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Abstract
The current study evaluates the impact of defendant race/ethnicity and police
body-worn cameras (BWCs) on dismissals and guilty pleas in traffic violations. Despite
the frequency of traffic violations and the potential for racial/ethnic bias in these
incidents, researchers have yet to examine the outcomes of these violations in court.
Research is also needed to assess the potential for BWCs to provide evidence and
reduce charging disparities and differential pleas for minority defendants. Traffic
violations processed in the Tempe, Arizona Municipal Court before and after BWC
deployment were examined using logistic regression. Black and Hispanic defendants
were less likely to have their violations dismissed than White defendants, regardless of
the presence of a BWC. Hispanic defendants were significantly more likely to plead
guilty to traffic violations than White defendants, and BWCs did not eliminate this
disparity. BWCs did significantly reduce the likelihood of a guilty plea for Black and
White defendants, but the finding was not robust to the inclusion of an interaction
term between race and BWCs. BWCs did not significantly moderate the impact of
defendant race/ethnicity on either dismissals or guilty pleas. Overall, the results
suggest that BWCs have little impact on reducing racial/ethnic disparities in traffic
violation processing.
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Despite heavy research attention to felony offenses, most cases processed in the U.S.
court system involve misdemeanors. In fact, approximately 13 million Americans are
charged with a misdemeanor each year (Natapoff, 2018). Roberts (2011, p. 277) notes
that “the volume of misdemeanor cases nationwide has risen from five to more than
ten million between 1972 and 2006. At the same time, violent crime and the number
of felony cases across the country have decreased markedly.” Traffic violations
specifically account for a large portion of these cases.
Though misdemeanor traffic violations are some of the most common cases
processed in courts (Stevenson & Mayson, 2018), and account for the most frequent
interaction between citizens and the criminal justice system as a whole (Davis et al.,
2018), these incidents have received limited research attention. Researchers who have
examined traffic violations predominantly assess racial profiling on the part of the
police, and have shown that these interactions are fraught with the potential for racial/
ethnic bias (Engel et al., 2002; Lundman & Kaufman, 2003; Warren et al., 2006).
Though examining the initial traffic stop and interaction is important, understanding
how these cases are ultimately processed through the court system is imperative to
assessing the full impact of driver/defendant race/ethnicity on traffic violations.
Researchers often use the focal concerns perspective to examine the impact of legal
(e.g., offense characteristics) and extralegal (e.g., defendant characteristics) factors on
judicial decision-making (Kutateladze & Lawson, 2018; Steffensmeier et al., 1993;
Steffensmeier et al., 1998). However, the lack of research on defendant race/ethnicity
in misdemeanors, especially traffic cases, represents a gap in the literature. Police
body-worn cameras (BWCs) are a recent development that could impact the factors
that court officials consider in traffic cases by providing additional evidence of the
offense. Unfortunately, only a handful of studies have investigated the influence of
BWCs in court (Morrow et al., 2016; Owens et al., 2014; White et al., 2019; White
et al., 2018). The extent to which BWCs affect the processing and adjudication of
traffic violations specifically, remains unknown.
The current study seeks to address the aforementioned gaps in the traffic case
processing and the BWC literature through an examination of traffic violations
brought to the Tempe, Arizona Municipal Court, collected as part of a randomizedcontrolled trial (RCT) of BWCs in the Tempe Police Department. We take advantage
of this RCT to investigate three issues related to the adjudication of traffic violations.
First, we explore the degree to which defendant race/ethnicity influences dismissals
and guilty pleas. Second, we examine whether the introduction of BWCs affected the
likelihood of dismissals and/or guilty pleas in traffic violations by defendant race/
ethnicity. Last, we assess the potential for BWCs to mitigate the influence of
defendant race/ethnicity on the adjudication of traffic violations.

Theoretical Framework
The focal concerns perspective posits that courtroom actors take three factors into
consideration when pursuing charges or making sentencing decisions: (1) the defendant’s blameworthiness/the harm caused (e.g., prior record); (2) the need to protect the
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community (e.g., incapacitate the offender); and (3) the practical considerations of the
court actor’s decisions (e.g., jail space; Steffensmeier et al., 2017; Steffensmeier et al.,
1998). Scholars further propose that courtroom actors have bounded rationality
(Albonetti, 1991) due to attempts to predict future offending with incomplete information. This can result in the utilization of perceptual shorthand, or stereotypes, to
reduce uncertainty when making decisions about an individual’s future dangerousness
(Steffensmeier & Demuth, 2001). This perceptual shorthand could stem from extralegal factors such as race/ethnicity, gender, or age (Farrell & Holmes, 1991; Hawkins,
1981; Steffensmeier et al., 2017, 1998). Prior research has confirmed that defendant
race/ethnicity influences judicial decisions (Anderson & Spohn, 2010; Johnson, 2006;
Kim et al., 2015).
Only a few studies examine the influence of evidentiary strength and extralegal
factors on misdemeanor case outcomes. Kalven and Zeisel (1966) found that cases
involving less severe offenses resulted in higher levels of juror discretion. This
landmark study provided evidence of the liberation hypothesis, in that the more severe
the crime, the more constrained by the law the jury felt (Leiber & Blowers, 2003).
Spohn and Cederblom (1991) expanded this perspective to include judicial
decision-making. The more serious offenses in their study (e.g., murder) involved less
judicial discretion, as legal factors were the primary influence on decisions to
incarcerate. When looking at less severe crimes (e.g., assault), more discretion was
present, and extralegal factors, such as race, were more influential. Other scholars
have similarly found that both legal and extralegal factors influence whether a case
will be pursued in court (Adams & Cutshall, 1987; Jamieson & Blowers, 1993).
Following the liberation hypothesis and focal concerns perspectives, it becomes
reasonable to anticipate that racial disparities might occur during “low information”
misdemeanor offenses (Metcalfe & Chiricos, 2018). Indeed, Berdejó (2018) indicated
that White defendants were 25% more likely than Black defendants to have their
principal charge dropped or reduced. These considerations could also influence a
defendants’ decision to plea. Guilty pleas account for a substantial portion of convictions (Natapoff, 2018; Painter-Davis & Ulmer, 2020). Metcalfe and Chiricos
(2018) found that Black males were less likely to plea and were expected to receive a
lower value for their plea, consistent with Adams and Cutshall’s (1987) finding that
Black defendants were more likely to have a case go to trial.

