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Use and Effectivenes of Fines, Jail, and Probation in Municipal Courts,
by Daniel Glaser and Margaret A. Gordon, University of Southern Calif.
ABSTRACT

Lower courts sentence most persons arrested for felonies, as well
as misdemeanors. Statistics are rare on their financial penalties,
wnich are usually conditions of probation.

Offenses mainly determined penalties, but prior criminal record
and drug problems best predicted postrelease recidivism and nonpayment
of financial penalties, in Los Angeles Municipal Courts. These courts
sentenced 55 percent to probation without financial penalties, 23
percent to probation plus financial penalties, 8 percent to jail
(usually with probation) without financial penalties, and 14 percent
to probation plus jail plus financial penalties.

Since jailing costs $900 per month, only incapacitates briefly,
increases welfare costs, and criminalizes those not already highly
criminalized, this study recommends on cost-benefit grounds:

1. ©Use probation without financial penalties only for indigent not
nighly criminalized offenders, but expand community service sentences.
2. Use financial penalties at rates proportional to European day
fines, as well as community service sentences, for offenders who are
neither indigent nor highly criminalized.

3. Reduce jail sentences for not highly criminalized offenders, and
for the marginally criminalized replace jailing by house arrests and
community sarvice penalties, plus financial penalties for the
non-indigent.

4. Researchers and court ofﬁicials collaborate to extend such

research, especially to superior and to juvenile courts.



The Use and Effectiveness of Fines, Jail, and Probation in
Municipal Courts, by Daniel Glaser and Margaret A. Gordon,
University of Southern California

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

THE PROBLEM

Lower courts in the United States (often called "municipal
courts") not only impose sentences following misdemeanor arrests,
put aue to plea pbargaining, they also impose most sentences
following felony arrests in California and other states. Their
predominant penalty is probation, and their most severe punishment
is jail. Conditions of propation may include--in any
combination--jail, community service, fines, restitution, and
diverse other monetary assessments, especially cost of probation
services (commonly called "COPS").

Statistics are rare on -conditions of probation other than
jail. We ao not know what kinds of offenders receive financial
penalties, how many pay tnem, and what their consequences are for
recidivism reduction. This pioneering effort to £ill these
Knowledge gaps sougnt: (1) to identify the attributes of
offenders that make tnem most likely to receive particular types
of penalties; (2) to estimate tne relative effectiveness of these
penalty determinants in procuring money and reducing recidivism
rates for various kinds of offenders; (3) to infer the policy

implications of these findings from a costs-benefits perspective.
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RESEARCH METHODS

Data for this study were compiled primarily from the files of
the LoS Angeles County Department of Probation for closed cases
from the county's Municipal Courts. Using a computer-tape list of
nearly 22,000 cases closed in 1984, we sampled from all persons
convicted of assault, purglary, drug crimes, driving under the
influence of intoxicating substances (abbreviated "DUI"), theft,
and indecent exposure. These comprised 88 percent of the courts’
cases. Persons convicted on multiple charges were designated in
the list only by their most serious offense, using a Probation
Department classification that stresses drug crimes. This partly
explains why drug offenses comprised 52 percent of the cases.

Because our tape indicated that 55 percent of tne courts'
sentences were propvation only, and only one-sixth to one-nintn had
each of the other penalties (in various combinations), we
supplemented ranaom samples from each offense group by random
selections within offense types of the recipients of fines, jail,
restitution, or COPS. For 1121 cases we coded items checked off
by propation officers on their standardized investigation forms,
incluading details of each offender's prior criminal record,
economic circumstances, and family status. From narrative
accounts of the offenses, we coded aspects of each of the six
types of crimes. For a two-year followup, we used supervision
records for those with at least two years of probation in the
community, 1987 criminal record sheets for the others, and data on

payment of financial penalties.
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We soon realized that regardless of whether financial
penalties are called fines, restitution, or COPS, or any
combination of these,‘only their sum is what offenders are told to
pay, usually in monthly installments. Those with several types of
monetary penalties have their payments assigned to pay one penalty
at a time, in a standardized sequence determined by the probation
office, so that most payers only know how much of their total they
have paid. Therefore, it seemed reasonable for some of our
tapulations to reduce 17 different combinations of punishments in
our sample to the following four mutually exclusive categories:

- Probation Only (15 percent of our sample)

Propation Plus Financial Penalties Only (41 percent)

Probation Plus Jail Only (19 percent)

Probation Plus Jail Plus Financial Penalties (25

percent)
"Only" apove refers to tne absence of jail or financial penalties
or poth, but there could pe other special conditions, notably
community service. Tne three percent of our cases who had jail
without probation we combined with those who nad jail plus
probation; none had financial penalties witnout propation.
FINDINGS

The best predictors of recidivism and of nonpayment of
financial penalties were extensive prior criminal record and prior r
drug problems, but the best predictor of the penalty was the
offense, although all six of the crimes we studied could legally

receive any of the four types of sentence we daistinguished.
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Multivariate statistical analysis indicated that drug
offenses most ennhanced the odds of getting punishment by probation
only, indecent exposure predicted financial penalties alone,
purglary and theft forecast jail without financial penalties, and
all offender types--but especially DUI and burglars--were more
likely than drug offenders to receive jail plus financial
penalties. 1In 97 percent of our drug cases the charge was use or
possession, rather than sale or manufacture, and PCP was the sole
or principal drug in two-thirds of our cases. In addition to tne
offense as predictor of the penalty, having a high school or
better education, no drug problem, and no prior conviction
increased odds of probation only; having no prior conviction, no
alconol or drug problems, education through high school or beyond,
and pbeing wnite, raised the odds of probation plus financial
penalties only; peing black or hispanic, a prior drug problem,
prior conviction, and peing unemployed raised chances of jail.
terms witnout financial penalties; not having education througn
high school and being white significantly augmented offense in
increasing the chances of getting probation plus jail plus
financial penalties. Jailing, however, markedly reduced the
chances of collecting a financial penalty from the offender.

Recidivism had much different predictors. Multivariate
analysis showed that the odds of a postrelease arrest (during our
2-year followup period) were about doupled by having a prior
conviction or drug problem. Weaker inaependent preaictors of

rearrest were youthful age, being black, and conviction for drug
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offenses. Thus, offense only weakly affected prospects of
rearrest, but was by far the strongest predictor of the penalty.

Odds of postrelease incarceration, in jail or prison, were
tripled by a prior conviction or drug problem, but somewhat
decreased with each year of age. Jail penalties for the current
offense also increased the odds of subsegquent reincarceration,
indepenadently of personal attributes or of the offense.

The odds of probation revocation were more than tripled by a
prior drug problem, and were almost tripled by peing convicted of
DUI, when compared to the odds ror revocation with drug offenses.
Since DUI cases had lower rearrest rates and about the same
reincarceration rates as the rest of the sample, rule violations
were evidently more important than new crimes in their propbation
revocations. About half their arrests followed automopile
accidents for which there were often large restitution charges,
and they also often had special requirements for participation in
treatment programs, both of which they sometimes neglected.
Regardless of cther attripbutes that we examined, oads of probation
revocation were more than doubled for blacks compared to whites,
increased witn age, and were significantly increased if one had
not completed high school, or was sentenced to propation plus jail
plus a financial penalty.

About two-thirds of the fines and COPS penalties were paid in
full, and 55 percent of the restitution charges, with only 11
percent of fines and COPS as well as 13 percent of restitution not

paid at all. Thne strongest predictors of not paying financial
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'penalties in full were having a prior drug prbolem, being
sentenced to jail in addition to receiving financial penalties,
being black, and being sentenced for drug offenses. The total
amount of financial penalties increased with income, and had
medians of $489 for the employed, but $368 for the unemployed.
The median totals of all monetary assessments were $542 for
whites, $452 for nispanics, and $387 for blacks.

Our six separate offense groups differed somewhat from each
other. Drivers under the influence were the oldest, with a median
age of 32.5. Thneir 70 percent with prior arrests was the highest
of any bffense group, but their 24 percent postrelease arrest rate
in our 2-year followup period was second lowest, yet their 44
percent propation revocation rate was the highest. Apparently
tneir failure to pay high restitution okligations due to damage
and injuries' from accidents, and/or to meet the alcoholism control
conditions of their propations, rather than new ofrfenses, caused
the revocations.

Burglars, with meaian age 21, were tne youngest group, but
overlapped considerably tne thieves, drug cffenders, and
assaulters in most traits, including prior and postrelease crimes.
The 49 percent postrelease arrest rate of drug offenders was the
nighest of all offense groups, although they were the most
leniently penalized, most going to arug diversion programs. They
were predominantly charged with PCP use or possession.

The indecent exposers, almost all of whom were males, were

mostly charged with masturbating when visible to women wnom they
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did not know. Almost half were married, and they were more
educated and affluent than the other offenders in our sample.
Their 19 percent postrelease arrest rate was the lowest of any
offense group, and their recidivism was most significantly
predicted by prior criminal record, but they remain a puzzling
category. |

To keep the identity of the judges confidential, we assigned
a numpber to each judge, and recorded the judge's number with each
case's coded data. Because 218 different judges of the huge Los
Angeles Municipal Court system sentenced our 1121 cases, the
average was only 5.14 cases per judge. Of 32 judges who sentenced
18 or more persons in our sample, one judde with 16 cases who
sentenced none to probation witn monetary penalties only, but 12
to jail only, had the closest to a possible deviant sentencing
pattern that we discerned. There was some variation in sentencing
patterns among the 18 probation supervision districts with 53 or
more of our sample's cases, but there was no explanation for these
variations apparent in our data. Although there doubtless was
some idiosyncratic sentencing, our findings that‘the offense is
the strongest predictor of the penalty, but that recidivism was
most strongly predicted by attributes of offenders, has some
practical implications for sentencing policies.
DISCUSSION

Sentencing in the United States for well over a decade has
been increasingly influenced by the just desert movement, which

advocates emphasis on the offense, rather than on attriputes of
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the offender, in determining punishment. Arguments for this
policy include abstract philosophical contentions that it is more
just than sentencing by offender attributes, as well as claims
that prediction of recidivism or rehabilitation is too unreliable
a basis for determining sentences, that deterrence is greatest
with penalties predictable on the basis of the offense, and that
the public objects to persons convicted of the same offense
receiving different penalties. Opposing arguments include
evidence that: a. the publip advocates penalties more severe than
it is willing to pay for, and is less consistent than just desert
proponents assume in supporting punishment only proportionate to
the seriousness of the offense; b. the certainty of a penalty
gives it more special and general deterrence than its severity,
after some minimum necessary severity is achieved, for which fines
often suffice, and would pe preferapble to diversion or probation
witnout special conditions for many cases; c. certainty cannot be
great because less than a tenth of serious criminal predations and
a fraction of one percent of drug usages or sales result in
government penalties; d. most high-rate offenders are so
unspecialized in their offenses that chance alone detgrmines the
offense for which they are caught, which would be the basis for
just desert penalties; e. statistical guidelines predict
recidivism more accurately than case study predictions alone,
whether py judges, psychiatrists, social workers or any other type
of human being. Of course, these opposing arguments do not

preclude using just desert for the crime as the basis for fixing




Exec.Summary: Fines, Jail & Probation in Muni.Cts. 9 |

minimum and maximum permissible penalties for each offense.
Accordingly, we propose a cost-benefits approach to
sentencing. Possible penefits include: deterrence of offenders
S0 that they do not repeat their crimes; incapacitation of
offenders so that they cannot commit crimes while incapacitated;
deterrence of others, so that they are afraid to commit crimes;
instilling a sense of justice in the community from the fairness
and consistency of sentences, and from their neither greatly
exceeding in severity the harm done by the crime nor being so
negligible as to trivialize a serious offense{ compensating both
victims and the criminal justice system by collecting financial
and/or service penalties from offenders. Costs of traditicnal
penalties, include: the cost of incapacitation, estimated by Los
Angeles County officials as $30 per day ($990 per month) for
jailing (compared to $28 per month for probation supervision, with
current hign caseloads); the criminalizing effects of jailing on
some offenders, especially those not previously much involved in
crime or witn criminals; the hidden costs of jailing, such as
increased welfare costs for offenders' dependents when
breadwinners are confined, or for released offenders if jailing
results in their unemployment; what economists call opportunity
costs, such as the possibility that many of those now jailed would
pe deterred as effectively by financial penalties that produce
government income in excess of costs, or more cheaply than by
jailing if given community service penalties, or if incapacitated

Dy house arrest and electronic monitoring in the community.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Use sentences of probation only (but not precluding community
service penalties) for otffenders who combine a.clear lack of
current or prospective economic resources with no serious prior
criminal record or drug problems; or none for several years of
well adjusted life in the community.

Our data indicate that following this advice will mean more
fines for many offenders now receiving probation only. It should
also mean some effort to have potentially rehabilitative community
service penalties for young offenders unable to pay fines who are
from neighborhoods where most youths are unemployed and most
families on welfare, which segregates them from employed persons.
2. Use sentences of probation plus financial penalties only (but
not precluding community service penalties), with rates
approximating European day fines, for offenders who combine some
current or potential economic resources with no very serious prior
criminality or drug problems, or none for several years of well
adjusted life in the community.

This economically profitable sentence was associated with low
recidivism rates. Day fines, successfully adopted in at least a
half-dozen European countries and now tried in Staten Island, New
York, have similar deterrent effects on the rich and the poor
pecause each is fined so many days earnings, then pays what he or
she earns minus deductions for bare necessities and for support of
dependents.

3. Use jail sentences (with or without probation) for offenders
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with the most serious prior criminal record or drug problems,
adding financial penalties only for those who clearly have current
or prospective economic resources.

Considering the brevity of jail terms, their $960 per month
cost, and their indirect costs detailed above, much attention
should be given to their replacement for the more marginal risk
recipients by house arrest and electronic monitoring, with
community work, training or other programs.

4. Foster more collaboration of judges, prosecutors, defense
counsel, probation aaministrators and researchers in: a. improving
the case record systems on which they all depend; b. extending the
type of research reported here to superior and juvenile court
records, to discern their division of labor with the municipal
courts, and its consequences; c. interpreting the implications of
research findings for sentencing policy, and for guiding further

researche.




THE USE AND EFFECTIVENESS OF

FINES, JAIL, AND PROBATION IN MUNICIPAL COURTS

by Daniel Glaser and Margaret A. Gordon,

Center for Research on Crime and Social Control

Social Science Research Institute

University of Southern California, Los Angeles, CA 96089-1111

Problem and Goals

The lower courts in the United States, called "municipal
courts" or various other designations in different states, do not
only impose all sentences following misdemeanor arrests. Because
most felony charges are reduced to misdemeanors in plea
bargaining pbefore conviction occurs, in California and some other
states these lower courts also impose most sentences following
felony arrests. Their predominant penalty is probation, and
their most severe penalty is a jail term, since only higher
courts are authorized to send persons to prison.1

In Los Angeles and many other urban counties, fines,
restitution, community service, and a variety of special
financial assessments for serious crimes are almost always
imposed as conditions of probation, and jail is also usually
imposed as a condition of a longer probation term that continues
in the free community after its jail component is completed. A
frequent additional financial assessment is a charge for the cost
of probation services, abbreviated "COPS."

Unfortunately, statistics are rarely compiled on the




Final Report, Fines, Jail & Probation in Muni.Cts. 2

frequency of these conditions of probation other- than jail. They
were not included in the nationally standardized classification
of -penalties for "Offender-Based Transaction Statistics" (OBTS) »
which record fines only when they are the only penalty and are
not conditions of probation, which has become rare in California.
We also have no data on what kinds of offenders receive the
various types of monetary penalties that are conditions of
propbation, how many actually pay them, and what their
consequences are for recidivism reduction.

This research is a pioneering effort to f£ill these knowledge
gaps. 1Its goals have been: (1) to identify the attributes of
offenders that make them most likely to receive particular types
of penalties; (2) to estimate the relative effectiveness of these
penalty determinates for recidivism reduction and money
collection with various kinds of offenders; (3) to infer the
policy implications of these findings from a costs—-benefits
perspective.

We pelieve that we have made important contributions to the
acnievement of these goals. This report describes how we
proceeded, and presents our findings for six offenses
collectively, as well as separately for each of these offense
groups. It also discusses the implications of our findings for

achieving a greater ratio of benefits to costs from sentencing.
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Research Methods

The data for this study were compiled from the files of the
Los Angeles County Department of Probation for closed cases from
the county's Municipal Courts. Because our research began late
in 1986 and we wished to determine recidivism rates for offenders
in a two-year followup period, we sampled from a computer tape,
prepared for us by the Propation Department, that listed the
21,983 cases closed in 1984.

After deleting a few percent of the cases because they
either pegan before 198l or had peen dismissed after case files
were started for them, we had 21,529 cases from which to sample.
We then divided them into the six categories of offense shown in
Table 1: assault, burglary, drug crimes, driving under the
influence of intoxicating substances (abbreviated "DUI"), theft,
and indecent exposure. As the bottom row of Table 1 shows, these
comprised almost 88 percent of the cases on the tape (total
percentages add to 181 due to rounding each to the nearest whole
number). Persons convicted on multiple charges involving
different crimes were designated on the tape only by their most
serious offense, using a Probation Department system of
seriousness classification that stresses drug crimes. This
partly explains why drug crimes conprise 52 percent of the cases.

Our plan was to include all of the 167 indecent exposure
cases, and to begin our sampling by randomly selecting 150 from
each of the five other offense groups. As Table 2 shows, over

half the offenders sentenced by the court in 1984 received
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propation only, and -one to two ninths also received probation
with the various financial penalties ana/or jail (in diverse'
combinations that are not indicated). Therefore, we planned
within each of the five offense groups other tnan indecent
exposure also to select randomly 58 cases with fines, 50 with
jail, 58 with restitution, and 50 with COPS (cost of probation
services). This woula total 1917 cases. We began with 350
assault cases selected in this fashion, and proceeded to collect
aata on tnem from Propation Department files, but found that this
TooK our starf more time tnan we had schedulea ana budgeted for
this task.

To assure adequate data collection in the period for which
our study was funded, we reduced the random samples from offense
groups other than assault and drugs to 100 cases, We increased
the random sample for drugs to 200, mistakenly assuming that
there would be much variety in the substances used that would
make a difference in their sentencing and recidivism patterns.

We also reduced the random samples from penalty groups to 48 for
assault and drug crimes, and to 30 for the other offenses. As
Table 1 shows, however, we could not get 46 fined drug offenders
as only 38 out of the 11,105 were listed as fined.

In addition, we found that many cases in our random samples
for each offense had no senﬁence recorded on the list of 1984's
clbsed cases provided by the Probation Department. Indeed, after
our samples were drawn and our data collection was well underway,

we found that sentences were reported on this computer-tape list
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for only 16,857 cases,; as shown in Table 2. Of the 5,472 without
sentence reported, 53 percent were designated "closed
investigation" because a file was opened for presentence
investigation but no sentence was imposed, 18 percent were closed
as "off calendar"' which we understand occurs if the subject
absconds or dies before sentencing, 11 percent were revoked or
terminated before sentencing, and some type of release without
supervision was inaicated for the remaining 18 percent.

Yet for many of those in the random samples with no sentence
shown on the tape, we found sentencing information in the files.
For example, some o0f those placed "off calendar" when they did
not show up in court for sentencing were apprehended and
sentenced later. In aadition, we treated grants without
supervision as a type of probation, as we also did specific
diversion programs for drug offenders.and for domestic conflict
cases, and we determined the offenses and offender attributes
statistically related to these types of case dispositions.

Not only were some cases in the random samples never
sentenced, but we also found that the contents of a few files
were too sparse to be useful, and files for many cases were
unavailable. Therefore, as Table 3 shows, we procured sufficient
information for our statistical analyses on only 1121 persons,
comprising 77% of the sample that we sought. The tape's data on
age and race for assault, the largest offense group in our
sample, did not indicate that the sampled cases that were

unavailable or lacked sufficient data for our research differed
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significantly from those for which we procured usable data.

Furthermore, documents in some files indicated that
restitution, fines or COPS assessments were frequently reduced or
canceled by a court on the pasis of circumstances, such as
illness or unemployment, that developed between sentencing and
completion of a probation term. Sometimes, however, the
propation term was lengthened because of nonpayment or other
violation not deemed justification for revoking probation. For
all such cases we tabulated the court's final sentence. The
penalty reductions ana our oversampling for tne types of
penalties in which we were interested account for most of the
differences between Taples 2 and 5 in penalty percentages for
specirfic offenses.

We coded for statistical tabulation all the information in
the files that seemed pertinent to our interests, relying mostly
on the categories checked off by the probation officers in their
standardized inveétigation report forms. Most of these items are
shown in Taple 4. They included for each offender the number of
past misdemeanor and felony arrests and convictions, as well as
simple classifications of employment status, debts, marital
status, financial status, alcohol or drug problems, and much
other personal information.

The files also had police reports and other documents with
narrative accounts of the offenses, so we made our own coding
systems to note distinctive details of the six types of crimes:

that we studied. To get a two-year postrelease followup of all
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cases, we used the supervision records for those sentenced to at
least two years of probation in the community. For those with
priefer or no postrelease supervision, we coded information from
1987 criminél record sheets procured for us by the Probation
Department. To maintain confidentiality we assigned our own
research case numbers to all persons we studied, and did not
retain their names or agency case numpers in our coded research
information.

In this and similar studies, it must be realized that the
only data availaple are in files and on computerized records
designed for case administration rather than for compilation of
statistics. That is why the information they contain was not
always complete or recorded in a uniform manner, although the
probation officer's largely precoded investigation report form
was available for most cases, and usually had none or few of its
items left blank if an entry was appropriate. The parenthesized
numbers in the right-hand column of Table 4 indicate that only
gender, age, and prior criminal record was indicated in the files
for all 1121 cases. Of course, offense and sentence also were
indicated. These items of information were provided on several
forms, including the criminal record "rap sheet," so that if one
form was missing the needed data could be obtained from another.
An important product of our research findings from such imperfect
files can be a demonstration of the policy guidance benefits that
can result if court agencies in collaboration with statistical

researchers develop more standardardized and complete records,
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preferably computerized, that would pe more useful for both
administration and research.

After we nad drawn our samples and were pretesting our
data~collection forms, we found that in some cases there was
assessed a small amount--from $15 to $50--designated "PA" in tne
sentence order, often in addition to a fine and/or COPS. We were
told that PA stood for "penalty assessment," and tnat it could be
regarded as an additional fine, so we added it to the fines.
Later we learned that this was usually imposed when there was not
a clear pasis for restitution being paid to a specific person

ictimized in the crime, and it was contriputed to the state's
general fund for the indemnification of victims, or to other
special funds.

The Municipal Courts impose their penalties in all possible
combinations. Yet regardless of whether financial penalties are
called fines, restitution, PA or COPS, or any combination of
these, the sum of all these financial penalties that an
individual receives is what he or she must pay to the probation
office in monthly installments.

Furthermore, when probationers receive several different
tybes of financial penalty simultaneously, they have no say as to
which penalty their payments are assigned. The department policy
when an individual has several types of financial penalties is to
pay restitution first, when that is paid in full to assign the
next payments to fines, then to pay any required PA amount, and

to pay COPS last. Usually the offender only knows how much of
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nis total payment obligation he nas completed; not to which of
the separate penalty accounts his money has been transferred.
Therefore; sincg the offenders have a similar payment experience
regardless of the designations of their financial penalties, it
seemed reasonable for many of our tabulations to combine all
financial penalties. This permitted us to reduce the large
variety of combinations of punishments in Municipal Courts to the
following four mutually exclusive types of penalties (each of
wnich is followed by the percentage of our sample receiving it):

Probation Only (15%)

Probation Plus Financial Penalties Only (41%)

Probation Plus Jail Only (19%)

Propation Plus Jail Plus Financial Penalties (25%)
By "only" above we refer to the absence of jail or financial
penalties unless they are indicated, but there could be other
special penalties or restrictions imposed as conditions of
probation. We did collect some data on community service
penalties, but this sentence was infrequent in our 1984 sample.
Only about two percent of our cases had jail without probation,
and because with caseloads of from one to several hundred per
officer, few probationers received much supervision in the
community, we combined the few jail only cases with those that
had jail plus probation. No one received a financial penalty
without probation.

Table 2 shows the proportions receiving these four penalties

for each offense in the 16,057 cases of ‘our sampling list for
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which a sentence was recorded. Table 5 shows the proportions
with each of these penalties for each offense in the 1121 cases
of our sample. Had we been aware of the justificationé for
pooling financial penalties and, therefore, devised these four
mutually exclusive categories early enough in this pioneering
research, we might have sampled by the four categories to get one
guarter of the cases from each. However, even this method would
not have resulted in the same numper of cases for each of the
four penalty groups, because for many cases, information gleaned
Irom the case tiles revised tne information on sentencing
indicated on the sampling tape. Furthermore, omitting the cases
for which the tape indicated no sentence would mean losing some
cases for which the files indicated that sentence was imposed
later.

Our analysis began by finding which separate attributes of
offenders were most associated with their getting a particular
penalty, and with their recidivating. We then undertook
multivariate analysis that takes into account relationships among
these attributes. For example, both prior probation violation
and prior incarceration predict severe penalties, but since most
of those previously incarcerated also had probation previously,
once one knows that a person had prior incarceration the most
useful additional information for predicting the penalty and
recidivism may not be whether there was also prior probation, but
another item, such as age or prior drug problems. Our

multivariate analysis attempts to determine what combination of
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types of information about individuals makes the most accurate
predictions.

The indicators of recidivism that we recorded from the
supervision files and rap sheets covering the two-year followup
period included information on postrelease misdemeanor or felony
arrests or convictions, probation violation hearings, probation
revocations, and incarcerations. We also had data on another
aspect of postrelease adjustment, the payment of financial
penalties, as well as completion of required community service
penzlties. Tne attributes of offenders predicting postrelease
arrests, convictions and incarcerations were similar,; but were
often somewhat different from the best predictors of probation
revocation.

Information on the payment of financial penalties and on the
completion of community service obligations were gleaned from the
supervision log cards, and occasionally from other documents in
the case files. Although somewhat sloppily recorded and not in
the files on every case, they permitted us to tabulate what seem
to be the only statistics available on the completion of these
conditions of probation, and on the attributes of offense and
offender related to this completion. The county's statistics on
payment of financial penalties are compiled by an office of the
State Treasurer that contracts to do the bookkeeping and handle
the banking for money collected by the Probation Department.
However, their statements show only the total amount collected

from all cases during a fiscal period, and the total amount due
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on unpaid penalties as of the end of that period, rather than
individual payment completion rates.

We investigated about a hundred distinctly different
poésible predictors of penalties and/or of recidivism, both
individually and in multivariate analysis. Many of them we
revised after our initial tabulations, in order to combine
categories that separately had too few cases to yield
statistically significant and valid relationships.

Tens of thousands ot sentencing decisions are made in the
Los Angeles lMunicipal Courts separately and independently each
year by over 208 different judges. Although punishment is
limited by laws on the minimum and maximum severity permissible
ror each type of offense, any statistical patterns of variation
of penalties within the permissible range will suggest shared
ideas among the judges as to the relative importance of various
factors in deciding on an appropriate punishment.

Of course, factors that we could not investigate may also
atfect sentencing decisions. These uninvestigated factors
include variations in court processing, such as private or public
defense counsel, pretrial confinement or release, number of
continuances, and congestion of the court calendar. These are
not supposed to affect penalties, but it is often alleged that
they are influential. Necessarily uninvestigated are items of
information that we did not have in the files in a sufficiently
uniform manner for many cases; we do not think there are serious

omissions of this type, but there doubtless are some. Also, the
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available information on several attributes of offenders was .
judgmental, hence of uncertain accuracy.

Although our data show that we were able to identify many
factors statistically related to particular types of penalties,
inapility to predict the exact sentence for each case is due to
the independence of the judges, their inconsistencies, and the
deviations of each from any predominant pattern for all judges,
as well as the limitations of file information, and of
statistical methods. We also undertook some analysis of
variation among judges and among propation supervision districts
in penalties imposed, with findings that are summarized in a
section of this report on judicial idiosyncracies and probation

office subcultures.

All Offenses

Sentencing Variations for Six Crimes

Sentences recorded by the Los Angeles Municipal Courts for
cases opened in 1981 or later and closed in 1984 are shown in
Table 2. Although as already indicated, there was some
incompleteness and inaccuracy in the computer tape from which
that table was compiled, it probably yields percentages that are
approximately correct. Surprisingly, it shows that persons
convicted of drug crimes were most likely tb receive the most
lenient penalty, probation only; 82 percent of drug offenders had
this sentence. The most severely punished from this perspective

were those convicted of driving under the influence (DUI), of
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whom only 20 percent received probation only. Drug offenders
were also the least often jailed, with only 9 percent getting
this punishment (alone, with probation, or with probation and a
financial penalty), as contrasted with 40 percent for DUI cases
and an even higher 58 percent for burglars, according to Table 2.

Table 2 also shows that financial penalties were made
conditions of probation most often for DUI, imposed on 72 percent
of this group, including 32 percent who also received a jail
term. Returning to Table 1, it is evident that a majority of DUI
cases were required to make restitution payments, because SO many
of them are caught only after auto accidents in which people are
injured or property damaged, or both.

The variations in senténces by offense for our sample, shown
in Table 5, reflect the fact that we oversampled the types of
penalties in which we were especially interested: Jjail, fines,
restitution and COPS. If it were not for our oversampling, we
would not have had enough cases with some penalties in particular
offense groups to permit significant statistical analysis. As
indicated in the preceding section, at the time we oversampled
for jail, fines, COPS and restitution we had not learned enough
about the administration of the diverse types of financial
penalties to realize that we would be justified in dealing with
them collectively, thus making feasible our four mutually
exclusive penalty categories.

As Table 5 shows, an unanticipated result of this

oversampling by specific penalties instead of by our four
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mutually exclusive categories is that we have too few "probation
only" and "probation plus jail plus financial penalty" cases for
some types of crimes. However, as already mentioned, any
sampling by penalty group from the tape would have yielded a
sentence distribution not quite as anticipated, for the case
files sometimes showed that financial penalties were canceled by
the court after they were entered on the tape record of initial

sentencing.

Description of the Offense Groups

As Table 4 shows, our sample's six crime groups were gquite
diverse. A separate analysis of the predictors of penalties and
of recidivism for each of these sixz types of offenders follows
this discussion of all cases collectively, but some brief
description of them all should preceded our analysis of the
overall influences of offenses and of offender attributes on
penalties and on postrelease behavior.

Assaulters were the largest group in our sample because we
began collection of data for them first, and that experience made
us realize that we had to reduce our samples for the other groups
if we were to finish data collection in the time available. The
assaulters included older married men with alcohol problems like
the DUI and indecent exposure cases, és well as youths similar to
the burglars, thieves and drug offenders. This may explain why
they were intermediate, neither the highest nor the lowest of the

offense groups, in education, income, marital status and almost
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all the other attributes for which data,are presented in Table 4.

The burglars were the youngest group, reflecting the fact
that conflict with the law for this offense usually begins when
the offenders are in the jurisdiction of the juvenile court. But
those who are most active in this crime are unspecialized in
their lawbreaking, so that their prior or subsequent offenses are
apout as likely to be drug crimes, theft or assault as another
burglary. Table 4 shows that they were the least educated, most
often unmarried, most often unskilled, poorest in employment
stapility and financial status, and youngest at first arrest, of
all the six offense groups in our sample.

The contrast between our finding of lenient penalties for
drug crimes and the severe penalties for large-scale drug
smugglers and dealers that are publicized in newspapers and
television is explained by the fact that of the 196 drug cases in
our sample, 56 percent were charged only with use or being under
the influence, and 41 percent merely with possession, leaving
only a residual 3 percent charged with sale or manufacture, which
are the most severely punished drug crimes.

Surprisingly, PCP was the only drug or the first drug
mentioned in the offense descriptions in 62 percent of our drug
cases, as compared'with cocaine in 17 percent, heroin in 15
perceht, marijuana in only 3 percent, and other drugs in 3
percent. Of course, the extent to which particular drugs or
types of drug crimes are the basis for arrest or prosecution is

not so much an index of the prevalence of their use in the
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community as of police and court policies. We understand that in
the early 1980s there was a strong focus on PCP in law
enforcement efforts, and a tendency to overlook marijuana
possession in small quanﬁitites, for which penalties had just
been reduced. Only a minute fraction of the public's drug use
comes to police attention, and then not so much from citizen
complaints as from police initiative in looking for it, or from
their encountering it accidentally while investigating other
offenses.

Like the assaulters, the drug offenders are intermediate
between other offense groups in most of the attributes reported
in Table 4. However, they have the most hispanics, which
included half this group, and of course, they are highest in
percentage said to have drug problems. They are close to the
burglars and thieves in high proportion unskilled, and in low age
at first arrest.

Drivers under the influence were the oldest of the offense
groups, and only the indecent exposers had a smaller percentage
of blacks, a higher percentage employed, a higher proportion with
skilled or professional occupations, a higher percentage said to
have good financial status, and a higher percentage whose source
of income was earnings. Of course, the DUI cases were highest in
percentage with reported alcohol problems, and they were also
highest in percentages with prior arrests, convictions,
probations, and incarcerations, as well as in median monthly

income, and percentage separated or divorced. Their older age is
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a factor in theig accumulating longer criminal records than the
other groups, especially as compared to the burglars. Although
there was diversity among them, they seemed mostly to be persons
for whom an occupational career with above average success had
been impeded by chronic alcoholism.

Thieves were identified by their conviction under Article
484 of the California Penal Code, which includes not only theft
put acts that other states often distinguish as fraud or
confidence game. In our sample, this offense for 43 percent was
shoplifting, for 21 percent theft as an employee, 1o percent
fraud, 8 percent theft from the person or clothing of the victim,
and 13 percent other types of theft. As Table 4 shows, one third
of the thieves were females--the largest proportion of any of the
six crime groups that we studied. The thieves were second to the
burglars in youthfulness, and in young age at first arrest, but
were highest in percent black, percent unemployed, and percent
with no income.

The indecent exposers were the most unusual criminals in our
sample. Only one was a woman, and two-thirds of the male
offenders were arrested when masturbating in public view. As
Table 4 shows, they were the most predominantly white;, most
highly educated, least unemployed, most with skilled or
professional occupations, least often with drug problems, and
highest percent married of any of our offense groups. More
details on this group, and on the literature regarding them, are

provided in the special section on them later in this report.
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Some Explanation of Our Multivariate Prediction Tables

Table 6 summarizes the findings of our multivariate analysis
of the items of information that predicted which of the four
mutually exclusive types of penalty the Municipal Courts would
impose. Before discussing its contents, it may be well to
provide a nontechnical analysis of what the components of this
taple mean, an explanation that will also fit Tables 19 through
14, azs well as the small tables in the text of the sections of
this report on the six separate offenses.

For the multivariate analysis presented in these tables, we
employed the statistical method of logistic regression. This is
appropriate when the item to be predicted is a dichotomy, such as
"ves" or "no," rather than a continuous measure such as number of
people or annual income.

For Table 6, this procedure was done separately for each of
the four penalties, each treated as a dichotomy. The table shows
how much the odds of getting each penalty are multiplied by a
unit change in the offender attributes or in the offense. 1In
this analysis, all but age and monthly income are also used as
dichotomies. Therefore, while a unit change in age is a change
of one year and a unit change in income is a change of one
dollar, the changes in the other attributes--such as having less
than a high school education or being married--is a change from
having that attribute to not having it, or vice-versa. The

multipliers show how a unit change in an attribute or offense
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would affect the odds of having the indicated penalty. These
odds are conditional, in that they depend upon the values of each
of the predictive attributes and the offense types.

