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ABSTRACT 

The intent of this dissertation is to examine crime among the 

homeless, focusing on social context. Most research on homelessness and 

crime focuses on differences between rates of crime among the homeless and 

the domiciled. Researchers pay less attention to aspects of homeless life 

increasing probabilities of crime commission or police contact. 

The first issue examined was whether need is the primary motivator 

for crimes of the homeless. Given that most homeless people lack resources 

and yet only a minority commit crime, the key question became, "Why do 

some commit crime while others do not?" Information regarding a wide 

range of "survival" behaviors was collected by administering structured 

interviews to 399 homeless people in Philadelphia, Detroit, and Tucson. 

With these data, the relations among a variety of aspects of homeless life 

were examined. While alternative survival behaviors were predicted by 

barriers to regular work, crime was not predicted, casting serious doubt on 

need as the major motivator for crime in this population. 

This finding raised the second issue of the dissertation, "Do accepted 

theories of crime predict homeless crime?". Two of the theories examined 

(social learning and self-control theory) predicted crime in this population. 

Several factors are significant across the range of crimes discussed: cocaine 

and alcohol use, work history, staying in shelters, deviant acquaintances, non-

conventional beliefs, and drug (or alcohol) abuse in the family. 

The third issue is the way in which the routine activities of the 

homeless interact with policing practices. The most significant change in 

patterns of homelessness is the decrease in accommodations for the extremely 
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poor, and the related decline of space available to the homeless. The major 

consequence of this change is that the homeless are dislodged from areas 

traditionally available for use. This, combined with increases in the homeless 

population, compels the homeless to spend more time in prime space, or 

space valued by the community. This is significant, because as the numbers 

of homeless in prime space increases, their daily routines are more likely to 

bring them into contact with the police. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

For hundreds of years homelessness has been associated with various 

social ills that seem to threaten social life in a fundamental way. Various 

social changes have affected the level of concern about pauperism, vagrancy, 

and other behaviors related to homelessness. Although there have been 

higher rates of homelessness in the United States (Miller 1991, Anderson 

1923), a recent increase in the literal homeless (Burt 1992, Rossi 1989), and 

their increased visibility, contributed to a dramatic increase in national 

attention to the homeless issue through the 1980s. 

Indeed, homelessness was one of the most pressing domestic issues of 

the past decade. Consequently, it generated considerable public interest and a 

sizable research literature. However, while there is a body of research on the 

"problem of homelessness," it focuses on three issues: (1) the size of the 

homeless population, (2) the underlying causes of homelessness, and (3) 

characteristics (often "disabilities") that cause problems for the homeless and 

the community. There is less research on aspects of the everyday life of 

homeless people and how their lives intersect with others in various social 

institutions. 

The terms "homelessness" and "life on the streets" tend to invoke two 

images that influence thinking relevant to the current discussion. One is the 

modern "Huck Finn" romantic image of a life uncluttered with social 

obligations and unattached to traditional institutions. This image is generally 

associated with portrayal of the homeless as social parasites. The other 

common image is the disabled victim, aimlessly wandering the streets, with 
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too many troubles and too few friends to escape. An element missing from 

these popular images is an appreciation of the regular behavior patterns 

associated with homeless life. 

As Snow and Anderson (1993) note, homeless life appears to be 

unstructured, but there is a definite order or rhythm to life on the streets. 

The fact that homeless people have fewer social obligations to various 

organizations does not mean they have an unstructured existence. If one 

thinks of social structure in terms of patterns of social relationships, rather 

than in terms of "visible patterns" or organizations traditionally associated 

with social structure in the Anglo-American tradition (Giddens 1986), clearly 

homeless lives are structured, although perhaps qualitatively different from 

the domiciled. Proportionally more of their (patterned) activities center on 

procuring food, shelter, clothes, and other basic necessities. These patterns 

affect other aspects of homeless life, including crime and contact with police. 

The intent of this dissertation is to examine crime among the 

homeless, focusing on the social context in which homeless crime occurs. 

Most of the current research on homelessness and crime focuses on the 

differences between the rates of crime among the homeless and the 

domiciled. These accounts often focus on poverty as a motivator toward 

crime, and seem to assume homogeneity within the homeless population. 

Isolating the elements of homeless life likely to be related to crime is rarely a 

concern1. This is a curious oversight, as much of the general criminological 

literature focuses precisely on the factors that make some individuals more 

likely to commit crime than others. One possible reason for this oversight is 

that, demographically, the homeless are similar in appearance. Most are 
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male, and (within cities) often of similar race or ethnic origin. The general 

relation of gender and race to crime is well documented (Hindelang, Hirschi, 

and Weis 1981, Wilson and Herrnstein 1985, Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990) 

and widely accepted2. There is more variation among the homeless on other 

aspects of life, however, especially with regard to daily routines, and these 

different patterns will be utilized to explain patterns of homeless crime and 

police contact. 

Three issues are examined in this dissertation. First, what is the 

relation of crime broadly defined and general subsistence strategies. The issue 

here is, given the disadvantaged state of the homeless, to what extent is 

homeless crime simply an adaptive behavior to a hostile environment. This 

question will be examined by focusing on factors that explain why some 

homeless people commit crime, while others engage in different behaviors 

that are also adaptations to a similar environment. The second issue 

concerns the relation of established predictors of crime with crime in this 

population. There is a dearth of information on the relation of crime to other 

aspects of homeless life3. The usefulness of current criminological theories 

for predicting homeless crime has not yet been carefully examined. 

The third issue concerns the nature of the work police do as agents of 

formal social control on the streets, and how their patterned activities are 

related to the daily routines of the homeless. One of the key insights of 

interactionist perspectives on crime is that in order to understand any action 

(including crime), it is important to take the reflexive nature of the 

interaction set into account. Therefore, when examining homeless deviance, 

it is essential to include societal responses to deviant actions. This is 



1  5  

particularly important because a naive interpretation of police records can 

lead to erroneous conclusions as to the nature of crime among the homeless. 

The police study focuses on police patrol patterns4 and the everyday 

activities of the homeless to better understand the context in which 

homeless/police contact occurs. Routine activities theory will be used as a 

general orienting perspective. The routine activities perspective focuses on 

crime incidents and how they are related to the routine activities of everyday 

life (Hindelang, Gottfredson, and Garofalo 1978, Cohen and Felson 1979). 

Traditionally this has meant a "necessary conditions" approach that attempts 

to specify the minimal elements necessary for crime to occur, usually 

characteristics of situations, targets, or victims. In this dissertation, police 

perceptions and patrol actions will also be examined. This is important 

because most routine activities approaches have not explicitly taken policing 

actions into account, focusing instead on situations, targets, and victims. 

Thus adding policing patterns extends the application of the approach, and 

enhances the understanding of social patterns related to crime. Viewing 

official crime rates as a social product and not just a rough index for the "real" 

or "actual" volume of deviance (Black 1970), permits the examination of a 

range of concerns related to the meaning of crime rates. 

HISTORICAL ACCOUNTS 

There are many historical accounts of homelessness in earlier times. 

Some of these are very detailed and clearly beyond the scope of this 

dissertation. However, there are two bodies of work that will be addressed 

here, because they deal with social control issues as well as homelessness, and 
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are therefore relevant to the current study. The first of these is the 

structuralist/Marxist approach epitomized by Chambliss (1964,1984) and 

Foucault (1965,1977). In general, this approach is a historical 

macrosociological approach concerned with larger cultural forces, and 

drawing on early legal codes and historical records. The level of analysis in 

these studies is dramatically different from that of this dissertation, but 

because these authors are often viewed as major researchers in this area, their 

work will be briefly dealt with here. 

The other body of historical work addressed is what would now be 

termed ethnographic field work among the homeless of earlier periods. 

Some examples of this body of work would be Josiah Flynt's Tramping with 

Tramps (1979), The Hobo, by Nels Anderson (1923), and Jack London's On the 

Road, a series of articles about life as a tramp (1907,1908)5. This work, and 

later research of similar nature is more closely related to the topic at hand. 

While the methods are not systematic by current standards, the observations 

made near the turn of the century suggest that there are key elements of 

homelessness that endure through time. These studies also focus on the day 

to day activities of the homeless, and are therefore a good starting point for a 

discussion of homeless life patterns. 

Both Chambliss (1964) and Foucault (1965,1977) wrote about the history 

of homelessness and social control. While they approach social control 

differently6, both raise issues still relevant to the study of homelessness. In 

his analysis of the relationship between laws and their social settings, 

Chambliss (1964) looks back to 13th and 14th century England for the 

beginning of vagrancy laws, and tries to identify social conditions related to 
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the formation of these laws, and subsequent changes in the legal codes. 

Conditions related to the initial formation of the laws include 

overburdened religious houses, and a labor force decimated by the Black 

Death in an economy highly dependent on a ready supply of cheap labor. 

Even before the plague, landowners were having difficulty securing an 

adequate supply of cheap labor. The crusades and other wars increased the 

demand for money among the lords, and selling serfs their freedom was often 

necessary to raise funds. Industrialization in the larger towns gave the 

former serfs opportunities for an increased standard of living. Rising wages 

for the "free" man increased problems for the landowners, and made the serfs 

relatively much worse off than before. This made flight more appealing for 

the serf: he had a place to sell his labor for a higher wage, and the chances of 

being caught were relatively small. 

Chambliss concludes that these are the conditions in which the first 

vagrancy statutes emerged. In the Statutes of the Laborers in 1349-1351, 

workers without other means of support were required to work for pre-Black 

Death wages, and could not refuse an offer for work, move to another county 

to avoid offers, or move to seek higher wages. It was also unlawful to give 

alms to able-bodied beggars who refused to work. He further states "there is 

little question but that these statutes were designed for one express purpose: 

to force laborers (whether personally free or unfree) to accept employment at 

a low wage in order to insure the landowner an adequate supply of labor at a 

price he could afford to pay"(1964:69). 

As the economic system moved away from the feudal relations 

dominant in earlier centuries, one might expect that vagrancy laws would be 
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neglected or abolished altogether. But as Chambliss observes, instead of 

becoming dormant or negated, the vagrancy statutes merely shifted in focal 

concerns. The concern with control over potential laborers shifted to concern 

with their criminal activities. 

In the 1500's several relevant changes occurred in vagrancy law. First, 

while the laws still referred to able-bodied people begging, they specifically 

referred to those who could not account for how they lawfully make a living. 

Second, the statutes distinguished between types of offenses, and applied 

more severe punishment to those engaged in criminal activities. Finally, 

they applied punishments for vagrancy usually reserved for more serious 

criminals (public whipping for the first offense, and removing an ear or even 

execution for additional offenses). By 1571, the term vagrant, which in earlier 

times referred to something roughly equivalent to a tramp, was being used 

interchangeably with rogue, a term traditionally used to refer to more 

dangerous persons. Thus it appears there was a blurring of the distinction 

between vagrant and criminal. 

Foucault (1965) discussed similar circumstances in 17th century France 

which he called "the great confinement". He observes that in a very short 

time the leper houses were emptied of lepers and turned into pauper's 

prisons. Foucault attributes this sudden change to the opening of the General 

Hospital by the king in 1656. It was constructed to remove idlers, beggars, 

criminals, prostitutes, libertines, and other socially undesirable people from 

the public realm. At one time it held 6000 people, or about 1% of the 

population of Paris. This was the beginning of "the great confinement" of the 

poor and the deviant. Once again, the distinction between the vagrant poor 
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and other deviants was lost. 

Foucault follows the institutional changes of the pauper prisons as the 

modern concept of madness emerged and psychiatric "science" was born. His 

emphasis is not on progress, however, as he presents a critical account that 

highlights the domination of medical authority, and argues that from the 

beginning, medical authority came not from understanding of mental illness 

in an objective sense, but rather from control over credentials necessary to 

work in asylums. His work has been furthered by Conrad and Schneider 

(1980), Thomas Szasz (1970) and a host of others, who detail the 

medicalization of deviance, and its effect on the current thinking about 

deviant behavior and how to deal with it. 

Chambliss, on the other hand, continued to follow vagrancy laws to 

more recent times. He argues that in the early years of United States history, 

vagrancy laws were even more concerned with control of criminals and 

undesirables than they were in England. He suggests that these laws are 

applied indiscriminately to persons considered a nuisance, and used as a 

mechanism to clear the streets (also see Foote 1956). He states, "...the present 

day application of vagrancy statutes is focused on the arrest and confinement 

of the 'down and outers' who inhabit certain sections of our larger cities..." 

and that the impact of these laws remains constant. 

The focus of the studies by Foucault and Chambliss was how society 

formally reacted to perceived threats to social order (or the interests of the 

powerful). Chambliss documented the shift from concern with the 

connection between vagrancy, laziness, and begging, to concern with its 

relationship to more serious crime. Foucault documented a change in policy 
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with regard to the poor and deviant, specifically how confinement came to be 

institutionalized and the medical profession emerged as an institution of 

social control. These historical studies trace back the origins of police and 

medical authority over the homeless, and raise basic questions about social 

control: at what point is the state justified in sanctioning the deviance of an 

individual, and who should do the sanctioning? 

While these prominent accounts of homelessness raise important 

issues regarding power, control, and social process, they are not without 

critics. One common element these approaches share is an instrumental 

view of legal change. For example, Chambliss (1976) argues that "the state, 

which is the organized reflection of the interests of the ruling class, passes 

laws that serve the ruling-class interests". Likewise, in Discipline and Punish 

(1977), Foucault suggests that early changes in control policies (such as public 

torture, execution, and prison reform) were linked to rational, strategic use of 

power by political authorities. Both of these views have been disputed by 

historians researching the same periods. 

The main flaws in Chambliss' approach are addressed in the 

Chambliss/Adler debate in Criminology (1989:209-250). The main elements 

of Chambliss' work that are in question are: 1) an overly instrumentalist 

interpretation of legal change7; 2) inadequate research, leading to a superficial 

treatment of the topic and numerous errors; and 3) a general lack of 

knowledge concerning historical research. Together, these flaws led to a one-

dimensional interpretation of history that focuses too much on class-based 

concerns and ignores other contextual factors that clearly influenced the 

development of vagrancy laws over time. 
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Critics of Foucault's work have similar complaints. While sociologists 

tend to generalize from Foucault's work, utilizing its concepts and logic, 

historians have been hesitant to do so (Garland 1990). The central point of 

dispute is the rational employment of power in the cause of social control. 

For Foucault, the form a sanctioning system takes is a reflection of the power 

dynamics involved, and is therefore a manifestation of the course most 

beneficial to those holding political power. Garland observes that even 

apparent failures of prisons are reconceptualized to represent successful 

moves within a wider strategy of political control. 

This general tendency has been met with criticism by several other 

historians as well. Spierenburg (1984) and Beattie (1986) question the timing 

of the decrease in public punishment and its theoretical connection to 

political shifts in the late 1700's. Langbein (1976) argues that changes in the 

laws of evidence was the proximate cause for reductions in the use of torture, 

rather than other political exigencies. Patton (1979) criticizes Foucault for his 

arguments about planned political action with little or no evidence from legal 

records8. To summarize, it seems beyond reasonable debate that economic 

and political power play a role in the construction of law and social control. 

However, it is also clear that other contextual factors play a role. In addition, 

much, possibly even most social control is manifest through informal 

patterns and bonds that are to some degree independent of the legal statutes. 

The second body of work addressed relates to both formal and informal social 

control, and also focuses on the social experience of being homeless. 

Just before the turn of the century, Josiah Flynt wrote a series of articles 

for popular magazines about the life of tramps in America. Flynt (1899) 
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described himself as "a fellow traveler with tramps and a casual observer". 

However, he was initially hired by the railroad to investigate the extent of the 

"tramp problem", and focuses more on the problems of control than most of 

his contemporaries. Flynt attributes the causes of becoming a tramp as an 

adult to three factors: drinking, laziness, and discouragement. He suggests 

different causal paths for youths: being born "on the road", poverty or abuse, 

irresponsible parenting, the enticement of the road, and becoming "voluntary 

slaves" to tramps. These causal attributions sound remarkably contemporary 

to the criminologist. Elements of strain, culture and differential association 

theories are all present, along with the more general cultural stereotypes of 

drinking and laziness. 

Perhaps this is not surprising, as Flynt clearly had a negative view of 

tramping. He described tramps as "a rotting sore on the body politic" (1891). 

Flynt felt that tramping encourages freeloading and stealing, and that the 

railroad had a great negative influence because it facilitated "free" 

transportation, which concentrates criminal elements in cities and makes it 

difficult to locate dangerous people in flight. Railroads also encourage those 

out of work to become vagabonds, and aid children in leaving home. Finally, 

he thought that railroads (along with jails) provided an environment 

conducive to the transmission of tramp culture. 

Flynt estimated that there were about 60,000 professional tramps at the 

turn of the century, and suggested that there were several ways to deal with 

the tramp problem. His major recommendation was a thorough and 

universal enforcement of the laws in conjunction with actions by the 

railroads to curtail free travel. He also recommended anti-panhandling 
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ordinances (that fine the giver if necessary), offering work to wanderers to see 

who is really "honest", and then severely punishing the professional beggars 

by sentencing them to workhouses. 

If Flynt came to the subject with a negative view of tramping, London 

(1979) gloried in the life of the tramp, and his relation to society. He describes 

the "profesh" (professional tramps) as "the lords and masters (of the 

underworld), the aggressive men, the primordial noble men, the blond beasts 

of Nietzsche, lustfully roving and conquering through sheer superiority and 

strength" (1979:95). In contrast to Flynt's emphasis on controlling the 

problems related to tramping, London, in Marxian fashion9 suggests that the 

tramp is a necessary part of society. "There being more men than there is 

work for men, a surplus labor army inevitably results...This struggle (for 

work) tends to discouragement, and the victims of this discouragement are 

the criminal and the tramp. The tramp is not an economic necessity such as 

the surplus army, but he is the by-product of an economic 

necessity"(1979:135). 

London saw "the road" as one of the "safety valves" for society to rid 

itself of its human waste. Some of his hobo writings have been criticized for 

their propagandists nature, but they do make clear his basic orientation: 

tramps go on the road primarily to escape discouraging personal and 

economic situations that are as inevitable as market fluctuations. His insights 

on the causes of homelessness are not as important to this study as his claim 

that there are distinct types of tramps, suggesting that knowledge of the 

everyday actions of tramps enables prediction of other social traits. He 

suggests in an essay entitled "Rods and Gunnels" that sociologists need to 
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realize that there is more than one type of tramp, and that just walking up to 

any tramp one sees will not facilitate understanding all types of tramps. 

London's typology is as follows. First there is the "profesh" or "comet" 

mentioned above. The defining characteristic of the profesh is that "he never 

works". His clothes are good, and he lives as well as the average working 

man because "he has reduced begging to a fine art". According to London, 

this is the class to be most feared. Many of them have "done time", and are 

more criminally inclined than the other types. A sub-category of the profesh 

is the "fakir". This category includes tinkers, locksmiths, tooth-pullers, 

quack-doctors, and anything that might be referred to as hustling today. 

These are clever men who make their living by selling their services and 

leaving town. 

Next there is the working tramp or "bindle stiff". Bindle stiffs travel 

for jobs, migrating with the seasons for agricultural work. London thought 

this to be the largest group of tramps, and generally considered them 

respectable people. The "stew bum" is the most despised, according to 

London. He passively exists, with his one ambition in life: locating a good 

meal. He does not tend to be involved in crime, but passively seeks to meet 

his needs. There is also a miscellaneous group of transients, men who are 

out of money and trying to make their way back home. These men tend to be 

"greenhorns", unsophisticated and likely to be victimized along the road. 

Finally, some tramps are what we would call the disabled homeless 

today. London divided them into "alki stiffs" and "cripples". Alki is street 

argot for alcohol. Alki stiffs generally travel together, and share what they 

have (usually only alcohol) with each other. They are generally not 



troublesome, and tend to die young. Cripples are also generally harmless, and 

tend to travel in pairs, but may travel in larger groups. Apparently it was not 

uncommon to see a profesh in their company, fighting for them, holding 

their money, and running errands in return for meals and drink money. 

This typology is important not so much because it has contemporary 

counterparts, but because it is one of the first places in homeless research that 

makes explicit the notion that the way one obtains daily necessities is related 

to crime and other aspects of social life. 

This is an insight that Anderson (1923) built on about 20 years later. 

Like London, Anderson lived the life of a hobo before writing about it. 

However, in the course of graduate work at the University of Chicago, he 

went back to "hobohemia" to make observations. A key theme in 

Anderson's writings is the role of the hobo as a worker. While London uses 

the word tramp to mean anyone on the road, Anderson uses the term hobo to 

refer primarily to those who travel and work. In the introduction to The 

Hobo Anderson states that "the true hobo was the in-between worker, willing 

to go anywhere to take a job, and equally willing to move on later". He sees 

the hobo as a somewhat heroic figure who helps advance the nation by 

laboring to build railroads, mine ore, and other activities that require labor on 

the frontier. This is quite different from London's idea of the true tramp as a 

profesh whose main defining characteristic is an unwillingness to work. 

This difference in perspectives is more a matter of focus than actual 

disagreement on the nature of homeless life. London and Anderson agreed 

that the largest group of hobos or tramps was the traveling working man, 

working at least periodically. Anderson distinguishes the hobo (who travels 
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and works odd jobs), from the seasonal worker, who actually has a profession 

he regularly engages in, such as harvesting crops in the summer and working 

as a machinist it the winter. Both travel and work, but there is a regularity in 

the life of the seasonal worker not present in hobo life. His idea of a tramp is 

very much like the profesh or comet described by London: "an able-bodied 

individual who has the romantic passion to see the country and to gain new 

experience without work"(Anderson 1923:94). 

One of the biggest contributions Anderson makes is his attention to the 

people who live in hobohemia, but who are not hobos. London and Flynt 

were focused on the people on the road, but gave only passing attention to 

those who lived in the same areas in large cities and did not venture out. 

From Anderson we get a study of the rhythm of life on the street for that 

heterogeneous group Solenberger (1911) first called "homeless men" only a 

decade before. Anderson described how, in hobohemia, people were often 

classified by how they made their living (or ways of "getting by", as he called 

it). "Getting by" refers to wide range of activities that may be useful in 

obtaining food, drink, and possibly a bed. Hobos are classified by the way in 

which they get by, and often associations are determined by these 

classifications. Anderson breaks them down as follows: working odd jobs, 

peddling small articles, "putting over" (peddling to a crowd rather than an 

individual), grafts or scams, "working the folks" (essentially threatening to 

return home if you don't receive money), begging, stealing, and jack-rolling 

(picking pockets or robbing those unable to put up a fight)10. 

