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PREFACE 

This report is one in a series of Rand publications that document 

the Second Inmate survey, a project funded by the National Institute 

of Justice under its Research Agreements Program. In this project, 

Rand researchers developed, fielded, and analyzed data from a survey 

instrument administered to nearly 2200 jail and prison inmates in 

three states. The following annotated list of the project publications 

indicates the scope of the research and this report's place in it. 

o Mark Peterson, Jan Chaiken, Patricia Ebener, and Paul 

Honig, Survey of ppison and Jail Inmates: Backgpound 

and Method, N-1635-NIJ, August 1982. 

Describes the purposes of the survey, its design and adminis

tration, the data collected, and response patterns. 

Appendix contains a copy of the full survey tnstrument. 

o Kent Marquis with Patricia Ebener, Quality of Ppisonep 

Self-Repopts: Appest and Conviction Response Errors, 

R-2637-DOJ, March 1981. 

Analyzes the reliability of the survey's self-reported arrest 

and conviction data, using both the retest method and a 

comparison with official records'. 

o Joan Petersilia and Paul Honig, with Charles Hubay, Jr., 

The Prison Expepience of Careep Criminals, R-25ll-DOJ, 

May 1980. 

Determines the proportion of prison inmates who have demon

strated a need for specific treatments while incarcerated, 

the proportion who actually receive such treatment, and 

the differences in these two figures (controlling for inmate 

characteristics). Also describes inmates' assessments of 

various programs and analyzes which inmates are dispropor-

tionately involved in prison violence. 

o Jan Chaiken and Marcia Chaiken, with Joyce Peterson, 

Varieties of CpiminaZ Behavior: Summary and PoZicy 
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ImpZications, R-28l4/l-NIJ, August 1982 [summary of the 

present report]. 

Gives conclusions from analysis of the survey and official 

record data concerning identification of serious criminal 

offenders and the implications of their characteristics for 

public· policy. 

o Jan Chaiken and Marcia Chaiken, Varieties of CriminaZ 

Behavior, R-28l4-NIJ, August 1982 [the present report]. 

Identifies ten subgroups of offenders and describes their 

characteristics, with special reference to the most serious 

offenders. Shows how, and the extent to which, serious 

offenders and high-crime-rate offenders can be identified 

from their criminal records and other information about them. 

Appendixes describe (a) an analysis of t~e internal consis

tency of survey responses and their correspondence with 

official record data, and (b) the construction of scaled 

predictor variables. 

o Peter W. Greenwood, with Allan Abrahamse, Selective Incapaci~ 

tation, R-28l5-NIJ, August 1982. 

Uses the predictor and outcome variables constructed by 

Chaiken and Chaiken to produce a 7-item scale and draw con

clusions about selective incapacitation. Also summarizes 

the entire research effort under Rand's Research Agreements 

Program. 

The summary report cited above (R-29l4/l-NIJ), intended primarily 

for criminal justice practitioners and others concerned with public 

policy on criminals and crime control, provides a useful overview for 

reading the present report. This report, intended primarily for 

criminal justice researchers, contains references to related research, 

explanations of the analytical methods. and comprehensive data tables. 
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SUMMARY 

Analysis of self-report data obtained from nearly 2200 prison and 

jail inmates sentenced in selected counties of California, Michigan, 

and Texas shows that offenders can be usefully classified into varieties 

of criminal behavior according to the combinations of crimes they 

commit concurrently. The most serious category of offenders comprises 

those who reported committing robbery, assault, and drug deals during 

the one-to-two-year measurement period covered by the survey. These 

criminals, whom we have called "violent predators," usually committed 

the three defining crimes at high rates, and they also often committed 

burglaries, thefts, and other property crimes at high rates--often 

higher than those of any other type of criminal. 

In all, ten varieties of criminal behavior are identified. 

Examples of varieties less serious than the violent predator are the 

robber who neither commits assault nor deals drugs, and the drug-dealing 

burglar who does not commit robbery. 

The distributions of annualized crime commission rates are homo

geneous within varieties of behavior across states, even though they 

differ substantially from one variety to another. For example, the 

prisoner respondents in Texas had lower crime commission rates than 

respondents in jailor in prison in California. The relative numbers 

of respondents in each variety of criminal behavior entirely explain 

these differences--especially the fraction of respondents who are 

violent predators. Texas had relatively few of them in prison. 

The crime-rate distributions are highly skewed to the right: 

In any subgroup of offenders, defined in any way that does not make 

reference to crime rates, most members will commit none or a small 

number of each particular type of crime, but a small number will commit 

the crime at very high rates. The same is true of each variety of 

criminal behavior, even the violent predators, who disproportionately 

have very high annualized rates. 

Except for the subgroup of those who commit no crimes other than 

homicide or assault, the varieties of criminal behavior can be arrayed 
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in approximate order of the public perception of the seriousness of 

crimes committed. The ordering is hierarchical in the sense that 

offenders who commit serious crimes (e.g., robbery and assault) are 

also very likely to commit one or more of the crimes that characterize 

lower-level varieties of behavior (e.g., auto theft, forgery, or fraud). 

The limited amount of quasi-longitudinal data provided by the survey 

respondents suggest that, as time passes, o.ffenders typically make 

transitions to higher-ranking (more serious) varieties of behavior, or 

they temporarily stop doing crime altogether. 

An array of information about respondents' personal characteristics 

and prior criminal activities was obtained from their se~f-reports and 

(for respondents in prison but not those in county jails) from their 

cfficial records. Our study aimed at discovering the extent to which 

the official records and other characteristics permit identifying the 

most serious criminals. 

Since violent predators are defined by their concurrent commission 

of three types of crimes, it might seem easy to identify them from 

information about whether or not they committed these three particular 

crimes during their current conviction offense, during prior incidents 

that led to convictions (or perhaps only arrests), or as juveniles. 

However, the data show that this type of official record information 

only poorly identifies the violent predator, and adding official record 

information about drug use does not yield a substantial improvement. 

The following information distinguishes the violent predator from 

other inmates in the study sample: 

o Youth 

o Onset of crime (especially violent crime) before age 16 

o Frequent commission of both violent and property crime before 

age 18 

o Multiple commitments to state juvenile facilities 

o Unmarried and with few family obligations 

o Employed irregularly and for short times 

o Frequent use of hard drugs as a juvenile 
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o Use of heroin at costs exceeding $50!day 

o Use of mUltiple combinations of drugs (heroin and barbiturates, 

barbiturates and alcohol, amphetamines and alcohol, etc.) 

This description indicates that violent predators become entrenched in 

a highly deviant life-style while they are very young. 

The same personal characteristics are positively associated with 

annualized robbery commission rates (because violent predators dis

proportionately commit robbery at high rates). Using both self-report 

and official record data, a multiple regression model for the logarithm 

of robbery commission rate among convicted robbers explains 32 percent 

of the variance. However, restricting the independent variables to 

official record items explains only 21 percent of the variance. The 

official record data for juvenile criminal behavior explains no variance 

above that explained by adult record items, even though the self-reported 

amount of juvenile criminal activity is the strongest predictor of 

robbery rates among convicted robbers. Some inmates who report the 

highest juvenile crime rates have no official records of juvenile 

criminal behavior, and these inmates' own survey reports confirm that 

they were not incarcerated as juveniles. 

Among offenders who commit only less serious crimes (e.g., fraud, 

forgery, or credit-card crimes), the characteristics of offenders who 

commit crimes at high rates differ from those of violent predators. 

High-rate fraud and forgery are positively associated with education 

and being married. In addition, fraud rate was associated with recent 

unemployment, not with a pattern of chronic irregular employment. 

The regression models were fit to data from a randomly selected 

half of the respondents and then applied as predictions to the other 

half. The results showed that offenders who "should" have low crime 

commission rates, accordj.ng to the models, were almost all, in fact, 

low-rate offenders. Among offenders predicted to have high commission 

rates, however, typically well over half were actually low-rate 

offenders. In sum, along with the "true positives" (high-rate 

offenders predicted by the models to be high-rate) are a large number 

of "false positives" (low-rate offenders predicted to be high-rate). 
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Drug use is one of the major factors in serious h~gh-rate criminal 

behav:Lor. A history of having used hard drugs, including heroin, 

frequently as a juvenile is characteristic of serious adult criminals. 

In addition, relatively extreme use of amphetamines and use of high 

quantities of barbiturates along with alcohol abuse was reported by 

the violent predators significantly more than by other respondents. 

Heroin addiction in the absence of high monetary costs for heroin 

is not associated with crime commission rates. However, recreational 

use of heroin, or use of alcohol or nonopiate psychotropic drugs, is 

associated with committing assault or homicide. 

Appendixes of this report discuss technical issues related to 

the research: 

o Construction of annualized crime commission rates from 

survey responses, 

o Analysis of the internal quality and external reliability of 

the self-report data, 

o Construction of socioeconomic variables by Guttman scaling 

techniques, and 

o Selection of a subset of the originally constructed 

socioeconomic variables for use in regression analyses. 

A copy of the survey instrument is also appended to this report. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

Faced with rising crime rates, fiscal limitations, and a conser

vative political movement, public officials increasingly long for a 

simple, encompassing policy that would permit them to deal quickly and 

effectively with criminals. They have also deemphasized rehabilitation 

in favor of longer prison sentences as a means of reducing crime. Un

fortunately, an important truth has been almost lost during these devel

opments: There are many varieties of criminals, and any single punitive 

solution to the problem of crime is not only simplistic and unjust but 

also inefficient. 

This study, which builds on previous Rand studies of criminal 

careers (Petersilia, Greenwood, and Lavin, 1977; Peterson and Braiker, 

1981), empirically describes the diversity of criminal behavior in a 

way that can help the criminal justice system distinguish among and 

develop appropriate criminal justice policy for handling various sub

groups of offenders. It presents our analysis of data from a survey 

of adult male prison and jail inmates in three states, designed and 

administered by Peterson et al. (1982). This report concentrates on 

the conceptual underpinnings of our work and the methods, models, and 

data tabulations that support our findings. A companion publication 

(Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982) summarizes the policy-relevant implications 

of the study. 

PREVIOUS RAND RESEARCH ON CRIMINAL CAREERS 

Self-reported information about previous criminal activities of 

incarcerated male offenders has served as the foundation for all of 

Rand's research on criminal careers. Petersilia, Greenwood, and Lavin 

(1977) began with the notion that "career criminals" might be defined 

as older inmates who had been convicted of robbery. They conducted 

structured interviews with 49 convicted armed robbers in California 

prisons who had served at least one prior prison term. They found 

that among apparently similar convicts, one-third were highly active 
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criminals and the other respondents were "intermittent" offenders. The 

most active offenders thought of themselves as criminals, committed 

crimes as juveniles, and were involved with drugs. 

The study by Peterson and Braiker (1981) was based on Rand's "first 

inmate survey," an anonymous self-administered written questionnaire 

completed by 624 male California prison inmates. Peterson and Braiker 

* established the quantitative difference in crime commission rates 

between "highly active" and "less active" criminals, and showed that 

crime commission rates were strongly skewed to the right: Ihe vast 

majority of respondents reported very low crime commission rates, while 

a small minority reported committing a "disproportionate amount of 

crime." This finding indicated that selective incapacitation of the 

high-rate offender was potentially a viable criminal justice policy. 

Indeed, the findings indicated that incapacitating the most active 

8 percent could prevent three times as much crime as incapacitating 

the least active half of the respondents for the same length of time. 

Implicit in their study, however, is one of the major difficulties 

of implementing a policy of selectj~e incapacitation: identifying the 

high-rate offender. They showed that high commission rates were sig

nificantly associated with factors that are rarely known to criminal 

justice personnel: juvenile involvement in serious crime, criminal 

self-identities, and hedonistic motives. Information about criminal 

offenders presumably available to criminal justice officials, such 

as prior convictions, generated weaker associations with crime rates-

only about two-thirds as strong. Peterson and Braiker suggested that 

this problem was exacerbated by the fact that offenders who commit a 

wide range of crime are too young to have accumulated an adult 

criminal record. 

Peterson and Braiker considered their findings tentative: The 

crime rate data were imprecise!> the self-report data were not validated, 

the sample came .from only one state (California), and the researchers 

did not know whether the data that presumably represented information 

* A "crime commission rate" (for a particular type of crime) is 
the number of crimes (of that type) that the person commits in a year, 
if free to do so for the entire year. 
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available to criminal justice officials could actually be found in 

official records. Moreover, they noted that ~my implication to be 

drawn about selective incapacitation from their results would be based 

on the assumption that offenders will continuously maintain their 

activity patterns into the future. Justification of this assumption, 

or some quantitative modification of it, is one of the key elements of 

incapacitation research at the present time (Blumstein, Cohen, and 

Nagin, 1978). 

RAND'S SECOND INMATE SURVEY 

The present study is based on a second inmate survey which builds 

* and improves on the first survey. Important features of the survey 

and our analysis of the survey data are described in this section. 

Generalizability 

The sample for Rand's Second Inmate Survey was drawn to represent 

an incoming incarceration cohort of adult males from selected counties 

in California, Michigan, and Texas (Table 1.1) and includes both prison 

inmates and jail inmates. t Replacement procedures for nonrespondents 

were developed and utilized to help prevent sample bias. To the extent 

that results are found to be similar or different among the three states, 

we have a clearer picture of the generalizability of our results. 

All variables ultimately used in models used to predict criminal 

activity were first scaled using data from one state, and then tested 

for scalability and reproducibility using data from the other two states. 

In addition, we used a split sample method for constructing models. The 

total sampl~ of respondents was randomly divided into two subsamples. 

* Peterson et al. (1982) gives details of the design, site selec-
tion, sampling plan, pretest, administration, and response rates of 
Rand's Second Inmate Survey. Here we give only a brief overview to 
set the context for our analysis. 

t The prisoner respondents are not actually an incoming (admission) 
cohort. Instead, a weighted sampling design produced a simulated 
incoming cohort. 
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Table 1.1 

COUNTIES FROM WHICH INMATES WERE SAMPLED 

State 

California 

Michigan 

Texas 

County 

San Diego 
Ventura 
Fresno 
San Joaquin 
San Francisco 

Wayne 
Genese~ 

Kent 
Ingham 
Washtenah 

Dallas 
Travis 
Nueces 
Jefferson 

Central City 

San Diego 
Oxnard, Ventura 
Fresno 
Stockton 
San Francisco 

Detroit 
Flint 
Grand Rap ids 
Lansing 
Ann Arbor 

Dallas 
Austin 
Corpus Chris ti 
Beaumont 

NOTE: Both prison and jail inmates sampled in the 
second inmate survey were convicted in these counties 
only. Jail inmates in Texas were not used in the final 
analyses (see text). 
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All regression models presented in this report were first constructed 

using data from one-half of the sample and then applied to the second 

half. 

Large, Representative Sample 

The final sample used throughout this report consists of 2190 

inmates as shown in Table 1.2. Analysis of response patterns for 

sampled prisoners (Peterson et al., 1982) showed that after inclusion 

of the replacement respondents in California and Uichigan, there were 

no significant response biases by age group, prior record, race, or 

conviction offense, except that Hispanic inmates are underrepresented 

* in the California sample. A larger group (over 2500 inmates) origin-

ally completed the questionnaire, but replacement respondents in 

d d . b t Texas prisons were not nee e to correct for sample iases, and Texas 

jail respondents were not included because they were predominantly 

convicts sentenced to prison and awaiting transportation. The response 

rate was 50 percent in California and Michigan prisons, over 66 percent 

in California and Michigan jails, and 82 percent in Texas prisons. 

Content of Survey Questionnaire 

The questionnaire instrument (reproduced in Appendix E) elicited 

information about these aspects of the inmates' background and activi

ties: 

o Juvenile criminal behavior, use of illegal drugs, 

and incarceration in juvenile facilities. 

o Criminal behavior and arrests during a one- to two-year 

period just prior to the present conviction. (This is 

called the "measurement period," or the "window period," 

* In all three states, inmates with reading difficulties were 
included in the sample but were underrepresented. 

tThe main sample biases among Texas prisoners were caused by 
different response rates among prison institutions. These biases 
have been corrected by weighting Texas prisoner respondents accord
ing to the prison where they were surveyed. 
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Table 1.2 

INSTITUTIONS FROM WHICH INMATES WERE SAMPLED 

State 

California 

Michigan 

Texas 

Three states 

Institution 

Prisons 

California Correctional 
Institute, Tehachapi 

Deuel Vocational 
Institute, Tracy 

San Quentin State Prigon 
Correctional Training 

Facility, Soledad 

Jails ( Coun ty) 

San Diego 
Ventura 
Fresno 
San Joaquin 
San Francisco 

Prisons 

State Prison of Southern 
Michigan, Jackson 

Michigan Reformatory, 
Ionia 

Michigan Training Unit 

Jails (County) 

Wayne 
Genesee 
Kent 
Ingham 
Washtenah 

Prisons 

~vynne Unit 
Ellis Unit 
Coffield Unit 
Ferguson Unit 

All prisons 

All jails 

Total 

Sample Size 

77 

76 
123 

81 

144 
44 
42 

106 
101 

244 

112 
66 

200 
28 

101 
28 
16 

99 
89 

275 
138 

357 

437 

422 

373 

601 

1380 

810 

2190 
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or "Window 3." It begins on January 1 of the year 

preceding the inmate's arrest for the crime that led 

to his current incarceration and continues until the 

end of the month of the arrest. See Fig. 1.1. The amount 

of unincarcerated time a respondent had during the measure

ment period could have been any length between 1 month and 

24 months.) 

o Other behavior during the same measurement period, 

including use of alcohol and illegal drugs, employment, 

and change in residence. 

o Types of crimes committed in two earlier reference periods. 

(These are called IlWindow I" and "Window 2," as shown in 

Fig. 1.1. Window 2 comprises the two calendar years pre

ceding Window 3) and Window 1 is the two years preceding 

Window 2.) 

o Subjective and psychological information including se1f

identities, attitudes toward the criminal justice system, 

and motivations for committing crimes. 

Moreover, the questionnaire included questions, widely separated, 

that asked for essentially the same information about the crimes the 

respondents had committed and about other topics. 

Official Record Data 

For prisoner respondents (but not those in county jails), the 

following additional information was collected from their official 

records (inmate folders): 

o Rap-sheet arrests for the same one-to-two-year measurement 

period covered by the self-reports. 

o Details of the current conviction offense(s). 

o Prior history of adult convictions. 

o Juvenile probation and commitments to juvenile facilities. 

o (For California only) details of up to ten juvenile arrest 

transactions: date, charge, whether convicted, and 

disposition if convicted. 



Jan 1 Jan 1 Jan 1 Jan 1 Jan 1 Jan 1 

Arrest 
for current 

incarceration 

Survey 
(1978 or 

early 1979) 

l ______ 1 ______ 1 ______ 1 ______ ~ ~~~~ 
Window 1 Window 2 Measurement period 

(Window 3) 
Incarceration -~ 

Time 

Fig. 1.1 - Survey reference periods illustrated by an example. Start at the right: The survey was conducted in 
the last three months of 1978 and early January 1979. The interval shown beginning on January 1 of the year 
preceding the inmate's arrest is called the "measurement period" because most survey questions asked about 

his activities during that period. When necessary to distinguish it from earlier periods, it is called Window 3. 

I 
OJ 
I 

''II 
-',">, 



-9-

o Sociodemographic data. 

These data were obtained for 1214 of the 1380 prisoners in the sample 

(88 perc,ent). 

Validity 

Since we had self-report data, official record data, and multiple 

survey items which asked for essentially the same data, we were able 

to perform, in addition to the standard tests of validity carried out 

by Marquis (1981), a series of checks of the internal quality of 

* responses (inconsistency, omission, and confusion). Over 83 percent 

of respondents filled out the questionnaire very accurately, completely, 

and consistently. In order to test whether respondents who seemed to 

be confused or untruthful influenced any important results, we carried 

out key analyses DNO ways: one, including all respondents, and the 

second excluding respondents for whom we had any reason to be suspi

cious of their truthfulness. We found no meaningful differences in 
t the results from the two ways of carrying out the analyses. 

(See Appendix B.) 

Level of Detail 

We had detailed data on rates at which specific crimes were 

committed, prior record, and characteristics of the respondents. 

These allowed estimating annualized crime commission rates over a 

wide range (from under 1 to over 1000 crimes per year) and examin~ng 

the relationships between those rates and specific aspects at prior 

adult criminal record, juvenile record, juvenile behavior, employment, 

and drug use. We found in general that the more precise the data 

about the characteristics of the respondents, the more accuracy achieved 

in identifying the serious criminal. 

* These tests of internal quality are described in Appendix B. 

tWe must admit that this e::tensive effort, while intended to 
shed as much light as possible on the believability of the sel£
reported crime commission rates, does not directly address their 
validity. 



-10-

Seriousness 

In this report we not only take into account rates at which crimes 

were committed, but the nature of the offenses, the public perception 

of the relative seriousness of the offenses, and persistence in com

mitting offenses. We distinguish among ten different types of crimi

nals, including one group comprising those who are the most serious 

in terms of having persistently committed both violent and property 

crimes, often at very high rates. 

Policy Orientation 

-In the analysis of Rand's first inmate survey, Peterson and Braiker 

(1981) considered two kinds of information for identifying serious 

criminal offenders: (1) information presumably used now by criminal 

justice officials in deciding appropriate sanctions for individuals 

(e.g., nature of current commitment offenses, age at first conviction, 

number of prior felony convictions, current age, and race) and (2) all 

other information collected in the survey. In our analysis of the 

second inmate survey we further subdivided their category 2 into 

(a) subjective and psychological information--which could never be 

available to criminal justice officials--and (b) other information 

that, if shown to be sufficiently useful, could potentially be used by 

the criminal justice officials. 

We did not examine the subjective and psychological data at all 

in our analysis. The information potentially available to the crimi

nal justice system plays an important role. It includes a history of 

frequent juvenile violence beginni~g before age 16, specific forms 

of drug use (which can be determined through urine analysis), alcohol 

abuse, stability of employment, and marital status. 

Stability of Behavior Over Time 

Although this study does not involve predicting future behavior 

and validating those predictions, we do show that the majority of 

offenders we found to be most serious had been committing serious 

types of crimes at least five or six years prior to their commitment 

crime. Moreover, the characteristics that we found are associated with 
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high-rate serious offenders are also typically found in other studies 

to be associated with a high probability of recidivism (see Chap. 3). 

Consequently, we have good reason to believe that these inmates are 

more likely than others to restart their criminal activity after re

lease, and to commit serious crimes at high rates. 

Integration with Prior Research 

The analyses reported in this study were suggested by assumptions 

and hypotheses drawn from sociological theory, in particular the 

interactionist perspective, and past criminological research. Our 

findings in turn support the concept of deviance as a process rather 

than an absolute condition and can also be used to support, modify, 

or reject several specific criminological hypotheses, as we explain 

in introducing each section. 

PLAN OF THIS REPORT 

Our study aimed at developing empirical distinctions among types 

of offenders found in incarceration cohorts and at discovering whether 

official records and. characteristics that could potentially be in

cluded in official records permit identifying an inmate's type. The 

results indicate that inmates can be meaningfully categorized accord

ing to the combinations of crimes they reported committing during the 

measurement period. The most serious offenders, whom we have called 

"violent predators," reported concurrently committing robbery, assault, 

* and drug deals. We show that these criminals usually committed the 

three defining crimes at high annualized rates, and they often reported 

committing burglaries, thefts, and other property crimes at very high 

rates too. 

Typically, the violent predators bega~ persistently using hard 

drugs as juveniles and committing violent crimes bf.=flJre: age 16. By 

contrast, other types of offenders are--in relative terms--more socially 

acceptable than the violent predators. Not only do they commit less 

* Cqnrad (1980) and others have used the term "violent predator" 
in a broader sense, without defining it. 
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serious crimes and commit them usually at lower rates, but also their 

patterns of employment, drug use, juvenile behavior, and juvenile 

interaction with the criminal justice system are more socially accept

able. Still, among the less serious offenders, those who use. specific 

forms of hard drugs and who had unstable employment were likely to do 

more crimes than their counterparts. 

Unfortunately, our analysis shows that the information presently 

available to and used by the criminal justice system, such as current 

and past conviction crimes, does not allow meaningful distinctions 

between the violent predator and other types of offenders. However, 

significant (though imperfect) distinctions can be made on the basis 

of information potentially available on such factors as specific forms 

of drug use, stability of employment, and juvenile violence. This 

finding points to the need for improved methods of assembling informa

tion about the past history of convicted individuals, before selective 

incapacitation policies can be designed to take advantage of differences 

in individual crime commission rates. 

The remainder of this chapter places our work in the context of 

other related research. Chapter 2 defines ten categories of criminal 

behavior according to combinations of crimes committed by an offender, 

and it describes how the categories are useful and meaningful. The 

chapter includes discussions of the differences in crime commission 

rates among categories and the stability of an individual's membership 

in a category over time. 

Chapters 3 and 4 together characterize the offenders in the ten 

categories and tell how well each type of offender can be identified 

from official records. Chapter 3 focuses on robbers, with special 

emphasis on the violent predators and on offenders who commit robberies 

at high annualized rates (a group that overlaps substantially with the 

violent predators). We show that no simple, straightforward examina

tion of official records allows meaningful identification of convicts 

who commit the three crimes that define the violent predator (robbery, 

assault, and drug dealing). However, regression analysis yields 

fairly strong associations betw~en robbery commission rate and a combi

nation of official-record and self-report data. Chapter 4 examines 
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the high-rate offenders who are not robbers and shows how they differ 

from the violent predators and from low-rate offenders. 

Chapter 5 clarifies details of the relationship between various 

types of drug use and criminal behav.ior. Chapter 6 presents our con

clusions from the research. 

The appendixes contain material that some readers will find 

highly pertinent to the research while others will consider it extra

neous, depending on their field of expertise. Appendix A describes 

how the annualized crime commission rate data were constructed from 

survey responses and provides detailed tabulations of the distributions 

of crime commission rates for various subgroups of respondents. 

Appendix B presents our analysis of the internal quality and external 

reliability of the survey data and shows that crime commission rates 

as estimated from "good quality" responses are not significantly 

different from those estimated from the entire sample. Appendix C 

explains how the socioeconomic variables used in the study were con

structed by Guttmann scaling techniques from combinations of survey 

items. Appendix D describes how we chose a subset of the originally 

constructed socioeconomic variables as independent variables for our 

regression models. Appendix E reproduces the survey instrument used 

in Rand's Second Inmate Survey. 

RELEVANT PAST FINDINGS 

Our assumptions and the formulation of our analysis questions 

were drawn from diverse research fields including sociological theory 

(with a heavy emphasis on the interactionist perspective), ethnographic 

descriptions of deviant life-styles, criminological classifications, 

recidivism research, and mathematical models of criminal behavior. 

The relation of each of them to our work is described in this section. 

Theoretical Concepts 

A major theoretical proposition on which this report rests is that 

deviance incZuding income-producing criminaZ behavior tends to be 

progressive in terms of seriousness. Implicit or explicit in many 

seminal sociological theories of deviance is the notion of a learning 
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process which must necessarily take place in order for a person to 

take on a law-violating life-style. Sutherland (1947) explicitly 

maintains that criminal (and noncriminal) behavior is learned in 

association with other people and that the associations may vary in 

terms of frequency, duration, priority, and intensity. Matza (1964) 

elaborates on the content of the learning process and suggests that 

delinquents learn to neutralize deviant acts, to come to see them as 

normal. Cloward and Ohlin (1961) see the process as a function of the 

availability of local opportunities to learn criminal means for 

attaining success. And more recently, "labeling" theorists such as 

Becker (1963) and Lofland (1969) have described specific processes 

which lead to embracing deviant activities. 

We assumed that the learning of criminal behavior, like the 

learning of any other form of behavior, would progress from the 

simplest forms to the most complicated forms. Moreover, crimes of 

different types range along a continuum of complexity in terms of the 

mechanisms that must be learned to justify the act, the skills neces

sary to commit it without apprehension, and the frequency/nature of 

opportunities for applying the skills. For example, in these terms 

* theft may be considered more simple than burglary. 

We therefore hypothesized that: 

o Members of an incarceration cohort could be grouped 

according to their level of criminal behavior learning. 

a Members who are part of "advanced" groups would have 

learned to do and would be just as likely to do the "simple" 

criminal acts which defined the upper limits of the criminal 

behavior of less "advanced" groups. 

In addition, although we do not accept a total reliance on 

"labeling" as an explanation for continued deviance, Lofland's (1969) 

* Compare the wording of questions on survey page 16 and survey 
page 25 (Appendix E) for the distinction between burglary and theft. 
(The wording of these survey questions is also reproduced in Chap. 2.) 
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formulation of the difference between primary deviance (the initial 

commission of a deviant act) and "secondary" or continued deviance 

laid the basis for another hypothesis--that factors significantly 

associated with committing specific crimes are different from factors 

significantly associated with committing those crimes at high rates. 

Empirical Research 

Ethnographic studies of deviant populations indicate that law 

violators socially sort themselves into groups with fairly well-defined 

sets of behavior. To us, this suggested we could categorize much 

of the surveyed sample into specific groups based on their self-reports 

of behavior. Irwin, for example, in his study of prison populations, 

was able to describe eight distinct but overlapping behavioral systems 

and classify 99 percent of a sample of 116 persons on parole into them 

(Irwin, 1970). Although the systems were somewhat nebulous, he found 

they existed with "some degree of cohesiveness and consistency." 

Irwin's systems provide good insight into differences in types of 

criminal subcultures, but of course they describe criminals in ethno

graphic terms that are not especially useful for helping the criminal 

justice system decide how to deal with offenders. 

Nonetheless, Irwin's systems are somewhat congruent with cate

gories of inmate populations that were intended to be more useful to 

criminal justice personnel, for example, Schrag's (1961) classifica

tions of prosocial, antisocial, pseudosocial, a~d asocial inmates. 

His systems also provided a basis for constructing more realistic 

categories than had been constructed in the past. For example, 

Glaser's (1972) classifications are highly congruent with Irwin's 

systems. 

We were acutely aware of the problems of attempting to construct 

a typolog3 of offenders. Gibbons (1975), in his review of typologies 

including his own role-career classification, points out that " • • • 

typological efforts have not entirely lived up to the early expectation 

* voiced for them" [po 141]. Still, to ignore the fact that different 

* One of Gibbons' major objections to typologies is his belief 
that criminal behavior is not stable. We deal with this issue in 
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types of criminals do in reality exist, when trying to identify the 

most serious criminals and deriving policies for dealing with them, 

would be naive. Averaging the crime rates of old "lower class" 

assaulters with those of young "state raised youth" robbers d.oes not 

help add to understanding criminal behavior. 

We oriented our analysis toward locating in our sample different 

varieties of criminal behavior, anticipating that they would not collec

tively constitute a "typology" as that term is usually defined by 

criminologists. We expected that the relative seriousness of the 

behavior of people in the different varieties would be seen to differ 

along several dliuensions. In addition to having a theoretical basis 

for this hypothesis, we were encouraged by empirical studies like that 

of Zimmerman and Broder (1980). They demonstrated strong intercorrela

tions among their measures of frequency of activity, diversity of 

activity, (self-ranked) seriousness of activity, and progression into 

delinquent behavior. 

Whether or not an act is considered to be deviant, and the serious

ness of a deviant act, are not absolute; judgments differ with perceivers 

and contexts. Nonetheless, Sellin and Wolfgang's (1964) scale of 

seriousness, based on a survey of public perceptions of specific actions, 

has been shown as relatively stable over time and different cultures 

(Kvalseth, 1980). We relied on the scale as a basis for our formulation 

of varieties of behavior differing by seri.ousness. 

Not only the particular acts committ~~d by an offender, but also 

the rate at which he commits them, are relevant to an overall judgment 

of the seriousness of his behavior. Unfortunately, practically any 

method of measuring the crime commission rates of individuals can be 

and has been challenged. Some methods err in the direction of under

estimating the crime commission rates of some offenders, while others 

may yield overestimat£s (Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis, 1979). 

Chap. 2. Another major objection is based on the failure researchers 
have experienced when they have attempted to utilize typologies to 
classify inmates. For example, Garabedian was unable to classify large 
numbers of offenders using Schrag's typology. As we discuss, we do not 
attempt to construct a comprehensive typology capable of classifying 
all offenders. 
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Methods that rest primarily on individuals' counts of arrests per 

year (Gr~ene, 1977; Blumstein and Cohen, 1980) suffer from the disability 

of "hidden deviance": High-rate serious offenders who happen to evade 

arrest appear to be committing crimes at low rates. Studies based on 

the length of time until a person recidivates after a specified incar

ceration or treatment program (e.g., Barton, 1978; Barton and Turnbull, 

1979; Harris, Kaylan, and Maltz, 1981; Maltz, 1980; Stollmock and 

Harris, 1974) also typically define the occurrence of recidivism 

according to some event that is recorded by criminal justice authorities 

(e.g., arrest, conviction, or reincarceration) and therefore possibly 

omit unknown quantities of deviant activity. 

By contrast, self-report data can potentially overestimate as well 

as underestimate an individual's true amount of criminal activity (for 

reviews, see Petersilia, 1977; Reiss, 1973; Marquis, 1981; Peterson 

et al., 1982). Prior to Rand's First Inmate Survey (Peterson and 

Braiker, 1981) most self-report surveys or interviews covered juvenile 

delinquency and sex crimes. Unlike the two Rand surveys, few included 

questions about a variety of serious adult crimes. 

An important purpose of this study was to determine how information 

presently or potentially available to the adult criminal justice system 

could best be used for identifying the most serious members of incar

ceration cohorts. Therefore, we did not draw hypotheses from studies 

focusing on information about individuals that could not realistically 

be used by criminal justice authori.ties, even if the relationship with 

criminal behavior is known to be strong, for example, home atmosphere 

during childhood (McCord and McCord, 1959). 

Hypotheses about the interrelationships between characteristics 

of offenders and the seriousness of their criminal behavior were based 

on studies of recidivism, espec:i.ally those of Glaser (1964), Pritchard 

(1979), and Hoffman and Beck (1980); .lther criminological studies based 

on self-report surveys, especially Peterson and Braiker (1981), Mann 

et al. (1976); longitudinal studies of delinquency, especially Wolfgang 

et al. (1972), Robins and Wish (1977); and the literature on the 

relationship of drug use and crime, especially Williams (1979) and 

Gandossy et al. (1980). The specific hypotheses drawn from these 

studies are discussed in context in Chaps. 3 and 4. 
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Chapter 2 

PORTRAIT OF THE SERIOUS CRIMINAL 

INTRODUCTION 

Although both public officials and criminal justice researchers 

have focused attention on the "serious criminal offender," there is 

little agreement on the definition of seriousness. In this chapter 

we show that a group of offenders can be identified who are serious 

in terms of public perception of the configurations of types of crimes 

they committed, their annualized rates of committing those crimes, and 

their stability of committing specific crimes over time. Although we 

cannot necessarily point to all the serious offenders in our study 

sample, the ones we do so identify are very serious indeed. 

Many criminological researchers avoid definitions of the "serious 

offender" because they realize that an absolute unidimensional defini

tion is impossible to construct. Any given act mayor may not be 

considered a serious criminal offense according to the subculture of 

the evaluator (Simmons, 1965), the circumstances surrounding the act, 

and the negotiation process between the person who committed the act 

and members of the criminal justice system whose official mandate 

includes classification of crimes (Emerson, 1969; Circoure1, 1968). 

Consequently, criminological research has tended to describe 

offenses but not offenders in terms of seriousness, using categories 

such as "FBI index crime" or "nonindex crime, II "violent offenses" and 

"nonviolent offenses," or scales of public perception of seriousness 

(Sellin and Wolfgang, 1964). Comprehensive typologies have described 

offenders according to concepts other than seriousness, for example, 

in ethnographic terms (Irwin, 1970), policy-related dimensions (Glaser, 

1972), career types (Gibbons, 1968), or psychological profiles (Megargee 

and Bohn, 1979). In addition, studies have singled out and classified 

particular types of offenders, for example, robbers (Conklin, 1972) or 

forgers (Lemert, 1972a, 1972b). 

Here we have synthesized these approaches. We cannot point to all 

of the most serious criminals in our sample, not only because of the 
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theoretical limitations mentioned above, but also because we have a 

limited number of types of offenses included in the survey. For example, 

the survey questionnaire did not ask about either kidnap or rape, so 

there may be a man in the sample who kidnapped and raped a young child, 

but (properly) reported only auto theft on the survey. However, we 

consistently discuss different criminal behavior that inmates reported 

in the order of publicly perceived seriousness, as determined by Sellin 

and Wolfgang (1964), and -according to the ratio weights of seriousness 

as calculated by the Center for Studies in Criminology and Criminal 

Law (1980). 

In this chapter, ten varieties of criminal behavior are defined, 

plus an eleventh default category of inmates who reported committing 

none of the crimes in the survey. Then we show that the top variety 

deserves being called the serious offender for at least four reasons: 

seriousness of crimes committed, multiplicity of types of crimes com

mitted, annualized commission rates, and continuity of b~havior. 

C0l1BINATIONS OF CRn-IES COMMITTED BY SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

Ten types of crimes were included in the questionnaire for the 

Second Inmate Survey. The first question for each of the crime types 

asked whether or not the inmate committed that crime during the 

measurement period. The ten crime types and the wording of the opening 

questions were as follows: 

BurgZary. During the [measurement period] did you do any 
burglaries? (Count any time that you broke into a house 
or a car or a business in order to take something.) 

Business robbery. During the [measurement period] did you 
rob any businesses? That is, did you hold up a store, gas 
station, bank, taxi or other business? 

Person robbery. During the [measurement period] did you 
rob any persons, do any muggings, street robberies, purse 
snatches, or hold-ups in someone's house or car? (Do not 
include any business robberies or hold-ups during a bur
glary that you already mentioned.) 

AssauZt during robbery. During the [measurement period] 
did you ever hurt or kill someone during a burglary (break
in) or a robbery? 
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other assauZt. DO NOT include things that happened during a 
robbery or burglary .•• Even if no one was hurt, during the 
[measurement period] did you assault someone, threaten 
someone with a weapon, shoot at someone, try to cut someone, 
or beat or strangle someone? 

Theft. During the [measurement period] did you do any theft 
or boosting? That is, did you steal from a till or cash 
register, shoplift, or pick pockets, or take something from 
someone without their knowledge? (Do not include car theft.) 

Auto theft. During the [measurement period] did you steal 
any cars, trucks, or motorcycles? 

Forgery~ credit card swindZes~ or bad checks. * During the 
[measurement period] did you ever forge something, use a 
stolen or bad credit card, or pass a bad check? 

Fraud. During the [measurement period] did you do any frauds 
or swindles (illegal cons) of a person, business, or the 
government? 

Drug dea Zing. 
deal in drugs? 
move drugs? 

During the [measurement period] did you ever 
That is, did you make, sell, smuggle, or 

For purposes of analyzing the combinations of crimes committed, 

we considered the two kinds of robbery as a single crime type and the 

two categories of assault as a single crime type, resulting in a total 

of eight different crime types (Table 2.1). Counting each respondent 

as "yes" or "no" according to whether he did or did not report commit

ting each of these eight crime types during the measurement period,t 

there could have been 256 different combinations. However, 19 combi

nations of crimes were reported so frequently that they described the 

behavior of over half of the respondents (Table 2.2). 

Horeover, 99 combinations occurred extremely infrequently (either 

no respondent or one respondent reported the combination). If the 

respondents had been randomly distributed among the 256 possible 

* This category is sometimes abbreviated to forgery in the text. 

tA respondent who admitted committing the crime for which he was 
serving a sentence (see Question 7 on page 39 of the survey booklet in 
Appendix E) was counted as "yes" for that crime type, even if he 
responded "no" to the questions quoted above. For an explanation, see 
Appendix A, "Step 2: Activity Variables." 
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Table 2.1 

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS REPORTING 
EACH CRIME TYPE 

Crime Type 

Burglary 
Robbery 
Assault 
Auto theft 
Other theft 
Forgery 
Fraud 
Drug dealing 

Percent 
Reporting 
Committing 

49.4 
43.8 
32.3 
23.8 
40.4 
22.9 
15.9 
43.4 

NOTE: For each respondent and 
each crime type, two estimates of 
whether he committed each crime 
were calculated from his answers. 
(See Appendix A.) This table 
shows the maximum estimate. Tables 
A.3 to A.16 (Appendix A) show the 
average estimate and provide other 
details. The sample size for the 
lines in this table varies from 
2108 to 2186, depending on how many 
of the 2190 respondents provided 
no information. 



Table 2.2 

COMMON COMBINATIONS OF CRIMES COMMITT~D HIlliN 256 POSSIBILITIES ARE ALLOWED 

Crimes Committed 

Rank Auto Other Drug Number of 
Order Robbery Assault Burglary Theft Theft Forgery Fraud Dealing Respondents Percent 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 263 12.8 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 112 5.4 
3 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 105 4.8 
4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 66 3.2 
5 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 59 2.9 
6 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 52 2.5 
7 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 50 2.4 
8 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 47 2.3 
9 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 42 2.0 

10 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 41 2.0 I 

11 0 0 1.8 
N 

0 0 0 1 0 0 37 N 

12 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 30 1.5 
I 

13 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 28 1.4 
14 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 26 1.3 
15 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 25 1.2 
19 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 24 1.1 
19 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 24 1.1 
19 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 24 1.1 
19 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 24 1.1 

Total in first 19 categories ...........•....•........•......••...•. lQ79 52.1+ 
138 categories, each containing 2 to 23 respondents ••••••.....••..• 935 45.4 
99 categories, each containing no respondents or 1 respondent ••.... 44 2.1 

Total .« •••• 2058 100.0 

NOTE: 132 respondents, not included in table, have missing data. One (1) indicates the 
crime type was committed during the measurement period; zero (0) indicates not committed. 
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* combinations, on the average 73 combinations would have been reported 

by fewer than two respondents, with a standard deviation of 4.9. So 99 

is more than 5 standard deviations from the expected number, which has 

probability less than .001 of occurring by chance. For other reasons, 

too, the distribution in Table 2.2 is far from a random assignment of 

respondents to combinations. As an example, the combination that ranks 

14th and includes 26 respondents consists of those who committed all 

eight crimes during the measurement period. If the different crime 

types were independent, this combination would occur with probability 

.000106, so there would be only one chance in five of observing even 

one respondent with this combination. 

The most common combination comprises those respondents who said 

they did not commit any of the eight listed crimes. To what extent 

could they be telling the truth? Our evidence from the prisoner 

respondents, for whom we have official record data. shows that 42 

percent of respondents who denied all eight crimes in Table 2.2 were 

convicted of crimes other than those eight (e.g., arson, kinap, rape, 

other sex crimes),t so they might well have been truthful. 

The next five combinations (those ranked from 2 to 6) each com

prises respondents who said they committed only one of the eight types 

of crimes: drug dealing, assault, burglary, theft other than auto 

theft, and robbery. The following combi-nations in Table 2.2 are, with 

two exceptions, mixtures involving robbery, burglary, or both. 

How can the combinations that are mixtures of two or more crime 

types be mean.ingfully aggregated and understood? We took two approaches 

to answering this question, one based empirically on the correlat.ions 

among the yes-no activity variables for the crime types and the other 

based on an evaluation of the publicly perceived seriousness of the 

crime types. In the empirical analysis, both the correlation matrix 

* That is, we assume for purposes of comparison that each of the 
eight crimes was committed independently of the others, with the proba
bilities shown (as percents) in Table 2.1. 

t Fewer of the prisoner respondents (11. 2 percent) than jail 
respondents denied committing all eight crimes in Table 2.2, consistent 
with the greater chance of being sentenced to jail for a minor crime 
not covered by the survey. 



-24-

(Appendix A, Table A.17) and a factor analysis of the matrix (Table 

A.18) show that the following types of crimes tend to be committed by 

* the same people: 

o Robbery and assault t 

o Burglary and auto theft 

o Theft, fraud, burglary, and robbery of persons 

o Forg~:y and fraud 

o Robbery (nonassaultive) 

o Drug dealing 

In the analysis based on seriousness of crimes as perceived by 

the public, we relied on the ratio scores in the national survey of 

crime severity (Center for Studies in Criminology and Criminal Law, 

1980). The types of crimes listed in Table 2.1 are not amenable to 

definitive classification of seriousness because they encompass criminal 

acts differing greatly in their details of interaction with and injury 

to the victim, use of weapons, locale, amount of money involved, etc. 

However, we gave each of them a maximum and minimum seriousness ratio 

score, shown in Table 2.3, by examining all the scenarios in the source 

national survey that corresponded to the crime type in question. These 

scores show that burglary., auto theft, other theft, forgery, and fraud 

cover approximately the same range of seriousness, while robbery, drCJ.g 

dealing, and assault cover wider ranges that include substantially 

higher levels of seriousness. 

After we had examined the common combinations of crimes committed 

(Table 2.2), the factor analysis of activity variables, and the relative 

seriousness of crime types (Table 2.3), we concluded that meaningful 

and useful categories of criminal behavior could be obtained by joining 

forgery, fraud, auto theft, and other theft into a single crime type. 

These four crimes are likely to occur in the behavior patterns of the 

* This list describes six factors that account for 97 percent of 
the variance in a factor analysis whose details are in Table A.lB. 

tone of the survey questions refers to assault committed during 
robbery or burglary, which is obviously related to committing robbery. 
However, assault in other contexts is similarly associated with robbery. 
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Table 2.3 

MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM SERIOUSNESS SCORES 

Crime Type 

Assault 
Drug dealing 
Robbery 
Fraud 
Burglary 
Forgery 
Auto theft 
Other theft 

Range 'Of 
Crime Severity 

6.18-52.94 
1. 42-33.85 
4.38-21. 08 
10 87-17.82 
2.77-15.56 
3.37-13.45 
4.46-10.85 
1. 39-10.96 

SOURCE: Crime severity ratio scores 
for all scenarios corresponding tCi the 
crime type, Center for Studies in Crim
inology and Criminal Law (1980). 

NOTE: Assault includes homicide. 

same individuals, often in combination with other crimes. Moreover, 

the overall seriousness of an individual's criminal behavior is not 

much affected by interchanging these four crimes. For example, the 

behavior of the offender who commits robbery, assault, burglary, and 

auto theft is not necessarily more or less serious than that of the 

offender who commits robbery, assault, burglary, and forgery. 

Table 2.4 shows the common c0mbinations of crimes committed when 

forgery, fraud, auto theft, and other theft are joined into a single 

crime type. After the default combination (those who reported none 

of the survey crimes), the most common combination comprises those 

who did all of the five types of crime during the measurement period. 

The rank 3 combination comprises burglar-thieves, rank 4 is thieves, 

forgers, and frauds, and rank 5 is the robber, burglar, thief. 

By arranging the categories in Table 2.4 in order of the range of 

overall seriousness of the behavior described, and then expanding the 

combinations so that they encompassed less common similar combinations, 

we obtained the ten varieties of criminal behavior shown in Table 2.5, 



Rank 
Order Robbery 

1 0 
2 1 
3 0 
4 0 
5 1 
6 1 
7 0 
8 1 
9 0 

10 0 
11 0 

Total in 
21 other 
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Table 2.4 

COMMON COMBINATIONS OF CRIMES COMMITTED 
WHEN 32 POSSIBILITIES ARE ALLOWED 

Crimes Committed 

Forgery, 
Fraud, Drug Number of 

Assault Burglary or Theft Dealing Respondents 

0 0 0 0 263 
1 1 1 1 256 
0 1 1 0 171 
0 0 1 0 168 
0 1 1 0 153 
0 1 1 1 142 
0 0 0 1 112 
1 1 1 0 III 
1 0 0 0 105 
0 1 1 1 101 
0 0 1 1 73 

first 11 categories ................... 1655 
categories ••••••••••••••••••• 0 ......... 420 

Total ................ " ........... 2075 

Percent 

12.7 
12.3 
8.2 
8.1 
7.4 
6.8 
5.4 
5.3 
5.1 
4.9 
3.5 

79.8 
20.2 

100.0 

NOTE: 115 respondents, not included in table, have missing data. The 
missing cases differ slightly from Table 2.2. 

plus the eleventh default category ("did none"). These eleven categories 

collectively encompass all of the respondents; no one belongs to any 

* residual group. The names chosen for each of the ten varieties of crimi-

nal behavior are intended primarily to permit reference to them in the 

text. They are not as precise as the definitions given in the table. t 

* Respondents with missing data were, of course, not classified into 
the categories. 

t The names for the varieties were controversial among reviewers of 
this work. We assure the reader that many alternatives were considered. 
The term "mere assaulters" is not intended to connote that assault, by 
itself, is not serious. 
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Table 2.5 

DEFINITION OF HIERARCHICAL VARIETIES OF CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR 

" >.. 
Q) H oo 

r-l Q) -I.J 
0.. bJ)oo ~ 

~ H Q) Q) 

o !:! "0 

tj-:t ~ 'M ~ 
H 0 . "U 0.. 

'+.jN "0 oo 
0 ::1"0 Q) 

Q) t1l H p:j 
Hr-l H t1l oo 
Q),.o ~U r-l '+.j 

"0 t1l t1l :>. til 0 
HH :>. 4-J H .0 .u Q) 4-J 
0 H r-l t1l ,,0,..{ A H ~ 

!:! Q) ::I r-l .u"O Q) Q) 
~ 0 ,.0 t1l bJ) '+.j Q) bfJ ,.0 (J 
~ H ,.0 oo H Q) H ,J S H 
~4-t 0 oo ::I ti U H ::I Q) 

Group p:j 41 !Xl A Z Pol 

Violent predators 
(robber-assaulter-dealers) 2 + + ? ? + 306 15.0 

Robber-assaulters 8 + + ? ? 0 160 7.8 
Robber-dealers 6 + 0 ? ? + 188 9.2 
Low-level robbers 5 + 0 ? ? 0 240 11.8 
Mere assaulters 9 0 + 0 0 0 105 5.1 
Burglar-dealers 10 0 ?? + ? + 199 9.8 
Low-level burglars 3 0 0 + ? 0 171 8.4 
Property & drug offenders 11 0 ?? 0 + + 128 6.3 
Low-level property offenders 4 0 0 0 + 0 168 8.2 
Drug dealers 7 0 0 0 0 + 112 5.5 

TotalC 1777 87.1 

NOTE: + = Group member commits this crime, by definition. 
0 = Group member does not commit this crime, by definition. 
? = Group member mayor may not commit this crime. Analysis 

shows that nearly all members of the group do. 
?? = Group member may or may not commit this crime. Most 

aAssault includes homicide arising out of assault or robbery. 

bTheft includes auto theft. 

don't. 

cThe remaining 12.9 percent did not report committing any of the crimes 
studied. Respondents with missing data (150 out of 2190) were excluded in 
calculation of percentages. The missing cases differ from those in Table 
2.4, because respondents who denied committing robbery but encountered 
victims while committing burglaries were categorized differently in the 
two cases. 

--. j 
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The specific (nondefinitional) crimes reportedly committed by the 

inmates of each variety (Table 2.6) demonstrate and clarify several 

major patterns noted earlier: 

o Criminals who are involved with drugs are more likely to do a 

range of crimes than criminals who are not involved with drugs. 

o Most robbers also do burglary and theft. Robbers are more 

likely than burglars to do burglary when there is a good 

chance of personal encounters in the place being burglarized. 

o Robbers are more likely than any other type of criminal to do 

auto theft but generally less likely to do forgery or credit 

card crimes. 

-0 There are a nontrivial number of robbers who do not physically 

assault people. 

o Inmates who are not robbers and not "mere" assaulters, but T\lho 

do assaults are virtually all dealing drugs. Since, as we 

discuss in Chap. 3, dealing drugs is virtually synonymous with 

taking drugs, this suggests that "burglars," "thieves," and 

"con men" are unlikely to assault someone physically unless 

they are drug users. 

It was theoretically possible that some of the patterns of criminal 

behavior we have just discussed might appear in the total inmate study 

population but actually be idiosyncratic to one state. For example, 

"nonassaultive· robbers" might have been present only in Michigan, or 

there might have been burglars in some states who tended to do more 

auto theft than robbers in their state. 

However, when we examined the patterns of criminal activity by 

state, we found that such differences did not exist. Each state had 

at least some inmates whose behavior was described by all the different 

crime varieties. Moreover, the frequencies of specific crimes being 

committed by inmates in the same varieties were essentially the same 

across states; for example, most robbers also do burglary whether they 

are in Texas, Michigan, or California (see Table 2.7). 



Table 2.6 

SPECIFIC CRINES CONMITTED BY RESPONDENTS IN EACH VARIETY 

Var:l.etr of Bec"vior Homicide 

Violent predators 30 
Rohber-assaulters 33 
Robber-dealers 
Low-level robbers 
Mere assaulters 36 
Burglar-dealers 8 
Low-level burglars 
Property & drug offenders 10 
Low-level property offenders 
Drug dealers 

NOTE: + = included by definition. 
excluded by definition. 

All b Robbery 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

22 
34 

Percent Respondents in Each Variety who Committed the Crime a 

Burglary 
with 

Business Person Person Auto Other 
Robbery Robbery Assault Burglary Contact Theft Theft 

58 65 + 83 48 50 71 
46 59 + 79 44 34 49 
41 43 79 45 39 57 
31 31 64 41 22 38 

+ 
43 + 22 34 58 

:.. + 34 21 41 
43 21 52 

22 56 

Forgery-
Credit 

Card 
Fraud Crimes 

37 42 
15 16 
22 32 
10 13 

22 32 
5 18 

34 47 
20 43 

~imum estimate of crimes committed; includes inmates convicted of a crime even if they didn't say they did it. 
b Includes robbery as an outgrowth of burglary, or as an admitted crime of conviction, which may not have been reported as 

either business robbery or person robbery. 

J 
N 
\0 
J 



Table 2.7 

SPECIFIC CRIMES COMMITTED BY RESPONDENTS OF THREE VARIETIES IN EACH STATE 

Percent of Respondents 
in Crime Complex 

Who Did Specific Crime 

Crime Variety N Specific Crime California Michigan Texas 2 Sig. a 
X 

Robber-assaulter-dealers 306b Business robbery 60 57 55 0.50 n.s. 
(Violent predators) Burglary 89 77 83 6.13 n. s. 

Burglary with personal 
contact 49 46 45 0.36 n.s. 

Theft (other than auto) 72 64 85 7.65 n. s. 
Auto theft 51 50 46 0.40 n.s. 
Fraud 34 39 45 2.37 n.s. 
Forgery & credit cards 47 33 44 5.48 n.s. 

Burglar-dealers 199 c I 
Burglary with personal w 

0 
contact 18 30 18 3.27 n.s. I 

Theft (other than auto) 62 49 62 2.94 n. s. 
Auto theft 27 39 36 2.18 n.s. 
Fraud 22 16 27 2.13 n.s .. · 
Forgery & credit cards 41 22 32 5.60 n.s. 

Low-level burglars 171d Burglary with personal 
contact 35 38 31 0.61 n.s. 

Theft (other than auto) 44 52 28 7.35 n.s. 
Auto theft 28 18 17 2.35 n.s. 
Fraud 9 4 4 1.52 n.s. 
Forgery & credit cards 15 14 24 2.15 n.s. 

an •s • = not significant at .01 level. 

b154 (California) + 98 (Michigan) + 54 (Texas). 

c 73 (California) + 67 (Michigan) + 59 (Texas). 

d46 (California) +56 (1:1ichigan) + 69 (Texas). 
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There was, however, a significant difference in the proportion of 

inmates in each state that belonged to each variety of criminal behavior 

(Table 2.8). In general, there were more inmates in varieties which 

included robbery and drug dealing (and therefore a broader range of 

other crimes) in California than in Michigan, and more in Michigan than 

in Texas. Conversely, Texas was more likely to have inmates that were 

primarily income producers (not involved in combinations including 

assaults or drug dealing) than Michigan, and Michigan had more of the 

income producers than California. The mere assaulters and drug dealers, 

however, were generally found in the same proportion in the prison 

inmate population of all three states. 

Comparing respondents in prison with those in jail in the same 

state, we did, of course, find different proportions of respondents in 

different varieties (Table 2.9). However, comparing the specific crimes 

Table 2.8 

MEMBERSHIP OF RESPONDENTS IN CRIME VARIETIES: 
STATE DIFFERENCES 

Percent of Respondents 
of Each Val!'iety 

Crime Variety California 'Michigan Texas 

Violent predators 
Robber-assaulters 
Robber-dealers 
Low-level robbers 
Mere assaulters 
Burglar-dealers 
Low-level burglars 
Property & drug offenders 
Low-level property offenders 
Drug dealers 

Total 

2 NOTE: Texas figures based on 
X = 72.76; significance < 0.001. 
for unweighted sample. 

21 13 10 
7 9 8 

12 8 8 
10 12 14 

5 5 6 
10 9 10 

6 8 12 
7 6 5 
7 9 8 
6 6 5 

90 85 86 

'weighted sample. 
Statistic calculated 
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Table 2.9 

PREVALENCE OF CRIME VARIETIES AMONG PRISON AND JAIL INMATES 

Percent of Respondents 
in Each Complex 

California a Michigan b 

Crime Variety Prison Jail Prison Jail 

Violent predators 30 13 17 9 
Robber-assaulters 9 5 12 6 
Robber-dealers 14 10 9 8 
Low-level robbers 14 7 15 7 
Mere assaulters 5 5 4 6 
Burglar-dealers 8 12 10 9 
Low-level burglars 3 9 7 8 
Property & drug offenders 5 9 5 7 
Low-level property offenders 2 11 6 14 
Drug dealers 4 7 5 7 

Total 93 87 89 80 

a 2 
X = 92; significance < .0001. 

b 2 X = 55; significance < .0001. 

committed by the jail inmates and the prisoners who were in the same 

varieties (for example, specific cr~ies committed by robber-dealers 

in prison and robber-dealers in jail), we found very few differences 

(Table 2.10). Violent predators in prison tended to do more business 

robbery than violent predators in jail, but no other significant 

differences were found. 

