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ABSTRACT

Title of Dissertation: Adolescent Deviance as a Function of Parents,
Peers, and Cammunity Influence.

Evelyn Slaght, Doctor of Sociology, 1985

Dissertation directed by: Dr. John Fleishman

Recent studies conflict as to the relative importance of par-
ents and peers as causal agents in juvenile misbehavior. Hirschi
and other proponents of social control theory see parental bonding
as preventing involvement in delinquency; Sutherland, Short and
others envision youth as having differential learning cpportunities,
and see deviant peers and other negative learning opportunities in
the cammnity as more contributory to participation in antisocial
acts. Part of the discrepancy in findings relative to these two
perspectives has to do with the differences in the way concepts are
measured, based on different areas of interest. This study
attempts to contrast social-emotional measures of parental influence
with measures of parental control (knowledge, supervision,
canmunication and discipline) in an effort to demonstrate the impor-

tance of the effect of parental control on deviant behavior. In



addition, peer influence is analyzed in considerable detail in
order to determine more specifically how peers influence deviance.
Parental control and peer influence are examined in a rmodel which
allows for both to influence deviance directly; the model also
allows for indirect effects of parents on school and peers since
parents are expected to influence deviance directly as well as
through the influence that parents have on school and friends.

A total of 246 youth of both sexes between the ages of 14 and
21 in Washington, D.C. were interviewed. The sample included youth
on probation to the D.C. Superior Court, youth involved with the
Inter-Agency Center for PINS (because of truancy, running away or
ungovernability), and youth enrolled in the Center's summer employ-
ment program. Their level of involvement in deviance was measured
by using a modified form of the Elliott and Ageton self-reported
delinquency scale.

In general, youth were found to be more influenced by peers
than parents. Having friends who smoked pot influenced deviance as
did having friends who were reliable.

Parental control had no significant deterrent effects on devi-
ance for boys although mother's knowledge of the youth's activities
and associates decreased owverall deviance among girls. Mother
contributed to deviance when she supervised too much. Indirectly,
mother reduced deviance by being knowledgeable of the youth's
friends, which discouraged involvement with deviant peers.

School experiences were found to have some limited significant
affects on some types of deviance, but not as an extension of the

parental bonding process.



Negative canmnity influences encouraged deviance indirectly
by encouraging involvament with deviant peers.

This study supports differential association theory, but does
little to 1cC je parsuing parents as major influence in
adolescence. Tt findings need replication with a vhite adolescent
population to determine their usefulness in explicating a general

theory of deviance.
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majority of delinquent acts) have been forced to reevaluate in
light of increases in female juvenile crime (Harris, 1977).

Evaluation of existing theory requires that we recognize
changes over time, and take into account potential differences that
may continue to exist relative to age, sex, race and social class,
rather than assuming they are incidental. If there is a greater
proclivity among males, blacks and lower class youth to became
delinquent, we must explain why deviance is higher in these groups
than in others, and why one individual becames involwved in deviance
while another under similar social circumstances does not. W "“e
no theory can explain the behavior of every individqual, it should
be as exhaustive as possible, and investigations of the exceptions
are infomative.

A general theory should also encampass both negative and posi-
tive aspects of the learning process which affect youthful beh.._or;
i.e., it should include both those influences that deter deviance
as well as those that contribute directly to it. It may %= that
the presence of some factors along with the absence of others
ultimately decides the direction a youth will take. And it should
take into account the possible changes in rels of influence across
stages of individual developrent. For example, parental influence
7 limited in xcence, while =2rs cor nue
to have a direct infli 1ce throughout adolescence, as do other
adults in the cammunity.

Finally, efforts to advance theories of delinguency should

focus on those factors that can be influenced towards constructive



change. To quote Dr. Peter Lejiins, "There is no point in selecting
as cause something that cannot be altered or manipulated in any
way" (Vedder, 1954: 8). Thus, this study is aimed at those forces
affecting individual behavior that are most amenable/accessible to
change. Parents or peer groups can be worked with in a therapeutic
way to redirect their deviant influence; providing greater social
mobility for the lower class is more difficult.

Peer and parent influence are the primary causal factors with
which this study is concerned. It is an attempt to resolwe theoret-
ical differences as well as to expand our understanding of appropri-
ate measures of parent/peer influence (considered here to be essent-
ial to advancing social control and socialization theory). Suther-
land and Hirschi's concepts of differential association and social
bond will come under scrutiny in the process.

"Both peers and adults prabably exert influence upon adoles-—
cents. If this be the case, one research problem is to determine
the various spheres of influence and their respective potencies. A
second more basic problem is to specify the mechanisn by which
influence is exerted ..." (Dager et al., 1968: 24). This study
attempts to do both by looking at what cambinations of experiences
at home, in school and with friends affect deviant behavior.

The basic orientation of this study reflects several assump-
tions. First, socialization experiences of early childhood continue
to affect the youth in adolescence to the extent that parents are
consistent in the way they behave towards the youth as he/she grows

up. In keeping with Hirschi (1969), socialization is veiwed as an



ongoing process, the attenuation of which can free an adolescent to
become involved in deviant behavior. Second, this attenuation is a
necessary but not sufficient explanation of youthful deviance.
Other forces in the environment-~in particular, peers--are critical
to a full explanation. In keeping with 7 “tman and Wellford's
advice, this study focuses "on the role which controls fram others
play in detemmining whether a youth will became delinguent”" (1979:
324). It relies both on social control theory and differential
association to explicate the dynamics of peer and parent-child
relationships, using them in a camplementary way rather than compet-
ing, in keeping with the need for integration of theory. The pur-
pose is to demonstrate the significance of parents and peers in a
causal sequence resulting in deviance.

The school and neighborhood provide the setting for interaction
with others vho may reinforce or undemmine parental and peer influ-
ence. Influences within the cammmnity, especially within the school,
will also be examined in an effort to detemine the extent to which
the canmunity contributes to or deters deviance.

Most recent studies have adopted the premise that neither
parents nor peers alone cause delinquency; rather it is a process
in which both are involwed. What remains unanswered is whether
parental influence affects deviance directly or only indirectly
through school or peers. That is, can parents alone control their
children so that, regardless of school or peer expereinces, deviance

is averted, or can they only prevent deviance by controlling the



school and peer experiences? Another issue is the relative impor-
tance of the emotional aspects of parent-child relationships (love/
concern) versus the supervision and cammunication aspects, which
represent what parents do to control their children versus how they
may feel about them.

Specific aspects of peer relations also need additional examin-
ation. Is the number of friends which a youth has more or less
important then the quality of the relationship? To what extent is
the presence of adult criminals in the cammunity a negatiwve influ-
ence?

The study also examines whether different causal mechanisms
may be operating with different types of deviance, i.e., is one
model possible for all types of deviant behavior or are modifica-
tions required, depending on the type of deviance involved?

This study differs fram many in that: 1) it focuses exclu-
sively on a black population, whereas most recent studies have been
of white or largely white populations; 2) it attempts to evaluate
the behavior of males and females within the same theoretical con-
text; and 3) it includes PINS behavior as part of the behavior to
be explained. (PINS or Persons in Need of Supervision is the term
used in Washington, D.C. for status offenders or youth involved in
truancy, running away and ungovernable behavior.)

The tem "deviance" rather than delinquency is used in this
study to include status offenses (which no longer are inclu¢ = in
the definition of delinquent). This allows us to make full use of
the range ‘of theories and findings on delinquency available over

the past 40-50 years.



Official data indicate that crime rates are highest in black
urban areas. Explaining deviant behavior in these areas will add
significantly to our overall understanding of the phenomenon and
thus our ability to control and treat it.

The study is mo’* ated by a belief that only by understanding
the causes of deviant behavior will we know how and where to inter-
vene to prevent youthful deviance. Services for youth offenders
have shifted their focus. For example, programs geared to inter-
vening with the peer grou as a vhole, such as the old gang worker
prog us (designed on the premise that no individual in a highly
structured group could ke redirected unless the entire group was
redirected), have all but disappeared. Research documenting the
importance of peer group influence may signal the return to these
or similar methods of service. Likewise, any elaboration relative
to the effects of differences in family interaction patterns on a
child's delinguency will hawve implications for intervention.

Of equal, it not greater importance is the scientifc knowledge
to be gained with inguiry into the process of socialization. To
what extent can peers alter the kehavior patterns supported by
parents? Do school experiences in general reinforce efforts by
parents to direct their chil *en's beha >r or does school serve
rrimarly as an arena for increased peer influence? If even prelim-
inary answers can be cbtained to these questions, the effort will
be justified.

The focus of this study is more social-psychological than

sociological in that it is concerned with why some individuals



commit delinquencies and not others; it is more a micro than macro
approach, wutilizing individual rather than social indicators for
empirical support. It is concerned with cambining those concepts
that have proven most predictive, reconciling their differences and
integral ° g them into a single theoretical model, if possible. No
theory to date has been able to explain the majority of delinquent
behavior, so little can be gained by remaining committed to any

single theory.



CHAPTER I

REVIBA OF THE LITERATURE

The model which serves as the basis of this study cambines
several divergent viewpoints in the literature. Some explanation
of these viewpoints and their development is warranted. Relevant
literature includes studies dealing with early socializing experi-
ences within the family and studies having to do with cul® <al or

social experiences outside of the home.

