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ABSTRACT

The frequently predicted relationship between social class and

criminal behavior is theoretically vacillating and empirically

exiguous. We present an extended rational choice model which inte-

grates the effects of an individual’s social status on his or her subjec-

tive evaluations of (1) costs, (2) utility, (3) the probability of

apprehension, (4) the selective incentives, and (5) the internalization

of social norms. We test the model against the offences of shop-

lifting and tax-evasion. The data source derived from the German

General Social Survey empirically supports the theoretical model.

There exists no prevalent relationship between an individual’s

social status and his or her incentives towards criminal comport-

ment. However, the social status of an individual affects the type

of offences committed. The subjectively expected probability of

either failing or succeeding in a criminal act takes greater precedence

over the fear of retribution or the expected utility. Additionally,

internalized norms decrease the probability of committing a crime.
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1. Introduction

Despite inconsistent findings, sociology and criminology still work
on the assumption that there exists a relationship between social
status and delinquent behavior (Dunaway et al. 2000; Hindelang
et al. 1979: 1002; Tittle and Meier 1990).1 Undeniably, there exist
elements within lower socioeconomic groups that are prone towards
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criminal conduct, when compared to the privileged classes (Tittle et
al. 1978).2 Conversely, this phenomenon evanesces if the empirical
analysis distinguishes between different criminal offences (Tittle
and Meier 1990: 272). Apart from the empirical difficulties, there
exist theoretical doubts regarding the negative relationship between
one’s socioeconomic status (SES) and criminality (Tittle 1983: 353).
It remains unclear whether and in what circumstances this negative
relationship exists (Tittle and Meier 1990: 271–2). Finally, there
exists no consistent theory which is capable of explaining this
phenomenon completely. A theoretically coherent proposition
system is needed to systematically integrate each respective observa-
tion and provide a causal explanation regarding criminal behavior,
in correlation to social status.

The Theory of Anomie (Merton 1968) and its further development
into the Theory of Opportunity Structure (Cloward 1968) categorize
criminality as a lack of access to legitimate means of attaining
socially determined aims. Consequently, criminality of the less privi-
leged class is examined. In their Theory of Differential Association,
Sutherland and Cressey (1966) postulate that criminal motives and
techniques are learned within a reference group and in the case of
so-called ‘white collar’ criminality, the legal occupation often consti-
tutes the best learning milieu (Coleman 1985). Yet, these approaches
fail, in principle, to state the reason as to why (under similar socio-
economic conditions) some individuals become miscreant, whereas
others remain desensitized. How mainly positive assessments of
differing behavior within a group originally came about is also
left unanswered (Opp 1974: 164, 1989: 409–10; Sykes 1978: 270).
Additionally, these theories neither display foundational character-
istics of the social theory of action, nor do they name relevant social
mechanisms of criminal behavior (Hedström and Swedberg 1996).
Furthermore, the reference to an insufficient internalization of
aims and means, owing to a socialization which leads to a deficit
of internalized norms, constitutes an argument which requires expla-
nation (Tittle 1983). Thus, these approaches involve the danger of
ending in a so-called ‘variable sociology’ (Esser 1996a) if delinquent
behavior is an exclusive comparison amongst the social classes.

These three theories imply a relationship between social status and
criminality. However, they are incomplete since they do not explain
the (social) circumstances under which a criminal act is committed
and why a large number of individuals display law-abiding beha-
vior. Gary S. Becker’s ‘Economic Theory of Crime’ offers a respite
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from this theoretical deficiency (e.g. McCarthy 2002; McKenzie and
Tullock 1984; Opp 1989).3 According to Becker (1968), criminality is
the consequence of a rational mind’s decision to maximize benefit.
Thus, offenders are not victims of social conditions, but practice
the intentional maximization of advantages, such as physical well-
being or social recognition, through criminal acts, and henceforth
ascertain that their illegal conduct yields no adversarial conse-
quences. In this respect, criminal behavior does not logically differ
from legal behavior (e.g. Voss and Abraham 2000: 72). Such an
action theoretical approach, which belongs to the family of rational
choice theories, is capable of explaining and empirically describing
every social action as well as everyday behavior (e.g. Esser 1999).

Based on these considerations and, in particular, the view of the
relationship between social class and criminality, this article pursues
two aims. First, Becker’s (1968) economic model is extended by the
theory of subjectively expected utility (SEU). From the sociological
perspective, it is theoretically insufficient to argue that criminality is
primarily an individual problem. In particular, Becker’s model
neglects social factors such as incentives in different social situations
or socio-structurally varying opportunities (Birbeck and LaFree
1993; Piliavin et al. 1986). Second, in order to fathom its work-
ability, the empirical findings of the extended SEU model for the
explanation of shoplifting and tax evasion is employed. There are
insufficient empirical applications of such models as the ‘rational
action theory’, which aim at a sociological in depth explanation
of criminal behavior (e.g. Cornish and Clarke 1987; Curti 1998;
Grasmick and Bursik 1990; Homel 1983; Paternoster 1989; Piliavin
et al. 1986).4

2. Theoretical Discussion

Criminality within society is the aggregated consequence of criminal
behavior in various social conditions. It is the manifestation of this
conscious behavior, and the produced deviations contrary to
convention, which culminates in the violation of the criminal law
code. Logically, due to this act of violation, miscreants resort to
concealing their behavior. In order to understand the relation-
ship between social structure and criminality, the socio-structurally
differing delinquency of individuals acting on themicro level requires
further analysis.
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Becker’s (1968) Basic Model

According to Becker (1968), a (sane) person commits an offence if
the subjectively expected benefit outweighs the advantages possibly
realized (through utilizing time and additional resources in other
activities). Consequently, individuals do not become ‘criminals’
because they differ from other people in terms of their basic motiva-
tion but because their benefits and costs are different (Becker 1968).
Thus, an actor chooses legal or illegal actions, which he subjectively
expects to increase his benefit (Cornish and Clarke 1987: 933), hence
satisfying his needs, even though particularities (such as the desire to
kill) are morally unthinkable (Curti 1998: 27).5

Apart from the benefit ‘B’, we employ the abbreviation advocated
by Becker (1968), in which a person expects from his offence both
the subjectively expected probability ‘p’ of apprehension, as well as
the costs ‘C’ for the subjectively expected level of penalty, which
has to be considered in a person’s decision favoring or opposing a
criminal act. Thus, the economic theory of crime evades the other-
wise common assumptions in sociological approaches that indi-
viduals only follow a dominant strategy of acting; for example,
that they principally act criminally due to their socialization or
owing to a lack of self-control (McCarthy 2002: 437).6 According
to Becker (1968: n17), the expected utility ‘EU’ for the offence ‘O’
can be defined as: EU½O� ¼ B� pC.

Hypothesis 1: An offence is committed if the expected utility is
greater than the expected costs that result from detention and
penalization: B > pC.

Since the probability is no exogenous quantity but a subjective
expectation of individuals, the assumption is that it varies between
the social classes. Cornish and Clarke (1987: 935) point out that in
the rational choice perspective, the choice of an (illegal) action alter-
native is determined exactly by the varying assessments of utility,
costs and risks by different potential offenders. Rather than
assume that potential offenders are fueled by a general disposition
to offend, which makes them relatively indifferent to the nature of
the offense they commit, the rational choice perspective asserts
that specific crimes are chosen and committed for specific reasons.

Decisions to transgress are influenced by the characteristics of the
offenders and the nature of the transgression. The differing in assess-
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ment between the social classes is explained by the existing knowl-
edge differences regarding the solving of particular offences. Thus,
an individual’s erroneous estimation of the (controlling) authorities’
workings and successes may evoke an under- or overestimation
regarding the probabilities of capture.7 The working class, for
example, when contrasted to the middle and upper classes, overesti-
mate the probability of apprehension by the revenue authorities in
the case of tax fraud. Personal experiences or differential associa-
tions might also contribute to the formation of subjective expecta-
tions of apprehension in an offence. Frequently associating with
successful bank robbers would entice an individual to assume a
low probability of conviction amongst bank robbers.

Hypothesis 2: It is presumed that:
1. Individuals from lower social classes overestimate the prob-

ability of capture for offences typically regarded as ‘white
collar crimes’ (e.g. tax evasion).

2. Individuals from higher social standings, however, overesti-
mate the probability of capture for offences assigned to ‘blue
collar crimes’ (e.g. car theft).

The penalization of a solved offence is now nothing more than the
price of the criminal behavior to which the opportunity and trans-
action costs have to be added.8 Thus, a severe penalty for criminal
behavior is supposed to deter acts of criminality. Since the degrees
of penalty for various offences are often unknown, the subjective
assessment of the sentence is contaminated with inaccuracies and
uncertainties, and shows a broad variety of expected penalties.
Measured by the objective rationality, these subjective assessments
are often objectively wrong, due to individuals’ bounded rationality
(Cornish and Clarke 1987; Simon 1993).

It must be assumed that due to their knowledge of the laws and
possibly on account of having personally experienced prosecution
by the revenue authorities, members of the middle or upper class
are able to assess precisely the penalties meted out for tax evasion,
while tax payers from the working or lower classes systematically
overrate the degree of penalty for tax fraud.9 Since tax evasion is,
(normally), castigated with high fines, the income situation of the
lower social classes implies that they associate the implication of
tax fraud with such high retribution costs, that they can hardly
amortize them. Individuals from high-income social classes ‘prefer’
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these offences since fines appear to be lighter penalties than lengthy
prison sentences. From their perspective, the opportunity costs
resulting from custody are higher than the fines normally imposed
(for details see also Becker 1968).

