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The Metropolitan Criminal Justice Center operates: the
Pilot Clty program in Chesapeake, Norfolk, Portsmouth, and
Virginia Beach, Virginia. Established in September, 1971,
+the Center is a research and program planning and development
component of the College of William and Mary in Williamsburg,
Virginia. The Center's Pilot City program is one of eight -
throughout the nation funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration of the U. S. Department of Justice. The basic
purpose. of each Pilot City project is to assist local juris- -
dictions in the design and establishment of various programs,
often highly innovative and experlmental in nature, which will
‘contribute over a period of years to the development of a model
criminal justice system. Fach Pilot City team is also respon~
sible for assuring comprehensive evaluation of such programs,
for assisting the development of improved criminal justice
plannlng ability within the host 1urlsdlct10ns, and for pro-
viding teéchnical assistance to various local agencles when
requested.

The Pilot Clty Program has two prlmary responsibilities --
to the host mun1c1pallt1es and to the 1mprovement of the
criminal justice system. In Virginia, responsibility for adult
corrections, except for offenders sentenced for one year or
less to ‘local jails, rests entirely with the State Department
of Welfare and Institutions. Thus, the Pilot City Program 3
activities in the adult corrections area consist primarily of
program planning assistance to local correctlonal efforts and

research regardlng such currently important issues in Vlrglnla
as sentencing procedures and criteria (as reflected in this
monograph), community corpections, and 1nst1tut10na1 program-
ming and management .

The Pilot City Program of the Metropolitan Criminal Justice
Center is funded under Grant No. 73-NI-03-0002 of the National
Institute on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of the law
Enforcement Assistance Administration. This grant supported in
part the research reported in_this monograph. Financial support.
by NILE and CJ does not necessarily indicate the concurrence of

- the Institute in the statements or conclusions contalned in
this publlcatlon. '
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'DETERRENCE OF CRIME

A Reformulation of Chambliss' Typology of Deterrence®

‘Criminologists have historically subscribed te the belief
that the threat or utilization of legal sanctions were effective

means for insuring social control and directing desired processes

~of social change in an orderly manner (cf. Vold, 1958 14~26;

Mannheim, 1960; Schafer, 1969: 17-110). Bentham and Beccaria,

for example, suggest that man is a rational creature who is en-

dowed with the capability to control and direct ‘the course of

his own destlny ' Invthe course of his activities he seeks to
avoid unnecess ary costs or punishment; thus, should he find that
a given behavior is paired with a sanction of greater magnitude

than the potential rewards associated with the behavior, he will

~elect some alternative course of action.

Elaboration of tﬁe frequently misunderstood-classical schooi
is not central te'the purpose of this paper. Suffice it‘to say
that members of this school generally believed that the legal
system could be molded into a.just and equitable tool by means

of which man's rational faculties could be appealed to in such

" a way as to deter him from becoming involved in legally proscribed
, behav1or ("spe01flc deterrence") and to remind others within the

| society that certain behav1or is not profltable ("general deter- -

‘rence").

="Arx earller ver51on of this paper was presented at the 18th Annual
Southern Conference on Corrections, Tallahassee, Florlda, February,
1973. The authors express their appreciation for critical comments
provided by Professors Harwin L. Voss, University of Kentucky, and
Me1v1n L. DeFleur Washington State Unlver31ty.
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However, the emphasis on the rational nature of man and

his free will, pius the preoccupation with the structure of the

legal codes rather than the determinants of mriminal behavior,

proved incompatible with the individualizsd focus aﬁa deteyrmin-

S istic orlentatlon of the positive school of crmmlnolo v that

was developlng durlng the latter part of the lgth century. Indeed
following, the demise of the classical school and ‘the pise to. Jg.
dominance of the positive school, the basic causal aSSﬁmptions

and general orientation of criminology did little to encourage

~any objective and systematic analysis of the detervant efficacy

of punishment. Moreover, particularly in the Unitéd States,

.criminology soon became associated with the drive for social

- reform, a movement which among other-things held that a humaﬁie~

tavrian response,to'offenders'was a necessary condition for theivr
rehabllltatlon.

