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Esttrnati'ng the Economi'c ~odel_ofCrtme: 
, The Balti"more, Case" 

Ann DrydenW1tte, (1980)' has recently,jargued in this journal that 
o 

new support is found for the deterrent hypothesis (or the_ lIeconomic 

model of d'ime n) 'when individual aataare employ~ to estimate the 

determinants of rearrest rates. H~~princtpal findings are that (1) 

increases in thl!' certainty and severity of punishment' tend to reduce 

participation ii'll) crime \, (measured by number of arrests or convictions 

per month free) and (2) higher legal wages have an extremely weak 

deterrent effect on crime. 

Early" I:!vidence in support of the hypothesis that; thecertai ntyand 

severity of punishment deter crime has bee,n seriously challenged by 
\\ 

a recent panel established by the National Academypf Sciences. In 

their summary of the panel'sreport,Blumstein et.al. (1978) report 
, 

that although most available evidence reveals a negative association 

between aggregate crime rates and punishment, "Any conclusion that 

these negative associations reflect a deterrent effect .•• is l)imited 

principally by the inability to eHmlnate other factors ,;that could 

account for the observed relationships, even;n the absence of a 

deterren.t effect ... l 
. 0 Q 

Ina.careful evaluation of vi·rtually all of the 
\:,1 

publishedeconometri'c tests of the deterrence hypothesis t 'statisticians 

Brier andfienoerg (1980) concludEa that the 'aggre'gate crime anddmpri son-
\ 

ment data used 'empittcal1y to examine the conve"ntional model of crime 

arellso untrustworthy as ,torerider any ser~:ous Malysfsmeaningless. n2 
, , 

" 
Witte avotds theci'itic;sm of previous attempts to estimate the 

. econom1cmod.el of crime by uttHz~ng a rich~ carefully constructed 

.". 
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micr9~data set of released prisoners tn Nortl:\ Carolina. Inadditl?n 

she is able to provide a more intuittvespecificationof the supply 

of crime by including direct measures o'f legiti'mat: opportunities, 

whi ch' are obscured'in aggregate data sets • The resul ts she obtains, 

however, shoul d be interpreted withcautfon. 

Witte provides two possible measures of particjpattonin crime: 

total arrests per month free and total convi'ct;tons per month,free. 

Both are biased ~easures of actual time allocated to crime. Both 

could conceivably capture elements of selectivity arno,ng al'~ged crimi­

nal offenders who may differ in their" distributions of success in 
.) 

"crime (orin endowments of attributesassotiated with the ability to 

~'void detect10n or to defy demonstrati on of guil t) • To the extent 

that ind1vidualdata are ~mployed, and self-reported measures of crime 

. a're unavailable, some" measure of offic.ial reported participation in 
" _,' 'if, 

- ._.... '. _ ~t 

crime is thQbe.?~ one could hope for. 

Between arrests arld~tonvi ~~i?ns, however, arrests is to be pre­

ferred as the measure of p(l.rtl ci pati'on'" i fi crill!e,: The plea ba rgai oi ng 
o ~_ 

process typically results in a combining of a number-::-of"ahar.9~:,: _t_huS 

making numbers of convictions a downwardly biased measure of crime 

participation. Many ,of those who get convicted, once, for numerous 

crirneswill go to" prison, and be out of 'the relevant universe by which 

to measure parti ci pation Din crirne • Simi 1 arly, those who do ge,t con­

victed many times a~dwho T'emi\'fnfree, L\ndoubtedly have committed less 

serious acts th~~~thoS'e""wh$thave few convic~:ions but who go to jail. 

'Div; di ng by months free does~~t elim1'nat~thtsprobl em • and 'qS in 

the case of a;rres-ts-, th.ere i;s no on~ .... to;;'one 

\, 

" 

-,-----
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relationship between nurnber of crtmes comm itt ecl and number of convict-

. ions. To cO,mpltcate matters, .convfcttons measure the., effective~ess 

of,the police and the courts and thts may make the i'nt.erpr.etation of 

res.ults"'using this proxy for pa.rUcipation tncrtme extremely difficult. 