Historical Perspective

The early studies dealing with the relationship between an
individual's socialization experiences and delinquency are useful
to the extent that they identify early socialization as a multi-
faceted process. A youth may became delinquent because he is unsoc-—
ialized or because he is socialized within a delinguent group. But
the process of becaning socialized was considered a psychological
one by early writers. Individuals were seen as eitl! : having or
not having a "shell of inhibition" (Hewitt and Jerkins, 1945).
The usefulness of this approach was limited by its failure to explain
the origins of this shell or to view delinquency within the context
of the larger society. But it does suggest that a developmental

approach is needed; that is, early socialization can be viewed as a



first step (usually the responsibility of the family) without which
other social influences will have little meaning. However, given
that most delinquents are not psychotic (that is, they are not
little unsocialized beings) we must lodk to other studies for direc-
tion in explicating other social forces affecting delinquency be-
sides the family.

Redl (1945) suggested that a youth became delinguent because
"he refused to identify with exactly that substratification of
society which the parents or law enforcing middle class represents."
(Redl, 1945: 372). This subgroup 1 might occur on a
class basis, (relative to differing class values), on a developmental
basis (peer culture identification versus adults), or on a neighbor-
hood gang basis (or some cambination of these). In other words, an
individual may be socialized into a wrong subset of society. Again,
it is not clear why this occurs, but it does suggest that there are
external forces in the social environment which may cause ¢ youth
to deviate, and that deviance is not just the product of defective
early socialization. This issue is important for this study since
we attempt to allow for the impact of parents as the early socializ-
ers while recognizing that cultural/environmental influences may
alter parental influence.

The importance of social/cultural factors is supported in the
literature through the work of Shaw and McKay (1942), Jeffrey (1959)
and others. They viewed delinquency as a nomal outcame of ~ an
slum conditions. This helped put delinquency in a social context

and explained why some social groups are more inclined towards
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deviance than others. They differed in the extent to which they
saw slums as disorganized (Shaw and McKay, 1942) or organized around
a value system that is simply different fram the rest of society
(Miller, 1958; Kohrin, 1951). But they agree that it makes little
difference how parents behave in a lower class area since delinquency
is an inevitable and normal outcome of growing up in such an area.

The dichotamy in the literature between those who saw juwenile
crime as a product of defective socialization and those who saw it
as a product of the social/cultural conditions of the envirorment
has provided part of the impetus to our study, which attempts to
examine whether delinquency is a result of early training and con-
ditioning by parents or to exposure to delinquent associates or

some cambination of the two.

Typologies

One way this controversy was avoided in the literature was to
propose a typological approach which allowed for different explana-
tions to be related to different types of behavior. This was the
approach taken by Lindesmith and Dunhan (1941) and later by Gibbons
and Garrity (1960). Lindesmith and Durham proposed a continuum,
with the "individualized criminal"™ on one end and the "social crim-
inal” on the other. The distinction was between those who cammit
crimes for reasons that are personal and private as g to
those that are socially motivated. Further, they said, slum condi-
tions alone do not produce serious crime; rather it is the influence

of an already developed criminal culture.
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This allowed for the possibility that inadequate or incamplete
socialization could cause some types of deviance while exposure to
a criminal subculture could create others. Gibbons and Garrity
todk a similar approach by distinguishing between the delinguent
who is ar’ ' ocial as oo ed to asocial. The asocial delinquent,
they suggested, usually committed delinquent acts alone, while the
antisocial or prosocial delinquent was subculturally influenced and
more likely to cammit delinquent acts with others. Gang offenders

were seen as a distinct type fram the "pre-psychotic/behavior prdblem
children". This suggests that there may be some types of deviant
behavior which are products of inadequate socialization alone, and
subcultural or group influence is not involved in the explanation
of such deviance. This allows for parents alone to cause deviance,

apart from whatever peer influences may be operating.

Differential Association

There may also be more to peer influence than simply whether
delinguent youth caarit acts alone or with others.

Sutherland (1947) contended that criminal behavior is learned
in interactions with other pecople, and ajult criminals are a part
of the learning environment that determines delinquency, as are
delinquent peers. His concept of differential association asserts
that, when persons become criminal, they do so due to integration
and assimilation of criminal behavior patterns and attitudes in
relative isolation from anti-criminal patterns. Presumably, high

crime areas offer more learning opportunities favorable to law

violation.



Sutherland stressed the importance of intimate pesrsonal groups
as the setting where criminal techniques, drives and motives are
learned. Studies influenced by his work' have focused primarily on
peer groups as the place where this learning occurs.

Findings relative to the importance of group membership differ.
For example, Hindelang (1976) did not find strong support for the
notion that nost delinquency is a group phenamnenon. Instead he
found that "substantial percentages of many types of delinquent
acts are reportedly cammitted always or usually alone" (Hindelang,
1976: 114). Erickson and Jensen (1977) found that the tendencies
to cammit delinquencies with others seem to vary fran offense to
offense. "Drug offenses tend to have the highest group violation
rates vhile status offenses have the lowest." And, "Females may be
proportionately more likely to cammit offenses in a group context
than males" (1977: 264).

Case studies were used by Reiss and Rhodes (1964) to measure
group influence; they found that adolescents belong to a variety of
cliques over time and that rarely are delinguent offenses cammitted
with nore than three friends, thus weakening the belief in the
large gang as a pervasive influence. Their study of white males,
ages 12 to 16, does show a relationship between committing a given
delinquent act and having friends who have also cammitted that act.
However, "the correlation varies with kind of delinquent behavior
and is far fram perfect for any kind." (1964: 84) (Stealing seems
to be more a group offense, whereas running away fram home usually

is a single act.) They found a substantial number of triads where

12



only one or two members of the triad caonmitted the same kind of
delinquency, and found that the more serious offenses are least
likely to show triadic uniformity.

Participation in a group as a potential source of pressure
towards dev’ e is to be examined in this study, as is the size of
group membership. Support for differential association depends on
showing that youth who become deviant have friends who are deviant,
and that there is a tendency for deviants to associate in groups
more than nondeviants.

Both Johnson(1979) and Hepbu__. (1976) found a direct relation-—
ship between having delinquent associates and delinquent behavior.,
But they were not measuring whether delinquent acts were cammitted
alone or with others, but whether peers influenced the cammission
of these acts. Whether or not peers were present or absent does
not necessarily decide peer pressure. Rather it is a question of
whether peers approve or disapprove of a youth's delinquent acts,
and therefore encourage and reinforce delinquent involvement.

Sutherland proposed four factors that affect differential
association: frequency, duration, priority and intensity of rela-
tionships. Short (1957) arrived at ways of measuring these as fol-
lows. Intensity was taken into account by examining the subjects'
definition of their best friends as delimquent,("Have any of your
best friends been delinquents while they were your best friends?")
Frequency was defined as how often a youth has contact with delin-
quent peers; duration was the longevity of the relationship, and

priority concerned relative importance of friends to the youth.

13
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Short examined intensity as a factor in the delinguency of an insti-
tutionalized population, and found a strong positive relationship.
He also locked at adult/criminal associations, in keeping with
Sutherland's (1947) contention that adult criminals are part of
delinquent learning cpportuntities. He found that association with
adult criminals is "clearly more closely related to delinquent
behavior among our boys than it is for our girls" (Short, 1957:
238).

It is important in studies of differential association that
all four aspects be examined. Most studies hawve established a
relationship between being delinquent and having delinquent friends
(intensity); however, little has been done to determine whether the
duration and frequency of contacts makes any difference, especially
as campared to a nondelinquent group of friends. Theses issues will
be raised in this study.

A related issue concerns whether peer influence is generic or
specific. The need to lodk at specificity of behavior reiates to
Cloward and Ohlin's (1960) theory that related different types of
peer and adult criminal associations to involvement in different
types of delinquency. Does the specific type of friends' deviance
makes any difference in the type of acts a youth engages in?

Cloward and Chlin(1960) contend that lower class culture gives
rise to three distinct types of delinquent subcultures or groups.
These different subcultures hring with them different role require-
ments and specific sets of nomms which members consider binding on

their conduct. The nature of the role requirements or necessary
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of this subculture are an unorganized community where social con-

trols are weak and that cannot provide access to legitimate means,
and where criminal cpportunities are also not available. In this
case, adolescents turn to violence in search of status.

Retreatist subcultures also supposedly arise in disorganized
areas, but they involve some integration of the criminal and conven-
tional systems in that there must be opportunities available for
securing drugs. Cloward and Ohlin portray the adolescent retreatist
as one who has not been successful in achieving his goals either by
legitimate or illegitimate means; they are "double failures",
Usually they are dropped by the main subculture after a period of
time when their strong drug habit effects their prowess. They then
join together to fomm a retreatist subculture.

The relevance of this typology for the present study is that
it suggests that both peers and adults are important to determining
not only whether a youth becomes deviant, but what form this deviance
takes. Other adult criminals fram wham to learn criminal te-hniques
must be present for the adolescent to become involv:d systematically
in theft misbehavior. However, adolescent peers rather than adults
have the most influence over youth involved in violence (or assaul-
tive behavior). Adolescents inwolved in drug use are generally
rejected by others, and are minimally influenced by either peers or
adult criminals. We will attempt to confirm that the type of misbe-
havior that a youth participates in is not only a product of having
deviant peers available to reinforce and teach deviance, but whether

adult criminals are available as a part of the learning opportuni-

ties that are accessible.
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According to Cloward and Ohlin, the conditions that give rise
to delinquency are related to how the youth sees himself in relation
to future life goals. They suggest that delinquency occurs when
adolescents internalize conventional goals, but are faced with
limited legitimate acc to these goals, and have others with
similar problems available with whom to join in seeking a solution.
(Deviant friends and criminal adults are part of the illegitimate
opportunities that are differentially accessible.)