Traffic Violations
In 2015, almost 9% of U.S. drivers experienced a traffic stop (Davis et al., 2018). Traffic
violations make up over half of the legal violations processed in state courts each
year; more than civil, criminal, domestic, and juvenile cases combined (Economos,
1953; Stevenson & Mayson, 2018). Though researchers have identified racial
disproportionality in terms of police behavior in traffic stops (Pierson et al., 2019), less
is known about the relationship between driver race/ethnicity and outcomes in
court. This is an important oversight in the literature given the potential for lower courts
to shape public perceptions of the criminal justice system (Brickey & Miller, 1975),
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especially as most of the defendants in traffic violations will not experience another
court proceeding (Economos, 1953). Traffic courts operate with a prime concern for
efficiency (Brickey & Miller, 1975), but have also been criticized for being overcrowded, resulting in long waits and limited judicial time to hear cases (Stone et al.,
2014). Little is known about the influence of defendant race/ethnicity on the adjudication of traffic violations. There is reason to believe that the low severity of traffic
offenses, combined with judicial uncertainty about case processing, could result in
differential court outcomes depending on defendant race/ethnicity.
Scholars have long argued that police officers, like courtroom actors, use a perceptual shorthand to guide their decisions based on stereotypes indicating which
individuals are likely to be engaged in illegal behaviors (Skolnick, 1996). The term
‘driving while Black’ demonstrates this point, suggesting that driver race plays a
fundamental role in police decisions to initiate a traffic stop (Lundman, 2010).
Researchers consistently find that Black drivers experience higher rates of traffic
stops, post-stop searches, and post-stop arrests compared to White drivers (Epp et al.,
2014; Harris, 1999; Warren et al., 2006). Researchers have also found that Hispanic
drivers are stopped, searched, and arrested more often than their White counterparts
(Pierson et al., 2019; Rojek et al., 2004). Though police officers have attributed these
disparities to deployment patterns (Withrow, 2004), race/ethnicity was a key component in “drug courier profiles” developed by the Drug Enforcement Administration
(DEA) in the 1980s (Harris, 2002). Engel (2010, p. 2) notes:
In 1985 the DEA established “Operation Pipeline,” a highway drug interdiction program
designed to train federal, state, and local law enforcement officials on the indicators of
drug trafficking activities of motorists. One of the alleged indicators of drug trafficking
used in the training was the race/ethnicity of the driver.

Police officers conduct traffic stops for a variety of legal reasons, including moving
and equipment violations (Epp et al., 2014; Miller, 2009). Moving violations involve
drivers engaged in speeding, erratic lane changes, and other potentially dangerous
driving behaviors. Equipment violations involve such things as non-functional lights,
expired vehicle registration, and missing license plates. Equipment violations may be
used for pretextual stops, a Supreme Court-approved tactic (Wren v. United States, 53
F.3d 371), whereby a minor infraction is used as an excuse to investigate the driver for
other more serious offenses. Harris (1999, p. 302) describes how pretextual stops lead
to racial bias in police traffic enforcement:
Few would contend that police discretion should be limitless. But this is exactly what the
pretextual stop doctrine allows. Since everyone violates the traffic code at some point, it
is not a matter of whether police can stop a driver, but which driver they want to stop.
Police are free to pick and choose the motorists they will pull over, so factors other than
direct evidence of law breaking come into play. In the “driving while Black” situation, of
course, that factor is race.
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Research has shown that minority drivers are disproportionately subjected to stops
for equipment violations, presumably as part of pretextual stops; moving stops, on the
other hand, are equally likely to involve minority and White drivers (Epp et al., 2014).
The overrepresentation of minorities in equipment stops could be driven by racial bias
or by socioeconomic status, if minority drivers are more likely to drive vehicles that
are older and in need of repair (see Engel & Calnon, 2004 for a similar discussion).
Thus, it is important to account for the type of traffic stop when examining driver race/
ethnicity and stop outcomes.

Body-Worn Cameras
Body-worn cameras have diffused rapidly in American police departments because of
their perceived benefits. Though much of the focus has centered on their potential to
increase transparency and to reduce violence between police and citizens (Lum et al.,
2019; White & Malm, 2020), advocates also argue that the technology has significant
evidentiary value in court (McCluskey et al., 2019; Todak et al., 2018; White et al.,
2018). Only a handful of studies have investigated this issue, however, resulting in
calls for increased research examining the impact of cameras on downstream criminal
case processing (Merola et al., 2016; White et al., 2018).
Studies from the United Kingdom (UK) have generally found that BWCs lead to
quicker resolution of cases and increase the likelihood of guilty pleas by 70-80%
(Goodall, 2007). Morrow et al. (2016) found that domestic violence cases with BWC
footage were significantly more likely to result in arrest, have charges filed, and end in
either a guilty plea or a guilty verdict at trial in Phoenix (also see Owens et al., 2014).
White et al. (2018) found that BWC deployment in Tempe was associated with a 6%
increase in guilty pleas and an 8% decrease in adjudication time among misdemeanor
cases. The introduction of BWCs into downstream criminal case processing may also
generate collateral effects. In a survey of prosecutors and public defenders in three US
counties, McCluskey et al. (2019) found that though both prosecutors and defense
attorneys were generally supportive of BWCs, BWC footage was not reviewed in all
cases in which it was available due to the time commitment associated with watching
the video.

Current Study
We examine the influence of defendant race/ethnicity and BWCs on judicial decisions
to dismiss and defendant decisions to plead guilty to traffic violations. The role of
defendant race/ethnicity may be of most concern in misdemeanors, especially traffic
violations, because of the history of racial bias in those cases and the high-volume,
low-information environment in which these decisions are made. Further, the evidence generated by a BWC could reduce judicial discretion to dismiss charges and
could increase guilty pleas. Thus, BWCs could result in more guilty outcomes (via
plea or trial) due to the evidence of the offense being tangible in the courtroom. BWCs
could also reduce judicial reliance on extralegal defendant characteristics, like race/

6

Race and Justice XX(X)

ethnicity, when processing traffic violations. We investigate the factors that influence
dismissals and guilty pleas in traffic violations prior to and after the implementation of
police BWCs in Tempe, Arizona.

Research Design and Methods
Tempe is located southeast of Phoenix, with a population of 178,339 residents. In
terms of race/ethnicity, 57.7% of the residents are non-Hispanic White, 22.7% are
Hispanic of any race, and 6.5% are Black (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). In 2016,
Tempe documented 902 violent crimes and 8,144 property crimes, for violent and
property crime rates of 504.9 and 4,558.5 per 100,000 residents, respectively (Federal
Bureau of Investigation, 2016). Both rates are well above the national average
(386.3 and 2,450.7, respectively). The Tempe Police Department employed 200 patrol
officers in 2016. BWCs were deployed as part of a 6-month RCT, in which officers
received cameras in two phases: phase 1 (treatment, November 2015; n ¼ 101
officers) and phase 2 (control, May 2016; n ¼ 99 officers).
The Tempe Municipal Court handles all misdemeanor arrests made by Tempe
officers. The Tempe Municipal Court has jurisdiction over civil and criminal traffic
offenses, city ordinance offenses, and other misdemeanors within the city of Tempe
(Tempe Municipal Court, 2019). The Tempe Police Department communicated with
the Municipal Court during the planning phase of the BWC rollout, ensuring that court
actors were aware of the implementation of BWCs and could begin developing policies and practices for incorporating BWCs into case processing (Todak et al., 2018).
The authors obtained all violations processed in the Tempe Municipal Court from 11/
1/2014 to 6/30/2017—representing one year before the start of the RCT and
19 months after BWC deployment. The data include 89,221 individual violations
falling into 594 separate offense categories. It is important to note that a defendant
could have been charged with more than one violation in an individual case. Given the
focus of the current study, non-traffic violations were removed from the dataset. This
resulted in a final sample of 50,877 traffic violations. Traffic violations in the current
study were filed directly with the court by the officer who conducted the stop (without
prosecutorial review or presence in traffic hearings). Defendants have the option to
use an attorney or represent themselves. As such, this study represents an evaluation of
judicial decisions to pursue charges and defendant decisions to plead guilty.
We separated traffic violations into moving and equipment violations, consistent with
prior research. Moving violations include speeding, erratic lane changes, aggressive
driving, and other similar violations (52.2% of traffic violations; n ¼ 26,573). Equipment
violations include faulty brake lights, broken windows, and expired plates (47.8% of
traffic violations; n ¼ 24,304). Given our focus on violation outcomes for minority
drivers, we separately model outcomes for Black and Hispanic defendants, relative
to White defendants. Most traffic violations involved White defendants (66.3%;
n ¼ 33,749), followed by Hispanic defendants (19.0%; n ¼ 9,671), and Black defendants
(14.7%; n ¼ 7,457).
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Dependent Variables
Our dependent variables are dismissals and guilty pleas. Dismissals are examined
using a binary measure of judicial decision to dismiss the charge (dismissal ¼ 1
[39.85%; n ¼ 20,277]). This was the most common outcome for traffic violations
during the study period. Guilty pleas were similarly examined using a binary measure
of defendant decisions to plead guilty to the traffic violation (guilty plea ¼ 1 [36.77%;
n ¼ 18,707]). Other outcomes include found guilty at trial (2.44%; n ¼ 1,243),
acquitted at trial (0.49%; n ¼ 247), and other (20.45%; n ¼ 10,403; e.g. defensive
driving school, failure to appear, remanded to other courts, charges amended). The
dismissal and guilty plea models compare the likelihood of a dismissal/guilty plea to
all other possible violation outcomes. Recall that individual defendants could be
charged with multiple violations as part of a single case. We specifically examine
violation-level outcomes. As a result, a dismissal or a guilty plea is linked to the
specific violation in question, which might or might not be part of a larger case
involving other types of violations with different outcomes.