With regard to criminal activities among hobos, Anderson said that 

"hobos are not clever enough to be first-class crooks, nor daring enough to be 



classed as criminals" (p.51). Yet he suggested that most of them would steal 

to eat, and said he had known many men who would not hesitate to steal 

food cooling on the back step, or who would follow the milkman for a quart 

of milk for breakfast. Thus, unlike London, he thought that small scale 

criminal activity was fairly common among hobos and tramps, regardless of 

their "type". He attributes this in part to a lack of consideration for others, 

and the great temptations of the moment for a man living "close to his belly". 

Anderson also suggested that most of the serious consequences generally 

stemmed from the damage done when breaking into a store or boxcar, rather 

than the missing items themselves. 

Anderson does little formal theorizing about crime and homelessness, 

nevertheless he does identify two key issues. First, the homeless man 

generally has few ties to the community in which he finds himself. Speaking 

specifically of the hobo, he says that "he has nothing to lose and nothing to 

protect but his person, and that he protects best by constantly moving"(1923: 

154). He observes that the hobo has few common interests with the "settled 

man" in the community, at whose expense he often lives. In this sense, the 

homeless man, especially the hobo, is a man without a country, and therefore 

to a large degree, a man without law. 

This difference in perspectives between the homeless and domiciled 

man is reflected in their attitudes toward the police. The men of hobohemia 

generally viewed the police as "guardian angels" for the domiciled portions of 

society, against the threat of criminals and migrants. The private railroad 

police were especially hated, because they often resorted to violence to enforce 

their mandate. According to Anderson this was made necessary because the 
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civil police and courts often refused to cooperate with the railroad officers. 

This lack of cooperation can be explained by the different goals of the two 

police forces. The civil police were not anxious to fill their jails, and preferred 

that transients moved on, "reasoning that the railroad should take away what 

the railroad brought". On the other hand, the private railroad police 

measured success by the amount of loss of (and damage to) railroad property. 

In this casual observation is the second key insight about crime among 

the homeless. Reading Foucault, Chambliss, and other power theorists, one 

gets the impression that there is a need to control or dominate a population 

that drives the decision making process. Anderson suggests that the goals of 

"the system" may be more modest, local, and driven by the exigencies of the 

microlevel situation; a theme that is picked up later by Bittner (1967), who 

writes about policing on skid row. Anderson also suggests that there seems to 

be a relation between the pressure police put on the tramp and the pressure 

that the tramps place on the community, which is reflected in community 

pressure on police. Like Chambliss, Anderson observes that once community 

pressure is applied, the number of idle homeless can be kept down by 

applying various laws related to vagrancy. 

Several key social changes affected homeless life between the period 

described in Anderson's The Hobo (the 1920s) and the 1960s. The Great 

Depression had a large effect in the 1930s, causing the ranks of the homeless 

to swell. Good estimates of the impact of social factors are hard to come by, 

but the Federal Emergency Relief Administration housed 125,000 people in 

transient camps in 1933. In 1934, a survey of social agencies in 700 towns and 

cities estimated that there were 200,000 homeless (Rossi 1989). Apparently, 
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many of these people were young, single, mobile, and searching for work 

(Schubert 1935). World War II had the opposite effect, absorbing potentially 

homeless people into the armed forces and war industries. Many of the 

services for the homeless were cut or shut down during the years following 

the war, although the skid row areas remained distinct neighborhoods in 

most large cities (Rossi 1989). 

By the 1960s the nature of homelessness had changed considerably 

from the hobohemia described by Anderson11. Three major studies of skid 

row areas in the 1960s (Bahr and Caplow 1974, Blumberg, Shipley, and 

Shandler 1973, and Bogue 1963) agreed on basic characteristics of the skid row 

inhabitants. Most were male, in poverty, disabled (by alcoholism, age, and 

physical or mental illness), and perhaps most importantly "disaffiliated". 

The two major themes of these works were social isolation and alcoholism. 

Isolation or disaffiliation among the homeless is a very common 

phenomenon, but as Rossi (1989) points out, the focus on alcoholism in these 

studies is somewhat puzzling. While the rate of alcoholism in the 

populations studied here was several times that of the domiciled population, 

alcoholics were still a minority. The percentages reported in these studies 

ranged from 25-35 percent12. 

Another factor these studies shared was a definition of homelessness 

that included those staying in single room occupancy hotels (SROs). In their 

studies, the homeless were people living outside family units, rather than 

those who literally did not have a place to stay. This is an important 

distinction. Bogue (1963) counted about 12,000 "homeless" people (mostly 

men) in Chicago in 1950, with only 110 of those sleeping in unprotected areas. 
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Similarly, Blumberg et al. (1973) found that out of the 2,000 "homeless" 

people on Philadelphia's skid row, only 64 were actually sleeping in the 

streets. Indeed, it was thought that homelessness was largely a thing of the 

past, and that literal homelessness would disappear. As late as 1980, Barrett 

Lee was writing about the substantial decline in homelessness since the 1950s, 

and the possible disappearance of skid row. However, later developments 

brought homelessness back to public attention, and to levels comparable to 

those early in the century, although the rate is actually much lower than the 

Depression period rates due to population growth. 

Homelessness in Recent Years 

Homelessness in the United States increased dramatically in the 1980s. 

The reasons for this are manifold. First, some rise in homelessness may be 

due to deinstitutionalization (Jencks 1995, Rossi 1989), although the 

connection between mental disorder and homelessness appears to have been 

somewhat exaggerated (LaGory, Richey, O'Donoghue, and Mullis 1989, Lee 

1989, Rossi 1989, Wright 1988, Snow and Anderson 1993). Second, macro-

level housing and employment factors contributed to the increase in the 

numbers of people on the streets from the early 1980s. Decline in availability 

of low-income housing, inflation in the cost of available housing, economic 

shifts to service sector jobs, declining wages, and changes in governmental 

policies probably all played a role in the increase in homelessness (Burt 1992, 

Hamberg and Hopper 1992, Rossi 1989, Snow and Anderson 1993, Youmans 

1992). 

After reviewing the current literature on homelessness, Rossi (1989) 
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concluded that, in addition to the size of the homeless population, there are 

several differences between earlier homeless populations described by Bahr 

and Caplow (1974) and Bogue (1963) and the more recent homeless. First of 

all, homeless people today are more severely deprived with regard to basic 

shelter. Whereas for writers describing skid row in the 1960s "homeless" 

meant not having a permanent place to live, now significant numbers of 

people literally live and sleep out of doors, which increases their visibility 

dramatically. The second difference is the presence of women among today's 

homeless. Earlier estimates suggest that about 3% of skid row occupants were 

women, and it was thought that many of them were not homeless. The 

average proportion across the homeless studies done during the 80s is 21% 

(Rossi 1989). 

The third difference is the change in age composition. In contrast to 

the skid row population of the 60s, today's homeless are quite young, with a 

median age of about 36 (averaged across 23 studies), and there are very few 

persons over 60 (and almost no Social Security pensioners)13. The fourth 

difference is ethnic composition. Whereas most of the old homeless were 

white (70% on the Bowery and 82% on Chicago's skid row), ethnic minorities 

tend to be over-represented among the new homeless, with the specific 

characteristics based on the ethnic mixes of the cities studied. 

The last contrast is in employment status and income. According to 

Rossi (1989), over half of a 1958 Chicago sample (which did not include aged 

pensioners) were employed in any given week, with 28% working full time. 

Of a current Chicago sample, only 3% reported having a steady job, and only 

39% had worked for some time during the previous month. The new 



3 2  

homeless also have less income than their predecessors. The 1958 sample 

had a median annual income of $1,058, while the current sample averaged 

$1,198, or $383 in 1958 dollars. This amount is similar to income measured in 

9 other recent studies, so it seems that Chicago is not an outlier in this regard. 

POLICING AND HOMELESSNESS 

Knowing the characteristics of the homeless and the environment in 

which they live aids in understanding patterns of homeless crime. 

Information on homeless crime has been obtained primarily through 

interviewing the homeless themselves, and by consulting official records. 

Official records give an official account of homeless contact with the police, 

giving us another perspective on the issue of homeless criminality. 

However, these records (like self-report studies) have limitations that need to 

be discussed, since taking these records at face value can be misleading in 

some situations. Black (1970) noted that there are at least three ways crime 

statistics can be used: as an index of the "actual" or "real" volume of crime, as 

an index of social control, and as a social product that takes the process of the 

generation of the crime statistic into account. 

The problems with this first use are numerous, and include 

unobserved and unreported crimes, as well as differences in police reporting 

across jurisdictions and time. Despite the potential for bias in official 

reporting of crime, official records are generally reliable measures of crime 

(Hindelang, Hirschi. and Weis 1979, Elliott and Ageton 1980). However, in 

situations where the police proactively enforce the law (e.g., vice and public 

order crimes), variations in police policy and discretion effects make the use 
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of official records as a measure of the real volume of crime somewhat suspect 

(Black 1980, Bittner 1967, Skolnick 1966). The public nature of homeless life 

greatly increases the chances of police contact, and therefore caution is 

required when interpreting official records of homeless arrests. 

Official crime statistics may be used more effectively as an indicator of 

the level of formal social control. In effect, this approach uses crime statistics 

as a measure of "actual" social control as opposed to "actual" crime. 

However, while official records are probably a better indicator of social control 

efforts than of actual crime, many (perhaps most) control efforts are informal 

in nature, and not recorded by the police. 

Another approach is to treat the crime rate itself as a social fact, and to 

focus on the production of crime rates, as opposed to using them as a means 

of estimating actual crime or actual social control (Black 1970, Cicourel 1968, 

Wheeler 1967). Seen from this perspective, crime rates are not inaccurate or 

unreliable, but rather an aspect of social organization, a social phenomenon 

to be explained. One of the early seminal articles treating police work in this 

fashion (Bittner 1967) dealt specifically with policing skid row. While 

obviously closely related to the work at hand, this article is also important 

because it follows a key distinction made earlier by Michael Banton (1964) 

between law enforcement and peace keeping behaviors. This is a key 

distinction because much of the work police do is informal in nature, and 

judicial controls encompass only those aspects of police work directly related 

to legal prosecution. Bittner notes that "keeping the peace" is something of a 

residual category for police activities not directly related to law enforcement 

(or the accompanying paper work). His major objective in the paper is to 
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"clarify conceptually the mandate and practice of keeping the peace". Since 

chapter 4 can be seen as a partial updating of this work, several points from 

Bittner's piece merit discussion here. 

Bittner (1967) characterized police work in skid row as having two 

main objectives: containment of skid row people, and protection of skid row 

dwellers from mutual predation. He suggests that implicit in these 

objectives is the idea that skid row people are fundamentally different from 

others, and in fact, he found evidence that police saw skid row people as 

lacking the "capacities and commitments to live 'normal' lives". This 

suggests an image of skid row people as unattached individuals not 

constrained by ordinary informal controls, and who therefore exhibit 

behaviors that are not predictable to the same degree as outsiders. The lack of 

predictability encourages officers to focus on defusing the immediate 

situation, and not to expend much effort or thought on the long-term 

consequences of control techniques. 

The tendency to focus on the immediate situation has an interesting 

consequence when considered in conjunction with the issue of police 

discretion. While a large literature on police discretion suggests that 

discretion is necessary (Goldstein 1963, Wilson 1968, Pike 1985), Bittner 

noticed a "reduced relevance of culpability" in peace keeping practice on skid 

row. He does not suggest that patrol officers arrest people who legally should 

not be arrested, although he notes that on occasion that happens as well; his 

claim is that patrol officers invoke the law as a resource to solve practical 

problems in keeping the peace. So while many people may be candidates for 

arrest under strict legal criteria, most arrests will be limited to those 



disturbing the peace. Thus, in this setting, "the basic routine of keeping the 

peace on skid row involves a process of matching the resources of control 

with situational exigencies" (Bittner 1967). However, as previously noted, 

there have been several changes in the homeless situation since this time, 

and these changes affect the nature and strategies of formal social control. 

Police and the Modern Homeless "Threat" 

With regard to routine patterns, probably the most significant change 

noted above is the decrease in accommodations for the extremely poor, and 

the related decline of space available to the homeless for living. Snow and 

Anderson (1993) reintroduced Duncan's (1983) conception of marginal/prime 

space distinction for understanding how urban changes affect the lives of the 

homeless. The basic idea is that space can be conceptualized as being on a 

continuum ranging from prime to marginal. Prime space is space used by 

domiciled citizens for residential, commercial, recreational, or navigational 

purposes. It may also include space that has symbolic significance. Marginal 

space is space that has little use value or little symbolic value to the 

community. Snow and Anderson (1993) argue that space that was once 

marginal can quickly take on greater value depending on various exigencies. 

Several researchers have noted an increase in spatial redefinition or 

reappropriation in recent times as a result of gentrification and 

redevelopment programs (Feagin 1986, Smith 1983, Snow and Anderson 

1993). 

Snow and Anderson (1993) suggest that the consequences of this are 

two-fold for the homeless: they are dislodged from areas traditionally 
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marginal and therefore available for use, and they are forced to spend more 

time in prime space. This increases public visibility and the probability of 

citizen complaints, which in turn increases the chance of arrest or other 

police action. Snow and Anderson also argue that these changes have 

affected the nature of police work, so that current encounters are more 

conflictual and result more often in harassment and arrest. Indeed, it seems 

that the first part of this belief must be true, given that the old approach 

tended toward containment in a marginal area, while current patrols must 

deal with the presence of the homeless in other social spaces where they are 

more likely to encounter citizens of higher social standing. It is a generally 

accepted finding that the presence of an insistent complainant, especially one 

of relatively high standing, is more likely to result in arrest (Black 1980, 1976, 

Black and Reiss 1967, Emerson 1969). If studies on race relations are a good 

comparison, increased visibility will also have the effect of increasing the 

perceived threat or danger as well, which in turn affects police work (Corzine, 

Creech and Corzine 1983, Liska and Yu 1992, Jackson 1989, 1986). 

It becomes apparent at this point that some behaviors seen as police 

action "against" the homeless, or harassment, may be in accordance with the 

demands of citizens to whom the police are theoretically responsible. In fact, 

the findings in chapter 4 (discussing police work) suggest that, often, actions 

police initiate on their own are consistent with anticipated citizen complaints 

or requests. This brings up the fundamental issue of the appropriate role for 

police (or the state, more generally) in modern society. While this is not the 

central question of this dissertation, this study does highlight the significance 

of the issue, which will be discussed after a closer examination of police 
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practices and their ramifications for the homeless. 

SOCIAL PATTERNS, CRIME, AND FORMAL SOCIAL CONTROL 

Homeless people vary on how they "get by", where they eat, sleep, and 

generally spend time. They also differ in who they associate with, the 

amount of time spent on the streets, and life histories. Unlike studies of 

control strategies that are macrosociological in focus, this study will 

incorporate the daily routines of homeless people and show how these 

routines interact with modern police work to produce the observed contact 

patterns, and how routines of the homeless are related to patterns of actual 

crime. This approach is based on the routine activities perspective which 

focuses on crime incidents and how they are related to the routine activities 

of everyday life (Cohen and Felson 1979, Hindelang, Gottfredson, and 

Garofalo 1978). The daily routines of the police will also be examined (in 

chapter 4). This is important because as stated above, most routine activities 

approaches have not explicitly taken police routines into account, focusing 

instead on situations, targets, and victims. 

Starting with the routine activities of the homeless will also prove 

useful in understanding homeless self-reported crime patterns. A common 

explanation for homeless crime is that the homeless are extremely needy, and 

therefore steal to meet these needs. Much of the public and many academics 

seem to take a position that corresponds closely with this basic theme (see 

Snow and Anderson 1993, Snow et al. 1989, McCarthy and Hagan 1993, 1991). 

Chapter two of this dissertation will be a critical examination of this idea of 

need as the primary motivator for homeless crime. 
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Chapter three focuses on the usefulness of currently accepted theories 

in explaining crime among the homeless. Isolating the elements of homeless 

life likely to be related to crime, and bringing criminological theories to bear 

on this problem is rarely done (notable exceptions include McCarthy and 

Hagan 1991, and 1993, and Benda 1987). There is variation among the 

homeless in their daily routines, and these differences will be utilized in 

conjunction with current theories to explain patterns of homeless crime. 

Explicating the relation of crime and police contact with these microlevel 

routines is the goal of this study. 



3 9  

CHAPTER TWO 

WORK, SHADOW WORK AND CRIME 

The current chapter examines the connection between crime and 

various aspects of homelessness. The central issue here is the extent to which 

crimes committed by the homeless are adaptive behaviors that are illegal. 

This in turn suggests questions of whether or not the established predictors of 

crime do so for this population. As Snow et al. (1989) note, there is a dearth of 

systematic research on the relationship between homelessness and 

criminality. Research that does exist has focused largely on the amount of 

crime the homeless from various demographic categories commit relative to 

domiciled counterparts. With this in mind, the goal of this chapter is to fill a 

gap in the current literature by examining homeless crime in social context. 

There is a small body of research on the amount of crime the homeless 

commit. Self-report surveys have generally found higher incarceration rates 

for the homeless, but most have not considered the types of crimes 

committed (see Lee 1989, Rossi et al. 1987, and Redburn and Buss 1986). Snow 

et al. (1989) argue that studies that have looked at crime type generally suggest 

that while the homeless may have high incarceration rates compared to the 

domiciled po'pulation/they are more likely to be arrested for minor offenses 

(also see Baumann et al., 1985; and Robertson et al., 1985). Compensating for 

methodological problems of earlier studies (namely non-random sampling 

and the lack of a control group), Snow et al. (1989) compared a random 

sample of homeless to the domiciled population in Austin, Texas. They 

found that their sample had a higher overall arrest rate, but were 

disproportionately more likely to be arrested for public intoxication, theft or 
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shoplifting, violation of city ordinances, and burglary, but not violent crimes. 

While these studies adequately demonstrate that there are differences 

between homeless and non-homeless crime, data concerning the relation of 

crime to other elements of homeless life are lacking, and therefore the 

conclusions drawn are for the most part speculation (although Snow et al. 

describe some processes that may account for at least part of the variation 

present). The current study seeks to remedy this by utilizing structured 

interviews with 400 homeless people that facilitate the examination of a 

broad range of deviant activities and their behavioral correlates. 

CRIME AND HOMELESSNESS 

While there may be some argument as to why people become 

homeless (bad economic times, laziness, lack of affordable housing, drug 

addiction, etc.), there is little debate about the level of resources immediately 

available to homeless people. As a consequence, lay persons and academics 

alike tend to assert that homeless crime is simply a matter of survival for 

people living in deprived circumstances. It may seem reasonable to assume 

that these individuals most in need will be more likely than others so use 

alternative channels available to enhance their access to resources. In fact, 

there is some evidence that this may be so (see below), although there may be 

other factors that also play an important role. The purpose of this chapter is 

to critically examine the notion that homeless crime is a simple expression of 

need, and then explain why it is that some homeless people are more likely to 

engage in criminal behaviors, while others engage in different behaviors that 

are also adaptations to a similar environment. 
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The idea that people resort to criminal behavior when unable to 

achieve goals through legitimate channels is the fundamental premise of 

strain theories. It would seem then, that strain theory would be ideal for the 

explanation of homeless crime. A number of studies have found that the 

incarceration rate for the homeless is higher than that of the domiciled 

population (Lee 1989, Rossi et al. 1987, Redburn and Buss 1986, Snow et al. 

1989). This finding is generally consistent with strain theories, but need-based 

strain theories would predict that the types of crimes most common among 

the homeless are related to acquiring material resources. The studies by 

Baumann et al. (1985) and Robertson et al. (1985) suggest that most of the 

crime level differences between the homeless and the domiciled come from 

public intoxication and other "public nuisance" misdemeanors. Snow et al. 

(1989) showed that while proportionally more homeless crime was of this 

nature, homeless people also had slightly higher rates of shoplifting and 

burglary compared to the domiciled population. 

While this latter finding seems supportive of the need argument, a 

troubling question remains: given that most homeless people lack resources 

and yet only a minority commit crime, why is it that some commit crime 

while others do not? This may be explained by relative lack of resources, but 

this is an empirical question. Clearly, what is needed is an understanding of 

the context in which homeless crime occurs. Specifically, from a strain 

perspective, in order to understand why some resort to criminal channels for 

material resources, one must have an understanding of available legitimate 

channels. Legitimate ways of obtaining resources can be categorized as: 

regular work, day labor, government assistance, and "shadow work" (Rossi 



4 2  

1989, Snow and Anderson 1993). These categories may not be all-inclusive 

(for example, some homeless work in institutional settings like the Salvation 

Army, or drug rehab centers), but most homeless people fall into one or more 

of these categories. 

By the term "regular work" I refer to work that occurs at a regular time 

and place for a pre-negotiated wage, or what one would usually call a steady 

job. Few of the homeless are currently in such a work situation. In Rossi's 

(1989) Chicago study, about 3% reported having a steady job, and about 32% of 

the respondents stated they received some income from employment. 

However, this figure includes spot or day labor and other temporary jobs. 

The low monthly cash income average across ten homeless studies (mean 

$168, median $100) demonstrates that most of them were not working full 

time (Rossi 1989). In the current study, only 6% worked 20 days or more in 

the previous month. 

The small proportion of homeless with regular jobs leads some to 

suggest that the homeless simply don't want jobs. As Snow and Anderson 

(1993) note, even President Reagan seemed to share this opinion. Referring 

to a Sunday New York Times, he was quoted as saying "there were 45 and 1/2 

pages of help wanted ads, and in the Washington Post, there were 33 and 1/2 

pages of... jobs calling for people of every range that you could imagine". He 

concluded with "How does a person in any of those skills justify calling 

themselves unemployed when there's a fellow spending money saying,'I've 

got a job, come fill my job'?" This view, while undoubtedly true for some 

proportion of the homeless, ignores contextual factors related to street life and 

resulting difficulties in obtaining gainful employment. 
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As Snow and Anderson (1993) note, implied in this statement are the 

basic assumptions that there are jobs paying decent wages for which the 

homeless qualify, and that they fail to pursue them. Using evidence from an 

Austin, Texas sample of homeless people, Snow and Anderson conclude that 

the homeless in Austin are qualified for only a small percentage of jobs, and 

that they pursue available jobs with little success (Snow and Anderson 1993, 

pp. 112-121). The crucial work-related issue for this chapter is an elaboration 

of the obstacles that face the homeless in pursuing employment. The purpose 

of this section is not to make excuses for the low levels of employment in the 

homeless population, but rather to shed light on structural factors related to 

obtaining resources, which will allow a discussion of various economic 

options and their relation to crime. 