We were also interested in whether respondents convicted in 

counties with large centrg,l cities tended to be more (or less) serious 

offenders than those frum more suburban counties. A comparison of the 

proportion of respondents who reported each of the varieties of criminal 

behavior did not reveal differences according to the nature of the 

central city (Table 2.11). Moreover, the types of crimes committed by 

respondents of a given variety did not differ according to the county 

of conviction (Table 2.12). 
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Table 2.10 

SPECIFIC CRIMES COMMITTED BY RESPONDENTS OF THREE VARIETIES 
IN PRISON AND JAIL 

Percent of Respondents 
of Variety Who Did 

Specific Crime 

Crime Variety Specific Crime State N Prison Jail 2 
X 

Violent predators Business Robbery California 154 66 44 7.09 
Michigan 96 63 41 3.12 

Burglary California 66 94 1.25 
l!ichigan 76 77 0 

Burglary with person California 45 57 1.69 
contact Michigan 45 50 0.66 

Theft (other than suto) Califomis 70 74 0.09 
Michigan 60 71 0.64 

Auto theft California 46 61 2.63 
Michigan 49 53 0.05 

Fraud California 36 26 1. 76 
Michigan 39 36 0 

Forgery & credit cards California 48 46 0 
Michigan 29 40 0.63 

Burglar-dealers Burglary with personal California 73 14 20 • 07 
contact Michigan 67 31 28 0 

Theft (other than auto) California 54 67 0.67 
Michigan 47 52 0.01 

Auto theft California 27 28 0 
Michigan 37 41 • 02 

Fraud California 25 75 0.50 
Michigan 24 7 2.27 

Forgery & credit cards California 39 43 • 01 
Michigan 21 24 0 

Low-level burglars Burglary with personal California 46 20 39 .53 
contact Michigan 56 35 41 .04 

Theft (other than auto) California 60 40 .56 
Michigan 62 41 1. 76 

Auto theft California 40 25 • 29 
Michigan 14 22 • 22, 

Fraud California 10 8 0 
Michigan 3.4 3.7 0 

Forgery & credit cards California 10 17 • 00 
Michigan 17 11 • 07 

a = not significant at .01 level. n.s. 

Sig. a 

.01 
n.s. 

n.B. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.S, 

n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s . 

n.s. 
o.s. 

D.S. 
n.s. 

D.S • 

D.S. 

n.s. 
n.s . 

n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s" 
n.s. 

n.s, 
n.S • 

n.s . 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s • 

n.s • 
n.s. 
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Table 2.11 

COMPARISON OF CRIME VARIETIES BY COUNTY OF CONVICTION 

Crime Variety 

Violent predators 
(robber-assaulter-dealers) 

Robber-assaulters 
Robber-dealers 
Low-level robbers 
Mere assaulters 
Burglar-dealers 
Low-level burglars 
Property & drug offenders 
Low-level property offenders 
Drug dealers 

Total 

Percent of Respondents 
of Each Variety 

Medium Citya Large Citya 

16 14 
7 8 

11 8 
11 12 

5 5 
11 9 

9 8 
6 7 
7 9 
5 6 

88 87 

NOTE: 2 
X = 12.15; not significant at .01 level. 

aConvicted in a county with a large central city or 
a medium-sized city. 

To summarize, the same varieties of criminal behavior were found 

in the three states, in large and small cities, and in both prisons 

and jails. The relationship between the crime varieties and the rate 

at which crimes were committed is discussed in a later section of this 

chapter. 

STABILITY OF CRIHINAL BEHAVIOR 

The varieties themselves would have little interest if the variety 

of criminal behavior to which offenders belong were unstable over time-

for example, most offenders changing from one variety to another over 

the course of a year and possibly returning later to the same variety. 

Under such temporal instability, to say that an offender belongs to a 

particular variety would have little or no predictive value for antici

pating the types of crimes he would later commit or the rates at which 
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Table 2.12 

SPECIFIC CRIMES COMMITTED BY RESPONDENTS OF THE SAME 
CRIME VARIETY: COMPARISON BY COUNTY OF CONVICTION 

Percent of 
Respondents 
in Co",plex 

Who Did 
Specific Crime 

Medium Larg'.! 
2 Specific Crime State N City City X 

Violent predators Business robbery Cal;l.fornia 154 64 57 .44 
Michigan 98 45 65 3.00 
Texas 54 81 43 5.07 

Burglary California 93 86 1.08 
Michigan 87 71 2.40 
Texas 69 89 2.01 

Burglary with personal California 54 45 0.91 
contact Michigan 53 42 0.60 

Texas 38 49 0.20 

Theft (other than auto) California 79 66 2.29 
Michigan 66 62 0.02 
Texas 88 83 0.00 

Auto theft California 51 51 0 
Michigan 50 50 0 
Texas 41 49 .05 

Fraud California 34 34 0 
Michican 32 43 .67 
Texas 44 46 0 

Forgery & credit cards California 50 45 .17 
Michigan 24 38 1.65 
Texas 39 38 1.31 

Burglar-dealers Burglary with personal California 73 18 17 0 
contact Michigan 67 27 33 .04 

Texas 59 0 23 1.96 

Theft (other than auto) California 63 61 0 
Michigan 54 43 .39 
Texas 71 59 .26 

Auto theft California 19 33 1.12 
Michigan 32 47 .88 
Texas 20 41 1.32 

Fraud Cal;l.fornia 19 24 .03 
Michigan 14 20 .15 
Texas 47 21 2.68 

Forgery & credit cards California 36 45 .36 
Michigan 22 23 0 
Texas 40 30 .18 

Low-level burglars Burglary with personal California 46 48 52 0 
contact Michigan 56 36 39 0 

Texas 69 50 25 2.5 

Theft (other than auto) California 57 32 1.86 
Michigan 6] 43 1.14 
Texas 25 29 0 

Auto theft California 25 32 .03 
Michigan 7 29 3.04 
Texas 13 19 .05 

Fraud California 8 9 0 
Michigan 7 0 .52 
Texas 0 6 .07 

Forgery & credit cards California 17 14 0 
Michigan 14 14 0 
Texas 27 23 0 

a 
• not significant at .01 level. n.s, 

Sig. a 

n.s" 
n.B" 
n.B. 

n.s" 
n.s. 
n.s .. 

o.s. 
n.s. 
n.s .. 

n.s .. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.2. 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n ... s .. 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s, 
n.s. 

n.B. 
n.s. 
n.s, 

n.s, 
n.s, 
n.s', 

n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s, 

n.B. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

n.s. 
nasa 
nasa 

n.s. 
n .. s. 
n.s. 
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he would commit them. Moreover, it would be unlikely that personal 

characteristics, especially activities as a juvenile, would be strongly 

associated with membership in a particular variety, since a given 

individual, with fixed characteristics, would belong to different 

varieties depending on the time at which he happened to be examined. 

Here we present some evidence to the opposite effect, namely that 

individuals tend to belong to a single variety or to naturally related 

pairs of varieties. When offenders do make transitions among varieties 

as they get older, transitions appear to be primarily upward in serious

ness (according to the serial ranking of varieties as we have defined 

them). Our evidence in regard to temporal transitions is quite weak, 

for two reasons: 

1. All the offenders in our sample were arrested at the end of 

the measurement period for a crime that was sufficiently 

serious that they were convicted and sentenced to jailor 

prison. By a selection effect, therefore, one would expect 

that many members of the sample engaged in more serious 

criminal behavior during their measurement period than. they 

typically (or ever) did previously. 

2. Our data concerning the respondent's criminal activities 

prior to the measurement period were not collected contempo

raneously with those activities. Instead they were collected 

on the same survey instrument and at the same time as infor

mation about activities during the measurement period. (See 

pp. 42 and 43 of the survey booklet, reproduced in App. E.) 

If the respondent had any confusion about the time periods 

prior to the measurement period (and many did, see App. B), 

or could not remember what he was doing during the period 

prior to the meas~rernent period, or simply developed a set 

pattern of responses to questions in the survey, it seems 

likely he would describe approximately the same criminal 

behavior in the various time periods. 

Nonetheless, by keeping these limitations in mind, reasonably coherent 

and compelling interpretations of the data can be obtained. 
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Three t.ransition matrices are shown as Tables 2.13, 2.14, and 2.15. 

Table 2.13 shows transitions among varieties of behavior during the 

four years prior to the measurement period. It compares the respondent's 

variety of behavior during the first two of these years with his variety 

during the last two. Table 2.14 shows transitions from varieties in the 

two years before the measurement period to varieties during the measure

ment period. Table 2.15 is the backward transition matrix corresponding 

to Table 2.14. 

In all three tables, respondents whu were not in any of the 

varieties (as we defined them) during the measurement period have been 

excluded. Consequently, entries labeled "Not doing these crimes" can 

be interpreted in light of the fact that in the measurement period the 

respondents in these categories did do one or more of the crimes covered 

in the survey. 

Examining Table 2.13, we can see that among the respondents 

who were active in one or more of the study crimes during the four 

years preceding the measurement period (77 percent of those who were 

active during the measurement period), the vast majority reported the 

same variety of criminal behavior for both two-year subperiods or 

switched between inactivity and one of the varieties. For every variety, 

45 percent or more of respondents who reported that variety of behavior 

3 to 4 years before the measurement period also reported the same 

variety during the two years preceding the measurement period. 

Aside from stopping crime commissions altogether, the predominant 

pattern was for respondents to have continued committing the same variety 

of behavior or to have made a transition to a more serious variety. The 

percentages making transitions to less serious varieties were as follows: 

Violent predators ................... . 
Robber-assaulters ...•................ 
Robber-dealers ......•................ 
Low-level robbers ...............•.•.. 
Mere assaulters ..................... . 
Burglar-dealers ... " ................. . 
Low-level burglars ........•........•. 
Property & drug offenders .....•...... 
Low-level property offenders ........ . 

14 percent 
23 
23 

9 
18 

8 
5 

10 
1 



Variety of Criminal Behavior 
Three and Four Years 

Prior to 
Measurement Period 

(Window 1) 

Violent predators 

Robber-assaulters 

Robber-dealers 

Low-level robbers 

Mere assau1ters 

Burglar-dealers 

Low-level burglars 

Property & drug offenders 

Low-level property offenders 

Drug dealers 

Locked up 

Not doing these crimes 
I 

Table 2.13 

FORWARD TRANSITION MATRIX 

Percent of Original Category Entering Final Category 
(Respondents not doing these crimes in measurement period excluded) 

Variety of Criminal Behavior During TWo Years Preceding the Measurement Period (Window 2) 

Low-
Low- Low- Property Level 

Violent Robber- Robber- Level Mere Burglar- Level & Drug Property Drug 
Predators Assaulters Dealers Robbers Assaulters Dealers Burglars Offenders Offenders Dealers 

rrn 2 7 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 

20 ~ 0 13 2 2 0 2 4 0 

13 .., rru 2 0 3 0 8 5 5 

12 8 11 IDl 0 3 4 0 1 1 

0 0 0 6 ffi] 6 6 0 0 6 

14 2 7 0 0 §] 2 2 1 3 

3 1 3 5 1 16 IDJ 1 3 1 

8 2 12 0 0 16 0 IDJ 2 8 

3 2 1 4 1 6 15 4 @] 1 

1 0 7 0 0 12 1 6 3 1m 
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 17 0 33 

1 1 2 5 2 4 9 2 8 6 
---_ .. _-- ~------

L-__ -- -- ------- ---- ------

Locked 
Up 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Cl 

0 

0 

0 

17 

0 

Not 
Doing 
These 
Crimes 

13 

7 

10 

11 

22 

4 

14 

6 

15 

4 

17 

61 

I 
w 
(Xl 

I 



Table 2.14 

FORHARD TRANSITION HATRIX 

Percent of Original Category Entering Final Category 
(Respondents not doing these crimes in measurement period excluded) 

Variety of Criminal Behavior During the Measurement Period (Window 3} 
Variety of Criminal Behavior 

During Two Years Low-
Preceding the Low- Low- Property Level 

Measurement Period Violent Robber- Robber- Level Mere Burglar- Level & Drug Property 
(Window 2) Predators Assaulters Dealers Robbers Assaulters Dealers Burglars Offenders Offenders 

Violent predators mJ 3 11 0 2 7 0 3 0 

Robber-aBsaulters 28 lTIJ 4 12 2 0 2 4 2 

Robber-dealers [ill 1 §] 2 1 7 2 10 0 

Low-level robbers 22 24 12 [TIl 0 1 2 2 2 

Mere assaulters 4 15 4 15 ml 7 0 15 0 

Burglar-dealers 27 4 25 4 2 ffi] 2 4 0 

Low-level burglars 4 14 7 ffi] 1 8 ffiJ 0 5 

Property & drug offenders 24 2 15 3 0 14 0 till 2 

Low-level ~roperty offenders 9 12 5 15 1 2 15 5 ffiJ 
Drug dealers 10 2 16 2 0 15 3 14 2 

Locked up 40 0 0 0 20 0 0 20 0 

Not doing these crimes 6 6 4 19 16 6 14 3 19 
~-

L-_____ ..... - ._-- ~ 

Drug 
Dealers 

3 

4 

0 

1 

4 

2 

2 

2 

2 

mJ 

20 

8 

I 
w 
'-0 
I 



Variety of Criminal Behavior 
During Two Years 
Preceding the 

Measurement Period 
(Window 2) 

Violent predators 

Robber-assaulters 

Robber-dealers 

Low-level robbers 

Mere assaulters 

Bur glar-deale rs 

Low-level burglars 

Property & drug offenders 

Low-level property offenders 

Drug dealers 

Locked up entire period 

Not doing these crimes 

Table 2.15 

BACKWARD TRANSITION MATRIX 

Percent of final category coming from previous category 

Variety of Criminal Behavior During the Measurement Period (lVindow 3) 

Low-
Low- Low- Property Level 

Violent Robber- Robber- Level Mere Burglar- Level & Drug i'roperty 
Predators Assaulters Dealers Robbers Assaulters Dealers Burglars Offenders Offenders 

27 2 7 0 2 5 0 3 0 

5 16 1 3 1 0 1 2 1 

16 1 15 1 1 4 1 10 0 

8 18 7 15 0 1 1 2 1 

0 3 1 2 11 1 0 4 0 

18 6 28 3 3 38 3 8 0 

3 20 9 28 1 12 39 0 7 

5 1 5 1 0 6 0 26 1 

4 11 4 9 1 1 12 7 30 

5 2 13 1 0 14 3 22 2 

1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 

9 20 11 38 78 18 40 14 58 

Drug 
Dealers 

3 

2 

0 

1 

1 

3 

3 

1 

2 

49 

1 

34 

J 
.p-
O 
I 

:-~.I 



---------------------------------------------------------- --------

-41-

A strong tendency for those who deal drugs to continue doing so 

can be observed in the upward transitions in Table 2.13 from varieties 

of behavior involving drug dealing to other varieties involving drug 

dealing. For example, property & drug offenders become burglar-dealers, 

robber-dealers, or violent predators (assaultive-robber-dealers); 

they do not become low-level burglars or low-level robbers. Burglar

dealers become robber-dealers or violent predators; they are unlikely 

to become low-level robbers or assaultive (nondealing) robbers. 

Table 2.14 confirms these general patterns of transitions two years 

later in time. The transitions to varieties having higher levels of 

seriousness are more pronounced in Table 2 .. 14, presumably because of 

the selection effect noted earlier. The fact that Table 2.14 differs 

from Table 2.13 in exactly the way that would be anticipated from a 

selection effect suggests that respondents were not all unthinkingly 

answering questions about their past crimes, or following a set pattern 

of responses; on the contrary, a good number of them must have been 

describing their actual past criminal behavior. 

Table 2.15, the backward transition matrix, grqes a different 

perspective on the same information. It shows that of those who 

reported a given variety during the measurement period, only a minority 

reported the same variety during the preceding two years. Most either 

reported a combination of less serious crimes or were not active in the 

study crimes prior to the measurement period. The respondents vlho only 

committed assault (which includes homicide) are most notable in this 

regard; over three-quarters of them had not been involved in any of the 

study crimes during the preceding two years, and about half of the 

rerr~inder had not committed assault. 

The property & drug offenders are an exception to the general 

pattern that offenders tend to come from lower-level varieties. They 

include many who had been committing more serious crimes in previous 

periods. But the continuity of drug dealing is apparent in their past 

activities (dealer, robber-dealer, etc.). Only 14 percent of them had 

been active in none of the study crimes during the preceding two years. 

All other groups that had been over 80 percent active in one or 

more of the study crimes during the previous two years included drug 

I 

" 
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dealing in their repertoire: burglar-dealers (82 percent previously 

active), robber-dealers (89 percent), and violent predators (91 percent). 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES 

In the survey booklet, after answering "yes" that he had committed 

a given type of crime, say, burglary, during the measurement period, 

the respondent was asked to tell how many burglaries he had committed 

by specifying a range, either "1 to 10" or "11 or more." If the range 

was "1 to 10," he was asked, "How many?" If the range was "11 or more," 

he was led through a sequence of questions about the number of months 

in which he committed burglary and his daily, weekly, or monthly rate 

* of commission. (See survey page 16, App. E, for the format of the 

question. ) 

From the information provided by the respondent, which was some

times incomplete or self-contradictory, we calculated two estimates of 

his annualized crime commission rate: a minimum estimate and a maximum 

estimate. t For most respondents and most crime types, the two estimates 

coincide. In this report we use each individual's average value between 

* his minimum and maximum estimate for each crime type. The annualized 

rate can be interpreted as the number of crimes committed per year of 

free time, since it takes into account the length of time the respondent 

was incarcerated during his measurement period. For example, if a 

respondent's measurement period lasted 14 months, of which he spent 

5 months in jail, and he reported committing 6 burglaries, his annual

ized crime rate would be: 

* 

A (6 burg1a~ies) • (12 months/year)/(14-5) months 

= 6 • 1~ burglaries/year 

= 8. ° burglaries/year. 

Peterson et a1. (1982) describe the pretests that led to this 
choice of questionnaire format. 

tAppendix A gives details of the calculation. 

*However, the tables in App. A show mean crime commission rates 
for both the minimum and maximum estimates. 
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Based on tests of consistency and reliability of data provided by 

respondents (App. B), we believe that statistics such as medians and 

averages, describing crime commission rates for large groups of respon

dents, are generally accurate within a factor of 1.5. However, these 

~rime commission rates should not be viewed as applicable to offenders 

in the community. They refer only to a cohort of incoming prison or 

jail inmates in the counties chosen for this study. Selection effects 

and other factors cause these rates to be substantially higher than 

those for IItypical" offenders (Rolph, Chaiken, and Houchens, 1981). 

Moreover, to the extent that differences in crime commission rates are 

found among the three study states or among counties, these can possibly 

be attributed to differences in practices of the criminal justice system 

rather than to differences in the behavior of offenders. 

Shape of the Distributions 

Even among people who have been incarcerated in prisons and jails, 

the vast majority of those who commit any particular type of crime do 

so rather infrequently. Typical respondents who committed assaults, 

for example, reported one, two, or three assaults during their one-to

two-year measurement period, resulting in an annualized rate of less 

than 3 per year. The pattern for auto thefts was similar and only 

slightly higher: Most respondents who committed auto theft did so at 

an annualized rate under 3.5 per year. 

Table 2.16 shows the median crime commission rates for the crimes 

under study. They range from a low of 2.4 assaults per year to 100 

drug deals per year. Excluding drug deals and categories that are 

combinations o[ crimes, all the median crime commission rates are under 

9 per year. Although the table shows these statistics for the entire 

* study group, the medians are, with one exception, also under 9 per 

* Amons California prisoners the median commission rate for theft 
(other than auto) was 16. 



-44-

Table 2.16 

ANNUALIZED CRIME CO~w.rrSSION RATES 
a All Respondents Who Commit the Crime, Three States 

Crime Type Medianb 90-Percentileb 

Burglary 5.45 232 

Robbery 5.00 87 

Business robbery 4.60 57 
Person robbery 4.29 57 

Assault 2.40 13 

Theft 8.59 425 

Other than auto 8.00 485 
Auto 3.43 77 

Forgery & credit cards 4.50 206 

Fraud 5.05 258 

Forgery + Fraud + Theft 10.29 531 

Forgery + Fraud + Theft + Burglary 16.00 634 

All except drug dealing 14.77 605 

Drug dealing 100 3251 

Total 41.60 2126 

aAdjusted, by weighting Texas prisoner respondents, to 
reflect incoming cohorts to incarceration. 

bThe median and 90th percentile refer to those respon
dents who commit the crime in question. Fifty percent com
mit the crime at rates above· the median; 10 percent commit 
the crime at rates above the 90th percentile. See Tables 
A.3 to A.17 in App. A for more information about the dis
tributions of crime commission rates. 
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year for respondents in each of the three states and for prisoners 

separately from jail inmates. 

As the table alsd shows, however, the 90th percentiles of the 

distributions of these crime commission rates are substantially higher 

than the medians, generally in the range of 40 to 50 times higher. 

(Exceptions are robbery and auto theft.) If these distributions were 

even approximately symmetric (like a normal distribution), then, 

considering that crime rates cannot be below zero, the 90th percentiles 

would only be approximately twice the medians. So even from this 

limited amount of information it is easy to see that the distributions 

are not at all symmetric and are in fact highly skewed. 

Figure 2.1 illustrates the shapes of these distributions and shows 

the extent to which they differ. All of the distributions have a 

heavy concentration near zero and a long, thin tail. The two types of 

robbery (Fig. 2.l(a)) have almost identical distributions, and, despite 

substantial statj,stical differences, the shape of the distributions for 

robbery appears similar to the shape of the distributions for burglary 

(Fig. 2.l(b)), auto theft (Fig. 2.l(c)), and forgery/credit cards 

(Fig. 2.l(d)). Theft other than auto (Fig. 2.l(e)) also appears 

similar to these, but at t\vice the scale. Two crime types appear 

visually to be substantially different: Assault (Fig. 2.l(f)) has a 

very short tail, and drug dealing (Fig. 2.l(g)) has a very long tril. 

The sum of all study crimes other than drug dealing (Fig. 2.l(h)) takes 

its shape primarily from the theft crimes, which constitute the largest 

component. 

The shape of the crime rate distributions suggests, perhaps, that 

if the study population were divided in fairly obvious ways into more 

homogeneous subgroups, the heavy concentration below 10 crimes per year 

would fall almost entirely in one subgroup, leaving a more even distri

bution among the other offenders. However, in the remaLnder of this 

section we show that many different ways of dividing the offenders 

into groups leave each subgroup with distributions that look like 

Fig. 2.1: Most of the offenders in the group who commit any given 

crime do so at low rates. 
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In characterizing distributions like these, the median is a poor 

descriptor because its magnitude gives little hint of the high crime

commission rates of the most active offenders. The mean, too, is a 

poor descriptor because it is unduly sensitive to the values of a few 

outlier crime-commission rates for the respondents who reported 

extremely high rates. Tabulations showing medians and means have been 

relegated to App. A. 

Generally in this section, for descriptive purposes, we shall rely 

on the 90th percentile. This figure is appropriate for several reasons: 

o It is easy to calculate. 

o In comparing crime commission rates (e.g., for different 

crime types or different subgroups of offenders), we found 

that the 90th percentile provides approximately the same 

relative rankings as any other reasonably high quantile 

(e.g., the 80th percentile). By contrast, very substantial 

differences among states (and other subgroups) in the far 

tails of the distributions, which are not present in the 

bulk of the distributions, result in misleading fluctuations 

in mean value:s. 

o The 90tb percentile is stable against fairly large errors 

(e.g., 30 percent) in the highest reported crime commission 

rates. 

o The offenders whose crime rates are near or above the 90th 

percentile can certainly be considered high-rate offenders, 

and yet they are not so few in number that they could be 

considered insignificant for policy purposes. For example, 

Table 2.16 shows that 10 percent or more of burglars commit 

over 232 burglaries per year. This corresponds to nearly 

100 offenders just in our survey sample, which contains only 

a small percentage of the burglars in the three study states. 

Differences Among the Study Sites 

" In terms of the numbers of types of crimes committed and their 

a.nnualized commission rates, the offenders sampled in prison in 
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California and Michigan were substantially more active than those 

sampled in Texas prisons (Table 2.17). For each crime type, the 

California prisoners accounted for the largest fraction who committed 

the crime during the measurement period, and Michigan prisoners usually 

(but not always) were second. The 90th percentile of annualized crime 

rates were highest in California for business robbery, assault, theft, 

and drug dealing; highest in Michigan for person robbery, auto theft, 

and forgery; and approximately equal between California and Michigan 

for burglary and fraud. For only one crime type (theft other than auto) 

did the Texas prisoners report higher annualized commission rates 

(measured by the 90th percentile) than Michigan prisoners, while for 

most of the others the Texas prisoners were substantially lower than 

both Michigan and California. 

The strongest differences in crime commission rates among the 

states were for burglary, busin.ess robbery, person robbery, and 

* assault. In particular: 

o Burglary. The Texas prisoners were much more likely to report 

having committed 2 or fewer burglaries per year, and much 

less likely to report 100 or more per year, than California 

or l1ichigan prisoners. 

o Business robbery. California prisoners who reported committing 

business robbery were much more likely than the others to have 

committed over 10 business robberies per year. 

o Person robbery and assault. Texas prisoners who robbed or 

assaulted persons did so at dramatically lower rates than the 

prisoners in the other two states. 

* This was determined by selecting cut points appropriate to the 
crime type and performing grouped X2 telts. The cut points for all 
types of robbery were 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, and 50 crimes/year; for 
assault and auto theft, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, and 20 crimes/year; for 
drug dealing,S. 10. 50, 100, 500, 1000, and 3000 crimes/year; and 
for all other crimes, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 10, 50, 100, and 300 crimes/year. 
The grouped X2 m~thod is preferable to testing significance of the 
differences of mean values across states, because the means are 
sensitive to outliers. All grouped X2 tests mentioned in this chapter 
have the same cut point. 
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Table 2.17 

COMPARISON OF CRIME COMMISSIONS 
AMONG PRISONER RESPONDENTS 

Percent Committing 90th Percentile 
Crime Annualized Ratea 

Crime Type Calif. Mich. Texas Calif. Mich. Texas 

Burglary 54 45 47 384 400 112 

Robbery 49 38 26 155 155 22 

Business robbery 35 26 16 155 31 20 
Person robbery 29 26 17 85 198 11 

Assault 50 38 28 18 12 8 
Theft 52 50 43 676 454 322 

Other than auto 42 40 36 724 296 387 
Auto 24 23 19 99 413 10 

Forgery & credit cards 28 14 22 197 344 110 

Fraud 19 16 14 268 263 180 

Forgery + Fraud + Theft 63 58 54 788 522 413 

Forgery + Fraud + Theft 
+ Burglary 73 66 66 986 654 440 

All except drug dealing 85 78 74 989 645 338 

Drug dealing 54 41 35 4013 3612 2508 

Total 90 84 80 3004 2005 1288 
.~. 

a90th percentile refers to crime commission rate of respondents 
who commit the crime. See Tables A.3 to A.16 in App. A for further 
details of these distributions. 

~ 

The distinctions rumong the three states in respondents' crime commission 

rates for theft were much less pronounced than in their ratel'l for the 

four crimes described above, and the distinctions among the states in 

their rates for fraud and for forgery and using bad credit cards were 

ins ignifi can t. 

Even in in the cases where the respondents' annualized rates for a 

crime differed significantly among the states, the general- shapes of the 
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distributions were nonetheless similar in each state: a highly skewed 

distribution with a heavy concentration near zero and a long, thin tail. 

This similarity is illustrated for the crime of burglary in Fig. 2 'j 2. 

Comparison of Jail Inmates with Prison Inmates 

Within a given state, jail inmates were generally less likely to 

commit each of the crimes studied here than were prison inmates 

* (Table 2.18) (primarily because more jail inmates are convicted of 

crimes other than the ones studied). Among offenders who do comm.it a 

given crime, however, the annualized crime commission rates were 

typically not significantly different between jail inmates and prison 

inmates in the same state (Table 2.19). Moreover, setting aside the 

issue of significance, jail respondents did not always have lower crime 

commission rates than those in prison, nor were the relationships betw'een 

jail and prison consistent between states. For example, Michigan jail 

inmates who committed theft (other than auto) did so at slightly higher 

rates than the prison inmates in our sample, but the reverse was true for 

California prison and jail inmates. t 

The only crime type for which a significant jail/prison difference 

was found was business robbery. In California, high-rate business 

robbers are significantly more common among the prison population than 

among jail populations from the same counties. In fact, the 90th per

centile for annualized business robbery rate among California prisoner 

respondents was 155 robberies per year, compared with 58 for California 

jail respondents. 

Comparison of Offenders Reporting 
Different Varieties of Criminal Behavior 

We found out categorization of offenders into 10 varieties of 

criminal behavi.or conceptually very useful for understanding crime 

* In our sample, the only exception to this observation was a 
slightly lower percentage of Michigan prisoners than Michigan jail 
inmates who were active in forgery and credit card deals. 

tThese comparisons are based on 90th percentiles in cases where the 
distributions are not significantly different. (See Table 2.19.) 
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Table 2.18 

COMPARtSON OF PERCENT COMMITTING STUDY CRIMES 
BETWEEN PRISONERS AND JAIL INMATES 

Percent Committing the Crime 

California Signif • Michigan 
Diff. 

Crime Type Prison Jail • Ola Prison Jail 

Burglary 54 43 Yes 45 35 

Robbery 62 35 Yes 51 31 

Business robbery 35 11 Yes 26 8 
Person robbery 30 18 Yes 26 15 

Assault 50 30 Yes 38 26 

Theft 52 50 No 50 39 

Other than auto 42 42 No 40 31 
Auto 24 21 No 23 16 

Forgery & credit cards 29 25 No 14 16 

Fraud 19 16 No 16 11 

Forgery + Fraud + Theft 63 60 No 58 48 

Forgery + Fraud + Theft 
+ Burglary 74 68 No 66 58 

All except drug dealing 85 75 Yes 78 67 

Drug dealing 54 45 Yes 41 36 

Total 90 82 Yes 84 74 

aSignificant difference at .01 level. 

Signif • 
Diff • 
.01 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

commission rates. We found that offenders who reported a given variety 

commit each crime type at similar rates, independent of the state in 

which they were sampled or whether they were found in prison or jail. 

However, the differences in crime commission rates among crime varieties 

were very pronounced. 

More precisely, we found that among offenaers reporting a given 

variety of criminal behavior, every annualized crime commission rate 
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Table 2.19 

COMPARISON OF ANNUALIZED CRIME RATES BETWEEN 
PRISONERS AND JAIL INUATES 

Crime Ratea 

California Signif. Michigan 
Diff • 

Crime Type Prison Jail • Olb Prison Jail 

Burglary 384 189 No 400 213 

Robbery 
Business robbery 155 58 Yes 31 96 
Person robbery 85 80 No 198 33 

Assault 17 12 No 10 14 

Theft 
Other than auto 724 583 No 296 384 
Auto 99 56 No 413 43 

Forgery & credit cards 197 269 No 344 77 

Fraud 268 327 No 263 367 

Drug dealing 4013 3251 No 3612 3055 

Signif. 
Diff. 
.01 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

No 

a90th percentile of distribution, for those who commit the crime. 

bS ' . f . 1 d . ff 01 1 1 1. d 2 19n1 lcant y 1 erent at. eve 0y groupe X test. 

was not significantly different from one state to another or between 

* prison inmates and jail inmates. The similarity of crime rates was found 

for the crimes that are definitionally determined for offenders in a 

variety and also (among those respondents who commit the crimes) for all 

other crimes not definitionally excluded. This suggests that the 

varieties of criminal behavior are cogent characterizations of important 

distinctions among criminal offenders, and the main explanation for dif

ferences in crime rates among various populations of offen\2rs lies in 

the relative prevalence of the various varieties in those populations. 

---.~-;-,.---

Tests were made by grouped chi-square. Some large differences from 
state to state, and between prison and jail, exist in the far tail of the 
distribution, but they are not relevant for this test. 
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Table 2.20 shows the disparity of the presence of high-rate 

offenders among the different varieties. The violent predators not only 

commit three or more types of crimes, but they do so at high rates. They 

have the highest annualized rates for robbery, assault, and drug dealing 

(the crimes that define this variety) and also for burglary. The highest 

rate for theft is found among thieves who also deal drugs (and/or commit 

assault) . 

A notable observation is that offenders who commit a single crime 

("specialistsl1) do so at substantially lower rates than offenders who 

commit that crime and also other crimes. In particular: 

a Fully 90 percent of robbers who do not commit assault and do 

not deal drugs commit fewer than 10 robberies per year, whereas 

10 percent of robber-assaulter-dealers (violent predators) 

commit over 135 robberies per year. 

o Ninety percent of offenders who commit only assault commit 

fewer than 3.5 assaults per year. However, nearly 60 percent 

of violent predators commit more than 3.5 assaults per year. 

o Only 10 percent of burglars who do not commit robbery commit 

over 150 burglaries per year. However, 20 percent of violent 

predators commit at least this many burglaries per year. 

a Offenders who deal drugs but do not commit any other crimes 

studied here have on the whole lower annualized drug dealing 

rates than do robbers who also assault and deal drugs. 

The strength of the differences in crime commission rates among 

varieties of criminal behavior is illustrated by Fig. 2.3, which 

compares the distribution of business robbery for violent predators and 

for low-level robbers. 

INTERPRETATION OF THE VARIETIES OF CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR 

On the whole, the varieties of criminal behavior we defined in 

Table 2.5 constitute a hierarchical ordering of the patterns observed 

in the survey data (the mere assaulters being a major exception). 

Offenders in varieties at the top of the list commit more, and more 



Table 2.20 

COMPARISON OF COMMISSION RATES OF HIGH-RATE OFFENDERS AMONG VARIETIES OF CRIMINAL BEHAVIOR 

90th Percentile Value of Annualized Crime Ratea 

Variety of 
Criminal Behavior 

Violent predators 
Robber-assaulters 
Robb er-dealers 
Low-level rubbers 
Mere assaulters 
Burglar-dealers 
Low-level burglars 
Property & druf, offenders 
Low-level property offenders 
Drug dealers 

Significant difference 
across varieties? 
(all crime rates 
considered) c 

Allb 

135 
65 
41 
10 

Yes 

Robbery 

Business 

96 
46 
60 
15 

Yes 

Person 

82 
38 
32 

9 

Yes 

Assault Burglary 

18 516 
14 315 

3.5 
6 

9 

Yes 

377 
206 

113 
105 

Yes 

Theft 

517 
726 
407 
189 

406 
97 

663 
560 

Yes 

Forgery 
& Credit 

Cards Fraud 

200 278 
27 293 

255 106 
78 811 

274 
62 

283 
486 

No 

64 
36 

264 
1160 

No 

Drug 
Dealing 

4088 

2931 

2890 

3302 

3035 

Yes 

aTen percent of the respondents in the crime variety who commit the crime commit it at or above the 
rate indicated in the table (a different 10 percent for each crime). Table 2.6 shows the percentage who 
commit the crime. Further information about these distributions is in Table A.19 at the end of App. A. 

b"Al1" robbery is not the sum of business and person robbery. It includes also robberies that were 
reported as outgrowths of burglary and could not be classified as either business or person robbery. 

CSignificance test is by grouped x2 at the .01 level. The test does not refer to the 90th percentiles. 
Respondents who did not commit the crime are ex~luded in the test. 

I 
VI 
0\ 
I 
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serious, types of crimes than those in lower varieties, and they are 

more likely to commit both the serious and the less serious crimes at 

high annualized rates. Moreover, to the extent that we can discern how 

offenders make transitions among varieties as their criminal careers 

progress, they tend to move to more serious varieties (or else they stop 

committing crimes altogether). 

In this section we discuss some inter.pretations of the varieties 

and the relationships among them. 

Comparison with Typologies 

By no means do we view the varieties as a comprehensive typology 

of offenders. The survey asked about a limited collection of crime 

types, and therefore we have a substantial residual group of offenders 

who could not be classified. In addition, the sample simulates an 

incoming incarceration cohort; therefore, some types of criminals are 

not represented in the sample. 

We do, however, find congruence between our empirically generated 

varieties of behavior and categories in more comprehensive and theore

tically generated typologies of offenders. More specifically, the 

violent predator closely resembles Irwin's "State raised youth" (Irwin, 

1970), Glaser's "Vocational Predators" (Glaser, 1972)~ and Gibbons's 

"Professional/'Heavy' Role Career" (Gibbons, 1968). Similarly, the 

mere assaulter appears to be a mixture of Irwin's "lower class" and 

"Square John," Glaser's "Subcultural Assaulter" and "Quasi-Insane 

Assaulter," and Gibbons's "Personal Offender," "One-Time Loser," and 

"Psychopathic Assaul tist Role Career." These comparisons are clari

fied by the descriptions of offenders' personal characteristics in 

Chaps. 3 and 4. 

The Issues of Specialization 

Several studies in the past few years suggest that criminal 

"specialists" do not exist (e.g., Figlio, 1981; Peterson and Braiker, 

1981) .. They point out that persons with long arrest histories most 

often have arrests for a variety of crimes (Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin, 

1972; Holland et al., 1981). In addition, Peterson and Braiker (1981) 
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studied self-report data about criminal acts similar to the data ,ve 

examined here, and they noted that few inmates report doing only one 

kind of crime. These findings are interpreted as evidence that no 

stable, specialized patterns of criminal activities exist. 

Our findings are similar, but we interpret them differently. 

For example, among the common combinations of crimes committed when 

256 possibilities are allowed (Table 2.2), the patterns consisting of 

one and only one crime were as follows: 

Rank 
Order 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

11 
(a) 
(a) 

Only Crime Committed 

Drug dealing 
Assault ............................. . 
Burglary ............................ . 
Theft (other than auto) ............. . 
Robbery ............•................. 
Forgery ............................. . 
Auto theft .......................... . 
Fraud 

Any single crime .................. . 
None of the eight crimes .......... . 
Two or more crimes ................ . 

Total ................•........ 

a Not shown in Table 2.2. 

Percent of 
Respondents 

5.4 
4.8 
3.2 
2.9 
2.5 
1.8 
0.8 
0.3 

21. 7 
12.8 
65.5 

100.0 

So our data confirm that a majority of respondents report committing 

two or mare types of crimes. 

If one studied the career path of any profession, however, even 

a profession that is considered highly specialized, one would find the 

same sort of evidence that is used to argue the nonexistence of crimi

nal specialization. For example, a superficial study of all the M.D.s 

and nurses on a hospital staff conceivably could conclude that they 

were neither distinguishable nor specialized. They all studied 

chemistry, physiology, human anatomy, and the like, and performed 

multiple medical activities both during their internship and recently: 

checking blood pressure, palpating abdomens, checking dressings, and 

so on. None would confine their activities to one specific act. 
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To determine who the specialists are, it is necessary to study 

the unique activities that professional persons do or do not perfo~ 

in oonjunotion with other aotivities. For example, in addition to 

the specific acts listed above, usually only an M.D. will perform an 

incision to open a chest cavity and only a thoracic surgeon will trans

plant a heart. 

By analogy, some criminal acts are as common and elementary to 

criminals as measuring blood pressure is to many members of a medical 

staff. For example, most criminals in our sample did some form of 

theft. To say a burglar does not specialize in burglary because he 

shoplifts is like saying a surgeon does not specialize because he 

takes blood pressure. 

With this view in mind, we can think of the varieties of criminal 

behavior we have defined as "specialties." Then it is not surprising 

that most robbers also committed burglary and most inmates who reported 

doing burglary or robbery also did some form of theft, forgery, or 

fraud. Theft is a kind of crime that almost any upwardly mobile pro

fessional criminal would learn as part of his early training and con

tinue to commit routinely. However, the high-level varieties are 

distinguished by inclusion or omission of more serious crimes such as 

assault, which are less a factor of "career advancement" and more 

attributable to psychological or subcultural factors. 

Although we think it is useful to consider the varieties of 

criminal behavior as specialties, we are not fundamentally at odds 

with researchers who deny specialization. The difference between our 

view and theirs can be explained by differences in data sources, con

ceptual formulation, and definitions. 

Data Sources. We examine self-reports rather than conviction 

records or arrest records. While there may be many questions about 

the accuracy of self-reports, there can be little doubt that arrests, 

and especially convictions, often represent a small--and atypical-

sample of the totality of criminal acts of an individual. In Chap. 3, 

in fact, we show that official conviction records are a poor surrogate 

for the types of crimes committed by an individual, and arrest records 

are barely better. Hence a classification of offenders that rests on 
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their official records of contacts with the criminal justice system 

will necessarily draw a different picture of criminal behavior from 

one that rests on self-reports. 

Concept~al Formulation and Definitions. We define specialization 

in terms of the totality of what offenders do, while research that 

concludes that there is little specialization focuses on individual 

offenses. Even when offenses are categorized into very broad groups, 

such as nonindex, injury, theft, damage, and combination, the data 

typically show little stability of criminal behavior within groups 

(Wolfgang et al., 1972). Fig1io (1981) even suggests that as a very 

good approximation, the prior offensive behavior of a recidivist is 

irrelevant in predicting the type of crime he will be arrested for next. 

According to his study, no matter which of the five offense groups 

describes the crime for which a person was last arrested, his next ar

rest will belong to one of the five groups with these probabilities: 

Nonindex .••.......... 
Injury ....•.......... 
Theft •...•........••• 
Damage ..•............ 
Combina tion ....•..... 

.6070 

.0969 

.1739 

.0325 

.0897 

From our perspective, findings such as these are entirely con

sistent with the view that there are some very active criminals who 

simultaneously engage in all of these types of crimes. The offense 

type of the next arrest for such individuals is simply determined by 

a random draw based on the mixture of offenses he commits and the 

probability of arrest for each of them. 

Since high-rate criminals contribute large quantities of arrest 

data concerning transitions from one offense type to another, while 

low-rate offenders might contribute not even a single transition to 

the data, the transition matrices overwhelmingly reflect the behavior 

of people who are frequently arrested. Many of these high-rate offen

ders are violent predators or other high-level varieties, and the data 

concerning their arrest transitions have "washed out" the offensive 

behavior of the low-level varieties. 
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By contrast, we have examined the stability over time of the e1::1-

tire combination of crimes committed by an offender. In this way we 

find substantial stability in varieties of criminal behavior or very 

clear and understandable types of transition among varieties. For 

example, suppose an offender is arrested for assault and belongs to 

the variety that has committed assault and no other crimes. We would 

predict that if he is a recidivist, his next arrest charge is very 

likely to be assault. But another offender who is arrested for assault 

and belongs to a variety that commits a mixture of crimes might be 

arrested next time for burglary, or drug dealing, or some other offense. 

We show in the remainder of this report that an important value of the 

distinction among varieties is that the offenders belonging to different 

varieties can be distinguished by their personal characteristics, while 

offenders who "commit assault" cannot. 

In sum, our work tends to refute the notion that specific offenses 

by a given offender are essentially random, especially over time. 

There is a definite pattern to the combination of crimes that offenders 

in our sample committed. Almost all those who committed offenses that 

are publicly perceived to be very serious, such as robbery with assault, 

were also very likely to commit crimes perceived as less serious, such 

as theft. Moreover, there was significant stability over time for the 

different groups of offenders. And since our sample consisted of in

mates, on~ could also note a regular progression of increase in serious

ness of crimes committed for inmates who did not appear to be "stable." 

We suggest that evidence· for randomness and nonspecialization is a 

product of the (official record) data analyzed and the conceptual 

formulation of the research instead of evidence against "behavioral 

stability. " 

We also show that seriousness as defined by reported varieties of 

criminal behavior corresponds with seriousness in terms of annualized 

rates at which specific crimes were committed. The violent predators-

respondents who committed the configuration of crimes publicly per

ceived as most serious--substantially overlap the group of respondents 

who committed most of the crnles we studied at high rates. In other 

words, alth(;ugh we do not define the serious offender with absolute 
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parameters, there is no doubt that in terms of public perceptions, 

persistence in committing offenses, and rates of committing crimes, 

the most serious offenders can be found predominantly among the group 

we call violent predators. 
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Chapter 3 

IDENTIFYING THE HIGH-RATE SER~OUS OFFENDER 

,!.NTR.ODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 

The results of Chap. 2 show that respondents who comm.itted certain 

combinations of crimes were much more likely to be high-rate offenders 

than resPQndents who committed other combinations. More specifically, 

violent predators-·,"robbers who committed assaults and drug deals as well 

as robberies during, the measurement period--not only tended to be 

higher-rate robbers than all other types of robbers, bvt also they 

committed burglary and other property crimes at high rates. 

This chapter discusses how violent predators and other robbers 

can be identified from their personal characteristics and prior criminal 

activities, and which of their characteristics predict high (or low) 

crime commission rates. (More properly, the methods used here could be 

called lIpos t diction," since the measurement period is in the past.) We 

show that routinely collected official record data are inadequate for 

identifying the violent predator, and then discuss revealing personal 

characte.J:istics that could be collected by criminal justice agencies. 

Chapter 4 examines offenders who do not commit robbery. 

Violent predators are shown to be among the youngest members of 

the incarceration cohort, occupationally unstable and extreme in their 

use of drugs. Typically, they were highly visible to authorities as 

juveniles, since they were frequent users of hard drugs, including 

heroin, and began doing frequent property and violent crimes at or 

before &ge 15. Because they were so young when they began the jailor 

prison sentence during which they were sampled, they did not have 

extensive adult prior records. 

Since violent predators are defined by their concurrent commission 

of robbery, assault, and drug dealing, it might seem easy to identify 

them from information about whether or not they committed these parti

cular crimes during their current conviction offense, during other 

incidents that led to convictions (or perhaps only arrests), and as 

juveniles. However, the data show that, even among offenders currently 
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incarcerated for robbery, this kind of official record information, 

including juvenile arrests and juvenile convictions, only poorly identi

fies the violent predators. Among offenders not currently convicted of 

robbery, it is not possible to identify violent predators from the type 

of information described--and many of them are convicted of other crimes. 

Among offenders convicted of robbery, high-rate commission of 

serious crimes is associated with the following information: age

adjusted number of robbery convictions, robbery arrest rates, prior 

institutionalization data, drug-use information, and indicators of 

juvenile violence. Given that information, a prediction can be made 

separating the low-rate robber, who commits on the average 1 robbery, 

1 burglary, and 10 thefts a year, from the high-rate robber, who commits 

on the average 37 robberies, 45 burglaries, and 38 thefts per year. 

(In addition, of course, some offenders ~ho are not high-rate robbers 

commit thefts at high rates.) 

These numerical illustrations of the strength of the prediction 

equations have been determined by estimating regression coefficients 

for a randomly selected half of the sample, predicting crime rates for 

the other half of the sample from equations with these estimated coeffi

cients, and then comparing the actual crime commission rates for those 

predicted to be high-rate offenders with the rates for those predicted 

to be low. 

THE CHARACTERISTIC~ OF THE VIOL?NT PREDATOR 

Table 3.1 shows the highly distinct characteristics of respondents 

who displayed five varieties of behavior: violent predators, robber

assaulters, robber-dealers, low-level robbers, and mere assaulters. 

Compared with all other respondents, the violent predator is more 

likely to have been committing violent crimes before age 16, to have 

committed violent crimes frequently a~ a juvenile, and as a juvenile 

to have used hard drugs frequently, including addictive use of heroin. 

He is also more likely to have been convicted of a crime before age 16 

and to have had multiple comnlitments to juvenile institutions. 

Almost all violent predators were using hard drugs during the 

measurement period and they were more likely than any other respondents 

to be using drugs every day and in high quantities. 
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Table 3.1 

CHARACTERISTICS OF ROBBERS AND MERE ASSAULTERS 

All Respondents--Prison and Jail 

Percent 
of All Variety of Criminal Behavior 
Respon-I-----------r----------~------·~--------,_----------

Characteristic 

JUVENILE BEHAVIOR 

Did no property or violent crime before 
age 16; property after 16 

Property crime but not violent crime 
before age 16 

Violent crime before age 16 

Violent crime frequently as juvenile 

Juvenile frequent use of hard drugs other 
than heroin 

Juvenile use of heroin--not prolonged 
periods 

Juvenile heroin addiction 

JUVENILE RECORD 

Juvenile arrest before age 16 but no 
conviction before age 16 

Juvenile conviction before age 16 

Juvenile multiple commitments to state 
facilities 

Ever married 

Living with wife or other woman in window 1 

Completed high school 

EMPLOYHENT 

Did not work in window 1 but worked in 
window 2 and 3 

Unemployed in window periods 

Worked in all window periods 

Percent street months worked in measurement 
period 

Average number of months worked at each job 
in measurement period 

Age in measurement period 

Birth year 

White 

Black 

dents 
(or Mean Violent 

Value) Predators 

15 

30 

14 + 

7 + 

32 + 

8 + 

12 + 

20 

19 + 

13 + 

45 

44 

41 

14 

12 

44 

+ 

39 

47 

Low
Robber- Robber- Level 

Assaulters Dealers Robbers 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ + 

+ + 

+ 

+ 

Mere 
Assaulters 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

NOTE: -I- indicates that the characteristic is significantly more likely (.01 level) to be present in 
the group than in the average respondent. - indicates the characteristic is significantly less likely to 
be present. The subgroup mean of the dummy (yes-no) variable for the characteristic was tested against 
the overall mean for all respondents. 

~ean value, not a percent of respondents. 
(continued) 
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Table 3.l~-continued 

Percent 
of All Variety of Criminal Behavior 
Respon- ~--------~----------~-------'--------r----------

Characteristic 

DRUG USE BEFORE MEASUREMENT PERIOD 

Drug use in window 1 

Drug use in window 2 

DRUG USE IN MEASUREMENT PERIOD 

Alcohol abuse 

General drug use 

Heroin use weekly or less 

Heroin use daily/paid less than $50 daily 

Heroin use daily/paid over $50 daily 

Heroin use daily/barbiturate use at least 
weekly (less than 10+ pills on days used) 

Used amphetamines and heroin 

Barbiturate use less than daily and less 
than 5 pills daily when used 

Bsrbiturate use less than daily; at least 
5 pills daily when used 

Barbiturate use daily; 5 or more pills 

Barbiturate use and alcohol abuse less than 
weekly; less than 10 pills when taken 

Barbiturate use and alcohol abuse less than 
daily; 10+ pills used on days taken 

Barbiturate use and alcohol abuse daily 

Barbiturate and amphetamine use, less chan 
daily 

Barbiturate and amphetamine use daily 
(less than 10 pills) 

Barbiturate and amphetamine use daily 
(IO or more pills) 

Amphetamine use less than weekly 

Amphetamine use weekly or more, less than 
10 daily on days used 

Amphetamin~ use weekly or more, 10 or more 
pills on days used 

Combined alcohol and amphetamine use 

PRIOR INCARCERATION 

Number of months incarcerated in window 2 

Number of months incarcerated in window I 

Number of past prison terms 

Number of past jail terms 

PRIOR RECORD 

Total number of arrests 

Number of times on probation 

Number of times on probation or parole 
revoked 

~ean value, not a percent of respondents. 

dents 
(or Mean Violent 

Value) Predators 

37 + 

45 + 

31 

49 + 
9 

5 

16 + 

4 + 

12 + 

15 + 

10 + 

5 + 

10 + 

4 + 

I 

13 + 

4 + 

3 + 

12 + 

11 + 

6 + 

14 + 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Robber- Robber
Assaulters Dealers 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Low
Level 

Robbers 
Mere 

Assaulters 
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They were no more or less likely than any other respondents to 

have completed high school, but they were less likely to have worked 

steadily during the measurement period and less able to hold one job 

for an extended period. On the average, they worked at each job for 

3 months. 

They were younger than other respondents during the measurement 

period (average age 22 years and 9 months as compared with 25 years and 

7 months for all respondents); therefore, they were less likely to 

have served previous terms in adult prisons. However, they were more 

likely to have been placed on probation and to have had their probation 

revoked. In addition, their average numbers of arrests exceeded those 

of any other respondents, including those who were substantially older. 

Finally, violent predators in our respondent sample were preponderately 

white or Hispanic, not black. 

Comparison of the Violent Predator with the .~ iere Assaulter 

Comparing the characteristics of the violent predator with those 

of other respondents who committed other serious crimes during the 

measurement period, the most dramatic difference is found between the 

violent predator and the mere assaulter. In distinction from the. above 

portrait of assaultive-robber-dealers, the composite mere assaulters 

were older (average age 28 years) during the measurement period, more 

likely than other respondents to have been married, and more likely to 

have worked steadily in the measurement period and to have held on to 

one job, even though they were less likely to have completed high school. 

The mere assaul te-.(s were far less likely than other respondents, 

especially violent predators, to have used drugs as juveniles or in 

any other period. In fact, the only common drug-use patterns they may 

have had in common with the violent predator are combined barbiturate-
~ , 

alcohol use and barbiturate and amphetamine use in relatively low 

quantities. 

Finally, the mere assaulter was less likely than other respondents, 

especially violent predators, to have had mUltiple prior arrests or to 

have been placed on probation. 
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Comparison of the Violent Predator with Other Types of Robbers 

The violent predator and thd mere assaulter are obviously at 

opposite ends of several spectra. The distinctions between violent 

predators and other robbers are less dramatic. Although one would 

expect one of the clearest distinctions between violent predators and 

both low-level robbers and robber-assaulters to be general drug use 

(since drug dealing definitionally separates the categories), the drug

pattern distinctions were actually a little more subtle. 

Low-level robbers, the robbers least like violent predators, are 

for the most part black, whereas violent predators are disproportion

ately white or Hispanic. In addition, the low-level robbers were far 

less likely to use non-opiate psychotropic drugs (barbiturates and 

amphetamines) than other respondents, especially violent predators. 

(Aside from those characteristics, the low-level robbers were virtually 

indistinguishable from other respondents.) 

Robb~r-assaulters appear to be very like the violent predators in 

terms of being relatively young, violent as juveniles, and having had 

multiple commitments to state juvenile facilities. They were no more 

or less likely than other respondents to be using any type of drug; 

however, they were distinctly less likely than all other respondents 

to be addicted to heroin and to be paying over $50 daily to support 

their habit. Perhaps partially as a result, they did not have the 

relatively long record of arrests that were found for the violent 

predators. The (nonassaultive) robber-dealers appear to differ from 

violent predators in at least three ways. As juveniles, although they, 

too, were comnlitting crimes before age 16 and also wer _ likely to have 

had multiple commitments to juvenile state facilities, they confined 

thE,ir early crime to property crime and did not appear to be any more 

violent than most respondents. On the other hand, they were more 

likely than all respondents, including violent predators, never to have 

been employed. And finally, although they shared the violent predators' 

predilection for hard drug use beginning at an early age, they did not 

attain the high degree of drug use the violent predators did in the 

measurement period in terms of mixing barbiturates and alcohol in high 

doses or taking amphetamines in high doses weekly. In Sllrl.mary, the 
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violent predators tended to be on the whole seriously deviant in terms 

of juvenile criminal behavior, juvenile incarceration, employment, drug 

use in any period, and total arrests. 

IDENTIFYING VIOLENT PREDATORS USING OFFICIAL RECORD DATA 

Although violent predators appear to differ qualitatively and 

quantitatively from all other respondents and from other serious 

offenders in terms of their social characteristics and their crime 

rates, it is almost impossible to distinguish this very special type of 

offender from respondents reporting other serious crimes, or in fact 

from any other respondent, based solely on their current conviction 

crimes. 

For example, among California prisoners (Table 3.2), although 59 

percent of the self-reported violent predators were serving terms for 

robbery, only two of them (1 percent) were serving terms for the combi

nation of crimes which all violent predators, by definition, report 

committing: robb~ry, assault, and drug dealing. An additional 14 

percent of the self-reported violent predators were convicted solely 

for assaultive crimes, and 16 percent were on record as having been 

convicted for none of the crimes we have been discussing, including, 

of course, robbery, assault, or drug dealing. 