The defeccs 1nherent in the argument that a humanltarlan

’fesponse will 1ead‘to the amelioration of social condltlons while

punltlve responses will prove counterproductlve to such goals
were noted 1f not accepted (Sutherland and Cressey, 1930 366 367). .

Wlthln the past decade or so a relatlvely small but 1nf1uent1al

N number of wrlters have attempted to re- dlrect attentton toward

an- objectlve assessment of the deterrent functlons of 1egal sanc- L

' tlons‘(cf Chambllss, 19873 Glbbs,'1968;;Andenae§, 1952, 1968

Zlmrlng and Hawklns, 1971 1973). The"logic"othhe»current,réu

: assessment of deterrence flts rather well w1th1n the conceptual

framework that has been advanced by the soc1al behav1orlsts, a ~'



paradigm which prov1des 1mportant encouragement for sound em-.

pirical analyses of the relatlonshlp between sanctions and

' deterrence (cf. Burgess and Bushell 1969- Slnger, 1972) DrawA

1ng on the reinforcement paradlgms of experlmental psychology,
;propcnents of soclal behav1orlsm define negative sanctions as'
peactlons to béhavior that decrease the probability that the
beﬁaVior wilikbe engaged in subsequent to the reactions. Further,
‘ because'individualsalearn by means other thar direct personal
‘oexperience, they nay be deterred from proscribed'behaviorkthrough
their knowledge or bellef that such behavior will generally elicit
a degree of punlshment that exceeds the potentlal rewards asso-
_clated ‘with the criminal activity. In other words, deterrence
canTOPePate on both a specific and a general level. On an indi-
vidual level the aDpllcatlon of punishment is expected to reduce
the probability of future involvement in behavior 51m11ar to
that whlch drew the punlshment. On a general level the punish-’
"ment of one 1nd1v1dua1 is expected to reduce the probablllty
that those who become aware of the punlshment W111 become 1nvolved
in 81m11ar behavior. As we noted earlier, neither of these
'expectations are new, ‘but until ‘vecently the commentary‘on the
‘effects of sanctions has focused largely on the debate over the
utlllty of capltal punlshment (cf. GlbbS, 1968 Bedau 1971)
Thus, systematnc 1nqu1ry typlcally has been qulte 11m1ted in -
scope and has often been more devoted to phllosophlcal debate
than to sclentlflc analy81s.

In thls paper we will focus on what we feel are two 1mpor;

tant and 1nter-related aspects of deterrence that have not drawn




adequate atfentipn. Specifically, the behaviorist paradigm:
suggesté that negative éanctions will redﬁce the frequehcies

of behavior When the sanctions are swift, certaih_and appropri-
ately sevére.':Althdugh much remains to be done with respebt |
to explicating both the re1ationship between certainty and
severity and the opérational definition of each of theseiconcepts
(Jeffrey, 1965; Gray and Martin, 19693 Bailey and Smith, 1972);
the availabie literature tends to support the notion that cer-
tainty of punishment should be a'primary concern (Gibﬁs,ﬂlgsa;
Tittle, 1969; Chiricos and Waldo, 1970; Logan, 1972; Bailey, et

al., 1973). An implicit assumption in this approach to deter-

" rence, however, is that the various reinforcement contingencies

*impinge(updn.allktypes of proscribed behavior in”é similar faéh—

ion. This assumption has been seriously challenged«(cf. Chambliss,k‘

53

1967). Thus, the central problem for our anal§sis is the,elab— 
oration and examination of a eonceptual opientatiohathat ekplicitly
takes into acéqﬁntkboth the probability of Sanqtions and thevtype
of offense beihg-sanctioned in order to better unﬁéréfand_the
conditions under which negative sanctions’ are ﬁdst 1ike1y to

exert a deterrent effect on illicit behavior.

