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I. INTRODUCTION

In Washington, D.C., and in other urban areas through-
out the United States, concern about "career criminals” has
been on the rise. A career criminal is presumed to lead an
active criminal life, committing many crimes, but being ap-
prehended and convicted less frequently. The Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (LEAA) sponsors a national
career criminal program that provides funds to prosecutors’
offices in support of local programs that target on defen-
dants who are repeatedly arrested for serious crimes. Selec-
‘tion criteria for the program vary from place to place.
Usually, however, the ctiteria reflect the seriousness of
the arrestee's current offense and past criminal behavior.
Who should be in the target group? What are the character-
istics of a career criminal? What factors predict the like-
lihood of serious criminal activity in the future?

This report examines the official records of arrestees
in one urban area--the District of Columbia--in order to
determine who comes into the court system again and again and
what characteristics are associated with repeated contact
with the criminal justice system. Career criminals who are
never, or only infrequently, caught are not the focus of this
report. The focus instead is on those who are repeatedly re-

arrested, reptosecuted, and reconvicted.




The purpose of the study is more practical than theoret-

ical. Instead of looking for the root causes of recidivism,

we have tried to assemble the best EEgdictors of recidivism,
based on what can be readily learned about a defendant at

case intake and screening. It should be kept in mind that the
variables presented as predictors were found to be associated
with future recidivism. Why they are associated with recidi-
vism and whether they are standing in for deep-seated causes
are in large part beyond the scope of this report.

The study is based on data available over several years
from PRCMIS, installed in the Superior Court Division of the
U.S. Attorney's Office for the District of Columbia. For each
arrest, information about the defendant, the offense, the vic-
tim, the witnesses, court éroceedings, and final disposition
are collected and stored in PROMIS. For this analysis, all
the PROMIS data for a sample group of 4,703 arrestees were
assembled for a 56-month period. Throughout the analysis,
several definitions of recidivism (that is, rearrest, re-
prosecution, reconviction) are used in an effort to measure
both the seriousness and frequency of an individual's criminal
behavior.

Chapter II briefly discusses some of the earlier research
on recidivism and describes the recidivism problem in the

District of Columbia. In Chapter III, the selection of the
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'défenaantS‘to"bé>étudied is outlined, and descriptive statis~-
tics on their criminal histories and personal characteristics
are presented. Chapter IV addresses the issue of predicting
the seriousness'and frequency of a‘defendant's future contact
fWith_the‘criminal justice system. The results of statistical
‘analyses of facﬁors that predict fearrest, reprosecution, and
reconviction for felonies and misdemeanors are presented sepa-
rately. Chapter V presents data on the effects on recidivism
of various actions taken by the criminal justice system. Chap-
ter VI examines the extent to which career criminals special-
ize in certain types of criminal activity. The final chapter
presents the findings and policy implications of the study,

and suggests avenues for future research.
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II. BACKGROUND
A. EARLIER RESEARCH ON RECIDIVISM

Despite current public concern over career criminals,
research on recidivism is not a new field. Most relevant to
the work in this report are the numerous predictive studies
of recidivism after parole from prison, which date back to
Warner's 1923 study of the success or failure of parolees in
Massachusetts.l

In general, the early parole studies analyzed the asso-
ciation among characteristics of the criminal, the crimes for
which he was convicted, his institutional experiences, and his
recidivism or "parole failure." Based on the characteristics
of the sample of defendants who recidivated, scores were de-
veloped to predict the recidivism of a new group. These
scores were used to form predictive tables, sometimes called
“experiehce" tables because they are based on the experience
of an earlier group of defendants.

At first, defendant scores were computed as the sum of
the characteristics each inmate possessed that were found to
. be associated with recidivism. The methodology of the early
studies was based on simple tables that showed the relation-
ship between recidivism and a single independent variable,

such as age. Multiple regression analysis, which controls

1Early parole studies are discussed and summarized in Hermann
Mannheim and Leslie T. Wilkins, Prediction Methods in Relation
to Borstal Training (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office,
1955). An updated summary is found in Frances H. Simon, Pre-
" ““diction Methods in Criminology (London: Her Majesty's Station-
ery Office, 1971).
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for the influence of many independent variables simultanéously
(for example, age, employment, and type of crime for which con-
victed), did not emerge as an analytic technigue until the
1950s. The method of looking at the success or failure of

a given group of parolees became known as the "base expectancy”
approach. As analytic techniques became more sophisticated,
the results of multiple regreésion analyses were used to form

weighted scores predicting parole success or failure.2

(All
of these parole studies, which number over 4,000, are currently
being reviewed by Martinson and Wilks of the Center for
Knowledge in Criminal Justice Planning. }3
Another development in the prediction of recidivism was
the shift from regression analysis to “configuration” analy-
sis, which can involve a number of different techniques. The
basic form consists of a branching tree, based on defendant

characteristics, that divides the sample population into

groups ranging from those having low recidivism rates to

2For example, see Peter Hoffman and James L. Beck, "Parole
Decision-making: A Salient Factor Score," Journal of Crimi-
nal Justice, vol. 2, no. 3 (1974), pp. 195-206.

3Martinson and Wilks have indicated that they are specifically
interested in pursuing findings from their earlier research
that indicated that rehabilitation does not “work."” (Douglas
Lipton, Robert Martinson, and Judith Wilks, The Effectiveness
of Correctional Treatment [New York: Praeger, 1975].) These
results have been used to support the position that incarcer-
ation should be used for punishment or incapacitation, not
rehabilitation.
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those having high rates.4 For example, first offenders arrested
for assault who are over 45 years old, would be good candidates
for parole, while offenders with eight prior convictions and a
drug history would be poor risks. The advantage of configura-
tion analysis is that it can explicitly take into account the
interaction between the independent variables. However, inter-
action tefms also can be tested in regression analysis. Com-
parisons between predictions based on regression and those
based on configural analysis do not seem to show any difference

5 simon tested

in predictive power when tested on a third sample.
many different techniques and concluded that in practice they
all worked about equally as we]l.5

Incorporated in PROMIS is a weighted defendant score

based on the results of a parole study in california./ The

score is computed using information collected at the

4For example, see Anthony Meade, “Seriousness of Delinquency,
the Adjudicative Decision and Recidivism--a Longitudinal Con-
figuration Analysis,” The Journal of Criminal Law and Crimi-

nology, vol. 64, no. 4 (1973), pp. 478-85.

Spean V. Babst, Don M. Gottfredson, and Kelley B, Ballard,
Jr., “Comparison of Multiple Regression and Configural
Analysis Techniques for Developing Base Expectancy Tables,"
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinguency, vol. 5, no. 1
(January 1968), pp. 72-80.

6Frances H. Simon, "Statistical Methods of Making Prediction
Instruments,” Journal of Research in Crime and Delinguency,
vol. 5, no. 1 (January 1968), pp. 72-80.

7 bonald M. Gottfredson, “"The Base Expectancy Approach," in
Norman Johnston, et al. (eds.), The Sociology of Punishment
and Correction, 2nd ed. (New York: Wiley, 1970), pp. 807/-13.
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'présecutor's initial screening 6f the case. The original
wpiqhted score, adjusted for use in the PROMIS data base in

thé District of Columbia, is shown below. Bubseguent to

the transfex of PROMIS to other jurisdictions, the score was
revised, and the items on auto theft, opiate use, alcohol abuse,
and employmént were eliminated.

~Original PROMIS Weighted Defendant Score
{washington, D.C.)

Criteria 4 Weight
arrested in past five years +10
At least one previous arrest +5

At least one previous arrest

for crimes against persons +5
First arrest for auto theft +2.5
Indication of opiate use at

any time +5
Indication of alcohol abuse +2.5
Alias ever used +2.5

Present job held for less than
<_six months +2.5
Research has not been available until this report on

whether the characteristics found to predict parole failure
in California are related to recidivism in the District of
Columbia. The population of ¢riminals analyzed in the Cali-
fornia study and this study differ in a number of respects.
perhaps the most important is that this analysis includes all

arrestees handled by the adult system, not just those who have
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been convicted and incarcerated. There is reason to expect
that 1csults from an analysis of arrested persons would differ
considerably from those of an analysis of only iﬁcarcerated-
persons., Because a population of arrested persons presumably
includes a wider range of criminal behavior--from innocent
persons and very trivial offenders to serious, violent recid-
ivists--than a population of incarcerated persons, we would
expect that identification of the worst recidivists among
arrestees would be an easier task.

A study such as the present one could not be undertaken
in the District of Columbia immediately after PROMIS was in-
stalled. BSufficient time had to elapse to permit the tracking
of the criminal behavior of a group of defendants over a period
of time. A predictive study of recidivism must look at non-
“recidivists, as well as recidivists, in order to identify
those characteristics that help us distinguish between the

two groups.8

Only with the passage of time can we tell who
among a group of defendants has recidivated and who has not.
The focus on arrested persons in this study is relevant

to the career criminal programs that have been established in

8an analogy may help to illustrate this point. The case has
frequently been made that marihuana use leads to heroin use
because the heroin users beiny analyzed previously used mari-
huana. To infer correctly whether marihuana use leads to her-
oin use, one must compare the proportion of people not using
marihuana who later use heroin with the proportion of mari-
huana users who go on to use heroin.
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many;jurisdiCtions. Often, the rationale for concentrating
ptosecutory resources on cases involving a “career criminal”

is that convicting and incarcerating these persons will prevent
future crime. This position rests on a number of controversial
assumptions.

One assumption is that certain individuals are responsible
for a large share of the crime that is committed. By incapaci-
tating these persons, presumably, future crime could be reduced.
But this involves a numbey of difficulties. As discussed by
Blumstein in the National Academy of Sciences task force on de-
texrence and incapacitation:

If those persons whose individual crime rates

are higher than the group average could be iden-

tified and selectively imprisoned, the incapaci-

tative effect would be increased. Such a selec-

tive incapacitation policy, however, introduces

both the technical problem of predicting individ-

uals' future crime rates and the ethical and legal

propblems of explicitly imprisoning people to avoid

crimes they may commit in the future.9

As brought out by Blumstein, the second controversial
assumption is that persons likely to commit serious crimes
in the future can be identified. 1If the persons identified
are not likely to commit serious crimes in the future, no mat-
ter what theiy past behavior might be, the program will have

no impact on crime rates. Even if these two assumptions

are met, ethical considerations remain.

921 fred Blumstein, Jacqueline Cohen, and Daniel Nagin, Deter-
rence and Incapacitation: Estimating the Effects of Criminal

Sanctions on Crime Rates (Washington, D.C.: National Academy

of Sciences, 1978).
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Incarcerating repeat offenders because of their expected
propensity to commit more crimes in the future involves more of
an ethical problem than trying to convict the saﬁe individuals
for an offense for which they have been arrested, which is the
purpose of the career criminal programs. Since career criminal
programs do not dismantle the legal safeguards for defendants
in criminal cases, concentrating more prosecutory resources
on career criminals will presumably not lead to the conviction
of innocent persons. |

Several analysts in recent years have tried to estimate the
effect incavcerating recidivists would have on the crime rate.
The results have been mixed, however. In separate studies,
vVan Dine and Clarke concluded that trying to incapacitate adults
and juveniles would have only a small impact on the crime rate.10
Conversely, Blumstein and Larson concluded that a one-third
reduction in rearrest probabilities would reduce total arrests

for a cohort of defendants by a factor of about two.1l some

1OStephen Van Dine, Simon Dinitz, and John Conrad, “The Incapac-
itation of the Dangerous Offender," Journal of Research in

Crime and Delinguency, vol. 14, no. 1 (January 1977}, pp. 22-

34, Stevens H. Clarke, "Getting *Em Out of Circulation: Does
Incarceration of Juvenile Offenders Reduce Crime?" Journal of
Criminal Law and Criminology, vol. 65 (December 1974), pp. 528-35.

1la1fred Blumstein and Richard Larson, "Models of a Total Criminal
Justice System,” Operations Research, vol. 17, no. 2 (t#arch 1969),
pp. 199-232.
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bf the aifferences ih the possible effects of incapacitation
result from different estimates of the crime rates of individual
offenders.i2

Statistics on the proportion of arrests accounted for
by recidivists are presented below for the District of Columbia.
The data cannot by themselves tell us how frequently recidivists
commit crimes for which they are not arrested, but they can

tell us the portion of the work load of the prosecutor and the

courts that is accounted for by recidivists.

B. RECIDIVISM IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Data on adult arrests in the District of Columbia indi-
cate that a small proportion of defendants account for a
'large proportion of the arrests.

Since 1971, data on adult arrests brought to the Superior
Courtl3for the District of Columbia have been collected and
stored in PROMIS. 1In early September 1975, a data file was
created of all arrests brought to that office between Janu-
ary 1, 1971, and August 31, 1975--a total of 72,510 criminal

arrests. This data file was used to determine the frequency

12 . . . .
Jacqueline Cohen, “The Incapacitative Effect of Imprison-
ment: a Critical Review of the Literature,” pp. 187-243, in
Blumstein, Cohen, and Nagin, Deterrence and Incapacitation.

13

Until 1972 this was the Court of General Sessions.
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with which individuals were rearrested, “reprosecuted,” 14

and reconvicted during the 56-month period.l5

The majority of arrests involved defeﬁdants who were
arrested at least twice during the period of study. Thirty
percent of the defendants were arrested two or more times, and
they accounted for 56 percent of the arrests (Exhibit 1),
Almost one-~quarter of the arrests involved only 7 percent of
the defendants. This confirms for adult offenders what Wolf-
gang, Figlio, and Sellin found to be true for juvenile
offenders: a small proportion of defendants account for a
large proportion of the arrests.l6

The statistics for cases accepted for prosecution are

very similar to those for arrests. In the period of study,

a total of 58,116 cases were accepted, but only 37,840

14”Reprosecuted" means that at least two of a defendant's ar-
rests were accepted for prosecution by the prosecutor. Aan
arrest brought by the police is “papered" in the District of
Columbia if the prosecutor decides to file charges with the
court after an initial screening of the case. A case is de-
fined as all charges brought against one defendant on a par-
ticular day.

15A11 of the statistics about recidivism are derived from
fingerprint-based identifications made at the time of arrest.
In the District of Columbia, the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment fingerprints each person who is arrested and assigns to
that person a unique identification number that is used to
identify that person on the occasion of each subsequent arrest.

16 marvin E. Wolfgang, Robert M. Figlio, and Thorsten Sellin,
Delinquency in & Birth Cohort (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1972).
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- Exhibit 1; 'Propdrtion of Total Arrests in a 56-Month Period

Accounted for by Defendants with Two or More Arrests

(Washington, D.C.)

; . Percentage of' Percentage of Total
frgﬁmgigugi A;‘eﬁgg, Defendants Having Arrests Accounted for
¢ lAu LSt %1 1975 that Number of by Defendants Having

0 Aug > ) Arrests that Number of Arrests
At Least 1 Arrest 100% (45,575) 100% (72,610)
At Least 2 Arrests 30% , 56%
At Least 3 Arrests 14% 36%
At Least 4 Arrests 7% 24%
At Least 5 Arrests 4% 16%

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)
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defendants were involved (Exhibit 2). ‘Twenty—eight percent
of the defendants had two or more accepted cases, and they
accounted for 53 percent of all accepted cases.

Using convictions as a measure of recidivism also yields
similar results, but they are somewhat less pronouﬁced. Thirty-
five percent of all the convictions in the period involved de-
fendants convicted two or more times during the same period
(Exhibit 3).