Several obstacles to employment are closely related to the conditions of 

homeless life. First, many homeless have difficulty meeting even the most 

basic dress and appearance standards. Since storage is hard to come by, many 

have only one or two changes of clothes, and few opportunities to wash 

them. Homeless status itself may be an obstacle in seeking employment. To 

the extent that employers attempt to hire stable people with dependable 

transportation and neat appearance, homelessness will be a liability in the job 

seeking process. An additional consequence of the lack of storage space is that 

one must sometimes carry a bag or bedroll, a sure giveaway that one is 

homeless, which may reduce the chances of being hired. 

Second, most homeless people do not have a stable work history. Rossi 

(1989) reports that most of his Chicago sample had been without a "steady 

job" for several years. The related lack of references (and the low probability 
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of having a telephone number) further reduces the desirability of the 

homeless candidate for the potential employer. Third, transportation 

presents difficulties in both applying for and getting jobs. Even in cities with 

good public transportation systems, it is often cost prohibitive for those 

working for low scale wages. 

Fourth, while service providers (like shelters and soup kitchens) make 

basic necessities available to the homeless, the bureaucratic structure of these 

institutions sometimes functions as a barrier to employment. Many require 

their clientele to be present at particular times, or they will be refused service 

(like a meal or a bed). Obviously, time-related obligations impose time and 

spacial constraints on employment possibilities. (For a more detailed 

treatment of the impact of homeless life conditions and employment, see 

Snow and Anderson 1993). 

Transportation problems, sketchy employment histories, and 

transience may also help explain the low proportion of homeless receiving 

income supplements from the government (residence in a state is often a 

criterion). According to Rossi (1989), the average percentage receiving general 

assistance across 40 studies of homelessness is 18% . Several researchers 

(Rossi 1989, Snow and Anderson 1993, as well as subjects of the current study) 

have observed that many homeless say they do not want transfer payments, 

and refuse to take them even when they qualify. In Rossi's Chicago sample, 

only 22% received some form of general assistance, even though about 80% 

were eligible. Regardless of the cause, the use of Government assistance is 

not widespread among the homeless (at least as the main form of 

subsistence). 
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The conditions of homeless life that present obstacles to regular work 

(and government transfer payments) also make other kinds of "work" more 

desirable. Several strategies for obtaining material goods are suited to the 

homeless condition. Most of these strategies can be categorized as either 

crime or shadow work. The term "crime" here simply refers to the use of 

illegal strategies to obtain material goods or comforts. The term "shadow 

work" requires more explanation. 

Snow and Anderson (1993) define shadow work as "compensatory 

subsistence strategies that are fashioned or pursued in the shadow of more 

conventional work". By this they mean compensatory, non-wage labor 

subsistence strategies which include, but are not necessarily limited to selling 

and trading junk, selling illegal goods and services, selling plasma, 

panhandling (or begging), scavenging, and theft. Snow and Anderson (1993) 

suggest that shadow work strategies are engaged in "because of exclusion from 

existing labor markets, because participation in those markets fails to provide 

a living wage, because public assistance, when it is received, is insufficient, or 

because they are found to provide a more reliable means of survival". 

Two of the shadow work strategies listed by Snow and Anderson (theft 

and selling illegal goods and services) are clearly criminal behaviors by legal 

definition. However, Snow and Anderson do not differentiate these criminal 

behaviors from other forms of shadow work. After examining official reports 

of criminal behavior of the homeless, Snow et al. (1989) propose an ecological 

conceptualization of the relationship between crime and marginality that 

"acknowledges the distinction between crime as a value-laden activity and 

crime as a conditional survival strategy". This conceptualization is derived 
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largely from Cohen and Machalek's (1988) work on their "evolutionary 

ecological approach" to understanding expropriative crime. In a related line 

of research, McCarthy and Hagan (1991) suggest that situational factors that 

encourage crime are often overlooked in favor of "developmental sequences" 

(which apparently include differential association, social control and labeling 

theories). 

These two related studies of homeless crime are actually just another 

version of strain theory. The implication of these studies is that crime is 

simply one option in an individual's repertoire of behaviors, and that it is 

not qualitatively different from the others. McCarthy and Hagan (1991), after 

discovering that there is an increase in crime after youths leave home, go so 

far as to say that "the argument that situations can independently compel 

people to crime directly contrasts with the developmental perspective 

characteristic of most theories. It also challenges one of the most important 

axioms in criminological thought: control theory's postulation that we would 

all break the law 'if we dared' (Hirschi 1969)". The implication is (and they 

directly state) that law breaking has more to do with location in a 

"criminogenic situation" than with social bonds, fear of sanctions, or 

socialization. 

However, an increase in crime after a youth leaves home, (and 

especially an increase in crime with time spent on the streets), would surprise 

neither the social control nor the differential association theorist. In fact, an 

increase in crime could be consistent with both theories. The key question is 

whether crime is qualitatively different from other ways of getting by. If 

criminal behaviors are simply survival strategies utilized by the homeless 
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because of their deprived circumstances, they should be qualitatively similar 

to shadow work, and correlations with other variables should also be similar. 

Homeless people with limited job prospects should be more likely than 

others to engage in shadow work or crime to obtain what they need. 

However, while both of these strategies are likely to attract those with limited 

access through legitimate channels, there are two differences between crime 

and shadow work. First of all, while there may be some stigma attached to 

shadow work (i.e. it embarrassing to be seen scrounging aluminum cans out 

of the garbage), it is not usually seen as "bad" or "evil" in a moral sense. On 

the other hand, criminal behaviors are stigmatized in exactly this fashion, 

and thus some people may be willing to do shadow work but not crime. (The 

inverse may also be a possibility: if embarrassment is more salient to a person, 

he or she may be more likely to commit crime than engage in shadow work.) 

These two types of stigma should affect behavior through informal social 

control, and through personal attachment to societal values. 

The other difference in the two strategies is the relative effort and/or 

planning involved. As Snow and Anderson (1993) note, shadow work is 

often labor intensive. It takes patience and toil to gather up enough cans to 

make significant amounts of money. Similarly, it may require a fair amount 

of effort to search through enough dumpsters to find something of value to 

sell or trade (or to be a "dumpster diver" in street argot). At the same time, 

there are obvious physical costs associated with selling plasma. In contrast, 

shoplifting or stealing another's belongings takes relatively less work for a 

similar result. Thus while criminal behaviors may have a cultural stigma of 

being morally bad, they require less effort and discipline. 
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Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) make just this distinction in their work 

on the relation of self-control to crime (and analogous behaviors). They 

suggest that the criminal acts of an individual are due (at least in part) to the 

level of self-control the individual possesses, that the level of self-control will 

vary across individuals, and that this general characteristic will be manifest in 

non-criminal acts analogous to crime. They are careful to point out that 

having low levels of self-control does not require any specific criminal action, 

but rather that low levels of self-control will be related to a variety of 

behaviors that share basic elements. These behaviors can be characterized by 

the immediate gratification of desires, meager long-term benefits, and thrills 

or excitement. They will also require little by way of skill, effort, or planning. 

Together, these differences (type of stigma and level of effort, planning, 

or self-control required) suggest that while the skill level required for crime 

and shadow work are similar, other factors may differentially affect the 

likelihood of the employment of one strategy over the other. On the other 

hand, if strain theory is correct and need alone explains criminal actions, and 

shadow work is also an expression of need, we should see little difference in 

the way shadow work and crime are associated with various aspects of 

homeless life. 

Based on the factors discussed above, the initial question is whether 

work, shadow work, and crime are empirically distinct. Regular work should 

be distinct from shadow work primarily because of the previously mentioned 

obstacles to finding work faced by the homeless (although other disabilities 

may also play a part in this). If this is the case, shadow work should be related 

to living on the streets with no place to store things or clean up, since 
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unkempt appearance would inhibit employability. It should also be related to 

time since last employment, as the applicant would have no current 

references or recent experience with a decent job. Education level is also 

expected to have an impact on securing a job. Finally, age should also be a 

factor, as one's ability to engage in the manual labor available to most 

homeless people decreases with age. If strain notions are correct, these factors 

should also be predictive of crime. 

However, based on the previous discussion, crime could be distinct 

from both types of work because of the different stigma (or values) associated 

with it, and because it is a manifestation of low self-control, which is not true 

of either traditional labor or shadow work. Thus crime should be predicted by 

values related to law violation and indicators of low self-control. 

The first of the self-control indicators is drug use. Use of harmful 

drugs is considered to be a very typical low self-control behavior as it provides 

immediate gratification but has adverse long-term effects. The second 

indicator is stability of work history. As Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) note, 

the Glueck's (1968) data indicate that delinquents tend to be less employable 

than matched non-delinquents. Therefore, it is expected that those with 

unstable job profiles will be more likely than others to engage in crime. 

The last self-control indicator is central to Gottfredson and Hirschi's 

(1990) theory. The immediate gratification element of low self-control 

suggests that some have shorter time horizons than others, and therefore 

tend to maximize short-term benefits. It has been suggested (Wilson and 

Herrnstein 1985, Hirschi 1969) that this may be a factor in the I.Q./impulsivity 

or presentism link. It seems reasonable then, that a lack of ability to calculate 



accurately the probability of future events may be related to a more general 

ability to make causal connections. Persons experiencing life in this fashion 

would probably be more fatalistic than others, and feel that outcomes were 

mostly due to luck or some other external factor (rather than their own 

behavior). Age should also be negatively related to crime in this age group, 

which is of special interest in this study because age is expected to have 

positive relation with shadow work behaviors. 
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METHODS 

The data for this chapter come from structured interviews 

administered to a "niche" sample of 400 homeless people in Detroit, 

Philadelphia, and Tucson. Niche sampling is a maximum variation 

sampling strategy (Lincoln and Guba 1985), where lifestyle niches rather than 

individuals are the initial sampling unit. It is based on a Darwinesque 

strategy wherein one samples as widely as possible within a given context 

until redundancy is reached with respect to types of niches and patterns of 

adaptation. Once the range of niches in a given context is uncovered a 

sample of niches can be assembled. This provides a basis for examining 

concretely, and with some degree of confidence, behavioral repertoires and 

adaptive strategies across the individuals that populate the sampled niches, 

although it does not provide a basis for making claims about the 

representativeness of the individuals in the niches1. 

The creation of the niche sample involved three steps: (1) scouting the 

city in the course of field work with organizations dealing with various 

aspects of homelessness, (2) conferring with these local organizations who 

had regular contact with the homeless in the city (service providers, activists, 

and city personnel), and (3) interviewing people in the specified locations and 

circumstances (niches) in each of the cities. Interviews were conducted in 

shelters, parks, subway stations, on the streets, on heating grates and in malls. 

An attempt was made to include homeless who live primarily in shelters and 

those who live in various public spaces. In Detroit, where the temperature 

was below zero during the interview period, and virtually no one was on the 

streets, we conducted all of our interviews indoors. These interviews were 
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conducted in Detroit's major drop-in center in the part of the city with the 

bulk of the homeless population. This proved to be a reasonable alternative, 

as it was unique in providing a free warm place to stay during the day, and it 

was the location where people received sleeping assignments for the 

surrounding shelters, providing access to a wide variety of people. (For 

sample demographics and comparison with other homeless samples, see 

appendix A). 

Structured interviews were conducted with 400 homeless respondents. 

Homeless interviewees were screened by their responses to an initial set of 

questions asking if they regarded themselves as homeless, and about their 

sleeping arrangements during the previous 60 days2. The interviews lasted 

about 40 minutes, and the respondents were paid five dollars for their 

participation. They were asked about a wide variety of issues, including items 

relating to work, shadow work, and crime. They were also asked about other 

general life patterns (how and where they obtain food, where they sleep, how 

key resources are obtained, etc.). This allowed for detailed examination of 

these aspects of homeless life, and how they relate to criminal behavior. 

Regular employment was measured in two ways. A general item asked 

about the amount of time the respondent has been employed since turning 

18. Response categories were all of the time, most of the time, some of the 

time, and none of the time. A more specific item asked for the number of 

days worked in the last month. The shadow work indicators included selling 

junk or personal possessions, selling plasma, asking strangers for money, 

looking for food others had thrown away, and looking for objects others had 

thrown away. The crime indicators included engaging in the following 
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behaviors: burglary, robbery, shoplifting, fighting, selling drugs, breaking city 

ordinances, sleeping where it is illegal, and breaking into a building to sleep. 

RESULTS 

Factor analysis was the technique used to determine whether work, 

shadow work, and crime are empirically distinct. Due to the possibility of 

correlation between factors an oblique rotation was specified. 

The crime items, burglary, robbery, shoplifting, fighting, selling drugs, 

breaking city ordinances, sleeping where it is illegal, and breaking into a 

building to sleep, loaded on two separate factors (see table 2.1). The first factor 

includes crimes generally characterized by personal material gain, although 

fighting does not fit neatly into that category unless one assumes that violent 

behavior is associated with the other crimes. The second crime factor (factor 

3) includes primarily violation of city ordinances (sleeping in illegal locations 

and other unspecified ordinance violations). 

Most shadow work items, selling junk, looking for food others had 

thrown away, and looking for objects others had thrown away, load on factor 

two. Exceptions include panhandling, which loads equally on the shadow 

work factor and on ordinance violation, and selling plasma, which stands 

alone as a distinct factor. The work items load together on factor 4. 

It appears that work, shadow work, and crime behaviors are 

empirically distinct, and that perhaps a further distinction between crimes of 

material gain and ordinance violations may also be useful. The key 

distinction that requires further exploration however, is between shadow 

work and crime, since both behaviors can be seen as alternative ways of 
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TABLE 2.1: Factor Analysis of Work. Shadow Work, and Crime Items 

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX (OBLIQUE ROTATION) 

ROBBERY .796 -.134 .058 -.020 -.026 
BURGLARY .667 -.353 -.098 .098 .214 
SHOPLIFT .667 -.268 .163 -.122 .288 
SOLD DRUGS .553 .103 .148 -.037 -.191 
FIGHTING .523 .027 .338 .076 -.080 

SELL OBJECTS .030 .791 .222 -.076 -.073 
OLD FOOD .102 .773 .179 -.182 .014 
SOLD JUNK .382 .586 -.046 .137 .118 

TRESPASS .160 -.257 .699 .034 .027 
BREAK TO SLEEP .226 -.204 .622 -.029 -.020 
PAN HANDLE .085 -.454 .454 -.161 -.142 
OTHER ORDIN. -.085 .211 .445 -.207 .300 

WORKDAYS .114 .186 .125 .737 .324 
GENERAL WORK-.227 .005 -.195 .721 -.289 

PLASMA .067 .038 .067 .008 .797 

FACTOR CORRELATION MATRIX: 

FACTOR 1 FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 FACTOR 4 FACTOR 5 
FACTOR 1 1.000 
FACTOR 2 .146 1.000 
FACTOR 3 .128 .077 1.000 
FACTOR 4 .028 .035 .104 1.000 
FACTOR 5 .009 .032 .032 .015 1.000 

meeting material needs. Factor 1 or crimes of material gain will be used for 

the rest of the analysis for two reasons: first, because theft (which would 

include burglary, shoplifting, and robbery) and selling drugs are specifically 

referred to as shadow work (and seen as survival strategies) by Snow and 

Anderson (1993); and second, because it fits more closely with the commonly 
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held conceptions of crime that tend to be a larger concern in both public and 

academic discourse. As stated earlier, shadow work and crime should be 

distinguished by their relation to values about law violation and the level of 

self-control possessed by the respondent. 

Table 2.2 shows the zero-order correlations for the previously discussed 

indicators and the crime and shadow work factors3. First of all, as predicted, 

age is related with these two factors in opposite directions. Secondly, the drug 

use items are also correlated with crime in a significant way, although they 

are also related to shadow work, which was not predicted. Work stability and 

fatalism/luck are also significantly related to crime, but not to shadow work. 

Similarly, the item measuring law violation related values (measured by 

level of agreement with the statement "sometimes you have to break the 

rules to get what you need") is correlated with crime but not shadow work. 

TABLE 2.2: Correlation Coefficients for Crime and Shadow Work 
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

Crime Shadow Work 

Age -.22** .10* 

Cocaine .29** .11* 
Alcohol .14** .10* 
Luck .11* -.08 
Work -.24** .05 
Break Rules .15** .04 

Streets .02 .29** 
Obstacles .04 .35** 
Education -.03 -.15** 
Unemployment Time .05 .16** 

* p < .05, **p < .01 
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Four items related to difficulties in obtaining a job are also included. 

The first item is whether they have slept in the streets or out of doors in the 

last 60 days. It is reasoned that if one is unsheltered part of the time, one will 

be less likely to meet general appearance standards and, perhaps more 

importantly, be more likely to be carrying a backpack and/or bedroll. An 

indirect measure of appearance is a scale made up of three items that measure 

the difficulty in obtaining clothes, having opportunities to wash clothing 

when it needs it, and having access to a restroom with a sink and a mirror. 

TABLE 2.3: Regression Equation for Crimes of Material Gain 

VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Crime (dependent) 

COCAINE 
ALCOHOL 
LUCK 
WORK 
BREAK RULES 

250*** 
057 

027 
059 

211*** 5.809 
0.857 

-1.560 
-4.432 
1.401 

Adj. R Square .15 
b t-ratio 

Shadow Work (dependent) 

COCAINE 
ALCOHOL 
LUCK 
WORK 
BREAK RULES 

.067 

.050 
-.072 
.078 
.020 

1.706 
1.437 

-1.765 
1.281 
0.442 

Adj. R Square .02 
(N=392) 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

Those high on this scale (those having difficulty meeting these needs) should 

be less likely than others to appear presentable to potential employers. Two 



other items measured education level and time spent unemployed. 

As shown in table 2.3, these factors all significantly predict shadow 

work, but none of them predicts crime. Table 2.3 shows the results of 

regression models where the factors proposed to predict crime (willingness to 

break the rules and self-control items) explain about 15% of the variance in 

criminal activity, but only 2% of the variance in shadow work. 

TABLE 2.4: Regression Equation for Shadow Work Variables 

VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Shadow Work (dependent) 

STREETS .394*** 3.896 
OBSTACLES .085*** 5.295 
EDUCATION -.088* -2.348 
UNEMPLOYMENT TIME .002** 2.784 

Adj. R Square .17 
b t-ratio 

Crime (dependent) 

STREETS .003 0.026 
OBSTACLES .002 0.115 
EDUCATION .003 0.081 
UNEMPLOYMENT TIME .000 0.954 

Adj. R Square -.01 
(N=369) 
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

In table 2.4 we see the mirror image of this, where obstacles in obtaining 

employment explain 17% of the variance in shadow work activity, but none 

of the variance in crime4. 
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DISCUSSION 

The previous analysis suggests that crime is not simply another 

strategy to survive in the face of employment difficulties. While it may be 

that some homeless people resort to crime in times of need (as implied by 

slightly higher official rates of homeless theft), most homeless people do not 

engage in these behaviors, and the criminal behavior of those that do cannot 

be explained by factors that decrease legitimate employment opportunities. 

On the other hand, self-control indicators do predict crime in this sample. 

This refutes the standard explanation for homeless crime, and suggests that it 

may be useful to explore correlates of crime in this population in a more 

systematic way. Exploration of this nature should prove to be informative, 

because the homeless population is different from most previously studied 

populations in key respects. 



CHAPTER THREE 

CRIME THEORIES AND CRIME AMONG THE HOMELESS 

In the previous chapter, need as a motivating factor in crime 

commission was explored by focusing on obstacles to regular work. That 

these obstacles were not related to predatory crime implies that such crimes 

may not be need-motivated, although this was tested only indirectly. In this 

chapter, strain theory is tested in a more direct fashion, along with several 

other current theories. The purposes are to enhance understanding of crime 

related factors in this population, and to assess the generality of core theories. 

Much of what we know about crime today comes from either official 

records or the self-reports of high school students (Some exceptions to this 

general trend include Farrington 1992, Rowe and Tittle 1977, and Sampson 

and Laub 1990). While high school students are an appropriate group to study 

because of disproportionate involvement in crime, many crime theories 

claim to be general theories of crime, and should be tested in a wide range of 

settings and across different populations. The availability of high school 

students encourages researchers to focus on adolescents. Indeed, in a recent 

article presenting an improved "general strain theory of crime and 

delinquency" (Agnew 1992), the author explicitly states that while the theory 

is a general theory "the focus is on adolescents because most currently 

available data sets capable of testing the theory involve surveys of 

adolescents". While this strategy is not unreasonable given current realities, 

it is possible that some so-called general theories may in fact apply primarily 

to high school students. This study contributes to broader applications of the 

central theories by applying them to an unusual sample. 
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HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS, THE HOMELESS, AND THEORIES OF CRIME 

Before beginning this portion of the study, it is important to delineate 

the key differences between (and similarities shared by) high school students 

and the homeless. There are several similarities between the homeless and 

high school students. Both groups have fewer obligations to major social 

institutions, allowing for greater personal freedom, and more discretionary 

time. They also have limited access to resources, lack social status in the 

broader society, and are susceptible to the enforcement of laws that generally 

are not applied to domiciled adults (a de jure distinction for juveniles, a de 

facto distinction for the homeless). While prosecution of status offenses has 

declined in recent years, substantial numbers of juveniles still come under 

the jurisdiction of juvenile courts for "offenses" that would not be 

prosecutable for adults (Empey and Stafford 1991). Similarly, homeless people 

are often prosecuted for trespassing, sleeping or drinking in public, and other 

behaviors that are generally legal within the walls of a home, or on one's 

own property (Snow and Anderson 1993, Baumann et al., 1985, Robertson et 

al., 1985). 

There are also a number of differences. The homeless are almost 

uniformly extremely poor, although within certain parameters there is 

variation with regard to access to resources. Regarding bonds to other 

individuals and societal institutions, high school students will certainly be 

more attached than the homeless, since their juvenile status assures high 

levels of dependence on various social institutions and guardians. There is 

also greater permanence of social networks among high school students. 

Among the homeless there is more variation with respect to bonds, with a 
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substantial minority having virtually no strong ties to others. Finally, the 

ages of the two groups are very different, with the average age of the 

homeless in the middle 30's (see Rossi 1989 for a summary of related studies). 

Both poverty and the level of social bonds are expected by current 

theorist to affect criminality. Poverty as a predictor of crime has a long 

history, and still plays a central role in strain theories (Agnew 1992, Cloward 

and Ohlin 1960, and Merton 1938). With regard to social bonds, current 

research (Sampson and Laub 1990, Daly and Wilson 1990) suggests that even 

for adults, the lack of social bonds should be a predictor of crime. The present 

study will provide information about current relations within family and 

friendship networks, and enable discussion of how they relate to crime 

among the homeless. 

The theories to be examined in this chapter include social- control, self-

control, social learning, and strain theory. Two of these theories, Hirschi's 

(1969) social control and Akers and Burgess's (1966) social learning theories, 

are among the most tested theories in the discipline (Akers 1994), and have 

dominated the field for 20 years. Built on earlier work, Gottfredson and 

Hirschi's (1990) theory of self-control and Agnew's (1992) strain theory are 

recent developments currently receiving quite a bit of attention. 

