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1. INTRODUCTION 

Since the publication of Ehrlich's work on the economics of crime (see 
Ehrlich 1970, 1973, 1975b), there has been a surge of interest in the 
economics of crime and punishment in general and in the validity of 
Ehrlich's empirical results in particular. 

In this paper we will re-anal~ ze the cross-section data used by 
Ehrlich in his 1973 article, "Participation in Illegitimate Activites: A 
Theoretical and Empirical Investigation." The objective of this study is 
to re-examine the data'to judge, within the context of the theoretical 
model developed bv Ehrlich, whether the deterrent effects of punish­
ment are real or an artifact of a particular model specification. 

Walter Vandaele is Assistant Professor, Graduate School of Business Administration. 
Harvard University. 
NOTE: This paper was prepared while on leave at the University of California. Los 
Angeles, Department of Economics. Funds for this research were made available 
through the Associates of the Graduate School of Business Administration under the 
Division of Research. Harvard University; the National Science Foundation under 
grants nr-76-08863 AOI and SOC 76-15546; and the National Bureau of Economic Re· 
search. A. Blumstein. J. Chaikin. F. Fisher. B. Forst. Z. Griliches. W. Landes. C. 
Manski. D. Nagin. A. Reiss. and F. Zimring provided helpful comments for which I am 
grateful. I. Ehrlich. G. Eyssen, J. Pratt. and R. Shapiro read the draft and offered man~' 
valuable suggestions. 
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Any conclusions reached in this paper are valid only within the con­
text of Ehrlich's theoretical model and for the data set on hand, and 
they should not be casually carried over to data sets for a different time 
period or a different country. In addition, they do not preclude the 
possibility that alternative ways of looking at the criminal process 
might result in models that could lead to a different conclusion. 

The paper is divided into five parts. In Section II, the data are briefly 
discussed. In Section III we have reproduced Ehrlich's model specifi­
cation and subsequently corrected for apparent estimation mistakes. 
Section IV contains the results of different model specifications and the 
effects of omitting certain states from the analysis. The conclusions are 
contained in Section V. The appendixes give graphs of some variables 
as well as a list of the actual data used. 

II. DATA SET 

The data available l for the present investigation are for crimes in 1960 
in 47 states of the United States (New Jersey,2 Alaska, and Hawaii 
were excluded). For each state, the reported crime rate (QjN) was 
studied for each of the seven FBI index crimes3 with i referring to the 
types of crime: murder, rape, assault, larceny, robbery, burglary, and 
auto theft-in addition to two sanction variables: Ph the probability of 
prison commitment (the probability of imprisonment), and Th the aver­
age time served in prison when sentenced for a particular crime (the 
severity of punishment). Of these crimes, murder, rape, and assault 
will be referred to as violent crimes (crimes against the person) 
whereas the remaining four, robbery, burglary, larceny, and auto theft, 
are considered property crimes. Eleven variables of socioeconomic 
status have also been used: family income (W), income distribution (X), 
unemployment rate for urban males in the age group4 14-24 (U) and in 
the age group 35-39 (U35 - 39), labor force participation rate (LF), educa­
tionallevel (Ed), percentage young males (Age) and percentage non­
whites (NW) in the population, percentage of the population in Stand­
ard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA) , sex ratio (Males), and 
place of occurrence (a Dummy variable for the north and south of the 
United States, with south =1, Dummy). In addition, per capita police 

lWe are indet ted to I. Ehrlich for making the 1960 cross-section data available. 
zThe state of New Jersey was omitted because there were no data available on the 
number of commitments to state prisons. 
3For a definition of these index crimes, see Appendix A. 
4The unSUbscripted variables U, LF, and Age refer only to the age-group 14-24. 
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expenditure in each state for 1960 (Exp) and for 1959 (Expsy) have been 
used to describe the resources available to combat crime. 

An extensive literature exists on the inadequacies of the available 
crime data and the possible effects of these on the values of the esti­
mated coefficients (see, e.g., Ehrlich 1973 [Appendix]; Nagin [in this 
volume]; Vandaele 1975 [Ch. 4 and Appendix 4]; Bowers and Pierce 
1975). The major difficulties result from the failure to report crimes and 
from the inaccuracies in the sanction measures. 

III. EHRLICH REVISITED 

Since the early 1960's, there have been a number of empirical analyses 
investigating the effects of punishment on the crime rate. (For a review 
of the literature see, e.g., Nagin [in this volume]; Vandaele 1975 [Ch. I 
and 3].) A negative association between the level of punishment and 
the crime rate was found by all studies except that of Forst (1976). 
which used 1970 cross-sectional data for the United States. The elastic­
ity of the crime rate to changes in the probability of imprisonment5 has 
generally been larger in absolute value than the time-served elasticity. 

We first re-analyzed Ehrlich's (1973) model in order to clarify the 
specifications used in the published results. In Appendix C. Tables Ito 
5 contain the empirical results as published (Ehrlich 1973, 1974; Tables 
2 to 6), whereas Tables 6 to 10 report our results. Comparing6 the two 
sets of tables we observe: 

I. The point estimates obtained by OLS of the coefficients in the All 
Offenses equation are different (see Tables 1 and 6). 

2. The coefficients of determination, R2, are different in the two sets 
of tables. These differences cannot be explained by the mere fact that 
the coefficients of determination in Tables I to 5 are adjusted for de­
grees of freedom but those in Tables 6, 7, and 8 are not. In the latter 
tables, the R2 is the simple correlation coefficient between the ob­
served weighted dependent variable and the forecasted weighted de­
pendent variable. 

3. The Seemingly Unrelated Regression estimates (SUR) as reported 
by Ehrlich, Tables 3 and 4, could not be reproduced. 

5The x-elasticity of y. or the elasticity of y with respect to x. is defined as the percentage 
chang!' in y divided by the percentage change in x. Mathematically this is equal 10 

(dy/y)/(dx/x) or equivalently din yld In x. 
61n Tables 3, 4, and 5 the ratio of the point estimate to its standard error is given in 
parentheses, whereas in the recalculated tables the standard error itself is reponed. 
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4. We observed the presence of several typographical errors in 
Table 3 and, in particular, Table 5. The reported results in Table 5 have 
been extended to include the estimates of all the coefficients rather 
than just those for unemployment rate (U), labor force participation 
rate (LF), and Age (Tables 8, 9, and 10). 

5. In calculating the weighted ordinary least-squares estimates (col­
umns 4, 5, and 6 of Table 5), Ehrlich incorrectly used N1I4 instead of 
VN as weights in the model. In addition, there was an error in the labor 
force participation data, and therefore this part of the table is not 
reproduced. 

6. Unlike the results published in Ehrlich (see Table 7), the weighted 
2SLS results1 reported in Table 5 show the unemployment rate elasticity 
in the larceny equation to be positive:' After introducing the unem­
ployment rate (U), the labor force participation rate (LF), and the age 
distribution (Age) variables (see Tables 7 and 10), we found that the 
weighted 2SLS estimates of the elasticities of the probability of impris­
onment (PI) and of the time served (TI) were essentially unchanged 
despite the introduction of these additional variables. 

In the course of the recalculation of Ehrlich's tables, we discovered 
several additional inaccuracies in the data or the model specification. 

7. In the calculation of the 2SLS weighted estimates, we discovered 
that in the first stage (the reduced form stage), the Dummy, being one 
of the reduced form variables, had not been weighted with YN, the 
square root of the state population size. This problem was brought to 
Ehrlich's attention, and the coefficients of production function of law 
enforcement activities, equation (4.5) in Ehrlich (1973), were corrected 
in the 1974 reprint. Unfortunately, no corrections had been made in the 
other equations. 

8. As mentioned above, there was an error in the labor force partici­
pation rate data. Figure I shows that the labor force participation rate 
in Rhode Island amounted to 266 percent, whereas the correct labor 
force participation rate in that state was 53.1 percent. The corrected 
data is plotted in Figure 2. As a result, all the estimates in Table 5 and 
the new Tables 8, 9, and 10 must be recalculated. 

'In reponing the 2SLS results we have put a "hat" over the endogenous variable on-the 
right-hand side to indicate that in the second stage of the estimation procedure we have 
used the predicted value of the endogenous variable based on the reduced form. a 
regression of that variable on all the exogenous variables in the model. 
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Tables 11 to 15 give the results after correcting both for the Dummy 
weighting and the Rhode Island labor forc~ participation rate. The 2SLS 

weighted estimates (see Tables 7 and 11) show smaller deterrence elas­
ticities in absolute magnitude than previously reported, except for auto 
theft and the probability of imprisonment elasticity in the murder equa­
tion. Comparing the unweighted 2SLS results, Tables 9 and 14, the point 
estimates of the coefficients of unemployment rate, labor force partici­
pation rate, and age distribution are substantially changed, on occasion 
even in algebraic sign. However, within the model specification 
analyzed, the effect of these variables remains inconclusive because of 
the large confidence intervals. 

The weighted 2SLS point estimates, as reported in Table 15, were 
again different from those of Ehrlich's tables, and from our recalcu­
lated results in Table 10. After correcting the labor force participation 
for Rhode Island and using a proper weighting scheme, the effect of LF 
is no longer consistently negative and significantly different from zero 
for specific crimes against the person. Indeed, for rape the effect of LF 
is positive, although with very broad confidence intervals. For all of­
fense categories, except murder, the introduction of V, LF, and Age 
had virtually no effect on the probability of imprisonment and the 
severity of punishment elasticities. 

9. It can also be seen in Figure 3 that there are states with noneM of 
their popUlation living in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
(SMSAS). These states are Georgia, Idaho, Vermont, and Wyoming. We 
are surprised that Georgia is among these states, as its capital (Atlanta) 
is an SMSA. 

IV. MODEL SPECIFICATIONS 

This section forms the core of this paper and contains the results of 
introducing several changes in the model specification. Before embark­
ing on making changes, the need for using a weighted regression esti­
mation procedure was evaluated. The estimated residuals in different 
equations estimated by OLS or 2SLS showed a negative correlation ?e­
tween the absolute value of the estimated residuals and the populatIOn 
size. A similar finding was reported by Ehrlich. Therefore, it was de­
cided to evaluate the different model specifications only after weighting 
all the variables with the square root of the popUlation size. 

8Because the model specification used by Ehrlich required that logarithms be taken from 
this variable, the value zero was replaced by .10 before taking the logarithms. 
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A. EFFECT OF URBAN-RURAL AND NORTH-SOUTH VARIABLES 

Several authors have suggested that such variables as percentage of the 
popUlation living in ,~MSAS and the southern statf.; Dummy variable 
(Du~rny) be included in the crime rate function (see, e.g., Nagin [in 
this volume], Forst 1976). Ehrlich was aware tililt this was a possible 
model specification (see Ehrlich J973, pp. 548 and 563). 
,.Table 16 contains the OLS results of including either the Dummy or 
the SMSA. To focus attention on the deterrence issue, only the elas­
ticities for imprisonment and time served, in addition to the coefficient 
of either the Dummy or the SMSA, are report.?d. Comparing Table 16 
witb Table 6, we see that there were really no major differences either 
in the point estimates or in the standard error of the estimates, although 
there is a tendency for the point estimate of the coefficient of time 
served to be smaller in absolute value. We therefore concluded that the 
inclusion of these variables in the model specification would not alter 
the basic conclusions of Ehrlich's paper. 

B. CHANGES IN THE REDUCED FORM SPECIFICATION 

The Identification Issue 

In the most recent deterrence analyses, simUltaneous equation models 
(SEM) have been built to analyze the economics of crime. (See Phillips 
and Votey 1972; Ehrlich 1973; Greenwood and Wadycki 1973; 
McPheters and Stronge 1974; Vandaele 1975; Forst 1976.) The deter­
rence hypothesis states that sanction variables such as the probability 
of imprisonment, P, and the time served in prison, T, will be negatively 
related to the crime rates. In general, both P and T are determined by 
the public's aUocation of resources to law enforcement activities. 
These, in tum, are, likely to be affected by the crime rate itseIf9 and the 
resulting social losses. It is specifically in order to analyze these in­
teractions that a simultaneous equation model is used. 

A common problem in a simultaneous equation model is the identifi­
cation of the parameters. This problem has been discussed extensively 
in the econometric literature (see, e.g., Fisher 1966; Johnston 1972, 
Chapter 12). Usually, identification of a particular equation is guatan­
teed by imposing a priori restrictions on the model specification, such 

9Some authors have argued that since budgets are established prior to the start of the 
year, it seell\s plausible to model the expenditure on law enforcement equation as a 
function of last year's crime rate. However, given r.hat the focus of this paper is on the 
deterrence effects, this last equation has not been re-analyzed. 
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as the restriction that certain variables present in s~~e ~qu~tion~ of th~ 
model are not part of that particular equation. TIus IS Justified if van­
abies excluded from this equation do not directly ~ect the depende~t 
variable. lo Therefore, if the estimates differ depe~dm~ upon the van­
abIes in the equation, the model builder should JustIfy carefully the 
choice of included and excluded variables. . " . 

In examining the identification problem of the cnme functIOn wlthm 
the context of Ehrlich's model, several routes are p~ssible. yve could 
delete from the model some variables not include~. m the cr:me func­
tion, or we could include in the crime function addl~lOnal van~bles that 
are already part of the model. The first identificatIOn analysIs, there­
fore involves making changes in the reduced form of the model and no 
cha~ges in the crime equation itself, whereas the seco~d type ?f 
analysis results in no changes in the reduced .form, bu~ an mcrease m 
the number of variables that are part of the cnme functIOn. .. 

Properly defined, identification c~n only .be ad~ressed wlthm. the 
context of a theorp,tical model. The aim of ~hls S~ctlO~, however,. IS ~o 
determine whether or not different types of Identification lead to SIgnif­
icantly different parameter estimates. If so, we .shou!d n~t attempt to 
draw the conclusion that one identification specificatIOn. IS ~etter than 
another" but that there is a serious need for re-exammatlOn of the 
model specification. If, on the contrary, the data do .not produce 
different estimates, then we can conclude that the analYSIS of the data 
is not sensitive to a particular model specification and, as a result, there 
is some flexibility in the structure of the theoretical mod.el. 

Table 17 contains the results of introducing changes m the re~uced 
form of the model. In order to concentrate o.n the det7~~nce Issue, 
only the imprisonment and time-served-in-pnson elasticItIes are re­
ported. The first two columns in Table I?, called Reduced Form 1. 
correspond to results previously reported m Table 11 and make use of 
the reduced form of the results reported by Ei.lrlich. Reduced Fo~ 2 
was obtained by deleting three variables from the model: lagged pohc~ 
expenditure (ExPs9)' unemployment rate for adul~s (V3S- 39), and se~ 
ratio (Males). In Reduced Form 3, three other v~abl.es were deleted? 
urbanization (SMSA), education (Ed), and populatIOn ~Ize (N). Table 1 
shows that the effect of these changes on the pomt estlma~es an~ 
standard error of the estimates is minimal. Howev~r, the pomt estI­
mates of the deterrence elasticities tend to be larger m absolute value. 

. h' bl s are mainl\' lOUsing the terminology of a simultaneous equatIOn model: t e vana. e endo e~. 
grouped into two categories, endogenous and exo~enous vanables. ~aslcaliY 'he m~el. 
ous variables are those variables that are deternuned by the equauons 0 ! 
whereas exogenous variables affect the mod::1 but are not in turn affected by It. 
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The second identification analysis is reported in the first two col­
umns of Table 21. Recall that Ehrlich excluded the following variables 
from the crime equation: EXPs9 (per capita police expenditures in 1959), 
(Q/N)S9 (reported crime rate in 1959), N (the state population size), 
V3S

- 39 (unemployment rate for urban males 35-39 years of age), Age 
(percentage of young males), SMSA (percentage of population in 
S.MSA), Males (sex ratio), dummy (location dummy), and Ed (educa­
tlO~allevel). For all but the first two variables, the exclusion of these 
vanables from. the crime equation seems somewhat arbitrary. 

Underlying Ehrlich's model specification is the assumption that the 
Jast seven variables have a causal relationship with any of the other two 
endogenous variables in the model, the probability of imprisonment or 
the per capita police expenditure, but not with the endogenous crime 
rate itself; Our proposition, therefore, is to re-estimate an enlarged 
mo?el in which the crime equation includes these seven exogenous 
vanables. As a result, the only exogenous variables that are part of the 
SEM model, but are not in the crime equation, are EXP59 and (Qt/N)59' In 
other words, the excluded variables from the crime equation are EXPs9 
and (QdN)s9' We define this equation to be idl'\ntified with the variables 
EXPS9 and (QdN)s9' 

Comparing these estimates with the results obtained When these 
exogenous variables were not part of the equation (Table 11) or with an 
inte~~edi~te specification in which unemployment rate, labor force 
partlclpa~lOn rate, and age distribution were included (Table 15), we 
?bserve I~ Table 21 that for all crime types the imprisonment elasticity 
IS larger In absolute value. The changes in the elasticity of the time 
served are not always in the same direction: some point estimates show 
an in~rease, others show a decrease in absolute value. The elasticity of 
the time served for murder became positive, although with a broad 
confidence interval. 