Independent and Control Variables
The data include a range of other variables for each traffic violation. First, we capture
a set of violation characteristics, including defendant race/ethnicity (measured as
separate binary variables for Black and Hispanic, using White as the reference category); violation type (a binary variable for equipment violations, using moving as the
reference category); the presence of both a moving and an equipment violation in a
case (a binary variable); the presence of a non-traffic related charge in a case (a binary
variable); the total number of charges in a single case (a continuous variable); and
defendant age (a continuous variable).
Second, we control for a series of officer characteristics, including sex, race/
ethnicity, rank, length of police service, and the number of citizen complaints and use
of force incidents an officer was involved in during the 6 months prior to receiving a
BWC. These officer variables are included in the models given their importance in the
literature on police decision-making in traffic stops (Engel et al., 2002; Rojek et al.,
2004). Because police officers are the source of these violations, and some officers
could produce cases with more evidence than others, it is important to account for
officer characteristics when examining downstream case processing. In short,
different officers could submit violations with varying levels of evidence. This evidence likely has a strong impact on judicial and defendant decision-making. Given
that we do not have a direct measure of available evidence, controlling for officer
characteristics could help tap into that construct.
To account for the presence of a BWC, we include a binary variable indicating
whether the officer had a BWC during the traffic stop (BWC ¼ 1 [56.31%;
n ¼ 28,650]). This variable is officer-specific based on each officer’s BWC assignment date and the date of the traffic offense. Note that this measure reflects whether a
BWC was present at the encounter—yes or no. The measure does not reflect whether
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the BWC was activated during the encounter. Our inability to capture whether there is
actual BWC footage of each encounter, or if this footage was used in court, represents
a limitation in the study. However, the Tempe Police Department BWC policy
mandates activation for all formal police-citizen encounters. The policy specifically
states:
Officers shall use the BWC to record enforcement related contacts. The BWC should be
activated prior to actual contact with the subject, or as soon as safely possible thereafter,
and continue recording until the contact is concluded.
Enforcement related contacts include, but are not limited to traffic stops, field interviews, detentions, arrests, persons present at radio calls who are accused of crime,
consensual encounters in which the officer is attempting to develop reasonable suspicion
on the subject of the encounter, pursuits, critical incidents, and use of force incidents.
(Tempe Police Department, 2016, pp. 7-8)

Given the mandatory language in the policy, we argue that the “BWC present”
variable is a reasonable rough indicator of the availability of BWC evidence in a given
case.
These data are used to examine three research questions:
1. Are violation characteristics associated with dismissals/guilty pleas by defendant race/ethnicity (Black and Hispanic, relative to White defendants)?
2. Does the presence of a BWC influence dismissals/guilty pleas by defendant
race/ethnicity (Black and Hispanic, relative to White defendants)?
3. Does the presence of a BWC reduce the influence of defendant race/ethnicity
on dismissals/guilty pleas (Black and Hispanic, relative to White defendants)?
We additionally control for violation month/year to account for potential variation
in violation outcomes over time (a continuous variable ranging from 1 ¼ November
2014 to 32 ¼ June 2017).

Analytical Approach
We use a series of binomial logistic regression models to examine our research
questions. We first run logistic regression models to predict dismissals/guilty pleas in
traffic violations involving Black and Hispanic defendants, relative to White defendants, while controlling for characteristics of the violation and the involved officer.
This first model examines the degree to which violation and officer characteristics are
associated with judicial decisions to dismiss traffic violations and/or defendant
decisions to plead guilty. Using a stepwise approach, we then add the BWC variable to
the models, including all of the violation and officer characteristics. This second set of
models will demonstrate whether BWCs directly influence violation outcomes. To
address our third research question, we include interaction terms between defendant
race/ethnicity and BWCs. The inclusion of these interaction terms enables us to
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examine whether BWCs moderate the influence of defendant race/ethnicity on
dismissals and/or guilty pleas.

Results
Descriptive Results
Figure 1 shows the prevalence of traffic violations over the study period, by month.
The monthly number of violations varied, from as low as 1,124 (November 2014) to a
high of 2,697 (August 2016). Violations involving Black and Hispanic defendants
represent about an equal proportion of violations, and both show a fairly steady trend
over time. Figure 1 also shows moving and equipment violations, which follow similar
patterns. Figure 2 shows the monthly rate of dismissals and guilty pleas (standardized
per 100 violations), by defendant race/ethnicity. The monthly dismissal rate varied
little, ranging from approximately 37 to 43 per 100 violations. The study period can
also be divided into three sub-time periods: pre-RCT (November 2014–October
2015), RCT (November 2015–April 2016), and post-RCT (May 2016–June 2017).
The monthly average dismissal and guilty plea rates varied little across the sub-time
periods.
Table 1 shows frequencies for the traffic violations processed during the study
period. Bivariate differences and effect sizes comparing Black and Hispanic defendants to White defendants are also presented. Note that many of the bivariate differences reach statistical significance because of the large number of violations.
However, the percentage difference was often minimal, and the effect sizes were small
(Cohen’s d < 0.2). A little less than half (41.6%) of violations involving White
defendants resulted in dismissal, though dismissals were significantly less likely for
Black (36.8%) and Hispanic (36.1%) defendants. Slightly over a-third (36.1%) of
White defendants plead guilty to traffic violations. Black defendants were significantly less likely to plead guilty than Whites (34.7%). Hispanic defendants were
significantly more likely to plead guilty than Whites (40.7%).
A BWC was present in 54% of violations involving White defendants. BWCs were
significantly more likely to be present in violations involving Black (59.0%) and
Hispanic defendants (61.4%). In terms of violation type, 55.6% of White defendants
were charged with moving violations and 44.4% were charged with equipment
violations. Black and Hispanic defendants were significantly less likely to be charged
with a moving violation (46.5% and 45.0%, respectively) and were significantly more
likely to be charged with equipment violations (53.5% and 55.0%, respectively),
compared to their White counterparts. Roughly half of the violations examined were
part of cases that included both a moving and an equipment violation (42.0% for
White, 48.2% for Black, and 52.5% for Hispanic defendants). Violations involving
White defendants were significantly less likely to be part of cases that also included a
non-traffic violation (9.8%), than Black (11.5%) and Hispanic (12.1%) defendants.
White defendants were charged with a significantly lower number of violations
(mean ¼ 2.3), relative to Black (mean ¼ 2.6) and Hispanic (mean ¼ 2.8) defendants.
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Figure 1. Traffic violations over time.
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Figure 2. Traffic violation outcomes over time (standardized per 100 violations).