To include as predictors in logistic regression those
attriputes, such as race or offense, that have more than two
categories, all but one of their categories must each be treated
as a separate dichotomous attribute (called a "dummy variable").
Thus, instead of race being a variable with categories white,
plack and hispanic, "black" is used to classify all cases as
plack or not-black, and "hispanic" is used to designate all cases
as hispanic or not-hispanic, but white is omitted. With race
thus treated as two separate attributes, black and hispanic, the
omitted attribute white is the "reference category." This means
that the multiplier effect shown for black is the amount by which
the odds of receiving a particular penalty are multiplied--that
is, increased or decreased-—for a black offender, as compared to
the odds for a white offender receiving that penalty. Similarly,
the multiplier effect for hispanic relates the 6dds of a hispanic
getting the penalty to the odds of a white getting it.

In addition, it should be noted that these are what
statisticians call "partial® effects. This means that the
multiplier effect for each attribute is the change in odds that
results from having that attitude compared to not having it, or
by a unit change in that attribute if it is not a dichotomy,
regardless of whether offenders are similar or different in the

other attributes of the model. ("Model," as the term is used in
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this type of statistical analysis, refers to the set of
attributes used in the analysis and the method of analysis
employed)..

Accordingly, Table 6 shows that the odds of receiviﬁg
Probation plus Jail Only (without financial penalties) are nearly
five times as great for a black offender as for a white offender.
Thus, even if two of the subjects are alike on other attributes
used in this analysis, if one is black and the other white, the
odds of receiving that penalty are five times greater for the
black. However, since these are partial effects, we can also
assess the impacts of other attributes separately from the race
effect, and vice versa. If a black offender has a drug problem,
his oads of receiving probation and jail only are about 13 times
as great as those of a white offender without a drug problem
(4.964 x 2.594 = 12.877). Compared to another black offender
without a drug problem, however, there is only a 2.5
multiplication of odds, i.e., the effect shows for Drug Problem.

To calculate the actual odds of receiving a particular
penalty for a given offender, all of the attributes and offense
types in the analysis have to be taken into consideration. The
more two offenders differ on those characteristics that make
substantial changes in the odds, the more their likelihood of
receiving a certain type of penalty also will differ. However,
the multiplier effects shown in Tables 6 and 1¢-14 allow us to
assess the distinctive partial contribution of each attribute and

offense employed in the analysis to the penalty or the indicator
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of recidivism with which the taple is concerned.

Multipliers of less than one in Table 6--those that begin
with a zero before the decimal point--indicate that the attribute
or offense to which they apply reduces the odds of getting the
indicated penalty. Thus, for "Probation Only," the smallest
entry is 0.066 after "DUI." This means that the odds of
offenders in our sample getting this penalty were about .866 as
great if they were convicted of DUI as they were if convicted of
the reference category, drug offenses. Indeed, consistent with
Taple 5, all five of the crimes for which figures are entered
under Probation Only reduced the odds of getting this most
lenient penalty, compared with those odds i1f convicted of drug
cffenses. On the other hand, Table 6 shows that for punishment
by Probation plus Financial Penalty Only, none of the offenses
other than Indecent Exposure greatly affected the odds, but they
were raised about 50 percent by being employed, and they were
much reduced by being black or by having an alcohol or drug
problem or a prior conviction.

Under "Probation Only"® in Table 6, the multiplier effect of
1.365 after "alcohol problem" surprisingly reveals that this
mildest of our four types of penalty was somewhat more likely to
be given to those in our sample who were reported to have alcohol
problems than to those said to have no such problems. Howe§er,
the absence of an asterisk after this figure indicates that in
the small number of cases in our sample who received this

penalty, the relationship to alcohol problems shown by these odds
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was small enough to be caused readily by chance variations in the
random selection of cases for the sample. Conversely, the three
asterisks after the multiplier effect figure for DUI indicate
that there was less than one chance in a hundred of multipliers
this different from 1.0806 being caused by chance.

Altogether, seven considerations affected our choice of
attributes to be used in our multivariate analyses. The first,
and primary concern was the correlation between the attribute
(indepencaent variable) and the variable to be predicted
(dependent veriable), which in Table 6 is the penalty (and in
Table 1§ are the indicators of recidivism). We tried to include
only the attributes that most greatly affected the odds of
getting this item to be predicted.

A second consideration was any strong correlation among the
several attributes or offenses that were the predictors. For
example, odds of getting a particular penalty and of postrelease
recidivism were strongly affected by each indicator of prior
criminality--prior arrests, prior convictions, prior probations,
and prior incarcerations. However, these indicators are highly
correlated with each other, since anyone with a prior conviction
almost alwavs has a prior arrest, almost everyone with prior
probation or prior incarceration had both prior arrest and prior
conviction, and people incarcerated are likely previously to have
had probation. To include more than one of these four indicators
of prior criminality would reduce the impact of each of them

separately on the odds of a particular penalty or of postrelease
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recidivism, and would raise the probability that any odds found
could readily result from chance variations in sampling. It
would thefeby increase the prospect that a repetition of this
study in a later period would find much different odds for these
items. Therefore, only one of the criminal record items is
included.

The third consideration was the number of cases for which no
data were available on a particular attribute. These are shown
bv the totals of less than 1121, in parentheses, in the
right-hand column of Taple 4. In multivariate regression
analyses with a given set of variables, all cases should have
information on each of the variables used. Since we only had for
every case tnhe offense, the penalty, gender, age and the prior

criminal record record items, our multivariate analyses must

exclude some cases whenever we use variables other than these.

The number excluded for each analysis, and other technical
information, are reported at the bottom of these tables. We had
to exclude some attributes that might have made stronger
predictions because they could not be applied to nearly as many
cases as the variables that we included.

The fourth consideration was the split in our cases made by
those attributes that were treated as dichotomies. We adopted a
rule of automatically excluding any dichotomy that had less than
15 percent of the cases in one of its categories, and we
preferred those that approached a 50-58 split, if all our other

considerations were not greatly affected thereby.
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A fifth consideration was a preference for objective
information rather than subjective impressions. We preferred
factual data, such as whether offenders were employed or not or
their monthly income, to the officers' ratings of "employment
stability" or "financial status," even when the latter affected
the odds somewhat more than the objective items. The objective
information is presumably more reliable, for it should be the
same regardless of which cfficer reports it, while officers might
disagree in their subjective assessments.

A sixtn consiceration was the practicality of a judge
considering the attribute at sentencing. For example, although
prior arrest was for some offenses a somewhat stronger predictor
0of postrelease criminality than prior conviction, we preferred to
use prior conviction in Tables 6, 18 and 1l2. Thus, it cannot be
contended that a judge influenced by our findings might deny
someone probation on the basis of a past arrest on which the
accused had been acquitted. Also, our odds in predicting
postrelease incarceration and probation revocation were much
higher than shown in Table 18 when we constructed a multivariate
table in which postrelease arrest was used as one of the
predictive attributes, but a judge at the time of sentencing does
not know which offenders will have postrelease arrests, so this

‘as impractical.

A final consideration affecting the attributes that we used

in multivariate analyses was a desire for consistency in some

tables or sets of tables. Thus, for the penalty predictions of
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Table 6, the strongest odds for the impact of education are found
with all but the probation plus jail cases by separating cases
according to whether they had less than high school and those
with high school or more; for the.probation plus jail cases, the
best prediction was by treating separately those with education
beyond high school. However, for a simpler table we accepted a
slight loss in statistical prediction power by using the same
division on education (less than high school and high school or
more) for all four penalty groups. Similar concern for
consistency atffected several other variables.

As may be inferred at this point, our multivariate analyses
were repeated many times using different sets of variables and
different types of dichotomies, before we decided which "models,"
as the statisticians call them, provided the most satisfactory
taples in the light of all of the above considerations.

We should also add that in analyses such as those of Table
6, that estimated how various attributes and the offense affected
the odds of someone getting a particular penalty, we had to take
into account the fact that in order to get more cases with the
infrequent penalties in which we were interested, we deliberately
oversampled jail, fine, restitution and COPS cases. This made our
sample not representative of the total list of cases from which
it was selected. Therefore, before we began our analyses we
deliberately weighted the cases according to their combination of
specific types of financial and other penalties to make the

proportions of each of 17 combinations of penalties identical in
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our weighted sample to their proportions in the list of sentenced
cases (for which four broader combinations of penalties are shown
in Table 2).

In the section on separate offenses we employ stepwise
logistic regression analysis. This means that while we begin
with a set of potentially predictive attributes selected by the
above criteria, we do not retain all of them. Let us c&all the
number of attributes initially selected "n." We first determine
which attribute makes the best prediction of the odds for the
aependent variaple, and include it in our prediction model. We
then analyze which of the remaining n-l1 attributes makes the best
prediction after taking into consideration the effect of the
first variable selected, and we add this to our model. The
remaining n-2 attributes are then similarly examined to select
the next best predictor taking into consideration the first two
selections, and this process is continued until no additonal
attributes add significantly to the strength of predictions from
the variables already selected. Such a procedure relies less on
the fheoretical guidelines that determined the set of attributes
initially employed, and more on what the data themselves reveal
are statistically significant relationships. This approach is
different from that of Tables 6 and 16-14, in which many
non-significant attrubtes are retained, which allows us to
compare the effects of the same attributes for different
sentences and postrelease outcomes, to show how all the

theoretically impprtant attributes actually compare as
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predictors. The stepwise procedure retains only relationships
that are not likely to have occurred due to chance variation in
the selection of the sample of cases.

Also included in some of our multivariate tables is the
intercept, which is a technical concept of some complexity when
more than two variables are used in a regression analysis. 1In
Table 6, the intercept can be thought of as the adjusted odds of
receiving a given penalty, versus not receiving it, afte the
partial effects of the attributes and offenses used in the
analysis have been accounted for. In general, the closer the
intercept is to the overall odds of a case being in one category
of the dependent variable rather than in another category, the
weaker 1s one's predictive ability. For Table 6, after
weighting, the odds from which the intercepts should deviate are
1.2406, 0.290, 0.986, and P.168. These differ appreciably from
the intercepts 1.388, 0.590, 6.103 and ©.009.

To assess the overall ability of a multivariate regression
table to guide the prediction of behavior involved in sentencing
or other decisions, a summary measure is available, the
coefficient of determination, or R?. This estimates the
proportion of the likelihoocd of being in one category of the
dependent variable versus in the other that has been explained by
its covariation with the predictive (independent) variables. For
Table 6 this proportion differs for each column, but ranges from
a low of only .859--about 6 percent--for probation only, to a

high of .115--11 1/2 percent--for probation plus jail only.
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These coefficients are misleadingly low when using logistic
regression analysis in which, for the sake of consistency and
comparability from one table to the next, one includes both
significantly related attributes and others not as significant
but of theoretical interest. The latter may actually detract
from the R2 because this statistic adjusts for the number of
variables used in the model. At the bottom of Table 12 we have
"reduced model" R2 values, which is the percent of likelihood
explained by the significant predictors (those with asterisks)
taken alone. These are somewhat higher than tne original R2
because variables not contributing to the explained likelihood
are excluded. Since with fewer variables one has fewer cases
with missing information, the reduced model analyses used
somewhat more cases. Usually the R2 vValues are somewhat higher
with reduced models, but occasionally they are diminished by
effects of having more cases. 1In the multivariate regression
analysés presented in small tables within the text on the
separate offenses, stepwise methods are used that only include
the most significant predictive variables, and they are for more
homogenous populations since they cover only one offense.

Therefore, they often yield much higher values for R2
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Multivariate Prediction of the Penalties

The figures in Table 6 show that the strongest influences oDb
chances of getting the most lenient penalty, Probation Only, were
those affecting who would not have it--all the crimes other than
drug offénses. The reference category was drug offense, and all "
the other crimes have odds multipliers of less than 1.8060, which
means that they all have only a fraction of a drug offender's
chances of getting this penalty. DUI with 0.666 and burglary
with ©.112 have the lowest fractions, with assault 6.169,
indecent exposure £.173, and theft highest at 6.296. While this
difference in getting probation only for the various offenses was
indicated by Table 2 for all the 1984 cases to which our weighted
sentence 1s proportional, what Table 6 estimates are the relative
odds of receiving this sentence.

Having high school or higher edﬁcation, having no drug
problem, and having no prior conviction, were also strongly
reléted to getting-a probation only penalty, with only a 5 to 10
percent chance that variations in the sampling of our cases
account for their odds being as different from 1.9068 as they are.
More noteworthy, perhaps, is that when the offense and these
variables effects are taken into account, the impact on odds of
getting this sentence were not significantly beyond chance for
age, never married, income, employmeﬁt or alcohol problem.

Probation plus Financial Penalties Only is shown by Table 6
to have been most strongly predicted by not being black, not

having prior alcohol or drug problems or prior convictions, and
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being convicted of indecent exposure.

Some bias in sentencing practice is suggested not only by
probation plus financial penalty being less likely for blacks
than for whites, but also by the fact that Table 6 shows furthe}
by being black. The odds of getting a jail only sentence were
greater for blacks than for whites independently of the
differences between these two racial groups on the other
attributes measured.

The odds of jail sentences without financial penalties were
also increased 2 1/2 times by being convicted of burglary or
having a drug problem, and they were also increased by being
unemployed, as well as'by peing hispanic or being convicted of
theft. Once their collective impact on the odds of getting this
sentence is taken into account, age, education and marital status
have no significant impact, and alcohol problems have only a
marginal influence.

The conditional odds of getting the most severe punishment,
Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalty, were high for all of
the crimes we studied when compared to the odds of getting this
most severe punishment for drug offenses, but were especially
high for DUI and for burglary. They were lower for hispanics,
but higher for those with less than a high school education.
Once the impact of these attributes was taken into account, Table
6 indicates that employment, marital status, and drug or alcohol

problems had little impact on the odds of getting jail plus
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financial penalty. Also, for getting this or any of the three
other types of punishment, age had relatively little impac¢t once

the more strongly influential attributes were taken into account.

Separate Predictors of Recidivism

Table 7 shows that indecent exposers had the lowest
postrelease arrest rate and drug criminals the highest, with a
similar contrast also applying to their postrelease conviction,
propbation revocation, and incarceration rates. Assaulters and
thieves also had low reconviction rates. DUI offenders had low
rates of postrelease arrest and conviction, but were the highest
in probation revocation. This may reflect DUI's exceeding other
offense groups in the prospect of having probation revoked for
noncriminal conduct, such as failure to pay restitution, to
refrain from drinking, or to attend required treatment or
training programs. .

The separate statistical relationships of some coffender
attributes to recidivism are indicated in the various parts of
Table 8. The degree to which the recidivism indicators are
predictable by the offender attributes is best measured by
Cramer's V, but Gamma shows how consistently rates of recidivism
increase or decrease with an increase in an coffender attribute
that is measurable in one direction (such as age or income) or by
the absence or presence of an attribute (such as employment or

prior probation). Gamma is inappropriate, however, for
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attributes (such as marital status classified as "single,"
"married" and "separated or divorced") that have three or more
categories that do not clearly measure different amounts of the
same thing.

The Gamma number 1s preceded by a minus sign for those
variables, such as occupational status and monthly income, in
which an increase in the attribute is associated with a decrease
in recidivism rates. For the relationship of recidivism to an
attribute, however, the sign of Gamma reflects the direction in
which the attribute is classified. Thus, entries for "Financial
Status" on the probation officers' presentence reports, from
which we drew our case data, has its categories in the sequence
"Good," "Fair," "Marginal" and "Poor"; therefore, Gamma is
positive for Financial Status because recidivism is higher for
each "advance" in this attribute.

For all offense and penalty groups taken collectively, and
each offender attribute considered separately, Table 8 shows by
its Cramer's V values that seriousness of rearrest or
reconviction was most closely related to a record of drug
problems (Part B). Almost as closely related to this index of
recidivism were prior arrests and prior confinements (Part A), an
unskilled occupation (Part C), and poor financial status (Part
D). ©Not far behind were prior convictions and prior probations
(Part A), and employment stability (Part D). Probation
revocation was most closely related to drug problems and prior

arrests, but almost as dlosely to prior convictions and low
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monthly income. Drug problem was by far the variable most
related to postrelease incarceration, followed by prior
confinements, prior arrests, and prior convictions (whether for
misdemeanors or felonies, or both considered together), and also
by unskilled occupation, poor financial status, low monthly
income, or low educational attainment.

An anomaly in our findings for most of the offender groups
was that those whom the probation officers classified at
sentencing as having debts that were "excessive," rather than
"reasonable" or "none," were the most likely to have no further
difficulties with the law after release. Apparently, to have
credit ratings good enough to acquire debts that seemed excessive
was to have a nigh capacity for achieving a conventional way of
life after the shock of conviction, but to have no debts was to
have below average prospects of postrelease adjustment because of
a poor employment record that also resulted in inability to buy
anything on credit.

For all offenses taken collectively, alcohol problems were
not nearly as closely related to postrelease recidivism as were
drug problems. Rates for all indicators of recidivism diminished
with age, as was to be expected from most prior research. Never
married offenders had the highest rates of serious postrelease
arrests and convictions, probation revocations, and
incarcerations. Although married offenders had the lowest
rearrest and postrelease incarceration rates, they had slightly

higher rates of probation revocation than those who were
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separated or divorced. One may speculate that the probation
officers may have learned of rule violations from complaints by
the spouses of probationers that they would not have received for
separated or divorced offenders.

Recidivism rates by offense are analyzed separately in Table
9 for each of our four mutually exclusive types of penalties.
For all offenses taken collectively, rates of postrelease arrest,
incarceration and probation revocation were lower for those
sentenced to financial penalties only, and higher for those
jailed, than for those given the most lenient penalty, probation
only. One might expect that probation only would be given to the
lowest risk offenders and would be followed by the lowest
recidivism rate, but this did not occur for all offenses taken
collectively, although it did to a slight extent for drug
offenders and burglars. Little difference in recidivism rates
seemed to result from adding financial penalties to jail
sentences, except for DUI cases, which héd distinctly more
postrelease arrests and convictions after jailing if they also
had financial penalties. However, the few indecent exposers
given jail without financial penalties had the highest recidivism
rates. In general, the recidivism and financial payment
statistics suggest a predominant tendency to cost-effectiveness
in Municipal Court imposition of financial penalties and
restraint from jailing, but not nearly its full achievement, a
topic to be discussed further at several points in this report.

Tables 7, 8 and 9 imply that it is wise to impose probation
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with financial penalties alone for cost-effective punishment of
offenders who have little prior criminal record and some
financial resources. Although it justifies jailing for
incapacitation of previously confined or drug-addicted offenders
to prevent their committing crimes in the community, since they
have the highest rates of return to crime when they are released,
it also suggests the urgent need for experimenting with
alternatives to incarceration. Appropriately, Los Angeles county
has recently followed the lead of several other jurisdictions in
trying out house arrest and other restraints in the community,
combined with work training and placement, for those usually
jailed offenders who are most likely to succeed with such

measures.

Multivariate Prediction of Recidivism

In multivariate analysis of the predictors of postrelease
recidivism for all cases taken collectively, we considered
simultaneously all of our six offenses and four mutually
exclusive types of penalties, in addition to attributes of
offenders that taken separately were highly related to recidivism
rates and not closely related to each other. This, more
conclusively than the analysis of separate predictors, showed
that neither the type of offense nor the type of penalty imposed
was as closely related to the probability of recidivism as were
some of the attributes of offenders.

The first indicator of recidivism investigated by
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multivariate methods was rearrest during our 2-year followup
period. This analysis, summarized in Table 1§, estimates that
those in our sample who had a drug problem, according to the
probation officer's report, had odds of rearrest over twice as
high as persons who had no drug problem. Independently, prior
convictions also almost doubled the odds of rearrest. The odds
of postrelease arrest diminished greatly with increasing age of
the offender at sentencing, and dropped somewhat with conviction
for theft as compared to conviction for drug offenses, but there
was some increase in the odds of rearrest from being black. When
the effects of all of these factors were taken into account,
there was little additional impact from low education, not being
married, monthly income, employment, alcohol problems, offenses
other than theft, being hispanic, or the particular one of the
four mutually exclusive penalties imposed, although jailing
increased rearrest odds somewhat.

The second indicator of recidivism analyzed in Table 10 is
postrelease incarceration in jail or prison. A prior drug
problem more than tripled the odds of postrelease incarceration,
while prior conviction almost tripled the odds, and each
additional year of age reduced the odds more than five percent.
The offenses did not as markedly affect the odds of postrelease
incarceration, although they were highest for DUI offenders.
Being sentenced to jail, however, greatly increased the odds of
reincarceration within 2-years after release. Once the

multivariate analysis took into account the independent effects
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of these attributes, there were little additional effects from
race, educatibn, marital status, income, employment, alcohol
problems, or the offense.

Multivariate analysis of the statistical predictors of
probation revocation are also shown in Table 1#. They reveal
some similarities to and some differences from the predictors of
postrelease arrest or incarceration. For all three of these
indices of postrelease difficulties with the law, the strongest
precictor was a prior drug problem; it more than tripled the odds
of propation revocation. The second strongest predictor of
probation failure, however, was being convicted of DUI, which
almost tripled the odds of probation revocation. Apparently
there was much violation of the special requirements imposed on
DUI probationers,; but we do not know whether their high
revocation rates were due to their missing restitution payments,
neglecting to attend or pay for alcoholism treatment programs, or
simply due to their further drinking and/or driving. The third
strongest predictor of probation revocation, we regret to report,
was being black, which more than doubled the odds of revocation.
This may suggest that some aspects of probation supervision
practices are correlated with race, but our guess is that the
street environment and the law ‘enforcement intensity in the
ghetto areas in which poor blacks tend to be segregated increase
their risk of being found to be probation violators,; regardless
of their behavior. Additional strong predictors of probation

revocation, independently of thé foregoing, were less than high
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school education, and being sentenced to probation plus jail plus
a financial penalty.

It will be noted in Téble 10 that we had information on all
attributes for only 873 cases in the analyses of postrelease
arrest and incarceration, and only 825 for probation revocation.
Although the same attributes were used for all three of these
multivariate analyses, there were fewer probation cases becaise
29 persons in our sample received jail sentences without
probation, and for about 506 of the probationers we had no
definite indication of either satisfactory completion and
discharge from probation or its revocation.

The Rzlfigures indicate that ocur attributes account for 14
percent of the likelihood of postrelease incarceration, and about
9 percent of the likelihood of both postrelease arrests and
probation revocation. These percentages are low partly because
in this table we tried to include all theoretically important
potential predictérs of recidivism, and we chose to include the
same possible predictors for all three indicators of recidivism,
thus permitting comparative assessment of the separate predictive
importance of all the variables studied for each of the three
different indicators of postrelease adjustment. This contrasts
with the higher percentages of explained variance obtained in
some of the multivariate tables for the more homogenous separate
offense groups, presented within the text later in this report,
in which stepwise logistic regression analysis was employed which

retains for each table only the predictor variables that are most
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closely and independently related to the outcome studied.

Table 12 summarizes separate multivariate analyses of
attributes related to postrelease arrest for each of the four
mutually exclusive penalty groups. However, dividing the sample
into four components means that there are fewer cases in each of
the four analyses than in those of Table 16 that consider all
penalty groups simultaneously. Therefore, there are fewer
relationships in Table 12 that cannot readily be due to chance.
The only strong predictor of postrelease arrest for all four
penalty groups shown in this table is drug problem, but it is
only highly significant with these smaller samples for those
offenders sentenced to probation plus jail only. The older
releasees were at sentencing, the less likely was their arrest in
our 2-year followup period, but only for those sentenced to
probation with both financial penalties and jail was this
relationship clearly too strong to be explained by chance.

Postrelease incarceration for those sentenced only to
propation was most likely if they were unemployed, Table 13
shows; for these leniently punished offenders, employment cut the
odds of jailing or prison to almost a fourth of what it would
otherwise be for offenders who were unemployed. Prior
convictions also was a strong predictor of postrelease
incarceration for those given probation only. For those with
probation plus financial penalties only, youthful age, low
education, drug problems as well as prior convictions appreciably

increased odds of jailing or prison. A prior drug problem was
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the only significant predictor of postrelease incarceration fqr
those given jail only. For those with jail plus financial
penalties, however, the odds of postrelease incarceration were
apout halved if they were employed as compared with the odds for
similar offenders who were unemployed, but of course, these odds
were increased by any prior conviction or prior drug problem.
Rather small percentages of the likelihood of postrelease arrest
or incarceration were explained in these separate penalty group
analyses; and these proportions are only slightly higher for
reduced model analyses that employ only the variables marked with
asterisks.

Predictors of probation revocation for the separate penalty
groups, as for other offender groups, differed somewhat from the
predictors of postrelease arrest or incarceration, Table 14
shows. For those sentenced only to probation, being convicted of
assault greatly increases the prospects of probation revocation,
as does an alcohol problem, neither of which were so predictive
of arrest or incarceration for this penalty group; unemployment
and drug problems also much augmented their prospects of
probation revocation. For those given probation with financial
penalties only, all the offenses other than the reference
category DUI markedly reduce@ odds of probation revocation.
Presumably the high restitution charges for DUI cases, due to the
injuries caused by thé accidents in which so many were involved,
made probation revocation rates especially high for those

convicted of this offense. In addition, odds of revocation for
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those with financial penalties only were increased by being
black, of youthful age, less than high school education or having
a drug problem. For the jail only group, probation revocation
was only significantly predicted by a prior drug problem. Drug
problems were supplemented by being black, of youthful age, and
having prior convictions as predictors of revocation for those
given probation plus jail plus financial penalties. The
surprising finding for the latter group, however, was that being
never married halved the odds of probation revocation.

Anomalous findings on probation revocation, as compared with
the predictors of arrest or incarceration, suggest distinctive
features of the administration of probation about which we can
only speculate. For example, it is possible that difficulties of
married probationers, such as family fights, are more likely to
come to the attention of probation supervisors than difficulties
of never married probationers. Again, proportions of likelihood
explained were not very high, but were surprisingly highest for

the probation only group.

Attributes Predicting Pavment Rates for Financial Penalties
About two-thirds of those sintenced to pay fines or COPS

completed the payments in full, Table 7 shows, and 55 percent
paid restitution in fuli. About a quarter paid fines or COPS in
part, leaving only 1l percent paying nothing at all on these
penalties. For restitution, 32 percent paid in part and 13

percent made no payments.
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The size of financial penalties of all types varied with a
number of personal attributes. Excluding cases in which there
were no financial penalties, and a few percent for whom we had
information tha£ there were penalties but no figures on the
amount, the median totals that offenders had to pay were: $408
for women and $498 for men; $542 for whites, $452 for hispanics,
$387 for blacks, and $452 for others; $377 for those 18-22 years
old, $369 for age 23-27, $518 for 28-34s, and $6#6 for age 35 and
over. Especially relevant were education and income: the
medians were $377 for those with less than a complete high school
education, and $362 for those with a high school diploma only,
but $613 for those with education beyond high school; they varied
with income, from $46¢ for those with no reported income, to $689
for those with incomes of over $2009 per month. Those employed
had median total monetary penalties of $487, while the median for
the unemployed was $368, which raises a question of how much
attention was given to ability to pay when sentencing. However,
the relationship of the size of financial penalties to these
attributes was much closer for fines than for restitution or
COPS.

Total financial penalties for those in the six offense
groups ranged from a low of only $160 for drug offenders to a
high of $668 for DUI cases, still counting only those who
received monetary punishments and for whom the files indicated
the amounts levied. DUI cases paid most on all penalties, but

especially on restitution, which ranged from a low of $57 for
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burglars to a high of $1,050 for DUI cases; many of of the latter
had to pay for injuries to persons and/or property in automobile
accidents. Restitution was so rare for drug offenders in the
total list from which we sampled, that we did not try to
oversample restitution cases for them, and it also was rare for
indecent exposure, for which we took all cases rather than a
sample. Median fines were $608 for DUI, $417 for drug crimes,
§378 for indecent exposure, $362 for assault, $360 for theft, and
$333 for burglary. Median COPS assessments were $352 for DUI,

$257 for indecent exposure, $225 for theft, $186 for assault,

=

$138 for burglary, and $62 for drugs.

Indecent exposers, assaulters and thieves had the highest
rates of completing payments of fines and COPS. Most thieves and
assaulters paid restitution assessments in full, most drivers
under the influence paid it in part, and burglars were
intermediate in payment rates, slightly exceeding other offense
groups in percentage not paying at all. This doubtless reflects
the amount of restitution in relation to income; Table 4 shows
that burglars and thieves were very low in income, while DUI was
highest, with assaulters intermediate.

Table 8 shows that the factors separately associated with
rates of payment of financial penalties have some similarities to
but some differences from the factors predicting recidivism.

Drug problems and prior criminal record, the best predictors of
recidivism, were also associated with low rates of payments.

These findings were not always statistically significant because




Final Report, Fines, Jail & Probation in Muni.Cts. 45

only two-thirds of our sample had financial penalties, as Table 5
shows, including 19 percent who also had a jail term. However,
having debts, which we have indicated above was closely linked to
nonrecidivism, was the attribute most strongly related to paying
COPS. Surprisingly, although good financial status was highly
related to payment of fines, it was not so closely linked to
payment of restitution or COPS, and monthly income was not
especially correlated with payment of financial penalties. These
confusing findings for different types of financial penalty are
to some extent consequences of the arbitrary sequence in which
the probation department assigns money from those receiving
multiple payments, with restitution paid first and COPS last.

For all cases, the rates of payment in full were, as
expected, inversely related to the amount of total financial
penalties imposed. This relationship was especially strong and
significant for assault and drug cases. Rates of postrelease
arrest or incarceration were not significantly related to the
total size of financial penalties, but probation revocation rates
increased directly with the amount to be paid, presumably because
rates of nonpayment increased with the size of these levies.
These consequences of the size of the financial penalties,
however, were not strong or significant for those given probation
plus financial payments only; they were especially strong for
those give jail plus financial penalties. Jailing greatly
reduced prospects of collecting fines, restitution or COPS,

unless the amounts imposed were small:~
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For multivariate analysis we tried to identify factors
affecting the odds that all financial penalties would be paid in
full. As Table 11 shows, what we found was again that drug
problems most strongly affected the conditional odds of fully
paying financial penalties. Those with drug problems had
one-third the odds of paying in full of persons without drug
problems. Being black, being convicted of DUI as compared with
having a drug coffense, and having a jail sentence in addition to
the financiel payment, each about halved the conditional odds of
payment in full. Additional but more marginal predictors of
nonpayment were having less than a high school education, and
each dollar lower in monthly income. Once these factors
affecting oads of payment were taken into account, little impact
on prospects of payment came from age, marital status, drug
problems, prior convictions, or the offenses other than DUI.

Although Table 5 shows that 745 cases in our sample had
financial penalties, Table 1l indicates that only for 539 of
these 745 cases did we have information on all of the attributes
used in our multivariate analysis, as well as information on
their penalty payments. Indeed, we lacked penalty payment
information on 11 percent of those with fines, 8 percent of those
with restitution, and 11 percent of those with COPS. The R? for
Table 11 indicates that our multivariate analysis explained only
about 6 percent of the likelihood of payment of financial

penalties in full.
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Comparison of Penaltv Predictors with Recidivism Predictors

Table 6 indicates that judges vary the sentences greatly
acﬁording to the offense. Like Tables 1 and 2, it confirms that
for cases closed in 1984, the Los Angeles Count& Municipal Courts
tended to be most lenient for drug users and possessors, the
reference category on offense, which gave all other offenses
multipliers of less than one for probation only. They were more
likely to jail burglars, but to give indecent exposers probation
with financial penalties. Table 6 also showed most conclusively
that in addition to basing the sentence largely on the offense,
judges tended to jail disproportionately offenders who were
black, hispanic, unemployed, of low education, and with prior
drug problems, as well as those who had prior convictions.

Contrastingly, in our statistical tabulations of the
predictors of recidivism, the offenses for which individuals in
our sample were convicted were on the whole, not nearly as
predictive of postrelease arrest, conviction or incarceration in
our 2-year followup as were some of their personal attributes.
Prior drug problems and prior criminal record were especially
predictive of postrelease difficulties with law enforcement
agencies.

While these are not new types of findings in criminological
research, they may be the basis for questioning the wisdom of the
court's emphasis on the offense in sentencing, which in turn
reflects recent efforts in criminal law to make penalties depend

more on the offense than the offender. Before presenting our
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findings on the separate offenses, therefore, it may be

appropriate to discuss this issue in sentencing philosophy.

The Offense Versus Offender Attributes
as the Basis for Sentence Determination

Sentencing policy in the United States since the early 1970s
has been increasingly dominated by the just desert movement,
which advocates emphasis on the offense, rather than on
attributes of the offender, in determining punishment. The
arguments in favor of punishment by the offense alone include
abstract metaphysical contentions that it is more just than
sentencing on the basis of offender attributes, as well as
empirical claims that prediction of recidivism or rehabilitation
is too unreliable a basis for determining sentences, that
deterrence is greatest with penalties predictable on the basis of
the offense, and that the public objects to persons convicted of
the same offense receiving different penalties.2

Arguments opposing a focus only or primarily on just desert
in sentencing are supported by this and other research. These
arguments, all empirically grounded, include: |
(1) the fact that when asked what punishments are appropriate for
particular crimes, the public advocates more severe penalties
than are usually imposed, but they also show by their votes on
prison bond issues and taxes that they are unwilling to pay for
such sentencing policies, and they actually do not consistently

support making penalties proportionate in severity only to the
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‘seriousness of the offense;3
(2) the evidence that the certainty of a penalty gives it more
deterrent effect than its severity, after some minimum necessary
severity is achieved;*4
(3) the evidence that certainty cannot be great because less than
a tenth of serious property crimes and only a minute fraction of
one percent of drug usages or sales result in government
penalties, plus the evidence that most high-rate offenders are so
unspecialized in their offenses that chance alone largely
determines the offense on which they are caught, which would be
the basis for just desert penalties;5
(4) the evidence that statistical prediction of recidivism by the
attributes of offenders more than by their offenses already is
more accurate than the only alternative, case study predictions
by judges, psychiatrists, social workers or any other type of
human being, whether they claim to base their predictions on the
offense, their experience, their training, or anything else.b

Accordingly, this research has sought to assess
statistically both the offense and offender attributes, alone and
in combination, as predictors of recidivism. The ultimate
objective is to recommend sentencing principles, within just
desert upper and lower limits of justifiable severity of
punishment for the offense, that maximize éocial benefits in
excess of costs.’

From the analysis thus far, it would seem that optimum

sentencing policies for societal benefits in excess of costs
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would impose incarceration or severe restraint in the community
especially on offenders with prior drug problems and prior
criminel records, and especially on those with these attributes
who are convicted of burglary. Conversely, it would rely
primarily on financial penalties for those with few or no prior
arrests, good financial status and employment prospects, as well
as no serious prior drug problems. This was the predominant
sentencing pattern in the Municipal Courts of Los Angeles, but
attention to its cost-effectiveness for recidivism reduction may
make it an even more predominant and consistent sentencing

policy.