In a third modification in the model specification, we make no 
changes in the crime function itself, but identify the equation only with 
the vari,able ~XP59' We 7lai?I that there is only one additional exogen­
ous vanable In the SEM oesldes the ones already in the crime function' 
the~efore, the reduced form of this specification contains the followin~ 
vana~les: constant, In Th In W, In X, In NW, and In EXPS9' The results 
of thiS analysis are reported in the first two columns of Table 22. As 
compared to !he ba~ic model (Table 11), we immediately observe that 
almost all POInt estimates of the deterrence elasticities are larger in 
abso.'ute value. This is in contrast with results reported in Table R-15 of 
EhrlIch (1970). In the latter table, Ehrlich used the basic model as was 
used in Table 11, but excluded (QtlN)S9 from the reduced form equation 
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and found that the deterrence elasticities were smaller in absolute 
value. 

C. OMITTING CF'tT AIN STATES 

Careful examination of the data brought to light several appa:ent in­
consistencies in the probability of imprisonmen~. ~ecall.that ~ i IS com­
puted as the ratio of the number of persons committed 10 ~ given year 
to state (and in the case of auto theft, also federal) pnsons to the 
number of offenses known to have occurred in that sam~ year. Not all 
those convicted are committed to prisons; some (espeCially youn~ of­
fenders) are sent to correctional institutions or released .on probatlO? 
Also the year of commitment to prisons is not necessanly the ye~.10 
which the crime was committed. Therefore, the data on the prob.abll.lty 
of imprisonment serve ('nly as an approximate measure of the objectIve 
probability of imprisonment. 11 In Figures 4 to 8 w7 have plotted the 
data for several probabilities of imprisonment. NotIce that several of 
these so-called probabilities are larger than one, notably for the follow­
ing offenses and states: 12 

Figure 4: Vennont P (assault): 
Figure 5: Utah P (murder): 

Vennont P (murder): 
Figure 6: Vennont P (rape): 

Wisconsin P (rape): 
Figure 7: Vennont P (murder and rape): 

Wisconsin P (murder and rape): 
Figure 8: Vennont P (person): 

156% 
111% 
100% 
222% 
129% 
210% 
104% 
175% 

Therefore, although there are no mistakes in the d~~, the W~Yd~h~ 
data are reported poses serious questions .~s to t~e v~hdlty of thIS 
series as a proxy for the objective probablhty of Impnsonment. b 

As a result we propose to delete the states with these data a n~r­
malities If th~ results of the analysis are a trustworthy represen~tlon 

. I f th estimated coeffiCIents of the underlying processes, the va ues 0 e . 
should not be influenced by the specific states c~o.sen for the analj~s~:i 
Thus serious doubt would be cast on the vahdlty of the empt' II 
resul~s if deletion of the observations for some states substan la y 

. . . h r h' od I is the average offender'~ II Also. the theoretically relevant varIable In ErIc sm. e . . nment for hb 
subjective probability that he will be apprehended. and pumShe: bYhlmp;'!~tive probabil. 
engagement in a specific crime in a given year. It IS assumed t at ~e 0 ~ (see Ehrlich 
ity of imprisonment. as suggested by the available data. is a go proxy 

1974. p. 124). Sex Offenses. 
12The data on imprisonment for rape really refer to the category 
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affected the values of the coefficients associated with the measures of 
deterrence. 13 

The results of a recalculation of Ehrlich's basic model after omitting 
the state of Vermont are reported in Table 18. We initially omitted only 
this state because most of its probabilities of imprisonment for crimes 
against the person were larger than 100 percent. Comparing Table 18 
with Table 11, the results show that all coefficients retain the same 
algebraic sign and the same magnitude of the standard error. The 
maximum change in the point estimate, 13 percent, occurred for the 
coefficient of the probability of imprisonment in the burglary equation. 

D. IDENTIFICATION AND STATE EFFECT 

Because changing the identification (see Section B) and deleting Ver­
mont (Section C) produced some, but in general minor, changes in the 
basic empirical results obtained by Ehrlich, we undertook a more ex­
tensive analysis in which the identification was altered and the states 
with a probability of imprisonment larger than 100 percent were de­
leted. The results are reported in Tables 19 to 24. 

Let us first concentrate on the property crimes. Since the probability 
of imprisonment for property crimes was nowhere larger than 100 per­
cent, we expected no ml\ior differences between results of analyses in 
which all states were included, in which Vermont was omitted, and in 
whicli Utah, Vermont, and Wisconsin were omitted. The results con­
firm this expectation. When the crime equation was only identified 
with In EXPS9' there were few differences from the previous analyses 
(see Tables 22,23, and 24), whereas when this equation was identified 
both with In EXPS9 and In (Q/N)S9' there are some larger differences, 
but only for burglary and larceny (see Tables 19,20, and 21). 

Because of the outlying observations in the probabilities of impris­
onment for some of the crimes against the person (see Figures 4 to 8), 
differences were expected after the deletion of the states Utah, Ver­
mont, and Wisconsin. In the initial evaluation of these outliers by 
omitting only Vermont with no changes in the identification, the dif­
ferences appeared to be minor (see Table 18). However, as soon as the 
crime equation was identified differently, either with In EXPS9 or In 
EXPS9 and In (Q/N)S9' differences were observed (see Tables 19 to 24). 
When the crime equation was only identified with lagged police ex-

131t can be argued that the whole analysis should have been done by leaving out some 
randomly selected states and building the model based on the remaining states. Then, to 
validate the model, the crime rates in the omitted states could have been predicted. 
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penditure, In EXP5P' the results for murder and assault became unsta­
ble, possibly due to multicollinearity. In the murder equation, the point 
estimates for the coefficients of the deterrence variables change in 
algebraic sign. although with broad confidence intervals. For other 
crimes against the person, the differences due to the change in the 
identification restrictions and the omission of states are minor. When 
the equations for crime against the person were identified by the exclu­
sion of both lagged police expenditure (In EXP59) and lagged crime rate 
[In (Q"N)S9], the apparent instability disappeared. although there were 
still substantial differences in the results for the murder equation. Here 
the point estimate of time-served-in-prison elasticity became positive. 
and the imprisonment elasticity almost doubled in magnitude. 

Based on this analysis. we have to conclude that with the exception 
of the instability in both the murder and assault crime equation. the 
results obtained within the framework of Ehrlich's model are not sensi­
tive to modifications in the identification or the states included in the 
analysis. 

E. LOG-LINEAR SPECIFICATIONS 

Economic theory is capable of indicating which variables should be 
included in a model. However. the theory does not define the exact 
functional form to be used in an empirical analysis. Ehrlich used a 
log-log relationship in order to verify the negative relationship between 
the deterrence variables and the crime rate. Table 25 reports the results 
of a study of the following log-linear model 

In order to facilitate the comparison with the 2SLS results reported in 
Table II, the elasticities calculated at the mean value of the right-side 
variables are reported. Larger elasticities were generally found when 
the model was estimated in the log-linear functional form. There were 
exceptions. For assault and auto theft. the elasticity of the time served 
decreased drastically, although the point estimates had large confi­
dence intervals. 

To facilitate the choice of whether the log-log or log-linear form of 
the model was preferable, the coefficient of determination was calcu­
lated using OLS. Little difference was observed, although the R~ was 
slightly larger for the log-log form. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

In. this paper w~ have re-analyzed the 1960 cross-sectional data for 
Crimes acr~ss different states used in Ehrlich's (1973) paper. The 
:e-exammatlOn of the data indicated inaccuracies in the data as well as 
In the reported reSUlts. Section III contains a re-analysis of Ehrlich's 
model to correct for the data inaccuracies. 

The :esults. of the analyses of different model specifications, re­
ported I~ ~~ctlOn IV, in general indicated negative point estimates for 
the elastlc~tIes of the probability of imprisonment and the time served. 
The .mag~ltudes of these elasticities were similar across the different 
speCificatIons. 

The only large changes in the point estimates occurred in the murder 
and assau~t equation. when these equations were only identified with 
lagged p~hce expenditures and the lagged crime rate and certain states 
were omltte~. However, in this situation the estimates were very un­
stable. possl.bly due to .excessive multicollinearity. It appears, there­
fore .. that Wlt~ the. avaIlable data and within the present model, the 
?ega~lve relatIonshIp between the crime rate and the probability of 
Impr.lsonment and between the crime rate and the time served is not 
SPUriOus. 
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APPENDIX A: CLASSIFICA nON OF CRIME INDEX OFFENSES 

Definitions14 of crime classifications used are 

1. Murder (Criminal homicide): Murder and non-negligent man­
slaughter: all willful felonious homicides as distinguished from 
deaths caused by negligence. Excludes attempts to kill, assaults to 
kill, suicides, accidental deaths, and justifiable homicides. Justifi­
able homicides are limited to: (a) the killing of a person by a peace 
officer in line of duty; and (b) the killing by a private citizen of a 
person in the act of committing a felony. 

2. Rape (Forcible rape): Rape by force, assault to rape, and at­
tempted rape. Excludes statutory offenses (no force used-victim 
under age of consent). 

3. Robbery Stealing or taking anything of value from the care, cus­
tody, or control of a person by force or violence or by putting that 
person in fear, such as strong-arm robbery, stickups, armed rob­
bery, assault to rob, and attempts to rob. 

4. Assault (Aggravated assault): Assault with intent to kill or for the 
purpose of inflicting severe bodily injury by shooting, cutting, stab­
bing, maiming, poisoning, scalding, or by the use of acids, explo­
sives, or other means. Excludes simple assault, assault and battery, 
fighting, etc. 

5. Burglary (Breaking or entering): Burglary, housebreaking, safe­
cracking, or any breaking or unlawful entry of a structure with the 
intent to commit a felony or a theft. Includes attempts. 

14U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation. Crime in the United 
States: Ulliform Crime Report 1970, p. 61. 
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6. Larceny 1?eft (except auto theft): Fffiy dollars and over in value; 
t~eft.s of bIcycles, a~tomobile accessories, shop lifting, pocket­
pIcking, or any stealing of property or article of value that is not 
~e~,by force and violence or by fraud. Excludes embezzlement, 

con games, forgery, worthless checks, etc. 
7. Auto Theft Stealing or driving away and abandoning a motor vehi­

cle .. Excludes taking for temporary or unauthorized use by those 
havmg lawful access to the vehicle. 

APPENDIX B: SYMBOLS AND SOURCES OF THE 
V ARIABLES15 

Age Age distri~ution: the percentage of males aged 14-24 in the total 
state populatIOn. 

Dum'!'y Dummy variable distinguishing place of occurrence of the 
cnme (south = 1). The southern states are: Alabama Arkansas 
~el~w~re, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mar'yland, Mis: 
SISSIPPI, ~~r:h Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Texas, VirgIrua, and West Virginia. 

Ed Educa~ional level: the mean number of years of schooling of the 
populatIon, 25 years old and over. 

Exp. Police expenditure: the per capita expenditure on police protec­
tIO~ by state a~d local government in 1960. Also available is the per 
C~Pltal ex~enditure in 1959: EXP59' Sources used are Governmental 
Fmances m 1960 and Governmental Finances in 1959, published by 
the U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

LF Labor force participation rate of civilian urban males in the age­
group 14-24. 

Males The number of males per 100 females. 

~ . N State population size in 1960 in hundred thousands. 

ill NW Nonwhites: the percentage nonwhites in the popUlation. 

fl I 
rl I 

i\ t ISAII dle data relate to calendar year 1960 except when explicitly stated otherwise. 
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Pi The probability of imprisonment: the ratio of the number of com­
mitments to state (and, in the case of auto theft, also federal) prisons 
in a given year to the number of offenses16 known. to have occurred 
in that same year. The data on the number of commitments are 
obtained from the National Prisoner Statistics bulletins of the Fed­
eral Bureau of Prisons and refer to prisoners received from court by 
state institutions for adult felony offenders during calendar year 
1960. Also, the data on rape relates to sex offenses in general. 

(Q/N) The crime rate: the number of offenses known to the police per 
100,000 population in 1960. Also available is (Q;lN)s9' the crime rate 
in 1959. The source is the Vniform Crime Report of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

SMSA The percentage of the state population living in Standard Met­
ropolitan Statistical Areas. 

T( Time served: the average time served in months by offenders in 
state prisons before their first release. 

V Unemployment rate of urban males in the age-group 14-24, as meas­
ured by census estimate. 

V
3S

-
39 

Unemployment rate of urban males in the age-group 35-39. 

W Wealth as measured by the median value of transferable goods and 
assets or family income. 

X Income inequality: the percentage offamilies earning below one-half 
of the median income. 

16The subscript i refers to a specific crime. 
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TABLE 1 OLS (Weighted) Regression Estimates of Coefficients 
Associated with Selected Variables in 1960, 1950, and 1940: 
Crimes against the Person and All Offenses (Dependent 
Variables Are Specific Crime Rates)a 

Estimated Coefficients Associated with Selected Variables 

Offense a In- b l with b2 with C I with C2 with el with Adj. 
and Year tercept In Pi InTi InW InX InNW R% 

Murder 
1960 -0.6644" -0.3407 -0.1396" 0.4165" 1.3637" 0.5532 .8687 
195()b -0.7682" -0.5903 -0.2878 0.6095" 1.9386 0.4759 .8155 

Rape 
196()b -7.3802" -0.5783 -0.1880- 1.2220 0.8942- 0.1544 .6858 

Assault 
1960 -13.2994 -0.2750 -0.1797" 2.0940 1.4697 0.6771 .8282 
1950 -0.7139- -0.4791 -0.3839 0.5641" 0.9136- 0.5526 .8566 
1940 -0.2891 -0.4239 -0.6036 0.7274u 0.5484- 0.7298 .8381 

Murder and 
Rape 
196()b -1.8117 -0.5787 -0.2867 0.6773" 0.9456 0.3277 .6948 

Murder and 
Assault 
195()b 1.0951" -0.7614 -0.3856 0.3982- 1.1689- 0.4281 .8783 

Crimes against 
Persons 
196()b -4.1571" -0.5498 -0.3487 1.0458 0.9145 0.4897 .8758 

All Offenses 
1960 -7.1657 -0.5255 -0.5854 2.0651 1.8013 0.2071 .6950 
1950 -1.5081" -0.5664 -0.4740 1.3456 1.9399 0.1051 .6592 
1940 -5.2711 -0.6530 -0.2892 0.5986 2.2658 0.1386 .6650 

NOTE: The absolute values of all regression coefficients in Tallies I and 2. except those marked". are at least twice 
those of their standard errors: • indicates regressions in which the allsolute difference (h, - S,) is at least twice !he 
value of the relevant standard error S(h, - h,). 
"Reprinted wilh pcrmissinn rrum J. Ehrlich. Participation in illegitimate activities! u theoretical HmJ empiricul invcstii!<l' 
linn. JOllnwl ,if I'n/Welll U,.,momy X ICl):;'l2S--6S. 197) (University of Chk."ilgn Press). 
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TABLE 2 OLS (Weighted) Regression Estimates of Coefficients 
Associated with Selected Variables in 1960, 1950, and 1940: 
Property Crimes (Dependent Variables Are Specific Crime Rates)a 

Estimated Coefficients Associated with Selected Variables 
Offense a In- bl with b2 with CI with Cz with e! with Adj. 
and Year tercept InP! InTI InW InX InNW RZ 

Robbery 
196()b -20.1910 -0.8534 -0.2233a 2.9086 1.8409 0.3764 .8014 
195()b -10.2794 -0.9389 -0.5610 1.7278 0.4798 0.3282 .7839 
1940 -10.2943 -0.9473 -0.1912- 1.6608 0.7222 0.3408 .8219 

Burglary 
196()b -5.5700a -0.5339 -0.9001 1.7973 2.0452 0.2269 .6713 
1950 -1.0519- -0.4102 -0.4689 1.1891 1.8697 0.1358 .4933 
1940 -0.6531- -0.4607 -0.2698 0.8327" 1.6939 0.1147 .3963 

Larceny 
1960 -14.9431 -0.1331 -0.2630 2.6893 1.6207 0.1315 .5222 
1950 -4.2857- -0.3477 -0.4301 1.9784 3.3134 -0.0342- .5819 
1940 -10.6198 -0.4131 -0.1680- 0.6186 3.7371 0.0499" .6953 

Auto Theft 
1960 -17.3057 -0.2474 -0. 1 743a 

burglary and 
2.8931 1.8981 0.1152 .6948 

Robbery 
1960 -9.2683 -0.6243 -0.6883 2.1598 2.1156 0.2565 .7336 
1950 -3.0355a -0.5493 -0.4879 1.3624 1.6066 0.1854 .5590 

Larceny and 
Auto Theft 
1960 -14.1543 -0.2572 -0.3339 2.6648 1.8263 0.1423 .6826 
1950 -3.9481- -0.3134 -0.4509 1.9286 2.9961 -0.0290" .5894 

Property 
Crimes 
1960 -10.1288 -0.5075 -0.6206 2.3345 2.0547 0.2118 .7487 
1950 -2.8056 -0.5407 -0.4792 1.5836 2.2548 0.0755 .6253 

NOTE: Same reference. as in Table I. 

