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I. INTRODUCTION 

During the past decade, increasing emphasis has been placed on 

conducting social experiffients and demonstrations to determine the 

economic and social effects of various public policies and programs. 

In such experiment~, social science research has had to rely more 

heavily on data collected through personal interviews; consequently, 

it has become imperative that researchers be concerned with the 

veracity of such data. Furthermore, researchers must determine not 

only the overall accuracy of the data, but also the factors that 

significantly influence data quality. In particular, knowledge of 

the determinants of response error can be critical in evaluations of 

experimental programs: if participation in a program is itself a 

significant influence on r",sponse error, and if adjustment for this 

fact is not made, then the conclusions based on experimental/c;ntrol 

comparisons may be invalid. 

The causes of response error vary. In general, response error 

may stem from faulty recall, misunderstanding, or a desire on the part 

of the respondent to give the interviewer the "right" but not necessarily 

the true responses. When the interview involves sensitive material such 

as questions concerning criminal activity, the respondent might intentionally 

misreport information because of embarrassment, for purposes of self-

aggrandizement, because he or she mistrusts the interviewers, or because 

he or she is concerned about the eventual destination of the interview 

statements. However, among individuals enrolled in an experimental program, 

participants, relative to controls, may be more prone to under-report 

criminal activity for fear of being asked to leave the program or because 
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they have more of a sense of what responses are "expected" of them. 

On the other hand, participants may report more accurately because their 

participation in the treatment program has given them more self-confidence 

and a more stable life-style. 

While the use of official records to verify data is not a new 

idea, most studies have analyzed reporting errors primar'ily with respect 

to earnings, welfare receipt, or medical history, rather than with respect 

to the more sensitive fields of drug use or criminal behavior. In 1940 

the Division of Research of the Work Projects Administration compared 

information from public records with interview data on relief history. 

They found that respondents accurately answered such general questions 

as whether they had been on welfare, but were much less accurate on 

specific items such as dates (Bancroft, 1940). In 1965, the National 

Center for Health Statistics compared physicians' reco~ds with interviews 

• and found under-reporting of various aspects of medical history despite the 

fact that respondents seemed pe:r.'fectly willing to discuss their illnesses 

(NCHS, 1965). A 1966 comparison of self-reported earnings data and 

umemployment compensation records revealed that sex, age, education, and 

the amount of reported earnings significantly affected response error 

(Borus, 1966). These examples are just a few of the many response-error 

studies involving earnings, welfare, and medical history. 

However, validity studies in the field of criminal activity are 

less numerous, perhaps because of the difficulties in obtaining police 

records and the lack of comparability among these records across different 

jurisdictions. The specific goals of these studies have varied, as have 

their results: 

2 
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One such study involved fifty-nine individuals who had 
been involuntary patients (i.e., federal prisoners) at 
the U.S. Public Health Hospital in Lexington, Kentucky, 
between 1935 and 1962. Arrest data collected during 
personal interviews with the patients were compared ' 
with FBI records. The results of the study showed that 
the sample was approximately evenly divided among 
accurate reports, over-reports, and under-reports of 
the number of times the respondent had been arrested, 
and that under-reporting was due primarily to the 
omission of minor offenses. (Ball, 1967) 

In an evaluation of a prison work-release program, criminal 
records for a sample of 641 ex-prisoners were compared 
wi~h interview data on criminal activity. The finding , 
was that "many of the men in the sample claimed substant~ally 
fewer contacts with the criminal justice system than they 

actually had." (Witte, 1975) 

To supplement an evaluation of the wildcat supported w~rk 
program for ex-addicts and ex-offenders, the Vera ~nst~tute 
of Justice compared New York City police records w~th 
self-reports on arrests for 531 individuals. They found 
that both participants and controls under-reported ar:ests 
by approximately 30 percent. (Vera Institute of Just~ce, 

1975) 

Wyner (1976) analyzed response errors in self-reports of 
arrests by using a sample of seventy-nine indivi~uals 
interviewed by the Vera Institute. He found tha~, on 
average, response error was· negligible, and that mos~ ~f 
the variation in error could be explai~ed by the off~c~al 

umb r of arrests which in turn conta~ned components 
n fl:cting the ti~e since the individual's first arrest 
re , ' 
and personal motivation to comrn~t cr~es. 

