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The Metropolitan Criminal Justice Center operates the 

Pi1<;>t ,City 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 
Admin;i.,s.trat ion 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 innovatble and experimental in nature, which will 
contribute over a'period of years to the development of 'a model 
criminal just.ice system. Each Pilot City team is also respon
sible for assuring comprehensive evaluation of such programs, 
for assisting the development of improved criminal justice 
planning ability within the host jurisdictions, and for pro
viding technical assistance to various local agencies when 
requested. ' 

The Pilot City Program has two primary responsibilities 
to the host municipalities and to the improvement of the 
criminal justice system. In Virginia, res'ponsibility for adult 
corrections,except for offenders sentenced for one year or 
less to ,l\')cal jail~, rests entirely with the State· Department 
of Welfar~ and Institutions. Thus, the Pilot City Program's 
activities in the adult corrections area consist primarily of 
program planning assistance to local correctional efforts and 
research regarding such currently important issues in Virginia 
as sentencing procedures and criteria (as reflected in this 
m<?nograph), co~unity corrections, and institutional program
m~ng and man~gem~~t .. 

The piiot City Program of the Metropolitan Criminal Justice 
Center is funded und,er 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 contained in, 
this publication. 
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DETERRENCE OF CRIME 

A Reform\llation of Chambliss' Typology of DeteIlrence'~ 

. Criminologis,ts have historically subscribed to the belief 

that the threat or utilization of legal sanctions were effective 

means for insuring social control and directing desired processes 

of ~ocial change in an orderly manner (cf. VoId, 1958:14-26; 

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

for example, suggest that man is a rational creature who is. en~· 

dm"ed with the ca'Pability to control and direct the course of 

his own destiny. In the course of his activities he seeks to 

avoid unnecessary 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 the frequently misunderstood'classical school 

is not central to 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 appeale~ to in such 

a way as to deter him from becoming involved in legally proscribed 

'behavior ("specific deterrence") and to remind others within'the 

society that certain behavior is not profitable ("general deter-

rence") . 

*An earlier version of this paper was presented .atthe 18th Annual 
Southern Conference on Corrections, Tallahassee, Florida, February, 
1973. The authors express their appreciation for critical comments 
provided by Profe,ssors Harwin L. Voss, University of Kentucky, and 
Melvin L.' DeFleur, Washington State University. 
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HorH'eVer, the'i$)lnphasi.s on the rational nature of man a,nd 

his fr-ee will, plus the preoccupatio.i':l with the structure of the 

legal codes rathe,X" than the detet"minants of (Crim:I,n~l behavior, 

pl"oved, incompatible with the individualiz~d focus a:nd deta).'1min.,... 

istic orientation 0.£ the -positive schoo,l of criminolc;.;:w thC,lt 

was, developing during the latte!~ part o,f the 19th centuI'¥, . Indeed ., 

following the demise of the classical school and the rise to 

dominance of the positive school, the ba;sic causcll asstimp't'ions 

and general orientation of criminology did little to encourage 

a.ny obj ective and systematic analY$is of the de'teprer!t efficacy 

of pun~shment. Moreover, particularly in the United Statea~ 

.criminology Soon became associated with the drive for social 

reform, a movement which among other things held that a humani-

tarian response, to offenders was a necessary condition for the<itl 

t'ehabili tation. •. ' 

The defects inherent in the argument that a,humanitarian 

response will lead to the amelioration of social cqnditions while 

punitive responses will prove counterproductive. to such goals' 

were noted if not accepted (Sutherland and Cressey, 19,J 0: 366 - 36 7) . 