These statistics understate the problem of recidivism
among the population studied, for several reasons. First, as
already noted, the statistics are based only on those criminal
acts that resulted in arrest. Second, the statistics do not
take into account any arrests the defendant might have had
during the period in other jurisdictions (such as the U.S.
District Court, which handles federal cases, or the courts in
the neighboring Maryland and vVirginia suburbs). Third, defen-
dants sentenced to a period of incarceration for the first
conviction would obviously have less "opportunity time" in
which to recidivate. Fourth, juvenile offenses are not in-
cluded. We will see in the next chapter that mény of the adult
defendants are young, which means they could have had arrests
handled in juvenile court until well into the period of study

--arrests that would not be reflected in the PROMIS data.17

17 a possible understatement in the conviction statistics also
arises from a peculiarity in the jurisdiction under study.
During the period of analysis, some of the sericus (con't.)
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Exhibit 2. Proportion of Total Accepted Cases in a 56-Month Period
Accbuntéd for by Defendants with Two or More Accepted Cases

(Washington, D.C.)

Number of
Accepted Cases
from
January 1, 1971
to August 31, 1975

Percentage of -
Defendants Having
that Number of
Accepted Cases

Percentage of Total
Accepted Cases Accounted
for by Defendants Having

that Number of
Accepted Cases

At Least 1 Accepted Case

At Least 2 Accepted Cases
At Least 3 Accepted Cases
At Least 4 Accepted Cases
At Least 5 Accepted Cases

100% (37,840)
28%

12%

6%

3%

100% {58,116)
53%

32%

20%

13%

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information Syétem (PROMIS)
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Exhibit 3. Proportion of Total Convictions in a 56-Month Period
Accounted for by Defendants with Two.or More Convictions

(Mashington, D.C.).

Number of
Convictions
from
January 1, 1971
to August 31, 1975

Percentage of
Defendants Having
that Number of
Convictions

|
Percentage of Total |
Convictions Accounted fon
by Defendants Having
that Number of
Convictions

Al Least 1 Conviction
At Least 2 Convictions
At Least 3 Convictions
At Least 4 Convictions

At Least 5 Convictions

100% (14,782)
18%

5%

2%

1%

100% (18,650)
35%

15%

6%

3%

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)
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Despite possible undérstatement, it seems clear that a dis-
pfoportiohatevéﬁare ofythé‘work lJoad of the Superior Court
Division is attfibutable to persons who are arrésted, prose-
’cuted, and convicted repeatedly.

The remaining chapters look in detail at thé character-~
iétics ofka sample group of these persons. Analyzing the
eﬁtire file of 45,575 defendants in the file would have re-
quired reéources beyond those available for the study. More-
over, not everyone in the file would have had an equal amount
of time in which to reéidivate. Specifically, persons first
arrested on - June 30, 1975, would have had only two months in
which to be rearrested, while those first arrested on August 30,
1971, would have had four years. To ov-rcome these problems,
a sémp]e panel of defendants was chosen for in-depth study and

a period of time was selected that would allow everyone an

approximately eqgual time in which to recidivate.

felonies were accepted for prosecution in the District of Colum-'
bia Superior Couit but actually prosecuted in the U.S. District
Court for the District of Columbia. This phenomenon occurred .
as the result of the phased transfer of jurisdiction for common
law felonies from the U.S. Districr Court to the newly created
District of Columbia Superior Court. The transfer was not com-
pleted until July 1972.
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ITI. THE DEFPENDANTS

This chapter identifies the persdna] and criminal
characteristics of the population under study in the District
of Columbia. This information will also enable researchers
and policy makers to assess the extent to which the factors
that predict the likelihood of recidivism in the District of
Columbia would have predictive value in other jurisdictions.
A. SELECTION OF THE PANEL

From the file of 45,575 defendants who had at least one
arrest during the period from January 1, 1971, to August 31,
1975, a smaller group of defendants was checsen to be studied
in detail. The design of the study provided for the selection
of a panel of defendants who could be tracked both-backward
and forward in time, Three criteria were used in the study
design. PFirst, enough time had to have elapsed after an ini-
tial arrest to allow time for a defendant to recidivate before
August 31, 1975. Second, and at cross~purposes to the first
criterion, enough time had to be allowed between January 1,
1971, and the initial arrest to develop measures of prior ar-
rests and convictions toiconfirm and supplement the arrest
history data collected at case screening. Third, it was de-
sirable that the data for the period selected be as accurate
as possible. Certain key data elements were not sufficiently
accurate during the initialbimplementation of PROMIS, so a

later period was chosen.
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‘Based‘on these criteria, the panel selected included all
;defendants th’had at least one arrest in a four-month period
from’November 1, 1972, to February 28, 1973. This allowed a
history of criminal arrests and dispositions to be established
for these defendants for the period from January 1, 1971, to
the time of the defendant's first case in the four-month panel
period. kThis first case will hereinafter be referred to as the
“pénel“ case.,) After the panel case, each defendant was tracked
in terms of his subsequent recidivism through August 31, 1975.

The panel file comprised 4,703 defendants with at least
one arrest during the panel period. Tﬁese defendants accounted
for ii,052 arrests from January 1, 1971, to August 31, 1975.
Information as to the type of arrest, final disposition, and
several other characteristics was available for all but 41 of
the 11,052 arrests, yielding data for analysis on 11,011
arrests.1 Data were included in the file for up to 20 arrests
subsequent to the panel case and up to 5 arrests prior to the
pane]kcase.
B. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The defendants in the panel were frequently young, black

males who were residents of the D.C. area. At the time of

their panel case, as many were unemployed as were employed. A

‘lA few defendants had a very large number of arrests. Includ-
ing all of the information for each of these arrests would have
reguired a very large file that would be costly to analyze,

As a result, 41 cases were eliminated from the analysis file.
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small proportion of the defendants were identified as using
opiates, and another small proportion appeared to abuse alcohol.

As would be expected in a city in which over 70 percent of
the residents are black, black defendants greatly outnumbered
white defendants. Race-sex defendant groups ranked in order
of size are: black males, black females, white males, and
white females. Almost three-fourths of all the defendants
were black males.

The age of defendants in the panel was usually guite
young, as shown in Exhibit 4. Two-thirds of the defendants
were under age 30. A small proportion--1.6 percent--were
juveniles between 15 and 17 years old. These were defendants
charged with serious crimes (for example, murder, rape, rob-
bery) who were brought to the office that prosecutes adult
offenses rather than to the D.C. Corporation Counsel, which
géneraily has jurisdiction in juvenile matters.

Using an item on the PROMIS worksheet filled out by the
police at screening, a large proportion of the defendants--

63 percent--were identified as residents of the D.C. area at
the time of their panel case. Those so identified were most
often long-term residents of the District. Because resident
status was not known for a large number of defendéntS; we
examined the PROMIS data on all the arrests a defendant had
over a 56-month period. The percentage of defendants for

whom D.C. residency was indicated at any time was 78 percent,
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Exhibit,ﬁ. Age of Panel Defendants at Time of Panel Case
(Washington, D.C.)

Age
15-17 years Sm%
o 1k8—19 years Ny 14-24
25-29 years Q&\\NQE\&@ 19.0%
30-34 years S\&@&ﬁ 1.1%
35-39 years NN 6- 9%

40-44 years NN 5.5%

-3

45-49 years S§§§§§S 4.2%

50-54 years §§§§'2.5%

55-59 years Fﬁ 1.9%

60 years o
and older §§ 1.6%

I ] ] ] ] I ] ] T
8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36

Percentage of A11 Defendants in Panel

[}
~

N=4,641 (unknowns excluded)

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)

ITI-4



which is probably a more accurate estimate of the proportion
of residents in the panel group<

Information on the defendants' employment status wasvalso
available at the time of the panel case and for subsequent
arrests. For 80 percent of the defendants, employment status
was known when the panel case was initially screened. Of
these, one-half were employed. A separate item in PROMIS
further asks how long the individual held his last job. For
those who were employed, 52 percent had held their last job
for over six months. For those who were known not to be em-
ployed at the time of the panel case, 10 percent were listed
zs never employed, 25 percent as having held the last job for
less than six months, and 17 percent as having held the last
job more than six months. For the other 48 percent, it was
not known how long they had held their last job.

Alzoholism and drug abuse are sometimes said to contribute
to crime. The percentage of cases in which these items were
indicated was relatively low for the panel case--3 percent
for alcohol abuse and 8 percent for opiate use; These results
are probably understated because the arresting officer would
check these items on the PROMIS data sheet only if there was
some reasonh to believe that the defendant engaged in these
activities. Defendants who were obviously intoxicated or under
the influence of drugs at the time of the arrest would be

noticed, but others would not, even though they frequently
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used drugs or alcohol at other times. If we consider all of

the»panel defendants' cases during the five-year period, opi-

ate use was indicated in at least one case for 19 percent of

the defendants and alcohol abuse was indicated for another

7 peréent.
C. CRIMINAL HISTORY AT THE TIME OF THE PANEL CASE

A number of items in the PROMIS data reflect a defendant's
criminal history as recorded by the police at the time an ar-
rest is brought to the prosecutor for screening. Additional
information about the panel defendants was obtained from PROMIS
data available on arrests and final dispositions in the Dis-
trict of Columbia for the two vears prior to the panel arrest
period.

Exhibit 5 showé five criminal history variables for the
panel defendants. More of the defendants had arrest records
at the time of the panel case than did not. Fifty-five percent
were repeat offenders, based on afrest records. Thirty percent
had a previous arrest for a crime of violence.2

During the 22 months immediately preceding the panel-arrest
period, 29 percent of the panel defendants had at least one

arrest, 25 percent had a case accepted for prosecution at screen-

- ing, and 11 percent had a conviction in the District of Columbia.

ZReaders interested in how these percentages varied by type
of arrest in the panel case should consult Appendix Table C-1.
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Exhibit 5. Criminal Records of Panel Defendants
Prior to Panel Case
(Washington, D.C.)

Criminal History
Prior to Panel Case

Percentage of Deferdants
in Panel Having Characteristic

Any Previous Arrest

A Previcus Arrest for a
Violent Crime

An Arrest in 1971 or 1972
An Accepted Case in 1971 or 1972
A Conviction in 1971 or 1972

A1l Defendants in Panel

L

55%

30%
29%
25%
1%

100%
(4703)

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)
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HThis suggééﬁs'that’at,leastvsome of the defendants probably
‘had a case still pending at the time of their arrest for the
~ panel case. By looking to see 1if defendants in the panel had
any other éasés without final dispositions at the time of their
panel arrest, We determined that 17 percent of the defendants
had at least one other case pending. ' Four percent of the
defendants had two or more cases still pending. PROMIS also
records whether a defendant is on probation or parole at the
time a new case against him is screened. These data revealed
 that 8.5 percent of'the defendants were on probation or parole
at the time of the panel case.

Two other characteristics that were part of ﬁhe original
~defendant score in PROMIS will also be tested to see if they

redict recidivism: whether the defendant used an alias and

whether his first arrest was for auto theft. At the time of
their panel case, 4 percent of the defendants were identified
as using an alias, ahd 2 percent had auto theft as their first
arrest.
b. TYPES OF CRIME FOR WHICH DEFENDANTS WERE ARRESTED

Exhibit 6 shows the types of felonies and serious misde-
meanors for which defendants were arrested in their panel
‘case., These classificatibn groups will be used throughout
this report. 'The crimes divide almost evenly into violent,
property, and victimless crimes; the specific breakdowns

within each group are shown on the table. The largest single
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Exhibit 6. Types of Crimes for Which Defendants
Were Arrested in Panel Cases
(Washington, D.C.)

T
|
) Number of !
Type of Crime Panel Cases!
Violent:
Homicide 91
Assault 918
Sexual Assault 136
Robbery 498
Property:
Burglary or Unlawful Entry 421
Larceny 849
Fraud ‘ 157
Arson or Property Destruction 79
Victimless:
Weapons Offense - Gun 331
Weapons Offense - Other 73
Gambling 144
Consensual Sex 164
Drugs : 647
Bail Violations 137
Other ‘ 58
A1l Defendants in Panel 4,703

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)
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kcateéoriesg in order, were assault, larceny, drugs, robbery,
and burglary or unlawful entry. “Weapons offehses" is used
;£o refer to cases in which péssession of the weapon was the
most Serious offense charged. The consensual sex category is
kcémposederimarily of prostitution casés. The drug cases in-
cluded in these data usually involve ohly possession rather
than selling. Many of the arrests were for offenses involv-
ing marihuana.

The crime groups were formed by classifying the cases
according to the statutory maximum sentence assigned to the
most serious charge cited by either the police or prosecutor.
Using the maximum charge, logical catagories of crime were
formed from an original list of approximately 200 possible
charge tfpes.

The defendant characteristics described in this chapter
were tested in the analysis described in Chapter IV to see

which were the best predictors of recidivism.
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IvV. VARIABLES ASSOCIATED WITH FUTURE RECIDIVISM

Thirty-nine percent of the 4,703 defendants in the panel
group had another arrest in the District of Columbia between
the time of their pabel case (in late 1972 or early 1973) and
august 31, 1975. The cent;al issue to be examined here is how
to distinguish the worst of these recidivists from the other
defendants, based on what was known about the defendants at the
time their panel case was brought to the prosecutor.
A. MEASURES OF RECIDIVISM

The general purpose of trying to identify recidivists is
to prevent future crime through selective incapacitation. How-
ever, it is not clear who the target group should be. Deciding
who the worst recidivists are requires that we define our crime
rgduction objectives. Do we want to emphasize the prevention
of certain very serious crimes, or do we want to emphasize a
decrease in the total volume of crime? If we consider the seri-
ousness of the event to be more important, we can try to predict
which defendants are most likely to commit any one of a number
of very serious crimes within a given time’period. On the other
hand, we may want to target on the persons who are‘arrested
most often. For this analysis, we have decided to include both
seriousness and frequency in our measure of recidivism. Three
gquestions had to be resolved in order to form our recidivism
scale: What criminal justice event is to be considered recid-

ivistic--a rearrest, a reprosecution, or a reconviction? How
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":~f§an'£heiseriousness of the offense that gave rise to the event

k‘:be takenkinto aceount?,~ﬁow ¢an the fregugggz‘of the event be
~taken into account? k ' ' | ‘ |

Dec1d1ng how far 1nto the: crlmlnal justice system a defen-
dant must move before belng cons1dered a recidivist is impor-
tant. As Blumstein and Larson point out, if arrests are used,
esomeone may,be included as a recidivist who did not actually
commit another crime; whereas if convictions are used, many
persons who did eommit crimes will not be included because
their cases are disposed short of conviction.l Since most of the
predibtive studies of recidivism have been based on parole data,
feincareeraton has been the measure most often used. Rather than
dse only one definition in this analysis, we examine recidivism
'separate]ykin terms of rearrests, reprosecutions, and reconvic-
tiOns. |

Many researchers have dealt theoretically, and some empiri-
cally, with‘the‘problem,of the seriousness of the recidivistic
act,"If a defendant moves from committing armed robberies to
an occasional misdemeanor, this could be seen as an improvement

in his behavior. Glaser makes this point in the following

statement:
Re01div1sm [usually] is measured in terms of
one rearrest, reconviction or reimprisonment,
a]though those thus classified as recidivists
1

“Alfred Blumstein and Richard C. Larson, “Problems in Modeling
and Measuring Recidivism," Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency, vol, 8, no. 2 (July 1971), pp. 124-25.
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differ tremendously in the immediacy, extent ang
‘seriousness of their renewed criminal behavior .2

Those who have tried to predict violent behavior empiri-
cally havsz generally not been very successful.3 In this anal-
ysis, we weight each offense by seriousness, but do not try‘
to predict violent behavior per se. Two measures of serious-
ness are used--the Sellin-Wolfgang index and the maximum sen-
tence that could be imposed for the most serious charge initially
brought by the police. For each offense, PROMIS computes the
Sellin-Wolfgang index, which is a measure of crime seriousness
based on characteristics of the event--such as the number of
persons injured, the number hospitalized, and the amount of
property taken. The developers of the index asked citizens and
criminal justice practitioners to rate the seriousness of crimes,
then they isolated the elements of the crime that were associated

4
with higher ratings. Each recidivistic act in this analysis

2

Daniel Glaser, Routinizing Evaluation: Getting Feedback on
Effectiveness of Crime and Delinquency Programs, Monograph,
National Institute of Mental Health (Washington, D.C.: Govern-

ment Printing Office, 1973) p. 22.

