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Summary

This study, undertaken under the auspices of the NHational Institute
of Justice (U.S. Department of Justice), focuses on one of the more
popular and controversial notions concerning prison: that crime rates in
society can be directly affected, and to a great extent, bylpolicies aimed
at keeping certain ("high-rate") offenders locked up. This idea, termed
"selective incapacitation,”™ has enjoved some popularity in recent years,
in part due to growing skepticism concerning the effectiveness ot other
ways that incarceration may reduce crime: the possibility that the
offender (and others) will be deterred from committing crimes in the

future and the possibility that the offender might be rehabilitated by

the programs offered in prison.d The deterrent or rehabilitative effects
of prison are unknown, but are believed by many researchers to minimal,
leading some to argue thét the only way prison can be expected to have a
major effect on crime is through incapacitation (Greenwood, 1982).
"Selective™ incapacitation is ordinarily regarded as a way of
increasing the efficiency of policies aimed at reducing crime through
incapacitating offenders. If all of the offenders sent to prison could
be expected to commit crimes at very high rates whila on the strest and

if those crimes would not be committed by someone-else in their absence,

1 Punishment for Y"just deserts™); . another basis for sentencing
offenders tn prison, is usually held to affect crime mainly through
deterrence or incapacitation.



a great deal of crime could be aveided by increasing sentence lengths
across the board. Not all offenders commit crimes at high rates, however;
in fact, recent research indicates that offenders differ greatly in the
rate at which they commit crimes, with a small minority of high-rate
offenders responsible for a majority of crimes. An efficient sentencing
policy based on the notion of incapacitation, then, would focus particular
attention on those offenders expected to commit crimes at the highest
rates. By incarcerating those offenders for longer periods, it is argued,
the ogreatest crime-reduction benefit could be obtained with the least
increase in prison populations. The term "selective incapacitation”™ is
used to refer to that concept: that crime can be significantly and
efficiently reduced through the use of sentencing policies designed to
keep those offenders who are responsible for the most crimes locked up
longer than others.
Clearly, there are a number of critical assumptions about
criminality and criminal careers underlying this concept. 0One of these
-served as the primary focus of the present study: that criminal careers

are characterized bv a reasonably constant rate of criminal behavior.

High-volume offenders, who are the primary targets of hypothetical
selective sentencing policies,. are assumad teo contribute their
disproportionate share of crimes by maintaining a ‘relatively high rate..
of criminal activity throughout their active adult criminal careers.
Selective incapacitation policies would serve te put some portion of those
offenders out of circulation for some portion of their careers, reducing

the overall number of crimes accordingly.



The assumption of stability in criminal bebavier is important to
arguments in favor of selective incapacitation for two main reasons.
First, stability would make the task of identifying high-rate offenders
much easier, since they could, theoretically, be identified at any point
in their careers (on the basis of a high arrest rate or other
characteristics). Second, stability suggests that the crime-reduction
effects of selective incapacitation policies can be very high. Since
high-rate offenders would be expected to commit crimes at the same (high)
rate whenever they were free to do 5o, selective incapacitation, 1if
targetted accurately on these offenders, would prevent crimes at that same
high rate. The effectiveness of the policy, in this regard, would be
dependent solely on the ability to accurately identify the most active
offenders in society. Without stability, potential effects (if any) could
not be guaranteed even if hioh-rate offenders could be accurately
identified, since their crime-commission levels during_ the period of
incapacitation may be different from (i.e., lower than) what was expected
on the basis of their past behavior. Stability, in other words, makes
selective incapacitation appear not-only feasible, but practical, and it
is not surprising that, for the most part, research in support of the
feasibility of selective incapacitation has relied heavily on this
untested assumption of criminal career stability (Greenwood, 1982;
Cohen, 1983; Visher, 1986).

Note that in order to assume that criminal behavior is stable, it
must also be assumed that an offender's rate of committing crimes will
not change as the offenders' situations or circumstances change: that

these rates are somehow immutable characteristics of the individual
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offenders themselves. In particular, the assumption implies that
individual offense rates eare basically unrelated to factors such as age
or race, since thaese can be seen as indicators of social or environmental
(i.e., situational) influenceés. Such a view has been supported by a few
research studies that have suggested that offense rates for offenders who
are "active in erime"--that is, have not stopped committing crimes
altogether--do not differ much by race or sge. These studies, however,

are not conclusive, partly because the appropriate longitudinal data on

criminal careers have not previously been available.

The Present Study

The present study focused primarily on the stability of individual
offense rates. Stability was assessed both directly and indirectly,
through studying the relationship of these rates to race and age. In
addition; the value of available information on non-criminal activities
for identifying offenders mith high rates of ecriminal behavior was
assessed. Finally, rough estimates were made of the amount of crime that
could, potentially, have been prevented by lengthening the prisen
sentences served by offenders in the sample,

Data were collected for 1,581 serious offenders, 1:;308 of whom had
been institutionalized as wards of the California Department of the Youth -
Authority during the 1960s. These wards were involved in major research
projects While they were institutionalized and were also included in a
recent follow-up study (Haapanen and Jesness, 1982). Among the remaining
sample members uwere 175 offenders who were committed to adult prison at

least once for robbery or burglary during their careers but who had no



history of state-level juvenile incarcerations. In addition, the sample
included 98 offenders who had adult convictions for robbery or burglary,
who served jail and/or probation terms in either Los Angeles or San Diego
counties, and who, to that point, had neither adult prison terms nor
state-level juvenile commitments. Information on officially-recorded
crimes was coded for all sample members for a 15-20 vear adult follow-up
period. For those members of the sample with prison or probation files,
available information on background characteristics and on adult drug
use, marital status and employment was also coded.

Criminal behavior patterns were analyzed for the entire adult
follow-up period, for the period up to the last recorded arrest. (the
"active™ criminal period), for random "halves™ of each offender's
follow-up period (odd ages vs. even ages), for four-year blocks of -time,
and, in most cases, for the four-year periods immediately .preceding and
following a known adult incarceration. These analyses provided a rather
detailed picture of how the known criminal behayior of this sample

differed among offenders and over time.

Participation in Crimes and Arrest Rates by Race and Age

The longitudinal data permitted the study not only of simple indices

of involvement in crime but also of "career™ characteristics, such.as ..

breadth of involvement and the extent of repetition for particular crime
tvpes, These analyses showed that for this large sample of serious
.offenders, both tha kinds of crimes for which they were arrested and the
rate of arrest clearly differed by ethnicity and clearly declined with

age. These data suggest, then, that basic criminal behavior pattefns,



including the rate at which crimes are committed, are indeed affected by

social forces and situational factors.

Methodolaqgical JIssues in Analyzing Individual Arrest Rates

Before addressing issues related to individual rates of offending,
it was important to gain an understanding of the limitations of using data
on arrests to draw inferences about underlying criminal behavior
patterns. Arrest rates calculated using data for odd VS. even ages. Were
used to assess the reliabilities of the measures and teo establish
"standards™ against which to evaluate estimates of stability over time.
These analyses showed that the reliability of measures based on official
arrests was fairly louw; consequently, observed stability in arrest rates
over time would be expacted to be low even if the criminal behavfor itself
was fairly stable. Further, the low reliabilities set major limitations

on the ability to predict rates of arrest with reasonable accuracy.

tability and Change in Individual Arrest Rates

In these analyses, four-year blocks of data were used to determine
whether criminal behavior for these offenders was stable from one period
to the next, as judged against the "standards™ described above. One
analysis focused on extent to which offenders-with higher rates maintained
higher rates than other offenders, even though average rates were
declining with age (relative stability). Another analysis focused on the
extent to which high-rate offenders, those in the top third, continued

to have the same high rates of arrest (absolute stability). In _both

analvses, arrest rates were found to be less stable over time than wduld



have been expected based on unreliability alone. Further, the longer
these four-yvear periods were apart, the lower the stability; if
unreliability alone were involved, the observed stability may have been
low but would not have dropped as the time between the two measurement
periods increased. Together, these results point to considerable
instability in the criminal behavior of these offenders.

Patterns over time showed that few offenders maintained a consistent
pattern of being in the lowest, middle or highest third of the sample in
terms of their rates of arrest over four-year periods. For example, while
most of the sample had at least one four-year pariod in which their rates
of arrest were among the highest third, only a minority of these (28% over
three periods and 12% over four periods) were in the highest third over
most of these periods. These findings suggest that models in which rates
of offending are assumed to be stable will overestimate the amount of
crime that could be prevented by locking up individuals who, at particular

times; were identified as high-rate offenders.

Stability and Change After A Major Sentence

Consistent with the findings for total careers, ethnic differences
in the rates of arrest for violent crimes were found for the four-year
periods immediately before and after incarceration f(arrest rates for
property offenses did not differ appreciably), and post-release arrest
rates were found to be lower for those who were older a{ release. In
addition, two important patterns were found. First, rates of arrest
showed a clear  increase during the four years immediately prior to

incarceration, suggesting that these offenders were tvpically
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incarcerated and/or sentenced to probation after a relatively short-term
acceleration in criminal behavior (reversing the overall trend toward
lower rates of offending with age). This uncharacteristic increase in
criminal activity strongly suggests the importance of short—-term
situational influences in determining rates of criminal behavior. It also
suggests that this pre-incarceration period may be the least appropriate
for establishing typical levels or distributions of offense rates.

Second, arrest rates in the vears following release from
incarceration were generally lower than would have been expected simply
because the offenders got older. During the first year after release,
rates for former prison inmates were lower than at any point during the
four years prior to prison; rates for those sentenced to jail or probation
also showed a decline, although not as marked. In both cases, the rates
continued to decline during the four years after release. The course
these carcecers would have taken in the absence of these official responses
cannot be determined, but it is possible that the incarceration prevented
a continued acceleration in behavior, especially for those sentenced to
prison. If so, the crime-reduction benefits of existing incarceration
policies may not be fully understood or appreciated. Further, the lower
arrest rates after release suggest that extending priso# sentences would
have a smaller effect on crime than might be expected from studying
pre-incarceration arrests.

As would be expected on the basis of these pre/post changes,
stability of arrnst rates from pre-incarceration to post-incarceration
was found to be lower than for the arbitrary, adjacent four-year blocks

of time discussed earliar. As a result, differences among offenders



during the pre-incarceration period were not very indicative of what those
differences were during the post-incarceration period. For example, of
those offenders who had the highest rates of arrest prior to prison, only

40% were among the highest third after release, as compared to almost 30X

of those who were pnot high-rate prior to prison. Thus, the official data

on criminal behavior would have been the least useful in identifving
future high-rate offenders in this sample precisely at that boint when

these data would most likely have been used.

Correlates and Predictors of Individual Arrest Rates
These analyses investigated the extent to which background and
family characteristics, drug use, marital status, and employment were

related to arrest rates generally over time and particularly during the

periods before and aftier sentences to jail or prison. . Separate analyses

focused on the prediction of post-incarceration rates of criminality for

those offenders who served adult prison terms. The findings pointed teo
some interesting associations between rates of arrest and certain
background and lifestyle variables, but showed little promise for
establishing schemes to accurately predict future levels of criminal

behavior within such samples of serious offenders. The combined effects

of ‘instability and the measurement -problems associated -wmith  using

official data greatly limited the ability to identify which offenders
would have the highest offense rates during any particular period. The
prediction of criminal behavior levels during the period after release
from prison was especially difficult. This low predictability precluded

accurate jdentification of post-release, high-rate offenders.

Ml



Direct Estimates of Potential Incapacitation Effects

Incapacitative effects of lengthened terms for these offenders were
estimated directly from data on post-prison arrests; as such, they did
not depend on assumptions of stability. As indications of possible
effects of these policies on crime in society, however, they would still
rest on an assumption that any prevented crimes would not have been
committed by other offenders. Since the validity of this assumption could
not be evaluated, these estimates could not be held to reflect actual
incapacitative effects. Rather, they served as estimates of  the
potential® effects--the upper limit to what might have been achieved by
increasing the sentence lengths of these offenders. In general, the
estimates suggested that incapacitative effects of increasing priscn
terms by one year would have been minimal, -although some increase ‘in the
efficiency of prison use could possibly have been realized.

Based on the amount of time each offender spent in nustody during
the twelve-month period after release from prison and the number of
arrests occurring during that period, the potential effects of
incapacitating offenders %or an additional yéar were estimated. The

estimates showed that that even the most efficient policies would not have

prevented a substantial amount of crime. If 2ll -offenders were kept.in. ...

prison an additional year (collective incapacitation), only about a ’3x
reduction in crime could have been achieved. If the offenders with the
highest post-prison rates were incapacitated (zelective incapacitation
with perfect prediction), the reduction in crimes would have been less

than  2%. Other analyses suggested that selective sentencing policies



could have provided for some reduction in arrests with no increase in
prison populations, but the overall reduction would have been less than
1,000 arrests (mostly for minor offenses) for every 3,000 prison inmates
subjected to the policy. Thus, while there was some indication that
prison space might be used more efficiently, the present findings did not
support the notion that selective incapacitation could have a significant

impact on overall levels of crime in society.

Summary and Implications

In general, the findings of this study suggest that the criminal
career patterns of these serious offenders were not stable enough to
support the feasibility of selective incapacitation. While some
stability in arrest rates was certainly observed, differences in rates
of arrest over time were greater than might be .expected simply because
official data were used. High-rate offenders did not tend to remain
high-rate offenders, either in absolute terms or with respect to. other
offenders. This instability was particularly noticeable around the time
of a major sentence (prison or jail/probation). Differences in arrest
patterns by race and age pointed to the importance of socio-cultural and
situational factors in determining patterns of criminal behavior across
groups and over time.

This instability, coupled with the low reliabilities of arrest rates
as indicators of underlying criminality, severely limited the extent to
which future criminal behavior could be predicted for these offenders.
While clear relationships of arrest rates to prior criminal behavior,

ethnicity, age, and various background variables and lifestyle indicators
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were observed, these associations wumere not strong enough to permit
accurate identification of high-rate offenders during the period after
release from prison.

Overall, the findings of this study were not consistent with the
conception of criminal "careers”™ as stable patterns of criminal behavior.
While these serious offenders generally maintained a relatively high
probability of continued criminality, the rate at which their crimes were
committed appeared to vary considzrably from one time period to the next.
For these offenders, then, a more reasonable .conception of criminal
careers would emphasize the importance of ongoing social and
environmental influences in determining the nature and intensity of

criminal behavior at various times during those careers.

Policy implications

To the extent that these findings are generalizable to other
offenders, they, along with the results of those analyses focusing on

potential incapacitative effects, suggest certain policy implications:
1) Selective incapacitation policies hold only minimal potential
for reducing levels of crime in society. Analyses focusing on
incapacitation effects suggested that longer sentences for
offenders going to prison -would have only a small impact .on
overall crime in society. Selective sentencing policies may
increase the eftficiency of prison use to some extent, but would
not produce a substantial reduction in the number of crimes

committed in the wider society.



2) The actual incapacitative effects of policies of selective
sentencing will be difficult to estimate but mill, in any case,
be lower than might be expected based on the recent (pre-prison)
criminal behavior - of the Thigh-rate™ offenders. The
unreliability of official records, general declines in criminal
behavior with age, and instability of criminal behavior
patterns combine to lower the expected offense rates for
offenders identified as "high-rate™ on the basis of their
arrest histories at particular points in time. Thesg problems
appear especially important at the time of a major
conviction--the point at which sentencing decisions would be
made. Models that assume offense rates to be stable would be
of little help in estimating these effects, even if declines
in these rates by age were incorporated into the model.

3) While factors related to "risk™ of future high-rate ecriminal
behavior can be identified, the accurate identification of
high-rate offenders using information available in official
records does not appear possible at the present time.
Predictive analyses are hindered by the unreliability of arrest
rates as measures of underlying criminal propensity, as well
as by instability in criminal behavior. These problems are not
so serious that they prevent the identification of factors that
increase the probability ("risk™) of engaging in criminal
behavior at high rates. However, pradictive devices using
these factors can be expected to produce a large proportion of

false predictions. Such devices must be employed cautiousl&.
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1)

2)

3)

43

Research implications

These findings also suggest certain implications for
future research in criminology:
The period immediately prior to, or Following, a major
conviction may be the least useful for studying patterns of
criminal behavior. Arrest rates during these periods were
found to be relatively uncharacteristic of overall patterns of
criminal behavior for these offenders.
There appear to be upper limits to the prediction accuracy that
can be obtained using official offense data. While these limits
do not preclude the usefulness of official data for identifying

factors that influence criminal behavior, the ability to

account for even most of the differences in offense rate.levels...

using official data is probably an unrealistic goal.

There is a need for research on the situational and/or
circumstantial determinants of offense rates among offenders
and over time. An understanding of these factors could pave

the way touward social action or interventions that could reduce

crime through a reducing the number of high-rate periods for

particular offenders or within populations of offenders.

There is a need for a better understanding of the global effects
of incarceration on criminal behavior, through research on
offenders' patterns of activity and association prior to

conviction and the effect of incarceration on those patterns.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The term "selective incapacitation™ refers to the idea that crime
can be significantly reduced through the use of sentencing policies
designed to keep those offenders who are responsible for the most crimes
locked up longer than others. Growing skepticism ;oncerning the
effectiveness of other crime-reduction approaches (such as increased law
enforcemant, rehabilitation or deterrence) has increased interest in the
effectiveness of incapacitation as a means of reducing crima. In
addition, recent research indicating that offenders differ greatly in the
rate at which they commit crimes has suggested that éelective sentencing
policies could optimize the trade-off between crime reduction and justice
system costs. By incarcerating those offenders with the highest rates
of criminal behavior for longer periods, it is argued, the greatest
crime-reduction bénefit can be obtained with the least increase in prison
populations. A selective sentencing policy that also reduces the use of
prison for offenders with the lowest expected rates of criminal behavior
couid theoretically achieve a substantial benefit without any increase
in prison use.

Underlying this concept and/or methods designed to assess its
potential benefits are a number of important assumptions (discussed
below) about individual criminal careers. Ons of these assumptions served
as the primary focus of the present study: the assumption that offenders
commit crimes at a more-or-less constant rate throughout the fime ﬁhey

are actively engaged in criminal behavior. This assumption is implied



in the notion of "high-rate offenders,™ who, because of their ongoing and
stable patterns of criminal behavior, account for a sizable portion of
crime in society and whe, therefore, are the appropriate targets for
selective sentencing policies. This assumption of stability itself
implies other characteristics of criminal behavior: that rates of
offending do not decline with age and that these rates are not appreciably
aftfected by social and environmental circumstances. These assumptions
have generally been acknowledged to a greater or lesser degree by
proponents and critics alike, with attitudes about the value of selective
incapacitation often resting on opiniéns about their importance and the
likelihood . that they hold. Debate concerning the validity of these
assumptions and of the merits of criminal justice policies in general is
hindered, howaever, by & lack of reliable information about various aspects
of crime and criminal career patterns (Petersilia, 1980; Blumstein,
Cohen, Roth and Visher, 1986).

The present study was designed to provide information of direct
relevance to resolving these issues by investigating the nature and
development of criminal careers  among a samiple of serious
offenders--those individuals who Would most likely be the targets of
selective sentencing policies. Although the primary fﬁcus will be on
issues related to the assumption of stability, the overall evaluation of
policies such as selective incapacitation requires gaining a better
general understanding of criminal careers. This report will therefore
not be limited to addressing those issues, as such. Rather, it will take

a general approach to describing the criminal career patterns of these




offenders, while placing special emphasis on findings of direct relevance
for assessing the feasibility of selective incapacitation policies.

The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to providing a general
overview of selective incapacitation, as a concept; the assumptions upon

which it rests, and the focus of the present study.

The Concept of Selective Incapacitation

Interest in the feasibility of policies ©of selectively
incapacitating particular offenders was spurred by research indicating
that 2 small minority of offenders was responsible for the majority of
crimes, uwWhether measured in terms of police contacts among the general
population (Molfgang, Figlio and Sellin, 1972) or in terms of
self-reported crimes among prison inmates (Peterson and Braiker, .1981;
Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982). By focusing scarce prison resources on this
high-rate minority, the reasoning goes, the greatest return on society's
crime~fighting investment could be realized. In fact, proponents of
selective incapacitation have suggested that a well-designed policy could
raeduce the amount of crime in society as a whole by a significant amount.
Greenwood (1982), for example, argued that a selective sentencing policy
aimed at adult robbers could reduce the number of armed robberies by as
much as 20X, while keeping the number of incarcerated armed robbers at
current levels. Given the everpresent public concern over rising costs
ralated to fighting crime, then, the concept of selective incapacitation
has a certain seductive appesal, and research suggesting that such policies

are both practical and economical has generated a great deal of interest



in criminal justice circles (Blumstein, Cohen, Roth and Visher, 1986;
Cohen, 1983).

Hhile simple common sense would suggest that more is to be gained
from locking up high-rate offenders than low-rate offenders, the extent
of that gain is not easily or unambiguously determined. The different
techniques that have been employed in this regard have been carefully
reviewed by Cohen (1978, 19833. Of interest here are the most recent
methods emploved in this line of research: the use of "models™ of crime
and the criminal Jjustice system. Such models were used by Greenwood
(1982) in his controversial study and have been used in subsequent

research in this area as well (Cohen, 1983, 1986). These studies have

built upon a sizable body of research that has attempted to understand .

the effects of changing certain aspects of the criminal justice system--in
this case, the length of incarceration for'various offenders. This body
of research began with the work of Avi-Itzhak and Shinnar (1§73), who
developed mathematical models of crime and the criminal justice system
response. These models specify the general relationships among criminal
behavior; the probabilities of arrest, conviction, and incarceration; and
the length of incarceration. Correctly spec%fied, such models' could,

first, establish a steady-state description of crime and criminal

justice, including the proportion of. active .offenders who are -

incarcerated at any one time and the amount of crime that is prevented
through that incarceration (that is, the incapacitative effect of current
incarceration policies). Next, by altering various parameters of the

model, estimates of the effects of various changes in criminal justice



policies could be derived.! For example, estimates of the trade-off
between reductions in crime and increases in prison populations resulting
from particular sentencing policies could be estimated (Blumstein, Cohen
and Nagin, 1978).

Early work using these models used single estimates of offense rates
as well as single estimates of the various other parameters of the model
(e.g., the probability of arrest for any particular crime). They were
subsaequently modified by Greenuwood (1982) to include separate estimates
of offense rates for low-, medium- and high-rate offenders and to include
different probabilities of going to prison, if convicted, for these three
types of offenders. Using these parameter estimates, the model was used
to estimate the incapacitative effects of policies that included
different lengths of incarceration for these groups. Greenwood concluded
from his study that a significant amount of crime  reduction could be
derived from policies that kept the high-rate offenders in prison longer
and  released the 1low-rate offenders early. These "selective
incapacitation™ policies could thereby achieve this c¢rime-reduction
benefit with no increase in prison use. ' Recent research using similar
models on the same data produced similar, though reduced estimates of the

potential effects of these policies (Visher, 1986).

1 Since the focus of the present study was not on the details of the
models, but on their underlying assumptions, such details will not
be described fully in this report. These models, as well as other
rasearch that has attempted to estimate incapacitation effects, are
described in detail (and critically reviewed) by Jacqueline then‘
(1983),



Assumptions underlving the concept and models. Before discussing

the assumption of offense-rate stability, which is most relevant to
selective incapacitation, two assumptions that are critical to the notion
that incapacitation can have have any effect on the level of crime in
society must first be acknomledged. For incarceration to have an effect
on crime levels in society, tuwo critical conditions must be met: 1) that
the incapacitated offenders would, in fact, commit crimes during the
period of incapacitation were they free to do so, and 2) that the crimes
prevented by incapacitating these offenders would not be committed by
others instead.

The first condition is not difficult to meet, especially at the
aggregate level. No type of intervention (short of the death penalty)
has produced a recidivism rate of zero. Therefore; by locking offenders
up for an additional vear, it is fairly certain that some of the offenders

would be prevented from committing some number of crimes. It is not so

likely, however, that everv identified offender would continue to commit
erimes during that period--some retiring from crime altogether and others
simply delaying their return to crime. Incapacitating these offenders
would produce no crime-reduction benefit. Particular policies,
therefore, are often judged in terms of the  expected number of
nonoffenders that they would subject to increased incarceration, both
because of the legal/ethical problems involved (Blackmore and Welsh,
1983; von Hirsch and Gottfredson, 1983-4%4; Cohen, 1983) and because the
incarceration of these offenders reduces the overall benefits of these

policies.




The second condition--that other offenders will not commit the
¢rimes that otherwise uwould have been committed by the incapacitated
offender--is not so easy to assume. Included here are the conditions that
no new offenders would be recruited into crime to take the incapacitated
offenders place and that the offender is not a member of groups that would
continue to commit crimes at the same rate in his absence. It is
reasonable to assume that at least >some ;rimes would be affected by
"market™ conditions (drug sales, for example) ané that the removal of one
offender could easily result in his being replaced, but there has been
little research on this issue, primarily because it deals with the basic
nature and etiology of crime in society. (It could not, for example, be
investigated wusing populations of known offenders.) Research on
incapacitation has therefore tended to focus primarily on predatory
crimes (assault, robbery, burglary), which are considered -somewhat -more
likely to be single-offender crimes. Nevertheless, the issue is still
recognized by supporters and c¢ritics alike as an important, and
unresolved, one. Those attempting to investigate the merits of selective
incapacitation policies therefore generally allude to its importance and
then proceed to ignore it, treating it as an assumption upon which their

research on the ¥potential effects™ of incapacitation rests. The same

will be done here; the present research focused, instead, on those issues .--.,

that could be addressed with the present data.

——

The assumption of stability. The assumption that individual rates
of criminal behavior are reasonably stable is not critical to the notion
of inca acitatiqn, but plays a fundamental role both in arguments for

selective incapacitation and in the models currently used to estimate the



potential effects of such a policy. In fact, the assumption arose in the
context of developing these models, but has gained some wider acceptance
as a way of characterizing criminal careers. That acceptance, in turn,
has served to support the idea that there is a group of high-rate
offenders out there whose incarceration could :produce @ significant
reduction in overall crime.

Early research using these models (Shinnar and Shinnar, 1975) wuas
hampered by a lack of information on the rate of individual criminal
activity (commonly termed "lambda™) and the conditional probabilities of
arrest, conviction, and incarceration. The problem was handled through
the use of rather arbitrary estimates of offense rates and by two major
simplifying assumptions: a) that all offenders commit crimes at the same
overall rate throughout their active careers, and b) that the
probabilities of arrest, conviction and incarceration were equal for .all
criminal acts (and all offenders) and independent of one another.
Corollaries of the first of these assumptions are that offense rates are
unaffected by incarceration (no rehabilitative or criminogenic effects
of prison) and that incapacitating some offenders does not affect the

rates of criminal behavior among gther offenders (no deterrent effects,

for example). Under these assumptions, it was possible to estimate the

probabilities from aggregate —data on reported crimes, arrests, ..

convictions, and so on; these data are available from state and federal
sources.

Theoretically, these assumptions could be relaxed to allow  for
different rates of criminal behavior among offenders and to allow for

different conditional probabilities of arrest, conviction ~ or



incarceration. In fact, such a relaxation of these assumptions is
necessary in order for the model to be used to estimate the effects of
selective incapacitation policies. Similarly, it is theoretically

possible that various systematic changes in rates of criminal behavior

(such  as declines by age--"maturation  effects™) could also be

incorporated into the model, although the model would soon become very
complex. It would not be possible, however, to allow for these rates to
go up and doun unsystématically, so that different individuals would be
high-rate offenders at differant times. Under these conditions, changes
in sentence lengths could not be assumed to have specifiable preventive
effects on particular offenders, since their individual crime rates could
change during the interim.

Underlying these assumptions, then, is an even more basic assumption
that the amount of crime in society is a simple function of a "fixed”
number of criminals committing crimes at a constant rate (which may differ
across offenders) over their entire periods of active involvement in
crime--their criminal careers.? Incapacitation serves to put some portion
of those effenders out of circulation. Since the crimes they would have
committed are assumed not to be committed by those offenders who remain
on the street or by "new" recruits to the ranks of criminals, this
incapacitation reduces the number of crimes accordingly: .If all offenders

committed crimes at the same rate, the incapacitative effect of any

2 Specifically, criminal behavior is assumed to be randomly distributed
throughout the career, as are arrests, convictions, and
incarcerations (a "stochastic™ model).
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particular policy could be estimated simply by determining the proportion
of offenders incarcerated under that policy. In research on the effects
of selective incapacitation policies, rates of criminal behavior are
allowed to differ, and the incapacitative effects are estimated as a
function of the number of offenders incarcerated and their respective
rates of criminal behavior (which are, again, assumed not to change over
time).  Greenwood (1982}, for example, divided offenders into those with
low, medium and high self-reported offense rates, with average values of
those rates used in the calculations.

Together, these assumptions suggest a conception of criminal careers
as stable patterns of criminal behavior, differing among offenders in
terms of intensity and length but not differing appreciably over time
({except for relatively brief interludes of incapacitative incarceration).
This . conception, which serves mainly to describe'the kind of criminal
history implied by the above assumptions, has gained some acceptance among
criminologists as a valid description of criminal careers (see Blumstein,
Cohen, Roth and Visher, 1986). In fact, a current research priority at
the federal level is to learn more about criminal careers—-their onset,
duration, and their variations-~-and to identifQ methods of dealing with
those offenders with the most active eriminal careers--the WYcareer

criminals."S These particularly dangerous offenders,.ho ..can be counted

-

3 Certain criminologists have viewed this development with considerable
dismay. Because it stands upon tenuous, untested and (in their view)
mistaken assumptions, the federal research emphasis on criminal
careers {(as conceptualized) is considered ill-advised (Gottfredson
and Hirschi, 1986).

a4
Al
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on to be stably dangerous in the future, are regarded as a high-priority
target for criminal justice research and policy.

Technically, of course, the concept of selective incapacitation does
not require that offense rates be perfectly stable, as long as high-rate
offenders can be fdentified for that period during which they would be
incapacitated. However, the popular conception of selective
incapacitation is that it is not simply directed at offenders who would
have higher rates of criminal behavior, but at a select group of
"high-rate offenders," in the WYcareer criminals™ sense. It is thus
closely linked to the currently popular conception of criminal careers,
which, by their nature, can be incorporated into the kinds of models
described above.

While not directed specifically at the merits of selective
incapacitation, some researchers have argued for the reasonableness of
the stability assumption. Some recent research, they argue,. appears to
indicate that while participation in crime is strongly related te such

social factors as race and age, offense rates among active offenders do

not differ much (if at all) by race or age (Blumstein and Cohen, 19792,
While these findings have been criticized on methodological grounds

(Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1986), they have been widely cited as evidence

that criminal behavior is relatively stable (Cohen, 1983; Farrington,.

1986; Blumstein et al., 1986). Social factors such as ethnicity or age
are understood to affeet individuals primarily in terms of whether and
when they embark on criminal careers and when they end those
careers--behaviof in the interim is apparently more-or-lesz immune to

these social influences. Implicit in this vieik is the notion that

..11-.
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criminal propensity is somehow part of the individual and that it is
generally unaffected to any great axtent by situational factors. While
these arguments are generally used to Jjustify using the modeling
techniques in criminology, they also serve to support the concept of
ckiminal careers, as stable patterns of criminal behavior. These
arguments therefore also support the reasonableness, in principle, of
selective incapacitation.

Not only does the assumption of stability suggest confidence in
estimates of incapacitative effects using models, they suggest the
possibility that selective sentencing policies may be practical and
straightforward to carry out. If criminal behavior patterns are
manifestations of stable individual differences in criminal propensity,
it seems reasonable that some clear indicators of that propensity could
be identified sooner or later. Moreover, the earlier in life .these
high-rate offenders could be identified, the greater the potential
crime-reduction (longer sentences for each conviction).® If, in contrast,

offense rates are unstable; predictions based on individual

4 Some critics of recent research-have pointed sut, for example, that
Greenwood®s (1982) scale for identifying high-rate offenders was-
¢ developed using retrospective data and was not validated in terms of
its ability to identify high-rate offenders in the future (Blackmore
and Welsh, 1983; Chaiken and Chaiken, 1984; Clear and Barry, 1983;
Blumstein et al., 1986). Greenwood, himself, even agrees that the
prediction scale should be validated prospectively. However, if
offense rates are. stable, individuals identified as high-rate
offendars at any point in time could be expected to commit crimes at
high rates at other times as well; consequently, they need only be
identified once, Under these conditions, retrospective data would
be just as valid for identifying high-rate offenders as prospective
data.

_12-



characteristics could not be expected to verv accurately identify
offenders who would have the highest rates of criminal behavior. To the
extent that the offense rate is not determined by individual
characteristics, it must be determined by Toutside™ (social,
environmental, situational) characteristics, which are difficult to
include in prediction equations.

Thus, current thinking about criminal careers "and selective
incapacitation presupposes a certain fundamsntal characteristic of
criminal careers--a stable offense rate that is basically an outgrowth
of individual criminal propensities. This Teature serves both to make
possible the estimation of selective incapacitation effects using models
and to suggest the benefit and the practical feasibility of selective
sentencing policies. Actual data to support this assumption of stability
are, however, scarce and open to question (Gottfredson and Hirschi, 1986).
Clearly, there is a need for solid information on patterns of criminal
behavior over time, with an emphasis on how stable these patterns tend
to be. 'Not only would such information be of intrinsic interest, it would

help inform theories and research into practical policies.

The Present Study

The study upon which this report is based involved, primarily;, the - -

investigation of patterns of adult criminal behavior over time among
serious offenders. These offanders were. either former California Youth
Authority wards (released from institutions between 1960 and 1970), or
adult prisoners or probationers who had convictions for Robbery or

Burglary  but who had no history of state-level juvenile commitmeﬁts.

- 13 -



Thus, they were all serious offenders at one time or another, and most
were relatively serious offenders for some portion of their adult criminal
careers. Arrest histories (all charged offenses), as well as background
information and social history data obtained from prison and probation
files, were coded for up tp twenty vears (age 18 to age 37), allowing for
longitudinal analysis of patterns.

O0f interest were a number of issues, the most important of which was
the degree of stability in criminal behavior. Issues such as differences
in patterns of criminal bzhavior by race and age were explored in order
to assess the applicability of earlier findings to the current sample and
to assess the reasonableness of the contention that offense rates are
unrelated to these important social factors. The report is organized
around these issues, proceeding roughly from the simpler to the more
complex. This organization allows the reader to first gain familiarity
with the data and with some of the more clear—cut issues in the area of
criminal career research.

Chapter 2 provides an overview of the study design: the nature of
the samples, the types of data obtained, and the manner in which the data
were coded and used to establish career indices. This non-technical
discussion is intended to provide enough information foE readers to draw
their own conclusions concerning the adequacy of the samples and findings
upon which variocus conclusions were based.

Chapters 3 and ¢ focus on the issues of the extent of participation
in crime (for the sample as a whole and by race and age) and of average
rates of arrest (again by race and age). The lengitudinal data on former

California Youth Authority wards permitted an examination not only'ofk
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simple indices of involvement in .crime but also of Tcareer”
characteristics, such as breadth of involvement and the extent of
repetition for particular crime tvpes. Thus, these chapters provide a
detailed look at differences by race and age for offenders who began
serious criminal careers early in life.

In Chapter 5, important methodological issues related to the use of
individual-level data on rates of asrrest are addressed. This chapter is
devoted to understanding the limitations of the present data and to
establishing what might be expected, in terms of the observed stability
of arrest rates, given reasonably stable rates of criminal béhavior.
Analyses were performed %o establish both the reliabilities of the
measures and "standards™ against which to evaluate estimataskof career
stability over time,

Chapters 6 and 7 focus specifically on stability and change in
offense behavior over time. Using the findings from Chapter 5 as a
baseline, ' analyses focused on whether offense rates were more or less
stable than might be expected, given the limitations imposed by the use
of arrest-rate measures. In Chapter 6, somewhat arbitrary four-year
blocks of ages are used to determine whether criminal behavior for these
offenders was stable from one period to the next. In Chapter 7, similar
analyses ware performed for the four-year periods immediately before and
after a major conviction--prison or probation sentence.

Chapter & presents the results of analvses aimed at determining the
extent to which background and family characteristics, drug use, marital

status, and emplovment were related to arrest rates over time. Separate
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analyses focused on characteristics related to post-prison rates of
criminality for those offenders who served adult prison terms.

Chapter 9 is devoted to the fin&ings concerning potential
incapacitative effects of lengthened terms for these offenders.  These
estimates, which were made directly from data on post-prison arrests, did
not depend on assumptions of stability. As indications of possible
effects of these policies on crime in society, however, they would still
rest on an assumptioﬁ that any prevented crimes would not have been
committed by other offenders.

Finally;,; in Chapter 10, a summary of these findings is provided, and
some of their implications for criminal justice research and policy are
highlighted. Unfortunately, the nature of the findings make suggestions
for positi#e programmatic proposals difficult. The study's main
contributions are to general knowledge about criminal behavior patterns
and the factors that seem to influence them. It is hoped that the reader
will come away with @ greater appreciation of the complexities of criminal
behavior and a sense of caution concerning the currently popular, but
simplistic, conception of criminal careers. It is also hoped that this
study will further inform the debate as to the merits of selective

incapacitation policies, which uwould appear to hold little promise as

practical solutions te the problem of ¢rime in our society. -
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Chapter 2

Sample and Methods

This research study began in 1961, when Dr. Carl Jesness decided to
retain the data he had been collecting on young wards being treated at
the Fricot Ranch, a camp maintained by the California. Youth Authority
(Jesness, 19653. He reasoned that these data might be useful in future
vears for long-term follow-up of these young delinquents. For similar
reasons, he also retained the data collected during the Preston Tvpology
Development Project (Jesness, 1969, 1971a) and The Youth Center Research
Project (Jesness, 1971lb, 1975; Jesness, DeRisi, McCormick and Wedge,
1972). 1In all, over 2,800 wards were inveolved in these three research
projects. In 1978, the decision was made to study the. subsequent'criminal
histories of these wards. The purpose was two-fold: to determine the
long~term expectations for California Youth Authority wards and to assess
the extent to which the information collected during the three research
projects could aid in identifying those with the most active and/or

dangerous adult criminal behavior patterns.

That follow-up study (Haapanen and Jesness, 1982) analyzed data .on:

subsequent arrests (using the moest serious charge for each arrest
incident) over a 10-15 vear period. In addition, attitudinal, background,
and psychological data retained from the earlier studies uére used in an
attempt to predict subsequent offense behavior. Juvenile and yvoung adult

offenders are committed to the California Youth Authority because‘ of
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serious and/or extensive involvement in criminality at an early age. For
example, most of these juvenile offenders had more than three prior police
contacts--the number that Wolfgang, Figlio and Sellin (1972) found to be
indicativae of chronic criminality. It was felt that such a sample would
contain enough relatively active offenders to reduce the research
problems ordinarily associated uith the low population base-rate for
chronic criminal behavior. In fact, the reverse was found: only 6% of
the sample remained arrest-free during the follow-up period, 80X were
arrested for some kind of felony offense, and 66% showed an arrest for a
violent crime. These figures contrast sharply with estimates of criminal
involvement in the general population: 50-60% involvement in non-traffic
offenses by early adulthood (Christensen, 1967; Shannon, 1982; Wolfgang,
1977) and 22.8% involvement in serious offenses (Blumstein and Graddy,
1982). Even among the relatively high-risk cases studied by Robins
{1966), only 60% of males were found to have been arrested and 36% had
recorded arrests for serious (index) offenses.

Since the vast majority ofvthe sample had both extensive juvenile
records and a number of adult arrests, almost all were classified as
chronic offenders (the base-rate for non-chronicity was quite low). The

focus of the researcn changed, therefore, to differentiating among these

chronic offenders in terms of the seriousness of their careers and to - .-

predicting variations in overall numbers of arrests (Total and Violent).

Offenders were classified simply in terms of their most serious arrast
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(Minor, Property, Violent-egonomic, or Violent-aggressive).5 MWhile
predictive analvses explained only a small portion (10-18%) of the
variation in numbers of arrests, statistically significant differences
were found among offender groups in terms of various background;
attitudinal, and psycheclogical variables. These findings suggested that
for these serious delinquents, attitudinal and psychological differences
did influence the overall intensity and sericusness of their adult
criminal behavior; at the same time, much remained to be learned about
these differences. Stability of the criminal behavior was not addressed;
the loosely-defined types wWere based on arrests covering the entire
follow-up period. No attempt was made to investigate the usefulness of
othaer typological distinctions or the usefulness of the ohtained
distinctions for characterizing careers over time.

The relatively large number of high-rate offenders in this sample,
along with the fact that it was based on a prospective, longitudinal
design; made it attractive for studying those issues related to
development and change in offense carcers over time. Half of thi$ sample
{(n = 1,308), along with smaller samples of adult offenders with no history
of state-level commitments as juveniles, was used in the present study.
More complete arrest-histories were obtained, and information on
demographics, family background, -adult drug. use, -marital status, and

employment was coded from prison and/or probation files. Thase data

5. A breakdown of the offenses included in these categories can be found
at the end of this chapter.
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allowed for extensive analysis of adult patterns of criminal behavior and

the relationship of these patterns to various explanatory variables.

The Sample

The sample used for this study actually consisted of .three separate
subsamples, characterized by different levels of involvement with the
criminal justice system.  Although the bulk of the sample came from the
earlier follow-up study involving former California Youth Authority (CYA)
wards, it was decided to broaden it somewhat by also including two
auditional samples of offenders: (a) a sample (n = 175) of adult prisoners
who were convicted of robbery or burglary and who had no known history
of state~level Juvenile commitments (California  Department of
Corrections, or CDC, sample) and (b) a sample (n = 98) of adult
probationars (Probation sample) who were sentenced to jail and/or
probation for either robbery or burglary and who hai, to that point, nc
prior juvenile or adult state-level commitments. Since some analyses
focused on differences by sample, the CYA cases were also differentiated
in terms of those who had adult prison sentences and those for whom adult
probation data were obtained. For clarity, the non-CYA prison and
probation samples were generally referred to as "supplémentary" sanmples
(e.g.; Supplementary CDC).

