IX. COMPARING THE DEMONSTRATION JURISDICTIONS

Marvin Lavin

In Secs, VI and VII, we addressed Multnomah and Dade Counties as individual
Jjurisdictions and attempted to show, primarily by statistical measures, how the
performance of each in selected groups of felony proceedings may have changed
between two periods of operations. Here we draw upon information that we collected
in Multnomah and Dade Counties and then analyzed in Secs. VI and VII, and offer
a number of quantitative comparisons of the two jurisdictions in 1974. The compari-
sons are guided by the views expressed in App. C on interjurisdictional statistical
performance measures. This section thus extends the summary descriptions given
in Sec. V of the two demonstration jurisdictions and their felony proceedings,

BACKGROUND DATA ON POPULATION, ARRESTS, AND
POLICE MANPOWER

Table 9.1 gives readily available data (for 1972} on population, arrests, offenses,
and police manpower for the principal city and its police force, for the county areas
served by the sherifPs department, and for the two combined. The total population
of Multnomah County given by the 1970 Census was 557,000; Dade County’s popula-
tion was given as 1,268,000, Thus, the circuit court in Dade County served a popula-
tion roughly twice that served by the circuit court in Multnemah County.’

We observe in Table 9.1 that arrests per offense are quite similar in Multnomah
and Dade. Offenses per 100,000 population for robbery only seem significantly high-
er in Dade. And while arrests per policeman are higher for all Part I Offenses and
for burglary only in Multnomah, this measure favors Dade for robbery only.

SELECTED COMPARISONS FROM THE STATISTICAL
OVERVIEWS

For brevity, we do not attempt an exhaustive catalogue of similarities and
differences between Multnomah and Dade Counties but compare selected informa-
tion drawn from the statistical overviews given in Secs. VI and VII for Multnomah
and Dade. The remainder of this section will be devoted to comparisons of the issues
for which we performed analyses in our study.

Table 9.2 compares the number of felony cases filed and pending in the circuit
courts of the two jurisdictions in the recent past. The table discloses the greater
severity of the backlog problem in Dade, where the number of cases pending approxi-

! Note that the “combined” entries in Table 9.1 for Dade County cover a population of only 586,000—
there being nine incorporated cities other than Miami that are not included. But we know of no reasen
why the rates shown in Table 9.1 are not representative of the entire population of Dade County.
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Table 9.1

PoruLaTiON, ARRESTS, OFFENSES, AND PoOLICE MANPOWER

Multnaonah Dade
a b a . b
Portland County Combined Miami County Combined
Change Change Change Change Change Chanpge
Since Since Since Since Sinece Since
1971 1971 1971 1971 1971 1971
Category 1972 (%) 1972 (%) 1972 (%) 1972 L2 1972 [:3] 1972 (%)
Population (000} B4 163° 547 343 243" 386
Offenses
Number reported
Part 1d 35,848 4,558 45,406 28,644 35,555 fd, 199
Robbery only 1,715 191 1,906 2,355 1,829 4,384
Burglary only 1,134 3,031 4,165 5,294 10,062 18,356
Per 100,000 populacion
Part I 9,335 -6 |5,874 -4 8,217 -5 8,349  -10 6,068 -11 6,910 -1l
Robbery only 447 =5 117 +20 349 =2 745 -10 31z -2 304 -5
Burglary only 2,873 +2 1,863 +6 2,372 +3 2,617 =11 1,717 -9 1,975  -10
Arrests
Tatal number
Part I 5,246 1,600 6,846 3,634 5,847 9,481
Robbery only 307 kbl 346 451 400 851
Burglary only 816 832 1,198 633 1,637 2,270
Police manpower
Police officers 723 224 947 734 1,199 1,933
Total employees 213 832 1,315 936 1,597 2,533
Arrests per offense
Part 1 .14 0.17 0,15 0.13 .16 0.15
Robbery anly .18 0,20 0.18 G.18 0.2z 0.19%
Burglary only 0.07 0.13 .11 0.08 0.16 0.12
Arrests per policeman
Part I 7.26 7.14 7.23 4,95 4.88 4.91
Robbery only 0.42 0.17 0.36 0.61 0,33 0.44
Burglary only 1.13 1.71 1.26 0.86 1.37 1.18
SOURCES: Federal Bureau of Investigation/Uniform Crime Reports data and the 11,8, Census.

%Entries apely to the sheriff's department omly.

b ,
Entries are the sums of numbers or the weighted average of ratios lm the cilty and county columns.

cPopulaticn entry obtained by subtracting the population of the principal eity and of all Incorporated places
known to have police departments from the total populacion of the county.

dPart I {UCR) offenses are homicide, rape, robbery, felonicus assault, burglary, larceny, and auto thefe,
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Table 9.2

Comparison oF NUMBER oF CRIMINAL CASES
FiLEn aND PENDING IN CIRcUIT COURT

Multnomah  Dade
Caseload Measures County?  County

Number of filings

FY 1973-74 3,250

FY 1974-75 3,657

CY 1974 10,552

CY 1875 12,200
(est.}

Number of casas pend-
ing ("backlog")
December 1974 774 9,202
Kovember 1975 1,008 13,512

A PR
In¢ludes criminal appeals from the
lower ¢ourt in addition to felony filings,

mates an entire year’s filings. By comparison, the number pending in Multnomah,
which has been rising, still does not exceed three to four months’ filings.

Table 9.3 contains a comparison of the distribution of felony cases by offense type
in the two jurisdictions, based on random samples of 100 cases processed in 1974.
The differences between the two jurisdictions in the table that are statistically
significant do not include robbery and burglary (or breaking and entering), the
exemplary offenses of this study.

When the selected characteristics of felony defendants are compared, as in Table
9.4, we find the age distribution to be similar in the two jurisdictions; a significantly
higher proportion of blacks present among Dade defendants; roughly the same
proportion of transient defendants occurring in the two locales; a significantly larger
fraction of defendants with less than a high school education being prosecuted in
Dade; a significantly greater proportion of defendants having no prior record in
Multnomah, but also a greater proportion of defendants having prison records in
that jurisdiction;* a greater proportion of defendants being represented by the public
defender in Dade (because the Dade public defender’s office handles virtually all the
indigent cases whereas in Multnomah the public defender’s office handles only a
portion); and about the same proportion of defendants benefiting from pretrial
release in the two counties.

Table 9.5 compares some gross attributes of felony proceedings in Multnomah
and Dade Counties.

The significant or nearly significant differences between the two jurisdictions
shown in Table 9.5 are in the pretrial dismissal rate, the plea rates (both to original
charges and to lesser charges), the proportions receiving jail incarceration and the
proportions receiving prison incarceration, and the median elapsed times. {Although
differences in the trial measures are large, they are not statistically significant

¥ Note that if the categories “none” and "minor” are combined and similarly the categories "major”
and “prison,” then the distribution of defendants is nearly the same in the two jurisdictions.
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Table 9.3

DisTRIBUTION OF FELONY Cases By TYPE
or OFFENSE, 1974
{Percent of all cases)®

Multrnomah Dade

Offense Type County County
Offenses against persong 20 30
Robbery 11 ]
other 9 23+
Offanses against property kY 48
Burglary {breaking and
entering) 16 18
Theft 13 22
Other 8 13+
Drug offenses EL 21+
All other felony offenses 5 1

%The symbol '"'+" denores, here and in the
following tables, a difference between the twe
couwnties of a statistically significant magni-
tude--i.e., the likelihved is 5 percent that a
difference of this size (positive or negative)
or greater would ocecur by chance if there 1s
actually no difference between the coumties.

Table 9.4

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF FELONY DEFENDANTS, 1974
{Percent of all defendants)

Multinomah Dade

Defendant Characteristics County County
Agea
Under 21 46 457
21-29 39 41
30 and over 15 12
Ethnic group?
Blacks 30 54+
Spanish surname 0 1z
Other minorities 13 i)
Nonminority 57 i+
Transient {(less than 2 years
in county)? 11 15
Less than high sehool educaticon® 50 73+
Frior recordd
None 52 3+
Minor iz 33+
Major 19 28+
Prison 17 Lo+
Type of defense attorneyb
Public defender 33 a7+
Private {court—appointed and
defendant-retained) 87 I

Pretrial custody statusP
In jail {or combination of jail

and monjail status) 0 28
Free on ball or O.R. 0 72
NOTE: ''+" denotes statistically significant

difference between counties.

Fyom exemplary offense samples, totaling approx-
imately 4IM) cases.

bFrom general samples, totaling approximately 200
casas.
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Table 9.5

DisposITIONS, SENTENCES, AND DELAYS IN FELONY
ProcieEpINGS, 1974
(Disposition and sentence entries in percent)

Type of Dispositien, Multnomah Dade
Sentence, and Delay County County

Dispositions?

Pretrial dismissal rate 38 9+
For insufficient evidence ] 3
For other reasons 30 6+

HNol-pros plus diversion rate - G

Trial rate 7 1z
Court 2 5
Jury 5 7

Trial conviction rare® 12 59

Trial acquittal raceP 14 14

Other trial outcome rateP 14 7

Pretrial plea of puilty rate 53 63
To original charges 19 33
To lesser charges 34 10

Overall conviction rate a8 69

c
Sentences

Suspended 8] 2

No incarceration imposed 61 ad

Incarceration imposed 39 40
Jall {plus amy ocher punishmenc) 28 13+
Prison {plus any other punishment) 1t 27+

tedian elapsed time (days}

From artest to trial 84 119

From arrest to final disposition 77 109

From arraigonment to final disposition a3 B3
NOTE: "+" denotes statistieally significant difference

between counties.

8gased on a sample of 94 dispositicons in Multnomah
County and 98 in Dade County,

bBascd on a sample of 7 trials in Mulinomah County and
12 in Dade County.

“Based on a sample of 57 sentencings in Multuomah
County and 70 ir Dade County.

because of the small number of trials in the cases making up our general samples.)
The differences in gross dispositional measures undoubtedly reflect the contrasting
nature of the proceedings in the two systems, particularly as to screening and plea
bargaining, but possibly reflect other factors as well. But we must look to more
detailed analyses for explanations. The differences in the proportions given one type
of incarceration rather than another may be caused by the differences in the correc-
tional situations in the two counties and states, as well as by disparities in judicial
views toward sentencing. The differences in median elapsed times are a product of
the more serious caseload situation in Dade. :
Table 9.6 assesses the two jurisdictions in terms of a list of “comparability
features” relevant to the selected areas in felony proceedings. The purpose and use
of this list is explained in App. C; here we use the list simply to enrich our presenta-
tion of background information characterizing Multnomah and Dade Counties.
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CASE SCREENING

Appendix C distinguishes between two purposes of interjurisdictional compari-
sons by means of statistica! performance measures. On the one hand, we may be
interested in certain outputs of court systems that are important to the community
without regard to the institutional machinery that produced them. For example, the
percent of felony suspects whose cases are not prosecuted after arrest and booking
seems to have this “independent” significance. On the other hand, we may be inter-
ested in direct comparisens of the operations per se of criminal court systems in
different jurisdictions, assessed in terms of the outputs, both intermediate and final,
of felony proceedings. GGiven the latter purpose, the following question arises: Do the
Jjurisdictions to be compared differ so fundamentally that using statistical perfor-
mance measures to make these comparisons ts misleading? As mentioned above, App.
C contains a set of “comparability features” that helps to assess how severe the
“apples and oranges” problem is in an interjurisdictional application of performance
measures. This list is applied to Multnomah and Dade Counties in Table 9.6.

As applied to case screening, the list underscores the differences between Mult-
nomah and Dade Counties. The scope of our study did not include police arrest
policies; also, we cannot readily compare detailed charge filing standards, since
neither jurisdiction documents them systematically. These two features aside, the
two demonstration jurisdictions differ markedly in who screens cases and how they
are screened (see especially Sec. V). These differences should not determine outcome
in cases that are clearly strong or clearly weak. But in cases where the evidence is
marginal as well as the cases in which nonevidentiary policy factors are prominent,
they may have considerable effect. The dependence of screening results on the
“quality” of the case flow should be kept in mind when one considers how noncompa-
rability in the screening function may vitiate comparisons of screening performance
measures.

The Charging Threshold

As mentioned in the example above, comparisons of the effect of the charging
threshold seem meaningful despite profound differences in screening procedures
between Multnomah and Dade Counties. Table 9.7, drawing from information
presented in Secs. VI and VII, gives a gross portrayal of the operation of the screen-
ing thresheld in the two jurisdictions in 1974.

Table 9.7 shows a statistically significant difference between the two jurisdic-
tions in the proportion of robbery prosecutions rejected {as well as in the correspond-
ing proportion of robbery cases filed as felonies). We shall not speculate on the
possible explanation for differences between the jurisdictions because we were un-
able to collect adequate data on “rejection reasons” in Dade.

Charging Accuracy

Criminal proceedings tend to be self-correcting when charging inaccuracies are
initially present—dismissals, amendments, nolle prosequi, plea agreements, acquit-
tals, convictions at lesser levels, ete. all may serve to redress charging inaccuracy.
But how and when these events occur in the proceedings depend on features of the
court system that may differ markedly, as many do between Multnomah and Dade
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Table 9.7

CoMpARISON OF CASE SCREENING FOR ExeEMpPLARY OFFENSE Bookings, 1974
{Entries in percent)

Multnomah County Dade County

Gross Screening Outcome | Burglary 1 Robbery I | B&E Offenses HRobbery

Not held to answer 32 51+ L 38+
Reduced to misdemeanor

and so filed 6 3 1 2
Filed on felony charges 62 46+ 9 B0+

NOTES: Based on exemplary offense samples numbering roughly 100
cases for each offenmse in each jurisdiction. "+" denotes statisti-
cally significant difference berween counties.

Counties. Furthermore, when using dispositional measures as bases for inferences
about charging accuracy, we must bear in mind that they are more or less ambigu-
ous for this purpose, as we have discussed in Sec. IV. For simplicity, therefore, we
confine ourselves to the two dispositional measures that best reveal charging accura-
cy performance—the proportion of defendants convicted of all charges as originally
filed and the proportion of defendants not convicted (excluding those diverted).
These two types of dispositions are less affected by plea bargaining, which tends to
obscure the statistical effects of inaccurate charging. Table 9.8 displays these two
dispositional measures for the two demonstration jurisdictions in 1974, again apply-
ing only to the exemplary offenses on which this study focuses.

If a relatively high rate of conviction on charges as originally filed and a rela-
tively low rate of failure to convict imply relatively high accuracy of charging, then
‘Multnomah performance in charging the Impact offenses of Dwelling Burglary I and
Robbery I excelled that of Dade in 1974 for the comparable offenses. Multnomah did
significantly worse in terms of these measures for the non-Impact offense of Non-
dwelling Burglary I than did Dade for Nondwelling B&E offenses. Thus, these results
seem to express the special handling that Multnomah gave Impact erimes involved
in the district attorney’s experiment, beginning with arrest and screening and
continuing throughout the proceeding. We should not, however, draw inferences
about the relative overall screening performances of the two jurisdictions without
considering other classes of dispositions, at a level of detail sufficient to reveal the
dependence of dispositions on screening accuracy. As discussed elsewhere (see, for
example, App. D), we failed to collect adequate “reasons” data to perform this more
complete dispositional analysis.

PLEA BARGAINING

We are unable to make enlightening comparisons of plea bargaining between
Multnomah and Dade Counties by means of statistical performance measures. Al-
though our demonstration analysis in Multnomah County was quite revealing in the
area of plea bargaining, we could not statistically demonstrate the nature and effects
of plea bargaining to any great extent in Dade. Except for sentence agreements (or
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Table 9.8

COMPARISON OF SELECTED DisposiTIONAL MEASURES RELATED
To CHARGING ACCURACY, 1974
(Percent of all dispositions)

Multnomah County Dade County
Burglary 1 B&F Offenses
Non— Non-
Disposition Dwelling dwelling | Robbery 1| Dwelling dwelling | Robbery
Convicred of all charges
as filed 79 26 67 a6+ 54+ 33+
By plea 67 23 54 424 45+ 41+
By trial 12 3 13 & g 3+
Not convieted 5 44 24 26+3 21+ 32%
Pretrial dismissal 5 35 12 11 V+ 16
Ocher 0 & 12 13 14 16
Sample size {number of
dispositions) S6 a2 86 55 ¥ «28
NOTE: "+" denotes statistically significant difference between counties.

Excludes 2 percent of dispositions involving pretrial interventicm.

bIncluﬂes acquittal, nolle prosequi (Dade), mistrial.

assurances), plea agreements in Dade were uncommon. But sentence agreements,
which were said to be quite frequent, were not recorded in case folders or other
available files.

To the extent that we could calculate plea bargaining performance measures for
plea agreements in Dade, we display comparisons with overall Multnomah results.
But the Dade results do not fairly characterize the full plea bargaining situation in
that jurisdiction. Furthermore, if one reviews the list of 16 comparahility factors
given in Table 9.6 for the plea bargaining area, one finds that many differ markedly
for Multnomah and Dade Counties. These disparities impose further constraints an
statistically based inferences about the relative plea bargaining performance of the
two counties.

Table 9.9 compares gross results of plea bargaining for the exemplary offenses
between the two jurisdictions in 1974. Since we could not ascertain whether a Dade
straight plea was “pure” or involved a sentence agreement (or perhaps an agree-
ment to drop ancther pending case), it seems appropriate to compare the Mult-
nomah combined straight plea and straight plea plus agreement levels with the
Dade straight plea entries. For robbery, the result is similar (88 percent versus 80
percent) for the two counties. The Multnomah combined straight plea rate for
Dwelling Burglary I, an Impact offense, is significantly larger than Dade's straight
plea rate for Dwelling B&E offenses (82 percent versus 68 percent}. This may be
attributable to the district attorney’s experiment in Multnomah. This inference is
strengthened by the observation that the Nondwelling B&E straight plea rate in
Dade is significantly larger (69 percent versus 47 percent) than the Nondwelling
Burglary I {a non-Impact offense) combined straight plea rate in Multnomah. At the
next lower plea level, the fairly large entries for Dade (20 to 27 percent} compared
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Table 9.9

ComparisoN OF Gross REsuLTs oF PLEA BarcaNING, 1974
(Percent of all pleas in case sample)

Meltnomah County Dade County?
Burglary I B&E Offenses
Non- Non-
Level of Plea Robbery I| Dwelling dwelling | Robbery | Dwelling dwelling
Straight plea (to all
original charges
and multiple counts}) 43 a0 27
Straight plea plus
sentence or other 80 65+ 69+
agreements a5 52 20
Total g8 82 47

Plea to at least cne
count of most ser-—
lous charge but
with charge or
count reductioms 3] 2 Q 2 26+ 27+

Plea to charges less
serious than
original ] 14 53 o =] bo

Total number of puilty
pleas in sample {N) 530 34 29 33 46 18

Gross plea rate
(N + number of
digpositions) 61 B2 50 61 65+ 70+

HOTE: "+" denotes statistically significant difference between counties.

%sentence agreement data noc available,

with those for Multnomah (0 to 2 percent) for burglary offenses might be related to
a greater propensity to file related charges {e.g., loitering, malicious destruction,
possession of burglary tools, larceny). The differences between jurisdictions at the
lowest plea level shown in Table 9.9 are readily interpreted. They attest both to the
strong policy in Dade opposing charge-reduction plea agreements regardless of
offense type and to the limited policy in Multnomah against such agreements in
Impact offenses covered by the district attorney’s experiment.

Elements on the other side of the plea bargain exchange (or balance) are shown
in Table 9.10. These measures of operational impacts on the court system are illus-
trative of many which help to capture the effects of the plea negotiation process.

The entries for the dispositional measures in Table 9.10, which are based on our
exemplary offenses samples, disclose no significant differences between the two
jurisdictions, notwithstanding the contrasts in the plea bargaining picture. And
while the percent incarcerated is also not significantly different between the two
systerns for the exemplary offenses, sentences are moderately less severe in Dade.
One may speculate that sentence bargaining in Dade (upon which we were unable
to collect data) helps to explain the difference in sentence severity, especially in
robbery cases for which statutory maxima are higher in Dade. Finally, the substan-
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Table 9.10

CoMPARISON OF MEASURES REFLECTING THE EFFECTS OF
PLEA BARGAINING IN EXEMPLARY OFFENSES, 1974

Multnemah County Dade County
Dispositions,
Sentences, and Delays Robbery T  Burglary I | Rebbery B&E Offenses
Dispositicnal measures (%}
Dismissal race? 12 17 15 19
Trial rate 27 13 20 12
Guilty plea rate 61 70 &2 69
COwvarall conviction rate kX 80 &7 76
Sentence geverity measures
Percent incarcerated a7 64 80 61
Sentence severity imposed
{Index & score) 26.5 16.9 19.23 13.1
{Index B score} 43.9 20.4 2.1 l4.6
{Index C score} 61.2 23.9 44,8 16.2
{Index D score) 116.5 47.0 B&.3 23.4
Median elapsed time measures
{days)
Arraignment to guilty plea 21 29 116 73
Arraignment to trial 52 76 124 73
Arraigmment to final dis-
position b4 o6 128 50

aIncludes. in Dade, nel-prossed and diverted cases.

tial differences in median elapsed times shown by our case samples from the two
counties could be interpreted as evidence of operational “penalties” incurred by
Dade for its reluctance to use plea bargaining more frequently to alleviate its serious
case congestion.

SENTENCE VARIATION

Viewed specifically in terms of the comparability factors listed in Table 9.6 for
sentence variation, Multnomah and Dade Counties are dissimilar. One expects to
find that the nature and the variability of imposed sentences were observably differ-
ent between them—in particular, that they differ for offenses for which statutory
definitions and punishment structure are not the same in Oregon and Florida.® The
dissimilarities of Multnomah and Dade felony proceedings further imply that differ-
ences in sentence variation shown by statistical performance measures must be
cautiously interpreted.

To present illustrative comparisons of the nature of sentence variation in Mult-
nomah and Dade Counties and of the statistical explanations we were able to de-
velop, we draw from tabulations given in Secs. VI and VII. Tables 9.11 and 9.12
indicate {for robbery and burglary offenses) how sentences varied in type and sever-

? Bee Secs. V, VL, and VI for statutory definitions and punishment limits applying to the exemplary
offenses,



204

Table 9.11

COMPARISON OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF IMPOSED SENTENCE TYPE AND
AMOUNT oF PUNISHMENT BY LEVEL oF CoNVICTION FOR RoBeery CasEs, 1974
(Percent of all convicted at given level)

Level of Conviction
Multnomali County Dade County
Amounkt 1° 2° 3°
Senteance of Felony A Felony B Felony  Misdemeanor Felany Felony Felony Misdemeanor
Type Punisihment {H=59) (N=2) {N=2) (N=0) {N=48) (8=3) {N=2) (N=3)
Probation 22ar - - - o o 33 o -
onl 2-4 yr - - - - - - - -—
Y = 3 yr -- - —— -= 8 - - —
Probacien T2yr - - - o s - 50 -
and oth 2=4 yr 2 -- - - 2 -= - -
i er =5 yr 5 100 - - — - -- -
Jail alone = 6 mo 2 - - — . —_— - an
and jail 7-11 mo 2 - -— - 2 - -— -
+ ather = 12 mo 9 - 50 —_— 13 33 50 20
= 2 yr -- -= — - 2 -= - -
Prisen alene -4 yr 2 - - -- 12 33 — -—
and prison 5-10 ¥r 44 - s - 27 —= -— -—
+ other 11-20 ¥yt i2 -- - - 19 - - --
= 21 yr 2 - - -- 15 - - -
Senteénce sevarity score--
lndex A
Mean 26.8 10.0 22.5 - 22.0 11.9 9.0 4,5
Standard
deviation 10.9 - 0.7 - 13.9 3.9 7.l 5.0

ity at different levels of conviction in the 1974 exemplary offenses samples of our
study. Table 9.11 reveals that most robbery convictions in either jurisdiction were
at the highest level and produced substantial prison terms (more than five years).
At the highest level of conviction, the sentence severity score for Index A is modestly
higher for Multnomah, by a statistically significant amount. Table 9.12 shows that
B&E convictions in our Dade sample were preponderantly at the second most serious
level (second degree felony, 15-year maximum prison term), with roughly one-third
of these second degree felony convictions receiving prison terms, In Multnomabh,
convictions were predominantly at the highest level (felony A), with roughly one-
half receiving prison terms. Again, the sentence severity score (which is dominated
by cases at a single level of conviction in each county) is higher for Multnomah by
a statistically significant amount. The relatively greater use of probation in Dade
in these case samples helps to explain this difference in Index A scores, which
weights probation relatively higher than Indices B, C, and D. (See Secs. VI and VII)

Table 9.13 exhibits results from our analytical attempt to account for sentence
variation by means of selected “legitimate” and "illegitimate” factors. (The term
“illegitimate” connotes that these factors ought significantly affect neither the out-
come of a felony proceeding nor the severity of the sentence if the defendant is
convicted.) The equations used to estimate the sentence severity score for Index A
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Table 9.12

COMPARISON OF THE DISTRIBUTIONS OF IMPOSED SENTENCE TYPE AND AMOUNT OF
PuNISHMENT BY LEVEL OF CONVICTION FOR BURGLARY aND B&E Casgs, 1974
(Percent of all convicted at given Jevel)

Level of Convictian
Multnomah County Dade County
Amount 1° 3° 3°
Sentence of Felony A Felony B Feleny C Misdemeanor | Felony Felony Felony Misdemeanor
Type Punishment | {(N=52) (N=3} (§=7} {N=4) {N=2} (=54} (N=14) (N=3)
. < 2 yr -- - - - - 2 14 -
Frobacion 2-4 yr 2 — - - 50 25 21 -
¥ =5 yr ! - 14 — - g 14 —
< 2yr - - - 25 - - - -
Probation 2-4 yr - - 43 50 - 4 - --
and othex 23 yr 11 33 - - -- 2 7 --
Jail alone < b mo & 33 43 29 -— 9 - 100
and jail 6-11 mo —_— - - - - - - -
+ other 212 mo 21 33 -— - — 15 15 --
= 2 yr — -— - - - [ 15 -=
Prisan alone =4 yr 10 - -= -— - 8 7 -
and priscn 5-10 ¥r 36 -— - - — i8 ¥ —
+ other 11-20 yr 6 ~- - - -- 2 - -
= 2 oyr — -= - - 50 - - -
SenLence Severity score—-—
Index A
Hean 19.3 9.6 4.2 4.1 25.7 13.4 12.6 2.0
Standard
deviation 9.0 4.3 4.0 2.4 27.9 8.5 8.2 1.7

succeeded in explaining over 60 percent of the variance in Multnomah Robbery I
sentences, nearly 40 percent in Multnomah Burglary I sentences, nearly 40 percent
in Dade B&E sentences, but essentially none in Dade robbery sentences. In the three
instances where this analysis was productive, we cbserve the illegitimate factors
selected were only minor contributors to sentence variation in both jurisdictions.
The nature of the criminal conduct (as reflected in the charges and counts) was the
strongest explanatory factor in both jurisdictions, with prior criminal record also
tending to be consequential in both jurisdictions. Overall, to the extent that our case
samples permitted this more refined statistical analysis, highly unusual differences
in explanatory factors between Multnomah and Dade Counties were not disclosed.

EVENHANDEDNESS

Our conceptual approach to the measurement of evenhandedness performance
has been presented in Sec. IV, and its application to Multnomah and Dade Counties
given in Secs. VIand VIL Qur analysis was primarily concerned with the effects that
ethnicity, pretrial custody status, and type of defense counsel (the illegitimate fac-
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Table 9.13

COMPARISON OF EFFECTS OF SELECTED FACTORS ON SENTENCE SEVERITY,
ExEmpLARY OFFENSES, 1974
(Percent of accountable variance in sentence score (Index A))*

Multnomah County Dade Councy
Factors
Influencing Sentencing Robbery I TBurglary I| Robbery B&E Offenses
"Legitimate" factors
Age ] 3 K5 N5
Prior criminal record
Minor . N5 1 NS 2
Major 11 NS NS 9
Prison 9 : ) NS 3
Community ties {index) & & NS NS
Nature of charges or
counts 18 13 NS 13
Total varilance explained 48 28 - 27
"Illegitimwate" factors
Minority status
Black NS HS NS 2
Other B - NS 3
Pretrial custody status
In jail E) NS NS 1
Relsased (bail, O.R.) 3 NS NS HS
Defended by private counsel
Defendant-retained ns NS NS 1
Courc-appointed NS NS NS 1
Convicted at trial
Court NS 1 NS NS
Jury 141 0 N5 NS
Froxy for calendar crowding
or corrections crowding 3 _6 EE £El
Total variance explained 11 7 - 8
Total variance explained
(including that from
nansignificant wari-
ables and the constant
term} 61 38 - 38

%Entries made only for vatiables in regression equations that were sta-
tistically significant at the 95 percent level and in which the regression
coefficient on that varizble was statistically significant at the 30 per-
cent level; otherwize, NS (not significant) is indicated,

hSignificant, but very small (<< 1 percent).
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tors) have on dispositions and on the severity of sentences imposed. Selected results
from Secs, VI and VII are shown below as a basis for comparing the two jurisdictions
on this issue.

Dispositional Measures

Tables 9.14, 9.15, and 9.16 are cross-tabulations that exhibit the dependence of
various dispositional measures upon pretrial custody status, type of defense counsel,
and ethnicity, respectively. The entries are based upon the 1974 exemplary offenses
samples from the two counties, containing roughly 400 cases.

The distribution dispositions by jail, bail, and O.R. pretrial custody status, as
shown in Table 9.14 (note the magnitudes of N in the final row}, generally preclude
clear findings about the relative effects of pretrial custody status between the two
Jjurisdictions. For robbery, the conviction by bargained plea rate in Multnomah was
significantly lower than in Dade for defendants who remained incarcerated during
their proceedings. In hoth Multnomah and Dade, the distribution of robbery defen-
dants was skewed, with most sampled cases involving a defendant who was not free
during the proceeding. There is a (not statistically significant) reduction in the
conviction rate between defendants in jail and those freed on bail. In both jurisdic-
tions, the less gross measures show that robbery defendants at liberty tended to fare
better than those who remained in jail, but the results are not statistically signifi-
cant because of the small samples involved.

For burglary, the conviction rate in Multnomah shows no consistent dependence
on pretrial custody status, and the differences that are present are not statistically
significant. However, a difference in the Dade straight plea rate for B&E offenses
between jailed defendants and those on bail (55 percent versus 35 percent) leads to
a difference in the overall conviction rate (85 percent versus 70 percent). But the
other measures do not reinforce this indication of a lack of evenhandedness in Dade
for B&E def'endagts, related to their pretrial custedy status.

In sum, we cannot infer any clear distinction between Multnomah and Dade
Counties on the basis of Table 9.14. If pretrial custody status had an important effect
on disposition of defendants charged with the exemplary offenses, our samples were
not sufficiently large to reveal it reliably.

Table 8.15, which concerns the effect of type of defense counsel on disposition,
reveals that public defenders appear to defend their clients slightly more effectively
in Multnomah County for both exemplary offenses. No such effect is observed in the
Dade measures. We may infer that a slight distinction between the two counties
exists as to the advantage gained by the defendant in being represented by the public
defender.

Qur attempt to compare Multnomah and Dade on the basis of Table 9.16, which
relates dispositions to defendant ethnicity, is hampered by the small number of cases
in our Multnomah samples that gave ethnic information. We cannot rely on the
differences among ethnic categories, as shown by Table 9.18, as being indicative of
any concrete relationships between outcomes and race in Multnomah. For Dade,
Table 9.16 shows differences between the black and majority categories in the two
types of plea rates for robbery and the pretrial dismissal rate for B&E offenses. This
is at most a very limited indication that blacks may, in some circumstances, fare
better than others in Dade proceedings. But the sparseness of the Multnomah data
precludes our contrasting this Dade effect of ethnicity.
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Sentence Severity Measures

In Secs. VI and VII we address the magnitude and direction of the change in
average sentence severity score (for Index A) associated with a change in each of the
specified illegitimate factors. Table 9.17 compares the results of our analysis of the
1974 scores for Index A, based on the exemplary offenses samples. Are the two
counties revealed to be different in evenhandedness performance by these results?
We observe in Table 9.17 that no significant independent effects are shown in the
scores for robbery convictions in Dade; and none for Burglary I convictions in
Multnomah, save for a slight increase as the result of being convicted at trial rather
than pleading. By contrast, pretrial custody status has a marked effect on Index A
scores for 1974 Robbery I convictions in Multnomah; inexplicably, both those defen-
dants who remained in jail and those who remained at liberty received significantly
heavier sentences than those with mixed pretrial custody status. The only other
notable effect on Multnomah Robbery I defendants was a slight easing of punish-
ment for those convicted at trial rather than pleading, an unexpected direction of
change. Finally, we see that the strongest evidence of a lack of evenhandedness is
in the sentences of Dade defendants convicted of B&E offenses, where, for example,
the sentence severity score increased by over 50 percent for other minorities (mainly
Cuban) relative to majority defendants.

Viewing Table 9.17 as a whole, we cannot conclude that either jurisdiction
showed a consistent lack of evenhandedness in 1974. The contrast between the two
with respect to sentencing severity for the exemplary offenses is at best inconclusive.

HOW THE COURT SYSTEM TREATS DEFENDANTS WITH
PRIOR RECORDS

The fact that a defendant has a prior criminal record may affect a felony pro-
ceeding in various ways and at a number of points. The police may be prompted to
make a more thorough investigation of the offense; the charging may be performed
with greater care; the defendant may be more likely to remain in jail during the
proceeding because of ineligibility for O.R. release or inability to meet a higher bail
requirement; the defendant may elect not to testify because of his vulnerability to
impeachment by evidence of his prior record; the sentencing judge may be strongly
influenced by the defendant’s history of criminal conduct. These and other effects
could lead to an outcome significantly different from that for a defendant with no
prior record.

Table .18 extracts some results from Secs. VI and VII where we discussed our
attempt to illuminate the role of prior record in the exemplary offenses samples
from the demonstration jurisdictions. The 1974 dispositional measures for both
Multnomah and Dade Counties, as displayed in Table 9.18, indicate no consistent
relationship between the degree of prior record and the defendant’s disposition; this
was true for all of the exemplary offenses. Where a difference between entries is
significant—for example, 83 percent for the conviction rate in Multnomah applying
1o Robbery I defendants with no record, and 58 percent for those with minor records
—it strengthens the impression that past record was not a governing factor in the
pattern of dispositions in either county, where the expected relationship would be
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Table 9.17

EVENHANDEDNESS: THE INDEPENDENT EFFECT OF [LLEGITIMATE FACTORS
ON SENTENCE SEVERITY IMPOSED, 1974
(Percent change in average sentence severity score (Index A)
with a change in a given factor)®

Multnomah Councy Dade County
Illegitimate Factor Robbery I Burglary 1 |FRobbery BR&E Offenses
Ethnicityb
Black Ns® NS NS +22
Other minorities NS N5 NS +51
Pretrial custody statusd
In jail +39 NS NS +26
Freed on bail or O.R. +50 NS NS us
Defended by private
attorney®
Defendant-retained WE N5 NS +26
Court-appeinted N3 NS N3 (f)
Convicted at rrial® -9 +8 WS {£)

3gpa Table 6.21 for additional notes.
bMeasured apainst majority status.

“Not significant (NS). See note to Table 6.21 for definitions of
significance.

dMeasured against mixed pretrial custody status.

®Measured apainst representation by the public defender.

£ . . :

Omitted because of the rarity of the event in the case samples.

BMeasured against straight—plea conviction. Entries computed from
matching pairs of defendants and cases are similar in essential re-
spects, except that one defendant was convicted at trial and the other
of the matched pair pled guilty to all criginal charges.

just the reverse. So we are unable to distinguish usefully between the performance
of these two court systems by the results in Table 9.18.

Table 9.19 explores the relationship between Index A scores and the degree of
prior record, again for 1974 exemplary offenses. Multnomah County in both offenses
and Dade County in B&E offenses show roughly the expected trend of increasing
sentence severity score as the degree of prior record increases. We have no informa-
tion to explain the failure of the robbery cases in our 1974 Dade sample to exhibit
the same dependence.

DELAY

The contrast between Multnomah and Dade Counties with respect to the dura-
tion of felony proceedings is so marked that we need comment little about the
specific differences shown in Table 9.20 based on results discussed in Secs. VI and
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Table 9.19

COMPARISON OF THE INDEPENDENT EFFECT OF PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD
ON SENTENCE SEVERITY SCORE, 1974
(Percent change in sentence severity score (Index A)
associated with a given category of prior record)

Multnomah County Dade County

Prior Record | Robbery I Burglary I | Robbery BA&E Offenses

Minor Ns® +19 NS +30
Major +54 NS NS +65
Prison +45 +59 NS +65

ot gignificant (N5). See note to Table 6.23 for defi-
nitien of significance,

VII. The median number of days from arrest to various points in the proceeding
tended te be 1.5 to 2.0 times as large in Dade as in Multnomah, with some exceptions
for Nondwelling Burglary (or B&E) cases. The most time-consuming cases in Dade
were roughly twice as long in Dade as in Multnomah. The same story obtains when
the consumption of time is measured from arraignment rather than arrest. These
results simply underscore the more serious problem of court congestion in Dade.
However, if we refer speediness performance in Multnomah Circuit Court to the
statutory standard that the period from arrest to initiation of trial (if any) should
not exceed 60 days and performance in Dade Circuit Court to the court-imposed rule
that this period should not exceed 180 days, Table 9.20 indicates that, in 1974, Dade
met its standard in a greater propertion of cases than Multnomah met its standard. .

Continuances are both a cause and a result of delays in felony proceedings. Table
9.21 discloses gross differences in continuance practices between the two jurisdic-
tions. Whether a case is contested (i.e., involves a trial) or uncontested, the frequency
of continuances in Multnomah proceedings is sharply less than in Dade, and the
average length of Multnomah continuances is much shorter than those of Dade. To
the extent that the movant for a continuance could be identified in our case samples,
it was the defense alone and the prosecution alone in a greater proportion of cases
in Multnomah than in Dade.

Table 9.22 presents a comparison of the results of our effort to identify the
magnitude and direction of the independent effect of various hypothesized factors
on the duration of proceedings. We observe that there is more congistency than not
in the pattern of effects shown for the two jurisdictions. The change in elapsed time
associated with a change in pretrial custody status is remarkably similar between
Multnomah and Dade. In Multnomah, having private attorney representation tend-
ed to introduce more delay in felony cases in general but less delay in robbery cases;
in Dade, type of counsel had no effect on delay. The direction of effects associated
with the type of disposition is generally consistent between the two jurisdictions, but
the magnitude of the effects is usually greater in Multnomah. We have no explana-
tion for the disparity between the two court systems concerning the change in
average elapsed time when robbery conviction was by bargained plea rather than
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Table 9.20

CoMPARISON OF MEASURES oF ELaPsED TIME IN FELONY PROCEEDINGS, 1974
{(Some entries omitted because of smallness of sample)

Multnomah Gounty Dade County
Non- Non=-
All Dwelling dwelling ali Dwelling dwelling
Type of Disposition Felonies Robbery T Burglary T Burglary I | Felonies Robbery B&E B&E
Median number of days from
arrest ta:
Dismigsal : 41 26 43 71 &8 119 116 118
Guilty plea 51 54 51 32 109 123 76 95
Trial B4 81 23 118 131 115 109 e
Final disposition 7 86 a7 a7 109 124 90 103
Minimum number of days in
longest 10 percent of
cages from arrest to:
Dismissal 154 — -- - 214 - -— -
Guilty plea 93 -— - - 299 - - -
Trial ' 149 - — — 246 - — -
Final disposition 151 — - - 270 - - -=
Percent of cases exceeding 60
days (Multnomazh} or 1B0 days
(Dade) from arrest to:
Dismissal i8 38 - 55 12 23 a 50
Guilcy plea 44 34 44 63 17 23 3 17
Trial . 100 &9 a3 -— 8 33 Ja) o
411 cases? : 46 42 46 61 15 23 2 18
Medizn number of days from
arraignmenc to:
DLismiszal 46 - -- B4 58 100 a9 171
Cuilty plea 29 21 1 21 o7 91 47 57
Trial 49 52 79 72 106 103 91 45
Final disposition 63 b4 68 6l a3 99 62 74
Minimym number of days -in
longest 10 percent of cases
from arraignment to:
Dismigsal 110 —_— - - 187 - - -—
Guilty plea a2 - - — 237 - - -
Trial 9z -— — — 198 - — -
Final dispesition 130 - - - 205 - - -
Median number of days from
conviction to sentencing 34 35 33 31 4 & [ 1

a, . .
Time between convictlon and sentencing excluded,



2186

Table 9.21

CoMPARISON OF MEASURES oF CONTINUANCE PRACTICES, 1974

Multnomah Dade
Continuance Measure County County

For uncontested cases:

Number of cases continued + number of cases 31z 67%
Humber of contlnuances ¥ number of cases

(number of continuances per case) 0.59 2.3
Number of days continued + number of con-

tinuances (number of days per continuance) 16 42
Rumber of days continued * number of cases,

(number of days continued per case) 9 97
Number of cases (N) 80 Bé

Percent of the numher of continuances
attributed to:

defense 453 9%
prosecution 15% 7%
court and other? 36% B4Z

For contested cases:

Number of cases continued < numbetr of cases 60% 92%
Humber of continuances + number of cases 1.4 4,3
Number of days continued + number of

continvances .9 42
Number of days continued + number of cases 13 149
Numbar of cases (N) 15 12

Percent of the number of continuances
accributed to:

defense 29% 12%
prosecution 193 5%
court and other? 52% 837

a . . P
artributed to the court alone, defense and prosecutien jointly,
and unidentified attribution.

straight plea——l—r 110 percent in Multnomah versus —42 percent in Dade. And it is
neteworthy that the hypothesized factors explained considerably more of the varia-
bility {i.e., variance) of elapsed fime in Dade than in Multnomah.

USE OF VICTIMS, OTHER WITNESSES, AND JURORS

As explained in Secs. VI and VII and App. D, we were largely unable to obtain
the data sought on lay participants directly from court records in either jurisdiction.
As an expedient, we used the responses to our mail surveys of lay participants in
the two counties as the primary data source. Qur comparison of Multnomah and
Dade in their use of lay participants reflects the recalled experiences of the surveyed
participants.

Table 9.23 applies to the use of victims and other witnesses. The assessment of
the participants as to their own cooperativeness seems reasonably alike in the two
locales. We observe that the average number of appearances made by a witness
other than a victim is twice as large in Dade as in Multnomah. Given the nature
of the continuance practices in Dade, as shown above, this difference is expected. In
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Table 9.22

COMPARISON OF THE INDEPENDENT ErrecT 0F HYPOTHESIZED INFLUENCES
oN AVERAGE ELAPSED TIME FROM ARRAIGNMENT TO FINAL DisposiTioN, 1974
(Percent change in average elapsed time associated
with a change in a given factor, measured against
reference condition)

Multnomah County Dade County
All All
Influence on Elapsed Time Felonies Robbery I | Felonies Robbery
Pretrial custody status? b
In jail NS +ig Hs +39
Freed on bail or O.R. N5 +88 NS +39
Defended by private
attorney® +48 -37 - NS o]
Type of dispositiond
Dismissal -3 -66 -18 -30
Conviction by bargained
plea -68 +110 -33 =42
Conviction by trial +31 +96 +54 +32
Proxy for court calendar
crowding +5 +38 +54 +32
Percent of variance explained
Yy above factors 18 33 37 52

easured against mixed pretrial custody status,

bSee Table 6.26 for notes on the definition af statistieal
significance.

“Measvred against representation by the public defender.

dﬂeasured against conviction by straight plea.

consequence, the average number of appearances of other witnesses per disposition
is also much larger in Dade. It is not clear why victim appearances fail to follow this
pattern. There is fairly good agreement shown in Table 9.23 for the distribution of
appearance duration and its average, given the crude data.

Table 9.24, which applies to the use of jurors, reflects a surprising degree of
agreement between the two jurisdictions, given the significant differences between
the court systems and the crude data. It is noteworthy that in both jurisdictions,
jurors spend nearly half their time waiting to perform their duties.

SUMMARIZING THE COMPARISONS

Multnomah and Dade Counties and their circuit courts differ in many essential
respects. This is the thrust of the descriptive information we have presented in Sec.
V, in this section, and at various other points in this report. It is clear that the
comparison of these two jurisdictions ought not to be approached as if one were
assessing a competition between two similar entities operating in like environments
and seeking to achieve well-defined, common goals. When we observe differences in
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Table 9.23

CoMPARISON OF MEASURES OF THE USE oF VicTIMS AND OTHER WITNESSES

Multnomah County Dade County

Type of Response Other Other a
from Lay Participants Victim Witness? | Victim Witness

Cooperativeness (%)

Cooperative 59 a3 0 &8
Uncooperative & 3 ] 10
Not asked for cooperation 5 [ 4 2

Humber of responses (N} - {105) (89) (101 (1003

Average number of appearances
per victim or other witness
(per disposition) 2.5 1.9 2.2 4.0

Average number of victim or
other witness appearances b 4
per disposition {estimated) 2.5 2.9¢ 2,2 5.6%

Length of appearance of victim
or ocher witness (%)

Less than one hour 24 14 10 6
Two-three hours 30 48 43 b4
Three hours (half-day) 21 34 43 41
Six hours (full-day} 5 4 2 g
Number of responses (N} (93) (83) (88} {79)
Average time per appearance (hr}| 1.8 1.9 2.1 2.5

SOURCE: Responses of victims and other witnesses teo Rand mail
surveys except for number of witnesses appearing per trial.

aNearly all witnesses surveyed were called by the prosecution.

bCalculated as the product of ome victim per disposition and 2.5
wiectim appearances per dispositiom.

“Calculated as the product of 1.5 other witnesses per disposition
{estimated from case records) and 1.9 appearances per cother witness.

dCalculated as the preduct of one victim per disposition and 2.2
victim appearances per disposition.

€calculated as the product of 1.4 other witnesses per dispesition
(estimated from case records) and 4.0 appearances per other witness.
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Table 9.24

CoMpARISON OF MEASURES OF THE USE OF JURORS TIME

(Percent of time spent)

Multnomah County

Dade County

Percent of Jurors Percent of Jurors
Responding Responding
Less Average Less Average
Than 25- 350- 75- | Percent of Than 25- 50- 75- |Percent of
Activity None 25 49 74 100 | Time Spent | Hone 25 4% 74 100 |Time Spent
Waiting in jury room
or elsewhere
(H=163)2 o 29 37 206 g 41
(n=160)b 1 23 31 26 19 57
Criminal jury selection
{(8=159) 0 70 24 3 3 22
{N=161) 3 &0 27 5 [ 25
Tn crimigal crial
(4=1713) & 46 31 12 5 28
(H=154} a 2% 30 20 12 38

aUpper N 1s number of

Lower ¥ 1s number of

responses in Multnomah County,

responses in Dade County,

the results of applying the same performance measures to the two jurisdictions, our
interpretation of these differences must necessarily be cautious, for the differences
may reflect disparities in the nature of the two systems and not their relative

effectiveness.

The comparisons that have been made in this section were based largely on data
obtained from the 1974 exemplary offenses case samples—that is, from four samples
each roughly numbering 100 cases that involve the two exemplary offenses in the
two jurisdictions. In summary, drawing upon the analyses described in Secs. VI and
VII, we observed the following.

The Statistical Overview

+ Felony case input is several times as large in Dade as in Multnomah, and
the case backlog problem in Dade is correspondingly more severe. Annual
felony caseload per prosecutor assigned to felonies in Dade is more than
twice that in Multnomah; the comparable caseload ratio for public defend-
ers is slightly higher in Dade than in Multnomah. (This gross type of
comparison ¢annot be made for judges since we were unable to allocate the
time for Multnomah trial judges accurately between civil and criminal

matters.)

+ There were significant differences in the distribution of felony cases by
offense type between the two counties, but the incidence of the exemplary
offenses was fairly similar (in 1974).
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Among the characteristics of felony defendants examined, the most signifi-
cant differences between Dade and Multnomah Counties were the higher
proportion of ethnic minerities, the lower educational level, and the higher
proportion represented by the public defender among the Dade defendants
in the cases sampled.

Case Screening

The operation of the charging threshold in the two court systems gave rise
to a mixed comparison for the 1974 exemplary offenses bookings. On the
one hand, comparing Burglary I cases in Multnomah (some of which were
Impact offense cases and some not) and B&E cages in Dade, we found the
gross screening output to be similar. On the other hand, the screening
results of robbery bookings were significantly different between the two
jurisdictions, with the rejection rate being markedly higher in Multnomah.
Since charging accuracy could not be fully assessed by means of disposition-
al measures {(see discussion in Sec. IV), we were able to gain only fragmen-
tary impressions of this aspect of case screening. Cases involving Impact
offenses (Robbery I and Dwelling Burglary [} seemed to be more accurately
charged in Mulinomah than were cases involving similar offenses in Dade.
At the same time, we found indications that this would not be the general
finding for other types of cases.

Plea Bargaining

Only limited comparisons of plea bargaining performance were possible,
primarily because sentence agreements are the predominant type of bar-
gain in Dade and no written record of such agreements was contained in
the case files. In particular, it was not possible to make an adegquate com-
parison of the sentence severity concessions embodied in the plea agree-
ments of the two jurisdictions.

A high rate of straight pleas (i.c., to all charges and counts as originally
filed, but possibly with tacit sentence agreements) characterized both coun-
ties in the cases involving the Impact offenses in Multnomah and the
comparable offenses in Dade. But for cases in which the other offense type
{(Nondwelling Burglary or B&E} analyzed in this study was charged, there
was a significant difference between the two counties—Multhomah en-
gaged in charge and count bargains far more freguently.

Sentence Variation

»

The pattern of sentencing for robbery convictions was similar in the two
jurisdictions—conviction usually being at the highest level and a substan-
tial prison term then being imposed. On the average, the sentence severity
score was moderately higher in Multnomah for robbery convictions.

By contrast, the pattern of sentencing differed between the counties for
convictions on Burglary I or B&E charges. In Multnomah, convictions were
predominantly at the highest level (felony A), and prison terms were im-
posed in roughly one-half of the sampled cases. In Dade, convictions were
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mostly at the second most serious level (second degree felony), and roughly
one-third of the defendants were given prison terms. Again the average
sentence severity score turned out to be higher in Multnomah.

Little of the sentence variation in exemplary offenses cases in either juris-
diction was accounted for by the set of illegitimate factors we hypothesized.
But the legitimate factors of the nature of the defendant’s criminal conduct
and his prior record did account for most of the sentence variation that we
could explair statistically.

Evenhandedness

To distinguish the evenhandedness of dispositions between Multnomah
and Dade Counties, we attempted to relate the nature of a defendant’s
disposition to his pretrial custody status, type of defense counsel, and eth-
nic group, but we found no clear distinctions on this basis (except that the
defendant appeared to gain a small advantage in being represented by the
public defender in Multnomah but not in Dade).

Sentence severity scores also manifested no consistent patterns that en-
abled us to distinguish between the two jurisdictions. But there was evi-
dence of a lack of evenhandedness in specific circumstances in both court
systems—more severe sentences for B&E convictions in Dade were as-
sociated with minority status, retained counsel, and pretrial jail confine-
ment; pretrial custody status was correlated with the severity of robbery
sentences in Multnomah.

The Role of Prior Record

Delay

Judged by comparison of dispositional measures, prior criminal record did
not turn out to be a governing factor in the dispositions of the 1974 exem-
plary offenses cases either in Multnomah or Dade.

Prior criminal record appeared to affect sentence severity scores consis-
tently in both Robbery I and Burglary I cases in Multnomah and in B&E
cases in Dade, but it did not significantly affect these scores in Dade robbery
cases. We cannot explain the latter difference, and therefore we cannot
infer that it reflects an essential distinction between the two counties.

The clearest distinction between the two jurisdictions appeared to be in the
duration of felony proceedings. Much less time generally elapsed between
stages of the proceedings in the Multnomah court system.

However, a smaller proporticn of cases in Dade exceeded the court-imposed
180-day standard for the maximum time between arrest and trial than
exceeded the statutory 90-day standard for this maximum time in Mult-
nomah. (This was also true for the periods from arrest to dismissal, to guilty
plea, or to final disposition).

Statistical performance measures attested to the marked difference in con-
tinuance practices between the two jurisdictions (e.g., the average number
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of continuance days per case was over ten times greater in Dade than in
Multnomah).

There was no significant difference between Multnomah and Dade in the
pattern of effects on case processing time attributabie to the factors we
hypothesized as being influential. However, these factors accounted for
substantially more of the variation in case processing time in Dade than
they did in Multnomah.

Use of Victims, Other Witnesses, and Jurors

Thé average number of appearances per witness, the average number of
appearances by all witnesses per disposition, and the average time per
witness appearance all tended to be higher in Dade, most likely a by-
product of the differences observed in the length of proceedings and in the
continuance practices in the two counties. On the average, victims devoted
about 4.5 hours of their time per disposition in both jurisdictions, but other
witnesses spent about 14 hours per disposition in Dade compared with 5.5
hours in Multnomah.

The pattern of juror activities appeared not to differ materially between
the two counties. Jurors were idle somewhat less than half of their tour of
duty in both systems.

Overall Performance

We find it infeasible to compare “overall” performance between the two
court systems for a variety of reasons. Even if it were possible to devise an
acceptable composite performance measure that would reflect the impor-
tance of one activity (say, screening) relative to another (say, case process-
ing delay), we would be defeated here by the inadequacy of the data avail-
able in Dade.

We do have a “collective” impression of the relative performance in the
several issue areas. In some—e.g., sentence variation, evenhandedness in
disposition and sentencing—the two jurisdictions performed similarly. In
others-—e.g., charging accuracy, case processing delay—one jurisdiction
seemed to do better than the other. In still others—e. g., applying the charg-
ing threshold, the plea bargaining balance—our data do not suffice for a
judgment.



X. GENERAL PROCEDURES AND RESULTS OF THE
SURVEYS OF LAY PARTICIPANTS

Sandra Berry and Stephen Klein

OVERVIEW OF APPROACH

This section deseribes the procedures and results of a mail survey of jurors,
vietime, and other witnesses from Multnomah and Dade Counties. The methods used
and the data obtained from a small set of interviews of defendants at these two sites
are also presented.

The primary purpose of the mail survey was to gather data regarding juror,
victim, and other witness attitudes about the court system and to analyze these data
to determine the factors that may have influenced these attitudes. Data from the
mail survey, particularly the use of lay participant time, also were used in present-
ing and interpreting some of the findings that have been discussed in Secs. VI, V1I,
and IX. The survey procedures involved randomly selecting approximately 200
persons from each of the three groups at each site and then sending to them a
questionnaire that plumbed their attitudes toward and experiences with court pro-
cesses. Questionnaires were returned from 85 percent of the jurors, 62 percent of the
victims, and 66 percent of the other witnesses (the latter group is hereafter referred
to simply as “witnesses”). These data were then analyzed to identify similarities and
differences between groups and between sites as well as to determine the magnitude
of the relationships between attitudes, experiences, and potentially relevant back-
ground characteristics of the respondents.