Hypothesis 3: The existing variation – concerning information,
knowledge and experiences – between the social classes yields
class-specific expectations regarding the degrees of penalty for
criminal offences. Unlike higher social classes, individuals from
lower social classes tend to miscalculate the severity of offences
sanctioned by (high) fines (and which are typically assigned to
white-collar criminality).

Extension by Use of the Theory of Subjectively Expected Utility

In reality, severe penalties, per se, do not appear to act as a deterrent.
Some societies avenge warranted offences with the death penalty,
which, however, constantly fails to act as a deterrent. Thus, there
have to be other determinants of criminal behavior apart from the
expected and assessed degree of penalty. In view of this, one could
argue with pathologies, personality traits (e.g. Gottfredson and
Hirschi 1990), or heredity. However, the rational choice approach
shows that criminal actors differ from law-abiding ones in evaluat-
ing similar incentives differently.

The subjectively expected utility ‘B’ is an important incentive,
which, from an individual’s perspective, results from criminal
behavior.10 It can comprise scarce and desirable goods, such as
income legally acquired, or lead to the improvement of one’s own
personal situation, e.g. murder of an annoying spouse. Besides
class affiliation, incentives and opportunities play a decisive role.
Thus, tax payers from the working and lower classes expect a
lower utility from tax evasion than those from higher social stand-
ings since – due to their lower income and the expected low benefits
– they (unlike those with a higher income) hardly gain advantage
from a tax fraud. Consequently, it is the characteristics of an offence
that make it appear attractive for certain individuals or groups, and
which determine the action choice (Cornish and Clarke 1987: 935).

Hypothesis 4: The higher the assessment of the subjectively expected
utility of the criminal action, the more probable is its mani-
festation. However, the subjectively expected utility interacts
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with the incentives, which from the individual’s perspective are
associated with his socio-economic situation. Since the special
incentives vary among the social classes, there is a relationship
between social class and certain kinds of offences, which are
referred to in criminal-sociological typologies as ‘white-collar’
and ‘blue-collar’ criminality.

However, the decisive factor for the realization of the utility is not
whether witnesses report the deed, or the intermediate control
authorities revealing the offence, but whether an individual sees
him/herself in the position of successfully carrying out a certain
offence. On the one hand, the actor needs knowledge of whether
the plan leads to the goal and how the plan itself is to be accom-
plished. However, objective knowledge alone is insufficient but a
person must be certain to be in the position to carry out a criminal
action. He or she must dispose of the control expectations and the
control beliefs (e.g. Heckhausen and Schulz 1993).11

As already mentioned, they correspond, on the other hand, with
socially differential contacts and the socially conveyed access
chances to illegitimate means. Initially, it appears implausible that
only those liable for taxation and equipped with the necessary
knowledge, can betray the tax office with a fictitious tax return;
and stereotypically, one can only raid a bank with a certain
knowledge about robbery, equipped with weapons and a getaway
car (Opp 1989: 410). The triviality of this argumentation recedes
upon integration with the existing social conditions and its subjec-
tive definition.

Hypothesis 5: There exists a relationship between certain offences
and social class because the opportunities for those offences cor-
respond with the social class. So the direction and strength of the
relationship between the social classes and delinquency depends
on a society’s opportunity structure for criminal behavior. The
opportunity structure either fosters specifically ‘blue-collar’ or
‘white-collar’ criminality so that there is no relationship between
social class and criminality if there is no distinction between
different offences.

From the Theory of Subjective Expected Utility perspective,
opportunities which influence the decision making process (as sub-
jective factors) determine an individual assessment of the probability
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of success ‘q’ that the advantage of an offence can be realized. This
probability of success is independent from the probability of being
caught. The expected utility of an offence is weighted with this
probability of success. Thus Becker’s (1968) economic model
can be extended and formalized in the following way:
SEU½O� ¼ qB� pC, in which SEU[O] is the subjectively expected
utility from the offence O, q the expected probability of successfully
carrying out the deed, B the value of the expected utility, p the
probability of being caught and C the expected degree of penalty.
An offence O is carried out if: qB > pC, and remains undone if:
qB � pC.

Hence, four variables are identified through which criminal beha-
vior can be explained: (1) the utility from the deed; (2) the degree of
penalty; (3) the probabilities of realizing the utility through the deed;
and (4) capture (and conviction). Differences in criminal behavior
between classes are the result of different, class-related assessments
of these four variables. Additionally, this equation clearly points
to individuals who are capable of acting successfully (q ¼ 1), and
who consider the importance of the probability of being caught
and punished p. It can be between 0 (the person is certain of not
being caught) and 1 (the person expects to be convicted). If the
actor assumes the extreme case p ¼ 0, the expected utility
SEU½O� ¼ B still remains and already a very low utility provides
an incentive for a deed. If the person assumes a value of p ¼ 1, the
utility function consists of the difference between costs and utility:
SEU½O� ¼ B� C. If the value of B exceeds C, the deed is committed
despite certain punishment.

Thus, it appears that committing an offence can also be rational
with a high risk without the urgent necessity of appealing to psycho-
logical constructs such as an existing attitude towards risk (willing-
ness or reluctance to take a risk or risk neutrality) for its
explanation. However, if risks and sanctions are considered irrele-
vant, the motivation for criminal behavior is, apart from the utilities,
determined by one’s own ability to commit an offence more or less
successfully, i.e. the existing ‘criminal energy’.

Hypothesis 6: There exists a relationship between the subjectively
expected utility and the choice of a particular criminal action.
The assessment of utilities differs among the social classes but is
linked to the set of possible offences considered before. Thus,
individuals from the middle and upper class are more likely to
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commit tax evasion since, unlike the lower social classes, they are
convinced of success.

The economic approach regarding the explanation of criminal
behavior (Becker 1968; McKenzie and Tullock 1984) is restricted
to maximizing a problem under risk, without considering socio-
logical dimensions of subjective perception and assessment of
action determinants. Thus, norms and their internalization are
irrelevant to them for the probability of criminal behavior. How-
ever, the SEU theory is decisive on how an individual’s social situa-
tion is defined and which action alternatives can actually be taken
into consideration. Categorical norms internalized by the individual,
such as the ‘golden rule’ or ‘always obey the laws, regardless of
whether you agree to them’ constitute action restrictions (since
they pose a restriction in this initial cognitive phase of the decision
making process of the set of possible and considered action alterna-
tives). They are part of the ‘framing’, which precedes the actual deci-
sion making process and integrates it into the respective cognitive
frames and the appropriate knowledge stocks, beliefs, attitudes
and values (e.g. Esser 1996b).12 Thus, individuals prefer, or better
perceive, such stimuli that agree with the values, beliefs and attitudes
stored in their memories.

On the other hand, information which collides with existing values
and beliefs encounters objection from the psyche and is either
ignored or reinterpreted. Apart from the limited capacities to
absorb information, this constitutes a further restriction of selective
information processing.13 According to the theory of differential
association, however, the adulteration of the validity of social
norms occurs through correspondent learning processes. If one
operates in groups which regard tax fraud as a self-evident and
popular behavior, or where resistance against laws or civil disorder
is considered socially obligatory, such norms become increasingly
irrelevant as perception filters and assessment factors for opportu-
nities of law-abiding behavior. Demands of reference groups and
the liability of internalized norms can (in the example of shoplifting
as a required initiation ritual into peer groups) accordingly evoke
individual conflicts, which complicate and prolong the process of
evaluation and decision making.14 ‘It is particularly the reference
groups of the everyday environment which bestow the necessary
reference frame upon the individual’s behavior thus, finally, filling
the extended requirements of opportunities and institutional rules,
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the valid social interests and cultural ideas with sense, energy and
life’ (Esser 1999: 461, our translation). It is not only the action alter-
natives that are influenced by the affiliation to a group, but access to,
respectively, legitimate or illegitimate possibilities that further influ-
ences the subjectively expected probability of success regarding the
offence. For ‘socialized’ individuals, the choice between conformity
and criminality does not constitute a real problem, but it is a routine
reaction to particular stimuli with concurring behaviors (Wittig
1993: 115). Bachman et al. (1992: 367) conducted a survey among
male college students about hypothetical sexual assault and con-
clude: ‘We found that when the male’s behavior in the scenario
was thought to be morally wrong, our respondents were unaffected
by instrumental concerns of cost/benefit. Their moral condemnation
of the action was so strong that they could not even consider the
possibility of offending’ (see also Paternoster 1989; Tyler 1997:
222–3).15

Hypothesis 7: The more strongly a person is integrated into the nor-
mative structure of his reference group which judges conformity
to the law as positive, and the more strongly he adheres to this
compliancy and the more likely he finds assurance in it, the
lower is the probability of his choosing criminal actions.

Interim Conclusion

Let us summarize our theoretical outlines: The crime rate in a given
society is conceived as a non-intended byproduct of independent
rational – action – decisions of individual actors (see Figure 1).
The decision for or against a criminal offence depends on processes
and mechanisms of rational choice and is therefore a special case of
the general theory of rational choice. Socially defined aims and the
distribution of means, considered as macro level legitimacy, are
perceived and interpreted dependent on a person’s socioeconomic
status (see Friedrichs 1997: 473). Special incentives, opportunity
structures, individual resources, and liaison with social reference
groups correlating to a person’s social class are the determined con-
siderations to action alternatives (Opp 1989: 410). The inclination
towards criminal behavior occurs when a person is convinced of
attaining desired products, or of establishing profitable events, in
a manner contrary to law-abiding behavior.
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The social-structural variation of the subjectively assessed action
alternatives results in a class-specific distribution of the considered
offences. If evaluation of the offence exhibits an efficient alternative
when compared to law-abiding actions, execution of the offence
manifests, unless sanctions connected with the revealed offence are
prohibitive. Apart from the subjective assessment of capture, the
subjective expectation of being able to execute the offence success-
fully is a decisive factor, too. Both the subjective assessment of uti-
lities and penalties connected with the offence, and the subjective
assessment of the probability of success and punishment, vary
among the social classes and yield the class-differing distribution
of particular criminal actions (Opp 1989: 411).