White defendants were also significantly older (mean ¼ 33.5), than their Black
(mean ¼ 31.4) and Hispanic (mean ¼ 31.6) counterparts.
Table 1 also displays officer characteristics. Though there were some statistically
significant differences between officers involved in violations against White, Black,
and Hispanic defendants, the substantive differences were small (all d < 0.2). Most
stops involving White defendants were conducted by male officers (87.2%) and White
officers (80.2%). Similar trends emerged for Black and Hispanic defendants.
Line-level officers produced the majority of violations involving defendants of all
racial/ethnic groups. Officers involved in traffic violations against Black defendants
had a significantly higher number of use of force incidents in the six months prior to
the RCT (1.01 vs. 0.88 uses of force for White defendants). Officers involved in traffic
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics.
White
Defendants

Black Defendants

Hispanic Defendants

(n ¼ 33,749)

(n ¼ 7,457)

(n ¼ 9,671)

Variables
n
Dependent variables
Dismissed
Plead guilty
Independent variable
Officer BWC
Violation characteristics
Moving violation
Equipment violation
Case includes moving and
equipment violation
Case includes non-traffic
violation
# charges/case
Mean (SD)
Defendant age
Mean (SD)
Officer characteristics
Male officer
White officer
Hispanic officer
Black officer
Other race officer
Line officer
Officer tenure (years)
Mean (SD)
Complaints
Mean (SD)
Use of force
Mean (SD)

%

n

%

14,046 41.62 2,742 36.77**
12,184 36.10 2,587 34.69*

d

n

%

d

0.10 3,489 36.08** 0.11
0.03 3,936 40.70** -0.10

18,311 54.26 4,399 58.99** -0.10 5,940 61.42** -0.14
18,751 55.56 3,470 46.53** 0.18 4,352 45.00** 0.21
14,998 44.44 3,987 53.47** -0.18 5,319 55.00** -0.21
14,158 41.95 3,596 48.22** -0.13 5,073 52.46** -0.21
3,291

9.75

2.30 (1.59)

856 11.48** -0.06 1,170 12.10** -0.08

2.64 (1.62)**

-0.21

2.83 (1.91)**

-0.32

33.47 (14.35) 31.40 (11.54)** 0.15 31.62 (11.79)** 0.13
29,417
27,080
5,882
640
147
32,434

87.16
80.24
17.43
1.9
0.44
96.1

6,395
5,915
1,376
124
42
7,078

85.76** 0.04 8,299
79.32
0.02 8,057
18.45* -0.03 1,386
1.66
0.02 164
0.56
-0.02
64
94.92** 0.06 9,177

85.81** 0.04
83.31** -0.08
14.33** 0.08
1.7
0.01
0.66** -0.03
94.89** 0.06

7.51 (4.75)

7.29 (4.82)**

0.05

7.77 (5.06)**

-0.05

0.21 (0.41)

0.22 (0.41)

-0.02

0.24 (0.43)**

-0.08

0.88 (1.82)

1.10 (2.07)**

-0.12

0.87 (1.76)

0.01

Note. All dummy variables coded 1 ¼ yes; 0 ¼ no; chi-square and t-tests used to compare Black and Hispanic
defendants to White defendants; Cohen’s d used for effect size; 23.4% of violations resulted in outcomes
other than dismissal/guilty pleas, including violations in which defendants were found guilty, acquitted,
remanded to another court, and so on.
**p < .01. *p < .05.

violations against Hispanic defendants had a significantly higher number of
complaints in the 6 months prior to receiving a BWC (0.24 vs. 0.21 complaints for
White defendants).
We also examined bivariate differences in our dependent variables and traffic offense
categories within defendant racial/ethnic groups, split by the presence or absence of a
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BWC. As shown in Table 2, we found that White defendants were significantly less
likely to plead guilty (35.6% vs. 36.7%; p < .05), were significantly more likely to be
charged with a moving violation (57.1% vs. 53.7%; p < .01), and were significantly
less likely to be charged with an equipment violation (42.9% vs. 46.3%; p < .01) when
a BWC was present compared to violations that did not involve a BWC. Black
defendants were also significantly less likely to plead guilty (33.3% vs. 36.7%;
p < .01) and were significantly more likely to be charged with a moving violation
(48.3% vs. 44.0%; p < .01) when the officer was assigned to wear a BWC. There were
no significant differences in dismissals or guilty pleas for Hispanic defendants
depending on the presence of a BWC, though Hispanic defendants were significantly
more likely to be charged with a moving violation (46.0% vs. 43.3%; p < .01) and
significantly less likely to be charged with an equipment violation (54.0% vs. 56.7%;
p < .01) when the officer used a BWC.

Modeling Traffic Violation Dismissal
Table 3 shows the results from the logistic regression models predicting dismissals.
Model 1 includes violation and officer characteristics, without the BWC variable.
Black and Hispanic defendants experienced a significantly lower likelihood of dismissal (p < .01), consistent with the bivariate results. This finding answers the first
research question. A handful of other variables emerged as significant, including
violation type, suggesting that equipment violations were less likely to be dismissed
than moving violations (p < .01). Violations that were part of cases that included both
moving and equipment violations (p < .01) were also less likely to be dismissed.
Violations that were part of cases that involved non-traffic offenses (p < .01) and
defendants with higher numbers of charges per case (p < .01) were significantly more
likely to be dismissed, indicating the possibility of charge bargaining. Older defendants were significantly more likely to have their violations dismissed (p < .01). Some
officer characteristics were also associated with dismissals.
The second research question is addressed in Model 2, with the inclusion of the
BWC variable. The presence of a BWC was not significantly associated with dismissals. Moreover, the presence of a BWC did not eliminate the direct influence of
defendant race/ethnicity on dismissal (comparison of results among Model 1 and
Model 2).
To assess our third research question, interactions between BWCs and defendant
race/ethnicity were examined to assess potential moderating effects, as shown in
Model 3. The direct effect of BWCs on dismissals remains statistically insignificant in
both models. The direct effect of Black defendants on dismissals becomes statistically
insignificant after including the interaction term (though Black defendants are still
8% less likely to have their cases dismissed than Whites). The main effect of
Hispanic defendants remains significant (p < .01). Neither of the interaction effects
between defendant race/ethnicity and BWCs were significant predictors of dismissal.
These findings suggest that BWCs could slightly reduce disparities in dismissals for
Black defendants, but do not mitigate the influence of ethnicity for Hispanic

14

41.76
36.67

53.72
46.28

8,293
7,145

%

6,447
5,661

n

No BWC

10,458
7,853

%

57.11**
42.89**

41.50
35.62*

BWC

7,599
6,523

n

(n ¼ 33,749)

White Defendants

1,345
1,713

1,164
1,123

n

43.98
56.02

38.06
36.72

%

No BWC

2,125
2,274

1,578
1,464

n

(n ¼ 7,457)

%

48.31**
51.69

35.87
33.28**

BWC

Black Defendants

1,617
2,114

1,381
1,516

43.34
56.66

37.01
40.63

%

2,735
3,205

2,108
2,420

n

(n ¼ 9,671)

%

46.04**
53.96**

35.49
40.74

BWC

Hispanic Defendants

No BWC
n

Note. All dummy variables coded 1 ¼ Yes; 0 ¼ No; chi-square used to compare violations without BWCs to violations with BWCs.
**p < .01. *p < .05.