In this section we describe the general procedures used in the survey work, the
results obtained, and their implications. Appendix F presents a detailed description
of the mail survey procedures, App. G contains copies of representative mail ques-
tionnaires and related materials, and App. H consists of a tabulation of the resulis
of the basic statistical analyses that were conducted of mail survey responses.

The defendant study was undertaken in order to pilct test an interview schedule
that could be used in surveying defendant attitudes about and experiences with the
court system. A total of 19 defendants in Multnomah County and 26 in Dade County
were interviewed for this purpose. Appendix I contains a copy of the questionnaire
and a tabulation of the defendant responses.

MAIL SURVEY PROCEDURES

Sample

The names of 206 jurors, 200 victims, and 206 witnesses from Dade County were
obtained from records in the office of the circuit court clerk. In Multnomah County,
the names of 247 jurors were obtained from the office of the court administrator and
the names of 214 victims and 217 witnesses were drawn from the files of the office
of the district attorney. At both sites, an attempt was made to screen cut persons

223



224

who were likely to be “professional” witnesses by excluding anyone in the sample
who had a title in front of his name, such as Dr. or Sgt. A more complete desciption
of the sample selection procedures appears in App. F.

Questionnaires

A separate questionnaire was developed for each group, however, many ques-
tions were repeated across instruments so as to facilitate comparisons between
groups. Spanish language versions of witness and victim instruments were devel-
oped for those individuals in the sample who were identified as potentially Spanish
speaking in Dade County.

Distribution and Follow-Up

A questionnaire was mailed to each individual in the sample. If a person was
identified as potentially Spanish speaking, both English and Spanish language ver-
sions were mailed. Individuals not identified as Spanish-surname were sent a notice
indicating that a Spanish version of the questionnaire was available.

A posteard reminder to complete the questionnaire was sent several days after
the initial mailing. If a questionnaire was not returned within two weeks, a second
questionnaire and cover letter were mailed. An attempt also was made to contact
all nonrespondents by phone to encourage them to return their completed question-
naire booklets. Although the phone follow-up was costly, it did appear to substantial-
ly increase the number of questionnaires returned, especially from victims and
witnesses (see App. F for a more complete discussion of this matter). The table below
summarizes the return rates for each group at each site after individuals whose
questionnaires were classified by the post office as being "undeliverable” (N = 123
of 1221) were deleted from the sample.

Percentage of Questionnaires Returned
Multnomah Dade

Group County County Total
Jurors 86 85 85
Vietims 66 58 62
Witnesses 70 62 66

Total 75 71 73

DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSES

Four types of analyses were conducted. The first set of analyses examined the
typical (average) response to each of the questionnaire items in order to determine
prevailing attitudes and experiences in each jurisdiction and within each group. The
focus of these analyses was on how the answers of the sites and groups were similar
and in the overall level of response. For instance, did witnesses have a generally
positive or negative attitude toward the quality of the court system in their commun-
ity?

The second set of analyses investigated whether there were differences between
Jurisdictions in how each group responded. For example, were the jurors in Mult-
nomah County more or less willing to cooperate again than the jurors in Dade
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County? The third set of analyses probed whether there were any differences bettween
groups within sites, such as the attitudes of jurors versus withesses regarding the
degree to which they felt that justice was done in Dade County. An examination also
was made of the extent to which there might be possible interactions between sites
and groups, such as witnesses in Multnomah County having a better impression of
the quality of the lawyers and judge(s) than did victims, with perhaps the reverse
being true in Dade County.

The fourth set of analyses measured the degree to which the respondents’ experi-
ences and attitudes were associated with their overall assessment of the quality of
the system and their willingness to cooperate again. These correlational analyses
were focused primarily on the kinds of relationships that did or did not exist between
attitudes and variables that might be changed by policy, i.e., on the kinds of prob-
lems and experiences that the three types of lay participants may have encountered.
No attempt was made to estimate the independent or unique impact of each policy
variable because of the frequently high correlations among them and the question-
able direction of causality. For example, did parking problems cause negative atti-
tudes, or did negative attitudes lead a participant to feel that he/she experienced
a parking problem, or did some third variable (such as losing time from work)
condition responses to both kinds of variables, or were all of these influences oper-
ating simultaneously? Any atfempt to separate such factors was well beyond the
scope and resources of this study.

A given question did not necessarily appear in the same ordinal position across
survey instruments and some items were unique to just one or two instruments. A
variable number was therefore assigned to each item and a summary of the items
is presented in the tables in App. H. Table H.12 contains a cross-referencing of the
item(s) in each survey instrument that corresponds to each variable number. Appen-
dix H also describes the procedures used in computing certain composite variables
as well as a brief discussion of the factors that were considered in preparing the data
for analysis.

ANALYSIS OF TYPICAL (MEAN) RESPONSE IN EACH GROUP
ACROSS SITES

Tables H.1 to H.5 present the average score on each variable examined at each
site for each group. These tables contain the range of possible scores for each varia-
ble so the reader has an accurate frame of reference for interpreting each group’s
average. By comparing the obtained average on a given variable with the possible
score range, one can determine whether this average lies near the low, middle, or
high end of the measurement scale. The range of choices for the question below
Hlustrates how a scale of measurement was constructed for each item.

Based on yvour recent court experienceasa...... , what is your overall
opinion of the court system you were involved in?

(1) Very Poor
(2) Poor

(3) Neutral

{4) Good

8) Very Good
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The possible range of scores on this item is from one to five. Thus, if a group had
an average score of 4.0 on this variable, it would mean that the respondents general-
ly had a favorable attitude toward the court system. If the average were 2.0, then
the group would be said to have a generally unfavorable (but not very unfavorable)
attitude.

An inspection of Tables H.1 to H.5 reveals a generally high degree of similarity
between a group’s response in Dade County with the corresponding group’s response
in Multnomah County. Because it would thus be repetitious to discuss each group’s
results at each site separately, we will concentrate first on the ways in which the
sites and groups were similar, and then describe the major ways in which they
differed.

Similarities Across Groups and Sites

There were a few variables on which all three groups at both sites had compara-
ble average scores. One such variable was socioeconomic status as measured by the
respondents’ education, income, and current employment level. On a scale of 4 to
24 (variable #8), the groups at each site had an average of about 15 points. This
would place them at about the middle level of the socioeconomic status hierarchy.
A close inspection of the data reveals, however, that this similarity was largely due
to a relatively depressed employment level for jurors (variable #7). Jurors also are
more likely to be older (variable #3) and therefore more likely to be retired. Thus,
the composite variable representing overall socioeconomic status probably undere-
stimated the average level for jurors.

In terms of attitudes, 20 percent or more in each group at each site indicated
that they would be willing to cooperate again with the court system {variable # 13).
However, this finding must be interpreted with caution for victims and witnesses
because less than 70 percent of them returned their questionnaires; i.e., those who
actually participated in the survey may have been more favorably disposed toward
the court system than those who did not “cooperate” as evidenced by their unwilling-
ness to take the 20 minutes necessary to complete and return their questionnaires.
The only other attitudinal variable on which the groups showed such unanimity was
with respect to plea bargaining. In general, all the participants were negatively
disposed to this practice (variable #57) although they tended to agree that it “saves
time and money by avoiding trials” (variable #53). In terms of actual case experi-
ences, the groups were more likely to be involved in cases in which “something was
stolen” (variable #19) than with any other kind of crime (variables #20 to #26).
For example, usually more than 60 percent of the respondents indicated that their
cases dealt with stolen goods whereas usually only 10 to 20 percent said that they
participated in cases involving escape from jail, possession of weapons, fraud or bad
checks, or possession or sale of drugs.

Although there were some differences between groups and sites with respect to
the severity of the problems they encountered in participating in the court system,
there was one problem that almost everyone noted: spending time waiting (variable
#29). Losing time from work and parking or transportation problems were also high
on the list for victims and witnesses (variables #28 and #30). For example, the
average scores for variables dealing with time were generally twice the magnitude
of those dealing with places to eat, concern for safety near the courthouse, and care
for family.
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Similarities Between Jurors Across Sites

Jurors tended to have favorable to very favorable attitudes toward the quality
of the court system (variables #9 to #11); e.g., most said that they were satisfied
with their experience and that their cases were interesting (variable #45), They also
shared similar beliefs about the court system, e.g., that it does a good job of protect-
ing a defendant’s rights (variable #48). Jurors at both sites reported that they spent
about 50 percent of their time waiting in the jury room. They further indicated that
they neither made nor lost money as a result of their participation {see Table H.20:
ltem B, 13)." Nearly all of them said that they understood the court system better
now (variable #12) and that they had a more favorable impression now than previ-
ously about the way juries arrive at a verdict (Item B, 14). This is highly consistent
with the fact that 85 percent of them said that their participation helped bring about
justice {variable #44).

Similarities Between Victims Across Sites

Victims generally had a neutral attitude toward the overall quality of the court
system (variables #9, #10, and #12). They also felt that the crime perpetrated
against them was of average? seriousness and that the case itself was neither inter-
esting nor dull (variables #27 and #45, respectively). As might be suspected, vic-
tims felt strongly that the court system was too easy on defendants (variable #49).
One particularly interesting finding was that victims had a tendency to have been
victimized more than once previously (variable # 17). Victims also tended to indicate
some concern about the defendant “getting back at them” (variable #35) and the
honesty of court officials (variable # 50), especially compared to other groups at. the
same site.

Similarities Between Other Witnesses Across Sites

Other witnesses did not show quite the same consistency in responses across
sites as did victims or jurors. Thus, more will be said later about witnesses in the
discussion of site differences. However, witnesses responded in the same general
fashion as did victims with respect to both attitudes and experiences, and the next
portion of this section discusses these similarities. There were a few variables unique
to witnesses that showed consistency across sites. For example, 90 percent of the
witnesses at both sites were witnesses for the prosecution. This fact may help ex-
plain the close correspondence between their responses and those of victims. About
70 percent of the witnesses saw the crime being committed and 65 percent knew the
victim. Very few witnesses at either site knew the defendant.

Similarities Between Victims and Qther Witnesses Across Sites

As noted above, victims and witnesses generally responded in the same fashion
to the questionnaire items. Both groups appeared neutral with respect to the overall
quality of the system and whether they felt that justice was done (variables #9 and

* This result might have been attributable to the fact that although some jurors lost pay on net, others
who were unemployed or retired experienced a gain in income (from jury compensation).

? The mean response was in the category “somewhat serious.”
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#10). However, they tended to place themselves toward the dissatisfied end of the
scale in response to the question: “Looking back on your experience in this case, how
do you feel?” (variable #11). About 60 percent said that they understood the court
system better as a result of their participation (variable #12). But, given some of
their attitudes toward various facets of the court system, the word “understand”
may not necessarily have positive connotations.

About 70 percent of the participants in these two groups felt that their participa-
tion helped bring about justice (variable #44) and most were neutral regarding
whether the case was interesting or dull (variable #45). The groups also were quite
similar in their attitudes about the fairness and efliciency of the court process
(variables #46 to #51). For instance, they tended to feel that it was “too slow and
wastes a lot of time,” that it was “too easy on defendants,” and that it did a good
job of “protecting a defendant’s rights.”

In terms of actual case experiences, only 20 percent indicated that they did not
cooperate every time they were asked to appear. Although 65 percent said they were
generally notified in advance of any rescheduling or postponements, only about 50
percent were ever told the reason for this change (variables #68 and #69). Inade-
quate dissemination of information was evident in other areas as well. For instance,
about 50 percent of these participants at both sites either never found out what
happened in the case or found out from a friend (variables #78 to #80). About 35
percent never found out what sentence (if any) the defendant received (variable
#84). This last finding is probably consistent with the fact that victims and most
other witnesses in this survey were asked to testify by the prosecution.

The three biggest problems encountered by these two groups at both sites were
losing time from work, parking or transportation, and spending time waiting (varia-
bles #28 to #30). Finally, with respect to one other potential source of problems
that might influence attitudes, most, but certainly not all, participants in these two
groups indicated that they had a chance to tell their own story (variable # 81).

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SITES AND WITHIN GROUPS

This discussion is only of those variables that showed substantial differences in
average scores between sites within each group. For example, the only background
characteristic that was systematically different between the sites was that there
were more minority group members in Dade County than in Multnomah County
{(variable #3), reflecting the differences between sites in the proportion of minorities
in the general population. The only other difference between sites that was consis-
tent across all three groups was that those in Dade County said they experienced
more problems associated with their participation (variables #28 to #36).

Differences Between Sites for Jurors

Multnomah County jurors had a somewhat more positive overall attitude
toward the court process after their experience (variables #9 and #51), but they
also had a more favorable attitude prior to this experience (variable #14). These
results may have been influenced in part by the fact that the Multnomah jurors were
more likely to have served as a juror previously (variable #15). On the other hand,
Dade jurors were more likely to have a better impression of the attorneys and judges
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involved in their cases (variable #43), although they were also relatively more
inclined to believe that many court officials and judges in the nation were dishonest
(variable #50). Dade furors felt that the cases they were involved in were more
serious (variable #27) even though jurors in Multnomah County were more likely
to sit on cases involving physical attack than were Dade jurors (variable # 23).
Despite the fact that both sets of jurors felt that plea bargaining does not occur
frequently,” jurors in Dade County indicated that they thought it happened more
often than did jurors in Multnomah County (variable #52),

An inspection of the results in Table H.6 in App. H reveals a number of differ-
ences between sites on responses to questions asked only of jurors. For example,
Multnomah jurors spent on the average almost three times as many total days at
the court building as did jurors in Dade County, because of the difference in length
of jury terms between the counties. This may or may not be related to the fact that
Dade jurors tended to gain a slightly more favorable impression of the way juries
arrive at a verdict as a result of their recent service (i.e., serving shorter jury terms
may reduce the intensity of reactions to problems.)

Differences Between Sites for Victims

There were extremely few highly significant differences between sites for vic-
tims. In fact, the only major difference was that 60 percent of the victims in Mult-
nomah County reported that something was done to make up for the loss or harm
they suffered compared to only 40 percent in Dade County (see Table H.7).

Differences Between Sites for Witnesses

Multnomah County witnesses tended to be more positive after their participa-
tion about the court system than did witnesses in Dade County (variables #9 to
#11). Witnesses in Dade County were more likely to have had prior experience in
the courts (variables # 15 to #17) and to have a slightly less favorable opinion of
the quality of the attorneys and judge(s) in the case(s) in which they served as a
witness (variables #43, #50, and #51). Dade witnesses reported that they had their
cases rescheduled or postponed more often (variable #67) and were involved with
the cases for a longer period of time (variable #74); both of these findings are
consistent with the delay and continuance findings from the statistical performance
measures analyses (see Secs. VI, VII, and IX.} They are also consistent with the fact
that witnesses in Multnomah County were more inclined to believe their cases took
a reasonable amount of time to settle (variable #76).

In Dade County, 30 percent of the witnesses said that they knew the defendant,
whereas only 10 percent of the witnesses in Multnomah County knew the defendant
(see Table H.8).

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN GROUPS ACROSS SITES

We attempted to include as many common items as possible in the different

* Of course, jurors, unlike victims and other witnesses, are unlikely to directly observe cases in which
the disposition is by pretrial pleas of guilty.



230

questionnaires to permit comparisons between groups. Large differences between
groups emerged as discussed below. For instance, jurors tended to be vlder than
victims, who in turn tended to be clder than witnesses {(variable #2). Jurors also
were more likely to be married (variable #5) and less likely to be fully employed
(variable #7).

The single most pervasive difference between groups was that jurors tended to
be more satisfied and have a more favorable opinicn (about almost anything) than
did victims or witnesses (e.g., variables #9 to #14; # 44 to #51). For example, jurors
were more apt to agree that justice was done, that the court professionals were
effective, and that the system was fair to all. Similarly, they reported 20 percent
fewer problems associated with their participation than did vietims or witnesses
(variable # 36). Jurors tended to report that the cases with which they were involved
were more serious (especially in Dade County) as well as more interesting (variables
#27 and #45). Jurors were less inclined to believe that plea bargaining happens
frequently (variable #52). As noted previously, most witnesses were called by the
prosecution; thus, it is not surprising that compared to jurors, they were more likely
to believe that the court system was too easy on defendants (variable #49),

The only major differences between victims and witnesses were that the former
group was more concerned about the defendant getting back at them and were more
often involved in cases in which something was stolen or in which there was a threat
of violence. Witnesses indicated that they were more likely to have had a prior
experience as a witness, especially in Dade County (variable # 16). An inspection of
the distribution of responses on prior participation indicates that the reason for this
high average among witnesses was that a few of them at each site had rather
extensive witness experience, In Dade County, for instance, six of the 104 witnesses
indicated that during the preceding five years, they had been a witness more than
100 times! Since the sampling procedures attempted to eliminate such “profes.
sional” or “perennial” witnesses, their presence in the surveyed group was appar-
ently due to exogenous factors. For example, one witness worked as a counselor at
a high school and had to testify every time “one of his boys™ appeared in court. Other
“professional” witnesses may have included police officers and psychiatrists or other
physicians who did not have titles appearing in front of their names in the prosecu-
tor’s case flles or court case file from which we drew witness names and thereby
passed through the screening in the sample selection process. An examination of the
median (rather than the average) response at each site indicated the extreme nature
of this skewness in that the median numbers of times a witness had had prior
witness experience were 1.1 and 1.2 in Multnomah and Dade Counties, respectively.
Thus, the two sites were actually comparable with respect to this variable. Even
with this adjustment, however, it is clear that witnesses had far more prior experi-
ence with the court system than one might expect; i.e., more than 50 percent of the
witnesses at both sites had been a witness at least once during the past five years.®

Interactions Between Sites and Groups

In general, the pattern of average response between groups at one site was
consistent with the pattern at the other site. There were, however, a few instances

* The possible inclusion among the witness respondents of, for example, merchants in high crime
neighborhoods, could explain this result.
£
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in which differences were manifested. One such interaction is presented below for
the item dealing with overall opinion of the court system (variable #9). An inspec-
tion of these data

Overall Opinion of Court System

County Vietims Witnesses
Multnomah 2.8 3.2
Dade 2.9 2.6

indicates that while witnesses in Multnomah County had a more positive attitude
than did victims, the reverse was true in Dade County.

A second type of interaction occurred between groups in terms of the change in
their attitudes toward the court system as a result of their participation (variables
#9 and # 14), as seen in the table below.

Change in Attitude Toward Court System

Multnomah County Dade County
Ttern Jurors Victims  Witnesses Jurors Viectims Witnesses
Attitude hefore 3.5 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.1 3.0
Attitude after 3.8 2.8 3.2 3.6 2.9 2.6
Change +03  ~D.4 -0.1 +04  -02 ~0.4

These data indicate that, in general, jurors improved in their attitudes whereas
victims and witnesses generally reporied poorer attitudes after their experience.®

CORRELATION ANALYSES AND THEIR POLICY
IMPLICATIONS

An analysis of the data indicated a very high degree of relationship among the
various measures of overall attitude toward the court system. The results of this
analysis are presented in Tables H9 to H.11 in App. H and indicate consistent.
relationships.at both sites for all three groups. On the strength of these systematic
relationships and the fact that the participants’ experiences, characteristics, and
other attitudes exhibited comparable patterns of relationships with all of the indices
of the overall quality of the court system, we decided to report correlation analysis
results for only a few of these outcome indices. These results are presented in Table
10.1 for jurors, victims, and witnesses.

The only correlations reported in Table 10.1 are for those potentially causative
variables that showed a statistically significant relationship with at least one of the
following three attitudinal variables:

« Present overall opinion of the court system (variable #9).

+ Feeling that they now have a better understanding of the court system
{variable #12).

+ Willingness to cooperate again (variable #13).

® These results may be due to the fact that while the victims and witnesses tended to be “prosecution-
oriented” and defendants are often not punished, jurors tend to have a more neutral attitude toward case
outcomes,

¢ Correlations with this variable tended to be low because of the lack of variance in participants’
responses; i.e., almost all said they would cooperate again.
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SuMMARY RESULTS 0F CORRELATIONS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT
VARIABLES

Dependent Variables

Item fwerall Opinien of Better Understanding Willingness to
or the Court System of the Court 5ystem  Cooperate Again
Variable
Number Independent Variables B v W J v W J v 1y
Overall opinions of court system
14 Before your recent experience, .38 .25 .55 .15 .20
what was your overall atcitude
toward the court system in
Your community?
43 Overall quality of judges, .31 .36 W42 .18 19 .21 W20 .20
lawyers, etc,
51 What is your overall attitude L4l .39 .52 .33 L2314 .14
toward the court system in the
United States?
57 Overall positive attitude .13 .20 .19 .23 .24
toward plea bargaining; i.e.,
saves time, money, good way
to decide cases, etc.
Problems encountered in
in appearing
28 Parking or transportation -.11 -.17 =.25 -.16
24 Spending time waiting -.34 -.21 =-.45 -.11 -.18 -.19 -.16
30 Losing rime from work —-.23 -.35 -.15 -.20 -.22
36 All of the above plus other =-.27 -.15 =.36 -.13 ~.21
problems combined
General attitudes abour case{s)
44 Felt their own participation .5b .36 .50 .14 A2 L3 L3 L3z .29
helped bring about justice
45 Felt the case was interesting .27 .23 .17 .20 W17 W34 016
General treatment (Vietims and
Witnesses)
68 & Were you kept informed about 27 .31 .32
&9 reasons for postponements or
changee in court proceedings?
Bl Did you have a chance to tell .36 36 .29 .15 W24
your own story?
90 Were you treated with courtesy i .38 .18 .22 Jde6 24
and respect by judges, lawyers,
and other court offileials?
92 How well were you kept informed .20 .29
of what happened in the case;
e.g., sentence defendent re-
celved, outcome cf case, etc.
93 Here you told what was expected .15 26 .16

of you as a
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Table 10.1—continued

Dependent Variables

Item Overall Opinicn of Better Undersranding UWillingness ro
or the Court System  of the Court System Cooperate Again
Varisble
Number Independent Yariables J v W J v W J v W
Specific case experience:
Items Unique te Victims
and Witnesses
b On the average, how much -.21
time did each appearance
take?
67 How often were court pro- -.24 =_258
ceedinpgs postponed or
rescheduled?
4 How long did the case take -. 24
to settle?
75 The defendant was found .21 17 .24 .27
gullty .
76 Did the case take a reason- .18 Al .18
able {vs. too short or reo
long) time to settle?
91 Felt verdicr and sentence .34 .37 .32 .27 W15
(if any) was appropriacte
Items Unique to Jurors
B, What is your opinien now .33 .20
14 of the ways juries arrive
at a verdict?
B,7 How much time did you spend:
Waiting in jury room? -.1% -.13
At trial or deliberaticn .17
for criminal cases?
&t trial or deliberarion .13

for civil cases?
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As noted previously, questions such as, “Did you feel that justice was done?”
(variable # 10) were usually so highly correlated with overall opinion {variable #9
that it would be repetitious to report separately how such gquestions related to other
variables examined in the survey,

Nanpolicy Variables

There were several variables related to a participant’s overall opinion of the
court system that are not likely to be directly influenced by policy decisions. For
imstance, more positive attitudes toward the courts were generally associated with
the following:

« Having a prior positive attitude.

s Percetving the lawyers and judges to be competent and fair.

« Having a positive attitude toward the court system in the United States (as
distinct from the local jurisdiction).

+ Being involved in an “interesting” case.

« Having the defendant found guilty.

« Feeling that the disposition (and sentence, if any) was appropriate.

(The latter two variables are only relevant to victims and witnesses.)

One variable that was very highly related to attitudes was whether the partici-
pant felt that his/her participation helped to bring about justice. While it is not
immediately obvious how such feelings could be manipulated by policy decisions, it
is conceivable that how lay participants are treated could have an impact on their
feelings of their importance. In other words, if lay participants were given more
acknowledgment regarding their central role in the court process, it might resuit
in their developing more favorable attitudes toward the process in general.

Policy-Related Variables

There were several variables related to participant attitudes that are potentially
manipulatable by policy decisions. These variables are:

» The fewer problems associated with their participation, the better the
attitudes. While there may not be a practical solution to lay participants’
complaints about losing time from work, it is entirely possible that some-
thing might be done about their time spent waiting and the parking and
transportation problems. Several jurisdictions have implemented innova-
tive projects that relieved some of these problems, particularly waiting
time.

+ The more victims and witnesses were kept informed about postponements
and the reasons for them, the more likely they were to have positive
attitudes toward the system. The court system could devise routine and
inexpensive ways (as has already beent done in several jurisdictions) to so
inform them.

» The more victims and witnesses were treated with courtesy and respect by
judges, lawyers, and court officials, the more likely these participants were
to have positive sttitudes toward the court system.
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« More positive attitudes were associated with the respondent having a
chance to tell his/her own story. It should be noted, however, that most
respondents indicated that they either were given such a chance or they
were not interested in telling their own story.

+ The fewer the number of postponements or reschedulings, the more hkely
victims and witnesses were to have positive attitudes toward the court
system.

FACTORS TO CONSIDER IN INTERPRETING RESULTS

By searching for differences between sites and groups over almost 100 variables,
one is likely to oceasionally obtain a “statistically significant difference” between
two averages solely by chance. To help avoid falling prey to such false readings of
significance, the preceding discussion focused on only those differences that gave a
very strong indication that they were not due to chance. Further, the presence or
absence of a statistical difference between two means may or may not have any
practical importance. In short, even though the means may differ, the absolute
(rather than the relative) nature of the participants’ responses is what may be of
central concern to specific readers. For instance, officials and practitioners in Dade
County may not be interested in whether their participants encountered more
problems than those in Multnomah County; rather, their attention may be focused
solely on the problems which actually were indicated most frequently by lay partici-
pants in their jurisdiction. It was for this reason that we discussed major trends in
the overall levels of responses prior to discussing differences, and that all the means
for each site/group/variable combination are presented.

The correlational data posed several probiems for interpretation. One was that
the various outcome measures (such as overall attitude toward the system and
attitudes regarding whether justice was done) were very highly correlated with one
another. This seeming “halo effect™ appeared to be due to the respondents’ inability
to distinguish these variables as separate dimensions and/or the high correspon-
dence between them in the court system in hoth jurisdictions. It is evident, however,
that the separate items used to measure these aspects of the system could be com-
bined into a single highly reliable scale for the subsequent research in this field.

A second problem with the correlational data was that they did not lend them-
selves to a clear interpretation of the probable causal relationships among variables.
For instance, it was not possible to determine whether the respondents’ attitudes
about the extent to which they felt that “justice was done” was influenced by the
courtesy and respect shown to them, by how they were treated, or whether some
other variable {such as how much time they spent waiting) colored their feelings
about hoth the degree of justice and the amount of courtesy and respect shown.
Further, relatively few of the outcome variables in Table 10.1 were related to the
court procedures per se (i.e., over and above problems encountered in participating)
and none were related to the participants’ background characteristics or the nature
of the case being tried. This situation suggests that the observed relationships were
not likely to be due to extraneous factors that could be partialled out (ie., held
constant, such as was done by means of the multiple regression analyses described
in Secs. VI and VII) and thereby change or clarify the unique influence of other
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variables that did correlate with the outcome measures. In short, the nature of the
relationships between variables in the present study is somewhat ambiguous.”

This interpretation dilemma is highly relevant to what would happen if a
change in policy were to occur. For example, keeping victims and witnesses better
informed about the reasons for pestponements and reschedulings may not necessari-
ly produce an improvement in their attitudes toward the quality of the court system.
However, in the absence of any other data, the decisionmaker may have to rely on
the correlational results as an indication of what is most [ikely to occur as a result
of a change in policy as well as a guide to which policy variables are the ones most
likely to affect participant attitudes.

EVALUATION OF THE SURVEY TECHNIQUE

The mail sarvey approach was certainly very fruitful for collecting data from
Jjurors, and was adequate but less successful with witnesses and victims. The success
achieved required a major (and expensive) effort to elicit a good response and mini-
mize bias; it included translations of materials into Spanish and a phone operation
to track down nonrespondents.

The most serious problem with the mail survey approach was nat nonresponse
but the limitations inherent in a mai! survey technique. To achieve high response,
mail surveys are designed to be short and simpie. Unfortunately this simplicity, plus
the lack of the possibility for probing responses, allows very little capability for
exploring the complicated area of attitude formation. This problem can be mitigated
somewhat by careful instrument development and pre-testing.

DEFENDANT INTERVIEWS

Purpose and Procedures

The defendant study was undertaken to pilot test a questionnaire that could be
used in surveying defendant attitudes about and experiences with the court system.
The focus of the study was, therefore, on field testing the instrument in order to
uncover problems in contacting respondents and in wording and format of the
questionnaire rather than the collection of data per se. It was also hoped that the
data might provide an additional source of hypotheses about the nature of the
defendant “‘experience.” :

The procedures were designed to obtain a simple pre-test of the questionnaire.
In addition, we discovered some problems with sampling and contact procedures, as
described below.

The Sample. The sample was obtained through informal methods and should

7 It is possible that background and/or case-specific factors could still be influencing the outcome
measures despite their failure to correlate with them. This situation could arise if the case-specific
variahles were highly correlated with the backgraund characteristics. For example, if one held constant
the influence of the background factors on the case variables, a strong relationship between these case
variables and the outcome measures might appear. Searching and analyzing the data in order to detect
such indirect relationships (called "mederator” and "suppressor” variable studies) is a costly process that
was beyond the rescurces available in the present research.
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not be construed in any way as representative of defendants in general or of defen-
dants in the two demonstration jurisdictions. It consisted, in each site, of two groups:
incarcerated defendants and nonincarcerated defendants.

Most of the interviews were with incarcerated defendants who had been jailed
following conviction for felony crimes. All were interviewed at the local county jail,
although one had been sentenced to the state prison and was awaiting transporta-
tion from the jail. The defendants we spoke with were suggested by the commander
of the jail as being nonviolent and close at hand, generally for some administrative
reason (e.g., a defendant was in a holding cell following a visit from his lawyer). We
spoke to 13 incarcerated defendants in Dade County, of whom none were on their
way to state prison, and 13 in Multnomah County, of whom one was on his way to
prison.

Nonincarcerated defendants presented serious problems. We attempted to find
a sampling of persons who were acquitted, whose cases were dismissed, whose sen-
tences were suspended following conviction, and who were on probation. It was very
difficult to obtain the names of such respondents from the records which were
available, and many names and addresses turned out to be false leads. In addition,
people who had been accused and had not been jailed were reluctant to discuss their
cases, or, seemingly, to even be reminded of them. As a result we obtained only 13
such cases in Dade County; three were dismissed, three were acquitted, and seven
were on probation. We spoke with six in Multnomah County; two were dismissed,
three were on probation, and one was not yet sentenced. Even these small numbers
required large expenditures of man hours to obtain.

The Interview, The interview was designed with many open-ended questions
to pick up responses we could not anticipate. We uncovered a few problems in the
pre-test of this instrument.

The interview failed to accurately capture people who went to trial, but pled
guilty during the trial, i.e.,, who changed their plea. The defendants were also
justifiably confused by some of our questions about plea bargaining—those which
asked them to differentiate between what they “got in return for pleading guilty”
as part of the bargain and what they “gained” personally by pleading guilty.

On the whole, however, the survey was easy to administer, seemed to hold the
respondents’ interest, and was understandable by interviewers and respondents.

Field Procedures. The interviews were administered by local students (law
students and students of criminal justice administration) who were trained on site
by a Rand staff member. Formal training took one day.

The interviewers then administered the questionnaires to respondents chosen
as described above, checked them over, and returned them to Rand where they were
edited and keypunched.

Evaluation. It seems that defendants ean be interviewed using a standardized
questionnaire and a staff without extensive training or experience, and that usable
data can be obtained. This is particularky true if the population of interest is incar-
cerated defendants.

However, it will take a determined effort and considerable resources to inter-
view an adequate group of nonincarcerated defendants for any real analysis. Careful
thought must be given to obtaining accurate recent sample lists and contact strate-
gies should be designed for maximum persuasive effect. Considerable nonresponse
problems should be expected.
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Data Analysis and Results

As noted previously, the persons interviewed at the two sites should not be
considered as representative of defendants in general or even those who might be
surveyed at these sites. Thus, no generalizations may be made from the data collect-
ed. In short, these data should be considered only as illustrative of the kind of data
that might be gathered with the survey instrument.

To facilitate understanding of the data that were collected, the results for each
question have been inserted into the interview schedule itself(see App. I). In general,
these results take the form of a table in which the rows refer to the possible answers
to each question and the first and second columns correspond to the data for convict-
ed and not convicted defendants, respectively. The entries in the table are the
percentage of total responses to the question. It should be noted that not all inter-
viewees answered each question, especially because of the branching nature of the
interview schedule. For instance, if the person was not involved in plea bargaining,
certain questions were not relevant and therefore skipped. An example of this kind
of table appears below for the number of persons interviewed at each site:

Defendant Defendant
Convicted Not Convieted Tatal
© Multhomah 37.8 4,4 42.2
Dade 44.4 13.3 57.8
82,2 17.8 NS (N=45)

An ingpection of this table indicates that of the 45 persons interviewed, 37 defen-
dants were convicted and 8 defendants were not convicted: i.e., §2.2 percent and 178
percent of the total sample interviewed, respectively. A total of 37.8 percent of this
sample were convicted defendants in Multnomah County, 4.4 percent were not
convicted defendants in Multnomah County, ete.

In the lower right-hand corner of the table is an indication of whether or not
there were any significant differences in the data, i.e., convicted defendants respond-
ing to the question in a different fashion than non-convicted defendants. If there
were no statistically significant differences as in the example above, thé letters NS
appear in the lower right-hand corner of the table. If there was a statistically
significant difference, the probability of it occurring by chance are -indicated in the
lower right-hand corner of the table. For instance, the number .01 would appear if
the probability were one in one hundred or less that the observed difference in
percentages could have occurred by chance. Chi square and Fisher’s exact test were
used in determining these probabilities.

The type of data presentation described above was not appropriate for illustrat-
ing the data obtained on certain questions. More complete labeling is therefore
provided with these other kinds of data displays.

In reviewing the results obtained, the reader is cautioned to keep in mind
several factors. Firsi, the persons interviewed were not necessarily representative
of defendants at their respective sites or of defendants in general. Second, a very
small number of defendants, especially those who were not convicted, were inter-
viewed. And third, because of the very large number of statistical tests of differences
conducted, some of them may have given a false reading of significance by chance.
In short, if another group of defendants was surveyed at these two sites using the
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same procedures as were employed in this study, markedly different results might
be cbtained.

For the reasons noted above, the authors have refrained from drawing any
conclugions regarding what the obtained data “mean.” Rather, such data should be
viewed as stimuli for generating hypotheses that might be investigated in subse-
quent research. Within this context, then, we now summarize several of the findings
from these limited interviews. Of the persons who were convicted and who answered
questions #36 and # 37, most felt that the sentence they received was “too harsh”
and “harsher” than others received who had committed similar crimes and had
comparable prior records. Only one convicted defendant felt that he got off easy.
Similarly, convicted defendants were maore likely to have engaged in plea bargaining
than nonconvicted defendants (Item #24). Most defendants felt that it was better
to have a private attorney (87 percent) rather than either a public defender or
court-appointed lawyer (Item # 58) although most (53 percent) were represented by
a public defender (Item #49). Almost half of the defendants would want a different
lawyer in the future, however, this trend appeared stronger for those who were
convicted than for those who were not convicted (Item #54). Overall, the kind of
attorney who represented the defendant was unrelated to whether the defendant
was found guilty (Item #55), but this finding may have been influenced by the fact
that convicted defendants were more likely to have had a prior record, and there-
fore, may have felt more compelled to hire a private attorney (Items #60 and # 61},



XI. GENERAL FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE
STUDY

Sorrel Wildhorn

A number of general findings and implications emerged from this study. They
involve the potential benefits of an integrated performance measurement program,
the problems of data availability and case sampling, the need for extensions to our
demonstration work, and, most important, the relationships between the potential
capabilities of existing or planned information systems and the more comprehensive
approach outlined in this study for measuring the performance of prosecution,
defense, and court agencies. In addition we present very gross cost estimates that
bound the range of alternatives discussed in this study.

THE DESIRABILITY OF AN INTEGRATED PERFORMANCE
MEASUREMENT PROGRAM (IPMP)

Our study has shown that there is a richness of court system performance
information which, if the jurisdictions in which we worked are representative, is
largely untapped. (We say this with the full understanding that the data elements
recorded in the various agencies’ files were by no means complete.) The careful
collection of specified data elements, the computation, grouping, and cross-tabula-
tion of performance measures, and the analysis (using multivariate statistieal tech-
niques) of what factors account for the variation in key performance measures can
provide greatly strengthened informational bases for officials in court, prosecution,
and public defender agencies to improve criminal proceedings.

The actions to be taken jointly by the court, prosecution, and public defender
agencies in a jurisdiction to strengthen the informational and analytical base for
measuring their performance may be visualized as an integrated performance meas-
urement program (IPMP). A fairly comprehensive IPMP would consist of:

« Anenumeration of required data elements {or categories) and performance
measures.

« Standardized data collection and output forms for each policy issue area of
interest (charging, plea bargaining, sentence variation, evenhandedness,
delay, case processing efficiency (separately for each of the three agencies),
or others of interest to particular jurisdictions).

» Flexible, modular, software (i.e., computer programs) packages for comput-
ing, displaying, and analyzing performance measures within each issue
area—for example, for performing cross-tabulations and for applying mul-
tivariate regression models that help to explain conviction probability,
delay, and sentence severity imposed.

« (uidelines for conducting case audits at each major decision point (screen-
ing, guilty plea, trial, sentencing) in the proceeding—using either outside
practitioner-consultants or in-house supervisory personne).

240
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s The administration of sampling plans and standard mail survey question-
naires and the analysis of responses of victims, other witnesses, and jurors
(using appropriate software packages).

« The administration of sampling plans and standard perscnal interview
questionnaires and the analysis of responses of defendants (using appropri-
ate software packages).

An IPMP can be designed for several uses: the routine retrospective monitoring of
performance within a jurisdiction; the retrospective evaluation of policy, organiza-
tional, and procedural innovations within a jurisdiction;’ and (to a lesser extent) the
retrospective comparison of performance befween jurisdictions. To the extent that
the statistical models succeed in explaining and predicting conviction probability,
delay, and sentence severity imposed, it may be possible to use them in a limited way
to do prospective performance analysis, that is, to forecast some effects of planned
policy or organizational changes or of anticipated changes in agency workloads. As
visualized here, an IPMP would not be designed to track pending cases; other exist-
ing or planned information systems perform this function.

If data collection procedures and software packages were flexible and modular
in design, the scale and scope of an IPMP could be tailored to individual jurisdic-
tions. For example, the three agencies in a using jurisdiction could decide whether
to embrace all elements {e.g., to include case auditing and defendant interviews) and
whether to measure performance in all of the listed issue areas (e.g., to include the
measurement of case processing efficiency in the prosecutor’'s and public defender's
office, as well as in the court). What would be vital to proper tailoring is a clear
enunciation by agency officials of the management and policy issues on which perfor-
mance measurement should focus.

This study is a first step toward the design of an IPMP. We have enumerated
required data elements and performance measures and, with varying degrees of
success, have devised and applied statistical models to explain key performance
measures. We have also designed and applied mail and personal interview question-
naires {0 the four classes of lay participants. More work needs to be done, however,
and its nature is discussed below,

In this study we have not made a serious attempt to analyze the resource
implications of inaugurating an JPMP. Later in this section, however, we make very
rough cost estimates for two bounding cases, based on actual costs incurred in this
study and on rough guesses of costs of activities not covered in this study. Actual
costs would vary from jurisdiction to jurisdiction and would depend on the scale of
performance measurement desired and the extent to which existing or planned
information systems were used to measure performance as opposed to inaugurating
a new and more comprehensive information system designed solely for an IPMP. In
any event, the statistical analysis necessary (developing statistical models and ap-
plying techniques such as multivariate regression) for more fully explaining the
factors assoctated with performance changes would require a competent statistician
or econometrician (at least part-time) who has acquired detailed knowledge of crimi-
nal court systems.

! Examples of such innovations include altering the plea bargaining policy, shifting the charging
threshold, introducing a program for the special handling of habitual offenders, changing the policy of
case asgsignment to the public defender’s office, modifying the court calendar system, and instituting
arrangements for lessening unwarranted sentence variation.
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In this study we have demonstrated that it was feasible to apply statistical
performance measures in two jurisdictions. This demonstration was more successful
in applying performance measures to certain policy issues than to others because
of inherent differences in the preciston of the performance measures (e.g., in those
that measure charging threshold compared with those that measure delay) or be-
cause of differences in the availability of data (e.g., the availability of data on
sentence agreements in Multnomah compared with its unavailability in Dade for
measuring plea bargaining effects). Whether the institutionalization of an IPMP is
practical and has ufility (1.e., whether its benefits outweigh its incremental costs) is
as yet undetermined. It would require a pilot demonstration in at least one jurisdic-
tion over some period of time, after which officials in the using agencies would have
to make their own judgments about practicality and utility.

DATA AVAILABILITY AND METHODOLOGY

Case Audits

Our pilot case auditing exercises (of cases in which there was a plea of guilty)
in the demonstration jurisdictions strongly suggest that case auditing provides com-
plementary information about gualitative factors that aid in the interpretations of
the statistical performance measures. (By their very nature, case audits are much
more expensive per case included than the data collection required to develop statis-
tical performance measures. Thus, with limited resources, audit samples are inevita-
hly too small to stand alone as a substitute for statistical performance measures.)

We believe that the average practitioner regards case auditing to be a natural
and nontechnical way of revealing performance. His confidence in the correctness
of what is shown by statistical performance measures is undoubtedly increased
‘when the results of (even quite limited) case auditing confirm the statistical story.
Another possible benefit of case auditing is that it may help reveal the explanations
for the “behavior” of statistical indices. And, finally, it may considerably strengthen
the credibility of interjurisdictional comparisons by means of statistical measures.
It would appear that, in general, case audits would best be conducted in the initial
phases of a project to measure court performance. (Qur suggestions for broadening
case auditing to test its value more fully are discussed below.)

Data Availability and Sampling Problems

A salient lesson in our attempt to demonstrate the applicatior of performance
measures in two selected jurisdictions was that many necessary or desirable data
elements normally recorded in various files were missing from the customary
records, and some were simply not recorded at all. And this is likely to be the
situation in other jurisdictions as well.

Among the data elements that had been (at best) incompletely recorded and
preserved were defendant-related characteristics such as ethnicity, prior criminal
record, occupation and employment, family status, income, and transiency; the
number of appearances per victim or other witness in the course of a proceeding;
data describing how judges apportion their time among judicial tasks; and attribu-
tion of continuances to the responsible movant(s).
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Among the data elements that were not recorded at all were the apportionment
of time among the principal activities of prosecutors, public defenders, and jurors;
background characteristics of suspects whose cases were screened out before ar-
raignment on felony charges; full information on the outcome of plea bargaining,
including the nature of any sentence agreement reached; judicial statements of the
rationale for sentences in individual cases; detailed reasons for case dismissals in
lower court; duration of appearances of victims and other witnesses; and informa-
tion on the attitudes of lay participants and defendants toward their experiences
and toward the performance of the court agencies.

Our demonstration work also imbued us with a deeper appreciation of the need
to tailor case sampling to the type of the data element sought. Events of interest in
the performance measurement of criminal proceedings differ dramatically in their
expected frequency of occurrence. When data on rare events are required {e.g., data
on the outcomes of jury trials for a specified offense wherein a minority defendant
is represented by retained defense counsel), one must employ well-planned “over-
sampling.” Fortunately, many key events in court proceedings occur frequently
enough that moderate {on the order of 100) case sample sizes suffice as a basis for
reliable inferences.

DESIRABLE EXTENSIONS

We feel that a fuller foundation for the design of an operational IPMP would
be provided by the following extensions in scope and in refinement in methodology
to our demonstration work:

« Classes of data that were not recorded or were incompletely recorded in
Multnomah and Dade counties should be collected and anaiyzed elsewhere.
Evenhandedness in screening should be analyzed with a proper body of data
containing appropriate defendant-related characteristics. The allocation of
prosecutors’ and public defenders’ time to their various activities is another
performance area warranting examination and would need a proper body
of data.

» The assessment of case auditing should be broadened in the screening area
(to include rejected cases} and also extended to the trial aren, so that our
inferences as to the value of case auditing as a complement to statistical
performance measurement can be tested more fully.

+ Improved statistical models should be constructed to help explain perfor-
mance outcomes in criminal proceedings. Those we developed for explain-
ing sentence outcomes and delay in proceedings worked fairly well but

-need further refinement. Because we were unsuccessful in explaining the
determinants of conviction probability, we believe much more theoretical
and empirical work is necessary. We speculate that data on the seriousness
of the crime incident, on mitigating and exacerbating circumstances of the
defendant and the crime incident, and on factors describing the strength
of the case at the time of screening are relevant for constructing better
conviction probability models.
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POTENTIAL CAPABILITIES OF OTHER INFORMATION
SYSTEMS FOR PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

A number of state and local agency level information systems already exist or
will be installed scon in a number of state and local jurisdictions. (Given the consider-
able resources that will be devoted to these systems, it is clearly important to
indicate their potential capabilities for the kind of performance measurement en-
visaged for an IPMP. In particular, it is important to compare their potential perfor-
mance measurement capabilities (e.g., how many issue areas can be analyzed and
in what depth?) with an IPMP under two conditions: (1) if only those data elements
already collected by these information systems are-available; (2) if 2 modest, inex-
pensive extension in data coliection is added.

Examples of current or planned information systems are:

« CCH (Computerized Criminal Histories): a component of the LEAA’s Com-
prehensive Data System (CDS) Plan.

« OBTS (Offender-Based Transaction Statistics System): a component of
LEAA’s CDS Plan.

s SJIS (State Judicial Information System).

« PROMIS (Prosecutor’s Management Information System).

All of these systems are designed to track defendants or cases through that part of
the criminal justice system with which they are concerned and all rely on the local
criminal justice agencies for input data. The first three are state-level or multistate
systems, whereas the fourth is intended for use by local prosecutors’ offices. CCH
focuses on information concerning the identity location, characteristics, and descrip-
tion of the known criminal offender. OBTS is a statistical system describing the
aggregate experiences of arrested individuals from their encounter with the police
through court processing and entry into, and exit from, the correctional system.
CCH and OBTS are components of LEAA’s Comprehensive Data System Program.
The relevant part of SJIS (i.e., the entry and passage of people and cases through
courts of general jurisdiction) is designed to evaluate the organization, practice, and
procedures of the courts in a state; assist with dispatch of judicial business; and
facilitate technical assistance and long-range planning activities. The conditions for
a state’s participation in SJIS include a commitment for the state judicial system
to provide the information needed for a “comprehensive criminal justice data sys-
tem.” As defined by LEAA guidelines, such a system must include a CCH file, an
OBTS file, and a statistical analysis center.

PROMIS is designed to aid local prosecutors in identifying the more serious
criminal cases to which prosecutorial priority should be given, to aid in controlling
or eliminating impediments to effective prosecution, to aid in regulating the exercise
of prosecutorial discretion so as to maintain evenhandedness and consistency, and
to aid in conducting relevant analyses of screening and prosecution of criminal
cases. PROMIS tracks the arrested person from arrest through processing and
disposition in the lower and felony courts. As indicated at the outset, an IPMP would
not track open cases, but is designed to do retrespective performance analysis.

Table 11.1 displays the data elements or categories collected by these four infor-
mation systems that are relevant to the kind of performance measurement and
analysis demonstrated in this study. For purposes of comparison, we also display
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those data elements or data categories collected in our demonstration work, as well
as those that would be collected if the desirable extensions to an IPMP, discussed
above, were implemented. From Table 11.1 we ohserve that none of the existing or
planned systems obtains data on lay participant attitudes and experiences, on how
practitioner or lay participant time is used, or on all potentially relevant character-
istics of defendants (e.g., CCH/OBTS and SJIS omit data on education, employment,
transiency, family status, and income level, and PROMIS omits data on education,
income, and family status. However, PROMIS is designed to collect data on all filed
and final charges and counts and on other aspects of plea bargaining such as sen-
tence hargaining. CCH/OBTS and SJIS do not collect data on rejection actions and
their reasons, nor on the fact and nature of sentence bargaining,

Given these differences and similarities in data categories to be collected, what
are the implications for performance measurement?? To answer this question, we
consider four options for each of the following: the combined CCH/OBTS, SJIS (with
CCH/OBTS), and PROMIS.

Option I: The basic system with existing data elements, assuming that
a simple software package is available that can compute'the
values of performance measures and produce summaries and
cross-tabulations.

Option II: Option 1 plus a few added data elements that can be collected
inexpensively.

Option II: Option 1 plus an additional software package le.g., statistical
models and standard multivariate statistical analysis
routines) for estimating the independent effect of important
factors on delay and sentence severity. Additional research is
needed to develop a similar package for explaining conviction
probability.

Option IV: Option II plus Option III.

To our knowledge, more sophisticated statistical software packages (as in Options
III and IV) are not planned for any of these systems; at best, simpler software
packages of the Option 1 variety will be available,

Potential Capabilities of CCH/OBTS

Table 11.2 compares the potential capabilities of the four CCH/OBTS options
with two versions of an IPMP. For a specified issue area, an entry of “No” indicates
that the option cannot measure performance; an entry of “‘Partial” indicates that
certain relevant data items are still needed or that cross-tabulations are the best
available tool or both; and an entry of "Yes” indicates that the available data
elements and the software packages are adequate for performance measurement.

This table is a means of showing that adding a few more data elements (listed

? The following comparisons of performance measurement capabilities of the various systems are
viewed cnly in terms of the ensemble of issue areas we considered for an [PMP. There may be other issue
areas (e.g., bail and O.R. policy) of interest to a jurisdiction, too; thus, comparisons among the systems
might look different depending on whether or not an IPMP was designed to address these issues.
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at the bottom of Table 11.2} without adding a more sophisticated software package
(Option IIY would not appreciably improve the performance measurement capabili-
ty. Adding both (Option IV) would (by design) clearly provide the most benefits.
Option I'V would enable better analysis of the plea bargaining balance, the independ-
ent effects of important factors on delay, and the independent effects of legitimate and
illegitimate factors on sentence severity imposed. However, compared with an im-
proved [PMP, none of the four options are capable of performance measurement in
the following issue areas: charging threshold, evenhandedness in screening, the
effect of legitimate factors on conviction probability, continuances, the use of practi-
tioner and lay participant time, and the attitudes (and their determinants) of lay
participants.

Potential Capabilities of SJIS

Because SJIS must include CCH/OBTS files, an inspection of Table 11.2 reveals
that the capabilities of the various SJIS options (assuming the same added data
elements for Options II and IV) would be nearly identical with the corresponding
CCH/OBTS options, with only one major difference: The basic SJIS is capable of very
gross estimates of the use of judicial time.

Potential Capabilities of PROMIS

The basic system (Option I) will have better potentialities for performance meas-
urement than the basic CCH/OBTS (Option I), as shown in Table 11.3. In addition
to all of the CCH/OBTS Option I capabilities, PROMIS Option I has a good capability
in the charging threshold area and a partial capability in addressing evenhanded-
ness in screening and the effects of legitimate factors on conviction probability.
Adding only the additional data elements (Option II) listed at the bottom of Table
11.3 leads to no significant improvement. However, adding both additional data
elements and software (Option IV) provides the most benefits. Option IV would
improve the capability to analyze evenhandedness in screening, the plea bargaining
balance, the independent effects of important factors on delay, and the independent
effects of legitimate and illegitimate factors on conviction probability and sentence
severity imposed. However, compared with an improved IPMP, none of the four
options are capable of performance measurement in the following issue areas: the
use of practitioner and lay participant time and the attitudes (and their determi-
nants) of lay participants. However, because PROMIS already collects much of the
data needed for estimating practitioners’ weighted caseload, if practitioner time
data associated with various activities and proceedings in each case were sampled
outside PROMIS, any of the PROMIS options would be able to measure the use of
practitioner time.

E ] * *

In summary, none of the existing or planned information systems would have
the breadth and depth in performance measurement capabilities of an improved
IPMP for two reasons: Many data elements are not collected and, to our knowledge,
none of the existing and planned systems will have the full array of statistical
models and software packages required for analyzing the independent effect of
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important parameters on delay, dispositional, and sentence outcomes. Each basic
system could function as a partial JPMP as is, and if upgraded (ie, a few data
elements are added for routine collection as well as the required software packages),
their performance measurement capability could be substantially improved. In this
connection, it appears that among the planned systems considered in this report
(CCH/OBTS, SJIS, PROMIS), an upgraded PROMIS would have the most compre-
hensive performance measurement capability, primarily because it can address case
screening issues as well as the issues that can be addressed by CCH/OBTS and SJ18S.

Some Final Comments on Benefits, Costs, and Utility of
Performance Measurement Systems

Given the preceding discussion on the potential capabilities of existing or
planned systems, of planned systems that are upgraded in the ways we specified, and
of an improved IPMP, how is a jurisdiction to decide which alternative to choose?
The decision would depend on a variety of considerations: the availability of (and
which) computerized information system is already installed or planned; the issue
areas or policy issues of interest to court, prosecution, and public defender agencies;
and the incremental costs and benefits of installing and operating CCH/OBTS, SJIS,
and PROMIS, of upgrading these systems as we indicated, and of moving toward an
improved IPMP.

Issue Areas of Interest to Agencies. We cannot generalize about which issue
areas would be of greatest interest. However, in Sec. I we noted that the practitioner
interviews confirmed their importance, and we can indicate how the agencies react-
ed in the two demonstration jurisdictions in which we worked. Officials there re-
ceived early drafts of our reports and then were briefed and interviewed by a Rand
team. In general, officials were enthusiastic and felt that there was great value in
the application of performance measures, primarily as an objective way of demon-
strating what was going on, how well certain well-defined objectives were being met
(e.g., arrest to trial standards), and in explaining why performance measures varied.
The chief judge and court administrator in one of the jurisdictions were particularly
interested in the applications to charging accuracy, plea bargaining, sentence varia-
tion and evenhandedness, the use of lay participant time, and the relationships
between lay participant attitudes and the problems they faced (that could be
manipulated by policy changes). The court administrator in the other jurisdiction
was particularly interested in delay, but indicated that almost all of the findings in
our pilot application of performance measures were “new,” since the few statistics
they did produce had to be manually estimated (due to the lack of computerization).
The prosecutors in both jurisdictions were particularly interested in applications to
screening, plea bargaining, sentence variation, evenhandedness, treatment of
“habitual” or “career” offenders, and the attitudes and problems of lay participants.
The public defenders in both jurisdictions were particularly interested in their
performance relative to private attorneys, defendant attitudes, evenhandedness,
delay, and the tentative finding that trials seemed to involve little or no sentence
penalty compared with straight pleas. (In one jurisdiction, the public defender’s
office was also very interested in other issue areas not demonstrated in our work,
such as the use of public defender time, the attitudes of judges toward public defend-
ers as opposed to retained counsel, and the utility of support staff.)
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Incremental Costs. We stated at the outset that careful estimates of the
incremental cost implications of upgrading the capabilities of existing or planned
information systems or of implementing an improved IPMP from scratch were
heyond the scope of this study. However, it may be useful to provide the reader with
a breakdown of the resources we used in manual data collection (from agency case
files), in computer processing and analysis of these data, in the administration of
mail surveys (of victims, witnesses, jurors) and personal interviews (of defendants),
and in the computer processing and analysis of these survey responses. Assuming
that jurisdictions would be provided with the necessary standardized data collection
forms, lay participant questionnaires, and the necessary software packages at no
cost, the resources we allocated to the data acquisition, processing, and analysis can
be viewed as a rough starting point for estimating the range of incremental costs
that might be incurred by interested jurisdictions. We also include very approximate
cost estimates for collecting and analyzing data necessary to analyze weighted case-
loads in the court, the prosecutor’s office, and the public defender’s office; these
estimates are based on telephone conversations with personnel from consulting
firms that have implemented weighted caseload measurement systems in such local
agencies, since we did not ourselves collect these data in this study.

