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EXECUTIVE SU~;~RY 

II 
Thiis report attempts to answer a number of questi ons about what happens to 

pe(~ple who ha9 been arrested for serious {Part 1) fe1pny crimes in Oregon in 
"H 

19~r.9. It is based on research which utilizes a statistical approach to the 

.. an~llysis of computerized criminal history (CCH) data known as the offender 
, " 

based transaction statistics (OBTS) approach. The report introduces the read-

er lito the, concept and utility of offender based transaction stati~tics and 

outl i nes the r'esults of usi ng the QBTS approach to track peop leI arrested in 

order to descri be wh'at happened to them in terms of' arrest, court di SP9si t ion, 
i 

and sentencing patterns. It also contains infm'rnation on how long it takes to 

di~iPose of various 'cases in the courts (i.e., time to disposition). This 

report represents the second time such an effort has been made ,to gather and 

ana.1yze offender based transaction statistics ana statewi de basi s~ An ear-

l i eir report (pub 1 i shed by the Or~gon Law EnforcementCounci 1 last year) ex

ami,'nesthe disposition, and sentencing. of serious felony (Part I "crime) arrests 

fNm calendar year 1977. While based on data from arrest~ made in 1979, the 

report here makes a number of comparisons between results obtained in each . . ' 

ye~~r. Calendar Year 1979 was s,e1ected for this statewide OBTS study 'to allow 

a ~;ufficient period of "followup time for tr?cking post-arre'st decisions related 

to court disposition and sentencing. 

Havi ng introduced the generaitqpic area of Ufi s report, we can now turn our 

at~ention in this sununary to'~ brief outli~e oL~he general research ql,Jestions 
~ ~ - .' 

posed and the maj or fi ndi ngs (referenced by table and page numbers J in the 

body of th i s report as f on ows : .. 

IFor thisr~port we can talk about i.ndividuals in that for analysis purposes 
\lfe c9unted onl,}' one arrest charge and one judicial charge (the mostseriou. s 
1n elther case) per individual for each arrestincide.nt.(See pp.9-10 for a 
justification of this logic.}" 
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1. 
and 1979 OBTS Stud Arrests? (See Table 2 and 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~= 

Taking into account the addition of arson as a Part I offense in 1979, we 
tracked the disposition and sentencing of 5,807 statewide. Part.r fe~ony 
arrests (excluding arson) in 1977 and.7,~51 such arrests (lncludlng. fl:rst 

and second degree arson) in 1979. Omltt1ng the 99 arson arrests repor~ed 
in 1979, Table 2 (p. 12) reveals that the two distributions are quite S'\m
ilar in terms Of the frequency of individual .Part I felony charges. There 
is only a slight difference in that the ra~lo of vlolent to property of
fense arrests varies somewhat. In 1977 v101ent offenses account~d for 
29.2 percent of the Part I felony arrests compared to 26.1 percent ln 1979 
(excluding arson for both years). 

2. What Happens After Arrest? What.do the Iriitial Findings S~ow When Examin
ing Case Outcome and Attrition or FallOut for all Arrests ln 19791 
(See Figures 1 and 2, Table 3, and ppw 13-22.) 

The data analyses from our 1979 OBTS study show that about thr.ee quarte~s 
(73.2%) of all (7,451) arrests here resulted in the filing qf ~harges .1n 
court and about half (49.3% "or 3~.674) of the arrests r«:sulted In. convlc
tion on some charge. Excluding completely sl,lspended lncarcerat.lon sen-
tences 1 ess than one-quarter (21. 7%) of all the arrests resu 1 ted 1 n a sen
tence ~equiring some period of incarceration in jail or prison. F.or .the 
1 777 arrests (or arrestees) wi th court fi 1 ed charges but no conV1 ct lOn, 
the majority (about 60%) reslAlted in d·ismissa1. (See Table 3.) Of .the 
remainder most of them (32%) were released wHhout further complawt. 
Only 154 '(or roughly 9%) resulted in acquittal. I.n ~lightly over half of 
all the convictions (53.7% or 1,973 of 3,674), convlctlon was on the arrest 
charge with the remai nder on other or reduced charges. 

3. How Many Unique I(n:diVi'duals Accounted for the 1979 Arrests studied Here? 
(See footnote 1 on p. 10.) , 

An examination of the arrest data here indicates that a total of 6,699 
unique individuals accounted for the 7,451 ~art I arrests. Thi.s ~e~ds to 
the conclusi on that theoverwhelmi ng majorlty of these 6,699 HldlVldual s 
accounted for only one reported arrest. each in 1979 •. The range of. arre~ts 
per indi.vidual went from one to a maximum of five wlth only two 1ndlv1d
uals having exactly five reported arrests. 

" ' 

4. How Serious Were the Sentences for Those_ Arrestees Convicted on Some 
Charge? (See Fi gures 2 and 3, and pp. 18-22.l1

\: " 
Ii 

Seriousness of sentence imposed can be analyzed in ter~s of the exte~t.to 
which each type of sentence penalt1incapa.citates or 1n som~war' llm1ts 
one I s freedom of cho i ce or movem(fnt and. 1 n terms. of the 11 k ell h?od .?f 
rece'ipt of multip.1e penalties. '. In the firs~ sense, incarcera'~10n 1S 
obvi ously the most sevef'e sentence followed 1 n qrder by probat10n and 
fines presumably. I'! 

Excluding completely suspended incarceration sentences, 1,614 (21.7%) of 
the 7,451 arrests had some term of'incarseratiOri as the most serious 

iv 

5. 

6. 

7. 

penalty. For 1,682 (or 22.6%), probation was the most serious penalty 
recei ved and for 189 (or 2.5%) a fi ne was the most seri ous penal ty 
received. 

In terms of multiple penalties, sentences specjfying a single type of pen
alty are. more common than sentences with multiple penalties. Including 
case~ ~lth completely suspended incarceration, 68.6 percent of the 
convlct10ns (2,520 of 3,674 in Figure 3) result in a single type of sen
tence penalty. 

What Ha ens After Arrest When We 
Crime Arrests Separately? See Fig-

The data and statistics cited in the report tend to confirm that when the 
arrest c~ar.gei.s fo!, a violent offense, the probability of court filing 
and conv1ct10n 1S Sllghtl.y less th~n when the arrest charge is for a prop
erty o~fense. However, 1ncarceratlon for any length of time is a somewhat 
more 11 ke ly outcome for those charged at arrest with a vi 01 ent crime as 
o~pose~ ~o a property cri~e. (Note: Later sections of the report examine 
dlS~osltlonal and sentenclng outcomes for specific categories and subcate
gones of arrests arranged accorping to type of offense cited on the poi nt 
of arrest. See especially Table 4 and pp. 30-32.). 

From data an.al~zed in this report it certainly would appear that how we 
compute conv1ct10n rates greatly influences the values obtained. For ex
ample, computing a conviction rate in terms of all arrests generates lower 
v~l~es than computing the rate in terms of only those arrests with court 
f111ngs. ' . 

~hether .or .not conViction was on the arrest charge makes a difference also 
l~ convlctlon rates. Generally,conviction rates were lower for convic
t 1 on on the ~rrest :harge than f~r convi ct i on on any charge and thi s ten
dency was qU1te not1ceable for v101ent crime arrests. In addition, there 
appears .t~ be a relat~on~hip (regardless of type of arrest charge) between 
~ourt~f111ng and conV1ctlon rates., In general~ the higher the court fil
lng r~te for a group of arrests with a specific type of offense charged 
the hlgher the conviction rate for that same group. " 

. The study here revealed a SUbstantial amount of charge modification be
tween arrest and ?i~pos1t~,on. About one-third (33.5%) of all those ar
re~ts wlth court f1lwg of"charges were on different charges. For violent 
cr,lme arrests, the arrest 'and '?,isposition charges were 'the same in just 
ove~ pne-.half of the cases (56.1%). For property crime arrests, charge 
modlf1cat~on was less fr~quent with ,nearly 70 percent (69~9%) of the ar
rests hav'lnga match between arrest and disposition charge. . 
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8. 

9. 

In mast af the instances where the arrest charge was .. madified, a higher 
canvictian rate and a samewhat less severe sentence was the result (at 
least -~in terms af the prabability af receiving an incarceration sen
tend:~). Far all arrests with court filing af charges, the canviction rate 
is 54.4 percent far the situation where arrest and dispasitian charges are 
the same and 93.2 percent where they are different. 

Additianal data in the report indicates that the probability af receiving 
a mare severe sentence ~i.e., incarceration) varies accarding to whether 
ar not charge madification occurs. In general, it appears that incarcera
tian is a more likely sentence outcome fallawing canvictian where the ar
rest and dispasition charges_ are the same as opposed to where they are 
different. These differences" are slightly mare noticeable where the origi
nal arrest charge was for a vialent crime as compared to. a property crime. 

Without excepti on the majority af all arrests in each arrest charge cate
gary (and subcategary) have charge,S fil ed in court. Of all those arrests 
wi th caurt fil i ngs acrass these arrest charge categori es, convi ct ion is 
the mast likely dispasitian. Far all these categaries at least half or 
mare af the arrests with caurt filings result in convictian. 

The prapartions with dismissals .acrass the same categories vary from 12.7 
percent far criminal hamicide to 42.8 percent for mator vehicle theft. 
Generally, high conviction rates are assaciated with low dismissal rates 
and vice versa. ' 

Acquittal rates do. nat vary as dramatically ranging fram 9.3 percent for 
forcible rape in the first degree to 1.7 percent for all burglary charges 
cambined. In general, the acquittal rates are somewhat higher for violent 
crimes (with the exceptian of rabbery) and lower for praperty crimes (with 
the exceptian of arsan). Acquittal rates also appear to vary accar'ding to 
the degree to which it seems possible to prave the arrest charge.with such 
crimes' as homici,de, forcible rape, and arson generating the highest ac
qui ttal ,rates. 

Sentenci n Outcames F 0 11 owi n Convi c-

In 1 oak i ng at our ei ght maj or P art I f e 1 ony arrest categor i es, it appears 
that arrests far violent crimes as a whole resulted in the greatest likeli
haod that canvicti,on would result in some incarceration sentence. All 
together, nearly three-quarters (72.0%) of the convictians for violent 
crimes resulted in an incarceration sentence of some length cantrasted lo 
a little aver. ane-half (56.3%) of the. praperty'Cocrime conv;ctionsresulting 
in such sentences. 

When examining suspended jncarcerationsentences it is interesting to note 
that in general, the vialent crimes (Which have a higher incarceratian 
rate) have a lawer suspension of incarceration sentence rate compared to. 
the higher suspended sentence rates of the praperty crimes. (which have a 
lcwer proportian receiving incarceration sentences). 

vi 

.'t~~.~~-,. - ~ . . 

Prabat i an as a pena: ty. is used frequent ly far praperty crimes where 64.8 
perce~t af the. canv1ct1ans resulted in prabatian and is less aften used 
for v1alent cr1me.where as.a graup 42.5 percent of the canvictians lead to. 
t~e use ~f prabat1?n. It 1 salsa of interest that sentences af prabat ian 
w~ thaut 1 nc?rcerat1 an are far more cornman than sentences af incarcerati an 
w1th prabat1an. 

As ane might expect, fines tend to. be more camman far canvictians where 
the ar:est charg.es were f.a~ praperty crimes than fat vi 0.1 ent crimes. An 
~xcept1 on here. : s the nat 1.ceab 1 e use af fi nes far the graup wi th arrest 
charges for crlllllnally negl1gent homidde. 

10. What Patterns in. the Data Emer e Fram an Anal sis af Ela~sed Time in 
. daasi Fram Date af Arrest to. Date af Caurt Dispasition? See Tables 10 

an 1 and pp. 48-52.) 

In 1979 the gre.atest".aver.age num.ber.af days' to. dispasitian was for tnase 
cases, or arrests end1ng 1n canv1ct1an. Acquittal autcames produced the 
next largest aver~ge fallowed by d~smissals. In comparing aur 1977 to. our 

dl~79. OBTS data, !t .appears that lt took longer for the dispasitians of 
1sm1ssal or conv1ct1an to accur in 1979 than in 1977. 

~9ain )a?king at aur 1979 data it appears that regardlessDf the type af 
1~pos1tlanal autcame~ average time to. dispasition is greater far vialent 

Crlmes th?n far p:oper~y. cri!lles charged at arrest. .. It al so appears that 
average t1me to d1spas1tlan 1ncreases as the prospects far bath canvictian 
and sentences af lang term incarceratian increase. W 

NOTE TO THE READER 

A~ earl~er draft a~ th~s report provided additianal data and analyses to. high
l~ght dlfferences 1n ~lspositianal outcames and sentences between the State's 
SlX (6) largest count1.es an~ the I~rest of the staten. After further analyses 
and.as a result of.d1scuss1ans w1thsome of the rep art draft reviewers, we 
de:1ded nat t~ publ1Sh the results Of. the large cauntyanalyses at this time. 
Wh~le the data and analyses .ca~ !Je made available to. interested readers af 
th1S re~a~t, ~he res~lts far 1nd1v1dual cDunties shauld be subject to. additian
al. qual1f1catl?nS WhlCh extend, in impartant ways, the assumptians upan which 
t~lS research 15 based. 

Gr:;rtain ass~mptians abaut the campleteness a~Jd quality af CCH arrest dispasi
~~on ,replrt~ng ar~ ?cce~ta~l~ at the state level, but may be mare tenuaus at 

e. ev,e 01 spec1f1c, 1ndlV1dual caunties. In 1981, the Oregan State Palice 
est lmated th~t" aver 90, percent af the arrest aff enses wh i ch are requ j red by 
1 aw to. be fl ngerpri nted and. reparted far entry in the CCH fil e are ~ctual1y 
reporte~. F~r~her, they est1mated that approximately 80 percent af the final 
court d1spas1t1ans of all CCH reparted cases and 90 percent of thase far Part 
I fel~ny affenses a~e.reported. While Ore~an h~s passed legislatianrequiring 
the CCH. system repart1ng af arrests and d1spas1t;ans associated with all Part 
I fe~an1es and sex ~nd drug related misdemeanars; the state does' not have any 
requl reme~ts gaverm ng the time 1 i ness wi th whi ch di spasit i on events 'i'i1ust be 
reparted lnta the CCH system aftel'! their accurrence~' The timeliness and com-
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pleteness of reporting:are issues which may surface in different forms and to 
different 'degrees for each separate county examined in our research. ;"1 

For example, the results of our initial analysis of OBTS/CCH data for Clackamas 
County may have been di storted because of a uni que situati on in the county. 
In Clackamas County many 1979 felony arrests were routed first through the 
district court where an "info.i/mation of felonyll was introduced. The outcome 
for many felony cases at this' point was to have the district attorney dismiss 
the case at the district court level in order to present it to the grand jury 
at the circuit court level to seek indictment and further processing.' Ulti
mately, the final judicial disposition of the case usually was determined at 
the circuit court level, but this disposition mayor may not be reflected in 
the CCH system coding of information. While all additional da'ta and analyses 
are not yet available to test our ideas here, it is conceivable that the CCH 
system simply may pick up a IIdismissal ll at the lower district court level and 
never receive information on the ultimate disposition of the case at the high
er circuit court level. At least, this appears possible in a number of cases 
involving 1979 arrests in Clackamas County. 

With court case backlogs and shortages of clerks in many county courts it is 
conceivable that final CCH case dispDsition reporting may not be uniform from 
county to county. Any county, therefore, that has diffi culty in routi ng in 
complete and timely fashion CCH disposition cards to the Oregon State Police 
Bureau of Crimi na 1 Identifi cati on may have its offender based transacti on sta-

I tistics severely altered, thereby distorting the picture presented of case 
dispositional patterns. In particular, the computation of conviction, dism.is
sal, and other critical rates could be adversely affected. 

For these and other reasons we have elected to publ ish analyses of the OBTS 
data for the larger ccunties separate frcm this report. This will give us,;the 
opportunity to recheck our OBTS data analysis results in Clackamas County and 
to disseminate cur county findings with appropriate qualifying statements. 

The last section of the report utilizes the above finding's ~nd additicnal 

policy research questions to draw cut the implications of the OBTS research 

reported on in this repcrt. In general, the OBTS data bas~ and the statistics 

which can be. generated trom it are viewed in dynamic terms. Our investment in 

offender based transaction statistics yields a number, of findings abcut the 

performance, wcrkload, and operati on of Oregon I s'; crimi nal justi ce system. 

Examples of the policy questions which can be addressed by offender based 

transaction statistics and the potential for USing the c;tnswers to help shape 

impcrtant pol icy deci.si cns and gui deli ne~are gi ven ~ here al so.. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Early last year, the Oregcn law Enforcement Council (OlEC) released its 

offender-based transacticn statistics (OBTS) ~eport entit1ed, IIWhat Happens 

After Arrest in Oregon?11 Publication of this repcrt marked the first state

wide attempt in Oregon to trace the dispcsiticn of certain types cf sericus 

felony arrests of offenders using the OBTS methodclcgy of tracking cffenders 
l and specific offense incidences/arrests through various decision pcints in the 

c~iminal justice system (C"JS). This 1981 report was based on a special com

pu~erized criminal history (CCH) tape which contained all Part I felcny 
arrestsl of adults2 for 19773. 

The pub 1 i cat i cn you have in hand represent? our' seccnd attempt to deve 1 cp a 
. .,CJ 

state~Jide OBTS repcy't which addresses the general research questicn cf what 

happens after arrest in Oregcn on charges involving Part I felcny offenses. 

While the current report here replicates (in a sense) the earlier study using 

'1979 rather ~~an 1977 CCH data, the purpcses of thi s second repcrt go beyond 
those of the earlier report. 

The Purposes of This Report 

As with the earlier report, this report is designed to describe (in part) the 

processing of felcny, offenders arrested in Oregon during 'a single' calendar 

year--1979 in this instance. Specifically, it, tracks people ',ari"e~:ted . for 

IPart I felony cffensesi n 1977 i ncl uded the seven (7)" major offenses of 
criminal homicide, ~crcible rape, rcbbery, aggravated assault,burglary, lar
ceny, and motor vehlcle theft including unauthorized use of a motor vehicle •. 
~n 1979, ~rson was added to the Part I felony category andcons,equentlyuit is l 
lncluded in this report. As much as is pcssible, the offense categcries used j/ 
i~ this study fit the FBI I S Uniform Crime Report (UCR) Part I crime defini~ __ ~~~ tlcns. . ,-~~ 

2Fcr purpcses of definiticn and measurement here lIa,dults" constitute those 
persons having reached the age of majority and the few juveniles remand~d to 
adult criminal court to. ,be tried andprccessedas,lIadults" in the criminal 
J~.stice system in Or~gon. 

3Arrests for this speCific calendar year: were selected- fCr analysis in 'that 
1979 was the most recent time period that could be examined which still 
allowed ,sufficient time for foncw-up on the. judiCial disposition of the 
arrests under .exruninaticn. . 

\. 
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Part I felenies in 1979 and describes what happened to. them with regard to. 

judjcial dispositions and sentences'! It also. examines time to. dispesitien 

as an important variable in describfng ceurt precessing ef cases and seeks to. 

examine variatien er differences between several arrest effense greupings in 
ceurt filing and cenvictien rates. 

The data in last year's repert covering arrests reperted in 1977 included all 

knewn Part I fe1eny arrests fer the whe1e state, as well as previded break

dewns fer the larger ceunties ef Clackamas, Multnemah, and Washington in the 
Pertland tri-ceunty metrepelitan area an'd fer Marien and Lane ceunties which 

encempass Salem and ,Eugene, respectively. Fer this repert data is previded 
fer. all knewn Part (fe1eny arrests (including arson) fer the whe1e state'fer 

1979 with individual county data available en 'a request en1y basis for Jackson 

Ceunty J' as well as the five previe't~1Y 1 i sted 1 arge counties inc1 uded in the 
ear 1 i er repert. 

The infermatie~ fer this repert wasebtained frem the Cemputerized Criminal 
History (CCH) file maintained by the Oregen state Pelice. The CCH system is 

an on-line computerized file of 'individuals' arrest, dispesition, and c~~tody 
recerds, semetimes referred to. as "rap sheets." 'All arresting agen<:ies in 

Oregen are required to file a CCH .fingerprint card fer any peY'son arrested for 
a felony or for a 'misdemeanor inve1ving' a drug or sex offense. 

Originally, the CCH file was net considered usable fer statistical .analysis 

due to the lew rate of disposjtien repe!'ting by:the ceurts 'and also. due to'the 

fact that the file was not originally d~signed fer the cempilatien and analysis 

of aggre;gate statistics. Hewever;. since January of 1977, ,'th; assumption is 

that arrest dispesitien reperting has substant,ially impreved. A new'finger

pri nt card .sheu 1 d have f aci 1 i tateq repert i ng and thes'upreme Ceurt . new sends 

remi nder netl ces to ceurts with past due oi spesit i ens. In addi tfoo,' , Mr. 

lCa1endar ye~r ~979 was.us~d beca~se this is the most eptimum peried fer OBTS 
data analysTs 1n that1t ~s a fal'rly recen~ year yet still allews a sufffCient 
ameunt ef t 1 me fer, fell eWl ng up' ()O the di spes it i en ef 'the arrests ftom the 
arrest year. As the 1979 CCH comput~r tape fer this 'study wascenstructed in ' 
l~Fje May.of 1981, 1979, arrest~ could be t~acked fer a minimum ef 1~ m9n~hs up 
to. ama~lmumef.29 months •. GlVen delaysln ceurt and the pace ef'JudJClal " 
p~ecee~l~gs, thlS, fel~ew-up peri,od should beef adequate length teJ trace the 
d ISPOSltl en ef mest ~ lfnet all )ef the felony arrests reperted in"1979. · 
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Stanley T. Weedwe1l of the Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) ef the Oregon Law 

Enfercement Ceuncil (OLEC) has been able to access the yearly CCH tapes and 
generate impertant effender-based transaction statistics from these CCH tapes 

via a complex computer pregramming precess. 