®

3 ;

Ernst A. Wenk, James O. Robison, and Gerald W. Smith, “Can
Violence Be Predicted?” (Crime and Delinquency, vol. 18, no. 4
(October 1972), pp. 393-402; John Monahan, "The Prediction of
vViolent Criminal Behavior: A Methodological Critigue and Pros-
pects," pp. 244-69 in Alfred Blumstein, Jacqueline Cohen, and
Daniel Nagin, eds., Deterrence and Incapacitation: Estimating
The Effects of Criminal Sanctions on Crime Rates (Washington,
D.C., National Academy of Sciences, 1978).

4

For details on the development of the index, see Thorsten
Sellin and Marvir Wolfgang, The Measurement of Delinguency
(New York: Wiley, 1964). '
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was‘weighted separately using these two measures. Not sur-
prisingly, the results of applying the two measures were gen-
erally similar. The results will be presented separately only
for those instances in which they differ.

Measuring the frequency of recidivistic events involves
another complihation. The amount of opportunity time that
each defendant has éo recidivate should be taken into account,
since a person cannot be rearrested while in prison.5 This nec-
essitates having information on whether defendants were incarcer-
ated prior to trial or‘after conviction during the period of
study. Two separate manual data-collection efforts were initi-
ated to obtain this information. (For details of this procedure,
see Appendix A.)

~Instead of selecting one preferred definition of the re-
ridivistic event and one preferred index of seriousness; sev-
eral measures of recidivism were developed. Each reflects
the seriousness of a defendant's contact with the criminal
justice system while he was "on the street." The indices all

have the following general form:

5

The need for taking opportunity time into account has been seen
as important by other researchers, although their solutions to
the problem have been different from that proposed in this analy-
sis. Michael D. Maltz and Richard McCleary, "The Mathematics of
Behavioral Change: Recidivism and Construct validity," Evalua-
tion Quarterly, vol. 1, no. 3 {(August 1977), pp. 421-38.  Stephen
Stollmack and Carl M., Harris, "Failure-rate Analysis Applied to
Recidivism Data," Operations Research, vol., 22 (November-December
1974), pp. 1192-1205. "The techniques developed in these articles
are for use in comparing recidivism rates for different groups,
rather than for use in estimating probabilities of recidivism for
individual defendants.
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Recidivism The Sum of the Seriousness . Time on the

—

Index- = of Bach Subseguent . Street,
Criminal Justice Contact

where seriousness is measured by the Sellin-Wolfgang index or
maximum gentence, and c¢riminal justice contact can be an

arrest, a prosecution, or a conviction. These indices rank de-
fendants along a continuum from those least likely to be seri-
ous, repeat offenders to those most likely to be. At the upper
end of the scale would be defendants who were rearrested for

many serious crimes in a short period of time. At the lower end
of the scale would be defendants who were never rearrested
although they had "opportunity" time on the street. (A more tech-
nical discussion is given in Appendix B.)

B. PREDICTING THE SERIOUSNESS AND FREQUENCY OF
RECIDIVISTIC EVENTS

Exhibits 7 through 12 depict the results of the multi-
variate analysis of ?ecidivism, using our three definitions of
recidivism: rearrest, reprosecution, and reconviction. 1In
general, the results are quite similar. For this reason, Exhib-
it 7, which gives the results of the analysis of recidivism
measured in terms of rearrests, will be discussed in the great-
est detail. Exhibits 8-12 wiil be discussed only iniregard to
the unique findings they present. Readers interested in the
precise regression results should consult Appendix Exhibits B-1
through B-8.

As noted before, the analysis makes use of only the infor-

mation routinely collected by the prosecutor at the time a case
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‘}iérpieéented‘to‘him by the police for initial screeﬁing. (A
full list of the independent variables considéréd is given in
Appendix B.) The variables shown in the exhibits are the re-
sult of a long process of testing many different variables and
'sélectingbthose wi&h the most predictive value. The exclusion
of a particular variable does not mean that it was not asso-
ciéted with future recidivism, however. In many instances, two
“variables were substitutes for each other (for example, whether
the defendant has an arrest record and whether the defendant was
arrested in the past five years); in those instanceé, whichever
variable had the greater predictive power was included in the
final results.6 Ih other instances, two variables that were

highly correlated with éach‘other were both important predic-

tors, @o both were included in the final results.

1. The Arrest Recidivism Index

 The results shown in Exhibit 7 are grouped into threekparts:
variables related to the current case, criminal history variables,
and other defendant characteristics. The dependent variable in
this anélysis was weighted for seriousness by using maximum sen-
tence,

Many types of arrests were found to be assocliated with

future recidivism. Whether the current arrest was for a bur-
glary was found to have the strongest effect of any variable

in this analysis. The next strongest effect for type of crime

6
Predictive power was measured by R2, or the amount of vari-
ance in the dependent variable that could be explained. 1In
addition, each variable had toc have a t-statistic of at least
1.96 in absolute value, which is the .05 significance level,
to be included in the final results.
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Exhibit 7. Factors Predicting the Seriousness and
Frequency of Future Rearrests, Using Maximum Sentence

As the Seriousness Criterion: Washington, D.C.
(Scale depicts regression coefficients reported in Appendix Exhibit B-1)

THE CURRENT CASE

Current Case is Burglary

Current Case is Larceny and
Defendant Has an Arrest Record

! Current Case ¥s Robbery

Current Case jis Consensual Sex Offense

Current Case is Assault

Current Case is a Misdemeanor Drug Offense and
Defendant Has an Arrest Record

Current Case is @ Misdemeanor Drug Offense and Defendant
Does Hot Have an Arrest Record

CRIMINAL HISTORY

Defendant Uses an Alias

% Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years

% Number of Convictions in Past 2 Years
? % Rumber of Previous Arrests

Arrested in Past 2 Years for a Misdemeanor Drug Offense

OTHER FACTORS

Defendant is a Teenager

Defendant is Black

- Defendant s in His/Her Twenties

Befendant is Male

Defendant 1s Employed

befendant Uses Drugs

Hegative I Positive

| l
2 3

' -1 0 - 1
Effect on Recidivism Index
Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)
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was whether the current arrest was for a robbery. Burglary and
krobbery were important predictors no matter what definition o
‘recidivism was used. They appear in all the analyses (except for
‘the analysis of misdemeanor panel cases, which, by definition,
exclude any robbery charges).

Of lesser importance, but still positively associated with
recidivism, were whether the current arrest was for a consensual
sex offense (mainly prostitution) and whether it was for assault.
One might be surprised to find that consensual sex arrestees would
go on to be rearrested for serious c¢rimes. In fact, this is not
what generally happens. Prostitutes are rearrested so many times
that this eventually adds up~-in the analysis--to the equivalent
of one serious offense. Since the maximum sentence for prosti-
tution is 90 days, four rearrests for prostitution have the same
total weight‘as one rearrest for simple assault, which carries a
maximum penalty of one year. Exhibit 8 illustrates this point.

In the exhibit, the rearrests are weighted by the Sellin-Wolfgang
index, which gives a weight of "0" to prostitution. Comparing the
two exhibits, one can see that they are almost equivalent., One of
the few differences is that whether the panel case was a consen-
sual sex offense does not appear as a‘predictorkin Exhibit 8.

From this point on, only results using maximum sentence will be

presented in the text.

7 -
Results for both weighting schemes are presented in Appendix
B whenever consensual sex offenses turned ocut to be important,
using maximum sentence.
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Exhibit 8. Factors Predicting the Seriousness and
Frequency of Future Rearrests, Using the Sellin-Wolfgang Index
As the Seriousness Criterion: Washington, D.C.

(Scale depicts regression coefficients presented in Appendix Exhibit B-2)

THE CURRENT CASE ]

Current Case is a Burglary

Current Case is 2 Larceny and
Defendant Has an Arrest Record

cyrrent Case is a Robbery

Current Case is an Assault

Current Case is a Misdemeanor Drua Offense and Defendant
Joes Hot Have an Arrest Record

CRIMINAL HISTORY

Defendant Has an Arrest Record

Arrested in Past 2 Years

Arrested in Past 2 Years for Burglary

Defendant Uses an Alias

S x Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years

x Number of Previous Arrests

Arrested in Past 2 Years for a Misdemeanor Drug Offense

OTHER FACTORS

Defendant is a Teenager

%; pefendant is Black

N

pefendant is. in His/Her Twenties

Defendant is Male

pefendant is Employed

nﬁéfendant Uses Drugs

Negative Positive

. 1 1 I
-1 0 1 2 3
Effect on Recidivism Index

Source: Prosecitor's Management Informstion System (PROMIS)
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Two other types of panel crimes were important predictors
of recidivism, but only when the defendant's arrest record was
taken into account: larceny and misdemeanor drug arrestees
were likely future repeaters only if they had an arrest record at
the time of their panel case. Many of the larceny cases involved
shoplifting offenses; first offender shoplifters may be deterred
from future crime just by being apprehended. Many of the drug
defendants were arrested in 1972 and 1973 for marihuana posses-
sion, which constituted their total known criminal careers. It
is easier to see the extent to which arrest record made a differ-
ence for these two offenses by looking below at the rearrest
rates for defendants with and without arrest records at the
time of their panel cases.a (The proportion rearrested for all
defendants was 39 percent.)

Percentage Rearrested
Before August 31, 1975

At time of Panel Case Was Panel Case Was a Mis-

Panel Case: a Larceny demeanor Drug Offense

Had an arrest 60% (420) 56% (267)
record

Did not have an 24% (429) 19% (380)

arrest record
Many variables describing a defendant's criminal history
wer¢ found to be good predictors of his post-arrest behavior.
The number of prior arrests and convictions a defendant had was

highly significant. Whether the defendant was identified as

8
Readers interested in these proportions for all types of crime
should consult Appendix Exhibit B-2.
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having an alias was also a good predictor. Arrests for two
types of offenses in the past two years were also important--
burglary and drug offenses. An arrest in the past two years
for burglary increased the chances of recidivism, while one
for a misdemeanor drug offense decreased the chances. Defen-
dants with drug arrests in the past two vears were more fre-
quently rearrested than other defendants, but it appears that
it was other aspects of their arrest history that led to this
result. When other factors are included in the multivariate
analysis, the effect from the drug arrest becomes negative.

Of the third group of defendant characteristics that
emzrged as significant predictors of recidivism, only two seem
to have potential use for policy purposes--employment status
and drug use., If a defendant was employed, he was less likely
to be xearrested.9 Drug use, onkthe other hand (irrespective
of the current charge), was a positive predictor of recidivism.
This variable was measured in terms of whether the poiice iden-
tified the defendant as a drug user, regardless of whether the'
current arrest was for a drug offense. The types of drug users
identified here are presumably heroin users, for the most part,

since the datum we are relying upon asks about opiate use.

The latter seems to increase the likelihood of future arrests.

9

Both employment and unemployment were included in the analy-
sis, pecause employment status was not known in 20 percent of
the cases. Employment was a better negative predictor of
rearrest, than unemployment was a positive predictor. In a
subsequent analysis, the opposite was true (see Exhibit 11).
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The findings about persons arrested for a misdemeanor drug
offense, on the other hand, concern mainly marihuana arrestees,
wHo are less likely to be rearrested (unless they have an arrest
record at the time of the drug offense).

In the third group of characteristics, the defendant's age,
race, and sex were included as control variables. It is possible
that if other variables, such as income, education, or family
background, had been included, the age, race, and sex variables
would not have been as important as reflected in Exhibit 8.
Whether the defendant was a teenager had the strongest predic-
tive effect of these three variables. (This variable includes
18 and 19~year olds and a few 15-17 year olds prosécuted as
adults.) This is consistent with the fact that young defendants
account fof a large proportion of arrests. The effect on the
rearrest recidivism index of whether the defendant was in his
or her twenties was less than half as large as that for teenagers.
Whether the defendant was black was also a strong predictor.
This may be due to the omission of other variables mentioned
above. Another possibility is that this could be a result of
greater exposure to situations in which arrests are likely to

occur. Whether the defendant was male was also predictive of

recidivism,

2. The Prosecution Recidivism Index

The second definition of recidivism, reprosecution, means
that the prosecutor filed the initial case brought by the police
during the four-month “"panel" period and then filed at least one
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other case against the same defendant by August 31, 1975.
Included in the analysis of reprosecution were the 3,543
deufendants whose panel case was filed by the prosecutor.
Subsequent arrests were included in this recidivism index

only i1f such cases were prosecuted. We can see from Exhibit 9
that the final results of this analysis are guite similar to
the results for rearrest. A few variables that were signifi-
cant for rearrest were not significant for reprosecution,

but all those that remain have approximately the same effect
on recidivism as they did in the rearrest analysis, with

one exception. If the current case was a larceny, reprosecu-
tion was less likely unless the defendant also had an arrest
record, in which case reprosecution was much more l1ikely.
Because consensual sex offenses also were important in this
analysis, a separate regression analysis was computed using
the Sellin-Wolfgang index. These results, shown in Appendix
Exhibit B-4, indicate that consensual sex offenses are important
predictors of subsequent prosecutions for prostitution but
not other subsequent offenses.

3. The Conviction Recidivism Index

The analysis of reconviction was based on the 1,366 de-
fendants who were convicted in their panel case. Fewer vari-
ables were significant in this analysis than in the previous
two. Many of these defendants were incarcerated for their
panel offense, so that a longer time period may be needed to

ascertain their recidivistic behavior. However, the variables
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Exhibit 9. Factors Influencing the Seriousness and Frequency
of Reprosecution, Using Maximum Sentence As the
Seriousness Criterion: Washington. D.C.

(Scale depicts regression coefficients reported in Appendix Exhibit B-3)

THE CURRENT CASE

Current Case is Burglary

Current Case is a Larceny and
Defendant Has an Arrest Record

Current Case is Robbery

Current Case is & Misdemeanor Drug Offense and Defendant
Soes Not Have an Arrest Record

Current Case is Larceny

we Current Case is a Misdemeanor Drug (ffense
2 and Defendant Has an Arrest Record

Current Case is a Consensual Sex Offense

CRIMINAL HISTORY

Arrested in Past 2 Years

Arrested in Past 2 Years for a Misdemeanor Drug Offense

Defendant Uses an Alias

% Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years

g % Number of Prior Arrests

OTHER FACTORS

weferndant is a Teenager

fNefendant is Black
pefendant is in His/Her Twenties
H Defendant is Male

pefendant is Employed

Defendant Uses Drugs

Hegative | Pasitive

| | [
-1 0 1 2 3
Effect on Recidivism Index

Source: Prosecutor's Mansgement Information System (PROMIS)
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that were found to be significant predictors were also signif-
icant in the other analyses, again with one exception.

