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Abstract

Recent research suggests that the use of monetary sanctions as a supplementary penalty in
state and federal criminal courts is expanding, and that their imposition creates substantial
and deleterious legal debt. Little is known, however, about the factors that influence the dis-
cretionary imposition of these penalties. This study offers a comprehensive account of the
role socio-cultural factors, especially race and ethnicity, have in this institutional sanctioning
process. We rely on multilevel statistical analysis of the imposition of monetary sanctions in
Washington State courts to test our theory. The theoretical framework emphasizes the need to
treat race and ethnicity as complex cultural categories, the meaning and institutional effects
of which may vary across time and space. Findings indicate that racialized crime scripts,
such as the association of Latinos with drugs, affect defendants whose wrong-doing is stereo-
type congruent. Moreover, all individuals accused of committing racially and ethnically stig-
matized offenses in racialized contexts may experience the courtesy stigma that flows from
racialization. We find that race and ethnicity are not just individual attributes but cultural
categories that shape the distribution of stigma and the institutional consequences that
flow from it.
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Across the United States, financial penalties
are now a common, although largely discre-
tionary, supplement to confinement sentences
in misdemeanor and felony cases (Harris,
Evans, and Beckett 2010). Despite their ubig-
uity and discretionary nature, little is known
about factors that influence imposition of
these substantial and consequential penalties.
Drawing on multilevel analysis of the assess-
ment of monetary sanctions in Washington
State courts, we develop a comprehensive
account of the role of socio-cultural factors,

especially race and ethnicity, in this institu-
tional sanctioning process.

Because monetary sanctions in state and
federal courts are a discretionary supplement
to traditional criminal justice sanctions,
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analysis of their imposition provides theoret-
ical insight regarding institutional sanction-
ing processes. Our theoretical framework
suggests that particular behaviors and racial
and ethnic characteristics are associated
with enhanced punishment because they trig-
ger negative emotions (e.g., fear, anger, or
resentment) that intensify punitive responses.
Yet, as recent scholarship on race and
ethnicity suggests, these effects are likely
contextual and interactive. Indeed, because
particular crimes and contexts (i.e., places)
are themselves racialized, the degree to
which a defendant’s behavior is stereotype
congruent may matter more than ethnic or
racial background alone. Similarly, the cour-
tesy stigma that flows from association with
a stigmatized minority group or behavior
may extend to white defendants accused of
racially stigmatized crimes. Moreover, race
and ethnicity may matter differently in
diverse locales. In short, we argue that race
and ethnicity are best understood not just as
individual attributes, but rather as complex
cultural categories, the meaning and institu-
tional effects of which vary across time and
space (see also Omi and Winant 1986).

In this article, we employ hierarchical lin-
ear modeling techniques to analyze the fac-
tors that shape imposition of monetary penal-
ties and to test hypotheses derived from our
theoretical framework. Results confirm that
race and ethnicity matter in varied, complex,
and contextually specific ways. The interac-
tion of defendants’ racial and ethnic identity,
the type of offense of which they are con-
victed, and the demographic context in which
they are sentenced significantly influence
allocation of penalties. Presumably, this is
because activation of racialized crime scripts
via stereotype congruence or courtesy stigma
triggers negative emotions associated with
punitiveness. We also find evidence that eth-
nicity matters more directly than race in
Washington State, where the black popula-
tion is very small and stable in size, but the
Latino and immigrant populations are grow-
ing rapidly.

In addition to yielding theoretical insight
regarding the role of race and ethnicity in
sanctioning decisions, monetary sanctions
are also of substantive importance. Many
studies show that the massive U.S. penal
apparatus has become an important compo-
nent of the stratification system. Researchers
have identified several mechanisms by which
the growing penal system fuels disadvantage
and inequality: the impact of criminal con-
viction and incarceration on employment
and earnings (Pager 2003, 2005, 2007;
Western 2006; Western and Beckett 1999;
Western and Pettit 2005); the effects of con-
finement on inmates’ mental and physical
health (Haney 2006; Massoglia and
Schnittker 2009); and the widespread imposi-
tion of collateral or invisible sanctions that
transform punishment from a temporally lim-
ited experience to a long-term status (Manza
and Uggen 2006; Uggen, Manza, and
Thompson 2006). The literature also suggests
that the adverse effects of criminal convic-
tion are not limited to the criminally
sanctioned but extend to the families and
communities from which they are drawn
(Braman 2004; Clear 2007; Clear, Rose,
and Ryder 2001; Comfort 2007; Foster and
Hagan 2007; Johnson and Raphael 2006;
Massoglia 2008; Massoglia and Schnittker
2009; McLanahan 2009; Sykes and Piquero
2009; Travis 2005; Western 2006; Western
and McLanahan 2000). These studies have
made an enormous contribution to our under-
standing of the role the penal system plays in
the stratification process, but they ignore an
additional mechanism through which the
criminal justice system fuels poverty and
inequality, namely, widespread imposition
of monetary sanctions.

MONETARY SANCTIONS IN
THE U.S. CRIMINAL JUSTICE
SYSTEM

Monetary sanctions, sometimes called Legal
Financial Obligations (LFOs), include fees,

Downloaded from asr.sagepub.com at UNIV WASHINGTON LIBRARIES on April 1, 2011


http://asr.sagepub.com/

236

American Sociological Review 76(2)

fines, restitution orders, and other financial
obligations that courts and other criminal jus-
tice agencies may impose on persons accused
of crimes. Use of monetary sanctions in the
criminal process is not new. In many Euro-
pean countries, restitution was the primary
criminal penalty for centuries (Mullaney
1988). In the United States and its colonial
territories, monetary sanctions became com-
mon with the arrival of European settlers
(Merry 2000; Miethe and Lu 2005). In the
northern states, monetary penalties were
used mainly in minor criminal cases; serious
crimes warranted physical punishments such
as flogging (Miethe and Lu 2005). In some
cases, fines were coupled with corporal pen-
alties; individuals who could not afford to
pay their fines were subjected to additional
physical penalties or penal servitude (Miethe
and Lu 2005). Monetary sanctions were also
common in the southern states, where their
imposition was the foundation of the convict
lease system that lasted from emancipation
through the 1940s (Adamson 1983; Black-
mon 2008; Oshinsky 1996; Perkinson 2008).

In recent decades, policymakers at the
federal, state, county, and city levels have
authorized judges to impose a growing num-
ber of monetary sanctions on people who are
convicted—and sometimes just accused'—of
crimes (Anderson 2009; Levingston 2008;
McLean and Thompson 2007; Rosenthal
and Weissman 2007). Some of these newly
authorized monetary sanctions are manda-
tory, but many are not, and most legislatures
did not create guidelines to structure their
imposition.” In Washington State, for exam-
ple, only two fees are mandatory: a $500
Victim Penalty Assessment and a $100 fee
to cover the cost of including a first-time
defendant’s DNA in a statewide banking sys-
tem.”> Although some fees and fines may be
imposed only on certain groups of offenders,
judges retain discretion in deciding whether
to impose them. For example, some fines
may be assessed only on defendants who go
to trial, but judges need not assess the trial
fee in all such cases. A host of other fines

(some of which are for specific offenses,
such as drug offense or domestic violence)
and fees (e.g., for the cost of a bench warrant,
a court appointed attorney, or a jury trial)
may be imposed at the discretion of the sen-
tencing judge (Beckett, Harris, and Evans
2008). Similarly, in New York State, judges
may choose to impose 19 statutorily autho-
rized fees (Rosenthal and Weissman 2007).
Widespread adoption of monetary sanctions
in U.S. state and federal courts represents
a significant enhancement of judicial discre-
tionary power.

Administration of these sanctions in the
United States bears little resemblance to the
use of fines in many European countries,
for two reasons. First, in many European
countries, fines serve as an alternative rather
than a supplement to incarceration (Bureau
of Justice Assistance 1996; Hillsman and
Greene 1992; O’Malley 2009; Tonry 1998;
Tonry and Lynch 1996). Second, fines are
based on two ideas in Europe: fines should
correspond to the seriousness of the offense,
and fines should have a similar impact on
people with different incomes (Bureau of
Justice Assistance 1996; Hillsman and
Greene 1992). To achieve these ends, fines
are determined by only two factors: offense
seriousness and offenders’ (actual) daily
income (hence the term ‘‘day-fine”’). The
imposition of day-fines by European judges
is highly constrained and predicated on
the collection of information regarding
offenders’ actual (rather than hypothetical)
earnings. By contrast, monetary sanctions
imposed in the United States are highly dis-
cretionary and may be shaped by factors
other than offense seriousness; fines are
also supplements to other criminal justice
sanctions. Moreover, we are unaware of any
statutory requirement that fee and fine
assessment be based on offenders’ earnings.

Recent research suggests that U.S. state
and federal courts are increasingly imposing
supplementary monetary sanctions. Indeed,
two-thirds (66 percent) of prison inmates sur-
veyed in 2004 had been assessed monetary
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sanctions by the courts, a dramatic increase
from 25 percent in 1991 (U.S. Department
of Justice n.d.). Misdemeanants and felons
not sentenced to prison were even more
likely than felons sentenced to prison to
receive monetary sanctions. Specifically,
courts ordered 84.2 percent of felons sen-
tenced to probation to pay fees or fines in
1995; 39.7 percent were also required to
pay restitution to victims. Similarly, 85 per-
cent of misdemeanants sentenced to proba-
tion were assessed fees, fines, or court costs;
17.6 percent were also assessed restitution
(Harris et al. 2010). As a result of the
increased use and proliferation of monetary
sanctions, millions of poor residents of the
United States now possess legal debt.

This legal debt is often substantial. Anal-
ysis of Washington State Superior Court
data, which include all cases sentenced in
the first two months of 2004, indicates that
the median dollar value of the LFO assessed
per felony conviction was $1,110; the mean
LFO assessment was $1,398. These figures
are clearly an underestimate: they capture
the fiscal cost of only a single conviction,
omit other sources of legal debt, and do not
show how legal debt accumulates over the
life course of persons with criminal histories.
Toward these ends, we calculated total LFO
amounts imposed on 500 randomly selected
defendants included in our sample by juve-
nile, district, and superior courts over the
life course. On average, these 500 individuals
were assessed $11,471 by these courts by
2008 (Harris et al. 2010). Even this much
higher figure very likely underestimates the
magnitude of legal debt because it does not
include fees assessed by other criminal
justice agencies such as departments of
corrections.

Because legal debt is typically substantial
relative to expected earnings and is often
subject to interest, it tends to grow over
time, even if legal debtors make regular pay-
ments toward their financial obligations.
Washington State felons who make payments
of $100 a month (i.e., 11, 12, and 15 percent

of expected monthly earnings for formerly
incarcerated white, Hispanic, and black
men, respectively) toward a typical (median)
legal debt will still possess legal debt 10
years later due to the accumulation of interest
(Harris et al. 2010). Felons who consistently
pay $50 a month will still possess legal debt
after 30 years of regular monthly payments
(ibid). Interviews with 50 debtors from four
Washington State counties indicate that legal
debt has a variety of adverse consequences,
including lost income, diminished occupa-
tional opportunities, depressed credit ratings,
and heightened housing instability (ibid).
Rates of payment are low, but non-payment
also has negative consequences for debtors,
including lost income (through garnishment),
worsened credit ratings, prolonged court
supervision, and issuance of an arrest war-
rant, which can trigger loss of social security
benefits and even incarceration (ibid).

In short, legal debt carries a variety of
costs; it is also an especially injurious type
of debt. Unlike consumer debt, legal debt is
not offset by acquisition of goods or prop-
erty, it is not subject to relief through bank-
ruptcy proceedings, and it may trigger an
arrest warrant, an arrest, or incarceration.
Monetary sanctions are thus another mecha-
nism by which criminal justice expansion
fuels inequality.

PUNISHMENT AS A SOCIAL
AND MORAL ACT

Socio-cultural perspectives on punishment
suggest that official sanctions for criminal
wrong-doing are never solely about crime
control but are inherently expressive and
symbolic. Indeed, theorists ranging from
Durkheim (1984) to Mead (1918) to
Garfinkel (1956) to Goffman (1956) empha-
size the emotional and morally expressive
dimension of penal rituals and the role of
emotions in the judgment, condemnation,
and punishment of criminal offenders. Dur-
kheim (1984:52), for instance, emphasized
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that punishment is far more than an adminis-
trative response to a particular instance
of law-breaking: ‘‘punishment constitutes
essentially a reaction of passionate feeling,
graduated in intensity.”” Durkheim called
the normative order that gives direction to
these passionate feelings the conscience col-
lective. Although many critics persuasively
argue that Durkheim overstates the extent
to which the conscience collective and penal
norms and practices reflect widely shared
and spontaneously held beliefs (see Garland
1990; Lukes and Scull 1983), his insights
regarding the expressive and symbolic
dimensions of punishment constitute the
foundation upon which many other theorists
build. For example, Mead (1918:583) also
highlights the emotional nature of criminal
punishment, arguing that the condemnation
and punishment of criminal offenders pro-
vides an opportunity to express sublimated
and destructive hostilities. For Mead, it is
the release of this “‘righteous indignation”
that reinforces in-group identity and gener-
ates punishment’s characteristic heat and
intensity (see also Garland 1990).

Analysts of courtroom rituals also empha-
size punishment’s symbolic content and
emotional nature. Hay’s (1975) -classic
account of eighteenth-century English court
proceedings shows how these rituals fore-
ground the heinousness of the criminal act
while simultaneously celebrating the power
of religion, the importance of local hierar-
chies, and the majesty of the law. Similarly,
Garfinkel (1956:420-24) interprets court-
room proceedings as a ‘‘degradation cere-
mony’’ in which ‘““moral indignation serves
to effect the ritual destruction of the person
denounced.” Other ethnographic studies pro-
vide empirical support for this perspective,
showing that court actors allocate blame
based on offenders’ perceived moral charac-
ter (Bridges and Steen 1998; Emerson 1969;
Frohmann 1991, 1997; Harris 2008).

From the socio-cultural perspective, pun-
ishment is driven by moral outrage; passion
and indignation provide motivation for its

rituals and execution. This insight may
help explain why recent legislative attempts
to constrain judicial discretion in confine-
ment sentencing have been only partially
successful and why they have been accompa-
nied by expansion of judges’ discretionary
authority to impose supplementary monetary
sanctions.

The Socio-Cultural Theory of
Punishment and the Limits of
Sentencing Reform

Since the late 1970s, at least 21 states
(including Washington State, from which
our data are drawn), the District of Columbia,
and the federal system have enacted sentenc-
ing guidelines in an attempt to curb judicial
discretion and reduce racial and other dispar-
ities in confinement sentencing outcomes
(Frase 2005; Tonry 1996, 1998).* Research
indicates, however, that the guidelines have
failed to create what Weber (1968:657) calls
a ‘“‘gapless” system of rules. Substantive
rationality persists even where guidelines
have been adopted, for several reasons. First,
determinant sentencing guidelines still allow
for exercise of judicial discretion in certain
cases. Second, guidelines require judges to
impose confinement sentences that fall
within a certain range, but variation within
this range may be substantial. In Washington
State, for example, judges may impose any-
where from 0 to 12 months of jail time for
some nonviolent drug offenses. Third, the
adoption of sentencing guidelines shifts dis-
cretionary power from judges to prosecutors
(Engen and Steen 2000; Harris 2007; Miethe
1987; Tonry 1996). Finally, the guidelines
themselves have been the subject of intense
political negotiation, in part because determi-
nations of offense seriousness and the rele-
vance of offenders’ criminal histories are
inherently social and political judgments
(Savelsberg 1992).

The socio-cultural perspective also helps
to explain why efforts to eliminate
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substantive rationality from the courts have
been only partially successful, and why
they have been accompanied by the expan-
sion of judicial discretion in imposition of
monetary sanctions. As Garland (1990)
argues, the trend toward formalization and
rationalization is nowhere complete, least
of all in the courtroom, where the recent
embrace of formal rationality coexists
uneasily with the expressive and moral
dimension of criminal punishment. Indeed,
the decline of public displays of penal
power means that expression of moral out-
rage and emotion central to penal rituals is
increasingly confined to the courtroom
(Garland 1990). From the socio-cultural
perspective, efforts to formalize criminal
sentencing can be only partially successful
because discretion persists in the cracks
and crevices of an otherwise formally
rational system and punishment has an
inherently expressive and moral dimension,
the expression of which demands discretion-
ary power.