Some of these theories would appear to be especially appropriate for 

explaining homeless crime. In particular, strain theory seems promising for 

explaining crime in this group, since this is a group of people likely to 

experience strain in several aspects of their lives. However, an argument 

could be made that the homeless are all on one end of a poverty continuum, 

and therefore have little variation with regard to strain. On the other hand, 
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there may be true variation on critical factors such as whether an individual 

has a place to sleep, enough to eat, or clothes to wear. If there is substantial 

variation on the elements thought to be important in strain theories, these 

elements should predict crime. 

Social bond theory may be less relevant to a homeless population, 

because the homeless are disaffiliated almost by definition. However, this too 

is an empirical question that will be addressed below. If the homeless have 

few bonds, they have little to lose by engaging in crime, and limited 

opportunities for interaction with conventional others. If they have bonds to 

others, they are likely to be either weak, or to people without material 

resources. Sampson and Laub (1990) and Daly and Wilson (1990) both suggest 

that adult social bonds (stable work or marriage) can be important, but 

homeless adults are mostly single and have little by way of employment to 

deter criminal activity (Rossi 1989, Snow and Anderson 1993). In addition, 

attachments to family may have a different meaning for homeless people 

than for high school students. Homeless people may experience less 

supervision or monitoring from family members than is typical for their 

high school counterparts. They are also less likely to be dependent to the 

same degree. These factors imply that attachments may have less of an 

inhibiting effect on homeless deviance. 

Both learning theory and self-control theory claim to be general 

theories (as does the new version of strain), and so should predict crime in 

this population. Learning theory suggests that deviant behavior is a function 

of its past, present, and anticipated reinforcement. Primary groups are 

thought to have a large role in such reinforcement. The homeless generally 



have little contact with previous primary groups, and their current 

associations are generally low in frequency, priority, and duration, although 

they may be moderate to high in intensity. This suggests that their present 

associations may be less predictive of homeless deviant behavior than those 

of high school students, whose relations tend to be higher in frequency and 

duration. However, in this case it would be expected that past associations 

will play a relatively larger role in influencing current levels of deviant 

behavior. 

To the extent that homeless people have become homeless due to 

factors related to low self-control, variation in self-control will be reduced 

relative to a high school population. However, recent macrolevel changes, 

including changes in employment structures and affordable housing (Snow 

and Anderson 1993, Rossi 1989, Ringheim 1990, Elliot and Krivo 1991), 

suggest that many may be homeless due to the conjunction of several factors 

of which self-control (and related effects) would be only one. Thus, it seems 

reasonable to assume that this theory should apply to this population. 

Each of the theories mentioned will be applied to the problem of 

homeless crime in an effort to determine their usefulness in this somewhat 

unusual setting. Each will be tested using two sets of dependent variables. 

The first consists of the predatory crime and ordinance violation factors from 

the previous chapter. These factors are measures of the range of criminal 

behavior the homeless have engaged in in the past month. The second set of 

variables includes the frequencies of the individual predatory crimes, 

burglary, shoplifting, robbery, fighting, and selling drugs. This set will be used 

to assess the success of the theories in predicting the frequency of specific 
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crimes over the last year. 

AGNEW'S STRAIN MODEL 

Strain theory has generally received little empirical support in the 

criminological literature (Hirschi 1969, Kornhauser 1978) and has been 

criticized for a variety of reasons (Bernard 1984, Farnworth and Lieber 1989, 

Empey and Stafford 1991). Nevertheless, it continues to have advocates in 

academia (often proposing "new and improved" versions of the theory), in 

public discourse, and in undergraduate criminology classrooms (see Messner 

and Rosenfeld 1994 and Agnew 1992). Like Freudian thought and labeling 

theory, strain theory seems to have permeated lay thought in modern 

America. This alone would suggest that it should be looked at as a potential 

explanation for crime among the homeless. Beyond that, however, the 

homeless population seems to be a group for which strain theory may be 

fitting. Their levels of absolute and relative deprivation, as well as 

experienced injustice and other factors advanced by current strain theorists 

(Agnew 1992, Messner and Rosenfeld 1994), suggest that the homeless might 

be a population experiencing many types of strain, and therefore well suited 

for this type of explanation of criminal behavior. 

Agnew (1992) presented a "general strain theory of crime and 

delinquency that is capable of overcoming the criticisms of previous strain 

theories". In this new general theory, surviving concepts from previous 

strain theorizing are combined with relevant work in social psychology 

(mostly from equity and attribution subfields) to include many different kinds 

of strain, and to elaborate on various contingencies. This theory will be the 
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strain theory tested in this chapter, since it includes such a broad range of 

factors that it literally subsumes most other contenders. 

Agnew distinguishes strain theory from social bond theory and social 

learning theory by its specification of 1) the type of social relationship that 

leads to delinquency, and 2) the motivation for delinquency. Strain theory 

focuses explicitly on negative relationships with others: relationships in 

which the individual is not treated as he or she would desire. In contrast, 

social control theory focuses on the lack of significant relationships with 

conventional others and/or institutions. Lacking such a social bond, people 

are free to deviate. Social learning theory focuses on positive associations 

with deviant others, and how deviant definitions are acquired. The larger 

difference is that strain theory argues that people are pressured into deviance 

by "the negative affective states - most notably anger and related emotions -

that often result from negative relationships" (Agnew 1992). In strain theory, 

deviants are differentially motivated to deviance by their negative 

relationships with others or their environment. 

Agnew identified three major sources of strain. The first is the failure 

to achieve positively valued goals. There are three subtypes of the first 

source. The classic forms of the theory (Merton 1938, Cohen 1955, Cloward 

and Ohlin 1960) all argue that there are cultural forces pushing people toward 

ideal goals, while at the same time social structure prevents some from 

achieving them through legitimate channels. This kind of strain has 

traditionally been measured in terms of disjunction between aspirations or 

ideal goals, and expectations. As Agnew notes however, these theories have 

been criticized for several reasons (Hirschi 1969, Kornhauser 1978, Bernard 
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1984, Elliot et al. 1985, Liska 1987, Farnworth and Leiber 1989). The criticisms 

are that these theories: "(1) are unable to explain the extensive nature of 

middle-class delinquency, (2) neglect goals other than monetary 

success/middle-class status, (3) neglect barriers to goal achievement other 

than social class, and (4) do not fully specify why only some strained 

individuals turn to crime" (Agnew 1992: 51). He also notes that the general 

lack of empirical support is probably the most damaging criticism. These 

criticisms led to revising strain theory to include consideration of youth 

culture and the relevance of immediate goals, though this version was not 

supported much better than earlier formulations (Agnew 1991). 

The second subtype is the disjunction between expectations and actual 

achievements. This notion stems from social psychological research on 

justice, which suggests that people often develop expectations based on past 

experience or comparisons with others perceived to be similar to them 

(Berger et al. 1972 and 1983, Blau 1964, Homans 1961, Jasso and Rossi 1977). 

This research suggests that failure to achieve expectations may lead to anger, 

and other emotions traditionally linked to strain. Agnew argues that the 

disjunction between expectations and actual achievement should be more 

emotionally distressing than that between aspirations and achievements, 

since aspirations are ideal goals only hoped for (not really expected). 

Additional elements added by this conceptualization are the central role of 

the social comparison process, and the notion that goals need not be 

culturally based. The latter is important because the assumption that goals 

are culturally based has put strain theory at odds with social control and 

cultural deviance theory in the past. However, as more and more eclectic 
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elements are included, it becomes less clear that there is a coherent 

underlying logic to the "general strain" theory. 

The third subtype of goal-related strain is the disjunction between just 

or fair outcomes and actual outcomes. This conception of strain is also 

derived from the justice (equity) literature, but is based on the idea that 

individuals do not necessarily enter interactions with specific outcomes in 

mind, but rather expect that certain justice "rules" will be followed. Drawing 

on the research of Adams (1963, 1965), Cook and Hegtvedt (1983), and Walster 

et al. (1978), the rule Agnew focuses on v equity. An equitable relationship is 

one in which "the outcome/input ratios of the actors involved in an 

exchange/allocation relationship are equivalent". In response to perceived 

inequities, individuals react in several ways, which may include criminal 

behavior. Although there are no empirical data on the relationship between 

inequity so conceptualized and crime, Agnew draws on Cook and Hegtvedt 

(1991) and others who suggest that anger, frustration, and insulting or 

vengeful behaviors may be related to inequity. 

The second major source of strain is the removal of positive stimuli 

from the individual. Agnew notes that both Bandura (1973) and Zillman 

(1979) have come to de-emphasize the blockage of pursuit of positively 

valued goals in their aggression research, because it is generally a weak 

predictor of aggression. This set of findings, in conjunction with the stress 

literature, led Agnew to conclude that events involving the loss of positively 

valued stimuli may be more important. (Although it is unclear how this 

conclusion affects the relative weight placed on this factor and the first three 

subtypes of goal-related strain previously discussed). This conceptualization 
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of strain includes both actual and anticipated loss of positively valued 

stimuli. Examples might be the loss of a lover, moving to a new city, divorce, 

or adverse work conditions. 

The third major source of strain is also derived from the stress 

literature. Strain may result from actual or anticipated presentation of 

negative or noxious stimuli. Aggression and delinquency have been linked 

to such noxious stimuli as child abuse, physical punishment or verbal abuse, 

negative relations with parents or peers, and a wide range of stressful life 

events. 

The fundamental element to these conceptualizations of strain is that 

all of the sources specified increase the likelihood of experiencing negative 

emotions. Anger is seen as the central or most important emotion since it 

"typically creates a desire to take corrective steps, with delinquency being one 

possible response". Corrective desires are associated with anger because it 

results when individuals blame their adversity on others, because anger 

increases the individual's level of felt injury, creates a desire for retaliation, 

and lowers inhibition. Inhibitions are lowered in part because individuals 

believe that others will feel their aggressive behaviors are justified. Since 

delinquency may be a method for relieving various types of strain, Agnew 

feels that his general strain model has the potential to "explain a broad range 

of delinquency, including theft, aggression, and drug use". This general strain 

theory will be applied to the current sample of homeless people, in an effort 

to explain criminal behavior. 

The first type of deviance-producing strain, failure to achieve positive 

goals, has been operationalized in three ways. First, an injustice scale was 



created by combining three items dealing with aspirations/expectations, and 

measuring the level of agreement with the items on an ordinal scale. The 

items were statements that people have a right to a place to stay, a right to a 

job, and that it is not the government's responsibility to provide a place to 

stay (the last item was inverted for the scale). Since the people in this sample 

are all homeless, the level of agreement with these statements should 

indicate the disjunction between housing-related aspirations/expectations 

and current realities. (Scale reliabilities and distributions of independent 

variables used in this chapter appear in Appendix C). There is also a scale 

measuring the degree of satisfaction with current sleeping arrangements 

(comparing actual arrangement with a generalized ideal on dimensions like 

cleanliness, protection from the elements, and perceived safety). Finally, 

there is a scale of items assessing deprivation in an absolute sense. It includes 

items dealing with recent opportunities to acquire clothing, wash clothes, and 

use a restroom with a sink and a mirror. 

Removal of positively valued stimuli is operationalized by adding 

together various personal losses suffered (as recommended by Agnew). This 

scale includes the loss of a job, lost welfare benefits, divorce or breakup with a 

partner, losing the material support of someone you were depending on, and 

loss of health in the 6 months before becoming homeless. Exposure to 

negative stimuli is indicated by the respondent reporting being abused as a 

child. 

Table 3.1 shows the zero-order correlations of the strain indicators with 

the predatory crime and ordinance violation factors. None of the strain 

indicators is correlated with predatory crime. Absolute level of deprivation is 
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TABLE 3.1: Strain Correlation Coefficients for Predatory Crime and Ordinance 
Violation 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

Predatory Crime Ordinance Violation 

Injustice Scale .07 -.06 
Sleep Arrangements -.08 -.09 
Deprivation Scale .03 .11* 
Loss Scale .03 .07 
Abused .01 .04 

*p < .05 

positively associated with ordinance violation however. Correlations with 

the individual crime frequency indicators are shown in table 3.2. The 

individual crimes correlated with strain indicators are fighting and burglary. 

Shoplifting is correlated only with satisfaction with sleeping 

arrangements, and the other crime items are not correlated with the 

TABLE 3.2: Strain Correlation Coefficients for Crime Items 

Burglary Fighting Shoplift Selldrugs Robbery 
Injustice 

Scale .11* .04 .04 .00 .02 
Sleep 
Arrangements -.00 .11* .12* .01 .04 

Deprivation 
Scale .13* .10* .07 .03 -.02 

Loss Scale .10* .05 .06 .04 .01 
Abused -.05 .03 .00 .02 -.05 

*p < .05 

strain indicators. Table 3.3 shows regression models for the two crime factors. 

As might be expected, the strain model explains an insignificant amount of 

the variation in the predatory crime factor. It does not explain any of the 

variance in the ordinance violation factor either (which includes trespassing, 
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sleeping in places where it is illegal, and other ordinance violations). Table 

3.4 shows that while the strain model explains 3 percent of the variance in 

burglary, it explains little or no variation in selling drugs, fighting, robbery, or 

shoplifting. 

TABLE 3.3: Strain Regression Equation for Crime Factors 
VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Predatory Crime (dependent) 

Injustice Scale -.035 1.389 
Sleep Arrangements .017 1.622 
Deprivation Scale .003 .139 
Loss Scale .033 .721 
Abused .036 .256 

Adj. R Square -.001 Significant F = .469 

b t-ratio 
Ordinance Violation (dependent) 

Injustice Scale .025 1.013 
Sleep Arrangements .008 .851 
Deprivation Scale .035 1.639 
Loss Scale .057 1.266 
Abused .036 .262 

Adj. R Square .007 Significant F = .188 
(N=3921 
*p < .05, **p < .01 



TABLE 3.4: Strain Regression Equation for Crime Items 

VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Burglarv (dependent) 

Injustice Scale .015* 2.152 
Sleep Arrangements -.002 .660 
Deprivation Scale .008 1.660 
Loss Scale .025* 2.039 
Abused -.039 1.013 
Bad Home .013 .160 

Adj. R Square .028 Significant F = .008 

b t-ratio 
Selling Drugs (dependent) 

Injustice Scale .005 .141 
Sleep Arrangements .001 .097 
Deprivation Scale .013 .411 
Loss Scale .050 .779 
Abused .085 .429 
Bad Home .203 .463 

Adj. R Square -.001 Significant F = .967 
b t-ratio 

Shoplifting (dependent) 

Injustice Scale .030 .949 
Sleep Arrangements .026* 2.010 
Deprivation Scale .007 .264 
Loss Scale .075 1.299 
Abused -.013 -.077 

Adj. R Square .008 Significant F = .144 

*p < .05, **p < .01 



TABLE 3.4: Strain Equation for Crime Items (Continued) 
VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Fighting (dependent) 

Injustice Scale .017 1.069 
Sleep Arrangements .011 1.587 
Deprivation Scale .006 .352 
Loss Scale .031 1.083 
Abused .036 .405 

Adj. R Square .0040 Significant F = .239 

b t-ratio 

Injustice Scale .003 .292 
Sleep Arrangements .004 1.268 
Deprivation Scale -.008 -1.217 
Loss Scale .007 .406 
Abused -.048 -.921 

Adj. R Square -.005 Significant F = .669 
(N=392) 
*p < .05, **p < .01 
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AKERS' SOCIAL LEARNING MODEL 

"Social learning theory" is a term associated with a number of 

theoretical approaches related to the general ideas of social behaviorism 

(Stumphauser 1986). In the field of social psychology it generally refers to the 

work of Albert Bandura (1977), but in the field of criminology it has been 

most closely associated with Ronald Akers (Burgess and Akers 1966, Akers 

1985). Burgess and Akers (1966) developed social learning theory as a 

behavioristic reformulation of Sutherland's (1947) differential association 

theory. Burgess and Akers filled in what they saw as a missing element in the 

theory: an explicit model of the mechanisms of learning (Akers 1994). For 

this purpose they developed their differential association-reinforcement 

theory. Current statements of social learning theory retain the symbolic 

interactionist emphasis of differential association theory, while adding such 

concepts as imitation, anticipated reinforcement, and self-reinforcement, 

leading Akers (1994) to characterize it as "soft behaviorism". However, he is 

careful to point out that it is closer to cognitive learning theories like 

Bandura's (1977), than to the radical or orthodox operant behaviorism of 

Skinner (1953, 1959). 

While dealing with many aspects of learning, Akers focused on four 

major concepts: differential association, definitions, differential 

reinforcement, and imitation (Akers 1994, see Akers 1985 for a more complete 

statement of the theory). Differential association is the process whereby "one 

is exposed to normative definitions favorable or unfavorable to illegal of law-

abiding behavior"(Akers 1994). There are two basic dimensions of 

association. First, an interactional dimension includes direct interactions 
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with others who engage in certain behaviors, and indirect association and 

identification with various reference groups. Second, a normative 

dimension includes the different patterns of norms and values an individual 

is exposed to in the course of interactions. Differential association with 

groups (especially primary groups) provides the major social contexts for 

learning definitions and exposure to others that provide differential 

reinforcement and models to imitate. These associations differ with regard to 

priority, duration, frequency, and intensity, all of which increase the effect of 

the association on the individual. 

Definitions are attitudes or meaning one attaches to a given behavior. 

They include orientations, rationalizations, definitions of the situation, and 

"other evaluative and moral attitudes that define the commission of an act as 

right or wrong, good or bad..." (Akers 1994). These definitions can be both 

general and specific, as in general moral or religious beliefs, or beliefs closely 

related to specific behaviors. In what seems to be a shift away from "soft 

determinism", Akers states that definitions also vary in the degree to which 

they compel an individual to deviance. In his most recent formulation, 

(possibly partly in reaction to critics like Kornhauser (1978) and Gottfredson 

and Hirschi (1990)), he ventures that "for the most part...definitions favorable 

to crime and delinquency do not "require" or strongly motivate action... 

Rather, they are conventional beliefs so weakly held that they provide no 

restraint or are positive or neutralizing attitudes that facilitate law violation 

in the right set of circumstances" (1994:98). 

Differential reinforcement refers to the balance of rewards and 

punishments that follow or are consequences of behavior. An individual's 
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likelihood of committing a given crime depends on the actual or anticipated 

rewards or punishments for the action. The probability of engaging in a 

particular action is increased as it is rewarded materially or socially approved. 

If an action allows an individual to escape negative outcomes it also has an 

increased probability of occurrence. Lastly, imitation involves engaging in 

behavior after observing the behavior in others. Individuals are more likely 

to model another's behavior when the model's behavior is rewarded, and 

when the model is "salient" to the individual. Modeling is predicted to be 

more important in acquiring new behaviors than in the maintenance of" 

existing behavior patterns. 

Social learning theory has been operationalized in the current study by 

measuring the content of the respondent's current associations, their 

currently held beliefs or definitions, and two items relating to past family 

associations. Differential associations were indicated by asking the 

respondents about the homeless people they talk to, and how many of them 

break into buildings to sleep, take things from stores, take things from 

people's homes, and take things from people by threatening to hurt them. 

The proportion committing crimes was measured ordinally. The definition 

factor was measured by asking about their level of agreement with the 

statement "Sometimes you have to break the rules to get what you need". 

Finally, they were asked if the adults in their (pre-adult) home were 

physically abusive or had a problem with drugs or alcohol. This indicates 

both the kinds of models available in pre-adult life, and exposure to pro-

violence and pro-drug definitions. 

Table 3.5 shows the zero-order correlations of the learning variables 
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TABLE 3.5: Social Learning Correlation Coefficients for Predatory Crime and 
Ordinance Violation 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

Predatory Crime Ordinance Violation 

Proportion of 
Acquaintances 
who: 

Shoplift .11* .12 
Burgle .13* .08 
Rob .13** .09 
Break in (to sleep) .06 .10 
Family Drug Use .07 .10 
Adult Violence in Home .05 .02 
Beliefs / Definitions .15** .16 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

and the two scales. The item concerning knowing people who commit 

crimes are related to both factors, as is believing that sometimes you have to 

break the rules. Knowing people who break into places to sleep and coming 

from a family where the adults had drug problems are both related to 

ordinance violations. 

The table (3.6) that shows the relationships of learning indicators and 

individual crimes is of particular interest, as social learning theory predicts 

that specific definitions are important for specific acts. In general, this 

prediction seems to hold: the family drug problem item is predictive of 

selling drugs, knowing people who shoplift is predictive of taking things 

from stores, knowing people who rob is predictive of robbery, and knowing 

people who take things from homes or break in to sleep is predictive of 

burglary. The exception is abuse at home, which is not predictive of fighting. 
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TABLE 3.6: Social Learning Correlation Coefficients for Crime Items 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

Burglary Fighting Shoplift Selldrugs Robbery 
Proportion of 
Acquaintances 
who: 

Shoplift .18** .16** .18** .01 .11* 
Burgle .21** .15** .08 .09 .09 
Rob .17** .16** .09 .02 .21** 
Break in 
(to sleep) .20** .10* .09 .05 .10* 
Family Drug 
Use .07 .08 .09 .14** .06 
Adult Violence 
in Home .02 .00 -.00 .07 -.05 
Beliefs/ 
Definitions .04 .10* .05 .02 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

While the specific definitions are predictive of related crimes, it is interesting 

to note that knowing people who commit one specific crime is often 

predictive of other crimes as well. 

The learning regression model predicts about 3 percent of the variation 

in both predatory crime and ordinance violation factors (see table 3.7). Beliefs 

or definitions appears to be a particularly important predictor. The learning 

model also predicts a statistically significant amount of variation in the 

individual crime equations as well (see table 3.8). The amount of variation 

explained ranges from 2.5 to 4.8 percent. 