Moreover, expanding the inquiry beyond current conviction crimes, 

we show below that the violent predators cannot be readily identified 

with information presently collected and recorded by the criminal 

justice system in any of the study states. First we examine respondents 

convicted of robbery and then, in a subsequent section, those convicted 

of other crimes. Using data collected from California official records, 

we found that it was possible to define a subgroup of convicted robbers 

that is significantly more likely to include violent predators than 

other varieties of robbers. However, the respondents so identified 

from their records did not commit crimes at higher rates than other 

robbers. Using Michigan and Texas data, it was not possible to identify 

the violent predators with the official record information that the 

survey team was able to locate and code in those two states. 
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Table 3.2 

~ONVICTION CRIMES OF SELF-REPORTED VIOLENT PREDATORS 

Complex Based on Official Record 
Current Conviction Crime 

Residual convictions 

Just drug conviction 

Just theft or forgery or fraud 
conviction 

Theft or forgery or fraud + 
drug or assault, weapons, 
or homicide conviction 

Burglary conviction 

Burglary + drug or assault, 
weapons, or homicide conviction 

Just assault, weapons, or homicide 
conviction 

Robbery 

Robbery + drug conviction 

Robbery + assault or weapons 
or homicide 

Robbery + drugs + assault or 
weapons or homicide 

Percent of Self-Reported 
Violent Predators in Each 
Conviction Crime Complex 

California 
(N = 100) 

Michigan 
(N = 68) 

Texas 
(N = 54) 

16 25 4 

3 o 4 

5 10 4 

0 3 0 

11 13 43 

4 4 0 

14 19 2 

14 \ 12 \ 39 

2 0 2 

47 >25 > 45 
30 13 4 

11 0 0 1 

NOTE: Violent predators surveyed in prison, for whom official record 
data were collected~ are included in this table. 
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Attempting to Identify Violent Predators Among All Convicted Robbers 

Combinations of five types of official record data were used in 

the attempt to identify the self-reported violent predators among all 

respondents convicted of robbery: 

o Current convictions (other than robbery) for assault, weapons, 

homicide, and drugs 

o Prior adult convictions for assault, homicide, and drugs 

o Juvenile convictions for assault, homicide, weapons, and drugs 

o Measurement period arrests for assault, homicide, and drugs 

o Drug history (available to us only for California and Michigan 

prisoners) 

Prior and juvenile convictions were used as indicators of past 

involvement in the crimes defining the violent predator category. 

Since the varieties of criminal behavior appeared to be stable over 

time (Chap. 2), these indicators of being a violent predator in the 

past appeared to be good candidates for variables that would help 

identify the violent predators in the measurement period. 

Using measurement period arrests as pos~ible indicators of specific 

criminal activity in the measurement period would be questionable on 

legal grounds, of course. The respondents cannot be presumed guilty of 

charges that largely had not been subjected to trial. However, we 

included measurement period arrests in this analysis to demonstrate 

that their discriminating power is in fact weak. 

We adopted the official drug his~ory partly as a surrogate for 

drug dealing, which was used to define the violent predator. In 

addition, as shown above, one of the most dramatic characteristics of 

the violent predator is his persistent, frequent, and high-quantity use 

of both opiates and psychotropic drugs. 

California official records on drug history provided potentially 

useful information, since they divided the inmates into categories of 

heroin addicts, heroin users, opiate users, marijuana users, dangerous 

drug users, and nondrug users. Michigan official record information 

was rather vague, however; it categorized inmates as nonusers, 
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experimental, sustained use, episodic use, addicted (and drug use 

unknown, which included 46 percent of the respondents). Official 

records concerning drug history were not available from Texas. 

As we have already pointed out, current convictions in and of 

themselves cannot be used to identify the violent predators, in large 

part simply because the combination of robbery, assault (or homicide 

or weapons), and drug convictions occur very infrequently in a single 

commitment to prison. We will now discuss the relative merits of the 

other official record data in discriminating the violent predator from 

other robbers. 

California. We begin with California, because it provided us with 

official record information on all possible identifiers discussed above. 

An important initial observation is that respondents who were 

convicted of assault or homicide in conjunction with robbery in Cali-

* fornia were not more likely to be violent predators than other 

convicted robbers. But when the drug history was added to the convic

tion crime complex~ t the information identified 60 percent of the 

respondents who reported to be violent predators in CaZifornia (see 

Table 3.3; chi-square = 6.67, sig. < .• 01). However, the "false 

positives" for this method are quite high: 33 percent of respondents 

who did not report being violent predators appeared to be violent 

predators according to their conviction crime complex and drug history. 

The addition of prior adult convictions for assault or homicide 

and drug dealing to the information about current convictions and drug 

history slightly improved the identification of the violent predators 

in California, and an additional 4 percent were discriminated (chi

square = 6.77, sig. < .01). However, the added information of juvenile 

convictions actuaZly detracted from the identification process~ since 

* The simple correlation between being a self-reported violent 
predator (among all convicted robbers) and current convictions for 
assault with a deadly weapon or homicide was -.009. 

tA convicted robber was identified (from his official record) as 
presumptively a violent predator if he had (a) simultaneous convictions 
for weapons use or homicide or assault, and (b) either simultaneous 
convictions for drug dealing or an official record of heroin, opiate, 
or dangerous drug use. 



Table 3.3 

IDENTIFYING SELF-REPORTED VIOLENT PREDATORS HITH OFFICIAL RECORD INFORHATION IN EACH STATE: 
PRISON RESPONDENTS CURREtITLY CONVICTED FOR ROBBERY 

Percent of Percent of Robbers 
Self-Reported Not Self-Reported 

Violent Predators Who Here Violent Predators 
Identified as Who Were Identifiea 

Violent Predators as Violen i: Predators 

Official Record Item California Hichigan I Texas California I Michigan 1 Texas 

Current conviction crimes a 1 0 0 > 1 0 0 

Current + prior adult convictions b 4 6 4 5 2 3 

Current + prior adult + juvenile convictions b 17 ++ ++ 12 ++ ++ 

Current + prior adult convictions + arrestsb 

in measurement period 4 6 17 7 2 3 

Current conviction crime + drug history 60 c 6 + 33 10 + 

Current + prior adult convictions 
64 c + drug history 12 + 34 10 + 

Current + prior adult + juvenile convictions 
I 6Sc + drug history ++ 1+++ I 41 ++ 1+++ 

Current + prior adult convictions + arrests 
in measurement period + drug history 66 IS + 41 10 + 

NOTE: + = data on drug history not available from Texas. 
++ = data on juvenile convictions not available from Michigan and Texas 

aRobbery, assault, homicide or weapon, drug dealing. 

bAssault, homicide, drug dealing (weapon for juveniles). 

cSelf-reported versatile robbers are significantly (.01 level) more likely than others convicted of 
robbery to be identified by this criterion. 

I 
....... 
~ 
I 
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the juvenile variables increased the false positives to 41 percent of 

respondents not reporting to be violent predators. Information about 

arrests in the measurement period was even more useless when added to 

information about convictions and drug histories: It yielded the same 

41 percent of false positives but had fewer true positives. 

In addition to the problem of false positives, the separation of 

convicted California robbers into two groups (presumptive violent 

predators and others) according to their official record data was not 

successful in distinguishing respondents with high self-reported crime 

commission rates frOID those with low rates. Table 3.4 shows that, 

among conVicted robbers, self-reported violent predators have high 

annualized crime commission rates for robbery, burglary, assault, 

* theft, fraud, and dealing drugs. However, the convicted robbers whose 

officiaZ records appear to identify them as violent predators do not 

have higher crime rates for major crimes than those of other convicted 

robbers. (The exceptions are the crime rates for auto theft and dealing 

drugs.) 

Thus, the "officially identifiable violent predators" are in fact 

a mixture of offenders who are violent predators (but not necessarily 

high rate) and others who are neither violent predators nor high-crime

rate members of the group reporting their variety of criminal behavior. 

Among self-reported violent predators, we found that those whose 

official records suggest they are violent predators actually commit 

crimes neither at higher nor at lower annualized rates than the others. 

Many of the self-reported violent predators with the highest crime 

rates are young and have not yet amassed a substantial adult prior 

record. Moreover, as we pointed out in conjunction,with the conviction 

crimes of the self-reported violent predators, official record data 

are indicators, but only moderately accurate indicators, of actual 

behavior. On the whole, using official record data in this simple 

categorical fashion does not provide useful discrimination between 

high-rate and low-rate violent predators. 

* Compare Table 2.20, which is not limited to California prisoners 
nor to respondents convicted of robbery. 
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Table 3.4 

COMPARISON OF SELF-REPORT ANNUALIZED CRIME COMMISSION RATES 
AMONG CALIFORNIA PRISONERS CONVICTED OF ROBBERY 

Crime Type 

Robbery 
Burglary 
Assault 
Theft other than auto 
Auto theft 
Forgery & credit cards 
Fraud 
Dealing drugs 

Comparison Groups 

S.R. Violent Predatorsa 

vs. Others 
Convicted of Robbery 

Higher (.002)c 
Higher (.001) 
Higher (.001) 
Higher (.02) 
Higher (.001) 

N.s.d. 
Higher (.03) 
Higher (.001) 

Presumptive Vio1entb Predators from O.R. 
vs. Others 

Convicted of Robbery 

N.s.d. 
N.s.d. 
N.s.d. 
N.s.d. 

Higher (.01) 
N.s.d. 
N.s.d. 

Higher (.03) 

NOTE: N.s.d. = no significant difference at .05 level. 

~io1ent predators identified by self-report. 

bpresumptive violent predators identified from their official rec
ords. Two methods were used to identify presumptive violent predators 
from official records, both leading to the same results in this table: 
(1) those whose current conviction crimes included assault, homicide, 
or weapons charges and whose records indicated a history of heroin, 
opiate, or dangerous drug use; (2) those whose current or prior con
viction crimes included assault, homicide, or weapons charges and 
whose drug history or prior conviction crimes indicated heroin, opiate, 
or dangerous drug use. 

CSignificance level by grouped chi-square test on crime rates. See 
Chap. 2. 

Michigan and Texas. For the two other states studied, the discri

minating power of official record data was even lower than in California.* 

Using Texas official record data, we could not discriminate violent 

predators from other convicted robbers, primarily because we could not 

obtain drug history information from Texas records. In Michigan, even 

though drug history data were collected, we could not identify the 

violent predators. Part of the reason may be that the Michigan records 

had no information on drug use history for over 45 percent of the 

* See Table 3.3. 
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respondents, and the information that was available did not differentiate 

in any way between typ~s of drug use. 

Identification of Violent Predators Among Respondents Convicted of 
Crime Other Than Robbe'ry 

Given official record information alone, no significant distinction 

could be made between self-reported violent predators and other robbers 

among respondents convicted of crimes other than robbery. Even using 

a combination of all possible indicators in California including drug 

history, prior adult and juvenile convictions for robbery, assault, 

homicide, weapons, drugs, and arrests in the measurement period for 

robbery, assault, homicide, and drugs, we could identify only 43 

percent of the violent predators who had been convicted for homicide 

or assault and 21 percent of the violent predators who had been 

convicted of crimes other than robbery, homicide, and assault. More

over, the combinations of these factors "falsely" identified, respec

tively, 31 percent and 6 percent of those who were not violent predators 

according to their self-reports. 

Summary of Results 

Applied to a group of people sentenced to prison or jail for 

robbery, official data on drug history and current and prior convictions 

for assault or drug-related crimes--at least as complete as the data 

currently collected in California--permit a moderately successful deter

mination of which ones are currently violent predators (assaultive

robber-dealers). However, additional official record information about 

juvenile criminal activity or recent arrests does not add any strength 

to the discrimination between violent predators and others convicted of 

robbery. In the absence of information about the person's drug history, 

official records of convictions and arrests do not permit discriminating 

violent predators from others convicted of robbery. 

Some of the convicted robbers who appear, from their official 

records, to be violent predators are in fact loW'-crime-rate robbers. 

Hence no simple, straightforward way of looking at official record data 

will tell which convicted robbers are the most criminally active. (Later 

sections of this chapter show how such determinations can be made.) 
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Among a group of people sentenced to prison or jail for crimes 

other than robbery, the specific collection of official record data we 

had available did not permit discriminating the violent predators from 

the others. 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH CRIME COMMISSION RATES FOR ROBBERY 

The violent predator (one who robs, commits assault, and deals 

drugs) tends to be a high-rate robber and also to cOlrnnit a variety of 

other crimes at higher rates than other respondents. Although a clear, 

objective description of the violent predator can be given (he is 

relatively young, a drug user, and a person who began doing serious 

violent crime as a young juvenile), data commonly collected by the 

criminal justice system are not adequate to discriminate with great 

precision between violent predators and other members of an incoming 

incarceration cohort. 

This section describes offender characteristics that are related 

to commission of robbery at high rates. The results show that although 

not all violent predators are high-rate robbers, prediction of robbery 

commission rates among an entire cohort, including offenders who do not 

commit robbery at all, is based primarily on the same descriptor 

variables that discriminate violent predators. The remaining important 

variables are those that discriminate other varieties of robbers. 

Moderately accurate predictions of robbery commission rates can be made 

for an incoming incarceration cohort. 

Personal Characteristics Explored as Potentially Associated with 
Robbery Rate 

We did not use all the possible predictor variables that could be 

constructed from survey d'lta or official record data available to us. 

The following criteria were used to select variables for the prediction 

analysis. 

1. The data for the variables should be potentially available 

to the criminal justice system. (This eliminated the use of 

several psychological variables, such as self-identity, which 
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in the past have been found ~~ have a strong association with 

the rate of criminal activity, e.g., Peterson and Braiker 

(1981).) 

2. The information is currently used by the criminal justice 

system for identifying serious offenders or has been shown in 

past research to be strongly associated with serious adult 

criminal behavior and/or recidivism after incarceration. The 

types of variables meeting these criteria, and examples of 

supporting research, follow. 

o Juvenile behavior (Glaser, 1964; Hare, 1979; Mann, 1976; 

Peterson and Braiker, 1981) 

o General drug use (Glaser, 1964; Mann, Friedman, and 

Friedman, 1976; Smith et al., 1979; Weissman, 1979; 

Williams, 1979; Witte, Schmidt, and Sickles, 1978) 

o Specific forms of drug use 

Heroin use: frequency (Hoffman and Beck, 1980; 

Pritchard, 1979) 

Heroin use: frequency and cost (Gandossy et al., 1980) 

Barbiturate use: frequency and quantity (McGlothlin, 

1979) 

Amphetamine use: frequency and quantity (Robins and 

Wish, 1977) 

Alcohol abuse (Mann, Friedman, and Friedman, 1976; 

McGlothlin, 1979; Pritchard, 1979; Witte, Schmidt, 

and Sickles, 1978) 

Multiple drug use (several forms) (Simonds and Kashoni, 

1979) 

Juvenile drug use (Leukenfeld and Clayton, 1979; Mann, 

Friedman, and ~riedman, 1976) 

o Race (Davis, 1976; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1980; 

Patterson, 1972; Wolfgang and Cohen, 1970) 

o Education (Mann, Friedman, and Friedman, 1976; Gottfredson 

and Gottfredson, 1980) 



-80-

o Marital status (Glaser, 1964; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 

1980; Silberman, 1978) 

o Employment (Glaser, 1964; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 

1980; Pritchard, 1979) 

o Age (Glaser, 1964; Peterson and Braiker, 1981) 

o Juvenile interaction with the criminal justice system 

(Hoffman and Beck, 1980; Pritchard, 1979) 

o Geographical area (Silberman, 1978). 

Within these general topic areas, we explored many formulations of 

predictor variables: individual responses to survey questions, scaled 

combinations of responses to survey questions, and dummy variables for 

the levels of the scales. Only variables that were found to be statis

tically associated with the commission rate for some form of criminal 

activity in aLZ three study states separateZy were included in the 

analyses described here. (See App. D.) 

Methods for Predicting 

For each respondent i, we calculated his estimated crime commission 

rate A. for robbery, as described in App. A. The value of A. is the 
1 . 1 

estimated number of crimes committed per year of unincarcerated time. 

The dependent variables for the predictions in this chapter are 

log (A. + 0.5), which allows for the possibility that A. = O. 
ell 

We used the statistical package SPSS, Release 9 (1981), and carried 

out multiple regressions with the procedure NEW REGRESSION, which 

allows for specifying the model in various ways. In staged stepwise 

regression, a variable enters the regression equation if its probability 

of F-to-enter is 0.05 and its tolerance is 0.01. Within a stage, a 

variable that has already entered is removed if its probability of 

F-to-remove exceeds 0.10. After the end of a sta.ge, a variable that 

entered the regress·ion equation in that stage is not. subsequently 

removed. 
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The respondents were randomly divided into a calibration set and 

* a prediction set of approximately equal size. The coefficients of the 

regression models were all estimated using the calibration set of 

respondents. Then the resulting regression equation was applied to the 

respondents in the prediction set to derive a predicted value of 

log (A. + 0.5). No predicted value of A. was estimated; rather, e 1 1 

respondents were divided into groups according to their predicted values 

of the logarithm, and statistics were obtained for their values of Ai 

that had previously been estimated from the survey data. In other words, 

we did not emphasize the values of crime commission rates that were 

predicted from the regression equations; we were more concerned with 

the extent to which the commission rates of offenders predicted to have 

high rates exceeded the rates of those predicted to have low rates. 

Becau.::;e numerous predictor variables are ilNolved in the analysis, 

nearly every respondent has missing values for one or more of the 

variables. Without imputation of missing values, neither the regressions 

nor'the predictions could be accomplished. We imputed the state-specific 

mean for a missing value in all variables having more than 10 percent 

missing values (exactly half of the variables).t 

Many of the predictor variables are dummy (zero-one) variables for 

levels of Guttman scales. The construction of those scales (App. C) 

assures that almost all respondents with high scores have the character

istics associated with low scores. For example, these are the levels 

of the juvenile criminality scale: 

o Did no crime as a juvenile. 

o Did crime but not specified crimes as juvenile. 

* Although a random sample was chosen with probability 0.5, the 
calibration set is actually larger (1071 respondents to 983). No 
significant differences in important characteristics were found between 
the inmates in the two sets. Both sets exclude respondents whose age in 
the measurement period was under 18, so as to avoid tautological rela
tionships between crimes committed in juvenile and measurement periods. 

t Few of the survey items had as many as 10 percent missing values, 
but each scale used in the analysis was constructed from two or more 
survey items and thus reflected the combined missing values. 
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* o Did specified property crimes as a juvenile (at age 16 or 

o 

o 

o 

after). 

Did specified property crimes before age 16. 

Did specified violent crimest before age 16. 

Did specified violent crime frequently as a juvenile. 

The construction of the scale assures that nearly all respondents who 

frequently committed violent crime also did so before age 16, they 

committed property crime before age 16, they committed property crime 

at age 16 or 17, and they committed unspecified crimes as a juvenile. 

Thus, the expression "did violent crime frequently" encompasses all 

these forms of behavior, except, of course, the baseline category, 

"Did no crime as a juvenile." 

Overview of Regression Analyses 

The remainder of this section describes and elaborates on three 

multiple regression analyses that are summarized in Table 3.5. In all 

the regression analyses, the dependent variable is the transformed 

annualized robbery commission rate. In the first sets of regressions, 

the focus is on the individual's characteristics and prior history when 

he is committing crimes. The objective is to explain the amount of 

robbery he commits. Consequently, we do not use as predictor variables 

his arrests during the measurement period or the nature of his convic

tion crime, since these can be viewed as manifestations of his criminal 

behavior instead of predictors of that behavior. 

In the second set of regressions, we analyze the robbery rates of 

self-admitted robbers. The purpose is to determine the characteristics 

that are specifically predictive of the annualized rate, not simply to 

distinguish robbers from nonrobbers. 

* Broke into some place, stole a car, stole something worth more 
than about $100, used a stolen credit card, or forged something. 

tRobbed someone, threatened someone with a gun or knife or other 
weapon, hurt someone with a gun or knife or 'Ither weapon, beat someone 
badly, or raped someone. 



Table 3.5 

REGRESSION ANALYSES FOR ANNUALIZED ROBBERY GOMMISSION RATEa 

b Study Group 

1. All inmates in 
the calibration 
sample (simulated 
incoming cohort) 

2. All inmates in 
the calibration 
sample who reported 
committing robbery 

3. Prisoners in the 
calibration sample 
convicted of robbery 

Reason 

To determine how high-rate 
robbers differ from low-rate 
robbers and nonrobbers 

To determine how high-rate 
robbers differ from low-rate 
robbers 

To determine how the official 
record of convicted robbers 
can be used to identify 
high-rate robbers, and to 
see what other information 
(now only in self-report) 
would be useful if added to 
the official record 

Type of 
Independent Variables 

Variance 
Explained 

Self-report informationc R2 = 0.35 

Self-report informationc R2 

Entered in stages. 
1: official record items 2 
related to convictions •.••... R 
2: official and self-
report items on arrests 
in the measurement period 
adult incarcerations 

R2 

0.35 

0.13 

0.17 

a~d other adult criminal 2 
hlstory .....•.......•.•.•.... R = 0.21 
3: official records for {NO variables 
juvenile period. entered in stage 
4: self-report items on 
juvenile criminal history, 2 
employment, education, etc .... R = 0.32 

as elf-reported robbery commission rate was transformed (in regression analyses) by adding a constant 
and taking the logarithm. 

bInmates who were under age 18 at any time during the measurement period were excluded from all study 
groups (to avoid tautological correlations with predictor variables from the juvenile period). 

cS8 variables representing the personal characteristics described in the text. Many survey self
report items were not used as independent variables. 

I 
co 
w 
I 
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The third set of regressions limits attention to a group of known 

robbers (those convicted of robbery) and addresses questions relevant 

for developing criminal justice policy: How well do official record 

items predict robbery rates? How much predictive power is added by 

using variables not currently i.Ll official records? What particular 

kinds of data have value as predictors, assuming that already-available 

criminal justice record information is to be used first? Because offi

cial record data were collected only for respondents in prison, the 

sample size for the third set of regressions (169 convicted robbers in 

the calibration sample) is much smaller than for the other two sets 

(1071 total in the calibration sample). 

Predicting Robbery Rate for an Incoming Incarceration Cohort 

Figure 3.1 shows the results of the regression analysis for 

robbery rate of all respondents in the calibration set (first analysis 

on Table 3.5). The variables used as predictors were all obtained from 

self-report; they excluded variables describing arrests during the 

measurement period and the crime(s) for which the respondent is sentenced 

to prison or jail. 

All variables which were potential candidates for inclusion in the 

* regression equation are shown in Fig. 3.1, grouped into the following 

categories: 

o Juvenile crime 

o Juvenile record 

o Juvenile drug use 

o Prior criminal record 

o Race, age, education, marital status 

o Employment during the measurement period and the preceding 

four years 

o Drug use during the measurement period and the preceding 

four years 

* This same schematic description and list of variables is used 
for many of the regressions in this chapter and Chap. 4. 
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VARIABLE 

Juvenile Crime 
Violent crime frequently aD juvenile 
VioLent cri=e. before. 4&_ 16 
Property crime but not violent crimi befor. age 16 
No propertv cr1mo bofor. aso 16 but did Juvonile cr1mo 

Juvenile Record 
eo",dtment to 10e41 facility 
Art.at before ag' 16 but no ccncllitz:tent before 81& 16 
Conviction befor. ase 16 but no commitment to atate facUity 
Multiple coltm.iemtlncs to a state: juvenile facUity 

Juvenile Drug Use 
Juv",niie uac he<luendy of hatd drug. otnet tnm he:coin 
Juvenile use of hera in-addiction not indieated 
Juvenile heroin .lcd1r.r.1on 

Prior Record: Juvunlle dnd Adult 
Tot#.l number of arrests 
Total number of jail tarma 
Number of adult tams in prison 
Tot#1 number-07 times on probation 
Total number of time. on parole 
Tota.l number of timell parole or probAtion wall revoked 
Number of tnonths incarceraud in window 1 
Number of toonths incarcorated in windoW' 2 
Number of prior felony convictions 

Rae. 
\/hi •• 
Black 

ASe 
In Uleaaurement period 
Fi:r!lt involved in crime 
At firllt attellt. 
At first conviction 

High :;chool (,;raduation 

Marital 9tatUS--ever mArried 
lIindOll 1 
IIlndov 2 

Employment 
Longitudinal work history [sev~ral variatsles) 
Employed ",;lndov 1; unemployed \lindow 2 and measurt-Clen t period 
Unemployed window land 2 and meUuremf'n t period 
Employed at one job over 70% of meaDurement period 
Percent street montha ",(rrk-ad in 1fUUt.Burement period 
Average nWllber of month. worked at each Job in thtl meaDurment period 

Drug Use 
Used hard. drugs 1n window 1 
Used hard drugs in window 2 
-Alcohol abuse in measurtmen t period 
"' .. -maral drug u.&e in =ut'urement pin:iod 

Specific Fom of Drug Use 1n MeAsurement PeriDd 
l!!.!2.!!l-letls thBJ\ daily 
l!!.!2.!!l-every day/paid lus than $50 a day 
!!!.!!!.!E.-every day/paid over $50 • day 
l!!.!2.!!l and amphetamines 
Heroin dai.ly and harh1tun,tee. ~eekly bue unde.r 1Q a da.y 
~ daily and over 10 barbiturates a day more than weekly 

Barbiturates, lesD than daily·, under 5 pill.s a day when uled 
Barbituracfts. lesa than datly, over 5 pUls Ok day ",n .. n use.d 
Barbiturates, over 5 pills daily 
Barbiturates (leas than 10 pills daily) and ~ abuac 

Darblturatea les8 than datly, 10 or morl!! pills on days UJlod, and ~ abuat: 
BarbituratdD. rQOre than 10 pills daily and alcohol abuDe 
Barbiturates and amphetal:lines, leI. than daily 
Barbiturates and amphetamines daily 
Barbiturates and amphetamines daily, over 10 pill./day 

Amphetamines lesll than "eellily 
Amphetamines weekly J less than 10 pillsl day 
Amphetamines week.ly or uore, 10 pills en dayB used 

NOTE 1 \l1ndO\l 2 .,.. the t'WO yeats p.rec.eding the meaautemant.· pe.1:iod, 
WindoW' 1 ,. the twO yea7:s preceding Window 2. 

o • Entaf'1d rtgrnUon .qultiDO .t the Indicated saP. 
X • SupprnMd by the YlU'ilbl4 enwrin~ .t this stlp. 

Fig. 3.1 - Schematic description of the candidate variables that entered and failed to 
enter the regression model for robbery rate among an incoming incarceration cohort 
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The variables that entered the regression equation are indicated 

by a solid circle. An "X" indicates variables that are "almost" as 

strong and could have entered as substitutes if the more highly 

correlated variable were not available. For example, in step 2 of this 

regression, the variable representing commission of violent crime before 

age 16 entered the equation. In so doing, the variable suppressed three 

other variables that previously had a significant F-to-enter: number of 

times on probation, number of times on parole, and number of prior 

felony convictions. If the juvenile violent crime variable had not been 

available (or had been excluded from the regression), one of these three 

alternatives would probably have entered the equation. 

The following variables entered the equation, yielding, at the end, 

multiple R2 = 0.35 and F statistic significant at p < .0001: 

1. Committing violent crirr.ec frequently as juveniZes. These 

inmates said they committed the specified list of violent 

crimes "frequently" (and also, for the most part, said they 

began doing both violent and property crime before age 16). 

2. Committing violent crimes before age 16. Although these 

inmates did not commit violent crimes frequently as juveniles, 

they did commit them before age 16. Nearly all also committed 

property crimes before age 16 and committed unspecified crimes 

as juveniles. This is reflected in the strong correlation 

with the number of past felony convictions and number of times 

on probation or parole. 

3. Using "hard" drugs during the measurement period. The 

predicting factor was general drug use, but there is also a 

significant association with long-term use of drugs, in 

particular amphetamines, barbiturates, and multiple use 

(heroin and amphetamines, or barbiturates and amphetamines). 

4. Age in the measurement period had an inverse association with 

robbery rate. Age also was connected with frequent juvenile 

use of drugs other than heroin, and using large amounts of 

amphetamines frequently in the measurement period. As could 

be expected, it was inversely connected with marital stability 
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in the two-year period preceding the measurement period and 

number of terms previously served in adult prison. 

5. Heroin addiotion and daily oost of heroin over $50/day had a 

positive association with robbery rate. Alternatively, we 

found that juvenile heroin addiction, juvenile convictions 

before age 16 with no subsequent commitments to juvenile state 

institutions, or sporadic use of barbiturates along with heroin 

(possibly to ease withdrawal) could be used as "surrogates" 

for high-cost heroin addiction tn predicting robbery rate, 

since they were all highly correlated. 

6. Peroent of street months worked during the measurement period. 

The fewe~ months worked, the more likely the respondent was 

to have done robbery at a high rate. Employment was also 

correlated, as one would anticipate, with whether or not high 

school was completed. 

7. Committing property crime (but no vioLent crime) before age 16 

explained variance in robbery rate beyond the factors discussed 

above; or alternatively the prediction model could include the 

number of months incarcerated during window 2. 

8. MaritaL status had a significant correlation with robbery. 

Those who had ever been married were least likely to do robbery 

at high rates. 

9. Specific forms of multiple drug use that included barbiturates 

in high doses were indicative of robbery rate. 

10. Juvenile commitments to state facilities or length of incar

ceration in the period im~ediately preceding the measurement 

period was positively associated with robbery rate after all 

other factors discussed above were accounted for. 

I~ summary, the portrait of the high-rate robber arr~ng an incoming 

incarceration cohort is a relatively young man who committed violent 

crimes frequently as a juvenile, began committing violent crime before 

age 16, and is a long-term user of a mixture of psychotropic drugs or 

addictive doses of heroin. He has supported his life-style of drug 

use with property crimes, which he began before age 16. He is not 
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likely to work very much nor to assume family obligations. He has 

spent relatively long terms institutionalized in the recent past in 

juvenile state facilities. 

Once these factors were accounted for, there still remained an 

association between rObbery rate and the state from which the sample 

was selected (Texas lowest), and respondents in prison in California 

and Michigan had significantly higher robbery rates than those in jail. 

The following factors were found not to be associated with robbery 

rate for the incoming incarceration cohort: 

o Juvenile use of heroin if not addictive 

o Committing juvenile crime after age 16 

o Commitment to a local juvenile fad:1ity 

o Arrest before age 16 (without subsequent conviction) 

o Number of prior terms in jailor on parole 

o Race 

o Total unemployment over all periods studied 

o Alcohol abuse in the absence of other drug use 

o Heroin addiction without relatively high daily costs for heroin 

o Infrequent use of amphetamines in relatively low doses 

o Size of central city in county of conviction 

Differences in Robbery Rates Among Those Predicted High and Low 

The regression equation corresponding to Fig, 3.1 is shown in 

Table 3.6. To explain the strength of this (and subsequent) regression 

equations when applied to members in the prediction set, we arbitrarily 

divided the prediction set into three groups: the 20 percent of 

respondents with lowest predicted logarithm (the "low" subgroup), the 

20 percent with highest predicted logarithm (the "high" subgroup), and 

the rest ("medium" subgroup). For the regression in Table 3.6, tre 

cutoff logarithm for the low group is -0.366 and for the high group is 

1.065. The ratio of predicted crime commission rates at these two 

cutoffs is a factor of 12. 

Table 3.7 shows statistics for the actual crime commission rates 

of respondents in the low, medium, and high groups. That is, the values 
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Table 3.6 

REGRESSION MODEL FOR LO.GARITHM OF ANNUALIZED ROBBERY COMMISSION RATE 

All respondents in calibration set 

Variable 

Juvenile crime: violent 
crime frequent1ya 

Juvenile crime: violent 
before age 16, but not 
frequentlya 

General drug use in 
a measurement period 

Age in measurement period 

Heroin use: daily more 
than $50a 

Percent of measurement 
period employed 

Juvenile crime: property 
crime before age 16, 
but no violent crimea 

Ever marrieda 

Barbiturates and alcohol 
use in measurement period, 
10 or more pills on days 
useda 

Heroin daily and barbiturates 
weekly, but fewer than 
10 pills per daya 

Barbiturates daily, over 
5 pillsa 

Months locked up during the 
two-year period 3 and 4 
years before measurement 
period 

In prison (versus in jail)a 
a In Texas sample 

(Constant) 

Coefficient 
(B) 

2.21 

0.84 

0.22 

- 0.02 

0.57 

- 0.42 

0.31 

- 0.37 

0.66 

- 2.39 

0.80 

0.017 

0.73 

- 0.49 

1. 76 

aDummy variable equaling 0 or 1. 

Sig. F 
for This 
Variable 

< 0.0001 

< 0.0001 

0.04 

0.0009 

0.0002 

0.001 

0.006 

0.0004 

0.02 

0.003 

0.002 

0.05 

< 0.0001 

< 0.0001 

< 0.0001 

Multiple R2 

Change 

0.126 

0.052 

0.039 

0.026 

0.019 

0.012 

0.007 

0.008 

0.005 

0.005 

0.005 

0.003 

0.022 

0.012 

Total 

0.13 

0.18 

0.22 

0.24 

0.26 

0.27 

0.28 

0.29 

0.29 

0.30 

0.30 

0.31 

0.33 

0.35 



Table 3.7 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES IN SUBGROUPS DEFINED BY THEIR PREDICTED ROBBERY RATE 

All Respondents in Prediction Sample 

Average Rate c 
Predicted Percent With 90th 

Robber' Percent Not Rate Under Median Ratio Percentile 
Crime Type Rate Doing Crime 10/Yearb Rate V~lue to Low of Rate 

Robbery Low 85.9 97.2 0.0 0.4 1.0 1 
Medium 61.3 93.7 0.0 5.9 13.1 6 
High 29.8 66.9 5.2 29.1 64.7 63 

Burglary Low 79.1 97.3 0.0 2.2 1.0 2 
Medium 54.5 85.7 0.0 23.3 10.7 24 
High 30.9 58.6 4.5 143.2 66.0 378 

Assault Low BO.8 98.7 0.0 0.4 1.0 1 
Medium 72.0 96.2 0.0 1.1 2.B 3 
High 44.7 87.3 1.1 2.8 7.3 12 

~ 

Auto theft Low 92.9 100.0 0.0 0.1 1.0 0 
Medium 82.5 96.2 0.0 21.2 154.9 3 
High 69.5 86.7 0.0 47.5 346.8 12 

Theft other than auto Low 77.4 91.0 0.0 13.2 1.0 8 
Medium 64.7 84.1 0.0 70.6 5.3 57 
High 44.7 64.5 3.4 135.0 10.2 248 

Forgery & credit cards Low 81.6 95.6 0.0 3.8 1.0 3 
Medium 82.7 92.8 0.0 22.6 6.0 4 
High 68.2 87.7 0.0 28.3 7.5 12 

Fraud Low 91.1 98.1 0.0 0.5 1.0 0 
Medium 88.0 95.0 0.0 59.6 127.5 2 
High 70.8 87.6 0.0 26.0 55.5 17 

Drug dealing Low 76.1 88.7 0.0 152 1.0 29 
Medium 58.5 74.1 0.0 451 3.0 903 
High 36.5 46.8 11.4 797 5.2 2258 

aLow g predicted to be in lowest 20 percent; high a predicted to be in highest 20 percent. 
b Including those with zero rate (not doing the crime). 

CAverage includes respondents who don't do the crime. 

Signif. of 
Difference 

in 
Distribution 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.001 

.002 

.001 

.001 

I 
\0 
o 
I 
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of Ai as estimated from survey responses were used in the calculations, 

not the predicted values. These calculations were carried out for 

eight different types of crimes, but in each case the subgroups (low, 

medium, and high) are defined by the predicted robbery rate. 

Table 3.7 shows that the regression equation for robbery tends to 

separate high-rate from low-rate offenders for all the crime types 

studied. The prediction is highly successful at the low end. For 

example, 85.9 percent of respondents predicted to be low reported 

committing no robberies during the measurement period, and only 2.8 

percent of them committed robbery at rates exceeding 10 per year. 

(Table 3.8 shows the number of respondents corresponding to these 

percentages.) For every crime type shown except forgery and credit 

cards, a larger fraction of the predicted low-robbery group are nondoers 

than of the predicted medium- or high-rate group. 

At the high end, the regression equation seems to capture the bulk 

* of the high-rate offenders, but some respondents who reported not 

committing robbery are also predicted to be high. For example, 10 

percent of those predicted to be high-rate robbers committed over 63 

robberies per year, but 29.8 percent of them reported committing no 

robberies. 

Despite the classification errors in the "predicted high" group, 

the prediction is very successful as measured by the mean crime commis

sion rates in each subgroup. The average robbery rate for those 

predicted high is over 29 robberies per year and is nearly 65 times as 

high as the robbery rate for those predicted low. The average rate of 

committing other crimes is also substantially higher for those predicted 

to have high robbery rates than for those predicted to have low robbery 
t rates. 

Only for the crime of fraud is the crime commission ra~e for the 

~ erage respondent higher than for those predicted to have high robbery 

rates (Table 3.9). For the crimes of burglary, assault, and theft the 

average commission rate for the "predicted high" robber is two or more 

times that of the average respondent. 

*Two-thirds of robbers whose rate exceeded 50 robberies per year 
were predicted "high"; none were predicted "low." 

t This finding is state-dependent, as described in the next subsection. 
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Table 3.8 

ACCURACY FOR PREDICTING ROBBERY RATE 
USING SELF--REPORTED DATA 

Count of Respondents in Prediction Sample 

Actual Robbery Rate 

Under 10/year 
Between 10 and SO/year 
Over SO/year 

Total 

a"False positive." 

b"False negative." 

Predicted 

Low Rate High Rate 

lOla 
34 
16 

151 

Table 3.9 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES FOR RESPONDENTS 
PREDICTED TO HAVE HIGH ROBBERY RATES 

Crime Type 

Robbery 
Burglary 
Assault 
Auto theft 
Theft ot'ler than auto 
Forgery & credit cards 
Fraud 
Drug dealing 

Annualized 
Crime Commission Rate 

Average for 
Predicted 

High Robbery 
Ratea 

29.1 
143.2 

2.8 
47.5 

135.0 
28.3 
:2(,.0 

;797 

Ratio to 
Average 
For All 

Respondents 

3.3 
3.7 
2.3 
2.3 
2.0 
1.5 
0.6 
1.8 

~redicted to have robbery commission rate in 
the highest 20 percent. 
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Predicting Robbery Rate for Each State's Incoming Cohort 

Since respondents in California reported higher robbery commission 

rates than those in Michigan, who in turn reported higher rates than 

those in Texas (see Table 2.17), the information presented above can 

possibly be interpreted by hypothesizing that the regression equation 

is simply capturing the characteristics of the California respondent. 

It is not, however, and within each of the study states the regression 

equation separates high-rate from low-rate robbers. 

To demonstrate how the three-state regression equation works in 

each study state, we compared three regression models of robbery commis

sion rate data: o:~.e each for California., Michigan, and Texas respondents. 

The most important variables that entered each of the regression models 

were nearly identical (Table 3.10). The lower multiple R2 for the Texas 

model (0.29) than for the California and Michigan models (0.41 and 0.40) 

shows that the low crime rates of Texas robbers do not vary strongly 

with their personal characteristics. 

Next we compared the predictions arising from each of the three 

state-specific regression models with the predictions arising from the 

three-state model as applied to the state in question. For the 

California and Michigan data, the two methods of predicting produced 

generally the same results. For example, in California the mean 

absolute difference between the predicted logarithm from the three-state 

model and the predicted logarithm from the California model was 0.5, 

corresponding to a ratio of crime rates of 1.6. This may be compared 

with the ratio between the highest predicted crime rate and the lowest, 

which was nearly 500 using either model. The relationship between the 

two predictions is in Fig. 3.2, which shows visually that respondents 

predicted high by one method are also predicted high by the other. 

The res~lts for Michigan were quite similar. 

In Texas, the match between the two predictions is even better 

than it is in the other two states (Fig. 3.3)~ primarily because all 

of the Texas prisoners have predicted robbery rates lower than those 

of the high-rate California or Michigan prisoners. However, a small 

number of Texas respondents who were predicted to have fairly high 

values according to the three-state model were not predicted to have 
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Table 3.10 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES FOR ANNUALIZED ROBBERY RATE 

Three-State 
Model California Michigan Texas 

Variable (R2 = 0.35) (R2 = 0.41) (R2 = O.q.O) (R2 = 0.29) 

1. Juvenile crime: violent 
crime frequently .; .; .; .; 

2. Juvenile crime: violent 
crime before age 16 .; .; .; 

3. Juvenile crime: property 
crime but not violent 
crime before age 16 .; (a) (b) .; 

4. Age in measurement period .; .; .; 

5. Marital status .; ( 

6. PercEnt of measurement 
period employed .; ( c) .; .; 

7. General drug use .; .; .; 

8. Heroin use: daily more 
than $50 .; (d) (e) .; 

9. Heroin and barbiturates .; .; 

10. Barbiturates and alcohol .; ( f) (0 (f) 

NOTE: .; signifies that the variable entered the regression equation. 

aThis variable did not enter the regression. The correlated variable "total 
number of arrests" entered instead. 

b This variable did not enter the regression. The correlated variable "com
mitted to state juvenile facility" entered instead. 

cThis variable did not enter the regression. A correlated variable for employ
ment in Windows 2 and 3 entered instead. 

dThis variable did not enter the regression. The correlated variable "juvenile 
heroin addiction" entered instead. 

e This variable did not enter the regression. The correlated variable "used 
heroin and amphetamines" entered instead. 

f This variable did not enter the regression. A correlated variable for use of 
barbiturates in combination with another drug entered instead. 
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Fig. 3.2 - Scattergram comparing the predicted logarithm from two robb~ry 
rate regression models: one estimated for California respondents in the 

calibration set, the other for all respondents in the calibration set. California 
respondents in the prediction set are included in the scattergram. (2 = two 

respondents with the same predictions, etc.) 
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Fig. 3.3 - Scattergram comparing the predicted logarithm from two robbery 
rate regression models: one estimated for Texas prisoners in the calibration 
set, the other for all respondents in the calibration set. Texas prisoners in the 

prediction set are included in the scattergram. (2 = two prisoners with the 
same pair of predictions, etc.) 
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high-robbery rates according to the Texas-specific model. This indi

cates that some Texas prisoners have characteristics that are associated 

with committing robbery at moderately high rates in the other two 

states, and yet their robbery rates are not that high. 

The state-specific models did not indicate that commission rates 

for crimes other than robbery are as closely related to robbery-rate 

predictions as appears to be the case in Table 3.9, where three states 

are considered together. In fact, only for the crimes of burglary, 

assault, and drug dealing were the crime rates high in aZl three states 

for respondents with high state-specific predictions of robbery rates. 

In Michigan and Texas, the predicted high-rate robbers were not high

rate auto thieves or forgers, and in Texas they were not high-rate 

thieves (other than auto). 

Limitations of Self-Report Prior Criminal Record Data 

The predictors involving prior criminal record that were candidates 

for entry into the regression equation for robbery (Fig. 3.1) were 

weakly associated with robbery rate and, with one exception, did not 

actually enter the regression equation. However, because of the format 

and wording of the survey instrument, the self-report prior record 

items are not specifically related to anyone crime (e.g., robbery), nor 

are they necessarily focused on the respondent's adulthood (age 18 and 

older). Consequently, the failure of these predictor variables to 

explain any noticeable part of the variance in robbery rates could 

potentially be explained by limitations of the variables themselves 

rather than by lack of predictive value of adult prior record 

information. 

To show that adult prior record information in fact adds little 

predictive value to the other variables previously discussed, we 

substituted official record information about prior adult convictions 

for the self-report items. Since official record data had been obtained 

only for prisoners, we obtained the regression equation using se1f

report prior record data for comparison. The seven candidate predictor 

variables derived from the official record were the numbers of prior 

convictions for robbery, burglary, assault, murder, rape, and drug 
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dealing, which were age-adjusted by including an age variable also in 

the regression. 

Table 3.11 shows that the self-report variable "prior felony 

convictions" entered the regression equation for prisoners, although it 

did not enter for the total group of respondents (including jail 

* instead of prisori). When the official-report items were substituted, 

only the number of prior convictions for robbery entered, and it did 

not suppress any of the other variables in the equation. The multiple 

R2 for the equation including the official record item was 0.364, only 

slightly higher than the value 0.347 for the comparison regression. 

We conclude that our use of self-report prior record variables (which 

are the only prior record variables available for jail respondents) 

do not distort the resulting regression models in any important way. 

Stability of Predictions Against Removal of Poor Quality Responses 

Prison respondents whose survey answers had poor external relia

bility (they disagreed substantially with their official records) or 

poor internal quality (they were incomplete, inconsistent, or confused) 

were identified by methods described in App. B. To determine the extent 

to which such respondents may have distorted the results of the predic

tion analysis, we excluded them and recalculated the mean annualized 

crime commission rates for respondents predicted high, medj.um, and 

low (Table 3.12). Since data for checking external reliability were 

available only for prisoner respondents, Table 3.12 shows prisoners 

(rather than respondents in jail as well as prison) as the comparison 

group. 

The table shows that for robbery and three other crime types 

(burglary, assault, and auto theft), the ratio of crime rates between 

those predicted high on robbery and those predicted low is somewhat 

reduced by restricting the calculation to responses with good relia

bility and internal quality. When responses having poor reliability or 

quality are excluded, the mean for the predicted low group is slightly 

* This is the only important difference between the variables in 
the model for all respondents and the variables in the model for 
prisoners. Compare Tables 3.10 and 3.11. 
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Table 3.11 

PREDICTOR VARIABLES FOR ANNUALIZED ROBBERY RATE 

Three-state model for prisoners only 

Variable 

1. Juvenile crime: violent 
crime frequently 

2. Juvenile crime: violent 
crime before age 16 

3. Prior record: 
Self-report past felony 

convictions 

Official record past 
robbery convictions 

4. Age in measurement period 

5. Marital status 

6. Percent of measurement 
period employed 

7. Heroin use: daily more 
than $50 

8. Heroin and barbiturates 

9. Barbiturates and alcohol 

10. Barbiturates 

Variables Entering the 
Regression Equation 

Self-Report 
Items Only 

(R2 = 0.347) 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

Prior Convictions 
Official Record 

On1ya 
(R2 = 0.364) 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

.; 

~o self-report prior record items are candidates for entry; 
they are replaced by official record data. 
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Table 3.12 

STABILITY OF PREDICTIONS AGAINST REMOVAL OF 
POOR QUALITY RESPONSES 

Average Crime 
Commission Rate 

Predicted 
Robbery All Prisoner Excluding 

Crime Type Ratea Respondentsb PEIQc 

Robbery Low 0.6 0.7 
Medium 3.1 3.6 
High 27.0 21.9 

Burglary Low 3.6 4.6 
Medium 25.6 21. 7 
High 143.B 94.B 

Assault Low 0.3 0.4 
Medium 1.2 1.1 
High 2.B 2.5 

Auto theft Low 0.1 0.2 
Medium 30.3 7.0 
High 30.7 13.3 

Theft other than auto Low 2.6 0.9 
Medium 73.9 96.0 
High 151.0 122.1 

Forgery & credit cards Low 5.0 5.4 
Medium 11.9 12.0 
High 22.1 30.1 

Fraud Low 0.1 0.1 
Medium 23.B 10.5 
High 15.3 17.0 

Drug dealing Low 33.6 44.6 
Medium 366.5 31B.O 
High MB.9 760.1 

aLow = predicted to be in lowest 20 percent; high = pre
dicted to be in highest 20 percent. 

bAll prisoner respondents in the prediction sample. 

(''Excluding Poor External or Internal Quality: Respondents 
in the prediction sample whose summary measure of poor exter
nal reliability was in the worst 20 percent or whose summary 
measure of poor internal quality was in the worst 20 percent 
were excluded. See: App. B. 
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increased, and the mean for the predicted high group is decreased. 

For the other four crime types, the removal of responses with poor 

reliability or quality does not appear to have a consistent or signi

ficant effect. In all cases, even when these respondents are removed, 

the offenders predicted to have high robbery rates do in fact have 

substantially higher average rates for all the crimes shown. 

Predicting Robbery Rate for Self-Reported Robbers 

The regression model described in this section is the second one 

shown in the summary Table 3.5. It continu~s to use self-report data 

but addresses the question of predicting robbery commission rates 

conditional on knowing that the person commits robbery. Under many 

circumstances, e.g., a conviction for robbery, one hag reason to be 

certain that the person whose robbery rate is to be predicted actually 

commits robbery. The variables that were found to have the st"rongest 

associations (R
2 = .35, F statistic significant at p < .0001) with 

robbery rate among all self-reported robbers are, in general, factors 

having to do with juvenile actiVities, prior incarceration, current and 

prior employment, and very specific forms of drug use during the 

measurement period. When all known factors were accounted for, the 

Texas robbers still had significantly lower robbery commission rates 

than those in the other two study states, and the robbers who were jail 

inmates in Michigan and California had lower robbery rates than their 

counterparts in prison. 

Figure 3.4 shows the specific factors foun1 to be significantly 

related to robbery rate among all robbers: 

1. Frequent violent behavior as a juvenile. This was highly 

correlated with multiple commitments to a state juvenile 

facility. 

2. Percent of street months worked in measurement period 

(inverse relationship). Unemployment was associated with 

heroin addiction and was also correlated with parole or 

probation revocations. 
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Fig. 3.4 - Schematic description of the candidate variables that entered and failed to 
enter the regression model for robbery rate among self-reported robbers 
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3. Having been committed to a state juveni:.e faciUty, or 

alternatively, committing violent cr;me before age 16, 

having a relatively large number of total arrests, time on 

parole, or months institutionalized in the period 2 to 4 

years before the measurement period. 

4. Length of institutionaUzation in the two years preceding the 

measurement period. This appeared to be related to frequent 

barbiturate use combined with aicoho1 abuse. 

5. Being unernployed in the measupqment period after working in 

6. 

8. 

the previous four years (negative relationship). This variable 

appears to adjust item 2, above, so that respondents who have 

a persistent pattern of low employment or unemployment have 

higher robbery rates than those whose unemployment in the 

measurement period is idiosyncratic. 

Addiction to heroin beginning as a juvenile. 

Number of times on probation (negative relationship). 

Having done no crime before age 16, or having done only 

property crime, not violent crime, before age 16 (negative 

relationship). 

9. Age at first involvement in crime after juvenile years 

(inverse relationship). 

10. Use of barbiturates in high doses during the measurement 

period. 

The factors we s~ecifica11y found were not related to robbery 

rate among robbers were: 

o Juvenile interactions with the criminal justice system other 

than commitments to state facilities 

o Juvenile drug use other than heroin addiction 

o Prior felony convictions, j: -'.1 terms, and terms in adult 

prison 

o Race 

o Age in measurement period 

o Education 
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o Marital status 

o Alcohol abuse 

o General drug use in the absence of barbiturate use 

o Heroin use or addiction if daily costs were not high 

o Multiple drug use with the exception of barbiturates in high 

quantities, combined with alcohol abuse 

In summary, compared with other robbers the high-rate robber tends 

to have been concurrently frequently violent and addicted to heroin as 

a juvenile, to have been incarcerated in juvenile state institutions 

for relatively long periods, and to have had relatively numerous times 

on parole and parole revocations (but not numerous times on probation). 

He tends to have a very poor employment record, and his drug use, which 

typically began when he was a juvenile, was, during the measurement 

period, either a $50+ per day heroin habit or frequent use of barbi

turates in high doses combined with alcohol abuse. 

After accounting for all the above factors, respondent robbers in 

Texas had lower robbery rates than robbers in the other two study 

states, and robbers in jail in California and Michigan had lower robbery 

rates than their counterparts in prison. 

Comparing Factors Associated with Robbery Rates with Characteristics 
of Four Varieties of Robbers 

The composite description just given of the high-rate robber 

corresponds closely with the description given earlier of the violent 

predator (the robber who commits assault and deals drugs as well). 

Moreover, the high-rate robber has characteristics that distinguish 

him from the typical robber-assaulter, robber-dealer, or low-level 

robber. The high-rate robber is unlike the robber-dealer in terms of 

the crimes he committed as a juvenile; he is unlike the robber-assaulter 

in that one of his primary motivations for his high-rate crime appears 

to be his over-$50-per-day heroin habit; and he is unlike the low-level 

robber in terms of his persistent drug use, especially combined barbi

turate and alcohol abuse. 

By examining those variables whose predictive value for robbery 

rate among an incoming incarceratiorz cohort differed from their 
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predictive value for robbery rate among robbers (Table 3.13), it can 

be seen that these variables are associated with varieties of criminal 

behavior other than that of violent predators. For example, committing 

property crime but not violent crime before age 16 is a characteristic 

unique to robber-dealers, and in fact it is inversely associated with 

being a violent predator. Never having been married, on the other hand, 

is associated with being a robber-assaulter; but not with being any 

other type of robbe~. 

This comparison suggests that the factors associated with robbery 

rate among an incarceration cohort are, to a large extent, identifying 

a mixture of robber-dealers, robber-assaulters, and violent predators. 

The factors associated with robbery rate among robbers are, to a large 

extent, differ.entiating the violent predators from other robbers. 

This comparison provides a concrete example of the general observation 

that some personal characteristics may predict the commission of certain 

acts (e.g., robbery) and yet be unrelated or negatively related to 

commission of those acts at high rates. 

To determine which factors were primary in determining rates of 

activity, rather than whether or not robberies were committed, we 

explored the factors predictive of robbery rate among violent predators 

alone. We found that of all the potential predictors previously 

considered as candidates for entry into the regression equation, only 

* frequent violent crime as a juvenile and job instability significantly 

predict robbery rate among violent predators (R
2 = .18, F statistic 

significant at p < .0001). 

In summary, many of the factors that can be used to predict 

robbery rates actually are best considered as associated with varieties 

of criminal behavior rather than with committing crimes at high rates. 

Once one knows the combination of crimes committed by a robber, it is 

very difficult to make further discrimination of the rates at which 

robbery is committed. One of the strong predict~ irs, high-rate commis

sion of violent crimes during the juvenile period, is not conceptually 

helpful, because it merely states that robbers who were previously 

* "Job instability" refers to entry of the variable "average number 
of months worked at each job in measurement period" with a negative 
coefficient. 
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Table 3.13 

VARIABLES WHOSE PREDICTIVE VALUE FOR ROBBERY RATE 
DIFFERS WHEN CONDITIONAL ON COMMITTING ROBBERY 

Selected Variables 
Associated With 

Robbery Rate for an 
Incoming Incarceration 

Cohort 

(') Property crime but 
not violent crime 
before age 16-
positive relationshi£ 

o Age in measurement 
period 

Q Marital status 

o General drug use in 
measurement period 

Association With 
Robbery Rates 

COJ1ditional on 
Committing Robbe:.y 

o Negative relationship 

o No relationship 

Q No relationship 

o No relationship 

Variety of Behavior 
With Which Factor 
Was Significantly 

Associated 

9 Robber-dealers 
(positive relationship) 

o Robber-dealers 
11) Robber-assaulters 
o Violent predators 

Q Robber-assaulters 

o Violent predators 
(') Robber-dealers 

high-:t:"ate robbers are likely to be current high-rate robbers. The only other 

important predictor of robbery rate among violent predators is job instability. 

Predicting Robbery Rate Among Convicted Robbers 

We now turn our attention to the third regression in the summary Table 

3.5. We ask what information can judges, parole boards, or other practi

tioners use to identify the high-rate robber among men convicted of robbery? 

The results show that the best pragmatic information one can use for identi

fying the high-rate robber among those convicted for robbery and currently 

sentenced to pri~on are (1) age-adjusted past convictions for robbery, 

(2) arrest rates for robbery, (3) prior institutionalization date, (4) long

term heroin addiction beginning as a juvenile, or frequent and high-quantity 

barbiturate use combined with alcohol abuse, and (5) information about 

violence in the juvenile years. 
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To derive a model for predicting robbery rate for convicted 

robbers, we used stepwise regression techniques, ordering the variables 

according to their accessibility and acceptability to the criminal 

justice system. All variables having a high level of accessibility 

and acceptability were considered as candidates for entry before 

variables having lower levels. Any variables that entered the model 

were left in the model and not removed in favor of stronger, but less 

acceptable, variables. The ordering of the variables was as follows: 

1. Information currently used by the criminal justice system. 

Current conviction offenses 

Number of current convictions 

Aggravating circumstances of conviction crime 

Prior convictions, age adjusted 

2. Information often currently collected, but not considered 

suitable for sentencing decision. 

General drug use 

Other prior record information 

Recent arrests 

3. Information not necessarily collected but that could 

potentially be available as part of presentence reports. 

Juvenile incarceration in state facilities 

Juvenile heroin addiction 

Persistent or extensive drug use 

Employment 

Education 

Marital status 

4. Information generally not used by the criminal justice system. 

Juvenile criminal behavior 

Race 

The regression used self-report data for juvenile interactions 

with the criminal justice system, because these data were available for 

all three study states. The results show that these variables do not 

enter the regression, and a separate analysis, developed for California 
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prisoners only and described below, shows the same is true for official 

records of juvenile interactions with the justice system. The variables 

that entered the three-state model are shown in Table 3.14. The follow

ing is a discussion of the major categories. 

1. Current conviction crimes ~n conjunction with robbery. 

Conviction crimes in conjunction with robbery, including 

assault and weapons crimes, are virtually worthless in 

identifying the high-rate robber. 

2. Weapon use and injury to victim during conviction crime. 

Neither using a weapon, nor the use of a specific weapon 

including guns, knives, or blunt instruments, nor injury to 

a victim during the robbery for which conviction occurred 

was associated with robbery rate. 

3. Prior adult convictions. Since varieties of criminal behavior 

are somewhat stable over time, it comes as no surprise that 

the only prior conviction information that helped identify 

the high-rate robber was the number of prior convictions for 

robbery. 

The young high-rate robber has not had much time to 

collect an adult record for robbery. Therefore, prior 

conviction for robbery itself is only a weak indicator of 

robbeJ:y rate, while adjusting for age in the measurement 

period approximately doubles the variance explained. 

4. General drug use. Although drug users tend to do robbery at 

higher rates than nondrug users, knowledge about nonspecific 

use does not help identify the high-rate robber since it 

confounds violent predators with robber-dealers and other 

robbers. 