Indeed, although enactment of sentencing
guidelines did reduce the impact of non-
legal variables on sentencing outcomes
(Moore and Miethe 1986; Nagel and
Schulhofer 1992), many studies find that
defendant’s race or ethnicity continue to
influence confinement sentencing outcomes,
even where guidelines have been adopted
(Albonetti 1997; Bontrager, Bales, and
Chiricos 2005; Engen et al. 2003; Johnson
2006; Kramer and Steffensmeier 1993;
Spohn and Holleran 2000; Steffensmeier
and Demuth 2000, 2001; Ulmer and Kramer
1996; Wooldredge and Thistlewaite 2004).
For example, judges are more likely to
depart from sentencing guidelines and
impose harsher penalties when a defendant
is African American or Latino (and when
a defendant opts for a trial); judges are
also less likely to select the lower incarcer-
ation length identified in the guidelines
when a defendant is black or Latino (Engen
and Gainey 2000; Engen, Gainey et al.
2003; Johnson 2005; Johnson, Ulmer, and

Kramer 2008; Steffensmeier and Demuth
2001).° In some cases, race is more salient
than ethnicity; in other cases, the opposite
is true.

In short, adoption of sentencing guide-
lines moderated but did not eliminate the
effect of extra-legal factors on custodial
sentencing outcomes. Courts’ largely discre-
tionary imposition of monetary sanctions
provides an additional and a largely unfet-
tered opportunity for the exercise of discre-
tionary power. The following sections
identify factors we expect will shape its
expression.

Violence, Drugs, and the Socio-
Cultural Perspective on
Punishment

Our socio-cultural theory of punishment
highlights the role of emotions—especially
anger, fear, and disgust—in the judgment,
condemnation, and punishment of offenders.
Evidence shows that particular types of crim-
inal offenses trigger especially strong ver-
sions of negative emotions associated with
punitiveness. Not surprisingly, violent crime
is most strongly linked to fear (Liska, Law-
rence, and Sanchirico 1982; Warr 2000).
The finding suggests that violent offenders
may be more severely punished than nonvi-
olent offenders, even after controlling for
offense seriousness. Evidence also shows
that drug offenders trigger high levels of
disgust. For example, experimental research
indicates that drug addicts are seen as
incompetent and unsympathetic, a pattern
associated with disgust (Harris and Fiske
2006). As Miller (1997) notes, disgust fig-
ures prominently in moral discourse; indeed,
moral judgment is often conveyed through
the idiom of disgust. Because fear and dis-
gust are centrally related to punitiveness,
our first hypothesis predicts that violent
and drug offenders will be sanctioned
more severely than other (mainly property)
offenders.
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Race, Ethnicity, and the Socio-
Cultural Perspective on
Punishment

Research suggests that race and ethnicity are
strongly linked to emotions that underlie the
impulse to punish. Studies find that racial
antipathy and resentment persist among
whites despite widespread acceptance of
abstract principles of racial equality. In this
literature, symbolic racism is thought to
“stem from a blend of anti-Black affect and
traditional values. . . . Anti-Black affect is
a spontaneous and often unacknowledged
negative emotion that reflects fear, anger,
distaste, or simple dislike’” (Green, Staerkle,
and Sears 2006:438; see also Sears 1988).
This antipathy stems in part from the percep-
tion that blacks violate traditional American
values such as self-reliance, the work ethic,
and respect for authority (Feldman and
Huddy 2005; Green et al. 2006). Similarly,
hostility to Latino immigrants stems in large
part from the belief that they are compara-
tively crime-prone and a drain on non-
immigrant taxpayers (Chavez 2008).

By contrast, some researchers highlight
racism’s cognitive dimensions and uncon-
scious impact on perceptual processes (sce
Correll, Benard, and Paik 2007; Eberhardt
and Goff 2005; Eberhardt et al. 2004; Pager
and Karafin 2009; Schram et al. 2009; Soss,
Fording, and Schram 2008). From this per-
spective (sometimes referred to as the Racial
Classification Model or RCM), race may
affect decision-making even in the absence
of racial animus or antipathy (Schram et al.
2009; Soss et al. 2008). Indeed, some schol-
ars refer to the unconscious impact of race on
perception as implicit bias, to differentiate it
from conscious racial animus (Quillian 2008;
Sampson and Raudenbush 2004).

We agree that cognition plays a key role
in decision-making processes, and that bias
may be unconscious, but it is also clear that
perception often triggers particular emotions
that are central to punishment. Research on
fear of crime, for example, consistently

indicates that perceived risk of victimization
is the proximate cause of fear (Warr 2000).
Similarly, the perception that blacks and
Latinos are more violent than whites appears
to explain why a neighborhood’s racial com-
position influences residents’ perceptions of
dangerousness and levels of fear (Chiricos,
McEntine, and Gertz 2001; Quillian and
Pager 2001). Cognition, perception, and
emotion are thus highly interrelated. In the
context of sanctioning, we argue that
decision-making is primarily affected by
emotional reactions to defendants with par-
ticular characteristics. It seems likely that
blacks and Latinos accused of committing
criminal offenses will be especially likely
to trigger the negative emotions that underlie
the impulse to punish. Our second hypothesis
therefore predicts that defendants’ race and
ethnicity will shape the exercise of judicial
discretion in imposition of monetary sanc-
tions, with black and Latino defendants
receiving more severe penalties than simi-
larly situated white defendants.

This hypothesis suggests that blacks and
Latinos will receive similar treatment in the
courts. However, some studies find that
race is more salient than ethnicity, while
others, especially more recent studies, find
the opposite (Demuth 2003; Mann and Zatz
1998; Schlesinger 2005; Steffensmeier and
Demuth 2000, 2001). A prior study of Wash-
ington State court outcomes suggests that
Latinos, but not blacks, receive significantly
longer confinement sentences than do whites
(Engen and Gainey 2000). Given this find-
ing, as well as statewide controversy sur-
rounding the rapidly increasing immigration
from Latin America and the comparatively
small and stable size of the black population
in Washington State, we suspect that the
presence of Latinos in a jurisdiction and
a courtroom may have an especially pro-
nounced effect on judicial decision-making.6

Racial threat literature helps to explain
how the demographic context in which
decisions about punishment are made might
also affect penal outcomes. The literature
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highlights a connection between emotions
and the racial/ethnic composition of the pop-
ulation in which sentencing occurs. Studies
explore the effect of minority population
size on criminal justice outcomes; disparities
are believed to reflect (white) fear or anxiety
triggered by an increasing or comparatively
large minority population (see Blalock
1967; Blumer 1958; King 2007; Liska et al.
1982; Spohn and Holleran 2002; Steffensme-
ier and Demuth 2001). Many studies find that
a population’s racial composition is a signifi-
cant predictor of enhanced penalty (see, e.g.,
Beckett and Western 2001; Bridges and
Crutchfield 1988; Bridges, Crutchfield,
and Simpson 1987; Mosher 2001; Spohn
and Holleran 2002; Steffensmeier and
Demuth 2001; for negative findings see Britt
2000; Myers and Talarico 1986). In short,
a population’s racial and ethnic composition
often influences criminal justice outcomes,
presumably because the presence of blacks
and Latinos triggers fear in many residents.
For this reason, our third hypothesis predicts
that judges in jurisdictions with compara-
tively large black or Latino populations will
impose harsher penalties than judges in juris-
dictions with comparatively small black or
Latino populations. Our fourth hypothesis
predicts that these effects will be larger for
black and Latino defendants sentenced in
jurisdictions with comparatively large black
and Latino populations than for non-black
and non-Latino defendants in jurisdictions
with the same population characteristics.

Racialization of Crime and
Criminalization of Race

We have argued that punishment is an inher-
ently moral and expressive act, and that
blackness, brownness, violence, and drugs
are emotionally and morally laden topics.
We therefore expect defendants who are
associated with these qualities to be sanc-
tioned more severely than defendants who
are not. Yet matters are more complicated

than this. Popular and political discourse
around violence, drugs, and race are not
separate but mutually constitutive; contem-
porary debates about race take place in the
context of, and partially through, political
discussions of crime, drugs, and punishment
(Beckett 1997; Bobo and Johnson 2004;
Edsall and Edsall 1991). As noted previ-
ously, studies indicate that crime is racially
and ethnically coded and that the presence
of blacks increases fear and perceptions of
danger. The relationship between race and
crime is bi-directional: blacks and Latinos
are associated with crime, and crime is asso-
ciated with blackness and brownness
(Chiricos and Eschholz 2002; Devine and
Elliot 1995; Eberhardt et al. 2004; Sampson
and Raudenbush 2004). The association
between blacks and violence is particularly
long-standing.

Discussions and images of drug problems
in the United States are also intimately con-
nected to discussions of race and ethnicity
(Beckett 1997; Reinarman and Levine
1997). Many studies of media representations
of crack cocaine in the 1980s and 1990s, for
instance, suggest that these images were
highly racialized (Beckett and Sasson 1998;
Reeves and Campbell 1994; Reinarman and
Levine 1997). In recent years, media atten-
tion has shifted to other drugs, especially
methamphetamine, and the popular represen-
tation of methamphetamine as a white drug
has given way to an emphasis on the role
of Latinos, particularly Mexican nationals
and immigrants, in its distribution. In Wash-
ington State, officials emphasize that nar-
cotics are often manufactured or cultivated
in Mexico and then imported via Mexican
drug organizations (U.S. DEA 2009; see
also Eitle and Taylor 2008). In this context,
Latino men are commonly associated with
the illegal drug trade in the popular press
(Chavez 2008; Delgado and Stefancic 1998;
Hurwitz and Pefley 1997).

In short, racialized crime scripts are to
some extent offense-specific. Recent studies
indicate that defendants who conform to
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Figure 1. Theoretical Diagram of the Socio-Cultural Theory of Punishment: Factors that

Influence Institutional Sanctioning

such scripts receive more severe sanctions.
Experimental studies, for example, suggest
that black and white defendants receive
harsher penalties when they are convicted
of stereotype-congruent offenses (Jones and
Kaplan 2003). Similarly, Schlesinger (2005)
finds that black defendants charged with vio-
lent offenses, and Latinos charged with drug
offenses, are more likely to receive pre-trial
incarceration than either white defendants
or black or Latino defendants charged with
less stereotypically-linked crimes (see also
Steen, Engen, and Gainey 2005). These find-
ings, which suggest that stereotype congru-
ence activates certain crime scripts and asso-
ciated emotional responses, are the basis of
our fifth hypothesis: black defendants
charged with violent crimes, and Latino
defendants charged with drug offenses, will
receive more severe penalties than white
defendants charged with these offenses or
black and Latino defendants charged with
other offenses.

The literatures discussed thus far highlight
the need to conceive of race and ethnicity as
historically-specific cultural categories, the
meaning of which varies over time and
across space. They also suggest that behav-
iors and places, not just people, may be
racially and ethnically coded. That is, the
association of a stigmatized minority group
with a particular place or behavior may
mean that white people who commit racially
stigmatized offenses in places associated
with stigmatized minority groups may

experience courtesy stigma (Goffman 1963)
that results from racialization. Given the con-
temporary association between blackness and
violence, and brownness and drugs, our sixth
hypothesis predicts that defendants of all
races and ethnicities convicted of violent
crimes in counties with relatively large black
populations will receive more severe penal-
ties than will violent offenders sentenced in
counties with small black populations. Simi-
larly, defendants of all races and ethnicities
convicted of drug offenses in counties with
relatively large Latino populations will
receive more severe penalties than will drug
offenders sentenced in counties with small
Latino populations. Figure 1 depicts the the-
oretical model from which we derive these
six hypotheses.

Alternatives to the Socio-Cultural
Perspective

The socio-cultural theory of punishment con-
trasts with two alternative perspectives. First,
formal rationality in sentencing is the ideal to
which many legislatures subscribe and that
motivates adoption of sentencing guidelines.
In a formally rational system, only legal var-
iables such as offender history and offense
seriousness affect sentencing outcomes;
extra-legal factors such as race and ethnicity
do not. If judges consider only legally rele-
vant factors (i.e., offense seriousness and
offender history), and the extra-legal factors
and interactions among them emphasized in
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our hypotheses do not influence penal out-
comes, we would conclude that judicial deci-
sion-making in Washington State conforms
to the ideal of formal rationality, and we
would reject the socio-cultural theory.

Our socio-cultural perspective can also be
contrasted with an organizational efficiency
model that emphasizes the institutional need
for an orderly sentencing system and the
importance of the economic sustenance of
the institution itself (Dixon 1995; Engen
and Steen 2000). In studies of confinement
sentencing, researchers interpret evidence
that defendants convicted at trial receive lon-
ger prison sentences than defendants who
plead guilty as evidence of an organizational
need to encourage efficiency. According to
this interpretation, defendants who exercise
their right to a trial consume significant
court resources and imperil efficient opera-
tion of the courts; they therefore receive
a “‘trial penalty’” at sentencing. By contrast,
defendants who plead are rewarded with
shorter confinement sentences. If applied
to monetary sanctions, the organizational
efficiency perspective would predict that
financial penalties are assessed primarily
to recoup criminal justice expenditures;
counties that spend a relatively large per-
centage of their budgets on criminal justice
would therefore impose comparatively large
monetary sanctions.

METHODS, DATA, AND
ESTIMATION

This study presents multilevel analysis of
conviction-level data gathered from Wash-
ington State Superior Courts and county-
level data drawn from the U.S. Census
Bureau and other government sources. The
sample includes 3,366 Superior Court con-
victions sentenced in Washington State
during the first two months of 2004. We sup-
plement case-level data with criminal history
data obtained through the Justice Informa-
tion System (JIS) and maintained by the

Washington State Administrative Office of
the Courts (AOC). The sample contains
3,256 cases without missing data on the var-
iables analyzed.

Diagnostics and Model
Specification

Exploratory data analysis using Ordinary
Least Squares (OLS) techniques on the
pooled conviction data showed systematic
variation in monetary sanctions across coun-
ties. This suggests that the data are structured
in nested groups and lend themselves to mul-
tilevel analysis. A two-level hierarchical
linear model (HLM) nests cases (i.e., convic-
tions) within groups (i.e., counties) to statis-
tically isolate the impact of offense and
offender characteristics from the effects of
county-level factors. As a result, this method-
ology allows us to identify legal and extra-
legal variables that influence monetary out-
comes regardless of characteristics of the
county in which a conviction occurred.
HLM also enables us to identify county char-
acteristics that are significantly related to
variation in monetary sanctions by account-
ing for error structure at the conviction
(Level 1) and county (Level 2) levels. This
method helps correct downward biased esti-
mates of standard errors due to nesting
(Raudenbush and Bryk 2002) and allows us
to model cross-level interactions specified
in our hypotheses.’

Diagnostics helped shape the models. Par-
tial plots suggested that one county, King
County, served as a potential outlier on
a number of dimensions. We keep this
county in the model for statistical and sub-
stantive reasons. Statistical tests indicate
that King County, although an outlier, does
not have considerable leverage, suggesting
little overall influence on our results. Sub-
stantively, King County is the largest metro-
politan area in Washington State and has
considerable political and economic influ-
ence; excluding King County from an
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analysis of Washington’s justice system
would be misleading. Because our model
contains varying group (county) sizes (rang-
ing from 2 to 536 cases), we conducted a sen-
sitivity analysis by omitting each county in
turn, comparing point estimate direction
and significance for each variable afterward.
Results indicate that no single county unduly
influences the results.® We also conducted
tests for heteroskedasticity and multicolli-
nearity that guided our model selection and
prompted variable transformations.

Variables and Measurement

Dependent variable: fines and fees. Legal
Financial Obligations (LFOs) include fines
and fees (a single category in court records),
restitution, and other monetary charges
associated with arrest, court proceedings,
and incarceration. Our analysis focuses on
fines and fees imposed by judges at the
time of sentencing. We exclude restitution
from the analysis because it is driven by
case-specific factors such as property
replacement and victims’ medical costs
(Ellsworth and Weisheit 1997; Olson and
Ramker 2001; Ruback, Shaffer, and Logue
2004), a source of variation for which we
cannot control. In Washington State, the
minimum LFO is $500; any amount above
$500 is determined at the discretion of the
presiding judge. In our sample, the maxi-
mum amount assessed was $11,960. The
variable fines and fees is heavily skewed
to the right; fines and fees is logged in the
regression analysis, further normalizing its
distribution and readily lending itself to
interpretation.