We will test the extent to which availability of legitimate
opportunities in an issue in why dev aice occurs. But following
Johnson and others, we hypothesize that how well a youth is doing
in school is an issue, not because it represents accessibility to
future goals, but because it represents positive rewards fram tea-
chers and peers in school which helps to deter involvement in devi-
ance,

We will be investigating illegitimate opportunities in the
youths' environment relative to exposure to deviant assoc’:ites as
individuals and group members as well as availability of negative
adult influences as they contribute to the deviance of youth.
These are expected to intervene in creating deviance in the absence

of positive home and school experiences.
Social Ability or Disability

Part of Sutherland's theory of differential association is

that youth are selected for participation in crime, and that only
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those with satisfactory social skills that enable them to interact
in small personal groups will be recruited for participation.
Other authors (most notably, Short and Strodtbeck, 1965) contend
that part of the reason youth become involved in deviance is that
they are not accepted in conventional circles and resort to deviance
in response to this rejection.

Hansell and Wiatroski (1981) suggest that these two points of
view represent competing theories which they label the social disa-
bility and social ' ‘lity mx .s. They urge a resolution to these
competing theories, which our study attempts to do by resolving the
following issues:

1) Do deviants have more friemds than nondeviants? If the
social disability model is correct, deviants would be expected to
have fewer acquantainces. (The social ability model envisions no
difference on this dimension).

2) Stability of peer relations--Using the social disability
model, we would expect deviant peer relations to be unstable, while
the social ability model asserts that deviant social relations
resemble normal peer relations. Stability of relations is also an
issue in the teamporal ordering of peer relations as cause. Less
stability in peer relationships of deviants implies that they become
involved with other deviants for reinforcement of their deviant
patterns, meaning deviant friends come after deviant involvement
rather than before.

3) Size of growp or clique--The socially able would be expected

to have a well developed group identity, implying a small close
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knit unit, wvhile, if socially disabled, deviants would be 1less
inclined to identify with a group.

4) Multiplexity--This has to do with the extent to which
relationships involve multiple roles and functions. Deviants are
expected to have campartmentalized relationships with the same
individual rarely fulfilling rore than one function, making close
intimate relationships less likely, in contrast to nondeviants or
socially able deviants. For example, if youth have the same friends
at home and in school, it would strengthen relationships and the
ability of peers to influence each other. This is at least in part
reflected in the amount and frequency of interaction that occurs.
For those youth who attend school with the same youth who live in
their neighborhood, there is an cpportunity for more interaction
and therefore the potential for a stronger bond. But most public
schools in urban canmunities today serve a much wider area than the
immediate cammunity, which reduces the chance for repeated contact
with the same peers. This introduces a greater element or choice
in the selection of friends for most adolescents, but may also
reduce intimacy.

The issue of multiplexity becomes difficult to test in cases
where youth do not go to school in their neighborhood since there
is often no choice involwved in whether one has the same or different
friends in school as in the neighborhood. Multiplexity can be tested,
however, by frequency of contact, in which case we should expect
socially disabled deviants to hawve less frequent contacts, while no
difference would be expected between deviants and nondeviants if

the social ability model holds,
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Suttles (1968) suggested that whether or not an individual

relies on and trusts others in his neighborhood is often reflected
in whether he perceives his neighborhood to be a canmunity. This
can be measured by whether the individual associates a name with
his neighborhood (e.g., "Pigtown", "Little Italy") and wvhether
there are distinct boundaries associated with this name.

Short and Strodtbeck (1965) asserted that there are differences
in the extent to which community institutions work together to
control youthful behavior and that this is related to whether they
define themselves as a canmunity. Based on their study of gangs,
they concluded: "The institutions of lower class white cammunities
~-the churches, families, political entities, even settlement houses
and other welfare establishments are more capable of concerted
effective action then is the case for Negroes" (Short and Strodtbeck,
1965:115). Negative adult influence are more available to black
areas, while positive concerted action to control "the excesses of
their young people" are less available.

Bursik and Webb (1982) also contended that delinquency may be
a result of the relative stability of black wversus white urban
cammunities. In tracing the distributional patterns of delinguency
in Chicago fram the studies of Shaw and McKay to the present, they
showed the way in which the radical changes in city neighborhoods
that todk place between 1950 and 1960 altered delinquency rates.
The dramatic quick changes that occurred during this time period,
while it involved a change fram white to nomwhite, would have occur-

red regardless of the grow involved since it allowed no time for
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cultural transmission, resulting in a breakdown in the institutions
of social control. "During the time it takes to stabilize and
establish a canmunity, delimquency is rore 1likely" (Bursik and
Webb, 1982: 40). This is their explanation of why delingquency was
highest between 1950 and 1960 (when the most rapid changes were
occurring) and why it declined somewhat between 1960 and 1970 when
these canmunities began to reestablish themselwes.

Stability of community is measured in this study by looking at
longevity of residence and whether a name is associated with neigh-
bx * xd of residence. Criminal subcultw presumably are most
likely in more stable neighborhoods. So availability of others
fran whan to learn criminal techniques would be expected to be
associated with long tem residency. Evidence of canmunity identity
as well as availability of criminal others will be tested in order

to reevaluate the impact of residence on deviance.

The Family Revisited

Throughout the 60's, family variables were virtually ignored
in favor of group or subcultural explanations of delinquency. Some
work was done on the effects of unstable households and kroken
homes on delinguency (Glueck and Glueck, 1950; Solcum and Stone,
1963), although often done "after the fact" (measuring the number
of delinquents coming fram such environments). If we are to & on-
strate the importance of the family as a precursor of other social
influences causing deviance, we must be sure we are focusing on

those aspects of the family that are most salient.
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Same studies point to parental absence as a significant factor.
Eisner (1969), using official statistics, confirmed a higher delin-
quency rate in homes with only one (or no) parents, but demonstrated
that this changed significantly when race is controlled. He found
a higher rate of delinquency among Negro boys fram two parent homes
than fram one(or no) parent homes. He concluded, "Absence of a
parent is an independent factor leading to an increased risk of
juvenile delinquency only in a culture in which the nom is a nuclear
family. In other cultures it may not be a relevant factor, or it
may have the opposite effect." (Eisner, 1969: 56).

Reckless, Dinitz and Murry (1957) were concerned with why some
youth did not become delingeunt in areas that were thought to breed
delinguency. By locking specifically at the 'good boy' in a high
delinquency area (the exceptions to the rule), they were able to
shed some light on those factors that prevent deviant involvement
vhere it would otherwise be expected to exist. They found that the
fresence or absence of the father in the home was not as signi-
ficant as might be expected. Mothers were largely relied upon for
emotional support and supervision. It was the mother's ability to
isolate the youth fram the pervasive delinquent patterns character-
istic of the area that was important; close maternal supervision in
a relatively nondeviant stable family setting enabled these mothers
to "insulate" their youth fram involvement in delingquency. "On the
whole, there appeared to be close parental supervision of the boys'

activities and associates, an intense parental interest in the



welfare of the children, and a desire to inculcate them with nonde-
viant attitudes and behavior patterns." (Reckless et al, 1957:
22). In addition to differences in patterns of family interaction,
they found only a handf * of these "insulated" boys had any delin-
quent canpanions. The social background (social class position,

financial means) of the "insulated" boys indicated little to distin-
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guish them fram other families in the same residential area; however,

the evaluations of the teacher, mother, and boys indicated that
there was a great deal of so’"* 'y and cohesiveness in the family
situation. Both the mothers and the boys evaluated their families
quite favorably. ILess than five percent of the boys felt any lack
of attention fram their parents and w¢ sa ¢ ed with he .
discipline.

Further evidence of the importance of parents as "insulators"
was provided by Scarpitti et al. (1960), who followed up the Jroup
studies by Reckless et al. four years later. They found that the
insulated boys remained isolated fram law viole ng f de and
continued to report favorable attitudes towards parents, school and
thems Tlves.

Although not often cited, Sutherland (1947) also credited the
family with having a major role in delinquency. He said that there
are three mrincipal conditions giving rise to a delinguent indivi-

dual:

"First, a child may assimilate within the home by ar-
vation of parents or other relatiwves the attitudes, codes,
and behavior patterns of delinquency. He then becames
delinquent because he has learned delinquency at home,
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Second, a child may be driven fram the home by unpleasant

experiences and situations or withdraw fram it because of

the absence of pleasant experiences, and thus cease to be

a functioning member of an integrated group...He does not

on this acoount necessarily becane a delinquent. The

important f: or is that this isolation fram the family

is likely to increase his associc m with ~ °' juency,

which is the primary factor in delinquency. Third, the

home may fail to train the child to deal with canmunity

situations in a law-abiding manner. This failure may be

due to either complete neglect of training or to overpro-

tection. In either case he fails to develop inhibitions

a ‘nst delinquency which are supposed to be developed

in the family life" (Sutherland, 1947: 164).
This recognition that a variety of family situations could result
in delinquency was help” °, but it was not until 1969 that a clear
conceptualization of the importance of parents was expounded.