We consider two bounding cases: (1) jurisdictions with access to a computer, but
no existing or planned information system, wishing to measure performance in all
issue areas covered by an improved IPMP, and (2) jurisdictions with a CCH/OBTS,
SJIS, or PROMIS system wishing only to upgrade to Option IV. In both cases, the
rough estimates are annual costs for measuring performance once per year, al-
though the data collection may be intermittent or continuous over the year.®

Rough cost estimates are shown in Table 11.4 for these two cases. For a jurisdic-
tion without an existing information system, but with access to a computer, Case I
might cost on the order of $50,000 per year to operate a full IPMP once it is set up.
(First-year costs should be considerably higher, perhaps by 25 to 50 percent, because
of nonrecurring setup costs.) This assumes that the software is made available free,
that practitioner time devoted to data collection (e.g., having prosecutors fill out data
sheets at each stage of the felony proceeding) is essentially “free,” and that the
number and size of data samples collected and analyzed are similar to those we
collected in this study. If a jurisdiction wished to draw additional case file samples
(e.g., for more offense types and/or for oversampling trials), total costs for analyzing
the case file data should not increase very much, because most of the additional cost
would be in data collection (a small part of the total) and not in data processing,
analysis, and interpretation. Costs would also rise if larger samples of defendants
were interviewed or if larger samples of victims, witnesses, and jurors were sur-
veyed. The largest fraction of the total operating costs of an IPMP may well be
attributed to the analysis of the use of judicial, prosecutorial, and public defender
time. However, we have limited confidence in the estimates shown in the table,

! The issue of how often performance should be measured cannat be resolved in general terms. It wouid
depend on the resources available to each agency, the issue area or policy issue under consideration, the
agency’s perceptions about the acuteness of their problems, and perceptions about the public’s interests
and attitudes toward the performance of the court system.

* Experience with collecting PROMIS and judicial weighted caseload data suggests that a judge or
prosecutor might spend only a small fraction of en hour per day (approximately 15 minutes) filling out
data sheats.
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Table 11.4

RoucH Cost ESTIMATES FOR PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

Case I Implementing an IPMP from Seratch
(assumes that software packages are provided
free apd that practitioners’ time devoted to
data collection is ""free')

Approximate Range of
Man-Months Required

Approximate Range of
Direct? Dollar Cost

Case lile dala {1hree 100-¢ase samples of
filed cases, two 100-case samples of
sereening actions, two 100-case
samples of rejection reasons, one
100-case sample of continuances
and victim/witness appearances):

Manual data collection {at $3-85/hn) 1.5-2,0 1,000-2 000
Data cleaning, keypunching, and
camputer processing - 10,000
Statistical analysis and interpretation
(at S10fht} 2.0-3,0 3,000-5,000
Subtotat 14,000-17,000
Weighted caseload use of practitioner
time (assumes 3 man-months of a
coordinator-znalyst required in
- each apency and that practitioner
time for data tnput, coordination,
etc,, 1s “free'):
Court {10-15 judge sample; 4-6 weeks
each/year) 3 5,000-10,000
Prosecution {10-15 prosecutor sample;
4-68 weeks vach/year) 3 5,006-1%,000
Public defender (10-15 defender sample;
4-6 weeks each/year) 3 5,000-10,000
Subtotal 15,000-30,000
Mail surveys of 150-200 samples each of
vietims, witnesses, and jurors (assum-
ing Questionnaires are fMree):
Administration (initial mailing,
follow-up mailing, and telephoning) 2.5 5.000
Data cleanipg, keypunching, and
computer processing 1-2 1,500
Statislical znalysis and interpretation 1-2 2,000-3,000
Suhtotal 8,500-9,500
Defendant interviews (45 interviews)
{assuming questionnaires are free):
Administration 1,000-1 500
Camputer processing 500
Subtotal 1,500-2,000
Repart writing {one month per agency) 3 5,000
Grand tatal 44 000-64 000
[approx.}
Case 1[: Upgrading Exjsting or Planned incrementaib
Systems (CCH/OBTS, SJIS, PROMIS) Man-Months Incremental®
to Option [V Required Direct? Cosls
Case file data (same data samples as Case 1)
{assumes that soflware packages are
free and practitioners’ time devoted
to data collection is “free™):
Drata collection Negligible Negligible
Data cleaning and Key punching Negligible Negligible
Computer processing —_ 2,000
Statistical analysis and interpretation 1.2 2,000-3,000
Repart writing [one month per agency) ] 5,000
Grand tatal 4, 0:0:0-10,000
{approx.)

AExcludes overhead and fringe benefit costs.

bver and above Option I costs of existing or planned systems.
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because we did not have first-hand experience in gathering and analyzing such data
in this study.

For a jurisdiction with one of the information systems discussed, incremental
annual costs of about $10,000 might be incurred if it were upgraded to Option IV.
Whichever alternative a jurisdiction chooses, a competent statistician or economet-
rician, who has acquired a detailed knowledge of criminal court systems, would be
required (at least part-time) to perform the statistical analysis and interpretation.

We should emphasize that all of the estimated costs displayed in Table 11.4 are
quite uncertain predictors of what jurisdictions would actually incur. Readers
should view them only as very gross approximations. Given the probable low mar-
ginal costs associated with upgrading an existing or planned information system and
its major benefits (an increased understanding of the independent effects of impor-
tant factors on major performance measures of cuicome), it is probably cost-effective
for a jurisdiction to pursue this alternative, Whether a full IPMP is cost-effective is
a judgment that can only be made by an implementing jurisdiction after such a
system is installed and operated over several years and when its actual costs and
benefits are assessed.



Appendix A

THE LINKS BETWEEN GOALS AND PERFORMANCE
MEASURES OF THE CRIMINAL PROCEEDING

Sorrel Wildhorn

This appendix®

« Presents a context and framework for measuring performance in criminal
proceedings.

» Discusses preliminarily but substantively societal goals for the entire
criminal justice system and for the criminal proceedings within the system,
as well as individual® performance measures related to these goals.

o Explains how individual measures can be used to assess the attainment of
goals and how criminal proceedings may cause variation in the magnitude
of performance measures.

» Demonstrates the need for presenting performance measures in terms of
key classifications (i.e., background or control factors) to illuminate impor-
tant issues.

We first present the goals society expects of the criminal justice system. (These
goals tend to conflict, as many have observed, when they are pursued jointly.) Next,
for each of the system goals, we formulate one or more supportive goals (subgoals)
of the criminal proceeding. Then, we explain how important and persistent issues
impel the formulation of performance measures in terms of relevant background or
control factors. In addition, we display a partially screened (as explained below)
menu of individual performance measures for the criminal proceeding. Each of the
latter measures is linked to a goal. That is, each measures a performance factor that
affects the attainment of the goal. The nexus between factor and goal need not be
one of cause and effect, but may be in the nature of a statistical covariation. A
performance measure {for example, the relative frequency of acquittals), although
linked to a goal-related factor, may not be exclusive to it. Several such factors (for
example, charging accuracy, prosecutorial competence, defense counsel compe-
tence) and several goals (for example, controiling crime, exacting retribution, and
promoting confidence in the criminal justice system) may all be reflected in a single
performance measure. But undesirable breadth in a single performance measure
can be compensated for by the use of sets of complementary measures.

A partially screened menu of individual performance measures for criminal
proceedings means that we have applied only the first four of the following seven
criteria in this appendix:®

' The material presented here is an initial step in an analytical approach to performance measures
for the criminal proceeding—an approach we truncated in faver of another, less general one. We are
publishing this material because the approach seems worthy of further pursuit st another time either
by us or by others.

? We do not present candidate sets of performance measures here. They may be found in Sec. [V.

? The final three of these criteria are applied in other sections of this report (see Secs. IV, VI, VII,
and IX).

265
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« Proximity to specified goals.
» Directness of linkage to these goals.
« Specificity and clarity.
» Applicability
— To assessing performance in one jurisdiction at one peint in time or
over time.
— To comparing performance among several jurisdictions at one point in
time or over time,
— To evaluating change or innovation in a jurisdiction.
— To comparing the effects of similar innovations among different juris-
dictions.
— To comparing the performance of practitioner classes {e.g., public de-
fenders versus retained counsel) within or among jurisdictions.
« Issues to which a measure is relevant.
+ Complementarity and consistency within sets of measures.
« Implementability (i.e, the cost and availability of data).

SOCIETAL GOALS FOR THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

Formulating and classifying societal goals for the criminal justice system may
be done in various ways depending on one’s purpose. Qur purpose is to create a
framework within which criminal justice issuwes can be readily understood and
assessed. The utility of performance measures to be devised will be judged ultimately
in terms of the issues themselves rather than by reference to the contextual frame-
work; thus, the design we choose for the latter need not be regarded as crucial.

We perceive five broad societal goals, complementary and conflicting in varying
degrees: '

s Control crime.

o FExact retribuiion from criminals.

» Accord fairness to defendants, victims, and the public.

» Conserve resources both external and internal to the criminal justice sys-
tem.

s Promote public trust and confidence in the system.

Further, as shown in Fig. A.1, we distinguish subgoals or different ways of furthering
the broad goals.*

At least four ways of controlling crime are identified in the various theories of
punishment:

+ Control crimingls (by using incarceration, pretrial diversion, probation
supervision, parole supervision, etc.).

¢ Achieve general deterrence (by punishing criminal conduct and thereby
deterring society from such conduct).

« Achieve specific deterrence (by convicting and punishing specific individuals
and thereby deterring them from further criminal acts).

s Rehabilitate criminals.

* Just as balances must be struck among the broad goals when they conflict, so too must balances be
struck among subgoals in the attainment of a general goal.
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GOALS OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

GENERAL GOALS

SUBGOALS
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PROCEEDING
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Fig. A.1—A hierarchy of goals
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These means of controlling crime are not mutually exclusive; for example, probation
supervision may help to control an offender, to rehabilitate him, and to deter further
criminal conduct.

Exacting retribution needs little elaboration. Its roots run deeply into history,
although there is a modern tendency to disavow this goal. Nonetheless, some practi-
tioners and much of the public still strongly embrace this aim for criminal justice.

According fairness is a fundamental principle of American jurisprudence, civil
and criminal. Here the phrase subsumes the accuraey of criminal proceedings, proce-
dural due process, evenhandedness of outcomes, and redress of victim injury. Thus,
it relates to the defendant {and his counsel), to the public (and its legal representa-
tive, the prosecutor), and to the victim.®

Conserving resources is at least threefaceted. One subgoal is to limit overall
public expenditures on criminal justice to a reasonable and appropriate level.® Then,
at this level of support, the criminal justice system should operate efficiently. This
subgeal of internal efficiency implies that cost and inconvenience should be balanced
among all elements of the system, i.e., one agency should not optimize its operations
at the expense of the others. Finally, the system should use external resources
efficiently, thereby minimizing its impact on those who are not part of the system
but who must participate in the proceedings.

Promoting public trust and confidence, perhaps the most intangible of the five
broad goals, is distinguished by its dependence on the achievernent of the other four.
This goal is weighted heavily in jurisdictions in which the principal practitioners are
elected to office.

GOALS OF THE CRIMINAL PROCEEDING

In Fig. A.1 goals of the criminal proceeding are identified and linked to criminal
Justice system goals and subgoals. We cannot, however, demonstrate the degree to
which the system goals and subgoals are affected by degrees of achievement of the
criminal proceeding goals, either absolutely or compared with the achievement of
the companion goals of police and corrections agencies. Some linkages shown in the
figure are simply a matter of definition; others are founded on reasonable belief, e.g.,
that swifiness of conviction furthers specific deterrence. Also, in some instances the
higher and lower goals are the same.

The criminal proceeding goais shown in Fig. A.1 are generally seif-explanatory,
but several deserve comment. Accuracy has two aspects: acquitting the legally inno-
cent and convicting the legally guilty. In practice, these two aspects are not inde-
pendent, for the higher the assurance demanded in convicting the legally guilty, the
more likely it is that a legally innocent individual will be erroneously convicted; and
conversely, the higher the assurance demanded in acquitting the legally innocent,
the more likely it is that a legally guilty individual will escape conviction. Clearly,

* Fairness to a vietim implies restitution or compensation for the injury to his person or property.
Restitution by the defendant may be part of the punishment imposed upon him; compensation may be
drawn from public funds by legislative mandate. The first source of relief is within the scope of the court
system; the second goes beyond.

® Issues of allocating public resources among the eriminal justice system and other governmental
agencies are beyond the scope of this study.
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there must be a balancing of the two demands, but as criminal proceedings attain
greater accuracy, the balancing becomes less consequential.

We intend that the subgoal use nonsystem resources efficiently not be interpreted
as a mandate to attempt to optimize the handling of lay persons who participate in
the criminal proceeding. The goal, more correctly interpreted, is to balance cost and
inconvenience between the resources external and internal to 1he system. For exam-
ple, the operative principle in judicial administration is often that a judge’s time is
the dominant factor and therefore criminal proceedings should be scheduled to
optimize his use of time. The result may be inefficient handling of lay participants.
Another example is that continuances freely granted for the convenience of the
prosecutor or defense counsel may create unreasonable inconvenience to lay partici-
pants. Few would dispute that a broader balancing is desirable; the issue is whether
more complex scheduling considerations can be implemented.

The criminal proceeding goals purporting to advance the system goals of promaot-
ing public trust and confidence are to present an appearance of effectiveness and to
progress toward system goals. In other words, the criminal proceeding is not likely
to be held in public esteem if it doesn’t *look good” as well as produce constructive
results. We believe that the impressions formed by lay participants and the public
are colored as much by the appearance of operations as by the outcomes. A judge
who is technically competent and fair may nevertheless appear otherwise to the
unenlightened layman; the role of defense counsel tends to be misundersteod by the
public; prosecutorial functions are sometimes distorted in media reporting, and so
on. And it is well-known that ill-conceived or misreported public statements by
prominent practitioners, perhaps in the heat of political campaigns, significantly
affect public trust and confidence in the criminal justice system.

DEFINING PERFORMANCE MEASURES IN TERMS OF
BACKGROUND OR CONTROL FACTORS

Our study approach underscores the proposition that the utility of gross or
aggregate performance measures is limited. While gross measures can serve as
outwardly simple descriptors of criminal proceeding outputs, they may conceal more
than reveal the underlying reasons why the outputs turned out as they did. Consid-
er, for example, the relative frequency of dismissals as a gross performance measure.
It describes the magnitude of one avenue of exit from the criminal proceeding, but
it reveals nothing about who or what was responsible for the dismissals: On whose
motion were they granted? Was inaccurate charging responsible? Did they occur
hecause wrongful police practices caused suppression of essential evidence? Should
the prosecutor be faulted for poor case preparation? Should defense counsel be
credited with superior performance? Do afluent defendants gain an undue propor-
tion of dismissals? How do blacks, recidivists, or women fare relative to others?

To reveal causes and illuminate issues, it is necessary to define and classify most
performance measures in terms of background and control factors. The latter in-
clude, but are not limited to the following:

« Offense (or charge) type.
» Defendant’s prior record, age, sex, ethnicity, economic status and commun-
ity ties.
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» Defendant’s pretrial custody status:
— In custody.
— Free on bail.
— Free on own recognizance (O.R.).
+ Type of defense counsel:
— Public defender (or legal-aid equivalent).
— Court-appointed private counsel.
— Defendant-retained private counsel.
« Measurement unit (and jurisdiction’s definition thereof):
— An individual defendant (whether or not charged multiply).
— A charge (or count) against the defendant.
— A case (including multiple defendants and charges).
« Characteristics (policy, procedural, or organizational) of the court system:
— Prosecutorial charging policy.
— Pretrial procedural stages.
— Division of prosecutorial responsibility between felonies and mis-
demeanors.
— Court calendaring system.
— Degree of court consolidation.
— Organization of prosecutor’s office, ete.
o Salient features of substantive criminal law:
— Offense definitions.
— Habitual offender statutes.
— Sentencing structure, ete.

With the exception of the following brief comments, no further discussion of
these background factors will be given here. That discussion is more appropriate in
the context of specific issues or classes of applications.

One way of making performance measures more meaningful is to define them
in terms of offense {or charge) type. Two questions that arise in doing so are:

« In what detail should crime type be specified—by single type or by aggrega-
tion inte classes of offenses?

« Should offense types be weighted by a seriousness index, e.g., as devised by
Wolfgang-Sellin or as used in the PROMIS System (a management infor-
mation system for prosecutors’ offices)?

Another way of increasing meaningfulness is to define performance measures
in terms of the defendant’s attributes. Which items should be shown depends, of
course, on the area of interest, e.g., ethnicity and economic status are almost always
considered in assessing the evenhandedness of criminal proceedings. The processing
‘of recidivists cannot be illuminated without the background factor of prior record.
And many background factors must be made explicit when interjurisdictional com-
parisons are undertaken (see Sec. IX).

ASPECTS OF SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Figure A.2 relates the goal structure given in Fig. A.1 to a partially screened
collection of performance measures. Dots in appropriate boxes indicate where we
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believe significant linkage exists between a performance measure and a goal; ab-
sence of a dot implies slight if any linkage. We comment below on the nature of the
connection between each listed performance measure and the various goals. Also,
we touch upon what may be happening in the court system to account for the
observed magnitudes of performance measures and for the changes in the magni-
tudes.

Reported Crime Rate

Reported crime rate is a widely cited measure, albeit ambiguous and often inac-
curately calculated, that purports to assess the achievement of general deterrence.
At least two of its shortcomings are widely recognized: that it fails to reflect un-
reported crime and hence measures the true crime rate (the victimization rate)
poorly, and that it is distorted by wide disparities in police reporting practices, given
victims’ reports to them.

A fuller assessment of the crime picture is provided by a triplet of measures: the
victimization rate, the victim reporting rate, and the police reporting rate. This full
set would facilitate interjurisdictional comparisons. But the central question to us
is: Does this set of measures assess the performance of the criminal justice system
or, even more pointedly, the criminal proceeding?

Most observers feel that the crime rate is affected by a host of factors (economic,
social, and psychological) outside of the criminal justice system. Acceptable models
of the relationships between these extrinsic factors and the crime rate have not been
developed nor are they likely soon to be. 50¢, it is not possible to separate the causes
of changes in crime frequency into those stemming from the criminal justice system
and those extrinsic to the system. Therefore, crime rate (true or reported) is at best
an unacceptably loose measure of criminal justice performance.

Notwithstanding, the reported crime rate is likely to remain in wide use as an
expedient performance measure, so an understanding of its shortcomings is impor-
tant. To the extent that reported crime rate has a deterrent effect, it fails to distin-
guish between general and specific deterrence. It does not inform the user, for
example, that the public as a whole may be well deterred (the incidence of first
offenses is low) but habitual offenders are undeterred, or, the reverse situation, the
same reported crime rate may not be mainly attributable to habitual offenders.
Reported crime rate also conceals, in its gross form, the possgible dependence on
offense type of the achievement of general versus specific deterrence. It would help
to expose this dependence if reported crime rate were classified by offense type, and
within offense type, by prior record of offenders. Difficulties would stiltl remain,
however, since data on a prior record would be available only for arrested offenders
and not for all perpetrators of reported offenses. (A significant bias might thereby
be introduced.)

The widely held belief that the criminal justice goals of swift justice, certain
justice, and appropriate sentencing are connected to the reported crime rate is not
an untenable one. But attempts by analysts to validate this belief by available data
have been unconvincing, probably because their models are unable to incorporate
the extrinsic factors properly. We therefore do not rely on these models to support
the dependencies shown in Fig. A.2 between these goals and the reported crime rate.
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Gross Recidivism Rate

Gross recidivism rale is a performance measure that has a number of connec-
tions with the listed goals. But it appears also to be strongly affected by extrinsic
factors—one may reasonably suppese that an offender’s tendericy to repeat is
markedly dependent on his personal circumstances upon regaining his liberty. In
addition to these social and economic factors, the gross recidivism rate reflects the
performance of the police and corrections agencies as strongly as it does the court
system’s performance. For example, one way in which police performance is coupled
to this measure is through their arrest proficiency, i.e., offenses on which an arrest
is not made do not affect the gross recidivism rate even if committed by a prior
offender. And the rehabilitation performance of the correction system is (by defini-
tion) shown by the recidivism rate. This breadth of dependencies implies that the
gross recidivisin rate is a weak performance measure for the criminal proceeding by
itself.

In looking at linkages between the recidivism rate and the listed goals, it is
helpful to visualize three types of criminals: first offenders (potential recidivists),
multiple offenders who are recidivists by preference (career criminals), and multiple
offenders who are recidivisis primarily by necessity rather than preference. Connec-
tions between recidivism rate and the listed goals might be significantly different for
the three types. Ideally, one should measure their rate of recidivism separately, but
it is doubtful, on the face of prior record alone, that recidivists by choice can be
accurately distinguished from recidivists by necessity.

Recidivism rate tends to measure achievement of the system goals of controlling
criminals, achieving specific deterrence, rehabilitating criminals, according fair-
ness, and gaining public trust and confidence. A lower recidivism rate may indicate
greater achievement of any one or more of these goals; a higher recidivism rate, the
converse. The indicated criminal proceeding goal in controlling crime is appropriate
sentencing. What is “appropriate” depends on the type of recidivist, e.g., the career
criminal looks at his punishment as a cost of doing business, so the appropriate
punishment for him underscores his separation from society rather than rehabilita-
tion. The indicated criminal proceeding goals in achieving specific deterrence are
certainty and swiftness of conviction and appropriate sentencing. Again, the im-
plications differ depending on the type of recidivist. For example, certainty and
swiftness of conviction may be largely irrelevant to the career criminal. The indi-
cated criminal proceeding goal in rehabilitating criminals is again appropriate
sentencing, depending on the type of recidivist, as noted above.

Generally, the greater the fairness with which a defendant is treated in the
criminal proceeding and the more evenhanded his disposition, the less should be his
propensity to recidivate. But this proposition may not be true for some criminals.
A repeat offender, by reason of his experience with criminal justice processing, may
be able to induce relatively favorable treatment for himself. Here recidivism leads
to a lack of evenhandedness rather than the other way around.

Finally, there appears to be a strong connection between the trust and confi-
dence that the public places in the criminal justice system and the rate at which
criminals must be reprocessed through it. Even though this use may be simplistic,
the gross recidivism rate is widely taken to be a leading failure measure for criminal
proceedings and the criminal justice system.
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Gross Conviction Rate

Gross conviction rafe is customarily taken to include all guilty pleas (whether
to original or modified charges), convictions resulting from trial, and findings of guilt
produced by cther adjudicatory mechanisms such as “submission on the transcript
(SOT) of the preliminary hearing” available in California. This rate provides a
measure of the certainty of conviction, given arrest and charging, and to the degree
that the criminal proceeding is accurate, the gross conviction rate measures certain-
ty of justice. It is thus linked to the system goals of achieving general and specific
deterrence, controlling crime, and exacting retribution. Also, in a broad sense, gross
conviction rate indicates the efficiency of resource use since improperly charging or
ineffectually prosecuting a suspect, who then gains a dismissal or acquittal, is waste-
ful. Additional measures, such as the complaint rejection rate, the dismissal rate,
the relative proportions of conviction by plea and conviction by trial, and so forth,
are necessary for a fuller picture of system efficiency. The gross conviction rate is
probably an important determinant of the trust and confidence the public accords
to the criminal justice system, although this effect would be conditioned by the
public’s concurrent impression of the crime clearance rate.

Gross Complaint Rejection Rate

The gross complaint rejection rate is related to the goals of certainty and accura-
¢y in criminal proceedings. We observe that a higher rejection rate implies dismis-
sals and convictions of relatively fewer legally innocent defendants, prosecution of
relatively fewer suspects, and conviction of a higher proportion of defendants. If
charging policy remains constant and its application is consistent and accurate, then
variations in the complaint rejection rate may be due to unevenness of police arrest
practices. Arresi policies aside, one important property of the complaint rejection
rate is that it indicates the willingness of the court system to forgo the prosecution
of some legally guilty suspects, against whom the evidence is not conclusive, to
obtain greater assurance that the legally innocent are not prosecuted.

We conjecture that the public tends to value certainty of conviction more than
the accuracy of the proceeding, due to the high and increasing incidence of crime.
If this iz true, then a high rejection rate would diminish public trust and confidence
unless police arrest practices were recognized as being unreasonable,

Proper interpretation of the complaint rejection rate as a performance measure
requires, we reiterate, an examination of the consistency between arrest standards
and charging standards. For example, an increase in the rejection rate over a period
of time might reflect both a loosening of arrest standards by the police and a
compensatory tightening of charging standards by the prosecutor.

Enlightened use of this measure necessitates departure from its gross form.
Rejection data should be classified into outright rejections and rejections of a felony
in faver of misdemeanor prosecution. Qutright rejections should be classified by
major reagon for rejection, and at a minimum distinguish between “inadequate
evidence” and “interests of justice.”

Pretrial Custody Measures

Pretrial custody status, as measured by the bail release rate, O.R. release rate,
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and in-custody rate, relates to several criminal proceeding goals. One is swiftness,
for defense counsel commonly seeks to delay a case when the defendant is not in
custody. Two others are certainty and accuracy; it is often asserted that defendants
at liberty are better able to prepare their defense. Still another is according due
process, since defendants in custody are more inclined to plead guilty.” And since
it is reasonable to believe that public trust and confidence are negatively correlated
with crime-specific bail and O.R. release rates, pretrial custody measures are related
to that goal.

Fretrial custedy status measures have more significance for felony criminal
proceedings than for misdemeanor proceedings. For the latter, many jurisdictions
apply standard bail schedules, so release rates do not reflect discretionary bail
decisions by judges. Felony pretrial release rates are far more informative when
broken out by prior record and offense type, especially for assisting the interpreta-
tion of the “skip” rate. For measurement, skips should be separated into techniceal
skips (unintentional failures to appear as a result of mistake, misunderstanding, or
circumstances beyond the control of the released defendant) and true skips. To
relate the true skip problem to the bail/O.R. decision, one should have more detail
than is provided by a gross skip rate. Skip data should be classified by type of release,
prior record, and cffense type. Ideally, one would also want to track samples of true
skips and ascertain the rearrest rate for crimes allegedly committed after release
violation.

Gross Pretrail Diversion Rate

Connections between the gross pretratl diversion rate and criminal proceeding
goals resemble those of the gross rejection rate. However, a presumption and implied
admission of guilt accompany a pretrial diversion, which is technically a deferral of
prosecution. Ultimately the outcome will be an outright release equivalent to rejec-
tion or, given a failure in the diversionary program, a belated filing. The gross
pretrial diversion rate is inclined to mislead if defined as a proportion of all cases
submitted by the police for charging; it is better expressed as a proportion of those
suspects eligible for diversion (and accompanied by the eligibility rate).

The responsibility for the diversion decision is lodged differently among jurisdic-
tions. In some, the prosecutor has the primary discretion; in others, the prosecutor
only identifies those eligible under rule or statute, with the court making the diver-
sion decision.® Interjurisdictional comparisons should not be oblivious to these dis-
tinctions.

Gross Dismissal Rate

The gross dismussal rate bears upon the criminal proceeding goals of certainty,
accuracy, efficiency, and promoting public trust and confidence. In its gross form, it
has scant informational value because it fails to reveal who or whal was responsible

T A sample of 2600 theft defendants in 1970 in Los Angeles County revealed that 55 percent of those
in custody pleaded puilty whereas 48 percent on bail release and 43 percent on Q.R. release did so. P.
W. Greenwood, 5. Wildhorn, et al,, Prosecution of Adult Felony Defendanis in Los Angeles County: A
Policy Perspective, The Rand Corporation, R-1127-D04J, March 1973,

#In at least one jurisdiction, a procedure known as deferred acceptance of a guilty plea has been used.
A plea of guilty is taken but held in abeyance pending the outcome of the diversion program.



266

for the dismissals. One dismissal may be of a wrongly charged defendant; another

_may result from an unfavorable ruling on the admissibility of essential evidence;
still another may reflect poor case preparation by the prosecutor or superior perfor-
mance by defense counsel, and so forth.

Dismissals, in addition to making convictions less certain, may or may not make
the proceeding more accurate, and they probably diminish public trust and confi-
dence when the incidence of crime is high., Overall, the gross dismissal rate must be
viewed as a highly ambiguous measure, save for one implication, namely, that
almost all dismissals involve a waste of court resources. And the later the dismissal,
the more the waste.

As a refinement of its gross form, the dismissal rate should be classified by the
moving party, by the reason granted, and by the stage of proceeding at which it was
granted.

Gross Plea Rate

In broadest terms, pleas of guilty are of two types, “straight” pleas and “nego-
tiated” pleas. For nearly all purposes, it is important to distinguish between the two.
Gross plea rate provides little informational value unless this minimal classification
is made.

In most jurisdications, plea negotiation is a key stage of the criminal proceeding.
The incidence of negotiated pleas of guilty affects virtually all goals of the criminal
justice system and the criminal proceeding, but particularly the swiftness and cer-
tainty of conviction and the conservation and efficient use of resources. Going
beyond the mere rate of plea agreements to the substantive aspect of how deep a
concession was made to the defendant, it is linked to the goals of accuracy, appropri-
ate sentencing, and promoting public trust and confidence. And the manner in
which plea bargaining is conducted impinges on the procedural due process goal.

Estimation of system resource conservation is facilitated if we know whether the
plea is negotiated, and, if negotiated, the type of agreement (for example, charge
reduction or sentence concession), and the type of offense to which the plea is made.
To have a fuller appreciation of the effects of plea agreements, one should measure
the depth of concessions made to the defendant. For this purpose, we visualize a
measurement scheme which captures the degree to which punishment (rather than
the charge) is changed by the plea agreement—with punishment being expressed in
terms of a “sentence severity index.” To construct and apply a sentence severity
index in this way, we must overcome two difficulties—how to weight one kind of
punishment relative to another and how to estimate what the punishment would
have been if the defendant had instead gone to trial or made a straight plea to all
charges and counts.

Gross Trial Rate

The gross trial rate (i.e., the number of trials divided by the sum of the number
of trials, pleas, and diversions) measures the extent to which defendants avail them-
selves of the right to the full judicial process. If for ne other reasen than the greater
visibility of trials compared with plea negotiation, public confidence should increase
as the trial rate increases. The fundamental purpose of a trial is to make an accurate
public determination of guilt or innocence by fair procedures; unless the trial pro-
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. cess is abused, it is to be expected that the higher the gross trial rate, the greater
the accuracy and fairness of the criminal proceeding.

Gross trial rate bears on the conservation of resources and related efficiency
goals, but by itself it tends mainly to show one type of resource demand. For many
applications, this measure should have at least the added detail of trial type, ie.,
bench or jury. '

Gross Trial Acquittal Rate

The goals of accuracy and certainty are both reflected in the gross trial aequittal
rate, although indirectly and incompletely. An unusually high acquittal rate may
suggest the presence of overly aggressive arrest or prosecutorial policies, but it may
alternatively indicate poor trial performance by the prosecutor (relative to that of
defense counsel). In its gross form, this rate is uninformative for most applications.
At the very least, it should be classified by type of trial; preferably type of offense
and salient defendant characteristics should be included also. Neediess to say, ques-
tions are raised when trial acquittal rates significantly differ between court and jury
trials; when this situation arises, explanations usually must be sought in terms of
disparities in acquittal rates for different classes of cases.

Gross trial acquittal rate is linked to the efficiency of the criminal proceeding.
When this rate is high and the trial rate is also relatively high, then resources are
being wasted. A high trial acquittal rate probably reduces public trust and confi-
dence.

Sentencing Measures

The type and severity of sentences pertain to controlling criminals, achieving
specific and general deterrence, and rehabilitating and exacting retribution from
criminals. But the connection between the type and severity of sentences and the
degree to which these goals are furthered or hindered is largely unknown and
possibly unknowable.

One specific quality of sentencing more amenable to measurement and analysis
is its evenhandedness. Lack of evenhandedness in sentencing is shown by the pres-
ence of disparities that are referred to as “illegitimate” or “suspect” factors. It is
generally conceded that such factors might include: whether conviction on the
specified charge is the result of a plea or a trial, the type of defense counsel repre-
senting the defendant, the defendant’s ethnicity or economic status, his pretrial
custody status, and the degree of crowding in correctional facilities. By contrast,
factors that justifiably explain disparities in sentencing generally include: the gravi-
ty of the crime, the defendant’s prior criminal record and age, mitigating and
exacerbating factors surrounding the offense or the offender, and possibly, the jud-
ge’s philosophy of treatment and punishment.

Given the inadequacy of theory and data about the relationship between sen-
tencing and the goals of the system and the criminal proceeding, sentencing mea-
sures serve now mostly as descriptors that reveal the variation in sentencing and
aid in identifying the factors associated with the observed variation. In grossest form
they should show the relative frequencies of different types of punishment (for
example, prison, jail, probation, probation and jail, fincs, and restitution). At the
next level of detail, these relative frequencies should be classified by factors such as
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offense type, prior record, pretrial custody status, type of defense counsel, and the
defendant’s ethnicity. And, for some purposes, average imposed lengths of incarcera-
tion or a sentence severity index typify desirable sentencing measures.

Swiftness Measures

The terms “delay” and “backlog” are commonly employed to characterize the
swiftness of justice. Delay implies some excess over a standard time between some
initial event (generally arrest) and beginning of trial or final disposition—the stan-
dard time being defined by statute or court rule. Backlog, sometimes used as an
indirect and gross measure of delay,® is simply the cases not disposed of in the prior
period plus the new cases filed in the present period less the cases disposed of in the
present period.

A direct gross measure of swiftness is the time between arrest and final disposi-
tion, averaged over all cases and types of disposition. However, for comparisons of
court systems, one should account for the effect of differences in caseload level,
differences in the distribution of offense types, and differences in the distribution of
disposition types.

Measuring only elapsed times reveals little of who is responsible for delays and
what are the implications for victim and witness participation in the proceeding.
Therefore, measures such as the number and duration of continuances granted per
case, broken out by offense type and the party on whose motion the action was
granted; the number of witness {victim) appearances per case, possibly broken out by
offense type; and the average time per witness (victim) appearance, again possibly
broken out by offense type, are necessary to illuminate the delay picture.

Resource Conservation Measures

A leading measure of resource use and conservation is the average time of each
practitioner type consumed per case. The calcylation of this measure should reflect
a weighting for the level of caseload, caseload composition by offense type and by
method of disposition, and possibly other factors. Some management purposes would
be served by combining these several time measures into an overall monetary cost
per case. Other purposes would be served by calculating the average time of each
practitioner consumed in separate stages of the criminal proceeding, then aggregat-
ing these component times into cost estimates for the different stages, possibly by
offense type and by type of disposition. These stagewise costs could facilitate com-
parisons of proceeding costs in different jurisdictions in which criminal proceedings
differed.

Revealing measures of the use of victims and witnesses appear to be the average
number of uppearances per case, the average time per appearance, and the total victim
or witness appearance hours per case, distinguishing between police witnesses and
lay witnesses. A measure of juror use (more precisely, a measure of juror oversupply)
in the federal court system is the Juror Usage Index (JUI), defined as the available
Jurors per day (summed over a month) divided by the number of juries in trial per

® Backlog may be transtormed into a crude measure of delay by multiplying the number of cases
backlogged by the average proceeding duration per case. But the more the case profile of the backlog
differs from the profile of cases processed (because “tougher” cases tend to wait longer to begini, the
cruder is this approximate delay measure.
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day (summed over a month). Our view is that a more informative and direct measure
(but one more costly in terms of data collection) is simply the average fraction of time
that a juror is active, possibly broken out by time spent in voir dire and in trial. In
general, interjurisdictional comparisons of the handling of victims, witnesses, and
jurors should be made only when the utilization policies of these participants are
similar.

Of course, survey questionnaires are another (usually) feasible approach to
measuring the usage of lay participants in the criminal proceeding; questions deal
with their impressions about the efficiency of their participation and their attitudes
toward future involvrnent in the court system.
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INTERJURISDICTIONAL COMPARISONS BY MEANS OF
STATISTICAL PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Marvin Lavin

There is a strong and widely distributed inclination to compare the performance
of criminal court systems among different jurisdictions. Statistical performance
measures might be used for this purpose, but questions of validity arise in such use.
Mechanical comparisons may always be made, but whether one can compare the
magnitudes of a performance measure in different jurisdictions is an issue to be
seriously considered.

Among the 50-plus major jurisdictions in this country, codes of criminal law
differ widely. Criminal procedure and court rules are similarly disparate. Relation-
ships between the police and the courts and hetween the courts and the correctional
systemn vary from one locality to another. Law enforcement policies are necessarily
adapted to local conditions, and these adaptations are not consistent over wide areas.

Some degree of uniformity certainly exists, and the trend is toward its increase.
This movement reflects such developments as the Supreme Court’s enunciation and
clarification of constitutional rights, the growing adoptions of model codes and
uniform laws, the pervasive influence of federal rules and practices, the publication
of ABA standards and similar efforts, the educational and training programs con-
ducted by professional societies and institutes, etc. Nevertheless, criminal justice
systems can be strikingly different, particularly if they do not operate in the same
state.

When are interjurisdictional comparisons of criminal court systems meaning-
ful? We do not undertake to answer this question broadly but instead offer two
instances when comparisons by means of statistical performance measures can be
meaningful.

In the first instance, one may be addressing certain outputs of the court system
that in a sociefal sense are significant independently of the institutional machinery
that produced them. For example, the size of prison populations is societally signifi-
cant of itself, independently of the details of the judicial process that sends people
there. It may therefore be argued that a related measure such as the rate at which
prison sentences are imposed (and not suspended) permits meaningful comparison
among different court systems even though they may differ in impertant respects.

In the second instance, one may be able to identify the “comparability” features
that are significant to performance of a court system in a specified province of
operations. Presumably, a comparison of these features in two jurisdictions would
provide the necessary appreciation of how meaningful would be a comparison of
statistical performance measures in this province of operations. And it would pro-
vide the qualifications that should be articulated in presenting inferences from the
comparison of measures. A provisional list of comparability features, keyed to the
five issue areas of lhis study, follows. Those items to which the symbol “%* is
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prefixed were added at the suggestion of practitioners whom we interviewed. (See
Table 9.6 for an application of this list to the comparison of Multnomah and Dade
Counties.}

Comparability Features for Five Issue Areas

I. CASE PROCESSING EFFICIENCY AND DELAY

A. Practitioner productivity

1. Differences in procedural steps or disposition points
2. Pretrial motion practices (e.g., delaying such motions until trial)
3. Conduct of jury voir dire
4. Use of commissioners for judicial functicns
5. Method of assigning prosecutors and public defenders to cases
6. Court calendaring system
7. Caseload mix (hy offense category)
8. Backlog of pending cases
%9, Use of court coordinators

B. Witness use

1. Court calendaring system
2. Continuance policy and procedure
3. Availability rules {(e.g., "on call” system!}

C. dJuror use

1. Conduct of jury voir dire
2. Policy on jury pool size

D. Delay

Court calendaring system

Continuance policy and procedure

Differences in procedural steps or disposition points
Availability of interlocutory appeals

Liberality of pretrial discovery

Existence and nature of time-limit standards; power to refile
Caseload mix (by offense category)

Scale of court system and backlog of pending cases

el e

1. EVENBANDEDNESS

1. Police arrest and screening policies

Bail and O.R. policies

Jury selection and composition

Judicial selection and composition

Payment or fee compensation system for defense counsel

o w o

III. PROSECUTORIAL SCREENING

1. Charging or filing standards
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Police arrest and screening policies

Procedure for nolle prosequi {on motion or by court)
Existence and nature of time-limit standards; power to refile
Availability and nature of pretrial diversion programs
Availability of pre-charging conference

Organization of prosecutor’s office

LRl &

IV. PLEA BARGAINING

1.7. As above in IIL
8. Statutory sentencing structure
9. Liberality of pretrial discovery
10. Awailability and nature of preliminary hearing
11. Probation policy
12. Judicial involvement in plea bargaining
= 13. Jail conditions
%14, Caseload and backlog
x15. Jury or judge sentencing
x16. Method of providing defense counsel

V. SENTENCING VARIATION

Statutory sentencing structure
Probation policy
Plea bargaining practices
Charging or filing standards
Parole eligibility and practice
Public attitudes toward gravity of various offenses and appropriate
sentences for them
7. Availability of sentence review
8. Overcrowding of correctional facilities
x9. Method of filling judgeships
* 10. Post-sentencing powers of trial judge
% 11. Availability of pre-sentence reports
x 12, Judge or jury sentencing
% 13. Availability of alternatives to sentencing

e S o o
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DATA COLLECTION IN THE DEMONSTRATION
JURISDICTIONS: METHODS AND SOURCES

Gerald Sumner and Marvin Lavin

DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES IN MULTNOMAH COUNTY,
OREGON

To serve the demonstration purposes of this study, data concerning Multnomah
County felony proceedings were collected by a team composed of three law students,
two court administration students, and a Rand staff member who supervised their
efforts. Major items of information elicited from various source files were the follow-
ing:

» Felony case information from samples of case folders as follows:
— 200 cases representative of all felony types (the general sample).
— 200 cases in which (at least one count of) Burglary I (dwelling or non-
dwelling type) was the most serious initially charged offense.!
— 200 cases in which (at least one count of} Robbery I was the most serious
initially charged offense.*

o Defendant-related (biographic and prior record) information, some of
which was often missing from the above 400 exemplary offenses (Burglary
I and Robbery I} case folders.

+ Charges at police booking versus charges at DA filing for 400 cases in which
one or more counts of Burglary I or Robbery I were included in the booked
charges.

s Reasons given for declining to prosecute cases invelving (dwelling only)
Burglary I and Robbery I charges (for all such cases within the two periods
studied).

¢« Names and addresses of lay participants for survey purposes—the samples
being 200 jurors, 200 victims, and 200 witnesses.

« Number of lay witnesses per trial in a sample of roughly 100 trials among
three courtrooms.

« Frequency and duration of continuances in a sample of 200 felony proceed-
ings.

« Type and duration of judicial activities.

' Under Oregen Statutes (ORS 164.225), burglary, which is committed when one enters or remains
unlawfully in a building with the intent to commit a crime therein, becomes of the first degree when the
building is a dwelling; or the offender is armed with a burglar's tool or a deadly weapon; or the offender
causes or attempts to cause physical injury or uses or threatens the use of a dangcrous weapon.

? Under Oregon Statutes (ORS 164.305, 164.405, 164.415), robbery is commitied if one, when commit-
ting or attempting a theft, uses or threatens the use of physical force upon another person (with defined
types of intent). It is of the first degree if the offender is armed with a deadly weapon, or uses or attempts
to use a deadly weapon, or causes or attempts to cause serious physical injury.
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More detailed descriptions of the nature and sources of each of these bodies of data
are given below, concluding with a recapitulation of the available data.

Felony Case Information

Mulinomah Circuit Court case folders are filed in a criminal records office in
numerical (roughly chronological) order for each calendar year. A registration card
is completed for each case, and these cards, which identify the charges and impor-
tant dates in the cases, are maintained as a separate file. For purposes of our
demonstration phase, six samples (each numbering 100 registraticn cards) were
drawn:

s The first-period general sample: drawn from all closed felony cases that
were filed February through December 1973.

» The second-period general sample: drawn from all closed felony cases that
were filed February through December 1974.

« The first-period Burglary I sample: drawn from closed cases of the first
period in which the most serious charges included at least one codnt of
Burglary L.

¢ The second-period Burglary I sample: as above for the second period.

« The first-period Robbery I sample: drawn from closed cases of the first
period in which the most serious charges included at least ane count of
Robbery L.

e The second-period Robbery I sample: as above for the second pericd.

General Samples. We sought case samples that were uniformly distributed in
time within the two selected periods of court operations. Given that the above-
described registration cards were filed in nearly the chronological order of the cases,
we obtained the two samples by performing a systematic sampling of the card file,
with sampling intervals of 36 and 37 cards, respectively, for the first (1973) and
second (1974) periods. A chronologically adjacent case was substituted if the one
originally selected had its folder missing, or had not yet been closed, or involved a
fugitive arrested on the basis of a warrant from another jurisdiction, or had not
advanced to the circuit court from the district (lower) court.

The recording form for the items of information we desired to obtain from the
case folders of the general samples is given on pp. 288-293.2 The date of arrest often
had to be derived by inference because Multnomah case folders did not give it except
for cases initiated by secret indictment. Qur assumption was that the arrest date
could be taken as two days prior to the date of first appearance, for first appearances
were almost invariably made within 24 hours of arrest on weekdays and within at
most 72 hours of arrest on weekends or holidays.

The collection team maintained sampling control forms which contained the
following information for each selected case: its sample sequence number, its docket
number, the docket number of the substituted case (if any), the identification of the
responsible team member, and an indicator for showing that the recording form had
been “cleansed”—i.c., reviewed for legibility, completeness, and absence of logical
and methodological errors.

* OFf the four unspecified auxiliary spaces (items 9-12) in the {orm, ane (12) was used Lo report the
following disposition infermation: (1) plea of "no contest,” with conviction indicated in item 3; (2} plea
of not guilty by reason of insanity, with conviction indicated in item 3; and (3] mistrial.
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Burglary I Samples. Again, a distribution of sample cases uniform over time
within the two selected periods was sought. This was obtained by allocating a quota
of case files to each month of the 11-month periods, then scanning the case files for
each month in numerical order, and finally selecting those cases containing Bur-
glary I charges until the gquota was met for the month. Substitutions were sometimes
required for selected cases, for reasons described ahove; the substituted cases were
obtained by extending the selection process further into the case file for that month.
Sampling control sheets were maintained as described for the general samples.

The information form used by the data collection team for these (exemplary
offense) samples is given on pp.294-304. (The same form served both for the Burglary
1 and for the Robbery I samples.) The four auxiliary response items (items 33-36) at
the end of the information form were used in Multnomah as follows:

Item 33: What was the nature of sentence suspension, if any?*

{01) Entire sentence suspended.

(02) Only incarceration suspended.

{(03) Only fines suspended.

{04) Both incarceration and fines suspended.
(05) Suspensions other than gbove.

ITEM 34: Were the following prosecutorial concessions contained in the plea
agreement?

(01) DA agreed not to prosecute other pending cases against this
defendant.

(02) DA agreed to make sentence recommendation or not to oppose
defense’s sentence recommendation.

(03) Both of above.

Item 35: Was burglary of a dwelling charged?
Affirmative shown by entry of symbol D).
Item 36: Did the case disposition reflect one of the following?

{01) Plea of "no contest,” with conviction indicated in item 15.

(02) Plea of not guilty by reason of insanity, with conviction indicated in
ttem 15.

(03) Mistrial.

Robbery I Samples. The selection procedures for the Robbery I samples were
identical to these for the Burglary I samples. The sample for the second period is
virtually exhaustive because of the relatively few closed 1974 Robbery I cases at the
time of our data collection. Item 35, given above, was the only inapplicable informa-
tion item for the Robbery I samples.

Defendant Biographic and Prior Record Information, If present in the
sampled case folders, the “Recognizance Sheet” served to provide biographic and
prior record information. But this item was frequently missing. If the public defend-
er had represented the defendant, the desired information could be obtained from

¢ Information given in items 19 through 32, which relate to elements of the imposed sentence, applies
prior to any suspension of punishment.
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that office.® The information could also be derived from a pre-sentence investigation
report (PS]), provided the defendant had been convicted, a pre-sentence investiga-
tion was conducted, and the judge in whose files the report was held was not absent
during the peried of our data collection.

Charges at Police Filing versus Charges at DA Filing. The performance of
prosecutorial screening in Multnomah County could be better evaluated, we felt, if
the charges at police booking were compared with the filed charges in samples of
cases appropriate to our study emphases. To this end, we set out te obtain four
samples each of 100 cases—one sample for each time period with at least one count
of Burglary I included in the bhooking charges of every case and, similarly, one
sample for each time period for Robbery I charges. The sampling source was the
daily summary of police bookings, a storage file which was available at the Rocky
Butte Jail. Included in each entry of a daily summary was the defendant’s name,
race, sex, age, date of booking, and booked offenses. Unfortunately, nearly one-half
of the 1973 {first-period) summaries were missing; consequently, only 58 cases with
Robbery I charged at booking were available for this period. For the other three
samples, the desired number of 100 cases (distributed uniformly within the time
periods) was obtained again by assigning case quotas for each month of the period,
scanning the case bookings in order of booking date, and selecting appropriate cases
until each month’s quota was filled.

The Multnomah County District Attorney’s Office maintained a case card file in
which disposed cases were filed in alphabetical order of defendants’ surnames. In
addition to the defendant’s name, each card contained the filed charges, the dates
of important case events, and the ultimate disposition. The cases sampled from the
booking summaries could thus be matched, by means of defendant surnames, with
a file record containing the results of prosecutorial screening. If no card correspond-
ing to a sampled booking was present, we assumed that the district attorney had
declined to file charges in that arrest.

Reasons for Declining to Prosecute, To further reveal prosecutorial screen-
ing performance, we sought to ascertain the reasons for declining to prosecute in all
cases within the two selected periods wherein the charges at booking included at
least one count of Robbery I or (dwelling only) Burglary 1. When a case submitted
by the police was rejected by the district attorney’s office, a “prosecution declined”
memorandum was customarily prepared. The reasons for rejection would not always
be explicitly articulated in this memorandum, but could be inferred by the collection
team head (with occasional assistance from DA personnel). These memoranda were
available in two locations. For the first period, the file was located in the Prosecution
Intake Office housed in the police headquarters building. The supervising prosecutor
provided all rejected cases involving Robbery I and (dwelling only) Burglary I
charges from this file. For the second period (because Robbery I and (dwelling only)
Burglary I were “Impact” offenses), the rejection memoranda were maintained in
a file in the district attorney’s Impact Office in another location. The collection team
head drew all relevant memoranda from this file to ascertain the rejection reasons.

Identification of Lay Participants. Samples of 200 jurors, 200 victims, and
200 witnesses were desired for the purposes of a mail survey described in App. F and

 The Metropolitan Public Defender, a private nonprofit corperation, defends (under contract! nearly
one-half of the felony cases in Multnomah County. Data collectors were required to subscribe to a
confidentiality of information release form.
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G. The juror sample was identified by means of records kept by the payroll depart-
ment of the circuit court for the month of June 1975, Names and addresses came
from these records. Telephene numbers were obtained from a separate file of "Jury
Certificates.”

Names and addresses of victims and witnesses were obtained from closed felony
case folders available in the district attorney’s records office. Qur procedure was to
begin with August 1974 cases and work backward in time, recording the names and
addresses of victims and witnesses until samples of the requisite size had been
identified. It turned out that the earliest cases represented in the sample were dated
March 1974.

Number of Lay Witnesses per Trial. The court clerks in individual trial
courtrooms of the Multhomah County Circuit Court maintain “Jury Books” which
contain the names of all persons who participate in cases that come before the court.
These records were the source of a sample of approximately 100 criminal trials
(eventuating in a judgment) from which the number of lay witnesses per trial could
be estimated. Three judges of the circuit court were selected at random. Counts of
witnesses were made for each completed criminal trial conducted by them from June
1974 through May 1975, during which approximately 100 such trials were held.
These witnesses also included victims because the latter were not specifically iden-
tified in the records. A witness was counted once, regardless of the number of his
appearances.

Frequency and Duration of Continuances. Information on continuances is
essential to an understanding of the observed duration of criminal proceedings.
These data could be obtained from a card file maintained by the clerk of the chief
criminal ¢ourt. Using the same monthly case quota procedure described earlier, we
obtained a sample of 100 cases distributed uniformly in time within each of two
periods selected for our study. These cases reflected both dispositions in the chief
criminal court (mostly dismissals and guilty pleas) and dispositions in the trial
courts. For each case, we collected the following continuance information: the num-
ber of continuances; the duration in dzays for each continuance; the movant (reques-
tor) for each continuance, identified as defense counsel, prosecutor, both defense
counsel and prosecutor, or the court; and whether or not the case went to trial.

Type and Duration of Judicial Activities. The need for data on judicial
activities arose from our wish to demonstrate the application of the judicial efficien-
cy measure described in Sec. IV, namely, the so-called weighted caseload measurc
{the number of weighted caseload processed per available judge-year). Calculating
this performance measure entails the decompeosition of proceedings into elemental
judicial activities, estimating the average duration (in judicial time) of each of these
activities, and also estimating the frequency with which each activity occurs per
proceeding. Fach judicial activity generally reflects the consumption of time both on
the bench and in chambers.

The problem of collecting data on the use of judicial time markedly differs
between the chief ecriminal court and the trial courts. The chief ¢riminal judge is
wholly involved with criminal matters and he has little occasion to work in cham-
bers. Trial judges in the circuit court conduct both civil and criminal proceedings
and spend a significant amount of time working in chambers. Data of the type
needed for weighted caseload analyses are not routinely collected in Multnomah
County, but we hoped that our team might itself collect the requisite data applying
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to at least a sample of judges for a one or two month period. However, the resistance
of the judges to our logging their activities compelled us to seek other data sources.

The daily schedule prepared for the chief criminal court reveals each activity
occurring in that court. It would be an adequate record of the chief criminal judge’s
activities (since the court is nearly always in session) but for the fact that it provides
scheduled durations of activities rather than actual. (Although it gives defendant
and attorney identities and the case number, the schedule does not show the charges
in the case before the court. Thus, a further data source must be used if the weighted
caseload measure is to be calculated separately by class of offense. The tentative
court appearances schedule prepared in the district attorney’s office provides this
information on charges, after cases have been matched to the court schedule on the
basis of defendants’ names.)

Inferences about the allocation of trial judges’ time while sitting on the bench
after June 1975 could be made from court clerk logs kept as part of a current effort
by the circuit court to justify the need for the current complement of court clerks.
The clerks were required daily to log the time consumed in each of their activities
and identify whether related to a civil or a criminal matter. One could ascertain
from these logs the periods when the judge was on the bench and in what activities
engaged. (Again, the DA’s tentative court appearances schedule could be employed
to identify the charges in the criminal matters shown in the court cierks' logs,)

As an expedient, we attempted to calculate the weighted caseload measure for
July 1975 on the basis of information available in the schedules of the chief criminal
court, the district attorney’s schedules of appearances, the court clerk logs, and the
monthly criminal statistics prepared by the clerk of the chief criminal court (which
provided the number of dispositions). The crude assumption was made that trial
Jjudges used their time in chambers in proportion to the use of their time while on
the bench. We obtained the chief eriminal court schedule and the DA’s appearances
schedule for each judicial day of July, but found trial court clerk logs to be available
for only 119 of the 185 judge-days during that month. The latter logs were also quite
variable in detail and completeness and, despite our follow-up efforts, over 20 per-
cent of the trial judges’ courtroom time remained unidentifiable. Nevertheless, we
proceeded with calculations of the weighted caseload measure separately for the
chief criminal court and the trial courts, for felonies as a whole, and for each of four
felony types.®

The results of the calculations are displayed in Sec. VI and illustrate the serious
inconsistencies; they serve mainly to show that the above-described indirect sources
of information on judicial activities were too incomplete and inaccurate.

