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ACQuIsITIONS

Introduction

This report describéS'a pilot study made by the Centef on the feasibility’of col-
lecting complete date on individual offenders"economié,alternatives;and socialvhis—
tories. Such a data set, with a comprehensive representation of indiwvidual offenders'
characteristiés,and decisions, would make possible the analysis of such issues as the

’ queétion éf deterrence, the effect of legal obportunities on criminal activity, and
'the‘effect of contact with the criminal justiée system on earnings. ‘We also believed
that by using data on individuels meny of the statistical problems common to empirical
work based on aggregate data xﬁight be avoided.

Concentrating on records pollécted by the California criminal justice system, we. -
triéd’to‘construct these comprehensive individual histdries. Analyzing the forms
usedkby‘various state agencies for colleéting information sbout individuals, we aimed
to design a data collection pfogram that would yiéld thé complete data base. The
nekt'séctions-give, in turn: (1) an overview of the logiStics of the data collection,
(2) details of sample selection and dealings with state agehcies, (3) data collecticns
“ from couity agencies, (4) acquisition of Social Security dafa; (5) integration and
"cdmpariSOh of information\gaﬁheréd from different‘ageﬁcies, (6) confidentiality re-

quipemenﬁs EQQountered, (7) a summary of the data, and finally'(8) concluding com- -

i -ments on the quality of data likely to be generated in a full séalé program.~
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I. Overview of the Data Collection

Four government agencies provided the data used;%o constfuCt the 92 offénder
profiles that constituted our piloﬁ study. We acquired the. criminal histories
and demographic information from the records of tﬁé Buresu of Criminal Statis=
bies (BGS) and/or those'of the éalifornia Department of Corrections (CDC). " The
individual's economic and work histories camérfrom the records of both the County
of Los Angeles Probsation Department (LAPD) and the Social Security Administration
(SSA).  All the pérsons described by both the BCS and CDC stamistics’have been
arrested for a felony or felonies in the Staterof California. The condition :

that. differentiates the two samples is that an offender must have been incarcer-

ated in a California state prison to have his records on file with the CDC, while

it is only necessary that he have been arrested for a felony to have a record on
file with the BCS. Thus, combining the CDC and BCS records of the individual of-

fenders' criminal activities and demographic information seemed to offer the

- variety of histories needed to ascertain how contact with the criminal justice

system affects legal and illegal . activities,

The effect of incarceration on a person's job opportunities cannot be analyzed

without a reliable record of his legal earnings. To obtain these records, we re—‘
quisitioned the files of both the LAPD and the SSA, Locél probation department:
filés contain detailed work histories that are used in determining*an appropriaté o

sentence after an offender is convicted. For each offender, a presentence report

s prepared for the judge's'use in considering a sentence. Files are therefaore

kept even for,bffendErs who db»not.receive‘prpbation. We extracted from these

iiles'much'ofqthe work history and wage information we used in building our of-

fender‘profiles,;andfwe supplemented,this'infbrmation‘with data provided by the

I



SSA,  'The SSA maintains, for each social security number, earnings figures by
individuel in a large variety of occupations for each year, starting with 1951.
In the sections that follow, our interactions with each of the four govern-—
ment agencies (CDC, BCS, LAPD and SSA) are- desci‘i“ped in detail. The last sec-
tion lists the safeguards thatywe uséd at the Crime Center:to protect the anony-
mity of all offenders included in our studies. We hope that the detailed nnture
of the subsequent’sections Williﬁrovide direction to researchers who intend to
use thisjdata or who are interestéd in acquiring a data base of comparable spe-

cifications.

. IT, Acquisition ol CDC and BCS Data

We accessed both the CDU aﬁd the BCS data for the construction of our indi-
vidual offender profiles through the Research Department of the'ODC;‘ The BCS
keeps "rap sheets" (éee Appendix 1) that list the basic details of each feionyv
arrest in the State of California. The information relating to each arrest in-

cluded the date, charge, and location of arrest, the arresting enforcement agency,

. and, for most of the entries, the disposition of the courts on each arrest., The

CDC uses.the BCS rap sheets to augment its criminal and personal histories of of-

fenders incarcerated in California State Prisons. The CDC, therefore, has access

“to.oall BCS records, and s0 by dealing directly with the CDC we needed only their

permission to examine both seéts of files. The CDC has well—defined guidelineS'

- that researchers must follow to gather data. All requests for access to their

»

records must .be approved by two committees afgthe Department ¢f Corrections: the’

“Departmental Research Advisory Council and the Director’s Executive Committee,

: We requested‘a‘sample of data on offenders constriieted in the,following ﬁanner:



.

