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administration9 'saw an increased concern for the individual, 

with more procedural safeguards, instituted to protect consti­

tutional rights an(i efforts extended to promote distributive 

justice .10 

Supreme Court rulings such as Miranda, MaEP, Gideon, 

Escobedot and In Re Gault typified .this increased concern. 

Liberal philosophy ascendency was also reflected in bail bond 

reform movements such as the aforementioned Vera Foundation 

pro'gram. While the primary concern of the PTRR advocates 

�a�p�p�e�~�r�e�d� to be a desire to promote a more humane and equitable 

distribution of justice, an �~�c�i�l�l�a�r�y� issue which �a�p�p�e�~�l�e�d� to 

conservatives was the apparent cost effectiveness of PTRR 

programs. The resulting union of fiscal conservatives and 

liberal human.ists, each married. to the PTRR concept for 

�s�~�l�f�-�s�e�r�v�i�n�g� purposes, 'seemed to lay the foundation for the 

growth of PTRR programs. 

A 1973 survey published· by the U·.S. Office of Economic 

opportunity12 reported ap.proximately one hundred'formally 

organized PTRR programs then in extence nationwide. A 1977 

survey13 identified 115 programs in operation. Both studies 

found the PTRR programs to be diverse in terms of funding,14 

types of releases granted, operating �p�h�i�l�o�~�o�p�h�y� and proce­

dure, program capacity15 and political status.16 
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Cri:tical Issues in Program Operations 

A characteristic that appeared to be a common denomina-
, 

tor in all programs lNas and is the desire to· maintain low 

failure to appear for court hearing rates amo'ng client­

ele ,17 The maintenance of low failure rates has generally 
, , 

been underta~en by way of clientele screening techniques18 

and the manipulation of certain program operation variables ,19 
, 

It appears that most programs attempt to identify those who 

are "good risks" and those who are "bad risks" among poten­

tial clientele,20 However, there currently appears to be 

little consensus as to the nature of the criteria with'which 

, to make such' a pr~diction. 21 In addi tion, little is known 

concerning what can be done operationally to minimize the 

failure-to-app~ar' rat~s once the accu$ed have been released 

on a recognizance 'bond. While each program tends tO,be a 

unique entity operating in a unique environment, there is a 

need to identify, in a general sense, criteria that impact 

upon failure probability in both a 'predictive and managerial 

:framework ,22 

~his present study sought to address these issues, The 

, primary foc:us of this study concerned the systematic devel~ 

opment of three prediction devices that could be used to 

accurately identify failure-:-to-appear probability amop.g 

potential recognizance release clientele,' An attempt was 

'also made to .identify the impact of 'certain operation and 

management variables upon failure probability. I;n addition, .. 
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this study sought to identify the impact of a failure-to­

appear incident upon subsequent' case disposition and sanction 

severity. 

Th~ remaining sections of this chapter include a 

summary of the findings of these three analyses, plus a 

brief review of the characteristics of, the clientele sample. 

It should be emphasized that while the external ,valid­

ity of this study may be questionable, it still may be pos­

sible to apply the results, to some extent, in another set 

of circumstances. To ascertain the'extent of the study's 

generalizability, it must be replicated in other 

environments. 

Cli:)nt Characteristic Data 

, This analysis is b,ased on two samples: an experimental 

group of 512 persons released on a reporting recognizance 

bond under the jurisdiction,?f the Fr~lin County Pre-trial 

Release Program during the months of July through December, 
, . 

1976, ,and a validation group of 103 randomly chosen persons 

released ona reporting recognizru1ce,bond under the juris­

diction of the Franklin County Pre-trial Release Program 

during the same months. This total of 615 cases represents 

all individuals released on a reporting recognizance bond 

'under the jurisdiction of the Frapklin County ~re-trial 

Release Program during the said six month period.. A 

summary of the ch~acteristi9s of the experimental sample 

reveals that the typical program cl'ient seems to be 
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a young, unmarried, white male who has- not completed his 

high school education. He has resided in Franklin County 

most of his life, and currently lives with .some family 
. 

members. Although not on welfare, chances ar'e only about 

50:50 that he is currently employed. The client seems to 
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have ha.d no prior criminal conv'ictions. If he has had a prior 

conviction lit has been a misdeme.ano;!:' I but now finds himself 

facing a felony charge. To assist in pr~paring a defense, 

the client tends to have a public defender available. 

Over 80 percent of those released on a reportin~ re~og­

nizance bond during the period under examination appea:L'ed at 

all appointed court hearings. In.an attempt to diminish the 
I 

fa.ilure rate, the program staff contacte~ the client approx­

imately t-wo times per, week during the. release period. More 

than 70 percent of the clientele plac~~d on a, reporting recog­

nizance by the court formally accepted the bond the same 
. -

day the court imposed the bond. Nearly 60 percent of the 

clientele were forced to wait more 'than seven days for their 

first court hearitlg once they wer~ released on recognizance. 

Over 70 per(.~enij of the clientele were on recognizance more 

than four ~eeks, with the mean being over thirteen weeks. 

Nearly 45 percent plead guilty, while almost 35 percent had 

their charges dropped or nolled. 
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Prediction Scale Construction and Va·lidation 

It was the major purpose of this study to construct and 

validate a prediction scale that yv.ould accurately i.dentify 

failure to appear for court hearing tendencies among accused 

offenders who had been granted a pr~-trial recpgnizance 

release. It was hypothesized that a scale couid be construct­

ed and valicJ.ted. More specifically" eleven predictive .rela­

tionships identified in previous research'were tested in this 

portion of this study. It was hypothesized that there were 

differences between individuals released on a reporting 

recognizance bond who failed on rec'ogni~ance and those who 
. 

did not fail as to: 

1. the severity of the· prese~t criminal charge(s)j 

2. the nature and extent of previous criminal activity; 

3. past court appear~ce behavior; 

4. community ties} 

5. socio-economic' 'tc:.\ckground; 

6. prior contact with the 'justice system; 

7. time lag from release to initial personal contact 

from PTRP staff; and 

8. sanction. 

To test these Specific hypotheses, this $tudy examined 

the files of all individuals released on a reporting recog­

nizance bond under the j'urisdiction of the Pranklin County 

(Columbus, Ohio) Pre-Trial Release Program during the six. 

month period in 1976. Three different analytical techniqu~~ 
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were utilized to construct the three s,c'ales,' namely; an un­

weighted multiple regression ~echnique;23 a weighted mul-

t · 1 . t hn' 24 . .. 1" . ~p e regress~on ec ~que; a d~scr~m~nant ana ys~s tech-

nique. 25 The scales derivad from .each analysis were applied 
.. 

to a validation sample of' 103 randomly chosen'persons re-

,leased on a ,reporting recognizance bond under the jurisdic­

tion of the Frankliri County PTRR program during that same 

six month period~ Utilizing a contingency table ~alysis, 

all three scales were found to be statistically significant 

predictors of failure at the .01 level. 

Three manage~ent tables were constructed from the 

validation sample, one for each scale validated. These 

tables disp,lay the alpha error (de-fined as the number of 

released clientele who will fail to appear); the beta error 

, (defined .as the number of- unreleased clientele who would 

not fail to appear were they re~eased on recognizance), and 

the number of accused offenders that would be released for 

each scale derived p~obability score. 

While a verbatim application of the derived scales and 

their accompanying management tables in other environments 

would not necessarily be theoretically nor meth6dolagically 

sound, there are a number of conclusions that have some 

general implications for PTRR pro~am' operations. For 

example, s.ocio .... economic background, and communi1;y' ties ~ 

;found not to be ,.sJgr;ificant indicators .2! failure prob- . 

PTRR pFegram adminis"Crators and judicial officers 
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who desire to maintain low FTA rates m~ght consider avoid­

ing the use of such factors i~ future pre-trial release 
. , 

decisions.' Several so-called criminal justice background 

variables were found to be significant indicators of fail­

ure probability. In general, PTRR'program administrators 

and judicial, officers who desire to maintain low FTA rates 

might'also focus upon this criminal just~ce background 

dimension in future pre-trial release decisions. In a more . ' 

specific framework, PTRR program administrators and judicial 

officers whQ desire to maintain low FTA rates would do well 

to consider and p~rhaps: 

1. Use caution in releasing those individuals accused 
of committing a less severe offense. Current 
screening standards for those charged with commit­
ting a more serious crime should b~ maintained; 

2. Use caution in releasing those individuals who 
have a prior misdemeanor-property conviction. 
Attempts to reduce the number of prior misdemeanor­
property convictions permitted of those to be 
released on a'reporting recognizance bond to 
perhaps as low as zero would be advisable; 

3. Use caution ,in releasing those individuals who 
have a prior FTA incident. Attempts to reduce 
the number of previous failure-to-appear incidents 
permitted of those to be release~ on a reporting 
recognizance bond to.perha,ps as low as zero would 
be advisable; -

4. Use caution in releasing those individuals who do 
not expect ~o receive a severe sanction; 

5. Use caution in releasing those individuals who 
expect to receive a severe disposition;' 

6. Increase the severity. of thep'enal ty a:::lsQoiate-d, 
,wi th a .faiJ.,ure inoident i and 

7. Increase the probability of apprehension sub-
sequent to a failur~ incident. ' 

i 

I 
,I 

I 



208 

Very little previous research or discussion has been 

undertaken which has addressed the issues raised by the 

above conclusions. Furthermore, there is little consens~s 

wi"thin the existing body: of knowledge as to the nature and 

extent o~ the factors that do impact upon failure prob­

ability. It seems apparent, therefore, that future analyses 

of the above and other related issues must be undertaken to 

clarify the relationship and possible causal links in the 

prediction of failure probability among recognizance re­

lease clientele. From the data ava~lable in the present 

caRe, it appears that criminal justice histor~r is a more 

powerful indicator of failure probability than is socio­

economic background and commw1ity ties. Furthermore, there 

is some indication that as the severity of past criminal 

justice experience inc~easesl the probability of failure on 

recognizance decreases. 'Verification of this latter points 

however, awaits further examination where criminal justice 

histol'Y is more carefully and accurately defined .. 

Impact of Operational Variables 
~on Failure Probability 

In addition to the construction and validation of the 

prediction scales, this study sought to identify the impact 

·of specific;:: operational var~ables upon t'ail1Jre-to~li:l.pPGa.F 

rates. It was hypothesized that increasing the amount of 

contact the accused received from the program staff would 
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decrease the accused's failure probabilit~. It was also ,\ 

hypothesized that decreasing the time lag from court imposed 

recognizance relea~e to formal acceptance of the release 

would decrease the accused's fail~e probability. It was . 
further hypothesized that decreas~rig'the time lag from 

formal acceptance of the recogniza~ce release to the court 

hearings would dec'rease the accused's fa,tlure probability. 

~inally, it was hypothesized that decreasing the time lag 

from formal acceptance of the recognizance bond to final 

case disposition wauld serve to decrease the accused's fail-

ure probability. 

Iro "!;est these hypotheses, this study examined the files 

of all individuals released an a reporting recognizance bond 

under the jurisdict: ,Dn of the Franlclin County (Columbus, 

. Oh'io) PTRR pragram during' a six mon~h periad in 1976. A 

multiple classification analysis was undertaken so as to 

examine the effects of the independent variables upon fail­

ure prabability, controlling for all other independent 
2'-' variables. U An interpretatian of the data resulted in the 

following co.nclusions: 

1. It appears that PTRR program administrators who 
desire to. maintain low FTA rates should consider 
maintaining,a relatively high level of contact 
with those released on a reporting recognizance 
bond. Those individuals who'resist this high 
level of contact should perhaps have th~ir -
recognizance band revoked. Further research is 
needed to. determine what an apprapriate level 
.of contac·t· .may be or haw different levels af 
contact-influence different groups of clientele 
at different times of the release periad; 
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2. It appears that shortening the time lag from 
formal acceptance of the recognizance release 
to final disposition will'not serve to diminish 
failure rates. Rather, it appears that most 
failures occur early in the release period. 
Program administrators who desire to maintain 
lQW FTA rates might very well consider in­
stituting a very high level of contact with 
the'accused during the first week of release, 
perhaps as high as one contact per day. 
Further research is needed. to determine if 
a high level of contact can neutralize the 
early-on failure tendencies and to determine 
if other operational variables may have some 
impact on reducing the failure rates; and 

3. It appears that PTRR program administrators 
who desire to maintain low FTA rates might 
reduce the time lag permitted between a 
court imposed recognizance release and. 
formal acceptance of the bond by the accused 
of those to be formally released on a re­
porting recognizance bond. Further research 
is needed to determine what the maximum 
allowable time lag might be, or if it should 
be flexible to allow for clientele risk 
differences. 

