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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This report describes results from a survey of a sample
(n=902) of Brooklyn males sixteen and older who were arrested
in the summer of 1979. The survey covered the sample's employ-
ment experiences in detail over a two-year retrospective time
span, and it included a few items of educational and personal
background. Interviews were conducted in pre-arraignment hold-
ing pens, a setting which limited coverage of other personal
and attitudinal areas and entirely precluded attempts to elicit
self-reports of crime participation. However, the survey was
augmented by the collection of official arrest and criminal
history data for the entire sample (including arrests in a
one-year post-interview period) and was also supplemented by a
one-year follow-up survey (152 responding from a randomly
selected subsample of 400). The follow-up did include addi-
tional personal and social background items, self-reports of
crime participation and perceptions of the risks assbciated
with crime, thereby permitting some exploration of the nature
of the crime decision-making process and of the influence of
social and personal background on that process.

This research was part of the larger efforts of the Em-
ployment and Crime Project of the Vera Institute of Justice.
The Project, supported by the National Institute of Justice,
has sought since September 1977 to study the nature of the
relationships between employment and crime within poor, inner-

city populations. This larger effort has encompassed extensive




literature reviews, exploratory interviews with misdemeanants
jailed on New York City's Rikers Island, sustained fiéld re-
search in three Brooklyn low-income, high=-crime neighborhoods
and the survey that is discussed in this report.l

The overall perspective that has grown out of these ef-
forts views employment-crime relationships as part of a larger
process of individual exploration and development. This de-
velopment includes, for young males within high-risk settings,
early participation in street crime as well as regular but very
often unsuccessful attempts to secure legal employment. The
resulting interplay between exploration of legal and illegal
options is mediated by social and cultural structures that take
on different forms within specific neighborhood settings.
This process is influenced by formal criminal justice agencies,
although informal social controls are probably more important
in accounting for the widespread phenomenon of drop out from
street crime involvement during the early adult vears. In-
formal controls may also explain specific limits on crime in-
volvement during the period of participation. Throughout this
process, individuals make choices between legal and illegal
alternatives, but our research suggests that the conventional
economic model of the crime decision réquires substantial
modification in view of the motivating and constraining effects
of social and cultural processes operating within specific

local settings.

lror other reports on these activities, see Vera Institute
of Justice (1979); Sviridoff and Thompson .(1983); Thompson,
Sviridoff and McElroy (1981); Smith and Thompson (1983);
Sviridoff with McElroy (1984) and Sullivan (1984).




A. Research Ains

The research reported in this document was designed to gain
understanding about employment-crime relationships among
"high-risk" populations, to explore the nature of the crime
decision-making process and to assess the effects on crime

participation of numerous other "third factors," including
family and peer group influences, schooling and age. In devel-
oping specific research questions, it was first necessary to
define the population and crime phenomena that were the focus
for the study. Our survey of labor market, criminological and
program evaluation literatures (Thompson, Sviridoff and
McElroy, 1981) suggested that an appropriate study population
was one characterized as "high-risk" on two important, related
dimensions: relatively impaired access to primary labor market
employment due to sparse personal and family Jjob networks;
inadequate education, skills and work experience or low levels
of return to education and skills because of the structuring of
urban labor markets and discrimination; relatively greater
access to illegitimate opportunities due to residence in
densely-populated, racially and ethnically segregated high-
crime residential areas.

The criminal involvements that appeared relevant to this
study population included a wide range of high—risk, low-return
activities such as street muggings and commercial and'resideﬁ~
tial burglaries. Other relevant activities included some in
which prospects for success were bolstered by a degree of

organization and skill, such as auto theft, street~level drug

dealing and assorted "con games."




Both choice of the study population and choice of the
range of relevant crime phenomena were implicitly related to an
underlying notion that individuals' involvements in both
legitimate and illegitimate activities could be understood in
terms of the structure of opportunities in which social and
cultural factors played an important role. This general view-
point was supported by much of the literatufe reviewed by the
Project. Thus, for example, Harrison's (1972) early documenta-
tion of the different labor market returns to schooling for
minority and white youths living in inner-city, urban and
suburban areas, Bullock's (1973) comparisons of Chicano and
black labor market careers and irregular economic explorations
and assorted ethnographic studies (Ianni, 1974; Liebow, 1967;
Anderson, 1978) all suggested the importance of opportunity
structures governing both legal and illegal involvements.

The general conceptualization of employment-crime rela-
tionships that emerged from the Project's definitions of study
populations and relevant crime involvements, and from its
emphasis on opportunity structures in both legitimate and
illegitimate spheres, was further refined in order to yield a
range of specific research issues concerning the nature of
employment-crime relationships for specific age groups.2 Some

of these issues were as follows:

, 2pAs the actual research progressed, it also became clear
that these relationships were differentiated in important ways
among neighborhood and surcultural settings. For example,
educational aspirations, sought-after employment and the nature
and extent of crime involvement differ in important ways among

L



Pre-employment and school-leaving (16-19): Among the

youngest age groups in high-risk populations, we expected to
find a wide range of exploratory crime and delinquency, little
employment and much evidence of peer group influences. Labor
market involvements were expected to be intermittent, charac-
terized by high quit rates and "targeted earning" strategies.
School involvements were expected to be characterized by con-
siderable conflict, including difficulties associated with
delinquency and crime participation and high rates of drop-
out. We expected that chronic delinquency would impede the
acquisition of school credentials and that it might also be
associated with lessened "pre-employment" experiences (errand
running, work for family members, etc.).

Early legitimate and illegitimate involvements (19-24):

Different emplo/ment-crime relationships were anticipated for
the early adult period, in which sustained economic motivation
and "work establishment" (Freedman, 1969) emerge. For example,
it was anticipated that there would be a high degree of alter-
nation between legitimate and illegitimate activities, with
both sorts of involvement accompanied by disappointment and
pressures to explore alternatives. Among the alternatives to

low~level, secondary employment, participation in street crime

the black, Hispanic and white neighborhoods that were studied
in the Project's field research (Sullivan, 1984). 1In the
survey research, ethnicity provides the only indicator of this
important range of subcultural and ecological differences, and
the effects of these variables were not fully specified when
the research was designed.




was expected to be encouraged by exaggerated expectations of
the returns associated with such crimes. Over time, the hidden
cost of street crime participation would be discovered by
individual experience, and individuals would become more and
more likely to drop out of street crime in favor of even low-
level employment (and some, furthermore, would be expected to
gain access to somewhat more rewarding, quasi-organized crime
activities (auto theft rings, drug selling, etc.).

Emerging strata (25 and older): Finally, among the oldest

population groups, we expected a further differentiation in
which there would arise a pattern of relatively stabilized
legitimate and illegitimate involvements. The largest segment
of the aging high-risk population was conceived of as remaining
within secondary employment, perhaps experiencing somewhat
improved opportunities as a result of accumulated personal job
networks, skill at negotiating the relatively narrow options
available, and liaisons with households receiving welfare and
other income transfers. For this group, we believed that crime
participation would diminish in frequency. For a much smaller
group, success at entering quasi~organized criminal activities
would also lead to a diminishing of arrests, even if crime
participation continued or increased in frequency. Finally,
some in the high-risk population would succeed in winning a
more "sheltered" place within the labor market, with the en-
hanced job security, working conditions and income associated

with primary employment deterring further crime participation.
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B. Limitations of the Sample

Clearly, our survey of arrested persons cannot, by itself,
satisfactorily address all of the questions that are implied by
the overall perspective of the Project (indeed, many of the
research questions outlined above are more properly addressed
by the field research component of our research). If, for
example, we begin by contemplating the universe of possible
employment-crime relationships for all age groups in the total
population, it is evident that a cross-sectional sampling of

persons already arrested presents limitations. Work by West

. and his colleagues (1982) provides an instructive contrast.

West was able to conduct a long-term longitudinal investigation
of delinguency and adult crime that began with a random sam—
pling of male school children within an inner-city London
community. His study population included individuals with no
criminal involvement, others with self-reported involvements
who were never apprehended, and still others (a relatively
small fraction of the total) who had extensive criminal in-
volvements and long police records. The analyses based on this
sample were able to draw upon interviews over more than a
decade, and could attempt to relate‘such diverse factors as
social workers' perceptions of family life, parental criminal
involvement, elementary school teachers' ratings of partici-
pants' classroom behavior, health and mental health measures,
employment and many other factors to the participants' criminal
involvements.

In such an inquiry, it would be appropriate to ask, for

example, why some youths participate in crime, but not others;




even why one brother participates, but not another? Since our
survey focused only on those arrested, we were not able to
address these questions directly. However, we do trace pat-
terns of differential involvement within our sample by de-
scribing the differing frequencies and types of arrests ac-
cording to age, ethnicity and different aspects of labor market
experiences.

There is a second major set of gquestions that could be
addressed far more easily by research such as West's than by a
one-time-only survey such as ours. We would wish to discover
how participation in street crime figures within the overall
careers of those who engage in it. For this question, the
restriction to arrested persons is less limiting than the lack
of access to longitudinal (over time) data. We try to work
around the limitations by sometimes comparing closely adjacent
age cohorts, and assuming that differences between, for exam—
ple, 16-17 year olds and 18-19 year olds reflect "aging" as
well as cohort differences. The credibility of that assumption
is strengthened by evidence from our own analysis and other

analyses of per capita arrest data that show an extremely

precipitous drop-off in crime between the mid-teens and the

mid-twenties (Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983).3 Wwithin such

3For wider age discrepancies, age groups in our sample
cannot be used to infer differences in the nature of crime
participation associated with aging itself. The sample in-
cludes young persons who will never be rearrested and also a
small, unusual group of older individuals whose sampled arrest
represented their first contact with the criminal justice sys-
tem. No coherent longitudinal pattern would result fram the



narrow age spans, which furthermore contain 40 percent of the
total sample, a complex of rapidly shifting factors (school-
leaving, minimum age for some types of employment, emancipation
from parental families) appears to have strong, immediate
impacts on crime participation that may be discernible even
within cross-sectional data.

A third set of questions that is important to an inquiry
such as ours has to do with whether employment and labor market
experiences independently influence arrests or whether they
simply register the effects 6f other "causal" factors. One can
imagine (and indeed, West found evidence for) many individual
differences in personality, attitudes, home life, and so forth
that might relate both to labor market performance and to
criminal justice involvement. Such "third factors”" might lead
to spurious relationships between labor market mnd employment
variables. Further, even if employment variables are of impor-
tance, their influence may be largely indirect: employment
outcomes may have effects on other intervening variables (asso-
ciation with peer group members, residential location, etc.)
that in turn affect crime participation. Once more, since
labor market involvements are intertwined with many other fac-

tors in an individual's background and experiences, there is

intermingling of widely disparate groups (e.g., 16-17 year olds
and 35-50 year olds), since each group would be drawn fram a
distinct population and does not represent the future charac-
teristics of a younger group or the past characteristics of
some other older group in the sample.
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an inevitable indeterminacy regarding which variables are of
predominant importance for a given outcome. Because our re-
spondents were being interviewed while in jail awaiting ar-
raignment, we had to limit the scope and nature of the inter-
view items and, therefore, we could address only a few areas
that would have yielded information about "third factors."

In light of these considerations, why did we draw a
cross-sectional sample from an arrested population? We did so
for many reasons. First, arrested persons are an important
policy target population, so that study of employment-crime
relationships within this population may offer practical and
relevant information concerning the design or improvement of
employment programs that aim to avert crime participation.
Second, very little street crime is observable in the general
population. A random sample of the total U.S. population would
be dominated by many groups (females, the middle-aged, the
affluent) in which little or none of the behavior that we wish
to study would be observed. Adding these groups to the study
population would not contribute useful information. Third, we
felt that arrested persons offered the best combination of
accessibility and feasibility within the limits of our research
resources. Attempting to sample from other non-arrested groups
that do present high risks of crime participation would entail
prolonged and costly efforts to identify, sample, and contact
people who would benefit little from the research and who would
have reasonable grounds for suspicion concerning its aims.

Criminal behavior is concealed, and obtaining valid data from




- 11 -

hard-to~reach inner-city youths, especially coupled with other
required data on socioeconomic background, school and occupa-
tional experience would be difficult if not impossible to
achieve.4 Finally, while the sample is not repreéentative of
the overall population of Brooklyn, the sample comes much
closer to capturing at least a broad spectrum of individuals
from within the subpopulation of primary interest to the
Project: high-risk, inner-city youths. Our belief that we
have succeeded in collecting information on a wide spectrum of
inner-city youths, and not simply on a small, criminally-in-
volved minority, derives from evidence of the high prevalence
of arrests among inner-city populations. Blumstein and Graddy
(1982), for example, use a combination of longitudinal data and
a model of recidivism processes to estimate that the cumulative
(by age 55) probability of an index arrest among large-city
minority males is 51 percent (14% for large-city whites). The
preponderant part of this lifetime risk arises during the
teenage and early adult years. Such a high prevalence of
arrests among large-city populations increases the likelihood
that a diversity of individuals from within this subpopulation
would appear in an arrested person sampling such as ours.

On balance, therefore, we have been willing to accept the

limits of an arrested persons sample in order to obtain the

4The decision to sample from an arrested population was
not made lightly. We interviewed other researchers who had
attempted delinquency or crime research that began with quasi-
random sampling from block faces within inner-city neighbor-
hoods and concluded from their experiences that a focus on
arrested persons was the better course of action.
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benefits it offers in terms of relatively large sample size,
access to reliable official data ard focus on an important
policy target population. Furthermore, having decided to
sample arrested persons, it was possible to take some measures
to ensure the maximum inclusiveness of the sample actually
obtained. For example, by sampling from the earliest feasible
stage of the arrest-prosecution-adjudication process, we were
able to include large fractions of individuals (youths, first
offenders, those against whom prosecutions are quickly dropped,

etc.) who are not available to studies of crime that focus on

convicted, jailed or imprisoned populations.3 The individuals

included in this study who would have been missed in other
research are less likely to have records of prior criminal
justice involvement and they are likely to have somewhat
stronger ties to legitimate social institutions, including
marriage, schools and jobs. Second, because the sampling took
place in a New York City jurisdiction, we were able to benefit
from the statutory inclusion of sixteen and seventeen year-olds
(23% of the sample) as "adult" cases. This group greatly in-
creases coverage of a period of the life cycle when we believe

persons engage in crime explorations simultaneously with their

SFor example, Witte, after reporting the results of her
study of men released from the North Carolina prison system,
observed:

As a whole, our results point up the need for addi-

tional tests of the economic model of crime using

individual data. Such tests would be most beneficial
if they dealt with groups less committed to criminal
activity than former prison inmates. Perhaps the

most realistic sampling frame would be individuals

arrested in a given area. (1980, p. 182)
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legal labor market, schooling and other activities.® 1In the
following section, we draw some comparisons of the resulting

sample with other relevant population groups.

6ror longitudinal data on dropout, cf. Wolfgang (1972) and
Blumstein and Cohen (1979). For a fuller presentation of our
initial model of joint legal and illegal exploration followed
?y & progressive narrowing and sifting of options, cf. Vera
1979).
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C. Empirical Comparisons

How successful have we been in identifying and sampling
from a population that is not excessively "committed" to crime
participation; that is, one that can provide generalizable
insights into employment-crime tradeoffs? No definite answer
can be given to this question, since census studies do not
probe crime participation and, as already noted, inner-city
minority youths are an especially hard-to-reach group for all
researchers, including census enumerators. However, some
evidence is available from a compilation and collation of
unpublished U.S. Census data over three years (1978-1980) by
Bienstock (1981). Bienstock has provided a description of the
labor market experiences of a citywide sample of youths living
in families with incomes below the poverty line.

Table 1.1 compares males in the citywide poverty youth
sample (Census) with Vera's sample of arrested persons on three
indicators: unemployment rate, the employment~-to-population
ratio (i.e., the total percentage of the samples who are em-
ployed) and the percentage in school among those OLF (out of
the labor force, i.e., not working and not looking for work)
and the percentage enrolled in school, among those out of the
labor force (OLF). In making these comparisons for both teen-
agers (age 16-19) and young adults (age 20-24) both similari-
ties and differences appear between poor youths in general and
arrested youths. For the teenagers, the unemployment rate is
high for the citywide sample (30%) and higher still for the

arrested teenagers (47%). (For minority teenagers, the rates
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TABLE 1.1

ARRESTED PERSONS AND NEW YORK CITY PCOR YOUTHS:
Selected Comparisons by Age

AGE
16-19 20-24

78-80 1979 78-80 1979
SELECTED INDICATORS Census Vera Census Vera
Unemployed@ 30% 47% 18% 38%
Employment~to-population

ratiod 21 44 47 55

In School (among OLF) 920 67 74 6
N (53K) (333) (52K) (202)

@Data taken from Table 3.2 below.

come somewhat closer together: 41% for black and Hispanic
teenagers in the citywide sample and 50% in the arrested sam-
ple.) There was a very substantial difference in the employ-
ment-to-population ratio, with the ratio for arrested teenagers
(44%) being three times the value (14%) of that of teenagers
generally. As traced in more detail in Table 3.2 in Chapter
III, this difference in ratios w;s brought about by a very
large difference in labor force participation between the two

samples. Three-fourths (70%) of the N.Y.C. poor teenagers were

out of the labor force, while only 17 percent of teenagers were
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OLF.7 Finally, among the OLF teenagers, a much higher per-
centage (90%) of N.Y.C. poor OLF teenagers were enrolled in
school than was true for arrested teenagers (67%).

Among thes two young adult samples, there occurs a dif-
ferent pattern. For the young adults, the unemployment rate
for the citywide sample is much lower (18%) than the rate for
arrested young adults (38%), while, on the other hand, the
employment-to-population ratios for the two samples are similar
(47% for the general poor, 55% for the arrested young adults).
Finally, for these older, college-age groups, school enrollment
among those out of the labor force remains quite divergent (74%
of the N.Y.C. poor young OLF adults versus 6% of arrested young
adults are enrolled).

In summary, these comparisons offer evidence both of
important similarities and of important divergences between
arrested youths and poor youths generally. The most important

similarity is that, for poor teenagers, the rate of unemploy-

7Although this difference is very large, it may be ex-
plained in part by the fact that the Vera interview occurred 'in
the summer, a period in which many teenagers enter the labor
force in the interval between school enrollments. The Census
data, by contrast, were gathered during the entire year, in-
cluding the months of school attendance in which many school-
age youths are out of the labor force. Secondly, it is pos-
sible that the jail setting of the Vera interview, and the fact
that it was administered immediately after an interview de-
signed to assess eligibility for pretrial release without money
bail on the basis of an individual's "ties to the community,"
may have imparted an upward bias in responses of "looking for
work" among those who were not working. (Since the pretrizl
release interview sought names, addresses and telephone numbers
of employers and attempted to verify this information, it is
not likely that the employment levels of the arrested person
sample were unduly biased.)
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ment (especially among minorities) is similar for the arrested
and for the overall sample. Apparently, there are so many
barriers to employment facing teenagers in New York City that
whatever characteristics are associated with inclusion in a
sample of arrested persons create few additional differences on
this indicator (although Chapter III below documents important
earnings differences between white and minority arrested teen-
agers). For young adults, there is a much greater divergence
in unemployment rates; however, Table 3.2 in Chapter III shows
that even for this older group the white unemployment rate is
virtually the same for arrested (15%) and for poor young adults
generally (16%). On the other hand, other evidence from this
comparison suggests that arrested teenagers and young adults
are less well established in such avenues to conventional suc-
cess as the schools. Among the OLF teenagers and young adults,
far fewer arrested youths are enrolled in school. They are
thus less "protected" in terms of institutional environments
and affiliations, and this isolation may result in heavier
involvement in criminality and greater wvulnerability to arrest.
The remaining chapters of this report present an essen-
tially descriptive analysis of the survey findings. In Chapter
II, we begin with the rather limited data available on the
sample's school experiences, tracing age and ethnic patterns in
current school enrollment among youths in the sample, and also
looking at patterns in ultimate educational attainment among
those no longer in school. An important inguiry in Chapter II
centers on reasons for drop out from school and the interplay

between schooling and labor market involvements.
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In Chapter III, the account continues with a description
of the sample's labor market experiences. Some continuity is
provided by an effort in Chapter III to determine the extent to
which educational attainments among sample members translate
into economically meaningful labor market rewards. Regression
analysis attempts to trace the net impact on wage rates of
school attainments and other variables, finding important
ethnic effects. Patterns in labor force status (employed,
unemployed, out of the labor force), in total hours worked and
in employment in jobs offering varying degrees of "labor market
shelter" (off~the-books jobs, jobs in which taxes are withheld
and jobs offering benefits such as paid sick and vacation time)
are also described.

In Chapter IV we begin a description of the arrest data
collected from official sources and (in the small follow;up)
from sample members' own reports. Again, age and race/ethnic
patterns in type and frequency of arrest, in the extent of
prior criminal justice involvements and in rearrests over a
one~year follow-up interval are described. More tentatively;
some follow-up items on risk perceptions and on sample members'
family background and other social contexts are described,
together with speculations concerning their meaning in terms of
the extent and nature of arrest involvements.

In Chapter V, an effort is made to link data concerning
labor market experiences and arrests into an understanding of
the association between the two phenomena. Multiple regres-~

sions using total arrest rates and income-only arrest rates are .
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presented to give a general overview of the issue, followed by
separate age and ethnic group analyses that use four selected
labor market measures and relate each separately to income-
oriented arrest rates. Chapter V concludes by describing the
seeming sensitivity of arrest rates among older and minority
arrested persons to influences from labor market variables. 1In
reflecting on these differences in susceptibility to labor
market influences, we conclude that the conventional economic
choice model of crime decision-making omits consideration of

social contexts that are important forces in controlling crime.




CHAPTER II

SCHOOLING

Introduction

In this chapter we describe the educational experiences
and related perceptions of our sample of Brooklyn defendants.
Although under increased scrutiny and subject to periodic
criticism and reform (Hacker, 1984), education has retained its
central place in the American cultural theme of individual
striving and achievement. Education is viewed as a required
preliminary to competition in the labor market. Occupational
rewards, including income and status, are thought to be achiev-
able in rough proportion to an individual's educational invest-
ments (Blau and Duncan, 1967); conversely, failure in the labor
market -- especially in the self-assessments of the lower class
-— is often accounted for in terms of failure to obtain an
adequate education (Sennett and Cobb, 1973).

Although many assessments of education in a crime context
emphasize delinquency rather than adult criminality (Elliott
and Voss, 1974), one relevant theoretical perspective traces a
path from inadequate educational preparation to labor market
failure, and from that failure to participation in crime by
those whose legitimate opportunities are limited and thus whose
opportunity costs of crime participation are correspondingly
low. On this view, which is surely at least partly correct,
educational experiences and deficiencies serve as a "root
cause" of crime, with employment difficulties playing a largely

intervening role.

 Preceding page blank T
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However, there are many competing theoretical models of
the role of education and there are few empirical studies that
provide the sort of data that would allow comparisons among
them. For example, the view of criminality that emphasizes
deviant values and socialization into a delinquent subculture
would argue that school drop out might augment crime participa-
tion through processes of differential association, irrespec-
tive of labor market influences. West (1982) has suggested
that school misbehavior and failure serve as early indicators
of personal and family-linked difficulties that may, in turn,
lead to criminality but that antedate and act independently of
school influences. And finally, a very different crime-~related
role for schooling arises from acceptance of the belief that
schools limit the freedom and frustrate the expectations of
poor young people, inculcating self-blame for educational
failure that in reality can be traced to institutional short-
comings. Here, schooling plays a direct criminogenic role
through its frustrating impacts on youths (Bowles and Gintis,
1376). |

In what follows, although we cannot address detailed
causal hypotheses such as those implicit in the wviews sketched
above, we can point up interesting aspects of the educational
experiences of the sample and relate these experiences to the
theoretical viewpoints briefly described above. Thus, for
example, analysis of patterns of school enrollment, educational
attainments and reasons for school drop out in the following

section points up interesting differences between the schooling
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experiences of racial minorities and white sample members.
Perhaps surprisingly, the young minority sample members report
considerably higher levels of school enrollment than do white
arrested youths, but there is also evidence of strong pressures
on minorities to drop out of school in order to secure imme-
diate income and to meet family responsibilities.

The labor market opportunities cited as reasons for pre-
maturely leaving school point up the conflicting short-term and
longer-term consequences of schooling. As suggested by human
capital perspectives (and echoed in the reported perceptions of
sample members concerningkthe labor market benefits of school
completion), remaining in school may, on the one hand, increase
job stability, job quality and income; on the other hand,
continued school enrollment exacts a short-term economic pen-
alty in the form of high unemployment rates among in-school
youths who are in the labor force. Thus, the evidence as-
sembled below supports aspects of several of the theoretical
viewpoints that we have sketched concerning the role of school-
ing in an assessment of employment-crime relationships. The
schools help in the longer run but they also appear to harm
some youths in the short run. These harmful impacts are not
only economic, they also seem to derive from the relatively
high levels of "dislike" of the school experience {(cited by
many as a main reason for leaving school).

In what follows, we will first describe patterns of school
enrollment among youths in the sample, followed by a discussion

of educational attainment and (among those who fail to complete
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high school) the reasons given for school drop out. Next we
will turn to consideration of the interplay of school and labor
market participation, documenting the short-term labor market
penalties, as well as the longer-term gains, associated with

schooling.
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A. 8School Enrollment and Attainments

l. Current Enrollment

Table 2.1 tabulates the sample's school enrollment by age
and by ethnicity.l More than a quarter (27%) of the sample
plans to return to school in the fall. Comparing age groups,
we find that plans to return to school are very high among
school-age respondents (86% of l6-year-olds; 67% of 17-
year-olds) and drop sharply thereafter, until only 5 percent of
those twenty~five and older report plans to return in the fall.

