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Foreword

This monograph concerns the process by which felony arrests are handled
in the New York City criminal courts. It describes the deterioration of cases
that takes place as they make their way toward final disposition. More im-
portantly. it explores some underlying patterns which tend to explain how
and why that deterioration takes place. It is not an effort to assess blame for
a situation which. by agreement of all concerned. has become a critical issue
of public policy. Rather, it is an effort to identify and understand the com-
plex factors that have prevented the criminal justice system from having the
effect that society desires.

The monograph is based on research conducted by the Vera Institute of
Justice that was presented ir a 1973 report to the New York State Division
of Criminal Justice Services entitled. 4 Criminal Justice System Under
Stress. Hans Zeisel conceived and designed the research and supervised the
data collection which resulted in that report.

Lucy N. Friedman participated in that work with Dr. Zeisel and oversaw
the initial presentation of that report. Her patience and hard work also
helped to resolve a number of conceptual and practical problems. conflicts
in the data. and difficult choices of interpretation which played an important
role in shaping the original research into this present monograph.

The task of building upon the rich. sometimes vexing results of the earlier
research to construct this monograph feli heavily on the capable shoulders
of Michael Smith. Tension between the need for professional thoroughness
and the need for clarity was exceptionally great in this task, but Mr. Smith’s
perceptiveness, experienced pen—and stamina-were invaluable in bring-
ing together the present work.

We are deeply indebted to Patricia M, Wald for her guidance and labor
throughout the entire effort. Ms. Wald was geserous beyond measure with
her wisdom and with her time, working long, late hours on drafts of the
monograph. The study bears the mark of her incisiveness and good sense.

Jessica de Grazia supervised the interviewing and the field research. Nan
C. Bases and Steven Briil helped in organizing and presenting the data,
Thanks are also due to members of the Vera staff. in particular John
MacWillie and Susan Singleton for their skilled analysis of the data and
Paul Strasburg for final editing of the manuscript. We are grateful to Judith
Douw, Rosemary Johnston and Sandra Walker for typing the manuscript
and the drafts that preceded it.

Special recognition must be given to the contribution of the late Paul
Lazarsfeld. He was the mentor of us all. a friend, and a constructive critic
of this work.



In addition, we want to thank the New York State Division of Criminal
Justice Services of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration for
underwriting the original rescarch, and the Ford Foundation for its general
support to Vera over the years and for its special assistance in making pos-
sible the publication of this monograph.

But above all, our debt is to the police officers, defense attorneys, prose~
cutors and judges who offered their time and opinions and searched their
memories and records for our interviewers; and to the interviewers them-
selves who harvested so much data so well.

It is our hope that the publication of this monograph, which raises more
questions than it attempts to answer, will stimulate others to explore this
dimension of the criminal justice process and carry the work further.

Herbert Sturz

December 1976



Introduction

Former New York City Police Commissioner Patrick V. Murphy, in a 1972
address to the Association of the Bar of the City of New York, assigned to
the courts “the giant share of the blame” for what he said was a disturb-
ing rise in crime in the city. To support his charge, the Commissioner re-
counted the final dispositions in 136 recent arrests for felonious possession
of handguns: not one retained its felony status through to conviction, only
33 of the defendants received jail or prison sentences, and the average sen-
tence was one month. “No wonder,” the Commissioner concluded, “so
many people of criminal intent carry handguns in New York City.”*

Although Commissioner Murphy's figures provided striking evidence of
the deterioration of felony arrests in court, they did not address the more
fundamental issue of why this deterioration takes place. Actually, the out-
come of felony arrests depends on many factors, including the “quality” of
the arrest and the legal accuracy of the original charge; the sufficiency of
evidence to support the original charge (at a later time when it must be pre-
sented to court); the willingness of complainants, victims and witnesses to
pursue the case; the relative burdens on the prosecutor, the defense counsel
and the defendant himself in holding out for trial; the acumen of the prose-
cutor and the defense counsel in negotiating a disposition when neither side
is willing to wait for or risk losing at trial; the judge’s feelings about how
much punishment or rehabilitation the particular defendant deserves or
needs for the crime he has committed; and the legal limits of the penal law
on what punishment can be imposed and on the discretion within those
limits invested in the judge,

The importance of such factors as these in the final disposition of cases
is iHlustrated by two felony arrests dismissed in New York City in 1973. In
the first, a gun possession charge of the kind Commissioner Murphy referred
to, the arresting officers themselves explained the dismissal in the follow-
ing way:

“We got a radio call that there had been a fight on the street and that there
was a man with a gun. We had a description of the man and his car and we
found someone who fitted. He said, yes, he had been in a fight with some
drunk over a parking place. We placed him under arrest and searched the
car. But there wasn’t any gun. And the complaining witness never showed
or made contact with us again. We check out every gun call, but this will
happen nine times out of ten on a radio call—-and it's we, the police, who

* Rocord of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York, Vol 27, no. 1. Janu-
ary 1972, p. 26.



Introduction

turn out to be the bad guys. This complainant probably just wanted the de-
fendant locked up for his own satistaction.”

The second case involved an alleged first degree robbery.

An auxiliary police officer watched a woman approach a man as he emerged
from a liguor store. It was dark, The officer thought he saw a knife flash in
her hand, and the man seemed to hand her some money. She fled, and the
officer went to the aid of the victim, taking him to the hospital for treatment.

The officer saw the woman on the street a few days later and arrested her
for first degree robbery on the victin'’s sworn complaint. It was presumably
a “high quality” arrest—identification of the perpetrator by an eve-witness,
not fron mugshots or a line-up, but in a crowd. Yet, shortly thereafter, this
apparently airtight case was dismissed on the prosecutor's motion,

What the victim had not explained to the police was that this defendant,
an alcoholic, had been his givlfriend for the past five vears; that they had
been drinking together the night of the incideni; that she had taken some
money from him and got angry when he took it back; that she had flown into
a fury when he then gave her only a dollar outside the liguor store; and that
she had slashed at him with a pen knife in anger and run off. He had been
sufficiently annoved to have her charged with robbery, but, as the fudge who
dismissed the case said, “He wasn't really injured. Before it got into court
they had kissed and made up.” In fact, the victim actually approached the
defense attorney before the hearing and asked him to prevail upon the judge
and the Assistant District Attorney (ADA) to dismiss the charges against his
girlfriend.

No one wanted conviction and punishment in this case except the Apa, who
acknowledged that prosecution on the robbery complaint was impossible but
added: “I wish they would do something about people using the courts to
settle their personal quarrels. . . . It’s too bad there isn’t a way to penalize
these people.”

Are these cases typical of felonies that come to court? Do they contain
the seeds of an explanation for the perceived ineffectiveness of the criminal
process? Or do “real” felons—predatory, hardened criminals—make up a
large share of the courts’ caseload, and do they also pass through the system
relatively unscathed?

If accused felons go unpunished lco often, is it because most cases are
weak to begin with, like the two cited? Is it because complainants refuse to
press charges, using the criminal justice system for its police (arrest) ca-



pacity, not its court (adjudicating) capacity? Or does the problem lie in lax-
ness on the part of prosecutors and judges?

What role is played by another commonly cited factor, court congestion?
Extensive delays between arrest and disposition require many defendants
who wish to go to trial to spend lengthy pericds in pretrial detention, and
tempt prosecutors to rely on delay and pretrial detention, rather than on the
merits of the case, in striking a plea bargain, Delay in the congested system
can aiso benefit a defendant at liberty who can wait for the prosecutor’s case
to develop weaknesses as memories and witnesses fade away, Prosecutors,
defense counsel and judges have little time to devote to individual cases;
each is burdened by inadequate resources, a factor likely to affect judgment.
Clearly, these are not the conditions under which we want felony charges to
be disposed. They undermine our confidence in the ability of the criminal
process to produce just outcomes. But a basic question remains: Are the
results—the bulk of the dispositions—in rough accord with our netions of
justice for the individual and of safety for the public, or are they not?

Analysis of all these questions is needed not only to clarify our understand-
ing but to lay the groundwork for changes, if needed, in policy and resource
allocation. If high rates of dismissal or plea bargaining to lesser offenses are
attributable primarily to court congestion, the remedy would seem to be an
influx of funds for the creation of new court, prosecutorial, and defense re-
sources. But if. in fact, most cases brought into the system are not of a serious
nature, and if most cases are disposed of in a satisfactory way despite the
congestion, it would be unwise to concentrate resources on enlarging the sys-
tem’s capacity or on restructuring it as if the system were dealing primarily
with “‘real,” predatory felonies. It would be better to introduce administrative
controls, diversion efforts and a conflict resolution capacity to deal quickly
and constructively with the cases that will not, and should not, result in pris-
on terms; and to concentrate on policing and preventive measures aimed at
bringing more of the dangerous criminals before the courts and making com-
rission of serious crime more difficult.

This monograph reports on the results of two studies undertaken by the
Vera Institute of Justice in 197374 in an attempt to dig below the surface
generality of crude statistics in order to understand what actually happens to
felony arrests in the criminal process and why, First, Vera researchers gath-
ered and analyzed court records—{from arrest through disposition—for a
probability sampie of 1,888 cases out of approximately 100,000 that were
commenced by arrests on felony charges, covering every major crime cate-
gory in the four major boroughs of New York City in 1971. (This sample is
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Introducrion

referred to as the “wide” sample.) Second, Vera researchers conducted inter-
views with the principal officials—police officers, prosecutors, defense attor-
neys and judges——involved in an additional probability sample of 369 felony
arrests® reaching dispositions in 1973, in order to determine the reasons for
dispositions. { This sample is referred to as the “deep” sample.) The dates of
arrest for cases in the deep sample range from 1958 through 1973, but the
majority were made in 1972 and 1973, not long before our interviews. Al-
though these cases were brought to court three or more years ago, recent
court data indicate that, in generai, the mix of cases and the way in which
they are handled remain much the same today.

The wide sample was used to identify the layers in the process at which de-
terioration of charges occurs and to quantify it; the deep sample provided a
close look at the material in those layers. The deep sample is not a true sub-
sample of the wide sample, however, Consequently, we cannot be certain that
every pattern revealed in the deep sample explains deterioration of felony
cases generally. But the two samples are sufficiently well matched for us to
place some confidence in the general applicability of deep sample findings
that emerged with particular clarity. (A note on the research methodology
used in drawing the two samples, and on methodological difficulties, is pro-
vided in the Appendix.)

The general findings from the wide sample are presented first, in the fol-
towing chapter. so that the reader can gair an overall impression of how the
system operates. The five chapters after that describe in some detail what
happened to felony arrests, crime by crime. In these chapters, statistical re-
sults are interwoven with excerpts and summaries from the deep sample inter-
views. That collection of candid views from decision-makers across a sample
of felony prosecutions affords an unusual opportunity to understand the
workings of a much-maligned and much-misunderstood process.

Much of what we found was startling. In half of all the felony arrests for
crimes against the person. the victim had a prior relationship with the defend-
ant. Prior relationships were frequent in cases of homicide and assault, where
they werc expected. 2s well as in cases of robbery, where they were not. Even
in property crimes, prior relationships figured in over a third of the cases.
This unanticipated level of prior relationships proved significant to the out-
come of cases.

Another finding, also surprising, was the relative infrequency of cases in-
volving recidivists. Forty percent of the defendants had no prior record of

* “Felonies” are crimes carrying a maximum sentence of more than a year in prison.
y



arrests, and another 40% had never been sentenced to prison. On the whole,
cases against defendants with prior records were treated more seriously and
evidenced less deterioration. The interplay of these two major factors—prior
relationship and prior record —varied from crime to crime.

The net conclusion drawn from these data is that although court conges-
tion is an important factor, particularly as it affects defendants held in pre-
trial detention, and although the criminal process certainly suffers weakness-
es that should be corrected, a more fundamental cause of high rates of de-
terioration in felony arrests as they proceed through court lies in the nature
of the cases themselbves. Often the facts prove insufficient to sustain the origi-
nal felony charges. Equally important, however, the incidents that give rise
to arrest are frequently not the kind that the court system is able to deal with
satisfactorily. At the root of much of the crime brought to court is anger—
simple or complicated anger between two or more people who know each
other. Expression of anger results in the commission of technical felonies, yet
defense attorneys, judges and prosecutors recognize that in many cases con-
viction and prison sentences are inappropriate responses, High rates of dis-
missal or charge reduction appear to be a reflection of the system’s effort to
carry out the jnrent of the law—as judges and other participants perceive it
~-though not necessarily the letter of the law.

Because our society has not found adequate alternatives to arrest and ad-
judication for coping with inter-personal anger publicly expressed, we pay a
price. The price includes large court caseloads, long delays in processing and,
ultimately, high dismissal rates. These impose high financial costs on taxpay-
ers and high personal costs on defendants and their families. The public pays
in another way, too. The congestion and drain on resources caused by an ex-
cessive number of such cases in the courts weakens the ability of the criminal
justice system to deal quickly and decisively with the “real” felons, who may
be getting lost in the shuffle. The risk that they wil} be returned to the street
increases, as does the danger to law-abiding citizens on whom they prey.

A prerequisite for ameliorating this situation is a better understanding of
the rature of the problems the courts are asked to deal with and a more real-
istic assessment of the capacitics and limitations they bring to the task. In the
course of interviewing for the deep sample study, one of Vera's researchers
was told by a judge:

“I don’t see any value in another study about plea bargaining. What use is the
information without input from the people being studied? In Criminal Court
there is a subculture unrelated to the rest of the world. The rest of society
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has no idea of what goes on in court. How can you understand what I am
thinking when I see a defendant before me? You will only get the bare out-
lines of it, and vou can’t really understand it.”

The judge is both right and wrong: right in implying that understanding of
the realities of criminal court is essential to constructive change; wrong in
doubting that understanding is possible. This monograph attempts to intro-
duce new evidence and raise considerations that have becn inadequately ex-
amined. But it provides only partial insight to some critical issues, such as
the impact of bail status and court congestion on the disposition of cases, and
does not deal at all with others, including the subculture of defendants and
victims, the impact of race, the processing of juvenile crimes, the role of pri-
vate and Legal Aid defense counsel, or the effect of differing prosecutorial
practices from one borough to another. It will serve its intended purposes,
however, if it stimulates further reflection and research on these issues,

xvi



The Deterioration of Felony Arrests

New York City police made 100,739 felony arrests in 1971.* Extrapolating
from data in Vera’s wide sample, Figure 1 provides a graphic representation
of the deterioration-—the reduction or dismissal of charges, or the imposition
of non-felony sentences on those found guilty—which occurred in the three-
guarters of arrests that proceeded to disposition in the criminal process.y

Figure 1 shows that only 56% of felony cases entering the criminal justice
system resulted in conviction for some offense; 44% were dismissed or ac-
quitted. Only 15% of all cases resulted in conviction for a felony. While 27%

* The data in this monograph—whether from our sampies or from New York City
Police Department records—cover the four major boroughs of New York City but
exciude Staten Isiand.

+ There was no criminal process disposition for 25% of the wide sampie felony arrests.
{Fooinote continued on page 2.)

Figure 1. Disposition of 1971 Felony Arrests
in the Criminal Process

Percent
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in the Criminal {42,129 cases) (20,503 cases) Over One Year
Process (3,811 cases)
(75,661 cases)

Source: Wide Sample Data (1971); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Swudy.



The Deterioration of Felony Arrests

of all defendants received sentences to jail or prison, only 5% were given
prison sentences (more than one year) prescribed for felonies.t

In New York City, the odds that a felony complaint will lead to an arrest
appear to be about one in 5: in 1971, New Yorkers reported 501,951 felo-
nies to the police, but the police made only 100,739 felony arrests. Arrests
do not necessarily clear complaints on a one-for-one basis, however, A single
felony arrest may account for several reported felonies. For example, one of

Figure 1, therefore, is extrapolated from the dispositions of 1,382 of the 1,888 felony
arrests in the sampie. Forty cases were climinated from the 1,888 because the files
could not be located. The remaining 466 cases are accounted for as follows:
Diverted to Family Court—260

(juveniles under 16 or relatives of victims) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14%
Failed to Appear—106 . . . . . ., . . .. .. . . ... ... . ... 6%
Case Stll Pending—37 . . . . . . . .. .. .. . ... ... ... 2%
Youthful Offenders~-56= . . . . . . . . . .. . .. ... ... ... 3%
Abated before Disposition

{death or insanity of defendant, etc.) 7 . . . . . L. b

The extrapolation from which Figure 1 is derived involves “weighting"” the wide sample
data 1o account for differences between the boroughs. See Appendix.

a. Under New York Crimina! Procedure Law § 720.10, a youth between 16 and 19
years old is eligible for youthful offender treatment if the charpe is not an A felony and
if he has not previously been convicted of a felony. Youthful offender treatment means
that the case record is sealed, and thus such cases were excluded from the siudy.

b. Less than .5%.

t A jail sentence of one year or less is considered “misdemeanor time,” and a sentence
of more than one year is considered “felony time” although most prisoners are eligible
for release by the Parole Board before the maximum sentence is served. A “Nacc”
seatence (i.c., committal to custody of the Narcotics Addiction Control Commission ~
now known as opas, the Office of Drug Abuse Services) is theoretically 36 months for
misdemesnors and 60 months for felonies, but because discharge from macc is in prac-
tice nearly assured before the end of 12 months, these sentences are considered “mis-
demeanor time.” A “walk” is any sentence that has the immediate effect of releasing
the defendant: probation, conditional ard unconditional discharge, or a fine. In this
monograph, sentences to “time served” (ie., time spent in custody before the imposi-
tion of sentence) are termed “misdemeanor time” or “felony time” sentences depend-
ing on the length of time already served. Thus a sentence of “time served plus three
years probation™ is not a “walk,” and it is “felony time” if the defendant has been in
custody for more than 363 days. If, on the other hand, a defendant who has spent time
in jail before sentence js sentenced to probation and ne mention was made at sentenc-
ing of “time served," the sentence is recorded as a “walk.” Whenever our data clearly
indicate that the defendant was in custody before sentence and that this fact affected
disposition, mention is made of it in the text.



the arrested felons in the deep sample was convicted of six separate rapes
and was strongly suspected of other reported sex felonies and a murder. On
the other hand. several felony arrests may account for only one reported
crime. In some crime categories. the tendency is for a single defendant to be
charged with more than one crime. and in other categories the tendency is for
co-defendants to be charged with a single crime. The net balance in 1971
was that the 100,739 felony arrests “cleared” only 111,824 of the 501,951
reported felonies, ™

Data as striking as these give the impression that dangerous criminals are
released in large numbers scon after being arrested. To gauge whether that
impression is accurate, it is necessary to know whether the people being
arrested are, in fact, dangerous criminals—“real” felons. The bulk of this
monograph is devoted to answering that question, and the answer appears to
be that in large measure they are not. That conclusion, in turn, raises another
question: Are the people arrested on felony charges and processed through
the criminal justice system representative of the people who are committing
felonies? Unfortunately, this is a more complicated question, and one that
this study cannot answer satisfactorily. The reason is related partly to the
way crime statistics are kept and partly to the fact that not all felonies are
reported to the police and not all reported crimes result in arrests.

Surveys of crime victims in recent years have indicated that only about
half of the incidents that might be recorded as felonies are actually reported
to the police.™ Although it is impossible to know for certain whether unre-
ported crimes are similar to crimes that victims do report to the police, victim
survey literature suggests that the less serious crime, and the crime for which
the victim feels he cannot provide meaningful information that could lead to
an arrest, are the ones that most often go unreported. Thus, it scems highly
unlikely that “real” felons are committing only crimes that are not reported.
(Felonies that do not involve victims are probably overlooked on an even

* Although the 1971 clearance rate for all reported felonies (2290 ) is close 10 the ar-
rest rate (2095 ), the rates do not correspond well within separate felony calegories. For
example, the arrest rate for rape was 48%: but the clearance rate was 319; the arrest
rate for burglary was 955 but the clearance rate was 165z ; and the arrest rate for rob-
bery was 1995 while the clearance rate was 25%.

t See Crime in the Nation's Five Largest Cities, U.8, Department of Justice. Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration, National Criminal Justice Information and Sta-
tistics Service; and, Crime in Eight Americun Cities and Crimes and Victims, A Report
on the Dayton-San Jose Pilot Survey of Victimization (Government Printing Office,
Washington, .C,, 1974.)



The Deterioration of F elony Arrests

larger scale. The most obvious omissions from recorded crimes inciude innu-
merable felonious possessions of drugs, including marijuana, narcotics sales
and technically felonious possessions of loaded weapons that remain unseen
in dressers and closets.)

The ratio of reported felonies to arrests varies greatly by type of offense.
This is illustrated graphically in Figure 2.

Not surprisingly, the arrest rate for reported victimless felonies is far
greater than the arrest rate for felonies in which there is a victim-complain-
ant; in victimless felonies the discovery, the “report” and the arrest are often
made simultaneously by the police themseives.* It is also not surprising that
crimes of personal viclence, which entail some contact between victim and
assailant, result in arrest more often than non-violent property crimes, in
which the victim is less likely to see the perpetrator or be able to identify
him. But even for robberies and assaults there are wide gaps between the
number of offenses reported and the number of persons arrested.

In short, it is quite possible that many serious felons are never caught.
It may alse be that some “real” felons are arrested on relatively minor
charges and dealt with as if they were not dangerous because their more
serious offenses are not known to the police and courts.

Determining whether “real” felonies are disproportionately excluded
from court processing would require, at a minimum, a comparative analysis
of cleared and uncleared incidents of reported crime. Such a comparison is
not possible here because the data on which this study is based relate only
to incidents that have been cleared by arrest.t Nevertheless, some of the
* As seen in Figure 2, forgery has a high arrest rate (7855 ) when compared to the
other non-violent property crimes. This is in part explained by the large number of
forgery felonies that are really “viclimiess” in the sense used here; that is, felonies
for which there is no complainant to report the crime except the investigating or ar-
resting officer. Sixty-nine percent of the forgery arrests in our deep sample resulted
from possession of altered driving licenses and similar documents. Check forging ac-
counted for most of the rest. (It should be noted that forgery will be the most serious

charge in check forgery cases only if the amount of the check is less than $250. If it
is more, the top charge will be grand larceny.)

T About one-quarter of the arrests are not disposed in the criminal courts— for in-
stance, some are transferred to Family Court and others remain pending because the
defendant jumped bail—and these, too, are not discussed in this study. We can make
guesses about whether such cases were more or less likely to be “real” felonies (e.g.,
serious charges may be overrepresented among cases pending iwo years after arrest,
whereas minor transgressions may be overrepresented among cases in which the de-
fendant is judged a youthful offender), but the data in this study do not allow us to
know for sure.



Figure 2. Felonies Reported to the Police
and Persons Arrested for Felonies, by Type of Felony
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The Deterioration of Felony Arrests

results of this research do contain provocative implications regarding the
proportion of court cases involving truly predatory crimes. For example,
as noted in the first chapter, the analysis revealed a surprisingly high in-
cidence of prior relationships between victims of felonies and defendants.
This raiscs the possibility that stranger felonies, which might be regarded
as more sericus and more frightening, are less often cleared by an arrest
and processed by the criminal justice system. Arrest is, after all, more likely
to follow when the victim knows and can lead the police to the alleged felon.

In the balance of this chapter, data from the deep and wide samples will
be examined more closely to gain an overall understanding of the manner
in which felony arrests proceed to disposition in New York City's criminal
justice system. Later chapters will focus on specific felony categories and
on the characteristics of offenses and offenders in each category.

Dispositions

The wide sample data suggest, by extrapolation, that 75,661 of the 100,739
felony arrests in 1971 in the four major boroughs of New York reached dis-
position in the criminal process. Using the same extrapolation technique,
Figure 3 maps the routes taken by those cases to disposition.

Only 15% of defendants in the wide sample were convicted of a felony
and only 4% went to disposition without a reduction or dismissal of the orig-
inal charge or acquittal at trial. Although few (2.3% ) of the wide sample
cases went to trial, more than half of those that did resulted in acquittals.
Those convicted at trial stood a roughly even chance of being convicted of a
felony (as contrasted with a lesser offense), but more than half of those con-
victed of a felony at trial walked.

Forty-three percent of the felony arrests were disposed of by dismissal.®
Fifty-five percent of the defendants pled guilty, and three-quarters of those

* I this monograph, a case disposed of by “Adjournment in Contemplation of Dis-
missal” (Acp) is considered a dismissal, Under New York Criminal Procedure Law
§ 170.55, a non-felony prosecution in the Criminal Court may be “adjourned in con-
templation of dismissal . . . without date ordered with a view 1o ultimate dismissal of
the sccusatory instrument in furtherance of justice.” Afier a felony charge has been re-
duced to a misdemeanor, a motion for an Acp may be made by the defendant, the pros-
ecutor, or the court. Usually an acp is conditioned oa the defendant’s not being re-
arrested within a six-month period, but theoretically the judge could impose other con-
ditions prerequisite to ultimate dismissal. The court may not order an acp if the defead-
ant: “has previously been granted an Acp; has previously been convicted of any offense
involving dangerous drugs; has previously been convicied of a crime and the district
(continued on page 9)
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The Deterioration of Felony Arrests

guilty pleas were to misdemeanors or violations. Half of those convicted by
plea, and one-third of those convicted at trial, walked out of court without
being sentenced to jail or prison. Most (81% ) of those who did get time got
misdemeanor time (one year or less ),

The pattern of disposition varied, however, among the different felonies
charged at arrest. Figure 4 breaks down, by the category of arrest charge. the

Figure 4. Proportion of Convictions in Cases Reaching
Disposition, by Charge at Arrest
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rate at which defendants were convicted of any kind of offense—{elony, mis-
demeanor or less.

Only 25% of rape arrests resulted in any kind of conviction. Factors ex-
plaining this low conviction rate are explored in the next chapter. Otherwise,
felonies of violence show conviction rates declining with the lessening seri-
ousness of the crime, from 72% for homicide arrests to 41 % for assaulis.
But rates of conviction for the remaining fefonies show only moderate vari-
ation and no cbvious pattern.

A clearer pattern does emerge, however, when one examines the incidence
of various kinds of guilty pleas that were made in each crime category, as in
Figore 5, page 10.

Figure 5 suggests that when a guilty plea disposes of a case commenced by
felony arrest, the seriousness of the felony charged at arrest is reflected in the
level (felony or misdemeanor) of the plea. Thus, roughly half the guilty pleas
in cases commenced by robbery arrests are felony pleas, but only 10% of
guilty pleas in gambling cases are pleas to felony charges. Generally, misde-
meanor pleas are more common in property and victimless crimes than in the
violent crimes. The point is not just that robbery (a violent crime) is gener-
ally considered more serious than gambling (a victimless crime). It is also
that charges can be reduced in the more serious felonies without hitting the
misdemeanor level.

Felony charges in Figures 4 and 5 are arrayed from left to right within
each of the broad categories (violent, property, victimless), in decreasing
order of maximum sentence authorized by the Penal Law for the most seri-
ous degree of the felony. These statutory gradations of seriousness, between
and within each type of felony, are the currency of the plea bargaining pro-
cess and figure prominently throughout the discussion in this monograph.
For reference, the statutory scheme is presented in Table A, page 11. (In
addition to prison sentences, judges are authorized to give non-prison sen-
tences such as probation except on conviction of an A felony.)

attorney does not consenl to an ach on the current offense; or has previously been
adjudicated a youthfui offender on the basis of any act involving dangerous drugs and
the district attorney dees not consent,” {New York Criminal Procedure Law (c.r.L.)
§170.56(1)).
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+ Type of Plea of Those Cenvicted by Plea,

for Each Type of Felony Charge
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Table A: Crime Class and Maximum Sentence for Eack Major Charge
in its Various Degrees®

Violent

Property

Charge

(Murder .
Manslaughter

Rape .

A

Robbery*

Assault

Menacing
. Harassment

[ Burglary

Grand Larceny .

Forgery .

w

{continued on page 12)

i1

Sexual Misconduct.

Criminal Trespass .

Criminal Possession of
Stolen Property .

Degree
First
Second
First
Second
Third
First
Second
Third
First
Second
Third

First
Second
Third
First
Second
Third
Fourth
First
Second
Third

First
Second
Third
First
Second
Third

Crime Class

A felony

B felony

C felony

B felony

D felony

E felony

A misdemeanor
B felony

C felony

D felony

C felony

D feleny

A misdemeanor
B misdemeanor
Violation®

B felony

C felony

D felony

D felony

A misdemeanor
B risdemeanor
Violation®

C felony

D felony

E feiony

b felony
E felony
A misdemeanor
C felony
D felony
E felony

Muaximum
Senterced

Life
25 years
13 years
25 years
7 years
4 years
[ year
25 years
15 years
7 years
13 years
7 years
| year
90 days
15 days

15 years
15 years
7 years
7 years
1 year
90 days
15 days
I5 years
7 years
4 years

7 years
4 years
| year
[5 years
7 years
4 years



The Deterioration of Felony Arrests

Maximum
Charge Degree Crime Class Senrenceb
[ Narcotics (Sale or Possession) First A felony Life
Second B felony 25 years
_?3_’ Third C felony 15 years
E { Criminal Possession of

2 Dangerous Weapons®, . . — b felony 7 years
> Gambling . . . , . . . . Fimt E felony 4 years
Second A misdemeanor 1l year

Source: Penal Law of the State of New York, 1971,

a. There were no amendments to the Penal Law between 197§ and 1973 that would
change the information presented in this table, except with regard o narcotics felonies,
for which the changes were substantial. The 1971 provisions are presented here.

b. The Penal Law also authorizes the coust 10 impose minimum lerms of imprison-
ment as well as non-prison sentences:

A felony —at least 15 years, no more than 25 years (judge must set).

B felony-at least 1 year, no more than 83 years (or leave to discretion of Parcle

Board).
C felony-at least 1 year, no more than 5 years (or leave to discretion of Parole

Board).

D felony—at least 1 year, no more than 2V3 years (or leave to discretion of Parole
Board).

E felony —not less than I year, set by Parole Board only (or jndge may set a definite
maximum term of up to one year).

¢. Although the second and third degrees of robbery are higher level felonies than the
second and third degrees of rape, rape is rated as a more serious felony in this mono-
graph because the decp sample cases suggest it is more often charged in the first degree
(9290 } than is robbery (539 ).

d. A violation is technically not a crime under the Peral Law.,

e. There are a number of E felony and A misdemeanor variations, and the crime be-
comes a B felony if the weapon possessed is any explosive substance with intent to use
the same against the person or property of another.

Table B makes use of these statutory gradations, rather than the generic
names of the various felonies, to show the relationship between the level of
the initial charge and the level of the nitimate plea.

Table B makes it apparent that, in general, the higher the level of felony
charged at arrest, the less deterioration there was in the course to disposition.
For example, when a guilty plea was obtained in cases commenced by arrest
for an A felony, reduction of the charge was less likely and the extent of re-

12



Table B: Crime Class of Guilty Pleas, by Crime Class
of Felony Charged at Arrest

Class of Class of Crime to Which Guilty Plea Made

Felony Charged A B oy D E A B Viola- Injrac-
at Arrest fel, fel.  jel.  fel Jel. misd. misd. lionv tonn
A 3162 9% 9% 229 16% 12% — — —_

B. —_ 5 9 23 25 29 7 3 -

C. ~ 2 1 14 i3 33 11 7 -
D. — - —_ 5 10 51 19 14 1

E.

— - 1 4 8 52 20 9 5

Source: Wide Sample Data (1971); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study.

a, Violations and infractions are technically considered not to be crimes under the Penal Law.

duction was less than when the initial charge was for a lower crime class.
B felony charges were more elastic, although 62 % of the pleas in such cases
were felony pleas. Cases commenced with C felony charges or below were
much more likely to end in misdemeanor pleas. Seventy-one percent of pleas
in the C felony arrest cases were to misdemeanors or less. The rate of pleas
to misdemeanors or less was 85% in the D felony cases and 86% in the
E felony cases.

Figures 4 and 5 and Table B, taken together, suggest proportionality. The
chances of dismissal, of misdemeanor plea, and of charge reduction generally
are related in a rough way to the sericusness of the initial charge. This sug-
gestion of proportionality is further reinforced by evidence from the wide
sample regarding sentences imposed on defendants following conviction.

As Figure 6 (page 14) shows, the more serious the offense charged at
arrest in each general category, the stiffer is the sentence likely to be follow-
ing conviction, whether the conviction was for the felony originally charged.
a lesser felony. or a misdemeanor. For example, more than 83% of convicted
defendants charged initially with homicide or rape drew felony time, where-
as only 31% of convicted defendants charged initially with assault drew any
time at all-——and only 7% drew felony time.

As noted earlier, however, it is necessary to examine the specific crimes
and actors, not just the charge fabels or the sentences, to understand whether
court processes are working rationally, Before turning to that examination,
it may be useful to describe the process by which dispositions are reached in
New York’s criminal justice system.

13



The Deterioration of Felony Arrests

Figure 6, Sentence Following Conviction, by Type of Felony
Charged at Arrest: Percent Given Each Sentence
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The Process of Reaching Dispositions

New York City’s Police Department makes most, but not all, felony arrests;
the Transit Police, Housing Police and Port Authority Police also bring
felony charges to the courts for processing. There is a city-wide Criminal
Court, with separate court facilities in each borough, for processing mis-
demeanors. The maximum jail sentence that may be imposed in Criminal
Court is one year. The Criminal Court also handles felony cases at their first

14



arraignment and preliminary hearing. Each borough has a Supreme Court
to dispose of felony cases not screened out by the Criminal Court or by the
Grand Jury. There is no jurisdictional bar, however, to a misdemeanor dis-
position being reached once a case is in the Supreme Court.

The arresting officer first takes a felony case to the Criminal Court Com-
plaint Room where an Assistant District Attorney {ADA) reviews the charge.
The Complaint Room ADA is empowered to raise, reduce or dismiss the
charge on the spot. or to have the case transferred to Family Court if the
defendant is a juvenile or the crime arose from a dispute between family
members. The Apa can also decide to request a dismissal at arraignment,
which is invariably granted by the court.

From the Complaint Room, the case goes on to the Arraignment Part in
the Criminal Court. A plea to a misdemeanor or lesser offense can be taken
at the Arraignment Part. and cases can be dismissed there cither at the re-
quest of the apa or. iess frequently, on the judge’s own initiative.

If the felony case is not disposed of by dismissal or by guilty plea to a mis-
demeanor at the Arraignment Part. it goes one of two routes: to the Criminal
Court Trial Part for disposition, if the charge was reduced to a misdemeanor
in the Complaint Room or at arraignment; or to a preliminary hearing, if the
charge remains a felony as it comes out of the Arraignment Part. The pur-
pose of the preliminary hearing is to enable a judge to determine after hear-
ing testimony (usually the complainant’s) whether there is reasonable cause
to send the case on to the Grand Jury. At the Criminal Court preliminary
hearing stage, a felony case can be disposed of by dismissal or by plea to a
misdemeanor or violation.

Cases in which the felony charge survives preliminary hearing are sent on
to the Grand Jury where the defendant may be indicted or the charge dis-
missed or reduced to a misdemeanor and sent back to the Criminal Court
Trial Part. If the Grand Jury indicts, the case is sent to Supreme Court
Arraignment (where dispositional activity is insignificant), and then to the
Pretrial Conference Part, If no plea is negotiated at the pretrial conference,
the case proceeds to the Supreme Court Trial Part where it can be disposed
of by a dismissal. plea or trial by judge or by jury. A plea or a conviction at
trial in Supreme Court may be for a misdemeanor or a felony.

