Dist. of Col.: Superior Ct. 

Florida: .Circuit Ct. 
Georgia: Superior Ct. 

Hawaii: Circuit Ct~ 

Idaho: Oi str~ct Ct. 
~. 

". 
>.', . ":1';1 .. ',' >,;, 

.: Magistrites'.'Qivjsio~ 
, •. \\ t!~ 

tr 
6 . 

o. 
I} 

, ,~ 

. a 1.)' 

I:"~, 0 

" '\; .; 

" 

o 

'.' o 

'Case 
type 

(. 

Law 
D'omesticRel. Q 

.' E.state 
Mental Health 

Tort " 
Real Property 
Domestic ReI. 
Estate C 

Mental Health 
Appeal 
other· Civil" 

o 0 

Total Civil 

Total 
case type 
~isposed* 

27;695 
38,2~8 
.8,007 

698 

'64,426 
2,047 

151,138 
59,780 
408}, 

11 :014 
144,539 

Total Civil 3,631 
"Law, 5,012 0 

Small Claims 32,756 
Total'Civil 243,321 
Domesttc'·Rel. 56~947 '" 
Other CiviP 46,462 
Tort 1,213 

, Contract. 1",399 
Real °Property c, 229 
Dpmesti.\: ReI." 12,327 
Odler Civil 0' 2 ",903 
Tort , ~929 
Small Claims "l 
Domestic "ReI. 2,845 
Estate' Q ~9, 
Appeal .240 
Extraordi nary WrUs'li,,188 
Other 3~690 ~ 

~'. 

Tort 621 
Sman Claims 012,613 
Domestic .Rel. 9,605 
Estate . 3,156 
Extraordinary Writ 31

e 

Othen" 0 9,746 

'~ 
I~ ~ 

, cf .(:; 

.'.':"-,'" 
(;:i" 

r,fl 

,,' 

<;;) 

SETTI.EfENt "" 0" DISMISSED 

2,848 
. 0 

.11 

Asperc~nt 
of ~di sposed Number.: 

As percent 
of disposed 

-------"--- () 

57% 
Ii'! 

,,1 

4,233 
3,306 

o 
q" 0 

58,629 
865 

8,427 
2,781 

6 

1,065 
l,37!J 

47,487 
11,492** 
18 057** 
. '912 

' .. 

620 
38 
G 

873 

/) 
~ // . 
\;/,: 

l5~ 
9l 
O~ 
Ol 

9l~ 
42l 
6~ 
5l 

2U 
41i 

20~ 
20~,' 
39~ " 
75% 
44% 
17% 

~·O~ 

30% 

o 

TRIAL 

Nomber 

2;158 . 
3,765 

o 
o 

4,228 
514 

142.,189, .. , 
55,447 
3;904 

" 9,856 
. 43~746 

437 

120 
412 
.733 

142,574 
29,607 
12,728" 

59 
76 

:' 6 
o 67 

91 
250 

,. 1 '" 
1,5~1 

5 
123.· 

29 
1,352 

82 
J,G24 
7 ;12~o 

.' ] ,~92 
7 

1~a52 

As percent 
·of disposed 

8% 
"10% 

0% 
O~ 

7'J, 
'"~25% 

94~ 
.93% 
96% 
89~ 

.. 30~ 

(/' " . 2~ . 

3% 
8% 
2% 

59% 
52% 
27% 
,"5% 
5~ 
'It 
a 
31 

27% " 
100' 
55~ " 
56% 

" 51.1 
151 ~ 
37% 

131 
60~ 
74% 
631 
23S 
19s 

" 0 

.-.-,' 

1\ 

.-=r 
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" . 
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Illinois: Circuit Ct. 
Indlana: Superior Ct. 
and Clrcuit Ct. 

Iowa: District Ct., 

Kansas: District Ct. 
~y: Circuit Ct. 
[oulslana: District Ct. 
Malne: ~Superior Ct. 
lilaFYTanli 1 Circuit Ct. 

Massachusetts: Superior Ct. 
Michigan: ,Circuit Ct. 

Minnesota: District Ct. 
Mississippi: Circuit Ct • 

.,. Chancery Ct. 
Missouri: Circuit Ct. 
and Court of Common Pleas 

Montana: District Ct. 
Nebraska: District Ct. 
Nevada,~-., Di stri ct ,Ct. 
New-Hampshire: Superior Ct. 

New JQfsey: Sl,Iperior Ct~ 
'. ~na=County Ct. " 

(j 

Ne~iMe,l<ico: Di.strict Ct. 
Ne~1 York: Supreme Ct. 
- County Ct. , 

North Carolina: Superior Ct. 
North oakota: District Ct. 
Ohi~: Ct. of Common Pleas 

O.Klahoma: District Ct. 

'I; "'., 

o 

o 

\~ 

.,', > 

Small ,Claims 
All Other CiVil 
Small Claims 
"O.ttier Civil" 
Domesti c' Rel. 

To,~l CiVil 
Law 
Equity 

" Tort 
Domestic Rel. 
Appeal 
Other Civil 
TOFal Civil 

Tort 
Domestic Rel. 
E~traordinal'Y 
Writ 

law 
Equity & Appeal 
Domesti.c Rel. 

¢l 

Auto Tort 
O.ther Tort 
Equity, 
Marriage 
o i ssol uti on 

~ 
TotatCivil 

"Personal Injury 
'Domestic Relo 
Agency Appeals 
.All O.ther Civil 
Auto Tort 
O.ther Tort" 
Contract 
SI1lal1Clafms 
Real Property 
M~rrf age Of ss. 
Suppor,t/Custody 
Adoption 
O.ther'Dom. Rel. 
Estate 
Mel1tal Health 

'" ". 

"" 

C\ .' 

25,716 
157,358 
69.978 
42,392 
22,77.7 

!;:" -:"'1 

6,856 '" 
21,974 
40.,113 

6,469 
88,151 

" 520. 
17 ,539 
17,594 " ", 

7,674 
.37,40.4 

332 

6,350 
02,560. 

,10..0.50. 

16,636 
21,0.31 
3.70.4 J-', 1.531 

( :, 
::.-'~-

26,483 \/' 25 

41,; 

.a 

69,0.23 
" 20.,239 3',388 17% 

,95,466 
2,220. 448 20.% 

129,587 
5,077 

3,0.16 2% 

3 •. 392 
26,190. 
95,425 

'. 7,894 
' 38,297 

3,70.5 
2,~43 

118 
16,295 , 
2.894 

. 1 

o 

,0 

" 

5,930. 
" 10.7,0.75 

12,660. 
5,447 

5,816 " 4,0.22 

3,637 ~ 53% 
~ ~ 

477 
2,393 

14,730. 

2,784 43~ 412 
10.,920. 12% 

181 35'h 
2,222 

~.~; 1>4 
" 4,30.2 25% 880. 

8,236** 47%' 7,690. 

7JO. 
9,810. 

147 

931 
1,0.90. 

40.1 

" 

14~f,l80.** 89% 1,317 
17 ,489** 83'£ 2,523 

882 24% co 862 

443 2% 9,349 

4,565 

11,770. 58% 3,0.55 
21,868 23%, 
1,125 51'l. 

l1,O.~8 
42) 

19,,124 15% 9,627 
613 
638 

,. 1,748 
-' 11,265 

1,90.6 
5,0.18 

(0 368 
76 
19 

237 
143' 

--" .... ~ . ..;....,. .. 

" o ' 

\. \. 

o 

". 

'. 
i· " 

,0 

~',. 

\, 

23% 
68% 
18% 
13% 

7% 
11% 
36% 

6'£ 
3% 
3'£ 
5% 

44% 

9% 
26% 

44% 

151: 
43% 

4% 

8% 
12% 
23% 

35% 

7'£ 

15~ 
12% 
19% 

7%'" 
t2% 
19$ 
·7% 

U% 
24% 

\\ 
\' 
\~ 
1\ 

f[ 

13~q 
10% 
3" 

161 
l' 
5" 

}1 
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Table }{. Civi1~i sppsi ti ons for g~nercl,1 jurj"sAJ.~!J on courts, 1978 (continued) 

, 
\, 

~ 
o i 

b' 

O'regon: Ci~it Ct. 
P,ennsylvania: Ct. of 0 

Common pleas 
Rhode lSlimd: Superior Ct. 
South Dakota: Cjrcuit C,t. 

South 'Carolina: Circuit Ct. 
;) Tennessee:, ' Circuit Ct. 
, - Law and, Equity Ct~ 

- Chancery Ct. '" 
Texas:,Oi strict ct. -- "" 

Utah: District, Ct. 
vermont: .superior ct; 
I, _ District Ct. 
Virginia: Ct,vil Ct." 

" Waslli n~toii: superiGr C't. 
West V,rglnia: Circuit pt. 
Wisconsl n: Circuit Ct. ' 

and County Ct~, 

Wyoming: District Ct., 
,. \), 

G 

p 

Appeal 
Extraordinary 

Writ 
"Other Civil" 

" Civil 

Small Claims 
Marri age Jllss. 
"Otner civi]\' 
Total Ch'f'i 

A'uto%Tort 
M, apji age D1 ss. 
Other Dom. Rel. 
Agency Ap'pea 1 
"Other~C'~vi1" , , 0 

"CiVl1 
Total Civil 

c Some Civil 
Law" 
Real Property 
Equity 
Marri age [Ii SSe 
Appeal 
Total Civil 

\) ~. 

Small ClaimS 
Domestic 6~1. 
Estate, 
"Other Civil" 
"Other Civil" 

, " 

1,192 

1,497 
9,898 

183,785 

9,623 
2,604 
4,725 

27 ;947 

15,282 
128,987 
'148,716 
25,588 
80~391 

..;' 24, 270 \' 
6,733 0 

10,332 
21,726 

o .' 984, ' 
1'0,311 
29,956 
1;738 

,!34.,067 

" 
6~,308 
32,775 
23,938 
~6,306 
9 '178 

r~ ' ... ~ 
~,r~) 

" 
9,669 

1,744 

4.457 

896 " 
4,874 
9,733 

5"' , 

8,783 

/1 '6,845 
'V 31,714 

2,407 
11,626 
31,422 

o 6,609 
2,559 

12,110 
394 

2,867 
'2,421 

787 
17 ,731, 

~ 

3,312 
¢ ,. 

o 

II 

31'" 

,45'; 
25,; 

2% 
45'; 
39'; 

211> 
38'; 

56% 
40,; 
28% 

8,; 
45,; 
21,; 

36'; 

*T~ecat~gor.y of d~ta do not sum t{) th~ tota1disposftions due to other minor or unreported methods of dispositions. 