The Separate Offense Groups

Some refinement of the above conclusions on our total
sample are provided by examination of our data on each of the six
separate offense groups that we studied. While the analyses of
all offenses that concerned us until this point showed that the
offense was the main determinant of the penalty, here we shall be
concerned with the predictors of what variation of punishment
there was within a separate offense group, and what best
predicted recidivism for penalty groups with that offense. We
present tables on these matters with all of the relationships
that we found were statistically significant.8

The multivariate analysis of penalty prediction within each
offense group, done separately for each of the four mutually

exclusive types of penalty, used stepwise logistic regression
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- with sets of attributes that separately were significantly
predictive of that penalty for this offense, were not highly
correlated with each other, and did not have too many cases for
which information was missing. Nevertheless, for strong
predictions of some of the penalties we had to use some groups of
variables on which less than all cases had information, so there
are fewer cases in most of the stepwise regression tables
presented here than prior tables. The stepwise procedure
identifies first the variable in the set that is most closely
related to the outcome being predicted, then the next most
closely related variable, then the next most, and so forth, until
all variables in the set that most markedly account for the
outcome statistically have been identified.

It should be noted that for these multivariate analyses, all
cases in our sample for each offense group were weighted to make
their proportions with each of 17 combinations of penalty
correspond to the percentages with these combinations of
penalties in all cases on our sampling tape with that offense.
This corrected for our oversampling of infrequent penalties.

When there was a choice, objective attributes such as marital
status, education and monthly income were preferred to subjective
assessments by the probation officers, such as their judgment of
whether financial status was “"good," "fair," "marginal" or
"poor." Furthermore, for most of these analyses the attributes
were regrouped into dichotomies, such as spouse is the victim or

not, previously arrested or not, and so forth. Shown are the
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effects of each of these variables on the odds of getting that
penalty, and "p," the probability that their effect on the odds
could be caused by chance. In addition, the percentage of the
likelihood of recéiving a given penalty that is explained by each
table is indicated, that is, the table's coefficient of
determination or R2.

In the multivariate analysis of the predictors of indicators
of recidivism--postrelease arrest, probation revocation and
incarceration--we used three of the penalties as control
variables before proceeding to stepwise prediction. This means
that with the set of variables that we employed for logistic
regression we included three types of penalties as dichotomies:
Probation plus Financial Penalties Only; Proﬁation plus Jail
Only; Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalties. This yielded
the multipliers on the odds of getting these indicators of
recidivism for each penalty, as compared with the odds for the
reference variable, the omitted penalty, Probation Only. Often
these odds were appreciable, but ﬁhey had a very high probability
(p) of being caused by chance. This means that the penalty had
little probable effect in the recidivism prediction. These will
be discussed separately for each offense's multivariate tables on

recidivism.
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Assault

Table 4, discussed earlier in this report, shows that our
262 assaulters teﬁded to be slightly older than the other
offenders whom we studied, and also had somewhat more extensive
records of prior arrests, convictions, and incarcerations, but
not more prior probations. They were intermediate among the six
offense groups on almost all personal attributes.

The victims of their assaults were strangers in 31 percent
of the cases, friends or acquaintances in 22 percent, spouses in
16 percent, persons in other love relationships in 14 percent,
members of the family other than spouses in 6 percent, and
miscellaneous other persons in 11 percent. Half the assaults
were done without weapons other than hands, or in some cases
feet. Only 6 percent of the assaults involved use of a gun, 14
percent a knife, and 36 percent other weapons, such as a stick or
a hammer. Half the assaults occurred in a home, 29 percent on a
street or other outdoor space, 7 percent in a bar, party or other
drinking place, and 15 percent in miscellaneous other locations,
such as a store or workplace.

In only 36 percent of our cases was the assaulter reported
to have been intoxicated at the time of the offense, including
ten percent of the cases in which both the offender and the
victim were drunk. This contrasts with much criminological
literature that reports drinking associated with most assaults,
but it may also reflect incompleteness in the descriptions of

offenses that we found in the files, perhaps in their accounts of
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drinking. In only two percent of the cases was the victim alone
reported to have been drunk, in three percent one or more
participants were under the influence of drugs other than
alcohol, and in 55 percent of the cases no intoxication was
reported for any participant.

Twenty-three of our assault cases received a special
diversion from the usual penalties that was designated as for
domestic violence offenders, 5 were placed in other types of
diversion programs, 26 were given summary probation, and 26
probation without supervision. These comprise 31 percent of all
cases, the remaining 69 percent being on regular probation.
Differences in probation outcome for these diverse dispositions
were far beyond explanation by chance (p < .988): revocation
rates were 25 percent for regular probation, but 50 percent for
summary probation, 30 percent for domestic diversion, 4 percent
for release without supervision, and zero for the 5 cases with
other types of diversion. Differences in postrelease arrest and
in incarceration rates both had a 7 percent probability of being
due to chance, but they indicated that: (a) postrelease arrest
rates in our 2-year followup period were 48 percent on summary
probation, 39 percent in domestic diversion, 35 percent on
regular probation, 20 percent in other diversion, and 15 percent
for those without supervision; (b) postrelease incarceration
rates were 38 percent for summary probation, 19 percent for
regular probaticn,; 7 percent for release without supervision, 4

percent far domestic diversion, and 20 percent for other
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diversion. It would appear that the summary probation case
selection was not very astute, and that domestic diversion was of
no clear benefit. However, sometimes summary probation was given
to someone already on regular probation for another offense.
There are too few cases in these special categories to warrant
analysis of the effects of the attributes of individuals within
each group.

Table Al presents our findings on the separate attributes of
assaulters and assaults that were most predictive of the
penalties imposed, as shuwn by Cramer's V and Gamma, two
statistical measures of association that have already been
discussed. Table A2 shows the best predictors of recidivism for
assaulters in each of the four mutually exclusive penalty
categories. On the whole, assaulters received penalties about as
severe as the average for our total sample, and had recidivism
rates similar to those of the entire sample. As Table 7 shows,
65 percent had no postrelease arrests, but 18 percent were
incarcerated during our 2-year followup period. Although 47
percent had probation violations recorded in their supervision
files, only 25 percent had their probation revoked. About
two-thirds paid their financial penalties in full, but about ten
percent péid nothing.

For assault, since 92 percent of the assaulters were males,
we excluded females from the multivariate analyseé. The
following were our stepwise logistic regression findings for each

of the four types of penalties for male assaulters, using sets of
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up to 15 variables to determine which is the most predictive,
which is the second most predictive, and so forth, until no
further variables are markedly;predictive.

Table Al indicates that when the offender attributes were
considered separately, having never had prior probation was most
associated with an assaulter getting the penalty of probation
only, and also highly predictive were being old at one's first
arrest (often for this assault), and being married or otherwise
related to the victim. Table A2 shows that prior criminal
record, youthfulness at sentencing and at first arrest, as well
as prior drug and alcohol problems, were the best predictors «f
recidivism for this group. Multivariate findings were as

follows:

Probation Only

Predictive Variables Multiplier of Qdds o]

Victim is Spouse of the Assaulter 37 .690 g.0000
College Education 9.267 B.0802
Monthly Income g.999 g.8102
Prior Arrest | g.115 g.0001
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Clearly, within this set of variables that collectively best
predicted the penalty of probation only for male assaulters, the
single most predictive item was that the victim was the
assaulter's wife. The odds of getting this lenient penalty were
almost 38 times as great with spouse as victim as with other
victims, Having a college education multiplied the odds of
getting this penalty by more than nine. Greatly reducing the
odds of getting this penalty, however, was any prior arrest.

Also reducing the odds of this penalty was each dollar of income
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(which increased the odds of financial penalties). These four
predictors accounted for 30 percent of the likelihood of
receiving this penalty. A total of 15 variables were used in the
multivariate analysis for the 204 assault cases with all needed
data. Not adding significantly to the effects on odds when these
four predictors were taken into account were the 11l additional
variables: black, hispanic, age, single, number of children,
employed, drug problem, 21 years or older at first arrest, used
no weapon (e.g., used fists) in assault, assault occurred in a
residence, victim or suspect intoxicated.

Table Al's statistics indicate that punishment by probation
plus financial penalties only was most strongly predicted
separately for assaulters by absence of prior drug problems, lack
of prior criminal record, and good financial status. Table A2
shows that the best predictors of recidivism for this group were
low education, as well as drug problems and prior criminal

record. Our multivariate findings were:
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Probation plus Financial Penalty

Predictive Variables Multiplier of Odds
Assault Occurred in Residence 2.565
Used No Weapon (e.g., used fists) 2.243
Monthly Income 1.001
Prior Arrest g.498
Drug Problem B.222
Victim is a Relative of Assaulter 3.196

B
g.8272
p.8282
g.0005
0.80471
p.a1lll
0.0003

According to this best multivariate prediction, the odds of an

assaulter being punished by probation with financial penalties

but no jail were increased most by the assault occurring in a

residence (rather than in a public place), and almost as much by

no weapon being used other than parts of the body, usually

the

hands. Also slightly increasing these odds was each dollar of

income, but the odds of getting this penalty were halved by a

prior arrest, and divided by five if a relative other than
assaulter's spouse was the victim. However, although this

analysis was undertaken with 13 variables, these six best

the

predictors only accounted for one sixth of the likelihood with

the 215 cases used for this analysis.

Table Al shows that the characteristics of assaulters

that

were most associated separately with their getting probation plus

1ail only (or jail without probation) were drug problems, low

income, unemployment, prior arrests, and prior convictions.

Table A2 indicates that recidivism by assaulters jailed with no

financial penalty was especially predicted by their having

an

unskilled occupation, as well as by drug problems, prior criminal

record, and the victim being a friend or acquaintance or someone

in a love-relationship (other than marriage) with the assaulter.
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Multivariate findings were:

Probation plus Jail (including Jail Only)

Predictive Variables Multiplier of 0Odds jo]

Prior Arrest 6.063 g.0824
Black 4.665 g.0006
Drug Problem 2.255 g.0825
Monthly Income 8.998 0.0000
Assault Occurred in a Residence B.402 g.0311

A prior arrest record multiplied sixfold the odds of an assaulter
getting jailed as a condition of probation, without financial
penalties. However, and independently of the other factors,
being black multiplied the odds almost five times. Prior drug
problems more than doubled the odds, but the odds were diminished
somewhat by increased monthly income, and were markedly reduced
if the assault occurred in a residence, rather than on a street
or other public place. These five variables, out of 13 used in
this analysis of 215 cases, accounted for 32 percent of the
likelihood of male assaulters being jailed without financial
penalties.

Most of these findings indicate that assaulters with jaii
sentences and no financial penalties were predominantly poor
risks, in that they had a high proportion with prior arrests and
drug problems. However, being black was an attribute that also
increased the-chances of incarceration. This suggests that some
racial bias in sentencing prevailed, since use of other variables
that differentiated black offenders as a whole--such as lower
average income, presence of a drug problem, and arrest

history--did not eliminate a significant increment to the
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prediction of jail sentence from being black.

Punishment by probation plus jail plus financial penalties
was not very well predicted by the separate attributes of ocffense
and cffender presented in Table Al, but its best predictors were
prior probation, using a weapon in the assault, having no more
than high school education, and being employed. Table A2
indicates that recidivism of assaulters sentenced to jail plus
financial penalties was best predicted by prior criminal record,
but was separately predicted also by low educational attainment,
and by the victim being the assaulter's spouse. Multivariate
findings on prediction of this severe penalty identified the same
four variables as Table Al showed had the strongest separate

relationships to this type of sentence:

Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalty

Predictive Variable Multiplier of Odds o

Prior Probation 4.585 g.0001
Employed 2.309 g.90418
Less Than High School Education 1.868 g.0982
Used no Weapon (e.g., used fists) g.350 B.0675

In this multivariate analysis, prior probation was the attribute
of an assaultive male that most increased his odds of getting
this most severe of municipal court penalties. Being employed
also increased the odds of a sentence to jail plus financial
penalties, as did having less than a high school education.
However, the odds of getting this sentence were cut by almost
two-thirds if the assaulter used no weapon other than his fists
or other parts of his body. These four predictors, out of 13

used in this analysis with 215 cases, accounted for only 9 1/2
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percent of the likelihood of getting this severe penalty.

Multivariate prediction of recidivism for all assaulters,
using three of the four types of penalties as dichotomous (dummy)
control variables, then proceeding to stepwise logistic
regression by personal attributes as predictive variables,
yielded somewhat different results for each indicator of
recidivism, as follows:

Postrelease Arrest of Assaulters
Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of Penalties P

Probation plus Jail only 1.575 g.5667
Probation plus Financial Penalties g.456 9.1914
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 1.260 p.7862
Predictive Attributes
Drug Problem 2.414 p.0563
Age g.965 P.0964
Victim is a Stranger g.431 .0225
21 Years 0l1d or Older at

First Arrest B.355 0.0044
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The above figures indicate that there is no basis for confidence
in the multipliers shown for the effect of the penalty on the
probability of postrelease arrest for assaulters, since the high
p values indicate that chance alone could well have caused the
multipliers shown here (which are all conditional on the odds
impact of the comitted reference penalty, Probation Only). The
stepwise analysis of the effects on odds of the predictive
attributes of assaulters show that a drug problem more than
doubled their odds of a postrelsase arrest, while each year of
age appreciately diminished these odds, and they were more than
halved if a stranger was the victim or the assaulter was 21 years

of age or older at first arrest. 1In addition to the penalty
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control variables and these four attributes, eight additional
attribute variables were employed that had no marked offense on
the odds of an assaulter's postrelease arrest: white, less than
high school education, income, single, employed, assault without
a weapon (other than fists or other parts of the body)., assault
occurred in a residence, and victim or suspect intoxicated. This
analysis, with 208 cases, accounted for 16 percent of the
likelihood of postrelease arrest.

Postrelease Incarceration of Assaulters

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of Odds je]
Probation plus Jail Only 1.766 @.5539
Probation plus Financial Penalties 8.943 B.9495
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 1.906 B.9945
Predictive Attributes
Drug Problem 5.169 g.9809
Less Than High School Education 2.541 B .0430
21 Years 0l1d or Older at

First Arrest g.251 g.8821

These figures indicate that the odds multipliers shown for the
penalty having an impact on the chances of postrelease
incarceration are probably due to chance. Of the predictive
attributes, however, drug problems again were most important,
multiplying the odds of postrelease incarceration more than
five~fold, while they were increased 2 1/2 times by less than
high school education, but cut to a fourth if the assaulter was
21 years or older at first arrest (which was often for this
assault). This analysis with 12 variables and 200 cases

accounted for 16 percent of the likelihood.
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Revocation of Probation for Assaulters

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of 0Odds o)
Probation plus Jail Only B.234 @.0546
Probation plus Financial Penalties @.290 @.0443
Probation -plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties B.434 §.1861
Predictive Attributes
Drug Problem 2.524 B.8672
Income .999 g.01149
21 Years or Older at First Arrest p.486 g.0714
White 0.416 g.0314

These figures reveal, as have our other relevant tabulations,
that the predictors of probation revocation differ from thosevof
other indicators of recidivism. The values of p for the control
variables are sufficiently low to give us confidence that getting
a sentence of probation plus jail or probation plus financial
penalties reduces to about a quarter the odds of probation
revocation that result from the reference penalty category,
probation only. However, the multiplier shown for sentences of
probation plus jail plus financial penalties has too high a
probability of being caused by chance to merit much confidence.
Drug problems again had the greatest impact of any attribute on
the odds of this indicator of recidivism, for it more than
doubled the odds, while they were slightly reduced by each dollar
of income, and they were more than halved by being white, or by
being 21 years old or older at this offense. This analysis with
12 variables was done with 192 assault cases that had probation
sentences and information on all of the other variables, and it
accounted for 9 percent of the likelihood of revocation among
assaulters.

To summarize, all of our statistics on penalty predictors
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for assaulters show that there is a tendency to impose financial
penalties on those who are employed, whether or not they are also
jailed. Yet our data on collection of financial penalties
indicate that jailiné greatly reduces the ability of the
offenders to make payments, presumably because it eliminates
immediate income, creates financial burdens for care of
dependents, and impairs subsequent employability. This suggests
the cost-benefits advantage to a government of alternatives to
jailing, such as community service, for employed offenders.

Also, where jail space and available jail staff permit it,
weekend jail sentences for employed offenders permit them to
support dependents and pay taxes, as well as financial penalties.
However, persistence in employment or in sincere efforts to seek
jobs should be a condition of probation with weekend jailing;
experience in Los Angeles County when it had weekend jailing
during the 1970s was that too many of those with this sentence
were alcoholics who did not work regularly, and spent the
weekends in jail contentedly sleeping off their drunkenness of
the rest of the week.

The brutality of the assault, as indicated by whether the
victim required medical aid, was only related to sentencing in
that it was most predictive of the requirement that the offender
make restitution payments. Intoxication of the assaulter or the
victim was predictive of the length of the probation term, and
use of a weapon of the length of the jail term. Financial

penalties were least likely if the victim-was the assaulter's
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spouse. None of these features of the offense was highly
predictive of recidivism, which is another piece of evidence that
the offender's prior behavior record rather than the current
offense is the best guide to cost-effective punishments.

In conclusion, our findings suggest that assaulters would be
most cost—effectively sentenced: (a) if jail confinement, for
purposes of preventing recidivism by incapacitating the offender,
were imposed primarily on the basis of the seriousness of the
prior criminal record, especially its starting at an early age;
(b) if financial penalties were made conditions of probation
primarily on the basis of prospective financial resources. These
sentencing principles are independent of features of the offense,
such as the weapon employed or the injuries inflicted, although
the latter justifies restitution penalties. Also, surprisingly,
the odds of postrelease arrest were found to be reduced by more
than half if the victim was a stranger, rather than someone knoﬁn

to the offender.

Burglary

For this crime, the unlawful entry into a building to commit
a felony, usually theft, the median age of those arrested in the
United States has not exceeded 19, so a large fraction appear in
juvenile rather than municipal courts. But it is also a crime in
which the offenders tend to have high recidivism rates, so that
most adults convicted of this offense in California now receive a

Superior Court prison term. In our sample, the median age of
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burglars was 21, making it the youngest of the offense groups.
It is probably because of this low age, and because burglars with
the worst criminal records are in priéon, that the burglars in
our sample had a smaller percentage with prior arrests,
convictions, probations or incarcerations than most of our other
offender groups. Table 7 shows that the 480 percent postrelease
arrest rate for burglars in our 2-year followup period exceeded
that of all the other offense groups except drug offenders, as
did their 36 percent postrelease incarceration rate. Their 42
percent probation revocation rate was slightly exceeded by both
drug and DUI cases.

Surprisingly, 51 percent of our burglars committed their-
offense in a business building, and 28 percent burglarized autos,
with only 16 percent burglarizing homes, and 4 percent other
places, such as schools. In 13 percent of the burglary cases,
extensive damage was done to the place burglarized, in 41 percent
damage was only done to gain entrance, as by breaking doors or
windows, and in 46 percent no significant damage was reported.

In 2 percent of our burglary cases, the burglar assaulted someocne
they encountered although their prosecution was for the burglary;
in 68 percent they encountered someone but there was no assault
or threat of assault; in 38 percent no one was encountered by the
offender in the place burglarized. Of course, these figures
reflect the fact that about 96 percent of burglaries are not
solved by the police, and those that are solved are

disproportionately the ones in which someone has seen the
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burglar.

In 19 percent of the burglaries no loss of propérty was
reported, in 4 percent the loss was valued as less than $166, in
48 percent it was valued as between $100 and $999, and in 28
percent the loss was valued as $1000 or more. For cases in which
loss was reported, the most valuable items taken in 44 percent
were said to be portable appliances (such as televisions, radio
sets, or vacuum cleaners), in 16 percent clothing, in 11 percent
cash, in 8 percent food or beverages, in 8 percent auto parts,
and in 8 percent tools (including garden tools), with 10 percent
other items. On the whole, as will be seen, these features of
the offenses somewhat affected penalties imposed, but had little
effect on recidivism rates.

Eight of our sample's 165 burglars got jail terms without
probation, 7 received summary probation, and 13 probation without
supervision. For these small groups, the differences in
postrelease recidivism rates from the rates for our burglars on
regular probation were not significant.

Probation only was imposed on only 18 of the burglars in our
sample, so one cannot generalize with confidence on them,
although exploratory analysis suggested that excessive debts most
distinguish this leniently treated group.

Probation plus‘financial penalties only was received by 55
of our burglars. Table Bl shows that they had significantly less
prior confinement and more education, and more of them were

married than the other burglars. Stepwise logistic regression
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analysis with 12 variables for 142 cases revealed the following:

Probation plus Financial Penalties Only

Predictive Variables Multiplier of 0Odds p Less
Than High School Education ©6.508 g.0964
Prior Incarceration g.131 p.0859

Prior incarceration reduced to almost an eighth the odds of
receiving financial penalties only as a sentence for burglary,
and having less than a high school education cut these odds in
half. These two variables accounted for 7 percent of the
likelihood of receiving this penalty. The variables that did not
add signifigantly to prediction by these two alone in this
multivariate analysis were age, white, married, employed, drug
problem, under 18 years at first arrest, burglary of an auto,
extent of property damage inflicted, someone encountered during
the burglary, and total value of items taken.

Postrelease arrests and convictions of burglars sentenced to
probation plus financial penalties only are shown in Table B2 to
have been most accurately predicted by the separate attributes of
drug problems, not taking anything of value, and oddly, by their
being employed, but the validity of these predictions was
rendered somewhat uncertain by the small size of this group and
the high proportion of cells with low expected values.

Table Bl shows that probation plus jail only was imposed on
burglars who differed significantly from the others by the
separate attributes of prior probation, ccnvictions and
incarceration, lack of skilled occupation, drug problems, damage

to the property that they burglarized, and surprisingly, by the
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relatively small value of the loot in their burglaries. They
were "losers" even in burglary. Multivariate analysis predicted
this penalty as follows:

Probation plus Jail Onl or jail without probation

Predictive Variables Multiplier of Qdds

Prior Incarceration 2.343 g.06429
Age 1.857 g.0456
Income from Earnings (in $508 units) 0.498 g.0676
Place Burglarized was a Home g.2085 g.8376

Prior detention, jailing or imprisonment more than doubled the
odds of jailing without financial penalty for burglars similar on
our other variables. These odds were also significantly
increased for each year of age, but were halved for those
offenders whose income was from their earnings (rather than from
spouse, parents, welfare or other sources). The odds were cut by
almost a f£ifth if the place burglarized was a home. Apparently
this penalty was largely reserved for the more professionalized
older burglars, previously confined, whose targets were
businesses and other nonresidential structures, and who had no
legitimate earnings. However, this analysis of 136 cases only
accounted for 7 percent of the likelihood of getting this
sentence.

Table B2 indicates that recidivism of burglars receiving
jail-only sentences was predicted significantly only by
indicators of prior criminality--previous arrests, convictions,
probations and incarceration.

Table Bl shows that probation plus jail plus financial

penalties, the most severe sentence of the Municipal Court, was
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imposed on burglars who were younger at sentencing and at their
first arrest than others, more often did extensive damage to the
property they burglarized, and more often had prior misdemeanor

convictions. Multivariate analysis yielded the following:

Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalties

Predictive Variables Multiplier of Odds o)
Burglary of a Home 4.,1333 0.0885
Age 9.843 g.0061

Those burglars whose target was a home had over four times the
odds of receiving this most severe penalty of the Municipal Court
of burglars with other targets. However, prospects of this
penalty declined considerably with age. These two variables out
of 12 used in the analysis accounting for 11 percent of the
likelihood of receiving this punishment by 136 burglars. Table
B2 indicates that recidivism of those with this most severe
punishment was best predicted by prior alcohol problems and by
all prior criminal record indicators.

Multivariate prediction of recidivism for burglars, using
the tyves of penalties as control variables, yielded the

following:

Postrelease Arrest of Burglars

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of Odds je]
Probation plus Jail Only 2.292 0.4378
Probation plus Financial Penalties 1.472 @.7143
Propation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 2.685 g.3471
Predictive Attributes
Drug Problem 4.169 P.0048
Prior Arrest 4.136 g.6011
Hispanic 2.178 g.8784
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The high p values of the odds multipliers for the control
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variables indicate that one cannot have confidence that any
penalty significantly affected the odds of a postrelease arrest
independently of a burglar's attributes. Of 13 predictive
attributes employed to predict a burglar's arrest, three had
marked impact: having a drug problem or a prior arrest each
independently multiplied the odds of a postrelease arrest more
than four-£fold, and being hispanic more than doubled these odds.
The attributes in this analysis that had no marked impact after
stepwise inclusion of the above three were black, age; less than
high school education, married, employed, no debts, under 18
vears at first arrest, burglary of a business, someone
encountered during the burglary, and total value of items taken.
This analysis with 1380 cases accounted for 11 percent of the

likelihood of receiving this sentence.

Postrelease Incarceration of Burglars

Penalties as Control Variables Multipliers of 0Odds B
Probation plus Jail Only 1.975 g.4723
Probation plus Financial Penalties 1.226 g.8372
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 2.233 2.3919
Predictive Attributes
Drug Problem 6.978 g.0901
Prior Incarceration 3.064 0.0260

Y e e G S G 2 GOm S D G T T WA VS G Gu GwS CHEY Y S GRS S VS SIS S G Y S s €T W G WS R Sm3 WD S D s Cve S G g . G G TR Tt @i €08 G A S Jpes T e DU Y SHE e WO e A

Consistent with most of our other recidivism prediction findings,
drugs and prior criminal record were the best predictors, and
penalties had no multiplicative effects that could not readily be
due to chance. A drug problem multiplied the odds of a burglars
postrelease incarceration six-fold, and prior incarceration

tripled these odds. Nine additional variables employed in this



Final Report, Fines, Jail & Probation in Muni.Cts. 72

analysis, largely overlapping those listed under postrelease
arrest above, had no marked iapact to supplement that of these
two variables and the control variables. This analysis with 146

cases accounted for 12 percent of the likelihood.

Revocation of Probation for Burglars

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of Odds jof
Probation plus Jail only 1.138 g.9621
Probation plus Financial Penalties p.529 p.5338
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 2.081 0.4636
Predictive Attributes
Drug Problem 15.612 g.0000
Less Than High School Education 2.680 g.0304
Age g.877 g.6314

The impact of penalties on probation revocation shown by the
above odds multipliers could readily have been due to chance
variations in sampling selection, but the increase in these odds
well over 15 times for those with drug problems had less than one
chance in ten thousand of being due to chance. Also significant
was more than doubling of revocation raées for burglars with less
than high school education, and a marked reduction in revocations
with each year of age. This analysis, with 137 cases, accounted
for 20 percent of the sentencing likelihcod. The attributes
having no marked multiplicative effects after the above were
included were black, hispanic, married, employved, prior arrest,
21 years or older at first arrest, burglary of a home, someone
encountered during the burglary, and total value of items taken.

In conclusion, our findings suggest that burglars with early
and extensive prior criminality, and with drug or alcohol

problems, are the offenders for whom incapacitation by
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incarceration, in jail or prison, most effectively protects the
public from .recidivism. However, those sentenced in municipal
courts are presumably not the most professional or large-scale
burglars, when compared to those whom éuperior courts send to
prison. In view of their relatively young age and the
approximately $900 per month cost per person of jailing (Los
Angeles County Sheriff's estimates), this may be the group that
most warrants experiments with intensive community supervision,
sach as electronic monitoring, as well as remedial schooling,
vocational training and employment placement. Lipsey's excellent
analysis of training investments for juvenile probationers in Los
Angeles County indicated that benefits exceed costs most for a
middle-risk groupg; the most criminalized are likely to
recidivate regardless of assistance given them, and the least
criminalized will not recidivate even if given no special
programs. It seems likely that a middle-risk group in our
burglars are those with prior criminal records who do not have
serious drug problems, and showed some promise in school or

employment.
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Drug Crimes
As Table 1 shows, over half of the 22,000 Los Angeles

Municipal Court cases closed in 1984 were charged with drug
offenses. For the 196 of this group in our sample, Table 7
reports that 49 percent had postrelease arrests in our 2-year
followup period, the highest rate of any of the offense groups.
They also were highest or nearly highest in having 37 percent
incarcerated and 43 percent with their probation revoked. Very
few were fined or ordered to pay restitution to anyone; over a
fourth were assessed COPS, and although 59 percent paid this in
full, theirs was the lowest repayment rate of any of our offense
groups.

By their postrelease behavior, the drug offenders seemed to
be the most criminalized of our offense groups, but most do not
seem to have been hard core addicts. As indicated earlier in
this report, PCP rather than heroin was the drug most frequently
involved in the charges against them; but 97 percent had as their
first charge use or possession rather than sale or manufacture,
and the latter was never the second charge. For the 83 cases in
which thé accounts in the file indicated a value for the drugs
involved, this value was less than $100 in 78 percent of the
cases and between $188 and $499 in the remaining 22 percent.

For the drug offenders, almost all of the probation only
cases and 61 percent of all in this offense group received a
special form of probation known as "drug diversion," in which

some treatment was supposed to be provided. An additional 17
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percent received "summary probation," 3 percent received
probation without supervision, and 5 of the 196 cases in this
offense group received jail terms without probation. The
recipients of summary probation, of probation without supervision
and of jail without probation had appreciably higher postrelease
recidivism rates than the others; the drug diversion cases had
slightly lower rates. Before crediting treatment for the lower
rates of the drug diversion group, it should be noted that those
in diversion group were significantly less likely to have had
prior convictions, prior alcohol problems, or even prior drug
problems. It seems likely that selection of low risk cases
contributed more than the treatment programs to the fact that 58
percent of the drug diversion cases had no postrelease arrests,
compared to 51 percent of all drug offender cases.

Probation only was given to 78 drug offenders who, Table Drl
shows, were most differentiated from the others by their lack of
prior criminal record of any type, and by their better than
average financial status at time of sentencing. Stepwise
logistic regression with 11 variables, for 143 cases, showed the
following three predictors as the best, explaining 10 percent of

the likelihood of receiving this sentence:

Probation Only

Predictive Variables Multiplier of Odds he]

White 2.221 g.0657
Monthly Income 1.001 .6138
Less Than High School Education 0.343 g.0853
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Being white more than doubled the odds of receiving this lenient
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penalty, and these odds were also increased with each dollar
increment of monthly income, but were cut by almost a third for
those with less than a high school education. The eight
variables in this analysis that did not add significantly to
explanation by the above three were age, single, alcoheol problem,
prior incarceration, resides with family, 21 years or older at
first arrest, convicted of drug use charge, and cocaine as
primary drug involved.

Recidivism in the probation only recipients, as indicated by
postrelease arrests or convictions, was best predicted by
exceptionally unstable employment records and low income,
according to Table Dr2. Their postrelease incarceration was best
predicted by prior incarceration, which was apparently overlooked
when their sentences were determined solely by their ocffense.
Their probation reveocation was predicted by unstable employment,
and by being black, as well as by having many children, and
having low monthly income. Again, the predictors of probation
revocation are inexplicably somewhat different from those
predicting arrest, conviction or incarceration. That being white
is associated with receiving this most lenient of penalties,
while being black is associated with getting probation revoked
but not with arrest or incarceration, suggests that some racial
bias is involved in case decisions.

Probation plus financial penalties only was imposed on 63
drug offenders who, Table Drl shows, more often than the other

penalty groups, lacked a prior criminal record, were male, and
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had possession as their drug charge. Stepwise regression with
ten variables indicated that this sentence was best predicted by

three of these:

Probation plus Financial Penalty Only

Predictive Variable Multiplier of 0Odds B

Employed 2.739 f.6265
Age 9.878 g.0636
PCP is Primary Drug Involved B.272 g.0842

Being employed nearly tripled the odds of getting financial
penalties only as conditions of probation, while each year of age
much reduced these odds, and they were reduced to only about
one-fourth of what they would otherwise be if PCP was the primary
drug involved. However, only 8 percent of the likelihood of this
penalty was accounted for in this analysis of 149 cases.

0ddly enough, according to Table DR2, the postrelease arrest
or conviction of drug offenders with probation plus financial
penalties~only were significantly predicted by their having prior
alconol problems; prior drug problems similarly characterized
recidivist and nonrecidivist drug criminals with this penalty.
Their probation revocation was predicted significantly by prior
criminal record items, as well as by alcohol problems, and by
their having more children than other drug offenders.

Probation plus jail only was the penalty for 50 drug
offenders who, Table Drl shows, daiffered most significantly from
the others by having more prior arrests, convictions, probations,
and incarcerations. They also had the highest proportion whose
drug use the probation officers designated as "clear problem,"

rather than "possible problem” or "no problem." They were the
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youngest in age at first arrest, and had the poorest job and
financial status. In our stepwise multivariate logistic
regression, however, the following five of 11 variables used

predicted this penalty:
Probation plus Jail Only:

Predictive Varjable Multiplier of Odds ge)

No Source of Income 24.718 g.0000
Less Than High School Education 19.498 g.0801
Convicted of Drug Use Charge 5.894 B.6892
Age 1.197 g.00858

White g.013 g.0014

Poverty, lack of education, and being nonwhite, tremendously
increased the odds of a drug user getting a jail sentence without
financial penalty, according to this rigorous and powerful
statistical analysis. Also increasing the odds of this penalty
appreciably were being convicted of drug use, rather than merely
possession (manufacture or sales charges were rare in municipal
court cases), and each year of age much increased the odds of a
jail penalty. This analysis of 143 drug offense cases accounted

for 32 percent of the likelihood of receiving this penalty.

The recidivists among jailed only drug users who had
coestrelease arrests or convictions were only significantly

distinguishead by their early age at first arrest, according to
Taple Dr2, but those whose probation was revoked were
differentiated by having more prior misdemeanor arrests,
probations and convictions than the other jailed drug offenders.

Jail plus financial penalties was imposed on only 13 drug

offenders in our sample. They were significantly different from
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the other penalty groups by having a larger proportion with prior
misdemeanor convictions, but there were too few to warrant
multivariate analysis of factors in iheir recidivism.

Multivariate analysis of postrelease adjustment indicators
for the drug cases as a whole, using the penalty groups as
control variables, had somewhat distinctive results, as is shown
by the following tabulations:

Postrelease Arrest of Drug Offenders

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of Qdds B
Probation plus Jail Only 1.496 B.4582
Probation plus Financial Penalties @.845 g.6965
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 3.878 g.1765
Predictive Attributes
Monthly Income g.989 0.8290
College Education 9.232 p.2389
Cocaine as Primary Drug Involved 6.229 g.0154

Apparently, unlike the current age of "crack" or "rock"
cocaine, in 1984 when the cases in our sample were closed the use
Of cocaine was associated with less criminality than use of other
types of illegal drugs, particularly PCP, the then predominant
substance in these Municipal Court cases. Chances of postrelease
arrest were cut by a fourﬁh if cocaine was the principal
substance involved, or i1f they had a college education, and were
also reduced by each additional dollar of monthly income. The
impacts of penalties on postrelease arrest odds for drug
offenders had a high probability of being due to chance, and the
attributes that added little predictive significance to the above
were black, hispanic, age, single, resides with family, alcohol

problem, prior incarceration, under 18 years at first arrest, and
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conviction for drug use charge. This analysis with 143 cases
accounted for ten percent of the likelihood of postrelease
arrest.