0 . ‘
Conceptual Orientation
1

‘ ) j" (] * ’
The general argument is perhaps best introduced by outlining. -

aq'analogouS’pPObiemgin socialkpsychology. A crucial iséﬂe in
aétitudevtheofy'and measurement is the apparent inconsistency in
the association between verbal attitudes and overt behavior. The

debate over various perspectives on this problem is far from com-

T
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plete, but the work of Melvin DeFleur and his associates has
~done much to expiicate'what many felt were fundamental incon-

\SiStencies (cf. DeFleur and Westie; 1958; Warner and. DeFleur,

1969; Albrecht; DeFleur and Warner, 1972; Acock and DeFleur,

1972). Their findings provide considerable support for the

"postulate of contingent consigtency". The basic principle is

that attitudes and behavior are not related to one another in

a vacuum. Thé‘linkage necessarily takes place (or fails to take
place) in a social situation. Unléss the manner in which other
factors in the social situation impinge upon the"exoected con-
nection is fully understood, inaﬁpropriate conclusions about the
viébilitykof théfassociations may develep. Recently, researchers
have been examiniﬁg the conditions under which atfitudes are
directly 1'm»la'tecl'té’behavior rather than merely focusing on the
more 51mp11°t10 issue of whether an association ex1sts.

A 31m11ap S1tuat10n has hampered the progress of research
on deterrence. The 11terature focuses almost exclu51ve1y on
whether there is an association between varibus‘fOrms of sanctions

and deterrence. Researchers rarely suggested a solution comparable

~ to DeFleur's notion of contingent consistency; Chambliss (1967)

is an important exception. Upon a review of research on various
types of offenses, including work that he had coleeted earlier
(Chambllss, 1966), he concludes that it is necessary to dlstln—

quish between;the types of offenses when con31derlng the problem

‘ of deterrencé;» Plrst “he argues, we must understand ‘the ba31c

dlstlnctlon betWeen expre881ve and instrumental offenses. IF the

-5
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~behavior is pfimarily a means to an end, as would appear to be

the case with the majority of crimes against‘pr0pgrty, it may

be categorized as instrumental behavior; if the'behaﬁior is an

- end in itself, as is oFten true with what have come to be"
termed "erimes of pa551on", it may be called expre831ve. Second
he- suggests that those acts committed by persons who have a
high Qegrea of commitment to crime as a way of life should be
distinguished from fhose acts involving people who have a low
commitment to crime as a way of life, Chambliss concludes that
low commitment-instrumental and high commitment~instrumental
offenses are tﬁose most likely to be deterred by punishment and
'that low commitment-expressive and high commitment-expressive
offenses ‘are the least likely to be deterred.

- We fully agree with Chambliss' position with respect to the

'need to consider types of actors and tynes of behavior in the
spe01flcat10n of the condltlons under which the,lmp031tlon of
Sanctions,céh 5e eipected to serve a deﬁerrent functibn. We\

" further agree that the distinection which can and,shouldhbe made
between ihstrumental and expressive criminal aCts is very impor—
tant‘in thié(regard. On the other hand, if appears to us that
Chambliss has chosen to assign undue importance to commitment to

'criminal careérs in the dévelopment,of his tYpblogy, ;nd'we pfo-
posé’a basic're&isioﬁ %n his model in that regard. By so-dcing,“

we do not meén.to suggest that the variable‘of’commitmentvto’a
crlmlnal career 15 not relevant. Instéad, it is our feelingkfhat‘
the model wouid be far more useful in the- analy31s of a broader '

spectrum of crlmlnal offenses if the notlon of commltment took




' as 1ts emplrlcal referent the affectlve link between the actor

| and his act the prlorlty of a glven act to the - actor relative
to hlS alternatlve courses of actlon and the relatlonshlb

» between the actor 5 conceptlon of self ‘and the act. Similar
‘on the surface to the typology suggesred by Chambllss (1987 713),
 th1s c1st1nctlon between type of offense and of commitment to~

the offense 1mp11es four types of crlmlnal dev1ance.