5. Times on probation~ parole~ and probation and parole revoca

tions. Although these factors were found to be moderately 

strong predictors of robbery rate for all robbers (Fig. 3.4), 

they did not enter the regression for prisoner respondents 

(Table 3.11) and they do not enter this regression for prisoner 

respondents convicted of robbery. 
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Table 3.14 

a 
FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH ROBBERY RATE: CONVICTED ROBBERS 

OFFICIAL RECORD INFORMATION AND SELF-REPORT 
SOCIOECONOMIC INFORMATION 

Type of Information 

Current conviction 
crime in conjtm.ction 
with robbery 

Weapon used and 
injury to victim 
during conviction 
crime 

Number of prior 
convictions for 
specific crimes/age 
in measurement 
period 

General drug use in 
measurement period 

Other prior record 
information 

Specific Factors That Did Not 
Enter Regression Equation 

Assault with a deadly weapon 
Auto theft 
Burglary 
Drug sales 
Forgery, fraud, or credit card 

crine 
Kidnap 
Homicide 
Receiving stolen property 
Rape 
Sex crimes other than rape 
Theft 
Weapons 
Total no. of conviction crimes 

Used any weapon 
Used a gun 
Used a handgun 
Used a rifle 
Used a knife 
Used a blunt instrument 
Injury to victim 

Burglary 
Assault 
Drugs 
Homicide 
Rape 

Dummy variab Ie 

Number of times on probation 
Number of times on parole 
Number of times probation or 

parole was revoked 
Juvenile incarcerations 

For footnotes, see end of table. 

Specific Factors That Did 
Enter Regression Equation 

None 

None 

Prior convictions 
for robbery 

Age in measurement 
period 

None 

None 



Type of Information 

Arrest rate for 
specific crimes 
during measurement 
period 

Length of institu
tionalization in 
periods before 
measurement period 

Juvenile heroin 
addiction 

Specific drug use 
during measurement 
period 

Persistent drug use 

Employment 

Education 
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Table 3.14--continued 

Specific Factors That Did Not 
Enter regression Equation 

Arrest rate for all incidents 
Arrest rate for assault 
Arrest rate for burglary 
Arrest rate for drugs 
Arrest rate for homicide 
Arrest rate for auto theft + 

theft + forgery + fraud + 
credit card crimes 

Arrest rate for all of the 
above + robbery 

Length of ins tituiona1iz at ion 
in window 1 

One or more commitments to a 
state juvenile faci1ityb 

Use of barbiturates in 
high doses 

Heroin addiction/paid over 
$50 daily for heroinb 
(correlated with juvenile 
addiction) 

Drug use in window 1b 
Drug use in window 2b 

Percent street months worked 
in measurement period 

Total unemployment in 
measurement period 

High school graduation 

Specific Factors That Did 
Enter Regression Equation 

Arrest rate for robbery 

(Categorized) length of 
institutionalization 
during window 1 

Dummy variable 

Combined alcohol abuse 
and barbiturate use in 
large quantities 

None 

--------------------------------------"'--"._--
Juvenile criminal 
behavior 

State in which 
incarcerated 

Race 

Violent crime before age 16 
Property crime before age 16 

but not violent crime 
Juvenile crime after age 16 

Texas 
California 

White 
Black 

For footnotes, see following page. 

Committed violent crimes 
frequently as a juvenile 
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Table 3.l4--continued 

NOTE: MUltiple R2 = .32; F statistic significant at p < .0001. 
spss staged stepwise regressions, submitted in order presented in 
first column of table. 

aAll convicted robbers in prison in calibration sample (N=169). 

bVariable is highly correlated with both robbery rate and a 
variable that did enter, and can be used as an alternative measure. 

6. Arrest rate for robbery. Although the presence or absence of 

arrests for specific crimes could not be used to identify the 

violent predator, his recent arrest rate for robbery (number 

of arrests divided by street months in the measurement period) 

is a powerful indicator of his robbery rat~. Whether or not 

this factor can be used for a pragmatic purpose is an ethical 

but certainly not a statistical concern. 

7. Length of previous institutiona~ization in the two years 

immediately preceding the measurement period. This was a 

significant but not very powerful factor related to robbery 

rate. To some extent it is synonymous with having been 

incarcerated in a state facility as a juvenile. 

8. Specific forms of drug use. Two specific forms of drug use 

were strong predictors of robbery rate: long-term heroin 

addiction and using barbiturates in high quantities combined 

with alcohol abuse. 

The heroin factor that was found to be most powerful in 

the model under discussion was juvenile heroin addiction; 

however, this was highly correlated with a "$50-or-more-a-day 

heroin habit" in the measurement period and with drug use in 

the four years preceding the measurement period. Prolonged 

heroin addiction, of course, is readily visible to virtually 

any trained medical observer, if not even to casual observers. 

Identification of combined high-quantity barbiturate use and 

alcohol abuse requires a slightly more sophisticated physical 

examination. But again, the pathological effects are rather 

specific and detectable. 
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9. Employment and education. Once the above factors, especially 

prolonged heroin use, had been accounted for, employment (which 

of course individually is one of the most powerful predictors 

of robbery rate) and education no longer explained any signi

ficant amount of variance. 

10. Juvenile criminal behavior. Even after all other factors 

entered into the regression equation, frequent violent acts 

in the juvenile years (which also indicated beginning both 

violent and property crime before age 16 and doing frequent 

property crime) accounted for 5 percent of the variance in 

robbery rate. This was still a strong variable above and 

beyond juvenile incarceration and probation. It is therefore 

doubtful that juvenile justice records can provide an indicator 

of juvenile violence that is fully adequate to identify the 

high-rate offender. 

However, since the juvenile violent crimes about which 

we asked were nontrivial (robbery; rape; threat with a gun, 

knife, or other weapon; injury with a gun i knife, or other 

weapon; "beating someone badly"), it is likely that frequent 

commission of any of these acts, especially before age 16, 

would be recorded by the public schools and thus be potentially 

available to the criminal justice system. 

11. State and race. State and race were not significant variables 

after the above factors entered the regression equation. 

In summary, the high-rate robber tends to be someone who has been 

highly visible to officials since he was a child in terms of his frequent 

acts of criminal behavior, prolonged or intense drug use, and intensity 

of interaction with the criminal justice system for his robbery activi

ties. He is relatively easy to identify, but it is doubtful whether 

the information that is most accessible and powerful in his identifica

tion can ethically or legally be used to restrain him at the present 

time. 
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Differences in Crime Rates Among Convicted Robbers 
Predicted High and Low 

To illustrate the strength of prediction variables having different 

degrees of accessibility and acceptability to the criminal justice 

system, we extracted three regression models from the staged stepwise 

regression in Table 3.14: 

ModeL 1: Includes only prior robbery convictions and age as 

prediction variables* (R
2 = 0.13, F statistic significant 

at p = 0.0007). 

ModeL 2: Includes prior robbery convictions, age, and recent 

t d · . (R2 a 21 F .. arres s an 1ncarcerat10ns =., stat1st1c 

significant at p = 0.0001). 

ModeL 3: Includes prior robbery convictions, age, recent arrests 

and incarcerations, juvenile heroin addiction, use of 

barbiturates and alcohol, and frequency of juvenile 

commission of violent crimes (R
2 

= 0.32, F statistic 

significant at p < 0.0001). 

Each model was used to identify a "predicted low" group (the 

lowest 20 percent for that model) and a "predicted high" group (the 

highest 20 percent). The comparisons of mean crime rates between 

those predicted low and those predicted high (Table 3.15) show that 

respectably good distinctions (ratios of more than 10 in actual robbery 

rate) can be accomplished simply by using age-adjusted prior convictions 

for robbery. Adding recent arrests and incarcerations (Model 2) 

approximately doubles the ratio from high to low, primarily by making a 

more precise identification of the Low-rate robbers. Only by adding 

the less accessible variables (Model 3) can the truly high-rate robbers 

be identified, and the ratio doubles again. (The robbery rate for 

those predicted high by Model 3 is 40 times the robbery rate for those 

pred ic ted low.) 

* Also included implicitly in t.his model are all current conviction 
offenses and prior convictions for offenses other than robbery, since 
these did not enter the regression equation. 
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Table 3.15 

CRIME RATES IN SUBGROUPS OF CONVICTED ROBBERS 
DEFINED BY THREE REGRESSION MODELS 

Mean Crime Commission Rate 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 
Predicted 

Robbery All Exc1. All Exc1. All 
Crime Type Rate Prisoners PEIQa Prisoners PEIQ Prisoners 

Robbery Low 1.7 1.2 0.9 1.0 0.9 
Medium 12.9 11.9 15.6 14.7 10.4 
High 18.1 20.6 17.3 23.0 37.5 

Burglary Low 4.2 0.4 0.9 1.1 1.0 
Medium 15.9 6.6 13.5 3.1 10.1 
High 7.9 12.3 26.8 41.9 44.8 

Assault Low 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Medium 1.2 0.9 1.8 1.9 1.1 
High 3.0 3.9 2.5 2.6 5.9 

Auto theft Low 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Medium 14.4 14.1 13.0 14.8 11.5 
High 0.5 0.5 2.8 0.7 8.2 

Theft other than auto Low 0.8 0.6 10.3 11.5 10.2 
Medium 89.1 105.8 19.8 13.7 83.1 
High 12.5 18.2 272.6 540.8 37.9 

Forgery & credit cards Low 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.8 0.7 
Medium 2.6 2.9 2.1 0.7 4.0 
High 4.0 1.0 8.4 15.5 0.6 

Fraud Low 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 
Medium 7.3 6.3 10.2 9.2 12.6 
High 21.5 19.8 13.6 22.4 3.2 

Drug dealing Low 113.8 135.6 98.4 105.3 92.6 
Medium 307.9 277.2 268.6 219.4 305.6 
High 394.1 486.1 386.8 555.1 270.9 

NOTE: Variables in Modell: Prior robbery convictions, age. 

3 

Exc1. 
PEIQ 

1.0 
12.2 
40.8 

1.2 
5.2 

37.3 

0.3 
1.2 
7.9 

0.0 
14.5 
1.0 

12,1 
106.,~\ 

4.i 

0.8 
3.2 
0.0 

0.2 
12.4 

3.5 

107.8 
255.8 
402.0 

Variables in Model 2: 
Variables in Model 3: 

Same as Modell plus: recent arrests and incarcerations. 
Same as Model 2 plus: drug use and juvenile activity 

(self-report) • 

~xc1uding Poor External or Internal Quality: Respondents in the prediction sample whose 
summary measure of poor external reliability was in the worst 20 percent or whose summary mea
sure of poor internal quality was in the worst 20 percent were excluded. See App. B. 
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For these regression models, the effect of excluding respondents 

having poor external reliability or internal qu~lity is the opposite 

of that snown in Table 3.12. When the poor quality responses are 

excluded, the mean robbery rate for the Ifpredicted low" group decreases, 

and the mean robbery rate for the "predicted high" group increases. 

This pattern is explained by the fact that many of the predictor vari

ables in the models shown in Table 3.15 are themselves obtained from 

official records, so respondents who have good (",orrespondence between 

their responses and official record data naturally have stronger 

correlations between their responses and the predictor variables. (In 

Table 3.12 the pZ7edictor variables are self-report L:ems.) 

The part of Table 3.15 that shows crimes other than robbery 

indicates that the official-record items which are most powerful for 

predicting high-rate robbers tend to be specific to robbery. They do 

not identify the robber who commits other crimes at high rates as well 

as do the regression models using self-report predictors (for example, 

the models in Tables 3.9 and 3.12), 

Table 3.16 shows the number of convicted robbers among the 

prisoners in the prediction sample ~Yho are predicted to have low ra"tes 

and high rates. Even though the sample size is small compared with the 

other analyses in this report, we see once again that the false negative 

problem is almost nonexistent for these models, while the false positive 

problem is substantial and decreases with the strength of the model. 

Substituting Official Juvenile Record for Self-Report 

For California prisoners, official record data were available 

concerning their juvenile arrests, convictions, and incarcerations. 

These variables contain much greater detail and specificity in relation 

to robbery than do the self-report variables describing juvenile 

activities, but we found that none of them ~Kplained any significant 

part of the variance in robbery rates of convicted robbers. Not only 

are the juvenile record data (as currently maintained and collected) 

useless fo~ discriminating high-rate robbers after adult-record 

information has been taken into account, but they are mostly insignifi

cantly related to robbery rate even without controlling for other 

variables. 
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Table 3.16 

ACCURACY FOR PREDICTING ROBBERY RATE OF CONVICTED 
ROBBERS USING OFFICIAL RECORD DATA 

Count of Prisoner Respondents 
Convicted of Robberya 

Predicted Predicted Predicted 
(Modell) (Model 2) (Model 3) 

Actual Low High Low High Low High 
Robbery Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate Rate 

Under 3 per year 15 9
b 18 5b 18 3b 

3 to 10 per year 4 5 2 10 2 11 
10 to 50 per year 1c 

9 Oc 7 Oc 7 
Over 50 per year oc. 2 OC .;t Oc 4 

Total 20 25 20 25 20 25 

NOTE: Variables in Modell: Prior robbery convic
tions, age. Variables in Model 2: Same as Modell 
plus recent arrests and incarcerations. Variables in 
Model 3: Same as Model 2 plus drug use and juvenile 
activity (self-report). 

aIn prediction sample. 

b"False positive." 

c"Fa1se negative." 

The juvenile record variables considered as candidates for the 

regression were as follows: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

* Whether arrested before age 16 

Total number of juvenile arrests 

* Whether convicted before age 16 

Total number of juvenile convictions 

Number of juvenile commitments to local facilities 

Number of juvenile commitments to state faci1ities t 

* Dummy variable, 0 = No, 1 = Yes. 

tCa1ifornia Youth Authority or state prison. 
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a Number of times arrested for assault 

a Number of times arrested for auto theft 

0 Number of times arrested for burglary 

0 Number of times arrested for drug crimes 

0 Number of times arrested for forgery or credit card crimes 

0 Number of times arrested for murder 

0 Number of times arrested for possession of stolen property 

0 Number of times arrested for rape or other sex crimes 

0 Number of times arrested for robi)ery 

0 Number of times arrested for theft other than auto 

0 Number of times arrested for weapons charges 

The three-state regression Model 2 for robbery rate (summarized 

in the Note in Table 3.15) was estimated separately for California 

* multiple R2 prisoners, resulting in = 0.20, approximately the same as 

for the original three-state model. Note that no self-report items 

concerning juvenile activities are included in Model 2. '~;ben, attempt

ing to enter into the California regression any or all of the official

record juvenile variables listed above, none of them entered the equa

tion. (In fact, none had F-to-enter significant at the 0.10 level.) 

In summary, the self-report descriptions of juvenile behavior 

increased R2 for prediction of robbery rate from 0.21 to 0.29 in the 

three-state model,t but official-record juvenile variables failed to 

increase R2 from 0.20 in the model estimated for California prisoners. 

Reasons for AntiCipating High Recidivism Among High-Rate Robbers 

The variables we found to be predictive of high robbery commission 

rates have also been found, in earlier research, to be predictive of 

recidivism. For example, Hoffman and Beck (1980) revalidated a 1976 

salient factor score for federal prisoners that includes opiate 

* In this regression the respondents were not divided into a calibra-
tion set and a prediction set, because the sample size of the calibration 
set would have been too small. The actual sample size was 130. 

tIn Model 2 described above, the multiple R2 was 0.21, and in Model 
3, 0.32. However, Model 3 includes drug use variables as well as juve
nile variables. 
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addiction, number of prior convictions, number of prior incarcerations, 

number of parole revocations, and absence of employment for 6 out of 

the preceding 24 months in the community. All these variables either 

entered our regression equations for robbery commission rate or were 

suppressed at an early (i.e., powerful) stage of the regression. 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH COMMISSION RATES FOR CRIMES OTHER THAN 
ROBBERY AMONG VIOLENT PREDATORS 

We have demonstrated that given an incoming incarceration cohort, 

once one identifies the high-rate robbers, one also has essentially 

identified convicts who do burglary and other crimes at high rates. 

Moreover, the high-rate robbers have substantial overlap with violent 

predators. In this section we discuss what information, aside from 

simply being a violent predator, is associated with rates of doing 

crimes other than robbery. Table 3.17 summarizes the results of eight 

multiple regression analyses, for eight types or combinations of crimes. 

In all the analyses, we considered only the violent predators. The 

results showed that the primary factors associated with crime rates 

among violent predators are unemployment and extreme drug use (Table 

3.17) . 

Virtually all violent predators used drugs, but drug use which was 

extreme even for them had a strong relation with crime rates for all 

crimes shown except burglary and auto theft. Although there were minor 

variations as to which type of drug had the strongest association with 

specific crimes, the most costly and intense drug uses, $50 a day 

heroin addiction and frequent high-quantity use of nonopiate psycho

tropic drugs, were significantly related to rates of assault, forgery, 

* fraud, credit card crimes, drug deals, and overall crime rates. Theft 

rate, however, was related to persistence of drug use (use in the 

measurement period and the four preceding yea.rs) rather than to high

rate use. 

On the whole, violent predators tend to be employed less regularly 

and to have less stability at anyone job than other convicts. Total 

* For the crime of assault, the negative coefficient for infrequent 
use of amphetamines points to a positive relationship with frequent use. 



Table 3.17 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH RATES OF COMMITTING CRIMES 

Violent Predators in Calibration Sample 

Factors 
Associated Alternative Predictor Variables 

with Specific Predictor (Significant but Suppressed 
Type of Crime Crime Rate Variables in Stepwise Regressiop) 

Assault Employment Continuous unemployment 
in measurement period 
and four preceding 
years 

Percent of months worked in 
measurement period 

Average length of job in 
measurement period 

Drug use Less than weekly use of 
amphetamines 

Juvenile crime Frequent violent crime 
as a juvenile 

Prior record Number of months 
institutionalized in 
two years preceding 
the measurement period 

Age first involved in 
crime 

Institutionalized in 
state juvenile 
facility 

Past felony convictions 
--

B R2 

0.47 0.30 

-0.44 

0.39 

0.05 

-0.07 

-0.36 

(con tinued) 

I 
l-' 
l-' 
'-0 
I 



Type of Crime 

Burglary 

Auto theft 

Theft other 
than auto 

Factors 
Associated 

with 
Crime Rate 

R",~e 

Age 

Prior record 

Drug use 

Employment 

Table 3.17--continued 

Specific Predictor 
Variables 

Hhite (dummy variable) 

Age in measurement 
period 

Past prison terms 

Hindow 2 drug use 

Continuous unemployment 
in measurement period 
and four preceding 
years 

Alternative Predictor Variables 
(Significant but Suppressed 

in Stepwise Regression) 

Commitment to state juvenile 
facility 

Age at first conviction 

Hindow 1 drug use I 
General drug use in Neasurement 

period 

B I R2 

1.11 0.06 

- .1137 0.05 

.3659 

1.1550 0.06 
I 

I-' 
N 
0 
I 

1. 3652 

(con tinued) 



Type of Crime 

Factors 
Associated 

with 
Crime Rate 

Forgery & I Drug use 
credit cards 

Employment 

Fraud Drug use 

Employment 

Table 3.l7--continued 

Specific Predictor 
Variables 

Amphetamines used weekly 
or more in high 
quantities 

Heroin addiction 
comb in ed ~.;ri th 
barbiturate use 

Continuous unemployment 
in all ~.;rindow periods 

Barbiturate use in large 
quantities in 
measurement period 

Juvenile heroin addic
tion 

Continuous unemployment 
in all window periods 

Alternative Predictor Variables 
(Significant but Suppressed 

in Stepwise Regression) 

Frequent combined use of 
barbiturates and amphetamines 
in high doses 

Frequent barbiturate use in 
high doses and alcohol abuse 

$50/day heroin addiction habit 

$50/day heroin addiction habit 

B R2 

1.6043 10.12 

.3036 

.9184 

.9669 10.15 

.8354 

1. 3458 

(con tinued) 

f 
I-' 
N 
I-' 
f 



Type of Crime 

Drug deals 

Robbery + 
Burglary + 
Auto theft + 
Theft + 
Forgery + 
Fraud + 
Assault 

Table 3.l7--continued 

Factors 
Associated 

with 
Crime Rate 

Drug use 

Specific Predictor 
Variables 

Use of hard drugs in 
measurement period 
(dummy variable) 

Marital status I Ever married (dummy 
variable) 

Juvenile crime I Did not do property or 
violent crime until 
after age 16 

Drug use 

Employment 

Race 

Amphetamines used weekly 
or more in high 
quantities 

Continuous unemployment 
in all window periods 

Average months worked at 
each job during 
measurement period 

White 

Alternative Predictor Variables 
(Significant but Suppressed 

in Stepwise Regression) 

$50/day heroin addiction habit 

Drug use in all window periods 

Frequent use of barbiturates 
combined with heroin addiction 

Use of barbiturates in high 
quantities 

Alcohol abuse combined with 
barbiturate use in high 
quantities 

Combined amphetamine and 
barbiturate use in high 
quantities 

B R2 

2.5826 10.22 

1.1290 

-1. 7164 

.9695 10.17 

1.0973 

- .1049 

.8537 

I 
I-' 
N 
N 
I 
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unemployment among violent predators is significantly related to rates 

of assault, theft, forgery or credit card crime, fraud, and overall 

crime rates. In addition, after total unemployment was accounted for, 

job instability (among those who were working at all) accounted for a 

significant amount of variance in overall crime rates. It is interesting 

to note that unemployment is not related to the drug dealing rate among 

violent predators. The more "socially stable" violent predators appear 

to be high-rate dealers: those who had been married and were slightly 

older than the rest. 

The two crime rates that do not conform to the general picture 

are those for burglary and auto theft. Amont the violent predators, 

none of the predictor variables available to us explained any substantial 

amount of variance in rates for these two crimes. The only variable that 

entered the regression for burglary rate was race. Whites in our sample 

of inmates tended to be higher-rate burglars than blacks. The rate of 

auto theft was slightly associated with the number of prior past terms 

in prison, age adjusted. In other words, high-rate auto theft appears 

to be a I1staple crime" of criminals who are recurrently in and out of 

the criminal justice system. 

In summary, the most serious of the most serious offenders are 

totally unemployed men who are not merely casual drug users. They were 

first involved in crime at very young ages, were persistently violent 

as juveniles, and spent relatively long terms institutionalized imme

diately prior to the measurement period. In our sample of prisoners in 

Texas, virtually no offenders with these characteristics were found. 

Crime Rates for Violent Predators Predicted High and Low 

Comparisons of actual crime rates for those predicted to have high, 

medium, and low rates were made for violent predators in the same way 

as described for the previous regression analyses. Even Lor types of 

crimes with respectably high R2 in Table 3.17, such as assault, the 

numerical differences between those predicted high and those predicted 

low were found to be unremarkable. For example, violent predators 

predicted to have high assault rates averaged 8.4 assaults per year, 

while those predicted to have low assault rates averaged 5.0 per year. 
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The difference between 5.0 and 8.4 has little practical importance, 

reflecting the fact that violent predators are, on the whole, very 

high-rate assau1ters. 
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Chapter 4 

OFFENDERS WHO COMMIT LESS SERIOUS CRD1ES 
----------------------------~~--~,~~~~~ 

INTRODUCTION 

Violent predators commit so many crimes at high rates that their 

data overwhelm information about other types of offenders who may also 

commit some crimes at high rates. For example, a regression analysis 

of burglary commission rates reveals that the characteristics of high

rate burglars are essentially identical with those of violent preda

tors--because violent predators are often high-rate burglars. Similar 

"findings" are obtained if any varieties of robbers are included in 

the analysis. 

Nonetheless, it is interesting to know what types of offenders, 

other than robbers, commit burglary and other property crimes at high 

rates. In this chapter we report the results of regression analyses 

in which robbers were excluded. We show that the burglar-dealers 

include respondents who committed burglary and theft at high rates, 

and low-level property offenders include respondents who committed 

forgery and fraud at high rates. 

Burglars who are not robbers have personal characteristics that 

are more "socially acceptable" than those of robbers, and property 

offenders (who do not do burglary or robbery) are more socially accept

able than burglars in terms of juvenile behavior, employment patterns, 

drug use, education, and marital stability. When examining only adult 

prior record, however, these older, less serious offenders appear to 

have more serious records than those of the high-rate violent predator. 

High-rate burglars and property offenders can be distinguished 

from their low-rate counterparts primarily on the basis of their 

employment record and drug use. We show that those burglars predicted 

to be high-rate do an average of 165 burglaries and 202 thefts a year, 

while those predicted to be low-rate do 4 burglaries and 7 thefts. 

Once again, these numerical illustrations of the strength of the 

prediction equations have been determined by estimating regression 

coefficients for a randomly selected half of the sample, predicting 
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crime rates for the other half of the sample from equations with these 

estimated coefficients, and then comparing the actual crime commission 

rates for those predicted to be high-rate offenders with the rates 

for those predicted to be low. 

Table 4.1 summarizes the regression analyses reported in this 

chapter. The next two sections discuss burglars who do not commit 

robbery, and the final two sections discuss two varieties of property 

offenders. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF BURGLARS 

Although many of the most active burglars in an incoming incarcer

ation cohort are also robbers, the burglars who do not commit robbery 

are also interesting. Our analysis of varieties of criminal behavior 

(Chap. 2) distinguished burglar-dealers from low-level burglars. This 

section describes the characteristics of these offenders that distin

guish them from other inmates in our sample. 

Characteristic~_pf Burglar-Dealers 

Burglar=dealers most closely resemble the robber-dealers (Table 

4.2). However, the burglar-dealers appear in several ways to be more 

"socially acceptable" than their robber counterparts. 

Like the robber-dealers, the burglar-dealers were more likely 

than all other respondents to have committed property crime but not 

violent crime before age 16. However, the robber-dealers differ from 

the burglar-dealers in their use of hard drugs frequently as juveniles, 

their addiction to heroin as juveniles, and their multiple commitments 

to state juvenile facilities. 

Both robber-dealers and burglar-dealers were predominantly white. 

However, the burglar-dealers were not significantly younger than all 

respondents as were the robber-dealers. Nor did they characteristically 

have relatively poor employment patterns. 

Both robber-dealers and burglar-dealers had had relatively long 

periods of drug use before the measurement period. And both groups 

were significantly more likely than other respondents to have a $50 

or more a day heroin habit, to use barbiturates, and to combine alcohol 
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Table 4.1 

SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSES FOR OFFENDERS 
WHO DO NOT COMMIT ROBBERY 

a Study Group Dependent Variableb 

Type of 
Independent 

Variable 

1. Nonrobbing burglars 
in calibration 
sample (N=169) 

Burglary rate Self-report items 

2. Same Auto theft rate Self-report items 

3. Same Other theft rate Self-report items 

4. Same Rate for all 8tudy Self-report items 
crimes except 
drug dealing 

5. Two varieties of Auto theft rate Self-report items c property offenders 
(N=158) 

6. Same Other theft rate Self-report 

7. Same Forgery rate Self-report 

8. Same Fraud rate Self-report 

9. Same Rate for all study Self-rep art 
crimes except 
drug dealing 

alnmates who were under age 18 at any time during the 
measurement period were excluded from all study groups. 

bse1f-reported annualized rates were transformed by 
adding a constant and taking the logar.'ithm. 

items 

items 

items 

items 

c Drug &. property offenders, and low-level property offenders. 

Variance 
Explained 

(R2) 

0.11 

0.12 

0.38 

0.27 

0.09 

0.29 

0.17 

0.22 

0.22 
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Table 4.2 

caARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS WHO WERE ROBBER-DEALERS, 
BURGLAR-DEALERS, AND LOW-LEVEL BURGLARS 

Characteristic 

JUVENILE BEHAVIOR: 

Did no property o,r violent crime before 
age 16; property after 16 

Property crime but not violent crime 
before age 16 

Violent crime before age 16 

Violent crime frequently as juvenile 

Juvenile frequent use of hard drugs 
other than heroin 

Juvenile use of heroin--not prolonged 
periods 

Juvenile heroin addiction 

JUVENILE RECORD: 

Juvenile arrest before age 16, but 
no conviction before age 16 

Juvenile conv~ction before age 16 

Juvenile multiple commitments to state 
facilities 

Living with wife or other woman in 
window 1 

Completed high school 

Variety of Criminal 
in the Measurement 

Robber- Burg1ar-
Dealers Dealers 

+ + 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Behavior 
Period 

Low-
Level 

Burglars 

+ 

+ 

NOTE: + indicates that the characteristic is significantly more 
likely (.01 level) to be present in the group than in the 
average respondent. 

- indicates that the characteristic is significantly less 
likely to be present in the group than i~ the average 
respondent. 
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Table 4.2--continued 

Characteristic 

EMPLOYMENT: 

=----=-Did not work in window 1 but worked 
in windows 2 and 3 

Did not work in window periods 

Worked in all window periods 

Percent street months worked in 
measurement period 

Average number of months worked at 
each job in the measurement period 

AGE/COHORT: 

Age in measurement period 

Birthyear 

RACE: 

White 

Black 

DRUG USE BEFORE MEASUREMENT PERIOD: 

Drug use in window 1 

Drug use in window 2 

DRUG USE IN MEASUREMENT PERIOD: 

Alcohol abuse 

General drug use 

Heroin use weekly or less 

Heroin use daily/paid less than 
$50 day 

Heroin use daily/paid over $50 daily 

Variety of Criminal Behavior 
in the Measurement Period 

Robber- Burg1ar
Dealers Dealers 

+ 

+ + 

+ + 

+ + 

+ + 

+ + 

Low
Level 

Burglars 
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Table 4.2--continued 

Variety of Criminal Behavior 
in the Measurement Period 

Characteristic 

Heroin use daily/barbiturate use, weekly 
(less than 10+ pills on day used) 

Used amphetamines and heroin 

Barbiturate use less than daily and less 
than 5 pills daily, when used 

Barbiturate use less than daily; at least 

Robber
Dealers 

+ 

+ 

+ 

5 pills daily when used + 

Barbiturate use daily, 5 or more pills + 

Barbiturate use and alcohol abuse less 
than weekly; less than 10 pills when taken 

Barbiturate use and alcohol abuse less 
than daily; 10+ pills used on days taken 

Barbiturate use and alcohol abuse daily 

Barbiturate and amphetamine use, less than 
daily + 

Barbiturate and amphetamine use daily 
(less than 10 pills) + 

Barbiturate and amphetamine use daily 
(10 or more pills) + 

Amphetamine use less than weekly + 

Amphetamine use weekly or more, 
less than 10 pills on days used 

Amphetamine use weekly or more, 
10 pr more pills on days used 

Combined alcohol and amphetamine use 

PRIOR INCARCERATION: 

Number of months incarcerated in window 2 

Number of months incarcerated in window 1 

+ 

+ 

Burg1ar
Dealers 

+ 

+ 

Low
Level 

Burglars 
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Table 4.2--continued 

Variety of Criminal Behavior 
in the Measurement Period 

Low-
Robber- Burglar- Level 

Characteristic Dealers Dealers Burglars 

Number past prison terms 

Number past jail terms 

PRIOR RECORD 

Total number of arrests 

Number of times on probation 

Number of times probation or parole 
revoked 
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with amphetamines during the measurement period., However, unlike the 

robber-dealer, the burglar-dealer was not significantly likely to be 

using barbiturates frequently and in high quantities, nor was he likely 

to be combining nonopiate psychotropic drugs or combining heroin with 

other psychotropic drugs. 

In other words, burglar-dealers were predominately white drug 

users, who began committing property crimes (but not necessarily using 

drugs) as juveniles. They are no more likely to have a prior adult 

or juvenile record than any other respondent. When compared with all 

inmates in an incoming incarceration, they appear to be "normal" in 

terms of employment record, education, age, and marital status. When 

compared with robber-dealers, they appear to be less extensive drug 

users and ~etter employed. 

Characteristics of Low-Level Burglars 

Although both low-level burglars and violent predators commit 

burglary, they tend to form opposite poles of a continuum. Low-level 

burglars are significantly more likely than all respondents not to 

have committed violent crimes as juveniles and not to have used drugs 

in the measurement period or the four preceding years. They tend to 

be relatively late starters at doing crime; although they did property 

crime as juveniles, it was typically not until after age 16 that they 

started. 

They were, however, more likely to have been arrested before age 

16, but no~ convicted, than all respondents. One of the offenses they 

may have been arrested for was truancy, since they were significantly 

less likely to have completed high school than all respondents. How

ever, in spite of their lack of a diplona, they were no more or less 

likely than any other respondents to have been employed. 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH CRIME RATES AMONG BURGLARS: BURGLARY, THEFT, 
AND AUTO THEFT 

Burglars who are not robbers appear to be more socially acceptable 

than robbers, and they tend to do less burglary than robbers. Here 

we show that essentially the same primary factors, employment and drug 
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use, are associated with rates of income-producing crimes among robbers 

and burglars, but the specific predictor variable.~ that are associated 

with crime rates among burglars are less acutely deviant than those 

that predict robbery rates among robbers. Moreover, while burglary 

rates among violent predators are not strongly associated with any of 

our predictor variables, burglary rates among burglars can be predicted 

with moderate success using the same predictor variables that apply 

to other income-producing crimes. 

Continuous unemployment was one of the major factors associated 

with crime rates among violent predators. However, it was not found 

to be associated with crime rates among nonrobbing burglars; instead, 

employment instabiZity appeared to be a factor. The percent of street 

months the respondent worked during the measurement period is the 

strongest predictor of burglary commission rate (Fig. 4.1). (See 

also Figs. 4.2, 4.3, and Table 4.3 for other crime rates.) 

Job instability among high-rate burglars did not appear to be 

* due to their low educational levels. However, employment was found 

to be negatively associated with the persistent drug use that is 

characteristic of the burglar-dealers. Both percent of street months 

worked and burglary rates are highly intercorrelated with a $50 a day 

heroin habit in the measurement period and use of drugs in the four 

preceding years. 

Above and beyond its deleterious effects on employment, drug use 

explains a significant amount of variance in burglary, theft, and 

auto theft rates among burglars. However, different types of drug 

use are associated with the diff"Lent types of crime rates. High-cost 

heroin addiction is positively associated with burglary and negatively 

associated with auto theft. Psychotropic drug use is positively 

associated with auto theft. 

High-cost heroin addiction is associated with theft; so are non

opiate psychotropic dnlgs--and these,used in reZatively moderate Zevels, 

were the specific factors associated with theft and auto theft, as 

opposed to the extreme high-quantity/high-frequency factors we found 

* No significant correlation between graduation from high school 
and employment was found for burglars. 
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VARIABLE 

Juvenile Crime 
Violent. crime: frequently as juvenile 
Violent crime before age 16 
Property crime but not violent crime before age !6 
No property crilne before age 16 but did juvenile crime 

Juvenile Record 
COmmitment to local fac:Uicy 
Arrest before: age 16 but no com:rltmoac bef.ore: age 16 
Conviction before age 16 but no coumitmenc to staCe: facility 
Multiple comadtmencs to a state: juvenile facilit.y 

Juvenile Drug Use 
Juvenile use frequently of hard drugs other than heroin 
Juvenile uae: of heroin-addiction not indicated 
Juvenile heroin addiction 

Prior Record: Juvenile and Adult 
Total number of arrests 
Total number of jail cerms 
Number of ~ terms in prison 
Total number of times on prob!lclon 
Total number of tlc:es on parole 
Total number of times parole or probation \la9 revoked 
:-lumber of months incarcerated in \lindow 1 
Number of months incarcerated in windoW' 2 
Number of prior felony convictions 

Race 
\/hite 
Black 

Age 
[n measurement period 
First involved in crime 
At first arrest 
At first conviction 

High School Graduation 

Marital status-ever married 
Uindow 1 
\lindoW' 2 

Employment 
Longitudinal l.I'ork history (several variables] 
Employed window 1; unemployed \lindow 2 and meosurement period 
Unemployed window 1 and 2 and measurement period 
Employed at one job over 70% of measurement, period 
Percent street months worked in meosurement period 
Average number of months worked ae: each job in the measurement period 

Drug Use 
Used hard drugs in window 1 
Used hard drugs in I.I'tndow 2 
Alcohol abuse in measurement period 
Ceneral drug use in measurement period 

Specific Form of Drug Use 1n Heasurement Period 
Heroin-lesa than daily 
Heroin-every day/paid less than S50 a day 
~-every day/paid over S50 a day 
~ and amphetamines 
Heroin daily ;lnd barbiturates \leeKly but under 10 a day 
Heroin daily ilnd over 10 barbiturates a day more than weekly 

Barbiturates, less than daily. under 5 pills a day when used 
Barbiturates, les8 than daily, over 5 pills it day \Jhen used 
Barbiturates, aver 5 pills daily 
Barbiturates (less than 10 pills daily) and alcohol abuse 

Barbiturates less than daily, 10 ot" more pills on days used. and alcohol abulIE 
Barbiturates t 1bOre than 10 pUls daily and ~ abuse 
Barbiturates and amphetamines, less than daily 
Barbiturates and amphetamines daily 
Barbiturates and amphetamines daily, over 10 pills/day 

Amphetamines less than weekly 
Amphetamines \Jeeklv, les9 than 10 pUls/day 
Amphetamines weekly or more~ 10 pUIs on days used 

NOTE: IHndow 2 • the tvo years preceding the measurement period .. 
Window 1 - the two years preceding Uindow :!. 

e - Ent.rtd ' .... 100 equltlort lit the mdicattd nIp. 
X'" SupprftMd by the IIlIfllbI, entering JIt tt'lll ~tep. 

Fig. 4.1 - Schematic representation of the candidate variables that entered 
and failed to enter the regression model for burglary rate among 

nonrobbing burglars (R2 = 0.11 ) 
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VARIABLE 

Juvenile Crime 
Violent crime frequently .8 juvenile 
Violent crime before aga 16 
Property trilne: but not violent crime before agc 16 
No property crime before ilge 16 bue did juvenile criu.e 

Juvenile Record 
Commitment to local fucUity 
Arrest before age 16 but do com:s1tment before age 16 
Conviction before age 16 buc no com:dttdettt to state facility 
Multiple corzmt1tmants e.o a state juvenile facility 

Juvenile Orug Use 
Juvenile uoc frequently t)f hard drugs other than heroin 
Juvenile use of herOin·· 'lddiction not indicllted 
Juvenile heroin addic't11'm 

Prior Record.: Juvenile and Adult 
total number of arres t8 
total $lumber of Jai1 terms 
Number of ~ tems in prison 
Total number of times on probation 
Total number of times on parole 
Total number of times parole or probation waH revoked 
Number 0 f mon ths 1ncareera ted in window 1 
Number of months 1nc:a:rce"C"ated in 'Windell '2 
Number of prior felony convictions 

Race 
White 
Black 

I I 
Age 

In measurement period 
First involved In crime 
At fi,rs,c arrest: 
At first conviction 

I 

I 
High ~chool Graduation 

'It,l.~1tal st.atus--e.var married 
Window 1 
Window 2 

"Employment 
Longitudinal 'Work history [several variables1 
Employed window 1; unemployed !Jindo" 2 4lDd mlP!:8suremefl t period 
l'ne~lQyed 'oItndow 1 and 2 and me.asurement. period 
Employed at one job pver 70% of measuretDent periOd 
Percent street months worked 1n mensure~nt period 
Average number of months worked at each job in the measurement period 

Drug Use 

c;:+==~::t=:t=::j:=:t:=+==t:~=:I:: Used hard drugs in window 1. ) Use.d ha.rd drugs in fottndow 2. 
Alcohol-abuse in measurement period 
General drug "}.Se 1n measurement pertod 

Specific Fot'lll of Drug U!le in Measurement Pe'Ciod 
~-le8o ~ha.n daily 
~-every day/paid leaB than $50 a day 
~-every day/paid over S50 a day 
~ and amphetamines 
~ da11y and barbiturates weekly bue tmder 10 a day (negative coefficient) 
~ daily and over 10 barb1.tv~ a day more than weekly 

8arbiturateG, less than daily, under 5 pills a day when used 
Barbiturates, less than daily, over 5 pUIs a day when used 
Barbiturates,. 'over 5 pills daily 
8arbiturates l1ess than 10 pUls daily) and ~ abuse 

Barbiturates less than daily, 10 or more pills on days used, and ~ abuse 
Barbiturates, mo-t'e than to p.ills da.ily and ~ abuse. 
Barbiturates and amphetamirtes. less than daily 
Barbiturates Clnd amphetamines daily 
Barbiturates and amphetamines daily, over 10 p1l1s/day 

Amphetamines less than "S!ekly 
Amphetamines lJeekly, less chan 10 pills/day 
Amphetamines wee.kly or more, 10 pi.lls on days u.sed 

NOTE: Windoll 2 - the tva years preceding the measurement period. 
Window 1 - the two years preceding Window 2. 

~: 

o .. entend ~on eQUltion 111\ 1h. mdlcatfld ltep. 
X ,. $uppreuod by th. varlabf • .nt.ring .at thi, step. 

Fig. 4.2 - Schematic representation of the candidate variables that entered 
and failed to enter the regression model for auto theft rate among 

nonrobbing burglars in the calibration sample (R2 ::: 0.12) 
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VARIABLE 

Juvenile Crime 
Violent crime frequently 80 juvenile 
Violent crima before age 16 
Property crime but not violent crime before age 16 
No property crime before age 16 but did juvenile crime 

Juvenile Record 
Commitment to local facility 
Arrest before age 16 but no cot:lllltment before age 16 
Conviction before age 16 but no ccmmitment to state facility 
Hultiple commitmentD to a stat.e juvenile faocility 

Juvenile nrug Use 
JuvenUe Use frequently of hard drugs other than heroin 
Juvenile use of heroin-addiction not indicated 
Juvenile heroin addiction 

Prior Record: JuvenUe and Adult 
Total number of arrests 
Total rtumber of jail terms 
Number of adult terms in prison 
Total number:-or times on probation 
Total number of times on parole 
Total number of times parole or probation was revoked 
Number of months incarcerated in \linda" 1 
Number of months incarcerated in \lindow 2 
Number of prior felony convictions 

Race 
White 
Black 

Ag. 
In measurement period. 
First involved in crime 
At first arrest 
At first conviction 

High School r.radWlt1on (positive coefficient) 

Harie-a! status-ever married 
Window 1 
Window 2 

Employment 
Longitudinal work history [several variables 1 
Employed \lindov 1; unemployed window 2 and mensureUlen t period 
Unemployed window 1 and 2 and Uleasurement period 
Employed at one job over 70% of measurement period 
Percent st.reet months worked in measurement period 
Average number of months \larked at each job in the measurement period 

Drug Use 
Used hard drugs in window 1 
Used hard drugs in window 2 
Alcohol abuse in m"suremenc period (negative coeffiCient) 
General drug use in measurement period 

Specific Form of Drug Use in Heasurement Period 
~-le8Q than daily 
~-every day/paid less than S50 a day 
~-every day/paid over $50 a day 
~ and amphetamines 
~ daily and barbiturates weekly bue under 10 a day 
~ daily and over 10 barbiturates a day more than weekly 

Barbiturates, less than daily. under 5 pills a day IJhen used 
Barbiturates, less than daily, over 5 pills a day when used 
Barb1turates, over 5 pills daily (negative coefficient) 
Barbiturates (less than 10 pUis daily) and alcohol abuse 

Barbiturates less than daily, 10 or more pills on days Hsed, and ~ abuse 
Barbiturates. more than 10 pUls daily and ~ abuse 
Barbiturat.es and amphetamines, less than daily 
Barbiturates and amphetamines daily 
Barbiturates and amphetamines daily, over-IO pills/day 

Amphetamines less than \leekly 
Amphetamines weekly. 1~S9 than 10 pills/dav 
Amphetamines weekly or rore. 10 pills on days used 

NOTE: Window 2 • the two years preceding the measurement. period. 
Windo,", 1 • the t.wo years preceding Window 2. 

o • Entertd r~IOO e-quatlOfl at thll mdiatod n.p. 
X - Supprnsed by ,he varJible tnfenno It ,hi. Itlp. 

Fig. 4.3 - Schematic representation of the candidate variables that entered 
and failed to enter the regression model for theft (other than auto) among 

nonrobbing burglars in the calibration sample (R2 = 0.38) 
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Table 4.3 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH TOTAL CRIME RATES: a BURGLAR-DEALERS 
AND INCOME BURGLARS IN CALIBRATION SAMPLE 

Type of 
Information 

Specific Predictor 
Variables that 

Entered 
the Regression B 

Alternative 
Predictors 

Multiple 
R2 

Drug use 

Prior record 

Employment 

a 

General drug use in 
measurement period 
(dummy variable) 

1.0096 Moderate use of 
psychotropic drugs 

$50 a day heroin 
addiction 

1.143 

Percent street months -3.436 
worked in measurement 
period 

Number of past 
terms in prison 

Number of past 
felony convictions 

Number of 
probation or 
parole revocations 

Did not work in 
measurement period 
but did in 4 years 
prior to measure
ment period 

Burglary + theft + auto theft + forgery & credit cards + 
fraud + assault. 

.27 
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to be associated with high crime rates among the violent predators. 

In fact, use of high quantities of barbiturates was inversely corre

lated with theft rate among burglars. 

Other than employment and drug use, the factors associated with 

crime rates among burglars are age in the measurement period and prior 

record. Length of time previously institutionalized is associated 

with burglary, theft, and auto theft rates. But the "revolving door" 

phenomenon was found primarily to be associated with theft rate. The 

burglars who had the highest theft rates tended to be significantly 

oZder than the rest of the burglars and to have had more past prison 

terms, more arrests, and more times on parole, and to have been insti

tutionalized as juveniles in a state facility. 

For burglars, the overall crime rate (excluding drug-sale crime 

rates and largely composed of theft rate) is associated with essentially 

the same factors of unstable employment and drug use, specifically 

general drug use in the measurement period and a $50 or more a day 

heroin addiction. Again, we found that interactions with the criminal 

justice system (although not primary factors once drug use and employ

ment were controlled) are highly correlated with overall crime rate, 

as is age. 

In summary, the high-rate criminals among the nonrobbing burglars 

are older men who are either heroin addicts with costly habits or 

occupationally unstable users of relatively moderate doses of non

opiate psychotropic drugs. They have long arrest and conviction 

histories, and histories of being in and out of adult prison. Unlike 

the high-rate robbers, they were not particularly likely to be doing 

crime as juveniles;. and unlike robbers, they were not likely to be 

totally unemployed for long periods of time. 

Finally, once employment and drug use are accounted for, burgZars 

in Texas are not significantly l~kely to do crimes at lower rates than 

burglars in California or Michigan. 

Differences in Crime Rates Among Those Predicted High and Low 

The regression models for burglary rates (Fig. 4.2) and other-than

auto theft rates (Fig. 4.3) among nonrobbing burglars were applied to 
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members of the prediction set. The actual crjme commission rates of 

those predicted to have low, medium, and high "Lates of burglary are 

shown in Table 4.4, and the rates of those predicted to have low, 

medium, and high rates of theft (other than auto) are shown in Table 

4.5. 

The practical value of the prediction is very good in both cases, 

with those predicted high on burglary having 22 times the burglary rate 

of those predicted low, and with those predicted high on theft (other 

than auto) having 38 times the theft rate of those predicted low. 

Those predicted to have high burglary rates also have high theft and 

fraud rates, but they are not remarkable iR regard to the other crimes 

shown. Similarly, those predicted high on theft have high burglary 

and fraud rates. In fact, the average burglary rate for those pre

dicted to have high theft rates happens to be higher than the average 

burglary rate for those predicted to have high burgZary rates. This 

would be very unlikely to happen if the prediction set and the cali

bration set were identical, but it occurs here because of random 

distinctions among members of the two sets. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPERTY OFFENDERS 

The last, and definitely least serious, offenders we discuss are 

the two varieties of property offenders: low-level and drug & 

property offenders. Unlike the robbers and the burglars, whose 

juvenile behavior and juvenile interaction with the criminal justice 

system are distinctive, property offenders in an incoming cohort 

appear to have been neither "better" nor "worse" as children than any

one else (Table 4.6). Low-level property offenders were less likely 

to use hard drugs other than heroin as juveniles, but otherwise the 

property offenders appear to be well spread over the range of juvenile 

activity. 

The low-level property offenders tended to be the oldest among 

the respondents, and least likely to have ever used drugs in the 

measurement period or the preceding four years, especially the non

opiate psychotro~ic drugs. They were not, however, novice criminals; 

they were significantly more likely than all respondents to have 

served time in adult prison. 
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Table 4.4 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES FOR SUBGROUPS OF NONROBBING BURGLARS 
IN THE PREDICTION SET, DEFINED BY THEIR 

PREDICTED BURGLARY RATE 

Crime Rate 
Predicted 
Burglary Ratio to 

Crime Type Ratea Average Low 

Burglary Low 4.0 1.0 
Medium 41.9 10.5 
High 90.0 22.6 

Assault Low 0.4 1.0 
Medium 0.4 0.8 
High 0.8 1.8 

Auto theft Low 275.7 b 1.0 
Med'ium 5.0 0.02 
High 11.8 0.04 

Theft other than auto Low 17.5 1.0 
Medium 82.5 4.7 
High 95.8 5.5 

Forgery & credit cards Low 10.9 1.0 
Medium 27.8 2.6 
High 27.2 2.5 

Fraud Low 0.3 1.0 
Medium 5.7 17.3 
High 127.7 384.0 

Drug dealing Low 54.5 1.0 
Medium 385.4 7.1 
High 87.7 1.6 

aLow = predicted burglary rate is in the lowest 20 percent. 
High = predicted burglary rate is in the highest 20 percent. 

bA single person in the prediction sample whose predicted 
burglary rate was low reported a very high auto theft rate. 
Excluding this person, the average is 1.17 auto thefts per year. 
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Table 4.5 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES FOR SUBGROUPS OF NONROBBING BURGLARS 
IN THE PREDICTION SET, DEFINED BY THEIR 

PREDICTED THEFT RATE 

Crime Rate 
Predicted 

Theft Ratio to 
Crime Type Ratea Average Low 

Theft other than auto Low 7.3 1.0 
Medium 60.5 8.3 
High 202.6 27.9 

Burglary Low 4.3 1.0 
Medium 21.2 5.0 
High 165.1 38.6 

Assault LoW' 0.03 1.0 
Medium 0.4 14.9 
High 1.1 39.5 

Auto theft Low 6.3 1.0 
Medium 92.5 14.6 
High 1.2 0.2 

Forgery & credit cards Low 31.8 1.0 
Medium 16.2 0.5 
High 50.7 1.6 

Fraud Low 1.6 1.0 
Medium 1.3 0.8 
High 184.0 116.6 

Drug dealing Low 54.6 1.0 
Medium 289.0 5.3 
High 432.5 7.9 

a . Low = predicted rate of theft (other than auto) ~n the 
lowest 20 percent. 

High = predicted rate of theft (other than auto) in the 
highest 20 percent. 
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Table 4.6 

CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPERTY OFFENDERS 

Charac teristic 

JUVENILE BEHAVIOR 

Did no property or violent crime before 
age 16; property after 16 

Property crime but not violent crime before 
age 16 

Violent crime before age 16 

Violent crime frequently as juvenile 

Juvenile frequent use of hard drugs other 
than heroin 

Juvenile use of heroin--not prolonged periods 

Juvenile heroin addiction 

JUVENILE" RECORD 

Juvenile arrest before age 16 but no 
conviction before age 16 

Juvenile conviction before age 16 

Juvenile multiple commitments to state 
facilities 

Characteristic: 

Ever married? 

Living with wife or other woman in 
window l? 

Completed high school? 

Drug & 
Property 
Offenders 

+ 

+ 

Low-Level 
Property 
Offenders 

NOTE: + indicates that the characteristic is significancly more 
likely (.01 level) to be present in the group than in the 
average respondent. 

- indicates the char~cteristic is significantly less likely 
to be present. 

( con t inued) 
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Table 4.6-~continued 

Characteristic 

EMPLOYHENT 

Did no t work in window 1 bu t 'tI70rked in 
window 2 and 3 

Did not work in window periods 

Worked in all window periods 

Percent street months worked in measurement 
period 

Average number of months worked at each job 
in the measurement period 

AGE/COHORT 

Age in measurement period 

Birthyear 

RACE 

White 

Black 

DRUG USE BEFORE MEASUREMENT PERIOD 

Drug use in window 17 

Drug use in 'tIdndow 27 

DRUG USE IN MEASUREMENT PERIOD 

Alcohol Abuse? 

General drug use? 

Heroin use weekly or less 

Heroin use daily/paid over $50 daily 

Drug & 
Property 
Offenders 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Low-Level 
Property 
Offenders 

(continued) 
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Table 4.6--continued 

Characteristic 

DRUG USE IN MEASUREMENT PERIOD (continued) 

Heroin use daily , barbiturate use weekly 
(less than 10+ pills once a week) 

Used amphetamines and heroin? 

Barbiturate use less than daily and less 
than 5 pills daily, when used 

Barbiturate use less than daily; at least 
5 pills daily when used 

Barbiturate use daily--5 or more pills 

Barbiturate use and alcohol abuse less 
than weekly; less than 10 pills when taken 

Barbiturate use and alcohol abuse less 
than daily; 10+ pills used on days taken 

Barbiturate use and alcohol abuse daily 

Barbiturate and amphetamine use, less than 
daily 

Barbiturate and amphetamine use daily 
(less than 10 pills) 

Barbiturate and amphetamine use daily 
(10 or more pills) 

Amphetamine use less than weekly 

Amphetamine use weekly or more, less than 
10 pills on days used 

Amphetamine use weekly or more, 10 or more 
pills on days used 

Combined alcohol and amphetamine use 

Drug & 
Property 
Offenders 

Low-Level 
Property 
Offenders 

(continued) 
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Table 4.6-- continued 

Characteristic 

PRIOR INCARCERATION 

Number of months incarcerated in window 2 

Number of months incarcerated in window 1 

Number past prison terms 

Number past jail terms 

PRIOR RECORD 

Total number of arrests 

Number of times on probation 

Number of times probation or parole revoked 

Drug & 
Property 
Offenders 

Low-Level 
Property 
Offenders 

+ 

---.--------------------------------------------~------------~----------



-146-

The drug and property offenders were remarkably different from 

the others in the incoming incarceration cohort in terms of their 

higher educational level and their prior avoidance of jail sentences. 

Although they tended to have significantly more heroin addiction than 

other members of the incarceration cohort and to have been using drugs 

for all window periods, they were no more or less likely to use non

opiate psychotropic drugs than all other respondents. 

In summary, property offenders as a whole appear to be signifi

cantly older and better educated than other respondents. Neither their 

juvenile criminal behavior nor their employment patterns were partic

ularly distinctive. However, their drug use patterns, if they were 

using drugs, indicated a significant avoidance of nonopiate psycho

tropic drug use as juveniles and in the measurement period. 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH RATES OF CRIME AMONG PROPERTY OFFENDERS 

Since the two varieties of property offenders are composed of 

convicts who have committed an array of less serious crimes, it is 

not surprising that different sets of factors were found to be 

associated with the rates for each crime type. (See Table 4.7.) 

It is also notable, but not surprising, that the factors asso

ciated with high rates of crime for this predominantly older, more 

educated group of inmates are different from those associated with 

high-rate crime among convicts committing other complexes of crimes, 

especially robbers. 

Factors Associated with Theft Rate 

The factors associated with theft rate (and overall crime rate, 

since this primarily reflected theft) were in several ways similar to 

those associated with robbery rate among robbers (Fig. 4.4). Both 

theft rate for property offenders and robbery rate t~mong robbers were 

associated with frequent violent crime as juveniles, long histories 

of arrests and convictions, very poor employment histories, and long

term heroin addiction. 

The diff·erences between the maj or factors associated with robbery 

rate among robbers and theft rate among property offenders appear to 



Crime 'fype 

Theft other 
than auto 

Type of 
Information 

Prior record 

Drug use 

Table 4.7 

FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH RATES OF CRIME 

Property Offendersa in Calibration Set 

Specific Predictor Variables 
Which Entered the Regression 

Total number of arrests 

Heroin addiction/less than 
$50 daily 

Heroin addiction/$50 a day 
habit 

Drug use in 3 and 4 years 
before measurement period 

Alternative Predictors 
(Suppressed in Stepwise 

Regression) 

[Six prior record 
variables shown in 
Fig. 4.4] 

Frequent violent crime 
as juvenile 

Juvenile heroin addic-
tion 

Juvenile frequent use of 
drugs other than 
heroin 

Employment instability 
[from variables shown 
in Fig. 4.4] 

Marital status' Ever mar~ied? 

B R2 

.0889 1.29 

3.4505 

2.8314 

-1.1245 

- .9184 

aRespondents who did not commit robbery or burglary but did commit auto theft, other theft, fraud, 
forgery or credit card crimes. 

