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. ness and quallty of the mformatlon—gamed from lengthy 1ﬂte§mews rather than "
from an entirely closed-énded written questionnaire—it mmoté app}'opnate-to
" regard the results as 49 case studies. Seen in that light, anddcoimdenng that most
. exxstmg case’ stgd:es xely on a sample of one or a few fsuc}um&éi St

. The Professzonal THief), this study makes a sxgmﬁcant contrlb ;ﬁseareh on -
. criminal'careers:;” .~ o IR

~ of ideéntifying-and counteracting career criminals. The research shgum also be of
© interest to mrmnologzsts and other analysts of criminal career deve lent.. .

o Cnme A Survey of Calzforma Prison Inmates (R 2120-DOJ)

- Author s note.

. findings. The characteristics of offen
' tively involved in crime for 20 years on the average are not;

series resnltmg ﬁ'om Rand contmumg pmgam of
% "JJ/(W w a ;- i
ttite of Law Enforeement,and Cnmmgl Justwe, o
n , tion, U.& Department of Justme (grant I
‘ add}reéeg the behavior and attlmdebof seri- - _ -

‘ co;mter to tradmonal cnmniologxcal -
gxefswxll be eneouxagedto ‘test these resulfs
'uthOrsf‘mll be domg lmﬁxtum raearch.
i mtervxews withi:49 prison mmates—all
le4#t heir econd prison term™—to systematwally
' mme ﬂae development of fh 5/ cnmlm eers and then' reasons for contmmng

; to penmt. meamngful mferences about{hef lhrger oﬂ‘ender pwulahon. And. mdeed,
we have'no intention of generglizing the findings. Becausésf: the comprehensive-

t,herland S, .

The report should be of‘ mterest to pohcymakers concerned ﬁth»‘ﬁfe;;;oﬁlem '

Farthcoming reports in this series are tentatively entitled The Dzsposmon of -
Felony Arrests and the. Effects of Alternative Sentences (R—2199-DOJ) and Domg

L4

Followmg the release of. this study, there has been a pro-

-pensity on the part of some readers to generalize its results
. to all prison “inmates or even to all*criminals. The authors

-

are therefore prompted to reiterate a point that appea’rs ré- -
peatedly in the ‘text: this study is an in-depth examination

- .of a limited sample of career criminals who were .serving a -
prison sentence as.a result of a robbery .conviction and who
‘had served at least oné¢ prior prison temm. . Offenders with
" these characteristics constitute approxmately 17 percent of .
' the California prison population. , The restrictions on the

sample’ should be kept constantly in mlng when- interpreting- the
ers ‘who have been ac- 7 0

necessanly those of cr1m1na1 in general.
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pohcydrelevant, and’ wdn', some mstqnoes counter to-. tmdxhonal cril

studyprowdes newand i umque £

al offense rates, probabilifies of arrest, convic-

. hon,andmeameratlon, motwatmnforcnme—formemamngthennpact.; S
of thié new policies on "development of criminal

The study results ane bemgreleawd at this tunebecause they arem '

and explore thexr unphcatxons. as the authors wﬁbe domg in future research

3
1 - .

THEAPPROACH ,. i

'l'he study focnses on thei:nmmal careers of49 mmates ofa i¥di ty

‘pnson in Callforma All are’serving time for armed robbery, and all have served
. . at Jeast one prior prison term. The data were gathered from structured mtervnewa

C cnmlnal ca’reers

" A quarter were. from ethnic mlnorltles The sample had completed an average of .

with' the offenders and from their official ¢riminal records (“rap sheets").

By usual standards of quantitative analysis, a sample of 49 is too. small to

permit meanmgful lnferences about the larger offender population. And; indeed, .
we have no inteéntion of generalizing the findings. Because of the comprehensive-
ness and quality of the information—gained from lengthy interviews rather than
from an entirgly c[osed-ended written questxom)alre—xt is more appropriate to
regard the results as 49 case studies. Seegfin that light, and considering that most
existing case studles rely on a sample of one or a few (such as E. H. Sutherland’s
The Professwnal 'I'iuef) this study makes a significant contnbutlon to research on
s

TheSampfe ,‘.- : —~ ‘ ‘ h,

The 1nterv1ewees averaged riearly 39 years of age; none was younger than 25..

. elgwears of school, slightly less than state prison inmates natlon/wui_t? According
.. to prison records, approximately 80 percent of the sample had an mtelhgence level .
~ of.nofmal or bright-normal.

‘The-average age at which these oﬁ‘enders commltted thelr ﬁrst serlous Juvemlc ,

o . offense was 14, although seven respondents rep8¥fted committing no crimes as a
-juvenile. “The average time of first arrest was about one year later Thirty-two

oﬂbnders were conﬁned to a jail, reformatory, or prison before the'age of 18..As for
school attendance, the sample was difided evenly among those who reported good

.- attendance, -occasional absence. and habjtual truancy. Broken homes, lower eco-
. ‘'nomlc stdtus, and sibling criminal records were characteristic of many but not mast

m the sample; nor did such factérs explain dlﬁ'erences in later cnmlnal behavior. -

Nearly 75 percent of the sample had served at least two prior prlson terms, and '_

: 34 percent had se(ved three or more. Thus, Judgmg from the frequency, gravnty, :
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peaeaofoﬁ'endersofsnstamed senousnes&» e

L entirely on official ré¢ords, with all of their omissions and biases. Since according -

-

" Aiguous career periods: (1) juvenile, | T
ifirst Juvenile incarceration, or, if no Juvenile_meareeratxon, to age‘!&, (2Noung '

K

'l‘l)e lntemew mstrument was a hlgh'ly structured questlennalre conslstmgnf

E both open— and. closed-ended questlons. To allow tbe’systematxctracmg of éhan’ges ..
durmga career, xt\wasadmlmstelved in- three sect:onscorrespondmgto threecon-
ﬁrstpﬂ'mse committed through the =

‘adult, from release after the first juverile-incarceration- throud:»the first adult

' incarceration, and (3) adulf, from release after the first adult incArceration to the

-

A time of the interview irf the current prison ferm® Appronmately 200 queshons werb
repeated in- each cdreer sectlon - _ e

- P J—
: - - -

Qualiﬁeations of the Approach , S . :
By resmctmg the sample to offenddrs .whonltxmately beeame'armedrobbers.

-+ we attempted to.limit the: vanabxhty in careek development expected in"a'more’.

general sample. As a. result, even-though the respondents committed a wide variety
“of crimes, the findings cannot be generalized toa wider populatlon than this ;sample
represents. ‘A sample of hu‘rglars might reveal much different career patterns. - -
Some-may-consider the use “of self‘reports for aesessing c‘r,lmmal activity.an-
other limitatipn; we view it as a stréngth LWnthout self-reports, one must rely

to national ‘statisti® fewer than 20 percent of all major, crimes result in arrest,
7self reports can greatly expand the plcture of the true sltuatlon, especnally for
frequent offenders. -

‘ We are convinced that most of the inteyviewees responded'honestly about thenr
crimes. Comparmg their self- reported arrests and convictions against the official
-records, we found that they had reported 63 percent of their arrests, 74 percent of
their recorded cpnvictions, and 88 percent of the convictions ending in significant .

: mcarceratlon (and therefore more memorable). Although this companson doesnot

prov1de a valid check on the actual extent of their crime, it gives an mdlcatnon of ’

general accuracy B -
_ _ .

MAJOR FINDINGS

We sought to illuminate the development of serlous crxmmal careers in the
hope of identifying vulnerable ties when appropriate mt.erventlons by the crimi-
/ pel justice system might best hav¢ reduced the offenders’ threat to the-eommunity. *
Initially we were opti/ misti uch points could be identified, for earlier research
~ had suggested that habitual offenders tend to follow a common maturation process..
We expected the interview data to reveal systematic-development patterns in
which juvenile offenders were transformed into adult professlonal griminals. More- :
over, we expected the adult professionals to dpursue crime as a “a preferred occupa-
_tion, continually developing their skills, increasing their profits, and becoming
_ more specnaﬁzed. It is now clear #hat this is too simplistic a notion. Tﬁe reality of -
- .criminal career development is much more complex and diverse. Although Spme of, "

- P

and length ofmvolvement with the cnmmaljust:ce system,the sample was eom- 3 {;"r-'
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. nal careers peed to be reconsldered

< - ot - . . -
- .

our empu'xcal ﬁndmgs were consxstent with the tradltlonal unagen, overall, even m.,
a sample as:small and 'select as thls, the dominant finding was dxvers:ty—‘ooth in

) fhé enders’.personalities and in their conduct. Thus, a key eonclusion of this *

is that many of the traditional assurnptlons about the development of crimi-. .
” - - & - I S

ExtentandPattemsoanminahty S /f" B S

. 'The samp‘le of 49 habnt'ual oﬁ‘enders reported commlttmg over 10, 500 crimes of

the nine types considered: auto theft (1,492), purse shatching (25), grand theft t993), .

" burglary (2,331), robbery {855), aggravated assault (188), forgery (995), drug sales”

(3,620%, and rape (6). Since the aVerage criminal career was about 20 years{ong. and - .

_half the tlme was spent in prison, the average respondent’ commltted about 20--

* crimes per year of street time: { % : N

The offense rate varied comuderably by crime class The average number of =
. violent crimes (rape, assault, robbery, purse snatching) committed per r_year- of
street time was 1.8; safety crimes (violent crimes plus burgldry), 5.9; and n nondrug
crimes (safety crimes plus auto theft, grand thef}, and forgery), 119.
" The offense rate was. related to-\maturatlon The number of gelfreported
offenses committed per month of street tlme noticeably declined asthe sample grew.

- older. Specifically, the juvenile-period average.of 3.2 serious ‘crimes per month of
street time decreased to 1.5 in the young'adult penod and to 0.6 in the adult period.

Declining offénse rates were also shown in each crime class except violent crimes,
which is dominated sz robbery, The latter ariomaly probably owes to the sample—
_selection criterion that the current incarceration be for a robbery conviction. Previ: -
ous studies of criminal behavier, based on official records, ‘have found that partici-
“pation in crime declmes with.age. A unique contnbutlon of this study isthe finding
that the level of crifigal actnvnty dlmmlshes even among those who remam active
in crime, : ‘ - -
Though the level clined there was a certain ‘steadiness about this sample S
crime. Asked how much time passed after their release from incarceration before
. they started committing crimes again, the respondents indicated a median time of”
4-5 months after the first juvenile incarceration and 2-3 months after the first adult
incarceration. Once crime was resumed the median time until first arrest was 3-5
 months for both career- periods. Slightly over half of the sample said they had
serious intentions of not returning to crime dunng those«months, the rest said they
either intended to return to cnme (25 percent) or were, ‘unsure about it."Most .
believed that their resumption of crime could not have been deterred. For those

0who believed it could have been deterred, certamty of apprehensnon would have , |

been the most influential factor. .
Followmg?’a conventiongl pattern, these /oﬁ‘enders progressed from predoml
nantly‘auto theft and burglary in the juvenile perlod to a greater proportion of
robleries and forgeries in the adult years. The majority said they had switched to
ry because it r4quired little preparation and few tools, was easy to do, seldom
required hurting arlyone, and oﬁ'ered unlimited potentnal targets. Also, robbery
could be committed alone, ehmmatmg the risk of being implicated by a partner The
offenders saw “take” a8 the primary influencing factor in deciding whether or not-
‘to commiit a in crime, the risks involved being serzc)ndary

The majonty of the sample did not’specialize-in afcertain type of crime but
switched crime types frequently. Whatever modus opergndi or selectivity of t_argets
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. Arrest Rate. Comparing respondents’. repﬁi‘tsofcnmescommlttedvn hphe e
shem.wefoundthatonlyamaﬂpementageofmmeareslﬂtedm ecorded - 7
?_'arrest:3percentofthenondrugfelomesmtbe_mvemlepenod,(ipereentm e |t

',partlyexplamedby the mcreamngmcxdenceofcnmesagamstpersona, wluchare
. solved more often than property crimes: However; the arrest rate for burgla‘l‘y a
/ Frimy alsoroseﬁ'omSpementmﬂ:eyoungadultpenodﬁpzspercent
! adult penod {Note also that 11 percent of the robberies in: ‘the: young. adult
pe 0t culrmnatedmarrest,compm'ed with 21 pereentofthosemtheadultpenod) )
nviction Rate. After for any type of offense, the proportion who R
‘were convicted increased from 0.84 in the juvenile periodt00.78 in the adult penbd.
.- Thé proportwn ‘whose arrests eulminated in incarceration rose from 0.39in the - '
K Juvemle period to 0.71 in the adult period. Thus,, ‘offense. rabes decreased '
L kedly ovet time, the probabilities of arrest,- corivi on, and meareeratlon per-
' oﬂ'ense all tended to increase.® - -

' Proségutorial Treatment. - Although theee qﬂ'énders all quallﬁed for special:
charges of prior offenses to be filed against them, prosecutors did not routmely use
such 8pecial allegations in the proceedmgs before the offenders’ most recent convic-
tion. About 60 percent were threatened with the filing of priors, buf only 40 percent
Kad such allegations actually filed; and about half the priors that were filed were
dismissed or stricken. Thus, the prosecutér’s use ‘of pnors appeared to sérve enda

- other than only obtaining'a harsher sentence. -
e * ~Prosecutors threatened onl§ one-third of the sample w1th apphcatldn of Cahfor-
o ma '8 habltual oﬂ'ender statute, Formal chargmg of habltual offender status ‘was
rare.
. 'Prison Expenence. Only about a quarter Qf the samp]e said that they had .
had trouble adJustmg to prison life. When they were Juvemles, the trouble arose .
primarily from prob]ems of gettmg a]ong with other inmates. With advancing agh
: ana .more frequent incarceration, the main source - of difficulty was nog other in- -
- mates but the offender’s own feelings—for examp]e a rea]dzatlon that life i is short
and a desire to be on the outsjde, living it. _
S ~ In their three major incarcerations, about half t_he sample said they had par- _
. ticipated in a formal prison reha}nhtatxon ‘program—mainly vocational training, . -
: education, or group counseling. Only a small minority had taken part in individual -

. ' counseling or a drug or alcohol program.-The proportion who found the program N
< useful rose from about half in the juvenile and _young adult.periods t6 nearly 90
R ‘percent in the adult period. Vocational training was the program most favored.

v Although these offenders were arrested for relatively few of the offenses they
‘committed, once arregted, they paid heavily inlength of i incarceration: The average
time served was 24 f8ars for the first prison term, 3.3 years for the second 3.0 years '
s for the thigd, 34 years for the fourth, and 6.7 years for the fifth. P
' ihase Experience. Most-of the sample were ‘released o on parole aﬂ;er _
. thelr juvenile and young-adult mcarceratlons q:ﬂs: than one-quarter felt that they -
- were monitored strictly by their parole oﬁicer 1_"the‘ Juvemle release, thls pro-

oA
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portion mcreased to about halfaﬂ:er the young adult release Only a small propor—
" tion said they were deterred from reinvolvement in crime by their parole officer’s _

. supervision. Few believed that they were subjected to selectwe police surveillance

after release from prison, so the deterrent effect of this factor was rhinimal;

. Asked what they needed most when released from*prison, the mtemewees :

rr@st often answered “‘someone who cared” quemle penod) and “employment” ’

@!ult Reriods). - S, -

- _ Crumnal Sophlstwatlon- ’ : ! - o

“These oﬁ‘enders did net rougnely plan and prepare for their property crimeg.

" Approximately half used little or no planning and preparation; only one-quarter

- uged a moderate amount. For the typical offender, pre-crime planning was. limited

* _ to visiting the location and less often, staking out the target. Such measures as
wearing a dl?’l.llse ‘developlng a new 1dent1ty, and obtalmng a speclal car were

-uncommon. ™\ . S .

- Judging by a snmple planmng-sophlstlcatlon index devised for the study, the

sample as a whole slightly increased in sophistication over time. However, the .

offenders who were the most sophisticated tended to develop sophistication at-an =

. early age; it was not necessarlly the product of a lang career in crime.-
- The assumptnon that habntual offenders develop a network of persons to assist
them in crimes appears misplaced., These -offenders tended to work alone more
frequently as their careers advanced In fact, the more sophisticated the offender,
the more likely he was tq worksalone, belng unwﬂhng to share the proﬁts or nsk
. betrayal. A '
Gontrary to the assumptlon that an offender’s llhcnt proﬁ,ts grow with his
experience, these offenders, even in the later phases of their careers, ayeraged only
a few thousand dollars per year. Few were well rewarded for their criminal acts.
~ On the whole, this sample of habitual offénders, despitegheir extensive and
prolongedrinvolvement in criminal activity, did not become substantlally more "

sophlstlcated in it as time progressed
1 [4 . F -

~

} - Motivationfor Crime

v

~

- . Involvement with Drugs and Alcohol. Although the data are not sufficient

oL - to"establish causal linkages;, drugs and alcohol clearly played a prominent role-in

R E a majority of these crimina] careers. By official records, about half of the sample '

' . had a histofy of drug involvement; by their own statements, about two-thirds had
regularly uséd drugs or alcohol or both. During the adult periods, fully 60 percent

; -were under the influence of alcohol or drugs when committing crimes; and the

' desire for ‘money to buy drugs and alcohol was-the single most frequently cited .

reason for committing.crimes (cited by one-third of the sample).”

" As for associations between drugs and alcohol involvement and ather offender
characteristics, the offenders involved with alcohol aloné—compared with those
involved with drugs alone,.both drugs and alcohol, or neither—committed crimes -

- less often but were more likely to be arrested. The offenders involved with both
drugs and alcoho! had the hlghest offense rates.

_Peer Inﬂpence This sample showed a magked change in peer lnﬁuence as

their c.rlmlnal careers progressed‘ Nearly half repo\rjed that, as Juvemles, thelr‘

B |



’ “meeofin'eane.buttheeammgswndedto-ﬁefalrlylow About
";'f.'littlewnomterestmaregnlanobthmughoutthen-eareer&F peuient
I _thoughtthatloesofempbymenthadeontﬁbutedtothenrcrhmnalachwty
2 Abouthalfthesamplesenmslylookedforworkaﬁe:releaseﬁ‘omtbmrmjor o
".eonv:étxom.meproportlon who took along umeﬁndingwork(pay, four months
' ormore)orfaxledtoﬁndymrkwasaboutaopementiﬁerthejuvenilereleaseand
" about 20 taﬁertheyoungadultrelease(Nearlytbesameperoentages
'repottedthattheywerenotatallsenousaboutlookmgfor orkaﬁaerrelease.)

et Using a criterion for “better employment” deve in the study, we founa
S, that t.he better-employed oﬂ'enders in-the sample. S R q'
L oo I C e
L R . 'Eendedtobeleesactlvemcr;memtheadultperwdsbuthadnelthermore . _' *’ :

. . nor fewer crime-free intervals j;lmn the dther oﬂ'en@ers. ,
ot ‘.- ,'Coxmm fewer crimes agamst persons than the of] er oﬁ'enders in the
- adult S 4

. " and* alcohol mvolved
D Crime-Free Iritervals. -

ed as a vacatxon orano 'gatxon to a jaxmly member or mlfnend - .

Violenee - / . S ‘ DA oL AT

- A
o

-

~ Though these 6ﬁ'enderg comnutted a hxgher rate of cnmes agamst porsons later :
. in their car’e/ers, the proportion who actually injured their victims.declin®" over v
SN time. On the other hand, the offenders’ statements about their willingness to i mJure T '
. ~a victim indicated no lessemng of the risk to victims as the oﬁ‘enders became older
and more experienced.

NP Habitpal Offender Types: Intenswes and Intermittents / .7 ,
.. Dunng the interyiews, we perceived two broad txpes of oﬂ'enders What we cal]
the mtenswe offenders were the “heavies” who saw themselves as professional
. criminals for at least part of their ¢ careers. Their criminal activity was sustained -
- - overlong penods and was consciously dlrected toward a specific purpose, be it high
living, support of a drug habit; or repayment of debts. Pre-criine planning was not
. necessarily a hallmark of this group (nearly all’ the sample was weak in. planning),
" but the intensive type paid moré attention to avdiding arrest than the thers.
- The other, more frequently encountered type we ¢hlled the intermittent offend-
~ ets. Most did not view. themselyes as professional criminals. Their criminal actnnty
had an irregular and opportumstxc character, and the monetary gain was: often
- minimal. Their nsés suggest that they were frequently oblivious to.the risks _
and consequencre‘g? heir cnmmal acts. This seemmg mdxﬂ‘erence, compared with . - =
! .o 11 . '.‘-A ‘ '." '.1
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.+, sense, they wergthe “losers.”
SR R brmg tbese qualitative i mpreamons of a dlcbotomy into sharper foeus, e

IR geriousness index, we distinguished } 16 intensive offenders (33 pertent of the sam-

.= . ple) and 33 intermittent offenders (67 percent of the sample). The adu]ﬁ‘oﬂ’ense rate
exceeded one crime per month of street time for94 percent of the inteRsive offend-
ers but for only 21 pergcent of the mtermxttept offenders. Most striking, over his full

. careex the average intensive offender committed about ten times;as many crimes -

“asthe lntenmttent offender, yet was five times less likely to be arrested for any-one
‘crime- Once arrested, the mtenswe offender was als6 less likely to be convrctedand

, Jncafcerated . oo ,
v Y Examination of the associations-between the two oﬁ’ender types and other
’ oﬂ'ender attributes revealed the following sngmﬁcant results :
. P Juvemle cnmmallty ’ e , )
- : a . .
. . .e Alarger percentage of mf,ens:ves than mterﬂntt.ents reported.commlttmg
B a serious crime before the age of 13. . - -
.y e Alarger percentage of mtermnttent oﬂ‘e;?ers_were rncarcerated before:
: - . the-ageof18 e - - . ]
. _ Crlmmal SOphlSth(ltlon.
- . o- Intensive pﬁ'enders did more pre-cnme planning than dnd 1nterm1ttent
: offenders. ' - e : A
. -~ e As juveniles, a majority of the 1ntenswes tommitted crimes wntho&t part-
e pers; almost all intermittents used partners.
e Burglary was consnderably more proﬁta‘ble tp the 1ntenswes thar to’ the _
lnterm1ttents _ ‘
" A - - : o . 4
PrOSecutorlal treatment . : e : '

. Prosecutors threatened a greater proportlon of 1ntenswes than 1nterm1t- .

tents with the ﬁhng of prnon felony convietions as special allegations, but

there was no dxﬁ’erence between the two types m.tbe actual charglng of

,prnors ' S : . -
. 5. - - <. ) & -

- Drugs and alcohol mvolvement . e -

type.

drugs,ralone or combmed with alcohol

- ' . L B ’ 3 P
, - Socwecormmzc factors : LT ) S

.y ' The 1nterm1ttent type was'more likely to be better enfployed, ’

LA S thelr victims. o , o
L : : C i
PR ¥ ‘ . ¢ ) . l )
R L e . . s T & " -

' the posture ofthe mbenslvetype dlsposed them to a_higher rate ofarrest In al R

: apphed various measures of criminal activity to the sample. By -means of a-crime ~_

- . A greater proportnon of'ntenswes than mtermlttents were 1nva[ved wnth .

Useofvlolgnce o S , /(\ ;.

sy e A moderateiy larger proportnon of 1ntenswes than 1nterm1ttents m_]ured -~

' e Those mvolved wnth alcohol alone were preponderantly the mtermnttent .
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**" Co . Intenslves manlfested muchv more v1olence in. the1r personal hVes than B
..,“"".*-.‘,'_ ~‘:'~, e 1nterm1tténts s YL e . o R
: Mbtwatlon. 5‘ S e L
- g . . . i N, ° Y . . o
PR Lo o P 4 . v -
Tea T e o Contrary to. expectatlons, ttere were few dlﬁ'ei'ences between the tWG _
o ty s in the1r motlvatlon fo crime. - S o e
; - L R N
. rrest cmtuzctlon, and mcarceratzon rates I I -» S
. - " ' R ' .o R
o S ’I‘he aver‘age 1ntehsi’v_e oﬁ‘endler experlenced a few more arrests dunng hlS _
e "otal career. than diddfhe avhrage 1nter1mttent However, dunng their =~

L .adult career perlods ir tenswe offenders were arrested for onWrcent < .
A -5f theu' self reportedn n( rug felonies,. whﬂe intermittents were arrested "
R 'f01;21 pert:ent Interml tsw’ere thus’ ﬁve t1mes mox‘ehkelytobearrest-
o ‘-"-ed.f- o L W
Intermittenit oﬁ'enders had’ moderately hlgher conv1ctxon and 1ncarcera- o, L
- tion rates per nondrug arres than 1ntens1ve offenders . N

. . S .
o D ’ : 4 A ! L : « BT S .
. ) . . . . AR - S . .o .

.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS Ceewlbe

e In order }o dec1de whether crime could be slgmﬁqantly reduced by incarcerat-
- 1ng a percentage of habitual: oﬁ'enders for lénger terms, p511cymakers need
estlmates of the.amount of crime such offenders actually commit and‘their probab11 :
, ity of arrest and eonviction. A unique bntnbutlon of this study is that it prov1des
Ve such estlmates by crlme type and period in the criminal career, based on offenders’-
o S, -own reports Besides 1ncapac1tatlon the study results ‘have’ 1mp11catlons for otherr
' cnmxnal justice strategies: rehabllltatlon, deterrence, and prevention. The recom- -
mendatl ns in the paragraphs below are too pre11m1nary to be: regarded as propos- R =
“als-for clé:anges in current criminal justice pollcy It is hoped however, that they : ‘W
S w1ll‘eontr1bute usefully to policy dehberatlons : , v
| ".%Re},abmtanon R ,‘ SRR SR

A -

Th;asamp}& was by selectlon a group of persons who had cons1stently adhered
) ¢,to a criminal lifestyle, despite repeated exposure to rehabilitation programs: ‘The
‘-v'_eﬁ'ectlveness of r,ehahllltatlon efforts'was not.a focus of the study, but judging from )

. "the offenderst own statementg_, ‘the rehabllltatlon programs in which they par-
~“ticipated did not provide a strong 1nducement for them to end-their criminal ca-.
-reers.-Most of the samplé saw-their"crimes as freely chosen, preferred acts or as .

_-responses to- spec1al c1rcumstances, usually arising from a personal relatlonshlp

- Those who recognlzed their need for help were - th1nk1ng mainly of job training.,

4 E.ven 0, they did not necessarily beliéve that vocational tra1n1ng would oyercome -
the1r tendency to continue in crime; fully half were either unsure about o had no

intention of leaving crime. - - : -~ =

- . Correctional authorities-view Jols tralmng as a means of rehabllltatlng those.

who commlt crimes because they cannot earn an adequate income legltlmately In .

~ our sample, however, criminal motivation was rarely ‘80 singular; it usually in: B
- cluded a mixture of 1nstrumental andhexpresswe elements St111 glven the unfailing.' " . sg .




B T <11 S o

« -

N rec1d1v1sm of the. offenders, those who, had better employment performance tended - .
_j to commit less serious crimes. We are, thus led to believe that voluntary programs . °
* of job tra1n1ng are a constructlve means of reducing the- crlmmal toll of habitual '
L offenders. . - ° s =

. . The dow part1c1patlon of these oﬁ'enders in drug and alcohol rehabllltatlon :
" programs, coupled with the prominent role ‘of these substances in the respondents’

_crimes, suggest that drug and alcohol tFeatment programs could slgmﬁcantly

reduce crime if they genu1nely helped oﬁ"enders e11m1nate their dependence

N l_ -
: - . 3 ' . . . . ~

Deterrence I S v

5o Because of the grow1ng ev1denc¢? that efforts to reha.bllltate crlmlnals have N
s falle far short of expectat\ons, many authorltles now advggate concentratlng less. * -
4 on'im s-the offender”andNmore .on improving the ¢ minal’ ‘justice system. PR
Programsdeslgned tospeed and streamline the pros‘ecutlon of cr1m1nals are finding
Wi spread support. The theory behind-these efforts is that- crlmlna'ls ratlonally 3N
eigh the rlsks and potentlal gains of the1r crlmes and will des1st if.the rlsks SEem i* a5
- foo high. - - R £ - K
.9 . Our sample d1d not ﬁt the definition of ratlonal crl' allty The maJorlty sald
" mthat they had been unconcerned dbout the possibility of apprehens1on, though sén¥e,
attributed thexr indifferenceé to the clouding of their thinking by drugs and alcohol.
‘More to the polnt over half the sample aﬁsserted that nothifig could have deterred .
. their return to crime after releasé from prison. For those who said they could have
been ‘déterred, the certainty of apprehenslon would have influenced them .more
than such other {actors as the. possibility of a longer- *prlson sentence or stricter
- parole;supervisiory This perhaps reflects their awareness of a fairly high pI‘Obablll- L
* ty of conviction'and incarceration once arrested. aQ .
The data gave us no reasonsto beliéve that the length ofa prxson term affects
. deterrence; those who served longerrsentences did not have longer perlods of street :
" time after release until the next 1ncarceratlon :

lPreventlon ot .

Target hardemng—maklng crime targets more dlﬂ‘icult t'.o reach—was of dub1-"
ous effectiVeness in preventing crime am hg this sample The offenders simply
o’ . switched to a more accessible target. For xample, some interviewees responded. '
that if they were frustrated in comm1tt1n% store burglary by an effectlve security
IR System they would 1mmed1ately substg.tu ea robbery on the streét. ‘We believe that
o 'fu re studies of the costs and beneﬁt‘srof target hardening should consider” the
hk ho }.of a shlft to- personal cr1mes if property targets are hardenéd. . '

: . T

Incapacltatlon W _ ‘ ‘ _ .

The continuing cr1m1nal act1v1ty of tllls sample in thefface of frequent arrests,
“convicti s, and incarcerations is an indication of the 1n&fnhty of:prévious rehabili-
tation deterrence, and preventlon efforts to curtall their criminal behavior. The -

- primary alternative. for counteract1ng ‘such: offenders is a greater reliance on in-
- - capac1tatlon Incapacitation:policids are intended to: assure the conviction and pro- .
L~ longed 1ncarceratlon of serious hall‘ltual offenders once arrested The ratlonale is ,

~a
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,obv1ous Oﬁ'enders cannot comm1t crlmes agalnstﬁhe comn;um‘ty whlle in prison, ~
~. 'and they are not likely to be able t8 make up for lost time after release if the: °
‘ . probability of relncarceratlbn is high. But an incapacitation policy is both unf‘alr .
apd highly- costly if'an undue number of 1nappropr1ate oﬁ'enders are given: long v
prigon terms. Thus, the eﬁ'ectlveness of this approach tests largely on the abflity - .
of the criminal justice system to dlstlngursh among offendersghnd identify those . ' A
- most® deservmg -of le'ngthy m;prlsonment It is very dlﬂ‘icult to make that dis- -~ = =
“tinction; we present some p llmlnarg 1deas below. : co
Although the’ lenan and seriousness of a defendgnt’s prior record .give: anu
mdlcatlon of hlS propensity f‘or future serious cruhe,—t?:e predictive ‘valué of this’ AR
by 1nformatlon by itself is. weak. That is partly bec se’ of. poor- correlatlon between N
e oﬁ‘enders actual thavwr and th_eir arrest: record A meager arrest record may-
e ,'sgulse a dangerous\cnminél even though a logg arrest record usually s:g‘mﬁe&
..+ 7 extensive criminal- act1vrty Our- data- emphasme at'arrest records are not suffi-
ORI cient for. dlstmgulshlng among the more serlous and the: less serious habltual _
PR oﬁ'enders ‘When wecompared the.rap sheets of the 1ntenswes asa whale with those. L
- of the 1nterm1ttents as a whole; ‘ho- sngmﬁcaﬁfr?g‘hf{%i‘enc s emerged between the
types—ndt only in arrests but also irr convictions and lncgrceratlons Yet, by their - _
_ interview responses, we know that.the 1ntensnve,s less than one-third of the sample, *.
-+ had committed a dlsproportlonately large numBer of the oﬁ'enses reported It is -
.. thus crucial to, identify the intensive offenders ¥ some means. in addltlmto their
"+ criminal records. And .if an-objeétive. of sentencing is to prevent future crime by -
1ncapac1tat1ng high-risk oﬁ'enders it is counterproductlve to concentrate on older
habitual offenders. The greatest effect in crimes‘prevented would ¢ome from i im-
o prlsopmg the younger, more acti\ze oﬁ'enders smce 1nd1v1dual offense. rates appear
« to declin€ Substantially with age. : .
T -9} "hat might the addltlonal means of ldentlﬁcatlon be" One would be to make
) better: use of the crime- clearance information pollce obtain’ in f‘ollo_wlng up an
arrest. With a suspect in custody, police 1nvest1gators are often able to “clear,” or
solve, previous crimes by linking them to the suspect through.confession, similarity
of modus operandi, fingerprint matches, and the like. A majority of the intensives
in our sample reported that their arrests led to the clearance of some of their other
.« . - .crimesinthis way. Inone extreme case, twenty robberles were cleared by the arrest
.. of one offender- L : '

' ‘In current practice, much of thls information i is 1gnored except to close pollce
ﬁles When the police transfer charges to the prosecutor’s office for the filing of a -
formal complaint, they include only’the ‘counts on which there is ‘enough evidence

" to establish legal guilt. And after finding such-evidence on one or two counts, the
police tend to discontinue 1nvest1gat1ng the other cleared crimes. That 1s'because1

« - - . they'expect any charges beyond the strongest one or two to be dropped in réturn
\ =d-2
- for a guilty plea. Even if they-are not dropped; multiple convictions often do not-
~increase the sentence. A more systematic'attempt to investigate and ]egally prove
additional counts would undoubtedly help dlstlngulsh the intensives among habitu-
% "al offenders.. ' '
" _Another source of mf‘ormatlon to help identify the most serious oﬁ'enders isthe
suSpect s record of juvenile arrests and institutional commitments. Juvenlle '
- records are considered sensntlve 1nf‘ormat10n, and their use is highly restricted by." - L
law However given thelr potentlal value in 1dent1f‘y1ng the more serious habltual' o
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’ . oﬂ'enders‘lt appears that théy should be made more- accessxble to prosecutors and

" used in sentencing decisions. P
The prehm:hary evidence from this study suggests@t 1ncapac1tatlon by im-
S
‘prisonmént, may be the most direct alternative for reducing’the societal toll at the
‘hands habltual offenders; prov1ded the most ‘serious of them can be identified

. . *abeforet eir criminality has dechned If erime is to be reduced through 1ncapacxta-- )

txon policies, the followng? procedural changes should be con81dered

v.‘.'-- e Pollce and pred%nce 1nvest1gators sheuld provxde prosecutors and_ S
S r [ lnformatlon—lncludlng multlple trime-clear- - | .. -
. help 18entlfy the antensxve oﬂ'enders for "

.. judges: with me orot
_ance and juvenile oﬂ'ense
o whom 1ncapac1tatlon

¢ “record antcurtent charges reflect seriouis and sustained eriminal actiyity. .

o .have been 1dent1ﬁed w1th reasonable conﬁde}c\

N ..7{- e -

. i o
\ 5
P

Thls study is Just a beglnmng in the eﬂfieavor to understand the careers of L

serious; habitual offeniders. The authors are pu/sumg the effort. The methodology -
Tor obtaining information on ‘offense rates, motivation, and selection of crime type .

*and target will be refined and improved. Methods of cross-checking data for validity
-~ will be incorporated. Different samples of offenders will be drawn to examine -
- different crime types or periods of career development. The research will be costly

-and may pose problems of data privacy and informed consent. However, if we waht
to knéw more about the group of offenders who are prxmarlly responsxble for
serious felonies, . the effort must be COntlnued : :

.l>

e - _ Extended pnson sentences should be 1mposed on oﬁ'en;ierg Whose Pl‘l ior “ ‘

"Phes(e gententes should ‘be, 1mpo§'ed at the earliest’ tlm? such Oﬂ'en ders‘ o
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. Treatment and rehabilitation of oﬁ‘endersAw,ere gmtil recently a dominant goal e
of the criminal justice system. Trans'formin’g criminalginto law-respecting, produc- : .

" tive citizens was thought to be 4 primary way of reducing crime. Both policy and
'qperational decisions, especially in sentencing and in correctional programs, were . . .
- strongly-shaped by consideration of their expected impact on this trahsformation. e
o In recesnt--yedrs..ho{ea\;‘ef_,'praint_ioner_s in the criminal justice system, as well . / - . .
.. as’it citics, have beeri 8 ifting from this viéw, at least for the handling of the ol
serious habitua) offender. The emPhasis in sentencing and correctional.programs - {':
' has been moving from rehabilitation to pt;ni,shrhenl'ahd 'incapacitatiot;{ggoﬁfgp@ets Vo
Jhrough, imprisoniment. The latter “hatd-line’ position seeks to en nce, public -
‘'safety by-separating the chronic offender from the community and foeénhance - -
deterrence through the use of harshér punishment. cé:rpulao,r.y-prpgrams-of;;th;,‘ e
‘bilitation have fallen ingp disfavor. . -~ .7 7. -7 PRI - SN :
~ The growing disillusionment with the current ddministration of.criminal justice LT
stems. from the following propositions about the.interagtion ‘between habitual ' - .
~ offenders and the criminal jusice system: | N (\ STt e o

Yz S . .t
« .Recidivits, who constitute a:minority of all offenders, have been responsi- N :
@ ble for a disproportionately large- number of serious crimes.! * -
o o Though repeatedly arrested; recidivists aré often incarcerated briefly or '
' "~ not at all, so they return to their communities.and resume their criminal

" activities.? . -y . , ) ' .
; . =« When recjdivists areincarcerated, rehabilitation programs do not-seemto
T e redu’ce,b{eir propensity to return to crime after being released- As,a
e - '+ consequence, ‘their disproportionate contribution to the'national crime. S TR
“. . .  problem continues. o - S

Proponents of the new hard-line approach assert that its deterring-and. in-
. capacitating effects on habitual offenders will significantly reduce crime.® The Rand .
.. - study of habitual offenders, of which this report is a part, seeks to illuminate the
* implications of this approach. S ' . _ AR
‘The core of the hard-line approach-is-assuring the lengthy imprisonment of
chronic criminals. Operationally, this would be achieved by dvoidance of, or greater. .
: . 3 M. Wolfgang, R. Figlio. and T. Sellin illustrate this point in Delinqu:ency in'-a Birth 'Cohort.;
. Uniiversity of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1972, Chap. 14. They report that more than half of all crimes and
two-thirds of the violent crimes were committed by only six percent of thétohort studied (i.e., 18 percent
of the total delinquent population). Ninety percent of all bodily injury offenses were committed by repeat
. offenders. -~ = - . . . o . . . P
- * J. Elkin, A. Blumstgin, and W. Glass, “Recidivisnt as a Feedback Process: An Analytical Model and *
Empirical Validation,” Journal of Criminal Justice, Vol. 1, 1973, pp. 7-26, estimates that over 87 percent
. of those arrested have been arrested before. P. Greenwood et al., Prosecufion of Adult Felony Defen-
~ dants: A Policy Perspeetive, D. C. Heath, Lexington, Mass., 1976, found that among a group of Los
- Angeles County defendants who had served, prior prison. terms, only 50-percent of thé robbersand 15 - . .
percent of the burglars later convicted were sentenced to prison. : - T :
. '2J.Q. Wilson, Thinking about Crime, Basic Books, New York, 1975; R. Shinnar dnd $. Shinnar, “The . -
Effects of the Criminal Justice System on the Control of Crime: A Quantitativg Approach,” Law and ’

7 A

. Society Review, Vol. 9, No. 4, 1975, pp. 581-611." <
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, stringency .in, -plea bargaining; by swifter prosecution of recidivists, ‘perhaps--, Cll
R through special prosecutorial units;-and by revising sentencing policy toward deter-* .- "}
minate sentences and a reduction of judicial discretion., - . - oL
‘ * . Notwithstanding the-apparent readiness of government officials and the public ° Lo
"' ' 'todeal more harshly with habitual offenders, the application of a hard-line policy *' “
IR presents problems. As a practical matter, unlimited prison  capacity cannot be
, “_ . prgvided. And since habityal .offenders differ in their dangerousness, the, system ' *
., . needstodistinguish gmong them and identify. thosemost deserving of congainment, -, o
r .« . -Deéigiohs must be reached on how long-theyimust be contained to significantly. - :
o -i.-vW,it_h’pri:_sent,knowledg'e,’it‘is difficult to accurately clasé'i'y an qﬂ'end?;i:j:tgi&i B
do ‘V. .._-of the futyre %bge'at he poses to the community. Although the length and serious-"
; Tets -nésy of a defend i . L

: ant’s record-give an indiqat_ibh‘b'f,hih',propgn;ityﬁwatdjct‘i_r'gfg',-'th(_‘_e UL
%, - predictive value of this information by itself has been'found to be weak. Partofthe =
. difficulty comes from.our inability torassess criminal records: In particula®, rela-- =’
7" tively little i§ known about how habitual offeridérs differ inthe rate of committing
. crimes afid in their skill at avoiding arrest. These factors are critical, forif crime -
.. commission and aprest rates differ significantly among offenders, the effect of long-
er sentences on overall crime will depend greatly-on who is incarcerated for how
long. A% establish an effective incapacitation policy, it is necessary to' distinguish .
offenders by the rate of crime commission and by the number of arrests per ngmber - -
“o+o - _ofcrimes, . . " 0 T o
" Wealso know little about whetheran individual’s pattern of offenses shifts over
time or how long his criminal career is likely to last. Nor do we have much informa-
tion about the social development and “street” lifestyles of offenders, which might . - .
provide insight into how rehabilitation could be made more effective. Finally, very - ’
few studies assess hdw sensibly the habitual offender is treated by criminal jt@étit.% :
- agencies. We cannot say whether the high volume of recidiviéb crime represents a
* failure of the system %o contain habitual offenders, or whether-these offenders
- ° repfesent the unavoidable failures in a system that rationally balanceés the compet-*
;.. ing goals of public protection and individual rights. .- = - " . o ‘
2} This study was undertaken to provide answers to the issues raised above. Qur
' main data sources were the official records (“rap sheets”) of a sample of habitual
. offenders and the responses they gave in com rehensive and detailed interviews.
Co . Before-we proceed, several matters of deﬁ%ﬁtidh and scope need to be clarified.
- This study is concerned with the activities of habitugl felons—adults who have
demonstrated a persistent involvement in serious crime: robbery, burglary, assault, -
" rape, and homicfde. These are offenses about which the public is particularly con- -
- cerned. The term _"habitu_al”'simpl’yjmeans that the offender has.persisted in seri-

Y

ous criminal activity despite repeated convictions and periods of confinement.:
¢ 1

 THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS =~ . .
‘ Althoixgh little researcl'i has directly addre_ssed the behavior of offenders over -

~ " the course of their criminal careers, the d_esirability of such a study has long been
< recognized. As early as 1893, Otto Kobner stated that "cbrreqt statistics of offenders -

. . .
"o . , I X -
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- sought thrOugh a study of the manner in which criminality develaps in the course -

in cnmlnologl,cal research because . . : o )

S offel,lse behavnor patte‘rns Vo .

1

attention must turn away from the study of‘ crime and criminals to the exammatlon

’

of Various types of role careers in criminality™® = . :
Roebuck suggests that the study of triminal ¢areer deve10pmem; is necessary

there is'no general theo mmal behawor[ ].. hOWever many oﬂ‘end- .
ers demonstrate a patte " offense behavior in their ,crrmmal'careers, ,
ffenders with similar offense patterns arg Jikely to'share certain'social and .
psychologlcal attributes whlchdlﬂ‘erentlate them from oﬁ‘enders w other

: ./ , e

.

3 can be developed only by a study. of the total life hlstorles Qf‘ individuals. 2 Later, >
“Georg von Mayr argued that “a deeper ms;ght into the statistics of criminality is K
made possible by the disclosure of developmental regularities which must be -

" of a human lifétinre,”* More recently, Donald Gibbonsdeclared that-* crlmmologlcal ~
‘ﬂ .

If Subgroups of oﬁ'endérswho share c0mmon develgpmental ﬁfocesses can be rden--
tlﬁed dlﬁ‘erentxated programs of tréatment and control mlght be deyused Cua ey

N

prnor Approach?/ '_\" B / T \%[ . - ,
C li

Althodgh we believe thls study to be the ﬁrst designed to systematlcally t ace

. ¢he changes that occur during the course of a criminal career, ‘othel studies have

touched on ¢riminal career development. They are rev1ewed in de\tall in Appendix
" B and are summarized below. - : .
One approach has been to.adopt the of’fender S perspectlve which has resujted
* inbiographies, “autobiographies,” and case studies. Examples are The Profes nal
Thlef by E. H. Sutherland, and The Natural History of a Delinquent Ca‘reer by
Cllﬁ‘ord Shaw.® The life- h1§tory approach reveals inner strivirigs, motivations, bar- -
riers, Iand other personal and social factors that move the oﬁ‘ender toward certain’
be avior patterps. e . :
Thls approach resembles the methodo]ogy employed in our study. Regrettably,
such case studies uSually rely on the life histqries ofindividuals or'do not analyze
the dataina quantltatlve manner. Therefore, it is 1mpossnble to infer the represen- .

-~

tativeness of the persons studied. Furthermore these biographical accounts usu-~ /

ally fail to relate the offender’s developmental process to his contacts with criminal
justice agencxes Such information i is necessary. for deyeloping broad theorlés about

\he- prOgress '6f criminal careers:

A second. approach-has been to analyze official criminal _|ust1ce records An
"example is Delinquency in a Birth Cohort, by Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin. They .
analyzed several kinds of records to ascertain the nature of criminal hehavior
'during the course of a crrmmal career. The results have a’ﬂ'orded some insight into

> - -

’

. O quner "Die M‘ethode einer w155enschaf’thchen Buckfallsstatlstlk ‘als’Grundlage einer Reform
der Kriminalstapistik,” Zeitschrift gesamter Strafrechtswissenschaft, Vol. 13,.1893, p. 670.

s Georg von Mayr, “Statistik und Gesselschaftslehre,” Moralstansnk mit Ei schluss der Kriminal-
statistik. Vol. 3, Mohr, Tubingen, Germany, 1917, p: 425.. CONN N

s ponald C. Gibbons. Socrety Crzme and Crrmmal Careers 2d ed Prent?
Clifys, N.J., 1973, p. 13. .

* J. Roebuck, Criminal Typology, Charles C. Thomas, Sprmgﬁeld 111, 1965 p. 16.

» E. H. Sutherland, The Professional Thief, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1937; Clifford R.
Shaw. The Natural History of a Dellnquent Career, Aléert Saifer, Phlladelphla 1951
"' Coa ) jt T Coe ’ - ;. l:}

-Hall, Inc., Englewood
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e - the relation between agé and criminality, the dependence of érims on sociodemo- -

. *graphic variab les,,and the phenomenon of crime switching. o e
"+ 7A third approach has been the conceptual and theoretical analysis of deviant. - -

. and, ,
ney and of Gibboris.? They stress the crucial roles of society’s reactions, peer grotip -

criminal cargers. OF particular significance are the works of Clinard and Quin- . -
“ney and of

ations; ant gpportunity in the stabilization of criminal caresrs. This conceptu- -
- al'work is often groundedmempmcalresearch Lo
_* - The results.of such research provide broad_impressions about hiow ¢riminal

discontinued. Wghave

careers art initiated, how they progress, and why they ard discontinu .
ory of persistent crimi-

 drawn upon these findings in constructing a preliminary th
"+ - nality. Below are outlined a set of theoretical propositions fkom the literature that. =~ -
.7 7. 'have guided our analytica] approach.‘None of thésé propéditions is definitive, and - - -
"7+ eachkould be:developed sore fully. Nevertheless, we believe that they generally . -
L express what the research community wduld_'éxp?_ct our study to corroborate. e

-« No single thébry_ékpléin_s'tl;le full range of crime motivation. However, a . :
. . . basic dichotomy is nearly universally recognized. Crimes are mainly com- S
.+ 7 mitted either for what they yield (e.g., money, automobiles, or-other prop-- -

Y erty)orto express emotion (e.g., frustration, anger, or lust): This dicho

.~ my has been labeled *instrumental” versus “expressive,” terms adopted™
. here. Property crinies are more often instrumental in being ‘means:of . .
- - obtaining satisfactiori from the products 6f crime rather than from'the -
-criminal acts themselves. Crimes against persons more often appear tobe "\ -
. . -, expressive, as direct attempts at em’otional‘gra@c,ation,'_a_x’)& therefore® V-
-+ . - endsinthemselves. .. .7 .m0 R
-« Persistence in crime is highly correlated with the age at whichi the person e
_* .  beganincrime, sex, race, socioeconornic status, residential setting, family -
- _situation, education, and employment.*® The majority- of ‘offenders in-":
volved in’street crime come from urban, lower-clags backgrounds; experi- .
enced a disrupfiye early family life; and had other family mebers who - - -
-~ - were engaged in crime. Thef are also likely to have a low éducation level
K - . and a record of sporadic; ow-skilled employment. Many began engaging -
' ' in crime with a gang or peer group.t! - T R
. Ins::ghmental motivation is conducive to - progressively more rational -
* crinfinality; the offender téglds to-learn from past positive’and negative
reinforcements. Thus, instrumental érime should be more susceptible to
. deterrénce than expressive crime. Expressive crime tends to be impulsive -

' M C_l‘ina'rd and R Quinney, Criminal Be}iauio'r Sys.!,ems: A T'ypﬁlogy. Holt, Rinehart and Winston,” -
Inc.. New York, 1967; Donald C. Gibbons, Changing the Lawbreakers, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood - -
- Cliffs, N.J.. 1965, and idem, §0ciety, Crime, and Criminal Cafeers. Prentice-Hall?Inc., 1973. - .
: ** Gene Kasselbaum; David A. Ward, and Daniel M. Wilmer, Prison Treatment and Parole Survival,
~ John Wiley & Sons, Inc,, New York, 1971, Chap. 9. ot ) o
' Daniel Glaser, ‘IThe Classification of Offenses and Oﬁ‘endgrs," The 0
‘McNally & Company, Skokie, 1I¥, 1974, pp. 45-83; W. Chambliss, "Typef of Deviance
- ness of Legal Sanctions,” Wisconsin Law Review, Vol. 703, 1967, pp. 712-717. -

& T

riminology, Rand > -
and_hhe Eﬂ'ecti've-" o




._,ﬁ‘mn'lnsparhclpatlon in criimie reflect ¢
in both ctiminal and noncriiihal styles'of li(e AS he learns ",e
. *"snd, more important,’ ‘the ratwnahzatlons, of scontinued.
¥ '.'."'{.gmstoconferadegreeofworth on:thé goals he'p
* offendér accepts a.crifinal self-concept. The role conflict thatice exist
 between, conventional and devxant behavior is resolved: N

" accepts legitimate goalsbut 1dent1ﬁes less with the com@ntxonal- means’ by .
*.which,to attain them. With 'his self-concept’ resolved ‘the. oﬁ'ender.Is in:

o oﬁ'enderusual}xdoesnot accept-a.crimi between
'~ conventional and‘illegal’ hfestyles,h' with:th 7 .

~ ture. He.js incréasingly- dlssatlsﬁed with’ hfe in. general sln' he sees-,
. himself as'a’ failure in criminal and conventlona] pursmt.s ahke SRR
e Both. instrumental and’ expressive- motlvatlops produce "violence. How—

: creasmgly satisfied by-and- commltbed to a hfe of ¢ cnm The expressive

" ever, the instrumental offender tends to avoid violence unless itis expedi= -

o ent//The expresswe oﬁ‘ender is. hkely to perpetuate wo}eoce for 1t.s own '.

- sake.'s. .
" “The mstrumental oﬁ‘ender is oﬁ:en mvolved w1th drugs, a rarmﬁcatlon of

Ce ment with drugs or;alcohol offen incites: him'to commit crime,'” - .
_ . o The criminal justice system arrests end convicts offeriders engaged in both -
o instrumental aiid expressive crimes: The instrumiental offender is likely to

\-o -)',y/ . T Lo

A Franklm E. Zimring, Perspec!wes on Deterrence, NIMH Monograph Washington, - D, G 1971, p.
/;'}," . 48; R. L. Burg . L_Akers, "A Differential Association-Reinforcement - Theory of Criminal
‘% Behavior,” Social Problems, ol. 14, 1971; pp. 128-147; Chambliss, “Types of Deviance.” . -~ :
;;-/ /o 13 Daniel Glaser; The Effectiveness of o Prison and Parole Sys!em, abndged ed. ‘The Bobb&Mel rifl -
oy Cb.. Inc., Indiantipolis, 1969, Chap. 17. - T
©% v J. Irwin, The Felon. Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Chﬂ's NJ, 1970 Howard S. Becker "I\otes
! “:. oh-the. Concept: of&gr\nmntment » American Jpurnal of Soc;ology. "Vol: 66, July 1960, pp. 3240: J.
 Inciardi, Careers in Crime, Rand McNally, Chicago, 1975, p. 299; T. Parker andR Allerton, The Courage
of His Convictions, W. W. Norton & Company. Inc., New York 1962. -
s 108G, Geis, “Avocatlonal Crime," in Glaser, Handbook of Triminology, p. 273; Clmard and Qumne\
Cnmmal Behavior Systems, p. 7; Gibboris, Society. Crime, and Crimindl Careers,'p. 320. -
. 18 A Normandeau; “Trends and Patterns in Crimes of Robbery,” Ph.D. dxssert.aﬁon, University of
Tl .Bennsylvama, Philadelphia, 1968; C. Spencer, *A Typology-of Violent’ Offenders, -California Depart-
'ment of Corrections,, arch-Report 23, 1966; Gibbons, Sociéty, Crime, and Criminal Careers. p. 271.
1 John Conklin, Kobbery and the Criminal Justice System, J. B. Lippincott Company, Phnladelphm S
972; Chap. 4; see also Daniel Glaser,. “Interlocking Dualities in Drug Use, Drug Control, and Crime.”
..~ "atid Leroy- Gould ““Crime and the Addict: Beyond Common Sense,” Drigs and the Cnmmal Jusuce'
- '-Syst_em edited by J. Inciardi and C Chambers Sage Pubhbahons, Los Angeles, 1974 e

‘his commltment to the. criminal subculture: He often commits:crime to . - .-
obtain money to support his drug habit: The expressive oﬁ'ender (] mvolve- o

;o have been mcarcerated several times# his early adult hfe, as he acqulres . -



nm ":cmneaandmavmdmgarrest,helshkeb'tobe
‘Tens-offe 18 Once the habitaal offender is arrested; however, he
o _1s dealt w:th more severely than the less expenenced oﬂ‘ender' y

“"Ed“rs&Tage”Personsaw, -'- professional- - - -

cr "lyengagempropertycnmestendtoconhnueth mtotmddleage,.when ST
- . many, retire with noncriminal occupations¥ “The: expressive offender

= -"-beeomes less involved in’ serious" oﬂ’ensesand gravitates teward lesser

: -‘oﬂ‘enses such as drunkenness, vagrancy, and sxmple assaulL” SRR

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The theoretlcal foundatxon summanzed above suggests the issueson whxch ﬂns
study focused in- analyzlng oﬁ‘enders records and in devmng, conductmg, and
i terpretlng the mtemews L :

extent and patterns of crtmmaltty

L e What types of oﬁ‘ense are comrmtted thh what‘ﬁ'equency at’what pom :
f: - - inacriminal career? -

.+« How does incarceration affect th pattern of cnmmal actrv:tles"

' " To what extent do offenders" vary their cnmes rather han speclahze"

& .- -, e”- How does the semﬁsness of an oﬂ'e% 8 crimed vary over tlr_ne" With .
. ' what rsm:zﬁssocrated" - " *,'~ T
o o '_Oﬂ'ende@mteractto ith the crtmtnal Justtce system o T
; " e How do arrest, conv1ctlon, and 1ncarceratlon rates vary—both overall and
- by type of offense? -

Does incarceration affect these rates"

= . . What is the significance of the frequency and duratlon of penods of “street-
" . time” (lntervals between 1ncarceratlons)" R } .