This. of course, is the more serious flaw of the conviction variable 

as ameas'Ure of participation in crime. A strong inverse relationship 

between post,,:,pri son convictions and the probabil tty of impri sonment 

may arise because of a positive relatfonship between prior criminal 

record of the accused and the), abiHty of prosecutors to secure a con­

viction. 3 This relationship undoubtedly arises because judges and juries 

believe that those prevtously ca,ught and proven guilty (or who plead 

guilty) are 'indeed guilty when they appear again before the court. 

Since, more' ~revi(jUs arrests" translate into-~ lower p.rtor conviction. 

probabilities, and more previous convictions resul ti n lower priorim­

prisonment probabilities, the observed inverse relationship between 

post-prison conviction and prior punishment probabilities may be but 

an arti fact of this sort of criminal history effect. 

Admittedly the arrest variable could be contaminated with the 

same bias. The ideal way to COrrect for such bias is to estimate 
o 

separate equations for the criminal justice production function and 

the offense supply function. This effQrt would require data on the 

inputs by the pol ice and courts foreachcClse. Sh.ort of the ideal, 

though, t~e arrest variable shoul d be chosen as the measure of part­

lcipat,ion in crime beca,use it corresponds with. the entry level of 
, " 

theoffidal criminal jusUce system and is 8
thereby SomeWhat less 

, contaminated than theconvict'ion variable, which is confounded by 

() 
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the behavior of poltce, prosecutors, ju.dges, jurtesand. defense counsel. 4 " 

Witte presents two. equations where the dependent variable is total 
" 

arre~tsper month fre~,. They are reproduced below\'lb.ere pee/A.> is. her 
~ - . , ... 

measur.e of the certainty of conviction, P(~/C)the certainty of impri­

sonment, . EXLQS the severity of punishment, WAG EAR the wage rate, MSTAy ... ,,­

which the author. nowhere defines explicitly inthearticle ... -, TPOWR. 

initial wealth,. MFJAR time to first job, AAR and AAR'2 age and age 

squared, AFA age at first arrests;ARRBSprior a~rests, RACE, f:1S 
. . 

marital status, ALKY ~al cohol uS.e, JUNKY drug lise, SUPER parol esuper-

vision, MS married and RULE the number of in-.prisof!, vici'at1ons: 5 

(l)ARRAT= .5177 - .i160P(C/A) - .1376 P(J/C) - .0010 EXLOS 
(4.310) (-~.650) ,- (-1.412) (-3 .. 222) 

o 

-.0196WAGEAR - .0577 HSTAY - .0024 TPOWR 
(-.991) (-1.380) (.513) 

.... 0086 MFJAR 
(-1.093) 

x2 == 23 •. 948 

(2) ARRAT = .5139 ~.0643 P{C/A)'- .Q858 p(J/C) 
" (3.301)(-.998) (-~927) 

- .0006 EXLOS - .0251 WAGEAR - ~0254 MSTAY 
(1.663) (-1.337) . (-~648) 

- .0004' TPOWR - .0088 MFJAR - .0104AAR'+ .0000 AAR2 
(-.093) (-1.208) (:-1.U6)·, (.459) 

+.0024 AFA + .0160 ARABS ·-.0711 RACE - .• 0155 MS 
( 0629) I, (5.093) (-2.656) (-.496) 

+ .0292 ALKY + .1182 jUtU('l -.0801 SUPER + .0lM RULE 
( ... 982) 0.991) (-2.4.69) c 0.·850 . 

{) 

x2 .' 88.361 

f.~ .. 