: 0,° ':r 
t----"------J-..,,~------

" 

-::. 
0, 

"J • 

<>"{} 

0, 

o 
,;~~' 

o 

\~, 

f) 

I)"~ 

o , 

o 

" {) 

,(I 

,~ o::"~ __ o,..,~ 
o 0 

11, 

\ , 
,\ '':f'~J 

239 

~18 
J,433' 

5,615 " 

1,712 
266 
662 
854 

2,051 
96,,489 
15,433' 
3,210 

22.105 

2,481 
694 

" 637 
4,889 

294 
2,Q36 

16,136 
, 681 
~,;446 

"3,143 
10,474 
1.351 
3,468 

'2,402 

1,\ (I 

0' 

10% 
10'; 
~6% 
23'; 
3D"' 
20'; 
54", 
39% 
10'; 

5'; 
32'; 
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13% 
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St,,~)e, .Court Title 

, Al a~ka: ,D'lstrl ct Ct. 
Ca'lTTorniaf Justice Ct. 

- Municipal Ct. 

Florida: County Ct. 
Georgia: State Ct. and 
County Ct..' 

Hawaii: District Ct. 

'Indiana: County Ct. 

- Municipal Ct. of 
Marion .County 

Maine: District Ct. 

Mich'igan: District Ct. 

-Collll1on Pleas Ct. of 
"Detroit ff· 

Minnesota: County Ct~ 

New Jersey: County 
District Ct. 

o 

o 

ftN~~W~Y~O~rk~:~C~i~v~1Tl~C~t~.~O~fr---~~' 
tfje City .of .N2w York 

, (/ 

o 

o l 

Jab1e Y. Ci~il dispositions for limited jurisdiction 
~ourts, 1978 

Case 
typ~ 

small Claims 
Small Claims 
Other Civil 
Small Claims 
Other Civil 
law 

" Total Civil 0 

Tort 
Contract 
Small Claims 
Real') Pr·op. Rgts. 
Other Civil 

Small Claims 
Plenary Proc. 

oj 0 

Total Civil 
e, law 
. , Small Cl aims 

Marri age Oi ss. 
\\ Mental Health 

law 
Small Claims 
Real Property 
law 
SmallCl aims 
R~al P-roperty 

law 
Small Claims 
Real ~roperty 

law . 
SI~all Claims 
o'llmesti c" (,Re1. 
Mental Health 

Auto Tort 
Other Tort 
Contract 
SmaH'C1aims 

oReal J>rQperty 

T-ort and 
contract 

... 

o 

fatal 
case type 
disposed* 

6,261 
24,201 
9,W9 

318:;613 
271,604 
201,511 

140,075 
726 

7,290 
1,325 

660 
145 

62,094 
2,896 

16,387 
7,,116 
6.693 
3.417 

.375 
131,757,: 
55,976 
58,584 
4.883 

189 
4.460 

1.618 
" 36.131 
118,2~8 

8,649 
36,889 
11",588 
1,536 

13,252 
4,434 

160,022 
40,535 
97,020 

56,602 

o. 

SETTlEII£NT 

As percent 
tJumller·· of di sposed 

278 
5,388 

312 
319 
44 

1.141 
4',326 

. () 