Criminal sophlsttcatton I I

e ;What are the extent an:l//pth of crime, planmng" - R ‘ '
.- ..+ Dooffenders show a préference for certain ctimes? Coe

S t measures do offendergtake to improve the, chances of succeedlng in.
the crime and of avoiding arrest? . el
How does monetary gain relate to pattems of cnmmahty SRR
. . - "’ . \ '. .
1. Glbbons. Soctety. Crime, and Cnmmal Careers, p. 273 ‘ - * ' .

- ®D.J. man, Conviction: The Determination of Guilt or Innocence wuhtﬂt Trml thtle Brown
S and Copfpany, Boston, 1969; Wayne R. La Fave, Arrest: The Decision to Take a Suspect into Custogy,
L// o 'thtle. rown and Company, Boston, 1967; F. W. Miller, Prose_cutron The"Dectston to Charge a Suspect

rime, Little, Brown and Company. Boston,. 1968.
Knopf, Inc, New Yark,-1968, pp: 142-143; idem, Fwe Hundred Crumnal Careéers, AlfredA ‘Knopf. lnc

n Glueck and Eleanor Glueck, Delinquents and Nondelmquents in Perspectwe Alfred A <<
New York, 1930..

bons. Sogiety, Cnme. and Cnmmal Careers, p. 271
luec k and Glueck Five Hundred Criminal Careers. Pp. 151. 152

.



Is seleenye treatment gwen by the pohce msurveﬂlance and apprehen- L
'i' : sxon"_By proaecutors and judges in_criminal proceedmgs’ By 3udges in -
' ng authormes durxng_mearceratxon'f L

rograms" How do they assess program eﬁ‘ects"

Role of drugs and aleohol. _ , N L
.. To.what extent is the use of drugs and aloohol assoclated w1th cri : f al . 5
actxvxty" 2o
o "How distinctive in thelr cmmnality are thoae mv,olved thh druga an a -
_.;: - aleohol? . : S
| Socweconomw factors. S k

e L Do living arrangements. fatmly relatlonahlps, and performanéa'ln legm- :
* ... . . mate employment affect the development of criminal careers"' BRSE ,
o e How do these factors change as careers progress? e e by

- Al
T L . w0 T

Use oﬁ vlolence

\T ' e 'What is the 1nc1dence of wolence toward wctlms"
R T "o How does the use of violence relate-to the type of oﬂ‘ense, motwe, use of R
. . - drugs and alcBhol, and the like? _ L4
R ¢ . Does violence in.personal hfe dlspose one toward the use of wolence w1th. ;
. . ) - . vjctlmso : : .

Typmg ofoﬂ'enders A A

"o Are there recogmzable offender types? S B
S o How can they be identified—qualitatively? quantxtatwely" _
' " What are their significant dlﬁ'erences" I .

: ;OR%ANIZATIONOF’I@EREPORT R R /

_ Thls ‘report addresses the foregoing issues in the order they were presented. -
,Sectlon ‘1 describes how the sample of habitual felons was chosen from the inmates-
~ of aCalifornia prison, explains the selection criteria, and describes the interview
~ process. (The interview instrument itself is reproduced in Appendix A.) '
, Section III begins the substantxve analysis with a discussion of the patterns of
riminal activity revealed in the mtel‘vnews _The patterns have to do with the
' number and type | of crimes, their rate, and crime specialization and sw:tchlng in
three contigupus periods of the offenders’ careers: (1) juvenile, (2) young adult, - <" ~ -
' —and (3) adult. Masures of crime seriousness are applied to the data to 1dent1fy S
- . . offender types among the interviewees. A new dlchotomy of typgs emerges from'
: I " the analysis. , — / B
. Section IV focuses on-the offenders’ mteractnons with. the crlmxna_l justice sys- :
tem. The sample’s rap sheets and interview respon&s are analyzed to ascertam

oy s

g



vn:hop, ad mcareemtlon rates and.to asgss treatment by prosecutors :
.. "Sections'V; VI, and VIItreat, re'specti\’rely,'. e temewees criminal sophlstx- ’
camm, motlvahons fo: “crime, mcludmg Qrug and alcohol use: -and employment o

] of the new dJchotonty of oﬂ‘ender types .
X reviews and mterprets the ﬁndmgs of the study

- - o T e
T . A L
- N - .
< ! X -
. . S
.-

_‘ 3

- . = .

_-E' - t .

. R - . . -
' : {
‘" T b4 g
’ ° - .
© R -
v £
R - N o
) . S - .
- B / . P
o . , -
.
-
-
° e
3
»
. _, «
. ®
- %
14 ~ \E
v -
> -

o~




PR ‘: ._.;»1-' ,‘ DI T S e Tiale (;

decided to 1 ]
ere currently serving prison terms for armed robbery and'whs S
prison term. We believed that the fact of current incarcera- .~ .~
valid indicator of dangerous criminal.conduct, and - -

P

Bokbe neans of criminal violenos by sizangers, constiutes . '
Kalf violencg in the United States® FBI data indicate that’ =~ ./ -

. vobbery,is armed in about two-thirds of the cass** According to Conkdin, ™.

' . .. There are many reasons why robbery is the best indicator of the typeof "~ .
. ctime most feared by-the public. One. is that robbery is almost always - - = ..~
S cbmmitted'_by_a_gtrangetﬁpan unexpected and highly threatening man- - .- .
. mer,...J '[9;;1’:.musjt.thetﬁeﬁm.beputmfea;or.hgvemiﬁged,against‘; R

- him ez Eobbery to occur, but the assault must alsbe linked tarthe theft. = .-~ -
-, Force must be used in ordér to take property. = Thécrim&of robbery thus™

° incorporatés two threatening elements: the use ¢f force against the victim

© and thefb of property® - . o

~ assistance from'the CalifGnia Department of Corrections (CDC), which sécuréd the
~° . ‘cooperation of the warden of California ﬁn’s Colony (CMC) at San Luis Obispo, . ...
- Califorpia.*® The research division provided a random list of nearly 60 felons from . .~
"* .. - its computer file, each of whom was then confined at CMC.for conviction on at least -
* one count of armed robbery -and had served at least one prior prison term. The -
 prospectiye interviewees were identified by name and .CDC number and were..
" further chatacterized by the following infoxyation: county of conviction, dag the-
_current confinemeént began;’ year first admitted, year of birth, ethnicity, mental
status, educational level, narcotics history, whether serving an aggravated-sen-
" tence, number of prior sentences served, and whether incarcerated as a juvenile.

* "~ To obtain a population of felons meeting the foregoing cntena, we requested o

.

| #US. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, “Crime in the United States, 1973,
.. Uniform Crime Reports, Washington, D.C., 1974, p. 2. In California in 1974, robberies constituted 41.5
percent of the reported felony crimes against persons and 6.6 percent ofigll reported felonies. California
. . Department of Justice, Bureau of Criminal Statistics, Crime and Deli{quency in California, 1974. . .
© ~ s FBIL, “Crime ... 1973, p."17. According to more recent estimates, 47 percent of personal and 66
percent of commercial robberies are armed, See U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration, Criminal Victimization in the U.S.: A Comparison of 1973 and 1974 Findings.
Washington, D.C., May 1976, Table 17, p. 78" L R L
*. 1 J E.Conklin, Robbery and the Criminal Justice System, J. P. Lippin}ott Company, Philadelphia,
11972, pp. 45, quoted in M. McCormick, Robbery Prevention: What the Literature ‘Reveals, Western -
Behavio | Sciences Institute, La*Jolla, Calif., 1974; p. 6, S :
.. . 2 Dr. L. Bennett, formerly head of the Research Divisiof, California Department of Corrections, and - -
. Superintendent D. McCarthy, warden of California Men’s Colony, were the instrumental officials.

R e o | o
| . - 32 L, N



mta-vxewwereex;.vlamedbyaR,andmberv'xewer,amllnal’a!"ilcl ol
e Asit tarned out; ang of the grig :

o samp'le.'l‘hemean number of schdol years complebedbythemterwmwas&ﬂ
; ﬂlgﬁﬁy,above the CMC average of 7.6 years. o 77‘5"_,._ :

THEINTERVIEWS .,‘,f -

L spondmg tqthe three ‘contiguous g;:er pemiis: (1) the px
o)

' juvenile incarceration; (2) the period from release after the first juvenile inéarcera-- - -

“ane section to the next. The following topics were.s L
- home and school background; sources of income; employment;-mohvea for crimes; #

. weapons; methods of planmng and executing crimes; involvement with dmgs and
- alcohol; use of vmlence, interactions w1th the cnmmal Justlce system, and poat- T

) 'Ve mtemeweewassentanohee ("dueat’f)aahngthatheappear :
iewing station at a specified time: 'lhpurpoaesandnahﬂ"e the -

RS

We adxmmswred the quesuo “(see ,}" : n'di'xA : e,
ed juvenile oﬂ'ense through the venile incarceration, o

tion through: the first adult i incarceration; and (3) the penod from releaseaﬂerthe

-first adult incarceration to the tiine of the: interview in the current: eonﬁnem?nt." ? :
.- Figure 1 depicts these periods. The term *“landmar ”xsusedtodenoteanoﬂ'eﬂse ‘-.'_
.+ asrest, gonviction, or incarceration that delimits a_period. S

Each section contained approximately 200 questlons, most bemg repeawd from | o
: family relationships; " "

types and frequency of offenses; income realized; arrests and oonvichons, use of -

release conduc i
The design f the mtervxew mstrument reﬂected our- mterest in reconsla'u'ctmg 2

 the criminal careers of offenders to ascertain whether the patterns of change con-

formed to various theories of criminal activity. For example, analys‘:s have theo- _
rized that habltuaLcnmmals progress to.crimes of greater gravity or greater vio-
lence; that they beco ore adept in mampulatmg the criminal justice system as

‘they.mature; and that they eventually mature out of unlawful cgnduict. Also, ana- / j

lysts have widely disagreed on the role of drugs and alcohol in cnmmal activity and =

.on the relation of employment performance to persistent: criminality. We hoped to ‘ _
3 produce data that would help resolve such controvemes » '

A stxpend of $5.00 was offered. The customary pmoner 's wage at CMC i8 17 to 25 cents per hour _

** The interview instrument was developed in three stages The-initial form consisted entirely of
open-ended questions to be administered by an interviewer in a relatively unatructux;ed, tape-recorded
session. The results of a trial application with ten subjects prompted a shift to a somewhat more -

_structuredinterview instrument with more closed-ended questions, supplemented by tape-recorded

dxscuwon A trial apphcauon wnth another ten subjects again unpelled a redeagn, t.hia time bo the ﬁnal
‘ - - . . 7 . . P o)
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- Checking the Validity of Self-R_eportéd Cnmmahty Data

. . Before the interviews, we obtained the rap sheets of the prospective respond-

', ents drd recorded the date that each period of incarceration exceeding 60 days =
o - began’ The purpose was to identify the dates of the three career periods for each. .
' interviewee. _ S S S

_+ In'the first ten minutes of an interview, we asked the respondent to verify each
" period of incarceration we had recorded from his rap sheet and to supply informa- -
tionnot on the rap sheet: how long the incarcerations lasted, dates of incarceration
- as a juvenile, and out-ofstate incarcerations. This review helped the offender un- .
'Yy derstand our idea of career periods, and it helped to refresh the respondent’s
-" -, memniory about the order of events in his past. It also diminished the “halo effect” * ..~
. i his responses since it made him aware that, we had knowledge of some of the
" entries on his official.record. o . Lo i o
 Questions in the interview instrument asked’ abou%'espondents’ offenses, ar-
", rests, and vonvictions. - o o

- After the interviews, we went back to the respondefts’ rap sheets and com-
* pared the recorded information on dates of arrest, the charges, and whether a_

2 , * conviction resulted with the corresponding information from the respondent, asa _
" validity check. The offender was given no overt clue:that his responses ‘about

 arrests and convictions would be checked against his rap sheet. .

. Conduct of the Interviews L S ; R

. The interviiews were conducted in private ;fobms, with only the inma:te' andthe
interviewer present; no correctional officer was within hearing distance. To encour-

/' . " highly structured interview instrument containing mostly closed-ended questions. In,the questionnaire.
(see Appendix A), the reader will note that some of the specified responses appear irfupper- and lower-

-ase letters, and others in allcapital letters. The interviewer was instructed not to read the all-capital-

Jetter responses, so those questions became open-ended. The trial application of the final version en-
copraged-us to disgontinue the recording of interviews on tape. Any quotations by offenders in this
repertareﬁ'omprewstoeasions‘ : o ) S ‘

-
“»*



agdavadadmms&anvecomphmhmm,tbemteni’ewswerenottape-

0 ﬁfﬁxRandstaﬂ'me;ﬂ:en,allexpeneneedmmﬁememngoﬁ'endem,eon; -
: ed the-interviews, whiclf ran about two hours each. = r R
S To"enhanoe thevahdlty ofthe”mtervxewws responses, We followed oertam

= ~waseneouragedtoaskforclanﬁcahonlfhedidmtunder
o standaqueshonand_ootmanswerunbssxtwwas_*cleartohm '

i
RiE :,. .
fm o w

L _‘- ’ The interviewer Jaegan‘by askmg nont] f;(o.g., about
© © 7 - fdily, education, and ‘employment)- and reserved-’ e questlonsabout
.criminality for later in the interview. . RS
o ~-To help the respondent accurately recall the events of a eertmn career -
T "' penod, the interviewer described what the respondent: wasﬂang at the -
. begihningand end of the period (.g., “You had just graduated from Grant
. High'Scligol ‘and:3 gene living with yom',mster on ‘AlvaradeSt.”). We ob- .
. tained this: "anchonng” iqurmatxon from official pr;eeef ] reports .
- In asking questions requiring a- categoncal answer (always, \sometimes; * ‘_
‘never), the’ mtemewer.gave the respondentsa prmteii card showmg the -
. choices, to avoid “respbnse patterning.” .
o ‘.' In several of the open-ended quéstions, the respoadent as allowed to
.- digress, m»ﬁder to bmld;,rappor,tarnth the interviewér" and to redupe
< fatxgue Most of thls mformatlon was not reuorded ‘ :

. The admlmstratlon at CMC whlch is. dasslﬁed asa medlum-secunty faclhty, c
was known to have established good relations with the Ainmates. There was,no - »
_repored dlsruptlon at the faéihtybefore the time of the intefviews and no discerni- - '

. -
v

ble tension d tl n@,ﬁ,Morale seemed high among inmates and correctional
personnel alike. Dy :_" Eihe rviews the oﬁ'enderg;wgre cordia] and appeared to
give thoughtful eonsiderati ion to the questions. Very few showed any reluctance to ..

-talk about their past behavmr In fact, our most difficult job was keepmg to the -
matelw in‘the questlonngxtgﬁnd’ not gomg off on 1nterestmg tangenfs. PR




.. ;7 WL PATTERNS:OF CRIMINAL ACTIVITY " -

‘ mlatedmmalactsbutmthpemstent-pattemsof riminalit:
- rmanyyearq.Tbeoﬂ'endez"s.own _mmmalactmty,oombmedmthoﬁml

: Tbeniost in_tereetin‘ghnd pollcy-relev i S
£ .. . isits variation ini ity. andsenousnees overhme_ Halntualoﬂ'endersare com- 2.
" monly thought to acegunt for diﬁproportlonately rgea tsofmme.'l‘heme ; - ‘f

| V"lshowmuchmmeandwhattypea’ S '

Y. . .. Criminologists have advanced a vanetyofhypotheeee-abouthowthecnnnnal
coe _'eareerdevelop& One is that ‘over time the seriousness ofoﬁ'enseemcreaseawhile
... | their frequency declinies: Another is that the offender eventually "burns out" or
" matures out of predatory cmmnal aehvrty ‘into @ Jess haz |0
. ¢ means of obtaining financial support. The d' sign-o 'tlnsstudy permrtted us to look
T . closely at career maturatlon ina group of‘ :
O Recent policy inferest in greater incapacit:
T belief that they presént a higher than average risk to the pubhc ‘'safety and that.
. their prolonged incarceration can snbstantxally reduce crune The effectiveness of
-, .a'policy of specxal tresitment for habitual offenders hinges oni’ the gb lity of the '
-. . . - systemto identify these ‘offenders before they have reached the burnout stage of
..~ their career in-which they.no longér pose a unique risk to society: e :
c Cnmmologlsts have long attempted to classify offepders. Schemes based on’
~*"+ ' physical characteristics, mentality, personahty, modus o adi, motivation, selec:
- * ., tion of targqs and other factors have been proposed (see A pendix B). A key aim -
- of tlus study~affecting the thoice of the sample; the design of the mtemews, and
s 1 “the. tenor of tfle analysis—was to. ‘identify types of habxtual oﬁ'enders 80 as to
<" facilitate the: design of remedial poliCies andprograms . ¢
. This section descnbee what our analysis revealed oh the, foregomg lssues It -
: ~first defines the career periods in. which our sample of oﬂ'enders was “at risk” to. °
L engage in crime. Next it looks at patterns of crime speclahzatlon and crime switch- . -
.. ihg:Turningto ' the issue of crime seriousness, it apphes various measures to discern -
. patterns in the severity and rate of these offenders’ crimes osgr time. Fmallyfa new:
. dxchotomy of offender types. that emerged in the analym presented and dis-

n ofhabltual oﬂ'enders reﬂects a. . ;. : :

~ 1

| 'CAREER PERIODS AND TIME AT RISK L -
K e " - As explained arher the crmunal careers of our 1nterv1ewees wered ded mto© .
g : penods separated by three landmark ificarcerations: the first ]uventle xérceratxonf T

NI (or the age of 18, if no such incarceration); the first adult incarceration; and the ,
- current incarceration. These periods were the basis for orgamzlng the interview .
1nstrument, and they facilitated the comparison of career development among the’

~

.18
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o Table 1 gives a summiary.description of the lengths of these targer perigds” -« .

S © Median . 181 . 642103

R o . -Minimum . . - .94 - 0 _ L
4 7 . Maximum . 428 140 241 8

Standard deviation -~ 74 - .29 53 ° 61 .

e

L C eI TR 4
“This figure differs from the sum of the periodlengths . - ,
becaude of adjustments made to juvenile period lengthsfor ... = " -
I ... . several persons; e
. o0 7 Periminally insctivepersohs. | T Pty
C . P - - . To£ . e - - J AR 4

- from less than 10 years to more than 40 yedrs. Both.the median and the mean
- period lengths.ificrease markedly in successive periods. Figure 2 shows the length
of time between landmark incarcerations‘in terms of sample medjans.*® - N

)

et ) “ . : 18.3_- .
(10.1)

. let—"1.3 e 6.4 10.
‘ =t . : 4.0) ’ @, ,
- . | )(.1_.3)   ( ,)_ l o ,.\(2 | _
: ‘ " First First First ‘ N . %uuent‘ -

) _ self- - juvenile - _adult Tl . ' incar-
‘e reported ~ ‘“incar- - incar- . : : S ceration -

. ( : offense ceration ceration - : R

o .

- .

- . +' -, 1rl i ‘l =’ V . : .". . L
24 N : 22 ' S 32

- Age of offender

v

'y

'd .
years of street time) -
¢ s . . . L
** The interviéws focused on different intervals within career periods, depending upon the topic being
.addressed. Queries about the execution of a crime, crime "“take,” and'the related events of arrest-and -
conviction called for responses covering entire career periods. On the other hand, many questions were
" directed primarily to the six months of street time preceding a landmark incarceration. For a number -
‘of offenders, our definition of the juvenile pertod did not apply because they, reported committing their
F first offense after their-eighteenth birthday or even after their first incarceration. For them, the jutvenile

- .
Y

... “about 18 years*For individuals, however, career length is highly disparate, ranging B

" Fig. 2—Average yeatfs betWeen career landmarks (ﬁgﬁres in parentheses Ygre'( = |

" Notethat median carfer length frem first arrest to.currentAriéarceration ia s, ..

I

period. was arbitrarily defined as the six months before the eighteenth birthday. Some questions con-

cerned the period of a landmaYk incarceration. Still others addressed the three months after release
4 . fromalandmark incarceration. And a few questions, mainly on family background, pertained to a time
o before the juvenile period. , : , S o .
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me.'m AND mnqumci? OF INCAB ATION -

: As Fig.fshows, the oﬂ'enders?m thxs samp jere snbjected to longer terms of .
. hwarceratmnmeach succeamv;careetpenod. Medzantxmeatnskdropped from .
2 lwpercentmthejuvemle penedtoabout64 percentmtheyoungadult penodand

- ;atory or prison before their elghteenth birthday. The sample had’ served an avera@ S

s of 22 prison terms beforethe current one. Fifteen offenders se ormore. - . -

.. . prior prison terms; five was the manmum. The average length of succeesxve pnﬁon o
termsxsshmmbelow -

_\..

. " Average Length
ST . First ..o T 24 -
<. Second-..... FURTE R SN & RS
Sy ¥ L 29
‘Fourth ‘... ... 00000 3.7

. ., :
. Thus, not on]ydxd the frequency of j ;nwrceratxon mcrease mtﬁ age, as will be
“+ 7 discussed in later sections, butgo d1d the length of‘ each nnearceratlon 'l‘xme at nsk ,
AR dJmlmshed N - v
.. An accurate calculation of txme at rlsk is essentlal for determmmg the 1ntensxty ’
- of crlmmal behavior. Table 2 summarizes the data on street -time, by career period.--
The table shgws that tthag‘enders had been 1ncarcerated, on the average, for
about half of their criminal careers—approximately ten years. However, both abso-
lute and relative street time varied substantlally arong individual offenders. Fur- * .
‘thermore, for the sample.as a whole streét time was noticeably greaer in the young e
© ddult than in the adult period, both absolutely and relatively. o
.Street-time data will be used later in calculatxng crime rates and in ldentlfymg .

T types of offenders.
A :
. ( e °
" ‘SELF- REPORTED QRIME L .
<o~ Selfreported criminality data are becormng lncreaslngly gnportant, given the,
L current emphasis on lncapacltatxon 3 To assess the eﬁ'ectlveness of lengthier terms .
‘of incarceration, we must egtirhate the number of crimes. offenders have avoided A '
under present incarceration policies and the mag'mtude of reduction in that number =
- under different policies. Such,%gtxmates require data gh the gctual rates at which
offenders commit crimes while fre¢. Naturally, the pacitative eﬁ'ect id grea'ter o
with a higher individual crime rate. ‘
‘ " An April 1977 preliminary- report by the Natxonal Academy of Sclences Panel
-~ on Deterrent and Incapacltatlve Effects concluded: o S -

" The pnmary emphams in.future pesearch must be on derlvmg estxmates of
lndmdual_crlme rates (A). These estimat.ee should be disaggregated by

) ’°See Appendix C for a fuller d?‘scussion of the use of self:-repbrted data in criminologi research.
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L oﬂm,bom(l)ﬁedsteotthcfmmrdedm“ nisidera
more reliable, md(2)thepmodbetweenthefd¢ssifﬂpaudoﬂm '
.. the first recorded arrest, wh:d:—ismﬂymeettinamdknhﬁnbbu P
'fouomepenfns,wouldundulyaffectthepereentat-riskm e e

bPereent at risk = street tnnel(street time +. mcareentnon tnne).

celee ) - . . . o

mme type and,pomt irr the oﬂ'ender S crumnal careér;. em;m'wal research .
* ' " 'into the patterns of criminal activity during a career"is'especially critical. © ~ -
' Careers should be examined for variations with age, and for significant -

relationships between individual crime rates and the propenmty fobeap-, -
prehended. This research program will depend upon securing rich data.

¢ \ L

- bases; a survey of self-reported cnrmnahty will beneeded to pmv:de data S
on undetected cnmes . : R
O The only~practxcal means of lmatmg the actualJevel of cnme an mdmdual o

“engagzes inisto soljtit his own account. In our interviews, therefore, we asked the.
respondents to estimate, for each career period and for each of nine types of crime, _
- how many times they commntted the crime, how many times they were arrested_ N
ant how many times convicted. ‘We arranged the questlons and responses ina
. matmk, shown in Fig. 3. ,
D tes of arrests, convictions, and penods of mcarceratwn exc g 60 days
. were obtained from the oﬁ‘ender s rap sheet and mtegrated with th -reported
data) .. -
For the nine dﬁ‘ense types about whlch they were asked, the 49 resbondents.
) reported committing a total of 10, 505 offenises—an average of 214 per pﬁ‘ender ‘The"
" - total number and relative freq cy of" each offenst type are shown by career o
‘period in Table’'3. = .o :j S e
. . Excluding drug sales, whichwefe the most common crim but were commxtted Y
by a small minority, the most common’crime type for the group as a whole was -
‘burglary, especially during the first two periods. Both auto thefts and burglaries -, :
~ show the relatxve declme expected gs offenders prqgress from mvem!e property‘_,, '
\ . . s
¢ . - . 3 9 LI L oo

B ﬂ.,_ n
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* SELF-REPORTED OFFENSES

'f".'f.v'lhpe

_ crimes to adult predatory crimes. The conmderable rate of forgery/ NSF durmg the

earller perlodﬁ/ is somewhat syrprlslng

¢ _. e

‘,_'ARRESTS R - Lo

" . reporting of arrests (see Appendlx C).

- . S (N=49) s
o - JuvemleP lo - Yowng Adult Period - Adult Period - Entire (?are'er
_ OffenseType ~ -No. ' ) No.  “ (%) No. _ (%) Noy (%)
o 7 B ,. . .. B . "r ' e -
Auto theft . .-._ 898  (19.7) . 558 (12,5) 36 .. (2.4) 1,492 .7 (14.2)
* Purse snatching (. -~ -20 - (0.4) 5 (=) 0 (=) 2 - (0.2)
- Theftover $50° - 433 .  (9.5) 417 (9.3) 143 (9.7) , - 993 | “(9.5)
" Burgla . 1458  (320) . 791 - (17.7) 82  (6.6) - 2331  (222)
 Rebbery 11 . (0.2) . 405 (9.0) 439 (20.8) .. 865. . (8.1)
. Aggravated assault ©103 . (2.3) - 56 (1.3) 29 . (20) 188 - (1.8)
 Porgery/NSF® - "~ <363 (8.0) 489 . (10.9) 143 . (9.7) © . 995 - (9.4)
i_-»Drugulel o 1,282 0 (27.7) . 1,754 (39.2) 604 (40.9) '3;62_0._" (34.4) ¢
E L RN (S VR SRR o B S B SR o F
Total L. 4,661 (100.0) | 4,47‘7". 1 (100.0)5 . Y477 (100 0)- '_10,_'505- (100.0) -
IlNSI-‘:- nonsumcnent funds. S @ T . I
>

Table 4 classnﬁes by offense type the arrest record of all but two of the 49 .

.respondents in the young adult and adult periods.” 31 Note that the eight offenses®?
- about wh1ch the x‘espondents were interviewed account for about two-thlrds of the1r
arrests

Comparlsen of Tables 3 and 4 shows a gross dlscrepancy between the propor-

tion of offenses reported and arrests recorded for drug sales, as we mlght expect_

since few drug sales becorrie known to the police. Otherw1se, only for forgery is.

‘there a marked change in the proportion of arrests between the'two perlods that
does not parallel a changde in the self: ‘reported offense rate. '

- Itis reveahngto compareé the incidence of reported offenses or recorded arrests

. Another way

-

~

3 '1on rap sheets’ were unobtamable The Juvemle pe

9.Purse snatchmg is combmed w1th théft in this tabulat n, L Ty

: o . C . . .
. 4'. ‘. . N i : "*'r i 2

, compar1ng the seriousness of thls sample s crime w1th that of -
_ other ‘offenders is to examine the relative distribution of their arrests for Part I

~crmlﬁs Table 5 contrasts the data from our 8 ple w1th UCR natlonal arrest data.: -

for this sample against national data.given in the FBI'’s Uruform Crime Reports = -
R ¢ UCR). of the 7,671,230 arrests reported to the FBI in 1975, only about 2 million .
T (26 percent) were for Part I offenses plus forgery and fraud—the offense types
- eovered inour intet{iews. Yet these offense’ types accounted for more than 60
- percent of the arres{g of the respondents. T

d is omltted because of the known under- .



= . |
. Table 4 o -— . T
. -+ .. - AreestsoNRecoro - . . A
I .. _— o i . (N — 47) ‘,* Lo , _ .
- . . Young Adult " Adult
o _ ‘Period . Period
OffeQLse .~ No. (%) No (%) ©
‘Auto theft™ ' 24 (15.4) 3 (1.9 LR
Theft (including purse - = ° E ' k
. : snatching L 8 (5 1) 12 (7.6)
‘ " Burglary . S 887 (31.2). 18 (11.5).
. Robbery - « . T 31 (19.9) © 79 (50.3) ' :
" Aggravated assault 17 (10 9) 9 (5.7) "
 Forgery/NSF -~ 14 (9,0). 35 ¢22,3) . :
. . ". Drug sales . . : 1 (0.6). 0 (=) o
s Bape ' 3 (19 .1 (06 - X
o Total” 166 - (100.0) 157 (100.0)° o

. 7'- N
L v

for. 1975 It shows that our sample was much-more mchned tOWard the serlous

. cru"nes of robbery and ‘burglary than the national average. .

., -In summary, the sample’s overall pattern of crime shows a clear progress n

i oo . National
' T L Part 1 Offense Sample Average »
. - . Rape . - 1 - . : Lo
, Aggravated assault 10 : 8 - o

Robbery . - 42 . 4 -
Burglary ) 29 22
Larceny ' # 8 60
Auto theft 10 6

- A __.{ Total - 100 100

- CRIME SPECIALIZATION t o 7

in seriousness, as measured by relative frequency, from burglary and auto theft'in
the earlier periods to robbery in the later period. The overalllevel of crime is high.

‘A comparison. of the ‘arrest-frequency for this’ sample against national data 1ndl-._
* cates that the interviewees were much more inclined toward the more serious -
crimes of robbery and burglary. Not only did this group commit many more crlmes :
than the average offender, but also much more serxous ones, measured either by '
© self- reports or by recorded arrests

i~

L

Table 5

DlSTRlBUTlON OF ARRESTS SAMPLE VERSUS NATIONAL AVERAGL

‘- e (%) ) - h‘

A matter- of controversy among crxmxnologlsts is wﬁether offenders tend to

‘commit cr1mes of the same type or dxfferent types. Some studxes contend that -

T 43

L

_l - - 19 ) g B . . . »’ . .’.. A



' - e ”K I

~ criminal careers are homogeneous, while others-gfgue that-homogeneous careers

are exceedingly uncommon (see Appendix B). Tnformation on the phenomenon of -

crime specialization, by helping to type” 1nd1v1dual.oﬁenders, can facilitate the
estimation of an offender’s future risk to society and the determination of his
s sentence. Regrettably, the data bearing on this issue have come from studies of
official arrests and convictions. Official records are thought to exaggerate the -
homogenelty of an oﬁ'ender s crimipal actmtles since palice are known to. arrest
some persons for new crimesy ply because they had been arrested for them '
before. - f 1 g .

The interviewees’ reports of their ¢ crlmes enabled uslto examine. the degree to
which crime specialization occurs' at any one polnt in a career, and the d1rectlon
1,t “takes over the full career.

Variatlon in Crime Types wnthm Career Perlods

_ Table 6 shows the number of crime types commxtted in each career perlod as, '
- reported by the interviewees who were criminally active., -
We see that dpproximately 40 percent,of the cnmlnally active- lnteerewees ,
reported that they had committed three or more crime types in thﬁuvemle and
* young adult periods. Only 25 percent reported such diversity in the adult period.
The average respondent committed four of the nine-offense types over his full
career; within each career period he committed few&r than three types. Less than
one-third of the sample committed three or fewer of the offense types over their
* full careers; thus, this sample did no_t reflect a high degree of crime spec‘lal‘lzatlon, '

“The rap sheets of the interviewees reveal a similar diversity in offense types - S

among arrests. The mean number of arrests recorded per interviewee was approx1-.
mately twelve. Sixteen interviewees had three or more arrests for only one offense
type (robbery for'seven and burglary for four). Flfteen interviewees had three or
more arrests for each of two offensé types And eleven had three or more arrests
for each'of three or more offense types. The remalnder had fewer than three arrests -
for all@oﬁ‘ense types con31dered _ -

_ DistriBuTioN 0F REPORTED NUMBER OF OFFENSE TYPES

_Number of Interviewees Committing

N L _Juvenile_ " Young Adult Adult Entire
.. " .. .Period " Period’ . Period Career

- . Numberof Types® (NP=42) (NP=48). (NP=46) (NP=49)
i "One . . ., 115 24 . 1
Two /'4\ 14 12 : 11 o9
Three . /’ . } 9 on ) 6 "~ b
.Four 4 o 5 4 . 16
‘Five g—c 4 : 1 - 12
Six or mm‘ . 1 _ -0 . .8
Mean o 25 . . 185 4.0

R}

aOut. of u totai of nlne offense types addressed in the lnterwews.

bN denotes cnmlnally actiye respondents



21

. Crime Switching across Ca{eer Perlods ;Q,

Tables 7 and 8 show whether interviewees with a specified prlnclpa] oﬁ‘ense
type®? switched or failed to switch from that type in the next career period. We see

in"Table 7, for example, that of the 18 interviewees who had burglary as their -

prmcnpal offense type in the juvenile period, 8 retained burglary as the principal
offense in the young adult period, 1 switched to auto theft, 4 to robbery, 3 to
: forgery/NSF and 2 to sellmg drugs. Thus there were 10 switches in principal
. offense type among these 18 interviewees. Table 7 also mforms us that as young
adults these 18 offenders had five different principal offense types and committed
eight of the nine offense types “tonsidered in our study. :
Tables 7 and 8 convey an unmistakable picture of substantial crime sw1tch1ng _
by this sample of habitual oﬁ‘enders ‘From the juvenile to the young adult period,
28 interviewees switched their principal offense type—approximately .67 percent of
. the 42 crlmma‘lly active juveniles, From the young-adult to the adult period, 34
made such a switch—about 71 percent of the 48 criminally active young adults.
-‘Despite the convergence toward robbery as a- prmcnpal offense because of the
. design of the san’iple, the respondents remained diverse in pr1nc1pal offense type. .
Broad inferences about crime switching from these data are nat justified, given’
the narrow selection criteria used to obtain our sample. But there is impréssive .
evidence here that crime specialization tends to be disrupted by the passage of time,
~and particularly by prison incarceration. Few of the offender’s in our sample pur-
"sued a sustained pattedin of a single type of crime. The picture is one of oppoFtu-
nism, and the offenders appear to have engaged in whatever types of crime were
available to them at the time and to have remained with them only as long as they .
were productive.

o U

S ~

Self-Perceived Crime Sequence Patterns o

The questionnaire asked the interviewees whether they notlced a pattern or
regular sequence of crimes in a particular career perlod If they did, they were -
asked to recall what crime type they committed first, then second, and so on.

It turned out that 37 of the 42 criminally active interviewees perceiyed a .
. pattern to their offenses in the juvenile period; 42 of the 48 in the young adult
. period; and 41 of the 46 in'the adult period. Table 9 dlsplays the distribution of the
first crime type committed in a career period by those who perceived a pattern T
their activities. The part of the table below the double line summarizes the data and
“shows that the sample shifted to more serious crimes as their careers progressed.

CRIME SERIOUSNESS

The foregoing results indicate that the interviewees were highly diverse in the

patterns and seriousness of their criminal behavior. In assessing this seriousness,

"we need to consider the number and relative frequency of the various crlmes
commltted the rate at Wthh they were commltted and their gravity.

33 “Principal offense type refers to the type most frequently commltted by an oﬂ'ender ina certam
: -career period. In case of a tie, the most serious offense was chosen.

45
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. Table 9

. g .
-st'rml_sq'norq OF First OFFENSE TypE Commirred

I"Mt ~  Juvenile Young Adult . Adult
_ n : . Period ~ Period . Period
Offense No. (%) No. (%)  No. (%)
Auto theft a8 (48.6) 8 (14.2) 3 (7.3)
Purse snatching 2 (5§4) 1 - (2.3) 0 .
Theft over $50 b (13,5) . 2. 4.7) . .. 2 (4.8)" .
Burglary | S 11 (2007) 17 (404) 5 (199
Robbery ) 0, , . 6 (14.2)" 924 (88.6) -
Aggravated assaut 0 -0 "1 _(2.4‘)
+ Forgery/NSF "- 0 6 (14,2) 6 (12,2) - . ,
Drug sales- -, ¢ 1 (2.7) 4 v (9.5) 1 (24) ~ -7
" Rape 0 : . 0 : 0 . e
- Total number per- o : ' - R »
- ‘ceiving an offense . L T Lo S
- pattern - ¥ (100) i 42 °* - (100). = 42 f(lOO.) o
.Crimes against persons 2. (64) . 7 (16.7) (' 2 ° (61.0)
Crimes against propertkr N . B ; ; E "
(and drug sales). . ' 35 - (94.6) - 35, (83.3) 16 . (39.0) !
Crime Seriousness Index \

10 gives the values for w and pr

.. The tise of this index as a measure of: the relative seriousnesgs of criminal . R

“conduct may appear to be unnecessarily arbitrary, but we found Mt the ordering .=

o

4 o The total number of'oﬂ'enée‘ac!;s (_ob_tained, by setting w = land p =1 m '

of?-oﬁ'enders it produced wag not sensitive to the exact weights,chosen. Considér,
for example, the following &lternative measures: ..

’ , . the formula given). /

-

. ‘f'Calif()rmi spar.tmen: of Corrections, Bureay of Statistics, 1975 Annual Rebo_rt.

=n



e L= 2% -
- o - . N . _ X AN : .

o . The total number of acts of nondrug oﬂ'enses (obtalned by settlng w ﬂ‘o

-and p = 0 for drug sales, w = 1 and p-= 1 otherwise). '

o Using the formula without a reduction factor for multiple acts qf the.same

) 'offense (obtained by retaining the specified values of w and setting p = 1.

After nppiyln'g the four altemathe crime seriousness measures to the 49 offenders,
and 1dent1fy1ng the most serious and the least serﬂ)us quartlles, we find that:

o The twelve most serious offenders-i in: the four ranklngs 1nvolve only 15
_different individuals.
. ¥ o The twelve léast serious offenders i in the four ranklngs involve only 13
. dlﬁ'erent 1nd1v1duals S

Thls 1llustrates the 1nsen81t1v1ty of the results to the detalls of the 1ndex Asanother .

1llustratlon, we anticipate the discussion below of the broad dichotomy into which -

- our 49 offenders fall, the intensive type and the intermittent type, ‘depending on . '. )
theiyscore on the crimk seriousness index. Had wé used the formula above \ without | .
- a reduction factor (i.e, p = 1), rather than as g\ven at most four persons would

have been classified dxﬁ'erently : - ; _
“Application of the crimé seriousness index cOnﬁrms our earlxer lmpresalons of
the diversity of criminality in the careers of this sample of habitual offenders—
. diversity within career periods snd diversity from period to period. Consxder the
- frequency distributions of the CSI values given in Table 11.
Within each career period Table 11 reveals large dxﬂ'erences among the offend-.
ersinthe amount of self: reported criminality. These CSI values, translated into acts

.. of robbery, range from one robbery to ral hundreds in a single period. The

median and mean values, when similarly translated range from 6 to approxlmately T
36 robberies. Moreover, these dﬁstnbutlons of CSI values are hlghly skewed by the -
, mtense crumnahty ofa mlnorlty of 1nterv1ewees in each penod No s:mple infer- -

- o ‘Table 10 -
ST, » R ' R . N
VaLuUEs OF CSI WEIGHTING FACTORS .
- ) S
Offense - ) W "ph
. -Autotheft ............ 19 0,20
..~ Purse snatching ...,...... 27 0.30
o , ) Theft over $50 . ... .. ... - 10 .0.20
' : T Burglary.....000000000 - 27" 0.30
Robbery ............. 34 050 o
Aggravated assault ceeasie 28 030 !
Forgery/NSF ..... e 19 020
. Drugsales ............ 383. 0i¢
-Rape,..v............_. 45 1.00

(\ * AThe magmtude of p was sub]ectlvely
chosen: It is based on our judgment of -
: . the relative personal dangerousness of the
crime and on the fact that many of the

offenders sentenced to prison for a less - / N
serious offense have been found gullty of -

multlple counts. _ ' “‘f(’"
: N Y C
RN Y.+ B
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. . - . . o :. ‘U - - . Table il . - -~
" DisTRIBUTION OF ScoRES ON THE CRIME SERIOUSNESS INDEX  *,
e T u'v'enile °,;'Young1Adult Adult .
o A - Period - Period l:gﬁod
~+ 1. CslScore, (N®=42)  (N?=48) (N®=46) T
" 100 0rless - 19 o~ 12 Y o,
- /101-500 : 13 ., 21 21 ‘
S 501-1000 - R 6. - 5 -
N * More than 1000 SR 9 .87 T
©+  Median 1211 ‘ 283.5 - 119.0
- Mean - . 622.6 5496 282.8
_aN denotes criminally active respondents. S M AN

' .
} T.-
L e

career periods, exc at the seriousness lessens in the adult period. -
-Although we do show the details here our examlnatlon of the variation in

- CSI values from pernod to period for individual oﬁ'enders disclosed a similarly
. diverse picture. The median difference between the hnghest and Jowest CSI score
* for individual offenders over the three career periods is approxnmately -400—

equlva]ent to more than 20 robberies. Also, we observed no con31stent shltt of CSI
values from period to period among the 49 1nterv1ewees

‘ ' v L n.“ o "
Oﬂ'ense Rates

.

Aggregate Rates Although measures such asthe crime serlousness index are
useful in ranking and categorlznng offenders by their total criminal activity, they
do-not reveal the types and frequency of crimes committed. For this purpose we

3 need to estimate offense- rates for specified periods of time. .

An offense rate expresses the average frequency of crimes commltted per spe-
cified interval of time. In the literature, the average offense rate is “referred to as
Jlambda (A).** (For examp]e, for 25-year-old male robbers, A mlght be estimated att.
10 crimes per year) The incapacitation effect (crimes prevented) of a sentencing
policy- can be egtimated by multiplying the average sentence length (S) by A. (Con-
tinuing thé example, the incapacitation effect of a 3-year prison sentence for a

- 25.year-old robber would be 30 (10 X 3) crimes prevented)

To deal with aggregate effects without ignoring the differences in serlousness

" among crime types, we grouped the nine oﬁ'ense types 1nto four xncreasmgly mclu-

sive classes (see Table 12). - :
The "v1olent" offenses involve a dnrect ‘corifrontation with the victim and the
threat or use of force against him. The “safety” offenses, which include burg]ary,

are those contdining the possibility of- physical injury to the victim.

The 49 interviewees reported the number of times they had committed each of

. the nine oﬁ'ensetypgf; ineach career pernod leen these data, an oﬁ'ender saverage .

"] )

e R Shinnar and S. Shinnar, "Th Eﬂ‘ects of the Criminal Justice System on the Control of Cnme

A Quantltatlve Approach,” Law and Society Revraw Vol. 9, No. 4, 1975, pp. 581-611. -

nce is suggested by a comparison. of the n@dnan and mean CSI values over the . _

-

‘
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o . . . " - Table12. -

OFFENSE CLASSES

S . o : L Theft - .
Offense Aggr. . "Purse - Auto over Forgery/ Drug.
Class Rape Assault Robbery Snatching Burglary Theft $§50.° NSF  Sales
"Violent X . X - ’
.Safety - X '
~ Nondrug X
All : X

x x 7 -
XX X X
x X . x X

| 3¢ ¢ 2B
P

X »

BT

el N o . oy
: '_oﬁ‘ense rate in.a career penod can be obtanned by divndlng the number of‘ hls -

_.criminal acts by.the amount of time he was at risk. Table 13 dlsplays the sample s' :

3 average ‘offense tdtes by period for each class of offense, . - te

" - Thé&-most noticeable result is that the. average oﬁ‘anse ratd dechned over the
career penods for all offense classes except the violent. The latter anonaly is -
undoubtediy a consequence ‘of our sample-selection cntenon that the interviewees
be active robbers in the’ adukt career period. :

If the rates shown in’ Table 13.are representatnve of: habntual oﬁ‘enders as a

whiole, and if these oﬁ‘enders can be identified only after they have huilt’ up a serious
-record, the potentlal effe iveness of a tougher imprisonment polncy is called into

. * questiori. The oﬁ‘ender*s criminal aetnvnty may well have peaked by the time he is-
i identified. Obviously, lf' incapacitation sentences are to have a significant effect on
s overall crime, they must be imposed on oﬂ'enders who represent tlfe greatest risk. e

- . L ) : Vs,
0 . B L Tre

farn

“
PN

- v Table 18 -

. AVERAGE ()Frnnsn RATE Pm MONTH OF S'rnwr Txm:

El

TR Offense . Juvenile , - Young Adult: Adult Entlre ' »
Class’ Period- . Period Period  Career S

Violent = 0.10 < 0.16 0.20 0.15 5 _

Safety .. 1,15 ¢ ."0.43 024 - 049. - - . - e
. Nondrug’, 2.37 ° 0.92 0.38 099 i .
Al . 328 _ . 1 52 0.64 1'51 t .

NO’I‘E. Flgures‘obtamed by dividing all offenses re- .. ° ' g 7
. ported by the total mimber of months at risk for the : . :
entire sample, . o o Lk

“
Indlvidual R.ates. As for pattel-ns of offense rates for individual 1nterv1ewees,_ :

"‘our analysis, using the fourth oﬁ‘ense class embracnng all nine crime types, revealed
- the, f‘ollownng‘ S ‘- *

e ) T/elve of the 49 1nterv1ewees (25 percent) exceeded five crimes per month
‘ of street time. in either the young adult or the adult career period.
o ThirteerPinterviewees 27 percent) had an offense rate that declingd by =
) over 50 percentj in each df the two later periods. = . N

‘*\ L * ‘. . 5? o

.
~
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.' for (thers/lt decreased; for still others it peaked neither early nor. late:

e ;Thus, our sample showed hlghly. dxverse rates‘fomﬂ‘enses of’ all types. For som
mtemewees the senousness of their, crirites increased as their caregrs progressed

. 7 ‘Because the sample as'a whole engaged in mcreasmgly senous'crnnes ut
T a decreasmg rate as their careers progressed our findings corrobora
the conventional wisdem concerning habitual offenders. On the cher hand, we .
observed an unexpectedly low degree of crime specmhzatlon among ‘these: oﬁ'enﬁ

" ers. Most impressive was the éxtreme diversity in crimirial detivity sho 4

N fsmail sample of rec1d1v1sts, when the selectaop criteria- had’ blased the s

~ 'toward homogeneity. 'Finally, this section.underscores the madequamf infor o

= +,. - tion derived from official records alonﬁlf the actwtty pattems of habrtual cnmmals

‘- - are to be studied in depth.’. :

. A
R

',. e

DICHOTOMY OF OFFENDER TYPES e

o A compelhng reason for hm:tmg ours small sample of oﬁ'enders to those who had-
. progressed into robb sto constraln the vamablhty in career development that
we would find among the imderviewees; Thus, we excluded the patterns associated-
with, ‘say, chromc sex offenders or confidence men. Despite this- constraint, the

~interview data give a powgrful impression of wide disparities in cnnnnal‘ty, modus T
-operandl famjly relatlonslnps, legitimate employment ‘personal vwlence and; use"

- of drugs and alcohol. The surprising degree of individual vanablhty was. somewhat .

' 7" of a barrier to-any systematlc typology Yet, we saw at least one broad dlshnctlon- '

emerge in the interviews. - ~ _ : -

_ One-group of offenders we termed the mtenswe type These “heav1es saw. .

themselves as’ professxonal criminals, at least for part of their careers. Their cr1m1-

". -nal actw:ty seemed to be sustained over lorfg perlods and was consciously d1rected .

~ to a specific purpose, be it high hvmg, support of a drug habit, or repaylngﬁdebts '

" Pre-crime planning was' not*necessarily a hallmark of this- group (nearly afl the
sample was weak in planning), but the mtenswe type seeméd to gwe dellberate. :
attention to avoiding grrest. - . S )

The other; larger group we termed t'he mterm‘lttent type. Most did not view

" thémselves as professional criminals. Their criminal act1v1ty seemed to have a -
more 1rregular and opportunistic character and it often produced minimal gams _
Their responses suggest that they were frequently obhvmus to the risks and conse-

., quencesof their: criminal acts; this seeming indifference, compared with the posture

. ofthe mtens:ve type disposed them to a hxgher rate of arrest Ina sense they were

'.._‘"losers . Y . . .

’ “In the analysis we dec:ded to use various measutes of crmunal actmty bo brmg
these quahtat:Ve 1mpressxons into sharper focus First, the crime serjgusness index. )
(CSI) scores, cumulated over the full career, were uséd to dlstmguxsh etwo types.. .
The 33 1nterv1ewees scor‘ing less‘bhah 1200 were class:ﬁed as lntermll:tent oﬂ'enders '

-

-

. . .. Vo . . . . . .
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i senousness mdex seore

. and the 16 scoring over 1200 mtensnve oﬁ'enders Flgure 4 shows that the frequency
e dlstnbutlon is highly skewed witha. very long tail. . s :
e " The other; measures apphed to the resulting d1chotomy were percentage of . i

O street tinke (percent at-risk), an 1nd1catlon of the oﬁ'ender s success in avoiding, -
. serfous pumshrﬁgnt' and ‘the large ffense rdte for nondrug offerisés during. the”’
R :__la‘ter twe career;perzods (A max), a viariant of the offense rates discussed above. .
Table 14 depicts:the: sample accordxn  to these measures, making-a further dis-— X
R tlnctlon among respondents hav1ng a history of more or less 1ncargeratlon (deter- ‘

' 'mlned by less or more than 50 percent street time). The distribution of A mang:ven

.
3

_ more’ highly skewed than the CSI score dlstnbutlon in Fig. 4, 'with 31 offenders -
havnng fewer jhan L 5.angd 11 oﬁ'enders havnng greater than 5 crimes per nth. = -
. The medxan is 0.99. . - N o
T To elaborate‘on the quantltatlve dlstlnctlons among these four groups oflnter— 4
E v1ewees, Table 15 shows how they compare in-a number of relevant characteristics. (‘ :"
- These data indicate a significant distinction between intensive and intermittent L ®
"~ types in-CSI; A max; and number of persona.l crimes. But ‘within each type. the
- . differences between the.more.and the less incarcerated groups are-not significant -
R for these three measures. (On the other hand the differences between the twof
' . ' groups ‘within each type for the other two measures—percentage of street time. and’’ _
. incargeration time—are significant; as mlght be expected since. they were th,e basns :
Je for distinguishing the groups.) - - ,
. Notwnthstandlng the clear contrasts shown in Table 15 in the average char~ ;
O 'actenstlcs of the two types-and four groups of oﬁ'enders, the diversity within them- o '
-2 is considerable. So, not every individual of one type or ‘one group is rdarkedly','
dlstlngulsheii from all 1nd1v1duals in, the other type or groups K

-,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Gmupn lntomin'l‘ypowlt.hb- A

Prison Locarsaration (N ~ 10)- 4 -

- 8960, !

. 1872
. 8724

"4 050 .
'23.

E 8.0»' .

18,7+
oz
‘BB
8.2,
121
102 .

Group C: lnl'rmlxtcnt Type with llon
L Prilon Incarceration (N i4)

-

Ty

766
690
666

- 663

507

44T
425
377

311
266

142
124

116

102

e

B 2_2
1.3
1.4
2.1.
0.48"
0.31
1.2 ¢ .
0.33 .

4+ 011 -
0.16

.017..

740,10 -
.01 -
014

R

»

40,1
25,0 .

393

‘46,82

46.0
"41.0°

. 42,0

410
34.6
.6
4.7

36.8 -

- N B L L Group D: Inlermitlent'l‘ypewit.hbeu

Prison Irfearceration (N ='19)

15

S SR T
I T.o19

e, e T 39

R -». T

. Co L2

T N
Iy o 10

1166
1000

940 -
121"

704
675

649

612
499
‘361

N

" 106
K 34‘

666
500,

T

236,

.215
200.
148

" 0.70
| 0.25
"0.89

28 .-
85
098 .-

096 _ -
0.40
0,63
0,69
1.0
- 0.48
¢ .0.43
0 27

~7 003

0.09
0.15 -
0.25-

0.13 -\

66.7
656.9
67.1
66.6

746

605

64,2
71.0
53.8
56.3

66.4 -

76.6
64.2
56.3

874
. 'e%.o .
658.9
69.6

‘
67,2

. Entire Sample (N = 49) _}

N ‘ Median'

Mean .