The manner in which cases commenced by felony arrest flow through the
system is depicted in Figure 7. next page.

It can be scen that only 239 of the felony arrests disposed of in the crimi-
nal process reached their dispositions in the Supreme Court: converscly, the
great majority were disposed of in the Criminal Court either by dismissal or

15
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by guilty plea (necessarily to a misdemeanor charge after the felony arrest
charge was reduced). Only 4.6% of the felony arrests in the deep sample
were disposed of by Criminal or Supreme Court trial.* Ins addition:

= The more serious the charge, the more likely the case was to be disposed
of in Supreme Court rather than Criminal Court. Sixty-eight percent of
homicide arrests, 34% of rape arrests and 37% of robbery arrests reached
disposition in the higher court. Seventeen percent of burglaries, 14% of
grand larcenies and only 9% of forgeries were disposed of there.

s If a case got to Supreme Court, it was far less likely to be dismissed than
a case which reached disposition in Criminal Court. Seventy-six percent of
Supreme Court dispositionst were by plea of guilty, while only 10% were
dismissed there. The rest went to trial. In contrast, 56% of cases remaining
in Criminal Court resulted in guilty pleas, but 43% were dismissed.

= The highest level of dispositional activity anywhere in the process is
found at the Criminal Court “preliminary hearing” stage—the sometimes €x-
tended period after Criminal Court arraignment and before the Grand Jury
gither indicts on felony charges, dismisses, or sends the case back, as a mis-
demeanor, to a Criminal Court Trial Part. Fifty-two percent of the sample
cases were disposed of at the preliminary hearing stage, and half of these
dispositions were dismissals.

Data in the deep sample also reveal the distribution of prison sentences im-
posed at the different stages in the process. In both the Supreme Court and
the Criminal Court, approximately half of those who were convicted got no
jail or prison time,** Forty-eight percent of those convicted in Criminal
Court were sentenced to jail (the mean time of sentences was nine months).

* ‘The proportion of felony arrests poing to trial was greater in the deep sample (4.6%)
than in the wide sample (2.3% ), The difference may be attributed to a steadily increas-
ing trial rate in New York City as wel] as to meihodological problems. (See Appendix.}

T Including cases disposed of by Grand Jury dismissal.
1 Including cases disposed of by dismissal in the Complaint Room.

*= Pretrial custody may, however, have served as a “time” sentence for those who wait-
ed unti! late in the Supreme Court stages to piead guilty, and then got walks, When the
senlence was expressly to time served, it emerges in our data as “time,” but only in
some of the deep sample cases {where interviews reveal the bail/custody status of the
defendant in the period before disposition and the effect that status had on the disposi-
tion) do we know that a defendant who walked at sentence had actually done time first.
Where we know this, it is noted in the case summaries of the following chapters.
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The Deterioration of Felony Arrests

Table C: Types of Sentence Promise and Participation
of the Bench in Nepotiated Pleas

Explicit Sentence Promise . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... Mg
(Defense counsel and prosecutor agree on sentence and judge accepts  16%)
(Judge participates in working out sentence agreement , . . . . . 56% )

Implicit Sentence Promise . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... 21%
Made by allowing a plea to—

{A misdemeanor {maximum one year) . . . . . . L L L. L. 17%)
(B misdemeanor or less (maximum three months) . . . . . . . . 49
No Sentence Promise nor Reduction of Charge to Misdemeanor . . . 7%

Securce: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study,

Fifty percent of those convicted in Supreme Court were given time (the mean
time was four years). Surprisingly, defendants had a greater chance of doing
some time if they pled guilty at arraignment in Crimina! Court than at any
other stage in that court.*

Although 20% of the deep sample cases reached disposition in a Trial
Part of the Criminal or Supreme Court, only 4.6% were actually tried. “Plea
bargaining” took place at every stage of the process. There are, of course, in-
stances in which the prosecution offered reduction of charges in order to
clear the case from an overloaded system, and the defendant accepted and
pled guilty in order to avoid further pretrial custody or the possibility of
felony conviction and a prison sentence. In many cases, however, although
the dispositions were reached in a congested system and were therefore often
delayed or rushed, the results seem to be determined more by factors in-
herent in the cases themselves than by a need to clear calendars.

Before looking at those factors, it is interesting to note the incidence of
various types of assurances which defendants in the deep sample received
when they entered their guilty pleas. Table C, above, summarizes this infor-
mation.

In 72% of cases disposed of by guilty plea, the defendant had been ex-
pressly promised a particular sentence. or an upper limit on his sentence, as

* Again, some of those who pled milty at a later Criminal Court stage and were sen-
teticed to a walk may in fact have been in pretrial custody, and thus have done some
time, although they were not expressly sentenced to “time served.” Tt is one of the
faults of the data in both samples that we cannot know for certain whether the defend-
ant was in custody or had made bail at the time of sentence,
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part of the plea bargain; in three-quarters of those explicit plea agreements,
the judge took an active part, In the remaining 28% of cases, the defendant
had no express assurance about his sentence when he pled, butin 21% of the
cases disposed of by plea he was allowed to plead guilty to a misdemeanor or
a lesser offense and therefore knew the upper limit of the sentence. In only
7% of cases was there neither an explicit promise made nor a plea to a
misdemeanor.

Factors Explaining Dispositions of Felony Arrests

The two factors inherent in the cases themseives which judges, prosecutors
and defense attorneys cited widely as affecting case outcomes were the prior
relationship of the defendant and victim and the defendant’s criminal his-
tory. As Table D shows, prior relationships were found in over half of all
felonies involving victims. In crimes of interpersonal violence, where one
might expect to find a high incidence of personal relationships, the overall
rate was 569, ranging from a high of 83% for rape to a low of 36% for
robbery, Perhaps more surprising is that 35% of burglary and larceny cases
also involved prior relationships between victims and defendants.

Prior relationships included husbands and wives, lovers, prostitutes and
their pimps or customers, neighbors, in-laws, junkies and dealers, even land-

Table D: Relationship between Victim and Defendant, by Felony Charged

Prior
Relation-
ship Stranger
Violent Crimes (N=148) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5% 44 %
Attempted Homicide,
Manstaughter (N=16) . . . . . . . . . . . . . .50 30
Rape (N=i2) . . . .. .. . ... ... .. .83 17
Robbery (N=53) . . . . . . . . .. .. ... .36 64
Assault (N=67) . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. .69 31
Property Crimes (N==I107) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3% 65%
Burglary (N=44) . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .39 6l
Grand Larceny {(N=63) . . . . . . . . . . . .. 32 68
Grand Larceny-Auto (N=43) . . . . . . . . . . 21 79
Grand Larceny-Other (N==20) . . . . . . . . . . 35 45
Total Victim Felonies (N=235) . . . . . . .. .. . 41% 53%

Seurce: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study.
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lords and tenants. As will be seen in the following chapters, prior relation-
ships were often mentioned by prosecutors, in the deep sample interviews, as
their reason for offering reduced charges and light sentences in return for a
plea of guilty. Even more commenly, prior reiationships led to dismissals,

The most frequently cited reason for dismissal in prior reiationship cases
was lack of cooperation by the complainant. Table E shows the proportion
of dismissals in cach crime category which can be traced to non-cooperation.
The explanation offered most often for non-cooperation was reconciliation
between the victim and defendant, although often the complainant simpiy
never appeared and his reasons were not accurately known. As Table B
shows, dismissais resulting from complainant non-cooperation were much
more frequent in cases in which the defendant and victim were known to
each other.

A second factor of significant influence on the disposition of felony cases
was the prior record of the defendant. It was often cited in deep sample inter-
views as the reason for a decision to dismiss or offer a particular plea and
sentence. Table F, drawn from wide sample data, confirms the impression
given by the deep sample interviews.

Defendants with heavier criminal histories were more likely to be con-
victed and, if convicted, more likely to receive heavier sentences than those
with lighter or clean records. Seventy-seven percent of convicted defendants
with no prior record avoided jail or prison; only 16% of convicted defen-
dants who had previously been sentenced to prison were as fortunate.

Table E: Proportion of Dismissals Due to Complainant
Non-Cooperation, by Crime

Prior Total Proportion
Relation- of Dismissals Due
ship Stranger to Complainant
Cases Cases Non-Cooperation

Rape . . . . . . 100% (n=6) 0% (n=1) B6%

Assault . . . . . 92% (n=23) 40% (n=3) 83%

Robbery . . . . ., 735% (n=12) 30% {(n=4) 69%

Burglary . . . . . 73% (n=g) 100% (n=3) B2%

Grand Larceny . . 73% (n=11) 0% (n=11} 36%

Total . . . ., . . 87% (n=62) 29% (n==24) 69% {n=86)

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study,
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Table F: Disposition of Current Felony Charge, by Defendant’s Prior Record
(N=1382)

Arrest .
vo Do Comion lncitereeot

Dispeosition on Prior tions Ne of Disposition
Current Charge Record  Known) Prison Prison in Sample
Dismissal/ Acquittal . . 54% 435 36% 29% 44%
Conviction . . . . . . 46 55 64 T 56

Sentence:

Walk . . . . . . .77 6l 42 16 50

Misdemeanor Time . . 22 37 36 56 41

Felony Time . . . . 1 2 2 28 9
Incidence of this type of

record in sample . . . 39% 27% 14% 20%

Source: Wide Sample Data (1971); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study.

Summary

The data summarized in this chapter shed light on court processing and the
factors at work in that process, but they represent only the first step in under-
standing that process. It is the detail of case summaries in subsequent chap-
ters, not the gross data reported here. that brings the process to life and
permits distinctions to be drawn between its rational and irrational elements.

The research on which both the broad picture and the detail are based
was exploratory. An attempt was made to find some explanations for the
deterioration of felony arrests, but not to find all explanations. The method-
ology unfortunately prevented coherent analysis of the impact of some po-
tentially powerful factors on which further research is needed. For example,
prior research has indicated that a defendant’s inability to win pretrial re-
lease—on bail or on his own recognizance—has an influence, independent
of all other variables, on the likelihood of conviction and on severity of sen-
tence. Our data were not sufficient to further validate that thesis, although
the influence of extended pretrial custody on the defendant’s willingness to
plead guilty and on the prosecutor’s willingness to agree to a “walk,” and the
influence of extended pretrial liberty on the defendant’s ability to wait for a
better offer and on the prosecutor’s reasons to oblige, are noted in the sum-
maries of individual deep sample cases in the following chapters.

Similarly, we were not able systematically to go behind the initial charg-
ing decision to explore how often intentional overcharging occurs, in what
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kinds of cases, and what the motives for it might be. In addition, we were
unable to answer other kinds of questions because of the limited size of the
data base. For example, several of the felonies analyzed in later chapters
carry different maximum sentences when a gun, an injury or concerted ac-
tion is involved. Generally, the deep sample was too small, when cases were
subclassified for these factors, either to establish or to dispel the possibiiity
that they play a major part in shaping dispositions.

The data are sufficient, however, to raise questions about the validity of
some current thinking about crime. They should provoke others to dig
further into the dispositional process in order to obtain answers, both to
questions raised here and to questions not yet asked.

The next five chapters explore dispositions, patterns and explanatory fac-
tors as they emerged from deep sample data for the crime categories which
most concern the public and the police. The first of them is devoted to the
felonies of “pure” personal violence: felonious assault, rape, murder and
attempted murder. The next chapter looks at robbery, the archetypal violent
felony in which physical attack is combined with larcenous motive, The fol-
lowing two discuss the property felonies, burglary and grand larceny. The
remaining crime-category chapter is the only one devoted to a “victimless”
crime (crime without a complainant), felonious possession of a handgun.
This crime was chosen rather than narcotics felonies, which are generally
considered more serious, because both the Penal Law and the criminal
process relating to narcotics felonies have been substantially overhauled
since our sampling, rendering our findings for narcotics offenses less rele-
vant to current policy issues.* Finally, this report concludes with some re-
flections on the study.

* The effect of New York State’s new drug law, which took effect on September 1,
1973, on arrests, convictions and sentences for narcotics offenses is the subject of study
by the Drug Law Evaluation Project, organized under the auspices of the Association
of the Bar of the City of New York and the Drug Abuse Council Inc., with funding
from the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the U.S.
Justice Department's Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
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Assault, Rape, Murder and Attempted Murder

The felonies of “pure” violence—-that is, violence against the person with-
out an obvious larcenous motive-~are discussed in this chapter. Of the 369
cases in the decp sample, 67 entered the court process charged as felony
assaults. Twelve were charged as rape, 9 as attempted murder and 7 as
murder.

Of the crimes of “pure” violence, assault was the only one that afforded
enough cases to permit a meaningful statistical breakdown. Nevertheless,
the details of rape. attempted murder and murder cases contain valuable
information about the factors that produce dispositions in those felonies.

Assaults

Intentionally or recklessly inflicting injury on another is assault in the third
degree, an A misdemeanor punishable by up to one year in jail.* Felony
assaults arise from aggravating factors (for example, assault with a weapon
or dangerous instrument, assauit on a police officer or fireman in the course
of his duties, or assault resulting in disabling or disfiguring injuries}. The
most serious of assauits--in the first degree—carries a 15-year maximum
sentence as a Clelony.

Fact Patterns in Assaults

Thirteen of the 67 defendants in the deep sample assault cases were arrested
for attacks on their friends and acquaintances, Another 12 were accused of
attacking spouses or lovers. Altogether, 46 (69% ) of the assault cases
involved prior relationships. In 9 cases (13% ), the defendant was accused
of assaulting a police officer.

The defendant had no previous record of arrest for misdemcanors or
felonies in 21 (46% ) of the prior relationship cases and in 10 (48%) of
the stranger cases. Prior arrests for assault figured in the criminal histories of
defendants in 11 (24 ) of the prior relationship cases and in 4 (19%)
of the stranger cases.

* “Reckiess endangerment” is a crime closely related 1o assauit. It may be charged as
a D felony against one who, “under circumstances evincing 2 depraved indifference 1o
human life, recklessly engaged in conduct which creates grave risk of death to another.”
If the risk is only one of “serious™ (rather than “grave™) injury, reckless endangerment
is an A misdemeanor. If, however, serious injury results from conduct falling within the
reckless endangerment definition, the crime becomes first degree assault, the C felony.

Only one defendant entered our sample for arrest on D-felony reckless endanger-
ment: his case is treated as a felonious assault and is included in this chapter.




Assault, Rape, Murder and Artempted Murder

There were injuries in about four-fifths of the assault cases, but serious
injuries in 42% and permanent or disabling injuries in only 4 cases (6% ).
Weapons were used in 789 of the cases, but were much more common when
victim and assailant had a prior relationship (93%) than when they were
strangers (43% ). The most commonly used weapon was a knife; 28 (42%)
of the cases involved use of knives. The variety of other weapons included a
brick, a rolling pin, a hammer, “assorted household throwables,” and a
pencil.

Only 5 defendants—all in prior relationship cases—were accused of as-
sault with a gun. In one of these cases the gun was apparently not discharged
and in another the complaining witness recanted her testimony that the de-
fendant had used a gun. In one case a gun was discharged but caused no in-
jury and in two—both resulting in felony convictions—injury resulted from
the gunshot. The low incidence of gun assaults is partially explained by the
fact that most gun attacks are charged as attempted murder rather than as-
sault, although with the two categories combined there were still only 12
gun attacks in the deep sample assault and attempted murder cases.

To the extent that a typical felony assault arrest can be constructed, it
arose from an argument between friends that erupted into a fight and in-
volved the infliction of minor injury with whatever object was nearest at
hand. And it was dismissed because the victim refused to testify.

Deterioration of Assault Arrests

The deep sample data suggest that arrests for felony assault deteriorate more
dramatically than arrests for felonies in general. as Figure 8 shows.*

In Figure 2, page 5, above, it was seen that reports to the policy of felony
assault are much less frequent than reports of robbery, burglary or grand
larceny, but that the arrest rate is considerably higher for assault than for
the other crimes. Yet Figure 8 shows that a defendant who enters the crimi-
nal process charged with a felony assault is less likely to be convicted than
defendants entering the process on other felony charges. If convicted, he is
less likely to be convicted of a felony; he is also less likely to get a prison

*'The wide sample, with its larger number of cases, would have provided a sounder
statistical basis for analyzing deterioration of arrest charges here and in subsequent
chapters. Unfortunately, however, the wide sample did not permit analysis of critical
issues, such as prior relationships, which are discussed in detail in these chapters, Con-
sequently, deep sample data are used. Overall, statistical differences between the wide
and deep samples with regard to case outcomes were not great. For an analysis of
crime-by-crime differences between the two samples, see Appendix.
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Figure 8, Dispositional Pattern for Felony Assault Arrests
Compared to All Felony Arrests

{Felony assault arrests are 189 of all felony arrests studied.)

Percent

100 All felony arrests

studied (369 cases)

Felony assault arrests
(67 cages)

90

80
% Convictions

70 o on felony charges

64% —all felony arrests

ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ Convictions

5455 on felony charges
—felony assault arrests

60

50

40
39
20
10
7%
0 : 2%
Arrests Convictions Sentences Sentences
on Felony {On Any to Jail or Prison to Felony Time
Charges Charges) (Over One Year}

Source: Deep Sampie Data {1973); Vera Instituie Felony Disposition Study.

sentence and less likely to be given felony time. Thus, the criminal process
does not appear to regard these cases as very serious.

The 67 deep sample cases commenced by arrest for felony assault reached
their disposition by the routes shown in Figure 9 {next page). Thirty of the
67 felony assault arrests were dismissed after entering the criminal process.
In only 2 of the remaining 37 was guilt resolved at trial; one ended with con-
viction for harassment {a violation) and a 15-day jail sentence, and the other
ended in acquittal. None of the 35 who pled guilty did so to the same ievel of
felony as had been charged. Seven pled guilty to a lesser felony charge,™ but
these 7 felony convictions netted only one felony time sentence—the only fel-
ony time sentence in the entire assault sample. Just over half (15) of the 28
remaining pleas were to the A misdemeanor (assault in the third degree),

* Two pled guilty to assault in the second degree, a D felony, and five pled puiity to
attempted assault in the second degree, an E felony.
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white the others included 4 to B misdemeanors and 9 to mere violations. Only
a third {9} of the 28 who pled to a misdemeanor or less got any time at all,
and 7 of the 9 jail sentences were to 6 months or less. The 19 others who
pled guilty to misdemeanors walked, as did 4 of the 7 who pled guilty to
felonies.

Factors Explaining Dispositions of Assault Arrests

Assault, more than other serious felonies, is likely to be a spontancous re-
sponse to conflict arising in common life situations rather than an aftack by
a predatory criminal. The incidence of prior relationships between victim
and assailant was therefore expected to be high among the assaults, and this
was borne out by analysis of the deep sample cases. Prior relationships of
some sort existed in 46 (699% )} of the 67 cases. This supports the specula-
tion in the preceding chapter that the comparatively high arrest and “clear-
ance” rates for reported felony assaults might be explained by the relative
ease of arrest in cases where the victim knows the assailant. The relation-
ships found in the deep sample assault cases are summarized in Table G.
Deterioration of the felony arrests was substantially greater in the prior
relationship cases than in the cases where victim and defendant were stran-

Table G: Prior Refationships in Assault Cases and Case Outcomnes
No. of No. Dis- No. Con-

Nature of Relationship Cases missed victed
Spouses or common-law spouses | 6 3 3
Lovers . Coe 6 2 4
Former spouses or lovers. 2 1 1
Family and in-laws . s 4 I
Friends . 8 Su 3
Neighbors. 5 4 1
Acquainiances . 3 2 3
Business?® | e 7 2 3
Usnspecified relationship . 2 2

Total with Prior Relationships. . . . . . . 46 25 21

(Total without Prior Relationships) . . . . (21) { 6 (15)

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Stady,

a, Includes one acquitted at trial,

b. These relationships were: building superintendent/tenant (two c¢oses); car repairman/
customer {two cases); cab driver/customer; store owner/customer; and prostitute/customer.
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gers. Figure 10 presents a graphic comparison of the dispositional patterns.

Dismissal of assault charges in prior relationship cases was often explained,
in the deep sample interviews, by the victim's refusal to press forward with
the complaint. A second common explanation lay in the feeling of the judge
and prosecutor that the underlying personal conflict was trivial or that an
adjournment in contemplation of dismissal (acp), with dismissal condi-
tioned on a period of good behavior, would afford the victim sufficient pro-
tection against repetition of the attack. Conversely, the higher rate of con-
viction among the stranger cases can be attributed to the greater coopera-
tion the victims offered to the prosecution. Most important in this regard is
that 9 of the 21 complaining witnesses in stranger assaults were police offi-
cers, Only one of these officers failed to secure some sort of conviction

Figure 10. Deterioration of Prior Relationship Assault Arresis
and Stranger Assault Arrests

Prior Relationship Assault Arrests Stranger Assault Arrests
Percent
100 100% {46 cases) 10095 (21 cases)
90 Convictions on
felony charges
80 )
70 71%
60
50
40
30
20 20%
19
0%
Arrests Con- Ser- Sen- Arrests Con- Sen- Sen-
victions  tenceslo  tences to victions lences o jencesto
(On Any Jail or Felony (On Amy Jailor Felony
Charges} Prison Timme {Over Charges) Prison Time (Over
One Year) One Year)

Seurce; Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Feleny Disposition Stady.
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Table H: Sentences in Assault Cases, by Relationship of Victim to Defendant

Sentence
gg;l_ Walk Time
victed No. &% No. %
Prior Relationship (N=46) . 23 i2 57 9 43
Stranger (N=21) . 15 11 73 4 27

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study.

Table I: Injuries in Assault Cases, By Relationship of Victim to Defendant

Serions

(Requiring

Medical Minor

Attentiony  (Superficial)  None Unknown

No. €& No. %% No. % No. %
Prior Relationship (N=46} . 21 46 18 39 5 it 2 4
Stranger (N=21) . . . . . 7 133 7 33 7 33 - -

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study.

against his alleged assailant, but 5 of the 8 convictions were for violations
{one for drunken drving and 4 for harassment).

Although dismissal was the most frequent disposition in prior relationship
assault cases, the prior relationship cases that survived dismissal resulted in
more serious dispositions than stranger cases that survived dismissal, Table
H reveals that a convicted defendant in a prior relationship case was more
likely to get time than a convicted defendant in a stranger case.

As Table 1 shows, serious injury-—that is, injury requiring some medical
attention, stitches or hospitalization* —was more frequent in the prior rela-
tionship cases (469 ) than in stranger cases {33% ). This may explain the

* Any injury for which the victim sought medical attention was classified as “serious” in
Table I, but enly four such injuries were permanent or disabling. One case {a stranger
assanlt with a pencil that permanenily damaged the victim’s eye) was dismissed when
the defendant was found unfit to stand trial; the other stranger defendant who infiicted
permanent injury was fit to stand trial but was unbalanced and sentenced to felony
time in a psychiatric hospital, Although conviction resulted in both of the prior rela-
tionship cases involving permanent injury, one defendani was allowed to plead to &
violation and walked when the victim (his common-law wife) refused to appear to
testify against him. The other defendant had attacked a neighbor with a bucket of iye.
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more lenient sentences for stranger assaults. half of which involved police
officers as victims.

The extent of injury was widely cited in the deep sample interviews by
judges, prosecutors, police officers and defense attorneys as measures of the
seriousness of an assault. Tt is not surprising, therefore, that the prior rela-
tionship cases which were more likely to involve serious injury than stranger
cases were also more likely to end in a sentence to time. And this standard 15,
after all, embodied in the statute that raises simple assault to a felony if in-
jury is serious or if a dangerous weapon is used.

The higher incidence of serious injuries in prior relationship cases was
matched by the more frequent use of weapons, as seen in Table J.

Virtually all (93% ) defendants who attacked people they knew used a
weapon of some kind; over half used a knife. But less than half (43%) of
those who allegedly attacked strangers used any weapon at all. There were
no felony convictions and only one jail sentence among the 15 dispositions
of cases in which no weapon was used.

The deep sample interviews suggest two reasons why injuries and weapons
are found more frequently in the prior relationship cases and why, if con-
victed, a defendant has a greater chance of drawing time if the victim was
someone he knew. First, the police are likely to be called to intervene in
family fights or conflicts between friends and acquaintances—and are likely
to arrest one of the parties—only when the conflict gets out of hand. result-
ing or threatening to result in injuries or involving a weapon. Thus, when a
prior relationship assault case is serious enough to trigger a felony arrest and
to motivate the complaining witness to cooperate with the prosecution to se-
cure a conviction, it is also likely to be serious enough to draw time.

Second, the Penal Law makes what otherwise wouid be simple assault a
felony if the victim is a police officer. Nine (43%) of the defendants in
stranger assault cases were accused of attacking police officers. These cases
were, as a group, the least serious in the assault sample. None involved the
use of a weapon and there was only one serious injury to a police officer,*
although a few defendants accused of assaulting officers received serious in-
juries themselves. The typical disposition in cases alleging assault against
police officers was a plea of guilty to a vielation followed by a conditional

* The injury in that case did not increase the sentence because the charges were dis-
missed. Eight people, including four police officers, were shoving each other about in
a dark driveway. The prosecutor doubted he could show that the defendant was respon-
sible for any particular assault or that the police officer’s injury was a result. {See case
description, page 37.)
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Table J: Use of Weapons in Assault Cases, by Relationship
of Victim to Defendant

Broken
Botile Lye or
or Blackjack Chemical
. Gun Knife Glass or Club Spray Cther
Prior Relationship (N=46)}. 3 24n 1 6 4 b
Stranger (N=21) . . . . . - 4 2 1 - 2c

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study.

a. Two razors (used by friends who attacked each other and both of whem entered our
sample} and one pair of scissors (used by a woman who attacked her cab driver} are counted
as “knives.”

b. One “hammer.” one “sharp obiect” and one “assorted household throwables™ are counted
as “Qther.”

¢. One pencil and one brick.

discharge. Had police officers not been involved, none of these cases would
have drawn the felony label at arrest.* Thus, the pattern of deterioration of
deep sample felony assault arrests seems to be a product of the high inci-
dence of prior relationship between victim and defendant, the resulting lack
of cooperation from the victims in those cases and, in the cases of assaults
against strangers, the relative lack of seriousness of the attack. The detail
provided by the deep sample interviews reveals more about the way these
factors operate and interact.

Prior Relationship Assaults. More than half of the prior relationship cases
{24 of 46) were dismissed; in 22 {929%) of these dismissals, the primary
reason given in interviews was the victim’s refusal to cooperate with the
prosecution. An Assistant District Attorney (apa) described one of them.

“This woman was charged on the complaint of her common-law husband.
She then filed a complaint against him for assault. I don’t know which of
them called the police first. The charge against her was reduced in the Com-
plaint Room to assault in the third degree [a misdemeanor]. Because they
were both complainants in court, I was able to speak to them both. . .. They
told me they did not wish 1o continue prosecution. They told me that they
were both drinking and apparently they both started to insult each other, It
wasn't clear who struck first, but the common-law husband struck his wife

= If the cases with police officer complainants are exciuded, the rate of prior relation-

ships in the remaining deep sample assaults rises to 795 and the rate of dismissal 10
52%.
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with a shovel, hitting her in the eye, and she struck him in the arm with an
exacto knife, causing injury. Neither said they were injured seriously, though
the arresting police officer had written up her assault against her husband as
assault in the second degree, while his assault against her was a third degree
assault. She was also charged with possession of a weapon as an A misde-
meanor, which was also dropped because the husband refused to testify as
10 how the knife was used. The knife was not classified as a dangerous instru-
ment perse,

"When I had satisfied myself that neither had been injured seriously, I
looked at their past records. He had one previous arrest ten years ago, 1 don't
recall for what, and she had no prior arrests. I felt that since there had not
been problems with the law, and neither one had any sort of record, there
was no reason to keep this case in court.”

This case is typical of the prior relationship assaults in a number of ways:
first, the victim was not interested in pressing for a conviction and was recon-
ciled with the assailant after the arrest had been made; second, the victim
was not entirely innocent; and third, the passion of the relationship led to in-
fliction of injuries in the attack, but the injuries were not so obviously serious
that the attack fit the definition of assault in the second degree, thus justifying
a felony charge,

Dismissal because of complainant non-cooperation appears less likely to
occur when the prior relationship is a business, rather than a personal, one.
Only two of the seven cases involving a business relationship resulted in dis-
missal, and in one the dismissal followed from the filing of cross-complaints
which were mutually withdrawn,

The chances of serving time were about even for the 21 defendants in
prior relationship assault cases who were convicted: 9 got time and 12
walked. The 9 assailants who got time had inflicted injury and had used a
weapon; 7 of them had prior records, and the 2 with no prior record had in-
flicted very serious injuries. All but one of the 9 were sentenced to less than
a year.,

The importance of the injury to the sentence, in cases not dismissed, is
illustrated by the following case.

“At first, this case seemed very simple,” according to the Legal Aid attorney.
“The defendant had lived for ten years in the same building as the victim.
Conflict berween them had brought them to Housing Court several times be-
fore on cross-complaints. This time the assault arose when the defendant’s
daughter told her that the other woman had struck her. The defendant went
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to the laundromat where she worked, returned with a bucket of lve used
there to clean the machines, and threw it in the other woman’s face, She told
the police she had done it and they arrested her the next day, after the victim
went to the precinct station, for first degree assault, She pled guilty to third
degree assault, the misdemeanor—Dbut that was before anvoune had seen the
victint in court.”

The prosecutor in this case refused to be interviewed but the judge said,
“The ADA wanted to know the victin’s condition before reducing the charge
to the misdemeanor level, But when he called the hospital they just said
the victim was no longer there. So the aDA decided to accept the plea be-
cause there appeared to be nothing serious there, because the defendant
had turned herself in and because of her home sitnation and lack of prior
record.”

The Legal Aid attorney continued, “There was no pronise about the sein-
tence, but I thought at the time that she would walk— probation at the worst.
She was forty-three, living with her husband, and both of them were work-
ing. Six of their seven children lived with them and three of them were very
sick with sickle-cell anemia. None of them had a prior record—not her, her
husband or the kids. It is rare to find that in her neighborhood. The proba-
tion report reconumended a conditional discharge. But at the next hearing,
for sentence, the victiin showed up; she is maimed for life and it is possible
she'll lose sight in both eyes. The defendant might as well have shot her. No
onte could lock at her, and she was screaming for the defendant to be sent to
jail. The press had picked up on the case, and the judge indicated he would
give the maxinmum possible on her plea-—a year. She would have goiten zero
to five vears if she'd refused to plead and gone to trial where the jury could
see those injuries. But I persuaded the judge to have a presenience confer-
ence with reports and witnesses. Her children testified about being hit by the
other woman, and it was clear that the defendant had suffered yvears of perse-
cution at her hands. In the end, the judge sentenced the woman to six months
i jail.”

The interviews reveal the shock of the judge and Legal Aid attorney at the
nature and extent of the victind's injuries. Bur the arresting police officer was
suprised that the defendant gor any time at all: “This was a ‘lye case.” In the
South, where she comes from, this is very common. I saw her [the viciim]
and ir's awful, but these two had been feuding for a long time, the defendant
turned herself in even before we had the complaint, and she had no prior
record. I dide’t think they would give her jail.”

33



Assault, Rape, Murder and Attemipted Murder

When the injury is serious, the prosecutor will generally try to keep the case
alive, but often his efforts cannot overcome the problems posed by a witness
whose reluctance to testify is rooted in a previously amicable relationship
with the defendant. Thus, in onc stabbing case where the victim spent a
month in the hospitai with serious injurics, the Apa refused to let her with-
draw the complaint for felony assault. However, the judge dismissed the case
for lack of evidence at the preliminary hearing when she changed her story.
There were no other witnesses,

The victim’s refusal to cooperate appears to have been based in most cases
on a reconciliation with the defendant. but in several cases in which the de-
fendant filed a cross-complaint against the victim, the prosecutor’s difficui-
ties may have been caused more by the victim’s fear of self-incrimination.
Cross-complaints were filed in eight of the prior relationship assault cases; in
seven of these, the case was dismissed becaue of victim non-cooperation. One
cross-complaint case went to trial, despite the victin's reluctance to testify,
because it was the District Attorney’s policy in that borough not to dismiss
when the assault causes serious injury. In that case, the victim refused fo
testify when put on the stand at trial, invoking his privilege against self-
incrimination, and the defendant was acquitted.

Even if an ApA can compel a reluctant victim’s presence and testimony,
thereby avoiding dismissal of the case, the prior relationship may force him to
settle for a lighter disposition at sentence than, in his judgment, the injuries
warrant. One such case arose when a woman complained to the police that
a man she used to live with had gone mad with jealousy as she was trying to
break up with him. had come to her apartment, beaten her, forced her at gun-
point to return to his apartment and held her there against her will for 12
hours. The defendant was arrested on 15 charges including kidnapping, as-
sault, burglary and illegal possession of a gun.* He had been to court before
for assaulting her. When she failed to show up at court, the arresting officer
went looking for her. “I couldn’t find her,” he said. “They had a strange re-
lationship. T wish I'd never got invoived in it.”

“Bath the defendant and his girlfriend were a litlle crazy,” according to the
defense attorney. “She called this assault a “mistake’ and when the judge re-

* There were too few kidnapping cases in the sample to warrant a separate treatment
for them, and in this case the judge, Apa and defense attorney all agreed that, in the
circumstances, the charge represented an “over-indictment.” The gun possession charge
was dropped when 2 plea was taken. The abpa wasn't interested in pressing it “because
of a search problem.”
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fused to drop the charges she got herself a lawyer. She refused 1o testify at
any of the hearings. I didn't think he’d be convicted by a jury, bui there was
certainly a risk. In spite of the relationship, the charges were very serious.
Had he been convicted, he could have gotten up to 25 vears in prison.”

The defense attorney wanted the charges reduced to an A misdemeanor.
The Apa refused. “The girl was so reluctant to testify I had 1o have her ar-
rested and put in Civil Yail for five davs as a material witness before I could
get her to appear. She claimed she had been threatened. But I refused fo
go to an A misdemeanor because of the injuries. She had a fractured nose,
broken teeth. He would have been convicted of assault at trial. But, given
the way she had hehaved, there was a chance the jury would react: 'she got
what she deserved.” Without the relationship between them, the case would
have been very strong. The other charges wounld have stuck, too, and alto-
gether they could carrv up to 25 vears. But I setiled for an E felony [at-
tempted second degree assault] and a conditional discharge. Five vears pro-
bation would have been better, but he was on federal probation for a credit
card case and, this way, if he bothers her again within the vear, he can get
up to four years prisoun anyway.”

The defense attornev found it acceptable too: “The condition was that he
stay mway from the girl. When he left the court the judge called for her to be
brought in and explained 1o her to stay away from him. Still, they wor't stay
away front each other. Ir's a love-hate relationship.”

The Supreme Court judge thought that “because of the relationship and all
the circumstances, this case should have been taken care of downstairs [that
is, a misdemeanor plea should have been offered and accepted in the lower
court ]. She said on the record that she was against him going to jail—that she
just wanted to be left alone. In a case like this, it all depends on her testi-
mony. In a trial, he might have been acquiitted because of the relationship
and she being such a reluctant witness. The conditional discharge seemed the
most sensible thing to me. I've heard that he assaulied her again last week.
Now it's up to her—but I doubt she'll bring him in again. These prior rela-
tionship cases should really be going to Family Court.”