38~ 
74~ 
~~~ 
48~ 
30~ 

. p 

DISMISSED 

Number 
As percent 
of"di sposed 

6.934 
2,008 

73,175 
66.311 
63,581 

19.355** 
" 356 

1,728 
503 " 
,,266 

76 

856 
50 

693 

179 
7,731 

,12,398 

2,019** 
526** 

23.136** , 
.3,791** 

687** 

38,558** 
" " 

, ~II 

Q 

o 

29~ . 
22~ 
23~ 
24% 
32~; 

14~ 
49~ 
24~ 
38% 
40~ 
52~ 

18C:: 
267. 
16~ 

11~ 
217. 
lin 

15% 
12~ 
147. 9" . 

1% 

'68S 

TRIAL 

As percent 
Number· of disposed 

~--"""""'·l""l.,..t"-" -,-
17 ,209 71% ' 
1,709 19ft 

244,838 777. .' 
77,757 29ft 

137,930 68% 

5,899 
59 

141 
506 

55 
22 

12,917 
" 598 

'1'\ 982 
1,079 

748 
1,105 

217 
5,231 

, 8,863 
11,331 

745 
47 

893 

201 
5,605 
7,192 

o 

,.47. 
c87. 
27. 

38% 
" ,,87. 
15~ 

21~ 
'21% 

,J '6~)o 

15% " 
117. ' 
32ft 
58% ,." 
4~ 

16% 
19~ 
15% 
257. 
20~ 

12~ 
167. 

67. 

---------11 " 
2,513 

18,551 " 
,2,524 
, 356 

778 " 
423 

3,490 
14,555 
35,Q02 

2,177 

," \ ,' .. 

,29% 
50% 
22% 
23~ 

6% 
10% 
2~ 
36~ 
36% 

4% 

, " 

\\ 

0, 

\1, 

0 .... 

() 

1 
I 

1 , 
i 

~) 

() 

,0 

, b 
,,' 

~, 
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,0 
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11 .::DJlts (7" ) I 
~" and "Other" <1 "" I 
~ ~" Civn" - 77,545 ",' fI 47,660** 61% 7,027 9% : 
~ - District Ct. &CltY,Ct". law and Small 'oj 
~ Claims .G 115,778 100,365 87% ':'5221 5% ,I 
! Surr9gates Ct. 'Probate/Wi 11 s/ ,~' 'I 
t "Intestate 39,159 '44 .1~ '! 

~';".',., !., G!:~:~~::~;S:fP 5,83' ' 55 0 . IS L,:,'_l,_ .. ~. 
c -~ "Other Estate" ,)2,937 1,608 55~ ~" -
t:. ~\ ; i I 
~ E t {,,' ~ :I 

"'1, t" North Carolina: DistrictGC·t. ~~:11 Claims 1~~:~~~ 1~~:~~~ ~~i if 
u . " () Domestic ReI. 45,913 0 39,351 86% 'i 

~ Ohio: County c'L Tort 179 0 0% 43 24% 35 20% :! 
L Contract 3,691 2" 0% 694 19% 109 3% d 
, !feal Propertv' 2 532 4' .U 891 35% 117" 5% ' t·. "Other Chill, 2:307 33 1% 561 24~ 154 7'J, [I 
j: - Ct.: of Claims . Appeal 1,989, 120 6% .0 ,46 2% ij 
r; '.:: Municipal Ct. Tort 11,484 957 "c5~ 6,852 39% 1,610 9% If 
i' r" Contrarnt" 163,578 3,621 2~ 42,342 26% 4,979 3~ it " r Real Pr'operty 49,095 504 1~" 18,823 38% 1,144 2% II 
, "Other Civil" 17,300 330 2~ 5,418 3n 1,191 1% ;1 
t,~ Pennsylvania: District, Ii 
f1 _ % _J_u_S.,.t_lc_e_Ct_._";..,..______ "Civil D 158,289 33,341 21~ 4,731 3% 37,014 - 23% () (>1 
;,f,'": ... ,,,. ~ Rhode Island: Distri~t Ct. Civil 22,795' , 2,741 12t ll, 
. 'SOuth carolina: C'lvil Ct., ~ 
p: criminal ct., County Ct. Civil 17,361 933 5t 3,198 18% 398 2% II 
fl- Magistrate Ct~ Civil 109,443" () 55,684 . 51% k l'i !J~: County Ct. at HI 
1; . L.aw, Constitutional flil 
t."! -C.ounty- C:t., Probate C~. law 49.396' .~, () 2Q,92·1 42~ ~,149 6S U 
f,," : " Auto Tort ~.639 4,345 50% 593 ]1, 0 I 
li Contract 23,335 8,915 38% 1,190 5% ~ 

f) -'Justice ot the 'Peace Ct. ~::J Property 144';:146,268 ,32~ 45,4g~ 1~i 53:0~~ 3~i n 
fiJ " Utah" ~f1;y"Ct. CNfl '2~;063" ,,' , 6,666 26< 2,567 19% I.j! 

[:'1 *r,~ ca~egor~, da:a' db not sUllboto the total dispositipns due to other minor or unreported metho1~ of dispositions. ", t~ 

tot **Th~ figure given for" "dismfssed" 'Includes bo"th "settled" and "dismiss~d" cases.. !J i:J 
11 0 . fi 
fl ;," b ~l 
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Table Z. Juries as a method of criminal trial 
-dispositions, 1976 

\'-

o ' 

o 

State/Court 

.Al aska: Super; or Ct. 
District, Ct. (L) 

Arizona: Sup~rtor ctp 
California: 'Superior' Ct. 
Connecti"cut: Superior Ct. 
Delaware:, Ct,. of COlllTlon pleas (L) 
D1st. Col umbia: Superior Ct. 
Floriaa:$uperior Ct. 
Georgia: Superior Ct. 

Superior Ct. 
State Ct.(L) 
Probate Ct. (L) 

Hawaii: Circuit Ct. 
Illinois: tircuit Court 
Indiana:, Superi or& Ci"rcui t Ct. 

Criminal Court (MarionCnty) 
County Court (l) 
Juvenile Ct. (~arion Cnty) (l) 
Munici pa1Ct~ (Marion Cnty) (l) 

low,a: Di stri ct Court 
~and: Circuit Court 
Michigan: Circuit Court 

Recorder's Ct., Detroit 
, District Court (l) 

Municipal Court (l) 
,Minnesota':, District Court 

County Court (l ) ," 
County Muni cipa 1 Court (l t\, , 

Missouri: Circuit Ct. & Ct. of 
'Common Pl eas 

New Hampst};ire: "Superior Ct. 
New Jersejf: Superi or Ct. & County, 

Court 
Cqunty Di strict Ct. ~l) 
Mtinicipa1 Court (l) . 

New Mexico: ~fstrict Court 
Oh i 0 : Ct. of, COlllJlon Pl eas 
~ounty Court el) 

Muni ci Pi! 1 Court ( ~1___ 

" , 

t' > c) I) .... 

Case" 
,~ype 

F 
M~l' 

FMA 
f 
FMA 
M 
FMO 
FA 
F 
M 
M 

,oM 

FMO 
F 
FMO + 
FM 
M" 
M 
M 
FMO 
FMOt 
FA 
M 
MO 
MO" 

,FMA 
M 
MO 

FMA 
FHA 

'" FAOt 
°t 
°t " () 
FM 
F 
M 

,)L._ 

o 

Dispo-
sitions 

l\ 

898 
17 ,041 
13,765 
50,094 
4,100 
5~645 

24,009 
63,~87 
23,~63 
16,595 
60,701 
3,350 
1,683 

29,412 
48,842 
2,423 

23',715 
25 

32,129 
162,609 
33,491, 
25,5,75 
6,8Z0 

228,547 
' 39',253 

0 8,634 
32,149 
25,200 

17 ,964 
c- 511,771 

29,466 
I~' '2 320 ,,, , 

29,746 
4,573 

30,312 
21,,796 

228,677 

Jury Non-jury 
trials trials 

1 /; 

., 

o 

118 
447 
784 

4,695 
,102 

75 
1,167 
3,564 
2,076 

330 
1,022 

229 
1,147 

846 
366 

.0 81 

100 
976 

1,970 
1,806 

32 
2,399 

69 
472 
227 
214 

1,061 
379 

2,895 

, 

18 
491 
871 

3,793 
31 
NA 

, 742 
NA 

780 
458 

, NA 
42 
83 

1,420 
5,571 

167 
,3,944 

10 
11,946 

~ 17,513 
15,209 

706 
2,919 

23,325 
5,766 

197 
2,147 

Z22 

t,178 
165 

"695 
379 

:5,385, 
352 NA 

(2c,049" ,,~ , 350 
) 76" 2,055 

_ 9:3,1 ' .. ___ J_6 .... 067-~ 

, I) 

0 

""., 

Jury trials 
as '}; of 
dispositions 

13,}; 
3i' 
6% 
9% 
2% 
1% 
5% 
6% 
9% 
2% 

, 2% 

14% 
4% 
2% 

14% 
.4% 

.3% 
1% 
6% 
7,}; 

, .5,}; , 
1% 

.2% 
5% 
1%" 
1,}; 

6% 
7% 

10% 

8~' 
7% 

,) .3,}; 

" 

-.. _, __ "_ ~', _,_4~.';" _ 
" ", 

Jury 
trials as '}; 
of trials 

0 88% 
q4~% 
47,}; 
55% 
7.7% 

NA 
61% 
,-NA 
73,}; 
42% 

NA 

73% 
45% 
13% 

" 67% 
2% 

1% 
5% " 

11,}; 
72,}; 

1,}; 
9i 
1,}; 

71% ' 
-10'}; 

23,}; 

47,}; 
10% 

80% 
c~ __ 

-.:---
NA 

47% 
4,}; 
!i!l 

, . 

o 

0" 
c7 

u 

~, 
i ,(} 
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I, ! 
it 
i " 
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" I 
! 
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" . 

(I 

\ 

r'i . ,~ 
" '. ,\1 

1'7 " 

o. 

I-' 
N 
W 

" Oregon: p rcui t Court c' 

Pennsylvania: Ct~ of COl1ll1on 
. Pleas 

District Justice Ct. (l) 
Phil. Mu~i~ipal Ct.(l) 

'Rhode Island: District "Ct. (L) 
South Dakota: Circuit Court 
Texas: Dist. -Ct., Cr"im. Dist. Ct. 

Municipal .Ct. {l) 
, Justice of the Peace Ct., (l) 

Utab: District Court 
~i ty Cour.t (1) 
Vermont: Superior Cour't 

~ Dfstrict Court.(l) 
Virginia: Circuit Court 
Washington: Superior Court 
Wyoming: . District Court 

F = Felony 
M = MisdemeanQr 
A = Appeal 
o = Ordinance Violation 
0t = Other Criminal 
l = Court of limited Jurisdiction 

[l' - , 

F ,: 

FMAOt V 
OOt' 
M· 
M 
FM 
FMOt 

'M 
M 
FMA 
;MOO 
FMA~t 
FM 
FHA 
FHA 
F 

i 
i 

» 14,909 

74,343 
314,198 
32,227 
22,081 
13,'278 
77,310 

0 360 ,950 . 
159,4113 

2,494 
. 19152 .. 

53 
16,800 
42,250 
14,31~ 

.,.' . 1,346 

() 

,}' 

\~ 

1,059 
, . 

3,272 

281 
3,400 

550 " 
523 
340 
)37 

8 
130 

2,601~1 
1,752· 

. 79 

) 
o 

577 

7,071 
194,815 

6,342 
9,420,0 

o 

> 633 
384 

60,735 
28,819, 

.146 
3,445 

1 
87 

39,027 
817 
273 

= 

~, 

2% 
4% 

.' .2% 
" .3% 

14% 
1% 

15% 
1% 
6% 

12'; 
6% 

o 

" 
\~:-<"~ 

(j 

65% 

CJ 32% 

I' 

11 
'1 

f 
I 

~')~--

v ---
31% 
90% 

1% 
2% 

70% 'S. 
. 4% 

j. 

89% 
60% 

6% 
0 68% 

22% 

~. 0 

!J 
c 

- .................. : ..... 

\ 
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f " T~b1 e AA. Juries as a method of criminal trial 