Very little previous research h~s been undertaken 

which has addressed the issues raised ,by the above con­

clusions. Furthermore, there is little consensus within 
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the existing body of knowledge as'to the nature and extent 

of the operational factors th1?-t impact Upon failure prob--

ability. It seems apparent,' therefore, that future analyses 

of the above ?,nd other related issues must be undertaken to 

clarify the relationship and possible 'causal l-inks in the 

ma~ntenance of low failure-to-appear rates. 
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This portion of the study sought to i,dentify the im­

pact of a failure incident upon ultimate case disposition 

and sanction severity. It was hypothesized that a failure 

incident would increase the se:verity of both the disposi­

tion and the sanction. 

To test this hypothesis, this study examined the files 

of all indi'Tiduals re:).eased on a repor,ting recognizance 

bond under the jurisdiction of the Franklin ,County PTRR 

program during a six month period in 1976. A multipl~ 

classificati'on analysis was under.t$ken so as to examine the 

effects of faiiure upon disposition and sanction, controll­

ing for all other independent variables. 27 

A very serious q,uestion was raised conQerning the 

-causal implications, of the hypothesis. While future re­

search is needed to further tease out the causal inference, 

data available in this instance did suggest the existence 

of a causal link from failure to disposition severity and 

from failure to's~nction severity. An interpretation at 

the data resulted in the following conclusions: 

1. It appears that there is a tendency'on the part 
of the judicial' system to be more severe in 
handing out dispositions to those ,who fail to 
appear for their appointed court hearings than 
those who do appear for all appointed court 
hearings. Such a practice tend§ to g@ in 
keeping with Angio:'American legal tradition 
where flight is regarded as an admission of 
guil t. PTRR program administrators and 
judicial officers ,who desire" to main:t,ain 
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this precident should only continue in their 
current patterns of behavior. Tnose who do 
not d.esire to perpetuate this tradition might 
a~ter their behavior patterns in a way that 
would result in a decreased disposition 
severity being handed those Who fail to 
appear at their appointed' court hearings. 
No known prior research'h~s, been und~rtaken 
in,an attempt to identify'the nature of 
this relationship. Further research should 
be undertaken to cross vaJ.idate this finding 
and underta~~n to cross validate this find­
ing ru1d attempt to further dist~nguish the 
nature and strength of the apparent link 
between failure and case disposition. 

2. It appears, from a pe'ripheral e;xamination of 
the data available in this present study, that 
a failure incident results in a less severe 
sanction being d,eli vered by the court. How­
ever, a more careful review suggests that 
those individ~als who are failing to appear 
for their appointed court'hearings are re­
ceiving almost as severe a sanction as re­
ceived by the non-failure' group, who are 
generally charged with a more seriQus crime. 
Further research in this area must compare 
the severity of the sanction imposed for 
conviction of a crime versus the severity 
of the maximum possible sanction that could 
be imposed for conviction of that crime for 
the failure group and the non-failure group. 
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Conclusi ons ' 

In brief, the following conclusions have been obtained 

from this study of the Franklin County Pre-Trial Release 

Program: 

1. Criminal justice backgr.oun!i variables provide more 
accurate criteria 'for predicting. failure prob­
~bility than do community tie and socio-economic 
variables. 

2. As the severity of past criminal justice experience 
increases, the probability of failure on recog­
nizance decreases. 

3. PTRR programs that wo'uld maintain a relatively 
high level of contact with their clientele, 
especially during the initial release period, 
would ·t.end to reduce their FTA rates. 

4. PTRR programs that would maintain a relatively 
brief allowable time lag between the court imposed 
recognizance releas.e and the formal acceptance 
of the bond by those who are released, would 
tend to reduce their FTA rates. 

5. A failure incident tends to result in a more 
sever8 case disposition. 

It is hoped that future research will serve to clarify 

these apparent relationships and 'perhaps strengthen the 

generalizability of these and other findings and conclusions. 

We can thus hope to impact favorably upon the administration 

of justice in the United states. 
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CODING INSTRUMENT 

ID NUMBER 

FOP~~ ACCEPTANCE OF RECOGNIZANCE DATA 

COURT-IMPOSED RECOGNIZANCE DATE 

POINT OF COURT-IMPOSED RECOGNIZANCE 
(l=Pre-Arraignment'; 2::Arraigrunentj 3= Bond 
Reduction Hearing; 4=Preliminary) 

NATURE OF ,THE PRE-TRIAL RELEASE PROGRAM REC­
OMMENDATION REGARDING THE RECOGNIZANCE RE­
:LEASE DECISION (l=Favorable to Recognizance 

Release; 2=Unfavorable to Recognizance; 
3=Placed on Recognizance Release by the 
Court without PTRP Soreening; 4=Screened 
by the PTRP Program but No Recommendation 
Was Made) 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE AT CURRENT'ADDRESS (In 
Months) . 

NATURE OF RESIDENCE (l=Ownj 2=Rent;, 3=Mortgage; 
4=Other) 

RESIDENT OF FRANKLIN COUNTY (,l=Yes; 2=No) 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN COUNTY OF CURRENT 
16 17 113' RESIDENCE (In Months) 

AGE AT .DAY OF INTERVIR1v BYPTRP PERSONNEL 
19 20 '21 (~n Months) 

GENDER (l=Male; 2=Female). 

M1~RITAL STATUS '( l=Single ~ 2=Married; 
3=Divorced; .4=Separated; 5=Widowed) 

NUM:8ER OF CHILDREN 

HIGHEST YEAR OF SCHOOL COMPLETED 
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I 
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I 
I 

! 

l 

32 

33 

" 

35 

220 

CURRENTLY EMPLOYED/STUDENT 
Student Y 3 4 

N 1 2 
, -Y N 

, Employed 

CURRENTLY A MEMBER OF 'A UNION (l=Yes; 2=No) 

CURRENTJ.JY ON WELFARE '(1=Y6s; 2=No) 

VETERAN OF THE ~RMED'SERVICES (1=Yes, Honorable 
Discharge; 2=Yes, Discharge Other Than 
Honorable; 3=Not a veteran) 

ALCOHOL/NARCOTICS/EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS 
Alcohol/Narcotics N 4 2 

Problems Y 3 ~ 
Y,N 

Emotional Problems 

CURRENTLY ON PROBATION OR PAROLE (l=Yes; 2=No) 

CURRENTLY ON BOND FROM A PREVIOUS OFFENSE 
, (l=Yes; 2=No) , 

DISPOSITION OF PRESENT ,CH&~GE (O=UnknoWh; 
l=Convicted; 2:::Guilty Plea or Bond Forfeit,; 
3=Found Not ,Guilty; '·~=Charges Dropped or No 
Bill Returned~ 5=Direct Indictment) 

TYPE OF LEGAL ASSISTANCE RETAINED (l=Privatei 
2=LADSi 3=None; 4=Unknown) 

DAYS, FROM COURT-IMPOS~D RECOGNIZANCE TO FORMAL 
3b ACqEPTANCE OF RECOGNIZ~~CE 

DAYS FROM FORMAL ACCEPTANCE TO FIRST HEARING 
37 38 39' ONCE RELEASED ON RECOGNIZANCE 

DAYS FROM FORMAL ACCEP~ANCE TO SECOND HEARING 
'40 Ij:I 42 ONCE RELEASED ON RECOGNlZANCE 

DAYS FROM FORMAL ACCEPTANCE TO THIRD HEARING 
43 '41} 43 ONCE RELEASED ON RECOGNIZANCE 
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, . 
TOTAL DAYS FROM FORMAL ACCEPTANCE TO RELEASE FROM 

4b 47 ~ RECOGNIZANCE CONDITIONS (Release=OI File Place­
ment, Diversi~n Placement or Reincarceration) 

'NUMBER OF CONTACTS FROM PTRP PERSONNEL - TOTAL 
~ 50 51 DAYS ON FORMALLY ACCEPTED RECOGNIZANCE 

"656b6? 

RACE (l=Whi te; 2=Non-White) 

NUMBER OF PREVIOUS MISDEMEANOR CONVICTIONS: 
AD~TJ PROPERTY, NON-TRAFFIC 

ADULT, PERSONAL, NON-TRAFFIC 

. ADULT, VI CTIMLESS , NON - TRAFFI C 

TOTAL NUMBER OF.ADULT MISDEMEANOR CONVICTIONS 

NUMBER OF PREVIOUS FELONY CONVICTIONS: 
ADULT, PROP~RTY, NON-TRAFFIC 

ADULT, PERSONAL, NON-TRAFFIQ 

ADULT, VICTIMLESS, NON-TRAFFIC 

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADULT FELONY CONVICTIONS . . . 

TOTAL TIME SER VED IN ADULT INS TI TUTI ONS 
(In,~onths) . 

NATURE OF PRESENT CHARGE (Most Severe Offense) 

SEVERITY OF PRESENT CHARGE (Most Severe Offense) 

MULTIPLE CHARGES SEVERITY SCORE OF' PRESENT 
OFFENSES 

PREVIOUS FAILURE TO APPEAR FOR COURT HEARING 
INCIDENT (l=Yes; 2=No) . 

RE-ARRESTED WHILE ON'REC.OGNIZANCE.RELEASE 
(l=Yes,; 2~No) 
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NATURE OF NEW OHARGE (Most Severe Offense) n 74 75 

.71. 

. 79 

SEVERITY OF NEW OHARGE (Most Severe Offense) 

RESIDE WITH ,(l=Wife/Husband; 2=Motheri 3=Father; 
4=Both Parents; 5=Aunt/Uncle/Grandparent; 
6= Brother/SisterlIn-Law; 7=Friends; 
8=Ohildren/Grandchildren; 9=Alone) 

MULTIPLE CHARGES SEVERITY SCORE OF NEW OFFENSES 

FAILED TO APPEAR FOR A HEARING WHILE ON 
RECOGNIZANCE 

Court Y'JZj: 
FTA Nl 2 

PTRP FTA 

SANCTION OF PRESENT CHARGE (O=Uriknown~ . 
l=Probation; 2=Total Suspended Sentence; 
3=Fine/Restitutionj 4=Institutionalizationj 
5=Direct Indictment Returned; 6=CharEjss 
Dropped; 8='Incarceration in the City/County' 

. Jail; 9=Diversion Program) 
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APPENDIX B: 'POLICYMAKERS I VIEWS REGARDING ISSUES' 
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PROGRAMS 
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TABLE 29 
RESPONSE PATTERNS OF ALL 'CATEGORIES OF PRE-TRIAL RELEASE 

RESPONDENTS TO T:Ii:;E SIXTEEN. COMM()N "POSSIBLE GOALS" - "SHOULD" SCALE* 

Ul 

s~ 
cd-P 
~~ 'r-f 

cd ot-! 
0 H·r-! 
t!J P-tc:l 

1. Making sure that individ- Rank . 1 --uals grapted pre~trial' re- 1.37 Mean 
lease through the program S1) 1.02 
appear in court when N 54 
scheduled. 

2. Lessening theinequal- Rank 2 
ity in treatment of rich Mean 1.49 
and poor by the criminal SI) 1.10 
justice system. N 53 

, 3· Minimizing the amount Rank 3 
of time that elapses be- Mean 1·.53 
tween arrest and release SD 1.25 
of defendants who are N ,53 
eligible for release. 

4. Gathering data to be Rank 4.5 
used in evaluating and Mean 1.56 
improving the effective- SD '.98 . 
ness of one's own program. N 54 

UJ 
(]) 
QD 
rcj 

tS 
1 

1 .14-
·3 
23 

2 
1.43 
1·36 

21 

3 
1.50 

.86 
22 

7 
2.76 
2.21 

21 

Ul 
(]) 

:> 
.r-! 

~.I-' 

§g 
o ~ 
Of:il 

1 
1·30 

·57 
20 

1 
1·30 

·92 
20 

3 
1.40 

.82 
20 

6 
1·75 
1.12 

20 

~~ 
~ 

ro Ul 
H -P~ Ul 
(]) O(]) ct-f 

Orcj .r-! s:: (]) Ul ct-f 
.r-! s:: H f-l oct-! .r-! 
,-f(]) -po .r-! Q) H 
.act-f ro.p rI .r-! .~ ::Sill .r-! -I':> 0;:: 
P-tc:l c:l<t! ClIO [f.} 

3 1 1 1 
1.64 1.73 1.12 1.27 
1.06 1.76 .42 .5'7 

28 26 32 34 

·2 5 ') '2 
1·.20 1.9) 1·39 1.56 

.72 1.70 . ~ 71 1.03 
27 28 31 33 

1 7 7 3 
1.22 2.11 2.22 1.58 

.64 2.06 1.40 1.00' 
27 28 32 33' 

6 2 4 6 
2.14 1.79 1.7.5 1.78 , 
2.67 1.42 1·37 1.16 

28 28 32 32 

ct-f 
o ro 

.pd 
roS::@Ul ::s (]) rG H 
Ul rcj.p 0 
s::s:: oR 
(])OHO 
UlPi(])(]) 
s:: ro.c: H 
o (]) -P .r-! 
op:::Oc:l 

1 

1'46 
. 4 
163 

2 
1 . .50 
1.13 

160 

3 
1.70 
1.29 
162 

4 
1.96 
1.52 N 

N 161 {::" 



Table 29 Continuedl. 