TABLE 1; ~Ty§es.of;behaVior‘end level of commitmerit®

Type of Behavior

:ExpressiVe " Instrumental
. JTYPE I TYPE II
‘High S , : ‘
‘ (e.g., many (e.g., profes-
murders and o sional crimes)
LA assaults) :
Level of 2
Commitment SR S
SRR {T.YPE TIT TYPE IV
Low o : R ‘
(e.g., many stat- (e.g., most white . .
utory rapes) - ‘collar crime and =0
LR \ many nonprofessional. |
) S ‘ property offenses) - '\%

L Thls table 1s a modlfled ver81on of that presented by Chambllss
(1967 713) R .

N
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Readers familiar with Chambliss' important article will

we classify them as highnoommitment~expressive types.

K}

note that the superficial similarity between Chambliss' typology
~and ours is just that. For example, while Chambliss refers to

" most murderers as examples of low commitment-expressive types,

The reason

is simple. While Chambliss cor¥ectly notes that most murderers

do not show high degrees of commitment to crime'as‘a way of

life, we feel that these same offenders quite freqnently show

high degrees of commitment to the use of violence under some

circumstances relative to the behavioral alternatives available

to them. Morover, in such contexts, the use of force may vir-

“tually be required of the actor by the subcultural system within

which he is a participant (cf. Wolfgang and Ferracutti, 1967;

Sellin, 1938). Further, we arrive at somewhatfdifferent con~

~clusions about the relative deterrence potential‘thatfshOuldkbe

high commitment ekpressive acts are the 1eastflikely to be dct

: deterred hlgh commltment instrumental acts are somewhat prone:

to deterrence, low. commltment -expressive acts rank second 1n

deterrence potentlal, and low commltment 1nstrumental acts seem

most prone to deterrence

o Because we . lack data on 1eve1s of commltment we' have neces—
n mental acts in an exploratory test of our hypothe31s.

one mlght expect because of the substartlal a55001at10n exnected

T

Although o

’ thls is a llmltatlon of our study, 1t is not as great a flaw as

.

assigned to‘tne'fourAbasic types of criminality. We suggest that

sarlly focused on the dlstlnctlon ‘between exDre331ve and 1nstru~_ 
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between expressiveness and commltment. Exn;e*sive r m1na1
behavior typioally involves‘highen levels of COmmitment than-
is implied by mosf instfumenfal oriminalitv. Many.erimes‘of
viblence; for example, ave expressive acts that'implyThigh_
levelsyof commitment,‘but many profit-motivatedvcrimes,are in-

strumental acts that do not invdlve high levels of commitment.

- This does not mean'thaf those who commit acts of violence are

commltted “to v1olence as a way of life, nor does 1t mean that .

those who are frequenfly 1nvolved in such acts as burglary do

= hot value such behav1or On the contrarv, a behav1or1stlc per—

spectlve leads to the conclusion that persons 1nvolved in nroflt—3
motlvated crlmes are rewarded each tlme they manage to escape

detectlon., Such relnforcement should 1ncrease the probablllty

,;of 81m11ar behav1or in the future. But that is not ‘the 001nt

kwe w1sh to raise. fInstead the notlon of commltment refers to

both the 1mportance of a behaV1or to an actor relatlve to behav—
1oral alternatlves and the extent to which the behav1or is
central to hlS'conceptlon‘of'selI. It is for exactly thls rea-

son that we find exceotlons to the general expectatlon that

: expre881ve crlmes tend to evoke high- 1evels of commltment whlle'