Travis Hirschi, (1969) utilizing Durkheim's concept of anomie,
offered an approach which seeamed to account not only for individual
differences in deviant behavior but group differences as well.
Hirschi, following Durkheim, theorized that, through socialization,
social bonds were established that tie the individual to the conven-
tional nommative order. VWhen the bond to society is weak o~ brdken,
the individual is free to cammit deviant acts without normal concern
for the consequences. These bonds are likely to be stronger in
middle-class communities than lower-class (characterized as highly
disorganized) because family, school and other institutions work
together to maintain them. But they are not class det uined.

According to Hirschi's theory, socialization is not a static
process but a dynamic one; he sces one's bonds to society as varying

over persons and over time. This differs fram those who see social

goals and values as "once internalized, always internalized". Hirschi



suggests that we trace the socie™’ ition process throughout the
developmental stages to adulthood. He states, "If the bond to the
person is weakened, the prdbability of delinquent behavior increases;
if the bond is strenghtened, the probability of delinquent behavior
declines" (Hirschi, 1969:88).

Hirschi identifies four elements that bond the individual to

society:

attachment - the links or affective ties that an individual
has with others;

camitment - recognition of the individual's position in
society and what costs are involved in deviat-
ing; commitment relates to aspirations and
involves one's investment in conventional
behavior;

involvement - the extent to which one is engrossed in
conventional activities and routines (making
cpportunities for delinquent activities less
frequent);

belief - the value the individual places on conventional
normms.

This study deals with the issue of attachment in the form of
closeness between parent and child, degree of identification, and
teacher-child relationships. Canmitment and involvement are dealt
with relative to the youth's school investment. The study does not
deal with belief since the focus is on the social milieu of the

youth. ¥vhile we acknowledge that the origins of values and attitudes
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need to be investigated, limits had to be set and we chose instead
to focus on the other aspects of the bonding process.

The bonding process that Hirschi describes involves both inter-
nal and external controls. It includes a desire to please as well
as a fear of sanction. Desire to please relates to the closeness
between parent and child and degree of identification. Hirschi
states: "The closer the child's relations with his parents...the
lower his chances of delinquency" (Hirschi, 1969: 94). In the
absence of attachment to parents, the youth is freed fram conven-
tional ties, the outcome of which may be delinquency. Fear of
sanction, or external controls, on the other hand, depends heavily
on camwmnication, and it is important that the cammunication be
reciprocal. "If the child does not cammunicate with his parents, if
he does not tell them of his activities, then he does not have to
concern himself with their imagined reactions to this behavior.
If, by the same token, they do not tell how they feel about his
behavior, this too frees him fram an important source of potential
concern" (Hirschi, 1969: 128).

Hirschi pays considerable attention to the emotional bonds (or
attachment) between parent and child, but social control theory
also suggests that the parents' efforts to limit the youth activi=-
ties is an important part of this process. Yet too few studies
have locked at the impact of the affective tone of the parent-child
relationship in contrast to other aspects such as cammnication and

supervision. These are the aspects we want to examine.
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Same of the studies that do deal with these issues include
Biron and LeBlanc's (1977) study of "home-based delinquency" (that
is, ungovernability, running away and other antisocial behavior
committed against the family unit). They looked at the structural
aspects of the family (mother's employment, number of children,
family cohesion of intactness) as predictive of delinquency, as
well as other aspects of the family enviromment, namely discipline,
communication and supervision. The structure of the family has
only a small impact on hame-based delinquency, whereas the effect
of supervision and cammnication was strong and direct. They sug-
gested that this may be due to a time differential, whereby struc-
tural circumstances may have been prevalent for a number of years,
whereas the youth's perception of the supervision he is now receiv-
ing has an immediate effect. They were concerned with the high
percentage of unexplained variance, however, (81% for males and
76.7% for females), and suggested that "although family camjonents
are important in explaining deviant behavior, other factors have to
be sought outside this primary group so as to cbtain a better under-
standing of this behavior" (Biron and LeBlanc, 1978:161.)

Harriet Wilson (1980) studied both status offenders and delin-
quents in an effort to establish the effects of parental supervision
on their behavior. Using a preteen population, she fould parental
supervision to be more important than what she called social handi-
cap (inadequate housing and clothing, size of family, father's
employment situation, residence in the inner city or suburb) in

determining self-reported misbehavior. She concluded, "One can
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state with some confidence that parents who are lax in the super-
vision they give their children are highly likely to produce delin-
quents in areas that have high offender rates" (Wilson, 1980:
215).

Gove and Crutchfield (1982) lodked at both punishment and
closeness. They found that parents who do not get along with their
children (are not close) tend to minimize the extent to which they
supervise or discipline the behavior of their children, and this
lack of supervision or discipline contributes to lack of knowledge
of friends, vwhich is also related to 1~ ' thavior. This effort to
lock at both internal controls (closeness) and external controls
(cammunication, supervision and discipline/punishment) represents a
more camplete test of Hirschi's theory than others that deal only
with one or the other.

While Hirschi generally focused on parents as the primary
source of bonding, he did recognize that a boy's choice of friends
are reflective of his "stake of confomity". "Children un.ttached
to their parents are much more likely to have delinquent friends,
and delinquency of campanions is strongly related to delinguency"
(Hirschi, 1969: 108). But Hirschi did not see delinquent peers as
having much impact. Parents were seen as the primary agents in
Hirschi's bonding process. Consequently most tests of Hirschi's
theory discounted peer influence in favor of parents. A few, how-
ever, did not see social control theory as contradictory to differ-
ential association theory and attempted to cambine them, as this

study has done.
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For example, Linden and Hackler (1973) canbined these two
theories. They used the temm "affective ties" to measure the ties
youth have with non-delinquent youth, delinguent youth and their
parents. They found that the stronger the ties with parents and
non-delinquent youth, the less likely the youth is to engage in
delinquency as campared to those with strong ties to delinguent
youth.

Poole and Regoli's study (1979), using measures similar to
Hirschi's, also showed the importance of the interaction between
parental support and delinquent friends in explaining delingquency.
"Delinquent friends made a greater difference in delinquent involve-
ment for adolescents who have weak family support than for those
who have strong family support" (Poole and Regoli, 1979: 172).
By failing to provide disapproving feedback, the parents free the
child for delinquent involvement. Conversely, attachment to par-
ents 1z 3 the impact of delinquent associates.

Norland et al.'s (1979) study showed that parental supervision
and peer support (i.e., encouragement fram friends to break the
law), both affected delinquent involvement, but the results varied
by . and type of offense. Controlling for sex, they found a
direct effect of family supervision on status and property offenses
for males, whereas for females, indirect effects occurred through
peer support for all three types of offenses (status, property,
aggressive delinquency). In other words, family behavior affected
male misbehavior ¢ 2ctly, but female misbehavior more indirectly

through reduced social support fram friends. This indicated that
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not only rust the specifics of parental behavior be explicated, but
indirect effects must also be delineated, especially relative to
the way parents' behavior affects peer support.

Hirschi unfortunately failed to include any significant number
of blacks in his study, and most studies testing his theory have
failed to include blacks. One exception was Linden and Hackler
(1973) who concentrated on a lower class population (youth ages 13
to 15 in a low-cost housing project); however, their study failed
to include females and focused on affective ties between parents,
friends and delinquent youth rather than what par ts do to limit
the youth's behavior.

Studies that include black males and females and deal with the
broad range of issues raised by Hirschi e almost nonexistent,
which helped prompt this effort. . That is, we need to detemmine not
only whether parents and peers are necessary to an explanation of
deviance, but what precisely are the mechanisms that make parents
affective in the bonding process, and even more specificaliy, what

mechanisms are most affective with black youth.

Integrative Efforts

Unfortunately, efforts to evaluate the importance of peers and
parents have not looked at all aspects of these two support systems,
and the value of the results has thereby been limited. This has led
to debate over whether either parents or peers alone can explain

the phenamenon or whether, and in what instances, both are required.
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Jensen (1972) states, "What goes on in the family situation
appears to have a significance of its own which is not encampassed
by the differential association perspective."” Linden and Hackler
(1973) agree that lack of parental support can cause delingquency
directly.

Johnson (1979), however, found no direct relationship either
between parental attachment and delinquent associates or between
parental attachment and delinquent involvement. Johnson argued
that the effect of parental attachment occurs through other inter-
vening variables which in turn affect one's associates, and thus
one's delinquency. Johnson admitted to including very few blacks
or youth fram slum areas in his sample which may account for the
poor showing of parents in generating delinquent behavior. Or it
may be that the way he measured family variables, focusing on love
and concern rather than discipline or supervision, may have limited
the significance of parents. He concluded that the effect of par-
ental attachment is to influence the degree of the child's attach-
ment to school,

He found a strong direct effect of school success on delingu-
ency as well as an indirect effect of school success on attachment
to school and on delinquent . X (See Appendix 0.) His
findings documented "the importance of school performance in deter-
mining adolescent friendship choices" (Johnson, 1979: 105). How-
ever, delinquent associates were not merely another effect of school

and ent t i, but : they played an active role in producing
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(or preventing ) law violation. Or as Elliott et al. state, "Delin-
quent behavior must be supported and rewarded by social groups if
it is to persist" (Elliott et al., 1979: 13). This seemed to
call for inclus’ 1 of " " :n” " influence in school in the present
study.