The firstequatfon reve&ls a strong deterrent effect of the 

certai~~yand severityOof punishment and an lnsigniflcanteffect of 

. , 

-.. O~ .. /:., 

." .~' 

.'''': .... ,~ . 
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wages. When other variab1es capturing back.ground. characteristics and -. 
prison and criminal experiences are entered :in these~ond equatton,' 

the, statistical significance of wages incr.eases while both the certainty' 

and severity. of punishment becomei'nsigniftcant. one. could argue that 

on the basis of the higher chi-squared value, approprtately adjusted 

for degrees of freedom, the second equation should be preferred. The 

variabl es e.xcluded in equation one include measures of tastes or pre­

ferences as well as indicators. of previous criminal history thatcoul d 

both be correlated with the propensity to erigage in crime and the 

included right hand side variables. In pa.rttcular, one notes that 

ARRBS, prior arrests, is the denominator in the certainty of punishment 

variable, P(C/A). As previous criminal record rises, so does the 

measure of the probability of getting caught. But those who have been 

'" caught frequently in the past can expect to be rearrested more fre-
() 

quently'because they h~vebeen labelled as criminals. So, omission 

of ,:this variable may bias upward the coefficient of the certainty of 

"punlshment variable. Clearly, the conclusion tnat the certainty and 
~ .. . -

severity of punishment strongly deters crime is reversed in the pre­

ferredequation." When other measures of tastes and criminal history 

a~e introduced, in addition, the effect of legitimate opportunities 

.becomes s ta tis ti ca lly s i go i fi can t. 
" Accepting Nitte'~schallengeto 'refute her findings with other 

", /9 : .< 

micro-data s.ets ,we present below estimates of arrest equations that 

reveal that returns tolegitima.te activity do indeed have a strong 
. . 

effec·t on cri'merates and that the certainty ands;~verityof punish-

ment have minor tins i gnt fi cant effects. ' , . 
Q 

'u 

" 
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'The Department oflahor sponsored an expertmerit tn B~lotim()'re 
between] 971 and 1974wheretn 432 high-ri'sk male offenders were 

-, 

d;,yided into groupsr.; that :received weekly sti'pendsof up to $60.00 

a week for 13 weeks~ assistance ;'n"ftndtng ajob.neftheror both. 
• J : • '. • • .~ 

To minimize, work disincentives, sttpendswerecontinued (but reduced) 
o 

when employment was found until a sum of $780 had been received . 

o The sample is drawn from the Balttmore LfFE (Lfv!ng Insurance for Ex"-

prisoners) experiment. 6 , 

The sample consi'sts of males released "fr.~m,:.Mqrrland·s state 
1 

prisons to the Baltimore Metropolitan Area who had low financial 

resourcec, we're repeat offenders, h~d no known htstory of all tbhol 
.. ::. . 

or narcotic abuses and who had not been on work release for more 

than three'months. The average, age istwenty-.four. Thirty-seven 
'" percent o.f the exoffenderswere under 2Lyears. Only 10% were over 

35.. On th~average, 4,.387 years were served in prison for the current 

offense. Eighty-one percent had served five years or less. The 

range of time served was 2 to 21 years. About 87% of the sample is 
G ' 0 

black; most had been"raised in families with male heads (Xi = 67.B%) 

and had jobs a'rranged When they were released from prtsorf (),<l =57.9%). 

o Most had help principally sefondary labor ma,=ketjObs or werepre~~ 

v10usly unemployed (Xi <:: '52.5%), and all had extensive criminal records. 

The, ave~, a.1\,' number,', Of, pre,v,io~S. ar,res, ts", W,. as B with ,3~% haV~,n,g 1,0 or , 
more. The~total number of a r'res ts ranged to 40.' SlmilarlY, on the 

average the exoffenders had beenconvicte.d· 4 Umes wttha range of 
" 

25 previous convicti'ons. 

Experience ~ denoted by the longest job held, discounted by ti me 

" 

""\' 

.. 