The aggregation of an individual’s illegal actions indicates too, in
relation to law-abiding behavior, the explanation of the crime rate.
According to the theoretical background of methodological indi-
vidualism, it must be assumed that, due to undifferentiated aggrega-
tion rules, the findings about the negative relationship between
social class and criminality, which have been presented to society
at large, are of low expressiveness as long as there is no distinction
between the individual types of offences. With this distinction, it
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becomes clear, in view of the presented model, why people from the
middle and upper classes are more likely to commit tax evasion than
those from the working and lower classes. Moreover, it should be
comprehensible why the middle and upper classes as actors are
hardly interested in bank raids.

The economic model of criminal behavior proposed by Becker
(1968) is complete at the action-theoretical level. On the one hand
the subjective probability of success was, in addition to the subjec-
tively expected probability of being caught and punished, explicitly
introduced as an additional determinant of the individual process of
evaluation and decision making, which is independent from the
subjective probability of being convicted of the criminal offence.
Furthermore, an attempt was made to make the economic model
more realistic by employing the sociologically founded distribution
of different incentives and opportunity structures. This attempt at
realism was successfully conducted by systematically integrating
constituents taken from the anomie theory by Merton (1968), the
theory of differential association by Sutherland and Cressey (1966),
and finally, the theory of opportunity structures by Cloward (1968).
Finally, the mediation and the learning of norms, i.e. the subjective
evaluation of justice and injustice, as well as the obligation towards
the law or the authorities in general (e.g. Tyler 1997: 223), in pre-
vious socialization processes, were included as a frame into the
SEU model, which although an important definition of one’s social
situation and subsequent behavior, remains unconsidered in Becker’s
(1968) economic theory.

3. Data, Variables and Statistical Methods

Data Basis

Since criminality as a social phenomenon is the aggregated conse-
quence of intentional individual behavior, it requires amicro-analytic
analysis of an actor’s delinquent behavior in order to appreciate the
cause and reasons of this phenomenon, as well as the effects and
consequences of delinquent behavior. Such micro processes are
analyzed using individual data since inquiry with data on the macro
level produces false conclusions (Pilivan et al. 1986: 102). Thus,
the data from the German General Population Survey (ALLBUS)
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for the years 1990 and 2000 was employed for the empirical analysis
(e.g. Koch et al. 2001; Wasmer et al. 1991).16 In the year 1990, 3051
German citizens of mature age and residing in private households in
the Federal Republic were interviewed. The random sample of the
ALLBUS 2000 includes 3138 German-speaking people residing in
private households.

‘Sanction and deviant behavior’, a main subject of the ALLBUS
1990, was partly replicated in the ALLBUS 2000.17 In order to
avoid a refusal of answer on a larger scale, merely minor offences
were discussed. Thus, people were asked in both studies whether
and how often they had committed offences such as tax evasion,
shoplifting, fare dodging or driving while intoxicated, and if they
would commit these offences in the future. Furthermore, those
asked were not only supposed to assess these offences morally but
also to subjectively evaluate the probability of being caught commit-
ting such offences. Exclusively in the ALLBUS 1990 people were
asked about the degree of penalty for offences like tax evasion or
shoplifting and if they would be prepared to report these offences.
Since it is only possible to extensively test the action-theoretical
model of criminal behavior using this additional information, the
multivariate analysis is restricted to the year 1990.

The gathering of reliable and valid data on delinquency consti-
tutes a methodical difficulty in population surveys due to either a
refusal to answer or inaccurate information given regarding one’s
own delinquent behavior (Hindelang et al. 1979). Biased samples,
with regard to criminal behavior, also result from the fact that
detained offenders remain unreachable in population surveys.
There are good reasons why interviews guaranteeing anonymity
hardly bring forth systematic false statements (e.g. Esser 1986).
Undeniably, there exists the likelihood that convicted citizens are
likely to conceal their offences, and that a law-abiding person,
in accordance with norm-deviating reference groups, will mention
offences which he had never committed (Diekmann 1980: 48–9).
In order to minimize systematic losses owing to delicate questions
about delinquent behavior, the ALLBUS 1990 and 2000 preserved
the interviewees’ anonymity by application of the ‘sealed-envelope
technique’. Those queried had a choice of answering questions on
delinquency in writing and submitting their answers to the inter-
viewer in a sealed envelope (Becker and Günther 2004; Sudman
and Bradburn 1974; Sudman et al. 1996).18
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Although the ALLBUS studies comprise relevant information
about delinquent behavior on the individual level, their cross-
sectional character involves further methodical difficulty. If the incli-
nation towards criminal behavior is independent of exogenous
factors but dependent upon subjective assessments of (1) utilities,
(2) costs and (3) probability of capture, it has to be taken into
account that such subjective expectations and assessments change
over the years (e.g. Curti 1998: 34; Davis 1988). Consequently,
prospective longitudinal data would be the ideal basis of analysis
(Blossfeld 1996; Niggli 1994: 96). To the best of our knowledge,
such data is not available. Since the intention towards criminal
behavior was recorded prospectively in the ALLBUS, its causes
and restrictions can be adulterated by applying the cross-sectional
analysis of the ALLBUS (Palivin et al. 1986: 103). However, the
problem regarding the intentions towards delinquent behavior, as
well as the expectations and assessments relevant to this type of
behavior, are dependent upon (1) the situational context and (2) if
the situation remains unsolved (e.g. Esser 1999; Niggli 1994: 93).
Hence, cross-sectional surveys can involve some errors in measure-
ment, whose extent and consequences are empirically unknown for
analysis. With reference to delinquent behavior, methodology reser-
vations regarding the ALLBUS data are plausible, yet empirically
unsecured.

Dependent and Independent Variables

The readiness to commit a criminal offence constitutes the dependent
variable. The interviewees were asked whether they foresaw them-
selves recommitting an offence (once again), or abstaining from
repeating such illicit acts, regardless of the circumstances. The first
consideration is tax evasion (‘Giving misleading data in the tax
declaration or the manipulation of income tax in order to pay fewer
taxes’) and the other shoplifting in a department store (‘Taking
goods out of a department store or shop without paying’). Prior
to the inquiry regarding their prospective behavior, interviewees
were also asked if they had committed the mentioned offences
before, and if so, how often an occurrence. Both offences were
analyzed separately. We use intended (future) criminal offence as
the dependent variable, and not prior offences. Our theoretical
model predicts that the cognition of the situation is crucial for the
individuals’ assessment of costs, benefits, certainty of sanctions
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and so on. These potential predictors of crime do not necessarily
remain constant over time, hence, if we choose prior offences as
the dependent variable we would have to record the situational cir-
cumstances, the expected costs, benefits and probability of the time
for the offences to actually happen. Therefore, the respondents
would have to recall the necessary details of the past circumstances,
an arduous and impractical task (see Dillman 2000: 37). Instead, we
choose the intended behavior and assume that the respondents will
answer this question in accordance with their present interpretation
of their situation. Pogarsky (2004: 111–12) briefly summarizes: ‘Ret-
rospective measures have the advantage of being based on actual
crime, but do not test the instantaneous relationship between crim-
inal behavior and potential predictors. Prospective measures permit
instantaneous test, but assume individuals’ projected and actual
behaviors correspond’. In an experimental design, Pogarsky (2004)
found a positive correlation between intended offending and con-
temporaneous rule-violation.19

The arguments therefore state that shoplifting and tax fraud are
trivial bagatelle offences, and that it would be better to analyze an
offence comparable for all classes, i.e. an offence which varies inde-
pendently from social standing (which may not be the case for these
two offences). The rebuttal to the argument states that: (1) the choice
of the offences is dictated by the available data source, and (2) there
exists no offence that is independent of social standing. It will be
shown that criminal behavior is distributed relatively ubiquitously
in society. In other words, there exists no social class, which registers
a higher quota of offenders. The types of offences, however, greatly
vary amongst the classes.

The ALLBUS also measured the subjective utilities, costs and
assessments of the probabilities of success and being caught, as
well as the sanctions, as demanded by Opp (1989: 426). Thus, the
subjectively expected probability of being caught p constitutes an
important independent variable in the economic model (see
Paternoster et al. 1982: 1255). Those asked were to rate on a five-
stage scale from ‘very likely’ to ‘very unlikely’ the subjective prob-
ability of being caught stealing, or that the tax office will discover
the offence.20 For the multivariate analysis, the nominal data were
transformed into probability data in percentages. For the extended
SEU model, the probability of being caught p was measured in a
different way. This resulted from technical reasons since in the
evaluations of the SEU model the complement to the variable for
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the probability of being caught has to act as probability of success q.
Thus, the interviewees were to give the probability of reporting on
another person’s tax evasion. Approximately, the probability of
penalty p can be measured through this preparedness to report, pro-
vided that the person queried also considers this assessment as valid
regarding his or her own tax fraud (Diekmann 1980: 37). A similar
approach was employed for shoplifting, where it was measured how
highly the interviewees esteem a thief ’s punishment. The (possible)
answers were each transformed into probabilities of their percen-
tages, respectively. The probability of success q, is, contrary to
Becker (1968), not defined as the complement to the probability of
being caught but as an independent value defining action com-
petence. Due to the lack of an alternative measurement in the
ALLBUS, it is only possible to methodically use the counter-
probability to the probability of being caught.