~ o (J) 
(J) .ps:! 

(J) '<1) (J) (J) (J)s:!ttl{J) 

rJ~ 
l> H .p l>;, (J) ;.::$<1)~H 

~+J 
<1) o (J) r.; (J) 'd .p 0 

(J) Ord .r-! s:~ <1){J) ~H s:!~ .p f\b0 <1) .j.'i :::J .r-! r-! .f3~ o~ .r-! Q)OHO 

'cl 
<1). M §~ M<1) .r-! (J) H IZlPtQ)Q) o H 'd ,.Cl rH {J).p r-I .r-! ill s.:::{J)~~I' 

0 H·r-! .s o >4 :::s (J) .r-! .p o~ ~ o (J).p • .; 
t!J P-tl=! o fxl P-tA A<tl p..o IZl O~OI=! 

~* .... :-"' 

5. Maintaining good re- Rank L~. 5 13 10 13 12 11 13 12 
lations with judges and Mean 1.56 3.67 2.35 3.04 3·07 2.78 2.36 2.85 
other court, personnel. S'I) 1.06 2.44 1.72 2.19 2.36 2~08 1.73 2.10 

N 5L~ 21 20 28 27 31 33 160 - .' , 

6. Reducing the cost to Rank 6 5 4 9 4 8 8 5 
the public by lceeping Mean 1·58 2.27 1 .• 60 2.48 1.89 '2·30 2.03, 2.11 
peopl~, out of jail (and .Sf) .• 91.,1.45 1.09 2.19 1.34 1·51 ' L.74 1.6'2 
employed where possible) N 53 22 20 27 28 31 31 159 
while awaiting disposi-
tion of ?- case. 

7. Maximizing the number Rank 7 8 10 L~ 15 12 4 13 
,of pers ons at liberty be- Mean 1.65 2.86 2'45 1.'74 3.79 2.92 1.62, 2.'93 
:tween arrest and final Sf) 1·30 2.21 1. 2 1.66 2.17 2.03 ,94 2.13 
disposition of a case. N 52 22 20 27 28 28 29 166 

8. Gathering data to be Rank 8 10 12 8 9 5 7 7 
used in assessing the Mean 2.09 3·18 2 .1~5 2·31 2.25 2~00 1.82 2.27 
effectiveness of pre-trial Sf) 1.50 2.04 1.64' 1.76 1.60 1.70 1. Lt,O 1.70 
release programs in com- N 51 22 20 26 28 32 34 162 
parison to the operation l\) 

l\) 

of traditional bail systems. \J'\ 



,Table 29 Continued, 

'H 
o Ul 

Ul Ul~§Ul Ul Q) Ul Ul 
H > H ~~ CI.l ~Q)..clH 

~.~ .r-! Q) OQ) ~" Ul'd~O 
Ul >.,~ ore: .r! S Q)CI.l ~~ .p 

Sh~ 
Q) ~~ .r-! ~ O'H .r!' Q)OHtl 

'cl b.O § ~ .-tQ) .f.4o or-! Q) ~ CIlAQ)Q) 
OH 'd ,o'H Ult r-l or-! s:! Ul..cl H 0 
~iS tS o t><l ~G1 

o~ .) O..cl ..cl o ill ~ or-! 0 (.) rg fL$ O-J(.) [I) Qo:;:gCl 

9., Serving the court Rank 9 4 5 10 3 9 11 6 
in a neutral fashion. Mean 2.26 1.80 1.68 2.80 1.85 '2.50 2.22 2.19 

"§j) 1.82 1.85 1.29 2.45 1·59 ,2.03 1.41 1.84 
N 49 20 19 26 27 32 32 156 

10. Minimizing the poten- Rank 10 9 7 12 6 6 .9 8 
tial danger to the commu- Mean 2.30 3·00 1.8.5 3·00 1.96 2.03 2.06 2.29 
nity of persons released §'j) 1.89 2.18' 1.69 2.21 1.63 2.00 2.00 1.98 
prior to trial, by main- N 5L~ 20 20 26 27 30 34 157 
taining supervision in 
appropriate cases. 

, , 

11. Reducing over- Rank' 11 11 9 7 11 14 ,10 10 
crowding in jails. Mean 2 • .54 3.48 2.20, 2.19 2.96 3·43 2.12 . 2.73 

SI) 1.82, 2.57 1.58 1.96 2.15 2.18 1.62 2.08 
N .54 23 20 26 28 . 30 33 160 

12. 'Reforming the bail Rank .12 12 13 .5 13 10 14 11 
'system by reducing the Mean 2.63 3.62 2.80 2.08 3·20 2.61 2.42 2.76 
use of money bail and "§j) 2.20 2.65 2.14 2.12 2.26 2.00 1.90 2.17 
minimizing the role of N .52 21 20 2.5 26 31 33 156 
bail bondsmen. 

" 



Table 29 Continued. 

Cf-f o (/) 
(/) . .p § 

(/) (J) (/) (/) (/) Q (/) 
~ > ~ .p~ (/) ;:j Q),q H 

I ~~. ·..-1 Q) OQ) Cf-f (/) rei .p 0 
(/) ~.p O'd ·n Q Q)(/) 'Cf-f Qs::! .p 

fibg Q) .p ;:j 'n Q .f3~ OCf-f 'n Q)OHO J 
r-I 1.\.0 §g ,.-J(J) ·n Q) H (/)P1Q)Q) 
ro OH 'd ,oCf-f (/).p r-f 'n (J) QtIl,q~ 
0 ~iS tS o >4 ::s (J) 'n .p O,C: ,q o Q).p .,..1 

C!J of;il j:4Q t=l<lJ j:40 rn o~ot=l 

13· Acting as an advocate Rank 13 16 16 11 14 16 1.5 15 
for defendants regarding Mean 2.65 5.00 3·95 2.89 3. 64 3·52 2.53 3.46 
pre-trial release when. Sf.) 1.92 2.68 2.30 2.17 2.51 2.35 ·1.60 2·37 
eligibility requirements N 51 18 20 26 28 31 32 155 - . are met. 

~ '. 14. Helping to ensure that Rank 14 6 8 14 8 2 5 9 
indi viduals W110 might be Mean. 2'.66 2.38 2.00 4.61 2.14 1.25 ' 1.77· 2·30 
dangerous to the community SD 2.11 2.11 1.97 2~35 2.07 . 1.08 1.82 2.16 
are not granted pre-trial N- .53 21 20 26 28 .32 34 161 
release. 

15. Maintaining good Rank 15 14 14 16 10 13 12 14 
relations with police Mean 2.72 4.54 2.95' L~. 7.5 2.85 3.03 2.33 3·3.5 
officials. S"I) 1 .. 57 2.52 1.73 2.0.5 2.23 2.01 1.83 2.23 

N 5L~ 22 20 28 27 31 33 161 

16. Providing information Ranlc 16 ' 15 15 15 16 15 16 16 
to the court or to proba- Mean 2.78 4.91 3·.50 4.64 4.78. 3 .L~7 3. 19 4.04 
tion officials for use in SD 2.09 2.50 2 . .50 2.65 2. 3l~ 2 .l~9 2.l}S 2·.53 
sentencing determinatibns. N 50 22 22 28 27 27 32 161 N 

N 
':'l 
~I 
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*Sourcea stover, Robert V. and John A. Martin. "Results of a Questionnaire Survey 
Regarding Pre-Trial Release and Diversion Programs," in National Center for 
state bourts. Policyme.kers· Views Regarding Issues in the Operation and 
Evaluation of Pre-Trial Release and Diversion Programs I Findings From a 
Questionnaire Survey. Denver, Colorado, April, 1.975, p. 25. 
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APPENDIX C: INFORMATION FILES COMPIJETED FOR 
ACCUSED OFFENDERS RELEASED BY 
THE COURT TO THE JURISDICTION 
OF THE FRANKLIN COUNTY PRE-TRIAL 
RELEASE PROGRAM . ' 
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I.ocation ___ _ 
StaLf • 

FRANKLIN COUNT"{ ~ID!rc.:IPAr. COt."RT 
BAIL BOND I~..sTlc'.i~ TION 

---
Case -:-____ _ 

AKA ________________________ _ 

AddreM ____________________ , ____ __ 

How LODIi _____ P.boDe _____ _ 

Wl~ ________________ ~ ______ ___ 

Attt:lrnfr/ ____ _ 

ResideD' of ___ County Far' ___ _ D.O.B. ____ _ 

Do.to,.-__ 
Interview'_ 

Chsr"o""_ ___ _ 

JudiO ____ _ 

Phone ____ _ 

Age ______ _ 

Resident of ___ Slate FoX' ____ _ Socl.al S&curity No. _______ _ 

Birthplace ____________ _ M_ F~ He.ight_ Wcl~ht __ 

Previous Address: 

(No.) (City t. State) (HoYi long) 

HCIW Lon;i ___ _ 

Chlldren_ Ag'e5 ________ L0C3t!on_. _______ Suppert, ____ _ 

Grade complc!t~d ____ School ____ ~--__ ~ Clty _______ _ 

Rc.d~ Wrlte_ Collego/Other _____________________ _ 

EQlploy~~ _____ • ____________ _._------ Length ____ _ 

Addres4 __________________ -:--_ Ft"Olll _____ TQ ____ _ 

Job DCllC'lption ____________ Superv1Sor _______ Photle ___ _ 

Member of union? tocal ____ _ 

(Phone) (Length-To-From) . . (Employer) (Ac!dresa) 

~", 
We1Care _ Type _______ ......, ____ Studenc, ____ Where _____ _ 

~rvice Bunch Lent;th Oischartre 
----__ ____________________ ________ 0 ______ _ 

.<' 

I 
23Q . . D 

I 
g 

I 
g' ~ 

~ !~ , 

~ 

m '~, 

~ -, 

~ 

I , f f" 

"'1 ' 

'tJ 

I 
I· 

. 
I 
I 
I· 
I 



~ • , 
i 

~ 

~ 
.' 

~. i' Under doctor's C3re? _ Doctor _____ _ Phone ____ , ... Special !\1t'!dication ___ _ 

Proble:ns (pa.s~ or present) WiUl: Alcohol_ NltrCotics~ Emotion.u Problems ____ _ 

~ 
Expuu~ _________________________ ~ ______ ~ _______ ~-M--____________________ __ 

Hoapitalbed ___ Whero _________ • __ ..... __ Lcngth ________ _ 

9 "' 

ReASen, ______________________ __ 

Hllve you Ctlnt:acted anyone s,iccD you have been a.rrested?_ WhOCl? ___ ...;. _____ _ , , 

. ~ 
Arrested by ____________ ~P.D • 

Previous U'l'e:Jt:.I: 

(Charge) (YeuJ UJiSpOSl conI 

I 
I 

Pending char;;cs: _______________ CurrenUy 91'1 bond? _________ _ 
, 

Probation or Puole_ City/County/State P.O. ___________ Phone _____ _ 

Holder_ Otb~r dctainers _________________ .P.O. eontacted _____ _ 

I I.D. No. __________ F.B.I. Sheet_' __ Other wart'ants _________ _ 

RECORD 

I 
Year Disoosition BFOI 

~ 

I 
I 
t1 
Ia 

I 
I 
I ' . 