State/Court (I 
d ,. 

Al abama: Circuf't Court" 
.. Al aska: tuoeri or Court 
A'rl,zona: . ~'1:uperi or Court 

c 

California: Superior Court 
Municipal Court (ll \:, 

Justice'Court (l) 

o Co lorado: .. ' County Court (l) 

~ () 
.. ~ 

i, rl 

Connecticut: Superior Court 
Delaware: Superipr Court 

Court of Common Pleas (l) 
Dist. ofColumbja:' Superior C~. 

" 

Flori da:" C~ rcu~ t Court" 0 . ;~ " 
County Court {ll" (/ 

Georgi a: Superi or Court .' 

State, Ct~:, County ~Ct.)(l) '~ 
Probate Court (l) . c 

Hawaii:" Circu.it Court 
IF 

III inoh: Circu'it Court" 0 

Thai ana: Superi or & Ci rcui t Cts. 
Criminal Ct. (HartonCnty~ (> 

Munjcipal Ct. ,(Harion Cnty) (l) 
JuvEmi'leCt. (Ma.~ion Cnty)(l) 

Iowa: . District Court 

dispositions, 1977 U 

Case D1 spo- r;c 

'Q'pe si ti ons 

FA 
F' 
F 
H 
F 
H." .. 
o 
H 
o 
H 

" FM 
FHA 

"~ 
H 
0' 
F 
MO 
F 
H 0 
H 
H 
FM 

°t F'" 
FM' 
FMOt 

"M , H 
F 

\) 

;) 

2:3,443 
764 

10,268 
2,975 

49,111 
'5.09,997 

34,468 
51,663 

5,376 
25,506 
4,4~6 
3,860 
6,279 
3,405 

13,349 0 

'2,997 
80,162 

213,989 
e27,665 
14,549 
55,853 
3,50t 
1,5.06 

24 0 

·31,462 
16,819 " 
2,068 

3~,244 
41 

17,880, 

Jury 
trials 

C] 

1,440 
102 
753 
17 

5,179 
5,195 {\ 

5 
/1 

806 . 0 
221 
119 

.. 319 
4} 

593 
433 

3 
2,887 

,,1,948 
2,638 

19~ 
7~~ 

239 
, "0, 

Non-jury 
tri~.l s 

1/ 

1,314 
21 

192 
642 

2,916 
9,112 

349" 
3,037 

163 
NA 

(\ 33 
~, 79 

o 6"232 --, 
" 42 
~" 380 

59 
1,666 
13~400 . 

358 
u!! 164 Q 

2,108 
27 
97 
1 

2',481 
3,128 

1138 
5,381 ,~ 

2'4. o e. • 

Jury trials 
as % of 
di sposi t'j ons 

') 

\. 6% 
13% 

7% , 
1% 

11 % 
1% 

"., 0..1% 
2% 
o 

1% 
3% 
8% 
1% . 

17$ 
. 3% 

.1% 
4% 
1% 

. 10% 
cc· 1 % 

1% 

16% 
'Ot 

·4jS 
5% 

10% 
l%Q 
0% 
5%,' 

" -- ~ 
G. M. . 69,624 

aQ,,682 
,1'4,412 

2,346 

1,275 
864 
198 
223 
" 0 

828 
245. 

' .. "1,14·6 
5,403 
5,81~~\ 

.727 ' 

.3%' 
., {! .1 % 

. Kansas: Oi stri:ct Court " 
Ma tne: Superi or 'court 

(! 

,'_ .. 

"V 0 
FMA 
F 

o H. 
O~t 

. \ ~ 

'" 

. ,~\ 

a 
. " 

" . 

2,042 
s463 

.,. ., 

50 
61~ 
230 
114 

22 

" " 

o 

'. 

79. 
lD!i. 
,.14: 

t\ . 

o 
, ~. , 

0' 

::;.. ~ 

4% (, 
10% 

.\) 6' 01 

" 10 

; ~I 

\' 

o ,. 

Jury 
trials as % 
of trials r::. 

52.% 
83% 
80% 

3% 
64% 

.. 36% 
1% 

21% 
I' O!) 

NA~ 
78%4 
80% 

1% ,: 
93% 
53% 

5% 
63% 
13% 
88% 
54% 

"26% 0 n 

71% 
0% 

34% 
22~ 
51% 

4% 
0% ' 

42% 
4% 

() 

1%" . 
46%~" 
74% ,~., 

52%· . ,," 
61% 

0" 

.... 

fh. . (.) 

D 

,0 

':;1 

".~ ~"-

, I.'. 

i 

r.J 
t.~f 

() 

J .' ~C:' 

., 
r 
I 

.. ~ 
..".. 

'0 

Q 

'(jll 

o 
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, 
Ma ryl a..nd : Circuit Court FMAOt C\ , . 41,274 2,076 7,905 5% 21% '0 

~I r .".. Micfii9an: C ircui t Court F 25,737 1,883 532 7% --78% 
A 579 16 17 3% 48% 

Recorder' 's Ct. (.Detroit) F 16,202 1,750 720 11% 71% 
M 6,161 40 2,756 1% 1% ,') ~ Municipal Court {Ll MO 41,396 141 <, 4 865 .A%, 3% 'j , 

Minnesota:~District Court FHA 9,821 518 301 
.::. 

5% 63'% 
County Municipal Ct. (·l) MO 26,938 ri' 215 637 1% 25% I! 

c, " 'County Court (L) M 33,035 218 2~,166 1% '.--··\9% .. ~ 
"New Hampshire: Superior Court FMA 6,636 363 i87 5% "66% 
-New Jersey: Superi'or Ct. & 

. County ",Court F 26,648 2,865 703 11% 80~ 
County District Court (ll ~~ 3,263 416 0 'r' --- ,I 

New Mexico: District Court 4,178 457 NA il% NA 
Ohio: Ct. of Common Pleas ·F 31' ,135 1,990 2,390 6% 45% 
--C-ounty Court (l) M 23,043 120 1,679 1% 7% ~,I, 

Municipal Court (l) M 232,623 823 14,453 .4% 5% 
Ok 1 ahoma: ~ Di s t'ri ct Court F 18,174 840 738 5% 53% 
Orel;l0n: Circuit Court F 14,174 921 -, 629 6% 59% ~, 

n Pennsylvanta: Ct. of Commc~ Pleas FM 58,606 3,127 6,143 5% 39r% ./ 

,', . District Justice C~urt (l) OOt_ 271,20Z, 45,112 
~)~' 

,-::35' ,,; 

)Ph'il. Municipal Court (1::) M 39,754' .f1 __ 4,090 'I-' 
N ~Rno(ie Isl and: Dfstrict Court (l) ·M 25,881 " 12,404 , 
CJ1 

" 

~\ 
South Dakota: Circuit Court F 2,398 167 47 7% 78% 11 

M 10,875 184 467 2% 28% \ 
II" 1; 

;". l!fexas: Dist. Ct., Crim. Dist. Ct. F 72,092 2,605 1,026 4% 7210 t-J , 
\\' M 5.,211 20 120 .5% 1~% 

: t 

y\ '.l 
Cnty. Ct. at law, Const. Cnty. 

1 f~ Ct. (l) M 182,058 1,098 ,704 .q,% 39% V Municipal Ct. (L) M. .280,211 ,561 55~816 .210 '~'1 % l·t 
i '-' 

Justice' of the Pea~e Court (l) M 215,292 713 39,905 .310 2% 1 
" Utah: District Court FMA 2,999 304' 131 10% 70% . J 

'J , ., 
1~5% Vermont: ' Superior Court ' FOt 56 3 6 33% 

r 

\') 
:.{ 

" 
District Court (l) FM 18,9~1 "127 67 1% 65% il ,-:S:0-

Virl;linia: Circuit Court F 27 876 1,283" 6,425 5% 17% " i! 
~r=' 

, <. (f I! 
'v ~ ~ 9 

M 19,658 725 5,414 4% 1.2% if 

~A 409 ° If 140 0% C 0% H '2) 
Nashinl;lton: Superior Court 14,664 2,153 610 15% 78% if 

II 

W:loming: Di·strict Court F . 1,352- 78 238 6% 25% il " 
U 

F = Felony ° = Ordinance violation ( (t--l 'M = Misdemeanor \\ 0t = Other ,criminal #. ' ~~~ 
() ·t • ,f,:> 

A = Appeal 
0 ~I L:. () (l). = Court of lim; ted Juri sdi ct; on 0 j 
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Table BB. 
C: 

Juri.es as a method of criminal trial 
dispositions, 1978 

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

II 

--~--~----------~u'r. ----~----~--------~--~----------------------~~~------------

state/court 
" Case 
type 

Dis.po­
sitions 

Jury 
trials 

Non-jury 
trial s 

- \\ 

Jury trial s 
as % of 
dispositions 

Jury 
trials as ~ 
Qf trial s 

~--~----------~----~----~---------------------------------------------------------
Alabama: Circuit Court 
Alaska: Superior Court 

District Court (l) 
Arizona: Superior Court 

,<} Muni ci pal Court eL) 
California:, Superior Court 

Justice Court el) 

Municipal Court (l) 
" 

...... Co] orado: C,ounty"Court (l) 
N Connecticut: SUperior Court 
0"1 Del awar-e : Superi or Court " 

Court of COflli1on Pleas el) 
Dfst.of'Columbiao: Superior Ct. 

'" 

Fl o,ri da : Ci rcui t Court 
County Court (l) 

Georgia: Superior Court 
.' 

FA 
Fo 
M 
F 
M 
A 
0' 
Mt 

, ,F' 
4 
o 

"" M 
o 
M 
FM 
FMA 
M 
F 
M 
o 
F 
MO 
F 
M 

State Court,'& County Court (l) 'M 
'M 
FM 

D 

Probate Court (l) 
Hawaii: Circuit Court 

,IJlinois: Circuit Court 
Indiana: Superior & Circuit Cts. 

Crim. Ct. (Marion ,Cnty) 
County Court el) 
,Municpa1 'Ct. (Marion Cn1:Y) (l) 
Juvenile Ct. (~arion Cnty) 

<I ' 

Iowa: DistrictCourt 
D 

CI 

, 0 II 

,0 

°t F 
FM 
FM 
M') 
M 
M 

FA 
eM 
o 

23,273 
905 

19,788 
10,009<:' 

600 
2,384 

136 
47,988 
49,003 
44,591 
4,~37 

491,'187 
39,395 
25;273 
3,750 
3,470 
6,394 
3,854 

13,'372 
3,321 

082,069 
207,790 
38,529 
17 ,399 
70,987 
g~~321 
t;682 

50g 

55,512 <I 

30,020 
1,&36 " 

32 348 " 
" 33,159 , 8 

14,573 
68,934 
55,366 

1,556 " 
,,°142 

749 
763 
13 
19 
3 

251 
4914 
474 
0 0 

4,793 
o 

242 " 
103 

o 332 
81 

609 
416, 

"0'" 
2,764 
1,957 
2,574 

254 
948 

246 
o 

1,237 
745 
132 
112 
129 

o 
591 
275 

31 

o 

[) 

J,8~6 
509 

99 
9 

623 
3 

7,493 
2,579 ' 
2,447 

191 
9,965' 

639 
1,554 

46' 
74 

6,313 
52 

243 
93 

,,1,528 
8,329 

428 
, 260 

1,910 
7 

6T 
3 

2,103 
4,113 

80" 
3,550 
5,027 ' 

5 

l,021 
6,511 
4,074 

o " 7~ 

16% 
4~ 
8~ 
2~ 
1%, 
2% 
1~ 

10~ 
1~ 
O~ 
1~ 
O~ 
1~ 
3~ 

10~ 
1~ 

16~ 
3~ 
O~ 
,3~ 

1~ 
7~ 
1~ 
1~ 

15~ '~J 
O~ \_r 
2~ 
2~ 
77., 

.47., 

.4% 
0% 

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

,0 _') 

.. 
" 

'C) \ 

,,24~~ 

93~ 
60~ 
89~ 
59% 
3~, 

50~ 
3~ 
66~ 
16~ 
O~ 

32% 
,O~ 

13~" 
69~ 

q 82~ 
1% 

92~o 
63~ iF 

O~ 
64~ 
19~ 
867., 
49~ 
33~ 

797., 
O~ 

,- ,,377., 
157., 

, 0 

~ l' 

"i 62Z ' ~ 
3~ '1--.-
3~ ~ 

e\ 
O~ :i 