The subjectively expected costs of offences are displayed indirectly
through the respondent’s favored severity of sanction C for the cor-
responding offences. Those queried were to state whether offences
like tax evasion or shoplifting should be punished. Regarding the
possible degree of penalty, it was to be distinguished gradually
between diverse fines and imprisonment. Due to an extremely
skewed distribution in the named penalties of shoplifting, the
analyses disregard the degree of the severity of sanctions, by differ-
entiating whether the offence was punishable. This non-normal dis-
tribution for the punishment of shoplifting may derive from the fact
that, due to the triviality of this offence, there are no sanctions
or they are less severe in nature. However, regarding the degree of
penalty for tax evasion, the original scale was employed, thereby
placing the penalties into the order of their degree.21 Due to the split-
ting of the data, which occurred during acquisition, the extended
model for shoplifting is empirically assessable only if, instead of the
degree of punishment, we utilize the subjective assessment in deter-
mining whether severe punishment deters criminal behavior.

The subjectively expected utility B of an offence like tax evasion or
shoplifting could be measured only indirectly, i.e. through behavior
assessment, since the ALLBUS did not consider a direct measure-
ment of an expected benefit from an offence. This moral assessment
of delinquent behavior ‘can ascertain whether a certain conduct
norm is actually prevalent among the population or among particu-
lar subpopulations, in other words, whether certain behavior is actu-
ally classified as deviating’ (Wasmer et al. 1991: 25, our translation).

208 RATIONALITY AND SOCIETY 18(2)



One can assume, however, that this normative deviation is con-
nected with the expected benefits derived from this offence (Diek-
mann 1980: 86). Therefore, the empirical analysis of shoplifting
differentiates whether this offence is assessed positively rather than
negatively. The offence’s negative assessment constitutes the refer-
ence category of these dummy variables. Since, in contrast to
shoplifting, the degree of penalty for tax evasion was captured in a
differentiated way, the expected utility from a tax evasion is
measured in its original form.

The liability of internalized norms is assessed by the interviewees’
compliance with the opinion ‘Laws must always be obeyed regard-
less of one’s agreement to them’ (our translation). This variable
measures the law obedience, which constitutes both an incentive
for compliant behavior and a cognitive component of framing.

The queried person’s monthly net income was considered as an
opportunity structure for tax evasion and as an indicator for the selec-
tivity of tax fraud since the level of income can constitute a special
appeal to evade taxes. Regarding shoplifting, the magnitude of the
political community portrays an indicator for opportunities, since
an increasing community size also yields an increasing probability
of anonymous and large department stores (Friedrichs 1997: 493–4).

Finally, regarding the relationship between social-economic status
and delinquency, class affiliation is examined to determine the inter-
viewees’ subjective class grading which is distinguished between the
upper class (mostly consisting of the upper middle classes, and con-
stituting the reference category), the middle classes and finally the
lower or working classes. At an earlier stage, the examination of
class affiliation was based on objective criteria, which produced
similar results as the subjective self-grading.

Statistical Method

The evaluation of a single determinant’s influence on the intention of
committing an offence is determined by the binary logistic regression.
This method is employed for distribution-theoretical reasons as
well as for decision-theoretical reasons (Urban 1993: 108). Hence,
the intended offence can be described with a decision and action
theoretical approach of the subjectively expected utility and the
cost–benefit evaluation of action alternatives. As an example, a
probabilistic action model for the process of a criminal action can
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Figure 2. Comparison between Previous and Intended Delinquent Behavior – the Example of Tax Fraud and Shoplifting in the years 1990

and 2000

Source: ALLBUS 1990 and 2000 (weighted) – own calculations.



be combined with and examined by the logic and statistic of logistic
regression models (Urban 1993: 119).

4. Empirical Results

Descriptive Findings

Almost 20 percent of those queried in 1990 (14 percent in the year
2000) had already evaded taxes. Approximately 27 percent (20 per-
cent) intend to commit a tax fraud (see Figure 2). Of the inter-
viewees, 69 percent (76 percent) had never considered tax evasion
and merely 15 percent (10 percent) had already evaded taxes and
would do so, again, in the future.

Approximately 17 percent (12 percent) of those queried in the year
1990 (2000) stated that they had already committed shoplifting,
whereas 7 percent (4 percent) contemplated such an offence.
About 81 percent (86 percent) had neither stolen in the past nor
would they commit shoplifting. Only a few of the respondents (5 per-
cent or 1 percent, respectively) had already stolen and will repeatedly
shoplift in a department store.22

As assumed, the lower social classes are far less likely to commit
tax fraud than the higher classes (see Table 1). This result corre-
sponds with the fifth hypothesis according to which the relation-
ship between social stratification and opportunities constitutes an
important reason for socially differing offences. Moreover, contrary
to the daily hypotheses, there exists no relationship between class
affiliation and intended shoplifting, not even when previous cases
of shoplifting are considered (not documented here due to lack of
space).

These findings are inconsistent with the sweeping results of pre-
vious studies, which is testimony to a negative relationship between
one’s socioeconomic status and the tendency to behave criminally.
In particular, previous studies employing official aggregate data
(unlike our approach) merely consider the percentage of members
belonging to a certain class out of the known offender population,
i.e. the social structural composition of the caught delinquents.
Thus, apart from problems afflicted with socially selective unde-
tected cases, the respective number of law-abiding individuals
from the different social classes is excluded from consideration.23
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It has to be mentioned that official aggregate data (criminal statis-
tics derived in part from the police department) merely comprise
caught offenders (including wrongly suspected, but innocent, indi-
viduals). Individual statistics like the ALLBUS, in contrast, also
include undetected cases. Thus, according to our data, the popula-
tion of defrauders, for the most part, consists of individuals from
the middle class and mainly the upper class, as already expected.
Merely by considering a group of delinquents’ composition for
shoplifting, one is aware of an overrepresentation of offenders
from lower social classes. In official data, these shoplifters are repre-
sented disproportionately since they are more likely to be caught.
The indication from our data states that the often proclaimed nega-
tive relationship between social class and delinquency is a ‘myth’
(Dunaway et al. 2000; Tittle et al. 1978). Our findings, however,
clearly reveal the fact that there are obviously certain offences pre-
ferably committed by individuals from certain social classes. The
theoretical reasons given for this have now to be tested empirically.
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Table 1. Intended Breach of Law Dependent on Class Affiliation –
Tax Evasion and Shoplifting

Offence Tax fraud Tax fraud Shoplifting Shoplifting

1990 2000 1990 2000

Constant �0.693***

(0.191)

�0.764***

(0.229)

�2.535***

(0.288)

�3.632***

(0.579)

Class affiliation

(Reference: upper class)

Lower and working class �0.501*

(0.233)

�0.906*

(0.277)

0.176

(0.334)

0.703

(0.622)

Middle class �0.179�

(0.211)

�0.403�

(0.251)

0.069

(0.315)

0.452

(0.612)

Pseudo-R2 (McFadden)

N

0.005

1230

0.012

932

0.001

1447

0.004

1195

Notes: Logistic regression (in brackets: standard error of coefficient); * p � 0:05; **
p � 0:01; *** p � 0:001.

Source: ALLBUS 1990 and 2000 (weighted) – own calculations.



Empirical Tests of the Basic Models

Measured by the determinants of intended tax fraud and shoplifting,
Becker’s (1968) economic model can be regarded as empirically veri-
fied (see hypothesis 1 as well as Tables 2 and 3).24 If people place
greater importance on the expected utility instead of the probability
of being caught and the severity of the penalty, then, measured by
the general tendency to commit tax fraud or shoplifting, many
more people are prepared to evade taxes.

Unlike tax fraud, shoplifting does not appear to belong to ‘mass
delinquency’. Thus, 7.9 percent of all interviewees would shoplift,
compared with 21 percent of those who expect benefits rather than
disadvantages from a theft, which is a strong indication of shoplift-
ing being chosen as an action. The perceived probability of being
caught and punished obviously prevents many of the actors from
stealing even if they associate shoplifting with a comparatively
high benefit.
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Table 2. Probability of Tax Fraud Dependent on the Utility B, Probability
of Being Caught p and Degree of Penalty C (row percentages)

No tax evasion

(%)

Intended tax evasion

(%)

B � p � C 73 27

B > p � C 58 42

Total 69 31

Note: Phi ¼ 0:146 (p � 0:001).

Source: ALLBUS 1990 – own calculations.

Table 3. Probability of Shoplifting Dependent on the Utility B, Probability
of Being Caught p and Degree of Penalty C (row percentages)

No shoplifting

(%)

Intended Shoplifting

(%)

B � p � C 93 7

B > p � C 79 21

Total 92 8

Note: Phi ¼ 0:136 (p � 0:001).

Source: ALLBUS 1990 – own calculations.