Dependent variables
Dismissed
Plead guilty
Violation characteristics
Moving violation
Equipment violation

Variables

Table 2. Bivariate Cross-Tabulations by Defendant Race/Ethnicity and BWC Presence.
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Table 3. Logistic Regression Models Predicting Dismissals.
Variables
BWC present
Black defendant
Hispanic defendant
Equipment violation
Case includes moving and
equipment violation
Case includes non-traffic
violation
# charges/case
Defendant age
Male officer
Hispanic officer
Black officer
Other officer
Line officer
Officer tenure
Complaints
Use of force
Month/year
BWC x Black defendant
BWC x Hispanic defendant
Constant
Nagelkerke R2
Observations

Black and White Defendants Hispanic and White Defendants
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

–
–
0.85**
(0.03)
–
–
0.21**
(0.01)
0.69**
(0.02)
4.04**
(0.27)
1.23**
(0.02)
1.01**
(0.00)
0.90**
(0.04)
0.85**
(0.03)
1.01
(0.09)
1.10
(0.21)
1.03
(0.07)
1.00
(0.00)
0.99
(0.03)
1.01
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
–
–
–
–
0.78*
(0.08)
0.21
41,206

0.92
(0.04)
–
–
0.82**
(0.03)
0.21**
(0.01)
0.70**
(0.02)
4.91**
(0.33)
1.18**
(0.02)
1.00**
(0.00)
0.92*
(0.04)
0.87**
(0.03)
0.99
(0.09)
1.09
(0.20)
0.91
(0.07)
1.00
(0.00)
1.03
(0.03)
1.01
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
–
–
–
–
0.93
(0.10)
0.23
43,420

0.94
(0.04)
–
–
0.87**
(0.04)
0.21**
(0.01)
0.70**
(0.02)
4.90**
(0.33)
1.18**
(0.02)
1.00**
(0.00)
0.92*
(0.04)
0.87**
(0.03)
0.98
(0.08)
1.09
(0.20)
0.91
(0.07)
1.00
(0.00)
1.03
(0.03)
1.01
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
–
–
0.91
(0.06)
0.92
(0.10)
0.23
43,420

0.95
(0.04)
0.85**
(0.03)
–
–
0.21**
(0.01)
0.69**
(0.02)
4.04**
(0.27)
1.23**
(0.02)
1.01**
(0.00)
0.91*
(0.04)
0.86**
(0.03)
1.00
(0.09)
1.10
(0.21)
1.03
(0.07)
1.00
(0.00)
0.99
(0.03)
1.01
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
–
–
–
–
0.77*
(0.08)
0.21
41,206

0.97
(0.04)
0.92
(0.05)
–
–
0.21**
(0.01)
0.69**
(0.02)
4.04**
(0.27)
1.23**
(0.02)
1.01**
(0.00)
0.91*
(0.04)
0.86**
(0.03)
1.00
(0.09)
1.10
(0.21)
1.03
(0.07)
1.00
(0.00)
0.99
(0.03)
1.01
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
0.88
(0.06)
–
–
0.76**
(0.08)
0.21
41,206

–
–
–
–
0.82**
(0.03)
0.21**
(0.01)
0.70**
(0.02)
4.93**
(0.33)
1.18**
(0.02)
1.00**
(0.00)
0.92*
(0.04)
0.86**
(0.03)
1.00
(0.09)
1.08
(0.20)
0.91
(0.07)
1.00
(0.00)
1.03
(0.03)
1.01
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
–
–
–
–
0.95
(0.10)
0.23
43,420

Note. Odds ratios; robust standard errors clustered by case are in parentheses.
White defendants, moving violations, and White officers are used as the reference categories.
**p < .01. *p < .05.
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defendants. The direct effect of BWCs and the interactions between BWCs and
defendant race/ethnicity were insignificant in all of the dismissal models, suggesting
limited impact of BWCs.

Modeling Guilty Pleas in Misdemeanor Traffic Violations
Table 4 shows the results from the models predicting guilty pleas, using the same
modeling strategy. Starting with Model 1, there were no significant differences in
guilty pleas between Black and White defendants. However, Hispanic defendants
were significantly more likely to plead guilty than White defendants (p < .01). Several
other variables emerged as significant in both models. Defendants were significantly
more likely to plead guilty to equipment violations than moving violations (p < .01).
Defendants were significantly less likely to plead guilty to violations that were part of
cases that included both moving and equipment violations (p < 0.01), violations that
were part of cases that involved non-traffic offenses (p < .01), and violations that were
part of cases that involved higher numbers of charges (p < .01). Violations that
resulted in guilty pleas were significantly more likely to involve Hispanic officers
(p < .01 in the Black defendant models; p < .05 in the Hispanic defendant models).
Model 2 examines whether BWCs directly influenced a defendants’ decision to
plead guilty. In the model comparing Black and White defendants, all defendants were
significantly less likely to plead guilty when the officer was using a BWC (p < .01).
However, BWCs did not significantly influence guilty pleas in the model comparing
Hispanic and White defendants. Moreover, comparing the results in Model 1 and
Model 2 shows that the presence of a BWC did not eliminate the greater likelihood of
guilty pleas for Hispanic defendants.
Model 3 includes interactions between BWCs and defendant race/ethnicity. The
direct effect of BWCs becomes insignificant in the model comparing Black and
White defendants and remains insignificant in the model comparing Hispanic and
White defendants. The main effects of Black and Hispanic defendants remained
unchanged. Neither of the interaction terms between defendant race/ethnicity and
BWCs were significant predictors of guilty pleas. As such, these results suggest that
BWCs were associated with a slightly lower likelihood of guilty pleas for all
defendants in the direct effects model comparing Black and White defendants, but
the effect was not robust after including the interaction term. BWCs have little
impact on guilty pleas in the models for Hispanic and White defendants. In short,
whether a police officer used a BWC did not substantially change violation outcomes for Hispanic defendants; however, there is some indication that BWCs
reduced the likelihood of a guilty plea in one model comparing Black and White
defendants, though this effect was not robust to the inclusion of an interaction term
between defendant race and BWC presence. Nevertheless, this is an important
finding given prior research indicating that minority defendants are more likely to
plead guilty than Whites (Kutateladze & Lawson, 2018).
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Table 4. Logistic Regression Models Predicting Guilty Pleas.
Variables
BWC present
Black defendant
Hispanic defendant
Equipment violation
Case includes moving and
equipment violation
Case includes non-traffic
violation
# charges/case
Defendant age
Male officer
Hispanic officer
Black officer
Other officer
Line officer
Officer tenure
Complaints
Use of force
Month/year
BWC  Black defendant
BWC  Hispanic defendant
Constant
Nagelkerke R2
Observations