Although comparison of enrollment percentages for dif-
ferent age groups leads to the cbvious conclusion that school
enrollment diminishes with age, matters are not quite as simple
as they seem. Although closely adjacent age cohorts probably
reflect longitudinal patterns, widely separate age cohorts
represent different populations, and comparisons among dis-
parate age groups do not depict the impact of "aging" as would

a longitudinal analysis of the same group of people over time.

lBecause the survey was conducted during July and August
of 1979, school enrollment may be exaggerated to the extent
that participants' reported plans to return to school outrun
actual re-enrollment. The "in school" category includes those
arrested persons who answered "yes" to the question "Do you
intend to return to school in September?" 1In the one-year
follow-up, arrested persons who were re-interviewed were asked
whether they had attended school at all in the year intervening
between the two interviews. Of 52 arrested perscons who earlier
reported plans to return and who were re-interviewed, 37 (71%)
in fact confirmed that they had attended school; of seven re-
interviewed arrested persons who earlier had reported no school
enrollment, two in fact did describe some subsequent school
attendance. (The n's are small because these gquestions were
asked only of those participants who had reported some school
participation in the two years leading up to the original
interview.)
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Table 2.1

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT BY AGE AND ETHNICITY
(Percent in or returning to school)

ETHNICITY
AGE Black Hispanic White Total
16 91% 95% 50% 863
(77) (21) (16) (114)
17 83 54 36 67
(48) (26) (14) (88)
18 43 14 40 33
(44) (28) (10) (82)
19 28 12 20 22
(36) (17) (15) (68)
20-24 11 4 8 9
(118) (55) (37) (210)
25+ 7 1 2 5
(182) (69) (49) (300)
All ages 32% 20% 17% 27%
N (505) (216) (141) (862)
Note: 1In this table, the numbers reported in parentheses

represent the total number (or base number) of respondents in
intersecting row and column categories of the independent vari-
ables. The actual number of cases represented by the per-
centages can be calculated by multiplying the percentage by the
relevant base number.

X2 = 20.10; DF = 10; p<.000l for ethnic groups
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The need to distinguish between true age differences and
age cohort differences can be illustrated using data from the
sample. Comparing enrollment percentages among sixteen year-
olds from different race/ethnic groups (the top row of Table
2.1), we find quite high enrollments among blacks and Hispanics
(91% and 95%, respectively) and drastically lower enrollment
among whites, only half of whom plan to return to school. The
minority-white discrepancies are still sharp among the seven-
teen year-olds, although enrqllment is also much lower among
seventeen year-old Hispanics.

If the older whites in the sample had had the same school
enrollment experiences as the sixteen and seventeen year-old
whites, and if the older minority respondents had resembled the
minority sixteen and éeventeen year-~olds, then we would expect
minority educational attainments to be much higher than those
of whites. This is not the case; 51 percent of sampled whites
twenty-five and older have obtained a high school diploma, a
much higher level than among blacks and Hispanics (35% and 17%,
respectively) (see Table 2.2). Clearly, older members of the
sample differ from younger members in other things besides age;
older whites have higher levels of schooling and older His-
panics much lower levels of schooling than would have been
expected in the absence of important age cohort differences.

Granted that cohort differences limit longitudinal in-
ference, Table 2.1 nevertheless points up very large differ-
ences in the school participation among ethnic groups within

age categories. Within the population of young criminal court
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defendants, there appears to be much greater attachment to
schooling among the minority group members, amounting nearly to
a two-to-one differential among sixteen year-olds. Such a
differential, which is reversed among older cohorts, suggests
that for young whites, school difficulties and the behavior
associated with the arrest process are closely interrelated,
possibly in a pattern of "delinquency”" that is less  motivated
by income needs than is true for. the minority arrested persons.

Besides data on school enrollment, parallel findings are
obtained in comparing the mean days of enrollment for separate
age and race/ethnic groups (Appendix Table A2.1). Sixteen and
seventeen year-old blacks, and sixteen year-o0ld Hispanics, have
over 200 days of school enrollment in the year preceding the
sampled arrest, as compared with 136 days for sixteen year-old
whites, and 133 days and 91 days for seventeen year-old His-
panics and whites, respectively. The average number of en-
rolled days is of course much lower for the older groups,
declining to under three weeks for those twenty years old and
older.

2. Attainments

Table 2.2 presents a rather simple measure of educational
success, namely, the percentages of various sample groups who
have obtained a regular high school diploma. In our sample,
where only a handful (12 indiwviduals) have continued their
education beyond high school, attainment of a regular high
school diploma probably best signals the potential con?ribution

of schooling for later labor market involvements. Those with
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the diploma have a "credential" that they can offer employers.
This credential may make its holder attractive to employers and
would in some cases enable him to pass minimum job screening
criteria. Altogether, one in five sample members have obtained
the diploma, and among the two age groups past the peak ages of

school attendance, the percentages with diplomas are corre-

Table 2.2

PERCENT OF SAMPLE MEMBERS WITH REGULAR HIGH SCHOOL
DIPL.OMAS, BY AGE AND ETHNICITY

ETHNICITY
AGE Black Hispanic White Total
le-17 1% 0% 7% 1%
(124) (47) (30) (201)
18-19 10 4 12 9
(80) (46) (26) (152)
20-24 27 13 47 27
(122) (55) (38) (215)
25+ 35 17 51 33
(176) (71) (47) (294)
All ages@ 21% 10% 34% 20%
N (502) (219) . (141) (862)

Note: In this table, the numbers reported in parentheses
represent the total number (or base number) of respondents in
intersecting row and column categories of the independent vari-
ables. The actual number of cases represented by the per-
centages can be calculated by multiplying the percentage by the
relevant base number.

a X2 = 32.39; DF = 6; p<.0001 for ethnic groups
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spondingly higher (27% among 20-24 year olds; 33% among those
25 and older).

Table 2.2 also attests to important differences in educa-
tional attainment among the ethnic groupings. Overall, many
more whites (34%) have obtained a regular high school diploma
than blacks (21%), while blacks' attainments are twice the
level of Hispanics' (10%). There are, as well, minor dif-
ferences in the age patterning of attainments between the
ethnic groupings. Relatively more whites appear to have at-—
tained their high school diploma "“on schedule," with 7 percent
attaining a high school diploma before age eighteen; no His-
panics and only 1 percent of blacks achieved this, a hint that
the minority sample members may have somewhat greater dif-
ficulty translating time enrolled in school into actual attain-
ment of a credential. At the other end of the age range, dif-
ferences in white attainments tend to flatten after age 20-24,
with those older showing only a slight further difference in
attainment (from 47% to 51%). Among blacks, although attain-
ments are lower overall, they continue to increase across age
groupings (increasing for example from 27% to 35% between the
two older age groupings).

The Hispanic pattern is like the black pattern among the
youngest group, but like the white pattern among the oldest (no
further difference in attainments). Indeed, for Hispanics,
increases in attainments stop after the young age grours,

probably signalling that among older Hispanic arrested persons
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there are many migrants from Puerto Rico and other Hispanic
areas where school completion may have occurred at the eighth

grade or so for the majority of the population.
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B. Drop Out and Its Reasons

Later sections of this chapter and Chapter III trace some
of the implications of successful completion of at least the
minimum of high school education. For now, however, let us
consider the experience of those who fail to reach this thresh-
old. Table 2.3 tabulates the incidence of school drop out
among all those in the sample who reported having left school.
(Note, for example, that while Tables 2.1 and 2.2 were based on
862 cases -- the total sample of 902 less cases with missing
information -- Table 2.3 is based on only 600 cases, with 262
participants returning to school subtracted.)

Overall, Table 2.3 shows rather strong age differences in
drop out rates, with further differences discernible between
the Hispanics on the one hand, and the blacks and whites in the
sample on the other. As already noted, school enrollment is
high among sixteen and seventeen year-olds, so that in Table
2.3 there are only 36 sample members who have left school at
that age. Of these, 92 percent left without the diploma.
Indeed, only one black and two white sample members have earned
a diploma at this age. Somewhat surprisingly, the incidence of
drop out without a diploma is virtually as high among the much
larger group of 18~19 year-old school-leavers as among 16-~17
year-olds. Nine out of ten in this age range leave without the
diploma, including wvirtually all Hispanics (97%). In the two
older age groupings, the incidence of drop out declines (70%

among those 20-24; 66% among those 25 and older). In these
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Table 2.3

PERCENT WITHOUT A DIPLOMA BY AGE AND ETHNICITY?Q
(school-Leavers Only)

ETHNICITY
AGE Black Hispanic White Totalb
16-17 92% (9)* 86% 92%
(13) ( 9) (14) (36)
18-19 86 97 89 90
(51) (35) (18) (104)
20-24 66 30 56 70
(96) (51) (34) (181)
25+ 61 85 60 66
(165) (66) (48) (279)
All agesC 67% 90% 67% 73%
N (325) (1el) (114) (600)
Note: In this table, the numbers reported in parentheses

represent the total number (or base number) of respondents in
intersecting row and column categories of the independent vari-

ables.

The actual number of cases represented by the per-

centages can be calculated by multiplying the percentage by the
relevant base number.

4@ 0f those in the sample who had already left school, 35.5
a high school diploma or GED.

percent had
b x2 =

CX2=

*Too

29.44; DF

32.67; DF

3; p<.0001 for age groups

2; p<.0001 for ethnic groups

few cases to percentage.
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older groups, as previously, drop out is especially high among
Hispanics (90% of those 20-24; 85% of those 25 and older).

1. Age Cohorts and Drop Out

In the context of a labor market and crime study, we felt
it important to arrive at a cléssification of reasons for
school drop out that would give maximum emphasis to labor mar-
ket and economic factors. The resulting classification is
given in summarized form in Table 2.4, which tabulates reasons
for school-leaving by age. (Table A2.2 gives a fuller break-
down.) Three broad categories of reasons for leaving school
were developed: the first reflecting those answers that
appeared to stem from income or job~related reasons (these were
instances where it seemed that opportunities or else family
duties "pulled" the participant out of school); the second
reflecting academic problems (dubbed cases where the respondent
"drifted out” of school in the sense that he attributed his
failure to his own behavior or attributes without pointing to
any very specific reason); and the third reflecting school-
leaving because of serious disruptions (where the respondent
was "pushed out" because of expulsion, arrest or drug
problems) .

As Table 2.4 shows, there are large age cchort differences
in reasons for leaving school. Since respondents described an
event that occurred at roughly the same age for all of them
(usually 16 or 17), the age cohort differences in Table 2.4 in
part reflect the impact of different circumstances at different

periods in the past on school participation (the table also
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reflects differences in the characteristics and in the back-
grounds of persons arrested at different ages in a cross-

sectional sample).

Table 2.4

AGE AND REASON FOR ILEAVING SCHOOL
(School Dropouts Only)

AGE
REASON FOR LEAVING l6-17 18-19 20-24 25+ All ages
Job, family, military
(pulled out) 36% 26% 47% 69% 51%
Disliked school, no
ability (drifted out) 61 54 35 17 34
Expelled, arrested,
drugs (pushed out) 4 20 18 14 16
Total 1012 100% 100% 100% 101%
N (28) (92) (115) (166) (401)

X2 = 59,95; DF = 6; p<.0001
Note: The. N in this table is reduced because those in-

dividuals who left school with a diploma are omitted (they were
included in Table 2.3).

Table 2.4 shows a steady decline across age groups in
those who gave as a reason for leaving the fact that they
disliked school or had poor grades or little ability’to do
school work. Nearly two-thirds (61%) of 16-17 year-old drop
outs gave this as their reason for leaving school, whereas only

about one in five (17%) of the twenty-five and older group gave
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this as a reason. Correspondingly, the older dropouts were
more likely to report 1eaving for work (or to look for work),
to meet family responsibilities or to enter the armed forces.
Most strikingly, nearly one in four {24%) of those in the
twenty-five and older cohort gave as a specific reason family
responsibilities as the cause for leaving school (family re-
sponsibilities is one of the subcategories in "pulled out"; see
Table A2.2 for the detailed breakdown).

Unfortunately, because of the many differences‘among age
cohorts in an arrested person sample, it is impossible to draw
definite conclusions concerning the age-linked differences in
reasons given for dropping out of schopl. Conditions in the
schools may have deteriorated over time. Older respondents may
recall their school days differently, with some reasons for
leaving fading from memory more rapidly than others (or, over
time, persons may come to view school drop out within a broader
perspective). There may have been change in youth labor market
opportunities and in the ability and willingness of families to
make sacrifices in order to keep their children in school and
to ensure their success in school. Finally, saméle selection
-- the fact that the older arrested group is more heterogeneous
(including both "fluke arrests" and aging éhronic offenders) --
gives little reason to expect that educational attainments‘
would be the same for different age groups.

For young defendants, however, some perspective can be
gainsd by comparisons with data from non-arrested groups.

Table 2.5 compares reasons given for dropping out of school by
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18-19 year-o0ld arrested persons in our sample with the reasons
given by a national sample of 1980 high school sophomores who
were re-interviewed in 1982. Althougli the responses of the
national sample had to be regrouped and also rather arbitrarily
adjusted for the fact that multiple reasons for school-leaving
were allowed, there appears to be at least a broad similarity
in reasons given for drop out by the two samples. In each,
roughly one in four respondents point to jobs or family respon-

sibilities as the reason for leaving school, and in each

Table 2.5

SCHOOL-LEAVING AMONG 18-19 YEAR-OLDS
NEW YORK CITY DEFENDANTS AND NATIONAL SAMPLE

‘ NYC SPRING 1980
REASON FOR LEAVING DEFENDANTS SOPHOMORES
Job, family, military 26% 28%
(pulled out)
Disliked school, no 54 64
ability (drifted out)
Expelled, arrested, 20 8
dumped (pushed out)
Total 100% 100%
N (92) (1,188)

Note: These percentages represent a regrouping of a more
detailed list of reasons in which it was possible for respon-
dents to indicate multiple reasons (the distribution was arti-
ficially adjusted for multiple responses by dividing all fre-
guencies by the average number of responses per participant
(L.95)}. C£f. "High School Dropouts: Descriptive Information
from High School and Beyond," Bulletin, U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, November
1983.
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sample, over half of the school-leaving reasons relate to dis-
like of school (defendants, 54%; national sample, 64%). Not
surprisingly, 20 percent of the 18-19 year-old defendants, as
compared with only 8 percent of the national sample, identified
expulsion or related incidents as reasons for school-leaving.

Thus, it would appear that, among teenagers, school-
leaving is not usually attributed explicitly to labor market
opportunities, either by very poor and largely minority groups
such as our Brooklyn defendants, or by those surveyed in repre-
sentative national samples. The point is an important one,
since some observers (Bullock, 1973) have noted a tendency
among poor minority youth to leave school for employment oppor-
tunities during stages of the business cycle when labor markets
become tight (i.e., demand for workers is high), only later to
encounter severe unemployment as the business cycle moves
toward slack labor markets. At that point, re-—entry into high
school is also often blocked.

These teenage patterns are also at variance with the data
for older arrested persons, where leaving school for economic
reasons and to fulfill family responsibilities was seen to bé
the dominant pattern. Despite the difficulty of interpreting
cohort differences in a sample of arrested persons rather than
in a sample of the general population, it is likely that this
large difference has something to do with secular changes in
the availability of jobs for school-age youths.

Concluding our comparison of reasons for school drop out

between arrested teenagers and a representative national
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sampling, we note that, although the distribution of reasons is

broadly similar for the two groups, the prevalence of drop out

is very different. 1In the national sample, only 14 percent of
males (20% of blacks, 18% of low SES, and 21% of urban sample
members) in fact dropped out of high school between the sopho-
more and senior year; among our Brooklyn defendants, by age
20-24 (an age at which most have left school), only 27 percent
had obtained a regular diploma (Table 2.2), indicating a much
higher underlying rate of drop out from high school.

None of these comparisons of dropping out among age group-
ings or between our defendant sample and a national sample
points to any specific role of schooling in the generation of
crime. At this point, all we can say isAthat dropping out
appears to be much higher among arrested persons and that, when
it occurs, it appears to arise from roughly the same reasons as
those identified by youthful dropouts in the general popula-
tion. These reasons for the most part appear to center on the
schooling experience itself (poor grades, dislike of school)
rather than on outside factors that "pull" the youth out of
school (family duties, labor market opportunities).

2. Ethnicity and Dropping Out

Ethnic differences in drop out rates are presented in
somewhat greater detail in Table 2.6. Although all three
ethnic groups appeaf equally likely to point to job and family
reasons to account for their leaving school, Hispanics are a
bit more likely to identify family obligations specifically

(20%) as compared with blacks (15%) and whites (10%).
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Table 2.6

ETHNICITY
REASON FOR LEAVING Black Hispanic White Total
"Pulled Out"
To find work 19% 19% 12% 18%
To take a job 11 8 17 11
Family 15 20 10 16
Military 2 1 1 2
47% 48% 40% 47%
"Drifted Out"
No ability 4 1 5 3
Disliked school 21 35 31 28
25% 36% 36% 31%
"Pushed oOut"
Expell=d 12 5 4 8
Arrested 3] 3 2 4
Drugs 2 1 2 2
20% 9% 8% 14%
Other 7 8 14 8
Total 99% 101% 98% 100%
N (211) (146) (77) (442)




- 41 -

There also appear to be some differences in the economic
positions of the white sample members as compared with either
of the minority groups. Whites seem to have an important labor
market advantage, in that they are more likely to explain
employment-related school-leaving in terms of leaving for a job
already in hand rather than leaving merely to look for a job.
Expressed as ratios, the frequencies underlying Table 2.6
suggest that for every white respondent who reported leaving
school to look for work, 1.4 others reported leaving to take up
a job already located; for Hispanics, this ratic is 1 to .4;
for blacks, 1 to .6.

Taken together, we have labelled sample members who have
left school for job and family reasons (plus a tiny group who
left for the military) as having been "pulled out" of school.
Conceptually, these people are alike in that they do not at-
tribute the interruption of their education to things that have
happened in school itself. Rather, their behavior points up
the "opportunity costs" of continued schooling that must be
borne by youths from poor families who have a need for income
that they might otherwise earn, or for their help in child care
and other family responsibilities.

The next broad grouping of reasons for leaving school has
more directly to do with the quality of the school experience
itself. These reasons for school-leaving are diffuse; they
have been labelled instances of "drifting out" of school.
Overall, the modal category of reason for leaving school was

simple dislike of school; 28 percent of drop outs gave this
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reason. Comparing ethnic groupings, we find that black respon-
dents are rather less likely to identify the reasons for their
leaving school with "drifting out" (i.e., either "no ability"
or "disliked school"); 25 percent of blacks gave such reasons
as compared with 36 percent of Hispanics and whites.

Finally, abcut one in seven school drop outs (14%) re-
ported being "pushed out" of school, for the most part indicat-
ing that they had been expelled (8%) or that a police arrest

had led to their leaving (4%).
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C. School and Labor Market Participation

As noted in the introduction to this chapter, an important
perspective on schooling in the context of employment-crime
research is to see education as a key experience that prepares
persons for the labor market. In this section, two aspects of
this role are examined. First, we examine concurrent patterns
of school and labor force participation. Do those of school
age participate in the labor market in differing degrees that
relate to their school status? Second, we consider respon-
dents' perceptions of the economic significance of educational
- credentials, and we consider how these perceptions differ
according to educational attainment, age and ethnicity.

1. School Status and Labor Market Participation

Evidence has already been presented concerning the eco-
nomic pressures for dropping out of school (Tables 2.4 and
2.6). But besides assessing these pressures in terms of the

reasons given for leaving, direct evidence can also be brought

to bear in terms of differences in labor force status according

to school status. Table 2.7 presents the relationship between

age, school status and the percent of the sample working at the

time of the interview. The data suggest that school participa-

tion heavily influences concurrent labor force participation

(recalling, however, that the employment data are from a summer

interview). About one-third (36%) of 16-17 year-olds who plan
to return to school were also working, while 53 percent of 16

17 year-old dropouts were working. In this direct sense,
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Table 2.7

PERCENT OF THE TOTAL SAMPLE WORKING,
BY AGE AND SCHOOL STATUS

SCHOOL STATUS

In or Out without Diploma or All school
AGE returning diploma degree statuses @
l6-17 36% 53% (2)* 39%
(147) (32) (3) (182)
18-19 50 48 (8)* 51
(40) (89) (9) (138)
20-24 47 56 63 57
(17) (123) (49) (189)
25+ (9)* 63 72 66
(14) (171) (87) (272)
All agesb 41% 57% 70% 55%
N (218) (415) (148) (781)
Note: In this table, the number reported in parentheses

represents the total number (or base number) of respondents in
intersecting row and column categories of the independent vari-

able.

The actual number of cases represented by the percentages

can be calculated by multiplying the percentage by the relevant

base number.

aX2

b x2

51.46;

38.30; D

N

* Too few cases to percentage

DF = 3; p<.0001 for age groups

2; p<.0001 for school status
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continuing in school appears to impose at least a short-term

opportunity cost .2

2. Perceptions of the Economic Significance of Education

All members of the sample were asked whether having a high
school diploma helped (or would help) "to find or hold a job"
(and whether it would help "just a bit" or "a great deal").

Table 2.8 relates these perceptions of the economic signifi-

cance of educational credentials to actual educational attain-

ments. We note first however that the greatest number of cases
Table 2.8
EDUCATIONAL CREDENTIALS AND PERCEPTION OF
SCHOOLING'S LABOR MARKET BENEFITS
EDUCATIONAL CREDENTIALS

PERCEPTION OF LABOR No H.S.

BENEFITS Diploma GED Diploma| AA/BA All
No help 22% 65% 53% 25% 31%
A bit 17 13 12 17 16
A great deal 6l 22 36 58 53
Total 100% 100% 101% 100% 100%
N (617) (55) (163) (12) (847)

2The magnitude of the cost cannot be precisely estimated.
As noted, there is a disparity between the summer employment
measured and a fall return to school.

discussed earlier,

In addition,
some school dropouts have left to go

as also

directly into jobs that may in fact not last for a significant
period, thus artificially elevating employment levels for
recent dropouts.
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in the table (617) lie in the "nc diploma" category; compared
with this, only a few (55) have obtained a GED, about a fifth
(163) a regular high school diploma, and a handful (12) some
college-related credential.

Corresponding to this distribution of cases, there are
differences in perception that take on a somewhat anomalous
form. The large group without a diploma are far more likely to
perceive possession of one as offering "great help" in labor
market terms (61%), while only a minority of those who have
actually attained the credential see it as that valuable: a
fifth (22%) of GED holders see it as "a great help," a bit more
than a third (36%) of regular diploma holders see it in these
terms, and seven out of the twelve (58%) with some college
degree see it this way.3

Thus, except for a handful who have some college creden-
tial in our sample of arrested persons, perception of the
significance of the high school degree in labor market terms is
inversely related to actual attainment of the credential. The
"have nots" view the diploma as possessing great economic po-
tency, the "haves" are far less enthusiastic.

A more refined test of this possibility is presented in
Appendix Table A2.3. Here, the percentages reporting that
educational credentials help "a great deal" are cross-tabulated

by both school status (in a simplified three-way version) and

3The responses of these few college-educated sample mem-
bers are not strictly comparable, since the question wording
referred to a "college degree" for this group.
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by labor force status (employed, unemployved, out of the labor
force (OLF)). BAmong the in-school group, no differences in
perceptions occur in relation to labor force status. Overall,
three-quarters (74%) report that the credential helps "a great
deal," and this hardly varies. Among those out with the di-
ploma, however, participants who are working are more likely to
report schooling's benefits (43%) than are those unemployed
(23%) or OLF (29%). Among school drop outs, however, this
relationship with labor force status is again blurred, with
only the OLF subgroup (who are, in a sense, "double drop outs")
being somewhat less likely to report a "great deal" of help
(43%) than those employed (49%) or unemployed (57%).

To some extent, it appears that the perception of the
economic value of the diploma is strong up until the point that
it is subjected to test; for those groups who are not in a
position to make this test (e.g., drop outs), belief in the
diploma's efficacy remains; for others who go into the labor
market and test its effectiveness, belief is eroded.

There is, however, still another related way to look at
these patterns. It may be that the possession of the high
school diploma (and the skills that usually accompany its
possession) is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for a
modicum of labor market success.

Belief in the effectiveness of the diploma also arises in
somewhat different patterns among the ethnic groupings, as is
disclosed in Table 2.9. Here (once more controlling for school

status), it appears that strong commitment to the diploma's
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labor market effectiveness is retained equally among the three

ethnic groupings so long as they remain in school, but that

among those out without a diploma, there are greater dif-

ferences in the perception of its efficacy.

ETHNICITY,

Table 2.9

SCHOOL STATUS AND PERCEPTION OF
SCHOOLING'S LABOR MARKET BENEFITS

(Percent Reporting "Helps a Great Deal" in Getting a Job)

SCHOOL STATUS

in/ out Diploma/ All
ETHNICITY Returning |w/o Diploma Degree Statuses
Black 70% 59% 32% 54%
(163) {(173) (131) (467)
Hispanic 72 60 30 58
(43) (126) (27) (196)
White 72 38 38 44
(25) (48) (56) (129)
All Ethnic
Groups 71% 56% 33% 53%
(231) (347) (214) (792)
Note: 1In this table, the numbers reported in parentheses

represent the total number {(or base number) of respondents in

intersecting row and column categories of the independent vari-
The actual number of cases represented by the per-
centadges can be calculated by multiplying the percentage by the

ables.,

relevant base number.




D. Conclusions

We introduced this chapter with a brief review of several
different and somewhat conflicting interpretations of the
significance of schooling and educational experiences for
participation in crime. Perhaps the simplest view 1is that
which sees the schools as a training ground, preparing individ-
uals for subsequent competition in the labor market. Those who
"fail" in this preparation emerge prematurely and ill-equipped
for competition in the labor market. Thus, facing reduced
legitimate opportunities, school failures confront rational
reasons to prefer illegitimate involvements. However, the data
actually presented in the chapter support a somewhat more
complex view. To be sure, we found substantial differences
between levels of drop out in our sample of arrested persons
and in a representative national sample, but we also found
similarities in the reasons for drop out, including the short-
term "pull" of labor market opportunities and the "push"
exerted by such factors as dislike of school. These data go
some way to support an interpretation that inverts the usual
human capital story: people do not become poor because they
have failed at school, they fail at school (or, in any event,
they drop out of school) because they are poor.

In the following chapter, we do present data that support
the human capital notion that schooling contributes to subse-
quent labor market rewards. But in the concluding chapter of
this report, we return to the phenomenon of conflicting short-

term and long-term perspectives -- which in that chapter we
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term "myopia" -- and we attempt to see both school drop out and
participation in much high-risk, low-return crime within a
larger context in which adult influences (especially parental
intervention and support) shape behavior in ways that modify

conventional individualistic interpretations.