(> 

s1nceTongest, job held. averaged 17 .. 5 monttls.rt was calculated on 

the bas is't, of the foll ow-tng formul~; 

Y = experi en,ce tn months 

X= length gf;~ttme on longest job in months 

Z = months since longest job '" 

Y = X • exp{-.004167(Z}) 

The discount rate is approximately;5% per year. ;) 

.. 

Ten percentflad f'la'd 1 ess t,han 2 month: discounted experience , 30% 

less than .6 months and about 50% 1 ess than a year. A group of 10% had 

had "from 43 to 59 months of discounted experience.' 

The average school .grade compl~ted was the ntnth gr:de, although 

60% had completed less thanB years of school. 

Using the Baltimore LIFE ~ata a stylized variant of the economic '. 

model ofcril)1e is estimated. 'These results are presented belqw. 

In(Arrest/(1-Arrest)) = 2.529 - .015**~/AGE 
·(3.352) (~5.943) 

-.291*Treatment - .058 Education 
(-1.377) (-1.078) . 

.... 001 Experience + .513*Black -,.035*Age 
(-.107) " (1.599) (-1.622) 

-.054 Tlm~ Served + .087 Paroled 
C ... 915) ( .321) " 

o 

\\ 

... 239 Job Arranged -.136 Convlctions/Arrests, 
( .. L025) ., ( ... 597) 0 <" 

x2 : 70~352** * ,stgniftcant at' 10% level 
** .. Sfgni'fi cant at ·,1% level . . ' 

" ' 

! 
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The dep~ndent vartable b 'tf\e llrobab.il tty. tl'tat tne offender,was 
'''' ever 'rearrested tn one year foll oW'tng,release:from prison. The ',' 

o ' ',' 

measuresoftne i'ndepend~nt variables are subject to similar criticisms 

as those 'leveled against Witte':s measures. The certainty of punish­

ment is cal cul ated to be the ratio of previous convictions to previous 

arrests. Theseverttyof,p.JI,)nishment is. the time served for the last 
f 

offense. Wage tsthe average weekly wage income for theentireyear ... -

averaging about $59.00. This measure to some extent takes account 

of varying hours If/Orked, as well as varyjng wage rates on different 
, . J~,.' , 
jobs. It is superior to Ni'tte "sas a proxy' for the ~I=!turns to 1 egitimate 

activity but more ~,Ci tlyexposes.' the simul tariefty of work-crime 

decisions impUedDy Witte's varfable MJOB, months until first,job. 
,f:-,:-, fJ 

Elsewhere the author has obtcHned tnstrumental variable estimates of 

a6 linear model of post-prtson r.earrest, ~ages, hours worked and days 
I» 

in jail (Myers,1980). The coe,fficients of the wage varia~blein the 

rearrest equation are found to be larger in absolute value, while the 

certainty and severity of punishment coefficients remain essentially 

the same. So, it can be suggested,tha t ",the resul ts of "Tabl e 1 may' 

underestimate -the rel ative effecti venessoflegi timate opporturii ties. 
o , ,.' .' , 

It is easy to see that there 1's no signiftci.mteffect of i.ncreasing 

certainty or, severity of punishment on crime whereas returns to 

legitimate activity significa~tlyreduces ~e prooabilityof ~ecidivism. 7 

Clearly these results aresuppoOrttve of (1' general 'ecollomicmodel 

of cr1me~bu;t not necessarily that economic model. that Witte ascribes 

to. Becker and Ehrl i'ch. Yet both Becker and EhrlichrecQgni;ze the 

possiole deterrenteffect;Yeriess of improved 1 egi tlmat7 activiti es, 
'\~ 

'.' 0 

o 

'.:0 

[,l 

,. 
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with Ehrl1ch ndUng tne likely postttve relattonsh-i'p betwtfen,certili'nty 

of puni shment and crime whe.n offenders are' ri sk lovers. 