Postrelease Incarceration of Drug Offenders
Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of Odds

Probation plus Jail Only 2.465 g.1236
Probation plus Financial Penalties 1.433 f.4764
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 31.466 g.0870
Predictive Attributes
Resides With Family 6.341 9.0311
Monthly Income .999 g.0987
Prior Incarceration B.217 0.9020
College Education g.217 g.0896

The above provides even more surprising findings on the
predictors of postrelease behavior for that anomalous and
changing offense category, drug offenders. Our 1984-closed drug
cases, if given probation plus jail plus financial penalties, had
over 31 times as much chance or postrelease incarceration as
offenders with the reference category penalty, probation only.
The drug offenders who resided with their families had over six
times as much chance of postrelease incarceration as similar

offenders not residing with their families. It is much more

findings than to explain the facts that odds of postrelease
incarceration were cut to less than a quarter of what they would
otherwise be if the subject had prior incarceration or had a
college education. This analysis accounted for 18 percent of the

likelihood of postrelease incarceration in 143 cases.
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Revocation of Probation for Drug Offenders

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of 0Odds o
Probation plus Jail Only 4.282 g.0204
Probation plus Financial Penalties 1.042 3.9286
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 3.119 .2138
Predictive Attributes
Black 3.555 0.0208
Age 1.869 P.9663
Monthly Inccme 1.8061 p.0264
College Education g.123 g.01066

For drug offenders, probation revocation had largely
different predictors than postrelease arrest or incarceration.
The odds of probation being revoked were increased four-fold by a
drug offender being sentenced to jail without financial
penalties, but they were cut to an eighth of what they would be
for otherwise similar persons if the offender had some college
education. Surprisingly, these odds also increased with age and
with income, and they were increased well over three-fold by
being black. Although the pattern of blacks having greater
prospects of probation revocation was, unfortunately, revealed
for several types of probationers, these other predictors for
drug offenders are quite puzzling. OCnce all the above variables
were taken into account, chances of revocation were not increased
appreciably by being hispanic, married, residing with family,
alcohol problems, being under 18 years old at first arrest, being
convicted of drug possession, or cocaine being the primary drug
involved. This analysis with 134 cases accounted for 11 percent
of the likelihood of revocation.

In conclusion, our study indicates that drug offenders
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sentenced in 1984 in the Los Angeles County Municipal Courts were
almost all users or possessors of nonopiate drugs, rather than

advanced addicts or dealers. Nevertheless, large proportions had

prior criminal records, and their postrelease recidivism rates in
our 2-year followup period was the highest of any offense group
by the criteria of arrests, including felony arrests, and by
postrelease incarceration. Those sentenced to jail plus
financial penalties were especially likely to be reincarcerated
after their release, and those sentenced to jail as a condition
of probation without financial penalties were especially likely
to get their probation revoked. Indeed, drug offenders were
second only to DUI cases in rates of probation revocation.

These drug offenders seemed to be mostly unspecialized young
lawbreakers greatly overlapping the burglary and theft groups,
and almost as likely to recidivate by a nondrug as by a drug
offense. They appear to have included many poor risks for the
probation only penalty that they received more liberally than did
the other offense groups. Judges apparently deemed the
possession of small amounts of drugs not to be serious offenses
when large fractions of the youth population were using drugs,
and the judges seemed to have unwarranted faith in the
effectiveness of the drug diversion programs. However, this was
a diverse group. Those with better financial resources sentenced
to probation only may well have been more deterred if given
financial penaltiés, while experiments with community service and

house-arrest sentences should be attempted with some of the
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jailed middle-risk cases. These penalties would certainly be

advantageous to the county economically. Of course, the problem
of optimum sentencing for these cases can raise complex issues of
the overall consequences of alternative drug control policies for

society as a whole.

Driving Under the Influence

Of the 199 offenders in our sample convicted of driving
under the influence of intoxicating substances (abbreviated
"DUI"), alcohol was the substance in all but 6 cases. Details of
the behavior leading up to the driving under the influence charge
was available for only 164 of the cases, but for these, 9 percent
were said to have killed or seriously injured someone, 7 percent
to have injured someone less seriously, 33 percent to have had an
automobile accident in which no personal injuries resulted, 58
percent to have been stopped for improper driving without having
a collision, and 2 percent to have other events result in the DUI
charge. As indicated in Table 2, their median age was 32.5, the
highest of any of the offender groups that we studied, and they
were also older than the others at their first arrest at the
median age of 26.5. Nevertheless, their 74 percent with prior
arrests was the highest such percentage for any of the offense
groups, as was their 63 percent prior convictions, 53 percent
prior probation, and 34 percent prior incarceration.

Only 24 percent of the DUI offenders were arrested in our

2-year followup period, Table 7 shows, which was much less than
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the burglar and drug offender arrest rate, but 44 percent of the

DUI cases had their probation revoked, which was slightly more

than the burglars and drug criminals did. We did not tabulate

reasons for probation revocation, but we have the impression that

DUI cases more often than the other kinds of offenders had

probation revoked for failing to obey special conditions imposed

on them, particularly not paying restitution and other financial

penalties, as well as drinking, driving while their license was

suspended, and/or not attending driving school or alcoholism
treatment programs.

Forty-three percent of our DUI cases received Summary
Probation, but their pcstrelease recidivism rates were not
significantly different from those on regqular probation.

Only 11 DUI offenders in our sample were sentenced to

robation_only, too few for significant statistical findings.

Probation plus financial penalties onlv was the sentence
79 DUI offenders. They most markedly differed from the other
cases by their absence of drug problems, but Table DUIl shows
that they also differed by lacking prior arrests or previous
alcohol probleﬁs. Our stepwise regression analysis with 129
cases revealed that five attributes in a set of nine accounted
for 15 percent of the variance, and each of these attributes
greatly reduced the odds of a DUI offender getting a primarily

monetary punishment:

of

DUI
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Probation plus Financial Penaltyv

Predictive Variable Multiplier of QOdds o}

Married §.210 g.0087
Alcohol Problem g9.240 g.0119
Drug Problem g.301 g.0901
Employed B.377 8.0413

Prior Arrest g .390 B .85089

Surprisingly, being married divided almost into fifths the odds
of a drunken driver getting a sentence of financial penalties
only. For the other offenses that we studied, being employed
increased the odds of monetary penalties only, but for DUI cases
they reduced the odds of such a punishment to less than 40
percent of what it would be if they were unemployed. Similarly,
alcohol problems, drug problems, and prior arrests reduced the
prospects of getting a sentence without confinement. Fifteen
percent of the likelihood of receiving this sentence was
accounted for in this analysis of 129 cases.

Despite their lack of impact on sentences, drug problems and
early age at first arrest most significantly predicted which
drunken drivers with financial penalties only would have
postrelease arrests and convictions in our 2~year followup
period, Table DUI2 shows. Their prior detention or incarceration
was the best predictor of their probation being revoked.

Probation plus Jail Onlvy sentences were imposed in only 13
DUI cases, but they significantly differed from the others by the
proportions who had prior drug problems, prior misdemeanor
convictions, and older age. Those in this group who were

rearrested or convicted, however, were significantly
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differentiated from the others in this group only by their youth.

Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalties, the Municipal
Court's most severe punishment, was imposed on 85 DUI offenders
who were most distinguished from the others by the proportion who
were classified as having clear alcohol problems, as well as by
prior arrests, convictions and probations, Table DUIl shows. Our
stepwise regression analysis with ten variables, for 120 cases,
found that prior probation, which multiplied by five the odds of
a drunken driver getting this double penalty, was the only
variable that significantly predicted this sentence when the
simultaneous impact of other variables was considered. It
accounted for only 8.5 percent of the likelihood. Those drunken
drivers in this most severely punished group with the most
serious postrelease arrests and convictions significantly
differed from the others, Table DUI2 shows, by their reported
absence of prior drug problems, younger age at sentencing, and
younger age at first arrest.

Multivariate analyses of recidivism indicators for DUI cases
during our 2-year postrelease followup, like the foregoing
analyses of penalty prediction, yielded only a few significant

predictors, as follows:
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Postrelease Arrest of DUI Offenders

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of 0dds B
Probation plus Financial Penalties 1.217 9.8258
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties e 3.330 g.1613
Predictive Attribute
Age f.878 B.0084

There were so few DUI cases sentenced to jail only that they and
the few probation only were used together as a reference category
for penalties, and there was no significant impact from the other
two types of sentence. Indeed, age was the only attribute that
markedly affected the odds df postrelease arrest for DUI cases,
and aging greatly reduced these odds. The attributes having no
significant impact after age and the penalties were taken into
account were hispanic, less than high school education, single,
employed, alcohol problem, prior incarceration, and 21 years or
older at first arrest. This analysis of 115 cases accounted for
almost 13 percent of the likelihood of arrest.

Postrelease Incarceration of DUI Offenders

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of Odds B
Probation plus Financial Penalties 2.472 g.4252
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 9.375 g.0415
Predictive Attributes
Less than High School Education 2.226 g.9971
21 Years 0ld or Older at First Arrest 9.385 7.9483

For DUI cases, being sentenced to probation plus jail plus
financial penalties greatly increased the odds of postrelease
incarceration. As already reported, many of these offenders had
large restitution payments to make, and giving them a jail
sentence plus large financial penalties much increased their

prospects of subsequent serious offenses, as compared to the



Final Report, Fines, Jail & Probation in Muni.Cts. 88

consequences of giving similar offenders the other types of
penalties. However, those whose first arrest did not come until
they were 21 years old or older had less than forty percent of
the postrelease incarceration risk of offenders whose arrest
record began at an earlier age. Also, having less than a high
school education more than doubled the odds of jail or prison
confinement during our 2-year followup. When these variables
were taken into account, no marked additional impact on the odds
of postrelease incarceration came from being white, from age,
being single, employment status, alcohol problems, or prior
incarceration. This analysis with 115 cases, however, accounted
for only nine percent of the likelihood of incarceration.

Probation Revocation of DUI Offenders

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of 0Odds o]
Probation plus Financial Penalties 1.677 B.5094
Probation plus Jail plus

Financial Penalties 2.446 g.2423
Predictive Attributes
Prior Incarceration 2.361 9.9513
Age g.951 g.0240

The impacts of penalties on odds of probation revocation
were not significant f£or DUI offenders, but these odds were more
than doubled with prior incarceration, and reduced appreciably
with increasing age. The impacts of these variables was not
significantly augmented by the other attributes used in this
analvsis: white, less than high school education, married, no
source of income, alcohol problem, and 21 years or older at first
arrest. This analysis with 197 cases, however, accounted for

little more than two percent of the likelihood of revocation.
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Although many DUI offenders overlapped the other offense
groups in having prior records of assault, burglary, drug crimes
and/or theft, their persistegge in alcohol-related vehicle
offenses makes them on the whole a unique problem for the
administration of justice. Organized protests by victims'of
their lethal crimes, especially by Mothers Against Drunk Driving
(MADD) , has resulted recently in a rapid increase of both the
penalties and the arrest and prosecution rates for this offense.
A recent Arizona study of sentencing for the charge of driving
while intoxicated with a revoked license concluded that use of
prison sentences for these offenders was least frequent for those
who were most educated, but independently of education, was less
frequent for Chicanos than for other ethnic groups.lﬁ A Houston
study found no significant differences in recidivism rates for
similar DUI cases given fines, probation or jail sentences, or
for the provision of professional counseling on alcoholism for
such cases; it concludes that experimentation should be done with
long-term education and supervision programs, but that the
present evidence 1is that jailing such offenders is not

cost—effective.ll
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Theft

As indicated earlier, these 177 cases of our sample were

convicted under California Penal Code Section 484 which includes

n

not only theft, but acts that might in cther state criminal code
be labeled fraud or confidence game. They could appropriately be
called "thieves or cheats," but we have called them "thieves" for
the sake of brevity.

For the 171 cases in which the offense was described, 43
percent consisted of shoplifting, 21 percent thefts by employees,
16 percent types of fraud, 8 percent taking items from the
clothing or person of the victim (mostly pickpocketing), and 13
percent other types of theft. 1In 68 percent of the 164 in which
the victim was described, it was a corporation or large business,
in 15 percent a small business, and in 17 percent an individual
or other. For the 165 cases in which the value of the thieve's
loot was indicated, the median value was $388, with 1l percent
estimated as over $5000 and 35 percent as under $186. In the 166
case for which the items taken were described, it was cash in 26
percent, jewelry or clothing in 24%, and a large diversity of
other things in the remaining 58 percent.

As Table 4 shows, the thieves were second to the burglars
in youthfulness, both at sentencing and at first arrest. They
also were lowest of the offense groups in their percentage with
prior arrest, prior convictions, and prior incarceration, and
tied with the drug offenders but second to the burglars in low

percentage with prior probation. This small prior criminal
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record probably reflects both their youthfulness and the fact
that so many were shoplifters or employee thieves engaging in
illegal acts common in their age group, at which they were caught
for the first time.

Ten percent of our thieves received Summary Probation, and
smaller percentages other types of special probation grants, but
they did not have significantly different recidivism rates from
the three-fourths on regular probation.

Probation only was imposed on 25 thieves who differed most
from the others, according to Table Tl, by the small value of
what they stole, but also differed significantly by their low
employment stability, prior incarceration or detention, and
shoplifting as their method of theft. Stepwise logistic
regression with 11 variables showed that three attributes best

predicted this mild penalty:

Probation Only ,

Predictive Variable Multiplier of Odds o]

Married 3.753 g.0027
Prior Arrest g.297 2.9060
Employee Theft g.823 g.0428
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Thieveé who were married had close to four times as much chance
as other thieves of getting a probation only sentence, but
thieves with a prior arrest record had less than a third the odds
of other thieves for this sentence, and employee thieves had
miniscule prospects for this most lenient of court penalties.
These three factors accounted for 14 percent of the sentencing

likelihood in this analysis of 132 cases. The factors that added
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little to prediction were black, hispanic, age, college
education, no source of income, drug problem, total value of
items taken, and lafge business as victim of theft.

Postrelease adjustment of thieves with probation only is
shown by Table T2 to have only been significantly predicted for
probation revocation, and this only by their having a prior drug
problem.

Probation plus financial penalties only was imposed on 75
thieves who differed most significantly from the others, S
according to Table Tl, by their employment stability, lack of
prior incarceration or detention, and lack of prior drug
problems. Stepwise logistic regression linked the following set -

of four attributes most closely to this penalty:

Probation plus Financial Penalties Only

Predictive Variables Multiplier of Odds o] w
White 5.848 0.0002
Married g.447 g.2891
Drug Problem g.221 g.8287
Prior Detention g.858 g.0018
Being white increased the odds almost six~-fold for a thief's L4

getting probation with financial penalties cnly. However, being

married surprisingly more than halved these odds, having had a

drug problem reduced them to almost a quarter of what they would ®
otherwise be, and they were almost negligible if one had prior

detention. That being married reduced the odds is surprising

because married persons have lower recidivism rates than single L B
or divorced persons, on the whole, and are more likely to pay

financial penalties. This analysis of 132 cases, in which ten
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variables were used, accounts for 18 percent of the likelihood of
receiving this penalty.

Those with postrelease arrests or convictions in this group
were significantly differentiated, according to Table T2, only by
the small proportion who were convicted of theft from their
employer, their number of prior felony arrests, and the large
proportion who lived alone, hence the small proportion living
with their families.

Jail only (with or without probation) was imposed on 32
thieves who, Table Tl shows, differed significantly from the
others by the extent of their prior arrests, convictions and
probation, as well as their poor financial status, and absence of
debts. Stepwise logistic regression analysis showed the

following relationships:

Probation plus Jail Only

Predictive Variables Multiplier of Odds o)

Prior Arrest 7.769 g.0019
Drug Problem 5.912 g.0181
Large Business as Victim of Theft 3.134 g.0920
Married g.209 g.0166
White 0.030 g.0603
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Prior arrest and drug problem, greatly increased the odds of
these thieves getting jailed, which might be justified by the
fact that these two variables are the best predictors of
recidivism. Also consistent with recidivism statistics is the
finding that being married reduced the odds of jailing without
financial penalties to only a fifth of what they otherwise would

be; marriage was most associated with probation only. This
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analysis of 132 cases, in which five variables proved strongly
predictive, accounted for 34 percent of the likelihood of this
sentence. The postrelease arrests and convictions of thieves
with jail only, Table T2 shows, were significantly predicted by
their prior drug problems, felony arrests, and felony

convictions.

Jail plus financial penalties was imposed on 45 thieves who,

according to Table Tl, differed significantly from the others by
the high value of their loot, the high proportion who stole from
residences, the high proportion of their victims that were small
businesses or individuals rather than corporations, and their
high proportion of males. Stepwise logistic regression analysis
using nine variables, indicated that only one variable, the total
value of the items stolen, significantly affected the odds of
getting jail plus financial penalties, by more than doubling
them; it accounted for 16 percent of the sentencing likelihood in
132 cases.

Those with jail plus financial penalties who had postrelease
arrests or convictions, according to Table T2, significantly
differed from the others in the high proportion who had unskilled
occupations, a small number of children, low value of their loot,
and the victims who were individuals rather than small businesses
or corporations.

Multivariate analysis of the postrelease adjustment of

thieves in our sample had the following results:
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Postrelease Arrest of Thieves
Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of Odds

R

Probation Only 1.177 B .8255
Probation plus Jail Only g.684 @.5823
Probation plus Financial Penalties g.615 g.4084
Predictive Attributes

Prior Arrest 4.126 6.0078
Age g.892 g.0855
Employee Theft 0.294 f.0821

Married p.170 g.8113

The reference category for penalty for thieves was probation

plus jail plus financial penalties, but no significant impact on
odds of postrelease arrest came from any type of penalty. A
prior arrest increased the odds of postrelease arrest for a thief
more than four fold, while being married reduced them to less
than a fifth of what they would otherwise be. Age also reduced
the odds of postrelease arrest, and they were reduced to almost a
fourth of what they would otherwise be if the thief were someone
who stole from his employer. Once these variables were taken
into account, the odds of postrelease arrest were not
significantly affected by the other attributes used in the
analysis: black, hispanic, college educatiocon, income, drug
vroblem, total value of items taken, or small business as victim
of the theft. This analysis with 133 cases accounted for 13

percent of the likelihood of postrelease arrest.
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Postrelease Incarxceration of Thieves

Penaltjes as Control Variables Multipljer of Odds B
Probation QOnly 1.810 g.4066
Probation plus Jail Only 8.970 .9653
Probation plus Financial Penalties f.452 g.2201
Predictive Attributes

Drug Problem 6.242 g.00087
Prior Arrest 3.197 2.4306
Age g.887 0.0089

The penalties did not significantly affect odds ¢f a thief's
postrelease incarceration, but they were increased more than
six—-fold by a drug problem, and more than tripled by a prior
arrest. The prospects of a thief's jailing or imprisonment
diminished considerably with age. These are the predominant
findings in most of our tabulations, and accounted for 15 percent
of the incarceration likelihood in this analysis of 139.cases.
These results were not significantly augmented by the other
variables used in this stepwise regression, which were: black,
hispanic, college education, single, no source of income, theft
through fraud, total value of items taken, and large business as

victim of theft.
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Probation Revocation for Thieves

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of 0Odds B
Probation Only 1.326 B.6543
Probation plus Jail Only g.657 G.5277
Probation plus Financial Penalties F.561 3.2256
Predictive Attributes

Drug Problem 2.399 p.8768
Total Value of Items Taken 1.306 @.08786
Age g.951 g.0611

— e - s L1% -

The above findings show no impact of penalties on probation
revocation for thieves, and weaker impact of the predictive
attributes than has been found for other offense groups or for
postrelease arrest or incarceration for thieves. The one
anomalous finding was that the total value of items taken
increased the odds of a thief's probation revocation by about 38
percent, perhaps due to inability to pay restitution. In
addition, these odds were more than doubled by a drug problem,
but diminished somewhat by age. This analysis with 134 cases,
however, accounted for only about two percent of the likelihood
of probation revocation.

Our data suggest that most of the thieves closely resembled
the burglars and drug offenders in being unspecialized young
lawvbreakers. Table 4 shecws, however, that overall they had lower
postrelease offense rates in our 2-year followup period, perhaps
especially reflecting their less recidivistic component, those
who were employee thieves. As with the others, it would appear
that financial penalties should suffice for cost-effective
deterrence of thieve's with little prior criminality or drug
problems. Also, the better risks among the remainder might merit

experimental trial in alternatives to jail, such as house arrest
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and programs of work and/or training, perhaps as community

service sentences.

Indecent Exposure

Known popularly as "flashers” and psychiatrically as
"exhibitionists," these offenders are rarely studied by
criminologists. All but one of our 131 cases were males, and
they also differed significantly from the other offense groups by
the fact that 65 percent were white, 29 percent hispanic, 5
percent black and 1 percent Asian in a county that by the 1980
census was 52 percent white, 28 percent hispanic, 13 percent
black and 7 percent Asian. Of the convicted indecent exposers,
45 percent were married, an additional 14 percent had previouély
been married but were separated or divorced when their
presentence reports were prepared, and almost half were the
fathers of one or more children. Their median age of 28 was
somewhat higher, and they were somewhat more educated, more
affluent, and less often previously arrested than those in our
five other offense groups, but 57 percent had previously been
arrested and half had previously been convicted of a crime.

In 87 percent of the cases we studied, the victims of the
offense were strangers to the offender, but perhaps this is due
to such a crime often not being reported to the police when the
person committing it is a relative, a friend or even an
acquaintance. 1In 71 percent of the cases the audience to whom

exposure was made was female, in 26 percent it was mixed in
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gender, and in 3 percent it was exclusively male. In half the
cases the members of the audience were all adults, in 38 percent
ﬁhey were children or teenagers, and in 12 percent they included
both adults and juveniles. Automobiles were the settings of 45
percent of the exposures, 43 percent were on the street or
another public place, and 12 percent were in part of a
building-~usually the offender's home--but exposed to public
view.

In two-thirds of the 131 cases the offender was masturbating
when exposing himself, in 1l percent an erect penis was exposed
without masturbating, and in 21 percent there was no report on
the state of the sexual organs when exposed. In 94 percent of
the cases the exposure came as a sudden surprise to the victim;
in only 3 percent did it follow flirtatious conduct, and 3
percent were preceded by non-flirtatious communication. Mosgt of
these percentages are fairly close to those of the nonrandom
survey of sex offenders in prisons and mental hospitals initiated
by Alfred C. Kinsey before his death and finished by Gebhard and
associates, and also to the Romero and Williams findings on
Philadelphia exhibitionists on probation.12

Thirty percent of the exposers were given special types of
probation, including 17 percent granted probation without
supervision, but there were no significant differences in their
recidivism rates from those on regular probation.

Probation only was given to 23 exposers who, Table IEl

shows, differed significantly from the others in the proportion
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reported to have shown good cooperation with the treatment
specialist to whom the court referred them, but to have had poor

employment stability and financial status, as well as prior

felony convictions. Stepwise multivariate regression analysis
with ten variables, however, showed a significént relationship of
this mild penalty to only one variable, that the penis was not
erect when exposed. While this tripled the odds of getting this
penalty, this relatisnship only accounted for two percent of that
likelihood. The attributes that showed no appreciable
relationship to probation only after this one was taken into
account were white, age, college education, married, no source of
income, alcohol problem, previous probation, exposer exhibited
himself from a residence, and young female(s) as the involuntary
audience (victims).

Those with probation only who had postrelease arrests or
convictions are shown by Table IE2 to have been significantly
more educated, more often in poor health, with more prior felony
arrests, and more often married than those not arrested in our
2-year follcwup period. The same or similar attributes
aifferentiated those with this penalty whose probation was
revoked.

Propation plus Financial Penalties Only was imposed on 74

exposers. They differed from the others significantly, according
to Table IEl, by the proportion with reports of poor cooperation
with treatment specialists, no drug problems, good employment

stability and good financial status, as ‘well as an unfavorable
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prognosis from the treatment specialist. Stepwise logistic
regression showed that three variables out of ten used markedly

affected the odds of getting this penalty, as follows:
Probation plus Financial Penalty Only

Predictive Variable Multiplier of Odds o]
Employed 4,821 g.0013
Exposer Exhibited Himself

From an Auto 2.182 g.8645
Prior Incarceration g.450 0.8736

The odds of getting financial penalties only with probation were
increased almost five-£fold for exposers who were employed, and
more than doubled if they exhibited themselves while in an auto,
but were more than halved if they had prior prison, jail or
juvenile detention confinement. This analysis with 112 cases
accounted for 9 percent of the likelihood of receiving this
penalty.

Those with probation plus financial penalties only who had
postrelease arrests, convictions or probation revocations,
accerding tc Tabkle IE2, differed significantly from those who did
not by the proportion who were reported to have had poor
cocoperation with the treatment specialist; those arrested and
convicted also had unfavorable prognoses oy the treatment
specialist and prior probation, while those whose probation was
revoked also had less education and more prior convictions than
the others.

Propation plus Jail Only was imposed on 22 exposers who,
Table IEl shows, differed most from the others by the proportion

reported to have had drug problems, a poor employment record,
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unskilled occupation, and prior incarceration or detention.
Stepwise logistic regression showed that three variables were

most important in predicting this penalty, as follows:

Probation plus Jail Only

Predictive Variables Multiplier of QOdds B
Penis Erect While Exposed 6.329 @.8225
Exposer Exhibited Himself from
an Auto 6.306 p.0898
’ 9.183 g.09002

Employed
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The factor most increasing the prospects of an exposer being
jailed, but without financial penalty, was being unemployed; the
odds of getting this penalty were only one-tenth as large for an
employed exposer. Features of the exposure also affected its
punishment, with odds of jail without financial penalty increased
more than six-fold if the penis was erect while exposed, but
reduced to less than a third of what it would otherwise be if the
exposer exhibited himself from an auto. Data in the above table
account for 17 percent of the sentencing likelihood.

Postrelease arrest of exposers sentenced to jail only,
according to Table IE2, was most linked statistically to prior
drug problems, and was usually by recurrence of the same offense;
put was also highest for those who were married and those with no
source of income at the time of sentencing. Although one must
generalize from few cases here, this finding seems to justify the
court's imposing jail most often on indecent exposers with drug
problems (which was not its practice), but from another
perspective, it shows the futility of brief jail terms as a means

of protection from this crime.
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Jajil plus financial penalties was imposed on only 12

exhibitionists, too few for identifying significant predictors.

In multivariate analysis of recidivism for indecent
exposers, those with penalties other than probation plus
financial penalties only were so few that we had to use them
collectively as a reference category, with which to compare the
impact of probation plus financial penalties only. We found,
however, that penalty had no significant impact on the odds of
recidivism of indecent exposers; the odds multipliers that
predicted postrelease difficulties for them were few, and for
postrelease arrest quite unusual.

Postrelease Arrest of Indecent Exposers

Penalties as Contpol Variables Multiplier of Odds B
Probation plus Financial Penalties Only 0.5906 B.2995
Predictive Attribute

Penis Erect While Exposed 8.233 9.0001

Exposers with their penis not reported as erect while
exposed had four times the odds of postrelease arrest of similar
exposers with their penises reported as erect. The attributes
that had no significant impact once the penalties and state of
the penis werz taken into account, were white, age, less than
high schoecl education, married, employed alcohol problem, prior
incarceration, exposing in a public place, and young female
victim(s). This analysis with 112 cases, in which only 206 cases
had postrelease arrests, accounted for little more than one
percent of the arrest likelihood.

In a multivariate analysis of predictors of postrelease

incarceration for exposers, using ten attributes, the only




Final Report, Fines, Jail & Probatiorn in Muni.Cts. 194

statistically significant odds multiplier was no source of
income, which more than tripled the odds, but was significant
only at a .89 probability. This analysis with 115 cases, in
which only 13 had postrelease incarceration, accounted for not
even one percent of the likelihood of this outcome. Somewhat
more successful stepwise regression results occurred for

probation revocation, as follows:

Probation Revocation of Indecent Exposers

Penalties as Control Variables Multiplier of 0dds o
Probation plus Financial Penalties g9.789 @.5447
Predictive Attributes

Less than High School Education 3.698 g.0254

Married B .237 f.0246

Perhaps because of the stereotype of moron applied tc sex

offenders despite their distribution of I.Q.s comparable or
superior to that of other lawbreakers, indecent exposers with
less than high school education had well over triple the odds of
probation revocation of otherwise similar indecent exposers.
Married exposers, however, had less than a quarter of the odds of
probation revocation of similar exposers who were unmarried.

This analysis with 183 cases, 17 of whom had their probaticn
revoked, accounted for 5 1/2 percent of the likelihood of
revocation.

Indecent exposure is an offense for which there are only
very speculative explanations. The gratification that the
offenders get from their exhibitions is unclear, but when they
recidivate it is often by the same offense. Because it is so

puzzling, it is a crime in which the court seems most often to
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seek assessments from various types of treatment specialists,
including in our cases psychiatrists, psychologists, psychiatric
social workers, and a sociclogist (recently deceasedf who has
done published research on other types of sex offénders.

Although it is easy to assert that mental health treatment is
more appropriate than punishment for these persons who seem so
irrational to most of us, a l@-year followup in Philadephia
showed that exhibitionists in group psychotherapy programs had no
less recidivism than similar offenders not receiving such
treatment.l3

A cost—-benefits basis for sentencing indecent exposers is
impeded by the difficulty of assessing the cost of this crime to
society. It does less clear damage to its victims, the audience,
than would be done my most violent or property offenses. If the
exposer has economic resources, a financial penalty can be
justified as enabling the government to recover the cost of
arrest and prosecution, in addition to its possibly having
deterrent effects.

Is the psychological pain that this Erime causes to its
involuntary audience sufficient to justify the government's
spending $90# per month to jail an exhibitionist in order to
incapacitate him from exposing himself in the outside community?
If so, is the harm done by the offense sufficient to justify more
than a brief jail term? It should also be noted that we found
jail terms to be followed by the highest rates of recidivism, but

we cannot know whether this is due more to the effects of jail
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confinement than to those jailed being the exposers with the
highest risk of recidivism when sentenced. Furthermore, it is
probable that jailing reduces tbg offender's ability to pay a
financial penalty. Yet, when éénfronted by exhibitionists who
have already recidivated after lesser penalties, and who have a
record of drug problems that our reéearch shows are associated
with repetition of crime, there is an understandable inclination
of judges to impose jail terms. If the prospect of the ocffender
paying financial penalties is low, then it is especially
important to explore imaginatively the possibility of

alternatives to jail, such as community service sentences.,

Judicial Idiosyncracies and Probation Office Subcultures
as Determinants of Penalties

One of the persons employed by the National Institute of
Justice to review our research proposal asserted tha£ we would
find few predictors of penalties because sentences vary so
greatly with the idiosyncracies of judges. BAsked to respond to
this, we said only that we would investigate how diverse the
judges were in their sentencing practices, which we have done.

The case files from which our data came included the name of
the sentencing judge, and the name of the probation district
responsible for the presentence investigation. To keep the
identity of the judges confidential, we assigned a number to each
judge, and recorded the judge's numbef with each case's coded

data. To test the possibility that a shared probation office
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subculture distinguishes sentencing recommendations of officers
who work together, we also recorded the name of the district
office for each case.

Because 218 different judges of the huge Los Angeles
Municipal Court system sentenced the 1121 cases in our sample,
there was an average of only 5.14 cases per judge. Since there
were too few cases per judge within any offense group to permit
analysis of their sentencing variation by offense, we pooled all
offense groups together. This revealed that the judge whose
number appeared most often had sentenced 33 of our cases, and
next highest were two who each sentenced 29. Altogether, only 16
judges had sentenced 15 or more cases each, and another 16 had
sentenced from 19 to 14 cases each. More important, there was no
clear pattern of difference in use of the four mutually exclusive
types of sentences by the judges. Of the 16 judges who each
sentenced 15 or more cases, one with 16 cases sentenced no one to
probation with monetary penalties only, but sentenced 12
cases--75 percent—-to jail only. This is the most deviant
sentencing pattern in all of these cases that we discerned in the
218 judges. Of course, with 218 judges it is probable that
others have idiosyncratic sentencing patterns, but we could find
no indication of any sufficiently deviant to discredit our
research. The fact that we repeatedly fcund patterns of offenses
and of offender attributes statistically associated with
particular types of sentences certainly discredits the contention

that judicial idiosyncracy is the sole determinant of variations
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in penalties. Nevertheless, if the judges had been more
consistent with each other in their sentencing policies; we
probably would have been able to identify statistical predictors
of their penalties that accounted for more of the sources of
likelihood of an offender receiving a particular penalty than did
our multivariate analyses.

Our 1121 cases were assigned to 18 different probation
supervision districts, according to the case records, but we are
informed that reorganizations changed district boundaries and
office names somewhat, so that all 18 districts did not exist
throughout the period from 1981 through 1984 when our cases were
opened,; and some names were incorrect designations. At any rate,
10 of the 18 districts contributed between 53 and 163 cases each,
while the remaining 8 ranged from one to 27 cases each; 6 cases
were supervised for other California counties, and for 19 cases
the district was not indicated. Of the 18 districts with 53 or
more cases, five had percentages with a particular type of
penalty that differed by ten or more percentage points from the
percentage with that penalty for all 1121 cases: South Central
and Los Angeles (downtown) had respectively 55 and 26 percent
with financial penalties only, compared with 41 percent for all
cases; San Gabriel Valley had 28 percent with jail only compared
to 18 percent for all cases; the East San Fernando Valley and
Harbor districts had about 40 percent with jail plus financial
penalties compared with 25 percent for all cases. One can only

speculate as to why some districts have more and some have less
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of the more severe or the more lenient penalties. It is somewhat
surprising, for example, that one of the poorest areas, the
predominantly black South Central district, had the highest
percentage sentenced to financial penalties only. Perhaps they
are more aware there than elsewhere of the limited benefits and
great costs from jailing, compared to the clearer public benefit
from financial penalties.

Although we failed to find clear and explainable patterns of
idiosyncratic or subcultural sentencing, our findings of
statistically significant relationships of offenses and some
offender attributes to penalties, and especially, of offender
attributes to recidivism, have important implications for court

decisions in many cases.
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Concluding Discussion and Recommendations

This report has argued for the adoption of séntencing
principles that maximize benefits and minimize costs for the
community. The possible benefits for a community from sentencing
criminals include:

a. Deterrence of offenders so that they do not repeat their
crimes.

b. Incapacitation of offenders so that they cannot commit crimes
during the period of their incapacitation.

C. Deterrence of others, so that they are afraid to commit
crimes.

d. Instilling a sense of justice in the community from the
fairness and consistency of Senteﬁces, and from their neither
greatly exceeding in severity the harm done by the crime nor
being so negligible as to trivialize a serious offense.

e. Compensation of victims by criminals for the cost of crimes to
the victims, and compensation of the criminal justice system by
criminals for the costs of their apprehension, prosecuticn, and
control.

This research has focused on the last of these potential
benefits, compensation by the offenders. It ignores another
possible benefit, reformation of the offenders, except insofar as
deterrence is an aspect of reformation. OQur concern with
benefits, particularly of the financial variety, is partly due to

the costs of traditional sentences. These costs include:
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a. The expense of incapacitation, now estimated by Los Angeles
county officials as $30 per day (§900 per month) for jailing
(compared to $28 per month for probation supervision, with
present high caseloads).

b. The possible criminalizing effects of jailing on some
offenders, especially those not previously much involved in crime
or with criminals,

c. The hidden costs of jailing, such as increased welfare costs
for offenders' dependents when a breadwinner is confined, or for
the offenders on release if jailing diminishes their legitimate
income prospects.

d. What economists call opportunity costs, such as the
possibility that many of those now jailed would be deterred more
effectively by financial penalties that provide income in excess
of costs for the government, or more cheaply by their
incapacitation through house arrest and electronic monitoring in

the community.