CHAPTER IIX

EMPLOYMENT

Introduction

In this chapter we describe the employment and other labor
market experiences of our arrested person sample. In the
sample, in addition to much unemployment and much low-paying
work, we found a considerable variety of employment and labor
mafket experiences. We also found important differences in
labor market outcomes among ethnic and age groupings.

This chapter first describes the labor force status of the
sample at the time of the summer 1979 interview in Brooklyn;
unemployment rates, the percent of the sample at work and the
level of labor force participation are described for the sample
members and compared with other population groupé. Next, we
describe the industry, occupation and certain other non-wage
characteristics of the jobs held. Then, we examine data on
earnings and hours worked. Finally, we examine the incidence

of joblessness and non-work durations.
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A. Labor Force Status

In the summer 1979 interview, respondents were asked ques-
tions designed to identify their status in the labor market in
terms comparable to standard measures used in the Current
Population Survey and other U.S. Census studies.

Table 3.1 compares labor force status, by ethnicity, of
our sample to the 1980 census of Brooklyn males. ' The sample
respondents' reported labor force participation rate (those
either working or seeking work) is a consistent 85 percent
across all ethnic groups in our sample, compared to only 66 to
68 percent for all Brooklyn males aged sixteen and over. How-
ever, the unemployment rates in our sample are about fdur times
those of the corresponding ethnic groups in the general Brook-
lyn population. Both the higher labor force participation and
the higher unemployment in our sample are partly attributable
to the relative youth of our interviewees -~ the median age of
our sample is twenty-two compared to a median of thirty-one for
Brooklyn as a whole. Thus, we have relatively few retirees,
and many more individuals in the hard-to-employ ages of sixteen
to twenty.

Table A3.1 (in the Appendix) breaks down labor force
status for our sample by both ége and ethnicity. In this more
detailed breakdown, the age patterns in labor force status are
fairly consistent across all ethnic groups. However, employ-
ment rates of whites are consistently higher than those of
blacks or Hispanics. Older sample members show higher levels

of employment (and of full-time vs. part-time work) and lower




Table 3.1

LABOR FORCE STATUS BY ETHNICITY
1980 CENSUS VS. 1979 VERA SAMPLE
(Census data on Brooklyn males 16 and over)

ETHNICITY
Black Hispanic White Total

LABOR FORCE 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980 1979

STATUS Census Vera Census Vera Census Vera Census Vera
Employed 57% 51% 603% 54% 62% 67% 60% 54%
Unemployed 9 34 8 31 4 18 6 31
OLF 34 15 32 15 33 15 33 15
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 938% 100% 99% 100%
N (209K) (481) (110K) (206) (467K) (141) (786K) (828)
Unemployment
rate* 14% 40% 12% 36% 6% 21% 9% 36%
Labor force
participation** 06% 85% 68% 85% 663 85% 67% 85%

*The unemployment rate is the result of dividing those unemployed by the sum of the

employed and unemployed (e.g., by all of those in the labor force).

**Represents those in the labor force, e.g., the denominator of the unemployment
rate, as a percentage of the total sample.
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rates of unemployment than the younger men: 47 percent of the
teenagers (16-19 years) are unemployed, compared to 38 percent
of the young adults (20-24 years) and 22 percent of the prime-
age (25-54 years) adults. The black, young adults are the only
exception to the pattern of lower unemployment in older age
groups. The 20-24 year-old blacks have a 47 percent unemploy-
ment rate; not much better than the 51 percent rate of the
teenagers. Labor force participation is highest for young
adults of all races: 91 percent of the 20-24 year-olds say
they are either working or looking for work, compared to 83
percent of the 16-19 year-olds and 83 percent of the 25-54
year-olds.

Table 3.2 attempts to control our comparisons for age and
income by using data from the New York Current Population Sur-
vey (CPS). The comparison data are drawn from 16-19 and 20-24
year~old males from households with incomes below the poverty
line. These data were collated and analyzed by Herbert
Bienstock (1981) from unpublished monthly CPS data for the
years 1978 through 1980.

Labor force participation (LFP) is much lower for the CPS
comparison group than for our sample: the LFP rate is 26
percent for poor N.Y.C. teenagers and 83 percent for arrested
teenagers; it is 75 percent for poor N.Y.C. young adults (20-24
years) and 90 percent for arrested young adults. This dif-
ference is probably due in part to higher levels of school
enrollment in the general CPS sample. Bienstock reported

school enrollment only for OLF teenagers and young adults in
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Table 3.2

POVERTY LINE2

WHITE BLACK/HISPANIC ALL
78-80

78-80 1979 78-80 1979 CpPS 1979
16-19 YEAR OLDS CPS Vera CPS Vera Averages Vera
Employed 27% 57% 10% 41% i4% 44%
Unemp loyed 13 30 7 41 12 39
Out of labor force 59 13 83 18 74 17
Totals 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

(24K) (54) (87K) (279) (53K) (333)
Unemployment rate 33 34 41 50 46 47
Labor force
participation 40% 87% 17% 82% 26% 83%
WHITE BLACK/HISPANIC ALL
78-80

78-80 1979 78-80 1979 CPS 1979
20-24 YEAR OLDS CPS Vera CPS Vera Averages Vera
Employed 59% 81l% 32% 50% 58% 55%
Unemployed 11 14 14 40 17 35
Out of labor force 30 6 54 10 25 9
Totals 100% 101% 100% 100% 100% 99%

(31K) (36) (82K) (166) (52K) (202)

Unemployment rate 16 15 31 44 23 38
Labor force
participation 70% 95% 46% 90% 75% 90%

a Sources:

Bienstock (1981) Tables 35 and 36.
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the CPS survey. These rates were 92 percent and 58 percent
respectively, compared with 67 percent and 6 percent respec-
tively for arrested OLF teenagers and young adults. The summer
timing of the Vera interview may also have resulted in elevated
‘labor force participation, a supposition bolstered by the much
greater gap between the two samples in LFP rates for teenagers
(57% difference) versus young adults (15% difference).

Pinally, it is possible that our arrested youths l1lied by
claiming employment or job search when, in fact, they were out
of the labor force. However, because they were asked details
concerning employment (firm name, address, etc.), the more
likely bias would have been to claim job search rather than
actual employment. Such false claims by the arrested sample
would have elevated the arrested youths' unemployment rates as
compared with the CPS youths. However, these rates are vir-
tually identical for the teenager samples (the CPS rate is 46%,
the Vera rate is 47%) and for the white young adults (CPS rate
is 16%, the Vera rate is 15%). For minority young adults,
there is a wider divergence: the CPS sample shows a 31 percent
unemployment rate, compared to 46 percent for our 20-24 year-
old non-whites. If we have the expectation of equal unemploy-
ment rates, there is little indication of an upward bias in
labor force participation as reported by the arrested person
sample. It is more likely that the bulk of the difference
between the two samples is attributable to early school-leaving
and conseguent job search and (for those in school) to the

different timing of the two interviews.
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The prevalence of arrests among inner-city minority
youths led us to anticipate that characteristics of an arrested
person sample (such as employment and educational attainment)
might not differ so greatly from those of appropriately defined
comparison groups (see the discussion in Chapter I above).l

Unemployment in our sample is indeed much higher than for the

whole of Brooklyn (Table 3.1), but our sample is also more

likely to be seeking work than the general population of
Brooklyn males. When we attempt to focus on a narrower compar-
ison group =-- youths with income below the poverty line (Table
3.2) -- unemployment rates begin to converge. Thus, we find
some evidence that the employment characteristics of the sample
of arrested persons have some relevance for the more general
population of economically disadvantaged inner-city teenagers

and young adults.

lPor example, Blumstein and Graddy (1982) estimated a
cumulative probability of 51 percent of ever being arrested for
an index offense for large-city black males in the United
States.
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B. Characteristics of Current or Most Recent Jobs

l. Industry, Occupation and Other Non-Wage Characteristics

This section will describe in some detail the characteris-
tics of jobs currently or most recently held by our interview-
ees in the summer of 1979.

Table 3.3 starts by presenting U.S. Census industry clas-
sifications for the jobs in cur sample, along with comparisons
to the 1970 and 1980 Brooklyn census. The industries in our ,
sample are dominated by retail trade (25%), manufacturing
(18%), business and repair services (9%), construction (9%) and
transportation (7%). The "Professional and Related" category
also counts for a significant fraction, but this may be mis-
leading: almost all of this category is comprised of menial
hospital jobs, educational services, and welfare services.
Close reading of the interviews suggests that many of the jobs
technically classified as "Professional and Related" are low-
skilled work provided by the state or city government. Simi-
larly, most construction jobs in the sample derive from govern-
ment programs and provide relatively short-term and low-paid
work. Many construction related programs are meant to place
participants in stable private sector work, but prospects for
good placements are usually very dim.

Detailed jobs within the retail trade category for our
sample (not in the table) are dominated by grocery stores and
food stores (6% and 3%, respectively) and automotive repair
(2%). Other notable detailed industries are "Apparel and

Accessories" (3%) and "Trucking Services" (3%).
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Table 3.3

INDUSTRY COMPARISONS

1970 1980
INDUSTRY CENSUS CENSUS 1979
CLASSIFICATION BROOKLYN BROOKLYN VERA
Agriculture & mining 0% 0% 1%
Construction 4 3 9
Manufacturing 23 19 18
Transportation 6 7 7
Communications & other
public utilities 4 3 1
Wholesgsala trade ) 5 5
Retail trade 14 13 25
Finance, insurance &
real estate 12 13 3
Business & repailr
services 5 6 9
Personal, entertainment
& recreation services 5 4 6
Professional & related
services 17 22 12
Public administration 6 5 3
Total . .+ « o o . 101¢% 100% 99%
N v ¢ v v o o o W (965K) (820K) (779 )

Sources: U.S. Census, Advance Estimates of Social, Eco-
nomic, and Housing Characteristics, 1980;

U.S. Census, 1970.
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A look at our respondents' occupation categories in Table
3.4 helps to round out the picture. Our respondents' occupa-
tions are often concentrated in the most menial roles within
their industries. For example, although Table 3.3 showed 25
percent of our sample in "retail trade,"” Table 3.4 shows only 4
percent in the "sales workers" category. Our respondents in
"retail trade" are perhaps more likely to be freight handlers
or stock and material handlers. Similarly, looking at the
detailed occupation data (not in the table), a large fraction
of the total number (79) of clerical workers are made up of
messengers and office boys (18) and shipping and receiving
clerks (11). The largest individual occupation in the non-
household service category (181 persons) is janitors and sex-
tons (47).

Comparisons afforded by Table 3.4 with the U.S. Census
also support the general point that an arrested persons sample
occupies a marginal position in the labér market. Only a third
as many sample members (3%) as Census respondents (9%) are in
professional or managerial occupations (and subordinate coun-
seling and program assistant roles are included in this cate-
gory); conversely, many more of our sample (18%) than Census

respondents (4%) are "laborers," and our sample shows further
relative concentrations in craftsmen and kindred (16% vs. 10%),
operatives (non-transport) (14% vs. 9%), and "services, non-
household" (23% vs. 14%).

Tables 3.5 and 3.6 describe the class of employment (pri-

vate company, government jobs, etc.) of our sample members'

L
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Table 3.4

OCCUPATIONAL COMPARISONS

1980 CENSUS 1979
CENSUS OCCUPATIONS BROOKLYN VERA
Professional and
managerial 9% 3%
Managers and
administrators 11 5
Sales 9 4
Clerical and kindred 27 10
Craftsmen and kindred 10 16
Operatives, non-
transport 9 14
Operatives, transport 4 7
Laborers 4 18
Services, non-household 14 23
Household workers 1 0
Total « « « .+ . 298% 100%
N o« v o o« o o W (823K) (787)

Source: U.S. Census, New York and New Jersey volumes.



current or most recent job. Overall, we find a close corres-
pondence with class of employment data from the 1980 Census
(Table 3.5). Employment with private companies dominates both
groups. Our sample is slightly less likely to be working for
the government. Self-employment accounts for only 6 percent of

our sample's jobs and 4 percent of the Broocklyn Census jobs.

Table 3.5

CLASS OF EMPLOYMENT COMPARISONS WITH 1980 CENSUS

CLASS OF 1980 CENSUS VERA SAMPLE

EMPLOYMENT BROOKLYN CURRENT/MOST RECENT JOB
Private company 76% 79%
State, local and
federal government 20 15
Sel f-employed 4 6
Other 0 0
Total . . . . . 100% 100%
N oo v v v v v (820K) (785)

Source:; U.S. Census, Advance Estimates of Social, Eco-
nomic, and Housing Characteristics, 1980.

When we examine class of employment by ethnicity for teen-
agers and adults separately (Table 3.6), we begin to find some
important contrasts. For all groups the most common employers

by far are private companies. Black respondents are much more
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likely to hold government or government program jobs than the
Hispanics, and somewhat less likely to be self-employed. Also,
of the five respondents who reported working for a private
employment agency, all were black. These figures accord with
our fieldwork findings that black youths are more likely to
seek and aspire to work in government or institutional areas,
while Hispanics are more likely to look for work through per-

sonal and community ties.

Table 3.6

TYPE OF EMPLOYER BY ETHNICITY

ETHNICITY

TYPE OF EMPLOYER Black Hispanic White Total
Private company or agency 74% 85% 84% 78%
Government 6 2 5 5
Government progran 14 6 1 10
Sel f-employed 5 8 9 ‘ 6
Other 1 0 1 1

Total . « .« . . 100% 101% 100% 100%

N « ¢« o ¢« o o & (455) (194) (136) .(785)

Note: Table is too sparse for reliable tests of statisti-
cal significance.
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The whites had about the same percentage of "government
jobs" as the blacks. The difference between the two groups
arose in the government programs category (blacks: 14%; whites:
1%). It was sometimes difficult to distinguish between "gov-
ernment jobs" and "government programs." Government jobs were
generally more established and better paid. Typical government
program jobs, on the other hand, were temporary in nature (82%
were summer jobs) and most offered little useful skills train-
ing. Only 40 percent of our 16-19 year-olds in government
program jobs said they picked up skills at the job. Jobs with
private companies seemed generally better than government
program jobs in this respect: 55 percent of 16~19 year-olds
said they picked up skills in private sector jobs. Even when
government programs offered skills training, placement in
permanent, related private sector jobs was rare.

The sharp racial segregation of government program jobs is
one of the most striking results of our survey. Of a total of
sixty-five 16-19 year-olds in government program jobs, fifty-
three were black, eleven Hispanic and one was white. For black
teenagers, government program jobs were 30 percent of all
reported employment, compared with 13 percent for Hispanics and
only 2 percent for whites. Part of this phenomenon may be
explained by the somewhat better economic status of the whites
-- but even our white group has serious employment diffi-
culties. Twenty-nine percent of our 16-~19 year-old whites were
unemployed at the time of the interview, and 13 percent were

out of the labor force. Since many employment programs for




- 65 -

teenagers are targeted to minorities and the poor, these jobs
may actually be somewhat less accessible to whites. However,
the almost total absence of whites from government programs
also seems td underscore the relative undesirability of these
jobs to whites.

A close look at our data uncovered some important rela-
tionships between summer-only jobs, government programs, school
status, and ethnicity. Although government programs composed
only 10 percent of all jobs, they accounted for 56 percent of
the summer jobs in our sample. Private companies provided 35
percent of the summer jobs we counted. Eighty-six percent of
summer jobs were held by respondents who were returning to
school in September.

About half (48%) of the jobs held by respondents in school
or returning to school were summer-only jobs (see Table 3.7).
However, only 18 percent of the in-school whites held jobs that
were considered summer-only jobs. Year-round jobs increase the
whites' earnings potential while in school and reduce the
short-run earnings disadvantage associated with school-going.
But just as importantly, these private sector, year-round jobs
are probably better integrated with the labor market at large-
White youths thus have a chance at acéuiring important labor
market experiences and connections even before they graduate.
Government summer jobs may be important for meeting the income
needs of school-going youths, but they offer little preparation
for the private sector dominated job market awaiting workers

when they leave school.
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Table 3.7

PROPORTION OF CURRENT/RECENT JOBS CLASSIFIED AS
SUMMER JOBS BY ETHNICITY
(Those in/returning to school only)

ETHNICITY
JOB
CLASSIFICATION Black Hispanic White Total
Summer-only jobs 53% 44% 18% 48%
Year-round jobs 47% 56% 81% 52%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N (141) (34) (22) (197)

X2 = 9.6; DF = 2; Prob < .01

~e

Table 3.8 classifies the jobs held by our sample as "off

books," "taxes only," and "taxes and benefits." Overall, 28
percent of the sample held "off-books" jobs. Jobs that with-
hold taxes, and especially those that also offer benefits, are
more likely to be with employers of larger size and greater
overall resources than off-books jobs. "Taxes only" jobs are
often government program jobs.

The ethnic patterns in benefits and tax withholding are
about what we would expect. Whites had the highest proportion
of taxed jobs that offered benefits (45% versus 34%), blacks
held the most taxes-only jobs (42% versus 33% for Hispanics and

21% for whites -~ a fact traceable to the large number of

government program jobs in this group). Blacks also held the
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lowest proportion of off-books jobs, perhaps reflecting the

dearth of informal jobs in housing project areas where blacks

are concentrated.

Table 3.8

“"OFF-BOOKS" JOBS AND JOB BENEFITS BY. ETHNICITY

TAX/BENEFIT STATUS ETHNICITY

OF CURRENT/MOST

RECENT JOB Black Hispanic White Total
Off-books 24% 33% 33% 28%
Taxes withheld 42 33 21 36
Taxes and benefits 34 34 45 36
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N (439) (190) (132) (761)

X2 = 21.7; DF = 4; Prob < .001

Table 3.9 presents age-graded patterns of job benefits

separately by ethnicity. Tax withholding and benefits improve

to some extent with age within each ethnic group.

The white

group shows the most dramatic decline with age? in off-books

employment -- from 56 percent at 16-19 to only 10 percent at

2pecause the oldest sample members (those 55 years or
older) were often disabled or retired, they have been excluded

from the tables that follow.




Table 3.9

TAX AND BENEFIT CHARACTERISTICS OF JOBS BY AGE
AND BY ETHNICITY

ETHNICITY
Black Hispanic White

TAX AND BENEFIT
CHARACTERISTICS 16-12 20-24 25-54 16-19 20-24 25-54 16-19 20-24 25-54
Off-books 29% 24% 19% 35% 34% 28% 56% 38% 10%
Taxes 59 37 27 44 25 23 22 23 14
Taxes and benefits 12 38 54 21 40 48 22 38 73
Total 100% 99% 100% 100% 99% 99% 100% 99% 100%
N (169) (102) (1e61) (81) (47) (60) (45) (134) (18)

L ¢ .‘ [ L 2 ° ® @
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25-54. The oldest white age group also shows the highest
proportion of tax and benefit jobs at 73 percent.

The Hispanics show high levels of off-books employment
even in the older age groups. The oldest Hispanics also fare
poorly in the proportion of jobs in the taxes and benefits
category (48%). The 16-24 year-old Hispanics seem to do at
least as well in procuring benefitted jobs as the young blacks
and whites.

Another aspect of employment in our sample was provided by
reports concerning whether or not the respondent belonged to a
union in connection with his current or most recent employ-
ment. Table 3.10 relates the incidence of unionization to
ethnicity and age. Appendix Table A3.2 presents the ethnic
patterns for both actual union membership and whether, in the
absence of membership, the sample member worked at a location
where others were in a union. In general, access to union or
union-related jobs was higher for whites (except those 20-24)
and is also higher among older age groups within each ethnic

group.

2. Earnings and Hours Worked

Table 2.11 presents the means of several earnings variables
by age and by ethnicity. Throughout this chapter, we will
frequently distinguish between hourly wage rates and hours of

work obtained.
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Table 3.10

UNION MEMBERSHIP BY ETHNICITY AND AGE
(Percent belonging to union)

ETHNICITY
AGE Black Hispanic White Total
16~19 7% 9% 20% 10%
(151) (74) (44) (269)
20-24 21 30 16 23
(82) (44) (25) (151)
25-54 40 33 51 40
(133) (49) (35) (217)

Note: 1In this table, the numbers reported in parentheses
represent the total number (or base number) of respondents in
intersecting row and column categories of the independent vari-
ables. The actual number of cases represented by the per-
centages can be calculated by multiplying the percentage by the
relevant base number.

X2 for ethnic differences within age groups as follows:

16-19: X2 = 7.4 DF = 2 Prob < .05
20-24: X2 = 2 DF = 2 n.s.
25-54: X2 = 3 DF = 2 n.s.




MEANS OF EARNINGS,

BOURS WORKED,

Table 3.11
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AND DAYS IN SCHOOL BY AGE AND ETHNICITY
(Standard Errors in Parentheses)

ETHNICITY
Black Hispanic White
AGE N Mean N Mean N Mean
16=19
Current/most recent 170 $3.30 80 $3.33 41 $3.65
gross hourly wage (.11) (.18) (.31)
Legal income last year 206 $1685 93 $1647 56 $3300
(184) (295) (641)
Hours worked last year 193 500 88 467 53 1115
(49) (61) (147)
Days in school last 202 159 92 105 55 85
year (9) (14) (17)
20~24
Current/most recent 100 $3.62 45 $3.95 32 $5.39
gross hourly wage (+12) (.25) (.70)
Legal income last year 122 §3136 56 $3748 38 $7955
{348) (497) (1852)
Hours worked last year | 114 876 52 1072 33 1498
(83) (144) (177)
Days in school last 122 19 56 0 38 18
year (5) (0) (10)
25=54
Current/most recent 153 $5.07 55 $4.58 46 $7.08
gross hourly wage (.23) (.28) (.64)
Legal income last year 182 $5365 69 $5243 52 $8600
(485) (694) (1496)
Hours worked last year 159 1116 64 1094 46 1334
(90) (138) (201)
Days in school last 182 14 69 4 52 0
year (4.28) (3.96) (0)
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Among teenagers, there are few differences in wage rates
among ethnic groups. Teenage whites show the highest mean wage
rate ($3.65/hr) but the mean wages of teenage blacks and His~
panics are not much lower ($3.30/hr and $3.33/hr, respec-
tively). However, dramatic differences appear in total hours
of work over the past year among these three groups. The
teenage whites work far more hours (1115) than do teenage
blacks (500) or Hispanics (467), giving white teenagers about .
double the annual income of minority teenagers despite similar
hourly wage rates.

The lower work hours of blacks and Hispanics may explain
the much higher levels of school enrollment described in Chap-
ter II above. Black 16-19 year-olds have the highest average
days in school last year (159), followed by Hispanics (105) and
whites (85). Limiting our comparisons to respondents who spent
120 or more days in school last year, ethnic differentials in
hours worked persist. Whites in school for 120 days or more
over the past year worked an average of 788 hours over the
year; in-school blacks, 472 hours; and in-school Hispanics, 351
hours. The lower average work hours of the young in-school
blacks are consistent with what we know about their access to
jobs. If our in-school black respondents managed to find
employment, it was likely to be in a government program limited
to the summer months.

It is also possible that there is some difference in

willingness to work among the ethnic groups in our sample. One

way to approach the willingness or personal incentive to work

is to compare an individual's reservation wage (the lowest wage
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at which he is willing to work) to the wage he is likely to
receive in the labor market. We compared the mean reservation
vages reported by 259 of our unemployed respondents to the
actual mean wayes reported by comparable age and ethnic
groups.3 The results in Table 3.12 show that mean reservation
wages are very close to mean actual wages for the 16-19 year-
0old blacks, Hispanics, and whites. The minority youths' lower
reservation wages correspond to the lower actual wages they
receive in the market. Thus we find no evidence here of ethnic
differences in willingness to work at available wages.

Some ethnic differences in resérvation wages do appear
among the older age groups, but any inferences‘must remain
speculative due to the small sample sizes. The 20-24 year-old
unemployed Hispanics appear in Table 3.12 to have relatively
high reservation wages.

In the older age groups we begin to find dramatic ethnic
differences both in hourly wage rates and hours worked. The
20-24 year-old whites earned an average of $5.39/hr, while the
blacks earned $3.62 and the Hispanics $3.95; the 20-24 year-old
whites worked 1,498 hours over the past year (Table 3.11) while
blacks (876 hours) and Hispanics (1,072 hours) worked much
less. The combined result of these wage rate and hours worked
differences was that 20-24 year-old whites earned an average of
$7,955 in the past year, while blacks and Hispanics of the same
age earned $3,136 and $3,748, respectively. Similar ethnic
differentials occur in earnings and huurs worked among the

25-54 year-old sample members.

3The reservation wage question was asked of a random sub-
sample of interviewees in one of the two interview supplements.
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Table 3.12

RESERVATION WAGE AND ACTUAIL WAGE BY AGE AND ETHNICITY

(standard Errors in Parentheses)

ETHNICITY
Black Hispanic White
AGE N Mean N Mean N Mean
16-19
Reservation wage 78 3.31 35 3.28 14 3.60
(hourly) (.17) (.17) (.32)
Current gross 170 3.30 80 3.33 41 3.65
hourly wage (.11) (.18) (.31)
20~-24
Reservation wage 48 3.48 17 4.62 5 3.92
(hourly) (.15) (.42) (.31)
Current gross 100 3.62 45 3.95 32 5.39
hourly wage (.12) (.25) (+70)
25-54
Reservation wage 41 3.80 13 3.59 5 7.27
(hourly) (.17) (.49) (3.02)
Current gross 157 5.03 56 4,52 46 7.08
hourly wage (.23) (.28) (.64)
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The persistent ethnic differences in our survey suggest
that the three groups may be operating in distinct labor market
environments. Blacks show the strongest orientation toward
governmental and institutional channels for advancement (such
as school and government programs). However, they lack access
to the better opportunities in the private sector. This orien-
tation of the blacks may be seen as an adaptive response to
discrimination in the private labor market. Blacks may per-
ceive a greater likelihood of equal treatment and opportunity
in governmental and institutional settings. The private sector
remains the most significant source of employment for all
groups. Many blacks who begin their careers with schooling and
work in temporary government programs may later be frustrated
in their attempts to advance into stable and meaningful govern-
ment employmeﬁt.