Standard

-deviation °

612
1309 "

1750 \

0.99 -
3.5

58

~

54.2
62,7

- 168.2

- : o o ;  %0ffe~2e rate in young adilt or adult peri‘od which-

< . S S " ‘ever is higher,

: bCalculﬂled from hnt recorded -m;l.

56
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or Cmmmu. Ac'nvmr

i ’f;.,!n}ennveATyPe __Intermittent 'Eype

“GrougB Group,C.w Group D- S
C(N=10) (N=14) - (N=19)- -

- persons(entn'e career) ) o ) . s A 'j.; L
el L ." Mean . A 35 ‘52,8 ... .18 - 108 .
.. . Median - ¢ 285 °  69.5. " 745, 50 . -}
o 33.1 5

*. Standard deviation -, " 33.1 » 358 15 - -14.5°

' Incarceration t /m&f . e e : T ‘

) ) (months) N A oL St
‘v . Mean . . 187 ' 80 143 92
Median 0, 144 1173 133 - 93
Standard deviation . 36 .~ 40 - 45 .. 45

' ﬁ

-

serlousness index score and the amount of prison incarceration time served (or
' percentage of street time), we see that Group B had nearly ten times the crlmmallty
f Group C but served roughly half as much prison time. ..

Table ‘16 indicates more eXphcltly the difference in crime rlsks posed by the
"intermittent and intensive types. It shows the average offense rate (A) for each

offender type by career per1od and offense class. Combined for all offenses. and all

‘czrearperlods the average offense rate per year for intensive oﬁ'enders -was 50.8, -
h

ile that of the intermittent was 5.2. This suggests that the mtensnve group was

ten times as criminally active a$ the intermittent group. The contrast is slmllarly o
‘marked in each career period and for all offense groups except in the juvenile
perlod where violent offénses were rarer than other offense types for exther type .

. of offender. -

In later sections of this report we w1]] examine other dlﬂ'erences between the
intensive and intermittent types. Here we fieed point out only that the intensive/ .

1nterm1ttent dlchotomy revealed~1n the offense rates could be an extremely 1mpor~

We shall net, at this point, dlSCllSS the policy 1mphcatlons of Tab]e 15 except to
. mention onethat is eSpeclally visible. Companng Groups B and Cin average crime

_:3d99 - ..'377 . 514 .
R N _ C, 2243 .- 401 /£ 7500 -
. \ T Standard devnatnon -7 650-.-" 2500 - .. 200°. ---800 - - . .
CT Pereenhgeofstweﬂ/ "‘ R - S IR I
- .Mean . - 38.1. - 65.5 37.1. 7 63.7
. Median ", . v 39& 644 . 897 . - 642
Standard devnatlon S 6 6 121 L &4 91 g
L A max’ (cilmes/month of - R ' ' ’ .
- - street time) - . I : e
' - Megn . .- 85 . " 86" 072 < 1.0 C
-. Median = - . .54 73 032 040 g
‘Standard aewatlon 81 T 9.0 o 0.70 XS D
.Number of érimes agamst ! B g/ : '



_:"Titant eonlidarltron mevaluatmg cnme-eonl:rol strategxes. Although t.he ennre sam-
~ple ﬁ'eqnently engaged in crime, the intensives persisted with much greater fre- -
-and seriousness than the intermittents. Any pohcy that seeks to reduce
L crime by contammg habitual. oﬂ‘enders wﬂl be eﬂ'echve only to the extent that it -
"'v'-,rreadxesthemtenmvegroup R e e '

/ Table 16 4

R AVHAGIANNUAL’QH‘BNS!RATE e
. S e ' i . i Sy . . . 7 ) S
, Sl = Juvenile  YoungAdult  Adult Entire - . .

. . 7. .~ ! Offender Type . Period Period '~ ' Period Career -

' : o _ L Violent Offemu S
T - Intensive - L6 62 . . gMe . 46 .
- - o, . - Iotermittent .9 . 5 L2 .8
. RS ) . /v/ o ] o ‘v - Safety mfem.' :: - .-_. . L . ’\_

) " Intensive - 263 118 3 168 .
s , . _Intermittent 29 22 - J13. ‘o0 .

,ﬁl . . . > NondiugOffennes F o ) .
7 Intensive 614 - 2681 - " 109 307
. - Intermittent ™ - 85 S48 . 80 - 486

"' "AllOffenses - =~ S A

. Intensive 748 | 482 ., 226 . 508
.- . . Intermittent 85 . . 51 - -40 62

IO
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o . Arrests, convxctrons, and incarcerations indegd’ influence -the criminal

activity of habitual offenders. The question is, i what ways and how much? Asa

iﬁrst‘steptowardanswenngthequeshoh,ltmuseﬁﬂtoexamn' 'llkehhoodthaf
: hsblma}oﬂ'mdem will be arrested, convicted, and incarcerated:

" crime asthejr criminal career's progress, bu@ey are less likely to be arrested for.
- anysmgle oﬂ'ense because of their increased experience in dealmg with the system,
- Tworelated) plefes of emdence  support this hypothesis. First, it has been repeatedly

- fsbown thita high' roportlon ofsenouungunal careers begin mthjuvemlé steal- -

- _ing or other delinghent- activity. J'uvemles tend to progress from less sérious to -

" soned the offender, the more adept he-is in avoiding arrest and, when arrested, in
avoiding conviction. As former LEAA administrator Rlchard ~Velde has sa;d
* “habitual criminals are often not caught because  they.are too clever and too experi-
S “enced: ‘And, if arrested, they often 'beat the rap by usmg contmuances and other
- ploysin court™ -
B - The specific questions 1nvolved in mvestlgatmg this hypothes;s 1nclude What
fraction of offenses result in afrest? In conviction and incarceration? Does the
- probability of arrest,. convictfon, and 1ncarceratlon decreasé as the offender ma-

‘tiires? If these probabilities change over time, can the change be attributed to the -

.selective polities and performance of the criminal justice system,-or ta,changes in.
offender behav1or‘7 Using data from'the 1nterv1ew responses and the oﬂic1al records
of our sample we attempted to answer these questxons :

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND - o

Vo = . The rap ‘sheéts, made available to us through the Cahforma Department of
Corrections, gave background data on each in iewee and listed his law enforce-
ment. and correctional history in California and on federal records Rap sheet

: 1nf‘ormatlon enabled us to assess the criminal justice system’s response to the
oﬁ'ender s‘criminal activity, that is, his arrests, ‘convictions, and mcarceratlons to

ascertain the cdmpleteness and accuracy of the information he reported on these
~events; and to estimate: the probablhtles of these events f‘or speclﬁed oﬁ'enses and
careefF periods.
A .computer-produced graph the career tlme lme, was desighed to dlsplay
_ concisely the rap sheetlnformatlon enrnc—hed by 1nf‘ormatlon from the respondent
i (see an 5 for an example) N ,
/

3 M Wolfgang R. anho and T. Sellm Jlmquentym a erth Cohorz University ofChlcagoP,ress
Chxcago 1972,pp. 174-207.

“A War on Career Criminals Starts to Show | Results U S. News and World Report, November
"22, 1976 pp. 73-75.

3e .59h-”:"\fda..
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-~ This section emloresthehypothemsthatoﬂ'endersmaylmgage, moresenous |

more serious cmnes 3¢ Second, it is ely believed that the older and more sea-
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No. , months ‘-.— Type_of' di;positien

served - (R=reformatory) -
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S ’ : R ) .Aée‘ _ Offense type . - I +
- A s ) - ¥ (R= robba'y) ‘ o
: - Fig. 5—Career time line - S
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PROBABILITY OF ARREST

For cnmmologlsts the probablhty of arrest isan lmportant measure df the risk - -
an offender takes when he engages in crime. It is also a critical element in estimat-
_ ing attual offense rates when we only know the offender’s official arrest record. For
a0 the criminal justice system the probablllty of arrest is an lmportant factor in -
) .assessing alternative crime control strategies against a particulag type of oﬁ'ender
It indicates the frequency w1th whlch the system can be expected tq mtervene in
offenders’ lives.} -
~ Prior to this study, one could only speculate on how the llkehhood of arrest for o
. any one crime type varied across offenders. Previous studies of crlmmal careers,
which are based primarily on official records, imply that the seriousness’or intensi-
ty of an offender’s criminal activity. is directly related to the number of times he™
has been arrested; and that the likelihood of arrest is mdependent of whatever
~ - . other offender characteristics are being studied.*® For instance, in Wolfgang, Figlio,
~ .~"and Sellin’s Philadelphia birth cohort . study, frequency of arrest is used as the
-’ principal measure for drawing inferences about the cnmmahty of various groups
. (blacks.vs. whites, recidivists, age groups, etc.). If these groups differ in actual
probability of arrest, inferences about their cnmmahty, bemg drawn from arrest
datg, will be systematlcally biased.
: © . *Conceptually there are two ways in which an oﬁ'ender 's prior record ‘might
. affect his likelihood of arrest, in opposite directions. First; the more contact the
' * police have with an offender,. the more likely they are to consider him a suspect or
. tohave compiled information on his characteristics or MO (modus operandi). Thus,
as an offender’s record grows, it is expected that his behavior would become i in-
creasmgly familiar to the police; that he would be treated with greater suspicion;
" and therefore that he would be arrested more often in proportion to the crimes he
commlts On the other hand, if the offender learns from his crimes and his contacts
with the s?stem he may become more skilled in av01dmg apprehenswn as his
career develops.
3.

o ** There are two majo!:ources pf data on cnmmal career patterns ﬁ" adolescents the: key source. -
is Wolf‘gang Figlio, and Sellin Delinquency in a Birth Cohort. The main data source on the criminal
careers of adults Ts t.he FBI s “Careers in Cr’; ﬁle Both sources rely entirely on official criminal
" histories. . ] 60 ¢ -
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In Sec \'a we will examine the development of skllls in cnm.mahty in some .

. detml -At this point we coneentrate on frequeney of arreét in proportlon to the. .

"~ number of crimes committed.

u-\ Ry

. A Quantitative Approach,” Laurond
*° James Q. Wilson and Barbara Boland, “Crige,” in The Urban Predzcame,nt ed. by William Gorham )

.. 'The chance of an offender’s being anested for crime (q) may be estlmated :
.-simply bydxv:dxngall of his arrests (a) by all of his crimes (c). Thus, g = a/c. Of
'ieourse for ‘an offender who commits very few cnmw (say fewer than 10) thxs

: estunatae could be é‘nmderably in error.

- We can further refine arrest probablhty by'hmmng it to-specific types of crime. |
Since the clearance rate (proportion of crimes solved) varies considerably by crime

. - type, there'is every reason to believe that different types of crime (burglary rob- S
- bery, assault) pose difffrent risks of- :apprehension to the offender.

. The magnitude of q is particularly important in deterxmmng the xncapacltatxon

~effects of sentencing, that is, the humber of crimes prevented by the incarceration _
' oFgﬁ'enders. ‘The most widely accepted model fbr estimating incapacitation effects - -
: expresses I-he relatlonshlp between crime reduction and sentence severity as. f'ol-

- lows:> Lo , v . |
. ) A/P—1+x(qJS) ST,
where P.= potential number of crlmes an average cnmlnal ‘ ' '
will.commit over his_cri l career if the criminal - )

. _]ustlce system 1nc,apacxtates‘*no one,
actual number of crimes an average criminal wxll
- commit over his crimipal career under-a system
with incapacitation,
probability of arrest per crime committed,
given arrest, probabﬂlty ofggonwctlon“ and
1mpnso§1ment - v e, e
average length of a prison term, - e A
annual number of crimes c0mmitted by the
average criminal. =~ -

S
| i

>wm o

James Q. Wilson and Barbara Boland have caIcuIated the effects of various .'

sentencing optlons, based on assumptions about the true values of A (offense rate)
and q.*° To demonstrate the relationship between incapacitation effects (in percent-

- age of crimes reduced) and- probablhty of arrest we present some of thelr estimates

in Table 17. .
For example, if the probability of arrest is .05, an average sentence length of
one year will reduce crime by 50 percent. Although increases in q do not lead to

-a proportional decrease in crime, the effects are still substantial.

- Table 18 presents arrest probabilities by offense, type for the sample, based on
the number of crimes the respondents reported committing and the rap sheet arrest. .
record, in the young adult and adult career periods. For the types of crime on which

this study' focused, the fraction of offenses resulting in arrest is quite low—most . *

often between 5 and 15 percent. These e mates are reasonably cons1stent with our
expectatlons e ' . :

J

3 R. Shinnar and S. Shinnar,

o F

of the Criminal Justice System oh the Comrol of Cnme
ey ‘Review, Vol. 9, No. 4, 1975, pp. 581-611.

and Nathan Glaser, The Urban Instltute Wasbmgton D.C., 1976.

. . . 561 . . v N
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© BThat'i is, the proportlon of self-reported'. cmnes that remltﬁ in
~a recorded arrest (except for the anomalouf’rape data), * -

It is noteworthy that if probabrhtles of Arrest are -calculated for each penod
separately instead of for combrned@eppds,as iy Table 18, they differ markedly (see
Table 19).

As a whole, the sample appéared to be- consnﬂerably m}o;e prone to arrest per

qontlnue to be active after repeated arrests.
Another way of looklng at probability of arrest is to examine the frequency of

"_' Tablel7 e e T e
. INCAPAC!TATIONEFPEC’IS S
) Avenge Sentence Length (yem) ) i B -
. ::":‘- ::*fr*'-g‘ - 1‘0 Lo -2'0 L ‘.o ) ‘_', - -_-—---—=-~11¢-&’r’*'.:
025 - zo"sa- - 50 ~r715'- ' : N
% 33 50 67 - 83 =
e 00780 67 80 91 - o
< : .NO'I'E~A.umednluesR-10md .,- R -
R LY ¥ SRS =
| o  Table 18
S ' Paonamu'rv oF ARREST, Younc ApbuLtaRp -, . N T
- ' AnuanmonsCoummv > .. e
(N = 47) . . ’ i B
© Self-Reported o -
Number of - Numberof | . S
Lo S Offe’rue'l‘ype ‘Committed on Record of Arrestd © -
' Auto theft _ 594 27
.. Theft over 950/ . , o o '”
, ?' purse snatching _ 560 20 '
’ : Burglary.. : 873 ’ 76 .
Robbery™ .: 844 . 110
Aggravated assault . 85 . 26,
*, . Forgery/NSF ‘632 ‘ 49
Drug sales . © 2358 -0
Rape . . - . 3 4
NOTE N =47 because two mtemewees rap sheets were °
unobtamable N ~

‘offense committed in the adult perxod than in the young adult, penod Thls finding .
contradicts the assumption that offenders becorne more skilled in avondxng;arrest
. astheir experience increases. Either they become more c?relegs or only the "lasers" -

arrests over time, dxsregardlng self-reported offenses. Table 20 shows the rate.of -

types examined in this studyr -
The reversal of the difference between the two career periods, dependlng onthe-

- time basns consndered seems noteworthy, since prevnous studles of official crlmlnal

62

_ arrests for all offense types on the rap sheets .and for the erght nondrug oﬁ’ense_



Table19 _' ‘{1
Pmndﬁﬁ'vorAnm YOUNGADUL‘I'AND e <g

gn.lonsSnmn ’ _- L '

AR AT T P, e .. ‘ -~:4'7: Lt Wm "m- -‘ s f"-‘{ .7—:;&:-, g e
. 'An(d(ht)nondru . A S " ' <

< offenses ... ....... W08 20

: Buulnyonly ...... .08 - . .29 .
.nobb-yonly O O : T
RA'r:orAnm o ', e

. . R
Young Adult Adult R -9

. h Nondrug offenaes

. r . .
Entirecareer. ... :.... 7 .80
- : : -, - Street timeonly ..... " © .66 - .86
Ca e Al!npabntoffems 4 [
e : © . Entire Ceeenee T J3 - 48
' . Street t only ....... 1.09 - 137
. NOTF# Fr(ures show the average number of
_ o . . arvests per interviewee (N = 47) per calendar year ~ . .
o ) . _ -(entire"career) and per year of street time. : j
' )

records have suggested that frequency of arrest declmes sharply after the age of’
30 and continues to decrease with age.** With time in prison removed, this sample
- ‘of offenders exhibits an increasing rate of arrest per year of street tune, even while
- their selfreported rate of offenses declines with age. . A )
o Induectly rélated to probability of arrest is whether the oﬁ‘ender:percelvea that
he is the selective target of law-enforcement efforts. Only about one-quarter. (29
percent) felt that hey were being selectively monitored by the police because of
their record, after release from a juvenile mstxtutxon Only 12 pbrcent felt this way ‘
after release from an adult institution. '
Data from the sample on two other aspects of. the arrest process—the circum-
stances of arrest and the length of time between the criminal act and arrest—will
be treated in greater detail in Sec. V. Suffice it to say hére that the data did not
reveal‘asconsistent shift from arrest at or fleeing the scene of the crime to arrest .
as a result of police investigation. The ‘data did reveal a slight tendency for the.
interval between offense and arrest to lengthen in the later career periods, which
suggests greater police persistence. Nevertheless, the oferwhelming majority of
these offenders were arrested one week or less aﬂ'.er they committed the landmark

\'\

A
“ Alfred Blumstenn. using data from a random sample dFhrrests in-1973 in Waahnngton. DC. found :
-+ that when arrestee age was held constant, arrest frequency increased as the number of prior arrests
- increased, especxally for the first few arrests. Onr sample fras not large enww us to control
for age in eatxmatmg rate of arrest. , el

4
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: 'oﬁ'&"’aﬂcareerpenods.Andastrongmmontywerearrestedatorﬂeemgthe )

scene of all landmark offenses (in. which case the prior record of‘the offender-was

1. irrelevant). On balance, the évidence from the responses of our sample Waanot n
strongly md.catxve of selectlve arrest treatment. C .

Convxction and Ineareeratlon Rates

. In this study convig rate refers to the proportlon of arrests that result in: .
a Judgment of convictionina ified period and jurisdiction.’ Similarly, the incare-
. eration rate is the propertion o arrests that result in a sentence i lmpomngmearcer- X
ation on the defendant, m%xther jail or prison.** Both rates. may be expreased as -
probablhhes applying to individual offenders or- groups of offenders. These rates

- 'may be éalculated 'in various ways. Here we obtain average rates for mdxvxdual

oﬁ‘ense types or groups of oﬂ‘ense’(ypes by dividing the number of comnctlons or L
mcarceratlons by the number of correspondmg arrests.” 75 - '
~ Conviction and incarceration rates depend partly o the pohcles and perfor- )

: Amance of the. crimina) Justxce system. Specifically; they: M on the strength of -

~ reflect the incomplete recording of arrests not leading to con

.

-

]

the evidence gathered by the police; prosecutoriat policies for scréening and settling
cases; the skills of prosecutors and defense counsels in criminal proceedings; and -
sentencing policy ahd praetice. Theserates also depend\on the charactenstlcs of the
 defendants, for example on thd¥ criminal records. '
Our interviewees were, by selection, at oﬂ'enders w1th prior pnson records

To the extent that they were recognized as serlous offenders and were the focus of .

special attentxon by prosecutors and judges, we'\would expect them td have hxg‘er
conviction and incarceration rates. Table 21 _compygres the coaviction and mcarcera- '
tion rates of the sample and of all California “offehders.

The difference between the sample and the statewide rates may §uggest that
pohce release; diversion, and other -nonjudicial dispesitiqns after“arfest occéurred .
' less often for our sample than for the broader: populatlon. ut xt may also simply

ers’ rap sheets.*? =~ -
For the-eight nondrug offense types, hxch constltuted 353 (61 percent) of the
577 arrests recorded onjthe rap sheets, the convxctxon rate was 69 percent and the
mcarceratlon rate wag 58 percent. oL :
" Table 22 shows how conviction and ‘incarceration rates for the eight nondrug :
offenses varied across the three career periods. :
. The increase in these rates over time may be x| xplained in part by the shift in -
later periods to a greater proportion of robbery offenses, which have. relatively high ,
rates of conviction and incarceration. (Robbery accounted for only 1 percent of the

arrests in the first period, 12 percent in the second, ahd 32 percent in the thxrd ) o

@ In other research, mcarceratlon rate is sometimes défined as the proportlon of conmcuona that -
result in an incarceration sentence. o

. %3 A syubstantial number of those arrested are released by the pohce without the ﬁlmg of any formal . ’

charges against them. Many of these Arrests, whlch are counted in aggregate police statlstlcs are

] probably not entered on ofﬁclal rap sheets
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Conylcmm mlncnncnxnon Ram BY Ormss'l‘nt S Y ~a
WVERSUSCALHORN!AAVERAGE ' T PR

] . ‘Sample - * Calif

-Auto | ] sz .~.10(.70) . .48 &

Ce . “24 C.62 > - .33 - e , . TN

-Burdls 291 .55 20(75)  ..44 , 20(70§ 3 -

-Robb -411 .7 .88 -°.20(.65) .86 | .20(85) ..

‘Aggr 27 - .8 _ .15(65). . .30 ° .05(.55) .

‘Forge 80 1 . .14 S= .60 . - —.

‘Dryg .2 1.00 - 1,00 -

4 . 50 - 25(60) 25 o 15(70) o

i_ souncﬁ(forc.leom data): "conuolhng&gnemwomg.“mportof L

. the r's Select Committée on Law E’nforcementhoblem:. mbtmttedtothe o
1 Cahf LegndaturebyGovemorRoualdReapn August 1973. . , St

Dubetngmfythatthedataareunavmlable. * SO .

lnes in parentheses are rates based on the number of court dnpocmom ‘ _?

. \ I than number of arrests. (Averaged oyer all Index felonies, less than one- i ’
e -'thlrdofthereportedarrecu dnpocedofhyt.beeourts.) s "-- o ©

o ‘ bEntnu in parentheses are based orr the number of mpennr-court con- S

v;ctlom rather than the number of arrests.. (Averaged over all Index felomes, only

. 15 pereent of the a;rests resulted in supenor-eourt conv;chons.) . S -
- ‘ | : L
e 'I‘able 22 - ! o
- - ’ C N . . . S
L . Convnt:non AND rNCARCERATION RAm _ S
N - o _FOR NONDRUG OFFENSES e -
& . o . Conviction - | Incarceration -,
’ . ~" Career Period o Rate .~ Rate
. Juvenile . .. ......... . 54 .39 L
e L : . Youngadult'......... - .68, .50 (e
‘ R Adult ... e S a0 Lt
- : . ‘ - B ‘ - . - .
Even so, t’he increase is nobable, for example fobbery conwctlon and mcarceratlon ¥
rates mcreased from 74 and 68 percent; respectively, i in the young adult penod to
3 - 95 and 94 percent in-the adult. penod - o .

)

- TreatmentbyProsecutorg . A ‘_ A\ ) ‘ I
A o " The decisio harge a sueéit is discretionary with the prosecutor, a point.. '

that the courts have long upheld. His discretion extends to the number and type

of‘ charges filed (provided there is supporting evidence) and to the plea-bargaining
* process. Many factors—especially prior criminal record—can affect the prosecu-
tor’s treatment of the offender. Newman observes, for example, that the more
serious the criminal record of the suspect, the morestnggent\prosecutors_are in. -

S " . o ) 5 . °
\l L. : 1.‘ . 5 ‘.. - /' ’
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'Justme,ltwas foundthatthe probability‘ofmdlctmgdepended primarily on the
8efendant’sreeordandtheseventyofthecurrentoﬁ‘ense Defendants with no prior

refor&weremorelikelytohavethexrchargesdropped orredueed.l‘hrtbermore.

. prior pri “'—redn'dseonmstentlyfared woraethanthos&ﬂxﬂ:outafecord.
-~ For-all classes of crimes, they weré approximately twice ashkely to be
emlv:ctedandtwmé‘ﬁs'hkelytobesentenc?(ttonme‘ o P /
'ndoubted'ly, selectie-prosecutorial treatment contribites t such’ resuhs.
©  Speeial Allegations and Offenses. Given the 4ppropriate supporting evi-
’ denoe,theprosecutorhagthedzscretmntoallegeaxrdtrytopro special circym- -
. stances—for exdmple, prior felony record, possesslon or use of dagemus weapons,
. and great bodily injury to-victims—warranting greater puhishment. of the defens .
" dant.*. By definition, the habitual offendef is yulnér: 'letothespemalallegatmn‘f.
of prior felony convictions (“priors”™); hjs treatment y the prosecuto? can beexpect- .
_ - edtoreﬁecttheldtterspowertoﬁlethweehares. : ‘
N .-The prosecutor may also charge a habitual’ offender with separate oﬁ'enses

“'related to his past. record\ for example ownershxp ,or possesmon ofa conceale&
‘weapon bya felon SR ) Lot

S  Ingthe lntemews, we asked the oﬁ'er@em.z o :-.r f" ‘

In the proceedmg leading to your current mcarceratwn, did the prosecutor B
a ev.er threaten you with prior offenses so that your sentence might be length- .
‘ ened? Were you formally charged with “priors’? Weré the charges of priors '

. T dmpped in plea bargaining, not considered in sentenczng, (R r used to in-
' ..erease the sentente? @ '

Te ’ .

' I _
The ‘esponses were as follows (ﬁgures show percentage of Q1e sample of49). .,
¢ .
. <
. s Prosecntor threatened priors ....... 59 1 . &
e : Prosecﬁtor formally charged priors ... 40.8 o
: Lt iors were: . o
o droppedtn plea bsrgumng ... 40
o o . " not considered i in sentencing ... -10
: o used-to i increase sentence. . . . .. 45
e - : ' don‘tkn_ow...'.» ......... ‘.. B -

. ‘ \ o

Conmdenng that the average number of major conv1ctlons among the lnter- -
viewees exceeded six, the finding that less than half the sample (41 percent) had
priors filed against thet and that less than one-fifth (18 percent) received an ag:. V
gravated sentence as a result suggests that prosecutors filed priors. for purposes :
." other than ‘of mmply lncreasmg the sentences of these oﬁ‘enders 18

-~

’ NP ', f.l,
e Determina!ion of Guilt or lnriocence withou! Triai, Little Brown, -

. “D.J. Newman Convlctwn,
« and Company, Boston, 1969, p. 6

. o Felony Arrests: Their Prosécution Dw uon in New York City's Courts, 1977 p. 95. ‘4
_ *¢ See, for gyample, California. Penal* 1203, 3024 12022 and 120225 S T
Ut “ Caltforma Penal Code, Sec. 12021." - : '

) ~, - **These results are consistent with other studies. For exar’nple in the-earher-clted Rand research =

.on police investigation, a random sample of 40 robbery prosecutions contained only five instances of .
. prier felony allegations, and in all ﬁve cases the speclal allegatxons were omitted fromtheﬁnal charges -
to which pleas were taken

Lo, el ' “
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Statutés perwmmg!o habltual oﬁ'enders allow the 1mp051t_fon of greater pun-

ma, f'or- example ‘the minimumi state, prison térm for a conviction on ﬁrst-degree

- robbery is five: years(Penol Code, Séc. 211a), and at least one-third of this minimum

-

term myst be served before thepffender is eligible for parole (Penal Code,Sec.”
30491 By o t; undgrs the habvtual cjminal statute-(Penal Code, Sec..644) an

offender w)lose esent conviction is.for robbery or one of 13 other spec1ﬁed fe]onles
and who had two or t,f&ree prior convnctions (separat.ely tried anj terms. sepax:ately
served) fot any of 20 specified felonies may be dec]ared an habitual triminal and

. 'sentenc f to state prison for hfe——wrth a minimumi term of nine. years (two pnors),

or twelfe years. (three pnorﬂbefore becoming eligible- for parole
‘Prosecutars have the discretion ta apply these statutes, but-Klein has fou(r:d
that they‘are little used #® Nevertheless, by threatening to ihpose them, a prosgcu- .
tor may be able to e}xclt a plea of' g'allty, 1nformatlon about’a ferth, or testlmony
‘against accompllces s - T o .
The interview mstrumentasked o u ERN _' " .af EREEES,
, I n the prﬂceedmg Ieadmg to your currentm’careeratlon dld the prosecutor
! " ever threaten to allege that you were lega[ly un habitual.gffender so that
Tt youfseritence might: be*lq;glhened? Weére you formally charged as an

Y thayrtuul oﬁ'ender? Were thé charges dropped in plea bargammg. not con-
s

v ered in sentencmg, or used to mcrease yaur sentenoe? o ' .
- ’. . - - . o
Responses were as follows (percentage of 49)‘ _— T -
F TR T e,
P . Prosecut’or threatened tp .". " R / ;
U . allege habitual offende?astatus .j'.j. 37.6., 7
SEPEARTS ‘Prosecutor formally charged’, I
. - T bitual offender. status . ...%. Too8eal s
. o Habl al-offénder chargesthere: . R
. = v ' dropped in pleg bargaining | -
N not consxdered in se'ntencmg = o, e
o PR "uséd tojncrease sentefice, ... ~ — . ° v °
LT cdont Kpow s .. Lo.om100 ‘ u,‘"

. These data support the ~(new that brtuai oﬂ'ender statuteswre.used m‘amly as

a threat rather.than’ actually belng“épplled, posmbly bec%use of” the. severlty of‘ the:
penaltles they en'tal} - o, 7

. A prosecutor can exglert the crx.rnmal record of a, repeat oﬁ‘ender\ln ways other
than ‘those dlscussed above. In. many Junsdlctlons felony priors can be used to
attack the defendant s Gredlblhty it he tes‘hﬁes (see, for exampleé, California Evi-

1

.. dence Code, Sec. 788) On the other hand, the trial court’ hag the distretion to _
exclude priors, to* éouinter attempts to impeach the. defendant (see, for example,

' California Evidence Code, Sec 352): Furthermore, the prosecutof can maRe sen- -

~ tencing recommendatlons to the sentenclng Judge thatgemphasne the defendant’ 8.

.*'Z L RS

prior convnctlons ’ . . « e e

o John F. Klein, " HdbltUdl Offender Leglslauon and the Barganmng Process.”. The (rmunal I,(m'
Quarterly, August 1973 !

P FRW "Miller. Prosecution: The Deusroan Oharge a Suspec(: with a Crime, Little; Brown md

Compam,Boston 1968’ P 207 ¢ . P PN .
) L ..\‘_, . E o LT . R ' )
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- 1shment on the grounds of past triminal record and present convietions. In Califor-
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L prosecutonal units with experienced attorneys and 1nvest1gat1ve -assistance.’ Ini _
' _contrast to traditional practlce a single attorney-is assigned to Presecute a career, P
_offender for the duration of the case, from filing the charges through all subsequent ‘

- proceedlngs . - 1 /.
. -Although the program is relat1vely new and a ﬁnal evaluatlpn is not availabl /

speclal prosecutorlal programs -are llkely to expand rapldly in the comifig- months

- Angeles County prior tg_1973, a defendant who w\as conv1cted and sentenced ona-

"ings found that in Multnomah Coynty (Portland), Oregon, sentences wére - much

- and Kalamazoo (Mlchxgan) Plans are to doublehis number in 1977.

~ June 1976, p. 118.

The LEAA has recently funded a program speclﬁcally to 1mprove the prosecu- ' ,.
tion of habitual offenders. Now- operating in 18 cities,*! the program prov1des_ v

the preliminary performance statistics- look promising. The llkellhOOd of indict-+ - .~ ‘
ment, conviction, and prison sentence has increased and the amount of time be-
tween filing, gnd disposition has decreaped S6 far, 585 defendants have been con-
victedthrough 11 of these units, with an average ad_)udlcatlon tlme from arrest to-

.."ﬁnal disposition of about 84 days, a conviction rate, of 95 percent .and- an average
* prison sentence. of 21 years. 52 \

-Sentence Severity.. - In the course of a criminal proceeding, the cgurt has
several opportunltles to relate its treatment of the defendant to his crlrmnal histo-
py; for example it may permit 1mpeachment of his test1mony byvev1dence of prlor; h
'felony convictions. Qur interviews were concerned _only'wi senitedcing, partlcu- ‘
larly the sentences the respondents had rece1ved for heir l}a}quk conv1ctlons :

- ~Do hugd@gt yourtggntence was about the same as- ‘those of other o
*-de endants in similar cases? If different, was it much 1ghter somewhat wa
llghter more severe, or much. more severe? o

- *Table 23 dasplays the responses, by career period. .. S, .

" The most nbta,ble finding is that only for thepresent. 1ncarceratlon dida heavy

_majority (84 percer;t) of those who felt that theixgentencing was different believe -

‘that it.was more severe. Wedearned that these opinions were based overwhelmlng
ly on the belief that their record of prior incarcerations wsas respon81ble
“Earlier:studies have found a positive correlation between the, llkellhood of
rece1v1ng a prison sentence and the length of the term 1mposed oh the one.hand,.
and the.defendant’s prior record; on the other. A Rand study estimated that in Los

robbery charge had a llkellhood of 0.10 of being sent\to pnson if he had ne prior. .
record 0.15 with a minor prior record; 0.17 with a major prior record’ and 0. 50'with -
a prior pflson record 33 A Rand study of performance medsures for felony proceed

more'severe for defendants with a prlor record 1A study of 676 Colorado oﬁ'en

N n.

L om Houston, New Orleans, Salt Lake ley,. San Dlego. Boston, Detroi‘t Ne\f:York Dallas Indmnapohs .
St. Loui® Miami, Las Vegas, Memphis, Louisville, Mbuquerque Portland (Or. _;gon) Columbus (Ohlo)

82 This information reflects performance throtigh*'December 1976. It was obtamed from Phlhp Cohen
coordinator of the Career Criminal Program, National Legal Data Center. Thousand Oaks »Cahforma s
~ 3P, W, Greenwood et al;, Prosectition ofAdult Felony Defendants in Los Angeles County, \Lexmgton B
-Books, D.C. Heath, Lexmg'ton Mass, 1976, p. )
4 S. Wildhorn, M. Lavin,and A ascal Indicators of Justice: Measurmgk

Performance of Prosecu

tion, Defense, and Court Agencies uolued in Felony Proceedings, The Ran orporation, R- 1918-.D‘OJ

o T omye
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. aobserved that the greater the number of' pr10r arrests the more llkely the defen-;'.

‘

) Table2s o |
OPI IONS OF SENTENCE; Ssvsnm{ R . o "
//N (%) e

>

{wemle . Y'o'ung'A_'dult JAdult o
SRR _“."'j - , "" S Parjod ~ Period-, - Perlod~ Sl g
N ¢ opiion (‘ 32) 0 (N=38)  (N=40) -
By Senténce about the same - 59.4 f 556 . 525 . ¢
c : _Sentence different’ . 40.6 . 44 4 _ 475 .
. Much lighter "~ -~ 7. .. - / -
. . -* .‘“Somewhat lightér = - 36 .- 23 < -' . ;
o _Moreseverg - . 50 . 27 e 42 P cen
Muchmordaers -, 7 {32 ot oy e
% . . :/'.

- )“'..

Ca

dant would receive a prison or ref'ormatory sentence 3% The previously cited Vera e

Institute. study reported that sentence severity was. greatls\y affected by the defen-

dant’s prior record. For . examp]e ‘asprison sentence of over one year was rarely ; -

‘imposed on a defendant.who did not have a: prlson record (1 percent), but nearly; - -

oné:-third of the defendants with a pr’lor prison’ record recelved prison sentences of . : ‘ -

‘over one year. The study- conc]uded that- Judges in imposing pl'lSOI‘l sentences,j,-j S e

re,,sponded more to the defendant s prlor record than to the current'charge

' »'f'rom that with otherI parts of the ‘criminal- Just§e system A l(—?ast in theory, the. :
o quahty of legal representatlon that the offender receives is. not: aﬁ'ected by “his

. criminal record. On the other hand, the retention of private counse] desplte its cost
s satd to-be the }-(allmark of a def‘endant who is’ experlenced in crlmma] proceed
A 1ngs As one. oﬁ'ender recalled B S

Treatment by Dej'ense Counsel

The habltual oﬁ'ender s mteractlon wnth hls def'ense cou el dlﬁ'ers in character‘-,

4 .
e d‘,ou ‘want to know how 1 a]ways avonded prlson? I a]ways reta1ned prlvate;;- L
, nsel, that’s how. I have four arrests for.armed robbery, but-each time~~ "= -
'_» + lawyer: was able to get me. o@ for some reason or another. Even on
ther two arrests, -when T was convicted, ] got probation and another two

3 I ot a suspended senterice—and these were all for felonies. When I finally.
“made’it'to prison, 1 was classified as a first-timer, and was treated pretty

<. "well. Little'did they know that I had been involved in crime for a hell of a .

_ long time. That lawyer was really good to me, even if he did cost me a" RS
'« bundle. “How did\you pay,for the- lawyer?” Well, what do you thlnk" Twas - - 0
o mvol'ved in gcrime, r,emember S

The 1nterv1ewees were asked who had represented them in court. The re-. ‘
.sponses in Table 24 su sgest that the experlence of‘the offender quotedabove is not I

3 o

o representatlve of this samp]e ot . v S s

Hewr

| 1974. | :,,' ,v T :» - 6 y - o ( \ '.

e - [N : v s e B S

TS Charles D. Weller Chuructensncs ard: Rectdwlsm of Adult Felony Oﬂ'enders i Dgnver Us. -
Department of Justice, Law Enf‘orcement Asgistarice Admlmstratlon Denver ngh Impact Progx am,
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R . TYPE or DEFENSE Cou SEL . i
R T e (%)
_ S QJuvenile Young Adult\ Adult ﬁy Entire '
"""" R e " Period . ‘Period " . Penod Career .
- Type of. o » : SN
. ', Counsel - - - " (N=42) ,(N—48). (N 45) /(-N—135) -
S Rublicderehaer o 26,2 . 7’563 644 L 4_,9.6;’,_ ‘, 'f T
.. -7 . . Privatecounsel '~ - ..-7967 YT 167: 0 17877 148 0 - 0T T
Sy " Court- appmnted counsel .24 = . 21°:° .89 . 44 -
. Nomk . : ' R, & TSP IE R
R LoSelf il e o L0 48 42 - Te= 30
. _UnknoWn T 214 croo 12680 89 14l ,

The substantla] proportlon who recal]ed that they had no representaﬁon at the ‘_ -
proceeding thatled to their ﬁrstjuvem]e incarceration i is noteworthy It may sxmp]y'a R
“.reveal a lack bf understandmg (or faulty memory) about the role§ ofVarious in- -

: ; - dlvxduals in court Of course, these offenders were old enough that their landmark
S '\“ - juvenile conv1ctlon occurred genera]]y bef‘ore the Gault case Jin.which the US,
FIE Supreme Court declared thé juvenile’s constitutional rlght to ‘courisel.*® California,

hoWevel} accorded: Juvemles the right to counsel some years before Gault“" We =~
‘cannot say how many of the 15 interviewees who reported ‘being: unrepresented at.” -

- thefr’ ]andmark Juvem]e/conwctlon would recall havmg made a vo]untary and e
m,te]hgent waiver of the right to counsel. - Lo :
‘_ - Lack of representatlon by counsel dec]med in this sample’s: ]ater career perlods,"

- and use of private counsel. increased mstgmﬁcant]y But'most of the mtervlew@es T
“relied on the public defender, for the expected reason, lack.of’ money, One offender :

i .-gave as his reason thé des:re not to waste money: “I m gomg to get 1t anyway, so - | .
e why waste do]]ars"” s R o i
CORRECTIONAL TREATMENT - & . " .

Correctional systems have trled modify the antisocifl behavior of offenders /2 |
‘who come within their;jurisdiction. Prison treatment progr ms and determmatlon “
of:the amount of time actyally tobe served have been geared to thi ‘aim. Our
1nterv1ewees, by selectlon ad be(:gﬁrewously exposed to correctlonal t atment o
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- returns for paro]e violation or @ cape), and the ﬁrst prison” mcargeratlo
o= preceded by 2.2 felony convictions.
R -as well as the current one, to learn

out:their adJustment to ‘pen: mstltutlons,“_ .’ o
thelr degree of partlclpatlon ingris

tre(ftment programs, and' thelr reactlons to o

'8 In re Gault )387 USl 87SCt 1428 18 L.Ed.2d 527 (1967) g ‘ SN P

W For examp re.Alexander, 152 C.A.2d 458 (1957)—ten years before Gault—-he]d t SR : :
‘proceedings mu% conform to constitutional guarantees of due process. In 1961, the Californid
/\j added Sections 633 and 644 to the Welfare aiid Instititions Code. to provide for notice of tHtH
~ coynsel at all stages of a Juvemle procee apd for appomtment of counsel to del’end mdxgent

) : and parehts S s . A .




» According to Sykes and Messinger, “As a populatlon of prisoners moves in the
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career per iod to perlod

lnstltu' nal Ad)ustmeﬂtékf@,&; R T

A felon ‘without previous prlson expelﬁence may have to make drastlc personal
adJustments in coming into the-restrictive ani:l rselated prison environment. ‘But |
many -adult entrants are already. orientéd ita. the prlsbi‘t suboulture and ﬁndﬁlt
acceptable It has been surmised that habitual oﬁ'enders, becausé‘bﬁ@g\r repeated
lncarceratlons, develop strong allegiances to the. prison subculture. These, alle-

~.giances are believed to be functional in reducing the “pains of 1mprlsonment P

direction of solidarity, as demanded by. the inmate ¢ode; the pains of lmpnsonment

- become less severe.”*® McCorkle and Korn advance a related thesis, that prison-.
solidarity in 0pp081t10n to authorltles enables the inmate to "reject his rejectors”

instead of himself. That is, convicts are supported by their peers in a set of defini-

tions and attitudes maintaining that their crlmlnallty is the fault of society- and ‘not’

‘théir own.®® Irwin and Cressey suggest that some elements of institutional culture

~ are lndlgenous to penal fagilities, whereas others are examples of "latent culture

‘brought from the outsi In the1r view the first offender experlemces the pams~
of lmprlsonment and socletal rejection, but the recidivism-prone, crime-wise work- _
ing-class, prisoner is less likely to experience a prison sentence asa severe societal -

T the treatment We were partlcularly lnterested in the dlﬁ'erences in responses from -

-

- rejection. If so, the deterrent effects- of punlshment would dlmlnlsh w1th each

.successive term of imprisonment.
_ The majority of offenders sa1d they had no dlfﬁculty in adjustmg to prlson llfe
- As one offender said: .

When I got to-prison it seemed that everybody I metin Whlttler [reformato-

" ry] was there. For the first month or so it was kind of like a high school
reunion for me—it was pretty neat. No, I had no trouble in adJustlng to
prlson Why should 17 I'd played all the silly. games before -

Table 25 shows’ the responses to the following interview questlon

While you were institutionalized for this landmark offense, how much
trouble did you have adjusting? If you had dl/ﬁculty, was it because ofyour B

" behavior, the guards other anates the programs, or other reasons? .
A

The dlﬂerences in the sample proportions experiencing dlfﬁculty from perlod
“to pertod are insignificant. As regards the source of adjustment dﬂiculty, other,
inmates became 1ncreasnngly less a source of difficulty as more.prison experlence

- was acqulred :

Instltutnonal Treatment Programs

4
’

' @ Some have v1ewed conﬁnement as the settlng for rehabllltatlon through the
J el
38 Gresham Svkes and Sheldon Messmger "The Inmate Social Svstem Theoretual Sludzcs in

Soual Orgamzalwn of the Prison, Social Science Research Council, Pamphlet 15, New York, 1960.

%® Richard Korn-and Lloyd McCorkle, Crtmmologv and Penolo;,y Henry Holt and Compam New
York, 1959, pp. 515-530.

8 John Irwin and Donald R. Cressey “Thieves. Convxcts and the lnmate Culture Social Pmblc ms,
Val. 10 Fall 1962, pp. 145-155. .

Lo



b . i
. B v . . . o . “‘ . 46 .‘ ) - : 4 . N .
| _ e Table 25 o e
. - I ’ : 4
s h Dmmcumv IN ADJUSTING TO- PENAL INleTUTlONS
) (% \_, X
‘ . " - Co " Juvenile Young Adult Adult »
A _:’ .o s ] Period Period Period L
e, E Adjustment Difficulty - ' r
. ; - (N =32) . (N = 39) (N = 40) SO
~ Aot : 21,9 ' 25.6 25.0 - -
Some RS 31.2 25.6. 150
None ’ 46.9 48.7 60.0 -
. ' Source of Difficulty L
. (N = 16) (N = 20) "(N=16) -
o ~ My behavior , 375 45.0 ° . 50,0, .
' ', '. . ’, . e ' Guards 6.2 - - ) ’ ’ 10‘ E s N I_V.
o ' Other inmates 56.3 26,0 .- R v
- Programs = 20.0 )
A o Other . - =3

j e inmate's’ partlcxpatnon in m\dmdual psychotherapy, group counselmg, academxc T
o education, and vocational trémmg programs. We asked the interviewees about. . -
. their partncnpatxon in programs their assessment of the uskfulness of these activi-

o ~ ties, and their reasons for participating. Of particular mten t to us was the degr ee

Cof partncnpatlon in the third landmark incarceration relative to- earller ones.

Durmg thzs (landmark) mcarceratu)n did you partzczpate ln‘ vbcatwnal

"n Table 26 . . _0

o trammg individual counseling, group counselmg, educatlonal.-drug and
i alcohol or any other tréatment programs? -

The affirmative responses, e«pressed as percentages of‘ the sampfe of 49, are shown -

5 ‘Table 26"
- ) N » . +
. el ¢ PARTlcmATlON IN TREATMENT PR()GRAMb
< (%) ~ .
- Juvenile Young Adult Adult v
Program Period Period Period
’ Vocational training 20.8 28.6 28.5
Individual counselmg 4,2 16.4 8.2
Group counseling” 6.2 32.6 . 28,5 -
Education ‘ 29.1 18.4 16.3 )
Drug and alcohol 2.1 - 10.2 8.2
- Other S2.1 . ~ 21 6.2
At least one program 42.9 . 57.1 63.3
. i At least one program—all
*  landmark incarcerations 93.9-°
W’

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

o
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The generally low degree oﬁpértlmpatlon is ndteworthy, partlcularly in view.
of the lntervllewees needs. For example, as discussed \elsewhere in this report, a -
large majority were deficient in training and education and were users of drugs ang

* alcohol. A slight trend toward increased participation is shown in the proportion

participating in at least one program. Increased participation in the later periods

might reflect (1) the felon’s desire té prepare for a noncriminal lifestyle, (2) the -

felon’s learning to act in ways that facilitate earlier release, or (3) the greater
avallablllty of programs in recent years. The reasons fOr the moderately larger
part1c1patlon during the thlrd landmark incarceration are indicated below..

'We asked the interviewees whether any of the programs ip the institutioh were

usefub‘and if so, which ones. The responses qre shown.in Table 27

[
'

."_-,_'Table27 .
USEFULNESS aF TREATMENT PROGRAMS .
' (%) _ '
R - . T ; b
U : ' - Juvenile . . Youhg Adult . Adult,
S L e . . Petiod °~ - -Period =~  Period..-
" Usefulness (N=42) . (N=48)  (N=46)
. Prison programs are o ol )
useful . 500 51 -£86.2
Useful programs ) T L .
Vocational traming - . 60,0 { *~ ...-56.3.: . 400 - s -
. Individual counseling . - 25.0 - .4.0 B
Greup counseling - . _18.8 , 32,0 SR
Educational 50.0 318 LT 2400 e,
. .. Drugand alcohol o= . 12.5 16.9 .
o J¥ Other . 10.0 125 .40 .

N _ ‘ A

A maxked]y hlgher proportion of th% 1nterv1ewees found the treatment pro-
grams useful during the third landmark’
the programs usefu] generally, there was considerable variation in the proportion
ﬁnomb]\ assessing individual programs. Vocational training-and educational p%
grams were given substantial but-declining proportions of favorable assessment,
-while group counseling recelved a growmg amount of apprbyval.

~ Finally, we asked: . _ . .

Why did you participate in institutional programs’ it because partzu

pation was required, you sincerely hoped to benefit, you learned to play the:

game and “fake” participation, you thought it woufd help your refease, or
. another reason? ) *
) _ NP
Table 28 shows the dlstrlbutlon of responses ? -
These responses strongly suggest a changmg pattern of motivation.'The thlrd
landmark incarceration reflected not only a greater amount of overall partlmpatlon

and -more vo]untarv actions, but also a more sincere desire to benefit."

"The interviewees generally believed there was no association b,etween pr1son.

programs and postrelease adjustment. An inmate who said he * smcerely hoped to

s

ncarceration. Among those who thought
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b T o ’ Table 28
. . [ . ) ’ A .' . .
"~ REASON FOR PARTICIPATING IN TREATMENT PROGRAMS. ,
_ (%) o o o
. ) - ) . duvenile  Young Adult Adult
. : o Period Period ... Period )
. Reason _ (N=17) (N=27)  (N=31)
’ Required .~ . 706 = 407 T
Sincerely hoped to R S
. benefit [ 7 0235 ~ 3.3 . 87.7
_ Played the game = " =~ —~ L 14 o _
+.. .+ Thought it would help ) e . R
e, release . ' — 11 22.6
‘ a . . . . .
3 ' . ° N .. " o '
oo . V_':_;l - .lb k ‘ ' . ) .h. A . i .. . : : \’ . " ..
~’> " benefit” from a vocationgd prograny denied that this meant he’desired rehabili-

tation. Many offendersfike the one quoted below, thought that rehabilitation came- *

-~ "from tHe heart” and had nothin

g to do with prison’programs.
Sure I may be able toget a better job when I get out because of this training, -
. 'But that doesn’t necessarily mean I will stop crime altogether. I have seen
“ plenty of guys who work and d8crimes too. If you have a job it helps to -
- cover for you—with friends, family, anﬁ so forth. You should know that
- someone who is working isn’t necessarily "rehabilitated.” This is a mistake
S that police, parole officers, and everyone makes;, and it works to the con’s
e _ adva:?ge. I don’t think T will go back into crime, but that feeling came
' B fromWithin—it wasn’t anything this prison dfd for me. I don’t think yu
' or anyoné else pan help a potential offender, ‘an actyal offender, or what-
-ever. I think it has to start from within, and the'reciffvism rate even with -
.. loads of counseling bears this out. I think that a person . . .has to have basic
intelligence; otherwise there’s no way to beat crime in any way, shape, or-
+ form. Most of these convicts, ex-convicts, or whatever, constantly bullshit
- each other. They reinforce eachgther’srather absurd opinions about ways

arm. Anyone Wh® ggbscribes to an artificial or synthetic solution to reality

_ togo abc;,yt doing thinks. Their' lea of'getting their head straight is in their | = . J

. . it. Everyone is unique, and what works for you won't work for someone
. . y ) (

-else.

18 atg}ur'd. There's no way you are going to correct it. Atleast.I haven't seen
don’t believe rehabilitation can be injected.

. Prioriiy.‘ir_l Treatment for the Habitual Off;;nder

+" We have noted that about half the interviewees (43-63 percent) participated in
at least one treatment program during ea¢h landmark incarceratiorn. Some observ-’
ers might regard this.proportion as low and argue that the habitual offender should
‘be singled out for intensive treatment. The prisons in ‘most states do net handle
career offenders very differently from other offenders once they are part of the
inmate population. A recent survey g&B92 state correctional facilities showed that
‘only 42 separated first offenders fron¥€peat offenders.® California’s penal institu-
tions vary in type and security ¢lassification to fit different inmate requiremen?
14 ’ N

T LM uUs Bureau of Census, U.S. State Correcu‘onal Facilities. Washington. DC. 19’% i

\' '* . ‘o

'
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" The security classifications minimum, medium, and maximum denote entire facili-

ties or parts of facilities that restrict an inmate’s movement in different degrees.

In'most larger state correctional systems, offenders enter at reception or déagnostic - —
cénters and are assigned security classifications based on a number of factors, :

including prior record, segerity of current offense, age, and employment record.
Once the inmate hecomes a resndent of the faclhty selected his behavnor govgrns
i hlS custodial classification.

Given these facts, it is unpossnble to assess how many serious habltual offenders ‘

partlclpate and How well they fare in institutional treatment programs. In some
institutions, violént offenders are isolated ifi maximum security units but are the

" object of.no unique rehabilitative attention. Esselstyn, in his survgy of 26 selected

correctional systems in the United States, found that only three—those in Califor-

: nia and- Washington and in Hennepin County, anesota—ldentlfy the violent

Journal of Criminal Justice, V%‘» 1, March 1973, pp. 27-42.

oﬂ'ender in order to deal speclﬁcally with his problem of violence.*?
...Prison treatment is available to inmates on.a voluntary basis or by mandate
when the staff decides that rt1¢1patlon ina certain program would be beneficial.

"In some institutions—includipg California Men’s Colony, where our sample was

1ncarcerated——-the inmate’s background is reviewed when he enters, and then a
diagnostic program is recommended for him. The c&arrymg out of the program is,
however, subject to the availability of facllltles, the inmate’s custodial classifica-
tion, the institution’s opérational situation, and other factors. In the California
system, group counseling is recommended for virtually all offenders; prison classifi-

-cation commlttees also generally recommend that all inmates enroll in vocational

tralm*ng, aca’;jemlc education, and recreational programs but give no assurance of
early release as a result of participation. :

ki

-

_kJ . N . :
RELEASE AND POSTRELEASE TREATMENT o -

_Parole Treatment e

‘

Habltual offenders’ may be subject to limitations on the grantlng of parole

release. Laws vary widely among the states: some allow no release % parole to

prisoners with a certain’ numbér of prior felony convictions, while others require

repéat offenders to serve a stated minimum number of years before parole is
_ possible.®? Once e]1g1ble for parole, an habitual offender is almost certain to find his

criminal record a marked disadvantage in deliberations by the parole board, which

_typically has broad- ng:cretlonary pewers. Moreover‘ an habitual offender whose

pl¢a bargaining has resulted in a shorter maxirqum.sentence may find thls gain
llified by the parole process. Research has indicated that the ratio between the

time 'servéd and the sentence originally lmposed tends to 1ncrease as the plea-

bargalned reduction ih sentence increases.®

- Dawson, inhis study ofsentencmg, identified an inmate’s prlor reCord asa key'

.

0 T C Esselstyn, "The Vlolent Offender and Correctlons, unpublished paper submitted to the
resident’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1967, pp. 1-6.