However, even after interpreting these findings, we have to con-
sider the influences of different incentives and opportunities for
shoplifting, which has remained unconsidered. Let us clarify this
for tax fraud. While 31 percent of those asked would consider a
tax fraud, only 42 percent of those who assess expected utilities
higher than weighted costs would do so. Among the lower social
classes merely 27 percent of the interviewees would evade taxes,
but 36 percent see benefits rather than disadvantages. Among the
middle and upper classes, between 45 and 47 percent of the tax-
payers, respectively, would defraud the tax office if they anticipate
benefits rather than disadvantages. An introduction of this bridge
hypothesis into the economic model by Becker (1968) not only
improves the prediction of criminal behavior in knowledge of sub-
jective expectations and assessment of costs and utilities of criminal
behavior but also makes the description of criminality’s reasons and
causes far more realistic.

The economic model of criminality by Becker (1968) is further
endorsed by a multivariate assessment (Models 2 and 4 in Table 4).
However, in contrast to Becker’s general assumption, the expected
degree of penalty does not have a significant influence on the
intended tax fraud (Model 1). A possible reason could be that the
severity of the penalty is unknown to most taxpayers. Considering
the standardized effect coefficients, the estimated risk of being
caught is then decisive (e.g. Tyler 1997: 220).

In the case of shoplifting, the degree of penalty exerts a relatively
low, albeit significant influence on the tendency to steal (Model 3).
People are deterred, once again, from stealing by the subjective
expectation of being caught. This expectation, however, has only a
minor influence on the decision for or against shoplifting. Due to
a lack of information, the ALLBUS data cannot be employed to
examine whether informal sanctions are more effective in preventing
shoplifting. Generally, our findings contradict the concept of deter-
rence according to which the degree of penalty makes offences more
unlikely. In the case of shoplifting, the expected utility dominates the
deterrent effect of sanctions whereas in the event of tax fraud, the
influences of expected advantages and disadvantages balance each
other (Models 2 and 4).

These findings, which largely support the model by Becker (1968),
are replicable by means of the theoretical model of subjectively
expected utility (see Table 5). The degree of punishment is irrelevant
for either tax fraud or shoplifting, whereas certain importance is
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attached to the expected benefit and the subjective probability that
the offence will be punished (Model 1). The latter, however, is
merely significant at the 10-percent level and becomes less important
in the case of tax fraud if incentives and opportunity structures are
examined (Models 1 and 2 as well as interaction terms).

On the one hand, it is ascertainable that the tendency towards tax
fraud increases with the amount of the taxable net income (hypo-
thesis 4) and that the intention to commit shoplifting becomes
more likely with the community size (hypothesis 5). Different incen-
tives and corresponding opportunities necessarily influence the
choice of criminal actions. The internalized norm of implicit law
obedience, on the other hand, prevents people from committing
tax fraud or shoplifting (Model 2).
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Table 4. Determinants of Tax Fraud and Shoplifting – Becker’s (1968)
Model

Tax evasion Shoplifting

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Constant �1.421***

(0.409)

�2.045***

(0.336)

�1.978***

(0.339)

�2.709***

(0.201)

Value of utility B ***0.687***

(0.121)

[1.830]

***0.650***

(0.113)

[1.772]

***1.485***

(0.213)

[1.980]

***1.582***

(0.202)

[2.071]

Probability of being caught

p (risk)

�0.021***

(0.003)

[1/1.953]

�0.013***

(0.003)

[1/1.497]

Degree of penalty C �0.135�

(0.102)

[1/1.151]

�0.552*

(0.274)

[1/1.174]

Risk p� degree of penalty C �0.007***

(0.002)

[1/1.771]

�0.010***

(0.003)

[1/1.409]

Pseudo-R2 (McFadden)

N

Percentage of delinquents

0.141

667

31.3

0.105

667

31.3

0.106

1428

7.9

0.105

1428

7.9

Notes: Logistic regression (in round brackets: standard error of coefficients and
in square brackets: standardized effect coefficients); * p � 0:05; ** p � 0:01;
*** p � 0:001.

Source: ALLBUS 1990 – own calculations.
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Table 5. Determinants of Tax Fraud and Shoplifting – the SEU Model

Tax fraud Shoplifting

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Constant �3.383***

(0.457)

�3.083***

(0.541)

�1.613***

(0.303)

�2.546***

(0.378)

�2.629***

(0.559)

�2.952***

(0.189)

Value of utility B ***0.663***

(0.126)

[1.792]

***0.637***

(0.131)

[1.752]

***0.920***

(0.248)

[1.537]

*0.632*

(0.262)

[1.344]

Probability of success q ***0.021***

(0.003)

[1.953]

***0.021***

(0.003)

[1.953]

***0.014***

(0.004)

[1.519]

**0.013**

(0.004)

[1.474]

Degree of penalty C �0.104�

(0.107)

[1/1.114]

�0.089�

(0.109)

[1/1.097]

�0.321�

(0.252)

[1/1.174]

�0.064�

(0.271)

[1/1.033]

Probability of being punished p y�0.007y�

(0.004)

[1/1.204]

�0.005�

(0.004)

[1/1.142]

�0.015***

(0.004)

[1/1.536]

�0.011***

(0.003)

[1/1.370]

Probability of success q�

Utility B

***0.009***

(0.001)

[2.452]

***0.020***

(0.004)

[1.683]
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Probability of being punished p� degree of

penalty C

�0.004*

(0.002)

[1/1.286]

�0.005y

(0.003)

[1/1.256]

Framing and selectivity

Law obedience �0.724***

(0.237)

[1/1.328]

�0.779***

(0.236)

[1/1.357]

�1.359***

(0.265)

[1/1.695]

Amount of net income y1.0E-04y

(7.2E-05)

[1.136]

1.0E-04y

(7.2E-05)

[1.136]

Community size *0.160*

(0.071)

[1.344]

Pseudo-R2 (McFadden)

N

Percentage of shoplifters

0.151

652

31.4

0.168

640

31.4

0.172

640

31.4

0.093

1225

6.4

0.146

1211

6.4

0.137

1225

6.4

Notes: Logistic regression (in round brackets: standard error of coefficients and in square brackets: standardized effect coefficients);
* p � 0:05; ** p � 0:01; *** p � 0:001; y p � 0:1.

Source: ALLBUS 1990 – own calculations.



As theoretically assumed by the seventh hypothesis, the preceding
socialization obviously determines the ‘framing’ during the defini-
tion of the social situation and with it also the choice of the means
in order to achieve certain social or individual aims. In our modified
and extended model, social factors like education and acceptance
of norms have an informal sanctioning character since the breach
of such norms can also involve psychological costs (e.g. cognitive
dissonance, impaired self-esteem and so forth). Internalized pro-
social norms limit the set of alternative actions and exclude illegal
ones. Additionally, the psychological costs of norm-violation are
considered in advance. This also decreases the likelihood of delin-
quent behavior.25

In contrast to some other studies (i.e. Nagin and Paternoster
1993; Pogarsky 2004), we did not include prior offending as an
independent variable into the equation to control for experiential
effects. Prior offences affect future offences by altering the subjec-
tively expected probability of either being caught or being successful,
respectively. From the perspective of social learning theory
compatible with rational choice (RC) theory (e.g. Bandura 2001),
the outcome of the cognitive calculation depends on the success of
prior offending. After committing a ‘successful’ crime, the actor
will adjust his expected probability of detection and success.
Conversely, if the committed crime has failed, the actor learns that
he has to increase his estimated probability of being caught and/or
to decrease the probability of success. Anyway, these experiential
effects are captured by the RC variables.

Altogether, the theoretical model of expected utility proves to be
workable in order to describe tax fraud and shoplifting extensively.
Thus, individuals for whom probable benefits outweigh probable
losses are more likely to consider an offence than individuals who
fear sanctions are. Whereas 31 percent of the interviewees intend
to evade taxes, 38 percent of those are prepared to do so if they
expect advantages instead of disadvantages from tax fraud (see
Table 6).

In other words, two-thirds of the tax defrauders are those indi-
viduals who expect advantages rather than disadvantages, whereas
three-quarters of the ‘honest’ taxpayers are people who see advan-
tages in law-abiding behavior. Measured by the general offence
rate of shoplifting (6 percent), an exceptionally high percentage of
16 percent of individuals would steal if the expected benefits out-
weigh the probable losses (Table 7). Individuals who, in contrast,
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expect sanctions rather than benefits, fit the imagery of an ‘honest’,
law-abiding citizen.

This relationship becomes even clearer, if, in the case of tax fraud,
the acceptance of social norms like implicit law obedience or class
affiliation is examined. Merely 27 percent of all people sharing this
norm, which is the majority out of 82 percent, would evade taxes.
Among those who, additionally, expect benefits instead of sanctions,
one-third would commit tax fraud. The rate of tax evasion among
those who do not accept this norm can be well-predicted through
the cost-utility considerations. Half of those people consider
defrauding the tax office. If the feared sanctions outweigh the
expected benefits, 6 percent of those people would not evade taxes.
Otherwise, more than 58 percent of the citizens who expect
advantages instead of disadvantages seriously consider tax fraud.
If individuals from the working and middle classes do not share
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Table 6. Probability of Tax Fraud Dependent onWeighted Utility and Cost
Terms (Row Percentages)

No tax evasion

(%)

Intended tax evasion

(%)

q � B > p � C 91 9

q � B � p � C 62 38

Total 69 31

Note: Phi ¼ 0:269 (p � 0:001).

Source: ALLBUS 1990 – own calculations.

Table 7. Probability of Shoplifting Dependent on Weighted Utility and
Cost Terms (Row Percentages)

No shoplifting

(%)

Intended shoplifting

(%)

q � B > p � C 96 4

q � B � p � C 84 16

Total 94 6

Note: Phi ¼ 0:194 (p � 0:001).