"'''.Reprinted with permission from J. Ehrlich. Participation in illegitimate activities: a theoretical and empirical investiga. 
tlon.Journal olPolitical Emnomy 81(3):525-65.1973 (University of Chicago Press). 
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TABLE 3 2SLS and SUR (Weighted) Regression Estimates of 
Coefficients Associated with Selected Variables in 1960: 
Crimes against the Person and Total Offenses" 

Coefficient (f3) Associated with Selected Variables 

(/ Inter- b, with h. with (', with ('. with e, with 

Offense cept InP; In TI InW InX InNW 

A. 2SLS Estimates 

Murder 
{3 0.316 -0.852 -0.087 0.175 1.109 0.534 

j3Js {3 (0.085) ( -2.492) (-0.645) (0.334) ( 1.984) (8.356) 

Rape 
-0.599 -0.8% -0.399 0.409 0.459 0.072 

f.!. .. 
{3IS{3 ( -0.120) (-6.080) (-2.005) (0.605) (0.743) (0.922) 

Murder and Rape 
0.556 0.280 {3 2.703 -0.828 -0.350 0.086 

j3Js {3 (0.732) (-6.689) (-3.164) (0.172) (1.188) (5.504) 

Assault 
{3 -7.567 -0.724 -0.979 1.650 \.707 0.465 

j3Js {3 (-1.280) (-3.701) (-2.301) (2.018) (2.11 \) (3.655) 

Crimes against 
the Person 
{3 1.635 -0.803 -0,495 0.328 0.587 0.376 

{3!s {3 (0.380) ( -6.603) ( -3,407) (0.570) ( 1.(98) (4.833) 

All Offenses 
{3 -1.388 -0.991 - \.123 1.292 \.775 0.265 

{3!s {3 (-0.368) ( -5.898) (-4.483) (2.609) (4.183) (5.069) 

B. SUR Estimates 

Murder 0.542 
{3 -1.198 -0.913 -0.018 0.186 1.152 

j3Js {3 (-0.033) (-3.062) (-1.710) (0.361) (2.102) (8.650) 

Rape 
0.333 0.425 0.065 

~ 0.093 -0.930 -0.436 

/3!s{3 (0.019) (-6.640) (-2.318) (0.502) (0.692) (8.841) 

Assault 0.460 
{3 -60431 -0.718 -0.780 1.404 1.494 

j3Js{3 ( -l.l03) (-4.046) (-2.036) (1.750 (I.S7I) (3.801) 

NOTE: The underlying regression equation is 

In (~) =0 + b"lnP, + b"ln T, + c"ln W + <"lnX + -" In NW + ",. 

"Reprinted with permission from I. EhrliCh. Panicipation in illegitimate HCliYitie~! H thelueticlll uno emJ'liric~11 iO\'r:~ti~I' 
tion. Journal /If Pllliliclll E,,"''''III)' 81(3):525·65. 1973 (University ,.f Chicugu Pressl. 
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TABLE 4 2SLS and SUR (Weighted) Regn:ssion Estimates of 
Coefficients Associated with Selected Variables in 1960: 
Property Crimes" ~ 

Coefficient ({3) Associated with Selected Variables 

a Inter- b, with b2 with c, with C2 with 
Offense cept lnPI lnT, lnW InX 

A. 2SLS Estimates 

Robbery 

~ . -11.030 - 1.303 -0.372 1.689 1.279 
{3/S {3 ( -1.804) (-7.011) (- 1.395) (1.969) (1.66<:) 

Burglary: 
{3 -2.121 -0.724 -1.127 1.384 2.000 
~s{3 (-O.582) (-6.003) (-4.799) (2.839) (4.689) 

Larceny 
(3 -10.660 -0.371 -0.602 2.229 1.792 
j3Js{3 (-2.195) (-2.482) (-1.937) (3.465) (2.992) 

Auto Theft 
{3 -14.960 -00407 . -0.246 2.008 2.057 
~s{3 (-4.162) (-4.173) (- 1.682) (5.194) (4.268) 

Larceny and Auto 
{3 - 10.090 -0.546 -0.626 2.226 2.166 
j3Js {3 (-2.585) (-4.248) (-2.851) (4.183) (4.165) 

Property Crimes 
{3 -6.279 -0.796 -0.915 1.883 2.132 
j3Js{3 ( -1.937) (-6.140) (4.297) (4.246) (5.356) 

B. SUR Estimates 

Robbery 
{3 -14.800 -1.112 -0.286 2.120 1.409 
~s{3 ( -2.5(0) (-6.532) (-0.750) (2.548) ( 1.8.53) 

Burglary 
{3 -3.961 -0.624 -0.996 1.::31 2.032 
j3Js{3 {-1.114} (-5.576) (-4.260) (3.313) (4.766) 

Larceny -. 
{3 -10.&70 -0.358 -·0.654 2.241 1.785 
~s{3 ( -2.52) ( -2.445) (-1.912) (3.502) (2.983) 

Auto Theft 
{3 -14.860 -0.409 -0.233 2.590 2.054 
~s{3 (-4.212) (-4.674) {-1.747} (5.253) (4.283) 

NOTE: Same reference as in Table 3. 
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e, with 
InNW 

0.334 
(4.024) 

0.250 
(4.579) 

0.142 
(2.019) 

0.102 
(1.842) 

0.155 
(2.603) 

0.243 
(4.805) 

0.346 
(4.191) 

0.230 
(4.274) 

0.139 
(1.980) 

0.101 
(1.832) 

"Reprinted wirh permission fr,'m I. Ehrlich. Panicipation in iUcgitimare acrivities: a thcorerical and empirical in'~ ·riga· 
lion.J"u",,,I,;j'P,,/ili(,1l1 E,·,I/'''I11.\· 81(31:515-65.1973 (University of Chicago Press) . 
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TABLE 5 Alternative Estimates of Elasticities of Offenses with Respect to Unemployment and Labor-Force 
Participation of Young Age Groups in 1960 (Dependent Variables Are Specific Crime Rates)1I 

Ordinary Least-Squares (OLS) 

Unweighted Weighted 

Crime Category d. d, 

Robbery 

~ 
{3ts~ 

Burglary 

/J 
. {3tS/J 
Larceny 

/J 
~s/3 

0.148 -0.346 
(- 0.383) (- 1.145) 

-0.297 -0.431 
(-0.838) (-1.208) 

-0.078 
( -0.333) 

0.059 0.909 -0.084 
(0.301) (1.415) (-0.380) 

0.216 
(0.944) 

0.186 
(0.95~) 

0.573 
(2.056) 

0.091 
(0.326) 

.'\, 

0.430 
( 1.395) 

e, 

Two-Stage Least-Squares (2SLS) 

Unweighted 

-0.634 -u.793 
(-1.281) (-2.006) 

-0.306 -0.136 
(-1.115) (-0.559) 

0.214 
(0.711) 

0.487 
( 1.188) 

Weighted 

-0.749 -0.920 
(- 1.9(8) (-1.754) 

-0.033 
( -0.154) 

0.334 
(1.107) 

-0.103 -0.033 
(-0.306) (-0.067) 
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AUlo Iheft 
/J 0.147 0.435 1.062 -0.137 0.373 0.516 0.401 -0.315 0.174 /JIS/J (0.534) (1.984) (1.328) (-0.553) (1.360) (0.188) (1.396) (-0.365) (0.519) Murder 

/J -0.132 -0.656 1.803 -0.178 -0.602 1.622 -0.151 -1.510 2.072 -0.324 -0.822 1.293 /JIS/J (-0.388) (-2.264) (1.875) (-0.636) (-2.018) (2.043) (-0.268) (-2.456) (1.298) (-0.227) (-1.966) (1.698) Rape 

/J 0.238 -0.728 1.339 0.222 -0.654 1.605 0.286 -0.851 1.430 0.209 -0.576 2.043 /JIS!J (0.853) (-3.232) (1.660) (0.828) (-2.363) (2.080) (0.428) (- 3.366) (1.603) (0.774) (-1.902) (2.583) Assault 

/J -0.073 -0.325 2.792 -0.083 -0.314 2.164 -0.132 -0.162 3.403 -0.389 -0.168 1.345 /JIS!J (-0.219) (-1.044) (2.885) (-0.268) (-0.903) (2.431) (-0.283) (-1.370) (2.492) (-0.938) (-1.272) (1.938) All Offenses 
/J 0.037 0.159 1.044 0.049 0.275 1.157 -0.129 -0.481 1.386 -0.169 0.004 /JIS/J (0.172) (0.768) (1.709) (0.262) (1.264) (2.051) (-0.421) (-1.288) (1.606) (-0.806) (0.012) 

NOTE: d,: coemeienl of In U: d,: eoemcienr of In LF: e,: coemCionl of In AI/e. 

"Reprinled wilh permission from I. Ehrlich. Panieipalion in iU.ghimale aelivilies: a Iheorelical and empirical investig'lion. J,I/Irntli of Political Emn(1my 81(3):525-65. 1973 (University of 
Chicago Press). 
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Participation in Illegitimate Activities: Ehrlich Revisited 293 
TABLE 6 OLS (Weighted)a Estimatesb 

TABLE 7 2SLSa (Weighted)b EstimatesC (Incorrect Weighting 
Crime Category Intercept InPi InTi InW InX InNW R2 Scheme) 

Murder -0.666 -0.341 -0.140 0.417 1.364 0.553 0.940 Crime Category Intercept InPi InTi InW InX InNW 
(3.192) (0.138) (0.105) (0.436) (0.466) (0.054) 

Rape -7.381 -0.578 -0.188 1.222 0.894 0.154 0.947 Murder 0.317 -0.852 -0.087 0.175 1.109 0.534 
(4.078) (0.099) (0.169) (0.561) (0.540) (0.066) (3.736) (0.342) (0.125) (0.524) (0.559) (0.064) 

Assault -13.300 -0.275 -0.180 2.094 1.469 0.677 0.982 Rape -0.597 -0.896 -0.399 0.408 0.459 0.072 
(4.160) (0.079) (0.230) (0.598) (0.600) (0.075) 1 (5.005) (0.147) (0.199) (0.675) (0.618) (0.078) 

Murder and -1.814 -0.579 -0.287 0.678 0.946 0.328 0.975 I Murder and 2.704 -0.828 -0.350 0.086 0.556 0.280 
Rape (3.197) (0.094) (0.101) (0.438) (0.420) (0.050) !l ! Rape (3.693) (0.124) (0.111) (0.503) (0.468) (0.055) 

Robbery -20.194 -0.853 -0.223 2.909 1.841 0.376 0.976 ! Assault -7.568 -0.724 -0.979 1.650 1.707 0.465 i 
(4.811) (0.120) (0.227) (0.682) (0.652) (0.071) ,I (5.957) (0.196) (0.425) (0.818) (0.809) (0.127) 

- 5.570 -0.534 -0.900 1.797 2.045 0.227 0.994 ". 
'I 

Robbery Burglary ,I -11.025 -1.303 -0.372 1.689 1.278 0.334 
(3.289) (0.096) (0.211) (0.445) (0.407) (0.052) I I (6.110) , (0.186) (0.266) (0.858) (0.770) (0.083) 

Larceny -14.942 -0.133 -0.263 2.689 1.620 0.132 0.989 I Burglary -2.121 -0.724 -1.127 1.384 2.000 0.250 
(3.776) (0.069) (0.222) (0.523) (0.521) (0.062) 

4 
(3.647) (0.121) -(0.235) ~0.487) (0.427) (0.055) 

Auto Theft -17.307 -0.247 -0.174 2.893 1.898 0.115 0.991 Larceny -10.664 -0.371 -0.602 2.229 1.792 0.142 
(3.228) (0.066) (0.134) (0.455) (0.446) (0.051) (4.859) (0.150) (0.311) (0.643) (0.599) (0.070) 

Burglary and - 9.269 -0.624 -0.688 2.160 2.115 0.257 0.995 Auto Theft -14.959 -0.407 -0.246 2.608 2.057 0.102 
Robbery (2.977) (0.099) (0.178) (0.421) (0.388) (0.049) (3.594) (0.097) (0.146) (0.502) (0.482) (0.055) 

Larceny and -14.155 -0.257 -0.334 2.665 1.826 0.142 0.994 Larceny and -10.093 -0.547 -0.626 2.226 2.166 0.155 
Auto Theft (3.029) (0.068) (0.162) (0.424) . (0.421) (0.049) Auto Theft (3.904) (0.129) (0.220) (0.532) (0.520) (0.060) 

Crimes against - 4.158 -0.550 -0.349 1.046 0.915 0.490 0.989 Crimes against 1.636 -0.803 -0.496 0.328 0.559 0.376 
the Person (3.609) (0.088) (0.127) (0.489) (0.454) (0.064) the Person (4.306) (0.122) (0.145) (0.576) (0.509) (0.078) 

Property -10.129 -0.508 -0.621 2.335 2.054 0.212 0.996 
,. 

Property -6.278 -0.797 -0.915 1.883 2.132 0.243 i:~ 

Crimes (2.707) (0.088) (0.173) (0.377) (0.354) (0.044) .j Crimes (3.241) (0.130) (0.213) (0.444) (0.398) (0.051) 

All Offenses - 7.674 -0.552 -0.640 2.020 1.806 0.232 0.997 :~ All Offenses -1.388 -0.991 -1.123 1.292 1.775 0.265 
(2.783) (0.099) (0.177) (0.375) (0.349) (0.042) " (3.773) (0.168) (0.251) (0.495) (0.424) (0.052) 

I 

"In order to induce homoscedasticity. all variables in the regression. including the constant. are multiplied with v~ 
, 

"The reduced form variables are: constant.lnAg •. Dummy. In Ed. In Exp". InX. In(Q,/Nl". In Malts. InNW. InN" In '. 
with N the state population size in 1960. fi SMSA.ln T" In W.ln V_,.. The equations are identified with the following variables: InAge, Dummy. InEd. In Exp". 
'Between parentheses is the standard error of the estimate. Degrees ofrreedom: 41. <g In(Q,IN)", In Malts, In N, In SMSA. In U'5-3" 

,~ 'In order to induce homosccdasticity, all variables in the regression, inclUding the constant, are multiplied withyJ:iN., ~. 

with N the state population size in 1960. 
'Between parentheses is the standard error of the estimate. Degrees offre.dom: 41. 
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TABLE 8 oLs-(Unweighted) Estimatesa Including Unemployment and Labor Force Participation of 
Young Age Groups in 1960 (Labor Force Participation Variable in Error) 

Crime 
Category Intercept InP, InT, InW InX InNW InU InLF In Age 

-Murder - 6.23(J1 -0.562 -0.434 0.399 0.231 0.431 -0.132 -0.656 1.803 
(6.435) (0.192) (0.170) (0.659) (0.679) (0.075) (0.340) (0.290) (0.961) 

Rape - 9.366 -0.472 0.138 0.715 -0.352 0.103 0.237 -0.728 i.338 
(5.337) (0.099) (0.125) (0.580) (0.585) (0.058) (0.278) (0.225) (0.806) 

Assault -20.534 -0.331 -0.135 1.909 0.770 0.485 -0.073 -0.325 2.797 
(6.122) (0.100) (0.234) (0.653) (0.702) (0.079) (0.334) (0.311) (0.970) 

Robbery -19.649 -0.740 -0.008 2.614 1.273 0.350 -0.147 -0.346 
(5.167) (0.147) (0.221) (0.747) (0.775) (0.070) (0.385) (0.302) 

Burglary - 8.350 -0.401 -0.599 1.581 1.009 0.192 -0.078 0.059 0.909 
(5.258;1 (0.118) (0.215) (0.463) (0.443) (0.043) (0.235) (0.197) (0.643) 

Larceny -10.796 -0.049 -0.276 2.267 1.214 0.107 0.186 0.573 
(3.784)< (0.095) (0.201) (0.526) (0.577) (0.053) (0.284) (0.279) 

Auto Theft -22.294 -0.097 -0.162 3.182 1.380 0.129 0.147 0.435 1.062 
(4.959) (0.076) (0.138) (0.532) (0.568) (0.050) (0.275) (0.258) (0.799) 

All Offenses -10.267 -0.388 -0.546 1.917 1.061 0.194 0.037 0.159 1.044 
(4.040) (0.136) (0.201) (0.433) (0.420) (0.041) (0.215) (0.207) (0.611) 

'Belween parenlhes.s is the standanl erre'r of the eSlimale. Degre .. of freedom: J9 (J8 if In All' is part of the equation). 
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TABLE 9 2sLs-(Unweighted") Estimatesb Including Unemployment and Labor Force Participation of 
Young Age Groups in 1960 (Labor Force Participation Variable in Error) 

Crime 
Category Intercept InP, J InT, InW InX InNW InU InLF 

Murder 0.824 -2.124 -0.710 -0.763 -1.043 0.202 -0.151 -1.510 
(11.122) (0.771) (0.308) (1.210) (1.262) (0.161) (0.563) (0.615) 

Rape -5.019 -0.759 0.094 0.090 -0.816 0.021 0.286 -0.851 
(6.101) (0.150) (0. \39) (0.679) (0.668) (0.071) (0.308) (0.253) 