3 R. 0. Dawson, Sentencmg "The Decision as to- Type, Length, and Condltlons of Sentence Little.
_ Blown and Company, Boston, 1969. :
*¢ H. Joo Shin, * ‘Do Lesser Pleas Pay?: Accommodatlons in°the Sentencmg and Pamle Processes

[
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“factor in the parole board’s estimate of an offendér’s likely adjustment to parole.
In Michigan, for example, the parole board does not proceed with a hearing unless
a presentence report of the inmate’s actual criminal conduct is at hdnd.®® One’s

. criminal record is regarded a% evidence of his potential for “going straight” if
released on pa?ble Dawson states: “Other factors being equal, it will take more -
evidence of change in attitude to convince the parole board that an inmate with a
"long record has, reformed than would be needed for an mmate w1thout such a
~'record.”®® :

Release on parole is w1dely v1ewed by corfectlon oﬁic;als leglslators, judges, .
and the public as a way station between incarceration and freedom. Iff-theory, a
- parble board seeks to release an inmate when his prospects are best for leading a

crime-free life “on the street,” with aid from a community supervision program. In. .
California, parole has been a frequent mode of release. Once the offender is impris- -

ﬁ - oned under California’s indetérminate sentencing statutes (specifying rather wide- _
- ‘ly separated minimum and maximum terms), Eb@ Adult Authonty determines the -
actual time served which often culmmates mparole release\before the maximum |
term. . ~,,‘:'-. . . L
.. We asked the 1nterv1ewees whether they had been released on parole from
their first two landmark incarcerations and whether they were to be released on
_parole from the current incarceration. The distribution of responses is shown in*

- Table 29.” - ,
: <L _.‘:~ ) \.4 i . (
‘. L -7 Table 29

¥ PR[OR/ EXPECTED RELEASE AROLE '
. (% . )

\ i JZCenne " Young Adult  Adult -

o eriod - Period Period
. Release on Parole? (N=42) ~ (N =48) ' (N =46)
" Yes 700 778 . 97.5 ’

No* . 30,0 22,2 25

=

The parole ofHCer s role has both a supervisory aspect {embodying legal author-
ity and enforcement) and a therapeutic aspect (administering treatment). In_theory,
he must enforce parole regulations and initiate revocation proceedings if the rules
are violated. It has been observed, however, that criminal violations Q%arole are
usually ascertained by police rather than by parole officers. A

In practice, a parole officerexercises wide discretion in enforcmg the ¢dnditions

" of parole. A reasonable hypothesis is that the more serious-a pa lee gecriminal
record, the more a parole officer emphasizes his policing functions ovef' his treat-.
" ment functions. This hypothesis prompted the following question about the strin-

- gency of parole supervision, asked of those who had a history of parQle release
?,u Dawson, p.224. 'v . ‘ - v . .‘ . . B s o ) ‘( o

- ¢ Ibid;, p. 271.
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" How strictly weée you r%frilored by your parole officer after release from-
your*landmark incarceration? Did the parole officer’s supervision affect
your involvement in crime? ' B

e
-

: 4 2% . o :
, The distribution of responses is shown in Table 30 Despite the considerable propor -
"« tion (30 percent) who recalled no parole monitoring, the changes in the distribution
- of responses from the first to the second landmark parole seem consistent with the
. hypothesis above. Parole supervision was obviously ineffectual for this sample.
. . OVIE : ~

S

.. L Table 30

L~

«

PAbROLE SUPERVISION
, (%) -
]
. - P
Juvenile - Young Adult -
Period = . Period ’
o Parole - - - _
: Supervision . (N=19) (N = 28)
b - : =
VN - _ Degree : o : L
- ‘ Very strigt: 10.5 - 17.9
e : > . Somewhatstrict - . 105 | 35.7
" S . _, Not very strict .. - - 474 1729 -~ . e K
- _ None ~ 31.6" . ?8.6 . T _
.Effect on crime S
 Encouraged ' 105 . 111 - !
No effect - = . 63.2 v 81.5 : -
Discouraged - 26.3 . 74°
! - ' : : s P
. PR ./ B - oo v

. - h T N

" - , B - . . " . -t “t
‘One oﬂ'gh'der described his experience. with his payole officer this way: -

", The only time I saw my parole officer was to go in once'a month‘and give_ 1{ .
¢ " a urine sampfe [to test for the presence of drugs.} I would also.drop off alt "
o . form which I had filled out at home—it would-give my present addressand .
% . whethey or not I was employed. X don’t think he even knew my name . -
S without looking at the form—and he"was supposed to keep a close €ye on
‘ ‘us once he hiad the real bad guys on his caseload~Well, he didn’t bother me
and I'didn’t bother him, It seemed to work out real well, He was supposed
_to come to my house once in a while to check up on me, but I never:saw
" him there in the six months I was out. R
.- Another offender felt his officer was-résponsible for his engaging in burglaries-
rather than robberies: - ' ' '

: y . One time I was arrested on an assault charge and the police called my
M parole officer. When he showed up, he told me to stay away from pergonal tt
*» . - crimes or.he would violate me. So'I started doing burglaries—I thduﬁht- it- -
1 -+ was kind of strarige, but it was like he didn’t min‘&"mow’ g I'wés doing:

. burglaries as long as didn’t hurt anyone.
. In the pai'olé officer’s therapeutic role, he is ;supposed to help the parolee
develop alternatives to criminal béhavior. This help may take the fl'orm of gounsel- .
ing, finding the’parolee a job, referring him to -commpnitycp;ograms, and the like.

R . A , . B ‘1..‘
:,'; o = . R ._f',"'p "l_ 7{“] - o M




. o Itis outslde the scope of thls study to exam1ne the performance of parole ofﬁcers
v Instead, we addressed the offenders’ perceived needs in - reJmnlng ‘'society; their

. * postrelease plans and expectations; and the inception of ‘recidivism. The following

. - ‘paragraphs explore what the habitual offender :saw and did in the absence &
N 1neﬁ'ec£ual presenee of postrelease treatment. . L
e : &, : : o

s -

M

Postrelease' Needs, Plans, and, Actions -~

~ In a recent'study, Cohen et al. described eleven needs that ghe released oﬂ'ender
may have: ocdupational tralnlng and placement education, financial help, counsel- -
ing, social-recreational outlets, f‘amlly relatlonshnps living arrangements, al¢éhel -
control, drug control; medical attention, and legal help:*” The authors hypothesnzed
that unmet tneeds correlate with a return to prison: ifneeds are met, the return rate
will be lower Glaser, in his studygof prlson systems, concluded that the recldlvnsm
rate of adult male. offenders varies 1nversely w1th their postrelease employment o8

) The lntervneWees were asked : . ;" . : RN e
L When -you were (are) released from | prison, what did (will) you: ‘need most? .
; '\-- < Ofthese needs‘ which was (is) the most zmpontant? v . N
Lo * ' : .
The resp0nses are shown in Table 31 - - L)
= { ' | T ' -
. S - Table 31 Y O
' / : \IEEns AFTER RELEASE FROM PrIsoN - ' P
~ : ‘ s ) (%) L /4 - .
Juvenile, 7+ Young Adt‘x‘lt zﬁd&%‘ . o
5 . . ‘ . l.’en?d . Period Perio Ay
" Needs | < (N =24y, (N =)38) (N=s38).- v
. " Place to live 4292 (8.3)  34.2(13.1) 395 (5.3) ‘
. ’ ) Job - +58.3(37.5) 71.0(40.4) 63.2 (44.7) : / K
, e __'Psychologlcal or family D o Los
"+ " counseling w1267 (=) 1 165 (8.0)- - ,10.5 (7.9) - -
o Drugs or alcohol ' N E ‘ - ‘
R * * ' rehabilitation \ 8.3 (8.3p. . 13.2 (5.2) 263(10 5) o
S« . " iz, Griminal contge , (). 5.3 (5.2)_ 9 oo MRS L
L T S me o e s ;s4r2(3v 5).5.:28,74187) ‘5;589(23 )
L '“f{‘mer =7 8.0 (8.0) 7.9 (1.9)
3 - + 5 ~

NOTE: Figures it i

esesshow’the p’ercentage ldentlfy g the .'
need as most lmportant ; -

§ , L Ja
The pattern of needs expressed was s1mllar from pernodxho period except for *
N drugs.and alcohol rehabllntatlon and ‘someone who cared. The need most ofiten ,“"
. expressed was for employmenl,’ and the majarits~ who expressed it felt that it was .,
-, their most 1mportanf>need> The majority ofthose who expressed a need f'or someone
' who cared. also felt that Lt was thelr ,most lmportant nee‘d . :

b4
¥

e - . ) )
N S ¢ Murray Cohen et al, A Sl dy OAQngmunzty“‘Based Needs i Massqchusells Massachusetts
ST ; Department of Corrections, Research Repott, Springfield, Mass., June 1972.° :

" Danie|] Glaser, The Eﬂ'e(lweness of a Przson and Parole Syslem abrldged .ed The Bobbs Merrill .

.. . Co Inc, Indlanapolls 1969 : . <‘ "
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. That many felons recndlvate soon after release from prison is a fact. It under-

o scores the question of whether this sample wanted-to pursue a crfime-free life after
.~ their incarceration but felt compelled to return to criminal actlvmes by’external

_ factors'such as unemployment, or whether they had no intention ofgomg straight =

"in the first place. The interviewees were asked to reflect realistically gbout their = .

e feefings and p;ans at the titne of pelease from their landmark mcarceratlons as
. follows : . e , .
. \‘, . £ 8 ' / ; ’ . ’ | A
L What did you thmk you would do when released from prlson? If 1 had : \/‘
o asked you upon your release to tell me where you would be in three %ori’ths ‘
) what would you have said? : e ) _
I e YA o
The dlstnbutlon of respoﬁses is shown in Table 32 ; _ \'\- .
N
’ . . Y b} . R
nr ' - ' . ] C ' ’ ) e \
: o cL : o Table 32 . X SR
. L, . ‘ EXPEC'PED Pos'mELEAsr-: CONDUCT .' : R
o A “ o . — - - * - L N f
; - R : : e ~ .Juvenile . Young Adult L,
_ - L _Perjod °  Period R o
V.o ‘Expected Conduct\ | ¢ (N=42)  (N=48) - .~ o o
: _" ' T aa{if:la’hs before Rélease N o X e ‘
. Lo ’ Commit cnmln{ / y o ¢ o ' L. ' T ‘ .'
K , and hope fof be rluek - Y 16.6 ¢ ©12.5 : :
oL e & but plan more carefully ) g 9.5 . 16.6 N S -
. Tt os . but less dangerous offenses 'l e - oo / -
"< , . but less frequently . C g - h L= ’ : -
ot . "\ . Stop cnmxnal acts : . N - .
. . L s * but not get a job rlght away .4.7 .. 2.0 . -
¥ and get a job . i 35.7 52.0 LT
- . . L . .o R ' . >
.o // _ Do not knowN. N A 33.3 .16.6 . . .
: Ex pecgatlon Three Months after Releasg-/ - - '
¢ - . - —— ¥ . -
T ﬁ “ Still employed ¢ oo 261 - 4. . Coe
., o ‘Involved in crime .~~~ . -19,0 . - 27, L5 S .
T In jail : : R 24 2.0 . R
On welfare S 2 Rt — ] .
' .. " Could not have said j ¢ ,4% © 270 '
, ~+ Other . AR Y- -
- - B M L} . .
{ : C N ~* l e
. . . s . ‘ N t ” . ) v _— - . . 7" . . . Y
@We asked twa questiops to:reveal how soon the sample .recidiyated:_ . o
N . - ¢ b . .
Estzmate how many weelzs after your release it took to get involwed in crime l\);a :
- ;', again. Estimate how many weeks you were committing crlma.before you .o, .
" * wille arrested again. L SR ‘ .
O Ae rest &¢ “ e S - )? ) ’ .
The dlstrlbutlon of résaonses is shown m Table 33. The' sample medians wereas & - . -~
N N

N

Yo, ~ follows; .7 ’ . : - S - o TR
b . B ' : oo, . ) ) - .. c it

O
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T o . ' Juvenile . Young Adult . “‘ 3
SR Lt . e Period » Penod S R
] - k”‘ Median tirpe;(weeks) between release L L B
£ " and reinvolvement in crime .. ...... ‘\»7-20 s 9-12 .
i - " Median ti.r'pé (weeks) b_etw‘een reinvolve- :l oY S
' I ment and first]arr'est ceeeeteea ol 11-20 120 \. .
These respohses suggest that whatever means might have reduced the likelihood )
. of recidivism’after release, they would have had to be applied promptly, for thé .
: - interviéwees generally resumed criminal activity within a few months, and’their
) - rearrests‘gcc'urx‘ed«o;);ly a few months later. " ",.": T e .
':;'.‘.._‘ E / - ’-. - _/1: , _“‘ v . \. | [ -»l . o
.- | . ) ’; ', B E ."f - ‘» Tdble 33 . . 2y ‘.: o | .‘ . " .
% M [ . - - v o - - e ’
" 0 7+ INcEPTION OF ReciDivisM - X o

T N ) e
. v v . C ._- ) ..: (?p)- '. T;".V .. B v

S e

SRR BT Sl ey Juvénile ” Young Aduit " t Y
S A : Time (weeks) * _ ' Period ° - Period . b
‘ o < . .. Betweeh Release and Reinvolvement in Crime .

PR

N e  (N=27), "(N=31) ¥, .
o lorless - 1.1 120

A S0 11120 ) 37 - B o
. A 21-40 Y I+ K RS - X A "

- T Ta. 1290 veol
. © . ... 8lot more ~ . 1Ll - 226 ¢
~ .. . T : . hd . ’ T .
.. ® . . °_ Between Reinvolvement and First Arrest. = _ R
. /‘ .' s v'— 3 N i ’iA"“‘:. N * ‘ (N '28) (N-3\2) gy]" o .
- . A - . T, g :
g . - e \3\ X . N 103 les& " - 8
LTS - ' . 25 ) R

L

e 63
.!—‘“1_8?7 : . .
.+ 15.6" . T

g P .

- 1120

N

2
-

4
1
7
21-30 ‘ 3.6 9:4° .
- - - .+ 3140, . 3.6 R ,
Lo 41-50 S . 9g . .
- N ' 5160 . = . . 179 - = .
) £ S 61 ar more - 14,3

L T P TR o N
R .Some offgnder:
N & were usually brigf. ; : 3 C R S
" Right as soon'as I got out, there was & perib('f‘,l felt I might be able to g0
. . - straight: Everybody that comes out feels that way. I had beep in prisen’
- ¥ _three times,'and eachytime I truly thought I was going to go straight. You

s -, . . "¥came out'and I warted to go to work, and I wanted to find-a job¥ think
: At.ha't.l‘ pr'o_babd y went around

. . . ‘ - - Lo ™,
« v ) < 4

) e a a8 A S v ". . o LY 4
R , < oahe -
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i ) ' oy ‘&#now, this is it, if Fcah do-this or thatythis is it. I nBver get arrested again. A

e

v
* .

\
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'der‘s did have crime-free periods after release.| om prisgr}, but they , o

¥

for about t“}ifee‘:mgn;hs before ] started-doing < '

. .t .'
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“any frlmes agam I could have found a memal job, but I dldn’t want to work ‘ : ]
that hard. I don t know why I started agal,p, it Just seemed'hke the easnest . .3
.thing to do: .s, T - L ~ .. o \,\

N - 0

e i' : '_Other oﬁ'enders’ si)oke of commlttmg crm‘ies w1th1p days, after relea‘se

| got offthe bus at the Valley bus statlon took a-cmatny old ne1ghb0rho,od~ o
o ‘walked do¥n tag familiar liqudr store, and ropbed if, I waijted to makesure ~ “, . .".
» . -that I still had+t in me. It’s like getting batk up on a horse ﬁ;er you 've been )
- «th-nown off. 1 wanted to sht'\)w myself that I wasn’t scare :

- Fmally, we asked the mte _leweeé_whether and how thi (
‘ Would any of the follo ng factors have deterred youl return to’ crtme2 )
(E‘actors are specnﬁed b ow) v : S :

' J Table 34'-'

S . DETERRE TS TO Rpcxmvxsm
A _' A L, (% ..

TN

Juve‘nile” YoungAdult& N . -t

(N =42) |

Period - "

Penod R
* (N= 48)

. e Cal ,.- L i

T \ : Peterring Factors . .

I ' N ;; ' Probablllty of a longer, sentence
) Harsher freatment: Whjle in prisen -

RIS S

12,5 . e
‘8.3 -

Stricter-parole supervision® 7.1 : 20 -° R
, Certamty of bemg caught g " 214 16.6 )
* Other I ) RS- 7 K oy e
_ .. : Nothing woul(,l have d terred .59 © 523 .. ' L : .
L . - ' ‘ ' . RS P . a . K
- i .‘v n. e ; -‘ v .- \.‘. R ) e ) . v v . T .
. ¥ ) ¥ ) Yo ) < ) B ¢ ’ .
The majorlty f‘elt nothmg \yould have prevented the}r retu"rn to crime. Among '
. ' those whoe felt they could have been deterred, thecertamty of apprehensnon would KE -
R -have been the nogt influential deterrent. .
‘ Ot{enders were eager to explam why nat.hmg would eter thelr crlmmahty A L
common theme was that. crlme Was theIr hf‘estyle, the»onl thmg they felt comf‘ort- ‘

abledomg ’. T el

] LR

» I wasn’t equnpp’ed to handle the outsrde world T alwaYg“@lt‘r‘éally uncom-" f-' .
: fortable with stx‘alght people: Frémember workmg ind a dry cleaners once-=>1 °
, - had nothmg in,common with those people. I was anxious to get back with’
> .ty own kind. 1 delibérately got myself‘busted\when things got-tog bad. I'd -
S - . gointo the joint Jail); I: knew hoWw to function there. Outside, I didn’t kngw
« . .what my role was; I was a hustler, rob'ber, and JunklelThose thmgs are. o
llfestyles not Just a category that appears on a rap sh S

P - .‘-,.n“. 3 . "

> R,pmcqrceratlon/ ) PR N P , 5‘,

The effect that 1mprlsonment has von‘ the c’ontmuat,lon of' crmunal careers,
though ‘oﬁen debated is little querstood. On the one hand’l lmprlsonment is a}

i C *“ - -, A ; 4
. . - f/ . ‘/ ] . . R - )
. R | o e N, i R . o RENY
’ W . o ) v B . .. ’ ’ ‘

- % - b -

e . . L T T w7
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-"_, 1nchnatlon toward crime. ifit’ “has: fostered closer relationships with: crimipals, -en- " G _—
gendered frus,tratlon and m&de it difficult to obtaif’ employment Then 1mprlson~ T

v,

, severe form of punlshment that should deter oﬁ'enders from further cnmlnal in-"" _
. volvement,. -Lagically, the more severe e the punishmient,-the greaterthe reduction -

ENN L e

56 Co

) 'A in ¢rime. On the other hand the prison’ experience may ingrease- the offenders’ ..

T

ment 18 counterproductlve to reduclng crime.
. Our comblned data from the _respondents and thelr rap sheets enabled us to
s examlne the possible. assoclati‘on of the interval between | mcarceratlons thlr three -
other: factors the length of the 1mmed1ately preceding: term, age when released
- from it, and the number of prior incarcerations.’ -
Table 35 displays he data pertawg te the_first of these assocratlons Desp}te

th’e lndxcatlon that -

e med;an between -incarceration - 1nterva1s 1ncrease* as the'

1mmed1ately precedjng term gets..l.onger, the 1rregular Variation, in the means:

“(related to the rel

ively" large standard dev1atlons) suggests that an assoclatlon)

between these twb factors is at best weak In other words ‘these data do not
persuasnvely sup ort the hypothe51s that a longer pnson term more strongly deters

an oﬁ'ender fro

‘s The hotable feature of Thble 36 i is the substantlal" change from the Juvenile eriod
(whlchslgaf longer-iftervals between 1ncarceratlons) to later periods. But gi¥ '

cernlng the change in conviction and 1ncarceratlon"_f-, _

. rate$ between juvenile and adult years, we carifot, lnfer that Table 36 1mp11es lesser U

future serlous crlmes Do

Table 35 .

LENGTH ‘OF INTER\%L BETWEEN INCARCERATIO

W RE,LAT‘ED TO Iﬁsnom ‘OF PRECEDING TI-;RM

S R

NS -(MQNTHS)

I f}g “Length of+
) Immedlafely

—

' - Distribution Characteristics of
: "~ " Time between Incarcerations .

results of Table 21 (p. 39) c

levels of criminality in the earlier years

-8

.

e

N Precedmg Term’ A . . -Standard Number. of
o . (months) 4 Median Mean .Deviation - Intervals
L C0T .7 50 207 - 39.9 39
n “oOR12 T 825 1495 21.0 41
T3 21 = - 1057 - 19.6, 5 « 22.85 42
Ce T gp3s o E ,gzs 147 L 185 41 _
T 36 170 - g5 1515 - 2513 - 40% g
L A{ e SN - R 2

>

- Finally? Table 37 addresse§ the assocvatlon between the number- of | prior 1ncarc-
erations and the length of the interyal- begween_ incarcerations ,At most, Table 37
< 1ndlcates a bilevel assoclatlon betweeh the two factors That i is, the. 1ntervals be-

* tween incarcerations tinded to-be longex- with three orfewer prlor 1ncarceratlons.

- with-more than three prxors street\ tlme was consnstently short 3 "'.;',' .
7 : , :

', B

«
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v . : STy ': -7 he " ’ ,‘ * . L - - ot a s
T g Tabless A

me'm oF INTERVAL BETWEEN INCARCERATIONS (Morrms) S _
' RELATED To AGE AT RELEASE FROM - . ;;-;
. PRECEDING TERM ' IR T

s

' T Dwtrlbutnon Qharacten'stms of
e . o Time between Incarcerations

- A Standard Numberof = R N
‘Age (years). Median__ "Medn - Deviation Intervals . . = e
" .18 and under ' 13.0 ' 30.6 422 . .41 - . e e
19-22 925 -13.2 14,0 g 4) - . e T
A : . 23-25° " 60 1.0 . 170. - 89 ~ - o
Te _ - % 26-31 7.0 7 14.2 19.1 . 42 R

.'..- 7- .g . . 323nd;over_ . 7.5'. 15.65 : 25.0 ] .40 .
. Table37 - .. 5 g
LENGTH OF INTERVAL BE’TWEEN INCARCERATIONS (Mom‘us) .
RELATED TO NUMBER OF Pmon INCARCERATIONS T
- Distribution-Characteristics of . - e ;‘.", . o
. 7" Time between Incarcerations" B C T
LA " .Number of Prior . . .Standard: Number of SRR y
' L Incarcerations . wan ~ Mean- Devratlon 'Intervals . : “
: ' Y1175 267 - 394 ot 4900 Q .-
B . .-09.25 142 - 170 . 45 | A '
ol 80 156 - 219 - 39 tiwe o '

0
1
2 .

o - .. .3 L1355 0 24,7 - » 287 . 26
4 .. . 8.7, 5,2 - - 8.7 1g
‘.'a 5
;4
7
)

I B¢ 81747 89, 5w T e
R . . - Y aid ) . _.' . . 6.2 » -, ] R . .
Ta i oL 42 0 n2t s .-
.‘:';‘: : V ’ ° - \'5 *'\ - \' ;’ ; N : '
. . %‘Q .'. . e ._‘ S ‘ s e ) .- :_ ' ‘.. é
REVIEW I T ,

; *In sun%a(% .data from official crlmmal x*ecnrds and- fr‘om _the 1nterv1ewees S

C e themselves enabled us to estimate the arrest; b Hviction, gpd incarceration ratest

o, off these offenders. as asgroup: These rates for. }n' - ‘dua'! o?nse types. and groups

.~ ofoffense’ typeS’generally differed substantlally from those of much broader popula- :
S0l tions of offenders: Explanations for the differences included the underreportlng of -+ -

s crimesin nat"lonal data, the- underreportlng of juvenile arrests orour intervieweds’ . . ., i

. ~ rap sheets, and the rarity of nonJud1c1al dlqusmons after arrest for thls samplé _ v
- s ‘com ared with offenders‘in- general. - e L
s n examlnlng the rates ca?culated .for our sample, we' obsex'ved the followrng \ -

‘ - Whether the average number of arrests per. unit of tlme 1ncreased or .. \,../ *
s decreased as crlmlnal careers advanced depended on whether calendar- ' ST

- . . P A > @ Lo °
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v -""habltual offenders bechme-less s
‘ ;success is. measured by avoldln

txme or street-tlme umts were. used as the 3 Thls observatlon lsapertl-
ntnt to. theiconclusmns of. earlier researchers that frequency of arrest
<. dicreased with advancing age.. . -~

d to increase in the later stages of the career, a-trend- that "

L .cerated te
. result only of changes‘ in the types of cr;lme oommltted

oL ‘was not

Our exaxmnatwn of the: length of penods betw n ssiccessive 1ncarcerat10ns '.
: revealed only limited assomatlons with factors such a :
ately. preceding term, age when released from ‘it, ‘arid the number of prev10us 7

‘the’ lehgtﬁ of the immedi-

incarcerations. We observed weak indications that a‘longer incarceratxpn was fol-

. lowed by more ‘street time before reincarceration; that incarcerations early in a
- career were:more w1dely separated than' those later; and that- intervals of street -
-~ time were longer f'or offen

* a’larger number. :

8 with a smaller number of pnors than f'or those w1th

- Overall, the‘broad impression conveyed by these data is that this’ sample of -

ccessful” as their ctimi l careers progressed if
Jnvolvement w1th the: eri jnal Justlce system
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V. “CRmAL'_JSOPHI,S'HCATION e - "
‘ ',-fﬂ | o e J"_m._J.

In thls study, cnmlgal sobhlstxcatlon refers to (1) the extent and nature of‘ o
planning and preparation for’ property crimes (including robbery) and (2)+skill in --
executing them and in avoxdlﬂganrest ana prosecution. The development of crimj- -

. ‘hal sophistication can'be mterpreted agan oﬁender 8 reaction to the nsk of appre-' .
henslon and pumshment R e
The hterature suggests the followxngbypotheses about cmmnal sophlstlcatlon S

LY

' o* Repeated contacts with the cnmlrlaf Justlce system 1mpel habltual oﬁ'end-?.::-j _ i

: ers to develop sophistication. 4 . tiz, T
. o Plannlng and preparatlon for a crite become more routlne and tﬁorough-: e
: o as inal careers progress.” g -*“““*"**" ;3 — e
e T ® “The more skilled the offender, the greater his illicit prol‘ft w111 be e e
< W T e “The more experienced the oﬁ'ender, the more skllleﬂ e-is In a_vmdmg _
_«-~ arrestand conviction. ~ - , : o & e e
@ T N - : . _
. Our interest in the validity of these proposxtlons genem .a number of 1nterv1ew' - -‘

+  gyestions—for example, about the amount and typeg’ crlme-plannlng in the
.d:‘?erent cdreer periods; the roles played by criminal’partrers, fences, and other
_ heipers‘ln the different career periods; the willingness of ithe offender to commit
different types of crime as ‘his career advanced; techniques of ;3v01d1ngr arrest;
' geographlcal ragge of crimipal activity; and thonetary gains. from crimes. S
. The extent 8f crimina! sophistication says a good deal about the performance'
- of the criminal _]ustlce system. For example, if ‘%e oﬁ'enders dre much more -
. proficient than othersin avoiding apprehens16n, ppsghs,shmrld contaln a.dispropor- _
- tionate number of the less skilled ¢riminals. And ifskill in avmdmg,arrest increases =~ " .
w1th age, the’ disproportionate number of young offend@§ arrested would reflect . -
thls lack of skill as well as a greater incidénce of crime among the young. : '
. .- This sectidn analyzes the interviewees’ responses to the questions about sophis-
'tlcatlon, touching on the association of' Cng;g;na} sophlstlcatlon with other aspects '
of‘cnm;nal careers. S '

. "‘, ‘_.,'__~\

.OPHISTIGATION IN PLANNING CRIMES L p

Crim‘é-Plannmg Sophlstncatlon Score

' We 1n1t1ally asked the 1nterv1ewees the follow1ng quesutlon - e

_ = e o What kmd ofplannmgdufyouvsuaily do”before cemml;ttmgyoungroperty — ——
S AN s crzmes? (Indlcate all the i responses that apply) : = % T
SRR O ; ;%taked out the locatlon ]earned when it was most crowded c R *l'
t .'_ Foa i ? o "
. i T R U‘f-“’-*}‘f NS a.\"}
. t J . ) -Z’t‘. ._ . ) )
v oo T
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\'nsedby welghtmg the responses to this question. Judging by the relative complex1~ '

*

BLE; young adult period, 3.0; and, adul;tcg:no& 31 This suggests that whatever
“ increase in sophlstlcatlon takes place .

-

Obtained a disguise (e.g., fake. mustache).

™" '6." 'Found out if the place had a burglar alarm installed. . W
7. Found out how much money was hkely to be i in the store at dxﬂ'erent
- times of the day.-

. 8. " Read books about how dlﬁ‘erent types of . cnmes are commltted
*>. 9. Planned an escape routé.
10. Rehéarsed the crime before actually comrmttmg it. L,
- “11. Found out when pohce were hkely to be in that area. RS o
12 Other (descnbe) - - . ST ST

<
.

For analytxcal purposes, a sunple measure of plannmg sophlstwatlon was de-

ictivities involved, we assxgneg a weight ¢ of 1-to responses 1, 2 6,7,8, and
9 and a welght of 2 to responses 3, 4, 5, 10, and 11. For an interviewee who was' -~ -
active in burglary or robbery during a period, the. sum oﬁe weights of the 3

f g aﬂirmatlve responses was his sophistication score f‘or that- penod As a'sifigle mea-
*+  sure of arespondent’s planning soph:stlcatxon over his entire career, we calculated

-‘the anthmetxc mean of the sophxstlcatxbn;sbores Yof the relevant penods i

Proﬁle‘ ‘of Planmng Sophistlcatlon

“Judging from the responses to the qﬁe ot bQVe cnm plannﬂﬁ'gas weak
in the sample as a whole. Approximately m'fe—quarter did no plammlg orpreparas-
tion whatsoever for burglanes and rébberies (sophistication score oﬁonly), about
han‘ did none or very little (mean scoré less s than 2); and only about one-quarter dld

.a moderate amount or more of planmng (rhean score of 4 or more). For, the typ1cal

offender, pré<crime planning involved only vmtmg the location- bef'ore the crime
“and, less ofill, staking out the target. : »
.Averaged over all mtervxewees:who commltte obbénes OF burglarxes in a -
‘specified-career period, the sophistication scor&*varl as follows Ju\!ﬁnlepenod
rs ata relatlvely young age.™ -
The picture of scant crime plannmg and preparatlon is not inconsistent with the B

-

.data from several earher studies. For exainple, Wolt:ott reported that, of a sam le

"of 81 convicted robbers, 85 percent had committed the affense for which they were.
_incarcerated (none were bank rohbemes) a8 spur-of-the-moment acts.” Camp exam-
ined the crimes of 150 bank,_nobbeﬁ’q and concladed that they did not oftén make
-extensive preparatmnsomfﬂe sop&usqtlcat,pqdemes 7 Althoughour: sample wasnot = °.

characterlzed by actu‘ﬁj frépatatio p §ev.eral oﬁ'enders lﬁd’e A notable dlstmctlon L

‘,"'9, o e _ _A S

. '-._ s &
o Both the penqd and: ea soplﬂztﬁ’tmh"scores aré,,h;;’dgﬁmtxop on-a scale from 0 to"}6 No

. sophistication score ptglcﬁ fd‘rcafeeﬁpenods in \Wﬁch the—mtemewee commltted neither burglar-

ies nor robberieg. - o - o
- re Rmong‘i'he‘l"i res‘bondents wh%-tmd a. sophlstlcatlon score for all three nods only 5 had scores o ¢
* that.increased twice.in s.uccewen ‘Amiong t 0325 who had scorés in both of these periods, only 18had,_ -
scores that increased from ¢ @avenile period to the young adult. And among the 33 who hadscores ™
in both of these penods only T had' scores that increased from the young adult period to the aduit.
"1 G.D. Wolcott, “A Typolog ‘Armed Robbers? MA-thems, Sacmmento tate ,Co!lege 1968~ -
* G Camp, "Noth‘lng to AStudy of Bank Robbery ui'Amenca, Ph dxsaertanon, Yale .
Umverslty 1968 - S a,» T - Ry N

~ A .

- - e AT AR
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between planmng, of whxch they did httle andpremedztatwn, whlch most seemed:
to engage m. :

b °

I never really dld any planmng, as you see it. I pulled robberles at random

- ... without disguises or anything. L'was skillful at crime, but other guys got

' away with just as much. You could usually do elght or ten robberies and .
get caught for one. I had ne MO. 1 would thange the‘way I did things from

.< - one time+to another. But you must understand one thing, just because I

" - didn’t do “planning” as you describe it doesn’t mean I didn’t think about .
.crime a lot: T had to get myself mentally ready to do crimes. This doesn’t
mean I planned a particular escape route for a particular crime, but I often
thought through various ways of escaping if ever I was caught in particular
- situations. So I was thinking and preparing for crime constantly; I simply.
waited for the right circumstantces to occur. When I saw the time was right; -
I would pull the job. This may look hke a "spur of the mom%” jOb to.you,
but actually 1t isn’t. - .

'thle our sample was not marked by the cons1stent use of crime planmng; we

dxd uncover contrary instances in the course of the study In the phase of testlng

“the dispasal of the loot—-all fo increase his proﬁclency and reduce the risk of

"apprehension. He even looked up the statutory penalties he was likely to face. To

convey the extensiveness of planning done by a few of the 1nterv1ewees we quote

this person at some length B o : ra

Intxdegtally, the reason I wasnever apprehended in five years was because
I never had any partners, I worked alone, kept my own counsel; I wasn’t
on an ego trip—I wasn’t shooting;my mouth off to the girls I went around
with, I changed: my name like I changed my socks.,I had. four different
aliases during that, per;od-—legltlmate aliases where I would go down and *
- get a California’s driver’s.license in a different.name and tell them that I*
- “was'retired military or ‘had just gotten:discharged after 13 years and didn’t
- have a current license and the onlx nse I had was a military license.
With the driver’s license; I opened up §2%ings accounts, checking accounts, . .

"% hind so forth. As far ad.the friends I hgd at the time—I never knew a thief

;
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=3, .1 would go into the bank wel}
oA mustache a couple of sweatshlrtsu

: dlIn my life! Not even when I was robbmg banks. I never knew a thief unt1]
went to prison. . :

ug and 0 forth: dyed hair and

fe Suit tamake me look heav1er

I hat to make you look taller, and seve hglasses. Never wear sung]asses

~ And the aftaghe case and so forth. Andiay uld go into the manager’s outer

office where his secretary was by saying I had-an appointment or something

like this. To-make an impression orf the person, I would take:that 38 Colt
‘Cobra. I wantéd him to, call his chief teller oggwhoever: he considergd the*’
__most reliable and tell h1m to.take my- -attache case into the vault and cgme -

out with all the larger bills—no ones, fivés; or tens—which, incidenghlly, led -

to my downfall, that little old line, because I may just as‘'wel ve ‘signed

y name to every bank ] ever robbed. So the guy would go of ,and bring -

the money back and then I would have him open the attache cas in front
of me to make syre that ther¢ wasn’t a bug or little homlng e which

“would trace me or whatever, and I would get an idea ofthow I m c oney ,

' “’ was in jt. If it loo ed lik@a considerable sum of ntoney; then I h§ nsdact-
ed my busuiess ery rarely was anyone in thé bank -aware of what was

. C.,.
“.:..;"h | ,’J; e .L .l -.8;-1 ‘w"‘:i .

TR B A A

'<

- had been a professmnal bank robber. He had madea conscxous decision to rob banks -
"after weighing the risks and the gains. In' preparation; he read books on bank: .~
.robbery, ihvestigated tdargets, prepared disguises, laid out escape routes, planned

.
Lea



. i“ .
. . ; e % e
e - going on. r/anted to be in and out of there in-three mlnutes flat. So—the
~ . _first bank was $41,000, and it made a tremendous i unprwsnon on me. It was
, moremoneythanlhadeverseenbefore’
-~ The way I left she bank is—I never stole a car in mj'hfe—-but I bought ;_ T
T [/ a clunker for $150 tyo weeksbefore I robbed that bank. Thisguy advertised -~ ~ =~ -
L E in the paper, and you go, givé him the money, sign the pink slip, and that’s L
- all phere is to it. You Hever réregister it; you use it two times—driving it_ T
_ from where you bought. it and the next time you rob the bank. Then you N
h it within one minute, however far you can get. I used to pick another . -
./ pping center within a ‘mile or whatever of the bank, and there I'd have - Ry
- my other car, and I'd switch cars. And I would be wearing these dishwash- iﬁ’
-, . ingtype gloves so there would be no ﬁngerprmt.s SometimésI'd let thecar - -.- "=’
o #. be running with the key in it, hoping some kid woiild steal it T’d be ticifgd © . =~ =
: o - to death if he’d run off with it! And then of ‘course I would change cl ” .
: .- and some take the old clothes and throw themin a convenient garbage T
R ~ - can, Goodwill box, or whatever. Then I'd take cover, more or less, whether
R Ny it be a local hotel, motel, crowded part of town, and I'd just stay-inside.
e " Between 1963 and 1968 there were nine banks I robbed; most of them in L
N California, four of them here in San Diego, two in San Francisco,twoinLos - Ve
: " Angeles; and the only one out of state was the first one. And after severfl- - '
. bank robberies, money meant nothing! I woyld go down to anotherbank— . -
_and I think the lowest I ever got was $14, s0 I would always go out and - B
get 10 or- 20 grand—lt was nothmg’ And it was kind of fun. - : s

- -

. We-attempted to ﬁnd assoc1at10ns between sophlstlcatlon scores and a number .

e of other offender attributes, e.g., number of crimes committed and lnvol@ment o

~ with drugs and alcohol, but without success. The*pervasively low level of crime . &

‘ ;plannlng among these offenders probably accounts for the absence ofan assoclatlon - -

: w1th other factors _ v L ) , * _
e _ Pre?erences among Cnme-Plannmg Measures - o : B ’ )

S~
" Table, 38 shows, for each career: penod the percentage of 1nterv1ewees who '
- committed burglaries and robberies in a specified period who reported using one ,_
‘ of the twelve planning measures spec1ﬁed These percentagesthus 1nd1cate relat*ve .
. oy 7prefer°nce C - : s
' "’:1 : Table 38 suggests the followmg observatlons about thf: sample asa whole

) L ._\. The most common plann1ng measures were a stakeout of the target and T
- 4 ~ . an actual visit to the premises. . o0
¢ Interviewees who planne,d their crimes used Yewer measures in the juve-

nile period tl}dn in later periods. - . : ‘. -~

¢ Concern with escape (measures 4 and 9) 1ncreased markedly from the

. Juvenlle to the later periods. MR N .
o Other preferences in' measures were fairly similar among the three career ' o
3 o - ° * +periods. However aslgnlﬁcanpdlﬁ‘erence occurred’between the young . Yo
"o 'z’ adult and adult periods-in ascertalnlng the presence of a harylar alarm: L 2

K The difference might be expla.lned by the fact that only 2 interviewees , 3 ,

v reported commlttlng burglarles in*the adult per10d compared with 25in.g5, - A
e the young adult, assuming that this measure was of cohmdqﬁably more -

<

. S concern‘to burgl"rs‘g\an to robbers,g O ’} ..
, N .

W ) . S ,"n i T o .;v . ek e e
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. L Percentage _Who,Used Measure L F
4 Juvenile - Young Adult. - TAdult © i - . -
- - L e 1. Period .. . Period v Period I
1 Planning Measure .~ - - “(N=30) . -© (N 40) . > (N= 45) S
I 1, _ Staked out location - 233 (1) 300 (3.4) 37.8 .(@2)
", .. 2 Visited location . 200 (2 475 - (1) ¢ - 400 (1) °
I 3. 'Dﬂeloped,newu‘lentnty -0 (11,12) 4.5  (9,10511) . 8.9 (10,11) S0
L 4. Gotear - .. 100 () - 225 (5.6) - 200 (6,7) S
® 5. - Provided disgnise ' " 3.3 (010) “ 100 18) 17200 (8,7 L. L
6.  Ascertained presence of burglar - e Ce i
. alarm 167 (3.4) '30.0' .,(3:4? .11 ,(sf IR
1. Asca'tlinedtlmeswhenmoney Lt ) - :
.+ . . present . _ -13.3 - (5,6) 22,5 = (5,6) 26.77 (4) R
- 8. _Re.dreleunt books o700 (11,12) 0." (12) "~ .o . a2) .
. 9, - Planned escape route © 133 (5,6) 3.0 . (2) -  .3L1.(3) -~ - - ;
.—=- 10, - "Rehesrsed crime - . 6.6. (8) T8 (9'10 11;) 1 111 (8 9) - o
- 1 ,Agmmed times of police - . R . -
- “presence’ ? . 16,7 (3,4) ¢ _20;0 (7) R zg.;g_— (5) - v
12, Other . : 3.3  (9,10) - 75 [ (9,10,11) 8:9=e:-7fr0‘,rlj

NOTE: anures in parentheses are t.he ranks of the measures in the’ tlven perlod -

o A,PrgferenceamoQCnmes . e L ‘ .

_ A facet of criminal activity . that seems closely related to crime planmng and
. preparation is fEhe partlahty for or égamst certain offensés, perhaps as a result of
. personal expenences orthe influence gf other cnn),xpals Tt _may be true that asan -
s oﬁ'enders criminal career develops, he narrows his cho:ce of targets, becommgf
mor§aware 8f the risks involved and the potential t,ake The result ‘may be a tre
toward greatéer specxahzatlon atlater stagesof the career. One 2, way of assessmg tl'us T
e - trend is fo analyze'by offense type the: frequency of crimes commltted *this.is: d6‘ne
' \Sec III. Another way is t% pose hypothetidal crimes to interviewees and ascettain _
their willingness to-commit them in different career periods, and the reasqn The .. .~ . o
- reasons afforfl insight into thedegree towhich the law-enforcement system dxscoux~ T
v ages potential’ offenders-as a result.of the high risks assoclatqd- thh partxculal _—
, oﬁ'enses—a measure of deterrence , e '

a e

, Whleh of these offenses*{shown below] would you have been w;llmg to -~ o
e s commlt considering what yau perceive to be the risks and ‘take”? This " o
' . dues nofrrlzean youdid commit these offenses but that you would have.beep . [
o wllkng to mmlt them durmg the perzpd zfgwerrthe opportumty Why?- S

. Table 39 presents tﬁe dlstnbutlop of responses The results are notable in several o B
' respects mcltﬂmg the following: e R - f.“_ RN A

-

‘ﬁ As Juvemles, these offenders t:ended to prefer comm g burglanes and I

3 e ansusteng:ly avoided all specified types »of z'obgery, as young ﬂults; they
- ,,,L‘ (o in were less mghned toward 'bux%igry (and forgery.bo a shght degree),
}., ’.‘. ‘ . ,q‘,' ) ] .

-




Ya;.wm‘mg to Commxt (%)

- 4

! B "'Ju've'hi_!e 7 Young?A('iult. ’_ A.di\'l‘t,'.-

"7 . Period ©. -7 Period . . Peériod__

B T 22y 7 700 For La .

bl ST S o _Against: ‘Possible "

<, LT e T o - preseneeofarmed e e kS

ST e C e, . victim'or store alarm > o AT
ile~" Gasstationrobbery =~ 24 27 .. 33 - For: Easytarget. L
Lo v R R : : . S Agnnst. Sma]ltake, S S

,~ . o B - . posstblemesence T
S U A 30

= .. Bankrobbery. - . . 16 _ I * Fof: La:ge take ‘- e e s
: ST L ' R - © Against? Too risky “— :
L . . Streetrobbery 24 16 - 60 " For: Easy adid utilumted :'j
S, R S T g targets .
5 o ‘e - - ainst: _'l'_‘oo'personal, *
- . . _ ) small take B
Burglary _ . L o 81, © 85" 4 , For ‘Easytarset low L
) S e o o _ . riskofarrest .- - ' -
Tae ot . . Against:  Requires fence, ' )
L. - : L - ’ v small take a T
ST Forgery/NSE) ' T 43 .39 .32 B For, No victim contact, )
- ) T ’"f‘ ' ; Cotel e light pumshment
e o -’ ' P : . " S Agamst Rem
T . . o , L Sl T speclal knowlecfge ,
Drugsales ° ) . 32 “.25 . . 80 For: No risk, large take SR
. . . S S re Against: Need contacts, :
o B : - A o _ riskof informants
. % . /\ i . ¢ v
) w ) ) . S
adults they favored burglary even less, while increesingly favoring store =~
Y robberies and street robberies. (This mt}matlon is aﬁ'ected by our sample- '
- - selection criterion.) : ' .
-« The sample was fairly constant from perl ,fb"enod in its w1llmgness to ¥ ..
. sell drugs and eﬁgagé in forgery, Offendérs who were not willing to sell.
D wo drugs ds Juvemles-were ot usually willing to do so as adults. e R

« . Offenders were conscious of varying ﬂ'e_ ees of risk associated with differ-:

Co + ent offenses, H:gh risk was an importgnt reason for the Llnwnllmgness to - 7
p rob & bank, dn the one hand, and low risk mogt often accgypted for the.. - ' *
willmgness to se]] drugs, on the other hand. However, for the e majority of

. ~ offenders, the tdke primarily governed whether they were willing to com- . _
AP L 7 mita cm?)e, and risk was sedondary For instance, in the: adult periedf/70 .
s T " . - percent were willing to engage insstore robberies, mam]gy because of the - o
) .. = 74, largepotential take. The neéd for special knowledge wag c1ted only rgefy, : ‘
e LT ._'prlmarlly with ‘respect to breakmg into safes‘ Lo e ...

. ir
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ey - primanily withre S
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» 2 JREE N . PRy /C T oa- T =l . Lo
:ifﬂeattraatlvenus of rolibery ﬂor tl'us samp}e Lhe ease w1th whxch«

it could be committed. A maiority said they sw ,l to robbery from . - -

:other offenses’ because: it gequired little-preparation and few tools, and ST

e oﬁ'eredxnhnnted»po@tia}ﬁrgets Also, mbﬁemo\ﬂd‘b_e comrmtt:e&' ‘.
alone, elumnatmgtl}e nsk gfbemg uh‘pheated by,a partnen £ R

nsgswere ) . 3
n. We nohced,.for example, that-sq;ne resi:ondents were
‘Wﬂhng td'coxmmt on'lyasmgletype crime jn a specxﬁed' I
Juvemlepenqd, 8'0f33 resmn(gnts( Percent):would commt,only burg Iy v
S arb:tran}@eﬁnea specxahze&oﬁ'enderasmewhowas wrﬂmgtatammn:nomorg T 2
- [ " - than two of—the ten grven ‘offenses-in- two or more career-periods, only 7.0f 46, . - .G

rehpondenﬁ( 15 percegt) meet this definition. The sample thus did not generaily see T L
o et speclahsts incrime. They could be cglled “players” because. they
T were wxllmg engage in many types of crime. Neve heless, a number of offenders
b dld apply a pr , of ehmrnatlon.m decldm& OeCOY a‘pa&‘tlcﬂar crime. One ‘
. offendar explamed 1tthls way: e SR : '

-When Iy és at SoIe%d I thought of bigger and bettei' ‘crimes to commit as. .
“soon-as I'was back d#i Lhe street. My crimes weren’t as big as some of the .~~~ .
, others that were in there. I félt criminally inferior! On the other hand, they : : :
. *s - were doing more time, tdo. So I began to learn to keep away from these - . . . -
~  crimes of person if you can. But then you get involved with fencing, with -
Tt parcotics.-Narcotics never appealed to me for personal use. I didn’t believe - :
* In carting:around a bunch of stolen goods. So the only thing that was easy ‘ .\
. wasarmed robbery”You just go in ang you take care of business. It'sa quicks , -~~~ . .
crime and lt.,s an easy thing. If you handle it Mbody geéts hurt. -~ o F .
«|

o SOPHISTICATION IN EXECUTING CRIMES AND AVOIDING o
ARREST .= - R o~

- Three 1nterv1ew questlons asked the respondents about the use of partners in

. cqmmlttlng crimes. Another query asked whether persons other than crime part-

ners helped the offender in’ his criminal activities. Still another set of questlons e
-focused on-the cnrcumsta_nces and timing of arrests, particularly those that led to '

the landmark lncarceratxons The re5pondents were asked"whether and " they
R took steps to avoid arrest and conviction: Finally, an inquiry was made about the
' geographical dlstnbutlon of crimes commxtted as a further mdlcatlon of crxmmai o »
o sop,hxstxcatron . , . . . :
- i Use ofPartners . i A o . ’
© A popular crlmlnologlcal notion is that experienced offenders tend to. operate‘ _ ‘ '
.+ ° innetworks,” facilitating therc 1]legal activities by the use‘of partners, fences, or y
. 7. informants. ~ - ;
N .. The followmg questions were posed to the_ lnterwewees

b we

v

Did you usuallyplan the crimes alone, with one partner or with more
than one partner? 'Did you usually commit the crime alone, with one

S partner or with more than onepartner?Dldyou usuallycommlt the crzme & e
e ith' the same partner or partners? R oo
LG, g g et N
) ﬁ‘ . . ,.- ‘;‘?.»"'l ',-7' ’ * ') /; o . 1 : LY : . . . ‘
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< " Yhe dlstrihutlon of responses is presented in Table 40. The most notlcesble pattern i -
- v a deerease i the use of multiple partrers ovex\ng;e Few mtemeweéﬁ-descnbed LT

. ot " 4"MOs needing ulnh,partners after thé juvenile period. The exceptlon Wwascom..- ..
"=“72 7" mereial burglaries, where #vo people were: m-the building and dne stayed gutside =~ - - e
’_ _asa lookout,E\veq comphcated roﬁehes. “For example, where-a: hostage bank - R

= - - manager was forced to order a-safe opened. were often Yerformed alone by a
® f'-_ SR, - sophisticated offender. In  fact, the more sophisticated the offender, the more likely -

Z'es  hewastd operate alone: Offenders who judged themselves competentm crime were - :
: not willing to share the proﬁts or risk the chance that a partnermlght mphcate e
- them later _ ) , _ X - - '

L Taes T &

Uss OF PARTNERS m Pummrm AND Comurmnc Cmum "

s _ | (%) 7
S s - ~ . Juvenile : . Young Adult- . ‘'~ - _Adult,
=T TS T 7 Period - _Period" - . - Petiod
- . l-fow Done - Planning ~Execui‘ion Planning  Execution - _Planmng Execntlon -
R : J(N=36) (N=41) (N=43) (N=44)  (N=43) (N=44) .
: ~Alone. 3057 317 512 1 409 58.1 . 56.8 - )
. With dne partner 27.8 24.4 : 37.2 - 45,5 7 326 . - 295
Y - With more than : - o T - L
ro one partner 41.7 " 43.9 11.6 . 13,6 - 93 - 136 - -
L ' C , (N=33) (N =26) z . (N_-r 20) 2.
If with partner(s),. - P . Lo B
 withy same partrier(s) — 81.8: - 78077 - 580 - .,
P - — - — T
G
Sources of Help Other Than Partners ‘ . . :
The interviewees were asked: B * -
= -Whdt kinds pfpeople helped ybu in your 1llegal activities durmg thls tlme? _
“Ni-ones. fence [receiver and concealer,) lawyer, "square” (as a buyer or
- mf'ormer) drug suppller other? L .
The dlStl’lblltl(‘f responses is given in Table 41 o : . .‘:7‘ o
Thus, the sample’not only relied less on crime partners as time passed but also :
L ~ tended to rely less on help from others. When ai®was given, it came most often .
“ - .from fences and next from drug suppllers Perlod-t,o-penod changes in thxs respect ‘
. © weremnot sxgmﬁcant , ) : T . : ‘
3 ‘:' 3 . N . oo . , N i
Clrcumstances‘of Arrest o P

v If the oﬂ'ender was betoming more, sophxstlcated as his career developed the | .
L circumstances of hxs-landmark arrests might.change. Forinstance, we would expect * .
- ‘the percent.age “caught " to decline anj the percentage arrested B

3 . . . o
- . ,




A T s : n Table 41 L A
AT . Juvenile Youn(Adult “Adult -
B e ST s . Penod @Pe,nod‘ i Petlod" ST

St * Help * . (N=42); PN = 43) (N=38) '
S . . ‘Noome® . .. 7 -~ -358 48 _-,737 sl
. e o o _Fenee® " : - 23‘2 - 188 . 105 .-
T T 0 Mawyer. - . gL 42 83 7 o

"‘Sqme"buyeranfamql '2. 83 . “28.

-

"~ =~ " Drug supplier. - o 162’ @167 Y NP

CoL through the 1nvest1gat1ve eﬁ'orts of a detectlve bo mcr, ASe
e was‘asked in the mtervnews o -4

P
. A
A Y

——

_' _ How were )'Ou caltght for your landmark otfense"’ At.or ﬂeemg,the scéne
o - of th crime, by detective, with the. loot by surrendering; through arrest

.- R natwes]? How long after the cnme were you arrested? A

5\/’ : Table 42 presents the distribution of responses. We see atlesst weak mdlcatlons )

.-that the circamstances of landn}ark arrests were less immediate and simple in the
- young adult and adult periods than in the juvenile penod For example,’fewer than
;10 percent escaped arrest for more’than.one week in the Juvemle period as against

'20-30 percent later; and a detective (presumably after investigati a} made thQl

.~ arrest in less than 10 percent of the cases.in the juvemle period chpared with -
approximately 20. percent later. This Buggests a growth o?'sophxshcahgn in'avoid- .

] ing arrest. Yet the percéntage arrested near the scene of the crime réained about
"% % 40percentas careempmgressed contrad;@mg ah mference of 1ncuased sophlsti’ca-
}'; . tlon over time. - A . ) ) .

'Explanation's far Escaping Arrest

The mtervxewees were “gsked ' . L. . :

- . . W

What do yoii think is the main ‘reason you were not arrested? Not appllca-

,’ . | ?A:,V '_» Other - - ) T e 2.3_ , v-3 o 2_6 .. RS ‘.‘.