Within the past decade or so a relatively' small but infl,uential 

number of 'writers have attempted to re-direct attention toward, 

an' obj ectiveass,es!3ment of the deterrent functions. of legalsanc.;. 

tions (cf. qhamb~iss, 1967; Gibbs, 1968; Andenae,e;;, 1952, 1968; 

'~imring and HaWkins, 1971,1973). The logic of ,thedurrent r.e-
. ' 

assessme~t~f d~terrencefits rather well within the conceptual 

framework that ,ha~., been advanced by the social" behaviorists; a 

-2-
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paradigm which provides important encouragement for, sound em

pirical analyses of the relationship between sanctions and 
II 
\\ 

deterrence (cf. Burgess cmd Busheli, 19'~9; Singer, 1972). Draw-

ing on the rei.nforcement paradigms of experimental psychology, 

proponents of social behaviorism define negative sanctions as 

reactions to b~havior that decrl?ase the probability that the 

behavior will be engaged in subsequent to the reactions. Further, 

because individuals learn by means other than direct personal 

experience, they may be deterred from proscribed behavior through 

thei.r knowledge.or belief that such behavior will generally elicit 

a degree of pUnishment that exceeds the potential rewards asso

ciated with the criminal activity. In other words, deterrence 

can operate on 'both a specific and a general level. On an indi-

vidual level the application of punishment is expected to reduce 

the probability of future involvement in behavior similar to 

t·hat which drew the punishment. 01). a general leve.1 the punish-' 

ment of one 'individual is expected to reduce the probability 

that those who become aware of the punishment will become 'involved 

in similal:' behavior. As we noted earlier, neither of these 

. expectations are new, but until recently the commentary on the 

effects of sanctions has focused largely on the' debate over the 

utility of capital punishment (cf. Gibbs, 1968; Bedau, 1971). 

Thus, systemat'~.c inquiry typicallY has been quite limited in . 

sC9pe and has often been more devoted to philosophical debate 

than to sCie,ntifiq ,analysis. 

In .this paper we will focus on what we feel are two impor-
"~ . 

tant and inter .. related'aspects of deterrence that have not drawn 
" . 

.' . 

.. -3-



adequate attention. Specifically, the behaviorist paraq.igm 

suggests that negative sanctions will reduce the frequencies 

of behavior when the sanctions are swift, certain and appropri~ 

ately severe. Although much remains to be done with respect 

to explicating bo.th the relationship between certainty and 
........ 

severity and the operational definition of each of these concepts 

(Jeffrey, 1965; Gray and Martin, 1969; Bai,ley and Smith, 1972) ~ 

the available literature tends to support the notion that cer

tainty of puniShment should be a primary concern (Gibbs,1968; 

Tittle, 196,9; ~hiricos and Waldo, 1970; Logan, 1972; Bailey, et 

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

r.ence, however, is that the various reinforcement cont.ingencies 

impinge upon all types of 'proscribed behavior in a similar fash

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

1967). Thus, the central problem for our analysis is the.elab-

oration and exaInination of a conceptual orientation. that explicitly 

takes into ac~ount both the probability of sanctions and the type 
, 

of off.ense being sanctioned in order to better under.stand the 

conditions under which negative sanctions' are most likely to 

exert a deterrent effect on illicit behavior. 

i! 
Concel?i~ual Orientation 

II 
The general'argumen~i is perha~s best introduced by outlining 

a~ .. analogous problem.in social psychology. A crucial issue in 

a4ti tUde . theory ,'and measurement is ~he apparent inconsistency in 

the assoc'iation .. between verbal attitudes and overt behavior.' The 

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

-4-
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plete, but the work of Melvin DeFleur and h~s associates has 

done much to explicate what many felt were fundamental incon

sistencies (cf. DeFleur and Westie, 1958; Warner and DeFleur, 

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

1972). Their findings provide considerable support for the 

"postulate of contingent consistency". The basic principle is 

that attitudes and behavior are not related to one another in 

a vacuum. The linkage necessarily takes place (or fails .to take 

place) in a social situation. Unless the manner in which other 

factors in tre social situation impinge upon the expected con

nection is fully u:p.der::>tood, ina-ppropriate conclusions about the 

viability of the associations may develop. Recently, researchers 

have been examining the conditions under which attitudes are 

directly ~elated to behavior rather than merely focusing on the 

morg simplistic issue of whether an association exists. 