Case- and conviction-level data. We
include several case-level variables in the
analysis. Legal case-level factors include
the Sentencing Reform Act (SRA) score,
offender score, type of offense, adjudication
method, and length of confinement. SRA
seriousness level and offender score were
established by the Washington State Sentenc-
ing Reform Act of 1981, and judges use them

to determine individuals’ length of incarcera-
tion from a determinate sentencing grid.’
SRA seriousness level is a numerical mea-
sure of the seriousness of the offense charge,
ranging from a low of 1 to a high of 16."°
Offender score is also derived from a stat-
ute-based formula that reflects the number
and seriousness of defendants’ previous juve-
nile and criminal convictions. Offender
scores in our sample range from 0 to 9. We
dropped all cases in which defendants did
not have a legally determined offender
score.!!” We tested confinement length, but
due to multicollinearity, we do not include
it in the final analysis.'"* Type of offense is
incorporated as three dummy variables: vio-
lent offense, drug offense, and other
offense.”® Trial (i.c., adjudication method)
is also a dummy variable indicating whether
individuals pled guilty or opted to have their
case taken to trial.'* We also include non-
legal factors, including age, gender, and
race/ethnicity of the defendant associated
with each conviction. Age is a continuous,
logged variable in the analysis. Because
court records indicate that 14 individuals in
the sample were 105 years of age, we drop-
ped these cases. After these adjustments,
the sample contains 3,256 cases without
missing data on the variables analyzed.
Using the U.S. Census as our guide, we
use the term race to refer to officially desig-
nated racial categories (i.e., American Indian
or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African
American, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific
Islander, and White), and the term ethnicity
to refer to subgroups within racial categories
(e.g., Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or
Latino)."””> We construct race as a set of
dummy variables including white, black or
African American, Asian, Native American,
and other. We use Hispanic Surname Analy-
sis to estimate the proportion of white, black,
and other defendants who are Latino. Using
the U.S. Census Spanish Surname database,
this program assigns a numeric value
between 0 and 1 to all surnames in the data-
base. These numeric values are provided by
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the U.S. Census Department and represent
the probability that a given surname corre-
sponds to persons who identified themselves
as Hispanic or Latino in the 1990 U.S. Cen-
sus (Perkins 1993; Word and Perkins 1996).
The list used to identify defendants of His-
panic origin in the Washington State Sen-
tencing Guidelines Commission (WSSGC)
data includes only Spanish surnames that
the Census Bureau classifies as ‘“‘Heavily
Hispanic.””'®

County-level variables. Previous research
identifies contextual factors that may shape
sentencing outcomes. We analyzed a variety
of contextual factors to test other theoretical
frameworks and to refine our own. Key
demographic factors include percent of
a county population that is minority (i.e.,
neither white nor Asian'’), percent black,
and percent Latino. In addition, we include
county violent crime rate, property crime
rate, drug arrest rate, and percent of the
county budget spent on law and justice.
Because research shows that political con-
text influences incarceration rates (Beckett
1997; Jacobs and Carmichael 2001), we
also include political orientation measured
by percent of a county that voted Republi-
can in the 2000 presidential election. (See
Table Al in the Appendix for each county-
level independent variable). We tested
logged population size, poverty rate, percent
change in the Latino population, and
presence/absence of a public defender sys-
tem in the county. However, because none
of these factors significantly improved the
model, we do not present the results here.
We used AIC (Akaike 1974), BIC, and other
goodness-of-fit measures to guide our final
model selection.

Estimation. Using the statistical software
Stata 10, we estimated multilevel, mixed
effects models using restricted maximum
likelihood estimation (REML) to produce
unbiased estimates. Because the dependent
variable is logged, regression coefficients
are interpreted as a percent change in Y for

a unit increase in X. In this analysis, we pre-
sent three different sets of models. The first
model is a random intercept model that
includes all racial and all offense categories;
contextual factors included are percent
minority, percent who voted Republican,
and percent of the budget spent on law and
justice. The formal description of the model
is written as the following:

Setl: Logfine = ajj;; + B1(SRA)
+ By(Offender Score) + B3(LnAge)
+ B4(Male) + Bs(Latino) + Be(Black)
+ B+(Asian) + Bg(Native American)
+ Bo(Other Ethnicity) + B;¢(Drug Offense)
+ B11(Other Offense) + B,(Trial) o ~ N(oy;
+ v1(% Minority) + v,(% Vote Republican)
+ v3(% Law & Justice), o)

where Logfine is fees and fines in logged dol-
lar amounts, SRA is offense seriousness level,
Offender Score is the score based on the
number and seriousness of past offenses,
LnAge is logged age, Male is a dummy equal
to 1 for male, Latino is a dummy equal to 1
for Latino offenders, Black is a dummy equal
to 1 for black or African American offenders,
Asian is a dummy equal to 1 for Asian Amer-
ican offenders, Native American is a dummy
equal to 1 for Native American offenders,
Other Ethnicity is a dummy equal to 1 for
all other racial/ethnic identified offenders,
Drug Offense is a dummy equal to 1 for
drug offenses, Other Offense is a dummy
equal to 1 for nondrug offenses, Trial is
a dummy equal to 1 for cases adjudicated
via a judicial or jury trial, % Minority is
non-white percentage of the population in
the county, % Vote Republican is percentage
of people in the county voting Republican in
the 2000 presidential election, and % Law &
Justice is percent of the county budget spent
on law and justice.

The second and third sets of models
include cross-level interactions. We construct
interactions as the product of the two varia-
bles specified. Each interaction is tested
separately (i.e., there is never more than
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one interaction in a model). We ran these
models with unstructured covariances to
accommodate the additional random effects
and to test our hypotheses regarding fine
and fee assessment for blacks and violent
offenders and Latinos and drug offenders,
respectively. To fully test our theoretical
framework, variables in the model remained
uncentered.'® In the second set of models,
we include percent black and violent crime
rate. In the third set, we include percent
Latino and drug arrest rate. The formal
description of these models, including an
example interaction term, can be written as
the following:

Set2: Logfine = ajjip + B1(SRA)
+ B,(Offender Score) + B3(LnAge)
+ B4(Male) + Bs(Black)
+ Be(Violent Offense) + B7(Trial) oy ~ N(q
+ v1(% Black) + v,(% Vote Republican)
+ y3(Violent Crime Rate)
+ v4(% Black * Black), ¢?)

Set3: Logﬁne = Qi + B](SRA)
+ By(Offender Score) + B3(LnAge)
+ B4(Male) + Bs(Latino)
+ Be(Drug Offense) + PB4(Trial) o ~ N(qy
+ v1(% Latino) + v,(% Vote Republican)
+ v;(Drug Arrest Rate)
+ v4(% Latino * Drug Offense), o)

RESULTS

We begin by presenting descriptive
statistics. Table 1 shows means, medians,
standard deviations, and minimum and
maximum values for all variables. In Wash-
ington State, felony conviction results in
a mandatory $500 minimum charge. Fines
and fees beyond $500 are assessed at the
discretion of the court. In our sample of
3,256 convictions, 10 percent were assessed
the minimum; the mean amount assessed
was $1,398, the median was $1,110,
and the maximum fee and fine amount
assessed was $11,960. On a scale from 1

to 16, the mean SRA offense seriousness
score is 2.9 and the mean offender score is
2.5. Average age of persons sentenced
is 32 years. The majority of the sample
is male (81 percent) and white (68
percent). The average sentence length was
13.5 months and the maximum was 8§14
months.

Table 2 shows descriptive statistics for the
outcome and key independent variables by
racial and ethnic categories. A larger share
of black offenders were convicted of violent
offenses (15 percent) than were Latinos (13
percent) or whites (8 percent); black defend-
ants also had higher average SRA scores
(3.3) than Latinos (3.2) or whites (2.8). Black
offenders had the highest mean offender score
(3.2) compared with Latinos (1.6) and whites
(2.6). Black offenders in the sample tended to
be older (33.7 years) than whites (32.6) and
Latinos (29.4). Black offenders had the long-
est average confinement sentence length
(19.4 months) compared with whites (13.1
months) and Latinos (11.8 months). Nonethe-
less, Latinos had the highest average assess-
ment of fines and fees ($1,666), followed by
whites ($1,458), and then blacks ($978).
These descriptive data provide preliminary
evidence that offense seriousness is not the
main driver of monetary sanctioning.

Before describing the results of our
regression analyses, we reiterate our
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1: Drug offenders and violent
offenders will receive more severe financial
penalties than will other (mainly property)
offenders.

Hypothesis 2: Latino and black defendants will
receive more severe financial penalties than
will their white counterparts.

Hypothesis 3: Judges in jurisdictions with
larger black or Latino populations will
impose more severe monetary penalties
than will judges in jurisdictions with com-
paratively small black or Latino populations.

Hypothesis 4: The effect of the size of the
black or Latino population will be greater
for black and Latino defendants sentenced
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Table 1. Description of Variables and Summary Statistics
Mean  Median SD Min. Max. Obs.
Dependent Variable: Fines and Fees $1,398 $1,110 $984 $500 $11,960 3,256
Level 1: Case Covariates
SRA Score 2.91 2 2.38 1 15 3,256
Offender Score 2.50 2 2.73 0 9 3,256
Age 32.36 31 9.84 17 72 3,256
Male .81 .40 0 1 3,256
Black .13 .33 0 1 3,256
White .68 .46 0 1 3,256
Latino .10 .30 0 1 3,256
Asian .02 .15 0 1 3,256
Native American .02 .15 0 1 3,256
Other .04 .19 0 1 3,256
Trial .03 .16 0 1 3,256
Drug Offense .34 47 0 1 3,256
Violent Offense .09 .29 0 1 3,256
Other Offense .57 .49 0 1 3,256
Superior Court Priors 1.74 1 2.82 0 40 3,256
Other Court Priors 6.19 3 7.91 0 75 3,255
Months Sentenced 13.55 5 30.79 0 814 3,256
Level 2: County Covariates
Population 2004 159,155 57,238 315,354.2 2,313 1,777,746 39
Percent Minority® 16.32 11.30 12.63 3.6 51.6 39
Percent Latino 10.89 5.80 12.44 2.1 50.9 39
Percent Black 1.27 .70 1.45 0 7.1 39
Percent Poverty 13.18 13.00 2.76 8.3 18.8 39
Political Orientation® 54.44 54.86 10.46 34.39 73.89 39
Violent Crime Rate® 2.39 2.43 1.09 .46 5.41 39
Property Crime Rate® 39.62 36.79 15.38 5.18 67.24 39
Drug Arrest Rate® 3.28 3.19 1.82 0 7.2 39
Percent Budget on Law and Justice? 24.69 24.70 5.91 10.73 37.33 39
Percent Change in Latino Population®  99.98 98.33 58.35 —50.7 212.40 39

“Measure includes the percentage of non-white and non-Asian inhabitants in 2005.

bPercent of county who voted Republican in 2000 presidential election.
“Rate = number of incidents per 1,000 people in 2004.

dpercent of county’s budget spent on law and justice in 2003.

“Percent change in Latino population from 1990 to 2000.

in counties with relatively large black or
Latino populations.

Hypothesis 5: Black defendants charged with

violent crimes, and Latino defendants
charged with drug offenses, will receive
more severe monetary penalties than will
black and Latino defendants charged with
less stereotype-congruent offenses.

Hypothesis 6: All defendants convicted of vio-

lent offenses in counties with larger black
populations, and all defendants convicted
of drug offenses in counties with larger
Latino populations, will receive more

Case- and County-Level Factors

severe monetary penalties than will their
counterparts in counties with smaller black
or Latino populations.

Several case-level factors influence imposi-
tion of monetary sanctions. As Hypothesis
1 predicts, offense type significantly affects
assessment of monetary sanctions (see Table
3). Drug offenders are assessed substantially
(34 percent) greater fines and fees than are
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics, Comparing Racial and Ethnic Groups

Blacks Latinos Whites All
Dependent Variable
Fines and Fees $978 $1,666 $1,458 $1,399
(699) (1,008) (1,030) (984)
Key Covariates
Age 33.70 29.35 32.63 32.36
(10.33) (8.88) (9.76) (9.84)
Males .86 .89 .79 .81
(.35) (.32) (.41) (.40)
SRA Score 3.34 3.20 2.78 2.91
(2.48) (2.48) (2.33) (2.38)
Offender Score 3.16 1.60 2.55 2.50
(2.86) (2.07) (2.77) (2.73)
Drug Offense .30 .39 .34 .34
(.46) (.49) (.47) (.47)
Violent Offense .15 .13 .08 .09
(.36) (.33) (.27) (.29)
Other Offense .55 .49 .58 .57
(.49) (.50) (.49) (.49)
Superior Court Priors 1.94 1.16 1.78 1.74
(2.61) (2.41) (2.81) (2.82)
Trial .019 .018 .027 .026
(.14) (.14) (.16) (.16)
Months Sentenced 19.47 11.82 13.15 13.55
(39.24) (24.89) (31.04) (30.80)
N 417 327 2,231 3,256

Note: Data shown are means with standard errors in parentheses.

property offenders and violent offenders (31
percent). Contrary to our expectations,
however, violent offenders do not receive
significantly greater fines and fees than non-
violent offenders after controlling for
offense seriousness. The results provide par-
tial support for Hypothesis 2. Latinos are
assessed 6.7 percent greater fees and fines
than similarly situated white defendants,
although blacks do not receive harsher
assessments than whites. In short, these
results suggest that Latinos and drug
offenders receive significantly more severe
monetary penalties than do non-Latino and
nondrug offenders. Consistent with prior
findings on confinement sentencing out-
comes, individuals convicted at trial are
assessed 30 percent greater fines and fees,
on average, than defendants who plead
guilty, and men are assessed greater mone-
tary sanctions than women."’

At the county level, Hypothesis 3 high-
lights the effect of county demographics on
monetary sanctions. The initial test does not
support Hypothesis 3, as the share of a county
population that is comprised of people of
color (i.e., black, Latino, or Native Ameri-
can) does not significantly predict the dollar
value of monetary sanctions assessed by
judges. We do find evidence, however, that
more conservative counties impose greater
monetary sanctions. The share of the budget
devoted to the criminal justice system does
not significantly predict LFO assessment.
Our model explains roughly 22 percent of
the variation at each level.

Cross-Level Interactions

Hypotheses 4, 5, and 6 are more complex and
predict that case-level characteristics will
interact with contextual factors to enhance

Downloaded from asr.sagepub.com at UNIV WASHINGTON LIBRARIES on April 1, 2011


http://asr.sagepub.com/

Harris et al.

249

Table 3. HLM Results of Fines and Fees
Assessed

Fines and Fees (Logged)

Case Level
SRA Score .01 1%*F*
(.003)
Offender Score .003
(.002)
Ln Age .005
(.019)
Male .036*
(.015)
Black —.019
(.019)
Latino .067%**
(.021)
Asian —.039
(.040)
Native American —.051
(.039)
Other —.011
(.036)
Trial .302%**
(.038)
Drug Offense L3140
(.024)
Other Offense —-.026
(.023)
Intercept 6.59
(.404)
County Level
Percent Minority —.003
(.005)
Percent Vote Republican .013*
(.006)
Percent Law and Justice —.008
(.010)
Level-1 Variance 117
Level-1 Explained Variation 217
Level-2 Variance .108
Level-2 Explained Variation .226
Level-1 N 3,256
Level-2 N 39

Note: Data shown are hierarchical linear model
(HLM) regression coefficients; standard errors
are in parentheses. Reference categories: race =
white; offense = violent.