R L - for sother crime, through amriformant other[mutually exclusxve alter- .

ble because always arrested, police tneffective, your sk;il changed MO/ use "

v ‘of your mmglnanon offenses unknown to police. victim would not Tooper-
' ate with police in’ the investigation, victim mtlmtdated your mob:lzty,

" legal maneuvering? o \

«

~The dlstrxbutxon of responses is shown. in Table 43 T o

Table 43 indicates two plausible trends in this sample: an mcreasmg behkf in ) :
,one 's proficiency in avondmg the police; and incréasing rellance on moblhty as a o

o protectlve means. , : - s
. e . - - " Y \ . .
P s S . S
Tt o
L - 537?’"1 °
) ~ ’ ) . . . K
2 * - .
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Cmcuus‘nmq:s OF. Anmisr mes'po T
meum ywcmﬂou .- BRI

TE _-;g.%) i SRS
- Jnvenil'é" Young Adult Adul,t
. Perivd - Pedoq ,Perlod
umtagee - (N E34)i(N- S
Caughtatorfleeing = - - 7 . Ty o TS

sceneof crime. .- _ 353 2 - 439 - ¢ \

*

.

&
\g

»
..
~'.‘

3

Arrested by detective 88 . 282 - 195 . Ll
Caught withloot ~ -~ 118 "f . 93=T 2.4' P DL L
Surréndered - ; . i %3 o0 - T
L Arrested fot_ anothér" SR X T
T .« - crime . = o 2.‘9-‘ ) ,x93_ _ 73 A
et : ST Throughmformant = 33 . 186 - - 268 ¢ S
L totnér ST 28 &g 0 A A T
Time (Weeks) between ComnuthngChnieandArzut . ..;\

-,

— S T

~ e " Lessthan1 %, 16 . 44 . 81 - .
v . . .. . - DI - . . . e . N
T E R : e, Ty 27 28 S

L .I P ~A‘v‘ ' 0; . .. . .‘ - .' oy . | V . ’ " ..“.' ;r.":‘
e ’ l S Y Tabeas L SR
o ‘ o MAIN EX.PLANATIONTOR Escuuﬁ:ﬁam:sr R a8

) - ’ = 2 - ) . . ' I C .
e T T R A
- ' . o : 2 AL

Juv_enile - fYoun‘g Adult Adult .

. ‘ T B Period 7 Period - _ -‘Per?bd - ey I
- t L Co - e : vl S -
’ .~ - ' Explanation . * (N+=35), (N-= 39) (N 33)

‘ ° NA: always arrested 200 . 128 %27.3 a;z'l I .
. Police ineffective .. ALg ~ o 179 T 80T Toe 0t
oSk ST W 8.2, _, ;110.3 T
St ChangedMOjuseof e A T : ’
b, L o Imazmatlon . 0 . 0 B L JCRLS
i ot foehaes unknown to. e s e ) R
] . . 'q pohce . BCHIN 229‘ ] 5.1. ‘ -
> oL ‘ Uncooperanve victim + '0‘2.6' . L
e A lntlmldated vﬁt{m ' o . ‘ii:.
T e s ] IR Mobility : . . - .\m_J 108 7 A

;f,?.-:',. . Lesalmaneuvenng : R L
: s mhera-._.- 285 - B RN

C s e ey

A ‘ A . all menthn?edg"l‘u:ck m thu cgtegory. A , . : o '-A'f‘;’ ¥ ’\\ :
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_ l‘ucrangeofmmmal actlvn:y suggmts 1tselfasa81gpof sopl’ustl?" T
: _ g:anon.:We askedthe 1qterv1ewees the f‘ollowmg»questlons' T
g e =L el T
m < T T -inyourlmmedl -

e ".f *Where ; weremost of' Yoiir e cnmmal actwtwcomtm

5 nelg,hborhood. in'bne city,4n uezggbov"ing clttek, ﬁ!rougi:}u the state. L

the eountry (how many‘stata)?

» -

[ . - - *

S R .,s‘_ 7 _ .
Table445' s,thed:stnbuhonof‘responses s, TS -

+. Tahle ¥4 shows t'these offehdirs ‘extended beyond their unmedmte hexgh- T
borhoqdas nmepas:ehz hut nbtvery far; most did not rang® farther thm fieighbor- . *

K3
I
-

’i ..mg % A mmonty, 20.25° peicent, eventually operated -throughout Cidlifornia- =~ . -
L anﬂ»ma fewbthersqat&s Ifgeographlc range is d sign ofsophlsticatlonmcnmmal S &S

'actlvxty,these results are cqpsjstent with the other indications that om'sampte was ©: - P
% _m"ally low in cx;amma'l sophlstxcatx na.nd showed httle téndency tp-become more i
S Tablé44 e e e
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Table 45 shows the d:stnbummof‘ ree'ponbes to %hese, qnestlons A hlgh but d‘ec]mmg Ll

proportlonof the sample (75 pércent inthe juvenile -périod to about 50 percént in - L
,the adult) were little concesned or unconcerned, about bemg"caught Of those who. .= .: '
SRl 'reported that Qhe y had been‘unconcerﬁed at fh e of the éﬂ'ensp, a large mxﬂorxty ' :
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%oﬂ‘ense verwhelmedcon
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, Table s .
r. : . o - (%) . :_' .7 o. . . Co .‘ -.
- . “+ Juvenile °  YoungAdult.  Adult -
. o Period = ' - Period . .’z:'-,':.':' yPer:‘ied o
- oem:ar Concer™~" (N31) ,~ (N 44) U (N=42)
. Very concemed S M L 91 LY
- Somewhat eoncemed C }ﬁ s 25.0 <. 286
v L:ttle concerned 24 ] 318" - - 9.5 A
. th concerned: - , . ' ) 51.2 : 3\51 . .- 42.9
" Had no altematwe . 41 T 281 - - 22,7 '
\ “Notafraidof prison 208 - .- T = 136
. Not thmlung (drugs, N . ' - R
.. alcohol) 33.3 . 346 - - . 454
. - Other 417 346 . 18.2 .
. ) C 3 12 .
’ R L o - ;

MONE’I‘ARYGAIN e,

&

Gnven the low level of plannmg sophnstlcatnon amopg our respondents. thenr }

monetary gain from commlttmg crimes is not as indicative of sophistication as it o
_might be-otherwise.- Never'theless monetary gain does reﬁect deliberation in the

choice of targets, and this re]atlonshnp accords with our "conception of criminal
sophistication. The interviewees were asked to estimate their usual take per job for

six typés of propé?ty offenses. If the offender had taken property rather than
‘money, he was asked to estimaté its value at what he:had received in fencing it -
rather than its legitimate market value. In the case of drug sales, the offender was

asked to estimate his usual profit rather than to give ‘the gross sales value. We

. wanted to learn, first, whether crime was a lucrative way of life for these oﬁ‘enders

. and, second,,whether the illegal profits. increased during their-careers. . -

Tahje 46 summarnies the respondénts’ reports of monetary gain from thenr

“offenses. -

_Generalizations do.not readn]y emerge from these data. The oﬁ'enses dnd?not-

'usua]ly involve a large amount of money, but a small minority were reported to
have been very remunerative. For example, about 10 percent of the robberies in. .

‘the adult. period were ‘estimated to have Produded $5000 or more in illicit gain; and
10 percent of the robberies and burglaries in the young adult. perlod resulted in -
$1000 or more. The gain per crime in.the juyenile periad tended to be less than in
later periods, as might be expected but other trends pertammg to monetary gam

: over time are not apparent

Uslng the medians of the usual take by offénse type, together with the self:

~ -reported crime frequencnes shown in Table 46, we ca]culate that our mtervrewees _
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Ju_v_emle ’ - Young,Adult Adult ' _‘“E'ntire'-

S : ._Period - - Period - __Period : Career. . ¥
_ Usual Numberof  Usual Numberof , , Usual - Numberof - Usual . .
Take($)' Offenses  Take($) Offenses . Take (S) . Offemes Tnke(S)
.20 19 - 81 .. 4 —_— o7 g3,
90 - 433 -200 417 200 _."142 | 116
100 . = 1453 - 200 790 . 300" -* 81 141 .
500 ‘8 - 300 374 4000 512 . 359
300 - 333 -4500 486 100 - .122 . 377 .
10, 263 . 150 1754 10007 529 312
. -( . -t P . .‘

R averaged overall about $250 in proﬁt per oﬂ‘ense 3 THe medlan take from a purse" :

- " snatch was $30; grand theft, $116; burglary, $141; robbery, $359, forgery, $377,and .
- drugsale, $312. ‘Thus, the 10,500 offenses reported by the' sample probably: mvolved,» SRR

“several million dollars i in illicit thcome. But the average illicit income for these 49

offenders, over careers averagmg about 20 years in length wai only afew thousand _

.dollarsperyear AL o~ S

In lme with the hypothesesjlsted at the begmmng of thls sectlon, we expected' < -
to find a growth in criminal sophistication as the cnrmnal career progressed. Over:
~ all, howevef, the evidence given by the sample only weakly supports this widely
“held notlon These offenders employed few dehberate measures'in planping and
. commlttmg pro rty crlmes Approx:mately half used none or httle plannmg' only

- tionand other offender attributes were not apparent. Far instance, an offender who =~ = C
planned his ¢rime did not necessarily commit a greater number of crimes (a ﬁndmg VR
* that might be expected, given the generally low level of cgime planning). It is also '
. _ interesting that the average annual illicit income did not increase s1gmﬁcantly as
.~ the ciminal career developed. The average monetary gain from property crimes .
- remained quite low throughout all career- penods $250 in profit per offense.
- It might be argued that by interviewing offenders currently incarcerated; we
- were seeing only the “losers”"—the incompetents who are frequently arrested. Yet -
there lsnothﬁlg in the data to suggest that this proposition is true, and several clues N
_.suggest that it is not. In intelligence and school attendance, the membexy of this =
sample fall well within the expected r‘nge for mdrvxduals of similar socioeconomic
- status 14 'l'helr success in’ avoxdmg arrest appears at least as good as thelaverage
) The 1975 FBI Umform Cnme Reports estlmate an gverage loss to the vnctlm af $331 per robberv .
and $422 per burglary. L

: "SeeSec VI fora fullerdlscusslon ofsocxopconomlc factors 97 S ' .’ ’ .. A
. ‘ ’ s ’ i s . ’ : ’




oﬂ‘ender, eertamly no worse’" The types of crime and MOs pursue{l by our sample N
- wWer "_,alsorepreaentatlve ofthe range of criminal actmty t.hatls reported tothe .
e *Phe:mantierin which-they were eaughb—patml -arrest or vmhmsdenﬁﬁca-ww;
tlon—_was also typical™ - "
. ..There may be a few profesamnal cmmnals who never come in eontact wnth_ -
inal justice agencnes Wepn only speculate that they'exlst, and sirice they are.- .
. there is little the system can do to reduce their crimes:. As ﬁ)rthe
~h tua}_ f endemwhodocomemeonmct wnththesystem,;udgmgbythmsample,i.

, they have typically. developed little sophistication. What criminal skills they have - _
' wereleamedearlymthenreareas. Ratherthanpuraungcmneasastrategyfor o
. increasing income, these oﬁ'enders engaged in cntne opporttmxstlcally.and w:th a CET
surpnsmgly lo\v monetary gam - e

-, Ave;age arrest probablhhes mnhemferred from the FBI s Umform_Cnme Reporu by ealculat.lng" - -
the:raho of arrests to reported offenses and then adjusting this figure for multiple offenders and -

' underreporting. For instance, data from 300 city and county police agencies reveal a ratio of robbery

arresis to reported robbery offenses of 0.39. See Peter W. Greenwood, Jan Chaiken, and Joan Petersilia, *~
The Cnmmal Investigation Process, D. C. Heath, Lexington, Mass., 1977. A 50 percent reporting rate, -
in recent victimization 'surveys, would cause. us to reduce this figure by a factor'of two. as. .
% oboervahon that robberies are typically committed by two people: Using hoth theseadiumnent
the likelihood of arrest for an oﬂ'ender in any one robbery wotld be abouto 10 “‘This is qmt.e ‘
" close to our sample average of 0.13.
18 Greenwood, Chalken. and Pet,erslha The Cnmmal Invesugauon Process, p- 141

.
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. - - Recent empu'xeal studJes have not found ewdenoe in the behav:or pf oﬂ‘ende o
that detesrence gnd rehabilitation efforts have been efféctive.,As the: oﬂenders
studxed were heterogeneous groups, however, it has been urged thatthe eﬁ'ects of ..

~deterrence and rehabilitation efforts be more closely itudied in individual offend- .
ers. It is believed that a key to the evaluation of deterrence and. rehablhtatlon 8

a better understanding of the individugl. offendér'’s decmonmalnn"g ICE8E—
he assesses his alternative courses of achon and decldes to continueé in cnme

-t Suchresearch could be pursued by a variéty of techmgues, mcludmg psycholog- e e
ical testmg, controlled expenmentatlon, and feld obseryatlon In our study weused -

* a structiired interview to elicit the offender’s dwn petcept)ons of his, motwat:gns v
for cnm:;}dvof\%e pattern of criminal activity that ensued. In this section'we = .~
analyze th€ interviéw responses for tfne relevance of: factors such as the oﬁ'ender s
family background and education, his early dehnzxency, peer mﬂuences, drugs and .~ -

@l

aleohol involvement, and employment perfo ce to the i initi tlon and contmu-

ance of his criminal activity. The criminolo hterature ma clear that' such
- factors are generally linked to juvenile and idult crime alike.For example it has
. been repeatedly ghown empirically that crifne is mére prevalent in the Jnher c1ty
-.and,among people with lower incomes, froph broken’ homés, and from geographicat:,
iy mobile groups. And delmquency is more likely to occur m nexghborhpods where :
o there 1i8 unsupemsed gang or other r-group actmty L. e o kN

: U T - .

oo , ; S 1. . .
_:socroncoNomcrAcrons/ '. L S

,{";FamﬂyBackgroundand Edueaﬁon ' . 4/ o o )

The eﬂ‘ects of a broken {ome have been mdely studled by soclologlsts and

’{‘ o ;(/: . R . 99 . . o I




3

© interviewees’ ca,ine ‘from families who had moved ﬁve:or‘ more tunes before the _f.-:

¥ had completed at least eight years of schoolmg, but on'fr 5,

N

‘ Rarceri 'fedunng the respondent'sadoleseenoe. R

Farily, changes of mdenee “brovide an ind) abilt qfhvme
coniditions. Less tharl half the sample’had movedi nce iduring
Juvemle penod The mean riumber of family moves_ A3

oﬁ'ender reached the age of 18. SR
"Prior studies have distlosed a correlatlon betweeh Be
attamed angthe propensity to cornmit serious crime. Séx

- were’ hlgh-school graduates By comparison, the 1970 U'Seé

: percent of state-pnson mmates nationwide had oompletetf’a%,igast elght years ‘of . ' ‘

schoolmg and that 24 percent were high-school graduates Gz, -
+’Students who break school rules, especially those pertalmng attendance, are
consxdered more likely t6 become delinquents than others.”® When our.sample was
quened about school attendance, only 5 percent. classified therﬁselves as habitual "
truants, ‘with half of the remainder reporting occasional ahsenoes and half good
attendance. Yet those who reported good attendance were not distinctive in other.
<haracteristics,. even though good: school attendance is usually regarded as a signi
of nondelmquency, “For example, half cam rom broken homes, halfdxd not; fam;ly -
ﬁnancnal status was distributed as in the 8ample as a’ whole, their families moved
about as much as did those of the entire sample; and onthe average they left home
“at about-the same age as the full sample. The one notable. respect i in which the good
- attenders dxﬁ'ered was the average age at which they committed theu‘ ﬁrst serious -

. oﬁ‘ense 174, compared with'14. 5 for the sample as a whole

’
\1-" . -

Early Dehnquency . A

.

_ By their own reports the sample began engagmg in slg‘mﬁcant cnme qulte
early 29 percent by the age of 12 75 percént by the age of 15, and over 90:pereent '




by the age of 18. The mean (and n;edJan) age at whlch theyTeported .1:he1r first
e ,senous offense was 14. The mean age'at w.lnch thay were § arrested, according
ey to therap sheets, was 15. Of the 41 r&po:‘de‘nts who el d in crime before they
7 were 18 32 hiad served a juvenile mearceratxon Theﬁrstaenous offense committed -
- was preponderantly auto theft (48 pvcent ‘of the reported orimes), followed by,
o Burglary (30 percent), theft over $50 (13.5 'percent), and drug sales (2.7 pe[cent)
. By means of: cross-fabulatnon, we attmhpted to relate differences in family.
. background,.mtelhgencetest scores, school attendance, and other factors u'fdxﬁ'er-.
- .* encesin the intensity. and type of self-reported cnmmal activity. Significant dssocia- .
" tions we‘l'e,not apparent. And in‘comparing the development ‘of these offenders and
the general criminal population with regard to the factors above, we, obseryed no
| striking ‘contrasts, except pow'bly in the ige at which. senous cnmmal beha\nor o
i« began. | -
s gThere may have-been other"factoxypreseg in the early development of our”’
‘sample that would. help explaih the p’erslstence of their criminal activity later. If
o .Soour interviews failed to reveal them. We must thetefore turn toa conmderatmn T
. aof factors in their social development and llfestyle .

"I \%WATION FOR CRIME S

R

¢ The oﬁ'enders inour sample were asked to snngle out froma hst of reasons thelr

. main reason for committing crimes, and to indicate other contnbutlng factors, in -

* each of the three career periods. Their responses are summarized in Table 47.
¢ In both parts of Table 47, the expressive needs show a sharp decline between
the juvenile and adult periods, as the literature about social development leads one
" ‘to expect. Whether this self-reported decline actually reflects personal development
oris mmply a playback of what the offender learned in counseling sessions, we are

. unable to ascertain. To the extent that the former is true, the results suggest that '

juvenile and’ &dult ‘offenders have different treatmentineeds.

By contrast, financial needs grew in importance as these oﬁ'enders matured.
This result suggests the need to donsnder economic assistance as a wdy of | truncatlng
criminial careers. .

- Table 47 confirms the widely held view that commitment to a hedomstnc llf‘e- -
style prompts a substantial proportion of adult crimes. Whereas in the juvenile.
period; money for drugs and alcohol was not often cited as the-main reason for
"~ committing crlmes, in the later two pen@ds about one-third of the respondents 80
cited it.

The response that being under the }nﬂuence of drugs or alcohol éontnbuted to
one’s crimes can be 1nterpreted several waye. In some .cases, that influence may
lhave lowered the thjeshold for deciding to commit a-crime; in others, it may have
‘been a means of gaining courage or emotional control to-exeeute crimes already
decided on; in Stlll others, being under the influence may have been a'commonplace -
condition, and no spec1al significance should be attached to its presence during the
criminal act. -

. . The crucial role that friends and gang activities play in early dellnquency is
" underscored in these results. Twenty-one percent said peer influence was the main
_reason 'for) their juvem;le crimes, and 78 percent said it was a contributing factor.

1.
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T " MaiHemonfxCimes . L AT
S s i .. (N=4%) (N= 3 ‘(N -4 .
 jmostility,revenge . 85 - - 93 - . 88 <. .
Thtml.atienﬂon,mm - - & S R T /% B
?eermﬂuenee LI 2x4 o A8y 24 0 o T
Eipmneeds . 6800 1 139 L7195 :
ﬂottyforrent self-support - 19.0 . ;219 ST 220
Money for family support ~ . _— - c1le. - 9.8 SE
4 Financiaineeds . . ~ 190 - 395- . "3L8 .. . .
~ Money. rohnm alohol . 85 . 302 - . 203 < ——
Moneyforvomen S 24 93° .. .13 L
Hi¢h*linn¢§ St 119 . _395 . 368
No alt.em;tiveldon’t know . — 68 12,2 .
- . . Contributing Fact.on L L
_ o (N=42)-  (N=48) = (N=45) .
Influence of friepds '500. . 208, . 118 .
' Gang activities . 286 — 21 =
Expmme needs .. 186 - 22.9 118
o .
e Louofemployment . 4.8 164 . +.16.8
Heavy.debts - ‘6.3 T
- Fingncipl needs ~ 4.8 - 23,0 26,9 ~
- e A S B
T ~Under the influence of alcohol :
. ' *ordrugs " ?8" - 25,0 31.1
__ Marital or family dnfﬁcultles 3.3 26.0. 17.8
Other or not applicable ) 7.2% 20,9 2_2.2‘ )
2Column totals will exceed 100 percent nnee more than one , -
- factor could be chosen in each respome ) . L : W
- ) o - - .hi

' &3

" nal behhvxor To ﬂlummate sheir role further, We asked seve‘ral related questlons

Ca s oL Juveniles YonngAdnl: . Adulf

The declining” 1mportance of marital or fanuly dlﬁictﬂtles as a contnbutmg

factor in the later career periods is noteworthy It suggests that adults have better.

personal adjustment than youn people, a finding that does not conflict with theoty.

As another way of examinihg motivations for crime, we asked the 1ntemewees

- how they used their 1llegally obtalned mopey. The re;ponses .are shoivn in Table.
_48‘ L N

If we presume that the offenders who were motxvated by expressive needs_
(hostility, revenge, thrills, status, peer influence), as well as those directly moti-
vated by a craving for the high life, spent their crime gains on high living,-we find
a rough correspondence between Tables 47 and Table 48. Only a minority were'

moved by basic financial needs; particylarly in the' Juvemle period.

Expressive needs appear to have been important in shaping the sample’s crimi-

4 -
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S e = Jumile YoungAdult “Adult .

O ' B Petiod / 3 Period' Period . é,
. Use - ' _' - (N=B84) . (N=43). - (N=42) > -
" HighBving Y . 88 a2z - ‘38§ .
._ 'mnpmddrmkmg .. .8 .32 288" -
T T needs) 706 674 <. 571 _,
.v-SelI-mpport - © 118, 183 , . 2147 T
o Flmilysnpport S 29 . . 93 - 167 o T ‘ -
. Debts : tof 29 . 2'3'/ 24 .t
. ancnlneeds e 176 « .. 2195 405 o y, i -
el -~ Other . S R T N T
RRE T ~ " - - 5 - - X . .

”As it has been repeatedly shown thit crimes oftenoccur asaresult of peer-group / i
.-organgpresmres,weasked. S o -

Was your cnmmal behavwr mostly mﬂuenced by your fnends or the
people you were going. around wzth or iuas it mostlyjust what you felt like
dO"lg2 . ‘ ~
% s o SRR S
" The distribution of responses is shown in Table49. - .- . - /\$ :
- .- .. Table49 e \ '
_ ExTENT OF PEER INFLUENCE :
) S .
. . N : enile - 'Y Adult Adult . ' .
L feey J;;n::d - . Period Period
: Behavior ™ & - (N =42) (N = 46) (N = 41) R
T Selt . £ 548 800 . 87.8. S
. : *  Peer - 429 " 20.0 . 12.2 . s ek
» Don't know 2.4 - — o o ‘
- : : L RS S
' If self-reliance is a chai'actenstlc of emotional matunty, Table 49 clearly indi-- E -
cates that fhaturation was occurring in our sample/of offenders. More6ver, as
suggésted by the high:proportion of interviewees wéz said that t were self- - . o
- difected in the two adult periods, this sample was rlot inclined to"  scapegoats S
‘ r their criminal acts. When we exarnined the beriod-to-period responses of the 35 *
g ‘persons who replied for. all three penods we observed that only 1 changed his " . -
. response from self-directed to peer-dlrecttﬂ between the Juvem]e andthe two a.dult R
\m . periods, while 14 shifted in the other direction. et
<= - °  The: ndents were also asked to rate the im ce to them of each of a ? $o
list of lifestyle elements. Some of'the elements re expressxv_e or “high-times”. ",_ '

.-
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needs: havmg money to spend, feelmg excltement and klcks, havmg good-lookmg
women,andhavmgagoodume Otherscorrespondedtomore,responsibleconcems, -

: wfb!{ exa “Eheir ﬁrﬁly,havmg ‘a"steady job: The offender rated each @s ot ™~
. ‘ini'portant. somewhat unimpoftant, somewhat important, or very important. For * .-
analyqeal cgnvenience, we assigned theresponsesscoresofl,Z. 3,and 4, respective-

" ly. Table 50 shows the“aversge percentage who rated the high-times elements and

" the steady-job and family élements. It also gives the mean scpre of all respondents )

~ for the lngh-limes e.lements andfor the steady Joblfaxmlj!' ements. - .
- . ..‘-,Table.50 S et -
Rsumv: IMPORTANCE OF HGH‘-TIMB aND o ‘

) JOB/FAMILY L}n-s'rvw Eu:uzms e ..

By Juvenile Young Adult. Adult T T
o Period =~  Period ~ . Period .- A
Rating 4 ° . " (N=36) (N=30). . (N=24) . ¥
 High-times elements®; . ' ' { T o .
- . Not important . <11 Y 12 S 21 ¢ v L
‘Somewhat unimportant ¢ 5 : 13 : 10 <
. . _ Somewhat important .32 ¢ 28 22 g
. . *  Very important ' ga 81 AT a7 - o
o Mean importance score® © 3.2 3.1 3.0 -
. ' Steady job/family elements®: . : : 7 .
-~ - < Not important - . 42 - 28 21 . '
- T ' Somewhat unimportant . 8 - . 25 - 10 .
) _ : Somewhat important .12 - 30, 22. . °* ;
et v ~* Very imporiant - b~ 288 - 16 4T
' Meanunportanoiscore 21 ."23' ' 3.0 x
¢ B
' 3Entriés are: average percentage speclfymg the-ratings shown, for
the following elements: having money to spend, feeling excitement
, _ and kicks, having good-| lookmg women, and having a good time,
' b"I‘o calculate this score the responses were mgned the follow- . :
ing values: not important, 1'; somewhat unimportant, h. -somewhat e

important, 3; and very |mportant 4, N s o

. “Entries are average percentage speclfymg the ratlngl shown for <~ : h
the two element& listed.

- ] Agaln we see evidence that expresswe or hlgh-tlmes needs conslderably m- '
* - . fluenced these offenders; though they tended to dlmlmsh in the. adult period, Note ~
’ .- - that in the first two periods the mean 1mportance score for high-times elements
‘exceeded a value of 3 (somewhat important); compared/mth a score of about 2 S
(somewhat unimportant) for the job/family elements. Even in the adult period a
substantial minority of these oﬁ‘enders did not attach much 1mportance to the
job/family elements. .
o ~ A central.question is, of course, whether the degree of crumnahty is related to
T " aspects of criminal motivation. To consider this issue.in simplest-terms, we return .
to the grouping of offenders shown in Table 47 and tabulate the overall offense rates .
for ®ach’ greup as a whole in each caréer period. (see Table 51). ~ :
T, sahent pattern in Table 61 is the stéep reductlon in the offense rate of the .
., ﬁnancx \needs group over txme, compared with the gelatlvely stable rates of the “

o . -2 . _- 10 .. L




E Table51 RS [T R
Ornnsx Ru'z Ri:um 10 meMornvA'ﬂ‘”‘ ? e s
- " Juvenile - YoungAdult  Adul Tee oy
- NotavatwmlGroup ~_ Period Period - Petiod * ¢ - R
: - Bxpressive needs . 3.5' 82 . &3 SRR
.. Financialneeds | -~ 50 . 06 T
© T Highlwibg. T zsL 20 = o107 L
S " NOTE: Thefntries are the number of offensetcommitted - . © . ano
- ‘»bytlntmnpdunngﬂpspemﬁedpenoddmdedhythetohl“_'_ ST
L. - numbér of montis of street time for all mdmdualun that - < 4
.- group in‘the period. . A
.  ,'_ S aAcc:tm‘lmgtaouuunx'e:monforcmnesglven1nTable47
- "_ . other two groupa (If a sumlar companson is made of median oﬂ‘gnse rates, which - R
"'+ danipen the influencé of a few extreme mdl,vuluals, the rates of both the financial- - . %
¢~~~ neédsand the expresslv&needs groupsdummshoxer hmg}'l‘hejuvenile rate for' R
B the. financial needs group .is strikingly high, -but this . containg only exght T
777 individuals (sée Table 47), so its offensé rate. should be Viewed with caution. = - .7
) ’ We now move from crime motivation per se to two related matters, drugs and - - ’
alcohol involvement and employment performance. - . )
8 DRUGS AND ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT - SRR
- It has long been pomt.ed out that mvolvement with driga’ and dcoho] s:g'mﬁ R
cantly aﬂ'ect.s crithinal activity. However, specialists disagree abom the extent and -, , \

" importance of the criminal roles of drugs and alcohql, largely because of the -
} inadequacy of data on the causal relatlonshlp between street crime and the use of
s these substances. .

' - Drugs and alcohdl can’be vlewed‘as causes of crime, both in a b'road and aj
» . narrow sense. Undoubtedly some crimes would not be committed in the absence of
‘ drug and alcohol use. More narrow]y, various acts connected with the prodnctlon,
' distribution, and use of drugs are unlawful in themselves. ~

- Drugs and alcohol can be viewed as motivations for crime. 'I'here i8 substantla]
‘empirical evidénce that many crimes, espeplally burglaries and thefts, result from
. the need to sﬁpport an addiction. “The image of the ‘dope fitnd’ who was dnven
.~ " to commit any typ of crime so that he could purchase the drug in order to stavé -
-off the horrors of w1thdrawa] developed ihto a fixed part of our culture.”®
. Drtigsand alcoho] can also be viewed as triggering factors or stimuli for cnme e
: They may help one overcome the mental barriers to uplawfyl conduct; they a]so

;o override the phys:ca] stress that might otherwise deter- cnmmal acts. They: m;ay

]ower the thresho]d of violence (although some drug types raise 1t) 81 S

- For umphcxty, we use the term “drugs” to encompass narconcs, dangerous drugs, and controlled o ‘
_substances irf gener8l. .
: *® S.'W. Gréenberg and F. Adler, “Crime ard AJdlct:on An Empmcal Analyms of tHe Lnerature. ‘
.1920-1973 -Contemporary Drug Problems, Vol. 3, Summer 19’! 1
. Aggravated assaults, for example, are often precxplt.ataed by the mtoxlcanon of both the assaulter
" . and the victimn. See L. A. Cum:, Violence, Race and Culture, D C. Heath and Co Lexngon. .

1975pes _ S -




\ the incidence of drug selhng in this sample o ﬂ'enders, we' were not g

; in“the naturé and enent of drixgs and alcoho! in 'lvement ﬁ: ﬁne careera of“the n

~ cited as LE‘\A Survey of lnmam.

lnthemternewmsu-&mentweposedvanousquestxonstorevealthem,of
dmgand;leohola&acorre!ateofammalachvntyandaaaeondmonthhm
mmmalcaléers,%refertoth:sas“mvo]vementmthdmg&.andalcohol 'lhe
‘term “involvement” does not dlshnguxshamong A -
vohintary and irregulariuse. And while our intervi

\the-lllegallsupply and possession of drugs

) De nt ofC. et VHE re 01 d! Ry gPer i JuF sam- T
Pleaﬂadlem of narcotics or dangerous drugs. InTable 47 we saw that ¢ = -

30 percent of the sample reported that the main reason for their adult crime was
to obtain money fo gs and alcohol (but only 10 percent in the juvenile period).- .
And approximately one-quarter said that being under the influence of drugs or e .
alcohol contributed to their committing crimes. Table: “ahowed.that a moderate =
number (12,percent inthe juvenile period, 30 percent in tha yoiing adult,.and 24 -
percent in the-adylt) spent their criminal profit primarily on drugs and alcohol. . o ‘
.. We asked the interviewees whether they had been under the' influence of w ¥
alcohol or drugs when committing crimes. Table 52 presents the responses. * .~ K
In observing that 40 to 60 percent of the réspondents said that fhey were under L
the influence of alcohol or drugs or both while committirig crimes, we shoufd recall .

" that 24 to 31 percent thought that being under the influence contributed tomlr i

crimes (Table 47). Thus, about half of those under the influence dufring their crimi-

nal acts apparently believed that this condition was simply mcldental rathzr than

contributive. N~ :
Is it unusual that 40 to 60 percent of this sample were under the mﬂuence of

drugs or alcohol? In a recent sample survey of 191 ,400 inmates in state correctional

institutions, it was estimated that at the time of their current offense 43 percent‘

had beep drinking (30 percent moderately or heavily), and that 26 percent were \

. under the influence of drugs.** Earlier studies varied widely in their estimates of -

drugs/alcoho] involvement durmg cnmmal acts. More oftén than not, these studies .
~did not estimate the proportion of drug influenced crimes but rather the likelihood
that the offendey was an addict or user F'or example, the Vlolence Comrmwon s

) "See the US. Congresazonal Record, &ptember 39 1976 pp 517321 -24, for tcotimony"lbout a
review cénducted by the Panel on Drug Use and Criminkl Behav:or coltvened by the National Institute
-on Dryug Abuse. The review has been published in Research Triangle Inatitute, "Drug Use and Crime," .
Report of the Panel on Drug Use and Crzmmal Behavior, prepared for the National Institute on- Drug .
Abuse, September 1976.

** U.S. Department of Justice, Law sEnforcement Aassistance Admmlmuon. Natioml Cnmmul
Justice Information and Statistics Service, Survey of Inmates of State Correctiondl Facilities, 974 »
Advance Report, National Prisoner Sumptxcs Special- Report SD-NPS~SR2. March 1976; hefmm
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Ca.mmu. Acrs ; ', ;.
(%)' - Y] r -
< _ . o
* Juvehile Yom Adult Adult . ff -
- ; Period - Period Palod STl
(L (Ne40)T (N=44) (N=42) -
; s L0 2500 __'.‘ 296 - 2262 ©  a o
: Drugs 71000 205 - 238 - T
» - N no&drmmddeobol . 25 - .-91% - 96 -«.. . )
) 4-.,- Neithernleohol'nordm: 62.5 - 40.9',\ . 408 T

- . C N . . . - -
- - - - . - - EY PO
. - . X : . - N

: '~ Task Force ‘on. Indlﬁdual Adts of Vnolenogclted t.he ﬁndmgs of d 1967 New York 2

" City study that “41% of those arrested for burglary were admitted users’ and t'hat . . Lo

the rates'were similarly high fo;otherproperty offenses.* Wolcott copcluded |
-drugs ard alcohol provided a stimulus or played a slgmﬁchnt role for 71 pereent
of the oﬂ‘enders studied who comnmtted spur-of-
who planned their robberies, he found g4 percent havt been .under the mﬂuenoe
of drugs or alcohol.** . '

- Finally, we asKed the mtervnewees _to assess the importance of drugs and aL

cohol in- thelr cnn;fnal careers: ‘.. <o . .

.

.

- \ - A

. ¢

. cnmes or hoti ’ o
o ~ ;v . : Al o . . -
,The responses are shown in Table 53: R
- We observe that nearly half answered."some” ora lot” in the juvemle penod
and nearly two-tlurds responded snmnlarly in the two adult penods e

. - -
v - -

' Classification of the Saniple by Qareer-long Drugs and Alcohol -
“Involvement .-

E . ) . "., s

‘e

-1 -4
."o-

After e;(amlmng -each mtbrvnewee s responses to the foregoing. questxons plus '

"the riarcotics-history designation®® on‘his rap sheet, we: classnﬁed the: ;ample mto

.four. groups, as follows: _ P ) ,
] ’ “. . - s . v L . . T L4
. - L . L " * Number . oo
. o (% of Sample) .
) . ) . | . ¥ ~, R o . ) ) -
‘ ¢ .. Drugsinvolved. .......... 12 (24.5)'
.- - w - " Alcohol-involved ........- 14 (28.6) .
S e Involved with both. . . . . . . . 9 (184) 7. .,
: ) lnvolv'ed with neither ...... 14° (28.6) : Co
' o . . ¢ .
w : v - s . .

T Reported inA. Sagalyn. The Cr:me ofRobbery in the United States. An AmuMdms and-

Related Data, from 1965-1970. Background Paper ICR 11, Arthur D. Little, Inc., January 1971, p. 15.
" -8 G. D. Wolcott, A Typology of Armed Robbers,” cited in Sagalyn, The-Crime of Robbery. p. 16
The narcotlca-hlstory designation was oge of the followirfy: no.narcotics histpry, heréin addict,

oment | robbenes Of those .

T Do youthink that thetr use had anythmg to’do wtth your commzttmg these

v

- . -

L

herol r, other opiate addict, other opiate user, magijuana user, or dangerous drug user..Several |
offen in fthe shmple who'were designated as havmg nonarcotlcs hnstory gave’requmee xndwatvle -
of* drug 'lnvolwnt in our mtervnews
i Ao, .‘} e 1(“,7 . . K
,-m . ' - . . - (W P ad R N
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R Inrwsncror Dkucs AND ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT . '
L NEes o -@ﬁ;_ - ON CRIMINAL CAREER
LT e e N ‘ _‘(%), L AN ,
'o'- o . :\ . '_ . . .
ISR ( R .. duvenile Young Adult. Kdult o e
5 o/ et b 7 Peried' .  Peribd . Period - . . : 4
T Influence. T (Ne24) " (N=34) AN 31) e
' v '«‘1 . None T ‘. .,‘ Y 58‘.0 . .- 32.4\1’ » 29. v RS
',‘.. : Alittle» : S~ o '/4.2 ¢ e.99 " 30: w a
TS P & AT (57) .43 *4&/ PRSI
EE U T Some ‘. .. Tl 833N 23:5_' - 97 R
- oMl o (43) L (57) (59) e
i ~ %" NOTE: :Figures in parenthieses are totals adjusted for.the con* L
- - . ‘siderable nonresponse rate; uslpg the career long \:lauif‘catnon T .
' - ;,scheme shown below. . Vo e T e
e . . Sl e . ) e

L
N .
. " Sy

o cnmlna] career, Wthh we term career 1nvo]vement We attempted to make a

ﬂ--,perrod-by- erlod' class:ﬁcatlon, ‘but the results were unsatxsfactory because too

\ - i, many responses were nnssrng or inconsistent. The assignment.of individual offend-
i ;. ers to one of these clasSes on the basls of the lnformatlon avallab]e was quite clear
""":;.'mmostcases RV

"_Z.»_and alcohol mvo]veme'ht w1th other aspects of cmmnal careers o

7 Drugs and Alcohol InVolvement Related to Other Aspects of ) 8
Cﬁminal Careers [ ;. .

Does the Drug/ Aloohol User Commit-Ce\rtain 'I‘ypes of Crimes More Than

" Other’ Offenders;.’ Table 54 dlsplays the frequency distributions' of reported_ .

A

crimes by .offenders 1\q the various drugs/ alcohol involvement classes. Overal] ‘the
data fail to suggest a slmple association between drugs and a]cohoI 1nvolvement

- “and preferences among offenses. The strongest association shown isa tendency for. _
. the alcohol-involved offenders; to commlt a smaller percentage of robberles and a .

e 2" higher percentage of f(#gehes&

Does the Drug/AlcoKok. User Cominit Crime@' More Often Than Otherq' .

o Tabless .. o

The ﬁrst three c]asses denote slgnlﬁcant 1nvo]vement at spme stage of the S

‘We shall use thls asmﬁcatxon prlmarl]y 1n examlnmg the ayboclatlons of drugs-

~ Offenders?.‘We cross-tabuwﬁtanstlcs pertaining to respondents’ offense rates. -

_(number of crlmes committed:per month of Street. tlme) -against. thefour classes of

,drugs and alcoho] 1nvo]vement period by periad (see Table 55). The purpose was -
to examine the assoclatmn of the sample’s rate of cnmlnal actw:ty w1th the 1nvolve- .

E 'ment factor.
o We see that the oﬁ'ens&rate medlans had a conslstent relatlonshlp over the
s ‘*three career -periods (wrth ohe gxceptlon)* the alcoholinvolved had the lowest

~ offense rate, and those' 1nvolved wrthboth alcohol and drugs had the hlghest oﬁ‘ense

rate The' full relatlonshlp may be deplcted as. follows: .
L Alcohol-xnvolved < 'pelther < drugs-lnvolved < both
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- . ..

Co -DRUGS/ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT RELATFD TO" TYPE OF OFFENSE
- . . ~ : s Nelther- .
.o R ‘ . D;ugs- and  Drugs-nor .
' o T Drugs-- Alcohol- .. Alcohol Aleohol :
. . .. Y ln‘volve’d ‘Involved  _Involved - Involved
| Offenss~ - - (N=12) (N=14) . (N=9) '~ (N=13) N
o g JuVemle Period ' > ' S
> Autotheft . ' ' 30 a2 82 6
. Pursesnatching . - - S U T o=
. .~Theftover$60 . . . 10 ., 2 * .11 9 S
" . Burglary oo 33 ~30 - 83 . 29 o
% ~. » Robbery ... - N TS UL S oSSR
A 'A(‘pavmdlndult R 16 . 2 ST 28 e
NG Forgery/N§F© . . 16 S o100 k™ R L
i T Drugsales’ 1. = 21 N T, 2. e
: - Rape. =~ w0 =0 = - .- _

. ° — - -— L 3 - A .
. . - .Young Adult Period - N o
7 Autotheft | {3 2 .o~ b . .24 .
“ " .. Purse snatching. R BN \Kil AR

o Theftover $60 .25 S0 . N4 - 2 .

Burzlary ST 19 60 . 24 LB
Robbery L 14 6. 12 . e
_Aggravated assault - . — - S =
-Forgery/NSF RPAE & 1 ‘ 31 . . 9 . 8
Drugsales . =~ 27 - 36 53

" _Rape . o - = = T
S " . Adult Period B A
Auto theft . 4 - = 2 -3 i
Purse snatching - - . 1 -
Theft over $50 .26, 1 7 4

- . Burglary L AR | - 8. - 10
Robbery "33 20" 31 29

- Aggravated assault 14 9 G- 1
Forgery /NSF 14 38 - -

J * Drugsales - ‘9 32 53 . 53
Rape ' - - . - -
: A

At the same time, the rate statlstlcs varied widely within each mvolvement class,
wAth the result that the means do not possess the regularlty shown by the medians.
We conclude as f‘ollows

1

~e. An lndl.vxdual ‘offender’s d gs/alcohol-lnvolvement class
- 'was poorly. predictive of his offense rate. -
‘e Offenders involved with botl drugs and Ak}mi tended‘“‘_to be
~ - the most actiVe in crime overall, and offengets . » . - | e
L / involved with alcohol alone tended to be the least ‘
- £ - active, irrespective of career period.
: o The.juvenile period was generally the most actlve for
o - all mvolvement classes

»
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DRUGS/ALCOHOL INVOLVEMENT RELATED T0 OFFENSE RATE * * .~
N - 4 - - - . ‘. . >
- ‘ A o . <« " Involved . Involved .
", Offense Rate . Drugs- = Alcohol- with . with -, < :
_Stgtistics Involved Involved. ~ Both Ja _Neither . _ '
- 0, (N=11)° (N=30) © «(N=8f  (N=10f - = .
: M/edlan_, .. 1338 . 076 1.76 092 ; '
. - Mean .7~ - 3.06 251 266 . 1240 T . .
o o an’:(xm 10,71 1667 - 7.64 . 7667 . . -
CLm g 7.7 YoungAdult Period - = . . “ - .
o ‘ T (N=12) (N=3d) ~ (Ns9) + (N=13) - .|
o Y T L - - n un S PR B )
.~ Median 080 ‘032 ; 152 > 08¢ .-
© WMean 394 . 048 .11 - 82® T o oo
- Maximum ~  30.60 128 . 49.20 .., 2363 . e
T T T Aduit Pl B
o . (N=12) (N= (N = 9) ON=12)
; . Median . 0.83-+" 062~ 022 w i E
" Mean .. 136" 1.39 432 -
- . Maximum - 455 ' 16 67 - . 650 L 5.43 i T
BEEN - X

: NOTE Entnes are the number of crimes of all types commltted
per morith of street tlme in the penod shown. -

1 .
LY

Does the Drug/Alcohol User Commit More Cnmes against Persons Than - \(
Other Offenders? The number of crimes against persons an offender commxts in
hisyyoung adult and ‘adult periods ¢an be regarded ‘as a simple measure of his *

) dangerousness tothe commumty We examined the distribution of this measure for
each of the four drugs/alcohol 1nvolvement classes For brev1ty, only the medians

-are shown below: - . S
T ' Median Number of
. . L o " Crimes against Persons,
L ) N S Young Adult and .
R R ' Adult Periods
Alcohol-involved .. . . ... el ; @ T ¥ I N
. Involved with reither .. ... ......... A SR -'9.00 . ' _
T Drugs-involved ...... crseecame e aive i, 126 -
- ].n‘volvedgy.i.tl'r both ey et een v }, S ae e _2_0.0 s

‘ Not-surpr)smgly, the relatlve magmtudes of these medlans correspond tq those -
- shown for the offense rates in Table 55. Those involved with drugs alone and those
~ "involved with both alcohol and drugs committed more crlmeS'aga;nst persons’ that
did those in the other involvement classes oo
Is the Drug/Alcohol User Moré&’ leely to Be Arrested Convrcted and !
' Incarcerated Than Other Offenders? The effect of-drugs and alcohol on-an - '
offender’s contacts with the cnmlnaJ—Justlce system has been debated in the litera- -
~ ture® A reasonablg hypothesns is that the offender who is involved with drugs or-

*7 See the Congresswnal Record September 30, 1976



;'Here it is shown in their higher propensity for being arrested (and to a lesser-’ §
.. degree, convxcted) relatlve to the number of,,cnmes commxtted :

v

‘crime. Thosk

- .. dlcohol may be more careless_and desperate, thus exposing himself more than a

nonusertoarrest, convidtion, and incarceration. We, amined interview responses
and the respondents’. fap sheets for evidence on issue. Tablé 56 ‘shows the
justice-system contacts, relative' to the amount of crmunal activity, of the four

.drugs/alcohol involvement classes. .- ‘.

“These data do not generally- support a view that drugs and alcohol involyement

. decisively affects the likelihood of arrest, conviction, and i incarceration. Neverthe-
*" less, for our sample t'here is once again an indication that the offenders who were. .

alcohol- involved but not dmgs-lnvolved were different frong the other three classes. *

B
[}

ST, AU Taness ey
Dnucs/Awouox. INVOvam;m' RELATED TO ‘Corm\c'rs _
: ' WITH CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM SR -
R ,'.Percentof S L
Numberof *  Offenses o el
. . * " Offenses . Resulting * Convnctiona Incarcerations * .
K o : Comm'itte‘d.av in Arrest "per'Arrest per Conviction " -
 Drugeiivolved (N.=11) '+ 2922 - 29  069. .- 08
_ Alcoholinvalved (N=14) - " 999 . 121 . 074 086 °
" Involved with both (N=9) .~ .- 1,899 ~ 33 061 ' 068
.+ Involved with neither'(N = 13) . 4,210 e 2.1 . 0.69. -0.87
Al (N-47) L, ) 10, 030-‘ - 1\3.5 © 0.69 : 0.84
, 'Of the nine offense types rape, aggravated assault, robbery, purse snatchmg, burglary,
auto theft, thoft over $50, forgery/NSF drug sales. | . B
% | | !
e EDE’LOYMENT PERFORMANCE

It is widel beheved that unemployment and criminal: activity are associated.

. One.study folng that “over 90 percent of the men released from prison initially
ate employment and try to achieve self-sufficiency without engagingin .

seek legitim

‘who later revert to crime apparently do so largely because they have
difficulty in ocuring aJequate noncriminal employment, because they’ have inade- .

-quate economic resources at release, and because they continue social contacts with

persons of criminal background.”*® Another study concluded thafthe “recidivism

of adult male offenders. . . varjes 1nversely with their postrelease employment. The

chief barrier to employment is not the inmate’s cnmrn&l recor& but rather his ]ack

" . of extensive or skilled work experience."”®®

. Ourstudy sought to reveal patterns of employment in the careers of this sample'
of habitial offenders and to drsc]ose the re]atrendﬁps between thelr employment :
and cnmlnal activity. o S s '

" Daniel, Glaser, The Eﬂ'ectwenesa of a Prumn and Parole System, “The Bobbs Merrlll Co Inc.,
lndnanapohs, Ind., 1969, p. 332.

A
- - R Knudten, Crime ina Complex Soczety The Dorsey Press Homewoed/l‘f, 1970, p. 679.



. ueneral - B L L
oo - Aset !uestions was asked to outliné the ui picture of employnfept _
. ‘'performance among our'sample of offenders. The five parts of Table 57 present, the .
distribution of responses. - ' . - | B L
~v These data reveal that the employment performancé of the interviewees was
, - uneven and generally weak. About half claimed. that legitimate employment had Sy
been their usual source of income. Blue-collar ‘work and odd jobs predominaged; :
~lack of job skills was a notable difficulty iri the juvenile.period. Most-who wo Pked
o : -t : ~ . :

~ 3 R

T ] : . _ R RN
: T« ) . N \ , .
D R - Table 67 - B s .
r % e . . Y R ' S
Lo a1 .Y AspEcTs oF EMPLOYMENT PERFORMANCE. T
. A N S ,l,(%) : RN \; e
N R ~ ¥ Juvenile' | Young Adult - Adult S
o A < - " Period  .Period Period , : L e
Yo ., __Responsy & < (N=49) ~ (N=45)  (N'=46) I ‘
. '_ T L Ustigl'Sbugce bf-__lncome . .
. .. Ajeb - ‘ 7 46,9 - §0:0 50.0 * '
' © Welfare .= - .20 0 T 6.5
" Spouse’s, relative’s, or . o
! - friend’s-income - 38.4 *8.9 . 2.2
Illegal activities 12,2 L 28.9° 34.8
Workmen's compepsation, - o . .
social security, or .1 ' y,
disability benefits - - ' 2.2 © 6.6 a
T I, e ’ : :Type of Job Held _ o
N . 0dd jobs o863 . ¢ 117 18,8 ‘
. ‘ - Business - e T 94 ~ . 147 156 _ ‘ o
» Trade ,," ' 81 29.4 37.5 .
"+ . Pactory S 8.2, 177 9.4 p : -
: : Bestaurgnt/bgr E 3.1 - 3.1 s
- Sales 131 8.8 - 8.1 o
. R Construction ', - 6.3 2.9 3.1 S
i . Military. 9.4 5.9 = '
. . Self-employed: . - 2.9 6.3
Other’ R . V31 - o 31 !
. "Degree of meployment . v . ( a
41 14y 6 .
N .32.8 77.1 76.8
g ’ 28.6 114 18,2 :
ST L, " . ; . ’ R
« - _ Earnings per Week While Working (3) ) . . ,
50 40.9; 14.8 - . -
b 50.0 29.6 174
o 9.1 401 - 348 -
T I § 1 O '30.4
'300° - - 37 . 1714
<. " Percent of Period Employed at Job - . 8
" Less than 25 - © 30.0 6.5 6.7 - '
= 25-49 23,3 16.1 6.7
oo oo 5074 133 .~ 12,9 10.0
IR " 75-100 33.3 61.3 " - 176.7 T
S-Hl. : | e ' S o
SO 119



wene employed over most of a career period, and, when worklng, a large majority

*.-devoted full time to their legitimate jobs. On the other hand, compensatlon for

imate work tended to be relatively low. Of the juvenile workers, nearly half

+ 7 earned\less-than $50 per week, and most of the rest earned under $100 per week;

in the young adult period only about 15 percent of the employed earned over $200

per week) and nearly half earned less than $100 per week and in the adult period

about half\earned less than $200 per week So, even among the half of our ‘sample |

- who showed a falrly sustained comm1tment to'legitimate employment most had
earnings lghht were not much above a poverty level.

Pprlmps 10 percent of the sample mlght be characterized as havmg an ant1em-
ployment hlstory, that is, their responses contained no clear indication that they . -
had ever had an.interest in legxtlmate employment, Another 30 to 40 percent had”
poor emploxtnent performance, for reasons that are unclear; a Tack of skills, the:"
‘absence of opportunltles and weak motivation- may- have been responsnble 90 ’

For analyt1cal purposes, we applied arbitrary critetia to dlstlngulsh “better""

« . - performerson t$ job. An offender who had worked at least 75 percent of his street

time at a leg1t1 ate job.and who earned more than $50 pex,week in the _)uvenlle

period or more than $100 per week in.the young dult or adult period was classified

" ds be1ng better-employed in the specified perlod In theé juvenile period\7 offenders
(16.7- percent) met these criteria of better employment performance; i the young

~ adult period, 13 (27:0 percent); and in the adult period, 20 (43.5 percent). Those who
failed to meet these criteria (as well as some who did meet them) cotid be sald to.
: have had strong-economic pressure to obtain income by 1lleg1t1mate means

Postrelease Reemployment .;’ S,

"There is a basnc conflict between those, especially correctlonal admmlstrators, :
who believe that 1ncarceratlon, with its deterrent and rehabilitative eﬁ'ects pre-

* pares and, encourages an inmate to fin employment after-rélease, and those who .

believe that incarceration has a net ne;\tlve effect. on reemployment, both because :

a criminal record itself severely handicaps the releasee and. because his cr1m1nal

skills and associations are reinforced in prison. But there is no dlsagreement that

postrel ase. reemployment is an important factor in the crime problem '

. ‘Ou 1nterest in the offender’s employment after prison release encompassed not
only his ability to find employment but also his desire to rely on leg’itlmate employ-
ment as his source of income. This desire can be regarded as an 1nd1cator of tl\e

. ;.i_.offender s long-tétm commitment to a criminal lifestyle. s
- > Table 58 displays the frequency dlstrlbutlon of responses to the two questions .
' we asked about employment search after: elease from the two earller landmark
incarceritions. - : * : :
The responses show an expected copsistgncy: the proportlon of offenders in
" each penod who required 4 months or m’oprse t ﬁnd work numbered about the same
_ as the proportion who said. they were not at gll serious. about looking for work. On
: the face of.it, these results suggest that ex onv1cts can find employment if they

. .