A.similar si{~ation has hampered the progress of research 

on deterrence. The literature focuses almost exclusivelY on 

whether there is an association between various 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 completed earlier 

(Chambli~s, 19~6); he concludes that it is necessary to distin

quish between the types of offenses when considering the problem 

of deter:r:oence. First, he a~gues, we must undel'lstand' the basic 

distinction ?etween expressive and instrumental offenses. Iff the 

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

the case with the majority of crimes against property, it may 

be categorized as instrumental behavior; if the behavior is an 

end in itself, as is often true with what have come to be 

termed II crimes of passion", it may be called expres·sive. Second, 

he suggests that those acts corn'mitted by persons who have a 

high ~egree, of commitment to crime as a way of life should be 

distinguished from those acts involving people who have a low 

commitment to crime as away of life. Chambliss concludes that 

low commitment-instrumental and high commitment-instrumental 

offenses are those most' likely to be deterred by ,?unishment 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 tY":les of behavior in the 
. ~ -- . 

specification of the conditions under '~hich the imposition of 

sanctions. can be expected to serve a det~rrent function. We 

further agree that the distinction which can and .should be made 

bet.ween instrumental and expressive criminal acts is very irli1;)or

tant in this regard. On the other hand, it appears to us that 

Chambliss has chosen to assign undue importance to commitment to 

criminal careers in the development of his typology, and we ?ro-

pose a basic revision in his model in that regard .• 
I 

\ By so doing, \ 

we do not m~an.to suggest that the variable of commitment to a 

criminal career' is not relevant. Instead, it. is our feeling that 

the model would be far more useful 'in the analysis of a broader . .~. 

spectrum o~c:idmi.nal offenses if the notion of commitment took 

-6-



as its empirical referent th'eaffective link between the actor 

a"ndhis act, the priority of' a given act to the actor relative 

to his alternative courses of act~on, and t;he relationship 

between th~ actor's conception of self and the act. Similar 

on the surfC':l.ce to the typology sugges:.ced by Chambliss (1967:713), 

this dist,inction betWeen type of offense and of commitment to 

!the offense'implies four types of criminal deviance. 

TABLE 1. Types of bella vi or and level of contmi tment* 

,High 

Level of, 
COffiIllitment 

Low 

" 

Type of Behavior 

Expressive 

T Y'p E I 

(e. g., many 
murders an,d 
a?saults) 

T,Y PEl I I 

(e.g., many stat
utOJ:lY, rapes) 

r 

Instrumental 

T Y PEl I 

(e. g., pJ:lofes
sional cJ:limes) 

TYPE'IV 

(e. g., most white 
,collar ctlime and 
many nonprofessional 
pJ:loperty offenses) , 

~'c This table is ct modified version of that presented by Chambliss 
(i967:713). 
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Readers familiar with Chambliss' important article will 

note that the superficial similarity between Chambliss' typology 

and ours is just that. For example, while Chamblis,'s refers to 

most murderers as examples of low commitment-expressive types, 

we classify them as high. commitment-expressive types. The reason 

is simple. While' Chambliss correctly notes that most murderers 

do not show high degrees of cOlnmi tment to crime as a way of 

life, we feel that these same offenders quite frequently show 

high degrees of commitment to the use of violence under some 

bircumstances relative to the behavioral alternatives available 

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

tu~lly be required of the actor by the subcultural system within 

wh~ch he is a participant <cf. Wolfgang and Ferracutti, 1967; 

Sellin, 1938). Further, we arrive at somewhat different con-

clusions about the relative deterrence potential that should be 

assigned to 'the 'four basic types ofc~minality. We suggest that 

high commitment-expressive acts are the least likelY.to be 

deterred.; high corrunitment-instrumental acts are somewhat prone 

to deter:rence; low commitment-expressive acts rank second in ' 

deterrence potential; and low commitment-instrumental acts seeJ1l. 

most prore to deterrence. 

Because weli3:ck data on levels of commitment, 'we have neces

sarily focused on the distinction between expressive and instru

'1nen,tal acts in :an:exploratory test of our hypothesis. Although 

th'~'s is,.a limitation of our study, it is not as, g~eat a flC\.w as 

one m~ght expect beca'use, of the sUbstar.t'ial 'aSsociation expected 
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between expressiveness and commitment. 

~;.:.:~ 

Expr~c§ive .. crIminal 

behavior typically involves higher levels of commitment than 

is implied by most instrumental criminality. Many, crimes of 
" 

violence, for example, are expressive acts that imply high 

levels of commitment, but many profit-motivated crimes are in

strumental acts that do not involve high levels of commitment. 