The Supplementary CDC sample was obtained by €DC -data processing
staff. The intent was to obtain a sample of 200 former prisoners who were
similar to the former CYA wards, but who had no history of CYA
(or similar) commitments. Since recent incapacitation research had

focused primarily on Robbers and Burglars, the sample was limited to
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offenders who, at one time or another, were committed to prison for
Robbery or Burglary. The data system at CDC did not contain infermation
on juvenile commitments,; so it was decided to select a much larger sample,
check the names against the CYA files to determine prior CYA commitments,
and then randomly select cases from among those with ne such CYA‘
experience. A computer program was written to randomly select 500 cases
from among those former CDC inmates with the following characteristics:

° male,

o convicted of Robbery or Burglary,

e born betueen 1%46 and 1950,

¢ discharged or paroled in 1975 to 1977,

e paroled to a California location.
0f those 500 cases, over 300 (60%) were +Tound to have had prior CYA
commitments.® As a result, the sample of potential CDC cases dropped to
less than 200. Rather than request additional names, the decision. was
made to proceed with a slightly smaller sample than was originally
planned. Additional attrition resulted from missing prison files and from
some individuals having been returned to prison from parole and not
finally discharged prior to the data collection (prison files wuere

exceedingly difficult to obtain if cases were still "active,"™ since they

6 It was unclear whether this high proportion was due to a sampling
fluke or, rather, was indicative of the contribution of former CYA
wards to the population of robbers and burglars in CDC a2t that time.
Time and resources did not permit following up on this interesting
question.
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were kept at the institution or parole office to which the offender was
assigned). The final supplementary CDC sample contained 175 cases.
Probation cases were more difffcult to obtain, since counties
generally do not have computer facilities that permit random sampling
based on particular characteristics. Further, since probation files are
typically retained only five vears after the case is closed, the offender
would have to have been arrested within the prior six or seven vears.
Offenders with serious offenses (Robbery or Rurglary) and who were of
similar age to the CYA cases (early thirties) but who had no prior CYA
or prison experience were rare. Consequently, data collection was limited
to Los Angeles County, which was large enough to provide more cases, and
San Diego County, which did have some computer capability in this regard..
Further, the inclusion criteria had to be relaxed somewhat, allouwing
vounger offenders into the sample, and allowing some offenders who were
not robbers or burglars to be selected (especially if they had a prior
or subsequent offense of those kinds). Because these criteria changes
made the probation sample less comparable to the remaining cases, and
because considerakle time and resources uwere required to obtain and code
the data, & decision was made to limit the nuﬁber of cases. A total of

only 98 cases was obtained, but this number was felt to be large enough

to permit identifying gross differences in the -patterns of adult carears.. . ...

among the probationers, as compared to others.

The overall sample, then, was not o representative sample of any
particular offender group &and certainly not represaentative of all
offenders. Due to the restrictions placed on the sample before random

selection, the supplementary cases (Probation or CDC) can only be held
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to represent cases like themselves: convicted as adults for robbery or
burglary, male, born before 1950, etc. For the Probation cases, a
somewhat broader sample was drawn, ‘by ne&essity, ‘but the
representativeness of these cases of all probationers is unlikely. In
contrast, since the CYA cases were draun from institutions designed for
both regular and serious wards, this part of the sample is reasonably
representative of the types of cases handled by the CYA during that
period. They may aiso be reasonably representative of all California
offenders who began serious criminal careers early in life.

Whilr the extent to which the offense rates and career patterns found
for this sample can be generalized to other offenders is unknown, findings
regarding general patterns and stability can be arguad to have a general
applicability. Most of the issues being addressed in this study uere
based upon conceptions of criminal careers .that should apply to all
offenders.  There is no reason to believe, for example, that offenders
starting their careers early in life would have less stable adult careers
than others. Thus, although this sample does not permit the drawing of

conclusions about what does characterize criminal careers, in general,

it is adequate for determining whether certain generalizationé do_not hold
across the board. Further, no reason was found for believing that those
generalAcriminal career characteristics found for this sample of serious
adult offenders could have been peculiar <to these offenders.
Nevertheless, guch a possibility exists, and conclusions are, it is hoped,
appropriately tempered.

In some instances, and for some analyses, of course, it was possible

to assume some bias in the results based on sampling charactaristics.
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Table 2-1
Subsamples Included in Yarious Analyses

Report CYA (n=1,308) Supplement

Analysis Type Chapter{ R/0!{Prob CDC {Prob cDC

H of cases (total=1,581) 674 142 692 98 175

Participation
Aggregate Arrest Rates

K XK K X

LA B S I S Y]
X K X X
K X K X

Methodolgical Issues * ¥
Arrest-rate Stability % *
Pre/post Incarceration >

Comparisons 7 e 3 % *
Correlates and Prediction

of Arrest Rates 8 3 % ¥ ¥
Incapacitation Effects 9 * *

1 "Rap-sheet Only" cases: CYA cases with no adult prison terms and
no recent probation reports.

For example, because the supplementary samples were chosen on the basis
of known arrests Tor robbery or burglary, these cases would not be
appropriate for studying either participation in various kinds of crimes
or offense rates. Similarly, these subsamples uwould not be useful for
studying the changes in participation or offense rates by age, since the
sampling criteria increased the likelihood that robbery or burglary

arrests would occur as adults and at particular t{MEﬁ (in order for the

CDC cases to be released between 1975 and 1977 and for. the Probation cases .

to have active probation files). Consequently, only the CYA cases, who
comprised a cohort identified (for the most part) prior to their becoming
adults, were used in these analyses of participation and arrest rates,
as they differ by race and age. Other analyses were also limited to

various subsamples whenever it was reasoned that bias may have resulted
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from including others. The nature and bases for these restrictions will
be discussed in the context of describing and presenting the findings of
the particular analyses. A general guide to the subsamples that were

included in various analysis is provided in Table 2-1.

The Data

Three sources of data were used. Information on criminal behavior
was obteained primarily from California Criminal Identification and
Investigation (CII) rap sheets. Background and lifestyle infermation
came from adult prison file materials and from pre-sentence investigation
(PSI) reports found in county probation files. These reports sometimes
provided additional data on criminal behavior as well, since offenders
were sometimes known to have committed crimes for which they were never
arrested. Whenever possible, copies of the relevant file materials
(cumulative summaries from CDC and PSI reports from probation) were
obtained, rather than coded on site. This procedure facilitated
double-checking of c¢oding procedures, clarification of problems
encountered during editing, and, importantly, the ability to continue the
research in the future. Clues about the causes and correlates of criminal

behavior or of changes in behavior patterns could be pursued in future

studies without having to repeat the data collection.. Uf the 1,308 -CYA -

cases randomly selected for the sample, 634 (or 48%) had CDC or PSI data;
the remainder had only rap sheet (arrest) data through 1985.

Note that‘ since the data came from official sources, the most
information was ?vailable for those offenders who had the most contact

with the criminal Jjustice system. Further, follow-up information on
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lifestyle factors for the CYA cases was limited to those individuals who
either served terms in adult prison or for whom probation files (and
thereby PSI reports) were available. Prison files are maintained in the
CDC archives for 30 years, while probation reports were often not
available, since probation departments typically destroy their inactive
files after five years. As a result, relatively little information was
available for the "successes™ and for those offendars in the CYA sample
who were never sent to prison and who were not placed on probation within
the last six or seven years. For these cases, the data base was limited
to official rap sheet information and data available from the earlier
study. CDC or PSI information, useful for understanding differences among
offenders, was available for all of the CDC and FProbation samples.

The follow-up period was defined by the date of the last information

collected. Due to the time and expense involved in obtaining information, . .

the data mere considered complete for each case if criminal history data
were available through 1980. Thus, every case with CBC or Probation
information through 1980 was considered complete if that information
included criminal history data. Rap sheets were ordered only for those
cases With no CDC or Probation information and those cases for whom the
CDC or Probation information did not extend through 1980. The date of
the final data collection, then, depended on the types and amounts of data
av;ilable from CDC or Probation departments.

The Coding /// “

s

In order to get the fullest picture of the likely cri%igér>béhavior

N

of these offenders, offense data were coded to include every charge,
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count, and "cleared™ crime noted on the rap sheet or wuritten report.
Separate entries were made for each type of crime and each date, so that
multiple entries for the same date were possible. In a few instances,
offenders were known to have committed a number of crimes for which they
were not "charged™ when arrested (e.g., a burglar may have committed a
‘number of burglaries for which he was not formally charged as part of a
plea bargain). These were coded as well, under the assumption that these
indicators of ovaerall criminality were probably no less valid than other
officially-recorded offense data. Thus, the data do not indicate the
actual number of crimes for which each individual was apprehended. They
also, obviously, do not indicate the actual number of crimes committed
by these offenders; by and large; the present data can be expected to
underestimate the actual levels of participation and rates of offending,
although the extent of the bias is unknown. Further, ‘disposition data
were not coded, since it was wusually impossible to determine the
disposition of most counts or charges.

Other, "lifestyle™ data were coded with respect to changes in status
over the period covered in the CDC or probation report. Coded were
changes in incarceration and supervision, known drug-use patterns, and
marital and family status. Rules were established for coding ambiguous
data. Each case was coded by one person and edited.-by another, who alson
reviewed the file materials. Any discrepancies or uncertainties
concerning coding were discussed, and, if necessary, coding rule$ were
refined. Even so, by the nature of the sources of the information, none
of these data can be considered particularly valid or reliable as measures

of the variables in question, although they indicate with reasonable
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accuracy the kinds of information available on offenders in CDC or recent
probation reports.

The incarceration/supervision information came primarily from rap
shaets. All time periods during the follow-up uere coded, either as time
"free™, time under probation supervision, time in jail, ‘time in prison,
time under parole supervision, etc. Only the determination of jail time
proved to be very problematic, since release dates generally were not
available. Consequently, each jail term was cod;d as its sentence length
unless the actual time served could be verified by the reports.

Drug-use and marital status were coded in terms of changes in status.
O0ffenders were assumed to maintain the same status unless the change was
noted in the CDC or probation report. Although this assumption is
questionable, and created a greater appearance of stability than was
likely true for these offenders, no other assumption was possible. The
tvpes of drugs ever used as a juvenile and as an adult were also coded
as separate variables.

Emplovment data were coded both in terms of the general pattern of
employment for each calendar year from 1967 to 198% and in terms of actual
jobs noted in reports. Owing to the relativeiy few jobs, the inability
to determine beginning and ending dates or the nature of the emplovment,
the data on specific jobs was exceedingly difficult to code or interpret.
Thae yearly data, although subjective and. general, seemed to captﬁre what
was available in these reports fairly well. Coded were the number of
months worked during each calendar year and the most common type of
employment (e.g., full-time). If the individual did not work during a

particular year beaecause of disability or school enrollment; these
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situations were coded. This coding format was used primarily because
entries in the records typically took that form (for example, "Worked six
months in 1975 as a part-time laborer™).

One other kind of information wmas coded: data on the prison or
jail/probation term for which the CDC or probation data -were obtained.
Where available, data were coded concerning background infermation on the
offender and his family; the offense for which he was convicted; other
offenses committed in the incident; entry, parole, and discharge dates;
scholastic and aptitude test scores; psychological diagnoses; gang
membership; and parole or probation information, including revocations.
These data were used for assessing pre/post differences in types and
numbers of arrests,

From these raw data, computer programs were used to generate monthly

and yearly indices of crimes committed, incarceration time (prison -and

i,

ail), "street™ time (not incarcerated), drugs used, marital status, and
employment. Most analvses, however, used data summarized by age.
Calendar-year indices were transformed into indices by age on the basis
of the age of each offender during each calendar wvear (the age he was

during most of the year).?

7 With this method, offenders could have been as much as six months
vounger or older than their nominal "age" would indicate, and could
have been as much as eleven or twelve months vounger or older than
others of the same %age.W However, for the kinds of analyses
performed, these differences from true ages were considered
unimportant. The interest was in long-term trends and rather large
(four-year) blocks of time, not in obtaining "true™ estimates of
offense rates or patterns of offending at specific ages.
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These "age™ data were used to create variables that allowed various
analyses of the adult criminal careers:

e the entire adult career: age 18 teo agé 37 (or follow-up),

¢ four-year age blocks: 18-21, 22-25, 26-29, 30-33, 34-37,

¢ even ages (18, 20, 22, etc.) and odd ages (19, 21, 23, etc.).

Separate files were created for the individuals who had probation
data or who uWere sentenced to adult prison. Thesz files contained the
same data as other fiies, coded feor those periéds prior to and following
the particular sentence for which the report was avaiiable. In cases
where more than one report was available, the earliest sentence was used
in order to maximize the amount of follow-up time after release from jail

or prison.®

The Analvses

Most of the analyses of the data were performed using SPSS5x, a common
statistical package. The analytic methods were kept as simple as possible
in order to maximize the clarity of the findings. Rather than describe
all of the various analyses at this point, each will be described in the
context of presenting the findings. It was felt that this approach would
help the reader to understand them better, and would free the reader from

having to refer back to this chapter for vlarification.

8 The data files are currently in the form of "system files™ created
using SPSSx (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). They mill
be ‘available from <the Criminal Justice Archive and Information
Hetwork (University of Michigan, P.0. Box 1248, Ann Arbor, Michigan,
48106)., Additional information can be obtained from the author.
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A few general observations, however, may be helpful. In a number
of analyses, a distinction was made betuween gc¢ases who were Mactive™
offenders and those who were net. As discussed in the introduction,
assumptions about criminal careers generally vrefer to the Yactive"
period: that period prior to the point where an offender drops out of
crime completely. Although all of the members of the sample uere, at onea
time or another, active in crime, it is wunlikely that all of them
continued to commit crimes throughout the years they were followed for
the present study. Hhile the data did not allow a clear determination
of when these offenders had stopped committing crimes (since they may have
continued to commit crimes without being arrested), it was deemed
reasonable to assume that an offender who got arrested during a particular
vear was actively committing crimes during that year. Thus, it was
assumed that each offender mas active at least through the date of the
last known arrest. Specifically, since the data were coded by calendar
year, it was assumed that each offender mas activé through the year in
which he was last arrested. The active period (or "known" active period)
for each offender extended from the year he turned eighteen to the year
he was last arrested, and each offender was considered to have remained
active throughout this active period (in analyses of arrest rates by age,
the year of the last arrest was excluded--the procedure will be described
fully later on). 1In other words, the offender was considered active until
ha committed his last crime (indicated in the present case by his last
arrest), even if he stopped for several years or uas incarcerated for a

lengthy period.
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In addition to the total numker of arrests (¢charges) , most analyses
used various combinations of crimes. For consistency, the offense
groupings used in the earlier study involving these cases (Haapanen and
Jesness, 1982), were used in this study as well. 0ffenses uere
categorized according to the following definitions:

Violent-aqgqressive--Murder, Rape, Assault;

Violent~economic-—-Robbery, Other Person Offenses (Extortion,
Kidnapping);

Violent--the above two types combined;

Property--Burglary, Receiving Stolen Property (RSP), Grand Theft,
Forgery, Grand Theft Auto; and

Serious-—-all Viclent and Property offenses listed above (this
category is somewhat comparable to FBI part 1 index offenses).
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Chapter 3

Participation in Adult Crime Among Former CYA Wards

As discussed earlier, offenders are committed to the California
Youth Authority because of serious and/or extensive involvement in
criminality at an early age. Of those who were included in the present
Tollow-up study, almost all (96%) apparently continued that involvement
into adulthood (were arrested at least once).® The nature and extent of
their involvement in adult criminal behavior, however, differed greatly
among offenders: some were arrested only once or twice for minor offenses
while others were arrested for as many as forty different- (often serious)
crimes., In this chagter. some of these differances will be explored.!®

‘
Data on charged offenses .over the follow-up period, extending into

the early to mid-~thirties for most cases, were analyzed to determine the

kinds of crimes in which these offenders were believed to be involved,

9 This high probability of engaging in criminal behavior as adults is
consistent with the findings of numerous research studies that
followed serious Jjuvenile offenders into adulthood ¥or varying
lengths of time (Shannon, 1982; Farrington, -1983; ' Wolfgang,
Thornberry, and. Figlio, 1985). These studies (and others) are
reviewed in Blumstein et al., (1986).

16 As discussed in Chapter 2, these analyses will focus only on cases
from the original CYA cohorts. Other cases were excluded from these
analyses because they were selected for the study on the basis of
having been convicted of particular kinds of offenses, making them
inappropriate for studying levels of participation.
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the extent and breadth of that involvement, the mix of crimes (variety
vs., specialization) the prevalence of offenders charged more than once
for particular offenses and combinations of offenses, and variations in
participatien by race and, for active offenders, by age. Findings for
the sample as a whole provide an indication of expected long-range
crimihal behavior patterns for offenders mho engage in serious criminal
behavior early in life. O0f special interest, however, will be the
differences along these dimensions by race and by age, since these
di fferences have broader implications for evaluating current ideas about
criminal careers and the assumptions underlying the concept of selective
incapacitation.

In the analvses that follow, "participation™ in particular crimes
is definad as having been arrested at least once for that crime (or crime
type) during the adult follow-up period.!! In contrast, being %"active®™
in crime is defined temporally; it is that time period prior to the date
of the last knoun arrest. Offenders were considered active in crime as
long as they were being arrested. "Active offenders,™ then, were all
offenders who at particular points in time (say, a particular agel had
not yet been arrested for the last time. fhis distinction will be

discussed in more detail in the section focusing on age effects.

1} Having arrests is not a good indicator of participation, since many
offenders who commit varjous crimes never get arrested for them.
Nevertheless, since there has been no empirical evidence of
substantial ‘differences in arrest probability by race or age
(Hindelang, 1978; Hindelang, Hirschi and Weis, 1979; Cohen, 1986),
these data can be used to draw reasonable inferences about differences
in participation by ethnicity and age.
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As outlined in Chapter 2, offenses were categorized according to the
following definitions:

Violent-aggressive-~Homicide (Murder ist, Murder 2nd,
Manslaughter), Rape, Assault;

Vioclent-economic——Robbery, Other Person offenses (Extortion,
Kidnapping);

Violent--the above two types combined;

Property--Burglary, Receiving Stolen Property (RSP), Grand Theft,
forgery, Grand Theft Auto (GTA); and

Any Serious--all Vioclent and Property offenses listed above (this
category is somewhat comparable to FBI part 1 index offenses).

Throughout this discussion, it will be important to keep in mind that
because official data were used, estimates of participation in criminal

activity will underestimate the actual levels of participation.

Tvpes and Levels of Participation in Crime

This section will focus generally on the number of.times these former
CYA wards were arrested as adults for various crimes, for the total
sample, and for each ethnic group separately. Analyses of the numbers
of cases With arrests of various types suggest clear ethnic differences
both in the proportions of cases participating in various crimes and in

the extent of that participation.

Table 3-1 shows the  frequency distributions -and percentages ...

participating at each level for general categories of offenses. The
columns labeled "Cum %" show thae percentage of the sample and each efhnic
group wWith at least that many offenses of each type. These figures
indicate, therefore, both the proportion of cases with any arrests of

these types and the proportions with multiple arrests. For example, 56.6%
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of the total sample had one or more arraests for ("participated™ in)
Violent-aggressive crimes, 44% participated in Violant-economic crimes,
75.1% in Property crimes, and so on.

The figures in this table reinforce the notion that this was a very
high=risk sample of offenders. Not only were almost all offenders
arrested at one fime or another as adults, but the vast majority were
arrested for serious. crimes, wuwith three-quarters of the sample being
arrested for a serious Property crime. Participation in Violent crimes
was somewhat lower, but still included over two-thirds of the sample.
Participation in specific categories of Violent crimes was also very high.

The figures in Table 3-1 also indicate that repetitiveness wes
relatively common among these’offenders. Over two-thirds of the sample
had three or more charges for serious offenses during the follow-up perioed
(this amounts to 80.2X of all those with Any Serious charges), with half
the sample accumulating at least five such charges. Tha percentage of
cases with three or more Violent-aggressive or Vislaent-economic offenses
was not as high (24% and 15%, respaectively), but when all Violent offenses
were combined, four in ten had at least three charged offenses. This
figure is only slightly lower than the percentage with three or more
Property offenses.

Among these former serious juvenile-offenders, differences in adult
participation by race, although not as marked as “for the general
population, were still evident. The ratio of participation in Violent
crimes By minorities to that of Whites was around 1.3:1, The largest
difference was for Violent-economic crimes, where Black participation

exceeded White participation by a factor of almost 1.9:1. The Black/NHite
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Table 3-1

Number and Percent with Arrests for Serious Offenses By Race

O0ffense Type

White Black Hi spanic Totall
(n=713) {(n=359) (n=210) {(n=1282)
X Cum % 4 Cum % % Cum %

% Cum %

Violent-
aqgressive

VPN -O

+

Violent~-
economic
0

U DWW -

Property

Vi H N~ o

Any Serious

VD WN =

+

Any Violent

S UWUN =

51.1% 100.0%
20.2% 48.9%
12.8% 28.8%
5.6% 16.0%
4.6% 10.4%
5.8% 5.8%

66.2% 100.0%
16.0% 33.8%
10.0% 17.8%
3.5% 7.8%
1.5% %.3%
2.8% 2.8%

27.9% 100.0%
15.0% 72.1%
15.7% 57.1%
9.8% 4l1.4%
6.5% 31.6%
25.1% 25.17

16.3% 100.0%
10.1%2 83.7%
10.1X 73.6%
11.5% 63.5%
7.6% 52.1%
44.5% 64.5%

39.3% 100.0%
18.5% 60.8%
13.5% 42.3%
9.1X 28.8%
6.9%2 19.7%4
12.8% 12.8%

35.7% 100.0%
17.5% 64.3%
12.0% 46.8%
11.1% 34.8%
7.8%2 23.7%
15.9% 15.9%

37.0% 100.0%
19.8% 63.0%
13.4% 63.2%
9.2%4 29.8%
5.3% 20.6%
15.3% 15.3%

17.8% 100.0%
13.1% 82.2%
9.5% 69.0X%
8.6% 59.5%
8.6% 50.9%
42.3% 42.3%

7.8% 100.0%
7.2% 92.2%
3.9%4 85.0%
7.2% 81.1%
2.8% 73.8%
71.0% '71.0%

18.9% 100.0%
164.5% 81.0%
8.6% 66.5%
10.6% 57.9%
7.2% &7.3%
40.1% 640.1%

30.5% 100.0X
21.9% 69.5%
15.7% &7.6%
10.5% 31.9%
7.1X 21.4%
14.3% 16.3%

53.8% 100.0X
20.0% 46.2%
11.9% 26.2%

5.7%  14.3%
4.8%  8.6%
3.8% 3.8%

26.7% 100.0%
16.7%  73.3%
10.5% 56.6%
9.0% 46.1%
7.1% 37.1%
30.0% 30.0%

11.0% 100.0%
7.1% 89.0%
10.0% 81.9%
7.1%2 71.9%
5.74 66.8%
59.0% '59.0%

20.5% 100.0%
15.2X 79.5%
14.8% 64.3%
11.4X 49.5%
14.8% 38.1%
23.3% 23.3%

43.9% 100.0%
19.7X 56.6%
13.0% 36.9%
8.0% 23.9%
5.9% . 15.9%
10.0% 10.0%

56.0% 100.0%
17.7% 6%,.0%
1r.2% 26.3%

5.5% 15.1%
3.1% 9.6%
6.5% 6.5%

24.9% 100.0%
14.7% 75.1%
13.1% 60.4%
9.4% 47.3%
7.2% 37.9%X
30.7% 30.7%

13.0% 100.0%
8.8%2 87.0%
3.3% 78.2%
9.6% 69.8%
5.9% 60.2%

54.3% -54.3%

30.5% 100.0%
16.8% 69.5%
12.3% 52.7%
9.9% 460.6%
8.3%2 30.5%
22.2% 22.2%

1 Cases not classified
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ratio for participation in Any Serious offense was 1.1:1, which is
strikingly different from the estimated ratio of 3.6:1 for index offenses
in the general population reported by ﬁlumstein and Graddy (1982). The
distributions of offenses also show clear differences by ethnicity;
Whites generally had lower levels of involvement, especially for Violent
crimes. The proportion of Whites with five or more Viclent crimes, for
example, was one-third that of Blacks and around half that for Hispanics.
Blacks showed higher levels of involvement in each crime type.

Participation rates for selected specific offenses are shown in
Table 3-2, and the rates for specific serious offenses are displayed
graphically in Figure III-1 for the three ethnic groups. For the total
sample, participation rates were at or above 25% for eleven of the
twenty-one types of offenses considered. An additional three offenses
had participation rates at or above 20%. Except for such lou-base-rate
offenses as Homicide, Rape, and Arson, all other offenses had
participation rates above 10%. The highest rates of participation uwere
for miscellaneocus ("0Other™) offenses wand Drug Use offenses, but the next
two most common offenses were the relatively serjous erimes of Burglary
(58.2%) and Aggravated Assault (43.4X%X). Thus, for offenders initiating
serious criminal careers at an early age, the chances of being arrested
for most of the offenses listed was over 20X, with the chances of being
arrested for Burglary or Aggravated Assault closer to 50/50.

Although the differences were mostly small, Blacks showed the
highast participation rates for most of the offenses listed, especially
Sex Offenses and Property offenses. Blacks generally shouwed lower

participation rates for Liquor Offenses and Drug Offenses. Hispanics had
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Table 3-2
Number and Percent Participating
in Each Offense Type by Race

White Black Hispanic Totall
(n=713) (n=359) (n=210) (n=1282)
O0ffense Type No. % No. % No. % no. ‘%
Violent-
agaressive:
Homicide 45 6.3% 32 8.9% 22 10.5% 99 7.7%
Agg. assault 254 35.6% 189 52.6% 1i4 56.3% 557 §3.4%
Rape 36 5.0% 39 10.9% 13 6.2% 88 6.9%
Misd. Assault 157 22.0% 98 27.3% 68 32.4% 323 25.2%
Violent-
economic:
Armed Robbery 135 18.9% 121 33.7% 55 26.2% 311 26.3%
Strongarm robbery! 135 18.9% 166 66 .2% 62 29.5% 363 28 .3%
Other person 71 10.0% 63 17.5% 21 10.0% 155 12.1%
Property: ,
Burglary 379 53.2% 237 66.0X% 130 61.9% 746 58.2%
Rec. Stolen Prop.| 241 33.8% 162 45.1% 66 31.4% 469 36.6%
Grand theft 143 20.1% 118 32.9% 50 23.8% 31 26.3%
Forgery 152 21.3% 82 22.8% 26 12.4% 260 20.3X%
Grand theft auto 125 17.5% 86 24.0% 34 16.2% 245 19.1% -
Other Offenses:
Arson 15 2.1% 12 3.3% 5 2.4% 32 2.5%
Other theft 265 37.2% 144 40.1% 87 61.4% 496 38.7X%
Joyride 179 25.1% 116 32.3% 41 19.5% 336 26.2%
Weapons offenses 220 30.9% 170 47 .4% 68 32.4% 458 35.7%
Sex offenses 87 12.2% 58 16.2% 17 8.1% 162 12.6%
Liquor offenses 290 40.7% 107 29.8% 134 63.8% 531 41.6%
Drug use 395 55.4% 226 62.4% 144 68.6% 763 59.5%
Drug sales 84 11.8% 38 10.6% 38 18.1% 1680 12.5%
Other offenses 606 85.0% | 297 82.7% 186 88.6% 1089 84.5%

1 Cases not classified as White, Hispanic or Black (n=26) were excluded.

the highest rates of participation in aggressive Violent crimes (except
Rape) and in drug or alcohol-related crimes, while showing lower rqtes

of participation in Forgery, Auto Theft, and Sex Offenses. Whites had
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Figure III-1. Percent participating in various crimes by race.

the lowest participation rates for most offenses, but the difference was
substantial only for Aggravated Assault and Robbery.

Table 3-3 shouws the number of multiple offenders within each specific
crime.!2 Shown are the number of cases with two or more arrests for each

offense and the number with three or more arrests. These figures are also

12 These figures are not broken down by ethnicity because of tha small
number of multiple offenders for most crimes; consequently, cases in
the "other™ category of race were also included. In additioen, no
distinction was made between cases who were actually arrested on more
than one occasion for the crime in question and those who were
arrested: once and charged with multiple counts. Both indicate
repetitive inveolvement in the crime.  The terms Tmultiple arrests”
and "multiple charges™ will be used interchangeably in this context.
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Table 3-3
Number and Percent of Multiple Offenders

for Each (Offense Type

Two or More Offenses Three or More 0ffenses
% of X of X of % of
Offense N Sample {Partici- N Sample [Partici-
pants pants
No multiple
arrests 164 11.0% 291 22.2%
Violent-—
aggressive:
Homicide 17 1.3% 16.5% 6 0.5% 5.8%
Agg. assault 305 23.2% 53.7% 175 13.3% 30.8%
Rape 28 2.1x% 31.1% 10 0.8% 11.1%
Misd. Assault 132 10.1% 39.6% 54 G.1% 16.2%
Violent-
economic:
Armed Robbery 127 9.7% 40.2% 6% §.9% 20.3%
Strongarm robbery 152 11.6% 41.2% 70 5.3% 19.06%
Other person 43 3.3% 27.0% 16 1.2% 10.1%
Property:
Burglary 506 38.5% 66.4% 325 26.8% 42.7%
Rec. Stolen Prop. 237 18.1% %49.6% 123 9.4% 25.7%
Grand theft 108 8.2% 36.1% 38 2.9% i2.0%
Forgery 126 9.6% 47.7% 78 5.9% 29.5%
Grand theft auto 86 6.5% 36.7% 47 3.6% 19.0%
Other Offenses:
Arson 7 0.5% 20.6% 1 0.1% 2.9%
Other theft 264 20.1% 52.1% 128 9.7% 25.2%
Jovride 152 11.6% 46 .1% 71 5.4% 20.6%
Weapons sffenses 240 18.3% 51.6% 122 9.3% 26.2%
Sex offenses 73 5.6% 43.2% 34 2.6% 20.1%
Liquor offaenses 315 24.0% 57.8% 198 15.1% 36.3%
Drug use 570 43.4% 73.5% 392 29.9% 50.6%
Drug sales 51 3.9% 31.5% 2% 1.8% 14.8%
Cther offenses 945 72.0% 31.5% 787 59.9% 70.6%
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shown both as a percentage 6f the entire sample of CYA cases (X of Sample)
and as a percentage of those cases wWith at least one arrest of that kind
(% of Participants). For example, there wuere 17 offenders who were
arrested two or more times for Homicide (Murder or Manslaughter); these
17 cases constituted 1.3X of all cases in the sample and 16.5% of all

offenders uwho were arrested at least once for a Homicide offense. 0¥

those 17 cases, six were arrested three or more times; these six cases
were 0.5% of the sample and 5.8% of all cases ever arrested (as adults)
for Homicide.

Overall, the data indicated that being charged with two or more
offenses of a siagle type was not a common occurrence in this zample of
offenders. Other than arrests -for miscellaneous ®0ther®™ offenses, Drug
Use was the most common offernse resulting in multiple arrests, followed
by Burglary, Liquor Offenses and Aggravated Assault. These four offense
types mere also by far the ‘most common crimes for which offenders were
arrested three or more times. Multiple arrests for Homicide, Rape, Other
Person offenses, Arson, Sex Offenses, and {interestingly) Drug Sales, on
the other hand, were rare, especially at the level of three or more
charged offenses.

lhen only the percent of participants in each type of crime who had
multiple charges is considered, the extent of repetition appears more .
substantial. In moust cases, the likelihood of an offender having more
than one arrest was over 30X, with repetition for Agyravated Assault,
Burglary, Receiving Stolen Property, Theft, Weapons Offenses and Drug Use
and Liquor Offenses near or above 50%. In general; these percentages were

higher than the percentages of the sample with any participation in these
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crimes, suggesting some tendency to repeat crimes. For example; of the
162 cases (12.6X% of the sample) uwho were ever arrested for a Sex Offense
other than Rape (Table 3-23, 73 (or 43.2%) had at least two such offenses
and 36/73 = 66.6X of those with at least two arrests had three or more.
Thus, while the probability of ever being charged with a Sex O0ffense was
12.6% in this saﬁple, the probability of being charged for a second
offense, given the first, increased to 4#3.2%. Once arrested for a second
Sex Offense, the probability of being arrested at least one more time for
the same offense was %6.6%. These subsequent offenses, however, may not

have been the next offense--the offender may have been arrested fTor a

number of other crimes before being charged with another Sex O0ffense.

Tvpes of Crimes as A Proportion of The Total

Members of the three ethnic groups also differed with respect to-the
relative proportions of various offenses making up .the total array of
arrests. This breakdown, for the general categories of crimes, is sﬂown
in Table 3-4, and displayed graphically in Figure III-2. Since the table
also shows the total number of crimes of each type, the sheer volume of
crimes charged against these offenders is readily apparent. The 1,282

offenders in this sample (excluding Tother®™ ethnicities) were charged

with over 23,000 crimes -as adults, for ‘an average of eighteen crimes

apiece. This average differs, once again, by race, with Whites averaging
four fewer charged crimes per case than Blacks or Hispanics. About
two-thirds of these offenses, however, were of a relatively mindr nature.
0f the Serious offenses, most were for Property crimes (20.7%X of all

crimes, and 57.6% of all Serious offenses). Serious Violent crimes were

..('3_



Table 3-4
Number and Percent of Arrests for Types of Offenses

By Race
White Black Hispanic Total
O0ffense Type {n= 7133} (n=359) {n=210) (n=1282)
Total 11510 7344 6212 23066
Mean: 16.1 20.5 20.1 18.0
Violent-aggressive 831 7990 428 2049
7.2% 10.8% 10.2% 8.9%
Violent-economic 521 729 212 1462
%.5% 2.9% 5.0% 6.3%
Property 2332 1675 757 67646
20.3% 22.8% 18.0% 20.7%
0ther Offenses 7826 %150 2815 14791
$8.0% .56.5% 66.8% 64.1% |
Total Violent 1352 1519 6640 3511
11.7% 20.7% 15.2% 15.2%
Total Felony 3684 3194 1397 8275
32.0% 63.5% 33.2% 35.9%

evenly divided between those of an aggressive nature and those of a more
economic nature.

Blacks had a higher proportion of all-three ﬁajor types of serious.
crimes and a conseqguently lower proportion of more minor offenses, than
did Whites or Hispanics.  The proportion of Violent-economic offenses,
for example, was twice as high for Blacks as for others. Although Whites
and Hispanics had about the same overall proportion of serious érimes
among fheir charged offenses, Hispanics had a highér proportion‘ of

Violent-aggressive offenses and a lower proportion of Property offenses.

t
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Percentage
Arrests

{n=1282) {n=718) {n=358) {n=210)

Figure III-2. Arrests of various types as a percentage of the total, by
race.

Breadth of Involvement

The foregoing analyses suggested that these serious 'offenders
participated in a variety of offenses, with participation rates for both
Viclent offenses and Property offenses above 50X%. Moreover, although the
majority of offenses were minor, the proportion of various Violent
offenses and Property offenses was substantial. The question arises as
to whether thase overall proportions are the result of different offenders.
committing different types of crime more-or-less exlusively or, rather,

of all offenders committing a variety of crimes.
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To assess the extent of variability/specialization in the carcers
of these offenders, each offender was classified in terms of the different
typas of Serious crimes appearing on his arrest record.!3® In order to
establish overall level of involvemant in more than one type of serious
offense, these analyses were first performed for all cases. To better
assess the extent of specialization in this sample, the analysis was
repeated; including only those cases with at least three serious charges;
cases With fewer than three arrests were excluded because those with only
onea arrest are, by necessity, specialists (and cases uwith two serious
arrests are limited to two types). The results of these anlayses are
presented in Table 3-5.

As shouwn in the Table, 27.9% of all cases in the sample were charged
at least once for each of the three major types of serious crimes (these
offenders constitute 32% of all cases with Any Serious charges). Adding
together the percentages for the four categories indicating involvement
in at least two types of crimes, a total of 60.8% of all cases (or 70X
of all cases charged with Any Serious offenses) had charges in at least
two groups. Together, the offenders with arrests for only one type of
crime (specialists) constituted only 26.1% of the sample, making
specialization less likely than being a three-type offender. Offenders
with charges for only one type of Violent crime were especially rare,

constituting only 8.6% of the total sample.

13  The interest bFire was primarily in Serious crimes; involvement -in
minor crimes was so high (over 94% for all three ethnic groups) that
virtually all of these offenders would have arrests for minor crimes
in addition to their more serious arrests,
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Table 3-5
Participation in Multiple Sérious Offense Groups

By Race

0ffense Combination White Black Hispanic| Total
All cases

N of cases 713 359 210 1282
None 16.3% 7.8% 11.0% 13.0%
Property only 23.0% 11.1% 9.5% 17.5%
Violent-economic only 1.3% 2.2% 1.9% 1.6%
Violent*aggressive only 7.6% 4%.2% 10.0% 7.0%
Property/Violent-economic 10.5% 14.5% 8.1% 11.2%
Propertys/Violent-aggressive 19.4% 13.9% 23.3% 18.5%
Violent—econ./Violent-agg. 2.8% 3.6% 3.8% 3.2%
All Three 19.2% 42.6% 32.4% 27.9%
Cases with 3+ Serious

N of cases 453 291 151 895
Property only 20.1% 6.9% 7.3% 13.6%
Violent-economic only 2% 7% >4 LY
Viclent-~aggressive only 2.6% 1.7% 3.3X 2.5%
Property/Violent-economic 15.5% 17.2% 10.6% i5.2%
Property/VYiolent-aggressive 28.0% 16.5% 29.1% 24.5%
Vioclent-econ./Violent-agg. 3.3% 4.5% 4.0% 3.8%
All three 30.2% 52.6% %5.0% 40.0%

Even among participants in each type of crime, specialization was

low (these figures are not shown in Table 3-5). Specialization among

participants was determined by dividing the percentage of the sample who .. -

committed only one type of crime by the total number of cases who were
ever arrested for that crime (participants). For example, 75.1% (from
Table 3—1) of the sample were involved in Property crimas, and 17.5% of
the sample were involved only inkProperty crimes. Among participénts in
Property crimes; then, only 23.3% (17.5/75.1 x 100) were speciali;ts:

76.7% were also involved in Violent crimes. Comparable figures for
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specialists in Violent-aggressive and Violent-economic crimes are 3.6%
and 12.4% respectively.}% Such a lack of specialization in Vioclent crimes
is not surprising, given the high participation rate for Property crimes,
but specialization in Property crimes was also low in this sample.

The extent of variety in the offense types of these offenders can
be seen in the proportion of participants in each type of crime who showed

charges for all three types of serious crimes. Computations similar to

those above show that 27.9/56.6 x 100, or §9.3%X of all participants in
Viclent-aggressive crimes were involved in all three types of crimes.
Over half (63.4%) of those ever charged with a Violent-economic crime were
charged as well with both Property and Violent-aggressive crimes. Among
Property offenders, 37.2% ‘were three-type offendars. Considering  that
some portion of the sample had only one or two serious arrests in all (and
were therefore not able to achieve the three-type distinction), these
figures suggest a general tendency for offenders to distribute their
crimes among offense types.

Turning to the bottom part of Table 3-5, one can see that among the
395 offenders with three or more serious charges, four in ten uwere
three-typers, with the others spread fairly evenly among Property crime

specialists and combinations of Property crimes and Violent crimes.

14 This is a somewhat different approach to studying specialization than
has been used in other raesearch, which has focused on the likelihood
that a given arrest will be for the same crime as the previous arrest
(Wolfgang et al., 1972; Bursik, 1980; Smith and Smith, 1984). Due
to the large numbers of arrests averaged by these offenders, overall
tendencies to commit certain types of crimes seemed a more appropriate
way to characterize total carecers,
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Summing acress percentages shows that virtually all offenders with three
or more serious charges (93.3%) had at least one Property crime charged
against them. Conversely, only 6.7% were charged exclusively with Violent
crimes.

The figures for the different ethnic groups indicate that Whites in
this sample were much more likely than others to specialize in Property
crimes, particularly at the higher level of criminality. "They were also
less likely to be generalists than either Blacks or Hispanics. Between
the two minority groups, Hispanics were scmewhat less likely to have all
three types of crimes in their records, but mora likely to have a
Property/Violent-aggressive combination. A higher proportion of Blacks
fall into the Property/VYiolent-economic category. These findings are
consistent with the findings presented earlier, which showed Blacks to
have higher levels of participation in Robbery and Property crimes, while
Hispanics had hicher levels of participation in Violent-aggressive
crimes, such as Assault. The higher involvement of Blacks in Robbery is
also consistent with other research (Hindelang, 1978; Hindelang, Hirschi
and MWeiss, 1979; Cohen, 1986).

In order to identify cases uwith extensive involvement in various
combinations of crimes, the typology was then restricted to cases with
two or more arrests per type of crime and to those with three or more-
arraests per type. These results are shown in Table 3-6. These figures
show that over 75X of the sample had two or more charges in at least one
type of offense (over 60% had three or more charges for one type of crime
and/or another).  Again. the vast majority of these cases were extensively

involved in Property crimes. Eleven percent of the cases in this sample
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Table 3-6
Participation in Multiple Serious Offense Groups By Rate:
Multiple Arrests in Each Group

White Black Hispanic] Total
O0ffense Combination (n=713) 1 (n-359) |(n-210) |{n=1282)

2+ Arrests Per Tvpe

None . 30.0X% 16.7X 22.6% 25.0%
Property only 31.7% 19.8% 18.6% 26.2%
Violent~economic only 2.7% 3.9% 2.9% 3.0%
Violent-aggressive only 7.6% 6.6% 15.7% 8.6%
Property/Violent—-economic 6.9% 12.8% 8.6% 8.8%
Property/Violent-aggressive 12.9% 13.9% 17.1% 13.9%
Violent-econ./Violent-agyg. 2.7% 3.9% 2.4% 3.0%
All three 5.6% 22.6% 12.6% 11.5%

3+ Arrests Per Type

None 47.8% 24 .5% 36.2% 39.4%
Property only 30.9% 25.1% 21.9% 27.8%
Violent-economic only 2.1% 4.5% 2.4% 2.8%
Violent-aggressive only 7.3% 8.4% 14.3% 8.7%
Property/Violent-economic 3.2% 11.1% 7.6% 6.2%
Propertys/Violent-aggressive 6.2% 12.3% 13.3% 9.0%
Viclent-econ./Violent-agg. 1.4% 3.1% 1.0%2 1.8%
All three 1.1% 11.1% 3.3% % ,3%

had at least two arrest charges in each of the three major categories of
crime.