Most of the non-cooperating prior relationship assault victims seem simply
to have changed their minds after complaining to the police in the heat of the
moment. But in at least four cases, the victims refused to cooperate because
they felt that the criminal process was an inappropriate response, The follow-
ing are illustrative.
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® A 24-year-old man with a history of mental illness went berserk and stab-
bed his brother with a pocket knife. An ambulance was summoned. The dri-
ver called the police, who arrested the defendant for assauit and criminal pos-
session of a dangerous weapon. The assault charge was transferred to Family
Court and the weapens charge was dismissed in Criminal Court, when the
brother refused to testify. Neither the brother nor the mother had wanted
pelice involvement: they had called for the ambulance, not the police.

* A man tried to stab his former wife. The Legal Aid attorney explained the
dismissal this way: “The evidence was probably excellent in this case. Most
important, however. is that the guy is crazy. He’s receiving counselling at
Creedmore. She didn’t want him to go to jail; she said he was nice so long
as he didn’t drink.” The ADA was in agreement: “T interviewed her and she
stated that he was sick, had no place to live and came back to live with her.
She didn’t want him to go to jail. He had been taking some pills on the night
of the incident. I believe T suggested to her that the case be adjourned in
contemplation of dismissal, and she was in favor of it. T felt this disposition
would protect her.”

It might be expected that defendants in prior relationship assauit cases either
would have no prior criminal record or, if they had, would have records of
repeated assaults. But in fact, over half did have prior records, usually only
for non-assaultive offenses: among the 54% with prior records, three-fifths
had no previous assault arrests.* Only one defendant had a record of prior
assault against the same victim. Defendants in the stranger cases were not
very different in this respect: 48% had prior records, two-thirds of whom
had not previously been arrested for assault.

Stranger Assaults. The 21 cases of assault against strangers were dismissed
far less frequently (29% ) than were the prior relationship cases (52%),
and none were dismissed because of the victim’s non-cooperation. One of
the & stranger assault dismissals occurred when the defendant, who was al-
ready in prison when accused of assault on another inmate, was found to be
mentally incompetent to stand trial, Another case was dismissed because the
judge found the complaining witness’s story incredible.

According to the apa, “The complainant was an off-duty correcrions officer.
He claimed that the defendant tried to interfere when he was arguing about
his bill at a coffee shop, that he pulled his badge 1o identify himself and the
defendant knocked it to the floor and punched him, The corrections officer’s

* Many of these were arrest records only; the dispositions were unknown,
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gun fired twice in the ensuing struggle. When the police arrived, the correc-
tions officer signed the affidavit as the arresting officer. The defendant said
the corrections officer had been drinking in the coffee shop, had used abusive
language to the waitress and had hir him over the head with the g wien he
told the officer to pay and go. The defendant had two witnesses to back up
his version.”

The judge dismissed the charges at the preliminary hearing: “There was
no case against hum. I believed the defendant and his witnesses. I did not
believe a word the corrections officer said.”

The victim’s story in the third stranger assault dismissal did not satisfy an
apa who moved to dismiss the assault charges against the co-defendants, both
of whom were in our sample. He had been handed the case after a first trial
ended in mistrial for reasons unconnected with the merits. The apa who
handled it initially was unavailable for an interview.

According to the apa who moved to disiiss, “It involved a fight ar Kennedy
Airport. The complainant was a customs agent who drove up to a barrier
erected by the defendants, who were attendants at the parking lot, in the
course of their duties. The complainant wanted the barrier removed, they
refused. A brawl started, and both sides say the other started it. When the
customs agent got back to his car and tried to get away, the defendants
thought he was trying to run them down and surrounded the car with barri-
cades until the police came. The first apa who handled this case was told by
the police that the customs agent was afraid to press charges but did identify
the defendants at the scene of the crime. I found this a little unbelievable,
since the customs agent refused to sign the complaint originallv—it was not
signed until just before the mistrial. The whole case is strange. I don't think
we had a case against them. When I talked to the complaining witness he
admitted he mieht have thrown the first punch.”

This case and the one below also illustrate the way felony charges can arise
from misunderstandings that flare into fights.

Four police officers, two in plain clothes, came to the defendant’s parents’
home at night to arrest his brother on a complaint of sexual abuse. The de-
fendant’s family was Puerto Rican, and his mother and father did not under-
stand English, The police gathered around the defendant’s brother in the
driveway. His parents emerged from the house screaming. They said later
that they saw a munber of strangers taking hold of their son and thought he
was being attacked. The defendant came out when he heard his parents
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scream and jumped into what had become a yelling and shouting throng of
eight people. One police officer had his jacket ripped. Another spent several
weeks inn the hospital.,

The defendant in our samnple was charged along with his parents for as-
sault in the second degree. The Grand Jury reduced the charges to third
degree assaudts and the cases were then sent back to the arraignment part of
Criminal Court.

The apa said, "It must have been overcharged to begin with; more of a
family scuitffle than felony assault. The mother and father may have had a
problem in communications with the officers, most of whom were in plain
clothes, and became frustrated when they conldn’t understand what was hap-
pening.” The ADA acknowledged there was one problem in viewing the case
this way: the police said that the son—the defendant in our sample—was the
first to jump them. He was a pre-law student at Columbia and understood
English perfectly well. But the ADA was certain that “it was a bullshit case.
Your first thought when a Grand Jury reduces a felony charge supported by
the testimony of four police officers, and sends it back down here to Criminal
Court arraignment, is to dispose of it by plea. Most of the wind is blown out
of your sails.” The ApA was prepared o accept pleas from the three to dis-
orderly conduct {a violation) with the promise of conditional discharges.

The defense attorney was even more surprised by the Grand Tury’s action:
“Since it was returned from the Grand Jury despite the cops testifying, there
must have been just a load of lies in the complaint.” He wanted to go for
trial and was sure he could get acquittals for all three clients. He particularly
did not wanr the son to plead to anvything, as it could prevent him from prac-
ticing law. The defense attorney therefore insisted on an adjourmment in con-
templation of dismissal for hin.

The arresting officer said he was “very angrv” when the ADA, over the offi-
cer’s opposition, went to his superior for permission to consent to the ACD.
The officer felt it was hardly appropriate when one of the other officers had
been hospitalized. But the aDA took the view that, with eight people scuffling
in the dark, it would have been difficult to prove that the officer was injured
imtempionally or that it was the defendant who hurt him, He, too, was sure
they would all have been acquitted at a trial.

The case against the son was adjourned in contemplation of dismissal. The
parents pled guilty to the violation and walked.

In some stranger assauit cases, such as the following, the anger that erupts
into physical attack seems to have its origin in an existing conflict into which
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the stranger intrudes. Here, the victim finds himself on the recciving end of
anger directed at another person.

A woman called the police for assistance in removing her husband from her
apartment; she had obtained from the Family Court an “Order of Protec-
tion” against him and wanted it enforced. The officer who responded to the
call said, “When we arrived he erupted in obvious rage; he wasn’t about to
cooperate. We tried to explain that we had to arrest him, by order of the
Family Court, since he had violated its order. When I moved in to secure the
arrest he threw a punch that sent e veeling to the floor.” The defendant was
charged with second degree assault. There was no injury but it was techni-
cally a felony because he hit a peace officer in the course of performing his
duties. He pled guilty to harassment, a violation, and walked with a 325 fine.

It was the prosecutor who suggested the charge reduction and sentence.
“This is very much the tvpe of case we like to get rid of, because if's a family
affair. There is a tendency for the police to use the felony assault charge
because an officer was hit, but there wasi’t any injury. I would rather have
these charged as misdemeanor assault, if in fact there is any assault—other-
wise harassment.”

The judge thought it should have been charged as “resisting arrest,” but
“definitely not felony assault.” He treated it as a ‘resisting” case at sentence
and thought the fine appropriate and necessary, because this defendant’s
conduct showed an overall “disrespect for authority.” The police officer, who
appeared at first as the victim of a felonious assault, agreed: “It’s a suitable
plea and sentence.” Those interviewed thought the disposition would have
been the same if the defendant had gone 1o trial.

In another stranger assault case, it remains unclear whether the assault
charge was a deliberate overcharge to protect the arresting officer, who had
himself used more force than, according to his own account, should have
been necessary, or whether the assault was in fact committed as an almost
reflex response to a sudden intrusion.

Tswo Long Island Railroad policemen found the defendant sleeping on a park
bench near, but not on, railroad property. He was drunk and disoriented
when thev woke him up and started firing questions at him; one of the offi-
cers was hit—not very hard—in the eve. The defendant, who appeared 1o
have received a number of blows, said they began beating hin before he was
fully awake. He was charged with second degree assault, resisting arrest and
loitering.
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The Legal Aid attorney said, “The assault charge was added just to protect
the police. Normally a policeman will charge “resisting arrest.” I guess they
wanted a felony to protect themselves after using all that force.” The ADA
was more circumspect: “I don't think there was any attempt fo commit an as-
sault as the defendant had 10 be shaken by the police to arouse him. He hit
the afficer inadvertently. The officer told me he thought the defendant was
dead at first— he was shaking him pretty strongly. I suppose he felt attacked.
There swas nuch police pressure in this case—they were all heated up fora
felony.”

The case was disposed of by plea to harassment, a violation, and a $250
fine. The arresting officer, whose version doesi’t fit well with the ADA'S, Said,
“I was sort of glad the charges were reduced because the defendant was out
of work and really needed a job more than anvthing else.” The AbA said, “I
insisted on the violation to protect the officers if they did beat up the defend-
ant—we couldi’t support any other charge. And I think the defense theory
[that the officers had no jurisdiction off LIRR property] mav have had some
merit. But he would have got a conviction for harassment anyway [at trial T
The fine [the maximum for harassment ] will teach him to think twice about
getting drunk in public. He gets nasty.” The defense attorney accepted the
ADA’s offer because, “Turies dor’t call cops liars, and he would have been
found guilty of harassiment anyway, to give the cops something.”

Only 2 of the 21 stranger assaults went clearly beyond what might be
counted as normal—albeit unacceptable—human reactions to moments of
stress. Neither defendant walked. One had atlegediy tried to cut off the vie-
tim’s arm so he could no longer “use it,” claiming he heard voices telling him
to do so. Twice he had tried to commit suicide. He was sentenced to Green-
haven Prison for up to 6 years on its psychiatric ward. The other defendant
might more accurately have been charged with robbery than with assault.
The arresting officer reported that the defendant held a knife to the victim’s
throat while a co-defendant injured him. They were presumed to be looking
for money. The defendant received a one-year sentence after pleading guilty
to an A misdemeanor,® These two received the heaviest sentences handed
out to defendants convicted of assault on strangers.

In addition to these two cases, only two others in the stranger assault group
got any time at all. One defendant was an addict accused of a weaponless as-
sault on a pelice officer that grew out of a routine traffic stop in 1968. This

* This sentence was to be served concurrently with another one-year sentence for con-
viction on an intervening burglary charge,
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defendant had jumped bail, and when he was finally brought to the court in
1973 he asked his defense attorney to get him sent to NACC,

“We wanted to dispose of this case as fast as possible,” said the Legal Aid
fawyer, “as my client was an addict and wanted help. He had a wife and
child; he was 40 years old, and his habit was beginuing to rot his life.” The
ADA offered a plea to an A misdemeanor assaunlt. He had no problem with the
reduction of charge: “I'm sure it was more of a harassment. Police officers
always write up assands as felonies, but this one would never have gotten by
the Grand Jury.”

There is no very comfortable explanation for the last of the four stranger as-
sault cases that drew time. This defendant went to trial, and was acquitted of
the assault, but he was given a 15-day jail sentence on conviction of harass-
ment, a violation.

The defendant went to visit a prostitute. At some point the woman called for
the building’s security guards to remove him from her apartment, He claimed
he had already paid her and refused to leave. A struggle ensued when the two
security guards removed him forcibly to hold him for the regular police, who
were called to the scene. At one point he tried io flee and threw a brick in the
direction of the pursuing guards. He was arrested and charged with trespass,
harassment (for spitting af the guards and using abusive language) and as-
sault in the second degree {because the brick was deemed a dangerous in-
strunient).

The ADA said, “This was a very weak case. There was no injury; a brick
was thrown, but it landed on the grotnd first, and according to the guard's
testimony, only touched his toe, The other guard testified he was hit on the
head, but it was with his own nightstick when the defendant kicked it from
his hand in the struggle. The trespass charge was disinissed when the woman
failed to come to court, and the assault charge had alreadv been reduced to
[third degree | when I got the case in the jury part.”

The defendant insisted he had been struggling in self-defense and refused
to plead to anyihing more than harassment. The ADA said he would have liked
io take the plea te harassment, but policy prevented such a reduction of
charge once the case was in jury part. The judge was more explicit: “We usu-
ally avoid pleas [to reduced charges] in the jury part because then defense
attorneys would go judge-shopping. If they could get [such deals] they would
schedule cases for trial that they plan to dispose of by plea. The defendant in
this case had a prior record of burglaries, and, although it was a weak case,
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there was evidence of the charge. The People were right to have brought it
to trial.” In offering this assessment of the evidence. the judge conceded “a
fitle prejudice because the defendant was very uncooperative.”

The jury acquitted him of the assault, According to the apa. “the guards
told slightly confliciing stories. That, plus there were no injuries, made the
fury apprehensive about a guilty verdict, which could have sent him to jail
for a year.” Why, then, the sentence for the harassinent conviction? The
judge said, “Becanse of his prior arrests. He had a previous conviction of
burglary and I thought 15 davys in jail for a violation wasn't too long because
he had already served 8 days before bail was lowered. I thought by placing
Rion in jail it might tame im down.” The defense attorney said, “The defend-
ant was very stubborn on trial. Apparently his conduct incensed the judge.”
The apa agreed with the defense attornev on the reason for this sentence:
“The judge didw’t like him.”

Rape

Sexual assaults—particularly forcibie rape——stir decper fears than the alter-
cations labeled at arrest as felony assault, and the penalty structure for sex
crimes reaches higher. First degree rape. a B felony punishable by up to 25
years in prison, is defined as sexual intercourse with a female who is either
taken by “forcibic compulsion™ or is presumed incapable of consent because
she is physically helpless (for example, unconscious) or because she is Iess
than 11 years old.*

Eleven of the tweive rape cases in the deep sample were commenced by
arrest for rape in the first degree. The twelfth involved third degree rape,
which is an E felony. punishable by up to four years in prison.

Prior relationships existed in 10 of the 12 rape cases and appear to have
been the most important factor in the dispositions. The duration of these
prior relationships ranged from a few hours to many years in a former mar-
riage. The disposition in the latter case, a dismissal, followed upon the
remarriage of defendant and complainant-—perhaps the ultimate in recon-
ciliation and victim non-cooperation with prosecution. Of the 10 pror rela-

* *Forcible compulsion” is either physical force that overcomes “earnest resistunce”
or a threat of immediate death. serious physical injury, or Kidnapping. A male commits
second degree rape when, being 18 years old, he engages in sexual intercourse with a
female less thun 14 years old. A male commits third degree rape by sexual intercourse
with a female who is incapable of consent for some reason other than her youth or
physical helplessness, or if he is over 21 years of age and the female is under 17,
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tionship rape cases, 6 were disposed of by dismissal and 2 by guilty picas—-
one resulting in a walk and the other in misdemecanor time (which was really
a sentence to time served ).

The other two prior relationship cases went to trial and ended with heavy
felony sentences: 25 years for a man with a record of previous rapes who
raped an 8-year-old neighbor. and a term of 2-to-6 years for a woman who
befriended two girls whom she then lured to her boyfriend’s apartment for
an elaborately cruel program of sexual humiliation culminating in the rape
of both girls.

The two stranger cases also went to trial. One ended in acquittal and the
other, upon conviction of 12 counts of rape and other felonies, in a 30-year
sentence.

The three felony time dispositions arc explained by the quite horrible and
unique facts of the cases, which will be described below. The remaining dis-
positions appear from the interviews to be explained by three factors: prior
relationships, prior records of sex offenses (or lack thereof) and evidentiary
probiems.

Evidentiary obstacles to conviction in sex felonies need some explaining.
Suspicion that vindictive or unbalanced female complainants, or children,
might fabricate rape allegations against men has long been a powerful in-
fluence in this area of the law. In 1971, when the wide sample arrests were
made, the New York Penal Law provided that “A person shall not be con-
victed of any offense defined in this article (sex offenses). or of an attempt
to commit the same. solely on the uncorroborated testimony of the alleged
victim” {§ 130.15). Prosecutions in 1973, the vear in which deep sample
cases reached disposition. were controlled by a mid-1972 amendment that
spelled out what sort of corroboration would be required for conviction. The
prosecution needed evidence, other than the alleged victim’s testimony,
“tending to:

(a} establish that an attempt was made to engage the alleged victim in sex-
val intercourse, deviate sexual intercourse, or sexual contact, as the case may
be, at the time of the alleged occurrence; and

(b} establish lack of consent of the alleged victim, where such is an ele-
ment of the offense” (§ 130.15(1)).

Typically, therefore, a deep sample prosecution casc for rape required some-
thing such as a hospital report of bruises (indicating force) and of the pres-
ence of sperm (indicating sexual intercourse). Lack of consent might be
supported by evidence of witnesses who heard screaming. When the charge
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was based on the victim’s legal incapacity to consent because of her youth,
the prosecution case had to meet the requirement of § 130.15(2), which
provided: “then, in addition to the requirements of [§ 130.15(1)], the cor-
roborative evidence shall not be sufficient to sustain a conviction unless it
tends to connect the defendant with the commission of the offense or at-
tempted offense.” In other words, when medical evidence clearly establishes
a six-year-old girl's claim that she has been raped, some evidence other than
her own statement must be found to support her identification of the defend-
ant as her assailant.

It has been argued that evidentiary hurdles such as these made the law
virtually unenforceable against predatory rapists who take care to avoid wit-
nesses, and that this discouraged women from taking complaints of rape to
the police or pursuing them in the courts. The law in this area has recently
undergone substantial revision in New York, as in other jurisdictions. Sec-
tion 130,15 was repealed in 1974, leaving a requirement of corroborative
evidence, for non-consensual sex crimes, only in cases where “lack of con-
sent results solely from incapacity to consent because of the alleged victim's
age, mental defect or mental incapacity” (§ 130.16),

It is not possible to project, from the deep sample data, what cffect this
repeal of the corroboration requirement might have on the volume and types
of rape charges disposed of in the criminal process. It might be expected that
a post-1974 sampling would reveal quite a different pattern of fact, process-
ing and disposition. However, the disposition-shaping factors identified in
the deep sample cases summarized below are likely to remain important to
the extent that similar cases are still found in the process.

Two of the prior relationship rapes involved prostitutes as complainants.
Each was disposed of by dismissal when the complaining witness failed to
cooperate with the prosecution. The interviews in both cases suggest that
prostitutes’ claims of rape are not treated seriously. According to one police
officer, there is a high volume of such complaints resulting from the lack of
iegality in the business of selling sex. “Often when they cry ‘rape,’ " he said,
“they are making the police force a collection agency for contractual agree-
ments that are unenforceable in the courts.”

“Usually a prostitute cries rape when she hasn’t been paid,” echoed the Apa
who made the motion to dismiss in one of these cases, after the complainant
failed to come to court or to respond to subpoenas for hearings, “Even if she
did come to court, a jury would never believe her. This one didn’t come in
because she realized she would be destroyed on the stand.” The arresting
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officer, a Port Authority Police Officer, was not happy abour it. “This woman
really had no chance once the case got to court,” he said. “'It was ebvious the
district attorney thought the case was worthless as soon as he discovered she
was a prostitute.”

The officer had found her cowering, naked, in a Kennedy Airport parking
Iot. “She was very upset, claiming she had been raped by a guy still sitting in
a car nearby. She claimed he kept her in the car at gunpeint while driving 1o
the lot-—deserted ar that time—and sexually assaulted her. He was groggy—
practically asleep—when I went up to the car, He said she was a prostitute,
they had driven there together, and he had fallen asleep after having sex—
and before paying her. He figured she was angry that he refused to pay her
inunediately and drive her back so she could pick up another iman. I couldn’t
tell who was telling the truth—it was a strange incident, She claimed she had
been threatened with a gun, but we searched the car and didn’t find it—a
point against her story. But we couldn’t figure out why she wordd be running
around the parking lot with no clothes on, and why she was so very upset
and nervous when we found her, if this was simply a case of a prostitute not
getting payment.”

The second rape charge based on a prostitute’s complaint fared no better,
despite the defendant in this case having a serious prior record of rapes and
assaulis. Again, only the arresting officer treated the matter seriously. The
woman’s story was that, although she had initially been approached for pros-
titution, the defendant forced her to accompany him to his apartment where
he demanded a series of sexual services. In addition to threatening her with
a knife, she said, he would command his dog to attack her whenever she re-
fused, and she would then comply to aveid injury. The skepticism of the po-
lice officer to whom she told this story—a member of the Sex Crime Unit—
was tempered by the evidence of bruises and by subsequent events, The
officer went looking for the defendant when the woman reported a second
incident in which the same man, encountering her in a restaurant, threatened
her life because she had gone to the police about the incident in his apart-
ment. “She was no angel,” said the officer, “but he was violent and dangerous
—near hysteria at times. She had a right to be protected and to see the case
properly disposed of.” He made the arrest for rape, although he recognized
that the casc was weak: there was no solid corroborating evidence, and the
victim’s own testimony could easily be discounted by cross-examination
about her profession. He then discovered that the defendant had prior con-
victions for rapes and assaults. He was upset that the defendant had been re-
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leased on his own recognizance at arraignment rather than held in custody
wherce he could not threaten the woman. When she subsequently failed to ap-
pear at court, the Apa, defense lawyer and judge were untroubled by the dis-
missal for lack of prosecution. The police officer was angry, however.

“The guy had a ‘'mad rapist'’ psvchology,” he said. “He wanted resistance,
was sadistic, enfoved using force. Sure, the case was weak—no jury would
believe her rape claims because of her commercialization of sex as a prod-
ucty juries sympathize with the man, especially in these circumstances. But
the evidence for some form of assault, if not rape, was substantial—the
bruises, etcetera. If she'd cooperated, there could have been a conviction on
this, And a guy like this should be isolated, in psychiatric care, He'll prob-
ably kill a girl soime day.”

At the other end of the spectrum of dismissed prior relationship cases is a
woman’s compiaint of rape against her former husband. They had four chil-
dren and, although divorced, he had visitation rights and a key to her apart-
ment, where he slept with her from time to time.

“They must have had an argument in bed,” according to the Aba, “and she
called the police to have him arrested.” After he had been indicted for rape,
“they came 1o the arraignment part and told the judge they were going to re-
marry; she wanted to drop i. This case belonged in Familv Court—not Si-
preme Court,” “I didn’t believe it” said the judge, “and I adiowrned the case,
keeping it in arraignment part until I received the marriage certificate.” The
document arrived, and the case was dismissed.

In four cases, the prior relationship was casual, having neither the general
complexity of marriage nor the specificity of prostitution. Three were dis-
missed when the complaining witnesses failed to show at court, In one of
these, the arrest was for third degree rape. A police officer saw some people
looking up an aliey and found a couple engaged in sexual intercourse when
he went to investigate. The woman, in his judgment, was incompetent to con-
sent to intercourse, She could not spell her name or remember her address
and seemed wholly disoriented. There is a suggestion in the interviews that
she had, in fact, escaped from a mental institution. There is also a suggestion
that the police officer did not like the defendant.

“The defendant had an affirmative defense,” said the Legal 4id lawyer, “be-
cause he had met her earlier that dav, she led him on, and he didn't think she
was incompetent—he didm’t ask her to spell her name or give him her ad-
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dress.” The defendant was unable to make bail while the woman was under
observation in a mental facility. The report said she was competent and she
had been released. She did not appear at court for the next hearing, and the
rape charge was dismissed, The judge refused the ADA’s motion to reduce the
charge to public lewdness: “He'd already been two weeks in jail. He should
have been discharged sooner.”

The second of these dismissals was caused by victim non-cooperation that
was attributed in interviews to a prior reiationship of an unspecified nature.
In the third, the complainant had gone voluntarily to a motel with the de-
fendant and had consensual sexaal intercourse. According to the arresting
officer, she claimed the defendant “went psycho” when she said she wanted
to leave. slapped her around, locked her up and raped her repeatedly.

“She came to the station missing her shoes, pockethook and sweater, and
she had swollen arms and a swollen face,” said the officer. “And we caught
him leaving the motel with her siufl.” He was arrested for rape, assault and
erand larceny (the pocketbook). The ADA later moved to dismiss at er re-
quest: “She changed her mind when the defendant convinced her he hadn’t
robbed her—she thought he'd taken her pocketbook when she went off to
sleep. A claim of rape after consensual intercourse would not be very good
anyway.”

In the fourth casual prior relationship case, the defendant, who had no rec-
ord. pled guilty to an E felony. The interviews suggest that this case, like the
others involving casual relationships, should have been dismissed or the de-
fendant acquitted. Court congestion seems to have played a major part in
shaping the disposition,

“This was a terribly weak case,” said the ADA. “We had a 17-vear-old boy
who allegedly raped two girls, 16 and 17 vears old. They had gone to his
apartment voluntarily and neither showed any signs of injury that would
indicate force. There was no coniplaint until the father of one girl broke into
the apariment and found them. One of the girls had already left. I believe the
second girl made up the story of rape because of fear of her father, and that
the first girl went along with it 1o cover her friend. I really dow't know how
this case got beyond the Grand Jury—they all knew one another and it began
voluntarily.” There was ne strong correboration. The girls claimed to have
been raped in different rooms.

The ADA admitted that the 20 minutes he spent on the case was a “dis-
gracefully short period of time™ and said he offered the E felony plea and a

47



Assault, Rape, Murder and Attempted Murder

10-month sentence “because of the suspicious nature of the charge. The de-
fendant had been in for a while and now he would get out quickly; and we
got a felony plea.” The Legal Aid lawyer said, “This is one of those cases
which is not given enough attention. The defendant was in jail for 5 months.
He would have had to wait 6 more months if he wanied trial.”

One other prior relationship rape was disposed of by a guilty plea to a re-
duced charge. The defendant, who had a prior record but not for sex of-
fenses, was accused of rape by the 14-year-old daughter of his common-law
wife. The girl's father, separated from her mother, pressed the case: “I be-
lieve my daughter’s story. I know it really happened.” The mother disagreed.

“This was really a Family Cowrt squabble,” according to the Supreme Court
judge. “There was a divorce action going on at the time and the girl didn't
know how to react, so she made up the story about the rape.” The judge did
not dismiss the case, however, and the defendant walked on a one-vear con-
ditional discharge after pleading guilty 1o an A misdemeanor, endangering
the welfare of a child. “There was always the possibility that he did these
acts,” said the judge, “and the best thing to do was to condition the discharge
on his keeping his hands off the girl.” The ADA was not ready to dismiss
either, although he too said, “There was nothing that pointed to rape. There
was no medical corroboration. But our secret weapon was the defendant. If
he went on the stand I would just cremate himn. He had a history of this kind
of thing.” The defense lawyer agreed: “There was nothing to this case—it
was a real stinkeroo. You need corroboration, and the medical report we re-
ceived showed nothing. He had a bad record though, and I was fearful of
going to irial. It was the mother telling the judge that the girl fabricated the
story that knocked the charge down and got him the conditional discharge.”

Four of the twelve rape cases went to trial, including the only two that were
clearly stranger rapes. In one of these stranger cases the defendant was ac-
quitted against all odds. The disposition offers some support for fears of AbAs
about taking even a strong prosecution case to trial rather than negotiating a
piea to lesser charge. The first degree rape charge had been dropped at the
Grand Jury stage in this case, for lack of corroboration, and the victim’s tes-
timony at trial was not that the defendant had raped her but that he had
grabbed her and tried. The apa still had a good case on first degree sexual
abuse and assault, however, He offered a plea to an A misdemeanor, only
because the fifteen-year-old complainant had returned home to Georgia, and
he envisioned difficulties in getting her back to New York for trial, The de-
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fendant refused the bargain, and the complainant did come back to be, by all
accounts, an unusually credible and cooperative witness. The defendant, in-
sisting on his complete innocence in the face of a powerful prosecution case,
defied the advice of the judge and his own lawyer, first by going to trial and
then by taking the stand himself, despite a prior prison record for rape.

“I didi’t know what to do,” said the defense attorney. “My client had a long
record, his storv was unconvincing, he was crazy. He would jump up and
down in the court velling that everyone was lying [he had to be handcuffed to
the rail in the courtroom]. But he was my client and insisted on his inno-
cence, so we went to trial—handeufis and all.” The judge said, “The key to
this trial was when the defendant was on the stand in his own defense. He
was asked about his prior record. He stands up and says, ‘T pleaded guilty in
the pasi—five times-—because I committed those crimes. This time [ didn’t
do anything and I didn’t plead because I'nt not guilty.” The courtroom was
stunned, The jury was impressed.” The Legal Aid lawyer said, “He was just
lucky. I would still argue with him to accept the A misdemeanor plea.”

A second rape case that went to trial involved a prior relationship, albeit a
brief one. The defendant, who got felony time, was a woman (eighteen years
old)} charged with two first degree rapes,

“The two girls came to New York to sightsee—not for sex and gamnes,” said
the ADA. “One was a farm girl and the other was due to marry a maring in a
month’s time. This defendant struck up a friendship with them by the foun-
tain in Washington Square Park. They all spent the afternoon together and
she invited them back to her apartment, She said it was because the girls
asked her to get them some drugs. At her apartment, she tntroduced them
to her boyfriend—the co-defendant in this case. He was definitely an evil
man. I am amazed at the horror and humiliation of it. They gave the girls
some grass, then demanded money. He broke one girl’s nose when she re-
fused. He forced them to strip. He forced them to do a series of intercourse,
then he made them take 1sp. The woman [defendant] was just standing
around at this point, but she was the one who forced them to take the 15D,
and then she played cruel jokes on them. One of the girls faked it, didn’t
swallow it, and when they went to sleep she got away and brought the cops.
The woman had been the passive one of the co-defendants, and at first it
seemed she had just gone along for the ride. She was personable, well-spoken
and had no record. We didnw't want to take a chance on her at trial; we
wanted to make sure we got the guy. Her boyfriend had a record, engaged in
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the rape and did all the ordering around. Initially I offered her a plea as a
tnatter of mercy and expected she'd get probation or ‘time served.’ She sur-
prised me. She turned it down and at no point, even at the trial, did she try
to separate from him. She decided to link herself with him and she went
down with him.”

The ADA said it was not until the trial that he fully realized the “woman’s
cruelty and her key role in provoking the whole episode.” The Judge said,
after the trial, “At first I had no intention of putting her in jail. She was
eighteen, from a southern town, and I thought she may have done it to please
the co-defendant—to keep him. He was a very vicious guy and I felt she was
a victim, too. But she had a central role in the crime. She was the imagina-
tive architect, Still, it was a complete mystery why she didw't throw it all off
on him.”

According to the aDA, her defense attorney (who was not available for
interview) seemed to think the story of the two girls was incredible and would
not be believed by the jurv. He was wrong. His client was convicted on both
cowunts of first degree rape. The apa asked for a fifteen-vear sentence with a
five-year minimum. “I thought that was ridiculous,” said the judge. The ADA
explained: “I felt she deserved time, and for practical matters I had an idea
that the judge would set the maximum somewhere between five and nine
years, and I knew he woudd set a bottom. But I felt they were going to appeal
and I know it works better if the ADA recommends time. So T went high in
my reconuymendation.” She got a sentence to prison time with a two-year
mininum and a six-vear maximum. “I felt she ought to do two years,” said
the judge, “but the sentencing structure is so stupidly inflexible that I had
to give the six-year maximum as well, She should now be eligible for parole
after rtwo,”*

The third case to go to trial involved a defendant with a prior conviction for
a sex felony and a complainant who was his 8-year-old neighbor. Neither the
victim’s mother nor the ApA were inclined to treat it lightly, and the defend-
ant received the full 25-year sentence.

According to the ADA, the case was aided by the fact that the litlle girl was
“extremely capable on the stand.” Initially worried about her testimony and
unaware of the defendant’s 1944 prison sentence for a sex felony, the ADA

* The male co-defendant was also convicted on botk counts and, although we do not
know from our data what sentence he received, the judge did say he wished he could
have imposed a ten-year minimum. (The Penal Law puts a limit of eight-and-a-half
years on B felony minimums.)
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had offered a plea to an E felony with a 4-year sentence. The defendant re-
fused the offer, against his lawyer's advice. “When he was finally ready to
plead,” said the apa, “I had already prepared the case. I knew he had the
record, I had the medical corroboration, and it wasn’t worth my while. He
said he'd take 15 years, but it was just too late in my book. So he got the
conviction and 25 years.” The defense attorney said, “There was no defense.
The evidence was strong, the complaining witness was cooperative and the
defendant was a liability on the stand. It was a heinous crine.”

Finally, the fourth jury trial (and second stranger case) ended in a convic-
tion on 12 counts of rape, sodomy and burglary for four separate incidents in
1971. The defendant was a rapist for whom the law was clearly written. His
conviction and 30-year prison sentence offer some indication of how the sys-
tem can respond to a solid arrest of an unambiguously predatory felon of this
type. Most of the story belongs to the police officer.

“We had a homicide in the Bronx. A nude young woman with semen stains
on her body was strangled in her apartment. Two days earlier a woman down
the street had been raped and robbed. I decided to analyze the sexual attacks
in the area over the past vear. There was an assailant committing gunpoint
rapes with a silver pistol. He robbed and sodomized them. Some of what he
did is too disgusting to talk about. I talked to all the victims and put out a
description of the man. I requested other officers to bring to my attention
anyone arrested in the area whose yellow sheet indicated a history of sex
offenses. This defendant had been arrested for a break-in and his record
brought him to my attention. I included a picture of him in a series of pic-
tures, showed them to a number of the victims, and six or seven identified
him as the attacker. We arrested him and had a formal line-up. Six women
made one hundred percent positive identifications. He was indicted for sex
attacks on these wonen.”

The apa had some problems getting the victims to appear at hearings.
“They kept saying, ‘Why me, why not someone else,”” according to the po-
lice officer. But the ApA would take nothing lower than the top count and 25
years. “This was a situation of multiple rapes and I was very confident for a
trial.” There was no problem about corroboration. He had raped, sodomized
and robbed two women in the same apartment who could, and did, fully cor-
roborate each other's accounts.

The defense attorney, who had explored the possibility of “taint” in the
identifications and decided they were solid, said "I might have uccepted the
offer, but the defendant adamanily refused. I did not push him to plead be-
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cause he had little to lose. An extra 5 vears in jail.” He was convicted. The
judge said, “T had some leeway here with the maximum sentence at 30 years.
I felt that the full term was justified,” He imposed six 25-vear sentences,
running concurrently with four lesser sentences, and a S-year sentence to
run consecutively. He also imposed a 10-year minimum period of imprison-
ment. The arresting officer said, “He should get 90 years. This guy was a
sickie, a murderer. Pm still trying to link him with the murder.”*

Murder and Attempted Murder

Homicide-taking a human life—is murder when the killing is intentional,
when it is the result of reckless conduct which created a grave risk of death
or when it occurs in the course of committing certain other felonies. Murder
is an A felony and conviction may be followed by sentence to life imprison-
ment. If a homicide is committed under the influence of extreme emotional
disturbance or when the assailant only intends injury, the crime is man-
slaughter (a B felony punishable by up to 25 years in prison).} If a murder
victim does not die, despite his assailant’s intent to kill, the crime is at-
tempted murder (also a B felony).