(continued) 
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Table 4.7--continued 

Type of Specific Predictor Variables 
Crime Type Information Which Entered the Regression 

Auto theft Prior record Length of time incarcerated 
in Z years prior to 
measurement period 

Drug use Nonaddictive use of heroin in 
measurement period 

Forgery & Prior record Committed to juvenile state 
credit card facility at least once 
crimes Drug use Frequent high quantity use 

-of barbiturates and 
amphetamines 

Frequent use of moderate 
levels of amphetamines 

Education Completed high school 

Marital status Living with wife or other 
woman in 2 years prior to 
measurement period 

Alternative Predictors 
(Suppressed in Stepwise 

Regression) 

Juvenile conviction 
before age 16 
(no commitment to 
state facility) 

High frequency and 
quantity use of 
amphetamines and 
barbiturates 

Combined alcohol abuse 
and frequent high 
quantity use of bar-
biturates and alcohol 

B R2 

.0288 .09 

.6546 

1.1054 .17 

5.2540 

2.0726 

.7518 

.6996 

( con tinued) 
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Table 4.7--continued 

Type of Specific Predictor Variables 
Crime Type Information Which Entered the Regression 

Fraud Prior record Total number of arrests 

Education Completed high school 

Age Age in measurement period 

Marital status Living with wife or other 
woman in 2 years prior to 
measurement period 

Employment Worked 4 years prior to 
measurement period, but not 
in measurement period 

Theft + Prior record Total number of arrests 
Auto theft + 
Forgery + 
Fraud + 
Assault 

--- -----.~--- .. -- - L-. ---

Alternative Predictors 
(Suppressed in Stepwise 

Regression) 

$50/day heroin habit in 
measurement period 

Number of prior felony 
convictions 

Number of prior terms 
in prison 

Number of times on 
probation 

Number of times on 
parole 

Number of times proba-
tion or parole was 
revoked 

B R2 

.0870 .22 

1.0529 

- .0484 

.7113 

1.2946 

.1029 .22 

(continued) 
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Crime Type 

Theft + 
Auto theft + 
Forgery + 
Fraud + 
Assault 

( continued) 

Type of 
Information 

Prior record 
( continued) 

Drug use 

Table 4.7--continued 

Specific Predictor Variables 
Which Entered the Regression 

Total number of arrests 
( con tinued) 

Alcohol abuse in the 
measurement period 

Use of hard drugs in 
2 years prior to 
measurement period 

Alternative Predictors 
(Suppressed in Stepwise 

Regression) 

Length of time institu
tionalized 3 and 
4 years before 
measurement period 

Length of time institu
tionalized in 2 years 
prior to measurement 
period 

lti.stitutionalization in 
state juvenile facil
ity 

Frequent violent crimes 
as juveniles 

Juvenile heroin addic
tion 

$50/day heroin habit in 
measurement period 

Unemployment (all 
measures) 

General drug use in 
measurement period 
(positive relation
ship) 

B 

-1.5435 

1.0511 

R2 
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VARIABLE 

.Juvenile Cr:f.~ 
Violent crime frequently as Juvenile 
Violent crime before age 16 
Property crilzle but not violent crime. before aBe 16 
No property crime before sge 16 but did juvenile cri=e 

Juvenile Record 
Comm.itMnc to local facility 
Arrest before age 16 but no cOlmdtmenc before age 16 
Conviction before age 16 but no cO'ClZilit~nt to state facility 
Multiple coa=ltments: to a stace juvenile facl11ty 

Juvenile f)rug lise 
Juvenile use frequeno:ly 'Jf hard drugs other than heroin 
Juvenile use of heroin-addiction not indicated 
Juvenile heroin addjctlon 

Prior Record: Juven..;~ ~r,d Adult 
Total number of arrt9t.'\ 
Total number of jail tt!l1IlS 

Number of .!S.!:!.!l tenn, in prison 
Toeal number of times on probation 
Total number of times on parole 
Total number of t1m~s parole or probation VAS revok.ed 
Number of months incarcerated in Window 1 
Number of months incarcerated in vindow 2 
Number of prior felony convictions 

Race 
White 
Black 

Age 
In measurement period 
First involved in crime 
At. first sneet 
At first conviction 

High School Graduation 

Matital status--ever ttlAt'ried 
\lind"" 1 
Window 2 

Employment 
Longitudinal ,",ork history [several vari"bles1 
Employed window 1 i unemployed Window 2 and measurelnel" t period 
Unemployed "'indow 1 and 1 and measurelllen't period 
Employed at one job over 70% of measurement period 
Percent street months worklf!d in measurement. period 
Average. number of tnOnths ",adc.ed at each job in the mt!l8aurem.ent petiod 

Drug Use 
Used hard aruga in \linda", 1 
Used haTd druS3 1.n "Window 2 
Alcohol abuse in measurement period 
General drug use in measurement period 

Specific Form of Drug Use in Measurement Period 
Heroin-less than daily 
"HerOTri-e.very day/paid less than $50 a day 
Heroin-every day/paid over $50 a iiay 
.!!!!.2.!!!. and amphe tam1nea 
Heroin daily a.nd barbiturates "eekly but under 10 a day 
HerOin daily and over 10 barbiturates a day more than veekly 

Barbitura.tes, less than daily, under 5 pills a day when used 
Barbiturates, less than daily. over 5 pills a day "'hen used 
Barbicu't'&t.es. over S pills daily 
Barbiturates (less than 10 pills daily) and ~ abuse 

Barbiturates less than daily. 10 or more pills on days used, and ~ abuse 
Barbituratep, more that'! 10 pills daily and ~ abuse 
Barbiturates and amphetamines, lesa than daily 
Barbiturates and amphetamines daily 
Barbiturates end -amphet.amines. daily. over La pills/day 

Amphetamines less thtln weekly 
Amphet&l%llncs weekly, less than 10 pills/day 
Amphe:taJ'Dines lJeekly ,rr tIlOre, 10 pills on days 'used 

NOTE: Wlndoll 2 • the two years preceding the tlle8SUrCment period. 
\ol1ndcN 1 • the. t\lll years pt'e.ceding \oIindoV' 2 .. 

l.ooon<t: 

G • Entored ~on lqultb ,1 It the indiCited ltep. 
X • Suppreuod by tN vtrieb!-t entering at this nap. 

Fig. 4.4 - Schematic representation of the candidate variables that entered 
and failed to enter the regression model for theft rate among property 

offenders (offenders who commit property crimes but not burglary or robbery) 
(R2 == 0.29) 
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be extent of juvenile incarceration and use of nonopiate psychtropic 

drugs. Robbery rate among robbers is associated with both of these 

factors. Theft rate among property offenders is not. 

We may be observing a cohort effect here. The older property 

offenders who were serious and heroin-addicted juvenile delinquents 

did not become involved in a viole,nt subculture akin to the "modern

day" younger respondents who use extreme amounts of psychotropic drugs 

and who are deemed to require recurrent incarcerations in state facil

ities. The older respondents "settled down" to a life of high-rate 

theft and sporadic work patterns and intermittent jail terms to support 

their persistent heroin habits. 

Explanations other than cohort effects can also be suggested. 

Some thieves may have been robbers when younger, in which case their 

juvenile activities would, of course, resemble those of robbers. Or, 

robbers may characteristically drop out of crime at earlier ages than 

thieves (perhaps by death), so that among members of an incarceration 

cohort with similar characteristics, the older ones are more likely 

to be thieves. 

Factors Associated with Fraud and Forgery Rates Among Property 
Offenders 

While high-rate thieves and high-rate robbers have some charac

teristics in common, the same was not true of property offenders who 

commit fraud, forgery, or credit-card crimes at high rates. Both 

high-rate fraud and forgery were found to be positively associated with 

education and marital status. Both rates were associated with prior 

record: Fraud was associated with total number of arrests (but not 

convictions), which may be explained by its association with high-cost 

heroin addiction (see Table 4.7); forgery, with commitment to a juve

nile state institution. In addition, fraud rate was associated with 

recent unemployment, that is, working in the four years preceding the 

measurement period but not in the measurement period. 

Forgery and credit-card crime rates, on the other hand, were not 

associated with employment but were associated with psychotropic drug 

use. Neither forgery rate nor fraud rate was found to be associated 

with juvenile drug use. 
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In summary, two sets of factors were found to be associated with 

high-rate commission of property offenses. One set of factors suggests 

that the older property offenders 'who were serious juvenile delinquents 

and who are now high-rate thieves might once have been high-rate 

robbers or, had they been born later and in a different milieu, might 

have developed into high-rate robbers. 

Another set of factors indicates that when relatively well-educated 

and socially stable people turn to crime because of involvement in a 

subculture where drug use is common, or because of a heroin habit 

developed as an adult and loss of employment, they will commit pre

dominantly nonviolent, relatively sophisticated crimes at high rates. 

Crime Rates for Property Offenders Predicted High and Low 

The regression models shown in Table 4.7 were applied to property 

offenders in the prediction set. The results showed that the regres

sions do not help to single out the especially high-rate offender for 

the crimes of auto theft and fraud, but they are quite successful for 

forgery and moderately successful for theft. Throughout all the 

analyses reported here, the high-rate auto thief had eluded character

ization. As Table 4.8 shows, the high-rate auto thief is certainly 

not found among the property offenders. 

For forgery and credit-card crimes, property offenders who are 

predicted to be high-rate average 37 times the crime rate of those 

predicted to be low. ~.Je also found (not shown in Table 4.8) that 

those predicted to commit forgery and credit-card crimes at high 

rates also committed the other crimes at high rates. Thus, the regres

sion model for forgery and credit-card crimes is more dependable, 

when checked in the prediction set, than the model for fraud, which 

happens to have higher R2 in the calibration set. 
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Table 4.8 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES OF SUBGROUPS OF PROPERTY OFFENDERS a 
IN THE PREDICTION SET, DEFINED BY THEIR PREDICTED RATE 

Actual Crime Rate 

Predicted Ratio to 
Crime Type Crime Rate Average Low 

Theft other than auto Low 50.0 1.0 
Medium 99.7 2.0 
High 186.0 3.7 

Auto theft Low 0.2 1.0 
Medium 0.4 2.2 
High 0.3 1.3 

Forgery & credit cards Low 3.3 1.0 
Medium 58.3 17.6 
High 123.1 37.1 

Fraud Low 58.2 1.0 
Medium 301.6 5.2 
High 25.1 0.4 

a 
Respondents who did not commit robbery or burglary but 

did commit auto theft, other theft, fraud, forgery, or 
credit-card crimes. 
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Chapter 5 

DRUG USE AND CRIME 

INTRODUCTION 

The previous chapters confirm research that suggests a significant 

association between drug use and crime (e.g., Smith et al., 1979; 

Weissman, 1979; Witte, Schmidt, and Sickles, 1978). In addition, they 

indicate that drug use is one of the major factors in serious high

rate crime. For example, the violent predators, whose rates for all 

crimes were dramatically higher than the rest of the incoming incar

ceration cohort, were far more likely than the others to have used 

hard drugs, including heroin, frequently as a juvenile, and to have 

used drugs daily and in high quantities during the measurement period. 

In addition, relatively extreme use of amphetamines and use of high 

quantities of barbiturates along with alcohol abuse (prior to incar

ceration) were reported by the violent predators significantly more 

than by virtually any other respondents, including other robbers. 

Irt our discussion of factors associated with crime rates, we 

demonstrated that even when factors such as education, age, and employ

ment were accounted for, drug use was one of the major factors asso

ciated with virtually every type of crime we studied. We found 

specific forms of drug use to be strong "postdictors" of specific 

crime rates. 

We now will discuss the relationship between drug use and crime 

rates in greater detail. We first present findings about the asso

ciation of particular forms of drug use and crime rates. We show that 

juvenile drug use is one of the strongest factors associated with the 

rates of committing robbery, assault, and burglary as an adult. We 

suggest that heroin addiction in the absence of high monetary costs 

is not a factor associated with crime rates; we further show that 

recreational use of heroin is akin to nonopiate psychotropic drug use 

* in its relationship to assault. And we suggest that nonopi~te 

* We use the term "nonopiate psychotropic drugs" to refer to bar-
biturates and amphetamines, as distinguished from opiates and alcohol, 
although the latter also have psychotropic effects. 
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psychotropic drug use, especially in the form of multiple drug use, 

is a strong factor in violent crime. 

Then we discuss state differences in drug use and suggest that 

high crime rates in California are due in part to higher drug use 

rates. 

We also discuss the chronological onset of crime and drug use and 

suggest that among adu~ts the onset of drug use is just as likely to 

follow onset of crime as to be a criminogenic factor. 

Finally, we present findings that indicate that involvement in 

drug use alone is rarely a sole motive for being involved in crime. 

ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN CRIME AND DRUG USE 

Chapters 3 and 4 report on the association of drug use and rates 

of various types of crimes, after controlling for other predictor 

* variables. Here we show that specific forms of drug use by themselves 

are strongly correlated with rates of committing crimes publicly per

ceived as very serious: robbery, burglary, assault. In addition, 

drug use is strongly correlated with theft and overall crime rate 

(excluding drug salest ). Drug use factors explain 13 percent, 15 

percent, and 15 percent of the variance in robbery, burglary, and 

assault rates, and 14 percent and 20 percent of the variance in theft 

and overall crimes (see Table 5.1). The associations between drug 

use and rates of less serious crimes--auto theft, fraud and forgery 

or credito-card crimes--although significant, are not as strong. 

As has been suggested by past research, the relationship cannot 

be discussed in unidirectional or simplistic terms. In order to 

discuss the relationship meaningfully, especially for policy recommen

dations, one must at least recognize that the same drug, including 

heroin, may be taken at different frequencies and quantities by dif

ferent individuals (Blum, 1979); that there may be a threshold dose 

which has to be exceeded before a drug will overtly affect the behavior 

* Other factors such as age and education not controlled. 

t Drug sales are of course most highly correlated with drug use; 
to include drug sales would tautologically inflate the relationship. 
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Table 5.1 

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN CRINE RATES AND DRUG USE 
ALL RESPONDENTS IN CALIBRATION SANPLEa 

Robbery Assault Bunlarv Theft GTA Fraud 
DruS Use Factor 
Juvenile u.qe: 

Frequent use of ha"l'd drugs 
Other thlln heroin + :3 + 6 +.3 + 

Nonaddictive use of heroin 5 + 4 4 
Ueroin addiction +1-2 + 5 +1-2 +I- +_3 

Use of hard drugs in llindOll 1 * *1 +I- *3 + 1 + 

Use of ha.d drugs in Window 2 +I- +I- +I- * + 

Use of DruS in Measurement Period 

Alcohol abuse + 3 

General drug use +1-1 +I- ~* 1 ++I- 1 + + 

Heroin use: 
Nonaddictive use + + 
Addictive use/less than $50 "It 

daily for heroin 7 
Addictive use/$50 or ~re 

daily for heroin +1-4 + +I- *2 +1-1 

Amphetamine use: 
Less than weekly use 
Weekly or more/less than 10 pills 

on days used + + + + 
Weekly or more/10 or more. pills 

on days used + + + 6 3 4 

Barbiturate use: 
Less than daily use/less than 5 

pills on days used + + + + 
Less than daily use/5 or more 

pills ou days used + +1-2 + +5 2 
Daily use of 15 or more pills + + + 

MUltiple use: 
Used amphetamines and heroin + + +I- +I-
Barbiturate use/less than 10 

pills on days used plus 
alcohol abuse + + + 

Barbiturate use/10 or more pills 
on days used plus alcohol 
abuse + + + 

Barbiturate use. daily 10 or 
more pills plus alcohol abuse 

Barbiturate use plus 
amphetsmine use less than 
daily + + + +I-

Barbiturate use plus amphetamine 
use/10 pills on days used + + 

Barbiturate use plus amphetamine 
usellO or 1llOl."e llilla daily +6 + + + 2 

Heroin addiction plus barbiturate "It 
use weekly + 7 +5 + 

Heroin addiction Plus barbiturate 
use weev".y/ 10 or more pills 

4* 00 dllYs used 

Multiple R square-Stepwise 

" 

Re~ressions factors listed above .13 .15 .15 .14 .02 .05 
"It 
Negative 8Ssociatioo after other factors are controlled. 

+ - Simple correlation R2 ::. .10. 
* - Simple correlation R2::. .20 

++I- a Simple correlation R2 ::. .30. 
1 ••• 10 Step entered multiple regression. 

aTllts is the same calibration sample described in O\ap. 3. 

Forgery 
Credit 
Cllrds Total 

+ 
+ + 

++I-

+ 4 ++I- 3 

+ +++ 

+I- ++I- 1 

+1-1 ++I- 2 

+ 

+ + 

+ 

+3 +I-
+ 5 

+ +I-

+ 

+ + 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+2 +4 

+ 

.08 .20 
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of an individual (Greenberg, 1976); and that different drugs have 

different pharmacological effects which bring about behavior likely 

to be law-violating (McGlothlin, 1979). 

Past studies have also suggested that the relationship between 

drug use and crime may have less to do with direct effects of the 

drugs than with factors such as the cost 'Of the dru!5s (Blum, 1979) or 

with biological, psychological, or social factors which increase pro

clivity for both drug abuse and criminal behavior (Blum, 1978; Hare, 

1979). We will therefore discuss the associations between drug use 

and crime rates in specific terms. Except where noted, the associations 

were found to be significant in California, Michigan, and Texas sepa

rately, although we report overall associations here. 

Juvenile Drug Use 

Juvenile drug use among a general population is, of course, not 

an all-or-none phenomenon. It can range from casual sporadic use of 

marijuana, to the form of addiction in which all actions are devoted 

to obtaining and using heroin. The respondents in our sample also 

reported a range of involvement with drugs as juveniles, from no 

experimentation with any drugs (including marijuana), to frequent use 

of heroin. However, the reported frequency of juvenile involvement 

with hard drugs was higher than found among unincarcerated populations. 

Thirty-one percent reported using hard drugs other than heroin fre

quently as juveniles; an additional 21 percent reported using heroin. 

The common conception that juvenile drug use is progressive in 

nature, beginning with marijuana use and progressing through experi

mentation with "harder" drugs, frequent use of hard drugs including 

heroin, and ultimately heroin addiction, was borne out by our respon-

* dents' reports. However, the progression was obviously not inevitable, 

since only a relatively moderate fraction of the entire cohort became 

addicted to heroin (13 percent) as juveniles and a nontrivial number 

appear to use heroin without becoming addicted (9 percent). 

* Because of this progressive nature, we were able to construct a 
Guttman scale of juvenile drug use (see App. C). 
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We found that juvenile drug use was one of the strongest factors 

associated with rates of robbery, burglary, and assault in the measure

ment period (Table 5.1). However, the association was confined to 

frequent use of "hard" drugs, including he'roin. We found no associa

tion between crime rates and juvenile use of marijuana or experimen

t't"cion with hard drugs, providing no subsequent, more frequent use 

took place in the juvenile years. (These findings, as all other find

ings about drugs in this report, are based on a simulated incoming 

criminal incarceration cohort and cannot be generalized to any other 

population. ) 

Although frequent juvenile use of drugs other than heroin, spo

radic juvenile use of heroin, and juvenile heroin addiction were all 

strongly correlated with burglary, robbery, and assault rates in the 

measurement period, sporadic use of heroin was the strongest juvenile 

drug use factor associated with assault rate. This corresponds with 

the finding we present below that nonaddictive use of heroin in the 

measu:.ement period is also significantly correlated with assault rate. 

Juvenile drug use was also found to be correlated with theft rate 

* in the measurement period. However, after specific forms of drug 

use in the measurement period were controlled, juvenile drug use did 

not appear to explain ar.y significant variance in the theft rate. 

This 9uggests that, although the most ardent juvenile users of drugs 

in the incoming cohort did theft at fairly high rates (in addition to 

burglary, robbery, and assault), drug users who did not begin until 

they were adults were also high-rate thieves. 

Alcohol Abuse 

Alcohol abuse in the measurement period, in and of itself, was 

found to be significantly associated only with assault rates. In 

fact, af:er persistent drug use and barbiturate use it was found to 

be the strongest factor associated with rates of assault in the 

* Juvenile drug use was also correlated with total crime rate in 
the m.easurement period. The total crime rate in this case did not 
::.nclude drug deals. Since theft is committed at higher rates than 
any other crime about which we asked, total rate primarily reflects 
theft rate. 
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measurement period. Alcohol abuse in conjunction with barbiturate use 
was also correlated with robbery and burglary rates; h0wever, this 

combined abuse only became a factor in robbery rates given use of 

relatively high quantities of barbiturates (10 or more pills taken on 

days used). 

Heroin Use 

The respondents who used heroin during the measurement period 

were found to commit crimes at much higher rates than other offenders. 

We thus confirm concurrent findings of Ball et ale (1982). For 

example, California respondents who were addicted to heroin prior to 

incarceration reported committing over fifteen times as many robberies, 

twenty times as many burglaries, and ten times as many thefts as 

respondents who did not use drugs (see Table 5.2). 

However, although we found a significant association between 

heroin use and rates of crime for each crime type we studied, the 

relationships were not necessarily linear noe independent of cost. 

We found that heroin addiction was not associated with crime rates 

unless the amount paid for heroin exceeded $50/day (Table 5.1). This 

is congruent with Goldstein's (1980) findings based on observational 

studies that a substantial number of addicts obtain heroin in 

exchange for quasi-legal services, for example, bringing drug dealers 

new customers, and avoid committing major crimes themselves. 

On the other hand, we found heroin addiction combined with costs 

of $50 or more a day to be a major factor associated in the sample as 

* a whole with rates of robbery. burglary, theft, fraud, and forgery, 

and to a lesser degree with assault. (It was not significantly 

associated with car theft.) 

We also found that frequency of heroin use has a curvilinear 

association with assault rates. Respondents who reported using heroin 

only weekly or less reported a significantly higher assault rate than 

other respondents. In addition, we found that once one controls for 

* As we will discuss, the relationship differs in Michigan because 
heroin costs are lower. 
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Table 5.2 

APPROXIMATION OF AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS PER UNINCARCERATED YEAR IN WHICH 
SPECIFIC CRIMES WERE COMMITTED BY HEROIN ADDICTS AND NONADDICTS a 

California Inmates--Prison and Jail 

Drug Use During Measurement Period 

Crime Type 

N 

Robbery 

Person robbery 
Business robbery 

Burglary 

Assault 

Auto cheft 

Theft (other than auto) 

Forgery & credit card crimes 

Fraud 

Theft + forgery + fraud: 

Truncated at 365/yr 
Each crime truncated at 365/yr 

Burglary + theft + forgery + fraud: 

Truncated at 365/yr 
Each crime truncated at 365/yr 

Drug deals 

Total (truncated at 365/yr) 

No 
Dru~ 
Use 

255 

2.3 

0.1 
1.2 

3.4 

1.0 

2.3 

6.2 

4.6 

4.1 

14.3 
17.2 

16.4 
20.5 

16.9 

33.1 

Drug Use-
Not Heroin 

114 

11. 7 

6.7 
6.9 

19.3 

2.8 

8.5 

40.2 

16.6 

5.3 

60.5 
70.6 

69.9 
89.9 

94.3 

143.5 

Heroin Use: 
Not Addicted, 

or 
Not Addicted 
All Months 

94 

13.1 

8.5 
3.4 

31.4 

4.3 

2.7 

25.3 

13.2 

10.8 

50.0 
52.0 

72.4 
83.4 

114.1 

156.0 

Heroin 
Addiction 
All Months 

204 

33.6 

15.0 
17.8 

67.6 

4.0 

7.1 

65.8 

18.2 

18.4 

88.3 
109.5 

133.4 
177 .1 

158.1 

239.2 

~ach crime commission rate was truncated at 365 cririles/year by reducing all 
h~gher rates to 365. This procedure was used to permit comparison of data from 
our survey with results of Ball et a1. (1982). 

bOther than marijuana and pre~cribed drugs. 
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cost of heroin and use as juveniles, being addicted to heroin and 

paying less than $50/day was found co be significantly and inverseZy 

related to rates of assault. 

Juvenile sporadic use of heroin was also strongly related to 

assault rates. We also found that nonaddictive use of heroin was 

significantly associated with motor vehicle theft. If, indeed, motor 

vehicle theft is often an impulse crime, as police officers commo':11y 

contend, this would indicate that sporadic heroin use is a character

istic of inmates who are less "career" income-producing criminals than 

men who are looking for excitement in the form of brawls or joyriding. 

Recent studies have shown that heroin is by no means always 

addictive and that many people may use it for "recreational" purposes 

(Gandossy et a1., 1980). Our findings not only support this hypothesis 

but suggest that, among criminals, the nonaddicted heroin users and 

addicts--especial1y addicts who are not in a severe monetary bind-

appear to be distinctly different in their potential for violence. 

Therefore, application of heroin use as an all-or-none predictor of 

violent behavior is likely to confound two criminal types. 

Barbiturate Use 

The crime rate with which barbiturate use in the measurement 

period had the strongest association was rate of assault. In fact, 

although past research focused on alcohol use or abuse as one of the 

major determinants in violent interactions, we found that for this 

incarceration cohort, barbiturate use of more than five pills on days 

used was an even stronger factor than alcohol abuse. Barbiturate use 

has the same physiological effects as alcohol, and, in fact, both 

are metabolized through the same enzymatic pathways. This suggests 

that the aggressive behavior related to the use of both alcohol and 

barbiturates may have a large physical as well as psychological or 

subcultural component. However, less than daily use of barbiturates 

had a stronger positive association with assault rates than daily use 

of barbiturates. This suggests that the relationship is not purely 

a physical one. 
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In addition to their positive association with assault, barbiturates 

when used' as hypnotics rather than sedatives (in large doses rather 

than "sleeping pill" quantities) and used primarily by themselves and 

not in conjunction with other drugs, were found to be positively 

associated with rates of property offenses: theft, forgery, fraud, 

and credit-card crimes. As we discuss below, barbiturates used in 

conjunction with other drugs are associated with robbery and burglary. 

Amphetamine Use 

Amphetamine use on a less than weekly basis was not found to be 

associated with crime rates for any crime we studied, but when taken 

more than weekly, it was found to be positively associated with all 

crimes we studied. When all other drug use was accounted for, how

ever, amphetamine use was found to be significantly associated with 

crime rates only when more than 10 pills were taken on days when they 

were used. In that case, use was positively as' ociated with burglary 

and auto theft rate, but negatively associated with fraud. 

Combined Drug Use 

We were primarily interested in studying the relationship between 

specific forms of criminal behavior and three types of combined drug 

use: barbiturates plus alcohol abuse, amphetamines plus barbiturates, 

and heroin plus barbiturates. Since barbiturates and alcohol produce 

similar physiological effects, we were interested in determining 

whether combined use intensified the probability of committing crimes, 

and in the crime rates with which both barbiturate use and alcohol 

a9use alone were associated. Similarly, we were interested in deter

mining whether combined amphetamine and barbiturate use--the two drugs 

having essentially antagonistic effects--either intensified or dimin

ished the probability of committing specific crimes with which bar

biturate use was associated. We were interested in combined heroin

barbiturate use because we hypothesized that heroin users who were 

short of money might take barbiturates to help relieve withdrawal 

symptoms, meanwhile increasing their criminal behavior for income to 

purchase heroin. 
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We were also interested in the possibility that multiple use of 

drugs that are not hypothesized to have any physiological or economic 

interactive effect might still have a stronger association with crime 

rates or committing specific crimes than use of one specific drug, 

because multiple use might be an indicator of membership in a specific 

deviant subculture for whom the criminal behavior was normative. 

Therefore, we also studied the relationship of combined amphetamine

heroin use. 

Barbiturate Use Plus Alcohol Abuse 

It has been suggested that since barbiturates and alcohol have 

similar pharmacological effects, combined use may have a stronger 

association with criminal behavior than either alcohol abuse or bar

biturate use by itself. 

Inmates who reported both alcohol abuse and barbiturate use 

were more criminally active than alcoholics who escl1ewed barbiturates. 

They did not have higher crime rates than those who took barbiturates 

but did not abuse alcohol. The combination of barbiturate use and 

alcohol abuse was found to be associated with more serious criminal 

behavior than alcohol abuse alone, both in terms of specific crime 

rates and the range of crimes committed. However, frequency and 

quantity of barbiturate use appeared to be an even more important 

factor than combined barbiturate and alcohol use in explaining the 

variance in specific crime rates and inspiring a range of crimes. 

This again suggests that the relationship may be a combined 

physiological and sociopsychological effect. 

Amphetamine Plus Barbiturate Use 

Although some form of amphetamine and barbiturate use was signifi

carltly associated with all crimes we studied except fraud, the asso

ciation between frequency and quantity of combined amphetamine and 

barbiturate use and any specific crime rate was not linear. Nor did 

it clearly appear that amphetamine use combined with barbiturates in 

any given frequency or quantity was a stronger or weaker factor than 

barbiturate use alone. We also found that associations between this 
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form of drug use and crime rates varied from state to state. High 

frequency and high quantities of combined amphetamine and barbiturate 

use was not found to have a predictable pharmacologically induced 

effect on crime rates in general; however, it appears to be a strong 

indicator of specific crime rates in specific states, which suggests 

that combined use of amphetamines and barbiturates may be part of 

some criminal subcultures. 

Heroin Plus Barbiturate Use 

We thought it possible that heroin addicts might use barbiturates 

to ease heroin withdrawal symptoms, either when they were purposely 

trying to reduce their addiction or when they were having difficulty 

paying for their heroin. We therefore hypothesized that heroin 

addiction combined with barbiturate use might have either a negative 

relationship with income-producing crime rates, since it might 

reduce the need for money, or a positive relationship, since combined 

use would occur during times of financial crisis. 

Our findings indicate the presence of both effects. Heroin 

addiction when combined with at least weekly use of barbiturates was 

positively and significantly associated with robbery, burglary, and 

theft rates. Combined use had an inverse relationship with robbery 

and theft rates after daily coe~ ~f heroin was accounted for, which 

suggests that barbiturates may ameliorate the need for instant cash 

for a "fix." However, combined use was a significant positive factor 

associated with burglary rates, which suggests that barbiturates may 

be used at times to temporarily ease withdrawal until enough money 

for heroin is obtained. 

Amphetamine Plus Heroin Use 

This form of multiple drug use was found to be significantly 

associated with all crime rates we studied except fraud and auto theft, 

but the crime pattern varied from state to state. In addition, when 

other drug use patterns were accounted for, the relationship between 

amphetamine and heroin use was not found to be associated with any 

crime rates~ This suggests also that, although any form of multiple 
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drug use may be associated with higher crime rates, the most general

izable ~'edictors of higher crimes are forms of multiple use that have 

a predictable pharmacological interaction or physiological effect. 

In summary, drug use appears to have a strong positive effect on 

crime rates in general. In particular, juvenile frequent use of hard 

drugs including heroin addiction appeared to be closely related to 

high-rate serious crime. The need to support a high-cost heroin habit 

was related to high rates of income-producing crimes, and barbiturate 

use in high quantities was found to be strongly associated with high 

rates of assault. 

Although specific forms of multiple drug use were found to be 

related to crime rates, high-cost heroin addiction and high quantity 

barbiturate use appeared to have a stronger relationship with crime 

rates, especially rates of serious cr.imes. 

STATE DIFFERENCES IN DRUG USE AND RELATIONSHIP WITH CRIME RATES 

We have discussed findings showing that crime rates among the 

incarceration cohort were lowest in Texas and highest in California 

(Chap. 2). We have also discussed findings indicating that drug use 

in the measurement period, and particularly use of relatively high 

quantities of barbiturates, high-cost heroin addiction, and juvenile 

drug use, are major factors associated with crime rates. It is there

fore not surprising to find differences in drug use among the respon

dents in the three study states (Tables 5.3-5.7). In particular, 

it is not surprising to discover that California has significantly 

more respondents with high-cost heroin habits and respondents who 

take high quantities of barbiturates. 

* In California, Michigan, and Texas, respectively, 40, 24, and 

19 percent of the respondents were heroin users. Median costs for 

heroin werF found to be the lowest among respondents in Michigan, 

which reduced the number of respondents with relatively high-cost 

habits in that state. Respectively, 25, 9, and 12 percent of the 

respondents were found to have a $50 or more per day heroin habit in 

California, Michigan, and Texas. 

* Weighted sample reported for all figures for Texas in this 
section to compensate for response bias. 
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Table 5.3 

HEROIN USE BY STATE 

Heroin Use and Cost 

Frequency of heroin use 
No use 
Monthly use 
Weekly use 
Daily or almost daily use 
More than once a day 

Daily heroin cost 
$20 and under 
$21-$50 
$51-over 

Median cost 

Categories of heroin use--cost scales 
Both scales 

No drug use 
Drugs but not heroin 

Heroin use--cost scale B 
Heroin use--$20 or less 
Heroin use--over $20!day 
Greater than daily use 

Heroin use--cost scale A 
Heroin use weekly or less 
Heroin use greater than weekly, 

$50 or less 
Paid over $50!day 

b Texas 

81 
5(28)c 
j (17) 
5(25) 
6 (30) 

$72 

62 
19 

3 
11 

6 

7 

1 
12 

(14) 
(28) 
(58) 

a % Respondents 

Michigan California 

76 
7(28) 
4(19) 
7(30) 
6(24) 

$40 

59 
17 

5 
14 

6 

9 

6 
9 

(22) 
(41) 
(37) 

60 
8(19) 
5(12) 

10(25) 
18(43) 

$70 

41 
17 

4 
21 
18 

10 

7 
25 

(10) 
(32) 
(59) 

~oes not include those with missing or conflicting data. 

bWeighted sample. 

CFigures in parentheses give percent of heroin users in category. 



-168-

Table 5.4 

BARBITURATE AND AMPHETAMINE USE BY STATE 

Item 

Number of pills taken on days used 
("uppers or downet's") 

Mode 
Median 

Frequency of barbiturate use in the 
measurement period 

No use 
Monthly use 
Weekly use 
Daily or almost daily use 
More than once a day 

Barbiturate use--amount scale 
No drug use 
Drugs but not barbiturates 
Barbiturates weekly or less 
Five pills or more per day 

(but not every day) 
Daily use or more 

Frequency of amphetamine use in the 
measurement period 

No use 
Monthly use 
vJeekly use 
Daily or almost daily use 
More than once a day 

Amphetamine use--amount scale 
No drug use 
Drugs, not amphetamines 
Monthly use amphetamines 
Weekly or greater use 
Ten or more pills daily when used 

a % Respondents 

b Texas Michigan California 

2 2 10 
3-4 3-4 5-6 

77 
12 

8 
2 
2 

65 
10 
14 

8 
4 

74 
12 

7 
4 
3 

64 
10 
12 
10 

5 

77 
12 

7 
3 
1 

64 
12 
14 

5 
5 

78 
12 

6 
3 
2 

64 
13 
12 

9 
3 

67 
18 
10 

3 
2 

46 
18 
16 

15 
5 

67 
13 
11 

5 
4 

45 
22 
12 
13 

9 

aDoes not include those with missing or conflicting data. 

bweighted sample. 
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Table 5.5 

COMBINED AMPHETAMINE-BARBITURATE USE BY STATE 

% Respondents a 

Item Texas b Michigan California 

No drug use 66 65 46 

Used drugs but not both 16 17 30 

Used amphetamines and barbiturates 
less than daily 12 12 16 

Used amphetamines and barbiturates 
daily 5 4 5 

Used more than 10 pills daily of 
amphetamines and barbiturates 3 2 4 

Amphetamines but not barbiturates 6 4 8 

Barbiturates but not amphetamines 3 5 8 

a Does not include those with missing or conflicting data. 

bWeighted sample. 
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Table 5.6 

COMBINED ALCOHOL ABUSE-BARBITURATE USE BY STATE 

% Respondents a 

Item Texas b Michigan California 

No drug use 64 62 43 

Drugs but not barbiturates 12 13 21 

Barbiturates but no alcohol abuse 13 11 14 

Both barbiturates and alcohol abuse 7 11 13 

Barbiturates less than daily, 10 or more 
pills on days used; alcohol abuse 3 2 7 

Barbiturates daily, 10 or more pills on 
days used; alcohol abuse 1 1 1 

Alcohol abuse but no barbiturate use 16 15 14 

a Does not include those with missing or conflicting data. 

bWeighted sample. 
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Table 5.7 

COMBINED USE OF HEROIN AND BARBITURATES BY STATE 

% Respondents a 

Item Texas b Michigan California 

No drug use 66 66 46 

Used heroin and barbiturates less 
than weekly 24 23 23 

Used heroin weekly or more but 
barbiturates less than weekly 7 7 23 

Used both heroin and barbiturates 
weekly or more 1 2 3 

Paid over $50 daily for heroin 3 2 4 

Used barbiturates weekly or more 
and used 10 pills/day when used; 
used heroin weekly or more and 
paid $50 or more daily 1 1 1 

aDoes not include those with missing or conflicting data. 

bWeighted sample. 
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Not only did the California cohort include over twice as many 

high-cost heroin addicts as in Michigan and in Texas, but high-cost 

heroin use in California was associated with rates of robbery of 

businesses and rates of robbery of persons, whereas in Michigan and 

Texas, this form of heroin addiction was associated with only one type 

of robbery (Table 5.8). In addition, California high-cost addicts 

were likely to do burglary in which they encounter a victim in the 

course of their crime. This was not true in Texas or Michigan. 

The California cohort also greatly exceeded Texas and Michigan 

in the fraction of respondents using barbiturates in high quantities 

(5 or more pills a day when used) (see Table 5.4). Respectively, 

15, 5, and 8 percent of the respondents in California, Michigan, and 

Texas were high-quantity barbiturate users, and, as we discussed, this 

form of barbiturate use was highly correlated with assault rates. 

These findings indicate that d~ug use is one of the major causes 

of high crime rates among the California cohort. Moreover, the find

ing for the state differences in drug use within the incarceration 

cohort appear to be analogous to state differences in drug use among 

the general populations in the study states (Greenberg and Roberson, 

1978). This suggests that drug use is one of the major factors in 

explaining differences in state crime rates. 

Even after factors such as drug use are accounted for, however, 

Texas still appears to have significantly lower rates of robbery than 

California and Michigan (see Chap. 3). The reason for the lower rates 

in Texas became clearer when we compared the respondents' reply to 

the question: "Do you think you could do the same crime(s) again 

without getting caught?" Even though the California inmates had as 

a whole committed more serious crimes than inmates in Michigan and 

Texas, they were the most likely to believe they could get away with 

the same crimes; the Texas inmates, who on the whole committed the 

least serious crimes, were least likely to believe they could do the 

same crimes without getting caught (Table 5.9). 

These findings may illustrate that some states, such as California, 

appear to have more tolerance for life-styles encompassing frequent 

criminal acts and use of hard drugs than do other states, such as Texas, 

where such life-styles may be more rigorously condemned and curtailed. 
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Table 5.8 

CRIME RATES WITH WHICH HIGH COST HEROIN ADDICTION a 
WAS ASSOCIATED IN EACH STATE 

Crime California Michigan 

Robbery of business + + 
Robbery of persons + 
Burglary + 
Burglary with personal contact + 
Theft + + 
Robbery + burglary + 

theft + auto theft + 
fraud + forgery & 
credit-card crimes + 
assault ++ + 

NOTE: = no significant relation. 
+ = correlation under .10, sig T < .01. 
++ = correlation .10 - .21, sig T < .01. 
+++ = correlation over .20, sig T <-.01. 

apaid $50 or more daily for heroin. 

Table 5.9 

STATE DIFFERENCES IN THE EXfENT TO WHICH 
RESPONDENTS BELIEVED THEY COULD 

REPEAT THEIR COMMITMENT CRIMES 

State 

California 

AND NOT BE CAUGHT 

% Respondents 
So Believing 

•• " ••••• > •••• - •••••• 

Michigan .... ., ....... o:\l •••• 0 ••• 

50.3 
34.0 
23.0 Texas ••.•.•. ., .•••..••• _ ..••.. 

NOTE: X2 = 109.28, sig. < .0001. 

Texas 

+ 
+ 

+++ 
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THE ONSET OF CRIME AND DRUG USE 

Although the relationship between drug use and crime has long 

been noted, the chronological relationship between drug use and crime 

is not well understood. It has been variously suggested that (1) use 

of illegal drugs is one of the first deviant acts committed by an 

individual on a criminal career path (Robbins and Wish, 1977); (2) 

use of illegal drugs more immediately increases the probability of 

committing other illegal acts because of pharmacological effects 

(McGlothlin, 1979); it gives rise to a need for money to "support a 

habit" (Gandossy, 1980); or (3) becoming part of a criminal subculture 

may include learning to use specific drugs (Becker, 1963). More 

recently, the importance of the drug-and-crime relationship has been 

questioned (Blum, 1979; Grinspoon and Balcalar, 1978). 

It was evident from our sample of inmates that there is a strong 

relationship between the age of onset of a criminal career and use of 

drugs (Table 5.10). Slightly under 43 percent of the inmates who 

reported first committing a crime in the measurement period (window 3) 

Did not 
Began 
Began 
Began 
Began 

Table 5.10 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DRUG USE AND FIRST 
INVOL VEMEN T IN CRIME 

Response 

report any drug use 
crime in the measuremen t period ... 
crime in Window 2 ................. 
crime in Window 1 ................. 
crime before Window 1 ............. 

% 
Respondents 

5 
10 

4 
16 

To tal ..................................... 35 

Reported crime and drug use before Window 1 ... 21 
Reported crime in window before drugs .••.•.•.• 12.5 
Reported drug use in period before crime .•.•.• 10 
Reported drugs and crime simultaneously in 

Window 1, 2, or 3 ..••••......•.••....•.•.• 4 
Total ..................................... 82.5 
Missing or poor quality data .....•...•.... 12.5 
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also reported using hard drugs. Drug use was reported by 54 percent 

of those who first committed crimes in window 2, 71 percent of those 

who first committed crimes in window 1, and 71 percent of those who 

* first committed crimes before window 1 (chi square = 2,99; sig. < O. 001) . 

It should be noted, however, that a small but not negligible 

fraction of inmat'es who had lengthy criminal careers had never used 

drugs. Of those who began committing crimes before window 1, 16 per

cent did not report any "hard drug use." 

Since we did not specifically ask the inmates at which age they 

began to use drugs, we could not sort out the chronology of drug use 

and crime for those who began crime as juveniles and also reported 

drug use as juveniles. We did find, however, that starting to use 

hard drugs five years or more before current incarceration was almost 

synonymous with starting criminal activity at least five years pre

viously. Of inmates who reported using hard drugs prior to window 1, 

85 percent also reported first involvement in crime prior to that 

period. Of those who were juveniles during window 1 and reported drug 

use as juveniles, 78 percent also reported starting crime during or 

before that period. 

When we examined the relationship between period of start of 

drug use and period of first involvement in crime for the remainder 

of the inmates, we found that 12.5 percent of the inmates reported 

involvement in crime in a window period earlier than their involve

ment in drug use, which lends credence to the hypothesis that, at 

least in some ~ases, involvement in a criminal subculture leads to 

subsequent drug use. Only slightly less than 10 percent of the sample 

reported drug use in a window period earlier than the window during 

which first involvement in crime was reported. In addition, 4 percent 

reported first involvement with crime simultaneous with drug use in 

window 1, window 2, or window 3. 

* See pp. 42-43 of the survey booklet (App. E) for the information 
about drug use in windows 1 and 2 elicited from respondents. Figure 1.1 
shows the relationships among the window periods. 
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This would suggest that if use of illegal drugs was indeed the 

first step taken toward a life of crime among our inmate populations, 

the step was usually taken at least five years before current incar

ceration. 

Moreover, the fact that few inmates reported simultaneously 

beginning both crime and hard drug use as ad~lts in one of the window 

periods strongly suggests that the relationship between drug use and 

criminal behavior is not acute, but chronic. Preventing adults from 

beginning use of hard drugs would not appear to be a sensible approach 

to reducing crime. Any efforts to reduce crime through drug-use 

intervention should primarily focus on juveniles; any evaluations of 

the effects of drug intervention on crime should focus on long-term 

effects on target populations. 

Our findings indicate that, at least among incarceration cohorts, 

the vast majority of those who have a long-term history of drug use, 

usually beginning as juveniles, have also had relatively long-term 

criminal careers. Inmates who began drug use as adults were just as 

likely to have become involved in crime before using drugs as after

ward. Recent ethnographic studies have suggested that drug use and 

crime exist as part of variou's complex life-styles rather than having 

a unidirectional one-to-one relationship. (See, for example, Gold

stein, 1980.) Our findings suggest that a relatively large fraction 

of the inmate population, up to 65 percent, may take part in those 

life-styles. 

To explore this hypothesis, we also examined the motivations 

inmates gave for their involvement in crime. 

DRUGS AS MOTIVES FOR INVOLVEMENT IN CRIME 

Inmates were asked about the main reasons for their first involve

ment in crime. Among the inmates who reported using hard drugs during 

one of the window periods or as juveniles, only 26 percent cited "money 

for drugs--had a habit" as one of the primary reasons for first crim

inal involvement. Moreover, only 77 percent of these inmates indi

cated that drug involvement was the sole primary reason for first 

involvement. 
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Among inmates who had used drugs during one of the window periods , 
or as juveniles, slightly less than half (46 percent) indicated that 

being on drugs or needing money for drugs was a somewhat or very 

important reason for having committed crimes in window 3. However, 

only 2 percent of these inmates cited their drug involvement a.s the 

only important motive for doing window 3 crime. 

Money for drugs was of course more important to the respondents 

who had a $50 a day or more heroin addiction than it was to any other 

respondent (chi square = 886.8, sig. < .0001). Among the inmates who 

used heroin every day and paid over $50 a day for it, 63 percent said 

money for drugs was a very important reason for committing the crimes 

and 16 percent said it was somewhat important. Among the other 

inmates who were using heroin every day but were paying less than 

$50 a day for it, only 45 percent said that money for drugs was 

a very important reason for committing crimes. Among the other 

inmates who were using drugs but not heroin, only 17 percent said 

that money for drugs was a very important reason; 47 percent said 

that it was unimportant or did not appZy in their case. 

It should also be noted that among those who used heroin non

addictively, only 20 percent cited "needed money for drugs" as being 

a very important reason for committing crimes, and an additional 19 

percent said it was somewhat important. Over 50 percent reported that 

"getting money for good times and high livi'l1g" was a somewhat or very 

important reason for committing crimes. 

Of course, there may be many people in the general population who 

use drugs and commit crimes as a result. ltis quite possible that the 

sizable number of people who drop out of crime after one arrest in

clude those who found more acceptable ways to pay for their drugs or 

who quit drug use along with crime. Among inmate populations, how

ever, although specific forms of drug use, particularly high-cost 

heroin addiction and high-quantity barbiturate use, were strong "post

dictors" of crime rates, drug use alone was not a major reason for 

becomirlg involved in a criminal life-style or in committing crimes in 

the period before last arrest. This suggests that breaking the drug-
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crime connection will require more than drug-use prevent~,on t1r ~nain

tenance alone--that any effective program will have to alter not only 

a criminal user's drug consumption patterns but also his whole daily 

routine. 
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Chapter 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

Our analysis of data from Rand's second inmate survey suggests 

that offenders can be classified into varieties of crimindl behavior 

according to the combinations of crimes they report committing during 

a fairly short period of time. The varieties can be approximately 

ordered according to the public perception of the relative seriousness 

of crimes they encompass. The variety of criminal behavior an offender 

reports is strongly correlated with two other measures of seriousness: 

his annual rate of committing crimes and the persistence of his criminal 

behavior. 

The most serious variety comprises the violent pr~datGrs--offenders 

who concurrently rob, assault, and deal drugs. Viewed developmentally, 

the violent predators have IIprogressed tl furthest along three dimensions 

of deviance: violence, involvement with drugs, and rejection of public 

censure for obtaining income illegally. This development is evidenced 

by their relatively long, violent criminal careers, which began as young 

juveniles; their heavy involvement in selling and taking hard drugs; 

their willingness to commit the income crime that the public deems as 

most serious, namely, robbery; and the high rates at which they tend 

to commit all other income-producing crimes. 

A moderately good distinction can be made between violent predators 

and less serious varieties of offenders from detailed information about 

juvenile behavior, employment, and drug use. Knowledge about high-cost 

heroin addiction and frequent use of high quantities of nonopiate 

psychotropic drugs are especially useful for making this distinction. 

Currently, two intertwined problems preclude using such a classification 

as the balds for criminal justice decisions about individual offenders: 

* the problems of false identifications and inadequate official records. 

* Moreover, we, in common with many researchers, did not shed 
light on prediction of violence by itself. (See, for example, Monahan, 
Brodsky, and Shah, 1982.) 

, , 



---------------------

-180-

As we have indicated throughout the report, there are always some 

offenders who do not commit the crimes at the rates that their charac

teristics would suggest. For example, our regression analysis separates 

high-rate from low-rate robbers with reasonable effectiveness. On the 

low end, the separation can be considered highly successful: 86 percent 

of respondents that the regression identified as low-rate robbers 

reported committing no robberies during the measurement period, and 

only 3 percent committed more than ten robberies a year. Even so, a 

3 percent false-negative rate could be considered a failing of any 

formula intended for sentencing purposes. At the high end, the false 

prediction problem is more serious: Although the regression also 

captured the bulk of high-rate offenders, a substantial proportion of 

respondents identified as high-rate robbers reported having committed 

no robberies. Ten percent of those it identified as probable high-rate 

robbers committed over 63 robberies per street year during the measure

ment period, but 30 percent reported no robberies. 

Predictions based on official records exacerbate the problem of 

false identifications. Official records were lacking or incomplete in 

data or pertinent details about offender characteristics we found most 

powerful in distinguishing between high- and low-rate offenders. 

Even if the models were foolproof and the official records suffi

ciently complete and detailed, the legal and ethical ramifications of 

their use by the criminal justice system would be a matter of dispute. 

Sentencing offenders for past crimes that have never been adjudicated 

runs counter to principles of just deserts, while sentencing them for 

predicted future crimes runs counter to tenets of free will and justice 

(von Hirsch, 1976; Fogel, 1973; Gottfredson and Gottfredson, 1980). 

Therefore, we suggest that our findings should not be used simplisti

cally as criteria for passing judgment on specific individuals. 

Our findings do, how,,!ver, have important implications for under

standing crime rates and crime-control policies, in particular drug 

* enforcement. 

* Additional discussion of the policy implications of this research 
is in our companion volume (Chaiken and Chaiken, 1982). 
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We have shown that the annualized rates at which offenders commit 

crime are highly skewed to the right: Only a small proportion of any 

population of offenders (other than one specifically selected according 

to its crime rates) commits crimes at high annualized rates. We have 

also shown that a significantly smaller proportion of respondents in 

Texas than in California and Michigan committed crimes at high rates. 

One reason is the smaller proportion of violent predators found in the 

Texas incoming incarceration cohort than in California or Michigan. 

In part, Texas' sentencing policies explain this disparity: Lesser 

offenders are more likely to be incarcerated. But environmental 

effects may also be present: 

o Violent predators characteristically have high-cost heroin 

habits, while Texas has a relatively low rate of heroin use 

in the general population. 

o Unemployment is characteristic of the violent predator, 

while Texas employment rates are high. (Even when in prison, 

Texas inmates are required to work at a steady job.) 

o Texas inmates are less likely to believe they could again 

commit the crimes for which they had been imprisoned without 

being caught. 

Our findings showing the "post dictive" strength of information 

about a criminal's drug history reinforce the work of Wish et a1. (1981), 

a longitudinal analysis of the subsequent criminal activities of over 

17,000 persons arrested in 1973-74 and given urine tests for drugs. 

If offenders were routinely tested for drug use when arrested, our work 

and that of Wish et a1. (1981) suggest that the tests would, in the 

long run, help to distinguish between more and less serious offenders. 

The idea here is not that the drug test T"ou1d necessarily be relevant 

for prosecuting the offender on his current arrest, but rather that the 

history of drug tests would eventually be highly informative. A 

feasibility study of a drug abuse surveillance system, sponsored by the 

National Institute on Drug Abuse (Richardson, Morein, and Phin, 1978), 

showed that such tests are practical in the context of measuring 

incidence of drug abuse. 
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Drug use and drug-use patterns not only can tell criminal justice 

officials a great deal about the kinds and rates of crime a criminal 

probably commits, but they also have important implications for drug 

control efforts. Drug use is one of the major factors associated with 

virtually every type of crime we studied, and specific forms of drug 

use correlate strongly with crime types and rates. Offenders who have 

to support $50-a-day heroin addictions, or who use both alcohol and 

barbiturates heavily and frequently, are especially likely to be 

persistent, serious, high-rate criminals. Those who use the alcohol

barbiturate combination commit violent crimes at high rates, while 

those addicted to heroin usually commit property crimes at high rates. 

High crime commis~ion rates are characteristically associated with 

using combinations of drugs, particularly alcohol with barbiturates and 

heroin with other psychotropic drugs. These emerging forms of drug 

abuse may possibly contribute as much to crime as heroin addiction alone 

did in the past. 

Despite the high correlation between drug-use patterns and crimi

nal behavior patterns, simply preventing aduZts from beginning use of 

hard drugs does not appear to be a sensible approach to reducing crime. 

Relatively few inmates reported simultaneously beginning both crime and 

drug use as aduZts. Further, inmates who began using drugs as adults 

were just as likely to have engaged in crime before using drugs as 

after. These findings suggest that the relationship between drug use 

and criminal behavior is chronic instead of acute. In our sample, 

the vast majority of those who had long-term histories of drug use, 

usually beginning as juveniles, also had relatively long criminal 

careers. Thus, efforts to reduce crime by reducing drug use should 

focus primarily on juveniles. 

Recent ethnographic studies have suggested that drug use and crime 

cannot be discussed in one-dimensional or simplistic tenlS. They 

exist as part of various complex life-styles, and the relationship 

between them may have less to do with the direct effect of drugs than 

with biological, psychological, and social factors that increase 

proclivity for both drug use and criminal behavior. Ideal intervention 

must address these factors. 
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Appendix A 

CALCULATIONS OF ANNUALIZED GRINE Cm1MISSION RATES 

INTRODUCTION 

This appendix describes how annualized crimewcommission rates and 
related variables were calculated from survey responses. It also 
presents tabulations of values of selected crime rates. Thirty crime 
types were defined from responses in part C of the survey instrument. * 
They come primarily from Sees. I (pp. 16-1i) I II (pp. 18-19), ... , X 
(pp. 34~3S). We chose variable names for t~~se survey responses 
beginning with two letters: the letter C (s~anding for p~rt C) and the 
letters A through J (corresponding to Sees. I through X) as shown 
below. After the two letters, the variable names are numbered with the 
item number in the survey instrument. 

Variable 
name 

CA 
CB 
cr 
CD 
CE 
CF 
CG 
CH 
CI 
CJ 

Survey 
section 

I 
II 
III 
IV 
V 
VI 
VII 
VIII 
IX 
X 

Survey 
crime 

Burglary 
Business robbery 
Personal robbery 
Assault during burglary or robbery 
Assault not during burglary or robbery 
Theft 
Auto theft 
Forgery 
Fraud 
Drug deals 

Up to four pairs of analysis variables were constructed for each crime 
typ0. Each variable name consists of a prefix denoting the variable 
type and a suffix denoting the crime type. The crime types labeled by 
the suffixes break down in the following way: 

o Eight non-assaultive crime types correspond directly to 
Sees. I-III and VI-X, i.e., variables with prefixes CA-CC 
and CF-CJ. (Identical questions were asked for each crime 
type.) Two crime types are refinements of one of these ~rime 
types, namely burglary. 

o Eleven assaultive crime types were defined primarily from the 
variables with prefixes CD and CEo 

o The remaining crime types are summaries resulting from 
combining information from the previously defined crimes. 

The crime types are labeled by suffixes such as GTA, NBROB, and ALLBRG 
as shown in Table A.1. 

* The survey instrument is reproduced in App. E. Page numbers 
refer to this instrument. 
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For each crime type SUFFIX, we calculated up to four pairs of analysis 
variables as listed below. One member of each pair is a minimum 
estimate and the other is a maximum estimate. Minimum and maximum 
estimates were calculated for each analysis variable because the 
information provided by the respondent in answer to different survey 
items could conflict or be ambiguous. 

o D1SUFFIX and D2SUFFIX: minimum and maximum activity 
("Did-do") variables specifying whether the respondent 
did crime SUFFIX in the measurement period or not. 
(The measurement period is called "STREET ~10NTHS ON THE 

CALENDAR" in the survey instrument.) 

o L1SUFFIX and L2SUFFIX: minimum and maximum estimates of 
lambda, the average annual crime commission rate for crime 
SUFFIX during the time on the street in the measurement 
period. 

o M1SUFFIX and M2SUFFIX: minimum and maximum estimates 
of the number of months during the measurement 
period that he committed crime SUFFIX. 

o A1SUFFIX and A2SUFFIX: minimum and maximum estimates 
of the number of crimes of type SUFFIX during the 
measurement period which led to arrests. 

Table A.2 shows which of these variables were created for each suffix. 
Every crime type has at least the D1 and D2 variables. Some crime 
types have all eight variables. The arrest variables are shown near 
the end of Table A.2. 

The minimum and maximum estimates are not intended to be "worst 
possible" cases, but rather reasonable conclusions from the data. 
Ambiguities leading to a difference between the minimum and maximum 
estimates arose from these sources: 

0 Conflicting information given by the respondent about the 
length of the window period. 

0 Conflicting rate information. 

0 Range specified for number or rate. 

0 Verbal response for number or rate ("most" I "a lot"). 

o Inconsistencies between respondent's statements about crimes 
committed and his statements about the commitment crime. 

o Incomplete rate information (committed "11 or more"). 

~ .~ 
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The rules and procedures established for resolving ambiguities are 
described below. Some of the decision rules, which may appear to be 
peculiar or lacking in generality, were developed to handle a small 
number of unusual cases that were examined individually to determine 
how to make the appropriate correction. None of the rules refer to a 
specific respondent's identification number. 

STEP 1: DETERHINING STREET HONTHS 

"Street months" is the number of months the inmate was on the street 
and able to commit crimes during the measurement period. The estimate 
for street months can come from four sources on the survey: 

C9 - A count of blank boxes (months) on the calendar 
which the respondent wrote on the survey. 