Adding various categories, it was found that over 20X of the Sample
had tuwo or more charged offenses for both Property and Violent-economic
crimes (Property/Violent-economic + All three). 0Over one in four had two
or more charges for both Property and Violent-aggressiva.offenses. MWhile
only 4.3X of the sample had at least three offenses in each of the three
types, over 10X had that level of involvement in beoth Property and
Violent-economic erimes, with 13% being charged with three or more

Property and Violent—-aggressive offenses.
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As with earlier findings, Blacks showed more extensive involvement
in combinations of offenses involving Property and Violent crimes: almost
50% had tuwo or more Property crimes and Violent crimes of one type or the

other charged against them, and over 22% had two or more charges for each

of the three major types of offenses. Over one-third (37.6X%X) of thé

Blacks in the sample were involved in tuwo or more crime types at the level
of three or more offenses each; the proportions for Whites and Hispanics
were 11.9% and 25.2%, ;espectively. Whites again showed the lowest levels
of multiple, extensive involvement. The percentage of Whites involved
inall three types of crimes at the level of two or more charges each was
about one-fourth that of Blacks (5.6% vs. 22.6%X) and one-tenth at the
level of three or more offenses (1.1% vs. 11.1X).

Thus, broad, extensive involvement in criminality .Was more . common
among the minorities in this sample, particularly among the Black members.
These differences suggest that factors associated with race affect .not
only the likelihood of engaging in criminal behavior of the types studied
here,1% but also affect the nature and extent of involvement in these
crimes. Even though all of the members of the sample had histories of
serious criminal behavior at an early age, differences in the nature of
their adult criminal involvement were evident. The findings suggest,
then, that factors associated with race continued to have an influence

on criminality throughout the careers of these young offenders.

15 Racial differences in the likelihood of ever engaging in criminal
behavior could not, of coursea, be evaluated with the present sample
of offenders, but has been supported by considerable research (see
Blumstein et al., 1986).
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Patterns of Participation by Age

A common theme in criminological literature is the fact that criminal
involvement differs by age (Blumstein et al., 1986; Hirschi and
Gottfredson, 1983; Greenberg, 1985; Farrington, 1986). The population
arrest rate has generally been found to "peak® during the late teens and
early twenties and decline thereafter, so th;t a greater proportion of
the population of 18-year-olds gets arrested every year than of
35-year-olds. Further, some offenders commit only one or two crimes
during their teens and then quit entirely, while other offenders continue
to engage in criminal behaviof well into their fifties and sixties (West
and Wright, 1981). Some portion of the 30-year-old arrestees, then, were

arrested for the first time at a much vounger age.. Some consider an

understanding of the factors that lead to continued criminal behavior over-..

time (or, conversely, to "dropping out™ from crime) to be among the most
important task for research on criminal careers (Petersilia, 1980).

The foregoing analyses and findings have made clear that among the
members of the present sample, continued criminal involvement as adults
was both extensive and varied. This section will focus specifically on

such issues as how long and to what extent they continued their criminal

involvement as they got older. One type of analysis focused on the rate
at which these offenders apparently dropped out of crime altogether--the
proportion of cases who experienced their last known arrest during or
after particular ages (remained "active™ in crime through th%i? ages).

Other analyses investigated whether those offenders who remained active

in crime committed fewer crimes as they got older.
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Recent explanations of the declining arrest rate by age in the
geperal population--and in most cross—-sectional research on crime--have
suggested that the decline is due mostly, if not entirely, to offenders
“dropping ocut™ of crime completely (Blumstein et al., 1986; Farrington,
1986). This conclusion is based on research that suggested that aggoregate
rates of criminal behavior remain constant throughout the period of active
participation in crime (Blumstein and Cohen, 1979; Cochen, 1986). If this
hypothesis holds for the types of serious offenders in this sample, one
would expect to find particular relationships between age and various
indices of criminal behavior. First, it would be expected that the
proportion of cases actively participating in crime would decline
substantially with age. Second, one would expect that of those cases
known to be active in crime; a constant proportion would be arrested at
each age. Third, the offense rates of "active"™ offenders would also be
expected to remain stable over time. The last of these hypotheses will
be addressed in the next chapter. The present analyses focused on.the
first two: the proportion of cases remaining active in crime  through
various ages and the proportion of Tactive™ offenders with arrests during
each age.

Continued participation was estimated by starting with cases who had
thair last known arrest after (that is, be active at) age 21 and
calculating the proportion who continued to be active through later ages.
The interest wes in determining the proportion of cases (among those
active at age 21) who could still reasonably be considered active at each
later age. Nhilé it seemed reasonable to assume that any individual who

mas arrested after a given age was still active at that age:. the converse
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was not so easy to assume. The issue was how long an individual had to
be arrest-free after a particular age before it could be reasonably
assumed that he had actually dropped out of crime. Since no firm
estimates were available from other research, it was decided (somewhat
arbitrarily) that a period of three vears was sufficient for assuming that
no additional arrests would occur. In addition, it was required that this
three-year follow-up period include at least twelve months of time on the
street, in order to avoid considering an offender a %drop-out® simply
because he spent three vyears in prison or jail. Thus, at each age, the
sample included all cases with at least three years of follow-up,
including at least twelve months of street time. Cases with any arrests
at that age or later were considered "active™ at that age, while those
with no subsequent arrests were, by implication, assumed to have ended
their criminal careers. The results up through age 32 are showun in Table
3-7.

As shown, there was a steady decline in the proportion of cases who,
according to the above definition, remained active at various ages. For
example, of those 1151 offenders who were active at age 21, 768 were
followed at least through age 30, and thereby were included in the
analysis +for age 27. 0f those 768 offenders, 563 (73.3%X) were still
éc#ive (had at least one arrest at age 27 or at some later age). By age
32, half the cases with three years of addi£iona1 follow-up uwere still
active in crime. Bearing in miﬁd that these figures are conservative,
since some "activa" offenders may simply have been able to avoid arrest
during those three years, these data suggest a high rate of persistence

in criminal behavior for these offenders.
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Table 3-7
Percent of Active Offenders at Age 21
Who Remained Active at Later Ages

N of Number Percent
Age Cases! Active? Active
21 1151 1151 100.0%
22 1118 1094 97.9%
23 1061 1006 94.8%
26 1001 902 90.1%
25 938 794 84.6%
26 861 678 78.7%
27 768 563 73.3%
28 658 56 69.3%
29 567 361 63.7%
30 518 299 57.7%
31 431 230 53.6%
32 261 127 48.7%

Number of cases who were active at age
21 and who had at least three years of
followup beyond the age of interest
(including 12+ months of street time).
2 Number of cases with an arrest at that
age or later.

However, these "active® offaenders did not necessarily have an arrest

at each age. In fact, ohe would expect that some offenders at each age

would show ne arrests, if for no other reason that some portion of the
sample was usually incarcerated. As discussed above, offense rate
stability implies that a constant preoportion of those cases who uere
active in crime and who were capable of being arrested (that is, on the
street) would be arrested at each age. This issue was investigated for
the present sample by taking all the cases known to be active at each age
and calculating both the percent who were incarcerated the the full twelve
months of that year and the percent with arrests at that age. Nofe that

here a slightly different operational definition of Tactive™ was used.
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Since the interest was simply in those cases known to still be active in
crime, cases were no longer required to have three years of follow-up
bevond a given age. Being active in crime was evidenced simply by having
at least one arrest after the age being considered. The %after®
requirement ensured that the arrest‘that defined each-case as an active
offender 'not be included in the analysis; the inclusion of ‘these
-"defining® arrests would bias the results upuard, since each offender had
one., Consequently, the analysis invelved only those ages for each
offender falling prior to the age at which the last known arrest occurred.

Shown in Table 3-8 are the number of cases who were active at each
age, by the above definition, whether they were on the street at that age
or not. Also shown are the number and percent of these active cases who
spent that whole year in prison or jail (to be active, these cases had
to have been subsequently released and then re-arrested). The final three
columns of the table show the number of active cases with any street time
during that vear and the percent of those cases who were arrested at least
once ‘for any crime and, separately, for any Violent crime.

These percentages all show decreases over time. The percentage of
the active cases who were incarcerated rose over the ages 20 to 2% from
11.6X up to a high of 16%. After age 24, this peréentage dropped to
around 8% by age 28, at which point it laveled off. -Among those offenders
who were on the street at least part of emnch year, there was a slight
decline over time both in the percentage ‘arrested for any crime and in
the percentage arrested for a Violent crime. ' Starting from a high of
64.8% arrested at age 20, the percentage dropped more-or-less steadily

to a low of 37.2%X at age 32. The percentage of active offenders arrested
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Percent of Non-incarcerated Active Offenders Arrested

Table 3-8

At Each Age
Incarcerated
Entire Year Any Street Time

Total % With % With

Active Any Violent
Age Cases? N % N Arrests Arrests
20 1130 135 11.4% 1045 £%.8% 18.3%
21 1152 143 12.4% 1009 62.5% 17.2%
22 1107 146 13.2% 961 60.1% 17.0%
23 1041 145 16¢.0% 895 56.9% 17.0%
24 961 154 16.0% 807 BE2.9% 14.0%
25 866 123 16.2% 763 53.0% 16.7%
26 756 82 10.8% 676 47 .6% 11.62%
27 537 52 08.2% 585 44.4% 13.52%
28 524 41 7.8% %83 66.4% 11.0%
29 405 32 7.9% 373 45.8% 10.2%
30 328 26 7.9% 302 44.6X% 16.0%
31 25% 16 6.3% 238 4%.1% 16.1%
32 204 16 7.8% i88 37.2% 11.2%
33 142 12 8.5% 130 §1.5% 12.3%

1 Number of cases wmho were active at age 21 and who uwere active (had at
least one arrest) aftter the age of interest.

for a Violent crime alse decreased somewhat over time. dropping from 13.3%
at age 20 to 10.2% at age 2%; at that point, the percentade jumped up to
16% for ages 30 and 31, before dropping ence again to around 11% at

age 32. Both percentages show a slight rise after age 32.

ocverall (any arrest) rate appears to decline faster, the percentage

arrested at age 33 as a proportion of the percentage arrested at age 20

is  only slightly lower for any arrest than for Violent arrests

{.57 vs. 61). The clear, though small, rise in these percentages in ths

late 20°s (for any arrest) and around age 30 (for Violent arrests) will

_.57..
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be seen again in the next chapter, when aggregate offense rates by age
are presented. Their meaning, however: is not clear at the present time.

Together, these two analyses show a pa&tern of declining criminal
participation over time for these offenders. As they got older, more and
more of these former serious delingquents dropped out of crime. Further,
among those that remained actively involved, fewer and fewer were arrested
each year, although the decline mas not a particularly steep one. The
latter finding may suggest that criminality did not decline much for these
active offenders as they got older. However, it will be shown in the next
chapter that while overall participation seemed to decline only slightly,

the rate at which those offenders were arrested declined more dramatically

as they aged.
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Chapter 4

Adult Arrest Rates of Former CYA HWards

This chapter will focus on offense rates, as these are estimated from
charged crimes in official records. Again,the interest will be primarily
in differences in these rates by race and age. The data presented in the
last chapter showed that participation in various crimes and combinations
of crimes differed for ethnic groups in the sample and that participation
declined wWith age for these offenders. In the present analyses,
differences were also found in rates at which ethnic groups were arrested
(number of arrests per vear of time at risk--"street time"™) and in the
rates at NHich these offenders were arrested at various ages.

In summarizing the existing literature on racial djfferences in
offense rates, Cohen (1936) observes that the large differences in Black
and White rates of participation in crimes is not paralleled by large
differences in the rates at which active offenders commit ecrimes. Racial
differences, she suggests, appear to be largely a matter of differences
in the proportions of each «2thnic group that commit any crimes. Among.
active offenders, different wethnic groups are . .argued not to differ -
substantially in their rates of arrest (Blumstein and Cohen, 1979; Cchen,
1986). Further, some researchers have suggested that, while arrest rates
in the general population may decline with age, these rates do not decline
appreciably during periods of’active involvement in crime--that arrest

rates do not decline with age as long as offenders remain active in erime.
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For both arguments (minimal racial differences and no decline with age),
the appropriate focus of investigation is argued to be "active™ offenders:
offenders who have not yet retired from crime. Further, the arguments
concerning age effects focus on rates for specific offenses among active
offenders who have committed those particular crimes. Individuals who
have been arrested at least once for Robbery in their lives (Robbers),
for example, can be expected to continue being arrested for Robberies at
the same rate until thev stop getting arrested altogether. The present
sample of adult offsnders, with its high incidence of cases who remained
active for a long period and its high participation rates for most
offenses, can be used to assess the validity of these assertions.

As in the research cited above, the rates used in the present
analyses were calculated on -an aggregate level (all crimes divided by all
accumulated street time for particular groups or for all offenders at
particular ages). As such, these rates will have implications primarily
for comparing groups. It will be important to keep in mind that the data
refer to rates of arrest, rather than rates of committing crimes, but
differences in these rates should reflect differences in actual offense
rates. Some charged crimes were actually not committed by the individual
so charged, and it is likely that many crimes were committed that never
resulted in arrests. Since no adequate method was available for assessing
either the extent of false charges in the records or the number of actual

crimes committed, no attempt was made to estimate actual offense rates
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using the present data.'® However, there has been little in the way of
empirical evidence suggesting differences in arrest probability
associated with race or age (Hindelang, 1978; Hindelang, Hirschi and Heis,
1979; Cohen, 1986); therefore, it should be possible to draw reasonable
inferences about differences in offense rates from these analyses of
arrest rates.

Following the format used in the previous chapter, data on arrest
rates for those members of the CYA sample who are White, Black or Hispanic
will be presented first.!?7 The discussion will then turn to the findings
concerning variation in these rates by age, both for the total sample and

by ethnicity.

Arrest Rates Over The Follow-up Period

Arrest rates were calculated for general categories of offenses and
for specific offenses as the aggregate rate of arrest per year of

street~time for the entire sample and by race (again, the 26 cases not

16 Although it is theoretically possible to infer actual offense rates

from data on arrests, using estimates of the probability of arrest
for various crimes (Blumstein and Cohen, 1979; Cohen, 1981, 1986),
these estimated probabilities vary considerably across jurisdictions,
types of crime and types of offenders. The applicability of various
estimates of arrest probabilities to the present sample, then, is
highly uncertain.

17 These aggregate rates will mask differences among sample members in

the rates at which they get arrested or commit crimes. The pooled
estimates fTor ethnic groups are merely "average" rates and are not
meant to apply to individual offenders. It should bae kept in mind
that there was considerable variation in the rate at which individual
offenders in this sample committed crimes.
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classifiad as White, Black or Hispanic were excluded). Each rate was
calculated for all cases and then separately for "active participants,™
as described belou.

First, the yearly rates of arrest (for each ethnic group) across all
CYA cases, using all accumulated street-time during the follow-up period
were calculated. The numerator in these rates was simply the number of
arrests occurring during the follow-up period; the denominator was the
number of street vears accumulated by all cases together during this
period (cases could contribute partial yvears to the total). This analysis
provided an indication of what might be expected in terms of overall
differences in offense behavior for such a sample of serious wvouthful
offenders followed (in most cases) into their thirties. These rates will

underestimate, bhowever, the actual arrest rates for offenders who

participated in various crimes, since non—-participants contributed to the . .

aggregate street—-time figures. They will also underestimate the actual
rates of arrest occurring while offenders were actively  committing
crimes, sit..ze street time after "retirement™ was included for some cases.

Second, the rates for active participants were calculated:. These

rates used the same numerator as the rates for all CYA cases (all arrests
during the follow~up periocd) but used as the denominator only that street
time accumulated by those who were arrested at least once for each type
of crime (the participants); through the age of their last arrest. These
rates thus provide more focused estimates of average arrest rates over
periods of active criminal involvement for offenders charged at least once
with various crimes. They will, however, overestimate these rates to some

unknown extent. A valid estimate would require including the street time
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of those offenders who committed various crimes but were never arrested
for them. In addition, these rates may be inappropriate for assessing
group differences or establishing expected rates of arrests for
individual offenders when the offense under consideration tends to be
committed only once per offender. This latter point will be discussed
in detail when the findings for specific offenses are presented.

The analysis Tfor %Yactive participants,™ then narrows the focus,
eliminating both the bulk of the non-offenders and the post-active street
time. As such, it allows for an assessment of the effect of these factors
on observed differences in estimated arrest rates among ethnic groups.

Rates for general categories of offenses. The aggregate arrest rates

(per verson-vear of street time) for the general categories of offenses
are displayed in Table 4-1. Shown are the rates for all cases in the
sample and for participants in that offense category. The rates for
participants, again, were calculated using only that portion of each
offender's street time that occurred prior to the last known arrest.
Over the follow-up period, the rate of arrest oversll was one and a
half arrests per year of street time for the whole sample. The rate for
Violent crimes was considerably lower (one arrest for every Tour to five
years of accumulated street time), and charges for Property crimes
occurred at the rate of one for every three to four years of street time.
The lowest rates were found for Violent-economic crimes, which occurred
at the rate of less than one for every ten vears of street time. Racial
differences followed a similar pattern as for participation, with Blacks
showing higher overall rates of arrest for each of the crime-types

considered; and Whites showing the lowest aggregate rates. The ratio of
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Table 4-1

Aggregate Yearly Arrest Rates for Offense Categories

By Race

HWhite Black Hispanic Total
O0ffense Type (n=713) (n=359) (n=210) (n=1282)
All Cases
Total 1.3151 1.847 1.620 1.505
Total Violent .154 .382 246 .229
Violent-aggressive .095 .199 .165 .134
Violent-econonic .060 .183 .082 .095
Property .2686 .421 .291 .311
Active Participants:
Total 2.2252(6823312.765 (345) {2.3864 (205) [2.406(1232)
Total Violent .391 (43¢) 672 (291) L4477 (167) .G91 (892)
Violent-aggressive .291 (349) .420 (231) .337 (1663 .361 (726)
Violent-economic .295 (261) <436 (226) .264 (973 .34 (564)
Property .579 (514) .735 (295) .551 (154%) .620 (963)

1 Number of arrests per man~year of street time.

2 Number of arrests per man-year of street time through age of last
arrest.

3 Number of cases participating in each category offense.

Black rates to White rates for Vioclent crimes were over 2:1, with the
ratio for Violent-economic crimes about 3:1.

When the focus was narrowed to rates for gective participants in each
category of crime, the rates were much higher, as one would expect on the
basis of removing non-participants and some of the street time from the
calculations. For all ethnic groups combined, these rates uwere at least
twice as high as those estimated fer the entire sample (using all
available street time in the estimate). For participants, there uwere,
on average, 2.% arrest charges for every year of active street time.

Participants in Violent crimes accumulated one arrest charge for every
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two years of active street-time, and Property crime participants were
arrested for nearly tuwo Property crimes fTor every three years of
accumulated street time. Arrests f;r Violent-agoressive and
Violent-economic crimes each occurred at a rate of about one for every
three years of street time.

Restricting the focus to active participants had the effeect of
reducing observéd di fferences in these rates across ethnic groups. As a
rasult, the differencés in these rates are smaller than those found for
the estimates based on all cases and all street time. Although ‘the
general pattern of differences among the sthnic groups remained, the rate
of Violent-economic crimes and Property crimes for Hispanic participants
fell below those for White participants.

In order to more easily understand the gffect of the narrowed focus
on differences in estimated rates among the ethnic. groups, the ratio of
Black and Hispanic rate$ to those for Whites for the two kinds of analvsis
were calculated. These ratios, with White rates set to one, are shown
in Table 4-2. As evidenced from these figures, the ratio of rates
decreased when non-participants and non-active periods were removed from
the analysis. The ratios of Hispanic rates to KWhite rates, which were
not large to begin with, fell to nearly 1:1, with Hispanic rates for
Violent~aggressive crimes remaining slightly higher and the rates for
Violent-economic  crimes and Property crimes being slightly lower than
those for White participants. All of the Black rates remained higher than
the rates for Whites, but the difference was considerably smaller for the

more narrowly-focused analysis. Thus, while narrowing the focus in this
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Table §-2
Ratios of Arrest Rates to Rates for MHhites

By Race
Active

All cases ~ Participants
Offense Type Black jHispanic Black |Hispanic
Total 1.40 1.23 1.2¢ 1.07
Total Violent 2.48 1.60 1.72 1.14
Violent-aggressive 2.09 1.7¢ 1.44 1.16
Viclent~economic 3.05 1.37 1.47 .89
Property 1.58 1.0¢9 1.27 .95

manner eliminatad overall differences in rates for Hispanics and Whites,
it did not eliminate those differences in rates between Blacks and Whites.

Rates for specific crimes. Before presenting the findings, a word

of caution is in order with regard to using estimates of pffense-specific
rates of arrest to assess group differences or to establish _expected
individual rates of arrest. In the previous chapter, wmultiple arrests
for many of the more serious offenses were found to be rare (homicide,
rape, and other person offenses. as examples). In calculating the rates
of arrest for such crimes; the numerator would be number ¢f individuals
arrested‘(plus the few additional arrests sccumulated by repeaters) and
the denominator would be the street-time accumulated by the whole sample.
For these low-repetition offenses, however, estimated rates will be
unreliable because they will, in general, be highly sensitive to thé
amount of street-time available for estimating the rate. For example,
if a hypothetical c¢rime is committed only once per offender, . that
offendeér's estimated raﬁé of committing that crime would be one divided

by the number of street-years accumulated during the time he was obsebved:
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the longer the observation period, the lower the estimated rate. Thus,
for the low-repetition, serious crimes, any estimated rate may be more
greatly influenced by the research design (the amount of follow-up
available) than by the behavior of the offenders. It iz not surprising,
in this regard, to find that the estimated "rates™ for specific offensas
among active offenders reported by Blumstein and Cohen (1979} and Cohan
(1986) were around one for every five to seven years, since that was the
length of their observation period.

The usefulness of offense-specific arrest rates for ‘establishing
expected rates of arrest for individuals is even more limited. Some
researchers have argued that individual offense rates fTor offenders who
participate in various crimes can be meaningfully estimated from such
aggregate, offense-specific rates of arrest (Blumstein and Cohen, 1979;
‘ Cohen 1986). ‘In addition to unraliability of these rates at the aggregate
lavel, however, the meaning of a "rate" is often unclear in itself,
especially for the low-repetition crimes. Offense rates at the individual
level connote repetitive commission of the crime in question, this
assumption being more-or-less reasonable for different kinds of c¢rimes.
Certainly, a "rate” based on such calculatiens should not be interpreted
as suggesting that other offenders are likely to be arreéted at that rate
or that the offenders who did comnit those crimes would be arrested again
if followed 1long enough. For this reason, Ffindings regarding
offense*épecific arrest rates should not be interpreted in terms of their
indicativeness of the ocffense rates of individuals in the analysis.

The rates o% arrest for specific crimes are shown jn Table 4-3 for

the entire follow-up period for all cases and in Table §-4 for active
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Table 4-3
Agaregate Yearly Arrest Rate for All Cases
By Offense Type By Race

White Black {Hispanic Total
Offense Type (n=713)} (n=359)] (n=210)}{n=1282)
Homicide .006 .011 .011 .008
Agg. assault .054 .130 .100 . 082
Rape .007 .0l1l4 007 .009
Misd. Assault .029 . 064 047 .036
Armed Robbery .025 .066 .034% .037
Strongarm robbery .023 .09% .038 .04%
Other person .012 .02% .010 .014
Burglary 117 .191 157 +163
RSP .055 .09¢0 .057 .06¢%
Grand theft .02% .048 .031 .031
Forgery .049 .052 .0622 .045
Grand theft auto .022 .040 . 025 .027
Arson .002 .003 .002 .003
Other theft .058 .090 077 .070
Joyride .042 .058 .022 .043
Weapons offenses .053 L1083 .050 .066
Sex offenses .018 .063 014 .024
Liquor offenses .085 .069 .156 .093
Drug use 177 .201 .278 .201
Drug sales .014 017 .02% .016
Other offenses . 445 .59 .G60 .651

participants. For the entire sample (all adult street timel, the highest
rates (ignoring the residual, "Other Offenses™ category) were found for
Drug Use offenses, which occurred at the rate of one every five years.
The only other rate that was higher than one every ten years of strget
time was for Burglary. These low overall rates are not surprising,
considering the gencrally low participation rétes for specific offenses.
Blacks generally héd the highest aggregate arrest éates for all except
Drug Use offenses and alcohol-related (Liquor) offenses;‘whites generally
had the lowest rates, except for Joyride (non-felony auto theft), Weapons

Offanses and Sex Offenses, Again, these rates are best thought of as
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reflecting group, rather than individual rates of arrest. For example,
for each 1000 person-years of street time accumulated by each group (say,

250 individuals contributing four street years each), the Blacks, as_a

roup, accumulated 130 arrests for Aggravated Assault, compared to 56 for
whites and 100 for Hispaniecs. The differences among groups can be used
to understand factors that influence arrest rates, but they say little
about the offense behavior of particular individuals in those groups.
The figures in Table 4-4 indicate that all of the rates increased,
as expected, when non-participants and non-active street-time were
excluded. The greatest effect on these rates, of course, resulted from
excluding non-participants, since the participation rates were generally
Iow., Still, these rates are not very high, reaching a rate of one for
every three years of street time only for Drug Use; Burglary, and Other
Offenses.1®
Once again, the meaning of these rates is not entirely clear, since
they are strongly affected by the extent of repetition and by the amount
of follow-up. For example, a rate of .180 for Homicide means that of

those ever arrested as adults for Homicide offenses, there were eighteen

18 Considering that the present sample constituted a particularly
high-risk group of offenders, these rates are remarkably similar to
(although somwhat higher than) those provided by Cohen (1986, Table
B-19, pg. 329) for all adult arrestees in Washington, D.C.:

Aggravated Assault: .19
Robbery: .23

Burglary: .26

Auto Theft: .14
Weapons: .22

Drugs: ,32
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Table 4-%
Aggregate Yearlvy Arrest Rate fTor Active Adult Period:
Cases Participating in Each O0ffense Type!l

Offense Type White Black |[Hispanic Total
Homicide .173 .226 .146 .180
Agg. assaulti .223 .326 .271 .268
Rape .251 .191 L1490 .202
Misd. Assault 179 .202 . 184 .187
Armed Robbery .248 361 .223 278
Strongarm robbery .204 .288 .186 .239
Other person .181 .190 150 .180
Burglaryx .352 512 .354 .371
RSP .255 .272 .262 .262
Grand theft .183 .202 L1777 .189
Forgery* .343 .282 .23% 311
Grand theft auto .191 221 191 .202
Arson 158 .143 .189 157
Other theft* .234% .301 263 .255
Joyride .262 .259 172 .250
Weapons offensesX .267 .305 .229 .275
Sex offenses 232 .373 234 .282
Liquor offensesk 301 .284% .335 .307
Drug usex .49 439 .557 493
Drug sales .183 .205 .180 .138
Other offensesi# .825 .759 .736 .790

! The number of cases included in each estimate can be found
in Table 3-2.

¥ Offenses for which at least 33% of participating offenders
had three or more charges (repetitive crimes).

arrests for Homicide for every 100 years of accumulated street time.
Since there were so few cases arrested more than once for Homicide, &n
alternative interpretation‘ is that each 18 offenders arrested for
Homicide accumulated about 100 person-years of street time during the.
follow-up period. As indicators of the expected rate of offending. these
rates are more indicative of offense behavior for offenses with relatively

high repetition rates., In the table, those offenses for which over

-70 -



one-third of the offenders had three or more arrests are shown with an
asterisk (¥). Of all the rates in the table, the rates for these offenses
are the best indicators of arrest rates for individual participants in
those offenses. Thus, it might be expected that Burglars would be
arrested for Burglary an average of once every three years, Aggravated
Assaulters an average of once every four vears, and so on. It would be
less likely that Armed Robbers would be arrested that often, even though
the "rate" for this offense was over .25, since few of the Robbers were
arrested more than once.

For the high repetition offenses, Blacks had the highest rates of
arrest for Aggravated Assault, Burglary, Receiving Stolen Property (RSP),
Theft other than Grand Theft and Weapons 0Offenses. Hispanics had the
highest rates of arrest for Drug Use and Liquor Offenses, while Whites
had the highest rates for Forgery and for Other (miscellaneous) Offenses.
Although these differences are not large (the greatest djfference is for
Aggravated Assault, uwhere the Black rate is 1.46 times the rate for
Whites), they suggest that ethnic differences remain even after
controlling to some extent for participation and length of criminal
career.

Summary. In seneral, these analyses have shown that overall rates
of arrest were generally high (over 1.5 per year of street time overall
and 2.4 per year ot active street time for participants). The rates for
categories of serious crimes w®Were considerably lower, but given the
seriousness of the offenses, cannot be considered low by any means. Rates
for participants during active periods uere nearly tuwo for every three

vears of street time for Property offenses and one every two yvears for
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Violent offenses. Given that the participation rates for these categories
of crime were shown in the previous chapter to be quite high (75% for
Property crimes and 70X for Violent crimes), the overall criminality of
this sample of youthful offenders becomes even more apparent. As a group,
the offenders who embark on serious criminal careers early in life must
be considered likely to be responsible for a substantial amount of crime
as adults, and those who do continue their criminal careers into adulthood
(and most do) are likely to commit those crimes in which they are involved
at substantial rates.

These analyses aslse shouwed these aggregate rates to differ by
ethnicity. The Blacks in the sample, as a group, had higher rates of
arrest for each ¢f the general categories of crime, both overall and among
active participants.. As discussed in the previous chapter, these members
of the sample also showed higher levels of participation and higher rates
of multiple offending, both within categories and across categories of
offenses. Given that ethnicity serves as an indicator of a host of
socio-cultural differences among the groups, it would appear that social
factors influence not only whether an individual wWill engage in various
types of criminal behavior, but also the rate at which those c¢rimes are
committed. A conception of criminal careers that minimizes the importance
of thesae factors by assuming that rates of criminal behavior are, for the
most part, immune to social influences (and thereby stable) greatly

oversimplifies thé nature of those careers.
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Arrest Rates by Age: General Offense Categories

These analyses focused on ages 20 to 33 for the cohort of CYA cases,
who started their criminal careers early and who mere followed into
adulthood regardless of the nature of their adult criminality. The
requirement that supplementary cases have arrests for serious crimes
during adulthood (at least one arrest of particular kinds during the
follow-up period for probation cases, and adult prison terms for CDC
cases) made them less appropriate for studying these effects. Using all
cases who were criminally active through at least age 20 (had one or more
arrests during or after age 21), Total and Violent arrest rates were
calculated for each age using all available street time for all offenders
at that age. HNext, in order to make the findings more comparable to those
obtained in the pivotal study of arrest rates by age undertaken by
Blumstein and Cohen (1979), the analysis was restricted te cases who were
active in crime at each age: those offenders who had arrests after each
age in question.!® In order to avoid spuriously inflating the estimates
of rates for later ages, data for the year during which the last arrest
occcurred were not used in the analyses Tor active offenders,

Rates for all cases with follow-up data. To set the stage for

understanding the effects of limiting the analysis to periods of active

criminal involvement, patterns over the entire fTollow-up period were

1% . Rates for ages prior to age 20 and after age 33 were not analyzed,
because some individuals were selected for CYA on the basis of crimes
occurring during ages 18 and 19 and there were too few cases active
at ages beyond 34 for analysis. In some analyses, rates for ages
18~19 were used as control variables, to determine the effect of prior
criminality on patterns of change.
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Table 6-5
Arrest Rates by Age

: Total Violent Viclent
Age N1 Rate Rate Percent
20 1180 2.81 .36 2.8
21 1130 2.68 .33 12.4%
22 1180 2.40 .37 15.3
23 1180 2.10 .32 15.1
24 1180 1.83 .28 15.3
25 i172 1.55 - .28 18.1
26 1150 1.37 .23 16.6
27 1099 1.23 .27 21.6
28 1041 1.08 .20 18.5
29 981 .97 .16 16.6
30 901 .83 .14 17.1
31 803 .82 .18 21.5
32 687 .55 .13 22.7
33 593 .54 .10 17.9

1 Rate calculations for each age include a8ll cases
with follow-up data through that age.

- caloculated for all cases included in the analysis of active periods (all
cases who were active beyond age 20). Assuming the absence of any
systematic change by age in the probability of being arrested for crimes,
changes at this level will reflect the effects both of any reduction in
the number of cohort members remaining active in crime and of any
reduction in the rate at which active criminals commit their crimes.
These rates, along with the percent of all arrests that were for Violent
offenses, are shown in Table 4-5. These figures indicate that over the
fourteen-year period, Total arrest rates for this cohort decreased from
2.81 arrests per person-year of street time at age 18 to .56 arrests at
age 33. The Violent arrest rate showed a similar, though not as steep,

overall decline with age. Note that the slower  decline for Violent
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arrests resulted in a slight increase in the percentage of Violent arrests
for later ages.

Table 4-6 and the accompanying graphs (Figures IV-1 and IV-2) shou
the arrest rates for the same cases during periods of active involvement
in crime. These rates show a similar overall decrease over time, with
Total rates dropping from 2.81 to 1.08 {(a drop of over 60%) and Violent
rates dropping from .36 to .17 (a drop of over 50%). It appears, then,
that the decrease in arrest rates by age shown for all cases with
follow-up is not simply due to more and more cases dropping out of crime
altogether. Not only did some cases desist completely, the remaihing}
active cases tended to commit crimes at an increasingly lower rate as they
got older. -

These declines, however, were neither steady nor uniform. The Total
arrest rate showed a'fairly even decline until age 26, where it leveled
out to some extent and then reversed at age 28, increasing through age
30 before declining once again. The rate of Violent arrests was rather
variable within the general pattern of decline, showing sharp single-year
increases followed by declines at age 27 and again at age 30. These
increases in the late twenties followed by a return to the general pattern
of decline are similar to those found for the percentages of these active
cases wWith any arrests at each age (Chapter 3). This consistency
indicates that the increase in rates was not due simply to a few offenders
embarking on "crime sprees® at that age. Further analysis showed that
the increase could not be totally accounted for by the increase in the
proportion with arrests either; during those ages, there were both more

individuals arrested and more arrests per individual arrestee.
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Table 4-6
Arrest Rates by Age for Active Offenders

Total Violent | Violent
Age Nl Rate Rate Percent
20 1180 2.81 .36 12.8
21 1152 2.65 .33 12.3
22 1107 2.42 .35 14.6
23 1041 2.18 .31 14.%
24 961 1.98 .28 16.3
25 866 1.78 .29 16.5
26 756 1.57 .21 13.5
27 537 1.48 .30 20.2
28 524 1.43 22 15.4
29 405 1.42 .16 11.6
30 328 1.56 .28 18.2
31 254 1.51 .25 16.5
32 204 1.08 .21 19.4
33 142 1.08 .17 16.0

1 Rate calculations for each age include only those
offenders who had both follow~up data through the
next higher age and at least one arrest after the
present age.

Arrest rates by age for the three main ethnic groups are shown in
Table 4~7 and displayed graphically in Figures IV-3 and IV-4. The rates
for all three groups shouwed similar declines with age, with some variation
(particularly for rates of Violent arrests). Total rates for Blacks
started somewhat higher at age 18 and remained slightly higher than the
rates for MWhites throughout the fourteen-year range. - Rates for Hispanics
varied between those for the Whites and Blacks. All three rates showed
similar increases around age 30, indicating the parQasiveness of this
somewhat anomalous pattern. Rates of Violent arrests, too, showed similar
patterns of increase at around age 27 and again around age 30 for all

agroups (Blacks had one additional peak at age 25). In fact, for
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Figure IV-1. Aggregaté yearly arrest rate by age for active offenders:
Total offenses.
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Figure IV-2. Aggregate yearly arrest rate by age for active offenders:
Yiolent offenses.
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Arrest Rates by Age for Active Offenders By Race

Total Violent Violent
Age N Rate Rate Percent
Khites: 29 654 2.66 .23 8.7
21 634 2.40 .22 9.2
22 610 2.23 .25 11.0
23 565 2.00 .26 12.2
24 516 1.81 .24 13.0
25 457 1.50 .16 11.9
26 393 1.33 14 10.5
27 328 1.17 .19 16.0
28 269 1.18 .21 18.0
29 202 1.39 .13 9.3
30 157 1.36 .18 13.5
31 114 1.53 .20 12.9
32 95 .96 J17 7.7
33 67 .92 .11 11.5
Blacks: 20 330 3.28 .68 20.7
21 325 3.34 .58 17.3
22 310 2.74% .61 22.3
23 298 2.39 1 1%.5
24 277 2.29 .38 16.4
25 251 2.26 .59 26.2
26 227 1.85 .35 19.0
27 195 1.9¢4 .50 25.7
28 158 1.71 .22 12.7
29 122 1.58 .20 12.8
30 102 1.89 .37 19.4
31 80 1.56 .24 15.7
32 64 1.19 .32 26.7
33 45 1.29 .18 14.3
Hispanics: 20 196 2.59 .31 11.9
21 193 2.43 .30 i2.3
22 187 2.56 .31 12.2
23 178 2.9% .31 12.7
24 168 2.08 .30 14.5
25 158 1.93 .25 13.2
26 136 1.82 .20 11.0
27 114 1.61 .29 17.7
28 97 1.5¢9 .23 16.6
29 81 1.24 .19 15.5
38 69 1.52 .39 25.6
31 60 1.45 .36 25.0
32 45 1.20 .15 12.2
33 30 1.11 .32 29.2
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Figure IV-3. Aoggregate yearly arrest rate by age by race for active
offenders: Total offenses. .
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Figure IV-6.. Aggregate yvearlv arrest rate by age by race for active
offenders: Violent offenses.
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Hispanics, the highest rates of arrest for Violent crimes occurred during
the early thirties.

In order to assess the influence of early adult rates on later rates
of arrest, rates by age (for Total arrests) were also calculated for
offenders claséified as high, wmedium, or low-rate based on arrests
occurring during ages 18 and 19 (Figure IV~-5). Three particularly
noteworthy patterns emerged from this analvysis. First, the Total arrest
rates during these early adult years carried over itnto the remainder of
the tuwenties. KHhile all the rates declined during this period, the
relative ranking of the groups in terms of their rates of arrest uwas
maintained. Second, there appeared to be a lower limit to the arrest
rates for these active offenders of around one arrest per vear. The rates
for the thrae groups tended to converge on this lower limit at around age
32-33. Third, all three groups showed the aforementioned rise in rates
during the late twenties, the rise coming slightly earlier for low-rate
offendurs and slightly  later {(and most noticeably) for medium-rate
offenders. Thus, while differences in aggregate rates of criminal
behavior during the early adult period were maintained through the
tuenties, all three groups experienced some decline in those rates, and
the rate of decline was faster for those offenders who were the most
active while younger.

Rates of arrest for Violent offenses for these three groups shoued
a similar pattern: higher rates for those uith theyhighest early-adult
iates and a general convergence over time. . Further, the proportion of
arrests vthat were for Violent offenses showed no particular pattern,

suggesting that the decline in rates for the high-rate early-adult group
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Figure IV-5. Aggregate ar-est rate by age by prior arrest rate (active
offenders): Total offenses.

- was not simply a matter of their reducing their minor criminal activity
while maintaining higher levels of serious criminal activity.

In addition to the analyses described so far, analyses were also
performed to help understand these findings and teo assess their
applicebility to particular types of offanders. The results of these

analysies are summarized in the following sections.

Rates by age bv vear of birth. In order to differentiate between

e_effects, cohort effects (effects resulting from common experiences
shared by various birth cohorts) and period effects (effects resulting
from experiences shared in common throughout tha sample at & p?rticular
point in time--and therefore at different agaes for different cohorts),

it is best to estfmate rates by age for various birth cohorts followed
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through time. Unfortunately, the sample of CYA cases was primarilg drawn
from two previous research studies occurring five vears apart at two
diffe}ent institutions. Because these institutions were used to house
delinquents differing in seriousness (the more serious, older delinquents
in the.earlier study), birth cohorts necessarily differad in the extent
of their delinquency. HNo attempt was made, therefore, to differentiate
age, periocd, and cohort effects for this sample.

However, aggregate rates by age were estimated for three birth
cohorts in order to assess whether similar patterns of decline were noted
in each case. In general, all three groups shouwed the same patterns of
decline with age and showed the characteristic jump in these rates during
ages 29-31. MWhile there was some variation across groups in the actual
rates estimated for ages and in the rate of decline with age; no
discernable pattern emerged which would cast doubt on the conzlusion that
arrest rates declined with age for these offenders.

Rates by age by last active age. The number of cases included in

the analyses described sc fayr mas determined both by the age at the last
known arrest and by the age at follow-up.  Rates for later ages were based
on an increasingly smaller subset of the cases that were active at
age 21. As discussed earlier, the last knhown arrest is not necessarily
a valid indicator of the end of a eriminal career, one possible reason
being that this arrest may have occurred prior to a term of incarceration
that extended to the end of the follow-up period. It seemed possible,
tharefore, that the observed decrease in arrest rates could have been due
to offenders with higher rates of arrest dropping ocut of the analysis

(going to prison) early, leaving primarily lower-rate active offenders
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in the sample. If this were the case, the overall decline would have been
observed in spite of stable rates across offenders who were Tactive™ up
to various ages. Te test this possibility, rates by age (and for the
entire active follow-up period) were calculated separately for groups
whose last active age was the same. While there was considerable
variation in these rates by age within groups, each group showed a general
decline with age and no substantial variatioﬁ was found in overall rates
for the different groups. The results of these analyses indicated that
the observed declines by age could not be explained simply on the basis
of which cases were in the analysis at each age.