TABLE 3.7: Learning Regression Equation for Crime Factors 

VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Predatory Crime (dependent) 

Acquaintances: 
Shoplift .022 .363 
Burgle .073 1.008 
Rob .056 .767 
Break in (to sleep) -.030 -.475 
Family Drug Use .069 .620 
Adult Violence in Home .032 .241 
Beliefs / Definitions .124** 2.848 

Adj. R Square .026 Significant F = .015 

b t-ratio 
Ordinance Violation (dependent) 

Acquaintances: 
Shoplift .054 .902 
Burgle .000 .001 
Rob .012 .164 
Break in (to sleep) .044 .703 
Family Drug Use .181 1.625 
Adult Violence 

in Home -.093 -.710 
Beliefs / Definitions .124** 2.875 

Adj. R Square .029 
(N=390) 

Significant F = .011 



TABLE 3.8: Learning Regression Equation for Crime Items 

VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Burglary (dependent) 

Acquaintances: 
Shoplift .004 .221 
Burgle .035 1.786 
Rob -.003 -.143 
Break in (to sleep) .032 1.918 
Family Drug Use .025 .841 
Adult Violence 

in Home -.020 -.561 
Beliefs/Definitions .006 .538 

Adj. R Square .043 Significant F = .001 

b t-ratio 
Selling Drugs (dependent) 

Acquaintances: 
Shoplift -.144 -1.733 
Burgle .251* 2.491 
Rob -.150 -1.481 
Break in (to sleep) .090 1.021 
Family Drug Use .377* 2.426 
Adult Violence in Home .110 .605 
Beliefs / Definitions .055 .920 

Adj. R Square .025 Significant F = .020 



TABLE 3.8: Learning Regression Equation for Crime Items (Continued') 

VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Shoplifting (dependent) 

Acquaintances: 
Shoplift .193** 2.644 
Burgle -.058 -.650 
Rob .012 .136 
Break in (to sleep) -.008 -.100 
Family Drug Use .177 1.289 
Adult Violence 

in Home -.165 -1.027 
Beliefs / Definitions .173** 3.259 

Adj. R Square .048 Significant F = .000 

b t-ratio 
Fighting (dependent") 

Acquaintances: 
Shoplift .041 1.108 
Burgle .030 .670 
Rob .059 1.298 
Break in (to sleep) -.019 -.477 
Family Drug Use .072 1.041 
Adult Violence 

in Home -.099 -1.212 
Beliefs /Definitions .043 1.592 

Adj. R Square .029 Significant F = .010 



TABLE 3.8: Learning Regression Equation for Crime Items (Continued') 

VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Robbery (dependent) 

Acquaintances: 
Shoplift .009 .425 
Burgle .043 1.643 
Rob .103** 3.996 
Break in (to sleep) -.005 -.228 
Family Drug Use .052 1.306 
Adult Violence 

in Home -.093* -1.991 
Beliefs/Definitions .000 -.041 

Adj. R Square .045 Significant F = .000 
(N=392) 
*p < .05 **p < .01 
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GOTTFREDSON AND HIRSCHI'S SELF-CONTROL MODEL 

The self-control model was discussed in the previous chapter. The 

model for this chapter is identical to that used earlier, except that the belief 

factor has been removed as it is not explicitly theorized about by Gottfredson 

and Hirschi (1990). The self-control model consists of two drug use items 

(cocaine and alcohol), an item assessing the stability of the respondent's work 

history, and a fatalism item indicating short-term orientation. 

TABLE 3.9: Self-Control Correlation Coefficients for Crime Factors 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

Predatory Crime Ordinance Violation 

Cocaine Use .29** .11* 
Alcohol Use .14** .10* 
Fatalism .11* -.08 
Work History -.24** .05 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

As seen in table 3.9. all of the self-control items are correlated with the 

predatory crime factor. Both kinds of drug use are also correlated with 

ordinance violation. In table 3.10 cocaine use is the self-control indicator 

most strongly correlated with the individual crimes. The self-control 

regression model in table 3.11 predicts predatory crime better than the 

previous models (with an adjusted R-square of 14%). It does not explain the 

same amount of variance in ordinance violation, but it is significant and 

explains more variance than the strain or learning models. The self-control 

model is also a significant predictor of each of the specific types of crime (see 

table 3.12), although it does not explain much of the variance in fighting. 
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TABLE 3.10: Self-Control Correlation Coefficients for Crime Items 
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

Burglary Fighting Shoplift Selldrugs Robbery 

Cocaine Use 
Alcohol Use 
Fatalism 
Work History 

.18** .02 2i** .24** .23** 

.09 .16** .18** .13* .09 

.08 .08 .06 .02 .05 
-.11* -.07 -.14** .01 .00 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

TABLE 3.11: Self-Control Regression Equation for Crime Factors 

VARIABLES t-ratio 
Predatory Crime (dependent) 

Cocaine Use 
Alcohol Use 
Fatalism 
Work History 

Adj. R Square .145 

.215** 

.034 
-.064 
-.257** 

5.936 
1.073 

-1.711 
-4.557 

Significant F = .000 

b t-ratio 
Ordinance Violation (dependent) 

Cocaine Use 
Alcohol Use 
Fatalism 
Work History 

Adj. R Square .043 
(N=3921 
*p < .05 **p < .01 

.016 .405 

.134** 3.955 

.036 .881 
-.106 -1.757 

Significant F = .000 



TABLE 3.12: Self-Control Regression Equation for Crime Items 

VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Burglarv (dependent) 

Cocaine Use .034** 3.249 
Alcohol Use .008 .817 
Fatalism -.013 -1.219 
Work History -.033* -2.004 

Adj. R Square .040 Significant F = .000 

b t-ratio 
Selling Drugs (dependent) 

Cocaine Use .240** 4.572 
Alcohol Use .048 1.057 
Fatalism -.028 -.520 
Work History .008 .099 

Adj. R Square .055 Significant F = .000 

b t-ratio 
Shoplifting (dependent) 

Cocaine Use .167** 3.475 
Alcohol Use .104* 2.491 
Fatalism -.039 -.781 
Work History -.196** -2.642 

Adj. R Square .070 Significant F = .000 

b t-ratio 
Fighting (dependent) 

Cocaine Use -.005 -.187 
Alcohol Use .062** 2.935 
Fatalism -.016 -.650 
Work History -.043 -1.149 

Adj. R Square .018 Significant F = .028 



TABLE 3.12: Self-Control Regression Equation for Crime Items 
(Continued) 
VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Robbery (dependent) 

Cocaine Use 
Alcohol Use 
Fatalism 
Work History 

.062** 

.007 
-.014 
.004 

4.408 
.573 

-.968 
.192 

Adj. R Square .048 Significant F = .000 

(N=3921 
*p < .05, **p < .01 
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HIRSCHI'S SOCIAL CONTROL MODEL 

The basic assumption of social control theory is that delinquent acts are 

most likely to occur when the individual has a weak or broken bond with 

society. In Hirschi's (1969) formulation the social bond is made up of four 

elements that bind an individual to conventional society. These four 

elements are attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief. 

With regard to the attachment element, Hirschi refers to Durkheim 

who said, "We are moral beings to the extent that we are social beings". He 

then interprets "social beings" as those who have internalized society's 

norms, which are by definition shared by the members of society. Deviant 

behavior is acting contrary to the desires and expectations of conventional 

others. One of the things that binds an individual to society is an emotional 

or affective attachment to people or things. If an individual does not care 

about the desires and expectations of others, norms of society are not binding. 

Attachment to others functions as a sort of social conscience or social 

superego. 

The commitment element of the social bond is based on the 

assumption that "the organization of society is such that the interests of most 

persons would be endangered if they were to engage in criminal acts". Given 

this assumption, the basic idea is that rational thought occurs and the 

consequences of deviant behavior are weighed against potential rewards 

available. In this way, commitment is the social equivalent of the ego or 

common sense. The concept of commitment is future oriented in that it 

pertains to future plans, such as going to college, or getting a good job. 

The involvement element is based on the simple assumption that a 
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person heavily involved in conventional activities has difficulty finding time 

or opportunity to engage in criminal acts. As Hirschi notes, this idea 

resembles the sentiment of the proverb "idle hands are the devil's 

workshop". 

The belief element is based on the assumption that "there is variation 

in belief in the moral validity of social rules". There is little to prevent 

people from deviating from this common set of values if their belief in the 

values' validity is weak or non-existent. This concept differs from cultural 

deviance theories in that it does not assume belief in a different set of values, 

only a lack of belief in commonly held values. 

Attachment was operationalized by asking the respondents several 

questions about their families and their friends. They were asked specifically 

how often family members (and later, friends) were available to talk about 

problems, provide food and shelter, and show love and care. Two separate 

scales were constructed adding these items measuring attachment to family 

and friends. Commitment is operationalized by an item measuring their 

assessment of their future (level of agreement with the item "My future looks 

very dismal"), and an item measuring the length of time on the streets. 

Inclusion of this latter item is based on the assumption that the longer an 

individual is on the streets, the less likely one is to have much invested in 

conventional institutions. Involvement is represented by an item asking 

whether they sleep in a shelter, as that would keep them off the streets in 

high crime periods. Whether they worked in the last month is also included 

for the same reason. Finally, beliefs are measured by the same item used 

earlier to indicate beliefs of definitions in the learning model (level of 
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agreement with the statement "Sometimes you have to break the rules to get 

what you need"). 

TABLE 3.13: Social Control Correlation Coefficients for Crime Factors 

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

Predatory Crime Ordinance Violation 

Family Attachment .10 -.05 
Friend Attachment .00 .02 
Dismal Future .00 .08 
Time Homeless .01 .15** 
Sleep in Shelter -.11* -.05 
Workdays in Last Month -.01 .20** 
Beliefs .15** .16** 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

Only two of the control theory factors are significantly correlated with 

the predatory crime scale (see table 3.13), beliefs and sleeping in a shelter. 

Beliefs are also correlated with ordinance violations, as is the time spent 

homeless and workdays in the last month. Workdays in the last month are 

associated in a direction opposite that predicted however. Working was 

expected to decrease the opportunity to commit criminal acts. Much of the 

work homeless do however, is day labor or selling things on the street (like 

newspapers). It may be that work provided opportunities for crime at the 

work location, or that transportation to various parts of the city brought the 

homeless workers into contact with more suitable targets than they would 

have had access to otherwise. 
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TABLE 3.14: Social Control Correlation Coefficients for Crime Items 
Correlation Coefficients 

Burglary Fighting Shoplift Selldrugs Robbery 

Family 
Attachment .04 .05 -.03 -.01 .04 

Friend 
Attachment .04 .06 -.03 -.01 .01 

Dismal Future .00 .10 -.02 -.02 .01 
Time Homeless .03 .06 .02 .06 -.03 
Sleep in 

Shelter -.05 -.15** -.07 -.01 -.11* 
Workdays in 

Last Month -.04 .03 -.01 .01 .02 
Beliefs .04 .10* .17** .05 .02 

As expected, attachment indicators did not correlate very strongly with 

any of the individual crimes, with sleeping in a shelter and beliefs being the 

only bond indicators that were correlated with them (table 3.14). Table 3.15 

shows that the social bond regression model is a statistically significant 

predictor of both crime factors, though it is a better predictor of ordinance 

violations than predatory crime (the workdays factor was not included in 

these equations for obvious reasons). It is not a good model for predicting the 

frequency of individual crimes (see table 3.16), as only the fighting and 

shoplifting equations are statistically significant. 



TABLE 3.15: Social Control Regression Equation for Crime Factors 

VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Predatory Crime (dependent) 

Family Attachment .018* 1.982 
Friend Attachment -.005 -.683 
Dismal Future .019 -.420 
Time Homeless -.000 -.397 
Sleep in Shelter -.350* -2.167 
Beliefs .120* 2.546 

Adj. R Square .030 Significant F = .012 

b t-ratio 
Ordinance Violation (dependent) 

Family Attachment .011 1.247 
Friend Attachment .006 .881 
Dismal Future .108* 2.389 
Time Homeless .003* 2.405 
Sleep in Shelter -.022 -.138 
Beliefs .166** 3.614 

Adj. R Square .050 Significant F = .000 
fN=39ffl 
*p < .05 **£<.01 



TABLE 3.16: Social Control Regression Equation for Crime Items 
VARIABLES b t-ratio 
Burglarv (dependent) 

Family Attachment .001 .399 
Friend Attachment .001 .714 
Dismal Future .000 -.025 
Time Homeless .000 .738 
Sleep in Shelter -.022 -.138 
Beliefs .066 .614 

Adj. R Square -.010 Significant F = .773 

b t-ratio 
Selling Drugs (dependent") 

Family Attachment .010 1.050 
Friend Attachment -.003 -.390 
Dismal Future -.018 -.293 
Time Homeless .002 .270 
Sleep in Shelter .080 .378 
Beliefs .059 .957 

Adj. R Square -.006 Significant F = .712 

b t-ratio 
Shoplifting (dependent) 

Family Attachment .010 1.172 
Friend Attachment -.008 -.980 
Dismal Future -.001 -.023 
Time Homeless .000 .270 
Sleep in Shelter -.167 -.899 
Beliefs 172** 3.182 

Adj. R Square .022 Significant F = .023 

*p < .05 **p < .01 



TABLE 3.16: Social Control Regression Equation for Crime Items ('Continued') 

VARIABLES 
Fighting (dependent) 

Family Attachment 
Friend Attachment 
Dismal Future 
Time Homeless 
Sleep in Shelter 
Beliefs 

Adj. R Square .034 

Robbery (dependent) 

Family Attachment 
Friend Attachment 
Dismal Future 
Time Homeless 
Sleep in Shelter 
Beliefs 

b t-ratio 

.001 .183 

.003 .635 

.052 1.784 

.000 1.002 
-.284* -2.783 
.054 1.800 

Significant F = .009 

b t-ratio 

.001 .399 

.001 .714 

.000 -.025 

.000 .738 
-.022 -.138 
.066 .614 

Adj. R Square .000 Significant F = .773 
(N=396') 
*p < .05 **p < .01 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter addresses issues of theory generality and application, and 

explores the relationship of crime and other factors of homeless life. At the 

outset, it was suggested that strain theory may provide an explanation for 

homeless crime, since the homeless experience a great variety of factors 

associated with strain. However, this eclectic strain theory worked no better 

in this setting than its predecessors have elsewhere. Feelings of loss and 

injustice have significant effects on burglary, but it is unclear why strain 

would be related to this crime and not more common crimes like shoplifting. 

Social control theory did not explain much crime in this population. It 

would be hard to find a population that would have less to lose (as a group) 

than this one. Although, like the strain variables, the control variables show 

some variation. One possibility for these strain and control theory findings is 

that while there seems to be variation on the measured elements, it may be 

limited compared to the responses of the domiciled. As mentioned 

previously, this population is probably toward the end of a continuum on 

these variables (high on strain and low on social bonds). There is also the 

possibility that the responses given were based on relative levels with the 

respondent comparing self to other homeless people. 

However, another possible explanation is that attachments to family 

actually have a different meaning for homeless people than for high school 

students. Most homeless people are separated from their families, and 

therefore experience less supervision or monitoring from family members 

than is typical for their high school counterparts. They are also less likely to 

be dependent to the same degree. These factors may explain why attachments 
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have less of an inhibiting effect on homeless deviance. 

It is interesting to note that the main factor unique to this model 

predicting predatory crime and fighting is staying in shelters. Once again a 

variable related to microstructures emerges as being important. Other than 

this and the beliefs component, social control theory was unable to shed 

much light on this problem. 

Both learning theory and self-control theory have significant effects 

across many types of crimes. Self-control models predicted ordinance 

violation and predatory factors better than the learning model. It also had 

significant effects on each of the separate crimes. Learning models 

demonstrated the ability of link specific definitions to specific crimes. 

However, because of the type of associations prevalent among the homeless 

population, the meaning of these correlations is unclear. The homeless 

generally have little contact with previous primary groups, and their current 

associations are generally low in frequency, priority, and duration, although 

they may be moderate to high in intensity. This suggests that their present 

associations should be less predictive of homeless deviant behavior than 

those of high school students, whose relations tend to be higher in frequency 

and duration. It is possible that the respondents may know others who 

commit crimes they commit themselves because they committed the crime 

together. If this is so, the various criminal acquaintances variables may 

actually be indirect measures of the crime of the respondent (Gottfredson and 

Hirschi 1990: 233). This challenges the learning theory interpretation of one 

of the strongest predictors of crime. 

Several factors are significant across the range of crimes discussed in 
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this chapter. These include cocaine and alcohol use, work history, staying in 

shelters, delinquent acquaintances, non-conventional beliefs, and drug (or 

alcohol) abuse in the family. By and large, these factors are related to an 

aspect of self-control, general definitions or beliefs (the two models most 

supported) or behavioral routines and related opportunities. In the next 

chapter, the importance of these routines is examined in the context of police 

contact with the homeless. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

HOMELESSNESS AND POLICE CONTACT 

One of the key insights of interactionist perspectives is that in order to 

understand any action (including crime), it is important to take the reflexive 

nature of the interaction set into account. Therefore, when examining 

homeless deviance, including societal responses (in this case, by the police) to 

deviant actions is essential. Laws exist as sets of rules to be applied, but the 

way laws are mobilized depends on the context, which includes definitions of 

the situation and structural or organizational influences on action. 

This chapter examines the everyday activities of the police and 

homeless to obtain a better understanding of crime in context. This is 

important because most routine activities approaches have not explicitly 

taken police actions into account, focusing instead on situations, targets, and 

victims. Adding police actions extends the application of the approach, and 

enhances understanding of social patterns related to crime. Taking the view 

that official crime rates are a social product and not just a rough index for the 

"real" or "actual" volume of deviance (Black 1970), permits the examination 

of issues related to the meaning of crime rates, which bear on policy issues. 

Data on these questions have been generated by administering 

structured interviews to homeless people in Philadelphia, Detroit, and 

Tucson, and by observing homeless people and police in the field in Tucson. 
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POLICING 

In 20th century American society, the police provide a crucial link 

between citizens and the legal control system, and are primarily responsible 

for the formal maintenance of public order. Police work related to the 

maintenance of order is of particular interest here, since much police work on 

the street is more closely related to order maintenance or social work, than to 

law enforcement (Bittner 1967; Bouza 1990; Cumming, Cumming, and Edell 

1965; Reiss 1971). The importance of police definitions of street situations and 

strategies to deal with them will be discussed, and the consequences of these 

definitions and strategies will be examined looking specifically at police 

interaction with homeless people. 

A fundamental insight into police work is recognition of the active 

nature of norm or law enforcement (Bittner 1967, Black 1980, Lemert 1964). 

As Edwin Lemert (1964) noted, the passive "Sumnerian" conception of social 

control does not capture the variation that exists in patterns of norm 

enforcement. Variation occurs across types of people, places, and times. 

Lemert gives the example of a cocktail party, and how behavior that is highly 

inappropriate in the first few minutes often becomes perfectly acceptable later 

in the evening. Obviously, norm violations do not automatically produce 

the same consequences in all times, spaces, or situations. 

Black addresses a related concern: 

"The day-by-day entry of cases into any legal system cannot be 

taken for granted. Cases of alleged illegality and disputes do not 

move automatically to legal agencies for disposition or 

settlement. Without mobilization of the law, a legal control lies 
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out of touch with the human problems it was designed to 

oversee. Mobilization is the link between the law and the 

people served or controlled by the law"(1980: 42). 

The police serve as an important part of this link. If the meaning of law 

depends on mobilization, the way the law is mobilized will have large scale 

consequences for the social system. 

Cases enter the legal system in two ways. The first is when a citizen 

makes a complaint to legal authorities. Since the legal system is reacting to a 

citizen's complaint, Reiss (1974) refers to this type of mobilization as reactive 

(also see Black 1980). The other type of mobilization occurs when the state 

initiates a complaint on its own authority. Reiss calls this proactive 

mobilization. Most systems have elements of both types of mobilization, 

however there is variation in the ratio across systems, and across locations 

within systems. In American society the government has no responsibility 

for mobilizing "private law" (contracts, torts, property law, etc.), and citizens 

must make their own complaints. However, this is not the case with public 

law, where the government can step in and initiate its own complaints, 

independent of private citizens. 

This distinction becomes important when addressing the issues 

surrounding the concept of order. Banton (1964) states that the duties of the 

police fall into two basic categories: law enforcement and peace keeping (or 

order maintenance). A number of people have commented on this 

distinction, noting that the police spend a substantial proportion of time 

(some estimating 85% or more) on duties not directly related to law 

enforcement (Empey and Stafford 1991, Cumming et al. 1965, Black 1980, 
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Kelling 1978, Green 1976, Wilson 1971). While some of this time may be 

taken up with clerical duties and other desk work, much of the work on the 

street deals with order-related concerns. Given the proportion of time and 

energy spent on maintaining order, it is important to understand the nature 

of this work, in contrast to law enforcement. Since criminal law is a set of 

explicit rules designed by political authority, it differs substantially from the 

ambiguous concept of social order. 

In sum, most systems have elements of both reactive and proactive 

mobilization with respect to public law. However, the police have the central 

position in mobilization, since they both act and react to maintain order (and 

enforce the law) daily in the streets. Because of this unique positioning of the 

police, the way they define order is central to understanding the relation of 

the law to individuals in society. 

The key to getting at these definitions lies in the examination of police 

proactive mobilization. When police react to a citizen's complaint, there is 

pressure to do something about the situation regardless of the definition the 

police have for it. However, by focusing on the proactive use of police 

intervention, one can be reasonably confident that the police are acting on 

their own idea of what constitutes order. What social order is to police will 

best be understood by the examination of police-initiated actions during their 

everyday activities. 

The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to exploring the 

following issues. The first concerns what order is from the police perspective. 

The second concerns the types of strategies used by the police to maintain 

order. The third question concerns ramifications of police work for others in 
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society. This last portion of the study will focus on the empirical examination 

of the interactions between the police and the homeless. 

METHODS 

The method used to gather data to answer the first question was field 

observations and informal interviews with the police. I obtained permission 

to ride with police officers in a mid-sized Southwest city, and did so for 4 

months. The area patrolled by the officers in question has a fairly high level 

of criminal activity. In order to maximize visibility with limited resources 

the officers ride without a partner in their cars. This allows for quick 

response time, and because the assigned area is geographically small, backup 

units are also quickly on the scene. Whether the increased visibility really 

helps deter crime is debatable (see Kelling et al. 1974; Kelling 1978; Manning 

1977), but that is the police perception. 

This technique also facilitated research, since I had access to the officers 

when they were by themselves. There were two positive elements to this. 

First, they were able to speak more freely than if other officers were present 

(although I did not notice much reluctance to discuss any topics when others 

were present). Second, it makes for a lonely ride, so the officers seemed happy 

to have the company. In fact, after going to graveyard shift, one officer 

commented to another I was to ride with, "Oh, you're lucky. You have 

someone to ride with tonight." This allowed for in-depth conversations 

about police work without straining the respondent. It also allowed me to ask 

questions related to specific incidents, like definitions of events on arrival, 

and then discuss the events afterwards. 
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Some limiting factors were, first, most of the rides with the officers 

were in the evenings. This may have limited the range of behavior observed. 

For example, during the whole course of riding with the officers, not one 

officer I was with gave a traffic citation, although several warnings were 

given. On the other hand, many crimes are committed disproportionately at 

night (Hindelang 1976, Hindelang, Gottfredson, and Garofalo 1978), so in 

some ways observing during evening hours may have been an advantage. 