This does not mean that those who commit acts of violence are 

committed to violence as a way of life, nor does it mean that 

those who are frequently involved in such acts as burglary do 

c. not value such behavior. On the c017)trary, a beha'vioristic per

spective leads t'o the conclusion that ,persons involved in profit

motivated crimes are rewarded ea6h time they manage to escape 

detection. Such'reinforcement should increase the probability 

of similar behavior in the future. But that is not'the point 

t:1e wish to raise. Instead, the notion of commitmen~ refers to 

,both the -_ importance of a behavior to an actor relative to behav-. ' 

ioral alternatives and the extent to which the behavior is 

central to his cOl!ception of self. It is for exactly this rea

son that we find exceptions to the general expectation that 

.expressive crimes tend to evoke high levels of commitment while 

instrumental: crimes imply low commitment. Among professional 

criminals,for ~xample, crime is an'instrumental type of behav

ior but onethatinc:iudes a high level of commitment. In other 

wO;r'ds ,the "Qriminal activity'may be viewed as a means, toa.n e,nd 

and, involvement in the behavior is gentrcil to the aqtor' s con-

, ception of self, (cf •. Sutherland and Cressey, ')'1970 ~ p'o 278 ... 292; 

, 
" -9-
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Bloch and Geis, 1970: p. 167-189). Such exceptions notwith-

standing" the evidence supports the hypothesis that instrumental 

ac'ts tend to imply low levels of commitment while~ expressive 

acts'imply higryer levels of commitment. This is particularly 

true with fel0!lyoffenses. Thus, because our analysis is restricted 
.. ' 

to serious off¢nses, our lack of data on commitment is not as 

I pronounced a ,limitation as might otherwise be the case. 

Research Methodology 

As'indicated earlier, the primary intent of our analysis is 

to explore the association between the rela'tive expressiveness 

of various types, of criminal behavior and the probability that 

these behaviors can be deterred by the certainty of punishment. 

Thus, our initial methodological task was the development.of a 

meaSure 'of the .&egree of expressiveness implied ~Y a number of 

"Type I" offense~. This measure was developed in three stages. 

First, we asked 100 undergraduate students to evaluate the degrees 

of expressivemess'implied by the offenses under 'consideration 

(homi(jide, aggravated assault, sex offenses, auto theft, robbery 

~p-d burglary).' ~econd, the same task was presented to a number 

of' our faculty associates. Finally., the expressiveness :('anJ<ings 
, , 

obtained 'from.these two sourcesnwere compared with available 

'bhara'cterization's 'in the literatu:('e (Chambliss, 1966, 1967; 

J3<;>wers, 1968).' ,Our intent was only to determine fairly gross 

,rank, ings on, a sma'll number Q;f;. 6:ffenses that had been studied in: E;' 
u 

~ , 'r) 

·th~ .priorlit~rature ·on:'dete:r.rence. Still, the br:dered categor-

ies,. that were :deveJ-oped 'at each of the. stageswe.re .very cons~stent 

----_._'------ -
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. t; '. 
4 ~. 

";;1,0-
, . 

• f) 

" 



h , .' 

>~ 

with one another. Thus, they should provide a reasonable 

means whereby the association between expressive~ess and de

terrence may be examined. 

Our index of deterrence was obtained through a secondary 

analysis of data p~esented in four recent studies (Tittle, 1969~ 
," 

Logan, 1972; Chiricos and Waldo, 1972; and Bailey, ~ al., 

1973). Deterrence ranks were defined in terms of the associa-

tion between offense rates for each of the offenses and the 

probability that such offenses would result in confinement. 

Each of the studies that we reviewed determined offense rates by 

obtaining·~ither the mean or median number of the offenses known 
; 

to the police during 'a sp,ecific time period . These numbers were 

then standardized by dividing them by the population, size of, the 

period under examination. Certainty of imprisonment was deter

mined by dividing the total number of ,admissions to state pri

'sons for each or'the offenses during a given tim~ period by the 

total number of "these offenses that were known to 'the police. 
, , 

Alth;ouglf slight variations in technique were noted between the 

s'tud'ies in terms of how these two measures were derived., the 

·differences should not be' significant for our pu~ose in this 

analysis. Before 'proceeding into the analysis, however, it is 

necessary' to speci~y a few bas'ic qualificatiol}s that should be 

plaoed'on this measure of deterrepce. 