1nstrumental crlmes lmply 1ow commltment.' Among profe3810nal

kcrlmlnals, for example, rlme 1s an 1nstrumental type of behav—

' 1or but one that 1ncludes a hlgh level of commltment.‘ In other ’

words, the crlmlnal act1v1ty may be V1ewed as a means. to an end N

Vf and 1nvolvement 1n the behav1or 1s central to the actor 's con-'v

ceptlon of self (cf Sutherland and Cressey, 1970 p. 278 292

: s
. ST




Bloch ana éeis, 1970: p. 167-189). Such exceptions nbtwith-
astandlng, the evidence supports the hypothe51s that 1nstrumenta1
acts Lend to imply low levels of commltment while expressive
; eacts imply hlgher'levels of commltment. Thls is partlcularly
~true w1th felony offenses Thus, because our analy51s is restrlcted

to serlous offenses, our lack of data on commitment is not as<

pronounced a llmltatlon as mlght otherwise be the case,

Research Methodology

kAs‘indicatedfearlier, theyﬁrimary intent of;our.anal§sis is
' to explore the'association between the relative‘expreSSiVeness
of darious’types;oficriminal behavior and the probabilify‘that
these behaviors can’be deterredcby the certainty of punishnent;
7 Tnus,vour inifiai methodological faSk_was the development.of a
'fmeaSurekof the &egree of expreSsiveness implied by'a,number of
"Type I"“offenSes;~ This measure was déveloped{in three stages.

= Pirst we askedﬁloo Undergraduate students to evaiuate~the degrees i

of expre881veness 1mp11ed by the offenses under con31deratlon

‘(hom1c1de, aggravated assault,,sex offenses, auto theft robbery

;

and burglary) Second the same task was Dresented to a number

~of our faculty~assoc1ates. Flnally, the’ expre551veness ranklngs

1
t

obtalned from these tWO sources were compared w1th avallable

‘;*characterlzatlons 1n the llterature (Chambllss, 1966 1967'

.

Bowers, 1988) Our 1ntent was Only to determlne falrly gross'

franklngs on a small number of offenses that had been studled in 371Vﬁ
sfthe prlor 11terature on deterrence.v Stlll the ordered categor-k

"1es that were developed at each of the stages were very con51stent
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with one another. . Thus, they should provide a reasonable

Py

means whereby the a33001atlon between express1veness and de—

terrence may be examined.

Qur index'offdeterrence was obtained through a‘secondary

e e "

| o

ana1y51s of data presented in four recent studies (Tlttle, 1969'
Logan?‘1972; Chiricos and Waldo, 19725 nd Balley, et gl.,

,1973)._'Deterrence ranks were defined in terms of the associa- |

. tion between offense rates for each of the offenses and the
probabiiity that such offenses would result in oonfinement.~'

Each of tbe,stﬁdies:that we reviewed determined offense rates by

,obtaining;either the mean or median number of the offenseS'known‘

to the police dnring'a'Specifio time'period' These numbers were

:then standardlzed by leldlng them by the populatlon size of. the’

perlod under examlnatlon. Certalnty of 1mor1sonment wasvdeter-
mlned by d1v1d1ng the total number of adm1s31ons to state pPl—
- ’sons for each of the offenses durlng a glven time perlod by the

Atotal number of these offenses that were known to ‘the pollce.

Although sllght varlatlons in teohnlque were noted between the'
studles 1n terms of how these two measures were derlved the"

' dlfferences should not be. significant for our punbose 1n thls
“b ;n«7bt~analys1s.‘ Before proceedlng into the analy51s, hOWever, 1t is
.ff_necessary to spec1fy a few basic’ quallflcatlons that should be

plaoed on thls measure of deterrence."
‘ Flrst the rellablllty of the data on whloh the measure 1s
'“bbased may be questloned., Crltlclsms of. offlclally reported

fcrlme statlstlcs are both plentlful and famlllar (cf Wolfgang,

;~w4§ '
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19b3 Shulman, 1966; Wheeler, 1967; Suther1and and Cressey,
1770 p. 25-47). There is consensus on the assertion that

many'offénses never become known to the police,(Ennis, 1967).