Source: ALLBUS 1990 – own calculations.



implicit obedience to the law, they abstain from tax fraud entirely
only if it appears to be an unworthy venture. Among the law-abiding
individuals, the percentages of tax defrauders decrease in all social
classes, remarkably below the general offence level for tax evasion,
and even more so under the offence level for the few law abiding
citizens, even if the benefits for tax fraud appear enticing. These find-
ings elucidate the explanatory content of an in-depth explanation of
the theory of expected utility if boundary conditions like incentives or
opportunities, which are theoretically relevant to bridge hypotheses,
are taken into account.

Social Class and Delinquency

In the following, we shall examine, individually, whether there exist
theoretically assumed class-varying differences in the expectations
and evaluations of tax fraud and shoplifting. As expected, the
higher social classes are more likely to evade taxes since they
expect a larger advantage than the working and lower classes (see
Table 8). Merely one-quarter of the working class would evade
taxes whereas almost one-third of the upper class considers tax
fraud. Apart from the individuals’ socioeconomic status, both incen-
tives and existing opportunities constitute necessary conditions for
the consideration of tax fraud in order to benefit from it (hypotheses
4 and 5).

The data in Table 8 confirm the sixth hypothesis according to
which there are class-varying relationships between the subjective
probability of success and the choice of a criminal action alternative.
There is, however, no linear rise of this correlation in the social
stratification. Thus, the influence of this factor is stronger among
the working class than among the other social classes and therefore
persists if individuals from the lower class are excluded from the
analyses. Furthermore, the third hypothesis is unsustainable in the
case of tax fraud since there exists no socially varying influence
of the degree of penalty on the probability of evading taxes despite
the weak, albeit significant, relationship between social class and the
expected degree of penalty for tax evasion. Finally, the second
hypothesis empirically verifies that the lower social classes assess
the probability of being caught and punished for committing tax
fraud as higher than those in the upper social classes. Among the
middle and upper classes, this sanction probability exerts a relatively
low influence on their decision since, due to direct and indirect
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experience, they know about the tax office being a rather unsuccess-
ful control authority.

Additionally, they may have learnt to employ their own skills in
order to keep the probability of being apprehended and punished
as low as possible. Internalized law obedience prevents individuals
from the working and middle classes from evading taxes, whereas
the normative influence is more distinct amongst the working class
than amongst the middle classes. Obeying laws is obviously easy if
a contravention would yield none or little benefit, whereas even
the best socialization remains fruitless if the benefits appear to be
all-too enticing.

According to the fourth hypothesis, expected material benefits
from shoplifting facilitate such an offence, and since, relatively
speaking, individuals from lower classes can benefit more from
that offence than individuals from the middle class, the expected
utility among the lower classes has a stronger influence on the con-
sideration of shoplifting (Model 1 in Table 9). Due to a lack of addi-
tional utilities, the upper classes do not appear to regard shoplifting
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Table 8. Determinants of Intended Tax Fraud Dependent on Social Class

Working class Middle class Upper class

Constant �2.132***

(0.757)

�2.567***

(0.489)

�4.127***

(1.302)

Value of utility B 0.308

(0.200)

***0.481***

(0.123)

***1.112***

(0.314)

Probability of success q ***0.026***

(0.005)

***0.019***

(0.003)

***0.025***

(0.008)

Degree of penalty C �0.139�

(0.168)

�0.026�

(0.106)

�0.197�

(0.243)

Probability of being punished p �0.015*

(0.007)

�0.007y

(0.004)

�0.016�

(0.012)

Law obedience �1.246***

(0.373)

�0.684***

(0.214)

�0.632�

(0.515)

Pseudo-R2 (McFadden)

N

Percentage of tax defrauders

0.201

294

24.5

0.110

730

26.8

0.239

146

31.5

Notes: Logistic regression (in brackets: standard error of coefficients); * p � 0:05;
** p � 0:01; *** p � 0:001; y p � 0:1.

Source: ALLBUS 1990 – own calculations.



as an action alternative so that, owing to an insufficient number of
cases among the potential shoplifters, no assessments could be
accomplished.

The utility effect, however, disappears if, together with obedience
to the law, the effectiveness of primary or secondary socialization is
examined (Model 2). The probability of success exerts a (fairly)
stable influence on the intention of committing shoplifting, while,
contrary to the sixth hypothesis, the influence is more distinct
among the middle classes.

The expected degree of penalty for shoplifting is of little impor-
tance but our data shows that among all social classes the sub-
jectively expected probability of being caught stealing and being
punished for it has a deterring effect. However, the second hypo-
thesis assumed that due to the accruing opportunity costs, this
effect is stronger among the lower social classes than among the
higher social classes.
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Table 9. Determinants of Intended Shoplifting Dependent on Social Class

Working class Middle class

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Constant �2.830***

(0.658)

�1.944***

(0.713)

�2.371***

(0.532)

�1.736***

(0.589)

Value of utility B *0.994*

(0.455)

0.692

(0.486)

*0.680*

(0.338)

0.534

(0.346)

Probability of success q **0.021**

(0.007)

*0.018*

(0.007)

*0.102*

(0.050)

y0.096y

(0.055)

Degree of penalty C 0.416

(0.552)

0.665

(0.483)

�0.648�

(0.359)

�0.398�

(0.374)

Probability of being

punished p

�0.017***

(0.006)

�0.013y

(0.007)

�0.013*

(0.005)

�0.011*

(0.005)

Law obedience �1.493***

(0.497)

�1.097***

(0.354)

Pseudo-R2 (McFadden)

N

Percentage of offences

0.123

307

8.1

0.173

307

8.1

0.073

728

5.6

0.101

728

5.6

Notes: Logistic regression (in brackets: standard error of coefficients); * p � 0:05;
** p � 0:01; *** p � 0:001; y p � 0:1.

Source: ALLBUS 1990 – own calculations.



Biased evaluations are probably not the decisive factor in the case
of shoplifting, but rather fairly realistic and heuristic assessments of
being caught stealing, even though shoplifting does not necessarily
appear to be a widespread ‘blue collar crime’. The low percentage
of 8 percent of individuals from lower classes who would steal can
be a statistical artifact since the ALLBUS survey only interviewed
individuals of age – however, unlike tax fraud, shoplifting is also
often committed by children and adolescents.

5. Summary and Conclusion

It was the objective of this article to extend and empirically employ
the economic theory of criminal behavior by Gary S. Becker with
particular consideration of the relationship between social class
and criminality and from the perspective of the theory of subjec-
tively expected utility (SEU). The starting point was Becker’s (1968)
assumption that criminality is mainly an individual’s problem and
therefore could not be made explicable by classical sociological
factors. Accordingly, it was sufficient to merely refer to the eco-
nomic calculation of the criminal behavior’s benefit, the expected
degree of penalty and the subjective probability of being caught as
central factors. However, from a sociological perspective it remains
unclear how social circumstances contribute to an individual’s
decision for law-abiding or criminal behavior. The hitherto open
explanation of a relationship between social class and criminality
is cited as an example.

Thus, on the one hand, propositions of the ‘Anomie Theory’
(Merton 1968), the ‘Theory of Opportunity Structures’ (Cloward
1968) and the ‘Theory of Differential Association’ (Sutherland
and Cressey 1966), all compatible with rational choice approaches,
were integrated into the basic model. On the other hand, the percep-
tion and assessment of incentives and opportunities were connected
with the process of evaluation and decision making. It was then
argued that individuals do not only calculate probabilities of being
caught and punished but also probabilities of success if, in a par-
ticular situation, they have to decide for or against an offence.
Defining their social situation (that is, before the actual decision
and action) individuals choose the most eligible action alternatives
so that criminal behavior can be excluded in the first place, if interna-
lized norms prohibit criminal behavior in general. This pre-selection
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constitutes an important explanation for criminality in general and
for the relationship between social class and criminality in particular.
Because internalized norms restrict the set of alternatives, certain
action alternatives are not similarly promising for all classes. Starting
out from the extended explanationmodel anddue to the class-varying
incentives and opportunities, specific hypotheses about the social-
structurally varying calculations of expectations were developed,
which are capable of clarifying the decision for an offence as well
as explaining the class-varying tendency towards certain offences.

The empirical analyses were based on cross-sectional data from
the ALLBUS of the years 1990 and 2000. Due to the available
data, the analyses are restricted to the offences of ‘shoplifting’ and
‘tax fraud’. If the often-postulated general (negative) relationship
between class and criminality exists, the members of the lower
classes should be over-represented in the offender population for
both offences. Since this is not the case, however, we cannot identify
a general relationship between social class and criminal behavior.
There may be a higher percentage of shoplifters in the lower class
than in the middle and upper classes but for the offence of tax
fraud the exact opposite can be found, i.e. the percentage of delin-
quents from the upper class is higher than in the other classes.

From our point of view, the ‘myth’ of a general relationship
between social class and criminality (Dunaway et al. 2000; Tittle et
al. 1978) also results from the fact that, as shown by the findings,
different offences are mingled in the analyses. However, they each
have different social preconditions and implicated processes of
evaluation and decision making, which yield different results for
the different social classes. It is particularly the incentives, opportu-
nity structures and socialization effects which play an important role
for the explanation of the relationship between social structure and
criminality.