Further evidence 'of the effect of legi't.tmate oppor~unities on. 

cr1me1s found in an examination of monthly post-,prison "survival" 

probabilities, detailed in Table 1. Here the dependent variable is 

defined"as the probabi'1ity that an inc.tfvidual was not rearrested in 

month t, given that up until that point he was not. rearrested. This 

conditional probability denotes in essence "the survival rate. The 

independent variables are the same as 'those in the annual rearrest 

equation, except that average weekly wages for the ,)fear are replaced 
.;)1 

with average weekly wages in month t. in every month, save the first, 

the average weekly wage is positively related to post-prison success 
Sl 

and significant at the l% level. In the ftrs.t month the level of 

significance drops to 10%, but the effectts still positive. 

. However, virt~~lly no evidence is found for the contention that 

increased certainty or severity of punishment increases the post­

prison ~urv;val rate. ,In none of the twelve monthly equations is 

the estimated coefficient for the severity of punishment signi'ficantly 

differe~t fromzer'o. And,"only inthitifxthma·ritfi·",s'the~·cert~inty 

Qf pu,\~shment statistically significant. Then it has the traditional 

. posttive s1 gn. 

ttfs valid to 110tethat other variables' 1n the model frequeutly 

fa11 the significance test too •.. However, no other variable manages 
"J 

to enter the monthly survival equati;onswlth as conststently low 

signifitance .levels as do thecert~intY' a~d severity of pu~ishment . 
variables. Moreover. on the basis of the high Chi-squ?red values in 

! 
r' 

~\ • t ~~ 
~ ,~ 

t~ 
f 
t 
t: 
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all but the fi"rst twomont~.s·, we r,ejest'thehjtpothests that collectively" 

the esti'mated co.efficients should be zero. 

In sum then, both on the basis of these resul ts and on the pre';' 

ferred equati'on of Witte, t4itte"s claim of strong support for the 

deterrent effectiveness of punishment argumenth wea~ened. 

Increa.singly the evidence from criminological research points 

to the conclusion that "nothing works" to reduce cri'me. particularly 

recidivism, excep~ for icncarceratlon, whi'ch reducesft byfncapaci­

tating the offender. This may be.a faul ty v~eW'. Economists appear 
.' 

wel1 suited to i nvesti'gate and. deviSe innovattye labor market strate-

gies that can be expected to haVE! significant impacts on crime 

reduction. At least in the context of,general ,economic models of 
" • ->'; 

criminalbehavlor it has ~een shown that improving legitimateoppor-
,. 

tunities should work. Even Witte (1976) ,has demonstrated; n other 
,,' 

published works that programs such as work release do work. Thus, . . ~ 

Witte's present results are not conclusive enough to warrant the 

premature judgment that the efficacy of traditional c,riminal justice 

strategies exceeds that of labor market solutions to the, crime problems,. 
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, Independent Variable 

Constant . 

r Treatment Group 

lIonwhite 

Job Arranged 

Experience 

qonvictions/ Arrest.s 

, Age 

Time Served 

Education 

"I) 

--~~~--~~,7,::~~~----------'--~~-~~~~~~--~---____ ~~ __________ __ 
,t" 

, 
" 

. TABLE l 

J{aximum Likelihood Estimates of Coefficients in Logistic Model of 'Konthly SurvivalProbabilitiel 

, ~')." 

. (t-statistics in parentheses) 

.Month I M.ollth 2 Month 3 Month 4 Month 5 Month Ii Month 7 Month 8 Month 9 Month 1.0 Month 1 L Month 12 

4;849 1~826 2.906 2.619 ,2.555 1.480 1.041 0.431 -0.421 -1.398 -1.702 -2.541 
(2.012) (1.356) (2.640) (2.608) (1.796) 0.801) 0.289) ,(0.551) (-0.362) (-1.924) (2.259)(-3.,350) 

1.297 0.576 0.358 -.0.009 -O.O,Jl .0.256 0.255 .0.25.0 0~024D.184 .0.194 0~250 
(1.572) (1.482) (1.163) (-0 • .032) (-.0.280) (1.144) (1.151) (1~153) (0.116) (0.887) (0.933) (1.214) 