‘Further, the'probability of a formal reaction to criminality o

«kappears to be contingent upon a variety of legal, social and .

offenSe;SPecific‘influences (cf. Goldman, 1963; Ennis, 1967
Terry, 1967; Black, 1970; Williams and Gold, 1972). Because
of”theseﬁand‘otherrproblems,'many criminologists are prone to

view such sources of data as the Uniform Crime Reports as a

~ better index of the level of police activity than.oF~the trde

volume of criminal behavior. ThlS obv1ously means that the
compntation of.offense rates ;s ayratherkrlsky buslness.' Stlll

‘it would be foolish to call a moratorium on deterrence résearch

. because there'are flaws in. our sources of data. We simply do

“the best we can‘with the data that are available."kA

Second one can also questlon the correspondence between
our emplrlcal 1nd1cators and the concepts ‘wWe. are attemptlng to

measure. Indeed we suspect that this is one of the most’ 81g-

nificant questlons in contemporary behav1ora1 sc1ence.' Speclf— = S
‘1ca11y, the use of rates of conflnement as a measure of the

”certalnty of. punlshment is perhaps extreme.. ~For: examnle, pro- :

ponents of the 1abe11ng or 1nteract10n1st perspectlve have pro-

: v1ded rather compelllng ev1dence on the hypothe81s that arrest
',trlal, and conv1ctlon are each 51gn1f1cant formal sanctlons

regardless of the formal dlspos1t10n made at any of these 1evels

of process1ng (cf Schwartz and Skolnlck 1963 Schur, 1971' ”f

CRaRe




Scott and Douglas, 1972). Thus, one might well calculate a

. ratio of crimes known to the police and crimes cleared by arrest

as an alternative‘indicator of certaint&i We accept that criti-
cism and are presently involved in the analysis of data on that

issue' Nevertheless, in this essay we employ rates of confine-

“ment as a measure of certalntv in order to relate our measure of

expressiveness to the ex1otlng research on deterrence and earlier

1

work has focused‘on this 1ndlcator of certainty. In addition,

because the measure does represent an extreme position, it should

provide a conservative rather than an inflated measure.

Ana1y81s and Findings

In Table 2 we have provided the ranklngs of the six offenses
on'both our - expre331veneos measure and the deterrence ‘rankings'

derived from the four studies cited earlier.

TABLE 2. Rankings of six crimes. according to thelr degree of
expre881veness and- deterrlblllty. ~

Express;Ve - * .- Deterrence Rank
tCrime'," . Rank ‘Chirieos—Walde*v Bailey## ,Logant.Tittle
Homicide = 1.5 . oy s - &. 8
pssaurt 1.5 2 5 5L 2

‘i-Sex:Offensesf3i5‘ fdls e L LEEE ;:1 U
Puto Theft ~ 3,5 . . . § Cu L6
Robbery - ‘E;S"VJ;J 8 3 2 ifdG'&

- Burglary ‘5;5;‘ R T SUT - MO

Only the 1963 tlme perlod 1s used here.
fOnly the 1964 time period is used here,

- *** Estlmated from 1950 data. ,

R
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-1 = expressiveness ranks

" The 1ower the ranklng on the expre381veness measure the

more expre881ve the offense, the 1ower the ranking on the de~

'terrence measure the greater the level Of the assoclatlon be-

tween certainty of punishment and deterrence. Spearman's co-

efficient of agreement was calculated in order to ‘determine the
degree of relatiohship between*exDressiveneSS'and'deterrence.f
The same measure was used to determlne the con81stency between

the deterrence ranklngs derlved from the earller studles.

‘Table Slprovldes the obtained 1ntercorrelatlonsm

ﬁf

TABLE 3. Spearman s rho coefficients between ranks on expres-
siveness and deterrence.