Rates fTor particular offenders. Analysis of rates by age were also
performed separately for CYA cases who went to prison as adults and,
within this subsample, Robbers and Burglars. The latter analyses uwere
performed because these offenders have been considered by some to be among
the most active and persistent of offenders (Greenwood, 1982). Similar
declines were found in all analyses. The rates for all cases going to
adult prison (n=485) started at a relatively high rate (4.51) and declined
fairly steadily to 1.58 at age 33. There was a small, but noticeable rise
in the rate at age 30, with a decline thereafter. Violent arrest rates
for this sample also started relatively high (.75) and declined to .24
at age 33, with the same small jump at age 30.

These general observations hold a&also for Robbers (n=218) and
Burglars (n=189) in this prison sample. Both groups showed a slightly
lower rate of decline (from just over 4.0 per street year to around 2.0
per stireet year over that period) than did the prison sample as a whole.

There was considerable differences between these two subgreups in terms
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of rates of Violent arrests, however. Robbers had much higher rates of
Violent arrests at age 20 (1.24%, compared to .51 for Burglars), but showed
a much sharper decline, falling below Burglars in the rate of these
arrests at age 33 (.20 vs. 32). Consequently, the Burglars showed an
overall increase in the percentage of arrests that wmere Violent, while
Robbers showad a decrease. Both groups had small increases in these rates

around age 30.

Arrest Rates by Age: Specific Offenses

The analyses of arrest rates for specific offense were carried out
somewhat differently than were those for all offenses and all Violent
offenses. In most cases, there were relatively few offenders involved
and fewer yet who had more than one or two arrests. Consequently, it
seemed likely that there would be only, at most, a handful of arrests
occurring at each age; under these conditions, a difference of one or two
arrests from one age to the next could result in wide variations in
estimated rates. Rather than obtain rates for each specific age, then,
estimates were calculated for four-year age blocks (18-2i, 22-25, 26-29,
30-33, 34-37). This kind of aggregation was intended to smooth out some
of the random variation while still maintaining enough points to allow
an assessment of trends over time. Analyses focused on arrest rates for
specific pcffenses for all active offenders, rates for serious offenses
for active offenders who participated in these crimes at some point during
their adult follow-up. and the subsequent rates (during active periods)
for offenders involved in Robbery or Burglary offenses during the 18-21

age bracket.
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Each of these analyses was designed to investigate trends in arrest
rates for specifiec offenses over time in a slightly different way.
Analyses involving all active offenders provided & basis for
understanding the expected offense behavior of thae cohort as a whole as
it aged into the early thirties. The inqlusion'of non-participants in
the rates; however, may have masked some variation in the rate at which
these crimes were committed by participants, prompting the analvysis of
these rates for participants only. Since, once again, these offenses
often result in only one or two arrests per individual, even the rates
for participants may not provide a clear picture of rates over time.
These rates may be more indicative of when offenders of particular types

finally commit those offenses than of their relative rates of committing

those offenses at different ages. The final analyses, then, focused on
offenders known to have been arrested for particular crimes early in their
adult careers. Their rates of arrest at later ages provide another
picture of how offense behavior changes as a function of age for
particular offenders.

Note that these analyses were performed on & data set created
especially for this purpose, and that this data set differed slightly from
that used in the previous analyses. Specifically, due fo some miscoding
of final follow-up dates in the file used in the earlier enalyses, some
later offenses were lost, resulting in a smaller number of known Tactive™
offenders at various ages. These errors wWwere basically arbitrary (and
random) and could not have affected the general findings in any important
way. Nevertheless, the number of offenders included in the following

analyses is slightly higher at each age than in the previous analyses.
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' Table 4-8
Mean Yearly Arrest Rates for Active Adult Period By Age Block

Age

- 18-21 22-25 26-29 30-33
Offense Type (n=1159) ] (n=9213)1 (n=505)} (n=181)
Total 3.011 2.113 1.551 1.439
Violent-aggressive .202 .1%8 .153 .1643
Violent-economic .169 .125 .094% .120
Property .597 . 635 .336 . 425
Total Violent .371 .321 247 .263

Average no. of Types 3.780 3.096 2.634 2.464

Violent-aqqressive:

Homicide .008 .009 .003 .007
Agg. assault .125 .121 .098 .081
Rape .015 .011 .007 .010
Misd. Assault .055 .056 .046 .045

Violant-economic:

Armed Robbery .058 .053 03¢ 031
Strongarm robbery .092 .052 .062 .06%
Other person .018 .020 .018 .026
Propaerty:
Burglary .298 211 .150 .139
Rec. Stolen Property .102 .099 .072 .091
Grand theft .048 .041 .043 .043
Forgery .074 . 055 .039 .136
Grand theft auto .076 .029 .030 .015
Other:
Arson 006 .002 001 .002
Other theft 124 .100 .078 .093
Joyride .120 . 046 .022 .022
Weapons offensas .089% .090 .084 072
Sex offenses .041 027 .029 . 028
Liquor offenses .189 .172 .103 .050
Drug use .378 .303 .235 162
Drug sales .023 .026 .021 .026
0ther offenses 1.072 .591 .396 .296
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Specific arrest rates for all active offenders. Shown in Table %-8

are the arrest rates for categories of offenses, the average number of
different types of crimes (among the twenty-one types listed) for which
these offenders were arrested and the rates for specific offenses for
cases active through each age block. The rates for Total offenses and
2ll Violent offenses are included on this table to alloﬁ comparison with
the rates by age presented in Table &-6. These rate estimates are
consistent, suggesting that the present analysis is sufficiently
sensitive to changes in rates over time to serve our purpeses. However,
by aggregating across ages 30 to 33, some information was lost. The
"jump"™ in rates (noted earlier) that occurred around age 30 affected this
entire block of ages. Consequently, interpretation of changes for this
last block must be somewhat tentative.

Arrest rates for the general categories of offenses over the first
three blocks showed the same general decline in rates as was found in the
previous analyses. The average number of types per offender also showed
a decline over these ages, suggesting that for this cohort, the effect
of age on criminal behavior involved both a decline in the overall number
of crimes committed and in the overall breadth of criminal involvement.
However, Property and Violent-economic arrest rates showed an increase
for this last block; whether these increases actually signal a sustained
rise in these arrest rates after age 30 cannot be determined from these
data.

The rates for specific offenses in Table 4-8 indicate that for these
active offenders, the arrest rates for most of the specific crimes

generally declined over time, at least through the first three blocks.
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Exceptions included Homicide and Other Person Offenses (both of which are
low-rate, non-repetitive crimes), along with Grand Theft, Heapons
0ffenses, Sex O0ffenses, and Drug Sales. The rate of arrests for Strongarm
Robbery, Receiving Stolen Property (RSP}, Forgery, and Other Theft shoued
a rise in the 30-33 age bracket, after showing decreases up to that point.
Again, whether these rates experienced momentary rises around age 30 or
continued to rise throughout the early thirties could not be determined
with these data.

Specific rates for active participants. Table 6-9 shous the offect

of limiting the calculation of arrest rates over active periods to those
offenders who participated in the various crimes. In general, while all
of the rates were higher, the same overall patterns remained. Except for
Homicide and Other Person Offenses, for which the rates were highest

during the 22-25 age block, all of these offenses shouwed decreases in

- rates over the twenties. On the other hand, all of these rates showed

an increase after age 30, with the exceptions of Aggravated Assault, Armed
‘Robbery, Burglary, and Grand Theft Auto. HNote, however, that none of
these rates incfeased to the level found for either of the first two age
blocks.

Subsequent_ arrest rates of early offenders. The final analysis

focused bn the arrest rates, over subsequent age blocks, of those -
offenders arrested for Burglary or Robbery?? during the 18-21 age-block.

Shown in Table 4-10 are thae rates during active blocks for all offenses,

20  Both Armed Robbery and Strongarm Robbery were included.
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Table 4-9
Mean Yearly Arrest Rates for Active Adult Period By Age block:
Cases Participating in Each Offense Tvpe

Age

Offense Type NI 18-21 22-25 26-29 30-33 Total
Vioelent-aggressive:

Homicide 89 116 .163 047 .108 L1158
Agg. assault 550 274 247 .190 .148 237
Rape 85 .22% .169 .160 .138 .173
Misd. Assault 323 .1%4 .178 135 140 .171
Violent-economic:

Armed Robbery 295 .276 .272 .161 .136 .21
Strongarm robbery 357 .329 .133 .127 161 .223
Other person 153 .168 .156 141 .152 169
Property:

Burglary 726 .503 .337 .225 .194 .366
Rec. Stolen Property 456 .272 .251 .179 240 .243
Grand theft 362 .193 157 151 .159 .169
Forgery 253 . 337 .233 L1331 577 .280
Grand theft auto 238 .393 .144 .108 .067 220

The number of cases participating in these crimes as adults who also had
both follow-up time and offenses of some kind after age 21. The number

of cases in each later cell is that subset of these cases that had both

follow-up and one or more offenses in the next later block.

all Violent offenses, and either Burglary or Robbery. For the 497

Burglars in the analysis, all of the rates showed a clear decline through
all three subsequent blocks, the ogreatest drop gengrally occurring for
the second age block (from 18-21 to 22-25). The arrest rate for Burglary
dropped over 80X from the first to the fou;th block. For Robhers, a
similar decline was found for Total offenses and, through the first two
subsequent * blocks, for all Violent offenses and for Robbery offenses
specifically. The Violent and Robbery rates increased during the last

block,  but, again, did not Eeach the level found for the 22-25 block.
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Table 4-10
Mean Arrest Rates for Active Adult Period By Age block:
Burglars and Robbers at Age 18-21

Age
Offense Type 18-21 22-25 26-29 30-33
Burglars (n=697):
Total 4.216 2.626 1.836 1.53¢
Violent .G58 37% .3%2 .259
. Burglary .743 .287 187 .148
Robbers (n=293)
Total 4.533 2.60% 2.113 1.738
Violent 1.08¢4 .523 .G05 .452
Robbery 703 .228 142 .195

Despite this increase after age 30 (which may not be characteristic of
all of these four ages), the Robbery rate during the last block was still
only 28X of the rate for the 18-21 block.

Summary. These various analyses of arrest rates as a function of
age for this cohort of offenders produced surprisingly consistent
results: rates of arrest generally decreased tﬁroughout the twenties,
with some indication of leveling off or slightly increasing during the
very early thirties‘ for a number of offenses. Similar results were
obtained for Total offenses, Violent offenses, gnd specific crimes, as
well as for various subgroups of offenders (participants vs. others,
different ethnic grbups, offenders going to adult prison, cases with
different early rates of arrest, Robbers and Burglars). Although the
declines were not great in all cases, the same pattern generally held.
Recalling the earlier findings that overall participation in crimes (the

percentage of active offenders arrested at each age) decreased and that
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the average number of types of crimes decreased as well, the present
findings lead to the conclusion that, in general, offense behavior clearly
declined with age for these serious offenders even while they remained

active in crime.



Chapter 5

Individual Offense Rates: Methodological Issues

So far, the discussion has focused on general patterns of criminal
participation and of rates of arrest wmithin a cohort of fTermer serious
juvenile offenders. . In those analyses, rates were estimated using
aggregated data on the number of arrests and the amount of street time
during the follow-up period. In the following chapters, attention #ill

turn to issues related to the criminal careers of individual offenders:

their stability and predictiveness. To address these issues,
individual-level data on the rates of arrest over portions of the
follow-up period were used. Analyses focused on whether offense behavior
tended to remain relatively stable over time and on the feasibility of
identifying those offenders with the highest rates of arrest. Before
presanting these findings, it is important to first gain an understanding
of the 1imitatipns of official data for addressing these types of issues.

It is well known that official criminal history data provide, at
best, an incomplete picture of an individual®s criminal behavior.2?

Arrests can be seen as a "sample™ of .all the crimes an individual commits, .

21 Aithough there is the problem of "false arrests,™ which (when the
focus is on charged offenses, regardless of conviction) may
spuriously inflate the estimate of an ‘individual offender's
involvement in crime, the greatest scurce of error is probably in the
other direction: many more actual crimes than arrest records would
suggest (Blumstein et al., 1986).
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with the sampling probability being a %loose™ function of the
probabilities of arrest for various crimes. These probabilities may be
expected to vary somewhat for individuals (some are batter able to avoid
detection), over time (a police department may obtain extra funding to
Yecrack down™ on certain crimes), and across jurisdictions, but overall
it is possible to view arrests as a more-or-less "random™ sampling of
crimes committed. HNow, by the nature of random sampling devices, no two
random samples of & given population will ba eixgected to be exactly alike,
and no single sample will be expected to perfectly represent that
population. Thus, any arrest rate based on an offender's criminal record
(over, say, a four-year period) will only approximate the actual rate of¥
criminal behavior during that period, and any two of these rates (say,
adjacent four-year periods) will provide somewhat different estimates of

the individual's criminal behavior even if that behavior is exactly the

same_during those two pericds. To the extent that the arrest process is
truly random, these deviations from the actual rates can be thought of
as resulting from "random measurement error.”

This limitation of official offense data has important implications
for the analysis of stability and predictability of offense pat{erns.
On the one hand, a less~-than-perfect correlation betueen arrest rates over
different periods of time would be expected evan for eoffenders whose
actual criminal behavior did not change. On the other hand, given soma
modicum of ability to predict criminal behaviér, that ability would be
reducedksimply by the fact of using official data. O0Of importance in both
cases is the extent of the reduction that would be expected. For studying

stability, the issue is how to interpret findings on the relationship



between arrest rates observed for different periods for thé samne
individuals: hoﬁ much these rates uwould be axpected to vary by chance
(random measurement error) alone. In other words, what is needed is an
estimate of expected variation in arrest rates, given no change in
ceriminal behavior, that can be used as a standard for evaluating actual
variation,

For predictability, the important issue is simply the extent to which
the use of official data limits the ability to predict offense behavior.
Many possible policies in criminal justice (from focusing efforts at
rehabilitation to selective incapacitation) rest on the ability to
identify individuals most likely to continue offending at relatively high
rates. Since in most cases, only official data are available for making
these predictions, an understanding of the limitations of official data
can help in evaluating the feasibility of these policies.

The present approach to addressing both of these issues involved
estimating the relationship of the observed data (arrest rates) for two
sample periods during which the qnderlying variable (criminal bkehavior)
was expected to be identical. Following the suggest}on by Janson (1983),
each individual sample member's follow-up data were diyided into those
referring to odd ages (ages 19, 21, 23, etc.) and those referring to even
ages. Data for ages 18 to 37 were used, so that there were ten years of
possible data included in each observation periosd, but since not all cases
were followed through that age, the number of years in each observation
varies across individuals. Offense rates for Total offenses and Violent
offenses were calculated for both even and odd ages by adding all arrest

charges for those ages and dividing that number by the number of street
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vears the individual accumulated during those ages. Cases with less than
one full year of street time during either odd or even ages were
eliminated. In order to reduce the effect of skewness on measures of
association, the natural logafithms of these variables were used in the
analyses. Similarly, percentages of street time on various types of
drugs, percentages of street time employed and percentages of total time
in various marital statuses were calculated for both odd and even ages.
Although some normal fluctuation in behavior may be expected from one vear
to the next, it was expected that these fluctuations would average out,
leaving differéncesx in observed rates between qdd and even ages to
indicate primarily the amount of variation resulting from measurement

error.

Split-half Correlations

Correlations betuween the odd and even-age variables (which will be
referred to as "split-half correlations™), along with Spearman-Broun
reliability coefficients and r-squared values, are shown in Table 5-1.
The correlations of the lcgged offense-rate variables were not very high,
considering that the underlying variable (actual criminal behavior)

should be very highly correlated. The correlation for the Violent offense

rate was especially low, indicating that ever the follow-up period, the . -

rate of Violent arrests for any sampling period was unlikely to be highly
correlated with the rate for any other period, even if the underlying
behavior was reasonably stable. The rate for Total arrests was not as
low, and may seem reasonably high when compared to other . behavioral

indices, but still suggests some profound limitations on the usefulness
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Table 5-1

Split-half Correlations and Reliabilities

Pearson Reliability| Explained
corr. coeff. variance
Variable N irl [2e/7C14r)] [r2]
Arrest rate (iocggqed): )
Total 1538 .727 .842 .52¢%
Violent " -G48 .618 .201
Percent violent w .259 411 .067
Percent of street-time:
Heroin use 92% .881 . 937 .776
Speeds/barbiturates use w .869 930 .755
Hallucinogens use ” .863 .927 745
Full-time employment n .801 .641 661
Unemployved " .822 .676 .676
Percent of all followup:
Common-law relationship 964 .958 .918 .918
Legally married n .971 . 963 . 963
Supporting dependents n .972 . 964 . 946

of official data for predictive purposes.

The proportion of explained

variance for the Total offense rate was only .53, meaning that the Total
arrest rate over as much as ten years accounted for only 53% of the
variance in an equivalent ten-year period for these offenders. As an
index of the relative seriousness of the offenses committed by each
individual, the percentage of all arrests that were for Violent offenses
was also calculated. This correlation, labeled "Percent Violent™ was even
lower, apparently affected by measurement error in both of the other
variables. Thus, under the best of conditions (known stability of offense
behavior), the ability to predict using a considerable amount of official
data on criminal behavior would appear to be severely limited, especially

for Violent offenses.
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Also shouwn in the table are the split-half correiations for measures
of drug use, employment, and marital status. Recall that due to the
rather fragmentary nature of the file materials from which these data were
coded, it was necessary to make assumptions about the stability of these
factors. For drug use and marital status, it was assumed that indicated
statuses continued unchanged until actual evidence of a change was noted
in the file (only known changes in drug use patterns and marital status
were coded). The coding for these variables, then, may well have "built
in”™ some amount of stability that was not true of these variables. It
is not surprising, therefore, that these variables correlated almost
perfectly. Still there was considerable evidence of change in these
patterns (few had the same pattern through the entire follow-up period),
especially for drug use. Consequently, drug use correlations are somewhat
lower than those for marital status.

Employment was coded as the approximate number of months worked
during calendar years (since that was how employment was generally
indicated in the files) and whether that employment was primarily
Ffull-time or part-time. Being unable to work during a given vear (being
disabled or in school) was coded as well. leaving the absence of any data
to indicate unemployment for that year. Thus, for these variables, errors
are probably quite random, though considerable. For example, a notation
that a particular individual "“"worked full-time for five wmonths in 1982%"
was coded just that way, even though the actual .employment may have
spanned calendar years to some extent. This kind of imprecision is
reflected in the relatively low split-half correlations for  these

variables.
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Table 5-2
Split-half Correlations of Arrest Rates
(Logged) under Varying Data Conditions

Total Viclent
Number of Rate Rate
Condition cases (logged) (logged)
Ages included:
Eight (avg. of 2 est.) 1538 .706 415
Four (avg. of & est.) 1538 597 .29%95
Truncation
Top 2% 1538 729 452
Top 5% 1538 .728 644
Elimination:
Top 2% 1467 .695
1463 .366
Top 5% 1398 . 674
1409 <334
Minimum no. of offenses:
Two or more 855 174
Five or more 1315 .638
347 -.015
Ten or more 1036 .568
Minimum street vears: : .
1 1538 727 .§4%8
2 1454 .722 <637
3 1293 .702 418
% 1138 .686 . 349
5 684 6644 . 336

In an attempt to isolate the factors that may have caused the low
offense-rate correlations, they were recalcuiated after placing certain
restrictions on the sample or the data. The results are shown in
Table 5-2. First, in order to understand the rglationship between the
length of the sampling period and the correlations; correlations were
obtained using various numbers of the odd~age and even-age years. Care

-~ 9G -



was taken to choose ages so that the average age Tor the sampled years
was the same odd and even. In general, as the number of years used to
produce the rate decreased, so did the correlations between the odd and
even estimates. Two of these correlations-—for eight-year groups (tuwo
estimates) and four-year groups?? (four estimates)--are shown in the
table. HNote that the four-year correlations are only about 60X as high'
as the ten-year correlations.

To assess the effect of skewness on these correlations, analyses were
performed in which the highest rate values were truncated (using the 95th
and 98th percentiles as cut-offs) and in which the highest rate cases were
simply eliminated altogether. As shown in the table, these efforts
resulted in no improvement; in fact, the elimination of the top 5% of
cases actually resulted in lower overall correlations.

Basing the analysis on cases wWith a minimum number of offenses
allowed for the determination of whether larger numbers of arrests would

be spread more evenly among odd and even ages. The lower rates for the

more repetitive offenders came as something of a surprise, suggesting that

22  The four sets of four-year groups of ages included the following ages:

set 1 even: 18, 20, 24, 26
odd: 19, 21, 23, 25

set 2 aven: 20, 22, 24, 26
odd: 19) 21» 25; 27

set 3 even: 20, 22, 26, 28
odd: 19, 23) 25; 29

set 4 even: 22, 24, 26, 28
odd: 21, 23, 27, 29

- 100 -



arrest rates are no better indicators of offense behavior for relatively
high~rate arrestees than for others.

Finally, the impact of differences in the amount of "street time"
across offenders was assessed by restricting the analysis to cases with
varving numbers of street years dhring both the odd and even ages. Again,
the greater the restriction, the louwer the correlation. Similar results
were found when correlations using rates calculated for four ages were
analyzed (not shouwn). In this case, it appears that the increasing
strest-year requirement increasingly selected out cases with the highest
arrest rates (these offenders apparently spent a great deal of time
incarcerated); reducing both the overall base-rate and the amount of
variation. Both of these effects tend to reduce correlations.

In general, then, it appears that low probabilities of arrest rather
severely reduce the reliability of arrest rates as indicators of offense
behavier for individuals. Even wusing up to ten vyears of arrest
information odd and even, the correlation for Total offense rates was
moderate and that for Violent offense rates was very low. Correlations
based on smaller numbers of years were lower. Thus, the usefulpess of
offense rates based on what is usually considered a relatively long
follow-up period (four years) for differentiating among offenders with
different actual offense rates is suspect. Their usefulness Ffor
establishing relative rates of Violent offenses 1is particularly
problematic. The problem, further; did not appear to be caused by the
skewness of the rate variables, the inclusion of Jlow-rate (or non-)
offenders in the correlations, or the inclusion of cases with small

amounts of street time. The arrest process would simply seem to be
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inherently limited in its ability to produce a relizble sampling of an
individual's offenses.

Of course, it is reasonable that some of the lack of high
correlations is due simply to short-term variation in criminal behavior.
A momentary Vcrime spree™ after a prolonged pericd of low-rate offending,
for example, may result in a single year's total of offenses being higher
than all other years combined. Further, a large number of arrests in a
given vear is likely to lead to some considerable response by the justice
system, placing rather strong limitations on the number of arrests likely
to occur during the next year (the offender may be incarcerated or
threatened with such if the behavior continues). The same limitation is
not as likely for previously low-rate offenders, making changes in rates
from low to high, or high to low, more likely than remaining high-rate
for any length of time. These effects would be expected to be even more
~ pronounced for ordinarily low-rate, relatively serious (i.e., Violent)

offenses.

Correspondence of Rankings Based on Rates of Arrest

Correlations tell) us something about the relationship between the
rates of arrest calculated for the odd and even ages, but it is possible
that these rates are too "precisely" calculated, 'so that reasonable
correspondence between rates is masked by relatively small, and
unimportant, differences in the calculated rates. In other words, cases
Wwith relatively high rates of arrest during both odd and even ages may
still show considerable variation in actual rates; this variation may

produce low correlations even though; for practical purposes, these cases
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were stably high-rate offenders. Accordingly, offenders were classified
as having low, medium, or high rates during odd and even vears, and the
extent of agreement in these rankings was calculated. The same cut-off
points were used for both odd and even ages. For odd &nd even ages over
the whole follow-up period, cut-off points were based on the distribution
of rates over the entire career (all ages combined). For the various
four-year analyses, cut-off points were chosen for each edd/even pair such
that approx;mately the same number of cases were classified as high,
medium and low. Crosstabulations provided a basis for determining the
amount of agreement.

Table 5-3 shows the number of cases in each cell Tfor the
crosstabulation of Total offense rates over the full follow-up period.
Simple calculations show that of the 377 cases identified as low-rate for
the even ages, 24% (or 65%) were also low-rate during the odd ages. The
corresponding figure for even-to-odd correspondence was 2447418 = 58%,
for an average of 61.5% agreement overall for the low-rate group. Average
correspondence figures for the medium and high-rate groups were 55.6% and
72.1%, respectively. These figures, especially for the high-rate
offenders, appear fairly high, suggesting reasonable correspondence
between odd and even years. However, the percentage of cases that uere
identified as high-rate during gither the odd or even vears who were

jdentified as such in both odd and- even ages, Was only

3777(535+511-377) = 56.4%. In other uwords, only about 56X of the
offenders who were jdentified as high-rate, based on one sample of ages

or the other, were high~rate in both sample periods.
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Low

Medium

High

Total

Table 5-3
Correspondence of 0dd Even Arrest Rates:

Total Offenses

Odd
Low Medium High
244 120 13
162 343 121
12 146 377
418 609 511
(27.2%) (39.6%) (33.2%%
Table 5-6

Total

377 (26.5%)

626 (40.7%)

535 (34.8%)

1538
€100%)

Correspondence of 0dd/Even Arrest Rates:
Violent Offenses

Low
Medium

High

Total

0dd
Low Medium High
469 154 15
226 203 108
7% ~ 85 1646
749 §62 347
(27.2%) - (39.6%) (33.2%)
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678 (64.1%)

537 (34.9%)

323 (21.0%)
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For Violent offense rate categories (Table 5-4), +the above
calculations produce lower correspondence estimates, as would be expected
from the lower correlations. Average correspondence rates for low, medium
and high-rate offenders were, repsectively, 63.0%, 41.8%X and 49.0X. For
the high-rate offenders identified as such for either odd or even ages,
only SZ.#X were high-rate during both odd and even ages. Thus, the
usefulness of arrest rates for identifying offenders who had high-rates
of arrest in comparable time-periods was quite limited +for Violent
offenses.

Since the analysis of offense rate stability over time (Chapter 6)
- will focus on four-year blocks of ages, the same calculations were
performed for the four sets of matching four-year groups of odd and even
ages. The average of the eight correspondence rates (even to odd and odd
to even for the four crosstabulations) were

low: 61.2X%

medium: 43.6%

high: 61.0%
Thus, only about 61% of high-rate arrestees identified on the basis of
four years of data were also identified as high rate in a comparable four
vears of data.

In these analyses for Violent arrest rates, it was not possible to.
trichotomize the rates, since over 60X of offenders in each four-year age
group had no Violent arrests. Analyses were performed, therefore, with
the variable dichotomized as "no arrests™ vs. VYany arrests”. The
variable was split so as te identify the 20X of cases with the highest

rates.  For the nonZany analysis, an average of 73.2X of those with no
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Violent arrests during one set of four ages also had no Violent arrests
during the corresponding ages (odd or even); conversely, 26.8% of these
offenders with no offenses over four years did have a Vielent arrest in
the comparable period. 0f the cases that did have Violent arrests, an
average of only 51.4% also had arrests during the comparable four vears
(almost half of the Violent offenders were not identified as such using
data from a comparable period). The average correspondence rates ¥or
identified high-rate Violent offenders (the top 20%) was 37.9%; in
contrast, an average of 642.5%X of these relatively high-rate Violent
o¢ffenders had ne Violent arrests during the comparable fTour ages.
Clearly, the usefulness of data on rates of Violent arrests for
identifying offenders with a potential for violence does not appear to
be very great. 0Only about four in every ten offenders with high viclence

potential were identified as such using data from a set of ages comparable

to those during which they were identified as high-rate Violent offenders.

Predictions of 0dd _and Even Rates

Although the arrest rates obtained for the odd and even ages were
not particularly useful for identifyving high-rate offenders based on the
other half of their data, it uwas expected that the inclusion of other
information about the offenders might enable us to predict those rates
with greater asccuracy. Using the data for the entire follow-up period,
multiple regressions were used to assess the extent to which all of the
information for the even half (plus background data) could predict Total
and Violent arrest rates for the odd half, and yice versa. The sample

was split in half so that preﬁictive usefulness of each =olution could

- 106 -



be assessed on a different sample. In all, four stepwise regressions were
run, predicting odd rates and even rates for both halves of the sample.
Arrest rate variables were entered first, followed by the drug use, family
status and employment variables as a group. Background variables waere
entered next, with race entered only after all other eligible variables
were included. The multiple correlation of the final equation was also
calculated for the other half of the sample in each regression. Because
data on drug use, marital status, employment and family background were
not available for all cases, means were substituted for missing data.
There were 772 cases in one "half" of the sample and 811 in the other.

The results are summarized below for rates of Total arrests and Viclent

arrests.
Average Total Rate Violent Rate
Multiple R .755 .586
Multiple R? .570 . 344
Multiple R .762 .568

(x-validation)
As shouwn, these regressions accounted for about 57X of the variance in
Tetal arrest rates and 34% of the variance in Violent arrest rates. In
these half-samples, the bivariate correlation of the Total arresf rate
variables was about .70, and the correlation of the Violent arrest rate
variables was about .40; these rates alone could explain 649% and 16% of
“the veriance in the rates for the corresponding (odd or even) rates. For
Total offenses, then, these predictions improved only marginally over
simply Qsing the arrest‘rates to predict one another. For Violent arrest
rates, some improvement was obtained by including other variables in the

equation (doubling the explained variation). Still, the predictability
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of these rates is relatively low, suggesting that the low reliability of
the arrest-rate measure places severe constraints on the ability to
predict arrest rates in this sample.

Mhile these analyses did not help much in resolving the problem of
pradictability, given low raliabilities, they shed some light on the
factors asscciated with high arrest rates during the course of a career.
Consistent predictors of Total arrest rates (found in three of the four
final equations) were (a) the Total arrest rate in the other half (odd
or sven years); (b) the rate of Violent arrests (a negative effect, once
the Total rate was accounted for), (¢} the percentage of time in the other
half  spent incarcerated, and (d) the percentage of time using
hallucinogenic drugs. - In other words, those with the highest rates in
either the odd or even ages tended to have higher Total rates in the other
ages, lower Violent arrest rates, less street time, and more time using
marijuana, LSD: mescaline and other hallucinogenic drugs. Foh Violent
arrest rates, the consistent predictors included (ai the Violent arrest '
rate in the other‘ half; (b} the percent of time incarcerated; (c)
hallucinogenie drug use; and (d) race (White offenders had louwer rates).

In all, these solutions are not very enlightening about the factors
related to relatively high criminal behavior rates in this sample. Most
of the consistent predictors found in the above analyses were additional
indicators of criminality (time incarcerated, for example). Thus, except
for the importance of drug use as a correlate of criminal behavior, these
analyses merely indicate that crime predicts crime. This suggests that
at this level of risk for continued criminal behavior, little actually

differentiates the offenders with the highest rates of arrest from those
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with lower rates. However, other factors may come into play when
predicting from one time period to the next.

In the next section, some of the implications of these low
reliabilities for the study of offense rate stability and prediction of

offense behavior will be discussed.

Implications of Using Official Offense Measures

The stability of offense rates over time will be addressed, in the
chapters that follow, both through studying the correlations of arrest
ratrs for different time periods {(four-vear age blocks) and the extent
of agreement (correspondence) between the categorized levels based on
those rates from cone period to the next. The feregoing findings will
inform these analyses in two ways. First, they suggest that there is an
upper limit to the expected correlations and rates of agreement that would
" be obtained for these four-year periocds even if the underlying rates were
reasonably stable. That upper 1limit for correlations is in the
neighborhood of .60 for the Total arrest rate and .30 for the Violent
’arrest rate. For rates of correspondence, the upper limit for high-rate
to high~rate agreement for Total arrest rates is about 61%, and fér gﬁz
Violent arrest about 51, Indicators of stability over time must be
judged against these "natural®™ limits imposed by the data. Second, they
sugcest that little improvement over simple, commonly-used methods (using
logarithms) could be expected by manipulating the data (truncating or
eliminating high scores) or by excluding certain kinds of cases from the

analysis. The analyses in the following chapfersvwill therefore include
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all cases for whom data were available (for four-ygar blocks, a minimum
of 12 months of street time was still required). !

For predictions, these data also suggest upper limits to the
predictability of offense rates over time. The present findings suggest
that even if offense behavior were not to change over time, the best
predictions based on arrest data covering as much as ten years would
account for around half (53%) of the variance in subsequent Total arrest
rates for these high-risk offenders. Explained variation in Viclent
arrest rates would be expected to be considerably less—--around 20%. The
inclusion of other predictors in the equations did tend to increase the
explained variation to some extent, but it is unlikely that substantial
increases would be found when predicting rates during one time period from
information for previous periods. Even with the inclusion of additional
variables, the axplsined variaficw in Totel arrest 'rates was less than
" 60%, and the explained variation in Vieclent arrest rates was under 35%.

Over four-year perins, even less predictability of arrest rates
would be expected. Under similar assumptions of behavioral stability,
predictions of rates over four vears; using the pravious four year's rate,
would account for only about 36% of the variance (the square of the
average correlation for the four-year analyses, .597). For Violent rates,
the’explained variation was only 8.7X (.295 squared). Future studies
atteripting to predict rates of criminal behavior using data available from
official sources will have to keep in mind the fact that there are upper
limits to the predictability of these rates and that the upper limit is

not very high when only a few years of data are available.
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Chapter &

Stability of Individual Arrest Rates

As discussed in the Introduction, the assumption of stability in
ériminal behavior is central both to current arguments in favor of
selective incapacitation policies and to existing methods YTor estimating
their probable benefits. The idea that certain offenders will commit
crimes at very high rates uwhenever they are free to do so (not
incarcerated) spawned the belief that scarce public resources could be
most effectively applied to ensuring that those offenders remain behind
bars longer than others. The assumption here is that the propensity to
commit crimes is an enduring characteristic of the individual and that
tha propensity will express itself in terms of stable rates of criminal
behavior under varying social and environmental conditions as long as the
cffender is active in crime (throughout his "career®). This assumption
suggests that longer sentences for high-rate offenders (who, beqause of
their high criminality,; deserve longer sentences anyway) will have the
most crime-reduction benefit in the future. MWhile some instability in
offense behavior would mnot reduce the éotency of such an argument,
considerable instability would suggest a more tenuous link between past
and future behavior, reducing the likely payoff for incapacitating known
high-rate offenders. Reduced certainty in the stability of offense
behavior would alse cast some doubt on thé currently popular conception

of criminal careers as stable patterns of criminal behavior.
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The assumption of stability also lies at the foundation of most
efforts to estimate the likely benefits of selective incapacitation
policies. As discussed in the introduction, models of the criminal
justice system, developed by Shinnar and Shinnar (1975), have been used
to estimate the likely effects of changing various characteristics of that
system, including the lengths of prison terms for certain offenders (Cohen
and Blumstein, 1978; Chaiken and Rolf, 1978; Greenwood, 1932). For
heuristic purposes, these models have generally ‘assumed that individual
offense rates do not change over time. Although systematic changes; as
in the decline by age found earlier, could presumably be incorporated,
substantial instability would question the usefulness of these models.
Thus, while the possible benefits of selective incapacitation peolicies
do not prequire that offense rates be perfectly stable for individual
offenders, the appeal of these policies and the estimation of their likely
effects have been grounded firmly on this assumption of stability.

The analyses in Chapters 3 and 4, showed that for these high-risk
offenders, both the participation in crime (judged by any arrest) and the
rate of arrest for the sample as a whole and for various subsamples showed
definite declines with age. These trends suggest that social and
environmental factors have a strong role in determining the year-to-vear
extent o% criminality among offenders, and that the type;, number or
importanccx of these factors change mith age. Further, the decline in
arrest rates was most marked for those offenders with the highest arrast

rates at ages 18-19, suggesting that factors operating to inhibit criminal
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behavior may well apply differentially, with the highest-rate offenders
most affected.?23

It should be noted, however, that because these analyses used rates
of arrest aggregated across all members of the sample (or subsample) in
question, they masked individual differences in rates and their change
(or stability) over tima. As such, those analyses could not address the
extent of either a) relative stability--whether offenders maintain
constant relative rates of arrest over time (do high-rate offenders at
age 21 have higher rates of arrest than other offenders as they all got

older?); or, b) absolute stabilitv--whether some offenders’ rates defy

the general downward trend with age and remain at the same level over
time. Both issues are important for understanding the possible benefits
of selective incapacitation policies, as well as for understanding
criminal behavior in general.

If relative rates of arrest within age-groups are stable (even though
the rate may decline with age), it may still make sense to select out the
higher rate offenders for increased sentences. However, the
crime-reduction benefits of the increased incarceration for particular
offenders would depend on their age and prior offense rate. It could be,
for example, that a greater benefit would be derived from incapacitating

medium-rate offenders at age 20 than from incapacitating the high-rate

23 An alternative explanation might be that these rates were spuriously
high due to measurement error, and that they would naturally fall
toward the average values for the larger sample. Such rate drops,
however, would be expected to be sudden, rather than gradual, since
the measurement error would, presumably, not affect the same
offenders in the same way over different time periods.
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offenders once thevy reach age 30. Decisions concerning whether or not
to increase the sentences of particular offenders would thus depend on
both their previous rate of arrest, the age at which they would ordinarily

be freed and the expected rate of decline for offenders wmith that rate

of arrest at that agqe. Further, the estimation of the gverall effect of
the policy would have to take into account differences in age, sentence
length, rates of prior arrest and age-by~rate-specific declines in arrest
rates for the various mixes of offenders to whom the policy may be
applied. All of these factors would have to be taken into account in
addition to the estimated probabilities of arrest, conviction, and
incarceration (which may also differ for different types of offenders).
0f course, the ability to adequately estimate these benefits for
individuals or overall would decrease to the extent that these relative
rates are not stable over time.

Policy issues aside, it is still important to better understand the
stability of relative rates of arrest over time. Attempts to understand
differential rates of offending in terms of the attributes of gffenders

(family backgrounds, psychological characteristics, etc.) obviously make

- the most sense if offenders maintain their rates of behavior relative to

one another. High-rate offenders, in this sense, could be reasonably
assumed to be "different." If, on the other hand, these rates are not
stable, then high-rate offenders at one point in time would be a different
group than high-rate offenders at anothar point in time. Attempts to
understand what causes high rates of offending, then, would be better off
searching for si#uational factors common to these groups. In other words,

general instability would suggest that differences in rates of offending
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are as much the result of situational (social and environmental) factors,
which can be understood to vary across offenders over time and place, as
they are the result of enduring differences in criminal propensity.

It is also possible that the downward trend in arrest rates did not
apply to all offenders equally. In other words, .in spite of the general
trends, there may still bhave been a core of high-rate offenders who
maintained relatively constant (and high) rates of criminal behavior over
time and who, in spite of measurement error in arrest rates, could be
identified as such. Offenders of this type would constitute an important
sample of those generally considered to be prime candidates for selective
intervention efforts; they are, in fact, the very offenders upon uhose
existence the notion of selective incapacitation has been based. For
selective incapactitation to work, after all, it is necessary not only
to be able to posit the existence of a core of stable high-rate offenders,
bu: also to’'be able to identify them. Thus, if offenders who.maintain
high levels of arrests are particularly rare:. constituting only a fraction
of the offenders who have high rates of arrest at any point in time, the
identification of targets for selective incapacitation would certainly
be problematic.

The investigation of offense-rate stability in this sample was
approached in several wuays. First, correlations between arrest rates

calculated over four-year age blocks were used?®* to assess the extent of

24  Again, four-year blocks were chosen in order to overcome some of the

instability in rate estimation that would result from measurement
error over short time periods. Rates were calculated +for all
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relative stability. These correlations were compared to one another and
to the correlation obtained for arrest rates based on sets of four odd

and four even ages. To investigate absolute stability, arrest rates were

collapsed into low, medium, and high. The categorized rates were used
to calculate transitional probabilities for high-rate coffenders and to
establish overall career patterns (over three or four age blocks). Thase
latter analyses will point to the effects on individual arrest rates of
the factors discussed to that point: general declines with age,
instability of arrest rates due to measurement error; and any instability
in these rates attributable to the changeable nature of criminal behavior

over time.

Correlations of Age-block Arrest Rates

Correalations among variables indicate the extent to which values for

" the same individual tend to be similarly high or low, as compared to those

of other individuals. They are calculated relative to the means of the
variables, taking into account the overall variation of each.®5 Thus, the
correlations between rates for different time periods take into account
overall declines by age and the effect of these declines on the
distribution of rates, thereby providing an indication of the stability

of those rates relative to other offenders. The findings in Chapter 5

individuals who had at least twelve months of street time during the
four~year period.

25 Because of the sensitivity of the means and the variance estimates
to extreme values, the natural logarithm of each rate variable was
used, rather than the rate itself.
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indicated that, due to measurement error, the correlations of arrest rates
would be expected to be considerably less than perfect even if the
underlying offense rates were fairly stable. For rates calculated on the
basis of four years of data, expected correlations were estimated to to
be around .60 for Total offenses and .30 for Violent  offenses.
Interpretation of the present correlations will be in terms of these
"standards™ for the arrest rate correlations: lower correlations would
suggest that the rates actually varied over time for the individuals in
this sample.

The correlations for the five four-year age blocks from age 18 to
age 37 are shown in Table 6-1. Also included are the correlations between
the rates for these age blocks and the rate based on all available adult
data for each offender. For Total offenses, the highest correlations
among age-block rates were between adjacent blocks. For non—adjacent.age
blocks, the correlation decreased as the time betuween the two age blocks
increased. None of the correlations reached the .60 standard for
stability, although the correlation between the rate for the 30-33 block
and that for the 34-37 block approached that level. These findings
suggest that, for Total offenses, the rates of arrest were not completely

stable and that the greatest stability occurred over the short-run. For

Violent offenses, ‘a similar pattern was found. Correlations, in general,

did not reach the standard (.30}, and decreased as the time betuween the

sy2 blocks increased.?® However, all of these correlations were

26 gimilar analyses involving only Tactive” periods or including only
those cases with one or more offense (Total or Violent) showed nearly
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Table 6-1
Arrest Rate Correlations:
Four-year Age Blocks

18-21 22-25 26-29 30-33 36-37
Total Offenses:

22-25 4821

26-29 372 .508

30-33 226 «331 506

3637 .145 .289 . 346 .577

18-37 .753 .798 .737 .65¢4 .545

Violent Offenses:

22-25 .240

26-29 .252 .256

30-33 .222 .162 . 286

34-37 119 .197 .170 206

18-37 676 .710 .672 635 G779

- Note: Correlations include cases with at least twelve
months of street time for both age-blocks (minimun n=506¢).
The natural logarithm of all variables was used.