Cross Section of Criminals Active in the‘Los Angeles Ares

1l. A random sample, drawn from BCS files, of lbOO offenders who hed been
convicted of property offenses in Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino,
Ventura, or Riverside County between 1968 and 1975

2, - CDC summary files for offenders who had sefvéd time in Califdrnia State
Prisons -

Cross Section of Criminals Active and Incarcerated in California

1. A random sample of 1000 offenders from CDC files about one-half of whom
(including current inmates) had been released from prison in 1970, The
rest were then-current (1975) inmates for whom no distinctions were made

concerning prior releases,

From criminal histories of these 2000 individuals we drew. the 92 descriptions of

offenders that are included in our pilot study. Besides meeting the foregoing

stipulatioﬁs, the 92 offenders had also all been arrested for a felony or fel-

onies in Los Angeles County, & condition we imposed in order to match CDC and

BCS data with LAPD data. The records of 68 offenders contained CDC files, and

those of the other 24 contained only the BCS rap sheets..

The primary data sources on the 92 indiViduals were kept at the CDC and BCS

offices in Sacramento, and as independent researchers we could not viewythe'files

without first satisfying extensive confidentiality requifements that stem from

the CDC's obligation to kéep private the foenderSf nameskan& other identifying -

data. Although the necessary élearance, which,is.the'same as,that gfanted to

4classified emplOyees of the CDC, is”available;tQ independent‘researchers, we eXe~'

pedited our research by having the profile data collected by someone Who Wes el

ployed by both the Crime Center and the CDC.
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" To develop the research questions we proposed, however, we also needed
earnings records and work histories as well as the criminal activity data. We
went to the County of Los Angeles Probation Department and the SSA for this

information.

ITI. Acquisition of Prdbat%ﬁn‘Dgzg

Most of the work histories described in our data base came from the LAPD
records. As part of each presentence report, 1ooal probation department of-
ficers compile a detailed work history of each individﬁal convicted ofva fel;
ony. In deciding on a sentemce, the judge considers the nature of the offender's
past‘legal work activities and the income earned. A history of conscientious,

constructive work, for exemple, may qualify the individual for a lighter sen-

tence. The detailed information necessary for the presentence report led us to

suspect that the probation records would be complete endugh for thé application

.of econometric techniques to an&nge offender behavior. Thus we matched up the

c¢riminal and demographic histories of the 92 individuals to their LAPD records.

- We found several advantages to dealing with the LAPD instead of with other

California counties. The LAPD's cooperative working arrangements with CDC made

‘

it eagier to match the two different government “agencies' data, Also, the re-

cords of individual‘offenders kept by the LAPD tend to be fairly comprehensive

‘compared to those kept by other California County Probation Departments. More~

overy Los Angeles County‘pfovides a good representation of legal and illegal
msrket conditions.

The’ probation recordsiweré,not the only source of accounts of -the labor mar-

; ketvsotivities pursued by the individuals in our data base. Although the LAPD

r
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information was the main ingredient in forming the offender profiles, we felt
 that SSA records of legal earnings would augment the work histories held by the

probation departments.

IV. Acquisition of SSA Data

The SSA obtains its earnings data from report forms submitted by employers
and self-employed persons. Although the earnings recorés do not represent all
employment, the SSA estimates that about 90 percent of persons in paid employment
are covered by its program, The mgjor types of noncovered workers are: ,(a)
most Federal Civilian employees, (b) members of the armed forces (before 1957),
(c) employees of state and local governments who have not been covered by a
lFederal—State_agreement, (d) certain employees of exempt nonprofit ofganizations,
(e) farm and domestic wage earners with very low incomes, and (f) self-emplbyedb
physicians (before 1966). Because of ﬁhe apperent mobility and lack of coﬁtin—
uity of employmentAof some’of the individusals in‘our offendef frofiles, we sug-
pected that a number would fall’into categbry (e¢) and would therefore not be
.covered. We also surmised, however, that a good numberléf the,individuéls‘in
our‘sample would be employed’in categories for which the 5SSA ﬁfofesées to have
excellent coverage. Hence the SSA in¢oma accounts seemed likely to be ﬁsefﬁl in
analyzing the labor market activities of thel92 offehders. Therefore, subject

to SSA‘conStraints, we obtained the earnings data.

Thé‘éonfidentidlity requirements of the SSA allow an individual's,economic
data to be disclosed bﬁly‘when it is released simultaneously with at 1éast‘four,
other persons' data.  The SSA élso stipula@es that the persons'in each such grogp
mﬁst be charactefizéd by information provided byjthe,researchef and muét‘have |

earnings distributed over more than one. reporting interval (quarter). 'T¢,meet'

G-
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thése requirements, we divided the 92 offenders amqng’ls‘groupg by using the
following dichotomous classifications: (1) born in 1940 or after, (2) com-
pleted 11th grade or better, (3) 3 or more felony incarcerations, and (4) IQ
of 95 or higher. Each group contained at least five members.,