H 

fl 
37% ~" 
4~' e 

1 (¥ i? ~ 
I.!'!!ID~ ___ --,,_I.l 

, 0 

/I 
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~ , 

II Kansas: District Court " FA ,()'10,232 
H MA iI 14,819 
a
l 

Marlland: Circuit Court AMAOt 32,875 
Miclligan: Circuit Court 0 F, 18,817 

I A (\ 277.= 
I " Distric1; Court (l) a 83,619 
i 0t" 165,664 
I COJll11On Pleas Ct. '(Detroit) (L)" 0 . 80,459 

Municipal Court (l) 0" 17 ,096 
0t 3,780 D 

Minnesota: District Court FHA 10,487 
County Court(l) M 30;204 

Missouri: Circuit Ct. & Ct. of 0 

Common Pleas FA 13,931 
New Hampshi rer; Superi or Court FHA \"'"' 6,578 
"New Jersey: Superior Ct. & County . c== 

" Ct.' F 
County District Court (ll 0t 

Nprth Carolina: SuperiorCourt F 

District Court(l) 
I-' North Dakota: Di stri ct Court" 
~ ohio: Ct.' of Co~on Pleas 

~ounty Court (l) 
Municipal Court (l)" 

Oregon: Circuit Court 
Pennsylvania: Court of COJJ1llon 

Pleas (l) ~~ 
Phil. MuniCipal Court 

South Dakota: Circuit Court 

Texas: District Court & Criminal 
District Court 

Municipal Court (l) ", 
Justice of the Peace (L) 
County Court at law, Canst." 
County Ct., Probate Court (ll 

Utah: District Court 
'vermont: Superi or Court 
, District Court (l) 0 

A 

c ~Ot 
.' F 

M 
" M 0 

F' 

FMA 
M 
F 
M 

F 
M 
M 
M 

MA 
FM 
FM 
FM 

22,926 
3,305 

29,113 
21,684 

350,589 
987 ' 

30,603 
22,003 

233,~OO' 
14,973 

54,343 
29,005 
2,138 

,9,159, 

76,587' 
6,108 

343,267 
270,146 

207,842 
2,691 

40 
19,957 

470 
580 

1,526 
1,255 

1 
364 

1,092 
255 
168. 

23 
'0173 
218 

982 
415 

2,595 

2,034 
1,457 

355 
1,938 

89 
823 

1,120 

3,055 

107 
141 

2,964" 
16 

893 
588 

1,122 
367 

9 
137 

237 
G 829 

7,263 
263 

6 
6,861 
5,075 
1,131 
1,609 

108 
290 

1,279 

1,780 
205 

503 
"'496 

NA 
NA 

36,738 
, 15 

2,006 
1,940 

" 12,128 
,758 

4,asO 
Q 3,793 ' 

66 
" 306 

1,139 
2 

62,847' 
42,650 

2,132 

y~~ 

~--t] .... -,-- '.-- ...... "";"'" .... ~--=--;' •.••• -~. " ,~.~ ••• - •• ---.-. - , 

, " 

,,0 

5% 
4% 
5% 
7% 

.4% 

.4% 
1% 

.3% 
1% 

.6% 
5% 
1% 

7% 
6% 

12% 

7% 
7% 

36% 
6% 

.4% 
.4% 

8% 

6% 

5% 
2% 

4% 
.3% 
.3% 
.2% 

1%' 
14% 
23% 

1% 

\ 0, ,. 

66% 
41% 
17% 
83% 
14% 

5% 
J8% 
18% 

9% " 
18% 
62% 

9% 

36% 
67% 

84% 

NA 
NA 

96% 
49% 

4% 
6% 

60% 

39% 

62% 
32% 

72% 
89% 

1% 
,1,% 

34% 
65% 
90% 
65% 
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Table BB. 
(2) r:~ 

Juries as a method of criminal trial dispositions, 1978 (continued) 

S).;a te /Court 

Virgfnia:' Circ~it Court 

Wash i n,ton: Supe'ri or Court 
HUn cfpal & Police CO,lJrt (~) 

Wisconsin: Circuit Court ,& County 
Court 

Wyoming: District Court 

" F = Felony 
M = Misdemeanor 
A = Appeal 
o = Ordinance violation, 
0t = Other criminal, 
L = ,Court of Limited Jurisdiction 

o 

u, 

,\ I' 

0, 

o 

Gase 
type 

,p, 

M 

~l" 
,.0 

F 
M 

°t 
"F 

, G 

Dispo- Jury 
sitions trials 

27,933 ,2,001 
22,207 718 

399 
13,817 1,92S 

NA 96 

14,106 315 
17,490 177 
6,709 23 
1;355 60 

\ 

, t, 

,0 

(I 

Jury t~~a1 s Jury 
Non-jury 'as ~ 011i trials as ~ 
trials dispositions of trials 

'" 

6,°696 7~ ,"23~ 

6,964 3% 11%" 
80 

6901')\ 14~ 74~ 
11 , 16dt l NA 1% } , 

s/ 
1,147 2~ 22~ 

() 

1,494 l~ 11~ 
965 .3~ 2~ 
252 4~ 19~ 

o 

, 'I 

, \ 

IK, 

()" . , 

-'.' 
" \ -~ ... 

~" ~ 

0 

, 

'f 

':". 

D 

\\ 
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t " . 

\\ I State/Court 

Alaska: SUperior 'Court 
District Court (l) 

Arizona: Superior CQ~rt 
,. (J 

'~al i forni a: Superi or .Court h 
! 
! Colorado: County Court (l) ! 
i, Connecticut: SUperior Court 
I Court of Common Pleas (l) 
I Dist. Columbia: SUperior Court I 
j, Florida:

v 
circuit Court" 

i 
J County Court ell . 
I Georgla: Superi Q.r Court \ 
I' 
I Sta te Cour,t ( l) : ..... 

w Hawaii: Circuit Court a District Court el) 
Illinois : Circuit Court 

Table CC. Juries as a method of civil trial 

., 

1::-

Case 
type 

Te 
SC 
AOC 
TC 
C 
TC 
TC 

, TC 
l 
TC 
TC 
DR 
oe 
TC 
TC 
TC 
l 

, disJ:fositions, 1976 " 

IJ 

\,I,'J 

Dispo-' 
'sitions 

" 8,604 
33 747_ 
3,031 

52,369 
384,7Q9' 
46,392 
25,168 
26,700 
4,065 " 

234,395 
223,253 " 
45,080 
30,45~ 
69,920 
1,6,005 
10,953 

144,890 

Jury Non-jury 
trials trials 

48 243 
585 

" 15 Q 202 
541 ,,2,713. 

3,131 240,445 
\~ <) 

5(i NA 
332 1,515 
251 1,086 
230 164 

() 2,314 NA 
62 "NA 

215 triA 
1,379 NA 
1,022. NA 

127 198 
646 

1,448 . NA 
-0 ' tndi'ana: Superio'r Ct & Circuit Ct C 168,710 
~ -. County Court 'ell 

756 15,735 
(I) c 34,716 . 
("') i 

Probate Court e( l) C 5,759 ('t) 
c.. .. Municipal Court of S': ,. 
~ MarionCnty (l) C 17,849 

11 7,926 
3 3,677 

39 6,075 
"'0,' ; Iowa: District Court C 118,771 
~ Kansas: District Court C 3, ,059 ' ~ 
('t) City Ct, Mag.istrate Ct, & 
2: Common Pleas Court (l) l 28,269 
~ Coun'b' Court 0..) l 6,966 '::S ! 
~i) Mar~land: Circuit Court TC 54,464 

RiC igan: Ci.rcuitColi'rt TC 119,948 
District Court (l) TC" 169,108 
Municipal Court (l) TC 16,049 

Minnesota: District Court TC 21,234 

·384 14,857 
389 8,941 

'1 2,761 
1,162 1 
1,206 16,580 
1,224. 

" 
1,792 

773 29,761 
3 2,279 

1,015 9,066 
Conciliation Court (l) SC 0 39,446 8,775 
County Court (l ) , TC 72,689 
Coun'b' Municipal Court (l') TC 13,208 

153 21,740 
307 " 464 

1';:; 

c:? 
-\, 

.. _." .•.. _~.,.......... ..... "..:;. -...-' ___ .... ~. __ .~' .... '_~A"~ ,. 

" 

;I ,) 

" 

C:i .. 
\1 

• '. 

Q 0 

f.J.; 

" Jury trials 
as % of " 
di spos i ti ons 

1% 

.5% 
1% 
1% 

.1% 
!f U;,· 

1% 
1% 
1% 

.1% 

.5% 
5% 
1% 
1% 

1%" \\. 

.4% 
" .1% 

" ".1% 

.2% 

.3% 
1% 

.1% 
17% 

2% 
1% 

.5% 

.1% 
5% 

.2% 
2% 

,.. 

Jury trials 
as % of trials 

16% 

7% 
17% 

1% " 
NA 

18% 
19% 
58% A 

,/ 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

39% 

NA 
5% 

1% 
., 3% 

4% 

100% 

.1 % 

.1% 

.1 % 

'0 7% 
41% (] 

3% 
.1% 

10% 

.7% 
40% 

, , 

;; 
IJ ,~ 

C) 

.' 

o 

o 
; () 

\ rl 

! 
~--~~-~~-------:'-----~'~------
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New Ha.rnpshi re: Superlor Court 
D;str;ct Court (l) 
Muni-cipal Court Od 

New Jersey: Superior Ct & 
County Court , 

County District Court (l) 
New York: S.Ct & County.Ct 

eiv. Ct. of City of NY (l) 
North Carolina: SUperior Court 

Distr;ct Court (l) 
Ohio: Court of Co~ Pleas 
~ounty Court (l) 

, Municipal Court (l) 
Court of Claims (l) 

Oklahoma: District Court 
{)regoR: Circuit Court 
Pennsylvania: Ct of Com. Pleas 

D;s~rict Justice Court (ll 
Rhod~sland: Dist~,lct Court .,el) 
South~C'&rolina: Magis~rate Ct (L) 
South Dakota:' Ci rcu-i't Court 
Texas: Ms Ct, Domestic. Rel Ct 

County Ct, 'Const. County Ct,.& 
Probate Court (l) Is' 

Justice of the Peace Court (ll 
., Utah: ,pistrict Court'· 
~ity Cour1t (l) " 
Vermont: Superior Court 

District Court (l) 
Washington: SUperior Court 
Wyomi n9: . Di stri ctCour\~\ 

A = Appeal 7 
AT = Auto Tort 
C = Civil 
DR = Domestic Relations 
E = Equity 
l = law 
IT = landlord/Tenant 
MD = Marriage Dissolution 

, . , 

TC 
TC 
SC & IT 

TC 
TC 
TC 
TC 
L l"" 

TC 
TC 
TC 
TC 
TC 
TC 
TC 
TC 
TC 
l & SC 
L' 
l 
TC 

TC 
TC 
TC 
TC 
l & A 
l & SC 

TC 

15,494 
22,478 

556 

57,393 
293,J77 
1)3,287, 
149,,~65 

9,391 
212',208 
63;293 
21,168 

325,113 
332 

146,131 
39,355 
49,286 

142,612 
21,750 
87,272 
14,565 

250,55q 

72,939 
123,282 
22,638 
20,384 
3,600 

16,82Q},\ 
79,911 I 

" T~255 

" MH = fytenta1 J;lea1 th 
OC = (:bher C-Yv.i1 
OT :t) Other Tort 

202 

2,699 
. 716 

2,067 
921 
602 
609 

1,630 
7 

( 361 
( .(,\ 
'-.f..i' 

1,203 
1,158 
1,952 

91 
111 

3,473 

1,,040, 
529 
253 

33 
83 
3 

993 
60 