-.1.0.0 ,-.0.085 -.0.353 "'.0.361 -0 .• 561 - . .0.5.08 -.0.5.09 ..,.0.68.0 .. .0.35.0 0 - . .0.21.0 -.0.444 -0.41.0 
(-• .092) (-.0.15.0) (-.0.688) (-.0.784) (";1.325) (-1.37D) (-1.431) (-1.954) (-1..077) (-D~662) (-1.38.98) (-1.3.0.0) 

" -.2.07 0.01.0 .0.137 .0.752.0.5.06" Q.291 . .0.388 .0.297 .0 • .044. .0 • .091 -.0 • .049 .0 • .024 
(-.262) .(.0 • .022) '(.0.368) (2.272) (-1.675) (1 • .04.0) 0.41.0) 0.1.01) (.0.167) (.0.351) (-.0.187) (0 • .091) 

• 684 .0.533 -.0.264 -.0.388 -.0.147 -.0.148 -.0.178 -.0.1.02 .0.362, .0.3.01 .0.284 .0.332 
(.855) (1.212)(-.0.769) (-1.267)(-:0.532) (-.0.586) (-0.726) (-.0.428) (1.579) (1.34) 0.242) (1.452) 

~D26 .0 • .0.04 0 • .0.08 .0 • .013 .0 • .022 D~D15 0 • .011 .0 • .014 
(;893) (.0 • .026) (.0.7.0.0) (1.lL9) (2.11.0) (1.695) (1.~D4t (1.6.08) 

O~DD9 .0 • .0.0.00.004 .0 • .009 .0 • .0.05 
(0.626) (1.121) (.0.998) ~1~D82) 

-.197 D.2i4 .0.133 -D.D2a .0.2.04 D~817 .0;449 0.368 -.0 • .077 D.Q6.o -.0.2.04 -0.116 
(-.155) (.0.344) (0.237) (-0.055)(0.450) (1.983) O!J.26) (0.943) (-:.0.2.04) (.0.162) (-.0.553) (-0.315) 

';::"'~'; 
o 

-.786 ..,0.016 -.0.04.0 -0 • .029 -0.036 -0 • .031 -0 • .018 0.0.004 0.012 .0.033 0.03.0 .0.043 
(-1.356) (-0.414) (-1.326~ (.-0.977) (";1.364) (-1.314) (-0.792) (.0 • .019)(0.569) (l.710) (1.382) (2.023) 

.146 0.002 0.022 .-.0.046 -0.025 -.0 • .032 -0.023 -0 • .032 -Q.DD6 '0 • .010 
(.663) (0 • .022) (.0.3.04) (-O.J.o.o) {-0.'421) (-0.57]) (-0.429) (-0,596) (-0.1.06') (.0.204) 

- • .089' 0 • .0.04 -0.082 -.0.122 "'0.121 ...,.0 • .077 -0.0.66 -0 • .040 ,...0 • .0.03,' 0.0.04 
(-.518)' (0 • .046) ('-.1. • .074)(-1.712) (-1.89,8) ~-1.3341(-1.183)(~0.145) (-0.051> (.0.085) 

" ,," 
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0 • .071 0.06() 
0.288) U.D82> 
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.0.042 0 ",.082. , 
(.0.786) (1.582) 

Q 

.... .... 

. 0 

.l 
! . 

" . 

;; ... 
" 

~. '" 

: 1: 

, 

"', 

-.. .., 



.... "t 

e'l 

r 

',/ 

'I 

I 
; 

o 

o 
", 

,< ',' . , 

". 
" ! 

. Q 

.'.' 

~ 
" 

o 

.' 

\ 

---~-------': -_ ... _' -. -",. 