* Grossly, this employment proﬁle resembles tio. one reportod in the recent LEAA funded survey o °
of inmates of state correctional facilities. It est;maté\l that, of the 31 percent of the inmates who had ~
v been unemployed.immediately before their present incarceration, 14 percent had not: wanted to work;
- and nearly all ofthe 69 percent who had been employed had worked full- time. Survey oflnmates Table i
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UL Tabless o

R e 'POSTRELEASE EM'ISLOYMENTSEA‘RCH :
Pty . e () : '
' — — " 9 —
f=A .+ Juvenile, Young Adult
o _ _ ‘ * Period.» “.. Period . .
s L . > Response o (N=42) - (N=48) . ¢ |-
o g ) Seriousness of Job Search - e
. AR ' Veryseriows . . 400 . 38,2
R Somewhatserious  ~ . 80° ' = 286 -
' R ~ Not very serious ©+16,0 S YA
, . “:ﬁ}g{om_&ummu 360 . 20 Y
_ L Time RedqlfftoFindWorlg'(weekl)_ A R A D
N Less than 1 0. 88 - o e
A v . . . B . -
LT M oYy etk
LT 518\« . . s0 . 42 . T~ .
. o - More than 15 ~ 12 8 :
. oo, Failed to find work ‘18 . . 13-

: J.serio_usly' look for it; but it may.taj{e.sev/m‘al months. The data do not support the o

» notion that s offenders advance in criminal caréers they lose interest in obtaining
 legitimate employment. Phe second part of Tables§8, comparing the juvenile with

“the young adult data, shgws that a heavier record did not seem to lengthen thetime .

needed to obtain a postrelease job. T - o

L?_’.ss"°fE1fiployment_. - e

~ The plausible assumption that loss of employment causes some peoplé to tygn
to crime prompted us to ask the interviewees whether loss of employzenis
~ uted to the ¢rimes they committed during the six months befoyg ;
* -incarcerations. Affirmative responses came from 4.8 percent of the Wees for
* the juvenile peri8d, 16.7 percent for the young adilt, and 15.6 percent for the adult.

In one. sense, these relatively low percentages seem reasonable: given that good .
~“employment. was uncommon:among the interviewes, loss of employment would
_ not be expected to be an important stimulus to crime. Some exceptions were found, o
“however. In the words of one. offender: coel T T :

I went broke when I was 32. I was making $4000-5000 a year—a bare living, .
- nothing spectacular. Up to that.time, there was something inside me that -
-~ wasgrowing.... At the age of 32 it came oyt, and I was angry. After Iwent
“broke, I started to look for another job, and I couldn’t get anything. Any-
. thing! I started to get;pngry, and I happened to be over in Yuma, Arizona, -
" where they have a nice collection of guns, and it doesn’t require anything
to buy one. You can just sign Joe Blow in a little book and-buy anything
. you want. So, I bought that gun. At the time that I bought it, I was thinking
* that if things didn’t imprdve pretty damn quick, I'm going to make a break. =~ .
There was almost a year after I bought the gun before-I robbed a bank. I -~ "
- was still playing horses but making smaller bets out of necessity. I was o
- making a few bucks, but not enough. 1 was going broke slowly. I decided
R ~that this was it. By this time—whether it is rationalization or looking for
an excuse to ease my conscience pangs or whatever—I really never had any -
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gullt feehngs about robbing banlis. probably because of my situation. And
-:I never got high over it. I just accepted it as a way of life. There was a'neat
. ‘old bank-in Silver Spring, Maryland, and it was just crying to be robbed."a .
. . and'soit wasmy fitst bank robbery, and 1nc1dentally. theone | got the most
money out of“ : i _ R

' Employment Performance Related to Other Aspects of Criminal

Careers .- .

Does the Better'-Employed Offender Commitv Critnes Leds Often Thah -
_ Other bﬂ‘enders? ‘Table 59 depicts the relation of the oﬁ‘enders median offense
.~ rate and employment rmance. (The juvenile perlod is omitted because of the
. -sparseness of-data.) The other oﬁ'enders show, a markedly hngher affensé rate thd’n
the better-employed C o _ <

N
Ay

-“',_\'rabless \»

B L

e EMPLOYMENT PERFORMANCE RELATED TO -

Orrme/zé R‘ATE .

A o B T Medla Number of Crlmes Commltted/
o * i - v Month of Street Time .
; . / Young Adult = Adult :
' /. . Period - Period" " .

‘ Better-employed 0.31(N=13) 0,12(N= 20)
‘o-“ , . Others - ‘ 0.96\’(N = 35) ‘ 0.71 (N = 29)

)
)

cnmmals than the othefs as then' careers advanced. .
L JREP) .
’ . ‘0 D‘
- Tahle 60 ' ,
EMPLOYMENT PERFORMANCE RELATED TO
- CRIMES AGAINST Pl-:nsons N
Median Number of Crimes;;
Committed against Persons °
Juvenile  Young Adult  Adult
. i . . Reriod Period Period
) /Betteremployed ~ ., 8 (N =17) 7(N=13) 4 (N=20) -
Others =~ ., _ 8(N=42) 11(N=36) -16(N=29)

—d

_ Does the Better-Employed Offender Have More Cnme-Free Intervals
Than Other Offenders? O%e would expect so. The data (see- “Table 61) suggest,
_however. that better-employed offenders were neither overrepresented nor unaer-

‘ —

x' - - . (

-



répresented among those with cnroi-free intervals therefore, no sxgmﬁcant as-c

soclatlon wag found. « - o L N e
. g b ! K3 " o ‘ i . . ’ ’
P +  Table 61
3 s L EMPLOYMENT PERFORMANCE RELATED 10 C
R CrIME-FREE INTERVALE "~ - = ™ » IS
, — . = L g
s R S ‘P'e\ce’l't of Better—Employed . S
S~ " . " Juvemile®  Young Adult Adul:) L
‘ : . Periodl - . Period - - Perio .
- " Entire'sample ..., .... 143(N 49) 289(N 45) 48.5(N-‘46)
2 . 0 Respoplentswith: A :
T crimefminteryah... 176(N-17) 300(N-20) 4°~°(N“5ﬂ) L
N T ‘ ;“‘.‘ . ’ . v SRR ., .' .
, K _

Is the Better-Employed Oﬁ’ender Less Involved in Drugs and Alcohol?
Table 62 cross-tabulates the data bearing on this questxon ‘Note that there is a
- higher percentagejof better—employed among the alcohol-mvolved than among'any
, -, otherinvolvement class. The lowest percentage of better-employed is found anrong
" those involved w1th both drugs and alcohol )

P

TabTe62 o L

-
EMPLOYMENT PERFORMANCE RELATED 'ro S ‘ o
DRruGs/ALcoHOL INVOLVEMENT . ' T
' (%) 1 " A
" o ’ *Better-Employed -~ ; L
_ ‘ Entite - - Juvenile . Young Adult Adult | )
| Drugs/Alcohol - ) - Sample Perlod © . ‘Period - Penod.
‘Involvement © CXN'=49) _(N=7)__ (N=13)  (N=20)
Drugs-involved ~ ° "% . 245 . 14,3 308 26,0
- Alcohol-involved '28.6 67.1 - 38,6 - 35.0, . 7
b Involved: with both 18,4 14,3 c 1T X -
¥ Involved with neither 286 - 143 .. 231 350
RS REVIEW" - . o o e P ' .
o ; . The 1nf'ormatlon obtalned from these oﬁ'enders about their famlly background
"g - ~school attendance, educational level, and early delinquency did not distinguish

* them from the wider population of offenders in respecksto juvenile development
But one exception is noteworthy: our sample commltted their ﬁrst serious bﬁ‘ense
at a relatively early age on the average..

"~ During the juvenile period, this sample was preponderantly mbtlvated 5y ex-

- presswe needs rather than financial needs or the desire for high hv1ng But in the

“# two adult periods, financial needs and the desire for high living outweighed ex- -

v ' pressxve needs as motivation for crime. In particular, peer-dlrected behavxor was*
. . STy

Lo
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.prominent in the juvenile period,‘as might be expected, but be¢amé msngmﬁcant ‘n
the adult periods compared with self-directed behayior. i :
. Over twd-thirds of the: sample appeared to have sngmﬁcant drugs or algohol
involvement or both during their crlmlnal careers (roughly 25 pergent, drugs‘along; \
30 percent,‘lcohol alone .and 20 percent tloth) About 45 percent in thb _}uvenlle
perlod and- 65-70. percent in the adul perlods bélleved that drugs and aleochol
’ 'mvglv.ement was oCconsnderable Jmporlince to their clflmlnal activity. About 40-60 :
B percent were under the lnﬁuence of drugs or alcohol while committing'crimes, but V'
approximately half’of these oﬂ‘ender felt that thls was aR’ inclde!!tal condltlon' '
“. rathér than a contributing factor. About 30 percent reported that as adults their™ *
_mai redson for criminal activity was to obtain money for drugs and alcohol, b
o only&) percent reported.this as'the main reasen for their juvenile crimes. .
"L did not generally find clear gssociationsbetween drugs and,alcohol involve- .
©  .dfent, on "the one hand and preferences in crimes, offense rate; or tontacts witht the 7
* criminal Justﬁe system, on the other. The offénders involved only with alcohol =
tended to be exceptiohal, however. They commltted crimes less often than. other
oﬁ'enders, and the crimes they did commit were usually lgss serious ones. Theré was
,some evidence that those ,,mvolved w1th both drugs and alcohol were the most.
serious offenders. ** .- S AT oy
The employment performance:\)f the sample was uneven and generally weak
About half depended on legitimate employment as their usual source of income, but v
‘their earnings Yended to be relatively low. About 10 percent of the sample seemed ‘
“:to haverlittle or rio interest ina regular job fhroughout their entire career. The* . .
proport"‘l‘t‘who requlred a long time to find work after release (say, four months\
_ or more) or who failed to find work was about 30 percent after the juvenile land-
+-mark release and about 20 percent after the youngaadult landmark release’ (These
perc\entages roughly coincided with-the percenta%es reporting that they were ‘not
.. at all serious about looking for work after release)) Only a small m1nor1ty°of the
sample thought that losing employment had contributed to their criminal act1v1t;y
We found that the “better- employed” offenders in our sample, compared with
the others, tended to be less active in overall adult crime; were inclined to commit’
fewer adult crimes against persons; were unexceptn)nal in experiencing crime-free
intervals; and were more lfkely to be.alcohol-involved and less likely to be both .
drugs- and alcohol- 1nvolved This finding suggests that although being employed
did not halt these oﬂ‘enders criminal activities, it may have disposed them to less '
serious and less frequent crimes. The brlme level mlght be reduced by | 1mprov1ng
the legltlmate employment. opportunities of these offenders. Generally, however, '
* the hypothesis that employment performance decllnes as crlmlnal careers cont1nue '
was not borne out by-our data., - . . : T
Desplte the unfavorable circumstances that frequently confronted these offend-
. ers, undoubtedly they had some control over err%_:ment performance, drugs and *

A |

v

" alcohol involyement, and a taste for high livin They demonstrated. that it was %
more expedient for- them to continue.their crim activity than to change other
- aspects of their lifestyle. : - T, co

-
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Anlong the hypotheses that have been advanced about the role of violence in
the careers of habitual offentlers are the following: Actual violence (as opposéd to.
 threatened violence) against victims ‘occurs more often in the earlier .phases of
criminal careefs, As careers progress, oﬂ'enders are not only lbss likely to injure - A

. victims but also less inclined to commit. crimes in which actual vnolence is-an -

. essentigl element (e.g., aggravatedassatﬂt) Furthermore, vnolence in personal llfe .

" .- also tends to declme with 'the p passgge of years. R
Lo These hypotheses shaped the violence-related questions that were. asfted n the-' e

.‘ ;' j‘ mtervxews Our queries addressed the frequency and degree of vxplehce _1§1,."'he ;
»+.% interyiewees’ erimes, the reasons for its arising, the potexmal for vxolence if: ~not‘; SE

actu‘hy comnntted and its prese\nce in thelr pei‘sonal hves. IR T

t V . tL e ,". ) ’_‘ ".

VIOLENCE TOWARD VICTIMS o . SR
' ; The 1nterv1ewees were asked | oty » .
: _ Were, any of ypur vtctzms in Jured in the crimes you commttted durmg this
"~ - " period? If yes;’ were(they mJured seriously or.slightly? If no, would you huve_ o
~Hjiered them to’ complete the crime or in selﬂdefense. or would you not e
" have mjured them for any reason? o . - .
" Their 1esponpes are tabulated in Table 63. " T "
The steady and relatlvely low proportlon ofioﬁ‘enders causing mjury to v1ct1ms
is notable. At.the same time, we recall that crimes agalnst persons wére committed
by only 17 of the 42 interviewees who committed crimes in the juvenile'period (41
.percent); by 30 of the 48 in the young adult period (63 percent); arid by all but one - ,
of the 46 in the adult period (98 percent) Thus, about 50 percent of the offenders * -
who commltted personal crimes in the juvenile period, 25 percent in the young
adult perlod and 20 percent in the adult period injured their victims.
The resporises suggest that the proportnon of victims who were serjously rathe1
than slightly injured decreased in'the adult: perlod The responses also 1nd1cate a
. weak downward trend in the proportion who felt they would ve 1n_]ured a
victim in any c1rcumstances To thd extent that these statements @Mhttitudes (rath-
er than descriptions of past acts) are rellable, they counter the hypothesxs that ‘
Victims have less risk of i ln_]ury from older, more expenenced offenders. , .
In'the ypung adult career period, abqut half the interviewees were actlve.'- '
robbers. Wl wondered whether they differed from the:other half who were not
‘robbers In 1nJur1ng v1ct1ms An. exarmnatlon ‘of the 1nd1v1dual responses showed
‘that;-of the 25 robbers: ;- oo

v

5 (20%) 1nJured at ]east one v;ctlm

~ 17 (68%) caused no. injury ) R : -
" 3 (12%) failed to respond. o v \&




r ‘ Table6§- " wE -

Use OF Vlowncz IN CRIMES

(%),
R Juvenile  Woung Adult dult
P ¢ - Period 4 Period = . P riod
'Reponss  © (N=39)  (N= 42), 7 (N = 43)
~ " Yes,injured victims . 205 .> 191. - 209
Seriously _ - 76.0 .. 86.7 R ‘
+ Blightly © .. 260 - 143 . . -
v ¥ 3% Ne, did not inﬁnvicum 198 ©s1e 79.1
;T Would haveinjured themy . T
.. "*To comphete the criine 18.2 ¢, 25.0 - ,
.In self-féfense - ~ - 273~ . 20.% - :
Would not havein- . . o \ S
4 . jured them for any . . -
o' reason . 7546 45.'§ Pl RO
» ™ ! | J i !
\ ‘ ‘ ’ ) ()
Among the 24 who commxtt.ed no robbenes N .\ ‘
3 (12%) injured at least one victim R / o -
17 (71%) caused no injury ’ - N ‘ .
g 4 (17%) failed to respond. 'y A e

" There is thus no clear indication that these robbers were more ‘prone to m)ure thenr' -
4 victims. These results are consistent with findings in the literature that only in
10-25 percent of robberies are victims injured more than shghtly
- - The interviewees differed widely in their willingness and: p;opensﬂ:y to use
force to complete a crime. At one extreme were those who .state‘ﬂ emphatlcally that
they would not - hesnt,ate to kill the victim if it became necessary:

- There was one where I really hurt this guy, and it wasan accident. This was'

actually my.second robbery, and nothing eame from it—no money. Thisone -

was a theater, and I wen} in, bought a ticket, and-sat in a grtam place.
4

K

to do was get in. my way _]ust a httle b1t - '

‘ behmd the curtam and later, when everyone but the mana

to cross me. You have to understan&l was fighting a full-fledged war
against “them.” “Them” was any the estaplishment, whites, police,

anyone. I did seriously hurt accouple of victims and I actually felt pretty -
- godd about it. I thought I was getting back at “them.”, At times I thought

I 'might be winning the war. They would do somethmg to.me and I'd do

something back. It was kind of a game. You see I'wanted to make “them” ..
pay for all the shit L had to put up with. Oh yeah, there is no doubt that,

especially in my earlier years, I was out to bust some headb—-&all youvhad

.

As could be expected, "accldents” sometlmes happened, and an oﬁ'ender would
m_]ure his v1ct1m w1thout ‘having had apy mt.entron of doing so. :

When things looked cool and the movie ended, I was sup
was gone, get

? LY

ff.?f739119?%4;#:u'?b

to.go down

Therei is no doubt in my mind that I would have killed any victim who tned o

I The empmcal data are'\oonclsely reviewed in Saga‘lyn, The Cnme of Robbery in the United Stotes o
PP- &9 C o



. 3 _in this theater basement and I heard this guy coming. It was pitch dark. It

() to, estimate the extent to which these offenders matured, and (2) to gauge the
“relationship between personal violence and criminal violence: If a _strong relation-
‘ship exists, further research may reveal that personal vnolence isa usef'ul predlctor

: itac
to.contro] the situatlon

him to open the safe. That was the plan. Well I thought I needed a dlsg\use
' T'used a motorcycle helmet and goggles and a red bandana. So I went down

turned out. that the room I stepped in was: the room where he changed -

. clothes. So. he comes in and turns the lights on. He just started to take his * °

. it with his pants down and all, but he leaped across the room and on top
. of'me. He was terrified, and in the scuffie my motorcyg¢le helmet got turned '
:.around so that I, couldn't see, and I panicked, trying to beat him off me*And -
- .- thefunny thing was, [ never- thought to shoét him. It never occurred to me: *
I really did whale him, though, and it pamcked me 80 much that I thought _-

turned out that I hadn hurt him all that bad; but his diérlptwn i the -

: ,newsﬂaper m’?t of sgunded:like a mongter from Mars or something had : .+ . .
ed hine: It kind of taught me aless n, though I ledmecggmt youneed - ..

w -4,

- " . N . . M t -
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'-.'meENoE IN PERSONAL ufFE . L

. We exammed the incidence of personal violence over the interviewees’ careers

- of dangerousness to society..

"For each career period we asked the interviewees about - the f'requency and
seriousness of violence in their personal lives. The responsgg.are given in, Table 64.

"The trend in.all the responses is a slackening of the amount of" ‘violence ‘in .

- personal life” over time, though not necessarily a slackening in its mtensnfy (in

2)»

" - occurrence of 1n_|ury) The reasons for losing one’s temper appex}ﬁd to equalize over
. time. While cheating Igy crime partners and unfaithful glrlf'ne s were prominent
causes in the juvenile period, there were no dominant causes in later® periods.>

Similarly, the type of ansagonist in.fights equalized at the same time the number

of personal fights declined.’? Friends or strangers were by far the most common
onents in the juvenile period, but in later penods the type of opponent became_
e evenly distributed.

On balance, even though fightsin later periags (whnle occumng less often) were
“more likely to result in injury, the picture of personal i hzc olence presented by our

samp]e is consnstent with the hypothesns that oﬁ‘enders ome more restranned,as
they mature S . f g
j . . -

-

INTERACTION BEI‘WEEN PERSOQAL AND PROFESSIONAL ‘

- VIOLENCE S

'I'o what extent does a propensnty toward violence -in ‘personal life lead to "

violence in crimes? To address this question, we proceeded as follows. There were.

147 possnble comblnatlons of 1nterv1ewees and career penods 49 >< 3). Some of

-

*2 Among those reepondmg. the median number of' ﬁghts per offender was 5 in the Juvemle perlod

'4 in the young adult, and 0 in the adult.

-

trousers off,.when he'looked up andsaw me. I just dom’t know how bedid” - *

- 1 might have kijlled him or something. As soon as it was over, I spliti It ‘-

. es o
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- . : 4 N . . . . i . 8 )
o o Juvenile * Youn¢ ‘Adult,;"  Adult R

. . L : > “ . _,JPericgd Period JPeriod’ 7 |

Yo Reoponqe . . (N=42) , (N=47)  (Nm44)

' - . _ . Reason for Losing Temper | ° . A,
Lo »Haulinqby thepo)nce 191 17.0 . . 138 - J,’
s e, Che ng by a crimte p'irtner . 381 - 84.0 . 18,2
4707 lhsults by s stranger . 4820 se - ;229 )

v -* ! Girlfriend’s running uo* . 288, ol 23.4' 188
“al o '-Othor L il SRR W) ‘2t el .
(0 ‘ e ‘ Frequency oISeriouuly Lolinu anpor « , “" e
o Neve . . ., 881 . Aqssl '“f"’.,
., . §ometimes |, . &’ 387 7, ., 344 35 R
" .- Often - - . N St 226 . ‘uu,-‘ 260 .- "129 77
\ v ’ - '~ Number of Fighjs i v_¢ N e
W 7 None, , . e us 129 00 3119 8467
Lot e £ N Tt 188 T 143 21.2

R ST N AP 387, * 269 . 121

_ " More than 10 ) iy -32.3' o 22.9° . 121
LooeNT ~ © Numberof Fights Involvinga Weapon . .~

. .. None T : S 5 T 4é N 50

N 12 S : SR U R 2 S 2
o More than2 "~ . .. 41 = 33 28
" T Opponenlsn) Fights- B o, &
~ Family . “ . . 28 1100 143
Friends T . .. 889 - 200" - 23.8 .
‘ &rime partners . 13.8. - . 200~  -143 ., -
#. Strangers . . .-38.9 . 433 r | 286
) _ "Policé + ° - 2.8 ' ‘3.3 14.3
Others 2.8 33 ., 48
. Respon@ents injured in fights . 33.2 - -409 °~ 461
Opponenty injured in fights - 593 54.6 .. 1.4
o o . L .
‘' . . .

Table64 . o,

VIOLENCE IN PERSONAL Lire

\lwse cbmbmatlons mvol,,ved serious injury. to victims; some, shght injury; andthe
‘remainder, no injury. Table 65 associates with these three. combinations several
measures derived from Table 64: mean loss of temper, median number of ﬁghts per
period. and Tnedian number of ﬁghts with a weapon per period.

.The evidence strongly suggests a splllover of violence from an interviewee’s
per aonal life into hi$ criminal acts. This finding i$ not consistent wnth the hypothesis
that mJur\ to~v1ct1ms is primarily situational bat instead suggests that some per-

-sons have a proclmty to injure victims whatever the situatiop/. T v

Through cross-tabulation, we exammed the relation betweeq violence in per-.

“sonal life and injury to victims, on the one hand, and such factors as drugs and
alcohol involvement, employment performance, and crime-planning sophistication,

on the, other No sngmﬁcant assocnatlons were found

%



ne mdlcated ne lessemng of the nsk to V(li:tlms as- the oﬁ‘enders e

, N

personal hfe fo qnmmal acts. Victims were more likely beim " 3
T who were more 1nclmed to lose theu' temper who engaged m‘a greater number of "

.
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.' OFFENDER paomm S

'm 'l‘he'l‘ypicallntensive [

: -"V_ered f‘or the interview sample as a whole (e.g crnmnalsophmtrca ) n, nroaewtonal.'; -
treatment; and drugs and alcohol mvolvement),@ dlscern any assoclauon w1th the

.

mtenslve-lntenmttent dJchotomy R o

i . . . e

P

'l'he respondent who typﬁes the mtensxve ofmder is a quxeb-apoken, arhculate .

" and intense man in his Jate|forties whom we shall call Ed. He was reared in the
black ghetto of a large western city and dxd not move to California until he

was in his mid-thirties. Hls pattern of criminal activity included frequent burglanes

‘and robberies to support a rather hedonistic lifestyle. He progressed from irregular-

. steahng’and‘gm as a member of & juvenile gang to a steady life of crime as a
,sohdly marri ‘when older. }‘Ixs prison experience runs the gamut from juve-

nile tralnmg schools and work gangs in the Southwest to maxunum-secunty 1nst1tu- o
tl_ons in California, including’ San Quentin’s death- TOW.. SN o
Juvenile Years. Ed’s pargnts separated soon after he was born, and hxs..

o motheraarned a hvmg.t a variety of domestic jobs. He had no brothers or sisters. -
... Edwas reared by a woman for whorn his mother worked, and he recalls this v woman

© - Ed began«*rymg & guh ata fairly young age, like many of hls peers. His first
'Avsenous crunes in hls early teens were smail-tlme burglanes and petty theﬁs, many

oo T

 and his mother fondly. The district in which Ed was raised was known as "blood

alley" because of the violence and crime that ﬂannshed there. For self-protection.

..

97 .




}vrere d'toafamilmrfenee,andEd’susual" H was

. ed overhmmablhty togeta well-paymg,]obtoobtam the th

perate ‘mﬁo&nnexghhorhood, wrthhttlemterfereneefmm
-‘the older members of the community. They had no fear of arrest
eeentpohoecoveragemtheblackareasofthecxty The only-

P R

: irning 18, Ed eald, he oommlwed “about 40burglanes, usually with’
,-threeorfourregﬂarparh:ers.'l‘hey rarely plaunedthexrmmes.'l‘he stnlengoods

this tune was severa.l months’spent in Juveni]e h'ammg schools

. hings .wanhed out of
life. He-drank frequently, and his group often’drank to build’ up thexr nerve to pull
- ajob. Ed,had a violent temper and often engaged in ﬁghts with his crime partners
: and friends. Maniy of these fights invol¥ed weapons and . resulted in-injuries: -
*_+_-The crimé that led to his first long incarceration at the age of 19, shortly ¢ aﬁ:er
7 lus Navy service, was a spontaneous act. that is associsted more with thé irite

"." ‘tenttype of offender. Ed and his partnendecided to rob a shoeshine boy whom they

-' had observed several times operating at'the same location. ‘They were caught.in the . -

et by a' plamclothes police car that was passing. Without th adv1ce of counsel, ‘Ed

E : pled gmlty tog ttemp@d drmed robbery an eiveda pfison sentence of five years,
‘'serving thregiiiears before being released “WWprison he ‘worked in crews choppmg
cotton and ot ipate'in correctlona.l treatment programs. .

" After release, Ed went to live with his mother, fully intending, he.'says, to ﬁnd
. ,work and avoid crime. However, it was only eight weeks until he resumed criminal
L actxvxty He commltted cnmes for about two years before he was mcarcerated

again.

‘During this period, between 22 and 24 years of age, Ed mamed and estabhahed '

" a household with his spouse and his mother. He says his tionship :with his-

+ .. family was unsatisfactory because they opposed his criminal gffvities. Crime was

* his main means of support; he worked at odd jobs only about 20 percent of the tlme
. He estmm his ineome from legitimate work:at $50-$100 per week. .
., Ed descnbes his outlook on life at this time as hostile and assaultive. Apart
from four or five burglanes, which brought him about $50 each he speclahzed in-

robbery. Durmg these two years he reports havmg committed about 60 robbenes,
* * in which the average take was about $40. All mvolved a handgun. - -
- Ed says that he lsed the loot from his crimes to support his family and to

| engagein a good deal of partying. He was still heavily influenced by his friends and -
"co

er crxmes were committed in his xmmed:ate neighborhood, he now robbed ..

t oughout the state. He continued to operate mainly in black areas, and he be- -

liev

‘age in these areas. He had no fear of being arrested, was not troubled by the

' thought of }olng back to prison, and considered robbery the only feasxble meana
of‘ supportmg the hfestyle he deslred ) ,
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s about $30. meextentofEd'i: :

itted most of his crimes with two or three partners. Whereas most of his - ;

that the main reason he escaped arrest was the general lack of police cover- i

Wmamnal,actbyplamclotheamnwho_mxgbtbe e

>




“mm.mverth have injured anyone onie-in his crimiés; -hetays that he was’

- pnoetheyhadtopayto

Aawas charactenshc of many of the heavy oﬂ'enders, Ed’s main strategy. forf o

id capture The only type ofplanmng that Edengaged -

‘visit the location to be robbed several times' beforehand. Although be

todosoxf:twerenewasarytoeompletethe;ob_

By this time Ed was heavily using both alcohol and drugs (reds), frequently o

S preparehxmselfforacnme Iilsmmnrobberytargetsweresmallstores,gassta

* - tions;'and ‘peoplé on the street. He continued to engage in ﬁghts.
penod, in which weapons weresometimes used. .

-« Hisrap sheet for this period doesnotshowanyarrestsexceptthepnethatled )
. to his conviction and imprisonment for another. two years. The eonvu:tlon
) 'homxcldethatresultedﬁ'omaﬁghtratherthanarobbery

because of troubles with other inmates. His hostile attitude o
. ments and fights. As before, he participated in work gangs

In his second prison term Ed had difficulty adjusting to the

- tation programs. After release, he went back to live with his mother, found- work'

- intensely active in crime for the next seven or eight years. . 5
- His California rap sheet contains 17 arrests, several each for robbery, burglary, o

xmmedlately, and remained employed for about a year before resummg cnme and S

; _accumilatmg a long string of arrests., , “

. Adult Years.. The most recent penod in hxs career com the tlmeﬁ'om hxs

: 'second release at about age 26 until his current mcarceratxon, whxch came in his .. -
late thirties. During this period of nearly fifteen years, he served six years of a*
“ten-year prison term for a robbery conviction when he was 28. That conviction w’é :
the last entry on his rap sheet for a crime committed in his home state. After reledse -

from his thxrd pnson term, at about age 34, he moved to Cahforma, where he was’

-

theﬂ:, ‘and indecent exposure. Six were for public intoxication, misdemeanors, or '
traffic violations. He received brief jail sentences for one of the robberies and for

two of the indecent exposures. A probation sentence was 1mposed for one of the

burglaries. The remaining cases were either dismissed or resuited in no jail time.

. In this latest period, he maintained a satisfactory relationship in gohabitation
with a woman, but he recalls still being depressed and frustrated ostility and-
revenge were part¥f his motivation for crime. He had been receiving a disability
income for an injury sustained while working and lived quite well on it, dnvmg a

" fine car, wearing good-clothes, and eating well. When the disability income was cut -

off, he decided to return to robbery rather than cheapen his style of living. By then -

“he was no longer ope of a group committing crimes but was much more self-

directed. However, he did have a partner most of the time. He committed about 20

| _ burglanes averaging about $200 per job and 30 robberies averaging $300 each.

VAR

Ed handled his robberies with more sophistication than in earlier years. He and
his partner would visit a location several times to case it and determine how much

i money- wa’ likely to be on- hand. They would also check on the police’s patrol

coverage of the area; sometimes using a pohceband radio. Ed believes that some /
cases agamst hxm\vere dismissed because the: ewdence was‘poorly prepared by the -

police. .
As before Ed was uslng both alcohol anddrugs reg'ularly He was not afraxd

fewt.rustedpartners,andto

about inthis ..' - l
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erelnmtedtnﬂm " aronndthe California city in which he

3res and, finally, a bank. In at least *

v ngs 'agamsth;m,Edfeelsthathewaspoorlyrepre-

_what will do when he gets out. -
PR | § 'Ed‘isanaggremveandartxcu]atemmmalwhpformany-
able himself through crime. His violent temperament and stea:

. wellas fo his victims: Oné cannot conclude that Ed eyer senously desu'ed to hve
o hls hfe ina way dlﬁ’erent from the way he dld ¢ ti s

Arclﬁe- The Sophiptieated Intenslve

Although Ed’s oﬂ‘epse rate and sophmtwat:on levelare somewhat’lower than

. the mean for the intensive offender group, his career pattern was fan'ly typical. A

- more successful pattern of criminal behavior is exemplified in the handsome, intelli-

gent, smooth-talking offender whom we call Archae, he wag the mou sophlsucated
burglér-robber in our sample. _

~* .Juvenile and Young Adult Years. Archie. left home at agerl3 and' traveléd

'}Hedeclaresthatahaeeompheekﬂledtbgvzchm“ |

A hhmmmemmnngplytopreeervehlshfestyle 'ﬂ:ecnma 7_'.'1

. ‘. TherobberyforwhlchEdm

%andhemnowsemngahfe-term.ﬂehasnotﬂmughtabout” o

'_:.ofa]coho drugsinadehlmdangerouswlnaﬁmendsandhmmmepafm' as .

“around the country as a transient, sometimes supporting hxmselfas a truck driver: -

Archie claims to have committed about 500 burglaries, 500 auto thefts, and 5
robberies before his eighteenth birthday. Of them; he was arrested for only 1.

" robbery. As he was not convicted, however, he-has no juvenile reeord. Even in'this

early phase of his criminal career, Archie was quite sophisticated in his MO. He

~ usedtheatrical makeup to disguise himself for his burglanes and robberies, inclad- -

- ing contact lenses of various colors. He recalls’ being fairly violent and.obsessed

- about his small size. He injured ope of }ns tobbery v1ct1ms when the man tried to’
regist. ~ . ., , ~

Archie’s first incarceration did.not come until his mld-thu-tles For this convic- "

tion he served several years in a California prison. Although his rap sheet sths
_nine arrests for drug violations and petty theft, the only serious prison ‘time- he
served before his present term was for an auto-theﬁ: conviction. -

Before his first mcarceratxon, Archie was emplgved much of the time, but }ns ¥

main source of income was crime. Hls wife was a herom addict. Between his-
eighteenth blrthday and his first incarceration, he estimates that he committed

about 100 grand thefts, 100 burglaries, and 12 robberies. His average take per * -

robbery was about $2500. He was never arrested for any of these crimes. He used
- the loot mainly to support his wife’s drug habit and for _partying.

The main targets of Archie’s robberies were savings angd lpan banks or payroll

offices. Archie strongly preferred savings and loans to commercial banks
of then' greater vulnerablhty Hls MO was to dlsgmse hxmself in' full theatncal
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_,targetsof Ardnesburglqnes werepawnshopsorbumneases.Hlsifew /

rivhte homes.where an informer had' toldhuni

" moneywerekept.HnstymealMOwaa;"f:make
ShiPh .

:th 'ﬂ“@bh'wemkept-Withmamonthaﬁerbemendmgthemm Archne
v huhouse.lleaboperformedmsuranee-fraudburglanesmwh,ch

and 7ho apparently had tned to lulen. b ¢
L days. mth them-and the matter was taken care of satisfactorily.” Alth ,
7" - addict was killed, Archie says that both were seriously. injured. Archlge;‘la@s that
" . his first conviction ‘and ‘intarceration occurred because his w1fe mfo on hlm

' . ";_.when he was h‘ymg to, s@ her from using. drugs.

<= Arehier ":”"edonthestreetabout ﬁveyearsb&r , L
. ® present term During this penod he committed:only four- robbenes. at large stores
‘ or markets, and théy yielded very large amounts of money. As in his. earlier years,
. he engaged in elaborate planning for each crime, including stakeouts of the loca-
. tion, disguises, mapping of his escape route, and monitoring of the pohce act1v1ty
in the area. Finally Iﬁchxe was convicted by a jury on two counts of armed robbery
. ' with a prior felonyvconwctxon, and he-js serving two concurrent sentenees of five-to-
' dlfe, he is also serving,two consecutlv ﬁve-to-hfe sentences for the use of a ﬁrearm
in: ‘these robberies. - .
Common elements in the careers of Ed and Archle and the other mtensnve :
oﬁ'en.ders are their heavy cnmmal activity and their ability to avoid incarceration
- _for extended periods of tune The mtensgve type is pot 1 uniformly as woﬁxt as Ed.
" and Archie in personal relations and crimes. The contrast between Ed and Archie
underscores the dlsparmes among intensive offenders. For, example, Ed often oper- -
_-ated'in a gang or group, while Archie was a loner ‘who engaged in sophlstlcated
o plannmg for his crimes. Both men are quite articulafe about their experience in the
. ways of the criminal Justlce system. Both have acquired a taste for high living and
- have no legitimate means of supportmg such a llfestyle when they return to the
street .

k-

"‘ﬂ Ken- 'l‘he Intermittent

Ken represents more than ha%;' our sample Altho)xgh hls career pattem is .
rked by an occasional spurt of criminal activity, its most sngmﬁcant character- .
. 1st ids are the lrregulanty and mindlessnessof the criminal évents’ The intermittent
o oﬁ'enders were much more likely to beapprehended than the mtenslves, 8o their
careers contain substantial amounts of prison time. * :
o Juyenile Years. Kan, the youngest of four chlldren ina white, lower middle-
: class famlly, was born in 1944. His parents separated when he was 4 and all of the .
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the care of state welfiré agencies. His sister was eventiilly.

Pt

outskirts of Sacramenito. Ken, whovhas seen rieither of his parer

2,

He was ot good tident (i 10 casicaionadul
ecame an habitual truant by the seventh grade. He recalls having felt th
* - ~'a stupid misfit and having had many quarrels with teachers and students; often: - -
. after school in company with his brothers."He was finally expelled from school in -
. theeighth grade, at theage of 15. .~ - . ool e
. "..- Whenhe left school, Ken also left Lhe foster home to’join his b
- apartment to which they had moveyt about a y#r earlier: Ken was

. -

(s == in‘erime, exespt to the extent that the juvenile fights &

home. ) . e S T T
.. To support himself i his riew circumstances, Ken found a job ina ga.t;’stal:i’on."k.,$
r’ -"He was paid $1.45 an hour for about 25 hours of work a week. Ken’s first involve-~ -
ment in crime-occurred about three months later. He recounted it as follows*"
. We had begun to drink and smoke weed on weekends. My brothers had . ..
«»_ begun toshoplift, to “bofrow” cars (always returning them), and todoother ~ - .
-+ _small-time stuff. I really thought that they were something, and I remember -
. during that time being happier than I had ever been.” e haid a big bunch
. of guys we hung around with—I was the youngest since they were really : .
s - my brothers’ friends. One weekend we were getting drunk and ran out of = °
_ beer: None of us had much money, and this pne guy said that he knew .
‘where we could get a lot of beer for free. It was'Saturday afternoonand we .-
waited until about 7 o’clock that night, and three of us went and snuck =~
- behind thig guy’s house. I waited outside as a lookout while another guy -
- picked the lock. We each took two six-packs of beer and one guy took a drill.
y - Then we went back to our place and got drunk. I remember we st around
i on the floor afterwards, talking about how easy the whole thing was. Well,
that was the first\time—nothing very exciting-really. ~ . S
‘Well, the next Saturday weht pretty much the same way. The guys kept . :
saying we should go and get some more beer at this guy’s honse. 1 remem- /
- ber thinking that we shouldn’t go back to the same guy’s house since he’
might have gotten wise and might be waiting for us. But all the guys said \_
~ it would be okay. Since I was the youngest, I felt I shouldn’t say anything. - -
-1 gdess'I just wanted to go along with the crowd. Well, we went back to the -
guy’s house and this time he was in the garage. I was the lookout again.
_We were all drunk this time out. Well, this big guy held the guy down while
. my brother and I grabbed the beer. The old guy didn’t see my brother and -
me, only the guy he fought with. He called the police, but they ended up
letting the other guy go and we never got caught. Again, I remember going
- back to the house and hearing all the guys laugh about how easy the whole - -

-
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" thing# in a group ‘made them less b th
. - as delinquént pranks. No: one was armed, ana
= or.valuablpe I-Iebeheves that he would not hav

o He arways expenenced elatlen

" Afeer serving the two-month jail term, Ken-returne e w1th lns brothers o
'The jail experience did not leave a significant impression. At first heintended not .~

to get in trouble again, but he soen forgot this resolve. During | his probatlon peribd -
'he had essentially no contacts with hhis’ probation officer. In lookmg for work, Kep -

: found that his former employer at the gas station would not rehire him because of ‘-

hls trouble with the law. He finally found a part-time JOb ata drycleaner forat$1.35
an hour, approximately 30 hours per week. He kept ‘thxs Job about l;hree months’ =
apd- remembers having been happy at.the time. ' '

t

sKen commxtted no crimes during the first month after release from Jaxl Then o

" his friends began havimg big parties on weelends. Most of them had not cominitted -
- 'robbery, but many shoplifted in liquor stores, and Ken Jomed in ﬂmt activity.
Four to six months later Ken helped to commit a crime that resulted i in his first

v ]ong incarceration in a juvenile institutionsAs he remembers it, about six friends. -

~ were drinking together one day at his brothers’ apartment. His brother showed

" them a gun and boasted about havmg bought it that day from someone he had met -

in jail. A few weeks later, when the same group was again drinking at the.apart-

" ment, a friend began teasing his brother about carrying. the gun for show and not -

" having the nerve to use it. Ken’s brother resented the taunt in front of his girl-

‘- friend, and an argument erdsued. “You just watch me,” the brother said. He, Ken,

* and a friend went to a liquor store, where the brother pulled his gun and took $30-
from the owner. The latte; knew who they were, called the police, and they were
‘arrested within a few blocks of the store. The result was a two-year commltment

to the California Youth Authority at Preston o )

Young Adult Years.. When Ken was releasedlfrom Presbon at the age of 19, ;

" he was in a depressed frame of mind because he had no one to go honie to. One.
- brother was'in jail and the other was in military service. His former companions
were either married, in military service, or incarcerated. He recalls needing some-



‘abodt emmo:eﬂunheneededajob Herentedamomandspeutf{'
‘bars ir "dmnk.’l'henbemanagedﬁogeta)obatagaa,.—'
mhoum'a'week,atSIGSanhour o
8 _apeatocmn'edabouttWomonthsaﬂ:erleavmgmv g

l’aervedmaayamtheeountyjaﬂ.Aﬁerwarda, didmgo
ﬂnecﬂy;toabartodnnk.ﬂebeeame

M,*oxetmmyﬁrhnfamﬂymanywathot_ﬂd;!:!ea

. variousnex hb : n burglari
_estolengoodawnthaﬁ-:endﬁ-omhiaearheryeara.l-lu
_wasunawareofh:scnmea;he told herhewaaworhngatp,drydeaner ‘Ken
commltted ‘appreximately 20 of these burglaries over.a periodofhx tha. ER

S ded "’meatthenextmghttorobagmeerymm ,{ﬁda“'
o robbenes before and reassured Ken that it, would be an £agy job. “{:could never J
. have doneJt alone,” he said: " was scared all day and spent the time gebting drunk,
" as the’ other guy did.” During the robbery Ken Held the_gun and said notlnng_‘ _
~ Despite the lack- of planmng, the robbery went smoothly, and m about 865 '
in'loot. .- R
. Thenext weekend the two declded to rob a chlcken tﬁe-out’ place at clonng I
R '.txme Ken prepared himself by drinking a lot and takimg some drugs. Seyera} more - -
- robbeneefollowed, but ﬁnally one victim tripped an alarm hell. Ken tried to run
~ "away, but he was so drunk that he kept stumbling and falling, and he was pamly » "
caught by police respondxng to the alarm. He was .eonhcted and lenteneed to.
prison. - ,
. Ken recalled that his ﬁrst adult pnson term was not a bad expenenee TeAll the. _
 guys from Preston were there. My wife visited me all the time and we wrote letters. -
- After a while, I got into an alcoholic treatment group. It didn’t really. hsip, butI.
had been told by the guys that if I acted bad when I first got in and then Jooked
like I was straightening out, the prispn people'would think I was rehabilitated and
release me on the ﬁrst parole date. So that’s what 1 d1d and I was out in only two S
.. Yyears.” ' y
~ - Adult Years." Ken 8 hfe aﬁ.er ré'lease in many ways repeats the pattem estab-
: hshed earlier. - . '

When | got out I thought thlngs were going to be okay because of my old
lady. She had changed a lot during those two years. I figured she had been- LT
- seeing other guys, but it didn'’t really bother me. I just thought she would .~ -
. stop when I got out. I really didn't want to get into any more trouble. I knew
~ that if I could stay away from booze, I'd be okay. I had never done anything
bad except when I was drunk. I got a job in a shoe repair BhOf , but. Imu‘ldn't :
_ stand the smell. One day I went home early feeling sick, and I found my wife - —
i ‘malnng it with another guy. I slapped her und some, and left foehng

)
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'; '-rpnnehadmt;euookedfora,obbewuse_, . wanted,
—fa»goodhmetbrawhﬂe Hehadgonebacktolnsw)fem, i
'~all right for a few weeks and then the oldest boy, about 15, was

‘ . ‘charge. Ken saysthat ﬂns upset him badly, for he did not wantto see. theboy tum -

out the way he-did. When the boy came.home, Ken had,an argnment with him, hit

~him, and left the housé. He went to a bar and proceeded getdmnkmthaﬁ'xend.'_ .
'. After t.he bar closed, the two were sitting in an alIey when a young black-couple. .

 passed. Ken grabbed the girl, his.friend held thé man, and they forced them to

returh to their car-and drive out of town. There, Ken and his friend béat and robbed - .
 the couple. They drove off in the couple s car, but Ken was so drunk that he spon *
- craehed intoa freeway diyider. The pohce found him uncod'sc:ous behind the wheel;
his friend had fled. Ken was arrested, 1denuﬁed, and ‘cagyicted of ﬁrat-degree S
robbery The. charges of kidnapping and bexng armed (with & length of steel pipe

pxcked up in the alley) were dropped in the course of plea negotlatlons He is -
“currently serving e ternj of five years to life. -

- Ken’s presenbence 1nvest1gatxon report diagnosed hini as an madequate person. ' -
~ality with acute dependence on "alcohol. It recommended that.he be’ comgptted to -
. a mental institution for treatment. The sent.encmg Judge decided otherwise, and hns S

v‘few of Ken was placed in the record

\ .
“This defendant should be mcarcerated for life or until his physxcal strength -
. has declined materially through aging. He ig a man who has been shown. .
. to be.aggrgssive and violent toward his victims.. His Wenese is - -
“* prompted by the use of alcohol to which he is deeply addic e attempts e
to deny his feelings of inadequacy by his aggressive behavior.- ' - .-
In the past, when refrainipg from the use.of alcohol, he has responded
"~ well to supervision and con grols in an institutional setting, but hevhas - .
, ,usually failed to avail himself of available programs to upgrade himself. It -
is hrghly doubtful that rehabxhtat.xon is a practical objective for l'um

PP . . Lo ',“,




oﬂ'ender lypes. However, the followmg eteephons are ooteworthy (aea:Table ]

.

Juvmu: Cumcrmls'ncsRmmroOrnNnnTvn . ':—"}_:
L 4
e T PR R PR .. . (%) - - S . : ‘ -' - _.
- - . - * v-. Y'Y - .
: .'_".'_. B - s —\ T lntmmve Interrmttent s
o -+ - Charteristic - - - . --.(1_«»-1,5),, .,(N-_-..aa)f_; N
* “"Commmitted seriod crime before .ge of 13. BT : SR
- -Was'an habitual {yuant. ; e 44 ‘o7 —
. Wumarqentaed before the age. of 18 I 1) .13, S .
The last ﬁndmg is conslstent with other mdwatnons ‘that the intensive oﬁ'enders .

T were able to avoxd cnme sanctlons ‘better than were the mtermitent oﬁ'end!rs

e 'Criminal Sophisticatlon : 2 .

Crime-Planning Sophistieation. The m}:met.lc mean ‘n oﬂ'ender s so-‘ ( '
. phistication scqres for the several career periods in- which he committed property
(* & .crimés was used as a measure of his career-long planning’ sophxstwatlon. Table 67
. compares these mean career scores for the two offender’ types. Despite the overall
. weakness in cnme-planmng sophistication ﬁnong our sample, the intensive offend-
. er3 show significantly greater sophlstltatxon thaf the i’ntertmttent oﬁ'enders (as
_ 1rid1cabed by the difference in the means). ,
- Use of Crime Partners. ‘As pointed out in Sec.V, a ‘preference for opera(tmg .
. alone suggests greater-criminal.sophistication. Table 68 displays, by career periog,
- how the two types differed in frequency of not using a crime partner. The substan- .
tial difference in tbe juvenile period indicates that the intensives adopted a solltary :
approach to committing crimes—the predommant adult mode—-at an earher age
“than did the intermittents. : 1. E ,
¢ Fear of Arrest. We might expect intensive and mtenmttent offenders to dlﬁ'er _—
¢ . in their fear. of arrest. Tqble 69 shows the proportions in each type‘that were e
concerned about arrest in varying degrees before each of the three landmark
. offenses. Except in the juvenile period, where the intensive type appears less con- .
" cerned about arrest than the intermittent type, these data do not clearly mdlcate
a strong dlﬁ'erenee between the offender types in. this reepect
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{: Intermitggnt 16 32 83 -
> - a ) . v 7 v >
L T Tab1e69 R : f}r oo
R RpuorAnmRmm‘roOmnnTvn T
S e
- ,.'_'Juvenne o YountAdult. © 7 Adult D T e
s «  (N=41) [ (N=42). - S .
Inten- Inter- Iiiten™ “Inter- o
Degree ol Concern. sive  mittent - sive.  mittent S
. Vetyconeemed . -, 23 21 18 I
" ‘Somewhat concerned = 7 o2 21 32 - e
Little eompmed .20 - 27 7 11 o o
Not eommgd 73 - 38 50,39 ' *
T AN . T T

Monetary Gain. Earlier we hypothesxzed that monetary gam:eﬂects dehber- R
ation in the choice of targets and that such deliberation is a sign of crumnal - '
- sophistication. As burglary appears to be a selective type of crime, we chose to.,
display the differences in monetary gain begween the intensive and the 1ntenmttent ‘. v
types for the mpondents/w}:o reported cqmm,nttmg burglanes in each career pé- AR
riod (see-Table 70). _ L
Stmng-dmtmctxons are seen between the two oﬁ'ender types, not on
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“Asamas,u‘reforexammmgtheamahonbetween '
e ive/intermittent dichotomy, we chase the iss

e T -

. }proaecutor filed priors in the proceedings of the respondents
~~ Table 7t displays thie data. Here we note a ¢lear'difference

types in the brosecut.orsthreatemngtoﬁle priors, but.notm ; tual ychargmg
‘Table 71 Lo
" Pnosncu'ron S Usz o PRIORS Rmm T0 Onsm)n TYPE .
s % N
o e N N
S A S .. Intensive, Intermittent L
- . . ‘.' . h ’ ) ) " 4 . ,I .. N * .\
. Use of Priors ) (N =16) (N=33): o
" Prosecutor threatened to file priors 75 - - 48 ¢ r
r Proucutor formally charged priors . 4 39 .
" Priors were: L.
Dropped in plea bargumnz 57 - . 81
Not considered in sentencing o= .16 's .
) 3 Used to increase sentence - 43 " 46
R ) Don't know " e L= 08
Drugs and Alcohol Involveme :

- According to the classes de ed Sec. VI, Table 72 dlsplays the drugs/ alcohol
- involvement of the two offender types, compared with the Emfple mean. The dita
show that interviewees involved only with alcohol were far more likely to be the,
" intermittent type. Otherwme, about the same percgntage of both types had some..
mvolvqnent with drugs or alcohol or both—62 (xntenslves) and‘(mtenmttents)
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go intensive oﬂ‘enden"wmpreponderantly self-directed thmghou;

: toadulta T _ RS B
R Table?3 o = T ST
e Self Versus Peer-Dlrected Behavior Related to Oﬂ‘ender Type o
. : o (%) . . A
‘ duvenle - YokngAdut  Aduk AR
. Period . _ Period . Period
‘ “(N=42), - (N=48) __f(N=431)
Pﬁm‘ryhﬂuenee" Imter- Interr ~  Inten- Inter- Inten-"- Inter-
~~_ _onBehavior: .- ‘gsive mittent. -sive . mittent sive . mittent .
. Belt 67 48 . 75 83 . 78 93
' Peems, " - 33 - 48 - 25 17 21 T
) " Don't know. - 4 . .—-. S e = -

4
¢

- (see Sec. VI), we.found that in the sample of 49 interviewees, 7 were better em-

< "while the mtenmttent offenders shxﬂ:ed cons:derably in progressing from ,nxvenﬂea L E

Employment ‘Perf‘rmanoe. Applymg the ontenon of "better employment” -

ployed in the juvenile period, 13 in the young adult period, and 20 in the.adult.

these 40 career périods of better employment related to offender t'y'pé :
, we f  'an association that.is not Highly sighificant but consistent with expecta-

. tions-  Were mapy more. better-employed among the mbenmttent than among <
the lntemve oﬂ‘en,ders . :
- s \ ’




' '"complete the ¢rime, We found that 50 percent,of the in

‘Violence: towai Vlctims. Table 74 summarizes the interviewees’ responses . .

~ about injuring their victims by. offender type. These results suggest that the inten- :

sive offenders had a slightly greater iriclination to injure their victims. It cohld be ‘
" argued, 6f-course, that the underlying inclination m#¥ not be dlﬁ‘erent between the ™
two types, because the 1ntens1ve type simply created more opportunltles for injur-
ing victims by committing crimes more often." e N :
- “To'sharpen the distinctions, we 1ncorporated the responses of )ntemewees who
~had not injured their- victims about their’ w1lhngness

' »..percent of the mtemuttent offenders either’ 1n3ured a victim

m_]ure *if nécessary to S -
give offenders and 18 : .
idf slyorsald that PO

' ,; in:at least two of their career penods they wouldehave 1n)ured a victin lt“had L

_'been necessary to complete the crime. This ﬁndlng counters the freq tly ex- |
" pressed. view that the more expenenced an offender is the more controlled he isin

" -commxttlng a crime and the less llkely he is'to mdure hls v1ct1m L N L

’ Table 74 s ;
" INJURY OF- CRIME Vlc'rm_Rs:.A'rr-:D 'ro OFFENDER Tvm:-: ' _
o, ' Juvenile Young Adult . Adult’ » .
: "~ Period Period . Period ‘
: . " Inten- Inter- Inten- Inter- Inten- Inter-.
- Degree of Injury sive mittent sive . mittent. ‘give mittent
3 . Serious | . 25 6 25 - 6 125 6 , .
ST Slight = 6 .= g 125. 9,

<
.

‘ .’9 . . . “_u _ N
Violence in Pel:sona\l;?fe. Asa .meas'ure of the oﬁ‘enders’ use oﬂeiolence in
- their personal lives, we used the number of fights the interviewees reported engag- -

" ing in. Table 75 shows the medlan number of fights by offender type. These data " °

-area further indication of the more promlnent role of violence in'the lives of the.

1ntens1ve type, even though both types appear to have matured out of personal i

o Table 75 -

: v1olence » - . \/‘Z

MEDIAN NUMBER OF P:-:RsONAL Fi1GHTS RELATED 'ro

Owsrysn Tyre
~ B o ' * . Juvenile " - Young Adult Adull
- . : 4 Period /\A ‘Period- . Period
- Intensive type ’ .10, 6 28 .
© - Intermittent type ' 3 1 N R
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“Distinctions between the oftender types 1n selt-reported explanations tor crimi-
- nal activity are shown in Table 76. Only a few substantlal differences are revealed

1n the earller career perlods

living.

o In the young adult perldd the intensive type, compared with the lntermlt-
~, - ' tenttype, used the money galned from crime more for drugs, alcohol, and
.+ family support dnd less for rent and self-support; was less influenced-by.

loss of employment and more rnflﬂénced by friends; and.tended to spend .

o.