1 2 3 b 5
1 1.00 -.76  -.pY _kff-}su -0
2 .. 1.0 .57 '.54"*d,59"
3 'Afdf?-‘ '-d-. % ~;’1.00'»‘ .97 e
 ;4; 71,5'i"‘ : E R d1.ob 77,.54f'
R OIS A o TR '*ydEk%%OO*

‘ z,f:

'fvé_ﬁ bhiridoétand”Waldofranks'on-deterfenee«dae7ff

.3,# Balley, et al‘, ranks on deterrence~ ES
d 4';_Logan ranks on deterrence'

5 =‘T1t§1eﬂranks on_deterrenceefid S

R TR




f&
The 1ntercorrelatlons among the deterrence ranklngsderlved
fromlthe four studles show moderate to very high levels of

assoclatlons. The highest level of agreement was found between

| the rankings reported by,Bailey and by Logan (r = .97) and those

of Chiricos‘and'weido with Tittle (r = .69). This is related

to the comparable meaSures‘of deterrence employed in these two
pairs of ‘studies (Chiricos and Waldo used dichotomous ordinal
Variables-asyTittle.had done earlier; both Bailey and Logan

treated their variables as continuously distributed). The measure-

’ \mentrtechnique employed in the Logan and Bailey studieskshould

allow a somewhat more precise prediction of deterrence.

A pooledfestimate of the overall agreement between the

- four deterreECejrankings,was determined by averaging the six

coefficients reported in Table 2 (Mueller, Schuessler and Costner,
1970539.,27u-275) " The overall'level of agreement was .63, |
Thls 1s 1nterpreted as a substantial level of agreement glven

the fact “that the respectlve pleces of research were conducted

hlndependently of one another and that they had often used data

from dlfferent tlme periods.

Substantlal support also is prov1ded for our hypothe51s

? ‘that the expres31veness of orlmlnal behav1or 1s ass001ated w1th
“-‘the probablllty ‘that 1t can. be deterred by the certaanty of
S punlshment. The strongest 1eve1 of as5001at10n 15 found between

;our 1ndet of expre381veness and the deterrence ranklngs derlved

from the Chlrlcos and Waldo study (r =~-.76) ThlS correlatlon

o ShOWS a strong level of assoclatlon,fand the flndlng 1s more~

Low




_impressive when we consider the fact that our expressiveness

_scale is a crude measure and when we recOgnize the number of

ties that exist. The ties found in the expressiveness ranks
tend'to'have a depressing effect on the general'reiationship,

s0. we would expect the rho. values to 1ncrease were we able to

f rank the offenses more prec1se1y At the same tlme, however,

theAsmall number_of criminal offenses under consideration tends

to“raise the observed levels of,ass00iation, andvthe-thricost

and‘Waidorstudy focused onkonly’five of the six offenses.
Because the intercorrelation between the Bailey and Logan

studies_was;so‘high, we would immediately expect similar levels

of association between our expressiveness index and each of
~‘their rankings. Table 3 shows that the associations.are-identi—
Ccal (r = -.64). - In both cases the research'hypotheSis linking

.expressiveness and deterrence is Strongly supDorted-

i

The relatlonshlp is very low between Tittle' s ranklnzs on
deterrence and our expre581veness rank;ngs. ThlS contrary
flndlng may be due to several factors 1nclud1ng both measurement,m

and statlstloal problems.» Our method of,determlnlng,rank on

o expre881veness is admlttedly crude. Als0,vfhédstatistic'used
; by Tlttle (tau) on dlcotomlzed data may not accurately reflect

- the assoclatlon between certalnty of 1mprlsonment and crlme“

frate., No ]ustlflcatlon is glven by Tittle for‘u31ng tau even-

though there are other measures of ass001atlon avallable that

Thy

mlght have been more approorlate, e, g., gamma.y Thus, we are

| 1ncllned to thlnk that our negatlve flndlng may be due to Tlttle -

4
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‘ technlque of measurlng deterrence. This notion»would anpear

e;to be supported by the fact that all four rankings on deterrence‘
jare 1nterre1ated Further, consistently high levels of-asso—k |
:01at10n were observed between. expre351veness and the other three