I 



i 
I 

I 
I 

I 
! 
I 
.""--

.. 

lNn.me). (Addr~4) (Phone) (Re.1auoll8hipl 

Do yO.\I have any t:l{orlT.JlUon not covered in the ilbove que5tion~ whicb. weuld aid the court in oening a bond? ____________________________ _ 

AdditiO:1al in!erma clon rellultinS' Crom verification: 
Resldeocy _______________________________________________________________ __ 

Employmcnt_. _______ _ 

=4 
O~~ ____________________________________________________________ _ 

--------------------------------------------------------------------
Additional Ce-.::lttlcnts of i.ntl!rviewer: 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

~';I •.• ~'cjJ, ____________ ~ __________________ , ___ _ 

I .'f 

2.32 

D l 

I 
I 
I 
I ,-y, , 

0 

I'" II -I 
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Comment8 lind re«amendl\Qol1 0( bond lIlVt:BQ;rator: 

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

CCIllIDents of C.r.D.: 

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

In.hlr-olfiee C:l:::.Clt.UJ.ieatiOtl: ________________________ _ 

DaCe: BOI1d Re=Clend.?ticllll: 

P.T.R.P.~ 

C.P.D.: 



-- ----------
I 

234 I 
,.1 

.;:.::Ca=ll::...;:;.;:OIl:.o..;ys;..;..: _______ .a.x>.: 

------------------------ I 
~D-~O~.B~·:~ __ • ________ ~_I~~c=c:~es;..;..s~:------.--------------

JUdc:e: 
Pl".c:'.e: 

Attv. : 0 :" 

Atty • ."~,,;.;,;r.~;.e;...:'"__ _____ _!=-~_o__.---------

I
~E-' "::;::-~.e: __ _ 

File !,.oca~ic:1: I 

:. O
-~e~ C~-~~·~~~s _::::::::::::======::::-:"-:"--1 _. - ~ .. -;: -.- .. 

1i'ateT" ~.""!i! :~":.~. co. iOat21 !-f~"':':I .oaee:---co. 

--I. I It I, I. ~-

~ 

I ., 

Ie. I Ie. Ie. Ie. 
Is. 'I I B. ~ I So' lB. ~ ;\3 . , 

I I __ I ,----+1 _', I I, -r' ____ . . 

~ . J: ii +-: --r: __ -,-r 
--'- .... r' _II ~; " --r-,----
--1- , l~---'--
:=J __ .~_,l=L_ L ..;-.T _____ I ~=--= -I .---~~" 1 I I --~ .. 
. - : I I' -~r-' 
Date, :~a:e ' co. C:), 

·0 
~ 
m: 

, Ie. I Ie. ~ I c', I c_ 
-----~ln-.--------~I--~13-.-------+~--~IB-.-- -I----~IB~.---------

--+ -~__1_l---~, l _ --=1--i-"---
-.J. f--+- ~ I ---," -F:J=--=--= 
_ I' . I _1-.1 __ ._-: __ J ____ _ 
.. I I 4 I, I ' 

I I i' --r------
_. , , II ---------. 

=: I I: +- -l-=----

I 
~ 

m ~ 

I 

-----------------------.--------------------.. -------------- ~ 
, 12-74·----:,---------:------· --------

".(' . I· l 
. . I 

I 



Sir;rncd 
C=c!i~o:.s 
lc~: ___ ....; ______ .......... ____ _ 

:~:o: 

--- .... --------
----~-___ ~_+I _____ -~-"?-----.... ! =..", _______ _ 

I 

. I 

I 
--------~--------~--------------------------------I 

____ -:-____ .-L-______________ _ 
I 

I 
----------+------------~-------------------------~ I 

J 

I I 
I I 
I i 
I I 
I I' 
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O!fiea Copy 

~"DA.'\-r's NAl!E ____________ .,...._DATE ______ _ 

tOIl h~vo beeu r-elea.sed by Judie _______ ..... ______ 01). iL! 

_-. ___ REPORT~G ·RECOO~1Z.A.".CZ BOND 

__ REPORT~G Si..'1l.ETY smm 

_____ REPORTING .u>P~R.A~C::: BO~"D 

"nUt ·re~"::i" up~~ c! ~ bond oean.s t!:.J., :tau a:e REQC'!:'\!:> :0. !'I!?crt to :hl3 
o!!1ee. in PI!I:OSOIl or by ~1e?i:.C'Qe. ~61-5H1. ~ :':::es eac;: 'Nee:':, '(ou will oe u-
pected to re?or: :0 Oil ~:o::ca.ys. "'iec~esd.'ly:l u:d :::ic!a:t' oewe1:!11 
\bo he'll:'s e! i! !or 1n;" :eu01l j'C'U a.:e u.::.ablo :0 :::lue your csll 
~ t.."Us ti::e. yau a.:e =eq'.::..:ee :0 call ;a.:).d X'll?ort U SCOIl U pcssiblll. 

The Pre-Trial Releue oectl is ~en every WI/Ok~lLY != 8:00 A,!J, :0 9:00 P,!J .. 
end will lCecpt calls iUlyti.:::lil dur'.:. t!:.eso hours rega:tiless o! your a..ssig':l.ed t.:::lil. 

CO~lTIO~S OF 'lU:LE..\SE: 

1. All J.c!c!:'es= ;a.:).d ;elel):Oono :1ut::ou wboer!! rC'U ~ ':e :e~ed ill 
NquU'ed. AllY c:::.a::;;e in ?lace o! X'e:rl:!e!:.ce 0: :elep!lone 
oUl:lba t:lt:.S~ be :epo:-:ed :0 u!.: o.::::.co I--!<:!ia:el'/, 

2. ' Any cila.o;ge ill e::::?I~e%u staNS Cl\l5t be !'cpo:-ced to this 
om Ctl i=:: e-C ill : e hI' • 

3. You ue cot UlO':1'e<:\ to lellvCI F~ CC'U::'ty unless you 
have per--usioll .!:= ~ office belon yO'U iO. 

,. Other collc!i1!01lS plae&d Oil da(e:lc!z.nt: 

YO'U cust ~?ort 5 t!::es per 'liT,uk, 
You ::lust resic!e mCl ___ . __ ~~ ____ ~ __ 
You Clus~ :loot have ally eoll~Ct 7r.th ?r<:Se<:'~t:.:!6 '/ii:::ldS, 

I unc!el'S".lU:::I t!:.a: i! I Wl to appelU" for lily =..~ b.ea..-in;s. ClII j\:c;e will !!lSUO 
.. Va..""T&llt !cr =y a:!"~St ;.::d ~a: I oa.y we be c!!2.!';ed wi~ !;.t.h::e to l.?pear whlQ 
ill A.Il ,.::!:!!::::~l.! !e::::',' e::a.::,~, I u:lce:s:.utd t!le oc::::i::iCI:.S t!:.at :':'0 :!':l.c .. kll.ll C::U!1ty 
MUAlci?l.i. C::~~ :'u ?:J.:e<: \!;!Oll =Y :lIiuse ;a.:).c! z~ee to C:C:::lply v."i~ ~e:l. (wo 
unc!us:a.::.:i ~ai i! l:!y o£ :':'ese COIlc!iCO~ ua .·l'1oU:ed, =.., 3~c! =1V ):e ... ev~j.:t:':!.~ 
a W:""-:Z!lt !S$·..!~ !:.: -::0' a..-::'!!!':. 

____________________ DATE ______________ _ 

PRE-Tal\!. REUASE ?RC~t 
20 SoutO. F:ont Street 

481-5H1 
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APPENDIX D: A SUMMARY OF THE TWENTY -SEVEN 
PRE-TRIAL RELEASE PROGRM~ 
EVALUATIONS EXMflINED IN THIS 
STUDY 
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STUDY 
fl· A B 

1 29. 7% 17.2% 
-

2 
-

3 

4 2.3% 

5 

,6 , 

. . . 
7 

8 19,.8% 8~3% 

9 

10 

11 31;3% 19.1% 

12 23.0% 

13 25.0% 37.1% 

TABLE 30 

A SUMMARY OF TWENTY-SEVEN ASSESSMENT STUDIES 
OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE 

, 

INDICt TOR 
C D E F G 'N I J 
. 2.67 23 .l~% 17.4% 25 .l~% 13% 

14.5% 

8.0% . 4.0.% 6%-
10% 

10.00 

58.0% 
,,-

39.7% .33.·8% 58.0% 2.8% . . 
11.0% 

49.0% l~2 .1% 51.8% 9 .• 2% 3.0% 

52.0% 7.9% 8.8% 1.3% 6.8% 

77.0% 68.0% 62.5% 6.0% 1.8% 

61.0% .154 
5.6% 6.4% 5.1% 

.. . 
2.0% 

65.0% l,.6.0% 4.4% 

K L 

, 

2.2% 28 • ..5% 

", 

9.4%, 19.3% 

~." 
~ 

lV.l -

$ 9.63 
-
$ 4.25 

$ 6.00 

$ 1.02 

'$10.00 

$ 9.00 

, 
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Table )0 Continued: 

--..... 

STUDY INDICATOR 
_II 

---. 
II A B C D IE F G I J Ie L M . 

14 28.0% 1'5.4% . 1.6% 3.0% 

15 3.3% . 2.89% 
-

16 65.1% 31.4% 48.0% .75% 2.3% 
-~ 

17 24.7% 13. 01~ .75% 2. ~% 
- -

18 7 .• 2% 43.0%' 1.0% .7% 
1-. 

19 5.0% 22.0% 1.0% 7.4% 

20 4.1% 18.01b 1.5% 
, .. 8.3% 

--. 
21 1+.6% 14'.0% 2 • .5% 

. 
3.1% 

" ' I 
'.22 2.9% 15.0% 1.25% 19. 0% 

23 ' 4.0% L~5.0% .2% 2.9% 

24, 6.0% 6.0%2 6.0%2 
, 

25 23·0% 9.0%2 2 .. 9.0% I: o 

26 4l~. 3% 30.0% 7.8% 

27 28.0% 21.0% 10.0% I 6.4% 8.2% 2.8% 3.0% 
, - . 
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lincludes recognizance release, surety'bonds, appearance 
bonds and unknown pre-trial release. 

2no significant difference betw'een bail and recognizance 
release found. 

3ad justed FTA rate of 4.1% when acco1nlting for those who 
vo;Luntarily re-appeared, contac-ted by recognizance 
:release personnel. · . , 

. 4from 1972--1973 the booking to release time dropped from 
3 • 03 days t () 3. 7. hour s . 

! 
! 

& .'·;l 

INDICATOR MEASURED LEGEND 

A. Percent of the tot..:'.l accused offend.er population who 
~ere interviewed for recognizance release. 

B. :E'ercent of tl1e total' accused 0ffender population who 
received a recognizance release. 

C. Percent of the accused. offender population interviewed 
who were recommended for a recognizance y-elease. 

D. :Percent of the accused offender population interviewed 
who received a reco~zance ,r.'elease. 

E. Time: Booking to recognizance release (in days). 

F. Time: Booking to'prelimina~y hearing (in days). 

G. Percent of the accused offende:rs granted a recognizance 
,release who wer~ re-arrested while on recognizance. 

H. Percent of the money bailed accused offenders who wlere 
re-arrested while re,lea$ed. 

I. Percent of the accused offenders granted a recognizance 
release who failed to appear for an appointed court 
hearing. 

J. Percent of the money bailed accused offenders who fail­
ed to appear for 8!l appointed. court hearing. 

K.Percent of the accused offenders r,ecommended for and 
placed on a reco~lizance release 'who failed to appe~ 
for ,an apPGint~d court hearing. 
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. L. Percent of the accused offenders not recommended for 
recognizance release who were placed on recognizance 
by the court who failed to appear for an appointed 
court hearing. 

M. Direct pre-trial detention cost per day. 

1. 

2. 

. . 
STUDY NUMBER LEGEND 

. . . 
Alameda Regional Criminal Justice Planning Board, An 

Evaluation of the COffiurehensive Pre-Trial Services 
- Delivery Syst.em i·n Alameda Qounty. Oakland, -

California: 1976. 

Angel, Arthur R. et al, "Preventive Detention: An 
Empirical Analysis." Harvard Civil Rights-Civil 
Liberties Law Review. Boston, Massachusetts Pre­
Trial Release Program. Yolo 6, March 1971. 

Belle Marshall et all Final Report: Franklin County 
.LColumbus, Ohio) Pre-Trial Release Program~ 
Unpublished manuscript, 1974. 

Bogoffiolny. Robert L. and William Gaus. "Evaluation 
of the Dallas Pre-Trial Release Project." -South­
western Law Journal" Vol. 26, 1972.. 

.5. Institute for the Study' of Crime and Delinquency, 
Model Cornnl1.mity Corr.§.9tion$.l Pro.a:ram ~ Su.mmar:y: 
Report. Sacramento 1 California: 1969.· 

6. 

8. 

" ' 

Kessler,' John W. First Annum Report of the Miami 
,valley Council of· Gover.nment IS ,Pre-,Trial 'Releas~ 
Project. Dayton, Ohio: 1972. 

LocKe, J; W. et al .. Compilation and Use of Criminal 
Court Data in Relat~-to ~re-Trial Release of -
'Defend§glts: A Pilot S~~.y.>; National, Bureau of 
Standards. Technical Note .53.5. Wash~ngton, D.C.: 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 1970. 