Assault -18.300 -0.932 -0.927 1.686 1.216 0.190 -0.\32 -0.162 
(8.566) (0.238) (0.414) (0.9\3) (0.988) (0.145) (00466) (0.437) 

Robbery -11.541 -1.373 -0.272 1.338 0.563 0.271 -0.634 -0.793 
(6.818) (0.273) (0.282) (0.999) (0.970) (0.089) (0.495) (0.395) 

Burglary 0.542 -0.792 -1.026 0.739 1.052 0.223 -0.306 -0.136 
(4.177) (0.209) (0.298) (0.577) (0.507) (0.050) (0.275) (0.243) 

Larceny -10.332 -0.096 -0.321 2.222 1.284 0.107 0.214 00487 
(4.125) (0.191) (0.256) (0.551) (0.628) (0.054) (0.410) (0.301) 

Aulo Theft -17.596 -0.169 -0.229 2.967 1.610 0.\31 0.052 00401 
(3.683) (0.112) (0.140) (0.526) (0.584) (0.051) (0.289) (0.275) 

All Offenses -3.930 -1.207 - 1.328 0.994 1.168 0.212 -0.129 -00481 
(6.098) (0.357) (00402) (0.694) (0.589) (0.057) (0.307) (0.373) 

In Age 

2.072 
(1.597) 

1.430 
(0.892) 

30403 
(1.366) 

1.386 
(0.863) 

"The reduced (orm variables are: conslanl.lnAge. Dummy. h,Ed. In Exp". InX. In (Q/IN)". In LF. In Milles. In NW. In N. InSMSA. In T/.ln V. In W. The equillions arc idenlified wilh Ihe 
following variables: Dummy. In Ed. In Exp". In (Q,IN)". In Males. In N .In SMSA and. ifln Age is nol part of Ihe equalion. also wilh In Age. 
'Between parentheses is Ihe slandard error of Ihe estimale. Desrees 0( freedom: 39 (38 if In Age is part of the equalion). 
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TABLE 10 2SLS" (Weightedb
) EstimatesC Including Unemployment and Labor Force Participation of Young Age 

Groups in 1960 (Labor Force Participation Variable in Error and Incorrect Weighting Scheme) 

Crime 
Category 

Murder 

Rape 

Assault 

Ruhhcry 

Burglary 

Larceny 

Auto Theft 

All Offenses 

Intercept 

-7.284 
(4.903) 

-10.347 
(5.356) 

-13.696 
(7.907) 

12.I:;R 
((dI2'JI 

-2.949 
(3.554) 

-12.074 
(4.902) 

-16.185 
(3.5 II) 

-2.718 
(3.657) 

InP, 

-0.852 
(0.330) 

-0.842 
(0.128) 

-0.749 
<0.211) 

··IAIIO 
(n.197, 

-0.661 
(0.117) 

-0.280 
(0.155) 

-0.367 
(0.096) 

-0.930 
(0.165) 

InT, 

-0.042 
(0.126) 

-0.375 
(0.181) 

-0.968 
(0A81) 

-11.419 
10.2(,9, 

-1.051 
(0.230) 

-0.483 
(0.321 ) 

-0.231 
(0.143) 

- 1.053 
(0.241) 

InW 

0.457 
(0.506) 

0.886 
(0.612) 

1.745 
(0.851) 

1.522 
(11.11(,11) 

1.486 
(0.475) 

2.413 
(0.607) 

2.661 
(0.484) 

1.392 
(0.479) 

InX 

0.860 
(0.539) 

0.147 
(0.596) 

1.271 
(0.900) 

1.099 
(11.7114 ) 

1.978 
(0.422) 

1.749 
(0.589) 

1.937 
(0.471) 

1.745 
(0.415) 

InNW 

0.501 
(0.063) 

0.047 
(0.074) 

0.438 
(0.133) 

0.294 
(11.11117) 

0.256 
(0.054) 

0.137 
(0.069) 

0.115 
(0.056) 

0.262 
(0.052) 

InU 

-0.324 
(0.264) 

0.20!l 
(0.270) 

-0.389 
(0.414) 

-0.74!! 
(0.3RO) 

-0.033 
(0.214) 

0.103 
(0.336) 

-0.315 
(0.231) 

-0.169 
(0.210) 

InLF 

-0.822 
(0.419) 

-0.576 
(0.384) 

-0.167 
(0.617) 

-0.920 
((1.52.5, 

0.334 
(0.301) 

-0.033 
(0.487) 

0.177 
(0.341) 

0.004 
(0.310) 

In Age 

1.293 
(0.761) 

2.043 
(0.791) 

1.344 
( 1.210) 

"The rcduccd furm vari"hles arc: constanl. In AN-, [)/Imm)". In Ell. In fo~tp:.". In X. In (Q/IN)". In LF. In M,,/, ..... In NIV. In N. In SMSA. In T/. In U. In W. The equallo"s are identified wilh Ihe 
f,~I"wing variables: [)/Imm)", In Ed. In up,", In (Q/INJ,,,, In M,,/,.,·, In N. In SAlSA lind. if In AN' is not part of Ihe equltlion. also wilh In AK •. 
"In urdcr It, induce homoscedaslicily. ~,II variables in the regression. including the constant. arc !1Jultirlied with .iN'. with N the state population size in 1960. 
'·aelween ,llIrcnlheses h Ihe slandard errur uf Ihe eSlimale. Degrees nf freedom: 39 (38 if In AI/' is "art of Ihe equlltinn) • 
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TABLE 11 2SLst' (Weighted b) EstimatesC (Corrected) 

Crim~ 
Category Intercept In Pi InTi InW InX !nNW 

Murder 0.337 -0.863 -0.086 0.170 1.104 0.533 
(3.757) (0.346) (0.126) (0.527) (0.562) (0.064) 

Rape -2.143 -0.824 -0.351 0.594 0.558 0.091 
(4.7(16) (0.134) (0.189) (0.637) (0.589) (0.074) 

Murder and 2.13(1 -0.796 -0.342 0.161 0.605 0.286 
Rape (3.599) (0.119) (0.108) (0.491) (0.458) (0.054) 

Assault -7.775 -0.708 -0.950 1.667 1.698 0.473 
(5.853) (0.191) (0.416) (0.804) (O.7%) (0.125) 

Robbery -12.621 -1.225 -0.346 1.901 1.376 0.342 
(5.766) (0.171) (0.255) (0.811) (0.736) (0.079) 

Burglary -3.001 -0.675 -1.069 1.489 2.012 0.244 
(3.525) (0.114) (0.227) (0.472) (0.418) (0.053) 

Larceny -11.373 -0.332 -0.546 2.305 1.763 0.140 
(4.586) (0.134) (0.290) (0.612) (0.577) (0.068) 

Auto Theft -14.857 -0.414 -0.249 2.595 2.063 0.101 
(3.619) (0.099) (0.147) (0.505) (0.485) (0.055) 

Larceny and -10.260 -0.535 -0.614 2.244 2.152 0.155 
Auto Theft (3.839) (0.125). (0.215) (0.524) (0.513) (0.059) 

Crimes against -1.123 -0.781 -0.483 0.391 0.590 0.386 
the Person (4.222) (0.118) (0.143) (0.565) (0.501) (0.076) 

Property -6.809 -0.757 -0.874 1.945 2.121 0.239 
Crimes (3.124) (0.122) (0.205) (0.429) (0.387) (0.049) 

All Offenses -2.168 -0.937 -1.063 1.383 1.779 0.261 
(3.581) (0.156) (0.237) (0.471) (0.408) (0.050) 

'The reduced form variables are: constant.lnAg., Dummy. InEd, InExp .. ,lnX. In (Q,tN) .. , In Males, InNW, InN. In 
SMSA.ln T" In W,ln U..-". The equations are identified with the following variables: InAge, Dummy, InEd.lnExp ... 
In (Q,IN) ... In Males, In N. In SMSA, In U",_". 
'In order to induce homoscedasticity. all variables in the regression. including the constant, are multiplied with, 1'. 
with N the state population size in 1960. 
'Between parentheses is the standard error of the estimate. Degrees of me dam: 41. 
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TABLE 12 oLs-(Unweighted) Estimates" Including Unemployment and Labor Force Participation of 
Young Age Groups in 1960 (Corrected) 

Crime 
Category Intercept In P, InT, InW InX InNW InU InLF InAge 

Murder -0.162 -0.393 -0.515 0.148 0.370 0.470 0.046 1.366 1.175 
(7.009) (0.186) (0.178) (0.713) (0.702) (0.078) (0.366) (0.971) (0.958) 

Rape -3.820 -0.413 0.087 0.550 -0.104 0.166 0.481 1.522 0.680 
(6.017) (0.105) (0.137) (0.645) (0.625) (0.064) (0.315) (0.839) (0.843) 

Assault -20.948 -0.359 -0.267 2.101 1.098 0.469 -0.129 -0.737 2.533 
(6.403) (0.103) (0.209) (0.676) (0.683) (0.085) (0.353) 0.954) (0.936) 

Robbery -19.995 -0.667 0.025 2.762 1.430 0.368 -0.005 0.230 
(5.509) (0.161) (0.232) (0.752) (0.780) (0.077) (0.427) (1.207) 

Burglary -7.393 -0.412 -0.590 1.468 0.917 0.198 -0.026 0.485 0.966 
(4.420) (0.106) (0.213) (0.469) (0.442) (0.044) (0.245) (0.615) (0.611) 

Larceny -5.033 -0.192 -0.440 1.711 1.060 0.141 0,431 1.968 
(4.081) (0.073) (0.197) (0.525) (0.568) (0.055) (0.294) (0.781) 

Auto Theft -20.493 -0.200 -0.152 2.873 1.203 0.137 0.259 1.263 1.402 
(5.303) (0.069) (0.138) (0.559) (0.572) (0.051) (0.290) (0.794) (0.769) 

All Offenses -9.090 -0.432 -0.532 1.741 0.930 0.199 0.095 0.624 1.172 
(4.187) (0.116) (0.201) (0.437) (0.422) (0.041) (0.224) (0.589) (0.582) 

"Between parentheses is the stundard. error of the estimate, Deg' •• ' of freedom: 39 (38 if In AII~ is pUrl of the equation). 
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TABLE 13 oLs-(Weighteda) Estimatesb Including Unemployment and Labor Force Participation of Young 
Age Groups in 1%0 (Corrected) 

Crime 
Category Intercept InP, InT, InW InX InNW InU InLF In Age R2 

Murder -5.415 -0.328 -0.130 0.542 1.068 0.553 -0.214 0,(195 1.032 0.947 

:\ (4.946) (0.139) (0.111) (0.491) (0.501) (0.058) (0.239) (0.792) (0.675) 

Rape -9.145 -0.590 -0.224 1.080 0.314 0.182 0.391 1.339 1.455 0.957 ~ I 

(5.258) (0.094) (0.160) (0.577) (0.558) (0.067) (0.253) (0.831) (0.707) i! 
I 

Assault -24.374 -0.299 -0.151 2.654 1.384 0.598 -0.276 -1.846 1.677 0.985 II 
(5.562) (0.075) (0.219) (0.608) (0.624) (0.079) (0.285) (0.937) (0.792) :i 

It 
Robbery -22.629 -0.939 -0.287 3.015 1.973 0.335 -0.473 -1.274 0.977 i! 

(5.159) (0.132) (0.232) (0.706) (0.691') (0.079) (0.331) (1.119) I , 

Burglary -1.714 -0.549 -0.881 1.383 1.702 0.270 0.078 1.506 0.995 
(3.660) (0.094) (0.205) (0.469) (0.424) (0.053) (0.205) (0.683) 

Larceny -16.034 -0.125 -0.238 2.767 1.659 0.123 -0.123 -0.284 0.989 
(4.577) (0.076) (0.238) (0.577) (0.578) (0.069) (0.295) (0.919) 

Auto Theft -15.135 -0.275 -0.153 2.560 1.622 0.143 -0.249 1.009 0.992 
(4.028) (0.067) (0.132) (0.518) (0.468) (0.054) (0.225) (0.799) 

All Offenses -9.004 -0.544 -0.596 1.977 1.574 0.239 -0.092 0.437 0.468 0.997 
(4.054) (0.101) (0.183) (0.421) (0.391) (0.047) (0.187) (0.614) (0.533) 

·In order 10 induce homo,cedaslicily. all vllriahle. in Ihe regre"ion. includinglhe conslllnl. are multiplied wilh l'V: wilh N Ihe .Iale population size in 1960. 
'Belween I'nrenlhe.e. i. Ihe .Iandard error of Ihe e .. imale. Degrees of freedom: 39 (3R if In All' i. part of Ihe equalion). 
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TABLE 14 2sLs-(UnweightedO) Estimatesb Including Unemployment and Labor Force Participation of 
Young Age Groups in 1960 (Corrected) 

Crime 
Category Intercept In j$, InT, InW InX InNW InU InLF In Age 
Murder 6.151 -1.283 -0.726 -0.538 -0.152 0.335 0.046 1.146 0.831 (9.613) (0.572) (0.257) (0.988) (0.940) (0.127) (0.463) (1.236) (1.230) Rape 2.449 -0.779 0.024 -0.254 -0.626 0.065 0.563 1.530 0.649 (7.260) (0.177) (0.159) (0.794) (0.741) (0.082) (0.363) (0.964) (0.968) Assault -22.336 -1.059 -1.116 2.079 1.668 0.092 -0.381 -2.196 3.421 (9.533) (0.271) (0.412) (1.005) (1.032) (0.174) (0.530) (1.493) (1.420) Robbery -15.911 -1.604 -0.458 1.730 1.160 0.204 -1.009 -3.228 (7.656) (0.386) (0.357) ( 1.085) (1.069) (0.118) (0.676) (2.023) Burglary 0.779 -0.738 -0.969 0.769 1.043 0.228 -0.220 0.386 (4.098) (0.172) (0.277) (0.532) (0.49?) (0.050) (0.272) (0.694) Larceny -2.151 -0.418 -0.718 1.541 1.519 0.160 0.681 2.269 (4.753) (0.135) (0.257) (0.591) (0.670) (0.062) (0.349) (0.882) Auto Theft -12.084 -0.435 -0.308 2.428 1.717 0.149 0.257 2.122 (4.765) (0.117) (0.160) (0.621) (0.667) (0.059) (0.328) (0.967) All Offenses -3.446 -0.970 -1.171 1.178 1.213 0.225 -0.013 0.402 1.005 (5.593) (0.237) (0.335) (0.580) (0.537) (0.052) (0.283) (0.471) (0.731) 

"The reduced form variables are: conslanl, In Age, DIIIIIIIIY. In Ed. In E,rp".ln X.ln (Q,IN),,,, In LF. In II/"h·s. In NW, In N. In SMSA, In Thin U, In W. The equal ions are identified wilh Ihe 
fol/owinS yariables: Dummy, In Ed, In Exp, .. In IQ.lN)", In Mu/~s, In N, In SMSA and. if In Age is nol pari of Ihe equalion, also wilh In Agf. 