Cells with the classifications we seiected were not only designed to meet
8SA standards for the release of group information; they also related directly
to our analysis of the legal labor activities of the offenders described in our
dats base. Again, the four traits were IQ, age, amount’of educstion, and num~
ber of incarcerstions. ‘The IQ score of an individual is generally regarded as
a useful indicator o% his worth in the labor market, The education variéble
is & measure of the effects of efforts to incresase the productivity of an in-
dividual £hrough investment in human capital; and age, or perhaps more appro-
priately, vintage, is related to education, Knowing when an offender was ed-
ucated is useful since education relative to one's cohort as well as one's ab-

solute attainment determines one's attractiveness in the job market. Further-

more, we wanted to determine to what éxtent incarceration caused loss of human

capital; that is, we wanted to appraise an inmate's loss of on-the-job training

and of other opportunities thet an active member of the work force has. Hence

we chose the number of incarcerations as a characteristic upon which to divide
the sample. In sum, we chose the‘variablés used td form our groups to be as

useful as possible in econometric examination of offender behavior while still

~

meeting the five-to-category constraint.
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V. Profile Coumstruction

All relevant historical informetion from the original files was transcribed
onto questionnaires (see Appendix II). This information was subsequently coded
in "card" format, with each section of the questionnaire providing data for &
specific card that described a similar area of a subject's profile (see Codebook).
We displayed the coded data by means of one time-line for each profile. Thé times
line format made it easier to eross check informstion from different sources as
well as to summarize the data. The sections below describe this process more

fully.

A, Structure of the Questionnaire
The information contained in the questionnaiye is grouped into seven general
categories: "Personal Characteristics,"‘ "Pamily History," "Offense," "Incarcer-

' and "Ioecation." - It was possible

ation," "Probation/Parole," "Employment Status,'
for specific bits of information to appear in files‘of several or all of the four
agencies. When this occurred, descriptions of events gathered.from different
sources were all entered in the appropriatevsections.

The "Personal Characteristics' and "Family History" sections of the question-
naire contained the»individual's Birth date, military status, intelligencé and
academic achievement estimates, and other personalrdata, as well as the arrest
récords'of his family membefs and his parents' econbmic situation. The infprma-ﬁx
tion contained in these two sections of the questionnaire génerally came from
either‘the CDC or the LAPD énd provided the data for the numbe?5"l" card.

The "Offense," "Ihcarceration," and "Proba&ion/Paroie" sections were created
to describe in detail the criminal histories of the‘offenders. The "Offense"

section included’all the particulars relating to an individual's arrest, as well



a8 ‘the circumstances -~ such as his employment, drug use and family situation

- sufrounding the criminal act for which he was arrested., The information in
this section was used to complete the "2" cards. In the "Incarceration" sec-
tion; the source of data for "5" cards, is contained all information pertaining
to an sffender’s rehabilitative activities and prison status (for example, se-

curity level of custody, discipline infractions) while he was an inmate in a

- California State prison. We relied on both CDC and BCS records to complete

the "Offence" and "Incarceration" sections. When CDC records of Los Angeles

County felonies were sparse or inaccessible, the "Offense" section was completed

with information from the probation presentence reports. If an offender waé on
probation or parole as a result of an offense, his vocational and/or academic
training participation, medical records, drug use, economic situation and other
demographic deteils were included in “she "Probation/Parole" section of the ques-
tionnaire. TWNaturally, all probation material emanated from LAPD records, and
parole statistics came from the CDC's cumulative case summaries. The "Probation/
Parole"‘sections were sources of information for the number "3" and "4 cards,
respectively.

Finally, the "Employment' and "Location Status" sections of the questionnaire
were created to fully describe the labor market activities of[each offender. The
"Employment Status" section contains .a-detailed account of employment and wage
data fér the individual. This informatidn was franscribed in coded form oﬁto
mumber "6" cards. The "Location Sﬁatus" section was constructed to document the
locale of an offender's work acfivities and to show residential govements and
changes of anyoffender's living‘situation. It was the source of information for

card "T." All the information included in both the employméﬁt and location sec-
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tions was provided by the CDC and the IAPD. Finally, card "8" was compiled,

listing all felony arrest entries present in the BCS/CDC rap sheet.

B. Rap Sheet Problems

In coding the data for the profiles, we encountered a troublesome feature
in the BCS/CDC rap sheets. TFor dispositional data, the rap sheet sometimes just
lists the sentence received by an offender. Convicted offenders, however, are

often incarcerated for less  time than their full sentence, and the parole or

. release date of an offender is frequently not recorded. Thus, we often found cases

in which an individual who secemed to be serving time for one crime was committing
another criminal act on the outside. ' An example of this kind of situation is

shown in Figure 1. The rap sheet indicates that this offender was sentenced to

‘Figure 1
o - T e s A 1 ™ Ty s
%“f?: cnmmm“mom - smnmmt g S
Charge .. Arrestlng Agency ‘ : DiSpo_sition
- i ’.'.‘ '. e \‘3 P -iu»\ . . ; x.‘ " ”
J)O . . 2 . ( ; N . 3 WO . WL) )..IEW éi (.Dr'}"V\C?"Q {‘a ‘f‘
50 P"'C')O"“"ﬁ) e« M psha e A Q P '

N ?oal,,a /Jda.tc.h%wyklw < f‘Z'C_
M 5n DAL= - Qluschecss dwf L//Ca?