Recapitulation of Data Availability.

« Felony case information (from case folders):;
— Virtually all dispositional data were present in the case folders of the
general and exemplary offenses samples.
— Virtually all sentencing data were available in the case samples.
— Dates of proceeding steps were fairly complete, but one or more were
missing in some individual cases.

® Court activities in criminal proceedings were aggregated into seven types: arraignments, motion
hearings, plea hearings, other hearings, bench trials, jury trials, and sentencing hearings.
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Defendant-related data (partly from case folders and partly from other

sources) (see Table D.1).

Charges at police booking versus charges at DA filing:

— Only 58 cases with Robbery I booking charges available in police book-
ing file for first period.

— 100-case sample available for Robbery I in second period; for Burglary
I in both periods.

— Absence of case in DA file assumed to be due to rejection.

Reasons for declining to prosecute:

— For Robbery I, a sample of 13 rejected cases in the first peried and 48
rejected cases in the second period exhausted the district attorney’s file.

— For (dwelling only) Burglary I, a sample of 27 rejected cases exhausted
the file for the first period; a sample of 80 cases was drawn from the
second-period file.

Frequency of witnesses per trial:

— Data available in the sample of approximately 100 trials among three
courtrooms.

Continuances:

— Data on frequency and duration of continuances and the identity of the
movant available in a sample of 100 cases from each peried.

Type and duration of judicial activities:

— Fragmentary and inaccurate data available from indirect sources only
{see above discussion).

Tahble D.1

PERCENTAGE OF SAMPLED CASES FOR WHICH DEFENDANT DaTa WERE
AVAILABLE, BURGLARY I AND RoBBERY [, MULTNOMAH COUNTY

1973 Samples 1974 Samples
Ttem Burglary I Robbery I| Burglary [ Robbery 1

Age 97 80 94 94
Ethnicity 25 36 24 36
Transiency 87 T2 70 66
Occupalion 58 60 45 67
[neome 6 5 2 5
Education 71 57 83 89
Marital status 79 69 85 84
No. dependents a0 69 78 78
Prior record 94 T 85 91
Pretrial custody 23] o2 97 93
Type of attorney 95 95 95 94
No, in sample a7 95 88 86
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DATA COLLECTION ACTIVITIES IN DADE COUNTY,
FLORIDA

Data collection in Dade County for the demonstration phase of this study was
performed by a team of six; five were local law students, and one was a member of
the Florida Bar. Their efforts were directed at obtaining the following bodies of data:

« Felony case information from the following samples:
— 200 cases representative of all felony types (the general sample).
— 200 cases in which some type of breaking and entering (B&E) felony
offense was initially charged.’
— 200 cases in which robbery was initially charged.®

« Defendant-related (biographic and prior record) information in the above
400 cases invelving either robbery or breaking and entering charges.

« Dispositions in the magistrate’s division of the county court (the lower
court) for a sample of 400 cases involving either robbery or breaking and
entering bocking charges.

« Reasons given for “no information” actions by the state attorney cn all
available robbery or B&E cases in the two periods studied.

« Names and addresses of lay participants for survey purposes—the samples
being 200 jurors, 200 victims, and 200 witnesses.

» Number of lay withesses per case and number of witness (or victim) appear-
ances per case in the general sample of 200 cases.

» Type and duration of judicial activities.

The nature and sources of these data are described below, followed by a recapitula-
tion of the available data.

Felony Case Information

Felony case folders are filed in the office of the clerk of the criminal division in
numerical (roughly chronological) order within each year. Open and closed case
folders are filed together. Each case folder has a “control” card, on which is recorded
the defendant’s name, the charges, and the important case dates. Control card files
are separate for open and closed cases. For our purposes, six samples (each number-
ing 100 control cards} were drawn, as follows:

e The first-period general sample: drawn from all closed felony cases that
were filed during December 1973 through May 1974

7 Florida Substantive Laws, Chapter 810, Burglary, defines the following breaking and entering felony
offenses (among others):
£10.01—Breaking and entering a dwelling house tfelony of first degree if armed or assault
committed; otherwise, second degree).
$10.02—Breaking and entering other buildings, ship or vessel (generally of second degree
unless high explosive used).
810.03—Entering without breaking (generally of third degreel.
810.05—Breaking and entering with intent to commit a misdemeanor (a felony of the third
degreel.
810,051 —Breaking and entering or entering without breaking e vehicle {(a felony of the third
degree).
® All rabberies fall under FSL 813.011 which defines them to be felonies of the first degree punishable
by life imprisonment or any lesser term of years.
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» The second-period general sample: drawn from all closed felony cases that
were filed during December 1974 through May 1975.

» The first-period B&E sample: drawn from first-period closed cases whose
most serious charges included breaking and entering felony offenses.

» The second-period B&E semple: as above for the second period.

« The first-period robbery sample: drawn from first-period closed cases whose
charges included robbery.

» The second-period robbery sample: as above for the second period.

General Samples. Systematic sampling of the control card file, with an inter-
val of 30 cards, was used to provide a sample of case folders distributed uniformiy
in time over the two selected periods. {For each of the first five months, sampling
was discontinued after the eighteenth case selection of the month; for the final
month (May) of each period, 10 cases were sampled.) If the sampled case proved to
be open rather than closed, or had a missing case folder, or involved an arrest on
a writ, then we substituted a case obtained by searching the file in reverse chronolog-
ical order for the first appropriate case preceding the inappropriate one. Some
selected cases had been combined with another case against the same defendant, in
which instance the latter case entered the sample.

Sample control sheets were maintained, as described above in the discussion of
Multnomah County data collection procedure.

The first annexed information form served to record case data for the Dade
general samples as well as those for Multnomah. The four auxiliary response spaces
(items 9-12) were employed in Dade as follows: (01) was entered in item 9 if the case
was nol-prossed—the date for this event being entered in item 8-H: the number of
lay witness deposilions was entered in item 10; the number of defendants was
entered in item 11; and (01) was entered in item 12 if the defendant pleaded not
guilty for reason of insanity. An alphanumeric code was devised to enable two
symbols to suffice for the total number of days consumed in continuances for item
7-E, which sometimes exceeded two digits.

B&E Samples. The 100-case sample for each of the two periods was obtained
by selecting the first 18 cases containing B&E felony charges in each of the first five
months of a period and 10 cases in the final month (May). Case substitutions were
necessary for some of these selections, for reasons noted above; the substituted case
was drawn from the same month as the inappropriate case. Sampling control was
maintained as described above.

The second annexed information form served to record the case data for the B&E
samples. Here the four auxiliary response items were employed as follows:

Item 33: What was the nature of sentence suspension, if any?

(01} Entire sentence suspended.

{02) Only incarceration suspended.

(03} Only fines suspended.

{04) Both incarceralion and fines suspended.
(05) Suspensions other than above,

Item 34:  What type of case dismissal?

(01} Nolle prosequi.
02) Other.
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Item 35: Was B&E of a dwelling charged?
Affirmative shown by entry of symbol D.

Item 36: How many defendants in the case?

Because little information was found in the case folders pertaining to the defen-
dant’s prior record (item 11) and biography (items 1-10), a separate sampling effort
was made to fill this gap as described below.

Robbery Samples. The selection procedures for the robbery samples were the
same as for the B&E samples. Because of a paucity of closed robbery cases from the
latter part of the second period {(at the time of the data collection), the second-period
robbery sample is more concentrated in the first three months of the period.

The optional response items of the second annexed information form were used
as described above, with the exception that item 35 did not apply.

Defendant Biographic and Prior Record Information. Given the lack of
biographic and prior record data in the 400 exemplary offenses folders sampled from
the court elerk’s files, we sought alternative sources for this information. Biegraphic
data turned out to be obtainable from three sources. For the second period, the
Pretrial Release Program produced records with (defendant-provided) biographic
data on defendants eligible for pretrial release. While this was the most comprehen-
sive source for the second period, it provided no coverage of the first. Another source
of biographic data was the Dade County Public Defender’s Office, which maintained
case folders on defendants represented by that office. And a third source was pre-
sentence reports (which are prepared for youthful or first-time offenders, unless
waived). The most available file of these reports was found in the offices of the
Probation and Parole Commission, provided the defendant was not currently on
active probation. Some pre-sentence reports were available in the files of the sen-
tencing judges.

Defendants’ rap sheets would have been the most reliable source of prior record
information, but they were not easily accessible. Contrary to expectations, case
folders maintained in the state attorney’s office turned out generally to lack these
rap sheets. The police department was said to keep a rap sheet fileon all defendants,
but access would have required formal approval by law enforcement agencies. As an
expedient, we turned to the sources used for biographic data, although recognizing
that these prior record data are not as accurate as would be found on rap sheets.

Dispositions in the Magistrate’s Division. To better understand the effect
of judicial screening that occurs in the magistrate's division of the Dade County
court system, we took four samples of cases to show how suspects fared at that stage
of the proceedings, i.e., to show the proportions of cases filed as a felony, filed as a
misdemeanor, dismissed (by the magistrate), or “no information” by the state attor-
ney. Two samples were composed of B&E cases from the two periods studied, respec-
tively; two were of robbery cases from the two periods, respectively. Each sample
numbered about 100 cases, with 18 cases coming from each of the first five months
of a period and 10 from the final month. The sampling was performed by means of
a computer listing of cases produced by the court clerk’s office. The listing provided
for each case: the offenses charged, the defendant’s name, the date of the magis-
trate’s hearing, and the case disposition as defined above.

Reasons for *No Information.” We had anticipated sampling 400 cases to
reveal the reasons given by the state attorney for his decision not to file an informa-
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tion against a B&E or robbery suspect. A convenient source for this data was the
monthly summary of cases, prepared by the state attorney’s office. It turned out,
however, that only 43 of these B&E and robbery cases arose from December 1973
to May 1975. And the reason given for “no information” in a majority of these cases
was pretrial intervention (i.e., diversion).

Identification of Lay Participants. A sample of 200 jurors who served in
criminal trials during a three-week period in June 1975 was obtained from venire
sheets. The addresses of the selected jurors were taken from a payroll list.

Closed case folders in the county clerk’s office were the source of victim and
witness samples numbering 200 each. Beginning March 30, 1975, and working
backward in time, we drew the names of victims and witnesses from all case folders
where such names (and the corresponding addresses) were shown, but excluding
cases designated as “nol-prossed,” "no information,” “absentee docket,” or "infor-
mation dismissed.”

Number of Witnesses per Case and Number of Witness Appearances per
Case. We sought to draw data concerning the number of witnesses per case and the
number of witness appearances per case from the general sample of 200 case folders
(all felony offenses). Unfortunately, a high proportion of this information was not
obtainable from the materials within the folders.

Type and Duration of Judicial Activities. Our plans to demonstrate an
application of the weighted caseload measure were preempted by a weighted case-
load study that the circuit court had itself recently completed, as part of a statewide
effort mandated by the Florida supreme court. We have not been able to gain access
to this information, so the topic is not included in the coverage of this report on Dade
County.

Recapitulation of Data Availability

« Felony case information (from case folders):
— Virtually all dispositional data were present in the case folders of the
general and exemplary offenses samples.
— Virtually all sentencing data were available in the case samples.
— Dates of proceeding steps were fairly complete, but cne or more were
missing in some individual cases.
« Defendant-related data (generally from sources other than case folders)
{see Table D.2).
+ Dispositions in the magistrate’s division:
— Data available for four samples of 100 cases each (respectively for the
exemplary offenses, both periods).
+ Reasons for “no information:”
— The state attorney elected to “no information” only 43 cases involving
the exemplary offenses during the two periods studied (the majority
being for reasons of pretrial intervention). Qur sample was of all 43.
s Number of witnesses per case and number of witness (or victim) appear-
ances per case:
— Data were obtainable from only 14 cases (nine trial and five nontrial)
of the 100-case general sample for the first period.
— Data were obtainable from only six cases (three trial and three nontri-
al) of the 100-case sample for the second period.
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Table D.2

PERCENTAGE OF SaMmpLED CASES FOR WHICH DEFENDANT DaTa WERE

Avaiaiik, B&E anp Roreery, DanE CounTy

1974 Samples

1375 S8amples

Item B&E Robbery | B&E Robbery

Age 100 100 99 a8
Ethnicity 99 100 97 100
Transiency 58 51 72 70
Ccecupation 72 72 70 65
Income 24 32 34 49
Education 59 b} 55 64
Marital status 66 56 75 78
No. dependents 64 53 74 77
Prior record 61 58 75 75
Pretrial custody 93 95 95 95
Type of attorney a9 a9 o7 97

Na, in sample a9 99 99 100
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FIRST ANNEX

INFORMATION FORM
GENERAL CASE SAMPLE - ALL QFFENSE TYPES

Jurisdiction

Pericd Covered

Recorded by

Date Recorded




CASE INFORMATION 01/ 02/ 03-04/ 05-07/
[ ]
SITE PERIOD FORM ox #
CARD 01
DOCKET #

289

Indicate most serious original charge (SPECIFY):

(CODERS ONLY)

Offender's pre-trial custody status {CIRCLE ONE):

Combination of above..iviiiiiencneeiariranannans

Outcome of trial {(CIRCLE ONE):

Convicted...(CIRCLE AND GO TO QX.4).uuvvunr .. .
Acquitted...(CIRCLE AND GO TO OX.5) - euuuuecrusss
Dismissed...(CIRCLE AND GO TO QX-5).cevrevnennn..
Other: e.g. mistrial, hung jury...(CIRCLE AND
GO TO QX.5)ceuevnnsnn. e eeeneeei e iieean

If convicted, indicate on what charge (CIRCLE ONE):

Most serdous original........ ... iiiccnannns v an

Lesser...... R R R T

Category of sentence imposed (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY):

Probation....ioveveinneraonnn
Floeiivvnreninsnseiasncinnnna
Jail Term...coivasiannanainan
Prigon Term....... Craseraeuea
Sugpended.....oiviieiiieieas

OLher. . iesiasranrsrsaansarses

[N

[- SV, T S TR

0a=-09/

10-19/

20=-22/

23/

24/

25/

26/
27/
28/

29/

30/
31/
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6. Lay participant called at hearings and trial:

(ENTER TOTALS)

Total
Total No.
Type Tally No. Tally Of Separate
Lay Participant Sheet Called Sheet Appearances
32-33/ 38-39/
A. Victims
34=35/ 40-41/ )
B, Witnesses
(Non—expert)
36-37/ 42~43/
C. Defendants
7. Continuances Requested: (ENTER TOTALS)
Total Total
Tally No. Tally Day
R t
equester Sheet Called Sheet Involved
44-45/ 54-55/
A. Defense
46=-47/ 56-57/
B. Prosecution
48-43/ 58=58/
C. Court
50-51/ 60-61/
D. Reported
As Combination
52=53/ 62=63/
E. Unidentified
Requestor




8.

201

Indicate the dates at which any of the following occurred.

1.

ATrest.s s verannnsereansnasnnssnnaen taeennrrn

Charging or indictment (enter earliest).....

CARD 02

Lo [ 1]}
MO. DAY = YR,

T e
MO. DAY = YR,

If charged, record the name of the prosecutor involved (LAST NAME FIRST):

PROSECUTOR: 22-34/

HEEEEREENEEEE

35-489/
! 7

L

|

j

{Last Name)

First appearance (lower court},...,..........

Preliminary hearing (lower court}...........

Arraignment..-seevannn. See et At

Transfer to ancther Jurisdiction............

DiverSiomn. cuiieeartiasssssrrsrarsssannnvannnss

Pre-trial DMsmissal..eovevremrrrannnnaiasans

{First Name)}

If dismissed, indicate the reason. (CIRCLE QNE):

Insufficient evidence... . iveiiereraoninnasnannas 1

Search and SeizZUr .. vv e ivoisrisrarorsarsasnsssns

Other...(including interest of justice) or....... 3

Ungpecified....oivvurecnenaaaans

Pre-trial of guilty....cvevemnenncnns e

If pre-triail plea, indicate charge pled to;

Most seriocus original charge(s)/count{s)......

Lesser charge(s)/count(s).......

| | l 1 | 41-46/
MO, DAY ° YR,

L b 1 aemms
MO. DAY = YR.

HEREREE
MO. DAY YR.

I
MO. ' DAY YR,

L LT e
MO. DAY = YR.

B I
MO. = DAY = YR.

CARD 03
13/
2

..... P 1

LL P ] e
MO. = DAY = YR.

(CIRCLE ONE):

0 120/



J.

K.

L.

Indicate type of trial
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L T ol 1 21/
U Y. i rnarranrrioraasnaanaan 2
L] 5 = o 3
1. Enter date(s) of trial: '
HEREERE
M. DAY YR.
{Began}
HEEE RN
MO, DAY YR
{Ended}
2. Record the following names (LAST NAME FIRST):
a. Judge 34-46/ 47-52/

|

HEEEEN

(T (L[]

b.

{Last Hame)

Prosecutor at trial or
who negotiated puilt

(First Name)

plea 53=65/ 66-71/

l

HEENE

NEREEEERE

(Last Hame) (First Name) CARD 04
¢, Defense Counsel 13-25/ 26-31/
HEEEEEREEEEREEEnEEEEEN
{Last Name) {(First Name)
Indicate type of defense counsel, {CIRCLE ONE):
Public Defender..sosiveveescsn 1 32/
Private (Court-appeointed,
defendant-retained). .. av.. 2
Sentence handed down
EEREEnEY

If sentenced, record the name of the judge involved (LAST HAME FIRST):

JUDGE 38-51/

Was this case appealed?
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11.

12.
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59-60/

61=-62/

63-64/

65-66/
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SECOND ANNEX

INFORMATION FORM
SPECIFIED OFFENSE CASE SAMPLE

Jurisdiction

Period Covered

vffense Type

Recorded By

ate Recorded
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1/ 2/ 3-4/ 5~7/
OFFENDER INFORMATION J
S5ITE PERIOD  FORM 0x #

CERD 01  8-9/

1p-19/
DOCKET #
BIOGRAPHIC INFORMATIONW
1. e of offender:
Age o 20-21/
YEARS
2. Race/Ethnic (CIRCLE ONE):
BlacKk. .. iesinneuveseanssnsnnannarssasanarnansnans 1 22/
Spanish SUEMAME. . ... eevraanvirinsramsosansanronans 2
American Indian....veasersvensvarcosansnorsonsnes 4
Oriental.cevsnesssrronnnoancannorassnrsunnsresrann &
L1 T - 5
Unspecified, covieerronnensionssvacnonnanansnsaans B
[ 23-24/
3. How long living in jurisdiction: YEARS
4. Did offender have regular employment?
NOuiveunosnconnoarsaraseeness 1 25/
YES...ovean.. teraierassasneas 2
26=27/
IF YES: How long last job? {IONTHS

5. tisual occupation {SPECIFY):

28-29/
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6. Estimated annual income.

| .
i ! 30-35
? I » /
7. MNow attending school?
NOw oo s iter e earaennanean ceeo L 38/
TES v iisrivivvivrossveroreass 2
8. iumber of schocl years completed.
37-38/
YEARS

9. LlLver married?

HOusvesnnrsoserarassoanarsens 1 39/
YESeuvanveorcnncnmennsoncinas 2

10. Humber of dependent minor children (under 18).

.
I | 40-41/
PRIOR RECORD
11. Indicate status of prior record (CIRCLE ONE).
HO prior IecoTd.uiisascssasarerravenssnsnrsmanas S B 74

(less than 3 prior arrests and uo couvictions)

Minor prior record.c.sisvsiartsvssnrssnsrnssansea 2
(3 or more arrests or some convictions but
none carrying more than 90 days jail or 2
years probation)

Major prior record......ccevsvvnnnrnnann vevseaness 3
{any convictions carrying more than 90 days
jall or 2 years probation but no prison
commitments)

Prison recorde s r-rvranronarsscnasoesnrsvanssanss &
(any prison commitments)
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PRE-TRIAL CUSTODY STATUS

12. Indicate pre-trial custody status (CIRCLE ONE):

ER W T T 1 41/
Out on bail. St ae e 2
Out on O.R......... Ve v e s 3

Combinations of jail and
bail or OR....cvivnnncrnnn. 4

DEFENSE COUNSEL

13. Indicate type of defense counsel {(CIRCLE ONE):

Public Defender.............. 1 44/
Court Appointed............. . 2
Defendant-retained........... 3
Other........coiivieiinnnnnn. 4 -

14, Indicate the dates at which any of the following occurred.

If charged, record the name of the prosecutor involved (LAST NAME FIRST):

| 51~63/ 64-69/
HEEEEEENENEEE e
LAST NAME FIRST NAME
B. Charging or Indictment (enter earliest)..... | ‘ ! l ! | | 7075/
MO, DAY YR. CARD 02
€. First appearance (lower court).,....... e [__I I | l ] 13~18/
MO. DAY YR,
D. Preliminary hearing (lower court)........... l i ! l | 1 19-24/
MO, DAY YR.
E. Arraignment............. e anereaananen | | ! | ! T 1 25-30/
MO. DAY YR.
¥, Transfer to another jurisdiction........... \ ] J [ ! 31-36/
MO DAY IR.
G. Ddversion.......cvnrrncnr v vissanans [ ! [ I 1 37-42/

MO. DAY YR.
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| —| 43-28/

Pre-trial dismissal......cuviiimimrnennnnn. [ | |

If dismissed, indicate the reason: {(CIRCLE ONE):

Insufficient evidence........ 1 49/
Search and seizure........... 2

Other {including interest
of justice)................ 3

[ | 50-55/

. Pre~trial plea of gudlty....uvvrrnnunnnnas I_ | ]

| I | I | 56-61/

MO. DAY = YR.

1) Enter date{s) of trial:

(Began)
L L Ly [ ]e=e
MO. ~ DAY = ¥R,
(Ended)

2} Record the following names {(LAST NAME FIRST): CARD 03
a. Judge 13-25/ 26-31/
NEEEEEEEEEEREEEEEEEN
LAST NAME FIRST NAME
b. Prosecutor at trial or

who negotiated guilty plea 32-44/ 45=50/
HENEEENEREERNNEEEEEEN
LAST NAME FIRST NAME
c. Defense Counsel 51-63/ 64-69/
HEEEEEENEEEEENEREEEN
LAST NAME FIRST NAME
. Sentence handed down...vesicsivsnmarannrona r J 1__l ] ' 70-75/

MD. DAY YR.

If sentenced, record the name of the judge involved (LAST NAME FIRST):
CARD 04

JUDGE : 13-25/ 26~31/

ENIEEEEANE NN EEEEN

LAS FIRST NAME
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15. ORIGIRAL {HMARGES AND DISPOSITIONS

OTHER CONTESTED

PRE-TRIAL DISPOSTITIONS
SPECIFICATIONS DROPPED PLEA COURT TRIAL JURY TRTAL METHOD
LEoate x| Enter ter [Enter TEncer ter
? SPECLFY CODER { 4 of CHARCES | & of CHARGES |# of CHARGES  |P of CHARGES ¥ of CHARGES ¢ of
QLY CountaXCircle One) JCounts |(Clrcle One){Countd(Circle tme)Counts|iCircle OneljCountd(Circle muellcounts
32« 357 37/ 39/ 41/ 43/
33/ | 34/ |We...o 2 36/ |builty....l 38/ |Canvict...1 ) 40/ Konvict...l |42/ [Convice.,,] 44/
1 tes ; Hot Acqult.,...2 Acgulit..,.2 Acquir,...2
T Guilty..2 DismiEE. .3 Dimiga.,..3 Dlamism...3
Dther,.... 4 _fither...., [y jOther. . ... &
45- 48/ 56/ 52/ 54/ 56/
46/ 47 Ho.... 1 49 Gullry....1| 53 slConvict... 1] 53/ Convict...1 |55 Convice...l| 57
2 / Yes 2 / Not /“:u:l.t.....‘. / Acquit,...2 55/ cqule....2 _.__/
' Cuiley..2 Dlemies. . .3 Dismiae...] Dismisg...3
Qrher..... 4 LHET, 4 vas & Other..... 4 .
58- 61/ 63/ 65/ 67/ 69/
59/ 60 Ha.... 1 62 Guilry....1 4 [Convice...1 Comvict...l Konvict...1
3 / Yea 2 4 Not 64/ Acquit..... 66/ Acquit....2 68/ Acquit. . .. 70/
Cullry..2 iemias, .. Dismies...3 Diemina...3
Other,.... & Other,.... & Other..... 4
CARD @5 |13~ 16/1 Guillg/ 20/ A 122/ i24/ L
14 15/ |Ba..., 7 t¥..nad foonvice...1 onvict...1 [Convice. .,
4 4 / ¥ 2 --g—»é—-mot lg/z‘mquil:....l -.-gll.é.Acqnit....Z gi?/ Acquit, ., .2 25/
hadhl Guiley..2 iamiss, .. piemiss... 3 [Diawmise... 3
ther..... &4 Other. ... 4 Pther..... &
26~ 29/ 31/ 33/ 35/ 37/
7 Ho.... 1 3 vodley.. . .1 2/Gonvier. .1 4/ [Convict...i |34 Convict...1l | 38
5 27/ 28/- Yes --ﬂ—-uot 32/ ACQULT. ...l 34/ Acquit....2 / Acquit....2 /
Guilty..? Diemiee. ., 3 Di8mise. .. ] [Dismisa...3
other. . ... 4 Other..... [ Other..... 4
39- 41/ 42/ 43/ 44/ 45/
40/ N R Guilty....] [Convice...1 Kemwict...1l Convicet...1
1 Ore-- b Not wequit,...2 Acquit....2 lAcquic....2
Yon... 2 Guiley..2 Dieming,..3 iamigs. .. Dismiss...3
othar. . ... [ her..... 4 Other..... &
46~ 48/ 49/ 50/ 51/ 52/
No.... 1 Guilty....1 Convict...1l myict...1 [Convict...1
2 47/ . {Hee Mequit....é cquit....? Acqult....2
Lok, & Guiley. .2 Dismins...3 iemisa,. .3 [pismisa,..3
peher..,..4 | Dther. ... .4 lOther..... &
53- 55/ 56/ 57/ 58/ 59/
54/ Wo.uen. L Guilty....1 Convict...l Convict...l Convict...l
3 z Mot jicquic. .. .2 JAcquit, ... 2 Acqult....2
Yes... Guilty..2 igmiss...l Dipmias...3 Dismiss...]
other..... & [othet. ... 4 Other..... 4
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Were any clharges ammended? (CIRCLE ONL)

16. CARD 06
NO...{GO TO Q.1B)...v v vsisennnnn P 1 13/
YES..o(GD TO Qed?)eerveenanannnans vreraa 2
17. AMENDED CHARGES AND DISPOSITIONS
OTHER CONIISTED
PRE-TRIAL INSPOS ITIONRS
SPECIFLCATIONS DROPPED PLEA COURT TRIAL JURY TRIAL METHOD
Blter Enter [Enter Enter ter EAtor
§ SPECIFY CODER | 4 of (HARGES # of CHARGES # of CHARGES #- of CHARGES aof CHARGES § of
OHLY  |CountaXCircie One) [Counts){Circle OnefCountd(Circle Dne)lCounts|(Clrcle One)lCoumta(Circle OnedCounte
14= , 17{ 1119/ L 21/ 23/ 25/
5 L Gullty.... agsPmvict... 1| 22/ Lonvice...1 Convict...1l} 2g
1 1>/ |16/ Yes 2 ﬂ*ﬁot o/.‘-‘.c.,uil:....z / hequit....2 24/ Acguit....2 /
Guilty..2 Dismiss...3 Nipmisa...3 DismiBR...?
c other..... & Other..... 4 Other..... 4
27- 30{ 32/ 34/ 36/ 38/
Ho.... Guilty....1| 33/Convict.. 1| 35/ Konvict...1| 37/ |Convicet...1 39
H 2 28 25/ Yes 2 L/lhlot / Acquit....Z Aoquit. .., Acquit....2 /
b Cuiley..2 iapdaa, .. 3 Dicmies...3 Piamisa. .. 3
A Other..... 4 Wener. ... .4 IOERer..... 4
40~ N 43{ Gu.tlds/ 1 t‘.amgl7/ 1 c fg’, 1 i
Bees- t¥.... [-3-F9N onvick., . Convicp...l
X 3 aiy Lag/ Yo | gt/ i se/fomiier o ans fomvict | sosfmeie oty sz
: Cullty.,2 Dismiss,., .3 Disedsn...]3 Dismiss. ..}
G other..... 4 Other..... 4 Other. . ... 4
53 vou o f Cut1iyhert | g komacte. 1 | gq s Konvied- 1 | g3/ komaint.. .1
[ T y . unvlct. .. onvict. .. enviet, ..
E 4 34 23/ Yes 2 57/ Hot 59/ Acquit....2 61/ cquit....2 63/ Acquic....Z 65/
0T Guilry..2 Dismies.. .3 Dlamisa. ., 3 [Dismisa. .. !
5 Other..... 4 Other..... 4 Pther..... 4
66~ it 691 / uun/ 1 ic. :;3/ 1 C 35/ I 2 1
S v I¥.ians ofbvict... onvict.. .4 oavict...
5 67/ | 68/ Y 2 78, Hot 72/ hoquit. ... 74/ hoquib. .. .2 76/ hoquit. .. .2 - 287
es. Guilty..! Plamies. . .3 piomiss. ..} [piamiga...3
other..... 4 pcher, . ... 4 forher. .. .. 4
13- 15/ i/ 17/ 18 19/
A CARD 07 14/ , . Guilty....1 convict. . .1 Conviet...1 Convict...1
L Geve Not lacquit....2 lhequic..., .2 lAcquic. .. .2
1 Yed... 2 Guilky,.2 [Dismisg ... 2 Diemisa,...3 Diemiae. ..2
L Other. .. ..4 Ocher..... 4 other, ..., 4
E 20~ 22/ 23/ 24/ 25/ 26/
G 21/ Ho.oeo 1 Guiley....) Cmvick. .1 Conviel,..1 [Convict...1
2 ¥ 2 Hot Bequit....2 piequit. ... 2 Acquit....
A B Guilry..? Disoies, ..3 Plamiss...) Dismiss...3
T Qther. ... 4 | Other. . ... 4 Other..... &
I 27— 29/ 30/ 31/ 32/ 33/
28/ Noe... 1 Guilty....1l Comvick...l Canviet...l Convict...l
¢ 5 2 Hot Acquit,...2 cquit....2 Acquit,...2
N Yes. Guilty..2 Dismisg...J ismiss...3 Dismias...3
s pther.....4 jRthet. ... . 4 Orier..... [
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
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Was the subject convicted on any charge?

HO...(END SURVEY)..uveuurrnn.

ilas a probation sentence imposed?

NO. .. (GO TO Q.22) ...

YES, ONE CHARGE ONLY.........

YES, MORE THAN ONL CIIARGL,
CONCURRENT. . .. ......

YES, MORE THAN OWE CHARGE,
CONSECUTIVE...ocuvuvuns

\Wuat was aggregate time on probation?

1f definite probation time imposed, enter same # in Doth places.

A.

B.

Was probation supervised?

Was a jall sentence imposed?

What was the aggregate time of the jail sentence?
sentence was imposed, enter the same number in both places:

AC

.

MINIMUM # OF MOWTHS

MAXIMUM # OF MONTHS

NO...(GO TC Q.25)...
YES, ONE CHARGE ONLY

YES, MORE THAN' ONE CHARGE,
CONCURRENT, . ... ...

YES, 1ORE THAN ONE CHARGE,
CONSECUTIVE. s vvevueinnrouns

MINIMUM # OF MONTHS

MAXTMUM # OF MONTHS

a

&

If a definite jail

14/

35/

36-38/

39-41/

42/

43/

44- 46/

47-49/



24.

25.

6.

27.

28.

29,

30.
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Yas the presentence time served credited against the jail senteuce?

NOuuuurinerananarannns O R /74
YESusveinuresrossananaoennaen 2

ilas a prison sentence imposed?

NO...(GO TO Q.28)cvenasvaren. 1 51/
YES, UNE CHARGE OHLY......... 2

YLS, MORE TILAN ONL ClIARCE
CONCURRENT...oivvuieacavers 3

YES, 1IORE THAW ONE CILARGE,
CONSECUTTIVE. .. ... eereanaaa 4

wuat was the aggregate time of the prison sentence?

If a definite prison sentence was imposed, enter the same number in
both places.

A. MINIMUM # OF YEARS 52-54/
B. MAXIMUM # OF YEARS 35-57/
Was the presentence time served credited against the prison sentence?
HOuessvoannanan peraen R 1 58/

Was a fine imposed?

NO...(60 TO Q.20}.-v-ecunase. 1 58/
Y1:8, ONE CHARGE OHLY......... 2
YES, 1ORE THAN ONE CHARGE.... 3

Uhat was the aggregate amownt of the fine?

s 60-63/

Was a sentence of restitution imposed?

1o S 1 64/



31.

32.
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Wias a sentence of community service imposed?

Was a sentence of special rehabilitation in an institution or
ospital imposed?

1
2

66/
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

33. I_j 67-68/

34. I 69-70/

5.
3 71-72/

i

3. 73-74/




Appendix E

DESCRIPTIONS OF VARITABLES AND RESULTS OF
STATISTICAL ANALYSES

Anthony Pascal

In this appendix we define all of the variables used in the multivariate regres-
sion cquations, present the means and standard deviations for all variables, and
indicate the results of the multivariate analysis for conviction probability, sentence
severity, and case duration. A final subsection presents the formulas used to evalu-
ate the statistical significance of differences between means and proporticns for
tables in the text.

DEFINITION OF VARIABLES

Table E.1 describes each of the variables used and indicates how each was
constructed. It will be noted that most independent variables were transformed into
dichotomous zero/one dummies. We experimented with a community ties index to
measure how established a defendant was in the local community, which we
hypothesized would influence the sentence imposed on him as well as other out-
comes. Its construction is explained in Note a to Table E.1. Methods used to collect
the samples and definitions of the offense classification are given in App. D.

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES

Tables E.2 through E.5 contain the means (u) and standard deviations (o} of all
variables utilized in the multivariate analysis by jurisdiction and year. A dash (—)
or a blank indicates that the variable did not apply (e.g., OFF. IN DWELL. for
robberies), or that information was not available (e.g., SENT. BARG. in Dade Coun-
ty) or was not collected (e.g., ORIG. A(1°) CHGS. for all felonies). A single zero (0)
indicates that the event did not occur in that particular sample (e.g., JURY TRIAL
in Dade County B&E offenses, 1975). Statistics for a subsample of convictees only (by
plea of guilty or by trial) are shown for the exemplary offenses since the sentence
severity equations were estimated for these defendants only.

RESULTS OF THE MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES

Tables E.6 through E.25 present the results for the multivariate regression
equations using ordinary least squares estimation. All variables were run in their
linear forms since we had no theoretical justification for transforming them.

The celumn headings indicate the regression coefficient and its T value. 7 is the
elasticity, evaluated at the mean, and shows for each variable the percentage change

305
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Table E.1

DEFINITION OF VARIABLES

Abbreviation

Description

Construction

COM., TIES INDEX

AGE

BLACK

OTHER MINORITY

MIN, P.R.P

MaJ. B.R.D

PRIS, F.R.

JAIL CUSTODY

CT. ATF. COUN.d

DEF. RET. coun.d

ORIG. A(1l®) CHGS.

ORIG. B(2°) CHGS.

4 proxy variable con-
structed te reflect
the strength of the
defendant’s commun-
ity ties

Age of defendant

Racc of defendant

Ethnic catepgory of
defendant

Defendant has minor
prior criminal record

Defendant has major
prior criminal record

Defendant has prison
prior criminal record

Defendant was confined
to jail prior to case
disposition

Defendant was out on
bail prior to case
disposition

Defendant was out on
own recognizance prior
to disposition

Defendant was repre-
sented by counsel
appointed by the
court

Defandant was repre-
sented by counsel he
retained himself

4 level {Multnomah)} or
first degree (Dade)
charges originally
filed against
defendant

B level (Multnemah) or
second degree (Dade)
charges originally
filed against
defendant

Adjusted score based on
a principal components
analysis ol wvariables
reflecting defendant's
socioeconomic and
family attributes?®

Less than 20 yr = 0
20-30 yr = 1
Over 30 yr = 2

Other = 0
Blark 1

Anglo, black = 0

Spanish surname,
Asian, American
Indian = 1

]

Ne record, major or
prison record = 0
Minor recerd = 1

No rerord, minor or
prison record = 0
Major record = 1

He record, minor or
major record = 0
Prison record = 1

Bail, O.R. or cowbina-
tion of bail/0.R. and
jail = 0; Jail =1

0.R., jail or combina-
tion of bail/C.R. and
jail = 0; 0.8, =1

Bail, jail or combina-
tien of bail/D.R. and
jail = 0; O.R. = 1

Public defender or
defendant-retained
counsel = O

Court-appointed
counsel = 1

Public defender or
court—appointed
counsel = O

Defendant-retained
counsel = 1

Total number of counts
at that level

Total number of counts
at that level
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Table E.1—continued

Abbreviarion

Description

Construction

ORIG. C(3°} CHGS.

ORIG. MISD.

OFF. 1IN DWELL.

CHG. RED. BARG.

COUNT. RED.

SENT. BARG.®

DROF OTH. CASE BARG.®

COURT TRIAL

JURY TRIAL

MO. FIN. DISPO.

PUR. DEFDR.B

CHGS .

BARG.

f

€ level (Multnomah} or
third degree ({(Dade)
charpes originally
filed against
defendant

Misdemeanor charges
originally filed
against defendant

Burglary {Multnomah}
or breaking and enter-
ing offense (Dade)
teck place in a
dwelling

Charge(s} upon which
the defendant was
convicted by plea {(or
at trial) was at a
level or a degree
lower than that at
which he was erigin-
ally charged

Defendant was convicted
by plea {or at trial}
on fewer total counts
than originally filed
against him but at the
zame level {degree) as
the original charges

Dafendant negotiated
an dgreemsnt on or
was given an assur-
ance as to his
sentence in return
for a plea; or prose-
cutor agreed not to
oppose a sentence
recommendat ion made
by defense

Prosecutor agreed to
drop other pending
casels) against de-
fendant in return
for a guilty plea
in this case

Defendant was tried by
judge (i.e., no jury}

Defendant was ttied by
Jury

Monith of final dispo—
sition of case

Defendant was reprc-—
sented by the public
defender

Total number of counts
at that lewel

Total number of mis=-
demeancr counts

Not in dwelling = Q
In dwelling = 1

Convicted on all charges
ar at same level (de-
aree) as original
charges or not con-—
victad = 0

Comvicted at reduced
charge level (degree)
=1

Convicted on all charges
or at a reduced charge
level or net con-
victed = 0

Convicted on fewer counts,
same level (degree) = 1

Did not get sentence
bargain = 0

Nid ger sentence
bargain = 1

Had no other cases
dropped = 0

Had other cases
dropped = 1

Did oot have court
trial = Q
Had court trial = 1

Did not have jury
trial = O
Had jury trial =1

Numbered sequentially
by mouth beginning
January 1973

Was not represented by
public defender = 0

Was represented by
public defender = 1
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Table E.1—continued

Ahbreviation

Description

Construction

No. DEFS,S:P

PROP. OFF.B

DRUG OFF.&

OTH. OFF.8

CONV, ON ALL CHGS.
AND COUNTS

CONV, ON FEWER COUNTS
CONV. ON RED. CHGS.
DISM. AND TRI. ACQ.

551 A

581 Bl

ss1 ¢d

3$1 DJ

ELT:AFD

Number of defendants
involved in case

Felony offenses against
property f(e.g., theft,
larceny, burglary)

Felouny offense involv-
ing sale or posses-
sion of drugs

All felony offenaes
other than against
peTsens, pProperty,
or involving drugs
(e.g., flight to
avoid prosecution,
bribery, etc.}

Defendant wax convicted
on all charges and
counts originally
filed against him

Total number

Qfifense against person,l
invelving drugs, or
other offense cype = O

Offense against prop-
erty = 1

Offense apainst person,
property, or other
of fense type = 0

Offense invelving
drugs = 1

Oftense against persons,
property, or involving
drugs =

Orher of fenses = 1

Convicted on reduced
charges or fewer counts
or not convicted = 0

Convicted on all charges
and counts = 1

Sec COUNT RED. BARG. variable
See CHG. RED. BARG. variable

Defendant was dizmissed,
nol-prossed, or di-
verted before trial;
or trial ended in
acquittal, mistrial,
or dismissal

Score for defendant on
Sentence Severity
Index A

Geore for defendant on
Santence Severity
Index B

Score for defendant on
Sentence Severity
Index C

Score for defendant on

Sentence Severity
Index D

Durarion of case

Defendant was con-
victed = 0

Defendant was not con-
victed = 1

Value of score

Value of score

Value of score

Value of scare

Wumber of days elapsed
from arraignment in
circuit court to final
disposition {e.g.,
dismissal, acquittal,
sentencing)
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Table E.1-—continued

NOTES TO TABLE E.l

a. A principal components analysis was performed to devise a
variable that would reflect the strength of the defendant's ties to
the community in which he lived. The variabies included in the
analysls were:

Variable Construction

Transiency Less than 2 vears residence
in county = 0D
2 or more years residence = 1

Occupation and empleyment Unemployed, disabled, ill, ouc

of labor force = 0

Operative, laborer, service
worker = 1

Sales, craftsman and foreman,
operative, student, armed
forces = 2

Professiocnal, technical, manager,
official, proprieter = 3

Estimated annual income 0-54,999 =0
$5,000-59,999 1
$10,000 and over = 2

Education Not a high scheool graduate = 0
High schosl graduate = 1

Marital status Never married = 0
Ever married = 1
Number of dependents Hone = 0
Some = 1

When no defendant data on these variables were available, the
mean value of the variable for the appropriate sample—e.g., 1974
robbery defendants in DNade County-—was used for each defendant for
whom the information was missing. Only one important component was
extracted. An examination of correlations between the variables in
that conponent and the weighting coefficients for the wvariables in-
dicated that all variables should be retained in computing a scorve
for the cowmponent. The siwple algebraic sum ef the wariable scores
constituted an adequate estimate of the component. The sipns asso-
ciated with the weighting coefficients were taken into account in
computing the component, i.e., variables associated with negative
weipghts were reversed so that a high score reflects strong community
ties.

b. Based on California Bureau of Criminal Statistics criteria
for prior record categories. See Sec. IV.

c. For the samples of all felonies, borh rategories of pretrial
release were cowmbined into a single variable, i.e., "Did not obtain
pretrial release™ = (; "Did obtain pretrial release {i.e., bail or
&.RI" = 1.

d. For robhery and burglary (BAE) offenses only.

e. Data on this wariable not available in Dade County.

f. Variable is a proxy introduced to reflect the steady build-
up over time in the felony case backlog and the crowding io correc—
tional facilities {county jails and state prisomns) that occurred in
both jurisdictions.

g. TFor all felonies sample only.

h. Data on this variable were not available in Multnomah County.

i. Offenses against perscns inclonde homicide, rape, assaulr,
robbery, and so forth.

j. See Sec., IV for details of formwlas for iodices.
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES:
MurtnomaH CounTy, 1973

(u = mean; o =~ standard deviation)
Robberies Burglaries ALl
Variable All Defendants| Convictees | 411 Defendants! Conviectees Felonies
W a B o b g iw o b 3
Independent Variable
COM. TIES INDEX 0.01 1.98 0.09 2.36 -0.00 1.846 0.03 1.80 ——— -
AGE 1.76 Q.63 1.69 0.64 1.72 0.69 1.70 0.68 -— ———
BLACK 0.18 0.39 0.12 0.33 0.13 0.33 0.09% 0.29 -— ——
OTHER MINORITY 0.05 0.22 0.05 Q.22 0.0 0.11 0.02 0.12 _— -—
MIN. P.R. 0.14 0.35 D.12  0.33 0.1% 0,40 ;0.15% 0.36 - -—
MAT. P.R. 0.20 0.41 [0.22 0.42 0.14 0.35 f0.14 0.35 —_— -
PRIS. P.R. 0.14 0,35 .20 0.40 .14 0.35 .11 0.3 - -
JATL CUSTODLY Q.59 0.49 0.51 0.51 0.41 0.49 0.33 0.48 0.15 0.3
BAIL 0.13 0.35 0.20 0.40 0.07 0.25 0.06 0.24 }0.83 0.38
0O.R. 0.24 0.43 0.27 0.45 0.44 (.50 0.49 0.50
CT. APP. COUN. 0.27 0.44 0.22 0.42 0.13 06.33 0.12 Q.33 - -—-
DEF, RET. COIM. 0.14 0.35 0.17 0.38 0.30 (.46 0.25 Q.43 - -
ORTIG A{Ll®)CHGS. 1.3 0.82 0.51 1.05 1.11 0.38 1.12 0.41 —-—= -—
ORIG B{2")CHGS. 0.06 0.24 0.12 0.33 0.08 0.31 0.08 0.27 - -—
ORIG C{3“)}CHGS. 0.07 0.30 6.09 0.37 0.06 0.23 0.08 0,27 - -
ORIG. MISD. CHGS. 0.04 0.19% |0.07 0.26 0.07 0.30 ;0,09 0.3 -—= -
OFF. IN DWELL - - - - 0.65 0.48 .72 0.45 —-- —-—
CHG. RED. BARG.% 0.25 0.44 0.51 0.51 0.41 0.49 0.53 0G.50 }0.30 0.46
COUNT. RED. BARG.4 0.08 0D.28 0.17 0.38 0.11 0.32 0.15 0.36
SENT. BARG. 0.0% 0.30 0.20 0,50 0.14 0.35 0.18 0.39 —— -
DROP OTH.CASE BARG. 0.22 0,41 0.44 0.50 0.30 0.46 0.40 0.49 -—- -
COURT TRIAL 0.06 0.24 0.05 0.22 0.07 0.25 0.06 0.24 0.06 0.24
JURY TRIAL 0.06 0.24 0.07 0.26 0,06 0,23 |0.06 0.24 0b.08 0.27
M0, FIN. DISFO. 16.78 4,42 |17.20 &4.86 15.36 4,10 {S5.65 4.11 13.78 6.03
PUB. DEFENDER 0.50 0.50
PROF. OFF. C.44 0,50
DRUG OFF. .29 0.46
OTHER OFF. 0.01 0.11
Dependent Variable
{vonv.on)ALL CHGS,ECOUNTH 0.16 0.37 | 0.32 0.47 0,22 D.41 | 0,29 0.46 0.28 Q.45
(conv. on) FEWER counTs® | 0.08 .28 | 0.17 0.38 0.11 0.32 {0.15 0.3 }
{conv. on) REDUCED cHGS.F 0.25 0.44 0.51 Q.51 0.41 D.49 0.55 0.50 (.30 D.46
DISM.& 'I'RI.ACQ‘. (1.e., 0.51 0.350 0.00 0.00 0.26 D.h4d 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.50
ne conv.}
851 A B.26 11.23 |16.73 10.65 B.43 B8.72 [11.41 8.30
SSI B 10.31 18,59 |20.86 21.98 7.70 12.43 [10.42 13.46
85I C 12.35 27.17 | 25.00 34.48 6.97 17.49 | 9.43 19.81
85I b 21.64 64.82 | 43,80 71.8B7 14.07 31.64 ([19.04 35.58
ELT:AFD 61.18 54,41 | 73.29 55.99 55.01 64,15 |63.28 53,30 33.85 50.19

%The same variable

a8 a dependent for conviction equatfions, l.e.:
CHG. RED, BARG.

{conv. on) RED, CHGS.
COUNT RED. BARG. = (conv. an) FEWER COUNTS

was used a8 an independent for sentence and duration egquations, and
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Table E.3

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES:
MuLrtvomaHd County, 1974

{(n = mean; o = standard deviation)
Robberies Burglaries All
v All Defendants Convictees | All Defendants Convictees Felonies
ariable
" a n o W s} 1 ol N a
Independent Vartadle
COM. TTES INDEX 0.00  1.96 -0.18 1.83| .01 2.21 0,05 1,88 | --- ==
ACE 1.88 ©0.74 1.88 0.78] 1.%39 0D.68 1.55 0.65 _—— -
BLACK 0.06 0.25 4.03 0.18 0.10 0.30 0.0% 0.29 - —_—
OTHER MINORITY 0.03 0.16 9.03 0.18 ] 0.01 6.11 0,00 0.00 | === ==
MIH, P.R. 0.18 0.39 0.12 9.34 | 0,09 0.28 0.09 0.29 ) ==~ =~
MaJ. P.R. 0,10 0.31 0,12 0.32] 0.22 0.42 0.24 0,43 ——— o=
PRI5. P.R. 0,21  0.41 0.22 0.42] 0.13 0,34 0.11 031 | -——  —-
JAIL CUSTODY 0.60 0.49 g.65 0,483% 0.34  0.48 .33 0,48 0.29 0,45
34Tl 0.09 0,29 0.08 0.28| 0.10 0.30 0.08 0.27 }0.69 .46
0.R. 0.19 0.40 0.17 0.38 0.64 .30 0.47 0.50
CT. AFP. COUN. 0.37 0,49 .40 0.4%9 | 0.40 (.49 0.42 0.50 m——— =--
DEF. RET. COUN. 0.09 0.29 0.10 0.30 )] 0.11 .30 0.14 0.35 —_— -
ORIG. A{1°)CHGS. 1.05 0.36 1.07 0.41 1.02 0.22 1.03 0.25 [ — @ -—-
ORIG, B{2°)CHGS. 0.04  0.19 0.05 0.22| 0.02 0.22 0,60 0.00 | -— ---
ORIG. C(3°)ICHGES. 0.04 0.19 0.03 0.18 )| G.06  0.24 0.05 0.21 _— -
ORIG. MISD. CHGS. Q o] 0.04 0.25 Q.03 0.27 — ===
QFF. IN DWELL. -— - —_—— -_— 0.63 0.48 .74 0,44 —_— -
CHG. RED. BARG.? 0.05 0,22 0.07 0.25| 0.18 5,39 0.23 0.42 }0.35 0,48
COUNT . RED . BARG, @ a.03  0.16 0,03 0.18 ¢t 0.2 D.16 0.03 0.17
SENT. BARG. 0.08 0,23 G.10 0.30 [ 0.20 0.40 0.24 D.43 -— -
DRQF OTH.CASE BARG.|[ 0.1% 0.40 0.25 0.44 Q.22 0.42 0,27 0.45 —_— —-——
COURT TRIAL 0.1z 0.32 0.05 0.22| 0.0 0.22 0,05 0.21 0.09 0,29
JUEY TRIal 0.1 0.2 0.15 0.36 | 0.0% 0.28 0.09 0.29 0.01 0.11
MO. FTIN. DISPC. 24,73 B.87 26,70 5,73 ]25.32 9.01 25,83 E£.B4 |25.40 B.92
PUB. DEFLR. 0.33 O.47
PROP. OFF. 0.33 0.47
DRUG OFF. 0.42 0.50
OTHER OFF. .03 0.16
Dependent Varioble
(conv.on}ALL CHGS. 069 0,48 0.90 0.30 | 0.60 0.49 0.74 D.44 0,24 0.43
& COURTS
(ecenv. on ) FEWER 003 0.14 0.03 0,18 | 0.02 0.16 0.03 0.17 }
Counrs?
{conv. ou) REDUCED 92.05  0.22 0,07 0.25| 0.18 0.9 0.23 0.42 |)56.35 0.48
cHGS.?
PISM. & TRI.ACQ. 0,23 D.42 0.00 0.00| 9.20 0,40 0.00 0,00 | 0.41 0.50
{i.e., no conwv.)
S5 A 20,40 14.43 26.52 10.33 | 13.62 10.95 16.92 9,63
851 B 33.74 31.57 43,87 29.14 | 16.43 18.%4 20.41 19.10
351 C 47.08 49.59 61.22 4B.27 | 19.23 28.26 23.89 29.69
SSI D 29.59 103,34 116.87 106,300 37.80 56.75 4697 59,80
ELT:aFD 40.92 47,82 50.97 4%.45 | 41.05 48.00 46,55 48,11 |44.10 50.79

®See note a to Table E.2.
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Table E.4

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES:
DapE County, 1974
(u = mean; o = standard deviation)

Rcbberics B4E Dffenses All
Varisble All DPefendants| Convictees |All Defendants | Convictees | Feloniea
W o u 54 N o In o} n o

Independent Variable )
COM. TIES INDEX 0.00 1.65 -0.16 1.69 ) 0D.00 2,35 2.07 284 | —— —-
AGE 1.66 0.70 1.63 Q.68 | 1.8 0,72 1.73 Q.89 | === ——~
BLAGK 0.70 0.46 0.70 0.46 | 0.49 0,50 Q.49 0,50 | =e= ——
OTHER MINORITY c.09 0,28 0.08 0,27 | 0.13 0.33 .11 0.3 | ——-  --=
MIN. P.K, 0.28 0.45 d.32 0.4 | 0,16 0.37 0.16 0.37 | === -
MAJ., P.R. 0.12 @,32 0.14 0.35 | 0.17 0,38 0.21 0.41 | === =
PRIS., P.R. 0,08 0.27 0.06 0.25 | 0.06 ©D.24 0.05 0,23 | === we-
JAIL CUSTODY 0.B4 0,37 0.89 0.32 | .24 D.43 0.26 0D.44 { 0.20 D0.40
BAIL 0.09 0.28 0.05 0.21 | 0,51 0.50 0.47 0.50 10,72 0,45
0.1, g.02 0.15 G.03 0.18 | 0.16 0.37 0.16 0.37 }
CT. APP, COUN. 0.05 0.23 0.D2 0,13 | 0.02 0.14 0.03 0.l6 [ =— ===
DEF. RET. COUK. 0.11 0.1 0.13 0.34 | 0,18 0.3% 0.16 0,37 | =——- =-m
ORIG. A(1°) CHGS. 1.20 0.68 1.30 0.82 [ 6,03 0.23 0.04 0.26 | === ——
ORIG. B(2°) CHGS. 0.33 0.54 0.35 0.54 | 0.89 0.54 0,95 0.55 | mem=  eee
ORIG. C(3°) CHGS. 0.10 0.36 0.08 0,33 | 0.75 0.73 0.74 0.77 | === ===
ORIG. MIBD. CHGS. G.02 .15 0.03 0Q.18 0.20 D.47 0.19 0.49 —_— -—
OFF. IN DWELL. —— —— - -_— Q.55 0.50 0.52 0.50 - -—
CHG. RED. BaRrc.®? 0.12 .32 0.17 0,38 0.08 0.28 0.11 .31 }U.ll 0.31
COUNT. RED. BARG,H% 0.12 0.32 0.17 0,38 | ¢.19 (.39 0.25 0.43
COURT TRIAL .09 0.28 G.03 0.18 0.08 0.28 0.08 0.28 0.07 0.25
JURY TRIAL 0,13 0,31 0.03 0.18 | 0.03 D0.18 0.03 0.16 | 0.08 0,27
M0O. FIN, DISPO. 21.52 §.93 23.41 &.16 |20.57 .30 22,11 W36 |22.03 B.47
PUB. DEFENDER 0.67 0.47
HO. DEFS. 0.82 0.78
PROP. OFF. 0.48 0.50
DRUG OFF. 0.20 0.40
OTHER OFF, 0.01 0,10

Dependent Variable

{conv.on}ALL CHGS, 0. 44 0.50 0.65 D.58 G.49 0,30 .64 0.48 .55 0.50
& COUNTS

{conv.en) FEWER COUNTS? 0,12 0.32 Q.17 0.38 0.08 0.28 0.25 0.43 }

(conv.on)REDUCED {HGS.2 0.12 0.32 0.17 06.38 0.19 0.39 .11 0,31 a.11 0.31

DISM.& TRI.ACQ. {i.e., 0.32 Q.47 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.42 0.00 Q.00 0.34 0.48
ne conv.)