A second limitation is that just under half of my rides occurred on 

weekends. This may have had the effect of reducing the number of arrests or 

other police action that required police presence off patrol. For example, 

according to several of the officers, weekends are busier than other times so 

they are more likely to "cite and release" on weekends, in order to keep more 

officers on patrol during busy periods. 

Finally, I had regular contact primarily with one shift of six officers, so 

my observations disproportionately reflect their behaviors and attitudes. 

They had many years of experience between them, and most of them had 

been on police forces in other cities or precincts, which seemed to give them 

some perspective on their work in this area of the city. Besides riding with 

officers on patrol, I observed behavior in the station during shift turnovers 

and breaks, which allowed me to establish rapport with a number officers, 

and to listen to "shoptalk", which was quite informative at times. There may 

have been some reactance effects during these times, but the officers seemed 

to accept me, and would sometimes even discuss personal problems. Officers 

on other shifts often did not know who I was. I made no attempt to deceive 

others as to my identity, but I did wear a blue jacket, and was at least once 
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mistaken for an officer. 

PERCEIVED THREATS TO SOCIAL ORDER 

As outlined above, the key to getting at police definitions of social 

order lies in the examination of police proactive mobilization. Social order 

from the police perspective will best be understood by the examination of 

police-initiated actions during their everyday activities. In the course of this 

study, it became apparent that the police did little to actively construct or 

create a structured order, or to promote it in a positive sense. Autonomous 

police actions were all of a trouble shooting nature. In a sense, these actions 

were also reactive, but were reactions to situations rather than people. These 

actions tended to address categories of events or behaviors that will be 

referred to here as perceived threats to order, and are important because they 

provide insight into police perceptions of order. 

Crowds - Crowds can be three or four kids on a corner, or groups as large as 

two hundred people. Several times an officer I was riding with stopped or 

slowed down and yelled at kids to go home. One night as we were driving by 

a hotdog stand, we saw a small group of Hispanic youths (about 15 in all) 

gathered behind the stand in an empty lot. We pulled up in back of the lot to 

see what was going on. The following is an excerpt from field notes: 

There was something of a crowd (15 people or so) 
gathering in back of a hot dog stand, so we stopped to disperse 
the crowd. According to the officer, "they have to be up there 
buying food to be parked back here. (A group of 7 young 
Hispanic guys started walking toward the stand). See? They 
know the rules. They'll probably get something and leave. 
Sometimes places like these are used to sell drugs, but mostly we 
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just want to keep people from congregating back here. 
Sometimes when its warmer there'll be a couple hundred kids 
here. They'll be selling drugs, fighting...all kinds of stuff. If you 
don't come by fairly often there'll be so many of'em that its hard 
to get' em to leave." 

Apparently crowds are perceived as contributing to disorder because of the 

potential for other "more serious" things like selling drugs, or assaults. 

Prostitutes - On a usual night we would see five to ten "known prostitutes". 

These are women known to have records for prostitution. There are several 

strategies for dealing with prostitutes, which will be discussed in the next 

section, but often the police would mention that a woman was a known 

prostitute, and maybe stop and talk to her for a minute. Each officer I talked 

to about this claimed to be able to identify between 15 and 20 prostitutes by 

sight. The following interaction was typical: 

A few minutes later we saw a woman walking along the street 
dressed in worn Levi's, a sweater, and an old brown coat. The 
officer noted that she was a known prostitute. I asked how many 
he could identify, and he estimated that he knew the names of 
about ten, and knew maybe that many more by sight. We parked 
down the road from her, in the direction she was walking. The 
officer said, "she'll walk right by if I don't wave her over. Most 
of them know what they have to do legally. She'll probably say 
she's just going home." He waved her over (I think partially so I 
could observe her) and asked, "How ya doing tonight?" She 
said, "Fine." He then asked her name, to which she replied, 
"I'm not wanted anywhere. (Shakes her head) I don't have to 
tell you that." When asked if she was "working tonight" she 
replied, "No, I'm just trying to call one of my friends who's 
staying at that hotel, you know the one over by the freeway? 
What's the name of that place? Do you know which one I'm 
talking about?" The officer mentioned the names of several, 
none of which were the right ones. She said she'd better get 
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going and left. 

The sight of a prostitute would almost always precipitate some kind of 

response by the officers. The officers did not seem interested in trying to 

arrest any of them, although they spoke of having tried in the past. They 

explained that it took too much effort, and it was not important enough to 

spend a lot of time on. 

Man down - This term refers to an instance where a person was lying down 

in public (during my rides always male). This calls for investigation on two 

grounds: the person may be in need of help (could have been beaten, 

overdosed, or other problems); or the person may be a nuisance. This would 

include things like trespassing, or generally being an eyesore: 

As we drove down one of the side streets we saw a black 
man of about 40 sleeping against a (closed business) building 
under a canopy. The officer called in "man down at (address)". 
He then got out to see what was going on. He shined a flashlight 
in the mans' face, and asked him to get up. He then told him, 
"You can't sleep here. You've got to go someplace else" (which I 
later learned meant out of sight). 

"Watch ya been doing?" 
"Oh nothin really, just a little drinking." 
"Ya been doin' any coke?" 
"No..no, none of that stuff." 
"Can I see some I.D.?" 
Harry produced some after fumbling around quite a bit. 
"I guess you're from Chicago area." 
Looking surprised he asked, "how'd you know that?" 
"Social security number. I lived in Michigan for a while." 

The officer called in his name and number for a warrant check. 
When this was negative he told Harry he could go. Harry 
advised, "Get somebody kinda bad next time." He repeated this 
several times as he wandered away. When he got back in the 
officer said he stopped because there was a "crack house" in the 
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area in "horse shoe apartments" and he suspected a possible O.D. 
or maybe some tips on the place. 

Spatial or Temporal Abnormalities - This category includes what would 

usually be thought of as suspicious circumstances. For example, in a 

relatively homogeneous neighborhood, like that studied, where the 

population is largely Hispanic and Native American, outsiders can be quite 

visible. A white woman walking along side the street at midnight really 

stands out, and (especially if she is hitch-hiking) is generally assumed to be a 

prostitute. 

As we came back to the main street we saw a woman 
hitch-hiking. She was white, with long brown hair, dressed in 
jeans and a dark brown coat. We stopped and asked her if she 
needed something. She said she was just trying to go home. 
The officer asked her if she was working. She said, "No, I guess 
I'll go back to the bar and wait for my friend." The officer said he 
thought that would be a good idea. After she left he commented 
that this was a common tactic for prostitutes here. They'll get a 
ride and then ask for "a date". He noted that anyone who wasn't 
a prostitute would be crazy to hitch hike here. He also told me 
about a prostitute who had been beaten, had her throat sliced, 
and run over by one of her customers, or possibly her pimp. 

Another incident that fits into this category occurred as we were searching for 

three men who had threatened to blow up their neighbor's house. 

We then continued looking for some sign of the three men. As 
we were coming down the alley we saw a bike leaning against a 
fence. As the officer shined the spotlight on it, we could see that 
there was someone behind a telephone pole by the bike. We 
pulled up farther and could see he was male, Caucasian, about 
30, with short blond hair. When asked what he was doing here, 
he said he was riding his bike and needed to go to the bathroom. 
The officer asked if he knew anyone in this neighborhood. He 
answered not right in this part of town and that he was on his 
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way home. 
The officer asked, "Are there any warrants for ya?" 
He responded, "I don't believe so." 
He was shaking, and averted his eyes when talking. The officer 
asked him for ID and called it in. (He had no current warrants). 
The officer told him, "You don't fit here. You've got blond hair 
and blue eyes. People around here would slice your throat for a 
bike like that. You just don't fit here." He replied he lived in 
this area but gave an address outside the beat, but in a 
predominantly Hispanic area. He also produced a receipt for the 
bike which he got on sale for $546 (It was a new, yellow 
mountain bike). After telling him to go home, the officer asked 
for a record check on CRIS (crime records information system). 
After finding out he had a record of drug offenses, the officer 
commented, "That's why he's over here. He's trying to score 
some drugs. That's the most logical reason for him to be here 
this time of night." 

Abnormalities in time and space make it likely that some people or events 

will capture a disproportionate share of attention. The related curiosity often 

generates suspicion. Other examples of this are license number call-ins for 

unrecognized expensive vehicles, and stopping to talk to Hispanic youths 

unloading apparently new stereo equipment from a car late at night. 

STRATEGIES FOR MAINTAINING ORDER 

The perceived threats to order discussed above are derived solely from 

instances of active intervention initiated by the police. However, when 

discussing strategies for maintaining order, both responses to citizens and 

reactions to situations must be discussed, since they are both problems police 

must deal with in the maintenance of order. The five general strategies 

elaborated below may not be exhaustive, in that they do not represent all 

possible strategies, but rather a categorization of the strategies commonly used 
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to deal with problems in this particular area. 

Cruising - This refers to the impact of physical police presence on the action of 

others. The idea is that by simply being there one can keep disorder from 

rearing its head. A good example is the dispersal of the crowd behind the 

hotdog stand. All that was required was the presence of a police car. Traffic 

patrolling is thought to work with the same dynamic. The actual usefulness 

of this strategy (especially with regard to effects beyond the immediate vicinity 

of the squad car) is debatable. However, the police officers all thought it was 

effective, and on several occasions observed, it did seem to have an effect on 

the situation at hand. 

Consolation - Consolation of the victim is an important part of police work. 

Often the police are unable to find perpetrators of crimes, or those who caused 

disorder, and end up simply taking a report of what happened and consoling 

the victim. In fact, with the exception of domestic quarrels, officers observed 

rarely apprehended the perpetrators complained about by the citizen. 

However, this is not to say that this strategy is not useful. An important part 

of order maintenance may be making people feel as though order exists. 

An example of this was an evening when several young juveniles had 

apparently thrown some rocks at a home. The officers were not able to 

prevent the action, but were able to take a report, and promise to "keep an eye 

out" for future problems. If by taking a report, police officers can provide 

citizens with the appearance of order, and perhaps with their presence 

occasionally deter crime (a possibility mentioned above), then it can be a 
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useful strategy. This raises the issue of having the appearance of order, as 

opposed to order in some kind of objective sense. This will be dealt with in 

greater detail in the discussion section. 

Nudging Behaviors - A nudge is defined as a gentle push. The concept of 

nudging refers to police action that gently pushes problems (or perceived 

threats to order) out of the public's eye. This includes actions like persuading 

prostitutes to move down the road into someone else's area, asking homeless 

people to sleep where they cannot be seen, and dispersing crowds. With 

several exceptions, the vast majority of the police-initiated actions fall into 

this category. Clearly this was the most common strategy used by this group 

of officers. Several instances of nudging have already appeared in the paper, 

but here are two more field note excerpts illustrating this concept: 

1) We saw a white woman, early 30's, thin with dark hair 
walking along a back street. We slowed down and she came 
over to talk with us. "Tracey" had been working the streets of 
the city for about 3 months. She said that she was originally 
from California, but had come to Arizona to get custody of her 
child. She made no bones about the fact that she was "working", 
but implied that it was a temporary condition. 

Tracey:"I'm just working to stay here. Can't get any other jobs 
around here, hell I don't even know anyone in this town. Hey, 
can I ask you something? If I pick up a cop, and I ask him if he's 
a cop, he has to say he is, doesn't he?" 
Officer: "No, he doesn't have to say anything." 
Tracey: "Isn't that illegal or something?" 
Officer: "No, they (vice) don't have to say anything. You want 
some advice?" 
Tracey: "Yeah, sure." 
Officer: "You might want to take it up the street a couple blocks. 
The first time fine here is $1500." 
Tracey: "Jesus! God damn it! Are you serious?" 
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Officer: "Yeah, after that the fine is reduced, but the jail time 
increases. That's only for (area name) though. If you go up past 

street you're in the (next area), and it isn't as high there." 
(Officer repeats and points out boundaries) 
Tracey: "But I'm livin down there man. (Shakes head) I picked 
this spot because there's a bus route and stuff, makes it easier to 
get to court." 
Officer: "I'd still advise you to move, it's dangerous here you 
know?" 

2) The last thing we saw was a black man waving to us by 
a bus stop. On the bench was a sleeping Caucasian male, 
between 25 and 30, with Levi's, a tank top, and a small towel 
wrapped around him. The officer got out and shined his light in 
the mans' face, and asked him to sit up. After repeating the 
request several times, he grabbed his arm and sat him up. He 
immediately fell back down, and tried to curl up. The officer sat 
him up again, and told him, "You can't sleep here. Sleep 
somewhere where we can't see you. (And as the man slumps 
back down) Get up...I can't help you get up. Whatcha trying to 
do? Go somewhere where I can't see you." The man staggered 
off, sometimes reeling so much I thought he would fall. The 
officer got back in the car and wiped his hands with another 
handi-wipe. (The handi-wipe ritual was an aids prevention 
measure, unique to this officer as far as I could tell). "Got to keep 
him from getting killed." He finally wandered under a drive-
through awning and sat down. We left. 

The key to these examples of nudging behaviors is the emphasis on moving 

unwanted behaviors out of the area the officers were responsible for, not the 

termination of the behaviors themselves. Along with gentle verbal 

encouragement to leave, police officers also "dog" prostitutes. They follow 

them, or circle around the block they are "working" to prevent them from 

picking up customers. They continue this until the prostitute moves out of 

the patrolled area. Like the consolation strategy, nudging behaviors seem to 

be focused more on appearances of order, than order in some kind of 

objective sense. 
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Warnings or Threats - Warnings are really a stronger version of the nudge. 

This refers to telling someone that further, usually more consequential action 

will be taken if they do not change their current behavior. One example of 

this is a warning given to an elderly man who drove his car too close to 

pedestrians in a crosswalk. A second is a warning given to a 19 year old boy, 

who was threatened with arrest if he was seen on the street again after 

robbing a man at knife-point for a beer. His knife was confiscated, and he was 

told to go home or the officer would bring him up on charges (of robbery). 

Arrest/Violence - While this is dramatized frequently on television, and 

perhaps therefore thought a common way to deal with crime or disorder, it is 

actually a relatively rare event (Black 1980, Manning 1980, Pike 1985). In all 

the contacts observed, the only type that ended in arrest was the domestic 

dispute. The first one I saw was illustrative. The husband reportedly attacked 

the wife, and she took a lamp and bashed him over the head. Though 

bleeding profusely, he refused treatment, and screamed at his wife as the 

police held him. This was the only incident personally observed where the 

police resorted to violence. The man kicked and screamed, and refused to get 

in the car. They eventually had to bind his feet to get him in the back seat. 

Some other occasions I was told about, but did not see, include similar 

family disputes and bar fights. One interesting area of strategy overlap is used 

when bars close down. At one or so in the morning, police will often go and 

wait outside the bar, so that if someone is getting ready to fight they will see 

the police and change their mind. In these situations, knowledge of likely 

behaviors in the area is used to substitute one strategy for another. If 



successful, the officers would substitute a cruising strategy for arrest or 

violence. 
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ORDER MAINTENANCE, LAW ENFORCEMENT, AND THE HOMELESS 

As stated above, police action can be initiated in two ways. What this 

study suggests is that whether order is "maintained" through proactive or 

reactive police action, the action is directed not toward the positive 

structuring of some conception of order, but toward "trouble shooting" 

behaviors, i.e., behaviors aimed at removing conditions defined as disorder. 

In other words, from the officer's perspective, order means no crowds, no 

visible prostitutes, no vagrants lying around (where they can be seen), 

nothing so out of the ordinary that it attracts attention, and no calls to the 

police. 

A qualifying comment should be made here. Because of the nature of 

the study (observing proactive police action and inferring definitions from 

behavior), it is not possible to distinguish between actions based on the 

officers perceptions or definitions of order, and those anticipating citizen 

complaints. For current purposes, whether the definition of public order 

comes from the citizen, the police officer, or both, it has ramifications for the 

homeless that merit examination. 

As part of the study referred to in the earlier chapters, the respondents 

were asked about a wide variety of issues, one of which was contact with the 

police. They were also asked about other general life patterns (how and 

where they obtain food, where they sleep, how key resources are obtained, 

etc.). This allowed for detailed examination of these aspects of homeless life, 
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and how they relate to police behavior patterns. 

While there is certainly a criminal stereotype associated with the 

homeless and transients (which is amply demonstrated by the public outcry 

whenever a service provider tries to change locations), the extent to which 

the homeless are really more dangerous than domiciled individuals is 

debatable (Snow et al. 1989, Baumann et al. 1985, Robertson 1985)1. The 

homeless are an interesting portion of the population not primarily because 

of their level of criminality, but because of the public nature of their lives. 

Much of what they do is public, in the sense that even in relatively private 

day-to day routines they cannot escape detection. Of course, even among the 

homeless there is variation in the extent to which their lives are accessible to 

the public. There is also variation in the social value placed on various 

public spaces (Duncan 1983). 

As Rossi (1989) notes, one of the major changes in homeless living in 

the past 20 years is the movement of the homeless out of skid row areas, 

which can in part be attributed to re-gentrification efforts in inner cities 

(Snow and Anderson 1993, Feagin 1986, Smith 1983). The obvious 

consequence is that the homeless will spend relatively more time in prime 

spaces (Snow and Anderson 1993). As homeless people spend more time in 

prime spaces, their chances of police contact are increased. A behavior that 

might be ignored under a bridge or on the outskirts of town becomes 

problematic in a thriving commercial or residential area. 

Some homeless people have disruptive behavioral routines. 

Homeless people who sleep primarily in shelters will disrupt social order less 

than those sleeping on the streets. Homeless people that appear to be 



1 1 4  

destitute or "panhandling" will attract more attention and be more disruptive 

than those who can pass as domiciled. Thus, based on police work patterns, 

one would expect that homeless people with routines that disrupt social order 

will be the most likely to experience police contact. Additionally, since much 

police work is related to order maintenance, order disruption should be a 

better predictor of police contact than more "serious" or predatory crimes. 

The structured interviews allow for an examination of this question. 

One of the interview items dealt with contact with the police. "Contact" 

included both arrests and being stopped and talked to or I.D.ed by the police 

(checked to see if they had an outstanding arrest warrant)2. Given the 

patterns of police work discussed above we would expect that those homeless 

who spend more time in public areas (especially in prime areas) and those 

with behaviors or appearances that disrupt order will be more likely to have 

police contact than those who do not. This should be true even after 

controlling for predatory criminal behavior, as this behavior is relatively 

more rare, and is often engaged in only when the police are not present. 

Logistic regression was used to predict the dichotomous dependent 

variable police contact (coded 0 for no contact with police in the last year and 

since becoming homeless, and 1 if contacted). Two sets of independent 

variables were used. The first set included behaviors usually thought of as 

predatory crimes, that is, behaviors where force or fraud was used to 

accomplish personal objectives. The five specific behaviors were taking 

something from a store, breaking into a building to take something, selling 

illegal drugs, fighting, and using a gun or other weapon to get something 

from someone. The second set of variables consisted of four items measuring 
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behaviors related to order disruption: panhandling (begging), trespassing 

(sleeping where illegal), sleeping in public places or outdoors, and an 

appearance scale made up of items relating to the difficulty in obtaining 

clothes, washing them, and getting access to a restroom with a sink and a 

mirror (this assumes that if one has no access to these resources, shabby 

appearance may increase the likelihood of attracting police attention). 

Both sets of independent variables are significant predictors of police 

contact (see models 1 and 2 in table 4.1). Not all items were significant 

predictors however. Burglary, selling drugs, shoplifting, robbery, and 

TABLE 4.1: Logistic Regression Models Predicting Police Contact 
Dependent Variable: Police Contact 

Independent Variables 
Burglary 
Selling Drugs 
Shoplifting 
Robbery 
Fighting 

Model 1 

.742 

.035 

.136 

.122 

.605** 

Model 2 Model 3 

.279 

.016 

.006 

.218 

.546* 

Panhandling 
Trespassing 
Sleeping in Streets 
Appearance Scale 

.218* 

.370** 
1.005** 
-.076 

.211* 

.345** 
1.015** 
-.072 

Constant -.159 -.275 -.388 

N 399 396 396 

Model Chi-Square 20.693** 93.318** 101.201** 

Degrees of Freedom 5 4 9 

*p < .05, **p < .01 

appearance did not have a significant effect. Model 3, which includes models 
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1 and 2, shows that individual variation in criminality is not generally 

predictive of police contact when controlling for behaviors that disrupt order. 

Further, the difference in the chi square between models 2 and 3 suggests that 

adding criminal behaviors into the model does not significantly increase 

prediction over model 2 (at the .05 level). Therefore, the most parsimonious 

model is model 2, or the order disruptive behaviors by themselves. The 

relative lack of variation in the crime variables may account for this finding, 

but the lack of variation in the crime variables is itself significant. Police 

contact with the homeless is more commonly due to non-crime factors, 

which suggests the need for caution in interpreting official records. 

This finding is corroborated by reports of the homeless. One of the 

interview questions concerned the circumstances in which they are most 

likely to be contacted by the police. This was an open ended question. The 

answers were coded by general categories of behavior. Most of their answers 

fell into categories consistent with the findings below (see table 4.2). These 

answers reveal something of the nature of public life. Over half of those 

contacted said they were contacted for loitering or being in the wrong place, 

appearance factors (looking homeless), or because the police wanted to harass 

them. Obviously there may be interviewer effects here that may affect these 

frequencies, but it is hard to imagine another population where 10 percent 

would report an identification check (which is usually done to check for 

outstanding warrants or to ascertain whether the person is a suspect in a 

recent crime) as the main circumstance prompting contact with officers of the 

law. 
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TABLE 4.2: Most Likely Circumstances for Police Contact 

(Self-Report') 

Drinking 14.5% 

Loitering 16.9 

Appearance/ 
Wrong Place/ 
To Harass 38.7 (24.2 + 8.7 + 5.8) 

ID Check 10.1 

In Large Group 4.8 

Hitchhiking 2.9 

Other 10.6 

N=209 
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DISCUSSION 

Taking social routines of the homeless and the police into account 

provides a deeper understanding of the interactions that produce the crime 

rate. When focusing on the homeless and their official rates of crime, some 

have concluded that the homeless are not dangerous because proportionally 

more of their crimes are misdemeanors (Baumann et al. 1985, Robertson et al. 

1985, Snow et al. 1989). Snow et al. (1989) contend that rates of violent crime 

are not significantly different from the domiciled population. However, an 

examination of police routines suggests that the low proportion of serious 

crimes may simply be the result of the homeless spending time in public 

space and police order maintenance routines. 

Furthermore, the similar rates of violent crime should not be taken at 

face value. Most arrests for violent offenses are made at a complainant's 

request (Black and Reiss 1967; Black 1980; Lundman, Sykes, and Clarke 1978). 