‘ o In the juvenile career perlod the 1ntens1ve type was less prompted to -
crime than the lntermlttent type for thrllls, attention, and status and more
prompted-by a des1re for money for rent for self‘ “support, and for high

.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o .. om drugs and drinking rather than on self support
e " ; ‘
: o . / e )
B Table 76 o ¢
Ll EXPLANA’I‘IONS FOR Cmm L AcTivity RELA’I‘ED TO OFFENDER TYPE
. . (%) T
’ - N _ ' 7 Young Adult, o
S £ - Period ' .
" Respornse - ¢ Intensive  Intermittent Intensive Intermittent’ Intensive Intermittent},
o L ' Main Reason for Crimes o4
* Hostility, revenge . 19 3 13 6, 13 6
- Thrills, attention, status ‘\%? 39 .. - - . .6 6
' Money for drugs,, alcohol i 18 6 .38 ) 21 19 27
Money for women - —‘\ 3 . : ) 9 12 -3
Money. for rent, self- -support 31 . .9 i} ‘12 ‘.- 30 19 18.
Money'for family support . — — .25 . 3 12 6
~ No other alternatlve :— ‘ . - - 6 - 3
- . "Peer influence o 13 21, - 6 . -6 o
", Don’t know o = — =t 15-° - 12
Np response . - 6 18 6 15 .e 18 18
L wo S -~ Contributing Factors '
‘Marital or family difficulties. . 50 -9 25 . 24 13" 18 -
Loss of employment - / 6 "3 po_ 34 6 18 -
Hedvy debts. - - .= - 13 » 3 19 6
. Influence’of friends =~ 50 39 38 15- ., 19 15" °
" Gang activities : 25 24 - 8 T = -
.. Under the influence of alcohql ' : e JREN -
. or drugs while committing crimes 13- 15 19 - 27 * 731 27
- Not applicable’ * ‘ LT 3 ,? — . 3 ¢ . 6 "3
Other . - 6 3 44 6, 81, .9
' o - - Use oilllhnetal'y Gain from Crimes
High living - e 33 ¢+ 38 . 80 ' . 38 24,
Self-support ] 6 - .18 g — 27
Family support ’ . : 3 3. - 6 .25 9.,
-Drugs, drinking S = 12 v 38 - 24. ‘719 21°
Gambling, debts ' - 6 - - . .3 .= 3.
Other- L ey e 18 6 P - T -
Pa— N 5 - T .' — — — =
" NOTE: N =16 (intensive type) and 33 (intermittent type). . :
, . Y



' We now turn from the interview response data to the data from official records,
- to examine arrest, rconvxctlon, and 1ncarceratlon rates ag{egated by offender type - -

(see Table ™. . . _
. . . /" . . IR a .
) - .. Table77

ARREST CoNVICTION, AND INCARCERATION RA'rEs RELATED TO
' OFFENDER TYPE o,

e o

Intenswe Intermittent °- Entire '

) S Type” - Type "' Sample -,
. : .. 7 (N=14) (N 33) (N = 47)2
. , - Average number of arrests per- - . S o
5 ... interviewée (all offense types) 12.4 114 123
©, 7 . Proportion of arrests fornon- . o B
: . drug offenses * S 11 67% = 61% -
Conviction rate for® nondrug- ST e -
" arrests _ - 0.64 071 0.68
. Incarceration rate for nondrug o , :
‘arrests X 0.49 - 060 0.7 .

-
x5

K / 3Rap sheeta} could not be obtained for two‘interviewees.
< The. intensive offenders were thus arrested more frequently than the lnterrmt-
. tent offenders. The modestly higher incarceration rate for the mtermlttent offend-
. ‘ers dppears to,be inconsistent with their lower level of criminal activity. To clarify,
" . the picture, we cdmpared this rate between the two offender types by. perlod (see

'Table 78)
» # . TableTs.
‘\‘1 . - . P -

< INCARCERATION RATE RELATED TO OFFENDER TyeE

Juvenile . Y‘oung Adult |, Adult
s Period - Period - Period .

Intensivetype . 025 039 ' 071

" Intermittent type ° *045, 055 0.71

<
{
¢ .

The dlffere ce in 1ncarceratlon rata between the two types is more marked :

earlier in their ¢dareers. Why would the criminal justice system have this selective .

effect, partigdarly at an early age? The answer depends on one’s assumptxons
~about the relationship between incarceration and later criminal activity. If later
grime rates are thought to be unaffected by the frequency and length of earlier

‘ —Pincarceratxon, it appears that the system was selectlvely,treatmg the less risky
. -offenders more harshly. If, on the other hand 1ncarcerat10n is thought to reduce
.+ later criminality (a hypothesxs that other studies have not substantxated), the lower

- offense rateg of the 1nterm1tténts could be attnbuted to thexr more freqyent i 1ncarc-

eratlon at an Qarher age _

S 188



. proportion of self-reported crimes that resulted in arrest (seeTable 79). The juve-
‘nile period is excluded because of the known underreporting of juvenile, arrests on

" rap sheets (see Appendlx C). The dlﬂ'erenceb between the two offender types' are '

- substantial and all the more striking in view of the higher conviction and i mcarcera
'tlon rates for the mtermlttent type shown in Table 78 N

LI ‘s
/-_' ’ :

" Table 79

PROBABILITY OF ARREST IN YOUNG ADULT AND ADULT
~'. PERIODS RELATED T0 OFFENDER TYPE

Intensive Intermjttent !
Type.. .~ Type’
. All nondrug offehsee ..... 0.04 0.21
! Burglariesonly, .. ...... 0.04 0.21
Robberiesonly . ....... -.0.07 0.37
. ’
'IMPLICATIONS o

- The 1}1tenswe/ mtermlttent dlstmctlon between habitual offender type%appears
vto have considerable pohcy mgmﬁcance The intensives, pursued their criminal
~ activity with much more persmtence and skill than did the intermittents, and they
-committed far more crimes. Yet they incurred the formal sanctions of the system
(arrest, conviction, and incarceration) less frequently than did the intermittents.
The intermittent offenders werefive times more likely to.be arrested for any one
crime than the intensives. And, once arrested, they were more likely to be convicted -
or incarcerated. ‘
In controlling crime, the intensives are the offenders that sentencing and in-
carceration policies should try to reach. Current policies are unselective. It remains
* tobe seen whether the intensive offender can be more cléarly identified from official
records and whether a more appropriate treatment can be evised. At this time we
canronly point out the danger of relying-on a simple distinction of habitual offenders
. based solely on prior convictions. It glosses over mgmﬁcant differences between the
intermittent offender, who appears to pose no more risk to the public than other
" types of offenders, and the intensive oﬂ'ender, who clearly poses a much greater
threat. '

~
o
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~ This study has systematically. examxned the career: development of a group of -
* offenders.about whom there is particular concern in pubhc pohcy—habltual felons.
Resolution of current debate ut the crlme-reducm'g potential of i lncarceratlng
- a greater percentage of suﬁerhsons for longer terms hinges on estlmates of the
amount of crime they actally commit ‘and their probabjlity of arrest and convic-
"~ tion: This study provides just such estimates, for a sample of 49.felons, by crime
type ‘and period in the criminal career, based on the offenders’ own reports _
", - As to the other policy avenues for dealgng with crlmlnals—rehablhtatnon, deter- S
Gl rence, and prevention—even though our sample is too’small and select to perrmt
s generalizing-to the wider criminal populatlon—thls report provides new insight . -
-~ . into why a group of. serious habitual offenders remained . undeterred and un-
rehablhtated after repeated 1ncarceratlon and pgrtlclpatlon in-a vanety of‘ treat- S
‘ment programe : o
In this study, we sought to lllumlnate the birth and growth of‘ gerious cnmlnal B
careers in the hope of 1dent1fy1ng vulnerable times when appropriate interventions
. by the criminal justice system might best have reduced the offenders’ threat to the
.community. Initially, we were optimistic that such points could be identified, for
<% " earlier research hdd suggested that habitual offenders tend to follow a common
maturatxon process. We expected the interview data to reveal systerhatlc develop- L
" mernt patterns in which’ juvenile. oﬂ'enders—peer-mﬂuenced gang-related ax;d e
B spontaneous—were transformed into. adult professional cnmlnals ‘Moreover, we . '
, expected them as adult professxonals to pursue crime as a preferred occupapon, '
continually developing ‘their skills, increasing their profits, and. becomlng more' '
~ specialized. It is now clear that this is too simplistic a notion of sustained criminal °
- activity and criminal career development The reality is much more complex and
diverse than we imagined. Although some of our empirical findings were consisterit -
with the traditional images, overgll, even in an offender sample as small and select
as this, the dominant finding w. ersity—both in the offenders’ personalities and .
in their conduct. Thus, z{J¥ tonclusion of this study is that many of the traditional
. assumptions about the velopment of habntual offenders need to be recons1dered '
and restudied. u :
This section brleﬂy reviews the most lmportant study ﬁndmgs with regard to
the nature‘and cmmlnal aetivity of this sample Then it turns to the implications
Cof the~ﬁndxngs for pohcles of rehabilitation, deterrence, crime prevention, and
- . incapacitation. The latter.discussion is too prellmlnary to be regarded asa proposal T
-® for changes in.current policies; our observatlons should be substantiated by further ' -
study of habitual offenders. Nevertheless, these conclusions should enable policy-
makers to expand their perspective on habitual felons.

/ y ~ . .' ’ | .
. rfﬁ?. : S
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Early Criminal Actlvity

Serlous criminal involvement began ; at 13 or 14 years of age for the majorlty

. of‘ the S§ample, and- thelr first recorded arrest occurred on the average at the age'_' '
.of 15. Only seven reported that they committed no serious crime as a juvenile.

Thirty-two of the 42 juvenile offenders had been confined in a correctxona] facility -

- " before the age of 18. Taking the date of the first recorded arrest as the beginning

of a.criminal career, we c3lculated that the sample-had been' involved in crime an

~ average of about 20 years, of whlch about half had been spent.in Jall or prison.

- A great ‘majority attrl‘buted their . ear]y criminal 1nvo]vement to- peer-group'

o _influences. Although broken homes lower econorhic status, and sibling cnmlnal- B
* records w‘ere characteristic’ of many in‘the sample, they were not overwhelmlnglyj e
80; nor did such factors explam dxﬁ‘erences in later cnmxnal behavier. ~. - :

Following a conventional pattern, these oﬁ‘enders progressed from predoml- ‘

= -.'-nantli autd‘theﬂ; and burglary in the juvenile penod to a greater proportlon ‘of .-

‘robberies and forgerjes in the adult years. The majority said they had switched to
" robbery because it required little preparation and few tools, was easy to do, seldom
- required hurting anyone, and offered unlimited potentlal targets." Also, robbery

could be committed. alone, eliminating the risk of be1ng implicated by a partner. The

" offenders saw “take” as the primary influencing factor in deciding whethqr ornot

to commit a certaln crime, the risks involved'being secondary "

i3
o

Accordlng to their own statements, thxs sample of offenders had commltted

many serious crimes—over 10,000 of the nire offense types considered. ‘The aver.
“age number was 20 per offender per year of street time. The offense rate vanedf'
’ con31derably by crime class. The average number of violent crimes (rape, assault, -

" robbery, purse snatching) commhitted per year of street time was 1.8; safety crimes

(violent crimes plus byrglary), 5.9; and nondrug crimes (safety crimes plus huto-
theft, grand theft, and forgery), 11.9.
‘The level of criminal activity was not constant but dechned with age. The .

-number of self-reported offenses committed per month of street time noticeably -
- declined as the sample grew older. Specifically,.the juvenile penod average of 3.2

serious crimes per month of street time decreased to 1.5 in the young adult per{od )
and to0.6in the adult period. Declining offense rates were also shown in each crime
class except violent crimes, which is dominated by robbery. The latter anomaly

 probably owes to the sample selection criterion that the current incarceration be
- for a robbery conviction. Previous studies of criminal behavior, based on official

records, have found that participation in crime declines with age. A unique contri-
bution of this study is the finding that the level of cnmlnal act1v1ty dlmlnlshes even
among those who remain active in crime. B

Though the level declined, there was a certain steadiness-about this sample s .-

~ crime. Asked how, much time passed after their release from {incarceration before

they started commlttlng crimes again, the respondents indicated a median fime of

'4-5 months after the juvenile landmark incarceration and 2-3 ‘months after the
young adult Shghtly over half of the sample said they had serious 1ntentlons of not

141



. U VA ASSeW \Mw we wesew) wo - —m — e o

" of crime could not have been deterred. For those who believed it could have been

deterred, certainly of apprehension wlould have been the most influential* factor._

Few of the offenses committed were followed by arrest. ‘Only 3 percent of the . -

* juvenile nondrug crimes culminated.in arrest. Drug-selling offenses are excluded

. “because a large number.were committed with no resulting arrests. The percentage

. . of crimes resulting in arrest increased to 6 in the young adult period, 20 in the adult

' period. The rising arrest rate is partly explained by the incredsing incidence of .

. crimes against persons, which are solved more often than property crimes. How-

« - ever,thearrest rate for burglary, a property crime, also rose from 8 percent in thé

. ~ young adultperiod to 29 percent in the adult period. The percentage of convictions

among arrestsfor any type of offense increased from 54 in the juvenile period to

~ . 78 in‘the adult period. Thus, while offense rates decreased markedly over time, the

Y. probabilities of arrest, conviction, and ingarceration per offense all tended to in-.
o " crease. g L SRR
- The sample ‘generally pursued crime opportunistically, appearing to prefer
diversity to specialization. In-any several-month period these offenders typically
committed crimes of various types. Whatever modus operandi or selectivity of

targets an offender developed (e.g., small stores with women proprietors) was
usually a continuation of his most recent experience rather than the result of.
careful strategy. ° { ' : : Co -

_ Critiinal Sophistication =~ . .
The majority of the crimes committed by the sample were simple or even crude
in execution. Only a small minority seemed to use care—much less sophistication—
‘in planning and carrying out their crimes. For the typical offe_ndér, pre-crime
planning was limited to visiting the location before the erime and, less often,
. staking out the target. Such measures as wearing a diSguise, developing a new
. ‘identity, and obtainink a special car were uncommon. The offenders who were the -
most’ sophisticated tended to ‘develop sophistication at an early age; it 'was not
necessarily the product of a long career in crime. Most of the sample remained
geographically limited throughout their careers. Only a few ever ranged outside av
single state. Few had acquired specigl techniques for évoiding arrest. The experi-
ence of these offenders counters the notion that hardened criminals manipulate .
criminal justice”procgéses by retaining expensive private counsel, by gaining exces-
e sive continuances of their criminal proceedihés,'bs' intimidatihg witnesses, and sq
on.. % - B S
" The assumption that habitual offendérs develop networks of persons to assist
them in trime appears misplaced. These offenders tended to work alone more
*frequently as their careers'developed. In fact, the more sophisticated the offender,
_ the more likely he was to work alone, being unwilling to share the profits or risk
_betrayal. S, - oo
Contraty to the expectation that an offender’s illicit profits would grow withﬁis
experience, these offenders, gwen in the lgter phases of their careers, averaged only - -
a few thousand dollgrs per year. Few were well rewarded for their criminal acts.

o o _14,2 




-and more experienced. The offenders who were more prone to

_ Prlson an,d Postrelease Experience

’Violenc'e ' R

*The literature suggests that as'an oﬁ'eYtder s career progresses and he becomes
mcreasmgly involved in a criminal subculture, he loses interest and capability in

" -legitimate employment That hypothesis was not borne out by our sample as a
‘whole. In théir most recent career period, nearly half were combining a full-time

or néarly full-time job with their criminal pursuits. On thé other hand, the generally -

- poor employment performance of our sample accords with thé ﬁndlngs of earlier
- studies. Our data give scant support to the notion that loss of employment triggers -

a spate of crime; less than 15 percent of the sample said it did. The “bétter-em-
ployed” offenders committed fewer crlmes against persons than the rest of the

sample They did not, however have f‘ewer cnme—f‘ree lntervals

4
5

'l"hough these oﬁ'enders commltted a higher rate of Cnmes agalnst persons later
in their careers, the proportion who actually injured their’ v1ct1ms,declmed over
time. On the other hand, the offenders’ statements about, their willingness to injure
a victim indicated no lessening of the risk to victims as thé'offenders became older
jolence in their
e incidence

personal lives were also more llkely to have. injured their victims.’
of violence in @ersonal life decreased w1th age.

Role of Drugs and Alcohol

Although our data do not suffice to estabhsh causal lmkages, drugs and alcohol
clearly played a prominent role in a majority of these criminal careers. By official
records, about half of the respondents had a history of d g involvement; by their
own statements, about two-thirds had been heavy users of drugs or alcohol or both.
During the adult periods, fully 60 percent were under the influence of alcohol or
drugs when commlttlng crimes; and the desire for money te.buy drugs and alcohol

..was the single most f‘requently cited reason fo¥ committing crlmes (c1ted by. about

one-thirdof the sample).

‘As for agsociations between drugs and alcohol 1nvolvement and other offender -
charactens?cs, we found that the offenders involved with dlcohol alone—compaged
with those‘involved with drugs alone, both drugs and alcohol, or neither—commit-
ted crimes less oftep but were more likely to be arrested. The offenders 1nvoIved

with both drugs and; alcohol had'the hlghest offense rates.

.
v

Only about‘,\ quarter-of the samplé said that they had had trouble adjustlng
to prison’life. When they were juveniles; the trouble 8rose primarily from problems

- of getting along with other inmates. With age and more frequent incarceration, the -

main source of difficulty was not other inmates but the offender’s own feelings—for -
example, a realization that life is short and a desire to be on the outside, living it.
In each of the three. landmark incarcerations, about half the sample said they

had_ participated in a formal prison rehabilitation program—mainly vocational

training, education, or group counseling. Onlyra small minority had taken part in
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nearly 90 percent in the adult pelnod Vocational trammg was the program most
favored

a

| Intensive and Intermlttent Oﬁender Types

Despite the diversny in this sample, two broad types—the intensive and the
intermittent—emerged from the data. The iptensive type, consisting of about one-
third of the sample, was more continuously engaged in crime, morecommitted to
'a criminal lifesgyle, ‘and more careful about avoiding arrest than the intermittent
type, consisting of two-thirds of the sarrple ‘Most-striking, the average intensive

. offender committed about ten times as many crlme,s as the intermittent oﬂ‘endgr. 5

- yet was five times less hkely to be arrested for any one crime. Once arrested, the -

_ intensive offender was glso less likely to be convicted and incarcerated. )
" _. . . Other differences that cross-tabulation revealed were that the intensives were
' 'more seiﬁdnrected early in théir careers, obtained sxg'mﬁcantly more money per
crime, and were more likely to have spent the money on drugs and alcohol than

were intermittents. Respondents involved with alcohol alone were far more likely

 to. be mtermittent,s than intensives. ‘

oY

1

' POLICY IMPLICATIONS _‘ - K S
Th%pa'i‘agraphs below add ss the implyations of the precedmg ﬁndmgs for
2 policies 6F rehabilitation, intendéd to modify ‘behavior from. .unlawful to lawful;

deterrence, intended to alter the offender s perceived balance of the gains and costs

. target'difficult to reach and unattractive; and incapacitation, mtended to remove
criminal offenders from the community through incarceration. —————
The. implications-outlined in the paragraphs’below are too prelimidary to be -
“regarded as proposais for changes in current criminal Justice policy, but it is h0ped
. that they will contribute usefully to policy deliberations.,

Rehabilitation S » ' , .
RN -

Our samplq was by' selection a group of peraJns who hgd consistently adhered

to a ‘criminal hfest;’le despite repeated exposure to rehabilitation programs.

Though the effectiveness of rghabilitation efforts was not a ‘focds ‘of this study,

judging from the offenders’ ovy statements the rehabilitation programs in which

. they participated did not provide a strong mducement for them to end their crimi-
: nal careers. Most of the sampl¢“saw their crimes ‘as freely. ‘chosen, prei"erred' acts -
or as responses to special circumstances, usually arising from a personal relation-

_ ship. Those who reeagnized their need for help were thinking mainly of job train.
! ing. Even so, they did not necessarily believe that vocational training would over-
D - come their tendency to continue in crime, fully half either were unsure about or
had no intention of leavmg crime. - -
Correctional authérities view job traiﬁmg as w rehabilitating those
. who commit crimes because they cannot earn an adequate mcome légltimately In

.- . . ',.‘. X IAA . : B_

v

rof crime so that he desists; preventlon intended to forestall crime by making its



widespread support. " . !

of these offenders, the better employed tended to commit less. serlous crlmes We
are thus led to believe that-voluntary programs of job training are a constructlve
means of reducing the criminal toll of habitual offenders.

The low participation of.these offenders in drug and 'alcohol rehablhtatlon

programs,\coupled with the prominent role of these substances in the respondents’’

crlmes. suggest that,drug and alcohol treatment programs could S1gmﬁcantly
ce crime 1G,they genuinely helped offenders eliminate their dependency.

’ . O
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Deterrence

. Because of the growing evidence that efforts to rehabilitate criminals have
' 4 ﬂlllen far shart of expectations, many author1t1es now advocate con,centratlng less
or. improving the offender and more on improving the criminal JuStlce system

Programs designed to speed and streamlinie the prosecution of criminals are ﬁndlng

Deterrence theory rests on the idea that potential offenders are rational per-
sons who take into, account the costs and gains of alternative courses qf aw{ion.
Should the costs of crime {u‘fﬁciently increase or the benefits sufficiently decrea
potentlal offenders are likely to decide that the former outweigh the latter-and are.

: thereby likely to be deterred from criminal acts. The costs of crime can be magnified

by increasing the probability of being apprehended and by increasing the amount
and certainty of punishment after apprehension. Deterrence theory holds that
potential offenders will be(mm o %rrred wh%they Wwkrorve thad they are more
likely to be arrested, convicted a: HDprisoned for a crime:

Our sample did not fit the model of rational criminality described above. The

" majority said that thev were unconcerned about the possibility of apprehension,

though some attributed their indifference to the clouding of their thinking by drugs
and'alcohol. More to the point, over half the sample asserted that nothing could
have deterred their return to crime after release from their landmark incarcera-
tions. For those who said they could have been deterred, the certainty of apprehen-
sxon would have influenced them more, than other factors, such as the posmblhty
ofa longer prison sentenceor strlcterparole supervision. This perhapsreﬂects their
awareness of a fairly high probability of conviction and incarceration once arrested.

The data give no reason to beheve that the length of a prison term ‘affects

deterrence Those who served longer sentences did not have longer periods of street
tlme after release.untll the’next xncarceratlon

.

-~ .

Preventlon : . . -

_ Target hardenlng—maklng crlme targets more dlﬂ‘icﬁlt to reach—was of dubi-
ous ef’f‘ectlveness in preventlng this sample s crime. The offenders simply switched
to a more accessible target. For example, some interviewees responded that if they
were frustrated in committing a store burglary by an effective security system, they’
would immediately substitute a street robbery. We believe that future studies of
the costs and benefits of target hardening should consider the likelihood of‘ a shift
to personal crimes lf property targets are hardened: w
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- convictions, and incarcerations is an indication of the méblhty of previous rehabili-

tation, deterrence, and prevention efforts to curtail their criminal behavior. The

primary alternative for counteracting such h Offenders is a greater reliance on in- .

capacitation, lncapacntatlon policies are intended to assure the conviction and pro-
longed incarceration of serious habitual offenders, once arrested. The ‘rationale is
obvious: Oﬁ'enders cannot commit crimes against the’ commumty while in prison,
and they are not likely to be ablé to make up for lost time after release if the

~probabnllty of reincarceration is high. But.an incapacitation policy is both unfair
and highly costly if an undue number of inappropriate offenders are given long.
" prison terms. ,Thus the effectiveness of this approach résts largely on, the ability

of the crimitial justice system to distinguish amopg offenders and 1dent1fy those

. most deserving of lengthy imprisonment. .

+ Although the length and seriousness of a defendants prior. record glve an

: mdxcatnon of his propensity toward future serious crimethe predictive value of this

information by itselfis weak. That is partly because of the poor correlatlon between

' Qﬁ'enders actual behavnor and their arrest records. A meager arrest record may
dlsgulée a dangerous criminal, even though a long arrest record usually signifies
extensive criminal activity. Our data emphasnze that arrest records do nof suffice

in distinguishing among the more serious and the less serioys habitual oﬂ'enders '
When we compared the rap sheets of the intensives as a whole with those of the

mtempttents as a whole, no significant differences emerged between the types—not, ’

only'in arrests but also in convictions and incarcerations. Yet, by their interview

responses, we know that the.intensives, less than one-third of the sample, had

committed a disproportionately large number of the offenses reported. It is thus
crucial- to identify the intensive offenders by some 'means in addition to their
crlmmal records. And if an objective of sentencing is to prevent future crime by

incapacitating high-risk offenders, our data suggest that it is counterproductlve to .
~ concentrate on older habitual offenders. The greatest effect- in crimes prevented

would.come from imprisoning the younger, more active offendérs, smce 1nd1v1dual
offense rates appear to decline substantially with-age.
What mlght the additional means of identification be? One would be to make

' better use “of the crime-clearance information police obtaig in following up an

r

‘ arrest. With a suspect-in custody, police investigators are often able to “clear,” or

solve, previous crimes by linking them to the suspect through confession, snmllanty
of MO fingerprint matches, and the like. A majority of the intensives in our sample

extreme case, twenty robberies were cleared by the arrest of $fie offender. -
. In current practlce much of this information is ignored except to close police

'repor‘ted that their arrests led to the clearance of some of their o j::er crimes. Inone

files. When the police transfer charges to the prosecutor’s office for the filing of a .
formal complaint, they include only the counts on which the is enough evidence -
to establish legal guilt. And after finding such evidence on'ene or twa counts, the
-police tend to dlscontmue investigating the other cleared crimes. That is because:"
‘they expect any charges beyond the strongest one or two to be dropped in return
for a guilty plea. Even if they are-not dropped, multiple convictions often do not.
' mcrease the sentence. A more systematic attempt ta investigate and legally prove
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"‘suspect’s record of juvenile arrests and institutional commitments. Juvehile'

, records are considered sensitive information, and their uge is highly restricted by

_ 1aw. However, given their potential value in ldentlfymg the more seriops habitual

. offenders, it appears that they should be made nﬂre accessnble to prosecutors and

used in sentencing decisjons.” ° -

The prehmmary evidence from this study suggests that mcapacltatlon, by im-

prisonment, may be the most direct alternative for reducmg the societal toll at the *
~hands of habitual offenders, provided that the mpst serious of them can be iden- * -

- tified- before their criminality has-declined. If ¢ ime is to be reduced through in-

- capacltatmn pohcles the followmg procedural changes should-be considered: :

Pohce and presentence mvestlgators should prov1de prosecutors and

S Judges with more thorough information—including’ multiple cnme-clear-

Lo L _ ance and juvenile offense data—tohelp identify the intensive oﬂ'enders for
-+ -whom incapacitation may be justified. . '

'« Extended prison sentences should be imposed on oﬂ'enders whose prior

record and current charges reflect serious and sustained criminal activity.

These sentences should be imposed at the earliest time such offenders
- have. been identified with reasonable ¢onfidence. - '

NEED FOR FURTHER RESEARCV - o

g Though thig study has revealed much about a particular group of crlmmals, it
represents just a begmmng in the endeavor to understand the careers of serious
"habitual offenders. The authors are are pursumg the effort begun here. The meth.-
odology for obtaining information on offénse rates, motivation, and selection of _
crm{e type ’and target will be refined and improved. Methods of cross-checking data -

< for validity will be incorporated, Offenders’ utilities and values may be probed more
"deeply, perhaps by, using the techmques of consumgy choice a d utility or risk- -
preference analysis. Different samples of oﬂ'enders will be drawn, such as burglars

A or _]uvemle felons, to examine different crime types or periods of career develop-

ment. Supplemental information may be obtained from family members, acquamt

- ances, or caseworkers

The research will be costly and w11] pose problems of data privacy, mformed
\ consent, and response bias. However, the crime problem in our cities remains
bstantial. Street crimes-exact an unbearable toll on the poor, the elderly, and the

" small business proprietar. If we want to know more about the group of offenders r

~ who are pnmarllywresponslble for these crimes, the effort must be continued.. o

. . [ .
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Thxs sppendxx presents the mstrument by whxch the 49 respondents in our
S, sample were interviewed about their criminal careers.

\ _;‘ L Each interview was conducted in three sections correspondmg to the thrge )

career penods defined in this study’ '

nile incarceration, or, if no juvenile incarceration, until age 18. .

of the Rand interview in the current iricarceration.

"« "Adult period—from release after the first adult incnrcentionto the time of -

: ﬂne Rand interviéw in the current incaroeratiOn
Questlons800-809 edonly in referenoetothe,iuvemle penod. quest.lons

adult periods; and questions 4000-4006 were asked only about the adult period. The

term "landmark” refers to an offense, arrest, conviction, or incarceration that

o delimits a career period. Unless stated ‘otherwise, all questions, refer to the six

2 "months before 1ncarceratxon, the period of incarceration, and the three months

" after release. The interviewers were instructed to read only the, responses printed

- in lowercase4etters but to code answers corresponding to the i‘esponses pnnted in
'all-capltal letters. s

e

NAME

TDENTIFIER [Dj 1-3/ INTERVIEWER . E[: 6-7/ ¢
OFFENSE ED:] 8-10/ DAT’E ADMITTED | I TRV

0 Y

20. ETHNIC GROUP D 2wy 2 MENTAL STATUS D 21,
2. EDUCATION LEVEL (] 22 23. NARC HIST ~ ' (] 2 i
27. # PRIOR COMM. ' r__] 26/ 28. # JUVENILE COMM. D .
.\_U'?j - _ ' .
: coc # HEEREE 28-317 .

P 48

' . S 'Juvenile penod——from thé ﬁrstselfreportedoﬂ‘ense through the ﬁrstJuve- :

o Young adult period—from release after the first juvenilethe ﬁrst adult 3

1101-1311 were repea e times in reference to the juvenile, young adult, and.

. oy . ‘
ADM TYPE _ 15/ 1sT ADM YEAR Ij:]m-m YR. an ED 16-19/. s
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80D; During this period were your parents: -

' 803. Were any of yo}:r brothexs or sisters-ever convictéd-'of. an adalt felony?

. 1 Lo
. C % -
. . . g

¢

-« 1 ~
‘
a4 v

804. During this‘tin}e. were any. of yoifi‘ family members incarcerated?:

e YES...oienenn eesesescsctsasant 1
. 3 : Nd ...... eeeens . cevebeeientenes 2
DON'T KNOW. ...l iennennnns 3
. . . a
- N .
. CARD 01 * < N , }
A [N s . v «
¢ s L
X
’ "'\»
~ Ny o
. .
.‘ 2 b
\,
" M ) 4
] ’ l_
r ce) . <0 o A
e 149

» ‘ . L m@_rvjied........;..l..;..r;....;. 1 35/
not married, or..,.......co.e 2 ’
divorced?........ . 3 |,
SEPARATED. .. eeevueeeeaneannes s

] , ’ ' T OWIDOWED......evviiiinnannnn. 5
. o ' " BOTH DECEASED...:...... RPN P
‘ : o DON'T KNOW. .. eeevnrnenennnnns 7
8Q1. Wou'ld yoh describé y?ur parents' financial status at that time as: .
, T - _ upper,...... R RTTRIES PRPR Y
S s . middle, or........... P 4
v \ R r o SR PO I
. s Yy N\ ot : . L
802. Was your mother or ‘father e\QQ‘onv'icted of a felony? L C
E I YES..\euniienenn e 1 37
' S CNOenteieneienaenanaansd s 2
‘ ’ . DON'T KNDW........ jeeev i 3
- “ : ,



. 397 ﬂ:»);l_'qqupu'leave yOur parents’ home? -

r"

808 " How was your school -attendance before yOu stoppedu going al together? uere
you' - . l ) 7 .
et T T good attender............... 145/ e S
' s E T occastonally abent, or...l... 2. RS SN
:__7' ST S _?- habi tual tmant?....,.........'?,  e e

e : . P A : . A

e 809, How old were you when you comnitted your first serfous offense, that 1s. 2 o SR
AT - "crime for. which you could easi]y have been arrested? o s S ST

c /x ‘<. - -' TN e, - K

K S o .~ . [End of questions pertaining only to Juvenile per_j_od.] ’ T f'-‘.. s .
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- « flve,w‘lth six pnths priqr 20 _your hnmark 1hcarceration
1 .juvarl‘le period, before - -agpR 8 1f no juvenﬂe Jncarcerat‘lon)?
d ypu Hve?- (CXRCI.E ONE) L. o R

With a friend?. .. '..-.-:.'..'f._;;'.,“. CFirenrie

: 1102. - How would you. charact e the relat'lonship you had with your famﬂy? _ i ' rs
S ~(cme|.z ONE) : M : R
APPLICABLE 'l J/ *.

LT d e INTEREST.....".‘.; ..... UTUUAN USROS SUPY U

5o "7 RO CONTACT WITH THEM......... R PO S T
v
A : T - e ‘using spouse’s, relatives or friends!' jncome, : )
' . (60 TO Q. 1108) ................................... 3 ]
' involved in ﬂlegal activities. or...(G0 TO Q.\108). 3 - K
-l o S getting Workmen's’ “Compensation, Social Security o [ PR

SO | { . . end/or Disability?...(G0 70 Q:1108).. . ........... 5 e~

T OTHER.LL(G0°TO QuT108) it 6 -
- YT T (SPECTFY). L ‘ e ‘
B o S — g
. ' S X .CARD 02 AL
' 1
P * - / .) N e
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© OTHER. g5 e
(SPECIFY):. . "_il' =

©full tine, or. ..
off: and on?

: :"’1)06 imt percent of the tilae were you employed at. the above job? , ,'

FrEvs

f. L T ‘MORETHANSBOO.f....';.;.....,.."S
. 108. Hou uould you characterize your out1ook on-life at that t'lmé? Here you.

- ~ . Thostile, assaultive,..—l ........ 11 R
s v . C o depressed,..’......'..".......'.'.,. 2 ' S '
ES - . . ) . . i . ,
. . . Just getting by, or....... eree 3 . S
S— R . 4 o
CEERE happy, easygoing?.... .o 4 > .
. CARD 02 . IR
. i M /) " - .
. : SR
. 5 . - o
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3 : t.
these. ﬂrlngs were. to ‘yous'at that
Mt ’ so-adut ‘lqaortult.
sunmr 'sot‘um © VERY -
III’ORTANT UNIHPOK‘I’ANT xmm IHPIRTAIIT

ng or satisfying - .,
s ..s..-.....v' - 1

¥ing good-lookibg wimen... 1 2. 3

. 1iking yourse!f..........,.. 1 2 T3
s‘hyingontoftmuble & LT L
: ‘“tb t&"“lnnnqnnaat.on- - 1 o ';2 * . 3

-bavingagoodtiue.......... [P 2 3

"20- In each of these things. how ‘satisfied were you at that* tin? ‘Were yoia
1130." very dissatisﬁed somhat dissatisﬂed, souewhat satisfied.. or very

. satisﬁed? L VERY. .
. _' s - ', A ‘_. xssmsr;sﬁ nxsﬁxsnm SATISFIED ymsrxm R
‘ _ !friends f it -2_ T \"f‘l o0 ez 32/
ol respeetiiieeeibee, o2 -1 e
I amount of excitement = - - IR - e
S T and kiek§..eociiieal.. . f20 -1 0 . 02 - 35-36/ 1
NN " steadiness of Job........ - -2 “a e . e way
C Sl 2 oA e 02 sy ¢
. - '._'type'of work......;_.._.... -2 - Bt R 1) B 02  a-ey .
" L women...li........ e, 2 YA a0 02 a3ey - .
Pt yourselfa g o2 e 02 es-e6/ |
S DL . ‘ability to stay out of < . - _ T B s
v . w ' trouble with the law... j 2 A e G 02 arees) 7
IR havingagood time....... 2 AL AT e 02 as-soy
131, During this total career perfod, were you 1nvo‘lved in serious 11legal N B
l A _ activities, that is, crimes for which you‘ could have been prosecuted? PR
YES...(60 70 Q.1132).0scueennn. 151/
NO. .. (§0 70 NEXT CAREER PERIOD) 2 " ’
" CARD 02
¢ 1
- 15? ’ ) .
v ’ * [ H
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O o R
B W :
md you a 1ist of crilrlnal offenses. P1ease tell me whether you:

“during the entire career period, up to your landmark 1narceration
if :juvenﬂe period and no Juven'lle incarceration)

.’
.

2. suAquus, S .3.0VER $50 . . 4. auasumv R
CVES. - %0..;000] - YES. NO.:.00Q} - VES - M0...000)- . i -nm s
-1 {60-T0 i ~'1 (60 TO : (so T0 - .
L NEXT CRIME) NEXT.CRIME) : l NEXT CRIME) L
“Can you tell me Can you tell-me Canyou tellmep ~ . - .+ °
;how many times? | how many times?. hquuanyr times?} . -~ ~. -
i 55-577 . % ., s8-60/ ) " 61-s3y
- What was your  What was your -* What was -your L
usual take per “usual take per usual take per CoL
_Job?2 . ’ JOb’ - jo . : .
. . sllll s 11 [.F- sIIJIL
e : , 6-9/- ‘ . 10-13/, S 14177 S
R A LY S _— T Cow - . CA %
" . 1155, - Mere'you ever - Were you ever Were you ever .  Were you. ever = . ' )
' - arrested?. -~ arrested? arrested? -arrésted? T e
id YES - NO....00 YES  NO....00 YES " .No.[..00] . .YES NO....00} " °
1 (60 Y0 -1 (60°TO (got0 - {60 TO -
l' NEXT CRIME) ] - l NEXT CRIME) l NEXT CRIME) -~ NEXT CRIME) '
‘ How many times? How many times? How many times? | How many times? ,
I ) . e .
o 30-31/ . 32-33/ v 335/ , 36-377 . -
1156- .
1164. - MWere you ever Were you.evewm Were you ever " Were you ever.
Ces convicted? - convicted? ‘convicted? . ¢onvicted? Lo
o _ YES - NO....00 YES . NOi...00]- .YES NO....00 YES NO....00
. , A {Go TO (o100 " < | (60 70 : {60 TO i .
ot . ’ NEXT CRIME) NEXT: CRIME) | -1 NEXT CRIME): NEXT CRIME)
o : How many €imes? -How many time_s? . . How many times? | - How many times?
48-49/ 50-51/ - 52-53/ ) 54-55/ . !
'.' ) . . ) © i . ) . A\
"'%"\*'-;’;\ﬁ. . ‘;_‘ “'-i,', ‘_; .- ’ . - Tl &.
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YES  NO:..000
1(60TO
 NEXT. CRINE)

( ;
- NEXT cnmz)

-m,you tell.mef . é s
" how many times?
6769/« . 70-72/
What was your’
usual take per , .
" . Jo? o B T - T
S ' o i R o PORRE
. i —— F=
) ‘ o 22-25/ /O b R
Here you ever " ‘Here you ever- " Were you ever ,5 Were you ever Yere you ever
arrested? .  °  arrested? arrested? . © - arrested?- = . arrested?
YES  NO....00]  YES . . NO....0 S  M...00] YES  NO....00 YES  NQ..0.00)
{60 TO N (6o To (@T0 .- | (60 TO (60 T6 - .
NEXT CRIME) ~J  NEXT CRIME) ‘ NEXT CRIME) | NEXT CRIME) . NEXT Q.)

'  How many ;imés? . How many ‘times? How many times? |’ How nnny times? How many tjneS?

-39/ - 40-41/ . 42e3 . a4/ . aser
: ' ¢ . _ ) : e ’ . ., . ’ ot
. Were you ever Were you ever ‘Here you ever Were you ever . .Were.yau ever
" convicted? " convicted?, convicted? - * gonvicted? - convicted?
. YES. NO..".00] ''YES NO....00] YES NO....00] .YES - NO....00] ' YES- NOD....00)
. {60 TO {c0 TO , {60 TO -~ 1-(60 TO (g 10
. - NEXT CRIME) NEXT CRIME) ) NEXT- CRIME) | NEXT CRIME) 1 !‘EXT Q.) 1
"~ How many times? [ - How many tifies? How many times? How many times? How many times? [
".fA S ses7 " 58-59/ . eo-61) . T 62-63/ . . e4%65/"
S nes. ) ‘ o S
Cr 0id you use a . . . . . oo
2. weapon? . : - . : - 3 .o~ ,
. ) , . ) N ' , . . . /-—‘-
~ YES ' NDI...00 , . o _ ( ,
. - A V L > v . . . . . .‘,. \ ) .
* How many times? ‘ . v . ’ .
ED T . : o * caRD 02703 T
_ 66-67/ = e . - o v
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nat did you do after that?

.ﬂl‘ldl did you do next?

. . . ) ) D v s

: 1169. Which did you do next? L N IR
" s . ' P P . o OFFICE USE -
P v ¢ ) ’ : S : : D4
' RN —— . o
1170.  what- did xou\o after thatz - . " OFFICE USE
| — . . .( ‘~ . . — : : — . ‘ '1’0/,
1171. During this total career ‘period was there any time when you were not in-'
- volved in criminal activities? Not involved means umilﬂng ‘to camlit
. - Vcriles. . . i
- ; - e T ves.. (ASK 0.1172 A0 Q. 1173) SN gy
e ; : o .- (60 Toqnu).............; 2 ,
1172, A: IF YES: ‘How long did it last? . : T . -t
Il . V 2 » .{ ’ ’ N ‘ 5 . 1 -
. - : HONTHS | 12-13/ .
) A'|'|'73v. ‘B. Why? ) P ‘ ‘
3 : ‘ ‘_vOFFlCE USE ; .
14/
. 1174. what was the main reason for taking part in Hlegal actinties? Was it:
‘. (CIRCLE ONE) : _ _ o
. hostility, PEVENge,.. s 'eeeesueses '.' .......... s 128/
e the thrill of it, ATTENTION, STATUS,..euinviiiennn
. ‘money. for drugs, alcohol,.eeeeeeeeeeenn. PR .. 3 .
MONEY .EOR women,...... reens eeeaee S B -
3 ) , MONEY FOR ‘rent, se'lf-sqpport.. ...................... . 5'
: ) . MONEY FOR famﬂyvsuvpport,........;‘...‘.,_. .......... . 6
, no other alternative,.............. [P PERT PR 7
L peer influence,........ceuuns eeesentnnessanenesinss 8 v
: e U BON'T KNOW. L eueianiinenet it e ia e inenen g
CARD 04 ' i : ' §
3 - e . ,.
B % B - .
T ) i ’
. - ‘ . " ' ’F v
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.

- © 1184,

JFES

1185.

. Nss.

 nes.

Bld any- of the fo’l’loﬂug factors contﬂhute to the‘cri-es eo-'ltted

Did you usually plan the crime:

" Did you usually commit the crime:

- -;i i . 132 . ‘ . : 1 ”.4.‘:“—‘ .v o

-- during the six. mﬂ\ period prior to- yuur 1narcention? (CIRCI.E AtL -
THAT APPL Y) - P

~-"f S L Ial"lta'llfllﬂy diffiwlties.,.......... SRR | 16/‘_ ;
- — :’loss of eqloylent, 217/, -

gang lcﬂvitfes{or................................ S 20/'
“under the influence of drugs or alcohol while

o . COMNILEING the CPIME?...oss0esesersssssorsossness 6 2/
R mmucm:. 12

-

hs your criminal bebavior -ost’ly in'luencad by your friends or the peop
* you we going around with. or was it -ost’ly Just mt you. felt like doing?

PRIMARILY SELF-DIRECTED.... PRI I 77
- PRIMARILY Pm-nmzcrcn............................ 2

_- . UNSURE , DON! T KNOW... . 2.1 eevaaeennnnannnssinns '3
' For what did you use the mney from your cr'lne? (CIRCLE ONE) -

- P

HIGH uvﬁs......................................., 1 25/

» SELF-SUPPORT {RENT, FOOD).....oevueiernirerserannss 2

FAMILY SUPPORT...\.vseveeeMuuirerueensionenononnes 3

DRUGS, namxms......'.;...._........._...'........‘.._. 4

. GAMBLING, DEBTS........eveeivenrnenersrnsncnraenes 5

. OTHER. . P PP PPN
© : (SPECIFY) e D}

..

along........‘_..'..’.....‘........‘. 'l"zs/‘
with one partner, or........... 2
with more than, one partner?.... 3

g " with one partner, or............2
with more than one partner?.... 3
. L] .
CARD 04
[ 38
o157
- .

N

) alone,..l....:..........,._...., 17 277°

...............’....‘................ 3y T

£ influence of friends......cccieiiiienniteniinninn 4 197

OTHER..vevviverrannnnnnneassonnnsnnsToaiionnenones B - -
« (SPECIFY) . - ' 22/

Y,




nu Mdyuumllye-itthecﬂm\dththes-eumnrorumnrs?

. "0~ YES..... , V20—
’ * o Niiieseceneneiecnainne _‘2‘ c 2.

-lfn.: hy ‘do’ you “think m’m m amma (CIII:LE OME Fm nm msou) )

e T - WA (1. E..Aumsmtsm).., ....... ceerseronces ql,u-'w/
e T . f‘muce IIIEFFECTIVE e oz‘ <
. uwwm.,mxmmnou....... 04 -
: L OFFENSE UNKNOMN TO POLICE....... rrereans vecneeea.. 05 '
-t e vxcmmmoooemr; urmva.xcz:.....'......_osﬂ

P . vICTIM mmnmou.‘....'.. ......... ceiienesnceaag 07
A ' <. YOUR meum _..,..-oa N
LEGAL® 'MANEUVERING (s s commwk:cs) veee 09,

- OTHER. ......... ivereenens eerierierineen ———. 101 "~

(svscm) e .

1189 During this tile. were you ever arrested but not convicted? :
( - v . .
v ’ - .. (ASK Q.1190).. \..7o+.... R 3/ f

s . A o a
/ 1190. 17 IF_YES: H\y not convicted? l' -

L TNNOCENT. : el 1 3

---------------------------------
v

600D DEFENSE ! . 4

B )
(SPECIFY) O -
At d ! . ‘ :
-~ ;,a " ] ’)
v):l - v bl
. v b ¢
CARD . 04 '
bl B / °
v 1
R 2 - (
Woe “
i te
1 -

N 4
o

............. 2 -
B ! . J
. . - VICTIM REFUSED TO COOPERATE-WITH POLICE.. 3- . )




_‘ " - .

—~— L - N
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How were you caught for this offense? (CIRCLE ONE) B b

v - [SPECIFY)

1267.- How }bn§ after the crime were you arésteg?

. P
e @

~ 1268. Who represented you in court?
g PRIW}TE COUNSEL. .7 crrnon "2""' _
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1272, WQ}"OU ‘were inst t1onahzed for tlhs offense how much difﬁculty o o A E

:, did_you have in a usting" o e E e .
SN T A ij.u.(Asx 0.1273).......;,;7_13 j6/” R

. L e ’ "'_SOME .{ASK Q.1273)

Kl
’

N oL L e NONE... (G0 T0 Q.1274).. %

o - _
WL e1273.. K. “IF DIFFICULT: wﬁn’a-_-ctkéfs'ous; ' o . B T
R i - YOUR BEHAVIOR.....ceerurieenil ] 770 0 0
EE S GUARDS..e 2 Ty
_ . : OTHER INMATES.,...'......' ......... 3.0 T
o \‘ . CPROGRAMS.......iiiiiii Y 4
L o o o .ornsR.f..L;.;;.Z;;.;.,.;g;,.aﬂ;_s LT

"1278- During this time, di’d you bart’idipaté in: (CIRCLE ALL THA_T;' APPLY) .- -
1219. .
.

: _ ) ""vocatmnal traming.,....v..‘..l_.»..'.".-._ .......... 1;" &
oo . n individual counseling,.......
o . S group counseHng......‘.'...;'....‘- ....... cereeeeaiin 3207 .

R educatiomal- programs,.;.._i..‘-.v..........'...v....;.;..'... 4 11y, A .
. ~drug and alcohol programs, or..,...:.. Cerdienas eee 5127 s . -
SR . SR other programs?...\..v._...;'.,..‘._-...'.__.'.'.';.-."....:.'.--.';. 61 R P

1280.° A. Here any offthe programs usefu]'f‘ U :' v
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. 1281-- B. Hhich programs were usefu]? CIRCLE' ALL THAT APPLY A o7 \/ o
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1288+
1294,

o 1295,
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. . Y | RCUYUINRCU s oo e v ooe e e e oo 0
. sxnzgﬁkk;/nopﬁo TO BENEFIT....0.
‘ , . LEARNED YO PLAY THE GAME,

FAKE PARTICIPATION:

THOUGHT IT WOuLD~ HELP%LEASE

(spscx#y)

J

T am now going to ask-you about .your r'e]ease':fr"or‘n the 'instiwt'ion."

when you were released from prison, what did you need most? (CIRCLE ALL
- THAT. APPLY. ) Can you ‘tell me wh'ich of these were the most 1mportant?

REALISTIC ANSNERS)

COH_‘IIT CRIMINAL ACTS AND HOPE FOR BETTER LUCK......

COMMIT CRIMINAL. ACTS BUT PLAN MORE CAREFULLY........

COMMIT CRIMINAL ACTS BUT LESS DANGEROUS OFFENSES...
LY.

COMMIT CRIMINAL ACTS BUT LESS.FREQUENT

STOP. CRIMINAL ACTIVITIES BUT NOT GET A JOB RIGHT
AW i

GET A JOB AND NOT CO;MIT CRIMINAL ACTS
:

30y

31/
32/ -
33/

34/
35/

' NEED TO - MOST
. S TAKE CARE OF  IMPORTANT .
> A place to live....cooeannie veee 1 227 - 1 297~
o ¥ P 2 23 .
- Psychological or family s : -
- ‘ counsehng..._ ............ seeeae 3 24 3
AT ~Drug/alcohol rehabilitation S '
COPrOgraM. ciieiiieteiaaaiiats 4 75/ 4
) o " criminal con_tacts -to continue . ‘
; illegal activities.....cvevieeen. L 26/ 5
i Someone who cared about fie....... 6 27/ 6
. Other..eceieiececaaestdoennnreens 28/ , 7«
7 (SPECIFY) j o
what d1d you think you wou]d do when re]eased from pr1son7 (PROBE FOR



Stin emp]oyed ........... PP 1

"Back 1nvolved in cr1me..‘...’...‘. 2

(SPECIFY)

1é97'. During the three months foHowing your release, where d1mb~ﬂ‘we the
T majority of time? (CIRCLE ONE) -

with both parents,

1298. MWere you released on parole?

Y

1299. How strictly were you monitored by your parole officer?

-in a foster or group home, or....... . ..... L0z T
with a fr1end?.......... ...... teseee tesessssanains.. 03
ALONE......coiinnns Ceeeaas P Cevieaneas .04
oy MILITARY..... P Cetieeeann DB 1 |-
" TRANSIENT. Ly eveenrsanninennnnes cerereeiie 06
" ONE PARENT....... 0eeuuenennnnns e or
"RELATIVES.tuevunneennnnnnn. seeseans eesisvieaia... 08
SPOUSE, CHILDREN, OR BOTH.............. ,........;. 09
CHILDREM, v veeeeranennenenennn. evergeencnaa 10
OTHER. 4 v ee et ettt et eeeteeeeneecaneeennnns . N
(SPECIFY) v [::]
YES........... e 1 39/
NO...(GO TO Q.1301)............ 2
Very strictly.civeeiennnnnnnnn. 1 40/
Somewhat strictly...ooooiiaiiil 2
. Not very str1ctly.._... ..... eees 3
Not at all........ooivniniene, 4 §
* K . {'
. ' - CARD 06 _ :
i ) ~\ '
SR ko ’
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ENCOURAGED OR 'PROVOKED

INVOLVEMENT. ..o o veieeey 1 427
_ NO EFFECT..vvvvniinennnenennnenn 2
R o _ , . DISCOURAGED OR HINDERED ~  « . S
PR .;.3. _ N ‘ INVOLVEMENT ... .covvinennnnnns 3 » ' .
. f- ' . [ ’
.1301.. How seriously did*you look for work after youf‘re1ease7 y ‘ .
. ' 'VERY SERIOUSLY...(NORE THAN 3 MONTHS)...i....\.. .. 1. 42/
SOMEWHAT SERIOUSLY...(1-3 MONTHS).......eeueen. L2 '
NOT VERY SERIOUSLY...(1 HEEK T0 1 MONTH) ....... 3
'NOT AT ALL.. (LESS T);IAN 1 HEEK).. A
T1302. How long did it take you to find work? V _ ° : - 35'
DU y oL weeks . ||| _
' o o R a3~q4/
. R DION'T FIND uonx. cevrtesenees DD
1303;‘ 0o -You think you were being monitored by the police because of your S e ’
record?- ] ) . :
T . (ASK Q. 1304) ............. 1. 45/.
A uo ..... Crerreenrrareee e 2
» 1304. A. IF YES: How much do you think you were being watch by the police? °
" ALOT.......... 1 WP o 146/ L
. SOME....voiviene bernnnnannieas 2
ALITTLE...iiveinnnrecncecannns 3.
1305- At this time would any of the following factors have detefrred your regurn ) s
1309. to crime? » (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY} o 3 2 ,
. . Lt . . )
’ _Probab111ty of 1onger'sentence...........; ...... e 1 47/ _:%§K4f
, Harsher treatment while in prison......... Weeebea. 2 48/
® Stricter parole suparvision ...... ;;;.u}..;., ....... 3 49/ )
Certainty of being caught ..... fiiiiiieeeieeas vees 450/
o Other....oveeeevenennnns Netessesessasescnnns Ceeanns 57 . -
B e i ' N 51/ ({ '
( (SPECIFY) = '\ . . g :

;;3;1510; fEstimate‘how 1eng after_your release it took to get back involved in

crime.

WEEKS [:[_—_] s2-53/

1311. Estimate the amount of time that you were committing il1legal activities
"before you were arrested .again.

.  MEEKS E]:] 5q-55/

'[End of questions pertaining to all three éereer periods.)

Y N °
;\ ( _ -l . -
Y
"CARD 06 . ’
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Now 1 have a few more questmns about your landmark offense:

4000.

4001.

4002.

}§04,
'2%“\.

2

4005.

\
4006.

: habitual offender sQ that" your sentence might-be. 1engthened?