" 

A Werd Abeut the OBTS Cencept ef Data An~:lys is in the 
Criminal Justice System 

There are basically two. types ef statistics which can be used to describe and 

analyze the crlminal justice system. These are traditienal summary statistics 

which describe the system by totals, rates, and averages and' system statistics 

which preduce a model ef the criminal justice system by'determlning th~ volume 

of ,flew ~hrough the varieus pathways .of the system and the ameunt ef time 

w,hi ch elapses as offenders move frem one system segment to. the next and meve 
.; ~ , 

between various decision paints. 

TheUniferm Crime Reperting (UCR) pregram of the FBI is perhaps the best ex

ample, of the use ef 'traditienal summary statistics. Offender based transac

tiQn statiStics (OBTS) censtitute the premiere example ef the use ef system 

statistics in the criminal justice system. 

Whencemparing traditienal statistics as currently cel1ecteq by agencies wit~,

in t~ecdminal justice system' with effenderb~sed ,transactien statis~ics, we 

, can'immediatelysee differences between beth ,approaches in the way one ceunts 
."t, " 

and measuresat:ld in the way o~e erganizes data and focuses on certain ques-

t i enS or ana lyse,s and net others. 

f? ,> 

Borrowingsome'frem a paper by Dr. Charles'M. Friel,1 it is pessilHe.te show 

in tabular fermthe main differences between:'each ef these two statistical . ., " ' ._." . . .; ':" 

appreaches." Table· 1 permits' ~omparisonbetween the traditiena) and the OBTS' 
t' . 

appreaches to crimi na'l justi ce systemstati stics'. 

lCha,rles M. Fr'iel, "Offender Based Transactienal Statistics: The Concep,t' 
,and· its Utility," in Proceedings ef the International Sympesium on Criminal 
Justice Infermatien and Statistics Systems, edited by G~ry Cooper and spen
sered"by the Law Enfercement Asslstance Admi"nistration and Project Search, 
19.72, pp. 43-46." .' 
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Table 1 

Comparison Between thei,~aditionalandQthe. . 
OBTS Approaches to Criminal J~stice System StatlstlC$ 

Element Compared 

Unit of analysis for 
counting and computing 
purposes 

Analytical focus for 
comparison purposes . 

Time base for 
compari sons 

Approach Compared 
\) 

Tradit i ona 1 

Varies with agency. Ex
amples include' reported 
offenses and arrests; 
court cases; number of 
probationers, parolees~ 
and inmates; etc. 

, Agency specific focus. 
While diff@rent agen~ies 
focus on different klnds 
of data and analyses, , 
most concentrate on des
criptions of agency-wide 
workloads· and volume of 

. clients 'and referrals. 

Generally, the calendar 
'or fi sea 1 year !lr the 
time interval coinci~ing 
w'i th the appropr1ate 
planning and budgetary 
cycles are used for', 
analysls. ' 

-4-

OBTS 

The offender and the 
associated offenses(s) 
and arrest(s) by which 
he or she can be tracked 
through the various ~ys
tern components: pollce, 
courts, 'and corrections. 

\Jhe focus here is, o.n 
system processing~
especially the movement 
of·the offender' through 
the system •. , For exarnp}e 
case'fl ow and case attn
tion during the process-

'. inghofcase~.between 
point of arrest and 

c. fina·l court disp.osition 
merits considerable 
attention. 

The main interest is in 
the time interval be
tween decisions involv
irigofTenders as theY 
move ~hrough the crimi
nal justice system. 

.. , 
.. : 

l' 

In seyeral ,very important aspects, the OBTS approach to dat~ analysis provides 

,a means of capturing ina more systemic and useful way information on the dy-' 

namic nature and inter-relatedness of criminal justice system processes and 

structures. Carl E. Popel views" the OBTS approach to data collection and 

analysis as being parti cul arly useful in obtai ning informati on about time var

iationin the processing of offenders, the recirculation of offenders through 

the system, and 'the rel ati oriship between inputs at one stage and outputs at a 
, . 

later point in time. 

Frie1
2 

likewise sees the advantages of the OBTS approach in these~erms-
especially in two generic areas of utility. First, he notes a primary advan

tage of theOBTS approach is that it can provide mortality inf()rmation or in

dices of the degree of "fallout" from the criminal justice system. As dispar

it i es begi n to accumul ate between the origi nal number of arrests or cases exam

i ned and those reaching c~rt;ain dispositi on points (COUl"t fi 1 ing, convi~ti;on, 
:'" t.{. ." "', " 

arid various sentencing options); we \:an begin to entertain various hypotheses 

' or explanations to explain selective case attrition. The role of court back

log, plea bargaining, prison o~ercrowding, community attitudes, etc.' all enter .\ 

into these attempts to explain differential attrition of case~ as we track case 
" flow using the OBTS approach. 

"The second major advantage of the OBTS concept is that bfproviding informa

tion 'on the amount' 'of time it takes to process offenders from one point'ifi' the 

system to' another. The OBTS approach offers information and statistics on 

average time b~tween" e~~nts such' as bet~een arrest' and indictment or' the 

length of time 'in jail' awaiting trial~' onproba(jon, or in court. 'Temporal 
Q" '-' ", .,'.. .' , .' , . '. .' 

information drawn from an analysis of the time.;.flowof offenders through the 

system perl1lits examination of many of the 'poliCy issues concerned, w'ithsystem . 
"effect lVenessandeffi ci ency. ' 

Unlike the OBTS approach, traditional summary tabulations and data provide no 
" 

basis for the provision .of mortality information, that is" information 'and 

< ~, ' .;:.;:" 

'. ,~' 

/lCarl E. PoP~,'1I0ff,ender-Based,Transaction Statistics:' New Directions 'in 
DataC()11,~ct1dripn~' Repor't;.in'g"i,ResearchReport'No'; ~".Uti lfza~i on Of Criminal 

-\ "Justice Statistics~roj~ct~ Criminal Justice Rese~rch ,Cent,er, Latham, New 
,York, 1975·, pp. 13.-.L4. ;} 

, ~, 

1'\ 
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statistics on the number Of individuals who exit the criminal justiCe system 
at various points. 

As Friel indicates, the OBTS concept can in contr~st: 

1I ••• prov ide a bre~kdown of the percentage of individuals whp exit the 
criminal justice system throughout all levels.'. Such information is 
yital for criminal justice planning since it allows us to' anticipate 
lncreases in the number of offenders at various levels asa function 

ii ,I 

(, 

of increases in the number of individuals arrested, dismissed, 
incarcerated, etc. 1I 1 

In the absence of OBTS data" we are left with data collectton that is of~en 

segmental and discontinuous and 1 imited to only specific agency use at only 
\\ 

specific stages of criminal justice system processing. 

,-) '~~\\ 

This report will deal with the use of OBTS Clata in examining in a number of 

refined ways mortality and temporal informati,on on the CJS processing of 

Part I felony arrests in Oregon in 1979. The, value of this information for· 

both research' an,d pol icy wi 11 be emphas i zed throughout ttiereport. 

Study Methodology 

Traditionally, analyses of reported crime gathered via Oregon's Uniform Crime 

Reporti'ng (OUCR) program have focused on what are considered more serious, 

majo~ crimes such a,s the OUCR program l s modified Index Crimes '( 1. murder and 

nonnegligent manslaughter, 2. forCible rape, 3 •. r:obbery,'4. 

sault, 5. Qurglary, 6. la~ceny-'theft, 7. motor vehicle theft, 

or the group of ~ajo~ offenses known as Part I offenses. 3 

aggravated as-
I • 

and 8. arson)2 

" 

Despite some criticism of over reliance on this FB.Ibased crime index and the 

limitations of· UCR reported crime data in generaf,4, it would appear that 

1 '., I b 1 d.·, p. 45. ' 

2We use the" term IImodified ll Index Crimes here to reflect the FBI's addi,tion 
'in 1979 of arson to the Index Crime classification.. . 

3Part I' orimes include .all of the. niodiJied Index Crimes discuss.ed~bove 'plus 
negligent (involuQtary) mansl.aughter.WitH the excepti.pn,~of negHgehtman
slaughter, ~1l of these crimes 'haVe thef.eatur~ ofspecificcr,im;nal intent. 

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

4See Michael J. Hi'ndelang, liThe 'Uniform CrimeReportR~visited,U Journal of 
Criminal Justice, Vol. 2, No. 1.(Spring,1974), Pll. 1-18 for a'discussiohOf 
these limitations. 
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Index or Part I crimes still merit considerable attention given the publi~'s 

'concern with violent"crime (murder, forcible rape, robbery" and aggravated 

assault) and pr~p~rty crimes of a predatory nature (burglary,larceny-theft, 

motor vehicle,theft and arson). Al so, our previous yearly analyses of report-

> ,ed Part I off~nses and arrests force us to focus some attention on the dispo

sition of such arrests. Knowing the volume and prevalence of arrests for Part 

I crimes, whitt do we know about' 'their disposition in the criminal justice sys

tem and what specific sentences, if appropriate, follow these dispositions. 

Because of the public concern with serious (Part I) felony crimes and the pre

cedence established in examining UCR classified crime data in Oregon in pre

vious reports, it was decided that we would in this report focus again on Part 

I felony arrest incidents. Listed below are the eight (8) major Part I offense 

categories and the corresponding sub-categories of Oregon felonies with the 

appropriate Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) numbers for each. Definitions of 

each of these specific charges listed below can be found in Appendix A. 

NOTE TO THE READER: 

In selecting 1979 Part ~ felony arrests for this study,we have tr-ied to main
tain a close correspondence between OUCR offense definitions and Oregon Re
vised Statutes (ORS) citations for arrest charges listed on the CCH file com
puter tape. As an aid to understanding what arrests we are studying,the read
er should note that we are not including all fe.lonies. We exclude certain 
felonies, (for example, kidnapping, treason, or extortion) which are not Part I 
offenses in OUCR terms. Also, the reader should know that not all Part I of
fenses can be classified as felonies., Some are clearly misdemeanors (fpr exam
ple, second degree theft). What we have in this study are arrests involving 
'charges whi ch are both Part I cr imes and felon i es. 

In addition tothe above, the reader cal so should know that certain of the DRS 
citations and the generic nature of some Part I crime definitions posed 
problems for classification of arrest charges in ,our research. The most 
notable examples" involve motor vehicle theft and "attempts" (in various crime 
categories}. '. " 

"Attemptsu : (or 'attempts to COJ1lllit a crime) als()pos~ a problem in our data.' c, 
In our report arrests ,involving attempts are' incl uded without di stincti on with 
a 11 other. arrests., Si nce attempts and charges 'of . aGtua 1 crime, COJ1llliss ion 

!-~------~-----.. -
" 
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carry the same ORSnumbers in the CCH system, we hav~ no way ~short of .addi
tional and expensive computer· programmi ng). of separat1ng. them 1n our. analyses 
of these data. The addition of attempts 1n such categorlesas murder, aggra~ 
vated assault and forcible rape may give an inflated appearance to our data 
and can affe~t our results in certain.subtle ways. For example, we. report 
more 'arrests for murder in Oregon than does any other source. A 1 so, S 1 nce we 
do not di stingui sh between arrests fo!, att.emptedmurder and ~urder arrests, we 
cannot provide separate analyses of d1Spos1tlonal and sentenclngpatterns. 
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OUCR PART I OFFENSES 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

HOMICIDE' 

Murder 
1st Degree Manslaughter 
2nd Degree Mans ~ aughter). . 
Criminally Negllgent Homlclde 

FORCIBLE RAPE 

1st Degree Rape 

ROBBERY 

1st Degree Robbery 
2nd Degree Robbery 
3rd Degree Robbery. 

AGGRAVATED ASSAULT 

1st Degree Assault 
2ndDegre~ Assault 

- - - - - - - - - - -'- ,- -
" 

BURGLARY 

1st Degree Burglary 
2nd Degree Burglary 

THEFT 

1st Degree Theft 

MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT 

Unauthorized Use of 

ARSON 

1st Degree Arson 
, 2IJd' 'Degree Arson 

!' .--

~8-

(Motor) Vehicle 

:',. 

ORS NO. 

163.115 
163.118 
163.125 
163.145 

163.375 

164.415 
164.405, 
164.395 

163.185 
163.175 

,164.225 
164,,~215 

164.055 

164.135 

164.325 
164.,315, 

",' 

Arrest records selected from our 1979 CCH tape for this report included only 

those which had, a Part I felony Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) citation listed. 
Ttae necessity of an ORS citation was built into the selection criteria because 
without the "citation it is not always possible to determine whether the charge 
was a felony or a misdemeanor, and impossible to compare arrest and adjudica
tion charges. 

All statistical analyses and reports based on the OBTS model for tracking ar
rests initially must confront the problem of counting. This becomes apparent 

when We conSider, for example, that a single arrest incident may involve sev
eral arrestees and several arrest charges. Attempting to statistically por

tray all charges and all arrestees related toa single arrest incident is 
extremely diffi,cult and could be very confusing to a reader. Consequently, 

for this report, only one arrest charge and one judicial charge per individual 
was processed from each incident. The arrest charge selected was the one with 

,the highest seriousness rating on an offense seriousness scale derived from 
the Oregon Parole Board's Matrix system. 

The ju~icial ,charge s~lected was the most serious charge which resulted in a 

conviction, or, in the case of nonconviction, the most serious charge filed. 
Again, seriousness of charge was determined by us'ing the Parole Board Matrix 

scale. In selecting from multiple charges the most serious arrest charge or 
judicial charge, ties of ten ,occur in that two or more arrest or judicial char

ges have the same seriousne\ss score. In either case a decision was made in 
, .' '. ' ., . Ir'~'j \) ,'. 

the, analyses here to brt~ak such ties by selecting the first listed of the 

charges with equivalent seriousness' scores. , 

, , 

The basis for the above, decisions and types of analysis 'in this OBTS report 
came from one of our previou~ pilot OBtS studi.es. 1 In that study it was 

'c, observed that "desplte the conmon practice of, multiple charging, the system 
really deal's with individuals' rather than single charges. For example, it is 

unconmon f·or a person to get convJcted op all charg~semanating from a single 

10regon Law Enforcement Cou~cil,'IIWhat Happened Afte~Arrest in Eleven Oregon 
Counties, A County by County Comparison of Judiolial System Response to Part I 
Felony Arrests ," Salem, Oregon, February, 1979;v 
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arrest. More 1 i kely, he or she wi 11 be convicted on one and the rest wi 1'1 be 

,dismissed. Additionally, when ,conviction does ocCur on several charges, the 

charges are often combined for sentencing purposes. Consequently, selecting 

the most serious charge at each stage is reasonably reflective of what hap-
pened to a given offender.1 0 

A Note on the Comparability of the 1977 and 1979 
OBTS Study Arrest'Populations 

In our 1977 study we tracked the disposition and sentencing of 5,807 statewide 

Part I felony arrests Yi!xcluding Arson I and 11). Due partly to the addition 

of arson to the Part I category in 1979 and due also to the la'rger volume of 

all Part I arrests in 1979 as compared to 1977, there were 7,451 arrests 

tracked for di sposit i on and sentenci ng in the current report whi ch exami nes 

CCH/OBTS data for 1979. 2 

Bes i des not i ng the obvi ous i ncreas~ in the total number of arrests studi ed 

from each report period, it should be of some interest to the reader to com

pare the 1977 and 1979 arrest populations in terms of frequencies or distribu

tions across the various categories and sub-categories of Part I felony offen

ses. Table 2 presents the data: of interest here. 

IThroughout this report we have assumed that the, basic unit of count most 
,appropriate for OBTS research is the individual arrest incident (and by infer
ence) the individual person regardless of whether 'or not the arrest on a spe
cific date involves multiple offenses (and/or multiple counts of single of
fenses). ,Some support for this focus comes from data which indicates the re
lationshipbetween the Part I felony arrests studied and the number of unique 
individuals who accounted for these ,arrests recordecj ;for1979. An examina
tion of these data indicate that a total of 6;699 unique individuals account
ed for the 7,451 Part I felony arrests (from 1979) which were tracked and 
studied in this report. The large number of individuals in proportion to the 
number of arrests means that the overwhe 1 mi ng majority of these 6,699 indi vi d
ualsaccounted for only one reported 'arrest in 1979. The range of arrests per 
individual w~nt from 1 to 5 with,()nly two individuals having exactly five (S) 
reported arrests and the majority only onel

' arrest: ' 

2Better Computerized Criminal History (CCH) system reporting of ORS cita-
ti on numgers for arrest offenses al so may have improved between 1977 and 1979, 
thereby account i ng for part of thi s overa 11 i nc.rease. 

-10-
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- Excluding arson, which was not ~onsidered a Part I crime in 1977, it appears 

. that the proport i ons ~r percentages for each year are very s i mil ar' with com

parable loadings or concentrations of arrests across the entire array of of

f ense types. The differences, where they occur, are somewhat mi nute. The 

. most notable difference is a slightly larger proportion of all Part I felony 

offenses being property offenses in 1979 as opposed to 1977. The reverse ap

pears true with Part I felony violent crimes. In 1977 violent offenses ac

counted for 29.2 percent of the ~art I felony offenses as compared to 26.1 per

cent in 1979 (excluding arson in the grand totals for both years) for a dif

ference of 3.1 percent. The respective percentages for property crimes (again 

excluding arson in the totals) were 70.8 percent in 1977 and 73.9 percent in 
1979--a 3.1 percent difference. 

-11-



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

~.- .. "-,-.. - >' '''-~-' • ",,-.- ,,,,~.,_ ~~"...,.,.;c ~t:~ "'~~ ""'''''~'''"'(' , ,.. ~ .. c-,.".,.,,"'- ...... ~, ,-;-.• ~,,_~ .. _,,;, " .. :':";_ '~'-'.-'~·~r- '-;", ~-;~r;",,.,.--~,,,,, ·~'r.7. 

C. 

0 

Table 2 

Comparison 'Between .1977 and 1979 OBTSReport , 
Results on the Distributi~n of Arrest Charge Offenses 

;,t 

. Number of s . ,Percent, Percentage 
Difference Arrests* of total 

~ CY:1977 Ev 1979 1977 to 1979 Arrest Charge ORS No. GY 1977 CY1979 
I 

'. Murder 163.115 125 176 2.1 2.4 + .3 
1st Degree ManslaUghter . 163.118 10 23, .2 .3 + .1 

V 2nd Degree Manslaughter 163.125 27 35 .5 .5 0.0 
I Crim. Negligent Homicide 163.145 21 31 

c 
.4 .4 0.0 

lJ 
L Subtotal HOMICIDE 183 265 3.2 3.6 + .4 
E 
N 1st Degree RAPE 163.375 231 338 4.0 4.6 + .6 
T .-

l$t Degree Robbery 164.415 368 392 6.3 5.3 -1.0 
C 2nd Degree Robbery 164.405 201 185 3.5' 2.S -1.0 
R 3rd Degree Robbery 164.395 118 153 2.0 2.1 - .1 
I 
M Subtotal ROBBERY 687 730 11.8 9.9 -1.9 
E 
S 1st Degree Assault 163.185 187 233 3.2 3.2 0.0 

2nd Degree Assault 1153.175 409 355 7.0 4.8 -2.2 

Subtotal ASSAULT 596 588 10.3 8.0 -2.3 

P I, 

R 1st Degree Burglary 164.225 1~383 1,577 23.8 21.4 -2.4 
0 2nd Degree Burglary 164.215 619 760 10.7 10.3 - .4 
P 
E Subtotal BURGLARY 2,002 2,337 34.5 31.8 -2.7 
R 
T 1st Degree THEFT 164.055 1,394 1,941 24.0 26.4 +2.4 
Y '-', 

UNAUTH. USE MOTOR VEHICLE 164.135 714 1,153 12.3 15.7 +3.4 
C 

164.325 (85r R 1st Degree Arson. 
I 2nd Degree Arson 164.315 , (14 * 
M 
E Subtotal ARSON (99)* 
S 

(Subtotal) VIOLENT CRIMES 1,697 1,921 29.2 26.1 -3.1 

(Subtotal) PROPERTY CRIMES 
., 

. 4,110 5A3i 10.8 73.9 +3.1 

.. 
GRAND TOTAL 5,807 7,352 100.0% 100.,0% 

*In 1979 Arson I and Arson II, were added'to the FBI's list of pa~t.I ~~~~~Yi~r!~~s~f 
The 99 ~rson arrests for FV 1979 are shown here; but they are no lnc 
the totals or calculations in this table. 
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2. SYST~M OVERVIEW, 
I 

Answering the General ~uestion of What HaPKens After Arrest for Part I 
reJonles: A flrst Look a the Effects of Case ttrltlon 

There are, of course, different levels of ana'lysis and various ways to answer 

the central questi on of "What Happens Aft~r Arrest?". At the most general 

level we would 'be interested in a state and systemwide overview of Part I fel

ony arrests. This means looking at arrests for all eight (8) Part I felony 

offenses in our state\'Jide sample and examining the attrition or loss of cases 

resulting during criminal justice system proces$i~g. Attrition or loss occurs 

because there are some arrests for "which charges are never fil ed in court and 

others gOing to court which do not result in cour't conviction. Still other 

arrestees charged with felonies and subsequently convicted do not necessarily 

end up with sentences of i ncarcerati on. As cases of arrests proceed through 

various major decision-making p01nts in the criminal justice system (arrest, 

court filing, disposition, and sentencing), cases "fall out," as 'it were, ~and 
are not generally subject to further criminal' justice system processing re
lated to the particular arrest which initiated processing here. 