This, and the fact that people tend to be victimized by others in similar social 

categories, suggest that official rates of violence for the homeless may be low. 

Homeless victims are less likely to have access to a phone (and also perhaps 

less likely to trust police) than domiciled victims. That would also decrease 

the reported rate. In addition, police may be less likely to respond to the 

complaints of the homeless (Black 1976, Bittner 1967). 

Just as the crime rates cannot be taken at face value for what they say 

about the homeless, what they say about the police also requires 

interpretation. One of the common claims of homeless advocates is that 

police are cruel or unjust in their treatment of the homeless (Aulette and 

Aulette 1987). An examination of police work suggests an alternative 
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explanation for the relatively more frequent arrests of homeless people. 

Maintaining order is one of the police charges, and while they actually have 

little control over the rate of predatory crime in their patrol areas, they do 

have some control over (and access to) those who disrupt public order on the 

streets. 

Also, many official police actions are based on requests of citizens, to 

whom the police are responsible to a certain degree. Citizen definitions of 

order are also potentially important, since they direct police attention and 

action. Thus the rate of homeless arrests may be more a function of how 

behavior patterns of the two groups interact than of the personality type or 

attitude of individual officers. 

This study suggests that order may be usefully conceptualized as a 

social construction, a negotiated reality relying as much on appearances as on 

the "objective" level of crime or disorder. Police action reflects this reality, as 

an overview of police strategies shows (this is especially true for nudging 

behaviors). There is also a related literature that attests to the truth of this 

claim: that is studies of manipulation of the community level of fear of 

crime. 

Confidence in police has been found to be consistently correlated (in a 

negative direction) with the fear of crime (Baker et al. 1983; Box et al. 1988; 

and Kelling 1987). Police departments in areas reputed to have high crime 

rates often have programs to reduce this fear (which is often only weakly 

correlated with official crime rates). Police manipulate the appearance of 

order, and by so doing may increase the perceptions of order, which seems to 

be at least as relevant to their concerns (budget allocation, level of citizen 
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cooperation, social standing, job security, etc.) as "actual" order maintenance. 

This observation is not intended as a criticism of the effectiveness of 

police crime fighting capabilities. Most crimes are by nature difficult or 

impossible for the police to control. For example, assault and murders are 

hard to control because they often occur between friends, neighbors, relatives, 

or lovers. They also tend to occur indoors, away from police patrol 

(Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990, Kelling 1978). When the police have to wait to 

be invited into a situation (which would only occur after a crime has been 

committed), obviously they will not be able to control the occurrence of that 

event. With the added complications of procedural obstacles, controlling 

crime to any meaningful degree is at best an extremely difficult task. 

This has lead Manning to suggest that much of our belief in the 

effectiveness of the police is "mythological", that is, not based on factual 

knowledge. To the extent that this is true, police work is important more for 

what it symbolizes than for its "objective" level of effectiveness. Police work 

can be seen as a "ritual of affirmation" that "celebrates fundamental values" 

(Manning 1980:256). 

In the first section of this chapter, the importance of the position of the 

police in the mobilization of the law was discussed. Proactive mobilizations 

by the police tell us about their definitions of order. Examination of these 

definitions suggests that order may be usefully conceptualized as having an 

element of social construction, a negotiated reality relying as much on 

appearances as on the "objective" level of crime or disorder. Police actions 

are one reflection of this constructed reality, as illustrated by the interactions 

with the homeless. Finally, the most important aspect of police work may be 
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what it symbolizes to the participants in society, rather than the actual 

effectiveness with regard to crime fighting. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONCLUSIONS 

The intent of this dissertation was to examine crime among the 

homeless, focusing on the social context in which homeless crime occurs. 

Most of the research on homelessness and crime focuses on the differences 

between the rates of crime among the homeless and the domiciled. 

Apparently assuming some degree of homogeneity among the homeless, less 

attention is paid to various aspects of homeless life that increase the 

probability of crime commission or police contact. The current approach 

contributes to our understanding of how the daily routines of homeless life 

relate to crime and policing. 

The first issue examined was whether need is the primary motivator 

for crimes committed by the homeless. Given that most homeless people 

lack resources the key question posed was "why is it that some commit crime 

while others do not?" What was needed was an understanding of the context 

in which homeless crime occurs. Specifically, if need is a motivator to crime, 

in order to understand why some resort to criminal channels for material 

resources, one must have an understanding of available legitimate channels. 

Information regarding "survival" behaviors was collected, including 

traditional jobs, day labor, shadow work, and crime. With these data, the 

relation between these behaviors and barriers to traditional jobs was 

examined. 

While both crime and shadow work are alternatives for those without 

access to traditional labor, shadow work was predicted by barriers to regular 

work, whereas crime was not. Crime was correlated with several variables 
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that predict crime in the general population, however, casting doubt on need 

as the primary motivator for homeless crime. There appear to be two key 

differences between crime and shadow work. First, there is a moral stigma 

attached to crime, distinguishing bad from simply embarrassing behaviors. 

Second is the relative effort and planning involved. Shadow work is often 

labor intensive and requires some planning, while crime requires less effort 

and discipline. 

This finding raised the second issue of the dissertation, "Do accepted 

theories of crime predict crime among the homeless?". Two purposes were 

served by the analysis of this question: enhanced understanding of crime-

related factors in the homeless population, and assessment of the generality 

of four core theories. Several factors were significant across the range of 

crimes discussed, including cocaine and alcohol use, work history, staying in 

shelters, deviant acquaintances, non-conventional beliefs, and drug (or 

alcohol) abuse in the family. By and large, these factors are related to an 

aspect of self-control, general definitions or beliefs, or behavioral routines and 

the related opportunities. Agnew's (1992) new strain theory worked no better 

in this setting than its predecessors have elsewhere, explaining some 

variation in burglary, and little else. It is unclear why strain would be related 

to burglary and not to more common crimes like shoplifting. 

Social control theory did not explain much of the crime in this 

population either. It would be hard to find a population that would have less 

to lose (as a group) than this one. While there did seem to be variation on 

attachments, commitment and involvement are quite low in this group. The 

beliefs component seemed to be the most useful predictor from this theory. 
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Both learning theory and self-control theory seem to be able to claim 

some generality, having a significant effect across types of crimes in this 

population. Self-control models predicted ordinance violation and especially 

predatory factors better than the learning model. It also had significant effects 

on each of the separate crimes. Learning models demonstrated the ability of 

link specific definitions to specific crimes. An alternative interpretation of 

this finding is that respondents report knowing others who commit the same 

crimes the respondents commit because they committed the crime together. 

This challenges the learning theory interpretation of one of the strongest 

predictors of crime, and suggests that peer deviance variables may actually be 

indirect measures of the crime of the respondent. 

The third major issue is the way routine activities of the homeless 

interact with policing patterns. The patterns of homeless routines change 

over time. Probably the most significant is the decrease in accommodations 

for the extremely poor, and the related decline of space available to the 

homeless. The major consequence of this change is that the homeless are 

dislodged from areas traditionally marginal, and available for their use. This, 

combined with increases in the homeless population, compels the homeless 

to spend more time in prime space, or space valued by the community (Snow 

and Anderson 1993). This is significant, because as the numbers of the 

homeless in prime space increases, their daily routines are more likely to 

bring them into contact with the police. 

Contact is due primarily to spatial intersection with police patrols, and 

increased contact with domiciled citizens, resulting in complaints to police. 

Increased contact increases the perceived threat to social order. Following 



Wilson (1975) and Hunter (1985), Snow and Anderson (1993) argue that from 

the vantage point of domiciled citizens, the problem of homelessness may be 

more closely related to their public visibility than their actual existence. Thus 

the homeless may be seen as "symbols of incivility" which produce a sense of 

urban unease. This study generally supports this notion. Even if the 

homeless are more criminal than the domiciled population, they come into 

contact with the police primarily because of order disrupting behavior 

patterns. 

Looking at homeless crime rates without considering how they are 

produced has led some to suggest that the police are cruel and unjust in their 

treatment of the homeless. While this critique of the police may be 

warranted at times, it is focused on individual level phenomena, and 

overlooks larger social issues. As official agents of the state, the police have a 

mandate and responsibility to enforce the law and maintain social order. As 

agents of the state they come to embody a critical dilemma inherent in the 

nature of the state: can a state represent or act as an agent for the majority of 

its citizens (and their ideals), and allow behavioral freedom to other groups 

exhibiting irregular behavior. 

As Bittner (1967) and Banton (1964) note, law enforcement and order 

maintenance appear to be relatively independent domains of police activity. 

Bittner suggests that in the law enforcement sphere, police methods are 

constrained by the prospect of future court disposition, while in the sphere of 

order maintenance, police operate with little structured outside constraint. If 

Bittner is correct in his assertion, what is left to limit or direct the police 

officer in order maintenance or peace-keeping activities? The limits come 
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from police definitions and ideas about order, and the dictates of citizens, 

generally presented in the form of citizen complaints to police. Both police 

definitions and citizen requests for police intervention are based, initially, on 

the core values and traditions of society. This is not to say that citizen 

complaints or police actions will perfectly reflect these values, but that ideas 

about order are derived from the cultural/historical context. 

The police have a mandate to use force on behalf of citizens and their 

ideals. If the police are faithful to this mandate they will use this force on 

those who threaten or are perceived as threatening person, property, or social 

order. This implies that those producing "urban unease" or those seen as a 

threat to order by the general citizenry will be subject to social control. Thus 

problems in police/homeless relations are probably not simply "meanness" 

on the part of some officers, or simply due to the ignorance of the public, 

although both of these factors exist in various degrees. Rather, this set of 

problems is inherent in the nature of the state, and the routine activities of 

citizens and police. 



1 2 7  

NOTES 
Chapter 1 

1. Notable exceptions include McCarthy and Hagan 1991 and 1993, also Benda 
1987. 

2. The basic relationships are generally accepted, the meaning of these 
relationships is still debated. 

3. There is very little research using variables that have become common in 
criminological research (e.g., friend and family relationships, differential 
association, beliefs). Two major exceptions to this generalization are mental 
illness and drinking/drug use. 

4. By the term patterns, I am referring to police actions while on patrol, 
including specific patrol strategies, and situations that motivate the police to 
take action. This would include situations where a complainant requests 
police intervention as well as proactive police action, where police feel an 
obligation to act even without a complainant. 

5. London's articles on tramping were collected in the book Tack London on 
the Road, and this is the work that will be referenced. Josiah Flynt is a 
pseudonym for J.F. Willard. His articles are available in Tramping With 
Tramps. They were originally written in the 1890s, and reprinted in 1979. 

6. Chambliss is primarily concerned with vagrancy laws and the social setting 
in which they emerge, while Foucault is interested in tracing the history of 
societal reaction to madness, linking it to punishment and social control. 

7. Chambliss suggests that Alder's interpretation of his ideas make them 
appear to be such a "simplistic theory " that he challenges Alder to find a 
theoretical statement anywhere in the Marxist tradition that match his 
depiction. Ironically, Alder had very little trouble doing so from Chambliss' 
own writings. 

8. For a concise summary of this debate, see Garland 1990:131-176. 
9. London recounts meeting with one or two tramps in Boston who had 
more than passing familiarity with Spencer, Marx, and Kant, and tells of how 
he was affected by their conversations. However, it should be noted that since 
he was only 18 at the time, and relatively uneducated (by his own admission), 
the actual extent of the knowledge of the tramps, and the effects they had on 
London at that time are uncertain. 
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10. Anderson's discussion of strategies used to "get by" resembles Snow and 
Anderson's (1993) current writings on work and shadow work, anticipating 
modern discussion of the homeless man and his orientation toward labor. 

11. Sociological descriptions had also changed in orientation. In the 1920s 
Anderson wrote about the factors that drew people to Chicago. Several of 
these were employment services, anonymity that provides freedom from 
society's obligations, medical treatment at county hospitals or medical 
colleges, and affordable room and board. With the later writers, the stigma 
and other negative factors are seen as the key element of homeless life. Skid 
row was discussed as a "trap" from which escape was almost impossible for 
those with problems. Bahr (1973) goes so far as to call skid row men "tribal" 
and compare skid row to reservations for native Americans. He also states 
that rather than alcoholism, disease, disability, or criminality, the primary 
problem for the skid row man is the stigma attached to him. References to 
the homeless man as an actor with some influence over his affairs is much 
less common in later writings (see Rossi 1989, Jencks 1994 for more recent 
examples). 

12. This focus on disabilities continues with the current research emphasis 
on mental illness, drug and alcohol use, and physical disabilities. How much 
of this is due to research perspective, as opposed to funding availability is 
unclear. 

13. Interestingly enough, the age distribution of the homeless today more 
closely resembles that of the 1920s than later decades. 
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Chapter 2 

1. While this sampling strategy does not produce a representative sample of 
the homeless for each of the cities, the nature of the homeless population 
precludes this (because of the inability to construct a sampling frame that 
truly gives every member of the population an equal chance of being 
selected). Two other sampling strategies are used in homeless research: 
random sampling from service provider clientele, and geographic sampling 
of neighborhoods in cities. Both of these also have strengths and weaknesses, 
and are discussed and compared in appendix A. 

2. For the item wording used in this study, please see appendix B. The screen 
items are the first 2 items listed. 

3. Crime items are listed under the crime and deviance section and the 
employment history section. The shadow work items are located in the 
employment history section. The supplemental income items (that include 
shadow work and crime items) cover only the last 30 days, so for 
comparability the crime items were taken from this section, rather than the 
crime section. This allowed for a more conservative approach to the factor 
analysis because the crime and shadow work items were taken from the same 
part of the interview, and covered the exact same time period. It also insured 
that the crimes included occurred while the respondent was homeless. Crime 
items not covered in the employment section were recoded to include crime 
frequencies up to several times a year, but to exclude crimes not occurring in 
the last year for the same reason (the mean time on the streets was one year 
in the present sample). Disadvantages to this strategy are that some 
variance is lost on the crime items, and that the crime variables are no longer 
interval level data, and thus violate model assumptions. 
The decision to use factor analysis was based on the following justification: 
factor analysis is used here only in an exploratory fashion, in conjunction 
with other analyses that utilize the lost variation and maintain the interval 
level data. In addition, factor analyses performed with the interval level 
crime items produced similar results, with predatory crime factors loading 
together and separate from shadow work. 

4. The analysis in chapter two uses the crime and shadow work factors, but 
the results are essentially the same when using additive scaling techniques 
for the same items. The models in this section were also rerun with control 
variables. The findings described in tables 2.3 and 2.4 are unchanged when 
controlling for race, gender, and living in Detroit. To see the overall effects of 
these control variables, refer to appendix D. 
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Chapter 4 

1. Snow et al. (1989) concluded that the homeless are not significantly more 
violent than the domiciled population, and suggest that people who fight 
against locating a shelter near them are being irrational or acting out of 
ignorance. The initial claim is debatable (see p. 129 of the current work), but 
even if it is accepted, domiciled protesters may be rational in their resistance. 
Routine activities theory suggests that as more people have access to a 
suitable target, the chances of crime occurring increase. A neighborhood 
experiencing an influx of one hundred young males of any type would 
probably experience more crime (Felson 1994). If the men in question are 
transient, socially isolated, and have relative anonymity, as well as 
permission to be in the area, it is difficult to imagine a scenario more likely to 
produce crime increases. 

2. In the crime and deviance section of the interview the homeless were 
asked about arrests for individual crimes, so that information is also 
available. For the purpose of this examination of social control, the concept 
of contact seems more appropriate, since much of the control exerted is 
informal. However, additional analyses were conducted examining the 
relationship of type of crime, arrest, and the frequency of jail time. A 
summary is found in appendix D. 
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APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHICS AND COMPARISONS 

Table A.l shows the sample demographics of the respondents in the three 

cities studied, and presents data on sleeping arrangements and the length of 

time on the streets. Detroit respondents are different from those in 

Philadelphia and Tucson in that more sleep in shelters, and more have been 

on the streets a relatively short time. This may be due to three factors: 

sampling out of the major drop-in center, Detroit's relatively large shelter 

capacity, and recent state-wide welfare cuts. Indeed, there is reason to suppose 

that the differences are largely due to the welfare cut. One of the questions 

asked was (During the six months before you became homeless:) "Did you 

experience a major drop in your income because you lost welfare or disability 

benefits?" Forty-two percent of the Detroit sample answered affirmatively to 

this question, compared to 12% and 5% for Philadelphia and Tucson 

respondents respectively. 

This difference highlights the changing nature of homelessness over 

time. Had the Detroit surveys been conducted 6 months earlier, the sample 

may have been quite different. Rossi (1989) attributes this general instability 

to the origins of the homeless population. The extremely poor will often 

drop on and off welfare rolls, and a similar effect is probably present among 

the homeless. Many of the homeless are extremely poor people without a 

safety net (Rossi 1989, Snow and Anderson 1993, and Jencks 1994). Changes in 

the 
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Table A.l: Sample Demographics 

Demographic and Detroit 
Lifestyle Variables (N=162) 

Philadelphia Tucson Total 
(N=102) (N=136) (N=400) 

Sex 
Percent Male 87 

Race 
Percent Black 90 

Age 
<30 27 
31-50 70 
50 < 03 
Mean 36 

Education 
Less than 12 yrs. 40 

Family/Marital Status 
Unattached* 91 
With Children 02 

Sleeping Arrangements 
in Last 60 days 

Shelters only 59 
Streets/Public only 04 
Streets and Shelters 37 

Length of Time Homeless 
0 - 6  m o n t h s  6 2  
7-12 months 20 
13-24 months 08 
25 - 36 months 02 
36 < months 07 

Median # of months 05 

66 95 85 

99 17 68 

52 26 32 
46 64 62 
02 10 06 
31 37 35 

45 34 39 

91 94 92 
24 04 09 

28 23 39 
43 07 15 
29 70 46 

35 25 43 
13 14 16 
14 12 11 
13 09 07 
25 40 23 

24 30 12 

* Includes single, separated, divorced, and widowed. 
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economy and government services can often have large effects on the 

homeless population. This raises two relevant issues for this study: how can 

this potential "Detroit effect" be dealt with, and how does the current sample 

compare to other homeless samples using different methods and taken across 

cities in the United States. 

Appendix D includes information on statistical controls used for the 

current analyses. Besides controlling for race and gender effects, a dummy 

variable was created to control for unique Detroit effects. In general, 

inclusion of the Detroit variable did not have a significant impact on the 

findings. For more details on these effects, see appendix D. 

Table A.2 compares the current sample to three other reputable studies. 

Details on each of the studies and the methods involved will be discussed 

below, but clearly the demographics are similar. The current sample has 

more African-Americans, more high school graduates, and more men than 

the other samples. Minority populations are dramatically overrepresented in 

most cities (Rossi 1989, Burt and Cohen 1989), and the higher rates of African-

Americans may be due in part to larger African-American populations in 

Philadelphia and Detroit. 

Before discussing the studies compared here, a brief discussion on 

sampling and homeless research is in order. Rossi (1989) and Burt and Cohen 

(1989) discuss four types of research approaches commonly used in homeless 

studies. "Key-Person surveys" consist of asking people with knowledge of the 

local homeless situation (service providers, government employees, etc.) 
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Table A.2: Demographics Comparison 

Demographic and 
Lifestyle Variables 

Urban 
Institute 
(N=1764) 

Rossi 
Chicago 
(N=722) 

Rossi 
Compilation 

(N=Unknown) 

Current 
Sample 

(N=400) 

Sex 
Percent Male 81 76 80 85 

Race 
Percent Black 41 54 45 68 

Age 
<30 
31-50 
50 < 
Mean 

30 
51 
19 

25 
55 
20 
39 36 

32 
62 
06 
35 

Education 
Less than 12 yrs. 48 

Family/Marital Status 
Unattached* 89 
With Children 

43 

94 

45 

93 
09 

39 

92 
09 

Length of Time Homeless 
0 - 6  m o n t h s  4 0  
7 - 12 months 14 
13 - 24 months 16 
25 - 36 months 
36 < months 31" 

Median # of months 10 

39 
14 
14 

25* 

08 

43 
16 
11 
07 
23 

12 

* Includes all those homeless more than 24 months. 

to estimate the size and composition of this group. The main advantages to 

this approach are the speed with which it can be performed, and its low cost. 

Limitations of the approach include unknown validity, an unavoidable focus 

on visible characteristics, and potential bias favoring the institutions 
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providing the key persons. Rossi suggests that this approach is unreliable for 

counting the homeless, and it would not provide sufficient information to 

examine many aspects of homeless life either. 

"Windshield" street surveys identify and count homeless people by 

sight on streets and other public areas. Teams of researchers are assigned to 

areas of the city studied, and drive through them at night counting those who 

appear to be homeless. The advantages and limitations to this approach are 

similar to those of the key person survey, with the added problem of 

identification difficulties. Those who are seen may not be homeless, and 

there may be homeless who are not seen. Obviously homeless people who 

are visible on the street during the evening may be significantly different 

from those who find shelter of some kind. 

Shelter samples are probably the most common approach. Shelters can 

be selected at random, and shelter users chosen at random within each shelter 

selected. This method provides a potentially representative sample of shelter 

users, as well as providing more detailed information on homeless 

individuals. The main problem with this approach is that shelter users may 

be different from non-shelter users in some ways. This could be a relatively 

large or small problem, depending on the focus issues of the study and the 

actual differences between the two groups. 

Area probability designs modify conventional census strategies to take 

obstacles in studying the homeless into account. An attempt is made to draw 

unbiased samples of "non-dwellings": shelters, streets, and other public places 

where the homeless can be found (Rossi 1989). Rossi, Fisher and Willis' 

(1986) Chicago area study is the only study that employed a probabilistic 
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sampling strategy covering both shelter and street homeless in a major city. 

Because this study is one of the comparison studies, and because of its claim 

to being the only true probability sample, it will be discussed in more detail. 

The Chicago survey divided the homeless universe into sheltered and 

street homeless, and conducted interviews in the fall and winter. The 

sheltered homeless were sampled with a probability proportionate to shelter 

size. Rossi et al. first enumerated the universe of shelters likely to house the 

homeless, and then took a sample of shelter residents. After the residents 

signed in, NORC staff members systematically sampled from the rosters, 

creating "a probability sample of persons using the shelters on the nights 

when interviewing took place" (Rossi 1989:59). 

To survey the street homeless, the 19,400 Chicago census blocks were 

grouped into strata based on "the number of homeless persons one could 

expect to find there in the dead of night" (Rossi 1989:59). The "expert ratings" 

on the expected numbers of homeless were obtained from people who's work 

routines led them to cover the entire city. NORC obtained cooperation of the 

police and fire departments, as well as other public utilities. The census 

blocks were classified and placed in one of three strata, defined by the expected 

density of homeless people. The stratification was reviewed by other 

"experts" including the staff of the Chicago Planning Department and 

members of the Chicago Coalition for the Homeless, to check for accuracy. 