six months for forgery on October 21, 1968. The rap sheet @150 shows that he
was sentenced for passing bad checks on December 30, 1968 -- about two months

later. It is possible that the two entries were for the same offense, and the

prisoner was transferred to the California Rehabilitation Center (CRC) in

December 1968. It'is also possible, however, that there were two separate
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arrests and that the individusl was paroled or released early for the first of- ' In examining uncertain or ambiguous entires, we inspected the number and
o fense. Regardless of our conclusion as the origin of the two entries, we had to | types of counts prevalent in the earlier offense. If one or more counts were
-, determirie when and Whether’an individual was incarcerated and if so, exactly _ . listed in the first arrest description, then two conditions had to hold for two
when the convict was released, in order to caleculate the length of incarceration. | entires to be considered one arrest and/or one incarceration account: (1) one
Another illustration of our rap sheet problem is shown on the same BCS Cri- “ of the counts in the later rap sheet had to be identical to a count in the pre-
minal Record Summary. Figure IT shows that on August 5, 1970, the offender re- vious entry, and (2) the second rap sheet entry had to follow the prior report
ceived two sentences of six months to 1! years and six months to five years for by no more than a few months, and be within the time period covered by the pre-
two felonies. There is an entry for two years later, however, showing that the viously indicated sentence. Otherwise, we conjectured that the rap sheet en-
Figure 2 : tries represented separate incarcerations. Our system is based on the fact that
. 'fﬁﬁb .?j ¢3mwp J@OJ;;CQAJZ; a .x;r‘;’ré :.ff.ﬁ : é ~ = - ff é% 'k similar rap sheet entries may represent an inmate's movement to another pensal
- Dol P oan »/W&qu , mmwi ‘f gy "/.L{U"':“ 1 “"f"" RNy ‘éjs(ﬁ&_ institution. Furthermore, offenders are sometimes convicted for one of seversal
(,ﬁ%;= P ontgadon L ‘ L oo ? | o ' T counts, incarcerated eand then ihter brought to trial on the other counts. We

checked for inmate transfers by examining the names and states of the agencies

'f?%%;mky‘ ‘{Qﬁf.wéw‘ﬁgzaf/anﬁrp Q.HT‘ o in the "Arresting Agency" column of the rap sheet, If the second department

v l o = 1‘&'"Ai name listed dealt with correction activities, and if condition (2) held, we as-

game individual was arrested for sex crimes and assault with a deadly weapon. sumed that “the second entry represented an inmate transfer. Using these data

With no further dispositional data, such as a parcle or release da@e, the pre- ‘ derivation.guidelines, we resolved ell rap sheet perpiexities in a consistent
‘cise calculation of the length of incarceration for the 1970 offense depends on ' | manner. After applying our system, we considered the example cited in Figure 1
finding complete location data for the time period in question. ' | to be one 6-month incarceratioﬁ. We surmised thet this individual was placed in
The ambiguities in this situation were numerous but not totally unmanagesgble. the CRC ss part of his October 1968 sentence. In dealing with incarcerations of
To ‘resolve rap sheet problems of *hus sort, we flrst cross—-checked personal data o | uncertain length, such as the one in the 1970 entry, the offender s-criminal re-

from the CDC and LAPD,‘searchlng for an account of the offender's time with the ‘ cord and the nature of the current offense determined out assignment. So, the
: aid‘of>emp10yment histories and location information; If CDC and probation in~ ‘,‘ ” entry highlighted in Figure 2 was assﬁﬁe&’to represent 18‘menths' incareeratien‘
‘Qﬂ | - “Tormation did not reveal an offender's specific location during the time in T for the August 1970 offense.  Hence, while BCS/CDC rapisheets were then very

question,‘our estimates of length of incarceration could only be imprecise. e ~ ambiguous, we could produce criminal histories.

TS
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C. Tormatting the Dats

After ne completed the questionnaires and resolved the rap sheet problems,
we found that we needed a way to visualize and examine the extensive data, and
also we wanted to facilitate the data Processing that would be necessary in for-
mulating our analysis. Furthermore, we were concerned about the consistency and
accuracy of a data base acquired from three separate sources, and we wanted to
‘make sure that there were no contradictions in the government agencies' statisti-
cal reports that would disrupt eur analysis. We wroke a computer program that
provided a format for the coded questionnaire data (see Codebook) and made it
possible to check the consistency of the date.

The program we designed, named DATA-CHECK (see Appendix ITI), presented an
offender's entire profile in one well—organized table. The table was laid out
as‘a vertical time line with seven columns. All the data from an offender's
profile were listed in the appropriate columns. We designated the columns, from
left to right on the téble, "Criminal Activity," "Punishment," "Personal Traits,"
"Location," "Expenditures," "Income/Assets," and "Employment /Work Hisﬁory."