'Between parenlhescs is the standard error of Ihe estimate. Degrees of freedom: 39 (38 if In Age is in the equation). 
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"The reduced form variables .re: conslanl. In All" Dllml.'~'. In Ed. In E.rp". InX. In {Q,IN}". In LF. In M"I ... In NW. In N. In SMSA. In T,. In U. In W. The equations rore idenlified wilh Ihe 
following variables: 0",11111)'. In Ed. In Exp.". In (Q,/N)"". In }.f"I!',., In N. In SMSA and. if In All" is nol part of Ihe equal ion. also wilh In All'>' 
'In order 10 induce homoscednSlicilY. all variables in Ihe regression. including Ihe conslanl. are mulliplied wilh VN. with N Ihe slale population size in 1960, 
'Belween Ihe parenlheses is Ihe s",ndard error of Ihe eSlimale, D<grees of freedom: 39 (38 if In All' is part of Ihe equation) • 
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TABLE 16 OLS (Weighteda) Estimatesb: North-South Dummy or 
SMSA Included in the Crime Function 

Crime Dummy 
Category InP, InT, (South = 1) In P, In T, InSMSA 

Murder -0.357 -0.050 0.364 -0.403 -0.138 -0.064 
(0.132) (0. lOS) (0.166) (0.138) (0.102) (0.035) 

Rape -0.591 -0.189 0.057 -0.596 -0.205 -0.040 
(0.110) (0.170) (0.205) (0.101) (0.169) (0.041) 

Assault -0.283 -0.091 0.256 -0.277 -0.165 -0.023 
(0.079) (0.243) (0.229) (O.OSO) (0.234) (0.046) 

Murder and -0.601 -0.271 0.108 -0.628 -0.297 -0.068 
Rape (0.100) (0.104) (0.158) (0.092) (0.096) (0.031) 

Robbery -0.873 -0.228 0.067 -0.853 -0.224 0.002 
(0.143) (0.231) (0.259) (0.124) (0.233) (0.050) 

Burglary -0.560 -0.875 0.200 -0.554 -0.910 -0.027 
(0.097) (0.210) (0.153) (0.100) (0.212) (0.033) 

Larceny -0.130 -0.276 -0.046 -0.148 -0.294 0.028 
(0.071) (0.233) (0.205) (0.073) (0.229) (0.043) 

Auto Theft -0.251 -0.193 -0.074 -0.278 -0.177 -0.055 
(0.067) (0.141) (0.168) (0.068) (0.132) (0.036) 

Burglary and -0.658 -0.669 0.192 -0.639 -0.682 -0.021 
Robbery (0.101) (0.177) (0.146) (0.102) (0.179) (0.032) 

Larceny and -0.256 -0.349 -0.041 -0.260 -0.331 -0.015 
Auto Theft (0.068) (0.174) (0.164) (0.068) (0.164) (0.033) 

Crimes against -0.580 -0.290 0.243 -0.584 -0.361 -0.058 
the Person (0.090) (0.133) (0.178) (0.088) (0.124) (0.035) 

Property -0.517 -0.602 0.086 -0.517 -0.618 -0.017 
Crimes (0.090) (0.177) (0.136) (0.090) (0.175) (0.029) 

All Offenses -0.572 -0.619 0.131 -0.563 -0.639 -0.019 
(0.102) (0.179) (0.136) (0.101) (0.178) (0.028) 

"In order to induce homoscedasticity. all variables in the regression. including the constant. are multiplied withv'N. 
with N the state popUl'4tion size in 1960. 
'Between parentheses is the standard error of the estimate. Degrees offreedom: 40. 
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TABLE 17 2SLS (Weightedll
) Estimates: Effect of Different 

Reduced Form Specificationsli-Basic Model 

Crime 
Reduced Form I' Reduced Form 2rl Reduced Form 3" 

Category InPI In TI In PI InTI InPI In T; 

Murder -0.863 -0.086 -0.996 -0.072 -1.525 -0.018 
(0.346) (0.126) (0.406) (0. /36) (0.686) (0.188) 

Rape -0.824 -0.351 -1.012 -0.477 -0.869 -0.381 
(0.134) (0.189) (0.177) (0.221) (0.146) (0.196) 

Murder and -0.796 -0.342 -0.850 -0.355 -0.886 -0.365 
Rape (0.119) (0. lOS) (0.128) (0.112) (0.135) (0.115) 

Assault -0.708 -0.950 -1.103 -1.652 -0.777 -1.073 
(0.191) (0.416) (0.349) (0.713) (0.212) (0.457) 

Robbery -1.225 -0.346 -1.313 -0.375 -1.264 -0.359 
(0.171) (0.255) (0.185) (0.268) (0.177) (0.261) 

Burglary -0.675 -1.069 -0.883 -1.317 -0.728 -1.131 
(0.114) (0.227) (0.147) (0.269) (0.120) (0.234) Ii 

Larceny -0.332 -0.546 -0.394 -0.635 -0.427 -0.681 J1 
(0.134) (0.290) (0.159) (0.324) (0.170) (0.340) Ii 

Auto Theft -0.414 -0.249 -0.420 -0.252 -0.601 -0.334 II 
(0.099) (0.147) (0.101) (0.148) (0.146) (0.183) i Larceny and -0.535 -0.614 -0.535 -0.614 -0.658 -0.739 

Auto Theft (0.125) . (0.215) (0.125) , (0.216) (0.159) (0.257) I Crimes against -0.781 -0.483 -0.810 -0.499 -0.896 -0.549 
the Person (0.118) (0.143) (0.123) (0.146) (0.137) (0.158) 

Property -0.757 -0.874 -0.790 -0.908 -0.873 -0.992 I Crimes (0.122) (0.205) (0.128) (0.211) (0.143) (0.229) r 

All Offenses -0.937 -1.063 -0.946 -1.073 -1.047 -1.185 
(0.156) (0.237) (0.159) (0.239) (0.179) (0.264) 

"In order to induce homoscedasticity all variahles in the regression. including the constant. are multiplied with \ .\. 
with N the state population size in 1960. Between parentheses is the standard error of the estimme. De~=, ,1( 

freedom: 41. 
'The crime equation contains the following variables: constant. In PI' In r,.ln W. InX.ln NW (see also Tahle Ill. 
'The reduced form variables are: constant. In A .... ,·. DUIIIIIIY. In Ed. In E.,·P.". In X. In {Q,tNI.".ln Mal,·s. In Nil'. In Y. 
In SMSA. In r ,. In W. In U",_". These two columns correspond to Table II. 
dThe reduced form used is as in footnote (' above. but alier omining the following three variubles: In E.tp". In t'.u ,.. 
and In Main. 

'The reduced form used is as in footnote c' ahove. but after omining the following three variables: InSMSA .In E,I. anJ 
InN. 
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TABLE 18 2SLSa (Weightedb) EstimatesC 
- Vermont Omitted 

Crime Category lnP, lnT, 

Murder -0.893 -0.081 
(0.361) (0.130) 

Rape -0.832 -0.359 
(0.135) (0.190) 

Murder and Rape -0.808 -0.342 
(0.119) (0.108) 

Assault -0.716 -0.945 
(0.190) (0.414) 

Robbery -1.235 -0.336 
(0.174) (0.259) 

Burglary -0.560 -0.924 
(0.120) • (0.229) 

Larceny -0.325 -0.522 
(0.136) (0.300) 

Auto Theft -0A15 -0.242 
(0.100) (0.149) 

Larceny and Auto Theft -0.535 -0.602 
(0.126) (0.219) 

Crimes against the Person -0.785 -0.468 
(0.117) (0.141) 

Property Crimes -0.755 -0.862 
(0.123) (0.207) 

All Offenses -0.931 -1.037 
(0.156) (0.236) 

"The crime equation contains the following variables: constant. In P,. In T,. In W. In X. In NW. The reduced fonn 
variables are: constant. In Age. Dllm",.,·. In Ed. In £<p". In X. In IQ,tN)". In Males. In NW. In N. In SMSA. In T,. In W. 
In U~,_". The equation is identified with the following variables: In Age. DIIIIIIII.'·. In Ed. In £<p".ln (Q,/N)".lnMaifS. 
In N. In SMSA. In UOl_a.. I' . d . h VN 
'In order to induce homoscedasticity. all variable. in the regression. including the cor,ltanl. are mu up"e WI! • 

with N the slate population size in 1960. 
"Between parentheses is the standard error of estimate. Degrees of freedom: 40. 
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TABLE 19 2SLS
a (Weightedb) EstimatesC-Basic Model, Identified 

by In EXPs9 and In (QiIN)S9 

Omitting Utah, 
Vermont, and 

All States Vermont Omitted Wisconsin 
Crime 
Category InP, In T, InP, InT, InP, In T, 
Murder -2.944 0.129 -2.961 0.141 -2.812 0.149 (1. 749) (0.370) (1.773) (0.379) (1.848) (0.406) 
Rape -1.347 -0.699 -1.350 -0.704 -1.399 -0.541 (0.274) (0.304) (0.276) (0.306) (0.313) (0.310) 
Murder and -1.119 -0.424 -1.121 -0.420 -1.164 -0.385 Rape (0.182) (0.140) (0.182) (0.139) (0.230) (0.157) 
Assault -0.968 -1.412 -0.955 -1.367 -0.834 -1.263 (0.287) (0.598) (0.280) (0.582) (0.229) (0.507) 
Robbery -1.584 -0.465 -1.599 -0.451 -1.440 -0.576 (0.244) (0.319) (0.250) (0.326) (0.226) (0.312) 
Burglary -0.884 -1.317 -0.666 -1.051 -0.599 -1.107 (0.146) (0.268) (0.147) (0.254) (0.131) (0.226) 
Larceny -1.554 -2.287 -1.570 -2.353 -1.704 -2.735 (0.943) (1.502) (0.966) (1.583) (1.046) (1.797) 
Auto Theft -0.880 -0.460 -0.877 -0.449 -0.866 -0.472 

(0.241) (0.260) (0.242) (0.263) (0.246) (0.267) 
Larceny and -1.052 -1.135 -1.052 -1.128 -0.992 -1.144 Auto Theft (0.311) (0.440) (0.315) (0.449) (0.286) (0.426) 
Crimes against -1.072 -0.651 -1.063 -0.627 -1.020 -0.662 the Person (0.174) (0.188) (0.169) (0. 183j (0.165) (0.189) 
Property -1.082 -1.205 -1.079 -1.193 -0.962 -1.250 Crimes (0.192) (0.288) (0.194) (0.293) (0.149) (0.244) 
All Offenses -1.249 -1.407 -1.241 -1.376 -1.017 -1.056 

(0.230) (0.327) (0.229) (0.326) (0.285) (0.441) 

"The crime equation contains the following variables: constant, InP,. In T" In W,lnX,lnNI4'. The equation is 
identified by the exclusion of In up" and In (Q,IN)". • 

'In order to induce homoscedasticity, all variables in the regression. including the constant. are multiplied with vlf. 
with N the state population size in 1960. 

'Between parentheses is the standard error of estimate. Degrees of freedom: All States-41; Vennont omiUed-40: 
omiUing Utah, Vennont, and Wisconsin-38. 
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TABLE 20 2SLsa (Weightedb) EstimatesC-Basic Model + LF, Age, 
and U, Identified by In EXPs9 and In (Q j IN)59 

Omitting Utah, 
Vermont, and 

All States Vermont Omitted Wisconsin 

Crime 
Category In Pi InTi In .0, InTi InP, inTi 

Murder -3.611 0.219 3.562 0.213 4.455 0.378 
(2.648) (0.520) (2.593) (0.514) (4.493) (0.866) 

Rape - 1.196 -0.634 -1.205 -0.644 -1.258 -0.503 
(0.219) (0.258) (0.222) (0.262) (0.250) (0.272) 

Murder and -1.064 -0.407 - 1.069 -0.411 -1.093 -0.385 
Rape (0.177) (0.143) (0.176) (0.143) (0.219) (0.173) 

Assault -0.922 -1.254 -0.917 -1.232 -0.855 -1.244 
(0.253) (0.533) (0.250) (0.528) (0.226) (0.509) 

Robbery -1.701 -0.612 -1.709 -0.599 -1.460 -0.756 
(0.273) (0.330) (0.278) (0.337) (0.230) (0.296) 

Burglary -0.862 -1.214 -0.735 -1.050 -0.685 -1.159 
(0.139) (0.264) (0.137) (0.251) (0.120) (0.225) 

Larceny -0.943 -1.584 -0.959 -1.634 -1.316 -2.432 
(0.521) (0.952) (0.537) (1.012) (0.786) (1.531) 

Auto Theft -0.995 -0.399 -0.993 -0.376 -0.967 -0.431 
(0.293) (0.312) (0.294) (0.313) (0.294) (0.326') 

Larceny and - 1.121 -1.385 -1.122 -1.375 -1.079 -1.495 
Auto Theft (0.370) (0.567) (0.375) (0.576) (0.342) (0.567) 

Crimes against -1.009 -0.602 -1.005 -0.592 -0.969 -0.683 
the Person (0.160) (0.189) (0.157) (0.185) (0.151) (0.205) 

Property -1.038 -1.193 -1.037 -1.178 -0.945 -1.348 
Crimes (0.188) (0.299) (0.189) (0.302) (0.141) (0.251) 

All Offenses -1.224 -1.363 -1.219 -1.333 -0.974 -0.978 
(0.233) (0.338) (0.232) (0.337) (0.287) (0.463) 

I T I IV' X InNW InU In·LF.lnAge.The 'The crime equation contains the following variables: constant. In P,. n ,. n ,.n. , '" 

equation is identified by the excl~s!on of In ~P"I ~d I~ (QIINJ.:~ion including the constant. are multiplied with Viii. 'In order to induce homosccdast,c,ty. all vanab es on t e regre • 

with N the state population size in 1960. . De f freedom' All States-38; Vermont omitted-
'Between parenthes., " the standard error of the esumate. grees 0 • 

37; omitting Utah. Vermont. and Wisconsin-3S. 
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TABLE 21 2SLSO (Weightedb) Estimatesc-EnIarged Model, 
Identified by In EXPS9 and In (QdN)S9 

Omitting Utah, 
Vermont, and All States Vermont Omitted Wisconsin 

Crime 
Category InPi InTi In Pi InTi In Pi InTi 
Murder -2.440 0.488 -2.440 0.488 -2.975 0.679 (1.229) (0.416) (1.253) (0.424) (1.936) (0.685) Rape -1.270 -0.450 -1.286 -0.457 -1.339 -0.294 (0.245) (0.248) (0.250) (0.252) (0.273) (0.280) Murder and -I.IlO -0.228 - 1.122 -0.229 -I.l92 -0.113 Rape (0.184) (0.140) (0.187) (0.142) (0.235) (0.205) Assault -0.925 -1.140 -0.922 -1.135 -0.834 -1.l70 (0.295) (0.574) (0.295) (0.575) (0.259) (0.551) Robbery -1.674 -0.528 -1.676 -0.525 -1.535 -0.662 (0.281) (0.333) (0.285) (0.340) (0.273) (0.334) Burglary -0.776 -0.826 -0.619 -0.692 -0.590 -0.871 (0.122) (0.226) (0.130) (0.216) (0.120) (0.212) Larceny -1.018 -1.370 -1.025 -1.351 -!.In -1.712 (0.558) (0.855) (0.567) (0.884) (0.683) (1.119) Auto Theft -0.791 -0.289 -0.793 -0.280 -0.782 -0.321 (0.175) (0.230) (0.178) (0.236) (0.179) (0.256) Larceny and -0.878 -0.842 -0.880 -0.832 -0.831 -0.929 Auto Theft (0.236) (0.355) (0.239) (0.365) (0.220) (0.371) Crimes against -1.150 -0.425 -1.148 -0.413 -1.133 -0.436 the Person (0.221) (0.215) (0.220) (0.214) (0.231) (O.Z68) Property -0.899 -0.739 -0.897 -0.721 -0.837 -0.967 Crimes (0.141) (0.230) (0.143) (0.'.34) (0.Il8) (0.226) All Offenses -1.113 -0.885 -1.l04 -0.847 -0.857 -1.053 (0.210) (0.287) (0.208) (0.286) (0.304) (0.498) 

'The crime equation contains the fllll(}wing ~ariables: C,,"stant. In Ph In T
I
• In IV, In X, In NW. In U, In LF. In A,\",. In 

SMSA. In Males. In Ed. Dummy. and In N. The variable In PI is endogenous. The equation is identified b), the 
exclusion of the following two variables: In Exp" and In (Q,/N)". 

'In order to io<l< :. homoscedasticity. aU variables in the regression, including the constant. are multiplied with \fR. 
with N the state population size in 1960. 

'Between parentheses is the standard error of the estimate. Degrees of freedom: All States-33: Vermont omiued-
32; omitting Utah. Vermont. and Wisconsin_30. 
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TABLE 22 2SLS" (Weightedb) EstimatesC-Basic Model, 
Identified by In EXPs9 

309 

Omitting Utah, 
Vermont, and 

All States Vermont Omitted Wisconsin 

Crime 
Category InP, In T, InP, InTI In PI InT, 

Murder -0.492 -0.124 -0.497 -0.123 -0.310 -0.187 

(1.421) (0.180) (1.488) (0.192) (1.150) (0.188) 

Rape -0.771 -0.316 -0.753 -0.306 -0.766 -0.295 

(0.556) (0.404) (0.547) (0.398) (0.468) (0.261) 

Murder and -0.830 -0.350 -0.797 -0.339 -0.881 -0.378 

Rape (0.795) (0.228) (0.755) (0.216) (0.653) (0.127) 

Assaultd 3.882 7.216 3.992 7.383 3.174 6.114 

(10.992) (19.614) (11.871) (21.056) (7.319) (13.541) 

Robbery -4.223 -1.336 -4.162 -1.260 -4.258 -1.100 

(7.471) (2.664) (7.290) (2.509) (7.363) (1.783) 

Burglary -0.445 -0.793 -0.441 -0.782 -0.515 -1.011 

(0.163) (0.265) (0.165) (0.267) (0.142) (0.232) 

Larceny -1.441 -2.127 -1.445 -2.169 -1.557 -2.508 

(0.882) (1.402) (0.898) (1.468) (1.007) (1.713) 

Auto Theft -0.616 -0.341 -0.841 -0.949 -0.654 -0.383 

(0.239) (0.205) (0.205) (0.273) (0.251) (0.218) 

Larceny and -0.940 -1.022 -0.938 -1.013 -0.999 -1.151 

Auto Theft (0.326) (0.429) (0.330) (0.437) (0.357) (0.481) 

Crimes against -1.256 -0.758 -1.242 -0.730 -1.280 -0.793 

the Person (0.608) (0.398) (0.594) (0.386) (0.610) (0.378) 

Property -0.845 -0.964 -0.841 -0.950 -0.929 -1.216 

Crimes (0.204) (0.270) (0.205) (0.273) (0.202) (0.278) 

All Offenses -1.021 -1.156 -1.015 -1.128 -1.069 -1.115 
(0.266) (0.340) (0.265) (0.338) (0.436) (0.579) 