Mollaur, R~.chard R. Bail Reform in the Nat~ons 
Caui tal. Washington, D. C.:, GeorgetoWn Uni versi ty 
Law Center,:t.966.. '. , . t 

II :1 
National Institute of Law Enf'orcement and· Crliminal 

Justice • Community ·,Based Corrections in iDes Moines 
Washil!-gton, D. C.: U. S. Department of Justice II 1976. 

.. : 

·-'1 



10. 

11. 

12. 

14. 

1 t' :;. 

~'16. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

242 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. Handbook of Co~~unity Corrections in Des 
Moines. Washington, D.C.: Fifth JUdicial District 
Department of Court Services,. ,U. S. Department of 
Justice, 1973. ' 

Obert, Ronald. Pre-Trial Release' Program in an Urban 
Area: Final Report, Santa Clara Pre-Trial Release 
Program. San Sose, California: Santa Clara Release 
Program, 1973. 

O'Rourke, Thomas P. and Richard G. Salem. "A Compar­
ati ve Analysis of Pre-Trial Re,lease Procedures. II 
Crime and Delinquency; Vol. 1+, 1968,. 

Schaffer, L. Andrew. 
Manhattan in 196-7. 
Justice, 1. 9'10. -

Bail and Parole Jumping in 
New York: Vera Institute of 

Sturz, Herbert, ~3t all liThe Manhattan Bail Project: 
An Interim Report on the Use of Pre-Trial Parole.'" 
~rew Y,ork University Law Revi:-.w, Vol. 38, 1963. 

University of North Carolina Institute of Government. 
Pre-Trial Release in Fifteen North Carolina (·:."lunties. 
Raleigh~or~h Carolina: 1966.' .. 

\~a,shington ~ D. C. , . study quoted 'in' Wice, Paul B. 
Freedom for. Sale. Lexington, Mass.: Bexingtor:­
Books, 197~~., 

San Francisco Recognizance Release study quoted in 
Wice, Paul B. Freedom for Sale. Lexington, Mass.: 
Lexington Books, 1974. 

Baltimors Recognizance Release, study quoted'in Wice, 
Paul B.· Freedom for Sale. Lexington, Mass.t 
Lexington Books, 1977}-;-- , 

Los Angeles' Recognizance ,;:;tudy quoted in Wice, Paul 
, B. Freedom for Sale. -Lexington, Mass.: Lexington 

Book~, 1974. 

Atlanta Recognizance Release study q"lloted in ltJice, 
Paul B. Freedom for Sale. LE'xington, Mass.: 
Lexington Books, 1974. 

st. Louis Recognizance Release study quoted in Wiee, 
Paul B. Freedom for Sale. Le'xington, Mass.: 
Lexington Books, 1974. 
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22. Chicago Recognizance Release study quoted in Wice, 
Paul B. Freedom for Sale. Lexington, Mass.: 
Lexington-Books, 1974.~ 

23. Indianapolis Recognizance Release study quoted in 
\o'lice, Paul B~ Freedom for Sale. Lexington Books f 

1974. 
'. 

Nationa~ Studies 

24. Thomas, Wayne, A Decade of Bail Reform. Davis, 
California: Center on the Administratio,n, of' 
Criminal Justice. Unpublished manuscript, 1974, 
1962 Figures. 

25. Thomas, Wayne. A Decade of Bail Reform. Davis, 
California: Center on the Administration of 
Criminal ~J~tice. Unpub+ished manuscript, 1974. 
1971 Figures. 

26. U.S. Office of Economic Opportunity. 
Release Program: Working Papers. 
D.C.: 197:.3. 

Pre-Trial 
Washington, 

Wice, Paul B., Bail and Its Reform: A National 
Surve~; Washington, D.C.: U,S. Department of 
Justi~e, 1972.' 
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APPENDIX E: . A COST/BENEFIT MODEL FOR THE 
CLASSIFICATION.AND SPECIFICATION 
OF ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION 
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TABLE .31 . . 
A COST/BENEFIT MODEL FOR CLASSIFICATION 

AND SPECIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION* 

I. Governmental Point of View- - those costs and benefits which affect the flow 
of funds of local, State, and Fed~ral Governments. 

A. Costs 

1. Primary - those present and 
expected future fiscal budget . 
dollar outlays directly 
attributable to a given 
criminal justice program. 

'2. Secondary - those meas~rable 
and expected future direct or 
opportunity costs not appear­
ing in report.ed. fiscal budgets 
but dir.ectly attrtbutable to·' 
a given criminal justice 
program. 

.3" Tertiary - those unmea'surable 
present and expected future 
costs directly attributable 
to a given criminal justice' 
program. 

B. Benefits 

1. 

2. 

.3. 

Primary - those present and 
expected future fiscal budget 
cost reductions dir~ctly 
attributable ~o a glven 
criminal j~stice program. 
Secondary - those measurable 
and expected fu~ure economic 
gains, other than cost reduc­
tions, dire6tly attributable 
to a given 9~imin~l justic~ 
program. 
Teriary - those present and 
expected future gains directly 
attributable to a given 
c~iminal justice program. 

II. Sdcietal Point of View - those costs arid benefits which affect natiopal 
income or accumulated wealth of society. 

A. Costs 

1. Primary - those present ,and 
expected future fiscal budget 

B. Benefits 

1. Primary - those present and 
expected future fiscal budget 

CI 



Table 31 Continued: 

" 

dollar outlays which repre­
sent a diversion of national 
income (wealth or services). 

2. Secondary - those measurable 
present and expected future 
direct or opportunity costs 
not appearing in reported 
fiscal budgets., 

3. Tertiary - 'those unmeasurable 
present and expected future 
'costs directiy attributable 
to a given criminal 'justice 
program. , 

dollar gains of national 
income (wealth or services). 

2. Secondary - those measurable 
present and expected future 
economic gains, other than 
cost reduction~J directly 
attributable to a given 
criminal justice program. 

3. Tertiary - those unmeasurable 
gains direct,ly attributable 
to a given criminal justice 

,program. 

III. Ihdi vidual Point of View - those costs and bemefi ts which affect the 
personal income or the accumulated wealth of the convicted criminal. or 
his or her family. 

A., Costs 

1 •. 

2. 

Primary those present and 
expected future personal or 
family expenditures that 
are increased by participa­
tiqn in a given criminal 
justice program. 
Secondary - those measurable 
present and expected future 
opportunity costs to the 
convicted criminal or his or 
her family. 

~ 
~ 

B. Benefits 

.1. 

2. 

Primary - those present and 
expected future personal or 
family exp'endi ture reductions, 
directly attributable to a 
given criminal justice 
program. 
Secondary - those measurable 
present and expected future 
economic gains to the con~ 
victed criminal or his or 
her family, other than cost 
reductions, directly attri­
butable to a given criminal 
justice pro&,·ram:. 
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Table 31 Continueda 

3. Tertiary - those unme'asurable 
present and expected future 
costs to the convicted crim­
inal or his or her family 

, directly attributable to a 
given crim~nal justice 
program. 

3. Tertiary - those unmeasurable 
gains to the convict~d crim­
inal or his or'her, family· 
directly attributable to a 
given criminal justice 
program. 

*Sourcea ' Carl W. Nelson. 
Incarceration," 

"Cost-Benefit Analysis.and Alternatives to 
Federal Probation, 39 (December, 1975). p. 47. 
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APPENDIX F: DEMOGRAPHIC CK4RACTERISTICS 
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TABLE 32' 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

CATEGORY 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE 
AT CURRENT ADDRESS: 

0.-. 1 MONTH 
2-12 MONTHS 

13-24 MONTHS 
25-96 MONTHS 
97+ MONTHS 

MI:SSING DATA 

TOTAL 

REsrpENT OF FRANKl/IN COUNTY I 
YES 
NO 
MISSING DATA 

TOTAL 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN COUNTY: 

RACE: --

0- 12 MONTHS 
13- 24 MONTHS 
25- 48 MONTHS 
49- 96 MONTHS 
·97-180 MONTHS 

181+ MONTHS 
MISSIN9 DATA 

WHITE 
NON-WHITE 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

N 

85 
201 
54 
83 
74 
15 

512 
X=29.048 

507 
3 
2 

512 

40 
16 

-23 
53 
53 

325 
2 

,512 
X= 204.427 

. 317 
195 

512 

249 

PERCENT 

16.6% 
39. 3 
10.5 
16.2 
14.5 

2.9 

100 % 

. 99.0% 
.6 
.4 

100 % 

7.8% 
3·2 
4.5 

10.4 
10.4 
63.3 

.4 

100 % 

61.9% 
38.1 

100 % 
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Table 32 Continued: 

~ 
CATEGORY N PERCENT 

~ ., 

AGE: 
18-19 .147 28.7% ~ 20-21 105 20.5 
2.2-30 '158 30.9 
31-40 54. 10.5 ~ 41-50 . 32· 6.3 ;.\<;' 

51-60 j,J. 2.1 
90+ 5 1.0 

~ " . . 
TOTAL 512 100 % I . ! 

X= 25.861 l~ ",. 

SEX: I MALE 413 80.7% ~~~ 

, FElMLE 99 19·3 . _- .~ . 
TOTAL 512 100 % 

MARITAL S.TATUS: a· :t~ 

'" 
SINGLE 286 55.9% 
MARRIED 127 24.8 I ." 
DIVORCED . 72 14.1 i'.' 

", 

SEPARATED 22 4~3 
WIDOWED 3 .6 g MISSING DATA 2 .4- q~ 

-
TOTAL 512 100 % 

I '~~ 

EDUCATION: 
0- 8 YEARS .41 8.0% I· 9-11 YEARS 249 48.6 

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE l50 29·3 }} 13-15 YEARS 60 11.8 
COLLEGE DEGREE+ 10 1.9 
·MISSING DA~A 2 .4 

TOTAL .512 100, % I 
X=10.990 

I. 
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Table 32 Continued: 

CATEGORY 

RESIDE WITH~ 
FAMILY 
FRIENDS 
ALONE 
UNKNOWN 

, TOTAL 

VETERAN OF THE ARMED SER VI CES : 
YES - HONORABLE DISCHARGE 
YES - OTHER THAN HONORABLE 

DISCHARGE 
NOT A VETERAN 
MISSING DATA 

ALCOHOL, NARCOTICS AND/OR 
EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS: 

TOTAL . 

ALCOHOL, NARCOTICS PROBLEMS, 
NO EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS 

NO ALCOHOL NOR NARCOTICS NOR 
EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS 

ALCOHOL, NARCOTICS AND 
EMOTIONAL PROBLN~S 

NO ALCOHOL NOR Np~COTICS 
'PROBLEMS, EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS 

MISSING DATA 

TOTAL 

CURRENTLY EMPLOYED/STUDENT: 
EMPLOYED/STUDENT , 
EMPLOYED/NOT A STUDENT 
NOT EMPLOYED/STUDENT , 
NOT EMPLOYED/NOT A STUDENT 

'MISSING DATA 

TOTAL 

N 

353 
93 
56 
10 

512 

90 

43' 
377 

2 

512 

60 

392 

18 

40 
2 

512 

23 
240, 

24' 
224 
. 1 

512 

251 

PERCENT 

68.9% 
18.2 .. 
10.9: 

2.0 

100 % 

17.6% 

8.4 
73.6 

.'4 

100 % 

:1:1.7% 

76.6 

3·5 

7.8 
.4 

100 % 

4.5% 
46.9 
4.6 

'+j.8 
.2 

100 % 



Table 32 Continued: 

CATEGORY 

CURRENTLY A UNION MEMBER: 
YES 
NO· 
MISSING DATA 

CURRENTLY ON WELFARE: 
YES 
NO 
MISSING DATA 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

N 

43 . 
467 

2 

512 

121 
389 

2 

512 

252 

PERCENT 

8.4% 
91.2 

.4 

100 % 

23.6% 
76.0 

.4 

100 % 
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APPENDIX G: CRIMINAL JUSTICE HISTORY OF 
THE EXPERIMENTAL SA.MPLE 
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TABLE 33 
,CRIMINAL JUSTICE HISTORY DATA 

CATEGORY 

CURRENTLY ON P~OBATION OR PAROLE: , 
YES 
NO 
MISSING DATA 

CURREN'TLY ON BOND: 
YES 
NO 
MISSING DATA 

LEGAL AID RETAINED: 
PRIVATE 
PUBLIC DEFENDER 
UNKNOWN 

PRIOR MISDEMEANOR 

,..... .. ..., 

TOTAL, 

TOTAL ' 

