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2016 4
3: ( )
2 5 6
0= 131 168 59 104 65 122 133
= 69 32 141 96 135 78 67
0= 150 121 179 180 176 157 162
1= 50 79 21 20 24 43 38
0= 192 195 183 176 182 174 193
1= 8 5 17 24 18 26 7
0= 158 139 169 176 175 178 186
1= 9 14 7 15 7 4 6
2= 8 17 6 6 10 6 3
3= 25 30 18 3 8 12 5
0= 176 144 185 180 176 182 184
1= 24 56 15 20 24 18 16
0= 81 118 80 130 119 79 72
1= 119 82 120 70 81 121 128
0= 50 47 29 38 19 31 13
1= 11 33 14 23 35 24 15
2= 139 120 157 139 146 145 172
)
( OLS) '@
( 0 )
0 =a+f + o
1
o =a+p +B,log
+e&o 3: 2 N N N N N N
o =a+f 1 +B,log +5; + B, + 85
+Bs +85, +Bs + B, +&o
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KW
1.
?
?
o (ANOVA) o
Shapiro-Wilk o SW
P 0.05 0.05
. SW 4
4 Shapiro-Wilk
Shapiro-Wilk normality test
data:

W =0.9323 p-value (2.2e-16

p 0.05 .
4 SW p 0.05 0.05

o Kruskal-
Wallis KW
o KW
p 0.05 0.05
o KW 5
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2016 4

5 Kruskal-Wallis

Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test

data: by factor( )
Kruskal-Wallis chi-squared = 98.4998 df = 6 p-value (2.2e-16

p  0.05 o
5 KW p 0.05 0.05
o ? o
o ( 0 )
1
6 1
6 ( 1)
Estimate | Std. Error | t value Pr( > Itl)
( Intercept) 5.33500 | 0.28155 18.949 <2e-16 * * %
1 3.31171 | 0.41737 7.935 4.44e — 15 * % %
2 0.05124 | 0.40392 0.127 0.8991
3 0.71188 | 0.40229 1.770 0.0770
4 0.65474 | 0.40071 1.634 0. 1025
5 0.75129 | 0.39968 1.880 0.0604
6 -0.73399| 0.39917 | -1.839 0. 0662
Adjusted R-squared: 0.07105
DUk ok k koK 0.05.0.01.0.001 o
6
1 0. IR 2. 3.
4 5 0
0 3.31171  .0.05124
\0.71188  .0.65474 0.75129 p 0.001
( 0 ; 2.
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( p 0.05) .
6 0 o
6 0
0 0.73399
( p 0.05) .
2.
6 o “ 7
(1) o
1(391.0237 ). 3(122.6938 ). 4(103. 6597
) . 2(102.6152 ) . 5(58.8342 ). 6(40.3601 ) . 0( 35. 606
) : 1(1518.28394 ) . 3(375. 10375
). 2(328.21423 ). 5(230.70094 ) . 6(197.22349 ) . 4( 176.

98766 ) . 0(95.08545 ) . B (2)

o

2(141 70.5%) . 4(135 67.5%) .

3(96 48.0%) . 5(78 39.0%) . 0(69 34.5%) . 6(67 33.5%) . 1
(32 16.0%) ; : 5(26 13.0%) . 3(24
12.0%) . 4(18 9.0%) .  2(17 8.5%) .  0(8 4.0%) .  6(7 3.5%)
1(5 2.5%) . .
1 o
1
o 1
® 1 2 4
1 2 4
? 1
3
2 4 2
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2016 4