C10 - The respondent's attempt to add 1 to C9. (Should 
be the real street months.) 

CZD - The count of street months obtained by Rand's 
survey editor who examined the respondent's calendar. 
(Blank if the editor agrees with C10.) 

CZE - The number of street months that the respondent wrote 
in the box on the calendar. (Blank if calendar and 
survey agree.) 

The minimum and maximum street months differ ~~hen discrepancies occur 
in these items. Flags are created to indicate whether other 
information on the survey agrees with these estimates. 

Five logic checks are used to determine which source to use for street 
months. The logic checks are listed below. If all four sources are 
missing or the editor provided a code indicating the calendar was 
fouled up and indecipherable, all logic checks are unknown. 

Logici - Unknown if CIO is unknown. 

Logic2 -

Logic3 -

Passed if C9 is blank or CIO = C9 + 1. 
Failed otherwise. 

Passed if CZD is blank. 
Failed otherwise. 

Passed if CZE is blank. 
Failed otherwise. 
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Logic4 - Unknown if CIO is unknown. 
Passed if 0 < CIO <= C3 + 12. 
Failed otherwise. 

LogicS - Unknown if CIO is unknown. 
Failed if 

months in hospital (C14B) > CI0 or 
months worked (C18) > CIO or 
any months did (CA3, CB3, CC3, CF3, 
CG3, CH3, CI3, CJ3) > CIO. 

Passed otherwise. 

If all the logic checks were answered correctly, then, of course, CIO is 
used as the estimate for minimum and maximum street months. If all 
items are missing, then s~reet months are missing. CIO should represent 
the street months and is usually used for the estimate unless the 
quantity (C9+l) passes more of the logic checks than CIO or the editor 
wrote numbers in CZD or CZE which disagree with GIO. In the first case, 
C9+I is used as the estimate. In the second case, the minimum street 
months is the minimum of C9+I, CIO, CZD or CZE, whichever are reasonable 
numbers. Similarly, the maximum street months is the maximum of C9+1, 
CIO, CZD or CZE. 

Thirteen flags were created to indicate problems with the estimates. 
These flags are described at the end of Table A.2. 

STEP 2. ACTIVITY VARIABLES (Dl AND D2) 

The activity variables indicate whether we believe the respondent 
committed tho crime in the measurement period or not. Only four pairs 
of values occur and they are interpreted as follows: 

value 
Dl D2 

o 0 
o 1 
1 I 

-99 -99 

meaning 

inactive 
ambiguous (conflicting information) 
active 
unknown 

The following general principles were used in constructing the 
activity variab~es: 

o If it appeared from one question that 'che respondent denied 
committing the crime, and from a later question that he admitted 
it, the later response was given greater credibility. (Reasons: 
Respondent doesn't go back and erase; he admits to so~ething else, 
which makes it easier to admit to the crime in question; he gets 
himself into a box by admitting arrests and convictions.) 
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o If the respondent denied committing a main crime (e.g., burglary) 
and then said he committed a subcrime (e.g., business burglary), 
he was counted as inactive on the subcrime (BIZBRG). 

o Later denials did not override earlier admissions. 

o Conviction crimes admitted in CK7 establish D2 = 1. (Reasons: Even 
if the crime didn't occur during the window period, the respondent 
did do that crime in the period prior to his arrest, which is the 
basic idea we are trying to get at. Hore likely than incidents 
falling outside the window period is confusion about incidents that 
occurred in the last month of the window period.) In addition, the 
D2 variables are convenient for analyses involving conviction 
crimes, avoiding such confusing findings as "K percent of convicted 
robbers commit robbery." 

o In general, editors' assumptions (codes 3 and 4) were deemed easier 
to override than respondents' answers (codes 1 and 2). 

o Arrests were not considered presumptive evidence for commission. 
(Reasons: If CnS is nonzero, while Cnl = 'No', the respondent may 
have missed the skip pattern and described arrests outside the 
window period. In CK4, the instrument specifically allows arrests 
for crimes h~ didn't do.) 

o Consistency among different crime types was not enforced. (E.g., it 
is possible to have D2PERROB = D2BIZROB = D2YPCBRG = 0 and 
D2ALLROB = 1.) Otherwise, the summary variables would not have 
provided any information other than that given in the underlying 
variables. Some preposterous inconsistencies (such as negative 
crime commission rates) have been indicated by FLAGS and error 
codes. 

2A. Nonassaultive crime types 

Activity variables for nonassaultive crimes are derived primarily from 
the first question in each section CA-CC, CF-CJ: "During the S1:reet 
months on the calendar, did you ... ?". (The anS\\lers to these questions 
are collectively calleri. Cnl, n=A-C, F-J.) Other variables used in a 
secondary fashion to help define the activity variables include answers 
to questions Cn2 through Cn4I about the rate at which the respondent 
committed the crime, answers to questions concerning admitted 
conviction crimes (CR7) , and answers to replications of questions asked 
in Inmate Survey I (CK14). 

If the respondent answered the questions consistentlY, the rules for 
determining activity are simple. He is active if h~ answered "yes" to 
question Cnl and inactive if he answered "no", ski}"ped Cn2-Cn4I and 
denied the crime in CK7 and CK14. His activity i~ unknown (-99) if he 
did not answer any of the relevant questions (inGluding C~7 and CK14). 
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Inconsistent answers led to more complicated rules. If the respondent 
or the editor said "no" to question Gn1, but the respondent proceeded 
to give a "proper" number of crimes in questions Gn2-Gn4IJ he is 
considered active. Or if he didn't answer question Gnl but gave at 
least some information in questions Gn2-Gn4I or GKl4 J he is considered 
active. All other cases are ambiguous. 

Two nonassaultive crimes are refinements of ALLBRG: BIZBRG and 
YPGBRG. The activity variables for BIZBRG are determined from the 
activity for ALLBRG and GA6 (page 17); those for YPGBRG are determined 
from ALLBRG, GA9A and GA9B (page 17). If the inmate is inactive or 
unknown on ALLBRG, he has the same activity values for BIZBRG and 
YPGBRG. The following rules apply only if the inmate is active or 
ambiguous on ALLBRG. If the inmate said he did business burglaries in 
item GA6, he has the same d.,tivity on BIZBRG as ALLBRG. If he denied 
business burglaries, he is inactive on BIZBRG. If he didn't answer 
GA6, he is unknown on BIZBRG. If he admitted to personal contact 
during burglary in GA9A and GA9B, he is active on YPGBRG. If he denied 
GA9A and CA9B, he is inactive on YPGBRG. If he said "yes" to GA9A but 
didn't answer GA9B, he has the same activity on YPGBRG as ALLBRG. All 
other cases are ambiguous. 

2B. Assaultive crime types 

These activity variables come primarily from sections GD (page 22) and 
GE (pages 24-25) of the survey. Section CD deals with assaults which 
occur during burglary or robbery. Section GE deals with assaults 
separate from assault during burglary or robbery. Table A.1 shows the 
definition of the eleven assault crime types. They basically come 
from one or more of the following five items from sections CD and GE: 

* GD2 

GD4A 

GE2 

GE3 

GE7A 

number of people assaulted during burglaries or 
robberies. 

number of people from GD2 who might have died. 

number of times the respondent assaulted someone 
(not during a burglary or robbery). 

number of people injured or killed during incidents 
in GE2. 

number of peo~le from GE3 who might have died. 

In order to determine the activity on the eleven assaultive crime 
types, we first determined the activity on each of the five items 
listed above. The activity on the assaultive crimes is determined by 
(a) the answer on one of these questions, (b) the summary of activity 
on two of these questions; or (c) the difference of the crime rates 
between certain pairs of these questions. 

* The variable ROB INGD is an estimate of assault incidents 
during robbery. It has the same activity as GD2. 
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In both sections, the activity on the later items depends on the 
~arlier items (e.g., CD4A should not be greater than CD2). These 
~elationships were used when determining the activity for inconsistent 
cases. When inconsistencies arise because an item was skipped or 
because the editor responded, more credibility is given to the items 
answered by the respondent. For example, if the respondent said "no" 
to CDl and gave a positive response to CD2, his activity on CD2 is 
ambiguous. However, if the editor said "no" to CDI and the respondent 
gave a positive response to CD2, then he is active. 

In section CD, if the respondent answered the items consistently, it 
is easy to determine his activity. He is active on both if he 
responded "yes" and gave positive numbers to CD2 and CD4A. If he 
responded positively to the first two items and denied CD4 and CD4A, 
he is active on CD2 and inactive on CD4A. If he denied the entire 
section, he is inactive on both. If his response to CDI is unknown, 
his activity is unknown on both. The following inconsistencies are 
considered active. If he responded "yes'l to CDI and did not give a 
number to CD2 but responded positively to CD4 or CD4A, he is active on 
both. If he is active on CD2, skipped CD4 but gave a positive 
response to CD4A, he is active on CD4A. Other conditions lead to 
ambiguous activity. The final activites are consistent (e.g., one can 
only be active on CD4A if he was active on CD2). 

Section CE is similar. There is an additional variable: CE2 refers 
to assault incidents. CE3 is analogous to CD2 and CE7A to CD4A. The 
same basic rules apply here. For inconsistent responses, GE2 is 
determined by examining CEI, CE2, CE3 and CE7. The activity on CE2 
and the response to CE3 are used to determine the activity on CE3. 
The activity on CE2 and CE3 and the responses to CE7 and CE7A are used 
to determine activity on CE7A. 

The assaultive crime types are basically summary crimes using the 
items listed above. The SOURCE column in Table 2 shows how the items 
are put together to form a crime type. Crimes which are the result of 
addition (e.g., NURDER) are "summary" crimes and are described in the 
next section. Crimes which involve subtraction (e.g., NFRASL) are 
more complicated. The number of crimes associated with each item was 
first calculated. The respondent was inactive, the number of crimes 
is O. Then the number of crimes are subtracted. If the result is 
positive, the inmate is active or ambiguous. If the result is 0 or 
negative, the inmate is inactive. The activity is ambiguous if the 
number of crimes is unknown but the inmate is active or ambiguous on 
either of the items; or the number of crimes is greater than 0 but the 
activity on either of the items is ambiguous. 

2C. Summary Crimes 

Summary crimes are really two or more crimes added together. The 
activity rules are simple. If any of the basic crimes has an unknown 
activity, the resulting activity is unknown. Otherwise, the summary 
crime activity is active if any are active; inactive if all are 
inactive; and ambiguous in all other cases. 
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STEP 3. "MONTHS-DID" VARIABLES (M1 AND H2) 

For the eight nonassaultive crime types corresponding to survey 
sections CA-CC, CF~CJ, when a respondent answered that he did the 
crime "II or more" times in the measurement period (Cn2=1), he was 
supposed to tell how many months during the measurement period he 
actually did the crime (Cn3). For most respondents, the minimum and 
maximum estimates of the number of "months-did" are both equal to Cn3. 
If the item was not answered, the estimates are missing. The minimum 
and maximum differ when a word response was given to Cn3, or a range 
was given (e.g., 3-5 months). If the respondent gave an answer larger 
than 99, he is treated as if he responded "all". Estimates for word 
responses, the minimum and maximum months-did are the functions of 
the respondent's estimated minimum and maximum street months 
(STEP1,above). In the table below, HINSM means minimum street months 
and HAXSM means maximum street months. 

word response 

all, every 
a lot, many 
couple, few 

HI 

MINS~I 

O. 7 5~': (MINSM) 
o . 20~': (MINSM) 

M2 

MAXSM 
o. 7 5~': (MAXSM) 
o. 20~': (MAXSM) 

STEP 4. CRnlE cmlHISSION RATE VARIABLES (Ll AND L2) 

In order to ~alculate the crime commission rate variables (lambdas), 
we first estimated the minimum and maximum number of crimes (Cl and 
C2) committed in the measurement period for each crime type. Then the 
calculation for the annual crime commission rate is simply L1 = 
(C1/MAXSM)*12 and L2 = (C2/MINSH)*12. Lambdas are calculated for 
every crime type having D2=1, i.e., where the activity is active or 
ambiguous. 

Certain codes were used to denote specific conditions. These codes are 
described below. Not all crime types have all of these codes. Note 
that a respondent who does not provide entirely consistent responses 
can be active or ambiguous and have a lambda of zero. That is why a 
special code is used to indicate the crime rate for inactive 
respondents. 
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Values for Lambdas 

value 
minimum maximum 

meaning 

>=0 >=0 maximum activity = 1 and a lambda 
can be calculated 

O<=L<=ll -11 maximum activity = 1 and 
maximum lambda is 1111 or more" 

>=0 -99 used for summary crimes. One or 
more of the constituent crimes 
has known iambda, and at least 
one has unknown lambda. 

-98 -98 inactive (activity is inactive) 
-99 -99 unknown (activity may be active, 

ambiguous or unknown) 
-6 -6 used only for crimes YPCBRG and 

ALLROD if CA9B = 96 (a lot) 

4A. Nonassaultive crime types 

The number of crimes for these variables is estimated primarily from 
questions Cn2 through Cn4I in survey sections CA-CC, CF-CJ. The 
minimum and maximum may differ because the respondent answered with a 
range (e.g., 4-5); a word response; gave an incomplete answer; or he 
didn1t follow the skip pattern and gave more than one answer. Note 
that combinations of these conditions occur also. 

The technique used here is to calculate six independent estimates of 
Cl and C2 and then pick the most IIcredible." The six sources are 
described below. Remember that any variable used in these 
calculations may have a minimum and maximum which differ for the 
reasons listed above. Ninimum values are used to calculate the 
minimum estimate and maximum values are used for the maximum 
estimates. The final estimates may be refined or overridden from 
other information. When incomplete answers are given, reasonable 
ranges are used in the calculations. If Cn2A has a reasonable answer 
and Cn4A-Cn4I have partial answers, Cn4A-Cn4I are ignored. 

Source 1. 

Source 2. 
Source 3. 

Source 4. 
Source 5. 
Source 6. 

If Cn2 = 1, Cl and C2 = 11 
If Cn2 = 2, Cl = 1 and C2 = 10 
Cn2A CRHIES 
Cn4B CRHIES/DAY * Cn4C DAYS/WEEK ~': NONTHS DID 
~': 4.3 WEEKS/MONTH 
Cn4E CRHIES/WEEK ~': MONTHS DID ~': 4.3 WEEKS/HONTH 
Cn4G CRHIES/NONTH ,,: ~10NTHS DID 
Cn4I CRINES/NONTH ,': MONTHS DID 
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When all the estimates are calculated, the m~n~mum number of crimes is 
the smallest of the minimum estimates and the maximum is the largest 
of the maximum estimates. If sources 2-6 have estimates, source 1 is 
ignored. 

The number of crimes for YPCBRG comes from ALLBRG and CA9B. 
C1YPCBRG = minimum(CA9B, C1ALLBRG) 
C2YPCBRG = minimum(CA9B, C2ALLBRG) 

4B. Assaultive Crime Types 

The number of assaultive crimes is measured either in incidents of 
assaults or the number of people assaulted. The first step is to 
calculate C1 and C2 for each of the five items listed in the activity 
section. C1 and C2 for the particular crime type of interest are then 
calculated by adding or subtracting the appropriate items as show in 
Table 2. Word responses were recoded as shown below. C1 and C2, which 
are the result of subtraction, may have negative values. 

word 
response 

blank 
a few 
a lot 
all 
100 or more 

4C. Summary Crimes 

value 

-99 
2 

-97 
6 

100 

Crime rates for summary crimes are simply the sum of the crime rates 
for the component crimes. The rules for calculating L1 and L2 
accounting for unknown crime rates are shown below. The rules differ 
for L1 and L2. It doesn't matter which component crime comes first. 
If each component crime has the same code, the result is that code 
(e.g., if crime A is inactive and crime B is inactive, the result is 
inactive). 

Rules for Determining L1 

L1 for L1 for summary 
SUFFXA SUFFXB 

L1SUFFXA L1SUFFXB L1SUFFXA + L1SUFFXB 
L1SUFFXA -98 L1SUFFXA 
L1SUFFXA -99 L1SUFFXA 
-98 -99 -99 



12 for 
SUFFXA 

12SUFFXA 
12SUFFXA 
12SUFFXA 
L2SUFFXA 
12SUFFXA 

-6 
-6 
-6 

wll 
wll 
w98 
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Rules for Determining 12 

12 for 
SUFFXB 

12SUFFXB 
-6 

-11 
-98 
-99 
-11 
-98 
-99 
-98 
-99 
-99 

summary 

12SUFFXA + L2SUFFXB 
-6 

-11 
L2SUFFXA 
-99 
-11 

-6 
-6 

-11 
-11 
-99 
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Table A.1 

CRINE TYPE DEFINITIONS 

Variable Item 
Suffix Definition Page Number Explanation 

NON-ASSAULTIVE CRINE TYPES 

ALLBRG 

BIZROB 

PERROB 

NOATFT 

GTA 

FRGCRD 

FRAUD 

DRUGDL 

BIZBRG 

YPCBRG 

Survey items CAl to CA4I, 
CK7C 
CK14D 

Survey items CBl to CB41 

Survey items CC1 to CC41 

Survey items CF1 to CF4I, 
CK7N 

Survey items CG1 to CG4I, 
CK7B 
CK14H 

16 1-4 
39 7C 
41 14D 

18 1-4 

20 1-4 

26 1-4 
39 7N 

28 1-4 
39 7B 
41 14H 

Survey items CHI to CH4I, 30 1-4 
CK7F 39 7F 
CK14G 41 14G 

Survey items Cl1 to CI4I, 32 1-4 
CK7G 39 7G 

Survey items CJ1 to CJ4I, 34 1-4 
CK7E 39 7E 
CK141 41 141 

ALLBRG, survey item CA6 17 6 

ALLBRG, survey items CA9A 17 9A 
and CA9B 17 9B 

Burglaries, including personal 
contact. 

Business robberies. 

Personal robberies. 

Theft or boosting excluding auto 
theft. (Read as nonauto 
theft.) 

Auto thefts. 
theft auto.) 

(Read as grand 

Forgeries, stolen credit cards 
and bad checks. (Read as forge
card. ) 

Frauds and swindles. 

Drug deals. 

Business burglaries. 

Burglaries with personal contact. 
(Read as yes, personal contact 
bruglary.) 
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Table A.l--continued 

Variable 
Suffix Definition 

ASSAULTIVE CRUiE TYPES 

NURDER 

ALLASL 

NFTASL 

NFRASL 

NRBASL 

YRBASL 

ALLAHK 

NFTAHK 

NFRAHK 

Survey items CD4A + 
CE7A 

Survey items ROB INCD + 
CE2 

Survey items (ROB_INCD -
CD4A) + 
(CE2 -
CE7A) 

Survey items CE2 -
CE7A 

Survey item CE2 

Survey item ROB INCD 

Survey items CD2 + CE3 

Survey items (CD2 -
CD4A) + 
(CE3 -
CE7A) 

Survey items CE3 -
CE7A 

Item 
Page Number Explanation 

22 
25 

24 

22 
24 
25 

24 
25 

24 

22 

22 
22 
24 
25 

22 
25 

4A 
7A 

3 

Count of victims who might have 
died from assault, burglary or 
robbery. 

Assault incidents from assault, 
burglary or robbery. 

Nonfatal assault incidents from 
4A assault, burglary or robbery. 

3 (Read as nonfatal assault.) 
7A 

3 Nonfatal assault incidents 
7A excluding during burglary or 

robbery. (Read as nonfatal and 
robbery assault.) 

?J Assault incidents excluding 
during burglary or robbery. 
(Read as nonrobbery burglary 
assault. ) 

2 

Assault incidents during burglary 
or robbery. (Read as yes, robbery 
burglary assault.) 

Assault victims from assault, 
burglary or robbery. (Read as 
all assault-hurt-or-kill.) 

2 Assault victims during burglary 
4A or robbery excluding those who 

3 might have died. 
7A 

3 
7A 

Assault victims excluding those 
during burglary or robbery and 
tho~e who might have died. 

ROB_INCD = CD2 if CD2 LE (C2BIZROB + C2PERRO 
ELSE - C2BIZROB + C2PERROB 
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Table A.l--continued 

Variable Item 
Suffix Definition Page Number 

NRBAHK Survey item CE3 22 3 

YRBAHK Survey item CD2 22 2 

SUmtARY CRHtES 

ALLROB NBROB + YPCBRG 

NBROB BIZROB + PERROB 

ALLTFT NOATFT + GTA 

ASLROB NBROB + YRBASL 

PROPGL NOATFT + GTA + FRGCRD + 
FRAUD 

ALLPRP PROPGL + ALLBRG 

ROBAAS NBROB + NRBASL 

TOTEXD ROBAAS + ALLPRP 

TOTAL TOTEXD + DRUGDL 

Explanation 

Assault victims excluding those 
during burglary or robbery. 

Assault victims during burglary 
or robbery. 

Business robberies, personal 
robberies and personal contact 
during burglaries. (Read 
as all robbery.) 

Business robberies and personal 
robberies. (Read as non
burglary robbery.) 

Thefts, boosting and auto thefts. 

Robbery or assault as an 
outgrowth of burglary or robbery. 

Property crimes excluding 
burglary. (Read as property 
glean::ng. ) 

All property crimes. 

Robbery and assault. (Read 
as robbery and assault.) 

All crimes surveyed, except 
drug dealing. (Read as total 
except drugs.) 

All crimes slrveyed. 
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Table A.2 

DOCUHENTATION OF CRIHE RATE VARIABLES 

VARIABLE 
NAHE COLUHNS CARD SOURCE 

ID 3- 6 1 CASE In 
AX1 7- 7 1 RETEST INDICATOR 

HINSM 10-12 1 STREET MONTHS 
~1AXSM 13-15 1 

D1ALLROB 16-18 1 NBROB + YPCBRG 
D2ALLROB 19-21 1 
L1ALLROB 22-29 1 
L2ALLROB 30-37 1 

D1NBROB 38-40 1 BIZROB + PERROB 
D2NBROB 41-43 1 
L1NBROB 44-51 1 
L2NBROB 52-59 1 

D1BIZROB 8-10 2 SURVEY ITEMS CBl - CB41 
D2BIZROB 11-13 2 
L1BIZROB 14-21 2 
L2BIZROB 22-29 2 
M1BIZROB 30-32 2 
M2BIZROB 33-35 2 

D1PERROB 36-38 2 SURVEY ITEMS CC1 - CC41 
D2PERROB 39-41 2 
L1PERROB 42-49 2 
L2PERROB 50-57 2 
M1PERROB 58-60 2 
M2PERROB 61-63 2 

D1ALLBRG 8-10 3 SURVEY ITEMS CAl - CA4I, 
D2ALLBRG 11-13 3 CK7C, CK14D 
LIALLBRG 14-21 3 
L2ALLBRG 22-29 3 
MIALLBRG 30-32 3 
M2ALLBRG 33-35 3 

D1BIZBRG 36-38 3 ALLBRG, SURVEY ITEM CA6 
D2BIZBRG 39-41 3 

DIYPCBRG 58-60 3 ALLBRG, SURVEY ITEMS CA9A 
D2YPCBRG 61-63 3 AND CA9B 
L1YPCBRG 64-71 3 
L2YPCBRG 72-79 3 
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Table A.2--eontinued 

VARIABLE 
NAHE COLUHNS CARD SOURCE 

DH!URDER 2/+-26 4 SURVEY ITEHS CD4A + CE7A, 
D2HURDER 27-29 4 CK7I 
LHlURDER 30-37 4 
L2~lURDER 38-45 4 

DIALLASL 46-48 4 SURVEY ITE~jS ROB_INCD + CE2, 
D2ALLASL 49-51 4 CK7A, CK7I, CKI4A, CK14C 
L1ALLASL 52-59 4 
L2ALLASL 60-67 4 

DINFTASL 8-10 5 SURVEY ITE~IS (ROB _ INCD - CD4A 
D2NFTASL 11-13 5 + (CE2 - CE7A) 
L1NFTASL 14-21 5 
L2NFTASL 22-29 5 

DINFRASL 30-32 5 SURVEY ITEHS (CE2 - CE7A) 
D2NFRASL 33-35 5 
L1NFRASL 36-43 5 
L2NFRASL 44-51 5 

DINRBASL 52-54 5 SURVEY ITEH CE2 
D2NRBASL 55-57 5 
L1NRBASL 58-65 5 
L2NRBASL 66-73 5 

DlYRBASL 8-10 6 SURVEY ITE~! ROB INCD 
D2YRBASL 11-13 6 
L1YRBASL 14-21 6 
L2YRBASL 22-29 6 

D1ALLAHK 30-32 6 SURVEY ITE~!S CD2 + CE3, 
D2ALLAHK 33-35 6 CK7A, CK7I 
LIALLAHK 36-43 6 
L2ALLAHK 44-51 6 

DINFTAHK 52-54 6 SURVEY ITENS (CD2 - CD4A) 
D2NFTAHK 55-57 6 + (CE3 - CE7A) 
LINFTAHK 58-65 6 
L2NFTAHK 66-73 6 
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Table A.2--continued 

VARIABLE 
NAHE COLUHNS CARD SOURCE ---

D1NFRAHK 8-10 7 SURVEY ITEHS CE3 - CE7A 
D2NFRAHK 11-13 7 
L1NFRAHK 14-21 7 
L2NFRAHK 22-29 7 

D1NRBAHK 30-32 7 SURVEY LTEM CE3 
D2NRBAHK 33-35 7 
L1NRBAHK 36-43 7 
L2NRBAHK 44-51 7 

D1YRBAHK 52-54 7 SURVEY ITEM CD2 
D2YRBAHK 55-57 7 
L1YRBAHK 58-65 7 
L2YRBAHK 66-73 7 

ERRCODE 74-76 7 

D1NOATFT 8-10 8 SURVEY ITEMS CF1 - CF4I, 
D2NOATFT 11-13 8 CK7N 
L1NOATFT 14-21 8 
L2NOATFT 22-29 8 
H1NOATFT 30-32 8 
H2NOATFT 33-35 8 

D1GTA 36-38 8 SURVEY ITEHS CG1 - CG4I, 
D2GTA 39-41 8 CK7B, CK14H 
L1GTA 42-49 8 
L2GTA SO-57 8 
~l1GTA 58-60 8 
~12GTA 61-63 8 

D1ALLTFT 8-10 9 NOATFT + GTA 
D2ALLTFT 11-13 9 
L1ALLTFT 14-21 9 
L2ALLTFT 22-29 9 
H1ALLTFT 30-32 9 
H2ALLTFT 33-35 9 

D1FRGCRD 36-38 9 SURVEY ITEMS CH1 - CH4I, 
D2FRGCRD 39-41 9 CK7F, CK14G 
LIFRGCRD 42-49 9 
L2FRGCRD SO-57 9 
H1FRGCRD 58-60 9 
H2FRGCRD 61-63 9 
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Table A.2--continued 

VARIABLE 
NAHE COLUMNS CARD SOURCE 

DIFRAUD 8-10 10 SURVEY ITEHS CIl - CI4I, 
D2FRAUD 11-13 10 CK7G 
LIFRAUD 14-21 10 
L2FRAUD 22-29 10 
HIFRAUD 30-32 10 
H2FRAUD 33-35 10 

DlDRUGDL 36-38 10 SURVEY ITEHS CJl - CJ4I, 
D2DRUGDL 39-41 10 CK7E, CK14I 
LlDRUGDL 42-49 10 
L2DRUGDL 50-57 10 
HlDRUGDL 58-60 10 
H2DRUGDL 61-63 10 

DIASLROB 8-10 11 NBROB + YRBASL 
D2ASLROB 11-13 11 

DIPROPGL 52-54 11 NOATFT + GTA + FRGCRD + 
D2PROPGL 55-57 11 FRAUD 
LIPROPGL 58-65 11 
L2PROPGL 66-73 11 

DIALLPRP 8-10 12 PROPGL + ALLBRG 
D2ALLPRP 11-13 12 
LIALLPRP 14-21 12 
L2ALLPRP 22-29 12 

DIROBAAS 30-32 12 NBROB + NRBASL 
D2ROBAAS 33-35 12 
LIROBAAS 36-43 12 
L2ROBAAS 44-51 12 

DITOTEXD 52-54 12 ROBAAS + ALLPRP 
D2TOTEXD 55-57 12 
LITOTEXD 58-65 12 
L2TOTEXD 66-73 12 

DITOTAL 8-10 13 TOTEXD + DRUGDL 
D2TOTAL 11-13 13 
LITOTAL 14-21 13 
L2TOTAL 22-29 13 
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Table A.2--continued 

VARIABLE 
NAHE COLm1NS CARD SOURCE ----- ---

A1BIZROB 30-32 13 SURVEY ITEM CBS 
A2BIZROB 33-35 13 

AIPERROB 36-38 13 SURVEY ITEM CC5 
A2PERROB 39-41 13 

A1ALLBRG 42-44 13 SURVEY ITEM CA5 
A2ALLBRG 45-47 13 

A1NOATFT 48-50 13 SURVEY ITEM CF5 
A2NOATFT 51-53 13 

A1GTA 54-56 13 SURVEY ITE1'1 CG5 
A2GTA 57-59 13 

A1FRGCRD 60-62 13 SURVEY ITEl'1 CH5 
A2FRGCRD 63-65 13 

A1FRAUD 66-68 13 SURVEY ITEM CIS 
A2FRAUD 69-71 13 

A1DRUGDL 72-74 13 SURVEY ITEH CJ5 
A2DRUGDL 75-77 13 

FLAG1 8-9 14 HIN STREET ~1ONTHS < C14B 
FLAG2 10-11 14 HIN STREET MONTHS < C18 
FLAG3 12-13 14 MIN STREET MONTHS < C21 
FLAG4 14-15 14 CA MaN DID> 1'1IN STREET MaN 
FLAGS 16-17 14 CB HaN DID > HIN STREET MaN 
FLAG6 18-19 14 CC 1'1ON DID > MIN STREET HaN 
FLAG7 20-21 14 CF HaN DID > MIN STREET HaN 
FLAG8 22-23 14 CG HON DID> HIN STREET HaN 
FLAG9 24-25 14 CH MaN DID > MIN STREET NON 
FLAG10 26-27 14 CI HaN DID > HIN STREET HaN 
FLAG11 28-29 14 CJ MON DID > HIN STREET MaN 
FLAG12 30-31 14 HAX ST MaN > 24 & C14B C18 

C21 < 24 
FLAG13 32-33 14 C10 NE C3 + 12 
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APPENDIX TABULATIONS OF CRINE COHNISSION RATES 

The following tables give distributions and quantiles of annualized 
crime commission rates for selected crime types. Tables A.3-A.17 give 
statistics for California, Nichigan, and Texas separately, and jail 
inmates separately from prison inmates. Table A.lS gives the factor 
analysis of activity variables (D2). Table A.19 gives statistics for 
the ten varietie~ of offenders. 



Table A.3 

CRIME COMHISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Burglary 

Subgroup 

California Michigan Texas 
Weighted 

Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 54.2 42.9 45.4 34.0 46.8 44.8 

For actives: 
25th percent 3.2 2.4 2.5 2.1 1.3 2.2 
Median 9.8 6.3 6.2 4.9 3.6 5.5 
75 th percent 118. 27. 51. 15. 12. 30. 
90t~percent 384. 189. 400. 213. 112. 232. 
Mean 116-204 63-97 84-122 89-144 44-58 76-118 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. actives: 

A < 1 3.4 3.4 9.8 9.8 4.3 4.3 8.2 8.2 17.4 17.4 9.4 9.4 
< 2 7.9 11.2 11. 8 21.'6 11.6 15.9 14.3 22.4 12.3 29.7 11.4 20.8 
< 3 11. 8 23.0 9.2 30.7 12.2 28.0 8.2 30.6 14.8 44.5 11.9 32.6 
< 4 5.1 28.1 7.2 37.9 11.0 39.0 6.1 36.7 7.5 52.0 7.4 40.1 
< 5 7.9 36.0 7.2 45.1 6.7 45.7 14.3 51.0 7.4 59.4 8.1 48.2 

< 10 14.0 50.0 13.7 58.8 12.2 57.9 20.4 71.4 12.4 71. 8 13.9 62.1 
< 20 9.0 59.0 9.2 68.0 7.9 65.9 6.1 77 .6 8.0 79.8 8.2 70.3 
< 30 5.1 64.0 7.8 75.8 4.9 70.7 4.1 81.6 2.6 82.4 4.7 75.0 
< 40 2.8 66.9 0.7 76.5 2.4 73.2 -- -- 3.7 86.1 2.3 77 .3 
< 50 1.7 68.5 1.3 77.8 1.8 75.0 2.0 83.7 1.1 87.3 1.5 78.8 

< 100 5.1 73.6 5.2 83.0 3.7 78.7 2.0 85.7 2.1 89.3 3.6 82.4 
- - ------- -~-- --------- -------- L---- _________ ~ ______ 

aAverage of D1 and D2. For this crime type, the difference between D1 and D2 is substantial. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent eLl and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 

I 
N 
o 
W 
I 



Table A.4 

CRIME CO~fISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Business Robbery 

Subgroup 

California Michjgan Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 
34.5 10.6 25.9 8.1 16.0 18.6 

For actives: 
25th percent 2.9 1.4 1.6 2.7 1.0 1.9 
Median 6.3 5.1 4.5 6.2 2.8 4.6 
75th percent 27. 13. 10. 28. 6. 14. 
90t~percent 155. 58. 31. 96. 20. 58. 
Mean 32-61 13-20 22-35 20-31 9-14 21-36 

Distribution for 
\ Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. actives: 

A < 1 4.1 4.1 21.4 21.4 12.7 12.7 15.4 15.4 25.2 25.2 14.1 14.1 
< 2 10.7 14.9 9.5 31.0 12.7 25.5 7.7 23.1 19.0 44.2 12.9 27.0 
< 3 9.9 24.8 -- -- 14.7 40.2 -- -- 8.5 52.7 9.1 36.1 
< 4 5.8 30.6 2.4 33.3 3.9 44.1 19.2 42.3 9.7 62.4 6.8 42.9 
< 5 12.4 43.0 ll~. 3 47.6 11. 8 55.9 7.7 50.0 5.4 67.7 10.4 53.3 
< 10 12.4 55.4 26.2 73.8 20.6 76.5 7 -, . { 57.7 13.5 81.2 16.0 69.4 
< 20 11.6 66.9 11.9 85.7 8.8 85.3 15.4 73.1 8.7 89.9 10.4 79.8 
< 30 11.6 78.5 -- -- 4.9 90.2 3.8 76.9 4.4 94.3 6.3 86.1 
< 40 2.5 81.0 4.8 90.5 2.9 93.1 3.8 80.8 -- -- 2.4 88.4 
< 50 0.8 81. 8 -- -- 2.0 95.1 3.8 84.6 -- -- 1.0 89.5 
< 100 6.6 88.4 7.1 97.6 1.0 96.1 7.7 92.3 2.5 96.8 4.3 93.7 

a 
Average of D1 and D2. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 
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Table A.s 

CRIME CO}lliISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Person Robbery 

Subgroup 

California Michigan Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 29.6 18.3 26.2 15.5 16.9 20.8 

For actives: 
25th percent 2.4 2.6 1.7 1.5 .9 1.8 
Median 5.4 5.2 4.5 4.2 2.7 4.3 
75th percent 21. 15. 15. 10. 5.1 11. 
90t~percen t 85. 80. 198. 33. 11. 57. 
Mean 43-50 31-50 87-118 12-32 7-10 40-56 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Cum. actives: Int. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. 

1..<1 7.8 7.8 11.4 11.4 12.6 12.6 12.0 12.0 25.5 25.5 14.0 14.0 
< 2 7.8 15.7 8.6 20.0 16.5 29.1 20.0 32.0 19.6 45.2 14.1 28.1 
< 3 13. 7 29.4 7.1 27.1 8.7 37.9 8.0 40.0 9.7 54.9 9.8 37.9 
< 4 8.8 38.2 11.4 38.6 5.8 43.7 8.0 48.0 8.7 63.6 8.4 46.3 
< 5 7.8 46.1 10.0 48.6 11. 7 55.3 4.0 52.0 10.5 74.1 9.3 55.6 

< 10 18.6 64.7 18.6 67.1 16.5 71. 8 24.0 76.0 14.7 88.8 17.9 73.5 
< 20 9.8 74.5 11.4 78.6 5.8 77.7 6.0 82.0 6.5 95.3 7.9 81.4 
< 30 8.8 83.3 5.7 84.3 4.9 82.5 2.0 84.0 -- -- 4.6 86.0 
< 40 -- -- 2.9 87.1 1.9 84.5 10.0 94.0 1.1 96.4 2.4 88.4 
< 50 2.0 85.3 1.4 88.6 -- -- -- -- 1.3 97.7 1.0 89.4 

< 100 6.9 92.2 2.9 91.4 1.9 86.4 2.0 96.0 1.1 98.7 3.1 92.5 
~------ ------------- ----- - - ---- - 0..--- ~ ~ -- --- ~ - -- - - ------ --~~-

a Average of D1 and D2. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 
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Table A.6 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Business + Person Robbery 

Subgroup 

California Michigan Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 48.6 22.9 37.6 19.9 25.3 30.1 

For actives: 
25th percent 2.8 1.9 2.2 1.8 1.0 2. 
Median 8.0 5.5 5.7 4.8 3.2 5. 
75th percent 29. 21. 20. 16. 9. 16. 
90t~percent 155. 118. 155. 97. 22. 87. 
Mean 49-74 31-51 75-108 17-37 10-16 41-61 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. actives: 

A < 1 4.7 4.7 15.9 15.9 12.1 12.1 15.6 15.6 21.5 21.5 13.1 13.1 
< 2 10.1 14.8 10.2 26.1 10.1 22.1 10.9 26.6 17.2 38.8 11. 8 25.0 
< 3 11.2 26.0 5.7 31.8 11.4 33.6 9.4 35.9 11. 7 50.5 10.4 35.4 
< 4 7.7 33.7 9.1 40.9 8.1 41.6 12.5 48.4 7.6 58.1 8.5 43.8 
< 5 6.5 40.2 8.0 48.9 4.7 46.3 3.1 51.6 5.0 63.1 5.6 49.4 

< 10 15.4 55.6 19.3 68.2 17.4 63.8 17.2 68.8 14.4 77 .6 16.4 65.8 
< 20 13.6 69.2 9.1 77.3 11.4 75.2 10.9 79.7 11.5 89.1 11. 7 77.5 
< 30 7.1 76.3 4.5 81. 8 6.0 81.2 3.1 82.8 3.5 92.6 5.2 82.7 
< 40 2.4 78.7 3.4 85.2 2.7 83.9 3.1 85.9 1.4 94.0 2.4 85.2 
< 50 2.4 81.1 -- -- 2.0 85.9 3.1 89.1 -- -- 1.5 86.6 

< 100 6.5 87.6 5.7 90.9 2.7 88.6 S.l 92.2 3.1 97.1 4.3 91.0 
-- ----~-- ---- L- _____ ~~ ____ 

a Average of D1 and D2. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 
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Table A.7 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Assault 

Subgroup 

California Michigan Texas 
Weighted 

Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 46.6 27.4 33.6 22.6 25.6 29.5 

For actives: 
25th percent 1.5 1.2 1.5 1.1 0.8 1.1 
Median 3.6 2.8 2.8 1.9 1.5 2.4 
75th percent 10.5 6.0 6. 6.6 3.3 6.1 
90t~percent 18 12 12 16 7.6 13 
Mean 7.1-7.6 6.0-6.9 4.8-5.3 4.7-5.7 3.2-3.4 5.2-5.8 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. actives: Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. 

A < 1 14.6 14.6 21.0 21.0 12.2 12.2 23.3 23.3 33.1 33.1 20.5 20.5 
< 2 18.4 32.9 20.0 41.0 25.2 37.4 28.8 52.1 25.9 59.0 23.1 43.6 
< 3 12.0 44.9 11.4 52.4 15.3 52.7 6.8 58.9 9.0 68.0 11.3 54.9 
< 4 8.9 53.8 12.4 64.8 7.6 60.3 9.6 68.5 8.6 76.6 9.2 64.1 
< 5 5.1 58.9 8.6 73.3 13.0 73.3 5.5 74.0 5.0 81.6 7.4 71.5 
< 6 3.8 62.7 1.9 75.2 1.5 74.8 -- -- 3.6 85.1 2.5 74.0 
< 7 5.1 67.7 6.7 81.9 3.8 78.6 2.7 76.7 3.8 89.0 4.5 78.5 
< 8 3.2 70.9 -- -- 1.5 80.2 2.7 79.5 1.5 90.5 1.8 80.4 
'< 9 2.5 73.4 1.0 82.9 3.1 83.2 2.7 82.2 -- -- 1.8 82.2 
< 10 0.6 74.1 1.0 83.8 4.6 87.8 1.4 83.6 -- -- 1.5 83.6 
< 20 18.4 92.4 11.4 95.2 7.6 95.4 11.0 94.5 6.7 97.2 11. 3 94.9 .. 

a 
Average of Dl and D2. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 
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Table A.8 

CRIME co:t>I~aSSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Theft Other Than Auto 

Subgroup 

California Michigan Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 41.6 41.8 39.7 30.6 36.4 38.0 

For actives: 
25th percent 5.1 3.9 3 2.8 2.6 3.3 
Median 16 9 7 6.0 5.7 8 
75th percent 107 109 79 39 55 83 
90t~percent 724 583 296 384 387 485 
Mean 185-326 173-236 97-125 87-203 122-150 135-202 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. actives: Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. 

A < 1 1.4 1.4 8.8 8.8 4.5 4.5 8.9 8.9 7.9 7.9 6.3 6.3 
< 2 2.2 3.6 3.1 11.9 10.2 14.6 12.2 21.1 10.3 18.2 7.5 13.8 
< 3 2.9 6.5 8.2 20.1 8.9 23.6 4.4 25.6 9.7 27.9 7.3 21.1 
< 4 7.2 13.8 5.7 25.8 10.2 33.8 12.2 37.8 10.7 38.6 9.1 30.1 
< 5 8.7 22.5 5.7 31.4 8.3 42.0 5.6 43.3 6.7 45.3 7.0 37.2 

< 10 20.3 42.8 22.0 53.5 15.9 58.0 14.4 57.8 13.5 58.7 17.2 54.4 
< 50 24.6 67.4 13.8 67.3 14.6 72.6 18.9 76.7 16.6 75.3 17.4 71. 7 
< 100 7.2 74.6 6.3 73.6 6.4 79.0 4.4 81.1 2.9 78.2 5.4 77.1 
< 200 6.5 81.2 5.7 79.2 7.0 86.0 4.4 85.6 7.3 85.6 6.4 83.5 
< 300 1.4 82.6 4.4 83.6 4.5 90.4 2.2 87.8 2.6 88.2 3.1 86.6 

< 500 4.3 87.0 3.8 87.4 3.2 93.6 3.3 91.1 4.1 92.3 3.8 90.4 
L--.-- .. _- -------------- ------------------ ------------ ------ - -- --- -------~ -------~---

aAverage of D1 and D2. In some subgroups the difference beuveen D1 and D2 is substantial. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 
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Percent active a 

For actives: 
25th percent 
Median 
75th percent 
90t~percent 
Mean 

Distribution for 
actives: 

" < 1 
< 2 
< 3 
< 4 
< 5 

< 10 
< 20 
< 30 
< 40 
< 50 

< 100 

Table A.9 

CRIME CO}w.ITSSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Auto Theft 

Subgroup 

California Michigan 

Prison Jail Prison Jail 

24.3 20.6 23.2 15.8 

1.8 1.0 2 1.7 
6 3.1 4.8 4.9 

12 8 48 11 
99 56 413 43 

38-102 49-56 214-248 82-86 

Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. 

11. 7 11. 7 22.7 22.7 13.9 13.9 13.5 13.5 
15.6 27.3 19.7 42.4 10.1 24.1 13.5 27.0 
14.3 41.6 6.1 48.5 8.9 32.9 8.1 35.1 

6.5 48.1 9.1 57.6 7.6 40.5 8.1 43.2 
1.3 49.4 7.6 65.2 10.1 50.6 8.1 51.4 

18.2 67.5 13.6 78.8 15.2 65.8 24.3 75.7 
13.0 80.5 6.1 84.8 5.1 70.9 8.1 83.8 

3.9 84.4 3.0 87.9 2.5 73.4 2.7 86.5 
-- -- -- -- -- -- 2.7 89.2 
3.9 88.3 1.5 89.4 2.5 75.9 5.4 94.6 

2.6 90.9 6.1 95.5 2.5 78.5 -- --

Texas 
Weighted 
Prison Total 

18.8 20.4 

1.2 1.4 
2 3.4 
5 9 

10 77 
7-10 76-100 

Int. Cum. Int. Cum. 

18.5 18.5 16.3 16.3 
30.8 49.4 19.0 35.3 
10.1 59.5 9.8 45.0 
6.7 66.1 7.4 52.5 
6.6 72.7 6.6 59.0 

16.6 89.4 16.9 75.9 
2.9 92.3 6.7 82.7 
1.2 93.5 2.6 85.2 
1.0 94.5 0.6 85.8 
1.0 95.5 2.5 88.3 

2.2 97.7 2.9 91.2 
-

aAverage of D1 and D2. In some subgroups the difference between D1 and D2 is substantial. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent eLl and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 
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Table A.I0 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Total Theft 

Subgroup 

California Michigan 

Prison Jail Prison Jail 

Percent active a 51.6 50.4 50.0 39.1 

For actives: 
25th percent 5.1 2.8 3.5 2.4 
Median 15 9 10 6 
75th percent 101 103 99 32 
90t~percent 676 512 454 349 
Mean 167-324 161-224 168-204 98-153 

Distribution for Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. actives: c 

A < 1 4.7 4.7 13.6 13.6 4.7 4.7 9.9 9.9 
< 2 2.4 7.1 6.8 20.4 11.0 15.7 12.6 22.5 
< 3 5.9 12.9 6.3 26.7 6.8 22.5 5.4 27.9 
< 4 5.9 18.8 6.3 33.0 6.8 2Q,.3 10.8 38.7 
< 5 5.9 24.7 3.7 36.6 7.9 37.2 4.5 43.2 

< 10 18.8 43.5 18.3 55.0 14.7 51. 8 16.2 59.5 
< 50 25.9 69.4 15.2 70.2 17.3 69.1 18.9 78.4 
< 100 7.1 76.5 5.2 75.4 6.8 75.9 4.5 82.9 
< 200 6.5 82.9 5.8 81.2 8.4 84.3 3.6 86.5 
< 300 1.8 84.7 4.2 8503 3.7 88.0 2.7 89.2 • 

< 500 2.9 87.6 3.7 89.0 3.1 91.1 2.7 91. 9 I 
_ .. _- ------ -" 

aAverage of Dl and D2. 

~ 

Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Total 

43.3 46.7 

2.7 3.3 
5.8 8.6 

51 84 
322 425 

107-131 142-209 

Int. Cum. Int. Cum. 

11.8 11.8 9.1 9.1 
10.5 22.2 8.5 17.6 

6.9 29.2 6.4 24.0 
8.0 37.2 7.3 31.3 
8.4 45.6 6.3 37.7 

15.4 61.0 16.6 54.3 
15.8 76.7 18.3 72.5 
4.3 81.0 5.6 78.1 
7.5 88.5 6.6 84.8 
1.8 90.3 2.8 87.6 

3.5 93.8 3.3 90.8 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (Ll and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 

cDistribution differs slightly from quantiles, because some uncertain responses were used in esti
mating the distribution. 
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Table A.11 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES--INHAm SURVEY II 

Forgery & Credit Cards 

Subgroup 

California Hichigan Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 28.4 25.1 JA.1 15.7 21.5 20.9 

For actives: 
25th percent 1.9 2.0 2.1 0.9 1.8 L9 
Median 4.8 4.5 4.5 3.3 4.3 4.5 
75th percent 24 30 44 17 15 22 
90t~percent 197 269 344 77 110 206 
Mean 62-94 90-132 84-106 66-152 29-49 62-98 

Distribution for Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. actives: 

A < 1 15.1 15.1 10.0 10.0 6.1 6.1 25.0 25.0 13.2 13.2 13.2 13.2 
< 2 9.7 24.7 14.4 24.4 16.3 22.4 12.5 37.5 12.4 25.6 12.7 26.0 
< 3 10.8 35.5 15.6 40.0 10.2 32.7 5.0 42.5 13.3 38.9 11.9 37.9 
< 4 5.4 40.9 6.7 46.7 14.3 46.9 10.0 52.5 8.1 47.0 8.1 46.0 
< 5 9.7 50.5 5.6 52.2 4.1 51.0 7.5 60.0 11.0 58.0 8.2 54.1 

< 10 17.2 67.7 17.8 70.0 4.1 55.1 10.0 70.0 13.0 7LO 13.7 67.8 
< 20 6.5 74.2 2.2 72.2 10.2 65.3 10.0 80.0 7.9 79.0 6.7 74.6 
< 30 3.2 77.4 3.3 75.6 10.2 75.5 2.5 82.5 4.3 83.2 4.4 78.9 
< 40 2.2 79.6 1.1 76.7 -- -- -- -- 0.9 84.1 1.0- 80.0 
< 50 2.2 81. 7 1.1 77.8 -- -- 2.5 85.0 L8 85.9 1.6 81.5 

< 100 5.4 87.1 4.4 82.2 i 8.2 83.7 7.5 92.5 3.4 89.3 5.2 86.7 

a Average of D1 and D2. 

bThe range shovlfi for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 
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Table A.12 

CRIME COHMISSION RATES--INHATE SURVEY II 

Fraud 

Subgroup 

California Michigan Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 19.3 15.9 16.1 11.3 14.2 15.2 

For actives: 
25th percent 3 2.9 2.3 2.8 2.1 2.6 
Median 6.9 5.3 4.6 5.3 4.5 5.1 
75th percent 63 15 17 32 12 22 
90 t~percen t 268 327 263 367 180 258 
Me ail 156-202 207-268 115-137 183-1064 34-120 127-283 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. actives: 

A < 1 6.2 6.2 3.6 3.6 10.8 10.8 8.1 8.1 9.9 9.9 7.9 7.9 
< 2 10.8 16.9 8.9 12.5 12.3 23.1 10.8 18.9 14.9 24.8 11.9 19.8 
< 3 6.2 23.1 14.3 26.8 10.8 33.8 5.4 24.3 9.7 34.5 9.5 29.3 
< 4 6.2 29.2 12.5 39.3 9.2 43.1 10.8 35.1 6.1 40.6 8.5 37.8 
< 5 13.8 43.1 8.9 48.2 12.3 55.4 10.8 45.9 12.7 53.2 11.9 49.7 

< 10 16.9 60.0 17.9 66.1 13.8 69.2 13.5 59.5 16.8 70.0 16.0 65.7 
< 20 7.7 67.7 10.7 76.8 7.7 76.9 10.8 70.3 9.9 79.9 9.2 74.9 
< 30 3.1 70.8 1.8 78,6 1.5 78.5 2.7 73.0 2.3 82.1 2.2 77.2 
< 40 1,5 72.3 -- -- 3.1 81.5 8.1 81.1 2.3 84.4 2.6 79.8 
< 50 1.5 73.8 1.8 80.4 -- -- -- -- -- -- 0.7 80.4 

< 100 7.7 81.5 3.6 83.9 3.1 84.6 5.4 86.5 2.6 87.D 4.3 84.7 
.. -

a Average of D1 and D2. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 
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Table A.13 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Forgery + Fraud + Theft 

Subgroup 

California Michigan Texas 
Weighted 

Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

P&Tcent active a 62.5 59.7 58.0 47.5 54.4 56.3 

For actives: 
25th percent 6 2.9 4.6 3.2 2.6 3.4 
Median 18 12 10.2 7.4 6.9 10.3 
75th percent 125 141 113 57 53 103 
90t~percent 788 634 522 560 413 531 
Mean 215-342 226-293 190-239 144-227 104-128 174-238 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. actives: c 

A < 1 4.3 4.3 9.4 9.4 5.4 5.4 9.9 9.9 11. 8 11. 8 8.3 8.3 
< 2 1.9 6.3 10.3 19.7 8.5 13.9 12.1 22.0 10.9 22.6 8.7 17.1 
< 3 5.8 12.1 5.4 25.1 6.3 20.2 5.7 27.7 7.4 30.0 6.2 23.3 
< 4 3.4 15.5 4.5 29.6 4.5 24.7 9.2 36.9 7.4 37.4 5.7 29.0 
< 5 5.8 21.3 4.0 33.6 8.1 32.7 5.7 42.6 6.6 44.0 6.1 35.1 

< 10 17.9 39.1 14.8 48.4 17.5 50.2 14.2 56.7 14.5 58.5 15.8 50.9 
< 50 25.6 64.7 18.8 67.3 18.4 68.6 18.4 75.2 17.7 76.3 19.7 70.6 
< 100 6.8 71.5 5.8 73.1 4.5 73.1 8.5 83.7 3.0 79.2 5.3 75.8 
< 200 9.7 81.2 3.6 76.7 8.5 81.6 2.1 85.8 7.9 87.1 6.7 82.6 
< 300 3.4 84.5 5.4 82.1 3.1 84.8 3.5 89.4 2.4 89.5 3.5 86.1 

< 500 2.9 87.4 4.0 86.1 4.9 89.7 1.4 90.8 3.7 93.2 3.6 89.6 

a Average of D1 and D2. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 

cDistribution differs slightly from quanti1es, because some uncertain responses were used in esti
mating the distribution. 
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Table A.14 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Drug Dealing 

Subgroup 

California Michigan Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 54.5 45.0 41.4 35.6 34.6 41.4 

For actives: 
25th percent 10 9 5.4 6.9 5.1 7.2 
Median 166 103 122 92 36 100 
75th percent 1084 938 562 906 392 774 
90t~percent 4013 3251 3612 3054 2508 3251 
Mean 927-1681 1081-1487 994-1287 714-1275 664-810 880-1299 . 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. actives: Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. 

A < 
< 
< 
< 
< 5 12.6 12.6 10. 7 10.7 22.8 22.8 20.0 20.0 23.4 23.4 17.8 17.8 

< 10 12.6 25.1 18.3 29.0 11. 7 34.6 12.2 32.2 14.3 37.3 14.0 31. 7 
< 50 16.4 41.5 13.6 42.6 9.9 44.4 13.9 46.1 13,9 51. 7 13.6 45.4 
< 100 3.3 44.8 5.9 48.5 3.7 48.1 6.1 52.2 5.3 57.0 4.8 50.1 
< 500 18.6 63.4 19.5 68.0 24.1 72 .2 19.1 71. 3 20.2 77.2 20.3 70.4 
< 1000 10.9 74.3 7.7 75.7 8.0 80.2 7.0 78.3 5.6 82. 7 7.9 78.3 

< 3000 13.1 87.4 13.6 89.3 8.6 88.9 11. 3 89.6 9.4 92.1 11.2 89.5 
---------- L _________________ - - -------- -- ~-- ---- -- ---------- ---- -- ---- ------- -------

a 
Average of D1 and D2. 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 
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Table A.1s 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

All Study Crimes Except Drug Dealing 

Subgroup 

California Michigan 

Prison Jail Prison Jail 

Percent active a 84.8 74.9 78.0 66.5 

For actives: 
25th percent 6.7 2.7 4.1 2.2 
Median 42 17 17 9 
75th percent 276 193 206 55 
90t~percen t 989 735 645 438 
Mean 258-455 221-288 222-302 147-242 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. actives: c 

A < 1 5.9 5.9 11.2 11.2 6.8 6.8 9.7 9.7 
< 2 4.5 10.5 9.8 21.1 6.8 13.6 13.1 22.8 
< 3 4.5 15.0 6.0 27.0 7.8 21.4 5.8 28.6 
< 4 2.1 17.1 4.6 31.6 3.6 24.9 6.3 35.0 
< 5 2.8 19.9 4.2 35.8 4.9 29.8 4.4 39.3 

< 10 9.1 28.9 10.5 46.3 12.9 42.7 15.0 54.4 
< 50 25.4 54.4 20.4 66.7 21.4 64.1 20.4 74.8 
< 100 10.8 65.2 5.3 71.9 6.1 70.2 8.7 83.5 
< 200 7.7 72.8 4.9 76.8 6.8 77.0 2.9 86.4 
< 300 5.6 78.4 4.6 81.4 4.9 81.9 3.4 89.8 

< 500 7.0 85.4 4.6 86.0 6.1 88.0 2.4 92.2 

a Average of D1 and D2. 

-
Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Total 

74.4 75.6 

2.4 3.4 
9 15 

49 135 
338 605 

107-141 187-278 

Int. Cum. Int. Cum. 

12.4 12.4 9.4 9.4 
9. 1 21. 7 8.5 17.9 
6.1 27.8 6.1 24.0 
6.0 33.8 4.5 28.5 
4.1 37.9 4.1 32.6 

15.0 52.9 12.6 45.2 
23.6 76.5 22.4 67.6 
2.9 79.4 6.3 73.9 
6.4 85.8 6.0 79.9 
4.4 90.2 4.6 84.5 

3.3 93.5 4.7 89.2 

bThe range shown for the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent (Ll and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 

cDistribution differs slightly from quantiles, because some uncertain responses were used in esti
mating the distribution. 
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Table A.16 

CRIME COMMISSION RATES--INMATE SURVEY II 

Total 

Subgroup 

California Michigan Texas 

Weighted 
Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison Total 

Percent active a 89.8 81.6 83.8 73.8 79.9 81.6 

For actives: 
25th percent 13 6 6.6 4.2 3.5 5.2 
Median 135 72 104 24 15 42 
75th percent 929 685 536 517 236 524 
90t~percent 3004 2305 2005 2200 1288 2126 
Mean 794-1390 794-1121 257-683 479-948 385-489 614-933 

Distribution for 
Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. actives: c Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. Int. Cum. 