We can present thi s flow of offenders or arrestees thY'ough the adjlJg i cati on 
Q ' -

system in pictorial or graphic form using, val"ious funnel shaped sieve dia-

gf'il.mS, flowcharts, and statistical tab'les. Beginning at arrest, the present 

study tracked the previously d.efined 7,451 Part I felony arrests from allover 

the state. Looking at the funne'l -shaped sieve '1,diagram .in Figure 1 we begin, 

then, with these 7~451 arrests or 100 percent of all those in our sample. 

Moving down to the first decision paint, we find that 2,000 of these 7,451 (or 

26.8%) had no court fiiing reported. While the precise reasons are not known 

in each ~ase, the usual situation.is that the prosecutor determines that neces

saryand/or s,ufficiente\!jdence does not exist for the,fi1in~ of cr.iminal 

c~a179.es i r G9L!rt. . Ot~er ,pos~ i bi1 iti es are that the defendant may have been 
t~ ~nsf err.ed, . to' an9~:~h,er juri sdi ct i on 'to face otller char,g~s ,the defendqnt may 

b'E!.deceased ;'or";;ncarc~rated elsewhere, at there tnay,h~v'e been' a case "of mi s

tak'en';;:d~nt.i.tY:.: I~ ~onie;;ca,ses;" prosecutor~ tlave qec,ide~ that in order 'to ef-

,ficienilyuse their scarce tesolircEi's, they"'shaulci' "not"waste time with cases 

'-13-
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Arrests 

Court F 11 i ng 

Court Conviction 

Some Incarceration*' 
(1 day to 100 yrs.) 

/) 

Incarcerati on for 
One Year or More** 

(,' 

Figure 1 

CRI~)NAL JUSTICE FUNNELING EFFECTS 

'AIl Part I ~~lonies' 
(Statewide 1979)· 

100%' . 
(7451) 

o 

< !,) 

*Excludes 485 cases where an of the incarceration sentence was suspended •. 

**Exc:l Udesv368 case~whereall ofihelncarcerati on sentence f' (for;" one year~'or 
over) was suspended~(NOTE~'These 368 caseS are 'a suiJsetor .part of· the 485 
casesmenti oned iJ! thefoot.note above'~' In ,01;her. words, therewerealtlong"the 
485 cases with completely suspEmded 'semtences"368 . wi ~h 'origi nal s,entences '~ofc 
one year or over ofincarc'eration'and 117 with 'sentences jnit.tally indf~'at,;. 
ing ·less than one year of incarceration before suspension of'sentence.} 

. ", . , ····0, ,,' . 

\\ 

:' .. ,J4-

\1", 

not likely to result in prosecution. Therefore, they attempt to carefully 

screen out such cases at this stage.. Other prosecutors may screen out cases 
after filing. 

.1':>-

It is also possible that in a very few cases mi'ssing data may account for the 

lack of information on court filing. It is possible that court filing and 
disposition data may not have been added to or updated on the CCH tape at the 

ti~e of th~s ana1ysis.1 (See Appehdix B for a discussion of IImis'sing data ll 

in prior Oregon OBTS analyses.)'· 

Proceeding on to the next decision point--that of court disposition--we find 

tnat3;674 of these 7,451 arrests (or 49.3%) result'edin "conviction on some 
charge; though not necessarily on the, charge at arrest. In 1;973 of these 

3,674 convict,ions (or in slightly over half) there was a perfect match betweeh 
arrest charge and convi,ction charge. As will be discussed later, a large 

" (l 

percentage of offenders in all crime categories are convicted" on red!lced or 
other charges. For the 1,777 cases (or 23.8% of the original 7;451) which had 

court ffltngs but did not result in conviction,~ most were dismissed for var
iousreasons. , Many were "released without complaint ll and others .,were acquit- . 

ted .0rWere considered "not',guilty by reason of mental disease or defect. II 
Table 3 provides a complete breakdown or distribution of reasons for "rionc;on-

. 0 t, .:. 

viction.II\O 

o 

.. ' l~ccording. toone"soufce, and JJast:!don data for earner ye~fs~"'estimatesare 
'··thatQ.y~r' ~O per~erit of the,,:urrests for offenses< \'1hich 'are required bY~law to 

be 'f; ngerpri ntedalld rel1ortedto" theCCH systeri'( (~11' fe 1 onles and those· mi s"
demeanors which ,are sexand,drug related) are ac;tually reported in' Oregon. " 
Additional'ly, ,approximateli]O to 80 percent of the final court decisions of 
a lJ c~sesand over-gO, percentof'!he finaldisposi t 1 ons associated with Part I, 
fe'lonyoffensesareteported~: Oregon~has~passed legislatlon whichirequ-ires 
the. . .r.eport'i,ng ofo'arr~s'~s, .and ·d ispos,it i onsas~()t,i ated.wi th '~H .P.art l:felonies 
and sex'o~' drug' re 1 cited rili sdemeanors. However, the state does not· hav~, I any 

,'. requi,reme,~ts::'governi'n9 th~ timeli'ness' ~ith which disposition events. '!lust be 
" .. r,eport~d 1 ~,to' the CCH system after thel r ' occurrence ~' See the ·fol JOWl n'g refer

. ence for a' detailed description of Oregon's' OBTS/CCH system .and its' develop-
,; ,me'htand pp'erati on; . Crimi nal Justi ce': Stat,;stic.s;AssoC; at; on, Inc.,.11 Status. of 

Offender Based TransactionStatistiJ:s.(OBTS) System peveJopmentJn 'the states, 
August, 1981, pp.103-111'. . 

L. 

,) ~'. 

. . . 
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Table 3 

Reasons for Nonconviction Among Arrests 
With Court Filing Reported 

Reason 

AcquittalS: . 

Acq~itted 
Acquitted, insane 
Acqui~ted, by reason of 
. mental incompetence ". 

Dismissals:" 

Charge dismissed 
Dismissed, civil action 

Q 

Adjudication withheld1 
Menta 11 y incompetent 

Re 1 eas,ed, no camp 1 a j nt2 

Total 
,,:, 

----;' 

Number (J 
of' 

Cases I) 
(Arrests) 

112 
1 

41 

1,025 
25 

3 
2 

568 

1,717 

a 

,< ~ 

Percent 
of '. 

. Total ... 
(Base=l,777) 

,'D 

6.30% 
".06%, 

2.31% 

57.68% 
1.41% 

.17% 
'.11% 

:'t-

31.96%_ 

100.00% 

.' 

,~; lT~e-Ua~~udicatiOn withheld" disposition occurso in instances where the case . 
is dismissedarld"theaccus~d offender "pleads ,gu~ltyll so to s~eak.~ . The jndi
vidualthencQmt;s und~r.,the pU\fyiew.of a IIdiverslon" progr~lnwhlch he or 
she agrees to' participate." " ',. 

2The ;'reieqs?,ed;{, no coinpl~intll 'tY~~:'of.dJsmiss~l:oc~ursili, case~_t:'h~~e, in' 
, general, the distr4ct.attbrney lnltl~lly declges ~aft~r flngerpru;ltlng the 
,arrestee that'there is not enollghJwJdence,tob~lng thecase.before"the ,grand 
jury for~court( processing. -·However:, the, ~ase~m~ ght,be. re~ct1va-ted.after,' 
adtiit lonal i nvesti ga'c; on,'andwi ~no~ta~econp_ flnger,prlnt lng. ._W.e~,o~l d, o,ot 
know (withoutasecon~ -fInger-prJ n1;l ng )lfthe,~q$e even~u91J¥ ,went, ,to court. 
Asa rul e 'these cases d9not go to,court s\Jbsequeot:,to,:the ,f~rst.flngerp~l nt:
ingimdare handl edas" dfsmiss:als :by· the>S:tate po.ll'~elO.COqln9.10forma~.1 or 
f~ori. the .. CCHtap.e:. " ;;,., ,: "';:" " _. " "~ D.' '. ," ',. 

o~, ,. 

C) 

", 
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The next step in our examination 'of the flow'of 1979 (lserious"(or Part I) fel

ony arrests1nvolves sentencing decisions. Here we are especially intere~ted 

in the extent. t~ whicJl offenders receive sentences of incarceration for "the 

ar'rests under invest igati on here. For all of these' ':oarrests combined, 28.2 

percent (or 2,099') of 7,451; received a sentence initially indicating incarcer

ati on. However, in 485 (or' r'ough ly a quarter) of these 2,099 cases the sen

tence of i ncarcerati on was complete 1ysuspended and in another 60 cases t\':l.e 
, ~' • l" '. ' 

incarceration was suspended in part. Including the above 60 cases with par-
tial suspension and omitting th~ 485 with all of the incarceration sentence 

"" .' 

suspended, we really have 1,614 cases (or "21.7%) where the arrested offender 
. . 

was convicted and received a sentence which actually required at least some 
"0 ~ 

incarceration, that is, as little as one day in jail or as much as 100 years 

in the peqitenti ary. However ,even· after having made adjustments for Com

pletely suspended incarcerations"entencesin these 'data, it should be not'ed 

that the sentenceeve'ntu~lly received is not the same. as the sentence 'actually 

served •. Time actually served var'ies according to policies and practices of 

the '1 oca 1 jail and according to parole board practices '. For -those offenders 

under jurisdiction of the 'Oregon 'Parole ,.Board the sentence served is' deter

mined by a matrix type scoring system which takes into account the seriousness 
,', 

of the cl"ime and the offender'S criminal history~ o 

,.i..' 

In addition to looking at those cases where arrest resulted in some incarcera

tion (i.e., 1 day to 10Q years), it is ,possible to b~eal< down sentencesw1th 
_' -'-' .' I" • , ". . , 

. incarceration ;"nto thos'e"witl1 "one (If year or less!.' and those with "over one . ,. "'.:'- ,\ 

(l),year." Of the 2,099 cases with an initial indicat,ion 'of incarceration, 

1;440 rec'eive'd preliminary sentences with one year or· more' of imprisonment. 
" ." .".. " •• ". 1 .: ".:" ':c '\ ,'., • fl- "'" 

The r.cmaini ng659h~d indicati ons,of, under one year cif,jail~entence.~r 

\,\ 

'.: . 

lIt is important here to note the differences in incarceratfon settings Jie
tween sentences of·' under or over "one year in length. A senten~e' of under one 
year impl i es i ncarcerat ion ina ~ count.y or city j ai 1 where,as' C), sentence of over 
once year imp lies i ncarcer-at ion ina state pr i son (i. e., QSP, OSC I, or Oregon 

""Womenl's Correctional Center' .(OWCC) fnOregon)..c. Inmost," i.f .. not all"of <the 
incarcerat-ion'sentences of exactly one year t'ne period ,0fconfinelT!en~0:c:curs 
i n'b: jci'jl s'etting,. ·Whi 1 e there ,is no statutory proyi s,l on that: antncarcera
li ~n sentence dfexactly a year has tq be served in a prison {as opposed ,to a 
Jai 1 }"byst~tute an offencler can', bene] din a jcli1 for iJp to "but;' riot exceed-

:,ing one year. . }, ' 

II. 

" -11- ' 
0"". '. 

" ~< '. • , 
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Suspended sentences, however, figure heavily into the final sentence actually 

given. For 368 .. of those 1,440 with one year or more of incar'ceration,all of 

the i ncarcerati on part of the sentence was suspended and for 21 others there 
was partial suspension. This means that in terms of final sentence disposi

tion, only 1,072 of the original 7,451 persons with Part I felony arrests (or 
1) 

14.4%) were actually sentenced Vo a year or more of incarceration.1 

Figure 2 presents a flowchart which can be used to trace in mor.egraphic and 

detailed terms the flow of arrests toward fi,nal court disposition. In addi
tion ,.to the case flow and mortality or case attrition information already 

given and repeated here, Figure 2 presents information on the sentencing out

comes or disposition in terms of the most serious type of sentence. Excluding 
, ~ 

177 cases where sentence disposition was not known because it was not coded on 
the CCHjOBTS tape pri ntout, there were 3,497 cases where the arrestees were 

convicted and the sentences were known. Of these 3,497 cases, 1,614 had incar

ceration for some length of time as the most serious sentence alternative. 2 

These 1,614 cases represented 21.7 percent of the total of 7,f51 Part I felony 

arrests studied here. 

The next sentencing disposition of in~erest is probation. In 1,682 cases (ot 
" \1 

22.6% of the total), probation was the most serious sentence disposition. 
Finally, in only 189 cases (or 2.5% of the total), a fine was the most serious 

sentence imposed.3 

lIt should be not~d that we have included with these 1 1 0'72 cases th;'21 cases 
"mentionedatfbve who were sentenced to over a year of lncarceration but had 
part of their incarceration sentence suspendeq~ We assume that even with part 
of the sentence suspended most, if not all, of'~these cases wi 11 still have 
been sentenced to over one year of i ncarcerat ion '.. ' 

" 
.2Exc 1 uded from these 1,614 Cases ~ere the c 485 .cases where a 11 of' the( 

incarceration sentence was vsuspended)V 
, f ' 

3Restitution, 'community service,and-~ptions other than incarceration~, " ' 
probation, and fines were. nQt included in this analy.;;s. However" tnese 
additional option~scould have beett part of the sentence imposed for ,con ... 
victions here. " \r\\ 
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Figure 2 
., 

FLOWCHART DEPICTING THE PROCESSING 
AND COURT DISPOSITION OF 

PART I FELONY ARRESTS IN OREGON 

'. ' 

"1', •• 

IN CY 1979 ' 

Total Arrests 

. Court 
Filing 

Reporte!:l 

N=5451 ,(73.21) 

Sent~ncing " 
. ;- , " 

,N=3674 (49.~) 
" 

No Court 
Fil ing 

Reported 
N=20~ (26.8% 

, . 

'. ·:O~;.i~P~t/\ 
., o~tpu~ , 

, ' . ~ :' .. ~ : . : , • *Exc'~~~es l~;~ases Wit~' .:, "N;=uig'(t'5%f 
sentence not coded on CCH/OBTS ---~ ____ --J 

tafe printout and also excludes 12 cases where 
, +,"" '0 :zprocess . 

a~h af incarceration sentence was suspended but no 
o er sentence was ind!Cated on t.he ta,pe printo.iJt. 

-1~- ' 

<>= dec1s1pn 
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While "most serious~1 sentence impose,d is useful information for describing 
sentencing dispositions here in this research, it is not the only information 

of 'interest. Another important way to describe sentencing is in terms of com
binations or configurations of sentence options' imposed as a result of convic

tion. Figure 3 presents the data of interest here to examine case flow of 
arrests toward certain combinations of sentences. 

Beginning with those cases with convictions (including those 485 with fully 

suspended i ncarcerati on sentences), we have 3,674 cases on whi ch to eXam; ne 

sentences. Each of the eight (8) ceps or small boxes to the right of the 

large IIconvicted li subpopulationbox contain cases having a certain combination 

of sentence penalties imposed. USing a single letter notation system to repre

sent a sentenCE! penalty (I=incarceration, P=probation, and F=fine), one can 

determine which penalties were imposed together in the sentence disposition. l~) 

Starting with c~ll #1, there wer~ 129 convicted cases where the sentence in-
t. 1 

cluded some term of incarceration and probation and the imposition of a fine. 
, - -

Cell #2 includes sentences of incarceration and probation but no fine. 1 

Cell #3 indicates 175 cases had sentences where incarceration and a fine con

stituted the major penalties. In cell #4 ,incarceration alone is the sentence 
penalty for 1,041 cases. (NOTE: The footnotes at the bottom of Figure 3 in

dicate the; numbers 'of partially and completely suspended incarceration sen

tences identifiedfbr each 'of these first four (4) cells.) Cells 5 through 8 

contain cases with the remaining sentence possibilitie,s or penalty combina,

tions. (Here again, we should point out that while the 189 cases if1 cell #8 
;::. : 

have no incarceration, probation, ,or ftnes indicated; it is still possible 
that some other sentencing disposltions may have been imposed. The primary 

possibilities, here include community service, restitution, and some form of 

informal supervision or diversion." Return to probation or parole is also a 

possibility" here. It is also possible i'n some cases that the CCH tape simply 
was not updated ,here to reflect the actual sentencing dlsposition which fol-

lowed conviction. "" 0 

1The combinattons of incarceration'and probation in cells land 2 probably 
indicateSwhat'is sometimes termecr-a-usplH sentence." This term refers to a 
senteflcewhich explicitly reqlJi'res the 'convicted person to serve a period of 
confinement ina local' jailor state or federal prison ,followed by 'a period of 
probation. The term "shock probatjQnll.issollJetim~s used interchangeably with 
the term' sp 1ft sentence. ,," ' , .' , . " , 

.to ." 
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TOTAL . 
PART 'I 
FELONY . 
ARREStS' 
STUDIED .. 
"N=7.451 

PART I 
FELONY 

ARRESTS 
. RESULTING 

IN 
COMPLAINTS 

.' ,FILED IN 
. COURT 

," N=5.451 

NOT 
FILED IN 

COURT 
N"'2.000 

CONVICTED 
N=3.674 

ACQUITTED 
Nz154 

Figure 3 - CASE FLOW OF PART.! FELONY.OFFENDERS 

(Statewide. 1979) 

NO T(F'
1 

F1j 

PROBATION(P) 

I 
. I 

.:. 
NO 

FIr~.,(_F) ~~ ,FJ .. 
ine 

--T 
NO' 

,~rob~tion 

: INC.ARCERATION (I) 
.• "j) . . 

Symbols: 

NO NO 

Fr(F)1 FT' Fli«F) I Fr 
.NO 

PROBATION(P) . Probation 

. 'IL--.-__t_---II 
I 

NO Incarceration 

(; 

I" incarceration (in jail Qf prison) as part of sentence disposition 
P -,robation as part of sentence disposition 
F· 1ne as part of sentence disposition. . 

- , 

These 177 
cases had none 
of ·:the sentence 
dispositions 
on"'theleft 

. coded on the 
OBTS/CCH 
computer tape 
used i.n thi s 
study. 

*Each o,f the ; four cells with footnotes in the above figure includes "INCLUDED CASES" "EXCLUDED CASES" 
cases 'wl]ere_-if~ of the incarceration 'selJ~enc~ was suspencrea:arurexcludes 
cases wh~re'~,of the incarceration sentence wa~ su~pended. ' The table 
to the right presents data on the number of included and excluded' cases 
f,or.each ·of".these four (4) footnoted cells..Rather than eliminate these 485 
cases froodi]e. table, howev~r. they were dist~ibuted across the ~o. 5 to 
No. 8 cell seas appropriate.' For example. the '144 "cases .e}tclud~dJrom cell 
NO.,;l, duif to fuUysuspendedihca'tc:eratiop s~nten!;es,were placed in cell 

- -No.5' as "theyst'ill involved :the i~ositi.o.n of probation "and fine. ; 
~ . . -,,< ' , 

.: .~. 

.. ," 

CELL { incarcerat i on sentence (i nc:arcerat i on sentence) 
,NUM~~ __ ~p~a~r~tl~y~su~s~p~e~nd~e~d~) __ ' ____ ~f~u~ll~y~s.u~s~p~e~nd~e~d~)~ ___ 

1 ~M4 
2 24 326 

.3 1 3'· 
,4 11. 12:' 

(l 

• r? 
. "0 .. 

. 
. \. 

.0 

0::.1 • 



While multiple sentencing dispositions or penalties occur in 965 (ot~ 26.3%) of 
these 3,674 cases with convictions, a single type, of penalty is the modal or 

most common outcome (at least for 2,520 or 68.6% of these cases). 

Before moving on to our next area of analysis the distribution of the 485 
cases wi th all of the i ncarcerat i on sentence suspended is of some interest. 