Only seven deep sample cases were commenced by arrest on homicide
charges (six murders and a manslaughter),1 and there were only nine at-
tempted homicides. The numbers are small, but the cases do indicate that
convictions and felony time are the norms when the charge is murder, and
that homicide charges are not dismissed except when the prosecutor makes
a considered determination that dismissal is in the interests of justice. On the
other hand, the attempted murder cases seem hardly distinguishable, on their
facts or their dispositions, from the assault cases discussed in the first section
of this chapter.

* The maximum sentence on each first degree rape was 25 years: but such sentences
cannot be strung together to make a sentence of 90 years (as the police officer wanted)
or 150 years (6x25). Section 7.30(1){c) of the Penal Law provides that the aggregate
maximum term, when consecutive sentences are imposed, may not exceed 30 years,
where the top charge is a B felony (as it was in this case).

T The B felony is manslaughter in the first degree. When the homicide is the result of
recklessness (short of the kind of recklessness that will draw a murder charge), it is
manslaughter in the second degree, a C felony punishable by up to 15 years in prison.

t One of the seven technically might have been classified with the assaults: the injtial
arrest charge was assault, sintce the victim had not yet died. This is one of the rare cases
in which the arrest charge was raised as a case moved through the system.
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Two of the murder charges were dismissed and one was abated by the death
of the defendant from an overdose of heroin. One of the dismissals resulted
from receipt of a coroner’s report stating that the victim (a derelict drunk)
had died of tuberculosis and not from injury sustained in his fight with the
defendant (another derelict drunk}. The reason given for the other dismis-
sal, which might be challenged by some, was related to the prosecution’s
need for help in securing other, higher priority convictions.

The body of a man was found in a tenement. He had been shot, and blood
led 1o the defendant’s apartmment. The defendant, a mother of two with no
prior record, admitted o the police that she and several other people had
conspired to rob the victim, who was known by one of the others to carry
large sums of money. He had been invited into her apartment and robbed.
The conspirators had been unable to subdue him, however, and one of them
finally shot him. Although charged with murder, she furnished the police
with the names and addresses of the others, including the triggerman, and
testified before the Grand Jury. In exchange for her testimony, she was
granted immunity from prosecution, and the murder charge against her was
dismissed. Two of these others were guickly found, arrested and prosecuted
for the murder.

The detective in charge of the investigation felt she had been let off too
lightly. “It was a cold-blooded murder,” he said, “and there was absolutely
no defense. Maybe she should have been allowed to take a lesser plea, but
she definitely should not have been given total immunity. The DA’s office
works against us—she said she would testify at the trial so she walked free.
Now we can’t find her or the other man—he still has the gun and the money.
She’'ll help him get away.”

The four remaining homicide arrests were disposed of by pleas to man-
slaughter and felony time sentences, although the most notorious case in the
sample had been to trial several times before the plea was entered. This was
one of the few cases in which the interviews were contradictory throughout.

The defendant was one of a group of young men charged with the murder of
a woman storeowner and the attempted murder of her male partner. The de-
fendants were black, the victims were white. The prosecution viewed it as a
racially-motivated crime, committed in the course of a robbery, in which
both the robbery and the murder had been planned in advance. The defense
viewed it as a racially-motivated prosecution.
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The defendant in our sample was convicted, with others, at a jury trial in
1965 and sentenced to life imprisonment. The conviction was reversed on
appeal and the case was tried twice more. Both retrigls ended with hung
juries. The cases were bitterly fought and heavily publicized,

According to one of the defense attorneys, “The DA’s office announced
plans for a fourth trial. The DA's a vicious beast. These guys had been in the
Tombs for eight years. Prosecuting them had become an institution for the
office and a vendetta for the ADA. The defendants didn’t want to go through
another trial and were willing to take a plea if they could get time served.
Another trial would have meant another hung jury; one of the state's key
withesses has recanted his testimony over and over since the last trial. We
asked for an ‘Alford Plea'® and they refused. But, in a way, that is what it
was. They pled guilty and then we announced to the press that they weren’t
really guilty. They had 1o say what the svstem required so they could get out.
It's as simple as that.”

According to the ADA, who had prepared carefully for the interview, “My
reasons for taking the plea at this time were as follows: First, two previous
trials had ended in hung juries. Second, the defendants had already been
incarcerated for eight years. Third, none of the defendants we were deal-
ing with at this time was the actual killer. Fourth, we learned that the de-
fendants had been rehabilitated; three had jobs and one was continuing his
schooling—so, if jail was going to rehabilitate them, that job had already
been done. And they had been out on bail in the time since their last hung
jury and had not committed any other crimes. Fifth, the recantation by our
star witness, though he had repudiated the recantation, would have caused
us some problems with the jurv. And every time you try a case it gets harder;
each time a witness is cross-examined we run into more difficulty. Sixth, we
would have had problems getting a unanimous verdict, I felt that the defense
had successfully brainwashed jurors by violating the canons of ethics. The
public had also got a distorted view of the case through the press—you can’t
cross-examine publicity. Seventh, we would have had to bring the witnesses
back to court to relive the experience again—that would have been particu-

* Under the doctrine of North Carolina v. Alford, 400 1.8, 25 {1970}, a court may
permit the entry of a guilty plea by a defendant who maintains his innocence, if the
defendant believes that the government's evidence is so strong it would be in his inter-
ests to limit his liability by pleading to the reduced charge rather than risk geing to
trial on the higher charge. it is in the ADA’s discretion whether to offer an Alford plea,
and in the judge's discretion whether to accept it. Many apas and judges are relectant
to accept Afford pleas.
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larly hard on the male victim. Finally, months of court time would have been
lost in what was sure to be a very long trial. Our office required a guilty plea
because we knew that they were in fact guilty and we had to be sure they were
willing to adniit their guilt. It was hnportant for us that their guilt be known,
Unfortunately, we did not know that they would recant immediately after-
wards on television.”

The second manslaughter plea was more straightforward. The defendant
had been arrested in 1958 for second degree assault. The victim died and the
charge was raised to first degree manslaughter, but the defendant was found
unfit to stand trial at that time. When he was returned to court as fit to stand
trial, in 1973, he was permitted to plead to second degree manslaughter—the
C felony carrying a fifteen-year maximum sentence. As he had been locked
away for fifteen years already, his sentence was to time served.

The third manslaughter plea disposed of a first degree murder case against
a defendant who had previousty been arrested for homicide and convicted
on other serious charges. The apba explained the charge reduction and the
seven-year prison sentence this way:

“The defendant was drinking in the bar and a heated argument erupted. He
claimed the bartender hadn’t paid up on a debt. The defendant started to
storm out, and the victim made some gratuitous remark. The defendant
pulled our a gun and shot him. There was a lot of confusion after that, We
had only one witness who could make the identification. It was enough, but
it weakened the case. The bar was dark, and the witness made the 1o when
he was shown just one picture—of the defendant. To do it right there should
have been a line-up, or he should have brought 153 pictures for the witness
ta choose from. There was the shaky 1 and a plausible self-defense argu-
ment—a jury might have believed the victim had pulled a weapon. I had no
question about this defendant’s guilt, but there were these evidentiary weak-
nesses. I figured there was a 60—40 chance of winning a conviction at trial.
And also, juries will not convict on first degree murder unless it's a gang-
land premeditated nmrder—they hand dowu first degree manslaughter con-
victions instead, particularly where the crime is commitied in the heat of
passion. So, already, vou're down to manslaughter one. The question of time
[sentence] is important here. Because this guy had a bad record—a honi-
cide arrest, and prison on aggravated assault and weapons charges—I was
set on a 10~ to 15-year sentence. That would be covered by a second degree
manslaughter plea. And he was 47, the older a man gets, the less necessary
it becomes to sentence him to a long prison term. In the end, the judge
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pushed me down from 10 to 7 years. I wouldn’t have compromised those 3
years except I was about to leave the job. The case would have been even
weaker if it got transferred to a new ADa.”

The judge, who seemed unaware of the ADA’s evidentiary diffictities and
his feeling of being “pushed down” to 7 years, explained his view on the
sentencing as follows: “There were factors going both ways. He was arrested
in the hospital under treatwment for a diabetic stroke. I was sentencing a sick
man to prison. Again, as mitigating poinis, the homicide was spontaneous,
and he was supporting a wife and young daughter. On the other hand, I
thought he should get at least 7 years because of his prior convictions. Be-
sides, as a practical matter, if d insisted on 15 years the man wouldn’t have
pled. That would have contributed to the backlog.”

The last case, also commenced by arrest for first degree murder and dis-
posed of by manslaughter plea, was not plagued by evidentiary problems.
The defendant was a 16-year-old drug addict who was sentenced to seven
years in prison for shooting an acquaintance during an argument over some
money.

The police officer said, “I know everybody says ‘I carry a gun for protec-
tion," but I think any kid who carries a gun is out for trouble, He got 7 years?
I think he got off lucky. The victim was with a large group—imaybe this kid
felt threatened, but everybody else was just using fists. He shouldn’t have
had the gun.” The judge said, ©* I gave a sentence promise of a maximum of
10 years. This was not a murder for profit, it was not planned, and this de-
fendant is not going to get anything from prison. But he had a potential for
repeating the crime, and I must act for the community, Letting hint walk
away from a murder would not help.”

At sentencing, the judge said, “Frankly, it's one of these cases where |
don’t feel that I have the sufficient wisdom to impose sentence. Truly, who
does?” A probation report recommended a 7-vear prison term and that is
what the judge gave him. The transcript shows that the judge then said: 1
have children your age which I suppose makes it more difficult to impose a
lengthy prison term. . . . The main problem vou will have is not being in,
but being out, once you're out. I've sentenced young men to prison who
come out and make almost incredible efforts at rehabilitation—others just
hit the place and fall apart, in again and out again until they finally have
enough felonies to make it a life sentence. Under the law vou only need three
for a life sentence. So I'm asking you to try to do something for yourself, You
can come to me for help when you get out, but you have to try,”
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To our interviewer the judge said, “I love my work but at the same time
it makes me sick, 'm going 1o get out.”

Attempied Murder

Two of the nine cases commenced by arrest for attempted murder were dis-
missed. Three went to trial, where one ended in an acquittal. Four were dis-
posed of by plea—three misdemeanor pleas and a D felony plea. Five of
the six sentences were walks, only one was felony time. Six of the nine had
no prior record of arrest or conviction.

Although the dismissal rate for this small number of attempted murder
cases was not as high as the dismissal rate for the assault cases, the sentences
were no heavier. All who pled guilty walked.

The only defendant who got time got felony time (5 to 16 years) was con-
victed by a jury of first degree robbery and first degree assault. A police
officer had been shot and injured in a shoot-cut following the robbery, but
the attempted murder charge against this defendant was dismissed by the
judge before the trial.

“This defendant,” said the Apa, “was a member of a group supporting them-
selves by robbing people who were already breaking the law, They thought
this store was a front for a narcotics dealer. When the police responded to
an anonymous call, there was a shoot-out. One of the defendants was killed.
We had a strong case but not exactly open and shut, as several of the victims
could not identify him. But the gitempted murder count was dismissed, be-
cause all the evidence pointed to the fact that the co-defendant who was
killed did the shooting. The issue became whether we could prove the two
had agreed to the shoot-out. The judge ruled that, as this defendant was up-
stairs [ with the robbery victims ], he could not have acted in concert. I really
don’t think it mattered too much because convicting him on the first de-
gree robbery count drew the same sentence as a finding of guilty on all the
counts.”*

An attempted murder charge was also dismissed in the other case ending
in conviction at jury trial. But in that case the dismissal occurred much
earlier in the process—-in the Complaint Room, before the case ever got
before a judge.

The complaining witness was a former lover of the defendant. She claimed
that she had gone to visit him, that he had become angry when she refused

* First degree robbery, like attempted homicide, is z B felony.

37



Assanlt, Rape, Murder and Attemipted Murder

The police officer thought it might have been an overcharge. He said:
“Most times if there is a problem [on charging] we will get ant ADA fo come
to the station. An ADA came down in this case and advised charging all three
with attempted nmurder, as the gun may have changed hands after the shot
was fired.”" The apa who handled the cases in conrt was critical of the charg-
ing decision. “At least,” he said, “these two cases shouldi’'t have got past the
Complaint Room because the police officers were in there and said only the
other man had the gun.” When that 1estimony was repeated at the prelimin-
ary hearing the cases were dismissed. {The man who had actually fired the
eun pled guilty to reckless endangerment.)

In the last two attempted homicide cases that did nof involve the discharging
of guns, the defendants were alleged to have attacked with knives. Neither
case involved injury to the victim or an evident intent to kill. One was a
domestic squabble which was disposed of, when the common-law wife
withdsew her complaint, by plea to a charge of “attempted” resisting arrest
{a B misdemeanor) and a conditional discharge. The defendant’s lawyer
thought the plea was extracted to protect the police against suit by the de-
fendant, who in the course of arrest had received injuries warranting 30
stitches. It was agreed by both the prosecution and the defense that attempted
murder was an overcharge. The other knife case was charged as attempted
murder because the complaining witness was a police officer and, perhaps,
because /e had discharged his firearm.

The police officer, off-duty and out of uniform, saw two youths fighting in
the streer—one with a knife in his hand. The officer drew his revolver and
approached the pair to break it up. He said he showed his badge and identi-
fied himself as a police officer before demanding that the defendant drop the
knife. The defendant later claimed that he and his companion had just been
fooling around—not fighting—and that he did not know the man approach-
ing, with gun drawn, was a police officer. The officer said that when the
youth came at him with the knife, he gave another warning and then fired.
The defendant was charged with attempted murder of a police officer and
illegal possession of o weapon. The officer was not injured, but the defend-
ant's bullet wounds required three operations on his stomach and four-and-
a-half months in a hospital.

Both the officer and the defendant waived immunity and testified before
the Grand Jury, which reduced the top charge from attempted murder to
attempted assault in the second degree, an E felony. But both the Apa and
the defense viewed the prospect of trinl with dismay. Afier determining that
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the defendant had a job and was about to marry at the time of the arrest, and
that a social worker had taken an interest in the defendant since the incident
and secured a place for him in a program, the apa offered {and the defendant
accepted) a plea to illegal possession of a weapon, an A misdemeanor. Sen-
tencing was left 1o the judge’s discretion. A favorable probation report and
the fact that, in the ADA’s view, “the defendamt had suffered enough” from
the wound o learn his lesson, led the judge to place him on probation.

Summary

The felonies of “pure” personal violence in the deep sample followed a
pattern of deterioration stmilar to that found in the wide sample. Rape
charges deteriorated most, homicide charges least. Intermediate levels of
deterioration accurred in assault and attempted homicide cases.

A common feature of these crimes was the existence of a prior relation-
ship between victim and defendant: 64% of rape, homicide and attempted
homicide defendants and 69% of assault defendants knew the complaining
witnesses. Most prior relationships were close-—~family, lovers, neighbors.
and so on—and were a leading factor in dismissals.

When strangers were the victims, dismissal was much less likely. Assault
was the oniy deep sample offense with sufficient stranger cases to warrant
generalization. Only 6 of the 21 stranger assaults (29% ) ended in dismissai,
and none was dismissed because of victim non-cooperation. Nevertheless,
conviction in stranger assault cases generally followed a reduction in the
charge and sentences imposed were usually light. Only 2 of the 15 defendants
found guilty of stranger assaults were convicted of felonies (both lesser
felonies than originally charged), and only 4 (27%) did any time (one did
felony time). Eleven out of 15 (73%) walked.

In felonies of “pure” violence, the criminal process appears to be generally
responsive to the will of the complainant while also considering the con~
sequences of the crime. If a complaining witness becomes reluctant to
pursue a case-—for whatever reason~-it will usually be dropped. On the
other hand, if the complaining witness insists on prosecution, the case will
usually proceed to a disposition, although the final outcome, including the
Jevel of the charge and the sentence, will not be severe unless the injuries are
perceived to warrant a severe response.

Within this pattern, the most striking finding of all is the high incidence of
orior relationships and the frequency with which those relationships result
in dismissal of charges, Another notable finding is the high proportion (43%)
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of stranger assault cases that involved assaults against police officers. The
interviews suggest that the felony assault charges in a number of cases may
be added as protection against a claim of unwarranted use of force by the
arresting officers themselves, a practice that some ApaAs appear to accept.

Congestion appears to have played only a limited role in deterioration
of these cases. It may be that congestion causes prosecutors to take certain
cases—such as the two rape charges brought by prostitutes—Iess seriously
than they should. Court congestion might also have had something to do with
a prosecutor’s readiness to accept 2 misdemeanor plea before knowing the
extent of injuries to the victim in the lye-throwing case. And one plea bargain
injurious to the defendant—in a rape case considered to be “terribly weak”
by the apa, who had only spent 20 minutes looking into the case after the
t7-year-old defendant had spent 5 months in jail—was clearly the result of
congestion. By and large, however, the deterioration of these cases is ex-
plained more by the characteristics of the cases themselves, and the partici-
pants, than by the characteristics of the criminal process.



Robbery

For most citizens, “robbery” conjures up a frightening set of images: street
muggings, retail stick-ups and other incidents in which a threatening stranger
confronts and demands money from a terrified victim. It is a crime of
violence-—stealing by force or threat of injury—and because the robber is
thought to be a predatory rather than a spontancous criminal, he may be the
archetypal “real” violent felon in the public imagination.

An ordinary robbery in the third degree-~forcibie stealing—is a D felony
punishable by up to 7 years in prison, If the crime is committed in
concert with another person, if it involves display of what appears to be a
firearm, or if it causes physical injury to victim or bystander, it is robbery
in the second degree (a C felony punishable by up to 15 years in prison).
First degree robbery, a B felony punishable by up to 25 years in prison, is
armed robbery (display or use of a deadly weapon) or robbery resulting in
serious injury. The charge at arrest in more than half (28) of the 53 deep
sampie robbery cases was robbery in the first degree. Twenty-two cases
(429 ) were charged as second degree rabbery, and only 3 (6% ) as third
degree robbery.

Fact Patterns in Robberies

More than half (609 ) of the 53 robbery suspects were alleged to have acted
in concert with others. In contrast to defendants in assault cases, only 53%
of whom had prior records, almost three-quarters of the robbery suspects
(749 ) had prior records. Half (51%) of the robbery suspects displayed a
deadly weapon or dangerous instrument, compared to 78% of the assaunlt
suspects. Sixteen of the 27 robbery weapons were knives, 6 were guns; the
rest included a bottle, a vacuum cleaner handle, a screwdriver and a stick.
Although injuries resulted in 15 of the cases (28%), the injury was serious
enough to require medical attention in only 7 (13%). None of the 6 guns
was fired, and no injury resuited in those cases. The amounts stolen from
victims ranged from $2 to $300; most were under $50. Surprisingly, given
the robber’s image as a predatory criminal, prior relationships existed
between defendants and victims in 36% of the cases.

A composite picture of the typical robbery suspect shows a youth accused,
together with a friend, of threatening a stranger with a knife and demanding
cash. He has a record of arrests (though not for robbery), but has never been
sent to prison. On this charge, however, he got time after pleading guilty
to attempted robbery.
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Deterioration of Robbery Arrests

It was shown in the chapter on “Deterioration of Felony Arrests” that a
reported robbery is less likely to be cleared by arrest than any other reported
violent felony. The low arrest rate (19%) might be expected because robbery
scems more likely than other violent felonies to be commiitted by strangers,
and strangers are less likely to be arrested. Stranger robbers—the archetypal
“real” felons—may therefore be under-represented in the group of robbers
brought to court. Nevertheless, a robbery suspect was more likely than the
average defendant in wide sample felony cases to be convicted of a crime
(Figure 4), more likely to be convicted of a felony (Figure 5), and more likely
to get felony time (Figure 6). Figure 11 shows that the same pattern applies
to deep sample robbery arrests,

A slightly higher proportion of deep sample robbery cases ended in con-
viction than all felony cases together, but felony convictions were three

Figure 11. Dispositional Pattern for Robbery Arrests
Compared to All Felony Arrests

{Robbery arrests are 14% of all felony arrests studied.)

Percent

100 100% All felony arrests studied (369 cases)

90 Robbery arrests {53 cases)
80 Convictions
on felony charges
-all felony arrests
Y 70% .
640 —— —— Convictions
60 1T on felony charges
—robbery arrests
- 50 51%
40
0
20 21%
10
7%
0
Arrests Convictions Sentences Sentences .
on Felony (On Any Charges) to Jailor Prison 1o Felony Time
Charges {Over One Year)}

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973): Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study.
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times more frequent in cases commenced by arrests for robbery than in other
cases. Moreover, those convicted were twice as likely to receive prison or
jail sentences—and three times as likely to receive felony time sentences
-as convicted defendants generally.

The 53 deep sample robberies reached their dispositions by a number of
different routes, as displayed in Figure 12, next page.

Only one decp sample robbery case went to trial. The defendant, who had a
prison record, was charged with a pocketbook snatch that involved no injury,
no weapon and no concerted activity. He turned down the Apa’s best offer
and waited for trial on the original D felony charge, third degree robbery. He
was hoping to avoid another prison sentence by waiting for the ADA’s case to
coliapse. But there were no problems of proof for the prosecution: a police
officer was an eyewitness to the crime, there was no prior relationship be-
tween defendant and victim, the complainant was cooperative, and the
defendant was burdened by a serious prior record. He was convicted as
charged and got the maximum. seven years,

The balance of this chapter will explore factors underlying the remaining
52 dispositions: why 30% were dismissed, why all but 2 of the remaining
defendants were allowed to plead guilty to reduced charges and why, despite
the charge reductions, 28% of these guilty pleas were followed by felony
time.

Factors Explaining Dispositions of Robbery Arrests

Two explanatory factors emerged from analysis of the deep sample robbery
arrests, A prior relationship between defendant and complainant was found
in 36% of the cases. The dispositions in these cases—usually dismissal—
appear to have been substantially affected by the prior relationships, In the
649% involving no prior relationship, dispositions are largely comprehen-
sible in terms of the defendant’s prior record. Although the statutory grada-
tions of sentences applicable to robbery are tied to the presence of weapons,
concerted action or injury, these factors were not strongly associated with
the severity of dispositions actually received by the deep sample cases—
perhaps because the subsamples in each category were too small,

Prior Relationship Robberies, A significant prior reiationship existed in
19 (36% ) of the 53 deep sample robbery cases, as shown in Table K, page
67. When the deterioration of felony charges in prior relationships is com-
pared with deterioration in the “stranger” robberies (Figure 13, page 68), it
becomes clear that the latter cases get more serious treatment.
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Table K: Prior Relationships in Robbery Cases

Family, lovers and former spouses . 5
Friends/neighbors . . . . . . . 11
Prostitute/client or Prostitute/pimp 2
Others e e e e e e e e s {
{Nenedt . . . . . . . L Lo o 3

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera institute Felony Disposition Study.

a. The prior relationship was actually between the defendant’s girifriend and the victim. The
defendant, not realizing his girlfricnd had given the compiainant a key to her apartment,
jumped the complainant when ke entered the apartment. The complainant broke free, called
the police and had the defeadant arrested. The mistake was ultimately realized and the case
dismissed.

b. In four of these cases, there weye prior rolationships of a different sort. Defendants were
identified by victims in three of these because they lived in or frequented the same area; in the
fourth case, the defendant was identified because he had previously been a customer in the
store which was robbed. In none of these cases, however, did the defendant expect 10 be
recognized, We have therefore categorized them as “siranger” robheries.

Only about a third of the prior relationship robberies resuited in a conviction
of any kind, in contrast to an 88% conviction rate for the stranger cases.
All but one of the 24 felony convictions were in stranger cases, and felony
time—the result in about a third of the stranger cases—was not imposed in
any prior relationship case.* Thus, although the numbers are small, the
nexus between prior relationship and disposition is a powerful one.

Many of the prior relationship robbery cases turned out to be personal
conflicts—often arising from disputes over money—which found expres-
sion in acts conforming in only a technical way to the statutory definition
of robbery. In many of these cases, the conflicts were resolved after the
arrest, independently of the criminal process. Typically, the result of such
a reconciliation was a non-cooperative complaining witness and dismissal
of the robbery charge—sometimes to the obvious relief of the apa.

One such case arose front an argument over money between an intoxicated
S9-vear-old man and the woman who had been his common-law wife for 15

* The sentence imposed for the one felony conviction in a prior relationship case did,
however, approachk felony time. The defendant, who had a history of mental instability,
was arrested for second degree robbery when he attacked his lover with a knife during
a fight over money in her apartment, He pled guilty to attempted second degree rob-
bery, an E felony. He had served 318 days in pretrial custody, the victim had not been
injured, and he was young and had no prior record, so he was sentenced to “time
served.”
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Figure 13. Deterioration of Prior Relationship Robbery Arrests
and Stranger Robbery Axrests
Prior Relationship Robbery Arrests Stranger Robbery Arrests

Percent
100% (34 cases)

Arrests Con- Sen- Sen- Arresis Con- Sen- Sen-
victions lences o tences to victions tences fo lences {o
(On Any  Jailor Felony (On Any  Juilor Felony
Charges) Prison Time (Over Charges}  Prison Time (Qver
Cne Year} One Year)

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study.

years. He struck her and seized $35 and some food stamps. She had him ar-
rested for robbery, went to the hospital where she required 12 stitches, and
withdrew the charges a few days later when they reconciled. The police offi-
cer had been surprised at her initial insistence on arrest, “Usually with these
squabbles we fust go in there and try to quiet them down—we separate them
and let them cool off. Thev don't want anyone arrested —just want us fo
scream at one party.”

Dismissal of the robbery charge did not end this case, however. The de-
fendant had offered $20 to the arresting officer on the way 10 the station, and
he pled guilty 10 an A misdemeanor for that indiscretion. “He thought he
could buy a cop—he wasn’t the big criminal type, just not very intelligent,”
said the ADA. His sentence was a conditional discharge, for which the judge
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offered the following explanation: “The probation report called for a condi-
tional discharge with a provision that he stay away from the woman. Well,
that was ridiculous, they were arm in arm before me at sentencing and she
told me he was a damn good provider. Could I as a judge prevent this? 1
granted the conditional discharge without the provision.”

The ADA in the case above observed that the defendant “wasn’t the typical
robber,” but 9 of the 12 dismissals of robbery charges in prior relationship
cases followed in a similar way when the complainant lost interest in pursuing
the prosecution.

One dismissal resulted when the “victim™ realized his complaint was
based on fantasy. The defendant had been arrested for first degree robbery,
accused of stealing $45 at knifepoint. This was not an ordinary street mug-
ging. The case interviews rcvealed that the complainant and the defendant,
who had no prior record, were actually “drinking buddies,” and that the
complainant had misplaced his wallet during an all-night drinking bout.

Generally. although dismissals of robbery cases involving prior relation-
ships were explained in terms of “compiainant non-cooperation,” the ADAS
thought dismissal was in the interests of justice. But there were cases in
which dismissal ran against the prosecutor’s will, despite his acknowledge-
ment of a prior relationship. One prosccutor observed in general terms that
“sometimes there’s intimidation, a bribe or a scare to put off the complain-
ing witness. I just don’t have time to find out—the drive is just to clear the
calendar.” The Apa’s power to aveid dismissal may in any event be severely
circumscribed, despite his power to compel testimony by arrest or detention,
because reluctant witnesses make bad witnesses. The following prior rela-
tionship robbery, dismissed following a “reconciliation.” is illustrative of the
problem.

A woman reported to the police that her sister and her sister’s hoyfriend
had taken her purse and $40 after assaulting her (she had a bruised lip) and
threatening her babv’s life. The sister and her boyfriend were charged with
robbery in the first degree.

The victim kept to her story when first interviewed by the aDA, and re-
peated it in a sworn affidavit. The female defendant (selected in our sample}
and her co-defendant remained in custody after arraignment; bail had been
set at a very high figure because of the alleged threat to the baby, and
because immigration authorities became interested in the boyfriend, who
proved to be an illegal immigrant from Uruguay and was eventually de-
ported.

69



Robbery

On the hearing date, the complainant told the apa she did not want to
prosecute her own sister. The ADA, to whom “it looked lilke a good robbery
case,” and who wanted 10 press for conviction, tried to put pressure on her
to testify: “I told her that if she pulled out her sister could go free, but that
she would go to trial (for perjurv) because she had sworn to a siatement.”
The threat of prosecution led the complainant ta change her story when she
testified; the case was dismissed when she swore. inn a new statement, that
her sister’s boyfriend had purchased a baby carriage for her, thar she had
believed it was a gift and that she had therefore resisted when her sister and
the boyfriend demanded reimbursement. She swore it had been a mis-
understanding, not a robbery.

The prosecuting ADA’s immediate superior interviewed the complainant
together with the co-defendants before permitting the ADA to move for dis-
missal of the case; he said he had believed her new story, The prosecuring
ADA, however, thought the new story was “baloney” and that the complain-
ant feared reprisal. The police officer, who had become quite involved dur-
ing the investigation, was also upset: “I was angry because of the time spent
in court and in investigation. This story about the baby carriage was new to
me.” He too doubted the new story and thought “she could be petrified of
her sister ver.”

The possibility of complainant non-cooperation resulting from intimidation
is a real one. The high incidence of dismissals in prior relationship felony
cases may therefore not be due wholly to extra-judicial resolution of the con-
flicts, but it is usually impossible to know. For example, intimidation was
mentioned as a possible cause of the complainant’s refusal to cooperate in a
dismissed robbery case in which a prostitute was the victim and her pimp
was the defendant. When the prostitute failed to appear for the hearing, the
arresting officer suspected intimidation because the pimp had a reputation
for terrorizing peopie. The apa, on the other hand, thought the original
charge in this case had been “trumped-up”—another by-product of the
inability of prostitutes to protect their business affairs through ordinary legal
process.

“Trumped-up” charges may, of course, grow out of other types of rela-
tionships that fack the special circumstances of prostitution. The following
robbery case is illustrative.

in the course of an argument with his girlfriend’s brother, the defendant
smashed a bottle in his face; the injury required seventeen stitches. They
had known each other for ten vears. “He just picked up whatever was closest
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10 him in the heat of the moment,” according to the judge. “Unfortunately
it was a bottle, I think he was sorry, and I don’t think he expected the bottle
to break.”

The complainant’s admission to the ApA that his story of a robbery was
a fabrication left the defendant still charged with assault. Because he had
no prior record and was employed, he was allowed to plead guilty to harass-
ment (a violation} and was fined $25. This is what the data in the preceding
chapter on assaults would lead us to expect. The apa said: “This is exactly
what would have happened if this case had gone to trial, but this cours
[Criminal Court] works like a strainer—the stuff that passes through should
go to trial, but what sticks here is garbage.”

As this case also illustrates, not ali the prior relationship cases commenced
by arrest for robbery were disposed of by dismissal. Those that survived dis-
missal did generally end with “light” dispositions like the fine in the case
above, even when there was no reconciliation and the victim cooperated
with the prosccution. Another such case arose when a 34-year-old addict
was charged with striking his girlfriend and taking her purse in a fight over
money. The apa offered a misdemeanor plea and a conditional discharge
even though he believed the girl’s story and she wanted to pursue the case.
He did not think the case was “triable” as a felony.

“When defendant and complainant know each other the robbery becomes
diminished in the jury’s eyes,” said the ApA. “It’s a dispute and the motive
looks like debt collection.” The fact that the fight in this case took place in
the presence of several witnesses actually weakened the case, from the ADA's
point of view. He thought a jury would feel that “nobody commits a robbery
with others around 1o witness.”

Thus, leniency was the norm for the 19 prior relationship robbery cases.
Seventy-nine percent concluded with outright dismissals or “walks” follow-
ing pleas of guilty to reduced charges. There were 4 jail sentences—all under
a year—and 2 were for “time served.”* The third jail sentence was not ex-
pressly to “time served,” but it was directly attributable to the defendant’s
pretrial custody.

* One of these “time served” sentences, however, was almost felony time~318 days.
(See note t, page 2, above.) The second was 3 months. The prosecutor in this second
case would have dismissed the charges at an early stage as “untriable,” had it not been
for the defendant’s heavy criminal record. The complainant, in the Apa's judgment,
would have made a poor witness because, in addition to being the defendant’s friend,

1 T

“his record was as bad as the defendant’s.
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The defendant, charged wirh robbing a former girlfriend, was unable to
make bail. After the complainant failed twice to appear in court, the de-
fendant agreed to plead 10 a B misdemeanor (attempted petit larceny) and
got a 30-day sentence. The defense counsel said, “If the defendant had been
out [of jail ] I never would have taken a plea without the complainant pres-
ent. But if I had requested another adjournment, the defendant would have
had to stay in jail for another week or two-—past 30 davs anyway. So there
was no reason for waiting to try to get a dismissal.” The prosecutor agreed
that the case would eventually have been dismissed if the defendant had not
accepted the B misdemeanor,

The last of the four “time” cases among the prior relationship robberies
involved a variant of the “time served” pattern and a victim who, although
interested in prosecuting the case, kept altering his story in order to avoid
public acknowledgement of the nature of his relationship with the defendant.

The robbery arrest was based on the complainant’s initial testimony that the
defendant and two other men had taken him from a bar, forced him into a
nearby empty apartment at knifepoint, beaten him, tied him up and taken
his money. The defendant, charged with first degree robbery, did not make
bail,

The victim revealed to the DA, just before the preliminary hearing, that
the story had been a fabrication designed 1o avoid revealing his homosexual-
ity to the police. The ADA asked him for the real story so he could amend the
complaint before the preliminary hearing, but the complainant told several
different versions. The apa believed thar some crime had been committed,
but that the only way to find out whether the charges should be amended or
dismissed was to put the victin under oath at the hearing.

At the hearing, the complainant testified that he had met the defendant
frequently for drinks on previous occasions and that, on the night of the rob-
bery, the defendant and one other man had invited him to accompany them
into a nearby apartinent where they continued drinking for a while. The com-
plainant now said that, when the defendant asked for his money, he had
voluntarily handed over the $14. Only then, according to this new story, was
he tied up and left belind.

Although he did not testify that he was a homosexual or that he expected
to have sex with the imen 10 whom he had given the mnoney, this seems to
have been sufficiently apparent from his testimony for the ApA to conclude
that his story would continue to change as he tried to cover up his own mo-
tives, From the prosecution point of view the case was now, at best, a felony
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assault that stood little chance of conviction at trial, Thus, when the defense
attorney offered a plea of guilty 1o attemnpted assault in the third degree—a
B misdemeanor—ihe apa “felr very lucky to get it. . . . I felt that there had
been a crime committed, bur having just watched the complainant on the
stand, 1 thought there would be no way to ever prove it to a jury.” The de-
fense attorney also indicated his client's willingness to accept the maxinum
sentence—90 davs. The judge agreed to this disposition because he too
thought an assault had been committed, because he knew from the defense
attorney that the defendant was already facing 30 days on an unrelated con-
viction, and because he was told by the ApA that the defendant had a hefty
prior record. The 90-day sentence was to be served concurrently, so this de-
fendant really got 60 days.

The judge, the AbA and the defense attorney all agreed that if the defen-
dant had not pled guilty to the B misdemeanor, he would have had a good
chance of acquittal on the only proper charge—third degree assault, an A
misdemeanor. According to the defense attorney, he tried 1o convince his
client to demand a trial where the complainant’s testimony could be pulled
apart, but the defendant refused when he realized he coutld finish the matter
with no more than 60 davs. He admitted to his lawyer that he had struck the
complainant and tied him up, and he feared a certain 12-month sentence
(because of his prior record) if he were 10 go to trial on the A misdemeanor
and the victin’s story were to hold together.