The Hispanics show a greater involvement in private sector
employment than the black respondents.  However, a large
proportion of Hispanics work in declining manufacturing indus-
tries in the private sector. Inferences about their job ad-
vancement prospects are also complicated by possible cohort
differences in our sample. The youngest Hispanics do rela-
tively well in terms of hourly wage rates, while the oldest do
relatively poorly. It is difficult to determine whether the
relatively flat age profile in wage rates for Hispanics is due
more to poor advancement prospects in their labor market
(largely manual labor in the private sector) or to relative

improvements in the younger cochorts.
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Table 3.13 attempts to shed light on Jjob advancement pros-
pects by comparing proportions of respondents reporting raises
or promotions in different age and ethnic groups. Jobs held by
minority 16-19 year olds appear to be predominantly “dead end";
only 15 percent of the blacks and 12 percent of the Hispanics

in this age range received raises or promotions in their cur-

Table 3.13

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS GIVEN RAISE OR PROMOTION
AT CURRENT OR MOST RECENT JOB, BY ETHNICITY AND AGE

ETHNICITY
All Ethnic
AGE Black Hispanic White Groups?@
16~19 15% 12% 443 18%
(170) (83) (45) (298)
20-24 33 42 41 37
(102) (45) (29) (176)
25+ 52 40 56 50
{152) {52) (43) (247)
All agesb 32% 28% 48% 34%
N (424) (180) (117) (721)

Note: 1In this table, the numbers reported in parentheses
represent the total number (or base number) of respondents in
intersecting row and column categories of the independent
variables. The actual number of cases represented by the
percentages can be calculated by multiplying the percentage by
the relevant base number.

8 x2 = 71.16; p<.0001 for age groups

P x2 = 21.01; p<.01 for ethnic groups
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rent or most recent job. Whites (16-19) did much better: 44
percent said they had received a raise or promotion.

There is a marked increase in raise/promotion incidence
moving from the 16-19 to 20-24 age groups among the blacks and
Hispanics. Reported raises/promotions increase again among
25-54 year-old blacks, but the oldest Hispanics show little
difference from the 20-24 year-olds.

Our interviewees were also asked about whether or not they
had "picked up skills" at their jobs and whether they were
satisfied with the job. On these items, there did not appear
to be large or consistent differences by age or by ethnicity.
Overall, about half of our respondents said that they had
picked up skills at their joks. The only notable ethnic con-
trast in this item occurred among the 16-19 year-olds: young
whites were substantially more likely to report that they
picked up skills.

3. Minimum Wage Compliance and Implications for Unemploy-
ment

The federal minimum wage, to the extent that it is en-
forced in this labor market, may help to explain the less
drastic ethnic wage differentials in the youngest age group.
The minimum wage is also commonly cited as a cause of unemploy-
ment. While the issue has been heavily debated, it is gener-
ally acknowledged among econcmists that the minimum wage has
some disemployment effects. An alternative explanation of
unemployment is that an unemployment equilibrium occurs in the
labor market for low-~skilled workers: market wages for this

group may be too low to motivate sufficient work effort, thus
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there is no wage that is low enough to equal the marginal
product of the worker.

Our survey suggests that a substantial fraction of em-
ployers do not comply with the minimum wage -- and that there
are many employees who are willing to work at sub-minimum wage
rates, at least for a while.?4 Twenty-four percent of the
sample reported a wage which was below the federal minimum at
the time of their employment. As expected, most sub-minimum °
wage Jjobs were concentrated among the younger members of the
sample: 44 percent of the 16-17 year olds and 26 percent of
the 18~19 year olds earned less than the minimum. Blacks and
Hispanics were slightly more likely than whites to earn less
than the minimum (25% for blacks and Hispanics vs. 19% for
whites).

The employment patterns of the Vera sample are also marked
by frequent gquits -- a seemingly paradoxical result considering
the sample's high rates of unemployment. Part of the quit
phenomenon can be accounted for by the younger members 6f the
sample who have limited attachment to the labor market.
Osterman (1980) has observed a similar pattern of weak job‘
attachment and "exploration" among the youths he studied.
However, our field research also points to another pattern
where workers are pressured out of their jobs because of low

wages or exploitative working conditions (Sullivan, 1984;

4The minimum wage level changed several times during the
period covered by the Vera survey: on Jan. 1, 1977 it changed
from $2.00 to $2.30; on Jan. 1, 1978 it increased to $2.65; on
Jan. 1, 1979 it became $2.90.
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Chapter III). Those who quit or are fired from such low-
skilled jobs can generally be easily replaced by employers
because of the large supply of unskilled labor.

Is there an unemployment equilibrium brought about by a
low wage/low work effort relationship? While we cannot arrive
at a definitive answer here, we can offer some relevant obser-
vations. The typical unskilled worker in this population works
for a small private company under fairly close supervision.
Lateness and absence from work is generally not tolerated
(policies are often much more strict than for white-collar
occupations), and the general impression is that most of these
(private sector) jobs involve rather hard work. The actual
economic productivity of the worker naturally depends on the
efficiency of the enterprise and the competitive conditions in
its market -~ but the intrinsic effort of the worker himself
appears to be high in most cases despite the low wages of-
fered.3 In this environment of close supervision, the workers
appear to "regulate" their work effort by quitting their jobs
when conditions become too bad to tolerate. In jobs that

involve firm- or task-specific human capital, or where close

5Pressing economic need seems to override finer distinc-
tions about wage rates and work effort for many in this popula-
tion. The Vera Institute's Neighborhood Work Project, a pro-
gram which provides near minimum-~-wage ($4.15 per hour) jobs for
released offenders under very demanding work conditions, is
heavily oversubscribed by men who apparently need any job that
they can get. Here too, however, few men actually complete
their allotment of work (the question of who drops out for
better jobs vs. those who simply quit is one of the issues
currently being researched at Vera). In another Vera program
(Community Service Sentencing), site supervisors have been
approached by non-participants asking to work the day in ex-
change for the program's standard remuneration: carfare and
lunch money.
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supervision is impractical, the employer's position is dif-
ferent: here there is reason for him to offer incentives (high
wages, good job conditions) to the employee to keep him at the

job (Doeringer and Piore, 1971).
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C. Earnings Deternination

1. Determinants of Hourly Wage Rates

Thus far we have examined several different measures of
labor market performance, relying mostly on age and ethnicity
to categorize the members of our sample. In order to isolate
the many other factors affecting job performance, such as edu-
cation, experience, and criminal involvement, in the following
sections we use ordinary least sguares (OLS) regression models
for various labor market outcomes.

Table 3.14 presents a multiple regression of hourly wage
rates for the entire sample. Age, prior job experience
(PRIOREXP), high school diploma (REGDIP),® and highest grade
completed (HIGRADE) all have significant positive effects on
hourly wage. The variable INSCHL (returning to school in
September) has a negative impact on current wages, but falls
short of significance.

The ethnicity coefficients BLACK and HISPANIC are large in
magnitude and statistically significant. Thie reinforces the
earlier findings from simple differences in mean wage rates
(Table 3.11). Even after controlling in the regression for
differences in age, education, and experience, minority respon-
dents show a severe earnings disadvantage. For example, the

model implies that a black or Hispanic in our sample can

®The model distinguishes between the standard high school
diplaoma (REGDIP) and the General Equivalency Diploma (GED).
The magnitude of their coefficients are similar, but including
both separately in the model reduces their apparent statistical
significance.
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Table 3.14

MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF LOG OF HOURLY WAGE RATE

(Standard Errors in Parentheses)

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT
INTERCEPT .068
(.369)
AGEYRS .048
(.015)
AGEJSO -.00067
(.0002)
PRIOREXP .000087
(.00002)
REGDIP .097
(.059)
GED .086
(.077)
HIGRADE .036
(.012)
INSCHL -.068
(.051)
BLACK -.161
(.051)
HISPANIC -.147
(.059)
MARRIED .071
{.044)
ARRESTS .0067
(.009)
INC2DAYS -.00018
(.0004)
PRIORS .0045
(.005)
WGDATE .000028
(.00004)
R2 = .245
N = 579
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expect to receive only about 78 percent of the hourly wage of a
white individual with similar characteristics and qualifica-
tions.7’

In a sample of arrested persons, it is natural to assume
that the criminal justice involvements of sample members would
adversely affect labor market outcomes, including hourly wage
rates, since time spent in "the system" would interfere with
work or job search and a record of criminal justice involve-
ment, if known, might make the participant less attractive to
potential employers. However, no significant relationships
between wage rates and our three crime measures (arrests during
the last two years (ARRESTS), days of incarceration in the past
two years (INC2DAYS), and arrests prior to two years ago
(PRIORS)) showed up in these regressions.

The wage rate regressions also attempted to control for
the various sources of support available to individuals when
unemployed.8 Economic "search theories" of unemployment sug-
gest that those who have better means of outside support are
more willing and more able to wait for higher wage offers be-
fore accepting a job. Two recent social experiments (LIFE and
TARP) offering transitional financial aid to released ex-

offenders while they were looking for work did show a positive

TThis comparison uses the whites' mean wage of $5.43/hr as
a basis. The model predicts larger wage differentials at high-
er income levels, and lower wage differentials at lower income
levels because it is based on the log transformation of the
wage rate.

8The support variables are not included in the final
versions of the equations shown in Table 3.14.
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association between receipt of financial support and wage rates
for the jobs they found (Rossi et al., 1980; Mallar and
Thornton, 1978). Unfortunately, the evidence from our sample
on this issue is scant. It is difficult to rank with confi-
dence the various different sources of support in order of
monetary value or desirability.? For example, the quality and
extent of government or institutional support varies greatly
depending on the nature of the specific program or institu-
tion. Similarly, the strength of personal supports depends on
the financial resources (and willingness to help) of family and
. friends. There is some reason to believe that personal sup-
ports were named in the absence of any additional, independent
support resources. Thus, personal supports would occupy the
lower end of the support resource scale. Our regressions did
in fact show a negative and statistically significant associa-
tion of personal supports with wage rates. Other support
variables fell short of statistical significance in the wage
rate model.

2. Determinants of Hours Worked

In this section, we estimate a regression model to iden-

tify the determinants of hours worked in the past two years.lo

9The survey used a battery of support items which were
subsequently grouped into savings, unemployment insurance, "odd
jobs," "hustling," personal ("family," "spouse," "friends") and
institutional ("welfare," "“other transfer") types.

10about 82 percent of our sample had at least some work
over the past two years. Thus, the statistical problem of
"sample truncation" (from people with zero hours of work) is
not likely to have any practical importance for these regres-~
sion results.
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Table 3.15

MULTIPLE REGRESSION OF HOURS WORKED

OVER THE PAST TWO YEARS
VARIABLE COEFFICIENT
INTERCEPT 823.233
(1011.506)
AGEYRS 84.253
(59.658)
AGESQ -1.429
(.9)
PRIOR2YR +957
(.144)
PR2YRSQ -.00011
(.00002)
REGDIP 277.571
(232.628)
GED 415.903
(296.189)
HIGRADE 11.745
(46.886)
DAY1SCHL -0.645
(1.085)
INSCHL ~305.349
(272.680)
BLACK -431.295
(198.713)
'HISPANIC ~725.793
{228.,400)
MARRIED 683.404
(173.829)
ARRESTS 44.533
(36.964)
INC2DAYS -3.421
(1.740)
PRIORS -31.474
(19.626)
RZ2 = ,227
N =

618
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Table 3.15 presents the results. Hourly wage rate was not
significant in exploratory regressions and is not included in
Table 3.15. Prior job experience (PRIOR2YR) has the strongest
association with current hours worked. Unlike the results with
hourly wage rates, age does not show a statistically signifi-
cant association with hours worked. The effect of having a
diploma or GED is positive,ll while the highest grade com-
pleted shows only a weak effect. As with hourly wages, the
coefficients for BLACK and HISPANIC are negative and signifi-
cant. Controlling for all other factors in the regression,
blacks on average obtain 431 fewer hours of work over the past
two years than whites, while Hispanics on average obtain 726
fewer hours.

Three measures of criminal involvement -- arrests during
the past two years (ARRESTS), incarceration (INC2DAYS), and
prior arrests (PRIORS) —-- have the expected negative sign. Of
the three crime variables, past incarceration (INC2DAYS) shows

the strongest relationship to hours worked .12

llWhen the two types of high school degrees are merged as
a single diploma variable, they show statistical significance
at the .01 percent level.

12gince the mean days of incarceration over the past two
years was only fourteen days, it is unlikely that the incarcer-
ation coefficient simply reflects foregone employment hours due
to time spent in jail.
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D. Periods of Joblessness

Almost half (46%) of our 1979 sample was either unemployed
or out of the labor force at the time of the interview. The
overall median length of these jobless spells which were on-
going at the time the respondent was interviewed in the summer
of 1979 was 222 days.

Table 3.16 compares median jobless durations for ethnic
groups, finding only small differences between the groups.
This result is somewhat surprising since the white respondents
report far more days of work over the past year. If average
jobless durations are roughly similar between the three ethnic
groups, then the differences in days worked could be explained

by the relative instability of jobs held by the minorities.

Median duration of currently held jobs in our sample is 367
days for whites, 124 days for Hispanics, and 211 days for

blacks. Thus, it appears that the hours worked disadvantage of

Table 3.16

MEDIAN JOBLESS DURATIONS BY ETHNICITY
(Currently non-working respondents)

MEDIAN
ETHNICITY JOBLESS DURATION N
Black 232 (275)
Hispanic 237 (115)
White 196 (58)
Total 222 (448)
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~

our minority respondents is largely accounted for by the
shorter duration of the jobs they hold.

When asked "Why did you leave your job?" and "What is your
biggest problem £inding work?" (see Tables A3.3 and A3.4 in the
Appendix), participants' responses were varied. The shortest
median jobless durations are for those who quit for another job
(116 days) or were "laid off" (138 days). Those who said they
were fired (172 days) or had problems with the boss (149 days)
also report relatively lower median durations. People who quit
because of illness (614 days) or who lost their job because of
an arrest (667 days) have the longest jobless durations.
However, only 3 percent of the respondents said that an arrest
was responsible for the loss of their last job.

The most common response to "What is your biggest problem
finding jobs?" was lack of jobs (see Table A3.4). No education
was the biggest problem for 9 percent of the respondents;
surprisingly, this group had the lowest median jobless duration
(185 days). Criminal records were the biggest problem for
another 9 percent; these people had the second highest median
jobless duration (399 days). (Incarcerated groups might be

over-represented here.)




CHAPTER IV

CRIME

Introduction

This chapter presents what we know concérning the arrest
experiences of the Project's sample of Brooklyn criminal court
defendants. The greater part of that knowledge draws upon
official arrest histories and, therefore, does not explicitly
encompass underlying crime participation. Since the data were
obtained exclusively from an arrested population, comparisons
are also limited to the type and extent of criminal Jjustice
involvement among those "known to the authorities.”

The Project does have available one source of information
that allows a closer examination of perceptions and social
contexts related to crime behavior among an arrested person
sample. One year after the summer 1979 interview, an effort
was made to re-interview a randomly selected subsample (n=400)
of the original 1979 sample. The small follow-up interview
sought information on respondents' perceptions of the risks
involved in their criminal activity; their reports of the
criminal involvements of friends and family members; and (among
those admitting personal criminal involvement) their recollec-
tions of efforts to plan their crime as against engaging in
"spur of the moment" acts. These follow-up items provide a
direct, valuable glimpse at respondents' reported crime partic-

ipation.
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However, two characteristics of the follow-up interview
sample restrict it to essentially exploratory and speculative
uses. First, the small size of the successfully recontacted
subsample (n=152) makes extensive multivariate analysis impos-
sible. Second, and more importantly, the low percentage of
successful re-contacts (40%) suggests that those ultimately
followed up are unrepresentative of the total group selected
for re~interviews. These two limitations do not prevent us
from presenting in a tentative way interesting information on
social contexts and perceptions of the risks associated with
different types of criminal activity that were elicited in the
follow-up. In presenting these data, however, we do not make
claims as to their representativeness of the overall arrested
population and we do not attempt to apply formal statistical
tests.l |

In what follows, we first describe the specific police
arrest charges associated with the sampled arrest and discuss

the development of a charge type categorization that highlights

lrhe follow-up clearly differs from the originally inter-
viewed sample on at least this variable "success of re-
interview." However, in comparing the two samples on numerous
interview and arrest history variables that were elicited from
the total sample at the original interview or from criminal
history data (age, race/ethnicity, schooling, employment status
at the first interview, type and severity of sampled arrest
charge, etc.), there was no evidence from t-tests of a statis-
tically significant (p<.10) difference between the total sample
and the successfully re-interviewed subsample. One or two
items did reach the .10 threshold of significance, but this was
expected given the large number of comparisons that were made.
This result, while unexpected, is consistent with the notion
that essentially random factors (bad addresses, residential
mobility, etc.) accounted for the high level of attrition in
the follow-up sample.
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income/non-income distinctions; we then examine the associa-
tions between personal characteristics of sample members and
arrest charge characteristics; next, we examine the prior
criminal Jjustice involvements of sample members and consider
outcomes from the sampled arrest; finally, we turn to a de-
tailed examination of the follow-up data. Discussion of the
follow-up is divided into an analysis of risk perceptions and
scrutiny of contextual data such as the crime involvements of
family members and friends and the characteristics of respon-
dents' social environments. The following chapter examines the
relationship between arrest involvements and labor market

variables.



A. Arrest Charges and Charge Typology

Our data on the arrests of the Brooklyn sample come from
official arrest records, which were coded in detail for a time
span that began two years prior to the sampled (summer 1979)
arrest and extended for one year after.2 For simplicity, each
of the arrests in the three-year interval was summar ized by a
seven-category "charge type" variable that reflected the nature
and severity of the police charges accompanying the arrest.3
While sample members vary in the number and types of their
recorded arrests, each respondent's records contain at least
the summer 1979 arrest that led to his inclusion in the sam-
ple. Discussion in this section focuses exclusively on this
sampled arrest.

Table 4.1 sets out in bold face the seven major charge
categories for the sampled arrest. In some instances, the
table also presents the more detailed arrest charges that were
included within the major categories. Three income-oriented
categories —-~ robbery, burglary and grand larceny -- were
present in the arrested person sample with enough frequency to

preclude the need for further aggregation. However, a rather

25till earlier arrests were summarized into variables
noting the total number of early arrests, number of convic-
tions, days in jail and months in prison, etc.

3Although criminal charges technically originate only at
lower court arraignment and are brought by the prosecution, the
New York City police describe the defendant's activities using
Penal Law headings. These informal characterizations are fre-
quently termed "police charges" and usually closely resemble
later formal prosecution charges at arraignment.




Table 4.1

ARREST CHARGE TYPES FOR SAMPLED ARREST

Number . Percent
INCOME CHARGES:

Robkery 138 16.0%2

Burglary 183 21.2

Grand larceny 99 11.4

Other income: 97 11.2
(Arson) (5) (.6)
(Fraud) (12) (1.4)
(Gambling) (12) (1.4)
(Pimping) (2) (.2)
(Drug sales) (5) (.6)
(Prostitution) (2) (.2)
(Petty larceny) (59) (6.8)

Total Income 517 59.8

NON-INCOME CHARGES:

Serious violence: 52 6.0
(Murder & manslaughter) (29) (3.4)
(Kidnapping) (1) (.1)
(Rape) (22) (2.5)

Assaults & weapons: 271 31.4
Assault (138) (16.0)
Weapons (107) . (12.4)
Conduct (20) (2.3)
Resisting arrest (5) (.6)
Other non-income (1) (.1)

Drug possession & other: 25 2.9
Drug possession (24) (2.8)
Morals (1) (.1)

Total Non-Income 348 40.3

TOTAL ALL ARREST CHARGES* 865 100.1%

*Missing arrest charges = 37.
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diverse array of charges has been collected under the "other
income" category.4

In Table 4.1, income-oriented offenses predominate.d
More than one-fifth (21%) of the sample were arrested on bur-
glary charges and nearly that percentage (16%) were arrested on
robbery charges. Taken altogether, income-oriented categories
accounted for three-fifths of all arrests.

Income orientation may, in fact, be understated in Table,
4.1 because the charge category to which an arrest was assigned
can sometimes be ambiguous. For example, if there was both an
income~ and a non-income-oriented charge associated with an
arrest, we classified the arrest based on the more serious of
the two charges. Thus, sometimes an income-oriented charge was
superceded by a non-income-oriented charge with a higher felony
weight. This problem was lessened somewhat by coding the
charge type as income~producing when an underlying income and
non-income charge had the same severity (generally, income-
oriented charges tend to carry a higher felony weight than
accompanying non-income charges).®

Table 4.2 shows the extent to which the charges made on

the sampled arrest were either purely income-producing, non-

4The inclusion of five arson charges under this category
is arbitrary.

SBesides the charges reported in Table 4.1, others were
charged through so-called Desk Appearance Tickets (DATs), which
provide for the immediate release of the person charged with
arraignment scheduled in the future. DATs are, however, issued
only for comparatively minor and usually non-~income offenses,
and have not been included in our sample.

®An additional reason for coding as income those arrests
with both income and non-income charges of equal severity is
the Project's emphasis on income crime and its role as an
alternative to legitimate employment.




® @ ¢ ® @ o @
Table 4.2
MIX OF INCOME/NON-INCOME CHARGES ON SAMPLED ARREST BY CHARGE TYPE
(Current Arrests)
CHARGE TYPE
Grand Other Serious Assaults Drug Poss. All

MIX Robbery| Burglary| Larceny| Income| Violence}| & Weapons & Other Charges
All income
charges 38% 81% 63% 76% 0% 0% 0% 39
Mixed income
& non-income 62 19 37 24 21 4 20 24
All non-—-income
charges 0 0 0 0 79 96 80 37
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100¢% 100% 100% 100%
N (138) (183) (99) (97) (52) (271) (25) (865)

—96_
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income-producing or mixed. For each charge type, the table
presents the fraction of arrests that resulted in only an
income charge, in only a non-income charge or in both income-
and non-income-producing charges. Of all income—-oriented
charges, burglaries are most likely (81%) to be "pure types,"
with no admixture of non-income charges; other income (76%) and
grand larcenies (63%) follow. Least "pure" is the robbery
charge type; 62 percent of arrests in this category have an
associated non-income charge. Most of the non-income charges

associated with robbery are, as expected, assaults (43%) or

~weapons (52%). Among those grand larcenies with an admixture

of non-income charges, 78% of the non-income charges were for

¥

"unauthorized use," a lesser charge typically included in
arrests for auto theft, which in some cases (e.g., joyriding by
teenagers) is not income-oriented.

Besides summarizing a range of underlying specific
charges, our charge typology can also be used to describe the
relative severity of the arrest charge. A charge category in
the typology may include a range of offenses that are classi-
fied in the New York State Penal Law as anything from a viola-
tion (least serious) to an A felony (most serious). Numerical
weights ranging from one (violations) to eight (A felonies)
were assigned to each of these severity classifications. Then,
given the kinds of offenses that are included in each category,
it can be described in terms of the minimum and maximum severi-

ties of the included Penal Law offenses. Table 4.3 gives these

and also the mean severities and associated standard deviations




Table 4.3

CHARGE TYPE AND CHARGE SEVERITY
(Sampled Arrests)

CHARGE TYPE
Grand Other | Serious Assaults Drug Poss.
CHARGE SEVERITY Robbery{ Burglary| Larceny! Income| Violence| & Weapons & Other
Minimum severity 4.00 4.00 ; 3.00 2.00 4.00 - 2.00 3.00
Maximum severity - 7.00 7.00 6;00 ) 7.00 7.00 4.00 4.00
Mean 6.16 5.05 4.31 4.22 5.91 3.33 3.40
Standard Deviation 0.70 0.60 0.56 0 1.39 1.22 0.78 0.55
N . ‘ 138 183 29 97 11 12 5
Key:
Violation = 1 D felony = 5
B misdemeanor = 2 C felony = 6
A misdemeanor = 3 B felony = 7
E felony = 4 A felony = 8

L6 ~
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for each charge type. As can be seen in the table (examining
standard deviations), the "drug possession and other" charges
are the most, and the "other income" charges are the least
homogeneous.

We have devoted a considerable amount of space to de-~
scribing the construction of the charge type variable because
it is a key variable in identifying income-oriented crime
participation. In using charge type to classify sample mem-—
bers, we implicitly assume that charge type at least on average
reflects relatively stable, on~going criminal activities of the
individual.? Use of the charge type variable would be ques-
tionable, for example, in a situation in which most offenders
engage in a wide variety of offenses and get arrested on a
particular charge on a random basis. In these circumstances,
it would be possible that charge type of the sampled arrest
simply reflects the chance occurrence of arrest for a particu-
lar offense. We would then not expect charge type to be re-
lated to the personal characteristics of the individual; nor
would we anticipate an association between charge types for
consecutive arrests of an individual.

In fact, as is evident in Table 4.4, there is more stabil=-

ity in the charge type classification than would be anticipated

71n presenting evidence of some continuity in arrest

charges associated with different arrests, we by no means wish
to argue for rigid patterns in crime behavior or for a simplis-
tic definition of criminal career types on the basis of arrest
charge information. Others have, we believe, both critiqued
the notion of narrow career types and demonstrated the con-
siderable overlap in criminal involvements among those con-
victed for given offenses (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982).




- 99 -

in the absence of any crime specialization at all.8 Table 4.4
cross-classifies the sampled and subsequent arrest for those
sample members who were rearrested, using four broad charge
classifications (robbery, burglary, other income and non-income
charges).? The ratios in the diagonals of the table represent
the discrepancy between the actual percentage of respondents
who have been rearrested for the same charge type as their
sample arrest and the expected percentage (if there were no
associations between the two arrests). The overall chi-square
relating the two charge distributions is highly significant
(p<.0001). For example, "other income" charges, which repre-
sent 33 percent of all subsequent arrest charges, are 49 per-
cent of the subsequently arrested persons whose sampled arrest
was in this category, providing the indicated ratio of 1.48.
Similarly, 50 percent of those arrested on non-income charges,
if they were rearrested at all, had rearrest charges in this
category, versus 31% of the total rearrested group, providing
the indicated ratio of 1.61 of actual to expected arrests in

this cell of Table 4.4

8For a discussion of the many issues associated with the
notion of offender "careers," see Gibbons (1977).