Black and White Defendants Hispanic and White Defendants
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

–
–
0.98
(0.03)
–
–
1.22**
(0.03)
0.77**
(0.02)
0.34**
(0.02)
0.90**
(0.01)
0.99**
(0.00)
1.08*
(0.04)
1.10**
(0.04)
0.84*
(0.07)
0.96
(0.15)
0.94
(0.06)
1.00
(0.00)
1.06
(0.03)
1.00
(0.01)
1.00*
(0.00)
–
–
–
–
0.98
(0.09)
0.05
41,206

0.96
(0.04)
–
–
1.32**
(0.04)
1.25**
(0.03)
0.79**
(0.02)
0.30**
(0.02)
0.90**
(0.01)
1.00**
(0.00)
1.05
(0.04)
1.08*
(0.04)
0.94
(0.08)
1.03
(0.15)
1.01
(0.06)
1.00
(0.00)
1.04
(0.03)
1.00
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
–
–
–
–
0.87
(0.08)
0.06
43,420

0.94
(0.04)
–
–
1.25**
(0.05)
1.25**
(0.03)
0.79**
(0.02)
0.30**
(0.02)
0.90**
(0.01)
1.00**
(0.00)
1.05
(0.04)
1.08*
(0.04)
0.94
(0.08)
1.03
(0.15)
1.01
(0.06)
1.00
(0.00)
1.04
(0.03)
1.00
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
–
–
1.09
(0.06)
0.88
(0.08)
0.06
43,420

0.92*
(0.04)
0.98
(0.03)
–
–
1.22**
(0.03)
0.77**
(0.02)
0.34**
(0.02)
0.90**
(0.01)
0.99**
(0.00)
1.08*
(0.04)
1.10**
(0.04)
0.83*
(0.07)
0.96
(0.16)
0.94
(0.06)
1.00
(0.00)
1.06*
(0.03)
1.00
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
–
–
–
–
0.95
(0.09)
0.05
41,206

0.93
(0.04)
1.02
(0.05)
–
–
1.22**
(0.03)
0.77**
(0.02)
0.34**
(0.02)
0.90**
(0.01)
0.99**
(0.00)
1.08*
(0.04)
1.10**
(0.04)
0.83*
(0.07)
0.96
(0.16)
0.94
(0.06)
1.00
(0.00)
1.06*
(0.03)
1.00
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
0.92
(0.06)
–
–
0.95
(0.09)
0.05
41,206

–
–
–
–
1.32**
(0.04)
1.25**
(0.03)
0.79**
(0.02)
0.30**
(0.02)
0.90**
(0.01)
1.00**
(0.00)
1.05
(0.04)
1.08*
(0.04)
0.94
(0.08)
1.02
(0.15)
1.01
(0.06)
1.00
(0.00)
1.04
(0.03)
1.00
(0.01)
1.00
(0.00)
–
–
–
–
0.88
(0.08)
0.06
43,420

Note. Odds ratios; robust standard errors clustered by case are in parentheses. White defendants, moving
violations, and White officers are used as the reference categories.
**p < .01. *p < .05.
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Discussion
The current study addresses two related gaps in the research on traffic case processing.
The first involves the degree to which defendant race/ethnicity affects judicial and
defendant decisions in traffic violations. The second involves the extent to which
police BWCs affect violation outcomes as a technology that potentially improves
evidence and could reduce reliance on a perceptual shorthand grounded in extralegal
factors, including defendant race/ethnicity.
The examination of the racial/ethnic breakdown of defendants in misdemeanor
traffic violations shows little evidence of racial disproportionality, compared to the
population of Tempe. For example, approximately 66% of traffic violation defendants
during the study period were White, 19% were Hispanic, and 15% were Black. This
breakdown aligns reasonably well with the city population, which is about 58% White,
23% Hispanic, and 7% Black (overrepresentation of White and Black defendants in
traffic violations). The finding that Black and Hispanic drivers were significantly less
likely to have their violations dismissed than Whites could support the liberation
hypothesis, in that judges could be influenced by extralegal characteristics in determining whether to dismiss these low severity traffic violations. Though Hispanic
defendants were significantly more likely to plead guilty than Whites in the multivariate models, Black defendants were not.
The second set of findings involves the role of BWCs. Around 40% of traffic
violations were dismissed and around one-third resulted in guilty pleas. The rollout of
Tempe’s BWC program did not appear to change these patterns over time. BWCs were
present in approximately 56% of the violations examined. BWCs are intended to
provide additional evidence that, hypothetically, would lead to fewer dismissals and
more guilty pleas. BWC evidence could increase judicial knowledge about the
blameworthiness of the defendant and alter the outcomes of these cases, as suggested
in the focal concerns perspective. BWC footage could additionally provide judges
with a direct glimpse into the reasons that officers stop defendants, which could
influence dismissals if stops involving minority defendants are viewed as unwarranted.
However, the results presented here do not bear out either of these hypothesized
relationships. BWCs had limited impact on dismissals. The inclusion of the BWC
variables in the regression models further failed to mitigate the direct effect of being
Hispanic on dismissals. Though the direct effect of Black defendants became insignificant in the interaction model, the BWC itself was not significantly associated with
dismissal. BWCs are similarly suggested to influence defendant decisions to plead
guilty, because there is additional evidence of the offense. Counter to those expectations, there is some indication that BWCs reduced the likelihood of guilty pleas when
comparing Black and White defendants. It is possible that defendants could view the
BWC as providing evidence that a traffic stop was unjustified, thereby reducing their
willingness to plead guilty. However, there were no significant interaction effects
between BWCs and defendant/race ethnicity and the direct effect became insignificant
after the interaction term was included in the model. As such, the influence of a BWC
on violation outcomes does not vary depending on defendant race/ethnicity.
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The current study suffers from a number of limitations. First, we solely examine
traffic violations in one jurisdiction. The generalizability to other jurisdictions is not
known. Second, BWCs were available for a relatively short period of time during the
study period. The integration of BWCs in court could take longer to impact case
processing. Further, because reviewing BWC footage is time-consuming, the impact
of BWCs could be limited in traffic violations, which are considered low-stakes, and
perhaps not worthy of the time. It is possible that BWCs could be more influential on
cases involving more serious offense types due to additional pressure to review all
available evidence. Third, the variance explained in all of the models is low (pseudo
R2 from 0.05-0.23). Clearly, there are important predictors of case outcomes that were
missing. For example, available evidence was not included in the models. Last, we
were unable to specifically examine whether a BWC was activated or whether the
footage was used in court. Though prior studies have identified some variation in
activation across officers and over time (Lawrence et al., 2019), we suspect that
activation compliance in Tempe was high given the manner in which the department
deployed BWCs (e.g., followed best practices for planning and implementation) and
the substantial officer support for the use of BWCs (White et al., 2018). Nevertheless,
it was not possible to directly examine BWC activation or the use of BWC footage in
this study.
Though beyond the scope of the present study, a better understanding of police use
of BWCs during traffic encounters, as well as the impact of BWCs on officer decisions
to initiate traffic stops in the first place, could further clarify the relationships we
identified. It is possible that many traffic violations are not captured by BWCs because
the violation occurs prior to activation. That is, an officer may observe a moving
violation (e.g., speeding), pull the driver over, and then activate the BWC as the
encounter begins. The interaction between the officer and citizen will be captured, but
the moving violation will not. In such cases, the BWC provides little evidentiary value
documenting the violation, though the violation would likely be captured using a
dashboard mounted camera in the patrol car which could supplement the BWC footage. Given that these dashcams have been in use for decades, but do not appear to
have eliminated disparities in police stops, it is important to evaluate the influence of
new technologies (like BWCs) on traffic case processing in court. Unlike moving
violations, equipment violations are more likely to be captured by the BWC because
the officer can record the violation during the encounter (e.g., broken taillight).
Therefore, BWCs could be more influential in some violations, relative to others.
BWCs could also influence the types of traffic violations officers enforce. For
instance, officers wearing BWCs could become more legalistic, which would result in
stronger cases being submitted for judicial review. Submitting stronger cases could in
turn reduce dismissals and increase guilty pleas. Alternatively, if BWC footage provides evidence that traffic stops involving minorities were less justified than those of
Whites, BWCs could result in increased dismissals. Future research examining the
influence of BWCs on officer-decision making in addition to court outcomes is
needed to better understand the evidentiary value of BWCs.
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Despite these limitations, the current study represents one of the first attempts to
assess the relationship between defendant race/ethnicity and traffic violation outcomes. Much of the research on decision-making in traffic cases focuses on racial
disparities in stops, with little consideration to how such cases are adjudicated. The
current study suggests that racial disparities in traffic stops also persist in court outcomes: Black and Hispanic defendants are less likely to have their violations dismissed compared to White defendants. Hispanic defendants are also more likely to
plead guilty than White defendants. These results could support the liberation
hypothesis proposition that extralegal factors have a strong impact on low severity
offenses. The current study is also the first to explore the impact of BWCs on the
relationship between driver race/ethnicity and traffic case outcomes, though we
find limited evidence of impact. Nevertheless, given the high volume, low visibility,
low information nature of such violations, and their potential to impact citizen perceptions of the police and court system (i.e., procedural justice and legitimacy), the
potential for BWCs to improve courtroom decision-making in misdemeanor cases is
an intriguing question deserving additional research attention.
Acknowledgments
The authors would like to thank Assistant Chief Brenda Buren, the Tempe Police Digital
Evidence Working Group, and all of the members of the Tempe Police Department. We would
also like to thank Christy Visca from the Tempe (AZ) Municipal Court.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship,
and/or publication of this article.