"The crime equation contains the following variables: constant. In Ph In T,. In W. In X. In NW. The equation is 
identified by the exclusion of In Exp." only. 
'In order to induce homoscedasticity. all variables in the regression. including the constant. are multiplied with VN. 
with N the state population size in 1960. 
'Setween parentheses is the standard error of estimate. Degrees of freedom: All States-41; Vermont omitted-40; 
omitting Utah. Vermont. and Wisconsin-38. 
''This equation is unstable. possibly due to multicollinearity. 
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TABLE 23 2SLS" (Weightedb) Estimatesc-Basic Model +LF 
Age, and U, Identified by In EXPS9 ' 

Omitting Utah, 
Vermont, and 

All States Vermont Omitted Wisconsin 

Crime 
Category In PI InTI In PI InTI InPI InTI 

Murder -4.012d 0.261 d -13.494d 1.265d -0.622 -0.167 
(249.566) (26.528) (3221.25) (341.358) (5.534) (0.797) 

Rape -1.281 -0.692 -1.270 -0.688 -1.183 -0.474 
(0.696) (0.523) (0.689) (0.519) (0.550) (0.322) 

Murder and -0.974 -0.380 -0.961 -0.379 -0.970 -0.386 
Rape (0.485) (0.191) (0.471) (0.187) (0.493) (0.156) 

Assault" 

Robbery -1.490 -0.528 -1.495 -0.515 -1.488 -0.763 
(0.560) (0.353) (0.569) (0.357) (0.560) (0.330) 

Burglary -0.583 -0.873 -0.582 -0.863 -0.621 - I.()84 
(0.139) (0.245) (0.140) (0.246) (0.125) (0.224) 

Larceny -1.474 -2.455 -1.473 -2.507 -1.592 -2.926 
(0.847) (1.527) (0.854) (1.591) (0.973) (1.888) 

Auto Theft -0.825 -0.329 -0.827 -0.310 -0.843 -0.383 
(0.350) (0.279) (0.353) (0.280) (0.367) (0.301) 

Larceny and -1.008 -1.248 -1.008 - 1.237 - 1.061 -1.471 
Auto Theft (0.352) (0.528) (0.356) (0.537) (0.380) (0.602) 

Crimes against -1.091 -0.655 -1.086 -0.644 -1.078 -0.751 
the Person (0.402) (0.312) (0.395) (0.306) (0.394) (0.320) 

Property -0.853 -0.989 -0.852 -0.975 -0.899 -1.293 
Crimes (0.179) (0.270) (0.180) (0.272) (0.162) (0.262) 

All Offenses -1.060 -1.178 -1.060 -1.155 -0.965 -0.968 
(0.247) (0.335) (0.247) (0.335) (0.382) (0.548) 

"The 7ri~e ~quat,ion contuins the following variables: constant.lnP,.ln T •• ln W.lnX.lnNW.ln U.lnLF.lnA~r. Thc 
equullon IS Idenllfied by the exclusion of In exp,,, only. 
"? order to induce homoscedasticity. all vuriables in the re8ression. including the const~m. are multiplied ,..ith .~. 
WIth N the state popUlation ,ize in 1960. 
'Be,t,,:een parentheses is the standard emir of estimate, De~rees of freedom: All States-3K; Vermont omitted-17. 
omlltlng Utah. Vermont. and Wisconsin-3S. 
''This equation is unstable. possihly due to multicollinearity. 
"Possibly due to multicf,!\;"""rity. the results ohtuined for USSlIult were nonsensical, 
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TABLE 24 2SLSa (Weightedb) EstimatesC-Enlarged Model, 
Identified by In EXPs9 

311 

Omitting Utah, 
Vermont, and 

All States Vermont Omitted Wisconsin 

Crime 
Category In 1\ In Tt InPt InTI InPI InTI 

Murderd 2.178 -0.482 2.074 -0.462 0.963 -0.365 
(19.940) (4.207) (18.994) (4.019) (12.214) (3.250) 

Rape -2.979 -1.240 -2.921 -1.212 -1.691 -0.368 
(6.972) (3.276) (6.787) (3.189) (1.618) (0.488) 

Murder and -2.709 -0.411 -2.619 -0.399 -1.444 -0.052 
Rape (9.521) (1.156) (8.970) (1.088) (1.418) (0.418) 

Assaultd 3.851 5.754 3.892 5.812 4.170 6.220 
(17.263) (25.004) (17.997) (26.057) (18:698) (27.734) 

Robbery -1.109 -0.357 -1.112 -0.354 -1.224 -0.617 
(0.507) (0.288) (0.514) (0.294) (0.475) (0.282) 

Burglary -0.416 -0.547 -0.416 -0.535 -0.485 -0.797 
(0.148) (0.225) (0.149) (0.227) (0.130) (0.214) 

Larceny -1.231 -1.637 -1.237 -1.619 -1.348 -1.950 
(0.680) (1.036) (0.691) 0.069) (0.796) (1.298) 

Auto Theft -0.650 -0.246 -0.654 -0.238 -0.660 -0.286 
(0.202) (0.197) (0.206) (0.203) (0.202) (0.222) 

Larceny and -0.862 -0.828 -0.865 -0.820 -0.898 -0.990 
Auto Theft (0.279) (0.373) (0.284) (0.383) (0.296) (0.432) 

Crimes against -2.546 -1.006 -2.546 -0.990 -2.349 -0.718 
the Person (3.759) (1.637) (3.797) (1.642) (2.975) (0.916) 

Property -0.739 -0.626 -0.743 -0,611 -0.797 -0.936 
Crimes (0.154) (0.208) (0.156) (0.213) (0.148) (0.228) 

All Offenses -1.043 -0.824 -1.049 -0.800 -0.783 -0.985 
(0.282) (0.321) (0.283) (0.324) (0.452) (0.577) 

"The crime equation contains the following yariables: constant. In P,. In T,. In W. In X. In NW. In U. In LF. In ,4g •• In 
SMSA. In Malts. In Ed. Dummy. and In"N. The equation is identified by the exclusion of In Exp.". 
'In order to induce homoscedasticity. all yariables in the regression. including the constant. are multiplied with Ilv, 
with N the state popUlation size in 1960. 
rBetween parentheses is the standard error of estimate. Degrees of freedom: All State5-33; Vermont omiued-32; 
omitting Utah. Vermont. and Wiseonson-30. 
''fhis equation is unstable. possibly due to multicollinearity. 
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TABLE 25 2SLs" (Weightedb) Estimates-Log-Linear Modele 

Crime Category Intercept P, T, 

Murder - 1.204 -2.007 -0.00163 
(1.421) (0.735) (0.000920) 

[ -0.929J [-0.251] 

Rape -1.001 -1.920 -0.0119 
(1.652) (0.436) (0.00630) 

[-0.779] [-0.460] 

Murder and 0.248 - 1.954 -0.00524 
Rape (1.232) (0.314) (0.00144) 

[-0.846J [-0.432] 

Assault -0.452 -9.309 -0.00921 
(3.927) (5.935) (0.0243) 

[-0.879) [-0.238] 

Robbery -0.983 - 10.010 -0.0114 
(2.072) (1.763) (0.00747) 

[- 1.4761 [ -0.453) 

Burglary 3.661 -27.977 -0.0443 
(UOO) (5.MI) (OJIIII) 

I II,'W/I 1 119%1 

.\. 

W X 

0.000262 8.991 
(0.000126) (3.436) 
[1.376] [I. 744J 

0.000430 8.894 
(0.000157) (3.898) 
[2.259) [1.725J 

0.000308 7.237 
(0.000116) (2.905) 
[1.618) [1.404) 

0.000530 8.841 
(0.000371) (8.819) 
[2.784J [1.715] 

0.000652 12.428 
(0.000202) (4.890) 
[3.425) £2.4IIJ 

0.000349 10.741 
(0.0011122) (2.R J()) 

11.1I~.11 12.1111' I 

NW 

0.0500 
(0.00797) 
[O.505J 

0.00767 
(0.00960) 
[O.0776J 

0.0306 
(0.00667) 
[O.3~] 

0.0512 
(0.0242) 
[0.518] 

0.0290 
(0.0106) 
[0.293J 

0.0294 
(O.OOR25) 
10.297/ 
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Larceny 0.11l1l -9.1l21l -0.0224 0.000662 11.530 0.0152 (1.174) (5.685) (0.0151) (0.000116) (3.095) (0.00815) [-0.288J [ -0.424) [3.478] [2.237) (0.154) Auto Theft 0.542 -11.773 -0.00404 0.000539 9.580 0.0118 (1.275) (4.718) (0.00804) (0.000136) (2.913) (0.00708) ( -0.410) [-0.078) [2.832] [1.858] [0.119] Larceny and 2.729 -37.124 -0.0408 0.000425 12.917 0.0269 Auto Theft (1.785) (13.243) (0.0189) (0.000185) (4.158) (0.0118) [ -1.153) [-0.770J [2.233] [2.506] [0.272] Crimes against 2.309 -6.656 -0.00853 0.000313 5.695 0.0362 Ihe Person (2.839) ( 1.835) (0.00455) (0.000271) (6.330) (0.0159) [ -1.167) [-0.542] [1.644] [1.105] [0.366] Properly 3.714 -313.512 -0.0367 0.000432 12.261 0.0322 Crimes (1.412) (7.858) (0.0121) (0.000139) (3.120) (0.00954) [-.1.201] [-0.865] [2.270] [2.378] [0.325] All Offenses 4.230 -24.992 -0.0390 0.000440 10.268 0.0356 (1.460) (5.854) (0.0117) (0.000132) (3.117) (0.00928) [ -1.177] [-1.038] [2.312] [1.992] (0.360] 

"The model In (Q"N) = "', + a,P, + 0,1; + a,W + 0,K + ",NW + /.I. with In (Q,IN) and P, eut/og.nous. The reduced form vllri.bles are: constalll. Age, Dummy. Ed. Exp". X. Males, ivw. N. 
SMSA. V"' ". W. IQ,/N)". and 1',. TI,e equlltions are identified with the followins variables: Age. Dummy. Ed. Ex".". IQ,IN)". M"les, N. SAlSA. and V"_,,, 
'In order to induce homoscedasticity. all variables in the regre .. i"n. including the conslant. are multiplied wilh YR. with N Ihe stale population size iu 1960. 

"O.lween parcnlheses .re the "andard errors of the estimate: helween bruckels are Ihe elaslicities calculaled al the mean vlllue of Ihe riahl-hand.side variables. Degrees of freedom: 41. 
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APPENDIX D: FIGURES 

The horizontal scale in all the figures in this appendix represents :he 
code numbers of the states. These are: 

Code State Code State 
1 Alabama 25 Nebraska 
2 Arizona 26 Nevada 
3 Arkansas 27 New Hampshire 
4 California 28 New Mexico 
5 Colorado 29 New York 
6 Connecticut 30 North Carolina 
7 Delaware 31 North Dakota 
8 Florida 32 Ohio 
9 Georgia 33 Oklahoma 

10 Idaho 34 Oregon 
11 Illinois 35 Pennsylvania 
12 Indiana 36 Rhode Island 
13 Iowa 37 South Carolina 
14 Kansas 38 South Dakota 
15 Kentucky 39 Tennessee 
16 Louisiana 40 Texas 
17 Maine 41 Utah 
18 Maryland 42 Vermont 
19 Massachusetts 43 Virginia 
20 Michigan 44 Washington 
21 Minnesota 45 West Virginia 
22 Mississippi 46 Wisconsin 
23 Missouri 47 Wyoming 
24 Montana 
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FIGURE 1 LF: labor force participation rate (uncorrected). 

FIGURE 2 LF: labor force participation rate (corrected). 
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FIGURE 3 SMSA: percentage of population living in standard metropolitan statistical 
areas. 
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FIGURE 5 Probability of imprisonment for murder. 
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FIGURE 6 Probability of imprisonment for rape. 
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FIGURE 7 Probability of imprisonment for murder and rape. 
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FIGURE 8 Probability of imprisonment for crimes against the person. 
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APPENDIX E: DATA 

The data given in this appendix have been obtained by exponentiating 
the logarithmic transformed data. Therefore, some rounding errors 
were encountered. 

The symbols used are those given in Appendix B. Also, the first pag~ 
of Appendix D should be cc .1sulted for the code numbers. The remain­
ing pages contain the data on the crime rate (R.), lagged crime rate (L.), 
probability of imprisonment (P.), and the time served (T.). The second 
part of each of these four symbols refers to the particular crime in-
volved: -

ALL: All Offenses M.RP: Murder and Rape 
ASS: Assault MUR: Murder 
AU: Auto Theft PROP: Property Crime 
BUR: Burglary PSON: Crime against the Person 
LAR: Larceny RAPE: Rape 
L.AT: Larceny and Auto Theft ROB; Robbery 
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AGE EXP.59 

1 15.1001 14.3006 14.1994 13.6004 
1 5.61028 9.48964 4.36012 14.1102 

5 14.1004 12.0999 5 10.0503 11.5098 7.93037 10.8797 
9 15.7006 14.0006 

12.7 13.0998 9 6.1996g g.78015 11.5502 7.07028 
13 12.7304 13.5001 

12.4 1~.4006 13 6.020g .12023 5'~a9f 7.73999 
15.2001 17 14.3 6 13.5001 12.9994 1 .1§94 17 6.319 8 11.5098 12. 9 10.5202 

21 12.6 15.7006 12.4 96 21 6.71001 4.38987 8.30037 7.27977 
13.1998 13.0998 25 12'3994 1~.0§98 14.5006 25 5.~002 14.2406 7.04011 I· 62 018 

29 11. 995 1 .~ 99 15. 200t ~~ Ig. 802 .140g8 1 .000 12.499 
'f ~:~83~, ~:~93~a 33 14.6993 12. 12.3 ~1 .37 9.829 2 

37 17.7006 13.3005 14.9006 
15.0008 J 37 5.59011 4.65993 5.40001 7.44989 

41 14.7695 14.~004 
14.4993 ,. 

41 6.5~0~1 5.~8006 7.00974 9.63979 
16.1998 13.6004 f 45 13.9 02 12. 1£,.9Y94 45 4.0 9 2 9. 5041 9.09023 

J 
\ 
i 

DU'1MY I LF 
.1 

1 1. O. I 1 0.510431 0.582707 0.533061 0.577U8>3 
5 O. 1. O. 

, 5 0.591402 0.547491 0.51897 0.5422
g

8 

9 O. 1. 
'1' 9 0.554258 0.631713 0.58012 0.5952 2 

1. 1. ;1 
13 D. O. 'r 13 0.62 153 0.594818 0.52S978 0.4r018 
17 o. O. 1. O. '/ 17 0.537158 0.53716 0.53 4Bg 0.5 689 

O. 1. 1. ]!~ 
21 O. 1. O. O. ~( I 21 0.60211g 0.51156 0.56410 0.573739 
25 O. O. o. i' 25 0.64056 0.63113'2 0.539998 0.571432 
29 O. O. 29 0.521018 0.52143 0.534539 0.586349 

O. 1. O. 1: 
33 1. O. O. 33 0.~5F08 0.54162 0.525492 0.53089 
37 1. O. O. O. r 37 o. 3 151 0.5992~ 0.515 99 0.559831 
41 O. O. 1. 1. 

al 41 0.601018 0.5234 9 0.52224 0.57425 
45 O. 1. i: 45 0.479668 0.598811 0.5232 2 

1. O. O. O. ~ , 

Ii 
I 

EC 
I~ .I 
<- MALES ," 

1 9.10023 11.3 8.90043 12.0999 Ii 101.2 96.902 99.4048 
5 12.0999 11. 11.0995 4 1 95.0022 

96.3994 98.1994 9t).~02 

1~ 
10.9004 98.5043 

1~J9978 11.8 19:~~S~ 1B:~6642 il 
5 

102'604 §6.g02 r· 
026 11.7001 1~ §5.4375 5.602 

17 11. 7.2 23 98. 028 8. 028 

21 10.7995 
10.3999 11.5999 10.7995 17 97.699 97.7976 93.4008 98.5043 

25 1l.~99~ 
8.90043 9.60035 11. 599~ 1; 21 98.3gE 96.1941 8g

•
2r2 103.804 

29 10. 99 12.0804 10.~004 11. 198 Il ~~ 1O~.10 .4 58 l°~:~~h 
33 10.3999 8' g 3 9. 9986 10.90 4 ~~:g 33 9 .3001 1 4' g 1 1.3 4 
37 8.6998 

11. 10.2001 10.0001 I 33 7.2029 9 '4981 94. 029 

41 10.3999 8.(l0042 10.3999 aI 97.~975 10~. 01 r· 2
'5

72 98.1013 
12.1966 10.9004 4'~ 38 

101.2 
45 8.80 42 9.89965 12.0999 ~6' 032 ~ :I1~f 10.3999 12.0999 1 • 99 

I 45 .7955 

~ 
EXP ~ 

N 
1 5.77016 10.3202 4.5299 14.85 5 10.8602 11.7705 8.24 1l.479~ 1 32.6714 13.0202 17.8606 157.166 

1~ g:~7~~l ~ • 143r1 12.g~04 k,'549 4 5 17.5403 25.3505 4.45~78 49.5212 

17 6.56991 
.24 3 5. 028 .13032 II 39.423 6.66187 100.80 46.6186 

12.2595 12.8302 11.2898 2§.g8 2 21.73 1 30·a80g 32.570~ 
21 7.44022 4.68001 8.65987 7.82012 \ • 9005 31.0 97 51. 90 78.233 

~i 1~:~~g240 1~:l~~~l 6.8~886 H:~~o~~ I 21 34.1411 21.7802 43.1983 6.74971 

.260~2 5.~ 12 1 25 S4.~102 2.84S~5 g.0702~ ~.50r9 9. 9 75 9.09005 10. 504 H 1 ~. ~1 1~:~~ ·pa8 9 .oa 2 
37 5.77016 5.12997 6.10007 8.18988 I 2 .2 01 113. 9 .5 01 
41 4:~g999 la:~~9g5 ~'a4026 9.50959 \ 

37 23.8289 6.81005 35.6696 95.8035 
45 • 037 41 8'61023 3.90009 3j.6702 28.5312 

\ 
45 18. 007 39.5197 .29993 

I 

! 
t I 
:j 
V 

. ~-" ... -.~: - ~] 
.,",,~I~'" 

,t:r, 'tt;~~-~~~,~...,..,.....,-~.,. L 
........ :0-.... ,,,"' ..... • '''for". . ....... ~~,. '.>1"~~""""'_""<O_""""" >-7._-ff ........ !".,~.- •• 

I 
r· ,0_ ..• a.".","". ",. 