However, the basic mechanisms, the structure of evaluating, the
decision and action processes are always uniform, and are also in
the case of criminal behavior in accordance with the logic of rational
choice. It could be ascertained empirically that the economic model
by Becker (1968) is workable, even though incomplete from a socio-
logical perspective. Our SEU model proved to be superior to the
economic basic model in several respects. First, it is more effective
in predicting people’s criminal behavior out of theoretical considera-
tions if all decisive determinants of the individual process of evalua-
tion and decision making are known. Second, the quality of the SEU
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model’s assessments is higher than that of the model by Becker
(1968) since it explains more variance of the dependent variable
(see the pseudo-R2-values in Tables 4 and 5). Third, examining the
social situation’s relevant boundary conditions, instead of the sub-
jectively expected probabilities of success and failure, proved to be
the important variables in comparison with the expected values of
utilities and costs. Fourth, the economic model’s theoretical exten-
sions into the SEU model proved to be empirically valid. Relevant
propositions of sociological approaches like the anomie theory
(Merton 1968), the theory of differential association (Sutherland
and Cressey 1966) and the opportunity structure theory (Cloward
1968), as well as propositions from socialization theory could consis-
tently be integrated.

In conclusion, two remarks for future research shall be added.
Empirical application of action-theoretical models requires data
that are more informative. Their quality has to be improved with
regard to the measurement of theoretical constructs and the entire
evaluation and action process. Additionally, Sampson and Laub
(1992) also show that for criminal behavior, longitudinal data pro-
vide more informative fundamentals for empirical research than
cross-sectional data. By using longitudinal data, in particular even-
orientated process data, it would be possible to reproduce causes
for criminal behavior in a more realistic way. Moreover, such data
make it possible to examine the durability of causes for criminal
behavior or even to follow ‘criminal careers’. On the other hand, it
is advisable in terms of cumulative research to employ the SEU
model of (criminal) behavior for offences other than tax fraud or
shoplifting in order to substantiate the conclusions of this work.
This strategy finally promises the further development of the theo-
retical considerations into a general model of delinquent behavior
as a special case of rational choice and experienced everyday
behavior.

NOTES

1. Diverse reasons are mentioned for the different and inconsistent findings about

the relationship between social class and criminal behavior. On the one hand,

methodical deficiencies in the empirical analyses are blamed if official aggregate

data instead of individual data with self-reported behaviors or different defini-

tions of delinquency and social class or different measurement concepts are

utilized (Hindelang et al. 1979; Tittle and Meier 1990). Moreover, there seem
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to be biased findings owing to selective samples and lack of validity or reliability

of data (Thornberry and Farnworth 1982). On the other hand theoretical defi-

ciencies are emphasized (e.g. Tittle 1983). Thus Dunaway et al. (2000) and

Tittle et al. (1978) unanimously speak about a myth, since the relationship

between social class and delinquent behavior is based upon everyday hypotheses

and prejudice, which are upheld even if findings contradict these opinions.

Accordingly, attempts to explain criminal behavior with the concept of social

class have to be reconsidered (e.g., Albrecht and Howe 1992; Braithwaite 1981).

2. However, it is also considered that a high socioeconomic status might be corre-

lated with the individual’s inclination to crime. For example, Wright et al. (1999)

found in a longitudinal design that a low socioeconomic status promoted delin-

quency by increasing alienation, financial strain, and decreasing occupational

opportunities, whereas a high socioeconomic status promoted delinquency by

increasing risk taking and decreasing conventional, pro-social values.

3. Naturally, there are more sociological theories of differing behavior such as

the labeling approach (Lemert 1967) or the general theory of crime (GTOC)

by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990). However, they are not included in this article

since the focus is directed to the relationship between social class and criminality.

At least the main arguments of both approaches – the stigmatizing in the labeling

approach and the social opportunities in the GTOC – can be integrated into

Becker’s (1968) approach to the considerations about the costs of opportunities

if the theoretical ballast of ‘role adoption’ and ‘self-control’ is jettisoned. Nagin

and Paternoster (1993: 467) have combined poor self-control and situational fac-

tors. In a sample of college undergraduates they found that even after considering

differences of self-control, ‘there was evidence to suggest that the attractiveness

of the crime target, the ease of committing the crime with minimum risk, and per-

ceptions of the costs and benefits of committing the crime were all significantly

related to offending decisions’. Furthermore, Seipel (1999) found (in an experi-

mental design) that the level of self-control has only very limited explanatory

power if the ‘crime opportunity’ is controlled for.

4. Here we restrict ourselves to criminal behavior patterns, which are not demanded

on a market. Criminal activities, which comprise a market demand (e.g. ordered

murder or drug distribution) underlie the same conditions as any other gainful

occupation – except that they are carried out on an illegal market.

5. Benefits and costs can be of physical as well as psychological value for the actor.

‘Sex and excitement’ are examples of it. Thus, Katz (1988: 3) assumes that

shoplifting (apart from material benefits) yields ‘sneaky thrills’.

6. According to Becker (1968), the subjective assessment of these factors depends on

the individual attitude towards risks. Thus, actors who are prepared to take risks

are deterred by the probability of being caught rather than by the level of penalty.

In the case of risk-neutral actors, the impacts of probability and penalty can com-

pensate while actors who avoid risks are deterred by the effect of heavier penalties

rather than by the probability of being caught. Becker draws the unfounded con-

clusion that criminal actors are more likely to take risks and that therefore the

probability of being caught is generally more important than the penalty. The

latter assumption may be supported by game-theoretical considerations

(Bueno de Mesquita and Cohen 1995) and empirical studies. However, this

psychological supplementary assumption is inconsistent with the economic

approach to criminal behavior and generally with the logic of rational choice
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theories since there would be a psychological disposition of criminals then, which

distinguishes them from law-abiding citizens.

7. Criminals can have an advantage here – in particular, criminals who have repeat-

edly committed certain offences since they may be able to better assess the

number of unreported cases (Curti 1998: 34). If these criminals additionally act

in a criminal environment, they can also assess their accomplices’ probabilities

of success relatively exactly. Thus, the uncertainty of the parameter p for

repeat offenders who act in a criminal environment (differential association) is

relatively low. The calculation of the expected value for criminal acting is more

successful. This explanation of criminal careers is compatible with the economic

approach. It is not even necessary to fall back on theoretically problematic con-

structions such as role adoption or the principle of secondary deviance as is the

case in the labeling approach. These reflections come to the obvious conclusion

that – if it is not possible to solve every offence – the probability of being

caught should be uncertain in order to keep the calculation of the expected

values for criminal activities as uncertain as possible, thus preventing criminal

behavior.

8. Opportunity costs comprise the missed benefit from all the other action alterna-

tives not chosen (for example, the missed income from legal activities that cannot

be carried out during the criminal act). These opportunity costs always arise if an

illegal action alternative is chosen – regardless of whether or not the actor is

caught. Thus, the opportunity costs of criminal activities are mainly determined

by the available occupational alternatives – aspects of the anomie theory can also

be integrated into the economical approach through the concept of opportunity

costs. If the criminal is caught and arrested, he additionally misses the income

from possible legal activities, which cannot be carried out during the detainment.

Since legal incomes vary amongst actors, the opportunity costs vary correspond-

ingly as well. In addition, different legal incomes can result in identical opportu-

nity costs if the periods of imprisonment are of different duration. The costs of

detainment are much higher for an actor who generates a high income in legal

occupation than for example for an unemployed person. Moreover, imprison-

ment limits the material quality of life, more so for prosperous individuals

than for less prosperous ones. This speaks to the assumption that concerning

opportunity costs, certain groups have different incentives for offences than

members of other groups. Negative correlations between income and criminal

behavior or positive correlations between unemployment and the perpetration

of offences can be found in a multitude of studies (e.g. Grogger 1991, 1998;

Pezzin 1995; Uggen and Thompson 1999). Transaction costs of criminal behavior

must not be underestimated. This comprises costs for concealing the offence and

for its realization (for example the provision of a getaway car or a weapon) as

well as transaction costs, which accrue from illegality itself. The transaction

costs are lower for actors with criminal experience or for actors who have

learnt criminal behavior than for beginners or ‘amateurs’.

9. Generally, this point of view clarifies the existence of inconsistent findings regard-

ing the relationship between rates of criminality and the degree of penalty. Apart

from the methodical problems connected with the statistical analysis of the

official statistics’ aggregate data, the concept of general deterrence often ignores

the objective probabilities of solving a crime. The degrees of penalty as exogenous

factors are irrelevant for the description and explanation of criminal behavior
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since they (possibly) deviate considerably from the subjectively expected prob-

abilities and degrees of penalty. Furthermore, the spread of secured knowledge

of the degrees of penalty for diverse criminal offences remains out of considera-

tion. Thus a variety of empirical studies show that the probability of being caught

and punished rather than the degree of penalty are decisive for not contemplating

a criminal offence (e.g. Grasmick and Bursik 1990: 840; Niggli 1994: 92–3; Silber-

man 1976: 443).

10. The aim is not an objectively assessable maximization of utility, as assumed in

the economic approaches of voting, but merely to attain a subjectively satisfying

utility. In order to maximize one’s own utility in a complex situation, an indi-

vidual must obtain and process a variety of information. Since both the inquiry

and the processing of information involve costs, the attainment of the boundary

utility of information will result in the actor’s ceasing to search for further infor-

mation, if the available information is sufficient for a cost-benefit calculation

whose result pledges a satisfying utility (Simon 1993). The understanding of

the bounded rationality is however not contradictory with the core of rational

choice theories but considers that an individual is capable of dealing with

scarce resources such as time and information in a reasonable way (Esser 1999,

1996).

11. Actors with internal control beliefs expect to have influence on events by their

actions. Actors with external control beliefs think that the results depend on

factors outside themselves. Control beliefs emerge dependent on the individual

learning history. Someone who is socialized in a criminal environment is sup-

posed to exhibit rather internal control beliefs regarding certain offences.