The charge categories were further collapsed to emphasize
our interest in income rather than non-income crime, and to
eliminate overly refined differences (such as between petty
larceny, included within the "other income" category of the
seven-category variable, and grand larceny).
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Table 4.4

CONTINUITY BETWEEN SAMPLED AND
SUBSEQUENT ARREST CHARGE TYPES

(Ratio of Actual to Expected Arrest Frequencies:
Rearrested Sample Members Only)

SAMPLED ARREST

Other Non- ‘
SUBSEQUENT ARREST| Robbery| Burglary| Income Income (N)
Robbery 1.65 1.00 0.88 0.88 (57)
Burglary 0.33 2.06 0.83 0.61 (60)
Other Income 1.09 0.76 1.48 0.73 {107)
Non-Income 0.97 0.71 0.71 1.61 (102)
N (50) (93) (88) (95) (326)

X2 = 56.42; DF = 9; p<.0001



- 101 -

B. Personal Characteristics and Sampled Arrest Charge Type

Charge types vary by age, ethnicity, schooling and marital
status. Younger respondents were more frequently arrested on
income-oriented than on non-income-oriented charges, and they
were charged with robberies especially often. Blacks and
Hispanics, respondents without diplomas and respondents who had
never been married, also were more often arrested for income-
oriented crimes. However, before addressing the details of the
relationship of charge type to personal characteristics, some
consideration should be given to differences between the sample
as a whole and the general Brooklyn population.

Because ours is a sample of arrested persons, comparison
between sample characteristics and the characteristics of the
Brooklyn population (of males 16 and older) provides insight
into the differences that define arrested subpopulations. For
example, Table 4.5 compares the age distribution of the sample
of arrested persons with the age distribution of Brooklyn males
sixteen and older. It is evident that young males are greatly
over-represented in a sample of arrested persons as compared
with older males. Youths sixteen to seventeen years old are
included in the arrested person sample with a frequency 4.6
times as great as would be expected if age and arrest were
unrelated. Over-representation drops systematically with age
until those forty-five and older account for only three percent
of arrested persons but account for 41 percent of the popula-

tion of Brooklyn males sixteen and older.
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Table 4.5

VERA SAMPLE AND BROOKLYN POPULATION
COMPARISONS ON SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Brooklyn?@ Sample/
AGE Vera Sample (16+) Brooklyn Ratio
16-~-17 23% 5% 4.6
18~19 17 5 3.4
20-24 25 12 2.1
25-44 33 37 .89
45+ 3 41 .07
Total 100% 100%
N (902) (NA)

a4 Estimated from 1980 U.S

of male,

These comparisons suggest that,

female population

are comparable.

Census; assumes age distribution

since no sample members

enter the sample more than once, per capita arrest rates among

young Brooklyn residents are far greater than for older resi-

dents. It is also likely, judging from the peaking of arrested

person-population disparities among the youngest age category

(indicative of a peaking of per capita arrest rates in that age

group) that actual street crime incidence may peak at a still

earlier age, although great caution must be exercised in making

inferences from arrest data to the levels of underlying crimi-

nal activity (for example, with age, crime skill may increase

or offenders may shift from more risky to less risky offenses).
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Table 4.6 gives a breakdown of charge types by the age of
the respondent at the time of his arrest, showing age dif-
ferences that are highly statistically significant (p<.0001).
The much greater incidence of robbery and burglary arrests for
younger age cohorts within the sample is striking. Virtually
equal and large proportions (30% and 28%) of 16-17 year olds
were arrested for these two charge types, with another large
segment arrested for grand larceny (14%) and then a miscellany
of other income crimes (5%). Taken together, more than three-

fourths (77%) of the 16-17 year-old cohorts were arrested for

income-oriented crime and three-~fourths of this in turn was

either for robbery or for burglary.

Among older teenagers (ages 18-19), the overall percentage
of arrests for income-oriented crimes remains high (73%).
However, there is also a discernible spreading of arrests
across the other income-oriented subtypes. Robbery arrests
account for only 18 percent of arrests among older teenagers,
grand larceny arrests rise from 14 to 18 percent and "other
income" arrests double from 5 to 11 percent of arrests.

For adult arrested persons (those 20 and older), there is
a further dispersion among types of income crime, and there is
an especially noticeable reduction in percentages of those ar-
rested for robbery. For adults as well, the overall incidence
of income-oriented crime is also smaller: 56 percent of those
20-24 and 47 percent of those 25 and older were arrested for

income-oriented crimes.
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Table 4.6

CHARGE TYPE BY AGE
(Sampled Arrest)

AGE
CHARGE TYPE 16-17 18-19 20-24 25+ All ages
Total income 77% 73% 56% 47% 60%
Robbery 30 18 14 8 16
Burglary 28 26 21 15 21
Grand larceny 14 18 10 8 12
Other income 5 11 11 16 11
Total non-income 233 27% 43% 543 40%
Serious violence 7 3 6 6 6
Assaults & weapons 14 24 34 43 31
Drug poss. & other 2 0 3 5 3
Total all charges 100% 160% 993 101% 100%
N (195) (148) (214) [(304) (861)
Missing (41)
All cases (902)

X2 = 118.17; p<.0001
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Although these comparisons are of age cohorts rather than
derived from a longitudinal data series, the sharp, consistent
shifts out of robbery and burglary for adjacent age categories
do seem to suggest developmental or longitudinal phenomena.
This speculation is also somewhat bolstered by an age pattern-
ing in the continuity of charge type between sampled and subse-
quent arrests. Table 4.7 shows in its diagonal elements the
percentages of respondents in three age groups who were re-
arrested for charges within the same category as their sampled
arrest. Continuity is modest, although evident, among 16-19
year-olds. Robberies, in all age groups, seem to have little
continuity. Sixteen to nineteen year-olds arrested on robbery
charges were most likely to be subsequently arrested on "other
income" charges. For 20-24 year-olds, "other income" and non-
income offenses dominate the subsequent arrest charges of those
arrested for robbery. Finally, among those 25 and older, non-
income crimes are the most common subsequent arrest charge
category for those arrested on a robbery charge. But for all
other charge types, continuity is much more pronounced. In all
cases except robbery and for all ages, the modal association in
Table 4.7 is between the same charge type for the sampled and
subsequent arrest. It also seems that continuity grows more
pronounced among older age groups, pointing to a possible
narrowing of crime activities among older groups.

In parallel with the income-oriented arrest percentages
are age patterns in non-income arrests. Charges involving

assaults and weapons represent only 14 percent of charges




it

Table 4.7

CORTINUITY BETWEEN SAMPLED AND SUBSEQUENT
ARREST CHARGE TYPES CONTROLLING FOR AGE
(Participants Rearrested Within One Year After Sampled Arrest Only)

SAMPLED ARREST

16~19 Year Olds

20-24 Year 0Olds

25+ Year Cids

Other Non- All Other Non- All Other Non~ All
SUBSEQUENT ARREST |Robbery|Burglary|Income| Income|Arrests | Robbery|Burglary|Income|j Income|Arrestsl Robbery|Burglary}Incaue| IncameArrests
Robbery 34% 20% 21% 18% 22% 18% 15% 14% 19% 17% (1) 7% 7% 43 7%
Burglary 3 18 i3 20 9 24 16 23 (1) 4 0 10
Other Income 41 25 33 35 36 15 19 27 (1) 36 17 36
Non=-Income 22 19 15 E 22 36 30 19 34 (4) 21 32 48
Total all Charges 100% 100% 100% 100% 99% 99% 100% 100% 99% 101% 100% 100% 100% 101%
N (32) {59) (39) (39) (169) (11) (20) (21) {31) (83) (7) (14) (28) (24) (73)

X2 = 22.94; p<.01 %2 = 11.12; n.s. X2 = 29.78; p<.001

90T
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against those in the 16-17 year-old group, but 43 percent of
charges against those 25 and older (Table 4.6). Drug pos-
session charges appear to vary irregularly aﬁong the age co-
horts, being somewhat higher among older groups. Crimes of
serious violence (murder, manslaughter and rape) are relatively
rare and are more or less evenly spread across the age cohorts.
Table 4.8 shows information about type of arrest charge
and ethnicity. The two minority groups have high and nearly

identical percentages of income-oriented arrests. However,

Table 4.8

CHARGE TYPE BY ETHNICITY
(Sampled Arrest)

ETHNICITY

CHARGE TYPE Black Hispanic White Total
Total income: 61% 613 52% 59%
Robbery 22 7 9 16
Burglary 19 25 21 21
Grand larceny 9 15 15 11
Other income 11 14 7 11
Total non-income: 393 393 483 403
Serious violence 6 7 6 6
Assaults & weapons 29 32 39 31
Drug poss. & other 4 0 3 3
Total all charges 100% 100% 100% 993
N (508) (214) (142) (864)

X2 = 51.03; p<.0001
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comparing specific income charges, differences between the
black and Hispanic groups are evident. Twenty-two percent of
blacks, but only 7 percent of Hispanics, were arrested on
robbery charges. Arrests on burglary charges are rather evenly
distributed across all three groups, and grand larceny charges
(which include auto thefts and probably some arrests for joy-
riding) are the same for Hispanics (15%) and whites, but some-
what lower for blacks (9%). The differences in charge type by
ethnicity presented in Table 4.8 are highly statistically
significant (p<.0001).

On the non-income side, there appear to be no great dif-
ferences according to ethnicity. Certainly, arrests on serious
violence offenses are the same for the three groups; the per-
centages of arrests for assaults and weapons charges are a bit
higher for whites (39%) than for blacks (29%) or Hispanics
(32%).

Although the backgrounds of arrested persons could not be
surveyed in detail in the 1979 jail-based interview, there are
two variables -- school completion and marital status -- that
do serve as indicators of the association between key social
statuses and type or extent of crime participation. Table 4.9
shows the association betweeen charge type (in a collapsed
form) and school completion separately for those 18-19, 20-24,
and 25 and older. Within each age grouping, those without
diplomas are more likely to be charged with robbery or burglary
offenses than are those with a diploma. Forty-four percent of

those 18-19 who have not completed school were charged with one



.

Table 4.9

CHARGE TYPE BY HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETICN AND AGE

(Sampled Arrests of Those 18+)

AGE
18-19 20-24 25+ ALL: AGES (18+)
COLLAPSED CHARGE No HS No HS No HS No HS
TYPE Dip Dip Dip Dip Dip Dip Dip Dip
Robberies & burglaries 443 (5)* 39% 26% 25% 19% 35% 23%
Grand larceny and
other income 31 (1) 20 24 25 21 25 21
Serious violence 4 (0) 8 3 5 10 6 7
Assaults & weapons 21 (7) 32 38 40 47 32 44
Drug possession and 0 (0) 1 9 5 3 2 5
other
Total 100% - 90% 99% 100% 100% 100% 100%
N (134) (13) (155) (58) (192) (94) (481) (165)
X2 = 8.23 X2 = 10.81 X2 = 4.47 X2 = 30.96
p<.05 p<.05 n.S. p<.0001

*Too few cases to percentage

- 60T ~
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or the other of these offenses, as compared with five out of
the thirteen sample members who had a diploma at this age.
Comparisons for the two older age groups, with larger fre-
guencies available, are 39 percent versus 26 percent (for 20-24
year-olds) and 25 percent versus 19 percent (for those 25 and
older). The differences are statistically significant (.05
level) for all but the oldest age group.

Table 4.10 compares the (collapsed) type of the sampled
arrest charge with marital status for two age groups: arrested
persons 20-24 and thosé 25 and older (there were too few mar-
ried arrested persons 1in younger age groups to warrant inclu-
sion in the table).l0 Among those 20-24, marital status does
not appear to be related to the type of the sampled arrest.
Both 35 percent of those never married in this group and 35
percent of married respondents were arrested on robbery or
burglary charges; percentages for arrests on the other charge
types were also virtually identical for these two groups. with
some fluctuation among arrested persons in the "common law" and
"separated/divorced" categories.

However, among respondents 25 and older, marital status
does appear to be related to charge type (significant at .05
level). For this older group, 35 percent of those never mar-
ried were arrested on robbery or burglary charges; 12 percent

of married respondents were arrested on these charges.

lOAmong 335 respondents in the sample aged 16-19, only ten
(3%) were in a common-law relationship, two were separated or
divorced, and six (2%) were married at the time of the inter-
view.
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Table 4.10
COLLAPSED CHARGE TYPE BY MARITAL STATUS
(Controlling for Age; Those 20 and Older)
20-24 25+
COLLAPSED CHARGE Never Common| Sep/ Never Common| Sep/
TYPE Married Law Div Married Married Law Div Married
Robbery & burglary 35% 40 (1/8) - 35 35 21 21 12
Grand larceny &
other income 22 17 (2/8) 23 23 32 19 22
Serious violence 5 9 (3/8) 4 3 8 5 10
Assaults & weapons 36 29 (2/8) 35 32 37 51 52
Drug possession and ‘
other 3 6 (o/8) 4 6 3 5 4
Total 101% 101 - 101 29 101 101 100
(144) (35) (8) (26) (96) (38) (63) (105)
X2 = 10.68 X2 = 24.43
n.s. p<.05

ITT -
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Twenty-one percent of those in the two "intermediate" groups --
those in common-law relationships ana those formerly married --
were arrested on these charges.

Why is marriage apparently related to charge type among
those 25 and older, but not among those 20 to 24? Possibly,
this is because "never married" remains the majority status for
20-24 year-old arrested persons (68% of those in this age were
never married), whereas "married" is the modal status among
those 25 and older (32% in this category never married; 35%
married). Thus, the significance of "married" (in terms of
self-selection if not necessarily in terms of the actual impact
of the institution) changes with age. Younger, never married
respondents are typical of their age cohort, but over time the
fact of never having married begins to identify an individual
as atypical. The association bethen above average arrests for
robbery or burglary charges and "never married" emerges at
roughly the same point where the typical-atypical distinction
reverses. Even though the data are for age cohorts, they
appear consistent with a longitudinal pattern in which some
older respondents evince a double form of "immaturity": they
continue to be arrested for crimes that are more typical of the
young (robberies and burglaries) and they remain unmarried,
unlike increasing numbers within their age cohort.

Older, married respondents were arrested rarely for rob-
beries and burglaries. When arrested at all, they were charged
with either minor or serious violence. Ten percent of married,

older respondents were charged with serious violent crimes, as
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compared with 3 percent of those who were older but never
married. Arrests for assaults and weapons comprised 52 percent
of the older, married group, but 32 percent of the older, never

married group.
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C. Prior Criminal Justice Involvement

We have so far discussed the sampled arrest, emphasizing
the income versus non-income orientation of that arrest and the
manner in which the type of the arrest related to personal
characteristics. We now examine the prior criminal justice
involvements of respondents, relating the extent and nature of
prior involvement to charge type and to personal characteris-
tics. With this as background, we will attempt in the next
section to show how outcomes from the sampled arrest (convic-
tions, incarceration) relate to charge type, to personal char-
acteristics (age, ethnicity), and to the extent and nature of
prior involvement in the criminal justice system.

1. Number of Prior Arrests

Table 4.11A gives the association between charge type of
the sampled arrest and a main indicator of prior involvement:
the total of prior (adult) arrests. Overall, 31 percent of the
sample have no record of prior arrests as adults, 13 percent
have one, 19 percent have two to three, and 36 percent of the
sample have four or more priors. The incidence of prior ar-
rests is also related to the type of the current arrest
charge. Those arrested on serious violence charges are least
likely to have prior arrests (38% have no priors) while those
arrested on "other income” charges are most likely to have a
record (22% are without priors). To some extent, the charge

type/priors association results from the fact that charge type
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Table 4.11

A. PRIOR ARRESTS BY CHARGE TYPE

CHARGE TYPE 0 1 2-3 4+ TOTAL N
Robbery 34% 10 24 32 100% 124
Burglary 30 13 20 37 100 168
Grand larceny 32 17 17 33 99 87
Cther income 22 15 16 47 100 86
Serious violence 38 10 20 32 100 50
Assaults & weapons 33 12 18 36 100 223
Drug poss. & other 19 29 14 38 100 21
All charges 318 13 19 36 99% 759
Missing 143
Total 902

X2 = 23.03; n.s.

B. RECENT PRIOR ARRESTS BY CHARGE TYPE
(2 Years Preceding the Sampled Arrest)

CHARGE TYPE 0 1 2-3 4+ TOTAL N
Robbery 48% 18 21 14 101% 124
Burglary 48 23 17 12 100 168
Grand larceny 51 21 11 17 100 87
Other income 53 16 19 12 100 86
Serious violence 64 20 & 10 100 50
Assaults & weapons 60 18 15 7 100 223
Drug poss. & other 43 43 14 0 100 21
All charges 53% 20 16 11 100% 759
Missing 143
Total 902

X2 = 29.66; p<.05
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is associated with the age of the arrested person and age, in
turn, 1is strongly related to number of priors.ll

A somewhat different picture of prior involvement is
therefore obtained when we focus on priors in the two-year
period leading up to the sampled arrest, rather than on all
prior arrests. Table 4.11B therefore gives the association
between charge type and recent prior arrests. Overall, as
would be expected, there is a higher percentage of those with
no recent priors as against those with no priors throughout the
adult period (53% versus 31%). Comparing the two sub-tables,
it appears that those arrested on "other income" charges show
the greatest shift in percentages from total to recent priors.
For this group, there is a 31 percent increase (from 22% in
Table 4.11A to 53% in Table 4.11B) of those falling into the no
priors or no recent priors categories. In other words, those
persons who are arrested on "other income" charges are rela-
tively likely to have some record of past criminal involvement
but they are relatively less likely to have a recent record.
Those arrested on assaults or weapons charges and those ar-
rested on charges of serious violence also show considerable
disparities between the proportion with no priors and the
proportion with no recent priors (assaults and weapons encom-

passes 33 percent of those with no priors, up to 60 percent of

llAge is associated with total number of prior arrests for
the obvious reason that older arrested persons have had longer
time periods in which they have been "at risk" of arrest. For
example, only 2 percent of 16-17 year-olds, but 34 percent of
those 25 and older, have seven or more prior adult arrests (see
Table 4.1237).
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those with no recent priors; serious violence encompasses 38
percent of those with no priors, up to 64 percent of those with
no recent priors). The association between number of prior
arrests and charge type does not reach statistical significance
for total prior arrests (Table 4.11A) but it is significant for
recent prior arrests (p<.05, Table 4.11B).

At the other extreme, persons arrested on robbery, bur-—
glary, and grand larceny charges display relatively little
disparity between their recent and their long-term criminal
record (for example, the incidence of no recent priors is only
14 percent greater than the overall incidence of no priors
among robbery arrested persons) .

The evident reason for the differential sensitivity of
some charge types to an adjustment that, as noted, partially
controls for age is that charge type and age is related, as is
prior arrest involvement and age. Table 4.6 above has already
presented. the éssociation between charge type and age; Table
4.12 now shows the priors-age association. As expected, there
is a very strong association between the number of prior adult
arrests and age. For 61 percent of those who are 16-17 years
old, the sampled arrest represented their first adult arrest,
whereas for those 25 and older, only a fifth of the sample were
experiencing their first adult arrest. Much of this relation-
ship (especially for 16-17 year-olds) results from the fact
that young persons enter the adult criminal Jjustice system with
a "clean slate," in the sense that Family Court records are not

usually available to adult authorities or to researchers.
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Table 4.12

A. PRIOR ARRESTS BY AGE

AGE
TOTAL PRIOR
ARRESTS 16-17 18-19 20-24 25+ All ages
0 61% 30% 22% 20% 31%
1 16 18 12 11 13
2-3 14 24 22 17 19
4-6 7 18 24 17 17
7+ 2 10 19 34 19
Total 100% 100% 99% 99% 99%
N (165) (135) (196) (276) (772)
Missing (130)
X2 = 155.29; p<.0001

B.

RECENT PRIOR ARRESTS (LAST 2 YEARS) BY AGE
(18 and over)

AGE
PRIOR ARRESTS All Ages
IN LAST 2 YEARS 18-19 20-24 25+ (18+)
0 40% 44% 60% 51%
1 22 23 19 21
2-3 16 21 14 16
44 22 11 7 12
Total 100% 993 100% 100%
N : (135) (196) (276) (607)

X2 = 42.28; p<.0001
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Despite the generally lower levels of overall prior ar-
rests of young persons depicted in Table 4.12A, Table 4.12B
also shows that young persons are more likely to have a record
of recent prior arrests (within the last two years). Sixty
percent of those 18-19, but only 40 percent of those 25 and
older, have a record of one or more arrests over the past two
years (22 percent of those 18-19 versus 7 percent of those 25
and older have four or more recent priors). This divergence is
due to the inverse relationship between arrest rate and age.

The extent of prior arrests is also related to the ethnic
classification of arrested persons, and this association,
unlike that between charge type and priors, is not the spurious
result of an age-ethnicity relationship (in our sample, there
is no association between ethnicity and age). Table 4.13 shows
the association between ethnicity and prior arrests. Both
minority groups (blacks, 28%; Hispanics, 33%) show a lower
incidence of first arrests than do whites (43%). Blacks,
furthermore, show slightly more priors; 22 percent of blacks,
18 percent of Hispanics and 13 percent of whites have records
of seven or more prior arrests. Both the relationship of
ethnicity with total prior arrests and with priors over the
past two years is weakly statistically significant (.10 level).

Table 4.14 introduces age into this relationship, with the
percentages in the table representing those with seven or more
prior arrests in each of the intersecting age and ethnic group-
ings. Table 4.14 pinpoints the oldest age groups as the major

source of the difference between black and Hispanic prior
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Table 4.13

A. PRIOR ARRESTS BY ETHNICITY

ETHNICITY
TOTAL PRIOR :

ARRESTS Black Hispanic White Total

None 28% 33% 43% 32%

One 14 12 14 13

2-3 19 21 19 19

4-6 18 17 12 17

7+ 22 18 13 19

Total 101% 101% 101% 100%
N (457) (190) (127) (774)

X2 = 14.33; p<.10

B. RECENT PRIOR ARRESTS (LAST TWO YEARS) BY ETHNICITY

ETHNICITY
PRIOR ARRESTS

IN LAST TWO YEARS Black Hispanic White Total
None 49% 56% 65% 53%

One 22 19 15 20

2-3 17 13 15 16

4+ 12 12 6 11

Total 100% 100% 101% 100%
N (457) (190) (127) (774)

X2 = 12.23; p<.1l0
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involvements. Comparing the percentages along the 25 and older
column in Table 4.14, 40 percent of blacks, 31 percent of
Hispanics and 19 percent of whites have been arrested seven or
more times in the period leading up to the sampled arrest.

None of the ethnicity-priors relationships for separate age
groups 1is significant.

2. Time Incarcerated for Prior Involvements

After a record of adult arrests, time spent incarcerated
in jail or prison probably represents the second major indi-
cator of prior criminal justice involvement. The tables that
follow show that this indicator also is associated with charge
type, age and ethnicity.

Table 4.15 gives the association between the charge type
of the sampled arrest and a record of prior time spent in jail
or in prison. Among all charge types, those arrested on
robbery charges (a relatively young group) were least likely to
have spent time in jail or prison for previous offenses.
Conversely, those arrested for "other income" offenses (a
relatively older group) were most likely to have spent some
time in jail or prison (17%, one year or less; 20%, more than
one year). It is interesting that, while those arrested on
serious violence charges had on the whole slightly below aver-
age exposure to jail or prison (72% had no prior incarcera-
tion), those in this group with prior incarceration were much
more likely to have had lengthy incarceration (6%, one year or

less; 2z2%, more than one year).
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Table 4.14

PRIOR ARRESTS BY AGE AND ETHNICITY
(Seven or More Prior Arrests)

AGE
ETHNICITY 16-17 18-19 20-24 25+ All ages
Black 2% 11% 20% 40% 22%
(109) (72) (109) (166) (456)
Hispanic - 9 21 31 18
(32) (43) (53) (62) (190)
White 4 5 15 19 13
(24) (20) (34) (48) (126)
All Ethnic
Groups 2% 10% 19% 34% 19%
N (165) (135)] - (196) (276) (772)

X2=4,63 X2=0.68 X2=.58 X2=6.47
Nn.S. NesS. nes. n.s.

Note: In this table, the number reported in parentheses
represents the total number (or base number) of respondents
in intersecting row and column categories of the independent
variable. The actual number of cases represented by the
percentages can be calculated by multiplying the percentage
by the relevant base number. .
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Table 4.15
PRIOR INCARCERATION BY CHARGE TYPE
OF SAMPLED ARREST
CHARGE TYPE
PRIOR Grand Other Serious Assaults Drug Poss. All
INCARCERATION| Robbery| Burglary| Larceny| Income| Violence| & Weapons & Other Charges
None 77% 65% 70% 633 72% 66% 71% 68%
One year or
less 10 17 17 17 6 17 10 15
More than
one year 12 18 13 20 22 17 19 16
Total 99% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 99%
N (124) (168) (87) (86) (50) (223) (21) (759)

€CT -



- 124 -

As expected, and as shown in Table 4.16A, the association
between age and prior incarceration is quite strong. Ninety-
five percent of those 16-17 had no prior jail or prison expo-
sure, while only 55 percent of those 25 and older were simi-
larly unscathed. Table 4.16B next presents the association
between ethnicity and prior time in jail or prison. Black
arrested persons showed the highest level of prior .incarcera-

tion (36%), followed by Hispanics (27%) and whites (21%).
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Table 4.16
A. PRIOR INCARCERATION BY AGE
AGE
TOTAL

INCARCERATION le-17 18-19 20-24 25+ All ages
None 95% 75% 62% 55% 69%
One year oOr

less 4 20 23 14 15
More than

one year 1 5 15 32 16
Total 100% 100% 100% 101% 100%
N (165) (135) (196) (276) (772)
X2 = 125.89; p<.0001

B. PRIOR INCARCERATION BY ETHNICITY
ETHNICITY
TOTAL

INCARCERATION Black Hispanic White Total
None 643% 73% 79% 69%
One year or

less 17 14 11 15
More than

one year 19 13 10 16
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N (457) (190) (127) (774)

X2 = 11.92; p<.05
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D. Outcomes from the Sampled Arrest

In a pattern largely unrelated to the age or ethnicity of
the respondent, a bit more than half (56%) of the sample were
convicted on charges derived from their sampled arrest. We
confined ourselves to the comparatively scant information
available from official arrest records (sometimes supplementing
missing data using information supplied us by the New York City
Criminal Justice Agency). With this simplified information, we
developed a three-way classification of case outcomes: dis-
missed (or rarely, acquitted after trial); convicted after a
plea of guilty (or rarely, after trial) and sentenced to proba-
tion or conditional discharge; convicted after a plea or trial
and sentenced to jail (less than one year) or prison (one year
or longer).