, pl = Personal Jnjury 
·RP = Real Pro~erty 
SC = Small Claims 
T = Tort 
TC = Total Civil 

~., 

o 

2,138 1% 
3,679 ---

131 

10,714 5% 
53,039 
57,109 2% 
11 ,313 1% 
3,842 6% 

44,389 
11,412 3% 

892 
8,771 

42 0% 
22,441 1% 

(I 3,732 3% 
3,807 4% 

34,241 
2,947 

87 «181 
J489 2% 

l?l,,99? 1% 
;:;-

"c;?,J2,740 1% 
39,819 

oJ,781 1% 
2,30~ 

570 \1 2% 
1,005 
6,669 1% 
1 ,7~8 

~~ 
~ ~, 

" JJ., 

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

.2~ 

.3% 

.1% 

.1 % 

.1% 

.4% 

.2% 

.1% 

.8% 
0 

'C. 

(> 

.. 

~ 

9% 

20% 
1% 
3% 
8% 

14% 
1% 

12% 
1% 
4% 
0% 
5)j 

24% 
34% /.C .r 

.1% 
1a.~ 

3';0' 

28% 
1% 

12% 
1% 

13% 
.3% 

13% " 
3% 

) 

o 

o \ I 

Il " 

II 

;'1 
u 
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() 
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·Arizona: 
i(j 

Superi or Court 
(';i' '> 

, ::) " 

" 
~. '" . . O~lj forni a: Superi or Court 

"',V" 

Muni ci pal C~urt (l) 
" 0 . 

" \l ' 
Justi ce Court (L) 

o 

Col'orado~ Cpunty Court (Ll 
Connecticut:' SUperior C,ourt 
-,i Court of Comon Pleas (l) . 
Dist. Col"umbia: Superi9r C,ourt 

f10rlda:o Circuit Court~ 
County c. Court (ll 

Ge~rgi a :. S,~per:i or Court 

"state Court (l)' , 
H:awai i: ' Ci rcutt . Court 

~ C.r~ 
<'k 

r,,-, 

o 

o 

o 

o 

. 5 

f;:'" 

II ... ;-, 

\) 

\l" . 

Te 
sr; 
~AOC . 
l 
DR 
E " 
MH 
AT 
or 

"RP0 
"DR 
E 
MH 
A 

"QC 
SG 
DC 
sc' 
DC 

eTC 
TC 

c> TC 
"l 
SC 

"lp 
C .' 
C 
DR 

'DC 
C 
T 
C 
RP 

"DR 
ac 

'. 10,672 
5,322 

, . 3,159,0 
28,953 
28,1'77 
6,356 

469 
41,475 
20,459 
.2,228 

150~317 
62$125 
, 4;925 
'9,053 

136,,987 
291~226 
252,674 
28,751 ." 

D ,9~Q47 
"55,120 
25,040 

<=2g>,862 
• 05,447 

33,886 
110,539 
205,406 
213,31>1 
,47,270 
43,4~r~ 

107,378 
1,207 

(, ,"1,327 

D 

50 

17 
565 

.2 
.0 

0

0 
1,177 
1,026 

a 112 
19 

.0 85 
42 
o 

674 " 
'0 

666 

° 49 
65 

292 
235 
241 

2 
2,964 

, '" 62,.' 
'(:l;'fS21 

1,685 
" 949 G 

t3 56 
°6 

1 
8 

24 

196 
10,949 

2,437 "" 

" c' 

381 
566 0 

213 !:J 
2,58~ 
~,838 

° ° '1,336 
1,033 

388 
142,017 
58,761 

4,64"2 
8,027 

42,916 
220,664 ' 

" ,,71 ,310 
20,568 (! 

o 

1,585 
NA 

630 
J,663 

238 
874 

" 54 
136,470~ 
l~~G 
Jv-,f39 
7;6~3 

~! ;"4 
10 
75 

"/J " 

, () " 

'~' 
10 

JI ." Ii 

l' 

'I" 

12~ 
ii--

7% 
18% 

o .1% 

47~ 
50% 
22% ? 

.1% 
},% 
1%· 
0% " 
2% 
0% 
1%0 
0% 
3% 
HA, 

32% 
12%> 
50%. 

4% " 
"2% II 

.1% 
, 1% 
18% 
18% 
64% & 

,12%, \) 0 

20% 
44% 
24% 

.0 
c:> 

() : 

'c} 

o 

o ') 

G 

" Q 

(J 

, p 
0, 

". 

() , 

." 

. b 
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H C 7,644 134 
B c:o SC 1,25.4 331 
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Indi ana : 'County Court (L) 
Mun. Ct. of Marion County (l) 

Iowa: Di s}ri ct, Court 

C56 ~468 32 11,758 
L 15,209 '51 787 
,.SC 64,114 11,821 
E 17,213 64&J3 
OC 39 ,261 438 4 .. ,JJ2~ l\ 

Kansas f'Di stri ct Court 
u County Court. (l) U 

C 50,502 323 1 0 ;~f$9 
l 4,559 1 51l 10 

\' 
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City Ct, Ma.gistrate Ct, & 
Common P1 easCt· (L) 

Maine: Superior Court 
Maryland: Circuit Court 

Michjga~: "Cir~uit Court 

Common Pl eas ct. (Detroit) (L) 

,District Court (l) 

Municipal Court 

o 
Minnesota: District Court 

concil iation Court tt) 
County Muni ci pal Court 
County Court 

New Hampshire: Superior Court 

If 

New Jersey: Superior Ct & County ct 
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County Di stri ct Court (l) 
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E 
AT 
MD 

·,OC 
A' 
,l & SC 

. RP 
L 
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SC 
RP 
C 
SC 
C 
l 
SC, 
DR 
MH 
L 
DR 
T 
E 
MD 
T 
C 
SC 
RP 

,22,363 
4,519 

20,159 
39,530 
10',096 
63,555 
54,149 

594' 
136,691 

28,957 
91,329 
43,160 
40,700 
" 9,646 
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4,014 

18,814 
31,262 
15,595 

7,627·, 
39,599 
12,574 
1,763 
5,886 
8,779 

33,011 
4,328 

" 22,098 
17,538 

154,675 
38,320 
88,515 
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3 2,437 
167 226 
985., 1,554 

0 14,408 
516 114 

2,520 
684 1,603 

1 18 
316 10,066 

57 6,070 
721 8,509 

j~ 11 ,144 
if 11 ,451 

8 1,274 
0 24 
2 733 

913 7,651 
8,345 

297 453 
,199 ' ,2,636 

17 ,681 
.... - 2,860, 
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471 \ 
780 
376 
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1 1,012 
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Utah: District Court 
--City Court (l) 
Vermont~ Superior Cour~ 

District Court ([) 
il 

Virginia: tircuit Court 

o ' 

Washington:, Superior Court 
Wyomi ng: D1 str,i c,t ~ourt 

A = Appeal 
AT. =,Auto Tort 
C = Civil 
DR = Domestic Relations 
E = Equity 
t = law ~ 

1-1 "el) = Court of limited Jurisdiction 
W IT = landlord/Tenant 
t11 

MO = Marriage Dissolution 
MH - Mental Health 
OC = Other Civil 
OT = Other Tort' 
PI = Personal "Injury· 
RP = Real Property 
SC = small Claims 
T = Tort 
TC = Total Tort ' 
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l 
A 
l 
SC 
l 
RP 
E 

,MD 
A 
C 
C 
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381 
4,401 
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20,749 
1,1-98 
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65 
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17 
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"' 281 

-"L. 34 
e;'l') 23 
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199 
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St~te.fCourt 

Alaska: SUperior Court 
O;strict Court (ll 

Ar,i zona: Supe~i or Court 
" 

v 
California: Superior Court 

" Justice Court el) 

Munici.pal Court (ll' 
f ' 
Colorado.:" County Court { L) 

\, 

Connecticut: Supe'rior Court 
Court of Common Pleas (l) 

Dist. Columbia: Superior Court 
-~---el-' , 

" Florida: Circuit Court 
County Court ttl 

,Georgi a : 'SupEr; or Court .. ~ - " . 

State "Court and County' Ct.' (L) 
Hawaii: Circuit Court 
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Table EE. Juries as a method of civil ('trial 
dispositions, 1978 

if Case Dispo- Jury Non-jury 
type sitions trials tria~s " 

TC 10,300 36 308 
SC "6,261 658 
AOC 3,308 14' 195 
l 27,695 .. 527 1,631 
DR 38,258 II 4 3,761 
E 8,007 ° Q" 

.~ 0 

MH 698 ° ° AT 42,984 1,051 1,120 . 
OT p 21,442~ 991 1,p66 
RP 2,047 55 459 
DR 151,138 13 142,176 
E 59;780 99 55,348 
MH 4,081 76 3,828 
A 11,014 0 9,856 
OC 144,539 769 42,977 
SC 24,201 

0 
17 ,209 '" oC 9,189 17 1,692 

SC 318,013 244,838 
DC 271,604 621 77,136 
SC 9,189 3,451 
OC· 51,926 47 4,.191 

'c 24,487 " 186 251 
" C 45,~1~ 17,3 1,771 

l' 5,012j 188 ·2'24 
SC ' 32,756 !:-' GO!:-- 733 
C 202,810 3,045 139.,529 
C "201,51 100 137,830 
DR 56,947 ' 309 29,298 
OC 46;462 1,752 ~ 10,~76 
C 140,075 945 4,,954 

(-::~ T 1,213 37 22 
C 1,3~9 13 63" 
RP 229 " 1 5 
DR 1"2,327 " 20 41' 
ac 2,903 "19 72 

(J 

Jury trials 
as~ of Jury trial s 
di'spositions as % of tr;!al s 

.4~ ··-10% 

.4~ . 7% 
2~ 24% 

.1% .1% 
0% " 

0% 
2% 48% 
5% ,c' 48% 
3% 26% 

.1~ .1 % 
" .2~ .2% 
,;2% 2~ 
0% 0% 
1% 2% 

•. 2% 1% c. 

.2% 1% 
---

.1% 1% 
1% 0 43% 

.4% 9% 

1~: 46% 
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2% 2% 
.1 et .~% 

0.5% 1% 
4% 14% 
1% 16% 
3% 63% 
1% 17% 
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District Court eL) 

Indiana: County Court (l)" 

Municipal Co~rt of 
Marion Cnty (l) 

Iowa: Distri.ct Court 

" Maine: Superior Court 
D1 strict Court (L) 

Maryland: Circuit Court 

"Michigan: Circuit Court 

2) 
Oi St1'i ct

0 
Court '( l) 

.J 

Municipal Court (l) 

