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this Table, there are discernable differences inty s for e two age groups. The majority
of youthful offenders were cla: fied as Instrumental Object (n = 24), whereas the
majority of the adults (n =25) :re classified as Expressive Person.

The results of the ba  ound characteristics differences by type and subtypes
should be interpreted with caution for two reasc . The first reason is tt  there were
large differences between the types according to whether the offenders were juveniles or
adults. Adult offenders have lived longer, and have had more opportunities to build a
history of offences over time. To illustrate, offence characteristics were tallied to form a
composite of criminal history as a variable in order to demonstrate that adults had a
higher frequency of criminal aviors than juveniles. Criminal history variables added
together were previous convictions, history of th | history of criminal damage, history
of burglary, history of assault and history of FTC/FTA. The adults had a mean score of
235(SD=1.8,n 42)forp ious convictions, and the juveniles had a mean of 1.44
(SD = 1.85, n =45). A t-test determinc that the number of previous convictions
significantly differed between adults and juveniles (#(85) 3.55, p = .00) « arly
demonstrating that adult offenders had larger criminal histories. The results of the t-test is
consistent with the idea that adult ©  sus juvenile offenders have different criminal
histories which accounts for the ydifferences in the types. The adult sample (n = 45) was
too small to adequately test differences in backgr ind characteristics wi  the y statistic.

The second reason the significant differences in background characteristics should
be interpreted with caution is also due to the fact that the categorization of offenders into

types had to be relaxed substantially to even test the hypothesis that background
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Table 2.

Comparison of Background Characteristics in / »n Typologies

(L:;l;l;é]l)ullllu ¥ dllauvied EO ) IO IP EP Mixgd 1" I)
1. Prev. Convictions
Yes
No 7 4 16 21 0 25.36* 00
Total 1 21 9 7 |
8 2 25 28 [
2. Juvenile
Yes 6 24 11 3 0 41.75%* .00
No 2 | 14 25 ]
Total 8 25 25 28 |
3. Psych.Treatment
Yes 2 2 4 14 | 14.48* .00
No 6 23 21 14 0
Total 3 25 2 28 |
4. Previous Warning
Yes 6 8 18 22 0 15.20* 00
No 2 17 7 6 |
Total 8 25 25 28 l
5. Theft
Yes d 2 5 4 8.01 .09
No 4 23 20 24 0
Total 3 25 25 28 |
6. Criminal Damage
Yes 6 15 17 0 16.83* .00
No 2 1 10 I |
Total 8 2 25 28 |
7. Burglary
Yes 3 4 5 10 | 4.09 39
No 5 21 20 18 0
Total ] 25 25 28 |
8. Assault
Yes 5 6 13 14 0 744 A1
No 3 19 12 14 |
Total 8 25 25 28 |
9. FTC/FTA
Yes 7 2 3 12 | 12.57* {01
No | 01 22 16 0
Total 8 25 28 |
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Table 3.

Comparison of Background Characteristics in 10, IP and EP Arson Typologies

Background Variables

n =78) 10 B B IP EP be P
1. Prev.Convictions
Yes 4 16 21 20.36* .00
No 21 9 7
Total 25 25 28
2. Juvenile
Yes 24 Il 2 3R.78* 00
No 1 14 25
Total 25 25 28
3. Psych. Treatment
Yes 2 4 14 14.01* .00
No 23 21 14
Total 25 25 28
4. Previous Warning
Yes 8 18 22 13.80* .00
No 17 7 6
Total 25 25 28
5. Theft
Yes 2 5 4 1.48 47
No 23 20 24
Total 25 25 28
6. Criminal Damage
Yes 4 15 17 13.46* 00
No 210 10 11
Total 25 25 28
7. Burglary
Yes 4 5 10 3.6 .20
No 21 20 18
Total 25 25 28
8. Assault
Yes 6 13 14 5.07 .07
No 19 12 14
Total 25 25 28
9. FTC/FTA
Yes 2 3 12 11.48* 00
No 23 22 16
Total 25 25 28







Empirical Tests of omology 52

Table 5.
Robbery Tyvpologies

ﬁ’[’: 177) Freq cy _ Percent
Cowboy 132 146
Bandit 39 220
Robin's Men 4 73
Mixed ) 11

Total 177 100
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Table 6.

Robbery: Frequency and Percentage « Offender Background Characteristics

Characteristic Freque 1y Percentage
N=177

1. Previous Arrest 164 92.7
2. Property Arrest History 158 89.3
3. Previous Convictions 148 83.6
4. Tattoo 121 68.4
5. Prolific Offender 120 67.8
6. Previous Incarceration 116 65.5
7. Violent Arrest History 108 61.0
8. Other Criminal Arrests 105 59.3
9. Burglary Arrest 95 53.7
10. Weapons Arrest 48 27.1
11. Robbery Arrest 43 24.3
12. Deception Arrest History 41 T
13. Drug Arrest - 11.3
14. Sex Arrest History 5 2.8

15. Arson Arrest 2 1.1




Table 7.
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Comparison of Background Characteristics between Cowboys and Bandits.

Background Variables

(N =177) Cowboy
1. Tattoos*
Yes 87 30
No 6 3
Unknown 39 5
Total 132 38
2. Previous Arrests
Yes 121 37
No Il 2
Total 132 39
3. Prolific Offender
Yes 86 29
No 46 10
Total 132 39
4. Prev.Convictions
Yes 109 34
No 23 5
Total 132 39
S. Prev. Incarceration
Yes 79 33
No 53 6
Total 132 19
6. Property Artest
Yes 116 36
No 16 3
Total 132 19
7. Violent Arrest
Yes 74 31
No 58 8
Total 132 39
8. Deception Arrest
Yes 31
No 101 30
Total 132 39
9. Weapon Arrest
Yes 28 19
No 104 20
Total 132 39

r

n.s.

n.s.

8.17*

6.97*

[1.43%

51

.50

.00

A4

.01

96

00
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Public: The fireocct  1at building =~ : the public had access to.

Prior Violence/Argument: Any previous argument or event between the offender and the
victim.

Prior Threats: Any threats made by the offender wards the victim.

Prior Threats of Arson: Any 1 Hrthre s of arson made by the offender.

Prior Arson: Any previous arrests for arson.

Set Fire: The offender set tt fire.

Serial: The offender had previously set more tha one fire over several months.
Forced Entry: The offender h  to make an effort to  t inside the building (e.g., break
window).

Crusade: The fire setting is attenti -ser ¢ behavior.
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10. Implied Knowledge
Attacks where the offender/s appear to know someth  about the target, whether they
are a person or d business. Su.  personal details, o1 owledge of the alurm systems.

11. Reassurance Language
Those offender/s who use reassuri.  ‘comforting language both spontaneously or
accompanying a threat to comply with instructions.

12. Weapon — Other
The offender/s carry weapons during the offense that are not firearms, j  example,
knives, bat, noxious sprays etc.

13. Precautions
The offender/s take precautions to ensi  that they a  not detected while committing the
offence, e.g., pulling down the blinds, disconnecting phones and locking doors.





