Table 4.17 gives the case outcomes for the sampled arrest
according to the type of the arrest charge. As can be seen,
overall conviction percentages do vary according to charge type
(they are as high as 70 percent for burglary arrests and as low
as 41 percent for assaults and weapons). Somewhat greater
variation is evident, however, in the percentages who are
incarcerated if convicted according to type of charge. No
persons convicted of "drug possession and other" charges were
incarcerated, while 46 percent of those convicted for serious
violence offenses and 44 percent of convicted robbers were

incarcerated.
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Table 4.17

OUTCCME OF THE SAMPLED ARREST BY CHARGE TYPE

PERCENT
PERCENT CONVICTED INCARCERATED
OF TOTAL OF TOTAL
CHARGE TYPE CHARGED CONVICTED
INCOME CHARGES:
Robbery 64% 44%
(89) (57)
Burglary 70 42
(145) (102)
Grand larceny 51 44
(81) (41)
Other income 64 27
(69) (44)
Total Income 64% 40%
(384) (244)
NON-INCOME CHARGES
Serious violence 71 46
(34) (24)
Assaults & weapons 41 16
(218) (90)
Drug possession & other 55 0
(20) (11)
Total Non-Income 46% 20%
(272) (125)
TOTAL ALL ARREST CHARGES 56% 33%
(656) (369)
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E. Rearrests

Table 4.18 gives the association between age and rearrest
within one year of the sampled arrest (referred to as subse-
quent arrest). Overall, 44 percent of the sample was rear-
rested within one year of the original interview. Twenty—foﬁr
percent of the sample was arrested once subsequently, 17 per-
cent twice and 4 percent of the sample were rearrested three or
more times. The age-subsequent arrest relationship is highly
statistically significant (p<.0001). Forty percent of those
16-17 were not rearrested within the year, whereas 57 percent

of those 20-24 and 73 percent of those 25 and older escaped

rearrest.
Table 4.18
SUBSEQUENT ARRESTS BY AGE
(One Year Follow-up)
AGE
SUBSEQUENT
ARRESTS 16-17 18-19 20-24 25+ All ages
0] 40% 41% 57% 73% 56%
1 32 29 26 15 24
2 26 22 16 8 17
3+ 2 7 2 4 4
Total 100% 99% 101 % 100% 1012
N (165) (135) (196) (276) (772)
Missing (130)

X2 = 73.75; p<.0001
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F. Risk Perceptions

Our follow-up survey of a small (n=152) subsample of the
original survey presented the opportunity to explore areas of
self-reported crime participation and perceptions of the risks
associated with crime. The topic of risk perception was of
interest to us because of the renewed attention over the past
decade and a half in the economic model of crime choice
(Becker, 1968; Ehrlich, 1973). Although the economic model
focuses conceptually on the cost-benefit calculations of in-~
dividual decision makers, its applications have been almost
exclusively to aggregate data, with the resulting nearly insur-
mountable problems of interpretation. We believed that inquir-
ing into arrested persons' perceptions of the risks associated
with six example crimes (selected from the field research)
would shed some light on the concrete, individual decision-
making processes that must ultimately underlie the economic
model's validity. Although, as we discussed above, the low
recontact rate and resultant probable bias of the follow-up
subsample limits us to an exploratory and descriptive use of
the data.

As some recent work has emphasized (Cook, 1980), the eco-
nomic model's assumptions that potential offenders have immedi-
ately available, costless and error-free information concerning
the risks associated with different types of crime is subject
to considerable qualification. We believed ﬁhat the self-

reports of the follow-up respondents would contribute more
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realistic data concerning how deterrence is translated into
risk perceptions. |

Figure 4.1 depicts the perceived risks of injury and of
arrest for six example crimes (burglary, robbery, grab and run,
shoplifting, marijuana selling and operating a con game).l2
The fiqure points up sharp differences among these crimes on
the two dimensions. Burglary is rated highest on risk of
injury, closely followed by robbery and grab and run, and by
con games at further remove. These four activities occupy the
upper righthand quadrant of Figure 4.1, indicating that risks
on both dimensions are above the mid-points on the subjective
categories.

In contrast, shoplifting falls below the middle line on
injury risk, though it ranks relatively highly on risk of
arrest. Finally, marijuana selling represents the only crime
that respondents appear to feel poses neither a substantial
risk of injury nor of arrest.

Respondents were also asked to estimate the average weekly
income ("take") that could be garnered from the example crimes
and also the level of skill required to engage in them. No
strong association appears between the level of take and the
riskiness of tﬁe crime. Burglary, the riskiest of the six

example crimes, does offer the second highest weekly take

121n what follows, all assessments of risk of arrest and
of injury, and of the needed skill associated with the example
crimes, are measured by an arbitrary assignment of the values
"3" for "very risky" (or "great skill"), "2" for "somewhat
risky" ("some skill"), and "1" for "not at all risky" ("no
skill required"). In the tables, the means and standard devia-
tions of these arbitrary subjective assessments are presented.
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Figure 4.1
RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF RISKS AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS

ASSOCIATED WITH DIFFERENT ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES2

High Injury

Risk
Burglary e e Robbery
(8787) ($461)
—t .
Grab & Run e
($446)
® Con Game
— ($861)

l | | | | | | |
Low'Arrest l I ' l l l HighlArrest
Risk Risk

Marijuana e
($623)
® Shoplifting
— ($348)

Low Injury
Risk

- @ Dollar amounts in parentheses refer to estimates of
average weekly earnings for the respective crime types.
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($787), but con games, which occupy a low to intermediate posi-
tion on the risk dimensions, are rated the most lucrative
($861) and marijuana sales, the least risky of the six example
crimes, are third most lucrative ($623).

The lack of a definite association between the risk of an
example crime and its lucrativeness poses a puzzle.l3 why
would an offender engage in a more risky venture if he did not
expect a higher return? Part of the answer to this appears to
relate to skill requirements. Table 4.19 presents data that
suggest that the perceived skill requirements for the example
crimes depart markedly from the arrest and injury evaluations
and on the whole agree with assessments of lucrativeness. ¢Con
games are perceived as the most lucrative of the six crimes,
and they are also perceived as requiring the most skill; biir-
glaries place second in lucrativeness and skills needed. The
only significant departure between the money and skill rank
orderings.occurs with shoplifting. It is seen as a ruzlatively
skilled activity (ranked third) but as not at all iucrative
(ranked sixth). To a degree, the agreement bpetween skill
ratings and lucrativeness may account for why some youths
participate in relatively less lucrative, higher risk activi-
ties such as robbery. They may not have (or perceive them-~
selves as having) the requisite skill for other low-risk,

high-return ventures (notably con games). Nevertheless, other

13The discussion here follows that presented in Smith and
Thompson (1983).
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Table 4.19

WITH DIFFERENT ILLEGAL ACTIVITIES

Weekly Arrest Injury Skill

ITEM Returns Risk Risk Rating

Burglary* $787 2.68 2.8 2.6
(1453) (.058) (.044) (.056)

Robbery* 461 2.7 2.8 2.2
(1238) (.051) (.044) (.074)

Grab & Run 446 2.6 2.7 1.7
(537) (.062) (.049) (.076)

Shoplifting 348 2.5 1.6 2.3
(481) (.063) (.071) (.070)

Marijuana 623 1.9 1.7 1.7
(963) (.079) (.073) (.072)

Con Gamne 861 2.2 2.2 2.7
(1097) (.078) (.071) (.050)

@ standard errors of the mean are in parentheses; N's vary be-
tween 81 and 98 for weekly returns and between 128 and 132
for other variables.

RANK ORDERS ON:

Weekly Arrest Injury Skill
ITEM Returns Risk Risk Rank
Burglary 2 2.5 1.5 2
Robbery 4 1 1.5 4
Grab & Run 5 2.5 3 5.5
Shoplifting 6 4 6 3
Marijuana 3 6 5 5.5
Con Game 1 5 4 1

* One extreme value deleted.




- 134 -

activities such as marijuana selling are not perceived as
requiring skill but are perceived as offering high returns.
These exceptions may be accounted for by the need for two other
important investments by those engaging in the activity:
purposive, sustained time commitments and working capital.

Of all the crimes used in the battery, marijuana selling
probably requires the largest or second largest (after con
games) amount of time devoted to the activity. This required
time investment probably offsets its relatively low-risk,
high-return attributes in the decisions of some offenders. Our
interview did not delve into details of time allocation (which
we believe to be quite difficult to obtain from a population
such as ours in any event), so this line of reasoning must
remain tentative.

Marijuana selling also probably requires the largest or
second largest investment of working capital. An inability to
make this investment probably prompts some offenders into other
activities.l4 While it is interesting to speculate on reasons
why the various dimensions of risk, return and ease of entry
into these six example criminal activities are not in perfect

balance, it may also be that perfect agreement is by no means

l4pesides the need for working capital, our field research
also suggests that marijuana selling requires the capacity for
the individual to insulate himself from peer group pressures to
“share the wealth." Several study participants "went out of
business" because they failed to conserve cash for replenishing
their inventory. Such pitfalls, which are likely to apply as
well to the operation of con games, suggest that older persons
may succeed better in crimes that require working capital.
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necessary. QOur perception data do, however, suggest overall
agreement on the degree of risk and level of return associated
with diverse, typical street crimes; some, by no means perfect,
balancing is evident in which high-return crimes either pose
high risks (burglary) or are perceived as demandirg high levels
of skill (con games).

Besides the overall patterning of risk perceptions, it is
interesting to ask whether the arrested person's own crime
involvement is associated with his risk perceptions. When we
tried to examine very specific connections (for example, test-
.ing whether the perceived risk of robbery was greater or less
for those arrested on robbery as against other charges), we
found weak and inconsistent associations. On the other hand,
there did appear to be a more general association between
income orientation and risk perception; those arrested on
non-income charges perceived the risks associated with the six
example income crimes as greater than did income-oriented
arrested persons. (For example, 77 percent of persons arrested
on non-income charges versus 55 percent of persons arrested on
income charges rated shoplifting as "risky," or "very risky.")
Persons arrested on non-income charges also appeared to esti-
mate a lower weekly take from these example crimes than did

persons arrested on income charges.
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G. Contextual Variables

The follow-up survey gave us a chance to learn something
about the social contexts and neighborhood environments of the
arrested person sample. The items in the follow-up covering
this area were exploratory. They concerned, for example, the
incidence of crime victimization among arrested persons, ar-
rested persons' perceptions of crime in their own neighbor-
hoods, their reports of crime involvement among friends and
family members, and their descriptions of family living ar-
rangements and family members' ties with the labor market.

Table 4.20 shows the relationship between charge type and
a battery of ten indicators of family and social settings. The
marginal frequencies in Table 4.20 are striking. Over half of
the follow-up respondents (52%) reported that they were them-—
selves the victims of a crime; two out of three (68%) perceived
that they lived in "tough" or "very tough" neighborhoods. A
bit less than one-third (29%) reported that their families did
not know or did not care about their crime participation and,
indeed, two of five (43%) reported that at least one other
close family member had also been arrested at some time. Not
surprisingly, nearly two-thirds (63%) reported that their
friends supported their crime involvement, while 39 percent
reported that "most" of their friends did crime. Only 35
percent reported that "most" of their friends had jobs. It is
this profile of high crime and low employment opportunity that
guided our original conceptualization of a "high-risk" popula-

tion.
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Table 4.20
FAMILY AND SOCIAL SETTINGS BY CHARGE TYPE
(Current Arrests)
CHARGE TYPE
FAMILY AND SOCIAL Grand Other |Assaults

SETTING INDICATORS Robbery| Burglary| Larceny| Income|& Weapons Total¥*

% victimized 52 45 48 64 56 52¢%
(25) (31) (23) (11) (43) (143)

%2 perceive "tough" neighborhood 87 77 61 36 68 68%
(23) (31) (23) (11) (41) (139)

% family DK/DC about R's crime 33 17 45 (1/7) 45 29%
(15) (23) (11) (11) (68)

% family member arrested 39 54 43 54 34 43%
(23) (28) (21) (13) (41) (136)

¢ friends support R's crime 64 62 67 (4/7) 67 63%
(14) (24) (12) (12) (70)

% most friends do crime 42 48 44 40 31 39%
(24) (25) (18) (10) (29) (114)

$ with most friends in jobs 26 32 39 (2/6) 48 35%
(19) (22) (18) (21) (91)

% drug/alcohol problem 12 20 22 38 33 24%
(25) (30) (23) (13) (43) (144)

% father worked when R was 16 69 69 91 - (7/9) 78 76%
(13) (13) (11) (18) (68)

2 in single parent household 36 39 50 15 35 38%
at 16 (25) (31) (22) (13) (43) (144)

*The total column includes at most seven

sion & other" defendants not separately tabulated.

"serious violence"

and three

"drug posses-

- LET -
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The indicators of family and social context showed no
particﬁlar association with the type of the arrest charge.
Victimization was high (64%) among "other income" arrested
persons, but these individuals were older and therefore had had
more time to experience victimization (even though the rate of
victimization over any given span of time would be expected to
decline with age). Those arrested for robbery were more likely
to describe themselves as living in "tough" neighborhoods (87%;
68% for the total sample) and were somewhat less likely to
report that most of their friends held jobs (26%; 35% for the
total sample). These differences were also probably related to
the relative youth of the robbery arrested persons. Finally,
on some indicators, those arrested for assaults and weapons
appeared to come from somewhat lower risk circumstances: fewer
reported that other family members had been arrested (34%; 43%
for the total sample); fewer reported that most of their
friends did crime (31%; 39% for the total sample); and rela-
tively more reported that most of their friends held regular
jobs (48%; 35% for the total sample).

There were surprisingly few reports of drug or alcohol
problems (24% of the total sample; 48% of those 25 and older)
and most of the sample (76%) who had lived in two-adult house-
holds at age sixteen reported that a father or other older male
in the household was working at that time; only a third (38%)
reported living in a single parent household at age sixteen.

Still different patterns involving the social context

indicators appear in Table 4.21, which tabulates these indica-
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Table 4.21

FAMILY AND SOCIAIL SETTINGS BY AGE

AGE
FAMILY AND SOCIAL

SETTING INDICATORS 1617 18-19 20-24 25+ Total

% victimized 49 38 51 59 51%
(39) (24) (35) (49) (147)

% perceive "tough" 65 83 82 52 32%
neighborhood (37) (24) (34) (48) (143)

$ family DK/DC about 17 44 28 31 29%
R's crime (23) (16) (14) (16) (69)

% family member 36 50 62 28 42%
arrested (36) (24) (34) (46) (140)

% friends support 64 71 50 61 62%
R's crime (22) (24) (14) (18) (71)

% most friends do 47 50 32 35 40%
crime (34) (20) (28) (34) (116)

% with most friends 31 36 21 48 32¢%
in jobs (29) (14) (24) (50) (94)

$ drug/alcohol 5 8 23 48 24%
problem (38) (25) (35) (50) (148)

% father worked 65 69 71 92 77%
when R was 16 (17) (13) (14) (26) (70)

% in single parent 46 40 37 35 39%
household at 16 (39) (25) (35) (49) (148)
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tors according to age. No consistent differences according to
age occur for the incidence of crime victimization. Victimiza-
tion is high for the oldest group (59% among those 25 and
older) but it is not much lower than that among the youngest
group (49% among 16-19 year-olds). Reports of friends who
"support" an individual's criminal activities do not wvary with
age either (64% of 16-19 year-olds reported such support, 61%
of those 25 and older also reported it).

However, for some other items ("tough" neighborhoods,
arrests of family members) there appears to be a curvilinear
pattern in the age data. Crime-~linked values on these indica-
tors peak either among the 18-~19 or 20-24 year-old groups.
This may occur because during this age range many individuals
win emancipation from their parental families while, at the
same time, they have as yet failed to form stable conjugal
relationships on their own.

Finally, there is a rise in the incidence of drug or
alcohol problems with age in Table 4.21. Only 5 percent of
16-17 year-~olds reported drug or alcohol problems; 8 percent of
18-19 year-olds, 23 percent of those 20-~24 and 48 percent of
those 25 and older reported such problems.

Two final items among the social context indicators in
Table 4.21 -- whether at age sixteen the respondent lived in a
two-parent household and, if so, whether the male household
head was working ~- show rather differgnt patterns. Forty-six
percent of 16-17 year-olds reported living in single parent

households, but only 35 percent of those 25 and older reported
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such arrangements when they were sixteen. Among households
with a male present, 92 percent of the oldest group reported
that the male head worked most of the time, as against 65

percent of the 16-17 year-olds.




CHAPTER V

Introduction

preeiing page bk

This chapter delineates relations between employment and
crime while asking whether relationships are different at dif-
ferent ages or for participants in different social contexts.

There are several reasons why the task of relating these
activities forces us to be somewhat more speculative than we
have been in the discussion so far. First, interest focuses on
whether there is a causal influence of employment on crime
participation. The issue of causality is not addressable
directly from a cross-sectional sampling of arrested persons,
and so after offering the available descriptive information, we
try to explore its possible significance against a backdrop of
literature, program experimentation and plausible conjecture.
Second, in many instances in what follows, we fail to observe
relationships and patterns in the data that we expected to see
on the basis of prevalent theoretical models and commonsense
beliefs about employment and crime. The drawing of inferences
from the absence rather than from the presence of an expected
pattern is essentially less well controlled (indeed, logically,
it is entirely open-ended), but the effort nonetheless is
justified if only as a means of formulating plans for further
inquiry.

Although our speculations go beyond the descriptive data
available, we have attempted to ensure that they are consistent

with the most pronounced patterns in the data. For example, in
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the following section we concentrate on the striking differ-
ences in employment and arrest experiences according to age
cohorts in our sample, and we also describe group differences.
In a concluding section, we consider whether the economic
choice model of employment-crime relationships provides an
adequate interpretation of the pronounced age patterns observed
in our data, discussing phenomena that we believe must augment
a narrowly based economic choice explanation. We end by sug-
gesting that the unfolding longitudinal patterning of involve-
ment in crime and in employment requires the recognition of
important social-psychological and peer group influences on
individual behavior. Where we can, we illustrate our argument
for the importance of social contexts with data from our small
follow-up survey and from other research. Before turning to
these issues, however, we briefly examine the employment-crime

data for the total sample.
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A. An Overview of the Empirical Data

Tables 5.1 and 5.2 present the results of regressions of
each of three total arrest and three income-related arrest
measures on age, ethnicity and selected schooling, employment
and background variables. The arrest variables in Table 5.1
(p. 150) are: (1) the log of the total arrests in the two year
period ending with the sampled arrest (which is excluded); (2)
a dichotomous indicator of rearrest in the one year period
following our interview; and (3) the log of the number of
arrests in the total three year period that includes the two
years leading up to the interview and the one year following
(once again, the sampled arrest is excluded).l The Table 5.2
(p. 157) arrest measures refer to the same three time periods
but include only income-oriented arrests (the sampled arrest is
included in the two-year and three-year measures, since whether
or not that arrest was income oriented conveys useful informa-

tion in the Table 5.2 context.)

lye used the log of arrests rather than the number of ar-
rests because the log increases more slowly than the raw number
of arrests. Intuitively, it means that the models treat the
difference between one and two arrests as more important than
the difference between ten and eleven arrests. A lcg transfor-
mation reduces distortions in results that may be caused by a
few very large values of the dependent variable.

Each of the dependent measures employed here has its
advantages and disadvantages for different types of analysis.
For the vast majority of the sample, detailed information on
work experiences and school attendance is available only for
the past two years. Therefore, we can relate variables like
work hours and job characteristics to arrests occurring during
the same time interval only for this two-year prior period.

Analysis of subsequent arrests allows us to make somewhat
more powerful statements about "predictors" of future arrest.
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Before considering the results of these regressions, it is
important to emphasize the many limitations associated with
such analyses when applied to a cross-sectional sampling of
arrested persons such as ours. First, a sample of arrested
persons does not permit generalization to the total population

of those involved and those uninvolved in the criminal justice

system. Thus, while we may try to explain differences in fre~
quency of arrest, we are constrained by the fact that everyone
in the sample has passed the threshold from zero to at least
one arrest and we cannot determine whether the variables used
in our analysis are able to explain passage across this thresh-
old. An analysis of a sample of arrested persons such as ours
cannot exclude the possibility that a variable that only weakly
differentiates between few and many arrests might powerfully

differentiate between the arrested and the unarrested.

These analyses also have some serious limitations. Nothing is
known about the individual's job history after the 1979 inter-
view ~- if he lost his job shortly after his arrest, then past
job characteristics do not accurately reflect his experiences
in the follow-up period. The relatively short (one year) dura-
tion of the follow-up period also allows less time to “sample"
the individual's criminal activities via recorded arrests.
Indeed, the paucity of rearrests pointed to the appropriateness
of a binary dependent variable. Chances are good that low-rate
offenders (or ones who were lucky, skillful, or engaging in
low-risk crimes) were not arrested at all during the follow-up
period.

The three-year arrest histories give us the broadest look
at an individual's criminal history, although we do not have
complete work history information for the entire period. The
longer time period means that the individual was less likely to
escape arrest by chance. The mix of "prior" and "subsequent"
arrests in the three-year arrest measure might have been a
source of concern if the determinants of past and future ar-
rests varied substantially. We found, however, that the pat-
terns of determinants of past and future arr=sts were similar.
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Second, there are important variations in employment-crime
relationships among subgroups in our sample. Associations
emerge between employment and crime relatively more strongly
among some subgroups (minorities, older arrested persons) and
disappear altogether for other groups (teenage arrested per-
sons, whites of all ages). These subgroup patterns signal the
presence of statistical interactions that may be cbscured in a
regression analysis of the total sample. (This has prompted
the age and ethnic subgroup analyses presented below.)

Third, it is possible that there are important unmeasured
variables (family background, attitudes, social contexts) that,
if included in the regression equations, would improve predic-
tive power (the r-square associated with the equation) even if
they were moderately correlated with variables already in-
cluded. But even if they did not increase explained variation,
inclusion of such variables might reduce mis-specification of
our models (i.e., they remove biases in our estimates of the
strength of other variables in the model).

Fourth, the apparent explanatory strength of many vari-
ables in a regression equation depends in subtle ways on the
degree of mutual exclusivity that exists between dependent and
independent variables. In our regressions, for example, inclu-
sion of a variable representing early arrests (those taking
place more than two years prior to the sampled arrest) would
have increased the R-squares in the models presented by about
one~third. Yet, inclusion of this variable would only have

underscored the fact that -- for unknown reasons -- sample
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members' past arrest behavior tends to resemble their recent
arrest behavior. Inclusion of a prediction variable that thus
closely resembles the dependent variable, although it would
increase explained variation, would also be likely to distort
the estimates otherwise obtainable concerning the significance
and relative importance of other variables of greater concep-
tual importance, inéluding in this case both age and ethnicity
(both of which are correlated with early arrests).

Finally, we must acknowledge the limitations of the depen-
dent measure —-- arrests -- as constituting an imperfect indica-
tor of underlying crime participation. It may be that employ-
ment and school experiences are more reliably and validly
assessed in our research than is crime participation, and that
with an imp;oved indicator of the latter, the explanatory power
of the regression results would be enhanced.

Taken altogether, these qualifications limit our confi-
dence in the regression results. In succeeding sections, other
approaches will be deployed to elaborate on and qualify the
initial indications presented here.

l. Three Total Arrest Measures

Let us turn now to the data from the regressions. The
independent variables in these regressions represent many of
the factors separately discussed in the preceding chapters.
Age and ethnicity (represented by a dummy variable for blacks
-~ an Hispanic dummy variable was.not significant) were found
in the preceding chapter to be strongly associated with both

the frequency and type of arrests. These variables will be
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used below to organize our discussion of the longitudinal and
cross—-sectional patterning of crime, respectively.

Considering first age in the context of the three total
arrest rate regressions (see Table 5.1A), we find once more
that arrest rates are lower for older sample members. The sign
of the age coefficient is negative and is significant at the
«01 level for all three rearrest measures. Net of all the
other variables in the model, each year of age reduced the log
arrest measures by .01 (2-year period), .03 (rearrests over
subsequent year) and .02 (3-year period).Z2

The coefficients for the binary variable singling out
blacks among the ethnic groupings indicate not quite as strong
effects as were true for age. The signs for all three coeffi-
cients are positive, indicating higher arrests among blacks,

net of the other variables in the models. They are significant

2Reversing the logarithmic transformation (i.e., going
from log arrests to arrests), these coefficients translate into
roughly a reduction in .06 arrests zer year of age for arrests
over the two-year period, .04 for subsequent arrests and .05
for the three-year period (these figures are calculated using
the overall sample means of the arrest measures as bases).
However, because these are unstandardized coefficients and the
dependent measures are logarithmic transformations of arrests
(for the 2-year and 3-year measures), the coefficients have no
direct, concrete interpretation. In general, they should be
assessed in terms of their signs (positive or negative) and in
terms of their statistical significance (as indicated either by
the asterisks in the tables or by comparison with their paren-
thesized standard errors). In particular, the reader should
not be misled by small absolute values. For example, the
coefficient for "hours worked (past two years)" is .000031 for
the two-year period in Table 5.1; however, this measures the
reduction in the log arrest measure of a one hour increment in
working. Thus, this "small," negative decrease in log arrests
is in fact substantial and statistically significant (it is
twice the parenthesized standard error) at the .05 level.