Matseuda (1982), in another integrative effort included four
background variables in his causal model--age, SES, whether or not
the home was intact, and the youth's perceptions of trouble in his
neighborhood. All of these he felt were important to testing dif-
ferential association relative to s L control theory. He exam-
ined parental supervision, both because of its importance to social
control theory and in keeping with differential association theory,
which posits that supervision negatively affects delinquency since
it reduces exposure to delinquent associates. Peer relationships
were examined, both relative to the opportunity for learning behav-
ior patterns favorable or unfavorable to delinquency (measured by
number of delinquent friends) and as a direct cause of delinquency
(measured by whether a youth wants to ke like his friends). He
used the same sample of predominately white males used by Hirschi
to canpare these theories. He found the effects of SES and hroken
home to be trivial. The effect of friends on attitudes toward the
law was s onger than parental supervision in explaining deviant
behavior. He suggested that we pursue concepts associated with
differential association theory more rigorously in light of his

findings.
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The weight of the evidence emerging fram these integrative
efforts is in favor of the importance of peers in the delinquency
process. This may be because of the lack of attention in these
studies to how parents control behavior. vhether the youth can talk
to parents and what kind of limits they set may have more of an
impact on the youth's behavior than the emotional content of the
relationship. It may also be related to the type of populations
used. It seems we ought not to eliminate parental factors as hav-
ing a direct effect until we have locked more closely at these
aspects of parenting (in particular, cammmication and su :vision)
simultaneous with locking at other commnity influences (via the
school and neighborhood) and different aspects of peer associations,
especially as they relate to that population with which we need to
be most concerned, namely inner city black youth. We need to under-
stand when and under what conditions parents can be effective insu~
lators, preventing their young people fram association with those
who would teach and reinforce their deviant attitudes and behavior,
and if the parents' failure to control their youth necessarily
leads to association with deviant others. And we need to determine
the relative importance of communication, supervision and discipline

in this insulating process.
School

while a number of studies have looked at different aspects of

the school experience as it relates to delinquent behavior, few
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to be delinquent than those who responded "wvery good"; and 2) the
association between attitudes toward school and delinguency was
greater for girls than for boys, i.e., the inhibiting effect of
school factors on de”’ wuency is just as great (if not greater) for
females than it is for males.

Wiatrowski et al, also report findings that relate school
success to avoidance of deviance. They state, "Students of low
ability and social class are less canmitted to conventional goals,
presumably because those goals are beyond their reach, and that as
a consequence... these students are free to engage in delinquent
behavior" (1981: 525).

The school, like the family, is viewed as a socializing agent.
The question is whether these two are causally linking. That is,
does the school simply serve to reinforce values taught at hame or
does it hawe an impact of its own, independent of the family situa-
tion? One way of detemining this is by testing family and school
influence within a model which allows each to have a diiect and

indirect effect. The model for this study will attempt to do this.

Sex/Age/Race Differences

Much of the literature in the past has assumed that social
circumstances differed by race, age and sex. Different explanations
were thought to be required for whites, women and yourger youth.
Since the involvement of such populations in delinguency was so

rare, it was often assumed that the prablems of these groups were
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mental or emotional rather than socially instigated. As each of
these three groups have become more involved in delinquency, it has
required a reexamination to determine whether the existing social

theories are useful in explaining delingquency here as well.

Sex

Harris stated, "Existing theories ought no longer be considered
general theories unless and until they not merely 'take account' of
the sex variable, hut instead, start with it" (1977: 5). Women
have made gains in a number of crime areas, and while their increased
involvement in these crimes may partly reflect a change in law
enforcement practices or statistical cowerage, it is likely that a
real increase is occurring. In fact, James and Thornton (1980)
documented that female delinquency has changed both quantitatively
and qualitatively. Traditionally, females have been more involved
in victimless crime (especially status offenses and sex related
offenses) and rarely were involved in group behavior, but this no
longer appears to be the case. Steffensmeier and Cobb (1981) found
that larceny accounts for the greatest gains in female crime.

According to Smith (1979), the ratios of male to female devi-
ance, using self-report indices, are smaller than noted in current
official data. He found an owverall ratio of 1.4 to 1 for self-
report data campared to 6 to 1 for official statistics. This seems
to imply that, while men may be arrested and prosecuted more than

women, women are now camritting a significant number of crimes
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themselves. Why female crimes is on the rise, especially relative
to male delinguency, remains unexplained.

Previous studies are tainted by their inattention to females,
and studies including black females are almost non-existent. The
question is whether these studies can still be useful in arriving
at a general theory that takes account of both sexes. For example,
is differential opportunity theory applicable? Datesman et al.
(1975) tested this using a sample made up of 34% blacks and 66%
whites, and found the relationship between perceived ocpportunity
and delinquency to be stronger for females than males, but they
believed that success may be defined differently by the two sexes.
For example, females may be more concerned about interpersonal
relationships while boys are concerned with whether they are moving
toward desired goals; that is, whether they are achieving education-
ally or occupationally. If this is the case, we would expect friends
to be especially important in whether girls become involved in
deviance and school success to be more of a factor for boys.

Glordano (1978) looked at what types of social networks seem
to be associated with high levels of delinguency involvement on the
part of adolescent females. She included in her sample girls fram a
state institution as well as a random sample fram an urban high
school in a lower class area. The sample was evenly divided between
blacks and whites. 1In general, she found that those who were part
of a regular group were more likely to be delinquent, and that the
more leisure time spent in the group, the more likely the girl was

to be delinquent.
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These studies are helpful in recognizing the importance of
individual friends and peer groups to deviant girls who were once
viewed as loners. Efforts to examine the dynamics of peer relations
are thus appropriate to an explanation of deviance among females as
well as males.

But what about social control theory? Is it useful here,
especially relative to differences in the extent to which parents
relate differently to each sex? Canter (1982) found that family
variables predict delinquency better for males than females. For
example, males from brcken hames are more delinquent in her sample
than males fram intact homes, and the difference is greater than
for girls fram broken wversus intact hames. This gives credence to
the proposition that hroken homes reduce parental supervision,
which increases delinquent involvement, especially among males.

Gove and Crutchfield found that boys tend to be more reactive
to dissolution of the family. "Boys appear to be rore reactive to
poor role models or the absence of role models, whereas giris appear
to be somewhat more reactive to the nature of parent-child inter-
action" (Gove and Crutchfield, 1982: 316).

Simons et al. (1980) proposed that, "As parents begin to reject
their daughters as often as they do their sons, as teachers canmence
to label girls negatively as they do loys, as females cbtain the
access to illegitimate opportunities that males presently have, and
so on, the disparity between the sexes in tems of delinguency will
disappear.” (1980: 48). We are led to conclude that the processes

which lead to delingquency are similar for males and females. But
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the strength of the effects may differ. Males react more intensely
to lack of parental or school support, while girls react more to
negative peer pressure. If we are to accept this point of view,
however, we must first test it with a population that includes
blacks and females, since most of the studies cited have had limited

numbers of both.

Age

Whether peers, parents or other adults are more daminant in
the process of influencing deviant behavior may be a function of
age. As Rosenberg points out, "The older child is much more likely
to trust his own judgment (or that of his best friends). The younger
child...tends to attribute absolute truth...to his seniors" (1973:
834). Conly found a significant relationship betweei. parental
canmunication and delinquency among younger subjects but not in the
older group, leading her to conclude that, "One's bond to society
(via parents) is most influential in deciding behavior early in
adolescence before peers become the dominant influence" (1978:
g5).

Johnson's (1979) failure to find any relationship between
attachment to parents and delinquent behavior among the older youth
he studies (10th graders) lead him to call for a longitudinal study
that could evaluate the expected greater impact of parents at age
12 or 13 as campared to the greater impact of peers at 14 or 15.

Clearly, age cannot be ignored as a variable influencing the strength
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of the effect of peers and parents. This study will attempt to
dermonstrate stronger effects of parents on younger youth and peers

on older youth.

Race

By and large, recent studies that have utilized self-report
scales have had largely vhite samples. Studies using official data
and those testing subcultural theories included mostly blacks since
subcultures were seen as a lower class phenomenon. Johnson (1979)
had very few blacks in his study, and Hirschi (1969) confined his
analysis to the white adolescent boys in his sample. Nationwide
random samples such as Bachman's (1969) and Canter's (1982) and
those using school classes as their setting (Simons et al., 1980;
Poole and Regoli, 1979; Reiss and Rhodes, 1964) also included too
few blacks to allow proper analysis by race.

Natalino documented technical as well as conceptual problems
with this approach and advises that "we must examine self-report
data from black adolescents themselves, not extrapolations fram
their white counterparts" (1982: 65). The technical problems
have to & with the cperationalization of such variables as "broken
home" and "social class" which are "not meaningful in the context
of black experience" (Jensen, 1982: 66). Using the principal
wage earner to define social class fails to take into account the
variety of incane sources that are evident in black families, as

well as the differences between those whose low income is temporary



(unemployed father) versus those for whom poverty is a more chronic
prablem. The concept of broken home presents problems because of
the high rate of black children not living with two parents, which
the Urban ILeague reports to be almost four times as likely for
black youth as white youth. (In 1980, 41.7% of all black families
were headed by a ..male as campared to 11.9% of all vwhite families)
(National Urban League, 1983).