Stranger Robberies. Convictions were obtained in most (88% ) of the 34
deep sample robbery cases that involved no prior relationship between de-
fendant and victim. None of the stranger robbers was acquitted and only 4
(129} won dismissais, Two of the 4 dismissals were attributable to non-
appearing complainants who could not be traced by the police.” The third
dismissal occurred when the co-defendant of the defendant in our sample
went to trial and was acquitted. The last of the 4 stranger robbery dismissals
was an “adjournment in contemplation of dismissal.” Leniency in this case
was attributed to the defendant’s lack of any prior record and to his success-
ful involvement in a rchabilitative program at the time of sentencing. Con-
tinuation in the program was the condition required for ultimate dismissal
of the charge.

In the 30 stranger cases resuiting in convictions, the influence of prior

* In one case, ironically, police inability to locate the complainant was  by-product
of the robbery: the complainant's welfare check had been taken. he was evicted when
he did not pay the rent, and he left no forwarding address.
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Table L: Sentences Following Arrests for Stranger Robberies,
by Defendants’ Arrest Records

Misdemteanor  Felony

Walk Time Time
Prior Arrests (N = 24) . . . . . . .2 (8%) 12 (309%) 10 (42%)
No Prior Arrests (N = 6) . . . . . . 3(83%) — 1(17%)

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Institute Felony Disposition Study.

criminal record was apparent. Table 1. shows sentences according to de-
fendants’ arrest records.

Again, though the numbers are small, the message is too clear to be dis-
counted. A convicted stranger robber with no record had only one in 6
chances of being sentenced to time, while the chances rose to 9 in 10 (22
out of 24} for those with prior arrests. Convicted stranger robbers with prior
arrests also had a good chance (42% ) of getting felony time.

Deviations from these apparent norms occurred in only three cases: two
robbers with prior arrest records walked and one robber without a record
got time. No rational explanation emerged for the three-year sentence im-
posed upon the defendant who had no criminal record: he got, according to
his lawyer, “a raw deal™:

“Ninety-nine percent of all other judges would have given him probation.”
There had been no sentence promise, and the defense lawyer thought the
fudge would think the “taste of jail” thar the defendant had received during
his pretrial custody was enough. But according to his lawyer, the judge de-
cided to give the defendant time as an example to other muggers.*

Both defendants who walked despite previous records had been incarcerated
prior to disposition. One had spent about 6 months in pretrial detention
before being sentenced to 3 years probation. The other, who was 19 years
old, had just spent 22 months in prison on another offense. Since the robbery
had actually preceded the other offense, the judge saw no point in imprison-
ing him further, despite the fact that the robbery had been a brutal one.

* It was rare, in interviews following deep sample cases, for anyone to siggest that the
judge's sentence was influenced by the timing of the defendant’s decision to plead. The
defense lawyer in this case did sugpest that the defendant’s withholding of his plea at
arraigament may have influenced the judge. But other defendants, who delayed plead-
ing as long or longer, did not suffer the same fate.
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Evidentiary Problems. We have noted the prosecutor’s difficulty in prov-
ing charges, and his readiness to dismiss charges, when there is a non-coop-
crating complaining witness in a prior relationship case. Lack of complain-
ant cooperation can also plague stranger cases and lead a prosecutor to seitle
for lenient dispositions. For example, cne would have expected more than
a 15-day sentence for the stranger-robber who was grabbed on the spot by
a store detective after snatching a purse from an out-of-towner shopping at
Macy’s. When the woman, who returned to her home city, did not show up
to testify, the defendant was aliowed to plead guilty to public intoxication;
for that he got a 15-day sentence.

In other cascs, a prosecutor may believe that chances for conviction at
trial will be seriously undermined by the victim’s character, no matter how
great the cooperation. The apa had solid evidence against two sampled de-
fendants charged jointly with threatening a victim with a screwdriver and
stealing nine dollars and his watch, One might expect heavy sentences for
this, apparently a stereotypical “street” mugging. The case was marred,
however, by the victim's long history of drug addiction and criminality. The
aba felt he could not afford to risk his chances for a conviction on a jury’s
reaction to his only witness, so he allowed the defendants to plead to two
lesser felonies. One received a six-month sentence and the other a term of
up to four years.

This kind of evidentiary difficuity is iilustrated even more dramatically
in the following case.

A drug addict, attempting to snateh a woman’s handbag, went berserk when
she resisted and stabbed her half a dozen times. A passing police officer,
who saw her staggering and bleeding, caught the defendant, still nearby,
holding the knife. It was a “high quality” arrest for a robbery in the second
degree or higher, punishable by up to at least 15 vears. The defendant had
a prison record for robberies, but he was allowed 1o plead guilty to third de-
eree robbery and was sentenced to 4 years, although the maximum sentence,
even on this C felony conviction, could have been as high as 7 vears.

When inferviewed, the ADA at first said that such an “air-tight” case
against such “a bad type of guy” was “worth 15 vears.” The defense attorney
estimated that, if it had gone to trial, it would have been worth 10 years. The
ADA pointed 1o court congestion as an explanation for the surprising leni-
ency: “Right now we are giving away the court house, when you give 4 years
on a robbery like that.”
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But when the apa led the interviewer through the file on this case, a dif-
ferent reason for deterioration of the charge was revealed. The file contained
a letter, from the AbA who had presented the case to the Grand 1 ury for in-
dictment, saying that the victini was a “terrible witness” whe made speeches
in a thick foreign accent about how the defendant and others of his race
(black) should get the electric chair. “She cannot be interrupted or be made
fo answer questions,” the first Aba had written. The ApA who had accepted
the plea acknowledged that the weakness of this complainant’s testimony
as evidence at trial was at least as important as court congestion in his deci-
sion to negotiate the plea.*

Archetypal Robberies

The deep sample did include robberies matching the archetype. In addition
to the case immediately above, in which a stranger robber with a prison
record for previous robberies stabbed a woman during a purse snatch, draw-
ing a four-year sentence, two other cases are relevant:

= A woman reported to the police that she had been robbed by two men
armed with both a gun and machete. She had a gash on the hand, but did not
need medical attention. Her assailants were quickly spotted and arrested;
the machete, the gun (a stolen police officer’s weapon) and the victim’s
check were found in the car. The arresting officer said, “It was a clear case.
No probiems—both the defendants had long records.” The apa said, “There
was no serious injury, so I was ready to go down one degree. The highest
charge [at arrest] was the B felony [first degree robbery], so I offered a
C felony plea which would, in fact, ‘cover’ [‘fit, by definition, a robbery
with| the assault and the gun. But [ was not going to go any lower.” The

* The evidentiary problem arising from the complainani’s testimony cxplains the offer
of 2 plea fo the lesser felony, but it does not explain the sentence, We were unable
to interview the judge in this case, but the defense attorney pointed out that the judge
had deferred sentencing three times, finally handing down the four-year term six
monihs after the ples and a year after the incident, During those months the defen-
dant had finally secured his release on bail and entered a drug rehabilitation progran.
The defendant, according to his lawyer, had been badly shaken by the violence he had
displayed in the robbery, (“T went crazy. I really think I could have killed that woman,”
he had told the lawyer.} The defendant had in fact done well in the program znd had
stayed out of trouble, The judge apparently indicated at the deferment of sentencing
that he wanted fo see how well the defendant progressed, In the defense atiorney’s
view, the crime would have ended with 2 ten-year sentence if it had gone to trial,
but even less than the four-year sentence if the defendant’s rchabilitation had been
taken into account by a different, more generous, judge.
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judge agreed: “I made a promise of seven years maximum at the plea. And
T ended up giving him six years, based on his record.” The ApA said, “The
plea was best; it avoided a long trial and he got a proper sentence. There is
always a risk of acquittal in a trial.”

v Two young men with long prison records hid in the lobby of an apart-
ment building. When a 68-year-oid female tenant walked in, they grabbed
her handbag and pushed her around, hurting her. The Apa said, “1 think it’s
worse to attack women. Women get special protection on these soris of
crimes.” The two were caught almost at the scene of the crime. “The evi-
dence was overwhelming,” according to the aDa. “We had her testimony,
the hospital reports to corroborate the injury, and it would have been hope-
less for them to testify at a trial —their records were too long. I offered them
both pleas to the charge on the indictment.” The indictment charge was
second degree robbery. a C felony with a fifteen-year maximum term. There
was no weapon, nor injury serious enough to make out a first degree robbery
charge at arrest or in the Grand Jury. “One took the plea first time around
and drew seven years.” the ADA continued, “and the other {the defendant in
our sampie] faced the possibility of a life sentence as a repeated felon.” The
judge, however, felt that the special sentence provision was not necessary:
“It's hard to conceive of a casc where the punishment available for a crime
would not be enough. I didn’t really think of using [the persistent felony
offender sentence] in this case.” “We put a top of ten years on his sentence,”
said the ApA. “and he pled on the day the case was on for trial. He was
offered virtually nothing for his plea because of his record.” The defendant,
according to his lawyer, had been out of prison for only threc days when
he committed this robbery. The judge sentenced him to eight years in prison.

All three of these defendants received felony convictions and felony time
on felony charges. They robbed strangers, they hurt their victims, and they
had records. In the two latter cases, the sentences were more than the mini-
mum but substantially less than the fifteen-year maximum allowed by statute
for their crimes, second degree robbery. And in both cases. the sentence was
negotiated as part of the plea bargain.

Summary

Explanations for the bulk of the dispositions in this robbery sample are rea-
sonably straightforward:

s Thirty percent were dismissed. But three-quarters of the dismissals oc-
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curred in prior relationship cases. Some of these robbery charges were
“trumped-up”; in some that were technically robberies, the prosccutor was
teft without a case by the withdrawal of the complainant; and in others, the
complainant was so unsavory that the case was not really “triable.”

= Although the incidence of prior relationships in robberies was higher than
might be expected for the archetypal predatory crime, the majority of de-
fendants (64% ) were accused of robbing strangers, And only 4 of these
stranger cases (12% ) were dismissed. Two dismissals were attributable to
complainant non-appearance, and one followed from a co-defendant’s ac-
quittal at trial. Only the fourth, an adjournment in contemplation of dismis-
sal for a defendant who was progressing well in a diversion program, might
seem an inappropriate exercise of prosecutional and judicial discretion: but
this defendant was young and had never been arrested before.

= Thus, 88% of the stranger robbers were convicted and 779 of these
were felony convictions. Three-fourths (779 ) of the convicted stranger rob-
bers went to jail or prison. Their sentences were largely expiained by prior
criminal record. or the lack of it: 92% of sentences for those with a prior
record were “time” (and 42% were felony time}. The two with prior records
who walked had actually served time prior fo sentence. On the other hand,
83% of convicted stranger robbers with clean prior records walked. The only
defendant who got time despite a clean record was sentenced to a 3-year term
as a warning to others, rather than because he was thought to be a truly dan-
gerous felon.

= Heavier terms of imprisonment might have been imposed on some stran-
ger robbers, who managed to avoid fefony time by pleading to lesser of-
fenses, if the “triability” of the prosecutors’ cases had not been weakened by
the complainants’ lack of interest or unsavory character.

# Although deep sample robbery cases got more serious treatment by the
criminal process than charges of assault (and as we shall see. other crimes
tess serious than robbery), few (136 ) of these defendants were responsible
for inflicting serious injuries and few (119 ) had threatened their victims
with guns. These data, together with the suprisingly high incidence of prior
relationships, suggest that people arrested on robbery charges are not repre-
sentative of the felons committing robbery in the streets. The few clear cases
of predatory robbery against strangers were, however. punished severely.

Although this overall picture of sampled robbery arrests appears to be one
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of proportionality, there were several defendants whose convictions and sen-
tences seemed products of court congestion, with its attendant delays and
extended pretrial custody. Pretrial custody figured prominently in each of
the 4 prior relationship robbery cases that ended with jail sentences. The de-
fendants in these cases may not have been wholly innocent of crime in the
incidents leading to these arrests. but justice may not have been fully served
either. One defendant, arrested for robbery despite the police officer’s un-
certainty about what, if anything. he had done, pled guilty te attempted
petit larceny (a B misdemeanor) and got a 30-day jail sentence because it
was not worth waiting cven longer in jail for the dismissal that was sure to
follow from the complainant’s non-cooperation. The defendant charged with
robbing his girlfriend in her apartment. who waited 318 days in jail before
pieading guilty to a E felony and being sentenced to “time served,” may in
fact have committed a crime. But the prior relationship would have reduced
the likelihood of his conviction at trial and. in any case, extended pretrial
jailing was not the most responsible way to dispose of a charge of violent
crime against a defendant with a history of mental instability.

One stranger robbery case stands out as a poignant, particularly worn-
some example of the potentially damaging effects of pretrial delay.

Twenty-four vears old, practically blind, and lacking any prior record, this
defendant was apprehended by a civilian police photographer who claimed
he saw the defendant trying to snatch a woman's pockethook on the street.
According to the defendant, he had approached and lightly touched the
woman because he thought he recognized her. When he gort close enough to
her for his poor evesight to reveal her as a siranger, she screamed. He saw
ne reason to flee (although another man who was with him did flee), because
he had done nothing wrong.

When the police arrived, the civilian who had held the defendant (he had
made over 100 citizen’s arrests, according to the defense lawyer—.more like
30, according to the apA), told the arresting officer that he had seen the de-
fendant pulling on the woman's pockethool. According to the defense coun-
sel, this man also told the police he had heard (from 90 feet away) the de-
fendant’s companion say, “Give us your pocketbook or we'll kill the baby.”
The woman, however, was not at all sure she heard this statement. The ar-
resting officer was not sure who was telling the truth and arrested the defen-
dant for robbery in the second degree (because of the “concerted action”).
The apa believed that the woman hod been genuinely terrified, and that there
probably was an attempted purse-snatching, although he thought the defen-
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dant’s companion at the time—who was not found and arrested—was prob-
ably the primary actor.

The defendant initiallv refused a B misdemeanor plea. A trial resulted in
a hung jury. During the trial, the defendant had been put in jail for a few
days because he canme in late for conurt once. The ADA refected defense ar-
lempts o gel an ACD, saying he “couldi’t do it because as a matter of fact
we had a case.” Eventually the defendant entered a plea to a B misdemeanor
because, his lawyer explained, “he didn’t wany to go back to jail and could
no longer afford the cost of subway tokens to get to court.”
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Burglaries accounted for over one-third of all felonies reported to the police in
New York City in 1971. There were 178,175 reported in the four major bor-
oughs. Surveys show that victims report about 65% of burglaries to the police,
s0 as many as 274,000 burglaries may actually have been committed during the
year. While not a violent “street crime,” burglary nevertheless creates much of
the same kind of fear, outrage, and anger in the average citizen. For many indi-
viduoals, the home (or business) is an extension of the person, and the thought
of its invasion by a prowling stranger arouses basic seif-protective instincts, In
addition, when an intruder breaks into a home or business, there is danger that
he will encounter the rightful occupant and that violence will erupt from the
confrontation.

Under New York Penal Law, entering or remaining in a building or in en-
closed real property with intent to commit a crime constitutes burglary. The in-
trusion is technically burglary if there is intent to commit any crime—it does
not have to be thelt.* Simple (third degree) burglary is a D felony carrying a
maximum of 7 years in prison. It rises to the second degree, a C felony punish-
able by imprisonment for up to 15 years, if the burglar (or a co-burglar) is
armed with a deadly weapon, displays what appears to be a firearm, causes
physical injury to an innocent party or uses or threatens to use a dangerous in-
strument. First degree burglary, a B felony carrying a 25-year maximum sen-
tence, arises when the premises are a dwelling, the burglary occurs at night,
and the firearm is Joaded.

Burglary is more commonly commitied and more often reported than feloni-
ous asssault or robbery, but the clearance rate of burglaries reported to the
potice is lower.7 Even though, on average, two reported burglarics were
cleared for every burgiary arrest, it seems unlikely that the 15,559 suspects
arrested in the four major boroughs for this crime in 1971 were representa-
tive of those responsible for the 178,175 burglaries reported in the same
boroughs.

The lower clearance and arrest rates might be explained by a lack of face-to-
face contact in most burglaries. In assault, attempted murder, rape and rob-

*If the intrusion is not with an ulterior criminal purpose, only criminal trespass is
committed. Criminal trespass can be a D felony if the trespasser possesses a deadly
weapon, Otherwise, eriminal irespass is an A misdemeanor if the trespass is in 2 dweli-
ing, or B misdemeanor if it is in a building or enclosed {fenced) real property. As
we shall see, guilty pleas to criminal trespass, either the A or B misdemeanor, fre-
quently dispose of burglary arrests,

T The 1971 clearance rate for reported burgiaries was 16%:; for assauits, 39%; for
robberies, 25%.
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bery, the victim has at least scen the perpetrator once. But the “real,” profes-
sional burglar will make his getaway before the crime is discovered, and the
police acknowledge that the chances of finding and linking him with that crime
are slim. Thus, the courts are likely to be processing 2 minority of burglars un-
lucky or incompetent enough to be caught, or who are already known to their
victims.

Fact Patterns in Burglaries

The first degree burglar, the dreaded armed night prowler, does not appear
very often in court—at least not as often as he appears in the popular imagina-
tion, ruminaging around strangers’ apartments. None of the deep sample was
charged with first degree burglary, and only 5% of burglary suspects in the
wide sample were so charged. Most of the deep sample burglary cases were ini-
tially charged in the second degree (60% ); the rest (40% ) entered the crim-
inal process as third degree burglaries,*

Burglaries that make their way into the criminal process are probably not
representative of all burgiaries. The strongest evidence of this is the presence of
a prior relationship between defendant and victim in 17 (39% ) of the 44 deep
sample cases. Although this figure is lower than the incidence of prior relation-
ships in the violent felonies discussed in previous chapters, it is surprising
{given the stereotype) to find any prior relationships in burglary cases.

To the extent that there was a “typical” burglary in the deep sample, it was
burglary of an unoccupied commercial establishment at night by a suspect with
a prior criminal record. Twenty of the 44 decp sample burglary cases involved
uneccupied commercial establishments (14 stores, 4 factories, a grocery mar-
keting center and a hospital). Only one of these 20 defendants was appre-
hended as a result of a fingerprint match, and this did not occur until one and a
half years after the burglary, when he was processed on an arrest for a different
crime. The others arrested for commercial burglaries were apprehended at or
close to the scene of the crime (entering, inside, leaving, or in the immediate
vicinity with the “loot”), often after setting off a burglar alarm. All but 2 of the
commercial burglars had prior criminal records, and in most cases an intent to
steal appeared clear from the facts.

The 24 deep sample residential burglaries do not vield a type so easily. The
most surprising aspect of these cases is the prior relationship between burglar
and victim in 63% (15 of 24). Of the 9 residential burglaries committed by

* In contrast to these deep sample figures, 555 of the wide sample burglaries were
initially charged in the first degree, 175 were initially charged in the second degree,
and the remainder {7895 ) were all charged in the third degree.
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strangers, it appears in 4 that there was no #»fent to commit a crime on the
premises —the element which distinguishes burglary from the criminal trespass
misdemeanor. Half (8) of the 15 defendants charged with residential burglary
of people known to them had no prior arrest record. This contrasts markedly
with the commercial and the stranger/residential burglars, of whom only 10%
and 11 %, respectively, had no prior arrest record.

The value of goods stolen was low, in bath residential and commercial bus-
glaries. 1t clearly exceeded $500 in only 2 cases. Only one case involved an in-
jury or the use of a weapon, but a prior relationship (marriage) was involved
in that case, and the knife wound was superficial.

Deterioration of Burglary Arrests

A graphic comparison of the dispositional pattern for deep sample burglary
cases with that for all felonies (Figure 14), indicates few differences. Appre-

Figure 14, Dispositional Pattern for Burglary Arrests
Compared to All Felony Arrests

(Burgiary arrests are 12% of all felony arrests studied. )
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hended burglars were more likely to be convicted, but less likely to be con-
victed of a felony and given felony time, than other apprehended felons.

A comparison of the dispositional pattern of burglary cases with robbery
(page 64) suggests that the court perceived the deep sample burglary cases
to be less serious than the deep sample robbery cases. If arrested, a burglary
suspect was a little more likely to be convicted than a robbery suspect (75%
compared to 70% } but much less likely to be convicted of a felony. The rate of
felony convictions was 10 times greater in the robbery cases (45% ) than the
burglary cases (5% ). Further, a burglary arrest was less likely than a robbery
arrest to be disposed of by sentence to jail or prison, and there were no felony
time sentences in the deep sample burglary dispositions, while a fifth of the rob-
bery cases ended with felony time.

The 44 deep sample burglary cases reached disposition by the routes indi-
cated in Figure 15.

Only one burglary arrest was disposed of by trial. In that case, a nighitime
residential burglary by a stranger, the defendant was apprehended a block from
the scene of his crime, but he ciaimed that he intended only to take a fawn chair
{(worth $25) from the victim’s front porch. The jury believed his story, ac-
quitted him of burglary and convicted him of petit larceny (a B misdemeanor).
He was conditionally discharged.

Eleven cases (25% ) were dismissed. A high proportion of burglary charges
surviving dismissal were reduced: 94% of undismissed burglary charges were
reduced to misdemeanors or less, compared to 35% among undismissed deep
sample cases commenced by arrest for robbery. It should be noted, however,
that over half the deep sample robbery arrests were originally charged in the
first degree—a B felony—while the majority of deep sample burglary cases
were originally charged in the second degree—a C felony. Charge reductions
were therefore likely to hit the misdemeanor range more swiftly in the burglary
cases. Only 2 pleas of guilty were made to felony charges, and they were the
only felony convictions. No one got felony time, Five of the 14 sentenced to
misdemeanor time were addicts who were sentenced to NACC.

Nevertheless, recurring factors found in the sampled burglary arrests, inde-
pendent of the crime class of the original charge, may explain why the typical
disposition was a guilty plea to a misdemeanor or viciation followed by a sen-
tence that was slightly more likely to be a walk than misdemeanor time.

Factors Explaining Dispositions of Burglary Arrests

Prior relationships, when found in the deep sample burglary cases, had a pow-
erful influence over disposition--leading most often to dismissal, as they did in
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other felony categorics already examined. Prior relationships figured in 15
(63% ) of the 24 residential burglaries and accounted for the dismissal of § of
these cases. Nighttime commercial burglaries, comprising about two-thirds of
the stranger cases, were reduced to misdemeanors almost routinely. They were
considered by prosecutors, defense counsel, judges and even police officers to
be nuisance crimes not worthy of much attention as “reai” felonies (at least in
a congested system), because they rarcly offer an opportunity for violence.
Whether the commercial burglar gets time, following what is typically a misde-
meanor conviction, seems to depend on whether he has a prior record.

Prior Relationship Burglaries. Figure 16 shows that almost half the prior re-
lationship cases were dismissed, compared with only 11% of the stranger
cases. And only one defendant in the prior relationship cases (6% ) got time,

Figure 16, Deterioration of Prior Relationship Burglary Asrests
and Stranger Burglary Arrests
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Table M: Prior Relationships in Burglary Cases

Lovers, spouses, or former spouses or lovers . 5
In-laws and relatives . e e e e 2
Friends, neighbors and acquaintanees . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. T
Employment or landlord-tenant . e e e e e e e . oo B
(None)l . . . . . . . e e e e 2T

Source: Decp Sampie Data {1973} Vera Ianstitute Felony Disposition Study.

compared with aimost half the stranger defendants.

The variety of prior relationships is indicated in Table M. Four of the five
prior lover or husband/wife relationship cases resuited in dismissal. Both cases
involving more distant family relationships were dismissed, as were two that
involved friends. All but one of these eight dismissals resulted from complain-
ant non-cooperation.”

In most of the prior relationship burglary cases, whether resulting in dis-
missal or conviction, there was no dispute about what the defendant had done,
but the prior relationships significantly colored the implications of those acts.
The following cases are illustrative.

= A man was arrested when the landlord saw him removing cabinets from
an apartment building. The defendant, who had a iong history of burglaries,
was at first not believed when he told the police that his sister-in-law had rented
the apartment and had asked him to fix the cabinets. The case was dismissed
when the landlord checked his records and found that the apartmeat had in
fact been rented to the defendant’s sister-in-law six days before the alleged
burglary.

= A man with no prior record had returned to retrieve some property from
premises where he used to live while his former landlord was away. The land-
lord said some of the property taken was his own, and he had the defendant ar-
rested for burglary. The apa explained the leniency of his plea offer (disor-
derly conduct and a conditional discharge) in this way: “If the case went to

* In the one case where the complainant persisied, both the pa and judge thought she
was lying. The defendant, a middie-cluss 30-year-old man with no criminal record, was
accused of breaking into his separated wife’s apartment, He said he had been let in by
one of his children whom he had come to visit, She said he broke in and aitacked
her with a bowie knife. She had superficial cuts, but her testimony at preliminary hear
ing was contradictory. The case was adjourned in contempiation of dismissal and uiti-
mately dismissed.
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the Grand Jury, and they heard that the defendant lived in the building for
three or so years, and that the defendant was returning to get his property
which had been locked away, then they'd say this case belongs in landlord-
tenant court and not in Criminal Court.”

# An undersized young man with a history of psychiatric troubles but no
criminal record went one night to visit old neighbors. He found they were not
at home and became upset. He climbed through their basement window and
took several worthless objects, including old record albums and 2 moth-eaten
fur coat. The victims cared only that he get psychiatric help, feeling that jail
was not the answer to his problems. The charge was reduced to attempted petit
farceny, the defendant pled guilty, and he was conditionally discharged. The
DA, who refused to dismiss the case despite the complainants’ reluctance to tes-
tify, stated, “In Brooklyn, nighttime residential burglaries are treated severely.
This case would have been sent to the Supreme Court [for processing as a
felony] if there hadn’t been the prior relationship.”

2 An elderly white woman living in a black neighborhood remonstrated
several black children for throwing rocks at her window. She received a mid-
night visit from their two mothers who, intoxicated and belligerent, pushed her
front door open and entered to confront her. They were charged initially with
burglary {because they entered the premises with the intent, it seems, to com-
mit assault) and assault, but the Grand Jury sent the case back to Criminal
Court where the defendants pled to criminal trespass and were discharged on
condition that they not bother the complainant again. Neither the sampled de-
fendant nor the other mother involved in this case had prior criminal records.

= A group of day laborers was found at 11 p.m. standing on a loading plat-
form, inside the fenced-in area of the Hunts Point open market. They all
worked there during the market's open hours, and they disclaimed criminal in-
tent. No goods were taken. The owners didn’t want to prosecute, and the po-
liceman described it as a “garbage case.” The Apa said, “T think you could as-
sunie some criminal intent, and unless they had a credible story they probably
would have been convicted of criminal trespass, third degree, at a trial. But
there was definitely no burglary—1I guess police oflicers just like to make fel-
ony arrests. | offered them a viclation [criminal trespass, fourth degree}, and
they were given conditional discharges. They would have been sentenced to
‘time served’ except one of them [not in the sample] had been out on bail, and
it would have been too much paperwork to give them different sentences.” De-
fense counsel agreed there had been 2 technical trespass, but doubted criminal
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intent would be shown. He advised the sampled defendant to accept the plea
because of his prior record and because he had already been in jail overnight,
unable to put up $50 cash bail.*

In only 3 of the 17 prior relationship burglaries did the primary motive
appear to be economic gain. In one case—a burglary motivated by the co-
defendant’s need for cash to meet drug and gambling debts-—the complain-
ant was grandfather of the defendant and father of the co-defendant (who
was not in our sample). The co-defendant had a long record, and the ADA
wanted a conviction, but he predictably dismissed the case against both de-
fendants when the complainant absolutely refused to cooperate. In the 2
other economically motivated prior relationship burglaries, misdemeanor
convictions were obtained. One of these was followed by the only “time”
disposition among the prior relationship cases.

The defendant and a companion were caught by the comnplainant—a man
with whont they had previously shot up drugs—in the act of burgling his
apartinent, They were held at bay by his dog until the police arrived, As the
case wore on, the complainant began to show signs of reluctance, but the de-
fendant had a history of narcotics arrests, and the aba didn’t want the case
dismissed. The aDA finally offered a plea to criminal trespass. It was accepred,
and the defendant was sentenced to NACC. The aba thought “the judge did
the right thing. It was a junkie case, in every sense of the word.”

Lack of conventional criminality in most of the prior relationship cases is un-
derscored when the prior eriminal records of the defendants in these cases are
compared with the prior records of defendants in the stranger cases. Almost
half (8) of the 17 defendants in prior relationship burglary cases had no prior
arrests, in contrast to 3 of the 24 delendants in stranger burglary cases. And
while defendants in prior relationship cases generally received more favorable
dispositions than those in the stranger cases, they received even lighter treat-
ment if they had no prior record. Of the 8 defendants in prior relationship cases
who had no prior criminal record, 5 had their cases dismissed, and the 3 who
were convicted all walked. Of the 9 in prior relationship cases who had arrest
records, only 3 had their cases dismissed; 3 walked and one got time.

Stranger Burglaries of Comunercial Premises. Nighttime commercial bur-

* One other case involved an employee who, like this one, was arrested for being in-
side his employer’s premises with no *loot™ but with no permission to be there at the
time. He also pled to criminal trespass—but he pled to the misdemeanor, not the viola-
tion —and walked. These were the only two commercial burgiary cases involving prior
relationships.
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glaries were usually reduced to misdemeanors. This was reported to be official
policy in some boroughs and appcared to be the unoflicial operating principle
throughout the system, even though other factors were often cited in interviews
as contributing to charge reductions. The policy may itself be a prosecutorial
reaction to court congestion and to the need to allocate scarce prosecutorial re-
sources to the more dangerous felonies. As one ADa said of a nighttime grocery
store burglary, “There arc too many major crimes in this city to regard this as
a serious offense,”*

Jail sentences, following reduction of the burglary charge to a misdemeanor,
were given to 9 of the 17 defenrdants in stranger nighttime commercial burglary
cases. Three of the 9 were sentenced to Nacc, and the other 6 got jail sentences
of between 60 days and 9 months. Eight of the 9 had prior records.

Only one commercial burglary, involving a defendant who had two similar
charges against him, ended in 2 plea to a felony (attempted burglary, an E fel-
ony). The judge in this case, who had been an Apa, thought the case “simply
does not belong in Supreme Court, I don't think this case was worth the trouble
of the indictment.” He thought it should have ended with a plea to an A mis-
demeanor in the lower court, but he did not treat it as trivial either: he sen-
tenced the defendant, who had been in pretrial custody for almost a year, to five
years’ probation. His theory was that this way he could exercise more control
over the defendant (via the threat of probation revocation) than he could by
handing down a three-year prison sentence. A three-year term, he felt, would
have been the longest conscionable on the facts of the case, but he feared that
the defendant’s long pretrial custody would have made him eligible for almost
immediate release on parole from such a sentence.

Two of the eight remaining stranger commercial cases were dismissed, and
the other six were disposed of by misdemeanor pleas and walks. These dismis-
sals and walks were explained by a variety of factors, primarily the evidentiary
weakness of the cases and certain mitigating characteristics of some of the de-
fendants. Both dismissals occurred in cases with non-cooperating stranger vic-
tims. One dismissal involved the only case in the sample arising from a match
of a defendant’s fingerprints with prints found at a burglary, although in this
case the burglary had occurred a year and a half carlier.t The only evidence

* His attitude might be different in an uncongested system. But the judge handling the
same case said, “T just don't think that breaking into a grocery store is worth a felony.
I would have given him no more than one year even if this case were tried in a trial
system.”

T The defendant was already in the court system, on a weapons charge, when his prints
were matched and this burglary charge was brought against him, Curjously, he had
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for the prosecution was the prints, as the complainant had not seen the person
who burgled his storc and was not interested in a prosccution after so much
time had passed. The prosecutor did not believe he could prove this case, par-
ticularly after the lapse of time, on the prints alone. The apa who handled the
other stranger commercial burglary ending in dismissal believed that the com-
plainant refused to proceed in that case because he had been intimidated by
the defendant or his brothers.

In one of the six stranger commercial cases where plea to a misdemeanor or
violation was followed by a walk, the defendant’s intent to commit a crime on
the premises was far from clear and would have been diflicult to prove.

One night someone broke the gate to a factory, and sometime during the night
32,000 was stolen from the premises. The defendant was arrested inside the
factory at about 1 aovi., but a few moments earlier there had been 40 other per-
sons wandering around. The Legal Aid attorney thought he was likely to be
convicted and get time—perhaps misdenmeanor iime—if he went to trial, but
the defendant refused the apn's first offer of an E felony. At that point the ADa
first learned about the others not arrested, and abowt the defendant's rather
minor role. He accepted a plea to an A misdemeanor, and the judge sentenced
the defendant to 3 years’ probation. The Apa said, It was not a house, just a
factory, There were 40 kids in there, and he's the only one who got caught —
no stolen goods or money on him. It was not a real burglary. It was a joke.” No
promise was made regarding sentence before the plea in this case, but the aDa
was not interested in the defendant's getting time. He was 19 years old and
“he’s got only one [previous] arrest, which is still pending. His co-defendant
on that one was gequitted,”

The judge did not really consider a heavier sentence on the plea: “He was
found just wandering around, looking far from sinister, and it wouldn't have
been fair to prmish the one who wasn't quick enough to vet out when 40 others
were equally guilty. Anyway, jail is appropriate only for violent cases or for
thieves. This was trespass, no more, and he had already been 10 weeks in cus-
tody; any more time would have been damaging —and wnjust.”

The five remaining walks in strunger commercial burglary cases appeared at-
tributable primarily to the defendants’ characteristics. One of these defendants
had no record at all and was found with a companion in the rear of a burned-
out store with some old carpeting that the owner had already taken up, appar-

been through the system on two previous occasions, after the burglary, without his
prirts having been matched.
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ently with the intent of throwing it away. The lack of prior record in this case
was reinforced by the triviality of the erime. According to the police officer,
“it was a question of two neighbors petting an easy opportunity to get some
carpeting. They were simply opportunists—not criminals.”

Two of the walks are harder to understand because the defendants had long
records. After their arrests, however, both had enrolled in drug treatment pro-
grams, in which they were doing well. Each was given a “last chance” to avoid
prison, perhaps in part because the abas did not know if the prosecution cases
could be pulled together after the long delay following arrest in both cases.*
The fourth of the five walks occurred in the case of a defendant with a record
of mental and alcohol problems and of confinement in mental and penal insti-
tutions. He had been apprehended while trying to break into a store with an
axe. He was drunk and may have been hallucinating at the time of the at-
tempted burglary; he later claimed to have no recollection of the incident.
Alfter several months in pretrial custody he pled guilty to a misdemeanor and
was placed in a special probation program on the condition that he participate
in therapy for his alcoholism.

The final walk in a stranger commercial burglary was similarly attributable
to the defendant’s special status. The crime was a perfectly straightforward
factory burglary, but the defendant was given a conditional discharge because
he was a narcotics informant.

The Legal Aid antorney noted that *most informants have carte blanche ro
commiit small crimes as long as they keep turning in dealers.” According to the
ADA, the complainant agreed wholeheartedly with the charge reduction and
sentence promise because the defendant was “'doing a job for us on the street.”