First-,-th~ :~eliabili ty of "the data on which ::the measure is' 

based maybe que~tioned. Criticisms of,officia,lly reported 

crime ~tatist.i~s are ,both plentiful and familiar '(df. 'Wolfgang, 

-11-
, " 

, ." . 
- .. 

!I 
"", '. 

-' -"-' - --_ .... --'------'----'-~~-'--------



I 

I , 

-
I -
I. -
I -
I 

- '. 

I 
"...-

I 
.:...--

I 
,I 
..0....-

:1 
I 

il 
f' 
~ 

:1 
I 
I 

1'1 
L.... 

I~ killi j 

r 
;1' 

II 
II 
II' 
I 
'--

il 
\ 

L 

/; 
II II ! 

/1 

II 
II 

19/:53; Shulman, 1966; Wheeler, 1967; Sutherland and Cressey, 
11 '~, 
tl 

19/70: p. 25-47). There is consensus on the assertioh .tha,t 
// 

/1 
~:anyoffenses never become known to the police (Ennis, 196'7). 

'Further, the probability of a formal reaction to criminality 

appears to be contin,gent upon a variety of legal, social and 

offense-specific'influences (cf. Goldman, 1963; Ennis, 19'67; 

Terry, 19~7;Bla?k, 1970; Williams and Gold, 1972). Because 

of "these, and.other problems, 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 true 

volume of criminal behavior., This obviously means that the 

computation of .offense rates is a,rather risky business. Still, 

it \jould, be fooli"sh to call a moratorium on deterrence research 

because ther'e are flaws in· our sources of data. We/s'imply do 

the best we can'with the data that are available. 

Second, one can also question the correspondence between 

o'ur empirical indicators and the concepts we ar~ attempting, to 

measure. Indeed,we suspect that this is one of the most'sig-

nificant questions in contemporary behavioral science. Specif

ically, the use of'rates of confinement as a measure of the 

certainty of, punishment is perhaps extreme. For example , pro':'" 

ponents of the labeling or interactionist persp~ctive have pro-
, " 

'vid7,d rather' cOJn~e,lling evidence on the hypothesis th~t 'arrest, 
" 

t~~al ~ ,'andcon~ic,tion are each significantform~lsanction,s 
. . .. 

" regardless of, ,t:h6 formal disposition made atan)7 .of the,se leVels 

'of processing '(cf., Schwartz and. Skolnick, 1963; 'Schur, 1971:, 

'" ' ,',' 
.' . 

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

ratio of crimes known to the police and crimes c'leared by arrest 

as an alternative' indicator of certaint~~). 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-

'mEmt as a measure of. certainty in order to relate our measure of 

expressiveness to the existing research on deterrence and earlier 

work has focused on this indicator of certainty. In addition, 

because the measure does represent an extreme position, it should 

proyid~ a conservative rather than an inflated measure. 

Analysis and Findings 

In Table 2 we have provided the rankings of the·six offenses 

on both our expressiveness measure and the deterrence rankings l 

derived from the four studies cited earlier . 

TABLE 2. Rankings of six crimes. according to their' .Oegree of 
expressiveness and deterribility. . 

. Expressive Deterrence Rank 

Crime' , Rank Chiricos-Waldo* Bailey** Logan Tittle 

omicide 

ss,ault" 

, 1.5 

1.5 

. ex Offenses :3 ~'.5 

uto Theft 

?bbet'y., 

Burgl":lry 

~,5 

5.5 

4 

2 

5 

3 

1 

* Only th~ lS6S tim~ period 
**Only the 196~ time period 
***Estimated from. 1950'., data . 

" ' 
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The lewer the ranking en the expressiveness measure the 

mere expressive'the effense; the lewer the ranking en the de ... 