S5T A 13.06 14.75 1%.23 14.18 [10.04 3,90 13.06 9.38

SST B 21.72 29,49 32.06 30,88 [11.23 16.25 14,62 17.16

S8L C 30.38 45,82 b4,.84 49,57 | 12.43 23.B4 16.18 26.09

551D 38,45 99.54 86.29 110.73| 17.94 45.18 23.36 30.36

ELT:AFD 110.43 93,92 124,83 93.24 | 78.46 89,02 B1.26 94,24 [92.63 87.97

®3ee note a to Table E.2Z.
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Table E.5

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES:
Dape County, 1975

(u = mean; o = standard deviation}
Robberies B&E Offenses All
Varisble All Defendants Convictees | A1l Defendante| Convictees Felonies
H a3 n a i o 1] a M c

Independent Variable
COM. TIES INDEX 0.00 2,29 0.03 2.50|-0.00 2,19 0,03 2,28 | w==  ==-
AGE 1.79  0.66 1.71 G.64| 1.74 0.64 1.77 085 | ——= ===
BLACK 0.66  0.48 0,64 0.4B| 0.55 0.50 0.55 0.50 | ==~ -——
OTHER MINQRITY 0.05 .23 0.03 ©.17 0.11 0.31 0.11 0,31 —— —
MIN. P.R. 0.26 0.44 0.30 0.46 Q.23 0.42 0.22 0.42 _— _—
MaJ. P.R. 06.15 0.36 0.13 0.34] 0.18 0.39 0.20 0,40 | == ——-
PRI5. P.R. 0.0 0.23 0.07 0.26)| 0.0% D.28 0,10 0.30 | === ==
JAIL CUSTODY 0,85 0,36 0.88 0.32] 0,37 0,49 Q.40 0.49 | 0.32 0.47
BALL 0.02 0,15 0.01 0.12] 0.37 0.49 0.35 0.48 }0.6& 0.48
O.R. 0.0 0,10 0,14 .12 ] 0.18 0.3% 0.18 0.39
CT. APP, COUN. 0.04 0.20 0.04 0.21} 0.03 0.18 0.02 0.16 | === ===
DEF. RET. COUN. g.13 0.3 0.10 0.30! 0.07 0,25 0,06 0,24 | —w— ——-
ORIG. A(1°) CHGS. 1.14 0.38 1.1¢ 0.30 0.02 0.15 0.02 0.16 —— -
OR1G. E{2°) CHGS. 0.47  0.67 0.46 0.70| 0.83 0.51 0.B2 0,52 | n=r ===
ORIG, C{3°) CHGS. 0.11 0.34 0.10 0.35 Q.95 0.73 0.98 0.74 —-— -—
CR1G. MISD, CHGS, Q.01 .10 Q.20 0.43 0.21 O.4d _— -_—
OFF. IM DWELL. —_— —_—— —-—— -—— 0.53 0.50 0.52 0.50 -— -—
CHG. RED. BARG,H 0.13 Q.34 0.17 0.38| 0,05 0.23 Q.06 0.24 }0.16 Q.37
COUNT. RED. BARG.® 0.15 0.36 0.20 0.41 0.27 Q.45 0.30 0.46
COURT TRIAL 0.07 .26 0.03 0.17 0.03 0.18 0.04 .19 0,03 0.18
JURY TRIAL 0.03 g.18 a 0 0
MO, FIN. DISPQ. 31,71 %.83 33.65 6.09] 32,12 7.24 33.80 5.57 |34.18 13.9%
PUE. DEFDR. 0.63 0.48
NG. DEFS. 0.68 0.47
PROY, OFF. 0.44 0.50
DRLCG OFF. 0.17 0.38
OTE. OFF, .08 O0.28

Dependent Variable

{conv.on}ALL CHGS. 0,46 .50 .62 0.49 0.51 0.50 Q.62 0.48 Q.53 0.50
& COUNTS

{conv.on}FEWER COUNTS® 0.15 .36 0.20 0.41 0.27 0.45 Q.30 0.46 }

{conv.on)REDUCED CHGS.% 0.13 .38 .17 0.38 0.0% 0.23 0.06 0.24 0.18 0.37

DISM.& TRT.ACD. (i.e., 0.27 0. 44 0D.00 0.00 Q.11 0,31 G.00 0,00 0,32 0,47
no conv.)

SEI A 14.75 12,59 20,09 19.39 | 11.74 9.31 13.17 8.85

SSI B 19.13 20.20 26,06 19,36 | 14.04 15,64 15.75 15.73

SEL C 23,51 29.66 32.03 20.43 | 16,34 22,81 18.34 23.40

SEL D 41.71 69.59 56,82 75.84 | 26,80 42,68 30,07 44,13

ELT:AFD Bb6.89 139,06 71.51 30.70 | 56.86 52,89 54.07 41,06 |49,.84 43.62

%5ee nate a to Table E.2.



in the dependent variable associated with a 1 percent change in the independent

variabie.

The values for the dichotomous variables should be interpreted as the effect of
the variable listed as compared to a situation in which the excluded variable cbtains.

For example:

Included Variable

BLACK
OTHER MINOQRITY

MIN, PR,
MaJ PR,
PRIS. P.R.

JAIL CUSTODY
BAIL
O.R,

CT. APP, COUNS,
DEF. RET, COUNS,

OFF. IN DWELL.

CHG, RED. BARG,
COUNT. RED. BARG,
DISM. & TRI. ACQ.

SENT. BARG.

DROP OTH. CASE BARG,

COURT TRIAL

Excluded Variable

Non-black

Black or majority

No prior record

Combination of jail and
bail or O.R.

Public defender
Offense not in dwelling

Conviction on ali charges
and counts

No such bargain

No trial for conviction and
duration eguations; straight

JURY TRIAL -
plea for sentence equations

PUB. DEFDR. Private counsel

PROP. QFF.

DRUG OFF, Remaining offense types

OTH. OFF.

R?s, adjusted R%s, and the F statistic for each equation are given at the foot of the
tables. Whether or not the regression equation is significant {i.e., whether the com-
posite of independent variables explains more of the variance in the dependent
variable than random chance alone) can be evaluated in terms of the F statistic with
the appropriate degrees of freedom (D.F.). For reference, the F value must be at least
as high as 1.93 for D.F. = 20, 70 and at least as high as 1.84 for D.F. 25, 50 at. the
95 percent level of confidence.

Determinants of Conviction (Tables E.6-E.13)

Qur purpose in running these eguations was to estimate the effect of the
hypothesized independent variables on the probability of conviction at the three
alternative levels plus nonconviction. The independent variables reflect character-
istics of the defendant, his pretrial status and type of counsel, the original charges
filed against him, whether he was tried, and the influence of the case backlog {a
proxy variable for which is MOQ. FIN, DISPQ.). These regressions are based on
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Table E.6

Tue DeTERMINANTS OoF CoNvICTION FOR BURGLARY DEFENDANTS:
MurtNnoMmal County, 1973
{Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

411 Chgs.& Counts Fewer Counts Reduced Chgs. Dism. & Trl.Acqg.
Variable Coef T H Coef T n Coef T n Coef T !
CoM. TIES INDEX 0.00 0.13 0,00 0.00 ©.2% 0.00 0.00 0.11 0,00 F0.01 0,237 -0.00
AGE -0.04 0.48 -0.28] 0.02 0.62 0.34 0.03 .37 0.13 |-0.02 0.23 -0.12
BLACK 0.0B 0.54 0.04| -0.02 0.30 -0.02 [-0.07 0.44 -0.02|0.02 0.11 0.01
OTHER MINORITY -0.06 0.13 -0.00| ©.45 1.97 0,04 [-0,05 0.09 —0.00 1-0.24 0.69 -0.01
MIN. P.R. -0.15 Ll.14 -0.13] ©.06 0.91 0.10 |-0.22 1.50 -0.10| 0.31 2.20 0,23
MAJ. P.R. 0.06 0.61 0.06| -0.01 0,09 -¢.01 |-0.09 0.50 -0,03} 0.0 0.00 0.00
PRIS, P.R. 0.02 0.11 0.0l -0.01 .14 -0.01 |-0.15 ©0.78 -0.05 | 0.14 0.79 0.07
JAIL CUSTODY -0,1% 0.82 —0_.28; -0.14 1.54 -0.50 0.1z ©.60 0.12 | 0.16 G.84 0.26
BAIL -0,26 1.00 -0.08] -0.13 0.99 -0.08 0.37 1.26 0.06)0.02 0.06 0.00
0.R. -0.21 1.03 -0.42] -0,15 1,52 -0.59 0.40 1.73 0.43F0.04 0,17 -0,06
CT. APP. COUN. 0.06 0.28 0.03) -0.10¢ L1.27 -0.11 |-0.02 ©0.13 -0.01)0.06 0.37 0.03
DEF. RET. COUK. =0.11 1.06 -0.15| -0.01 0.14 -0.02 |-0.12 0.97 -0.08 | 0.24 2.04 0.27
ORIG A(L?)CHGS. -0.23 1.67 -1.18{ 0.51 7.40 4.96 |-0.16 1.01 -0.43 0,12 0.81 -0.51
DRIG B{(2°)CAGE. -0.08 0,47 -0.03 0.14 1.75 0.10 {-0,05 0.30 -0.01 |-0.01 ©.06 -0.00
ORIG C(3®)CHGS. -0.10 0.50 ~0.03| -0.10 1.00 O0.05 0.53 2,43 0.07 }0.34 1.62 -0.74
ORIG.MISD.CHGS. —0.10 0.64 -0.03| 0.42 5.17 0.25 {-0.14& 0,75 -0.02 |-0.17 1.00 -0.05
QFF. IN DWELL. 0.22 2.24 0.67 0.02 ©.3% 0.10 [-0.00 ©0.01 -0.00 |-0.24 2,20 -0,5%
COURT TRIAL 0.14 0.74 ©.04] 0.11 1.21 0,07 |-0.35 1.83 -0.06| 0.01 0.47 (.02
JURY TRIAL 0,345 1.84 0.0%] 0,13 1.26 0.06 |-0.34 1.46 -0.05[-0,13 0.56 -0.03
MO. FIN. DISFO. 0.01 1.15 0.93| -0.00 0.26 -0.20 |-0.00 0.15 -0.07 |-0.01 0.78 -0.56
Congtant 0.38  1.07 -0.3% 2,23 0.46 1.15 0.55 1.45
R2 0.31 0.71 0,38 D.28
Due to Multicolin. .10 0.25 0.16 0.03
Due to Regeesaore 0.21 0.45 0.21 0.25
Adj. B2 0.11 0.62 0.19 0.07
Standard Error 0.39 0.20 D.4d .43

F statistic (D.F.}

1.51 (20,67

8.25 (20,67)

2.03 (20,67)

1.33 (20,67)
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Table E.7

THE DETERMINANTS oF CONVICTION FOR BURGLARY DEFENDANTS:
MuLtnoman County, 1974
(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

811 Chgs.& Counts

Fewer Counts

Redured Chgs.

Dism. & Tri.Acqg.
Coef T

Variable Coef T n Coef T n Coef T n n__
COM.TIES THDEX 0.01 ©.4% 0.00] -0.02 2.25 ~0.01| 0.02 0.70 0.00| =0.06L ¢.55 -0.00
AGE ~0.10 1.00 -0.27| 0.03 0.94 1.84| 0.07 0.75 0.62| 0.00 0.01 0.01
BLACK -0.07 0,21 -0.01| ©O.01 0.25 0.05-0.03 0.16 -0.01 0.05 0.33 Q.02
OTHER MINORITY -0.61 1.15 -0,01| -0.11 0.69 -0.05 | -0.31 0.63 -0.02| 1.03 2.23 0,06
MIN.P.R. .01 0.06 0.00| 0,02 0.46 0.09|-0.07 0.40 -0.03| Q.03 0.21 0.01
MAI.P.R. -G.01 0.42 ~G.00{ 0.03 0.75 0.27|-0.02 0.15 -0.02} -0.01 0.04 -D.01
PRIS.P.R. -0,15 0,78 -0.03{ 0.11 1.9 0.60|~0.09 0.51 -0.07| 0.13 0.77 0,09
JAIL CUSTODY 0.08 0.40 0.05| 0.03 0.48 0.39)-0.23 1.23 -0,43} 0.12 0.71 0.22
BAIL 0.28 1.19 0.05| -0,05 ©.70 -0.19 [ -0.39 L1.74 -C.21} 0.16 0.75 0.08
o.R. 0.03 0.17 0.02| 0.25 0.65 0.05]|-0.15 0.89 -0,37| 0.12 0.75 0.27
CT.APP.COUN. -0.07 0.61 -0.05| -G.00 0.10 -0.06 | 0.06 0.59 ©0.14) o0.01 0.09 Q.02
DEF.RET.COUN. 0.02 0.14 0.00| ~0.04 0.84 -0.19} 0,11 0.65 0.06| -0.09 0.58 -0.05
ORIG A(1°)CHGS. -0.34 1.48 ~D.58] -0.03 0.46 -1.232 0.43 1.98 2.40| -0.06 0.29 -0.31
ORIG B{2°}CHGS, -0.07 0.29 -0.00| -0.05 0.71 -0.05|-0.13 ©.60 -0.02] 0.25 1.21 0,03
ORIG C(3°)CHGS. -0.50 2,07 -0.05| 0.04 0.52 G.09| 0.21 0.91 0.,07| ©0.26 1.21 0O.08
ORIG MISD.CHGS. -0.15 Q.64 -0.0)| 0.37 5.4)1 0.55]-0,05 0.22 -0.01| -0.18 0.87 -0.03
OFF, IN DWELL. 0.54 4.66 0.58| -0.03 ©,99 -0.89{ ~D.12 1.09 -0.42| -0.39 3.B1 -1.2%
COURT TRIAL 0.24 0.96 0.01| -0.02 0.30 -0.04 | -0.06 0.27 -0.02{ -0.15 §.71 -0.G4
JURY TRIAL ¢.05 0.28 0,01 0.02 0.42 0.08|-0.13 0.76 -0.06| 0.06 0.36 0.03
MO.FIN.DISPO. -0.00 0.33 -0.08| 0.00 1.14 2.07 | -p,pp 0.14 -0.11| ©.00 0.14 0.09
Constant 0.82 2,20 -0.06 0.50 ~0.09 D.2% 0.331.01

&% 0.46 0,52 0.21 0.36

Due to Multicolin. ¢.10 0.15 0.0z 0.07

Due to Regressors 0.36 0.36 .19 0.29

4di.R 0.28 0.36 -0.04 0.15
Standard Error 0.42 0,12 0.40 0.37

F Statlstic (D.F.) 2.56 (20,61) 3.25 (20,61) 0.83 {(20,61) 1.73 (20,61)
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Table E.8

THE DETERMINANTS oF CONVICTION FOR ROBBERY DEFENDANTS!

MuLrNoMaH County, 1973
{Multivariate regression equation results,

ordinary least squares estimation)
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Table E.9

THE DETERMINANTS OF CONVICTION FOR RoBBERY DEFENDANTS:
MuLtnoman CouNnTy, 1974
(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

All Chgs. & Counta Fewer Counts Reduced Ches. Dism. & Tri.Aeq.

Variable Coef T n Coef T n Coef T n Coef T n
COM. TIES INDEX -0.01 4.23 -0.00 0.00 0.17 0.00| -0,0L 0.43 -0.00 {-0.01 C.48 —0.00
AGE 0.02 0.22 0.06 .02 1.02 1.50{ -0.02 0©.51 0.90 |-0.02 0.21 -0.14
BLACK -0.39  1.69 -0.04 |-0.02 0.45 -0.05| -0.05 0.47 -0.07 0.47 2,38 0.13
OTHER MINORITY -0.18 0.50 «0,01 |-0.02 0.21 -0.02 0.39 2.16 0.20 |-0.19 0.63 -0.02
MIN. P.R. -0.08 0.50 -0.02 | 0.02 0.69 0.16| -0.05 0.65 -0.18 | 0.11 0.80 0.08
MAJ. P.R. 0.26 1.42 0.04 [ 0.00 0.05 0.01| -0.06 0.66 -0,12 |-0.20 1,30 -0.09
PRI5. P.R. 0.04 0.22 0.01 0.00 0.11 0.04) =-0.12 1,30 -0,48 0.07 0.48 0.07
JAIL CUSTODY 0.13 Q.71 0.11 |-0.00 0.07 -0.06] -0.09 1.062 -1.05 |-0.03 0.23 -0.09
BAIL 0.0% 0.33 0.01| 0,00 0.26 0.05| -0.12 0.94 -0.22 | 0.02 0.09 Q.01
0.R. 0.10 0,50 0.03 |~0.06 1,35 -0.44| -0.15 1.41 ~D.55 0.10 0.57 0.08
CT.APP.COUN. 0.00 0,00 0.00 (=0,03 1.30 -0.47 0.62 0.31 0.13 0.01 0.14 0,02
DEF.RET,COUN. -0,06 0.26 0,01 { 0.06 1.26 0.21{ =-0.06 0.52 -0.10 0.06 0,30 0.02
ORIG A{1")CHGS. 0.09 ¢.52 0.14 |-0.00 0.08 -0.12 0.02 0.23 ©.40 [-0.11 D,73 -0,48
ORIG B(2°)CHGS, ~0.48 1,67 -0.03 | 0.66 11,05 0.99 .01 0.07 0.01 {-0.19 0,77 -0.03
ORIG C{3*)CHGS, -0.23 0.95 -0.02 | 0.02 0.2z 0.02 0.35 2,03 0.26 {-0.03 0.11 -0.01
ORIG MISh. CHOS, 0 9 0 0

COURT TRIAL -0.38 2,10 -0.06 | -0.03 0.92 -0.15| -0.08 0.87 -0.17 0.4%9 3,22 0,24
JURY TRIAL . -0.00 0.01 -0.00 | -0.07 1.87 -0.42| -0.04 0.47 -0.13 0.12 0.75 0.07
MO.FIN.DISPO. 0.01 1.92 Q.45 (-0.00 0.22 -0.29 0.00 §.32 0,50 |-0.01 2.41 =1.43
Canstant 0.23 0.78 0.00 0.03 0.18 1.20 0.59 2,32

R? 0.29 0.74 0.24 0.39

Due to Multicelin. 0.06 .15 0.00 0.06

Due to Repressors 0.23 0.59 0.24 .34
Adj. B? 0.08 0.66 0.01 0.21
Standard Error 0.45 0.09 0,22 0.38

F gtatistic (D.F.)

1.35 (18,59)

9.35 (18,59)

1.04 (18,59)

2,13 (18,59)
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Table E.10

THE DETERMINANTS OF CONVICTION FOR B&E DEFENDANTS:

Dape County, 1974

{Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

411 Chgs.& Counts Fawer Counts Reduced Chgs. Tism.& Tri.Arq.

Variable Coef T n Coef T n_ |Coef T n Coef T o
COM. TIES INDEX 0.04 1.40 0,00 |-0.01 0,533 -0.00 {-0.01 ©.70 -0.00 |-0.02 0,11 -0.00
AGE -0,07 0.88 ~0.24 |0.10 1.79 0.92 | 0.04 0.38 0.82 |-0,08 1.12 -0.55
BLACK FOo.08 0.77 -0.0% | 0,12 1.29 ©.30 |-0.76 1.06 -0.4& | 0.05 0.53 0.12
OTHER MINORITY op.05 0.27 O6.01 —0.15 1.20 -0,10 |-0.02 9.15 -0.07 0.12 4.82 0.07
MIN. P.R. |-n.03 0.21 -0.01 |-0.06 0.58 -0.05 | 0.14 1.63 .27 |-0.0% ©.37 -0.03
MAJ. P.R. 0.30 1.%3 0.10 -0.11 0.98 -0.97 |-0.08 0.91 -0.1§ |-0.10 0.79 -0.03
PRIS. P.R. 0,05 0.20 0.0 |-0.21 1.22 -0.&% (-0.05 0.38 -0.04 | 0.21 1.08 0O.06
JAIL CUSTODY 0.10 0.5¢ 0.05 |-0.13 0.84 -D.16 | 0.01 0.05 Q.02 | 0.02 1.00 0.02
BAIL 0,12 0.62 -0.12 | 9.08 0.05 0.02 |-0.05 .40 -0.27 | 0,16 0.95 0.35
U.R. -0.04 0,19 -0.01 |-0.09 0.56 -0.08 [-0.00 0.03 -0.0l | 0.14 0.73 1.00
CT, APP. COUNW, F0.14 @,37 -0.01 |-0.31 I1.12 -0.03 0.42 1.91 o0.11 0.03 0.09 0,00
DEF .RET.COUN. 0,24 1.51 ~0.09 | 0,00 0.26 0.00 | 0.09 1.04 0,20 | 0.14 1.04 0.11
ORIG 4{1°)CHGS. -0.21 0.86 =0.01 | 0.24 1.34 0.04 | 0,03 0,18 0,01 |-0.06 0.27 -0.00
ORIG B(2°)CHGS. ~0.04 0.42 -0.08 | 0.14 1.91 0.88 | 0.02 €.41 0.26 |-D.13 1,42 -0.48
ORIG C(3°)CHGS. -0.20 2.71 -0.30 | 0.22 4,08 0.87 (-0.01 0.24 -0.09 |-0.01 0.16 -0.03
ORIG MISD.CHGS. —0.17 1.47 =0.07 | 0.21 2.52 {.22 |-0.07 1.06 -0.17 | 0.03 €¢.29 D.02
GFF. IN DWELL. -0.10 0.87 —0.11 |-0.09 0.99 -0.25 | 0.06 C.89 0.40 | 0.13 1.26 0.30
COURT TRIAL 0.20 1.03 0.03 |-0.05 0.2 -0.02 0.03 0,27 0,03 |[-0.18-1.05 -0.07
JURY TRIAL -0.03 0.11 —0.00 {-0.01L 0.06 -0.00 [-0.12 0.67 -0.04 | 0.17 0.64 0.02
M. FIN. DISPO. 0.01 1.50 ©.43 | 0,01 1.29 0.70 | .00 0,45 D0.44 |-0.02 3.18 -1.65
{onatant 0.75 2.41 ~0.36 1.58 =0.02 0.14 0.63 2.39

x? 0.27 0.3 0.18 0.25

Due to Multicolin. 0.04 0.03 .03 0.03

Due to Regressors 0.30 0.39 .15 0.29
Adj. R 0.o7 .19 -0.04 0.05
Standard Error 0.49 0. 36 .28 0.17
F Etatistic (D.F.} 1.36 (20,74) 2.08 {20,74) .84 (20,743 1.25 (20.74)
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Table E.11

TrE DETERMINANTS oF CoNvICTION FOR B&E DEFENDANTS:

Dape County, 1975

(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

All Chgs.& Counts Fewer Counts Reduced Chgs. Dsw. & Tri.kcq.

Variable Coef 7T K, Coef T n Coef T n Coef T n
COM. TIES INDEX -0.01 0.22 -0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.00 0.00 0.19 -0.00 a.00 G.21 -D.0O
AGE 0.01 0.11 0.03 -0.44 0,54 -0.28 g.06 1.51 2.07 |-0.03 Q.55 -D.49
BLACK -0.06 0.52 -0.06 a.01 0.12 0.03 0.03 0.55 0.33 Q.02 0.25 0.10
OTHER MINORITY -0.21 1,02 -0.04 0.15 0.79 0.06 |-0.07 0G.68 -0.13 0.13 1.03 4,13
MIN. P.R. 0.05 0.35 0.02 0.03 Q.27 0.03|-0.06 1.00 -0.37 -0.02 0.18 -0.03
MaJ. P.R. 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.10 0.71 0.07 [-0.08 1.11 -0.28 |-0.03 0.27 -0.04
FRIS, P.R. 0.38 1.67 0.06 -0,1¥ 0.85 -0.05 |-0.06 0.55% -D.09 |-0.15 1.07 -0.12
JAIL CUSTODY 0.16 0.69 Q.10 0.07 0,3 0,10 0.05 0,46 0.3% |-0.28 1.98 -0.97
BAIL 0.14 0,63 0.09 -0.02 0.15 ~0.04 | 0.067 0.70 0.49%9 |-0.18 1.34 -0.62
O.R. -0.04 0,17 ~0.01 0.14 0,64 0,09 0,08 Q.70 0.27 |-0.17 1.17 -0.30
CT.APE.COUN, -0.22 0,70 -0.01 -0.35 1.29 -0.04 0.27 1.83 0.16 0.31 1.58 0.09
DEF.RET.COUN. -0.33 1.45 -0.04 0.28 1.41 0.07 |-0.07 0.68 -0.09 0.12 0.83 0.07
ORIG A(L®)CHGS. 0.07 0.19 D.00 .00 0.02 0.00 |-0.04 0.21 -0.02 |-0.04 0,18 -0.01
ORIG B(2°)CHGS. —~0.02 0.13 =-0.02 0.06 0.1 0.20|-0.02 0.35 -0.30 |-0.03 0.3% —0.22
ORIG C(3°)CHGS. -0.15  1.90 -0.25 G.18 2.55 0.862 0.05 1.22 0.78 |-0.07 11.4% -0.63
QRIS MISD.CHGS. =0.12 0.81 -0.04 0.26 1.99 0.19 |-0.05 0.79 -0.20 |-0.09 0.9 -D.15
OFF. 1IN DWELL. —0.18 1.54 -0.17 0.10 0.9 0.20 0.06 1.10 0.6l 0.02 0,28 0.10
COURT TRIAL 0.07 0.23 0.00 0.07 0.24 0.01 [-0.05 0.35 -0.03 |-0.09 0.44% 0,03
JURY TRIAL o o o @
MO.FIN.DISPO. Q.01 1.19 0.54% 0.00 0.31 0.26 G.00 0,56 1.24 |-0.01 2.78 -4.0%
Constant 0.45 1.12 -0.13 0.37 -0.21 1.10 0.8% 3.52
Rr? 6.21 0.23 0.16 0.23

Due to Multicolin. 0.02 0.03 =-0.02 -0.17

Due to Regressors 0.19 g.20 0.12 .39
Adl. R 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.02
Standard Error 0.50 0.44 0.23 0.31

F statistic (D.F.} Q.98 (19,72) 1.14 {19,72) 0.74 (19,72) 1.10 {19,72)
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Table E.12

THE DETERMINANTS OF CONVICTION FOR ROBBERY DDEFENDANTS:

DapE County, 1974

(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

All Chgs.& Counta Tewer Counts Reduced Chgs. Msm.& Tri,Acg,
Variable Coef T n Coef T n Coef T r Coef T n
COM. TIES THNDEX -0,03 0.78 =0.00 ~0.01 0.65 -0.00 G.01 0.3% 0.00 0,63 1.02 0.00
AGE 6.01 0,13 Q.04 | -0.04 0.76 -0.54| 0.09 1,51 1,21| =0.06 0.7% ~0.36
BLACK -0.33 2.55 -0.52 0.08 0.%7 0.486 0.16 1.72 0.92 Q.10 0.84 0,21
OTHER MINORITY =0.50 2.17 =~0.10 =-0.04 0.27 =0.03 0.18 1.11 0.13 0.36 1.76 D.10
MIN. B.R. 0.00 0.00 9.00 | -0.04 0.60 ~0.10| =0.01 0.09 -0.0Z| 0.05 0.48 0.43
MATJ. P.R. 0.33 1.913 0.9 =0.00 0.04 -0.00| -0.12 §.97 -0.12} -0.21 1,37 -0.08
PRIS. P.R. Q.09 0,43 Q.02 -0.01 0.04 -0.,00 )| -0.20 1.38 -0.12 0.12 0.62 0.03
JAEL CUSTODY 0.47 2.07 0.90 =0.15 1.05 -1.06 | -0.14 Q.87 =0.99| -0.19 .91 -0.48
BAIL 0.32 1.2 9.06 | -0,21 1.2F7 -0.,15]-0.28 1.52 -0.21| 0.17 0.72 Q.05
O.E. 0.14 0,33 0.01 0.24 0.94 -0,04 | 0.76 2.67 0.14| -0.87 1,82 -0.04
CT.APE.COIM, 0.18 0.76 0.02) -0.32 2,17 -D.14| -0.05 €.30 -0.02| 0,1% 0.8% 0.03
DEF .RET.COUN, 0.07 0.3 0.02 0.02 0,21 0.02] 0.03 0.19 0.02| «0.12 0.6% -0.05
ORIG A(1°)CHGS. =0.03 0.3% -0.07 0.1 3.34 Ll.61|-0.04 0.75 -0.40] =0.09 1,235 -0.3%
ORIG B(2°)CHGS. -0.14 1.31 =0.11 0,13 2.26 0.38 Q.00 0,04 0G.0L 0.01 ¢.08 0.01
ORIG C(3"}CHGS. -0.43 2.50 =0.09 0.41 3.86 0.3 0.01 0.11 0.0l 0.00 §.03 0.00
CRIG MISD.CHGS. 0.48 1.22 0.02} 0.06 0.26 0.01}-0.17 0,62 -0.03| -0.37 1.06 =0.02
COURT TRIAL -0.13 0.66 -0.02| =0.11 0.90 -0.08 | -0.10 0.74 -0.07| 0.3%¢ 1.94 0.09
JURY TRIAL -0.29 1.78 =0.07 =0.03 0.3% =-0.31| =0.06 Q.53 -0.05 0.38 2,65 0,11
KO. FIN. DISPO. 0,02 3.06 0.9 =0.11 0.32 -0,23| 90.00 0.89 ¢.55] -0.02 3.75 -1,40
Conatant -0.05 0.17 0.07 0.35 0.091 0.02 0.98 3.36
r? 0.38 0.43 0.29 0.44
Due to Muledicolin =-0.01 3.10 a.07 0.04
Due tg Regresscrs 0. 3% 0.33 0.21 0.40
Adj. R .22 0.29 g.10 0.30
Standard Error 0. & 0.27 a.31 0.39
F etatistic (D.F.) 2.35 (19,73} 2,94 (19,73 1.56 (19,73 3.05 (19,73
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Table E.13

THE DETERMINANTS OF CONVICTION FOR ROBBERY DEFENDANTS:

DapE Counrty, 1975

(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

4l) Chgs.&Counts | Fewer Counts Reduced Chge, [Ddsm & Tri. Acg.
Variable Coef, T il Coef T n Coef T i Coef T n
COM. TIES INDEX 0.02 1.17 0.00 (=0.13 Q.85 -0.06 -0.01 4.52 -0.00|-0,00 0,27 -0.00
AGE =0.06 0.67 =0.24 |-0.00 0.05 -0.04| =0.05 Q.75 -0.67| 0.11 1.54 0.75
BLACK -0.10 0,81 -0.14 {-0.12 1.50 -0.53 0.09 1,05 0.47| 0.13 1.31 0.32
OTHER MINORITY -0,53 1.95 -0,06 | 0.36 2,03 0,13 0,08 0.44 0.03] 0.09 0.41 0.02
MIN, P.R. ~0.03 0,25 -0.02 |-0.08 0.8% -0.13 0,23 2,46 0.45|=-0,12 1.12 D.11
MaJ. P.R. -g.14 ©0.89 -0.05 | 0.02 0.24 0.02 0.07 0,67 0.09} 0.04 0.33 0.02
PRIS, P.R. -0,05 0,19 =0,01 | 0.35 2.20 @.i2] =0.07 Q.42 =0,03{=-0.,23 1.19 =-0.03
JaIL CUSTODY 0.03 0.15 0.05 0.10 0.Bl1 0.58 =0.05 0,37 =0.33|=0.09 0.52 =0,26
BAIL 0.35 0.8 o0.02 |-0.05 0,19 Q.01 -0.06 0.19 -0.01|-0.24 0.69 -0.02
0.R. 0.47 0.8 0.011{ 0.09 0.26 0.01| -0.36 0.98 =0.03|=0.19 0.47 =0.Q1
CT. AFP. COUN, 0.13 0,43 ¢.,01 | 0.05 0.24 @.01] =0.20 1.00 -0,07| 0,03 0.13 0.01
DEF, RET. COUN. ~0.11 0,63 -0.03 |-0.07 0.58 -0.06 0,03 0.28 0.03| 0.14 1.02 0.07
ORIG. & (17) CHGS. -0.10 0.68 -0.26 |-0.11 1.16 -0.88 0.18 1.67 1.58| 0.04 0.34 0.17
ORIG. B (2°) CHGS, -0,16 1.88 -0.16 | 0,19 3.59 0.61| =-0.01 0.24 -0.05{~0.02 0,36 -0.04
ORIG. € (3°) CHGS, -0.26 1.49 -0.06 | 0.16 1.36 0.1l .18 0.51 0.15(-0.08 0.56 =-0.03
ORIG. MISD. CHGS. 0.23 0.36 0.01 {-0.35> 0.82 -0.02 .11 0.24 0,01 0.00 0.00 0.00
COURT TRIAL -0.24 1.05 -0.04 1-0.13 0.85 -0.05 -0.08 0.47 =-0.04| 0.45 2,42 (.13
JURY TRIAL ~0.39 1.03 -0.03 |-0,07 0.27 -0.01 «0.31 1.16 -0.08| 0.76 2.53 0.09
MO. FIN. DISPO. 0.01 1.01 0.39 0.01 2.20 1.71 0.00 0.83 0.Bl|-0.02 3.79 -2.02
Constant 0.73 2.26 -0.08 0.40 -6.17 0.75 =52 2.03
x° 0.27 0.39 0.20 0.41
Due to Multicolin. 0.03 0,01 0.00 0.9%
Due to Regressors 0.24 0.30 0.20 0.32
adj. R 0.08 0.24 0.00 0.26
Standard Error 0,48 0.31 0.34 Q.38

F.Statistic (J.F.)

1.44 (19,74)

2.54 (19,74)

1.00 (18,74}

2.33 (19,74}
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samples of all defendants. Adjusted R*s are mostly under 0.10 and rarely exceed
0.30. In only 13 of 32 equations was the F test met. We therefore tend to place little
faith in the mode! we developed to explain conviction level.

Determinants of Sentence Severity (Tables E.14-E.21)

Qur purpose in running these equations was to estimate the contribution of the
hypothesized independent variables to a score which indicates the severity of the
sentence imposed on the defendant. The sentence score was generated according to
four alternative indices (see Sec. IV). In addition to the independent variables em-
ployed in the conviction equations, we added the type ofbargain (and, therefore, type
of disposition) the defendant had.! The samples of course contained only defendants
who were convicted. R% (except for 1974 Dade County robberies) were mostly in
excess of 0.40. Six out of 32 equations failed to meet the F test but four of these
failures were for 1974 robbery cases in Dade County (Table E.20). There does appear
to be a good deal of volatility in the size, signs, and significance of the coefficients
on independent variables across indices, years, offenses, and jurisdictions; more
work on the sentence severity model thus seems indicated.

Determinants of Case Duration (Tables E.22-E.25)

Our purpose in running these equations was to estimate the contribution of the
hypothesized independent variables to case elapsed time measured from arraign-
ment to final disposition. We used samples of all felonies, for which we had fewer
and somewhat different data elements, as well as samples of our exemplary offenses.
Adjusted R®s generally exceeded 0.20 and never fell below 0.10 for those equations
it was possible to estimate. (Time truncation in the sample of all felonies for Dade
County in 1975 precluded the calculation of meaningful estimates; the estimates for
the exemplary offense samples for Dade County in 1975 should be treated with great
caution as well.} The F statistics were acceptable at a 95 percent level of confidence
in seven equations out of eleven. Since the estimates do not behave consistently in
magnitude and direction across vears, offenses, or jurisdictions, we feel that more
work on both model specification and data improvement is necessary.

TEST FOR SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
STATISTICS

In performing statistical tests of the difference between two proportions, we used
the following formuia:®

P, - P,
(P'q/Ny) + (p'q'/Na)

T:

' In these equations the variable MQ. FIN. DISPO. is best interpreted as a proxy for erowding in
county and state correctional facilities which built up steadily over time in both furisdictions.

* Adopted from P. G. Hoel, Introduction to Mathematical Statistics, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New
York, 1974, pp. 148-151,
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Table E.14

THE DETERMINANTS OF SENTENCE SEVERITY FOR BURGLARY CONVICTEES:
MuLrtnvoman Counry, 1973
{Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

Sentence Severity Index

A B c b}

VYariable Coef T n Coef T il Coef T n Coef T n
COM.IIES IKDEX =0.3% 0.6% -0.00] -1.71 2.04 -0.01] -3.04 2.47 -0.01 .40 1,32 0,401
AGE 1.65 0.98 0.25 5.56 2.23 Q.91 9.48 2,60 1.71| 16.62 2.17 1.49
BLACE 2.77 0.7% 0.02 5.87 1.12 0.05 8,96 1.17 0.09| 18.24 1.14 0.09
QOTHER MINORITY -2.38 0.2% -0.00] -l.44 G.11 -0.00| -0.30 0.02 -0.00] -3.99 0.10 —0.00
MIN.P.R. 2.25 0.72 0.03 2.78 060 0.04 3.32 D.4% 0.05 8.20 0.58 0.07
MAJ.F.E. =-3.75 1.04 -0.05] -8.83 1.84 -0.12|-13.91 1.76 =0.20{-25.97 1.57 -0.19
PRIS.P.R. -4.97 1.35 -0.05| -7.48 1.37 -0.08|=10.00 1.25 -0.11 -5.18 0.37 0.03
JATIL CUSTODY 5.73 1.50 0.18| 12.87 2.26 0.44| 20.01 2.39 0.75 32,51 1.86 0.60
BATL 0.42 0.07 0.00 4.62 0,53 0.03 8.83 0.62 0.06| 41.78 1.56 0.13
0.E. 1.34 0.33 0.06 6,11 1.00 0.29| 10.87 1.22 0.57} 24.92 1.34 O0.64
CT.AFP.COUN. -1.71 0.45 -0.02{ -2.77 0.49 -0.03]{ -3.83 0.46 -0.05 ~-12.32 Q.71 -0.08
DEF.RET,COUN, 0.49 0,21 0.01 2.22 0.63 0.05 3.95 0.77 0.10 0.69 0.06 0.01
ORIG A(l®)CHGS. =1.30 0,30 -D.13 1.8% 0.29 .20 5.08 0.54 0.60| I8.32 0.93 1.08
ORIG B(2°)CHGS, 4.44 0.9 0.0 10,90 1.57 0.08| 17.35 1.71 0.14| 35.28 1.66 O0.14
ORIG C(3")CHGS. 4.79 1.28 Q.03 2.38 0.43 0.02| =0.04 0.00 =0,00 2.45 0.14 0.01
ORIG.MISD.CHGS., -6.,12 1.65 -0.05 -8.74 1.58 =0.0B(-11.36 1.40 -0.11]/-19.87 1.17 -0.10
OFF,IN DWELL. 0.58 0.24 0.04 Q.05 .01 0.00) -0.48 0.09 -0.04| -1.37 0.12 -0.05
CHG,.RED. BARG, =9.33 3.66 -0.45 -12.22 3.21 -0,65|-15.10 2.70 -0.89/-30.19 2.59 -0.BS
COUNT RED.BARG. 2.02 0.3 0.03 1.24 0.15 0.02| 0.45 0.04 0.0l| -8.08 ©.31 -0.07
SENT.BARG. 0.01 0.00 0.00§ 0.94 0,22 0.02 1.88 0.29 0.04| -2.28 0.17 -0.02
DROF OTH.CASE BARG.| -0.42 0.18 -0.01] -0.05 0.01 -0.00 0.32 0.0 0.01|-11.565 1.08 -0.24
COURT TRIAL =0.50 0,19 -0.00 3.48 0.49 0.02 7.85 0.76 0.05 5.27 0.24 0.02
JURY TRIAL 3.08 0.57 0.0 9.93 1.24 0.06| 16.79 1.43 0.11| 11.83 0.48 0.04
MO.FIN.DISFQ. 0.11 0.45 0.15 -0.27 0.77 -0.41 =0.65 1.26 -t.08| -1.1% 1.10 -0.97
Canetant 10.60 1.34 1.40 0.12 =7.79 0.45 -13.11 -0.36

R 0.58 0.64 0.65 0.52

Due to Multicelin. 0.27 0.2% 0.25 0.12

Due to BRegressors 0.31 0.36 0.35% Q.40
Ad}. R2 0.33 0.43 C.44 0.23
Standard Error 6.80 10,135 14.88 31,11

F Scatistic (D.F.}

2,30 (24,40}

3.03 (24,40)

3.06 (24,40)

1.82 (24,40)
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Table E.15

T DETERMINANTS OF SENTENCE SEVERITY FOR BURGLARY CONVICTEES:
MurLtNomad County, 1974
{Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

Sentence Severicy Index

A B c o]
Variable Coef T n Coef T n_ | Coef T | Coef T n
COM.TIES INDEX 1,44 2.11 Q.00 2.30 1.73 0.1 3,16 1.51 0.0L -0.31 0.07 -0.00
AGE -3.83 1.76 -0.35] -6.55 1.55 -0.50| -9.27 1.39 -0.60 0.86 0.06 0.03
BLACK -0.20 0.05 -0.00| -8.77 1.23 -0.04|-17.36 1.54 ~0.07 | -14.67 0C.65 -0.03
OTHER MINORITY 1] & 1] 0
MIN.P.R. 3.13 0.87 Q.02 4.69 0.86 0.02 6.22 0.56 0.02 2.19 0.10 0.00
MAT.T.R. 1.83 0.65 .03 1.1 0.21 0.0l 0.50 0.06 0.01 8,17 0.46 -0.04
PRIS.P.R. 10.02 2.39 0.06| 24.58 3,02 0.13] 39.14 3.06 0.17 52.04 2.01 0.12
JAIL COSTODY -0.14 0.03 -0.00 1.5 0.18 G.03 3.17 0.24 0.03 6.3% 0.24 .05
BATL 2.94 0.85 0.01 7.12 0.68 0.03| 11,29 0.6% 0.04 4.50 0.14 0.01
O.R. -2.73 0.68 -0.08| -6.56 0.84 -0.15|-10.40 ©0.84 -0.20 |-20.38 0,81 -0.20
CT.APP.COUN. 1.56 0.65 0.04 7.74 1.68 0.16| 13.93 1.91 0.25 25.30 1.72 0.23
DEF,RET.COUN. 1.85 0.5% 0.01 3.52 0.58 0.02 5.20 0.5 0.03 -§.73 -0,45 -0.03
ORIG A(1")CHGS. 5.40 1.24 0.33] 16.22 1.39 0.82] 26.94 1.99 1.16 73.32 2.67 1.61
ORIC B(2°)CHGS. o] 4] 1]
QRIG C(2°ICHES. -3.68 0.58 -D.01 1.72 0.1 0.00 7.1z 0.37 0.01 25,21 0.61 Q.02
QRIG MISD.CHGS. 1.16 0.22 0.00 .06 0.30 8.01 4,95 0.31 0.01 92,34 2.85 0.09
OFF, IN DWELL. 2,69 0,98 0,12 1.52 ©0.29 0.08] 0.35 0.04 0.01 5.63 0.3 0.09
CHG . RED.BARG. 9,29 .40 -D.12|-18.03 3.40 -0.20|-26.78 3.21 -0.25 |-50.67 3.00 =0.25
COUNT RED,BARG. -12.55 1.50 -0.02|-34.90 2,15 -0.05|-57.26 2.24 -0.07 |-86.69 1.68 -0.06
SENT.BARG. ~p.88 0.29 -0.01| -2.24 O0.3B -0.03| -3.60 0.3% -0.04 -9,.00 0.48 -0.05
DROF OTH.CASE BARG. 3.02 1.04 D.OS5 2.73 0.49 0.04 2.43 0.28 0.03 7.36 0.41 0.04
COURT TRIAL ~4.73 0.91 -0.01] =6.24 0.62 -0.01| ~7.75 0,49 -0.0L |-20.19 0.63 -0,02
JURY TRIAL 2.61 .68 0.01 0.83 0.11 G.00| -0,%4% 0.08 -0.00 ~1.58 0.07 =0.00
MO.FIN.DISPO, 0.30 2.57 0.47 0.45 1.93 0.5 0,59 1.61 0.63 0.70 0.96 0.39
Constant 7.63 1.45 1.75 0.12 —4.12 0.19 =47,11 1.05
g2 0.62 0.63 0.62 0.62
Due t¢ Multicolin. 0.23 0,24 0.24 0,27
Due to Regressors 0.38 0.39 0.39 0.35
adj. B2 0.42 0.44 0.43 0.42
Standerd Brror 7.34 14,24 22.43 45,42
F Statiatic (D.F.) 3.13 {22,43) 3.36 (22,43) 3.22 (22,43) 3,17 (22,43
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Table E.16

THE DETERMINANTS OF SENTENCE SEVERITY FOR ROBBERY CONVICTEES:
MurtnoMaH CouNty, 1973
(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

Sentence Severicy Index

A B f C [

Variable Coef T n Coef T n Coef T N Coef T n
COM.TIES INDEX 0.89 1.58 0.01 1.67 1.40 o0.QL 2.35 1,23 0.01 1.28 0.33 0.00
AGE -5.74 1.%6 -0.58|-11.10 2.00 -0.90]-16.45 1.85 -1.11 -33.98 1.87 -1.31
BLACK -4.03 1.08 -0.03| -6.10 0,87 -0.04[ -8.17 0.72 -0.04{-29.81 1.29 -0.08
QTHER MINORITY 6.61 1.10 0.02 7.46 0.83 0D.02 .31 0.45 0.02|-37.70 1.01 -0.04
MIN,.P.R. 6,53 1.17 0.05) 11.71 1.10 0,07} 16.90 0.99 0,08 48.41 1.39 0.13
MAJ.P.R. 5.12 1.21 0,07 15.40 2,08 0.16} 25.68 2.16 ©.23] 74.30 3.06 0.37
FRIS.P.R. 11.3% 3,59 0.13] 22.43 3.73 0.21] 33.4B 3.46 0.26 92.78 4.70 0.4l
JAIL CUSTODY i8.58 1.97 0.37] 13.93 0.78 0.34 9.28 0.32 0.19] 36.73 0,63 0.43
BATIL 26.80 3.03 0.31] 25.20 1.50 Q.24) 23.60 0.88 0.i8)] 41.89 0.76 0.19
0.R. 14.65 1.55 0,24 9.79 0.55 0.13 4,93 0.17 ©.05) 40.8% Q.70 0.25
CT.AFP.COUN. 3.32 0.B9 0.04 3.86 0.55 0.04 4.40  0.39 0.04] -4.06 0,17 -0,02
DEF .RET.COUN. 6.22 1,50 0,06 5.28 0.867 0.04 4.3% 0.35 0.03-15.53 0.60 ~0.06
ORIG A{1°)CHGS. 4.00 2,38 0.36] 10.62 3.34 O0.77) L7.24 3.37 1.04| 47.17 4.52 1.83
ORIC B(2°)CHGS. -0.87 0.20 -0.01 4.11 D.49 0.02 9.0% 0.68 O0.04| 30.22 1.10 ©.08
CRIG C(3")CHGS. 2,45 0.88 D.01 3.68 0.5 0.D2 4.90 0,45 0.02|-20.29 0.91 -0.05
CRIG MISD,CHGS, -0.34 0.05 -0.00] -1.38 0,11 -0.00]| -2.42 0.12 -0.01|-49.03 1.19 ~{.08
CHG.RED.BARG. -12.44 3.31 -0.38 -31.15 4.38 -0.76|-49.86 &4.36 -1.02] -72.58 3.11 -0.85
COUNT RED.BARG. -16.80 3.11 -0,17] -43.80 4.29 -0,.36(-70.86 4.31 =0.4B-12h.23 3.76 -0.49
SENT.BARG. ~10.83 2.48 -0.13] -6.17 0.74 -0.06| -1.50 0.11 -0.01i ~16.41 Q.60 -0,07
DEROP OTH.CASE BARG.| -5.94 1.84 ~0.16] -9.29 1.52 -0.20|-12.64 1.28 —0.23| 45,89 2,28 =0.46
QOURT TRIAL ~35.94 3.66 -0.10| -60.67 3.27 -0.14(-85.39% 2.86 -0.17|-146.99 2,41 -0.16
JURY TRIAL 1.49 G.25 0,0 15.40 1.37 0.05| 29.32 1.62 G.09 57.86 1.5 0.10
MO.FIN.DISFO. 0.52 1.63 0.53 0.3 0.56 0.28] 0.16 0.16 0.11] -1.75 0.B8 <0.69
Conatant 2.44  0.19 22.1B  0.B9% 41.92 1.05 77.58 €.95
r? 0.86 0.88 0.88 0.88

Tue to Multicolin. 0.07 0.21 .24 0.15

Lue to Regresanrs 0.79 0.67 0. 64 0.73
adj.R2 0.67 0,72 0.71 0,72
Stapdard Error 6.11 11.57 18.60 37.98

F Statistic (D.F.) 4.54 (23,17) 5.53 (23,17 5.24 (23,17 5,49 (23,17)
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Table E.17

THE DETERMINANTS OF SENTENCE SEVERITY FOR ROBBERY CONVICTEES;
MurrtnoMaH County, 1974
(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation}

Sentence Severity Index

A )] C D
Variabla Cogf T | Coef T n Coaf T mn fpef T n
COM.TIES INDEX 1.44 1.77 0.01 4.11 1.72 0.02 6.768 1.69 0.02| 14.84 1.55 0.02
AGE -5.37 2.38 -0.38|-13.19 1.992 -0.57 |21.02 1.89 -0.65[-36.20 1.36 -0.59
BLACK 1.49 0,1% 0.Q0 1.4% 0,06 0,00 1.530 0.04 0.00 8.09 40.08 0.00
OTHER MIKORLIY -3.96 0.50 -0,00([-10.60 0.46 -0.01 F17.24 (.45 -0.01|-28.24 0.31 -0.01
MIN.P.R. 1.32 0,31 0.0 1.32 0.11 Q.00 1.33 0.06 0.00| -1.20 4,02 -D.00
MAJ.P.R. 14.31 3.15 0.06| 42.72 3.21 0.11 | 71.14 3.1% 0.14[143.05 2.68 0.14
PRIS.P.R. 11.9Q9 2.77 0.10| 31.38 2.48 0.15|50.85 2.40 0.18) 88.91 1.76 0.17
JATL CUSTODY 16.27 2.15 0.25] 23.09 1.65 ©.34|35.91 1.53 0.38] 63.68 1.14 0.36
BATL .14 1.29 0.03| 13.53 0.73 0.03j18.92 0.61 0.03| 53.91 0.72 0.04
0.R. 5.22 1.02 0.03 4.34 0.29 0.02 3.46 0,14 0.01| -6.88 0.11 -0.01
CT.APP.COUN. -1.37 0,50 -0.02} -2.53 .31 -0.02 | -3.68 0.27 -0.02| ~7.56 0.23 -0.03
DEF.RET.COUN. -2.97 0.57 -G.01]| -7.62 0.50 -0.02 |12.27 0.48 -0.02 4.60 0,08 0,00
ORIG A(1°)CHGS. 7.16 1,99 0.29] 19.58 1.86 0,48 |32,00 1.81 O0.56| 57.88 1.37 0.53
ORIG B(2°)CHGS. 17.39 1.64 0.03| 54.07 1.73 0.06 |90.76 1.74 0.07;212.63 1.70 0.09
ORIG C(3°)CHGS. l.46 0.15 0.00 4,05 0,14 0.00 6.65 0.14 0.00]|-14.74 0.13 -0.00
ORIG MISD.CHGS. 0 0 o] Q
CHG.RED.BARG. 10.74 2.04 -0.03(|-31.33 2,03 -0.05 [51.93 2.00 -0.06(-93.94 1,51 -0.05
COUNT RED.BARG. | 22,15 1.71 -0.03|-61.43 1.6l -0.05-100.71 1.58 -0.05 437.33 0.823 -0.04
SENT.BARG. -5.61 1.24 ~0.02]-17.10 1.29 -0.04 |F28.60 1.29 -0.05|~60.29 1.13 -0.05
DEOF OTH.CASE BARG. 3.37 1.02 0.032 6.63 0.88 0.D4 9.89 0.61 O0.04| 32.77 0.84 0.07
COURT TRIAL -0.19 0.04 -0.00] -1.43 0.0% -0.00 | -2.66 0.10 -0.00| -4.37 0.07 -0.00
JURY TRIAL 1.39 0.33 0.01 4,91 0,35 0.02 8.23 0.35 0.02] 18.45 0.33 0.02
MO.FIN.DISFO. 0,38 1.60 0.238 0.83 1.20 0.50 1.28 1.11 0.56 3.11 1.12 0.7l
Constant 7.50 0,94 .37 0.02 ~6.76_0.17 -35.23 0.42
R? 0.59 0.55 0.54 0.46
Due to Multicelin. 0.03 0.01 o.02 0.05
Tue to Regresaora 0.61 0.54 .52 0.41
Adj. R 0. 34 0,24 0.27 0.13
Standard Errer 8.40 24.67 41.34 98.90
F Statistic (D,F.} 2.37 {22,30) 2,06 (22,37} 1.98 (22,37 1.42 (22,30)
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Table E.18

THE DETERMINANTS OF SENTENCE SEVERITY FOR B&E CONVICTEES:
Dapg CounTty, 1974
{Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