Funding
The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship,
and/or publication of this article: This research was funded by the Laura and John Arnold
Foundation (LJAF). The opinions expressed here are those of the authors and are not necessarily
those of LJAF.

ORCID iD
Jessica Huff

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8123-1470

References
Adams, K., & Cutshall, C. R. (1987). Refusing to prosecute minor offenses: The relative
influence of legal and extralegal factors. Justice Quarterly, 4(4), 595–609.
Albonetti, C. A. (1991). An integration of theories to explain judicial discretion. Social
Problems, 38(2), 247–266. https://doi.org/10.3868/s050-004-015-0003-8
Anderson, A. L., & Spohn, C. (2010). Lawlessness in the federal sentencing process: A test
for uniformity and consistency in sentence outcomes. Justice Quarterly, 27(3), 362–393.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820902936683

Huff et al.

21

Berdejó, C. (2018). Criminalizing race: Racial disparities in plea bargaining. Boston College
Law Review, 59(4), 1188–1249.
Brickey, S. L., & Miller, D. E. (1975). Bureaucratic due process: An ethnography of a traffic
court. Social Problems, 22(5), 688–697. https://doi.org/10.3366/ajicl.2011.0005
Davis, E., Whyde, A., & Langton, L. (2018). Contacts between police and the public, 2015.
https://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/cpp15.pdf
Economos, J. P. (1953). The traffic problem, traffic laws, and traffic courts. The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science, 287, 13–20. https://doi.org/http://www.
jstor.org/stable/1028896
Engel, R. S. (2010). Introduction. In S. K. Rice & M. D. White (Eds.), Race, ethnicity, and
policing: New and essential readings (pp. 1–6). New York University Press.
Engel, R. S., & Calnon, J. M. (2004). Examining the influence of drivers’ characteristics during
traffic stops with police: Results from a national survey. Justice Quarterly, 21(1), 49–90.
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418820400095741
Engel, R. S., Calnon, J. M., & Bernard, T. J. (2002). Theory and racial profiling: Shortcomings
and future directions in research. Justice Quarterly, 19(2), 249–273. https://doi.org/10.1080/
07418820200095231
Epp, C. R., Maynard-Moody, S., & Haider-Markel, D. (2014). Pulled over: How police stops
define race and citizenship. The University of Chicago Press.
Farrell, R. A., & Holmes, M. D. (1991). The social and cognitive structure of legal decision-making.
The Sociological Quarterly, 32(4), 529–542. https://www-jstor-org.ezproxy1.lib.asu.edu/sta
ble/pdf/4120901.pdf?refreqid¼excelsior%3Aa04b4e0da25a5a7a4c3208372ce07ead
Federal Bureau of Investigation. (2016). 2016 Crime in the United States, offenses known to law
enforcement. https://ucr.fbi.gov/crime-in-the-u.s/2016/crime-in-the-u.s.-2016/tables/table6/table-6-state-cuts/arizona.xls
Goodall, M. (2007). Guidance for the police use of body-worn video devices: Police and crime
standards directorate. http://www.bwvsg.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/Police-BWVGuidance.pdf
Harris, D. A. (1999). The stories, the statistics, and the law: Why “driving while Black” matters.
Minnesota Law Review, 84(2), 265–326. https://doi.org/10.18574/nyu/9780814776155.
003.0003
Harris, D. A. (2002). Profiles in injustice: Why racial profiling cannot work. New Press.
Hawkins, D. F. (1981). Causal attribution and punishment for crime. Deviant Behavior, 2(3),
207–230. https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.1981.9967554
Jamieson, K. M., & Blowers, A. N. (1993). A structural examination of misdemeanor court
disposition patterns. Criminology, 31(2), 243–262. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.
1993.tb01129.x
Johnson, B. D. (2006). The multilevel context of criminal sentencing: Integrating judge- and
county-level influences. Criminology, 44(2), 259–298. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.
2006.00049.x
Kalven, H., & Zeisel, H. (1966). The American jury. Little Brown.
Kim, B., Spohn, C., & Hedberg, E. C. (2015). Federal sentencing as a complex collaborative
process: Judges, prosecutors, judge-prosecutor dyads, and disparity in sentencing.
Criminology, 53(4), 597–623. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9125.12090

22

Race and Justice XX(X)