A variable found to be important in predicting reconvic-
tion was whether the victim and defendant knew each other in
some capacity before the offense (see Exhibit 10). If a prior
relationship did exist, the likelihood of future serious con-

victions was reduced. Many studies, including Numbers 4 and

cases involving persons who know each other result in conviction
less frequently than other &ases~-in many instances because
the prosecutor must drop the case due to the reluctance of the
complaining witness to cooperate, There are several possibili-
ties here. It may be that persons convicted of victimizing
someone they know are less likely to recidivate in the future.
Another possibility is that such persons are not convicted a
second time.
C. THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN FELONIES AND MISDEMEANORS

In the previous section, whether the current case was a
felony or a misdemeanor was ndt found to be an important pre-
dictor of recidivism in any of the final results. However,
there are differences among the types of crime that are con-
sidered felonies or misdemeanors, and different types of crime
were found to be associated with the frequency and seriousness
of recidivism. Separate analyses were made of defendants ar-
rested for felonies and those arrested for misdemeanors, using

the rearrest recidivism index. The two results were quite
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Exhibit 10. 'Factors Predicting the Sericusness and Frequency
"~ of Reconviction, Using Maximum Sentence As the ‘
Seriousness Criterion: Washington, D.C.

(Scé1efdepicts regression coefficients presented in Appendix Exhibit B-5)

THE CURRENT CASE

B Current Case a Burglary

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ Sassmmrass Current Case a Robbery

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

Current Case an Assault

Current Case a Larcény and
Defendant Has an Arrest Record

Defendant and Victim are Not Strangers

v
I'Q'

CRIMINAL HISTORY

Arrested in Past 5 Years

x Number of Previous Arrests

- x Number of Convictions in Past 2 Years

OTHER FACTORS

Defendant is Black

Defendant is Teenager

Defendant is in His/Her Twenties

Positive
| | l L

1 0 1 2 3

Effect on Recidivism Index

~ Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)
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similar, as expected, except in regard to the types of crime
that predict recidivism. '

Exhibit 11 shows the final results of the analysis of the
1,957 defendants whose panel case was a felony. Whether the
current caée involved a burglary offense turned up as a very
strong predictor of recidivism. Whether the current case in-
volved a robbery was also a strong predictor, although not as
strong as burglary. The types of felonies that did not increase
the recidivism index are important to note also. Homicide,
aggravated assault, and sexual assault arrestees were less
likely than robbery and burglary arrestees to be rearrested
for serious crimes, at least in the short run:loother reasons
exist for concentrating prosecutory resources on murder,
aggravated assault, and rape cases, but the future recidivism
of these defendants is not one of them, according to the results
obtained in this analysis.

The other variables predicting recidivism for felony ar-
restees were the same as those found to be important in the
analysis of all defendants, with the exception of two new
variables: the number of prior arrests for crimes against
persons (violent offenses), and whether the defendant was age

40 or older. The former increased the recidivism index,

10

It is possible that if these defendants were followed for many
nmore years they would eventually repeat. Although the recidivism
index was developed to take time on the street into account, the
results may still be influenced by the fact that some serious
felons had very little opportunity to be rearrested because they
received long prison terms in their panel cases,
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Exhibit 11. Factors Predicting the Seriousness and Frequency
of Future Rearrests After a Felony Arrest, Using Maximum Sentence
As the Seriousness Criterion: Washington, D.C.

(Scale depicts regression coefficients presented in Appendix Exhibit B-6)

THE CURRENT CASE

Current Case
a Burglary

Current Case a Robbery

CRIMINAL HISTORY

Arrested in Past 5 Years

Arvested in Past 2 Years for a Misdemeanor Drug Offense

; x Number of Previous Arrests

ix Number of Previous Arrests for Crimes Against Persons

OTHER FACTORS

Defendant is Unemplcyed

Defendant Uses Drugs

[ | Positive

Negative {
-1 0 1 ? 3
Effect on Recidivism Index

. Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)
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while the latter decreased it.

For the 2,746 defendants whose panel arrest was a misde-
meanor, four types of crime were important predictors of re-
cidivism. Exhibit 12 shows that whether the current arrest
was for a consensual sex offense,l,l attempted burglary or un-
lawful entry, assault, and larceny was associated with future
recidivism, in that order. There was an added effect for de-
fendants arrested for larceny who had an arrest record. There
was no additional effect from an arrest record in combination
with the other three crimes. Drug offenses did not turn out
to be important.

Two criminal history variables that were important only
for misdemeanors were whether the defendant was on probation
or parole and whether the defendant was arrested in the past
two years for larceny. (See the related discussion on pages
vi-l, VIi-2, and VI-12.)

D. THE ACCURACY WITH WHICH RECIDIVISM
CAN BE PREDICTED

In this chapter, we have been discussing variables that
are good predictors of future recidivism. OQOur goal is to form
a numerical scale, based on variables available at case screen-
ing, that will reproduce the recidivism index. If our model
perfectly described of the behavior of these 4,703 defendants,
then the numerical combination of each individual's character

istics would be exactly equal to that individual's recidivism

11 , -
When the Sellin-Wolfgang index was used to weight the subse-

quent arrests, the eiffect for consensual sex offenses disappeared.

This result is shown in Appendix Exhibit B-8.
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~while the latter decreased it.
For the 2,746 defendants whose panel arrest was a misde-
meanor, four types of crime‘were important predictors of re-

cidivism. Exhibit 12 shows that whether the current arrest

11
was for a consensual sex offense, attempted burglary or un-

lawful entry, assault, and larceny was associated with future
~recidivism, in that order. There was an added effect for de-
fendants arrested for larceny who had an arrest record. There
was no additional effect from an arrest record in combination
with the other three crimes. Drug offenses did not turn out
to be important.

Two criminal history variables that were important only
for misdemeanors were whether the defendant was on probation
or parole and whether the defendant was arrested in the past
two years for larceny. (See the related discussion on pages
Vi-1l, VI-2, and VI-12.)

D. THE ACCURACY WITH WHICH RECIDIVISM
CAN BE PREDICTED

In this chapter, we have been discussing variables that
are good predictors of future recidivism. Our goal is to form
a numerical scale, based on variables available at case screen-
ing, that will reproduce the recidivism index. If our model
pérfectly described the behavior of these 4,703 defendants,
then the numerical combination of each individual's character—

istics would be exactly equal to that individual's recidivism

11
When the Sellin-Wolfgang index was used to weight the subse-
quent arrests, the effect for consensual sex offenses disappeared.
This result is shown in Appendix Exhibit B-8.
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Exhibit 12. Factors Predicting the Seriousness and Freguency
of Future Rearrests After a Misdemeanor Arrest, Using Maximum
Sentence As the Seriousness Criterion: Washington, D.C.

(Scale depicts regression coefficients presented in Appendix Exhibit B-7)

THE CURRENT CASE

Current Case is a Consensual
Sex Offense

Current Case is Attempted Burglary
or Unlawful Entry

Current Case is an Assault

Current Case is a Larceny

Current Case is a Larceny and Defendant
has Arrest Record

CRIMINAL HISTORY

Arrested in Past 2 Years
for Burglary

Arrested in Past 2 Years for Larceny

Defendant on Probation or Parole

Arrested in Past 5 Years

% Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years

x Number of Convictions in Past 2 Years

B x Number of Previous Arrests

OTHER FACTORS

Defendant is Employed

Defendant is Male

Defendant is Black
Defendant is & Teenager

Defendant is in His/Her Twenties

Defendant Uses Drugs

Negative | 1 | | Positive

-1 0 1 2 3
Effect on Recidivism Indpx

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System {PROMIS)
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kindéx; Phe state of the art of predicting human behavior has

not advanced to a level that permits such perfection. 1In this
L ‘ 12

section, we will attempt to show how close we have come.

How well do the weighting schemes show in Exhibits 7
ﬁhiamqh 12 &iscriminake between those who became the serious
recidivists and the other arrestees? We can answer the ques-
tign‘by‘ﬁﬁmparing estimates of future recidivism based on the
weighting scheme in Exhibit 7 with the actual behavior of the
defendants. .

Of the 4,703 deféndants, 39 percent (1,834) were re-
arrested at leasht once. Some of the rearrests were not for
serious crimes, however. Hence, it makes sense to choose a
smaller group to concentrate on. How well does the weighting
sCneme shdwn in Exhibit 7 do in selecting the “"worst" (that is,
most recidivistic) 10, 15, or 25 percent of those rearrested?

Let us begin by testing the accuracy of the prediction
model in identifying the worst 10 percent of the defendants.
What proportion of the worst 10 percent of the recidivists do
we identify if we use the weights in Exhibit 7 to choose them?
The answer is 29 percent. Seventy-one percent of the defendants

identified by the analysis were not in the worst 10 percent in

12 -
This discussion is intended to demonstrate the effects of the R2
we obtained, by comparing the actual “¥Y" to the predicted "Y."
Readers interested in the R“ obtained for each measure of
recidivism analyzed should consult Appendix Exhibits B-1 to

B-8. The R? for our rearrest analysis is remarkably similar to
those obtained in the parole studies mentioned in Chapter 1ITI.
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terms of actual behavior. If we choose a larger group of
defendants, identified by the weights, we would obtain more
af Lie worst 10 percent. (Taking this to its extreme, if we
choee #ll defandants we would get 100 percent of the worst
defendants, ! Results are shown for choosing up to one-half

o~
o 0

af the defendants in the table below:

Proportion of Defendants Proportion of the Actual
B Chosen Worst 10 percent Chosen
Bestimated to be in worst 10 percent 29% (478)
Estimated %0 be In worst 15 percent 39% (478)
Estimated to be in worst 25 percent 57% (478)
notimated ©o be in worst 33 percent 67% (478)
Estimated ©0 be in worst 50 percent 84% (478)

Fore and sore of the worst 10 percent are chosen as the cri-
wovion for selection beccemes less stringent. Eight-four per-
cont of the worst 1U percent would be identified if we singled
out for special hardling all defendants whose score was above
the median., Even though the correspondence between the actual
and predicted is not perfect, most of the more serious recid-
ivisis ars at least in the upper half of the scale. However,
we cannot ignore the problem that this ontails. As we choose
a largery group of defendants in order to identify a greater
proportion of serious recidivists, we get larger and larger
13

numbers of personsg who are not serious recidivists.

The same type of analysis can be made using a larger

T3

An excellent discussion of the trade-offs in decision making
of this type is found in Leslie T. Wilkins, “Directions for
Corrections,"” pp. 522-42 in Robert M. Carter, Daniel Glaser,
and Leslie T. Wilkins, eds., Correctional Institutions (Phil-
adelphia:s J.B. Lippincott, 1977).
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proportion of the serigus recidivists. If we set as a goal

7

the identification of the worst 15 percent, how well can we

do?
proportion of Defendants Proportion of the Actual
Chiosen Worst 15 Percent Chosen
Estimated to be in worst 15 percent - 39% (711)
Betimated -to be in worst 25 percent 56% (711)
Bstimated to be in worst 33 percent 66% (711)
Bstimated to be in worst 50 percent 84% (711)

We do about as well in choosing the worst 15 percent as
in chbasing the worst 10 percent. There is a small proportion
of defendants who have serious recidivistic histories but who
are not identified by the variables we had available. There
may be other variables that would increase our predictive
power; on the other hand, the behavior of certain individuals
may be unpredictable. Our results are similar to those of
peevious researchers and may be about as good as can be expec-
ted,

This analysis can be extended once more to the worst

25 percent of the defendants.

Proportion of Defendants Proportion of the Actual

o Chosen Wworst 25 Percent Chosen
Fatimated to be in worst 25 percent 48% (1171)
Betimated to be in worst 33 percent 58% (1171)
Estimated to be in worst 50 percent - 77% (1171)

One of the original motives for this study was to
validate the 0ld PROMIS defendant score. We can compare the
new results with those obtained for the o0ld score, the weights

for which were shown in Chapter II. As would be expected, the
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naw resunlts fit the behavior of the 4,703 defendants better
than the weights from the old score., This can be illustrated by
comparison. By choosing the defendants estimated to be in the
worsh 15 percent using the weighting scheme in Exhibit 7, we
saw that 39 percent of the actual worst 15 percent of the reci-
divists were chosen. Using the old PROMIS defendant score to
choose the estimated worst 15 percent yields only 27 percent.14
How well each score would do on a third sample cannot be ascer-
cainad without another analysis, however.

The new weighting scheme would seem capable of improving
on decision making based on either random choices or the earlier
detoendant score, but it is clear that certain types of recidivists
cannot be identified in this wéy. First offenders are a parti-
cular problem, since the score leans very heavily on past criminal
behavionr to predict future criminal behavior. Contributing to
this difficulty is the fact that juvenile records are not used in
the score. Many defendants considered "first offenders" really
are not, since they were involved with the courts as juveniles,
This tvpe of problem lessens predictive power. Another factor
that limits predictive power is that some persons are defined
as nonrecidivists when they would be recidivists when followed

for a longer period of time.

14

It was not possible to choose exactly the worst 15 percent
with the o0ld defendant score, because it produces large groups
with the same recidivism-potential score. The closest to 15
percent that could be managed was 14.2 percent. This will
underestimate slightly how well the score does.
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~ An ultimate purpose of analyzing the recidivistic be-
havior of thése 4,703 defendants is to identify criteria
for use in designing programs to target on persons whc are
.'likely'to be serious offenders in the future. How well the
j—variébles found to be impbrtant in this analysis do in
identifying the serious offenders in other times and places
has yet to be demonstrated. One issue is how well do the
variables perform in another sample from the District of
Columbia, and, héw well do they perform in samples from
other jurisdictions. It would be advisable to conduct both
types of validation before the results are used for policy

PUSPOSSS .,
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V. CASE~PROCESSING DECISIONS AND RECIDIVISM
The analysis in Chapter IV did not take into account the
fact that the criminal justice system can intervene to affect
an individual's basic recidivism potential by handling his or
her case in different ways. 1In this chapter, we examine the
relation between future recidivism and three instances of
differential case processing: the final disposition of the
panel case; diversion programs for first offenders; and refer-
ral of misdemeanor offenders to a Major Violator's Unit.
A, THE EFFECT OF FINAL DISPOSITION ON RECIDIVISM
In 1967, the President's Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice pointed out the need for the
type of ressarch reported in this section:
A question to be explored is whether the rearrest
probabilities and the crime-type distributions
become worse for those processed further through
the system. If that is the case, it may result
either from differences among individuals who
reach the various stages or from the treatment
itself. .Unfortunately, data to examine such
basic questions do not now exist....l
Since the Commission issued its report, the data needed
to address the question have become available. The final
disposition of the panel arrest was recorded in PROMIS for
each of the 4,546 defendants whose cases were closed by the

time of this analysis. Exhibit 13 shows the percentage of

defendants who were rearrested after their panel arrest,

1 Task Force Report: Science and Technology, President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967), p. 64.
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| Exhibit 13. PerCentagé'of Defendants Réarrested After Panel Case
According to the Final Disposition of the Panel Case
E (Washington, D.C.)

Final Disposition Percentage of

of Defendant Defendants Rearrested
in Panel Case After Panel Case
Found Guilty at Trial Cam (299)
Other | o 43% (70)
Pled Guilty | a ome
Dismissed by Judge or
Prosecutor 39% (1,677)
Found'Not Gui1ty at Trial 37% (194)
Rejected at Screening o 33% (1,159)
Grand Jury Ignoramus | 27% (33)

A1l Defendants in Panel Whose
Cases Were Closed ‘ 395 (4,546)




]

according to the final disposition of the panel arrest. The
icwest proportion of rearrests was found among those defen-
dants whose panel case had not been indicted by the grand jury
U(“qzan& jury ignoramus®), and the highest proportion was among
f.hose defendants found guilty at trial. These differences
couid be accounted for by the kinds of defendants who receive
the different types of disposition, rather than solely by
the disposition itself. To test this possibility, each of the
final disposition categories was entered in the multivariate
anaiysis to see if it had a unigue relationship with recidi-
vism after including all of the other variables found to
predict recidivism (shown in Exhibit 7).