1 All correlations significant (p<.01).

statistically significant, meaning that there was, most likely, a
relationship between an individual's rate at any point in time (reiative
to others) and his rate at other points in time. Thus, while relatively
high-rate offenders tended to remain so, there was a clear departure from
overall stability. The correlations of each of the block rates with the
rate for the total %ollou—up (18-37) suggest that the arrest rates over
the period from age 22 to =age 25 were most indicative of how these

offenders differed from one another over the entire twenty-year period,

identical patterns of correlations. The correlations were generally
lower, and showed similar decreases as the time period increased;
these findings sugggest that these patterns were not due to some
offenders having ended their careers while other continued or to the
inclusion (especially for Violent offenses) of a considerable number
of offenders with "zero" rates (no offenses) in every block.
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Table 6-2
Arrest Rate Correlations:
Four-year Age Blocks Incremented by One Year

18-21 19-22 20-23 21-2¢4 22-25
Total Offenses:

22-25 .4821

23-26 <440 . 488

24-27 .400 .G45 .503

25-28 378 ‘414 663 -499

26-29 .372 419 664 .483 .508
27-30 .329 .367 418 .626 . 448
28-~31 -316 .350 .393 .391 -396
29-32 .270 .302 .350 .340 .351

30-33 .226 .262 .323 .321 .331

Violent Offenses

22-25 <240

23-26 .221 .186

26-27 .228 .223 230

25-28 .255 .235 .223 .222

26-29 .252 .296 .289 .263 .256
27-30 .230 .275 .257 .233 .233
28-31 .189 .232 .200 169 <152
29-32 .210 .220 .216 .184% .165
30-33 222 .226 .219 171 <162

Mote: the natural logarithm of all variables wWas used.

1 Al)l correlations significant (p<.01).

To better understand the effect of increased time between
measurements, rates were calculated for each four-year period from
age 18 to age 33, incremented by one year at a time. The correlations
among these rates are shown in Table 6-2. Reading down the columns, each
correlation is between rates for four-year blocks one year later than the
one above it. For Total offenses, the following pattern was observed:
the greater the time between the two four-year blocks, the lower the
correlation between the two rates. . These patterns suggest that while
offense behavior is not totally unstable, changing drastically over time,

it does change, with some offenders showing &an increase in offense
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behavior and others showing a decrease relative to one another. The
greater the time betuween the period of observation and the period of
interast, the less useful the observed arrest rate would be for predicting
later differences in these rates.

For Violent offenses, no clear pattern emerged. There was a similar
tendency Tor correlations to decrease wWith increasing time intervals
between periocds, but the decrease was not as pronounced. ' In fact, some
correlations were higher than for immediately adjacent periods,
suggesting that, overall, rates of Violent offenses may be somewhat more
stable than rates for all offenses combined. Howaver; the correlations
were all fairly low (as was the correlation for odd and even four-year
rates), suggesting that, for practical purposes, any predictive benefit
based on higher stability was more than offset by measurement problems
for these low-base-rate offenses.

Additional evidence of instability in arrest rates was found when
adjacent age blocks were combined to create eight-year rates of arrest
for Total and Violent offenses. As shogn in Table 6-3, the correlations
between adjacent age blocks again wuwere highest, with considerable
decreases occurring for the correlations involving age blocks sepérated
by +four years. O0f interest in this table are the relatively low
correlations, even among the adjacent eight-yvear - blocks. These
eight-year rates should provide more stable indications of an
individual's "true™ arrest rate over those periods, the larger time frame
mitigating, to some extent, the problem of measurement error. (This
contentidn is supported by their higher correlations with the overell

adult rate:.) _If offense rates were stable and the mair problem was one
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Table 6-3
Arrest Rate Correlations:
Eight-year Age Blocks

18-25 22-29 18-37
Total Offenses: .

26-33 4701 791
30-37 .352 636 .730
18-37 .889  .868 1.00

Violent Offenses: .
26-33 .358 .759

30-37 .280 .340 743
18-37 .857 .827 1.08

Note: Correlations include cases with at
least twelve months of street time for
both age-blocks. The natural logarithm
of all variables wmas used.

1 All correlations significant (p<.01).

of measurement error, these eight-year correlations would be expected %o
be much higher than those obtained for four-year blocks. For Total
effenses, the arrest rate correlations were about the same as for the
four-year blocks. The most likely explanation for the similarity in
correlatioﬁs is that whatever advantage is gainedvfrom using longer time
periods in terms of decreased measurement error is offset by the inclusion
in these rates of time periods that are increasingly dissimilar in actual
offense rates (earlier behavior included in one rate and later behavior

in the other). For Violent offenses, some increase in the correlations

was . found, again suggesting that the underlying offense rates may have .

been more stable over time. However, the increase in correlations
resulting from decreased measurement error is not completely offset by

increased diversity in actual behavior.
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Overall, . then, these correlational analyses suggest that offense
behavior was not stable over the careers of these individual offenders.
Although some lack of perfect correlation betuween rates would have been
expected even if rates were stable over time, the actual correlations were
lower than would be expected based on measurement error alone. Further,
the longer the time period between measurements, the greater the
discrepancy between the actual and expected correlations. Although &
reasonable relationship was found between rates for any two pericds of
time, these relationships were not great enough to warrant the assumption
that rates of individual offending were stable, relative to other
offenders. Rates of arrest for Viclent offenses, which were found earlier
to be more affected by measurement error, appeared to be somewhat more

stable over time, but even for these offenses, stability was not high.

Patterns of Arrest Rate Levels

To investigate the patterns of arrest rate levels over time, tha
rates for each four-vear age block were collapsed into low, medium, and
high using the same cut-offs for each age block. A single standard
allowed the identification of patterns of change in the actual Eates,

ignoring the general decline in these rates by age. The cut-off points

were derived from the distribution of rates calculated for the entire ..

follow~up peried and chosen so as to divide that overall distribution into
rough thirds. Because the rates based en fhe four-year blocks are .
aftfected by the overall decline in rates by age, these cut-off points
would not be expected to divide the sample into thirds for each age block;

proportion of cases with lower rates would be expected to increase and
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the proportion of cases with higher rates would be expected to decrease
for later blocks.

Two types of analysis were performed using thesa collapsed
variables. The first focused on the transitional probabilities for
high-rate arrestees: the probabilities that high-rate arrestees showed
low, medium or high rates of arrest in the next age block. The second
type of analysis involved global patterns over the entire follouw-up
period, focusing on the first three or four blocks in which the offenders
had valid rates (had at least twelve months of street time). The
transitional probabilites allow for understanding the usefulness of prior
rates for predicting subsequent rates of arrest, while the global patterns

suggest the extent of variability in these rates over the entire career.

Transitional probabilites for high-rate arrestees. The first set

of analyses were intended to provide information on the expected
" distribution of the arrest-rate level§ of high-rate offenders in those
blocks following the block in which they were identified as high-rate
offenders. Because of the combined effects of measurement error,
declining rates over time and general instability, one would not expect
a very high proportion of high-rate arfestees to remain so in subsequent
agae blocks. In addition, some high-rate arrestees’spent enough of the
naxt age block incarecerated that they did not have ‘the requisite twelve
months of street time upon which to base an adegquate estimate of their
arrest rates. Thus, the present analysis points to the tendency of
offenders who had high rates of #rrest in one period and who managed to
accumulate twelve months of street time in the next block to have various

lavels of arrest in that subsequent four-year block.
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Transitional Probabilities for High-rate Offenders

Table 6-4%

Next Block
Block (n) Number (%) Low Medium High
Jotal Offenses:
18-21: High-rate 618 (47.5%) 167 (27.08%)) 141 (22.8%)] 318 (50.2%)
Others 684 (52.5%) 409 (59.8%)] 139 (20.3%X3} 136 (19.9%)
Total 1,392 ( 100%) 576 (44.2%)| 280 (21.5%X3| 446 (34.3%)
22-25: High-rate 348 (30.1%) 115 (33.0x2 87 (25.0%)| 146 (42.0%)
Others 809 (69.9%) 610 (75.4%)] 125 (15.5X) 74 ( 9.1%)
Total 1,157 ¢ 100%) 725 (62.7%)) 212 (18.3%)) 220 (19.0%)
26=-29: High-rate 153 (16.0%) 63 (41.2%) 36 (23.5%) 56 (35.3%)
Others 806 (84.0%) 679 (86.2%) 78  9.6%) 49 ( 6.1%)
Total 959 ( 1002%) 742 (77.62%3] 116 (11.9%)| 103 (10.7%)
30-33: High-rate 56 ( 9.4%) 17 (31.5%) 15 (27.8%) 22 (40.7%)
Others 519 (90.6%) 451 (86.9%) 8 ( 9.2%) 20 ¢ 3.8%)
Total 573 C 100%> 468 {(81.7%) 63 (11.0%) 62 ¢ 7.3%)
Violent Offenses:
18-21: High~rate 633 (33.3%) 216 (69.464%) 38 ( 8.8%)] 181 (41.1%)
Others 869 (66.7%) 600 (69.0%) 81 ( 9.3%)] 188 (21.6%)
Total 1,302 C 100%) 8146 (62.5%31 119 € 9.1X)| 369 (28.3%)
22-25: High-rate 286 (24.7%) 176 (61.52) 25 ¢ 8.7%2 85 (29.7X)
Others 871 (75.3%) 684 (78.5X) 60 { 6.92%)§ 127 (14.6%)
Total 1,157 C 1002} 860 (74.3%) 85 ( 7.3X)| 212 (18.3%)
26—-29: High-rate 159 (16.6%) 99 (62.3%) B8 ( 5.0%3% 52 (32.7%)
Others 800 (83.4% 689 (86.1%) 32 ( §.0%) 79 € 9.9%)
Total 959 ( 1060%) 738 (82.2%) 48 ( §.2%)1 131 €13.7%)
30-33: High-rete 80 (14.0%) 59 (73.8%) 0 C 0.0%5 21 (26.3%)
Others 493 (86.0%> 459 (93.1%) 3 C 0.6%) 31 C.6.3%)
Total 573 ¢ 100%) 518 (90.4%) 3 € 0.5%) 52 ¢ 9.1%)
Note: the following cut-offs were used: Total Violent
Low 0 - .79
Medium .80 - 2.09 L0l - .30
High 2.10+ 31+
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The transitional probabilities for high-~rate arrestees and others
are shown in Table 6-4. For each block, the number and percentage of the
high-rate arrestees having iow, medium, or high rates of arrest in the
next block are provided first. Immediately below these figures are those
for the non-high-rate arrestees and the entire sample. For example, of
the 1,302 offenders with valid rates in the 18~21 block and the 22-25
block, 576 (4%4.2%) had low rates of arrest in the 22-25 block, 280 (21.5%)
bad medium rates, and 446 (36.3%) had high rates. O0f the 618 high-rate
offenders among the 18-21 year-olds, 167 (27.0%) had low rates during the
22-25 block, 141 (22.8%) had medium rates, and 310 (50.2%) had high rates
of arrest.

Consistent with expectations, these figures show that the proportion
of cases with high rates was lower for each succeeding age block. For
high-rate arrestees, the proportion of high-rate offenders with high
rates in the next block also decreases somewhat after the first
transition, but then appears to stabilize at around 40% for Total offenses
and about 30X for Violent offenses. For each age block, the proportion
of high-rate arrestees who had high rates of arrest in the next block uwas
considerébly higher than for others, indicating some stability in these
patterns. For all except the first transition for Total offenses,
howaver, less than half maintained high arrest rates into the next bléck.
For Total offenses, it is interesting to note that for each transition,
high-rate offenders were only slightly less likely to have lou rates of
arrest ih the next block as to maintain high levels. For Violent
offenses, low (Zero) rates of &arrest were the most likely for high-rate

arrestees as wall as for all other members of the sample. For no
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transition did half of the high-rate arrestees have any Violent arrests
in the next age block.
To assess the edded pouwer of additional information on arrest rate

stability, the same transitional probabilities were calculated for those

cases that had high rates of arrest in the previous imo age blocks. That .

is, for cases with valid rates in the 18-21, 22-25, and 26-29 blocks,
transitional probabilities during the 26-29 block were-calculated for
those cases with high rates of arrest in both thé 18-21 and 22-25 blocks.
It was hypothesized that a stable pattern of high arrests over two blocks
might establish a pattern that held through the next block as well.
However, as' shown in Table 6-5, the percentages of these two-block,
high—fate arrestees who had high rates of arrest in the‘next block were
only slightly higher than that found when only the rate for the
immediately prior block was considered. Further, all the percentages
(except for the last transition, where very small numbers were involved)
were below 50%. These offenders were still nearly as likely to have low

rates of arrest as high rates for Total offenses; and more likely to have

zero rates than high rates for Violent offenses,

Thus, knowing that offenders in this sample maintained high rates
of arrest over two four-year periods did not substantially increase the
probability that they would have a high rates of arrest in: the next
four-year period. Using apparent stability as the criterion for
identifying cases as high-rate offenders during the 26-29 age block, the
jidentification would have been  correct in 109 cases and wrong (false
positives) in 117 cases (51.8%). It would also have mistakenly identified

103 (11.5%) of the 899 non-high—rate arrestees as non-high-rate in the
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Table 6-5
Transitional Probabilities for High-rate 0ffenders
Over the Previous Two Blocks (High in Beth)
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Next Block
Block  (n) Number (%) Low Medium High
Jotal Dffenses:
18-21/,22-25
High-rate 226 (20.1%) 64 (28.3%) 53 (23.5%); 109% (48.2%)
Others 899 (79.9%) 666 (71.9%)] 150 (16.7X)| 103 (11.5%)
Total 1,125 ( 100%) 710 (63.1%)| 203 (18.0%)] 212 (18.8%)
22-25726-29
High-rate 77 € 9.0%) 27 (35.1%) 19 (24.7%) 31 (40.3%)
Others 778 (91.0%) 648 (83.3%) 76 ( 9.8%) 54 C 6.9%)
Total 855 ( 100%) 675 (78.9%) 95 (11.12%) 85 ( 9.9%)
26-29/30~33
High-rate 22 ( §.2%) 7 (31.8%) 3 (13.6%) 12 (56.5%)
Others 503 (95.8%) 428 (85.1%3 50 ¢ 9.9%) 25 €. 5.0%)
Total 525 ( 1002%) 435 (82.9%) 53 (10.1%) 37 C 7.0%)
Violent Offenses:
18-21722-25 : :
High-rate 126 (11.2%) 72 (57.1%) 7 C 5.6%) 47 (37.3%)
Others 999 (88.8%) 768 (76.8%) 76 € 7.6%3) 155 (15.5%)
Total 1,125 (1002 840 (74.7%) 83 ¢ 7.64%)| 202 (18.9%)
22-25/26-29
High-rate 4 ( 5.1%) 29 (65.9%) 13 ¢ 6.8%) 12 (27.3%)
Others 811 (94.9%) 686 (84.6%) 20 ¢ 2.5%) 95 (11.7%)
Total 855 9 100%) 715 (83.6%) 33 C 3.9%)) 107 (12.5%)
26-29/730-33
High-rate 28 ( 5.3%) 17 (66.5%) 0 C 0.0%) 11 (39.3X%X)
Others %97 (94.7%) 461 (92.8%) 2 C 0.42%) 3 ¢ 6.8%)
Total 525 (100%) 478 (91.0%) 2 ¢ 0.4%) 45 ( 8.6%)
Note: the following cut-offs were used: Total Violent
: Low g - .79 0
Medium .80 - 2.09 .01 - .30
High 2.10+ 31+




next block when they actually were high-rate--false negatives. HNote that
these 103 offaenders constituted almost half (48.5%) of the 212 high-rate
arrestees during ages 26-29. Thus, while ‘the false-negative rate uwas
fairly low, both the false positive rate and the.percentage of high-rate
arrestees not identified on the basis of earlier rates would have been
higher than the true positive rate of 48.2%X. Predictions for the other
age blocks shouwed similar results. |

From the figures in this table, the proportion of the sample
remaining high-rate through three age blocks can be egasily calculated.
For Total offenses, the number of cases with high arrest rates through
ages 18-21, 22-25, and 26-29 was 10%9. By dividing this number by the
total number of cases with valid rates through these three age blocks
(1,125); the percentage of cases who remained high-rate from ages 18-29
can be obtained: 109/1,125 = 9.7%. Similar calculations show that for
the three age blocks between ages 22 and 33, the percentage with all high
rates was 3.6%, and for the blocks betuween ages 26 and 3%, 2.3% had high
rates in all three periods. For Violent offenses, the percentages for
the three three-block periods were 4.2%, 1.64% and 2.1X, respectively.
Clearly, the maintenance of high rates of offenses through three four-year
age blocks in a row was quite rare. This small group of offenders, uho
presumably weould be the most appropriate focus of selective
incapacitation policies, would constitute & small target indeed. Hitting
such a target uouid be a considerable challenge for any prediction davice.

It must be remembered, of course, that these results cannot be taken
as accurate indications of the extent of %true stability in criminal

behavior, for at least tuwo reasons. First, measurement error may
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attenuate actual relationships, masking some of the actual stability in
these rates; some proportion of those cases with high rates over tuwo

blocks may have had high rates of criminal behavior in the next block,

while only having relatively low rates of arrest. Second, it is possible
that some offenders with high rates of arrest spent enough of the next
adjacent block incarcerated that they did not accumulate the requisite
twelve wonths of street time for a valid rate calculation. These
offenders may have had high arrest rates in that block if they were free
to do so. Thus, although these transitional probabilities suggest serious
problems for selective incapacitation policies, it is not possible to
infer from these data actual incapacitaton effects, in terms of the actual
proportion of high-rate offenders identifiable on the basis of apparent
stability to that point. It would appear, houwéver, that the combined
effects of measurement error, declines in criminal behavior with age and
instability in offense behavior minimize the likelihood of observing
patterns of continued high rates of arrests among even these high-risk

offenders.

Global patterns of arrest-rate levels. To further explore the nature
of stability and change in arrest rates over the careers of these
offenders, an attempt was made to develop a single index that would
indicate the overall pattern of arrest-rate levels for each individual,
In order to focus clearly on patterns of arrest during periods in wmhich
the offenders were free to be arrested, these analyses focused only on
blocks in which offenders had valid age-block rates. In other words,
those periods in which an offender did not have tuwelve months of street

time due to incarceration were ignored. For example, if an offender did

- 129 -



not have a valid rate for the 22-25 age block, the rate for the following
age blocks were moved forward; this process continued until the rates for
the valid blocks were arranged sequentially. Rate levels were established
using the same cut-off points as in the previous analyses of transitional
probabilities.

These rate levels were first used to establish a single three-digit
or four-digit number made up of the levels for each block. For instance,
an offender that had medium rates of arrest over the first three valid
blocks would have received an index number of 222 for the three-block
analysis (only those cases wWwith at least three valid blocks were
included). If that same offender dropped to low-rate during the fourth
block, his index number would be 2221 for the four-block analysis; if he
had no valid fourth block, he would not have received a number (and would

have been included only in the three-block analysis). In this way, a

" single number mould provide information on the overall pattern of rate

levels over those blocks for each offender in which he was on the street
long enough to hav; an arrest rate calculated. There were a total of
1,316 offenders in the three-block analyses and 968 offenders in the
four-block analyses.

For the three-block analyses, there were a total of 3%, or 27
possible combinations of the three levels. For both Total offenses and

Violent offenses, all 27 possible patterns were represented in the sample.

For Total offenses, the most common patterns included:

Pattern Number Percent
113 219 16.6%
-211 146 11.1%
311 144 10.9%
333 126 9.6%.
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Thus, included among the four most common patterns were stable low-rate
and stable high-rate patterns. There were only 21 offenders (1.6% of the
sample) with stable patterns of medium-level arrest rates. For Violent

offenses, the most common patterns included:

Pattern Number Percent
111 459 34.9%
311 162 12.3%
331 104 7.9%
131 102 7.8%.

The predominant pattern, as expected, was no Violent arrests in any block
(34.9%). Those with stable patterns of medium-rate and high-rate arrests
constituted only 0.3% and 4.8% of the sample, raespectively.

For the four-block analyses; 3%, or 81 patterns were possible. For
Total offenses, there were 71 patterns (87.7% of those possible)

represented in the sample, with the most common patterns being

pattern number percent
1111 165 17.0%
2111 113 11.7%
3111 106 11.0%
3211 57 5.9%.

The common patterns show a marked similarity to those found for three
blocks: a low or declining pattern of arrest over time. Sustained
patterns of high-rate arrests (2.8%) or medium—rate arrests (0.7X) were
extremely rare over four age blocks.

For Violent offenses, 63 patterns (77.8% of those possible) emerged.

For these offenses, the most common patterns included:

pattern number percent
1111 347 35,8%
3111 112 11.6%
1311 60 6.2%
3311 57 5.9%.
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Thus,  over half the offenders in the sample had either no arrests for
Violent offenses in any block or a high-rate of arrests for these offenses
during the first valid block and none thereafter. Only 1.0% had four
high-rate periods and none had four medium-irate periods.

The number of patterns that were found bespeaks the diversity of
career lines amgng these offenders as well as the overall lack of
stability in arrest rates. In reviewing these patterns: however, it was
apparent that many patterns did not differ substantially. For example,
the patterns 112, 121, and 211 may all be considered to indicate'genaraliy
low rates of arrest overall. It was decided, therefore, to combine some
of these patterns into more general categories reflecting the number of
age blocks with low, medium or high rates of arrest. These categories
were further collapsed into categories indicating "mostly low," "mostly
madium®™ and "mostly high" rates; based on having only one period with a
different arrest-rate level (that is, only one level different from the
others). That difference, moreover, could only be from one level to the
naxt (for example, from low to medium, but not from low to high).
Patterns that did not fit into these general categories uere felt to be
most indicative of instability.

Both sets of categories, <for both Total offenses and Violent
‘offenses, and for both the three-block analyses andk the four-block
analyses, are shown in Table 6-6. Note that for each analysis, the
general category indicating the greatest instability in arrest rates (the
Wother® category) included the greatest number of cases. The next most
common general category in each analyses was "mostly low.™ Only for the

three~block analysis for Total offenses did the number of cases in either
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Arrest-rate Patterns Over Valid Age Blocks

Table 6-6
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Total Offenses Violent Offenses
Pattern N % N % N % N %
Three valid blocks: 1316 1316
Mostly lou: 419  31.8% 584  44.4% .
3 low 21% 16.6% 459 34.9%
2 low, 1 med 210 16.0% 125 9.5%
Mostly medium: 181 13.8% 35 2.7%
3 med 21 1.6% 4 3%
2 med, 1 low 181 6.2% 21 1.6X%
2 med, 1 high 179 6.0% 10 1.8%
Mostly high: 249 18.9% 90 6.8%
3 high 126 9.6% 63 4.8%
2 high, 1 med 123 9.3% 27 2.1%
Other: 457 368.7% 607 66 .1%
2 low, 1 high 168 12.8% 316 26.0%
2 high, 1 louw 117 8.9% 194 14.7%
High, med, low 172 13.1% 97 7.4%
Four valid blocks: 968 968
Mostly low: 318 32.9% 435 %%, 9%
4 low 165 17.02% 347 35.8%
3 low, 1 med 153 15.8% 88 9.1%
Mostly medium: 61 4%.2% 5 .6%
4 med 7 7% 0 -
3 med, 1 low 15 1.5% % >4
3 med, 1 high 19 2.0% 1 1%
Mostly high: 65 6.7% 17 1.8%
4 high 27 2.8% 10 1.0%
3 high, 1 ned 38 3.9% 7 WI%
Other: ' 564 56.2% 511 52.8%
3 low, 1 high 126 13.0% 210 21.7% '
2 med, 2 low 63 6.5% 21 2.2%
3 high, 1 low 34 3.5% 50 5.2%
2 high, 2 med 28 2.9% G 4%
2 high, 2 louw 62 6.4% 112 11.6%
High, med, low 231 23.9% 114 11.8%
Note: the following cut-offs were used: Total Violent
Louw 0 - .79 0
Medium .80 - 2.09 .01 - .30
High 2.10+ L31+



the "mostly medium™ or "mostly high" categories include 10X or more of
the cases.

Comparing the three-block and four-block results for Total offenses,
the proportions of cases staying mostly low was about the same, while the
proportion in the Yother® category was substantially higher for the
four-block analysis. Judging from the differences in the percentages in
the more specific categories, it would appear that those cases with mostly
medium or mostly high rates over three blocks did not maintain those
lavels over the fourth block. The proportion with three low and one high
was about the same as for two low and one high, while those indicating
more diverse patterns, including the %"high, medium and low"™ category
showed an increase. Thus, except for those offenders with stable low-rate
arrest patterns, the longer the period over which these offenders were
observed, the more likely that they shouwed considerable variation in.their
arrest-rate patterns.

For Violent offenses, stable patterns even over three blocks were
rare, except for those with no Violent arrests at all. In fact, it was
rare for an offender to have any Violent arrests in all three blocks: 106
offenders, out of 857 with one or more arrests for Violent offenses. All
other Violent offenders had at least one four-year period (among those
in which he was on the street at least twelve months) in which there were
no arrests for Violent crimes. Less than half the Violent offenders (416
of 857) had two or more periods with Violent arrests; Over four valid
blocks, there were 621 offenders with any arrests for Violent crimes.
0f these, 298 (48.0%) had only one period in which such an arrest

occurred, and at least 43) (69.4%) had two or more periods absent of any
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Violent arrests (some proportion of the Thigh, medium and low"™ catégory
had two low periods). This high proportion with no-arrest periods made
stable patterns of Violent arrest rates unlikely.

Overall, then, the findings suggest that these offenders wera
unlikely to have stable patterns of arrest rates over their careers.
These arrest rates were not completely unstable, of course, in the sense
that behavior patterns were randomly distributed, but the extent of
stability was considerably less than is implied in currently popular
cenceptions of criminal "careers™ and less than would be necessary to
justify selective incapacitation policies. Thus, while the rates over
four-year blocks did have some usefulness for predicting the level of
arrest rate during a subsequent period, at no point were the high-rate
arrestees likely to have high rates of arrest during the next block. High
rates during two blocks was only slightly more predictive of high rates
in the next block. Analyses of overall patterns showed the varietvy of
arrest-rate levels experienced by these offendérs and the overall
instability in the ’arrest rates over time. Again, these findings
reflected the combined effects of maturation, measurement error in the
arrest rates, and instability in the criminal behavior of these offenders.
These effects, it would appear; severely limit the usefulness of official
arrest data at any point in time for identifying those offenders who would
be the most appropriate targets for selective incapacitation. Alone, the
combined‘effects of maturation and instability would call. into question
the assumptions underlying the concept of selective incapacitation and
would certainly create problems for attempts to estimate the potential

effects of such a policy.
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Chapter 7

Pre/post Comparisons: Prison or Probation

The ‘analysis of these offenders' arrest rate patterns Hes thus far
focused on the entire follow-up period or on somewhat a&arbitrary age
blocks. Decisions regarding sentencing policy, however, must occur at
particular points in these careers: at the point of sentencing. It is
important, therefore, both to apply and to assess the applicébilify of
these global patterns to the undebstanding of patterns observable at that
important juncture. In this chapter, the results of ahalyses similar to
those performed earlier using arrest data for the periods prior to and
follo@ing a probation or prison sentence will be presented.

In general, the results show that all of the general patterns
described earlier applied to the pre-sentence and post-sentence periods
as’ well: ethnic differences in aggregate arrest rates, a deéline in
arrest rates by age, and arrest rate instability at the individual level.
In addition, two additional trends observable at that particular point
in time will be discq#sed: an escalation in aggregote arrest rates during
the years immediately  prior to the current sentence, and a
greater-than-expected decline in these rates during those years
immediately following release. These’two trends add to the general
instability of offense rates over that period; making arrest rates during
the pre~sentence  pariod even less indicative of post-release rates than

earlier age blocks wmere of later ones.  As'a result, official data on
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criminality appears to be least useful fTor identifying differences in
criminal propensity precissly at that poinf when it would most likely be
amployed.

The sample of interest in these analyses is that subset of cases for
whom pre—-sentence investigation reports (PSIs) or prison reports were
obtained. Recall that the supplementary samples cbtained from probation
departments and from the California Department of Corrections (CbC) were
excluded from the analyses of overall career patterns (Chapters 3 and 4)
because they were sampled on the basis of having certain patterns (adult
probation or prison terms). For the present analyses, it is the periods
of time before and after these sentences that are important, so it is
appropriate to include these suplementary cases. Hot “ncluded in these
analyses, on the other hand, were those cases from the originzl CYA sample
who did not serve adult prison terms and who did not have a recent
probation report. As discussed in Chapter 2, prison reports were obtained
for all cases in the CDC Supplemeﬁtary sample (n=175) and virtually all
cases in the CYA cohort that went on to adult prison (n=%92).27 Probation
materials were obtained for cases placed on probation in the recent past
(files are destroyed five years after a case is discharged from
probation). The Probation supplementary sample (n=98) included cases
randomly selected from those known to have been arrested for robbery or

bufglary, although the conviction offense in the present analyses may not

27 Files were not found at €DC for a few cases in the CYA cohort, and
file materials were not obtained for some cases whe were still in CDC
institutions (or active on parole) at the time of the data collection.
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have been for those crimes. These cases had no state-level incarcerations
{juvenile or adult) prior to the conviction for which the PSIs were
obtained. All cases in the CYA cohort with probation files were included
{(n=1642), these cases having had no adult prison commitments.

Our interest was in four-yvear blocks of time prior to0,-and Tollowing,
the conviction and related incarceration (if any). This conviction
experience will be referred to as the "current sentence.” Some cases had
more than one PSI or prison report, in which case the earliest conviction
was chosen as the current sentence.xin order to maximize the ;uﬁger,of
cases with follow-up data. The "Pre” period included up to four years
of available data prior to the sentence obtained (probation, probation
with jail, or prison). This pericd was bounded on the bottom by age 18,
limiting the length of the period for cases with early convictions. The
"Post"™ perjod included up to four years of data after release from jail
or prison (some "probation™ cases had no incarceration, so that the Post
period immediately followed the Pre periocd). This Post period was also
divided into single years, and was bounded by the final follow-up date
(or death) for each case. Data for periods prior to the Pre period and
following the Post period were also obtained, allowing the calculation

of rates for the entire adult career.??®

28 As this data set was created, earlier errors in identifying final
follow-up dates were corrected (see Chapter %4). As a result, these
data de not exactly coincide with data used in earlier analy=es. The
errors were random, however, and should not affect any substantive
conclusions or comparisons between trénds found earlier and those
obtained using the present data.
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For various reasons, not all cases were included in all analyses.
Since only adult offense data were used, some cases who entered prison
upon barely reaching age 18 had no prior arrest information (three cases)
or had too little street time during that period to allow adequate
calculation of an arrest rate (two cases). A number of cases had no
post-release follow-up or too little street time after release for rate
calculations. Cases with any prior or post-release data were included
in aggregate rate calculations, houwever. As before, analyses focusing
on rates for ethnic groups included only those cases classified as White,
Black or Hispanic. A breakdown of the sample in terms of ethnicity and
available data is provided in Appendix 1.

The Pre and Post data were analyzed both in terms of aggregate arrest
rates and in terms of individual rates of arrest. First, using aggregate
data, arrest rates umere calculated for the Pre period and the Post period
by sample and ethnicity. These data provided a basis for assessing
differences among these subgroups and for comparing rates prior teo
sentencing with those observed after release. Second, an assessment of
the effects of age on the Post arrest rates for the cases with adult
prison sentences was made. Hext, in qrder to identify trends in arrest
rates over the four-year periods prior to and following the current
sentence, rates were calculated by sample for individual years during
these four-year perijods. Finally, the stability of individual arrest
rates from Pre to Post was examined, using correlational analysis and

Pres/post transitions.
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Trends in Aggqregate Arrest Rates

General Prespost Comparisons. Tables 7-1 and 7-2 show the rates of

arrest Tor different general categories of crimes aggregated across
ethnic groups and samples. Table 7-1 shows these rates for the period
prior to the current sentence, and Table 7-2 shows the rates for the Post
period. Since the rates for specific categories of offenses were not

restricted to participants, they will reflect differences in

participation in these crimes as well as in the rates of arrest. In
particular, Blacks and Hispanics in the sample were more likely to have
arrests fTor Violent offenses than Hhites; consequently, the arrest
leading to probation/jail or prison was more likely to be a Violent
offense for these groups, and their Pre rates of Violent arrests would
be expected to be higher. Again, there are three comparisons of interest:
among samples, among ethnic groups, and between Pre and Post.

The most striking difference in these tables is between Pre rates
and Post rates, with the Post rates by sample being lower in all cases,

and lower by ethnic group within sample in virtually all cases (a few of

these rates did not decrease, but none showed a substantial increase).
The greatest decreases were noted for those offenses for which rates were
highest during the Pre period. Note that the Pre rates may be somewhat
inflated, since each offender had to have at least one arrest during that
period (for one type of crime or another). These arrests, however, are
part of each offender's behavior during that period and cannot simply be
ignored. Some reduction in rates from Pre to Pos{, then, uould be
expected even if criminal behavior did not change. Further, given the

earljer findinas (Chapter 43 that these agogregate rates decreased with
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Table 7-1

Aggregate Yearly Arrest Rate By Race and Sample

Four-year Pre Period

Offense Type CYA7s CYA/ Suppl/ Suppl/
Ethnicity Prob cDC Prob cbhe
Total
White 2.79 .81 1.1¢4 3.56
Black 2.57 o 5.17 1.80 3.61
Hispanic 2.92 %.66 1.33 3.91
Total 2.76 §.91 1.41 3.63
Violent
White .21 .55 .23 .70
Black .39 1.23 .40 1.15
Hispanic .40 .67 .18 .82
Total .28 .82 .27 .89
Violent-aggressive
White .15 .31 .09 .37
Black .23 .55 18 .49
Hispanic .34 .40 L10 .59
Total .20 .41 .12 .45
Viclent-economic
White .06 .25 .14 .32
Black .16 .69 .21 .66
Hispanic .06 .28 .08 .23
Total .08 .41 .15 .64
Property
White .61 1.09 .41 1.09
Black .50 1.32 .45 1.00
Hispanic .52 .92 &1 1.00
Total .57 1.14 .42 1.04
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Table 7-2

Aggregate Yearly Arrest Rate By Race and Sample

Four-year Post Period

O0ffense Type CYAs CYA/s Suppl/ Suppl/
Ethnicity Prob cDhC Prob ¢DC
Jotal
White 1.47 2.33 .68 1.86
Black 1.46 2.65 1.47 2.61
Hispanic 1.51 2.68 1.03 2.30
Total 1.647 2.51 1.05 2.13
Vioclent
White .22 .37 .06 .35
Black .25 .62 .12 .76
Hispanic .12 .59 .28 %7
Total .21 .50 .15 .51
Violent-aggressive
White 17 .18 .02 .15
Black .19 .29 A2 .29
Hispanic .05 .31 .08 .28
Total 16 .24 .08 .21
Violent-economic
White .0% .19 .06 .20
Black .06 .33 .10 .46
Hispanic .05 .28 .10 .24
Total .05 .26 .08 .30
Property
White .26 .63 .26 .64
Black <17 .71 .34 .60
Hispanic 24 .53 .20 78
Total .23 6% .28 .64
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age and that this decrease was greatest for those cases with the highest
early rates, these results may be due, in part, to maturation.

Among samples, there wére clear differences between the cases who
went to adult prison and those who did not for all offenses and for both
fhe Pre and Post periods. In general, the two CDC samples and the tuwo
Probation samples were more similar to one another than CDC cases nere
to Probation cases, especially for the more serious offenses. For Total
offenses, there was a striking rank order among these groups, with CYA/CDC
cases having the highest rates, followed by the Supplementary'CDC cases,
the CYA/Probation cases and the Supplementary Probation cases, in that
order. Further, while the rates for all groups were lower during the Post
period, the same general rank order was maintained. For more specific
types of offenses, the two CDC groups were more similar, and while the
probation groups still showed differences, they were still more similar
" to one another than to the CDC groups.

Rates by ethnic group indicate a greater similarity in arrest rates
for Total offenses than was found for the CYA cohort (all active
offenders), suggesting that similar kinds of cases are selected by the
jJustice system at various levels. With a few exceptions (Property
erimes), the differences in these rates resemble the differences found
for the entire CYA cohort when all active cases were included. These
differences reflect, in part, the fact that a greater proportion of Blacks
were sentenced for violent crimes, and would thus be expected to have
higher rates of violent arrests during the Pre period. In the Post
period, rates went down for almost all groups, and the differences in

rates were reduced somewhat. These similarities with earlier findings
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support the earlier observation that general ethanic differences in
overall criminal involvement (participation and rate) seem to be
maintained even among the more serious offenders in the sample.

Post arrest rates bv age. The above findings, along with the earlier

findings on age effects, would lead to the expectation that rates of
arrest would be lower for cases released at later ages. To investigate
this hypothesis, four-year aggregate rates were celculated separately for
offenders released from the prisen sentences at various ages (the
Probation groups uwere not used in this analysis). The results are shown
in Table 7-3.

In spite of some variation, due in part to the small samples, there
was a clear trend for Total offense rates to be lower for older releasees
among the CDC cases. Sizable peaks can be seen for .ages 26-25 and for
ages 29-30, but these peaks do not contradict the general downward trend
in these rates. The rates for more specific offense categories showed
similar trends for these cases as uell.

Pre and Post arrest rates by vear. Arrest rates for both Total and

Violent offenses showed similar patterns of escalation for each of the
four samples during the four-year period prior to the current sentence.
Each of these rates also showed a drop immediately aftér release, wWith
some continuing decline after that point. The initial levels, rates of
escalation, and extent of decline differed among the subsamples, however,
resulting in an interesting pattern of differences in rates over time.
The aggregate rates for the four vears immadiately preceding and
following the current sentence are shown in Table 7-4. Also included,

for reference, are the rates over the full four-year periods (Pre and
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Table 7-3
Aggragate Yearly Arrest Rate: Four Years Post-release
By Age at Release
(A1l Adult Prison Cases)

N Total Violent |Viaclent-|Property
Agae at Release economic
20 29 3.36 .47 .26 .80
21 33 2.57 .36 .22 .66
22 70 2.75 %5 2% 1.76
23 93 2.37 .61 .26 .58
24 85 2.70 .68 .61 .61
25 106 3.00 .66 .36 .81
26 7% 1.75 .52 .24 bk
27 52 1.90 |} .48 .23 .40
28 36 1.29 .30 .15 .28
29 32 2.53 42 .18 1.10
30 23 1.67 .30 08 .74

Post) and the ratios of the Post rates to the Pre rates.?? T; aid in
visualizing the patterns in these rates, they are also displayed
graphically in Figures VII-1l and YII-2. Reading down each column of the
table, it is clear that for each subsample, the rates for both Total

offenses and Violent offenses showed a marked increase during the four

2? These analyses were not planped initially, and the data set developed
for the Pre/post analysis did not include data on individual yvears
prior to the sentence (only four-year and two-vear data were
calculated). Consequently;, the Pre rates in this Table were
calculated using rates by age, with the age at sentencing being
considered the first prior year. Obviously, some error will occur,
especially for Probation cases, for whom that age may extend into
post-release period as well. - As a result, the yearly rates will be
inaccurate to some degree and the four-year rates will not, in
general, equal the four-year rates in the Table 7-1 (although they
are close). 'The patterns in the data, however, are reasonable, and
are unlikely to have resulted merely +from these problems in
estimation.
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Table 7-%

Pre-entry and Post-release Arrest Rates By Year

By Sample

CYAs CYAs Suppl./ Suppl.s/ Total

Period Probation cDC Probation cDC
Jotal Offense Rate
¢th year Pre 2.02 3.78 .82 2.11 2.87
3rd yvear Pre 2.76 .25 .87 2.92 3.22
2nd vear Pre 2.97 4.86¢ 1.64 $.14 3.96
1st year Pre .39 7.96 2.55 7.06 5.98
(sentence) ’
ist year Post 2.21 2.60 1.67 2.32 2.37
2nd year Post 1.36 2.58 .97 2.38 2.08
3Ird yvear Post 1.23 2.58 .80 1.95 1.93
4th yvear Post .93 2.23 .73 1.58 1.82
6-year rate (Pre) 3.02 4.96 1.44 3.71 3.34
4~vear rate (Post? 1.46 2.52 1.06 2.12 2.04
Ratio (Post/Pre) .48 .51 72 .57 .61
Violent Offense Rate
4th yvear Pre .16 .39 L10 .38 .30
3rd year Pre .10 .46 22 .63 .36
2nd year Pre .39 .96 .31 1.22 .83
I1st year Pre .72 1.92 .49 2.13 1.40
{sentence)

1st year Post .33 .52 .35 .62 .49
2nd year Post .16 .46 .09 .56 .36
3rd year Post .19 &7 .06 .33 .33
4th yvear Post 14 .53 13 .61 .37
f-year rate (Pre) .34 .85 27 .91 .68
4-year rate (Post) .21 .49 .16 .51 <40
Ratio (Post/Pre) .62 .58 .59 .56 .59
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Figure VII-2. Vielent arrest rate by vear by sample: before and after
current sentence. '
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Pre vears, reaching very high levels immediately prior to the current
sentence. Part of this increase was due to the fact that the offenses
leading to the current sentence were included in the Pre-period rates.
These "necessarily included™ offenses Nouid tend to make rates during this
period larger than rates during any other period (in which offenders may
or may not have had arrests). However, the increase over several vears,
along with the fact that these rates were very high (up to 8 crimes per
yvear), suggests that the "trend® is not simply an artifact of having used
these periods in the analysis or of having included the conviction
offenses in the calculations.