Sentence Severity Index

A B C D

Variable Coef T n Coef T n Coef T n Coef T n
COM.TIES INDEX 0.30 0.66 0.00 |0.97 1.25 0,00} 1.63 1.42 ©.01 2.41 1.23 0.01
AGE 0.78 0.48 0.10 {1.44 0.53 0.17 2.10 0.52 0.22 1.40 0.20 0.10
BLACK 2.8 1,23 0.11 3,68 0.94 0.12| 4.30 0.78 0.14 7.27 0.74 0,15
OTHER MIHORITY 6.65 1.75 0.0&6 B.06 1.26 0,06 9.46 1.00 (.06| 18.55 1.15 0.08
MIN.P.R. 3,91 1.33 0.0% 7.91 1,57 0,09 11.51 1.57 ©.12 26,12 2.10 0.18
MAJ.P.R. 8,52 3.03 0.13 [13.73 2.91 0.19] 18.94 2.7) 0.24 29.56 2.48 0,26
PRIS.P.R. 8.50 1.B2 0.04 |9.64 1.23 0.04| 10.79 0.93 0.04) 12.35 0.63 0.03
JAIL CUSTODY 3.36 0.8% 0.07 |L2.35 1.96 0.22] 21.3%4 z.28 0.34| 36.31 2.28 0.40
BAIL -1.08 0.29 -0.04 | 1.71 0.28 0.05 4.50 0.49 0.13 8.81 0.7 O0.18
Q.R. -1.09 0.27 -0.01 | 2.82 0.41 0,03} 6.72 0.66 0.07] 14.60 0.84 0.10
CT.APP.COUN. 6,79 1.05 0.01 3.48 0,32 0.0 0.17 0.01 0,00 0.16 .01 ¢.00
DEF.RET. COUN. 3.34 1.12 0.04 2.79 0.56 0,03 2.24 0.30 0.02 2.22 0.18 4,02
ORIG A{1°)CHGS. 9.80 2.38 0.03 [32.42 4.70 ©.09| 55.05 5.38 0.14(133.76 7.68 0.24
CURIG B({2")CHGS. 0.9 0.4% 0.07 4.71 1.45 0.30| 8.46 1.75 0.49| 20.96 2.55 0.85
ORIG C{3")CHGS. 1.26 0.81 0.07 0.47 0.18 0.,02| -0,31 0.08 -0.01} =0.36 0.06 —0.01
URIG MISD.CHGS. ~1.84 0.78 -0.03 |-3.35 0,85 =0,04| -4.B6 0.83 =0.06 =5,00 0.50 ~0.04
OFF.IN DWELL. 2,82 1.23 0.11 3,11 0.8 Q.11 3.40 0.59 0,11 Q.61 (.06 0.01
CEG.RED.RARG. -6.47 1.8% -0.05 [-7,62 1.32 -0.06| -8.76 1.03 -0.06 =-14.31 0.958 -0.07
COUNT RED.BARG. =0.48 0.16 =0.01 0.85 0.19 0.02 2.39 0.33 0.04 0.44 0,04 0,00
COURT TRIAL 0.26 0.07 Q.00 3.31 0.53 0.02| 6.35 0.68 0.03! 8.4D 0.53 0.03
JURY TRIAL 10.47 1.70 0.02 [14.57 1.41 Q.03 18.67 1.22 0.03] 25.63 0.98 0.02
Mo, FIN.DISPO. -0.88 0.43 =0.15 [=0.20 0.59 -0.31 -0.32 0.83 -0.43| -0.56 0.64 -0.53
Lonstant 4,88 0.6B -2.98 -0.25 -10.84 Q.60 =24.26 0.79

rZ 0.50 0.58 0.60 0.69

Due to Multicolin. 0.12 0.15 0.15 0.14

Due to Regressors 0.38 0.43 0.46 0.55
adj. 2 0.28 0.40 0.43 0,55
Standard Error 7.93 13.30 19.74 33.61
F Statistic (D.F.) 2.30 (22,50) 3.18 (22,50 3,44 (22.50) 5.08 (22,50)
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Table E.19

THE DETERMINANTS OF SENTENCE SEVERITY FOR B&E CoNvVICTEES:
DapE County, 1975
(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

Sentence Severity lIndex

A B C ] D

Variable Coef T n Coef T n Coef T il Coef T n
COM.TIES INDEX -1.00 0,23 -0.00} -0.18 0.26 -0.00( -0.27 0.27 ~0.00 0.99 0,47 0.00
AGE 0.81 0.57 0.11 1.5%9 0.70 0,18 2.3 0.71 0.23 1.18 0.17 0.07
BLACK 1.78 0.90 D0.07 Z2.3% 0.76 D.08 2.99 0.85 0.09( -6.87 0.71 -0.,12
OTHER MINCORITY -1.97 .59 -0.02| -1.2! Q.22 -0.01| -0.44 Q.06 ~0.00| -5.34 0,33 -0.02
MIN.F.H. 3.52 1.33 0.06 4,50 1.22 0.63 5,46 1.02 .07 13.96 1.24 0.10
MAJ.P.R. 5.5% 2,22 0,09 7.48 1.86 0.09/ 9.35 1.59 0.10| 20,02 1.63 0.13
PRIS.P.R. 9.06 2,56 0.07| 18.15 3.21 0.11; 27.22 3,31 0.14| 45.80 2.66 0.15
JAIL CUSTODY 4,13 1.05 0,13 7.83 1.24 0,20) 11.55 1,26 ©.25] 16.61 0.87 0.22
BATL 1.26 0,33 0.03| =0.20 0.03 -D.00| -1.65 0.19% —0.03| -1.83 1.00 -0.02
Q.R. 0.85 0.21 0,01| -3.13 0.47 -0.04] =7.10 0.74 -0,07(-18.42 0.92 -0.11
CI.APF.COUN, 7.38 1.27 0.01| 10.02 1.08 0.02Z| 12.64 0.93 .02 .19 0.22 0.01
DEF.RET.COUN. 1.08 0.28 0.01 1.79 0.29 0.01 2.49 0.28 0.01| -4.26 0.23 -0.01
ORIG A(1°)CHGS 4,41 0.75 0.01) 1%.61 2.08 0.03| 24.81 2,54 ¢.05| 83.14 2.90 0.07
CRIG B(2°ICHGS =0.43 0.24 -0.27 1.05 0.36 0.05 2.53 0.60 0.11 4,42 0.50 0.12
ORIG C(3°}CHGS l.42 1.12 0,11 1.83 0.90 0.11 2.24 0,76 0.12 2.74 064 0.09
ORIG MISD.CHGS -0.63% 0.27 -0.01| ~3.08 0.82 -0.04| -5.53 1.02 -0.53(=12.73 1.12 -0.09
OFF, IN DWELL. 6.42 3.9 0,26 11.321 3.73 0.38| 16.18 3.67 O0.46}) 25,29 2.75 0.44
CHG.RED. BARG . =-2.33 2.42 0.04)-12.28 1.99 -0.05|-15.24 1.70 -0.05|-23.38 1.25 -0.05
COUNT RED.BARG. ~0.89 0.43 .02 0.11 0.03 0.00 1.09 ©.23 o0.02| -1.08 0.11 -0,01
COURT TRIAL .07 0.01 0.00| -0.98 0.13 0.00] -2.04 0.18 0.00| -5.61 0.24 -0.01
JURY TRIAL Ja] 0 o] Q
MOL,FIN,DISPQ. -0.29 1.82 -0,75] -0.64 2.50 -1.37|-0.%8 2.65 ~1.81| -1.68 2.17 -1.89%
Copstant 12.98 1.54 18.54 1.4%9 25.08 1.39 58.19 1.54
R? 0.49 0.58 0.60 0.51

Due to Mulci- 0.11 a.22 ¢.25 d.18

colinearity

Due to Ragressors 0.37 0.36 0.35 0,33
Adj, BZ 0.31 0,44 0.46 0.34
Standard Error 7.37 11.7% 17,15 35.85
F statistic {D.F.) 2.71{21,60} 4.00(21,60) 4,32(2L,60) 2.99(21,60)
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Table E.20

TuE DETERMINANTS OF SENTENCE SEVERITY FOR ROBBERY CONVICTEES:
Dape Counry, 1974
(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

Sentence Severity Index

4 B [ i}

Variable Coaf T Coef T Coef T it Coef T 0
COM. TIES INDEX =0.54 0.42 -0.00| -1.0% 0.39 -0.01| -1.55 0.3 -0.01 -2.08 0.21 -0.00
AGE 1.78 0.52 0.15| -3.00 0.42 -0.15)| -7.77 0.68 -Q.,28| -19.93 0.77 -0.358
BLACK ~4,92 0.99 —-0.18)-10.07 0.97 -0.22|-15.22 0.92 -0.24 | -36.56 0.98 -0.30
OTHER MINORITY -22,25 2,19 -0.09(-48.64 2,29 -0.12 [-75.03 2.21 -0.13 F150.44 1,96 -0,14
MIN, F.R. -3.82 0.88 -0.06{-20,13 2.22 -0.20 -36,44 2,52 -0.26} ~BR.90 2.71 -0.33
MATY. P.R. 6.36 0.97 (0.05| -6.63 0.49 -0.02/-19.63 0.90 -0.06 | =51.73 1.05 -0.09
PRI5. P.R. 1.31 0,16 0.00] -1.75 0.10 -0.00| —4.80 0.18 -0.01 | -16.75 0.27 -0.01
JATL CUSTODY i8.61 1,53 0.88| 24.14 0.95 0.671 29,67 (.73 0.59 47.63 0.52 0.39
BATL 2,30 0.16 0.01|-10.35 0.35 -0.021-23.00 0.4% -0.021{ -60,11 .56 -0.03
O.R. 14.78 0.86 0.02] 14.99 0.42 0.01( 15.21 0.27 0.01 27,01 0.21 0,01
CT. 4PP. COUN. 4.62 0.32 0.00f 12.81 0.43 0.01| 21.01 D.44 0.01 ] 46.95 0.43 0.01
DEF, ERET. COUN. -1.93 0.27 -0.01| -4,01 0.27 -0.02 | -6.10 O0.26 =0.02 | -23.34 0.44 -0.34
ORIG A{1°)CHGS. 1.33 0.52 0.09 6.15 1.15 0.25} 10.97 1.28 0.32 26.49 1,36 0.40
ORIG B{2")CHGS. 1.58 0.42 0.03] ~2.21 0.28 -0.02{ -6.00 0.47 -03.05| -11.05 .38 -0.04
ORIG C{3°}CHGS. 0.09 0.0L 0.00 3.19 0.1¢ 0.01 6.29 0.22 0.01 18.62 0.29 0,02
OBRIG,MISD.CHGS. §.97 0.63 0.01] =-7.50 .25 -0.01-23.98 0.50 -0.02) -77.48-0.72 -0.,03
CHG. RED. BARG. -10.88 1.89 -0,09]«24,20 2.0 -0.13|-37.53 1.95 -0.15} -82.20 1.88 -0.17
COITRT RED,BARG. —6.75 0.95 -0.06|-18.38 1.33 -0.10|-30.48 1.3% -0.12 | ~-79.22 1.5% -0.16
COURT TRIAL -6.75 0,536 -0.01]|-34.22 1.36 ~0.D3[-61.69 1.54 —0.04 [-130.34 1.44 -0.05
JURY TRIAL -3.91 0.35 -0.01|-14.75 (.63 =0.15|=25.59 0.69 -0.02| -60.12 0,71 -0,22
MO.FIN.DISPO. 0.37 1.01 (.45 0.85 1.10 0.62 1.32 1,08 0.69 2,83 1.02 0.77
Conatant =3.16 0,17 15.85 0.4 35.05 0.56 92.98 0.65

R? 0.42 0.47 0,47 0.46

Due to Multicolin 0.17 0.16 0.13 .09

Due to Regressore 0.25 0.31 0. 34 0.37

ady. B2 0.13 0.20 0.21 0.18
Standard Error 13.24 27.70 44.17 100,24

T statistic (D.F.) 1.44 - (21,41) 1.72 (21,41) 1.77 (21,41) 1.65 (21,41)
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Table E.21

THE DETERMINANTS OF SENTENCE SEVERITY FOR ROBBERY CONVICTEES:
Dape CounTty, 1975

(Multivariate regression equation results,

ordinary least squares estimation)

Sentence Severity Index

A B C D

Variable Coef T n Coef T n Coef T n Ceef T n
COM,TIES INDEX ~-0.17 0.37 -0.00 0,58 ©.67 0.00 1.33 0.94 0.00 3.65 1.32 0.00
AGE 4,87 2,77 0.4l B8.13 2.42 0.53; 1lL.&0 2.10 0O.61| 14.49 1.01 0.44
BLACK 5.64 2.16 0.18 9.67 1.93 0.24] 13.69 1.69 0,27| 230.91 1.45 0.35
OTHER MINORITY 10.23 1.4 0,01] 21.61 1.61 0,029 32.98 1.52 0.03| 70.37 1.23 ©.04
MIN.?.R. =7.43 2.B3 -0.11!1-11.73 2.34% -0.14|-16.04 1.98 -0,15|-31,37 1.46 -0.17
MAJ.P.R, -3.14 0.93 -0.02}-10.98 1.70 —0.05(-18.83 1.81 -0.08[-22.78 0.83 ~0.05
FRIS.P.R. -4.95 1.16 —0.02; -2.23 0,27 -0.01 0.49 0,04 0,00} 70.15 2.00 0.08
JAIL CUSTODY 8.08 2.14 0.36; 14.28 1.98 0.4B| 20.49 1.7 0.57 42.22 1,37 0.66
BAIL 0.90 0.09 0.65; 8.19% 0.42 0.00| 15.48 0.49 0.01} -9.5% Q.12 -G.00
C.ER. 3.51 0.3% 0.00; 2.44 0.14 0.01 1.37 0.05 0,00 L0.93 0.15 G.00
CT.APE,COUH, Q.34 0,06 0,00f -2,02 0.19 -0.00| =4.37 0.25 -0.01] 12,80 0.28 0©.0L
DEF.RET.COUM. 13.3% 3.34 0.07| 21.69% 2,82 0,08 10.00 2,41 1.00| 69.51 2.12 0.12
ORIG A(1°)CHGS 0.18 0,05 0Q.0L]-13.68 2.10 -0.58]-27.54 2.62 -0.95[-70.42 2.53 -1.37
ORIG B(2°)CHGS 3.42 2,04 .08 .44 2,63 0.15| 13.46 2.60 0.19)] 22.41 1.64 O.18
GRIG C{3")CHGS 0.8 0.27 0.00| -4.66 0.75 -0.02/-10.19 1.02 -0.03[|-39.98 1.51 -0.07
ORIG MISD.CHGS 0 1] 0 n
CHG,RED.BARG. =3.19 1.07 =0.03 2.90 0,51 0,02 B,99 0.98 0,03 19.51 Q.80 0.06
COUNT RED.BARG. -1,11 0.35 -0.01, -8.25 1.34 -0.06|~15.38 1.535 -1.00 |-39.43 1.50 -0.14
COURT TRIAL 5.17 (.86 0,01 -2.63 0,23 -0,00/-10.42 -0.56 -0.01 |-20.94 Q.42 -0.01
JURY TRIAL 0 o a] a
MO. FIN.DISFO. 0.0l 0,06 0.02| -0.24 0.74 -0.31| -0.49 0.93 -0.52| -1.09% 0.78 -0.64
Constant 0.72 1.00 16.58 1.17 d2.44 1.41 85.64 1.41
B2 0.59 0,56 0.54 0.48

Due to Multi- 0.13 Q.12 0.08 .08

colinearity

Due to Regressora 0.40 0.44 0.45 0.40
Ad{. R? 0.43 0.39 0.3 0.28
Standard Error 7.88 15,09 24,40 64,47
F stetistic (D.F.) 3.65(19,49) 3,22(19,49%) 2.99(19,49) 2.37(19,4%9)
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Table E.22

THE DETERMINANTS oF CASE DURATION FOR ROBBERIES, BURGLARIES, ALL FELONIES;
MuvrnomaH CounTty, 19732
(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

Robberies Burglaries All Felonies
Variable Coef T n Coef T n Variable Coef T n
COM, TIES INDEX -0.32 0.10 -0.00 | -0.66 0.l6 -0,00| PUB,DEFDR, ~24.33 2,07 -0.36
AGE 18,77 1l.54 0.54 -8.19 0.75 -0.26| NO.DEFS,
BLACK 7.51 0,48 0.02 23.07 1.09 0.05] PROP. OFF. =-15.51 1.0% =0.20
OTHER MINORITY 5.1 0.17 0.00 §.02 0.11 0.00) DRUG OFF,. -9.96 0.60 -0,08
MIN. P.R. -23.44 1.27 -0.086 16.60 0.82 0,06| OTHER OFF. =35,33 0.70 -0.01
MAJ. P.R. =7.57 0.46 -0.02 3.67 0.1s 0.01| JAIL CUST. =13.34 0.35 -0.0&
PRIS. P.R. 0.42 0.02 0.00 14.09 0.58 0.03]| BAIL{&C.R.)} 0.19 0.01 0.00
JAIL CUSTODY 58.95 1.77 0.57 |-36.1B 1.31 -0.27| CHG.RED.BAR. -6.19 -0.54 =-0,07
BAIL 41.11 1.13 0,09 {-35.00 0,87 «-0.04) COURT TRIAL 19,24 0.68 -0.04
O.R. 47.97 1.35 0.1% 1-30.7¥2 0.66 -0.17| JURY TRIAL -5.68 .20 =0,01
CT.APF.COUN, 45.11 3.29 0,20 -0.87 0,04 -0,00| DISATRI.ACQ. -10.94 0.39 -0.14
DEF.RET.COUN. 57.62 .87 0.14 27.94 1.70 0.15| MO,FIN,DISF. 3.25 .41 1.3z
ORIG A({1")CHGS, -6.1% 0.67 -0.14 |-13.92 0.50 -0.28
ORIG B(Z°)CHGS. 0.14 0.01 0.00 22.44 0.%4% 0,03
ORIG C{3°)CHGS. -38.64 1.93 -0.05 52.69 1.73 0.05
ORIG MISD,CHGS. =-4.03 0.11 -0.00 |-33.16 1.14 -0.04
CBG.RED.BARG. 16.82 0.79 .07 |-25.94 1.29 -0,1%
COUNT RED.BARG. 58.44 1.81 0.08 20.20 0.51 0.04
SENT.BARG. ~11.77 -0.43 -0.02 |-22.54 0.9%7 -0.06
DROP OTH.CASE BARG 13.67 0.80 0.06 [-20.13 1.04 =D.11
COURT TRIAL -26.30 0.%9 -0.03 |-42.54 1.46 -0.05
JURY TRIAL -9.95 0.38 0.01 |-42.52 1.31 -0.04
DISM.& TRI.ACG. -6.72 0,35 0.06 |-54.33 2,51 -0,28
MO.FIN.DISPO, 3.91 2.77 1.07 6.45 3.76 1.80
Constant |-100,87  1.98 29,42 0.54 Conetant 26.B1  0.63
Ré 0.48 0.40 R? 0.24
Due to Multiecold 0.01 0.00 Bue to Multicolin, Q.01
Due to Regressor 0.47 Q.40 Due to Regressors 0.22
Adl. R D.26 0.17 Adj. RZ 0.10
Standard Error 46,71 58.27 Stendard Error 47,64

F etatistic (D.F,)

2.22 (24,58)

1.77 (24,63

F etatistic (D.F.)

1.72 (12,67}

aElapsed time from arraigoment to finel dispositon,
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THeE DeETerRMINANTS OF CaSE DurATiON FOR ROBBERIES, BURGLARIES, ALL FELONIES:
MurtNnoman Counry, 1974*
(Multivariate regression equation results,

ordinary least squares estimation)

Robberies Burglaries All Felcnies
Variable Coef T n Coef T n Variable Coef T r
COM.TIES INDEX 0.24 .08 -0.00 -1.80 0.58 -0, 00| PUB. DEFDR. -23.05 1.9l -0.17
AGE 16.25 1.84 0.73 -3.31 0.31 -0.13] NO. DEFS.
BLACK 5.08 0.23 0.01 0.17 0.01 0.00| PROP. OFF. 4.07 0.27 0.03
OTHER MINORITY -12.73 0.38 -0.01( =-9.26 0.17 -0.00| DRUG OFF, 4,33 0.28 0.04
MIN.P.R. -3.22 0,23 -0.01| -38.61 1.99 -0.08| OTHER OFF, 24,85 0.65 0.01
HAJ.P.E, -8.66 0,50 -0.02 2,62 0.18 0,01| JAIL CUST. =18.12 0.37 -0.12
PRIS.P.R. -16.71 0,9% -0.08| =19.71 0.97 -0.06| BAIL(&C.R.} =-16.30 0.34 «~0.26
JAIL CUSTODY 20,40 1.28 0.30 18.16 0.38 0.15| CHG,RED.BARG. =30.76 1.98 -0.24
BATL 1%.82 0.84 0.04 6.71 0.26 0.02| COURT TRIAL 28.67 .95 0.06
0.R. 41.06 2.13 0.19 16.67 0.87 0.18| JURY TRIAL 173.98 1.82 0.05
CT.APP.COUN. =7.14 0.66 -0.06 -2.08 0.17 -0.02| DIS.&TRY.ACG. -103.47 2.08 -0.96
DEF.RET.COUN. -15.02 0.74 -0.03| -12.71 0.75 —0.04| MO.FIN,DISP, 2,20 3.62 1.27
ORIG A(1°)CHGS. %.51 0.63 0.24 11.72 0,47 0.2%
ORIG B(2°)CHGS, 8.31 0,19 0,01 24,57 1,01 0.01
ORIG C{3°)CHGS. 40.93 1.30 0.04 10.48 Q.40 0,02
QRIG MISD.CHGS. 0 -39.26 1.31 -0.03
CHG .EED . BARG. 29.62 1.27 0.04 =2.63 0.18 =-0.01
COUNT RED.BARG. 535.14 0.98 0.03| 114.28 2.46 0.07
SENT.BARG. 2.16 0.11 0.00 0,12 0.01 0.00
DROP OTH.CASE BARG. | —2.94 0.20 =-0.01) =24.91 1.51 -0.13
COURT TRIAL 34.18 1.92 1.00 8.92 0.33 0.1
JURY TRIAL 32.8 1.92 (.12 48,50 2.46 0.10
DISH.& TRI.ACQ. -46.19 3,35 -0,26| -27,25 1.68 -0.13
MO.FIN.DISPO. 1.00 1.63 0.60 2,07 3,33 1.28
Constant -40.15 1.42 -20.35 0.51 Constant 95.75 .42
r® 0.53 0.42 R? 0.29
Due to Multieolin. 0.18 0.0l Due to Multicelin, 0.08
Due 50 Regressors 0.35 0.40 Due to Regressors ¢.37
Ad}.R 0.33 0.17 Adj. R? 0.16
Standard Error 39.07 43.75 Standard Error 46.49
F statistic (D.F.) 2.67 (23,54} 1.69 (24,57) | F statiastic (D.F.) 2.24 (12,65)

aElapsed time from arraigument to finel disposition.
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Table E.24

THE DETERMINANTS OF CASE DURATION FOR RoBBERIES, B&E OFFENSES, ALL FELONIES:
Dape County, 1974°
(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation)

Robberies B&E 0ffenses 411 Felenies

Yariable Coef T n Coef T n Variable Coef T
COM. TIES INDEX 10.53 2.16 0.00| -3.97 6.96 -0,00 | FUB, DEFDR. 5.72 0.32 0.04
AGE -32.18 2.61 -0.49 11.59 0.91 0.26 y RO, DEFS, 1.61 0.09 0.01
BLACK 2.58 0.13 0©.D2 46.73 2.33 0.29 [ FROP. OFF. -18.81 1.07 -1.00
QTHER MINORITY 37.57 1.06 0.03 6l.18 2.14 ©.10} DRUG OFF. -20.55% 0.92 «0D.04
MIN. F.R. -13.82 0.81 -0.03 3.63 0.15 0.01 | OTHER OFF. ~130.08 1.8¢ -0.02
MAT, P.E. 14.58 0.56 0,02 32,20 1.29 0,07 ] JAIL CUST. 19.22 0.63 -0.04
PRIS. P.R. 18.91 D.60 Q.01 4.00 0,11 0.00 [ BATL(&0.R.) =-1.37 0.05 -0.01
JAIL CUSTODY 35,63 1,15 0,30| -65.80 1,99 -0,20 { CHG.RED.BAR. -27.48 1.06 -0.03
BAIL 111.77 2.77 0.09| -58.35 1.83 -0.38 | COURT TRIAL 30,46 0.93 .02
J.R. 25.05 0.39 0.00| -1B.85 0.52 =0.04 | JURY TRIAL 22.95 0.66 0.02
CT.APP.COUN. 12.60 0.36 ©.01| 18.57 0.31 0.00| DPIS.STRI.ACG. -20.32 0.68 -0.Q7
DEF.RET. COUN. -2.63 0.09 -0.00 45.45 1.8 0.10| MO.FIN.DISP. 6.1% 6.07 1.47
ORIG A(1°)CHGS. 13.29 1.10 0.14| =-10.75 0.27 -0.00

ORIG B{2")CHGS, 10.52 0.73 0.03| -2.56 0.15 -0.03

ORLIG C(3")CHGS. 20,17 0.72 0.02 1.80 0.14 0.02
ORIG MISD.CHGS. 102,27 1.76 -0.02 .38 0.03 0.00
CHG.RED,BARG. -12.71 C.49 ~0.01| 30.95 0.94 0.03
COUNT RED.BARG. ~46.96 1.63 -0.053] -4.23 0.16 -0.01

COURT TRIAL 10,01 0.34 Q.01 37.43 1.16 (.04

JURY TRIAL 15.54 0.62 0.02] 33,95 0.62 0.01

DISH.& TRIAL ACQ. -35,02 1.89 -0.11 1.47 1.3 Q.0%
MO. FIN. DISPO. 5.85 5.75 1.l4 5.93 5.00 1.56

Constant =12.54 0,24 =73.11 1.41 Constant -23.73 0,51

R 0.64 0.41 r? 0.45

Due to Multicolin. 0.28 0.04 Due to Multicolinm, 0.13

Due te Regressorsa 0.36 0.44 Due go Regrersora 0.32

Adj. R 0.52 0.24 A&dj. R 0.37
Stendard Error 64,83 78.63 Standard Error 69,98

F statistic (D.F.)

5.59 {(22,70)

2.32 (22,72}

F atatistic (D,F.)

5.40 (12,79)

lElnpaed time from srreignment to final dieposition,
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Table E.25

Tue DETERMINANTS OF CASE DURATION® FOR ROBBERIES AND B&E OFFENSES
DapE County, 1975 %
{(Multivariate regression equation results,
ordinary least squares estimation}

Robberies B&E Offenses
Variable Coef T i Coef T il
COM. TTES INDEX 3.34 2.24 0,00 |-0.22 0.09 0.00
AGE 6.38 1.13 0.17 |-2.78 0.34 -0.09
BLACK -6.18 0.81 -0.06 9.60 0.87 0.09
OTHER MINGRITY 0.78 0.05 0.00 {12.19 0,65 0,02
MIW. P.R. -5.04 0,60 -0,02 [18.70 1.55 0.08
MAT. P.R. 18.75 1.9 0.04 1-6.08 0,44 -0.02
PRIS. P.R. -3.62 0.23 -0.00 |25.88 1.28 Q.04
JAIL CUSTODY 17.78 1.50 0.23 |15.71 0.7} 0,10
BATL =1.68 0.06 -0.00 |42.22 2.16 0.27
¢.R. 44,52 1.38 0.01 |60.78 2.82 0.20
{T. APP, COUN, 10.82 0.60 ©0.01 106.0B 3,68 0.06
DEF. RET. COUN, F22.51 2.10 -0.04 (10.59 (.52 -0.01
ORIG A{1°)CHGS. 28,42 3.00 -0.48 F19.80 0.57 -0.01
QRIG B{2°JCHGS. 2.16 0.40 0.02 7.63 0.72 Q.11
ORIG C(3°)CHGS. -18.5¢ 1.68 -0.03| 0.93 0.12 0,02
ORIG HISD.CHGS. F97.33 2.44 -0,02 | -5.01 0.37 =0.02
CHG. RED, BARG. -0.32 0.03 -0.00 16.58 0.74 -0.02
COUNT RED.BARG. -0.57 0.51 =0.00 |15.62 1.29 Q.07
COURT TRIAL 20,70 1,41 0.02)] &.45 0.22 0.00
JURY TRIAL L00.52 4.19 0.05 1]
MO. FIN. DISPQ. 1.88 4.9 {.8% 2.64 3.70 1.54
DISM, & TRI,ACH, =9.93 1.07 -0,04 { 34.15 1.9% 0.07
Congtant l7.85 0.8% —86.18 2,22
&2 0.58 0.46
Due to Multicolin. 0.07 0.02
Due tg Regresacrs 0.50 0.45
adi, ® 0.44 0.30
Standard Error 28,13 44,11
F statietic {D.F.,) 4.37 (22,71) 2.90 {21,70)

&
Elapmed time from arraignment to final disposition.

b
Because of the biasea reaulting from the time truncatioen
in the pample of 1973 cawes, we could estimate no regression
equation for ALL FELOMIES in that period.



where P,

e
T
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proportion for the first sample
proportion for the second sample
size of the first sample

= size of the second sample

P\N, + P:N.
p = ——————
N, + N
qi = 1 _ p:

In performing statistical tests of the difference between two means, we used the
standard formula:

where u, =
M2 =
o, =
o, =
N, =
N, =

Ly — Ha»
T:

(o-zl/Nl) + {0%,/N;)

mean for the first sample

mean for the second sample

standard deviation of the first sample
standard deviation of the second sample
size of the first sample

size of the second sample

T statistics were evaluated at the 95 percent level of confidence. Tests of differences
between proportions or between means were applied to all year-to-year comparisons
and sometimes to other comparisons such as prior record classes within a given year
or race/ethnic classes within a given year or to jurisdiction comparisons (e.g., pro-
.portion of robbery defendants obtaining pretrial dismissal) within a given year.



Appendix F

DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY PROCEDURES FOR THE MAIL
QUESTIONNAIRES

Sandra Berry

SAMPLE SELECTION

The samples of witnesses, victims, and jurors were collected in the two jurisdic-
tions by research assistants who were alse abstracting case files for another part of
the study. The aim of the sample selection process was to obtain the names, ad-
dresses, and telephone numbers of target groups for the most recent closed adult
felony cases which were available, No attempt was made to control for the types of
offenses involved, so the types of offenses which appeared in the samples may be
slightly biased toward cases which have rapid dispositions through shorter trials
and higher plea rates. The data were collected from local files in the form of raw lists
which were edited, cleaned, and processed at Rand. Most of the names and addresses
were associated with cases which were closed in 1975. The oldest lists were of cases
closed in March 1974, making the cases 19 months old at the time of the survey. To
complicate matters further, the closing of a case probably occurred at least several
months after the actual (or alleged) crime was committed. Characteristics of the
individual sample lists are described below.

Dade County

« 206 witness names and addresses were collected from case files in the office
of the circuit court clerk. Cases were closed in the months of March and
April 1975,

» 200 victim names and addresses were collected from case files in the office
of the circuit court clerk. Cases were closed in the months of March and
April 1975.

« 206 juror names and addresses were collected from payroll records in the
office of the circuit court clerk. The jurors served during the month of June
1975.

Multnomah County

« 217 witness names and addresses were collected from case files in the office
of the district attorney. Cases were closed in the months of March through
August 1974,

« 214 victim names and addresses were collected from case files in the office
of the district attorney. Cases were closed in the months of March through
August 1974

« 247 juror names and addresses were collected from the office of the court
administrator. The jurors served during the month of June 1975.
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Preparation of Sample Lists

The sample lists required a good deal of editing and cleaning in order to prepare
them for use. Zip codes for five of the sample lists were found from zip code directo-
ries and calls to the post office to verify zip codes which were unclear in the directo-
ries. Local telephone books were obtained to fill in telephone numbers for all Dade
County jurors and to fill in gaps in the other lists. Over 400 telephone numbers were
obtained from directories and calls to information.

In addition, the sample lists were edited to delete duplicated names where
names appeared cn more than one list and where more than one member of a
household appeared on a list. In these cases, all but the first name on the list was
deleted. A total of 70 names were excluded for these reasons. A case number was
assigned to each remaining name and address. The edited names, addresses, and
case numbers were typed on sheets of Avery (sticky back) labels. Copies of these
sheets were xeroxed onto Avery labels for use on envelopes, questionnaires, and
record-keeping materials.

Since a considerable portion of the population of Dade County is Spanish-speak-
ing, a special effort was made to identifyv these individuals on the victim and witness
lists.! This was done through inspection of the names and addresses by a person
familiar with the city of Miami and its Cuban population. A total of 75 cases were
designated as “probably Spanish™ and received special materials, described below.

Record System

Records of the study were kept by a manual system using card files. Special cards
were designed (see App. G) which provided space for recording the progress of each
sample case. One side was used for recording the mailings and results of mailings
and the reverse side was used to record the results of follow-up phone contacts. A
different color card was used for each group and matched the color of the question-
naire for that group.

A card was prepared for each name and address in the sample by attaching a
label with name, address, and case number to both sides of the card and recording
any additional information that was available from the sample lists (e.g., type of
crime, felephone number). _

Mailing dates were recorded on the cards as questionnaires were sent out. As
returns were received,® cases were sorted by return status, in preparation for the
next mailing or phone effort. All information about the progress of the case was
recorded on the front. of its card.

Cases which had no post office return and for which no questionnaire had heen
received were pulled for telephone contacts. Dates, times, and resuits of these con-
tacts were recorded on the cards.

DESCRIPTION OF SURVEY MATERIALS

The materials prepared for this study included questionnaires, letters to respon-
dents, reminder cards, other notices, and envelopes.

' We assumed that jurars would have a reasonable facility with English in order to be jurors,
* The logging of returns was handled by Rand’s Survey Data Preparation Group.
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Questionnaires

Three main types of questionnaires were produced; one each for witnesses,
victims, and jurors. Two versions (one for each site) of each main type of question-
naire were produced, the difference being the date of the case in which the respond-
ent was involved. Each of the six questionnaires was printed on a different color
stock. Spanish versions were prepared of the Dade County witness and victim ques-
tionnaires.

The questionnaires were designed to be as simple and visually appealing as -
possible. The instructions were short and questions could be answered quickly with
a check in a box or by writing a number. Skips from question to question were kept
to a minimum. The questionnaire was broken into short sections which were titled
and numbered sequentially within each section to reduce the appearance of length.
Precolumning and other keypunch instructions were as unobtrusive as possible.

Dade County victim and witness materials were translated into Spanish by a
Rand employee who had grown up in the Cuban section of Miami. The procedure
was translation into Spanish by the main translator, translation back inte English
by a second translator, and a meeting between both translators and the designer of
the questionnaire to resolve discrepancies.

Each interview was identified by a label on the last page which showed the
respondent’s name, address, and case number. This appeared quite natural in the
context of the interview since the respondent was offered a copy of the results of the
study and was asked to be sure his name and address were correct. The case number
was also recorded in pencil on the inner left margin of one page so that interviews
from respondents who removed the label could be associated with the proper case.
Several respondents did remove the labels, but were easily matched to their ques-
tionnaires.

Cover Letters

Cover letters to respondents explaining the study and requesting their participa-
tion were prepared by Rand and signed by the Presiding Judge of the Mulinomah
County Circuit Court and the Administrative Judge of the Criminal Division of the
Dade Ceounty Circuit Court. A slightly different letter was produced to go with each
questionnaire. These letters were printed on the letterhead of the signer and were
included in the first mailing of the questionnaire. A Spanish translation of the letter
was supplied.

The letters emphasized the importance of each individual’s reply to the overall
success of the study. The salutation, “Dear Fellow Citizen,” and the general wording
of the letter were designed to appeal to civic pride. The confidentiality of the inier-
views was discussed and the respondent was offered a copy of the final report.

Posteard

A single postcard was prepared to encourage respondents to complete and mail
their questionnaires. A postage meter was used for postcards.
Special Notices

Special notices of two kinds were devised. The first informed witness and victim
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respondents in Dade County who had not been identified as Spanish surname that
a Spanish version of the questionnaire was available if they wished to use it. We had
no requests for a Spanish version as a result of this notice. The second notice was
sent with the second wave of guestionnaires encouraging respondents to complete
and return them.

Envelopes

Two kinds of envelopes were printed specially for this study for use as outer
mailers and as return envelopes. Quter envelopes were 9% by 12% on manila stock
and bore The Rand Corporation’s return address and the words “Contains important
vpinion survey about your County Circuit Court.” The return envelopes were 9% by
1214 on manila stock and had The Rand Corporation as mailing and return address.
They were printed with “Opinion survey reply.” Postage stamps were used for both
envelopes and they were sent by first class mail.

CONTACT STRATEGY

The first part of the survey effort consisted of an initial mailing of the guestion-
raire with a cover letter from the local judge and a stamped return envelope. In
Miami, special procedures were instituted to handle the Spanish-speaking portion
of the sample. Sample cases of victims and witnesses who were identified as "prob-
ably Spanish” were sent both English and Spanish versions of the questionnaire
with a notice asking them to fill in and return the one they found easier to use. Cases
not identified as Spanish surname were sent the notice indicating that a Spanish
version of the questionnaire was available on request.

Several days after the first mailing all respondents were sent a posteard urging
them to fill out and return the survey. About two weeks afier the initial mailing a
second questionnaire was sent to respondents who had not returned their first
questionnaires. This package was the same as the first except that the reminder
notice was substituted for the letter from the judge.

Two days after the second questionnaire was sent, phone calls were begun to
encourage respondents to return the surveys as soon as possible. Calls were timed
to oceur just before the second questionnaire arrived or while it was still in hand,
and were completed within four working days. Up to four call-backs at different
times of day were made to speak with the respondent or an acceptable member of
the household.

Tracking and Locating Respondents

An important part of the majl and phone effort was locating respondents for
whom we had received incorrect or out-of-date addresses. Questionnaires were fre-
quently returned by the post office as undeliverable, indicating that the respondent
had meved and left no forwarding address. Phone numbers obtained from the sam-
ple lists and from local phone books were used to trace the respondent. Sixty-four
addresses were updated in this manner and new questionnaires were sent.

More missing respondents were discovered in the course of reminder phone
calls. The mail survey had apparently been delivered, but the respondent was not
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at that address.® Any updated addresses obtained at this stage were used to send new
guestionnaires. Forty-eight addresses were recovered in this fashion.

The post office frequently notified us that they had corrected the address (per our
request) and had forwarded the questionnaire. Updates were then made to our
records.

OVERALL RESPONSE

The overall survey response rate of 72 percent? is considered to be good® for a
mail survey. (See Table F.1 for complete response rates.) Response rates differed
sharply, however, hetween groups. Response to the survey was closely associated
with the type of respondent, with 85 percent for Dade jurors, 86 percent for Mulit-
nomah jurors, 62 percent for Dade witnesses, 70 percent for Multnomah witnesses,
58 percent for Dade victims, and 66 percent for Multnemah victims.

Response rates were slightly higher for Multnomah County than for Dade Coun-
ty, in spite of the fact that the Multnomabh lists for witnesses and victims were nearly
a year older than the Dade lists. The difference in age of lists showed more promi-
nently in the number of post office returns than in response rates—74 returns from
Multnomah County and only 49 returns from Dade County. Jurors showed fewer
post office returns than witnesses or victims. For both sites, anly two juror question-
naires were returned as opposed to 66 witness questionnaires and 55 victim ques-
tionnaires. This is partially due to the fact that juror lists were very recent—
compiled only three months prior to the survey.

The response to the Spanish-surname mailing for Dade County was very good.
Sixty-three percent of the witnesses and 83 percent of the victims designated as
Spanish surname completed and returned survey instruments.

It is difficult to suggest an explanation for the difference in group response rates
based on those respondents’ background characteristics that we had anticipated
would be relevant prior te the surveys. While the results conformed to our expecta-
tions about the suitability of mail surveys for these populations, examination of
background variables does not explain why. The differences between groups are not
strong, however, jurors were more likely to be older than witnesses or victims and
more likely to be married. They were less likely to be fully employed. There were
ng significant differences in education or in their overall socioeconomic status.

These findings do conform to our picture of jurors as stable, retired people with
more leisure to fill out questionnaires; however, we feel that the explanation for
differences in response rates between groups lies in other areas, such as satisfaction
with court experiences, and not socioeconomic characteristics.

]“ It was a previous address and present residents knew the respondent or it was a mailing address
only.

* Caleulated as

Number of nonblank questionnaires received
Number of questionnaires mailed — Number of post office returns

¢ Dillman and Frey consider 75 percent to be a high response rate. Dillman and Christenson believe
that mail survey response rates typically do not exceed 50 percent. (D. A. Dillman and J. A. Christenson,
"Increasing Mail Questionnaire Response: A Four State Comparison,” American Sociological Reviet,
Vol. 39, October 1974, pp. 744-756; and D. A. Dillman and J. H. Frey, “Contribution of Personalization
to Mail Questionnaire Response as an Element of a Previcusly Tested Method.” Journal of Applied
Psychology, Vol. 59, 1974, pp. 297-301.)
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Table F.1

MaiL SurvEy RESPONSES, BY GROUP AND SITE

| NTUMBRR 0F —r
] HIMBER OF NUMBER OF PDSI HUE-BLANK RESPONSE

GROUP SITE SURVEYS MAILED® OFFICE RETURSS™® | SUR.EYS RECEIVID BATE
JURORS DADE 206 - 176 .85
MITLTHOMAH 210 2 178 .86
SUB-TOTAL 416 2 | 353 .85
VICTIMS DADE 199 21 104 .58
MULTHOMAH 201 34 110 .66
SUB-TOTAL 400 55 214 .62
WITNESSES DADE 199 28 106 .62
MULTHOMAH 207 38 118 .70
SUB-TOTAL 406 66 224 .66
TOTAL 1221 123 792 .72

*
After editing sample lists.

*ak
For which addresses were not recovered by phone.

EFFECTS OF FOLLOW-UP PROCEDURES

The follow-up procedures used in the study appear to have been successful in
stimulating additional response. While the effect of the postcard cannot be observed,
since it was mailed so soon after the first questionnaire that the response effects
cannot be separated, the second mailing combined with the phone call does appear
te have stimulated additional response.

About 14 days after the initial mailings, response for all groups began to stabil-
ize. At that point, when the second wave of questionnaires was mailed, we had
received about 70 percent of the juror questionnaires, about 58 percent of the Mult-
nomah witness and victim questionnaires, and about 39 percent of the Dade witness
and victim questionnaires. Within another two weeks, which included the telephone
contacts, we received nearly all of the rest of the completed questionnaires, however,
we did not close the survey for another two weeks, or until six weeks after the first
mailing. Table F.2 indicates the returns during the three two-week periods.

Telephone Follow-Up Results
Fifty percent of the potential respondents® were telephoned because they had

% Defined as cases for which questionnaires were mailed and were not returned by the post office.
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Table F.2

CuMuLATIVE REsronNsE BY Two-WEEK PEr1OD, BY GROUP AND SITE

PERIOD 1 _. PERIOD 2 PERLDD 3
SURVEYS PERCENT OF | SURVEYS PERCERT OF | SURVEYS ' PYRCENT OF
GROUP SITE BECEIVED | RESPONSE | RECEIVED  RESPONSE | RECEIVED  RESPONSE
H 4
. i H
JURCRS DADE 119 68} 50 i 96 | 7 1.00
MULTIKOMAH 132 2 | 44 93 1 1.00
a | ; ;
VICTIMS DADE ’ & - .38 4y B8 14 1.00
MULTINGMAR 58 1 .54 P38 .88 13 1.00
I3 I N
WITHESSES DADE TN TR B 95 L.00
MULTINOMAH 73 . .62 bo4s 100 - 1.00
TOTAL 466 1 .59 285 . .95 4D 1.00
i ; i

not returned a questionnaire within 17 to 22 days after the first mailing. Of those
who were phoned, 41 percent eventually returned completed questicnnaires, con-
stituting about 30 percent of all the completed cases, Again, this pattern differed
fairly sharply by group and site. The lowest percentage of calls was required for
jurors—32 percent for Multnomah County and 25 percent for Dade County and,
similarly, the highest percentages of those called eventunally returned completed
questionnaires—60 percent for Multnomah County and 55 percent for Dade County.
Witnesses and victims required calls in 61 to 67 percent of the cases and 36 to 38
percent of these calls yielded completed questionnaires (see Table F.3}.

In the absence of a controlled experiment to isolate the effects of telephone calls,
it is difficult to assess their impact. This is unfortunate hecause they were expensive,
both in labor and in long-distance charges. However, we can make some assessment
of their value by looking at responses to the phone calls as recorded by the phone
interviewers.

About 18 percent of the people we called who returned completed surveys re-
ported that their interviews were already in the mail (see Table F.4). Presumably
the call had little or no effect on these cases. About 39 percent of the people we called
who returned questionnaires reported that they “would return” or “might return”
the survey; the call probably had an encouraging effect on at least some portion of
these respondents. About 14 percent of people we called who refurned surveys were
reached through a new address obtained by phone or were provided with a replace-
ment questionnaire as a result of a request by phone. These cases can be counted
as “saved” because of the phone call.

QOverall, examining cases which had completed interviews (see Table ¥.5), 29
percent were telephoned. Five percent were apparently not affected by the telephone
call, because their interviews were already in the mail. Another 8 percent of the
completed cases were probably unaffected by the phone call because we made no
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Table F.3
PaoNE CaLLs AND SUurveYy RESPONSE, BY GROUP AND SITE
- . L &k
POTENTIAL NUMEER PERCENT NIMEER PERCENT [
GROUP 51ITE RESFONDENTS PHONED PHONED COMPLETE COMPLETE
JUROE, DADE 208 51 23 28 .55
MULTENOMAH 207 68 .32 41 .60
SUB—~TOTAL 413 119 : .29 69 .58
I
VICTIM DABE 174 106 ' .61 38 .36
MULTINOMAH 164 110 67 4l .37
SUB-TOTAL 338 216 .64 79 .37
WITNESS DADE 170 106 .62 28 .36
MULTINOHAH 177 110 .62 42 .38
SUB-TOTAL 47 216 .62 80 37
g TOTAL ! 1098 551 .50 228 41
i i

*
All mailed surveys mot returned by the post oEfice.

*

[T
Percent of phoned cases which resulted in completion.

*
Number of cases whieh were phoned and resulted in complerion.

Table F 4
Responsg oF CoMPLETED CaAsks To PHONE CoNTACT, BY GROUP AND SITE
NGO CONTACT NO EFFECT POSSIBLE EFFECT DEFINRITE EFFECT

CASES PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT PERCENT

GROUE 5L FHORED NUMBER OF CALLS WUMBER OF CALLS NUMBER {F CALLS NUMBEER QF CALLS
JURDRS DADE 28 8 25 5 18 13 46 2 7
MULTNOMAH | 41 9 22 9 22 18 44 5 12
SUB-TOTAL | 69 17 25 14 20 a1 45 7 10
VICTIMS | DADE 38 11 29 8 21 17 45 2 5
MULTHOMAH &1 12 29 5 12 13 3z 11 27
SUB-TOTAL | 79 23 29 13 16 30 LT 13 16
WITNESSES | DADE 38 11 29 8 21 15 39 & 1
MUL THOMAH 42 16 38 5 17 13 36 8 19
SUB-TOTAL 80 27 34 13 16 28 35 12 15
TOTAL 228 67 29 40 18 89 39 32 14
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Table F.5

ComrLETED CaSES, PHONE CONTACTS, AND RESPONSE TO PHONE CONTACT,
BY GROUP aND SITE

SUCCESSFUL PHONE CONTACT URSUCCESSFUL
POSSIBLE DEFINITE CONTACT
CASES PHONED M0 EFFECT EFFECT EFFECT OR _NO CONTACT
CROUF SITE HUMEER PERCENT | WUMBER FERCENT | NUMBER PEECENT | FUMBER FERCENT | NUMBER PERCENT
JURQRS DADE 176 28 16 5 3 13 7 2 1 8 5
MULTWOMAH | 178 41 .23 9 3 18 10 5 3 2 3
TOTAL 354 69 19 14 4 31 9 7 2 17 5
YICTIMS DADE 104 38 37 B 8 17 16 2 2 11 11
MULTNOMAH | 110 41 37 k] 5 13 iz 11 10 iz 11
TOTAL 214 79 37 13 & 20 14 13 6 23 11
. WLTHESSES | DADE 106 38 36 3 8 15 14 4 4 11 10
MULTNOMAH | 118 62 36 5 5 13 iz & 8 16 15
TOTAL 224 B0 36 13 3 28 13 12 ] a7 12
TOTAL 792 228 29 4G 5 a9 11 32 4 67 8
|

*
Includes respondents who were away, refused, ete.

satisfactory contact with the respondent {no one answered, the respondent refused,
an answering service was reached, respondent was away for extended period, etc.).
This means that about 84 percent of the completed cases were unaffected by the
phone calls. Of the remaining 16 percent, 4 percent were definitely saved by the
phone call—those who required new questionnaires because of loss or address
change. Eleven percent were probably encouraged by the phone call, but the exact
attribution of case completion to phone contact for this group cannot be directly
established. In summary, an upper bound of 16 percent of the completions can be
attributed to the telephone calls.

We made a maximum of four attempts to make a satisfactory contact at a given
number. A “satisfactory contact” was defined as the respondent or some adult
member of the household who knew what the survey was, acknowledged receipt of
the questionnaire, and who indicated that they would see that the respondent re-
ceived the message that we had called.” In 38 percent of the cases we made a
successful contact on the first attempt, 23 percent required two calls, 12 percent
required three calls, and 13 percent required four calls. Fifteen percent were not
reached at all (see Table F.6).

MANPOWER FOR THE MAIL SURVEYS

A total of 91.18 man days (including professional and support) were used for

7 Qur experience indicated that continued attempts to reach the actual respondent resulted im hostil-
ity.
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Table F.6

Numeer oF CaLLs REquirep 10 CompPLETE PHONE CONTACT, BY GROUP AND SITE

7 -
i | . WO PHORE CONTACT
! ToTAL | FIRST canlL | SECOND CALL | THIRD GAIL _ FOURTE Call | IN & ATTEMPTS
GROUP SITE | CASES # [ o] o A v
JUROR D 51 30 : 59 B . 16 5 16 13 2 7 14
M 66 22 | 3: o2 i 9 14 13 20 & 9
ST 117 52 0 44 ;25 21 b 14 12 14 12 13 11
' ! + :
VIGCTIN N 92 27 29 0 220 20 12 12 10 1o 22 24
] a6 18 | 20 | 25 23 ! 13 15 15 17 - 13 17 :
| . M Il
ST 178 45 125 ¢ 47 . 26 . 24 13 25 . 14 37 21
WITNESS D g9 31 . 33 21 23 . 10 11 12 13 13 17
M 93 5% - 57 . 17 . 18 7 8 9 10 7 8
- :
T + -
ST 182 86 1 46 38 21 17 9 21 12 - 22 12
TOTAL 477 1B1 38 | 110: 23 ; 55 12 a0 13 72 15
: | : :

preparing the sample, setting up and maintaining records, mailing surveys, trans-
lating the surveys into Spanish, and making phone calls, About 14 percent of that
time was spent preparing the sample and typing matling labels, 38 percent was
spent setting up and maintaining records, 7 percent on Spanish translations and
phone calls to Spanish-surname respondents, 18 percent on mailings {10 percent for
the first matling, 2 percent for the postcard, and 8 percent for the third mailing), and
23 percent on phone calls. This figure does not include time for survey design,
drawing the original sample, or data processing.

In addition to manpower, expenses were incurred for postage, printing, and
_long-distance phone calls. Because these costs are hard to retrieve from the Rand
accounting system (some are par{ of overhead), they are not discussed here.

EVALUATION OF SAMPLE PROCEDURES

The most serious problem we faced was the poor quality of sample information
which was available at the sites. A critical factor in obtaining good response to these
kinds of surveys is the completeness and timeliness of the information available in
the sampling phase. The surveys should be administered as soon as possible after
a case is closed so that the events are fresh in the respondents’ minds and address
information is as accurate as possible. It is important to have complete names,
addresses, and telephone numbers, where available, even if expensive phone follow-
up is not anticipated. Often local addresses which have changed can be picked up
through a phone call at the point when the first mailing is returned by the post office
as undeliverable.
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Unfortunately, correct addresses for victims and witnesses are often difficult to
obtain due to misinformation received and incomplete recording at the first encoun-
ter with law enforcement officials.® Obviously transient addresses (e.g., c/o Avis
Rent-a-Car) do not usually reach the intended respondents and are not suitable for
such samples.

It is also important, we feel, to give the respondent a clear indication of which
case the survey is about. While some witnesses are involved in one case in a lifetime,
others (such as high school principals) may testify frequently. In this survey we
could only provide an approximate date when the case was in progress and this
vagueness may have confused the respondents. Better discriptions might be the
name of the accused, the date of the alleged crime, the charges, or all of these facts
where they are available as part of the public record.

Confidentiality

Many studies go to great lengths to separate respondents’ home address infor-
mation from the questionnaires in the hope that respondents will feel that their
replies are "anonymous.” We took the opposite tack in this study and made it
explicit that names were attached to replies. This seemed advantageocus for simplici-
ty of survey operations and honesty with the respondents, since replies rarely are
“anonymous” in any survey where follow-up is required.

The negative effect, if any, may have been reduced by our offer to send respon-
dents a copy of the final report. This made the name and address label seem natural
since it was attached to the last page of the survey with a request for address
corrections. As stated earlier, few respondents removed the label before returning
the questionnaire.

The Questionnaires

In preparing the mail surveys, we attempted to keep them short and to make
them as attractive as possible. We also tried to make filling them in simple and easy.
Most respondents seemed to be able to fill them in correctly, the major problem being
confusion over skips. These invariably cause problems in self-administered surveys
and should be eliminated, if at all possible.

Mail Procedures and Follow-Up

Due to time and cost constraints, we were not able to introduce much “personali-
zation™® of contact materials into this study. While “personalization” is generally
regarded as desirable and important in improving response rates, it is also time-
consuming and very expensive since it involves either sophisticated equipment or
a great deal of hand labor. We relied, instead, on appeals to civic responsibility from
local judges and thorough and persistent follow-up. With limited resources, we feel
this is the best allocation of effort. .

The extensive follow-up procedures we used proved workable, mainly because

% Cannevale indicates that 23 percent of witnesses give false or misleading address information (Frank
Cannevale, Witness Cooperation, Lexington Books, D. C. Heath, Lexington, Mass., 1976 (forthcoming)}.

? “Personalization™ is often achieved by addressing materials by hand, typing the respondents’ names
on the cover letters, signing letters by hand, and so forth.
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we had strong support from Rand’s Survey Data Processing Group which logged in
responses and transmitted them to survey personnel twice daily. This allowed con-
tinual updates of the contact cards as responses came in so that respandents who
returned questionnaires could be dropped from fellow-up lists.

The timing we employed for follow-up contacts was based on the notion that
respondents receive a second contact within a few days of receiving a questionnaire
encouraging them to fill it out. The first mailing was followed by a postcard and the
second mailing was followed by a phone call. In both cases, we attempted the second
contact while the questionnaire was still in hand, rather than waiting for a nonre-
sponse to be apparent. This also helped to uncover post office errors and delays since
respondents told us that they had not received the first mailing and we sent another.

Finally, we felt that the phone effort was worth its cost in terms of response. It
appeared to produce significant improvement in response and was not very difficult
to carry out, although it required a fair amount of time. We expect that local
Jurisdictions weuld be able to do tt more easily and cheaply than we were since they
would not have to deal with time differences across zones and long-distance dialing
delays.

Overall Evaluation

We fee] that mail surveys of lay participants can be successfully carried out by
lacal jurisdictions using in-house resources or a local survey research subcontractor.
While the procedures we used are not new or complicated, some professional advice
would probably be required to plan and organize the operation.

The responses can be helpful in evaluating the impression that the ¢riminal
justice process is making on participants and can help to uncover problems which
can be remedied. In addition, the fact that such surveys are done often helps to
reinforce the idea that the courts are really interested in the public good.