Did the prosecutor ever threaten to charge you wltl\ "prlor of fenses" so
that your sentence ‘might be lengthened"

'

(ASK Q.8001)..0eneienunn.s 1 a2/
NOn_ ................ SUTUTUTR 2
A. Were you formally charged with "pr10rs“7 "
e " (Mkoaan.¢ue”u“,1'4y
‘ . ,i (Go T0 Q. 4008)..%u 2
B. As far as you know, were the char‘ges '
5 I ‘ dropped ‘in- plea bargaining, R PPV
' " not consideredin sengencing. or. 2
Co " used to increase sentence?...»...fﬁﬁ“ B
7 DON'T Know...,;:.;..; ........ e & T

Did the prosecutor ever threaten to allege that you were legally an

‘ - ) ..(ASK Q.4005).............. 1 4sy
. - NO.... .................. eeeiee 2
' ‘ " . o
A. Were .you forma]]y chérged as’ an habitua] ofﬁender” . T
N o (- Q:gg; YES. (ASK Q. 4006) ...;7r.;: ..... 1 46/
. NO uur i iieennensaionnaanas eeeaas 2,

B.'  As far as you know. were the chaﬁges '

dropped in p]ea bargalmng. 1 47/
not conSIdered in sentencmg. or. 2

used to increase sentence?...... 3
DON'T KNOW.......... eieiennnas 4 .
. R A ] -‘.‘ .
' _ K3
A ot
v
) ’ o
- .
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PREVIOUS STUDIES OF CRIMINAL CAREERS |

. » e

The desirability of studying the criminal behayior of oﬁ'enders throughout their ‘
criminal careers has lopg been recognized. Ag early as 1893, Otto Kobner declared

that “correct statistics of offenders can be eveloped only by a study of the total
life histories of, individuals.”® Later, Georg von Mayr stated that “'a deeper insight -

s into the statistics of cnmmahty is made possible by the disclosure of developmental

B regularitiés which must be sought through a study of the manner in which criminal- .
ity develops in the course of a human lifetime.’"* More recently, Donald Glbbons N

{

- Cliffs, N.J., 1973, p. 13.

Chlcago 1972

has insisted tha't “cnmmologu;al attention must turn away from the study of crime
and criminals to the examination of various types of role careers in crmnnahty 98, -
~Roebuck suggests thgt the study of cnmmal career- develol;fnent is necessary

in cnmmologlcal res frch for several reasons
s

(a) There is no adequate general theory of cr1m1nal behav1or (b) behav
loral scientists are concerned.with and cah only explain patterned behavior; -
- Mc) many. adjudicated offenders demonstrate a patterning of offense behav-
ior in their criminal careers; effenders with similar offense behavior pat-

* terns are likely to share certain social and psychological attributes which
differentiate them from offenders witH¥ther offense behavior patterns; (d)
though behavioral and social:psychological changes occur in the develop-
ment of criminal careefs, such changes are limited and identifiable; it.is
possible to define definite and stable criminal career patterns; offenders

“tend t& ¢lose in on specific offense behaviors; (e) adjudicated offenders gnay

“be classified on the basis of legal categories of offense behavior; (f) the. .
etiological process that leads to one kind of criminal career differs from that
which leads to another criminal career; (g) criminal behavior results from
multiple causation; and (h) an 1nterdlsc1p11nary approach is’ necessary to

96
any typologlcal approach . N
Three Approaches are reflected in the literature on the criminal carkers of -

‘serious habitual offenders: The first approach adopts the offender’s perspective and

results \in blographles, ‘autobiographies,” and case studies. An exambple is' The

" Professional Thief,.by Sutherland:*' The second approach analyzes official criminal

justice records. An example is Delinquency in a Birth Cohort, by Wolfgang, Flgllo,
and Sellin.*® The third approach consists of conceptual or theoretical efforts—.
~usually- grounded in empirical research—to explain the permstence of criminal
f)ehavmr ‘An excellent exampIe is Criminal Behavlor Systems, by Clmard and

2 0. Kobner "Die Methode einer wnssenschafthchen Ruckfallsstatistik als Grundlage einer Reform

.der Knmmalstatlstlk Zeitschrift gesamter Strafrechtswlssenschaft Vol. 13, 1893, p. 670

* Georg von Mayr, "“Statistik und Gesselschaftslehre,” Moralstatistik mit Elnschluss der Kriminal-
sta‘tlstlk Vol. 3, Mohr, Tublngen Germany, 1917, p. 425.

" % Donald C. Gibbons, Socnety Crlme wlmlnal Careers, 2d ed Prentlce Hall, Inc., EngleWOod '
v

*¢ J. Roebuck, Criminal Typology Charles C. Thomas, Springfield, 111, 1965, p. 16. "

** E. H. Sutherland, The Professlonal Thief, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1937. e

¥ M. Wolfgang, R. anho and T. Selhn Delanuencylna erth Cohort, Umversxt%fChxcago Press;, -
. -

145 1/0 - S?.



B e B e SRt R L IR A g L R hahidi o A SR ettt g

relate dlrectly to our study CL . ~

-

FIRST APPROACH. THE OFFENDER’S PERSPECI‘IVE CuN

o v

‘What offenders say about thelr experiences reveals a great deal about how the

I' ~ criminal justice system operates, how much it deters criminal behavior; and why

peopple persist in such behavior. As Albert Morris said, “Even when they are lacking

"in penetration or sincerity, the verbalizations of crlmmals rpay have a dlagnostlc

value as great as other overt behavior.”'°°
. Clinard and Quinney elaborate on this ponit“"A 'ﬁnal way of lookmg at the,

o ‘socml nature of professional crimé is through the language of the offender... .. The
.. argot used reflects the attitudes of the professional toward the law, hlmself the

victims, other criminalg, and society in general.”!®* Career ‘histories. contribute to

criminology by giving th researcher msnght into cnmmahty asa dynatmc, ongomg '

-

process.

Co

The Inception of a Cnminal Career .

Life histories reveal inner- stnvmgB; ‘motivations, barrlers and other personal

- attributes and social events that move the offender to conscnously adopt certain

criminal behavior patterns. An example is the classic case study of “Sidney” by

Clifford R. Shaw, The Natural History of a Delmquent Career.'® Sidney grew up

in a poor and unhappy family, became a truant, ran away from home several times, - -
and began petty stealing to support himself. He was arrested, committed to a boys’
reform school, ﬁnd he, served five years before the age of 16. Later, serving time
for being a runaway at a house of correctipns, he picked up “bad thqug‘hts from bad
associates,” learned new techmques of stealing, and progressed from habitual runa-
way to criminal. Being treated as a criminal in these institutions reinforced hls view
of himself as a criminal. When released, he found himself typecast as an ex-convict

'witl no plans and no prospects. As Shaw comments: \k

Durmg the course of his career in delinquency, from the time he was
'seven to seventeen years of age, Sidney was arrested at least sixteen times,
. was brought to court on petitions alleging truancy or delinquency ten times,’
and:received seven commitments to four dxﬁ‘erent correctional institutions.
‘His delmquencles becaime increasingly serious as he grew older, beginning
as. petty stéaling in the nelghborhood and’ truancy from school, and pro-
" gressing to more serious crimes as hoRiJ{lp with a gun and rape.... The
holdup and rape offenses ... were the natural consequence of a long cham
of delmquent experlences The attitudes, ‘habits, and phllosophy of hfe

[

* M. Clinard and R. Quinney, Cnmmal Behavwr Systems: A Typology Holt, Rmehart and Wmston, A

. Inc., New York, 1967.

1% Cited by David M. Pet.er;on and Marcello Truzzi, Criminal Life: Views from the Inslde Prentlce
Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1972, p. viii.

101 Pp, 254-255

‘o2 Clifford R. aw, The Natural History of a Delinquent Career Albert Saifer, Phlladelphxa 1951.
An earlier study by Shaw is The Jack Roller A Delmquent Boy's Own Story University of Chlcago
Pu »ss, Chicago, 1930. o g‘
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_Peer pressure, poor relatlonshlps w1th parents, and engaging in petty theft helped
initiate the crigginal careers of Sldney and others observed at the juvenile level.
Some autobiographies have presented the plcture of a more rational and cal-
culated entry into a career-of crime, particularly at the adult level. These people
weighed the costs of a crime (time, energy, stress) against, its beneﬁts (material
rewards without the tedium of employment) apd decided in favor of crime. John
Bartlow Martin’s cnmlnal “Eugene,” for instance, is attracfive, intelligent, person- '

. able, and comes from a noncriminal family. He chooses a life of crime, from among
other altematxves open to him, because of the abundant opportumtles for profit.'*
Among the cnmesﬂ;o which he confesses in his autobiography are petty and graan

larceny, burglary, safe-blowing, arson, robbery, bootlegging, and jury tampering.
Emstadter studied twenty-five professional armed robbers and concluded that
career robbers are persons who failed to develop early commitments to adult roles
‘and values.!® The early histories of Einstadter’s robbers are all marked by estrang- '
ing or anomic experiences. They changed the robber’s view of socnety and his-place

, in it and may-have led him to criminal behavior. Alienating experiences in child- ‘
hood (lack of parental guidance, early commitment to a reformatory, life of poverty »
‘or deprivation) or in adulthood (divorce, loss of job) may cause a redirection of life '
toward criminality. Sgveral noted criminologists support Einstadter’s view. Many
believe that crime is é::entlally the solution of personal problems at a childish level
of conduct, either because basic attitudes have never developed beyond that level )
or becayse the person has regressed to childish attitudes. :

Crime As a Profession

1 4

* ' The publlcatlon of Edwin H. Sutherland s The Professwnal Thzef in 1937 prov-
_ ided the first systematic analysis of crime pursued as a “profession.” It still stfnds
- as the most comprehensive study of the nature and complexity of ¢criminal career
development Using a biographical approach, Sutherland’asserted that there is a
. professlon of crime and that it has an occupational structure similar to many other
swvocational pursuits. By his definition, “professional” criminals' commit crimes in a .
*primarily rionviolent manner, with a high degree of skill, and for strictly monetary
‘gain. Like other; professionals, these criminals also acquire skills, develop role
models, and accept consnstent self-images. The list below paraphrases Sutherland s’
conclusions. : R v

’I'he professional thief makes a regular business of stealing. @is his occu~— )
_pation and means of hvellhood -and he devotes hlS entire rking time :
and energy to stealiriy.

2. The professional thief operates ‘with proﬁcnency He has qudy of skllls
: and knowledge that is utilized in th& planning and executlon of his work. (g
~He has contempt for the amateur thief. . .

'"’ Shaw Delinquent Career, p. 226. '
1°4 John Bartlow Martin, My Life in Crxme The Autobtography ofa Professional Crxmms‘ H(rper .
ﬁléd Brothers, New York, 1952. E
-.'%*W.J. Einstadter, Armed’ Robber_y A Career Studym Perspecnve Unlversrty Mlcroﬁlms lnc Ann -
"""" Arbor Michigan, 1966. . 1 7
. v <




VIMUUG LY GvYUISIUVL Ul DPTULIAHLTU  GLLILUUTD, nuuwncusc, Shluny anu o
- experience.
4 ,The professional thief makes crime his way of life. He organizes his llf&
~around his criminal pursuits and develops a phllosophy regarding his
_ activities and profession.
5. The professional thief identifies hlmself with the world of crime, There he -
is a member of°an exclusive fraternity. that extends friendship, under-
- standing, sﬁnpathy, congeniality, security, recognition, and respect.
6. The professional thief is able to steal for long periods of time without going-
to prison. He commits crimes in a manner that reduces the risks of appre-
~ "hension, and he is able to eﬁ'ectlvely cope with confrontatlons with the
. 'cnmmal justice system. : :

SECOND APPROACH: CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM R (
PERSPECTIVE . | o e

Several analyses of data pertammg to crlmmal behav:or dunng the co'urse of *
a crxmmal’ career have affordeg insight into "the relatlonshlp between age and
ctiminality, the dependence of cgime on soc1pdemographlc vanabl’és, and the phe-
nomenon .of crime swntchmg _ ‘ “ .-

°

. Age and Crlmmahty .
' L' Natlonal statlstlcs indicate that crime is dlsproportlonately an ’act]wt& of the
_ young. For many crimes, the p;eak age of criminality is below 24 years.!°® Accordmg
‘to mt:onal arrest statistics, young peopte 15-17 years olcl have the highest rate of.
burglary, larceny, and auto theft arrests. For these three offenses, l5-year-olds are
~,arrested more often than are persons-of any other age,’ ) with 16-year-olds a ¢ se
e aecond ‘For criggesof violence, the peak ages for arrest are 18 to 20 followed cl :
Y by 21 to 24. On the other hand, offenders older than 24 comprme the great maJority 5 f L
v. . arrested for fraud, embezzlement jamblmg, drunkenness, oﬁ'enses agamst the -
L famnly, nd vagrancy.'®’ ‘ ._
A Analysts have hypothesnzed that the obse‘rved, dechne in cnmmahty w1th age
"is, related to “unfavorable; progressive changes correlated with the passage of time,
becommg apparent after maturity, and t sarminating in the death of the individual.”
Ina person leadmg a “straight” life, these changes may ‘manifest themselves in a
- “tendency toloser vitality and interest in many activities, including a .Jjob.**® The
- person-involved in a criminal career may start to feel burned out,” -and he may
decide to reduce and eventually leave criminal actmty and its hazards. The decline "
‘in crlmmallty with age-may also.be due to the mcapac1tatmg eﬁ'ﬁt -of loh'ger
sentences that older rec1d1v1sts are llkely to recewg, i

1. ” - i N
- "egee US. Department of Justlce, Federal Bureau of Investxgatnon Un}'orm Crime Reports forthe . ... .-
. "~ United States, 1975, Washington, D.C., 1976; The President’s Commission oh Law Enforcement and the
Admlmstratlon of Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a'Free Soc;ety, Washmgton. D: C -1967. ¢ "

M7 The Chal,lenge of Crtme in a Free Society, p. 44. i '’ ' .

i 18 Mark E.‘Adams and Clyde B. Vedder, "Age and Cnme Medxcal and Socnologic Charactenstlcs .
“of Pnsoners over Flfty Gertatncs Apnl 1961. - .
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and cnmlnallty In 1940, Sellin observed that “the research student who' 1s in
pursuit of an answer to the relatlonshlp of age to crime is doomed to disappdint- -
ment.”*°* In. 1959, .following a review of age-related theories of crime and delnn- _
quency Wootoh concluded thit there has been little advance since Sellin’s analy-
sis.!1° Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin suggested that “the relationship between age
and dellnquency has not been adequately explored, partly because most research-
_ers have considered age an antecedent condltlon rather ,than a measure of ttime.”!!!
Quetelbt who conducted one of. the eurliest statistical ﬂudles of the relation- -
‘ship between age and cnme, computed crime rates for various age-groyps in

~ France. He.corroborated the view that criminals “burn out * concluding that there
T isa “rpen(?hant for crime which seems to develop by reason bf the intensity of man'’s

physical vitality and passion aru attains its maximum about the age of twenty -froe”
' when physical development'has been completed.”*'*

" Quetelet’s obsérvations are supported by $held<‘)n and Eleanor Glueck s lon-
gltudgnal studies of the effect of aging on criminality. The Gluecks statistically .
analyze‘d the cnmlnal careers of 500 reformatory inmates and 1000 _]uvenlle delin- *
quents whom they had followed for 10 years. Aﬂ:er examining a large number of .
factors, they concluded that “dging is the only factor which émerges as a significant '
factor in the reformatlve process.”!!? Tbey attributed the 1mproven{ent in conduct

_ withii 1ncreas1ng age-to.a “trend toward improvement in all aspects of the dctivitigs

‘of these men. .. . This proceeds until'the qge of 35-36. Those who have not reférmed. - -
by the age of thlrty -six are not likely to do so! .thereafter, since improvement in
almost .every .aspect drops markedly beyond the' 80 35 yeaﬁga span.”!t4 The

" Gluecks found that some offenders settled down earller than, othe?s, and they

explained the- pers1stence of criminal conduct as mental abnormality. . S
- Ina later study of changes in the conduet of 1000 juvenile dellnquénts over a
ﬁfteen -year period, the Gluecks 1ntroév ced the "a)ge of onset” theory in their hy-"

~ pothesis that’ "abandonment of criminal conduct does not occur at any spec1ﬁc

(chronologmc age-level but rather, after the passage of-a certain length of tlme/fr/om
the point of first expressioly of indefinite delihquent trends,”'** -

> As ev1dence the Glu\acks cited the fact that over the years an increasing num-

~ ‘ber. pf +the 1000 _]uve ile delinquents dropped out of sight or.became less serions, | ¢

Pmdgthat if the actswof; delingueney- bemver);. early inga boy's AN
doned relativel)/ early.in his manhood providing that mental - -
abnormalities did’ pot,,’pou _the hatura} ‘maturation, X:)\e Gluecks assoc1ate '
ost

~with maturation greater pow Syﬂectlon lnhlbltlon postponement of ezdl-
ate des,\res for morqlegtlmat?on ater, and the power to learn from ex
toe ThorstenSellln The Crlmmaluy of Youth, American Law Instltut# PHfiladelphia, 1940 p. 110.
L oue ,Barba,ra Wooton, Social -Sctence and’Social Palhology Allen and Unwin, London, 1259 PP- ‘r;

157172, :

-

P 208 3',"*“‘ : T .

“uz A Quetelet, Recherches sur le Penchant au Crt’me Aux Dtﬂ"erenls Ages, 2d ed. Havez Brussels

- 1833, p. 75, quoted in Thersten. Sellin, ,"Matpring Out of Crime: Reexdxvxsm and- Matura,tlon National

" Probation and_Parolé A&dciation; Jy\i l Vol 4, No.'3, 1971/
7143 Sheldon Glueck and Elesfio [ Lalerx.&‘nmtnal Careers The Commonwealth Fund, New
York, 1937, p. 105. - -~a$ o S
e Ibrd pp- 122-123: . A '
115 Sheldon Glueck and Eleanor Glueck Juvenile Delmquenls Grown Ug’l'he Commonwealth Fund, -
New York 1940, p 167: 4 ) ‘
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Wolfgang, Flglno. and Sellm among others, have shown that pefsons of lower
socioeconomic status, racial minority, and lower educational attainment tend to
- commit more:crimes than other people.!*® Of the total birth cohart they studied,
. * 35 percent became delinquent, that is, had at least one contact with the police for’
-omething other than a traffic.violation..Of the 10,214 cohort offenses, 8,601 (84.2 ~
*+  percent) were committed by the 1,862 recidivists (53.6 6 percent 6f all delinquents).
e Those who comniitted five or more oﬁ'enses (627, 0r 18 perceEt of all delipquents), e
," - who were called chronic offenders, were responsxble for 5,305 of all@ 214 delm
quent oﬂ'enses (5.9 percent). L &
Gomg further. thyn simply deseribing the' chromc oﬂ'ende in te\swof contacts
, it the public agencies, Wolfgang, Figlio, ahd Sellin ey\mmed the soclbechomlc
.. .. variables in their careers. Race differences were as?ﬂcula - striking: 417, or 10
R percent of the ponwhites but only 210, or 3 pereefit, of th hites were chronic - ,
" ‘offenders. Non‘tes commitied 71 percent of al-effenses committed by this group. ..
-’All the murders®1 percent of the rapes, 93 percent of the robberies, and 88 percent .
. of the aggravated assaults were committed by nonwhites. Larcenies were .commit- S
- ted by each racial group in proportion to its numbers in the chronic group Lowe1 S
. \ :
socxoeconomlc status, lowest achlevement in school, lowest 1.Q., and similar vari-
Yables of dlsadvantage c ’zed the chroni€offenders. Other bacltg'roundsvarl
>ables that différen ate ghromc oﬁ'enders from the others were (1) number of -
family moves; (2)'n tres;of potential su %ccess in school (L. Q, retardatlon status,

and achleveme £ level); and (3) mgasur of sch performance (dlsmpllnary in-
' fractlons h{ghest. grade attamed and reason for leav1ng§chool) o -
-\ Cnme Swltchmg i' _ o R - ’/. ~':~f. O e e *
Do oﬂ'enders tend to contmue commlttlng cnmes of the same type or,do they .
ry the types co, m1tted'7 Evidence of a clear trend would help type indmdual :
“offenders, would faclhtate an estimate of the futureg:sk they pose to sotiety, and
; would aid the choice of sefitencesfor a convicted offender. Stugies of crlme sw1tch1ng
o ¢ ﬁ s have relied largely on the offenses reported in oﬁiclal records of arrest and convic-,
‘ _tion. To that extent, they y nusrepresent the-actual patterns. among ¢ oﬁ'ender@v
who commit many more cfimes than ever appear in official records. - - ,
., Two leading sources of information on ﬂ‘en’e patterns in criminal careers are
i the Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin study of adolesgent delmquents }ted above; and," _
' Cl " the NatlonaLonlence Commission.repott based®n the FBI'sCareers in Crime ﬁle, _' .
which as of ,1967. contalﬁed the criminal histories of 194, 550 adult offenders.'*" ’
. - The Wolfgang, Figlio,’and Sellln study did not examine pattems by individual-
e frlme types bdt by gropps$ 'of crimes based on the FBI Index jﬁd non-Tndex classifi-
. catlon 18 A maJor ﬁndlng ’Was that the likellhood of commntmg two. pﬁ'epses of the ‘.tﬁ
vt %, . R Lo,
'{“" lfgang, anho, and Sellin, pp. 244- 255. o " . SN : L

. in Crimes of Violence: A Sta rt:Submitted-to the Natwnal Commigsion on the Causesl
. and Preventlon of Violence, U.S. Gove t Printifig Office, Wastiington, D.C, 1969 éhap 12, -
1e FBI Uniform Orime Reports Index crimes includé criminal homiéide, forcible rape aggravated N
~=" ;. .assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, and aut& theft. Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin grouped theninto the. . ¢ A
'\' .~ following classes: “injuty” (homicide, forcible rape, aggravated assault), “'theft” (robbery, ‘bur, ﬂg‘lary,~f et
A

larceny, auto theft), "damage (includiog burglary, larceny, auto theft), and ‘combinatiop”
1nv¢;lvmg more than one of injury, theft, and damage ‘Non- Index crimes were all others.
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differeit type Within the cohort studied, second o(l"ensesqvere shghtly more likely '
“to be the same type as first offenses. In the transigion from the second to the third
5:, -, offense, Index offenges were more likely to be followed by Index offenses. But it was
‘very unhkely for a _]uvenlle to repeat criminal hormclde forcible rape, or aggravat- .
ed assault.'}® ' )
Harold F. Frum s findings about _]uvemle speclallzatlon in cringe disagree with
those of Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin. Frum, studying a more limited sample of 319 -
. offenders, found that young people who liad begun their: criminal careers with
)_ . - property felonies tended to stay with that type of oﬁ’ense ‘s aduilts. Partlcularly,
© . forgery and burglary were sustained. Wy, . . -
) Other research on adult crime switching has bgen at the level of mdxvxdual,
. crimes. A studx by the Minresota Board of Correctxons found that for adulta an.
. Index-crime arrest ‘tended_to be ifollowed by another. Index—cnme arrest.'* The
crime- -switching data avallable in 1967 were examined by the S(nence»and Technol-
~ogy Task Force of the Pgesldent sCrlme Comrmsslon Wthh gq,ve the fbllowrng

: [ - findings: ST A : O SR

A 8 When the prior Index oﬁ‘ense was auto theft or larceny, the most likely

o subsequent Index offense was burglary, next most llkely was the repeti-

. _tion of auto theft or larceny.- )

R Bﬂrglary was n10st Jikely to be followed by burglary, next most hkely by
. lgrceny, and next by robbery. - ' - r

P 2 -« Robbery was most likely to be followed by robbery or burglary (equal

probabllltl.es) ‘and next most llkg.y by larceny.'?* - SN

The Natlonal Violence Commlsslon report’s 1nformatlon on ctime-switching
was of limited scoT>e for it covered only four major violent crimes plusburglaryand: . '
~did not estimate the likelihood that an arrest for a violent crime would be followed -
VRS by an arrest for 4 non-Index crime or by no further arrest,'** The FBI dgta on which
‘ this rbport was based resembled those in thé Mlnnesot“a Department of Corrections .
t Ceudy TheVlolénce Commlssmn found that ih ’ransrt;ons from_the first to the :
- lsecond,6ffense, as well ag from the second tothe third, offenders mmally arréested .
. for burglary, robbery, or assault and then returning to one' of the five crimes- .
** congidered were much more likely to repeat the same offense than sw1tch to an-’

TR

~ ether 134 The Commission also found that: ' ,
oo :
e, The probablllty of repeatxng an offense wasshghtly hlghér for the ﬁrst and
,l,\/ "« - second arrests. . -
I Of’fenders first arrested for forclbl'e rape were 1kely to sw1tch to o
o ; burglary, assault, or robbery than to. repeat. i
‘ o Thode. lnltlally arrested for cnmlnal homlcldé show d a relatwely hlgh
Y “u . . ' S ) ) ; E N . ) ' . R . s
R: ."’Pp 151158 - Ll y Lo L @
120 “Adult Criminal Offense Trends’ Followmg Juvemle Delmquency Journal of Cnmmul latu. '
. +Criminology. and Polxce Science, ‘ayalune. 1958, pp. 29-49. .
. ) A3 Federal Bureau of lnvestmatxon “Crime Revnsnted Uniform C&mé Reports 1965 pPp. 29~3l. .
< Voo it J n The President’s Commisfiorron Law Enfbreement, Sczence and Technology Tosk Forge Report. .
N USs! partment,ofJustxce Washingtom, D.C’, 1967. - 5 TR
T m Scxence and Tecl'lnology Task Force Report Append,lx Table 18 ST
i2a Crxmes of Vlofence p-543. .. N . Of s
*** Ihid., Appendix, Table 19. v . e L, < T o
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robbegy:were more likely to be arfested next for robbery, second most ~ -
likely for burglary, _and“thlrd most hkely for .aggravated assault

There is evndence that _]uvemles tend to pru‘grgssafrqm less Berious to more"

- sernous oﬁ'eqses 128 By contrast.ethe evidence is scant that adult’ cnmma‘l careers’: -
"+ reflect a progressive increase in the gravity.of offenses committed, with the possiblé\” "~

. ".exception.of a trend in property crimes alone. For example, adults with an arrest- (™

‘- for larceny-or auto theft appear to be most hkely ta be rearrested for bux‘glary.“” .

L Data for adult oﬂ'enders also (:oatrast W1th those for :]uvemles in' $howinga ', *

“. 1" tendency. fq; repetition of oﬂ'enses\sych as assault, rebbery, and burglary.!’ In' .
..~ particular, 35. percent, 38" peycent, and 53 percent respectlvelS',Bof those. arrested
,f * for thése three offenses had onebr more prior arrests for. @e same ‘oﬁ'ense o .
ST ’l'he percentages did not dlﬂ'er appreclably ‘between black ahd white oﬁ'end T
K o ‘Logking at the other sifle of the issue; the homogeneity of oﬂ‘enles, sonie studles 5

) ,vae contendedthat stable patterns. of ¢riminal activity are not uncommon 118 One- sy

e ‘stildy i‘ound ;hat ‘offenders tend cotnmnt either yiolent or nonvxolent crimes but-

'tr“_»' s 'r not bdth. The weight of research evidence, however, favors thé view "that the -
homogeneous criminal career i} exceedmgly uncommon.'*® The cgptenﬁion that
homogeneous criminal careers are not unusual is made less credible by the fact that .

it generally has-been based on studxes of arrest rather than conviction records ¢
- . Artest records are thought to exaggerate the homogenelty ofan offender’s criminal

. aénvxty since po'hce are known to arrest some suspect.s for new cnmes on-the b,asné‘

S of thelr prlor anrests or modus operandn L . '

" THIRD, APPROACH CONCEP’I‘UAL AND THEOREI‘ICAL‘ C e

PERSPECTIVE ‘ , :

)

e Of‘ partlcular sngmﬁcancem the conceptual and theoretlcal analysig of devnant )
“ » and crimingl careers are the. works of’Clmard ahd Quinney, an“a Gibbons.!3° These ’.
* . authors have stressed the crucial toles of societal regctions, peer group assoc1a~

. tlons. and opporturilty in the stablhzatlon of criminal. careers :

Clmard and Qumney The C@reer Cﬁminal S .

j;:, Clmard and' Qumney have elucndated a number of .common charactenstlcs of o
. cdréercriminals. First, petsons. usually ehgage in career crime for gain, comtmttmg T

S 'mostly. property Cnmes In_confrast to persons in legltlm'éfe otcupations, career , -, .
» ., criminald make part or all,of thelr hymg by pursulng’ agtlwtnes that have been - g
L de}jned as 1llegah : S .
. Ad . N . i . . ) " .
W . Wolfgang, Flgllo, afid’ S'elm PP 151 158. . o ) e Fa - )
Sy e Crimes of. Vtoleqce P 553 . v ~ o _‘ e, .o R . _
e . 197 Ibid., p 554. . : Ty
\ L 119" Goe, f’or example. Richard A. Peterson, f)a\nd J. Plttman, and ?‘titnclaJO'Neal "Stqblhtlep» in - .

Deviance: ‘A Study of Assaultive and Non- Assaultive Oﬂ'enders ” Jour‘ngl of Criminal Lew and Poluie
Science, Vol. 53, March 1962, pp. 4448~ « : :
13 The literature on this- issue is reviewed by’ Roger Hood and R:chard Sparks, Key Issues m o
R ¢ rxmmolpgy, World "University Library, McGraw Hill: Book Company, Néw York, 1970.- . :

130 Clinatd and Quinney, Criminal havior Syitems. naldC G)bbons. Changlng the. Lawbre&-
érs, aPreﬂtice-Hal‘l Inc, Englemd Ch NJ 1965 10 / ? .

] .. - .
AR . . .:'- - o . . A




Second crumnal act1v1ty is part of the.way of life of the ¢ career. oﬁ'ender, He
.. perceweg hxmself as a criminal and associates extensnvely with other criminals:
"~ _!Career progreemon involves the acqmsmon of more complex techniques, more. - .
L fredhent offenses, and ultlmately, dependence' on crime’as a partla.l or the sote -~ -
.. ~means of hvehhood e "
' : Third; persoms in career crime tend e1ther to develop- a pattem of property”-; B
' v1olatlons or to speclahze in a partlcular kmd of offense. -
. Fourth, career criminals’engage ‘in systematic } behavior ’that requlres both *
personal and social organization. The. violations of career criminals- are not the
result of personal conflicts and immediate circumstances,” asare those of noncareer
criminals. Career crmnnals plan their crimes and are aware 'of what they are doing..
Career criminals depend on the assf'ﬁnce of other criminals and may participate
in an, orgamzatlon Given the nature and degree of. involvement in. professional .
cmme, itis possnble to.make it a lifetime career -WIth 1ncreasmg 1solatlon from the
legltlmate work patterns of somety A A

Al

‘e . -

Glbbons. “Heavnes” and Semxprofessxonals

. A number of attempts have been Qade to. develoéa. systematlc typology of ' ,'
. property offenders: Glbbons says, “Professional heavy drm?mals who ‘engage in* - ;
“ robberies and-Burglaries of vag§ous kinds are distinguish&d; frém semiprofessional .
property offenders and ‘one- -time loser’ property “criminals’who also' engage in
robberies and related offenses One major basis for separating these offender role
careers is that the three vary markedly in terms of the criminal expertise demon-
-~ gtrated by the respective role: in.cumbents 131 However, “the distinction between :
. professmnal 'heavy criminals 3 m1professmnal property offenders is actually
"« one of degree rather than kind. The dl\udmg line between professmnal and semi-
_ _ professional property.oﬁ'enders is somewhat arbltrary On the whole, professional '
4 . ‘heavieg’ are highly competent lawbreakers who reap large sums of money from :
their rllegal activities and work at this occupatlon full-time. Semlprofessmnals tend .
to be relatlvely unskllled pooﬂyj id for their criminal endeavors and work at;; :

.~ *" crime in’ some casesg a part,tl i basis.”192 . * *

- Gibbons defines fhe career of’ the prol‘essmnal heavy in terths o offense behav-
1or interactional settig, self-concept andattitudes. In addition, he discusses baclsg
ground—=social class, family background pee;-group assoc1atlons—and coriac
~ with law enforcement agencies. P :
'In regard to offense behawor. he says S

~

' Exofessmnal heav1es engage in armed robbery, burglary and other dyfect

. assaults upon property ey are highly skilled at crime, so although the
‘@ement of coercion and tHreat of violence is involved, actual force is rarely
-  employed. The motus operandi®f professional "heavy criminals involves”

" . arelatively lengthy periog of detailed'phanning prior to the execution of the . . .-

L - criminal offense. The semiprofegsiofial property criminal also engages in- =~ -
strong-arm robberies, holdups, burglaries, larcenies and sqmlar direct as-
S saults upon per | or private property. They ‘employ’ crime skills which-

-, are relat1vely 31mple and uncompllcated For example, strong—arm robbery .

\ - . . o:

- o

. - '* Gibbens, Changmg the Lawbreahers p- 230 .‘3 . :__‘.. v
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doee not mvolve much detalled planmng andcareful executlon of the cnme, PR
ST but rather application of crude physical force in order to relieve a vicfim-~ -

T " of his'money. This is referred to as semiprofessionial crime; because even . < .-
SR _ﬁthonghtechmealskﬂlmnotcharactenshcofthese oﬂ'enders, moatof;them; St
attempttocarryoutmmeasanoccupatmn‘” ' SRS

AT The“heavnes define themselves as cnmmaﬁ and as prof‘essnonals in cnme. '_l'hey o
FRR _' 'are proud of their specialized skills and view ¢rime as a lucrative and satmfymg' ,
= way.of life. Semiprofessionals do not view themselves.as profesmonals ‘in crime; .-
L rather, they. see few alternatives to their criminal behavior and tegard themselvee' w0
© - -as victims of a corrupt society in whnch everyone has a racket They blame the o
" systém and so feel no. personal guilt:
. Gibbons examines at length the role career oTthg,heavxes Thev normally come'-
N ﬁ'onqxrban* lower-class backgrounds. Most of them begin thei¥ criminal careersas
'@ coee ‘delmquents in predatory’gangs. The young. ‘heavy usually involves hlmselfmcreas-'
¥ _-~_ -._ingly with older professionils, from whom he learns the necessary crime skills. "
“.  Oncea professxonal himself, he is likely. to continue committing property oﬁ‘enses-
‘into middle age, and many ultimately retire into a noncriminal occupation. L
- Most adult semiprofessional offenders associated with predatory gangs asjuye- o
_niles, and ‘many juvenile gang offenders continue in cnmmaht,y as semiprofession- - :
. als. As adults, semiprofessionals rapidly accumulate extenisive rap sheets. Because .
of the low degree of skill ihvolved in semlprofesslonal crime, the risks of apprehen- . -
‘sion, conviction, and incarceration are high. Many of them spend a con- siderable .
part of their early adult years in penal institutions, where they are likely tobe -~
identified as “right guys” or antiadministration inmates. It does not appear- that“
conventional treatment efforts are successful i in deﬂectmg many of these persons’
,from continuing in cripe. On the other hand, many of them ultimately do withdraw
from criminal careerd¥vhern they reach’ early middle age. - . o
bebons descnbes the peer-group expenences of the heavies: .~ Q .

Asa Juvemle, this type of offenderiwas mvolved in mtef'actlon w1th1n the
.- - .structure of delinquent gangs or differential association with delinquent
. peers. In.some cases -these delinquent peers form a recognizable gang,
. whereas inothers they represent a loose conifederation of offenders. . . . The -
-~ - - peerstructure prohded him ith-group support for his hostile and cymcal B
.+ & attitudes: The peker. structg:%lso provided social rewardg for. prowess in
. . .delinquent acts, in thgt pe ften accorded hlgh status tcﬁthe mpst delm- o
-+ quentboystst - A o 5

s : Heavxes and semxprofessxonals have similar relatxonshlps with théxr peerS' L
; . Hquever .semiprofessionals usually assocxat,e mostly w1th other relatively un-

%y

‘ : sknlle&vﬂ'enders a ot |
»."- . i The contact with deﬁmng agﬂﬂ%%lso%i’&lar in both types. IR

, The early adult hxstory of these offenders is hkely to showseve&'al commit-
- ments to-penal institutions. Commonly, some of the criminal skills exhibited
- by the person were acquired in.this learmng enviropment. As the develop-, .
. ing professional acquires expertise in deviance fm d becomes more en-- ¥
" meshed in the world of professional criminality, prison becomes an'occupa- '

. Py tional hazard’ whlch he mfrequently encounters. .Accordlngly, the correc-. _
e ""n»d R 273, ' o e L I RS
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; machmery has an .mmgmﬁcant 'eﬁ' : ponmature prbfeséiénal

'Avy crumna]s.'“ L e

v ! Theadultaemlpmfeeslonals spendmajor ponwmof thejflives in penal institu-
CL -aons, and contacts they have w1t.h deﬁmng agencxes are thought bo contnbube to
._;.__v their cnmmal‘eers S . ST
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e THEUSE OFSELF REPORTED CRIME' DATA
S b P _,
PR Because of the  reliance of.t?us study on the respondents’ own. reports of thieir
o crumnallty, in addmon% thelr oﬂicxal records, it is useful 1o examine the validlty ,_
__ofthxssourceofdata Tresn T ‘ TR
- i - T 4 - S . IE‘ : J) ; "" _' - ‘ .‘ s - ' -' . <
- TRADITIONAL APPROACH I s .

) Tradltxonally, the criminal thstwe system has reheclexcluswely on data that are
A remrdedaboutpemonswhoareﬂl‘bcessed by thesyife’m It haslongbeen‘recog-- '
o -.mzed that official ‘data are biased as a result of: (1) the lack of umformamethods of
S reportmg -anid recording crime data; {2) the unevenness of law enforcemenlﬂmth
. to different racial and socioeconomic-groups and, geographlc regions; and
DR (3) eir bemg limited to offendérs who, becdme lnvolved e legal- reactive pro- )
R ition‘ of these deficiencies has prompted. chers to obtain
e data by self-reporting instruments im-order:to the true extent of-crime. )™ - Q!
3 ° Perhaps the most serious limitation of' official r tords,for our purposes, isthat .
N i 'cnme,.arrest clearance, prosecutlon and conv1ct10n ratés-do not suffice for a sys-
' “tématic tracking of criminal careers. This is especlally so because relatively few
criminal atts lead to arrest.' Evidence of widespread crime by persons. who are .
never, or only rarely, caught by-thelaw has long been pubhcxzed This appears to,
- be true fof'adult asewell as juvenile criminals. By one- estimate, only- about three
. tofive percent-of the delinquent behavior thqtﬁbccurs i detected.!¥. Studies of the. ~ -
." . adult population draw a similar picture. Wallerstgm and Wyle found that 99 per-
4% 7 cent of a sample of Néw York adults reponge& that. after the age of 16 they had. )
’ - committed one or more of a list of 49 offenses ]lS in the mmmal code of New, .-
- * -York State. Furthermore, 64 pércent of the male and 29 percent of the female - '
SR 'mspondents admitted that théy had committed a felony.'?® As’the arrest rate is .
o much smaller than those numbers, .the ﬁndlngs of such work. demonstrate that the =~
:, rmou t of crime that comes tq,the agentlon of the pohce is much’ smaller than thg’_ )
A(‘tual amount. ' C

- B Q"

.o e A blbllography ofAmerlcan studies of criminalbehavior conducted before 1965 Ls'found in ﬁqbert :
. H. Hardtiand George E. Bodine, Development of Self-Report Instruments:in Delinguericy Resé@orhs
7., Youth Development Center, Syracuse University, Syracuse, N.Y.; 1965. Additional questi ire gtud-
t 7 jesinclude Austin L. Porterfield, Young in-Trouble Leol’otxshman Fund, Fort Worth, Tex., 1946%Jam
Co . g Wallerstein and Clement J. Wyle, "Our Law- -Abiding Law-Breakers,” Probation, Vel: 25 NMart
.t 1947, pp. 107-112; John F. Scott, "Two Measures of Reported Delinquent Behavior,’ Am.gru,an olojg:
"= "+ cal Review, Vol. 30, August 1965, pp. 573-576; Lamar T. Empey and Maynard L. Erickson. \ﬁ
& -" Dellnquenqgand Social Status,”-Social Forces, Vol. 44, June 1966, pp. 546-554; .Edmund Vaz, "G
L Reported Juvenile Delinquency and Socio-Etonomic Status,” Canadwn Journal of Crrections, Vol. 8, .-
A * Januagy 1966, pp. 20-27;and R. A. Kettel, A Comparative Study of Detectéd and Und éﬁ‘ted'Vjolbl‘onal P
a *-Behavior among Students and Inmates, Flarida Division of Corrections, Reseatch ang Qlatistlcs Section,
, Study 67:3, April 1967. Ingerviews were used in Martin Gold, "Undetected Dehnquent Behavwr

5 Joureg 3f Research in Crime and Delinquency, Vol. 3, January 1963 PP- 27-46 ‘ ‘_.i
; e 33, ‘‘Ungdetected Dglinquent Behayjor.” o v KA N
< ' eGuifaw-Abiding Law-Breakers ” . - A L .
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- Given our focg on criminal career development, the dlscrepancy befween
acttm.l crime commissions and those for which an arrest occyrs was simply toagreat ;- -

. torely on official records alone. We could not have accurately determined offenders’

" criminal activity patterns, and thus could not haye: properly dxstmgmshed among T
the offenders.!*® And beeause the charge for which an offender was arrested might
not have accurately reﬁected the crime he commxtted the pattErns wanid have
been distorted further. Reliance on self-report data was thus inescapable. More-

" over, the use.of selfreport data seemed to oﬁ%r advantages of new msights Asa
recent studyhasasserted. . - .

. ; The investigation of unreglstered cnmmahty will, even if it does not
) ' bnng about any revolution in the general outlook on crime and criminals,
T inly " challenge some of the -established dogmas of present-day
ninology. . .. In géneral, it is tp be expected that the study of unregis- ,
tered cnmlnahty will invigorate griminology by “applying a new tool of
_ 1nvest@atlon and by 1llummat1ng many tradxtlonaLprog'ns of criminality
S ¢ from:a new perspectlve 140 . ~ .
A .. . ‘- . - - . .

e . - Y v L « . - 3
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SELF-REPORTING METHODS ~ %1l .

'I'he use of sejf-reported data is not w1thout 1ts own. methodo?oglcal problems
The rellablllty and vahdlty of .dev1ants« '-have long-been- quht@ed First,
» when a respondent admits to having conﬁiutted*an offense, is-his* apswer,accurate""
Was his act actually a crime? It has been shown that people nmlﬁ‘erént social -
classes are hkely to'view crime differentf¥.!#! For example, what one class regards
- ay .assault'may be considered noimal behavior by another class.:Second, to what
“extent is this reporting method reliable? AfYe many offensés céncealed" Do respond
- =" ents exaggarate their criminal behavior? How reliable are their estimates of the
. frequency with which they comml,tted crimes, espgcially’ when they are asked.to
( T re’call their behavior over considerable perlods—f)ficaswnal]y a hf'et»lme"“2 '
T To overcome these problems two self-reporting methods have been developed
, _‘The on€ uséd ‘most - often is to_ask t respondents to fill out—with complete ‘
.‘ i IS anonymlty——a questiohnaire about the. type and frequency:of thelrjﬁenm
" second method is to interview the individual oﬁ‘enders “asking probing questigns
" about the details of’ each criminal act, when it happened how often, and whetf‘&r
or not it was detected by authorities. B '
~ - There is no Airm ewdenge th?t the: Intermew method is superior t6-the. self
completed questlonnadre.nsP"or onr smdy. howgver the,interview method was pref-
erable; we hoped to miduce errors-d'ue tppoor motivaty pdor r\eadmg, and poor
P comprehension. The 1nterwewér&Were encOurag&d..to elicit the detalis of an offense
in order to eétabhsh whether a) 51_ REWAS. actltqll};eemmgfted to question pd‘;smble
? exaggeratlons‘and !o ’clear ub mlsundersﬁmdmgs leen the cqmplenty of‘ the
i . W S RO LI . . T
e, Mayn:rd L. Er;ckson and Lamar T Empey, Court Records Undete Delmquency and Decn
sion-making,” Journal of Cmmnal Law, Crzrgunology and Police Sczence Vol.’54, December 1963, pp.
. 456-459. - Buip i
4% Roger Hood and’ R' chard&grks Key Issues laHGr;mmology McGraw-Hill Boo'k, Ct.\mpany Néw

a

¢

York, 1970. p.47.> , » .

—-- 141 Gold, “Undetected Deélinquent Behavior,” p. .30, < : .. .”‘ % ’ RS
142 An excellent dlscussw'n of the meth’odolog'ncal dlﬂicu!ﬁes 6Tself reportmg ap r§ in Hood and

. Sparks Key Issues pp. 6470 ° w M?_ . & e
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;7 dent’s memory: about the order of? B
" “halo effect” in his response, since. it made ‘him aware that we had know]edge of

it precludes the respondent’s anonymity. However, She
. is“thnecessary, overemphasxzed, or of little consequence.!**

" verbal and written assurance that the interview.was solely for research p
Aand that his responses would not Jeoparsze hlm K

- Addigts,” Amer&un Joumal of Soclology Vol 62, 1967, p. 650

| | '_158‘-_-' o

: mformahon we sought, it would have been dxﬂicult to use a self-adxmmstered

mstrument. As was recently pomted out: .

: It:seleartlmtﬂlemterv:ewmethod.lspm&rableforcertampurposes,
-especially when the inquiry is concerned to-classify crime in terms of seri-.
ousness and frequency. A seriousness scale mustbebasedonanassgment o
- of the actual circumstances of the offense, and the frequency counts®elying
_—-on'tnemory as they do, ean be checked more thoroughly through the search-

" ifig promptings of an interview. If questions are asked- aboutarestmted .
- number of items, the interviewer can aid the respondent considerably in

problems of recall. It is suggested that in the self-completion situation -

either he will simply guess an approximate number or plump for a srmpIe

' 'category such as. occaswnally” or "frequently v

'l‘hosewhoobjecttothe mtemewmethodﬁ-equently ‘ .soouthegroundsthalt o
sirability’ oﬁﬁloﬁ’ﬁmty S
in cnmmolog)eal research‘is not.clearly establishéd by the empmeal evxdé‘nce

e

. Hyman has cautioned that the “literal fact of anonymity provides'tio’ necessary

psychologlcal an#nymity,” and some. cnmmologlsts have concluded that anonyzmty

- Nevertheless, it is important for the respondent to know that the mforma_tr
he.gives will be held in strict confidence. In our study, each interviewee was gw

VA&IDITY OF THE SELF- REPORTED DATA N THIS STUDY

The questlons in our mtemew 1nstrument asked the 49 respondents to recall' '

. the number of times they commltted each of nine representat.xve types of offenses

- during each of three contiguous’periods in their criinal ¢areers. For these offenses
they were also’ askeﬁ to recal] the number of times they were arresbed» and were
‘convicted. o S

To verify some of the 1nterv1 formatlon, we obtamed the state and federa]

* criminat justice records for each “the interviewees: Before the interviews, we

recorded the date that each penodr of incarceration exceeding 60 days began. One
purpose was to 1dent1fy the dates of the three career periods for each interviewee. -
At the opening of an infervigw, wefagiec a]e respondent to confirm each period of
incarceration we had recorded frd i, ap shéet and to supply mformat}on on how
long’ «each of the incarcerations- ladj@i '1‘158 review helped to refresh the respon- -
Whts in hig past, and it also diminished the

some of th'e %ntries on his official record. .
The crime matrix used in the mtemew covered the re tpondents oﬂ'enses

) arrests and conv1ctlons, nof mcarceratlons . ,g-'

After the interviews, a8 a valldlty check; we retumed the respondents rap :

.sheéts and compared the. recorded .gnforr_natlon—dates of irest, the charges, and

149 hid.; pGO. "'v_. G . PR : e
* 1 Cited in J. Ball, “Phe Reality and’ Vahdxty of Interview Data Obtdis

oyr; 59 Nsreptic Drug
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whethpx’i ‘conviction resulted—mth the oorrespondmg mformatxon from the fe- . »
o spondent. Each self: reported arrest or conviction was considered "vahdated" only o
~~ . iftheofficig] record showed an arregt or conviction for the same cnmetypebetween ©
’ _the dates we had 1dennﬁed as the begmmng and end of each career penod o
. . s -
'lheOvemllValidityoftheRupome e B S
The 47 oﬁ'enders for whom rap sheets oould be obta.tned reported a total of. 239 _ .
a.rr%s over their entire careers for the nine offense types. By comparison, their Tl
‘ra o

. "& "

p ‘Sheets showed 364 arrests for these offense types. Therefore, the- offenders -
. reported 63 percent of the arrests contained on their official records.
: % .The offenders reported a total of 185 convictions for the nine offense .By -

) companson, ‘their rap sheets ghewed a total of 245 convictions from a for T
-~ - _ these offense-types, with 206result1ng1n1nearoeratxon ofmorethanGOdays . :
o Companng thege data, we found that the number of self-reported convictions was

74 percent afghe official number, and 88 percent of the number ending in sxgmﬁcant g

.incarceration (and therefore more memorable). This favorable comparisop js some- -
what weakened when we examine individual career periods.

-Juvenile convictions were considerably underreported on rap sheets since juve-
$m]e arrests are typically not recorded there (extept for those that end in reforma

tory incarcerations). This was confirmed by the interviewees, who repo 9
#® . convictions for the nine offense types dunng the Juvem1e career. penod whlle elr'
" rap sheets showed only 23.. C
. ‘In order to correct for this systerhatic bias, we deleted both the self- @orted Co
and_rap sheet data pertaining to the Juvemle penod from the anaiyses concermng
crime types. . F .

~ We compaged the total number of arrests'and convictions thé offender reported -__,; <
forothe two adiflt career periods with those appearing in his official records. For* .
~ those two periods, the offenders were found to bave reported rough]y half of their :
‘ oﬂiclal arrests and convictions.

e

Vahdlty By Crime Type and Gender of Interviewer . R

' ;5'9‘ ? By Crime Type. The use of self-report techniques raises the issue of whether ~
7 -some types of deviant behavior are likely to be underreported or overreported in
perspnal interviews. Previops research has suggested that reporting bias depends-
\ on the gravity of the offense. Gold (1966) found dVerreportmg of trivial offenses,
-and Farrington (1973) observed underreporting of setious offenses. Thisis consis- '
tent with earlier wgrk by Clark and Tifft (1966), which showed that offenses -
thought to be “never permissihle were underreported.”*** The explanatipn is that .
if the respondent wants to present hxmse]f in the' best light, he will underreport thé
more stlg?natlzmg offenses. . ';, _
. ‘However, some recent research has contradlcted this notién. Respondents have. .
- been fotind to underreport less stigmatizing offensestoa greater de"ee than more “
oati gnﬁtlzmg ones Aga posslb]e exp]anatlon, one author has suggested: . -
e R 2N BEERE >
2 TAs e Gold, “Undetected Dehnquent Behavior™:. D Farrington, "SelfReportl of Degjant Behavior: -
' " Predictive and Stabje?" J?A;S:l of Lriminal -Law, Criminology and Polive Science,. 1973, pp. o~

' -99-110; John P.Clark and “Polygraph and-Interview Vilidation of SolfReportzd Reéviant
Ces Behavxor," Amenoan Soctologu:al Remcw Val. 31, No. 4, Auf\m 1968, pp,51&523 LSRN
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thuremltmayoccurbeeausepeoplearenotwﬂhngto]:ealioutunam— T
beze‘ﬂom,wlgebnre aniblguousasto tﬁardeﬁm— e

probablyrememheredfan'l dearly‘l‘ofmltonport
dreqmreaknowmgoutnghtheonthepartoftbe

ST 'ﬂ)qexpianahon above-ls conmstentrmth other studles ahowmg that botlrthe L
s mporta]we of an event to an- mdnndua}and its mtzgrahon thhother hfe events
affect his reporting of them. T
' Weexammedmrdataforthepreeeneeofover-andunderreporhngofparhcu- =
larcﬁmetypeg.Forthmsampleofoﬂ‘endem,mbberyandrapewemtbecnmea S
.-~ - most accurately reported’in the mtemews. Forrobbery thévahdityratewaam P
-~ percent, and for rape, greater than 100 percent (rape was overreporlied by one' .
~ - conviction). Burglary and forgery also had relatively Bigh validity rates—53 per-
_cent. The least accurately reported crime types were  also the least serious oﬁ'enses 7
AU —grand larceny, aggravated assault, and auto ‘theft. ‘ —
o Therefore, our‘results generally support the proposmon that offenses that are
= :; less serious and less consequential for the offender will be less accurately reported.”
7 By Gender of Interviewer. Nearly every dmcusslon in the literature about -
conducting interviews cautions about-the biasing. effects of mtervi?w*e?bgew .
" der. It is expected that a male or fémale interviewer will i uce unique forms
of erros, simply because the rapport established in the interview is likely to differ -
depending upon the sex of the ,respondent ‘and the interviewer. Unfortunately,

N\ " results cxmermng the dlrectxoﬁ of the error are inconsistent. Some researéhers
have shown that women interviewers tend to receive more puntamcal and socially
desirable answers from both men and women, 147 Others researchers have “found

- womerfinterviewers equally effective as men interviewers.}4*
T w0 None of the studies just cited referred: bo 1ntétV1ews in which cnmmahty daba ’

- were sohcxt.ed Moreover, none of the respondents in those studies were incarcersit-

Y " ed. Because this study solicited criminality data from prison inmates, we ‘n;rg’;xt
expett the respondent-interviewer interaction to be.more complex. Felonb may be

' rhore concemed with presenting a “macho” i image in front of other men;'if so, they
\ , may exaggerate their criminal befiayior. On-the other hand, they may be anxious ~
o * for approval, especially from women, so they may conceal thelr cnmpahty in front .
_ of them. We explored these issues in our data. .
Our interview staff consxated of three women and three men, All were whlbe N
snmllar in education level; socioeconomic status, and interview tralmng We com- - -
' ’_?,pared the validity scores of the reSpondent.s 1n'terv1ewed by the men with those' -

» ' S~
,h:—l\- . ] N

, iae- lman Self-Report Criminality and Interu:ewer Elfecta, Ph D. dlaaertatwn, Umversxty of 5
v Southem California, 1977.
. » H. H. I%:In W.J. Cobb, J. J Feldman, C» W Hart, and C. H’ Stember, Intermewmg m-Socml

a4
*

.

i . Research,’U ty of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1954; J. Colombotos, J. Elinson, and R. Loewenstein, .~
? “Effect 8f Intghviewers’ Sex on Interview Responsés,” Public Health Reports, Vol 83, No. 8, 1968 (8), - . -
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