Of these 485 cases (all of which were excluded from the first four sentence 
disposition cells or boxes), 473 (or 97.5%) involved suspending incarceration 

only in cases where another penalty--probation and/or'fine--was part of the 

sentencing disposition. Only cell #4 presents a contrast. Here we have 12 

cases excluded due to~ complete suspension of the incarceration sentence when 

incarceration and neither probation nor fine was listed as the type of sen

tence. If incarcera'tion is listed on the CCH tape as the only sentence pen

alty and we also find an indication that all of this incarceration sentence 

was suspended, what sentencing disposition really resulted in these twelve 
(12) cases? In all probability these twelve cases were subject to what is 

variously termed bench or court probation and sometimes lIinformal" or "unsuper
vised" probation.l 

What Happens 'After Arrest for Part I Violent and 
Property Crimes Considered Separately 

(j 

Up to this 'point we have been looking' at the flow of, arr~sts and subsequent 

patterns of case,~ttrition'and sentencing dispositions ·in terms of all Part I 

arrests for 1979 considered together. In thi s secti on of the report we wi 11 

examine case flow, attrition, and sentencing patterns separately for Part I 
violent" crimes and Part I property crimes. 

II 
~. . 

I 

In r'abl(:"2 of ~hereport we divided all of the eight (8) gener~l categories of 

Part I (~rime into the two major categories of "violent tl and "property" crimes. 

1Benc~Orco14rtprobatipn ~efers.to a requirement of criminal courts that the 
convlctedbff~nder fulfill specified conditions of behavior in lieu of a sen
tenc~'to cQnfinen:u:mt. The~probation is informal and "unsupervised in that " 
th~rei~no ass,ignment to a probationagency's active sLipel'visory' caseload. 
Whl1e ,the Case ,is inac~iv~ ~n a supervisi0'1: sense, this form of probation is 
not ~he. ~~e as, an uncondltl0nal release •. :Th~ incarceration sentence has only 
been"s,usp,ended for a period during which the court retains jurisdiction over 
the ca~e. A new offense or a newcdnviction may cause the court ,to revoke the 
probat 1 onar y sta~us and sentence the person to confi nement. . 
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Violent Part I crimes include homicide~ forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated 

assault. Part I property crimes inc1u~e burglary, theft, auto theft or un
author i zed use of a motor veh i c 1 e (UUMV), and arson. 

In our 1979 study population of 7,451 arrests, violent offenses accounted for 

1,921 cases (or 25.8%) and property offenses accounted for 5,530 cases ( or 
74.2%). Because of the social importance attached to Part I violent crimes, 

we will look first at this category of offenses. Looking at Figure 4a, we can 
trace the flow of these 1,921 arrests through the major decision points estab

lished ~arli'er"~ , 

The most notable finding in comparing the flow of violent crime arrests in 
Figure 4a with t~e, flow of all arrests in Figure' 1 is that it appears that 

slightly smaller proportions of the violent crime arre'stees go to court (i.e., 
have charges filed 'in, court) and slightly fewer end ,in conviction. However" 

it appears that in c~inparing the violent crime subcategory here to all the 
Part I felony arrests studied, larger. proportions of 'the violent crime arrest

ees end up with "some i nc~rcerati on II and "1 ncarcerati on over one year or more" 
as sentencing outcomes. 

A useful contrast at this point ts ~o outline the flow of pr,operty crime of

fenders in our study populat1:on usi,ng th~ Same funnel· shaped sieve d,iagram. 
Figure 4b tracks the 5,530 Part I property crime arrestees through each of the 

" major decision points and permits us to make comparisons between the flow of 
vi olent and property crim~ arrestees., 

In terms of case attrit'ion, there are some notable differences between each 

major offense group as revealed. in Figures 4a and 4b. First, the overall 
court ,:filing rates are slightly higher for property crimes than for violent 

crimes (i.e., 74.5% vs. 69.J%). Second,convic~ion rates ,show a similar pat
tern with a slightly nigher percentage for the group arrested for property' 

~ . ~ .. 

crime.s::',(50.9%} :~ompa.red· tg' viol,ent crimes, (44.1%).' Lastly, the percentages G 

withsCJ~e j,ncarc~r~iJon and i ncarcfi!rati on for' o.ne year or more tend to" be 
" ,t,: ,'1'~. . ... ' .. ;. :'}"-',,"":~"~ ... .;;:?, . . - & " ,; ." ••• -~ ,'(1 ': ,',' • 

great~r' for violent as opposed top'roperty offen'se arrestees.: In:,e,xamining 
the" proportion with some incarceration (1, day to 100 years), the percentages' 

were 27.9 percent for the group arrested on some charge involving v,iolent 
crime and 19.5 percent, respectively, for those arrested for property crim~s. 

~; , 

" . 

'. t 
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Arrests , 
'1". 

Court Filing 

Court Conviction 

Some Incarceration*' 
(1 day to 100 yrs,:) 

Incarcerati en 
One Year or More** 

;'Fi gure 4a 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE FUNNELING EFFECTS 

Part I Felonies -, Violent Crimes 
(Statewide 1979) 

69.3% 
, 1332) 

. '. 

44.7% 
85.8) 

27.9% 
'(536) 

(445) 

" 

*Excludes 66 cases-where all. Ofth£!·in~~arceration ·,sentenc~'was\ suspended. " . .'":,:" ~, 

**E~cl udes 53 cases ,wh6re ~ 1 if~f theincarcerat-i o~' Seri'felice (for' one . year ot'\ 

. 'ovedwas slJspended. " '"., 

~ , . 

" 
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Arrests 

Court Conviction 

Same 1 n'tarcerat 10n* 
, (I day to 1.00 yrs.) 

: Jncarcerati on 
One Year or More** 

Figure ·4b 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE FUNNELING EFFECTS 

Part I Felonies - Property Crimes 
(Statewide 1979) .'-

74.5% 
4119) /; 

.<. ;;:) 

,,,*,Excl udes, 419 'cases where. all· of .the b incarceration.sentencewas,sl.fspended. 

**Exclutles '315c~ses 'where 11 '" f th ." -",<overl waS' suspended.. . a . '0,. eincarceration sentence (for or,e year or 

(). .' 

~ ". .. :, ' 

. :-25-



.... 

. ~ . ____ ...... "~ --.. """"f""'~~.., _., .... ,'_ .~ _"'_'_ ~. ~ '. ' 

In terms of incarceration for a year or more, the percentage was higher for 

the group charged with violent' crimes (23.3%) t'han for those charged with 
property crimes (11.3%) •. , "", 

. , 
These data and statiStics(above)te~d to substaflt i ate the overall finding 

that when the arrest charge is for a violent offense, the probabil ity of court 

filing and conviction is slightly less than when the arrest charge is for a' 

property offense. However, incarceration for any length of time is a somewhat 
more likely outcome for those ch;J.rged at arrest with a violent crime as op

posed to a~ p'roperty crime.' Inaggregating~or' lumping together all th~ ~iolent 
crimes and all of the property crimes we end up masking' important differences 

between categories and subcat~gor;es of crimes arranged according'. to arrest 

charges. In the next section of this report we will.exami.ne variat,ionor dif-.. , ;., ~ 

ferences in cour~ filing and conviction rates plus sentencing dispositions or 

outcomes for individual categories of violent and property crimes charged at 

arrest" 

Criminal Justice "Funneling Effects" and Differential Case Attrition 
for Specific Crimes Charsed at Arrest 

In the last two sections"of this report'we portrayed the .. flow'of offenders 

through the courts or adjudication s.ystem in very general terms using a series 

of graphs or figures and tables." Thi,s simplified portrayal was d~'signed' to 

give the reader an overview of what happens toarrestees at 'such maj'or deci-, 
sion points as court filing, ,djspo~ition, an.d sentencing. In some of these 

figures we used the term "funneling.effect" to describe the p,attern.of case .... ... ,' . ,.' . 

loss or case "morta)ity" and attrition wtlen cases Idrop',out",of,tHejudicial 

process at some decision point or simply remain through the dis'position and 
i. 

sentencing stages with the' usual result of referral to custodial or correc-
ti ons agencies for formal supervi s·j on. and/or confinement. l' 

,,< 
\' 

The tracking of felony ',arrest outcomes is of part'lcular interest in that~sta- '0 

ti sti'cal >arralysis,;:her.e' g·ives 'us-our,fi'rst'clues: :'and impressions about r'the. Work

load ~nd perfqrm~n.c,~ 'p( v~.r: ~ ~~s; .90.'!lponen;t$·Qf ~~e ;cr.jl'(li ri~.l justi ce.syste,m. ..An 
examination of case mortality or nfallout" may g'ive us'spec~i'fi~, tnsight~··about 

.' Q '. " 

performance in such areas as police crime investigation and related operations, 

as well as, insights into hm·/the prosecutor's office functions in such area~ 
as case research and case .preparation. Mor,e s·i gnifi cant ly, recen't research 

.!J .. . 
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appears to indicate the extreme importance of the role of cooperation between 

thep!llice and the prosecutor~s office in making IlgoOd" arrests in the ~ense 

of quality of evidence and, convictability.l This is particularly impo;tant 

whenwe~onsider tha~ the~tandards of proof required for conviction are 'much 
more rigorous than those~-';equired forarr.est alone • 

A~ one t.racks case 'outcomes through various decision points or stages from 

.arrest to dispos.ition, a, number of important policy research questions sur

face. While many of these questions are concerned with "performance" ;\ssues, 

the role played by budgetary and other resources is also of great importance. 
Why do some arrests not result in court filings and eventually convictions? 

HQW much of the loss of cases here is legitima1:e (.i.e., due to circumstances 
and.,factors unrelated to· the ·issue of effective criminal justice system per

formance . and bringing people to justice)? What impact~ if 'any, comes· because 

of poor resources to make I~.good" a~rests .(i.e., arrests where the',qualfty and 

quantity of evidence is high due to good law enforcement ,apprehension and de

tective work on thep.art of an adequately funded, professional police force)? 

How'!luch of the case loss :is due, to , prosecutor office and court overload which 
.in turn might ,be partly the result of declining financial resources ina ~er-
iod where pubJi,c tolerance for crime is lowe.red? Again, ,at the "court . level " 
the conviCtabpity of various arrests is a question which causes) issues of 

resources to surface. Espe~iall'y of interest is ,the length of, duration of 

courtpr~cessi.ng of. cases, at it time when psycno)ogi sts tell' us that thecer

taintyand ,timing9fpunishment may. have more ,weight in ~eterring ,offenders 
'(I from future crime than the severity ,of punishment. 

lSf;!e, fOr example; trJ following publications: 

(~. );' Bri'an Forst, ~udi.th l~jcianovic, an~ Sarah: J. Cox,' What Happens After ' 
, ,Arrest?, Instltute for Law and Soclal Research, Washington, D.c.~rn77 

(e.specl~ll~ Sec~ions 4,:.5', and6).~. 

·(b.') U.S. News:'andWorld Reportj) "Spee:i.al Report, "Reyolv.ing Door II Just;ce,-
jJhyjCriminalsGo Free,)u.~,()~ L~XX,,~No.l:9 (May:lO" 1976), pp. ~6-40 •.. , 

(c.) Inst~tute>forLaw am;l,S~cta~. Research, ~xp'anding the Perspective of Crime 
Data. Performance ImpJ l~a~l ons fUr .. PollCymakers, Washingtotl, D.C., 1977. 

• -. "t -. - ", \ "'.' "'4-. '-' , "~~. . ..• 
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Any real i stic ex ami nati on of the effectjveness of the criminal justice system 

in a state or locality gains from an' examinationoftt!eflow of arrests and 
the fallout or washing out of certain arrests. High. case mortality rates at 

'the case filing stage~ for' example, may bean'indication of police 'too often 
making inappropriate charges at arrest or fai'ling to gather a sufficient 

amount of evidence at the scene of an a\(;rest (i.e., 10,cating scientific or 
ph)'sical evidence). From the prosecutor' sperspecti ve, sudden" .shifts and, de-

. creases in'the proportions of arrest cases resulting in court filing of char
ges might provide the foundation for a'review of initial case screening pro-

\) 

~edures and policies. 

Corrmunity tolerance for crime and the willingness of the public to cooperate 
in reduc'ing ~~,ime is also aN 'iSsue here. In locales where citizens readily 

come forth with evi dence or agree to serve as witnesses, we, would expect more 
. . . . 

effective criminal justice system performance and more crime deterrence. 

In this section we will examine differerces in court filing and conviction 

rates for the different arrest charges under examination here. '~~e' also will 
examine differences between arrest offen'se groups in the 'proporti~ns with cer

tain disposition and sentencing outcomes. 

Table 4 presents the "data of initial interest' here. As we read across, the 

Y'OWS of the table we can determine for any particular offense category of Part 

I felony arrests the dispositional" pattern. "Forexample,in examining the 

entries in the first row of the t~J)lewe, can trace the flow 'and dis~osition of 

murder arrests. Reading across~che column entries i·n this row we see that we 
begin by tracking all 176 m~J",;4~s (ORS 163.115) arrests in our 1979 statewid~ 

~ Q 

population of Part I felony arrests in Oregon. One hundred andtwent¥ seven 
f) ':: 

. (127) of these homicide arrests .. (or 72.2%) °t~~ulted inc,harges beingfi),ed in 

court. Tra~king furth~r, ninety-two ".(92) ,or 52.3 percent of the in.jtial num
berot arrest~: led': to" c~urt,conv.fction/':In:,ter~s Qf' ~el.1:tendng': 37.5 percent 
Ot~ ;,.' . '.".' 

(or 66) ended up with an incarceration"sentence',ofsome length and 34.7 per-
') (\ " <.co 

'cent (or 91 of, the"originaLl'76).ended Jip with· "felony timen--J.e~, b.asically 
• • ",' 4 . ' " • , • 

over 'one year incarceration', sentences' 'in pri'son:" Reading down',~olumns allows 

us t() compar.e'gfoup,s ()f. arrests; {arr .. ~nged,by;,typeri~Qffense II charged" ,at. ar- (I 

rest) in' tef.mS .of ihe ,percentag~s·o~:. p~6port;On·s~· reachi ng a:certain' st~ge and 

disposifional "outcome f~ the judicial processing' ofa~rests.' " 
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Table 4 

Number andoPercentage of Specific Arrests Reachin~ Certain 
D1Spositi onPolnts During triml nal Jusbce System rOceSSl ng '.:1 ' 

(Statewi de, .1979) , 

. -

'.! Type of 
. Offense 

"Charged" 
at Arrest 

ORS 
Number of 
; Offens,.e . 

(in CollJlln 1) 

NU!~!: 1 of lr--::pe:-r_ce.n:-t-.:a:7ge::-;. _an_d,N.,...u-:-mb_.e_r:;-o::-f :;-A_rr_e_s' t-;S_(-:-i _n _C _01_um_n_3-:-)_,. R_. e,su_l_t l_~n_g _i_n :,,::, .. _ 

Arrests Court Filing Conviction on Incarceration Incarceration 
Tr,.acked of Charges Some Charge '(l day to (1 year or 

_)_l,._ " 100 vears)* more )* 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

Murder 

(1) '(2) " 

163.115 
163.118 
163.125 
163.145 

(3)'. 

176 
23 

.35 
31 

V 

M~ns 1 aughter I 
Manslaughter 11 
Crim. Neg. Hom. - - - - - - - - - -,:;~ '\. - - - - - - - - - - .:: 

I (5) 
o 

All HOMICIOE 

L 
E 
N 
T 

(6) RAPE I 

(7) Robbery I 
(8) Robbery II 
(9 ) Robbery II I 

\I 

163.375 

164.415 
164.405 
16.4.395 

265 

338 

392 
185 
153 C 

R ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -' - - ~ - - -
All ROBBERY 730 

(4a) 

72.2% (127) 
i 65.2% (15J 

85.7% (30) 
80:6% (25) 

74.3% (197) 
" 

72.8% (246) 

75.3%(295) 
6L6% (114) 
51.6%' (79) 

66.8% (488) 

52.3% 
. 65.2% 

80.0% 
7LO% 

(4b) . 

-

(92) 
, (15) . ' 

(28) 
(22) . 

59.2% (157) 

41.4% (140) 

52.8% (207) 
39.5% (73) 
33.3% (51) 

45.3%(331:) 

(4c) 

, 37.5% (66) 
34.8% (8) 
40.0% (14) 
19.4% (6) 

35.5% (94) 

28.4% (96) 

40.6% (159) 
23.8% (44) 
17 .0% (26) 

'31.4% (229) 

(4d) 

34.7% (61) 
34.8% (8) 
28.6% (10) 
16.1% (5) 

31. 7% (84) 
,. 

2&.6% 

39.0% 
17.3% 

5.9% 

(90) 

(153) 
(32) 

(9) 

.26.6% (194) I (10) 
M E r~~L/~,~--~.~-c,,,----~,~------------~----------~,~,------~~--~-----+----------
'S (11) 

(12) 
Assault.~J 
Assault W () 

163.185 
163.175, 

233 
355 

(13) All ASSAULT "588 

P (14) 
R (15) 
o 
P (16) 

BUrglary I", 
Burglary II 

164.225 
164.215 

. . ' . 
1577 

760 - ',~ -"-,.-:- - - -.~ - -.~ ,- ~~ -.,-<~ -' - - i\..,-
All BURGl,ARY' 2337 -., 

72.1% (168) 
65.6% (233) 

68.2% (401) 

74.7% (1178) 
72.8% (553) - . - . ~ ~ - -
74.1% (1731) 

44.6% (104) 
lJ5.5% (126 ) 
(I 
~i---·--
39.1% (230) 

54.3% (857), 
54.3% (413). 

22.7% (53) 
18.0% (64) 

19.9% (117) 

23.7~ (374) 
20.8% (158) " 

54.3% (1270) " 22.8%" (532) 

17.6% (41) 
10.1% (36) 

"- - - - - -
'13.1% (77) 

16.7% (263) 
1L1% (84) 

'14.8% (347) 
E ~ . , . " ". 
R r---~--~~~----~~~-~~~--~~~~~~--~--+-~--~--~'~--------
T (17) 
Y 

(18) 
C 
R 
I "(19) 
M (20) 
E 
S (21) 

., 

THEFT I 

." ~, 

AU:~ THEFT 
'IUUMV) 

,194.055 ' 1941 74.1~ (1438) 

. 164.135" .... 1153 75.7% (873). 

Arson ~I 'l 164,.325 85 78.8% (67) 
Arson 'II . 164.315, 14;. 71.4% (10) 
~t:~,:_ ,~ ~ -, ~ .' '';'. 00:': -~ - •. - •. _~ "- ,iio." " •. , •. ~-' .;. '. - ."- ' •• '. - .' 

A 1l.ARSON". ,99 ." 77 • 8% ;' (77) 0 

._-",..... 

(22) V 1,0.; LENT CRIM~S 
T '~I Sii&totiiJs J . 

1921 69.3% (q32) 

51.~ ('1006). 16.1% (~13) 7.6% (148) ,. 

41.5% (479) 18.3% (211) 10.1% (117) 

17.6% (15) 
. 0.0% (0') 

60.0% (51}, 
7l~4% (10) 

25.9% (22) 
0.0% .. (0) - - - "-~' - '- .... 

.61.6% 
, " 

22.2% - (22'}~' . 15.2% (15) 

,44.7% (8~8) .,23.2% (445) 

~, 123)P~9PERTYriRI~E~( ',' , " , 
;j' . '.' 

5530, •. 74.5~' (41l9) 
>J • ~.,.' ',. .' ; t~ ') . 

50 .• 9% (2816) 19.5%.(1078),.; 11.3%(627) 
AISubtotals) ... 
L • ,; 
S (24 ) ALL CRIMES',' .' 

o (GRA.J4DTOTAL ), 

.', . 
7451 . " 73.2% (5451') 

.. , 

49.3% 0<3674) , 
, .' ',~' > l' 

21".7% (1~14) 14.4% (1072) 

~ ,",~ c 'l.l~~'" ': -;".~.". ':~ ': .. , '" .'~' f ... _~ :: .. : c ,'~ "P, I" ~,," >,,0,,: ... , ,., ,-9'-' ';;!; 

*CollJllll entries, here'E!~cl u~fcases whE!r~ ,aJ lof the incarci!ratiQl'). wass,uspend~dand' aJ so ~xcl udecases with sen: 
tence 'l1ot code a on the CCHZ,OBTS tape printout. In additJon., it. should be noted that'the column entl'ies~'jl1clude 
cases wher~part of the incar~eration sentence was sl,lspendei:l. , .. '" fry , '."~ .. ' .' . 

. . . ,{:~r ,p 

.'" c? • ,"' 

" 
',' 0 

.1 



Scanning down tolumns'4a:thr'ough4.d 'in' Table'4 :allows 'ustd analyze "funneling 
J .,' t\ II 

effects" and differences in case' attrition rates for both the major categories 

of 'P'art I 'felony 'arre'sts 'and' forthesp~cificsilbc-ategorY'offenses.; While .~ 

there ,tare some simil arlti'e:s' between various, ca~~gories.of arrests in ,the, pro-. 
, ~ .• , "1'\ ~. '<o~.,.. • - • _.' >". ,. 

portion's resulting 1n . court filing, conviction, and iticarceration;they are 
not identical and notable differences often result. Beginning ,with 'court fil.-·· 

"ingafter arrest and following onthr,ough conviction and sentencing 'dispt'5i
tion, the flow of arrests dwindles sharply Tor most groups of arrests of-gan;.. 