In the "Criminal Activity" and "Punishment" columns, we listed the arrest
and dispositional information for each criminal ineident ineluded in a question-
naire, The "Punishment" column also included parole andfcusfcdy status speYifi—
cations. Under "Personal Traits," webdescribed ﬁhe nature of an offender's drug
abuse and any permanently disabling physicel handicaps. The "Locetion"‘column'
contained data taken directly from the'"LoCation"-sectien of the guestionnaire,
‘and the "Expenditures" column combined 1nformat10n from many sectlons in order
to tabulate an offender's outlays. Some of these expenses were exp11c1t costs,

- such as rent, and others were costs inferred from factors such as number of de~

- 1.

' , ST
pendents‘andemarital status, The "Income/Assets" and "Employment/Work Histoxry
columns are self-explanatory.

The information reported by the CDC,‘BCS and LAPD often overlapped in spe-
cific areas. DATA-CHECK was designed to list each agency's version of an event:

Thus there often were many entries in the same column supposedly describing the

same event. To verify the consistency of the agencies' reporting, we just cheqked

for the parity of the listed versions of an event., In fact we discovered several

inconsistencies in the data. We were able to resolve some of the‘confllcts in

the reeords, but many others were, unfortunately, very troublesome.

D, Contradictions in the Data
Uniform reports of an event by three sepsarate agencies ~~ the CDC, BCS and

LAPD -~ would virtually insure a statistic's verity. We offen encountered trivial

errors or errors made in reporting that were easily corrected. In seme cases,
though, we found that the combined reports made the precise version of an event
" 2 |
quite uncertain, Many of the contradictions were related to a’profiles 1nd1v1— :

dual's economic status., Figure 3 shows an example of contradictory assets flge

06/18/65 - 06/18/65 :
o RENT = $ 70 | WAGE RATE UNKNOWN
| MARTTAL: SRPARATED | N0 GUTSIDE INCOME
: 0 DEPENDENTS o : - NO ASSETS
, RENT = $ 70 S 'WAGERATEUMJOWN_
MARITAL: SEPARATED ' NO OUTSIDE 1NCOME
0 DEPENDENTS : . NO ASSETS '
RENT UNKNOWN . | ASSETS = $1700
MARTTAL: SI{\IGLE
0 DEPENDENTS

" Figure 3
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ures., The CDC‘reporfs thet this offender had no assets on June 18, 1965, while
the Pargle Boerd statistics (contained in CDC files) shown directly below those

of the cDe, indicate that this individuel had $i700. Large discrepancies of

‘this Sort often made it impossible for us to ascertain an individual's "Income/

Asset" position. The offender's marital status is also listed differently by

the CDC and the LAPD. The CDC shows that the offender is separated, implying

expenditures related to support payments, while Parole Lists him as single,

which would imply much different expenses and rescusces. Ancther illustration
of conflicting descriptions of femily status is shown in Figure IV. The CDC
and BCS state that on June 14, 1968 this individual was single with no depen-

dents.  The LAPD, however, indicates simultaneously that the individual was

' Figure U
06/14/68 06,/14/68

CDC/BCS—->
NOT PAYING RENT WAGE RATE UNKNOWN
MARTTAL: SINGLE ~ NO OUTSIDE INCOME
0 DEPENDENTS | ASSETS CAR ONLY
NOT PAYING RENT WAGE RATE UNKNOWN
MARITAL: SINGLE NO OUTSIDE INCOME
0 DEPENDENTS o - ASSETS CAR ONLY
NOT PAYING RENT WAGE RATE UNKNOWN
MARTTAL: SINGLE | NO OUTSIDE INCOME
0 DEPENDENTS ASSETS CAR ONLY
NOT PAYING RENT | WAGE RATE UNKNOWN
MARITAL: SINGLE » NO OUTSIDE INCOME

| 0 DEPENDENTS ' ASSETS CAR ONLY

DARD 7o paviNG RenT B ASSETS CAR ONLY

MARTTAL: MARRIED -
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married with two dependents. The resulting problems in computing an offender's -

socioeconomic situation are obvious.

-

Other conflicting reports present similar problems. For example, rent sta-

tistics were slso muddled.

Figure 5

Figure 5 shows that, according to the CDC, this of-

CDC —

LAPD —

12/31/64
RENT' = $215
MARTTATL,: MARRTED
6 DEPENDENTS
RENT = $ 215
MARITAL: MARRIED
6 DEPENDENTS
RENT = § 215
MARTITAL: MARRIED
|, 6 DEPENDENTS
RENT = ¢ 118
MARTTAL: MARRIED
6 DEPENDENTS

.