, d official data from a 1972 study of delinquency 
Interv~ew an 'bl lations 
in Philadelphia were used to analyze poss~ e corre, 

the misreporting of nine measures of arrest h~story. 
~o:~dition to a high degree of correlatio~ among ~easurements 
of error the results showed that general ~nformat~on (S~c~ 
as the t~tal number of arrestS) was reported more accura e y 
than more specific information (such as the type of charge 

for an arrest). (Bridges, 1976) 

• 
In an attempt to discover whether the dispropo~ti~natelY 

, f bl ks in official stat~st~cs on 
high representat~o~ 0 ac d assault might 
arrest for such cr~es as rape, robbery, an. 'the 
be caused by differential involv~e~t,or by ~~as ~~ndelang 
administrative practices of the JUd~~~al SY~t~'data on 
(1978) compared official data and se -repo 
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criminal activity with a third source--the National Crime 
Panel, a national survey of victims of crimes. Self­
reported data usually indicated equal participation of 
blacks and whites in crime. He found that the victimization 
data corroborated the official records rather than the 
self-reports of criminal activity. 

Each of these studies identified the existence of response error 

in self-reports of arrest activity. However, only Wyner addressed the 

combined issue of the magnitude and the source of error. Further, only 

the Vera Institute analy~ed the effect of program participation on 

response error, and their analysis was limited only to a simple comparison 

of misreporting between participants and controls. We are in the unique 

position of being able to confront all three problems: (1) identifying 

the magnitude of response error; (2) isolating significant sources of 

variability in response error; and (3) in particular, investigating 

whether participation in some type of "treatment program" significa:'1tly 

affects response reliability. 

The interview data used in this study are derived from the 

evaluation of the national Supported Work demonstration. Supported Work 

provides work experience under close supervision, peer-group support, 

and graduated performance standards, which are intended to help individuals 

with employment problems make the transition to an unsubsidized job after 

twelve to eighteen months of program experience. Further, a related goal 

of the program is to reduce criminal activity. 

The demonstration programs enrolled individuals from four target 

groups (long--term female recipients of AFDC, ex-addicts, ex-offenders I 

and young school dropouts). In the ten sites involved in the evaluation, 

4 
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eligible applicants for the program were assigned randomly to either an 

experimental or control group. Those assigned to the experimental group 1 

were given the opportunity to participate in Supported Work. 

using information collected in personal interviews with 

experimental and control-group members, the impact of supported Work 

on various measures of behavior (including employment, welfare receipt, 

drug use, and criminal activity) is being evaluated. The tests of whether 

the program significantly influenced these measures may be valid even 

if the magnitude of the estimated effects is in error, as long as the 

responses of experimentals and controls contain the same percentage of 
1 

error. However, in the presence of differential misreporting, the tests 
J 

of program effects will be biased, and some methods to correct this bias 

must be used. 

This study has two main objectives: to determine the accuracy 

of self-reported data on criminal activity, and to identify factors 

that may influence the accuracy of these data. Program participation 

is a factor of particular interest. Arrests were chosen as an indicator 

of criminal activity, rather than convictions, incarceration, or 

admitted crime corr~ission (all of which were available in the interviews), 

because they can easily De verified through police records. Furthermore, 

while individuals may be arrested for some crimes they did not commit 

and may net be arrested for some they did, the number of arrests provides, 

on average, a reasonable lower bound for criminal activity (Blumstein, 

1978). convictions do not necessarily reflect the seriousness of the 

crime committed because of plea-bargaining and unsubstantiated evidence. 

Moreover, because of the length of time needed to adjudicate arrests 

5 

(especially for serious cas) .. es , conv~ct~ons may not occur during the 

observation peri~d, thus biasing the results. Incarceration records 

are not centralized in the same manner as arrest records and are thus 

more difficult to compile. Th 1 h ey a so ave the same drawbacks as conviction 

data. Similarly, admissions of crime " comm~ss~on are not verifiable a.nd 

thus are not usef,ul for our purposes. 