After recommended changes were made, random samples of these blocks 

were drawn from each of the strata, where high-density blocks were chosen 

with a higher sampling ratio. This procedure "should reduce the sampling 

variance" and facilitate interviewing more homeless enabling better 
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descriptive data. 

To minimize the identification problem, interviews were conducted 

between 1:00 A.M. and 6:00 A.M., when "the separation between the 

domiciled and the street homeless would be at a maximum" (Rossi 1989:60). 

Even so, only 9% of those encountered on the streets between 1:00 and 6:00 

admitted to being homeless. This may be partially due to the situation created 

by the interviewers. In an effort to find homeless persons not visible from 

the street, interviewers were instructed to go into every non-residential place 

on the sampled block that could be entered without encountering a locked 

door or its social equivalent (night managers of all-night restaurants, security 

guards, etc.). The general danger level prompted the investigators to arrange 

for off-duty police officers to accompany interviewing teams. Teams 

consisted of two interviewers accompanied by two officers in plain clothes 

carrying police revolvers. While Rossi does not raise the possibility, it is 

difficult to imagine that encountering four strangers, two of whom are 

armed, in the middle of the night would not affect the response to screening 

questions. 

An additional problem not addressed by Rossi is that the blocks were 

stratified by the expected number of visible homeless. This has some of the 

problems associated with the key person surveys, and would undersample 

homeless people who were able to find non-traditional shelter from the 

elements and crime-related dangers. Snow and Anderson (1993) argue that 

the homeless who are disabled are more likely to be found in the open. Based 

on these criticisms, it appears that while the Rossi sample is clearly better 

than most of its predecessors, it is not without bias. However, to the credit of 
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Rossi et al., the nature of the homeless population undermines most 

traditional sampling techniques, and their study may be the best researchers 

can do at present. 

One aim of the study was to show how the homeless population can be 

studied with rigor for a reasonable amount of money. Rossi estimates that 

similar studies might be conducted in other cities for as little as $100,000 to 

$200,000 using the plan from the Chicago study. However, the fieldwork for 

the Chicago study cost NORC $450,000, and SADRI spent $130,000 to direct the 

study and analyze the data. Additional funds were provided by grants from 

private and public agencies. It is not clear how Rossi arrived at his estimates 

for other projects, but it seems that substantial funds may be required to 

replicate his work. 

Jencks (1994) suggests that a better strategy for studying the homeless 

may be to locate them during the day, when they make less effort to conceal 

themselves. A large fraction of the homeless may use soup kitchens and 

congregate in known areas of cities. He cites the example of the Toth tunnel 

homeless, who live in tunnels under the subway in New York, but come up 

during the day to get food, hustle, or buy necessities. They would not be 

interviewed in a study that locates respondents at night. By asking the 

homeless where they spent the previous night or other details, Jencks 

suggests one can obtain reasonable information on these items. The current 

study employed this strategy, because information on people in a wide variety 

of living arrangements was a critical concern. Shelter sampling is clearly 

inadequate for that reason, and budget and safety concerns prevented a strict 

replication of Rossi's method. However, while the current study can not 
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make the same claims about generalizability as the Chicago study, the method 

used allowed for the inclusion of a potentially wider range of non-sheltered 

homeless people. Of course the rates of behaviors studied can not be inferred 

to the city populations, but the data can be used to assess the relationships 

between crime and other behaviors, providing a starting point for future 

work. While the results of this study should be viewed as heuristic and 

exploratory, the demographics are similar to the Rossi et al. sample and the 

others included in table 2, and therefore encourage consideration of the 

current findings. 

The other studies used for comparison in table A.2 are Burt and 

Cohen's (1989) national sample of homeless users of service providers, and a 

collection of 40 studies meeting basic minimal requirements compiled by 

Rossi. The basic requirements for the Rossi compilation were having an 

explicit sampling plan, a direct interviewing or administrative records data 

source, and providing quantitative data summaries. The Burt and Cohen 

Urban Institute study was based on a probability-based three-stage sample 

starting with all homeless shelters and service providers in 20 cities larger 

than 100,000. Homeless respondents were randomly selected from 

cooperating service providers. 
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APPENDIX B 

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEM SUMMARY 

SCREEN: 
1. In the past 60 days have you spent any nights in a shelter? 

a. yes b. no 

2. In the past 60 days have you spent any nights in the 
streets, or some other "non-shelter" sleeping arrangements? 

a. yes b. no 

LIVING CONDITIONS 
3. Please look at this card and read the responses listed. (Hand card #1) For the 
next question we'll be using this scale to tell how you feel about the place you 
usually stay. All you have to do is tell me which words on the scale best 
describes how you feel. 
Card #1: 

(1) Very Dissatisfied (2) Mostly Dissatisfied 
(3) Somewhat Dissatisfied (4) Somewhat Satisfied 
(5) Mostly Satisfied (6) Very Satisfied 

Think about (usual placet. How do you feel about: 
a. the amount of space you have there? 
b. the cleanliness and upkeep there? 
c. your protection from cold or heat there? 
d. your personal safety while you are there at night? 

4. Over the past 30 days, has obtaining clothes been a problem for you 
a. usually b. sometimes c. rarely d. never. 

5. Over the past 30 days, when you needed to wash your clothes, have you had 
opportunities to wash them 

a. usually b. sometimes c. rarely d. never 

6. During the past 30 days, has finding a restroom with a sink and a mirror 
that you could use been a problem for you 

a. usually b. sometimes c. rarely d. never 
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SOCIAL NETWORKS 
7. Think about how often different kinds of support are available to you from 
family members. By "available" I mean that you can count on at least one 
family member providing that support if you need it, and that you would 
feel comfortable asking for that support. (Hand Card #2) You can answer 
"none of the time, a little of the time, some of time, most of the time, or all of 
the time". 
At the present time, how often is at least one family member available to: 

a. have a good time with? 
b. provide you with food? 
c. provide you with a place to stay? 
d. listen to you talk about yourself or your problems? 
f. show they love or care for you? 

8. Same as number 7, replacing "family members" with friends. 

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS 
Now I would like to ask you about the kinds of places you lived in before you 
were 18 years old. 
9. When you were 6 to 18, did your parents or other adult members of your 
household have a problem with alcohol or drugs? 

a. yes b. no 

10. When you were between 6 and 18, did your parents or adult members of 
your household physically assault someone in the household ~ that is, hit 
them so hard that it left bruises or they had to seek medical care? 

a. yes b. no 

-

11. Did any of these people physically abuse you in this way? 
a. yes b. no 

HOMELESSNESS AFTER AGE 18 
12. During the 6 months before your first period of homelessness, did any of 
these things happen to you? 

a. Did you experience a major drop in your income 
because you lost a job? 

b. Did you experience a major drop in your income 
because you lost welfare or disability benefits? 

c. Did you become separated or divorced, or experience a 
break in a relationship with someone you were very 
close to? 

d. Was someone you were depending on for housing, food 
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or money no longer willing or able to help you out? 
e. Did you experience any serious physical or mental health 

problems? 

13. Adding together all the different times you have been homeless since you 
were 18, how much time have you spent being homeless? 

/ (month / year). 

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 
Now I'd like to ask you a few questions about work and making it on the 
streets. 
13. Think for a moment about your experience with paid employment. Since 
you were 18, would you say that you were employed 

a. all of the time, b. most of the time, 
c. some of the time, or d. none of the time? 

14. Since you were 18, what was the longest time you spent without a regular 
job, not counting times when you were a full-time student? 

Longest period unemployed / (years/months) 

15. During the last month, how many days did you work for pay (adding 
together all the days you worked)? Number of days: 

Thinking about other ways to supplement your income, in the past month 
have you: 

16. received general assistance like welfare payments or 
AFDC? 

17. sold junk or personal possessions? 
18. sold drugs? 
19. sold plasma? 
20. asked strangers for money? (panhandling/begging) 
21. performed in public for money? 
22. looked for food others had thrown away? 
23. looked for objects others had thrown away? 
24. taken things from a store? 
25. taken things from people on the streets? 
26. taken things from homes? 

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL VARIABLES 
Below are some statements regarding public issues, with which some people 
agree and others disagree. Please give us your opinion on these items, that is 
whether you strongly agree, agree, are uncertain, disagree, or strongly 
disagree, (see card #3) This is a measure of personal belief; obviously, there 
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are no right or wrong answers. 
27. My future looks very dismal. 
28. Sometimes you have to break the rules to get what you 

need. 
29. Every person in our country has a right to have a place 

to stay. 
30. In this country, people have a right to a job. 
31. It is not the responsibility of the government to see 

that everyone has a home. 
32. It isn't wise to plan too far ahead because most things 

turn out to be a matter of good or bad luck anyway. 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE 
33. In the past 30 days, about how often would you say you drank any 
alcoholic beverage? 

a. every day 
b. almost every day (more than four times a week) 
c. two to four times a week 
d. once a week 
e. less than once a week 
f. none at all 

34. Now I would like to ask you some questions about drug use. In the last 30 
days did you use cocaine in any form? This would include crack cocaine. 

a. yes (ask question 35) b. no 

35. About how often did you use cocaine? 
a. every day 
b. almost every day 
c. two to four times a week 
d. once a week 
e. less than once a week 

POLICE CONTACT 
36. First of all, if by "contact with the police" we mean both arrests and being 
stopped and talked to or "I.D.ed", have you been contacted since you have 
been homeless? 

a. yes b. no 

37. About how often have you had contact with the police since you have 
been homeless? 

a. several times a week or more b. once a week 
c. several times a month d. once a month 
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e. several times a year f. once a year or less 

38. Based on past experience with where you were and what you were doing 
when you were contacted, in what circumstances do you think police are 
likely to stop you? (asked open ended, then coded by content). 

CRIME AND DEVIANCE 
Have you ever: 
39. broken into a building to sleep? 

1. yes 2. no 
40. slept where it was illegal? 
41. panhandled where it was illegal? 
42. broken other city ordinances? 
43. broken into a building and stolen something? 
44. sold illegal drugs? 
45. taken something from a store? 
46. beaten someone up? 
47. used a knife, gun, or other weapon to get something from someone? 

If the respondents answered to the affirmative on any of the above, they were 
asked: In the last 12 months, how often have you done this? 

a. every day. 
b. almost every day (more than 4 times a week). 
c. two to four times a week. 
d. once a week. 
e. several times a month. 
f. once a month. 
g. several times a year or less. 
h. have not done this in the last 12 months. 

Category h was recoded to 0 (corresponding to "no" on the previous 
questions), since these crimes would be committed before becoming 
homeless for the average person in the sample. 

The respondents were also asked whether or not they had been arrested for 
the crime in question, whether they had been convicted, and whether this 
occurred before or after becoming homeless. 

PEER CRIME 
Think for a moment about the homeless people you talk to everyday. Of 
those people, how many at least occasionally: 

48. break into buildings to sleep? 



a. all of them 
b. most of them 
c. some of them 
d. only a few of them 
e. none of them 

49. take something from a store? 
a. all of them 
b. most of them 
c. some of them 
d. only a few of them 
e. none of them 

50. take things from people's homes? 
a. all of them 
b. most of them 
c. some of them 
d. only a few of them 
e. none of them 

51. take things from people by threatening to hurt them? 
a. all of them 
b. most of them 
c. some of them 
d. only a few of them 
e. none of them 
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APPENDIX C 

SCALE RELIABILITY AND FREQUENCIES OF KEY VARIABLES 

Strain Variables: 

Loss Scale: The loss scale was created by adding the responses to question 12, 
parts a - e. This procedure is based on Agnew's recommendation for 
operationalization of the removal of valued stimuli. It has the least reliable 
alpha of all the scales (alpha=.15). Because of the extremely low alpha, the 
individual items in the scale were also examined by entering them into the 
strain analysis separately. The loss of relationship item was the only one that 
had a significant effect, and it was only correlated with one criminal behavior, 
doing no better than the scale. (See Appendix B for response categories for the 
items discussed in this section). 

Scale Items:12. During the 6 months before your first period of homelessness, 
did any of these things happen to you? 

a. Did you experience a major drop in your income 
because you lost a job? 

b. Did you experience a major drop in your income 
because you lost welfare or disability benefits? 

c. Did you become separated or divorced, or experience a 
break in a relationship with someone you were very 
close to? 

d. Was someone you were depending on for housing, food 
or money no longer willing or able to help you out? 

e. Did you experience any serious physical or mental health 
problems? 

Injustice Scale: The injustice scale was created from the three items listed 
below. It has an alpha reliability of .62. 

29. Every person in our country has a right to have a place 
to stay. 

30. In this country, people have a right to a job. 
31. It is not the responsibility of the government to see 

that everyone has a home. 
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The Satisfaction with sleeping arrangements scale came from the following 4 
items. It had an alpha reliability of .72. 

Think about (usual place). How do you feel about: 
a. the amount of space you have there? 
b. the cleanliness and upkeep there? 
c. your protection from cold or heat there? 
d. your personal safety while you are there at night? 

The Deprivation Scale was created using the following items, and had an 
alpha reliability of .59. 

Now I'd like to talk to you about your eating habits during the past 30 days. Is 
getting enough to eat a problem: 

a. usually b. sometimes c. rarely d. never. 

4. Over the past 30 days, has obtaining clothes been a problem for you: (same 
categories as above). 

5. Over the past 30 days, when you needed to wash your clothes, have you had 
opportunities to wash them: 

6. During the past 30 days, has finding a restroom with a sink and a mirror 
that you could use been a problem for you: 

Abuse in the home was measured by item 10: When you were between 6 and 
18, did your parents or adult members of your household physically assault 
someone in the household — that is, hit them so hard that it left bruises or 
they had to seek medical care? 

Frequency 
a. yes 63 
b. no 337 



Social Learning Variables: 

Proportion of Acquaintances Who: 
Break in to Sleep: (Item 48) 

Value 
All 
Most 
Some 
Few 
None/DK 

36 
3 
4 
5 
Missing 
Total 400 

Frequency 
11 

81 
122 
147 
3 

Shoplift: (Item 49) 

All 
Most 2 
Some 
Few 
None/DK 

Value 
1 

67 
3 
4 
5 
Missing 
Total 400 

Frequency 
22 

102 
85 
122 
2 

Burgle: (Item 50) 

All 
Most 2 
Some 
Few 
None/DK 

Value 
1 

33 
3 
4 
5 
Missing 
Total 400 

Frequency 
9 

73 
67 

216 
2 

Rob: (Item 51) 

All 
Most 2 
Some 
Few 
None/DK 

Value 
1 

19 
3 
4 
5 
Missing 
Total 400 

Frequency 
11 

84 
87 

197 
2 
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Family Drug Use: (Item 9) 
Value Frequency 

No 0 242 
Yes 1 154 

Missing _4 
Total 400 

Adult Violence in Home: (Item 10) 
Value Frequency 

No 0 309 
Yes 1 87 

Missing _4 
Total 400 

Definitions / Beliefs: Sometimes You need to break the rules to get what you 
need: (Item 28) 

Value Frequency 
Strongly Dis. 1 27 
Disagree 2 78 
Uncertain 3 40 
Agree 4 181 
Strongly Agr. 5 73 

Missing _1 
Total 400 

Self-Control Variables: 

Work since turning 18: (Item 13) 

None of Time 
Some of Time 
Most of Time 
All the time 

Value 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Missing 
Total 400 

Frequency 
70 

167 
131 
29 
3 

Cocaine Use in the last 30 days (Item 35) 
Value Frequency 

None 0 292 
<l/week 1 38 
1/week 2 22 
2-4/week 3 24 
Almost 
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Everyday 
Everyday 

4 
5 
Missing 
Total 400 

6 
18 
0 

Drinking more than 6 drinks in one sitting in last 30 days (Item 34) 

None 
< 1/week 
1/week 
2-4/week 
Almost 
Everyday 

Everyday 

Value 
0 
1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
Missing 
Total 400 

Frequency 
127 
90 
60 
68 

30 
24 
1 

Fatalism: Item 32. It isn't wise to plan too far ahead because most things turn 
Out to be a matter of good or bad luck anyway. 

Value 

Missing 
Total 

Frequency 
Strongly Dis. 5 36 
Disagree 4 142 
Uncertain 3 44 
Agree 2 118 
Strongly Agr. 1 55 

_5 
400 

Social Control Variables: 

Dismal Future: (Item 27) 
Value Frequency 

Strongly Dis. 5 69 
Disagree 4 162 
Uncertain 3 67 
Agree 2 67 
Strongly Agr. 1 34 

Missing _1 
Total 400 
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Sleep any nights in a Shelter in the last 60 days (Item 1). 
Value Frequency 

No 0 60 
Yes 1 340 

Missing _0 
Total 400 

Time Homeless: Median Value is 10 months 

Friend Attachment Scale: Items included "At the present time, how often is at 
least one friend available to: 

a. have a good time with? 
b. provide you with food? 
c. provide you with a place to stay? 
d. listen to you talk about yourself or your problems? 
f. show they love or care for you? 

This scale had an alpha reliability of .95. 

Family Attachment Scale: Items included "At the present time, how often is 
at least one family member available to: 

a. have a good time with? 
b. provide you with food? 
c. provide you with a place to stay? 
d. listen to you talk about yourself or your problems? 
f. show they love or care for you? 

This scale had an alpha reliability of .91. 

Crime Items: 
Have you ever... 
39. broken into a building to sleep? (if yes, then) 

Value Frequency 
Everyday 1 0 

2 2 
3 1 
4 1 
5 3 
6 0 
7 35 
8 32 

Never 9 326 
Total 400 



40. slept where it was illegal? 
Value Frequency 

Everyday 1 15 
2 11 
3 18 
4 6 
5 21 
6 10 
7 94 
8 25 

Never 9 200 
Total 400 

41. panhandled where it was illegal? 
Value Frequency 

Everyday 1 8 
2 6 
3 16 
4 6 
5 17 
6 9 
7 33 
8 9 

Never 9 296 
Total 400 

43. broken into a building and stolen something? 
Value Frequency 

Everyday 1 0 
2 0 
3 0 
4 0 
5 2 
6 0 
7 13 
8 53 

Never 9 332 
Total 400 

44. sold illegal drugs? 
Value Frequency 

Everyday 1 10 
2 3 
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3 6 
4 1 
5 8 
6 4 
7 13 
8 67 

Never 9 288 
Total 400 

45. taken something from a store? 
Value Frequency 

Everyday 1 3 
2 5 
3 7 
4 4 
5 9 
6 9 
7 44 
8 50 

Never 9 269 
Total 400 

46. beaten someone up? 
Value Frequency 

Everyday 1 1 
2 0 
3 0 
4 1 
5 4 
6 3 
7 80 
8 61 

Never 9 250 
Total 400 

47. used a knife, gun, or other weapon to get something from someone? 
Value Frequency 

Everyday 1 0 
2 0 
3 1 
4 0 
5 2 
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6 0 
7 12 
8 32 

Never 9 353 
Total 400 

48. broken other city ordinances? 
Value Frequency 

Everyday 1 0 
2 0 
3 2 
4 0 
5 2 
6 0 
7 10 
8 12 

Never 9 374 
Total 400 

Shadow Work Items: 
Thinking about other ways to supplement your income, in the past month 
have you: 

17. sold junk or personal possessions? 
Yes 67 
No 332 
Missing 1 

18. sold drugs? 
Yes 27 
No 372 
Missing 1 

19. sold plasma? 
Yes 88 
No 311 
Missing 1 

20. asked strangers for money? (panhandling/begging) 
Yes 97 
No 302 
Missing 1 



22. looked for food others had thrown away? 
Yes 44 
No 355 
Missing 1 

23. looked for objects others had thrown away 
Yes 76 
No 323 
Missing 1 

24. taken things from a store? 
Yes 39 
No 360 
Missing 1 

25. taken things from people on the streets? 
Yes 19 
No 380 
Missing 1 

26. taken things from homes? 
Yes 10 
No 389 
Missing 1 
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APPENDIX D 

CONTROLS AND ADDITIONAL ANALYSES 

The analyses in this dissertation were all redone with three control variables: 

gender, race and living in Detroit. Gender and race are commonly used as 

controls because of known relationships with crime. Living in Detroit was 

used as a control because the people in Detroit were unique in the short time 

they had been homeless, the number of former welfare recipients, the 

proportion of shelter users, and the way in which they were sampled. Any 

one of these factors could bias the findings, and so controlling for Detroit 

effects seemed prudent. As it happens, the control variables did not affect the 

analysis to any great extent. 

In the analysis in chapter two, relating to crime and shadow work 

among the homeless, the controls had no significant impact. All variables 

with significant effects before the controls still showed the same effects after 

entering controls into the equations. The control variables did affect the 

theory testing (chapter 3) analyses in a minor way. One strain variable was 

affected. The significant effect of satisfaction with sleeping arrangements on 

shoplifting attenuated to non-significance when living in Detroit was 

introduced into the model. 

The controls affected two learning variables. Controlling for race 

attenuated the effect of adult violence in the home on robbery, and 

controlling for Detroit residence resulted in the variable "knowing people 

who commit burglary" attaining significance. When gender was controlled, 

work had a significant negative effect on ordinance violations. All other self-
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control variables remained unchanged. Sleeping in shelters does not 

significantly affect predatory crime when controlling for race, gender or 

Detroit residence. Dismal future and family attachment effects in table 3.16 

also attenuate when controlling for gender and Detroit residence respectively. 

Finally, the police findings in chapter 4 are unaffected by the control 

variables. The analysis showed that ordinance violations predicted police 

contact better than predatory crime. Since much police work is informal in 

nature, the police contact measure was seen as most appropriate for the 

analysis. However, an unanswered question remains: what are the effects of 

predatory crimes relative to ordinance violations when formal police action 

is the focus? An analysis similar in form to that in chapter 4 was conducted 

focusing on arrests and the frequency of going to jail rather than police 

contact. 

With regard to the frequency of arrest, ordinance violations (especially 

panhandling) explain more variance, but in a combined regression model, 

robbery, selling drugs, and shoplifting are still significant predictors. In a 

logistic regression model identical to that in 4.1, but predicting having ever 

been arrested (instead of contacted), panhandling and selling drugs are the 

two significant predictors in the combined model. In the predatory crime 

only model (comparable to model 1 in table 4.1), selling drugs, shoplifting and 

fighting are all significant, suggesting that when considering arrests, predatory 

or more serious crimes may explain more variance than they do in police 

contact measures. 

When looking at the frequency of going to jail, panhandling, sleeping 

on the streets, and selling drugs are significant predictors. This demonstrates 



that even when considering formal police action, ordinance violations 

matter, while at the same time predatory crime involvement significantly 

increases the risk of formal sanctions. 
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