Stranger Burglaries of Residemiial Premises. Burglary of a residence by a
prowling stranger is the archetypal non-violent felony. Fear of it causes us to
put double locks on doors and bars on windows, and makes our hair stand on
end when we wake to strange noises in the night. There is no prosecutorial pol-
iey to reduce burglary charges to misdemeanors in these cases, as there is when
the premises are commercial. Nevertheless, the nine defendants in deep sam-
ple stranger residential burglaries appear to have received lenient treatment.
Of the nine, one defendant’s case was dismissed, four pled guilty to misde-
meanors and walked, one was convicted of a misdemeanor at trial and walked,

* One prosecution was delayed because a co-defendant had absconded and the aba was

hoping he would turn up so that, if a trial were necessary, it would be a joint one.
No explanation emerges from the interviews for the long delay in the other case,
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and two others pled to misdemeanors and got misdemeanor time. Only one of
the nine pled to a felony charge, and he was sentenced to a year in prison.

None of these nine stranger residential burglars came close to the archetypal
night prowler. Not only was none armed, but there were also genuine ambigu-
itics in the factual sitnations behind several of the arrests. For instance:

= QOne defendant, who was very drunk, passed out in front of a house and fell
in through the window as it broke. He pled guilty to criminal mischief, a B
misdemeanor, and was discharged on condition that he attend Alcoholics
Anonymous. “There was definitely no burglary involved,” according to the
aDa who handled the case.

= A 42-year-old man with no criminal record was seen taking pipes out of an
abandoned building. He claimed to have bought the rights, from the prior
owner, to everything that remained. His story could not be checked because
the prior owner had abandoned the neighborhood as well as his fixtures. The
defendant pled to criminal trespass and was fined $100, although the apa
{who thought “this was nowhere near a felony™) had been prepared to adjourn
the case in contemplation of dismissal if his offer of a walk for a misdemeanor
plea had not been accepted.

One of the other stranger residential burglars who walked was never con-
nected with a burglary at all: he was simply caught near the complainant’s res-
idence with burglary tools and was conditionally discharged after pleading
guilty to their possession.

In the one stranger residential burglary case that was dismissed, the dispo-
sition was attributed in part to the complainant’s refusal to cooperate. The de-
fendant in that case, and a co-defendant not in our sample, had been observed
by a tenant trying to open doors in a run-down apartment house. The arrest-
ing officer said:

“I don’t believe they were really trving to burglarize any apartment, but |
charged it because the facts were there. I think that they were trying to get hnto
a vacant aparinent, of which there were many in that building, to [shoot]
some of their drugs.” (Drugs were in fact found on the co-defendant, who
pled guilty to their possession.)

The sample was not totally devoid of traditional residential burglass, albeit
unarmed and operating in the davtime. Three defendants fit this mold. One
was convicted of a lesser felony and was sentenced to a year in jail (a day shost
of felony time}. The second, an addict, was seatenced to Nacc after he ob-
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tained a reduction of the charge to a misdemeanor because the complaining
witness was moving to Ohio (taking his testimony with him). The third pled
to a misdemeanor and received a conditional discharge—one of the more per-
plexing penalties in the sample when the facts and interviews are scrutinized.

The complainant, a 16~year-old boy, saw a burglar leaving his apartiment
building with his TV . The burglar threw down the set and ran. The boy jotted
down the license of the getaway car, which was traced 1o the defendant. The
boy picked the defendant’s photo out of a group of pictures shown to him by
the police officer. Later, after he identified the defendant again at a line-up,
he began to be less certain that this was the man he had seen.

The defendant offered several alibis. One after the other, they were investi-
zated and proved false. He insisted on his innocence, however, and his Legal
Aid lawyer readied the case for trial, despite his concern that the defendant
would be convicted when his prior record (14 arrests, with convictions and
time on burglary charges} came out on cross-examination, At the same time,
the ADa was “sure” that the boy's identification testimony — his only evidence
—would “fall apart under cross-examination, and he would say he didn’t know
whether this guy was in fact the burglar.”

A jury was selected but, when the defendant was three hours late for court
on the second day, the judge remanded him 1o jail for five days. The Legal Aid
lawyer said that at the next court appearance the defendant wanted to plead
to an A misdemeanor. "He didn't think he'd get a fair trial. He'd rather spend
a year in jail than risk it.” The apa did offer the A misdenteanor even at that
late stage, explaining, "I thought he'd still get a year in jail on the plea.” The
defendant took the plea.

But the judge conditionally discharged the man, explaining, I put him in-
side when he came late. I'm tough and I don’t like any defendant running my
court. But I think I may have jeopardized his chance of getting a fair trial. He
was an innocent victim of mistaken identity. His son looked exactly like him,
and I think the police got the wrong man. He would have been acquitted if
he'd gone to trial, but hie was afraid—yes, because of his prior record but 1
think also because, after the five days in jail, lie thought he wouldi't get a fair
trial or that I would be harsh at sentencing if he were convicted. I accepted the
Alford plea,™ but I feel very bad for how I conducted this case.”

* See note ¥ on page 54.
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Summary

The deterioration of burglary arrests was striking, given the stereotype of an
armed night prowler breaking into apartments. But no case in the sampie fits
the stereotype—none was cven charged as first degree burglary. This, in part,
accounts for the greater deterioration of burglary arrests than of robbery ar-
rests, most of which were initially charged in the first degree; 94% of the con-
victions in burglary cases were for misdemeanors, compared to only 35% of
the convictions in robbery cases. But other factors were also at work.

A surprising 399 of the cases commenced by burglary arrest involved
prior relationships, and almost half these were dismissed. Half of the defend-
ants in prior relationship cases had no prior criminal record. Most (63% ) of
the residential burglaries—the ones most likely to be treated as dangerous fel-
onies—involved prior relationships and lacked aspects of serious criminality.

On the other hand, 61% of the burglaries did nor involve prior relation-
ships: 89% of these defendants had prior records, and only 11% of these
cases were dismissed. The great bulk of the stranger burglaries were nighttime
break-ins of unoccupied commercial premises. Judges and prosecutors con-
sider these crimes “nuisances” rather than felonies, and it was the policy in
several prosecutors’ offices routinely to reduce them to misdemeanors. Al-
though commercial burglaries generally share two characteristics which are
usually associated with severe sentences—they are committed against stran-
gers, and the defendants have prior arrest records——commercial burglaries
rarely result in prison sentences, because they arc acknowledged to present
little risk of violence.

Congestion is almost certainly an impartant reason why commercial bur-
glaries— the most common for which felony arrests are made —are aot treated
as felonies by the apas or judges. The policy is not condoned by statute but is
the product of priorities which place greater weight on crimes of violence or
potential violence, While there might be general agreement with a policy to
concentrate on the violent felonies, perhaps not everyone would agree that
sentences for nighitime burglaries of unoccupied commercial premises— par-
ticularly by repeat offenders—should be limited to no more than a year in
jail. The judge who remarked that he “would have given no more than one
year even if [such aJ casc were tried in a trial system” might in fact change his
mind if the system was less congested.
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Grand Larceny

Grand larceny is the “pure” property felony.* Larceny is the taking or with-
holding of property from its rightful owner, with an intent to deprive him of it
or to deprive him of its use. Unlike burglary, which involves intrusion upon
premises and the risk of confrontation, and unlike robbery, which, by defini-
tion, requires the use or threat of force, larceny entails little risk of personal
violence,

Grand larceny arises when the property taken is worth more than $250,
when the property is taken by extortion, or when the theft is of public records,
credit cards or secret or dangerous material. If extortion is involved, grand
farceny is a C felony punishable by up to 15 years in prison. (None of the 63
deep sample cases discussed in this chapter were commenced by arrest for
the C felony.) Otherwise, grand larceny is a D felony (punishable by up to 7
years in prison) when the property is worth more than $1,500, or an E felony
{punishable by up to 4 years in prison) when the property is worth between
$250 and $1,500. 1f the property taken is not worth $250, the crime is petit
larceny, an A misdemeanor punishable by up to a year in jail.

If an automobile is taken, the charge is usually grand larceny (auto). If
the value of the car is less than $250, conviction cannot be for a greater offense
than petit larceny, the A misdemeanor, or “unauthorized use of a motor vehi-
cle,” also an A misdemeanor. “Unauthorized use,” which is usually added to
the grand larceny charge in auto theft cases, presents fewer evidentiary prob-
lems to the prosecutor; unlike larceny, it does not require proof of the de-

* Forgery and criminal possession of stolen property, which might also be considered
“pure” property crimes, are not discussed separately in this monograph.

Forgeries are omitted altogether, Sixty-nine percent of the deep sampic feiony ar-
rests for forgery were for offenses that would be better deseribed as “victimless” than
as “property” crimes: they involved alleration of documents such as drivers’ licenses.
As one judge said of such a felony charge:

“Irs like “driving without a license.” The defendant just penciled in his name. This

should not be given felony treatmeny, and we usually reduce these sorts of things to
vielarions and give a fine.”
Criminal possession of stolen property was rarely encouniered, except as an alterna-
tive charge to second degree grand iarceny. In many of these cases, the larceny was
inferred from the suspect’s possession of recently stolen goods and could not be proved
independently, The few arrests in the sample for which criminal possession of stolen
property was the top charge are treated. in this chapter, as if the arrest charge had been
grand karceny. As there were no C felony grand larceny charges in the sample, the
criminal possession charge (a D felony, in the first degree) carried the same range of
penalties and scope for reduction as the 1op grand larceny charges (D felonies as well).
Both felonies bave their misdemeanor counterparts when the property is worth less
than $250.
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fendant’s intent to steal the car but simply knowledge that the owner has not
consented to his use of it.

¥act Patierns in Grand Larcenies

Twenty of the 63 deep sample grand larceny cases (32% } involved a prior
relationship between the defendant and the owner of the property that was
stolen. However, 43 of the grand larceny cases were auto thefts, of which only
9 (21%) involved prior relationships. Among the 20 non-auto cases, 11
(55% ) involved prior relationships.

Tust over half (52%) of the defendants had prior criminal records; 45%
of the defendants in prior relationship cases and 56% of those in stranger
cases had been arrested at least once before. The value of the goods taken
ranged from $3.50 (in a case that had clearly been overcharged as a felony)
to $50,000 in the case of a defendant (never convicted before) who got felony
time. Oniy 17 cases (27% ) appeared free of evidentiary problems; the rest
were plagued by non-cooperative complainants, doubts about whether the
property was worth more than $250, doubts about the legality of the search,
or doubts about whether the defendant actually stole, intended to keep or even
had the property in his possession.

To the extent that a typical grand larceny case can be constructed from the
deep sample data, it started with a grand larceny (auto) charge against a
young man with prior arrests for the same crime and prior misdemeanor con-
victions for petit larceny or unauthorized use of a motor vehicle. Typically,
there were doubts about whether the car he was arrested in was worth more
than $250, whether he had been the one who first took it from the owner,
whether he knew it was a stolen car, and whether he intended to keep it for
more than a joyride. Typically, he pled guilty to unauthorized use once again,
was fined and walked.

Deterioration of Grand Larceny Arrests

Like burglary, grand larceny accounted for almost a third of all reported fel-
onies in 1971. The larceny and burglary arrest rates (11% and 9% ) and
clearance rates (13% and 16% ) are also similar. In the deep sample, deteri-
oration of the grand larceny cases was marginally greater than deterioration
of burglary cases,

Figure 17 (next page) compares the conviction and sentencing rates for
grand larceny arrests to those for all felony arrests.

Although conviction was as likely in grand larceny cases as in all other
cases commenced by felony arrests, conviction of a felony and a sentence to
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Figure 17, Dispositional Pattern for Grand Larceny Arrests
Compared to All Felony Arrests

(Grand larceny arrests are 17% of all felony arrests studied, }

Percent

100 100% All fetony arrests

studied {369 cases)

0 Grand larceny arrests
80 (63 cases)
Convictions
70 on felony charges
: gng —all felony arrests
: 70
60 ; — — — « Convictions
on felony charges
50 —grand larceny arrests
0
30
20
1¢ L 7%
5%
0
Arrests Convictions Sentences Sentences
on Felony (On Any Charges) to Jail or Prison  to Felony Time
Charges (Over One Year)

Source: Deep Sampie Data {1973}; Vera Instituie Felony Disposition Study.

prison or jail were less likely. The proportion of defendants arrested for grand
larceny who were sentenced to felony time was similar to the proportion for
all felony arrests.

The deep sample grand larceny arrests proceeded to their dispositions along
the routes shown in Figure 18.

As in assault, robbery and burglary cases, trial was the abnormal path to
disposition for decp sample cases commenced by grand larceny arrest, al-
though 8% (5 cases) were disposed at trial, a higher incidence than for the
other felonies, The most common path to disposition was by guilty plea to a
misdemeanor charge (80% of the convictions were by such pleas) followed
by a walk (73% of those who pled guilty to misdemeanor charges walked).
Some explanations for the dispositional pattern emerge from analysis of the
facts and interviews in the deep sample cases.
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Grand Larceny

Factors Explaining Dispositions of Grand Larceny Arrests

Anto Theft. Two-thirds {43) of the 63 grand larceny cases began as arrests
for auto theft. Prior relationships between victim and defendant were present
in 9. The incidence of prior relationships in auto theft cases (21% ) was lower
than in the felonies considered in previous chapters, but the impact on disposi-
tion continued to be strong: three-quarters (25 of 34) of the stranger car
cases ended in conviction, whereas convictions disposed of conly one-quarter
(2 of 9) of the prior relationship car cases.*

Thus, seven prior relationship car cases and nine stranger car cases were
dismissed, Two of the prior relationship car cases were dismissed when the
owners said the arrest had been a “mistake” and that the defendants—one a
neighbor, the other a friend —had permission to use their cars. A third prior
relationship case ended with an acquittal at trial when the defendant testified
he had jumped into the car to get away from the complaining witness who was
trying to kill him; he had a stab wound to support his story. In the four remain-
ing cases, in which the prior relationships were commercial, dismissal seems
to have been the product of different forces. One ended in dismissal despite
the compiainant’s insistence that the case be prosecuted. The defendant, a cab-
bie, had lost the keys to his cab and called the company to report it. He gave
the wrong address and, when the tow truck couldn’t find the cab, he was
arrested for grand larceny. The judge who dismissed the charges said: “He
did nothing except maybe drink on the job; that shouldn't be punished by the
court.”

Another of the dismissed commercial cases involved a car rental agency
employee whose job was to drive cars from one airport to another. He had a
friend with him one night when he was transporting his last car. They took
& detour into the Bronx, where he let his friend borrow the car for an errand.
The friend was arrested for grand larceny (the arrest in our sample), but the
agency agreed with the judge’s assessment of the case:

* One of the two prior relationship car cases ending in conviction involved a car rental
agency employee. He borrowed a car for the night from one of his employer’s locations.
He had no inteat to steal it and was convicted of resisting arrest, not car theft. He was
fined $150 on the misdemeanor plea. In the other prior relationship case, the defendant
worked in a garage and was a pessenger when another garage employee took a car on
2 joyride that ended in an accident. The case against the sampled defendant was not
considered serious by anyone interviewed, and he pled guiity to petit larceny. Because
he had a prior record, he was placed on prebation for three years,
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“It was my view that the emplovee was the prime mover and [the rental
agency| should be satisfied with a trial against that one. . . . But the ACD
was the best course here—this fellow has no prior record and he is a student.”

The last two commercial case dismissals began with straightforward rentals
from the same agency. In one, the customer kept the car beyond the agreed
time, claimed he had notified the agency of his change in pians, and readily
paid the extra amount due. In the other, the customer lent the car to his
nephew, who was arrested when the car did not get back to the agency on
time. When the uncle corroborated the boy's story in court and it became
evident that a misunderstanding was at the root of the incident, the agency
withdrew its complaint.

These prior relationship dismissals occurred in weak cases, against defend-
ants with no prior criminal record or with only minor records.™ The pattern
was similar in stranger car cases disposed of by dismissal.

Four of the nine stranger defendants whose cases were dismissed had
merely been riding as passengers in the cars. One was a hitchhiker, picked up
only minutes before the police stopped the car and found, through a routine
check to the computer, that it had been stolen. In the other three cases, the
passengers may have known the cars were stolen but claimed otherwise, and
their claims were corroborated when the drivers “took the rap.”

A fifth stranger case ended in dismissal when the defendant, a cab driver,
produced receipts to show he had rented the vehicle. The apa also accepted
the story of a sixth defendant, who claimed he was just trying to move a ten-
year-old car off the road after finding it abandoned; he had no record, was a
solid citizen, and the circumstances supported his story. Dismissal disposed
of a seventh stranger car case because the defendant, whe claimed he had not
known the car was stolen when he bought it, helped the police trace the man
who had sold it to him. The judge dismissed the charges against the eighth
stranger car thief despite the fact that he had been caught stealing the car and
had a prior prison record; the defendant had enrolled in a drug treatment pro-
gram, and the judge had received positive reports for nine months.

The last dismissal of a defendant arrestad for theft of a stranger’s car high-
lights a recurrent evidentiary problem: when a suspect is not actually ob-
served stealing the car, the prosecution usually iacks evidence to prove either
that hie actually stole it or knew it had been stolen.

* Sixty percent of the defendants whose cases were dismissed (including both prior re-
lationship and stranger cases) had no prior criminal record.
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“I stopped the car for a routine check and found from the compuiter that it
had been reporied stolen for three months,” said the police officer, “The driv-
er's uncle came in, voluntarily, and said he'd bought the car. He had paid al-
most the going price jor it, and he had even paid the sales tax. I had to arrest
him, but he gave me one-hundred-percent cooperation on the investigation.”
The car, a nvo-year-old Buick, was worth $3,500. The defendant had paid
$3,300 for it to a man he met in a bar. The ADA thought the defendant, 64
years old with no record, should have known better than to try to get a bar-
gain on the street, but said, “There was no question of getting a plea here;
I moved for an acp. The man lost enough— the car, the lawyer's fee and
the 33,300.”

If the defendant in this last of the dismissed stranger car cases had paid less
for the car, he might have been convicted. The following case, in which the
defendant also claimed innocent purchase of a stolen car, is illustrative.

“This car [a two-year-old MW [ goes for $4,000, said the police officer. “He
had a bill of sale for $800. He knew it was stolen; had he paid $3,500 or
$3,800, it might have been honest.” The grand larceny, initially charged as a
D felony because the car was valued ar more than $1 900, was reduced to un-
authorized use of a motor vehicle, an A misdemeanor, and the defendant was
conditionally discharged and fined $250 on his guilty plea. The apA felt a re-
duction was necessary because the defendant’s lack of any prior record and
his bill of sale wmade for “real shortcomings at trial —I could lose it all if the
fury believed him.” The police officer thought the jury might believe him, be-
cause the car was of foreign make and its value would not be widely known,
and because the defendant had only been in the country for two years and
niight not be expected to know the value.* The ADaA thought the conditional
discharge was an appropriate disposition, but he felt the fine was unnecessary:
“He had already lost 3800 and the car.”

The vatue of the car can affect dispositions in another way, simply because
the felony charge depends on value exceeding $250. The result in the follow-
ing case —a misdemeanor plea and a 5-month jail sentence—apparently turned
on the difficulty of proving that the stolen car was worth $250.

A police officer observed the defendant for half an hour as he checked each
car on the street. He unlocked one car, got in and left it. He then opened an-
other, got in and started it. When the officer made the arrest, he found a Gen-

* The car and the defendant did not have the same counlry of origin,



eral Motors master key in the defendant’s possession. The car's owner, a fire-
man, had witnessed the incident oo and was prepared 1o testify.

The apa and Legal Aid lawyer agreed that it was an “‘open and shut case,”
and they agreed with the arvesting officer that the defendant, who had a prior
record of arrests for car theft, was ‘'a professional car thief” or “part of aring.”
According to the DA, this was just the sort of case in which the felony charge
is justified and in which prosecution policy is to refuse reduction of charges for
a plea. “Joyriding is routinely reduced to the A misdemeanor,” he said, “and
the felony charge is reserved for the real auto thief. So this was not considered
a minor case, given that he had the master key—and his record.”

But this ad hoc prosecutorial policy conflicted with another rule of thumb
described by the ADA: “In New York City, it is considered only a misdemeanor,
for all practical purposes, to steal a car if the value is under $500. The real
problem here was the value of the car—it was a'64 Chevy, and it wasi’t worth
more than $250. We conldir’'t have gone to the Grand Tury on that.” He offered
a plea to unauthorized use—the A misdemeanor—and a five-month sentence.

The interviews suggest that the five-month sentence was the result of the
ADA's Insistence on the defendant doing some time because he was not really
just a joyrider, and the fact that the defendant had already been in jail, unable
to make bail, for three months when he entered his plea for the promised sen-
tence. Both the Apa and Legal Aid attorney thought the defendant would have
been convicted of the A misdemeanor and sentenced to nine months in jail if
the case had been tried, There is, however, a hint that the prosecutor’s deci-
sion was influenced by more than the presimed difficulty of proving that the
car was of felony value. He also said, “'I wanted a plea, to get rid of the case.
The A misdemeanor was my goal. Auto cases like this are not heinous. Un-
less there’s some violence with it, it is routinely reduced.”

Certainly, the reduction of grand larceny charges appears routine in the bulk
of these deep sample stranger car theft cases. Twenty-one of the 25 convic-
tions were by plea to misdemeanors or violations.® Eight of these pleas were

* The other four convictions in stranger car cases were reached as follows: One misde-
meanor conviction, followed by a ten-monsh iail sentence, was by trial in a case where
the charge had been reduced 1o a misdemeanor in the Complaint Room. The defend-
ant, who had a prison record for car thefts and stood to have parole revoked if con-
victed on this new charge, thought there was nothing to be gained by a guilty plea. The
three remaining convictions were for felonies. Two were pleas to E felonies after ar-
rests for D felonies, one by a drug addict sentenced to Nacc for theft of a new and
valuable car, and the other by a hank robber who stole an almost new car while on
{continucd on page 104}
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followed by jail sentences, 4 by probation, 4 by fines and 5 by conditional dis-
charges. Seven of the 8 defendants who were sentenced to time on their mis-
demeanor pleas had prior records; the eighth, although lacking a prior record,
attempted to take an almost new Cadillac, was arrested when chased from the
scene by a police officer, had a co-defendant who was caught with goods stolen
from the car and, perhaps most important, had spent 25 days in jail before
pleading to the misdemeanor charge for a 30-day sentence.

The sampied arrests for grand larceny (auto) do not bear out conventional
wisdom, which holds that this crime is largely the province of the compulsive
joyrider. Many were joyriders, but almost half (47% ) of the defendants had
never before been arrested and only 32% had been previously arrested for a
similar or related offense. A record of multiple car thefts was infrequent; only
5 of the 43 car case defendants had been arrested for more than two. One case
highlights the difficuity the criminal process faces in disposing properly of the
defendant who just cannot keep his hands off others’ cars.

“It was a policeman’s intuition,” said the arresting officer. "I don’t think the
car had any tail lights. . . . Something drew my attention 10 it, and we pulled
it over. The driver couldn’t produce the registration. I asked for a check on it
and the car was wanted. I didi’t have anything to link him to the theft, but
he was prettv cooperative—he gave us gll the information we would need to
process the arrest. He had a long sheet— 17 arrests.” In fact, the 27-year-old
defendant had been arrested for car theft as recently as 3 months earlier— his
seventeenth auto theft arrest in 6 vears. He was convicted of unauthorized use
of that motor vehicle and sentenced to 9 months in jail. Before he went to jail
on that charge, however, he had taken another car, pled guilty and served the
jail sentences concurrently. Two weeks after his release from those sentences,
he was arrested for the car theft that brought him into the deep sample.

“All the arrests were for grand larceny {auwto},” said the judge. “This guy
must have an obsession with it. He's either very sick, or he doesn’t give a damn.
I don’t believe people don't give a damn, Yel, if you put him away, when he
gets out there's going to be more ways and means to commit more and greater
crimes.” The defendant pled guilty to unauthorized use of a motor vehicle. No
sentence was promised, and the defendant must have expected to do another

bail for federal bank robbery charges and received a three-year prison sentence concur-
rent with the sentence on the federal charges. The third felony conviction foilowed a
trial on 2 D felony charge of criminal possession of stolen property, The defendant, a
sixty-year-old man with no prior record, insisted on his innocence, claiming the car was
a gift from his son. But the son had a record of arrests for aute theft, and the jury be-
lieved the father knew his car had been stolen, He was put on probation.
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turn in jail. Bur the judge received a report that he had been accepied into a
residential drug treatment program and, convinced that jail would make no
dent in this man's behavior, the judge discharged him with the condition that
he reside with the program. “Not that I'nt an optimist, but I've seen too often
a person, not expected 1o succeed, succeed and do what's right, You've got 1o
have faith.” Unfortunately, the defendant absconded ten hours after arriving
at the program.

It might have been possible to obtain a felony conviction in this case, but the
difficulties are typical. The car was a 9-year-old Chevrolet, and the Aba could
expect difficulty proving, even with expert testimony, that its value was over
the felony line. He would also have difficulty proving larceny because this de-
fendant—like ali but 3 in the 43 car cases—was not observed actually steal-
ing the car and could raise at trial one of the common themes of people caught
in stolen cars: I borrowed it from an acquaintance; | was just taking it for
a spin; I bought it from a man I've never seen before”; and so on, In this case,
however, the defendant’s credibility would have been seriously damaged by
his prior record.

It is difficult to teil whether congestion and scarcity of prosecutorial re-
sources discourages prosecutors from attempiing to prove felony cases against
such defendants, or whether there is a wholly independent ground (perhaps
the one reflected in the Penal Law provision for a separate crime of “unaun-
thorized use™) to support the almost automatic reduction to misdemeanor
charges. The view that pervades the interviews was best summed up by a
Bronx judge in another auto case:

“This is only worth a misdemeanor plea. It's not a felony situation. In the
whole scheme of justice, I think we should be concerned about the crimes of
violence.”

Other Larcenies. Dispositions in the 20 grand larceny cases involving other
kinds of property were not very different from dispositions in the car theft
cases, as Table N, page 106, shows. The only difference appearing on the
surface is that the convicted defendant in a car case is somewhat more likely
to get a taste of jail and a little less likely to walk than the convicted defend-
ant in a case involving another Kind of property.

Prior relationships figured in 11 (53% ) of the non-car grand larcenies.
Five of these were dismissed, 5 ended in guilty pleas to misdemeanors and
walks, and one —an insurance fraud—ended at trial with conviction for the E
felony initially charged and a 3-year prison sentence. This was the only prior
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Table N: Dispositions in Grand Larceny Cases,

by Nature of Property Taken Sentences
Mis-
Ae- Dis- Caomvie. demeanor  Felony
Property Taken quittals missals  tons Walks  Time Time
Cars (N=43) . . 1 ] 27 17 9 1
Other (N=20) . . 1| 7 i2 9 l 2

Source: Deep Sample Bata {1973); Vera institute Felony Disposition Study.

relationship non-car case to end in time. The 9 strangers fared almost as well,
however. One was acquitted, the cases against 2 were dismissed, 4 pled guiity
to misdemeanors or less and walked, one pled guilty to a misdemeanor and
was sentenced to 30 days, and one-a con man—entered a plea to the E fel-
ony initially charged and was sentenced to prison for 3 years.

The range of prior relationships in non-car farcenies is displayed in Table G,
Each of the 5 dismissals in prior relationship cases resulted from failure of
the complaining witness to press charges. The failure of the prostitute’s client
to show at court is no surprise, but it is surprising that she was charged with
grand larceny when his complaint alleged that she took only $3.50 from his
trousers. Another dismissed grand larceny complaint arose when an 83-year-
old woman accused her 43-year-old neighbor of keeping the proceeds of a
check made out to her. The defendant, who had been handling the woman’s
financial affairs, had been given the check to deposit in the bank and had
thought he was to keep a commission. The charge was withdrawn when they
straightened out the terms of their agreement.

The third dismissal involved a defendant who broke windows in his brother-
in-law’s home. They had been feuding for years and the brother-in-law had

Table O Nature of Prior Relationships in Non-Car Grand Larceny Cases

Theft by Employee from Employer (or Employer’s Customer) .
Theft from Neighbor or In-law

Theft by Prostitute from Client

Theft by Welfare Recipient from Weit’are Agency

Theft by Customer from his Bank .

{No Prior Relationship)

~—
A a3 2~
N

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973), Vera Institute Felony Disposition Swudy.
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accused the defendant of extortion when he broke the windows in anger, The
judge adjourned the case in contemplation of dismissal when restitution was
made. In the fourth dismissal, a bank accused one of its customers of grand
larceny when he overdrew his firm’s account by $6,000. The case was dis-
missed when he deposited the missing funds and the bank withdrew its com-
plaint, The final dismissal invelved an alleged theft of merchandise by em-
ployees at a lingerie shop, The sampled defendant and a co-defendant took
home 600 items when, according to the shopkeeper, they had been told they
could take a few items for their wives. The case was dismissed because the
complainant refused to come to court—in fact, he had re-employed the
defendant,

Employees caught stealing from their employers cannot, however, count
on avoiding conviction. Five of the six charged with such larcenies were con-
victed, including the two co-defendants who entered our sample in the follow-
ing case.

“The practice of emplovees stealing material from the Long Isiand Railroad
Yard was evidently very common,” said the judge, “and the LIRR apparently
thought these stunts had gotten out of hand. They put the yard under surveil-
lance and these two men, along with four or five others, were seen putting
crates in their cars. They were arrested. There was some problem with the
search, but 1 indicated I thought it was 0.X.”" All the wen had worked for
fifteen or more years with the railroad, and all were close to retirement age
and pensions,

The search turned up cans of tuna and a lawmnower, The aba said, “Tuna
is not a catastrophic crime. I really doubt any jury would convict them for
that. And the defendanty had witnesses to the effect that for years employees
had picked up things left on the track.” The Legal Aid attorney was flabber-
gasted at the felony charge—"for fish! It should have been a misdemeanor
and ac'd, I have to assume the railroad feaned on the apa to make an ex-
ample of these men.”

The men were fired and lost their pension rights after a railroad hearing;
they then pled puilty to criminal possession of stolen property, at the A mis-
demeanor level, and the judge gave each a conditional discharge and a $500
fine. The judge explained his sentence this way: “These were older men with
families and therefore not suitable for probation—they had been around long
enough not to need any guidance. Neither of them had a record, so I saw no
reason lo punisit them further—they had already lost their jobs—but 1 fined
them to show that the law meant business.”
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In a third case arising from theft by an employee, the apa obtained a misde-
meanor piea, despite the employer's loss of interest in the case when the em-
ployee, who had embezzled a series of small sums totaling $250, made resti-
tution. After the defendant had admitted his guilt, entered a guilty plea to petit
larceny and been put on probation, the complainant offered to re-employ him.

In another case, involving a delivery boy accused of taking an envelope con-
taining $2,000 from a drawer in a shop where he had made s Christmas de-
livery, the Supreme Court aba explained his acceptance of a misdemeanor
plea and promise of conditional discharge this way:

“I felt this was a weak case. Only the complainant as a witness, and she didn't
see him take the envelope, There was no direct evidence—just that the money
was there before the defendant arrived and no longer there after he left. Often,
when we know a defendant is guilty but are not sure of winning the case, we
take what we can rather than lose all the marbles at trial. Anyway, I figured
that this defendant would be placed on probation if he were convicted after
trial, because of his age (23) and that, at most, he had only one prior—an old
one, I discussed the case with the complaining witness to get her feeling. She
only wanted her money back and was not interested in seeing him go fo jail.
I considered either grand larceny, third degree, with probation or, if restitution
would be made, an A misdemeanor and conditional discharge. That's what he
ultimately took, She wanted the restitution, and I couldn’t give hin the con-
ditional discharge without reducing it 1o a misdemeanor. But it could have
been handled in Criminal Court—nor up here. I feel there is an inherent prob-
lem in the way our courts work because the people in Criminal Court are new
and don’t have enough experience to evaluate what a case is worth at trial—
they should have been able to reduce this for the disposition it got.”

At this point in the interview, the ADA was informed that the arresting officer
had told us of 2 second witness—a customer in the store— who claimed to have
seen the defendant actually remove the envelope from the drawer. The aba
examined the Grand Jury minutes, found the testimony and was embarrassed.

"Oh, my God! I didi’t see that when I took the plea. You're right; what a jerk
I am. Scratch everything Pve said in the last 25 minutes. With this, the case
is even triable. He would have been convicted of a D felony. But still, it
wouldi’t have changed the disposition nmuch. The restitution was what was
waintted, and he had already got a job in Florida {where the family had moved
after the arrest] and made a new start, Even if I'd offered him only the one
step down [the D felony [, I would have let him go at that.”
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The last of the six thefts from employers went to trial. An insurance agent,
who had just been acquitted on similar charges in another county, overconfi-
dently chose trial and was convicted of defranding his employer of $20,000-
$50,000. He had no prior convictions on his record, but it seems that at sen-
tencing the judge took into account the charges of which he had just been ac-
guitted. He was given a three-year prison term.

A welfare fraud case, the last of the prior relationship non-car larcenies,
involved a lesser sum—3$635—and was not regarded as “serious” by any of
those interviewed about it. A welfare client drew public assistance in that
amount while illegally working on the side. She admitted her guilt, made resti-
tution and was given a conditional discharge on a plea to attempted petit lar-
ceny, a B misdemeanor,

The charges against another welfare recipient were clearly of the “stranges”
variety, but her equally lenient disposition was expressly shaped by the view
that the attempted theft was “an act of desperatior, not a felony.” She had
been caught trying to cash a stolen welfare check for $361, made out to some-
one else. The judge believed that she needed the money for her children and
put her on probation after she pled guilty to attempted grand larceny, an A
misdemeanor.

Two other stranger cases reached simiiar dispositions—pleas to misde-
meanors and probation. One began with a felony arrest for criminal possession
of stolen property, a set of hi-fi speakers. A burglary charge was added to the
cuse after arrest but later dropped when the defendant pled guilty to a misde-
meanor-level criminal possession charge. The speakers were worth less than
$250, and the prosecutor would have had difficulty connecting the defendant
with the burglary. The other case was a purse-snatch which lacked the element
of violence or threat necessary for a robbery charge. The complaining witness
disappeared, the police officer’s identification testimony was shaky, and the
apa settled for a plea to attempted grand larceny and probation. The defend-
ant, who was an addict with no prior arrests, voluntarily committed himself
to Nace for treatment,

One stranger grand larceny arrest was disposed of with a plea to disorderly
conduct (a violation) and a conditional discharge. The defendant had been
seen throwing an empty billfold into a refuse bin, but he had not been seen
taking it. In fact, the complaining witness did not know if it had been stolen
or just mislaid. The evidentiary problems made felony conviction impossible,
and the case would probably have been dismissed had it not been for the de-
fendaat’s prior record of convictions.

Dismissal was the resuit in another stranger case in which evidentiary prob-
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lems were equally daunting. A construction worker was arrested for grand
larceny for taking a jackhammer off a worksite. The equipment turned out to
be worth less than $250, no one had actually seen him remove it, and an in-
vestigation failed to turn up anyone claiming to own it. The final dismissal of
a stranger grand larceny case invelved a purse-snatch from a plainclothes po-
licewoman. There were no evidentiary problems, but the defendant was found
to be mentally unfit to stand trial.