Unly two final disposition categories (covering a total
of 227 cases) appeared to have any significant impact on reci-
divism-~-whether the case was a grand jury ignoramus, and whether
Lthe defendant was found not guilty at trial. 1In both instances,
these defendants were less likely to recidivate. These are
rether interesting results~-in one of these two final disposi-
tions the defendant is found to be legally innocent, and in the
other the grand jury’refuses to return an indictment, ostensibly
because of the defendant's perceived lack of guilt. On the

other hand, if a case is rejected by the prosecutor at screening,

2 ;

Whether the case was ignored by the grand jury was signifi-
cant at .06, meaning that only 6 times out of 100 would one
expect te find an effect that large by chance alone, Whether
the defendant was not guilty was significant at the .05 level.
Another disposition close to being significant was pleas.
Pleas were positively associated with recidivism. The effect
was small and significant at the .08 level.
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or later dismissed, it does not mean that the defendant was

found innccent. A case can be dismissed because of witness

~or evidence problems, for example, not because it is believed

43

that #he defendant is not guilty.

We have established an association between two types of
firal dispositions and recidivism. The causal ordering of the
two variables 1s not as easy to resolve. Does the final dispo-
ition of the case affect recidivism, or does recidivism poten-
tial affect the final disposition? One way of testing for the
second possibility is to see whether the same variables that
predict recidivism seem to predict a grand jury ignoramus or
a not~gullty finding at trial. 1In separate analyses of the
two decisions, we found that none of the variables that pre-
dict recidivism predicted eipher a grand jury ignoramus or a

, 3
not-guilty finding at trial. From our analyses, 1t is more

ylikély that these two dispositions affect recidivism rather

than the reverse,

Given these results, what could be the process involved?
There are at least two compeﬁing interpretations. One is that
some unmeasured variable that predicts recidivism--for example,
“innocence” of the current crime-~--~leads to the case being

ignored by the grand jury or to the defendant being found
: 4

- not guilty at trial, and leads to less recidivism.  The other

Y

3 ; _
The variance in each of the two decisions explained by all

the recidivism-predictor variables was less than 1 percent.

4

This explanation would be consistent with the finding for pleas
described in footnote 2. Defendants who plead guilty (continued)
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explanation is that something about being found not guilty

ov having one's case ignored Ly the grand jury deters a person
from coptinuing in a life of crime., The former explanation
seems more plausible, but both are supported by the data.

B. THE BFFECTS OF SUCCESSFUL DIVERSION ON RECIDIVISM

. At the time this study was being conducted, the U.S.

- DA

Antorney’s Office had two diversion programs for first offend-
ers arrested for a misdemeanor (exclusive of any juvenile ar-
rests). If a defendant successfully completed either program,
hie case was nol prossed (dismissed or "nolled" by the prosecu-
tor). A philosophy behind such programs is that lenient treat-
ment might have a beneficial effect on a person arrested for
Lisa firalt time. Given another chance, he or she hopefully will
not return to crime. In this section, we explore how well this
objective seems to have been met,

Pirst Offender Treatment (F.0.7T.) is the less intensive
of the two programs; Persons assigned to this program can
conplete it in a few weeks. Program reguirements include
taking a tour of the FBI facilities, observing court facili-
ties, and writing an essay on an assigned topic, such as the
impoxtanpe of marihuana laws. If a person completes all the

steps, his case is dismissed on the day it would have gone to

{Cont'd)

are admitting their culpability. “Guilty" of the current
crime could lead to more recidivism in the same way that
“innocence” leads to less recidivism. "



oL

tr1a& Project Cxossroadsp the second dlver51on program, in-

vo]ves supervxslon ‘and a ]onger ‘period--usually three to six

',‘months,k The defendant is ass1gned to a counselor, who tries

to he}p hxm flnd emp]oyment enroll in a school or vocatlona]
hxamnlng p;oqiam or otherwxse improve his life. The Project

| C, ssroads counselor wrltes perlodlc reports to the U. S.
Attorney sVOffloe, and in time, makes a recommendatlon as to
Wbetheikfhe‘defendant's;case should be dismissed. Perusal of
case‘jaCRets'seems‘to indiCate that the counselor's recommen-
detxon is usual]y followed.

L We can deLermlne through PROMIS whether a defendant was

;divﬁ-tedbby examlnlng the reasons recorded in PROMIS for dis-
.f'missals by‘she’prosecutor. The dismissal reason codes include
}one foﬁ successfu] oompletlon of F.0.T. and one for successful
?. completlon;of PIOJect‘Crossroads. We cannot tell which defen-
.oants, if any,kne:e assigned to the programs and then dropped

1out‘ in looking at the'subSequent recidivism of these defen-

ffg danst Lherefore, we are looking at the effect of successful

iﬁ o&versxon, not just dlver51on. The comparlson group is all

';§irst offenders arrested;for a mlsdemeanOL.

v

Of the 1, 366 flrst offenders arrested for misdemeanors,

' i 103 (8 percent) successfully completed the F.0.T. program,

?zand 115 (8 percent) successfully completed Project Cross-
ands, - The realrest rate for persons in either program was
;%*below that for other first offenders. Defendants as51gned to
32;Projec£ C:ossroadsbhed a lowerireairest‘rate than those as-

%?‘Signed to the F.0.T. program.



o

Percent Rearrested Before
August 31, 1975

successful in F.0.T. 20% (103)

Successful in Project Crossroads 16% (115)
Not in either program 23% (1,148)
811l first offenders 22% (1,366)

The question is whether the lower rearrest rates are
tha result of the program or whether they are associated with
characteristics of the people who are assigned to the prOgram.
The most satisfactory way--from a methodological point of view—-

Lo answer this question would be to assign first offenders ran-

~domly to each program. Any differences in the rearrest rates

could then be attributed to the program itself, rather than the
people in the program. It is difficult to perform such ekperi—
ments in the real world, however. 1Instead of controlling for
the characteristics of the people through random assignment, we
tried to control for these factors statistically. Our basic
method was to see whether being successfuily diverted influ-
enced recidivism after controlling for all the other factors
we had available that predict recidivism.

One of the problems of this approach is that it is

generally difficult to predict recidivism among first offenders.

The recidivism~potehtia1 scores in the last chapter lean heavily
on criminal history. First offenders, of course, have no knowﬁ
criminal history.

Seven variables in. the analysis were found to be associ-
ated with recidivism among first offenders. Race, sex, and

age were three of the seven. The other four were whether the
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kfirstvarrest was for drugs, whether it was for gambling, whether
the defendant was employed more than six months, and whether the
victim was a family member. Défendants with any of these four
éh&zastexistics were generally less likely to be rearrested than
other defendants. Adding a variable for successful completion
of the F.0.T. program did not appear to have a significant
effect on the likelihood of rearrest. Project Crossroads,
howsveyr, does appear to have reduced the likelihood of rearrest.
These findings are not too surprising, since F.O0.T. is shorter
and less intensive than Project Crossroads. Project Crossroads
seems to be having an impact on the participants. We cannot
teil conclusively whether this impact is due to the selection

o i §9wp}e into the program, the types of persons who successfully
'campiete the program, or the program itself. |

C. SPECIAL ASSIGNMENT OF MISDEMEANOR CASES
TO THE MAJOR VIOLATOR'S UNIT

During the period of this study, a number of the misde-
meanor cases brought to the U.S. Attorney's Office were
assigned to the Major violator's Unit, which prosecutes misde-
weanor cases involving repeat offenders. Instead of being
handled in assembly-~line fashion--that is, a different prose-
cutor picks up the case at each stage of the process--a case
sent to the Major Violator's Unit was assigned to a particu-
lar prosecutor, who was then responsible for the case through

final disposition. Investigative and paralegal resources



were available to prosecutors working in the Unit as they pre-
pared tpelr cases,

Tuis study and the Major Violator's Unit have a purposé in
coumow, hamely, to identify serious recidivists. 1If certain
individuals are being targeted with the hope of reducing future
¢vime through incapacitation, it makes sense to choose the
people who are most likely to be the serious and frequent reci-
divia%s,s“since we know the subsequent rearrest history of the
2,746 defendants who had a misdemeanor case during the panel
peiriod, we can see whether the persons targeted by the Major
viclator's Unit were the same as those who would have been
zo D ovwd using the raw score shown in Exhibit‘12.6

0f ¢he 2,746 misdemeanor cases brought to the prosecutor's
affice during the four-month period of study, 320, or 12 percent
w=re assigned to the Major Vviolator's Unit. Were these per-
sonsg the same 12 percent who later became the most serious re-
¢idivists? To answer this guestion, the scale measuring the
seriousness and frequency of the future recidivism of these
2,746 defendants (see Exhibit 12) was used to identify the 320

peroons (or 12 percent of the misdemeanor defendants) who turned

5
1t might be possible that future crime would also be reduced
through a general deterrent effect on other criminals.

6

One could argue that if the Major Violator's Unit were truly
successful, it would have incapacitated the most serious de-
fendants by obtaining their conviction and incarceration.
Since the follow-up period was 32 months and the maximum sen-
tence for a misdemeanor is 12 months, however, even persons
receiving the full treatment of the Major violator's Unit
would have had time to recidivate.
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out to be the most serious recidivists. Twenty-six percent

of thiz ygroup had been targeted by the Major Violator's Unit.

Assigned to Major violator's 26%

Not Assigned 74%

Worst Misdemeanor Recidivists 100%
(320)

This is a larger proportion than would have been assigned

if the decision were made on a random basis, but 74 percent
of the persons who went on to become serious repeaters were
not assigned to the Unit. A consideration, of course, is
that some number of cases may have had evidentiary, witness,
or other problems that prevented their successful prosecution.
I addition, we do not know the extent to which the Major
violator's Unit was trying to focus on future recidivists.
Another possibility is that some of the persons who were as-
signed to Méjor Violator's were convicted and the experience
led them to give up a life of crime.

For comparison's sake, we can see how well the raw pre-
diction score shown in Exhibit 12 would have done in identify-
ing recidivists compared with the Major violator's Unit. To
make the comparison, thebworst 12 percent according to the
defendant score were selected. The score does better, but

still does not get a majority of the worst recidivists.

Chosen by Defendant Score . 37%
Not Chosen 63%
Worst Misdemeanor Recidivists 100%

(320)

It is possible that in order to "capture" the worst re-

cidivists a larger number of people would have to be selected
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by a repeat offender unit. We kept increasing the proportion
of cases selected (according to the defendant score they would
ieceive based on Exhibit 12) to determine when at least a
majority of the worst 12 percent of the recidivists would have
been identified. When 20 percent of the defendants were hypo-
thetically selected, 50 percent of the 320 worst recidivists
wele chosen. Such a result suggests that in order to get more
of the most serious recidivists, it might be necessary to

select a lJarger group, to allow for error.




VI. PATTERNS OF CRIME SWITCHING

In Chapter IV, we saw the effects that certain defendant and
case characteristics had on the frequency and seriousness of fu-
ture criminal events. In that analysis, different types of future
criminal contact with the criminal justice system were examined in
terms of their relative seriousness. An issue not addressed was
tﬁe extent to which defendants specialize in particular types of
criminal activity. A number of theories have been advanced about
criminal offender types, but little empirical evidence has been
available to test those theories.k The evidence that is available
Toogely CunLerns prison populations . Many persons engaged in
criminal careeré, however, have yet to be incarcerated. The data
in this analysis, therefore, describe a cross-section of arrestzd
persons at diff~rent stages in their criminal careers. The data
exclude, quite obviously, those who have not yet been arrested and
include some pearsons who have never committed an offense.

The guestion to be addressed in this chapter is: To what ex-

tent do defendants switch offenses between one arrest and another

)
See, for example, Sheldon Glueck and Eleanor Glueck, 500 Crim-
inal Careers (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1930); Julian B. Roe-
buck and Mervyn L. Cadwallader, "The Negro Armed Robber as a
Criminal Type: The Construction and Application of a Typology,"
Pacific Soclological Review, vol. 4 (Spring, 1961), pp. 21-26.
More recently, the Rand Corporation analyzed 49 convicted rob-
bery offenders, Joan Petersilia, Peter W. Greenwood and Marvin
faavin, Criminal Careers of Habitual Felons (Santa Monica: The
Rand Corporation, 1977). Two impcrtant exceptions that have
looked at arrest records are the work of Wolfgang, Figlio, and
Sellin on juvenile offenders in Delinguency in a Birth Cohort
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972), especially Chap-
ters 9-12; and the work of the National Commission on the Causes
~and Prevention of Violence, which analyzed adult offenders,
Donald J. Mulvihill and Melvin M. Tumin, Crimes of Violence,
Vol., II (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1969).
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rather than specialize in a particular type of offense? Pat-~
terns of crime switching will be examined in regard to the
misdemeanoréfelony distinction and in regard to crime type
(burglary, assault, and so on).

The extent to‘which defendants switch between felony and
misdemeanor offenses is relevant to police and prosecution pro-
grams set up to respond to "career criminals." If there is
considerable crime switching, an offender with a very serious
background may, aﬁ times, be arrested for a misdemeanor. In
this event, a career criminal program that targeted only
felony offenders would not “snare" this career criminal.

The data seem to indicate that some defendants do spe—.
cialize in misdemeanors or felony offenses, but that many
are arrested for a felony one time and a misdemeanor the next.
Overall, 41 percent of the felony defendants were rearrested
and 37 percent of the misdemeanor defendants were rearrested,
without taking opportunity time into account. Were the fel-
ony defendants consistently rearrested for a felony, and the
misdemeanor defendants for a misdemeanor? The answer is no.
Twenty-two percent of the persons arrested in their panel
case for a misdemeanor had a later arrest for a felony and
28 percent had a later arrest for a misdemeanor. Of the
felony panel defendants, 29 percent had a later arrest for
a felony and 22 percent had a later arrest for a misdemeanor
(Exhibit 14). The general conclusion that can be drawn is

that misdemeanor arrests are more likely to follow misdemeanor
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Exhibit 14. Proportion of Defendants Rearrested for a Felony or Misdemeanor
According to Whether the Initial Arrest was a Felony or Misdemeanor:
Superior Court, District of Columbia

Proportion of Defendants Rearrested

Type of Arrest
in Panel Case

A Felony 29° At Least One Felony Rearrest

(1,957)

A Misdemeanor At Least One Felony Rearrest

(2,741)

A Felony At Least One Misdemeanor Rearrest

(1,957)

A Misdemeanor 28" At Least One Misdemeanor Rearrest

(2,741)

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)
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arrests, and felony arrests are more likely to follow felony
arfests, but this is by no means a rigid pattern. Many defen-
dants seem to switch back and forth. This is not very surprising,
since the distinction between felonies and misdemeanors 1is

not primarily a behavioral one, but a legal one, based on
specific charging conventions. When we look at different

types of offenses, the patterns become more distinct.

Arrests can be categorized according to the most serious
charge brought by the police or the prosecutor against a de-
fendant. The initial breakdown shown in Exhibit 15 is into
violent, property, and victimless crimes. Within these groups,
wos e specific crime categories (such as robbery or gambling)
are shown.

Exhibit 15 addresses the question of whether panel defen-
dants were rearrested for the same type of crime as their
panel arrest. The exhibit shows the patterns of rearrests
for defendants, distributed into three groups:

defendant rearrested only for the same type of
crime as the panel case,

. defendant rearrested only for a different type
of crime from the panel case, and

defendant rearrested for both the same and 4dif-
ferent types of crime as the panel case.