'ized by arrest charge. Ex~ination of ''the flo~ itself for"\1;he various yi01erlt 
" and property crimes br; ngs into focus several fi ndi ngs of interest 'here,. ' 

Violent Crimes 

Nearly one third (31.7%) of the individuals arrested for all homicide offenses 
combined received a sentence of 'incarcera:tion of one y~ar or over' in ,length 

, (i. e., "felony time .. ).1 Roughly one quarter of, those arrested for fordb Ie 
rape (26.6%) and robbery (26.6%) received such sentences. Of all the Part, I ,~ 

offenses, these. three categories (above) resulted in themos t severe outcOl11e, 
(felony tim'ain prison) in terms of judicial system response. 

( . 

. While the"felony ti,me"incarceration rate for all homicj.pe arrest.s was the" 

highest of 'all categories, it may seem low to some. This' may be partially 
explained by the fact that only 50 (31.8%) of the 157 arrests withconvictfons 

were convicted on the ~rrestcharge. In the case, of the subcategory of murder 
(ORS 163.115), only 22 (23.9%) of the:92 convictions were on the arrest 'charge.· \ 

. . ,. ~, , . 

This sugges~s that there was either a, substantialo,amounf of, plea'oargaining 

,IExcludes 17 cases with incarceration, sentence suspendediirid includes one c; 

. case with a part; ally suspended ,inc.arcerating sentence.. It should be poi nted 
out that all 17 cases wit~ sllspended incarceration sentences were placed on 
probation for one year or more and five of these 17 had 'f.ines :also.,. 

'. . ,~ " . . ,'., , . 

Some ins iCght i, nto why incarcer~tion se'ntences were suspended cat'lb~ ~gai ned' by 
noting tha~9 of the,17 were convicted'on red~ced charges and of ~hose8.coJi';''' 
victed on the arr~i'st 'charge, one" was sent~nced 'on a second degree:mans laugh
ter charge and theremaining'seven(7) oll'criminal1y negligent' homfc;d~ . 
charges. These latter 'are charg'E!swe a~sociate with reckl(\~s driving .and, , 
other, i nc1 de~ces".,where n~9,1 i 9~J1C~ , 1 e~d$ 'to, the geath of .an~~her. ,"In other , 

, words,. the ,>clrcl~mstances or stan,da~d~, of proof.. s~em to lnd\~~late ~hat these 17 
'cases lnvolvec1 a,',.sOmewhat less serlOUS degr;ee t;)f)!lu_rd~r or r0lll1c,lde or ~ ,0' 

~ i rivoTvement'leadi,hg,:t6 the death"of.'~notherpe.rsoij.··~,,"··,.. " " ... ," ,,-

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

(and/or considerable overcharg.ing at arrest) or that there was a substantial 
number of cases where eV.idence sufficient to substantiate the charge at arrest, 

could not be obtained. 1 It is also important to keep in mind that the vio
lent crime categories of homicide, aggravated assault, and robbery each en

compass.two or more specific, charges, some of which are much less s~rious than 
others~ For example, the homicie!e category includes criminally ,negligent 

homicide--a much less serious crim~ thanmurd~r. 

Among. the four major types of violent crimes, the two most often "sensational
i zed" crime$ in, the mass medi a--homi o,i de and forci b 1 e rape--had the highest 

court filing rates. The homiciQe subcategory of Manslaughter II had the high

" est. court ii 1 tng rate of 'any specific category or subcategory of all Part I 

. 'crimes. Robbery and aggravated assault had somewhat lower .court fi 1 i ng rates 
than"homicideand forcible rape. In fact, Robbery III had the lowest court 

filing rate of any Part I.crime •. (Also, it is of interest to note that for 
rObbery· the court fi 1 i rig rate varies by the II degree" or seri o.usnessof the 

robbery charge. The court filing rate is highest for Robbery I and lowest for 
Robbery IIl.)2 

Conviction rates and incarceration rates (for any l'ength of stay) are 'both 

somewhat higher for homicide and robbery than for. forcible rape and aggravated 
a.ssault. 

. Property ,Crimes 

,Wh'ile the four· m9jor property crime categor,jes' examinee! here' showrela,tiVely 

high court filing and conviction rates, the incarceration rates (especially' 
!) II 

for Ufe10ny t'imeU conyictionslar~ re1at'lvely low when compared to the violent 

. crimes. For "a11.categories and subca~egories of property ,crime, the ,perCE!nt

ages with court fi 1 i Jig are i n theseve~t i es •. ' Arsol'! t with 7a.8 percent and 

Arson II ',with' 71.4 percent with court filings represent the high and loW: val-
(~ 

ues here. Conviction rates' for property offense arrests range from 71.4 per-
() -

,ITechni,cally, police 'do not "charge'i'an individual with a crime. ThisH, , 
formally done bg the prose'cutor. · However ~ i.or th~=sake of simp 1 i city'~e have 
used the term! Uatrest charge'.' throughout' th'fsre.port- 'to de~i gnate the ,sped fi c" 
reason 'for arrest. • .' " .. '. ", .' .. ' , 'b' • 

• : ' .... " < ,\ 4 . ~ , 

2The"convictlon rates also vary with degrees of robbery in the same way. 
Robbery r arrests have a higher convictiQn rate than Robbery U and III arrests. 
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cent for Arson II to 41.5 percent for UUMV, (or auto theft). The incarceration, 

rateS are highest for Durglary as a general category and lowest for theft. 

Of the major Part I property crimes ~an arrest charge of arson results in the 

"greatest likelihood of court filing, c:onviction,and incarceration for one 

year or more. Arson ~s closely followed by burglary. Theft and UUMV (auto 

theft} have somewhat less severe consequences in these regards. 

The reasons for these patterns ,are not read; ly apparent., Lack of agreement 
between arlr'est and di sposi t i on charge may not be as much a fac:tor as it was 

with violent crimes. 'The' rate of conviction on the arrest charge is somewhat 
higher ,for property, crimes than for vio'lent crimes. The fact that the convic

tion rates'for arson and burglary are' higher than for theft (larcen1,) and much 
higher than for .motor vehicle theft (UUMV) may reflect a greater emphasis on 

prosecution for that crime. Another factor (though of limited importance)' may 
be the practice of IIcivil compromise" being used more oft,en for theft 'and 

motor vehicle theft. A civil compromise is an agreement between the, parties 

involved to settle out of court and the case is then dismissed.! More about 

variation, in court filing, conviction, and incarceration rates will be present
'ed and discussed in the next and later sections of this report. 

Conviction Rates from Varying Perspectives 

As an indicator of criminal justice' system performance, the conviction rate 

(along with the.,incarceration rate) commands much attention from those viewing 

"the disposi~ion of serious' fe'lony :cri~es from,: differentpe.rspectives-

especially the police,' prosecutors, ,arid victims., ,Despite' the importance o'f' 

this measure Of ,perfdrmance~ statistics on' cooviction'rates can be very'con-
I ' 

fUSing to,ditferent' readers. Computationally, the conviction 'rate can ,vary 

dramatically' dependingori where one ',starts--arrest 'or court.fil ing--and on 

what is included or excluded' when the ra:te is calculated. ; In Table 5 we have, 

lWhiledataon IIdismissals with civil action";n Table 3 may seriollslyunder- ' 
enumerate instances where cjyi}:compromise w~s a possible outcome, itis w,orth 
mentio.ning that Of 1:~e25 ,cases dJsmissed wj1:hcJvil'action (in Table '3), 7 

, involved burglary a~rest chargeS (ou~ of 1,577,'arre.sts), 1:3 it1Volve~ ~h~ft 
arrest charges ( out" of 1 ,941 arrests), and 5 involved UUMY(irrestcharges 
(out of,1,15,3'arrests). In other words~ 18 of the "25 (72%) were for theft 
or UUMV arrests as opposed to burgl aty arrests~" ' ,< 
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Table. 5 

Conviction Rates for Part I Arrests 
Computed from. Different Bases 

(Statewide, 1979) 

Convict ion, Rates* 

Percentage of Felony Arrests Percentage of Court Filings 

Resulting,In~ Resulting In: 

Conviction Conviction on Conviction Conviction on 

Type of 

Arrest Charge 

on Arrest Charge on Arrest Char-ge 

Any Charge· Only Any Charge Only 

(1) (2) (3) ( 4,) 

Violent C~~ 

Homicide 59.2% 18.9% 79.7% 25.4% 

Forcib le Rape 41";4% 20.1% 56.9% 27.6% 

Robbery 45.3% 20.3% 67.8%' 30.3% 

Aggravated Assault ,: 39.1% 9.7% 57.4%, 14.2% 

Property Cr imes 

Burglary 54.3% 27.4% 73.~% 37.0%' 

Theft 51.8% 32.4% 70.0% ' 43.7% 

UUMV 41.5% 31.3% 54.,9% 41.4% 

, Arson 61.6% 20.2% 79.2% 26.0% 

*With the exception of the numbers of arrests with court filings resu~ting in , 
conviction on arrest charges, the percentages in this table w~re. derlVed from 
data'presente~ in lable 4., Thenum~e~s of arrest~wherec~nvlct10n wa~on the 
arrest charge ,were, as, follows! Homlcl:(.1e=50,Forclhle Rape-68" Ro~bery~148, 

, Aggravated Assault:=S7, Burglary=641.~ Theft=628, UUMV=361, ~nd' Arson=20. 
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calculated, four different 'conviction rates for each of the eight (8) major 

categories of Part I felony arrests. 

, First, in column 1 we examine the percentage of arrests whi'ch resulted in con
viction on any charge (not necessarily the arre~t charge). From this perspec

tive, those arrested on homicide, burgl ary, theft, and arson charges all have 
conviction rates of 50 percent or more. The higher conviction rates for these 

arrest charges--especially homicide (59.2%) and a,rson (61.6%)--sugge~t that 
some 'importance is placed on the prosecution of these arrests by the criminal 

justice system. One measure of the importance Clf a cl ass of arrests for pros
ecution is the rate at which charges are filed' tit court. When 'we examine all 

16 categories' and sub-categories of Part I felony arrest charges, there ap
pears to be a, relationship between the proportion of arrests resulting in 

cou~t fi'ling of' charges (the court filing rate) and the conviction rate. The 

datal of interest here can be presented as follows: 

NOTE TO THE READER 

'The reader should be cautioned against drawing infer;-encesfrom percenlages or 
, means ,or other statistics in the tables in this report whic~ are ba~edonsm~l1 

cell sizes orsubsample sizes. Where possible, we have.,\avol~e~ maklng.su~h lry,
ferences in the report narrative. Because the report lS malnly descrlptlVe ln ' 
format; we do compute p~rcentages for all table entries, however. 

,. ' ~ > 

." ". '1' ' " '. 

;'; I 
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Offense ,Court Conviction Charged ' Fil ing Rate ., at Arrest Rate (any Char9~) 
D 1. Murder 7"2.2% 52.3% 2. :Manslaughter I 65.2% 65.2% 3. Mans 1 aughter II 85.7% --,;.~--~;\ 80.0% 4. Crim.Neg.Homicide 80.6% 71.0% ' 5. Rape I·· 72.8% 41.4% 6. Robbery I 75.3% 52.8%. 7. ' Robbery II 61.6% 39.5% ,e. RObbery III 51.6% 33.3% 9. Assault I ' 72.1% 44.6% 10. Assault II 65.6% 35.5% • 11. Bur'glary I 14.7% 54.3% 12. Burglary II 72.8% 54.3% 13. Theft I 74.1% 51.8% 14. UUMV 75.7% 4L5% 15. Arson I 78.8% " 60.0% ~, 

16. Arson II 71.4,% 71.4% 

In general~ the higher the court fi,ling rate the higher the conviction rate. 1 , , ' 

lWh'ile the ,reader may:or may not understand the statistical concepts and 
techn~ques of correlation and linear' regression analyses~ some understand1.ng 
of thlS r~lationship is possible at an intuitive level." , 

Statistical analysls of the (above) datainditates' that ,there is 'a moderately 
~trong, p~sitivecorrelation(or, direct relationship) ~between the cour,t fil
log.rate and t~econvicti,on rate. This implies a 'p.r.edictiverelationship 
between .th~se rates~'-at least within the limits of some margin of error. For 
each Unl t 1 nc~ease 1 n the ~Qurt fi 1 i rig rate. there i s~. corresp~ndi ng i "crease 
o~ so m~ny unlts expecte~ ~n the. correspondlng conviction rate.~ 'For example, 
wlth a~o~served court flllng .rate ·of ,50.0 percent 'we would expect ,?r predict 
aconvlctlon. ~at~ of 28:3 ~p~rcent based on our, analyses of these da~i). . (NOTE: 
F~r .the "Stiltl stlc.al1Y7:-;ltl,at~dll the Pearson product moment' COrrEn ation coef
flc·lent qr "r" value is +.66'\!~Jth iluslope"'of: 1:13and"an" ~'intercept" of 

'-28.15. J The cor,relation coe~!'h~j~ntj~ sig,~,i;ficant a~ below, t~e. ac;cepted .,05 
level~ However, the sample Slze'nere 1S qUlte small and 'demands careful 'con
sideration when making inference's or predicttons:from ·these 'data:') Hi'gher ob
served C?U~t filing rates yield higher predicted conviction rates. Anob-
served f,llng rate of 70.0 percent generate's a predicted conviction 'rate of ,~;1 
50.9 percent and a,. filing rate of 90.0 percent yields a predicted conviction rate of 73.5 percent. . 

. .:j 

,\ . 



A somewhat different .picture emerges when we exami ne the percentage of those 
. 11 

convicted on the arrest.:charge (column 2 in Table 5). Generally, conviction 

rates are low--all are below 35:' percent. Also, it ts interesting that the 

category wjth the highest conv.iction rate (61.6%) on any charge-'-arson--has 

one of the lower rates of conviction on the arrest charge (20.2%). 
, , ' ( 

There are probably several reasons for the lower conviction on arrest charge 

rates int1uding the diffi~u1ty' of' proving the arrest charge '(especially for 

arson) and the possibility of e>,<tensive police overcharging and/or extensive 
' .. 

plea bargaining for certain of t~ese arrests. It also is interesting to note 

the four property crimes (in Table 5) have conviction rates on the arrest 
., 

charge higher than (or in the case of arson as high as) any of the four listed 

vi 01 ent crime, arrest categori es'~ 

The highest conviction rates listed in Table 5 were computed in terms of con~ 

victions for any~ offense as a, percentage of cour.t,~i1ings (column 3). At 
court filing, cases which have insufficient evidence are often eliminated. 

Other cases are also eliminated for technical reasons such as the death of the 
defendant, transfer of the defendant to another jurisdiction, etc. Looking at 

convictions in this way, the highest rates are for homicide, burglary, theft, 
and arson. Again, this may reflect an empha~is placed on prosecution of these .j 

, crimes or it may result from a more, careful screening of. t~ese c~ses. 

If'wequa1ify the above rate some by comp~tin9 the percentage of court filings 

resu1t,ing in conviction on 'the arrest'lon1y (column" in Table 5)., the convic

tion rates dr~p off.again and are considerably 10wer.Ars~n <'and.ho,mlcide ar-
. re,sts with c~urt filings show: a' .particular1Y sharp 'drop between the more gen- ' 

eraland thE!mo~e refined w~ys·ofcQmputing.con"icti~n rat~s',(Le., ,column 3 
vs column 4 i'n Tablf! 51. Apparently; l.t is mOl"-e: difficult to get convictions 

for these ,a~~ests 'wjth court fil i!lgs :on' the ":a~rest ch~rge. Again,(j1~ferences 
, i~ 'standards of pr'~of' for convict~ng on, t~e arrest versus some other' :charge 

may, be a factor. a1.ongwithHerhaps p lea,bar9ai:ning andl ?r .pol ice overc~argi ng. 
. , 

, 
3. SPECIAL ANALYSES 

The Analysis of Patterns inArrestvs. Disposition Charge 

The process of ch.atging is highly complex. It involves an assessment of the 

. evidence needed to prove the charges at severalpQints in the processing of a 
defendant. To simplify this process, we have examined the charges at only two 

points--the charge at ~rrest and the charge at disposition. At the arrest 
stage, the po.lice must make the tnitia,l determination of. the evidence.' For 

some crim~, categories · this is not difficult. For examp1e,.to charge sOJ'!leone 

with Thef~ I, you need evi dence to eventually prove that a defendant stole 

'goods valued at '$200 or more. Other' crime categories involve a far more so
phisticated understanding and assessment of evidence. For examR1e~ the evi-

". 

dence needed to eventually prove murder,consiists of not ol)ly1inking thede-
fendantwith calj'sing the death of another, but al so determini ng that there 'lIas 

n~ Ujustificationor excuse" for the act and'that ts,e defendant was "not under 
extreme emotional disturbance." 'As the data.;n this section of the report 

" wi 11 demonstrate, there is often a lack .of agreement between the arrest' charge 
and ,the disposition charge (i.e., they,.do not a1y/ays match)~ This lack of 

agreement between arrest charge and dispositi('lrl;charge is more noticeable for 
crimes,. where the assess,fIlent of .~vidence is complex (in general the group of 

violent crimc:!s and 'especially homicide) ~s opposed to those where it is less 
complex (property crimes with the exception of 'arson). Table 6 outlines: the 

data in.itially used to exami"~ agreement between ,arrest and disposition .char
geso (Note that in examining the "agreement" , issue here we are looking at 

only those arrests which result in the court filing of chargeS.) 

In looking at columns 4 and 5 of Table.6, there is,:onsiderable variation be
,tween categories" and subcategories of ~rrestees il1the proportions having' the 

arrest and disposition charges' match or II agree}' ' The "pE!rC~ntages with agree
ment range' from al ow of 10.0 percent for those arrested on ArsonlI c~ar'ges 
',' .. . ' .' . :.", . . " ~ , 

toa high of 85.7perc~nt for,those arrested. on UUMV {or unauthorized l,Ise qfa 
motor vehicle) charges •. Looking at all' the crimes·con·si·del~ed here :the proba-

b1lityof the diSPOSitlQn'char"ge match~ng the arrest charg~ is 66.5,percetit. 
The'probabil'ity is 'higher f.or~ll 'four 'property crime ~lrr~stcategories (69.9%) 

and lower 'for' {fie four vi 61 im't . crime arrest, 'C!l't~go~'ies' (56~j%). 'Among the .. 
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Table 6 

Rel at; onsh;ps Between Arrest and D.; sposi ti on Charges and 
, the Probablllty of Convlctlon 

-
(Statewide, 1979) , 

V 

Type of 
Offense 

"Charged" 
at Arrest 

(1) 

ORS 
Number of 
Offense 

(in Column 1) 

(2) 

Total 
Number of 
Arrests 

With· 
Convictions 

(3) 

(1) Murder 163.115 127 
(2) Manslaughter I 163.118 15 
(3
4

) Manslaughter II 163.125 20 
( ) . Crim: Neg. Hom~ 163.145 25 

- - - -.- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -
I (5) ALL HOMICIDE 197 

Percentage** rand Number) of 
Arrests With Convictions Hhere 

Arrest & Disposi,tion Charges: 
Charges are: . 

, "SAME" 

(4), . 

40.9% 
20.0% 
33.3% 
80.0% 

(52) 
(3) 

gg~ 

"DIFrERENT" 

(5) 

59.1% 
80.0% 
66.7% 
20.0% 

.', 

(75) 
(12') 
(20) 

(5) 

Percentage (and, Number) of 
Arrests (in Columns 3 and 4) 

Resulting in Convi.ction Where 
,. 'Arrest and 

, Disposition Charges are: 

"SAME" "DIFFERENT" 

(6) 

42.3% (22) 
100.0% (3) 
80.0% (8) 
85.0% '(17) 

93.3% 
. 100.0% 

100.0% 
100.0% 

(70) 
(12) 
(20) 

(5) 
- - - - - -- - - - - --:'- - - - - - .. - -. - - ~ - - - - - - -

43.1% (85) 56.9% (112) 5B.8% (51:\) 95.5%(107) 
o 
L 
E 
N 
T 

"-.:.:::;:::~,. 
~~----------~------------~--------~r-~--~--r-~~~~'----------

(6) RAPE I 

Robbery I 
Rob~ery II 
Robbery III 

163.375 

164.415 
164.405 
164.395 

246 

295 
114 
79 

(7) 
(8) 

C (9) 
R ~ - - - - ~ - - - .' - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - -
I (10) 488 

68.7% (169) 31.3% (77) 40.2% (68) 

61.4% (181) 38~6% (114) 55~8% (101) 
50.0% (57) 50.0% (57)' 40 .• 4% (23) 
63.3% (50) 36.7% (29) '48.0% (24) 

- - - -.- - - - - - - ~ -- - - - - - - -,- - -
59.0% (288) . 41.0% (200)51.4% (148) 

93.5% (72) 

93.0% 
87.7% 
93.1% 

(106) 
(50) . 
(27) 

91.5% (183) 

M ~~~--------------------~r-------~----~--~----~~~------E I' 

S (11) 
(12) 

Ass'au,lt I 
Assault II 

163.185 
163.175 

168 
233 

- - -- - ~ - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -
(13) All ASSAULT 

P (14) 
R (15) 
o 
P (16) 

Burglary I 
Burglary II 

All BURGLARY 

164.225 
164.215 

401 

1178 
553 

1731 

40.5% (68) 
58.8% (137) 

59.5% (100) 
41.2% (96) 

51.1% (205) . 48.9% (196) 
. 