Common Pleas Cte of Detroit (l) 

Minnesota: Dist~ict Co~rt 
Cpunty C.ourt (t.) " \:) 

,. ~, 

New Hampshire: Superior Court 

New Jersey: Sup_ Ct. & County Ct. 

''), ~, 
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C 
SC 
RP, 
OC 
SC 
PP 

l 
SC 
E 
OC 
C' 
l 
SC: ' 
MD 
MH 
l 
E 
T 
OR 
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"OC 
l 
SC 
RP 
l 
SC 
RP 
l 
SC 
RP 
C 
l 
SC 
DR 
MH 
l 
DR 
AT 
OT 
MD 
E 

726 
7,290 
1 325' 
.' '660' 

145 
62,094 
. 2,896' 

16,387 
69~978 
17,136 
,42,392 
5,8ll 
7,116 
6,693 
3,417 

375 
~,~20 
'8,246 ~ 
6,469 

88,151 
520 

17,539 
131·.757 
55,976 
58,584 
4,883" 

189 
4,460 
1,618 

36,131 
118,208 
17~594 

" "8,649 
36,889' 
11 s~88i' 
1,536 
6,350 

10,050 
16,636 
21,031 
26,483 
3,704 

17 

52 
---
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506 

55 
~\ 22 
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)1" 930 
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217 
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14 
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'8% 

34% 

..: ---

45% 
0% 

76% 
3% 
0% 

22% 
10% 

.1 % 
1% 
1% 
0% 

0% 
1.'" 
II/) 

4% 
12% 

7% 

.4% 

24%r. 

93% 
53% 

0% 

'n .' 

o 

D Q 

<,:,0 

" c , 

() 

1 

o \l 

:'"' 

o " 

o 

\ 
\ 
\ 

c' 

[1 

o 

f . , 

{I 



r··.·'··'·--, 
-" 

: ' ~ 

" 

ti 

\\(. 

, " 

" ,. 

. 
" 

Q, 

0. 

1':0 o 

,~ 

,~Cl 1) 

-\ " 

G 

,. 
o 

o 

" ."'! 

) o 

a. 

o 

" 1) (I 
~ ___ "''''_-~·'''''.''''_I~~" tr.-.--,,~~~--~-\) -~.-___ ->-,~,~ •• - .,., ;~ .... _ ............. >._~,..~T~ __ ....,~ .... _~ ... ...-\\_l=or. ___ ~" r< ...... '-.. · ..... ,,.·.,,-

0. 

Ta~le EE. Juries as a method of civil tria1odisposition~", 197,8 (continued) 

State/Court 

,County Di;st~ic~ Ct. (L) 

o 
o 

New York: Civil Ct. of NYC (t) 

North Carolina: SiJperior Ct. 
District Court (l) 

c' " 

Case 
type" 

AT 
"OT 
.~ 
SC 
RP 
T&C 

" RP & OC 
aC-
V~ 

Dispo-. 
sitions' 

~3,252- .. 
4.434 

160,022 
q 40~535 

97,020, 
056",6J)2 
17 ;545 
69,023 
39,796 

Jury 
tria1,~ 

I} 
(J"j).; 

No'n-J"urv 
/" 'c .I 

trrials 

210 568 
108 Q'3l5 
151 3,33~ 
18 14.,537" 
016 34,986 

584 ro" 1 ,593 
17 7,010 

611 3,954 
331 u 12,725 c 

59 ~ "39~292 

. Jury tri ~1 s 
"as % of 
disposltipns/, ' 
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o 2% 
2% 
" .1% 
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.1% 
1% 

.l% 
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, 1% 
.J% 

\:\ Oh 10 : Ct. 0 f' COlTl11o,n Pleas 
DR 
PI 
'OR 
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45.913 
o ~ 20'~239 
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Court of Claims (L) 
Municipal Court'{l} 

Oregon: Circuit Court c' 

Pennsylvania: Ct of Common PleQS 
District Justice Ct. (L) g." 

Rhode Island:. District Court (L) 
South Carolin': Magistrate Ct. U .. ) 
South Dakota: Circui t Court 

Te.xas: Di stri ct ,Court 

County Court at law', 
Constitutiona~County Ct, & 

,Probate Court (l) fl 
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Justice of the Peace Court ,ll) 
Utah: Distr-ict Court 
---Ci ty Court (L) 
Vermont: Superior Court 

DiStrict Court 
" ' 

Virginia: Circuit Court 

Wisconsin: 0Circuit Ct & 
"County Court 

WyomfJlg: District Court 
'~,~ Wash1rigton: SuperiQr Court 
w 
\0 

A = Appeal 
AT = Au~o" Tort c, 

C = Civil 
'DR = ilomestic Relations 
E = Equity 
l = law 

"el) = limited Jurisdiction C~urt 
LT = landlord/Tenant , 
MD = Marriage Dissolution 
MH = Mental Health 
NA ~ NQt Available 
ac = Other tivil 
OT = Other Tort 
PI = Personal Injury 

, RP = Rea'i Property ,," 
SC = Small Claims 
T = Tort 
TC = Total Civil 
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,8.639 
~3 ~3B5 . 
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149 AT 
C 
RP 
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, 144 763 ' 
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L 
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SC 
L 
RP 
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"A 

SC 
DR 
E 
OC 
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T-C-RP-A 
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26,0«13 
3,413" , 

" 366", 
3,916 :; 
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21 • 726~ ~ 
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29,956 
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state/Court 

Alaska: Superior Ct, 

Case type 

F 
District Ct. (l) 

California:' SUperior Ct. 
Connecttcut:Superior Ct. 
11hn01s: 'Circuit Ct. 
m'CIi1'Q'aii: "Recorder$ Ct. of '" 

Detroit' 
NeW' JersE!l.: Supe~~orCt. 0 

& County Ct. 
New York: S~ Ct. & Coun1;y Ct. 
Pennsylvania; District Justice 

Ct. el) 
South Dakota: Circuit'· Ct. 
Texas: County Ct. and 
-- Constitutional 

M" 
FA 
FHA 
F 

M 

FAE 
FM 
O,P. 

"~ 

. Cty. Ct. (l) 
- Municipal Ct. (l) 
- Justice of the Peace Ct. 

MA 
M 

(l) M 

I" 
A =: Appeal , 
EG=: Extraordinary writ 
F '" Felony 
(l) =: Limited Jurisdiction Court 
M =: Misdemeanor 
o = Ordinance violation 
0t :;: Other criminal 
P= Preliminary hearing 
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Table FF: (I "Trial 'conviction rates, 1976 

Jury trials Bench tr1~ls 'rota1 trials 

Number oCol'lViction as a Number Conviction as a Number Conviction as a 
Number convictions percent trials Number convictions" percent trials Number "convictions perc:ent trials -_...,.f,_,_ 

" 

,118 
447 

4.695 
102 

1.147 

32 

2.895 

281 

1.137 
550 
523 

,"",(I 

X 
X 
X 
Xi 
X 

X 

X 

X 

"X 
X 
X 

'D 

18 
-- 491 

:':"1 ... ~\ 6.317 
31 

1,420 

2.919 , 

695 
--

~94,815 
633 

1.866 
60.735 
28,819 

'::1',\ 

b 

, ;. 

." ~ 

" ' 

...... 

X;'" 136 
X, ' 938 
X 
X 

11,012 
133 

X 2;567 

X 2,951 

X 3,590 
3,090 

28.012 14S 
X 

194,815 
914 

X 
~ X, 

X 

3,003 
61.285 , 
29.342 

" 
') 

" 

~. 

100 
612 

6,722 
78 

' 1,577 

815 

1:809 
2.175 

28,012 
726 

.' 1.676 
43,205 
26,377 

,~ \ 

", 

, ' 

74S 
65t 
6a 
59!!; 
6a 
28S 

50S 
70S 

14S 
79S 

56~ 
70S 

, 90S 
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State/ColJrt 

Alaska: Sup~rior Ct. 
-- ~istrict Ct. (L) 
California: Superior Ct. 
Mllnicipat Ct.' (l)" 0 

- Justice Court, (l) 

Connecticut: Superior ct. 
Del aware: Super'lor Ct. 
Ftorlda: Circuit Ct. 
County Ct.(t) 

1111,oois: Circuit Ct. 
Kansas: District Ct. 
~rsey: Superior Ct. 

;:..' & County Ct. 

Case Type 

F 
M 
F 
M 
P 

" 0 
M 
P 
o 
FIM 
FHA 
F 
MO 
F " ' 
,FMJ\ 

F 
~ New York:" S. Ct. an~,Coun~ 

,Ct; FM 
Crim.Ct~ of NYC (L) (QMO' 

North Dakota: District Ct. FMAEO 
Pennsylvania: District Justice 

Ct. (L) 
South Dakota: Circuit Ct. 

,> '. • 

'I Texas: District Ct., trim. 
--- District Ct. 

-County Ct. at law, Constitu­
, tional County, Ct. & Probate 

,p,P ,Ot 
F 
M 

Q F 
'M 

Ct., (l), , 
..; MLiniciRal Ct. (l) 
- ,Justic~ of'~tl1e Peace Ct. 

'M.I\ 
M 

(l) M 

A .. Appeal 
E= Extraordinary 'writ 
F= Felony [] 
(L) = Limited Jurisdiction Court" ,,' 
M = Misdemeanor I) 

o = Ordinance violation 
oOt )'" O1;hercrimina1 
P = Prel iminary hearing~ 

(>, ,.)-

0, 

G 
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Table GG: Trial conviction rates, 1977 !) 

I,I~ 

Bench trf a 1 s 
" I~--------'-/ 
~, Total trials 
~ ~~~~~~-------

Number Conviction as a Number Conviction as a' Number Conviction as a 
Number convictions percent trials Number convictions percent'trfals Number convictions perc;ent trials 

127 
582 

5,'179 
5,195 

136 
is 

806 
74 
o 

119 
319 

2,887 
1,948 
1,275 

612 

2,551 

"X 
'X 
49 

167 
184 

Il 

2,884 
(,)24· 

l,098 
561 
713 

,j< 

(\ 

fin 

17 
312 

4,318 