Surveys taken in schools do not capture data fram dropouts or
institutionalized youth. Problems in reading ability reduce black
responses on written questionr ° =s, and the use of white interview-
ers may contribute to a variety of biascd results generated by
incamplete and misunderstood responses. Too few studies are avail-
able to document the black experience, which is part of the justi-

fication for this study.

Deviance Versus Delinguency

One other theoretical question must be resolved before proceed
ing; we must define what is meant by delingquency versus deviant
behavior. Prior to the 60's, those behaviors now defined as status
offenses were included within the definition of delinquency. Now
these offenders are considered a breed apart. In 1958, Miller
defined delingquency to refer to behavior or acts canmitted by indi-
viduals within specified age 1limits which if known to official
authorities could result in legal action. The definition shifted

as the law changed. Then a youth who ran away fram hame, was truant
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fram school or otherwise disobedient towards his/ her parents (un-
governable) was subject to the same legal action as a youth who
stole or canmitted any other like act. Now these youth are legally
labeled "CINS" in Maryland (Children in Need of Supervision or PINS
(Persons in Need of Supervision) in Washington, D.C. and their
behavior is legally distinct fram delinquency (¢ -“"1ed as any act
punishable as a crime at the adult level). Vhile PINS ocntinue to
be a problem to their parents, they are no longer to any great
extent processed through the juwenile justice system, although the
police remain involved at least with the runaways for wham missing
persons camplaints are filed. Nevertheless, it is still a group
worthy of our theoretical attention since it is not uncommon for
PINS later to reappear in the system as delinquents, and it is
necessary if we are to test the validity of earlier findings.

PINS are often referred to as status offenders because their
acts are punishable only because of their status as juveniles (under
age 18 in rost states). Their offenses are also referred to as
victimless crimes since no one other than themselves (and their
parents) is hurt by their actions. Drug and alcchol abuse are also
considered victimless crimes, and to this extent, bear a resemblance
to status of fenses.

The removal of status offenses fram the definition of delingu-
ency was largely based on the assumption that such behavior presented
no clear and present danger to society. "Only the individual juven-
ile and perhaps the parents are injured by such offenses, not the

public" (Ketchum, 1961: 651).
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Others (Thomas, 1976) argue that PINS mishehavior or involve-
ment in status offenses leads to involvement in delingquencies.
Such of fenders should be of public concern in the interest of delin-
quency prevention, since PINS behavior is likely to escalate to
more serious of fense Establis™* g whet!l : 718 ‘e involv =~
in misbehavior which is injurious to themselves or in delinquent
activities for which they have not gotten caught is critical to
determining once and for all whether they should ° sii '7 1y
or as a separate group.

T s (1976) found a high rec’ ~'vism offense rate among PINS.
Of those in the sample first charged with a : offense, 37.9%
came back to court on a second charge, as campared to 28.3% recidi-
vism rate for the total sample. Further he found, "not only that a
substantial number of status offenders subsequently became involwved
in misconduct that is nore ser’ 1is, but also that a significant
nunber of those appearing before the court on status offenses have
previously been charged with more serious types of delinquency"
(Thomas, 1976: 445). Males are rpre likely to reappear as are
older youth, he found, and females are a little more likely to
reappear as status offenders.

Rojeck and Erickson explored the notion of a progressive career
escalation, and state, "There is a marked propensity for multiple
of fenders to be arrested for substantially more property crimes and
fewer status offenses (excluding runaway offenses)...However, in
canparing the remaining three arrest categories (persons, other

crimes, and runaway), the differences between onetime and multiple
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of fenders are negligible" (1982: 24). Thus, there appears to be
evidence of offense specilization for property offenders and runaway
of fenders, but not other types of offenses. This study will attempt
to reaffirm that status offenses go hand in hand with delinguent
participation.

The temm "deviance" is more accurate than delinquency in des-
cribing the subject of this study since it includes a wide range of
antisocial acts fram PINS behavior to ammed rdbbery. Anticipating
that the etiology of minor misbehavior may be different fram serious
T ling w1y, we will exp’ e sub-types of deviance within this

study.



CHAPTER II
THEORETICAL FOCUS OF THE STUDY

As the primary socializing agents, parents have the first
opportunity to influence or control their child's ~ Tiavior. If the
mechanism of control that they utilize are effective, they can
isolate the child fram deviant peer influences and negative adult
influences and mrevent his/her involvement in deviance (along the
lines suggested by Reckless et al., ""57). This study will attempt

to demonstrate this by providing support for the following hypothe-

sis:

H.: Deviant behavior is negatively related to parental

control.

Support for this hypothesis would help to reaffimm Hirschi's (1369)
concepts and to challenge findings supporting peers as having a

stronger influence than parents.

Defining Parental Control

Most studies (Wiatrowski et al (1981); Johnson (1979)) focus
on the "closeness" between parent and child and identifice’ ' on

(wham the child emulates), ignoring the concrete efforts of parents

to control the child's activities. I use the temm "parental control”

46



rather than "parental attachment" to stress the fact that the study
will be concerned with what parents do relative to their children.
Attachment is not expected to be a significant predictor of deviance.
Parental control is defined as those things which a parent does to
be aware of and 1limit the youth's activities and associates.

Parents affect their child's behavior by what they fail to do
as well as what they do. Norland (1979) suggests that an unaware—
ness of the youth's activities is associated with deviance. This
lack of knowledge interferes with the parents' ability to control
their children effectively, making the intervening role of peers
more influential in the delinguency process. Knowledge of a youth's
activities is essential, gained usually through cawmnication. And
knowledge or awareness of a youth's activities provides guidance as
to how much and vwhat kind of supervision is needed. RKnowledge is a
product of canmanication and contributes to good supervision.
Discipline is the mamner in which parents react to violations of
expectations, while supervision is the on-going monitoring which
parents undertake to insure their child's conformance to expected
behavior. Knowledge and canmunication on the one hand and super-
vision/discipline on the other represent what parents do and fail
to do to control their children's behavior.

Knowledge comes about when children make parents aware of
their activities and associates (without this infommation necessar-
ily being solicited); cammnication is more the responsibility of
the parent who attempts to elicit infommation as to what the child

is doing. Supervision and discipline are both intiated hy the



parent usually in response to inappropriate behavior. Discipline
differs from supervision in that specific limit-setting is usually
implied, while supervision entails general "policing" of the youth.
Knowledge, caommunication, discipline and supervision are all expect-

ed to be neatively related to deviant behavior in my model.

Peer Influence

If parents are weak in the controls they impose on their
youth, peer influences may have an effect on deviance. Another way
to state this is to hypothesize that:

H,: To the degree that parent control is present, youth

o
will not associate with deviant peers.

This suggests that there is an indirect effect of parental
control on deviance through reduction of deviant peer influence
(along with the direct effect suggested by Hl)'

Within the cammunity, deviant peers are an important par: of
the process of becaming deviant. In order to test peer influence,
the following hypothesis is proposed:

H3: Deviant behavior is heightened when friends support
deviant acts.

This allows for a direct relationship between having deviant

associates and involvement in deviance.

To test this hypothesis, we define the temm "peer support" as

the extent to which friends are accessible as well as whether they
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are themselves deviant, and thus, more inclined to encourage and
reinforce deviance (In keeping with Sutherland's theory, 1947).
Accessibility includes a number of quantitative as well as qualita-
tive issues relative to peer associates. Quantitatively, we would
expect a youth with more friends and more interaction with those
friends to be more influenced by them. But we would also expect
that the more intense the relationship is with friends, the nore
the youth would be influenced by them. Intensity of peer relation-
ships includes closeness, duration, or stability of relationships,
and perceived reliability of friends; interaction aspects include
the number of friends a youth has, how often he/she sees them, and
vhether he/she relates to peers in a grou or in an individual
context. This is consistent with Hamans (1950) who sees closeness
as a direct product of amount of interaction.

The following sub~hypotheses are included in our overall test

of peer support:

Hy s There is a positive relationship between involvement

in deviance and the number of deviant friends a

youth has.

H3b: Deviants will have more stable peer relations than
non—-deviants.

H3c= Deviants will have nore contact with friends than
non—-deviants.

H3d: Deviants will feel closer to their friends and rely

on them more.

These hypotheses relate to the social ability/disability controversy.



In oxder to follow up Cloward and Ohlin (1960) and others such
as Short and Strodtbeck (1965) who see the peer growp as having a
greater influence than individual friends, we must also test the

following:

H Youth who are members of groups will be nore deviant

30!
than youth who are not members of groups.

Follow up to Cloward and Chlin also requires that we lodk not
only at whether deviant youth have deviant friends, but the specific
nature of the deviance. Therefore, we will also be lodking at
vhether deviant peer influence is offense specific or generic in
nature.

In general, we are predicting that deviant youth will have
more deviant friends, see them more often, usually in groups, and
rely on them more for support. These relationships tend to be
substituted for the lack of positive relationships elsewhere; that
is, this dependence on friends is a response at least in part, to

the lack of family ties.
Comrunity Influence

In addition to parents and peers, youth relate to other adults
in the community. In the case of school, we would expect that this
influence would be largely positive. On the other hand, a high
crime area may have a number of adult criminals who exert a negative

influence. The effect of each of these influences will be tested

via the following hypotheses:
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H4: The nore satisfied a youth feels with school, the
less likely he/she is to be involved in deviant
activities.

HS: There is a relationship between involvement in

deviance and knowledge of others in the cammunity

who are involved in crime.