A < 
< 
< 
< 
< 5 16.3 16.3 24.6 24.6 24.2 24.2 29.1 29.1 32.3 32.3 25.7 25.7 

< 10 7.5 23.8 9.4 34.0 10.7 34.9 12.4 41.5 12.1 44.4 10.5 36.2 
< 50 18.9 42.7 17.2 51.1 14.6 49.6 19.7 61.1 20.6 65,0 18.3 54.5 
< 100 6.8 49.5 5.2 56.3 4.5 . 54.0 6.8 67.9 4.5 69.5 5.4 59.9 
< 500 19.9 69.4 16.8 73.1 21. 8 75.8 10.7 78.6 15.9 85.4 17.3 77.1 
< 1000 8.5 77.9 9.4 82.5 9.6 85.4 6.4 85.0 5.0 90.3 7.6 84.7 

< 3000 12.7 90.6 11. 3 93.9 8.1 93.4 9.0 94.0 5.4 95.8 9.0 93.7 
L........._~ _______ 

------------- -~---- -- -~ • 
a Average of D1 and D2. 

bThe range shown ~or the mean reflects the low and high estimates for each respondent {L1 and L2). 
All other figures in the table are based on an average or low estimate for each respondent, depending 
on the information provided. 

cDistribution differs slightly from quanti1es, because some uncertain responses were used in esti
mating the distribution. 
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Table A.17 

PEARSON CORRELATION MATRIX FOR CRIME ACTIVITY VARIABLES a 

Crime Type 

Robbery Assault 

Crime Type Business 
From 

Person Burglary Robbery Total 
Auto 
Theft 

Other 
Theft Forgery Fraud 

Drug 
Dealing 

All robbery 
Business robbery 
Person robbery 

Burglary 
Assault from robbery 
Assault (total) 
Auto theft 
Other theft 
Forgery 
Fraud 
Drug dealing 

.52 
!ill 

.55 .53 .28 

.37 .21 .28 
0 .29 .35 

0 .17 
Ii) 

.24 .27 .26 .11 

.26 .20 .17 .12 

.31 .23 .29 .14 

.17 .36 .37 .15 

.89 .17 .10 .09 
6) .18 .14 .07 

C9 .22 .15 

" .20 
e 

NOTE: With pairwise deletion of missing values, the number of cases in this table 
to 2181 (out of 2190). All correlations are significantly different from zero with p 

.14 .20 

.19 .21 

.20 .21 

.12 .21 

.11 .16 

.16 .20 

.09 .20 

.26 .21 

.29 .22 

• .24 

• 
ranges from 2090 
< .001. 

aThe variables are maximum activity variables of the form D2SUFFIX. They have the value zero or 
one. See "Step 2. Activity variables." 
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Table A.1B 

FACTOR MATRIX: ACTIVITY VARIABLES FOR THE MEASUREMENT PERIOD 

Variable: 0 or 1 
Activity in 

Business robbery 
Person robbery 
Burglary 
Assault from robbery 
Other assault 
Auto theft 
Other theft 
Forgery, cards, checks 
Fraud 
Drug dealing 

Factor 
1 

0.29 
0.37 
0.07 
0.55 
0.51 
0.11 
0.03 
0.02 
0.09 
0.13 

Factor 
2 

0.12 
0.16 
0.54 
0.12 
0.05 
0.53 
0.19 
0.06 

-O.OB 
0.09 

Factor 
3 

0.02 
0.28 
0.28 

-0.02 
O.OB 
0.03 
0.54 
0.06 
0.24 
0.03 

Factor 
4 

0.07 
0.07 
0.00 
0.07 
0.02 
0.05 
0.17 
0.4B 
0.45 
0.19 

Factor 
5 

0.47 
0.42 
0.05 
0.16 
0.14 
0.11 
0.05 
0.01 
0.15 
0.07 

Factor 
6 

0.09 
0.05 

-0.01 
0.05 
0.14 
0.11 
0.03 
0.07 
O.lB 
0.33 

NOTE: Maximum activity variables (see Step 2) were factor analyzed 
by SPSS with principle factoring wi"th iteration (PA2) , varimax rota
tion, and listwise deletion of missing values. The six factors listed 
explain 97 percent of the variance. 
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Table A.19 

ANNUALIZED CRIME COMMISSION P.ATES 

Statistics for Those Who Commit the Crime 

25th 75th 90th 
Varieties of .Percent Percen- Percen- Percen- Overall 

Criminal Behavior Active tile Median tile tile Mean Mean 

Burglary 
~ .. 

Violent predators 84 3 9 89 516 172 144 
Robber-as saulters 69 2 5 25 315 69 48 
Robber-dealers 76 4 14 119 377 122 93 
Low-level robbers 64 2 4 17 206 48 31 
Mere assaulters 0 
Burglar-dealers 100 2 4 9 113 42 42 
Low-level burglars 100 1 2 6 105 36 36 

Business Robbery 

Violent predators 58 3 7 23 96 36 21 
Robber-assau1ters 46 2 4 12 46 36 17 
Robber-dealers 41 1 4 10 60 26 11 
Low-level robbers 31 1 2 5 15 7 2 

Person Robbery 

Violent predators 65 3 6 22 82 61 40 
Robber-assau1ters 59 2 4 9 38 40 24 
Robber-dealers 43 2 4 9 32 22 9 
Low-level robbers 41 1 2 5 10 11 5 

Business Robbery + Person Robbery 

Violent predators 90 4 9 30 154 70 63 
Robber-assau1ters 90 2 5 16 141 50 45 
Robber-dealers 77 2 4 14 87 54 42 
Low-level robbers 74 1 2 5 13 10 7 

Total Robbery a 

Violent predators 3 8 29 135 63 
Robber-assaulters 1.7 4 13 65 45 
Robber-deale rs 1.4 3 9 41 40 
Low-level robbers 0.5 1.7 4 10 7 

a Includes robbery as an outgrowth of burglary. 

(con tinue s ) 
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Table A.19--continued 

Statistics for Those Who Commit the Crime 

25th 75th 90th 
Varieties of Percent Percen- Percen- Percen- OVl"rall 

Criminal Behavior .Active tile Median tile tile Mean Mean 

Theft Other Than Auto 

Violent predators 71 5 15 105 486 206 146 
Robber-assaulters 49 4 9 III 493 134 66 
Robber-dealers 57 4 13 95 460 141 80 
Low-level robbers 38 2 4 24 116 47 18 r 
Mere assaulters 0 
Burglar-dealers 58 4 7 64 500 137 79 
Low-level burglars 41 2 3 12 76 44 18 
Property & drug 

offenders 52 2 5 281 775 402 209 
Low-level property 

offenders 56 2 5 96 624 200 112 
Drug dealers 0 

Auto Theft 

Violent predators 50 2 4 17 119 73 37 
Robber-assau1ters 34 2 5 13 1137 213 72 

Robber-dealers 39 2 5 7 69 9 4 
Low-level robbers 22 1 3 11 244 81 18 
Mere assaulters 0 
Burglar-dealers 34 1 3 9 60 25 9 
Low-level burglars 21 1 3 6 441 470 99 
Property & drug 

offenders 22 1 2 6 37 9 2 
Low-level property 

offenders 19 1 2 5 136 40 8 
Drug dealers 0 

Forgery and Credit Ca:rd Crimes 

Violent predators 42 2 5 18 200 72 30 
Robber-as saulters 16 2 6 15 27 21 3 
Robber-dealers 32 1 4 31 255 75 24 
Low-level robbers 13 2 5 36 78 23 3 
Mere assaulters 0 
Burglar-dealers 32 2 5 26 274 78 25 
Low-level burglars 18 1 1 5 62 15 3 
Property & drug 

offenders 47 1 4 53 283 79 37 
Low-level property 

offenders 43 2 4 43 486 163 68 
Drug dealers 0 

(continues} 
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Table A.19--continued 

Statistics for Those Who Commit the Crime 

25th 75th 90th 
\1 arieties of Percent Percen- Percen- Percen- Overall 

Criminal Behavior Active tile Median tile tile Mean Mean 

Fraud 

Violent Predators 37 3 6 23 278 94 35 
Robber-assaulters 15 2 1/+ 151 293 95 14 
Robber-dealers 22 2 4 12 106 104 23 
Low-level robbers 10 2 3 7 811 227 23 
Mere assaulters 0 
Burglar-dealers 22 3 4 7 64 22 5 
Low-level burglars 5 3 5 25 36 12 1 
Property & drug 