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed
tests).

the effect of racialized scripts and stereotypes
on sentencing outcomes. Because we think it
is possible that race and ethnicity matter dif-
ferently, the models compare blacks with

non-blacks and Latinos with non-Latinos.
Table 4 presents results of four multilevel
mixed effects models in which race is mea-
sured as black or non-black, and offense
type is measured as violent or nonviolent.
County-level factors include percent of the
population that is black, percent voting
Republican, and violent crime rate. Results
from Model 1 indicate that SRA score, adju-
dication method (i.e., trial versus plea), and
offense type are important predictors of fine
and fee assessment. Contrary to our expecta-
tions, violent offenders are assessed roughly
11 percent lower fees and fines than their
nonviolent counterparts, and black defend-
ants do not receive significantly greater
sanctions than non-blacks (the coefficient is
negative but not significant). Without inter-
actions, our model explains roughly 10 per-
cent of the variation at the case level and
16 percent at the county level.

Results shown in Models 2 through 4 in
Table 4 add important caveats to these find-
ings. They provide additional evidence that
there is no direct penalty for being black,
and that size of the black population alone
does not influence imposition of monetary
sanctions. On the other hand, findings
regarding all three hypothesized interactions
are positive, and two of these are significant.
Consistent with Hypothesis 4, assessment of
monetary sanctions depends on size of the
black population in the county in which
a black defendant is convicted. Put differ-
ently, these findings indicate that the effect
of race depends on size of the black popula-
tion in a given county. A black defendant
convicted in Garfield County, which has no
black residents, would be assessed 11.8 per-
cent less than a non-black defendant. By con-
trast, in Pierce County, where 7.1 percent of
the population is black, a black defendant
could expect to pay 3.1 percent more in fines
and fees than a non-black defendant.?

The interaction between being black
and being convicted of a violent crime is pos-
itive but not significant. Consistent with
Hypothesis 6, however, monetary sanctions
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Table 4. Blacks and Violence: HLM Results of Fines and Fees Assessed

Fines and Fees (logged) Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Case Level
SRA Score L017%%%* L017%%* L017%%% L017%%*
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.003)
Offender Score —.004 —.005 —.004 —.005
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Ln Age .063%* .063** .063** .065%*
(.022) (.022) (.022) (.022)
Male .014 .014 .014 .015
(.017) (.017) (.017) (.017)
Black —.014 —.118%* —.022 —.013
(.020) (.048) (.022) (.020)
Trial L327%%* .326%** L327%%* .328%%*
(.042) (.042) (.042) (.042)
Violent Offense —.109%** —.106%*** —.120%** —.200%**
(.025) (.025) (.027) (.039)
Intercept 6.54 6.55 6.54 6.54
(.397) (.397) (.397) (.397)
County Level
Percent Black —.079 —.081 —.078 —.080
(.054) (.054) (.054) (.054)
Percent Vote Republican .007 .007 .007 .007
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.006)
Violent Crime Rate .052 .053 .052 .051
(.068) (.068) (.068) (.068)
Interactions
Percent Black x Black .021%
(.009)
Violent Offense x Black .057
(.056)
Violent Offense x Percent Black .027%*
(.009)
Level-1 Variance 131 131 131 131
Level-1 Explained Variation .102 .102 .102 .101
Level-2 Variance 127 127 127 127
Level-2 Explained Variation 163 .163 163 .160
Level-1 N 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256
Level-2 N 39 39 39 39

Note: Data shown are hierarchical linear model (HLM) regression coefficients; standard errors are in
parentheses. Reference categories: race = non-black; offense = nonviolent.

*p < .05; ** p < .01; ¥** p < .001 (two-tailed tests).

for violent offenders depend on size of the
black population: counties with larger black
communities monetarily penalize violent
offenders more severely. For example, a vio-
lent offender in Garfield County can expect
to receive a fine and fee assessment 20 per-
cent lower than a nonviolent offender. By
contrast, in Pierce County, where a larger
share of the population is black, a violent

offender (regardless of his race or ethnicity)
can expect to pay .83 percent less than a non-
violent offender (see Table 4, Model 4).
Adjudication by trial continues to positively
and significantly increase the severity of
monetary penalties in all models.

In short, the findings presented in Table 4
indicate that blacks sentenced in counties
with larger black populations, and all
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Table 5. Latinos and Drugs: HLM Results of Fines and Fees Assessed
Fines and Fees (logged) Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Case Level
SRA Score 0127%%* .012%** .012%** .012%**
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Offender Score .003 .003 .003 .003
(.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Ln Age .004 .004 .006 .013
(.019) (.019) (.019) (.19)
Male .036* .036%* .037%* .033*
(.015) (.015) (.015) (.015)
Latino Q72%%* .060* .019 .068***
(.021) (.031) (.025) (.020)
Trial .303%** .303%%* .306%** .306%**
(.038) (.038) (.038) (.038)
Drug Offense .337HH* .337H%* 327k .245%%*
(.013) (.013) (.013) (.017)
Intercept 6.15 6.15 6.15 6.15
(.321) (.321) (.321) (.324)
County Level
Percent Latino —.005 —.005 —.005 —.008
(.005) (.005) (.005) (.005)
Percent Vote Republican .013* .013* .013% .013*
(.006) (.006) (.006) (.006)
Drug Arrest Rate .067* .067* .067* .067*
(.031) (.031) (.031) (.031)
Interactions
Percent Latino x Latino .001
(.001)
Drug Offense x Latino 1427
(.404)
Drug Offense x Percent Latino .009***
(.001)
Level-1 Variance .108 .108 .107 .106
Level-1 Explained Variation .259 .259 .258 .256
Level-2 Variance .105 .105 .106 .108
Level-2 Explained Variation .304 .305 .300 .288
Level-1 N 3,256 3,256 3,256 3,256
Level-2 N 39 39 39 39

Note: Data shown are hierarchical linear model (HLM) regression coefficients; standard errors are in
parentheses. Reference categories: race = non-Latino; offense = nondrug.

*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests).

defendants convicted of violent charges in
counties with larger black populations, receive
significantly greater monetary penalties. For
black defendants, we find support for Hypoth-
eses 4 and 6, but only weak support for
Hypothesis 5.

A similarly complex dynamic plays out
for Latinos. Table 5 presents results from

models that include the proportion of Latinos
in a county; ethnicity is measured as Latino
or non-Latino, and offense type as drug
offense or nondrug offense. Because stigma
related to drugs is relevant to our hypotheses,
we include the county drug arrest rate rather
than violent crime rate in these models.
Results of Model 1 support Hypotheses 1
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and 2: drug offenders can expect, on average,
to be assessed 34 percent higher fines and
fees than nondrug offenders, and Hispanic
defendants are assessed 7 percent more than
their non-Latino counterparts. As in previous
models, adjudication by trial is significantly
and positively associated with monetary
sanctions. Without interactions, variables
included in the model explain 26 percent of
the variation at the individual level and 30
percent at the county level.

Given consistency across findings pre-
sented thus far regarding the significance of
ethnicity and drugs, it is not surprising that
the intersection of these variables is signifi-
cantly associated with more severe financial
sentences. On the one hand, we find only
weak evidence that the penalty for being
Latino varies according to the demographic
composition of the county in which one is
convicted (Hypothesis 4): the interaction
between being Latino and percent Latino in
a county is positive but not statistically sig-
nificant. However, consistent with Hypothe-
sis 5, if a defendant is convicted of a drug
offense, being Latino will increase fine and
fee assessment by 14 percent. In total,
a Latino defendant convicted of a drug crime
can expect to pay 46.3 percent more than
a non-Latino, nondrug offender. And, as
Hypothesis 6 predicts, the impact of the
stigma associated with drugs depends on
the size of the Latino community. That is,
all defendants convicted of a drug offense
(regardless of their race or ethnicity) in
a county with a large Latino population
receive significantly greater fines and fees
than do defendants convicted of drug crimes
in counties with small Latino populations. To
make this concrete: in Washington counties,
the Latino population ranges from 2.1 to
50.9 percent. At the two extremes, a person
convicted of a drug crime in a county whose
population is 2.1 percent Latino would
receive a monetary penalty 26.4 percent
higher than if the person was convicted of
a nondrug related felony; a comparable per-
son convicted in the county with the largest

share of Latinos would receive a penalty
70.3 percent higher than someone convicted
of a nondrug offense in that county. The
presence of a relatively large Latino popula-
tion appears to heighten concern about drug
offenders, regardless of individual defend-
ants’ race or ethnicity.

In summary, we find strong but not uni-
versal support for our hypotheses as they
pertain to Latino defendants. Consistent
with Hypotheses 1 and 2, drug offenders
and Latino defendants receive significantly
greater fees and fines than do nondrug and
non-Latino offenders. Contrary to Hypothe-
ses 3 and 4, we do not find that size of the
Latino population alone matters, or that
Latino defendants in jurisdictions with larger
Latino populations receive higher monetary
sanctions. However, consistent with Hypoth-
eses 5 and 6, Latinos convicted of drug
offenses received greater monetary sanctions
than non-Latinos convicted of drug offenses,
and drug offenders sentenced in jurisdictions
with large Latino populations received
greater LFOs than those in counties with
smaller Latino populations.

DISCUSSION AND
CONCLUSIONS

The findings, summarized in Table 6, are
largely supportive of our socio-cultural the-
ory of punishment. This theory suggests
that decisions about sanctions are shaped by
emotions that are especially likely to be trig-
gered by certain defendants accused of cer-
tain crimes in certain contexts. Because prior
studies indicate that blackness, brownness,
violence, and drugs are associated with par-
ticularly negative emotions and moral judg-
ments, we hypothesized that these qualities
would be significantly associated with the
severity of monetary sanctions. Consistent
with our conception of race and ethnicity as
complex and shifting cultural categories
rather than just individual attributes, we fur-
ther hypothesized that these associations
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Table 6. Hypotheses by Expected and Observed Impact and Statistical Significance

Expected Impact Observed Impact Statistically Significant

on Monetary on Monetary Confirmation of
Sanctions Sanctions Hypothesis
Hypothesis 1: Offense Type
Violent offenders will receive Positive Negative No
greater LFOs
Drug offenders will receive Positive Positive* Yes
greater LFOs
Hypothesis 2: Race/Ethnicity of
Defendant
Black defendants will receive Positive Negative No
greater LFOs
Latino defendants will receive Positive Positive* Yes

greater LFOs
Hypothesis 3: Racial/Ethnic
Composition of County
Counties with larger black Positive Negative No
populations will impose
greater LFOs
Counties with larger Latino Positive Negative No
populations will impose
greater LFOs
Hypothesis 4: Interaction of
County Demographics and
Defendant Race/Ethnicity
Black defendants in counties Positive Positive* Yes
with larger black
populations will receive
greater LFOs
Latino defendants in counties Positive Negative No
with larger Latino
populations will receive
greater LFOs
Hypothesis 5: Interaction of
Defendant Race/Ethnicity and
Offense Type

Black violent offenders will Positive Positive No
receive greater LFOs
Latino drug offenders will Positive Positive* Yes

receive greater LFOs
Hypothesis 6: Interaction of Size

of Black/Latino Population

and Offense Type

Violent offenders in counties Positive Positive* Yes
with large black populations
will receive greater LFOs

Drug offenders in counties Positive Positive* Yes
with large Latino
populations will receive
greater LFOs

Note: Asterisk signifies a statistically significant correlation.
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would be interactive and triggered by key
contextual variables. Because the meaning
of race and ethnicity vary across space and
time, and because the Latino population is
expanding rapidly, we suggested that ethnic-
ity may be more salient than race in Wash-
ington State.

Overall, our findings provide support for
this perspective. Specifically, we find that
ethnicity (being Hispanic) and drug charges
(associated with being Hispanic) directly
increase penal severity. We also find that
Latinos convicted of drug charges and drug
offenders convicted in counties with larger
Latino populations receive significantly
greater LFOs than do other defendants.
Thus, ethnicity appears to matter in direct
and interactive ways. Although there is no
direct financial penalty for being black or
being convicted of the type of offense most
strongly associated with blackness (i.e., vio-
lent), black defendants sentenced in counties
with comparatively large black populations
also receive more severe monetary penalties.
Moreover, monetary sanctions for violent
offenders depend on size of the black popula-
tion. Race appears to matter, but in more
complex and interactive ways than ethnicity
in Washington State. Several control varia-
bles also significantly influence assessment
of fees and fines: counties with more politi-
cally conservative voters impose harsher
financial penalties®’ (see also Jacobs and
Carmichael 2001), and male defendants
receive greater monetary sanctions than do
females. Finally, as in studies of confinement
sentencing outcomes, adjudication method
significantly predicts penal outcomes:
defendants who exercise their right to a trial
receive greater monetary penalties than do
individuals who plead guilty.?

These findings are consistent with an
emerging body of evidence that suggests
ethnicity has become a comparatively salient
factor in decisions to punish. Indeed, several
recent studies indicate that Latinos now
receive longer prison sentences than either
whites or blacks (Demuth 2003; Mann and

Zatz 1998; Schlesinger 2005; Steffensmeier
and Demuth 2000, 2001). Steffensmeier and
Demuth (2000:708) suggest that in the con-
text of heated debate about immigration,
Latinos may be viewed as more ‘‘culturally
dissimilar and threatening’ than either
blacks or whites (see also Hagan and Palloni
1999; Martinez 1996; Zatz 1985). Our find-
ings are consistent with this argument.

Two factors may help to explain why nei-
ther black nor violent offenders receive
greater monetary sanctions than do non-black
and nonviolent offenders. First, the absence of
a direct black effect likely reflects the small
and stable size of the black population in
Washington State, which can be contrasted
with the comparatively large and growing
size of the Latino and immigrant popula-
tions.? Second, the fact that violent offenders
do not receive greater monetary sanctions than
nonviolent offenders may reflect a tendency to
see incarceration as the appropriate response
to individuals who engender fear, while finan-
cial penalties may seem more appropriate for
defendants seen as disgusting or morally cor-
rupt (i.e., drug offenders).

In summary, we find strong evidence that
ethnicity and its interaction with offense type
significantly impact imposition of monetary
sanctions in Washington State. Latino
defendants whose charges are stercotype
congruent are penalized most harshly. We
also find robust evidence of racial and ethnic
courtesy stigma: all defendants, regardless of
their race or ethnicity, are punished more
severely when they are convicted of racially
or ethnically coded crimes in counties with
comparatively large black or Latino popula-
tions. By contrast, we find no evidence that
counties that spend a comparatively large
share of their budgets on law and justice
impose greater monetary penalties, as the
organizational efficiency model predicts.
Moreover, only one of the two legal factors
allowable in a formally rational sentencing
system (i.e., SRA score) significantly pre-
dicts imposition of monetary sanctions, and
many socio-legal factors retain significance
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after taking these two legal factors into
account. It thus appears that judicial deci-
sions about monetary sanctions are shaped
by many of the socio-cultural processes we
foreground—ethnic dynamics in particular—
rather than by an organizational imperative
to recoup criminal justice costs.

Like other sentencing studies, our analysis
is limited by the absence of data regarding
unobserved individual-level characteristics.
For example, our models do not include
information about defendants’ legal repre-
sentation or pretrial release status (e.g.,
bail), education, employment status, or
income level. In addition, although results
of the HLM regression analysis identify the
factors that significantly influence punish-
ment severity, they do not reveal how each
of the significant explanatory factors influen-
ces these outcomes. We theorize that offense
type, race, ethnicity, and demographic con-
text interact to influence penal outcomes by
triggering the negative emotions and moral
judgments associated with heightened puni-
tiveness, but we do not have direct measures
of emotions or judgments.