TOTAL 

CONVICTIONS - PROPERTY: 
o 
1 
2 
3 OR. MORE 

RREVIOUS FTA INCIDENT: 
YES 
NO 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

N 

3.5 
47.5 

2 

.512 

89 
421 ' 

2 

.512 

188 
308 
16 

512 

438 
54 
14 

6 

512 
X= .197 

126 
'386 

512 

2.54 

PERCENT 

6.8% 
92.8 

.4 

100 % 

17.4% 
82.2 

.4 

100 % 

36.7% 
60.2 

3·1 

100 % 

85.5% 
10.5 

2.7 
1.3 

100 % 

24.6% 
75 .. 4 

100 % 
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Table 33 Conti~ued: 

===============================~.=.===== 
CATEGORY 

PRIOR FELONY 
CONVICTIONS ~ PROPERTY: 

o 
1 
2 
3 OR MORE 

TOTAL 

. 
PRIOR FELONY 

CONVIQTIONS PERSONAL: 
0 
1 
2 
3 OR MORE 

T'OTAL 

PRIOR FELONY 
CONVICTIONS VICTIMLESS: 

0 
1 
2 
3 OR MORE 

,TOTAL 

PRIOR FELONY 
CONVICTIONS - TOTP~: 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 

·5 OR MORE 
TOTAl! X= . 201 

N 

469 
31 

8 
4 

512 
X= .125 

49J· 
13 

5 
1 

512 
X= .051 

497 
13 

1 
t 

512 
X= .037 

459 
27 
15 

6 
1 
4 -

512 

PERCENT 

91.6% 
6.1 
1.6 

.7 

100 % 

96.3% 
2:5 
1.0 

. 2 
--
100 % 

97.1% 
2 . .5 

.2 

.2 

100 % 

89.6% 
5·3 
2.9 
1.2 

.2 

.8 
100 % 
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Table 33 Continued: 

CATEGORY 

MONTHS INCARCERATED 
IN ADULT INSTITUTIONS; 

o MONTHS 
1-6 MONTHS 
6+ MOr-j'THS 

TOTAL 

SEVERITY OF PRESENT CHARGE: 
MINOR MISDEMEANOR 
MISDEMEANOR 4TH DEGREE 
MISDEMEANOR 3RD DEGREE 
MISDEMEANOR 2:ND DEGREE 
MISDEMEANOR 1ST DEGREE 
FELONY 4TH DEGREE 
FELONY 3RD DEGREE 
FELONY 2ND DEGREE 
FELONY 1ST DEGREE 

, TOTAL 

MULTIPLE PRES:6NT CHARGE SEVERITY: 
o NO ADDITIONAL CHARGES 

,1 POINT 
2 POINTS 
3 POINTS 
4 PDINTS 
5 P\)INTS 
6 PO'INTS 
7 PO~i,NTS 
8 POlmTS 
9 OR ~ORE POINTS 

TOTAL 

N 

459 
30 . 
23 

.512 ' 
X=1'.834 , 

21 
12 
11 

6 
.56 

304 
35 
33 
34' 

512 
X=.5.898 

294' 
30 
43 
12 
11 
26 
39 

7 
11 
39 

512 
x=2.418 

257 

PERCENT 

89.6% 
5.9 
4 • .5 

100 % 

4.3% 
2·3 
2.1 
1.2 

10.9 
.59.4 
6.8 
6.4 
6.6 

100 % 

100 % 

. -. --



APPENDIX H: CASE MANAGEMENT AND OUTCOME 
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, ~ABLE 34 2.59 
CASE MANAGEMENT AND OUTC.OME 

Category N Percent 
Time lag from court imposed 
recognizance to formal acceptance: . 

Less Than 1 Day 
1 Da.y 
2 Days 
3 Days 
4 Days 
.5 Days 
6 Days 
7 Days 
8 Days 
9 Days 

Total 

Time lag from formal acceptance 
to first court hearing: 

Less Than 1 Day 
1 day 
2 Days 

3-7 Days 
8-14 Days 

1.5-:28 Days 
29 or more Days 
Missing Data 

Failure on Recognizance 
Appeared at all hearings 
Failed to appear at one 

or more court hearings 

Total 

373 72 .8% 
61 11·9 

8, 1.6 
21 4-.1 
17 3·) 

2 .4 
.4' .8 
J .6 
2 .4 

21 4.1 -
.512 100.0% 

X=.94. 

13 2 . .5 
29 5.7 

.5 1.0 
15.5 30·3 
166 32.4 

38 7.4 
90 17.6 

..M. . 3.1 
.512 100.0% 

x=16.643 

42.5 83% 

.~ -±1 

.512 100% 

l 

-- -_._-------------------------' 



Table 34 Continued: 

, 
Time lag from fo~mal.acceptance 
to second court hear~ng: 

0-7 Days 
8-14 Days 

15-28 Days 
29-56 Days 
57-84 Days 
Missing data or no second hearing' 

Total 

Time lag from formal acceptance 
to. third court hearing: 

.0-28 Days 
29-48 Days 
49-98 Days 

99-140 Days 
141 + Days 

Missing data or no third hearing 
Total 

Total time on recognizance: 

0-7 Days 
8-14 Days 

15-28 Days 
29-56 Days 

57-100 Days 
101-200 Days 
201 or more Days ., .. 
Missir1;g Data 

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

Total, 

7 
73 
88 
'76 

114 
154 
512 

x=45.173 

32 
42 
81 
54 
35 

268 . 
512 

x=84.430 

20 
83 
43 
86 
87 

124 
67 
z -

512 
X::: 92 .324 

1.4% 
14.2 
17.1 
14.8 
22.4 
30.1 

100.0% 

6.3 
8.2 

15.8 
10.5 
6.9 

52 .J. 
100.0% 

3·9 
16.2 
8.4 

16.7 
17·0 
2~,. 3 
13.1 

.4 
100.0% 
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T~ble 34 Continued: 

Contacts from PTRP staff 
% total time o~recognizance: 

No contacts 
.001,..,.100 
.101·-.200 
.201·· .300 
.30:1.-.400 
.401-·500 
·501+ 
Missing Data 

Total 

DisEosition of Eresent charge: 

Unknown 
Convicted in tri.al 
Plead guilty or bpnd forfeiture 
Found not guilty in trial 
Charges dropped/nolle pros 
Indictment returned 

Total 

Sanction of Eresent charge: 

UnknoV'm 
Probation 
Total suspended sentence 
Fine or fiscal restitution 
Incarceration in adult institution 
Indictment returne~' 
Charged dropped 
Incarceration in county jail 
Diversion 

Total 

'. 

\\ 

5 
11 
95 

200 
130 

48' 
7 

16 -
51Z' 

x=1.939 

.52 
16 

228 
11 

176 
~ 
512 

52' 
.58 

2 
94 
45 
24 

161 
47 

. 2~ 

512 

, ,1.0% 
2.1 

18.5 
39.0 
25.3 
9·3 
1.7 
3.~ 1 

100.0% 

10.2% 
3·1 

44.5 
2.1 

34.4 
2'Z 

100.0% 

10.2% 
11·3 

.4 
18.4 

8.8 
4·7 

31.4 
9.2 
,.7 

100.0% 
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ANALYSIS RESULTS 
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To assist the reader, the variables considered in 

Appendix I will be referred to by t~eir alpha numeric 

symbols.as follows: 

V~9 Dispositipn of the Present Charge 

V28 Previous Misdemeanor-Property Convictions 

VJJ Previous Felony-Personal Convictions 

VJ7 Severity of Present Offense 

VJ9 Previous, FTA Incident 

V44 Sanction of Present Charg~ 

The operatiorialization of these variable's was detailed 

in Chapter III. 



TABLE·3.5 

UNWEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION EQUATION 

Variables 
. Entered 

Constant 

V19 
V28 
V33 .. 
V37 . 

V39 

V44 

Regression 
Coefficients 

0.902913 

0.099449 
0.076505 

-0.11607/+ 

-0.024206 

-0.088527 

-0.043023 

Standard 
Deviations 

0.986141 

0.009229 
0.026971 
0.051262 

0.068890 

o. 03L~O 37 

0.005721 

Pa.rtial 
Correlations 

o. L~324 
0.1252 

-0.1003 

-0.1203 

-0.1150 

-0.3173 

All inclusion levels significant at p ~ .05 or beyond. 

TOTAL REGRESSION F = 30.1957 (Significant at the .05 level) 

T Values 
( 505) 

10.4818 

10. 7753 . 
2.8365 
2.26/+3 

\ 

2. 72·27 

2.Q009 

7.5199 

Par ti ti oned 
Mean Square 

11.0691 
O. 7671 
0.4888 . 

O. 7068 

0.6449 

5.3911 



Path Ne'twork 
.Decomposition 

----------------------------------
, 'Direct Path 

Indirect Paths 

V(19) 

. V(28) 

V(33) 

V(37) 

V(39) 

V(44) 
'--- -- -- ------'----

Sum of,Paths 

TABLE 36 

PATH ANALYSIS NETWORK 

STAl'1DARDIZED COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES ENTERED 
V (19) V( 28) V (33) V( 37) V (39) V(44) 

, , . , ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~-------

0.4886 

-0.0956 

0.0 

0.0025 

0.0035 

0.0108 

0.0046 

-0.1170 

0.1107 

0.0505 

0.0100 

0.0 

-0.0054 

0'.0081 . 

0.0179 

0.0199 

-0.0871 

0.0056 

-0.0178 

'0.0069 

0.0 

0.0015 

0.0108 

0.0042 

-0.1052 

-0.0711 

-0.0462 

. -0.0085 

0.0013 

0.0 

-0.0055 

-0.0122 

- 0.1015 

-0.0384 

-0.0204 

-0.0195 

0.0093 

' . -0 :0057' 

.. 0.0 

-0.0021 

-0.3117 

0.1577 

0.1684 

-0.0071 

0.0012 

-0.0041 

-0.0007 

0.0 

---------------------------------------------------~-----------------
0.3530 0.1612 -0.0815 00.1763 .. ·0.1399 -0.1540 

All inclusions significant at p" .05 or· beyond. 

" 
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To apply this unweighted multiple regression model to 

a specific data set, consider the hypotheti.cal case of Fred. 
. . 

Fred has had one prior misdemeanor-property conviction and 

one prior felony-personal conviction. He is currently 

charged. with a 3rd degree felony and has had no prior FTA 

incidents. It is determined that he plans 'to plead guilty 

and expe'cts to be placed on probation., This information can 

~e qUat:ltified, as outlined in Chapte'r III. By multiplying 

s!:(ch of Fred "s scores by the appropriate prediction coeffi­

cients and summing their products, a derived probability 

score of .92 is obta~ned, as illustrated, below. It can be 

roughly interpreted that Fred has an FTA probability cif 92%' 

when applying this unweighted multiple regression model. 

TABLE 37 

APPLICATION OF THE UNWEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION MODEL 
TO THE SPECIFIO 'CASE OF FRED 

Observed Scale 
Variable Score Coefficient Product 

~.." 

Oonstant .903 .903 

V19 I, '.099 .396 ...... , 
Y28 1 .077 .077 

V33 1 ,-.116 -.116 

V37 7 -.024, - .. 168 

V39 0 -.089 0 

v44 4 -.043 - .172 

SUMMED' TOTAL .920 
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Let us also consider the case o~ George. George has 

h,ad no prior misdemeanor nor felony convictions and no pre­

vious FTA incident. He is currently charg.ed with a 4th de­

gree felony, but anticipates this' charge will be dropped. 

This information can be quantified, as outlined in Chapter 

III. B~r multiplying each of George I s scores by the appro­

priate prediction coefficients and ~umming their products" 

a derived probability score of .81~ is obtained, as il­

lustrated below. It can be roughly interpreted that George 

has an FTA probability of 81.~% when applying this unweighted 

.multiple regression model. 

TABLE 38 

APPLICATION OF THE UNWEIGHTED MULTIPJ..$ R::&;G~~SSION MODEL 
, TO THE SPECIFIC CASE OF GEORGE 

Variable 

Constant 

V19 

V28 

Y33 

V37 

V39 

v44 

Observed 
Score 

1 

o 
o 

6 

o 

1 

SUMMED TOTAL 

Scale 
Coeffi.cient 

.903 

.099 

.077 

-.116 

-.024 

';'.089 

'\ . -.043 

Product 

.903 

.099 

0 

0 

- .144 

0 

-:043 

.81~ 

, . 
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To assist the reader, the variables considered in 

Appendix J. will be referred to by their alpha numeric symbols 

as follows:' 

V19 Disposition of the Present Charge 

v28 Previous Misdemeanor-Property Convictions 

V33 Previous Felony-Personal Convictions 

V37 Severity of Prese~t'Offense . 
V39 Previous FTA Incident . 