Recommendations on Broad Sentencing Principles

This report has provided evidence and argument that benefits
will be maximized and costs minimized by three broad sentencing
principles. Although our research shows that these principles
already are approximated by the Municipal Ccurts of Los Angeles
County, considerable deviation from them that increases costs and
reduces benefits was also noted. Therefore, we recommend that

these principles be explicitly adopted as guidelines for sentence
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negotiations and decisions, with some occasional modification for
exceptional attributes of offenders or offenses detailed in this
report, but not necessarily to the complete exclusion of all
other sentencing considerations (such as assessment of harm done

by the offense). These rules are:

l. Use sentences of probation without financial penalties (but
not excluding community service) exclusively for offenders who
combine a clear lack of economic resources (no source of income,
no employment, little immediate employment potential, poor
financial status) with no serious prior criminal record or drug
problem, or none for several years of well adjusted life in the

community.

More rigorous adoption of this principle, our data indicate,
would reduce the proportion of drug offenders and some others
receiving this sentence who have high recidivism rates, and would
be deterred by more definite penalties, and/or be able to offset
the cost of thelr criminal justice processing by paying firnancial
penalties. The deterrent component of this sentence is only the
threat of a more severe punishment for probation viclation. With
the high caseloads of Los Angeles probation officers preventing
much field supervision, this penalty is in practice much like a
suspended sentence. However, if stronger deterrence is deemed
necessary for offenders with marginally serious prior criminality

or drug or alcohol problems and no economic resources,

U
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consideration should be given to imposing community service
penalties, rather than incurring the $900 per month cost of
jailing, plus its hidden additional costs described above.

Community service may be especially desirable for young
offenders with little work experience, who live in neighborhoods
where most young men are unemployed and their families on
welfare. They cannot pay financial .penalties, and if they are
not already highly criminalized jail will make them so, but if
they are scattered in small work groups with regular employees or
volunteers of government or nonprofit organizations, it not only
gives them needed work experience, but more contact with working
adults than they get in their usual lives.

It should also be noted that mild punishments have
repeatedly been proved to reduce recidivism more for unadvanced
offenders than either no punishment or more severe penalties.14
With caseloads of 209 to 3089 per probation officer in Los
Angeles, penalty with no conditions such as community service or
financial penalties is equivalent to no punishment.

We have found no evidence that summary probation, probation
without supervision, or diversion programs were particularly
effective alternatives to regular probation, although our
conclusions on this are based on a relatively small number of
such cases in our sample. Much depends, of course, on how cases
are selected for such special probation, and how diversion is
administered, but the record where they have been rigorously

evaluated has been more favorable for tangible alternative
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experiences, such as community service and work camps, than for

modest changes in supervision or counseling.

2. Use sentences of probation plus financial penalties but no
jail (although not precluding community service), with rates
approximating European day fines, for offenders who combine some
economic resources (employment or employment potentiality, family
support) with no very serious prior criminal record or drug
problems, as well as for older offenders whose prior criminality

or drug problems--if any--were followed by well-adjusted years.

We found that the economically profitable sentence of
financial penalties without jail was disproportionately given to
those convicted of indecent exposure, and next most often for
DUI. Their low rearrest rates suggest the wisdom of this policy.
The indecent exposure offenders also had the highest rate of
paying their financial penalties; the DUI payment record was not
so good, and their probation revocation rate was the highest of
the cffense groups studied, but these facts probably reflect
their high restitution obligations as well as their alcoholism.

This research has not explored thoroughly the issue of what
is the optimum size for financial penalties, although this should
be done in future studies. Obviously a large fine can be a
terrible or impossible burden for a poor person but not a strong
deterrent for someone who is wealthy. Scandinavian countries

pioneered, and West Germany, Austria and several other nations
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have now adopted the day fine approach to this problem. Under
this system, the judge imposes a penalty of so many days' income
on each offender, so that those receiving the same sentence may
pay different amounts. In Sweden the collection is by their
equivalent of our Internal Revenue Service, which has income tax
records. It deducts certain allowances for necessities and
dependents, but charges some amount even to welfare recipients.
It charges interest if payment is deferred, seizes wages or
property if necessary, and collects from about 99 percent of
those fined. Research in West Germany has shown that this system
distinctly reduced recidivism, as well as the justice system's
net costs.]j5 Currently it is being experimentally introduced in
Richmond County (Staten Island), New York, with the assistance of
the Vera Foundation and the National Institute of Justice.

While day fines cannot readily be introduced, research on
past experience witn financial benefits might suggest penalty
scales that would approximate those of day fines in their
variation with the offender's ability to pay. The British and
the Dutch, who use fines extensively (thevy provide the full costs
of operating magistrate's courts in Britain), claim that in
practice tneir fines approximate day fines.

While pooling of all financial penalties simplified our
statistics and the sentencing principles set forth here, the
judges must, of course, still differentiate fines, restitution,
PA and COPS. Restitution tends logically to be based on the

victims' injuries, property losses or other expenses due to the
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crime, hence is determined by criteria quite different from those
of the recommended sentencing principles. We suggest, however,
than an effort be made to adjust nonrestitution financial
penalties, taking the restitution amount into account, so as to
make the total financial penalties an individual receives
approximate day fine proportions. Further study of past
financial penalties and their consequences, in relation to
attributes of offenders, might facilitate the development by
collaborating judges, probation cfficials and researchers of
guidelines for financial penalties. These could be gradually
refined on the basis of experience with them.

Finally, it should be noted that this second sentencing
principle does not preclude the imposition of additional
community service penalties, regardless of the offender's income

and financial penalties.

3. Use sentences of jail (with or without probation) for
cffenders with the most serious prior criminal record or drug
preblems, adding financiel penalties only for those who clearly

have current or prospective economic resources.

Since jail 1is for a community its municipal court's most
costly penalty, it should be used primarily for the most
criminalized lawbreakers, for whom incapacitation seems most
crucial. The courts seem to have followed this policy by

imposing jail-only sentences disproportionately on those with
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prior drug problems, on burglars, on those previously
incarcerated, and on the unemployed. Independently of these
selective factors, however, jail was used disproportionately for
blacks, and to a lesser extent for hispanics.

Considering the short duration of Municipal Court jail
terms, and the high recidivism rates that follow them, a
community's benefits from such an expensive penalty do not seem
great. With unadvanced offenders, the criminalizing effects of
jail may create costs in excess of incapacitation benefits. Of
course, faced with someone who has recidivated after more lenient
penalties, judges often wish to seek some increased deterrent
effect, and a jail term may be the only increment in severity
that is available. For those middle risk cases now jailed,
however, the further use of house arrest and electronic
monitoring, as well as community service and training programs,
should be explored; they may cost the county less than jailing,
and they may not be as criminalizing or as much a source of
increased welfare dependency as jailing.

Compared to those receiving jail only, the recipients of
jaill plus financial penalties were slightly more often employed,
but compared to all those with other three penalty groups, they
less often had a high school education, prior drug problems, or
conviction for drug c¢rimes. They were also more often white,
independently of other attributes. Recidivism rates for
offenders with this double penalty were somewhat lower than those

of the persons sentenced only to jail, but this difference varied
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somewhat by offense. However, this was the only type of sentence
that appreciably increased the odds of probation revocation,
perhaps because jailing reduced postrelease ability to pay

financial penalties.

4, Foster collaboration of researchers with judges, prosecutors,
defense counsel and probation officers in the improvement of case

records and of statistical guidance for sentencing policies

This research was a pioneering effort to tabulate data on
the correlates of past sentencing decisions and their
consequences by pouring .through case files not designed to be
sources of statistics. While the files had diverse papers, not
always uniform or neat, our main resource, the Probation
Officer's Report form, is a great improvement £for both our
purposes and those of case administration over the verbose and
discursive narrative presentence reports found in many other
probation offices. In the 198fs, however, the system of files
can be greatly imprcved by having a computerized form based on
the current Probation Officer's Report for presentence data,
supplemented by a computerized case log for recording penalty
payments, community service, and other objective data on
conformity to or violation of the conditions of probation. It
could also record changes in the offender's presentence
attributes or circumstances.

Such forms and computerization procedures should be designed
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not only to provide ready access to standard types of information
for probation and judicial needs, but could also be coded for
ready tabulation of statistics such as those compiled in this
research. By collaboration of researchers and administrators in
designing the form, testing the entries for reliability and
validity, as well as interpreting statistical findings, the
knowledge we gathered in this study can be continually updated
and otherwise improved. Such collaboration should also increase
the extent to which findings from these data are applied for
policy improvements. Ideally, a coordinated effort of this type
can provide a kind of quality control on sentencing and
correctional practices, as well as a con;inual cost-benefits
assessment that takes into account all of the concerns of
sentencing policy.16

Of course, the kind of research we have done, which we could
now do much better on the basis of our experience, should be
extended to the superior court files, as well as to those of the
juvenile court. It should seek to trace the division of labor of
these courts in dealing with their overlapping offznder
populations, and to compare their practices and effectiveness
with similar types of lawbreakers. Ultimately, researchers,
judges, prosecutors, defense counsel and probation staff should
collaborate in interpretation of the findings from research, and
in the guidance of further inquiries. Such coordinated efforts
should lead to greater specificity than that of our four

principles in recommendations on sentencing policies. It will be
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especially useful if it is accompanied by improved statistics on
the conformity of court sentences to stated principles, and on
the consequences of such conformity and of nonconformity for

various types of crime control.
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Table 1

JAIL, FINE, RESTITUTION AND COPS%*
PENALTIES IMPOSED FOR VARIOUS OFFENSE GROUPS
BY THE MUNICIPAL COURTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
IN ALL CASES CLOSED IN 1984 AND OPENED 1981 OR LATER
(THE POPULATION FROM WHICH WE SAMPLED)

T SO R ST R R D S M AR W G G D OB ST R TR 3 D S 3 D S W W G G e e I GIS R A Ort O GV T T T G AR SN O D A% OO B GD G O OGS CR D G0 S AT TN ED o5 GR KD CF mP W ND ON G a0 0D U %0 e W

Penalty Assault Burg- Drug Driving Theft Indecent A1l All
lary Crimes Under the Exposure Other Cases
Influence Crimes

Jail No. 246 252 612 910 383 25 1057 . 3485
% 25% hag 6% 37% 244 15% 23% 16%
Fine No. 218 240 38 469 348 8 1143 2464
4 22% 40% 0.3% 19% 22% 5% 25% 11%
Resti- No. 194 141 180 1267 323 62 1226 3393
tution % 20% 249 1.6% 51% 21% 37% 27% 16%
COPS No. 137 97 638 628 228 4o 808 ) 2576
% 14% 16% % 25% 15% 249 17% 12%
Total Cases: 990 598 11105 2479 1565 167 4625 21529
9 by Offense: 5% 3% 52% 12% T% 19 21% 1009%

;-;68;5;_1;—;;-;;;;;;m for "Cost of Probation Services." Since these

penalties are not mutually exclusive, and are not exhaustive of z2ll
penalties or of non-penalty dispositions, the percentages for these four
penalties do not add to 100 percent.
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Table 2

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF
CASES CLOSED BY THE MUNICIPAL COURTS OF LOS ANGELES IN 1984 ®
AND OPENED IN 1981 OR LATER FQR WHOM A PENALTY WAS RECORDED, :
BY OFFENSE, AND BY FOUR MUTUALLY EXCLUSIVE PENALTY CATEGORIES

Penalty Assault Burg-~ Drug Driving Theft Indecent A1l All
lary Crimes Under the Exposure Other Cases
Influence Crimes o
Probation 363 132 5889 462 543 b7 1452 8888
Only® 45% 26% 82% 20% 43% 33% 37% 55%
Probation 195 121 662 922 336 69 1379 3684
plus 24% 249 9% 40% 27% 4og 35% 23%
Financial Penalties Only#*
Probation 82 61 466 181 121 15 342 1268
plus Jail 109 129 7% % 10% 1% 9% 89
Only# -
Probation 164 191 146 729 262 10 715 2217
plus Jail 20% 38% 2% 32% 21% T% 18% 149
plus Financial Penalties
Total Cases: 804 505 7163 2294 1262 141 3888 16,057@®
% by Offense: 5% 3% 45g 149% 8% 1% 249 1009%
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2 "0Only" here refers to the absence of jail or financial penalties or
both, unless otherwise indicated, but not necessarily to the absence of
other penalties, such as community service.
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Table 3

THE NUMBER OF SENTENCED CASES IN OUR SAMPLE WITH USABLE FILE DATA,
BY OFFENSE, AS PERCENTAGE OF THE CASES RANDOMLY SELECTED FROM THE
TOTAL OFFENSE GROUP OR FROM SPECIFIC PENALTY CATEGORIES WITHIN IT
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Assault Burg- Drug Driving Theft TITndecent All
Itenm: lary Crimes Under the Exposure Cases
Influence

T A S T S A SR O R MG CE CD R R D G0 G SN ST SN G G R S S5 CH) I WS RS I GRS S W DR T O P 0D WD @D G CON SN OF O S S G WP WS I (/4 VI TD ST G U AN GR G ED A% o6 @5 N O3 O @D eE e

No. of Cases Found That Were Sentenced and had
Usable Files: 262 165 196 190 177 131 1121

Their Percentage of the Randomly Selected
Cases: 85% 75% 62% 86% 80% T78% TT%
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Table 4
ATTRIBUTES OF CASES IN OUR SAMPLE, BY OFFENSE
-------------------------------------------------------------------------- ‘
-.- Assault Burg- Drug Driving Theft Indecent All
Attribute: lary Crimes Under the Exposure Cases
Influence (No.With
Data)
@
Percent Male 89 88 T4 89 66 99 8.4
(1121)
Median Age . 27.5 21.2 25.1 32.5 24 .14 28.7 26 .7
' (1121)
Percent by Race:
White by 46 31 . 52 45 66 46 @
Black 20 19 19 7 23 5 16
Hispanic & Other (M"other"™ varies from less than one to nearly 3 percent)
35 35 50 41 32 29 38
(1109)
Percent by Education Completed:
Less than H.S. U6 60 50 40 35 41 46 e
High School 27 30 35 36 39 24 32
More than H.S. 27 10 15 24 25 35 23
(988)
Percent by Marital Status:
Single 40 T4 57 35 54 41 50
Married 32 19 27 36 29 45 31 ®
Separated or Divorced
28 7 16 29 Y 14 19
(982)
Percent Employed:
62 56 58 72 48 T4 61
(991) @
Percent by Occupation Category:
Unskilled 41 57 56 36 By 30 by
Skilled or Professional
59 43 by 6l 56 70 56
(755)
Percent by Employment Stability Classification: ®
Good 50 28 43 71 48 70 50
Fair 31 43 by 21 38 19 33
Poor 19 29 13 8 15 11 16
(785)
Median Monthly Income:
4638 $193 459 $756 $192 $750 $513 @
Percent With Ho Income (included in above median calculations):
20 37 28 17 42 18 27
(932)
Percent by Financial Status Classification:
Good 20 13 15 28 16 39 21
Fair 31 24 35 ) 31 34 32 @
Marginal 24 27 27 17 26 13 23
Poor 25 36 23 15 28 14 24
(continued on next sheet) (888)
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Table 4, Continued: Attributes of Sample Cases, by Offense

Assault Burge Drug Driving Theft Indecent All
Attribute: lary Crimes Under the Exposure Cases
Influence (No.With
Data)
Percent by Source of Income:
None 11 15 15 14 26 13 16
Earnings 62 57 58 73 48 T4 61
Family 6 15 8 2 13 4 8
Publie Aid (including unemployment insurance, gov't. pensions & welfare)
16 10 16 9 11 5 12
Other 5 3 2 2 3 4 3
' (970)
Percent by Debts:
None 27 k5 28 22 33 6 28
Reasonable 58 42 58 64 55 79 58
Excessive 16 13 13 14 12 15 14
(814)
Percent by Alcohol Problem:
None 60 77 82 19 89 86 69
Possible 20 17 15 73 11 14 23
Clear Problem 20 6 3 8 - - 8
(982)
Percent by Drug Problem:
None 83 Th 19 89 82 gy T2
Possible 12 15 69 11 18 6 23
Clear Problem 5 10 13 - - - 5
(982)
Median Age at
First Arrest 23.0 19.7 20.4 26.5 22.3 25.0 22.0
(1097)
Percent with Prior:
Arrest 69 59 65 Th 45 57 63
(1121)
Conviction 55 45 Y] 63 40 50 51
(1121)
Provation 39 34 36 53 38 48 0

Incarceration 30 22 33 34 21 33 29
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Table 5
NUMBER OF CASES IN THE SAMPLE IN EACH OF
FOUR MUTUALLY EXCLUSIVE PENALTY CATEGORIES, &
BY OFFENSE
Assault Burg- Drug Driving Theft Indecent All
Penalty: lary Crimes Under the Exposure Cases
Influence
----------- .--—-—_-_-—-—-_--_—_--___--a———----——-——-—n———n------——m-—-——--—.
PROBATION ONLY:
No. of cases: 26 10 70 11 25 23 165
% of total: 109% 6% 349 6% 14% 18% 15%
PROBATION PLUS FINANCIAL PENALTIES
No. of cases: 115 55 63 79 75 T4 461 @
4 of total: 449 33% 32% 42¢ 429 56% 419
PROBATION PLUS JAIL (OR, IN 24 CASES, JAIL WITHOUT PROBATION)
No. of cases: 51 41 50 15 32 22 211
4 of total: 19% 25% 26% 8% 18% 17% 19%
: ®
PROBATION PLUS JAIL PLUS FINANCIAL PENALTIES
No. of cases: 70 59 13 85 45 12 284
%2 of total: 27% 36% 7% 459% 26% 9% 25%
®
o
|
®
¢
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Table 6

MULTIPLIER EFFECTS OF QOFFENDER ATTRIBUTES AND OFFENSE ON THE

Attribute Types of Penalties
or —— - ———
Offense Probation Probation Prebation Probation
Only + Financial + Jail + Jail +
Penalty Only Only Financial
Penalty
Black .775 @.341%*%* 4,964%%* @.783
Hispanic 1.222 g.763 1.986%**% g.675%
White ref.categ. ref.categ. ref .cateqg. ref.categ.b
Age 1.019 1.0089 g.991 0.988
Less than H.S. g.687* 0.729% 1.293 1.779%%%*
Never Married 9.741 1.295 g.979 g.297
Monthly Income 1.000 1.009 1.969 1.009
Employed 1.619 1.507*%* g.614%* 1.225
Alcohol Problem 1.365 B§.558%*% 1.371 1.119
Drug Problem g.631% g.520%%% 2.594%%%* g.799
Prior Conviction 8.735%* 2.687** 1.515%* 1.384
Assault g.169%*% 1.297 1.500 29.065%*%
Burglary g.112%*%% P.640 2., 577%** 43 .833***
Drug Offense ref.cateq. ref.categ. ref.cateqg. ref.categ.
DUI f.066%%* 1.396 1.857 78.803%%%
Theft 0.296%%%* g.937 1.809% 22 ,152%*%*
Indecent
Exposure g.173*%* 2.068*%* 1.363 11.549%*%
No. of Cases 863 863 863 863
Intercept 1.388 g.599 g.193%%%* 9.0g0**%
R2 g.859 4.082 g.115 g.4994
* = p < .10 *% = p < L.B5 *%*% = p < @1
a

These effects (the antilogs of the logistic regression
coefficients) represent the amount by which the odds of receiving a
given penalty are multiplied per unit change in each independent
variable, or (for a dichotomous attribute) the amount by which the
odds for those having the attribute are multiplied compared to the
odds for those who do not.

ref.categ. = reference category. This is the omitted category
from a set of mutually exclusive categories measuring one attribute
(e.g., race), when each category is used as a separate dichotomous
measure (dummy variable). The effects of the included categories
are then relative to that of the reference category.
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Table 7
THE PERCENTAGES OF CASES IN QUR SAMPLE WITH VARIOQUS INDICATORS OF
POSTRELEASE ADJUSTMENT IN A 2-YEAR FOLLOWUP PERIOD, BY OFFENSE @

Postrelease Assault Burg- Drug Driving Theft Indecent All
Recidivism lary Crimes Under the Exposure Cases
Indicators Influence
(No. of cases: 262 115 196 190 177 131 1121)
_________________________________________________________________________ @
ARRESTS AND CONVICTIONS (classified by the most serious, on scale shown):
None: 65 60 51 76 75 81 67
Misdemeanor
Arrest(s): 11 7 8 6 8 5 8
Misdemeanor
Conviction(s):12 18 21 12 11 11 14 @
Felony
Arrest(s) 8 5 12 2 3 Zero 6
Felony
Conviction(s): 3 10 9 4 3 3 5
PROBATION OUTCOME: @
No Violation: 53 42 u6 37 57 66 50
Violations, but
Not Revoked: 22 16 11 20 11 16 16
Revoked: 25 42 43 4y 32 18 34
POSTRELEASE INCARCERATION (jail or prison): @
No: 82 64 63 T4 81 88 75
Yes: 18 36 37 25 19 12 25
PAYMENT OF FINES BY THOSE FINED:
Paid No ~: 11 14 zZero 15 8 3 11
Paid Part: 23 30 50 33 17 16 25 @
Paid in Full: 66 56 50 52 75 81 64

(No. Fined: 97 66 10 132 71 75 451)
PAYMENT OF RESTITUTION BY THOSE WITH RESTITUTION AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid None: 10 18 Zero 14 10 67 13
Paid Part: 27 38 25 57 23 zero 32 @
Paid in Full: 63 4y 75 29 67 33 55
(Total Nos.: 60 55 y 21 52 3 195)
PAYMENT OF "COPS" BY THOSE WITH "COPS"™ AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid None: 7 8 22 8 14 Zero 11
Paid Part: 21 31 19 31 20 17 23 @
Paid in Full: 71 61 59 61 67 83 66
(Total Nos.: 56 36 54 51 51 30 278)

- e e am e - o e Me mm mm mm e e e e wm m Em Ae W e mw M M MR M e ew S MR e M e S M s Sem WA M Yu At M A Rm A M s b me s N G D OB G WP MM SR WD A AR G me e S e e
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Table 8

ALL OFFENSE GROQUPS COMBINED:
PERCENTAGES WITH VARIOUS INDICATORS OF POSTRELEASE ADJUSTMENT:
Part A. BY PRIOR ARRESTS, CONVICTIONS, PROBATIONS, AND CONFINEMENTS

Postrelease Prior Arrests Prior Prior Prior

Behavior Convictions Probations Confinements s

Indicator None One or None One or None One or None One or
More More More More

MOST SERIOUS POSTRELEASE ARREST OR CONVICTION:

None: 78 60 T4 61 T1 62 T2 55

Misdemeanor

Arrest: 6 9 7 9 7 9 7 10

Misdemeanor

Conviction: 11 16 13 15 14 14 13 17

Felony

Arrests: 3 7 L T 5 6 5 8

Felony

Conviction: 2 8 2 9 3 9 3 i1
(Total Cases: 410 =%#701 549 %¥¥R572 668 ##x453 TOT ##%32U4)

V=,20; G=.38 V=.18; G=.28 V=.15; G=.20 V=.20; G=.33

PROBATION CUTCOME:

No Violation: 61 43 57 b2 54 42 53 4o

Violations, but

Nor Revoked: 13 19 12 20 . 14, 20 15 19

Revoked: 27 39 31 38 21 37 31 41
(Total Cases: 4o =2%%548 525 ###528 633 #E%420 763 #%%29Q)

V=.17; G=.28 V=.16; G=.22 Vv=.12; G=.17 V=.12; G=.22

POSTRELEASE INCARCERATION (jail or prison):

No: 87 68 g4 67 81 66 82 60
Yes: 13 32 16 33 19 34 18 4o
(Total Cases: 420 *ERT01 549 ##3572 668 nexl53 797 ##%32L)

V=.21; G=.51 V=.19; G=.42 V=.17; G=.37 V=.23; G=.50

D G S MG e D e N SR e S M SOl S W R e GG e G TS e W Gt G i S S e M e el 08 THD B MR MG S M M G G K L ST SR G PP GEA M M M W WS G M e W G Gl Gme ) AN R WP W W e W

PAYMENT OF FIMNES BY THOSE FINED:

Paid None: g 12 10 12 11 10 10 12
Paid Part: 20 29 20 30 19 34 24 30
Paid in Full: 72 59 70 58 70 56 66 58

(Ho. Fined: 186 # 265 220 # 231 264 #% 187 344 ns 107)

V=.13; G=-.24 V=.12; G=-.21 V=.16; G=-.,22 V=,07;G=-.15
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PAYMENT OF RESTITUTION BY THOSE WITH RESTITUTION AS PART OF SENTENCE:

Paid None: 14 13 16 10 15 10 13 13
Paid Part: 25 38 26 40 27 b1 27 48
Paid in Full: 61 4g 58 51 58 kg 60 39

(Total Cases: 93 ns 102 114 ns 81 126 ns 69 149 % U4§)

V=.15; G=-.17 V=.15; G==-.06 V=.14; G=-.09 V=.20;G=~-.28
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PAYMENT OF "COQPS" BY THOSE WITH "COPS" AS PART OF SENTENCE:

Paid None: 6 14 8 14 11 11 9 15
Paid Part: 14 29 17 30 18 32 19 35
Paid in Full: 81 57 75 56 72 57 71 49

(Total Cases: 108 ##%17Q 148 =% 130 171 & 107 213 %% §5)

V=.24: G=-.48 V=.20; G==,36 V=.17; G==~.26 V=.20;G=-.39
Significance: *=.05, #%*z,01, ###%=,001 ns=>.05; V=Cramer's V, G=Gamma
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Table 8. PERCENTAGES WITH VARIOUS INDICATORS OF POSTRELEASE ADJUSTMENT:
Part B. BY REPORTS ON THEIR DRUG & ALCOHOL PROBLEMS, & DEBTS

Postrelease _Alcohol Problems Drug Problems Debts
Behavior None Pos- Clear None Pos-~ Clear None Reas- Exces=-
Indicators sible sible onable sive

MOST SERIOQUS POSTRELEASE ARREST OR CONVICTION:

None: 69 65 65 75 hg 50 58 71 76
Misdemeanor
Arrest: T 7 12 8 9 4 9 8 y
Misdemeanor
Conviction: 14 15 12 12 21 18 20 13 8
Felony :
Arrest: 5 6 8 3 11 14 6 y 5
Felony
Conviction: 5 6 3 3 11 14 7 b 6
(Total Cases: 677 ns230 75 T10#%#220 50 227 %BUTS 112)
V=.05; G=.06 V=.21; G=.46 V=.11; G=-.22
PROBATIOXY OUTCOME:
No Violation: 55 40 54 57 38 31 39 56 62
Violations, but
Nor Revoked: 15 19 19 18 12 16 17 16 11
Revoked: 30 41 27 26 50 53 4y 28 27
(Total Cases: 645 #2209 T4 682%%%200 45 215%% %151 g93)
V=.09; G=.15 V=.17; G=.39 V=.13; G==.27
POSTRELEASE INCARCERATION (jail or prison):
No: 78 T0 T3 83 58 52 67 80 82
Yes: 22 30 27 17 42 48 33 20 18
(Total Cases: 677 % 230 75 T10#%%222 50 22T#%EYTS 93)
V=.08; G=.17 V=.28; G=.56 V=.14; G==~.27
PAYMENT OF FINES BY THOSE FINED:
Paid None: 9 10 13 8 18 37 15 8 7
Paid Part: 22 31 32 23 45 25 33 21 27
Paid in Full: 70 59 55 70 37 37 52 71 66
(lo. Fined: 255 nst10 31 349*“§ 38 8 82 ns211 41)
.09; Gz=.21 =.18; G=z-.50 V=.12; G=22
PAYMENT OF RESTITUTION BY THOSE WITH RESTITUTION AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid None: 12 17 23 10 26 67 9 12 21
Paid Part: 26 45 46 28 43 33 46 25 21
Paid in Full: 62 38 31 61 30 - 4o 63 58
(Total Cases: 129 ns 29 13 1hh#%s 23 3 46 ns T3 19)
V=.16; G==-=.39 V=.22; G=~.57 V=.1T75 G=.12
PAYMENT OF "COPS®™ BY THOSE WITH "COPS"™ AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid None: 11 9 7 6 22 37 19 6 -
Paid Part: 18 36 43 23 22 12 33 18 27
Paid in Full: 71 55 50 70 56 50 48 77 73
(Total Cases: 197 # 58 14 200%#%% 59 8 So#RF1UG 26)
V=.14: G=.24 V=,19; G=~.35 V=.21; G=.40

Significance: *=.05, %%¥=,01, #%#%*= _ 001, ns=>.05; V=Cramer's V, Gz=Gamma
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Table 8. PERCENTAGES WITH VARIOUS INDICATORS OF POSTRELEASE ADJUSTMENT:
Part C. BY PRIOR MISDEMEANOR AND FELONY CONVICTIONS, AND BY OCCUPATION

Postrelease Prior Misdemeanor Prior Felony Qccupation
Behavior Convictions Convictions Un- Skilled or
Indicators None One 2/More None One 2/More Skilled Professional

MOST SERIQUS POSTRELEASE ARREST OR CONVICTION:

None: 73 62 60 69 47 50 60 75
Misdemeanor
Arrest: 7 7 10 8 10 9 8 9
Misdemeanor
Conviction: 13 17 14 13 19 17 17 11
Felony
Arrest: 4 6 7 5 13 9 6 4
Felony
Conviction: 2 8 8 5 10 15 8 2
(Total Cases:559%#%#2)1 318 gouy%%% 78 L6 332 LA L Y-
V=.12; G=.22 V=.12; G=.37 V=.20; G==.33
PROBATICN QOUTCOME:
No Violation: 57 41 43 52 25 42 49 58
Violaticns but
Not Revoked: 12 19 21 16 24 17 16 16
Revoked: 31 4o 36 33 51 42 35 26
(Total Cases:532#%#%%#23Q 288 QuTEER 67 36 301 # 405)
V=.11; G=.16 V=.09; G=.31 V=.10; G==.17
POSTRELEASE INCARCERATION (jail or prison):
No: 83 71 65 78 54 B8 68 84
Yes: 17 29 35 22 46 52 32 16
(Total Cases:55Q9#%%#241 318 ggou*%% 78 46 332 #4% 423
V=.19; G=.35 V=.19; G=.53 V=.16; G=.42
PAYMENT OF FINES BY THOSE FINED:
Paid None: 9 11 12 10 18 23 11 8
Paid Part: 20 28 32 25 36 15 25 23
Paid in Full: 71 61 55 65 L5 62 65 65
(No. Fined:222 ns107 120 14 ns 22 13 114 ns 210)
V=.10; G=.-.21 V=.08; G==.27 V=.05; G=.09
PAYMENT OF RESTITUTION BY THOSE WITH RESTITUTION AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid None: 16 7 12 13 50 - 22 9
Paid Part: 27 35 L2 31 50 60 32 26
Paid in Full: 57 57 45 56 - 40 46 65
(Total Cases:115 ns 40 40 186 ns U4 5 50 & 80)
V=.11; G==-.07 V=.15; G==-.48 V=.22; G=.37
PAYMENT OF "COPS"™ BY THOSE WITH "COPS"™ AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid None: 9 15 11 9 35 - 12 8
Paid Part: 17 23 38 22 40 33 16 22
Paid in Full: 74 62 52 69 25 67 72 70
(Total Cases:151 #% §1 66 255%%% 20 3 85 ns 136)
V=.163 G==.29 V=.19; G==.61 V=.08: G==.01

Significance: #=.05, ##%=,01, %##%=,001, ns=>.05; V=Cramer's V, G=Gamma




Final Reportit, Fines, Jail & Probation in Muni. Cts.
Table 8. PERCENTAGES WITH VARIOUS INDICATORS OF POSTRELEASE ADJUSTMENT
Part D. BY PROBATION OFFICER REPORTS ON THEIR ECONOMIC STATUS

Postrelease Financial Status Employment Monthly Income
Behavior Good Marg- Fair Poor Stability . None $1- $501- $1001
Indicators inal Good Fair Poor 500 1000 +more

MOST SERIOUS POSTRELEASE ARREST OR CONVICTION:

None: 76 72 64 59 76 62 60 63 64 67 81
Misdemeanor
Arrest: 5 8 g 8 6 11 7 8 8 9 6
Misdemeanor
Conviction: 10 12 15 17 11 12 16 14 15 14 9
Felony
Arrest: y ) 8 7 3 7 8 6 7 6 2
Felony
Conviction: 5 4 3 9 4 7 9 8 7 4 2
(Total Cases:186 284 * 204 214 395 #%%261 129 252 207 266 ns 207)
V=.10; G=.20 V=.14; G=.26 V=.09; G==-.20
PROBATION OQOUTCOME:
No Violation: 67 57 g 4y 62 b8 41 40 56 50 67
Violations, but
Not Revoked: 10 14 16 16 14 16 17 18 16 17 14
Revoked: 22 29 35 4o 24 36 43 43 28 34° 19
(Total Cases:181 269 #%%#191 192 380 ##%242 115 227 195 260 #%¥#196)
. ‘V=.12; G=.22 V=.13; G=.27 V=.15; G==.22
POSTRELEASE INCARCERATION (jail or prison):
No: 8Y4 81 78 64 81 T4 64 69 73 79 88
Yes: 16 19 22 36 16 26 36 31 27 21 12
(Total Cases:186 284 ##4204 214 395 ###ZH1 129 252 207 266 #2#207)
V=.18; G=.29 V=.18; G=.34 V=.1T7; G=.29
PAYMENT OF FIHNES BY THOSE FINED:
Paid None: y g 22 10 6 14 18 11 16 7 5
Paid Part: 18 25 22 36 20 27 21 28 16 31 13
Paid in Full: 738 66 55 54 T4 59 62 61 68 62 77
(Mlo. Fined: 110 130 ##% 58§ 61 199 ¥ 85 34 75 75 116 ns 111)
V=.18; G=~.29 V=.13; G=-,28§ V=.15; G.16
PAYMENT OF RESTITUTION BY THOSE WITH RESTITUTION AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid None: 11 9 9 23 9 24 24 19 12 11 3
Paid Part: 19 34 29 33 26 38 29 33 30 33 22
Paid in Full: 70 57 63 4y 65 38 b 48 58 57 75
(Total Cases: 27 44 ns 35 39 66 # U45 17 54 33 46 ns 32)
V=.173; G=-.23 =,19; G==-.29 V=.17; G=.16
PAYMENT OF "COPS"™ BY THOSE WITH "COPS"™ AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid HNone: 7 11 12 7 9 24 24 19 12 11 3
Paid Part: 20 19 28 25 17 30 30 28 15 24 22
Paid in Full: 73 70 60 67 T7 52 60 59 82 57 73
(Total Cases: 56 94 ns 50 40 60 # 63 20 46 55 79 # T7)
V=.08:; G==.10 V=.18; G==.37 V=.193 G=-.37

Significance: #=,05, *#=,01, #%#%*=_,001, ns=>.05; V=Cramer's V, G=Gamnma
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Table 8. PERCENTAGES WITH VARIOUS INDICATORS OF POSTRELEASE ADJUSTMENT:
E. BY AGE, MARITAL STATUS, AND EDUCATION

Postrelease Age Marital Status Education
Behavior 18- 23~ 28~ 35 & Sin- Mar- Separated Under H.S. Over
Indicators 22 27 34 Over gle ried /Divorced H.S. Grad.H.S,

MOST SERIQUS POSTRELEASE ARREST OR CONVICTION:

None: 57 64 73 80 61 T7 69 61 69 79
Misdemeanor
Arrest: 10 7 6 7 10 6 9 8 9 9
Misdemeanor
Conviction: 18 16 12 9 15 10 15 18 11 9
Felony
Arrest: 6 8 6 1 7 3 5 7 5 2
Felony
Conviection: 8 5 y 3 T 5 . 2 7 6 2
(Total Cases:359 275 248 #%%239 497 304 ##% 191 51 ®##314 223
V=.12; G==-.26 V=.12 V=.13; G==.26
PROBATION OUTCOME:
No Violation: U6 46 55 55 b9 58 48 by 54 64
Vioclations, but
Not Revoked: 16 16 14 20 15 15 22 16 15 17
Revoked: 38 39 32 25 36 28 30 40 31 18°
(Total Cases:344 261 225 &% 223 470 291 # 176 426 %#%#291 214)
. V=.09; G==-.12 V=.08 z.13; G=-.26
POSTRELEASE INCARCERATION (jail or prison):
No: 70 71 81 82 T2 g2 76 T0 77 88
Yes: 30 29 19 18 28 18 24 30 23 12
(Total Cases:359 275 248 #a%239 o7 304 %= 161 451 #x%314 223)
V=.13; G==-.22 V=.10 V=.17; G=-=.33
PAYMENT COF FINES BY THOSE FINED:
Paid None: 13 15 10 5 11 7 10 14 8 y
Paid Part: 30 20 23 26 24 27 23 29 24 20
Paid in Full: 57 65 66 69 65 67 67 57 68 77
(No. Fined: 131 103 98 ns 119 196 132 as 73 164 %% 131 107)
V=.10; G=.14 V=.05 V=.13; G=.30
PAYMENT OF RESTITUTION BY THOSE WITH RESTITUTION AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid HNone: 13 16 15 8 16 8 9 19 10 6
Paid Part: 35 30 23 36 31 27 37 31 37 25
Paid in Full: 52 54 62 56 53 €5 53 50 53 70
(Total Cases: 77 43 39 ns 36 93 49 ns 32 78 ns 49 H47)
V=.09; G=.07 V=.10 V=.15; G=.27
PAYMENT OF "COPS"™ BY THOSE WITH "COPS"™ AS PART OF SENTENCE:
Paid None: 13 13 10 y 12 7 10 14 9 6
Paid Part: 25 25 22 18 12 7 10 14 9 6
Paid in Full: 62 62 67 78 64 73 65 61 67 T6
(Total Cases:101 61 67 ns 49 140 81 ns 48 15 ns 85 67)
V=.09; G=.16 C=.07 V=.103 G=.22

Significance: #=,05, %%=,01, ¥#%#=,001, ns=>.05; V=Cramer's V, Gz=Gamma
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Table 9
PERCENTAGE OF CASES WITH VARIOUS INDICATORS OF POSTRELEASE RECIDIVISM
IN A 2=-YEAR FOLLOWUP, BY PENALTY GROUP AND BY OFFENSE
Indicator of Assault Burg- Drug Driving Theft Indecent All
Postrelease lary Crimes Under the Exposure Cases
Recidivism: Influence
SENTENCED TO PROBATION ONLY:
Most Serious Arrest or Conviction: ®
No Arrest 65 70 56 64 76 83 65
Misd.Arrest 15 - T 27 8 - 8
Misd.Conviection 12 - 20 - 12 17 15
Felony Arrest 8 20 13 9 - - 8
FelonyConviction== 10 b - 4 - h
[
Postrelease Incarceration:
No 88 70 76 91 T2 87 79
Yes 12 30 24 9 28 13 21
Probation Vioclations:
None 64 60 51 36 68 77 50 @&
Some, but not
revoked: il - 12 18 - 18 9
Revoked: 32 40 37 hs 32 5 32
No. of cases: 26 10 70 11 25 23 165
4 of total: 10% 6% 349 6% 149 18¢% 15%
SENTENCED TO PROBATION PLUS FINANCIAL PENALTIES ONLY:
Most Serious Arrest or Conviction:
No Arrest 77 69 62 82 84 84 77
Misd. Arrest 8 5 8 3 7 4 6
Misd.Conviction 10 16 17 9 8 9 11 @
Felony Arrest y 5 6 3 1 - 3
FelonyConviction 2 4 6 4 -— 3 3
Postrelease Incarceration: ’ :
o 87 76 75 87 g2z 89 g5
Yes 13 24 25 13 3 11 15 @
Probation Violation:
None 65 51 oY b5 63 68 60
Some, but
not revoked: 17 23 5 19 15 18 16
Revoked 18 26 31 36 23 14 24 @
No. of cases: 115 55 63 79 75 T4 161
4 of total: nyg 33% 32% hog 429 569% h1¢g
@
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Table 9, cont'd.: Percent With Recidivism Indicators, by Pnlty & Offense
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Indicator of Assault Burg- Drug Driving Theft Indecent All
Postrelease lary Crimes Under the Exposure Cases
Recidivism: Influence

SENTENCED TO PROBATION PLUS JAIL (+ IN 29 CASES, JAIL WITHOUT PROBATION)
Most Serious Arrest or Conviction:

No Arrest 56 46 34 93 71 68 52
Misd.Arrest 20 5 8 - 7 5 7
Misd.Conviction 10 24 .18 T 16 18 18
Felony Arrest 10 5 20 - I - 10
FelonyConviction 4 20 20 - 2 9 13
Postrelease Incarceration:
No 83 51 4o 80 78 77 59
Yes 17 49 60 20 22 23 41
Probation Violation:
None 35 16 14 - 40 53 41
Some, but
not revoked 33 3 14 55 16 7 16
Revoked 32 13 73 45 by 50 42
No. of cases: 51 i1 50 15 32 22 211
¢ of total: 19% 25% 269 8% 18% 17% 19%

SENTENCED TO PROBATION PLUS JAIL PLUS FINANCIAL PENALTIES:
Most Serious Arrest or Conviction:

No Arrest 56 59 38 68 71 83 63
Misd. Arrest 20 12 8 7 7 17 12
Misd.Conviection 10 17 54 18 16 - 16
Felony Arrest 10 3 - 2 L - 5
FelonyConviction 4 - 8 - 5 2 - 5
Postrelease Incarceration:
No 83 61 23 60 78 100 69
Yes 17 39 7T 40 22 -- 31
Probation Violation:
None 35 27 27 27 49 58 32
Some, but
not revoked 33 15 27 17 16 8 21
Revoked 32 58 45 56 by 33 b
Ho. of cases: 70 59 13 85 45 12 284

4 of total: 27% 369 T% 459 2694 9% 259
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Table 18
MULTIPLIER EFFECTS OF OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES, OFFENSE AND PENALTY ON
THE CONDITIONAL ODDS OF POSTRELEASE ARREST, INCARCERATION,
AND PROBATION REVOCATION@

Attribute, Offense

Postrelease Postrelease Probation
or Penalty Arrest Incarceration Revocation
Black 1.567% 1.497 2,227% %%
Hispanic 1.282 1.062 1.254
White ref. categ. ref. categ. ref. categ.
Age B.949*%*%* B.943*%* B.966%*%
Less than High School 1.289 1.361 1.644%*%
Never Married 1.301 2.958 ?.859
Monthly Income 1.090 1.0009 1.000
Employed 1.066 1.082 f.836
Alcohol Problem 1.177 1.165 1.837
Drug Problem 2.132%*% 3.15@%*=% 3.196%%%
Prior Conviction 1.896%** 2.970%%% 1.273
Assault 1.122 g.874 1.034
Burglary p.798 1.566 1.656
Drug Offense ref. categ. ref. categ. ref. categ.
DUI 0.634 1.589 2.946%*%%
Theft @.557% g.878 1.539
Indecent Exposure 8.699 .914 1.357

Probation Only
Probation + Financial

ref. categ.

ref. categq.

ref. categ.

Penalty Only @.737 #.859 g3.883
Propation +

Jail Only 1.511 1.728* 1.892
Probation + Jail + Financial

Penalty 1.247 1.519 1.804%*
No. of Cases 873 873 825
Intercept g.802 g.359%* g.383%
R2 7.094 §.127 §.939

* = p < .10 *% = p < .85 %% = p < Q1

2 These effects (the antilogs of the logistic regression

coefficients) represent the amount by which the odds of receiving
a given penalty are multiplied per unit change in each
independent variable, or (for dichotomous variables) the amount
by which the odds for those having the attribute are multiplied
compared to the odds for those who do not.

ref categ. = reference category. This is the omitted category
from a set of mutually exclusive categories measuring one
attribute (e.g., race), when each category is used as a separate
dichotomous measure (dummy variable). The effects of the
included categories are then relative to that of the reference
category.

L
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Table 11
MULTIPLIER EFFECTS OF OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES, OFFENSE AND PENALTY ON
THE CONDITIONAL ODDS OF PAYING FINANCIAL PENALTIES IN FULL®

T S — 0 S " S — D G S — - . TS TR S I S TR D IS SR S S €WO M SAD G = G Gy ST G GUT - i o awe wrg - w0 e o = O e T o o

Attripute or Offense Multiplier of Odds
Black B.415%%%
Hispanic 8.775

White reference category®
Age 1.813

Less Than High School Education g.698%

Never Married 1.132

Montnly Income 1.960%*
Employed g.821

Alconol Problem 9.780

Drug Problem f.329%%%
Prior Conviction g.816

Assault b.676
Burglary G.569

Drug Offenses reference category
DUI @.437%*

Theft ¥.778
Indecent Exposure g.808

Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalty B.533%**
Probation plus Financial Penalty Only reference category

No. of Cases Witn Financial Penalties in This Analysis = 533

Intercept = 4.583 R2

* = P < 1Y o= p .95 *¥x% = p < L@l

¢ These erfrects (tne antilogs of the logistic regression

coefficients) represent the amount oy which tihe odds of someone
with financial penalties payiny them in full are multipliea per
unit cnange in each independent variaple, or (for a dichotomous
attripute) tne amount oy wnicn the odus of making full payment
are multiplied rfor those having the attrioute compared to tne
odds for those who do not.

P npeference categyory" is the omitted category from a set of
mutually exclusive cateygories measuring one attribute (e.g.,
race), when each category is used as a separate dicnotomous
measure (dummy varianle). The effects of the included categories
are tnen relative to that of the reference category.
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Fines,

Table 12

Jail & Probation in Muni.Cts.

MULTIPLIER EFFECTS OF OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES AND OFFENSE ON

THE CONDITIONAL ODDS OF POSTRELEASE ARREST FOR PENALTY GROUPS2

Attribute

Types of Penalties
or ——— - - ——— ————— -
Offense Probation Probation Probation Probation
Only + Financial + Jail + Jail +
Penalty Only Only Financial
Penalty
Black 1.372 1.256 1.913 2.1080%*
Hispanic 1.397 1.061 1.862 1.4490
White ref. categ. ref. categ. ref. categ. ref.gateg.b
Age 1.004 @.972 g.966 P.881l***
Less than H.S.

Education 1.108 1.569%* 1.8540 g.839
Never Married 1.164 1.779* 2.177% g.578
Employed f.332%%*% l.660% 1.6083 g.895
Alcohol Problem @.787 1.223 1.293 1.054
Drug Problem 3.223%* 1.891 3. 557*%% 2.045%*
Prior Conviction 1.913 1.465 2.135%* 2.,410%%*
Assault 2.188 1.434 2.256 1.122
Burglary ref. categq. 1.594 2.036 g9.618
Drug Offense 1.14¢9 1.585 1.748 ref. categ.
DUI ref. categ. ref.categq. ref. categ. g.643
Theft g.661 1.9853 1.698 9.416
Indecent

Exposure g.578 1.976 ref. categ. ref. cateq.
No. of Cases 149 388 157 235
Intercept g.258 @.148*%* g.138 13.867*%*
R2 Y.000 .219 g.0935 g.950
r2 for a reduced model, using only attrivutes with p = <2.1

g.043 g.034 g.982 7.968

* = p < .14 ** = p < .05 **% = p < @1

8 These effects (the antilogs of the logistic regression

coefficients) represent the amount by which the odds of receiving a

given penalty are multiplied per unit change in each independent
variable, or the amount by which the odds are multiplied for those

having the attripute compared to those who do not.

D ref. categ. = reference category. This is the omitted category
from a set of mutually exclusive categories measuring one attribute
(e.g., race), when each category is used as a separate dichotomous
measure (dummy variable). The effects of the included categories are

then relative to that of the reference category.
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Table 13
MULTIPLIER EFFECTS OF OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES AND OFFENSE
ON THE CONDITIONAL ODDS OF POSTRELEASE INCARCERATION
FOR FOUR MUTUALLY EXCLUSIVE PENALTY GROUPS®

Attribute Probation Probation Probation Probation
or Only + Financial + Jail + Finanecial
Offense Penalties Only Penalties
Only + Jail
Black 1.309 1.726 1.306 1.8493
Hispanic 1.263 0.578 0.974 1.680
White ref,categ. ref.,categ. ref.categ. ref.categ.b
Age 0.999 0.932%%% 0.946 0.962
Less than HS 0.835 2.2342% 1.132 1.621
Never Married 0.678 0.969 1.180 1.210
Employed 0.292%%% 1.484 1.801 0.540%
Alcohol Problem 0.905 1.205 0.620 1.426
Drug Problem 2.763% 4, ,155%%% 5.66h%%% 2.968%%%
Prior
Conviction 3.279#% 2.512% %% 1.694 3.646%%4%
Assault 0.603 0.788 2.009 0.407
Burglary ref.categ. 1.198 2.66C 1.425
Drug Offenses 0.750 0.647 1.591 ref.categ.
DUI ref.categ. ref.categ. ref.categ. 1.488
Theft 1.301 0.557 1.409 0.631
Indecent
EXxposure 0.696 0.978 ref.categ. ref.categ.
No. of Cases 149 388 157 235
Intercept 0.251 0.364 0.352 0.2T4
R2 0.000 0.085 0.049 0.085
R2 for a reduced model, using only attributes with p = <0.1
0.058 0.110 0.077 0.086
# = p < .10 #% = p < .05 ¥¥% = p < ,01

a These effects (the antilogs of the logistic regression

coefficients) represent the amount by which the odds of receiving a
given penalty are multiplied per unit change in each independent
variable, or the amount by which the odds are multiplied for those
having the attribute compared to those who do not.

b ref.categ. = reference category. This is an omitted category fronm

a sSet of mutually exclusive categories measuring one attribute
(e.g., race), when each category is used as a separate dichotomous
measure {dummy variable). The effects of the included categories
are then relative to that of the reference category (or categories).
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Table 14
MULTIPLIER EFFECTS OF OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES AND OFFENSE
ON THE CONDITIONAL ODDS OF PROBATION REVOCATION
FOR FOUR MUTUALLY EXCLUSIVE PENALTY GROUPS@

Municipal Court Sentencing Study

Attribute Probation Probation Probation Probation
or Only + Financial + Jail + Financial
Offense Penalties Only Penalties
Only + Jail
Black 2.763% 2.562%% 1.038 2.565%%
Hispanic 1.408 1.442 0.722 1.509
White ref.categ. ref.categ. ref.categ. ref.categ.b
Age 1.006 0.965% 0.967 0.959#
Less than HS 2.079 1.84h%% 0.767 1.556
Never Married 1.060 1.100 2.113 0.501%
Employed 0.291%%2 1.056 0.972 0.715
Alcohol Problem 2.860%% 0.936 0.570 1.149
Drug Problem 5.842%%% 2.824%% 2.920%% 3.081%%%
Prior
Conviection 3.350%% 0.7T71 1.211 1.900%%
Assault 6.866%% 0.305%#% 0.541 0.660
Burglary ref.categ. 0.263%% 0.958 2.168
Drug Offenses 1.773 0.220%% 1.323 ref.categ.
DUI ref.categ. ref.categ. ref.categ. 1.687
Theft 4,180% 0.406% 0.550 1.371
Indecent
Exposure ref.categ. 0.336%% ref.categ. ref.categ.
No. of Cases 146 380 120 232
Intercept 0.031%% 1.069 1.034 0.986
R2 0.120 0.025 0.000 0.042
R2 for a reduced model, using only attributes with p = <0.1
0.151 0.048 0.066 0.0U45
_________________________________________________________________ .
# = p < .10 #% = p < ,05 B#2 = p < .01
a These effects (the antilogs of the logistic regression
coefficients) represent the amount by which the odds of receiving a
given penalty are multiplied per unit change in each independent
variable, or the amount by which the odds are multiplied for those @

having the attribute compared to those who do not.

b ref.categ. = reference category. This is an omitted category from

a set. of mutually exclusive categories measuring one attribute
(e.g., race), when each category is used as a separate dichotomous
measure (dummy variable). The effects of the included categories
are then relative to that of the reference category (or categories).
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Penalties (with
their categories
and frequencies)

Length of Pro-
bation Term:
12 mos. or
less (48);

18 or 24 mos.
(155); 36 or
more mos. (55)
[Omits 4 with
no probation]

Jail (as
condition of
probation):
No (141);
Yes (121)

[continued on
next sheet]

%
of Relat—- Chi <5
(ranked by strength of relationship) tionship* Sg.) EF*
Prior Fel.Arr.(None 188,0ne 48,2+ 38) G .359 .0863 zero
Any Prior Convictions (No 117,Yes 14l1l) G .355 .804 zero
Prior Detention/Incarc. (No 18l,Yes 77)G .329 .906 zero
Prior Misd.Conv.(None 121,0ne 59,2+ 78)G .298 .@1l8 zero
Priocr Probation (No 157, Yes 181) G .283 .046 zero
Intoxication at Offense [Low if None vV .184 .035 46
(135); Average if Both(35) or Assaulter Only (72);
High if Victim Only (6) or if Either, From Drugs (7)]
Age (18-22 63, 23-27 66, G .138 .626 zero
28-34 64, 36 or over 65)

Debts (None 48, Reasonable 146, G-.073 .802 zero
Excessive 29) .
Assaulter Intoxicated at Offense G .828 .017 zero

(No 161, Yes 97) {v .177}
Drugs (Not a Problem 281, G .644 .008 2zero
Possible Problem 38, Clear Problem 1ll)
Prior Detention/Incarc. (183, Yes 79) G .550 .80080 zero
Any Prior Arrest (No 81, Yes 181) G .497 .008 zero
Monthly Income (None 46, $1-500 48, G-.408 .081 =zero
501-1000 80, 1801-15808 27, 1581-2800 17, 206681 or over 14
Prior Fel.Arr.(None 189, One 48, 2+ 33)G .374 .008 =zero
PriorMisd.Arr.(None 92, One 55, 2+ 115)G .373 .08l zero
Employed at Arrest (No 96, Yes 153) G-.362 .004 zero
PriorMisd.Conv.(None 123,0ne 59, 2+ 808)G .36l .000 =zero
Employment Stability (Good 93, G .358 .082 zero
Fair 57, Poor 35)
Any Prior Conviction (No 119, Yes 143) G .331 .9896 =zero
Financial Stability (Good 44, G .326 .8l11 =zero
Pair 66, Marginal 52, Poor 53)
Prior Probation (No 159, Yes 183) G .325 .088 zerc
Age at lst Arrest (16-17 43, G~.316 .889 =zerc
18-20 62, 21-29 94, 36-64 52)
Occupation (Unskilled 81, Skilled or G-.289 .935 gzerc
Professional 117)
Education (<H.S.113, H.S. 67, >H.S.66) G-.255 .058 =zeroc
*G=Gamma (for two variables each ordered from low to high or high to low)

Table Al

SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF PENALTIES FOR ASSAULT

Predictors Strength p.(by

V=Cramer's V (for two variables where only one, or neither, is ordered)

**Percent of cells with expected frequency 5 or less.

figure, the more likely the chi square probability is valid.

The lower this



Table Al, Sheet 2: SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF PENALTIES FOR ASSAULT ®

Penalties Predlctors Strength pP. %<5E

Jail, Source of Income [64% if Family (14) vV .219 .622 zero

continued: or Other (l1ll), 63% if No Income (27), 51% if Public
Assistance (39), 37% if Earnings (148)] ®

Weapon [62% if Gun (16), 59% if Knife V .207 .8l1 zero
(37) , 53% if Other Weapon (77)., {G-.334}
36% if No Weapon (13E)]

- o - - - e - - e - - e o aa - s -

Length of Jail Prlor Fel. Arr (None 76, One 25, 2+ 20) G .49 .961 25

Term, in Days: Drugs (No Problem 79, Possible G .257 .634 50 ®
1-19 (36); Problem 22, Clear Problem 9)
11-26 (13); Employment Stability (Gooa 34, G .118 .g6l 25
21-39 (25); Fair 35, Poor 18)
31 or more (47) Weapon [High if Knife (22) or No vV .257 .085 43
[Omits 141 with Weapon (e.g., fists) (47); Low if Gun (18) or

no jail term] Other Weapon (e.g., hammer, stick) (41)] ¢
Fine (as Drugs(NoProblem 201 ,Possible3d Clearll)G~s453 8894 zero
condition of Financial Status (Good 44, Fair 66, G-.353 .082 zero
probation) : Marginal 52, Poor 53)
No (144); Monthly Income (in $506s, as on Jail) G .3868 .837 Zerog
Yes (118) Relationship to Victim [60% if Friend V .212 .039 gzero

or Acquaintance (57), 56% if Other (28), 47% if
Stranger (8l), 41% if Other Love Relationship (37),
33% if Spouse (42), 20% if Other Family Member (15)]

Amount of Fine: Age at lst Arrest(l6-17 18, G .272 .086 31 ®
$1-250 (37); 18-208 38, 21-29 41, 38 and Over 27)

251-500 (49); 5861-7580 (25); 751 or more (7) [Omits 144 with no £fine]

Restitution Victim Injury (No Medical Aid G .447 .g981 zerc
(as condition Received 125, Medical Aid Received 123)

cf probation): Victim Intoxicated (No 23, Yes 31) G .386 .036 zer
0(1383); Relationship to Victim [39% if Friend V .230 .817 zerc
Yes (69) or Acquaintance (57), 31% if Stranger (81), 27% if

Other Love Relationship (37), 18% if Other (28),

19% if Spouse (42)]
Cost of Pro- Emploved at Arrest (No 96, Yes 153) G .295 .g4] Z2ICqp
bation Services (COPS) (as condition of probation: No (189); Yes (73) ,
Amount of COPS: Anvy Prior Conviction (No 33, Yes 33) G .398 .034 25
S1-106(21); 101-2006(14); 201-60v(25); 681 or more (6) [Omits 189 with no
COPS and 7 with no information on amount of COPS]

Community Prior Detention/Incarc. (No 183,Yes 79)G-.666 .419 zerg.
Service (as Sex[21% if Female(28), 7% if Male(234)]1V-.155 .012 25
condition of Age(18-22 64, 23-27 66,28-34 67,35+ 65)G-.494 .§l8 zero
probation) : Prior Misd.Arr.(None 92,0ne 55, 2+ 115)G-.433 .347 zerc
No (239): Relationship to Victim [21% if Other V 209 .046 33
Yes (23) (28) , 11% if Other Love Relationship (37), 16% if
[continued] Stranger (8l1), 9% if Friend or Acquaintance (57),



Table Al, sheet

3: SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF PENALTIES FOR ASSAULT

Penaltles

Predlctors Strength p. %<5E

Community
Service,
continued:

None if Spouse (42) or Other Famlly Member (15)]
Setting of Offense [18% if Street or V .282 .0815 25
Other Outdoors (74), 8% if Other (39),5% if Home (129)
None if Bar, Party or Other Drinking Place (17)] -
Weapon [14% if No Weapon (138), 8% if V .198 .025 25
Knife (37), 3% if Other Weapon (77), None if Gun (16)]

Any Financial
Penalties:

No (86);

Yes (176)

Total Finan-
Penalties

as conditions
of probation):
$1-250 (59);
251-5800 (42);
561-758 (31);
751 or more
(44) [Omits 86

Drugs (No Problem201l ,Possible34 Clearll)G—.546 .961 zero

Prior Fel.Conv. (None237, One 14, 2+ 11)G-.484 .027 33

Emplcyed at Arrest (No 96, Yes 153) G .322 .15 zero

Financial Status (Good 44, G~,295 .044 zero
Fair 66, Marginal 52, Poor 53)

Prior Detention/Incarc. (Nol83, Yes 79)G~.275 .043 =zero

Any Prior Arrest (No 81, Yes 181) G-.273. 861 zero

Relationship to Victim [8l1% if Friend V .250 .086 2zero
or Acquaintance (57), 72% if Stranger (81), 71% if
Other (28), 68% if Other Love Relationship (37),

53% if Other in Family (15), 45% if Spouse (42)]

Source of Income ([74% if Earnings, vV .237 .069 zero
72% if Public Assistance (39), 56% if No Income (27),;
43% if Family (14), 36% if Other (11)]

Marital Status [76% if Single (188), V .196 .823 zero
71% if Divorced (41l), 65% if Married (79), 46% if
Separated (28)]

Injury (No Medical Aid(82), G .284 .081 =zerc

Medical Aid (87)
Education (<H.S.1l19. H.S.67, >H.S.66) G .263 .028 =zero
Relationship to Victim [High if V .233 .017 41
Friend or Acquaintance (46); Average if Spouse (19)
or Other Love Relationship (25); Low if Other in
Family (8), Stranger (58) or Other (28)]

Any Prior Arrest (No 61, Yes 115) G-.055 .f26 zerc

with no financial penalties as conditions of probation]

Probation Only
Only:

No (236)

Yes (26)

Prior Probation (No 159, Yes 183) G-.498 .927 zerrs

Age at First Arrest (as above) G .480¢ 2437 25

Prior Conviction (Mo 119, Yes 143) G-.426 .831 =zerc

Relationship of Assaulter to Victim vV .375 .0008 33
[33% if Spouse, 16% if {G-.706}

Other Love Relationship (37),; 7% if Other in Family
(15) , 4% if Friend or Acquaintance (57), 4% if Strange
(8l), 11% if Other(28)]
Marital Status [21% if Separated (28), V .280 .19 25
15% if Married (79), 16% if Divorced (41), 4% if
Single (194)]

Probation with
Financial

Penalties, But
No Jail[contd.}

Drug Use (No problem,etc. as above) G-.527 .088 zerc
Prior Detention/Incarceration(as above)G~.489 .§08 =zerc
Any Prior Arrests (No 8l, Yes 181) G-.393 .802 zerc

Prior Misd.Arr.(None 92,0ne 55, 2+ 115)G-.316 .9068 zerc



Penaltles

Probation with
Financial Pen-
alties Only,
continued:

No (147);

Yes (115)
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Probation
Jail, But
Without
Financial
Penalties:
No (211);
Yes (51)
[Includes 4
without
probation]

Probation With
Both Jail And
Financial
Penalties:

No (192);

Yes (78)

Predlctors Strength p. $<5E
Prior Fel.Arr. (None 189,0ne 45, 2+ 33)G~.314 .ﬂ41 Zero
Financial Status (Good 44, G-.251 .028 =zero
Fair, 66, Marginal 52, Poor 53)
Prior Misd,Conv.(Nonel23,0One 59, 2+ 88)G-.242 .810 =zero
Alcohol (No Problem 146, G-.196 .032 zero
Possible Problem 58, Clear Problem 48)
Drugs(NoProblem 211 ,Possible3f Clearll)G 727 089 zero
Monthly Income (None 46, Sl- Sﬂl 48, G-.608 .000 25 &
501-10060 80, 1001-1580 27, 1501-2069 17, 2001+ 14)
Any Prior Arrests (No 81, Yes 18l) G .545 .@003 zero
Employed (No 96, Yes 153) G-.529 .008 zero
Financial Status (Good etc. as above) G .519 .281 zero
Prior Fel.Conv.(None 237.0ne 14, 2+ 11)G .513 .020 33
Prior Detention/Incarc.(No 183, Yes 79)G .473 .#15 zer®
Employment Stability (Good 93. G .441 .989 =zero
Fair 57, Poor 35)
Prior Misd.Arr.(None 92,0ne 55, 2+ 115)G .426 .085 =zero
Prior Fel.Arr. (None 189,0ne 46, 2+ 33)G .393 .8l2 zero
Prior Misd.Conv.({Nonel23,0ne 59, 2+ 84)G .342 .§1l5 =zerg
Any Prior Convictions (No 119, Yes 143)G .333 .040 zer®
Alcohol (No Problem 146 ,Poss.50,Clear48)G .333 .034 zero
Source of Income [55% if Other (11), v 389 .006 30
37% if No Income (27), 28% if Family (14), 18% if
Public Assistance (39), 11l% if Earnlngs (148) 1]
Prior Detention/Incarceration(as above)G 297 .836 zeréb
Prior Probation (No 159, Yes 183) G .292 .032 zero
Age at lst Arrest (l6-17 43, G~.233 .878 =zero
18-20 62, 21-29 94, 30 and over 52)
Weapon [44% if Gun, 35% if Other Vv .186 .938 =zero
(e.g, stick) (77), 30% if Knife (37),19% if None (130
Setting (47% if Bar, Party or Other vV .185 .931 =zer
Drinking Place (17), 34% if Street, Park or Other
Outside Area (74) 23% if Home (129), 15% if Other (39)
®
L 4
¢



Table A2
SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF RECIDIVISM FOR ASSAULTERS IN FOUR PENALTY GROUPS

Recidivism Predictors Strength P $<5
Indicators of Rela- by Chi EF
(Ranked by Relatlonshlp Strength) tlonshlp* Square *¥*

A. Sentenced to Probation Onlz (26 cases)

Postrelease Previous Probation (No, Yes) G .855 .318 58
Arrests: Age (18-22,23-27,28-34, 35 & Over) G-.190 .058 87
No (17); Yes (9)
Pcstrelease Prlor Convictions (No,Yes) G 1.0 .083 58
Convictions: Prior Felony Convictions (9,1,2+) G 1.0 .883 83
No (22); Previous Probation (No,Yes) G .935 832 75
Yes (4) Age at lst Arrest (as above) G-.911 .038 75
Prior Misdemeanor Convictions G .897 011 83
Alcohol(No,P0551ble Clear Problem)G .758 402 66
Postrelease Age at lst Arrest(16-17,18-20,etc)G -1.0 004 75
Incarcera- Drugs (No,Possible,Clear Problem) G 1.0 085 75
tion: No Prior Felony Convictions (4,1,2+) G .760 . 018 83
(23); Yes(3) Prior Felony Arrests (6,1,2+) G 782 006 83
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B. Sentenced to Probation plus Financial Penalties Only (115 cases)

Postrelease Education (as above) G-.408 851 zero
Arrests: Prigr Felony Arrests G _.364 «B11 33

No (88); Yes (27)

*G=Gamma (for two varlables each ordered from low to high or high to
low); V=Cramer's V (for two variables with only one or neither ordered)
** Percent of cells with expected frequency 5 or less. The lower this
figure, the more likely the chi sguare probability is valid.
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Final Rept. Muni.Ct.SentenceStudy

Table A2, Sheet 2
Indicators Predictors Strength p. $%$<5EF
B. cont'd. Sentenced to Probation plus Financial Penalties
Postrelease Drugs (No,Possible,Clear Problem) G .714 824 50
Convictions: Education (<H.S.,H.S.,Any College)G-.599 .B6l4 zero
No (184); Prior Detention/Incarceration G .581 .B19 25
Yes (15) Occupation(Unskilled,Skill/Prof.) G-.533 .852 25
Prior Felony Arrests G 519 000 33
Age at lst Arrest(l6-17,18-20etc.)G-.486 0580 37
Postrelease Drugs (No,Possible,Clear Problem) G .834 000 58
Incarcera- Prior Detention/Incarceration G .686 0082 25
tion: Any Prior Arrests (No, Yes) G .683 028 zero
None (188); Prior Felony Arrests (0.1.2+) G .626 000 33
Jail or Age at lst Arrest(l6-17,18-20etc.)G~.595 .001 37
Prison (15) Education (<H.S.,H.S.,Any College)G-.563 B30 33
Prior Misdemeanor Conviction G .508 027 33
Any Prior Conviction G .236 811 =zero
Probation Education (<H.S.;H.S.;AnyCollege) G-.340 085 33
Violation: Prior Detention/Incarceration G .335 B4l 33
None (74); Debts_ (None,Reasonable Excessive) G-.1069 028 44

Violation Hearing, No Revocation (19); Revoked (21)
[Probation Outcome Missing (1)]

{1t 1ttt ittt ettt

Sentenced to Probation Plus Jail (4

C.
{4 cases)
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Postrelease
Arrests:
No (26);
Yes (25)

Postrelease

Convictions:

No (33);
Yes (18)

cases) or Jai

Without P obatioﬂ.

Occupation (Unskilled,Skill/Prof.)G-.755 889 zerc
Relationship to Victim V .542 812 83
[High if Other Love, Friend/Acquaintance, Other;
Low if Kin, Stranger]
Drugs (No,Possible,Clear Problem) G .529 568 3
Source of Income [High if None; V .474 G46 76
Low if Welfare, Other]
Prior Felony Arrests G .462 935 zero
Occupation (as above) G- .667 .37 <zero
Relationship to Victim vV .537 513 75
[High if Spouse, Friend/Acquaintance, Other;
Low if Other Love Relationship, Kin, Stranger]
Prior Arrest G 1.9 gaa 58

Postrelease

Incarceration: No

(34); Yes (17)




Final Rept. Muni.Ct.SentenceStudy

Table A2, Sheet 3

Indicators Predictors Strength P. %<5EF

C continued: Sentenced to Jail, with or without Probation

Probation Drugs (No Problem, Possible G .641 .933 66
Violation: Problem, Clear Problem)
None (20); Violation Hearing, No Revocation (12); Revoked (13)

[Not on probation (4); Probation Outcome Missing (2)]

o e o b b T b L P ——
Bt = 2 e e e+ttt 4+

Postrelease Prior Arrests (No, Yes) G .781 804 zero
Arrests: Prior Convictions (No, Yes) G .464 .058 zero
No (39); Sex [High if Male] vV .257 .32 25
Yes (31)
Postrelease Education(<H.S.,H.S.,Any College) G-.667 .048 33
Convictions: Prior Felony Arrests (No, Yes) G .415 .Bl4 33
No (56); Relationship to Victim V .412 037 66
Yes (14) [High if Spouse]
Postrelease Any Prior Conviction (No,Yes) G1l.0 903 25
Incarcera- Any Prior Arrest (No,Yes) Gl.2 .B38 25
tion: Prior Detention/Incarceration G .835 .001 25
No (58); Prior Misdemeanor Convictions G .776 365 59
Yes (12) Prior Misdemeanor Arrests(@,l1,2+) G .695 .339 33
Employed (No, Yes) G .689 829 25
Relationship to Victim vV .405 043 75
[High if Spouse]
Probation Any Prior Arrest (No, Yes) G .653 885 zerc
Violation: Prior Felony Arrests (8,1,2+) G .535 028 44

None (24); Violation, Not Revoked (23); Revoked (22) [Missing data 1]



Table Bl

SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF PENALTIES FOR BURGLARY
Penalties (with Predictors Strength p.(by %
their categories of Rela~ Chi <5 @
and frequencies) (ranked by strength of relatlonshlp) tionship* Sq. EF**
Length of Pro- Drug Use (No problem 111, Possible G .718 .080 44
bation Term: Problem 23; Clear Problem 1l4) [abbreviated henceforth]
12 mos. or less Prior Felony Arrest (None 128, One 13 G .534 .012 44
(28) ;18 or 24 Two or more 18) [abbreviated henceforth] ®
mos. (186); Alcohol Use(Noprob.l1l6,Poss.24,Clear9) G .486 .0@8 44
36 mos. (55) PriorDetention/Incarceration(Nol24,Y¥33)G .453 .006 zero

[Omits 8 with Prior Misd.Con.(None 86,0ne 32, 2+ 39) G .204 .p928 22
no probation] Monthly Income (None 51, $1-508 58, G -.132 .046 55
Victim Assault(Yes4 N093 ;NoEncounter68)G .945 .048 33

______________ —_—— —— ——————— —_— ——— —— _—
Jail: As Occupation (Unskllled65 Skilled/Prof58)G -.418 .B21 zero
condition of Education(<H.S.93,H.S. 47,SomeCollege15)G. .397 .P@2 zero
probation (92)+(8) jail without probation, = (100); No jail (65)

Length of Jail Prior Probation (No 65, Yes 35) G .588 .013 39
Term, in Days: Any Prior Arrest (No 39, Yes 61) G .419 .g45 25 @
1-106 (24); Setting of Offense [Median over 30 for V .249 .0428 56
11-28 (8); Home (15); 21-30 for Business (55), Auto(5) & Other(2)]
21-30 (25); Occupation (Unskilled 45,Skill/Prof 24)G .617 .028 25
over 3¢ (43)

Fines (as Victim Assault(Yes4 ,No98,NoEncounter63)G ~.176 .047 33 ®
condition of probation): No (95); Yes (79)

Amount of Fine: Prior Felony Arr.(None SQ,One 5, 2+ 5) G .632 .681 &6
$1-250 (25); Race [Median 251-500 for Whites 19] v .312 .@34 58
251-506 (39; (35) & Hispanics (19); exactly 250 for Blacks (16)] ®
581-758 (9): Any Prior Conviction (No 41, Yes 29) G .242 .917 37
751 or more (6) PriorMisda.Con.(None 41, One 14,2+ 15) G .225 .043 41
[omits those Prior Probation (No 58, Yes 24) G .177 .914 37
not fined] Prior Detention/Incarc.(No 59, Yes 11) G .151 .§924 59

Restitution (as Damage (Extensive2l,BreakLock 68,None76)G -.617 .990 Zero g
condition of LootValue (<S166 38,1¢6-999 63,1008+ 37)G .556 .98l zero
probation): Victim Assault({Yesd,No98,Nodncounter63)G .54 .001 33

No (196);Yes(59) Sex [39% for Males(l45);19% Females(26)V .208 .¢lg zero
*G=Gamma (for two variables each ordered from low to high or high to low)
V=Cramer's V (for two variables where only one, or neither, is ordered) o
**percent of cells with expected frequency 5 or less. The lower this
figure, the more likely the chi square probability is valid.