.'L 

51 t 
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322 COMMISSIONED PAPERS 
,', 

Participation in Illegitimate Activities: Ehrlich Revisited 323 

/1M w 

1 30.0992 10.2001 21.9003 5 7.99967 1 3937.1 5568.05 3184.02 6725.76 

1~ 2~:~§§g6 4.3
66

98 13'6002 17.~ 
" 5 5780.24 6887.07 61~6.87 4722.06 

1. 4:~00~1 lY. OO~ 3~' 0028 1~ 42g~.82 5254.02 65 6.26 4~'~:~4 
17 0.599997 16.9998 .200 4 • 014 ~ , 50 .01 529 .9 4050.92 

21 1.2 42.gooi 
2.4 9.39991 17 'f873.17 6308.79 6272.31 6256.02 

~§ ~.6 
9.19997 3.59988 

, 
21 a~l~:O~ g883. g 5p7.12 5402'15 

.9004i 2§:3gg 4 0.4 
~:~gg12 t 

25 
6370J2 

73~. 6 4 35.83 p71. 7 
33 9.5000 2.10001 2.00001 29 395 .04 530.1 170.9 

37 34.~005 4.00002 7.59963 2.4 33 4619.77 5892.2~ 5718.72 5589.25 

41 4: ggS5 0.~00008 
16.~007 12.6 iH !~2a·12 ~~ag:17 i!}~~:lS ~~~i!:g2 

45 20. 01 3.59988 9 .77 
2. 2.20001 45 571.97 5925.97 5 76.99 }f 

11 
j; 

SMSA I: x 
1 45.2997 

! ~ 
5 67.9995 

71.4002 1~.1002 86.4962 
I' 1 0.261192 0.194407 0.249699 0.167395 

1~ 0.0§g999 
77.6025 6 'g03 65.6016 

{ ~ 5 0.17f05 0.125795 0.168099 0.205893 
0.091199 33.1 3 37.40 76. 665 48.1008 I; 

1~ 0.23 ~68 O.lrg 0.1~0095 0.14U04 

17 19.6996 78.2023 
34.1 1 49.8989 1 ' 0.20 2 0.1 9 07 0.2 35 0.2 93 

21 51.3005 85.1998 73.0979 17 0.16 294 0.1 5497 0.135498 0.165995 

~§ g~:~§g~ 
85.9014 57.89 22.5989 

.1 ~ 21 0.195401 0.276208 0.226502 0.175608 

~~:2g~~ 16'lo06 
S~:agg~ 

i 1 ~§ 0.1~6~04 0.ln10~ g:i~l~8§ 0.2G50~ 
33 43.8994 50.4005 

1 • 005 I ~ 0.1 3 93 0.2 50 0.1 31 l 
37 32.2011 77.898 8 .2026 33 IJ.232608 0.1 194 0.1 804 0.1528 

~! ~b:~8n 
12.7 45.8007 63.4023 I' iii 0.243701 0.2~5102 0.25~~9 0.2r~92 

4g:~~g199 50'8°19 63.0987 0.1 f04 0.1 1~O8 0.2S 5 0.1 1 05 
O. 99 99 I , 45 0.24 1 0.17 07 0.1 03 1 

: ~ 
,! I 
,I f I· 

u ill 
rll 
" ' 

1 0.108392 0.Og6097 0.094043 
ti'l 

5 0.Og0754 0.0 3519 0.096656 
0.1024

g
9 t1 J 

1~ 0.0 1106 0.099 1 0.077027 0.0~94 9 

11 
0.077181 0.077104 0.0 3 17 

17 0.113915 0.08~421 
0.092153 0.11624 

21 0.101571 0.078004 0.130081 
:"1 

25 0.070172 0.09 l43 0.083201 0.142146 fl 

29 0.092098 0.101 §2 0.074516 0.10
4

478 
I, 

0.0718 4 I 
33 0.075562 0.101693 

0.13 97 0.10 895 

iii 0.OB~88 
0.123836 0.087187 

0.088514 0.0860g1 0.0 41 0.1 71 0.087~~S 
45 0.13518 0.0731 0.110 0.077918 0.112748 

U35- 39 

1 4.10005 3.59988 3.29993 5 2.00001 3.90009 

1~ 2.79995 2.89997 3.8 3.50013 2.4 ii· 5OO1 i; 2.5 2.7 i!:9861g 17 3.50013 3.40008 
.2999 

21 3.29993 3.40008 5.80025 

~§ 2.100g
a 

3.40008 3.20016 4.20006 
3.599 ~:tOO05 ~.2000~ ~:~gg~~ 33 2.4 3.50013 

.0000 

iii 2.79995 4.99981 3.8 
2.00001 2.7 3.50013 3.099gg 45 5.29996 

3.69988 2.7 3.699 2.5 4.00002 

~ .. 
r 
I 

L .... 
" t 
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R.ALL 
COMMISSIONEr: PAPERS 

1 791.318 1634.51 577 .611 1969.43 5 123~.61 681.502 263.334 1~~4.64 1~ 85 .111 
19~:Hg 1 73'P4 94S:~~G 

511.323 
797. 7 17 539.0g2 92g.271 750.47 1224.76 21 742.1 43 .605 1215.85 

1~y8:§t 
25 523.219 1293.21 342.201 29 1043.05 95.8

g
6 372.71 75tO 1 33 1072.34 922.7 9 653.407 1272.07 i!i 8~0.5~ 565.77~ r5

•832 1150.56 8 0.0 ~ ~d§Jrl ~§:U9 1029.99 45 455.1 

R.ASS 

1 123.396 119.403 57.5987 118.997 5 40.0008 21.6001 21.501 106.901 1~ 98'lo15 14.7886 126.204 
,g:t~g~ 8. 0033 2§.0 1 50.5013 17 10.7995 8 .5972 19.4005 94.8029 21 19.2995 65.8975 60.600~ 24.2012 25 1 .4003 ~0.~013 4.888 3 88.7036 29 73.5011 1 4. 94 5.2 21 32.9009 33 35.4988 26.0001 49.2003 19.1998 37 100.605 1~.8997 '50.2918 110.~98 41 2~.7002 .6002 102.19 15. 005 45 3 .5014 16.3006 37.9019 

R.AU 

1 87.3044 338.39 45.9981 326.588 5 213.731 129.697 161.30
4 187.~98 9 147.3 3 100.003 354.29 159. 05 13 75.9975 87.1996 12 .499 190.395 17 117.801 184.104 211. 093 177 .505 21 136.702 48.2985 184.805 24g.4~6 25 125.365 311.837 ~7.8007 25 .3 29 177 .5 7.9 93 7.9995 134.5 9 33 193.098 130.699 120.602 308.709 8g.6 121.4

8
8 162.195 i!i 104.7 

198·463 8 .j016 120. g 7 158.001 45 9. 09 104. 9 114. 1 

R.BUR 

685.467 272.598 910.506 
1 349.813 
5 569.922 333.386 552.802 807.062 9 392.094 301.~88 577.726 428.118 13 231.204 353. 83 371.111 387.3 17 245.501 3~6.~91 309.204 582.397 21 341.285 2vlj. II 5g5.~01 i!~:~6~ 

25 23 .50 913.5 5 1 2. 29 335.896 258.501 198.006 344.399 33 523.376 405.694 225.096 510.~05 37 476.004 247.894 4 2.71 4g6. 92 41 10. 38l 242.p2 346.2
g

8 7.505 45 234.20 198. 01 299.8 5 

,I! 

< •• " ,,">-' ~'a._""""""""'''''''' ~.~ 

. '\. 

r 
I; 
I' 
I' 

i 
/i' 
I 
I " 
I . 

:':"':",1 
. .,., ..... ,. " ..• ""-_ ... -,>-, __ .,..,.,...; ....... ~:.f;.;.. ... f.:. <.-• ..: .. '_~~ ..... ,-. ........ ""., "'~_ ''''c •••• _ .... ,~_ • <. "" .. ,), ,.",_ .•. 

Participation in Illegitimate Activities: Ehrlich Revisited 

R.L.AT 

269.589 753.328 205.203 1 
3p.5 Hg:4~4 5 528.68~ 

1~ 32g.21 3 4,001 
331.093 25 .288 25 .5 
395,.282 f 17 268.191 424.41 
44g·51S 137.856 21 351.215 

93~.8 5 1 .30 25 250.911 
21 .11 160.501 I 29 580.39 

~ia:~~2 
265.098 33 453.82 

UI:~ga ~I ~H:~g~ 
2 0.7 8 6.21 45 165.108 

R.LAR 

414.884 159.206 1 182.308 
!~8:~I4 5 314.,14 1~1.7~~ 9 173. 9S 2 4.9 20~.603 180.29 167.302 13 

240.g0
4 

184.196 17 150.4 
8r. 0 2U:4~~B 21 214.418 

125.4 ~ 54 .91 25 
140.106 92.4992 29 402.90 

144.506 
, 

~8~:~~~ pg:H09 i !r 150. g0 20~.89~ 211. 97 f 25 .~95 
17 .40 331.391 45 95. 983 

i 
1 R.M.RP 

17.400~ 1 1 20.9995 22.1005 
15.000 17.2999 5.7002 
22.49~6 

5 la· 41105 9.60035 
12.09 9 

I 1~ .29994 7.9003 
6.16669 6.6~~g~ 12.6 17 

15.2001 18'4 7 21 S:4 99 21.4002 5. 0001 25 
9.19997 17.6 2.7 29 

11.8 10.900'+ 33 20. 2936 
13.9002 22.59

9g2 
7.49998 

17 .1998 4i 2.6 
11.8 

7.79 
4.10005 45 8.60033 

i 
J 

R.MUR 

12.4 6.00024 
8'iOO28 1 

1'49999 ~: 11S§ 5 4.20006 
9 11.8995 2. 

6.69995 I 0.599997 2.89997 13 
5.40001 1.'+ 17 1.7 

~:~111~ 
j 

21 1.2 19.9001 

I 25 2'a • 0042 
0.499999 2. 9997 10.0001 29 

2.'+ 2.6 33 7.49998 
2.10001 8.50028 i!i 13.1998 
0.29~392 10.0001 1. 
1.29 9 4.79992 

I 
45 4.39998 I 

. ",,' '~'''.'7" .'" . ,'" .~ .... , •.. 

325 

820.571 
540'

Sf 442 • 17.214 
451.195 
gga: 1k4 
327.s02 
724.876 
~g~:ar 

493.983 

~~~:~93 
226.807 
2~3 .691 
~7~:l~1 
193.002 
416.214 
H~:IO~ 

22.1005 
18.6996

8 8" g~97 16. 98 
16.5999 
11. 
1~.1002 

.10023 
3.29993 

18.0005 
7.9003 

3'S0009 
10. 005 
4.29994 
8.30037 
'+.29994 
'.~0004 • 001 
3.20016 
1. 
8.60033 
2.10001 
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326 COMMISSIONED PAPERS 

Participation in Illegitimate Activities: Ehrlich Revisited 327 
R.PROP 

I L.ALL 1 646.906 1492.94 502.603 1828.41 

1500.27 558.917 1635.82 

§ 1l~6.2~ ~a4:~62 ~26.765 1428.~g 
1 750.32 

630.87 869.223 1386.03 

4 7.~ 8 1 24.93 804. 2 
5 1184.17 

1284.85 775.88~ 

2t971 

13 
8g7.788 g57.602 

13 98. 98 735.095 850.139 

4 7.08 29.987 751.897 701.97 

17 521.599 828.072 724.8l6 1113 .43 

17 1+78.617 893.816 708.111 1077 .18 

21 728.2§~ 357.487 1136.2 93g.182 

I+20.~97 1018.82 863.678 

25 500.2 11:21 •38 3~1.88~ 110 .21 
21 a4~JF ISIS. 2 I+7g.502 IFg·17 

29 960.25 §3.588 3 4.78 712.087 
25 

52.884 33 .905 5 .879 

33 1016.48 8 5.011 5~3.3 1249.63 
29 362.5 4 

655.89, 1058.17 

37 ~07.402 51+2.398 7 1.583 1021.~B 

33 63.16 819.1+23 
821.473 1026.9 

41 46.576 ~g5.178 70~.~~3 1006. 7 

37 772.012 5
S
7.707 

768.315 957.955 

45 412.114 7.7 79. 1 

41 827.079 4 6.61 45 456.779 28.504 762.117 
R.PSON 

L.ASS 
1 144.402 141. 5 75.0009 141.104 § 5~.3 24'4004 46.4995 125.6 

1 111.097 93.5971 51.3005 107.404 

11 .0§6 2 • 004 1 8.g35 4~'600~ 
5 38'~§12 2g.g00g 21.2 116.106 

13 12.8 97 36.B996 62. 22 9 • 02 

1~ 101. 1 • 99 91.3§58 30'
S

014 

17 17.5 101.2 25.6002 111.397 

8.39973 29.3004 45.3 95 46. 

21 13.~002 81.1014 73.5034 35. g9B4 

17 12.0999 87.8Oi3 19.4005 89.3982 

~§ §~: §Sa 71.~017 1 .2365 107. 02. 

21 8.10029 8~:S§ ~ 7~.8§8§ 1~.8 

202. 1 7.9 3 42.0013 

25 12.7 .7 9 2 5 .7975 

33 55.8015 37.7997 60.0994 22.4996 

29 75.8001 1~2.199 5.40001 31.3998 

37 123.19§ 23.3992 64.1998 128.599 

33 32.2011 21.7998 54.0009 27.0991 

41 43.4§ 5 7.20014 11§.~038 23.3011 

4i 1H:~~~ 14.g006 56.1391 106'637 

45 3.0 9 20.3993 4 • 99 

2. 102.1 5 14. 06 45 31.5 04 15.7998 51.5009 R.RAPE 

L.AU 
1 8.60033 16.0997 8.90043 18.1996 5 13.0998 4.10005 8.~0037 8.1002~ 

I 1 96.3994 378.115 53.2022 286.68g 

1~ . ~:~§§gH 4· 2OOg4 1§. g.~OOI 

1~ ~ar:~Oi 10~.296 
Hi:2ii 181.~0 

.999 1 .40001 • 0033 

; I 
19 .5 lsi: §9 

17 4.99981 7.20014 4.79992 12.3 

70.0§ 4 0.3025 139.1 

14.4993 7.10004 
It ~ 

21 2.4 5.20021 

r j 17 102.802 191.502 209.6 175.792 

25 ~. 200g6 12.6 4.1000
r 1~:~66~8 

21 115 .80~ 41.0011 170.6§S 193.0
r
8 

29 .299 9 7.59963 2.2000 

25 102.59 317'493 73.~ 7 31S'~ 4 

33 12.7994 9.39991 8.30037 2.3 

29 164.104 71. 002 59. 981 12 • 97 

37 ~.399g1 5.40001 5.40001 9.39991 

33 1i8.29~ 123.804 116.~01 264.~95 

41 4:~360~ 2'1 ~.20014 5.80025 

~i 1 ~:~8 1 199:6g~4 . Ba: 3~ 196: 03 

45 2. 9995 .99993 

45 75.3015 106.399 114.801 

R.ROB 

L.BUR 1 27.5004 54.201 24.7989 97.3001 
~.2998£i 34.1001 BO.8§B1 

1 321.887 572.378 264.701 718.812 

5 74·~034 
1 .800~ 208.805 43.5 9 

J Hr:~Ii ~14.1~1 462.617 ~g~:~§~ 

9 2 • 99~ 
1 .• 800 32.9009 5.5996 

75.3 1 445.011 

13 10.900 
20.3993 72.7988 

219.70 325.903 341.894 283.298 

17 7.9003 3
4

.3003 
1 .900~ 90.6042

6 2~:69&~ 
17 219.796 320.794 287.493 509.9n 

21 27.799 

~ra:l ~ 

25 
44:6004 7~.002 ~:~§§S9 40.1609 

~~ ~6~:~6g ~§g:g~~ ~92:81l 

29 1 .999 
33.0989 14.1994 

302.5 54.195 17 J 287. 67 

:33 39.299 31.8011 
26.8f3 31.0§§~ 

33 3~1.~84 360.9 408.493 442.792 

4i 
19.99r4 ~.10023 

25,,2 g9 31.0 

4i 3 ~. 08 25g.9~t 4~ .817 48S·§§7 

20. 0 8:~0037 53.2 

3 .485 20 .0 3 .2g8 44. 1 

45 12.7994 

45 225.09 178.8 5 300.1 5 