The initial levels and the rate of increase differed substantially
among the subsamples, with the two CDC groups starting higher and reaching
a level that was similar to one another and much higher than that of
either Probation group. This pattern was especially clear for Vionlent
offenses, whare the two sets of graphed lines (Figure VII-2) almost
coincide. Among the Probation groups, the CYA cases had higher rates for
Total offenses both initially and at their peak, but still more similar
to the Supplementary Probation cases than to the CDC groups.3°

Whila all groups showed a decline in rates of arrest immediately
following release (or being placad on probation), that decline was

greatest for the two CDC groups, resulting in some convergence in these

30" Bear in mind that "probation” sentences also included jail terms for
many offenders; for these cases, the sentencing decision may be more
reasonably understood as having involved the appropriate length of
incarceration, rather than simply freedom vs. prison. In California,
sentences of up to one year can (and generally are) served in county
jail; while longer sentences have to be served in prison.
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rates among the four subsamples. It is interesting that the CYA/CDC cases
dropped to a level considerably below the level of even four vyears before
their sentences, while the other three groups dropped to levels found in
the years more proximate to their sentences. The ratios of four-year Post
rates to the four-year Pre rates indicate that each sample showed a
considerable overall decrease during the Post period; all but one of these
ratios was at or below around .60.

These data strongly suggest that many of these offenders were
arrested, convicted and sent to prison during a period 6f unusually high
levels of criminal behavior: a "crime spree” that was not particularly
indicative of their more enduring, personal criminal propensities. Such
"spurts® would appear to point once again to the importance of situational
factors in the etiology of criminal behavior. Other explanations are
possible, however. For example, it is possible that the arrest rate
escalation observed during this Pre~incarceration periocd merely reflects
tha kind of clustering of arrests that might be observed even if arrests
were randomly distributed throughout a Ystable® offense career (Maltz and
Pollock, 1930; Malt=z, Gordon, McDowell and McCleary, 1980). This "random
clustering™ would be similar to having a run of, say, four or five "heads"™
in a row uwhen flippirg a coin. Sentences to jail or prison would be more
likely during these spurts than at other times during the offenders'
careers. From this perspective, then, we would expect to find such an
increase in arrest rates prior to major sentences. Consequently, the
spﬁrts themselves would have no particular meaning, and little would be
gained by searching for their Ycauses.® However, while some of the

increase may be due to this kind of random grouping of crimes and/or
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arrests, findings reported earlier suggest that differences betueen
arrest rates for various four-year blocks were greater than would be
expected if arrests were randomly distributed within stable careers.
Closaer investigation of this period, to determine whether it is possible
to identify factors that precipitate this kind of increase in criminal
beshavior, should be undertaken in future research. |

In any case, these findings suggest that offense behavior in the
period prior to prison or probation may be highly uncharacteristic of an
offender's overall career, making the use of data from this period
problematic for setting sentences or even understanding criminal
behavior. Fof example, Cohen (1986, pg. 323) notes the similarities
betueen two Rand self-report studies in the distributions of pre-prison
offenses, even though the observation "window"™ periods usad in the two
studies were different: medians of 28 months and 14 months of street time,
" respectively. These similarities, which Cohen argues to indicate
underreporting in the study with the longer window period; may be due,
in large part, to thase spurts prior to prison. If most of the crimes
are committed immediately prior to prison, the distributions over one vs.
two vyears may be, in fact, quite similar, except for. particularly
high-rate offenses, such as burglary or drug sales (whiéh were found t§
be higher in the study with the longer window period).

The dramatic drop in arrest rates after release from incarceration
is very similar to that noted by Murray and Cox (1979) in their study of
serious delinquents committed to the Illinois Department of Corrections
and of delinquents involved in the Unified Delinquency Intervention

Services (UDIS) program. - They referred to the mechanism producing this
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reduction in arrest raées as thg "suppressfon effect.™ Murray and Cox
saw this effect operating primarily through specific deterrence and
through personal growth of the participants. The deterrent effect came
from exposing the delingquents to the reality of institutionalization; the
personal growth came as the result of program staffs’' taking an interest
in the youths. As aids in understanding the similar drop in rates for
the present sample, only the deterrence hypothesis seems useful. The
realities of adult prison life may well have been made clear to these
offenders. It seems unlikely, on the other hand, that these prisoners
expefienced a great deal of personal growth while in adult prison, since
the nature of the intervention is less growth-oriented than the UDIS
program. Given the fact that arrest rates during the Pre period were so
high, one possible explanation would be that incarceration interrupted
the development of whatever situational factors spurred or facilitated
the prior escalation in criminal behavior (e.g., & developing drug habit
or relationship with a trusted "fence™ for stolen goods).

Again, other explanations are possible. If the ®random clustering”
hypothesis described above were to hofa, for example, such a substantial
drop in rates would simply be expected, since random processes would tend
to bring the criminal behavior of these offenders back to its expected
(lower) level {(Maltz and Pollock, 1980; Maltz, Gordon, McDowell and
Mcéleary, 19803. In this view, the rate would be expected to have dropped
from the Pre period to the Post period reqardless of what happened to the

offender in the interim. A situational perspective, it should be

emphasized, would also predict some drop from these high levels in the

absence of any prison sentences; since the circumstances of some offenders
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would undoubtedly change over time (the kind of instability noted
throughout this report). The drop, however, uwould not be expected to be
so great, since no forced. disruption of crime-supporting social
situations would occur.

I+ is likely that both of these explanations have some merit.
Although it would be interesting to assess their relative strengths, a
rigorous test is not likely to be Fforthcoming. The present date are
consistent with both hypotheses and provide no solid basis for deciding
between them or for parcelling out their respective contributions. Doing
s0° would require determining what would have happened to these arrest
rates if the sentences had not been imposed. A rigorous study woulrs <thus
require that some offenders be allowed to remain free regardless of tha
number and types of arrests they accumulate (to see if their rates go back
down cver time, and, if so, how much they decrease). Few would be nilling
to support such a policy in the name of sciencsa.

After the first year back on the street, the Total arrest rates for
the two CDC groups appeared to stabilize somewhat, while ‘those of
Probation groups continued to decline at a moderate rate. These trends
served to increase the differences in their rates from that point on.3!
These trends are again consistent with a situational perspective. . The

differences between prisoners and probationers could be understeood, in

31 Because of this greater drop after the first year, it is not Qur-

prising that. studies comparing the post-release arrest rates of
probationers and prisoners over only 2% months have reported. small
differences (Petersilia and Turner, 1986). While these differences
may reflect differences in criminal behavior over the short-run, they

should not be used to extrapolate to longer perisds of time.
Y,
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this view, partly by the degree to which social, situational, or
circumstantial factors were carried over from the pre-sentence period
into the post-release period. The CDC cases, sentenced to prison for
saveral vears, could not as easily return to ;revious. crime~-supporting
social situations. MWhile their overall criminal propensities may still
have been higher (as evidenced by their maintaining higher rates of arrest
even after prison), the situational factors that resulted in the high-rate
period prior to prison may thus be expected to change fairly dramatically.
The probationers, in contrast, would not have spent very much tima
incarcerated, and would have found themselves in essentially the same
situation as before sentencing.

For Violent offenses, similar overall patterns were noted, with the
exception that after some initial declines in the Post period, the rates
actually showed some increase (the third vear for CYA cases and the fourth
vear for supplementary cases). Similar patterns were found for more
specific offenses as well (results not shown). An increase during the
fourth year was evident for Violent-economic crimes, and rates for
Property crimes showed an increase during the third year for all except
the Supplementary Probation group. Other rates showed some fluctuation,
but no trend was evident,

In dgeneral, the highest risk for rearrest for these offenders was
during the first year on the street after a conviction. The decline over
time, though slight, is consistent with earlier findings (Chapter &)

concerning age effects, but it would appear that certain periods (the
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fourth year for Violent-economic crimes, and the third year for Property

crimes) may run counter to that general tendency.32

Pre and Post rates by sge. In discussing the rather sharp decrease
in rates observed for the Post period as compared to the Pre period for
cases sentenced to prison, it was suggested that some decrease in these
rates might be expected simply because these individuals aged in prison.
The findings on post-release rates by age lent some credence to this
hypothesis, but could not address the issue of whether the Post rates were
lower or higher than might be expected simply on the basis of age effects
alone. Accordingly, analyses of aggregate arrest rates by age were
performed using only the CYA cases who went to adult prison. Arrest rates
were calculated for ages prior to their prison sentences and for "active™
ages after release (up to, but not including the age of the last known
arrest). Thus, the data for each individual entered into the calculations
for those ages prior to his entering prison and for those ages he was
active after he was released. The two sets of rates (for Total offenses
and Violent offenses) are shouwn in Table 7-5 and displaved in Figures
VII-3 (Total arrest) and VII-4 (Violent arrests).

Two clear trends are evident from these data: all rates (except those
for Pre Violent offenses) declined wuith increésing age and the

post-release rates were lower than the pre-prison rates for all cases at

32  Additional studies (different samples) wmould help teo determine
whether these high-risk periods are common to all offenders (rather
than peculiar to this sample) and may possibly point to factors which
increase the risk during those periods, This kind of information may
prove very valuable for understanding situational factors related to
criminal behavior and suggest methods for reducing that risk.
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Table 7-5
Aggregate Arrest Rate By Age for Active Offenders
Prior to and Following First Adult Commitment
(CYA/CDC Cases Only)

Pre-prison Post-prison

Active Ages Active Ages
Age N Total Violent N Total Violent
P41 32 4.52 .77 32 5.57 &7
21 60 %.51 .67 60 3.94 .54
22 101 %.3% .86 104 3.18 &1
23 156 %4.79 .75 164 2.97 .52
26 158 4.39 .61 191 2.59 .44
25 177 4.15 1.04 237 2.73 .52
26 156 4.14 .72 244 2.19 .33
27 114 3.41 .93 224 2.49 .51
28 90 3.53 .07 197 2.16 .37
29 62 %.00 .50 168 2.01 .25
30 150 2.37 .43
31 125 2.29 .36
32 106 1.79 .36
33 78 1.84 .25
34 66 1.74 .32

those ages. HNote that for the pre-prison rates, the estimates for older
ages increasingly refer only to the ages immediately prior to the prison
sentences of the cases included, explaining the sharp rise in the Total
rate for ages 28 and 29 and, to some extent, the wide fluctuations in the
rates for Violent offenses. Nevertheless, for both Total offenses and
Violent offenses, tﬁe arrest rates during the pre-prison period were
generally higher at each age than were the rates at those ages for
offenders released from prison. Post-release Total offense rates showed
2 sharp decline after age 20, becoming more gradual after age 22 and

peaking briefly at ages 27 and 30. The rate for Violent offenses showed
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a less smooth and more gradual decline, again peaking at ages 27 and 30,
as well as age 23.

If only the data prior to prison were analyzed, no clear age effect
would have been observed for these offenders who went to prison. The
pre-prison escalation in criminal behavior for these offenders, wshich
occurred at various ages, tended to mask the kind of general decline noted
for the CYA cohort as a whele (and for thase cases as well, when no
distinction was made between Pre and Post periods). Thus, because the
criminal justice system tends to "select"™ cases for prison sentences based
on having high rates of arrest (and, presumably, of crimes), the
cross—sectional study of the pre-prison behavior of a sample of adult
prisoners may be unable to identify important eriminal career patterns.
The Pre period will simply not provide a very accurate picture of the

overall offense behavior of these offenders.

Stability of Pre/post Arrest Rates

Given the overall decline in rates by age for these cases and the
differences between Pre and Post rates, both overall and over time, one
would expect stability from Pre to Fost to be relatively low. The
correlations shown in Table 7-6 reinforce this observation.. Shoun are
the correlations betuween the rates for the four-year Pre and Post periods,
as well as those for the five four-year age-blocks between age 18 and
age 37. The Prespost correlation for Total offenses for CDC cases was
very low (.213). Note that ¢this correlation (and that for Violent
offenses as well) is equal to that found between the 18-21 age block and

the 22-25 age block for these cases.  This similarity is not surprising,

-. 158 -



Table 7-6
Arrest Rate Correlations:
Pre/Post and Four-year Age Blocks

Pre/ 18-21s 22~257 26-297 30-337
Post 22-25 26-29 30-33 34-37
CDC cases: n= 560 623 329 323 227
Total L2133 .213 .375 .§28 .509
Violent .156 157 .19¢ .255 .132
Violent-econ. 169
Property .186
Probation cases: n= 222 274 202 116 %5
Total . 386 646 .32¢6 .251 -3
Violent .1602 .013ns .209 .091ns -
Violent-econ. .075ns
Property .29%90

Hote: Correlations include cases with at least tuwelve months of
street time for both age-blocks. The natural logarithm of all
variables was used.

1 411 correlations significant (p<.01), unless otherwise noted.

2 p<.05
3 Yoo few cases for analysis.

considering that the average aga at éntry to prison was about 22 and the
average age at release was around 25; these correlations, then, cover
generally the same time periods. As these offenders got older, the
correlations between age blocks increased, suggesting that the rates
during the post-prison periods were more stable, and thereby more
indicative of their "true® expected individual arrest rates.
Correlatibns for more specific types of offenses (Violent-ectonomic and
Property offenses) were even lower between Pre and Post. For Probation
cases, correlations were similarly low, but were more comparable to the

correlation between the 22-25 age block and the 26-29 age block.
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Overall, these correlations indicate that the rates of arrest
observable over the Pre period were not very indicative of the relative
rates of arrest for these cases during the Post period. This instability
is consistent with the notion that many, if not most, of these offenders
engaged in uncharacteristic patterns of criminal behavior (including
crime sprees) immediately prior to being convicted.

To illustrate the impact of these marginal relationships betueen Pre
and Post rates on the sbility to use Pre rates to identify offenders with
high Post rates, transitional probabilities from Pre to Post were
calculated for cases with prison sentences. O©Of interest were both the
relative stability of these rates (the extent to which cases with high
Pre rates had higher rates in the Post period than other‘offenders) and
the absolute stability (the extent +to which high-rate offenders
maintained those rates during the Post period). The results are shouwn
in Table 7-7.

The top portion of the table show the percentages of high-rate
offenders and non-high-rate offenders with different levels of arrest
rates during the Post period, with both sets of rates divided into rough
thirds. For both Total offenses and VYiolent offenses, less than half
(about 45X) of the high-rate cases (Pre) fell into the highest third of
cases based on Post rates. Of those cases not identified as high-rate
based on pre-prison data, 26.2% had high Total rates of arrest and 28.9%
had high rates of arrest for Violent offenses. Thus, while there was some
relationship betueen the tuo rate levels, using levels from the Pre pefiod
to predict levels for the Post period would result in over 50% false

positive predictions and between 26% and 29% false negative predictions.
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Table 7-7
Transitional Probabilities for High-rate Offenders:
Prior to and Following Prison

Post Period
Sample Number (x) Low Medium High
Relative
Stability:
Total Offenses?
High-rate 185 (33.0%) 51 (22.2%) 70 (37.8%) 7% (40.0%)
Others 375 (67.0%) 131 (34.9%)) 134 (35.7%){ 110 (29.3%
Total 560 € 1002) 172 (30.7%)] 204 (35.6%)] 184 (32.9%)
Violent Offenses
High-rate 176 (31.4%) 67 (38.12) 39 (22.2%) 70 (39.8%)
Others 386 (68.6%) 207 (53.9%) 67 (17.6%)| 110 (28.6%)
Total 560 ¢ 100%) 276 (48.9%)] 106 (18.9%)] 180 (32.1%)
Absolute
Stability:
Total Offenses?
High-rate 185 (33.0%) 106 (57.3%) 44 (23.8%) 35 (18.9%)
Others 375 (67.0%) 255 (68.0%) 70 (18.7%) 50 (13.3%)
Total 560 ¢ 100%) 361 (64.5%)] 114 (20.4%) 85 (15.2%)
Violent Offenses
High-rate 176 (31.6%) 67 (38.1%) 58 (33.0%) 51 (29.0%)
Others 386G (68.6%) 207 (53.9%)] 113 (29.4%) 66 (16.7%)
Total 560 ¢ 100%) 276 (48.9%)] 171 (30.5%) 115€¢20.5%)

i All differences statistically significant (Chi-square test) at the .01
level, unless otherwise noted.

2 p<.05
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Further, considerably less than half the high-rate cases during the Post
period would have been identified in this manner.

In terms of the proportion of cases maintaining high Pre levels
during the Post period, stability is considerably lower;, due to the
overall reduction in rates from Pre to Post. Only 18.9% of the cases with
high Total rates during the Pre period had rates at the same level during
the Post period, compared to 13.3%X of those cases that did not have high
Pre rates. Stability for Violent offenses was somewhat higher, but still
less than 30%; in contrast, almost 16% of the cases without high Pre rates
had a high arrest rate level for these offenses during the Post paeriod.
Again, using Pre rates as the criterion for identifying cases expected
to have high rates in the Post period, well over half the high-rate cases

would remain unidentified.

In summary, the present data showed that not only did the general
trends relative to ethnic differences and age effects hold for the period
prior to and following a major conviction, other trends emerged as well:
an escalation of arrest rates prior to conviction and a sharp decrease
in these rates following the sentence. These additional trends combined
to increase the instability of arrest rates from the Pre period to the
Post periced over what ﬁight have been expectad based on earlier analyses
of the larger sample. These findings suggest that official data would
not be very useful for identifying those offenders who will engage in the
highest rates of criminal behavior after release from their current
sentences. They also suggest that the period prior to a sentence may be

the least useful for studying differences in offense patterns or in
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offenders. Thus, studies using data referring to the period immediately
prior to a prison sentence, such as the major studies conducted by the
Rand Corporation (Peterson and Braiker, 1980; Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982;
Greenwcod, 1982), may be hampered in their ability to isolate patterns
that are generally characteristic of criminal careers or to identify

important differences among offenders.
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Chapter 8
Correlates and Predictors of Arrest Rates

for Incarcerated Offenders

The focus of this chapter will be primarily on patterns of
association (correlations)®3 between arrest rates and other variables for
which data were available: lifestyle variables, such as drug use,
marital/family status, and emplovment; background variables; and
variables related to the prison or probation sentences of the offenders
in the sample. These analyses were intended primarily to explore the
usefulness of these data for understanding differences in arrest rates
among those offenders for whom this kind of information was available.
" Due to the nature of the sample, generalization of the present findings
to other offenders is not warranted. Due to the natdre of the data, thair
usefulness even for understanding relationships within this sample are
somewhat limited. Before presenting the findings, some discussion of

these limitations is in order.

33  Correlational analysis is not the most appropriate method of studying
relationships among all of the variables at hand, since most have
non-normal distributions and many are dichotomous {coded 0 or 1J.°
Nevertheless, the use of a single measure of association allows for
a simple display of the results, so that overall patterns may be more
readily apparent. Given the exploratory hnature of the present
analyses, the reliance on correlational techniques may be excusable.
For a more thorough analysis of these associations and/or for the
development of a predictive device., other anslytic techniqueas may
prove more appropriate. ‘
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First, recall from Chapter 2 that these data were obtained from
prison and probation files. Although prison information was available
for virtually all offenders who served prison terms, probation data were
available only for offenders with recent exposure to probation. The
lifestyle information, then, will not, in general, be indicative of the
lifestyles of offenders whose criminal careers ended early and whosa
levels of criminality were low enough that they avoided sentences to adult
prison.

Second, the source of the data and the difficulties encountered in
coding them reduce confidence in their validity and reliability. The
information was usually‘found in narrative form (as part of the "social
history™) and was often difficult to interpret and code. To the extent
possible, all changes in drug use patterns and marital status, as these
were noted in the files, were coded. Emplcocyment patterns were coded as
the number of months emploved during calendar years‘and the most common
tyvpe of employment during that vear. These coded data were then used to
establish monthly and yearly indices of drug use, marital status and
employment over the period up to the date of the last available report.
As a consequence, the validity and reliability of these data are suspect.
Although the split-half correlations for these variables (presented in
Chapter 5) indicated reasonable relisbility, these correlations were
affected by the fact that only those changes noted in the records uwere
coded; uncertainty was coded as stability.

Finally, it is important to note that since information on these
variables was taken from official records, they were generally limited

to the period up te each offender's final parcle or probation repbrt.
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4s a consequence, they often did not extend to the same point as did the
data on arrests; the rap sheets covered time periods bevond the date of
the last report containing lifestyle information. Lifestyle data for
later ages must be understosd as having been available mostly for
offenders still recently sctive in crime or recently released from prison.
In fact, the later the age, the more the sample of cases with available
data comes to be comprised of offenders recently or currently engaged in
serious crime and/or currently serving major sentences. The data
themselves, then, come to increasingly refer to that period immediately
before and/or after a major sentence. Since this time period, as
discussed in the last chapter, was exceptional in terms of criminal
behavior (incréasing criminal - behavior, followed by a reduction after
release), it would seem likely that the lifestyle indicators during this
period would also be exceptional. Data for later ages, therefore, is
likely to be increasingly unrepresentative of the age-related lifestyle
characteristics of any offenders, inside or outside the sample.
Associations noted for those offenders with available data, however,
can be useful for understanding what characteristics tended to go along

with differences in arrest rates for those offenders. While not

generalizable to other offenders, these findings can add to the growing
body of data concerning the relationships among these variables for
different groups of individuals at different times and under differing
conditions.

Using data on indicated changes in drug-use patterns, marital and
family status, and periods of employment, percentages of time in which

these offenders used various types of drugs, had particular types of
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family arrangements, and were either emploved full-time or unemployed
were calculated. These percentages were calculated for the four-year age
blocks used previously and for the four-year pericds immediately prior
to, and following, any incarceration served as part of the probation er
prison term. The means, standard deviations and numbers of cases with
available dats are shown in Appendix 2 (for the age block analysis) and
Appendix 3 (for the Pres/post. analysis).3* Since the information on
lifestyle characteristics was coded for the same'four-year age blocks as
for the arrest data, correlations between lifestyle variables and arrest
rates both within and across age blocks could be colculated. These
correlations can provide a basis for understanding how variables relate
to arrest rates over time fTor these offenders. The data for the periods
prior to, and following, the incarceration terms can be used to understand
the Pres/post period, as it compares to the arbitrary four-year periods
included in the ége-block correlations.

The Prespost information, along with background information and
information on the current term, were also included in analyses aimed at
the prediction of individual rates of arrest after prison or probation

sentences. The intention of these analyses was not to develop a

34 The percentages for drug use and employment were based on time not
incarcerated (street time), while the family status variables
referred to total follow-up time (since the individuals presumably
retained their family status regardless of incarceration).
Unemployment referred to periods in which the offenders had neither
employment nor some reason for being unemploved (disabled, enrclled
in school, etec.). In the analvysis of data for periods prior to, and
following, major sentences, employment (the converse of unemployment,
as defined above) was used.
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prediction device for identifying high-rate offenders, but rather to
understand and illustrate the impact of the criminal career
characteristics discussed so far on the ability to predict individual
arrest rates. The findings so far would generally lead one to expect only
limited success at predicting differences in individual rates of arrest,
particularly after a major sentence. On the one hand, arrest rates were
shown in Chapter 5 to be fairly unreliable as wmeasures of stable
individual differences in criminal behavior. On the other hand, arrest
rates over time were shoun to be relatively unstable, so that correlations
between one four-year age block and the next were lower than might be
expected on the basis of unreliability alona. This instability was found
to be particularly high between the period prior to and the period
following a sentence to prison or probation. Together, these findings
pointed to the limited usefulness of data on prior arrest rates for
predicting future rates of arrest and suggested that situational factors
play a large part in determining criminal behavior. Under these
circumstances, a great deal of.success at predicting differences in arrest
rates during any particular period using official information on criminal
behavior from any other period would not be expected.

Although information on lifestvle characteristics hight be expected
to provide some additional predictive power, the findings presented in
Chapter 5 shouwed that the increase was marginal when predicting rates
during odd or even ages from information on the other half of the carcer.
The explained variance using a regraession equation was 59%, compared to
the 53% obtained when only arrest rates were used. The behavioral

instability present around the time of a major sentence would be expected
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to reduce this predictive power considerably, so that the accuracy of
predicting arrest rates during the post-release period using available

information from prior periods would be expected to be lou.

Stability of the Lifestvle Variables

Before turning to the relationships between these variables and
arrest rates, it is interesting to note the extent to which these
"]lifestyle™ variables remained stable over time. As with the arrest rate
measures, peaerfect correlations involving these variables would not be
expected even if the underlying behavior wmere constant, due to the nature
of the records upon which the coding was based.  However, as discussed
in Chapter 5, the split-half correlations for these variables wuere
generally higher than for the arrest rates, owing in part to the rules
used in coding (patterns were assumed to have continued, unless otherwise
noted in the records).

Shown in Table 8-1 are the correlations between adjacent age blocks
and between the Pre and Post periods for each of the six lifestyle
variables and one additional variable: the percentage of time in each
block during which the offender was not incarcerated. Also shouwn are the
means (over each offenders' entire follow-up period? for these lifestyle
variables. Again, due to the nature of the coding, these averages cannot
be taken as indicators of the "true™ extent of these characteristics, but
they can serve as rough indications.

As a group, these offenders, most of whom served prison terms as
adults, averaged two-thirds of their time outside of incarceration.

During that time on the street, the data suggest rather extensive
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Table 8-1
Age-Block and Prespost Correlations:
Lifestyle Indicators

Correlations

Career 18-217 }(22-257 (26-297 |306-33/ Pres
Variable Mean? 22-25 26-29 36-33 34~-37 Post

%2 of Street-time:

Heroin use 23.66% .7392 677 631 .624 .618
Speed/barbiturates use 21.88% 720 761 .571 .56¢2 .577
Hallucinogens use 62.06% 715 .676 .542 .573 .563
Full-time employment 12.68% 362 671 %10 -.01l6ns n/a
Unemployeds 79.78% .354 .663 421 L1354 .248

% of All Followup:

Not incarcerated 65.96% L6461 .577 .582 .566 L1664
Common=-law relationship 10.30% .497 .502 .470 .§18 .277
Legally married 10.48% .462 .541 .571 .430 .275
Supporting dependents 11.98% .565 .590 .565 .693 n’a

Note: minimum n=201

1 The average of the individual offenders' percentages over their total
follow-up periods.

2 All correlations statistically significant (p < .01); unless otherwise
nated.

¥ Coded as "percent of time employed” for Prespost analysis.
&
p<.05

involvement in drug use, with these offenders averaging 23X of their
follow-up street time coded as time using heroin and 42% of that time
using hallucinogens. While the numbers may not be accurate, they still
indicate a considerable extent of drug use among these offenders.
Involvement in stable relationships (common-law or marriages), on the
other hand, was rather low over the periods covered by these records.

On average, these offenders spent only ona-fifth of these arfdult periods
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involved in one of these kinds of relationships. The percentage of time
during which these offenders contributed to the suport of dependents was
slightly higher, indicating that some apparently continued to support
dependent children after relationships ended. The average percentage of
time unemploved (no noted employment) was high for this sample, averaging
80X, with full-time employment accounting for slfghtly over half the time
spent employed. Taken together, the low averages for family involvement
and employment suggest that these offenders tendedvto maintain, at best,
marginal linkages to dominant social institutions during these vears.
The correlations between adjacent age-block variables reveal as much
about how the variables were ctoded as they do about the stability of the
characteristic in question. In fact, given that statuses were considered
stable unless otherwise noted, there is more instability indicated than
might be expected. For example, the highest correlations across age
" blocks were found for drug use during the ages of 18 to 29; the fact that
these correlations were only around .70 indicates that some changes in
drug use patterns were noted in the records. Other wvariables were
correlated at about the same level as was found for Total arrest rates:
around .40 to .50. For most variables, the correlations for all adjacent
age blocks and for the Pre/post variables were similar. For marital
status wvariables, however, the Pre/post correlations were’considerably
lower, suggesting greater instability during that period with respect to
marriages or common-law relationships. Percent of time on the street uwas

least stable from Pre-incarceration to Post-incarceration.
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dge-block Correlations

Correlations between lifestyle variables and arrest rates (Total
offenses and Violent offenses) were calculated for all cases and for CDC
cases separately. Also included were selected background variables and
a variable indicating whether the offender had an adult prison term. From
these correlations, a picture of how these variables related to ona
another over time could be gained. The correlation matrices were reviewed
to identify patterns of association and differences For offense types
(Total vs. Violent) and for samples (all cases vs. CDC cases only). The
results of these analyses will be discussed in general terms, with the
actual correlations presented only for the analysis involving all cases
and Total offenses.

In reviewing the four sets of correlations, several general patterns
emerged. First, except for the variables indicating the percentage of
time during each block'in which the offenders were not incarcerated, all
of the correlations were fairly low. Second, concurrent relationships
(within-block correlations) were greater than predictive ones, with only
a few exceptions. Third, the correlations were highest when all cases
were included in the analysis; separate analyses using only those cases
with adult prison sentences (CDC cases) resulted in similar patterns, with
all correlations lower than for all cases combined. Fourth, correlations
in§olving rates of arrast for Violent offenses were generally lower than
those involving rates for Total offenses; a few interesting differences
were observed, however.

Table 8-2 shows the statistically significant (non~zero)

correlations between Total rates of arrest and the major 1lifestyle

- 173 -



Table 8-2
Correlations with Total Arrest Rates for Age Blocks:
All Cases mith Prison or Probation Information

Arrest Bste (Total O0ffenses)

18-21 22-25 26-29 30-33 36-37

X Street-time

18-21 -.5584%% -, 1810%x - 1611%x% - -

22-25 =.3391%x -.5128%x% - 1481%x - -

26-29 ~.16404%x% -.3539%x =.4276%% -.1643% -

30-33 - -.2281%x -, G233%% -.5328%x% ~.2731%x%

34-37 - - -.1387xx ~.3656x%x% =.49893x%x%
Z JTime: Heroin use :

18-21 L21663%% .2996%x% LA576%x% .1192%3¢ -

22-25 176053 .3616%x .3115%x% . 18843 -

26-29 L1336%x¢ L2668 %% L26563%% J2686%X% L2930%x%

30-33 - .1184% L0923% 22683k L3190%x

34-37 - L1601% - - L2775%3%

% Time: Uppers/douners use

18-21 .1805%3% .1782%x% L0661% .1145%x% -
22-25 .1729%% J226G2%% L1267 %3¢ L1672%% -
26-29 .0965x% .1563%x% L1762%% J1877 %% -
30-33 - .1205%x% 1016% .2757x%¥% .1221%
34-37 - .1316% - .1511%% L1312%

% Time: Hallucinogens use

18-21 .2025%% .1804%% .0843x% .0789% -

22-25 L2016 L2865%x% .2022%3 .0972x% .1189%
26-29 .0791x% 159 9% . 2690%3¢ 2011 %% .2263%3
30-33 - .0920% - L2650%3% .3256%x%
34-37 - - - »1206% .3880%5%

B4

Time: Common-law

18-21 LO877%x% .0692x% - - -
22-25 .0986%x% .1508%x% .0980%x* . 118233 L1136%
26-29 - L1137%% J1223%x 11663 ~1793%x
30~33 - - - . 12703%% L1119%
34-37 - - - - L2847 %%

% Time: legally married

18-21 - 0860%x% - - - -
22-25 - - .0865% - -
26-29 - - +1162%% - -
30-33 - - - J0919% -
36-37 - .0925% L1337%x L1766G¥x

Note: The natural logarithms of the arrest rate variables were used.

¥ p<.08
¥¥ p,.01
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Table 8-2 (cont.)
Correlations with Total Arrest Rates for Age Blocks:
All Cases with Prison or Probation Information’

Arrest Rate (Jotal Offenses)

18-21 . 22-25 26-29 30-33 36~-37
X Time: Supporting dependents
18-21 - - L0897 - -
22-25 - - .1065%x% - -
26-29 - - .0983%x .1007% .1256%
30~-33 - - - <1097 .1926%x%
34-37 - - - - 22054 %%
X Time: Emploved full-time i
18-21 -.0770% - -. 10965 - -
22-25 -.1029%x -.0766% -.0906% - -
26-29 -.1070%% - - - -~
30~-33 ~.1296%x* - - - -
36-37 - - - - -
X Time: Unemploved
13-21 - - - - -
22-25 - - - - -
26-29 - - ~.1523xx% - -
30-33 - - - -.1106%% .-
34-37 - - - - -, 1026%
Background info:
Criminality:
Father .0809xx L1086 % - - -
Siblings L1662%x% -2053%% L1503%3% - -
Age at first:
Arrest - . G270%X% ~.2664¥%3x¢ ~.1377%x% - -
Commi tment -.6159%% -.2305%% -.1368x%x - -
No. escapes C173 1% - - - -
Claimed school grade - ~.12643x%% - - -
Adult prison 35393 . 3729%x% 226 5% ~A167 835 -

Note: The natural logarithms of the arrest rate variables werns used.

¥ p<.05
%% p<.01
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variables for the five age blocks. The highest correlations were betwesen
percentages of time on the street during these age blocks and the rates
of arrest. These correlations were all negative, indicating that thouse

offenders with the highest rates of arrest tended to spend the largest

portions of these periods behind bars. It is noteworthy that the-

correlations betuween rates of arrest in each age block and percentages
ef street time in the next block mere considerably higher than Eatween
these rates and percentages of street time in preceding blocks. This
pattern indicates that incarceration time did not precede higher arrest
rates to the same extent that arrest rates led te greater incarceration
time.

Drug use. The next highest correlations were positive and indicated
that, among the variables included in the analysis, differences in drug
use were the most closely linked to differences in the rates of arrest.
S$till, these correlations were not particularly high,'the highest being
for heroin use uwithin the 22-25 year-old age block. After age 25,
predictive relationships for heroin use were slightly stronger than
concurrent ones; this was the only variable for which this predictive
pattern was found.

The use of other drugs--ampheteminas and barbiturates (“uppers and
downers™) and hallucinogenic drugs—--was also related to arrest rates,
but, again, not strongly. Correlations for these forms of drug use were
highest within age-blocks, becoming smaller and smaller as the time
difference bhetween the two age-blocks  increasaed. These patterns may
suggest that drug use and criminal behavior are merely associated (the

highest rates of arrest occur while the individual is using drugs) and
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that any cross-block correlations result merely from the fact that both
drug use and criminal behavior have some modicum of stability over time.
However., the relationship between the use of these drugs and subsequent
arrest rates wuwas stronger, in general, than between arrest rates and
subsequent druy use. This pattern appears to indicate & possible causal
relationship; drug use in one period leads to higher rates of arrest later
on. Still, the fact that the differences in these correlations were not
great would indicate that any causal relatinnship is not a particularly
strong one.

Marital/family status. The correlations for the family status

variables indicate that, contrary to common assumptions, this sample of
offenders did not benefit from the common-law or legal marriages (however
fleeting) in their lives, at least in terms of their being arrested.
Except for the single negative relationship between time spent legally
married and arrest rates during +the  18-21 age block, all of the
statistically significant correlations iniolving common-law
relationships, marriage or the support of dependents were positive. HWhile
no attempt was made to investigate the possible bases fer such a curious
finding, one possible explanation may be that these relationships impose
an increased financial burden on the individual. Those unable or
unwilling to meet this obligation through legitimate employment may tuen
to crime as a way of making money. Whatever the reason, the data suggest
that the ﬁormal settling effect of family relationships did not occur for
these offenders.

Employment. The correlations between arrest rate and the extent of

full-time emplovyment were in the expected direction (more full-time
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employment associated uwith lower rates of arrest) and peint to the
reciprocal influence of these factors. Reading across the top two lines,
these statistically significant correlations suggest that full-time
employment during the early tuwenties (18-25) was related to lower rates
of arrest not only during those age blocks but also in later age blocks
(26-29). On the other side of the coin, .reading down the first column,
the correlations indicate that, for these offenders, higher rates of
arrest during the 18-21 age block was related to lower amounts of
full-time employment in each subsequent age block up to age 33.

The only significant correlations between unemployment and arrest
rates were Tfound for later age blocks. These negative relationships
appear to indicate that, for these offenders, the greater the percentage
of time during which there was no documented empleyment, schhol, or
disability in these periods, the lower the rate of arrest. Although no
ready explanation for this curious relationship is offered, a review of
the correlations among the lifestyle variables suggests a possible clue:
positive relationships among drug use, family invelvement and emplovment,
especially during older age blocks. A positive correlation between family
involvement and employment would be expected, but the fact that increases
in drug use uWere associated with increases in family involvement and
employment is not so easy to understand. It could be that increases in
drug use lead to increased financial need, which, in turn, may have led
either to increased employment or increased criminal behavior (or both).
Family involvement, as suggested earlier, may have had a similar effect
on financial need. 0f course, no simple explanation is likely to suffice,

since financial considerations cannot completely explain the relatibnship
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between drug use and criminal behavior and are not likely %o explain the
relationship betuween family involvement and drug use. There are obviously
a number of factors involved in creating these interreiationships, and a
more detailed study of these patterns is called for.

Backaround characteristics. These correlations indicate that higher

arrest rates were related to having other family members with criminal
histories and to the age at which the offender was first arrested or first
committed to a lock-up facility. Familial criminality was most strongly
related to arrest rates during the 22-25 age block, while the age at first
arrest was most strongly related to the 18-21 arrest rates. Of course,
these relationships have heen observed before; of interest in the present
instance is that these relationships decreased over time, falling to zero
after age 29. 1In fact, from age 30 on, none of these background variables
was correlated with rates of arrest for these offenders. Of course, this
pattern simply indicates that these kinds of background variables no
longer served to differentiate among those offenders who remained
seriously active in crime at that age.

Violent offenses only. As mentioned earlier, the correlations of

these lifestyle and background variables with rates of arrest for Violent
offenses only were generally smaller than for all offenses combined.
Correlations with lifestyle variables followed similar patterns as for
Total arrests, with fewar of the c¢orrelations reaching statistical
significance. However, there were some differences in the correlations
involving background variables than were found for Total arrest rates.
While correlations involving sibling criminality and age at first arrest

(or commitment) were somewhat smaller, statistically significant
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relationships were found for some variables not found when Total arrest
rates were used.  Among these variables were family instability (indicated
by whether the family was intact) which was correlated with early rates
of Violent arrests; whether or not the family obtained welfare payments;
known criminality on the part of the father or mother; and serious
criminality on the part of siblings (prison or jail sentences). All of
these variables indicate the existence of unstable or unhealthy family
environments. Whether or not these differences -indicate possible
differences in the etiology of Violent criminality (over general
criminality) is uncertain, but deserves closer study in the future.

In general, while there was some tendency for statuses and rates to
vary together, the relationships were not strong, at least not strong
enough to suggest a great deal of predictive value for information on drug

use, employment or family status.

Pre/post Correlations

These analyses focused on correlations with arrest rates observed
over the four-year period after release from jail or prison. In addition
to the lifestyle and background variables included above, this analysis
also included variables related to the current term and variables specific
to offenders convicted of Robbery or Burglary, since these cases were of
pr%mary interest in the Rand study on selective incapacitation
(Greenwood, 1982). One of these variables, the "Rand Score," was created
50 as to be as close as possible to the scale developed by Greenwood for
identifying high-rate offenders among incoming California prisoners. It

was created (for Robbers and Burglars only) by giving a score of "IV for
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each of the fTollowing characteristics (zero otherwise) and summing them
for each offender:

1-Prior conviction for the instant offense (Robbery or Burglaryjl;

2-Incarcerated for more than 50% of the preceding two years;

3-Known arrest prior to age 16;

§-State-level juvenile commitment;

5-Any drug use in the preceding two years;

6-Any juvenile drug use;

7-Employed less than 50X of the preceding two years.
Notably absent from this seven-point scale is any direct reference to the
offender's criminal behavior during the Pre-prison period. The Rand study
did not have follow-up data on their sample of prisoners, and Greenwood
was therefore forced to establish his predictive scale using concurrent
(prior) offense data. Since the offense rates for these offenders were
assumed to be relatively stable, such a procedure was deemed justified,
although Greenwood recognized the need for prospective validation of the
predictive power of the scale. A prospective study would undoubtedly have
included prior criminal behavior among the predictor variables.

The non-zero (statistically significant) cerrelations are shown in
Table 8-3. As before, only those correlations invelving all cases (those
with prison terms and those with probation terms) are presented. Some
variables referred specifically %o prison terms; these correlations
included only those cases with prison terms. Findin@s for separate
analyses in which only the cases with prison terms were included will be
referred to at times in the discussion.

In general, these Pre/post correlations, 1like the age~block
correlations, were generally low. Those correlations involving arrest

rates for Total offenses were typically being higher than those involving

more specific kinds of offenses. The highest correlations, other than
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Table 8-3
Correlations with Post Arrest Rates:
All Cases with Prison or Probation Information

Arrest Rate (Post)

Violent- Street-
Jotal Violent Economic Propertw Time X
Arrest Rate (Post):
Total ~.5866%x%
Violent .5551%% - G314%H%
Violent-economic .G510%x .8109x3¢ - . G223I%X
Property 6624%% <156 9% 156 03%x% - .§496%3%
Arrest Rate (Pre)l:
Total C3G63%X JR22G6%% L 1805%x% .1885%% -, 2604%X%
Violent .0862%x¢ .20803%x% <1719%x% - -.1276%x%
Violent-economic - .1666%x .2067%x% - -.0759%
Property .1881%x% L1085%% .0800% J26G71¥X - 1882%x%
% of Time (Pre):
Heroin use .1888x%x% . 0455 .0795% C1260%% - 1440%%
Uppers/douners use L1197%x% L0794 097 9%x% <1239%% ~_ 1323%%
Hallucinogens use .0777% - .0609% - -
Common-law relationship - - - - -
Legally married - - - - -
Employed ~-.0910%x - - -.1119%x L0923%x%
Hot incarc. (street-time) -, 1595%% —-_1706433¢ - 1033%x - 0726% L1663%x¢
Z of Time (Post):
Heroin use .3061%x% . 1622%3¢ .1595%x# L1960%¢ - 2166X%X%
Uppers/douners usea .1520%x% .1052%x% +1162%x% L1151%% -~ 1684%x%
Hallucinogens use .2259%x% 178 3% L166G0%% L1332%% ~- 1952%x%
Common—-law relationship L1065% - L0597 .0638% -
Legally married .1086%x% - - L0613 -.05683%
Employed -.,2834%% —_ 1889%x% -, 1802x%xX ~,1629%x <3119%x
Race:
White -.0760% =, 1633%K -, 1232%#x% - -
Black .0575% L1501 %% .12946%% - ~.0580%
Hispanic = - - 4 - -
Background information:
Number of siblings -.0768% - - - -
Known welfare recipient - <1616%% . 1252%3 - -.0787%
Intact family - -.0579% - - -
Any criminality (father) L1113%x S1469%x% .1382x%% L0842%% -~ _0964%X%
Any criminality (mother) - .0728% T - o=~ 0793%
Any criminality (siblings) L1160%x% .0850%3 LD906x%% L0984X%3x  — 1336%%
Age at first arrest -, 1809%% - 1157%% - 1106%% <~ JO077%x L1270%%
Age at first commitment -.1622%% - _0772% -.0715% -.0913%x -
Humber of prior escapes - - - - -.0587%

Humber of drugs as juvenile . 1964%x% L1125%% .1062%X% .0802x =, 1297%x%
Any juvenile drug use L1848%x% .0898%x .0903%3¢ +0787% -.1147%x¢
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Table 8-3

(cont.)