'“deterrence ranklngs.

w

R ~ Conclusions

Crlmlnologlcal research on the potentlal for deterrlng
'crlmlnallty through the appllcatlon of punishment has been ham-
1pered by’thefheeted~debate over capltal punlshment and by the
-ilaek'of conSieteney in‘the observed associations between sanc-
:tidns and déferrenee; Ae We‘noted‘in our discussion of an
d._énaiegous“problem&in sbciai psychology, we feel that mere pro-
~8ressfcan<5ewmade;in'thie?area if less attention’is directed’
d.tewafd*the rafhen7eimplisticksearch for associatidns between
punlshment and deterrenceq_ Instead attention shOuid‘be Shifted'
Afto the Varlousocontlngen01es that may alter the 1evels of

a85001at10ns between these varlables. Toward that end, we hawe
fpresented what we feel is a 51gn1flcant modlflcatJon of a tax-
"onomy orlglnally pre ented by Chambllss (1967) ThlS exten31on
Vof Chambllss' work suggests the necess1ty of focu51ng research
'd'on four specmflc types of behavlor; i. e., expre831ve acts that
lfdlmnly hlgh levels of commltment on the part of the offender, |
expreselve acts that 1mp1ylow levels of commltment 1nstrumenfe1
= acts that 1mp1] hlgh 1evels of commltment, and 1nstrumental actsi
.nf that 1mply low 1evels of commltment The prlmary dlstlnctlon

between our conceptuallzatlon and that of Chambllss ls in our

Y n B L D T
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definition of commitment. Chambliss viewed commitment as a
reflection of the actor's involvement in a criminal career.
We certainly agree that this is an important consideration,

but we feel that his definition of high commitment would have

- very limited applicability,j THﬁs, we have defined commitment

to a crlmlnal act in terms of the affectlve 1link between actor ‘
and act, the priority of a given act to the actor relatlve to,

Vbehavloral alternatlves, and the level of assoclatlon between

A

‘the act and the.actor's conception of self.

' On the ba51s of the conceptual model that we presented

we hypothe51zed a high level of association between degree of

,Hexpre551veness,and degree of,commltment, partlcularly.when the

.‘contingency‘of>Severity of the offense iswtaken into account.

We also hypothesmzed that both expre581veness and commltment

are 1nverse1y assoc1ated with deterrence, l.e.,‘the more expres-

ﬂf81ve the act, the 10Wer the Drobablllty of its'déterrence:'the

. more commltted ‘the actor to the act, the lower the probablllty
of its . deterrence. Thus, expressive acts 1nvolv1ng hlgh 1evels
of commltment are the least deterrlble and 1nstrumenta1 acts
1nvolv1ng 1ow levels of commltment are the most deterrlble.

In our analy31s we, focused on the assocmatlons between
degree of expre331veness and degree of deterrence by correlatlng
our measure of expresszveness with four 1ndependent ranklngs

of deterrence of several serlous felony offenses. Our flndlngs

=

show a remarkable consmstency in the deterrence ranklngs that

we derlved frcm prlor research ,More 1mportant1y for_the purpose o
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- of this paper, we also found consistently strong essociations

between deterrence and expressiveness, that is, the greater

the degree of'expressiveness the lower the prcbability of deter-

‘ring the offender.

We are‘well aware of the 1imitetions of our study and have
been careful to note that our primary intent was to explore
the utlllty of our modlflcatlon of the model presented by
Chambllss. Notw1thstand1ng these 11m1tatlons, the introduction
of:exbreselveness as a ‘contingency that medlates the llnkage

s

between certalnty of punlshment and the deterrence of crlmlnal

‘offenses ‘was - tentatlvely verified. This supports the adequacy

. of the conceptual framework that we have Dresehted and will,

we hope, have dlrect implications for subsequent research in %
A

thls area..
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