These assumptions, based on the theory of learning, are not only compatible

with the theory of criminal behavior but can be integrated into this theory with-

out problems (Niggli 1994: 88).

12. Tyler (1990: 4) assumes that internalized norms prevent criminal behavior – not

dependent on external factors such as threat of punishment. He distinguishes

between ‘personal morality’ (the actor obeys the law since he considers it to be

just) and ‘legitimacy’ (the actor obeys the law since he believes in the legislature’s

right to control individual behavior).

13. Niggli (1994: 86) shows that such a restriction can be consistent with the basic

assumptions of the SEU theory: ‘By such a definition rationality does not dictate

what can be concluded, but only what cannot’. The actor’s learning processes

(socialization) provoke a restricted perceptual ability for – legal or illegal –

action possibilities, which can be analytically interpreted as a change of prefer-

ence towards illegal (legal) alternatives. In other words: Differential contacts

with criminal actors generate a perception filter that systematically makes the

opportunity costs for criminal activities appear lower.

14. According to the learning theory, the peer group as the actor’s normative refer-

ence group is of great importance here. ‘Informal reactions of the specific social

network of which the actor is part should be much more important than general

social ideals and formal reactions, because the latter do not concern the indivi-

dual directly. Finally, to the extent that moral beliefs are part of the actor’s

bond to his primary social network, they should be very important, too. . . .

Since these beliefs and morale take effect only as far as they are personally

valued, it would in fact be ‘‘irrational’’, that is inconsistent, to believe something
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but act contrary to it’ (Niggli 1994: 92; see also Frey and Opp 1979: 289;

McCarthy 2002: 426).

15. Note, however, that Bachman et al. (1992) analyzed sexual assault and rape,

offences that are morally condemned by most individuals. In accordance with

Bachman et al. (1992: 365), therefore, it is questionable if these results could

be generalized. It might be quite interesting if moral beliefs also matter for

morally less critical offences like shoplifting and tax evasion.

16. In order to employ the data of the ALLBUS 2000 for analyses on the individual

level, the over-sampling for East Germany is compensated – as suggested by

ZUMA – by making a disproportional weighting on the personal level (Koch et

al. 2001).

17. The questionnaires in the ALLBUS 1990 and 2000 were split. With regard to

delinquency, both groups were presented differently formulated questions. For

the review of the theoretical model of tax fraud, the ALLBUS 1990 only allows

an analysis with the 1461 interviewees from the second split. The multivariate

analysis of shoplifting, however, comprises an intersection from both split

groups. For the multivariate analyses, the ALLBUS 2000 could consider only

the 1525 people from the second split. For the descriptive analyses, the 1613

people from the first split were included.

18. In 1990, 2812 out of the 3051 people completed the questionnaire about their

delinquent behavior. In the ALLBUS 2000, approximately 87.5 percent of the

1605 people who were asked about delinquency filled in the confidential question-

naire. Capturing the previous and future delinquent behavior (except tax eva-

sion), the pre-test, conducted by the ZUMA in the preliminary stages of the

ALLBUS 1990 survey, did not reveal significant differences between the oral

inquiry and the sealed-envelope technique (Wasmer et al. 1991: 11–12). Thus

the data on tax fraud should be interpreted cautiously, which, however, is

advisable for all studies of this topic.

19. Pogarsky (2004) conducted a survey about drinking and driving amongAmerican

university students. At the end of the survey, there was a short trivia quiz. The

experimental design gave the respondents the opportunity to cheat on the quiz.

Pogarsky (2004: 123) summarizes the result: ‘Cheating during the experiment

remains strongly and significantly related to projected drinking and driving’.

One could argue that these are different types of offences (driving while being

intoxicated versus cheating on a quiz), but on the other side this experiment

provides strong evidence that intended and actual offending is correlated.

20. Given these questions about the subjectively expected probabilities, the respon-

dents are allowed to estimate their own certainty level instead of experimentally

manipulate punishment certainty. This is to avoid the artificiality of furnishing

detection probabilities that the respondents may find unrealistic (see Klepper

and Nagin (1989) for further details).

21. For both offences, this variable for the degree of penalty constitutes an approxi-

mation to the fact that, from the asked person’s perspective, this punishment is

also expected for the corresponding offence (Grasmick and Bryjak 1990: 486;

Opp 1989: 426). It underestimates the accruing costs if there is neither informa-

tion about informal sanctions nor information about the opportunity costs –

even if the height of the earned income is controlled (e.g. Bishop 1984; Davis

1988: 384; Grasmick and Bryjak 1990; Meier and Johnson 1977). It remains

unclear whether and to what extent the real penalties for both offences are
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known and whether appropriate degrees of penalty are demanded in the subjec-

tive assessment (Erickson et al. 1977: 307). Due to a lack of information, it also

remains unsolved to what extent people take into account the possibility of an

externalization of the accruing costs in their consideration of action alternatives.

Thus, the consequences of individual tax evasion are generalized (Friedrichs

1997: 477).

22. This first impression of the distribution of both offences has to be qualified in two

ways. On the one hand, the frequency of the offences is left out of consideration

in the case of repeat offenders, thus underestimating the distribution of that

offence. On the other hand, a comparison with official data reveals the rather

large estimated number of unknown cases of shoplifting. Therefore, the crime

rate is systematically underestimated. According to the police criminal statistic,

784 cases of shoplifting were reported for every 100,000 inhabitants in 1990,

96 percent of which were solved. In the year 2000 – with a success rate of 94 per-

cent of the cases solved – 732 cases of shoplifting were registered for every

100,000 inhabitants.

23. The central question of whether lower classes are more criminal than higher

classes is irrelevant if the corresponding reasons for it and the damage emerging

to the society are left out of consideration (e.g. Becker 1968). Empirical results for

Germany reveal that ‘white collar’ criminality, primarily committed by the

middle and upper classes, causes higher material damage than ‘blue collar’

crimes, even if expenses for police, jurisdiction and the enforcement of sentences

are charged (e.g. Federal Ministry of the Interior 2001: 132).

24. Since only individuals liable to income tax are capable of evading taxes, only

gainful employees who gave information about the amount of their monthly

net income are considered. Since this restriction was expected to yield a sample

selection bias (Schömann and Becker 2002), which also evokes biased estimation

results for multiple regressions, the correction method by Heckman (1979) was

employed (e.g. Becker 2003). Since there were no biased samples and the estima-

tions did not differ significantly with or without Heckman-correction, the uncor-

rected estimations were used. We are aware of the fact that the actual dimension

of tax evasion is recorded incompletely since corporate actors who are not con-

sidered here can also commit tax fraud.

25. Note that we do not insert interaction terms between law obedience and Rational

Choice variables (such as expected utility or probability of being detected or

successful). Contrary to our theoretical assumptions, interaction terms would

imply that potential offenders interpret the breaking of norms just as a weight

for costs and benefits. However, we propose that norms provide a ‘cognitive’

filter for appropriate and inappropriate alternatives of action, respectively.
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der Anomietheorie mit ökonomischen Hypothesen.’ Soziale Welt 30: 275–94.

Friedrichs, J. 1997. ‘Normenpluralität und abweichendes Verhalten. Eine theoretische

und empirische Analyse.’ In Was treibt die Gesellschaft auseinander?, ed. W. Heit-

meyer, pp. 473–505. Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp.

Gottfredson, M.R. and T. Hirschi. 1990. A General Theory of Crime. Stanford, CA:

Stanford University Press.

Grasmick, H.G. and G. Bryjak. 1990. ‘The Deterrent Effect of Perceived Severity of

Punishment.’ Social Forces 59: 471–91.

Grasmick, H.G. and R.J. Bursik Jr. 1990. ‘Conscience, Significant Others, and

Rational Choice: Extending the Deterrence Model.’ Law and Society Review 24:

837–61.

Grogger, J.T. 1991. ‘Certainty vs. Severity of Punishment.’ Economic Inquiry 29: 297–

310.

Grogger, J.T. 1998. ‘Market Wages and Youth Crime.’ Journal of Labor Economics

16: 756–91.

Heckhausen, J. and R. Schulz. 1993. ‘Optimisation by Selection and Compensation:

Balancing Primary and Secondary Control in Life Span Development.’ Inter-

national Journal of Behavioral Development 16: 287–303.

Heckman, J.J. 1979. ‘Sample Selection Bias as a Specification Error.’ Econometrica

47: 153–61.

Hedström, P. and R. Swedberg. 1996. ‘Social Mechanism.’ Acta Sociologica 39: 281–

308.

Hindelang, M.J., T. Hirschi and J.G. Weis. 1979. ‘Correlates of Delinquency: The

Illusion of Discrepancy between Self-report and Official Measures.’ American

Sociological Review 44: 995–1014.

Homel, R. 1983. ‘Drivers Who Drink and Rational Choice: Random Breath Testing

and the Process of Deterrence.’ In Routine Activity and Rational Choice, eds

R.V. Clarke and M. Felson, pp. 59–84. New Brunswick, NY: Transaction/Sigma

Publishers.

Katz, J. 1988. Seductions of Crime. New York: Basic Books.

Klepper, W. and D.S. Nagin. 1989. ‘Tax Compliance and Perceptions of the Risk of

Detection and Criminal Prosecution.’ Law & Society Review 23: 209–40.

Koch, A., M.Wasmer, J. Harkness and E. Scholz. 2001.Konzeption und Durchführung
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