MULTIPLE REGRESSION:

Table 5.1A

Regression Coefficients (b):

LOGARITHM OF NUMBER OF ARRESTS ANNUALLY

Standard Errors in Parentheses

TwWO years One year
before the after the Entire three
sampled arrest |[sampled arrest?@ year period
Intercept .8620%** .850*** 1.3273%%%
(.1009) (.1680) (.1044)
Age in years -.0098*** ~.0348*%* ~.0185%**
(.0036) (.0066) (.0038)
Black «1316** .1168 «1372%%*
(.0539) (.0826) (.0557)
Regular diploma -.1638*% —.3114%** ~.2036**%
(.0688) (.1147) (.0712)
Enrolled in ~.0467%% .0032 .0030
school (.0716) (.1018) (.0735)
Hours worked -.000031*%* -.000059**%* -.000040%**
(past 2 years) (.000015) (.000025) (.000015)
Oout of the .1443%* + 1954 %% 1721 %%
labor force (.0753) (.1093) (.0779)
Job with ~.1096%* .0084 -.1250%*
benefits (.0612) (.0981) (.0633)
Sigma~squared n/a .8089 n/a
(.0768)
R2=.0736 R2=.1049 R2=,1355
N=674 N=683 N=674

***p<,0l; **p<.05; *p<.10

a8 Computed by maximum likelihood tobit regression; other
results from ordinary least squares regression.

b The regression on arrests over the two and three year

period exclude individuals under the age of 16 and 1/2 at the
time of the sampling arrest. (This is because the arrest his-
tories for these people cover an insufficient amount of time to
relliably extrapolate an estimated number of arrests over a two
year period.)
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TABLE 5.1B
INTERCORRELATIONS OF ARREST RATE PREDICTORS
(Number of Observations in Parentheses)
1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13.
1. Age in years 1.0000
(885)
2. Black .01481{1.0000
(884)] (894)
3. Regular diploma .2815f .0154|1.0000
(870)] (878)| (886)
4, Enrolled in school -.4327) .15721-.1941}1.0000
(814) (824) (822) (831)
5. Hours worked (past 2 .2990)~.0823{ .1922}-.2886|1.0000
years) (811)| (820)} (815)} (766)| (824)
6. Out of the labor force .0429({-.0009}|-.0140{ .1042{-.2047]1.0000
(754)1 (761)| (756)} (712)} (730)t (765)
7. Job with benefits .3060|-.0502| .2507|-.2741} .2800{-.0804{1.0000
(754)}) (761)] (756)} (712)} (730)) (765)}) (765)
8. 2-yr income arrests -.3821] .1270|-.2546| .2688}-.2358] .1156}-~.2600;1.0000
(1og) (736)) (736)} (722)] (674)] (676)] (633)} (633)| (736)
9. l-yr subsequent income -.2606] .1052}-.1953| .1960}|-.1849) .0764|~.1605| .3572}1.0000
arrests (log) (772)) (774)] (760)} (712){ (710)| (e60)| (660)}1 (736)] (774)
10. 3-yr income arrests -.4100} .1244|-.2752| .2587}|-.2557} .1050}-.2690| .9301| .6444}1.0000
(log) (736)) (736)] (722)] (674)] (676)| (633)] (633)} (736)] (736)| (736)
11. 2-yr total arrests (log)}-.1708} .1142|-.1640] .1040|-.1642| .0974}-.1551] .7259} .3126| .6924}1.0000
(736)} (738)| (724)} (676)| (678)] (634)| (634)} (736)} (738)| (736)] (738)
12. 1-yr subsequent arrests |-.2496| .0830}-.1920| .1663|-.1868| .0679}-.1591| .3307| .8419| .5652| .3458{1.0000
(log) (772)) (774)| (760)} (712)) (710)] (660)} (660)] (736)] (774)} (736){ (738)| (774)
13. 3-yr total arrests (log)| .2703]| .1108|-.2180{ .1717}-.2134| .0986|-.2068| .6923} .6281] .7925| .8665] .7224(1.0000
: (736)| (738)1 (724)) (676)}| (678)] (634)} (634)] (736)} (738)| (736} (738)} (738)] (738)

IS8T~
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(at the .05 level) for the two-year and three-year arrest
rates, and non-significant (but about one and a half times the
standard error) for rearrests in the one year subsequent
period.

Besides the background variables of age and ethnicity, two
sorts of explanatory variables have been introduced into the
three regression models presented in Table 5.1. First, two
variables measure aspects of schooling; next, three variables
measure labor market and employment experiences. The detailed
measures in each of these groups will now be described.

Of the two schooling variables, the first -- attainment of
a regular high school diploma -~ more directly relates to
market "incentives" that might weigh directly in an economic
calculus of the alternative costs and rewards of legal versus
illegal behavior. This is because, as predicted by human
capital theory and as suggested by the analysis in Chapter
Three above, those with higher educational attainments may
offer more potential productivity to employers, inducing them
to offer higher wages or more hours of employment, all else
equal. The coefficients for the diploma dummy variable are
consistent with this perspective.3 They are negative in all
three regressions and they are highly statistically significant

(.01 level) for the rearrest and three-year arrest rate

3However, they are also consistent with a number of other
perspectives, such as the simple notion that attainment of the
diploma reflects personality factors like persistence and
deferral of gratification.

@«
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measures and significant (.05 level) for the two-year arrest
rate measure.

Though these results for thée dipioma measure are consis-—
tent with a human capital perspective, educational attainments
may have additional, indirect crime-reducing effects as well.
Educational attainments are probably more closely linked with
early employment experiences that in turn lead to improved sub-
sequent employment and to reduced criminal justice involve-
ment. Net of its contributions to improved early employment

experiences, schooling may have only a limited continuing

impact, either on current employment or (via current employ-
ment) on arrests. The complete chain of hypothetical effects
of human capital on crime participation is lengthy.

Net of possession of a high school diploma, there are no
statistically significant associations between the other
schooling measure -- current school enrollment -- and the total
arrest measures. Current school enrollment has a perhaps
ambiguous association with extent of criminal involvement in
any evernt. On the one hand, schooling may be disrupted by an
individual's criminal involvements, by the attendant court
appearances and perhaps time spent in custody, and by transfers
to disciplinary schools initiated by school authorities who
have become aware of the sample member's criminal Jjustice
involvements. These connections would suggest a negative
association between current school enrollment and the arrest
rate measures. On the other hand, as was argued in Chapter

Two, enrollment in school may exact a short-term economic
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penalty on those youths who enjoy few family supports, prompt-
ing them to engage in income crime.

Completing the three total arrest regressions are three
variables measuring labor market experience. The first two of
these, hours worked over the past two years and status as being
"out of the labor force" (OLF) at arrest, partly represent
"time allocation" and thus parallel school enrollment. Hours
worked over the past two years is significantly and negatively
associated with all three arrest measures (.05 level for the
2-year and 3-year measures; .01 level for rearrests). The OLF
indicator, as expected, is positively associated with all three
arrect measures; however, its influence appears somewhat
weaker, showing only marginal statistical significance (.10
level) for two-year arrests and moderate significance (.05
level) for rearrests and for the three-year measures.4

The remaining employment variable may be said to measure
the quality of sample members' employment. The binary variable
of jobs with "benefits" represents the third and final point on

a job quality progression that begins with "offbooks" employ-

4The weaker statistical significance for OLF status may
reflect the fact that it has been measured at a single point in
time (at the sampled interview), whereas other measures, such
as hours worked, encompass much longer time periods. Although
the status of "unemployed" is not introduced explicitly into
the equation, its influence is incorporated indirectly in the
hours worked variable. Hours worked also is an indirect
measure of employment income. In preliminary regressions, the
wage rate was not found to significantly relate to arrests net
of hours worked, possibily because hours worked has been more
reliably measured or because, in a predominantly low-wage sam-—
ple, income is more determined by the sheer availability of
work (hours worked) than it is by the wage rate paid for those
work hours that do become available.




ment (i.e., no taxes withheld and no job benefits), and then
includes jobs for which taxes are withheld but no benefits are
offered (this category applies mostly to government-funded
summer jobs for youths in the sample) and ends with jobs offer-
ing benefits (all of which also withhold taxes). In analyses
not reported here, this three-category measure of job quality
was found to be highly correlated with standard but,much more
elaborate measures of labor market segmentation, such as the
scheme devised by Gordon (1971); it is also associated with
other indicators of sheltered employment such as labor union
membership.

The job benefit dummies for the two-year and three-year
arrest measures have the expected signs and are significant at
the .10 and .05 levels, respectively, but the coefficient for
job benefits and rearrests is essentially zero and
non-significant.

The regression coefficients recorded in Table 5.1 all have
plausible signs. Overall, the three total arrest models
explain about seven percent of the variance in two-year period
arrests, 10 percent of the variance in rearrests and 14 percent
of the variance in arrests over three years. Although this is
not a great deal of explained variance, it is comparable with
that obtained in models estimated on similar populations. For
example, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation's
(1981) evaluation of the national supported work experiment
obtained an R-square of .08 in a regression predicting the

occurrence over an l1l8-month period of any arrest for
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individuals in its ex~offender cohort. As will next be shown,
rather more variance can be accounted for if attention is
focused on income-oriented arrests.

2. Three Income-QOriented Arrest Measures

Table 5.2 presents results for the same three arrest
measures, but it includes only arrests for income-oriented
charges. By and large, the coefficients in Table 5.2 parallel
the results from Table 5.1 and will not be discussed in as
great detail.

Age and ethnicity are highly significantly associated (.0l
level) with all three arrest rate measures. The educational
attainment measure (regular diploma) has the same signs as in
the earlier regressions and is highly statistically significant
(.01 level). Enrollment shows a positive and weakly statis-
tically significant association (.10 level) only for two-year
arrests.

The employment variables in Table 5.2 also parallel the
results earlier shown for total arrests in Table 5.1. OLF
stétus is significantly and positively related to all three
income~oriented arrest rate measures (.0l level for two-year
and three-year arrest rates and .05 level for rearrests).
Finally, the job benefits dummy variable is negatively related
to the two-year and three-year income-oriented arrest rate
measures and is statistically significant (.05 and .0l levels
respectively) for these two measures but is not statistically
significant and has essentially a zero value for income re-

arrests.
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Table 5.2

MULTIPLE REGRESSION:

Regression Coefficients (b):

LOGARITHM OF NUMBER OF
INCOME ARRESTS ANNUALLY
Standard Errors in Parentheses

Two years
before the
sampled arrest

One year
after the
sampled arrest?@

Entire three
year period

Intercept

Age in years
Black

Regular diploma
Enrolled in

school

Hours worked
(past 2 vyears)

Out of the
labor force

Job with
benefits

Sigma-squared

1.2832%*%
(.0781)

—.0193***
(.0028)

£1182%**
(.0417)

~.1804***
(.0532)

.0093*
(.0550)

-.000024**
(.000011)

.1728%**
(.0583)

(.0473)

n/a

R2=,2198

N=674

«53990%**
(.1815)

-00343***
(.0072)

«2014*%*
(.0878)

—03751***
(.1269)

.0425
(.1059)

-.000066***
(.000027)

L2429%%
(.1131)

-.0033
(.1046)

.7970
(.0868)

R2=,1050

N=683

1.5172%*%
(.0817)

~.0234%**%*
(.0029)

«1339***
(.0436)

-.2028%**
(.0557)

.0659
(.0575)

(.000012)

1711 ***
(.0609)

(.0495)

n/a

R2=,2455

N=674

***p<,010;

**p¢ . 05; *p<.10

& Computed by maximum likelihood tobit regression; other
results from ordinary least squares regression.

b The regression on arrests over the two and three year
period exclude individuals under the age of 16 and 1/2 at the
time of the sampling arrest.(This is because the arrest his-
tories for these people cover an insufficient amount of time to
reliably extrapolate an estimated number of arrests over a two

year period.)
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For the most part, the effects recorded in Table 5.2
parallel those described in Table 5.1. Indeed, using R~squares
as criteria for goodness of fit, these variables are much more
successful in accounting for variation in income-oriented
arrests than they are in accounting for all arrests. Some 22
percent of the variance in two-year income arrests, 11 percent
of the variance in income rearrests and 25 percent of the vari-
ance in three-year income arrests are accounted for by the
Table 5.2 regressions.

What overall conclusion can be drawn concerning the
strength of the relationship between employment and crime from
these regressions? Although the quantitative form of the
regression coefficients and R-~square data tempt one to offer a
highly precise answer to this question, there are some hidden
difficulties that lie in the way of such precision. First, as
with any social science research, the part of human behavior
that can be explained systematically amounts to a relatively
small fraction of the total. Much behavior results fram chance
factors and randomly acting forces that act on each individual
in different ways. In an individual-level analysis such as
ours, such factors do not cancel each other out.

Second, all of the caveats associated with the earlier
discussion of regressions apply in interpreting the strength of
relationships implied by the findings. The regressions indi-
cated that, for a sample of arrested persons, employment and
schooling experiences do help to predict the extent of involve-

ment in the criminal justice system, although they are not as
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power ful predictors as are age and ethnicity. These variables
may be more poweriful in predicting who becomes involved in the
criminal justice system at all, but such a determination would
require that the analyses be done on a population that includes
those never arrested.

In the following section, we describe the age patterning
of crime participation. In the third section of the chapter,

we look at ethnic differences in crime participation.
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B. Age and Ethnicity Patterns in Employment-Crime Relation-—
ships

It comes as no surprise that age and ethnicity are impor-
tant determinants of criminal activity as measured by arrest
outcomes. What is more interesting is the role of age and
ethnicity in mediating the relationship between labor market
involvements and crime participation. In order to test for the
presence of interactions among age (or ethnicity), a major
labor market variable and crime, we included an hours worked-
age (and an hours worked-ethnicity) interaction term into an
analysis of variance that otherwise duplicated exactly the
regressions reported in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 Doing so, we found
that for the most part the interaction terms did not attain
statistical significance. 1Indeed, on this basis, further
examination of ethnic patterns in the data is not warranted.
However, in the case of the age and labor market interactions,
there was some evidence of significant interactions. For
example, in the analysis of variance accounting for two-year
arrests, an F-test indicated that an interaction term involving
age and hours worked was significant at the .00l level.

Finding this interaction provides some justification for a
closer examination of labor market and crime patterns for age

groups separately. This is explored in what follows.

l. Age Patterns

Table 5.3 shows age cohort differences in annual arrest

rates (for the three years extending two years prior to the
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sampled arrest through one year following) broken down by the
categories of four selected labor market variables.5 In these
tabulations, the influence of other variables besides age have
not been controlled for and the differences are cohort differ-
ences rather than differences over time in the behavior of the
same individuals. ’For the total sample (the right most column
in Table 5.3), there is a statistically significant (.05 level)
association between all four measures and arrest rate. The
participant's employment status at arrest (employed, unem-
ployed, out of the labor force); the number of hours that he
worked in the year preceding the sampled arrest; his weekly

wage; and his access to employment offering various levels of

5In these analyses, the three year arrest rate (average
number of arrests per year) was used in order to extend the
period in which young respondents were eligible for arrest in
adult court. This rate does not include the samp’,ed arrest.
For 16-17 year olds, annual arrest rates were adjusted to
reflect time at risk since respondents' sixteenth birthdays.
Those under 16 1/2 at the time of arrest were excluded.

Because the arrest rate covers a relatively broad three-
year period, it should be recognized that the age of arrest
does not perfectly coincide with the age groups with which
arrest rates are associated. For example, some individuals in
the 20-24 category were 18 at the time of some prior arrests;
others were 25 at the time of subsequent arrests.

It should also be recognized that the arrest rate measure
is not adjusted for reduced time at risk related to periods of
incarceration. The Project did not have adequate measures of
time served in the two years prior to the sampled arrest, or of
detention length and time served in the subsequent year. How-
ever, only 16 percent of the sample were incarcerated at all in
the two years before the sampled arrest and only three percent
had been sentenced to six months or more during that period.
Adjustments affecting a relatively small proportion of the
sample for brief periods of time would not have significantly
affected arrest rate measures.
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Table 5.3

ARREST RATES AND SELECTED EMPLOYMENT VARIABLES BY AGE GROUP2

AGE
Total

EMPLOYMENT VARIABLES| 16-17 18-19 20-24 . 25+ Sample

Employment
Status at Arrest
Employed .88 .93 .55 .42 »60%%
Unemployed +76 .99 «60** .61 .73
Out of Labor Force 1.19 £ 92 1.08 .65 ,91
Hours Worked
(Prior year)
0 .99 LO3% .86% .65%% ,B82%%
1-799 .82 1.17 .61 .79 .87
800~1599 .69 .79 .60 .49 .61
1600+ .81 .65 .50 .17 .36
Weekly Wage (Cur-
rent/most recent job
Up to $99 .76 .99 .56%* T2%% 84*%
$100-149 1.07 .89 .53 .72 75
$150-199 .95 1.02 .64 .44 .66
$200+ .53 .86 .35 .29 .37
Job Benefit Status
"Off the Books" .72 1.08 .74 L 79% .81l**
Taxes Withheld .94 .92 .56 .66 .77
Taxes and Benefits .88 .93 - .48 .28 44

**pe,05; *p<.l10

Note: 1In these tables, F-statistics test the null hypoth-
esis that the dependent variable is statistically unrelated to
the given independent variable.

Standard errors and N's are in Table A5.1 in the Appendix.
2 Computed by maximum likelihood tobit regression; other

results from ordinary least squares regression. See Appendix A
for a discussion of why these methods were employed.
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job-linked benefits (taxes withheld, one or more benefits such
as paid vacation) are all significantly associated with the
annual rate of arrest over the three-year period that brackets
the sampled arrest.

However, for the first two age cohorts (16-17 and 18-19
year-olds), there is only one weakly statistically significant
variation in arrest rates according to the values of these four
labor market variables. For 16-17 year olds, arrest rates are
a bit higher (1.19) for those out of the labor force (OLF) than
for those employed (.88) or looking for work (.76), but this is
not true for the 18-19 year olds and it is not significant for
the younger group. Arrest rates are higher for 16-17 year olds
who worked no hours in the prior year (.99) than for those
working 1600 or more hours (.81), but this is not significant;
among 18-19 year olds, there is a weakly statistically signifi-
cant difference (.93 for 0 hours vs. .65 for 1600+ hours).
Arrest rates are lower for higher wage as against lower wage
groups (although among 16-17 year olds, they peak for those in
the $100-149 a week category (1.07). Also among 16-17 year
olds, the handful in a job with taxes withheld and benefits
offered have higher rates (.88) than those in off the books
jobs (.72); while for 18-19 year olds, there is the expected
but only a weak difference between off-the-books and benefitted
jobs (1.08 vs. .93).

Turning next to the two older cohorts, we find many con-
sistent differences in arrest rates among the categories of the

four selected labor market variables. Among 20-24 year olds,




- 164 -

arrest rates virtually double between those who are employed
{(.55) and those who are out of the labor force (1.08); arrest
rates are generally much lower for the oldest (25 and older)
cohort, but differences between the employed and OLF groups
remain (.42 vs. .65), although they fall short of statistical
significance. For hours worked, differences are strong for the
20-24 year olds (.86 for no hours, declining to .50.for 1600+)
and they are even stronger for the oldest group (.65 for no
hours, declining to .17 for 1600+). Again, weekly wage shows
strongly significant differences in arrest rates for the two
older cohorts between the lowest ($99 and lower) and highest
($200 and higher) categories (for 20-24: from .56 to .35; for
25+: from .72 to .29). Finally, job benefit status shows
arrest rate differences in the expected direction for both
cohorts, although they are only weakly significant for the
oldest cohort.

In summary, the four different labor market variables show
only one weakly statistically significant difference for the
two youngest age cohorts and some perverse differences appear;
by contrast, among the two older age cohorts, data for the same
four variables point to six statistically significant differ-
ences and, in general, contrasts in arrest rates between adja-
cent categories of the labor market variables build smoothly in
the expected directions.

Before considering the larger relevance of these results,
we have to consider a significant weakness in the data. That

is that the data derive from comparisons among different in-
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dividuals, and as we noted above, these comparisons have not
controlled for numerous other variables besides age.® This
opens the possibility that other differences may account for
the emergence of arrest rate differences among older age co-
horts according to the values of selected labor market vari-
ables. One further test, lessening this possibility, was
undertaken with our data. This test takes advantage of the
fact that a large part of our sample consists of individuals
who have experienced both periods of working and periods of not
working over the two years leading up to the sampled arrest.

By calculating two separate arrest rates for each of these
individuals -- one for his working periods and one for his not
working periods —-- we can compare the impacts on arrest of
working versus not working for identical individuals. Stable
personal characteristics (age, race, education, etc.) are thus
perfectly controlled (even characteristics, such as IQ, not
explicity measured in the survey), although seasonal or other
contextual variables might still be related to both arrests and
working versus not working periods. The results of this
procedure, which necessarily excluded those persons (n=247) who
worked all of, or none of, the two-year period or for whom job

history information was incomplete, are presented in Table 5.4.

61t might also be argued that even age has not been well
enough controlled for, since for example in the oldest cohort
the remaining range in ages is some 40 years. For this and the
next oldest group, continuous age variables were introduced
into the arrest rate and labor market analyses discussed above,
with no effect on the reported differences or on their statis-
tical significance.
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We find using this very different technique that there is
among older participants, but not among the younger, an appar-
ent inverse association between working and arrests. For 18-19
year olds in Table 5.4, arrest rates on all charges during
periods of working (.99) actually exceed rates during non-
working periods (.76). Among those 20-24, however, the dif-
ference disappears; rates for working and non-working periods
are essentially the same. Finally, arrest rates for those in
the 25-54 year old group fall to .29 per year during working

periods from .51 per year during non-working periods, confirm-

ing for this groups the expectations of economic choice theory.

Table 5.4

MEAN ANNUALIZED ARREST RATES (ALI, CHARGES): WORKING
AND NON-WORKING PERIODS COMPARED CONTROLLING FOR AGE*
(standard Error of the Mean in Parentheses)

Ratio of Work-
Working Non-Working jing Rate: Non-
AGE N Periods Periods Working Rate
18-19 108 .99 .76 1.30
(.193) (.094)
20-24 132 .58 .54 1.07
(.095) (.076)
(.067) (.096)
All Ages 360 .61 .59 1.02
(.072) (.051)

*Subsample of individuals with between 30 and 700 days of

work over the past two years.
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A pattern emerges when the above analyses are considered
together. That pattern suggests that older persons in the
sample evince a greater "sensitivity" to economic variables or
to their circumstances as defined in employment and labor
market terms; conversely, the young seem relatively insensitive
to economic factors. Moreover, this interpretation of the
employment and crime data is consistent with well-established
understandings of youth labor market behavior. A considerable
literature has come to view youths' labor market behavior as
relatively less stable or "exploratory," as evincing "targetted
earner" motivations (i.e., Jjobs are held until a fixed sum of
money is obtained), and as including high rates of job quitting
that are not followed by other employment or by job search.
(Osterman, 1980; Feldstein and Ellwood, 1978; Freeman, 1980.)
For many youths, therefore, labor force drop-out and unemploy-
ment are a function of limited employment opportunity and
greater social tolerance for not working. Both limited oppor-
tunities and the institutional norms defining adolescence also
foster a more attenuated subjective attachment to the labor
market on the part of youths. For most older individuals, by
contrast, there is little tolerance for not working and a

greater need for economic independence.7

7Chapter Three presented some evidence on this point. For
example, the data on reservation wages (Table 3.12) suggested a
close matching of reservation wages with actual wages for the
16-19 year o0ld respondents. However (with some exceptions),
reservation wages were lower than actual wages for older indi-
viduals. This implies that unemployment was less choice re-
lated for older individuals.
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2. Ethnic Patterns

Table 5.5 presents the associations between the annual
arrest rate (over a three-year period) and four employment
variables for black, Hispanic and white sample members sepa-
rately. The general patterns involving the arrest measures and
the labor market variables are similar for each of the ethnic
groups. However, we see that this similarity in general pat-
tern stands against a backdrop of strikingly different underly-
ing levels of arrest rates.

For each of the two minority groups, there is a consistent
association between the labor market outcomes and arrest rates,
and the association is in the expected "inverse" direction:
when labor market outcomes are positive (e.g., employment, many
hours worked, high wages, "sheltered" jobs), the associated
arrest rates are lower. For whites, by contrast, there is only
a weak and sometimes (e.g., hours worked) no association be-

tween the labor market and arrest measures.8

8The relatively small size of the white sample does mean
that statistical tests lose their power, so that differences of
the same absolute magnitudes as obtained with statistical
significance among the minority groups may not be statistically
significant among the whites. However, the differences for the
white group were generally smaller in absolute magnitude, as
well as failing of statistical significance.
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Table 5.5

ETHNICITY

EMPLOYMENT VARIABLES Black Hispanic White Total Sample

Employment
Status at Arrest
Employed 70%** .52 .42 60 **
Unemployed 77 .69 .53 .73
Out of Labor Force 1.11 .70 .59 .91
Hours Worked
(Prior year)
0-799 .94 %% JTT** .50 .85
800+ .50 .38 .47 .47
Weekly Wage (Cur-
rent/most recent job
Up to $99 .89 % L96%% J24%* .84 %%
$100-149 .86 .56 .59 .75
$150-199 .76 .37 .70 .66
$200+ .39 .46 .28 .37
Job Benefit Status
"Off the Books" LOL** .81l*%* .54 8l**
Taxes Withheld .92 .51 .36 .77
Taxes and Benefits .46 .43 .38 .44

**p<,05; *p<.10

Note:

In these tables,

F~statistics test the null hypoth-

esis that the arrest rate is statistically unrelated to the
given labor market variable.

Standard errors and N's are in Table A5.2 in the Appendix.
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C. The Economic Choice Model and the Sample Data

In the preceding analyses, we discovered an important role
for age and for ethnicity in arrest regressions (Tables 5.1 and
5.2) in which these variables preserved statistical signifi-
cance net of many other explanatory factors. In a separate
analysis (Table 5.3), we found that the relationship between
arrest rates and selected labor market variables was signifi-
cant only for older age cohorts. Such an important role for
age and for ethnicity in accounting for arrests is rather
inconsistent with models of crime participation that rely
exclusively on economic variables, and which see crime as
resulting from a rational weighing of alternative activities ip
a decision process unaffected by age or ethnic differences.?

In what follows, we will first briefly discuss the assump-
tions underlying economic choice and draw out the model's pre-
dictions concerning the associations between arrests and labor
market variables; then we consider whether the choice model
appears to "work" in terms of the empirical data already pre-
sented. Next, we will offer our own necessarily speculative

view of factors that we believe usefully supplement the eco-

nomic choice perspective.