Not all the arrests for stranger grand larcenies were “junk” cases, however.
One defendant was caught with seven stolen credit cards in his possession. He
had a prior record, including prison sentences, and although he could have
been tried for felonious possession of stolen property, he was allowed to plead
guilty to “attempted possession of stolen property,” an A misdemeanor, and
was sentenced to only thirty days in jail. There were evidentiary problems (he
had not used the credit cards, and there was no proof that he had actually
stolen them}, but there was little danger that the defendant would get away
with the sorts of excuses that plague prosecutors in the car theft cases. He could
not very well maintain, for example, that he had “borrowed” the credit cards
from a friend. The ADA’s explanation for reducing the charge from an E felony
and for promising a thirty-day sentence seems weak:

"“The possession of stolen credit cards is really petit larceny.* Credit cards are
used to buy small things. I would have offered him the same plea later, when
he would have gotten ninety days—I gave him the lower time to expedite the
case. He pled at arraignment —that way we don’t have 1o bring in the cop and
the witnesses later on. This case has 10 be looked at in reverse, from the Su-
preme Court angle first, and worked back. Should we try this in Supreme
Court? Even with the defendant’s record, the answer is no. | wouldn't consider
sending it to the Grand Jury; even though it would indict, we would not want
to proceed on it. It is just not a serious crime.”

The defense attorney called it "“a great disposition. Originally the ADA asked
for more than thirty days; we hanmered this down because the plea was at
an early stage. The defendant was unemployved and had no resources: the
chances of release on recognizance or making bail were minimal, so if the
case were delayed he would spend the time in jail. We are dealing here with a
defendant with a long record. He had lots of experience with the courts and
knew what he wanted.”

* This must mean that the apa does not believe it shonld be treated as a felony. Tt is
an B felony under the statute. (New York Penal Law, § 165.45.)
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Again, it cannot be clear from the deep sample data whether a defendant like
this one should have been prosecuted more vigorously. It seems likely, how-
ever, that in cases such as this, where evidentiary problems do not appear to
rule cut a felony conviction, congestion explains the pressured plea bargaining
and the casual handling and rapid deterioration of the charge.

The interviews in the last of the stranger non-car larceny cases provide con-
firmation that some participants in the system do not regard these as serious
cases. The defendant, a 35-year-old con man with 21 previcus arrests for simi-
lar offenses, pled guilty to the E felony as charged and was sentenced to 3
years in prison. The apA who had handled the case at the Grand Jury stage,
when our interviewer told him of the disposition, remarked: “The judge gave
him 3 vears for a con game? [nceedible!” The case serves as an illustration of
the complexity of the dispositional process and the possibility of conflict be-
tween competing system goals.

The defendant was arrested after the complaining witness identified him from
a collection of 5,000 mugshots, She claimed he had shown her a lot of money,
told her he was a preacher from Africa and did not trust banks, promised her
a hefty commission if she would act as his banker, held her hand on the way to
her bank where she was to prove her liguidity, and finally switched an empty
packet for the packet she had produced containing $600 from her account. He
was arrested two years later and charged with E felony grand larceny. There
were two other cases, arising from similar incidents at about the same time,
pending against him. His total take had been 32,750,

The defendant agreed to a deal worked out by the aba and defense atiorney
to cover all three cases—a plea of guilty ro the felony charge, one vear in jail,
and complete restitution. The apa favored the deal because complaining wit-
nesses in such cases are “generally idiots,” the identifications were shaky, the
complaining witness in the sampled case was reluctant to come to court and re-
tell her embarrassing stovy in public, and the defendamt had stayed out of
trouble ("retired,” as the defense attorney put it} in the two years since these
incidents, The judge, however, refused to sanction the arrangement unless the
ADA's superior would recommend it; the request to that quarter was refused.
*“The ApA was now talking three vears on a plea,” said the defense attorney. 1
said ‘forget it’ because I knew the defendant would get only three years if con-
victed at trial—even though the maximum is four—and that the sentences
would be made concurrent. We had nothing to lose. And we almost won the one
they took to trial first—the complaining witness was sc bad on the stand.” But
that case ended in conviction and a three-year sentence, and the judge in the

111



Grand Larceny

sampled case accepted the E felony plea and imposed a concurrent three-vear
sentence.

This appears to be a favorable disposition for the People—felony time on fel-
ony conviction of a confirmed predatory felon—but the defense attorney’s
view is at least thought-provoking.

“The Da’s office was thoroughly silly about this.* They wasted four days for the
trial and all the time and money involved. My client got three years—but no
restitution has been made. This really turns out 1o be a bad deal for the People,
and it's really hard on the victims.”

Summary

Grand larceny, like burglary of unoccupied commercial premises, is a “pure”
property crime, lacking the potential for violence that might incline prosecu-
tors toward pressing for felony convictions and judges toward imposing felony
time. The deterioration of arrests for grand larceny therefore is due in large
measure to the view that thiscrime is something less than a felony in most cases.
That attitude can be overcome if the Jarceny is believed to be part of a profes-
sional criminal operation (for example, a car theft ring) or if it ocours on a
grand scale (for example, the con artist or the insurance defrauder}.

The deterioration of felony arrests for grand larceny was accelerated by the
existence of prior relationships in 329 of the cases, by evidentiary problems
in most of the rest, and by the relatively low incidence of prior eriminal records
among defendants. Seventy-three percent of the cases presented evidentiary
problems (non-cooperating complainants, doubts about the property being
worth more than $250, doubts about the legality of the search that turned up
the stolen property, doubts about whether the defendant ever stale, intended to
keep or ever even possessed the property in question). Thirty~five percent of
the cases were dismissed; 80% of the convictions were by plea to misdemean-
ors; and 73% of those who pled to misdemeanors walked.

Grand larceny (auto) was the charge in the majority (68% ) of the cases.
Prior relationships do not account for the deterioration in this category; only
219 involved prior relationships, the lowest incidence among the victim fel-

* In fairness to the pa’s office, it should be pointed out that the rejected deal worked
out for this case would have disposed of a robbery charge as well; this had been added
to the grand larceny charge when the complaining witness said the defendant pulled a
gun on her after she realized he had switched the packets, No one believed her, and it
was ignored when the case was finally disposed of, but it might have influenced the
ADA's superior when he was asked to approve the deal for restitution,
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onies. There were many evidentiary problems in auto cases, however. Only 3
of the defendants in those cases were actually seen taking the autos. In addi-
tion, there would have been difficuities in almost all cases in proving the de-
fendant intended to do more than use the auto without authority (an A misde-
meanar ), andd many of the cars were obd encugh for doubts to be raised about
valuing them at more than $250.

The factors shaping the dispositional pattern of arrests for grand larceny
(auto) emerged from the sample with considerable clarity, and have the flavor
of policy:

a Virtualiy no one will be prosecuted for the felony if the car is not worth
more than $500;

a Unless the defendant i believed to be a professional car thief or part of a
ring, he will be allowed to plead guilty to a misdemeanor no matter what the
value of the car;

» The compulsive joyrider is usually given a taste of jail in the hope that he
will soon grow up.

Although prior relationships were relatively rare in grand larceny (auto) cases,
they had the expected effect—7 of the 9 cases were dismissed. The relation-
ships tended to be commercial in nature, and the complaint was likely to be
withdrawn after restitution was made. Generally, dismissal of grand larceny
(auto}) charges occurred —in stranger as well as prior relationship cases —when
the evidence was weak and the defendants had no prior eriminal record or only
a minor record.

More than half (55% ) of the non-car grand larceny cases did arise from
prior relationships, and half of these prior relationship cases were dismissed be-
cause of complainant non-cooperation. The generally lenient pattern of sen-
tences for those who were convicted—usually by plea to a misdemeanor—
was a product of mitigating circumstances or evidentiary problems unique to
each case. Two felony time sentences were imposed, both upon professional
criminals whose thefts were substantial. (The only other felony time sentence
was imposed in a car theft case in which the defendant, who took a new and
valuable car while on bail for federal bank robbery charges, was to serve the
grand larceny sentence concurrently with the federal sentence.)

Like the policy of routine reduction of burglary charges to misdemeanors
when the target is an unoccupied commercial establishment, the ad hoc policies
governing grand larceny prosecutions seemt the product of priority-setting in a
congested system. While not obviously irrational, the policy has the effect of
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virtually ensuring that auto theft will not be treated as a felony. It could be
argued that this would not be the case if the system was less congested, so that
prosecutors could give proper attention to the violent felonies and still devote
time to litigation of less serious issues, such as the value of a 1964 Chevrolet or
the credibility of a defendant’s story about having innocently borrowed or
bought a stolen car.

The ad hoc policy disfavoring felony prosecution of grand larceny (auto)
charges, unlike the policy regarding burglary of unoccupied commercial prem-
ises, does have some support in statute. The Penal Law provision of a separate
misdemeanor—unauthorized use— does lend some legitimacy to the prevailing
view that these cases are “only worth a misdemeanor plea.” There is, however,
no statutory sanction for the prosecutors’ view that $500 is a more sensible
level to separate felonies from misdemeanors.

On the other hand, exacting misdemeanor pleas from the raiiroad workers
who had already lost their jobs and pensions “to show that the law meant busi-
ness,” and from the petty embezzler who was offered his job back, might still
be considered excessive when compared to the general pattern of dispositions
for larceny cases. Prosecutorial interest in securing some kind of conviction
may have overridden justice in these cases.
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Criminal Possession of Dangerous Weapons: Guns

llegal possession of a gun is a “victimless” crime, in the sense that there is
rarely a complaining witness to report it to the police or to testify in court.
(When a gun is used against a victim, the top charge will be assauit or higher. )
As with other felonies in this category, the “arrest rate” and “clearance rate”
for criminal possession of weapons are high—but most reports are simultane-
ous with a police officer’s discovery of the weapon and arrest of a suspect for
the crime. We have chosen gun possession arrests as illustrative of “victimless”
felonies, because a speech by the New York City Police Commissioner regard-
ing deterioration in the processing of gun possession arrests prompted this
study (see page xi, above). Furthermore, gun possession may be a prelude
to more serious felonies; guns were responsible for 50% of the murders and
were used (though not necessarily fired) in 32% of the armed robberies re-
ported to the police in 1974.% :

New York City imposes the tightest restrictions in the country on the owner-
ship and carrying of firearms. T Yet it was estimated in 1973 that one million
New Yorkers owned them—the great majority itlegally, Only about 100,000
handguns (not counting those belonging to police) were registered in 1974, in-
cluding those belonging to 28,000 civilians who were lcensed to carry them
outside homes and business premises. In addition, some 130,000 New Yorkers
were licensed to own long guns.t In 1974, the Police Department confiscated
some 15,000 guns that were possessed illegally.

In New York, the possession of unlicensed handguns and certain other con-
cealable weapons is a crime with a complicated sentencing structure. Itisa D
felony to possess an unlicensed handgun (for example, a pistol or a sawed-off
shotgun} if ammunition to fit the gun is also possessed, whether or not the gun
is loaded when it is found. If the gun is in the defendant’s home or place of busi-
ness, or i he does not possess ammunition for the gun, the offense is only an A
misdemeanor. These A misdemeanors will rise back to the D felony level, how-

* New York City Police Department Statistical Report, Complaints and Arrests, 1974.
T A license to own a long zun can be obtained after a backeround check on the apph-
cant, but the applicant need make no showing of “need” for the gun. Registration of
handguns and licenses to carry them are much more tightly controfled, To register a
handgun, the owner must first produce an ownership license issued by the police only
after o screening which disqualifies apphlicants with criminal records or histories of al-
coholism, drug abusc or mental disorder. If the owner of a registered handgun wishes
1o carry it legally outside his own premises, he needs still another license that is issued
only on his showing of a “need” to do so.

t License Division of New York Police Department and New York City Firearms
Control Board, 1974.
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ever, if the defendant has previously been convicted of any felony or misde-
meanor. Possession of an imitation pistol and most knives® is no crime at all
unless an intent to use the weapon unlawfully can be proved; if criminal intent
is proved, possession of the weapon is an A misdemeanor. That misdemeanor
will also rise to the D felony level if the defendant has previously been con-
victed of any felony or misdemeanor. Only D felony arrests for possession of
guns will be discussed in detail in this chapter.

Fact Patterns in Gun Possession Cases

Thirty-four cases in the deep sample were commenced by arrest for felonious
possession of a weapon. In 6 of the 34 deep sample cases, the weapon was not
a gun, leaving 28 gun cases for analysis in this chapter.{

* Possession of a gravity knife, switchblade, cane sword, billy club, sand club, black-
jack, metal knuckles, sling shot or any other dangerous or deadly instrument is an A
misdemennor which rises to a D felony if the pessessor has previously been corvicted
of a crime,

t In four cases, the weapon was a knife, in one it was a broken bottle and in one it was
a molotov cocktail.

Four of the six were disposed of by guilty pleas lc misdemeanors or lesser offenses.
Ir: one of the four, the weapon was a conventional knife but there was ne evidence sug-
gesting criminal intent. The defendant, who had been drunk and waving the knife
about in the street, pled guilty to public intoxication and was conditionally discharged.
Another, who pled guilty to disorderly conduct, haé been arrested for urinating in the
street. The Kknife found when she was searched was not a gravity knife or switchblade,
and there was no evidence suggesting she intended to use it criminally, The third mis-
demeanor plea arose from the arrest of a boy thought to have thrown a molotov cock-
tait at a police officer, an E felony. His clean prior record and the difficulty of showing
intent to attack the police, led the Apa to settle for 2 plea to reckless endangerment
and a probation sentence, This defendant had been arrested for attacking his former
lover with a broken soda bottle, The bottie was never recovered to be used in evidence
and the weapon charge was dismissed. Despite the prior relationship, his numerous
prior convictions ensured that this defendant would do some time on his plea of guilty
to third degree asszuit.

One of the knife cases ended in dismissal when the knife proved not to be a gravity
knife and there was no evidence of an intent to use it criminally.

The Iast of the knife cases ended in an E felony plea and probation, although the
weapon charge was dismissed. The defendant, arrested on the police officer’s belief
that the knife on the front seat of his car was a gravity knife, offered the officer a
bribe to let him po. (He was driving his girifriend o the hospital.} He pled guilty o
attempted bribery, Ironically, the knife was not a gravity knife and there was no evi-
dence of criminal intent, Even if there had been, he could not have been convicted of
a feiony because he had no previous record,
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All but two of the guns were real, and all but one of the real guns were
loaded when seized. The unioaded gun was found by a search of a suitcase in
which fitting ammunition was aiso found. Only one gun was found in a de-
fendant’s home. Prior relationships figured clearly in only two cases; a prior re~
lationship may have been present and may have influenced the disposition ina
third, but the data are not clear in that case. Nevertheless, only eight felony
convictions were obtained, and only two were to the D felony originally
charged. The remaining felony convictions were by plea to the purely hypo-
thetical E felony of “attempted” criminal possession of a gun. But the sample
was riddled with evidentiary problems peculiar to the “victimless™ crimes of
possession. The most important factor in shaping disposition of these cases was
the defendant’s prior record or lack of it.

Deterioration of Gun Possession Axrests

The pattern of deterioration of arrests for possession of handguns is similar to
that of felony arrests generally, as shown in Figure 19 on the next page. The
principal difference between gun cases and other felonies is that conviction
(and felony conviction) is more likely in the gun cases, which means that
sentences given to those who are convicted are comparatively lenient. Figure
20, page 119, shows how these cases reached their dispositions,

Once again, trial is the rare path to disposition, Only one of the 28 cases
foilowed this route. The defendant in that casc was convicted of the D felony
with which he had been charged and sentenced to 3 years in prison.

Only seven months earlier he had been arrested on a weapon charge, and he
had previous convictions in juvenile court for assault, maiming and disorderly
conduct. The arresting officers said they became suspicious when a car in
which the defendant and others were riding cruised slowly up and down the
street. When they approached, according to their story, a gun was in “plain
view" on the front seat. They arvested the group, searched the car, and con-
fiscated several other weapons and anununition. The ApA’s doubts about the
officers’ story—that the gun was int plain view, justifving the arrest and sub-
sequent search-—were resolved when the judge denied a motion to suppress
the evidence on constitutional grounds.

From then on, according to the ADA, “it was a good and easy case to prepare.
We just had the officers as witnesses. The case was ready to go at any time.
Nothing funmv; the jury would either believe or it wouldn’t. I knew the de-
fendant wouldit't take the stand [to rebut the presumption that he possessed
any gun found in a car he was occupying ] because of his prior record—he had
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Figure 19, Dispositional Pattern for Handgun Possession Arrests
Compared to All Felony Arrests

(Handgun possession arrests are 8% of all felony arrests studied.)
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a prison sentence for a vicious assanlt in which he severed the victint's hand.
And he had let it slip to the officer that they were a stick-up team that held up
junkies because junkies couldn’t turn them in.” The judge gave the sentence
recommended by the probation report —three years.

Comparatively few — 3 of the 28 cases —were dismissed, and the typical course
to disposition was a misdemeanor plea and a walk. Walks also disposed of 5 of
the 7 pleas of guilty to felony charges.

Thus, the deterioration of felony arrests for handgun possession s broadly
consistent with the data produced in 1972 by the New York City Police Com-
missioner (page xi, above). The deep sample cases will be examined more
closely, however, for evidence bearing upon the Commissioner’s conclusion
that the court system must bear “the giant share of the blame for the . . . rise
in crime.”
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Factors Explaining Dispositions of Gun Possession Cases

Prior relationships and non-cooperating complaining witnesses are under-
standably searce among the gun possession cases, but one case serves to illus-
trate that the prior relationship factor can play a role in the disposition of even
victimless crimes. A woman reported to the police that her husband had an
unregistered gun. When the police searched him and his closets and drawers,
however, they found nothing. They did find a loaded gun in the trunk of a car
registered in the wife's name, which was opened with her keys. Because the car
was unoccupied at the time the gun was found, the aDA’s case rested upon the
wife's testimony that the gun belonged to her husband. * She never appeared in
court to testify against her husband, and although the case was not dismissed
outright, it was adjourned in contemplation of dismissal {acD).

The aba said: " An AcD, from our point of view, is better in some ways than a
dismissal—though it will be the same in the end—because we are holding
something over his head. He knows he won't get leniency next time.” This
statement is surprising in view of another remark by the same abA: “The case
should have been dismissed in the Complaint Room. If I'd heard the story
there, that's what I would have done. I think it was a bad case. There was no
evidence of that gun being anyplace near the defendant.”

Possession offenses—whether they involve guns or other contraband—are
plagued by evidentiary problems atising either from the search that turms up
the contraband or from the difficulty of proving possession when the contra-
band is mot discovered by searching the defendant or his premises. The
“search” problem typicaily involves the following question: if the gun was not
“in plain view” of the police officer and was discovered without the defendant’s
consent by a search of his person, car or premises, did the officer have suffi-
cient cause under Fourth Amendment standards to make his search “‘reason-
able”? The “possession” problem typically poses the following question, as in
the case mentioned above: if the gun was not discovered by search, is there
sufficient evidence linking the defendant to the gun to show that he possessed
it?

Four of the five dismissals resulted from “possession” problems, and they
illustrate the variations in which this evidentiary difficulty presents itself. The
possession problem that led to dismissal in the case above—the gun was found

* Section 265.15(3) of the Penal Law creates a presumption of possession “by alf per-

sons occupying [an] automobile at the time™ when a gun is found in it In this case,
neither the husband nor the wife was in the car,
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in a place to which more than one person had legitimate access—is com-
pounded when the place is public. A judge explained the difficuity as follows,
in a case commenced by arrest for possession of a loaded revolver:

“The two policemen said they heard o ‘metallic sound’ in the darkness as they
approached the defendant and anotiier man o a street at midnight. Allegedly,
one cop flashed a light on the gutter several feet from the men and located the
gun. I decided to dismiss at the preliminary hearing. As far as I could see, there
was more than reasonable doubt as to whether either of these defendants actu-
ally possessed the gun. I did not believe there were any chances of conviction.
I probed the officer carefully: the area was rubbish-strewn—there were lots of
cans and bottles Iving around. The sound might have been caused by a can in
the street or any nanber of things. And it was pitch dark at the tinte. I did not
believe that the officer, hearing a metallic sound some fifteen or twenty feet
away, could immediately find the object with his flushlight. If the officer had
testified that he saw one of the defendants drop the gun, or even that he saw
the gun in flight, I would probably have accepted it. But this gin was just as
likely Iyving in the gutter when the cops reached the scene. That is, If the gun
was there at all—1I thought the police version was a bit fabricated.”

The ana was furious: “This defendant had a long record and had done time
at least once—that's why I was pushing for the felony. And there was no point
to a lesser charge here—possession was the essence of either the felony or a
misdemeanor. But this judge went far beyond the bounds of discretion; the suf-
ficiency and credibility of the evidence should have been left to the jury. It
would have been OK for hint 1o dismiss a case where the cop finds a gun on the
street and then arrests someone standing fifteen feer away —then there’s no real
link. But here the officer could 1estify to the metallic sound and the gun was
close to the defendants.”

“I don’t blame the abA,” said the judge. “He should have been angry. If he
wasi'’t, he should not be in the Da’s office. But I was within my power to dis-
miss this case; the evidentiary weakness justified it, and a judge has to play jury
sometimes. That's what these hearings are for.”

In another of the dismissals, however, the apa believed the possession prob-
fem was insurmeuatable.

During a fight near a precinct house, soimneone yelled to the police, “The guy in
the car has a gun.” The police searched the car and arrested the two occupants
when they found a loaded gun under the sear. When they found the owner of
the car standing nearby, he, too, was arrested and charged with possession of
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the gun (he is the defendant in our sample). The statutory presumption of pos-
session by all persons who are occupying a car in which a gun is found (see
note*, page 120, above) did not apply to this defendam, and there was no
other evidence suggesting that he had ever handled the gun or kuew of its ex-
istenrce. Dismissal was likely, according to the ADA, even before a witness was
found who told the police that he had seen one of the two occupants of the car
throw the gun under the sear.

In the final dismissal attributed to a “possession” problem, neither the gun nor
the witness who had reported the crime could be found.

“"We got a radiv call that there had been a fight on the street,” said the arrest-
ing officer, “and that there was a man with a gun. We had a description of the
man and his car, and we found someone who fitted. He said, ves, he had been
in a fight with some drunk over a parking place. We placed him under arrest
and searched the car. But there wasn't any gun. And the complaining witness
never showed or made contact with us again. We check out every gun call, but
this will happen nine times out of ten on a radio call—and it's we, the police,
who turn out to be the bad guys. This complainant probably just wanted the
defendant locked up for his own satisfaction.”*

The police officer went to court three times. The apa said: “This defendant
had a bad rap sheet —a number of felonious assaults, two grand larcenies— but
it was impossible to get any sort of conviction out of this case without the gun
or without a complaining witness to testify that he had it. It all had to be thrown
out. It was an administrative decision—the case had been on the calendar for
two months and three hearings. Even if the defendant had wanted to plead
guilty, he couldn’t have done it technically because the complaint hadn’t been
sworn to. But the witness gave the wrong telephone number, the wrong address
—everything. The officer was never going to find him.”

In the fifth case disposed of by dismissal, there were no evidentiary problems,
the prosecution case was strong, and the defendant had a record of convictions.
Both the apa and the judge wanted the charges dismissed, however, after
hearing the defendant’s story.

* There are several suggestions in the interviews that this is another prior relationship
case or, at least, that the call was made to the police by the man with whom the de-
fendant had the fight, The police officer said, “The defendant said the complaining
witness was drunk,” The Apa said: “This whole case depended on the complaining
witness's testimony — many limes, in these sorts of complaints, the complaining wit-
nesses have longer records than the defendants.”
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“I was in the patrol car,” said the arresting officer, “when I saw this defendant
walking along with what appeared to be a gun bulging from his back pocket.
! asked him what it was and got an evasive response and then a refusal to ex-
plain. I went for his pocket and found the loaded gun. At that point he ex-
plained that he was a maintenance worker at Shea Stadinm; he'd found the gun
there and was taking it to the precinct just up the street. And he was walking in
that direction. But [ arrested him for the felony—he had no license, he hadi’t
gone through the right procedures to turn in a gun, and he had a record from
way back.”

The officer was right in thinking that—whatever the story—the man was
technically guilty, but the Legal Aid attorney, the ApA, the officer and the judge
all agreed at arraignment that the man, who was 44 years old, had been work-
ing steadily at Shea Stadium for more than ten years and had been out of
trouble for almost twenty, was telling the truth. The judge said, “I'm very
stringent on weapons charges. If I'd had the slightest doubt, I wouldn’t have
dismissed the case; weapons charges are 1oo serious. I just couldi’t see any
criminal intent here. And we don’t have court time to waste on obvious niis-
takes like this.” Said the apA: “I was sorry we had taken it that far—it was a
nothing case. There was really no evidence of any crime.”

In 7 of the 15 gun cases disposed of by plea to misdemeanor charges, evi-
dentiary problems go a long way toward explaining the deterioration. Two of
these had “possession” problems similar to the ones that led to the dismissals
discussed above. In one, involving a defendant with no prior record, the loaded
gun was found in a paper bag on a toilet seat in a public bathroom in the pres-
ence of others. The apa settled for a plea to loitering and a conditional dis-
charge. In the other case, the defendant and another man were the only two
passengers in a subway car where a paper bag containing & loaded gun was
found. This case might have ended in dismissal, except that the defendant, who
had numerous previous convictions, was unable to make bail and eventually
pled to a misdemeanor weapon charge for time served (about 10 months).
All five of the cases presenting clear “search” problems ended with misde-
meanor pleas; two were disposed of by conditional discharges, one by proba-
tion, and two by misdemeanor time sentences. A six-month sentence went to a
defendant who was arrested following a search triggered by an unidentified
passer-by, The defendant was standing on the street with a group of men when
the passer-by toid the police officer that one of the group had a gun. The apa
offered an A misdemeanor because of his doubts about the legality of the
search; the judge promised that, if the probation report recommended time,
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the maximum sentence would be six months. Six months was imposed when
the report revealed, for the first time, an extensive out-of-state record.

A one-year misdemeanor sentence in another case is harder to explain.
There, too, the felony charge was dropped because of a search problem, but
there seems little to support a jaii sentence,

A 23-year-old college student, with no prior record, was arrested for posses-
sion of a loaded gun. The officer said the defendant, a cab driver, had reached
out of his parked cab and placed his gun at the curb as the officer approached.
He made the arrest for the gun, which was in plain view, and then found mis-
demeanor quantities of marijuana and cocaine on the defendant when he
searched. The Supreme Court ADA, after reading the case papers, was pre-
pared to offer an E felony: “In Supreme Court we will reduce a case only one
count for the plea. The defense didn’t want to accept it so we were proceeding
to jury selection. It was then that I spoke with the officer and I knew something
was wrong—the story was incredibie. So I dropped my plea offer to an A4 mis-
demeanor.”

The ADA said it had been the judge who suggested the thorough interview
with the arresting officer, because in another case earlier that day the same offi-
cer had told the same incredible story: “First he sees the gun, then he searches
pursuant to the arrest, then he finds the drugs. The gun charge,” explained the
ADA, “woudd never hold up.”

The apa offered to drop the gun charge for pleas of guilty to the two misde-
meanor drug charges: “In effect, he was asked to plead to the part of the in-
dictment that would have held up at trial.* I normally wouldw't want to bring
a case like this to trial because we tie up the part for a week on a minor offense.
There was no discussion as to sentencing, but I thought there was a strong
possibility he would get jail time.”

The jail sentence —one year—seems heavy for a first offender pleading guilty
to possession of small quantities of marijuana and cocaine. The probation re-
port reconunended probation, if the judge concluded the defendant was not a
seller of drugs. The irony is that the judge seems to have taken the gun pos-
session charge into account when passing sentence, despite the fact that the
prosecutor did not believe the weapon arrest had been properly made or, there-
fore, that the search producing evidence for either the gun or the drug charges
could be supported. The judge was not available for interview, but his law
clerk explained: “I see no motion to suppress in this case— there’s nothing to

* The apa did not explain why the drug charges would hold up at trial if the bad
search that made the gun inadmissible was alse the search that produced the drugs.

124



suggest that the ADA thought the officer's testimony was incredible. The judge
took the weapon charge into consideration. And the probation report said he
wasn't an addict, 5o he must have possessed the drugs for sale. It also said he
was a youth worker —that shows he was gainfully enmployed and committed to
improving his station in life, but it also indicates his danger fo the community,
walking around with drugs on him. And, as a student, he's becoming a useful
citizen, but it also means he should know betrer. I think making the two one-
vear sentences concurrent was lenient.”

The defense lmvyer was unavailable for interview, so we do not know why
no motion to suppress was made in this case, or whether the lawyer reasonably
expected awalk once the gun charge was out of the case.

The prosecutor in another case had similar doubts about the legality of the
search that produced a loaded gun, and he was satisfied with a three-year pro-
bation sentence on the misdemeanor plea.

“The search was weak. Thev first arrested him because they thought he
matched o description of a man wanted for a shooting. But the shooting had
been in the Bronx and the defendant was driving in Manhattan, the defendant’s
clothing didi’t maich the description, and I thought it was very questionable
whether we could survive a motion to suppress. And the A misdemeanor
seemed sufficient—the defendant had only one prior arrest six years before.”

The deep sample dispositions and interviews suggest that the “exclusicnary
rule,”* by which evidence may be suppressed if constitutional protections
against unreasonable scarch are violated, works rather differently than many
may assuine. Whether or not the rule deters the police from making question-
able searches, it does not seem to produce dismissals in cases brought into the
criminal process in which the searches are probably illegal and the evidence
could be suppressed. Not one of the gun cases was dismissed following a suc-

* The “exclusionary rule,” designed by the Supreme Court to give substance to the
Fourth Amendment's prohibition of unreasonable searches and seizures, provides that
when a search does not satisfy the constitutional standards of reasonableness, the
“fruits” of the search must be suppressed and not used in evidence. As exclusion of the
unlawfully seizad evidence would mean acquittal at trial for many defendants accused
of crimes of possession, when there is no complaining witness's testimony for the pros-
ecutor o fall back upon, it was thought that the “exclusionary rule” woulid deter police
officers from making unlawful searches, (See Mapp v. Ohio, 367 US. 643 (1961).})
This rationale assumes, of course, that the faw enforcement interest is the securing of
convictions rather than the discovery and confiscation of dangerous contraband. The
deep sample data suggest that this assumption may be mistaken.



Criminal Possession of Dangerous Weapons: Guns

cessful motion to suppress illegally seized evidence; in the few cases in which
such a motion was made, it was denled. Instead, the risk of losing a suppres-
sion motion seemed in several cases (o have so weakened the prosecutor’s
chances of conviction that he settled for a misdemeanor conviction and a
walk, The guns, of course, were removed from circulation by the police at the
time of arrest—and that, after all, may be the main objective,

The following case, in which a defendant with a prior record and a loaded
gun in his car pled guilty to a misdemeanor weapon charge and was condition-
ally discharged, illustrates the complexity introduced into a case by “search
problems.”

“4 man on a motorcycle said there was a guy around the corner in a car
who pointed a gun at him. They'd had an argiument,” said the arresting officer.
The complainant rode off, never to be seen again, and the officer drove around
the corner to find the defendant pulling out from the curb. “We stopped him
and arrested hinm for having a court officer’s shield on the dashboard, He said
he'd borrowed the car.” The defendant was taken 1o the station on the charge
of impersonating a court officer, but it was dropped when it became clear he
had not done so. After the car was brought to the station house it was searched
—the gun was then found in it

As there had been no lawful arrest, there had been no reasonable ground for
searching the car. " This was an exceptionally weak case,” said the ADA. “There
was a definite search and seizure problem, but it was never cleared up. Ordi-
narily, I would not go below an E felony on a gun case, but a motion to sup-
press at trial here might well have meant outright dismissal. So I waited for
them to offer a plea.” The defense attorney believed “it was better to take a
plea instead of risking having a motion to suppress denied and having to go 1o
trial. It was unlikely that this motion would have been denied, but there's
always a risk involved, and the defendant would have had no defense at o
trial”

“He asked for an A misdenteanor,” said the aba, “and under the circum-
stances of the arrest—there were no witnesses—1 accepted, There was no dis-
cussion of sentence, but this guy had only an old A misdemeanor conviction on
his record, and a conditional discharge was the best all around solution—at
least we have somethinng on hivn for the next six months.”

The judge agreed to the disposition, saving, "In a trigl it 1might have been
dismissed; there was no defense, but the ADA was having search and seizure
problems. With the conditional discharge we have some control over him if he
gets into any kind of trouble. But there was no need for more, or for special
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conditions. He was a working family man, no real record, and his family de-
pended on his income.”

Although all parties scemed in agreement about the disposition of this case,
some concern was expressed about the waste of time and court resources. The
felony arrest charge survived Complaint Room, Criminal Court Arraignment,
Preliminary Hearing and Grand Jury; it was reduced and disposed of at a
Supreme Court Pretrial Conference after 219 days in the criminal precess. In
the judge’s words, “This case, like so many cases in Supreme Court, could have
been worked out in the lower court. These don’t belong up here.”

The final misdemeanor plea and walk (another conditional discharge) in
the five “search problem™ gun cases can be traced to the judge’s certainty that
the defendant’s parole would be revoked anyway and that he would, in effect,
do time for possession of the gun. He had already spent 145 days in custody
waiting for disposition of the gun charge and for a parole revocation hearing,

In 8 cases in which misdemeanor pleas were accepted despite the lack of
“‘possession” or “search” problems, prior record played a major role in the final
outcome. In one of these, the loaded gun was found among the 62-year-old de-
fendant’s possessions, after he was arrested for a violation—propositioning a
plainclothes policewoman posing as a prostitute in Times Square. The ApA
offered this explanation for accepting a misdemeanor plea and promising a
$500 fine, despite his office’s policy against reduction from felony charges in
gun cases:

“First, he had a very old record [serious charges, but all between 1933 and
1950 [ which involved mostly acquittals and dismissals, so we consider that he
really doesi’t have any record at all. Secondly, he's an older man and has been
steadily employed for 15 years. It didn’t seemn proper to give him a felony con-
viction on this. His being arrested and the compromising situation would serve
as embarrassment and punishiment enough, And it would have been difficult at
trial, with the defendant probably gaining a good dedl of jury sympathy.”

Two of the cases that lacked search or possession problems, but were disposed
by pleas to misdemeanors (or less), were overcharged as felonies in the first
place. One was a prior relationship case. The police were called into a family
dispute in which the defendant had threatened an in-law. The defendant’s un-
registered gun was loaded, but it was ir his home and he had no prior felony
or misdemeanor convictions. These facts do not satisfy the Penal Law require-
ments for a felony gun possession charge. The defendant pled guilty to the
property (misdemeanor) gun charge and was fined $75. In the other over-
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charged case, the gun was loaded but it was only a starter pistol. Again, pos-
session was not a felony under the statute because the defendant had no prior
convictions. In addition, criminal intent (necessary to make possession of a
starter pistol even a misdemeanor ) would have been difficult to prove on the
facts of the case. He pled guilty to disorderly conduct, a violation, and was
fined $50. In contrast, the one other defendant arrested for possession of a
starter pistol was sentenced to 5 months in jail. The factors underlying the dif-
ferent disposition seem to have been that he had prior convictions and that the
gun charge had been added on top of an E-level grand larceny charge; his
plea was to petit larceny.®

Two delendants, who were conditionally discharged upon pleas to misde-
meanor gun possession charges, were from out of state, just passing through
New York, and were thought to be ignorant of the Penal Law provisions,
Neither had any prior record. One was a soldier whose gun was discovered in
a routine airport search of luggage. He might not have been prosecuted at ali,
except that he was AwWoL at the time, and the walk was conditional upon his
returning to the Army.