Correlations with Post Arrest Rates:
All cases with Prison or Probation Information

Commitment Offense:
Includes Robbery
Includes Burglary
Number of crimes

Prior Conviction:
For Robbery
For Burglary

Rand Score:
xobbers (n=233)
Burglars (n=272)

Current Term (CDC):
Age at entry
Age at release
Length of stay
Juvenile commitment (CYA)

Drug/alochol treatment
Medication treatment
Vocational training

No. of disciplinaries
Serious disciplinary
Known enemies

Known gang affiliation

Arrest Rate (Post)

Total Violent
-,0636% L0716%
- -.0594%
- L0638
- L1509%
L2567 ¥ L1663%%
-.0817x -, 1086%x
-.2303x%% -
-.2185%¥* -
A876%% -
- .0735%
L1126%3¢ L1679
- .1882x%x
L0900x L1626%%
- .0892%

Parole or probation (all cases)

Drug treatment, testing

L1622

- 183 -

Violent-
Economic

L 1324%%x
~.0760%

.0695%

.1223x%
J1142%

~.1216%x%
-.0819%

L 1342%%
SA13T7IRH
.0918%

Street-
Property Time X
-.0722% -
L1027%% -
J1232%% - 1097%3¢
.2005%% - _24003%%
- . 150 93%x
-.1221%¢ L2187%
-.1614%x% L0987 %R
- .2065%x%
- -.1521%x%
- L0850%
- -.1474%%
- =.0989%:x%
- -.0879%
- -.0778%
L0936 -



those among the Post-period arrest.rates, were Wwith prior rates of arrest.
For Violent-economic and Property offenses,; the highest correlations
involved these specific rates during the Pre period, although Pre Total
arrost rates were nearly as high. Prior rates of arrest for
Violent-economic crimes were not related to subsequent Total arrest rates
or to subsequent rates of arrest for Property crimes.

Lifestvle variables. Llifestyle variables during the Pre period were
not highly correlated with Post arrest rates in this sample. In separate
analyses, involving only those cases with adult prison terms, most of
these correlations dropped to =zero. The main Pre-period li“estyle
variables significantly related to Post-period arrest rates were Heroin
use (with Total arrest rate) and Uppers/douwners use (with Property arrest
ratel). Thus, while the lifestyle variables had some predictive usefulness
within the broader sample, they could not aid in differentiating among
the more serious offenders who received prison sentences.

Concurrent associations, on the other hand, generally held for both
the combined sample and for prison (CDC) cases alone. These correlations,
except for the employment variable, however, were smaller than were found
within age blocks. The correlation with parcentage of time employed, in
fact, ran counter to the earlier finding of either no relationship or a
positive one (more employment/higher arrest rates). For both the total
sample and CDC cases separately, the negative correlations indicate that
more employment during the Post period was associated with a lower
arrest-rate level during that period. Further investigation of these
data, in order to reconcile the apparent inconsistency betwesen these

correlations and those found earlier are cortainly in order. In the
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meantime, it would appear that efforts to increase the employment of
individuals placed on probation or parole have some merit, if only over
the short run.

Ethnicity and  background variables. Correlations with ethnicity
variables and background variables were con;isten# with earlier findings.
Blacks showed higher rates of Total, Violent and Violent—-economic crimes,
but did not differ from others with respect to Property crimes. Fathers?
and siblings' criminality and the age at first arrest (or commitment) were
found to be related to rates of all types of crimes in the Post period.
Also related to all types of crime were indicators of juvenile drug use;
the number of different drugs was slightly more predictive than whether
or not the record indicated any drug use as a juvenile. Indicators of
family ‘instability, poverty, and maternal criminality were related to
rates of violent crimes only.

Robbervy or Burglary. Correlations focusing on Robbery and.Burglary

showed that those offenders committed for Robbery had higher rates of
arrest for related crimes (Violent and Violent-economic) and lower rates
for Total crimes and Property crimes. Burglars showed the opposite
tendency (lower Violent-economic rates and higher Property rates). These
patterns indicate some tendency of these offenders to specialize,
relative to other offenders. Prior convictiQns for Robbery (among all
offenders) showed little relationship to Post rates of crimes, while prior
convictions for Burglary had a relatively strong association with Post
Property arrest rates and a lesser (but significant) relationship with
rates of Violent-economic crimes. This latter association suggests that

in addition to their tendency to continue committing Property crimes,
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burglars’also have the potential for violence in the context of their
economically-oriented criminal behavior. Correlatons involving the Rand
Scores wuere, at best, moderate, compared to other variables. High
correlations for these variables would not be expected, since the scale

did not include prior criminal behavior.

Current term information. Few variables related to the current
sentence were available for probationers, and the few that were available
(age at sentence, age at release from jail, whether a jail term was
included in the sentence, and the length of stay in jail) were unrelated
to any of the outcome measures. More infermation was available from
prison files, however, and some of these variables proved to be associated
with outcome.

Age at entry, age at release, and length of stay were all nggatively
associated with some or all of the Post arrest rates, and all were related
to the percentage of time during the Post four-year period in which the
offenders were not incarceratad. Post arrest rates did not differ for
those cases with prior commitments to the California Youth Authority;
these offenders did, however, manage to spend higher proportions of the
follow~up period on the street. This latter finding appears to contradict
those of the Rand study (Greenwood, 1982), in which state-level juvenile

commitments were found to be predictive of rates of criminal behavior.35

35 Upon further investigation, it was found that former CYA. cases did
have higher rates of arrest (Total offenses) during the Pre perijod.
Since Greenwood's offense data were only for the Pre period, these
data are consistent with them in that regard, Not readily apparent

is why these cases would differ in their rates of arrest during the
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Also related to Post-period arrest rates were the number of
disciplinary infractions accumulated during the prison term, the presence
of serious disciplinary infractions, any indication of the offender's
having enemies among the other inmates and any indication of gang
membership in prison. All of these variables were related primarily to
rates of Violent arrests during the Post period. It is likely that these
variables serve primarily as indicators of existing criminal propensity
among prisoners (rather than as indicating a causal link between behavior
and social arrangements in prison and subsequent behavior), since they
tend to be even more highly correlated with rates of arrest during the
Pre period. A notable exception is the variable indicating Yknoun
enemies™ in prison. This variable was uncorrelated with Pre arrest rates,
suggesting that conflicts within prison may have a direct affect on
criminal behavior (especially violence) after release.

Not included in the tables (and uncorrelated with rates of
Post-period arrests) were variables indicating levels of academic
achievement, self-reported school grade level, IQ, and whether or not the
offender received vocational or educational training while incarcerated.
A variable indicating drug/alcohol treatment was related to arrest rates
for Total offenses and Violent-economic offenses, suggesting that those
cases deemed in need of such treatment were, in fact, more criminally
inclined, but the data do not allow for an assessment of any possible

effect the treatment may bhave had on subsequent criminal behavior.

Pre period only, unless the prison terms had a different impact on
the CYA cases than on those with no CYA history.
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Prediction of Post-release Arrest Rates

Multiple regression techniques were used to explore the usefulness
of the above variables for developing a scale that would predict arrest
rates during the post-release period. The sample was divided in half,
with each half serving as & separate construction sample and as a
crossvalidation sample for the other half. . Total and Violent arrest
rates (logged) were regressed, stepwise, on most of the variables included
in Table 8-3.

Results for the total sample and for CDC cases separately uwere
similar, in terms of the kinds of variables invelved. Prediction
accuracy, in both the construastion and validation samples was somewhat
higher for the Total samnle, as would be expected on the basis of the
higher correlations. The regression equations accounted for around 17%
of the variance in Post arrest rates (Total offenses) within the two
randomly-selected half-samples (Multiple R? values were .158 and .180)
and around 12% of the variance in these rates when each was applied to
the other half of the sample (croSs-validation). For CDC cases only,
Multiple R? values within samples dropped to around .096 (9.6% of the
variance accounted for); Multiple R2 values found when the two equations
were applied to the other half of the sample of CDC cases dropped to
around .040 (4X of the variance in arrest rates). Thus, the regression
analyses did not produce very pouwerful prediction equations, éaven wher
both Prior information and institutional information were included.

The prediction equations for the two random half-samples did'not
include exactly the same variables; only the Prior rate of arrest for all

offenses entered,bothyequations. In part, this difference was due to the
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sheer number of variables available for inclusion, many of which uere
somewhat averlapping or redundant. Thus, when the "types™ of variables
included in these equations were considered; more similarity was evident.
Common "types" of predictor variables, among those referring to the Prior
period or the incarceration term;, included prior drug use, low prior
violence, and institutional enemies or gang affiliation. These
commonalities were found for those analyses limited to CDC cases in thase
two half-samples, as well.

For the total sample, no other common variables entered the
equations. In cone half of the sample, age at release, parole/probatfon
employment (offenders who were ™mostly employed™ had lower rates of
arraest) and = father's criminality entered after the Prior and
Incarceration term variables. In the other half of the sample, a variable
indicating parole/probation drug treatment  entered (with treated
oeffenders showing higher rates) and ethnic and sample differences were
found; after controlling for other variables, Blacks were found to have
higher average Post arrest rates and lower rates were found for those in
the Supplementary Probation sample. Age at release entered both equations
for the prison cases only. Beyvond this one additional common variable,
no other common variables were found. One equation included parole
employment and father's criminality, while the sother equation included
only ethnicity (MWhites had lower Post rates, on average, in this
subsample). The amount of variance explained by the equations increased
only slightly with the addition of these variables.

The usefulness of these equations for predicting arrest-rate levels

during the Post period was explored by changing the "common variables%™
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into wvariables indicating particular traits. These variables (coded

0, 1) wmere then summed to create a scale score for Prior Factors, a scale

score for Institutional Factors and a score for All Factors combined.

Since the institutional factors relate primarily to cases with adult
prison terms, this analysis was performed for CDC cases only. The
percentages of those cases with low, medium or high rates of arrest during
the Post period who had each particular trait and the percentages who
scored at various levels on the prediction scales are shown in Table 8-%.
It is apparent from these figures that none of the traits were strongly
related to differences in levels of Post arrest rates. Further, tha scale
scores derived from these traits had only moderate (though statistically
significant) relationships to these arrest-rate leveals.

Among the Prior factors, having an arrest rate over 5.5 per year (the
top third of the distribution for these offenders) was the strongest
predictor of having a high arrest rate in the Post period; in fact, this
trait alone had almost as much predictive power as did being in the top
third of the distribution on the Risk-scale score containing all Prior
factors. In all, 43.2% of those with high rates of arrest during the Post
period had two or more of these Prior risk-factor traits. Conversely,
of the 203 cases with two or more traits, 21.7% had low Post arrest rates;
39.4% had medium rates of arrest, and 38.9% had high rates (these figures
are not shown in the Table). Thus, the Prior period factors were not able
te pick out the high-rate offenders very well; only 38% of those predicted
on the basis of Pre-sentence information to be high-rate offenders in the

Post period actually were. The others (almost 62%) were false positives.
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Table 8-4%
Percentages of Post-prison Arrest-rate Groups!?
With Risk-score Traits and Scale-score Levels

Post-period Arrest Rate

Variable Low Medium High Total
(n=180)] (n=218)] (n=196)| (n=5%4%)
Risk factors (Prior period):
Prior Rate (Totall) > 5.5 23.3% 33.8% 40.2% 33.2%
Prior Heroin Use (any) 30.5% 5.0% 5i.6% G2.6%X
Juvenile: Heroin Use 18.3% 25.2% 28.1% 23.1%
Juvenile: 3+ Drugs used 27 .8% 35.3% 36.2% 32.1%
Risk Factors: (Institutional stay):
Length of Stay < 36 mos. 52.2% 62.8% 71.6% 60.7%
Age at Release < 2% 30.6% 38.5% §6.9% 34.6%
Drug Treatment This Term 36.6% 49.6% 57.4% 47.9%
Disciplinaries This Term > § 34.5% 39.0% 47.3% 40.9%
Major Disciplinary This Term 18.3% 24.3% 2%.0% 24.3%
Known Enemies in Prison 11.1% 18.3% 21.9% 17.3%
Risk Score (Prior Factors)?: (n=171)| (n=204)] (n=183)] (n=558)
Low 0 (n=178) 43.9% 28.9% 24.0% 31.9%
Medijum 1 (n=177) 30.6% 31.9% 32.8% 31.7%
High 2+ (n=203) 25.7% 39.2% 43.2% 36.4%
Mean Score (Prior Factors)?® .99 1.39 1.59 1.33
Risk Score (Institutional Factorsl)2:! (n=107){ (n=123){ (n=120)| (n=350)
Low 0-1 (n= 82) 38.3% 21.1% 12.5% 23.6%
Medium 2 (n=112) 37.6% 32.5% 26.7% 32.0%
High 3+ (n=156) 24 .3% 46.3% 60.8% % .6%
Mean Score (Inst. Factors)3 1.85 2.37 - 2.68 2.32
Risk Score (All Factors)2?: {(n=103)| (n=115)| (n=112)} (n=3302)
Low 0-2 (n=101) 46.6% 27.8% 18.8% 30.6%
Medium 3-6 (n=124) Jo.1x 4$0.9% 41.1% 37.6%
High 5+ (n=105) 23.3% 31.3% 40.2% 31.8%
Mean Score (All Factors)s 2.94 3.77 4.17 3.65

Note:
due to rounding.

1 Only those cases with adult prison terms were included.

2 p<.01 (Chi-square test).
3 p<.0l f{Analysis of variance).
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This level of prediction accuracy ceitainly would not serve the purposes
of a risk-based policy of selective incapacitation.

The factors related to the institutional terms of these offenders
were somewhat more predictive of differences in Post-period rates, but
less than half the sample had valid data for all six variables. HWhile
none of the individual factors appeared strongly related to Post
arrest-rate levels, the total risk score showed sharper distinctions for
arrest-rate groups than did the score based on Prior factors. O0f these
with high Post arrest rates, 12.5%X scored low on this six-point scale,
while 60.8% scored high; in contrast, 38.3X%X of the low-arrest-rate group
scored low on this scale, while only 24.3%X scorad high. Calculating the
percentages in the other direction, results indicate that of the 156 with
high scores on this small scale, only 16.7% had low Post arrest rates,
while 46.8% had high rates of arrest after release. Evidently, for these
offenders, information related to their terms of impriscnment was more
useful for predicting their post-release behavior than was information
about earlier pariods of time.

When the two sets of factors were combined, some predictive power
was actually lost. The two sets of factors combined to create a scale
with slightly lower predictive power than did the scale based on
institutional factors alone, although this combined scale was better than
the Prior faétors by themselves.

Again, the present scales were derived in rather rouch fashion from
the results of similarly rough regression analyses. A more careful and
thoroughgoing analysis of these data mayv be able to improve on these

prediction scales. However, as argued throughout this report, by the
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nature of both criminal behavior itself and the current measure of it
(arrests), 1little success at identifying those individuals with the
highest Post-release rates of criminal behavior would be expected. The
unreliability of the measures and the instability of the behavior combined
to introduce a considerable amount of unexplainable variation in the
arrest rates of these offenders--unexplainable, at least, in terms of the
variables on hand. Thus, while it is possible that the "right" predictors
were simply not available here, and that some future study mayv discover
that combination of variables that allow for reasonably accurate
prediction of future offense (or arrest) rates, a great deal more success
at predicting this unstable behavior (at its most unstable point) using
unstable predictors, all of which are indicated by relatively unreliable

measures, would not be expected.

Summary

Consistent with expectations, thé analyses to be described all point
to the difficulty of predicting differences in arrest rates, especially
during the period after release from incarceration. Most relationships
were Tfound to be strongest during particular periods of time, while
"nradictive™ relationships (correlations  between arrest rates in one
period and othar variables in prior periods) were much weaker. When only
those cases with adult prisen sentences were considered, “strong
relationships were even harder to find, indicating that the more serious

offenders were less easily differentiated from one snother than they were

from the less serious offenders with probation sentences. Regression

ahalyses ‘Wwere only marginally successful at selecting combinations of
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variables that predicted post-sentence rates of arrest. These findings
point once again to the difficulty of successfully identifying the
offenders who wWill have the highest levels of criminality afigr a
particular sentence is served and, consequently, to the difficulty in
developing an efficient policy of selective incapacitation based on

prediction of risk.
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Chapter 9

Incapacitation Effects of Increased Prison Terms

Laws and policies regarding whether or not to sentence particular
offenders to prison and how long they should serve are based, in part,
on the believed "effects™ of incarceration. Included among these effects
are punishment (or "just deserts"), the possibility that the offender (and
others) will be deterred from committing crimes in the future, and the
possibility that the offender might be rehabilitated by the programs
offered in prison. Added to these reasons for incarcerating offenders
is the fact that offenders who are sentenced to prison are prevented from
committing crimes in the wider society for the duration of their
incarceration. Uncertainty as to whether prison has any sizable deterrent
or rehabilitative effects Has led many #eople to believe that only through
incapacitating offenders can prison have any major effect on oversall
lavels of crime. If the offenders subjected to prison sentences can be
expected to commit crimes at very high rates while on the street and if
thoﬁe crimes would not be committed by someone else in their absence, such
policies could have a profound impact on levels of crime in society. If
prison is viewed from this perspective, a major issue is how to maximize
the crime-reduction benefit of prison while minimizing its cost.
Proponents.of selective incapacitation argue that by adjusting sentence
lengths on the basis of the number of crimes different offenders can be

expected to commit when they are released, a larger crime-reduction effect
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could be achieved with the same amount of prison space. Selective
sentencing policies are secen as a way of increasing the number of crimes
prevented per person-year of prison use.

The data presented so far in this report, however, have a2ll pointed
to a great deal of instability in criminal careers and have thereby called
into question both the practicality of selective sentencing policies .and
the adequacy of current methods of estimating incapacitative effects.
Still, these findings do not invalidate the nbtion that, since some
offenders can be expected to commit crimes at higher rates than others,
some reduction of crime in society (or some increase in prison efficiency)
could be realized by a selective sentencing policy.  In this chapter; the
implications of this study's findings for current models used to estimate
incapacitative effects will be reviewed, and some estimates of these
effects based on actual arrests occurring after release from prison will
be presented.S6

Throughout this report, it has been argued that models used to
estimate the effects of selective incapacitation have relied on certain
crucial, simplifying assumptions--most notably, the assumption that
individual offense rates remain stable over the length of the offense
careers. This assumption suggests the existence of a stable core of

high-rate offenders who would be the targels of such a policy. The

3¢ The analyses discussed in this chapter were performed for all cases
with adult prison terms—--former CYA cases and the supplementary
sample obtained from the California Department of Corrections (CDC).
This sample of cases with adult prison terms will be referred to at
times as the CDC sample.
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average offense rates for these offenders could be used to estimate the
number of crimes that would be avoided by setting their terms of
incarceration (when and if they occur) to specified lengths.37 Similar
information concerning offenders with lower rates of offending could be
used to determine the relative payoff of ipcreasgd incarceration for the
high-rate offenders. Given this estimated benefit of the policy,
decisions could be made as to whether the pavoff would be great enough
to warrant trying to identify those (relatively rare! high-rate offenders
and keep them locked up.

Without the assumption of offense-rate stability, these models have
little meaning. They might still be able to provide information on what
would happen if high-rate offenders were incarcerated during the periods
of time when they were, indeed, committing crimes at relatively high
rates, but it would have to be understood that at each point in time,
different offenders would be involved. In addition, the policy implied
in such estimates would involve identifying the offenders who would have
the highest rates during that period of time when they might be
incapacitated: immediately following a major conviction (and its

accompanving sentence, if any). Studies, including the present one, which

37 Qther assumptions, such as the assumption of constant probabilities
of arrest (given the commission of a crime), conviction (given an
arrest) and incarceration (once convicted), are also normally used
with these models. These assumptions, however, are not crucial, since
it is theoretically possible to incorporate conditional probabilities
(for example, higher probabilities of prison terms for those with
prior convictions) into the model. The validitiy of these assumptions
could not be addressed with the present data.
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have attempted to predict offense rates or arrest rates during this
post-release period have not, to date, met with a great deal of success.

The present data have shown ti:at, for the serious offenders included
in the sample, arrest rates (and presumably offense rates) were not very
stable or predictable. Offenders did not maintain particular arrest rates
throughout their careers. There were also few clues in their records that
would enable an accurate prediction of what their rates of arrest would
be during particular beriods. This instability and unpredictability was
most marked precisely at the point at which a selective incapacitation
policy would be applied: after a given sentence was served.

Thus, estimates of the effects of a Ppolicy of selective
incapacitation for these offenders using the aforementioned models wnould
not be expected to be very meaningful. However, rough estimates of what
the possible effects of certain policies might have been for particular
offenders can be made using the kinds of data available in this study:
the number of arrests and the number of months each offender spent outside
of incarceration during the period after release from prison. These
figures were used to estimate the number of known crimes that might have
been avoided for each year of additional incarceration time, if these
offenders had been locked up for an additional year.

Since many of these offenders served some additional time during the
first year after release, increasing their sentences by one more vyear
would not, in general; have resulted in an extra vear of incarceration.
The average number of arrests occurring during tha£ first twelve months
after release would therefore have been an underestimate of the number

of expected arrests averted per year of additional incarceration. First,
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then, the amount of added incarceration time resulting from a one-year
increase in sentence length was calculated by subtracting‘the number of
moriths spent incarcerated during that yvear from twelve. This figﬁre Was
summed across offenders and divided by twelve to obtain the total number
of additional person-vears of incarceration that would have resulted from
the one-year term increase for these offenders. The number of arrests
divided by this figure provided an estimate of the number of known crimes
that would have been prevented for each additional person-year of
incarceration imposed on these offenders. This estimate is, of course,
exactly equivalent to an aggregate street~time rate of arrest for that
one-year period following release from prison.3% Also of interest in these
analyses were the percentages of the various groups that had no_arrests
during the period of hypothetical incapacitation; for these cases, no
known crime-reduction benefit would have been obtained through their
increased incarceration.

In estimating these potential incapacitation effects, it was assumed
that additional time spent in prison would have had no effect on their

behavior (arrest rate or length of criminal career) other than to prevent

38 The number of crimes potentially preventad through incapacitation.
would, in general, be larger than the number of arrests, since not
all crimes result in arrests. The appropriate multiplier to use in
translating arrests into crimes, however, is not knoun. Estimates
based on the probability of arrest vary considerably across
jurisdictions and among crimes (Blumstein et al., 19862, and may be
different for the period of parole supervision following prisen. HNo
attempt will be made, therefore, to extrapolate from arrests to crimes
in this discussion of findings. The reader should bear in mind,
however, that the incapacitation effects, in terms. of the estimated
number of crimes pravented, would be larger than the present estimates
based on arrests.
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them from committing crimes for some specified length of time. Under this
assumption, those crimes for which they were arrested during the
hypcthesized period of incapacitation would have been prevented, and the
ocffendars would have proceeded with their criminal careers from that point
on, as if that»period had never been there. O0f course, there is no basis
for making such an assumption, since there was no way of knowing what
effect, if any, an additional year of prison would have had on these
offenders, but any other assumption w®ould be equally unsupported by
empirical evidence. The issue is an important one, however, and deserves
considerable attention iT one is to fully understand the potential effects
of selective sentencing policies. It was also assumed that the
incapacitated offenders would not have been replaced by others and that
their crimes were not committed as members of groups that would have
committed those crimes even without the offender who was incapacitated.
To date, little is known about the extent to which these assumptions hold
(Cohen, 1984).%% Consequently, the present (and all other) estimates of
the effects of incapacitation on overall levels of crime must be
interpreted very cautiously.

The above calculations were performed both for Total offenses and

for Violent offenses. These estimates were derived not only for the total

39 Replacement or ongoing group crime might seem more likely with respect
to property crimes, which are driven more by market considerations
(the demand for drugs, for example, or organized recruitment by
"fences™).  Violent = crimes, which tend to occur between
acquaintances, may be more vulnerable to incapacitating particular
offenders, but a good portion of these crimes ‘seem to be related to
other, nore economic, criminal activities (bad drug deals) as well.
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sample but for various subsamples as well, in order to explore the
relative aeffectiveness of alternative policies of selective
incapacitation. These estimated incapacitation effects provide an
overview of what might be expected from policies aimed at incapacitating
various types of offenders. These estimates may also provide a basis for
understanding what might be the effect of letting certain kinds of
offenders out of prison early: the number of extra crimes expected for
each person-year of prison time not served.

To illustrate how data such as these might be used to undefstand the
effects of particular policies of selective sentencing, the effects of
letting some offenders out early while keeping other offenders in prison
longer were then estimated. For example. under one hypothetical policy,
offenders with high rates of arrest in the Pre period uwould serve an
additional vyear, while those with low rates of arrest served one year
less. Assuming that an equal number were released early as kept longer,
the overall effect on prisen space, jail time and arrests could be
estimated. These analyses provide a rough indication of what might be
expected from such a policy if it were excercised without regard to other
factors, such as seriousness of crime, nature of prison behavior, and so

on.

Incapacitation Effects for Various Offenders

As an aid in understanding the potential effects of incapacitating
particular types of offenders identifiable prior to their releasze from
prison, estimates were first made of the effects of incapacitating all

offenders (collective incapacitation) and of incapacitating those
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offenders with the highest rates of arrest during the post~release period.
Presumably, the purpose of selective incapacitation is to improve on what
would be obtained from simply keeping all offenders in prison for an extra
vear. The estimated effects of collective incapacitation policies can
therefore be considered as a kind of minimal effect against which to
evaluate the effects of incapacitating particular types of offenders. .
Further, the best one could expect €from such a policy would be that it
perfectly selected those offenders with the highest rates of post-release
criminal behavior. The estimated incapacitation effects for these
offenders, then, can serve as an estimate of the “upper limit" of what
any policy might achieve with offenders of the kind in this sample,
Table 9~1 shows the incapacitation effect estimates for all cases
in the sample, based on increasing all sentences by one to four years.
Also shown in this table are the estimated effects of incapacitating (for
one additional year) those offenders with low, medium or high rates of
Total or Violent arrests during the four-year Post period. For the 607
cases wuwith at least twelve months of follow-up after release, 1,230
arrests uwere recorded during that tuwelve months (an average of 2.03 per
offender). Since some of these offenders went to jail or back to prison
during that first yvear, the sample accumulated less than one person vear
per offender. Consequently, a higher number of arrests (2.52) occurred
for each person-vear of street time accumulated during that first year
out of prison. Thus, if all of these offenders had been released one year
later,; 2.52 arrests would have been prevented for each additional
person-year of ipcarceration imposed on the sample. Df the arrests

ccecuring during that period, 264 were for Violent offenses (.43 per
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Table 9~1

Incapacitation Effects of Increased CDC Terms:
No Selection vs. Perfect Prediction

Total Offenses Violent Gffenses
Per Per
N of Added % No Added % HNo
CasesjArrests| Year ﬁrrestg Arrests| Year Arrests
Additional Years:
One 6071 1230 2.52 30.1%. 26% .56 12.7%
Two 579 2083 2.51 18.7% %27 .52 59.8%
Three 559 2755 2.50 12.5% 529 .48 52.2%
Four 512 3158 2.39 9.2% 621 &7 46.9%
Differences by
Post Arrest Rate:
(one added year)
Total Offenses
Low 1762 87 .53 69.3% 24 .15 89.8%
Medium 215 383 2.15 19.1% 93 .52 69.1%
High 194 695 %.94% .8% 112 .80 66.5%
Violent Offenses
Low 280 411 1.75 45.0% 0 - 100.90%
Medium 111 180 1.84 25.2% 47 LG8 62.2%
High 194 574 3.83 14.6% 182 1.21 %44.8%

1 Only those cases with full years of follow-up were included in these

estimates.

2 Cases With less than 12 months of street time during the four-year
post-release period did not have arrest rates calculated, and were not

included here.

offender, on average).

‘If an additional year had been added te the

santences of these offenders, these violent crimes . would have been

prevented at the rate of around one for every two

paerson-years

of

additional incarceration. Finally, about 30% of these offenders would
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have been incarcerated even though they would havecommitted no known
crimes during that tuwelve months.

In chapter 7, aggregate arrest rates were found te remain fairly
steady during the four years following release from prison. It comes as
no surprise, ' therefore, that +the estimated affects of c¢ollective
incapacitation remained more-or-less unchanged through up to four years
ef added prison time. If those 512 offenders who had four years of
follow-up time had been kept in prison for four more vears, about 2.4
arrests would have been prevented for every additional person-year they
spant incarcarated, compared to 2.5 for the fTirst year only. Over that
four years, 3,158 arrests would have been prevented, 621 of which would
have been for Violent offenses, and only 9.2% of these offenders would
have been incarcerated despite the fact they would not have been arrested
during that period.

The pravention of over two arrests per offender through adding a vear
to their prison sentences would seem like a sizable effect, especially
considering that the number of crimes would be larger than the number of
arrests and the number of offenders released from prisen every vear is
substantial. For example, if this sample of prisoners was assumed to be
representative of all adult prisoners in California in 1984, and prisoners
were released from their initial sentences at the rate of about 20,000

per vyear,%*? over 60,500 known crimes would have been prevented by

40 This figure was provided by the California Department of Corrections
as an estimate of the number of individuals released to parole from
their sentences (rather than from a parole revocation) during the
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retaining those prisoners an extra year. Of those 40,500 crimes, about
one-fifth (or 8,700) would be for Violent offenses. Preventing this
number of crimes would have a substantial benefit for society, especially
for the 8,700 potential victims of Violent crimes.

When this impact is viewed in the context of the total volume of
crime in California, however, the effect appears much more modest.
According to the 1984 Criminal Justice Profile, prepared by the California
Department of Justice, there were slightly over 1,500,000 arrests
reported by police departments in 1984, around 113,000 of which were for
Violent offenses (as they are defined here)d. A reduction of 40,500 in
this number would amount to a mere 2.7% decrease in the number of arrests
and, presumably, in the number of crimes as well. Decreasing the number
of Violent crimes by 8,700 would reduce the total volume of Violent crime
by only 7.7%. Thus, even a global policy of incapacitation aimed at adult
prisoners would have only a small impact on the amount of crime in
California.

An additional mitigating factor involves the cost associated with
retaining those offenders the extra year. The average length of stay for
the 607 offenders in the CDC sample was 34 months. During the first yeér
out, each offender served, on average 1.52 months of additional prison
time (due to revocations of parole or new offenses), so that if sentences
were increased by one year, an additional 10.%48 months of prison time
would have been served, on average, per offender. This added time would

amount to a 31% increase in the prison terms of these offenders. For the

1984-85 fiscal year. It is 75% of the 26,000 offenders of all types
released to parole in 1984-85.
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607 offenders in the sample, a total of 530 additional person-years would
have been served in prison; at $15,000 per person-year (CDC astimate),
the cost per arrest prevented would have been $15,000 ¥ 53(6/1230, or
$6,463. The cost per Violent arrest prevented would have been $30,114.
Applying these figures to the release cohort of 206,000 offenders, the
aforementioned 2.7X decrease in arrests would have occurred at a total
cost of around 17,500 additional person-years of prison time, with &
dollar cost of approximately $262,500,000.%2

If'all offenders in CDC institutions were like those in this sample
and served similar amaﬁnts of time in prison (34 months on average), the
2.7% decrease in crime would come at a cost of increasing the prison
population by around 31X--the amount that weach offender's  term was
increased. In fact, the current prison population is not like those
studied here, and the disimilarilties would decrease any expected
collaective incapacitation benefits. Reecent changes in California law
have fTorced the imposition of prison sentences on greater proportions of
offenders; as a consequence, the prison population has come increasingly
to be made up of less serious offenders with shorter prison sentences.
The current average length of stay, for example, is around 24 months, as

compared to the 34 months served, on average, by the offenders in this

41  These dollar figures do not take into account cost savings associated
with decreased jail time that would have been served during the period
of incapacitation (approximately .8 months per offender in this
sample) nor the savings associated with the offenders not serving
those portions of later revocations or new prison commitments served
in years beyond the first one after releasea. Such adjustments would
have little impact on the overall cost ratiec per arrest prevented.
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sample (who mostly served thzir terms in {he middle to late 1970s). For
such a popttlation, a somewhat lowér number of arrests could be expected
for each additional person-year of incarceration. More importantly, the
size of the prison population could be expected to increase dramatically
as a function-of the increased length of stay. The additicn of 12 months
to an average terms of 2% months would amount to a 50X increase in time
served for each offender and a 50X increase in the prison population.
Returning to Table 9-1, the estimated incapacitationheffects for the
offenders with the highest four-year Post arrest rates can be seen to be
almost ten times as high as the estimated effects for those with the
lowest rates. Their incapacitation would prevent almost five arrests for
every additional person-year of incarceration imposed-—-nearly double the
rate for collective incapacitation--and only 9.8% of these offenders had
no arrests during their first tuwelve months on the street. Although a
slightly smaller proportion of these high-rate offenders' arrests uere
for VYiolent crimes (16%, as opposed to 21X for the total sample), the
number of Violent arrests per person-year. of additional incarceration
would have been half again as high as for the total sample. A similar
increase in efficiency would be obtained by selectively incapacitating
only those offenders with the highest post-release rates of Violent

arrests. %2 The incapacitation effect for Violent crimes would have more

42 The intention was to divide the sample roughly into thirds, based on
their rates of arrest, but since almost half (47.9%) had no Violent
arrests during the four-year period after release from CDC, such a
division was not possible. It was decided, instead, to identify the
top one-third as high-rate, leaving those with lower (but not =zero)
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than doubled over that estimated for collective incapacitation, while the
effect for Total offenses would have been, again, around 1.5 times that
obtained for all cases.

As promising as these figures appear, they should again be placed
into the larger perspective. In order to achieve a 10X reduction in
arrests in 1984, the number of arrests would have to have decreased by
150,000. At five arrests per person-year of additional . incarceration,
30,000 person-vears of incarceration would be required to produce that
reduction. Since the offenders in the high-rate group served an average
of nearly three months in prison or jail during the twelve months after
release, an additional year of prison would produce an average of only
.75 person-years of added incarceration per offender. At this rate, it
would have taken %0,000 of these offenders, each retained in prison an
extra year, to produce a 10X reduction in the number of arrests in
California in 1984. Assuming that the distribution of arrest rates in
the 1984 release cochort was similar to that in the present sample, the
one-third with the highest rates would comprise only about 6,700
offenders: one-sixth the number needed to generate the 10X reduction.
In fact, incapacitating these 6,700 high~rate offenders for another year
would be expected %o prevent approximately 6957194 = 3.58 arrests per
offender, or around 24,000 arrests overall. That number is 1.6%X of the
to£a1 number of arrests ;i" California in 1984. Hhile crude, these

estimates suggest that even with an incapacitation strategy perfectly

rates in the middle oroup. Low-rate, in the present context, then,
means no Violent arrests.
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targetted at the third with the highest post-release rates in 1984, less
than a 2% reduction in overall crime would have been achieved.

It would appear, then, that incapacitation strategies (uwhether
collective or selective) aimed at offenders sentenced to adult prison
could not be expected to substantially reduce crime in California. A more
modest goal, then, might be simply to increase the efficiency of whatever
incapacitative effect is associated with prison use. As shown above, a
perfect prediction device could identify a "high-rate" group of offendars
for which incapacitation effects would have been ten times as high as for
the low-rate group. Sentencing based on such discriminations could
greatly improve the overall crime~reduction pavoff per person-year of
prison time. Unfortunately, behavioral instability and the limits of
predictability for these offenders suggest that such a perfect prediction
rdlevice is not likely to appear in the near future. However, the potential
payoffs of such strategies can be explored.

Shown in Table 9~2 are the estimated incapacitative effects
associated with offenders with various characteristics: prior arrest
rate; commitment offense, and prediction score (from Chapter 8). These
estimated effects can be compared to the "low™ estimate, based on
collective incapacitation, of 2.52 arrests per additionél person~year of
incarceration and the ™high" estimate, based on perfect prediction, of
%.94 arrests per person-year. For all of the CDC cases together, none
of the estimated incapacitative effects is above the 3.73 midpoint betueen

these two estimates, although some discrimination is indicated,

particularly for prior arrest rate (Total offenses). This variable served.

as a better discriminator than did the simple scale focuSing on "Pre"
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factors that was derived from regression results.*® For those offenders
with the highest rates of arrest prior to entering prison, 3.26 arrests
per person-vear of additional incarceration would have heen prevented by
increasing their terms by one year; as compared to 2.03 for the
low-prior-rate offenders. A similar increase ‘in efficiency would be
obtained with this strategy with respect to preventing Violent crimes as
well. Distinctions based on the rate of prior Violent arrests showed only
a slight increase in potential efficiency uith regpect to Violent offenses
over that provided by Total prior arrest rates, and showed no potential
benefit with respect to Total arrests.

Estimated incapacitative effects for Total arrests showed an inverse
relationship to seriousness of commitment offense. Those committed for
homicide were arrested, on average, 1.65 times for every year of street
time they accumulated, while "other property™ offender; (grand theft,
forgery, receiving stclen property, etec.) were arrested at nearly tuice
that rate (3.26 arrests per person-year), Such a relationship poses
certain problems for inclusive selective incapacitation policies, since
it implies that in order to maximize the crime-reduction benefits of
prison, less serious property offender: should remain in prison longer
than murderers, rapists and robbers. At the least, it would suggest that
selective sentencing policies based on risk may have te exclude these more

serious cases from consideration; for example, a policy might be designed

43  Evidently, whatever power that was gained by including information
on prior drug use was lost by reducing the distinctions based on prior
arrest rate simply to "high-rate™ vs. "others.”
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Table 9-2

Incapacitation Effects by Various Selection Factors

(Term Increased by One Year)

Total Offenses

Violent Offenses

Per Per
N of Added % No Added % HNo
Selection Factor Cases jArrests! Year Arrests| |Arrests| Year Arrests
Prior Offense Ratel:
Total Offenses
Low 182 306 2.03 37.9% 60 .40 75.8%
Medium 197 387 2.37 29.4% 83 .51 74.1%
High 192 473 3.26 22.9% 106 .73 67.7%
Violent Offenses
Low 181 403 2.82 27.17% 46 .32 81.8%
Medium 206 393 2.33 30.6% 91 .54 73.3%
High 184 370 2.50 32.1% 112 .76 62.5%
Risk Score (Pre)?:
Low 184 314 2.05 37.6% 76 .50 73.9%
Medium 178 364 2.46 29.2% 88 .59 68.5%
High 207 484 3.08 2%.2% 85 .54 74.6%
Commitment Offense:
Homicide 31 44 1.65 51.6 12 .45 74.2%
Rape 20 30 1.76 30.0 12 .71 60.0%
Robbery 175 284 1.89 36.0 97 .64 65.7%
Assault, other 64 141 2.62 25.0 35 .65 71.9%
Burglary 161 336 2.81 28.0 53 4% 77.6%
Other property 54 140 3.26 16,7 23 .53 75.9%
Other 102 255 3.16 27.5 32 .60 77.5%
Property
Commitments Only:
Prior Rate (Total)
Low _ 81 144 2.17 3%.6% 26 .39 77.8%
Medium 115 254 2.82 26.3% 38 G2 78.3%
High 108 306 4.01 21.3% 42 .55 7%.12%

1 Only those cases with valid Prior-rate levels were included.
2 Cases missing any of the predictor variables were excluded.
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to set differential sentences for property offenders only. While a
smaller amount of total crime could be reduced by such & restricted
policy, it would be easier to implement, sinée it would not conflict s¢
clearly with ordinary notions of "just deserts.”

Also included in Table 9-2, <for purposes of discussion, are the
estimated incapacitative effects .-for those not committed for a Violent
offense (shown on the table as "Property Commitments Only™). These
offenders were grouped according to their Prior arrest rates, using the
same cut-off points as for the entire sample. Notice first that there
were relatively fewer low-rate arrestees in this subsample than in the
larger sample; prior record was apparently more important for determining
prison - sentences for property offenders than for Violent offenders.
Second; the estimated incapacitative effects were ‘higher for each
prior-rate level than +for the larger sample, indicating that Violent
offenders at all levels of prior arrest rate were somewhat better risks
during the first year after release. The estimated number of crimes that
would have been prevented per person-year of additional incarceration for
the high-rate offenders was 4.06, compared to 3.26 for the whole sample.
The average number of'arrests per offender during that period was somewhat
lower: 2.83, as compared to 2.46 for the larger sample. Third, the
difference between the estimated effects (Total offenses) for high-rate
and low-rate offenders is greater than for total sample: 1.84 arrests
per person~year difference versus 1.22 arrests. Finally, while
differences uere greater for Total arrests, differences between high-rate
and low-rate offenders in terms of estimated incapacitative effects

relative to Violent arrests was considerably smaller. Thus, by excluding
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offenders committed for Violent offenses, greater incapacitative effect
estimates were found for Total Offenses, but smaller effects were
estimated for subsequent Violent Offanses.

0ffenders committed for non-Violent offenses comprised a little over
half (52%) of this sample of adult prisoners. The top third of these
cases, then, would constitute about one-sixth of the sample. If the
offenders paroled from CDC in 1984 had been similar to the present sample
of CDC cases and had been incapacitated based on their prior records,
approximately 3,300 non-Violent, high-rate offenders would have been
involved. At the rate of 2.83 offenses per offender, such a policy would
have prevented only about 9,350 Total arrests-~0.6% of all arrests in
California during that yvear. Even though the incapacitative payoff per
offender appears fairly high for these cases, there simply would not be
enough of them released from prison to make a big difference in the

overall amount of crime in California.