Obviously, only defendants who had at least one rearrest

could be classified in this way.2 For the 1,831 defendants

2

“It should also be remembered that since many defendants had
only one rearrest, we are not able to speak of the arrest chains
here as being entire “criminal careers.“
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Exhibit 15. Specialization of Defendants in the Same Type of Crime
(Washington, D.C.)

DISTRIBUTION OF REARRESTS

1 { |
25% 50% 79% 10

2
<

VIOLENT:

Homicide \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ m (24)
Assault NN et
Sexual Assault £ ' \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘- (47)

Robbery ARRUURUUUONOOOIEOINY ] gessy
PROPERTY; | .

5%?1?3 Entry e NN N ey

Larceny NN BRED)

Froud L SNNNANNNRNNRNNNNNNEE R
AU A NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNRNNNNNNNN S
SN

VICTIMLESS:

SN WY
Weapons Offense - Gun ERRNNNANNNNNNNNININNNNNY ] (83)
e T )
Gamb1 ing L NN ey

Consensual Sex m\\“ J (85)
Orugs NN e

Bail Violations .\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\V_ (69)

Other RISy (is)
Total NN )
cam; Rearrested for Only Rearrested for Only Rearrested for Both
2 the Same Crime Type \\‘ a Different Crime the Same and Different
as Panel Case Type from Panel Case Crime Type as Panel Case

Source: Prosecutor's Management Infermation System (PROMIS)
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who were rearrested, 18 percent had rearrests only for the
same crime, 61 percenk had rearrests only for a different
crime, and 21 percent had rearrests for both the same and dif-
ferent types of crimes. When we'congider that we are looking
only at a short span in a criminal career, this seems to
indicate little specialization.3 In addition, to the extent
that police tend to rearrest an individual if he is known to
have committed a given type of offense, the specialization we
are seeing may be exaggerated. The proportiqns of defendants
with rearrests for the same crime varies considerably for dif-
ferent types of panel arrests. However, it is clear that there
is a considerable amount of crime switching.

For some types of offenses, Very few defendants could be
said to be “"specialized," that is, their arrests during the two
and one-half year period were always for the same crime. This
was true for homicide, arson or property destruction, weapons
offenses, and bail violations. If the defendants in these
crimes were rearrested, which we saw in the previous chapter
was not particularly likely, it was generally for a different
type of offense.

At the opposite extreme, a few crime categories did seem
to attract defendants who were quite specialized. Gambling
and consensual sex offenses (prostitution) were two such crime

types. 1In the previous chapter, we also saw that persons

These findings are similar to those obtained by Wolfgang,
Figlio and Sellin; Mulvihill and Tumin; and Petersilia, Greenwood
and Lavin; cited in footnote 1,
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arrested for gambling were less likely than most other defen-
dants to be rearrested for serious crimés in the future.4 If
‘they are rearrested, it is likely to be for another gambling
offense. Prostitutes, on the other hand, are quite likely to
be recidivists, but not for serious crimes--one-third of these
arrestees were rearrested only for prostitution. The other
types of crimes for which these defendants are rearrested are
discussed below.

For many of the other crimes not yet mentioned in this
discussién (assault, sexual assault, robbery, burglary, lar-
cehy, fraud, and drugs), the rearrest rate for the same type
of crime was between 15 and 25 percent. This certainly casts
some doubt on such ideas as classifing defendants as “robbers"
or "burglars" and basing police investigation procedures on
the notion that most offenders have a particular modus operandi.
More than 75 percent of the panel defendants who recidivated
switched crimes under this classification system.

Although a distinction of “robber® or "burglar" is
too narrow, it is possible that there are discernible
patterns, for broader offense types. Exhibit 16 seems to
suggest that such a distinction is meaningful, at least for
violent and property offenses. The exhibit shows the pro-

portion of rearrested defendants, by panel offense,

4
See Exhibits 7 and B-1. Persons arrested for gambling were
found to be significantly less likely to recidivate than per-
sons arrested for burglary, larceny, robbery, consensual sex,
and assault offenses. Only persons arrested for drug offenses
showed up as significantly less likely to recidivate than gam-
bling arrestees.
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Exhibit 16. Percentage of Defendants Rearrested After the Panel Case
for a Violent, Proverty, or Victimless Crime
(Washington, D.C.)

At Least One At Least One At Least One
. Rearrest for Rearrest for a Rearrest for a
a Violent Crime™progerty Crime Victimless Crime
100%—
5% 1
{
0% 1
Homicide Assauit Robbery
100~
505
02 : : i
Burgiary or Larceny Arson or
Unlawful Entry Property Destruction
100%=y
5 et
!
i
0%
Gambling Drugs Consensual ‘Sex Bail Violations
Offense
100%+
501~
0%
Weapon Offense Weapon Offense
Gun Other

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS).
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’whdvhad at least one rearfest for a violent crime, a prop-
o erty crime, or a victimless crime., These proportions are
neither mutUélIy exclusive nor collectively exhaustive, hence
the percentages do not total 100 percent. Violent-crime arres-
tees had the highest proportion of rearrests for violent crime;
prbperty—crime'arrestees had the highest proportion of rearrests
for property crime. Although violent and property offenders

are frequently rearrested for the sam; broad class of offenses,
they are also frequently rearrested for the other broad classes
of offenses.'At least 30 percent of those arrested for a violent
or property offense in their panel case, for example, were re-
arrested for a victimless crime.

Moving to those defendants whose initial arrest was for
neither a violent nor property crime, the pattern is not as
clear. For those weapons-possession offenses involving a gun,
the highest proportion of defendants were rearrested for a vio-
lent offensé. Persons involved in gun offenses do not appear to

‘be frequent recidiﬁists. When they are rearrested, however, it
is likely to be for a violent crime. For those whose panel
arrest was for a weapons offense other than a gun, this was not
true. Two-thirds had a rearrest for a victimless crime, and
only one-third had a rearrest for a violent crime. .

We noted above that gamblersqand consensual sex defendants
khad the highest proportion of rearrests for the same crime and
no other crime. These two groups of defendants also had the

two lowest proportions of rearrests for a violent crime.
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Perhaps the most unexpected finding is that persons whose
panel arrest was for a bail violation had the highest propor-
tion of rearrests for a violent crime, rather than a property
crime or a victimless crime. This result surely warrants a
review of the policies pertaining to bail in the District of
Columbia.5

Although it is difficult to form classifications of
strings of offenses, particularly if there is considerable
crime switching, we can at least look at the transition from
one type of arrest in the panel case to another. This can
answer some of the questions raised earlier as to the exact
types of crimes to which persons switch.

Exhibit 17 shows the distribution of rearrests after the
panel case according to the crime type of the panel case. As
noted earlier, the least "specialized" defendants were those
arrested in their panel case for homicide, arson or property
destruction, weapons-possession offenses, and bail violations.
Beginning with homicide, we see that the most likely type of
rearrest is for assault. Since a homicide may be seen as a
random event that occurs during an'ggséult, this finding makes
good sense. It is noteworthy that the second most frequent
type of rearrest after homicide was for a weapons-possession
offense. The assault arrests and the weapons arrests suggest

that some homicide defendants are potentially dangerous, even

5
This issue is treated further in Publication no. 16 of the
PROMIS Research series,
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Exhibit 17. Types of Crimes for Which Defendants Were Rearrested After the Panel Case
According to Crime Type of the Panel Case:
Washington, D.C.
Type of Arrest in Panel Case
Type of First Rearrest -
After Panel Case Homicide Assau]tﬂ Assesxauua1lt Robbery BUUY;\%]aawrfymor Larceny ( Fraud AF";'S:pneratnyd 3222222 322322 Gambling Consseen:ual Drugs Vio?guons
Entry Destruction Gun Other

Violent:

Homicide 4% 2% 2% 2% 2% 1% --- .- 3% -—- --- 1% 23 ---

Assault 25% 35% 9% 11% 10% 11% 13% 15% 18% 13% --- 8% 1% 13%

Sexual Assault 4% 3% 233% 3% 3% 2% 2% 43 2% --- 43 --- 2% 6%

Robbery 8% 8% 13% 27% 14% 10% 6% 15% 15% 13% 112 2% 141 192
Property:

Burglary or Unlawful Entry 8% 11% 17% 10% 23% 10% 2% 23% 9% 13% 43 1% 10% 7%

Larceny 8% 15% 17% 13% 17% 35% 20% 15% 12% 13% 15% 6% 15% 14%

Fraud 8% 1% - 2% i K} ] 282 --- 4 - --- 11 53 1%

Arson or Property  ction| 4% 1w .- 1% 3% 2 | - ax 3 ax —-- 1% ---
Victimless:

Weapons Offense - Gun 174 43 —-- 5% 6% 32 2% --- 8% 8% --- 2% 4% 4%

Weapons Offense - Other 4% 2% .- 2% 1% 1% 2% --- 2% - -—- 2% 13 1%

Gambling .- 1% - --- - 1% === --- 1% .- 59% 1% 1% -

Consensual Sex --- k} 4 .- 2% 12 3% 2% --- —-- --- --- 55% 41 10% -

Drugs .} 8% 6% 12% 7% 7% 13% L} 12% 13% 74 5% 273 9

Bail Violation 4y 5% 1% 6% 9% 8% 6% 15% 11% 17% --- 132 8% 132
Other --- 13 2% a% 3% 1% 2% a3 —-- 8% - 1% 1% 1%
iy s lemien em] wm amie o w8

Source: Prosecutor's Mana@ement Information System (PROMIS)




though the probability of another homicide soon after the initial
one seems low--surely due in part to the higher rate of incarcer-
ation of these defendants.

The most common type of rearrest after arson or property
destruction was burglary or unlawful entry. Additionally, 15
percent of the rearrests were for robbery, and 15 percent were
fbr larceny. This indicates that for those who did recidivate
after an arson or property-destruction arrest, over half of the
rearrests were property-motivated. For these defendants, the
initial arson or property destruction charge may have arisen
from an attempt to acquire property, rather than to destroy it.
For example, a person might set a fire while attempting a bur-
glary, or be charged with destruction of property when burglary
Cannot be proven.

Weapons offenders who are rearrested are an important group
tc examine. A fundamental purpose of the statutes against car-
rying a gun or dangerous weapon in the District of Columbia, as
elsewhere, is presumably to prevent harm due to the use of wea-
pons in crime.6 Only weapons-possession offenses were considered
in the analysis, as opposed to offenses involving the use of a
weapon., The central question is whether the persons who are
being arrested for weapons possession are frequently ¢riminals,
or whether théy are generally law-abiding citizens who keep a

weapon to defend themselves. Part of the answer to this guestion

6

This topic is addressed in more detail in the companion report
by Philip J. Cook and Daniel Nagin, Does the Weapon Matter? An
Evaluation of a Weapons-Emphasis Policy in the Prosecution of
Violent Offenders, PROMIS Research Publication no. 8 (INSLAW,
forthcoming).
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is indicated by the analysis in Chapter IV, which showed no
effect on recidivism if the panel case was a weapons offense.

A separate question is whether those weapons arrestees who

do repeat tend to be arrested for serious crimes. Weapons
offenses involving a gun and those involving another type of
weapon show similar results. The most common rearrest after

a gun offense was for assault, and the second most common was
for robbery. For weapons offenses involving something other
than a gun, a bail violation was most common.7 Assault, robbery,
burglary and larceny, and drug offenses were the next most
frequent rearrests (13 percent each). These results are consis-
tant with those of Cook and Nagin: persons who are arrested for
weapons offenses, when subsequernitly rearrested, are often
charged with a serious offense.

The last type of crime for which the proportion of re-
arrests for the same crime was low was bail violations. This,
of course, is not surprising since a bail violation involves
a previous arrest. Examining the rearrest patterns does give
an indication, however, of the dangerousness of persons who

violate the conditions of their release. Exhibit 17 indicates

7
In fact, this crime group involved a higher subsequent propor-
tion of arrests for a bail violation than after any other crime
group. However, the number of these instances--four--makes it
impossible to draw a strong conclusion about this.

8

Cook and Nagin also found a class of violence-prone defendants
among the weapons offenders they studied; such defendants may
warrant more targeting of criminaljustice resources than are
presently aimed at persons charged with possessing a weapon
illegally.
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that almost one-fifth of the rearrests following a bail viola-

tion were for robbery; assault and larceny were also well rep-

resented, followed by rearrest for prostitution.

A final observation on the distribution of rearrests con-
cerns the similarity among profiles of rearrests fot assault,
robbery, burglary, and larceny. We saw in the Chapter IV that
persons arrested for these crimes in the panel case were more
likely to be rearrested. {Rearrests after an assault, robbery,
burglary, or larceny accounted for 61 percent of the rearrests
of ths= entire panel group.) The percentages of rearrests af-
ter each of these four types of crime are quite similar, with

the variation being in the percentages of rearrests for as-

sault, larceny, robbery, and burglary. For example, we saw in
Exhibit 16 that xobbery arrestees were more likely than bur-
glary or larceny defendants to be rearrested for a violent
crime. But we can see in Exhibit 17 that this is due primarily
to the highk proportion of robbery arrests that are followed

by another robbery. The proportion of rearrests for homicides,
sexual assault, and assault is the same, regardless of whether
the panel case was robbery, burglary, or larceny. The same is
true for rearrests for property crimes. The proportion of
rearrests for property crimes is higher after burglary or lar-
ceny than after assault or robbery because of the propensity
to repeat the same crime. The distribution of rearrests for
victimless crimes is quite similar for assault, robbery, bur-
glary, and larceny. Although violent offenders often repeat

in the violent offenses group, as do property offenders in
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the property offense group, it seems that specific criminal
types, such as a sprofessional robber," are not very commoﬁ
in the District of Columbia, or at least such persons are not
being arrested. 1Instead, we seem to have a highly recidivis-
tic group of defendants who alternate among a number of spe-

cific types of offenses.
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" VII. SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Data covering a 56-month period in the District of Columbia

~confirm that a small proportion of arrestees account for many of

the adult arrests in the jurisdiction. The question we have”

been most concerned with is whether the persons most likely to

“have further contact with the criminal justice system can be

idehtified;in‘advancé.

‘Certain characteristics of defendants, readily identi-
fidble‘at initial case screening, were found to Se associated
with their future recidivism. While the results varied some-~
what according to the particular measure of recidivism being

ed-~rearrest, reprosesutssn, O0r reconvictione—and according

[&:1]
[

to the group being studied--felony or misdemeanor defendants--

many variables were consistently related to recidivism. Be-

ginning with the current offense type, burglary was one such

variable. Defendants whose current arrest was for felony bur-

glary or misdemeanor burglary (attempts) were found to be highly

likely to recidivate. An arrest for robbery was also a signifi-

- cant predictor of recidivism whenever a defendant whose panel

‘case was a felony was being considered. Defendants with an

arrest record who were arrested in the panel case for larceny

or a misdemeanor drug offense and defendants arrested for assault

were also likely to recidivate, although the effects of these
variables weie not as uniform as those of the variables above.
Prostitution was also a significant predictor, but mainly of
tfurther rearrests for prostitution.
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The association between current offense type and‘the
likelihood of recidivism has implications for career criminal
programs. The offenses that “"career criminals" in the Dis-
trict of Cblumbia seem to be involved with are, in approximate
order of importance: burglary, robbery, larceny (if not a
first offender), misdemeanor drug offenses (if not a first
offender), and assault. Targeting on other crimes, such as
homicide and sexual assault, may be appropriate for other rea-
sons, but such a concentration for a "career criminal" program
is not supported by this research.