The results of this analysis of If se -reports and official records 

of arrest indicate that, after enrolling in Supported Work, both 

experimentals and controls under-reported (1) whether they had been 

arrested, . and (2) their total number of arrests. However, there was 

no significant difference in misreporting between the two groups. The 

major factors that were significantJ.y 1 t d re a e to response error were 

~ whether an interview the number of arrests recorded on the pol;ce records, 

was administered while the respondent was;n . ~ pr~son, and the race of 

the respondent. 

Chapter II of this report describes the data collection techniques 

and sample for this study. Chapter III discusses the extent and sources 

of response error in reporting the total number of arrests incurred 

since enrollment, as well as the number of arrests for such specific 

types of crimes as robbery and drug-related offenses. Chapter IV contains 

concluding remarks. Included in the appendices are the forms used for 

coding the official data, as well as additional summary tables. 

6 
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II. DATA COLLECTION AND SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

This study uses data from two sources: interviews administered 

to a subsample of experimentals and controls in the national Supported 

Work demonstration, and their official police arrest records. The sample 

for this study includes 434 individuals enrolled in the ex-offender and 

ex-addict target groups of the Oakland and San Francisco Supported Work 

programs, and 340 individuals enrOlled in the ex-offender target group 

of the Hartford program. Data from police records were collected for 

the Oakland and San Francisco samples in August 1977 and for the Hartford 

sample in October 1978. 

An interview (referred to as the "baseline") was administered to 
. 1/ 

experimentals and controls when they enrolled in the demonstrat~on.-

In this interview, respondents were asked about their employment and 

arrest history, their use of heroin and other drugs, and their basic 

demographic characteristics. Follow-up interviews were administered 

at nine-month intervals for up to three years after enrollment, and 

included questions on the number of arrests and type of charge on the 
2/ 

three most recent arrests in the previous nine months.-
Sixteen respondent.:; 

1 t data, 165 had 18 months, and 364 had 
had 27 months of post-enro lmen 

only 9 months, yielding a total of 545 observations for analysis of post-

3/ 
enrollment data.-

!!onlY 13 of the 774 sample members did not complete the baseline 
interview. These 13 persons have been dropped f~om the analysis. 

3!Of this sample, only eight follow-uP interviews showed more than 
. only a small loss of information on type of charge. 

three arrests, indicat~ng 

lIsee Appendix Table B-1 
interviews used in the analysis. 
deleted from analysis because of 

for a distribution, by site, of the follow-uP 
The distribution includes some observations 

missing data. 
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In all interviews, questions about criminal" activity were asked 

at the end of the interview, which took between thirty-five and forty-five 

minutes to complete. While many interviews took place in the interviewing 

offices, a substantial number were also administered in such other places 

as the respondent's horne or in prison.!! 

The criminal records for the Oakland and San Francisco respondents 

were gathered by a California Department of Corrections em[,loyee who was 

trained and supervised by a member of the MPR Survey Division staff. The 

required data were coded Qnto forms on which the number of pre-enrollment 

and post-enrollment arrests, the arrest dates, and associated charges for 

the last eight post-enrollment arrests were recorded. In Hartford, the 

state police records were transcribed onto forms by two members of the 

MPR Survey Division staff. The Hartford coding forms were s~ilar to 

those used in California, but allowed for descriptions of sixteen post-

enrollment arrests. (Copies of the forms appear in Appendix A.) No 

criminal history record could be located for forty-eight individualsj in 

these cases the completed fonn simply indicated that there were no recorded 

arrests for either the pre- or post-enrollment periods.3! 

Table 1 shows the breakdown of the sample by target group and 

site. Ex-offenders comprise 89 percent of the sample. The remainder 

are ex-addicts, who were enrolled in Oakland. At most Supported Work 

sites, an equal percentage of enrollees were randomly assigned to the 

liThe interviewers were selected on the basis of both their 
interviewing skill and their ability and willingness to conduct field 
searches for respondents in the follow-up period. 

3!It is likely that these individuals were arrested outside 
the jurisdictions canvassed, since recent incarceration as a result 
of conviction was a program eligibility requirement. 