offenders 34 3 7 59 264 306 104 
Low-level property 

offenders 20 3 8 161 1160 844 169 

Drug dealers 0 

Forgery + Fraud + Theft 
~~~ 

Violent predators 91 7 22 149 635 251 229 
Robber-as saulters 70 4 8 113 625 183 127 
Robber-dealerl;i 83 5 12 64 422 158 132 
Low-level robbers 57 2 5 46 187 95 54 
Mere assaulters 0 
Burglar-dealers 78 4 12 115 608 179 140 
Low-level burglars 61 1 3 9 97 41 25 
Property & drug 

offenders 100 2 7 146 677 360 360 
Low-level property 

offenders 100 1 5 47 575 369 369 
Drug dealers 0 

Drug Dea Zing 

Violent predators 100 11 149 1238 4088 1252 1252 
Robber-as saulters 0 
Robber-dealers 100 8 140 736 2931 836 836 

Low-level robbers 0 
Mere assaulters 0 
Burglar-dealers 81 5 27 542 2890 880 713 

Low-level burglars 0 
Property & drug 

offenders 74 7 126 655 3302 1070 791 

Low-level property 
offenders a 

Drug dealers 100 4 24 500 3035 1180 1180 

(continues) 
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Table A.19--continued 

Statistics for Those Who Commit the Crime 

25th 75th 90th 
Varieties of Percent Percen- Percen- Percen- Overall 

Criminal Behavior .Active tile Median tile tile Mean Mean 

AU Study Crimes Except Drug DeaZing 

Violent predators 100 17 69 340 1013 409 
Robber-assaulters 100 7 16 88 514 187 
Robber-dealers 100 9 35 227 711 243 
Low-level robbers 100 2 6 46 256 88 
Mere assaulters 100 .6 .8 1.3 3.5 1.9 
Bur glar-deale rs 100 5 13 108 492 176 
Low-level burglars 100 1 4 15 146 127 
Property & drug 

offenders 100 2 8 108 638 337 
Low-level property 

offenders 100 2 5 47 575 369 
Drug dealers 0 
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Appendix B 

INTERNAL QUALITY AND EXTERNAL RELIABILITY OF RESPONSES 

ITEMIZED SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS 

For reference, the main findings demonstrated in this appendix are 

listed here. 

1. Prisoner respondents' answers on 14 topics were compared with 

their official records. Most respondents had 3 or fewer disparities; 

under 7 percent had 6 or more; nobody had more than 9. 

2. Texas prisoners had bette!' external reliability than the 

Michigan prisoners, who in turn were better than the California pris

oners. This reflects the fact that the California prisoners had, on 

the whole, more extensive criminal careers to report than did the 

Michigan or especially the Texas prisoners. 

3. For respondents in both prison and jail, their answers on 

27 topics were checked for internal quality (15 consistency checks, 

11 tests of confusion, 14 overlapping indicators of omitted answers, 

and one additional indicator of omissions). Over two-thirds of 

respondents had 3 or fewer errors in these checks of internal quality. 

(Alternative version: Nearly three-quarters of respondents were right 

on 85 pe'rcent or more of the quality checks that applied to them.) 

4. The survey booklet included pairs of questions, separated by 

as much as 25 pages, that asked for essentially the same information 

about crimes the respondent committed. Only 7 percent of respondents 

gave inconsistent answers about whether they committed burglary, and 

under 5 percent gave inconsistent answers concerning selling drugs, 

forgery, and stealing cars. Inconsistencies concerning whether the 

respondent committed assault were high, reflecting a substantial 

difference in the wording of the two questions about assault. Res

pondents who answered inconsistently for one of the crimes had a high 

probability of answering inc.onsistently for the other crimes. But 

inconsistency in answers to questions about crimes committed were not 

statistically related to inconsistent, confused, or omitted answers 

to other types of questions. 
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5. The internal quality of questionnaires from jail respondents 

was slightly worse than that from prisoners. On the average, prisoners 

gave complete and consistent answers to 89.5 percent of the topics we 

checked, compared with 85.8 percent for jail respondents. The jail 

respondents left more questions unanswered than did the prisoners, 

perhaps because they felt the questions did not apply to their situ

ation, perhaps because the circumstances of survey administration were 

not as good in the jails. 

6. The internal quality checks showed that over 95 percent of 

respondents were able to understand and follow the fairly complex skip 

patterns in the survey booklet and to fill out the calendar that 

showed the time period being studied. For prisoners, the information 

in their official records showed that 85 percent of them filled out 

their calendar correctly to the month. Fewer than 4 percent erred by 

more than a year in filling out the calendar. 

7. A large percentage of respondents (28 percent in prison and 

38 percent in jail) were unable to figure out when was the two-year 

period preceding the two-year study period, and when was the two-year 

period before that. This makes the survey results concerning changes 

in crime commission behavior over time presumptively somewhat less 

reliable than other results. 

8. The only other topic that appeared to confuse a sizeable 

number of respondents (over 20 percent) had to do with their income 

from crime. One of the questions related to this topic inadvertently 

contained a typographic error. 

9. For prisoners, there was a large disparity between their self

reports of involvement with juvenile crime or sentence to a juvenile 

facility, and their official records available to prison authorities. 

In nearly all cases of disparity, the respondent admitted juvenile 

activity or inca:ceration, while the record showed no involvement. 

This finding points to the inadequacy of information about criminal 

activity in the juvenile period that is currently available to adult 

criminal justice officials. 

10. Based on the tests of internal quality of the questionnaire 

answers, we found that over 83 percent of respondents tracked the 
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questionnaire with a high degree of accuracy and completeness, and 

were very consistent in their answers. 

Not as large a percentage of prisoner respondents had good corres

pondence between their responses and their official records, but We 

have as much reason to doubt the validity and completeness of records 

as to doubt the veracity of the respondents in these cases. Taking a 

very conservative approach, we carried out the key analyses two ways: 

one including all respondents, and the other excluding 42 percent of 

the respondents for whom we had any reason to be suspicious of their 

truthfulness. (This figure included prisoners who, through no fault 

of their own, had incomplete or missing official records.) 

11. The indicators of internal quality and external reliability 

of respondents' answers were compared with a variety of their self

reported characteristics: conviction crime, self-image, activity in 

"fraud" and "illegal cons,ll and sociodemographic characteristics. 

Most individual characteristics were unrelated to the quality and 

reliability of their responses, with these exceptions: 

o Prisoners who said they were convicted of auto theft, 

fraud, or sex crimes other than rape were significantly 

more likely to disagree with their official record of 

conviction. 

o Prisoners convicted of burglary had unusually good reliability. 

o Respondents convicted of drug sales left significantly more 

questions blank than other respondents. 

o Respondents with self-image family man~ hlorking man~ or 

straight had good reliability for arrests reported. 

o Respondents with self-image thief~ pZayer~ or aZoohoZio/drunk 

were significantly worse than others on internal consistency 

of responses. 

o Older respondents had a better match with adult official 

records and fewer inconsistencies than did young respondents, 

but tended to leave more questions blank. 

o More highly educated respondents had no better or worse 

reliability than less educated respondents, but they had 
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substantially fewer blank questions and significantly better 

performance on skip patterns. 

o Hispanic and Chicano inmates had no better or worse exter

nal reliability or internal quality than did other respon

dents. (Some of them completed survey booklets in Spanish.) 

Also, black respondents were no better or worse than other 

respo!'ldents on external reliability. However, black respon

dents had substantially worse internal qualitY1 in particular 

on confusion and inconsistency. 

12. Estimates of overall self-reported crime commission rates 

were not affected in any significant or consistent way by removal of 

respondents with suspect answers. They can generally be considered 

stable within a factor of 1.5. "Truthful" respondents seemed to be 

less likely to report very high crime commission rates, and also less 

likely to deny committing crimes g 

13. Self-reported crime commission rates were not, for the most 

part, found to be significantly correlated with measures of internal 

quality or external reliability. The few crime types whose rates 

showed significant correlations did not show the same patterns in all 

three study states. Although not statistically significant, there 

was a gene~al pattern of respondents with poor internal quality having 

somewhat lower crime rates than other respondents; this reflects the 

fact that many of them left blanks in questions about their crime 

rates and so were assumed to have the lowest crime commission rate 

consistent with their answers. 

BACKGROUND 

Marquis and Ebener (1981) examined the reliability of three por

tions of data from this survey: 

o The self-report of current conviction offenses (question 6 

on page 37 of the survey instrument) • 

o The self-report of the number of times the respondent was 

arrested for each of nine categories of crimes during the 
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measurement period (question 4 on page 37). (Marquis calls 

these "arrest incidents.") 

o The self-report of the number of times the respondent was 

arrested during the measurement period as a consequence of 

connnitting eight specified crimes (derived from nine separate 

questions, such as question 5 on page 17). (Marquis calls 

these "arrests for crimes done.") 

Bere we use some of the same reliability indicators that Marquis 

studied, together with a variety of other indicators of external 

reliability and internal quality of the self-report data, in order to 

shed light on the believability of the annualized crime connnission 

rates reported in the main text. 

Our approach differs from that of Marquis. Rather than estimate 

the magnitude of the error of individual data items, we develop over

all summary measures of external reliability and internal data quality 

based on substantial numbers of disparate data items. Underlying our 

approach is the notion that a respondent may answer any particular 

question erroneously for a variety of benign reasons, but a respon

dent who reveals a pattern of a large number of erroneous or incon

sistent answers is most likely lying, or confused, or inattentive. 

For example, a respondent who is serving a prison term for theft 

and states he is convicted of robbery cannot be judged generally 

truthful or untruthful from this fact alone. But if he also states 

his age incorrectly and false]) claims he has never been previously 

convicted of a f~lony, his truthfulness is brought into question. 

More generally, the data provided by any respondent whose answers 

reveals a pattern of a large number of inconsistencies or errors are 

more suspect than those of other respondents. 

In constructing the summary measures of external reliability, we 

dj.d not rely entirely on comparisons based on the magnitudes of 

difference scores between self-report and official record. For example, 

suppose one respondent reported that he had been arrested once for 

burglary during the measurement period, and his official record also 

showed one burglary arrest. Suppose further that a second respondent 
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reported 4 robbery arrests, 3 burglary arrests, and 5 ~ssault arrests, 

and his record showed 3 robbery arrests, 3 b~xglary arrests, and 4 

assault arrests. While the first respondent's difference score is 0 

and the second respondent's is 2 for this comparison, clearly the 

second respondent responded in a highly accurate way. Rather than 

consider the first respondent to have no error and the second respon

dent to have an error of 2, we have developed methods based partly on 

subjective judgments of "allowable ranges of error." Using our 

methods, both respondents' data fall within the allowable range for 

the comparison described. 

In all, 14 comparisons between survey items and official record 

data entered into our measure of "bad reliability," and 27 data checks 

entered into our measure of "bad internal quality." The external 

reliability measure could be calculated only for prisoner respondents 

whose official record data were obtained, while the internal quality 

measure was calculated for all respondents. 

EXTERNAL RELIABILITY INDICATORS 

Table B.1 shows the specific comparisons that entered into the 

reliability measure. These were essentially all the comparisons that 

could be made from the data that had been collected, uniformly for 

all three states. Although 14 comparisons are listed, for some 

respondents fewer than 14 were applicable (for example, their official 

record did not contain the requisite information, or the comparison 

was not pertinent to their situation). The overall "bad reliability" 

measure is the fraction of applicable comparisons that the respondent 

failed. 

The first two reliability indicators compare the self-report of 

a·rrest incidents for nine crimes during the measurement period (ques

tion 4 on page 7 of the survey booklet) with the official record of 

arrests for those nine crimes. "Arrest incidents" were used rather 

than "arrests for crimes done" because the wording of the survey 

question for arrest incidents was intended to induce a response 

related to official records, and Marquis showed that the arrest inci

dents actually matched the official record more closely than did the 
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Table B.l 

EXTERNAL RELIABILITY INDICATORS 

Indicator 

1. Arrest mismatch, 2 or more 

2. Arrest mismatch, half or more of 
"interesting" crimes 

3. Current commitment crime mismatch 

4. Current commitment crimes, half or 
more of "interesting" crimes 
mismatch 

5. Mismatch on age at first arrest, 
two years or more 

6. Juvenile criminal recoLd mismatch 

7. Commitment to juvenile facility 
mismatch 

8. Mismatch on revocation of probation 
or parole 

9. Mismatch on number of prison terms 
served 

10. Mismatch on categorized number of 
felony convictions 

11. Mismatch on last month of measure
ment period 

12. Mismatch on age at time of survey, 
more than one year 

13. Mismatch on race 

14. Mismatch on categorized education, 
with more than 1 category 

Percent of 

With "Bad" 
Values 

28 

7 
I 

26 

11 

43 

24a 

37a 

19 

16 

24 

15 

9 

3 

13 

Respondents 

With 
Inapplicable 

Comparison 

21 

21 

13 

13 

16 

13 

17 

15 

13 

14 

12 

2 

3 

12 

~early all of these are survey = Yes, official record = No. 
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arrests for crimes done. The first indicator has the more restrictive 

allowable range. It is coded "bad" if the disparity between self-report 

and official record is 2 or more arrests for anyone of the nine crime 

* types. This comparison is considered to be inapplicable if both survey 

and official record showed no arrests for any of the nine crimes 

studied,t in addition to being inapplicable if the records were missing. 

Approximately 28 percent were coded "bad" and 21 percent "inapplicable." 

The allowable range of error is larger for the second indicator. 

This indicator is coded "bad" jf a relatively large number of crime 

types have disparities between self-report and official record. For 

each respondent, each crime type was examined to determine whether 

either the self-report or the official record report of arrests is 

nonzero. Any crime meeting this condition (one or both counts nonzero) 

is termed "interesting.,,:j: The indicator is coded "bad" if half or 
** more of "interesting" crimes show a disparity of two or more arrests. 

Examples: 

Self-reEort Official Difference 

Respondent 1 

Assault 4 6 -2 
Robbery 1 5 -4 
Theft 0 1 -1 
All others 0 0 irrelevant 

Respondent 2 

Assault 1 1 0 
Burglary 4 3 1 
Theft 0 2 -2 
Fraud 2 1 1 
All others 0 0 irrelevant 

* Of course, if two or more crime types showed a disparity of two 
or more arrests, the indicator is also coded "bad." 

tSuch respondents were arrested and convicted for crimes that were 
not considered in ~he survey booklet questions. Only 5 percent of 
prisoner respondents had zero arrests for the selected nine crimes by 
both self-report and official record. 

*However, if one or more of the data items were missing, the crime 
type is not termed "interesting." 

,",* 
In addition, the indicator is coded "bad" if half or more of 

interesting crime types have self-reports of zero arrests and official 
reports of one or more arrests. 



-231-

Respondent 1 has three interesting crimes and is coded "bad" on indi

cator 2 because two of these crimes are mismatches by 2 or more arrests. 

Respondent 2 has four interesting crimes and is not coded "bad" because 

only one of the four crimes has a mismatch of 2. 

Only 7 percent of respondents are coded IIbad" on indicator 2. 

This indicator is also considered inapplicable if both self-report and 

official record report zero arrests. 

The third indicator is coded "bad" if there is a disparity for 

anyone (or more) of 13 current commitment offenses (question 6 on page 

* 37 of the survey instrument). The fourth indicator, analogous to the 

second, is based on defining a crime type as "interesting" if either 

the official record or the respondent shows it is a current conviction 

offense. The indicator is coded "bad" if half or more of "interesting" 

crimes show a disagreement between respondent and official record. 

Examples: 

Self-reEort Official Record 

Respondent 1 

Assault Yes Yes 
Kidnapping No Yes 
Auto theft Yes Yes 
All others No No 

Respondent 2 

Assaul t No Yes 
Kidnapping No Yes 
Auto theft Yes Yes 
Robbery Yes No 
All others No No 

Respondent 1 is not coded bad on this indicator (one out of three "inter

esting" crimes is a mismatch, which is within the allowable range of 

error), while Respondent 2 is coded bad (three out of four crimes are 

mismatches). 

* The survey questions show 15 crime types. Four of these were 
collapsed into two categories for purposes of comparison with official 
records. 
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The remaining indicators in Table B.l are nearly self-explanatory. 

Indicator 10 is based on a survey question that categorizes felony con

victions as follows: 

0 None 

0 Once 

0 2-3 times 

0 4-6 times 

0 7-10 times 

0 11-15 times 

0 16 or more times 

The official record data were collapsed into those same categories for 

the purpose of comparison. Indicator 14 is based on a survey question 

that categorizes "the highest grade you finished in school" as follows: 

0 No schooling 

0 6th grade or less 

0 7th-9th grade 

0 10th-11th grade 

0 High school graduate 

0 Some college 

0 College graduate 

0 Postgraduate study 

The indicator is coded "bad" if the self-report differs from the offi

cial record of educational level by two or more categories. 

Table B.2 shows that the majority of respondents were counted 

"bad" on 1, 2, or 3 of the 14 external reliability indicators, with an 

average of 2.75 "bad." Respondents whose self-rep'Jrts differed from 

their official records for six or more indicators were a distinct minor

ity (6.7 percent), and no respondent had more than 9 disparities between 

self-report and official record. 

The Texas prisoners had significantly fewer "bad" reliability 

indicators than did the Michigan prisoners, who in turn had significantly 
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Table B.2 

COUNT OF BAD EXTERNAL RELIABILITY INDICATORS 

Average count 2.75 (max = 14) 

California 3.1 
Michigan 2.8 
Texas 2.5 

Number of 
Value Prisoners Percent 

0 102 7.4 
1 247 17.9 
2 322 <- mode 23.3 
3 293 21.2 
4 207 15.0 
5 116 8.4 
6 51 3.7 
7 28 2.0 
8 10 0.7 
9 4 0.3 

1380 

fewer than the California prisoners. Primarily, these differences 

reflect the greater complexity of the information being provided by 

the average California prisoner. (Fo'r example, it is harder to report 

9 arrests accurately than to report 1 arrest accurately.) 

For purposes of further analysis, the respondent's count of bad 

reliability indicators was divided by his number of applicable indicators, 

to obtain a summary measure: his percent of bad reliability indicators, 

shown in Table B.3. This summary measure differs among respondents whose 

count of bad reliability indicators is the same, depending on their cir

cumstances. For example, a respondent who has three "bad" reliab:'lity 

indicators and was not arrested for any of the crimes studied has a 

higher summary measure than another respondent with three disparities 

and who reported arrests. Respondents whose official records were miss

ing information about 6 or more of the individual external reliability 

indicators are excluded from the summary measure (i.e., their value of 

the summary measure is l1missing"). 
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Table B.3 

PERCENT OF BAD EXTERNAL RELIABILITY INDICATORS 

Average 22.6 

Caiifornia 2400 
Michigan 23.9 
Texas 20.8 

Percent of Cumulative 
Value Prisoners Percent 

0 3.9 309 
1-10 14.1 18.0 

11-20 23.4 41.4 
21-30 36.0 77 .4 
31-40 13.1 90.5 
41-50 7.2 97.7 
51-60 1.3 99.0 
61-70 0.8 99.8 
71-80 0.1 99.9 
81-90 0.1 100.0 

INTEP~AL QUALITY MEASURES 

Three types of internal quality indicators were constructed: 

indicators of consistency, indicators of confusion, and indicators of 

omission. These were chosen as exampZes from a large number of poten

tial comparisons that were built into the survey instrument. All the 

indicators are intended to be self-evident logic checks, which means 

that in the collective judgment of those who designed and coded the 

survey data, a violation of the logic check is quite unlikely for 

legitimate reasons. However, a careful reading of the wording of the 

survey questions will, in most instances, reveal obscure possibilities 

for legitlinate violations. Since a large number of different indica

tors were calculated, these infrequent instances of truthful responses 

being counted as inconsistencies should not affect the outcome of the 

analysis. 
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Table B.4 shows the indicators of consistency. These were calcu

lated before the data were cleaned. (For example, it is possible that 

a respondent stated he did not commit any burglaries and that he was 

arrested for one of the burglaries he committed.) The first indicator 

checks that the offense for which the respondent was serving time is 

included among die offenses for which he reports he was arrested during 

the measurement period. To assure that his logic check is meaningful, 

the following conditions are imposed: 

o Only the respondent's version of the crime he "really did" 

during the commitment offense is ~onsidered (i. e., the offi

cial conviction offense category is not used). 

o Only conviction offenses that are clearly included in ques

tions about crimes committed are considered. 

o Only respondents who answered "yes" to the following question 

have this indicator calculated: 

"When you described your crimes during the STREET MONTHS ON 

THE CALENDAR, did you include any of the crimes you are now 

doing time on?" 

Because these conditions are fairly stringent, 44 percent of respondents 

had this indicator deemed "irrelevant" for them. 

The second indicator is exactly analogous, but instead of compar

ing conviction crimes with arrests, it compares conviction crimes with 

crimes done. The third indicator is also similar, but applies to a 

category of crimes. 

Indicators 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are based on a duplication of ques

tions about crimes committed that was purposely included in the survey 

instrument to permit consistency checks (and also to permit comparisons 

with data collected in a previous Rand survey). For example, the 

following question appears on page 16: 

During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did you do any bur
glaries? • • • In all, how many burglaries did you do? 

On page 41, the following question appears: 

During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR, aZtogether how 
many times did you do • • . burglary--broke into a home or 
business in order to take something? 
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Table B.4 

INDICATORS OF CONSISTENCY 

Indicator 

1. Current conviction offense is mentioned 
as a crime for which arrested 

2. Conviction offense is mentioned as a 
crime committed 

3. If conviction offense is a property 
crime, respondent answers Yes to 
"Did you do a burglary, robbery, 
theft, car theft, forgery, fraud, 
or swindle?" 

4. Assault in one format (p. 41) is also 
mentioned in other format 
(pp. 22-24)a 

5. Burglary in one format (p. 41) is also 
mentioned in other format (p. 16) 

6. If "sold hard drugs" (p. 41), then also 
did deal in drugs (p. 34) 

7. Forgery in one format (p. 41) is also 
mentioned in other format (p. 30) 

B. If "stole a car," then also "stole a 
car, truck, or motorcycle" 

9. Property crime in one format is also 
mentioned in aggregate question 
(see indicator 3, above) 

10. Current age matches with age at first 
crime and length of term 

11. Age at first crime matches with age 
« lB) for juvenile crimes (pp. 3,4) 

12. If in juvenile facility, then did 
juvenile crimea 

13. Income from crime (p. 37) matches 
p( rcent (p. 36) 

14. If self image (p. 15) is property crim
inal, then he had income from crime 

15. If self image (p. 15) is related to a 
specific crime ("robber"), then he 
did that crime 

~ot logically necessary. 

Percent Failing 
Prison Jail Total 

9 10 9 

5 6 5 

4 7 5 

13 13 13 

7 7 7 

2 4 3 

2 3 3 

4 5 5 

15 1B 16 

1 1 1 

15 17 16 

2 5 3 

23 19 21 

1 1 1 

10 11 10 

Percent 
Irrelevant 

44 

44 

44 

29 
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Indicator 5 is counted as "failure" if one of these questions is 

answered "Yes" or nonzero, and the other is "No" or zero. 

Indicator 9 is similar, except that it compares several individual 

questions about property crimes with one aggregate question about 

property crimes. 

Indicator 10 checks for a very gross inconsistency: that the sum 

of the self-reported age at first arrest and the number of years self

reported as already served on the current term cannot exceed the respon

dent's current age when he completed the survey. Under 2 percent of 

respondents failed this logic check. 

Indicator 11 is self-explanatory. Item 12 requires that a respon

dent who reported he was in a state, county, or local juvenile facility 

also reported he had committed crimes as a juvenile. This is not 

strictly necessary, since a child could be placed in a facility to 

protect him from abuse of parents or other reasons, but only 3 percent 

of respondents failed the test. 

Indicator 13 is based on two questions about dollar income (one 

question about legitimate income <md the second about income from 

crime) and a third question that asked what percent of his income came 

from crime. The high fraction of respondents erring on this question 

may reflect an inability to perform percentage calculations, or it 

may reflect a typographic error in the survey booklet: "How much of 

your income came for [sic] crime?" 

The last two consistency indicators are based on self-image ques

tions, which asked, "Which of the following best describe the way you 

thought of yourself?" 

Most of the indicators of consistency have reassuringly lQW error 

ra tes, especially considering the fact that the comparisons mad~ in 

the indicators often derive from questions located many pages apart in 

the survey instrumen~. A respondent giving frivolous answers would be 

quite unlikely to pass most of these quality checks. Table B.4 is 

also reassuring in the similarity of inconsistency rates between prison 

and jail inmates. These suggest that the errors are not heavily depen

dent on the respondent's circumstances of administration or imprisonment. 

Table B.5 shows eleven indicators of confused responses. These 

were selected from a large number of skip patterns, multiple response 
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Table B.5 

INDICATORS OF CONFUSED RESPONSES 

Indicator 

1. Said did crimes before age 18, 
but age first done is 18 or oldl:r 
(p. 3 or 4) 

2. Calendar years mixed up 

3. Answers arrest question for crime 
he says he didn't do 

4. Continuation pattern not followed 
if used drugs (p. 14) 

5. Skip pattern not followed for jobs 
(p. 13) 

6. Skip pattern not followed for 
juvenile crimes (p. 3 or 4) 

7. Bad skip pattern in burglary 
questions (p. 16) 

8. (Different) bad skip pattern in auto 
theft or drug dealing questions 
(p. 28 and p. 34) 

9. Multiple responses where nonsensical 
(11 different questions examined) 

10. Years on p. 42 don't line up with 
years on the calendar (p. 11) 

11. Checks crimes done and also checks 
"Did none of these crimes" 
(p. 42 or 43) 

Percent Confused 
Percent 

Prison Jail Total Irrelevant 

2 

1 

3 

5 

4 

4 

2 

3 

5 

28 

1 

4 

7 

3 

10 

6 

4 

2 

4 

7 

38 

1 

4 

3 

3 

7 

5 

4 

2 

3 

6 

32 

1 

36 

44 
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patterns and other opportunities for illogical responses located in 

various parts of the survey booklet. As in the case of the indicators 

of consistency, the indicators of confused responses have mostly very 

low error rates. The major exception is indicator 10, which shows that 

many respondents were unable to understand the questions that asked 

them to think about a two-year period that preceded the measurement 

period. 

In addi tion to the indica tors lis ted in Tables B. 4 and B. 5 , 

fifteen indicators of omission were calculated. Thirteen of these 

indicators were paired with measures of consistency (indicators 1 to 

10, 13, 22, and 25 in Table B.4) and were coded "bad" if the respondent 

failed to provide the data needed to make the consistency check in 

question. (For example, for consistency indicator 5 the corresponding 

indicator of omission was coded "bad" if the respondent failed to 

answer either the burglary question on p. 16 of the instrument or the 

burglary question on p. 41, or both.) One indicator of omission is 

coded "bad l1 if the respondent failed to answer the age questions on 

pp. 3 and 4, and one indicator is coded "bad" if the respondent failed 

to answer one or more of the questions on p. 44 (age, race, marital 

status, or education), 

All told, there are 27 indicators of internal quality. As shown 

in Table B.6, over two-thirds of the respondents erred on three or 

fewer of these indicators, and the average number of errors was 2.9. 

Respondents in jails showed significantly lower internal quality than 

the respondents in prison. This difference arises primarily from a 

larger number of omissions fo= jail respondents than for prisoner 

respondents. 

As in the case of external validity indicators, we calculated an 

overall summary measure of internal quality: the percent of applicable 

indiCA-tors that were coded "bad." The distribution of that summary 

measure is shown in Table B.7. 

RELATIONSHIPS OF INDICATORS TO RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

The external reliability indicators are, for the most part, not 

correlated among each other. The obvious combinations are exceptions: 

reliability indicators 1 and 2, having to do with convictions and 
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Table B.6 

COUNT OF BAD INTERNAL QUALITY INDICATORS 

Average count 2.9 (maximum = 27) 

Ca1i~ornia prison 2.5 
California jail 3.4 

Michigan prison 2.8 
Michigan jail 3.6 

Texas prison 2.5 

Number of 
Value Subjects Percent 

0 326 14.9 
1 456 <- mode 20.8 
2 446 20.4 
3 303 13.8 
4 213 9.7 
5 125 5.7 
6 89 4.1 
7 60 2.7 
8 45 2.1 
9 46 2.1 

10 26 1.2 
11 16 0.7 
12 21 1.0 
13 11 0.5 
14 3 0.1 
15 3 0.1 
16 1 0.0 

2190 
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Table B.7 

PERCENT OF BAD INTERNAL QUALITY INDICATORS 

Average 11.9 

California prisoners 10.0 
Michigan prisoners 11.5 
Texas prisoners 10.2 

California jails 13.6 
Michigan jails 15.0 

Percent of Cumulative 
Value Prisoners Percent 

0 14.9 14.9 
1-5 20.8 35.7 
6-10 20.4 56.1 

11-15 18.0 74.1 
16-20 9.0 83.1 
21-25 5.7 88.8 
26-30 3.0 91.8 
31-35 2.5 94.3 
36-40 2.0 96.3 
41-45 1.5 97.8 
46-50 1.0 98.8 
51-55 0.6 99.4 
56-60 0.5 99.9 
61-65 0.1 100.0 

* arrests, are strongly correlated with each other; indicators 3 and 4 

are strongly correlated; and the indicators 5, 6, 7, and 8, having to 

co with juvenile activity, are intercorrelated. In addition, indicator 

9 (mismatch on prison terms) is correlated with indicator 12 (mismatch 

on age). 

The internal quality indicators are related amongst themselves in 

groups that were determined by factor analysis and are reflected in 

the ordering of the indicators in Tables B.4 and B.S. The indicators 

* "Strong correlation" means significance at .001 level. "Signifi-
cant correlation" means significance at .01 level. Unless stated other
wise, all correlations discussed in this section are significant. 
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of consistency (Table B.4) are completely independent of the indicators 

of confusion (Table B.5) with the exception that indicator of confusion 

3 (arrested for crime not done) is correlated with consistency indica

tors having to do with crimes done. 

Consistency indicators 1, 2, and 3, which compare conviction 

crimes with other responses, are strongly intercorrelated; so are con

sistency indicators 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, which related responses on 

p. 41 to responses on other pages, and they are essentially unrelated 

to all the other indicators except (a) omission of data on age, race, 

sex, etc., and (b) consistency indicator 15, which compares self-image 

with crimes committed. The strongest member of this group (i.e., the 

best predictor of the other indicators numbered 4 to 9) is 9 ("stole 

a car"). Indicator 13 (income from crime) is not correlated with any 

of the other internal quality indicators. 

The summary measure of bad external reliability is very strongly 

correlated with the summary measure of internal quality for prisoners 

(significance better than .001 in each state separately).. The exter

nal reliability measure is most strongly related to indicators of 

consistency and omission, less strongly related to indicators of 

internal confusion. 

A variety of self-reported respondent characteristics were com

pared with the indicators of external reliability and internal quality. 

These characteristics included all self-reported conviction crimes, 

self-images, activity in "fraud" and "illegal cons," and sociodemo

graphic characteristics. 

Self-Reported Conviction Crimes 

No significant correlations were found between the following con

viction crimes and the external or internal indicators: 

Assault 
Drug ~'"ssession 
Forgery" ~,redit cards 
Murder 

Possession of stolen goods 
Rape 
Theft 
Weapons charges 



~ - ~---- -----

-243-

The respondents whose self-reported conviction crime was auto theft 

had a bad reliability mismatch on their current conviction crime 

(reliability indicators 3 and 4) and also had significantly bad over

all consistency measures. Respondents whose self-reported conviction 

crime was fraud or a sex crime other than rape had bad reliability on 

their current conviction crime, while respondents who reported burglary 

as their conviction crime had significantly good reliability, Those 

reporting a current conviction for drug sales had significantly more 

omissions than other respondents. 

Self-Image 

None of the following self-images were significantly related to 

external reliability or internal quality: 

Car thief 
Booster 
Misfit 
Forger 
Fighter 
Robber 

Drug dealer, user 
Violent person 
Con man 
Bad tempered 
Fence 
Problem drinker 

(This raises the question whether a con man would report that he is 

a con man!) 

Those with self-image family man, working man, or straight had 

good reliability for arrests reported. Those with self-image thief, 

player, or alcoholic/drunk were significantly worse than other respon

dents on internal consistency. 

Older respondents had a generally better overall match between 

their responses and official data than did younger respondents, espe

cially in regard to arr~sts they reported, but they were much less 

accurate in reporting their current age and their total number of 

prison terms than were young respondents. Older respondents' reports 

of being in a juvenile facility matched official records somewhat 

better than did young respondents' reports, perhaps because the offi

cial records appear to understate the self-reported amount of juvenile 
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incarceration, and the older respondents were less likely to report 

juvenile incarceration. 

Older respondents had more omissions in their survey data than 

did young respondents, but fewer inconsistencies. On the whole, the 

internal quality of responses by older respondents was significantly 

lower than for younger respondents. 

Education 

The respondents with higher levels of education were remarkably 

similar to less-educated respondents in terms of the indicators of 

external reliability. They had a slightly better match with their 

official records for age at first arrest (because they were older when 

first arrested), They also had a slightly better match on their 

reports of being in a juvenile facility. 

However, indicators of internal quality followed the expected 

* pattern. The more highly educated respondents had substantially 

fewer omissions than less-educated respondents, ana they performed 

* much better on the skip patterns and other indicators of confusion. 

They were slightly, but not significantly, more consistent in their 

answers than the less-educated respondents. 

Race 

Respondents who said they were Mexican-American or Chicano were 

no better or worse in external reliability or internal quality than 

were other respondents. (Some of them completed survey booklets in 

Spanish.) Also, black respondents were no better or worse than other 

respondents on external reliability, but had substantially worse 

internal quality, in particular on confusion and inconsistency, though 

not on omissions. The overall summary measure ("percent of bad inter

nal quality indicators") was worse than average for black respondents 

(significant at the .001 level) separately in each state (California, 

Michigan, and Texas) and separately in prisons and in jails. 

~~ 

Signlficant at .001 level. 
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RELATIONSHIPS WITH SELF-REPORTED CRI~m 

The summary measures of external reliability and internal quality 

are, with few exceptions, uncorrelated with self-reports of crimes 

committed and the rates at which those crimes were committed during 

the measurement period. Table B.B shows the Pearson correlations 

between crime commission rates and the summary external reliability 

measure. The only strong correlation is for the crime of assault 

among respondents in Michigan prisons, which is reported at high rates 

by those whose external reliability is poor. For all the other crime 

types, the correlutions are not significant at the .01 level, and 

moreover the signs of the correlations are not consistent from one 

state to another. Table B.9 shows how the reported assault rate 

varies with the summary reliability measure and, for comparison, 

Table B. B 

ANNUALIZED CRIME COMMISSION RATES: CORRELATIONS WITH 
SUMMARY EXTERNAL RELIABILITY MEASURE 

(Prisoner respondents) 

State 

California Michigan Texas 

Crime Type Carr. Sig. Carr. Sig. Carr. 

Robbery 0.11 n.s. 0.17 .02 -0.02 
Burglary 0.13 .04 0.01 n.s. -0.03 
Assault -0.05 n.s. 0.29 .001 0.12 
Auto theft 0.07 n.s. 0.06 n.s. -0.12 
Theft other than auto 0.06 n.s. O.lB .02 0.06 
Forgery & credit cards 0.05 n.s. -0.04 n.s. 0.07 
Fraud 0.07 n.s. 0.07 n.s. -0.01 
Dealing drugs -0.11 n.s. -0.12 n.s. O.OB 

NOTES: 1. n.s. = not significant at the .05 level. 

Sig. 

n.s. 
n. s. 
n. s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 

2. Pearson correlations were calculated for respondents 
who committed the crime. 

3. A high value of the summary external reliability mea
sure indicates poor reliability. See Table B.3. 
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Table B.9 

VARIATIONS IN REPORTED ASSAULT RATES 
MICHIGAN PRISONER RESPONDENTS 

Reported Assault Rate 

Percent of Bad 90th 
Reliability Indicators N Median Mean Percentile 

0-13 17 2.4 3.6 9.4 
13-32 59 2.8 4.3 11.1 
Over 32 34 3.0 8.6 28.9 

All Michigan prisoners a 131 2.8 5.3 12.0 who reported assault 

NOTE: For this crime type, Michigan prisoner re
spondents with poor reliability have significantly 
higher assault rate than those with low reliability. 

a Includes respondents with missing summary relia-
bility indicator. 

Table B.lO shows a more typical crime type whose rate is not signifi

cantly related to the summary reliability measure. 

Table B .10 

VARIATIONS IN REPORTED BURGLARY RATES 
MICHIGAN PRISONER RESPONDENTS 

Reported Burglary Rate 

Percent of Bad 90th 
Reliability Indicators N Median Mean Percentile 

0-13 16 10.8 84 368 
13-32 82 4.6 109 379 
Over 32 34 9.2 118 664 

All Michigan prisoners a 132 6.7 109 405 who reported burglary 

NOTE: For this crime type, the relationship between 
crime rate and external reliability is not significant. 

a Includes respondents with missing summary reliabil-
ity indicator. 
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Table B.ll shows the correlations between crime commission rates 

and the summary internal quality measure. Again, none of the correla

tions are significant at the .01 level, but here the signs of the cor

relations are preponderately negative. That is, the respondents whose 

survey responses have poor internal quality tend to report low crime 

commission rates for the crimes they report committing. 

To illustrate the effect of respondents with poor reliability or 

internal quality on estimates of crime ~ommission rates, Table B.12 

shows how the median, mean, and 90th pep'en tile crime rates for eight 

crimes change when respondents having poor external reliability and/or 

* poor internal quality are excluded. The cutoff for "good" reliability 

was set in such a way that approximately 20 percent of respondents for 

whom the summary external reliability indicator could be calculated 

fail the requirement, and similarly for internal quality. All told, 

data for 1380 prisoners are included in Table B.l2, of whom 573 

(42 percent) are excluded in the columns labeled "Excl PEIQ" (excluding 

poor external or internal quality). 

No important patterns can be observed in Table B.12, as may 'be 

expected from the fact that the correlations are insignificant. With 

the exception of auto theft, the estimated medians, means, and 90th 

percentiles do not vary by more than a factor of 2 when respondents 

with poor reliability or internal quality are excluded. In Texas, the 

statistics obtained from the total sample are typically lower than 

those excluding PEIQ, but in California and Michigan the patterns vary 

from crime to crime and are not consistent between the two sta,tes. 

Similar statistics for respondents in jail are shown in Table 

B.13. Only respondents with poor internal quality can be excluded, 

since data for calculating external reliability are not available. 

Statistics for the crime of auto theft are again somewhat peculiar,t 

but in this table the patterns for other crimes are quite consistent. 

In nearly all cases the statistics for the total sample are lower than 

* In addition, respondents for whom external reliability could not 
be calculated (12 percent) are excluded. 

tNotice that the mean exceeds the 90th percentile in Michigan. 



Table B.ll 

ANNUALIZED CRIME COMMISSION RATES: CORRELATIONS WITH 
SUMMARY INTERNAL QUALITY MEASURE 

Subgroup of Respondents 

California Michigan Texas 

Prison Jail Prison Jail Prison 

Crime Type Corr. Sig. Corr. Sig. Corr. Sig. Corr. Sig. Corr. 

Robbery -0.03 n. s. -0.10 n.s. 0.03 n. s. -0.14 n.s. -0.02 
Burglary -0.06 n.s. -0.07 n.s. -0.09 n.s. 0.12 n.s. -0.06 
Assault -0.03 n.s. -0.00 n.s. -0.11 n.s. -0.07 nos. 0.08 
Auto theft -0.05 n.s. 0.10 n. s. -0.12 n.s. -0.04 n.s. 0.05 
Theft other than auto -0.08 n. s. -0.06 n.s. -0.06 n.s. 0.00 n.s. -0.14 
Forgery & credit cards 0.00 n. s. -0.14 n.s. -0.19 n.s. 0.01 n.s. -0.11 
Fraud -0.03 n.s. -0.11 n.s. -0.03 n.s. 0.18 n.s. -0.11 
Dealing drugs -0.07 n.s. -0.07 n.s. -0.13 .05 -0.11 n.s. -0.15 

n.s. = not significant at the .05 level. NOTES: 1. 
2. 
3. 

Pearson correlations were calculated for respondents who committed the crime. 
A high value of the summary internal quality measure indicates poor quality. 
See Table B.7. 

Sig. 

n. s. 
n.s. 
n.s. 
n. so 
.02 
n.s. 
n.s. 
.02 

I 
N 
.p-
ee 
I 



Crime Type 

Robbery 

Burglary 

Assault 

Auto theft 

Theft other than auto 

Forgery & credit cards 

Fraud 

Dealing drugs 
------ -----

Table B.12 

ANNUALIZED CRIME CONMISSION RATES: EFFECT OF REMOVING RESPONDENTS 
HAVING POOR EXTERNAL RELIABILITY OR INTERNAL QUALITY 

California Prisoners }lichigan Prisoners 

Median Mean 90th Pct. Median Mean 90th Pct. Median 

Excl E~c:l Excl Exc1 Excl Excl Excl 
All PEIQa All PElQ All PEIQ All PEIQ All PEIQ All PEIQ All PEIQ 

6.3 5.8 53 50 133 138 4.5 5.0 74 35 72 114 2.0 2.0 

9.8 7.7 160 102 384 243 6.2 6.3 103 115 400 400 3.6 4.0 

3.5 3.0 7.6 8.4 18 22 2.8 2.7 5.3 3.9 12 9 1.5 1.3 

6.0 6.0 70 30 99 48 4.8 5.6 231 118 413 535 2.0 1.9 

15.6 14.2 254 222 724 526 7.0 7.2 110 88 296 280 5.7 6.8 

4.8 4.6 78 78 197 100 4.5 10.6 95 135 344 679 4.2 4.2 

6.9 6.0 179 151 268 206 4.6 3.6 126 47 263 142 4.5 4.9 

166 149 1234 1318 4013 4560 122 100 1121 1378 3612 4711 36 57 
--.--.-~--- '-- - ~ 

Texas Prisoners 

Mean 90th Pet. 

Excl Excl 
All PEIQ All PEIQ 

10 12 18 20 

51 46 112 189 

3.5 3.2 7.6 7.5 

9 31 10 24 

140 166 387 408 

39 40 110 136 

80 110 180 342 

756 718 2508 2652 

aExcluding Poor External Reliability or Internal QI.IHllty: Respondents whose Percent of Bad External Reliability Indicators exceeded 32% and/or 
whose Percent of Bad Internal Quality Indicators excu~ded 18% are excluded. (Also, respondents with unknown external reliability are excluded.) 

I 
N 
.p. 
\0 
I 
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Table B.13 

ANNUALIZED CRIME CONHISSION RATES: EFFECT OF RENOVING RESPONDENTS 
HAVING POOR INTERNAL QUALITY 

California Jail Inmates Nichigan Jail Inmates 

Median Nean 90th Pct. Median Mean 90th Pct. 

Exc1 Excl Excl Exc1 Exc1 Exc1 
Crime Type All PIQa All PIQ All PIQ All PIQ All PIQ All PIQ 

Robberyb 4.0 3.8 33 33 61 61 3.2 2.4 21 25 45 65 

Burglary 6.3 6.3 79 85 189 204 4.8 5.6 114 102 213 225 

Assault 2.8 3.0 6.7 6.1 12 12 1.8 1.7 5.5 5.8 16 17 

Auto theft 3.1 2.9 51 19 56 55 4.9 5.1 83 94 43 46 

Theft other than auto 9.3 9.4 202 221 583 608 6.0 5.7 145 165 384 451 

Forgery & credit cards 4.5 4.6 110 123 269 439 3.3 3.2 107 111 77 64 

Fraud 5.3 5.2 235 264 327 470 5.3 6.3 623 100 367 280 

·Dealing drugs 103 135 1245 1352 3251 3612 92 138 939 1009 3054 3082 

a 
Excluding Poor Internal Quality: Respondents whose Percent of Bad Internal Quality indicators 

exceeded 18% are excluded. 

bIn this table, robbery includes encountering a person during a burglary. 

I 
N 
V1 
o 
I 
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those excluding respondents with poor internal quality. The same pat

tern is present for prisoner respondents (not sho~vn) as is suggested 

by the correlations in Table B.ll. Nearly all the statistics are 

stable within a factor of 1.5 when the respondents with poor internal 

quality are excluded. 
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Appendix C 

SCALES USED FOR SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC VARIABLES 

INTRODUCTION 

Many of the socioeconomic variables presented in this report are 

based on scales composed of two or more of the original survey items. 

Scaling was performed for both statistical and theoretical reasons. 

As a result of his study of the quality of the prisoner self-reports, 

Marquis (1981) suggested that the analysts who use this particular 

data set "combine • • • variables into scales to reduce the 

effects of random response error variation." 

In addition, the accumulation of past research has made it 

evident that there are no simple explanatory keys to the conditions 

under which crimes are committed. The best predictors of deviant 

behavior are multidimensional. For example, as we have discussed in 

Chapter 5, frequency of heroin use alone is not a powerful predictor 

of crime rates; frequency of heroin use together with its cost is. 

Our primary method for generating scales for this study was to 

employ Guttman scaling techniques using the SPSS Guttman scalogram 

program. In this appendix we discuss reasons for using Guttman scal

ing techniques and the procedures used in creating scales. We 

describe the scales in terms of constituent survey items, cutting 

point values, and Guttman statistics. 

REASONS FOR USING GUTTMAN SCALING 

We used Guttman scaling techniques for several reasons. Guttman 

scaling was specifically developed to construct multiple item indices 

of underlying phenomena that are unidirectional and cumulative in 

nature. As we discuss throughout the text, our analyses are based on 

the concept of criminal behavior and associated factors forming a 

unidirectional and cumulative continuum of increasing seriousness of 

deviance. We considered that data from individual survey items about 

socioeconomic characteristics of respondents, including data on drug 
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use, were indicators of the respondents' relative position on this 

continuum. We correctly hypothesized that the use of Guttman tech

niques to combine individual items into unidimensional and cumulative 

scales would increase our abiity to "measure ll the ::::elative deviance 

of a respondent and thus to "postdict" the seriousness of his criminal 

behavior. 

Guttman scaling allows for elimination of redundant items by 

analyzing the contribution of the individual items in improving the 

scales. One of our objectives was to describe measures of criminal 

behavior in terms that could be translated into practical application 

by the criminal justice system. Guttman scaling allowed us to first 

use the variables that had the most pragmatic importance in generating 

scales and to eliminate less accessible variables if they did not 

improve the scales. For example, we first scaled variables of fre

quency and quantities of use of nonopiate psychotropic drugs, which 

is readily determined by urine analysis; but we discarded the less 

pragmatic information about numbers of months of drug use in the 

measurement period because it did not significantly improve tht scale. 

Guttman scaling provides a statistical assessment of the order in 

which the variables are used to construct the scale. This allowed us 

to reject variable orders that intuitively seemed correct but proved 

to be ill conceived. For example, we reasoned that a juvenile con

viction would have to occur before commitment to a local juvenile 

facility. However, the results of our Guttman analysis showed this to 

be an empirically incorrect order of the events. Many respondents 

reported being sent to a juvenile facility who did not report being 

convicted of crime as a juvenile) and in fact did not report having 

been arrested as a juvenile. 

Guttman scaling allows for incorporation of discrete values of 

the constituent variables. This contributes to a more practical 

understanding and possible application of the scale. For example, 

in constructing the scale of juvenile crime, age 15 for the onset 

of juvenile violent crime produced the best scale (in terms of the 

Guttman statistics of scalability, reproducibility, and percent im

provement). In a pragmatic sense, it is easier to deal with an 
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understanding of the serious offender in terms of someone who began 

committing violent crimes at or before age 15 than to try to apply 

the more general rule "the earlier the age at which juvenile crime 

began, the greater the probability of being a serious offender." 

PROCEDURES FOR CONSTRUCTING SCALES 

The general procedures for constructing the scales included: 

o Selecting variables to be scaled. 

o "Cleaning" the constituent variables. 

o Performing scalogram analysis using data for Michigan 

respondents. 

o Testing the scales using data for respondents in Cali

fornia and Texas. 

Selecting Variables for Scales 

Two criteria were used to select variables for scales: 

o The analysis of "external reliability" and "internal 

quality" (App. B) showed that a relatively large per

cent of respondents had "good" data for the variable. 

This eliminated varaibles which produced "bad" internal 

quality or "bad" external reliability indicators for many 

respondents; for example) income variables were not used 

in ~cales of employment. 

o Past research or theory indicated that the items could 

and should be combined as indicators of the seriousness 

of a particular form of deviant behavior. 

"Cleaning" the Data 

Individual responses to items used in a scale were submitted LO 

a series of logic checks similar to the procedures described in App. B. 

Data from respondents who "failed" the logic checks were eliminated 

from further analysis, resulting in generation of the scale. The re

spondents who "failed ll were assigned a "missing value" on the relevant 

scale. 
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Initial Scalogram Analysi~ 

To ensure that the products of the scalogram analysis were in 

fact measures of a generalizable empirical phenomenon instead of 

being mere statistical quirks or state-specific occurrences, all 

scales were first derived using Michigan data and later applied to 

the other data sets. 

The sets of variables selected for scaling on the basis of their 

theoretical congruence were entered into the SPSS scalogram analysis 

program specifying multiple IIcutting pointsll (values) for each vari

able. All values of ordinal items were submitted for analysis. The 

values specified for cuntinuous interval items (such as daily cost 

of heroin and number of pills taken daily) were those roughly cor

responding to 20-percent increments in the frequencies of values of 

the variables for the Michigan sample. 

The scalogram procedure automatically selected the optimal uni

directional and cumulative order of the variables. For example, 

almost all daily users of barbiturates were found by the analysis 

to use 5 or more barbiturate pills a day; a relatively large number 

of respondents who used 5 barbiturate pills a day on the days that 

they took them were found not to have used barbiturates every day. 

Therefore the procedure automatically placed the use of 5 barbiturate 

pills a day lower on the scale than daily use of barbiturates. 

The scales were evaluated using the following Guttman statistics: 

a Coefficient of reproducibility: the evaluation of the 

scale score as a predictor of responses on individual 

items; 

o Minimum marginal reproducibility: the extent to which the 

coefficient of reproducibility is due to response patterns; 

a Pe""cent improvement (difference between above two statis tics) ; 

o Coefficient of scalability: percent minimum marginal 

reproducibility improvement. 

Scales generally were not considered for further analysis unless 

they had a coefficient of reproducibility that exceeded .90, a 
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coefficient of scalability that exceeded .70, and a percent improvement 

of 10 percent or better. 

In addition, the scale was not used unless it divided the respon

dents into categories that contained sufficient numbers of respondents 

for analysis. 

In some cases it was impossible to construct a scale for certain 

sets of variables that met these criteria. For example, an adequate 

scale of heroin and amphetamine use could not be constructed. Whl~.n 

this occurred we simply subs tit"uted a dummy variable for the intended 

scale. 

Tes ting _the Initial Scales 

Scales that met the criteria discussed above were evaluated using 

the Cali.fornia data set and then the Texas data set. Once again the 

SPSS scalogram program was used; however, both the order of the 

variables and the values were specified. 

Unless the distributions and statistics. met the same criteria as 

specified for Michigan in both California and Texas, the scales were 

rejected. Scales that continued to meet these criteria can be con

sidered as generalizable, unidirectional and cumulative and could 

probably be used in models for incarceration cohorts in most states. 

In general, one and only one scale that was constructed from a specific 

set of variables met these rather rigorous standards. For some sets 

of variables however, several scales emerged that were retained for 

analysis. One of the alternatives was later selected based on its 

predictive powers (see App. D). 

The Guttman Scales 

The following scales were constructed from survey items: indica

tors of juvenile criminalit:'r, juvenile interaction with the justice 

system, juvenile drug use, job stability, economics of heroin addic

tion, and quantity and frequency of drug use. In addition, scales 

were constructed from official record data as indicators of criminal 

seriousness and juvenile interaction with the justice system. Table C.l 

listN specific scales, their values, their constituent variables, and 
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Table C.l 

GUTTMAN SCALES OF SOCIOECONOMIC VARIABLES
a 

ConGtituent 
Guttman Statistics 

Scale Scale Values Variablesb Coefficient of Coefficient of Percent of 
Reproduceabilitv Scalability ImprovE!1'lent 

Juvenile criminality O-No juvenile crime ~eported A4 .98 .92 26(. 
.1-Juvenile crime but not in list A7 
1-Did property crime age 16 or 

after A8 
2-Did property crime before age 

16 A9 
3-Did violent crime before age 

16 AlO 
4-Did violent crime frequently All 

Juvenile drug use O-No use of drugs about which 
we asked Al2 .99 .95 27% 

1-Just marijuana use Al3A 
2-Just 1 or 2 tries with hard 

drugs Al3B 
3=Frequent use of hard drugs 

other than heroin Al3C 
4-Heroin user Al3D 
5-Heroin addict 

Juvenile interaction O-No interaction Al .93 .80 28% 
with the criminal i-Sent to local juvenile 
justice system facility A2 

2-Arrested before age 16 ASA 
3=Convicted before age 16 A6A 
4=Greater than 1 time in state 

juvenile facility A6B 

Juvenile interaction 0-3-same as above same as above .91 .76 --
(alternative scale) 4-Ooe or more times in state 

juvenile facility 

Juvenile interaction O-No interaction on record California .98 .93 24% 
with criminal justice l=Sent to local juvenile official data 
system (official facility on juvenile 
record version) Cali- 2=Arrest before age 16 crime fonnd 
fornia prisoners only 3-Conviction before age 16 in inmate 

4-Greater than 1 time in state folder and on 
juvenile facility California 

prison tape 

Employment stability O-No employment in measured 
in measurement period period G2C .96 .94 287-

l-Four or more jobs C2yr 
2-Three or fewer jobs C3 
3-Three or more months worked 

at each job C4 
4-Worked f~r over 707. of 

measurement period C5C 
5-0ne job held for over 907. 

of measurement per:l.od C6yr 
C7 
C8 
C9 
C10 
Cll 
C17 
C18 
C19 

Heroin use-cost in O-No drug use in measurement .99 .97 237-
measurement period period C23 

1-Drug use but not heroin C25A 
2-Uscd heroin but only weekly 

or less C26 
3=Used heroin daily but paid 

under $50 daily 
4-Used heroin daily, paid 

$50 or more daily 
I 

For footnotes, see next page. 
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Table C.l--continued 

Scale 

Heroin barbiturate 
use in the measure
ment period 

Barbiturate use: 
frequently and quan
tity in the measure
ment period 

Barbiturate use
alcohol abuse in 
measurement period 

Barbiturate-Ampheta
mine u~e: frequency 
and quantity in 
measurement period 

Amphetamine use: 
frequency and 
quantity in the 
measurement period 

Scale Values 

O-No W3 drug use 
I-Less than $20 day for heroin 
2-$20 or more a day for heroin 

when used but didn't use 
daily 

3-Used heroin daily 
4=Also used barbiturates at 

least weekly 
S-Used more than 10 pills da:f.ly 

O-No drug use in measurement 
period 

I-Drug use but not barbiturates 
2-Used barbiturates 
3-Used S or more pills on days 

when used 
4-Used almost daily or more 

O-No drug use in measurement 
period 

I-Used drugs but not barbiturates 
2-Used barbiturates 
3=Used barbiturates and abused 

alcohol 
4=Abused alcohol and took 10 or 

more pills on days used 
S=Abused alcohol and took 10 or 

more barbiturate pills every 
day 

O-No drug use in measurement 
period 

I-Used drugs but not both 
amphetamines and barbiturates 

2=Used both amphetamines and 
barbiturates 

3=Used both daily 
4=Used more than 10 pills daily 

O-Used no drugs in measurement 
period 

I-Used drugs but not amphetamines 
2=Used amphetamines but less than 

a few times a week (used them 
a few times a month) 

3-Used amphetamines at least a 
few times a week but used 10 
or fewer pills on the daya 
uppers were used 

4=Used amphetamines at least a 
few times a week and took over 
10 pills on days used 

Constituent 
Variables 

C23 
C2SA 

C2SB 
C26 

C27 

C23 
C25B 
C27 

C22 
C23 
C25B 

C27 

C23 

C2SB 

C25C 
C27 

C23 

C2SC 
C27 

aTable does not include scales which did not meet the criteria. 
b -

Unless otherwise noted, all refer to survey items: SHe Appendix E. 

Coefficient of 
Rep_roduceability 

.95 

.99 

.99 

.98 

.99 

Guttman Statistics 
Coefficient of 
Scalability 

.73 

.94 

.93 

.90 

.97 

Percent of 
Improvement 

13% 

20% 

17% 

17% 

16% 
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th~ Guttman statistics based on the whole sample. Many scales were 

constructed that are not shown in the table. Only those scales are 

listed that were later found to be common cross-state predictors (see 

App. D) or others that were eventually used in the prediction of crime 

rates reported on in the text. 



-260-

Appendix D 

IDENTIFICATION DF CROSS-STATE COMMON VARIABLES 

FOR PREDICTING CRniE RATES 

This appendix describes the specific statistical methods used to 

select the variables included in the models described in this report. 

The selection process had three stages: 

o Selecting between Guttman scales that measured the same 

socioeconomic characteristic and were permutations of the 

same constituent variabies (see App. C). 

o Selecting between variables that were highly correlated 

and were measures of different aspects of the same socio

economic phenomenon; for example, frequency of heroin use 

versus frequency of heroin use and cost. 

o Determining whether dummy variables or scales should be 

used in the prediction models. 

In general, selection procedures were carried out using state

by-state analysis of the variables ~nd using both the prison and 

jail samples in California and Michigan. The dummy variables for 

the predictor scales were used in regressions with the crime vari

ables. Based on the results of the regression analyses, the strongest 

predictors were selected for the multivariate analyses discussed 

in Chap. 3. 

SELECTING BETWEEN ALTERNATIVE GUTTMAN SCALES 

As described in App. C, it was not always possible to select a 

specific scale purely on the basis of the Guttman statistics and the 

distribution of respondents. 

To select between several Guttman scales that were essentially 

permutations of the same variables and had no underlying theoretical 

distinction (for example, see Table D.I), two criteria were used: 
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Table D.1 

Em;' LES OF ALTERNATIVE GUTTMAN SCALES AND 
THEIR CONVERSION INTO DUMMY VARIABLES 

Value 
Scale of Scale Dummy Variable 

Heroin-use-cost: o No measurement-period use of hard drugs? 
Scale A 1 Used drugs but not heroin in measurement period? 

2 Used heroin but not daily? . 
3 Used heroin daily but paid less than $50/ day? 
4 Used heroin daily and paid $50 or more/day? 

Heroin-use-cost: a Identical to Scale A. 
Scale B 1 Identical to Scale A. 

2. Used heroin but paid less than $20/ day 
when used? 

3 Used heroin and paid $20/day or more when 
used, but did not use more than once a day? 

4 Used heroin more than once a day and paid 
$20 or more/day? 
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strength of association between the scales and the crime rate variables, 

and consistency of associations in each study state. 

The Guttman scales under consideration were converted into sets of 

dummy (0,1) variables corresponding to each value of the scales. 

(For examples, see Table D.l.) 

The sets of dummy variables derived from the scales, excluding the 

variables which correspond to the ° values (baseline variables), and 

logarithmic transformations of the crime rates for robbery, assault, 

burglary, theft, auto theft, forgery and fraud, were submitted for 

regression analysis using SAS stepwise procedures. Regressions were 

run separately using Michigan, California, and Texas data. If a set 

of dummy variables from one scale rather than dummies from the alter

native scales consistently entered the regression equations separately 

in all three states, the scale was retained for further analysis 

and the alternatives rejected. 

If dummies from different scales entered the regression equation 

in different states, the dummies from each scale were separately 

submitted for regressions in each state. The scale that was the 

strongest predictor (in terms of R2 and significance of F) across 

the three states was selected for further analysis. 

For example, the dummies from Heroin-use-cost Scale B (see Tabl~ 

D.l) entered the stepwise regression equations with the crime variables 

for Michigan. However, the dummies from Heroin-use-cost Scale A 

entered the stepwise regressions for Texas and California. Although, 

when tried in separate models, the dummies from Heroin-use-cost 

Scale A had a significance of F which met the .01 level of significance 

in all three states, the dummies from Heroin-use-cost Scale B did not. 

Therefore even though Heroin-use-cost scale B is a stronger predictor 

in Michigan than Heroin-use-cost Scale A, it was eliminated from 

analysis because of its poor nredictive power in California and Texas. 

SELECTING BETWEEN MEASURES OF DIFFERENT ASPECTS OF THE SAME PHENOMENON 

Some of the scales (both Guttman and othex' scales) were combina

tions of slightly different variables which were constructed because 

of their different theoretical significance. 
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For example, the heroin frequency-cost scale differed from a 

heroin frequency scale b~ the inclusion of one extra variable, average 

daily cost of heroin on days used. However, the frequency scale was 

derived from the hypothesis that heroin as a substance can affect 

behavior. The frequency-cost scale was derived from the hypothesis 

that it is the economics of heroin use that affects behavior. 

To determine which of the theoretical alternatives were better 

predictors of criminal behavior, sets of variables were submitted 

for regressions with the crime variables using SAS stepwise procedures. 

Regressions were calculated separately for inmates in the three states, 

and again dummy variables were used for the noncontinuous scales. 

Variables were considered to be the strongest cross-state common pre

dictors and were used in subsequent procedures if they consistently 

entered the regression equations (significance level of F = .05 to 

enter) across states and if their inclusion consistently prevented the 

entrance of analogous but theoretically distinct variables. 

Variables that were consistently prevented from entering the 

regression equations were rejected for inclusion in the "postdiction" 

models. If different variables entered the regression equations 

across states, all state-specific significant variables were used. 

For example, the frequency-cost or frequency-quantity scales of drug 

use were consistently stronger predictors of crime rates than th~ 

frequency scales across states. Therefore the frequency scales were 

not used in the models for predicting crime rates. However, the 

strength of several employment variables differed in the three states; 

therefore, three different types of employment variables were included 

in subsequent procedures (described in Chap. 3) to construct the 

prediction models. 

Table D.2 lists the variables that were eliminated from further 

analysis because analogous variables weret'ound to be stronger predic

tors. The table also shows which analogous variables were found to 

be stronger predictors across states. 

COMPARING THE STRENGTH OF DUMl1Y VARIABLES WITH SCALES 

Although the use of 0,1 variables is statistically preferable to 

the use of categorical scales, we wanted to be sure that were not 



Table D.2 

VARIABLES WHICH WERE AND WERE NOT USED IN MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES 

Type of Information 

JUVENILE YEARS 

EMPLOYMENT 

DRUG USE IN MEASUREMENT 
PERIOD 

PRIOR RECORD 

Variables Eliminated from Analysis 
Because Analogous Variables Proved 
to be Stronger Predictors 

All individual survey items on 
juvenile crime commission 

All individual items on juvenile 
drug use 

All individual items on juvenile 
incarcerations 

Individual items about employment in 
the measurement period and years 
before the measurement period 

Guttman scale of employment 

Frequency of heroin use 

Frequency of barbiturate use 

Combined amphetamine use-alcohol 
abuse 

Guttman scales of arrest seriousness 
in measurement period 

Summary scores of past conviction 
seriousness based on Sellin
Wolfgang (1964) seriousness values 

Variables Which were Found to be 
Stronger Predictors 

Guttman scale of juvenile crime 

Guttman scale of juvenile drug use 

Guttman scales of juven~le inter
action with the criminal justice 
system 

Longitudinal unemployment patterns 

Percent street months worked in 
measurement period 

Average number of months employed 
at each job during the measure
ment period 

Guttman scale of heroin use: 
frequency and cost 

Guttman scale of barbiturate use: 
frequency and quantity 

Guttman scale of barbiturate use 
and alcohol abuse 

Number of arrests for specific 
crimes in measurement period 

Number of prior convictions for 
specific crimes 

I 
N 
0\ 
~ 
I 
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losing predictive power by using the dummy variables instead of the 

scales. Regressions were run with crime rates previously found to be 

significantly associated with the scales (in dununy variable form) 

using identical procedures except for the use of the scales in one 

model and the dummy variables derived from the scale in a second 

model. (See Taole D _ 3. ) 

In each comparison the scales in d~~Y'variable form were found 

to be stronger predictors of crime rates than the categorical scale. 

Therefore dummy variables were substituted for categorical scales in 

all regression analyses in Chap_ 3. 
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Table D.3 

EXAMPLES OF DIFFERENCES IN RESULTS OF REGRESSIONS 
USING SCALES AND DUMMY VARIABLES 

Crime Rate 

Burglary 

Assault 

Theft + Auto Thef.t 
+ Forgery + Fraud 

Predictor Scales 

Juvenile interaction with 
criminal justice system 

Heroin use and cost 

Juvenile criminality 
Amphetamine use; 

frequency and quantity 
Barbiturate use: 

frequency and quantity 

Heroin use and cost 

Multiple R2
2uSing Dummies 

-Multiple R Using Scales 

+.01 

+.04 

+.005 
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Appendix E 

1978 JAIL/PRISON SURVEY BOOKLET 



I INSTRUCTIONS I Page 1 

THEP~ fJm DIFFERENT TYPES OF QUESTIONS IN THE SURVEY. 

TYPE 1 FOLLOW ANY INSTRUCTIONS OR ARROWS NEXT TO THE ANSWER YOU CHOSE, WHICH TELL YOU TO GO 
TO ANOTHER QUESTION, OR ANOTHER PAGE. 

1. Have you watched a baseball' game on T.V. in the last year? 

YES 00 NO D ¢> go on to next page 

2. In all, how many baseball games did you watch? 

o 11 or more 

~ 
3. During how many months last 

year did you watch one or 
more basellall games 
on T.V.? 

___ Months 

4. In the months when you watched 
baseball games on T.V. how 
often did you usually watch 
them? 

TYPE 2 CIRCLE ONE ANSWER NEXT TO EACH ITEM LISTED. 

~ 1 to 10 

How many? 

t 
;?'7 
go on to next page 

Before you were 18, how often did you play the following sports? 
(Circle one number next to each sport.) 

Just Once 
Often Sometimes or Twice 

Baseball ................. '3 (3) 1 

Basketball. ......•....... CD 2 1 

Football ...............•. 3 2 ffi 
Golf ....•................ 3 2 1 

--------

Never 

0 

0 

0 

@ 

TYPE 3 FOR MOST QUESTIONS CHOOSE ONE ANSWER FROrt THE CHOICES LISTED AND CHECK THE BOX 
NEXT TO IT. SOHE QUESTIONS HAVE INSTRUCTIONS THAT SAY "Check a1l that apply". 
FOR THESE CHECK THE BOXES NEXT TO ALL THE ANSHERS THAT APPLY TO YOU. 

Hhat sports have you ever watched on T.V.? (Check all that apply.) 

00 Football 

0 Soccer 

D Stock car racing 

00 Baseball 

D Boxing 

00 Basketball 

0 Tennis 

!Xl Other, what? hor7fl Y4"C/r;J 
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PART A 

The first questions are about your background,. Some of the questions 
ask you to think back about your life and to remember things that happened. 
Please really think about the questions and give the most accurate answers 
you can. 

1. How old were you when you were first arrested--that is, officially 
charged by the police (an adult or juvenile arrest, other than a 
traffic violation)? 

Years Old ----

2. How old were you when you were first convicted of a criminal offense 
(an adult or juvenile conviction, other than a traffic violation)? 

Years Old ----
3. What were the main reasons that you first got involved in crime? 

(Check aZZ that appZy) 

01 For excitement 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Friends got me into it 

To get money for high living -
nice clothes, car, etc. 

Lost my temper 

To get money for drugs - had a habit 

To get money for dey to day living -
self or family support 

For the reputation 

Everyone I knew was doing crimes -
just a normal way of life 

Other; what? 

4. How old were you at that time? 

Years Old ----

CARD 01 

DO N 
WRITE 

THIS S 
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5. Were you ever sent to a local or county juvenile facility such as a 
county youth camp, a home, or a juvenile hall? 

NO 0 
1 

YES o ,. H~w many 
2 tl.mes? Times ---

6. Were you ever sent to a statewide or federal juvenile institution? 

How many 
YES 0 $> times? 

2 

7. Before you were 18, did you ever do anything on this list? 

Broke into someplace 
Stole a car 
Stole something worth more 

than about $100 
Used a stolen credit card 
Forged something 

T D, 

8. How old "Were you "When you first 
did any of these things? 

Years Old ---

9. Before you were 18, how often 
did you do any of these things? 

[:]1 Once or twice 

O
2 

A few times 

D3 Sometimes 

D4 Often 

n 00 on to 
NO L~ $ next cage 

Times ---

CARD 01 
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10. Before you were 18, did you ever do anything on. this list? 

Robbed someone 
Threatened someone with a gun or 

knife or other weapon 
Hurt someone with a gun or knife 

or other weapon 
Beat someone badly 
Raped someone 

YES D 1 

t 
11. How old were you when you 

first did any of these things? 

Years old ---

12. Before you were 18, how often 
did you do any of these things? 

[]l Once or twice 

O
2 

A few times 

0
3 

Sometimes 

O Often 
4 

NO 0 
2 

13. Before you were 18, how often did you use each of the things on the 
list below? (Circle one number on each line.)' 

Just Once 
Often Somet-l.mes or Twice Never 

Marijuana ................... 3 2 1 0 

LSD/Psychedelics/Cocaine .... 3 2 1 0 

Uppers/Downers ... ........... 3 2 1 0 

Heroin ...................... 3 2 1 0 

CARD 01 

50/ 

51 
"/ 

53/ 

54/ 

55/ 

56/ 

57/ 



The next questions are about your whole li~e, both as an adult and as a 
juvenile. 

14. Altogether in your life, how many times have you been arrested? 
(Don't count traffic violations.) 

D Once 

D 2-3 times 

D 4-6 times 

0 7-10 times 

D 11-15 times 

0 16-25 times 

0 More than 25 times 

15. How many different terms have you served in a local or county jail? 
(If you are now in jail, include this term in your total count.) 

D None 

0 1-2 terms 

0 3-5 terms 

D 6-10 terms 

D 11-15 terms 

D 16-25 terms 

0 More than 25 terms 

16. How many times have you been on probation? 

Times ----

Page 5 

17. How many different terms have you served in an adult prison? (If you 
are now in prison, include this term in your total count. Don't 
count parole revocations as a different term.) 

0 None 

0 1 term 

D 2 terms 

0 3 terms 

0 4 terms 

0 5 terms 

0 6 or more terms 

CARD 01 
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18. How many times have you been on parole (count each time you were 
released on parole)? 

Times 

19. How many times have you had 

Times 

20. Have you ever been committed 

(ED 

probation 

(ED 

to a drug 

D NO 
2 

o Never 
00 

or parole revoked? 

OooNever 

treatment program? 

21. Altogether in your life, how many times have you been convicted of 
a felony? 

D Never 

D Once 

0 2-3 times 

0 4-6 times 

0 7-10 times 

0 11-15 times 

0 16 or more times 

CARD 01 
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PART B 

1. Here is a set of statements about the law, prisons, police and men who 
get involved in crime. Read each statement carefully. Think about your 
own experience and people you know. Then decide how much you AGREE or 
DISAGREE with each statement. (Circle one number next to each statement.) 

vfuenevev someone gets cut or shot 
there is usually a good reason •.... 

Men with a record get a bad deal 

Strongly 
Agree 

I 

in court ... ".""" .... "",,.,, .. ,,"""" It " .. 1 

It is possible to get so good at 
crime that you'll never get caught. I 

One good thing about crime is the fun 
of beating the system.............. I 

If a man only does one or two 
crimes a year, chances are good 
he'll never get caught........ •...• I 

You don't learn anything in jail 
or prison that helps you make it 
going straight..................... I 

No matter how careful you are, you 
won't always get away with crime... I 

Alot of men would stay out of crime 
if sentences were longer •.••...•.•. 

Usually someone who gets cut or 
shot deserves it ••.•.•••.•.•.•..... 

Committing crime is pretty much a 
permanent way of life .••••.•.•••..• 

If you keep doing crime, you know 
you will go to prison sometime ..... 

In court, no one really looks out 
for the defendant's rights .••••••.. 

Men who are really good at crime 
never seriously think about going 
s traigh t" " " " " • " " " " " " " " " " • " " " " " " " " " " 

Because of insurance, no one is 
really hurt by property crimes •...• 

When you've figured it out, doing 
prison time is not too hard •••••••. 

Crime is the easiest way to get 
what you want. " . " " " " " " " " " " " " " " "" " " " 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 

1 

Strongly 
Agree Disagree Disagree 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

8/ 
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2. Here is a list of things that can happen in a person's life. What are 
the chanc~s each of these things would happen to you from doing crimes? 
(Circle one number next to each thing listed.) 

Having friends ..•.......•. 

Being bored .•. ~ •.......... 

Having money for 
necessities .......••.... 

Getting arrested .....•.•.. 

High living .............. . 

Having worries ........... . 

Owning expensive things .. . 

Having hassles ..•......... 

Being my own man ......... . 

Having people look down 
on me .................. . 

Having a lot of money ..... 

Going to prison for years. 

Having a family .......... . 

Getting injured or 
killed ................. . 

Being happy .............. . 

No 
Chance 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Low Even 
Chance Chance 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

High 
Chance 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Certain 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

3. In the past, how many of the good things in the above list happened 
to you from doing crime? 

D All of them 

D Most of them 

[] Some of them 

[] A few of them 

o None 

4. In the past, how many of the bad t~ings in the above list happened 
to you from doing crime? 

CARD 02 

o All of them 

[J Most of them 

[] Some of them 

[] A few of them 

o None 
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S. Here is the same lis t of thj,ngs that can happen in a person's life. 
What are the chances each of these would happen to you if you did not 
do crimes? (Circle ~number next to each thing listed.) --- ---

Having friends ••.•••...•. 

Being bored ...•..•...•.•• 

Having money for 
necessities .•....••••.• 

Getting arrested ....••... 

High living •..••••••.•... 

Having worries ..••...•..• 

Owning expensive things •• 

Having hassles ..•.....•.• 

Being my own man ....••... 

Having people look down 
on me ..•.....•..•..•... 

Having a lot of money .••• 

Going to prison for 
years ................. . 

Having a family .........• 

Getting injured or 
killed .....•••......... 

Being happy .••....•.•.•.• 

No 
Chance 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 

I 

I 

1 

1 

I 

I 

Low 
Chance 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Even 
Chance 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

High 
Chance 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Certain 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6. In the past, how many of the good things in the above list happened 
to you when you were not doing crime. 

o All of them 

[] Most of them 

[] Some of them 

[J A few of them 

o None 

7. In the past, how many of the bad things in the above list happened 
to you when you were not doing crime? 

o All of them 

[J Most of them 

[] Some of them 

[J A few of them 

[] None 

41/ 

42/ 

43/ 

44/ 

45/ 

46/ 

47/ 

48/ 

49/ 

50/ 
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8. Overall, in the past, how successful do you think you were in doing 
crime? 

[]1 Very Successful 

[]2 Somewhat Successful 

[]a Somewhat Unsuccessful 

[]4 Very Unsuccessful 

9. What do you think the chances are that you will try to make it going 
straight when you get out? (Circle the number that is your answer.) 

0% 
No 
Chance 

10% 20% 
Low 

Chance 

3U% 40% 
Some 

Chance 

50% 60% 
Good 

Chance 

70% 80% 
High 

Chance 

90% 100% 
Completely 
Certain 

10. What do you think the chances are that you will actuallY make it going 
straight on the outside? (Circle the number that is your answer.) 

11. 

0% 10% 20% 
No 
Chance 

What do 
or jail 

Low 
Chance 

you think 
after you 

0% 10% 20% 
No Low 
Chance Chance 

CARD 02 

30% 40% 
Some 

Chance 

50% 60% 
Good 

Chance 

70% 

the chances are that you will end 
get out? (Circle the number that 

30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 
Some Good 

Chance Chance 

80% 
High 

Chance 

up back 
is your 

80% 
High 

Chance 

90% 100% 
Completely 
Certain 

in prison 
answer.) 

90% 100% 
Completely 
Certain 

5 

5~ , , 

6& , , 

65 , , 
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1. The next section will be about the time before you were arrested for 
your present term. There is a blue card with a calendar on it. The 
instructions on this page tell you how to fill it out. Raise your 
hand if you have any trouble filling it out. 

2. For the sentence you are now serving, in what year were you arrested? 
(If you were arrested several times for this sentence,use the earliest 
arrest. ) 

Year Arrested: 

Write that year where it says "Year Arrested" on th(; calendar. 

3. In what month of that year was that arrest? 

Month Arrested: 

Write "arrested" on the calendar in that month (for the "Year 
Arrested" line.) 

4. Now, draw a line through all the months after that month (to the 
end of the year). 

5. You will not be asked about anything that happened in the months you 
drew the line through. 

6. What was the year before you were arrested? 

Year Before Arrested: 

Write that year on the calendar where it says "Year Before Arrested". 

7. During all the months on the calendar ~efore you were arrested 
(it}.cluding both years) were you e,rer locked up for a month or more? 

NO D1 YES D 2¢> Put X's in all the months when 
you were locked up. (If you 
can't remember exactly, think 
about the time of year it was 
and put XIS in the number of 
months you were locked up 
around that time of year.) 

CARD 03 
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8. Now look at the calendar. All the blank boxes (without X's or lines) 
are months when you were on the street before you were arrested. 

9. Count all the blank boxes. 
How many months was that? ----]�t._ 

10. You will be asked about these 
months and also about the month 
you marked "Arrested". To get 
the total of these months, add 
one month and write the total 
here. 

Months ------

+ 1 
Total Street Months ------

11. Write this total number in the box on the calendar where it says 
"STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR". You will need this number in 
answering the next questions. 

12. Underneath the month marked "Arrested," write "Include 
this 
month." 

This will remind you to include 
this month in your answers. 

CARD 03 

19 
"1 

21 
"1 

231 



------..-------------------------

Page 13 

The next questions are about the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR (including 
the month you were arrested). These are the months on the calendar that 
do not have X's or lines in them. 

13. Were you in the military service at all during this time? 

YES .. Write "service" on the calendar 
months when you were in the 
service. 

14. Were you in the hospital for a month or more? 

NO [J 1 YES 0 2 .. How many months was that? 

Months ----
Write "hospital" on the 
calendar months when you 
were in the hospital. 

15. Were you going to school regularly during this time? 

NO 0 
1 

YES 0 
2 

• Write "school" on the calendar 
months when you were going to 
school. 

16. Think about all the different places you lived during the street months 
on the calendar. Did you move from one city or town to another? 

NO 0 
1 

YES D 
2 
~ How many different cities or 

towns did you live in? 

cities/towns ----
17. During the street months on the calendar did you have any jobs? 

(IncluJe work release jobs.) 

33/ 

34/ 

35 
"/ 

37/ 

38/ 

39 
"/ 

YES 0 
1 

NO D2 ,. go on to next page ----3 ....... 41/ 

18. During how many of 
these months did 
you work? 

Months ----
19. During these months, 

how many different 
jobs did you have? 

Jobs ----
20. About how much did you make 

per month from these jobs? 

$ Per month ----
CARD 03 
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Look at the calendar. Remember to answer only for your 
lI s treet months on the calendar". 

21. Dur.ing how many of the street months on the calendar were you married 
or living with a girlfriend? 

Months ----
22. During these months~ did you drink heavily, get drunk often, or have 

a drinking problem? 

01 YES 02 NO 

23. Did you use drugs at all during the months on the street? (Don't 
count prescribed drugs or marijuana.) 

o YES 
1 

o NO" QO on to 
2 next page 

24. During how many of these months did you use drugs other than 
marijuana? 

D Every month 

D Most months 

0 About half the months 

0 Sometimes, but less than half 
the months 

D Hardly ever 

25. During the months when you were using drugs, how often would you say 
you usually used each of the drugs listed below? (Circle one number 
for each drug . .) 

Heroin/Methadone •....•. 

Barbiturates/downers/ 
11 reds" ..................... 

Amphetamines/uppers/ 
"whi tes" •.••..•...... 

26· If you used heroin, about 
typical day when you used 
write a. ) 

Did not 
use at 

all 

a 

a 

a 

how much 
it? (If 

A few 
times 

a month 

1 

1 

1 

money 

A few 
times 
a week 

2 

2 

2 

Everyday 
or almost 
everyday 

3 

3 

3 

did you spend on it 
you did not use heroin at 

$ ____ Per day 

More than 
once a 

day 

4 

4 

4 

in a 
all, 

27. If you used pills, (uppers or downers) about how many did you take in 
a typical day when you used them? (If you didn't use pills at all, 
write a.) 

Pills ----
CriRD 03 
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28- During the street months on the calendar, which of the following best 
describe the way you thought of yourself? (Check all that apply) 

D1 Car thief D1 Family man 8 , , / 
0 Booster 0 Drug dealer 

, 
10 

0 0 user/addict 
"1 

Thief Drug 12 

0 0 Alcoholic/drunk 
"1 

Working man 14 

0 0 Forger/check passer 
"1 

Misfit 16 

0 Burglar 0 Non criminal/straight 
TIl 
18 

0 Fighter/street fighter 0 
"1 

Violent person 20 

0 0 Robber 
"1 

Conman 22 

0 Gang member 0 Bad tempe red 
"1 
24 

0 Fence 0 Player 
"1 
26 

0 Problem drinker 0 Other, what? 
"1 
28 
"1 

CARD 04 
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The next questions are also only about the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR. 
Look at the calendar to help you remember what you were doing during these 
months. These are months that do not have X's or lines in them. 

I. 1. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did you do any burglaries? 
(Count any time that you broke into a house or a car or a business 
in order to take something.) 

YES 0 1 NO O 2 • go on to page 18 

2. In all, how many burglaries did you do? 

0 11 OR MORE 0 1 TO 10 

• 
How many? 

f 
3. Look at the total street 

L !BUrglarieS months on the calendar. 
During how many of those 
months did you do one or go 0 n to next page 
more burglaries? 

Months 

4. In the months when you did burglaries, 
how often did you usually do them? 

(CHECK ONE BOX) 

~ 
EVERYDAY OR How many / I- How many days / 
ALMOST EVERYDAY D-per day? - a week usually? 

SEVERAL TIMES How many 
L 1 A WEEK O--per week? 

I EVERY WEEK OR Hmol many / ALMOST EVERY WEEK O-per month? 

L 1 LESS THAN How many 
EVERY WEEK D--per month? 

CARD 04 
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5. How many of these burglaries were you arrested for? (Include all of 
the times you were arrested for doing a burglary even if you were 
charged with something else.) 

______ ~Arrests for burglaries 

6. How many burglaries were stores or other businesses? 

0 None 

0 A few 

n Most 

0 All 

7. When you entered or broke into places to do a burglary, how often did 
you carry a gun (real or fake) or knife or other weapon? 

0
1 

All the time 

O
2 

Most of the time 

0
3 

About half the time 

Dr. Some of the time 

05 Once 

0
6 

Never 

8. ~Vhat kind of weapon did you usually carry? (Check aZZ that apply) 

0
1 

Never carried weapon 

o Hand gun 

o Knife 

o Rifle/Shotgun 

o Other, what kind? _____________ _ 

9. While you were doing a burglary, did you ever run into someone-
that is did you ever find someone inside a place or have someone 
find you? 

NO D1 YES D
2

• How many times ? ___ _ 

CARD 04 
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II. 1. During the STREET NONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did you rob any businesses? 
That is did you hold up a store, gas station, bank, taxi or other 
business? 

NO O2 '' go on to page 20 

2. In all, how many businesses did you rob? 

o 11 OR MORE 

~ 
3. Look at the total street 

o 1 TO 10 
How many? 

t 
/ /Business Robberies months on the calendar. 

During how many of those 
months did you rob one or 
more businesses? 

go on to next page ---~ ..... 

Months ----

4. In the months when you did business 
robberies, how often did you usually 
do them? 

(CHECK ONE BOX) .. 
EVERYDAY OR 
AUI0ST EVERYDAY /-How many / 

0- per day? '-___ -' 

SEVERAL TIMES 
A WEEK 7 How many / o - per week? '-___ -' 

7 EVERY WEEK OR How many / 
ALMOST EVERY WEEK 0 - per month? 1-___ -1 

LESS THAN 
EVERY 'WEEK 

CARD 04 

7 How many / 0- per month? 1-___ -1 

L 
How many days 7 a week usually? 

61/ 

62/ 

63 , , 
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5. How many of these robberies were you arrested for? (Include all of 
the times you were arrested for robbing a business even if you 
were charged with something else.) 

Arrests for business robberies -----

6. When you robbed a business, how often did you carry or use a weapon 
to threa~en or injure someone? 

0
1 

All the time 

D2 Hos t of the time 

0 3 About half the time 

D4 Some of the time 

Ds Once 

06 Never 

7. What kind of weapon did you usually carry or use? (Check all that apply) 

D 1 Never used weapon 

D Hand gun 

D Knife 

0 Rifle/Shotgun 

0 Other, what kind? 

CARD 05 
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III. 1. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did you rob any persons, do 
any muggings, street robberies, purse snatches, or hold-ups in 
someone's house or car? (Do not include any business robberies or 
hold-ups during a burglary that you already mentioned.) 

NO Q. go 0 n to page 22 

2. In all, how many ·robberies did you do? 

3. 

4. 

0 

~ 
11 OR MORE o 1 TO 10 

How many? 

Look at the total street 
months on the calendar. 
During how many of those 
months did you rob someone? 

Months ----

In the months when you robbed someone, 

V 

C / Robberies 

go on .to next page 

how often did you do it (don't include 
robbing businesses)? 

(CHECK ONE BOX) 

'" EVERYDAY OR How many I / How many days 
ALMOST EVERYDAY D--per day? - a week usually? 

L / SEVERAL TIMES How many 
A WEEK D--per week? 

EVERY WEEK OR How many L I ALMOST EVERY WEEK 0-- per month? 

LESS THAN How many 
L I EVERY WEEK 0-per month? 

CARD 05 
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5. How many of these robberies were you arrested for? (Include all of the 
times you were arrested for robbing a person even if you were charged 
with something else.) 

----- Arrests for robbinp, people 

6. When you robbed someone, how often did you carry a weapon or use a 
weapon to threa~en or injure someone? 

o 1 All the time 

c=J Most of the time 
2 D About half the time 
3 

0 4 Some of the time 

Ds Once 

D6 Never 

7. What kind of weapon did you usually carry or use? (Check all that 
apply) 

[J Never used a weapon 
1 

D Hand gun 

o Knife 

[J Rifle/Shotgun 

o Other, what kind? __________ _ 

CARD 05 
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IV. 1. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR, did you ever hurt or kill 
someone during a burglary (break-in) or a robbery? 

YES 0 
1 

NO 02. go on to, page 24 

2. Altogether during these months 
how many people did you hurt or 
kill during a burglary or robbery? 

_________ People 

3. What kind of weapon did you use 
to hurt or kill these people? 

(check all that apply) 

o No weapon/Bare hands 
J. o Hand gun 

o Knife 

o Rifle/Shotgun 

o Other, what kind? ______ _ 

4. Do you think that any of the 
people you injured might have 
died? If so, how many? 

YES 0
1

" How many? _____ People 

NO 0 
2 

CARD 05 
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v. The questions on this page DO NOT include things that happened during a 
robbery or burglary. Look at the calendar. Remember to answer for 
the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR. 

1. Even if no one was hurt, during the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did 
you assault someone, threaten someone with a weapon, shoot at someone, 
try to cut someone, or beat or strangle someone? 

2. Altogether, during those months 
how many times did you do these 
things? (Not during a burglary 
or robbery) 

Times -----

3. How many peopl~ did you injure 
or kill? (Not during a burglary 
or robbery) 

_____ People 

CARD 05 

NO 4. go on to page 26 54/ 

.55 
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4. How many times were you arrested when you assaulted, threatened, shot 
at, tried to cut, or beat or strangled someone? 

Arrests ---

5. When you did any of these things, how often did you use a weapon? 

[] All the time 
1 

[J Most of the time 
2 

[J About half the time 
3 

[J Some of the time 
4 o Once 
5 o Never 
6 

6. What kind of weapon did you use? (Check alZ that appZy) 

0 1 
No weapon/Bare hands 

0 Hand gun 

D Knife 

0 Rifle/Shotgun 

0 Other, what kind? 

7. Do you think that any person you hurt might have died? If so, how 
many persons? 

YES D ¢> How many? 
1 ------

NO 0 
2 

People 

CARD 05 
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VI. 1. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did you do any theft or 
boosting? That is, did you steal from a till or cash register, shop 
lift, or pick pockets, or take something from someone without their 
knowledge? (Do not include car theft.) 

YES D. 
l 

NO O
2

• go on to page 28 

2. In all, how many thefts did you do? 

o 11 OR MORE o 
t 

3. 

1 TO 10 
How many? 

t 
I /Thefts 

Look at the total street 
months on the calendar. 
During how many of those 
months did you do one or 
more thefts? 

go on to next page ---___ -1 

Months ----

4. In the months when you did thefts, 
how often did you usually do them? 

(CHECK ONE BOX) .. 
EVERYDAY OR 
AL1(OST EVERYDAY 1-How many / 

D - per day? '-___ -' 

SEVERAL TIMES 
A WEEK 7 How many / o - per week? '-___ -' 

7 EVERY WEEK OR How many / 
ALMOST EVERY WEEK 0 - per month? .... ___ ~ 

LESS THAN 
EVERY WEEK 

CARD 06 

7 How many L 
D - per month? '--__ ---' 

L 
How many days 7 a week usually? 

8/ 

9/ 

10 
I'/ 

12 
If/ 

141 
15 
"1 
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18/ 
19 
I 'I 
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"/ 

24/ 
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IT/ 



Page 27 

5. How many of these thefts were you arrested for? (Include all of the 
times you were arrested for doing a theft even if you were charged 
with something else.) 

Arrests for Thefts ----

CARD 06 
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VII. 1. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did you steal any cars, 
trucks or motorc;Tc1es? 

YES 0
1 

NO D
2 
.. go on to page 30 

2. In all, how many times did you steal a vehicle (a car, truck or 
motorcyc1e~? 

o 11 OR MORE 

! 
o 1 TO 10 

How many? 

t 
C----; Vehicle Thefts 

3. Look at the total street 
months on the calendar. 
During how many of those 
months did you steal one 
or more vehicles? go on to next page -----1l!IIl .... 

Months ----

4. In the months when you stole a vehicle, 
how often did you usually steal one? 

(CHECK ONE BOX) .. 
EVERYDAY OR How many 

L 
I How many days L ALMOST EVERYDAY 0- per day? - a week usually? 

SEVERAL TIMES How many 
L / A WEEK D-per week? 

EVERY WEEK OR How many I I ALMOST EVERY WEEK 0 - per month? 

LESS THAN How many / / EVERY WEEK D-per month? 

CARD 06 
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5. How many of these vehicle thefts were you arrested for? (Include all 
of the times you were arrested for stealing a vehicle, even if you 
were charged with something else.) 

Arrests for vehicle thefts 48 
----- "/ 

6. When you stole vehicles did you usually sell the vehicle or its parts? 

YES 0 
1 

NO 0 
2 

50/ 
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VIII. 1. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did you ever forge something, 
use a stolen or bad credit card, or pass a bad check? 

YES 0 
1 

NO Oz. go on to page 32 
2. In all, how many times did you forge something, 

use a bad credit card, or pass a bad check? 

D 11 OR MORE o 1 to 10 

3. 
~ 

Look at the total street months 
on the calendar. During how 
many of those months did you 
forge something, use a bad 
credit card, or pass a bad 
check? 

2; Forgeries/Cards/Checks 

Months ---

4. In the months when you did forgeries, 
used bad cards or passed bad checks~ 
how often did you usually do these 
things? 

(CHECK ONE BOX) ... 
EVERYDAY OR How many 
ALMOST EVERYDAY D-per day? 

SEVERAL TIMES How many 
A WEEK D-per week? 

EVERY WEEK OR How many 
ALMOST EVERY WEEK D-per month? 

LESS THAN How many 
EVERY WEEK D--per month? 

CARD 06 

go 0 n to next page )lIDo 

~ How many days 
- a week usually? L 7 

~ 

~ 

C~ 

53 , , 
I 

55 , , 
I 
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5. How many of these forgeries, bad checks or credit cards were you 
arrested for? (Include all of the times you were arrested for doing 
one of these things even if you were charged with something else.) 

Arrests ----

CARD 06 

70 
"/ 



Page 32 

IX. 1. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did you do any frauds or 
swindles (illegal cons) of a person, business, or the government? 

NO O
2 
~ go on to page 34 

2. In all, how many frauds or swindles did JOu do? 

D 11 OR MORE o 
t 

3. 

1 TO 10 
How many? t . 
I !FraUds or Swindles 

@D OJ) 6-7/ 

8/ 

9/ 

10 
" / 

Look at the total street 
months on the calendar. 
During how many of those 
months did you do one or 
more frauds or swindles? 

go on to next page ---___. ........ 

Months ----

4. In the months when you did a fraud 
or swindle, how often did you 
usually do them? 

(CHECK ONE BOX) 

~ 
EVERYDAY OR 
ALlv!OST EVERYDAY 

How many / 
0- per day? '-___ ---' 

/ How many days / 
- a week usually? 

SEVERAL TIMES 
A WEEK / How many / 

D - per week? '-__ --J 

/ EVERY WEEK OR How many L 
ALMOST EVERY WEEK 0 - per month? 1---__ ----' 

LESS THAN 
EVERY WEEK 

CARD 07 

I How many L D - per month? 1-___ -1 

/ 

12 
"1 

14/ 
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18/ 
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5. How many of these frauds or swindles were you arrested for? (Include 
all of the times you were arrested for doing a fraud or swindle even 
if you were charged with something else.) 

---- Arrests for frauds or swindles 27 
, , / 

CARD 07 
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X. 1. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR did you ever deal in drugs? 
That is, did you make, sell, smuggle or move drugs? 

YES 0 1 
NO O

2
• go on to page 3.0 

2. In all, how many drug deals did you do? 

0 11 OR MORE 0 1 TO 10 

t 
How many? 

t 
3. Look at the total street 

L !DrUg months on the calendar. Deals 
During how many of those 
months did you do one or go on to next page 
more drug deals? 

Months ----

4. In the months when you did drug deals 
how often did you usually do them? 

(CHECK ONE BOX) ... 
EVERYDAY OR 
AUmST EVERYDAY 

How many / / How many days / / 0- per aay? '-___ ..... - a week usually? L. ___ -J 

SEVERAL TIMES 
A WEEK 

How many / / o - per week? '-___ ..... 

EVERY WEEK OR How many / / 
ALMOST EVERY WEEK 0 - per month? '-__ ---' 

LESS THAN 
EVERY WEEK 

CARD 07 

How many / 
D - per month? 

7 

29/ 

30/ 

31 
It/ 

33 
"/ 

35/ 
36 
"/ 
38/ 

39/ 
40 
"/ 

42/ 
43 
"/ 

45/ 
46 
"/ 



5. How many of these drug deals were you arrested for? 

________ Arrests for drugs 

6. What kind of drugs did you deal? (Check all that apply.) 

D Heroin 
1 o Methadone 

0 Uppers 

0 Downers 

0 Cocaine 

0 Marijuana 

0 PCP/Angel Dust 

0 Other, what? 

Page 35 
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XI. 1. This is a list of reasons men have given for doing crimes. Go through 
the whole list and show how important each reason was for the crimes 
you did during the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR. (Circle a number 
for each reaso~.) 

Did Not 
Happen/Does 

Not Apply 

Losing your job •••••• 

Heavy debts ••..•....• 

Good opportunity ....• 

Couldn't get a job ••. 

Revenge or anger •.•.• 

Excitement and kicks. 

To get money for good 
times and high 
living •..••.......• 

Friends' ideas ••...•. 

To get money for 
drugs ...•....••.... 

To get money for 
rent, food, self 
support .......•.... 

Just felt nervous 
and tense ..•......• 

Blew up--lost your 
cool .............. . 

Because you had 
taken drugs ...••... 

Because you had. been 
drinking ...•...•..• 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Not 
Important 
At All 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Slightly 
Important 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Somewhat Very 
Important Important 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

2. Again look at the calendar. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR 
how much of your total income came for crime? 

CARD 07 

D 0% o 
[J Less than 10% 

1 
[J 10% to 25% 

2 o 25% to 50% 
3 

[J More than half 
4 

58! 
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60; 
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3. In a typical month during the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR, about 
how much money did you make from all your crimes? 

$ Per month ----
4. Look at the calendar. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR, now 

many times were you arrested for each of the following crimes? Count 
an arrest even if you did not actually do the crime you ~~ere arrested 
for. (Check NONE if not arrested for that crime.) 

BURGLARY arrests ® NONE Dca 

ROBBERY OR 
ARMED ROBBERY arrests @ NONE 0 

ASSAULT, 
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT OR 
ASSAULT WITH A DEADLY WEAPON arrests @ NONE 0 

MURDER OR 
MANSLAUGHTER arrests ® NONE 0 

AUTO THEFT, 

® MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT arrests NONE 0 
THEFT, GRAND THEFT, 
LARCENY OR GRAND LARCENY arrests ® NONE 0 

FORGERY, 
USE OF A STOLEN OR 
BAD CREDIT CARD 
OR BAD CHECK PASSING arrests @ NONE 0 

FRAUD arrests @ NONE D 

SELLING DRUGS, 
POSSESSING DRUGS FOR SALE, 

® 0 OR TRANSPORTING DRUGS arrests NONE 

CARD 08 
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"" 1 

12 
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14 
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16 
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28 
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5. The questions on this page are only for men who did a burglary (break-in), 
robbery, theft, car theft, forgery, fraud or swindle during the STREET 
MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR. Did you do any of these crimes during these 
months? 

CARD 08 

NO 02. go on to next page 

When you did these crimes, how often did you do each of the following 
things? (Circle one number next to each line listed.) 

Never Sometimes Usually Always 

Worked out a plan for the crime 
before you went out to do it ••....• 

Found places or persons with a 
lot of money ...................... . 

Learned about alarms, hours, or 
money transfers ••.......•.•••..•••• 

Decided to do the crime on the spot .• 

Worked out an escape plan before 
doing the cr1me ....•...•.••.•.••... 

Got special equipment such as 
burglary tools .......•..•........•• 

Worked wi th partners ..•.•..•....••..• 

Lined up a fence or buyer before 
the crl.me ......................... . 

Used tips to line places up ......••.. 

Only cased a plac~ or person just 
before the cr1me .•.••.•••.....•.••• 

Stole a car or got a gun that 
could not be traced ••••.•••••.•..•• 

Followed a person to a safe place 
to do the crime ................... . 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

o 1 2 3 

50 

51 

52 

55, 

54, 

55, 

401 
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6. These questions are only about the crime(s) for which you are now serving 
a sentence. ffi1at charge(s) were you convicted of that you are serving 
time for~? (Check all that apply.) 

ClI Assault/ADW 

tJ Auto Theft/Vehicle Theft 

D Burglary 

[] Drug Possession 

o Drug sales 

[J Forgery/Bad check/Bad credit card 

tJ Fraud or Swindle 

o Kidnapping 

[] Murder/Manslaughter 

[] Possession or receiving stolen property 

DRape 

D Robbery 

[] Sex offense (other than rape) 

D Theft/Grand theft/Larceny 

D Weapons charge 

[] Other, what? 

7. For these convictions, what crimes, if any, do Y0\i> think you really did? 
(Check all that apply.) 

0
1 

Assault/ADW 

c=J Auto Theft/Vehicle Thett 

o Burglary 

o Drug Possession 

o Drug sales 

r-l Forgery/Bad check/Bad credit card 

o Fraud or Swindle 

o Kidnapping 

[J Murder/Manslaughter 

c=J Possession or receiving stolen property 

DRape 

o Robbery 

o Sex offense (other than rape) 

c=J Theft/Grand theft/Larceny 

[] Weapons charge 
D Other, what? __________________________________ _ 

o Did no crime 
CARD 08 
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8. Do you think you could do the same crime(s) again without gettin8 
caught? 

YES D. How many times? 
2 

times 

9. Did you have a weapon during the crime(s)? 

YES D
2
.What weapon? 

(Check all that apply) 

0
1 

Hand gun 

o Knife 

o Rifle/shotgun 

o Other, what? ____ _ 

10. Did you hurt or kill anyone during the crime(s)? 

YES O
2
• How many? ___ Persons 

11. When you described your crimes during the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR, 
did you include any of the crimes you are now doing time on? 

D1 Yes 

D2 No 

D3 Some but not all 

12. How long have you served on your present sentence? 

Years and/or Months 

13. How long do you think you have left to serve on your present sentence? 

Years and/or Months --- ---

CARD 09 
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14. Again look at the calendar. During the STREET MONTHS ON THE CALENDAR, 
altogether how many times did you do each of the following: 

a. Beat or physically hurt someone badly. 

00 0 
1-20 3-50 6-100 More than 100 31/ 

1 2 3 4 

b. Hustled or conned someone. 

00 1-20 3-50 6-100 More than 10 D 32/ 

c. Cut someone with a knife or shot someone with a gun. 

00 1-20 3-50 6-10 0 More than 100 33/ 

d. Burglary--broke into a home or business in order to take something. 

00 1-20 3-50 6-10 0 More than 10 0 34/ 

e. Threatened to hurt someone with a gun, knife or other weapon. 

00 1-20 3-50 6-10 0 More than 10 D 35/ 

f. Tried to kill someone. 

00 1-20 3-50 6-100 More than 10 0 36/ 

go. Forged a check or other paper. 

00 1-20 3-50 6-100 More than 10 0 37/ 

h. Stole a car. 

00 1-2 0 3-50 6-100 More than 19 0 38/ 

i. Sold hard drugs. 

Less Less Less 
00 tI-_an 0 than 0 than 0 More than 100 0 39/ 

10 50 100 

CARD 09 
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PART D 

The questions on this page are about a different time period, the two 
years just before the calendar. 

1. Look at the calendar again. What was the earliest year you wrote on 
the calendar (the year before you were arrested)? 

19 

2. In the box on this page wri te the I 
two years just before that year:--------- From 19 to 19 

3. The next questions are about the two years you just wrote in the box. 
Think about what you were doing during those two years as you answer 
the next questions. 

4. How old were you at the beginning of these two years? 

________ years Old 

5. Did you do any time in a prison, jailor juvenile institution during 
these years? 

Do Did no time @ 0 1-6 months 

0 7-12 months 

0 13-18 months 

n 19-23 months 

0 all 24 months 

6. At any time during these years were you married or living with a 
girlfriend for more than a month? 

D1 YES 

7. During these years did you have a job for more than a month? 

D1 YES D2 NO 

8. Did you use drugs (other than marijuana)? 

DYES 
1 

O 2 NO 

9. During these years did you do any of the following crimes? (Check 
aU that apply) 

CARD 09 

0
1 

Burglary 

o Robbery of businesses 

[J Robbery of persons 

o Assault during a robbery 
or burglary 

o Assault/ ADW 

0
1 

Theft 

o Car theft 

[] Forgery (Credit Cards/ 
Checks) 

[] Fraud or Swindle 

o Drug deals 

o Did none of these crimes 

40 
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The questions on this page are about an even earlier time period, the 
two years before those you described on the last page. 

Page 43 

10. Look at the BOX you filled in on the page just before this. What is 
the earliest year in that box? 

19 

11. In the box on this page write I I 
the two years just before that year:_--J .... ~ From 19 to 19 __ 

12, Now think about what you were doing during these two years as you 
answer the next questions. 

13. How old were you at the beginning of these two years? 

Years Old ----
14. Did you do any time in a prison, jail, or juvenile institutionduring 

these years? 

DO Did no time CID 0 1-6 months 

0 7-12 months 

0 13-18 months 

0 19-23 months 

0 all 24 months 

15. At any time during these years were you married or living with a 
girlfriend for more than a month? 

DYES 
1 

o NO 
2 

16. During these years did you have a job for more than a month? 

DYES 
1 

o NO 
2 

17. Did you use drugs (other than marijuana)? 

DYES 
1 

D NO 
2 

18. During these years did you do any of the following crimes? (Check aZZ 
that app Zy • ) 

0 Burglary 0 fheft 

0 Robbery of businesses 0 Car theft 

0 Robbery of persons 0 Forgery (Credit Cards/ 
Checks) 

D Assault during a robbery 0 Fraud or Swindle 
or burglary 

D Assault/ Ami 0 Drug deals 

D Did none of these crimes 

CARD 10 
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PART E 

1. How old were you on your last birthday? 

2. What is your race? 

----

o Asian 
1 o Black 
2 

Years old 

[] Chicano/Latino 
3 

[] Indian/Native American 
4 o White 
5 

0
6 

Other 

3. What is the highest grade you finished in school? 

[] No schooling o 
D 6th grade or less 

1 
[] 7th - 9th grade 

2 
[] 10th - lith grade 

3 D High school graduate 
4 o Some college 
5 0
6 

College graduate 

[J.~Post graduate study 
I 

4. At the present time, are you: 

o Married 
1 

D Wido'wed 
2 o Divorced 
3 

0
4 

Separated 

(check one) 

D 5 Never married 

5. How many times have you been married? 

Times DOONever ----

6. Are you serving a jail term or a prison term at this time? 

CARD 10 

Jail 0 
- 1 ... 

That is the end of the 
survey. Thank you for 
participating. Please 
put the survey in the 
envelope and seal it. 

Prison D 2• go on to page 45 
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Exhibit E.l 

CALENDAR FOR CALCULATING STREET MONTHS 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR USING THIS CALENDAR ARE INCLUDED IN THE SURVEY. 

5 . 
~---~ 

February March April May 

X X X 

Februar~ March AQril May 

June 

June 

X 
IrldoJ&e 

-tL..,o:. 

W. 0\\'\ '" 

5 - - --------

!~ 

l!!.!Y 

Fall - ---
August 5eQtembei October 

August Septembe Dctober 

November Decemberi 

I 
I 

November Qecember 

r STREET MONTHS 
ON THE CALENDAR .. J 5 
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