Moving to variables that describe a defendant's criminal

1 L W PO e

history, the results were less specific because of the high

S me e RN b

intercorrelations among these variables. Indeed, a remark-

able finding was that so many highly related items could all

be significant in the analysis. Number of previous arrests,
whether arrested in the past five years, and numbexr of con-
victions were almost always important predictors of recidi-
vism. Another criminal history variable worthy of note was
whether an alias was used. There is reason to believe that
there is error in this variable in that the police may con-
sider a nickname to be an alias, but despite this, use of

an alias was a significant predictor in most of the analyses.
Three types of arrest in the two vears preceding the current
arrest also predicted recidivism. A previous arrest for bur-
glary increased the recidiviem potential, while one for a
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misdémeaho: drug offense decreased the potential. (Theylatter
result was foﬁnd only after other factors were controlled.)
Whether the defendant was arrested in the past two years for
larceny was significant, but only for defendants whose panel
case was a misdemeanor.

Several other variables have possible policy signifi-
cance. The defendant's employment status was generally quite
significant; Perhaps lack of a job leads to more crime to
support oneself, or perhaps lack of a job is an indicator of
a proclivity for an illegal lifestyle. 1In either event, it

is a good predictor of recidivism. Police indication of drug

TRl R v R R SRR

use also was consistently a éredictor 6f future reéidiviéﬁ:
There is probably some variation in the types of drugs asso-
clated with recidivism, but this could not be tested in the
’analysislwithOut better data on the types of drugs used by
the defendant. Whether the victim and defendant knew each
other at the time of the offense was predictive of less recid-
ivism, in terms of reconviction. We cannot be sure whether
‘the low conviction rate for nonstranger offenses is contri-
buting to this finding.

The ability of the above variables to predict recidivism
varied by the measure of ﬁecidivism used. When rearrest or

reprosecution was the measure, the prediction accuracy was
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better than when it was reconviction. There are many possible
explanations for this result. One is that rearrzest and re-
prosecution are closer to actual repeated criminal behavior
than reconviction. For example, we found that 39 percent of
the defendants had another arrest within a 32-month period.

1f we knew the proportion of defendants who actually committed
new crimes, this proportion would be even higher. To the ex-
tent that those not counted as recidivists really are recidi-
vists, error is created in the results. If we measure recon-
viction, the error is magnified because many of those who did
commit new crimes and who were arrested will not be convicted.
Another explanation for the less predictive reconviction result

is that the time period for testing this measure was too short.

n

It takes a while for a case to reach final disposition. Many
of the defendants in the analysis were rearrested, but their
cases were not adjudicated within the time frame of the data.
Reconviction could be examined more accurately by continuing
to follow these defendants for a longer period of time.

The accuracy of the preliction of recidivism also varied
by whether felony or misdemeanor offenses were considered.
It was easier to identify likely recidivists among misdemeanor
arrestees than among felony arrestees. Perhaps this is
because the misdemeanor arrestees tend to be one of two

extremes: some are first offenders arrested for a minor offense
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and others are defendants with‘iong criminal histories who
happenéd to be arrested for a misdemeanor.
~The accuracy of thekxecidivism prediction presented in

Chapter 1V fof all 4,703 defendants indicates that the raw
écofe shown in Exhibit 7 can help to identify which defendants
will become the serious recidivists. As would be expected,
the prediction is not without error. Some persons who become
serious recidivists cannot be identified, and others who are
predicted to be serious recidivists do not become so. For
this reason, it seems that concentrating on a group somewhat
larger than the actual target population might be necessary
if the target population is to be included. t

A number of case~-processing decisions were examined for
their impact on the likelihood of recidivism: final dispo-
sition, diversion, and referral to the Major violator's Unit.
The only final dispositions found to affect the probability
of recidivism were whether the defendant was found not guilty
at trial and whether the case was ignored by the grand jury.
Defendants receiving these dispositions were less likely to
recidivate. It is possible that a third variable, "innocence"
of the current crime, really leads to these types of dispo-
sitions and to less recidivism, rather than an intfinsic af-
fect of the disposition decision itself.

Two diversion programs for first nffenders were evalu-

ated in terms of their effects upon recidivism. Successful
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completion of the First Offender Treatment program appeared
to have no effect on recidivism. Rearrest rates were only
slightly lower among this group than among all first offend-
ers, and when other variables were controlled for, the efféct
disappeared. Defendants in Project Crossroads, a more inten-
sive program, had a considerably lower rearrest\rate than
other first offenders, and when other variables that predict
recidivism for first offenders were included in the analysis,
the effect appeared strong. This appearance of success for
the program‘must be considered tentative. Prediction of
recidivism for first offenders was not very accurate; therefore
it was not possible to distinquish adequately whether the
effect was from the program or from the selection of people
into the program. The best way to test the effectiveness of
the Project Crossroads program would be to assign eligible
persons randomly to the prdgram and to a control group ang,
later, measure the amount of recidivism within the two
groups.

Selection of misdemeanor defendants for the Major Vio-
lator's Unit was evaluated in terms of whether the major
future recidivists were identified, recognizing that future
recidivism might ndt have been one of the selection criteria.
It would seem, however, that this should be the criterion if

preventing future crime is the goal of the program.
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| The'nesulﬁs‘of the‘analysis showed £hat the Major violator's

‘ Unitbdid select defendants who were likely to recidivate, and
’,did‘so‘at a rate considerably greater than chance. However,
usiné a score based on the results in this report might improve
the prediétion. It would be interesting and worthwhile to test
this possibility during a different time period.

i\ Turning now to the patterns of crime switching exhibited
by the defendants who-did recidivate, we found some propensity
for felons to commit more felonies and for misdemeanants to
commit more misdemeanors, but the effect was not that strong.
Many times the pattern seemed to be one of alternation between
felonies and misdemeanors. This suggests that career criminal
programs that target onlv on persons arrested for a felony

may be missing many serious repeat offenders.

The notion of the “"professional robber" or "professional
burglar" was not supported by this analysis. While there was
some tendency for violent and property offenders to specialize,
few defendants were arrested for only one type of crime. This
finding is particularly striking in that not that much time
was allowed for a person to recidivate. Thé fact that defen-
dants who are rearrested are not arrested for the same crime
in a given year probably indicates even more variety over a
criminal career.

Some of the defendants were more specialized than others,
Gambling and prostitution defendants were among the most
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specialized. If these defendants were rearrested, the arrest
was unlikely to be for an offense that differed from the panel
offense. Rearrests for violent crime, in particular, were infre-
quent.

Defendantsﬁarrested for weapons—possessidn offenses were
not found to be more likely to recidivate. However, if they

were rearrested, it was often for a violent crime. Assault and

robbery were the most common offenses for which rearrests were
made. This is of importance in considering how to handle persons
arrested for carrying a gun or other illegal weapon. It seems
that the majority of such persons are not career criminals

who go on to become serious repeat offenders. If a weapons-
possession defendant has other characteristics that identify

him as a potential recidivist, however, his future rearrests

are likely to be for serious crimes.

Another crime showing much the same pattern as weapons
oFfenses is bail violations. Although the likelihood of re-
cidivism is not high for these defendants either, if they are
rearrested it is likely to be for a violent offense or for
larceny.

Homicide arrestees were no more freqguently rearrested
for homicide than any other defendants. However, violent
tendencies do seem indicated by the high proportion of re-
arrests for assault and weapons offenses.

A finding that reinforces the earlier discussion of types
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.éf crime that’predict recidivism is that highly recidivistic
’defendants appear to alternate among four types of crime in
particular: assault, robbery, burglary, and larceny. The
rearrest patterns after each of these crimes are quite similar.
The only aifferences are slight: defendants arvrested for rob-
bery and assault are more likely to be rearrested for a violent
crime, and those arrested for burglary or larceny are more
likely to be rearrested for a property crime.

The analysis in this report suggests several avenues for
 further research. One area for investigation is whether the
findings presented here for arrested persons can be generalized
to the criminal population. Although we found that a small
proportion of arrested persons account for a large share of the
arrests, we do not know whether this is true for criminal behav-
ior in general. Can we attribute a large portion of reported
crime to a small number of persoﬁs? To address this question,
the behavior of persons not having contact with the criminal
justice system would have to be studied.

Further research might be able to improve the accuracy of
the prediction in a number of ways. However, it should be noted
at the outset that our results are similar to those obtained in
prior anaiyses of prison populations. It may be that any of the
improvementé suggested here would have little impact on the
results.

One possible improvement would be to include juvenile
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criminal history variables., This would correct for persons

who appear to be first offenders, but who actually have
delinguency records. There are legal difficulties with the
collection and use of such data, however. Ihclusion of other
independent variables, such as the education of the defendant,
might also improve prediction. Following the panel for an
additional period of time might also increase predictive accur-
acy by not’counting as nonrecidivists persons who would eventual-
ly recidivate given a longer followup period. Another possibi-
lity would be to improve our measure of recidivism by obtaining
measures Qf other crimes committed by oﬁr panel group for which
ne afrest was made. This involves severe technical difficulties,
however.

In addition to refining variables included in the analysis,
we could also apply different statistical techniques in the anal-
ysis to see whether a better scale could be formed. The evalua-
tion of different methods of scale construction could be based on
the ability of each method to predict future criminal behavior of
a sample of District of Columbia arréstees.

In addition to possible improvements in the D.C. analysis,
there is a need for validation of this research in other geogra-
phic areas. The District of Columbia has some unigue demo-
graphic characteristics, which might make resulté obtained for

this area different from those obtained elsewhere. After the
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resulté presented here are transformed into a recidivism-
prediction scale, that scale could be used elsewhere to see
whether it successfully identifies the worst recidivists.
prosecution in major cities in the United States involves
making many hard policy decisions about how to allocate re-
sourzes. There are simply too many cases for all of them %cC
‘receive concentrated attention. Choices about which ones shculd
receive special attention have to be made based on a variety
of criteria, one of which could be recidivism potential.
Career criminal programs will not have an effect on future
crime if the people who are tatgeted are in fact not likely to
repeat. This report has described patterns of recidivism
within one urban jurisdiction. While our ability to identify
persons who truly are "career criminals" now exceeds random
identification by a considerable degree, much work remains to

be done.
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APPENDIX A

DATA ADDED TO THE PANEL FILE

The originél data in the panel file contained case rec-
ords from PROMIS for up to 5 prior arrests in 1971 and 1972
and up to 20 subsequent arrests between the time of the panel
case and aAugust 31, 1975. In order to find out whether defen-
dants were incarcerated prior to trial or after conviction in
any of’their cases, two separate data collection efforts were
undertaken.

The first such effort was aimed at finding out if defen-
dants‘wete’ever incarcerated prior to trial during the period
of study. ‘A data file was made of all cases in which the defen-
dant ‘08 not fe]ea“ed on his own recognizance at the initial
arraignment for misdemeanors, or at presentment for felonies.
Cases in which the lefendant was released on recognizance were
not processéd any rurther. The other 3,387 cases were searched

for in the court records. Dates were recorded when a defendant

was put %ﬁ jail and released from jai%. F;pmﬂthgse data, the
number of days a defendant was in jail for a particular case
were computed. Next, the cases were aggregated based on the
defendant. All the records of defendants with more thankone
case were manually examined in order to avoid counting the same

time in jail more than once. This produced a single variable,

bwhich was added,to the defendant-based file. The variable

added was the time in days that a defendant was incarcerated

prior to trial in any of his cases before August 31, 1975.
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The other data item that was collected was whether a
defendant épent any time in prison following a conviction.
To obtain this information, a file was made of all defendants
who had at least one conviction. Sentences weré obtained for
these 2,184 defendants in several stages. Sentences for cases
in 1972 and 1975 were obtained through a manual search of
court records. Sentences for cases in 1973 and 1974 were
obtained by using a data file of sentences provided by the
court. Finally, all years of sentencing data were merged.
The defendant was assumed to serve his minimum sentence. As
with the bail data, defendants with more than one conviction
were checked to be sure the same prison term was not counted
twice. A variable was created measuring the total time in
days a defendant spent in prison from the time of his initial

arrest until August 31, 1975.



APPENDIX B

 MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF THE PROBABILITY OF RECIDIVISM

 The Dependent'Variable
The‘coﬁstiuction‘of dependent variables to measure both
the fréqﬁency and seriousness of recidivism involved a number\
‘of procedures. First, each subseguent arrest was weighted for
seriousness by two methods. One was to use, for each offense,
the'Sellih+WoJfgang index, which is a measure of crime serious-
‘ness based on Characturistics of the event, such as the number
of persons injured, the number hospitalized, and the amount of
'propefty taken. The second measure was the maximum possible
sehtence forkthe most serious charge initially brought by the
’yeolice.

eMeasuring the frequency of recidivistic events involved
~obtaining information on when defendants were not incarcer-
~ated, so that recidivism could be adjusted bykthe opportunity
time to recidivate. For a description of these procedures,
eee‘AppendiX A. The amount of time during which a defendant
had_an opportunity to be rearrested was computed by subtracting
hiskdaye of incarceration, both before and after conviction,

from the total time he had from his panel arrest until August 31,

- 1975. The preliminary dependent variable was:
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where Si the seriousness of the ith subsequent‘arrést

T = the time in days from the date of the pane] arrest
to August 31, 1975, divided by 365.

J = the total time in days that the defendant spent in :
jail awaiting trial before August 31, 1975, divided
by 365. :

P = the total time in days that the defendant was incar-

cerated following conviction and before August 31,
1975, divided by 365

n = the number of subsequent rearrests.

Further refinements were made in this variable. 1In order
to aistinguish between defendants who had a long time “"on the
street" (i.e., not incarcerated) without having a rearrest from
those who had only a short time on the street without a rearrest,
a small constant (.001) was added to the numerator. The values
of the constants were chosen so that those who were rearrested
would have hiéher scores than those who were not rearrested.
Thus, if one defendant had 900 days to be rearrested, his score
would be .0004, while a person wbo had a week would have a
score of .0521. 1In order to keep from dividing by "0," if
the defendant was in jail or prison from arrest until August 31,
1975, a small constant was also added to the denominator. We

now have:

n
} s; + .o001

T-J-P+.01



This produced a scalar variable. Some defendant scores were
ektremely high using this formula. Taking the natural logarithm
of the dependent variable produced results with a much higher

2
R-.  We have as a final formula:

—

b
S. + .001
i=1 *

1n |

L T-J-P+.01 |

This appears to be a very complicated index of recidivism.

One might wonder whether the results are robust if the formula

is changed slightly. 1In fact, the formula makes little practical
difference. In the preliminary stages of the analysis, other
dependent variables were‘tested, including a dichotomous debendent
- variable (did the defendant have any rearrests or not). The

R2 obtained with such a dggendent variable was .11 to .13,

rather than .20. However, almost all of the same variables

were significant. The formula was constructed in order to take
seriousness and opportunity time into account. The results do
’not seem to indicate that this method of constructing the
dependent variable produces results much different from simpler
procedures,

Independent Variables

Many variables were considered as possibly affecting re-
cidivism. These are listed on the following page, although

not many of them appear in the final equations, for reasons



]

given below. 1In addition, many interaction terms weI€ tested,
and some variables, such az.defendant age, were coded in

various ways.