As a result, some of our findings are sub-
ject to multiple interpretations. In particular,
the finding that Latinos are assessed compar-
atively greater monetary sanctions could be
construed as evidence that judges perceive
Latino defendants as better able or more
likely to pay than white or black defendants.
Although we cannot definitively disprove
this interpretation, we think it is incorrect,
for two reasons. First, as noted previously,
judges are not required by statute to assess
or even consider defendants’ ability to pay
when imposing fees or fines, and our inter-
views with court actors and observations of
courtroom proceedings indicate that they do
not. Second, we think it is unlikely that
judges believe Latinos are better able or
more likely to pay than whites, given com-
paratively high poverty rates among Latino
residents of Washington State.**

This study has important implications for
theories of racial and ethnic stigma and their

impact on institutional outcomes such as
sanctions. Prior studies suggest that particu-
lar racial and ethnic groups are culturally
associated with certain offense types, and
that activation of these scripts by stereo-
type-congruent defendants triggers enhanced
punishment (Jones and Kaplan 2003; Schle-
singer 2005; Steen et al. 2005). Similarly,
we find that Latinos convicted of stereo-
type-congruent offenses (i.e., drug crimes)
receive significantly greater financial penal-
ties than do Latinos convicted of other crimes
and non-Latinos convicted of drug crimes.
Results further indicate, however, that racial-
ized crime scripts affect not only defendants
whose ethnicity is consistent with the stereo-
type in question, but all defendants convicted
of racially or ethnically stigmatized behavior.
That is, counties with comparatively large
Latino populations penalize all drug
offenders significantly more severely than
do counties with small Latino populations.
Similarly, counties with relatively large
black populations penalize all violent
offenders (of all racial and ethnic back-
grounds) significantly more severely than
do counties with small black populations. It
appears that even white people who commit
racially or ethnically stigmatized offenses in
jurisdictions with comparatively large black
or Latino populations will experience the
courtesy stigma (Goffman 1963) that flows
from racialization, and they will be penalized
more severely as a result. Race and ethnicity,
then, are not just individual attributes, but
cultural categories that shape the distribution
of stigma and institutional consequences that
flow from it.

The theoretical framework we develop
here, and especially our findings regarding
courtesy stigma, may be useful for under-
standing decision-making processes in other
institutional settings in which clients are
labeled, processed, and punished. Indeed,
studies indicate that race and ethnicity affect
decision-making processes in a number of
institutions that are central to the stratifi-
cation system, including schools, welfare
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offices, and penal institutions (Bridges and
Steen 1998; Morris 2005; Schram et al.
2009). For example, comparatively high rates
of suspension among black students are in
part a function of race-inflected assessments
of students’ behavior and character (Gregory
1995; Morris 2005). Similarly, beliefs about
blacks and Latinos inform welfare agents’
sanctioning decisions (Schram et al. 2009),
as well as probation officers’ assessments
of juveniles’ blameworthiness and amenabil-
ity (Bridges and Steen 1998). These institu-
tional processes have important consequen-
ces for individuals’ life chances and quality
of life, but they remain poorly understood.
The possibility that courtesy stigma plays
an important role in these processes has not
been explored; our findings suggest that it
should be.

Recent developments underscore the need
for such research. Even as mass incarceration
fuels inequality, the logic of penal control

and surveillance has spread to non-criminal
justice institutions, as the ‘‘technologies, dis-
courses, and metaphors of crime and criminal
justice” have permeated politics, policies,
and institutions that are seemingly unrelated
to crime-fighting (Simon 2007:4). Schools,
for example, are increasingly subject to
drug sweeps, K-9 units, metal detectors,
zero-tolerance rules, and detention and
expulsion (Lyons and Drew 2006; Simon
2007). Similarly, welfare agencies are
increasingly oriented toward surveillance
and sanctioning, as ‘‘disciplinary approaches
to poverty management are ascendant in the
United States today”” (Schram et al
2009:398; see also Soss et al. 2008). In this
context, identifying and understanding the
complex ways that race, ethnicity, and other
sources of stigma interact to influence insti-
tutional decision-making processes and the
allocation of sanctions is of utmost
importance.
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APPENDIX

Table A1. County-Level Variables, Description, and Data Sources

Variable Description

Source

Population 2004 Population (2004)

Percent non-white and
non-Asian (2005)

Percent Minority

Percent Latino Percent Hispanic/Latino

(2005)

Percent Black Percent black (2005)

Percent Poverty Percent people living below

poverty (2004)

Political
Orientation

Percent people who voted
Republican in 2000
presidential election

Violent Crime Rate ~ Violent crimes per 1,000

people (2004)

Property Crime
Rate

Property crimes per 1,000
people (2004)

Drug Arrest Rate
(2004)

Percent Budget
Spent on Law and
Justice

Percent Change in
Latino Population

allocated to law
and justice (2003)
Percent change in Latino

Drug arrests per 1,000 people

Percent of county expenditures

population from 1990 to 2000

U.S. Gensus Bureau, State and County Quick
Facts, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/
states/53/53001.html

U.S. Gensus Bureau, State and County Quick
Facts, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/
states/53/53001.html

U.S. Gensus Bureau, State and County Quick
Facts, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/
states/53/53001.html

U.S. Gensus Bureau, State and County Quick
Facts, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/
states/53/53001.html

U.S. Census Bureau, State and County Quick
Facts, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/
states/53/53001.html

David Lublin and D. Stephen Voss. 2001.
“Federal Elections Project.” American
University, Washington, DC and the
University of Kentucky, Lexington, KY,
http://spa.american.edu/ccps/
pages.php?ID=12

Office of Financial Management, Washington
State, http://www.ofm.wa.gov/sac/
cjdatabook/default.asp

Office of Financial Management, Washington
State, http://www.ofm.wa.gov/sac/
cjdatabook/default.asp

Office of Financial Management, Washington
State, http://www.ofm.wa.gov/sac/
cjdatabook/default.asp

Local Government Financial Reporting
System, Washington State Auditor, http://
www.sao.wa.gov/applications/lgfrs/

U.S. Gensus Bureau, State and County Quick
Facts, http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/
states/53/53001.html
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Notes

1. In Washington State, for example, some jails assess
booking fees and charge inmates up to $100 a day
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for the cost of their detention, even prior to adjudi-
cation. Sentencing judges are also allowed to assess
a fee for indigent defense counsel, and they may
not waive this fee even if the defendant is not con-
victed or if his conviction is reversed upon appeal
(Anderson 2009).

In Pennsylvania, an effort is underway to structure
imposition of economic sanctions based on an
offender’s ability to pay (see Act 2007-37 [SB
116, PN1323]).

See the Revised Code of Washington 7.68.035 and
43.43.74.

U.S. Sentencing Commission National Association
of State Sentencing Commissions website (http:/
nasc2010.alacourt.gov/NASC/Membershi-
p%20List.pdf, visited January 12, 2011). Informa-
tion on this website may not be current (Frase
2005).

Some scholars interpret these findings as evidence
that decisions to punish are guided by judges’ focal
concerns. According to this argument, court actors
must make decisions quickly, yet they possess min-
imal amounts of information and time. As a result,
their adjudication and sentencing decisions are
guided by assessments of defendants’ blameworthi-
ness and dangerousness (Albonetti 1987, 1991,
1997; Emerson 1969; Johnson 2006; Kurlychek
and Johnson 2004; Savelsberg 1992; Steffensmeier,
Ulmer, and Kramer 1998; Ulmer and Bradley
2006). We agree that judicial decisions are shaped
by judges’ focal concerns and that these concerns
may be influenced by local environments, but the
conceptual notion of focal concerns does not shed
light on why certain extra-legal variables, such as
race, are central to perceptions of blameworthiness.
Between 1980 and 2007, the proportion of the
Washington State population that identified as His-
panic rose from 2.9 to 9.4 percent. By contrast, the
black population grew much more slowly, from 2.6
percent in 1980 to 3.6 percent in 2007 (U.S. Census
n.d.).

Alternatively, we could use a fixed effects model to
account for the specific effects of the 39 counties.
However, this would preclude analysis of the
cross-level interactions that are central to our
hypotheses.

We found that when removing just under half of the
counties, each one at a time, political orientation
frequently shifted from significant to nonsignificant
or marginally significant, although the direction and
relative size of the coefficient remained unchanged.
The shift does not appear to stem from the number
of observations in these counties, as it occurred
when removing very small (n = 7) and large (n =
536) counties. This variable’s wavering significance
does not surprise us, as political orientation is not
a consistently significant predictor in our models.

12.

14.

15.

No other variable was sensitive to the omission of
any one county, increasing our confidence in the
narrative we present.

. RCW 9.94(A).
10.
11.

RCW 9.94(A).515.

Unranked offenses are crimes that are rarely
charged or were recently created by the Washington
State legislature (n = 95). These offenses do not
have a seriousness level and do not require sentence
calculations based on the sentencing grid. Courts
are required to impose a sentence ranging from
0 to 365 days of confinement for persons convicted
of unranked offenses. A sentence of more than
a year may be imposed, but it is considered an
exceptional sentence and requires a written justifi-
cation by the judge (RCW 9.94A.505(2)(b); RCW
9.94A.535). In some cases, no SRA score was
recorded, but the offense type was classified by
the SRA. In such cases, we imputed the SRA score
associated with the charges in other cases (n = 88).
The vast majority (98.7 percent) of defendants in
our sample received at least some confinement
time. We tested confinement length, measured in
months, in our early models. When included, we
added 1 to all values (44 cases were sentenced to
zero months) and logged the variable to normalize
its distribution. However, because sentencing
guidelines that determine confinement length are
governed by SRA score and offender score, con-
finement length is highly correlated with both (.5
with SRA and .7 with offender score). When
substituted with SRA or offender score, months
had a small but positive association with fine and
fee assessment. To avoid problems associated with
multicollinearity, we dropped months from the final
analyses.

. Correlation between violent offense and SRA is

459. To our surprise, certain drug offenses have
higher SRA scores than certain violent crimes. For
example, manufacturing methamphetamine (10)
and the delivery or possession with intent to distrib-
ute methamphetamine (8) have higher SRA scores
than do violent offenses such as child molestation
in the second degree (7), rape in the third degree
(5), and kidnapping in the second degree (5). Vari-
ation in SRA is thus not directly correlated to our
offense categories (i.e., violent, drug, and other).
We tested models with number of superior and
other court convictions (with and without SRA).
Results show that neither of these measures has
a significant impact on the outcome or other inde-
pendent variables. We therefore do not include prior
convictions in the models presented here.

Treating race and ethnicity as analytic categories is,
of course, problematic. Race and ethnicity are social
constructs that were created to manipulate, control,
and conquer populations (Almaguer 1994; Omi and
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Winant 1986). On the other hand, the consequences
of racial and ethnic ideologies become tangible
when reified through governments, institutions,
and economic structures (Marx 1998; Takaki
1990). Thus, beliefs about race and ethnicity have
very real consequences over time, although they
are also fluid and subject to change (Omi and
Winant 1986). We treat race and ethnicity as social
constructs and identities that carry real social
consequences.

It is possible that applying this methodology led to
the misidentification of some (mainly white)
defendants as Hispanic. It is also possible that
some Hispanics were unidentified as such, as
many Hispanics have surnames that are not on the
list generated by the Census Bureau. However, by
classifying only individuals with surnames consid-
ered to be “heavily Hispanic,”” we presumably err
on the side of undercounting Hispanics.

We group Asians and whites together because stud-
ies have not found that either group is overrepre-
sented in the criminal justice system or receives
comparatively severe penalties. We do recognize
that the Asian category comprises multiple ethnic
groups and that these groups have varying outcomes
and experiences.

Our hypotheses drove our decision not to center
variables (see Snijders and Bosker 1999). Cross-
level interactions comprised of levels one and two
variables include dichotomous variables (e.g.,
black/nonblack) and proportions, such as percent
of the county population that is Latino. Our theoret-
ical framework predicts that it is the relative size of
the population of color in a particular county that
triggers a perception of threat, not the size of the
population of color relative to populations of color
in other counties. Thus, the true value of the propor-
tion, rather than deviation from the county average
(or grand mean), allows a more meaningful inter-
pretation of our results.

Adults with dependent children are more likely to
receive leniency in sentencing; other researchers
suggest that this pattern largely accounts for gender
differences in sentencing (Daly 1987; Daly and
Tonry 1997; Griffin and Wooldredge 2006;
Koons-Witt 2002).

Interaction coefficients can be interpreted as B’= B
+ B3X. Because the dependent variable is logged,
B’ should be interpreted as a percent change in fines
and fees, not as a dollar amount.

For reasons described in note 8, we ran numerous
models with varied constellations of variables.
Unlike the other significant variables discussed
here, the political orientation result is significant
roughly half of the time.

The theoretical significance of our finding that
defendants convicted at trial receive greater

financial penalties than those who plead guilty is
debatable. In studies of confinement sentencing, evi-
dence of a trial penalty is often seen as indicative of
the court’s effort to enhance organizational effi-
ciency by avoiding lengthy and costly trials (Dixon
1995; Engen and Steen 2000). This interpretation
makes sense in the context of confinement sentences:
reduced sentences are offered as an incentive to
plead guilty; defendants who agree to a plea are
rewarded with less prison time, while those who go
to trial are not. In the context of monetary sanctions,
the theoretical significance of a trial penalty is less
clear. In Washington State, monetary sanctions are
imposed after adjudication at the sentencing hearing.
For this reason, assessing defendants who go to trial
greater LFOs provides no incentive for defendants to
plead guilty. It therefore does not appear that a finan-
cial trial penalty in this context is evidence of con-
cerns about organizational efficiency.

23. See note 6.

24. U.S. Census data for 2006 from the American Com-
munity Survey indicate that 23.9 percent of His-
panics, compared with 9.5 percent of non-Hispanic
whites, had incomes that fell below the poverty line
in the previous 12 months (see U.S. Census Bureau
American Community Survey 2006, Tables
B17020H and B170201). Formerly incarcerated
white males have slightly greater earnings than for-
merly incarcerated black or Hispanic males (West-
ern 2006).

References

Adamson, Christopher R. 1983. ““Punishment after Slav-
ery: Southern State Penal Systems, 1865-1890.”
Social Problems 30:555—69.

Akaike, H. 1974. ““A New Look at the Statistical Identi-
fication.” IEEE Trans. Automat Control 19:716-23.

Albonetti, Celesta A. 1987. “Prosecutorial Discretion:
The Effects of Uncertainty.” Law and Society
Review 21:291-313.

Albonetti, Celesta A. 1991. ““An Integration of Theories
to Explain Judicial Discretion.”” Social Problems
38:247-66.

Albonetti, Celesta A. 1997. “Sentencing under the Fed-
eral Sentencing Guidelines: Effects of Defendant
Characteristics, Guilty Pleas, and Departures on Sen-
tencing Outcomes for Drug Offenses, 1991-1992.”
Law and Society Review 31:789-822.

Almaguer, Tomas. 1994. Racial Fault Lines: The Histor-
ical Origins of White Supremacy in California. Los
Angeles: University of California Press.

Anderson, Helen. 2009. “‘Penalizing Poverty: Making
Indigent Criminal Defendants Pay for their Court-
Appointed Counsel through Recoupment and Contri-
bution.” 42 U. Mich. J.L. 323.

Downloaded from asr.sagepub.com at UNIV WASHINGTON LIBRARIES on April 1, 2011


http://asr.sagepub.com/

260

American Sociological Review 76(2)

Beckett, Katherine. 1997. Making Crime Pay: Law and
Order in Contemporary American Politics. New
York: Oxford University Press.

Beckett, Katherine, Alexes Harris, and Heather Evans.
2008. The Assessment and Consequences of Legal
Financial Obligations in Washington State. Olym-
pia, WA (http://www.courts.wa.gov/committee/pdf/
2008LFO_report.pdf).

Beckett, Katherine and Theodore Sasson. 1998. “The
Media and the Construction of the Drug Crisis in
America.” Pp. 2544 in The New War on Drugs:
Symbolic Politics and Criminal Justice Policy, edi-
ted by E. Jensen and J. Gerber. Cincinnati, OH:
Anderson Publishers.

Beckett, Katherine and Bruce Western. 2001. “Govern-
ing Social Marginality: Welfare, Incarceration and
the Transformation of State Policy.” Punishment &
Society 3:43-59.

Blackmon, Douglas A. 2008. Slavery by Another Name:
The Re-Enslavement of Black Americans from the
Civil War to World War 1I. New York: Doubleday.

Blalock, Hubert M. 1967. Toward a Theory of Minority
Group Relations. New York: Wiley.

Blumer, Herbert. 1958. “Race Prejudice as a Sense of
Group Position.”” Pacific Sociological Review 1:3—17.

Bobo, Lawrence D. and Devon Johnson. 2004. ““A Taste
for Punishment: Black and White Americans’ Views
on the Death Penalty and the War on Drugs.” Du
Bois Review 1:151-80.

Bontrager, Stephanie, William Bales, and Ted Chiricos.
2005. “Race, Ethnicity, Threat and the Labeling of
Convicted Felons.” Criminology 43:589—622.