8 
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Sample 

Total 

Target Group 

. al 
Ex-addJ.ct:--' 

Ex-offender 

Site 

Hartford 

Oakland 

San Francisco 

, -- ~- ~-~----------~ 

TABLE 1 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE SAMPLE 

Total Experimentals controls 

761 347 414 

85 45 40 

676 302 374 

332 126 206 

263 135 128 

166 86 80 

~All of the ex-addicts were enrolled at the Oakland site. 
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experimental or control groups. In Hartford, however, 60 percent were 

randomly assigned to the control group and 40 percent were randomly 

assigned to the experimental group, in order to ac.commodate an unexpectedly 

high applicati.on rate for a predetermined number of program (i. e. , 

experimental) positions. 

Selected characteristics of the sample are presented in Table 2. 

This sample is similar to the full samples of ex-addicts and ex-offenders 

enrolled in ~he national Supported Work demonstration with respect to 

age, sex, and marital status.lI However, the percent of the sample who 

are black is about 15 points lower. The sample also diffe;:,s from the 

overall ex-offender and ex-addict groups in their reported drug use and 

criminal histories. For example, 36 percent of this sample reported 

being regular users of heroin at the time of enrollment in the program, 

as compared with 58 percent of the larger demonstration sample.3/ Forty 

percent of the sample were on probation or parole at enrollment, compared 

with approximatsly 35 percent in the larger sample. These differences 

can be attributed, at least in part, to thle higher representation of 

ex-offenders in this sample. 

II - See, for example, Jackson et al. (1979). 

2' 
J"Regular use" is defined as having used heroin almost every 

day or more frequently for at least two months. 
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TABLE 2 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE AT ENROL~~NT 

Characteristic Total California Hartford 

Sex 

Male 92% 

Female 8 

Age 

Mean Age (in years) 26.1 

Race 

White 15% 

Black 64 

Hispanic 20 

Other 1 

~1arital Status 

Currently Married 15% 

Never Married 64 

Other 21 

Parole Status 

On Parole 41% 

Not on Parole 59 

Probation Status 

On Probation 38% 

Not on Probation 62 

Re9:u1ar Use of Heroin 

Regular User 36% 

No"!: Regular User 64 

Weeks in Jail Last 2 Years 

Mean Number of Weeks 50.3 

Number in al Sample- 761 

'Here 
were 

~When ~~is sample was restrjcted to 
used in the analvsis of post-enrollment 
quite similar to-t~ose above. 

11 

90% 95% 

10 5 

26.7 25.2 

16% 14% 

68 58 

14 27 

2 1 

19% 11% 

57 73 

24 16 

47% 34% 

53 66 

47% 27% 

53 73 

36% 36% 

64 64 

49.0 52.0 

429 332 

the 545 observations that 
data, the distributions 
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III. SOURCES OF RESPONSE ERROR CONCERNING NUMBER OF ARRESTS 

In order to discover specific sources of response error, ordinary 

least squares regression was used to estimate models which hypothesized 

that response error regarding arrests was a linear function of demographic 

characteristics, experimental status, prior criminal history, and official 

11 
data on arrests.- The following measures of arrest activity were C011-

structed from the available data to aid in the analysis: the number of 

arrests on the police records, the number of self-reported arrests, and 

the difference between the two. Positive values of this difference imply 

under-reporting; negative values imply over-reporting. These three measures 

were constructed for both the pre-enrollment and post-enrollment periods. 

It should be noted that for the post-enrollment variable, the number of 

arrests from the police records includes only those arrests that occurred 

during the time periods covered by the post-enrollment interviews. 

The major regression results are summarized in Table 3. (See 

Appendix Table B-2 and Figures B-1 and B-2 for non-regression-adjusted 

arrest statistics.) We will discuss only those effects that were 

significant at least at the .05 level using a two-tailed test. Adjusted 

means and estimated coefficients will be used to interpret regression 

results. 

.!/pre- and post-enrollment arrest statistics indicated that the 
respondents in California and Hartford might have represented two dis­
tinct popUlations. However, a test comparing regression models for the 
two separately with the model for the pooled sample suggested that 
pooling the samples was acceptable. 