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS

The survey procedures yvielded samples of witnesses, victims, and jurors in two
sites. The background characteristics of these groups are discussed below.

Sex

The respondents were predominantly male. The percentages within groups,
across sites were very close. An average of 53.6 percent of jurors were male, 60.2
percent of the victims were male, and 62.2 percent of the witnesses were male. (See
Table F.7.)

Age

The ages of the respondents ranged from under 20 to over 80. As expected, jurors
tended to be slightly older than witnesses or victims. Witnesses were older than
victims. An average of 24.1 percent of jurors were over 60, while only 15.8 percent
of the victims and 5.6 percent of the witnesses were over 60. Most of the respondents,
about 56.8 percent averaged across all groups, were between 30 and 59 years old. (See
Table F.8.)
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Table F.7

SEX oF RESPONDENTS, BY GROUP AND SITE

— . SR, | R
s | | |
i MALE FEMALE TOTAL
STTE NUMBER  PERCENT | WUMBER  PERCENT | NUMBER PERCENT
TURORS DADE 91 54 80 46 171 100
i MULTNOMAH 95 53 83 47 178 100
! SUBTOTAL 188 54 163 46 i35 100
VICTIMS DADE &1 59 42 41 i 103 100
, ;
! MULTROMAH 86 B1 42 39 108 100
i SUBTOTAL 127 60 84 40 211 100
WITNESSES DADE 70 59 32 31 102 100
MULTROMAH 83 70 36 30 119 100
SUBTOTAL 153 69 68 31 221 100
TOTAL 468 &0 315 40 783 100
Table F.8
AGE oF RESPONDENTS, BY GROUP AND SITE
P
29 OR UNDER 30-59 &0-79 B0 OR OVER TOTAL :
GROUP S1TE MUMBER  PERCENT | NUMBER FEXCENT | KUMBER  PERCEMT | NUMBER  PERCEMT | MUMBER  PERCENT
JURORS DADE 29 17 | 104 60 38 22 1 1 172 100
MULTNOMAH 19 22 i 93 53 44 25 1 1 177 101
SUBTOTAL 68 19 197 56 82 23 2 1 349 a9
VICTIMS DADE 25 25 59 59 17 17 al - 101 101
MULTNOMAH 28 26 64 55 16 15 0 - 108 100
SUBTOTAL 53 25 123 59 33 16 0 - 209 100
WITNESSES | DADE 36 36 57 57 7 7 0 - 100 100
MULTNOMAH 51 43 63 53 5 & 0 - 119 100
SUBTOTAL 87 40 120 55 12 5 ) - 219 100
TOTAL 208 27 440 57 ‘| 127 16 2 o 777 100
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Race

The race of respondents differed in that more minority respondents were present
in the Dade County groups. Four percent of Multnomah jurors were minority,
contrasted with 30 percent of Dade jurors. Seventeen percent of Dade jurors were
black, 11 percent were Hispanic, and 2 percent were other minorities.

Six percent of Multnomah victims were minority compared with Dade County,
where 23 percent were black, 17 percent were Hispanic, and 2 percent were other
minority. Eleven percent. of Multnomah victims were minority (mainly black) com-
pared with figures for Dade County of 24 percent black, 15 percent Hispanic, and
2 percent other minority. (See Table F.9.)

Marital Status

Jurors were more likely to be married than victims and witnesses—74 percent
of Multnomah jurors and 70 percent of Dade jurors were married, contrasted with
60 percent of Multnomah vietims, 56 percent of Dade victims, 62 percent of Mult-
nomah witnesses, and 57 percent of Dade witnesses. (See Table F.10.)

Education

Eighty-eight percent of the respondents had 2 high school diploma or above, and
18 percent had a college degree. Only 6 percent had an eighth grade education or
less. There was some variation across groups and sites, but no significant differences.
{See Table F.11.)

Table F.9
RACE oF RESPONDENTS, BY (FROUP AND SITE
BLACK HISFANIC WHETE OTHER TOTAL

CROUE S1TE NUMBER PERCENT HUMBER PERCENT WIMEER PERCENT WUMBER PERCENT HUMBER PERCENT
JUROES DADE 29 17 13 11 117% 70 4 168 100

MULTNOMAR 2 1 1 1 164 96 & 171 100

SUBTOTAL 31 ] 19 7 281 B3 8 338 101
VICTIMS DADE 22 23 16 17 55 5B Z 95 190

MULTROMAH 3 3 1 1 97 94 ? 103 100

SUBTOTAL 25 13 17 9 152 1 [ 148 101
WITNESSES | DADE 23 24 15 15 58 59 2 98 100

MULTHOMAH B 7 1 1 103 89 4 116 100

SUBTOTAL 31 14 16 ¥ 161 75 i1 214 99
TOTAL 87 12 52 7 594 7% 1B 751 100
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Income

About 29 percent of the respondents had incomes of 89,999 or under, 25 percent
were between $10,000 and $14,999, 17 percent were between $15,000 and $19,999,
and 19 percent had incomes of $20,000 or over. Again, there was variation across
groups and sites, but no majer differences. Ten percent of the respondents refused
to answer the question on income. (See Table F.12.)

QOccupation

Ahout 55 percent of the respondents were working full-time and 9 percent were
working part-time. This varied some across groups and sites, but not significantly.
Fifteen percent of Dade jurors and 8 percent of Multnomah jurors were retired,
contrasted with an average of 6 percent across the entire sample. (See Table F.13.)
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Appendix G

QUESTIONNAIRES AND MATERIALS FOR THE MAIL
SURVEYS

Sandra Berry

This appendix includes an example of the two sides of a contact case card, the
questionnaire for jurors in Multnomah County, the questionnaire for victims of
crime in Multnomah County, the English and Spanish questionnaires for witnesses
in Dade County, letters from the Administrative Judge of the Criminal Division of
Dade County Circuit Court to the Dade jurors, victims, and witnesses receiving the
questionnaires, letters from the Presiding Judge of Multnomah County Circuit
Court to the Multnomah jurors, victims, and witnesses receiving the questionnaires,
the follow-up postcard mailed from The Rand Corporation, the note in Spanish and
English stating that a Spanish-language version of the questionnaire was available
for Dade County recipients, and the follow-up questionnaire reminder notice.
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CONTACT CASE CARD

| MULTNOMAH CASE ¥
’ VICTIM
. CRIME TYPL:
BL'STNESS ADDRESS:
- SENT - ~ RECELVED -
FINST MAILING: REQUEST FOR SPANISII:
INTERVIEW:
SPAWISH MATLING: \ T
FIRST MAILING: .
iLime sPaNsn? | |
b MAT :
REMINDER CARD SECOND MATLING SPANISH? |
- STATUS -

SECOND MALLING:

COMPLETE r MAIL RETURN |
|

I¥COMPLETE J OTHER ] ]

REFUSED D

‘ CASE #:
i HOME PHONE:
BUSINESS PHONE:
call DATE DAY | H/B TIMR Rggg;r COMMENT NAME
1
2
] | |
!
| I
X |
RESILT CONE: H/B CODE:
1 NO ANSWER 04 NUMBER DISCONNECTED 07 TERMINATE INTERVIEW H = HOME NUMEER
02 BUSY 05 REFUSED TO COOPERATE 08 DEMOGRAPHIC ONLY B = BUSINFSS NUMBER

(3 RESPONDENT NOT HOME (& COMPLETED INTERVIEW

99 OIHER -~ SEE COMMENTS
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-7/
10-13/ 2

SURVEY OF JURORS
Muitnomah County

This is a study of persons who served in the Multnomah County Circuit Court
as jurors in crimina) cases. Names were drawn from jury lists for March, 1975.
Questions in the interview refer to the cases you were involved with at that time,

Most gquestions are easiiy answered with a check in the box [i[] or by writing
in a number,

Please fill in the entire questionnaire. If you feel you can't answer any
gquestion, skip it and go on to the next one.

Thank you for your help!

A. ABOUT YOUR LOCAL COURT,..

1. Before your recent experience as a juror, what was your opinion of the
court system you served in?

1 2 3 4
VERY VERY
10/ POOR roor ] wema ] e[ ] Gop

2. Based on your recent experience as & juror, what is your overall opinion
of the court system you served in?

1 2 3 4 B
VERY VERY
15/ POOR POOR [::] NEUTRAL [::] GOOD [::] 500D
3. Counting only criminal cases, how many times in the past five years have
you been:
16-17/ a juror? TIMES
18-19/ PLEASE FILL IN AN witness? TIMES
ANSWER FOR EACH
20-21/ CATEGORY. victim? TIMES

22-23/ defendant? TIMES

CARD 01



24-25/

26=27/

28-29/

30-31/

32/

33-34/

35-36/
37/

38/

39-40/

41-42/

43-44/

359

B. ABQOUT YOUR EXPERIENCES AS A JUROR...

1.

Thinking about the ¢riminal cases in which you sat as a juror, please check
all the kinds of crime that were involved in those cases.

1 1
SOMETHING WAS STOLEN [:] ESCAPE FROM JAIL, JUMPED BAIL [:]
THREAT QR ATTACK IN WORDS [::] POSSESSION OF ILLEGAL WEAPON [::]
POEEEEEION OR SALE OF [::} FRggnémgéngE§E§$, SWINDLE [::]
PHY§ICAL ATTACK DN PERSON OTHER KINDS OF CRIME [::]
;;éﬁé]g?pe’ mugging, or Please describe:

In general, how serious were these crimes in terms of personal injury,
amount of property stolen, or long-lasting effects on the people invoived?

1 2
VERY ] SOMEWHAT NOT
SERIQUS | SERICGUS SERIQUS

Please check all outcomes which occurred on all criminal cases for which you
were a juror.

1 1
DEFENDANT PLED GUILTY [::} TRIAL-DEFENDANT FOUND GUILTY [::]
DURING TRIAL OF 1 OR MORE CHARGES
CASE DISMISSED OR DROPPED MISTRIAL OF HUNG JURY [:]
DURING TRIAL
OTHER OUTCOME [:]

TRIAL-DEFENDANT FOUND
NOT GUILTY OF ALL
CHARGES

Please describe:

Adding together full and half days, about how many days in total did you
spend at the court building when you served as a juror?

TOTAL
. DAYS
On how many criminal cases did you sit as a juror?
CASES
On how many civil cases did you sit as a juror?
_ CASES
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7. Below are some of the ways in which jurors spend their time at the court
building. Please check what percent of your time was spent in each way.

NO LESS THAN 75% UR
TIME 2h% 257-49%  50%-74% MORE
WAITING IN THE JURY ROQM 1 4 5

45/ OR ELSEWHERE IN COURT
BUILDING FOR ANY REASON

]
[]
[]
L]

AT JURY SELECTION FOR
46/ CRIMINAL CASES

AT JURY SELECTION FOR
47/ CIVIL CASES

AT TRIAL AND DELIBERATION

OO 00

0000
OO0 Qg O-
OO0o0o0g

48/ FOR CRIMINAL CASES
AT TRIAL AND DELIBERATION
43/ FOR CIVIL CASES D
8. Here is a '1ist of things that are sometimes problems with court appearances.
Please think about each one and check whether, in general, it was a serious
problem, 3 minor problem, or not a problem for you.
SERIQUS MINOR NOT A
PROBLEM PROBLEM PROBLEM
1 2 3
50/ DIFFICULTY WITH PARKING OR TRANSPORTATION D D
51/ SPENDING A LOT OF TIME WAITING D D D
52/ LOSING TIME FROM WORK D D l }
53/ CONCERN WITH YOUR SAFETY IN AND ARQUND
THE COURTHQOUSE D D D
54/ INADEQUATE PLACES TO EAT D D D
35/ PROBLEM WITH CARE FOR YQUR FAMILY D D D
56/ WAITING AREAS AND RESTROOMS NOT COMFORTABLE D D D
CONCERN THAT THE DEFENDANTS (OR HIS QR HER
>7/ FRIENDS) WOULD GET BACK AT YOU TN SOME WAY L] ] ]
5 NOT KNOWING WHAT WAS EXPECTED OF YOU AS A
o e ] O

LARD (M
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9. MWe would like your opinions about how various people behaved in your criminal
cases. Please think alout each statement below and check how you feel about
each ane.

— AGREE DISAGREE
DEFENSE LAWVER STRONGLY AGREE  NEUTRAL  DISAGREE  STRONGLY

The defense lawyers really ! 2 3 a &
10/ tried to help their ciients. 1 I [::] [::] , [:i}
The defense lawyers really
seemed to know what they

were doing in questioning
witnesses, presenting

X X —
11 evidence, and dealing .
/ with court procecures. L_—| D D [— l_
PROSECUTGR

The prosecutors really seemed
to know what they were doing
in gquestioning witnesses,
presenting evidence, and

12/ dealing with court I [::] [
procedures. [:i] L [::]
The prosecutors were more
interested in winning the

13/ case than in finding out
what really happened, [::]

[]
[]
L]
[]

JUDGE

The judges were more interested
in finding out the truth
14/ than in aeiting the case
handled quickly.

The judges paid careful
15/ attention to the case. l
The judges mainly favored ;
16/ the prosecutors and police. E:]

The judges.were willing to
listen to both sides of
the case.

HREREN

ERNIRRE
C1 el L

e

177
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18/

is/

20/

21/

22/

23/

24/

25/

CARD 02

10.

11.

13.

14,

15.

16,

17.

362
Do you think.xggg participaticn as a juror helped bring about justice?
YES [j NO [2] 0K
Do you understand the court system better as a result of being a juror?
1
YES D NO E2] | ﬁg;f
How interesting did you think being a juror was?

1 2
VERY SOMEWHAT NOT
INTERESTING INTERESTING INTERESTING

What was the overall effect on your ircome as a result of jury service?

H 2
LOST NO MADE
MONEY EFFECT MONEY

After having served as a juror, what jis your impression of the way juries
arrive at a verdict?

MORE FAVORABLE THAN BEFORE [::]1 SAME AS BEFORE - UNFAVORABLE [::]3
SAME AS BEFORE - FAVORABLE [::]2 LESS FAVORABLE THAW BEFORE [::]4

How satisfied were you with your treatuent as a juror?

1 2 3 4
VERY [::] SOMEWHAT SOMEWHAT DIS- [::] YERY DIS-
SATISFIED

SATISFIED NEUTRAL SATIFIED SATISFIED

Do you feel that, in general, justice was done in the cases for which you
served as a juror?

1 2 3
IN SOME CASES, NOT
YES D NO |:] NOT QOTHERS SURE
If you were called as a juror in the future would you agree to cooperate or

would you not agree to cooperate?

1 2
WouLD WOULD NOT
COOPERATE COOPERATE



C.

26/

27/

28/

29/

30/

31/

32/

33/

34/

35/

CARD 02
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ABOUT THE U.S. COURT SYSTEM...

1.

We'd 1ike your general opinions about the criminal court process in the
United States todav. Please think about each statement below and check
how you feel about each one. -

AGREE DISAGREE
STRONGLY ~ AGREE ~ NEUTRAL  DISAGEE  STRONGLY

The court system is too 1 2 3 4 5,
ﬂlr;\;.and wastes a lot of {_l ‘ _] I_I Ij 5 |

Things Tike race, family
background, and the way
a person loocks make a — :
difference in how a l ! [::]
defendant or witness is
treated in court.

1 U

The court system does a
good job of protecting
a defendant's rights. E’ [:’
The court system is too 1
easy on defendants. D [j

Many court officials and 1
Judnes are dishonest. D {J

L O
L1
L
How often do you think “plea-bargaining” occurs as a way to settle criminal

cases -- that is, how often does the defendant agree to plead guilty in
return for a lighter sentence?

Uy O

1 2 ' 3 4
MOST OF 1 RARELY
THE TIME FREQUENTLY .._i SOMETIMES D OR NEVER D

We'd like your opinions about “plea-bargaining" in general. Please think
about each statement below and check how you feel about each one.

AGREE DISAGREE NOT SURE
3

. . 1 2
"Plea-bargaining” saves time and money
by avoiding trials. \ D [ \

"Plea-bargaining" helps many guilty
people get off with sentences that
are too light.

[]

"Plea-bargaining" helps the prosecutor
more than the defendant.

"Plea-bargaining" is as good a way as
trials to decide most criminal cases.

L] L
HRNEN
HRERE
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D. FOR STATISTICAL PURPOSES, .,

36/ 1.
37/
38/

4.
39/
40/

CARD 02

1 2
Are you male or female? MALE [::] FEMALE [::]

How oid were you on your last birthday?

19 OR UNDER |, w0-4a9 [, 0-79 [ ],
20-29 [, 50 - 59 ||, 80 OR OVER | |,
30-39 [, 60 - 69 | s

What do you consider to be your main racial or ethnic group?

BLACK/KEGRO/AFRO-AMERICAN [::]1 AMERICAN INDIAN . ! I4
HISPANIC/PUERTO RICAN/ [::] ORIENTAL /ASTAN/CHINESE/ [::]
CUBAN/MEXICAN/LATIN 2 JAPANESE /KOREAN/FILIPING 5

WHITE /CAUCAS1AN [ OTHER [

What?

What is the highest grade or year of regular school or college you have
completed?

4TH GRADE OR LESS [::Jl 1-3 YEARS OF COLLEGE, NOQ DEGREE [::]b
5TH - 8TH GRADE [::12 JUNIOR COLLEGE DEGREE {AA) [::]5
1-3 YEARS OF HIGH SCHOOL [::]3 REGULAR COLLEGE DEGREE (BA, BS) [t:]7
HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA [::]4 GRADUATE SCHOOL [::]s

What is your current marital status?

MARRIED | DIVORCED | s NEVER
_ MARRIED L_Js
WIDOWED |z SEPARATED | |4
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6. Khat was your tota] family income last year, 1974, before taxes? Count
wages, salaries, tips, pemsions, social security, welfare, alimony, child
support and all other income from all sources.

it woeR 5 2,000 |, $ 15,000 - 19,999 | |
§ 2,000 - 4,99 |_ I $ 20,000 - 29.999 | |
§ 5,000 - 9,999 | Js $ 30,000 - 49,999 | |,
$ 10,000 - 14,999 | |, $ 50,000 OR OVER | |y
7. At this time are you:

42/ WORKING FULL TIME U, RETIRED [,
WORKING PART TIME . IN SCHOOL [ 16
WITH A JOB, BUT NOT KEEPING HOUSE [,

WORKING (sick leave, [::]3
vacation, strike) DISABLED OR TOO ILL TO WORK [T:]s
UNEMPLOYED/LAID OFF ||, OTHER - What? .

8. You've answered all of our questions. Now, we'd like to know what you
think are the most important things that could be improved about being a
juror,

33-46/ [TTT]

THIS IS THE END OF THE SURVEY. PLEASE RETURN THIS BOOKLET IN THE STAMPED
ENVELOPE AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. THANK YQU FOR YOUR HELP.

IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE A SUMMARY REPORT OF THIS STUDY, PLEASE

1
47-51/ CHECK HEREHD AND BE SURE YOUR ADDRESS IS CORRECT ON THE LABEL.

CARD 02
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&=-9/ CARD 01

SURVEY OF VICTIMS OF CRIME
Multnomah County

10-13/

This is a study of persons who were involved with the Muitnomah County Circuit
Court as victims of crime. Names were drawn from criminal case files in progress
just prior to August, 1974. Questions in the interview refer to the case you were
involved with at that time.

Most questions are easily answered with a check in the box [iZ] or by writing
in a number.

Please fi1l in the entire guestionnaire. If you feel you can't answer any
question, skip it and go on to the next one,

PLEASE ANSWER EVEN IF THERE WAS NO TRIAL OR IF YOU DID NOT ATTEND THE TRIAL.

Thank you for your help!

A. ABOUT YOUR LOCAL COURT...

1. Before your recent experience as a victim of crime, what was your overall
opinion of the court system you were involved in? -

1 2 3 4
VERY
14/ POOR PODR[::] NEUTRAL [::] GOOD [::] Egg;

2. Based on your recent experience as a victim of crime, what is your overall
opinion of the court system you were finvolved in?

5

1 2 3 4 5
VERY
15/ poOR |__| POOR D NEUTRAL D GOOD ‘:[ Egg;
3. Counting only criminal cases, how many times in the past five years have
you been:
lewt7y a juror? TIMES
18-19/ PLEASE FILL IN AN witness? TIMES
ANSWER FOR EACH
20-21/ CATEGORY, victim? TIMES
22-23/ defendant? TIMES

CARD 01
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B. ABOUT YQUR EXPERIENCE AS A VICTIM GF CRIME...

1.

24-25/

26-27/

28-29/
30/

31/

32/

33/

34-35/

36-37/

38/

39/

[
-

40/

CARD 01

Thinking about the case in which you were a victim, please check all kinds
of crime that were involved in that case.

1 1

SOMETHING WAS STOLEN ] ESCAPE FROM JAIL, JUMPEC BAIL ||
THREAT OF VIOLENCE (e.q., A

Guring a robbery) [ ] ILLEGAL POSSESSION OF WEAPON | |
PHYSICAL ATTACK ON PERSQII Fﬂggnémggnggggﬁi, SWINDLE ]

{7.e., rape, mugging, or [::]

assault) OTHER KINDS OF CRIME ]
POSSESSION OR SALL OF [::] Please describe:

DRUGS

How serious was the crime in this case in terms cof personal injury, amount
of property stolen, or long-lasting effects on the people involved?

1 2
VERY SOMEWHAT NOT
SERIOUS SERIOUS SERIOUS

Was anything ever done to make up for the Toss or injury you suffered?
' 2

1
YES I:' NO l:]

e lF YES: Please check all the things that were done.

1

STOLEN ITEMS RETURNED [::] GOVERMMENT PAYMENT FOR !
VICTIMS GF CRIME [::]
YOU THSURANCE OR
MEDICAL PLAN REPAID YOU [::] OTHER KIND OQF PAYMENT [::]
What?

PERSON WHO COMMITTED THE
CRIME REPAID YOU ]

Were you ever notified that you should appear for a conference, interview,
a court hearing andfor a trial in connection with this case?

2

1
YES D NO [:]
bid you ever decide not to cocperate when you were asked to appear?

I 2 3
WAS NOT
YES D NO D ASKED
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6. On how many different days did you actually go for a conference, interview,
a court hearing and/or a trial in connection with this case?

41-42/ DAYS

® IF YOU NEVER APPEARED FOR A CONFERENCE, INTERVIEW, COURT HEARING OR TRIAL
43/ CHECK HERE=—[_]| THEN TURN THE PAGE AND SKIP TO QUESTION 14, PAGE 5.
1

7. In general, how were you toid when to appear?

44/ TELEPHONE [ LAWYER TOLD YOU |_Jg

LETTER |, SUBPECNA A

8. 0On the average, how much time did each appearance take?
COUNT ANY TIME YOU SPENT WAITING.

ALL MORNING OR
45/ LESS THAN 1 HOUR Dl AFTERNOON Da

1 OR 2 HOURS l:lg ALL DAY D4

9. Court proceedings are sometimes rescheduled or postponed. Which statement

below best describes your experience on this case?
46/ NO RESCHEDULINGS OR POSTPONEMENTS |___]1
1-3 RESCHEDULINGS OR POSTPONEMENTS Dz

MIRE_THAN 3 RESCHEDULINGS OR POSTPONEMENTS Ds

®[F ANY RESCHEDULINGS OR POSTPONEMENTS:
1

2
47/ Were you usually notified in advance? YES ‘____II NO D
48/ Was the reason explained to you? YES D NO D

CARL 02
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10. Here is a list of things that are sometimes problems with court anpearances.
Please think about each one and check whether, in general, it was a serious
problem, & minor problem, or not a problem for you.

SERIOUS MINOR NOT A
PROBLEM PROBLEM PROBLEM

COURTROOMS FOR APPEARANCES

1 2 3

a9/ DIFFICULTY WITH PARKING OR TRANSPORTATION | | [ L]
50/ SPENDING A LOT OF TIME WAITING [:’ D D
51/ LOSING TIME FROM WORK [ ] ] ]
52/ CONCERN WITH YOUR SAFETY IN AND ARGUND

THE COURT BUILDING L] L] []
23/ INADEQUATE PLACES TO EAT l:] D |
34/ PROBLEM WITH CARE FOR YOUR FAMILY [:I D L
25/ WAITING AREAS AND RESTROOMS NOT COMFORTABLE D D
56/ NOT BEING ABLE TO FIND OFFICES AND/OR D ]

][
Rl

57/ CONCERN THAT THE DEFENDARTS {OR HIS OR HER
FRIENDS) WOULD GET BACK AT YOU IN SOME WAY

11. Was there a jury trial for this case?

1 2
58/ ves ] vo || o

®[F YOU DON'T KNOW OR THERE WAS #O TRIAL PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 14, HEXT PAGE.

1 2
59/ 12. MWere you present at the trial? YES D NO !

®IF YOU WERE ¥OT PRESENT AT THE TRIAL, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 14, NEXT PAGE.

1 2
60/ 13. Did you testify at the trial? YES [__—I ND D

AL )
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10/

11/

12/

13/

147

1o/

17/

i‘!‘l!t‘r"’ (}2

14.
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We would like your opinions about how various people behaved in your case.
Please think about each statement below and check how you feel about each
one, [If you had no contact with this person, check "NO CONTACT."

NO
DEFENSE LAWYER AGREE NEUTRAL [N SAGREE CONTACT

The defense lawyer really L 2 3
tried to help his client. | I [::] [:_J
The defense lawyer really
seemed to know what he

N
was doing in interviewing
or guestioning witnesses, D D D D

presenting evidence, etc.

PROSECUTOR

The prosecutor really seemed
to know what he was daing
in interviewing or
questioning witnesses,
presenting evidence, etc.

L]
L]
]
[]

The prosecutor was more
interested in winning tha
case than in finding out
what really happened.

[
[]
[]
N

JUDGE

The judge was more interested
in being fair than in
getting the case handied
quickly.

L]

The judge paid careful
attention to the case.

The judge mainly favored
the prosecutors and police.

The judge mainly favored the
defense.

00 O
Ju O
N
RN

[
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5. In all, about how many months were you involved in interviews, conferences,
hearings, and/or trials in this case?

18/
LESS THAN 1 MONTH Dl 4-6 MONTHS Ds
1-3 MONTHS EI2 7 MONTHS OR MORE D.,
16. What was the outcome of the case?
15/ DISMISSED OR DROPPED D1 TRIAL-DEFENDANT FOUND
GUILTY OF 1 OR MORE ||,
SETTLED WITROUT A TRIAL [::]2 CHARGES
TRIAL ~-DEFENDANT FOUND MISTRIAL OR HUNG JURY [::]5
TNOT GUILTY OF ALL
CHARGES Da DON'T_KNOW OUTCOME L
17. How do you feel about how long it took to settle the case?
20/ TOOK TOO LONG A TIME [:l1 TOOK TOO SHORT A TIME Da
TOOK A REASONABLE TIME [::]2 DON'T KNOW HOW LONG [::]D
18. Were you told by a lawyer or court official about what was expected of you
as a witness? .
- NO, BUT I [~ NO, BUT I :
217 ves ] DION'T CARE WANTED 70 KNOW |___
19. Were you told what sentence (if any) the defendant received?
} NO, BUT I _3
NG, BUT I > NO
22/ ves | | DIBN'T CARE WANTED TO N TENCE
KNOW
20, In general, how did you find out what was happening in the case?
23/ TOLD BY COURT OFFICIALS D1 FOUND QUT IN COURT SESSIONS Da

TOLD BY FRIENDS OR OTHERS | | NEVER KNEW OR FOUND 0UT L.

CARD 02
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28/

28/

s

3t/

2/

33/
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1 2
Did you feel that justice was done in the case? YES [::} NG [::]
Did you feel that you had a chance to tell your story?
3

1 2
DIDN'T
YES {::] NO [::] WANT TO
Did you feel there should have been a trial, whether there was or not?

1 2
ves || ol |

0id you feel the defendant should have been convicted, whether he or she

was or not? 1 2
YES [::] NO [::]

Did you feel that the sentence (if any) was too harsh, about right, or
toc Tight?

3 NO SENTENCE 4

] 2
T00 ABQUT T00 ' [ |
HARSH RIGHT LIGHT SEN$ESCE oW

In terms of courtesy and respect for {ou as a person, how would you describe
your treaument by the police who handled your case up to the time the case

came to court?
! 2 3 NO CONTACT
poor ] NeutraL [ soon__] WITH POLICE

In terms of courtesy and respect for you as a person, how would you describe
your treatment by the:

NO

POOR - NEUTRAL GOOD CONTACT
1 3 N

Judge? [::} L__J [::}
i1iff and court — i
PLEASE FILL IN b L and o | | ! i
AN ANSWER FOR —
EACH CATEGORY. prosecutor? [::]
defense Tawyer? [::}

\
!

L0 L
]
l



34/

35/

36/

37/

38/

39/
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Do you think your participation in this case helped bring about justice?

1 2 D
YES [::] NO [::j EggNT

Do you understand the court system better as a result of this case?

1 2
YES [::] NO [::] EggHT

30. How interesting did you think the case was?
1 2 3
VERY SOMEWHAT NOT
INTERESTING INTERESTING INTERESTING
31.  Looking back on your experience in this case, how do you feel?
VERY A SOMEWHAT L SOMEWHAT DIS-]  VERY DIS- [~
SATISFIED SATISFIED WEUTRAL L__J SATISFIED L SATISFIEC ;:j
32. If you were a victim of a crime in the future would you agree to cooperate
or weuld you not agree to cooperate in conferences, interviews, court
hearings and/or trials?
1
WOULD WOULD NOT
CODPERATE COOPERATE
33, If you were a witness to a crime in the future would you agree 1o cooperate

or would you not agree to cooperate in conferences, interviews, court
hearings and/or trials?

1 2
WouLD ] WOULD NOT T
COOPERATE L_‘J COOPERATE

PLEASE CONTINUE ON

NEXT PAGE. >
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41/

42/

43/

44/

45/

46/
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48/

4%/
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C. ABOUT THE U.S. COURT SYSTEM...

1.

We'd like yo.r general opinions about the criminal court process in the
United States toda,. Please think about each statement below and check
how you feel about each one. -

AGREE DISAGREE
STRONGLY ~ AGREE  NEUTRAL  DISAGEE  STRONGLY

The court system is too 1 2 3 4 5
slow and wastes a lot of ;
time. D _j U D 1

Things like race, family
background, and the way
a perscn looks make a
difference in how a
defendant or witness is
treated in court,

I B

L]

[]
The court system does'a

PR L  N R I I I R B
Meatyon amrenianss > L) O OO0 [
e Aer A sd A T R I S I B

How often do you think "plea-bargaining" occurs as a way to settle criminal
cases -- that is, how often does the defendant agree to plead guilty in
return for a lighter sentence?

HENEN

1 2 3 4
MOST OF | ™ (] RARELY
THE TIME FREQUENTLY ! SOMET IMES OR NEVER L

We'd like your opinions about "plea-bargaining” in generai. Please tnink
about each statement below and check how you feel about each one.

AGREE DISAGREE NOT SURE
1 2 3

“Plea-bargaining" saves time and money =
by avoiding trials. [::] ::]
“Plea-bargaining” helps many gquilty
people get off with sentences that [::] [
| —

are too light.

“Plea-bargaining" helps the prosecutor — —
more than the defendant, L I i
"Plea-bargaining" is as good a way as
trials to decide most criminal cases. E I:’ [



50/

51/

53/
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D. FOR STATISTICAL PURPOSES...

1.

5.

1 2
Are you male or female? MALE D FEMALT D

How old were you on your last birthday?

19 OR UNDER |y w-a9 [ ], 20-79 [
20-29 [ ], 50 - 59 s 80 OR OVER |_ |,
-39 [ |, 60 - 69 |,

What do you consider to be your main racial or ethnic group?

BLACK/NEGRO/AFRO-AMERICAN [::]1 AMERICAN INDIAN [::]4
HISPANIC/PUERTO RICAN/ {::] ORIENTAL/ASIAN/CHINESE/ |
CUBAN/MEXICAN/LATIN 2 JAPANESE/KOREAN/FILIPINO 5
WHITE/CAUCASIAN [::]3 DTHER [::]6
What?

What is the highest grade or year of regular school or college you have
completed?

4TH GRADE OR LESS [::Jl 1-3 YEARS OF COLLEGE, NO DEGREE [::]5
5TH - 8TH GRADE [::]2 JUNIOR COLLEGE DEGREE (AA) [::Jﬁ
1-3 YEARS OF HIGH SCHOOL [::]3 REGULAR COLLEGE DEGREE (BA, BS) [::]7
HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA [::h GRADUATE SCHOOL [::}8

What is your current marital status?

MARRIED | |, DIVORCED Da NEVER

MARRIED L_Js
WIDOWED ||, SEPARATED | |4



55/

5760/

02l1-65/
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What was your total family income last year, 1974, before taxes? Count
wages, salaries, tips, pensions, social security, welfare, alimony, child
support and 411 other income from all sources.

UNDER § 2,000 | $ 15,000 - 19,999 | |
$ 2,000 - 4,999 ||y $ 20,000 - 29.999 | |,
$ 5,000 - 9,999 [:]3 % 30,000 - 49,999 [::jT
$ 10,000 - 14,999 | s $ 50,000 OR OVER | |,

At this time are you:

WORKING FULL TIME L RETIRED s
WORKING PART TIME ljz IN SCHOOL >
WITH A JOB, BUT NOT KEEPING HOUSE LI

WORKING (sick leave, D3

_vacation, strike) DISABLED OR TOO ILL TO WORK L__JB

UNEMPLOYED/LAID OFF [ 1, OTHER - What? s

You've answered all of our questions, Now, we'd Tike to know what you
think are the most important things that could be done to make being a
victim of crime easier.

[T T ]

THIS 1S THE END OF THE SURVEY. PLEASE RETURN THIS BOOKLET IN THE STAMPED
ENVELOPL AS SUON AS POSSIBLE. THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP.

IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE A SUMMARY REPORT OF THIS STUDY, PLEASE
1
CHECK HERE———*[::] AND BE SURE YOUR ADDRESS IS CORRECT ON THE LABEL,
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1-7/

10-13/

SURVEY OF WITNESSES
Dade County

This is a study of persons who were involved with the Dade County Circuit
Court as witnesses or potential witnesses in criminal cases. Names weraz drawn from
criminal case files for cases in progress in February and March, 1975. {Questions i
the interview refer to the case you were involved with at that time.

Most questions are easily answered with a check in the box [iz or by writing
in a number.

Please try to fill in the entire quastionnaire. If you feel you can’t answer
any question, skip it and go on to the next one,

PLEASE ANSWER EVEN IF THERE WAS NO TRIAL OR IF YOU DID NOT ATTEND THE TRIAL.

Thank you for your help!

A. ABOUT YOUR LGCAL COURT...

1. LBefore your recent experience as a witness, what was your opinion of the
colrt system you were involved in?

VERY VERY
14/ POOR poor [ | newreaL [ cooo || 00D

2. Based on your recent experience as a witness, what is your overail opinion
of the court system you were involved in?

VERY VERY
15/ POOR POOR D NEUTRAL D GOoD D 6O0D
3. Counting only criminal cases, how many times in the past five years have
you been:
l6=17/ a juror? TIMES
i8-19/ PLEASE FILL IN AN  witness? TIMES
ANSWER FOR EACH
20-21/ CATEGORY. victim? _ TIMES
22-23/ defendant? TIMES

CARD 01
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26-27/

28=29/
30/

31/

32/

33/

e/

57

38/

37/

38/
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ABOUT YOUR EXPERIENCE AS A WITNESS...

1.

Thinking about the case in which you were a witness, please check all the
kinds of crime that were involved in that case.

1 t
SOMETHING WAS STOLEN I:l ESCAPE FROM JAIL, JUMPED BAIL u

THSEAT OF UIOLENCE)(e.g. s EI ILLEGAL POSSESSION OF WEAPON l:]
uring a rebbery
FRAUD, BAD CHECKS, SWINDLE |:|

PHYSICAL ATTACK ON PERSON OR EMBEZZLEMENT
(i.e., rape, mugging, D
or assault) OTHER KINDS OF CRIME ]
POSSESSION OR SALE OF ] Please describe:
DRUGS

How serious was the crime in this case in terms of personal injury, amount
of property stolen, or long-lasting effects on the people involved?

1 2
VERY SOMEWHAT NOT
SERIQUS SERIQUS SERIOUS

Were you a witness for the prosecution (District or State Attorney’s office)
or for the defense (person accused of the crime)?

1 2
PROSECUTION [:I DEFENSE D

Please answer all the questions about why you were a witness.

1 2
Did you see the crime being committed? YES D NO D

Did you happen to be on the scene just before
or after the crime was committed? YES D NO D

Did you know the victim of the crime? YES EI NO D
0id you know the person who was accused of
the crime? YES D NO D

Were you ever notified that you should appear for a conference, interview,
& court hearing and/or a trial in connection with this case?

2

1
ves_ | wo[ ]



39/

-40-41/

42/

43/

44/

45/

46/

47/
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6. Did you ever decide not to cooperate when you were asked to appear?

1 2
WAS NOT
ves ] O 2

7. 0On how many qifferent days did you actually go for a conference, interview,
a court hearing and/or a trial in connection with this case?

DAYS

® IF YOU NEVER APPEARED FOR A COMFERENCE, INTERVIEW, COURT HEARING DR TRIAL
CHECK HERE—s[ ] THEW TURN THE PAGE AND SKIP TQ QUESTION 15, PAGE 5.
1

8. In general, how were you told when to appear?

TELEPHONE || LAWYER TOLD YOU |

LETTER ||, SUBPEONA C

9. On the average, how much time did each appearance take?
COUNT ANY TIME YOU SPENT WAITING.

ALL MORNING OR
LESS THAN 1 HOUR [::]1 AFTERNOON [::]3

1 OR 2 HOURS [, ALL DAY Y

10. Court proceedings are sometimes rescheduled or postponed. MWhich statement
below best describes your experience on this case?

NG RESCHEDULINGS OR POSTPONEMENTS 1

1-3 RESCHEDULINGS OR POSTPONEMENTS [:]2

MORE THAN 3 RESCHEDULINGS OR POSTPONEMENTS a

® IF ANY RESCHEDULINGS OR POSTPONEMENTS:
2

1
Were you usually notified in advance? YES [::] NO [::}
Was the reason explained to you? YES [::] NO [::]
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11. Here is a list of things that are sometimes problems with court appearances.
Please think about each one and check whether, in general, it was a serious
problem, a minor problem, or not a problem for you,

SERIOUS ° MINOR NOT A
PROBLEM PROBLEM PROBLEM

COURTROOMS FOR APPEARANCES

2 3
48/ DIFFICULTY WITH PARKING OR TRANSPORTATION ] [ L]
49/ SPENDING A LOT OF TIME WAITING (] [ ]
50/ LOSING TIME FROM WORK ] ] [
51/ cogﬁgagomﬁaﬁ?ggligrsw IN AND AROUND ] ] ]
52/ INADEQUATE PLACES TG EAT [ ] [ ] ]
53/ PROBLEM WITH CARE FOR YOUR FAMILY (] (] [
54/ WATTING AREAS AND RESTROOMS NOT COMFORTABLE | | [ ] [
55/ NOT BEING ABLE 7O FIND OFFICES AND/OR N [ B
L]

i [

58/ CONCERN THAT THE DEFENDANT (OR MIS OR HER
FRIENDS) WOULD GET BACK AT YOU IN SOME WAY

12. Was there a jury trial for this case?
1

2
57/ es (] wl] Ko

e IF YOU DON'T KNOW QR THERE WAS N0 TRIAL PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 15, HEXT PAGE.

! 2
58/ 13. MWere you present at the trial? YES I:J NO D

e [F YOU WERE NOT PRESENT AT THE TRIAL, PLEASE SKIP TD QUESTION 15, NEXT PAGE.

1 2
59/ 14, Did you testify at the trial? YES D NO l:l

CARD 01
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15, We would like your opinions about how various people behaved in your case.
Please think about each statement below and check how you feel about each

one. If you had no contact with this person, check “NO CONTACT."

NG
DEFENSE LAWYER AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE CONTACT
The defense lawyer really 1 z 2 N
10/ tried to help his client. D I:l ‘__’ |_ ,

The defense lawyer really
seemed to know what he

11/ was doing in interviewing {::] [:]
or questioning witnesses,
presenting evidence, etc,

]
]

PROSECUTOR

The prosecutor really seemed
to know what he was doing

- in interviewing or
questioning witnesses, D D D D
presenting evidence, etc,

i1z2/

The prosecutor was more

interested in winning the

13/ case than in finding out
what really happened.

[
]
il

JUDGE

The judge was more interested
in being fair than in
getting the case handled
quickly.

The judge paid careful
15/ attention to the case.

14/

The judge mainly favored
16/ the prosecutors and police.

The judge mainly favored the
17/ defense.

o0 U
N
00 b

CARD 02
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16. In all, about how many months were you involved in interviews, conferences,
hearings, and/or trials in this case?

18/ LESS THAN 1 MONTH || 4-6 MONTHS L s
1-3 MONTHS . 7 MONTHS OR MORE | |4

17. What was the outcome of the case?

19/ DISMISSED OR DROPPED || TRIAL-DEFENDANT FOUND
GOTLTY OF 1 OR MORE | |,
SETTLED WITHOUT A TRIAL [::]2 CHARGES
TRIAL - DEFENDAKT FOUND MISTRIAL OR HUNG JURY [::]5
TNOT GUILTY OF ALL
CHARGES Ds DON'T KNOW OUTCOME | o
18, How do you feel about how long it took to settle the case?
20/ TOOK T0O_LONG A TIME Dl TOOK TOO SHORT A TIME |
TOOK A REASONABLE TIME | | DON'T KNOW HOW LONG | o
19. Were you told by a iawyer or court official about what was expected of you
as 4 witness?
1 ]
[::] NO, BUT I NO, BUT 1
21/ YES DIDN'T CARE WANTED TO KNOW
20. Were you told what sentence (if any) the defendant received?
1 2 NO, BUT I _3
NO, BUT I » NO
22/ YES [] DIDN'T CARE WANTED T0 SENTENCE
KNOW
21. In general, how did you find out what was happening in the case?
23/ TOLD BY COURT OFFICIALS [::]1 FOUND OUT IN COURT SESSIONS [::]3

TOLD BY FRIENDS OR OTHERS [::]2 NEVER KNEW OR FOUND OUT [::]4

CARD 02
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I 2
Did you feel that justice was done in the case? YES [::J NO [::]

Did you feel that you had a chance to tell your story?
1 2
OIDN'T
YES [::] NO [::] WANT TO
Did you feel there should have been a trial, whether there was or not?

1 2
ves[_]  wo[_]

Did you feel the defendant should have been convicted, whether he or she

was or not? ] 2
YES [::j HO [::]

Did you feel that the sentence {if any) was too harsh, about right, or
too light?

1 2 3 h
100 ABOUT 100 NO SENTENCE
OR DON'T KNOW
HARSH RIGHT LIGHT SENTENCE

In terms of courtesy and respect for {ou as a person, how would you describe
your treatment by the police who handied your case up to the time the case

came to court?

1 2 3 N
NO CONTACT
poor |  mewrraL [_| coon__| WLTH POLICE

In terms of courtesy and respect for you as a person, how would you describe
your treatment by the:
NO

POOR NEUTRAL GOOD CONTACT
1

judge? |:|

bailiff and court
PLEASE FILL IN officials? D

AN ANSWER FOR
EACH CATEGQRY. prosecutor? [::]

defense lawyer? [::]

Lk

[

Lo -

]
=
N
N

L
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29. Do you think your participation in this case helped bring about justice?

1 2 i)

24/ YES EI NO [:' Egg: [ _ '
30. Do you understand the court system better as a result of this case?

1 2 . 2

5/ ves [ no [ ] koW L_ |

31. How interesting did you think the case was?

1 2 3
16/ VERY SOMEWHAT NOT 5
INTERESTING INTERESTING INTERESTING L__!
32. Looking back on your experience in this case, how do you feel?
VERY : SOMEWHAT : 2 * VERY DIS >
EWHAT DIS- -
37/ SATISFIED SATISFIED NEUTRAL D §2¥1§’§IED S D SATISFIEC D
33. If you were a witness to a crime in the future would you agree to cooperate
or would you not agree to cooperate in conferences, interviews, court
hearings and/oy trials?
1 2
WOULD WOULD NOT
18/ COOPERATE COOPERATE

PLEASE CONTINUE ON
NEXT PAGE.

CARD 02
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ABOUT THE U.S. COURT SYSTEM...

1.

We'd 1ike your general gpinions about the criminal court process in the
United States today. Please think about each statement below and check
how you feel about each cne.

AGREE DISAGREE
STRONGLY AGREE  NEUTRAL  DISAGEE  STRONGLY

The court system is too 1 2 3 ‘ .
slow and wastes a lot of —- LA
time. [::} [::] [::] [__

Things like race, family
background, and the way
a person looks make a
difference in how a | l [::] [::J
defendant or witness is
treated in court.

—

The court system does a

good job of protecting

a defendant's riqhts. [::] [::] [::]
The court system is too

easy on defendants. [::] [::] [::]
Many court officials and

Judges are dishonest. D D D

How often do you think "plea-bargaining" occurs as a way to settle crimina]
cases -- that is, how often does the defendant agree to plead guilty in
return for a lighter sentence?

o O
RN

1 2 3 4
MOST OF RARELY 7
THE TIME FREQUENTLY D SOMETIMES D OR NEVER L
We'd 1ike your opinicns about "plea-bargaining" in general. Please think
about each statement below and check how you feel about each one.
AGREE DISAGREE NOT SURE
. 1 2 3
"Plea-bargaining" saves time and money
by avoiding trials. [::] [::] [::]
"plea~bargaining" helps many quilty

people get off with sentences that
are tgo light.

"Plea-bargaining” helps the prosecutor
more than the defendant.

"Plea-bargaining" is as good a way as
trials to decide most criminal cases,

L1 O
HREN
U
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D. FOR STATISTICAL PURPOSES...

1 2
48/ 1. Are you male or female? MALE [::] FEMALE [::]

2. How old were you on your last birthday?

% 19 OR UNDER ||, -2 [ ], -7 [ ],
20-2 [, 50 - 59 |, 80 OR OVER |_J,
30 -39 [ 60 - 69 [ g

3. What do you consider to be your main racial or ethnic group?

51/ BLACK/NEGRO/AFRO-AMERICAN [::]1 AMERICAN INDIAN [::jd
HISPANIC/PUERTO RICAN/ [::] ORIENTAL /ASTAN/CHINESE/ [
CUBAN/MEX ICAN/LAT IN 2 JAPANESE/KOREAN/FILIPINO  —°
WHITE /CAUCASIAN Ds OTHER ;45
What?

4. What is the highest grade or year of regular school or coliege you have
completed?

52/ 4TH GRADE OR LESS 1 ! 1-3 YEARS OF COLLEGE, NO DEGREE ‘ g

L6

REGULAR COLLEGE DEGREE (BA, BS) [ __|

GRADUATE SCHOOL |

5TH - 8TH GRADE JUNIOR COLLEGE DEGREE (AA)

1-3 YEARS OF HIGH SCHOOL

("]

(00

-

HIGH SCHCOOL DIPLOMA

5. What 1s your current marital status?

53/ MARRIED | |,  DIVORCED | |, NEVER
MARRIED &
WIDOMED |,  SEPARATED [ |,

CARD 2
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55/

56=59/

60-64/

CARD 02

b.

7.

387

What was your total family income last year, 1974, before taxes? Count
wages, salarijes, tips, pensions, social security, welfare, alimony, child
support and all other income from all sources.

UNDER $ 2,000 | |, $ 15,000 - 19,999 | |,
§ 2,000 - 4,990 || $ 20.000 - 29,999 | |,
§ 5,000 - 9,999 | Jg § 30,000 - 49,999 | |,
$ 10,000 - 14,999 ||, § 50,000 OR OVER | |y

At this time are you:

WORKING FULL TIME L], RETIRED L s
WORKING PART TIME L1, IN SCHOOL P
WITH A JOB, BUT NDT KEEPING HOUSE [ ],
WORKING (sick leave, D
vacation, strike) 3 DISABLED QR TOO ILL TO WORK [::]s
UNEMPLOYED/LAID OFF L e OTHER - What? | s

You've answered all of our questions. Now, we'd like to know what you
think are the most important things that could be improved about being a

witness,

[TTT]

THIS IS THE END OF THE SURVEY. PLEASE RETURN THIS BOOKLET IN THE STAMPED
ENVELOPE AS SOON AS POSSIBLE. THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP.

IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO RECEIVE A SUMMARY REPORT OF THIS STUDY, PLEASE
1
CHECK HERE—+D AND BE SURE YOUR ADDRESS 1S CORRECT ON THE LABEL.
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1-7/
10-13/ ESTUDIO DE TESTIGOS DEL CRIMEN

DADE COUNTY

Este estudio se trata de las personas quienes fueron envueltas con el tribunal
de Dade County como testigos del crimen. Nombres fueron tomados de los archivos
criminaies activos durante febrero y marzo de 1975, Las preguntas hechas en esta
investigacion se refieren al caso con cual Ud. estuve relacionado en esa fecha.

La mayoria de las preguntas Ud. podrd contestarlas por medio de una marca en
el cuadrado ¢ un nimerg.

Favor de lienar el cuestionario entero. Si Ud, no puede contestar alguna
prequnta, déjela y siga a la préxima.

Por favor, conteste las preguntas aunque nc hubiera habido un juicio o
aungue Ud. no asistif. al juicio.

Gracias por su ayuda

A. SOBRE SU TRIBUNAL LOCAL...
1. <Antes de su experiencia reciente como testigo de un crimen, cuil era
su opinion del sistema de justicia con cual yd, estuvo relacionado?
4

i 2 3 4 __5_
10/ TNFERTOR NERTOR | ] weptano| | sueno | | supemtor | |

ey

2. <¢Basado en su experiencia reciente como testigo de un crimen, cudl es su
opinidn general del sistema de justicia con cual Ud. estuvo relacionado?

! 2 3 4 5
15/ ?ﬂzﬁmont[ INFERIOR| ] MEDIANOD sueno || SUPERIOR| |

3. iContando solamente casos criminales, cudntas veces durante los G1timos

cinco anos ha sido 4.

16=17/ un Jjurado? o VECES
18-19/ FAVOR DE PONER un testigo? VECES
UNA REPUESTA fetimar
20-21/ PARA CADA CATEGORTA una victimar ________ VECES
22-23/ un acusado? __ VECES

CARD 01
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B. SOBRE SU EXPERIENCIA COMO UNA UN TESTIGO DEL CRIMEN.

24-25/

26-27/

28-29/
30/

31/

32/

33/

34/

5/

6/

37/

S.

38/

i
CARD 01 51 [::] NO [::]

Con respecto al caso en cual Ud, fue un testigo, marque todos los tipos
de crimenes cuales fueron relacionados con ese Caso.

0 DESFALCO

LS UN ESCAPE DE LA CARCEL. HUIR  ——
SE ROBARON ALGO L] MIENTRAS BAJO FIANZA L
AMENAZA DE VIOLENCIA POSESTON 1L.EGAL DE ARMAS L]
{por ejemplo durante [:I
un robe) ESTAFA, TIMO, CHEQUES MALAS [:]

UN ATAQUE FISICO CONTRA .
UNA PERSONA (por ejemplo, OTRO TIPO DE CRIMEN
una violacidn, asalto con -

. . Favor de expiicarilo:
violencia, etc. P

POSESION O VENTA DE DROGASl ]

iEn e} sentido de perjuicic personal, cantidad de propiedad perdida o
robada, o efectos permanentes en las personas enrolladas, qué grade de
gravedad tiene este caso?

1 2 3
MUY UK PO NO T
GRAVE LRAVE GRAVE |___]

¢Fue ¥d. un testigo para el acusador {el fiscal del distrito judicial
o del estado} o para el acusado?
2
ACUSADO |:|

Favor de contestar todas estas preguntas cuales se tratan del por qud

¥d. fue un testigo. 2
NO } ]

no [
no [

vo [ |

ACASADOR

D_.

éVd. vid el crimen cometido? 51
iVd. se encontrd en la escena del crimen

un poco antes o acabado de que se
cametiera el crimen? SI

é¥d. conocia a la victima del crimen? SI

iVd. conocia a la persona acusada
del crimen? SI

L Uo -

iFue Ud. notificado que debfa presentarse para una conferencia, entre-
vista, una audiencia y/o juicio en conexidn con este caso?

2



39/

40-41/

42/

43/

44/

10.

45/

46/

47/
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éLlegd algin momento en cual Ud. decidid no ir cuando se le pidid que

5e presentara?
! 2 N :
st ] nol | PIDIERON | |

iCudntos dias Ud. 11egd a ir a uma conferencia, entrevista, audiencia
¥/0 un juicio en conexidn con este caso?

NTAS

®SI Ud. NUNCA SE PRESENTO PARA UNA CONFERENCIA, ENTREVISTA, AUDIENCIA

Y/0 UN JUTCIO PONGA UNA MARCA AQUT——s{ ] Y PASE A PAGINA 5, PREGUNTA
NOMERD 15, T

¢En general, de qué manera le avisaron a Ud, cuando® tenia que presentarse?

POR TELEFONO ||y UN ABOGADO SE L0 DIJO |

POR CORREOQ [:]2 CITACION [:j4

¢Por promedio. cudnto tiempo tomd cada aparencia? (incluyendo el tiempo
que Ud. pasd esperando).

- TODA LA MASANA O .
MENOS DE UNA HORA | |y TODA LA TARDE 15
UNA O DOS HORAS | _|» 7000 EL DIA [

Procedimientos de juicio algunas veces son aplazos o refijados para
otra fecha. ¢Cud) de las afirmaciones siguientes mejor describe su
experiencia con este caso?

No hubieron cambios en la fecha original [ 4
1 a 3 cambios o aplazos

—
Mis de 3 cambios o aplazos Ik

® 5] HUBO ALGUN CAMBIO DE FECHA O APLAZOS:

iOrdinariamente, fue avi-
sado anticipadamente? §1 [::J NO J

CARD oI ile explicd la razdn? SI D NOD D
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48/
48/
50/

51/

52/
53/

54/

55/

56/

12,

57/

58/ 13,

597 4.

CARD 01
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Aqui tiene une lista de cosas que a veces causan problemas con
apariencias en corte. Por favor, piense en cada una y margue Si,
generalmente, fue un problema grave, un problema menor, o si para

(d. no fue ningun problema.

DIFICULTAD CON PARQUEQ O TRANSPORTACION
PASAR MUCHO TIEMPO ESPERANDO
PERDER TIEMPO EN EL TRABAJO

PREQCUPACION CON SU SEGURIDAD EN LA AREA DEL
EDIFICIO DE LA CORTE

INADECUADOS LUGARES DE COMER
PROBLEMAS CON CUIDAR SU FAMILIA

SALAS DE ESPERA Y CUARTOS DE BAROS QUE SON
INCOMODOS

NO PODER ENCONTRAR LAS OFICINAS Y/G LAS SALAS
DE TRIBUNAL PARA LLENAR LAS CITAS

PREOCUPACION QUE LOS ACUSADOS (0 SUS COM-
PAREROS) SE VINDICAN EN ALGUNA MANERA

{Hubo un juicio por jurado en este caso?