Braman, Donald. 2002. “The Impact of Incarceration on
Families.” Pp. 117-35 in Invisible Punishment: The
Collateral Consequences of Mass Imprisonment, edi-
ted by M. Mauer and M. Chesney-Lind. New York:
The New Press.

Bridges, George S. and Robert D. Crutchfield. 1988.
“Law, Social Standing and Racial Disparities in
Imprisonment.” Social Forces 66:699—724.

Bridges, George S., Robert D. Crutchfield, and Edith E.
Simpson. 1987. “Crime, Social Structure and Crim-
inal Punishment: White and Nonwhite Rates of
Imprisonment.” Social Problems 34:345—61.

Bridges, George and Sara Steen. 1998. “Racial Dispar-
ities in Official Assessments of Juvenile Offenders:
Attributional ~Stereotypes as Mediating Mecha-
nisms.”” American Sociological Review 63:554-70.

Britt, Chester L. 2000. “Social Context and Racial Dis-
parities in Punishment Decisions.” Justice Quarterly
17:707-32.

Bureau of Justice Assistance. 1996. How to Use Struc-
tured Fines (Day Fines) as an Intermediate Sanction.
Washington, DC: Vera Institute of Justice.

Chavez, Leo R. 2008. The Latino Threat: Constructing
Immigrants, Citizens, and the Nation. Palo Alto:
Stanford University Press.

Chiricos, Ted and Sarah Eschholz. 2002. “The Racial
and Ethnic Typification of Crime and the Criminal
Typification of Race and Ethnicity in Local Televi-
sion News.” Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency 39:400-420.

Chiricos, Ted, Ranee McEntine, and Marc Gertz. 2001.
“Perceived Racial and Ethnic Composition of
Neighborhood and Perceived Risk of Crime.”” Social
Problems 48:322—40.

Clear, Todd R. 2007. Imprisoning Communities: How
Mass Incarceration Makes Disadvantaged Neigh-
borhoods Worse. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Clear, Todd R., Dina R. Rose, and Judith Ryder. 2001.
“Incarceration and the Community: The Problem
of Removing and Returning Offenders.” Crime
and Delinquency 47:335-51.

Comfort, Megan. 2007. ““Punishment beyond the Legal
Offender.” Annual Review of Law in the Social Sci-
ences 3:271-96.

Correll, Sherry, Stephen Benard, and In Paik. 2007.
“Getting a Job: Is there a Motherhood Penalty?”
American Journal of Sociology 112:1297—1338.

Daly, Kathleen. 1987. ““Structure and Practice of Familial-
Based Justice in a Criminal Court.” Law and Society
Review 21:267-90.

Daly, Kathleen and Michael Tonry. 1997. “Gender,
Race, and Sentencing.”” Pp. 201-252 in Crime and
Justice: A Review of the Research, edited by M.
Tonry. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Delgado, Richard and Jean Stefancic. 1998. ‘““Racial
Depiction in American Law and Culture.”
Pp. 209214 in The Latino/a Condition: A Critical
Reader, edited by R. Delgado and J. Stefancic.
New York: New York University Press.

Demuth, Stephen. 2003. ““Racial and Ethnic Differences
in Pretrial Release Decisions and Outcomes: A Com-
parison of Hispanic, Black, and White Felony
Arrestees.” Criminology 41:873-908.

Devine, Patricia G. and Andrew J. Elliot. 1995. “Are
Racial Stereotypes Really Fading? The Princeton
Trilogy Revisited.” Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy Bulletin 11:1139-50.

Dixon, Jo. 1995. “The Organizational Context of Crim-
inal Sentencing.” American Journal of Sociology
100:1157-98.

Durkheim, Emile. 1984. The Division of Labor in Soci-
ety. New York: The Free Press.

Eberhardt, Jennifer L. and Phillip A. Goff. 2005. ““See-
ing Race.” Pp. 21931 in Social Psychology of Prej-
udice: Historical and Contemporary Issues, edited
by C. S. Crandall and M. Schaller. Lawrence, KS:
Lewinian Press.

Eberhardt, Jennifer L., Phillip A. Goff, Valerie J. Purdie,
and Paul G. Davies. 2004. “Seeing Black: Race,
Crime, and Visual Processing.” Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology 87:876-963.

Downloaded from asr.sagepub.com at UNIV WASHINGTON LIBRARIES on April 1, 2011


http://asr.sagepub.com/

Harris et al.

261

Edsall, Thomas B. and Mary D. Edsall. 1991. Chain
Reaction: The Impact of Race, Rights, and Taxes
on American Politics. New York: W. W. Norton &
Company.

Eitle, David and John Taylor. 2008. ““Are Hispanics the
New ‘Threat’? Minority Group Threat and Fear of
Crime in Miami-Dade County.” Social Science
Research 37:1102—15.

Ellsworth, T. and R. A. Weisheit. 1997. “Supervision
and Treatment of Offenders on Probation: Under-
standing Rural and Urban Differences.” Prison
Journal 77:209.

Emerson, Robert. 1969. Judging Delinquents: Context
and Process in Juvenile Court. Chicago: Aldine.
Engen, Rodney and Randy Gainey. 2000. ““Modeling the
Effects of Legally Relevant and Extralegal Factors
under Sentencing Guidelines: The Rules Have

Changed.” Criminology 38:1207-30.

Engen, Rodney, Randy Gainey, Robert Crutchfield, and
Joseph Weis. 2003. ““Discretion and Disparity under
Sentencing Guidelines: The Role of Departures and
Structured Sentencing Alternatives.” Criminology
41:99-130.

Engen, Rodney and Sara Steen. 2000. “The Power to
Punish: Discretion and Sentencing Reform in the
War on Drugs.” American Journal of Sociology
105:1357-95.

Feldman, Stanley and Leonie Huddy. 2005. ‘“Racial
Resentment and White Opposition to Race-
Conscious Programs: Principles or Prejudice.”
American Journal of Political Science 49:168-83.

Foster, Holly and John Hagan. 2007. ““Incarceration and
Intergenerational Social Exclusion.” Social Prob-
lems 54:399—433.

Frase, Richard. 2005. “State Sentencing Guidelines:
Diversity, Consensus, and Unresolved Policy
Issues.” Columbia Law Review 105:1190-92.

Frohmann, Lisa. 1991. “Discrediting Victims’ Allega-
tions of Sexual Assault: Prosecutorial Accounts of
Case Rejection.” Social Problems 38:213-26.

Frohmann, Lisa. 1997. “Convictability and Discordant
Locales: Reproducing Race, Class, and Gender
Ideologies in Prosecutorial Decision-Making.” Law
and Society Review 31:531-56.

Garfinkel, Harold. 1956. “Conditions of Successful
Degradation Ceremonies.”” American Journal of
Sociology 6:420-24.

Garland, David. 1990. Punishment and Modern Society.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Goffman, Erving. 1956. “Embarrassment and Social
Organization.” American Journal of Sociology
62:264-71.

Goffman, Erving. 1963. Stigma: Notes on the Manage-
ment of Spoiled Identity. New York: Simon and
Schuster.

Green, Eva G. T., Christian Staerkle, and David O.
Sears. 2006. “Symbolic Racism and Whites’

Attitudes towards Punitive and Preventive Crime
Policies.” Law and Human Behavior 30:435-54.
Gregory, James. 1995. “The Crime of Punishment:
Racial and Gender Disparities in the Use of Corporal
Punishment in U.S. Public Schools.” Journal of

Negro Education 64:454-62.

Griffin, Timothy and John Wooldredge. 2006. ““Sex-
Based Disparities in Felony Dispositions Before ver-
sus After Sentencing Reform in Ohio.” Criminology
44:893-923.

Hagan, John and Alberto Palloni. 1999. ““Sociological
Criminology and the Mythology of Hispanic Immi-
gration and Crime.” Social Problems 46:617-32.

Haney, Craig. 2006. Reforming Punishment: Psycholog-
ical Limits to the Pains of Imprisonment. Washing-
ton, DC: American Psychological Association
Books.

Harris, Alexes. 2007. “Diverting and Abdicating Judi-
cial Discretion: Cultural, Political and Procedural
Dynamics in California Juvenile Justice.” Law &
Society Review 41:387-428.

Harris, Alexes. 2008. “The Social Construction of
‘Sophisticated’ Adolescents: How Judges Integrate
Juvenile and Criminal Justice Decision-Making
Models.” Journal of Contemporary Ethnography
37:469-506.

Harris, Alexes, Heather Evans, and Katherine Beckett.
2010. “Drawing Blood from Stones: Monetary Sanc-
tions, Punishment and Inequality in the Contempo-
rary United States.” American Journal of Sociology
115:1753-99.

Harris, Lasana T. and Susan T. Fiske. 2006. ‘Dehuman-
izing the Lowest of the Low: Neuro-Imaging
Responses to Extreme Outgroups.” Psychological
Science 1:847-53.

Hay, Douglas. 1975. “Property, Authority and Criminal
Law.” Pp. 17-63 in Albion’s Fatal Tree: Crime and
Society in Eighteenth-Century England, edited by D.
Hay, P. Linebaugh, J. G. Rule, E. P. Thompson, and
C. Winslow. New York: Pantheon Books.

Hillsman, Sally and Judith A. Greene. 1992. “The Use
of Fines as an Intermediate Sanction.”” Pp. 12341
in Smart Sentencing: The Emergence of Intermediate
Sanctions, edited by J. M. Byrne, A. J. Lurigio, and
J. Petersilia. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Hurwitz, Jon and Mark Pefley. 1997. “Public Percep-
tions of Race and Crime: The Role of Racial Stereo-
types.”  American Journal of Political Science
41:375-401.

Jacobs, David and Jason Carmichael. 2001. “The Poli-
tics of Punishment across Time and Space: A Pooled
Time-Series Analysis of Imprisonment Rates.”
Social Forces 80:61-91.

Johnson, Brian. 2005. “Contextual Disparities in Guide-
lines Departures: Courtroom Social Contexts, Guide-
lines Compliance, and Extralegal Disparities in
Criminal Sentencing.” Criminology 43:761-96.

Downloaded from asr.sagepub.com at UNIV WASHINGTON LIBRARIES on April 1, 2011


http://asr.sagepub.com/

262

American Sociological Review 76(2)

Johnson, Brian. 2006. “The Multilevel Context of Crim-
inal Sentencing: Integrating Judge- and County-
Level Influences.” Criminology 44:259-98.

Johnson, Brian, Jeffery Ulmer, and John Kramer. 2008.
“The Social Context of Guidelines Circumvention:
The Case of Federal District Courts.” Criminology
46:737-83.

Johnson, Rucker C. and Steven Raphael. 2006. “The
Effects of Male Incarceration Rates on AIDS Infec-
tion Rates among African American Women and
Men.” National Poverty Center Working Paper
Series #06-22, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.

Jones, Christopher S. and Martin F. Kaplan. 2003. “The
Effects of Racially Stereotypical Crimes on Juror
Decision-Making and Information-Processing Strate-
gies.” Basic and Applied Social Psychology 25:
1-13.

King, Ryan. 2007. “Group Threat and Social Control:
Race, Perceptions of Minorities and the Desire to
Punish.” Social Forces 85:1254-80.

Koons-Witt, Barbara. 2002. “The Effect of Gender on
the Decision to Incarcerate Before and After the
Introduction of Sentencing Guidelines.” Criminol-
ogy 40:297-328.

Kramer, John and Darrell Steffensmeier. 1993. “Race
and Imprisonment Decisions.” Sociological Quar-
terly 34:357-76.

Kurlychek, Megan and Brian D. Johnson. 2004. “The
Juvenile Penalty: A Comparison of Sentencing Out-
comes for Transferred Juveniles and Young Adult
Offenders.” Criminology 42:485-517.

Levingston, Kirsten D. 2008. “Making the Bad Guy
Pay: Growing Use of Cost Shifting as an Economic
Sanction.” Prison Legal News 19:4.

Liska, Allen E., Joseph J. Lawrence, and Andrew
Sanchirico. 1982. “Fear of Crime as a Social
Fact.” Social Forces 60:760—70.

Lukes, Steven and Andrew Scull, eds. 1983. Durkheim
and the Law. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Lyons, William and Julie Drew. 2006. Punishing
Schools: Fear and Citizenship in American Educa-
tion. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Mann, Coramae and Marjorie Zatz. 1998. Images of
Color: Images of Crime. Los Angeles: Roxbury.

Mangza, Jeff and Christopher Uggen. 2006. Locked Out:
Felon Disenfranchisement and American Democ-
racy. New York: Oxford University Press.

Martinez, Ramiro, Jr. 1996. “Latinos and Lethal Vio-
lence: The Impact of Poverty and Inequality.” Social
Problems 43:131-46.

Marx, Anthony W. 1998. Making Race and Nation: A
Comparison of the United States, South Africa, and
Brazil. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Massoglia, Michael. 2008. “‘Incarceration, Health and
Racial Disparities in Health.”” Law & Society Review
42:275-306.

Massoglia, Michael and Jason Schnittker. 2009. “No
Real Release: The Health Effects of Incarceration.”
Contexts 8:38-42.

McLanahan, Sara. 2009. “Fragile Families and the
Reproduction of Poverty.” Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Sciences 621:
111-31.

McLean, Rachel L. and Michael D. Thompson. 2007.
Repaying Debts. New York: Council of State Gov-
ernments Justice Center.

Mead, George Herbert. 1918. “The Psychology of Puni-
tive Justice.” American Journal of Sociology
23:577-602.

Merry, Sally Engle. 2000. Colonizing Hawai'i: The Cul-
tural Power of Law. Princeton: Princeton University
Press.

Miethe, Terance D. 1987. “Charging and Plea Bargain-
ing under Determinate Sentencing: An Investigation
of the Hydraulic Displacement of Discretion.” Jour-
nal of Criminal Law and Criminology 78:155-76.

Miethe, Terance D. and Hong Lu. 2005. Punishment: A
Comparative Historical Perspective. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Miller, William lan. 1997. The Anatomy of Disgust.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Moore, Charles and Terance Miethe. 1986. “Regulated
and Unregulated Sentencing Decisions: An Analysis
of First-Year Practices under Minnesota’s Felony
Sentencing Guidelines.” Law and Society Review
20:253-78.

Morris, Edward. 2005. “‘Tuck in That Shirt!” Race,
Class, Gender, and Discipline in an Urban School.”
Sociological Perspectives 48:25-48.

Mosher, Clay. 2001. ‘“Predicting Drug Arrest Rates:
Conflict and Social Disorganization Perspectives.”
Crime & Delinquency 47:84—104.

Mullaney, Fahy G. 1988. Economic Sanctions in Com-
munity Corrections. Washington, DC: U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, National Institute of Corrections.

Myers, Martha A. and Suzette Talarico. 1986. “The
Social Contexts of Racial Discrimination in Sentenc-
ing.” Social Problems 33:236-51.

Nagel, Ilene H. and Stephen J. Schulhofer. 1992. “A
Tale of Three Cities: An Empirical Study of Charg-
ing and Bargaining Practices under the Federal Sen-
tencing Guidelines.” Southern California Law
Review 66:501-66.

Olson, David E. and Gerard F. Ramker. 2001. “Crime
Does Not Pay, but Criminals May: Factors Influenc-
ing the Imposition and Collection of Probation
Fees.” Justice System Journal 22:29-46.

O’Malley, Pat. 2009. “Theorizing Fines.” Punishment
and Society 11:67-83.

Omi, Michael and Howard Winant. 1986. Racial Forma-
tion in the United States: From the 1960s to the
1990s. New York: Routledge.

Downloaded from asr.sagepub.com at UNIV WASHINGTON LIBRARIES on April 1, 2011


http://asr.sagepub.com/

Harris et al.

263

Oshinsky, David M. 1996. Worse than Slavery: Parch-
man Farm and the Ordeal of Jim Crow Justice.
New York: Simon and Schuster.

Pager, Devah. 2003. “The Mark of a Criminal Record.”
American Journal of Sociology 108:937-75.

Pager, Devah. 2005. “Walking the Talk: What Employ-
ers Say Versus What They Do.” American Sociolog-
ical Review 70:355-80.

Pager, Devah. 2007. Marked: Race, Crime and Finding
Work in an Era of Mass Incarceration. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Pager, Devah and Diana Karafin. 2009. ‘“Bayesian
Bigot? Statistical Discrimination, Stereotypes, and
Employer Decision-Making.”” Annals of the Ameri-
can Academy of Political and Social Sciences
621:70-93.