. terrence measure the greater the level 6f the asseciatien be-, 

tween certainty ef pUnishment and deterrence. Spearman's co

efficient ef agreement was calculated in erder to. determine the 

degree ef relatienship between expressiveness and deterrence. 

. The same measure',was used to. determine the censistency between 

the deterrence r~nkings de~ived frem the earlier studies. 
.' 

Table 3 prevides the o.btained interco.rrelatio.ns. 

TABLE 3. ,Spearman's rho. co.efficients between ranks enex1?res
siveness ;and deterrence. 

" 

1 2 3 4 

1 . 1.00 -.76 -.64 -.64 

2 '1. 00 .57 .54 

3 1.00 .97 

'4 1. 00 

5 

(" 

./;::;:: .. -
1 = ,express~.veness ranks 1~7-'-

2 = Chirices and Walde ranks en deterrence 

, 3 Bail.ey, et 'al .. , ranks en deterrence 

4- = Legan ranks', on deterrence 

5 = Tittlerariks o.n.deterrence 
"" ' 

"" 
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-.04 

'.69 

.49 

.54 

)1.00 
II 



--
II --
'I 
--

I 
I 

~-

I 
I --,I 

--
--.-

'I, " 
"":-~ 

I .. 
--

1 0 

!){' 
'-<::: .. , 

'~, 
The intercorrelations among the deterr.ence rankin~ derived 

from" the four studies show moderate to very high levels of 

associations. The, highest level of agreement was found between 

the rankingsreported by Bailey and by Logan (r = .97) and those 

of Chiricos and Waldo 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 ,as Tittle, had done earlier; both Bailey and Logan 

treated their 'variables as continuously distributed). The measure

ment technique employed in the Logan and Bailey studies should 

allow a somewhat ~ore precise prediction of deterrence, 
" 

,A pool!?d estimate of the overall,agreement between the 

four deterreflceran)cings was determined by averaging the six 

co~fficients reported in Table 2 (Mueller, Schuessler and Costner, 

1970: p. 274-276). The overall level of agreement was .63. , 

Thi~ is 'interpreted as a substantial, level of agreement given 

the fact 'that the 'respective pieces' of research were conducted 

ind~p~ndently of 'one another and that they had often used data 

from different time periods. 

Substantiai support also is provided for our hypothesis 

that the expressiveness of criminal behavior is. as~ociated with 

the probability' ,that it can 1?e deterred by the certainty of 

punis,hment. ,The strongest level of association is found between 

.,our index,' of .expres:siveness and the deterrence r~mkings derived 

from the Chirico!? andWald~ study (r :=-,76). This cO,rrelation 
..... 

shows a strong l,evel of association ,:.:'and the fincling is 'more 
j , 

t ", • ~ 

'0 , 
[~ . 

. , . , 
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impressive when we consider the fact that our expressiveness 

scale is a crude measure and when we recognize the number' of 

ties that exist. Irhe ties found in the expressiveness ranks 

tend to have a depressing effect on the general relationship, 

so we would expect the rho values to increase were we able to 

rank'the offenses more precisely. At the same time, however, 

the ,small number of criminal of'fenses under consideration tends 

to raise the observed levels of association, and the Chiricos 

and Waldo study focused on only five 6f 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~ 

cal (I' = -.64). In both cases the research hypothesis linking 

,expressiveness a,nd deterrence is strongly supported., 

, The 'relationship is very low between Tittle's l':'ankings on 

deterrence and o'ur expressiveness rank;ings'. This contrary 

finding may, be, due to several factors including both measurement 

and statistical prpblems. Our method of determining rank on 
,_: d 

~xpressiveness{sadmittedlY c~ud~. Also, the statistic used 

by Tittle (ta~) ort dicotomized data may not a~curately reflect 

the associationbe,tween certainty of imprisonment ,and crime., 

rate. 'Nojus:tification is given by Titt1.efor using tau even 

though- there a~e other measu~es of" association available that 

might have beE:~' m.ore' appropriate, e.g", gamma . Thus , we are 
, ~ 

inclined totpirik that ou~ negative finding may 'be due to Tittle's 
' .. ; , 

.:" 

-16- . " 

, , 

l_' :, • --,,--,~- -~. :-~---~-

o. 