TABLE 1 -continued') 

Independent Variable Month I Month 2 Month 3 Month 4 Month 5 Month 6 Month 7 MonthS Month 9 Month 10 Month 11 Montb 12 

Average Weekly Wage in .012 0.010 0.016 
in Month t 0.282) (2.444) (4.519) 

p 

0.019 
(5.921> 

. 0.013 0.010 
(5.170) (4.814) 

O.OU . '·0.011 
(5.584) (5.571) 

[!-lean WeeJcly Wage in Month t] ,.1$49.751 [$57.091 ($60.19] [$65.70) [$63.71) 'l$63.34] [$62.24] [$61.24] 

H;:an Survival ~ate 97.92X92.59% 87.73% 83.33% 78.94% 72.22% 68.75% 65 .• 71% 

9.515 13.388 29.848 61.946 49.716 40.784 .50.284 51.734 

.' 

r. 

• 

.' 
0, 

0 .. 010 0.010 0.009 0.007 
(5.707) (5.848) (5.337) (4.337) 

[$59.00 ) [$60.08] ($58.56) ($51.26) 

60.19% 55.32% 51.62% 46.,76% 
I) 

52.822 53.914 58.224 50.524 
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Footnotes 

1. Blumstein ,eta ale (1978) p .. 6. 

2. . Brier and Fi enber9 (1980).p .151. 

3. In his classic account of the determinants ofrecidi vism Glaser (1969, 
p. 27) r~lates, "All the evidence tend~ to support the conclusion that 
the extent Of an offender's prior criminal record will indicate the 
probability of his adding to it." 

',. 

4. This principle was stated long ago by Thorsten Sell.in (193l, p.33!)": 
II ••• the v),al ue ofa crime rate for index purposes decreases as the d.i stance. 
from the ~Icrime itself in terms of procedure increases ." 

/'5:- Equa~il)n IIU)cor-cesponds to Rcgressio,n 1 &f Table II and EquaLion 

.. 

U)correspc:>nds .to Regression 3 of Table II irtWitte (1980). 
.'-.i., ... ; •. ' -. . .... _ ,'~-' 

6·. For an earlier anlaysisof this data set see Mallar and Thornton 

(1976). 
. . 

~7.. It is not so surprising that wages have aninoreffect. on recidi-
'0. ' 

0'1 

vism after the fourth month". - Mos t of the· re"arres ts occurred :shortly 
. ; , ~.: 

after release; ~nyone wh9 makes it througb eightoi-nine months 

without gett'ing'rearrested--and then is u,n'affectedby better" 

vages"""probablywasn'tdeterred in the fir~tplace but managed.not 

.to get caught while. all along engaging in crime. Alternativ'e'lYJ 
6 . . 

we would speculate t:hat some ex-prisoners, parolees and those with· 

extensive erimina.1histories in particulat, who. manage not to get 

caught for marty months are regarded with greater $~spicionby law 
. 

euforcementauthorit.ies,andare therebY ~ 1ike~y to be 

.rearre~ted independently of the individual disincentive effect 

of better, wagcs,This could b~ true ill the case . of. paroh1t!A bl:!c.allse 

as the parole e~piration date appr.oaches .and formal superV'hion . 

If 

! 
! 

\ . 

14 

., ..... ~~~,-~'-'. ~ ...... ,.,.,.-.~ 

ends· the uniqu~ opportunity for .l.lw enforcemcnt ()fflcialsto moni-

o 

1 . .,. ~.. 1" S c· ou·ld. be '"rue l'n the· case .clf torparo eeactl'/ltlcsceases,j,u ~ 

exoffenders·with extensive criminal histories because who would 

believe that some 0 I'H! with 20 previous .lrrests could manage to stay 

out of. crime for 9 months? Such an alleged criminal may manage to 

. get rearrested even if he did not engage in crime •. These 

illus.trativeinterpretationsare partially reinforced by the posi­

. tive coefficient.s estimated for the variables convictions/arr~sts 
\\ . 

and paroled in months 9 a,d·11. 
~ . 

. . \ 
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