9Economic models of crime behavior do provide for "taste
variables," factors that are viewed as reflecting different
subjective evaluations of incentives (or disincentives, such as
the risk of arrest or punishment) and thereby affecting the way
in which these incentives in turn affect the dependent mea-
sure. Age and ethnicity are usually interpreted in this way
(e.g., Ehrlich, 1973).
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l. The Economic Choice Model

The economic choice model of crime participation is
founded on the assumption that people seek in rational ways to
maximize their own well-being or "utility." The core assump-
tion of the economic choice model (Becker, 1968) is that the
behavior of offenders is responsive to incentives, and indeed
reflects a universal phenomenon of utility-maximizing choice.
Although intuitively plausible, the rational choice approach
pays little heed to three important phenomena that qualify its
application:

-—- First, the circumstances within which decisions are in
fact made can lead to very different types of choices in dif-
ferent specific contexts. For example, the behavior of Satur-
day morning shoppers, traders on the floors of the stock ex-
changes and students deciding whether or not to stay in school
or quit in order to begin earning money =~ though they are all
characterizable as utility-maximizing -- are molded within
distinct "markets" manifesting differing institutional frame-
works, widely varying degrees of organization and varying types
and quality of information available to decision makers;l0

-~ Second, evidence for behavior in response to incentives

is sought "at the margin" -- that is, economists look for the

10ror example, it would be ridiculous to see price q.otes
on stock exchange tickers for "Italian ices," no matter how
thirsty floor traders on the exchanges became. This commonsen-
sical partitioning of behavior into distinct institutional
frameworks is rarely acknowledged by universalistic choice
models, although researchers generally have restricted specific
applications of the economic model to narrowly-based phenomena
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effects of small increases or decreases in incentives in terms
of small increases or decreases in sone outcome variable (e.g.,
crime participation). This narrow focus may obscure the fact
that incentive variables have small impacts on behavior in
comparison with other factors. An illustration of this pos-
sibility is provided by a recent study of black youth unemploy-
ment in three cities, in which self-reports of crime participa-
tion were elicited from participants in addition to detailed
information on their legal labor market involvements. Subse-
guent analyses of these data suggested that three other per-
sonal background factors -- drug use, alcohol use and gang
membership -~ were more significantly predictive of crime
participation than were such traditional incentive measures as
legal earnings (Viscusi, 1983).

—- Third, the high prevalance of crime within certain
settings and subpopulations makes implausible the assumption of
the economic model that all individuals sampled in a given
cross—-section are identical except for the differences in the
measured economic incentives that they confront (such as legal
wage rates, educational attainments, etc.). Unmeasured "incen-

tives" might include differences in community and family influ-

such as white collar tax cheating (Allingham and Sandmo, 1972),
street crimes within low-income populations (Viscusi, 1983),
women (Bartel, 1976), or recidivism among parolees (Witte,
1975), and so forth. By thus separately studying distinct
groups, these researchers implicitly acknowledge that these
groups differ in other respects than in the incentives that
they confront (or that very different incentive phenomena, such
as loss of reputation as against prolonged imprisonment, have
differing significance for these subpopulations).
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ences, neighborhood crime opportunities, the quality of police
law enforcement efforts and the different ecological character-
istics of specific residential settings. "Universalistic" ap-
proaches that neglect these contextual factors fail to control
for a wide range of influences that mediate crime decision-
making.

What does the economic choice model predict concerning
employment-crime associations that would be observed in samples
such as ours? In its simpler forms, the model yields the com-
monsense prediction that those individuals with higher levels
of legal income (or potential income, as measured for example
by education variables) would, all else equal, manifest less
crime participation. The overall regressions in Tables 5.1 and
5.2 above provide at least a modicum of support for this pre-
diction. Also, the increased ability of selected incentive
variables to account for variation in income-oriented as
against all arrests can be interpreted as supporting the eco-
nomic choice perspective. However, as commonly applied, the
economic choice perspective leads us to expect essentially the
same trade-offs between employment/income variables and crime
participation for all age and ethnic groups, since conventional
econcmic analyses assume a universally available labor market
without significant structural (age, ethnic) barriers to job
access.

This expectation is not at all confirmed by our data.
Based on evidence from our survey, the practical significance

of economic incentives in reducing crime seems confined to




older age groupings and to minority group members. This
specificity is broadly consistent with much other research.
Holtzman (1982) compared employment incomes of offenders and of
the general population according to age, and found that young
offenders have higher legitimate incomes than those of the same
age in the general population. Viscusi (1983) analyzed self-
reported legal and illegal incomes in the three-city survey
described above and found that the self-reported legal incomes
of his offender subsample were on a par with those of non-
offenders.1l Finally, the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corporation (MDRC) evaluation of a national test of the sup-
ported work model found no differences between the arrest rates
of program participants and a randomly selected control sample,
even though incomes of experimentals were higher during the
early program period. Effects on arrest rates were cdbserved
for an older sample of ex-—addicts (MDRC, 1981).

If, in these and in many other comparable studies, youths
do not seem to respond to economic incentives, then how are we

to understand their behavior? We turn to this issue next.

111n nis own interpretation, however, Viscusi emphasizes
the role of incentive variables that measure the differences in
potential income returns from legal as against illegal involve-
ments. These incentive variables account for statistically
significant variation in self-reported street crime (although a
contrary interpretation would stress the likelihood that those
who perceive that crime options are more attractive than legal
incom? options do so as a result of their participation in
crime).
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2. PFactors Augmenting the Economic Choice Model of Crime
Participation

Our general argument is that there are important differ-
ences in the crime decision-making process, social contexts
that affect choice between crime and non-crime options and
broader opportunity structures that define crime and non-crime
options. These differences are related to both age and minor-
ity status. Thus, to fully understand employment-crime rela-
tionships, they must be approached through three related
avenues. First, we may focus (as does the economic model) on
individual decision-making and on the interplay of individual
attitudes, motivations and perceived incentives. Next, we may
focus on the social contexts that affect decision~making. For
the young, these social contexts are more or less mediated by
adult interventions in youths' decision-making. Such inter-
vention by older individuals introduces different time hori-

zons, attitudes towards risk and "discounting," and thus trans-
forms the decision problem from an individualistic effort at
utility maximization to family efforts at maximizing inter-
dependent utilities.12

Finally, we may focus on the macro-level opportunity

structures -- both legal and illegal -- in which some age, eth-

nic or social class groups experience different opportunities

121n the economic choice literature, Danziger and Wheeler
(1975) were the first to emphasize the possible significance of
interdependent utility functions, although their emphasis dif-
fered from the current discussion.
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to succeed within educational, labor market and crime set-
tings. Although our sample is drawn fram a predominantly poor,
inner-city population (and hence we cannot examine the full
range of social class and cultural structures), we have found
important ethnic differences in the educational, labor market
and crime spheres, and these are sufficient to develop at least
some of the points required for a structural analysis.

In addressing these three avenues of interpretation, age
and ethnic differences provide important evidence at all
levels: they attest to the existence of differing individual
decision processes, to differing social contexts affecting
youths' decision-making and to differing macro-level oppor-
tunity structures. The three types of interpretation are also
mutually related. For example, disentangling that part of
criminality that stems from adolescent short-sightedness or
"myopia" from that part that stems from weakened or ineffective
adult interventions, and disentangling both of these from a
final more purely "structural" compconent is often a matter of
conjecture. We nevertheless believe that such a multi-level
understanding is useful, because it may someday allow us to
integrate evidence from surveys such as this one with cultural,
ethnographic, historical, and cross-cultural researcﬁ.

In what follows, we take the more limited first step of
recasting the broad findings of our own survey in terms of the
three levels of interpretation that we have sketched here,
discussing first the age patterns in the survey and then the

ethnic patterns.
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a. Age and Crime Participation

Individualistic View. The individualistic view of

youths' crime decision-making is familiar from a wide range of
crime and labor market literature. The conventional explana-
tion proceeds on the basis of individual diferences. Some
youths are forward looking, plan and incorporate long-term
goals into their behavior. They are generally risk averse and
they respond to the pull of opportunities in the distant fu-
ture. Other youths respond to the environment close by, seek
immediate gratification, are "reactive" rather than "pur-

posive," do not plan and do not take into account the long-term
consequences of their actions. Differences among youths in
such behavior as school drop-out and participation in street
crime are a direct result of these individual differences in
myopia. Some observers of youth crime note that behavior sgch
as impulse crime is intensified within certain economic, social
class or "poverty subculture" groupings (Banfield, 1970), but
these interpretations usually seek to anchor the behavior to
attributes of the individual (often, in psychological terms

such as "immediate gratification," "present time orientation,"
etc.).

Social Contexts Affecting Decisions. An alternative

view of crime decision-making begins by observing that there
are important links between a person's decisions at different
ages. Decisions made at early ages have lasting consequences
that may not be understood by the youthful decision maker

himself, even though they are recognized by others (parents,
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older acquaintances, etc.). For example, school drop~out at
age 16 has long-term effects on later labor market prospects,
both in terms of work availability and the characteristics of
available employment; however, these considerations rarely
enter into the youth's own decision to leave school.l3 At the
same time, current school enrollment limits hours available for
work and therefore appears to exact a short—-term economic
penalty in the form of lower present earnings. Immediate
considerations, such as the desire for income from a fulltime
job, are much more likely to influence a youth's decision to
leave school.

The social context view notes that almost . everyone grows
older, and in the process, wiser. If this is true, then many
of the adults surrounding youthful decision makers would be
expected to recognize the adverse consequences for youths of
their short-term decision-making and, given a concern for their
longer term welfare, they would be expected to intervene and
reshape the youths' behavior in order to improve that longer
term welfare. For example, middle class parents often dis-
courage their children from leaving high school and provide

them with tutors and extra incentives to succeed academically.

137this impression was confirmed in interviews conducted by
one of the authors with school dropouts at the New York City
Court Employment Program. These youths reported that they had
little awareness of long term consequences of school drop-out
when they left school, although their attitudes changed rather
dramatically over the course of a few years and by the time
they were interviwed they had begun to make strenuous efforts
to obtain equivalency diplomas.
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Allowances are available for daily expenses as well as funds
for clothes and leisure activities. Special assistance in the
form of legal and counseling services are often available to
mitigate the negative effects of a youth's myopia. |

All caring adults do not have equal resources for con-
trolling youthful behavior, and some are less able than others
to shape the actions of their children or to mitigate their
negative effects. Thus, behavior which on the one hand may be
viewed as reflecting the myopia of lower-class, minority youth
may also be understood as reflecting the dearth of resources
possessed by lower-class adults to correct or compensate for
that myopia.

The views of myopia as individually-based and deriving
from social contexts and adult influences are complementary.
Our own position is that youthful myopia is universal, but that
its consequences are patterned according to cultural, social
class and community differences. For youths in general, imme~
diate influences in the environment tend to dominate, while
distant opportunities that require a directed, sustained expen-
diture of effort over the long term exert only a relatively
weak pull. For poor youths in high risk settings, this means
that factors in the immediate setting -- the crime activities
of age peers, weak family controls, diminished economic re-
gsources, disorganized neighborhoods, disruptive schools, etc.
~— all combine to affect behavior much more powerfully than do
visions of future opportunities that are linked to the labor

market, to educational institutions and to other aspects of the
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social environment. For more advantaged youths, immediate
settings also exert strong attractions, but these settings are
themselves different and, even when they present risks for
these youths (e.g., middle class drug abuse), parents and other
adults are often able more effectively to intervene and provide
concrete motivation for behavior that will enhance longer term
opportunities.

Macro Social Structures. If this characterization of

the differing social contexts surrounding youthful decision-
making is accurate, then it becomes evident as well that the
"crime decision" made by a youth differs greatly according to
his position within macro-level opportunity structures. For
example, the high incidence of female-headed households among
young arrested persons (46% among those 16-17, 40% among those
18~19) and the relatively low incidence of employment among
male household heads even in intact families (65% employed
among those 16-17, 69% employed among those 18-19) suggest that
(a) arrested persons as a group experience diminished ievels of
adult influence and control (i.e., that the social contexts
surrounding youths' decision-making are impaired) and (b) the
families as a whole confront unfavorable opportunities. As we
have already noted, the task of disentangling the source and
relative significance of influences at different levels is not
easy.

Another danger confronting a youth whose family occupies a
disadvantaged position is the increzsed probability that a

confluence of many different events (such as pressing financial
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need, family conflict or break-up and adolescent emotional
upheavals) will force the youth into a sudden "bind" in which
his time horizons are shortened and his behavior responds only
to aspects of the immediate situation. Sudden school drop-out,
continuing participation in crime without heed to risks of
arrest or of injury, and unexpected failure within programs
while nearing the threshold of success are instances of be-~
havior that appear "myopic," "self-defeating," or "irrational,"
but which are interpretable at any one of the three levels of
analysis.

b. Ethnicity and crime participation. Discussion of

ethnic differences in crime decision-making continues the
three-level approach introduced above in the discussion of

age. In reflecting upon age differences in crime decision-
making, we argued that although youthful myopia was a wide-
spread phenomenon, evidence purporting to show large individual
differences in myopia often reflects differences in social
contexts (in the resources available for and in the success of
adult interventions), and in addition, that there are intrac-
table structural age barriers to job access that account for
much of the behavior of youths, including apparent myopia.
Although a somewhat parallel argument ¢an he made in discussing
the influences on crime participation of ethnicity, the nature
of the analytical differentiation among individualistic, social
context and macro-level structural factors is different for
ethnic status; in general, a much greater weight is to be given

to the structural level.
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Individualistic factors. Everyone experiences the

transitions of the life cycle. Most adults can empathize with

the problems of youth. Racial or ethnic statuses, however, are

relatively immutable. Given this difference, it is something
of a surprise that relatively few of the respondents specifi-
cally alluded to race discrimination in their own reports (in
the follow-up survey) of labor market experiences. For exam-
pPle, only 16 percent of the sample reported race as a negative
factor impeding their acquisition 2f a job when asked about
"barriers." In general, there was little evidence in the
survey research or in the Project's parallel field research
that crime participation was either motivated by or understood
in terms of race-related barriers. In this sense, ethnicity
did not play a conscious, self-ascribed role as an individual-
level factor in crime decision-making.

Social contexts affecting decisions. But, although

respondents did not appear to perceive their ethnic status as
of importance in their labor market and crime involvements,

ethnicity is associated with different social contexts that in

turn affect crime decision-making.

Macro-social structures. The ethnic patterns that

were discussed above are ones in which minority arrested per-

sons more closely resemble a general background of economic

disadvantagement and widespread involvement in crime (viz.,
arrests of family members), whereas white arrested persons

stand out more as deviant individuals against a background of

less severe disadvantagement (more jobs, better neighborhoods,

"«
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more involvement by or at least communication with parents).
This similarity between the minority sample members and the
general minority population and somewhat greater dissimilarity
among sample and general population whites reflects the impacts
of macro-level opportunity structures. Indeed, the juxtaposi-
tion of relatively high levels of crime opportunity and rela-
tively low levels of legitimate opportunity formed our original
definition of the research population of high-risk individuals.
Finally, although we have utilized ethnic patterns in the
data (in the absence of adequate measures of, for example,
social class position) we do not mean to imply that we have
discovered subcultural patterns. Although there may well be
subculturally-based ethnic patterns in crime participation,
attempts to trace such differences to subcultural roots must be
informed by types of information not available to us in the
survey study and in any case must be carefully evaluated in
terms of alternative social class, community and ecological

explanations.l4

l4ror example, in our survey data, some of the differences
in the percentages of arrests for robbery among young black,
Hispanic and white arrested persons seem to be related to resi-
dence within high-rise public housing projects. Black teen-
agers are more likely than Hispanics, and far more likely than
whites, to report residence in such housing. Moreover, our
field research in Brooklyn has suggested some reasons (crowd-
ing, anonymity, lack of other targets) why the ecology of
project neighborhoods fosters crimes such as robberies. Are
these patterns "racial?" 1In this case, it would appear that
the lower prevalence of Hispanics in such housing is an his-
torical accident stemming from the recency of their immigra-
tion, while the scarcity of whites stems from their relative
socioeconomic advantagement.
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D. Conclusion

OQur purpose in this section has been to reflect on the
nature of the crime decision and on the extent to which conven-
tional economic models fit the data from our sample. What we
have concluded is that the economic model does more or less
adequately frame overall relationships between economic incen-
tives and income-oriented crime, but that it takes little
account of the differences in decision-making that occur over
the life cycle or for those of a given age located within
different social contexts. Having introduced these qualifica-
tions and refinements, what can we ultimately conclude concern-
ing employment-crime relationships? How “important" is employ-
ment, and labor market opportunities generally, in determining
participation in crime? | |

What we would suggest in concluding this report is that
guestions such as these are almost meaningless without a care-
ful specification of both time-frame and level of analysis (for
exmaple,bthe three levels we have defined above). At an in-
dividualistic level, and with attention focused on youths and
on the role of incentive variables that measure the direct
influence of income opportunities, employment phenomena have
little direct effect on crime participation. For older
individuals within an arrested persons sample, even a narrow
individualistic focus on incentive variables supports the
conclusion that employment reduces participation in crime.

When the level of analysis shifts to socinl contexts and

to their effects on crime participation, matters no longer are
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as simple. For youths, changes in these contexts (in family
resoures, in adoiescent peer groups, etc.) may have decisive
effects. West (1982), for example, found that youths in his
longitudinal research who left their inner-city London neigh-
borhood for smaller provincial towns experienced dramatic
fall-offs in crime participation, even after controlling for
pre-move characteristics. 1In another provocative finding, the
Mathematica evaluaticon of the national Job Corps found that
post-program arrest rates were lowered even among program
dropouts, a group that for reasons of self-selection alone
would be supposed to have elevated, not reduced, arrests. Once
more, it is likely that many of these youths did not return to
their pre-program community settings, opting instead to return
to other communities.

Finally, although our sample of arrested persons has not
provided consistent support for the proposition, we would argue
that for all age groups there are important direct and indirect
effects of macro-level copportunity structures. These effects
arise first of all because of the barriers to job access for
those under age 18, and they arise because of the manner in
which economic opportunity affects the social contexts within
which crime decision-making takes place. Labor market rewards
endow adults with the resources needed to intervene in the
risky, often myopic decisions made by youth; they encourage (or
if they are inadequate, they inhibit) youths to make invest-
ments in their own human capital. Even among the very young,

where few direct relationships are evident, labor market oppor-
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tunities indirectly but importantly affect crime participa-
tion. They affect it not solely through an economic calculus
undertaken by isolated individuals but through a communal
striving for a better future to be shared by parents and

children alike.
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Table A2.1

MEAN DAYS IN SCHOOL BY AGE AND ETHNICITY
(Enrollment over Year Prior to Interview)

RACE/ETHNICITY
AGE Black Hispanic White All Races
16 220 234 136 217
(77) (20) (16) (113)
17 210 133 91 169
(47) (26) (13) (86)
18 75 42 55 61
(43) (29) (10) (82)
19 56 20 49 46
(36) (17) (16) (69)
20~-24 19 0 18 14
(122) (56) (38) (216)
25+ 13 4 0 8
(159) (71) (52) (312)
All ages 72 46 37 59
N (514) (219) (145) (878)
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Table A2.2

AGE AND REASON FOR LEAVING SCHOOL
{School Dropouts Only)

AGE
REASON FOR LEAVING 16-19 20—24 25+ All Ages
"Pulled Out"
To find work 12% 18% 26% 20¢%
To take a job 9 9 17 12
Family 6 18 24 17
Military 1 2 2 2
28 47 69 51
"Drifted out"
No ability 6 4 1 3
Disliked school 50 30 16 30
56 35 17 34
"Pushed Out"
Expelled 12 10 5 9
Arrested 2 5 6 5
Drugs 1 3 2 2
16 18 14 16
Total 100% 160% 100% 100%
N (120) » (115) (1606) (401)
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Table A2.3

PERCEPTION OF SCHOOLING'S LABOR MARKET BENEFITS
BY SCHOOL STATUS AND BY LABOR MARKET STATUS
(Percent Reporting "Helps a Great Deal" in Getting a Job)

LABOR MARKET STATUS

SCHOOL STATUS Employed Unemployed OLF All Statuses
In School 72% 73% 79% 74%

(72) (77) (42) (191)
H.S. Diploma 43 23 29 38

(120) (31) (24) (175)
Dropout 49 57 43 51

(235) (123) (46) (404)
All Statuses 52% 58% 54% 54%

(427) (231) (112) (770)

Note: In this table, the numbers reported in parentheses
represent the total number (or base number) of respondents in
intersecting row and column categories of the independent vari-

ables.

The actual number of cases represented by the per-

centages can be calculated by multiplying the percentage by the
relevant base number.



DETAILED ILABOR FORCE STATUS BY ETHNICITY AND AGE

Table A3.1

061

BLACK HISPANIC WHITE* ALL RACES
LABOR FORCE STATUS 16-19 20-24 25-54116-19 20-24 25-54116-19 20-24 25-54116-19 20-24 25=54
Working full time 22% 35 51 24 39 52 39 61 53 26 41 52
20-30 hrs/wk 13 10 6 14 4 3 9 6 4 13 8 5
Less than 20 hrs/vk 5 3 8 5 12 11 9 14 9 6 7 9
Unemployed 41 42 20 40 35 18 30 14 9 39 35 18
Out of labor force 19 10 15 17 10 17 13. 6 26 17 9 17
Totals 100 100 100 100 100 101 100 101 101 101 100 101
N (193) (115) (164)] (86) (51) (66){ (54) (36) (47)1(333) (202) (277)
X2 = 46 X2 = 24 X2 = 69
DF=8 Prob=.0001 DF=8 Prob=.0001 DF=8 Prob=.0001

Unemployment rate** 51% 47 23 48 39 22 34 15 12 47 38 22
Labor force

participation*** 81% 90 85 83 90 83 87 94 74 83 91 g3

*Table is too sparse for reliable tests of statistical significance.

**The unemployment rate is the result of dividing those unemployed by the sum of the employed and

unemployed (e.g., by all of those in the labor force).

*%*Reprasents those in the labor force, e.g., the denominator of the wmemployment rate, as a percentage of
the total sample.
12-19.

Source: ‘Job JWTPA 512, pp.
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Table A3.2

ETHNICITY
UNIONIZATION Black Hispanic White All Races
Some union workers
at job site 40% 41% 43% 41%
No union at job site 60 59 57 59
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N (388) (170) (123) (681)

X2 n.s.

Black Hispanic White All Races

Respondent a union
member (if union was
present) 53% 53% 61% 55%
Not a union member 47 47 39 45
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
N (156) (68) (51) (275)

X2 n.s.
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Table A3.3

"WHY DID YOU LEAVE YOUR JOB"

REASON FOR LEAVING PERCENT
LAST JOB MEDIAN FREQUENCY OF SAMPLE
Quit, other job 116 6 2%
Quit, working conditions 209 30 9
Quit, low pay 179 37 11
Quit, problems with boss 149 24 7
Quit, illness 614 28 8
Quit, school 236 10 3
Quit, family reasons 262 11 3
Quit, moved 259 7 2
Arrested 667 9 3
Laid off 138 69 20
Temporary job 336 62 18
Fired 172 44 13
Other 76 8 2
Total . . . . - 345 101%
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Table A3.4

MEDIAN CURRENT JOBLESS DURATIONS BY RESPONSE TO

"WHAT IS YOUR BIGGEST PROBLEM FINDING WORK?"

BIGGEST PROBLEM IN MEDIAN PERCENT
FINDING WORK DURATION FREQUENCY OF SAMPLE
Lack of jobs 207 100 43%
No skill 281 10 4
No education 185 21 9
No experience 236 18 8
Criminal record 399 20 ]
Drug/alcohol problem 543 3 1
Age 232 13 6
Other 138 47 20
Total . . - 232 100%
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Table A5.1

AGE ANALYSES OF EMPLOYMENT-CRIMINAI, HISTORY
(N's and Standard Deviations)

AGE
EMPLOYMENT VARIABLES l16-17 18-19 20-24 25+
S.D. N |S.D. N |S.D. N 'I1S.D. N
Employment
Status at Arrest
Out of Labor Force .18 27 1.23 16 |.16 17 .14 41
Unemployed .13 48 | .13 49 .08 67 .13 50
Employed .13 48 1.12 6l .07 98 .07 160
123 126 182 251
Hours Worked
(Prior year)
0 .14 39 .20 20 .11 39 .10 78
1-799 S11 62 .12 60 .10 51 .14 39
800-1599 025 13 .18 24 | .11 40 (.14 39
1600+ .27 11 .20 21 .10 49 .09 90
125 125 179 246
Weekly Wage (Cur-
rent/most recent job)
Up to $99 .11 59 .17 27 .13 24 1.21 18
$100-149 .18 24 |.13 48 .08 60 .11 68
$150-199 .21 18 |.1° 22 .10 45 12 58
$200+ .33 7 22 17 .11 33 .09 102
108 114 162 243
Job Benefit Status
"Off the Books" .13 46 .16 32 .09 50 .12 52
Taxes Withheld .12 51 <12 57 .09 52 «11 63
Taxes and Benefits .34 7 (.17 30 |.08 62 .08 130
104 119 164 245
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Table A5.2

ETHNIC ANALYSIS OF EMPLOYMENT-CRIMINAL HISTORY
(N's and Standard Deviations)

ETHNICITY
Blacks Hispanics Whites
EMPLOYMENT VARIABLES S.D. N 5.D. N S.D. N
Employment
Status at Arrest
Out of Labor Force .13 57 .14 25 .15 19
Unemployed .08 140 .10 55 .15 19
" Employed .07 200 .07 93 .07 74
397 173 112
Hours Worked
(Prior year)
0-799 .05 238 .08 105 .12 45
800+ .07 155 .10 69 .11 63
393 174 108
Weekly Wage (Current/
most recent job)
Up to $99 .10 84 .12 31 .16 13
$S100-149 .09 120 .09 63 .14 17
$150~199 .10 86 .12 31 .12 23
$200+ .11 77 .11 35 .08 48
367 160 101
Job Benefit Status
"Off the Books" .10 93 .09 53 .10 34
Taxes Withheld .09 125 .09 54 .13 21
Taxes and Benefits .08 148 .09 55 .08 50
366 162 105
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