R



MuniCt. Study Final Report,1988 Table on Penalty Predictors for Burglary

Table BI, Sheet 2

Penalties Predictors Strength

pP. $<5EF

Amount of LootValue(<$160 4,100-999 24,1060+ 21) G .852 .837 86
Restitution: Damage (Extensivel5,BreakLock 29,Nonel3)G -.313 .41l4 89
$1-500 (40); PriorMisd.Arr.(None 26, One 11, 2+ 20) G -.0873 .847 80
501-10066¢ (7); 1901-1500 (3); 1501-2000 (1l); 2001 or more (6)

Cost of Pro- Prior Detention/Incarc.(No 129,Yes 36) G ~.595 .822 zero

bation Services VictimAssault(Yes4,No98,NoEncounter63)G .576 082 33
(COPS) (as condition of probation): No (128); Yes (37)
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Amount of COPS: AlccholUse(NoProblem28,Poss.P5,ClearPl)G .714 .085 75

$1-188 (13); Monthly Income (None 8, $1-580 16, G .511 .969 91
161-200 (12); 501-169006 6, 1001-15600 2, 1541-2000 1, 20081 or more 1)
201-608 (9); Debts (Nonel3 ,Reasonable 18,Excessive 2)G .444 .865 75
661 or more (1) PriorMisd.Arr.(None 17, One 6, 2+ 12) G .114 .042 83
Any Financial Prior Detention/Incarc.(No 129,Yes 36) G -.631 .000 zero
Penalties: Prior Fel.Con.(None 149, one 7, 2+ 9) G -.609 .018 58
No (52); Damage (Extensive2l ,BreakLock68,None78) G ~.464 .803 zero
Yes (113) DrugUse(NoProb.l1l5,Poss.P.24,ClearP.16)G —-.458 .0@08 zero

Any Prior Convictions (No 96, Yes 75) G =.445 .085 zero
LootValue (<$1900 30,100-999 63 ,1lvdd+ 37)G .423 .26 zero
Prior Probation (No 189, Yes 56) G ~-.420 .809 zeroc
Prior Fel.Arr.(None 132, one 16, 2+ 17)G ~-.415 .054 zero
VictimAssault (Yes4,No98,No Encounter63)G .352 .B85 33
Valuables Taken [85% if Other (13): V .346 .B14 33
81l% if Appliances (53); 80% it Tools (10); 73% if Auto
Equipt.{(11l); 68% if Cash (15); 45% if Food(ll); 43%if
Clothing (21)]
PriorMisd.Con.(None 92, One 16, 2+ 17) G —-.276 .B40 zero
Age of lst Arrest (16-17 35, 18-20 84, G .178 .@44 zero
21-29 38, 30-64 8)
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Amount of Total LootValue(<$S160 16,1080-999 44,1960+ 31)G .515 .883 33
Financial Debts(lone 46 ,Reasonabledd,ixcessive 9)G .364 .026 33
Penalties: Financial Status (Good 14, Fair 22, G -.361 .0g4 59
§1-258 (37); Marginal 29, Poor 32)

251508 ( V .226 .g44 37

358); Setting [Median $2580 for Home (22);

591-758 (17); 251-500 for Business (52), Auto (35) & Other (4)

751 or more (24) Damage(Extensive 17 ,BreakLock54,Noned2)G -.175 .094 zero
[omits those Age of lst Arrest (16-17 18, 18-28 63, G -.696 .g52 43
without fin.pen.] 21-29 28, 30-64 4)

Probation Only Occupation(Unskilled 65, Skill/Prof 50
No (155); Prior Detention/Incarc. (No 129,Yes 36
Yes (10) Debts(None63 ,Reasonable59,Excessive 18

VictimAssault{Y¥Yes4,No 98,lloEncounters3
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MuniCt. Study Fin

Table BRI, Sheet 3

al Report,1988 Table on Penalty Predictors for

Burglary

Probation With
Fimancial
Penalties Only
No (118) ;Yes(55)

p. $<5EF

Prior Detention/Incarc. (No 129,Yes 36)G -.5%4
Education(< H.S. 93,H.S. 47 ,College 15)G .380
Marital Status [1860% if Divorced (3); V .226

885
089

047

zero ®

zero
37

38%if Married(29) ,32%if Single(116) ,13%1if Separated(8)]

820

Probation with Prior Fel.Conv.None 149, One 7, 2+ 9) G .716 zZero
Jail Only (or Prior Detention/Incarc. (No 129,Yes 36)G .538 .082 zero®
Jail Without Occupation (Unskilled 65,Skill/Prof.50)G -~.484 .020 zero
Probation) VictimAssault (Yes4,No68,No Encounter63)G -.468 .632 33
No (124); Drug Use(NoProb.ll5,PossP.24,ClearP.16)G .433 .020 zero
Yes (41) LootValue(<$160 30,106-999 63,1000+ 37)G ~-.425 .044 zero
Damage (Extensive2l ,BreakLock68,None76) G .488 .#35 zero
Prior Probation (No 189, Yes 56) G .399 .021 zero
Any Prior Conviction (No 94, Yes 75) G .338 .852 zero
Probation With Damage (Extensive 21 ,BreakLock68,None76)G -.445 ,0063 zero
Both Jail and Age(18-22 104,23-27 36,28-34 11,35+ 14)G -.432 .831 zero
Financial PriorMisd.Con(None 92, One 32, 2+ 41) G =-.l46 .029 zero
Penalties: Age of lst Arrest(1l6-17 35, 18-29 84, G -.126 .026 zero
No (186; Yes (59)
®
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Table B2
SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF RECIDIVISM FOR BURGLARS
IN FOUR PENALTY GROUPS
- Recidivism Predictors Strength p. %<5
Indicators of Rela- by Chi EF
(ranked by strength of relationships) tionship* Square **

A. Sentenced to Probation Only (only 10 cases; too few for analysis)

B. Sentenced to Probatjion plus Fjinancjal Penagltjes (55 cases)

Most Drugs (No Problem,Possible,Clear Problem) G .652 .082 86
Serious Victim's Loss (None, Some) G-.592 .024 78
Post~- Employed (No, Yes) G .397 _.847 79

release Arrest or Conviction: None (38); Misd.Arrest (3); Misdemeanor
Conviction (9); Felony Arrest (3); Felony Conviction (2)

Post~ Drugs (No Problem,Possible,Clear Problem) G .758 .618 66
release Occupatjion (Unskijilled,Skilled/Professional)G~.627 .049 zero
Incarceration: ©No (42); Yes (13)

Probation Prior Felony Conviction (None,One,2 or more)G l1.068 .412 589
Violation: Drugs (No Problem,Possible,Clear Problem) G .813 .006 66
None (27); Education (<H.S., H.S. Diploma,Some College)G-.597 .0064 55
Some, but Loot's Value (<$160, 1l406-999, 1600 or more) G-.557 .gll 66

not re- Alcohol (No Problem,Possible,Clear Problem) G .51 .683 66
voked (12);Employment Stability (Good, Fair, Poor) G .509 .090 66
Revoked Financial Status (Good,Fair,Marginal,Poor) G .468 .§21 83

(13); No Most Valuable Item Taken [Low if Cliothing) V .545 .815 949

Propbation or No Information on Violation (2)

B+ttt -ttt -ttt -ttt -ttt

C. Sentenced to Probation plus Jail {33 cases) or Jail Onl 8 cases

Most Prior Convictions (No, Yes) G .639 .94% 7%
Serious Prior Detention or Incarceration (No, Yes) G .588 .§28 74
Post- Prior Probation (Mo, Yes) G 420 .317 79
Release Prior ilisdemeanor Arrest (None,One,2cor more)G .367 .213 385
Arrest or Conviction: None {(18); Misd.Arrest (2);

Misd.Conviction (18); Felony Arrest (2); Felony Conviction (8)
Post- Prior Detention or Incarceration (No, Yes) G.593 B4l zerc
release Incarceration: ©No (25); Yes (1l6)
Probation Drugs (MNo Problem, Possible, Clear Problem) G .359 .858 77
Violation: No. of Children (None, One, 2 or more) G-,343 @42 77
None (16) ;Some but not Revoked(3);Revoked(1l3);No Probation or No Info.(9)
*G=Gamma (for two variables each ordered from low to high or high to
low); V=Cramer's V (for two variables with only one or neither ordered)
*% Percent of cells with expected frequency 5 or less. The lower this
figure, the more likely the chi square probability is valid. :




Final Rept. Muni.Ct.Sentence Study

Table B2,

Indicator

D. Sentenced to Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penaltj

Most
Serious
Post-
release

Prior Convictions (No, Yes) G
Prior Felony Arrests (No, Yes) G

Alcohol (No Problem, Possible,Clear Problem)G

Prior Felony Conviction (Nonel 1, 2 or more)G .291 .9@7 70 ®

Arrest or Conviction: None (35); Misd. Arrest (7):

Misd. Conviction (10); Felony Arrest (2); Felony Conviction (5)

Time to
First

Postrelease Arrest:

Post-

release
Incarc-
eration:
No (36);
Yes (23)

Prior Felony Arrest (None, One, 2 or More) G

Anything Taken by Burglar (No, Yes) G=~.

®
p. %<SEF
s{59 cases)
.483 .049 70
.44l .044 80
403 .043 80

Sheet 2 Burglar Recidivism Predictors by Penalty Groups

83

Alcohol (No Problem,Possible,Clear Problem) G
Prior Detention or Incarceration (No, Yes) G
Prior Probation (No, Yes) G
Prior Arrest (No, Yes) G
Prior Convictions (No, Yes) : G
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Probation
Violation:
None (16);

Prior Probation (No, Yes) G
Prior Arrest (No, Yes) G

Some, but not Revoked (9); Revocked (34)

.925 .12
804 .39 62
<6 mos.(9);6-11 mos.(8);12~-17 mos.(6);18-24 mos. (1) @
.658 .987 58
.656 .027 zero
.653 .01l zero
.56 .B26 zero
.532  .033 zerd®
400 .087 33
.357 .046 zero
@
®
@
®
9



Table Drl
SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF PENALTIES FOR DRUG OFFENSES
Penalties (w1th Predlctors . Strength p.(by %
their categories of Rela- Chi <5
and frequencies) (ranked by strength of relatlonshlp) tionship* Sgq. EF**
Length of Pro- Type of Drug [Low if PCP (129) or vV .227 .B13 33
bation Term: Cocaine (35); High if Heroin (19) or Marijuana (15)]

12 mos. or less PriorFel.Conv.(Nonel57,0ne 28, 2+ 14) .529 002 zero
(88); 18 or 24 PriorDet/Incarceration (No 138 ,Yes6l) .514 008 zero
mos. (75); PriorMisd.Arr.(None76, One 31, 2+ 84) .438 .088 zero
36 mos. (28); Prior Probation (No 122, Yes 69) 407 084 zero

376 508 zero
.378 .08l zero

no probation (5) Any Prior Convictions (No 98, Yes 93)
PriorFel.Arr.(Nonell7, One 28, 2+ 46)
PriorMis.Con.(Nonel@l, One 46, 2+ 44) «335 .29 zero
Race [Low or High if Hispanic (24); .185 044 33

Medium if White (68) or Black (33); Low if Other (1)]
Alcohol(NoProbleml37,Poss.P25,ClearP5) G .155 816 44
Age at lst Arrest(l6-17 33, 18-28 78, G-.135 .B47 zero

21-29 62, 30-64 18)

Drug Use (No Problem 32, Possible G .124 M1l 22

Problem 116, Clear Problem 21)

D M S = . S T - TR0 S DD G G A S WD P T WD e GTA G I G N G Gy GES CAD G W TR G TS B GO S G SN M GM S8 GHn CNR GS SHD WID 4D SN ERD I SV CHA AP Gu WD GRS (e S G TR e SR A A | G S S

<O e

Jail (with PriorMis.Arr.(None77, One 32, 2+ 87) G .7¢l 000 zero
or without Prior Det./Incarceration(No 131,Yes 65)G .740 088 zero
probation or Any Prior Arrest (No 68, Yes 128) G .699 088 zero
other penalty) PriorFel.Con.(None 159, One 21, 2+ 16) G .606 000 zero
No (133); PriorFel.Arr.(None 118, One 29, 2+ 49) G .642 400 zero
Yes (63) PriorMis.Con.(None 182, One 47, 2+ 47) G .629 888 zero

Prior Probation (No 125, Yes 65) G .61l 009 zero

Age at lst Arrest (16-17 35, 18-20 88, G .494 580 zero

21-29 63, 30-64 18)
Monthly Income (None 45, $1-589 37, G .482 .Bl2 33

501-1000 59, 1891-150¢ 15, 1501-2990 8, 2081+ 3)
Employed (No 73, Yes 99) G-.478 .B83 zero
Drug Use (No Problem 32, Possible G .469 .883 zero
Problem 119, Clear Problem 22)
EmplcymentStab.(Good58,Fair6d,Poocrl8) G .450 .B24 zero
Type Drug [68% Jail if Heroin (19) ., vV .383 G908 zero
49% if Other (19), 35% if PCP (1l14),
7% if Mar.(1l5), 6% if Coc.(35)]
Financial Stability (Good 24, G .358 328 zero
Fair 46, Marginal 44, Poor 38)
*G=Gamma (for two variables each ordered high to low or low to high)
V=Cramer's V (for two variables where only one or neither is ordered)
** Percent cells with expected frequency 5 or less. The lower this
figure, the more likely the chi square probability is wvalid.



Final Rept. Muni. Ct. Sentence Study

Table Drl, Sheet 2 Predictors of Penalties for Drug Offenders

Penalties

Jail: continued from previous page:

Best Predictors Strength p. %<5EF
Source of Income [54% Jail if No vV .361 004 30

Income (26), 36% if Family (14), 33% if Public
Bssistance, 16% if Earnings (98), zero if Other (3)]

Drug Charge [50% Jail if Sale (4), vV .294 002 60
42% if Use or Under the Influence (118), 17% if

Possession (79); One Other jailed & 1 Mfr. not jailed] @

Days of Jail
Term: 1-18 (4);
11-28 (2);
21-39 (22);

Any Prior Conviction (No 99, Yes 97) G .222 088 zero
Debts (Nonedd ,Reasonable82 ,Excessiveld) G -.851 .835 zero
Any Prior Arrest (No 8, Yes 55) G .647 .28 75
Residential Situation [Median is over V .641 8000 87

36 days if Alone (5) or With Family (32), 38 days if
Other (2), and 15 if cohabitating (1)]

Over 30 (35) Type Drug [All jailed over 38 days vV .383 .289 85
[omits those if heroin (13), Marijuana (1) or Other (4);
not jailed] median 25 days if PCP (48), 20 if Cocaine (2)]
Fine: No (183); vValue of Drugs Involved (<$140 78, G 726 032 50 @
Yes (13) $166~-499 5)
Age (18-22 69, 23-27 61, 28-34 46, G .582 .829 58
35 or over 28)
Alcohol (No Problem 148, Possible G .339 004 33
Problem 75, Clear Problem 5) ®
Drug Charge [None fined if sale (4) vV .300 082 60
or MEr.(l); 19% £fined if possession (79).,
4% if Use (118); Other fined (1)]
Type Drug [27% fined if Marijuana (15),V .286 P03 49
20% if Other(18), 6% if Cocaine (1l5) & 3% if PCP (114)]
Residential Situation [27% fined if vV .239 324 590 °
Alone (11), 5% if Family (129) or Other (22),
None if Cohabiting (3)]
Drug Use (No Problem 32, Possible G .199 p24 33
Problem 75, Clear Problem 22)
Cost of Prior Fel.Con.(None 159,0ne 21, 2+ 1l6) G -.565 .922 zero"
Probation Prior Fel.Arr.(None 118,0One 29, 2+ 49) G ~.468 .902 =zero
Services (COPS): Prior Det./Incarceration (No 131,Yes65)G -.332 ,044 zero
No (119);Yes(62) Employed (No 118, Yes 62) G .323 .042 zero
Amount of COPS: Prior Fel.Con.(None 57, One 3, 2+ 1) G .699 308 83
[continued Age (18-2z 25,23-27 17,28-34 13,35+ 6) G .512 006 8l PY
on next page] Drug Use (No Problem 12, G .422 g8 83
®



Final Rept. Muni. Ct. Sentence Study

Table Drl, Sheet 3 Predictors of Penalties for Drug Offenders

Best Predictors Strength pP. %<5EF

Amount of COPS: continued from previous pages

$1-188 (49);
191-289 (6);
201-6686 (5);
661+ (1)

Possible Problem 42, Clear Problem 6)

Residential Situation [Median under vV .388 .088 83
$100 Family (43) or Other (9);$181-289 for Alone.388
$101-280 for Alone (5) or Cohabiting (1)]

[omits those Prior Fel.Arr.(None 46, One 14, 2+ 5) G .365, .p83 83

Education (Less than H.S.Diploma 32, G .229 Bl7 75
Diploma 19, Some College 9)

Alcohol (NoP. 51, PossP.7,ClearProb.l) G -.129 .814 66
Employment Stab. (Good22,Fair22,Poor5) G —-.085 .046 77

Community Health (Good 1 Fair 13; Poor 1 G .432 .0868 50

Service (as a condition of probation): No (164); Yes (6)

Any Financial PriorFel.Conv.(None 159, One 21, 2+ 16)G =.5080 .929 zero

Penalties: PriorFel.Arr. (None 118, One 29, 2+ 49)G -.442 .094 zero

No (183); Employed (No 73, Yes 99) G .307 .848 zero

Yes (69) Prior Probation (No 125, Yes 71) G -.305 .048 zero

Amt. of Total Alcohol (No Problem 57, Possible G .539 .g@82 75

Financial Problem 8, Clear Problem 3)

Penalties: Age(12-22 27, 23-27 22, 28-34 16,35+ 8)G .448 .g15 75

$1-256 (57); Race [$1-250 for 83% of Hispanics (35),V .360 006 75

251-5008 (8):; 80% of Whites (26) & 67% of Blacks (9)]

501-758 (6); 751+ (2) [omits those without financial penalties]

Probation Only: Prior Det./Incarceration(Mo 131,Yes 65)G ~.510 .00l zero

No (194); Any Prior Conviction (No 99; Yes 97) G -.451 ,9892 zero

Yes (66) PriorMis.Conv.(None 192,0ne 47, 2+ 47) G -.451 .902 zero
Any Prior Arrest (No 126, Yes 74) G -.438 .pP2 zero
PriorMis.Arr. (None 77, One 32, 2+ 87) G -.428 .082 zero
Prior Probation (No 125, Yes 71) G ~.354 .@23 zero
Financial Status (Good 24, Fair 56, G ~-.196 .845 zero

Probation plus
Any Financial
Penalties:

No (133);

Yes (63)

Jail Only (as
[continued on
next page]

Marginal 44, Poor 38)

PriorFel.Arr.(None 118, One 29, 2+ 49) G

PriorDet./Incarceration(No 131,Yes 65) G

PriorMis.Arr.(None 77, One 32, 2+ 87) G

Prior Probation (No 125, Yes 71) G ~.349

Any Prior Conviction (No 99, Yes 97) G

Drug Charge [188% if Mfr.(l), 43% if vV .238 .827 66
Possession (79), 25% if Use or Under Influence (118),
None if Sale (5) or Other (1)

Sex[37% if Male(l46),18% if Female(58)1V .177 813 zero

P08 zero
800 zero
000 zero

PriorMis.Arr.(None 77, One 32, 2+ 87) G .8l1l1
Any Prior Arrest (No 68, Yes 128) G .800
Prior Det./Incarceration (Nol3l,Yes65) G .747



Final Rept. Muni. Ct. Sentence Study

®
Table Drl, Sheet 4 Predictors of Penalties for Drug Offenders
Penalties Best Predictors Strength p. %<5EF
[continued from Any Prior Conviction (No 99, Yes 97) G .724 .080 zero @
previous page] PriorFel.Con.(None 159, One 21, 2+ 16) G .695 .009 zero
condition of PriorFel.Arr.(None 118, One 29, 2+ 49) G .684 .808 zero
probation or PriorMis.Con.(None 102, One 47, 2+ 47) G .655 000 zero
without Prior Probation (No 125, Yes 71) G .624 .008 zero
probation): Drug Use (No Problem 32, Possible G .558 287 zero
No (146); Problem 119, Clear Problem 22) ®
Yes (58) Age at 1lst Arrest (16-17 35, 18-20 84, G-.530 388 zero
21-29 63, 30-64 18) )
Employed (No 73, Yes 99) G -.515 .083 zero
Monthly Income (None 45, $1-568 37, G -.569 .031 33
5¢1-1000 56, 1961-1560 15, 1561-2000 8, 28061+ 3)
Occupation(Unskilled98,Skilled/Prof24) G -.485 .034 zero @
Financial Status (Good 24, Fair 56, G .422 .026 zero
Marginal 44, Poor 38)
Type Drug [53% if Heroin (19), 31% if VvV .374 099 30
PCP(114) ,20% if Other(19) ,None if Coc.(35)or Mar.(1l5)]
Source of Income (38%if No Income(26), V .288 .88 30 ®
36% if Family (14), 26% if Public Assistance (27),
11% if Earnings (98), None if Other (3) :
Drug Charge [35% if Use or Under the vV .276 005 60
Influence (116), 25% if Sale (4),
11% if Possession (118), None if Mfr.(l) or Other (1)]
Debts (None4f ,Reasonable82,Excessived) G -.851 .033 zeroo
Probation plus PriorMis.Conv.(None 102,0ne 47, 2+ 47) G .199 .833 33
Jail plus Residential Situation{[36% if Alone(ll) ,V .407 .988 50
Financial 33% i1f Cohabiting(3), 5% if Other(22) ,2% if Family(129)]
Penalties: Race [39% if Black (36), 32% if vV .281 082 25
No (183); Hispanic (96), 8% if White (68), None if Other (1)] o
Yes (13)
e
o
@



Table Dr2
SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF RECIDIVISM FOR DRUG OFFENDERS
IN FOUR PENALTY GROUPS
Recidivism Predictors Strength Pe. %5
Indicators of Rela- by Chi EF
(Ranked by Relationships Strength) tionship* Square *%*

Postrelease Source of Income V .343 .g15 88

Arrests or [Hi if None--5; Lo if Earnings--=39; Hi if Public
Assistance-=-~15; Other 1]

Convictions: Employment Stability G .247 081 86

{One 39;Misd. (Good 24, Fair 23, Poor 7)

Arr.Only 5;MisdConv,NoFel.Arr.l4;Fel.Arr.,NoConv.9; Fel.Convictions3)

Postrelease Residential Stability G .959 042 75
Time Before (Transient 28, Stable 2)
First Arrest Alcohol Use G—~.043 012 83
(No Problem 24, Possible Problem 5, Clear Problem 1)
Postrelease Prior Detention or Incarceration G .692 .006 25
Incarceration (No 57, Yes 13)
(No 28;Yes39) Employed (No 28, Yes 39) G -.581 827 zero
Prior Felony Conviction G .531 832 66
(None 62, One 6, Two or More 2)
Probation Employment Stability (as above) G .513 .826 55
Violations Race v .373 084 58
(Mone 35; [Lo if White 27;Hi if Black 13, Hispanic 27, Other 1]
RuleViol. 8; No. of Children G .326, 022 44
Revoked 25) (None 33, One 13, 2 or More 28)
Monthly Income G -.232 .029 77

(None 12, $1-5¢9 13, 5¢1-199¢ 206, 1961-1500 6,
1591-2898 6, 2081 or more 1)

B. Sentenced to Probation plus Pinancial Penalties (63 cases)

Postrelease Alcohol Use G .262 .085 86
Arrests or No Problem 51, Possible Problem 17, Clear Problem 2
Convictions:

(None 38; Misd. Arrests Only 5; Misd. Convictions, No Felony Arr. 19;
Felony Arr., No Felony Convictions 3; Felony Convictions 4)

*G=Gamma (for two variables each ordered from low to high or high to
low); V=Cramer's V (for two variables with but one or neither ordered)
** Percent of cells with expected frequency 5 or less. The lower this
figure, the more likely the chi square probability is valid.



Table Dr2, Sheet 2

Indicators Best Predictors Strength P. $%<5EF
B Cont'd.: Sentenced to Probation plus Financjal Penalty
Postrelease Drug Use(NoProb.l3,Poss.42,ClearP5)G .845 619 54
Incarcera- Prior Arrests (No 26, Yes 37) G .612 .B34 zero
tion: Age G =-.552 .018 37
(No 47; (18-22 23, 23-27 20, 28-34 14, 35+ 6)
Yes 16) Age at lst Arrest G -.453 041 25
(16-17 9, 18-20 22, 21~29 25, 30-64 7)
Probation Prior Convictions (No 38, Yes 23) G .412 827 33
Cutcome: Prior Misdemeanor Convictions G .279 822 55
(No Viol.38; (None 38, One 13, 2+ 18) e
Rule Viol.2; No.of Children (None28,0nelf,2+ 20)G .261 823 44
Revoked 18) AlcoholUse (NoProb.49,Poss7,ClearP2)G .213 .B42 77
Prior Misd Arr.(None3@,0nel5,2+ 16)G .187 .029 55
Prior Probation (No 46, Yes 15)
C. Sentenced to Probation Plus Jail (45 cases) or Jail Without ®
Probation (5 cases)
Postrelease T~Age at lst Arrest G -.310 825 99
Arrests or (16-17 17, 18-29 23, 21-29 9, 384 or older 1)
Convictions
___________ ——— e e o o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e O
Postrelease Occupation G 1.008 .B36 87
Time Before (Unskilled 12, Skilled or Professional 2)
First Arrest Age at lst Arrest G .514 348 87
(<6mos. 20; (16-17 12, 18-28 15, 21-29 5, 30 or more 1)
6~11 mos. 7; Race [Long if White 2; Black 9, vV .506 210 83 ®
12-17 mos. 2; Short if Hispanic 22]
18-24 mos. 4; Drug [(Long if Heroin--8; vV .511 839 75
no cdata 17) Short if pCP~-24]
Residential Stability vV o .794 L9109 87
[Short if Transient--18; Long if Stable 2]
Probation “Prior Misdemeanor Arrests G .828 919 88 o
Outcome (None 2, One 3, 2 or more 32)
(NoViol.6; “Prior Probation (No 12, Yes 25) G .526 049 66
Rule5,Rvke27) "Any Prior Convictions(No 7, Yes 38)G .58¥ 831 66
@
®



Final Rept. Muni.Ct.Sentence Study

Table Dr2, Sheet 3

Indicators Best Predictors Strength P. %<5EF

D. Sentenced to Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalty (13 cases)

Postrelease Health (Good 8, Fair 1) G-.500 411 83
Arrests or Convictions (None 5; One 1l; 2+ 7)




Table DUIl
SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF PENALTIES FOR DRIVING UNDER THE INFLUENCE
Penaltles (with Predlctors Strength P .
their categories of Rela- by Chi <5
and frequencies) (ranked by strength of relatlonshlp) tionship* Sgq. EF**
Length of Pro- Alcohol (No Problem 25, Possible G-.474 .B17 66
bation Term: Problem 96, Clear Problem 11)
12 mos. or Residential Stability (Transient 33, G-.563 .000 66.
under (3); 18 Stable 3)
or 24 mos. (42); Driver's Condition [Short if Drunk vV .233 .006 66
36 mos.{(143) (182); Long if Drugged (6)]
Jail (with or Alcohol (as above) G .467 .032 zero
without proba- Employed (No 38, Yes 96) G .412 .025 zergy
tion or other PriorMisd.Arr.(None 580, One 41, 2+ 96) G .395 .8@5 zero
penalty) : Prior Conviction (No 74, Yes 128) G .385 .068 zero
No (99); Prior Arrest (No 58, Yes 140) G .383 .016 zero
Yes (1080) PriorMisd.Con.(None 67, One 43,2+ 77) G .378 .8087 =zero
Prior Fel.Arr.(None 145,0ne 28, 2+ 14) G .326 .831 zero
Prior Probation (No 94, Yes 108) G .34 .832 zerqg
Prior Detention or Incarceration G .294 .052 zero

(No 126, Yes 64)
Marital Status [68% jailed if Married, V .233 .023 zero
45% if Separated or Divorced, 43% if Single]

Days of Jail Dr:.ver s Condition [Median under 10 V .500 .000 62 ¢
Terms: 1-16 (62}; days if drunk (97), 21-386 days if drugged]
11-20 (8); Age(l18-22 14,23-27 19,28-34 306,35+ 37) G .382 .0@80 62
21-30 (5); Income Source [Median under 14 days if VvV .368 .087 299
31 or more (25(¢ Earnings (56) or Public Assistance (6), 21-38 days if
[omits those not Family(1l) ,31 or more days if No Income(6)or Other(l)]
jailed] Employment Stability (Good 42, G .294 .B51 75 ¢
Fair 14, Poor 2)

Fine: No (42); Prior Felony Conviction (MNone 169, G-.419 338 50
Yes (148) Cne 15, 2 or More 3)

Prior Felony Arrest (done 145, G~.244 938 zerc

One 28, 2 or More 1l4) ¢

*G=Gamma (for two variables each ordered high to low or low to high)
V=Cramer's V (for two variables where only one or neither is ordered)
**Percent cells with expected frequency 5 or less. The lower this
figure, the more likely the chi square probability is valid.