In the last of the misdemeanor pleas, the gun was loaded but the charge re-
duction and lenient sentence (a conditional discharge) were explained by the
defendant’s lack of prior arrests or convictions. He was “a family man and a
city employee,” and the fact that he would lose his city job if he was convicted
of a felony was given weight in reduction of an otherwise solid technical felony
possession case. This case also provides evidence for the proposition that in
a city with such a large number of weapons, it is not only “people of criminal
intent,” to borrow Commissioner Murphy's phrase, who are illegally armed.
In any case, it is doubtful that a jury would be willing to convict an obvious
non-criminal like this man on felony charges.

Seven cases were strong enough for the prosecutor to hold out for a felony
plea. Despite the strength of the prosecution’s case. | 5 of these 7 felony pleas

* The gun possession was not related to the larceny, and it wounid have presenied prob-
lems to prove a criminal intent in possessing the pun—a prereqguisite to making the
possession a felony by reason of his prior convictions, He was first arrested for stealing
a wallet, and only when he was searched was the starter pistol {found.

1 In one case there had been a “search problem,” but the judge denied a motion to
suppress. The apa held the view that the motion ought to have succeeded; the judze,
inexplicably, thought “it is the duty of the Apa to dismiss it if the search was question-
able. It’s his responsibility. Titles don’t matier-he’s a lawyer as much as a judge is.”
As it was his office’s policy not to reduce gun charges to misdemeanors in Supreme
(continued on page 130)



were followed by walks. None who walked had a substantial criminal record.
The following case 1s illustrative.

An off-duty police officer buying gasoline noticed that the attendant was carry-
ing a gun and arrested him, The defendant had been arrested only once—20
years before——and that charge had been dismissed. He had been steadily
employed for 20 years, supporting a family. He pled guilty 1o attempted
possession of the gun (an E felony) and was given five years' probation.
Neither the judge nor the prosecutor saw a point in putting him in jail.

The conviction charge—“attempted” possession—is nonsense, but there
woutld seem little to be gained by forcing such a case to trial and conviction on
the D felony when the defendant does not appear to be a dangerous felon.
Thus, a similar E felony plea was devised, and followed by probation, for a
man with no prior arrests who had actually fired his gun—into the air on an
impulse, with no hint of criminal or malicious intent.

One of the five who walked following a felony plea had several prior
convictions, but the offenses were minor. He was arrested as a passenger in
a stolen automobile. A search of his pockets, pursuant to the arrest, turned
up a loaded gun. Though he walked with a sentence to probation, his liberty
was conditional upon participation in a drug program. His troubles seemed
to stem from drug abuse, so he was dealt with as sick rather than dangerous.

The two defendants with serious prior records who pled guilty to felonies
got time. In one case the charge was knocked down one step (to the hypotheti-
cal “attempted” possession E felony) by an apa who was surprised to find
himself with a strong case. (*Based on the testimony presented by the offi-
cers,” he said, “T would have granted the motion to dismiss.”*) The aba

* “Just from hearing the officers talking to each other,” said the apa, it became
obvious that the only just ruling would be to grant the motion. The judge denied it
because it's hard to call the police officers liars. This officer was an inherently unbe-
Hevable character, and his story was impossible. You have to have a hearing first in a
case like this, because there is a good possibility thai the judge will dismiss the case.
Judges seldom will dismiss a case, even with valid questions of the search and seizure,
where there are one or two officers testifying who would be made Hars. They take the
search question into consideration for sentencing purposes instead.” The judge, inex-
plicably, expressed the view that although the police officer’s testimony was “not very
convinecing, I felt T could not dismiss the case, I thought it was 2 question for the jury
to resolve, whether the police officer was telling the iruth abont the search or not.”
The judge said he had promised the one-year maximum “because of the search prob-
lems,” but stated he would not have gone any lower to secure the plea “because of the
prior conviction.”
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wanted a felony conviction and time because “the People are always even
more uptight with a gun case than with a drug case,” and because this de-
fendant had previous felony convictions and a prison record for a violent
crime. He was not surprised, however, when the judge agreed to promise no
more than a year. “The only reason he went that low was the search and sei-
zure probiern. There was a good chance—50-50—of acquittal if they made
the motion again at trial.” The other defendant with a serious prior record en-
tered a guilty plea to the same felony as charged. There was no search problem
in this case: he was arrested while drunkenly waving his loaded revolver about
in the street. The probation report was negative, and he got the three-year
sentence it recommended to cover the gun felony and an ontstanding assanlt
charge.

The overall importance of the defendant’s eriminal record in shaping the
disposition of gun possession felony arrests is apparent even if evidentiary
problems are ignored. Table P displays the sentences for all the gun case de-
fendants who were convicted of something, by the nature of their prior records.

The numbers are small, but the association between prior convictions and
time sentences on the current charge is strong. Twelve of the 14 walks went to
defendants who had never before been convicted; 8 of the 10 with prior con-
victions got time. Four of the 5 who walked with arrest records had only very
old or only misdemeanor arrests. The one defendant who got time despite a
clean record was the cab driver who pled to two misdemeanor drug offenses,

1t is not surprising that prior convictions —or their absence—are so power-
fully associated with disposition. The assumption built into the statutory
scheme for classifying and setting maximum sentences in weapon offenses is
that possession is a serious matter because it is potentially dangerous. The po-
tential danger is likely to be even greater when the possessor has, by previous
convictions, already demonstrated criminal propensities.

Summary

When an illegally possessed gun is used in a criminal way, arrest wili bring the
defendant into the criminal process with a more serious top charge (for ex-
ample, homicide, rape, robbery, burglary or assault). Nevertheless, most of
the ADAs and judges interviewed about the disposition of deep sample gun cases
indicated that they viewed the possession charge as serious because of the

Court, this ApA used the “attempted” possession E felony for a plea offer. The defen-
dant, who had never been arrested before, was put on probation. The apa thought that
the judge probably took the search issue into account at sentencing, as well as the lack
of prior record.
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Table P: Seatences in Gun Possession: Cases, by Prior Criminal Record

Walk Time®
NoPriorRecord . . . . . . . . . . .« « ... ...1 1
Record of Arrests e .. . .5 -
Record of Coavictions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 8

Source: Deep Sample Data (1973); Vera Iastitute Felony Disposition Study.

a. For the purposes of this table, the defendant who was conditionally discharged because he
was known by the judge to face a year in jail for parole violation on the gun possession and
because he had already done 154 days in pretrial custody, is considered to have been
sentenced to time, Similarly, the defendant who was sentenced to probation after ten months
in pretrial custody is considered te have been sentenced to time.

violent crime that is associated with guns and because of office policy and pub-
lic pressure to resist charge reduction in cases involving guns. Thus, deteriora-
tion of these arrests. which fits the pattern of deterioration in fefony arrests
generally, does not appear to represent callousness towards the public interest.
There are few decp sample cases in which—when the facts of the situations
and the evidentiary obstacles to felony conviction are explored—it could be
said that the disposition was clearly too lenient or that the courthouse was
“bargained away.” The cases in which conviction was possible and in which
there was also a suggestion of the potential for more serious harm seem to have
been singied out for more severe dispositions. The defendant who fired his gun
into the air in a vacant lot was evidencing a potential for causing harm, despite
his lack of malice or criminal inteni. He did 154 days in detention before being
conditionally discharged on his misdemeanor plea, and he will do felony time
because of the parole revocation triggered by his conviction for possessing the
gun, The drunk with a record of assaults who was waving his loaded gun about
in the street got felony time on a felony conviction. And the defendant with a
juvenile record, whom the aApa believed was about to commit an armed rob-
bery with a gun found in the car he and his friends were using to “case” the
street, was convicted of a felony at trial and drew felony time.

Even in an uncongested system, in which every case could be taken to trial
as originally charged. many of the remaining cases would have deteriorated
because:

s The defendant’s lack of prior record or his possession of the gun in his
own premises warranted only a misdemeanor charge under the terms of the
Penal Law;
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s The sympathy of the jury could easily have been won by the defendant’s
obvicus lack of eriminal intent in arming himself in a city where so many go
forth armed, and by his otherwise responsible behavior towards family or
community;

= The prosecutor would have had difficulty persuading a jury that the de-
fendant actually possessed the gun if it was not discovered by searching him;

s If the gun was discovered by search, the prosecutor would have lost a de-
fense motion to suppress the evidence {or the conviction would have been re-
versed on appeal) because the search did mot meet constitutional require-
ments.

In any event, it is difficult, from the deep sample data, to support former Police
Commissioner Murphy’s suggestion that leniency by judges and callous plea
bargaining by abas in gun cases are responsible for large numbers of “people
of criminal intent carry[ing] handguns in New York City” or for a rise in
crime. To the contrary, even in the face of serious evidentiary problems in
gun possession cases, the police and courts seem to perform efficiently what
may, after all. be their primary mission—removing illegal weapons from cir-
cuiation.
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This has been a study of the processing of felony arrests by the New York
City Criminal Courts. We have looked in particular at those cases that have
been processed aill the way through to final disposition—or three-fourths of
all the cases. We have cxamined what happens to original charges as these
cases arc adjudicated in court, and then looked at rates of conviction and at
sentencing patterns.

Our findings have been unexpected, at least in part. We did expect charge
deterioration, as Commissioner Murphy’s statistics indicated we might, and
we found it. We aiso found a system dominated by plea-bargaining, in which
only 2.6% of the cases ended in trial. And we found, somewhat to our sur-
prise, that the charge reductions and dismissals were often explicable, ac-
cording to the participants in the system, by factors other than congestion
and the pressure congestion creates to dispose of cases quickly through pleas
rather than trial. Depending on the perspective of the reader, this reliance
on plea-bargaining to dispose of cases may be damaging to the defendant,
on one hand, or to the victim and the public, on the other. And, indeed,
there were cases in which a defendant who pled guilty and was sentenced to
jail would probably have been acquitied had the case gone to trial. There
was also the reverse situation, in which a conviction after trial would prob-
ably have ended in a heavier sentence than the one negotiated by the defense
lawyer, prosecutor and judge. In general, however, we found dispositions
proportional to the seriousness of the offenses, the length of the defendants’
criminal records, and the closeness of their relationships to the victims. Thus
the system was proportional in its outcome, although not in its process.

It must be remembered that we saw the system through the eyes of par-
ticipants who explained their actions in specific cases. We recognize that it
may have been only natural for them to portray a system that proceeds with
integrity and consistency. It may be, too, that congestion was not mentioned
more frequently as an explanation for deterioration because it so pervades
the system that judges, lawyers and police officers no longer recognize it as
a discrete influence. Despite this caveat, we found sufficient agreement
among the participants as to the facts of given cases to persuade us that dis-
positions of felony arrests were generally in accord with the individual acts
that provoked the arrests and with the character of the defendants (primarily
determined by their prior criminal records).

It must be emphasized again that we have been looking not at all felony
crimes in New York City, nor at the total population of felons, but at those
persons actually charged with felonies whose cases were disposed of in the
adult criminal courts. We know these accounted for about three-fourths of
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all felony arrests, and that felony arrests, in turn, represented about one-fifth
of all felonies reported. We are thus dealing with that relatively small propor-
tion of potentially guilty fefons who are caught in the police net, accused in
court, and, in this study, have their cases carried through to final disposition.

There is no doubt that the deterioration of these felony arrests once they
get to court, as revealed in our data and confirming Comrmissioner Murphy’s
data, indeed seems alarming:

= 43% of the cases commenced by felony arrest and disposed of in the
Criminal Court were dismissed;

= 98% of the cases that ended in coaviction were disposed of by guilty
pleas rather than trial:

a 74% of the guilty pleas were to misdemeanors or lesser offenses;

s 50% of the guilty pleas were followed by “walks,” 419 by sentences to
less than a year in prison;

= QOunly 9% of the guilty pleas were followed by felony time sentences;™
2 Only 2.6% of cases were disposed of by trial.§

What are we to make of these fizures? Are serious criminais “getting away
with it” in the adult criminal court system and being turned loose or being
given inappropriately light sentences? Qur probe suggests that this is not
the case, and that we may arrive at a different conclusion: Where crimes
are serious, cvidence is strong, and victims are willing to prosecute, felons
with previous criminal histories ended up with relatively heavy sentences.
One is thus tempted to conclude that if criminals arc “getting away with
it,” they may be getting away with it more on the streets than in the court-
room,

There are other groups of defendants, however, not included in our
figures, who may be getting away with it—both on the streets and in the
court room. In those cases where the defendants failed to appear in court
(about 6% ) we did not have the dispositions of the cases because the de-

* ‘These are wide sample data. Deep sample data paralleled these figures closely except
that fewer deep sample cases (3455 ) resulied in dismissal, and more (37%5) of those
who pled guilty were given walks.

1 The data from the wide sample trial cases showed more trials ending in acquittel
than conviction. However, aggregate statistics indicate that trials are more likely to
end in conviction than in acquittal,
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fendants were still at large. Nor do our figures include the 12% of defendants
under 16 years of age, who were more likely to be arrested for robbery and
burglary than other crimes. We do not know what happened to these juve-
niles, although from other studies we can guess that they are less likely to
be incarcerated than aduits. Of course, a study of the reasons for the dispo-
sition of juvenile arrests couid help answer these questions.

The reason why so many cases that come into the system as felonies
are not prosecuted as charged is, we now know, that a high precentage of
them, in every crime category from murder to burglary, involve victims with
whom the suspect has had prior, often close, relations. Logically, suspects
who are known to their victims are more likely to be caught than strangers
because they can be identified more easily by the complainants. And this
very fact of a previous personal relationship often leads a complainant to
be reluctant to pursue prosecution through adjudication. The study found
that tempers had cooled, time had passed, informal efforts at mediation or
restitution might have worked, or, in some instances, the defendant had
intimidated the complainant.

The study found an obvious but often overlooked reality: criminal con-
duct is often the explosive spillover from ruptured personal relations among
neighbors, friends and former spouses. Cases in which the victim and de-
fendant were known to cach other constituted 83% of rape arrests, 69 %
of assault arrests, 36% of robbery arrests, and 39% of burglary arrests. The
reluctance of the complainants in these cases to pursue prosecution (often
because they were reconciled with the defendants or in some cases because
they feared the defendants) accounted for a larger proportion of the high
rate of dismissal than any other factor. Of course, this kind of “familial”
crime is still crime, and its victims often as strongly aggrieved as the victims
of stranger crime. But there can be no doubt that the relatively close defen-
dant-victim relationship is responsible for much of the case deterioration in
court, And although this deterioration may be rational from the perspective
of the decision makers, it may not be rational or desirable in all cases from
the perspective of injured wives, tenants and neighbors.

It also has an effect on the sentences ultimately imposed in those cases
that survive the adjudicating process. Judges and prosccutors, and in some
instances police officers, were outspoken in their reluctance to prosecuie as
full-scale felonies some cases that erupted from quarrels between friends or
lovers. (An exception was found in the assault category, where long-stand-
ing personal conflicts were more likely to result in serious injury than spur-
of-the-moment stranger assaults.) Sometimes the prosecutor argued that a
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jury would never convict in such a case; sometimes the judge felt that it
would serve no purpose to imprison the defendant and possibly disrupt the
relationship permanently, or to penalize heavily what was clearly an unpre-
meditated over-reaction to a personal grievance—especially if the injury
was minor or the erime unlikely to recur. Thus, where prior relationship
cases survived dismissal, they generally received lighter dispositions than
stranger cases, _

Our penal lTaws make no mention of the prior relationship factor. This
study does not purport to resolve the guestion of whether the high fallout of
personal relationship crimes is to society’s good or detriment; nor does it
indicate what happens after the victim and defendant leave the courthouse
and go home. Do prior relationship assaults return to the courts as prior
relationship homicides, or do the individuals live happily ever after? How
often do assaults on family members within the home escalate to assaults
on strangers in the streets? Clearly there is 2 need for research in these areas.

The other major factor that appeared in this study in every crime category
as a determinant of both conviction and sentence was prior record. Overall,
84% of convicted defendants who had any kind of prior adult criminal
records were sent to prison, compared to 22% of those with no prior rec-
ords, The impact of prior criminal record escalated with the gravity of the
record (for example, arrest only, conviction only or prison time). Thirty-
nine percent of the sample had no adult criminal records and were accord-
ingly given more lenient treatment than those with records.

But how many of these defendants had juvenile records? And how many
were merely caught for the first time? Is prior adult record a valid factor on
which to base a conviction or sentencing decision? If someone has committed
a crime, why should it matter, except perhaps in the duration of the sentence,
that he had not been involved with the law before? Does the frequently
articulated justification that a first offender should be given a “break” make
sense, or as some critics of the system suggest, would it be a greater deterrent
to vest penalties antomatically on conviction, regardless of record?

Many judges and prosecutors interviewed in this study hesitated to send
a first offender, particularly a young one, to prison because they believed
he would not be rehabilitated and, indeed, might be corrupted and exploited,
Although current statutes make some provisions for prior record (for ex-
ample, youthful offender status may be accorded a defendant between the
ages of 16 and 19 if he has no prior felony conviction}, there is no New York
law that restricts harshness of sentence for all first offenders. Yet the pres-
ence or absence of prior records dictates what happens to a large percentage
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of cases. In a fast-moving system, this presence or absence of a prior record
is an obvious and easily available guidepost for making decisions, and future
studies might concentrate on first offender treatment in case processing:
How many are genuine first offenders as opposed to first-time-caught of-
fenders? How many had serious records as juveniles? If first offenders are
not formally diverted from the systern, would first offeader status be legiti-
mized as cause for dismissing, offering a plea, or putting someone on proba-
tion? If the answer to the latter question is yes, then we can expect continued
high attrition rates.

Prior relations and prior record as factors in the disposition of cases
create unexpected complexities. For example, residential burglaries are con-
sidered, in the Penal Law, more serious than commercial burglaries. But
prior refationships were more common among the residential burglaries, and
the residential burglars were also less likely to have criminal records. The
net result was that commercial burglars were more likely to draw time than
residential burglars.

Dismissals and pleas to reduced charges that were not attributed to prior
relations or prior record often grew from overcharging at arrest or from
evidentiary obstacles to conviction. Overcharging was particularly evident
in the attempted murder, handgun possession and grand larceny cases. In
some cases, felony charges appeared to be levelled against defendants, guilty
at most of resisting arrest or harassment, to “cover” use of force by arresting
officers. But more generally, overcharging involved levying the highest per-
missable charge to set the stage for negotiation of a plea to an offense that
would, in the police view, be appropriate to the circumstances.

It has been suggested that the remedy for congested courts is to end plea
bargaining and mandate minimum sentences, but our study indicates that
the present pattern is proportionate to the seriousness of the offense and
prior record of the offender. The public may not wish to punish family or
neighborhood squabbles in the same way as cold-biooded stranger street
crimes. And it would not be practical for a legislature, on one hand, to pre-
seribe a range of different sanctions for every combination of circumstances
that leads to a robbery crime, or, on the other hand, to obliterate all differ-
ences and require a 15-year sentence for all robberies.

One piea bargaining reform is that proposed nine years ago by the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice:
“If a negotiated agreement to plead guilty is reached, care should be taken
by prosecutor and defense counsel to state explicitly all its terms. . . . Upoa
the plea of guilty in open court the terms of the agreement should be
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fully stated on the record and, in serious or complicated cases, reduced to
writing,”*

A similar reform may be appropriate in the area of sentencing; the rea-
sons for a sentence should be explicitly stated. To reduce sentencing dis-
parities and to make the judge accountable to the defendant, complainant
and community, sentencing guidelines could be formulated. Such guidelines
could take into account the nature of the offense, the criminal history of the
defendant, and the relation of the defendant and the victim. If a judge were
to depart from the guidelines—to give either a more or a less harsh sentence
than the guidelines called for—he would have to state his reasons.

Although the statistics show enormous rates of charge reduction, the need
for quick dispositions and the lack of an open system may in fact be leading
to sanctions against persons who are not guilty, The study uncovered cases
in which the judge and prosecutor believed the defendant was in fact inne-
cent or could not be convicted at a trial, or had reasonable doubt about
his guilt, but nevertheless found a guilty plea to a minor offense followed
by a walk to be appropriate so as to resolve the doubt and end the case.

Perhaps the most troublesome question raised, but not answered, by the
study was whether the 100,000 felonies that resulted in arrest in New York
City in 1971 were typical of the 500,000 felonies that were reported and
the one million or so that were committed. We suspect the answer is no. The
reasons can be drawn from the deep sample and include the high incidence
of prior relationships in all categories but weapons; the absence of even one
nighttime armed burglar in the deep sample; the fact that 38% of robbers
and burglars were identified by victims who already knew them; the fact
that 30% of reported armed robberies but only 9% of the deep robbery
sample involved guns; and the fact that one-half of the stranger assaults in
the deep sample were the result of altercations with policemen. All of this
seems to suggest that the aduit criminal justice system may not be catching in
its net the kind of criminal citizens worry about most——the viclent stranger.

I£ further study supports the finding that arrests for serious felonies are
weighted toward those involving prior relationships between victim and de-
fendant—arrests that forecast heavy rates of attrition——then our perception
of how the system should work might change. If police are not arresting the
more serious felons, perhaps the answer is to develop and test further meas-
ures the police have been experimenting with, such as the use of decoy

* “The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society,” U.S. Government Printing Office, Wash-
ington, D.C., 1967,
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policemen (and women) and other preventive patrol strategies. Such efforts
might heip shift the distribution of arrests toward the predatory stranger
crimes.

For those prior relationship cases that remain in the system—and in
which the complainant does not want to pursue prosccution—alternatives
to court processing such as mediation and conflict resolution could be
introduced. A number of experiments are demonstrating the promise of
conflict mediation as an alternative to court processing. In New York City,
a Dispute Center created by the Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolu-~
tion offers mediation and arbitration as alternatives to arrest and criminal
court processing for selected offenses ranging from harassment to assault.
Similar projects in Boston and Columbus, Ohio, handle court- and prose-
cutor-referred cases. And a recent task force report to the American Bar
Association has recommended that the ABa support the development of
“neighborhood justice centers” that would make available mediation and
arbitration services.* Experiments are also underway on mechanisms that
provide compensation for the injured in lieu of retribution. Alternatives
such as conflict resolution—given the numbers of cases they might afiect—
could make a substantial impact on congestion in the criminal courts. If
felony prosecution is not always the answer to felony arrests, neither in
many cases is outright dismissal.

This monograph posed the question: Are serious felons getting away
with it? The answer is that some do, because they do not get caught—at
least on serious charges free of evidentiary difficultics. And many felons
who are caught are not the ones we fear and dread—the ones the law is
meant to incapacitate and punish.

Like most studies, this one has served mainly to spotlight the complexity
of individual decisions and to suggest that there are no casy targets for
citizens’ ire or frustration. Unguestionably, the criminal court process could
be improved if more experienced prosecutors were given greater decision-
making authority carlier in the process, so they could screen out cases that
are eventually going to be dismissed anyway, reduce charges that do not
need Grand Jury and Supreme Court attention, and give first attention
to assuring speedy trial for the vicious crimes that remain,

Further investigations could help illuminate some of the areas not probed
deeply or at all in this study. One would be to look at the adjudication of

* American Bar Association, Report of Pound Conference Follow-up Task Force,
August 1975, p. 1.
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felony arrests in Family Court, so as to learn more about the disposition
of juvenile cases. Another would be to examine the disposition of felony
arrests in a non-congested court system in another city. Still another would
be to investigate the criminal behavior patterns of defendants known to their
victims, to see whether and how much these people also engage in “stranger”
crime.

Although this study enables us to arrive at some tentative explanations
as to what happeuns to felony arrests once they get to court, and why, we have
barely begun to understand what is really happening inside our criminal
justice system.
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Appendix: Note on Methodology

To provide both a description of the disposition process and an understanding
of it, two samples were needed: a wide sample that would include enough
cases to give a valid statistical picture of the disposition process and a deep
sample small enough to allow extensive interviewing about each case. Because
the samples were to serve different purposes, the methods of selection and the
problems associated with selection and interpretation were different.

The wide sample was a probability sample from the 1971 Arrest Register,
a current record of arrests maintained by the Police Department.* The register
was used because it was the most accessible source for a complete list of all
felonies. The year 1971 was chosen because most arrests in 1971 had been dis-
posed by 1973, when data collection began.

In order to have a sample of approximately 500 felony arrests from each
borough, one out of every 77 cases in Manhattan was selected, one out of every
24 in Queens, one out of every 65 in Brooklyn, and one out of every 50 in the
Bronx. Of the cases screened, only felonies were kept, producing a sample of
1,888 cases. Approximately equal numbers of cases were selected from each
borough to allow for comparisons among boroughs. (Such comparisons, how-
ever, are not presented in this monograph. } Since this monograph focuses on
New York City as a whole, it was necessary to weight the cases so that to-
gether they produced an accurate city-wide picture. During 1971, there were
12,000 felony arrests in Queens and 30,000 in Brooklyn. We selected a sam-
pie of 502 cases of the 12,000 in Queens and 438 of the 30,000 in Brooklyn.
Since the 502 Queens cases represent only 129 (approximately 12,000 of
100,000) of New York City felony arrests in 1971, while the 438 Brooklyn
cases represent 31%, a case from Brooklyn was given more weight, and its
disposition and other characteristics counted more heavily, in the city-wide
profile.

Once the wide sample cases were sciected, efforts were made to gather spe-
cific recorded data on each. The information sought on each defendant in-
cluded: age, sex, ethnicity, type of counsel, criminal record, current charges,
bail amount, bail made, time between arrest and disposition, type of disposi-
tion and sentence if convicted.

The first source of data for the wide sample was a form calied the “JC 500,”
which is maintained by the Judicial Conference. However, since many of these

* Each arrest represenis one defendant’s case, which may consist of multiple com-
piaints. For instance, if a defendant was initially charged with robbery, and drups
were later found on his person, the police would record the arrests as separate events.
However, in this study ali the complaints stemming from the same arrest are counted
as one case,



forms were not complete and others were missing, it was necessary in many
cases to go back to docket books, index books, and in some cases to the indi-
vidual case folders. The criminal histery of a defendant is not on the “JC 500"
form, s¢ these data were gathered from the State criminal justice computer
system {NYSID).

From the original 1,888 cases, only 1,382 cases were followed through to
disposition. Forty case folders could not be located. Another 466 cases are not
discussed in this report because they were not adjudicated to disposition by
September 1973, when data collection ended, or because they were transferred
to another court.

Cases for the deep sample, sefected to help explain the reasens behind dis-
positions, were chosen after the cases reached final dispositions, Thus, if a
case ended by a conviction at trial or by guiity plea, selection into the sample
occurred after the defendant was sentenced, Interviews were sought with the
police officer, the assistant district attorney, the defense attorney and the judge
about why the case had conciuded as it had. The interviews were open-ended;
structured questionnaires were not used.

The deep sample was not selected from the 1971 list of arrests, as was the
wide sample, because it was thought that the participants would not remember
well the decisions they made in cases disposed of a year or two previously.
Selecting cases at disposition allowed a probability sample to be generated
within ten months, while memory loss was minimized.

Ten cases were selected into the deep sample from each of the four major
boroughs each month from Janvary until October 1973, The target day in
each borough was rotated to provide a representative sample. The court cal-
endars were used to identify cases, originally arraigned as felonies,” that were
disposed of on the target day in the Criminal and the Supreme Court. The
day’s quota for the sample was 10; therefore, if 46 cases that had been ar-
raigned as felonies were disposed of on the target day. every fifth case was
selected. Immediately after a case was selected, attempts began to locate and
interview the participants, The interviews were supplemented by court rec-
ords. A total of 369 cases (about 90 from each borough) were selected in
this manner to form the deep sample.t

In this monograph, the deep sample data have not been weighted (as the

* All but three cases stemmed from fefony arrests; in these cases an original misde-
meanor arrest was elevated to a felony charge in the Complaint Room.

7 An additional 34 cases were sampled from the Centrai Narcotics Court. Data from
these cases have not been included in the monograph.
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wide sample data were); they are presented as illustrative of the reasons for
the disposition patterns, and not as a statistically valid sub-sample. (However,
weighting the deep sample data in the manner used to weight the wide sample
data does not generate striking differences from the unweighted deep sample
picture.)

Because the complexities of the criminal justice system are many, unantici-
pated problems arose in handling data. One problem was classifying the cases
when there were multiple charges. Even the computer would find it unwieldy
to trace changes in every charge from arrest to disposition. On the average,
there were over two charges per arrest {and up to nine charges) and changes,
up or down, could be made to each charge in the Complaint Roon, Criminal
Court Arraignment, Preliminary Hearing, Grand Jury, Supreme Court Ar-
raignment and Supreme Court Pretrial Conference and Trial Parts. Therefore,
only the “top” charge (at arraignment for the deep sample, at arrest for the
wide sample) was used to classify a case. An A felony is a higher charge than
a B felony, and so on. (See Table A, page 11, above.) But what is the top
charge when a defendant is charged with two D felonies? If two charges were
of the same class, then the case was classified for the sample as charged with
the violent crime (homicide, rape, robbery, assault) where one of the charges
fell into that group and other charges were for property or victimless crimes.
If a defendant was charged with two violent crimes of the same class, the pri-
orities were homicide first, then rape, then robbery, then assault. If two prop-
erty crimes were charged, the priorities were burglary first, then grand larceny,
then forgery, and then criminal possession of stolen property. If two victimless
crimes were charged, the priorities were narcotics first, then possession of
weapons, then gambling.

Major problems were encountered— particutarly with respect to data col-
lection for the wide sample —because criminal justice record-keeping is frag-
mented. For each case on which there was not a complete “JC 500" form, the
researchers had to go to a number of different sources and ultimately, in some
cases, to the individual court records for data, And even the court folders were
often incomplete or unreadable. A special problem arose with criminal his-
tories obtained from the state criminal justice computer system (NYSID), the
only central source for criminal histories. To protect confidentiality of these
data, NYSID required all identifiers and code numbers to be erased from our
data tape after criminal history information had been added to it. As a result,
errors or omissions discovered during subsequent analysis could not be in-
vestigated or corrected.

The deep sample presented its own set of problems, Participants were often
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difficult to locate for interviews, and poorly kept records sometimes made it
difficult even to determine who had been present at disposition. (Resources
were sufficient to interview attorneys and judges who were present at sentenc~
ing or dismissal of each case, but not to interview those who had made earlier
decisions-for example, set bail or accepted a plea.) Naturally, the more cases
a participant processes per day, the less time he has to allocate to each one;
thus judges had the most difficulty remembering the specifics of individual
cases, but police or private attorneys (for whom a felony case is more likely
to be rare) generally found it easy to recall details. Sometimes interviews were
not satisfactory because of the participant’s lack of candor or inability to artic-
ulate the “real” reason for a decision. Occasionally a participant could not be
located or refused to be interviewed.

in addition to the specific problems of coliecting and organizing data for
each sample, there were problems with applying to wide sample phenomena
the reasons for decisions as they emerged from the deep sample interviewing.
Some differences between the samples can be neatly accounted for: for exam-
ple, because the wide sample was selected at arrest, it included cases dismissed
or reduced to misdemeanors in the Complaint Room and, as such cases are
not listed as felonies on the court calendars, the deep sample does not include
cases dismissed or reduced in this way and thus is likely to evidence a higher
rate of conviction. Also, cases siphoned off to Family Court and those cases in
which the defendant jumped bail—for which there was therefore no criminal
process disposition— were exciuded from the deep sample, as were cases dis-
missed by the Grand Jury (because the Grand Jury files are sealed). Most of
these differences can be eliminated by comparing deep sample data from only
those wide sample cases that were disposed of in the criminal process.

Differences between dispositional patterns for cases adjudicated to disposi-
tion in the wide and in the deep samples are, however, more worrisome be-
cause we cannot disentangle differences which are by-products of methodo-
logical difficulties from those which represent “real” changes in dispositional
patterns between the two sampling periods. The wide sample arrests occurred
in 1971 and were disposed anytime between 1971 and 1973 (data from cases
that did not reach disposition by 1973 were excluded from the study); the
deep sample arrests occurred between 1958 and 1973 (the majority in 1972
and 1973), and all were disposed in 1973. We know, for example, that sub-
stantial changes in processing narcotics cases resulted from creation of a city-
wide Central Narcatics Court in 1972, between the sampling periods. (Be-
cause of other changes in the substantive law and penalty structure, enacted as
the 1973 New York State Drug and Sentencing Laws, which went into effect
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August 1, 1973, even the deep sample narcotics cases are no longer sufficiently
representative of current disposition patterns in drug cases to warrant further
analysis in this monograph.)

Other discrepancies, less obvious in origin, may be attributable simply to
the time lag between the two samples. A new judicial administration was estab-
lished in 1971 when Judge David Ross became the Administrative Judge for
the Criminal Court of the City of New York. Priority was given to procedures
aimed at clearing up the court backlog, and these efforts were reflected in the
reduced time required for processing of arrests in the deep sample through to
disposition.

A comparison of types of arrests making up the twe samples reveals the
following:

Wide Deep

Types of Crimes Sample  Sample

Against the person . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27% 41%
Property . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... .., 3% 28%
Vietimdess . . . . . . . oL L L L L L L 0L 4% 31%

100% t00%

These data indicate that the deep sample included a higher proportion of
crimes against the person and fewer victimless crimes than the wide sample.
This difference arises partly from the methodological decision not to include
narcotics arrests (victimless) in the deep sample but may also be attributable
to more rapid increase over the years in the number of felony arrests for crimes
against the person.

A comparison of the dispositions of wide and deep sample cases also indi-
cates differences:

Type of Disposition: ;Zﬁ; le ﬁﬁg Ie
Acquittal . . . . . . L L L L L L. 2% 2%
Dismissed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . .43% 34%
Convicted . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... ...56% 649%
Convicted of a felony . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 14% 15%
Type of Sentence:

Walk. . . . . . .. .. ... ..., 529 56%
Yearorless . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. ... 39% 33%
Morethanayear . . . . . . . .. . .. . ., .. 9% 11%
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The major difference is the higher conviction rate in the deep sample
(64% ) than in the wide sample (36% ). This may be attributable to: (1) a
“real” higher conviction rate of felony arrests in 1973, (2) a higher propor-
tion of crimes against persons in the deep sample, or (3) sampling probiems,
The overail differences between the wide sample and the deep sample are re-
fiected in the individual crime categories. The table on pages 148-149 sum-
marizes the type of disposition and seatence for each of the major crimes.

While the differences are troubling because they suggest that we cannot
confidently apply to the wide sample, on a statistical basis, the reasons for
dispositions that we have discovered in the deep sample, these differences
should not detract from the purposes of the two samples. The wide sample
presents a statistical picture, and the deep sample illustrates reasons for the
deterioration of felony arrests exhibited by the wide sampie.
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Comparison of Dispositions in Deep and Wide Samples
for Five Crime Categories

Assanldr Robbery

Deep Wide Deep Wide
Sample  Sample Sample  Sample

Type of Conviction:

Felony Conviction . . . . . . . . . . . . 19% 239 6596 53%
Misdemeanor Conviction . . . . . . . . . Bi% 7150 35¢% 47%
Type of Sentence:

Walk . . . . . .. o0 L0 0oL 645 69% 29% 34%
Misdemeanor time . . . . . ., ., . . . . . 33% 2455 41% 459%
Felopy time . . . . . . . . . . . ... 3% 7% 30% 21%
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urglary Grand Larceny Weapons Possession

deep Wide Deep Wide Deep Wide
ample  Sample Sample  Sample Sample  Sample

6% 16% 13% 16% 326 27%
4 56 84% 87% 845 68% 73%
8 %6 3% 68% 419 68% 73%
2% 65% 25% 56%% 25% 25%
— 4% 1% 3% 7% —
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