WAGES $ 3.50/HR
NO OUTSIDE INCOME
ASSETS § 290.50
WAGES § 3.50/HR
NO OUTSIDE INCOME
ASSETS $ 290.50
WAGES $ 3.50/HR
NO OUTSIDE INCOME
ASSETS § 290.50
ASSETS CAR ONLY

12/31/64

fender was paying & monthly rent of $215 as of December 15, 1964, The LAPD, on

the other hand, indicates that this individual paid‘only'$118 rent. ‘Another‘exn ,

ample of the disParate rent figures is presented'in'Figure 6. According‘to the

¢pe

LAPD o

P A Y

Figure 6

e

12775768

=5 40

MARITAL: SEPARATED|

0 DEPENDENTS
RENT = § 80 -

“ MARITAL: SEPARATED

0 DEPENDENTS
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\;CbC, this individual's rent on December 12, 1968, was $40; the LPAD reporté that
it was $80.’ Given several such errors in financial reporting, we could not make
use of a good portion of the éxpenditure data. ‘

We also compiled medicalr étatistics on the individuals imvolved in our study.
To check for conflicts in reports from various sources, we listed these data under
the "Personal Traits" column of our g;me line. We found contradictions here, as
we had in other areas of the data base. An example is shown in Figure 7,’Where
the QDC indicafes ﬁhat on November 9, 1962, this offender was physically handicapped,
not .alcoholic and‘was using schedule I or II drugs. Meanwhile, althouéh the LAPD
agrees that the individudl was not alcoholic, they relate he had no physical han@is
caps and committed no (other) chemical sbuse. Thus, the tWo.agencies' réports dif-

fer in their classifications of the offender's physical status and drug use. The

" CDC, Parole Board and LAPD were our only sources of offender's medical reports, and

Figure T
11/09/68 ’ 11/09/68

‘ ' . , “—— CDC
COMMITTED- NEW . OFFENSE PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED

NOT ALCOHOLIC
SCHEDULE I OR IT DRUGS
NO PHYSICAIL, HANDICAPS
NOT ALCOHOLIC

| L | NO OTHER GHEMIGAL.ABUSE

4l 7APD

when they conflicted, we were unable to correct them., ‘There are other examples.
. In Figure 8; we see that the CDC classifies another individual as physically handi-

capped, while the:LAPD contends he has no physical handicaps. These health statis-

tics were important to ourfStudyg but the amount of internally inconsistent data

makes the prospect of'acceSSing this information not promising.
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" Figure 8

09/04/72 T 09/04/72

COMMITTED NEW OFFENSE PHYSICALLY HANDICAPPED | ©PC
o NOT ALCHOHOLIC ' '
NO OTHER CHEMICAT, ABUSE
NO PHYSICAL, HaNDICAps * |~ FROB
NOT ATCOHOLIC

NO OTHER CHEMICAL ABUSE

We constructed the 92 offender profiles using our time line as a visualizationv
and diagnostic tool for the data; We were able to resolve many of the inconstencies
in the data, such as those contained in the rap sheets, but other‘cohtradictions,
which were simplyiconflicts in the versions of events reported by the CDC (and Pa—

role Board), BCS ‘and LAPC; were often irrecoﬁcila’ble° Consistency checks on.the

YSSA earnings records were impossible beqause'of its group formsat of reporting. De«
spite the problems generated by the diséordant descriﬁtions, we did,‘ne#ertheleés,
clean up and corrééf much of the data by ﬁsinngATA~CHECK, thereupon cdmpleting the

assemblage of offender‘profiles{

VI. Safeguards of Confidentiality

Throughout the date collection process executed by'the stgff of fheJcrime
Center, we~completély guarded the anonymity of éll offenders Qeséribéd in our daﬁa
base. We never confééted these individuals; all data'came from governﬁeht records.,
By Mbre impoffantiy, the names aﬁd/or addfeSSES‘of,individuais includéd;in‘thisfstudy 
‘will never be published. General Condition No. 15 of ourfgrantjexPiains our obii; '

~gation:
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No research data or statistical data which is ‘identifiable to
any gpecific person end which has been furnished to the grantee
by eny agency or person in conjunction with work performed under
this grant shall be used or disclosed for any purpose other than
the research projéct for which it was obtained . . . .

In fact, we hold no records of namey, social security numbers or any other infor-

mation that identifies‘any>of the ofﬁénders. Any data that might identify an of-
fendef is held at the CDC in Sacramento.

In extracting the data, our research assistant substituted our own ID numbers
for all official identification. The list correlating the official identification
and our ID numbers is also held at the CDC. We do not have access to this list.
‘in formihg a locasion variable, we instructed our reseamrch assistant to replace
the addresses of described individuals with the census tract numbers, precluding
the possibility of identifying an offender by tracing his movements or finding

his resldence.

VII, A Note on the Contents of the Data

The data we collected in order to construct the 92 offender profiles covered
many facets of each individual's life history. The following sections present
some tebulations of the data and assess the completeness ofythe information in
four major areas: (A) Intelligence factors, (B) Crimes, (C) Iﬁcarcerations, and

(D) Earnings data.

A, _ﬁlntelligencé Factors

The iﬁdividuais described in our data base had limited formal education.
The offenaersi median number of graées cbmpletéd'was ten, while the median for g
similar ege distribution of the U.S. population was 12,86, A ffequency distri-
“bution §TLﬁﬁé'HéSéfiBéa”ih&iviahdis‘ academic achievements is shown in Tablewi;A;

An altgrnative:measure of ‘an individual's academic level of competence‘is his
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Table <,IQA‘Q .