Perkins, Colby R. 1993. “Evaluating the Passel-Word
Spanish Surname List: 1990 Decennial Census Post
Enumeration Survey Results.”” Population Division,
Working Paper No. 4. U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Perkinson, Robert. 2008. Texas Tough: The Rise of
a Prison Empire. New York: Metropolitan Books/
Henry Holt.

Quillian, Lincoln. 2008. “Does Unconscious Racism
Exist.”” Social Psychology Quarterly 71:6-11.

Quillian, Lincoln and Devah Pager. 2001. “Black
Neighbors, Higher Crime? The Role of Racial Ster-
eotypes in Evaluations of Neighborhood Crime.”
American Journal of Sociology 107:717—67.

Raudenbush, Stephen and Anthony Bryk. 2002. Hierar-
chical Linear Models. Newbury Park, CA: Sage
Publications.

Reeves, Mimmie and Richard Campbell. 1994. Cracked
Coverage: Television News, the Anti-Cocaine
Crusade and the Reagan Legacy. New York:
Grisham.

Reinarman, Craig and Harry G. Levine. 1997. Crack in
America: Demon Drugs and Social Justice. Berke-
ley: University of California Press.

Rosenthal, Alan and Marsha Weissman. 2007. Sentenc-
ing for Dollars: The Financial Consequences of
a Criminal Conviction. Syracuse, NY: Center for
Community Alternatives, Justice Strategies.

Ruback, R. Barry, Jennifer N. Shaffer, and Melissa A.
Logue. 2004. “The Imposition and Effects of Resti-
tution in Four Pennsylvania Counties: Effects of Size
of County and Specialized Collection Units.” Crime
& Delinquency 50:168—88.

Sampson, Robert J. and Stephen W. Raudenbush. 2004.
“Seeing Disorder: Neighborhood Stigma and the
Social Construction of ‘Broken Windows.””” Social
Psychology Quarterly 67:319—42.

Savelsberg, Joachim. 1992. “Law That Does Not Fit
Society: Sentencing Guidelines as a Neoclassical
Reaction to the Dilemmas of Substantivized Law.”
American Journal of Sociology 97:1346-81.

Schlesinger, Traci. 2005. “Racial and Ethnic Disparity
in Pretrial Criminal Processing.” Justice Quarterly
22:170-92.

Schram, Sanford F., Joe Soss, Richard C. Fording, and
Linda Houser. 2009. “Deciding to Discipline:
Race, Choice, and Punishment at the Frontlines of
Welfare Reform.”” American Sociological Review
74:398-442.

Sears, David O. 1988. “Symbolic Racism.” Pp. 53-84
in Eliminating Racism: Profiles in Controversy, edi-
ted by P. A. Katz and D. A. Taylor. New York: Ple-
num Press.

Simon, Jonathan. 2007. Governing through Crime: How
the War on Crime Transformed American Democ-
racy and Created a Culture of Fear. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Snijders, Tom and Roel Bosker. 1999. Multilevel Analy-
sis: An Introduction to Basic and Advanced Multi-
level Modeling. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Soss, Joe, Richard C. Fording, and Sanford F. Schram.
2008. “The Color of Devolution: The Politics of
Local Punishment in an Era of Neo-Liberal Welfare
Reform.” American Journal of Political Science
52:536-53.

Spohn, Cassia and David Holleran. 2000. “The Impris-
onment Penalty Paid by Young, Unemployed Black
and Hispanic Male Offenders.” Criminology
38:281-306.

Steen, Sara, Rodney Engen, and Randy Gainey. 2005.
“Images of Danger and Culpability: Racial Stereo-
typic, Case Processing, and Criminal Sentencing.”
Criminology 4:435-68.

Steffensmeier, Darrell and Stephen Demuth. 2000. ““Eth-
nicity and Sentencing Outcomes in U.S. Federal
Courts: Who is Punished More Harshly?”” American
Sociological Review 65:705-729.

Steffensmeier, Darrell and Stephen Demuth. 2001. “Eth-
nicity and Judges’ Sentencing Decisions: Hispanic-
Black-White Comparisons.” Criminology 39:145-78.

Steffensmeier, Darrell, Jeffery Ulmer, and John Kramer.
1998. “The Interaction of Race, Gender, and Age in
Criminal Sentencing: The Punishment Cost of Being
Young, Black, and Male.” Criminology 36:763-98.

Sykes, Bryan L. and Alex Piquero. 2009. “Structuring
and Recreating Inequality: Health Testing Policies,
Race, and the Criminal Justice System.”” Annals of
the American Academy of Political and Social Sci-
ence 623:214-27.

Takaki, Ronald. 1990. Iron Cages: Race and Culture in
19th Century America. New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Tonry, Michael. 1996. Sentencing Matters. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Tonry, Michael. 1998. “Intermediate Sanctions.” In The
Handbook of Crime and Punishment, edited by M.
Tonry. New York: Oxford University Press.

Downloaded from asr.sagepub.com at UNIV WASHINGTON LIBRARIES on April 1, 2011


http://asr.sagepub.com/

264

American Sociological Review 76(2)

Tonry, Michael and Mary Lynch. 1996. “Intermediate
Sanctions.” Crime and Justice 20:99—144.

Travis, Jeremy. 2005. But They All Come Back: Facing
the Challenges of Prisoner Reentry. New York:
Urban Institute Press.

Uggen, Christopher, Jeff Manza, and Melissa Thompson.
2006. “Citizenship, Democracy and the Civic Reinte-
gration of Criminal Offenders.” Annals of the
American Association of Political Science Studies
605:281-310.

Ulmer, Jeffery and Mindy Bradley. 2006. ‘“Variation in
Trial Penalties among Serious Violent Offenses.”
Criminology 44:631-70.

Ulmer, Jeffery and John Kramer. 1996. “Court Commu-
nities under Sentencing Guidelines: Dilemmas of
Formal Rationality and Sentencing Disparity.”
Criminology 34:383-407.

U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey,
2006. Tables B17020H and B170201 (http://
WWW.Census.gov/acs/www/).

U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration. 2009. Drug
Trends Washington  (http://www.usnodrugs.com/
drugtrends.htm?state=Washington).

U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics.
N.d. Survey of Inmates in State and Federal Correc-
tional Facilities. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social Research [pro-
ducer and distributor], 2007-02-28. ICPSR Nos.
6068; 2598; 4572. DOLI: (http://dx.doi.org/10.3886/
ICPSR06068);  (http://dx.doi.org/10.3886/ICPSRO
2598); (http://dx.doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR04572).

Warr, Mark. 2000. “Fear of Crime in the United States:
Avenues for Research and Policy.” Pp. 451-89 in
Criminal Justice 2000, Vol. 4, Measurement and
Analysis of Crime and Justice, edited by D. Duffee.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice,
National Institute of Justice.

Weber, Max. 1968. Economy and Society. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Western, Bruce. 2006. Punishment and Inequality in
America. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Western, Bruce and Katherine Beckett. 1999. “How
Unregulated is the U.S. Labor Market? Penal System
as Labor Market Institution, 1980—1995. American
Journal of Sociology 104:1030—60.

Western, Bruce and Sara McLanahan. 2000. ““Fathers in
Fragile Families: The Impact of Incarceration on
Family Formation.” Pp. 309324 in Families and

Crime, edited by G. L. Fox. London: Oxford Univer-
sity Press.

Western, Bruce and Becky Pettit. 2005. “Black-White
Wage Inequality, Employment Rates, and Incar-
ceration.” American Journal of Sociology 111:
553-78.

Wooldredge, John and Amy Thistlethwaite. 2004. ““Bile-
vel Disparities in Court Dispositions for Intimate
Assault.” Criminology 42:417-56.

Word, David L. and R. Colby Perkins Jr. 1996. ““Build-
ing a Spanish Surname List for the 1990s (A New
Approach to an Old Problem).”” Technical Working
Paper No.13. Washington, DC: Population Division,
U.S. Census Bureau.

Zatz, Marjorie S. 1985. “Los Cholos: Legal Processing
of Chicano Gang Members.” Social Problems
33:13-30.

Alexes Harris is an Assistant Professor in the Depart-
ment of Sociology at the University of Washington.
Her work concentrates in the area of social stratification
and inequality, with specific attention to factors that
influence institutional decision-making and the conse-
quences of juvenile and criminal justice involvement.
She has published articles in Law and Society Review,
Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, Race and Soci-
ety, and American Journal of Sociology.

Heather Evans is a graduate student in the Department
of Sociology and a Fellow in the Comparative Law and
Society Studies program at the University of Washing-
ton. Her research employs mixed methodologies, includ-
ing ethnographic fieldwork and statistical analysis.
Broadly, she is interested in the ways in which institu-
tions reproduce social inequality, how new social spaces
are created, and perceptions of citizenship among mar-
ginalized people.

Katherine Beckett is a Professor in the Department of
Sociology and Law, Societies & Justice Program at the
University of Washington. She has published numerous
articles and book chapters on the politics of crime and
punishment, and is the author of three books. The
most recent of these, co-authored with Steve Herbert,
is titled Banished: The New Social Control in Urban
America (Oxford University Press, 2010).