Kutateladze, B. L., & Lawson, V. Z. (2018). Is a plea really a bargain? An analysis of plea and
trial dispositions in new york city. Crime and Delinquency, 64(7), 856–887. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0011128717695224
Lawrence, D. S., McClure, D., Malm, A., Lynch, M., & La Vigne, N. (2019). Activation of
body-worn cameras: Variation by officer, over time, and by policing activity. Criminal
Justice Review, 44(3), 339–355. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734016819846228
Leiber, M. J., & Blowers, A. N. (2003). Race and misdemeanor sentencing. Criminal Justice
Policy Review, 14(4), 464–485. https://doi.org/10.1177/0887403403254492
Lum, C., Stoltz, M., Koper, C. S., & Scherer, J. A. (2019). The research on body-worn cameras:
What we know, what we need to know. Criminology and Public Policy, 18(1), 93–118.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2011.01634.x
Lundman, R. J. (2010). Are police-reported driving while Black data a valid indicator of the
race and ethnicity of the traffic law violators police stop? A negative answer with minor
qualifications. Journal of Criminal Justice, 38(1), 77–87. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.
2009.11.010
Lundman, R. J., & Kaufman, R. L. (2003). Driving while Black: Effects of race, ethnicity, and
gender on citizen self-reports of traffic stops and police actions. Criminology, 41(1),
195–220.
McCluskey, J., Smith, S., Robertson, O., Uchida, C. D., & Mosler, D. (2019). The evidentiary
value of body-worn camera footage: A survey of prosecutors and public defenders. CAN.
Merola, L., Lum, C., Koper, C. S., & Scherer, A. (2016). Body worn cameras and the courts:
A national survey of state prosecutors. George Mason University.
Metcalfe, C., & Chiricos, T. (2018). Race, plea, and charge reduction: An assessment of racial
disparities in the plea process. Justice Quarterly, 35(2), 223–253. https://doi.org/10.1080/
07418825.2017.1304564
Miller, K. (2009). Race, driving, and police organization: Modeling moving and nonmoving
traffic stops with citizen self-reports of driving practices. Journal of Criminal Justice, 37(6),
564–575. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2009.09.005
Morrow, W. J., Katz, C. M., & Choate, D. E. (2016). Assessing the impact of police body-worn
cameras on arresting, prosecuting, and convicting suspects of intimate partner violence.
Police Quarterly, 19(3), 303–325. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611116652850
Natapoff, A. (2018). Punishment without crime: How our massive misdemeanor system traps
the innocent and makes America more unequal. Basic Books.
Owens, C., Mann, D., & McKenna, R. (2014). The Essex body worn video trial: The impact of
body worn video on criminal justice outcomes of domestic abuse incidents. College of
Policing.
Painter-Davis, N., & Ulmer, J. T. (2020). Discretion and disparity under sentencing guidelines
revisited: The interrelationship between structured sentencing alternatives and guideline
decision-making. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 57(3), 263–293.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427819874862
Pierson, E., Simoiu, C., Overgoor, J., Corbett-Davies, S., Jenson, D., Shoemaker, A., & Goel, S.
(2019). A large-scale analysis of racial disparities in police stops across the United States.
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.05678

Huff et al.

23

Roberts, J. (2011). Why misdemeanors matter: Defining effective advocacy in the lower criminal courts. U.C. Davis Law Review, 45, 277–1945.
Rojek, J., Rosenfeld, R., & Decker, S. (2004). The influence of driver’s race on traffic stops in
Missouri. Police Quarterly, 7(1), 126–147. https://doi.org/10.1177/1098611103260695
Skolnick, J. H. (1996). A sketch of the police officer’s “working personality.” In B. W.
Hancock, & P. M. Sharp (Eds.), Criminal justice in America: Theory, practice, and policy
(pp. 89–113). Prentice-Hall.
Spohn, C., & Cederblom, J. (1991). Race and disparities in sentencing: A test of the liberation
hypothesis. Justice Quarterly, 8(3), 305–327.
Steffensmeier, D., & Demuth, S. (2001). Ethnicity and judges’ sentencing decisions: HispanicBlack-White comparisons. Criminology, 39(1), 145–178. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.17459125.2001.tb00919.x
Steffensmeier, D., Kramer, J., & Streifel, C. (1993). Gender and imprisonment decisions.
Criminology, 31(3), 411–446. https://doi.org/10.3868/s050-004-015-0003-8
Steffensmeier, D., Painter-Davis, N., & Ulmer, J. (2017). Intersectionality of race, ethnicity,
gender, and age on criminal punishment. Sociological Perspectives, 60(4), 810–833.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0731121416679371
Steffensmeier, D., Ulmer, J., & Kramer, J. (1998). The interaction of race, gender, and age in
criminal sentencing: The punishment cost of being young, black, and male. Criminology,
36(4), 763–798. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1998.tb01265.x
Stevenson, M., & Mayson, S. (2018). The scale of misdemeanor justice. Boston University Law
Review, 98(3), 731–777.
Stone, M., Overton, A., Mcdade, C., Smith, K., & Monk-Turner, E. (2014). Rush-hour traffic:
Self-presentation of defendants in speedy traffic court cases. Criminal Justice Studies, 27(4),
439–456. https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2014.904145
Tempe Municipal Court. (2019). https://www.tempe.gov/government/city-court
Todak, N., Gaub, J. E., & White, M. D. (2018). The importance of external stakeholders for
police body-worn camera diffusion. Policing: An International Journal, 41(4), 448–464.
https://doi.org/10.1108/PIJPSM-08-2017-0091
U.S. Census Bureau. (2017). Demographic and housing estimates, 2017 ACS 5-year estimates.
https://data.census.gov/cedsci/table?q¼tempearizona&g¼1600000US0473000&hidePre
view¼false&tid¼ACSDP5Y2017.DP05&vintage¼2018&layer¼VT_2018_160_00_PY_
D1&cid¼DP05_0001E
Warren, P., Tomaskovic-Devey, D., Smith, W., Zingraff, M., & Mason, M. (2006). Driving while
Black: Bias processes and racial disparity in police stops. Criminology, 44(3), 709–738.
White, M. D., Gaub, J. E., Malm, A., & Padilla, K. E. (2019). Implicate or exonerate? The
impact of police body-worn cameras on the adjudication of drug and alcohol cases. Policing:
A Journal of Policy and Practice. Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1093/
police/paz043
White, M. D., & Malm, A. (2020). Cops, cameras, and crisis: The potential and the perils of
police body-worn cameras. New York University Press.
White, M. D., Todak, N., & Gaub, J. E. (2018). Examining body-worn camera integration and
acceptance among police officers, citizens, and external stakeholders. Criminology & Public
Policy, 17(3), 1–29. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12376

24

Race and Justice XX(X)

Withrow, B. L. (2004). Race based policing: A descriptive analysis of the Wichita stop study.
Police Practice and Research, 5(3), 223–240. https://doi.org/10.1080/156142604200227576

Author Biographies
Jessica Huff is a senior research analyst in the Center for Violence Prevention and
Community Safety at Arizona State University. Her research interests revolve around
police effectiveness and behavior, the impact of race/ethnicity on criminal justice
outcomes, and the role of spatial context. Her work has been published in the Journal
of Experimental Criminology, Police Quarterly, and Crime & Delinquency.
Michael D. White is professor in the School of Criminology and Criminal Justice at
Arizona State University, and is Associate Director of ASU’s Center for Violence
Prevention and Community Safety. His primary research interests involve the police,
including use of force, technology, and misconduct.
Kathleen E. Padilla is a doctoral student in the School of Criminology and Criminal
Justice at Arizona State University. Her primary research interests involve police
officer mental health and wellness, police-community relations, and juvenile justice.
Her work has been published in Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, the Journal of
Developmental and Life-Course Criminology, and Policing: A Journal of Policy and
Practice.