[

PROXIMA PAGINA.

¢Ud, ESTUVO PRESENTE EN EL JUICIO?

PROXIMA PAGINA.

ild. TESTIFICO EN EL JUICIO?

PROBLEMA  PROBLEMA NO FUE
GRAVE MENOR PRUBLEMA

L DI -

B R A
EREREaEIRInRRnN

| |
I

ol ] wos [ ]

@51 Ud. NO SABE O SI NO HUBO JUICIO PASE A PREGUNTA NOMERO 15, EN LA

1 2
S [::] NO [::]

@S] Ud. NO ESTUVD PRESENTE EN EL JUICIO PASE A PREGUNTA NUMERO 15, EN LA
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. Vi -
15. A nosotros nos gustaria oir sus 6Eim'ones sobre comg varias personas
actuaron durante su’(el) caso. Haganos el favor de Teer todas de Tas
siguientes afirmacidnes y marque como Ud. se siente de cada uno.

$t no tuvo contacto con esta persona, margue "No tuve contacto."
CARD 02

ESTOY DE NO ESTOY NO TUVE
ACUERDO NEUTRAL DE ACUERDO  CONTACTIO

ABOGADO DEL ACUSADO

El abogado del acusado tratd ! 2 3 LR
1o/ de ayudar su cliente. EJ D D L

E1 abegado del acusade parecia

estar muy al tanto de 1o que

1y estaba haciendo en entrevis- [::] [ij] [:]

tando tos testigos, presen-
tando evidencia, etc.

]

ABOGADO ACUSADOR

El acusador parecia estar muy
al tanto de lo que estaba

12/ haciendo en entrevistandc los [::] l::] [::J [::j

testigos, presentando eviden-
cia, etc.

El acusador estaba mis inter-

esado en ganar e] caso que — =
13/ en averiguar que realmente 1 | D l:] |
sucedid.

JUEZ

El juez estaba mds interesado

en tratar el caso justamente - -
14/ que en terminar el caso 1:] I:} [_“ |I
aprisa.
£1 juez prestd su prudente - q
15/ atencibn al caso. E' | ! I:_J E_j
E1 acusador y 12 policia fue-
1e/ ran principalmente favorecidos
par el juezl D D D D
_ La defensa fue principalmente
17/ favorecida por el juez. [::] [::] | [::]

CARD 02
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16. ¢En total, cuantds meses estuvo Ud. envuelto en entrevistas, conferencias,
audiencias, y/o juicios en este caso?

18/ MENOS DE UN MES ] |1 4-6 MESES D3
1-3 MESES l 7 MESES O MAS .,

17. iCudl fué el resultado del caso?

[:j] JUICIQ-ENCONTRARON QUE —
1

19/ DISUELTO EL ACUSADO ERA CULPABLE | .4
DE UNO O MAS DE 10S CAR-
SE ARREGLO SIN : GOS CONTRA FL
JUICIO [,
JUICIO NULO POR CAUSA DE
JUICI0-ENCONTRARON ERROR O POR DESACUFRDO [ |
QUE EL ACUSADD NO DEL JURADO 5
£RA CULPABLE DE Los | |3
CARGOS CONTRA EL NO SE COMO SALIO b

T8. éCudl! es su opinidn sobre cuanto tiempo tomd para determinar el caso?

20/ TOMC DEMASTIADO TIEMPO [::31 NO TOMO SUFICIENTE TIEMPO 1 13

TOMO UN TIEMPO RASONABLE I:]2 NO SE CUANTO TIEMPO TOMO DD

19.  iLe explicd un abogado o un oficial de la corte que se esperaba de
td. como un testigo?

1 2 3
NO, PERD NO NO, PERO YO
SID LD

2L/ ME IMPORTABA QUERTA SABER L

20. (A d. l1e informaron qué sentencia {si alguna) recibié el acusado?

1 2 3 4
NO, PERC A MI NO, PERD YO 4
s1| ] NO HUBO

22/ NO ME IMPORTABA L3 QUERIA SABERI___ SENTENCIA

21.  lGeneralmente, en qud manera Ud. se enteraba de lo gue pasaba en el

caso?
ME LO DECIAN ME ENTERE DURANTE LAS r—
23/ LOS OFICIALES ] SESIONES DEL JUICIO [l
DE LA GORTE --i1.

NUNCA SUPE NI ME ENTERE ||
ME LO DECTAN S
MIS AMIGOS € [7]

CARD 02 OTRAS PERSONAS



22.

24/

23,

25/

24.

26/

25,

26,

28/

27,

29/

28,

30/

31/

32/
33/

CARD 02
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iSe sintid Ud. que se sirvid la justicia en este caso?
2

S1 [f:] NO [;:]

iSe sintid Ud. que tuvo Ta oportunidad para contar todo lo que sabfa?

1 2 3
’ 7
st no [ ] NO QUERIA | |
iSe sintid Ud. que debia haber sido un juicio, sea gue 1o hubo ¢ no?

al'l wl’]

iSe sintid Ud. que el acusado debia haber sido condenado, sea que fue o

no fue?
1 2
sif | wo[ ]

iSe sintid Ud. gque la sentencia {si alqguna) fue demasiade dura, 10 que
merecia, o demasiado menina?

1 3
DEMASIADO L0 QUE [— DEMASIADO NO HUBO SENTENCIA [5-1
DURQD ﬁ4 MERECIA MERINA 0 NO SE CUAL FUE |

¢En el sentido de cortesia y respecto para Ud. como una persona, cdmo
describiera su tratamiento por la policia guienes trataron el caso
hasta el tiempo que el caso 1legd a juicio?

1 2 3 N
NO TUVE | 1
INFERIOR ]:‘ NEUTRAL D BUENO E[ CONTACTO |___)J

ifEn el sentido de cortesia y respecto para Vd. como una persona, cémo
Ud. describiera su tratamiento por:

NO TuvE
INFERIOR  NEUTRAL BUENO  CONTACTOQ
2 3 N

[—

0 e OO0
| ] ]
O [
O O

PONGA UNA
REPUESTA El aguacit y los ofici-
PARA CADA ales de la corte?

CATEGDRIA [::]
E1 acusador? [::]
]

B

E1 abogado del acusado?

L



34/

35/

36/

37/

38/
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29. ilUd. cree que su participacitn en este case ayudd que se sirviera
la justicia™
1 2 D
51[] Nol | o s D
30. iCree Ud. que entiende el sistema tribunal mejor comg consecuencia de
este caso?
! 2 D
SI [::J NO!‘__] NG SE [::]
31, <¢Qué gradoe de interés encontrd Ud. en este caso?
1 2 3
MUY UN POCO NG FUE -
INTERESANTE [::] INTERESANTE[::] INTERESANTE l
32. ¢Considerando su experiencia en este caso, cbmo se siente Ud.?
1 3
MUY D UN POCO [:] UN POCO ] MUY DES-
SATISFECHO SATISFECHO NEUTRAL DESAGRADADD {--1 AGRADADO

33. &St en el future Yd. fuera testigo a un crimen, estaria dispuesto o no
dispuesto a cooperar {con las autoridades)?
2

1
S1, - NO,
COOPERARIA [_AJ NO COOPERARIA |

CONTINUE EN LA PROXIMA
PAGINA POR FAVOR.

L

CARD 02
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. SOBRE EL SISTEMA TRIBUNAL DE LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS...

3o/

40/

41/

42/

43/

44/

45/

46/

47/

48/
CARD 02

2
LA MAYORIA ‘:I
DEL TIEMPQ FRECUENTEMENTE CUANDD 0 NUNCA

Queremos saber cuales son sus opinidnes generales sobre el proceso
en las cortes criminales en los Estados Unidos en el dia de hoy.
Témese un momento, piense en cada de las afirmaciénes siguientes
y marque como Ud. se siente sobre cada una,

FUERTEMENTE
ESTOY MUY Sl NEUTRAL Dgonggg%o n?onéizﬁio
E1 sistema tribunal es DE ACUERDD.  ACUERDO ' ==

muy despacio y gasta EL |jz ‘: ls Dq. Ds

demasiado tiempo.

la raza, la posicion de

su familia, 1a manera de

presentarse de una persona, _
y su apariencia fisica

todas tienen un gran efecto D D [J E] I:—!
en como la corte trata un

acusado 0 un testigo.

Et sistema tribunal protege

ggsga;g? derechos del D l:] D L_J l"_J
iado Flojo conamssdon (1 1 [ ] 7
Muchos oficiales de la corte [—_—I D D D D

y juezes no son honrados.

iCon qué frecuencia cree Ud. que "negocios de alegacidnes" ocurren para
determinar casos criminales -- mejor dicho, con qué frecuencia un
acusado hace una alegacifn que es culpable en cambio para una sentencia
menos severp?

4
DEVEZ EN[> RARAMENTE
Queremos saber cuales son sus opinidnes sobre 'negocios de alegacion"

en general. Tdmese un momento y piense en cada de las afirmacidnes
siguientes y marque como Ud. se siente sobre cada una.

ESTOY DE NO ESTOY RO ESTOY

) ) ) ACUERDD DE ACHERD] SEGURD
"Negocio de alegacidn" ahorra tiempo
y dinero evitande juicios. |:]| Dz | 13
"Negocio de alegacidn" ayuda a personas i
culpables salirse con sentencias demasiado D T D
minimas.
"Negocio de alegacidn" ayuda al acusador
mis que al acusado. ‘j |M]
"Negocio de aleqgacidn” es tan bueno como un _
juicio para decidir la mayor parte de los | | _| | |
casos criminales.
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D. PARA PROPOSITOS ESTADISTICOS...

43/ 1.
50/
51/
52/
53/

CARD 02

1 2
Indique su sexo. mascuLIno | | FEMENINO ||

iCudntos afios cumplid en el dia de su Gltimo cumpleaiios?

19 0 MENOS |1 20 -29] | 70 - 79[ 1,
20 - 290 |» 50 - 59 s 80 0 MAs ||,
0-39[ s 60 - 69 |

¢Cudl es su raza o grupo &tnico principal?

NEGRO/AERO-AMERICANO Ij1 INDIO AMERICANO D4
HISPANICO/PUERTORRIQUERG/ ORIENTAL/CHINO/ASIATICO/ 1~
CUBAND/MEJICANO/LAT INO E] 2 JAPONES/COREANO/FILIPINOl_ s
BLANCO/CAUCASED [, OTRO L o)e
iCudl?

iCudl es el grado mis alto de escuela regular o universidad que M. ha
terminado?

1 - 3 AROS DE UNIVERSIDAD

4 6RADC O MENOS i smv TITuLo s
5 - B GRADO (], 7i7uio o6 aumtor coiLeeer () [,
L Estutia secuNbARA [_J3  TITULO UNIVERSITARIO (A, BS) |y
O EscueLa secunoaria [, ESCUELA GRADUAD s

iCudl es su estado marital actual?

NUNCA SE
CASADO D, DIVORCIADO [:J3 HA casapo | s

enviubaso ||, StPARAD0 ||,
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6. iCudl fue su ingreso familjar total para el afio pasado, 1974, antes

de los impuestos?

Cuente los sueldos, salarios, propinas., pensiones,

pago de la sequridad social, del desemplev, de asistencias de divor-
cio o separacidn, y todo sus otros tngresos de todas otras fuentes.

54/ MENOS DE $2,000 D,
$2,000 - $4,999 Dz
$5,000 - $9,999 Ds

$10,000 - $14,000 D4
7. iEn este momento estd Ud.:
TRABAJANDO FIJO
55/ WFULL TIME® )

TRABAJANDO PARTE DEL TIEMPO D
“pART TIME" 2

CON TRABAJO, PERO POR EL MOMENTQ
NO TRABAJANDQ (licencia por
enfermedad, vacacién, huelga)

(A

DESEMPLEADO/CON
"LAY OFF"

e

B. Ya ha contestado todas las preguntas.
las cosas mas importantes

$15,000 - $19,999 Ds
$20,000 - $29,000 Da
$30,000 - 349,999 D,

$50,000 0 MAS Ds

s
s
s
e
"

RETIRADO

EN LA ESCUELA

MANEJANDO

INCAPACITADG 0 DEMASIADO
ENFERMO PARA TRABAJAR

OTRA COSA

Cudl?

Nos gqustaria saber cuales son
y beneficiales que Ud. piensa se pudieran

hacer para facilitarle la vida para testigos del crimen.

se-soy | | [ | ]

ESTE ES EL FIN DEL ESTUDIO.
SELLADO TAN PRONTO QUE PUEDA POR FAVOR.

DEVUELYA ESTE CUESTIOMARIO EN EL SOBRE
MUCHAS GRACIAS POR SU AYUDA.

60-64/

CARD 02

1

S1 Ud. LE GUSTARTA RECIBIR UN SUMARID DE ESTE ESTUDIO, MARQUE AOUI~HP[::].
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CircuIT COURT
TLEVENTH JUDICIAL C:CUIT ©F FLOR DA

AL FRRET L BP0t T LRSS TS
GENE WILLIAMS e e e et

C RCWIT JUDGE Miami, FLORIGA 33125

Dear Fellow Citizen,
I am writing to ask you for your heln.

The Dade County Clrcult Ceourt is ceoonerating with The Rand Corporation
in a study of the criminal justice process in our court. PFart of our
involves questionnaires for persons, sucl: as yoursel!, who served ag
in criminal trials held in the Tircuit Court during June of 1975,
oaf this research is to improve the way the courts operate and dispense
justice by being wore aware of your experiences as a juror and ot how you
feel about them.

Furpose

Your name was selected at random from cagses which have come before rhis
court. Although participation is voluntary, the number of people who could
be selected to receive questionnaries is small and your answers are very
important for the study.

It will take ouly a short time to Fill in the guestionnaire and to Teturn
it in the stamped rveplv envelope., The responses will be .analyzed By The
Rand Corporation (a2 mon-profit company which doss pubiic research) and will
be reported only in statistical reports. All informution which would permit
ldentification of respondents will be regarded as strictlv confidenrial, will
be used omnly for the purposes of the stuly and will not he disclosed or
released fovr any other purnose except as required bv law.

If you are interasted in Teceiving & summary report on this study please
check the box at the end ot the interview. We will be plad ro scend you a4
copy as soon as it is rTeadv.

Flease return the completed guestionnaire as soon as possible.  Thank
you for your help.

Sincerelv,

Yoo vl

Gene Williams,
Administrative Judge
of the Criminal Division
Dade Countv Cirvcuit Court
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ELEvENTH JubiciaL CiRcUIT oF FLORIDA

SMETROSDLITAR JUBTICE SUILODING

GENE WiLLIAMS AIB MW R BEREET
SIRCUIT JUDGE Miami, FLORIDA 33125

Dear Fellow Citizen,
I am writing to ask for your help.

The Dade County Circuit Court is cooperating with The Rand Corporation
in a study of the criminal justice process in our court, Part of our study
involves questionnalres for persons, such as yourself, who were victims of
¢times which came before the Circuit Court during February and March, 1975.
The purpose of this research is to improve the way the courts operate and
dispense justice by being more aware of your experiences as a victim of
crime and of how you feel about them.

Your name was selected at random from cases which have come before this
court. Although participation is voluntary, the number of pecple whe could
be selected to ~eceive questionnaires is small and your answers are very
important for the study,

It will take only a short time to fill in the questionnaire and to
return it in the :tamped reply envelope. The responses will be analyzed by
The Rand Corporation (a non-profit company which does public research) and
will be reported only in statistical reports. All information which would
permit identification of respondents will be regarded as strictly confidential,
will be used only for the purposes of the study and will not be disclosed
or released for any octher purpose except as reguired by law.

If you are interested in recelving a summary report on this study
please check the box at the end of the interview. We will be glad to send
you a copy as soon as 1t is rveady.

Please return the completed questionnaire as scon as possible, Thank
you for your help.

Sincerely,

2 )l

Gene Williams,
Administrative Judge
of the Criminal Division
Dade County Clrcuit Court
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CircuiT CouRT
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METROROLITAM 0 31CE BLILMH

I3 MW 3y STRELDT

Miami, FLORIDA 33125

GENE WILLIAMS
CIRCWIT JUDGE

Dear Fellow Citizen,
I am writing to ask you for your help.

The Dade County Circult Court is cooperating with The Rand Corporation
in a study of the criminal justice process in our court. Part of tudy
involves questiomnaires for persons, such as yourself, who were(§££§§5§§§?
of crimes which came before the Circuit Court during February an , 1975,
The purpose of this research is to improve the way the courts operate and

dispense justice by being more aware of your experiences as a witness of
crime and of how you feel about them.

Your name was selected at random from cases which have come before this
court. Although participation is voluntary, the number of people who could
be selected to receive questionnaires is small and yOUur answers are very
important Efor the study.

It will take only a short time to fill in the questionmaire and to return
it in the stamped reply envelope. The responses will be analyzed by The
Rand Corporation (a non-profit company which does public research) and will
be reported only in statistical reports. All information which would permit
identification of respondents will be regarded as strictly confidential, will
be used only for the purposes of the study and will not he disclosed or
released for any other purpose except as required by law,

If you are interested in receiving a summary report of this study please
check the box at the end of the interview. We will be glad to send you a
COpPY as soont as it is ready.

Please return the completed questionnaire as soon aspossible. Thank

you for your help.
Sincerely, ,(Af

Gene Williams,
Administrative Judge
of the Criminal Division
Dade County Circuit Court
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CIRCUIT COURT UOF OREGON

FOURTH JUDICIAL QISTAICT
MuLTHOMAK COuNTY COuRTHOUSE
FORTLAND, QREGON 87?204

Z248-3247

CLIFFORD 5. OLSEN

“JUDGE

Dear Fellow Citizen,
1 aﬁ writing to ask for your help.

The Multnomah County Circuit Court is cooperating with The Rand
Corporation in a study of the criminal justiece process in our county
courts. Part of our study invelves gquestionnaires for persons such
as yourself, who served as jurors in c¢riminal trials held in the
county courts during March of 1975. The purpose of this research is
to improve the way the courts operate and dispense justice by being
more aware of your experiences as a juror and of how you feel about
them. "

Your name was selected at random from cases which have come before
this court., Since the number of people who could be selected to
receive questionnaries is small, your answers are very important for
the study.

It will take only a short time to fill in the questionnaire and
to return it in the stamped reply envelope. The responses will be
analyzed by The Rand Corporation (a non-profit company which does
public research) and will be reported only in statistical reports.
All information which would permit identification of respondents wili
he reparded as strictly confidential, will be used only for the purposes
of the study and will not be disclesed or relcased for any other purpose
except as required by law.

If you are inLerested in receiving a summary report on this study
please check the box at the end of the interview. We will be glad to
send you a copy as soon as 1t is ready.

Please return the completed questionnaire as soon as possible,

Thank you for your help.
Sincerely, % @a‘d
2%

-
The Hon le Clifford Olsen
Presiding Judge
Multnomah County Circuit Court
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CIRCLIT COURT OF OREGON
FOURTH JuniCIAL OISTRICT
MuLTHOMAH COUNTY COURTHOLSE
FORTLAND, OREGON S7Z204

Z48-2247

Dear Fellow Citizen,

I am writing to ask for your help.

The Multnomah County Circuit Court is cooperating with The Rand
Corporation in a study of the c¢riminal justice process in our county

courts. Part of our styg
as yourself, who wer

involves questionnaires for persons, such
msgtof crimes which came before the county

courts during several months prior te August 1974, The purpose of
this research 1s to improve the way the courts operate and dispense
justice by being more aware of your experiences as a victim of crime

and of how you feel about them.

Your name was selected at random from cases which have come before

this court.

Since the number of people who could be selected to

receive questionnaires is small, your answers are very Iimportant for

the study.

It will take only a short time to fill in the questionnaire and
to return It In the stamped teply envelope. The responses will be
analyzed by The Rand Corporation (a non-profit company which does
public research) and will be reported only in statistical reports.
All information which would permit identification of respondents will
be regarded as strictly confidential, will be used only for the purposes
of the study and will not be disclosed or released for any other

purpcse except as required by law.

1f you are interested in receiving a summary report on this study
please check the box at the end of the interview. We will be glad to

.send you a copy as soon as it 1s ready.

Please return the completed questionnalre as soon as possible.

Thank you for your help.

Sincerely, % jzg i
The Honorge Clifford Olsen

Presiding Judge
Multnomah County Circult Court
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C/{RCUIT COURT OF OREGON
FOURTH JUDICIAL OISTRICT
MULTHOMAK COUNTY COURTHOUSE
PORTLAND, OREGDN SHS7204

248-2247

CLIFFORD B. OLSEN
JUOGE

Dear Fellow Citizen,
I am wricing to ask for your help.

The Multnomah County Circuit Court is cooperating with The Rand
Corporation in a study of the criminal justice process in our county
courts. Part of our stud plves questionnaires for persons, such
as yourself, who wer crimes which came before the county
courts during several T ¥ prior to August 1974, The purpose of
this research is to improve the way the courts operate and dispense
justice by being more aware of your experiences as a witness of crime
and of how you feel about them,

Your name was selected at random from cases which have come before
this court. Since the number of people who could be selected to
receive questionnaires is small, your answers are very important for
the study.

It will take only a short time to fill in the questionmaire and
to return it in the stamped reply envelope, The responses will be
analyzed by The Rand Corporation (a non-profit company which does
public research) and will be reported only in statistical reports.
All information which would permit identification of respondents will
be regarded as strictly confidential, will be used enly for the
purposes of the study and will not be disclosed or released for any
other purpose except as required by law.

If you are interested 1n receiving a summary report on this study
please c¢heck the box at the end of the interview. We will be glad to
send you a copy as soon as it is ready.

Please return the completed questionnaire as soon as possible.

Thank you for your help.
Sincerely, a
h EE
k& »
The Hon

le Clifford Olsen
Presiding Judge
Multnomah County Circuit Court
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1700 MA N STREET
SANTA MOMNICA, CA 90406

Recently we mailed you a questionnaire asking for
yvour help in an important survey about your County Circuit
Court.

If you have already returned the questionnaire, please
consider this card a special "Thank You" for your valuable
help.

If vou have net had a chance to do s¢ as yet, may we
ask you to return the completed form new? Your help is
vital to the success of the study.

Thank You
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SANTA MONCA, CA 906

QUESTIONHAIRE REMINDER NOTICE

Recently we mailed you a questionnaire asking for your opinions
about your County Circuit fourt. As we sent out only a limited

number of these, your answer is very imporiant in helping to find
out about the courts and how well people think they operate.

It will take only a moment to fi11 out and return the questionnaire
in the stamped reply envelope. If you've 2lready done so, many thanks.
If you have nat yet had a chance to answer, we would be most grateful
if you would do it now. In case our original request went astray in
the mails, we've enclosed another copy of the questionmaire.

You may feel that some questions do not apply to you. In that
case, please answer all the guestions which do apply. We need your

questionnaire even if it's not completely filled out.

Thank you for your help in this important study.
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Nota Especial

Hay una versifn de este cuestionario en espafiol para quien-
es le sea mas facYl usarla.

Si ud. le gustaria que se le mande la versibén en espafol,
haga una marca aqui ——=[ ], y devuelva esta tarjeta
junto con el cuestionario en ingles, no escrito, en el
sobre de repuesta, "OPINION SURVEY REPLY."

Muchas Gracias

Special Note

There is a Spanish-language version of this questionnaire
available for those who would find it easier to use.

If you would 1ike the Spanish-language version, place a
check in this box —=[ ], and return this note with
the blank English questionnaire in the reply envelope.

Thank You



Appendix H

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS SUPPLEMENT TO THE MAIL
SURVEYS

Stephen Klein

This appendix consists of 11 tables that summarize the average responses to the
mail survey questionnaires by respondent group (juror, victim, and witness) and by
site (Multnomah or Dade County) and a final table that lists the variable numbers
and their correspending item (question) nhumber in each questionnaire.
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1-TrsT RESULTS FOR VARIABLES UNIQUE TO JURORS

4138

Table H.6

Significance
Item Variable measured A high score occurs Score Hean 5Score Lewvel of the
# or question asked when the person.... Range Multnomah Dade t-test Results
B,4 How many days did spent a lot of days 0- 17.0 5.7 . 000
vou spend at court
building?
E.5 Ou how many sat ol mMOTE cases O 3.8 1.3 L0090
eriminal cases did
you sit?
B,6 On how many ciwvil sat on MOrE cases 0- 2.8 0.2 Q00
cases did you sit?
B, 7 How did you spend spent more time 1-5
your time at the in this fashion
ing?
court building? 1 No time
Waiting In jury 2 less Ehan 25%
room 3 25-49% 3.1 3.4 .021
4 50-74% -
At jury ?election 5 75%Z or more 24 2.5 ns
for criminal cases
At jury selection 2.3 1.4 000
for civil cases
At trial and 2.6 3.0 004
deliberation for
¢riminal cases
At trial and 2.2 1.2 Nsloli}
deliberation for
civil cases
B,8 Did you have a says '"yes" 1-3 1.3 1.3 ns
problem in not
knowing what was
expected of you?
B,13 What was the effect 1 = lost money 1-3 2.1 2.1 ns
on your income as 2 = no effect
a result of jury 3 = made momey
service?
B,14 What is your has a more favorable 1-4 3.0 3.3 .05

impression of the
way juries arrive
at a verdict?

opinion now than
previously
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Table H.7

REesuLTs oF ANaLyses OF ITeEMs UNIQUE TO VICTIMS

Teem f

B,3

B,33

Summary of Results

In response to the guestion "was anythlng ever dome
tc make up For the loss or injury you suffered?"

60 percent of the Multnomah victims and 40 percent
of the Dade vietims sald "yes." This difference
was statistically significant ac alpha = .0DL.

A chil sgquare analysls was conducted to determine
whether the kinds of things done for victims at one
site were similar or different from those done at
the other site. The results of this analysis in-
dicated no significant discontinuities; at

both sltes about 50 percent of those who said some-—
thing was dene Indicated that stolen ltems were
returned andfor the person who cammitted che erime
repald the victim. In about another 25 percent of
the cases, the victim's Insurance or medicel plan
reimbursed the victim for expenses and/or losses
incurred.

In response te the questlon: "If you were a wit-
ness to a crime 1o the future, would you agree to
cooperate or would you not agree to cooperate In
conferences, interviews, court hearings and/or
trials?" 90 percent of the victims at both altes
indicated that they would be willing te cooperate.

Table H.8

r-TesT RESULTS FOR VARIABLES UNIQUE TO WITNESSES

Significance

Item Variable measured A high score occours Score Hean Score Level of the
it or guestjon asked when the person.... Range Hultnomah Dade ¢-test Results
3,3 kWere you a witness was a defense 1-2 1.1 il ns

foy the prosecution witness

cr the defense?
B, 4 D0id youw see the says "yes” 1-2 1.7 1.7 ns

crime being

committed?

Were you at the says "'ves" 1-2 1.9 1.8 ns

scene of the crime

3ust before or

after it happened?

bid you know the says “yes" 1-2 1.6 1.7 ns

victim?

Did you koow the Says “yes" 1-2 1.1 1.3 L0002

defendant?
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Table H.9

CORRELATIONS RETWEEN DEPENDENT VARIABLES FOR JURORS AT EAcn SiTE*

9
Overall Opinion

10

Feel Justice

11 12 13
Degree of Understanding Willingness to

of Court System Was Done Satisfaction of Court System Cooperate Again

Overall Opinien -— .38 .37 A2 .18
of Court System
Feel Justice V49 —— 43 « 27 .09
Was Done
Degree of
Satisfaction .36 .34 - a5 14
Understanding of .33 34 W10 -— -.06
Court System
Willingness te .13 .18 .07 .12 -
Cooperate Again

®The values for Multnémah and Dade Counties appear asbove and below the main diagonal, respectively. Criti-

cal values for correlation coefficient with 150 degrees of freedom are .16 and .21 for significance levels of

.05 and .01, respectively.

Table H.10

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DEPENDENT VARIABLES FOR ViICTIMS AT Eacy SiTe*

g
Overall Opinion

10

Feel Justice

11 12 13
Degree of Understanding Willingness to

of Court System Was Done Sarisfacticn of Court Svystem Cooperate Again
Overall Opinion -— 49 .68 .29 .31
of Court System
Feel Justice W63 - .75 W28 .30
Was Done
Degree of .66 W75 - 35 V3%
Satisfaction
Understanding of .39 .55 48 - 20
Court System
Wlilingness to .19 .15 .26 .09 -

Cooperate Again

®The values for Multnomah and Dade Counties appear above and below the wmain diagomal, respectively. The criti-
cal values for correlation coefficlent with 100 degrees of freedom are .20 and .25 for significance levels of .05

and .01, respectively.
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Table H.12

LisT oF VARIABLE NUMBERS AND THEIR CORRESPONDING ITEM NUMBERS
IN EACH QUESTIONNAIRE

VYariable #  Jurors Victims  Witnesses Comment s
1 D,1 D,1 D,1
2 0,2 b,2 D,2
3 D,3 D,3 U,3 1 = Minority
2 = WhitefCaucasian
4 .4 b.4 0,4
5 D5 D,53 b,5 1 = Hever married

? = Mot married now, e.g., divorced
3 - Married now

6 0.6 D.& D,6
7 0,7 D,? D,7 2 = choices 5-9
5 = choices 2-4
B = cholce 1
& Sum of variables #3 + #6 + #7
9 A,2 A,2 A,2
10 8,18 B,21 B,22
11 B,15 B,31 B,32
12 B,11 B,29 B,30
13 E,17 B,32 B,33
14 A,1 4,1 A,1
15-18 ALl 4,3 A3
19-26 E,1 B,1 B,1
27 B,? 8,2 E,2
28-15 B,E B,10 E,11
36 Sum of the responses to all cholces to variables 28-15,
37-42 B,% B,1& B,15 Scale expanded for wictims and witnesses
%0 as to cerrespond with that of Jurors:
1=1.5
2= 3.0
3= 4.5
43 Sum af responses to variables 37-42 Algebrale sign of 2nd question
about prosecutor switched be-
fore sum computed.
b4 E,10 B,28 B,29
45 B,12 B,30 B,31
46-50 c,1 c,1l c,1
5l Sum of veriables &46-50
32 €,2 c,2 c,2
53-5¢ c,? c,3 ©.3
57 Sum of wariables 53, 54, & 56. Algehraic sign of variable #34 is
switched before summing
53 B4 B,5
5% B,5 B,
) BO-61 : B,7
B62-65 B,7 B,8
[-1-9 B,A B,9
67-69 E,9 B,10
0 E,10 B.11

71 B,11 B,12
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Table H.12—continued

Variable # Jurers Vietims Witnesses Comments

12 B,12 B.L2
73 B,13 B,15
74 B,15 8,16
75 B,16 B,1/S
76 B,17 B,18

77-80 E,20 8,21
81 B.22 B,23
B2 B,23 B,24
g1 B, 24 B,25
84 B,25 B,26
85 B,26 B,27

86-89 B, 27 B,28
G0 Sum of variables &7-90.
91 Composite variable invelving the following lrems:

B, 24 B,25 The scoring of this item for this

variable is conditional upon the
cutcome of the case; i.e., whether
or not the defendant was found gullty.

8,26 B,27 The scoring of this irem was chanped
to compute this variable as follows:

Toe harsh or teo light
Ho sentence or den’t koow
About right.

1
2
3

4 high score om variable #91 occurs when the outcome of the
cagse and the sentence (if any) are consistent with the re-
spondent's belief as to what should have happened.

92 Composite variable that 1s computed as followa:

B,l6 BE,19 Choice D = 1
Choices 1-5 = 2

B,1% B,20 Choice 3 = 1
Cholce 2 = 2

Choice 1, 4 = 3

8,20 B,21 Cholce &
Cholee 2
Cholce 1

93 B,18 B,19




Appendix I

TABULATION OF RESPONSES TO THE INTERVIEW
SURVEY OF DEFENDANTS

Stephen Klein

SURVEY OF DEFENDANTS

MULTNOMAR COUNTY, OREGON
DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA

Hello., I'm from the Rand Corporation. We are
studying the criminal court system in this county and I'd like to ask
some questions about your experienceg with the police and the courts.
(The interview will take about an hour.) 1'd like to begin now if pos-
sible.

SITE CODE:

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 37.8 4.4 42.2

DADE COCNTY 44 4 13.3 57.8 .
82.2 17.8 ns (K=45)

LOCATION OF INTERVIEW:
N Z

COUNTY JAIL (11} 68.9

STATE PRISON (@] 0

COURT BULLDING ( 4) 8.9

OTHER {10) 22.2

SPECIFY 45 100.0

424
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I'd like to ask some questions about your experience as a defendant in
{the case which was just completed/DESCRIPTION OF CASE),

i. In terms of courtesy and respect for you as a person, how would you
describe your treatment by the police who handled your case between
the time you were arrested and the time it came to court? Would you
say your treatment by the police was:

Bad 3.3 6.8 354.1
Neither good nor bad 34,1 6.8 40.9
Good 20.5 4.5 25.0
B1.8 18.2 ns (N=44)

2. When you were arrested, what charge or charges did the police arrest

vyou for?
Jffense against peraom 17.8 2.2 20.0
Offense against property 24 .4 8.9 33.3
Drug offenses 25,4 4.4 28.9
Other Q 2.2 2.2
All nisdemeanors 15.6 ] 15.6
82.2 17.8 ns {N=45)

3. Whar were the charpges filed against you by the district attorney?

Of fense against person 17.8 2.2 20.0
Offense against property 244 8.9 33.3
Trug ofienses 24,4 4.4 28.9
Other o] 2,2 2.2
All misdemeancrs 15.6 G 15.48
82.2 17.8 ns {K=45)

bid you feel that the district attorney's charges were fair or un-

fair?

Why did you think they were unfair? RECORD VERBATIM.

Roe gullty
Unfair practices
Unfair evidence

40.0 8.9 48.9
42.2 8.9 51.1
B82.2 17.8 ns (N=45)
26.1 17.4 43.5
39.1 0 39.1
17.4 0 17.4
82.6 17.4 as (§=23)

Did you fael that anything about you which was not related to the case
was considered in deciding what to charge you with?

Yes
No

35.6 4.4 40.0
46,7 13.3 60.0
82.2 17.8 s (N=45)



10.

11.
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Of the 18 persons who said "yes" to No. 6, the mmber who marked each

choice was as follows:

Ape

Race

Money

Family backpround
Knowing someone
Life style

Other

L b e O D

-

At the time you were arrested, were vou placed in jail for anv periad of

time?

Yes 77.8 17.8 3.6

No 4.4 [ G4
82,2 17.8 ns

Were you held all the time, up until the case was finmallvy settled”

Yes 30.2 2.3 32

No 51.2 16.3 67
8l.4 18.6 ns

How long were you held? FILL IN APPROPRIATE BOXES.

Number of Days

1 14.0 7.0 21.0

2 -7 9.3 9.1 18.6

B =30 20.% o] 20.9

31-90 20.9 a 20 .9

91-180 9.3 2.3 11.6

181+ 7.0 0 7.0
Bl.4 18.6 os

Were you released om bail at any time during the case?

Yes 32.6 11.6 44,2

No 48.8 7.0 55.8
81.4 18.6 ns

12.

13,

(K=435)

(3=43)

(N=43)

(N=43)

Were you released on your own recopnizance at any time during the case?

Yes 18.6 4.7 23. 3

Mo 53.5 14.0 67.4

Someone's custody 3.3 a 9.3
Bl.4 18.6 us

Did your case actually go to trial? PROBE TO BE SURE THIS ACTUALLY

MEANS TRIAL, NOT HEARING, SENTENCING, OR OTHER APPEARAMNCE.

Yes 26.7 8.9 i5.6
No 46.7 6.7 53.3
Pled guilty at trial 8.9 0 8.9
Dismissed at trial 0 2.2 2.2

azr.2 17.8 .09

{N=43)

(H=45)
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15.

16.

17.

18,

19.

20.

21.
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Did you have a jury trial or a trial in front of a judge only?

Jury trial 33.3 9.5 42.9
Judge only 42.9 14.3 57.1
76.2 23.8 ns (N=21)
Overall, did vou feel your trial was fair or unfair?
Fair 28.6 9.5 38.1
Unfair 47.6 14.3 6l.9
76.2 23.8 ns (H=21)

0f the 13 who said it was unfair, the number of times cach reason
was checked was as follows:

Arrest or sentencing 4
Court procedures 7
Unfair evidence 3

Was your case dismissed or did you plead guilty before a trial eould take
place? PROBE TQG BE SURE THIS ACTUALLY MEANS DISMISSED OR PLED GUILTY.
The number who marked each choice was as follows:

Dismissed, no trial 3
Fled guilty, no trial 19
Fled noclo 1
Pled guilty in trial [
Drug prograwm, no trial 1

Why did you plead guilty? RECORD VERBATIM AND CODE ALL THAT APPLY,
The number of persons who marked each choice was as follows:

Was guilty 2]
Avoid trial 2
Lighter sentence 11
Other 5

Did anyome ever suggest that you or your lawyer should plea-bargain
in this case? That 1s, did anyone suggest you plead guilty in re-
turn for reduced charges, a lighter sentence, or dropping other cases?

Yes 73.8 4.8 78.6
Ho 14.3 7.1 21.4
8.1 11.5 .10 (N=42)

Who first suggested that you plea-bargain?
The number who marked each cholce was as follows:

Defense attoarney 2
Police

Friends or relatives

District attorney

oo =

Do you feel that anyone tried te pressure you inte plea-bargaining
in this case?

Yes 40.6 3.1 43,8
No 53.1 3.1 56.3
93,8 6.3 ns {(N=32)
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22, Who pressured you? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.
The number who marked each cholce was as follows:

Defense attorney 1
Police

Friends and relatives

District attorney

o e =]

23, (Directions to interviewer)

24, Did you or your lawyer actuzlly do any plea-bargaining or attempt
to do any plea-bargaining?

Tes 65.9 1] 65.9
Ha 22.40 12.2 34.1
B87.8 12.2 005 (N=41)

25. IMTERVIEWER CHECK .13 AND CIRCLE ONE:
Huaber who marked each cheice:

Case went to trial a

Case did not go te trial 19

Pled guilty in trial _h
29

26, As part of the bargain, what did you pet in return for pleading guilty?
CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.

Number who marked eaclt cholce:

Seriousness of charge

reduced 3
Some charges or counts
dismissed 2
Lighter sentence 14
Dropped other cases 1
Mothing, harsher

sentence 2

27, What were the most important things you gained by plea-bargaining in
this case? RECORD VERBATIM AN} CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.
Number who marked each cholce:

Avoided walt in jail
Lighrer sentence
Cutcome decided faster
4voided trial

Kething

[
ol O a3

28, What did you feel you lost by plea-bargaining? RECORD VERBATIM AND
CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.

Number who marked each choice:

Qpportunity to prove innocence 1
Possibility of acquittal

or dismissal 1
KHothing 16
Fregdom 8



29,

30.

31.

iz,

33.

34,

35.
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All in all, how satisfied are you with the results of plea-bargaining in

this case? Would ¥you say you are:
Number who marked each cholce:

Dissatisfied 3
Hot satisfled or

dissatisfied 6
Satisfied 7

Why didn't you or your lawyer attempt to do any plea-bargaining in this

case? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.
Number who marked each choice:

Dou't approve of pb 2
Innocent 7
Wanted trial 1
Wanted to take chances

on rezult in court i
No offer - serious offense O
No offer - prior record 0
No offer - notorious case 0
Other 2

Why didn't you plead guilty in this case? Why did you go to trial?
CIRCLE ALL THAT AFPLY.
Nymber whe marked each choice:

Could not agree on deal -
unacceptable cffer
Changed mind, wanted trial
Not guilty as charged
Other

=gras

Were you told why your case was dismissed?

Three marked ‘'yes”

Would you have liked to have been told why?

Ne response

Did you receive a fine, probatiom, or jall sentence in this case?

Yes 87.8 1] B7.2
No 0 12.2 12.2
87.8 12,2 Qoo

Exactly what was your sentence? RECORD 4ND CODE:

Number ¢f persons
A. Fines (2 people received fines)
B. Number of years probation

1 year = 2
2 years = 4
3 years = 4
3+ years = 7

Confined duving probation = 2

(N=41)
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Number of months ioncarcerated:

0-6=4

7 -1z = 10
13 - 48 =5
49+ =B

4
16

Some, all suspended
Not suspended

Do you think this sentence was!:
Number who marked each cholce:

N %
Toa light =1 3.8
About Tight =12 4.2
Too harsh = 23 50.0

To the best of your knowledge, how did your sentence compare with the sentences
of other people with similar records convicted of the same crime? Was it:
Number who marked each cholce:

N &

Lighter =1 3.3

About the

same = 10 33.3

Harsher =19 63.3
Compared to others, did you feel your sentence was:

N %

FAll wcvunnns. rreraernaan venenes (14} 43.8
Unfalt, . ..iiieiieeerinnnnrarrrnnnans . (18) 56.2

Do you think the prosecutor recommended to the judge what your sen-
tence should be?

N %
YES...(ASK Q.40)...... rermraaraes cees (26) 68.4
NO...{ SKIP TO Q.41)........ P - 3 13.2
DON'T KNOW...{SKIP TO Q.41}......... N 1B.4

Was the judge's sentence harsher, about the same, or lighter than what
the prosecutor recommended?

N %
HARSHER . e vs e v rmansonsarsnsnnrrannns £ 5) 23.8
ABOUT THE SAME......... eveaneeitnnn (12) 57.1
LIGHTER: v vevnrrrrrnnsrnnnnnnns el B 19.0

Did you fesl that anything about you which was not related to the
casg or your prior record entered into deciding what sentence you got?

N Z
YES...(45K. Q.42)....... erarrrananns (9N 25
NO..u o (SKIP TO Q.43) suivrvnsvnenna,.(28) 75

What kinds of things entered in? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.

X (5)
FACE 4 ivvevncanannnanmnsanns rhaaeaen (@)}
MONEY s evivenannnsnornravensasrsanns (0
FAMILY BACKGROUND ... . .c.vieicrrnnnens {2
KNOWING OR MOT KNOWING SOMEONE....... (1))
LIFESTYLE/POLITICAL VIEWS......... (03
VICTIM WAS INFLUENTIAL.....:vuveivnns {0)
OTHER. Drugs, alcohol .......vvvenans (31

SPECIFY
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44,

45,

46,

a7,

43,

43,
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Do yvou feel there was anything that should have been considered in
deciding your sentence that wasn't considered?

YES...(ASK Q.44)...... e es et ey (26} 68.4
HO...(SKIP TO Q.45) cuuvunvnnrennsonuraerass (12) 31.6

What wasn't considered that should have been? RECORD VERBATIM,

Prior recoTd .+.vivaeresnnnnarnanns vaevanes 12
QOccupational BLatus ..vvvviiiannrrnaanan veen 9
Cooperation with the law ......ccviivnnnann 3
Innocent of charge .......c.vivevuensnnnnns 12

Not counting any appeals after you were first sentenced, how long
was it from the time you were arrested until the time the case was
getcled?

Months
0-1 41.9 5.3 51.2
4 - B 32.5 9.3 41.8
7+ 7.0 0 7.0
81.4 18.6 ns (Nw4 1)

How do you feel about how long it took to settle the case? Would you
say it:

Took too long a time 44,2 14.0 58.1
Took a reasonable amount
of time 32.6 4,7 37.2
Took too short a tima? 4.7 8] 4.7
Bl.4 18.6 ns (N=43)

Was your case ever poatponed or delayed for any perind of time?

Yean 59.1 9.1 6.2
No 2.7 9.1 3l.2
Rl1.8 18.2 ns {N=44)
How many times was it postponed or delayed by:
Your defense actorney? {(W=17) ..... ¥ = 1.82 X = average number
- of times

The prosecutor? (H=28) ..... X =2.04
The courc? {N=16) ..... X =1.13
What type of defense lawyer did you have? Was he or she:
A public defender 36,4 15.9 53.3
A court-appointed lawyer 18.2 0 18.2
A private lawyer pald or

retained by you? 27.3 2.3 29.6

81.8 18.2 ng (N=44)



50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

Altogether, about how many times did you see and talk with your

lawyer?

Convicted X =5.06
Not convicted X=4,25
Total X=4,91

On the average, about how long did vou talk with your

time you saw him er her?

432

lawyer each

30 minutes or less 53.8 16.3 72.1
31-60 winutes 23.3 0 23.3
More than an hour 2.3 2.3 4.6

Bl.4 18,6 ns

{N=43)

What things did you like about the way your lawyer handled your case?
RECORD VERBATIM AND CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.

Gave me all the time

I wanted 2 1 3
Got to know me o] i1 1
Kept wme Informed about

the case o 1 1
Was on my side/believed me 9 3 12
Was a good lawyer (askillful) 16 6 22
Followad wy wishes 3 1 4
Nothing 15 2 17
Dther 4 [#] [

(N=37) (N=8) (8=45)

What didn't

RECORD VERBATIM AND CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.

cu like about the way your lawyer handled the case?

Was in a hurry 7 3 10
Didn't care who I was 7 0 7
Didn't tell me what was

happening 2 1 3
Wasn't on my side/didn't

believe me 5 1] 3
Wasn't a good lawyer 17 1 18
Pressured me inco doing

what he wanted 4 0 4
Nothing 8 2 10
Other 4 2 L]

(N=37) (N=8) (N=45)

If you needed a lawyer in the future, would you want the same one

you had for this case?

Yes 30.2 11.6 41.9
Ho 53.5 4.7 58.1
83.7 16.3 ns

In general, which kind of lawyer do you think does the best job for

his client:

No opinion

4 public defender

& court-appeointed lawyer, or
& lawyer paid by the defendant

Bote: No significant differences

6.6%
4.4%
2.2%
86.8%

between disposition groups
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57.
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Now, 1'd like your opinion about the prosecutor in your case, 1'a
golng te read a statement and you can tell me wherher you ggree,
disagree, or feel neutral about the statement.

A. The prosecutor really seemed to know what he was deing in
interviewing or questioning witnesses, presenting evidence,
etc. Do you agree, disagree, or feel neutral about that

statement?
A,
Disagree 19.5 2.4 22.0
Neutral 26.8 7.3 34.1
Agrec 36.6 7.3 43.9
82.9 17,1 s

BE. The prosecutor was more interested in winning the case than in
finding out what really happened.

B.
Disagree 7.5 2.5 10.0
Neutral 12,5 5.0 17.5
Agree 62.5 10,0 72.
82.5 17.5 ns

{K=41)

(N=40)

I'm going to ask the same kinds of things about the Judge in your case.

Again, I'll read & statement and you can tell me whether vou a ree,
disagree, or feel neutral about it.

A, The judge was more interested in being falr than ic getting the
case handled guickly.,

Disagree 29,5 4.5 34,1
Heutral 18.2 2.3 20,5
Agree 34.1 11.4 45.5
8l.8 18.2 ns
B, The judge paid careful attentipn to the case.
Disagree 32.6 2.3 34,9
Neatral 9.3 2.3 11.6
Agree 39.5 14,0 53.5
81.4 18.8 us
C. The judge mainly favored the prosecutors and the polire.
Disagree 16.7 4.8 21.4
Neutral 14.3 9.5 23,8
Agree 52.4 2.4 54.8
83.3 16.7 .04
D, The judge mainly favored the defenae.
®
Disagree 58.1 9.3 67.4
Heutral 18.6 7.0 25.6
Agree 4.7 2.3 7.0
8l.4 18.6 ns
E. The judge’s decisions were influenced by the prosecutor.
Disagree 23.3 11.6 34.9
Neutral 11.6 4.7 16.3
Agree 46,5 2.3 48,8
B1.4 18.6 .07

(N=42)

(N=43)

(N=42)

(H=43)

(N=43)



58,

59.

60.

61.

In terms of courtesy and respec
describe your treatment by the
or neither gogod ner poor?

434

t for you as a person, how would you
judpge?

Would you say it was good, pogr,

AL
Foor 27.3 2.3 29.5
Neither good nor poor 18,2 4.5 22.7
Good 6.4 11,4 47.7
81.8 18.2 ns (N=44)
what about your treatment by the (TYPE} would yeu say It was good,
poor, er meither pood ner peor?
B.1 bailiff and court officials
Foor 9.3 0 9.3
Neither good not poor 16.3 9.3 5.6
Goad _55.8 9.3 65.1
Bl.4 18.6 ns (¥=43)
B.2 prosecutor
FPoor 32.6 4.7 37.2
Heither good ner poor 23,3 7.0 30.2
Good 5.6 7.0 32.6
8l.4 18.6 ns (N=43)
B.3 vyour attorney
Poor 25.6 2.3 27.9
Heicher goed nor poor 2.3 2.3 4.7
Good 533.5 14.0 67,4
81.4 18.6 ns (N=43)
Who was most important in determining what happened teo you? Would you say
it wasz: Number who marked each choice:
Your lawyer (21)
The judge (193
Preosecutor (11

Bave you ever been arrested and charged before?

Yes
Her

61.4 6.8 68.2
20.5 11.4 31.8
8l.8 18.2 .10

Mot counting this case, how many times have you been arrested and

charged?

Never 22.2 11.1 33.3

1+ 604 6.7 66.7
B2.2 17.8 .05

Computed for total sample

(N = 45}

Wumber of Times (N=30) {%)

1-3 12 40

4 - 10 12 40

11+ [ 20

(N=44)

(N=45)



62.

63.

64.

65.

66,

68.

435

Have you ever been convicted of a felony before? IF YES: How many

feleny convictions do you have?

Number of times {N=30} (%)
o] 8 26.7
1 10 33.3
24 12 40.0

Have you ever been convicted of a misdemeanar before? IF YES:
many misdemeanor convictions do you have?

Number of times (N=29) (%)
1] a 27.6
1 9 31.4
2+ 12 4.4

INTERVIFWER: ENTER TOTAL CONVICTIONS OR NO CONVICTIONS

Numbher of times (N=30) (%)
0 1 3.3
1 8 26.7
24 21 70.0

Did you or your lawyer plea-bargain in any of these cases?

() (%)
Yes 14 55.2
Ho 13 44,8

DHd you enter a puilty plea in any of these cases?

(R} (%)
Yes 27 53.1
No 2 6.9

Have you ever been sent to youth authority facilities? 1F YES:
many times were you sent to youth authority facilities?

Number of times (N=28) (%)
0 19 67.9
1+ 9 2.1

How

How

Have you ever been sent to do time in a county jail? IF YES: How

many times were you sent to a county jail?

Humber of times (N=28) {2)
0 7 25.0
1 ] 21.4
2+ 15 53.8

Altogether in your life, how many months have you spent in a
county jail?

Number of months (N=21) (%)
1-6 - 38.1
7-12 5 23.8

13+ 8 38.1



70.

71.

72.

73.

74,

75.
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Have you ever been sent to do time in a state or federal prison?
IF YES: How many times were you sent to a state or federal prison?

Number of times (N=28) {¥)
G 17 60.7
1 8 28.6
2+ 3 10.7
Wumber of monthe (N=12) 9]
0-12 3 25.0
13-24 5 41.7
25+ 4 33.3

Have you ever gserved as a witness im a criminal case in which some-

one elsc was charged with a cerime? TF YES: In how many cases hawe

you served as a witness?

Ko 75.0 18.2 93.2
Tes 6.8 0 6.8
Bl1.8 18.2 ns {N=44}

On how many cases have vou been:
Served once as a:
Progecution witness (2}
Defense witness (1)
Hote:; No one served wore than once.
Were you also a victim in any criminal case? IF YES: In how many
cases vere you 3 victim?
Everyone said "No"
Have you ever served as a juror on any criminal cases?
Yes 6.8 0 6.8
No 75.0 18.2 93.2

81.8 18.2 ns  {(N=44)

I'd like your opinions about the criminal lovestigation and court process

in general in the United States today.

tell me whether you agree, disagree, or feel neutral gbout it.

Disagree
The police are usually falr
aud careful when they
investigate crimes 79.1
The court system is too slow
and wastes a lot of time 19.0

Things like race, family

background and the way a

person looks make a difference

in how a defendant is treated

in court 11.6

Nautral

16.7

11

64,

Agree

-6

3

I'11 read a statement and you can

()

43

42

43
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D. The court system does a good
job of protecting a
defendant's rights 51.2 25.6 23.3 43
E. The court system is too easy
on the defendants 81.4 18,6 0 43
¥, Hany court officials and
judges are dishonest
Convicted 16.7 11.9 52.4 81.0
Nat Convicted 0 3.5 9.5 19.4Q
Total 16.7 21.4 61.9 i
(¥=42}
tWote: No significant difference Significant at
in % between groups om items A-E. alpha = .06 level
76. How often do you think plea-bargaining is used to settle criminal cases?
Would you say:
Rarely, never 0 0 a
Sometimes 11.6 2.3 14.0
Frequently 20.9 9.3 30.2
Most of time 48.8 7.0 55.8
81.4 18.6 ns (N=43)
77. I'd like your opinions about plea-bargaining. Again, I1'1l read a state-
ment and you can tell me whether you agree, disBagree, or feel neutral
about it.
Disagree Neutral Agree (X
&, Plea-bargaining saves time
and meney by avolding trials 4.5 4.5 90.9 44
B, Plea-bargaining helps many
gulley people get off with
sentences that are too light 36.6 26.8 36.6 41
C. Plea-bargaining helpe the
prosecutor more than the
defendant 3.2 9.3 60.5 43
I. Plea~bargalning Is as good
a way as trials to declde
most criminal cases 50.0 20.5 28.5 At

NHote; UMNo significant differences between groups on items A-D.

8.

79,

1'd like to end with 2 few questions about you, perasonally. How old were
you on your last birthday?

Averapge age for: Ne significant differerce in average ages
Convicted (N = 37): between groups.
Not convicted (¥ = 8};
Total ™ = 43);:

At this time are you married, widowed, divorced, separated, or never
wmarried?

Note; No significant differences between groups.

Marital Status L of total
Married 17.8
Widowed 4.4
Divorced 13.3
Separated 15.6
Mever Married 48.9

100.0



§0.

81.

82.

83.

84

What would you say is your maip racial or ethnic group?

Note: No significant differences between disposition groups.

RacialfEthnic Group % of total
Black az.8
Hispanic b4
White 53.3
American Indian 2.2
Oriental 2.2

100.0

438

What is the highest grade or year of regular sehoel or college

you have complered?

Note: Mo significant differences
between disposition groups

Level of education completed % of total
&th grade or less 4.4
1 = 3 years high school 37.8
High school dropout 31.1
1 - 3 years college 244
Graduate school 2.2

100%

Please look at this gard and tell me the lerter for the income group

that fits your household last year, 1974, before taxes.
salaries, tips, pensions, social security, welfare, alimony, chilid

support, and all other income from all sources.

Under $5,000
5,000 - 59,999
510,000 -

How many pecple depend en this income to support them?

4,0 2.2 42.2
17.8 13.3 41.1
4.5 2.2 26.6
52.2 17.8 ns

Note: No differemce between groups.

Number of People
1

2-3

4+

No significant differences were abserved between disposition groups
in oecupation., Of the 10 occupational categories, 24.4%Z of 5s were

Z of Tocral
38.6
41.0
20.4

100.0

Count wages,

(N=45)

craftsman, 17.8% service workers, and the rest divided randomly over

the remaining categories.

9% were unemployed or had no job to repart.
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