V44 Sanction of Present Charge 

The operationaliz.ation of these variables was detailed in 

Chapter III. 

. . 

// 



~ABLE 39 

W~IGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION EQUATION 

,-
"" •. "i'I~ 01._1.,.\' 

Variables Regression Standi;;lrd Partial T Value Partitioned 
Entered Coefficients Devia-bions Correlations 

" 
( .507) Mean Square 

Constant .740293 .070.537 10 .l~9.5 
V19 .0.56793 .008668 ?-893 6 . .5.52 23. 1498 .g.!o;.. 

V28 .097645 .024·889 ' .1781 3. 922 8.3001 
V37 .028828 .00.5519 .2342 . .5. 22 ~ 14.7132 
v44 -.030637 .ool~852 -'.2796 6. 31l~ 21.4962 

All inclusion levels are significant at p <.05 or beyond. 
TOTAL REGRESSION F = 20.3229 (Significant at the .05 level) 

Path Network 
Decomposition 
Direct Path 
Indirect Path 

V19 
V28 
V37 
V4L~ 

Sum of Paths 

V19 
.73.55 

-.5319-
o 

.0075 
- • .5L~40 
,.004S 

TABLE lW , ' 

'PATH ANALYSIS NETWORK 

S!TANDARDIZED COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES' ENTERED 
V28 ' V37 v44 

.1754 -.1372 -.1562 
All inclusions significant at p <.0.5 or beyond. 
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To apply this weighted multiple 'regression model to a 

specific data set, consider the hypothetical case of Pete. 

Pete has had no prior misdemeanor 'convictions, but is cur­

rently charged with a 1st degree 'misdemeanor. He expects to 

'be ind,icted by the grand jury. This information can be quan­

tified, as outlined in Chapter III. By multiplying ~ach of 

Pete's scores by the appropriate predicti.on coefficients and 

summing their products, a derived probability score of .91 

is obtained, as illustrated below. It can be roughly inter­

preted that Pete has an FTA probability of 91% when applying 

-this weighted multiple regression model. 

TABLE 41 

APPLICATION OF THE WEIGHTED ML~TIPLE REGRESSION MODEL TO 
THE'SPECIFIC CASE OF PETE 

Let us consider the case of Eddy. Eddy has had one 

prior misdemeanor-property conviction and is' 'cur'rently 

.. 
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charged with a 3rd degree misdemeanor. He anticipates all 

charges to be dropped in this ~tter. This information can 

be quantified, as outlined in Chapter III. By multiplying 

each of Eddy's scores by the appropriate predic·cion coeffi­

cients an~ summing their products, 'a derived probability 

score of .952 is obtained, as illustrated below. It can be 

roughly interpreted that Eddy has an FTA probability of 

95.2% when applying this weighted multiple regression model. 

TABLE 42 

APPLICATION OF THE WEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION MODEL . 
TO THE SPECIFIC CASE OF EDDY 

,Obtained Scale 
Variable Score Coefficient ,Product 

Constant .740 .740 

V19' 1 '.057 .057 

V28 1 .098 .098 

V37 3 '.029 .087 

v44 1 - .030 - .O~O 

S'UMMED TOT.4..L .952 
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To assist ,the reader, the variables considered in 

Appendix.K will be referred to by their alpha numeric symbols 

as follows: 

V19 Disposition of the Present Charge 

V28 Previous Misdemeanor-Property Convictions 

V33 Prev-iouf Felony-Personal Convictions 

V37 Severity of Present Offense 

V39 Previous FTA Incident 

v44 Sanction of Present Charge 

The operationalization of these variables was detailed in 

qhapter III. 
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Variables F to Enter 
Entered or Exit 

V19 72.5950 
V4L~ 62.3385 
V28 11.1876 
V37 7.6315 

. V39 5.6636 
V11 .2 .1221 

TABLE 43 

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS SUMMARY 

Wilks' RAO's 
Lambda V 

• 87539 72. 59L~8 
.77988 143. 9L~64 
.76307 
.75176 

1°58. 4482 
168. 087 

• 7434L~ 176.0019 
.21.:226 182.9668 

Change 
in V 

72.5948 
71.3516 
14.4018 
10.0605 

7.5932 
6. 26L~2 

All conclusions significant at p .05 or beyond . 
Eigenvalue = . 35876 
Wilks' Lambda = .7360 . 

Variables 
Entered 

V19 
V28 
V33 
V37 
V39 
v44 

Constant. 

Canonical correlation = .5,14 
Chi-square = ~55.431 (with af = 6, 

significant 

. TABLE 44 

DISCRIM~NANT ANALYSIS COEFFICIENTS 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

.87306 
. .21535 
- .16954 . 
-.20471 
-.19758 
-.6065L~ ...-

Sighificance 
of V Change 

.000 

.000 

.000 

.002 

.006 

.008 

this' figure is 
at the .05 level) . 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

.51483 

.39696 
-.60089 
- .12530 
- .45827 

l\) 
-.222'12 --.J 

J. 72L~l.j·8 \..J\ 
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To apply this discriminant analysis model to a specific 

data set, consider the hypothetical case of Jerry. Jerry 

has had two prior misdemeanor-property convictions. He is 

currently charged with a first degree felony, and has been 

involve'd in a previous FTA incident. It is determined that 

he plans to plead guilty, but 'still expects to be sentenced 

to an adult institution. This ~nf~rmation can be quan­

tified, as outlined in Chapter III. By multiplying each of 

'Jerry's scores by the, appropriate prediction coefficients 

and summing their products, a derived probability score of 

" ,.963 is obtained, as illustrated below. 

TABLE 45 

APPLICATION OF THE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS MODEL TO THE . ' 

SPECIFIC CASE OF'JERRY 

Observed Scale 
Variable Score Co.efficient Product 

Constant 3·794 3.794 
. 

" .515 1.545 V19 3 

V28 2 · 397 .794 

V33 :3 -.601 -1.803 

V37 9 .... 125 -1.125 

Y39 1 -.458 -' .458 

v44 8 -.223 -1.784 

'SUMMED TOTAL .. 963 
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Let us alsb consider the case of Eric. Eric has had 

no prior misdemeanor conviction,s, but has had one prior 

felony conviction and has been involved in an FTA incident. 

He is currently charged ,with a 2nd: degree felony J. but 

anticipat~s that the charge will be nolled when he enrolls 

in the local diversion program. This information can be 

quantif'ied, as outlined in Chapter III', By multiplying each 

of Eriefs scores by the appropriate prediction coefficients 

and summing their products, a derived probability score of , . 

1.6~1 is obtained, as illustrated below. 

TABLE 46 

APPLICATION OF THE DISCR+MINANT ANALYSIS MODEL TO THE 
SPECIFIC CASE OF ERIC 

Observed Scale 
Variable Score Coeffj,cient Product 

Constant 3.794' 3·794 

V:l.9 1 .515 .515 

V28 0 • 397 () 

V33' 1 -.601 .601 

V37 8 -.125 -1.000 

V39 1 -.458 .458 

v44 3 ",:.223 .609 

SUMMED TOTJI..L 1.641' 
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Table 47 Continued: 280 I ,,-

Derived Percent Alpha Beta 
Probability _ , _ .. ..... Releas.ed . _ Err.or. . Error m I;. 

0.63 ; 96 0.16 0.25 
0.62 96 0.16 . 0.25 
0.61 96 0.16 0.25 I 
0.60 96 b .16 0.25 - . , 

0·59 94 0.15 0·33 
~ 0.58' 94 . 0.15 0·33 

0·57 ·91 0.14 0·33 
0.56 91 0.14 0·33 
0.55 91 0.14 0·33 ~ ,0.54 91 0.14 0·33 ,. 

0.53 91 0.1.4 0·33 
0.52 91 0.14 0·33 0 0.51 91 0,.14 ' . 0·33 

"J -, ., 

0.50 91 0.14 0·33 
0.49 90 0.13 0.30 

~ 0.48 90 0.13 0.30 ~, 

0.47 90 0.13 0·30 
0.46 90 . 0. .13 0·30 
0.45 , 90 0.13 0·30 ~ 0.44 89 0.13 0.36-

," 

0.lf3 89 0.13 0.36 
0.42 89 0.13 0.36 U 0.41 89 0.13 0·36 

.. 

0.40 89 0.13 0·36 ( 

0·39 89 0.13 0.36 
~ 0·38 89 0.13 0.36 

0·37 89 0.13 0.36 
0·36 88 0.13 0.42 

I 0·35 87 0.13 0.46 ,I 

0·34 86 0.13 0·50 
0·33 86 0.13 0·50 

I 0·32 86 0.13 0.:50 
0·31 86 0.13 0·50 
0·30 86 0.13 0·50 
0.29 85 0.13 0.47 § ',' 

0.28 84 0.11 0.44 " I 

0.27 84 0.11 0.44 I 

0.26 84 0.11 0.lf4 m,l 
0.25 84 0.11 0.44 
0.24 83 0.10 0.41 I 

0.23 82 0.10 0.42 Ii 0.22 81 0.08 0.40 
0.21 . 81 . 0.08 0.40 . : 

0.20 80 0.07 0.38 

I 0.19 70 P-.08 0.58 
0.18 69 0.07 0 . .56 

I 
9 
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Table Lj,7 Continued: 

Derived 
Probabill ty 

0.17 
0.16 
0.15 
0.14 
0.13 . 
0.12 
0.11 
0.10 
0.09 
0.08 
O.O? 

,0.06 
0.0.5 
0.04 
0.03 
0.02 

. '0.01 
0.00 

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

Percent 
Releaaed 

. 67 
67 

; 66 
.62 

59 
.55 
50 
50 
Lj,9, 
Lj,8 
46 
Lj,5 
3.5 
32 
21 
18 
17 
lLj, 

_ .. . . , 

" , 

Alpha 
Error 

0.07 
0.07 
0.07 
0.06 

.0 .07 
0.07 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0'.0'6 
0.07 
,a .07 
0.08 
0.09 
0.14 
0.05 
0.06 
0.07 

281 ' 

Beta 
Error 

0·59 
0 . .59 
0.60 
0.62 
0.64 
0.67 
0·71 
'0.71 
0·72 
0.70 
0·72 
0·72 
0·76 
0.77 
0.80 
0:79 
0.79 
0.80 

..... /,. 

'.";:;:.-:; .. 
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TABLE .48 . I 
MANAGEMENT TABLE: m 

WEIGHTED MULTIPLE REGRESSION MODEL 

Derived Percent · Alpna Beta I t 
Probability Released Err OJ'::' Error 

1.00 'laO 'a .18 0.00 ~ 
0.99 98 0.17 . 0.00 

~ 0.98 , 97 0.16 0.00 
0·97 ·97 0.16 0.00 
0.96 97 0.16 0.00 
0·95 97 0.16 0.00 ~ 0.94 97 0.16 0.00 
0.93 97 0.16 O.OQ 
0.92 97 . 0.16 0.00 D 0.91 97 0.16 0.00 
0.90 92 . 0.14 0.25 .. 
0.89 92 0.14 0.25 
0.88 92 0.14' 0.25 ! -,;.', 0.87 89 0.13 0.36 
0,,86 88 0' .13 0.42 

~J 0~85 ,88 0.13 0.42 
0.84 88 0.13 0 .. 42 
0.83 88 · 0.13 0.42 
0.82 88 · 0.13 0.42 0 0.81 87 0.13 0.46 
0.80 87 '0.13 0.46 
0.79 87 . 0.13 0.46 ·1 0.78 87 0.13 0.46 .. 
0·77 87 0.13 0.46 
0.76 86 0.13 0.50 I 0.75 84· 0.14 0.56 

. 0.74 84 0.14 0.56 
0·73 83 · 0.13 0·53 

D 0.72 83 . 0.1.3 0.56 
0.71 8.3 0.13 0.56 
0.70 82 ' 0.13 0·58 0.69 79 ,\ 0.14 0.64 I .0.68 77 0.14 0.67 
0.67 71 · 0.14. " 0.70 0.66 62 0.14 0.74 I I 
0.65 61 :: 0.14 0·75 O. 6L~ 55 ,0.16 ' 0.78 (: , 

i 

II 

II 
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',' Table 48 

.. 
" Continued: 

I Derived Percent' Alpha. Beta , 
Probabili ty . Release,d. Error Error 

~. 0.63 ) 151 0.13 0.76 \~\ 

0.62 ·50 .0.12 0·75 
0.61 \ 48 0.12 0.76 

~ 
0.60 .42 0.12 0.77 
0.59 42 0.12 0.77 
0·58 32 0.15 0.80 

I· 0·5? 20 0.19 0.82 
0.56 20 0.19 0.82 
0 . .5.5 15 0.27 0.83 
0 . .54 09 0.22 0.82 

~ 0·.53 09 0.22 0.82 
.' 