12 
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TABLZ ) 

EST!~~~D REGRESSION COEfFICIENTS 

(MEAN VALU-..s OF nIDEPENDENT VARIABLZS III i'ARENTHESES) 

D~oendent Vari~l~ 

!ndecendene variables 

Experimenea.1 

Ex-offender 

Oakland 

aart':ord 

Age 

~le 

31ack 

Regula.r use of Heroin 

?robation/?arole 

Weeks in jail 2 yrs. ?rior 

~NO or J Eollow-up ineerv~ews 

~ ?re-~rollnent ~ests 

4 ~re-~nrol~ene arres~: 
;ecords-interviews 

~ ::oS't-<?ru:ol~ene an:eses: :ecords 
~ ;osc-gnrOllcent ar.=es~s ~ith :obQ~/ 

:na.L,: :-ecor:is 
, oosc-enrol~ent ar~ests wi~h ot~e= 
;rocer~ ~4in: records 

~ ?ost-~nrolLQenc ar~escs with burqlary 
:nai..."'l records 

~ oost-~nrol~enc arrests wi:h ~erson 
~in: r:cords 

:!: :ost- e..-rtrol.lz:tent ar~eS1:S wi::., :ntUc.erl 
. ~.a. ~aL~: records 
j pose-enrollment arreses wi~~ ~~g 

:na.i:1: recor:'s 

;F E:::asures 

!n ter"lie'll ira :?rison 

Status !nterac~ions 

1 Pre-enrol1men~ arrests: records 

Ex-of:E'.nder 

Oakland 

nare:ord 

Weeks in Jail (2 yrs. pre-~nrollmenc) 

~ Erasures 

u~~er Interactions 

~ 2 follcw-u!? :< 
# ;osc-~rol~en~ arrases: 

~ependenc variable ~ean 

Sampla size 

?2 '.mcorr~ctad 
",2 corr",,'Oad 

? 3tatis~i= ~~r ~odel 

:acord 

Response error in 
4 ?re-enrollment arreses 

(Records- !nter"liews\ 

-.057 

-.S69 

-.407 

-.293 

-.151** 

1.520 

-.903 

-.515 

-2.9220" 

-.651 

.007 

(.46) 

( .3S) 

(.36) 

(.41) 

(26.0) 

(.92) 

(.15) 

(.66) 

( .)5) 

(.75) 

(50.0) 

(9.4) 

-y 

I 
J 

.073 

-.)70 

.579 

.534 

-.020 

3.411 

il0 

.220 

.201 

(4.2) 

(. )9) 

( .19) 

(.15) 

(23.5) 

TStatistically sig~i=icane ~~ ~~a .lu l~val. 
~~Stat~s~ically significanc at :he .JS level. 

Response error in 
~ ?ost-enrollmen~ ar~ests 

(Records-Interviews) 

-.150 

-.005 

-.093 

.135 

.002 

-.no 

-.044 

-.041 

.074 

.000 

-.10) 

-.OlD 

.00) 

.661~· 

-.020 

-.161 

-.027 

.031 

.295·" 

.377--

-.002 

.165 

.242 

-.122 

.199 

-.JSO 

.549 

545 

. 724 

.709 

46.578"" 

( .4S) 

(.90) 

(. )5) 

( .41) 

(25.9) 

( .93) 

( .13) 

(.69) 

(.)5) 

(.75) 

(48.7) 

( .)3) 

(9.)) 

(3.4) 
(1.1) 

( .12) 

(.19) 

( .07) 

( .04) 

( .06) 

(.12) 

(.17) 

(.14) 

(4. )) 

( .41) 

(.19) 

(.16) 

( .05) 

( .56) 

.. / . . .' ..: ....,.) .... har .... e :n Cali=Or:'l!.a :"~e ~i..ararchy ::om ::tost 
~ ~-estS we::e cateqor!.zed oy ~~e~ ~~n • __ a. J most _QSt_Y _. ~. ._ . -=Q d ~Q~ 

costly ~o !eas~ costly ~as as follows: robberj, o~,er ~roper~ of=ense, ?ersonal o:=anse, .~~~q ~~ __ nsa, 2~ c~;;_ 
offense. !~ Ear--=ord ~,e ~~erar=hy ~as :obber/, ~u=qlarll ~urde= and aqqrava~ad assault, ~~g orzense; _n oc .• 

of::!nse. 
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Pre-enrollment arrest figures include all arrests between the 

respondent's eighteenth birthday and the date of enrollment in the 

Supported Work demonstration. On average, individuals tended to over-

report whether they had been arrested and to under-report the number 

of arrests. Ninety percent had at least one arrest on their police 

records, but 95 percent reported at least one arrest in the interviews. 