55.1% (649) 44.9% '(529) 
73.2% (405) 26.8% (148) 
- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -

60.9% (1054) 39.1% (677) 

26.5% (18) 
28.5% (39) 

27.8% (57) 

86.0% (86) 
90.6% (87) 

88.3% (173) 

56.2% (365) 93.0% (492) 
68.1% (276) 92.6% (137) 

-60.8%- ~6~1) ,~ 92~9% -(g29) 

E ~--~--~----------~----~~----'~----4-----'----~~--~~----------
~ (17) 'HEFT, l' ~ 164.0551437 " 72.4% (1.040) 27.6% (397) 60.4% (628) 95.0% (377) 

Y ~------~~--------~--~~~----~~4-------~~-------1r---------
(18) AUTO THEFT 

C lUUMV) 
R 

Arson I 
Arson II 

164~135 

164.325 
, 164.315 

, , 

872 

67 
10 

I (19) 
M (20) 
E - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - .". - - - - - - ~-

S (21) . All ARSON 77 

85,]% (747) 

52.2% (35) 
10.0% (1) 

, ·":1 

14.3% (125) 

47.8% 
90 .• 0% . 

(32) 
(9) 

-G- - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - -
46.8%(36) ,53.2%' (41) 

48.3%(361) 94.4% (118) 

54.3% (19) 100.0% (32) 
100.0% (1) ,'. 100.0% (9) 

55.6%" (20) 100.0% J41) 

91.5% (535) (22) VIOLENT CRI~~S . 1~32 56.1% . (747) 4~.?% (585)" 43.2%. (323) 
T ~l~S~U~bt~o~ta~l~SJL-__________________________________ -1r-__________ ~-r __________________ t-________ ~~ ____________ _ 
~. (23) PROPERTY CRIMES 4117 69.,9% (2877)" ,a0.1% (1240) 57.4% (1650), t ~l~S~U~bt~o~ta~l~S)L-~~~ __ ~ ______ ~~.~, ____ ~r-____ ~ ________ -t~~~~_.~.t-------________ ~---------------

94.0% (1165) 

S (24) ALL. CRIMES 5~49* 66.5% (3624) ,~~,.5~ (1~25t54.4% (1973),93.2% (1700) 
(GRAND TOTAL) 

*The total here excludes Z cases (one Theft I and one 'U.uMV arrest)Wh~re the;e had been CQu'rt iil iOgof charges but 
the information on the disposition' charge was niissing: ' ," ',' , " 
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Part I violent crime categories, homicide (wh'ich. presents numerous problems ii"l 

terms of collecting evidence and proving intent) shows the least agreement. 
Among the Part I property crimes, arson (whic'h also presents problems in 

obtaining sufficient evidence and proving intent), shows the least agreement. 

One reason for the lack of agreement between charge at arrest and charge at 
dispOsition is the fact that the arrest charge is frequently ofa',higher de

gree of seriousness than the disposition charge. The7e are' several reasons 
for this phenomenon. First, the standard of evidence is different for arrest 

than ,for disposition. To arrest someone for a particular crime, the police 

only need "probab le cause" to bel ieve that the person cortmitted the crime. 

However, to prove a felony case in court, the prosecutor needs evidence IIbe

yond a reasonabledoubt.iI This difference accounts for a portion of cases not 

fi 1 ed in court by ,the prosecutor because evidence II beyond a reasonable doubt" 
does not exist or cannot be obtained' and lowering of charges because the evi

dence may only be sufficient to prove lesser charges. Second, the practice of 
plea bargaining will usually--though not necessarily.;.-result in a lower dispo., 

sition charge. Plea bargaining is, a practice whereby a defendant will' agree 

to change his/her plea from not guilty to guilty if the initial charge is 

lowered or if additional charges are dropped. The latt'er practice--calle'd 
" 

Ucount bargair.ing"-:,:-is a frequent practice. An example of count bargaining is 

when several charges are filed against a defendant--say three counts of burg
lary.An offer is made to drop two counts if the defendant will plead guilty 

to one count. Thus, the di spos it i on charge is not' lower, but the other. counts 
al'e di smi ssed. 

The data in Table 6 als6 show the resulting conviction rates received for dif

ferent arrest' chat'ges for both the situation where: arrest and disposition 

charges are tQe same (column 6) and where they are different (column 7) • The 

data generally' sho~ a higher G:~mviction ra'tewhen, the disposition charge is 

different from the arrest charge.! For' example; for all'crimes considered 

,together; the :conviction rate is- 54.4 percent' for the situation where arrest 
~ . . . . 

and dispOSition charges are the same and 93..2 percent where they are different. 

This may reflect both the results of plea bargaining and thE! fact that lpwe~ 
charges at'e usualT yeas i er to prove in c;ourt, 

-----
~ ,. , 

,'~ ~~. ~ 

lIn the vast majority of cases where the arrest and disposition charges are 
different, the dispos.ition charge is usually of a lesser degree of seriousness 
than the arr.~st charge. " 
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Having demonstrated that there ts a relationship between°,the extent to which 
arrest charges and di sposi ti on charges match and the probapi 1 i ty of conv:i.c-

u 

tion,. we can move on toexamin.~sentencing patterns. Does the probability of 
receiving a more severe sentence (i.e., incarceration) vary according to wheth-

er or not charge mOdifi'e'rition occurs? ltiother words, is incarceratton a more 
likely sentence outcome followlng conviction ,wher.e the arrest and disposition 

cha~g2s are the same as opposed to where they are different? 

Art examination of Table 7 p.rovi des the data of interest here as it examines the 
probal5;:;)lityof incarceration following conviction. 

Columns 4 and 5in Table 7 give for each arrest charge grouping the propor'tion 

of convictions resulting in "some incarceration" and "incarceration -fOi~cne 
year or more" for the situation where arrest and disposition ch~r:g'es are the 

same. Columns 6 and 7 in the table give· 'the same respective incarceration 
proportions (above) for the situation where charge modification has occurred 

,and the arrest and disposition charges are consequently different. 

Examination of the data in Table 7 reveals that in terms of sentence' received, 
, ~ 

it is genera 11 y true that the sentence is more severe. (i. e., 1 eads. to some 

incarceration or incarceration for one year or more) when the arrest and dis
position charge are the saine. The percentage of cas,es where, there ,isi'hcar

ceration is usua,lly 'higher in these situations. 

There are some notable exceptions to this pattern, particularly. in the group
in1gs involving arr,ests on Burglary II and UUMV charges and "sentence~ 'of ~ome 
incar~eration (1 .day to 100 years) ~ This is not~otallyunexpected sfhct;! a 
sentence is· dependent not only on the seriollsness pf the. crime, but .cal so o~ 

the " defendant I s past crimi na 1 recOt'd " and other factors. . Recj di Vi SOl .studi'es 
have. shp,Wn tflat the property crime categories--particularly burglar,y;,;and motor 

vehicle ~'theft--shOw a higher rate of repeat criminal offenses' 'than the violent 
crime categories.1 '., 

Gervais, Recidivism of Adult"Offenders, A pilot (Recid'i-v ' 

on Counties, Ore on, Law Enforcement Counci~: Salem,~, 

,,-' . f/ 
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Table 7 

'Reladonships Between Arrest and Disposition Charges and 
,) the Probabihty of Incarceration 

(Stat~jde. 1979) 

" 

. Percentage*,~ (and .Number) of 
Arrests With Convictions 

Where Arrest and Disposition 
Charges are the Same Which 

.Total . Resultjn-: -"C~ ~, 

Type of ORS Number of 
Offense ,Nuinber of Arrests Incarcerati on Incarceration 

"Charged" Offense With (1 day to (1 year 
at Arrest (in Collllln 1) Convicti OIlS 100 years) or more) 

, 
" " 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) . . 
' . 

" 

~' 
163.115 

, 
81.8% (18) 81.8%' (18~ Murder 92 

Milns 1 aughter I 163.118 15 100.0% (3) 100.0% (3 
Manslaughter II 163.125 '28 50.0%' " (4) 25.0% (2) 
Crim. ~eg. Hom. 163.145 22 29.4% ,(5) . 23.5%' (4) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - -
All HOMI(;;IDE 157 60.0% (30) 54.0% (27) 

RAPE I 163.375 140 83.8% (57) 83.8% (57) 

Robbery I 164.415 207 94.1% (95)' 93.1% (94) 
Rpbbery II 164.405 73 " 73.9% (17~ 73.9% (17) 
Robbery III 164.395 ~1 37.5% (9 20.8% (5) 
- -~! - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ 1-- - - ,,- - - -
All ROBBERY 331 81.8% (121) 78.4% (116) 

"'. 
.Assaul t I 163.185 104 61.1% (11) 50.0% (9) 
A~sault II 163.175 126 "46.,2% (18) 41.0% (16) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~- - -" . ., - -
An ASSAULT 230 50.9% 43.9% (25) 

;f' ., 

Burglary 1 164.225 857' 55.1% t201~ 45.8% (167~ 
Burglary II 164.215 413 36'~6% 101 23.2% (64 - ..;''''~ - -,-- -- - - - - -- - .. - - - -.- - - .'."------ -.-.'---
A 11 BURGLARY' 1270 47,,1% (302) 36.0% (231) 

() 

THEFT I 164.055, 1005 31.5% (198) ~8..2%(114) , 

164.135 
, 

479 43.'5% (157) 26.0% (94) AUIO T~~FT UUMV ' .', 

" 
Arson'I ,J 

" , , 1'64.325" . :51' 63~2% (12~ 52.6% (10~ 
Arson 'JI 164.315 ' 10 0.0% (0 ,0.0% (0 ., 

-:;',_' .• ,_";~.~., _ '~',' __ ~:O'_, _ ._ .".' •. '. II!" .' ,:i."~ __ . _; 
- - ,i ~ ,. - -. ~ .- ... ;.'----

?~llAR59N .. 61 60.0% (12) 50.0% (10) 
.. ·.1' 

, 
(:, 

" > 

I, ,0, •• ' • 
11, "" '-:"- '''. .' " 

VI.9LENT CRI~tS' , . .. ' 858 ~3.4% (237) '. 69.7%(225) 
.. Subtotals ," -j::' ,,' 

- ' 

( . 
. "'" .. , 

-., 

PR?PEff,TY CR~~ES 2815 40.5% (669) 27.2% (449) 
Subtotals ,', 

ALL CRIMES; . ~ !:, 
, 

, '3673*' 34'.,2%. {6]4) '. ; 4,5.9% (906). i . "J GRAND TOTAL i)', 
,,-;'. , '(", ' .•.. ' . "', 

',C: 0 
" ,'.' ':" .~ . ' .-' " n , 

Per.centage** (and Number) of 
Arrests With Convictions 

Where Arrest and Disposition 
Charges are Different Which 

Result ln" 

Incarceration Incarceration 
(1 day to' (1 year 
100 years) or more) 

(6) (7) 

68.6% (48) 61.4% (43~ 
41.7% (5) 41.7% f~) 50.0% (10) 40.0% 
20.0% (1) 20.0% (1) 

h·· - - - - - - -------
'59.8% (64) 53.3% (57) 

54.2% (39) , 45.8% (33) 

60.4% (64) 55.7% (59) 
54.0% (27) 30.0% (15) 
63.0% (17) 14.8% (4) 

I- - - - .;. - - .,. -.-----
59.0% (108)' 42.6% (78) 

48.8% (42) 37.2% (32) 
52.9% (46) 23.0% (20) 
---:.---. -.-.---, 
50.9% (88) . 30.1% (52) 

35.2% (173~ . .19.5% ~~~~ 41.6% (57 14.6% - .- - - ~ ~ - ,~' - - - - .• -
36.6% (230) 

, 
18.4% (116) 

30.2% (114) 8.8% (33) 

.45.8% (54) 19.5% (23) 
.' 

" 31,.3% (10~ , . ' 15.6% f~~ 0.0% . (0 0.0% - -- -,- .. - -------
24'.4% (10) 12.2% (5) 

, 
55.9%(299) 41.1% (220) 

" . . .. , 

35.0% :(408)' 
f,J \, • 

"15.2% (177) 

41.6% (707) , 23.4% (397) 
, .. , ". ... 

0 

*The total here excludesl cilsewlth aTlleftJ charge at arrest and court conviction~ but with missing information 
,on the Clispositi on ,charge. " ,,' " . " ' ,,' . .: '" 

ci . 

**Each .row perientage 1n Colump~ 4 and 5. is based on the respective row number in Column 6in Table 6. t]achrow per-
"centagein COl~nS6 and 7 is based on the respective :47- number i-c~ Collllln 7 .. in Table 6.. ..' z' , .. 

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

' .. 
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For all offenders combined in Table 7, the,,' proportion with sq_l1le incarceration 

(1 day to 100 years) "is 45. 9 percent for these. wi thout "charge modification 
," 

(1. e., arrest and di spositi on charges match) and 41. 6 ~ercent for thos~ wi th . 

charge modification (i.e., the arrest, and di$position charges do not"match). . . . ' 

In terms of all violent charge arresteeswith convictions the respective per

cenfages (above) were 73.4 percent and "55.9 p·ercent. For 'theprop~rtycrime 
\~ 'group in' contrast, these percentages were 40.5 percent. and 35.0 percent re

spectively •.. It would appear, then, that the e(fects of charge modification 
(' " .. ' 

are more pronounced for violent than for property crimes j!l affec1: ing the 

o 

probability of some incarceration. That is, as we move away from the situa
'tion wher'e °thearrest and ~isposition charge R1atch andmo~e toward the" situa
ti on where charge modificati on occurs; the probabil ity of incarceration (re";: 

(.:/ (.'" . . 

gardless of length) declines with the decrease more noticeable for. those ar.l.' " 

rested and convicted on charges of violent Part I crimes as opposed to Part I' 

property crimes. 

An Examination of the Probability of Each of Several Dispositional 
Outcomes for Arrests With Charges Filed in Court 

This section "addresses the question~ of how probable it is that arrestees' 

charged wit~ certain, Part I felony offenses'will have char,ges filed in court 
and (if filed) how probable it is that the c;ase will result in conviction or 

acquittal on some charge or simply dismiss'al of the, arrest charge. Table 8 
provides an overview of" the disposition patterns for arrests which, are '.filed 

, in court and provides specific data o~ the frequency or p~obability of court 
filing and each specific dispositional outcome for cases going to court (j.e~', 

" ' ,! 

the probability of conviction, acquittal, or dismissal). 

Exami nat i on of column 4 entr:,i es in Jab 1 e ,.8 r~vea 1 s that in genera 1 the court 
filing 'rates are high for most ,classes of arrest arrang.ed by type of Part .I 

, .)'" :..' r , • 

felony offense "charged" at point ,of arrest. Without exception, the' major;ity , 
of arrests in each category' and subcategory resu'lt in the filing of charges ih Q 

. • ,"- . ". ")1 {, i>~ ~ • • " ,. ,.' '. -

court. On the whole, the group of arrests for Part I felony property crimes 

resulted in a slightly higher probability (or percentage of cases)l where 

1Probability of an outcome or class of outcomes here is, defined in rela,tive \ 
frequency terms. That is, in how many instanc.es or cases of arrests w~s an 
outcome obtain,ed. This frequency is giv'en in percentage terms here. 

, .;.42- .(.) 
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Table 8 

Probability of Court Filing and Major Court Dispositional 
, outcomes by Type of Arrest Charge , 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

V '" 
I (5) 
o 

Type ,of 
Offense ' 

"Charged" 
at Arrest 
.,-,----

Murder 
",Manslaughter I 
'Mans 1 aughter II 
'Crim.Neg. Hom. 

" ORS 
Numbe\" of 
Offense 

.( in Column 1) 

(2) 

163.115 
i 163.118 

163.125 
163.145 

Total 
Number of 
Arrests 
Trac.ked 

(3) 

176 
23 
35 
31 - - - - - - -~ - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - . 

All HOMICIDE 265 

L 
E 
N 
T 

(6) RAPE I 163.375 338 
,-;., 

(7) Robbery I 164.415' 392 
(8) RQbbery II 164.405 185 

C (9) Robbery III 0 164.395 153 
R ,:- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
I (10) All 'ROBBERY . 730 
M 
E 
S .(11) Assaul t I 

(12) Assault II 
, 163.185 

J 163.175 
233 
355 

P (14) 
" R (15) 
o 
P (16) 
E 
R 
T (17) 
Y 

(18) 
C 
R 
I (19) 
M (20) 
E 
S (21) 

(22) 
T 
o 
T (23) 
A 
L 
S (24) 

Burglary I 
Burglary II 

THEFT I 

AUTO T~~. FT 
\UUMV, 

164.225 
164.215 

164.055 

164.135 

1577 
760 

1941 

1153 

Arson I 164.325 85 
~rso~ II" 164.315 , 14 
All ARSo~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -99 -

,. 
VI9LENT CRI~~S ' 

l Subtotal s, 

PR9PERTY CRIMES 
\ Subtotal s) 

Jo ~: 

PLL CRIMES 
;(GRAND'TOTAL) 

5530 

'" 
7451 

(Statewide, 1979) 

5 
Probability 
of Court 
Filing of 

Charges,. if 
Arrested 

Probabil iV{ of Each of Three (3) Separate Court 
D~SPos~;i~~al Outcomes for Arrests With Charges 
Flled (n,~:~~frt (col umn 4): . _ ' 

CONVICTION ACQUITTAL* DISMISSAL** 

(4) 

72.2% (127) 
65.2% (15) 
85.7% (30) 
80.6% (~5.) 

(5) 

72.4% (92) 
100.0% (15) 
93.3% . (28) 
S8.0% (22) _ . _____ ~ ______ .0. _ 

74.3% (197) 

72.8% (246) 

75.3% (295) 
61.6% (114) 
51.6% (79) 

66.8% (488) 

72.1% (168) 
65.6% (233) 

68.2% (401) 

79.'7%, ( 157) 

56.9% (140) 

67.8% (331) 

61.9% (104) 
54.1% (126)' 

57.4% (230) 

74.7% (1178) 72.7% (857) 
72.8% (553) 74.7% (413) - ~ ~ . - - - - - - - - -.'- - - -
74.1% (1731) 73.4% (1270) 

74.1% (1438) 70.0% (1006) 

75.7% (873) 54 •. 9% (479) 

78.8% (67) 76.1%, (51) 
71.4%,' (10) 100.0' (10) - - - - - --~. ~ - ~ - ~ - - - -'~ 
77.8% (77) 79.2% (61) 

" 

69~3% (1332), 64.4% (858) 

74.5%' (4119) 68.4%. (2816) 

73.2%' (5451) 67.4% (3674) 

, 

(6) 

9.5% (12) 
0.0%(0) 
3.4% (1) 
8.0% (2) 

7-.6% , (15) 

9.3% (23) 

2.0% . (6) 
4.4% (5) 
0.0%(0) 

- - - .- - - - -
2.3%' (11) 

2.4% (4) 
4.7% (11) 

3.7%(15) , 

. 1.8% (21) 
1.6% (9) - - - --"- ~.-
1.7%' (30) 
" 

2.4% (35) 

2.3% 

7.5% 
0.0% 

(20) 

(5) 
(0) 

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

6.5% (5) , , 

4.8% . (64) 

(.~.\) 
\.~ 

18.1% (23) 
0.0% (0) 
3.4% (1) 
4.0% (1) 

12.7% (25) 

33.8% ('83) 

27.8% (82) 
. 31.6% (36) 

35.4% (28) 

29.9% (146) 

35.7% (60) 
4,1.2% (96) 
.- -:.l- - - -

'38.9% (156) 

25.5% (300) 
23.7% (131) 

24.9% (431) 

27.6% (397) 

42.8% (374) 

16.4% (11) 
0.0% (0) 

14.3% (11) 

30.8% (410) 

2.2%" (9q).. 29.4% (1213) 

2.8% (154) 29.8% (1623) 

* ". 1'" , ~ '1 ' .., 
Includesacquittal:by reason of mental incompetence ,.or insanity. 

c, **Includes dismis~r.tl for any reason. " 
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arrests resulted in a court filif'l9 of charges. for 'property crimes the pel"'
centage was 74.5 percent and for violent crimes the, percentage was 69.3 per

cent. The numbers in" parentheses in ,column 4 provide .the basis for tracking 
court dispositions on the subset of arrests in each' major (row) categcry or 

subcategory in Table 8. For example, in row 1 (for c,ases charged with murder) 
.we' trvack~d 176 arrestees and found 127 had cha,rges filed, in court. We.can 

\'" 1/ 

then examine the entries in columns 5, 6, and 7 of row 1 to determine the dis-
'I . . • 

tribution of dispositional outcomes for these 127 murder cases filed in court •. 

Each subsequent group of arrestees (arranged by arrest charge) can be tracked " 
in the same way. Throughout the table we have only examined the most f'requent 

• .j • • 

'dispositions of conviction~ acquittal, and dismissal. 