~~~~-------~--------~-----------".~-------.... 
" t 
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328 COMMISSIONED PAPERS Participation in Illegitimate Activities: Ehrlich Revisited 329 
L.L.AT L.PROP 

1 271.10~ 765.631 14g ·497 71~.869 1 618.131 1386.17 48~.41 1506.43 5 516.30 2~.~08 3 .417 48 .481 5 1128.22 600.88~ 83 .729 125~.25 
1~ 304.~87 3 • 12 5~4'401 325.805 1~ 682.116 631.62 1F6•74 225. 05 241.701 la3:~~~ 17 232.233 3 4. 0 323.209 454.092 592.529 94.575 

432.811 3~9.1 401.698 17 460.817 794.49 683.072 972.334 21 210'~ 6 1il·§02 25 2 2. 97 3 ~.~§3 6~i:r,~ 21 ~81.785 ~20. 658 427.414 83~.889 
29 7 • 77 17. 9 

~~ 27'~61 1 52.1 5~.~88 19
1 

.74 532.19 184 .. 491 147.895 295.007 877. 8 453.593 32 • 08 .773 33 397.184 398.099 248.589 565.212 33 813.3 787.135 590.282 1028.03 ar 278.4a~ 306.40~ 287.031 ~80. 311 4r 6§7.21 !l~:~8~ ~a3:~2~ ~gg:g~~ 404.8 152.79 331.9 ~ 45 177.097 243.691 62.7 i 4 2.11 800.3§ 446.61 t-i' 45 15.092 30.394 
t ~~ 

.t 

11 
L.LAR "'i 

l L.PSGJ 
\I 

1 174.705 387.494 
ii 

146.306 . , 
1 132.304 114. 69.4981 129.295 5 289·t95 170. 42l·22 I 

9 177.0F 30 .801 

r 
5 56.0027 2~.9012 32.4987 134.801 162. 9~ 2g1.296 312.3 1 125.7 2 .0991 108.105 3g'l02 13 155.30 170.801 1~ 17 129.502 1 1.402 185.193 161.693 12.7994 37.7015 57.5009 5 • 977 

21 174.733 
241.29 169.508 225.902 17 17.9 99.2954 25.1008 104.899 

25 110.0 2 4g
6

:rH6 215.03~ 265'l02 21 ~a:3g~5 ~~.8032 91.3958 29.6
3

86 
29 368.116 11t103 

100.2 321. 9 25 
85,6 2 .5§g2 10.g003 43.3 83 

33 258.889 88.1994 168.292 i 29 199.2 9. 0035 0.1 09 

ar 
274.294 132.105 300.606 r 33 49.8989 32.301 65.7 30.0992 

~45:6§7 206.108 151.386 212.~1 
.\ 

a~ 134.693 22.3003 6~.7976 125.801 77.7044 " 45 101.7 9 212.0 3 292. 86 
tJ: 

a4.~00g 1~:§~~48 It .203 22.1005 137.30 331.789 45 1. 00 2.8028 

di :1-
L.M.RP l 

11 L.RAPE 

tl' 1 21.2 20.3993 18.1996 I' 1 8.30037 15.2001 7.79982 18.6007 5 14. 1018 4:a06r~ 21'100g '11 9 2.0 1 It:~999 18. 30 ~ 
5 ll.~ 3:8§~~~ 7.200

G
4 8'40028 

13 4.39998 t39973 8. 42 9 10. DOS 
tOO02 12.19§ ~. 0001 

17 5.80025 12.0999 12.0999 i1. 13 2.99996 6.79 84 .40001 
21 11.4995 5.7002 15.4994 17 4.29994 7.10004 

t~~Ug 
11.3 

25 ~:~03~~ 16.8004 1~.40~ f4:8g§~ 11 21 
a:4§§74 

~.40001 ~:688~a 29 24.9008 .7 2 !. 25 1 .1004 9.199~7 17.1004 .20006 8.~998 29 .1 69 .19972 306 8 33 17.700 I 5.4997 

in 20.8g§ , 
10.5003 11.7001 2'S99g6 i 33 11. 8.30037 ~.19997 2.10001 
8. g00fi7 1 g.6004 ar l:~§§~4 6.1§§6~ .6002 

6:i§§6§ 8.9 78 1. 00 1 18. 00 I 
45 10.3999 1 .0997 8.10029 ! 1.2 9 l·30019 4.20006 11.3 45 .0002 3.0999 .99993 
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L.MJR • } ~ L.ROB 
1 12.8997 

'I 
5.20021 10.3999 3.29993 ~ 5 5.40001 1.29999 4.10005 10.2001 1 25.1008 48.202 25.1989 73.8031 

9 13.4006 2·a 4.5001 ~.'+0008 ~' 5 72.1971 13.'+006 25.7002 61.6023 13 1.4 2. 5.29996 .7002 h 9 26.4988 1l.4~9~ 137.401 28.1009 17 1.50001 4.39998 1.2 '+.20006 IJ 1'1 ~ ann"/o 'lh n ,.. 1)0 .,"' •• 36.8001 .'" _.Jj;JIO £'"'T.;tUUU £,u • .)Ul.L 
21 1. 11:1~§a2 5.80025 4.00002 l' 17 8.6998 '+0.8988 16.5007 60.6003 25 2.79995 

t90043 2'4 6.0002'+ i.1.' ~~ i~:~~~l 136:~892 7~:l~~~5 ~6:~gg6 29 J 2.~9996 O. 99999 3.20016 ,11 
33 6. 99~5 2.20001 2.5 0.~00001 I 29 42.9012 -14.9006 4.79992 34.4015 
~i 12.199 2.10001 6'39943 9. 0035 .~ 33 2'+.5007 28 .100~ 33.1983 19.~994 1. 0.'+99999 8. 00 2 1.89999 a~ Ig:tOOG 14.~00 26.8~93 30. 45 4.39998 1.1 '+.2999'+ 
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332 COMMISSIONED PAPERS 
Participation in Illegitimate Activities: Ehrlich Revisited 333 

P.PROP T.ALL 

1 1 26.2011 25.2999 24,3006 29.9012 0.072898 0.021899 0.076002 0.0096 5 21.2088 i~:~g~~ 20.g993 24.5~88 5 0.031701 0.022299 0.035299 0.029299 

f 1~ 2S.4 1 41. 3~.2 84 9 0.054701 0.032801 0.012399 0.02~7 3 .2993 21.50 22.7008 2 .0 91 13 0.03 3 0.041798 0.055001 0.04 1 17 19.1002 18.1996 24.900!:! 26.401 17 0.050002 0.073498 0.0128 0.027299 r 21 37.5998 37.0994 2§.1989 17 •. 6 21 0.016201 0.077398 0.0264 0.031101 I 25 2S·,003 22.1005 2 .49§g 25.8006 25 0.049302 0.035 0.025299 0.030101 29 3 • 009 28.3011 21.79 30.9014 29 0.015801 0.075103 0.0321 0.0335 I 33 25.5005 21.6997 37.4011 44.0004 33 0.0424 0.02~599 0.0155 0.0046 4{ ~a:go05 16:6~~~ 27. §OO!;' 20'6004 iH 0.031201 0.04 301 0.0452 0.0325 32.599~ l~J 9 i~:Og~~ 3 • 001-0.0184 0.0 ~101 0.0 1598 0.0229 45 45 0.0485 0.02 1 0.040901 

P.PSON T.ASS 

1 27.5995 20.3993 2247008 34.1991 1 0.064803 0.071697 0.101601 ~ H:~g~2 Ig:a88~ ¢~:9gg9 4o:~3d~ g 8·10l~04 0.033002 
.11 05 8JS5~~~ 8:6~1~8r 8:8~~g98 13 29.4001 26.7999 25.7002 22.499 13 0.185909 17 11.9999 12.4 21.6997 ~5.7002 17 0.568002 0.122996 0.1199 0.0 6397 21 2~.769 2~.8692 37.4985 2B.7001 21 0.276602 0.235793 0.130798 0.0643 25 2 .3 08 1 .3 06 12.3 22. 3004 25 0.200 09 8:BU8l 8:~ai5gl 0.2gg28 g 29 31.3998 27.3988 18.3 2 .1009 29 0.068797 0.0 29 33 15.8997 19.5994 26.999 63.803 U 0.05H5 

0.062399 0.340003 0.1015 
4i 2~'lO08 23'5005 21.0001 38.2gB1 0.0 20t 

0.lg6 
0. 059207 0.0664~~ 3 • 922 P. 001 2 .79§8 37.4 85 0.130 0 0.1 2391 0.12 4 1 0.044 45 35. 9 8 1~.9007 14.39 6 1.7g001 0.103099 45 0.104999 0.2 1505 0.12 003 0.1924 2 

P.RAPE 
T.AU 

1 0.231309 0.196204 0.238998 0.103498 1 22.200~ U:hn 7'00867 22.~00~ J 0.2401
0
6 0.8g~00~ 0.1081 8:~§n05 5 0.8g3 5 10. 1 ~Z: 80 0.3333 4 0.5 30 0.0~7004 9 2 .2 33 0 7001 0.274501 0.321101 0.4 0101 0.200709 13 27.09 1 24.59 13.3005 17.7006 17 1.0417 0.602697 0. 1+14702 0.28S~93 17 10.0001 12.1996 17.1004 17.6 21 0.864201 0.41~601 21 26, 3011 2~.2002 1~'iOOg 2~:~06S8 

25 0.11 796 0.66 67 0.355g02 0.24 992 0.4 0.1150 ~ 25 2 • 994 1 .3 1 • 99 29 0.197 9~ 0.35 50 0.7857 0.25170 29 29.300 15.2001 18. 996 2 .2012 33 0.1~060 0.22240~ 0.20148~ g:~46'n 33 23.9005 12.099! 26.0001 23.5 4{ 0.1 4702 0.45~ ~ 0. 23lg iH 2~:43a~ 21.000 2~.Oagl 1~.40r 0.278 5 2.22 2 0.30 03 0.3675 1.4 7 2.2 1 45 0.230801 1.2936 0.34781 45 29.4 15:4005
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, , 
P.R08 T.BUR 

1 0.132496 0.059499 0.178298 0.052502 1 22.7008 20.2003 23.5 26.S9g3 ~ 0.1012g~ 0.1~420~ O.I~ll99 8:8~5~6~ 1~ 
Ig.5007 I~:~68~ 14'r06 2§.5§ 9 0.2535 0.0 30 0.0 ~ 2 'S9r 30. 995 2 .7 97 13 0.20929 0.1 2903 0.1 807 0.123304 ~ 34. 0 6 21.2998 18. 009 22.8009 17 0.194796 0.245293 0.159693 0.068797 17 15.4994 18.9007 20.2003 22.2002 21 0.Og4l 0.182t 21 25.293~ 2l·g004 20.8§9 13'4002 25 0.1 3 Os 0.066498 0.on4Og ., ~ 

25 21.40 1 • 999 21.2 98 22. 009 0.170 06 0.444 0.1 09 29 0.107 9 0.238401 O. 249~99 0.118304 29 33.7001 22.4009 16.3006 25.3988 33 0.104499 0.103003 0.069 97 0.082003 I 33 21. 2938 18 .900~ 32.4014 24.798~ ~1 0.073 02 0.12900~ 0.120706 0.1~6g97 
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334 COMMISSIONED PAPERS Participation in Illegitimate Activities: Ehrlich Revisited 335 
T.l.AT T.PROP 

, 
f 1 25.5005 21.2998 21.6997 

1 20.899 18.~993 15.4005 22.7008 
29.6986 ~ 12.6 

U:a~9g ~~:39S~ , J ~~:~01§ 18.g005 j~:§88! 23.8003 20.2916 U:099S 
I 17. 32.79§1 13 26.40 20.6993 12.8997 1 .0998 

~ 
I 32.999 23.5989 19.4997 23.0 2 17 14.3006 18.6007 17 10.6005 11.0995 16.9998 18.9007 ! 21 28.1994 21.9991 22.8992 21 n:~~8~ 2:.2 1~:~88~ ~~. ~004 26.701 23.3011 14.7001 25 t :6997 • 005 25 23.000t 18.0898 Ig:488~ 2 .~004 29 27.199 1 .1002 23. 

I 
29 35.300 22.1 05 27. 991 33 15.8997 14.1004 27.0991 22.1005 33 22.1005 18.6996 33.8995 26.701 ~i 16.5007 1~:43t3 20.2n6 19.9994 ~r 25·t98g 14.,7996 

2~:~684 ~~:8§§1 27'g§95 2S.g 2 23.5 2§. 00 19.~OO~ 45 27. 2 15J 1 1. 9 45 2 .0001 1 •. 99 ~9.1002 

T.LAR T.PSON 

1 6r 402g 52.8998 ~6'4014 ~8.3991 1 20.6002 20.2996 . 17.4005 23.2011 5 6 .79
3 55.40~1 6' 0§4 4.~01~ 5 16.g002 16. 8oOl 1O.}004 1~.1002 

1~ g!:48 6 16 .89 81. 01 13 
20. 002 ll'~OO 2~. 988 2 .0001 i5j~g~ 4~: \~~~ 
25.2999 1 • 99 1 • 1 .3 1 .0994 ~!JOls 17 10.9004 10.~004 16.8998 19.4997 21 

iti~~i 
4.902 

~ .162 ~2.g972 21 2~.8989 20. 002 14.7996 13.3005 " 25 :gj3r 25 1 .4003 i~:lg9B i6:5§9~ 21.10Cg .~ 2~ 29 2 .401 22.499 ~g:9§15 191:~976 33 13.7001 15.7006 23,1009 20.6993 ~1 19~. i04 57.002~ 1. 40g 60. 9~~ 
37 21.79~8 13.8004 16.4003 20.2003 

.~024 29.g0g1 7. 9 6 59.09 ~! ~~:~30~ g.23369 2~.g006 23.7006 45 70. 979 25. 9 9 85.4Q 6 1.2 1 1 • !lO5 

T.M.RP T.RAPE 

1 38.90C12 45.8007 36.2993' 45.7001 5 ~2.4014 a~:j688 
1 78.5001 86.2974 64.0011 67.3027 

13 ~.3994 6:s86~7 1~·~001 5 75.5034 6~.7§87 8g.!001 61.1971 'j 

.7997 19.599a al.3015 • 022 9 9 .2019 3 .5 83 12 • r 64' 097~ 17 23.3011 27.8992 13 122.095 73.2003 87. 81 .302 21 36.4011 27.799 35.39g6 r·~OOi 41.6 
~4:~36l 

17 55.902 56.7014 65.3005 71.4002 25 O. 01 a5•4011 ~~:g99B 
21 101.099 101.504 83.196 62. ZJ28 29 5.599 5.2997 1t5999 
25 ~8.2977 56·g68 74.~0~' 77 .7968 33 43.7985 38.9002 29 1 8.795 ~2. 1 50. 9 133.7 

~! 6~.1938 
47.5984 40.1009 35.4988 33 124.499 9.7 65.3985 96.902 32.1014 66.1021 48.202 3 .go ~ 2~.g006 

37 166.801 71. ~017 92.295~ 66.5997 59. 9 41.400~ 49.2003 41 Ig1.63l ~~: 9§~ 68.903 1 • 997 14.300 45 5.3. 1 16~:yg1 

T.MUR T.ROS 

93.7002 1 70.0984 37.1997 34.5014 40.6013 1 89.604 139.798 75.6033 
~ 26.6008 2~:68~~ ~6:~~9~ sa:~~~8 5 198.006 222.294 102.596 74.40~3 3 .4011 

40.6013 4t7012 13 106'1°1 126.204 
11 '499 1~~:~822 13 57.0997 34. 9 6 272. 9 139.7 1 ,4. 

'J 
17 28.5998 43.09~ 27.5995 35.7983 17 303.809 77 .2.001 185.991 140.597 21 4

6
.4024 48.23 5 41.4008 2S:08ih 21 rg4:~91 1?2.904 11~. 202 101.~O18 :' 25 4 .2013 21.5 1 30. 4982 

40.1009 
25 o5.0

g
84 20 .~06 21~: 9~ ~J 29 47.6985 39.0015 24.30 6 29 21s' 1 111.5 8 235. 93 33 53.1012 32.7008 4~.601' 34'!383 33 214.305 118.404 115.7 250.51 

J ~r ~S:~Oa ig:1~3~ 5 .002 ag: 19 ~r 207.203 283.496 100.00~ 65.2026 
23.6 1 48:~~~§ 208'6 01 21O·t0 3 ~4.50 1 97.3975 

j 45 53.29 45 94. 029 97. 022 1 1. 
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