Final Report, Municipal Court Sentence Study

Table DUIl, Sheet 2 Penalty Predictors for DUI

Penalties Predictors Strength p. %<5EF

Amount Fined: Sex [Most $581-758 for both Male (132) V .283 .088 58
$1-250 (3); and Female (1 but smalle oportion Males <
251-756 (23), 501-756 (118), 751= (ll) [omits those not fined]

Restitution: Injury [44% if Death or Other Serious V .418 .002 49
No (165); Injury (9), 38% if Collision but {G-.624}
Yes (25) No Personal Injury (34) ,14% if Nonserious Injury (7).,

6% if No Collision (52), None if Other (2)]

Cost of Proba- Injury [46% if No Collision, 24% if V 383 .049 589

tion Services No Personal Injury, 14% if {G .454}

(COPS) : Nonserious Injury, 11% if Death or Serious Injury.
No (134); Yes 56 None if Other . [frequencies as in preceding]
Community Alcohol(No Problem 25, Possible G-.689 .01 33
Service: Problem 96, Clear Problem 11)

No (172); Employment Stability (Good 75, G .486 .835 33
Yes (18) Fair 22, Poor 9)

PriorFel.Arr.(None 145, One 28, 2+ 14) G .252 .31 33
Sex [29% if Female(21l);7% if Male(l69)]Vv-.2306 .082 25

St T e e it e e e o S S S o D S e S S St Gt T S S S S G T Mt e S R S ey kS 4 A T U S SR S S T S S A S P WA b S S TS A Sreh A S SAE St e S 4 St S S s Uy e
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Any Financial Drugs (Possible Problem (117), G-.680 .B37 43
Penalty: Clear Problem (15) [no information on 58]

No (28); PriorFel.Conv.(None 169, One 15, 2+ 3) G~.534 .011 50
Yes (162) Prior Detention or Incarceration G-.383 .048 zero

(No 126, Yes 64)
PriorFel.Arr.(None 145, One 28, 2+ 14) G-.326 .§l4 33
Amt. of Total Age (18-22 31,23-27 36,28=-34 35,35+ 68)G .923 .@37 43
Financial Penalties: $1-250 (8); 251-586 (20); 5861-750 (79); 751+ (55)
[omits those with no financial penalties]

T S Y

Probation Only: Injury [None if Killed or Serious v .387 .007 68
Mo (179); Injury (9), Nonserious {G .9786}
Yes (11) Injury (7), or Collision Without Persconal Injury(34),

6% if No Collision (52), 58% if Other (2)]
Prior Fel.Conv.(None 169, One 15,2+ 3) G .578 .850 50
Prior Fel.Arr.(None 145, One 28,2+ 14) G .558 .812 33
Source of Income [58% if Family (2), vV 276 .339 60

11% if No Income (19), 4% if Earnings (96),

None ‘if Public Assistance (12) or Other (3)]
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Probation plus Drugs (Possible Problem 117, Clear G-.668 .024 zerc

Financial Problem 15) [no information on 58]

Penalties: Prior Fel.Arr.(None 145, One 28,2+ 14) G-.544 .0@4 zerc

No (111);Yes(79) Prior Arrest (No 58; Yes 190) G-.472 .802 zerc
Alcohol (No Problem 25, Possible G-.462 .B37 gzerc

[continued on Problem 96, Clear Problem 11)

next sheet] Prior Conviction (No 78, Yes 120) G-.392 .B07 zerc



Final Report, Municipal Court Sentence Study

Table DUIl, Sheet 3

Penalty Predictors for DUI

Penalties Predictors Strength p. %<5EF
[continued Prior Detention/Incarceration G-.366 .018 zerd®
from prior (No 126, Yes 64)
sheet] Prior Probation (No 90, Yes 1§0) G-.3680 .Bll zero
Marital Status [53% if Single or if V .28 .004 zero
Separated or Divorced, 24% if Married]
No. of Children (None 62,0ne 22,2+ 52) G-.231 .021 zero

[Also significant are Prior Misd. Arrest and Prior
Misdemeanor Conviction by None, One & Two or More]

Jail (With or
without proba-

tion:

No (175); Yes (15)

— G . e ) S S D S YD SRS W S G iy G TR S TS R S S S

Probation plus

Jail plus

Financial

Penalties:
No (185):

Yes (85)

829 zero

Prior Misdemeanor Conviction G .413
(None 67, One 43, 2 or More 77)
Age (18-22 35, 23-27 39, 28-34 44, G .298 .g12 37
35+ 72) ¢
Alcochol (No Problem 25, Possible G .589 .04 zero
Problem 96, Clear Problem 11)
Prior Arrest (No 58, Yes 140) G 409 .15 gzero
Prior Conviction (No 78, Yes 120) G .372 .Bl2 zero
Prior Probation (No 98, Yes 168) G .303 .934 zer®

{Also significant are Prior Misd. Arrest, Prior Felony
Arrest & Prior Misd. Conviction by None, One & 2+]
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Table DUI2
SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF RECIDIVISM FOR DRIVERS UNDER THE INFLUENCE
IN FOUR PENALTY GROUPS :

Recidivism Predictors Strength P- $<5
Indicators of Rela~ by Chi EF

ES o Yy T S L e T D S R S St S S4w SR SE AN S Sl SR SR Sem STE S fums Gt S S S S SN PV b S S e S S o A i St S SES S S S S At ks DR S S Y S S o St Sy v e oz e e S S S gy

Most Serious Drugs(NoProblem 51, PossibleProblem 2) G .627 615 90
Postrelease Prior Fel.Arr.(None 56, One 7, 2+ 1) G-.588 025 66

Arrest or Age at 1lst Arrest (l6-17 2, G-.586 .B08 85
Conviction: 18-20 19, 21-29 23, 38 or older 38)

None (65); Driver's Condition [Low if Drunk (77); V .488 .81 80
Misd.Arrest High if Drugged (2)]

(2); Misd. Prior Fel.Conv.(None 75, One 3, 2+ 8) G .420 817 86
Conv. (7); Prior Fel.Arr. (None 69, One 8, 2+ 1) G _.179 414 80

Postrelease Injury [188% if Other (1), 19% if No V .493 511 80
Incarceration: Collision, None if Killed or Seriously Injured (4),

No (48); Seriously Injured (4), Nonserious {G 1.80}
Yes 6) Injury (3), or Collision But No Personal Injury (20)]
Prior Detention or Incarceration G. 594 P48 25
(No 68, Yes 19)
Age at lst Arrest (as above) G-.296 009 62
Frobation Health (Good 58, Fair 5) [No info. 14] G-.1.98 .047 &9
Vieclation: Prior Det. or Incarceration(No56,Yesl9)G .587 011 zero

None (34); Some but Not Revoked (l4); Revoked (27) [No Prob.2,NoInfo.2]

D. Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalties (85 cases)

Most Serious Drugs (No Problem 54, Possible Prob.8) G-.422 043 79

Postrelease Age (18-22 13, 23-27- 19, G-.339 316 75
Arrest or 28-34 22, 35 or older 31)

Conviction: Age at First Arrest (16-17 14, G-.315 .BB2 75
None (58); 18-28 17, 21-29 27, 30 or older 34)

Misd.Arrest (6); Misd.Conv. (15); Felony Arrest (2); Felony Conv. (4)
*G=Gamma (for two variables each ordered from low to high or high to
low); V=Cramer's V (for two variables with but one or neither ordered)
** Percent of cells with expected frequency 5 or less. The lower this
figure, the more likely the chi square probability is valid.
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®
Table DUI2, Sheet 2 Predicting Recidivism for DUI by Penalty Groups
Indicators Predictors - Strength p. %<5EF
Probation Debts (None 13, Reasonable 31, ~ G~.597 .B21 55
Violation: Excessive 7)
None (22):; Previocus Detention or Incarceration G .000 827 =zero
Violated but [No 51, of whom 22% had no {v .297}
Not Revoked violation, 25% vioclated but were not revoked, and 53%
(14); were revoked; Yes 31, of whom 35% had no violation,
only 3% were violated but not revoked, and 61% were
revoked] '
o
L
®
L ]
@
L
e



Table T1
SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF PENALTIES FOR THEFT

Penalties (with Predictors Strength p.(by %

their categories : of Rela- Chi <5

and frequencies) (ranked by strength of relatlonshlp) tionship* Sq. EF

Length of Pro- Drugs (No Problem 127, Possible G .551 .811 zero

bation Term: Problem 25)

12 mos. or less Occupation (Unskilled 44, G .484 .017 zerxo

(37); 18 or 24 Skilled/Professional 59)

mos.(94); Loot's Value (Under $108 55, G .457 .000 zero

36 mos. (41) 198-499 33, 506-999 25, 1008-4999 30, 5900 & over 18)
Employment Stability (Good 68, G-.306 .B36 22

Fair 46, Poor 17)
PriorMisd.Arr. (None 102 ,0ne 22, 2+ 48) G .191 .036 zero
Jail (with or Prior Fel.Arr.(None 151,0ne 12, 2+ 14) G .542 .016 zero
without proba- Prior Fel.Conv.(None 163,0One 12, 2+ 2) G .414 .037 33

tion or other Financial Status (Good 23, Fair 43, G .378 .920 zero

penalty): Marginal 36, Poor 39)

No (188); Employed (No 83, Yes 76) G-.327 .837 zero

Yes (77) PriorMisd.Arr.(None 182,0ne 22, 2+ 53) G .325 .6ll zero
Debts (None46 ,Reasonable77 ,Excessivels)G~.322 .044 zero
Prior Arrests (No 98, Yes 79) G 3080 .043 zero

Source of Income [60% if No Income(42),V .279 .415 zero
59% if Public Assistance (17), 35% if Family (24),
34% if Earnings (76), None if Other (4)]

Age at First Arrest (le-17 21, G-.275 .B89 zero
18-29 68, 21-29 53, 30-64 43)

Sex[66% if Male(ll6) ,28% if Female(61)]V .229 .0802 zero

Type of Victim [64% if Individual or V .288 .829 zerc
Other (28), 48% if Small Business (25),

37% if Corporation or Large Business (lll)]

s . m . S T T S . — . TS M08 S SRS 2 D S A S e D S D RS D G S W S W ST C e it Y MM Gt G MO (e O G G S A S S T T S € Cale SR S LA T GO GIY S SR S S ST W G (DU MO W W

Fine (as Prior Detention/Incarc.(No 144 ,Yes 37) G-.506 .888 zero
condition cf Employment Stability (Good 61, G-.396 ,098 zerc
rrobation): Fair 48, Poor 19)
No (165: Financial Status (Good 23, Fair 43, G-.355 .093 zerc
Yes (72) Marginal 36, Pocr 39)

Employment (No 83, Yes 76) G .349 .025 zerc
Amount of Fine: Loot's Value (Under $198 22, G .383 .830 86
$1-250 (17); 199-499 15, 500-999 14,1000-4999 9, 5008 or more 6)
251-500 (43); Monthly Income (None 25, $1-586 14, G .340 .929 79
581-758 (6); 501-1060 14, 1061-1500 11, 1501-2069 3, 2001-9900 1)
751 or more (6) Residential Situation [High £fine if V .297 .838 87
[omits those Alone (8), Cohabiting (1) or Other (7):
not fined] Low fine if With Family (51)]lcontinued on next pade

*G=Gamma (for two variables each ordered from low to high or high to low)
V=Cramer's V (for two.variables where only one, or neither, is ordered)
**Percent of cells with expected frequency 5 or less. The lower this
figure, the more likely the chi square probability is valid.
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Table T1l; Sheet 2 Penalty Prediction for Theft

Penalties Predictors Strength p. %<SEF
Amount of Fine, PriorMisd.Arr.(None 45, One 12, 2+ 15) G .146 .035 66 ®
continued: Prior Fel Arr.(None 64, One 3, 2+ 5) G-.042 .048 66
Restitution Loot's Value (Under $100 58, G .621 .000 zero
(as condition 168-499 34, 500-999 25, 100668-4999 30, 5000+ 18)

of probation): Theft Method [64% if Employee Theft, vV .517 .9486 ZerOg,
No (124); 66% 1f Deception or Fraud, 23% if From Person or

Yes (53) Person's Clothing, 11% if Shoplifting, 9% if Other]

Occupation(Unskilled47,Skilled/Prof.59)G .513 .61l zero
Most Valuable Loot [65% if Cash, 19% V .453 .000 =zero
if Appliances or Other; 15% if Jewelry or Clcthing]

Education (<H.S. 56, H.S.62, >H.S.40) G .397 .p1i2 zercy,

PriorMisd.Conv.(None 168,0ne 32, 2+ 37)G-.361 .817 zero

Times Married (Never84 Once 59, 2+ 13) G .119 .81l zero
Amount of Occupation (Unskilled 9,Skllled/Prof.25) .95 .009 76
Restitution: Residential Situation {Low if with V .493 .p@82 85
Under $190 (14);: Family (34) or Cohabiting (2); High if Alone (2) or PS
198-499 (11); Other (5)]

508-999 (1);: Type of Victim [Low if Corporation V .419 .025 80

1280-4999 (4); (19); High if Small Bus. (1@) or Individual (6)]

5008 or more(l3) Age at lst Arrest (1l6-17 5, G .416 .905 99

[omits those 18-29 17, 21-29 16, 38-64 15)

without Education(<H.S. 18, H.S. 16, >H.S. 18) G .208 .g82 8ﬁ‘

restitution]

COPS: Employment Stability (Good 61, G-.469 .0l16 zero

No (124); Fair 48, Poor 189)

Yes (53) Employed (No 83, Yes 76) G .369 .B24 zero
Financial Status (Good 23, G-.308 .014 zerGy

Fair 43, Marginal 36, Poor 38)

Amount of Health (Good 46, Fair 3) G-1.99 .831 62

COPS: Employment Stability (CGood 24, G-.784 .924 83

$1-189 (14); Fair 8, Poor 3)

121-2¢9 (13); Marital Status [Low Amt. if Married V .368 .039 ob g

201-600 (24); (13) ,High if Separated or Divorced (8) .

681 and over (3) Average if Single (28)]

[omits those Type of Victim [Low if Corporation vV .360 .g44 75

without COPS] (36); High if Small Business (6) or Individual (8)]
PriorMisd.Conv.(None 32, One 16, 2+ 9) G .355 .388 75

[continued on PriorMisd.Arr.(None 29, One 7, 2+ 15) G .254 .003 66 ¢

next page] Prior Probation (No 32, Yes 19) G .236 .@024 37
Prior Conviction (No 31, Yes 28) G .199 .p@9 37

®
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Table Tl, Sheet 3 Penalty Prediction for Theft

Penalties Predictors Strength p. %<5EF

Amount of COPS, Prior Fel.Conv.(None 45, One 5, 2+ 1) G .l168 .087 75
continued: Debts(None 14 ,Reasonable27,Excessive 5)G .976 .050 66
Any Financial Employment Stability (Good 61, G-.542 .000 zero
Penalties: Fair 48, Poor 19)
No (59); Alcohol (No Problem 139, G-.485 .036 zero
Yes (118) Possible Problem 17)

Prior Detention or Incarceration G-.4580 .009 zero

(No 148, Yes 37)
Loot's Value (Under $160 58, G .402 .0084 zero

1006-499 34, 506-999 25, 1000-499% 30, 5004 or morels)
Prior Misd.Conv.(None 168,0ne 32,2+ 37)G~.366 .P@l zero
Prior Misd.Arr.(None 1§2,0ne 22, 2+ 53)G-.361 .fl5 zero
Financial Status (Good 23, Fair 43, G-.331 .002 zero

Marginal 36, Poor 39)

Theft Method [89% if Employee Theft, vV .325 .pB1 zero
(36) , 85% if Deception or Fraud (27) ,64% if Other(22)
55% if Shoplifting (73), 54% if From Person or
Person's Clothing (13)]

Most Valuable Loot [84% if Cash (43), V .198 .0638 zero
63% if Other (83), 62% if Jewelry or Clothing (48)]

Amount of Total Health (Good 97, Fair 9) G-.68 .031 50

Financial Occupation(Unskilled3f,Skilled/Prof.46)G .628 .f00 zero
Penalties: Loot's Value (Under $166 29, G .516 .p@0@0 50
$1-258 (29); 100-499 24, 500-999 22, 10060-4999 23, 5000 + 14)
251-508 (23); Education (<H.S. 37, H.S. 39. >H.S. 31)G .386 .087 zero
581-758 (28); Theft Method [High if From Person or vV 310 .881 45
751 or more (46) Person's Clothing (7), By Deception or Fraud (23) or
[omits those EmployeeTheft (32) ;Low if Shoplifting(46)or Other (14)
without any Most Valuable Loot [High if Cash (36); V .238 .945 zero
financial Low if Jewelry or Clothing (25) or Other (52)]
penalties] Age at lst Arrest (l6-17 13, G .042 .834 zero
18-29 35, 21-29 37, 389-64 33)
Community Loot!s Value (Under S$188 58, G-.485 .821 zerc
Service: 190-499 34, 500-999 25, 1900-4999 30,5080 or over 18)
No (143); Employed (No 83, Yes 76) G-.387 .942 zerc
Yes (34) Prior Misd. Arr.(None 192,0ne 22,2+ 53)G~.374 .033 zerc

Source of Income [188% if Other (4), V .341 681 40
39% if Family (28), 29% if Public Assistance (17),
19% if No Income (42), 14% if Earnings (76)]

Type of Victim [36% if Small V .205 ,032 zerc
Business (25), 20% if Corporation or Large Business
(111) , 7% if Individual or Other (28)]

Probation Loot!s Value {(as above) G-.569 .007 48
Only: Employment Stability (Good 61, G .486 .BPBl zerc
No (152): Fair 48, Poor 19)

Yes (25)cont'd. Prior Detention/Incarc.(No 148 ,Yes 37) G .427 .045 zero
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Table Tl1, Sheet 4

Penalty Prediction for Theft

Penalties

Probation Only,
continued from
previous page:

Probation plus
Financial
Penalties:

No (182);

Yes (75)

Jail (with or
without
probation),
Without
Financial
Penalties:

No (145);

Yes (32)

— — . vt B - ——— —

Probatiocn plus
Jail plus
Financial
Penalties:

No (132):

Yes (45)

Strength p. $<5EF

Predictors ®
Theft Method [22% if Shoplifting (73)5 V .245 .036 30
18% if Other (22), 15% if From Person or Person's
Clothing(13), 4% if By Deception or Fraud (27).,
3% if Employee Theft (36)]
PriorMisd.Conv.(None 188, One 32,2+ 37)G .139 .04l zerq.
Employment Stability (as above) G-.499 .093 zero
Prior Detention/Incarc.(No 148,Yes 37) G-.478 .912 zero
Drugs (No Probleml28, Possible Prob.28) G-.439 .041 zero
Employed (No 83, Yes 76) G .395 .018 zero
Financial Status {(Good 27, G~.384 .683 zerq.
Fair 43, Marginal 36, Poor 39)
PriorMisd.Arr.(None 192, One 22, 2+ 53)G~-.337 .001 zero
PriorMisd.Conv.(None 148,0ne 32, 2+ 37)G-.330 .016 zero
Theft Method[58% if Employee Theft(36),V .288 .0887 zero

56% if Deception or Fraud(27), 41% if Shoplifting(73)
27% if Other(22), 8% if From Person or Person's ®
Clothing (13)]

Type of Victim [48% if Corporation or V .197 .042 zero
Large Business (111), 44% if Small Business (25).
21% if Individual or Other (28)]
Sex [54% if Female(6l) ,36%if Male(ll6)]Vv-.1l72 .B22 zero
Prior Arrest (No 98, Yes 79) G .481 .008 zeré’
PriorMisd.Arr.(None 102,0ne 22,2+ 53) G .474 .010 =zero
Financial Status (Good 23; Fair 43, G .445 .@1l2 zero
Marginal 36, Poor 39)
Prior Probation (No 114, Yes 63) G 418 .B22 zerc
Debts (None46 ,Reasonable?7 ,Excessivelt)G-.414 .042 zer
PriorMisd.Arr.(None 198,0ne 32, 2+ 37) G .397 g29 zerr
Prior Conviction (No 1406, Yes 71) G .381 .048 zerc
Loot Value (Under S$1490 58, G .472 891 zerc
199-499 34, 506-999 25, 1960-4999 35, 5998+ 18(
Theft Method [46% if From Person or V 245 .336 Zer (g
Person's Clothing (13), 41% if Other (22),

31% if Employee Theft (36), 40% if Deception or Fraucd
(27), 15% if Shoplifting (36)]
Type of Victim [43% if Individual or V .241 .009 zerc
Other (28), 49% if Small Business, 19% if Corporation
or Large Business
[31% if Male (116) .,
15% if Female (61)]

Sex VvV .178 .018 =zerc



Table T2
SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF RECIDIVISM FOR THEFT IN FOUR PENALTY GROUPS

Recidivism Predictors Strength p- %<5
Indicators of Rela- by Chi EF
(Ranked by Strength of Relationship) tionship* Square *%*

—— e - O e B3 ) S S — T R S SV ST G S CHE S e Y . = e can ame - — s o -—— e e o e e G, D G e -

A. Sentenced to Probation Only (25 cases)

Postrelease Drug (No Problem 18, Possible Prob. 5) G .905 006 50
Incarceration: Alcohol (No Problem 19, Poss. Prob. 4) G .837 8433 50

No (18); Marital Status [67% if Separated or vV .550 331 66
Yes (7) Divorced (3), 45% if Single (11l), Zero if Married (9)]
Race [50% if White (10), 12.5% if vV .500 0580 66

Hispanic (8), zero if Black (6)]

Probation D No Problem l Possible Probh. G .86 .01 58
Violation: None (l7), Revoked (8)
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B. Sentenced to Probation plus Financial Penalties (75 cases)
Most Serious Theft Method [High if from Person (1), V .595 000 80

Postrelease or by Fraud and Deception (15), Low if by Employee
Arrest or Theft (21); average if Shoplifting (34)1]-
Conviction: Prior Fel.Arr. (None 68, One 3, 2+ 4) G .538 .33 83
None (63): Residential Situation[High if Alone(6) ,V .404 060 8l
Misd.Arrest(5); Cohabitin l) or Other ;low if With Familv(68
Misd.Conviction (6); Felony Arrest (1)
Fostrelease Employment Stability (Good 33, G .886 045 66
Incarceration: Fair 18, Poor 2)
No (69); Age at lst Arrest (16-17 5, G—-.804 016 62
Yes (6) 18-28 23, 21-29 22, 30-64 25)
Prior Fel.Conv.(None 76, One 3, 2+ 2) G .784 881 66
-Financial Status (Good 11, Fair 26, G .580 921 50
Marginal 15, Poor 8)
Residential Situation [149% if v .458 83 62

Cohabiting (1), 22% if Other (9), 17% if Alone (6),
4% 1f With Family (58)]
Probation Prior Felony Arrest (None 68, G .462 B22 66
Violation: One 3, Two or More 4)
None (47); Violated but not Revoked (11); Revoked (17)

N T S S T S N T S N S N S S N S S S N N N S S N N S N I s e R O e s e mmem===

*G=Gamma (for two variables each ordered from low to high or high to
low); V=Cramer's V (for two variables with but one or neither ordered)
** Parcent of cells with expected frequency 5 or less. The lower this
figure, the more likely the chi square probabgility is valid.




Table T2 Predicting Recidivism for Theft in Four Penalty Groups

Indicators Predictors Strength P. %<5EF

C. Sentenced to Jail (with or without probation) and No Financial
Penalties (32 cases)

Most Serious Drugs (No Problem 18,Possible Prob., 6) G .795 847 87
Postrelease Prior Felony Conv.{(None 27, One 5) G _.451 02 9!5’
Arrest or Conviction: None (19); Misd.Arrest (4); Misd.Conviction (3);
Felony Arrest (2); Felony Conv1ctlon (4)

Postrelease ugs (same as above) G .951 .AA1 58
Incarceration: No (21); Yes 11)

Probation Type of Victim [High V1olatlon rate . V .528 .915 77'5
Violation: if from Small Business (2) or from an Indiviaual (6);
None (15); Low if from a Corporation or Large Business (14)]

Violated but not Revoked (1);
Revoked (9)] [no probation 5; no data on violations 2]
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D. Sentenced to Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalties (45 cases)"

Most Serious Occupation (Unskilled 11, G-1.80 019 84
Postrelease Skilled or Professional 17)

Arrest or Loot's Value (Under $108 5, G-.526 .046 88
Conviction: 1908-499 8, 508-999 11, 100@G-4999 12, 50006 or over 7) ®
None (32); Type of Victim [Low if Small Business V .44l 833 89
Misd.Arrest( (18) , High if Individual or Other (12);

average 1f Corporation or Large Business (21)]

3
Misd.Conv. (7
) ; No. of Childrcen (None 25, One 5, 2+ 13)G~.183 .13 86

FelonyArr.(2

N e

Felony Conv. (1)
_______________________________________________________________________ ®
Postrelease Drugs (No Problem 33,Possible Prob. 12)G .758 018 25
Incarceration: Prior Conviction (No 26, Yes 19) G .635 044 25
No (35);Yes (19)
Probation Prior Arrests (No 25, Yes 29) G .548 549 33
Viclation: ©None (18); Violated but not Revoked (7); Revcked (18) @
L _
L



SEPARATE

Table IEl
PREDICTORS OF PENALTIES FOR INDECENT EXPCSURE

Penalties (with Predictors Strength P %
their categories of Rela- by Chi <5
and frequencies) (ranked by strength of relationship) tionship* Sq. EF%*
Length of Prior Record of Similar Offenses G .496 .004 zer:
Probation Term: (None 63, One 22, 2 or More 39)
12 mos. or Prior Convictions {No 62, Yes 64) G .451 .018 zer:
Less (18); Prior Arrests (No 53, Yes 73) G .4280 .P35 zer:
18 or 24 mos. Relationship to Audience (Victim) V .233 .636 33
(76); [High if Neighbor or Acquaintance (17);
36 mos. (32) Low if Stranger (166)]
Treatment Specialist's Prognosis G .213 .038 59
(Favorable 27, Mixed or Unfavorable 10)
Jail (with or Drugs (No Problem 117, Possible Prob.7)G .99 .888 25
without other Employed (No 31, Yes 94) G-.625 .081 zer
penalty) : Monthly Income (None 22, G-.600 .081 zer
No (97): $1-508 22, 501-10006 31, 1501-2008 9, 2001-9880 7)
Yes (34) Employment Stability (Good 73, G .58 .085 35
Fair 28, Poor 11l) )
Financial Status (Good 46, Fair 41, G .534 .0B1 25
Marginal 15, Poor 17)
Residential Situation [88% jailed if vV .398 .888 37
Other (8), 37% if Alone (19), 20% if With Family
(99) , None if Cohabiting (2)]
Source of Income [50% jailed if vV .289 .835 79
No Income (16) or Public Assistance (6), 40% if
Family (5) or Other (5), 18% if Earnings (92)]
Relationship to Audience (Victims) V .182 .040 25
[47% jailed if Neighbors or Aquaintances (17).,
23% 1f Strangers(11ll)]
No. of Children (None 62,0ne 17, 2+ 42)G=.822 .032 zex
Fined: Cooperation in Counseling (Good 3§, G-.838 .814 58
No (54); Mixed or Poor §6)
Yes (77) Drugs (Mo Problem 117, Possible Prob.7) G-.885 .8l 5&
Employed (No 31, Yes 98) G .728 .998 zer
Employment Stability (same as above) G-.699 .098 zer
Prognosis by Treatment Specialist G-.694 .826 2%
Favorable 27, Mixed or Unfavorable 18)
Financial Status (same as above) G-.607 .000 zer
Health (Good 185, Fair or Poor 15) G-.529 .036 zer
[continued on Monthly Income (same as above) G .424 .B51 2E
next page] Source of Income [68% fined if v .371 .982 66
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Table IEl, Sheet 2

Penalties

Fines, cont®d.:

Penalty Predictors for Indecent Exposure

Predictors

Strength P- %<5Eﬂ‘

Earnlngs (92) , 46% if Family (5) or Other (5),

19% if No Income (1l6)]

Prior Detention/Incarceration (No 88, G-.358
Yes 43)
Residential Situation [188% if V .340

Cohabiting (2), 63% if wWith Family (96),
53% if Alone (19), None if Other (8)]

Amount Fined:
$1-258 (16);
251-500 (44);
581-758 (10);
751 or more (6)

Debts (None 7, Reasonable 86, G-.205
Excessive (16)

Health (Good 65, Fair or Poor 5) G-.980

Employed (No 8, Yes 62) G .359

Monthly Income (None 4, $1-568 12, G .200

046
803

501-750 24, 10991-1500 19, 15081-2006 7, 2001-9000

[omits those not fined]

Zer:«

SQ.

Restitution:
No

COPS

No (181):
Yes (36)

Amount of COPS:

$1-100 (8);
181-239 (5)
201-680 (14);

681 or more (3)

Any Financial
Penalty:
(45);

(86)

No
Yes

Drugs (No Problem 117, Possible Prob.7)G .811

(128) ; Yes (3)

Employed (No 31, Yes 9) G .863

Employment Stablllty (Good 73, G-.672
Fair 20, Poor 11)

Occupation (Unskilled 31, G .592
Skilled or Professional 71)

Monthly Income (as above) G .459

Source of Income [3#% if Earnings (2), V .285
6% 1f No Income

.812
839

(16) , None if Family (5), Public

Assistance (6) or Other (5)]
Residential Situation [High if vV .688
Alone (5), Low if With Family (23)]
Sex of Audience (Victim) [High if vV .4
Male (1) or Mixed (7); Lower if Female ({
[omits those without COPS]
Employed (No 31, Yes 99) G .747 . L
Employment Stability (same as above) G-.726
Drugs (No Problem 117,Poss.Problem 7) 677
Financial Status (same as above) G~.627
Health (Good 165, Fair or Poor 15) .548
Monthly Income (same as above) G .489

[continued on
next sheet]

Occupation(Unskilled3l,Skilled/Prof.71)G .478
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Table IEl, Sheet 3 Penalty Predictors for Indecent Exposure
Penalties Predictors Strength p. $<5EF
Any Financial Source of Income [77% if \Y .428 .ﬂﬂﬂ 60

Penalty, cont'd.

Earnings (92), 40% if Family (5) or Other (5),

33% if Public Assistance (6), 25% if No Income (16)1]
Prior Incarceration (No 88, Yes 43) G~.373 .0408 zer:
Residential Situation [100% if vV .327 .885 37

Cohabiting (2), 76% if With Family (98).,

16% if Alone (19)., 12 5% lf Other (4) ]

Amount of Total
Financial
Penalties:
$1-258 (29);
251-5080 (34), 5@1

Employed (No, Yes 69) G .536 .p@83 50

Location of Offense [High if V 274 .049 41
on Street (31); Low if in Offender's Home (11);
Average if in Auto (42)1

75l (18) , 751 or more (1l4)]

Community
Service:
No (126); Yes (5)

Probation Only:
No (188);
Yes (23)

Probation plus
Financial
Penalties Only:
No (57);

Yes (74)

Employment Stablllty (as above) G .81l6 .008 589
Age (18-22 18, 23-27 44, 28-34 33, G~-.786 .008 59

——— — o S o o e S e et (D e ot St S ® D (et St i WD R A AT S Y AN rd St et W Bt ST M vt AT M S T RS St ST MM S e R D T W I A St St
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Cooperation with Treatment Specialist G .778 .018 25
(Good 36, Poor or Mixed 6)

Employment Stability (as above) G .516 .046 33
PriorFel.Conv.(None 117,0ne 9, 2+ 5) G .452 .0@B5 50
Financial Status (as above) G .22 .@65 25
Cooperation With Treatment Specialist G-.818 .@#21 508
(as above)
Drugs (Mo Problem 117, Possible Prob.7)G-.7%2 .21 5§
Employment Stability (as above) G-.743 .000 zer
Employed (No 31, Yes 94) G .794 .909 zer
Treatment Specialist's Prognosis G-.553 .098 zer
(Favorable 27, Mixed or Unfavorable 13)
Financial Status (as above) G-.553 .999 S
Monthly Income (as above) G .54S .398 2ZE
Occupation (as above) G .438 .9d46 zer
Source of Income [66% if Earnings V .348 .983 50
(92), 46% if Family (5) or Other (5),
33% if Public Assistance(6) and 19% i1f No Income (18
Residential Situation [186% if V .240 .083 5i

Cohabiting (2), 62% if with Family (92),
47% if Alone (19), and None if Other (8)
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Table IEl, Sheet 4

Penalty Predictors for Indecent Exposure

Penalties Predictors Strength p. % <5EI?a
Jail (with or Drugs (as above) G .881 .000 25

without Employed (No 31, Yes 94) G-.791 .008 zer:

probation) Employment Stability (as above) G .654 .p@3 33

Without Any Monthly Income (as above) G-.638 .881 59

Financial Occupation (as above) G-.581 .819 25

Penalty: Prior Detention or Incarceration G .502 .817 zer®
No (149); (No 88, Yes 43)

Yes (22) Residential Situation [75% if Other V 432 .0086 50

D e s s S S G TES VD - A S G0 £

Probation plus
Jail plus
Financial
Penalty:

No (119);

Yes (12)

(8), 26% if Alone (19), 11% if With Family (94),
None if Cohabiting (2)]

Source of Income [50% i1f Public V 424 .006 78
Assistance (6), 44% if No Income (19). ®
49% 1f Family (5) or Other (5), 8% if Earnings (92)]

Debts (None 7, Reasonable 86, G .18 .008 33

Excessive 16)
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Relationship to Audience (Victims) V .269 .802 2%.
[29% if Neighbor or Acquaintance (17),
6% 1f Stranger (111)]

Age and Sex of Audience (Victims) vV .264 .B29 62
[21% if Teenage or Younger Girls (38),
6% if Mixed Gender (34);
4% 1if Adult Women or Age Not Indicated (53), e
None if Males (4)]



Table IE2

SEPARATE PREDICTORS OF RECIDIVISM FOR INDECENT EXPOSURE CASES

IN FOUR PENALTY GROUPS

Recidivism Predictors Strength P %<5
Indicators of Rela= by Chi EF
(Ranked by Strength of Relationship) tionship* Square **
A. Sentenced to Probation Only (23 cases)
Most Serious Education (<H.S. 8,H.S8. 7, >H.S. 6) G l.00 .913 50
Postrelease Prior Fel. Arr.(None 18, One 3, 2+ 2) G .727 .005 83
Arrest or No.Times Married(None 9, One 11, 2+ 2) G .551 481 66
Conviction: None (19); Misdemeanor Conviction (4)
Postrelease Prior Fel. Conv. (None 18, One 5) G 1l.60 000 75
Incarceration: Prior Fel. Arr. (None 18, One 3, 2+ 2) G 1.00 400 83
No (28); No.Times Married(None 9, One 11, 2+ 2) G 1.00 901 66
Yes (3) No. of Children (None 1l1; One 5, 2+ 5) G 1.00 504 83
Prior Detention/Incarc. (No 15, Yes 8) G 1.00 A1l 50
Health (Good 17, Fair or Poor 5) G .829 .B351 75
Probation Employed (No 7, Yes 14) G-.814-  .B49 50
Violation: Prior Fel. Arr. (None 17, One 3, 2+ 2) G .750 .023 88
None (17): Prior Fel. Conv. (None 17, One 5) G .731 B21 83
Violated but No. of Children (None 11, One 11,2+ 5) G .714 .832 83
Not Revoked Marital Status [75% violated but not vV 706 085 66
(4); revoked if Separated or Divorced (4) and 12.5% if
None Revoked Single (8); None of 9 Married probationers)
[No informa~ Source of Income [75% Violated but V .694 839 9@
tion on 2} not Revoked if No Income (4) and 7% if Earnings (14);
None with other sources of income violated]
No.Times Married (None 8, One 11, 2+ 2)G .688 B89 66
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Table IE2, Sheet 2 Predicting Recidivism for Indecent Exposure
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Indicatogrs Predictors Strength p. %<5EF

o -—

B, Sentenced to Probation plus Financial Penalties (74 cases)
Most Serious Prior Fel. Arr. (None 63, One 5, 2+ 6) G .680 0083 75

Postrelease Prior Probation (No 44, Yes 30) G .418 .839 75
Arrest or Prior Misd.Conv.(None 41,0ne 15, 2+ 18)G .398 .A04 75
Conviction: Race [High if Hispanic (22); Low if vV .287 933 87 P
None (62); Black (3) or Other (l); Average if White (48)]
Misd.Arrest(3);Prior Misd.Arr. (None 36,0ne 13, 2+ 25)G .252 031 75
Misd.Conv.{7): Prognosis by Treatment Specialist G .258 837 83
Felony {High if Favorable (18);Low if Mixed or Unfavorable(3)]
Conviction(2) Debts (None 2,Reasonable53,Excessive 6)G~.173 .19 83
Employment Stability (Good 55, G .191 .48 75 ®

Fair 7, Poor 2)

Postrelease Prior Fel. Arr.(None 63, One 5, 2+ 6) G .88l .008 58
Incarceration: Prior Fel.Conv.{(None 67, Cne 3, 2+ 4) G .88l 088 66

No (66); Prior Detention/Incarc. (No 54, Yes 28)G .709 817 25
Yes (8) Age at lst Arrest (l6-17 3, G-.688 097 62 ®
18-28 15, 21-29 36, 30 or older 28)
Prior Probation (No 44, Yes 38) G .688 436 58
Race [109% if Other (1), 12.5% if vV .361 022 62
White (48), 5% if Hispanic (22), None if Black (3)]
Probation Education (<H.S. 25; H.S. 16, >H.S. 27)G-.506 833 66 @
Violation: Prior Fel.Conv.(None 65, One 3, 2+ 4) G .437 .081 66
No (66); Debts(None 2,Reasonable 53 ,Excessive 5)G .339 .B89 66
Violated but Race [High if Black (3) or vV .339 011 66
not Revoked Hispanic (21) or Other (1); Low if White (47)]
(13); Alcohol (No Problem 61,Possible Prob.7)G .293 813 50
Revoked (19) Prior Conviction (No 38, Yes 34) G .142 046 zero g
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C. Sentenced to Jail (with or without probation} and No Financial
Penalties (22 cases)

Postreleaease Race [18¢% if Black (2), 17% if vV .581 0258 83
Incarceration: Hispanic (6), 15% if White (13)] *®
No {(17); Yes (58)
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Postrelease Drugs (No Problem 16 ,Possible Prob. 5) G 1.99 088 75
Recurrence of Indecent Exposure (in 2-year followup) :None (28); Some (2)
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D. Sentenced to Probation plus Jail plus Financial Penalties (12 cases) @

Probation Offensive Act (44% revoked if vV ,751 089 88
Violation: Exposer Was Masturbating (9): None Revoked if

None (7); i Exposer Was Displaying a Penis Erection (1) or

Violated but Displaving Penis Without Erection Reported (2)]

Not Revoked (1l); Revoked (4) R e