For all the Part I felonies filed and listed in Table 8, conviction is the 
most likely disposition. Conviction rates (or the probability of conviction) 

for the eight (8) major categories of Part I felony arrests varies from 54.9 
percent for motor vehicle theft (OUMV) to 79.7 percent for criminal homicide 

for a spread or range' of approximately 25 percent. Taking into account the 
various. subcategories, the range is even gre(iter. In all cases, however, the 

percentages of cases with court filings resulting in conviction is ov~r50 
percent. 

, 

Dismissal rates for the eight (8) major categories of arreslees likewise vary 

gre!ltly--from 12.7 percent for, crini'inal"homicide, to 42.~ percent for' m~tor 
vehicle theft, a spread or range of approximately ,30 percent. G~nerally, a. 

high conviction rate is associated wHh alQw dismissal rate 'and vice versa~ 

Acquittal rates do not vary as much as convi,ction rates for these same eight 

(8) cat~90riesof arrest~. The Rape I 'category had the highest percentage 

with acquittals (9.3%) and the, burglary group the lowest (1.7%). In general, 
'the acqui'ttal rates a~esomewhat h'igher' for violent d"imes" (with the exceptfon" 

of robbery' which ~as 2.3%) ,and somewhat ] ower for property ,crimes (with, the' 
exception of arson which was 6.5%). Acquittal rates also seem to vary accord--, 

ing to the degree to which it is possfble to prove the'arrestcharg~with .cer-

,tain arrests pro,viding' more. qifficult, problems in t.-irms I?f' evigence'and ,stan-. , 

dards of proof. We include here ~urder, criminally negligent homicide,fQrci
ble rape, and~' arson. 

,,~ 

:..44-
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An Examination of Sentencing Patterns and, the Probability of Certain 
sentences Followlng Convlctlon 

In the last" section and in Table 8 we examined d;ispositional patterns for those 
arrestees ,with 'court filings •. In this section weare interested 'in loo~ing at 

type of arrest charge and tracking those arrestees with court 'convictions and 
known sentences and detei"mini,ng the probabi 1 ity of the various major sentenc

ing outcome{ (j.e., incarceration, probation, and fine) on an individual 
ba~is.l . 

I n Table 9 we begi n by track i ng onl y the 3497 arrestees wi th convi ct ions and 

,known sentences. We have excluded 177 cases without one of the sentencing 
outcomes (above) or without a recorded sentence coded on the CCH/OBTS tape. 

Looking at the eight m~jor groupings of Part 1 felony arrests (with convic

tions .and known sentences), it appears that arrest charges for first degree 
forcible rape, robbery, and homicide resulted' in the greatest likelihood that' 

conviction' would result~ in incarceration (for any length of time). Arrest 
, charges for arson and larceny (first degree theft) were the least likely to(, 

result in some. period of incarceration. As a whole, the violent crime group 
with convictions had a higher percentage. (72.0%) resulting in incarceration 

sentences than those with property cri mes (56,.3%). 

Of course, susp~.nded incarceration'sentences figure heavily "into the analysis 
of incarceration as a sentencirlg outcome. Of the 2,099 a~restees in Table 9 

receiving an incarceration sentence upon conviction, 485 (9r ,23.1%) had that 
sentence fully suspended by the"courts. 

1We wi 11 exami ne these sentenci ng out:~omes i ndi vi dua 11 y rather thanl ook a,t 
the probabilities of multiple sentencing outcomes and/or most serious sehtenc-
Jng outcome for each specific arrest charge group. . 
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(1 ) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 

V 
I (5) 
0 
L 
E (6) 
N 
T 

(7) 
(8) 

C (9) 
R 
I (10) 
M 
E 
S (11) 

( 12) 

( 13) 

P (14) 
R (15) 
0 
P (16) 
E 
R 
T (17) 
y 

(18) 
C 
R 
I (19) 
M (20) 
E 
S (21) 

(22) 
T 
0 
T (23) 
A 
L 
S (24) 

Table 9 

Probability of Various Sentencing Outcomes Following 
Conviction by Type of Part I Offense Charged at Arrest 

(Statew5de, 1979) 
" 

Total No. , 

of Arrests Probability of Each of Three (3) 
Type of 

" 
' ORS" With Convic- Separate Sentencin9 Outcomes Following. 

Offense ,r' Number of tion~ and , Conviction (column 3): 
"Charged" Offense Known 

INCARCERATIONb at Arrest (in .Column 1) Sentences a PROBATIONc FINE 
(r 

(1) (2) (3) " ,( 4) (5) (6) 

Murder 163.115 85 84.7% (72) 18.8% (16) 10.6% (9) 
Manslaughter I 163.118 15 66.7% (10) 53.3% (8) 26.7% (4) 
Mans 1 aughter II 163.125 ' .' 27 59.3% (16) 63.0% (17) 18.5% (5) 
Crim. Neg. Hom. 163.145 " 21 61.9% (13) 66.7% (14) 33.3% (7) 

. .. .. - -,------ - .. ' - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - _.- -------,- -------.-
All HOMICIDE 148 75.0% (111) 37.2% (55) 16.9% (25) 

. . 
RAPE I 163.375 137 79.6% (109) 39.4% (54) 10.2% (14) 

Robbery I 164.415 204 84.8% (173) 23.5% (48) 14.2% (29) 
Robbery II 164.405 ' 71 66.2% (47) ,46.5% (33) 18.3% (13) 

.Robbery III 164.395 50 58.0% (29) 66.0% (33) 18.0% (9 ) 
- - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - ~ - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - ----.--- -------. 
All 'ROBBERY 325 , 76.6% (249) 35.1% (1~4) 15.7% (51) 

0, 

Assau1 t I 163.185 '·102 ' 58.8% (60) 52.9% (54) , 22.6% (23) 
Assault II 163.175 124 58.9% (73) 62.9% (78) 23.4% (29) 
.- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .- ,- - - .;. - - - .:. - - -'\ '):;, -- -- - -' 
A 11 ASSAULT 226 58.8% ( 133), 58.4% (132) .... 23.0% (52) 

.' , 

'. '.' 

Burglary I 164.225 810 .600% (502) 60.5% (490) 25.6% (207) 
Burglary II 164.215 390 58.7% (229) 65.6% (256) 25.1% (98) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ------- -------
AlI BI:JRGLARY '. 1200 ..:~~~ 60.9% (731') 62.2% (746) 25·1% (30,5 ) 

! 0 

.... 

THEFT I 164.055 952 49.4% (470) 69.2% (659) 33.1% (315) 
" 

L,; 1";"\ 

AUTO THEFT 164.135 454 .59.3% (269) , "62.1% (282) 25~6% (116) 
.,' fUUMV)' 

" 
Arson I 164.325 46 56.5% (26) 63.0% (29) 10.9% (5) 
Arson II ' 164.315 9 11.1% (1) 100.0% ,(9 ), 22.2% (2) - - - - - - - - - - - - ,- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -.------ -------
All ARSON 55 49.1% (27) 69.1% (38) l?7% 0 (7} 

c, 
.-

VI~LENT CRI~~S 
,) 836 72.0% (602) 42.5% (355) 17.0% (142) 

Subtotals 
" 

PROPERTY CRIf4ES 
(Subtotals) 

·,2661 56.3% (1497) '64.8% (1725) , 27~9% ,,(743) 

" 
ALL CRIMES 3497 • , 60.0%, (2099) , §9.5%, (2080) ,25.3% ' (885) 
(GRAND TOTAL) 

" . } , 

'. 

Probabi 1 ity of 
FUpy Suspended 
'. ncarcerati on 

Sentencee 
(% of No. in 
column 4) 

(7) 

8.3% (6) 
20.0% (2) 

, 12.5% (7) 
53.8% (7) 

-.------
15.3% (17) 

'. 

, 11.9% (13) 

8.1% (14) 
6.4% (3) 

10.3% (3) 
-------

8.0% (20) 

. 11. 7% (7) 
12.3% (9) 

-------
12.0% (16) 

0 

25.5% (128) 
31.0% (71) 

-------
27.2% (199) 

33.4% (157) 

21.6% " (58) 

15.4% (4) 
100.0% (1) 
-------

18.5% (5) 

11.0% (66) 

28.0% (419) 

23.1% (485) 

:' , ." ~ 'v ,'. - ~<" ~ 

aCp1umntota1 excludes 177 cases not, having one of the three sentence outcomes'at the-right or having sentence not coded 
on the CCH!OBTS tape printol:lt. 

blncludes incarceration for any length Qf time before suspension of incarc:erat10nsentence. (Note that the n~mber of 
cases in parentheses in column 7 indicates how many of those with incarceration sentences (in parentheses) in co1umn'4 
had fully suspended incarceration sentences.) 

" ~ 

"clnc1udes formal probation for flllY length of time. -46-

L 

I 
I 

" 

_·"' ..... '-'lu ... ~~.~·_< ___ "_~~~_"",_-""_~ __ .",_~. ___ """_.","~<_.~ __ ",_"",,,,,,_,~~,,,.,,,,,;,,":"~"_, -'-""~$!"'~iY'I'!t.~ ,< .• :"i' 

" c 

" 

~-' 

Analysis" of the percentages in c?lumn 70f Table 9 shows th~t the perc~ntage of 
each group,of, arrest.~es with incarceration sentences resulting in full sus-

pension varies .greatly with arrest charge. 1 ' , , 
>J'" . '1, 

.... 
1 "or • " 

Inspection of the data on incar'ceration r,atesand suspe,nsionr.'!ltes in Table 9 

. reveals an ;nteresti'ng pattern. In gener,al, the violent crimes· .with a higher 

. i ncarcerqti on rat~(72.0%) have' a lower suspension rate'(lL 0%)', wM le't'he'.prop-
erty crimes with a lower, incarceration rate (56.3%) ha,ve a higher ~uspension 

. . ' 

,'rate (28.0%)': With subcategories of arrest charges there are,. ofcQurse,some 
'exceptions. However," it does appear that incarceration following conviction 

for the more ser:iousarrest charges are le,ss Hkely to result in suspension~ 

T~e .useoTprobatioh as a sentence option following' conviction :"iilso'varies 
gfeatly with the' arrest charge. Probation' is a;particularly cORmon sentence 

, -
for aggravated assault ,among the violent crime c group and ,is common for all 

four property crJme categories.' It fs>nuch less common for 'homiCide~ forcible 

rape, and robbery.' As a group, 42.5 percent of the convictions resulti~g from 
arrests for viole"t crimes lead to probation. For the group with ~rrests for 
.,' '.- ". . ." '. "-)" 

prcfp~rty crimes andconviction~,\ 64.8 percent resulted in probation. 
: ',' . 

, .. ' ~ "' 

-, 

It isal so 'of i'nterest tOilote that for ,·all arrest charges':'combf~ed~ probation 
"without,;incarcehitib'n is fa)" mdre'common than incarc.eratfon with probation. 

An exami nati on of the da.ta reported "e,arl ierin Figure 3 will'subst:anti ate this 
conclusion. 

, j. 

As Qnemi ght expect, 'fi nes' tend to be more common for the' group, of arrestees' 

withipart I felonypr,operty crime (28'.0%) than ,for- ·th'ose Part I ,'felony crimes 
, jnvolv'ing Vioiente (11.0%)~ The ~ost notable exception to·th1s"p'attern" in.;. 

voives·'~the group' with arrest charges for criminal1:y ':riegl igent'hQlllicidewhere 
. . ~l. \\ .~ \.F.. '~. _, • 

33.3 percent of the convictions resu 1 ~ed in the assessment of a fine.' ,; 

lIn thi 5 table we have. on 1 y exami neer fu ll,suspelis; oh o:fthe: ,inc~rc:era:ti on 
sentence. Usually",full suspen,sioJ1is far more likely to'occur~than';a'par-

, t;al suspens; on. ' Where We had, 485 cases'w; th 'f~1.1ysu5Jje,n''deg i nCa.rcerat; on 
sentences, there were' on 1 y 60caseshavi ng part.; a ny'suspended, i nc~rcerat ion' 
~e~ten.ce~ .'. Also, it isi nter:(:!'sti"g to note that" wh~re, we had. fu 1'1 y. siJslJended 
1 ncarceratronsentences most of ':th~secase$ (75~ 9%) or 368 of, :485.) lnvol ved 
an'initial incarceration sentence of one year or more. Witfi;lfhe"60'cases with 
partially suspended sentences, the majority (39 or 65.0%) inv'o'lved an ,initial 
incarceration sentence of ,less than one year in duration. 
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An Analysis of Patterns in Elapsed Time from Arrest to Disposition 
, " 

As people begin to utilize OBTS data and information to .analyze the effec,tive
ness and .efficiency of the criminal justice system in Oregon and ,~lsewhere~ 

they will turn their attention more and more to: the issues posed by court con

gestionand ~ase processing time. Though these issues have .bee~ under

researched at present (-due mainly to the absenc~ of adequate data), there is a 
growing awareness of· the fact that length of time from charge to disposition 

is an important .indicatorof the performance of criminal -justice processing. 1 

At this pOint in the report-we are interested in at least presenting some de
scriptive information on the aver~ge elapsed time in days between date of 

arrest and date of disposition for various categories ,and groupings of the 
Part I felony a~restees under examination in this r.eport .. · .. Where possible, we 

w-ill present data on the average time in (calend.ar) days for the .~~e respec
tive grouping or category in the 1977 study population examined in. our pre

vious report. 

Table 10 presents data on the average elapsed time between date of·,.arrest and .' 
date of court disposition for each of the nine (9) major types of, disposition 

(di smi ssal ;acqui ttal, conviction, etc.) and for each st.udy group popul ati on 
arranged by year of arrest'(1979 for the .current r~port .and 1977 for the pre

vious report published last year). 

For the 1979 data the greatest average number of days' to disposition was for 
those having the disposition of court conviction (121.3 days).'" The· other two 

major dispositional categories, "dtsmissal ll and "acquittal," ~ad lower aver
ages than the convicte4gro4P. Where, the.dispo~ition was IIdismissal"in 1979 

the :average was 83.4, days. and for acquittals the average was 104.4 days in 
1979. 

I' 

IFor a notable exceptfon to this lack of research see th~ 'fo'11owing: Jack 
'Hausner and Michael-Seidel,' An Analysis of Case proceSSln~ Tune ,in the 
. District of Columbia Superior Court, Institute f.or Law an Soclal,Res~~rch, 
Washington, D .. c. ,March, 1981. . Foran earli~r resea~ch effort provic:hn~ a 
rich h.istory ·of the issues .surroundingdelay in court and courtcongestlon, 
see HansZeisel, et al., Delay in the Court, Little,Brown, and Company, 
Boston, 1959.. " . 
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Table 10 

Average Time to Disposition in Days for Various Categories 
of Court Disposition for 

1977 and 1979 

(Statewide, 1977 and 1979) 

Average Time in Days (and 
Number of Valid Cases)** 

Type of Court 
Diseositiori~ 

~ 
1977 1979 

.' 1. Acquitted 100.8 . (86) 104.4 (107) 
2. Acquitted~ insane 105.0 (2) 77 .0 (1) 
3. Acquitted by reason of mental incompetence 97.3 (27) 93.2 .. (41) 
4. , Charge di smissed 67.1 (817) 83.4. (1007) 
5. Dism;ssed,civil action 83.9 (46) 86.2 (25) 
6. Adjudication withheld (0) 81.3 (3) 
7. Dismissed by reason of mental incompetence (0) 45.5 (2) 
8. Released, no complaint 15.0 (34) , 82.4 (33) 
9. Convicted 88.0 (3238) 121.3 (3646) 

*The numbersi n parentheses 1 nd~ cate how many II va 1 i d'~ cases the averagei s 
based on here. One should not1ce that the numbers 1n parentheses here are 
lower than those reported for these dispositional outcomes in. earlier sec
t1 0ns ~n9 tables in the report. This is due to a number of cases with no 
dlspos1t10n date (especially for those in tHe "release,no complaint" c,ate
gory) and some cases with miscoded dates in the disposition date fields of 
the OBTS/CCH data tapes for 1977 and 1979., To have a record on an arrestee 
gene~ate a valid case for this table, there must be complete an~ accurate 
cI,ata onbot~ the arre.st and disposition data fields. Of course, the reader 
should be 111111cWu 1 of the problems of' dr.awi ngi nf erences bas.ed' on means com-
puted from small humbersof cases.' . , 
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In comparing the 1977 with the 1979 study populations, it is interesting to 

note 'that for the three primary dispositional outcomes' (dismissal, acquittal, 

,and conviction), the average number of days to disposition (from point of ar

rest) were all greater for" 1979 than for 1977 indicating a greater amount of 

elapsed time between arrest and, disposition for these outcomes in 1979 as com-

pared to 1977. 

One reason for these increases might be simply the greater volume of arrests 

trac::ed in 1979 (7,451) compared to 1977 (5,807). Certainly, the volume of 

arrests ~nd subsequent referrals to the courts influence case processing time 

in the courts. Of course, other factors influence or affect the processing 
d .;:, 

time. These include attributes of the case itself (suc~ as type of offense 

and typ~ of evidence), characteristics of the defendant (including prior rec

ord), and case processing c~aracteristics (such as "whether or not a jury 

demand was made). Since any given case is but one of many in the criminal 

justic~ system at any given time, attributes of that system (workJoad and 

resources mainly) and policy vatiables (willingness to grant continuances for 

example) can have very important effects on case processing time. 1 Given 

diminishing tax revenues and public resourc~sin the current age, this last 
:~ 

area should command more attention in future OBTS reports. 

One way to refine our analysis of time to disposition is to look at the aver

ages in .e 1 apsed ti me as they di stri bute across var i ous categori es of arrest 

charge and type of disposition. Table 11 is organized to yield the data of 

interest here. 

A~ first glance, Table 11 gives the impression of barraging the reader with a 

gre(~.t many fi gures (averages a~d the correspondi ng base numbers) wh; ch ~ary 
widely from cell to cell. " If, however, we concentrate on only the major "cate-

gories of arrest offenses and the major dispositional (and sentence) outcomes; 
., 

a number of "patterhs emerge'in these ddta. " 
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Table 11 

(Sta~ewide. 1979)" 
" 

., 
'" 

Average Time to Dispo~.ltion in Days (andNumber of Cases Upon Which 
Average is Based) foY' Arrest Cases .Where the Disposition '(and' Sentence)" 

' ... . '. ~a~ as FolJQws:,* " ';'\ 

< ' 

Type of DRS Convicted 
Offense Number of . : i Convicted (No' 

Convicted 

"C,harged 'i .. ,Offense, Charge . 
(Incar. Sent- (Incar. Sent-

'at Arrest '(in to1umn '1)' Dismissed' Acquitted " 
Incarceration ence .1ess than ence 1 year 

Sentence) " 1 Year) or more 

" 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) , (6) . (7) 

(1) Murder 163.115 116.36 (11) 95.87 (8) 161.38 (26) 119.20 
(2~ Mans 1 aughter I , 163.118 I 

(5) 172.58 (60) 
177.43 (7~ " 

(3 Mans 1 aughter ,II 163.125 70.00 (1) 
.. 112.50 (8) 

300.00 (1) 162.57 (14 138.75 (4) 143.50 (10) 
(4) Crim. Neg. Hom. 163.145 , 182.00 (1) 122.00 (2) 129.80 (15) 159.60 (5) 

V - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ------- - - - - - - - -
I (5) All HOMICIDE 117.84 (13) 

------- - - - - - - - - -------
119.18 (11) 155.82 (62)' 127.89 (9') ; 162.50 (83) 

0 --
L " 

E (6) RAPE I 
,. 

16,3.375 91.77 (53) 119.78 (18) 145.72 (43) .' 59.67 (6) 148.03 (90) 
N 
T 

. 
(7) Robbery I 164'.415 86.95 (44) . 78.40 (5) 109.02 (48) 81:33 (6) 
(8) 'Robbery II " .164.405 105.00 , (~6). 86.33 (3) 111.14 (.29) 

110.46 (151) 

C (9) Robbery III 164.395 
101.17. ( 12) 122.-52 (31) 

70.46 (13) 111.96 (25) 90.71 (17) 107.33 (9) 
R - - ~ - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - -. - - - - - ------- - - - - - - - - .- - - - -. - - - -\, - - - - - -
I (10) All ROBB ERY' 87.97 (73) 81.37 (8) 110.'34 (102) '92.69 (35) 112.27 (191) 
M " 
E " 

S (11) Ass~u1t I 163.185 98.64. (33) , 94.75 (4) 151. 96 (49) 148.17 (12) 
( 12) Assault II '163.175 93.27 (55) 

137.00 (40) 
93;00 (7) 144.80 (60) 133.71 (28) 135.72 (36) 

(13) Ali ASSAUL~ - - - - - -,~ :-,- - - ------- ---------
95.28 (88)' 

- -~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -' - -, - - - -
93.64 (11) 148.02 (109) 138.05 (40) 136.39 (76) 

, " " '. c 

P (14) Burglary I " ,0 
.' 164.225' 80.32 (174) . 118.42' (12) 130.32 (479) 102.19 (111) 

R (15) Bur.!) 1 ary II 164.215 
. 116.91 (263) 

0, ___ :t"_, _,._ .,:.\ _. __ ,._ :,'". __ . __ ... 
,74.07 (81) 88.14 , (7) , 109.49 (255) ,90.11 (73) ~14.43 (82) 

P (16) 
- - - - -. :... - - -.- - - - - - I- - - - '- - - '- -

A 11 BURGLARY '\78.33" (255) 
- - - - - - - - -------

E 
107.26 (l9) ; 123.08 (734) 97.40 (184) 116.32 (345) 

R " 

T (17) THEFT I 164.055 99.22 (273) 108.14 (29} 121.14 (688) 109.30 (164)" 140.64 (148) 
Y -

(18) AUI~ T~~FT 164.135 
C UUMV .. 