"1,' , " 

I 
'·1 " 

I 
I 

"I. 
,I'· 

LI 
il 
" ~I 

:1 
i ..... 

;1 
i...,. 

,I 
'--(I 

", . 

technique of measuring deterrence. This notion would appear 

'to 1:>e supported py the fact that all four rankings on deterrence 
" 

are interrelated. Further, consistently high levels of asso-
" . . 

ciationwere observed between expressiveness and the other three 

deterrence rankings. 

Conclusions 

Cr:iminological reSearch on the potential for deterring 

criminality throJ,lgh '.t~e application of punishment has been ham

pered by the ,heated debate over capital punishment and by the 

lack 'of consistency in the bbserved associations between sanc

tions and deterrenqe. As we noted in our discussion of an 

analogous'problein'in social psychology, we feel that more pro

gress can be made in this area if less attention is directed 

toward the rather simplistic search for associations ~etween 

puniShment and de1=errence~ Instead, attention ~hould be shifte~ 

to, the various contingencies that may alter the levels of 

associa,tions 'between these variables. Toward that end, we have 

'pres~I1t~d what we feel is a significant modification of a tax-

onomy originally presented by Chambliss (1967). This extension 

of I,. 9hambliss , 'work suggests 1;he necessity of focusing research 
• " . v 

on four specific types of behaviorl, i.~., expressiv,e acts that 
.'" " . 

imply high level!3 of commitment on the part of 'the offender, ' 

expreqsive -act.sthat' imply low levels of commitment, i.nstrumental 

o aC.t s that, imply ,'high levels .of commi tnient, and instrumental acts 
"' . '-' ,~ 

that intply 16wlevels of commitment. The primary distinction 

between our,c()nqeptualization and that of Chambliss' is in our 

',' " 

,(', . 
" . 

.- . 
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definition of commitment. Chambliss viewed commitment as a 

reflection of the actor's involvement in a criminal career. 

We certainly ag~e~ that this is an important consideration, 

but we feel that' his definition of high commitment would have 

very limited applicability. Tl1bs, we have defined commitment 

to a criminal act in terms of the affective link between actor 

and act; the priority of a giVen act to the actor relative to 

behavioral alternatives, and the level of association between 

the act and the ~ctor's conception of self. 

On the basis of the conceptual model that we presented, 

we hypothesized a high level of association betw~en degree of 

expressiveness:and degree of commitment, particularly. when the 

contingency of ,severity of the offense is'/taken into account. 

We,also hypothesized, that both expressiveness and commitment 
.' • I 

are inversely as'sociated with deterrence, i. e., t,he more expres-

." sive the act , the l~wer the pr,obability of its detert"ence: the 

,more committed'the actor to the act, the lower the probability 

of its deterren!Je. Thus, expressive acts inVOlving high levelS 

'of commitment are the least deterrible and instrumental acts 

involving low,'levels of commitment are the most deterrible .. 

In ouranalysi~ we focused on the associations between 

degree of expre'$siv~ness and degreeofdeterre,nce by correlating 

our measure 9f:'~ expressiveness with four indep,endent rankings 

of deter;rence.of several serious felony offenses. Our findings 

show'a remap'Kable consistency in the deterrencerankings that 
" .. ', ' 

we deriVed froniprior research. More importantly for the pUrpose 

. ,."! 

. ~.~ ,,. '. . 

" . 
, ' 
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of this paper, we also found consistently strong associations 

between deterrence and expressiveness, th~t is, the greater 

the degree of expressiveness the lower the probability of deter

ring the off'ender. 

We are well aware of the limitations of our study and have 

been careful to note that OU:(1 p:(1ima:(1y intent was to explore 

the. utility of our modification of the model pre.sentedby 

Chambliss. Notwithstanding these limitations, the introduction 

of -expressivenEilss.as a contingency that mediates the linkage 

between c~rtainty of punishment and the deterrence of c:(1iminal'~' 

offenses 'wastentatively ve:(1ified. This supports the adequacy 

of the conceptual framework that we have presented and will, 

we hope, have direct implications for subsequent research in 

this area. 
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