0 . .52 03 0·33 0.82 
0 . .51 03 0·33 0.82 

~ 0·50 03 0.'33 0.82 
0.49 03 0.33 0.82 ,,' 
0.48 03 0·33 . 0.82 , 0.47 03' 0·33 0.82 

~' 0.46 00 0.00 0.81Z 
o .4·.5 00 0.00 0.82 

m 
0.41+ 00 0.00 0.82 
0.43 00 0.00 0.82 
0.42 00 0.00 0.82 

I 
0.41 00 0.00 0.82 
0.40 00 0.00 0.82 

. 0·39 00' 0.00 0.82 
0·38 ' 00 0.00 0.82 

I 0·37 .00 0.00 0.82 
0.36 '00 0.00 0.82 
0·35 00 0.00 0.82 

I 0.34 00 0.00 0.82 
0·33 00 0.00 0.82 
0·32 00 ' 0.00 0.82 

I 0·31 00 0.00 0.82 
0·30 00 0.00 0.82 
0.29 00' 0.00 0.82 

I 
0.28 00 0.00 0.82 
0.27 00 0.00 0.82 
0.26 00 0.00 0.82 
0.2.5 .00 0.00 0.82:) 

I 0.24 00 0.00 0.82 
0.23 00 '0.00 0.82 
0.22 00 0.00 0.82 /( 

."1 ~ 

I 0.21 09 0.00 0.82 
0.20 00 0'.00 0.82 
0.19 '. 00 0.00 0.82 ' .. 

m 
0.18 .. 00 0.00 0.82 

." 
I ~I 
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Table 48 Continued: 

Derived 
Probability 

0.17 
0.16 
0.15 
0.14 
0.13 
0.12 
o 11 
0.10 
0.09 
0.08 
0.07 
0.06 
0.05 
0.04 
0.03 
0.02 
0.01 
0.00 

Percent 
, Released 

.00 
-DO 
,00 

) ,DO 
,,00 
00 
00' 
00 
00 
00 
00 

'. 00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 
00 

Alpha 
. ;Error 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.,00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

, 0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.,00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Beta 
Error 

0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.B2 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 
0.82 

--------------- -----------------------------------
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~ " 

~ 
TABLE 49 

MANAGEMENT TABLE 

~ 
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS MODEL 

Derived Percent Alpha Beta 

~ Probability Released E~ror Error 

~ 
1. 00, ;100 0.18 0.00 

.. 0·99 " 87 0.13 0.46 ;. 
" 0.98 '.' 87 0.13 0.46 

0·97 - 87 0.13 0.46 

~ 0.96 . 86 0.13 0.50 
0.·95 86 0.13 0·50 
0·94 86 0.13 0 . .50 

~. 0·93 86 0.13 0 • .50 
'~t. ' 0·92 86 0.13 0.50 

0·91 86 0.13 0 . .50 

! 0·90 86 0.13 0.50 
c 0.89 86 0.13 0.50 

0.88 86 0.13 0.50 
0.87 86 0.13 ·0 .50 

~ 0·.86 86 0.13 0 . .50 ::;') 

0.85 ' 86 0.13 0·50 
0.84 86 0.13 0·50 

I 0 .. 83 86 0.13 0 . .50 
0.82 86 0.13 0·50 
0.81 86 '0.13 0.50 

~ 
0.80 86 0.13 0.50 
0·79 86 0.13 0 . .50 
Q·78 At:: 0.13 Ii eli 

vv 'V'eJV 

m 
0·77 86 0.13 0 . .50 
0.?6 86 . 0.13 0·50, 
0·7.5 86 0.13 0·50 

I 
0.74 86 0.13 0 . .50 
0·73 86' 0.13 0 . .50 
0·72 86 0.13 0 . .50 
0.71 86 0.13 ' 0 . .50 

I 0·70 86 0.13 0·50 
" 0.69 ~6 Q~l) Q~.5Q 

0.68 86 0.13 0 . .50 

I 0.67 85 0,.13 0.47 
0.66 8.5 0.13 0.47 
0.65 84 0'.11 0.44 

I 
0;64 84 0.11 0.44 

I 
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286 I Table 49 Continued: r 

lJerl.ved Percent Alpha Beta I Probabili ty. . Releas.e.d Err.or Error " 

,-.. ~ 

0.63 .84 0.11 '0.44 e 0.62 .84 0.11 0.44 
0.61 .84 0.11 0.44 
0.60 , .84 0.11 0.44 
0·59 84 0.11 0.44 I " 

0·58 84 0.11 0.44 
0·57 84 0.11 0.44 
0·56 84 0.11 0.44 ~ 0·55 ,84 0.11 0.44 
0.54 84 0.11 0.44 
0·53 84 0.11 0.44 ; 0·52 84 0.11 0.44 i 

0·51 84 0.11 0.44 
0·50 84 0.11 0.44 

~ 0.49 84 0.11 0.44 
0.48 84 0.11 0.44 
0.47 84 .0.11 ' 0.44 
0.46 84 0.11 0.44 0 ' . 
0.45 84 0.11 0.44 . 
0.44 84 0.11 0.44 
0.43 84' 0.11 0.4'+ tl 0.42 83 0.10 0.41 
0.4·1 83 0.10 . 0.41 
0.40 83 0.10 0.41 

~ ·0.39 83 0.10 0.41 
0·38 .83 0.10 0.41 
0·37 82 0.10 0.42 

~ 0.36 82 ' 0.10 0.42 
0·35 82 0.10 0.42 
0.34 82 0.10 0.42 
0·33 81 0.08' 0.40 I :~ 

0.-)2 81 0.08 0.40 
Q,31 81 0.08 0.40 
0·30 81 0.08 0.40 m 

0.29 81 0.G8 0.40 ~ 
0.28 81 0.08 0.40 

I 

0.27 81 0.08 0.40 I' 0.26 81 0.08 0.40 
0.25 81 0.08 0.40 I 

0.24 81 0.08 0.40 
0.23 81 0.08 0.40 ; 
0.22 81. 0.08 0.40 

~ • I 

0.21 81 O.O~ 0.40 

I 0.20 80 .0.07 0.38 
0.19 72 0.08 0·.55 
0.18 72 0.08 0·.55 

I· 
I: 
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Table 49 Continued: 
---------". 
Derived 
Probability 

0.17 
0.16 
0.15 
0.14 
0.13 
0.12 
'0.11 
0.10 
0.09 
0.08 
0.0'1 
0.06 
0.05 
0.04 
0.03 
0.02 
0.01 
0,00 

.' . 

Percent 
Release.d 

. ·71 
·71 
71 

·70 
70 
70 
70 

.70 
69 
69 
67 
67 
67 
67 
67 
.67 
67 
67 

Alpha 
Error 

0.08 
'0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0·97 
o .0',/ 
0,07 
0.07 
0 .. 07 
0.07 
0.07 
0.07 
(L07 

'0.07 

. 287 

Beta 
Error 

'I 
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TABLE 50 

MCA RES1JLTS: 

IlVIPACT OF PROGRAM CON.TAC.T. RATE UPON FAILURE PROBABILITY 

Contact Frequency 
Per Day 

.000 .100 

.101 .200 

.201 - .300 

.301 - .400 
.. 401 .500 

.500 or more 

" 

TABLE 51' 

MCA RESULTS: 

Corrected Court 
Failure Score 

.24 
-.01 

-:-.03 
-.02 

.11 

-.07 

IlVIPACT OF THE TIME LAG FROM RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE 
TO FIRST COURT HEARING UPON-FAILURE PROBABILITY 

'Time Lag From Recognizance 
,Release to Flrst Court Hearing 

o - 1 Days 
1 - 2 Days 
2 3 Days 
:3 '( bays 

·7 -14 Days 
14-28 Days 
28 or more Days 

,Corrected Court 
Failure Score 

.10 
-.06 

.14 

-.03 
-.04 

.13 . 

.08 

289 
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TABLE .52 

MCA RESULTS: 

IlVIPACT OF THE TIME LAG FROM RECOGNIZANCE RELEASE 
TO FIJ'lAL CASE DISPOSITION UPON FAILURE PROBABILITY 

Time Lag from Recognizance 
Release to Final Case Disposition 

0-7 Days 
8 -14 Days 

14-28 Days 

29-56 Days 

57-100 Days 

101-200 Days 
201 or more Days 

TABLE 53 

MCA RES ULT? : 

C orrec ted Cot. ... t 
Failure Score 

·31 
.01 
.07 
.02 
.10 

- .10 
-:.11 

290 

IMPACT OF, THE TIME LAG FROM COURT Ir~OSED RECOGNIZANCE 
TO FORMAL 'ACCEP,TANCE UPON FAILURE PRQBABILITY 

Time Lag From Court Imposed 
Recognizance to Formal .Acceptance 

0 Days 
1 Days 
2 Days 

J Days 
4 Days 
t; navs , ---'v -

6 Days 

? Days 
8 Days 

9 Days 

Corrected Court 
Failure Score 

.00 
-.04 
- .11' 

.02 

.01 
-.09 

.21 
-.21 

.34 

.22 

Figure 4 depi,ct"s. the impact 'af 't,l=ieSie Gl'H:~~{ltional va.r=' 
iables upon failur.e. ' It contains fp.ur 'charts ~..;hich compare 
the corrected failure scores with each specific value of the 
op~rational variables~ 
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FIGURE 4. IMPACT. OF THE OPERATIONAL VARIABLES 
UPON FAILURE PROBABILITY 
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PAILUM: CONTACT, TIME LAG DIMENSIONS 
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TABLE 54 . 

FIRST ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX 

FAILURE: CONTACT, TIME LAG·DIMENSIONS 

293 

Contacts 
-.0620 

Tim,e Lag 
to Formal 
Acceptance 

.Ob99 

, Time LaO' 
, 0 

to Hearing 1 
. 0512 

Time Lag 
to Final 

Disposition 
FTA -.1155 

To examine the significance of these first order corre-

lations, the follqwing test may be e~ployed: 

This formula,produces a ~ statistic for.testing the null 

hypothesis that the correlation is not significantly differ-
. '. 

ent from O. Wnen df = 510, as it does in this portion of the 

study,. a f yalue of 1.645 or larger has a probability of 

occurance under Ho of p = .05. Therefore, the region of 

rejection consi~ts of all ~ ~ 1.645. 
(510) 

.. 



APPENDIX 0: MCA RES.ULTS OF THE IMPACT OF 

FAILURE UPON CASE DISPOSITION 

AND SANCTION 
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TABLE· ,5.5 

MCA RESULTS: 

. .. ~. IMPAOT OF FTA UPON CASE DI.SPOSITION 

FTA Inciqent While 
Present Ch~.ge Pending 

Corrected 
·Dis~osition Score 

29.5 

--------------------------~------.--------------.-----------
Yes.: 

No 

TABLE .56 

MCA RESULTS: 

1.48 
. - .30 

IMPACT OF FTA UPON COURT IMPOSED SANCTION 

FTA Incident While 
Present Charge Pending 

Yes 

No 

Corrected 
Sanction Score 

-.40 
.11 

Figure 5 depicts the impact of failurs upon case 

disposition and sanction. It contains one chart which com­

pares the corrected sanc'tion ~d disposi tion scores I'or 

each value of failure. 



.. 

'FIGURE 5. IM:PACT OF A FAILURE INCIDENT 
UPON CASE DISPO~ITION AND 
SANCTION 
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APPENDIX P: FIRST-ORDER CORRELAT:j:ON MATRIX: 

FAILURE: DISPQSI~!ON, SANCTION 
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FTA Incident 

TABLE 57 

FIRST ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX 

FAILURE: DISPOSITION, SANCTION 

Sanction Disposition 
• 3.) 30 . '-.1540 

298 

To examine the significance of these first-order corre­

lations I the. following test may be employed: 

~(n-2) = r y n-2/J 2 
l-r 

This formula 'produces a of s ta tis tic for .tes ting the 

null hypothesis that the correlation is not significantly 

different from O. When df=5l0, as it does in this portion 

of the study, a f value 'of 1.645 or larger has a probability 

of occurrence under H of p=.05. Th~refore, ·the region of 
o 

rejection consists of'all *(510) 6 1.645. 
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