62.40 (246) , 60.25 (8) .111.77- (266). 77 .99 (94~ 117.22- (116) 

R 
I (19) Arson I '164.325 

" 

66.83 (6r 122.,67 (3) 152.76 ' (29) 102.43 (7) 
M (20) Arso[l II 164.315 

131.27 (15) 

E - - - -' - - - - - - - - - - - - - ,., )59.30 (10) , , 
" ------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -------

s, (21) All ARSON 66.83 (6) 122.67 (3) 154.44 (39) "'102.43 (7) 131.27 (15) 

(22) VI~LENT CRI~yS 93.40 (227) 107.25 (48) 137.07 (316) 114.17 (90) 
T Subtotals " 

133.23 (440) 
.-

0 ., 
T (23) PRTERn' CRIMES 
A Subtotal s')' 

80.53 (780) 102.10 (59) 121.27 (1727) 97 .~p (449) 122.62 (624) 

L 
S (24) ALL CRIMES 83.43 (1007) "104.41 (107) 123.72 (2043) 

" 
'(GRAND TOTAL) 

100.50 (539) 127.,01 (1064) 

" 
,. 

" 

*~~~~~~~~i~~~esc~~!Shi~~~~d!~ei~b~~~ ~!~~~s~tionsand a~s6 excludes cases wt~h missing ?r misse~ data on date of 
suspended or not. (NOTE: Cells with blank~ ~~~i~:~: ~~t~a:cco~n\~~eth~~'-'or not the 1ncarcerati9n sentence Was fully 
based on ver~ small numbers of cases should be analYZed,withe~a~~.) 1S ca egory. It should be p01nted out that average 
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First, it appears that regardless of the type of dispositional outcome (col

umns 3 through 7 in Table 11), average elapsed time in days is greater for 

violent crimes than for' property crimes charged at arrest. Among the violent 
crimes the aver~ges across dispositional categories were generally high for 

criminal homicide, aggravated assault, and forcible rape. In terms of prop

erty crimes, UUMV in general yielded the lowest average numbers of days ,to 

disposition for the various types of disposition presented in different col
umns of the table. 

In reading across the' bottom three rows of the table a second pattern or find

ing emerges in these data. Time tod;sposition varies by type of dispositional 
outcome. In particular, it appears to be shortest for situations where the 

arrest charges are dismissed (with an average of 83.43 days' for 'all offenses 
resulting in dismissal). For all acquittals the overall average is slightly 

. . - -

larger (104.41 days) ~nd for convictions (regardless of whether or not there 
is an incarceration sent~nce the averages are higher still, with the exception 

of those cases ending 'in conviction which results in an incarceration sentence 

of less than one year). Somewhat surpriSingly, the average time to disposi

tion is greater for those convictions resulting in no sentence of incarcer~
tion (123.72 day",s on the average for all arrests with this disposition) than 

for those convictions (with any arrest charge) .resu1ting in incarcerat.ion s,en

tence~, of less than one year (100.50 days on the avera~)e).Again looking at 

arrests for any offense which resulted in conviction, the longest time to dis

position was for those receiving sentences of one year or more of incarcera-. . 
ti on (127.01 days on the avel~age). 

'0 

Third, it appears that time to disposition (as reflected by the average~ pre

sented in Table 11) increases as the prospects 'for both con~'iction and senten
ces of long term i~carceration increase. 

1.1 f) 

o 

I 

'\ 
I 
J 

4. IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH 
REPORTED IN THIS REPORT 

II This, report began as an "attempt to convey theresul ts of research--essenti ally 

descriptive research on the question ,of "What Happens After Arrest for Serious 
Felony Crimes in Oregon?n. While this report (the second such OBTS report 

ever to "be published on .Oregon's criminal justice system) deals with an elab
orate array, of descriptive statistics, data, and information on the· tr.acking 

of serious felony crime arrestees; the long term intent of writing this report 
and continuing to analyze our OBTS data base is to raise research and policy 

issues of importance to all Oregonians. In keeping with these goals, this 
report should mark the point of a transition from a purely descriptive focus 

for ·OBTS research to one having more of an analytical focus which emphasizes 
the utility of OBTS data for public policy making. 

The need to beanaf;tical and to focus on the utility of the research here 

comes from two basic sources. 'First, we do not have with our currentre
sources (and perhaps never did have) the luxury of being able to fully and 

completely analyze every aspect,"",of one l s data base and to report results 
simply on the basis of the findings bein~ Uinteresting." Consequently, the 

basis for any elaborate an~lysis. of OBTS data has to be the need to know-
espec.i.ally in areas where pub.lic pollcy questions provide a momentum for ana

lytical pursuit of data and answers. 

An example of such a question mi ght be that of what we can 1 earn from an OBTS 

data base about a certain .group of arrestees--say" for example career criminals 

(i.e .. , "repeat offenders" )or remanded juveniles. In the case of the career 
criminal we may be interested in knowing about the profile characteris.ttcs of 

this group of offenders in light of the impact repeat-offender statutes or 
habitual-offender laws are likely to have on overall criml~ rates. In ,this 

regard, one recent report descri bes the di sproport i onate share of the crimi
nal justice work load accounted for by repeaters and sI.Jg,gests that greater 

emphasis on theprosecutibn of recidivists may be an appropriate strategy for 
crime contro.l ~l 

1INSLAW, "Curbing the Repeat Offender: A Strategy for 
tute for Law and Soc; al Research, 1977. 
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Likewise,. there is a heavy interest in every aspect,of the processing of juve

niles in the crimlnal justice system. Tbis is especial'ly ~o when we consider 

juvenile felony arrestees who have been remanded to' Mult criminal courts for 

case processing. G,ivena certa·in public sensitivity to such remands, what can 

we say about the .. remanded juvenjle. Given the suggestion that'states .lower 

the ~ge at which we canreliJand juvenile offenders to adu lttZcourt,' what do we 

know about those curre)ltlybeing remanded?l Is there. a gro~ing tendency 

to remand juveniles for less serious felonies and are we '. temandingmore 

juveniles over time and more younger juveniles? Answers" to these questions 

will help us· to guide and monitor any changes in the la~s' or procedures 
() 

affecting the remanding of juveniles.' 

A second reason for investing in the analysis of OBTS data in)volves the need 
~ 

to establish benchmarks or guidelines and to make comparisons across time per-

iods and between vari,ous geographic, polit,ical, and social groupings. Very 

often the results of OBTS data analysis simply demand more analysis and com

parison. For example, one question invariably raised in examining some of our 

results is whether or not the statewide cOJ1victton rates reported here are too 
low. A "urther question is whether or not these"~irates c~uld be improved. 

In addressing this question, the first t/'oint that should be made is that one 
" ' )) 

s.houl d not expect a convlctlon rate of 100 percent nor shoul'd one expect rates 
to approach this figure. The maiin reason for this is that ther.e are very dif

ferent standards of evidence needed for arrest and for conviotion. 

A second point worth considering is that felony arrest conviction rate~,. in 

Oregon do appear to be comparable to those in other areas of the country. ,Our 

study (for 1979) shows th~;i; of all Part I felony ilrrests, a.bout one-·half 

(49~3%) result in con~;ictions on some char.ge. Our previous OBTS" report (ex-

cluding arson and using 1977 arrest data) noted a conviction ra~e of 55.8 p,er

. cent on some charge. A study done of 100,]3,9 felony arrests in 1971 in New 

. ' (; 

1From olJr 1979 P art I f e 1 ony arrest study us i ng OBTS data we 1 earned that ",. 
105 of the 7,451 arrests i nvo 1 ved remanded j uv~eni 1 es. Over 80 ,percent of 
these 105 remanded juveniles were over 17 years of age andnearly 60 percent 
were convicted of some crime. Mor£! information on these remands wil;;l be the 
s\Jbj €ct of a separate report.} 
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. Y;ork City found that,in 42,~29 cases or 55.7 percent conviction on so~e charge 

resulted.1 A second study reported that in six large urban areas of the 
Unit~d States, the con~iction rates (f'cr all felony ~harge arrests \~n,d convic

tion on any charge) ranged from' 26\, percent to 58 percent.2. ,Despite slight 

differences in study methodologies:, these' results. :' indicate that Oregon's 

,conv; cti on rates for seri ous fe 1 onyarrests are simil a,r to those reported in 
studi~s done in other parts of the country. 

'''",I 
'.~ t~ '( 

Future OBTS.reports must deal with another set of questions whi,ch ,will emerge 

because of comparisons and differences noted between counties in the disposi

tion of felony arrests. Such differences demand analysis of arre'st a~d court 

caseloads tocdetermine if counties have similar distributions of. career crimi
nals (rep~at off~nders) and ~imilar frequencies.in terms o~ certain time con-

sll~iny cases." 4 Also, there isa ~eed to document any differences in county 
resources (dail space~staff, money, etc.), as .well as differences in com-

n /) .' • 

munity tolerance for different' offens~ and basic differences in law enforce-

'men:t and prosecutor preferences or priorities for law enforcement and crime 

control through apprehension (arrest) and prosecution (conviction). 

Time to disposition also offers a basis for meaningful compariso~s across time 
per.iods or betwee~ jurisdictcions, and other groupings. Time to disposition or 

case processing time can bean important measure of criminal justice system 
performance and demands careful analysis. of basic differences over time ~~ 

\\ between categories. Given an already overloaded judicial system, any increase 
incase,. process i ng time commands some attent ion. .' 

Lastly, comparisons over time and between jurisdictions ar~' particularly im

po~;tant when ~pecial at.tempts are made to impact a criminal justice system 

performanc~ indicator. For example? it ~ay be' possible to impact conviction 

. 1T~e Ve~~. Ins~ittlte of Justice, "Felony"Arrests: "rheir Prosecution and 
'. D1Sposltlon In New York City!s Gourts," NewYork~ New York, 1977. •. 

~ , ~ 

2patrick R. Oster, ~~Revolying 'Door Justice: Why criminal~ ~o Fr~e,II" U:S. . 
News and World Re~9rt, Vol' c.8Q, No!. 19 ~May".10, 1976), p. 37. The s1xJuris
olctlons were Ba,,~ lmore, Chlcago, .Detrolt, Los Angeles county San Diego 
County, and Wash'lngton, D.C. "~ ,.... , 

.. 
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rates in an area. "Programs "i,n ()ther parts of the cOLmtry have been able to 
II ,_-

improve -conviction rates through better witness handling techniques and 

through training of various criminal justice system,personnel--esp'ecially 
c'. ,C) '::? '.\ . (, 

arresting offic~rs and prosecutor office staff. It also seems likely that 

more reso~rceswould help, too. Of course, en'flancement of conviction'rates 

implies some concurrent examination of workload demands ,in other components of 
" the criminal justice s'ystem.. Any jurisdiction interested in impr-Qvingits 

felony arrest conviction rate should first dete~mine whether or not its local 

'system is prepared to handle ~ likely increase in jail commitments and pro-

'i bati on cases. 

In the same vein the question of whether' or not plea bargaining influences 

conviction rates also can be entertained. While our research here does not 

examine p)ea bargaining per se, our study does show that· modification of 

charges {between arrest and disposition) 'more often than not results in a 

'greater' convi cti on rate and, somewhat 1 ess severe sentences. To the e'xtent 

that charge modification implies at least some plea bargain,ing it would be 

logical to assume that elimination of plea bargaining would resul1? in lower 

conviction rates and more severe sentences.l 

More than any other, type of data base and kind of, analysi s, the OBTS system 

offers a dynamfc means of keepi ng up with the issues of crimi nal just)~\e sys

tem performance. In k~eping with the emerging and chang'ing information needs, 

of the criminal justice system, offender based transaction statistics offer 
" policy makers and others a mec~ns of answering importan~ policy questions and 

shaping solutions to criminal justice problems. 

lIt also is possible that the elimination o~ plea bargaining may not neces
sarily result in lower convi£.tion rates and more severe sentences. A study' 
of the elimination of plea bargaining in Alaska reveal~~ no' chan~e in the con
viction rate and more s~vere senter,l!=es for only some offenders (l.e., those 
arrested for less serious offenses -and those with few prior convictions). 
A 1 though the court process inA 1 aska" di d not bog down, the tr:ia 1 rate 
increa~ed substantially. Again, any jU'riSdiction which desires to experim~nt 
with the elimination of plea bargaining must monitor and study the conse", " 
quences of change and be. prepared to ha,rI'dle the impact. See itA lasl<a Bans 
Plea Bargaining," U.S. Gover-nment Pr'iotlng",Office, Washington, D.C. 

o 
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APPENDIX A (i 

. GLOSSARY· OF . PART I FELONY CHARGE DEFINITIONS 

The fo'llowing definitions are brief statements ot' criminal charges extracted 
,frQmthe IIField Manual for Peace Officers - Oregon Cri!1linal Code ll published by 
the Board on Police Standarqs and. Training (revised January, .1980) ... 

Violent Crimes " 

[CRIMINAL HOMICIDE I 
ORS 163'~ 115 MURDER - Life Imprisonment or Death 

A. Intentionally causing the death of another human being without justifica
'. tion or excuse, while not under extreme emotional disturbanc~. 

B. Murder is al so charg~d if death to'a non,,;,,$uspect results when su.spect is 
attempting or convnittingany of the following crimes: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

1st degree arson 
1st degree burgl ary 
1st degree escape " 
Istdegr.ee ki d[lappi ng. 
·lst degree rape 
1st degree sodomy 
Robbery - any degree 

• P 

c. Placing ordischaqJinga destructive" device ,or; bomb, orcpmmitting or 
attempting to commit aircraft piracy. 

ORS 163.118 FIRST DEGREE MANSLAUGHTER -A Felony 

A:.Recklessly causing death under drcumstarices manifestingextremeindiffer-
enceto value Qf human life. '", . d,,' 

B. Intentionally causing death under circumstances not constitli'ting murder. 

ORS 163'.125 SECOND DEGREE MANSLAUGHTER - B Felony 
I' \\' 

" ~ c . 
A. Recklessly causing the deathofanQther h~man b~ing.;· 

" 
ORS 163.145 CRIMINALLY NEGl:IGENTHOMICIDE- CFelony 

,~~ " 

. With criminal negl i gence,¢ causiI19'~the':deathof'anQther human': being. '. 
. -i, ..•• .., 

.," 

"{I" 
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I FORe ISLE RApE I 
o 

ORS 163.375 FIRST DEGREE RAPE - A Felony 

A. Sexual intercourse with,female under 12 years' of' age; or 

B. Forcibly compell i ng female of any 'age to engage in sexual intercourse; or 
" . ., 

C.Havi~g sexual interc0!lrse with sister of whole, orha:lf blood ot daughter 
or wlfe l sdaughter - lfc-under 16 years of age. 

"""""""""",,,,0 I ROSa'lRYl 

ORS 164.415 FIRST DEGREE ROBBERY - A Felony 
. ' 

Violating ORS ORS 164.395 plus: 
" ' 

1. is armed with deadly weapon; or 
2. attempts to use or uses dangerous weapon; or, 
3. attempts to cause or causes serious physical injury. 

ORS 164.405 SECOND DEGREE ROBBERY - B Felony 

Violating ORS 164.395 plus: 

1. representing that he is armed wi th a deadly or dangerous weapon; or 
2. is aided by another actually present. 

ORS 164.395, THIRD DEGREE ROBBERY - C Felony 

In the course of committing 'or attempting to COli1mi~a '"theft, threatening or 
using force with intent to: 

1. 
2. 

3. 

prevent or overcome resi ~tance to ,tli sunl&wfultaki I1g of property;, or < 

prevent or overcome resistance to his keeping property immediately after 
the unlawfu\'"taking; or ' " 
compe 1 another to de 1 i ver property or to engage in some ather, conduct 
which aids the theft. 

I AGGRAVATED ASSAULT I ..:" . 

ORS 163.185 FIRST DEGREE ASSAULT'·~ ··A Felon.,Y 
,.~-;> 

IntentionallY"causes serious p'bysical: injuri to another:by, means, of Ira deadly 
or dangerous weapon. . , " '..", .. , 

" 
..;. ,-

ORS 163.175 SECOND DEGREE ASSAULT":i3 Felony 

A." Intentio.nal1y or knowingly causes serious physica'l injurj tl1""another; or 
o ' U 

o 
A-2 .'. 

o 

\\ 

B. Intentionally or knowingly causes physical injury to another by means of a 
deadly or dangerous weapon; or 

C. Recklessly causes serious physical injury to another by means of a deadly 
or dangerous weapon under circumstances manifesting extreme indifference 
to the value of human 1 ife., 

Property. Crimes 

I BURGLARY I 

ORS 164.225 FIRST DEGREE BURGLARY - A Felony 
" 

Violates ORS 164.215 and: 

A. The building is a dwelling; or 

B. If in effecting ,entry or while "in a building or in immediate flight there-
from he: ' . 

l. 
2. 
3. 

is armed with burglarls tool or a deadly weapon; or 
caus.es or attempts physical injury to any person;" or 
uses or threatens to use a dangerous weapon. 

ORS 164.215' SECOND ... DEGREE BURGLARY - C Felony 

Enters or remains unlawfully in a building with intent to commit a crime 
therein. 

I THEFl I 

ORS 164.055 FIRST DEGREE THEFT - C Felony 

A. If value of stolen property in single or aggregate transaction is $200 or 
more; or 

B. Any theft committed during riot, fire or explosion; or 

c. Theft of a firearm .or explosive; or 
I( . 

D. B~~ing, selling or lending on the security of 
." 

E.Theft of a livestock animal. 

[DUMV I 

any .. sto 1 en property; or 

(, 

\I ORS 164 ~ 135 UNAUTHORIZED USE OFVEHICL'E - C Felony 

, ~\\ 

A. Taking, operating, exercising control over or riding in ... anQtherls motor 
vehicle, boat or. aircraft w'ithout consent; or .. 

B. Having 1 awful custody of a vehicle, boat or aircraft but then 'grossly 
devi ati ng from, the agreed purpo\~e of· or length of' time of the ccustody 
?greement,. 

A-3' 
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[ARSON I 

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

ORS 164.325 FIRST DEGREE ARSON~A Felony 
• I" 

A. Intentionally damages another I s protected property by starting a fire or 
causing an explosion. 

B., Intent i ona 11 y damages any prope~tyby fire or h~xP) oSli on. ~nd such paCr~t~~i~d 
lessly places another person 1n danger or p YSlca lnJury or 
property in danger or damage. 

ORS 164.315 SECOND DEGREE ARSON - A Felony 

Intentionally damages ~ny building. of another (not protected property) by 
starting a f,ire or causlng an exploslon. 

(F' 

\i 

,OJ -

.. ,.,'<1 
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APPENDIX B 

MISS'ING DATAl 

A problem of c'oncern in any analysis of the functioning of the criminal jus
tice system is the relative, frequE!ncy in which data are missing and the out
come is unknown. Findings were as follows: 

1. Arrest charge indicated, but no indication of court·filing. 

An arrest charge indicated with no indication of court filing may be due 
to one of :the fo 11 owing: ~ 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Charges not filed (prosecutiO{~ decl ined). 

Charges-filed, but not recorded in the CCH file. 
" C', I) 

j) 

Disposition is pending (often because defendant absconded). 

Without further information, there is no way of determinin,g with certainty the 
relative prevalence of these reasons. Study findings indicate, however, that 
the percent of arrests resulti ng in court fil i ngs closely approximates those 
obtained in the 1978 OlEC study," IIWhat Happens After Arrest in Oregon?--A 
Pilot Study of Felony Arrests in 11 OregOn Counties. 1I 

" \\ 

~ 
The latter study included manual follow-~p examination of prosecutor records, 
which accounted for approximately half} of the arrests not evident in the 
court. Whi 1 e 16 percent of the arrests surveyed could not be accounted for, 
it appeared that some of the~e. were due to unrecorded decl i nat; ons. Although 
continued effort~ should be mada to insure complete reporting of circuit court 
filings, it is tentatively concluded that reporting rates ~re high. 

} 2. Arrest charge known; court disposition known but for unknown ch'arge. 
~JI, 

ff This was noted in 25 cases, or less than 1/2 of one percent of the 
)), charges. 

3. Court disposition unknown. 

arrest 

This was noted in 29 cases, or approximately one-half of one percent of 
the arrest charges. 

4. Court conviction known but sentence unknown. 

This was noted in 95 cases, which' is approximately 1 1/2 percent of the 
arrest charges, or approximately 3 percent of the known convictions. .. 

From the above, it appears that the CCH data base contains rather complete 
reporting for Part I felony arrests. 

, 

1Reprinted from our previous OBTS report entitled, What Hap~ens After Arres't 
in Oregon, A Report of Disposition and Sentenc~ fOf 1977 "art I Felony 
Arrests, Oregon law Enforcement CounCil, March, 1981. 
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