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION QF OFFENDER DEGREES
DEGREE | None | High School | College | A.A. | G.E.D.
NUMBER
OF OFFENDERS 56 e3 0 1 11

tested "grade equivalency."  This is estimated from an exemination administered
by the CDC, and we included their results in our data base. According to the
CDC, the average offender in our study possessés the academic cepabilities of
an eighth,grade studeﬁt, The offenders born before 1940 received lower scores,
with an average T.43 grade equivalency; while those born during or after 1940
had an average score of 8.3k,

The most common measufe of intellectual capability —- the'Intelligence Quo-
tient —- is also included in our profiles. No IQ data were recofded for 26 per- |
cent of the offénders; 91 percént of this group were born before 1940. Among
individuals for whom 1Q figures are available, the aversge IQ was 97.09. For
older offenders, the mean was 96.5; for younger ones, 97;3. Because of the 1arge‘
numbel of unknown IQ scores for thé older group, the significancevof these méan
1q figures‘is'difficulp to discern.

Table 1, a frequency distribution of‘iQ‘scores for all age groups; indicates
that ET‘Qf +the offenders describéd in our.pilot study had IQs’o#er 100, Thié
group comprises‘hs peréent for thqse'for whom IQs Were‘recbrded, as shown*in '

‘Tsble TT.




FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF IQS

Table I

- 0-Th T6-80 81-85 86~90 91-95 96-100 101-105 106-110 111-115 116-120’ 121-125"

IQ Unknown
NUMBER
OF OFFENDERS N 1 3 10 12 -] 1v 11 5 3 24
RELATTVE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF IQS
IQ - 0-80 | 81-90 | 91-100 | 101~-110 | 111-120 | 121-130 | Unknown

RELATIVE

FREQUENCY : ,

(PERCENT) 5.4 14,3 | 2k,2 | 19.8 8.8 1.1 26

45%

Table IT
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B.  Data on Crimes

We coded onto number "2" cards (see Codebook) all information held by the
CDC (some of it originally from LAPD) concerning the location, wage rate, rent or
asgets of a profiled offender at the time of his arrest for a felony. All of
these items were available for 45 out of 365 CDC detailed crimes, or 12.38 per-
cent. One hundred sixty-four (44.8%) of the "2" cards contained Wége information
and 119 (32.5%) of the cards showed asset statistics. While the census tract
number of an offender's residence was reported on 276 (75.5%) of the "2" cards,
rent figures were available for only 81 (22.1%) of the detailed offenses. For
a complete distribution of ﬁ2" card crime data, see Appendix IV.

A1l arrest entries found,iﬁ BCS/CDC rap sheets were coded onto number "8"
cards, from which we derived the frequency of crimeé against property (burglary,
forgery, etc.) and those against persons (assault, murder, etc.) committed by
the offenders described in our data base. There are entries for 657 property
crimes, or 36 percent of all offenses, and.352 nonproperty crimes, or 20 percent
of the total sum. The remaining L4l percent of rep sheet arrest entries Weré for

misdemeanors, The first felony arrests for 68 percent of the_involved offenders

were for property crimes, while 35 percent started their felony records with non
propertonffenses. The relative frequency for the type of first felony arrests
sums'to over 100 percent because property and’ nonproperty offenses‘are sometimes
cémmitfed simultaneously. The factythat the mean frequency of property charges
for individuals starting with a property crime is 6L ﬁercent, while for those
starting Withya,nonprbperty erime it is 28 percent,‘suggestsba possible ré1ation_
ship between an offender's first property crime arrest and his later choice to

 commit criminal acts of the same type. See Appendix V for further descriptions
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of criminal history data.

c. Incarcerations

The average individual -depicted in our pilot study experienced multiple in-
carcerations, the mean number of imprisomments for a felony being 3.1l. Only
three offenders, 3.3% of the sample, were never incarcerated. A distribution of

number of incarcerations per offender is shown in Table III.

Table IIX

FREQUENCY OF INCARCERATIONS PER OFFENDER

NUMBER OF
INCARCERATIONS .

"PER OFFENDER ol1{2314)1516]7]!181}19]10
FREQUENCY 3 (1621 (18|78 |4lolalal 2

From 1951 to 1975 (a period used to place incarcerations within the span of
documented SSA earnings data) the profiled individuals spent an average of 4,58
years in jail or prison,'or 20 percent of the relevant interval. Some of the in-.
‘dividuals, however,‘were less than eighteen years old during some part of this
period. If we do not couﬁt those years for those individuals, we find that the
offendérs‘have been incarcerated for an average of 28 percent of their adult

lives Since~l951.

D. Earnings Data

We acquired earnings records from the CDC, LAPD, and the SSA. Only 31 of
the 92 profiles COntain-wage informatioﬁ derived from either the CDC or the LAPD,
Sixteen of these profileS'contain 8 sequence in which wage informafion bbth be~

fore and after arrest is available. Of those 16 profiles, 8 drew all their wage
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information from.the LAPD files, and T drew upon both the probation files and
the case summary records of the CDC files only.