Defendant Characteristics

. Defendant age
. Defendant race
. Defendant seX

. Whether the defendant was a resident df the Dis-
trict of Columbia

. Whether the defendant is known to use oplates,
or whether Grugs wWeIe recovered at the scene of
the arrest

. Whether the defendant abuses alcohol %
Whether the defendant 1is employed

. Whether the defendant is unemployed

. Whether the defendant has never been employed

. Whether the defendant has been employed for
six months or less

Criminal History

. Hunber of Previous arrests
. Number of arrests for crimes against persons

. Whether the defendant was On probation or parole at
time of his or her panel case

. Whether the defendant was on pail at the time of
his or her panel case

. Number of arrests in the past two years
. Whether the defendant has an arrest record

. Whether the defendant was arrested in the past
five years



Number of convictions in 1971 and 1972
Number of paperéd cases in 1971 and 1972
Whethéi the defendaht uses an alias

Whether the defendant's first arrest was for
auto theft

* Whether the defendant was arrested in the past
two years

Whether the defendant had a previous arrest for
a crime of violence ‘

Whether the defendant was arrested for homicide
in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for assault
in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for sexual
assault in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for robbery
in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for burglary
or unlawful entry in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for larceny
in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for fraud in
the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for arson or
property destruction in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for weapon-
possession offense (gun) in the past two years

wWhether the defendant was arrested for weapon-
possession offense (other) in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for gambling
in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for a consensual
sex offense in the past two years



Whether the defendant was arrested for a drug offense
in the past two years

Whether the defendant was arrested for a bail viola~-
tion in the past two years

The seriousness of the

Index)

The seriousness of the

Whether

Whetherx
family

Whether
Whether
Whether
Whether
Whether
Whether
Whether
Whether

Whether

the

the

the
the
the
the
the
the
the
the

the

destruction

Whether

Whether
offense

Whether
offense

Whether
Whether

Whether
offense

the

the

panel case

victim and

victim and
victim and
panel case
panel case
panel case
panel case
panel case
panel case

panel case

panel case

panel case

(gun)

the

panel case

(other)

the
the

the

panel case

panel case

panel case

panel case (Sellin-Wolfgang

panel case (maximum sentence)
was a felony

defendant were in the same

defendant were friends

defendant were strangers
was a homicide
was an assault
was a sexual assault
was a robbery
was a burglary
was larceny

was arson or property

was fraud

was a weapons-possession

was a weapons-possession

was gambling

was drugs

was a consensual sex



Whether the panel case was a bail violation

. Whether the defendant successfully completed a
diversion program in the panel case

The ahalysis proceeded in several stages. First, all of
the independent variabléé were entered in a regression equa-
tion. Those showing little predictive power were eliminated.
Next, many interaction terms were entered in the egquation and
several new variables turned out to have significant effects.
Since many of the variables were highly correlated, especially
the criminal history variables, there were severe problems of
multicollinearity. Some variables were interchangeable for
this reason. Variables that do not appear in the final
equations are not necessarily unimportant in predicting re-
cidivism; rather, other variables produced a better fit.

Exhibits Bl through B8 show the multivariate analysis

results for the graphs presented in the text.
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Exhibit Bl.a Regression Results on the Probability of the
Seriousness® and Frequency of Rearrest for All pDefendants:
Superior Courti, Washington, D.C.

. Fstimated | significance|

Independent Variables B Level
pefendant is a Teenager 2.0185 «,001
Current Case is Burglary 2.2243 <.001
Defendant is Black 1.5135 <.001
current Case is Robbery 1.4625 <.001
Current Case is Larceny and
Defendant Has Arrest Record 1.4831 <, 001
Defendant is in His/Her Twenties .B8170 <.001
pefendant is Male 1.0489 <,001
Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years L6516 <,001
Number of Previous Arrests ” .0559 <.001
pefendant is Employed - .5927 <.001
pefendant Uses Drugs .6358 | <,001
Defendant Has an Alias 1.0507 - <.001
Arrested for a Drug Offense in
Past 2 Years - .8940 <, 01
Current Case if for a Consensual
sex Offense 1.1068 <, 01
pefendant Has an Arrest Record .5036 <.01
Current Case is a Drug Offense and '
Defendant Has an Arrest Record .8595 <.01
Current Case is a Drug Offense and '
pefendant Does Not Have an Arrest
Record - 7253 <,01
Arrested in Past 2 Years for )
Burglary . 1867 <.05
Arrested in Past 2 Years - .5086 <, 05
Current Case is an Assault .3943 <.05
Number of Convictions in Past 2
Years .4326 ‘ <,05

Notes:
o = 4,703 :

Intercept = -B.5413
Multiple RZ = ,209

dgeriousness measured by the maximum sentence which could be
given for the most serious police charge in the case.
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Exhibit B2, Regression Results on the Probability of the
Seriousness® and Frequency of Rearrest for All Defendants:
Superior Court, Washington, D.C.

" Independent Variables Est1gated’ S1gqu;§?nce
Defendant is a Teenager 1.8034 <.001
Defendant s Black 1.3246 <.001
Current Case is Burglary 1.8937 <,001
Defendant is Male - 1.1759 <.001
Current Case is a Larceny and '

Defendant Has an Arrest Record 1.4795 <, 001
Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years| .6569 <, (01
Current Case is Robbery 1.2454 <,00%
Defendant fs In His/Her Twenties .7588 <601
Defendant is Employed - .5990 <, 001
Arrested for a Drug Offense in
Past 2 Years ~-1.1979 <003
Number of Previous Arrests .0478 <.001
{Current Case is a Drug Offense
and Defendant Does Not Have
an Arrest Record | - .8874 <.001
Current Case is an Assault .4349 <.01
Dafendant Uses an Alias .B079 <.01
Defendant Uses Drugs .4659 <01
Arrested in Past 2 Years .5807 <.05
Defendant Arrested for Burglary .
in Past 2 Years .6909 <.05 -
Defendant Has an Arrest Record . 3850 <,05

MNotes:

N = 4,703
Intercept = -8.6507
Multiple R2 = 181

® Seriousness measured by-the Sellin-Holfgang Index.




Exhibit B3. Regression Results on the Probability of the Seriousness®
and frequency of Repapered Cases After a Papered Cage:
Superior Court, Washington, D,C. ‘

tstimated | Significance

¥ndependent Variables B Level

Defendant is a Teenager 2.2967 "<.001
Defendant is Black 1.5454 < .001
Current Case is a Burglary 1.8442 < .001
Defendant is in His/Her Twenties .9735 <. 001
Number of Prior Arrests .0750 ; < .001
Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years .6736 | <,001
Current Case is a Larceny and
Defendant Has an Arrest Record 1.9848 < .001
Current Case is a Robbery 1.2469 <.001
Defendant is Male 1.0931 < .001
Defendant is Employed - .6385; < .001
Current Case is a Drug Offense and .
Defendant Has No Arrest Record -1.4231 < ,001
Defendant Has an Alias 1.0946 <.001
Defendant Uses Drugs .7054 < .,001
{Arrested in Past 2 Years .7938 < .001
Arrested for Drugs in Past 2 Years | - .9333 < .01
Current Case is a Larceny - .6944 <.01
Current Case is a Drug Offense and
Defendant Has an Arrest Record .7651 < .05
Current Case is a Consensual Sex
Offense .8591 < .05
Notes:

N = 3,543

Intercept = -8.5487
Multiple R2 = ,209

@ Seriousness measured by the maximum sentence which could
be given on the most serious police charge in the case.



Exhibit B4, Regression Results on the Probability of the Seriousness?®

® and Frequency of Repapered Cases After a Papered Case:
Superior Court, Washington, D.C.
¢ ' i
o ‘Independent Variables Estigated Squz:;gfnce
Defendant is a Teenager 2.0292 <.001
® Current Case is a Burglary 1.8909 <.001
Defendant is a Male 1.2960 <.001
Current Case is a Larceny and
Defendant Has an Arrest Record 1.5918 <.001
' Defendant is Black 1.3149 <.001
. Defendant is in His/Her Twenties .9198 <.001
Current Case is a Robbery 1.2985 <.001
. Number of Previous Arrests 0677 <.001
Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years .5576 <.001
® Arrested for Drug Offense in Past
2 Years -1.4744 <.001
Defendant is Employed - 5601 <.001
Current Case is a Drug Offense and
® Defendant Does Not Have an Arrest
Record -1.1274 <.001
Arrested in Past 2 Years 7677 <.001
Defendant Uses Drugs 5566 <.01
, Defendant Has Alias .8871 <.01
. Current Case is an Assault .4959 <.01
Notes:
M= 3,543
® Intercept = -9.0171
_ Multiple R2 = ,186
® Seriousness Measured by the Sellin-Wolfgang Index.
®



Exhibit B, Regression Results on tha Probability of the
Seriousness and Frequency of Reconviction after a Conviction:
Superior Court, HWashington, D.C.

Independent Variables Estigated Sigqiﬁi;ﬁnce
UDefendant is a Teenager 1.9205 x. 001
Number of Previous Arrests .0906 <,001
Number of Convictions in Past 2
Years .8470 <,001
Defendant is in His/Her Twenties .9118 <.001
Current Tase is Robbery 1.0908 <.001
Defendant is Black 1.1250 <. 001
Arrested in Past 5 Years ° 7247 <.01
Current Case is a Larceny and
Defendant Has an Arrest Record .9930 <.01
Current Case is Burglary 1.10341 <.01
Defendant and Victim are Not
Strangers - .7236 <.05
Current Case is Assault .6316 <.05

‘Notes:

N = 1,366
intercept = -B8,5937
Multiple RZ = 138

8 Seriousness measured by the maximum sentence which could
be given for the most serious police charge in the case.




P

Exhibit B6. _Regression Résuits on the Probability of the
Seriousness® and Frequency of Rearrests after a Felony:

Superior Court, Washington, D.C.

Independent Variables Est1gated S1gql:;§Fnce
Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years .9359 =001
Current Case is a Burglary 2.1274 <.001
Defendant is a Teenager 1.5916 <.001
Current Case is a Robbery 1,2354 <.001
Defendant is Black 1.5782 <.001
Defendant is Male 1,2438 <.001
Number of Prior Arrests .0611 <,01
Defendant is Wot Employed .6040 <01
Defendant is Age 40 or Older - .8143 <.01
Defendant Uses an Alias 1.3816 <.01
Defendant has Drug Arrest in Past .

2 Years -1.2037 <.01
Number of Arrests for Crimes

Against Persons 0274 <.05
Defendant Uses Drugs .7312 z.05
Arrested in Past 5 Years .4855 <.06

Notes:

"N = 1,957
Intercept = -8.3214
Multiple R = ,169

¥ Seriousness measured by the maximum sentence which could
be given for the most serious police charge in the case.




Exhibit B7., Regression Results on the Probabitity of the

Seriousness  and Frequency of Rearrests after a Misdemeanor:

Superior Court, Washington, D.C,

Independent Variables Est1gated S1gﬂl;:§?nce
Defendant is Black 1.5455 <.001
Defendant is a Teenager 1.6978 <, 001
Arrested in Past 5 Yeirs 1.3255 <, 001
Number of Arrests in Past 2 Years L5708 <.001
Arrested in Past 2 Years for
Burglary 1.7434 <.001
Defendant is Male .9599 <<001
Defendant is in Twenties . 7445 <.001
Current Case is An Assault .9975 <.001
Current Case is an Attempted .

Burglary or Unlawful Entry 1.2547 <.001
Defendant is Employed - 5728 <.001"
Current Case is a Consensual Sex

Offense 1.2924 <. 001
Number of Previous Arrests . 0460 <.001
Defendant Uses Drugs . 1062 <.001
Current Case is Larceny and ‘

Defendant Has Arrest Record .8777 <.05
Arrested in Past 2 Years for

Larceny .7027 <.05
Number of Convictions in Past 2 -
Years .5061 <.05
Victim and Defendant are Hot

Strangers - .6050 <.05
Current Case 1s a Larceny .5262 <.05
Defendant is on Probation or

Parole .6728 <.06

Notes:

N=2,746
intercept = ~8.8026
Multiple R2 = 240

a Seriousness measured by the waximum sentence which could
be given for the most serfous police charge in the case.




Fyhihit RR
Seriousness

Superior Court, Washington, D.C.

, PBeagreccinn Recyltc on the Probability af the
~and krequency ot Rearrests arter & Misdemediivg .

Estimated

,Independent Variables B Sigqlii;ﬁnce
Defendant is Black 1.2352 <,001
Number of Arrests in Past 2 Vears .5487 <.001
Arrested in Past 2 Years for
Burglary 1.9547 <,001
Arrested in Past 5 Years 9779 <.001
Defendant is a Teenager 1.0496 <,001
Defendant is Male .5038 <.001
Current Case is Attempted Burglary
or Unlawful Entry 1.2186 <.001
Current Case 1s an Assault .8535 <.001
Defendant is Employed - .5917. <.001
Arrested in Past 2 Years for
Larceny 1.0074 <.001
Number of Previous Arrests .0389 <.01
Current Case a Larceny and
Defendant has an Arrest Record 1.0120 <.01
Defendant on Probation or Parole .8418 <,05
Current Case & Larceny .5390 <. 05
Defendant Uses Drugs 4154 <,05

Notes:

W=2,746
Intercept = -8.3313
Multiple R2 = 204

8 Seriousness measured by the Sellin-Wolfgang Index.




APPENDIX C

ADDITIONAL TABLES

The following bivariate tables may be of interest to

persons who would like a tabular presentation of some of the

regression results.



Yable C1. Percentage of Defendants with Arrest Records
by Type of Crime: Washington, D.C.

Arrest Record of Defendant
Type of Crime
for Which Number Percentage With
Defendant.Arrested of Percentage With At Least One
in Panel Case Panel At Least One Previous Arrest
Cases Previous Arrest For a Violent
Crime
Violent:
Homicide 91 73%* 51%*
Assault 918 52% 34%*
Sexual Assault 136 60%* 345%*
Robbery 498 66%* 42%*
Property:
Burglary or Unlawful 421 62%* 34%*
Entry !
Larceny 849 49% < 25%
Fraud 157 53% 23%
Arson or Property 79 &7% 25%
Destruction
Victimless:
Weapons Offense, Gun 331 | 57%* 34%*
Weapons Offense, Other 73 53% 29%
Gambling : 144 49% 21%
Consensual Sex 164 63%* 24%
~ Drugs 647 §1% 18%
Bail Violations 137 91%* 47 %%
Other ' 58 59%* - 28%
A1l Defendants in Panel 4,703 55% , 30%

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS).
*Percentage higher than that for all defendants in the panel.




Table C2. Percentage of Defendants Arrested After Panel Case
According to Arrest Record and Type of Crime: Washington, D.C.

Percentage of Defendants Rearrested
Type of Crime After Panel Case
for Which
Defendant Arrested Defendants Defendants
in Panel Case Total Without Arrest With Arrest
Record Record
Violent:
Homicide 26%  (91)**| 20% (5) 29%  (66)
Assault 34% (918) 24% (443) 43% (475)
Sexual Assault 35%  (136) *26%  (54) . 40%  (82)
Robbery *51%  (498) *44%  (171) *55% - (327)
Property: _
Burglary or Unlawful *56% (421) *42% (158) *64% (263)
Entry
Larceny *42% (849) 24% (429) *60% (420)
Fraud ‘ 29% (157) 224  (74) 36%  (83)
Arson or Property 332 (79) 219 (42) 46%  (37)
Destruction
Victimless:
Weapons Offense, Gun 28% (331) 20% (142) 34% (189)
Weapons Offense, Other 33%  (73) 18%  (34) 46%  (39)
Gambling . 19% (144) 104 (73) 28%  (71)
Consensual Sex *52% (164) *33%  (60) *63%  (104)
Drugs 34% (647) 19% (380) *56% (267)
Bail Violations *50% (138) *33%  (12) *52%  (125)
Other 25% (58) 179 (24) 32%  (34)
A1l Defendants in Panel 39% (4703) 25% (2121) 50% (2582)

Source: Prosecutor's Management Information System (PROMIS)

*Percentage higher than that for all defendants in column.
**Base N is all defendants arrested in panel case.
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