This apparent over-reporting can be partially explained by respondents 

having been arrested outside of the police jurisdictions canvassed or 

having mistaken an encounter with the police for an arrest. On the 

other hand, the mean number of arrests on the records was approximately 

nine, while individuals reported an average of six arrests in the inter-

views. Errors in reporting the number of pre-enrollment arrests were 

significantly affected by the respondent's age, whether he or she used 

heroin regularly prior to enrollment, and the number of ?fficially 

~recorded adult arrests prior to enrollment. Other things being equal, 

older respondents tended to report more accurately than younger respon-

dents, and regular users of heroin under-reported only one-third as 

much as nonregular users. The number of official arrests was positively 

related to the extent of under-reporting. Experimental status, target 

group, site, whether the respondent was on probation or parole at the 

time of enrollment, race, sex, and pre-enrollment incarceration did not 

show any statistically significant influence on response error. 

During the post-enrollment period, there was general under-

reporting of the incidence of arrest • On average, respondents under-

reported the number of their post-enrollment arrests by .55, or 48 per-

cent of the official number. The response error for post-enrollment 
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arrests was found to be significantly related to race, the official number 

of arrests (particularly arrests for drug offenses), the number of expunged 

arrests on a respondent's record,!! and whether the respondent r~ceived a 

follow-up interview in prison. On average, white respondents under-reported 

only one-haIr as much as black and Spanis~-speaking respondents. As with 

pre-enrollment response error, a greater number of official arrests were 

associated with greater under-feporting. Those with arrests in which dr.ug 

offenses were the main charge exhibited still greater under-reporting, 

possibly because respondents regarded drug arrests as relatively minor and, 

therefore, failed to report them. Similarly, respondents with a higher 

number of expunged arrests underreported more, suggesting that at least 

some erasures were excluded from self-reports. Finally, individuals to 

whom at least one follow-up interview was administered while they were in 

prison under-reported by .22 arrests, while those who received no interviews 

in prison underreported by .60. 

Factors that had no significant impact on response error in 

the post-enrollment period included experimental status,~ age, regular 

!!It is possible that an arrest can be erased as the result of a 
successful probation period. The Connecticut police files maintained a 
record of whether a particular post-enrollment arrest had been erased; the 
California files did not. At the onset of the analysis, there was a question 
of whether expunged arrests should be included in the official numbers. 
Primarily because preliminary cross-tabulations did not suggest a clear ex­
clusion of expunged arrests in respondents' reports, the erasures were 
included in the official counts. Thus, the number of erasures was included 
as an independent variable in post-enrollment equations. 

~This estimate indicating a nonsignificant relationship between 
experimental status and response error is independent of any confounding 
influence of experimental status on the number of post-enrollment arrests. 
To estimate the total effect of experimental status on official arrest 
rates, and to compare this effect with the effect of experimental status 
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use of heroin prior to enrollment, and pre-enrollment response error, 

among others. Respondents' reported feelings about the relative 

desirability of certain types of crimes were also considered as an 

explanatory variable, but were found to have no significant effect. 

In addition, some tests were carried out on the linearity of the 

effect of the nurrber of official arrests, but the hypothesis of the 

simple linear relation assumed in the model could not be rejected. 

Finally, although there was no significant overall influence of 

experimental status on response error, a question still arose as to 

whether significant experimental effects existed within certain sub-

populations of supported workers. Groups were differentially categorized 

according to number of arrests (as measured by official record's), number 

of follow-up interviews, and pre-enrollment characteristics such as 

incarceration, job training, work experience, use of heroin, and drug-

treatment participation. No significant experimental-control difference 

in reporting was found within any of these subgroups. 