Because the SSA only beéan recording indi#iduals' earnings by year in 1951
(and by quarter in 1953) we have chosen the years 1951 to 1972 as our base perioa.
To calculate the number of quarters during which the involved offenders were able
to participate in the work force, we subtracted from the pool all gquarters between
1951 and 1975 when the members of a group were either incarcerated or less than 18
years old. Since the SSA releases income data only for groups composed of five or
- more individuals; our presentation therefore follows this format.

The SSA date shows, overall, reported earngngs for 55 percent of the quarters
during which the profiled individuals were neither incarcerated nor under 18 years
of age. For'thesé guarters, the offenders earned én average quarterly real income
of $538.58, adjusted to a 1957 base by means of a Consumer Price Index. More de~
tailed information on the relative frequency of covered quarters and the mean rates
of quarterly earnings’is contained in Tablé IV. Because the sample was divided
into SSA groups on the basis of such characteristics as age, education, number of
incarcerations end 1Q, we were éble to look for relationships between these char-
actefistics and an offénder's earnings. .

We held constant the value of the other three dichotomous variables to peruse
the effect of a specific paraweter's value on offender earnings. We see that all
but one of theﬁgroupé ofvoffenders with corresponding IQs greater than or equal
to 95 have higher'quafterly earnings than their lower scoring counterparts. Scru-
tinizing the effect of number of incarcerstions on earnings, we see that nearly

all of the groups with offenders having less than three incarcerations attainéd

higher covered quarterly earnings than their more often-imprisoned cohorts. The



Table IV

EARNINGS AND COVERAGE DISTRIBUTION BY SSA GROUP

Quarters Quarters Mean Mean
, Incarcerated < .18 Yrs, Total # # Covered Frequency of Earnings Per
Group¥* 1951-1975 After 1951 Quarters - Quarters Covered Qtrs. vCovered‘Quarter
0000 29 0 460 300 67.5%  $761.21
0010 ' 21k 0 460 138 61.0 hze.sok
0001 2 0 460 25k 6.0 801..79
0011 265 6k 6lk 162 52,6 486.56
0101 15 28 368 1ko 46.2 5l2.53
0110 '66 0 184 59 51.3 389.17
0111 1k 0o 552 164 3.2 871.60
1000 53 ‘328 , 552 88 ‘ - 57.0 431.84
1001 0 368 552_ 92 92.4 569.53
1010 b2 232 368 78 82.9 1303.87
1011 122 172 368 Ly 69.7 480.76
11100 h 356 6lal 169 7.6 737.37 |
1110 62 208 1368 L2 48.6 - 349.99
C1m R 116 368 80 50.0 i ‘ ‘609.06'
1101 b 280 ko 107 79.6 348.83

#Value of binary digit changed from "O" to "1" if (1st digit) born’in‘l9¥0 or after; (2nd digit) cémbiéted |

1lth grade or better; (3rd digit) 3 or more felomy incarcerations; (l4th digit) IQ of 95 or higher,

- =Ge-
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education vafiable showed & mixed relation to an offender's earnings, and implied

that the education of the profiled offenders did not markedly increase their legal

- egrning power. Finally, the age parameter pointed to the natural acquisition of

human capital by the offernders as they grew older. . Bach paif’of groupé with Simi_
lar Valuesvfor the IQ, education, and number of incarcerations parametérs showed
higher%mean earnings for the cell describing the older age group. For more ée—
tailed inqumation on the earnings per covered quarter for all combinations of

parameters, see Table IV,
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: SUmmggx

This pilot study was conducted to determine if information of sufficient quality

~and quantity to support empirical work could be obtained on individuals' criminal

and lifé histories compiled from California state criminal justice sources. It

was determined relatively early in this endeavor that the individuals' economic ac-
tivities were at best poorly rendered in:-the criminal jusﬁice records., Alternative
sources of this informations'such as ﬁhe Social Security Administration, were ex-
plored and assessed., The confidentiality requirements of the SSA greétly limit

the usefulness of this'informatioh by making it‘available only on groups of in-
dividuals. These conditions partially vitiate the advantages of dealing with ob=~
servations on individuals.-

The criminal justice systeﬁ representatives we contacted were quite cooperative,
and the records their organizations were, in theory, required‘to keep appearedvcom~'
prehensi&e. The actual coverage, however, was sparse, and occasionally the records
of different sources were contradictory. These deficiencies forced ﬁé to conclude
that the full scale impiementation offthis data éollection program would only gen-
erate a data base that would’be both expensive and ihadequate for our purposes.

It might be possible to generate the desired data base by combining officlal records

with self reports, but, considerations of the religbility of such a liaison aside,

the logistics of‘such én effort were beyond the»scope of our'research program,
In a companion technical repoit'we attempt to use data’from thiérpilgt study
to shed light on some of the intéréctiéns between individuals andﬁthe criminal»
justice system, The limited nature of the aﬁﬁlysis undértakén in,fhatJreport’is
duevlargely‘to the quality of data'geﬁerated’by the pilot study‘rather than the

£y

quantity._