3,013 

85 
(;4 

558 
" 54 

o 
83 

217 
1,592 
, 519 

903 
X 

1,429, ,', 

~ 
X 

35' 

116 
121 

2,489 
10 

650 
329 
483 

13% 
54' 
83~ 
5a~ 
63% 
80% 
69% 
73% 
--% 
70% 
68% 
55% 
271 
71% 

56~ 

69% 
66% 

86% " 
42% 

59% 
59% 
68% 

30 
518 

2,916 
9.112 

44,128 
349 

3,037 
3,938 

J,63. 
'''33 
79 

1,666 
J3,400 
2;62~ 

727 

678 

X 
X ' 

",221 

45,112 
47 

467 

"l,02.6 
129 

336 
2,237 
4~983 

746 
225 

1.875 
210 
103 

9 
46 

562 
5,435 
1,448 

X 

191 

c ~ 
219 

26,770 
41 

413 

634 
o 

1,704 793 
55,816 48,081 

, 39,905' 36,547 

65% 
<:; 77% 

55% 
2t 

64% 
'62% 

5% 
63% 
27% 
58% 
341 

\i 41% 
55% 

28% 

'--
99%. 

59% 
87t 
~I 

62% 
0% , 

47% 
861 
92% 

157 
1.100 
8,095 

14,307 
44,264 

354 
3,843 
4,OJ2 

,': "163 
1152 
;'398 

, 4,553 
15,348 
3,898 
1.339 

3,229 

3,203 
, 82Z 
270 

45,112 
215 
651 

3,939 
144 

"2,802 
56,377 
40,618 

103 
648 

6,555 
1,996 

831 
l29 ' 

2,433 
264 
103 

92 
263 

2,154 
5,954 
2.351 
1.053 

1,620 

2.254 
384 
~54 

26,770 
157 
534 

3,123 
10 

1.443 
48,410 
37,030 

(\:. 

66% 
59% 
8li 
56t 

2% Co 

65% 
63% 

7'/, 
63% 
6U' 
66% 
47% 
39% 
60'/, 
79% 

50% 

70% 
46% 
94% 

59% 
73% 
82i 

1l 

" 
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I 
I 
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I 
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State/Court 

Al asl<a: Superi or Ctl:. 
-- District Ct. (l) 
California:· Superior Ct. 

Case Type 

F 

Justice Ct.(~) 

Municipal Ct~ •. l} , . 
. t;;~' If 

Connectrctit: uperior Ct. 
Delaware: . Supri or Ct. 
Oistr..ict·of Col~!mbia:, 

. Superl o~.Ct'. J 
Florida: Cii'cilhCt •. 
County Ct. (l 1 ' 

J-' Illinois: Circuit Ct. 
.j:SMin ne: .Superi or et: . 
N rrew-Jer~ey: Superior Ct. 

. '.' & County .Ct. 
North Dakota: District 
Ct. 

Texas: ;;oi stri ct . Ct. and 
Criminal District 
Ct.". 

Mun.icipal Ct. (l) . 
Justice of the Peact Ct. (l) 
.County Ct. at law, Constitu­
tional County Ct. ,& Probate 
Ct. (l) 

Q 

A= Appeal 

.M 
F 
M. 
P 
M 
P 
FM 
FMA 

F 
M 

o F 
" MOt, 

,? F 
Fl·mOt 

F 

,,'ooEO' 

F 
M, 
M 
M 

MA 

:) 

E ;: Extraordinary writ 
F = Felony 
(ll = l.imited Jurisdiction .Cou'rt 
M. = Mi sdemeanor . 
o = Ordinance vi~oTa,tion; 
0t = "OthercrYJinal 
P : Prel iminCl!(Y 'hearing 

.0 
.' , 

o· 

j) .' 

" c 

&'" 

.D 
". •• 1 
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Table HH: Trial conviction rates, 1978 

J.ury trials 'Bench tri a 1 s 
i~ 

Total ti'f a] s 

'Number Conviction as a Number Conviction as a Number Conviction 'as" a 
Numbeit convictions percent trial,s Numuer convictions percent trials ~ convictions percent trials 

156 
149 

4,914 
474 

38 
4,793 

116 
103 
332 

658 
451 

. 2,764 
1,957 
1,237 

507, 

2,360 

2,964 
16 

893' 
5&8 

1,122 
]w .. ,,·~ 

" ,. 

100 
473 

4,Oi2 
281 
10 

2 il836 ;'61 
6·3 

.215 

4.50 
227 

J;'67,7 
791 
874 

'337 

1.480 ... 

355 

2,376 . 
8 

527 
308 

648 

o 

64' 
63' 
82' 
59t 
251, 
59% 
53' 
6a 
.65' 

68' " 
50' 
6a 
40% 
7a, 
66' 

63, 

100, 

80' 
50' 
59' 
.52' '" \), 

58% 
" 

t! 
tl ' 

10 
509 

2,579 
2,447 

642 
9,965 
4,294 

46 
c 74 

52 
243 

1 5O:~ 
8:329 
2,103 

234 

462 

, , . .15 

1,139 
2 

62,847 
42~650 

2,13~ 

.: ' 

8 
426 

1,900 
1,499 

151 
4,722 

964 
10, 
58!) 

18 
179 
698 

4.,114 
1.nO 

194 

159 

15 

762 
1 

54,448 
40,818 

1,,066 

" 

(I 

80~ 
86"r 
747. 
6lt 
24% 
4n° 
22' 
227-
78%' . 

35% 
74' " 
46'£ 
49' 
S37. 
83' 
\) 

34' 

100' 

6n 
507-
8n; 
9U 

507. 

166 
1,258 
7,493 
2,921 

,,680 
14,75.8 
4,4Hk 

149 
406,. 

710 
694 

4,292 
10,286 

3,340 
741 

2,822 

370 

"', 

108 
899 

5,912 
1,780 

151 
7,558 
1,025 

73 
213 

468 
'406 

2,375 
4,905 . 
1,984 

§31 

1,639 

370 

3,138 
" 9,. 

54,975 
41,12§ 

o 

Dc 
, ' 

\ 

65t 
7U 
79% 
6U 
24' 
5U 
23' 
49' 
677. 

66' 
59' 
55' 
48,' 
59' 
72' 

58' 

100' , 

537. 

"', t," 

;~ " . 

, I.) 

fJ 

'~ , 

o 

~\ 

{J 

~.' 
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o. 
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR STATE COURTS 

The National Center for State Courts is a nonprofit organi%ation dedicated to the 
foodernization of cOurt operations and the" improvement of justice at the state and loc.al level 
(throughout the country. It functions as an extension of the state court systems, work;:1g for them 
at theirdirectiol) and providing for them ~n effective voice,,;n mattersM national importance. 

. II In currying out its purpose, the NatiOnal Center acts as a focal point" for state judicial 
reform, serves as a catlllyst'for setting and implementing standards of fair and expeditious 
judicial administration, i!nd finds and disseminates answers to the problems of state judicial 
systems •. In sum, the National Center provides the means for reinvesting in all states the profits 
gained from judicial advances in any state. . "'~, 

The Board of Directors 

Lawrence H. Cooke, Chi ef J ucige il 

of the State of New York, President 
~\ 

Ralph J. Eric:fsfa'd, Chief Justice, 
Supreme Court of North Dakota, 
President-elect 

Lester Earl Cingcade, Adnii niStrative Director 
\j of the Courts of Hawaii, Vica-Pres,i<ient 

B. Don Barnes, Chief Justice, 
Supreme Court of Okl ahom~ 

Dorthy T. Beasley, Judge, State Court 
of Fulton County, Georgia 

George" C. Berry, Judge, P roba te 
D.J:,vision of the Circuit Court, 'Missouri 

Robert C. Broomfield," Presiding Judge, 
Superi or!1 Court of Mari copa County, Ari zOlJa 

Mercedes F. Deiz, Judge, Circuit Court 
of MIn tnomah County, Oregon 

Linwood Holton, Vice,-President and General 
Counsel. Amel"icanCouncil of' Life Insurance, 
Washington, D.C~ 

EdWard,B. McConnell, Executive Director; 
National Center for State Courts 

" 
Wil fred w. Nuern,berger, J udg~, 

Separate J uvenil e Court of Lancaster 
o County, Nebraska 

John T. Racanelli~ Presiding Jllsti'ce, 
Cal iforni a Court"ofApp'eal, First Di stri ct 

Howard C. Ryan. Chief Justi~e. 
" Supreme Court of III i noi s 

KalistE! J. Saloom, Jr., JUdge, City Court " 
of Lafayette, Louisiana 

Leo M. Spellacy, Presiding Judge, CoUrt of 
Common Pleas of Cuyahoga County, Ohio 

Charles .. H. Starrett, Jr., Court Administrator. 
" Court of commont!l eas of Allegheny County, 

Pennsylvania ' 
Haliburton Fales, 2d, White & Case, New York City 

(,) James D. Thomas, State Court Administrator of 
William H. O. Fones, Chief Justice, Colorado 

Supreme Court of Tennessee . 
;, 

(-\ ~." 

'(~he Office~' and Management staff 

() 

[? 

Headq~a .. \\ers 
300 Newp~rtAvenue 
Williamsbu .. g, VA 23185 

J' ,,,J 

Edward B. McConnel1.,,£xecutive Director 
,~ ::> 

Northeaster.n Region 
723 Osgood str~et 
,Nort:~AridoVer'~;.~~ 01845 
,.)amuel p. Conti J Regional Director 

Southeastern Region 
. 300. Newport Avenue 

Williamsburg, VA 23"185 . 
James R. J ame~" Rei:/ional Directo .. 

.) 

W~~~er!!,~e!!~ .. m 
7~u";,acrafitento Street 
San FranCisco, CA, 94)08 
Larry.b. Sipes, Regional Di~e~tpr 

<,I' , 

" o 

Keith L. Bumsted 
Deputy 0; rect,or for Adlni ni stra~,i on 

John M. G .. eacen 
Depu~ Directo .. fa .. 'Programs 

Linda R. Cavi ness r" 
Deputy Director ferr Development' 

Center for Jury Studi es 
300 Newport AVenue 
Williamsburg, VA 23185 
G. Thom~s Munsterman. Director 

. Washi ngton L taison 
Hail of. the States 
444 M. Capitol Street, Suite.a05 
Washington, D.C. 20001 v 

Harry W. Swegl e, Klish; ngton Li ai son 
v " , '. ~) 

In~'t'ftuteforMental Disability and the Law 
30p,Newport AVenue 
Williamsburg, VA 23l85~ 
lngo Keilitz, Director 
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