Downloaded from asr.sagepub.com at UNIV WASHINGTON LIBRARIES on April 1, 2011


http://asr.sagepub.com/


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Coated FOGRA27 \050ISO 12647-2:2004\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Bold
    /ACaslon-BoldItalic
    /ACaslon-Italic
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /ACaslon-Regular
    /ACaslon-Semibold
    /ACaslon-SemiboldItalic
    /AdobeCorpID-Acrobat
    /AdobeCorpID-Adobe
    /AdobeCorpID-Bullet
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionBd
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionBdIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionRg
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionRgIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionSb
    /AdobeCorpID-MinionSbIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBd
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBdScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBl
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadBlIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadLt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadLtIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadPkg
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRg
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadRgScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSb
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbIt
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbScn
    /AdobeCorpID-MyriadSbScnIt
    /AdobeCorpID-PScript
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldExIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Ex
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdEx
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-ItalicOsF
    /Aldus-Roman
    /Aldus-RomanSC
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /AmazoneBT-Regular
    /AmericanTypewriter-Bold
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldA
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-BoldCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Cond
    /AmericanTypewriter-CondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Light
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightA
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCond
    /AmericanTypewriter-LightCondA
    /AmericanTypewriter-Medium
    /AmericanTypewriter-MediumA
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /ArrusBT-Black
    /ArrusBT-BlackItalic
    /ArrusBT-Bold
    /ArrusBT-BoldItalic
    /ArrusBT-Italic
    /ArrusBT-Roman
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AuroraBT-BoldCondensed
    /AuroraBT-RomanCondensed
    /AuroraOpti-Condensed
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /Avenir-Black
    /Avenir-BlackOblique
    /Avenir-Book
    /Avenir-BookOblique
    /Avenir-Heavy
    /Avenir-HeavyOblique
    /Avenir-Light
    /Avenir-LightOblique
    /Avenir-Medium
    /Avenir-MediumOblique
    /Avenir-Oblique
    /Avenir-Roman
    /BaileySansITC-Bold
    /BaileySansITC-BoldItalic
    /BaileySansITC-Book
    /BaileySansITC-BookItalic
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /Baskerville-Bold
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Baskerville-Normal-Italic
    /BauerBodoni-Black
    /BauerBodoni-BlackCond
    /BauerBodoni-BlackItalic
    /BauerBodoni-Bold
    /BauerBodoni-BoldCond
    /BauerBodoni-BoldItalic
    /BauerBodoni-BoldItalicOsF
    /BauerBodoni-BoldOsF
    /BauerBodoni-Italic
    /BauerBodoni-ItalicOsF
    /BauerBodoni-Roman
    /BauerBodoni-RomanSC
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Light
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Benguiat-Bold
    /Benguiat-BoldItalic
    /Benguiat-Book
    /Benguiat-BookItalic
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Bold
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-Book
    /BenguiatITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Benguiat-Medium
    /Benguiat-MediumItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardBoldCondensedBT-Regular
    /BernhardFashionBT-Regular
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /BernhardTangoBT-Regular
    /BlockBE-Condensed
    /BlockBE-ExtraCn
    /BlockBE-ExtraCnIt
    /BlockBE-Heavy
    /BlockBE-Italic
    /BlockBE-Regular
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /BroadwayBT-Regular
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Caliban
    /CarminaBT-Bold
    /CarminaBT-BoldItalic
    /CarminaBT-Light
    /CarminaBT-LightItalic
    /CarminaBT-Medium
    /CarminaBT-MediumItalic
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonOpenFace
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Bold
    /CaxtonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaxtonBT-Book
    /CaxtonBT-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /Century-Bold
    /Century-BoldItalic
    /Century-Book
    /Century-BookItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Bold
    /CenturyExpandedBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Italic
    /CenturyExpandedBT-Roman
    /Century-HandtooledBold
    /Century-HandtooledBoldItalic
    /Century-Light
    /Century-LightItalic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldCond
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbookBT-Roman
    /Century-Ultra
    /Century-UltraItalic
    /CharterBT-Black
    /CharterBT-BlackItalic
    /CharterBT-Bold
    /CharterBT-BoldItalic
    /CharterBT-Italic
    /CharterBT-Roman
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldCondItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalicHeadline
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Cheltenham-HandtooledBdIt
    /Cheltenham-HandtooledBold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-Book
    /CheltenhamITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMR10
    /CMR8
    /CMSY10
    /CMSY8
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CooperBT-Bold
    /CooperBT-BoldItalic
    /CooperBT-Light
    /CooperBT-LightItalic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Bold
    /DellaRobbiaBT-Roman
    /Della-RobbiaItalicBT
    /Della-RobbiaSCaps
    /Del-NormalSmallCaps
    /Delphin-IA
    /Delphin-IIA
    /Delta-Bold
    /Delta-BoldItalic
    /Delta-Book
    /Delta-BookItalic
    /Delta-Light
    /Delta-LightItalic
    /Delta-Medium
    /Delta-MediumItalic
    /Delta-Outline
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /DomCasual
    /DomCasual-Bold
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ELANGO-IB-A03
    /ELANGO-IB-A75
    /ELANGO-IB-A99
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /ElGreco
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /Euclid
    /Euclid-Bold
    /Euclid-BoldItalic
    /EuclidExtra
    /EuclidExtra-Bold
    /EuclidFraktur
    /EuclidFraktur-Bold
    /Euclid-Italic
    /EuclidMathOne
    /EuclidMathOne-Bold
    /EuclidMathTwo
    /EuclidMathTwo-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol
    /EuclidSymbol-Bold
    /EuclidSymbol-BoldItalic
    /EuclidSymbol-Italic
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /EuroSans-Bold
    /EuroSans-BoldItalic
    /EuroSans-Italic
    /EuroSans-Regular
    /EuroSerif-Bold
    /EuroSerif-BoldItalic
    /EuroSerif-Italic
    /EuroSerif-Regular
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldCondensed
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-BoldOblique
    /Eurostile-Condensed
    /Eurostile-Demi
    /Eurostile-DemiOblique
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EurostileLTStd-Demi
    /EurostileLTStd-DemiOblique
    /Eurostile-Oblique
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /FairfieldLH-Bold
    /FairfieldLH-BoldItalic
    /FairfieldLH-BoldSC
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionBold
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionHeavy
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionLight
    /FairfieldLH-CaptionMedium
    /FairfieldLH-Heavy
    /FairfieldLH-HeavyItalic
    /FairfieldLH-HeavySC
    /FairfieldLH-Light
    /FairfieldLH-LightItalic
    /FairfieldLH-LightSC
    /FairfieldLH-Medium
    /FairfieldLH-MediumItalic
    /FairfieldLH-MediumSC
    /FairfieldLH-SwBoldItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwHeavyItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwLightItalicOsF
    /FairfieldLH-SwMediumItalicOsF
    /Fences
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Flood
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDAaOsF
    /FontanaNDAaOsF-Italic
    /FontanaNDCcOsF-Semibold
    /FontanaNDCcOsF-SemiboldIta
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Bold
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-BoldItalic
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Light
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /ForteMT
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FrankfurterHigD
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-BookItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Demi
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-Heavy
    /FranklinGothicITCbyBT-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /Freeform721BT-Bold
    /Freeform721BT-BoldItalic
    /Freeform721BT-Italic
    /Freeform721BT-Roman
    /FreestyleScrD
    /Freestylescript
    /FreestyleScript
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-CondensedLight
    /Futura-CondensedLightOblique
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /Futura-Thin
    /Galliard-Black
    /Galliard-BlackItalic
    /Galliard-Bold
    /Galliard-BoldItalic
    /Galliard-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Bold
    /GalliardITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Galliard-Roman
    /Galliard-Ultra
    /Galliard-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /GaramondBE-Bold
    /GaramondBE-BoldExpert
    /GaramondBE-BoldOsF
    /GaramondBE-CnExpert
    /GaramondBE-Condensed
    /GaramondBE-CondensedSC
    /GaramondBE-Italic
    /GaramondBE-ItalicExpert
    /GaramondBE-ItalicOsF
    /GaramondBE-Medium
    /GaramondBE-MediumCn
    /GaramondBE-MediumCnExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumCnOsF
    /GaramondBE-MediumExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalic
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalicExpert
    /GaramondBE-MediumItalicOsF
    /GaramondBE-MediumSC
    /GaramondBE-Regular
    /GaramondBE-RegularExpert
    /GaramondBE-RegularSC
    /GaramondBE-SwashItalic
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BoldItalic
    /Garamond-Book
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /Garamond-HandtooledBold
    /Garamond-HandtooledBoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-Light
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-LightItalic
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-Ligh
    /GaramondNo4CyrTCY-LighItal
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-BoldSC
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThree-ItalicOsF
    /GaramondThree-SC
    /GaramondThreeSMSIISpl-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSitalicSpl-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /Garamond-Ultra
    /Garamond-UltraCondensed
    /Garamond-UltraCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-UltraItalic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldExtraCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-ExtraBoldDisplay
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-LightShadowed
    /GillSans-Shadowed
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Gothic-Thirteen
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /GoudyCatalogueBT-Regular
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /GoudyHandtooledBT-Regular
    /GoudyHeavyfaceBT-Regular
    /GoudyHeavyfaceBT-RegularCond
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Black
    /GoudySans-BlackItalic
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySans-Book
    /GoudySans-BookItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Black
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BlackItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Light
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Compressed
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Thin
    /Helvetica-ExtraCompressed
    /Helvetica-Fraction
    /Helvetica-FractionBold
    /HelveticaInserat-Roman
    /HelveticaInserat-Roman-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-Black
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExt
    /HelveticaNeue-LightExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-Thin
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExt
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLight
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLightItal
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /Helvetica-UltraCompressed
    /HelvExtCompressed
    /HelvLight
    /HelvUltCompressed
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist531BT-BlackA
    /Humanist531BT-BoldA
    /Humanist531BT-RomanA
    /Humanist531BT-UltraBlackA
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ExtraBlackB
    /Humanist777BT-ExtraBlackCondB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightCondensedB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanCondensedB
    /Humanist970BT-BoldC
    /Humanist970BT-RomanC
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Black
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Bold
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Italic
    /HumanistSlabserif712BT-Roman
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /Iglesia-Light
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Light
    /Imago-LightItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /ITCGaramondMM
    /ITCGaramondMM-It
    /JAKEOpti-Regular
    /JansonText-Bold
    /JansonText-BoldItalic
    /JansonText-Italic
    /JansonText-Roman
    /JansonText-RomanSC
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /Juniper
    /KabelITCbyBT-Book
    /KabelITCbyBT-Demi
    /KabelITCbyBT-Medium
    /KabelITCbyBT-Ultra
    /Kaufmann
    /Kaufmann-Bold
    /KeplMM-Or2
    /KisBT-Italic
    /KisBT-Roman
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Linotext
    /Lithos-Black
    /LithosBold
    /Lithos-Bold
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaHandwritingItalic
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LucidaSansTypewriter
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-Bd
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-BdObl
    /LucidaSansTypewriter-Obl
    /LucidaTypewriter
    /LucidaTypewriter-Bold
    /LucidaTypewriter-BoldObl
    /LucidaTypewriter-Obl
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Machine
    /Machine-Bold
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /MatrixScriptBold
    /MatrixScriptBoldLin
    /MatrixScriptBook
    /MatrixScriptBookLin
    /MatrixScriptRegular
    /MatrixScriptRegularLin
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Bold
    /Meridien-BoldItalic
    /Meridien-Italic
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /Minion-DisplayItalic
    /Minion-DisplayRegular
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MrsEavesAllPetiteCaps
    /MrsEavesAllSmallCaps
    /MrsEavesBold
    /MrsEavesFractions
    /MrsEavesItalic
    /MrsEavesPetiteCaps
    /MrsEavesRoman
    /MrsEavesRomanLining
    /MrsEavesSmallCaps
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /MyriadMM
    /MyriadMM-It
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
    /NeuzeitS-BookHeavy
    /NewBaskerville-Bold
    /NewBaskerville-BoldItalic
    /NewBaskerville-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Bold
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-BoldItal
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Italic
    /NewBaskervilleITCbyBT-Roman
    /NewBaskerville-Roman
    /NewCaledonia
    /NewCaledonia-Black
    /NewCaledonia-BlackItalic
    /NewCaledonia-Bold
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalic
    /NewCaledonia-BoldItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-BoldSC
    /NewCaledonia-Italic
    /NewCaledonia-ItalicOsF
    /NewCaledonia-SC
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBold
    /NewCaledonia-SemiBoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Bold
    /NewCenturySchlbk-BoldItalic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Italic
    /NewCenturySchlbk-Roman
    /NewsGothic
    /NewsGothic-Bold
    /NewsGothic-BoldOblique
    /NewsGothicBT-Bold
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldCondItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-BoldItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-Demi
    /NewsGothicBT-DemiItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-ExtraCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-Italic
    /NewsGothicBT-ItalicCondensed
    /NewsGothicBT-Light
    /NewsGothicBT-LightItalic
    /NewsGothicBT-Roman
    /NewsGothicBT-RomanCondensed
    /NewsGothic-Oblique
    /New-Symbol
    /NovareseITCbyBT-Bold
    /NovareseITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /NovareseITCbyBT-Book
    /NovareseITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Nueva-BoldExtended
    /Nueva-Roman
    /NuptialScript
    /OceanSansMM
    /OceanSansMM-It
    /OfficinaSans-Bold
    /OfficinaSans-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSans-Book
    /OfficinaSans-BookItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Bold
    /OfficinaSerif-BoldItalic
    /OfficinaSerif-Book
    /OfficinaSerif-BookItalic
    /OnyxMT
    /Optima
    /Optima-Bold
    /Optima-BoldItalic
    /Optima-BoldOblique
    /Optima-ExtraBlack
    /Optima-ExtraBlackItalic
    /Optima-Italic
    /Optima-Oblique
    /OSPIRE-Plain
    /OttaIA
    /Otta-wa
    /Ottawa-BoldA
    /OttawaPSMT
    /Oxford
    /Palatino-Bold
    /Palatino-BoldItalic
    /Palatino-Italic
    /Palatino-Roman
    /Parisian
    /Perpetua
    /Perpetua-Bold
    /Perpetua-BoldItalic
    /Perpetua-Italic
    /PhotinaMT
    /PhotinaMT-Bold
    /PhotinaMT-BoldItalic
    /PhotinaMT-Italic
    /PhotinaMT-SemiBold
    /PhotinaMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /PhotinaMT-UltraBold
    /PhotinaMT-UltraBoldItalic
    /Plantin
    /Plantin-Bold
    /Plantin-BoldItalic
    /Plantin-Italic
    /Plantin-Light
    /Plantin-LightItalic
    /Plantin-Semibold
    /Plantin-SemiboldItalic
    /Poetica-ChanceryI
    /Poetica-SuppLowercaseEndI
    /PopplLaudatio-Italic
    /PopplLaudatio-Medium
    /PopplLaudatio-MediumItalic
    /PopplLaudatio-Regular
    /ProseAntique-Bold
    /ProseAntique-Normal
    /QuaySansEF-Black
    /QuaySansEF-BlackItalic
    /QuaySansEF-Book
    /QuaySansEF-BookItalic
    /QuaySansEF-Medium
    /QuaySansEF-MediumItalic
    /Quorum-Black
    /Quorum-Bold
    /Quorum-Book
    /Quorum-Light
    /Quorum-Medium
    /Raleigh
    /Raleigh-Bold
    /Raleigh-DemiBold
    /Raleigh-Medium
    /Revival565BT-Bold
    /Revival565BT-BoldItalic
    /Revival565BT-Italic
    /Revival565BT-Roman
    /Ribbon131BT-Bold
    /Ribbon131BT-Regular
    /RMTMI
    /Rockwell
    /Rockwell-Bold
    /Rockwell-BoldItalic
    /Rockwell-Italic
    /Rockwell-Light
    /Rockwell-LightItalic
    /RotisSansSerif
    /RotisSansSerif-Bold
    /RotisSansSerif-ExtraBold
    /RotisSansSerif-Italic
    /RotisSansSerif-Light
    /RotisSansSerif-LightItalic
    /RotisSemiSans
    /RotisSemiSans-Bold
    /RotisSemiSans-ExtraBold
    /RotisSemiSans-Italic
    /RotisSemiSans-Light
    /RotisSemiSans-LightItalic
    /RotisSemiSerif
    /RotisSemiSerif-Bold
    /RotisSerif
    /RotisSerif-Bold
    /RotisSerif-Italic
    /RunicMT-Condensed
    /Sabon-Bold
    /Sabon-BoldItalic
    /Sabon-Italic
    /Sabon-Roman
    /SackersGothicLight
    /SackersGothicLightAlt
    /SackersItalianScript
    /SackersItalianScriptAlt
    /Sam
    /Sanvito-Light
    /SanvitoMM
    /Sanvito-Roman
    /Semitica
    /Semitica-Italic
    /SIVAMATH
    /Siva-Special
    /SMS-SPELA
    /Souvenir-Demi
    /Souvenir-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Demi
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-DemiItalic
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-Light
    /SouvenirITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /Souvenir-Light
    /Souvenir-LightItalic
    /SpecialAA
    /Special-Gali
    /Sp-Sym
    /StempelGaramond-Bold
    /StempelGaramond-BoldItalic
    /StempelGaramond-Italic
    /StempelGaramond-Roman
    /StoneSans
    /StoneSans-Bold
    /StoneSans-BoldItalic
    /StoneSans-Italic
    /StoneSans-PhoneticAlternate
    /StoneSans-PhoneticIPA
    /StoneSans-Semibold
    /StoneSans-SemiboldItalic
    /StoneSerif
    /StoneSerif-Italic
    /StoneSerif-PhoneticAlternate
    /StoneSerif-PhoneticIPA
    /StoneSerif-Semibold
    /StoneSerif-SemiboldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Black
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BlackCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BlackItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BlackOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BlackRounded
    /Swiss721BT-Bold
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldCondensedOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldExtended
    /Swiss721BT-BoldItalic
    /Swiss721BT-BoldOutline
    /Swiss721BT-BoldRounded
    /Swiss721BT-Heavy
    /Swiss721BT-HeavyItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Italic
    /Swiss721BT-ItalicCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-Light
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-LightCondensedItalic
    /Swiss721BT-LightExtended
    /Swiss721BT-LightItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Medium
    /Swiss721BT-MediumItalic
    /Swiss721BT-Roman
    /Swiss721BT-RomanCondensed
    /Swiss721BT-RomanExtended
    /Swiss721BT-Thin
    /Swiss721BT-ThinItalic
    /Swiss921BT-RegularA
    /Symbol
    /Syntax-Black
    /Syntax-Bold
    /Syntax-Italic
    /Syntax-Roman
    /Syntax-UltraBlack
    /Tekton
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldA
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-BoldOblique
    /Times-Italic
    /Times-NewRoman
    /Times-NewRomanBold
    /Times-Oblique
    /Times-PhoneticAlternate
    /Times-PhoneticIPA
    /Times-Roman
    /Times-RomanSmallCaps
    /Times-Sc
    /Times-SCB
    /Times-special
    /TimesTenGreekP-Upright
    /TradeGothic
    /TradeGothic-Bold
    /TradeGothic-BoldCondTwenty
    /TradeGothic-BoldCondTwentyObl
    /TradeGothic-BoldOblique
    /TradeGothic-BoldTwo
    /TradeGothic-BoldTwoOblique
    /TradeGothic-CondEighteen
    /TradeGothic-CondEighteenObl
    /TradeGothicLH-BoldExtended
    /TradeGothicLH-Extended
    /TradeGothic-Light
    /TradeGothic-LightOblique
    /TradeGothic-Oblique
    /Trajan-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Bold
    /TrajanPro-Regular
    /Trajan-Regular
    /Transitional521BT-BoldA
    /Transitional521BT-CursiveA
    /Transitional521BT-RomanA
    /Transitional551BT-MediumB
    /Transitional551BT-MediumItalicB
    /Univers
    /Universal-GreekwithMathPi
    /Universal-NewswithCommPi
    /Univers-BlackExt
    /Univers-BlackExtObl
    /Univers-Bold
    /Univers-BoldExt
    /Univers-BoldExtObl
    /Univers-BoldOblique
    /Univers-Condensed
    /Univers-CondensedBold
    /Univers-CondensedBoldOblique
    /Univers-CondensedOblique
    /Univers-Extended
    /Univers-ExtendedObl
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExt
    /Univers-ExtraBlackExtObl
    /Univers-Light
    /Univers-LightOblique
    /UniversLTStd-Black
    /UniversLTStd-BlackObl
    /Univers-Oblique
    /Utopia-Black
    /Utopia-BlackOsF
    /Utopia-Bold
    /Utopia-BoldItalic
    /Utopia-Italic
    /Utopia-Ornaments
    /Utopia-Regular
    /Utopia-Semibold
    /Utopia-SemiboldItalic
    /VAGRounded-Black
    /VAGRounded-Bold
    /VAGRounded-Light
    /VAGRounded-Thin
    /Viva-BoldExtraExtended
    /Viva-Regular
    /Weidemann-Black
    /Weidemann-BlackItalic
    /Weidemann-Bold
    /Weidemann-BoldItalic
    /Weidemann-Book
    /Weidemann-BookItalic
    /Weidemann-Medium
    /Weidemann-MediumItalic
    /WindsorBT-Elongated
    /WindsorBT-Light
    /WindsorBT-LightCondensed
    /WindsorBT-Roman
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /WNCYB10
    /WNCYI10
    /WNCYR10
    /WNCYSC10
    /WNCYSS10
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-One
    /WoodtypeOrnaments-Two
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Bold
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-BoldItal
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Italic
    /ZapfCalligraphic801BT-Roman
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Bold
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Demi
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-Medium
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-MediumItal
    /ZapfChancery-MediumItalic
    /ZapfDingbats
    /ZapfDingbatsITCbyBT-Regular
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Bold
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Italic
    /ZapfElliptical711BT-Roman
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Bold
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-BoldItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Demi
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-DemiItalic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Italic
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Roman
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-Ultra
    /ZapfHumanist601BT-UltraItalic
    /ZurichBT-Black
    /ZurichBT-BlackExtended
    /ZurichBT-BlackItalic
    /ZurichBT-Bold
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-BoldExtended
    /ZurichBT-BoldExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-BoldItalic
    /ZurichBT-ExtraBlack
    /ZurichBT-ExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Italic
    /ZurichBT-ItalicCondensed
    /ZurichBT-Light
    /ZurichBT-LightCondensed
    /ZurichBT-LightCondensedItalic
    /ZurichBT-LightExtraCondensed
    /ZurichBT-LightItalic
    /ZurichBT-Roman
    /ZurichBT-RomanCondensed
    /ZurichBT-RomanExtended
    /ZurichBT-UltraBlackExtended
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
    /TimesNewRomanPS
    /TimesNewRomanPS-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 2400
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ENU (Use these settings for creating PDF files for submission to The Sheridan Press. These settings configured for Acrobat v6.0 08/06/03.)
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /NLD <>
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