2 (
) o 7 2
7 ( 2)
Estimate | Std. Error | t value Pr( > Itl)
( Tntercept) 0.60107 | 0.19842 3.029 0.00250 * *
1 0.25724 | 0.26233 0.981 0. 32698
2 —1.48827| 0.24825 -5.995 .62e =09 * *x %
3 -0.73259| 0.24701 -2.966 0.00307 * %
4 —2.04067| 0.25068 -8.141 .96e - 16 * * *
5 —0.22280| 0.24440 -0.912 0.36214
6 —0.12805| 0.24356 -0.526 0.59917
log( ) 2.14429 | 0.04516 | 47.484 (26 —16 % % %
Adjusted R-squared: 0.6551
7
N 3 4 0.
N 3. 4. 5 6
0 0
48827 .0.73259 .2.04067 .0.22280 0.12805 N 4
p 0.001 3 p 0.01 (
) 0 ; 5 6
0 (
0.05) .
0 0
25724 ( p 0.
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( ) ( P 0.
001) © 2.14429 .
2.
1 2
2
0 1 1
0 , 2 1 0
1 1 2 0
1 0 9.98 .
1 1
0; 2 1 0
2
2 0 1 2
0 ; 2 2
0 ( ) 2 1 2
0 . 2
0 1.88 2
0. 1 2
0.05124 , 2 2
0 0 1.48827 .
3 4 .
7 2 o
()
(log)
“ 7 log log
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2016 4

2. 3 4 0.®
()
0
1.
2
AY ) > A) Al Al 3
( )
o 8 3 .
8 ( 3)
Estimate | Std. Error | t value Pr( > Itl)
( Tntercept) 2.68715 | 0.21339 12.593 (2e =16 * % *
1 -0.01430| 0.21482 | -0.067 0.946950
2 —-0.45451| 0.20688 -2.197 0.028196 *
3 -0.46751| 0.20644 | -2.265 0.023699 *
4 -1.19681| 0.21145 -5.660 | 1.85e-08 * * %
5 —-0.03863| 0.19981 -0.193 0.846734
@
® 1 0
1 .
© QS ) ( ) )
2010 60

256



()

Estimate | Std. Error | t value Pr( > Itl)
6 -0.17160| 0.20010 | -0.858 0.391276
log( ) 2.08552 | 0.03867 | 53.936 (2e =16 * % *
1 -2.42471| 0.12971 | -18.693 (2e =16 * % *
1 -0.29841| 0.15562 | -1.918 0.055382
1 -1.10696| 0.20534 | -5.391 | 8.29¢ -08 * * %
-0.05794| 0.29108 | -0.199 0. 842249
2 -3.22270| 0.27347 | -11.784 (2e =16 * * *
-0.79154| 0.21189 | -3.736 | 0.000195 * * *
1 0.27266 | 0.17625 1.547 0.122112
1 —-0.28835| 0.11641 -2.477 0.013373 *
1 0.11771 | 0.21768 0.541 0.588780
2 -0.91814| 0.15943 -5.759 | 1.05e¢ -08 * * %
Adjusted R-squared: 0.7752
8
2. 3 4 0,
1. 2. 3. 4. 5
0 0
0.0143  .0.45451 .0.46751 .1.19681 .0.03863 0.1716 .
2. 3 p 0.05 4 p 0.001
0 o 1. 5 6
0 (
p 0.05) o
( ) p 0.
001) . 2.08552 &
(
p 0.05) N N (
p 0.001) .
2.42471
1.10696 3.16476
0.28835 ;
0.91814
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Abstract: The results of regression model show that there are significant disparities in
sentencing of bribery crime of different regions. Further inspections manifest that such
disparity cannot be completely atiributed to differences of bribery amounts and sentencing
circumstances but is related to differences on evaluations of harmfulness of same bribery
amount choices of lighter or mitigated punishment and calculations of the range of lighter or
mitigated punishment as well as other potential factors. Research conclusions indicate that
Amendment IX to the Criminal Law and the latest judicial interpretation by the Supreme
People’s Court and the Supreme People’s Procuratorate adopting a flexible sentencing provision
focusing on both “amount and circumstances ” have little effect on alleviating regional
disparity in sentencing. Therefore it is necessary to adjust the amount and standard of bribery
crime according to local conditions clarify the basis for the choice of lighter and mitigated
punishment and unify the adjustment proportion of the datum penalty through sentencing

circumstances to narrow regional sentencing disparity as far as possible.

@3  See United States v. Booker 543 U.S. 220 (2005) .
33  See Alexander Bunin Reducing Sentencing Disparity by Increasing Judicial Discretion Federal Sentencing Reporter Vol. 22
no.2 (2014) p.82.
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