Because robbery is a costly crime to society and drug offenses 

were quite prevalent among Supported Work ex-offenders and ex-addicts, 

sources of response error in reporting these crimes are of particular 

interest. The overall sample under-reported robbery arrests in the post-

enrollment period by .05 (or 41 percent of the official number of 

robberies). Once again, the extent of under-reporting was positively 

on self-reported arrest rates, both official arrests and self-reported 
arrests were regressed on status and various demographic characteristics. 
The results indicated that experimental status had no statistically 
significant effect on official arrests or self-r€~ported arrests, nor were 
these nonsignificant effects different from each other . 
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related to the number of robberies on the record. Respondents who 

received a follow~up interview in prison tended to over-report the 

number of robbery arrests, while those who did not tended to under­

report. On average, the sample under-reported drug arrests by .07 

(or 57 percent). Significant influences on response error of this 

type were the official number of drug arrests and other nonrobbery 

property arrests (both of which were FJsitively associated with 

under-reporting) as well as the number of pre-enrollment arrests 

(which was inversely related to under-reporting) . 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

tl 

it) 

Response error was prevalent for e,,-ery measure of arrest history 

.i considered in this analysis; however, in n'o case did experimental status 

I contribute significantly to this error. When reporting on the period 
u 

between their eig~teenth birthday and their enrollment in Supported Work, 
n, 

\ 
i 
i 
" 

interview respondents, relative to their official police records, over-

~" stated whether they had been arrested by approximately 5 percentage 

points, but understated the number of arrests by approximately 3 arrests--

, 
I onl=-third of the official number. This response error can be explained 
~ 

in part by the length of the analysis period. Some of the over-reporting 

may be due to respondents having been arrested outside the jurisdictions 

canvassed or having mistaken an arbitrary police encounter for an arrest; 

some of the under-reporting may have been due to a faulty recall of the 
., 
i exact number of arrests, despite a willingness to admit arrest. 

Following enrollment in Supported Work, respondents tended to 

:1 
under-report both whether they had been arrested and their number of 

~ 

',1 
arrests (the latter by an average of .55 arrests, or 48 percent of the 

'j 
official number). Because exper.~111;mtal status was not a significant 

;11 
1 
\ 

factor in explaining response error, we conclude that tests of whether 

Supported Work significantly influenced participants' frequency of arrest 

L will be valid even though the estimated experimental-control differences 

r:/ " 
h 

will underestimate the true differences. Factors that significantly 

affected response error were the following: 
a. 

ii 
\1 ' 
II 

V 
n ~ 
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• The number of arrests on the police records (particularly 
arrests for drug offenses), which were positively related 
to under-reporting 

• Whether the respondent received a follow-up inter'view 
in prison, which was associated with more accurate 
reporting 

o The number of arrests that had been erased from police 
records, which was positively related to under-reporting 

• The respondent's race (on average, whites under-reported 
only half as much as black and Spanish-speaking respondents) 

As privacy legislation becomes more widespread and official records 

more difficult to obtain, researchers will have to rely increasingly on 

self-reported data despite their possible inaccuracies. In particular, 

social scientists trying to examine the effects of a treatmen~ program 

will be faced with the question of whether participation in the treatment 

itself is a source of response error. This study has been particularly 

useful for the evaluation of the Supported Work demonstration, and is 

also of more general interest to the extent that it contributes to the 

limited body of knowledge about the accuracy of self-reported data on 

arrests. 
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Baseline only 

Baseline, 9-month 

Baseline, 9-month, 

Baseline, 9-month, 
27-month 

Baseline, 18-month 

Baseline, 27-month 

Baseline, 9-month, 

Baseline, 18-month, 

Total 

TABLE B-1 

ALLOCATION OF SAMPLE BY 

LENGTH OF FOLLOW-UP DATA~ 

Oakland 
San Francisco 

98 

254 

18-month 68 

18-month, 
0 

9 

0 
27-month 0 

27-month 0 

429 

Hartford 

80 

97 

101 

16 

29 

1 

2 

6 

332 

~smaller sample sizes on summary tables in the text r~sult 
from missing data. 
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