Effects of Incapacitation on Crime and Incarceration

One way to evaluate incapacitation strategies is to assess their
probable effects on the amount of crime and incarceration time associated
with all CDC offenders in the samplié over the length of the follow-up
period. During that period, the 607 offenders in this sample who served
adult prison terms (and who had at least twelve months of follow-up after

release from prison) accumulated:

14,063 Total arrests
2,628 Violent arrests
5645.2 Person-years of jail time
1,759.3 Person~-years of prison time
2,304.6 Person-years of incarceration time.

!
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The estimated number of crimes and of person-years of jail, prison, and
incarceration time associated with incapacitating various subgroups were
divided by these figures, to get an estimate of the percentage of change
associated with an incapacitative strategy that was focused on those
offenders. These percentages, of course, would refer to the effect of
applying the strategy only once for each offender--at the time of the
first prison term--and must be considered only rough estimates of the net
effects of applying such a strategy to all prison terms.*% For example,
if the entire sample had been left in prison one more wear, 1,230 Total
and 26% Violent arrests would have been prevented (from Table 9-1); these
numbers constitute 8.7X%X of all crimes and 10.0% of all Violent crimes,
respectively. While this sample would have spent an additional 607
person-years in prison, they would not have spent some %40.8 person-years
of jail time and 77.2 person-years of prison time (time that was served
by these cases during that twelve-month period). Thus, there would have
been a net dacrease of 60.8 person-vears (or 7.5%X) in the amount of jail
time spent by these offenders, and a net increase of 607 - 77.2 = 52%.8
person-years of prison time (an increase of 30.1%) and A& net increase in
overall incarceration time of 607 - 118.0 = 489 person-years (21.2%).

These percentages, along with percentages for various subgroups, are

shown in Table 9-3. All of the figures assume a twelve-month increase

44 Applying the one-year increase. to each term would tend to increase
evach of the percentages. However, due to the decrease in rates of
arrest by age, a smaller incapacitative effect for later prison terms
would be expected. Thus, the inclusion of later terms would be
expected to result in smaller increases in the percentage of crimes
prevented than in the amount of extra incarceration time.

- 214 -



Table 9-3
Effects of Increased Prison Terms on Crimes and Incarceration:
Various Selection Factors

Reductions Increases
N of Total (Violent{ Jail Prison |Incarc.
Cases|Arrests{Arrests| Time Time Time
All Prison Casesi 607 8.8% 10.0% 7.5% 36.1% 21.2%
Post-rate Level
Total Offenses?
Low 176 6% 9% 6% 9.5% 7.1%
Medium 215 2.7% 3.5% 2.3% 10.8% 7.7%
High 194 %.9% 4 .3% 3.3% 9.0% 6.1%
Violent Offenses?
Low 280 2.9% - 2.1% 16.0 10.2%
Medium 111 1.3% 1.8% 1.3% 6.0% 4%.3%
High 194 G.1% 6.9% 2.8% 9.4% 6.5%
Pre-rate lLevel
(Total Offenses):
All cases®
Low 182 2.2% 2.3% 1.8% 9.1% 6.6%
Medium 197 2.8% 3.2% 2.1% 9.9% 7.1%
High 192 3.4% 4.0% 3.2% 9.2% 6.3%
Property Comm. Only3
Low 81 1.0% 1.0% . 9% 6.0% 2.9%
Medium 115 1.8% 1.6% 1.4% 5.5% 3.9%
High 108 2.2% 6.6% 2.1% 5.0% 3.3%

! Dnly those cases with full years of follow-up were included in these
-estimates. ' _

2 Cases with less than 12 months of street time during the four-year
post-release period did not have arrest rates calculated, and were
net included here.

3 Cases uith less than 12 months of street time during the four-year
pre~prison pariod did not have arrest rates calculated, and were
not included here.
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in prison terms and no other effects of the added prison time. HNote that
they are not weighted for sample size, so that differences among groups
reflect, to some extent, differences in the size of the subgroup: for
example, the "Medium®™ group for Post-period arrest rate for Viclent
offenses was only about 40% as large as the "Low"™ group, so that even
though the incapacitation effect per person-year is greater for these
cases, a smaller percentage of crimes would be prevented by their
incapacitation. These percentages, then; merely provide a rough basis
of comparison across subgroups; their usefulness being primarily in
understanding the trade-offs for each separate subgroup. However, since
the three high-arrest-rate groups have about the same number of cases,
some comparisons can be made among them.

Among the groups identified on the basis of their post-perfod rates
of arrest for all’ offenses, retaining the 194 high-rate offendars in
prison an extra year, would have reduced the number of arrests for the
entire CDC sample by almost 5%, while the amount of time épent in prison
by this sample would have increased by 9X%. Taking into account the
savings in jail time, the increase in overall incarceration time for these
offenders would have been about 6%. Since selective incapacitation would
optimally target these high-rate offenders, these figures represent the
maximum  benefit that could have been obtained with this sample. In
contrast, the incapacitation of the slightly larger number of medium-rate
offenders would have decreased Total arrests by only 2.7% while increasing
prison time by almost 11X.

Incapacitating an equal sized group of the highest-rate Violent

offenders would have had a considerably greater impact on Violent arrests
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for this sample (6.9% reduction, as opposed to §.3%X for the high-rate
Total group). . A slightly smaller benefit would have been obtained for
these offenders relative to Total arrests. Since the high-rate Violent
O0ffenders spent a somewhat smaller portion of their first vear after
release back in jail or prison, a slightly larger net increase in prison
and incarceration time would have resulted from keeping them in pris=on
the extra year.

Judged against these figures for the Post périod, high-rate groups,
the percentages associated with the Pre period, high-rate group do not
appear so different. The percentage reductions in jail time and the
percentage increase in prison and total incarceration time were very
similar for low-, medium—, and high-rate groups. Reading doun the columns
for the Pre-rate level groups, it is apparent that a greater trade-off,
in terms of potential crime reduction for the same increase in prison use,
could be realized simply by sentencing based on prior rates of behavior.
Note, moreover, that although the actual estimated reductions are small,
the estimated reduction in Violent crimes for the Pre high~rate group is
remarkably close to that for the Post high-rate group. For Total
offenses, the reduction for the high pre-rate group is only a 70X as high
as Tor the Post high-rate group.

As would be expected, the figures for those committed for non-Violent
offenses (roughly half the sample) showed a slight increase in efficiency
for reducing overall levels of arrest for this sample and szlightly lower
efficiency relative to Viclent offenses. By so restricting the eligible
sample, however, only 2.2% of all arrests for the sample would have been

prevented by incapacitating the highest-rate offenders.
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These findings suggests that an incapacitative strategy aimed at
increasing the lengths of stay qf offenders already sentenced to prison
is not likely to have a major effect on overall levels of crime in
society. While some increase in efficiency can be obtained by identifying
certain kinds of offenders for increased sentences, no group is large
enough to account for much of the total crime. Perhaps a better may to
evaluate incapacitation strategies is simply in terms of their ability
to maximize the efficiency of prison use. Differences in the
crimes-per—-added-year bear on this issue. 0f more direct relevance,
however, would be estimates of the trade-offs that might be associated
with strategies that increase sentences for some offenders and reduce them
for others, with the overall aim of increasing public protection without
increasing prison populations.

As mentioned earlier, data on crimes and incarceration occurring
during the first twelve months after release might be used as a rough
estimate not only of possible incapacitatien effects, but also of what
might be the result of releasing particular offenders one year earlier.
In other words, if the 182 offenders with low rates of arrest during the
the prior period uwere released tuwelve months early, an estimated
additional 306 arrests (from Table 9-2) mwould occur. If, at the same
time, the high-rate offenders were retained a year longer, an estimated
473 arrests would have been prevented, for a net reduction of 167 arrests.
Since some were released and others retained, only a slight effect of
prison populations would be expected.

An even clearer picture of the potential trade-offs would be obtained

it these figures are standardized, so that they reflected the estimated
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Table 9-%

Net Effects of Increasing Terms for High-Rate Offenders
and Decreasing Terms for Low Rate Offenders
(Sentence changed by 12 months)

Total Violent Jail Prison Years
Arrests Arrests Years Used (+) or Saved (-)

All Commitments
1000 in _each group

Low-rate +1681 +330 +53.3 +117.0 - 1060 = -883.0
High~rate . =2463 -552 =90.1 -153.6 + 1000 = ¥+846.4
Net change ~ 782 -222 ~-36.8 -36.6
Steady-state level

Low-rate (n=958) +1610 +316 +51.1 +112.1 - 958 = -845.9
High-rate (n=1000) -2463 -552 -90.1 -153.6 + 1000 = +346.%
Net change -853 -236 -39.0 +0.5
Property

Commitments Only

1800 in_each group .

Low-rate +1778 +321 +58.6 +123.5 - 1000 = -876.5
High-rate -2833 -389 -105.6 -188.9 + 1000 = +811.1
Net change -1055 -68 -47.0 -65.%
Steady-state level

Low-rate (n=925) +1644 +297 +54.2 +114.2 - 925 = -810.8
High~-rate (n-1000) -2833 -389 -105.6 -188.9 + 1000 = +811.1
Net change -1189 -92 -51.4 ‘ +0.3

number of crimes and person-years of incarceration added or prevented per
1,000 offenders. This kind of analysis was perfTormed for two hypothetical
sentencing strategies: ohe based on releasing 1,000 offenders tuwelve

months early and retaining 1,000 offenders twelve months longer, and one
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based on maintaining prison populations as close to present levels as
possible. The results are shoun in Table 9-%4. In both cases, offenders
with low rates of arrest in the prior period uere released twelve months
early, while high-rate offenders were retained an &additional tuelve
months. In one case, all offeﬁders were considered eligible; the other
was restrictaed to offenders sentenced for non-Violent crimes. It was
assumed that those released early would commit crimes and spend time in
jail or prison as they actually did during their first tuwelve months out
ot prison (adding those crimes and incarcerations to their totals). It
was also assumed that incapacitating the other offenders would reduce the
total volume of crime and incarceration time by the amounts actually
accumulated during the first year after their release. Standardization
simply involved dividing 1,000 by the number of cases in each group and
using the result as a multiplier for the other figures. . For oxample,
there were 182 cases with low rates of prior arrests, and they were
arrested 306 times during the one-year period following release. If 1,000
of that kind of case had been released, they would have been arrested an
estimated 1,000/182 % 306 = 1,681 times. Similar calculations were used
to estimate the number of Violent arrests and person-years of jail time
(each of which would be increased by letting some offenders out early and
decreased by holding other offenders longer). The talculation of prison
time invelved, first, estimating the amount of time each group mould have
spenf back in . prison (as above), and then subtracting that amount ffom
the number of offenders involved (since each wuould contribute one
person~year of a§ditional, or "saved,™ prison time). Usfng the earlier

example, the 182 low-rate offenders accumulated 21.3 yvears of prison time
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their first yvear out; based on a sample of 1,000, that number would have
been 117.0 person-years. By releasing these cases early, 1,000
person-&ears would have been saved, but since they could be expected to
serve some 117 person-vears even though released early, the net savings
ﬁould be 1,000 - 117 = 883 person-years.  On the other side, those
high-rate offenders retained longer would have used 1,000 additional

person-years of prison, but would not have served 153.7 person-years, for

a net increase of 846.3 person-years of prison.

Using these estimates, the net effect of letting 1,000 low-rate cases
out early and retaining 1,000 high-rate cases longer were calculated; for
all cases, an estimated 782 fewer arrests would have occurred (222 Violent
arrests), 36.8 fewer person-years of jail time would have been served,
and 36.8 fewer person-years of prison time would have been served.
Similar estimates for property offenders only showed that considerably
more Total arrests, but fewer Violent arrests, would have been prevented.
In addition, a greater net savings in prison use would have been realized.

The "steady-state™ calculations simply involved determining a
multiplier that would produce an overall prison savings estimate that was
similar to the prison use estimate found for the 1,000 high-rate offenders
in each analysis. Simple algebraic calculations ident%fied the proper
number of "releasees™ for all cases to be 958, and for property offenders
only, 925. Thus, if 958 low-rate cases uwere released early for every
1,000 high-rate offenders retained, estimated prison use and savings
would nearly cancel out. Since fewer cases were released, the total net
reduction in crimes and jail=time would have been higher: such a

sentencing strategy could have prevented around 850 arrests and 39
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person-years of jail time for every 1,000 high-rate tases incapacitated,
with no increase in prison use.

The number of arrests prevented by such a strategy would still be
miniscule, of course, as a fraction of all arrests in California; even
if 10,000 offenders per year were incapacitated under such a policy, less
than 9,000 arresfs would be prevented (0.6X% of the arrests in California
during 1984). Nevertheless, a reduction in the number of crimes at
minimal cost to society may be considered worthwhile simply on the basis
of the greater efficiency in the use of scarce prison resources.

In summary, these findings suggest that while incapacitative effects
differ for various kinds of offenders, little in the way of real impact
on overall levels of crime could be achievad through incgpacitation alone.
Even collective incapacitation (holding every offender for an additional
vear) would not have produced a 3% reduction in California arrests.
Bearing in mind the rather tenuous assumptions upon which even these
simple estimates were based (no replacement and no groups continuing to
commit crimes in the absence of particular members), they are more likely
to be overestimates of incapacitative effects than underestimates.
Considering, in addition, that current prison populations are probably
made up of less serious offenders tﬁan those included in these analyses,
the hopes of significantly reducing crime through incapacitation, whether
coilective or selective, would appear reamote. Clearly, however, tha data
support the notion (under the very stringent assumption that no one else
would have committed these crimes) that some increase in efficiency might
possibly be obtained by enhancing or reducing sentences based on priqr

rate of arrest (or convictions or some. other predictive device). For
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offenders like those in this sample, over two arrests could possibly have
been prevented for every additichal person-year of incarceration.
Whether other offenders would be arrested in their places is uncertain.
Incapacitation is not the only effect that prison mav have on
offenders, of course, and these analyses did not directly address any
other possible effects. However, one major reason that incapacitation
effects ware not very hich for these offenders is that arrest rates were
relatively low during the period following the prison term, as noted in
Chapter 7. Incarceration seemed to have a "suppressant effect®™ on the
criminal behavior of these offenders, perhaps through deterrence or
rehabilitation, reducing the potential incapacitative effects. Whether,
and how much, any changes in the length of prison terms might alter this

suppressant effect is not known.
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Chapter 10

Summary and Discussion

This study was undertaken to assess the reasonableness of certain
major assumptions underlying the concept of sealective incapacitation and
recent research on that topic, particularly the research that relies on
statistical models of crime and the criminal justice system. The main
assumption, in this regard, was that criminal careers are characterized
by & reasonably constant rate of criminal behavior.%5 High-volume
offenders, who are the primary targets of hypothetical selective
sentencing policies, are assumed to contribute their disproportionate
share of crimes by maintaining a relatively high rate of criminal activity
throughout their active adult criminal careers. Other offenders, in the
meantime, plod along at lower; but constant, rates of criminal behaQior
throughout their careers, as well. This primary assumption has several
important corollaries: that offense rates do not decline with age; that
interventions, such as probation, prison, or any form of treatment, will
not affect offense rates appreciably; and that these rates will not change

as & result of other offenders being treated in one way or another by the

criminal justice system. Under these assumptions; selective

45  This study could not address the more critical assumption that the
crimes that would have been committed by incarcerated offenders would
not simply be committed by others instead.
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incapacitation appears not only to have potential for reducing crime, but
appears to be the only way of coping with the c¢rime problem.

Coincidentally, this same aséumptioﬁ, with its corollaries,
underlies the use of statistical models of the crime/response process.
Under this assumption, offense rates can be expected teo remain constant
regardless of how one tinkers wWith the criminal Jjustice system, and
incapacitation effects can be estimated as a direct function of the amount
of time offenders (w}th various rates) remain behind bars. While few
criminologists take these assumptions, as such, too seriously, some do
take these models seriously; estimating (or re-estimating) incapacitation
effects based on selective sentencing policies (Greenwood, 1982; Cohen
1983, 1986; Visher, 19386). In so doing, they implicitly accept the
assumptions of the method, for without these assumptions, the estimates
daerived from the models have little meaning. If offense rates change,
incapacitation effects uwould depend on the factors associated with that
change (such as the age of the offender). It these rates are simply
unstable, or related to a large number of factors, the effects of
lengthening terms for particular offenders would be impossible ' to
estimate with enough precision to make the models very useful.

Now, if offense rates are stable for individual offenders, offense
rates would not be expected to vary by age for offenders who were active
in crime. Nor would it be expected that rates would differ by race,
although the reasons are not so obvious. To assume that rates are stable
is, in effect, to deny that social circumstances affect the level of
criminal activity, other than to cause minor variations in an otherwise

constant pattern of activity. Conversely, to accept that rates of
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criminal behavior are socially determined is to accept the likeliheood that
they would change over time (that is, be unstable). Differences by race
would suggest either that social circumstances do have an effect on rates
of criminal behavior or that ethnic groups differ with respect to some
"natural™ inclination toward committing crimes. Neither of these
possibilities is particularly pleasant for the piroponents of selective
incapacitation or the users of models that make the same assumption of
stability.

In the present study, the issue of offense rate stability, both
directly and with respect to the relationship of these rates to race and
age, was the primary focus. Data were collected for a large sample of
serious offenders, most of whom were institutionalized as wards of the
California Youth Authority during the 1960s. Information on
officially-recorded crimes and any available information on background
characteristics and on adult drug use, marital status and emplovment were
coded for a 15-20 year adult period. Criminal behavior patterns were
analyzed for the entire adult career, for the period up to the last
recorded arrest (the Tactive™ criminal period), for random "halves"™ of
each offender's career (odd ages and even ages), for four-year blocks of
time, and, for most cases, for the four-year periods immediately preceding
and following a known adult incarceration. These analyses provided a
rather detailed picture of how the known criminal behavior of this sample
differed among offenders and over time. 1In addition, the usefulness of
available information on non-criminal activities for identifying
offanders with high rates of criminal behavior wWwas assessed, and some

direct estimates of the amount of crime that could have been prevented
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by lengthening the prison sentences served by these offenders were
derived.

In Chapters 3 and ¢, it was shown that, for this large sample of
sarious offenders, beth the kinds of crimes for which they uwere arrested
and the rate of arrest clearly differed by race and clearly declined with
age. These data suggest, then, that criminal behavior cannot simply be
regarded as a manifestation of immutable individual differences,
unaffected by social forces or situational factors. Sbcial influences
related to ethnicity or age appear to affect not only whether; when and
for how long offenders engage in criminal careers, but also the
year-to-year nature and intensity of those careers. Considering that
these influences may change as circumstances change for these individual
offenders, it would be expected that offense rates mould not on{y decline
over time, but would aléo be unstable.

Some indication of how changeable these rates were for these
offenders was found in the analysis of individual stability (Chapter 6).
One. analysis focused on extent to which offenders with higher rates
maintained higher rates than other offenders, even though average rates
were declining over time (relative stability). Another analysis focused
on the extent to which high-rate offenders, those in the top third,
continued to have high rates of arrest (absolute stability). In both
analyses, arrest rates were found to show considerable ins{ability from
one four-vear block of time to the next. Although unreliabilfty of
official arrest rates, as a measure of actual criminal behavior, uwould
tend to make offense rates appear less stable over time than they actually

were, the amount of observed instability was greater than might be
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expected based simply on unreliability alone. Further, the longer these
four-year periods were apart, the lower the stability; if measurement
error alone were involved, the observed stability may have been low, but
would not have decreased as the time between the two measurement periods
increased.

Patterns over time showed that few offenders maintained a consistent
pattern of being in the lowest, middle or highest third of the sample in
terms of their rates of arrest over four-year periods. The least
stability in this regard was found for having a high rate. While most
of the sample had at least one four-year period in which their rates of
arrest were among the highest third, only a minority of these (28% over
three periods and 12% over four periods) were in the highest third over

most of these periods. These findings suggest that to the extent that

this kind of instability is generalizable to other offenders, models that
assume rates to be stable will overestimate the amount of crime that could
be prevented by locking up individuals who, at particular times, were
identified as high-rate offenders.

Further evidence of instability and its implications for selective
sentencing policies came from the analysis of arrest rates before and
after a sentence to probation or prison (Chapter 7). COnsistent with
earlier findings concerning total careers, differences in the rates of
Viélent arrests were found among ethnic groﬁps both before and after
incarceration (if any), and arrest rates were found to generally decline
with age. These trends once again point to social influences, and suggest
that even Ffor these most serijous members of the sample, individual rates

of criminal behavior depended on the offender's circumstances.
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In addition, two important patterns were found. On the one hand,
rates of arrest showed a clear increase during the four vears immediately
prior to incarceration, suggesting that these offenders were incarcerated
and/or sentenced to probation typically after a relatively short-term
acceleration in criminal behavior (including crimes serious enough to
warrant such sanctions). This uncharacteristic increase in criminal
activity strongly suggests the importance of short-term situational
influences in determining rates of criminal behavior. It also suggests
that this pre-incarceration period would be most inappropriate ¥for
establishing typical levels or distributions of offense rates.

On the other hand, arrest rates observed for the years fellowing
release from incarceration showed them to be generally lower than would
be expected simply because these offenders got older. During the first
vear out, rates for former prison inmates were lower than at any point
during the four vears prior to prison; rates for those sentenced to jail
or probation alse showed a decline, although not as marked. In both
cases, the rates continued to decline during the four vears after release.
The course these careers would have taken in the absence of these official
responses cannot be determined, but it is possible that the incarceration
prevented a continued acceleration in ’behavior, especially for those
sentenced to prison. If so, the crime-reduction benefits of existing
incarceration policies may not be fully understood or appreciated. In
addition, the fact that these offenders displayed louared activity levels
following release from jail or prison suggests that extending prison
sentences would have less of an effect on crime than might be’expected

from estimates of criminal activity based on pre-incarceration arrests.
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As one might expect from these trends, the correspondence of rate
levels (correlations of rates or agreement on trichotomized rate levels)
from pre-incarceration to post-incarceration was very low: lower than for
adjacent four-year blocks of time and much lower than would be expected
based on unreliability alone. Correlations and simple tabulations showad
that differences among offenders during the pre—-incarceration period were
not very indicative of what those dHdifferences were during the
post-incarceration period. For example, of thosé offenders who had the
highest rates of arrest pfior to prison, only 40% were among the highest
third after release, as compared to almost 30% of those who were not
high-rate prior to prison. Thus, the official data on criminal behavior
would have been the least useful in identifving future high-rate offendars
in this sample precisely at that point when these data would most likely
have been used.

In general, instability and the measurement problems associated with
using official data greatly reduce the ability to identify which offenders
would have had the highest offense rates during any particular period.
Predictions based on a wider variety of pedictive factors, moreover;
appeared to offer little hope for improving on this situation, since
official data on criminality were all that was available for producing
the prediction equations. Predictions useful for sentencing decisions
must be made from information available from official sources. At the
present time, it would appear that these data are simply not good enough
to permit adequate prediction accuracy.

Predictions based on split-half measures (Chapter 5), wherein the

underlying criminal career was divided into two random "samples™ of the
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offender's yearly arrests, should have been very good: limited only by
the effects of measurement error and random fluctuations in criminal
behavior. Instead, arrest rates in each half of the career accounted for
only about one-half the variance in arrest rates for the other half;
adding other predictors to the equation increased the explained variation
only a few parcent. Even if criminal behavior was stable, then; random
"noise™ caused by measurement error alone would be enough to make the
identification of high-rate offenders problematic.

When instability was added in, accurate prediction of arrest rates
became difficult, indeed, using these data: predictions of criminal
behavior durina the period after release from prison was low. While many
interesting bivariate (two-variable) relationships were found,
predictions of post-release arrest rates accounted for only 16-18% of the
variance in these rates for 8ll cases together:. and around 10% of the
variance for those cases with adult prison terms. On cross-validation,
the prediction accuracy dropped even further. Part of this inability to
predict was, agaiﬁ, due to the unreliability of arrest rates, but
regardless of the reason, this low predictability precluded accurate
identification of post-release, high-rate offenders in this sample.

Finally, the study addressed the issue of whether selective
incapacitation has the potential of reducing crime or serving as the basis
of greater efficiency in the use of scarce prison resources. Using
information on the amount of time each offender spent in custody during
the twelve-month period after release from prison and the number of
arrests occurring during that period, estimates were made of the potential

effects of incapacitating all offenders—--or offenders of particular
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types--for an additional vear (Chapter 9). The analysis chouwed that even
the "best™ (most efficient) policies would not bhave prevented a
significant amount of crime. If all offenaers were kept an additional
vear, only about a 3% reduction in crime could have been achieved. If
the offenders with the highest post-prison rates were incapacitated (if
prediction were perfect), the reduction in crimes would have been‘less
than 2X%. Other analyses suggested that selective sentencing policies
could have provided for some reduction in arrests with no increase in
prison populations, but the overall reduction would have been less than
1,000 arrests for every 3,000 prisoners subjected to the policy. There
was, then, some indication that prison space could be more efficiently
usaed; a significant impact of selective incapacitation on overall levels

of crime in society, however, appears unlikely.

Policy Implications.

To the extent that these findings are generalizable to other
offenders, they, along mith the results of those analyses +focusing on
potential incapacitative effects, suggest certain policy implications:

1) Selective incapaciéation policies hold only minimal potential
for reducing levels of crime in society. Anaiyses focusing on
incapacitation effects suggested that longer sentences for
offenders going to prison would have only a small impact on
overall crime in society. Selective sentencing policies may
increase the efficiency of prison use to some extent, but would
not produce a substantial reduction in the number of crimes

committed in the wider society.
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2) The actual incapacitative effects‘ of policies of selective
sentencing will be difficult to estimate but will, in any case,
be lower than might be expected based on the recent (pre-prison)
criminal behavior of the "high-rate” offenders. The
unreliability of official records, general declines with age,
and instability in criminal behavior combine t§ lower the
expected offense rates for offenders identified as "high-rate®
on the basis of their arrest histories. These problems appear
especially important at the time of a major conviction—--the-
point at which sentencing decisions would be made. Models that
assume offense rates to be stable would be of little help in
estimating these effects, even if declines in these rates by
age were incorporated into the model.

33 While factors related to "risk™ of future high-rate criminal
behavior can be identified, the accurate identification of
high-rate offenders using information available in official
records .does not appear possible at the presentk time.
Predictive analyses are hindered by the unreliability of arrest
rates, as measures of underlyving criminal propensity, as well
as by instability in criminal behavior. These problems are not
50 serious that they prevent the identification of factors that
increase the probability ("risk") of engaging in criminal
behavior at high rates. Howaver, predictive devices using
these factors can be expected to produce a large proportion of

false predictions. Such devices must be employed cautiously.
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Research Implications.

These findings also sugoest certain implications for future research

in criminclogy:

1)

2)

3)

%)

The period immediately prior to, or following, & major
conviction may be the least useful for studying patterns of
criminal behavior. Arrest rates during these periods uere
found to be relatively uncharacteristic of overall patterns of
criminal behavior for thase offenders.

There appear to be upper limits to the prediﬁtion accuracy that
can be obtained using official offense data. While these limits
do not preclude the usefuiness of official data for identifyiﬁg
factors that influence ¢riminal behavior, the &ability to
account for even most of the differences in levels of criminél
behavior among offenders using official data is probably an
unrealistic goal.

There is a need for research on the situational andfor
circumstantial determinants of offense rates among offenders
and over time. An understanding of these factors could pave
the way toward social action or interventions that could reduce
crime through a reducing the number of "high-rate®™ periods for
particular offenders or within populations of offenders.

There is a need for a better understanding of the global effects

"of incarceration on criminal behavior. Needed is research on

the patterns of activity and association prior to conviction
and on'the effect of incarceration on those patterns. If, for

example, incarceration reduces crime through disrupting various

- 235 -



crime-supporting situational or social ipfluences. it might be
possible to specify an optimum length of incarceration (how
long it takes to produce this effect and the point at which no

additional effects could be expected).

Implications for Understanding Criminal Careers

So far, the present findings have been discussed primarily in terms
of what they suggest is not true of criminal careers: that these findings
are not consistent with & conception of these careers as predominantly
stable and bredictable. The criminality within this sample of serious
offenders was Tound to differ by race, to decline with age, to display a
considerable amount of instability over time, to increase sharply
immediately before major sentences and then decrease markedly immediately
afterwards, and to have few solid predictors or correlates that would help
to differentiate its relative levels. Thase characteristics seem to
suggest a picture of criminal careers that is QUite different from the
rather static conception that is currently popular. In these remaining
pages, this picture will be described and some of its implications for
understanding the kinds of careers found Tor these offenders will be

discussed,%®

46 Thijs discussion will be drawing lovsely on "control theory” princi-
ples (Hirschi, 1969). Although this theory is certainly not the only
basis for understanding or explaining crime ar the career patterns
of particular offenders, it does provide & convenient framework for
understanding both the instability of these criminal careers and the
importance of situational factors. As such, it can help to understand
the "carecer™ patterns of the offenders studied hare.
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This conception starts with the premise that, for the most part,
criminal behavior patterns can be understood in the same terms that
non—criminal patterns are understood; that is, it assumes that people who
commit crimes are not necessarily that different from other people. For
most crimes (excluding those based on addiction--drug use--or those
springing from severe mental abnormalities) no "special motivation™ is
required for understanding why they might be committed; remuneration,
thrill, revenge, exercise of power, and so on, usually serve quite
adequately. HWhat appears to distinguish criminals such as those in this
sample from non-criminals is not so much the Tends™ which are sought, but
the inclusien of criminal "means™ among their possible approaches to
attaining those ends. The viability of criminal approaches, houwever, does
not imply the consistent choice of those approaches. While crime may be
seen as the most expeditious and/or direct approach in a given instance
("to make a fast buck™ expresses the common understanding of this kind
of pragmatism, as does "to take matters into your own hands™), there is
little about ordinary "street™ criminality to recommend it as a stable
part of a person's lifestyle. By and large, criminal behavior amounts
to rather low-paying, high-risk and typically unpleasant behavior. From
a pearspective that sees criminality as the inclusion of criminal behavior
as one option for attaining desired ends, and, at the same time, views
criminal behavior as a situationally expedient but gonerally unattractive
option, the kinds of patterns of criminality found in the present study
seem somewhat reasonable.

Hirschi, in presenting his "control theory™ (Hirschi, 19693,

suggests that mgtivation to commit crimes may not be as important for
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understanding or predicting crime as the lack of motivation not to commit

crimes. This motivation to be law-abiding, further, springs from being
imbedded in a complex network of social institutions and relationships.
Involvement in each of these carries with it the expectation that the
individual will generally adhere to the norms and laws of the society as
well as to the norms and expectations associated with every sther social
institution in the network. The less deeply one is entrenched in the
social network, the fewer the sources of expectaéions to conform, and the
less one would have to lose by "cheating™ at the social game--even by
committing the unsavory, and particularly unpleasant kinds of crimes of
primary interest to proponents of selective incapacitation. Such
disengagement from socjial institutions and relationships was clearly
indicated in the present sample by the overall lack of involvement (and
stability) in family relations and employment. The reduced social ‘bonds
serve to increase the viability of criminal behavior as one of the
individual's .options by giving him lJess reason not to take thevmost
expedient and/or direct path to his desired ends in particular situaticns.

Because of the nature of criminal behavior, houever, these reduced
social bonds would not be expected to necessarily lead te crime. HNor
would one expect any raesultant criminal behavior patterns %o be
particularly stable. Again, while in & particular situation, committing
a "crime" might appear as the easiest and fastest way of attaining a given

end, ordinary "Ustreet™ crime is unlikely to be sean as a long-term
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career-line with much potential.?®? Few can expect to get rich snatching
.purses, robbing gas stations, or burglarizing residences. The risks are
high (jail or prison) and the working conditions are generally unsafe and
unpleasant. There are few outlets for social recognition associated with
mundane criminal behavior. If the career includes Violent crimes, there
is the likelihood that trusted friends would be scarce. In short, there
is much about crime that would seem to make it unattractive as a way of
life and little that would make someone strive to maintain it as a stable
pattern of behavior.

Once an offender is willing to commit crimes in particular
situations, it is reasonable that the actual commission of crimes would
depend on situational factors, such as the amount of risk involved, the
perceived need for a quick solution to a pressing problem, the kinds of
other options available, and so on. For these offenders, unskilled (or
semi-skilled) and lacking a stable work history, criminal behavior may
not even be seen as much worse than the kinds of non-criminal work
‘available. It is not unreasonable that an offender would drift in and
out of property crime much like he would drift from one type of
low-paying, unpleasant job to another. He may work harder at committing
crimes when he needed fast money the most (say, a developing drug habit)
or when working conditions improved (for example, &a developing
arrangement with a trusted fence or drug supplierl.  As these situations

changed, levels of criminal activity could easily 9o up or douwn

47 Drug sales is likely to be an important exception to this simplified

characterization.
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substantially. Over time, one might expect offense rates to generally
decline, peaking now and again at uncharacteristically high levels but
returning to lower levels. Eventually, ériminal behavior would stop
altogether as the opportunities decrease, as less risky means of obtaining
gonods and services are established; and as incarceration comes to be seen
as possibly taking an increasingly larger bite out of the offender's
remaining years.

Incarceration, uﬁich would be most likely to occur during one of the
higher-rate periods;,; might be expected to have a number of effects. The
offender would be incapacitated for some period of time. In addition,
the incarceraticn might be expected to interrupt the development of
crime-supporting situations and networks, disrupting the patterns of
decreasing risk and increasing payoff (or need) that go with them. The
offender would return to the streets, literally, a little older and a
little wiser, and a little less likely to commit crimes at the rate he
was going before being sent to prison. He would not, however, achieve
much in the way of increased involvement in the wider social institutions,
so that criminal activities would likely remain a viable alternative to
non-criminal ones. From this perspective, then, lower rates of criminal
behavior after prison would be expected, but complete rehabilitation
would still seem unlikely.

Taking this jllustrative excercise one step further, such a
perspective would make the general lack of offense-rate predictability
that was found for this sample seem more reasonable. The freer the
individual is from the normal behavioral restraints associated with

gsocial institutions, the more likely his behavior will be determined by

- 240 -



more immediate situational influences. In other words, reduced social
controls can be expected to lead to unpredictability, at least with
respect to the ordinary predictors emploved in the present study. On the
one hand, one would not expect such situational influences as the isolated’
invoelvement in marriages or emplovment to necessarily inhibit criminal
behavior very much; the more pervasive is the disengagement from social
institutions, the less that involvement in any one of them can be expected
to have a profoundly socializing effect. Thus, while these offenders as
a_gqgroup were clearly less "bonded™ to society than law-abiding citizens,
differences among them in this regard may not mean much. More enduring
social influences, however, such as those associated with ethnic  and
cultural differences, would be expected to affect both the nature and
relative intensity of criminal behavior. Ethnic differences suggest
differences not only in opportunities for legitimate and illegitimate
enterprise, but also in ways of dealing with other people. I¥ ethnic
groups act differently in other ways, there is little reason to expect
that these differences would disappear in the context of committing
crimes.

Such a conceptualization of criminal careers is merely illustrative,
of course, serving as much to describe as to account for the various
trends observed for this sample.  One may easily argue about the actual
factors that influence the intensity of criminal activity and their
relative importance. The main point, however, is that the criminal
behavior of the present sample of offenders is best understood from a
perspective that emphasizes the importance of situational factors in

determining tvpes and rates of criminal behavior. As discussed in the
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introduction, a "situational®™ perspective on criminal behavior is
inconsistent with current thinking about selective incapacitation. If
criminal behavior is situationally determined, different subsamples of
offenders would be "high-rate™ at different times. Under these
conditions, it would be difficult (if not impossible) to identify
Y"high—-rate offenders® for differential sentencing. It would also be
difficult to take seriously models that Torecast the effect of lengthening
prison sentences for various offenders, since their behavior cannot be

counted on to stay the same.
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Appendix 1

Sample Sizes in PresPost Aggregate Arrest-rate Calculatisns
By Race and Sample

CYAs CYAs Suppl/ Suppl/ Total
Analysis Tvpe Prob cDC Prob cDC Sample
Pre/post rates:
Pre-period
No data (5)
White 33 219 39 76 422
Black 30 180 35 70 315
Hispanic 2 82 22 28 154
Other (2> %) (2) (1)
Total (Race anal.) 140 %381 96 174 391
Post-period
Ne data (6) (43) 1)
White 84 206 39 76 405
Black 28 162 35 70 295
Hispanic 22 75 21 28 146
Other (2> (6) (23 (1
Total (Race anal.) 134 443 95 17¢ 847
Yearly rates:
Pre-period
1st year 133 485 91 174 883
2nd year 133 464 a7 168 852
Ird year 123 408 &3 148 762
4th year 115 342 74 114 645
4-year rates 133 485 91 174 883
Post-period
1st year post 136 449 97 175 857
2nd year post 131 431 96 175 833
3rd year post 117 404 26 175 792
4th yvear post 105 369 94 174 742
4-year rates 136 %49 97 175 857
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Appendix 2

Means, Standard Deviations and Number of Cases

Included in Age Block Variables:

All Cases with Prison or Probation Information

X Street-time
18-21
22-25
26-29
30-33
34-~37

X Time: Heroin use
18-21
22-25
26-29
30-33
34-37

N

907
907
856
588
393

835
697
670
499
283

% Time: Uppers/downers use

18-21
22-25
26-29
30-33
34-37

835
697
670
499
283

% Time: Hallucinogens use

18-21
22-25
26-29
30-33
34-37

N

Time: Common-law
18-21
22-25
26-29
30-33
364~37

%z Time: leqgally wmarried
18-21
22-25
26-29
30-33
34-37

&35
697
670
499
283

907
907
893
805
553

907
907
893

805

553
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Mean

63.83
55.93
69.31
80.43
85.24

28.51
31.75
21.21
7.28
2.32

31.46
26.7¢0
16.71
5.59
1.1t

57.93
53.57
33.74

9.94

2.89

14.77
17.62
14.19
5.27
.81

16.10
18.62
14.27
5.72
.89

Standard
Deviation

26.65
33.43
33.47
29.00
31.56

40.97
44.10
37.68
22.93
13.49

42.12
41.60
36.43
20.41

9.25

4%.96
66,57
42.61
26.31
15.77

29.50
31.76
28.54
17.70

5.49

28.00
32.71
29.19
18.92

5.95



Appendix 2 (continued)
Means, Standard Deviations and Number of Cases
Included in Age Block VYariables:
All Cases with Prison or Probation Information

N Mean Standard
Deviation

Z Time: Supporting dependents

18-21 $07 15.81 29.68
22-25 907 21.60 35.50
26-29 ’ 893 16.48 31.91
36-33 805 6.30 20.41
36-37 553 1.97 7.08

X Time: Emploved full-time

13-21 835 12.94 23.91
22-25 697 17.16 28.10
26-29 670 11.68 23.75
30-33 499 3.86 16.34
36-37 283 .60 4.92

Z Time: Unemploved

18-21 835 76.65 32.32
22-25 697 72.55 32.81
26-29 670 81.46 29.35
30-33 499 93.58 18.60
34-37 283 99.19 54.98

Background info:

Criminality:

Father 907 .14 .35

Siblings 907 43 .50
Age at first:

Arrest 846 13.89 3.63

Commitment 875 16.01 3.57
No. eswapes 762 77 1.22
Claimed school grade 862 10.55 1.74
Adult prison 907 76 .64
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Appendix 3

Means, Standard Deviations and Number of Cases

Included in Prespost Variables:

All Cases with Prison or Probation Information

Arrest Rate (Post):
Total
Violent
Violent-economic
Property

Arrest Rate (Pre):
Total
Vioclent
Violent-economic
Property

X Time (Pre):
Heroin use
Upper/dowuners use
Hallucinogens use

N

821
821
821
821

862
862
862
862

882
882
832

Common—-law relationship 882

Legally married
Employved

882
892

Not incarc. (street) 886

%X Time (Post):
Heroin use
Uppers/downers use
Hallucinogens use

870
870
870

Common—-law relationship 870

Legally married
Employed

870
708

Background information:

Number of siklings

852

Known welfare recipient 907

Intact family

%807

Any eriminality (father)907
Any criminality (mother}907
Any criwinality (sibs) 907
Age at first arrest 866
Age at first commitment 875
Number of prior escapes 762
Number of drugs (juv.) 907

Any juvenile drug

use 907
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Mean

1.02
.31
17
.36

1.49
.46
.26
.59

27.04
25.89
56.58
16.38
18.41
23.13
76.00

23.24%
19.84%
38.91

©13.70

15.10
26.90

§4.47
.17
.43
.14
.04
63

i3.89

16.01
.27
1.48
.57

Standard
Deviation

.70
A3
.33
.49

.65
<49
.39
.53

61.10
40.62
46.15
30.91
33.26
30.85
23.93

40.80
38.45
67.17
29.97
30.55
29.89

2.78
.38
.50
.35
.21
.50

3.63

3.57

1.23

1.74
.50



Appendix 3 (continued?
Means, Standard Deviations and Number of Cases

Included in Prespost Variables:

All Cases with Prison or Probation Information

Race: (0,1)
White
Hispanic
Black

Commitment Offense:

N

907
507
907

Includes Robbery (0,1) 907
Includes Burglary (0,1) 907

Number of crimes

Prior Conviction:
For Robbery (0,1)
For Burglary (0,1)

Rand Score:
Robbers
Burglars

Current Term

907

907
907

260
295

{CDC cases only n=667):

Age at entry
Age at release

667
667

Length of stay (mos.) 667
Juv. comm. (CYA) (0,1) 667

No. of disciplinaries 602

Serious disc. (0,1)

Known enemies (0,1)

Known gang
affiliation (0,1}

667
667

667
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Mean

.47
«35
.17

.29
.33
1.55

.08
26

21.95
26¢.91
35.51

76

6.52
.24
.17

.09

Standard
Deviation

.50
.48
.38

.45
&7
2.31

.28
.66

2.60
2.96
27.60
G4

9.40
.43
.38

.29