School Satisfaction

School satii " ction serves as an intervening variable in the
model. Good grades, athletic skills, physical attractiwveness, all
play a part in acceptance by peers in school as well as recognition
by teachers and other school personnel. But it is not clear whether
positive attitudes toward school result in good grades and accep-
tance by teachers and conventional peers or whether how one is
received in school (and the labelling effect) is what determines
grades and friends (via a self-fulfilling prophesy). However, it
is reasonable to suggest that the extent to which a youth feels
satisfied with his school experience reflects his experience with
teachers and conventional peers in school. School satisfaction is
defined as the degree to which a youth is attached to school and
teachers.

School satisfaction is an important variable, not only because
the school is the locus for reinforcing previous parental socializ-
ing efforts, but because it causes frustration for those who do not

expect to achieve their aspirations. School satisfaction is included
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in the model to test whether school serves to bond the youth closer
to conventional or non—conventional others. Whether legitimate
future opportunities are or are not being frustrated is also con-
sidered.

Grades reflect whether a youth is rewarded by conventional
adults and conventional peers in school. A youth with bad grades
is likely to feel rejected by both, and consequently to associate
with others with bad grades who are likewise experiencing failure
and more likely to reinforce deviant behavior. When a youth is
involved in school, school work will be a topic of discussion
between these friends.In addition to grades, whether a youth likes
school, feels teachers are interested in him, tries hard, and cares
vhat teachers think are important to school satisfaction.

The school is seen as intervening after parents and before
peers in detemining deviant behavior. This is in keeping with
Hirschi and others who see the school experience as reinforcing the
bonding process established by parents. Theoretically, if one is
involved in school and has friends with whom school experiences are
shared, there is less likelihood that deviant friendships will
develop in the neighborhood or cammunity, so we also expect school
satisfaction to affect deviance indirectly by reducing deviant
associations. Thus, school has direct and indirect effects in our

model and intervenes between parents and youth in reducing deviance.



Community Influence

Whether or not the canmunity is a negative or positive influ-
ence is reflected at least partially in the amount of crime in that
area. It is also reflected by whether others are available fram
whan to learn crime. In addition to looking at the amount of crime
in the area, the individual can be asked if he/she knows of law-
breakers in the canmmunity. While his awareness of their existence
does not mean that he necessarily associates with these criminals,
it is an indication that such an opportunity does exist. Like
parental control, negative cammunity influence is ¢ n as having an
impact on peer relations, only in this case it is expected to
contribute to having deviant friends. That is, long temm learning
experiences are associated with exposure to criminals/law-hreakers,
along the lines that Sutherland suggests. Negative community
influence is defined as having knowledge of (and thus, the opportun-
ity to associate with) others who break the law.

As envisioned, the model allows for each of the major factors--
parents, peers, school and caonmunity to contribute directly to
deviance as well as having mediating effects. The model attempts
to take into account the major actors that influence youth as well

as how they mutually contribute towards deviance or conventionality.
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CHAPTER IIT
METHODOLOGY

Background

The opportunity to conduct this study came about through my
involvement with the D.C. Superior Court, which cbtained a CETA
grant fram the Department of Employment Services (DOES) to operate
a summer employment program for PINS youth in the summer of 1981.
In addition to the regular summer jdbs that DOES made available to
youth, DOES provided funding for special groups. The Superior
Court applied for this grant in order to enable the Inter-Agency
Center for PINS for whom they have oversight responsibility) to
obtain summer jabs for the youth served through this Center. The
funds were to be used to provide staff to recruit special jobs for
these PINS, place the youth in the jdbs, supervise them owver the
eight-week summer Jjob period, and provide special services as
needed by this select population, including counseling and educa-
tional /tutorial services. Since it was uncertain how many PINS
youth would apply for the program, it was agreed that DOES could
refer youth to the PINS program, if all the job slots recruited
were not filled by PINS youth.

Although the summer employment program was undertaken by the

Court primarily to serve PINS youth, computer problems prevented
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many of the PINS youth fram actually entering the program, and the
bulk of the participants in 1981 were youth referred by DOES whose
behavior by and large was exemplary. When I was asked to return
for a second summer and operate the program in 1982, it seemed a
good opportunity to conduct a study, using some of these summer
program youth as a nondeviant control group. This time, however,
more PINS were expected to be enrolled in the program.

Since it was a summer program, it offered the opportunity to
interview the youth twice, which I initially intended to do, hut
this plan was abandoned because the time period between the begin-
ning to the end of the sumrer was insufficient to expect the kind
of significant changes in relationships to justify a panel study.
This meant using a static group camparison, and relying on logic as
the primary basis for establishing cause in lieu of any means of
tracing the actual course of events.

It was anticipated that the summer program would serve 125
PINS youth and 125 youth to be referred by DOES. The D.C. “uperior
Court indicated its willingness to allow me to interview a randamly
selected group of 125 prabationers as well. These three equal-sized

groups were to provide me with the data needed.
Sample Description
Geographical Distribution

In 1980, the D.C. Superior Court Annual Report contained a

breakdown of referrals by wards where their caseload of juveniles






57

periadically to report to their prdbation officers. Office super-
visors made names and addresses available of youth they felt fit
into the study, based on the age and living situation of the youth.

It was necessary to have addresses in order to send letters to
parents asking pemmission for their youth to participate in the
‘'t view, a procedure which probation staff felt was extremely
important. A letter was sent to the youth and to the parent(s), and
the youth were asked to kring the parents' letter with them when
they came in for their next prdbation appointment if they were
willing to participate. Interviewers were stationed at each of the
three prdbation of fices fram mid-August through September to inter-
view the youth who came in and were willing to take part. During
that time, only a small nunber of females were seen, reflecting the
small percentage of females on probation; but no way could be found
for facilitating contact with more female probationers. Of the
probation sample, only nine (or 10.7%) were female. However, this
is the same percent as is represented in the overall prdbation
caseload.

In the initial round of sending letters to parents, 150 letters
were sent to parents of probationers, 50 in each of the three quad-~
rants included in the study. But interviewers were also able to
interview youth who did not receive letters when they care to the
of fice with their parents, It was difficult to keep track of who
responded to letters, giving us no accurate response rate, but
interviewers indicated that fewer than one in ten of the youth who

came into the offices refused to be interviewed or could not be
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interviewed because of lack of parent permmission. A total of 88
interviews were obtained in this way.

A pool fram which the prabation sample was drawn included a
total of 4,012 PINS and Delinquency Cases, handled by the Juwvenile
Division of the D.C. Courts in 1982. Of these, 76.4% were delinguent
cases; 16.9% had to do with drug sale or use, and 6.7% involved
PINS and Inter-state Campact cases. Of the delinquent and drug
cases, 89.4% were male, and 10.6% were female. Of the PINS/Inter-
state Campact cases, 53% were male and 47% were female.

The inclusion of the probationers in the sample was to insure
that the study group included youth involved in other than trivial
acts of deviance. We could not dbtain a randam sample of youth
since we had neitl - t or n ¥ sufficient to __t a large
enough randan sample to ins._. enough deviants to allow wvalid
canparisons with non-deviants, Utilizing probationers as a source
for the de' " nt grouwp insured that youth » behavior is ¢« ‘ici~
ently serious to be considered deviant would be included in the
study.

By using probation youth rather than youth who have been
in = tionalized, we mini ° d the effect that « ct with the
juvenile justice system might have on behavior. Although m-
ers have been formally processed, they have not been removed from
the cammunity where the influences I was interested in studying
would presumably continue to operate, and their behavior has not

been influenced by the experience of being in an institution.
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The PINS Sample

Although I anticipated getting the bulk of PINS interviews
from PINS youth in the summer program, it seemed advisable to uti-
lize the program's involvement with the Inter-Agency Center for

PINS to dbtain additional PINS interviews.

The Inter-Agency Center for PINS was created in 1979 to serve
those youth whose PINS behavior hrought them to the attention of
the juvenile court (for running away, truancy or incorrigibility/un-
governability). Because of changes in law and policy, these youth
were not deemed to be appropriate for fommal court processing, hut
the courts were sympathetic to the parents and families who were
asking for help in dealing with them. A variety of agencies joined
together to establish this Center, with the Washington Urban League
providing administrative staff and support services, while the
Court and several private agencies provided counseling staff. The
purpose of the Center is to serve as a central referral sorce for
parents, schools and police personnel who deal with truants, runaways
and ungovernable children. The Center serves as well as the central
intake office for the Court where PINS cases are concerned, taking
referrals fram the Court and referring them to needed services.
With a total staff of six, little nore can be done other than to
serve as an infommation and referral service, although staff does
provide some direct service via short temm counseling, including

counseling over the phone.
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As of May, 1982, the Center had about 1,500 cards on file of

cases they had handled. A randam sample was selected fram these
files., All cases of youth who lived in the southwest area and who
did not fit my age criteria for the study (under age 14 or over age
21) were eliminated fran the sample. In addition, the sample was
restricted to those whose PINS behavior had occurred within the
past year since this was the time reference to be used in the
self-report deviancy items of the questionnaire. This resulted in
a list of 784 names. Fram this list, a 50% sample was chosen, and
letters were sent to the youth and his/her parents, asking the
youth to came in to the PINS center for an interview, and to hring
the parents' letter, giving him permission to participate. Thus,
392 letters were sent, and 42 youth came in for interviews. The
poor response rate (10.7%) was partly a product of the poor addres-
ses available through the Center, as well as the fact that Saturday
was the day used for interviewing since we began while the youth
were still in school (late June). As far as we could tel’, there
were no differences between those who responded and those who did

not, although we had no systematic way of confimming this.
DOES Sample
The Department of Employment Services cperated a summer program

each year through 1982, of which the PINS program was one s 1

part. Admission to the Summer Program required submission of an



61

application by April, verification of family incame, and presenta-
tion of a Social Security card. The allowable family income to
participate in 1982 ranged fram a low of $4,860 for a single person
family to a high of $14,790 for a family of six.

The process of applying for the summer program was time limiteq,
requiring planning on the part of the participants and some persis—
tence if they were to be accepted. Nearly twice as many applied to
DOES as were accepted. Whether the youth in the DOES summer program
were "typical" of D.C. inner city youth in general is uncertain.
Their initiative tends to put them in the category of more conven-
tional youth, and thereby are a legitimate source for non-deviants.
Aside fram the PINS Center-referred youth and a few specially
selected for our program, the youth in our program appeared to be
no different fram other youth in the DOES summer program. The Does
program served both males and females, but the greater availability
of clerical jdbs resulted in more females being served by the
program.

The DOES summer program served youth ages 14 through 21.
Because jdbo sites wanted older youth (ages 16 and over), more older
youth were enrolled in the program. The youth were divided into
two groups for program purposes, one with youth ages 14 and 15 and
the other, ages 16 and over. Younger youth spent two days at the
job site, while older youth spent three days; in this way the same
job slot could be used by two youth. This age breakdown was main-
tained ‘in the study when dividing older and younger youth. The

theoretical rationale for maintaining this age hreakdown was that



Older youth (age 16 and over) are not required to attend school.
This conceivably could affect responses to school-related questions.

The Summer Employment Program youth were interviewed when they
Came in to participate in the counseling and educational components
of the program (two days/week) or when they came in for paychecks.
One hundred nine (109) interviews were dbtained fram the total of
243 enrollees in the PINS Summer Employment Program. Same were
©liminated because they had been out of high school for more than
one year, making the school-related questions irrelevant. Several
of the youth had previously been institutionalized and were living
in grouwp homes rather than their own hames. They also were not
interviewed. Some were not interviewed because they were not
available as a result of being placed with employers who chose to
have them at the job site fulltime rather than caming to the Center
program. Several refused to participate, and two were exciuded

since they were not black (one Filipino and one Caucasian).

Sample Charges

As the summer program began to take shape, it became clear
that Employment Services was once again not going to fulfill their
pramises to insure that PINS youth referred to them would be returned
to our program. As of two days before the beginning of the program,
less than half of the 100 PINS youth referred to DOES were enrol led
in the summer program.

It also became apparent that the only affiliation that same of

the PINS youth had with the PINS Center was that they came with a

friend to the Center to sign wp for the summer job program. To
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label them as pPINS was clearly inappropriate. Even those who were

i 1t
identified as honafide PINS (i.e., known to the Center as a resu
Same

of engaging in PINS behavior) were not a hamogeneous group.
of them presenteq serious disciplinary prablems, while others were

very well behaved, causing one to wonder why their parents ever

felt & - the int ttion of the PINS Center in the first
Place. It became clear that these youth did not fit neatly into a

deviant or nondeviant category.
Likewise, as interviewing began with the summer Program Enrol-

lees, we realized that this portion of the sample also was a mixed
growp that could not easily be classified as deviant or nondeviant.
A great deal of control was required by staff to handle some of the

enrollees while others required little or no supervision.

A modification in the plan seemed to be required. Instead of

using the original designations-~PINS, Summer Program, Prcbationer-
as the breakdown of the sample, I began looking instead at whether
the youth admitted during the int siew to having been to court.

This seemed a npre valid way of discriminating between deviants

and ron-deviants. My plan changed to defining the nondeviant group

on the basis of the absence of a court appearance and the deviant

grouwp as tho:  who admitted to at o - ap >e. By
T could be reasonably ____ of ending up

with a ¢ _:in  of X.
The number of propatio to | ! ( ined at

the end of the Summer program on the basis of the breakdown of
those admitting to or denying any court experience among those
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interviewed to that point (PINS and summer program participants).

By making these two groups equal, I hoped to cdbtain a wide range of
deviant activities. Prdbationers insured that the deviant end of

the continuum would be represented. Forty-five PINS and summer

enrol lees indicated some court experience, so that a goal of 80

probationer interviews was set in order to reach 125 with some
court experience. In this way, we hoped to end up with a spectrum
of deviant and non-deviant activities among those interviewed.

A total of 246 interviews were obtained. One hundred and nine

were Summer Program Participants, 49 PINS Center youth, and 88

prcbationers; 113 indicated that they had never been to juvenile

court, while 133 indicated that they had been officially handled at

least once (see Table I). A total of 136 males and 110 females

were interviewed; 78 younger youth were included and 168 older

youth (see Tables II and III).
The PINS sample represented about 5% of the youth between ages

14 and 21 served by the Center between May, 1981 and May, '282( 42
of 784). The prdbation sample represented about 10% of the popula-
tion served by the probation staff of the family division of the
D.C. Court (or 88 of the 852 youth placed on prdbation in 1982).
In 1982, DOES served a total of about 10,000 youth, so that the

youth interviewed for the study represents about .6% of this popula-

tion.



TYPE

Table 1

OF RESPONDENT BY JUVENILE OQOURT EXPERIENCE

N=246

1 1toC t Prabationer { PINS Summer Program
Never 0 36 77 113

4.5% %
Once 41 / 6 / 12 / 59
Twice 21 4 8 33
Three or More 26 3 12 41

Times %.5% A %
88 49 109

246
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TABLE I7T
TYPE OF RESPONDENT BY SEX N=244
Male Female
No Court if//////' 81 113
Experience
xperi 23.7% 74.3%

some Court

Experience 10?///,/” 22///,/’ 131
76, 3% 25,7%
135 109 244
TABLE III
TYPE OF RESPONDENT BY AGE
N=244
} ages 13-15 Ages 16-21
No Court ii/////// 75 113
Experience
49.4% 44,9%
Some Court /ii/////, /ii////’ 131
Ex; :-ience
50.6% 55.1%
77 167 244




Incane Unifomity

There was no incame criterion either for participation in the
PINS Center program or for being on probation as there was for
sumner program participants. Yet it appe 2 that there were no
signific = " Ef in the income levels of the families of
these three groups. While no data were cbtained on family income,
the employment information on mother's occupation was compared for
the three groups (see Table IV). Mother's occupation was used
ri ° than father's few respondents lived with father
and/or knew his job s° us (101 did not know vhether he worked or
not). But only 5 did not know whether mother worked. In 86 cases
they indicated that she does not work; 15 knew she worked but did
not know her occupation, and 145 knew her occupation. The group
where nost mothers were employed in management jobs was the summer
employment enrollees, for whan the limited income criteria were
operating. ™°s gives some indication that incame levels for 2INS
Center youth and probation youth were not higher than summer program
participants, and may even have been lower, especially for prdba-
tioners, most of who did not obtain summer jobs, and who have the
highest proportion of mothers who were not working. In other
words, if the group with the highest number of professional workers
meets the low incame criteria associated with CETA, those with the

least number of professionals are likely to have even lower incomes.

Add to this that the other groups (families of PINS and prdbationers)

did not have the youth's incame to help, it is likely that income
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TABLE IV

TYPE OF RESPONDENT BY MOTHER'S OCCUPATION

Praofessional, Clerical, Unskilled Not Working
TechnicalManagerial Sales and
Service
Prdbationers 10 36 2/ 32 80
12.5% 4% ~72.5% 40%
PINS Center 5 20/ 3 15 43
11.6% 46.5% /7% A%
Summer Program 24 32 13 39 108
22.2% 2978 /@ 36.1%
39 88 18 86 231
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here was less. Professional occupations like nursing were heavily
occupied by the professional mothers (medicine and health is the
largest of the professional categories) and are low incame, which
helps explain this situation. To the extent that social class is
an issue in the literature, this is important since it wverifies
that we are dealing largely with lower-class youth here, at least

in tems of incame.

Race

Based on the previous years' experience, I knew that most if
not all the youth I would be studying would be black. The inner
city of the District of Columbia is now largely black. In 1980,
according to the Urban League figures, 70.8% of the population of

Washington, D.C. was black. My sample was all black.

Data Collection
Because of the limited reading skills of many inner city
youth, face to face interviewing was the optimal method of data
collection. The questionnare was designed and precoded to accanrp-

date the interviewer.
Pre-Testing
Questions were taken framn a number of prior studies (see

Appendix B for same of the sources of these questions). In one way

or another, alrost every question contained in the major studies
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was included in my questionnaire. Additionally, young people
(friends and relatives) in the same age range as I plamned to study
(14 to 21) were consulted as to those aspects of parent and peer
relations which they thought were most important in whether they or
their friends got in trouble. This influenced the selection and
wor *g of the questions. Wording was further refined by adminis-
tering the questionnaire to a number of youth who had participated
in the summer program the year before. This was done with the
assistance of fellow grajuate students wham I had recruited to help
me with the interviewing. Following this pretest, their comments
and suggestions, as well as those of the youth, were incorporated

into the interview schedule.

Interviewing

The questionnaire began with a series of neutral questions
(see Appen ™t C) in order to give the interviewer time to make the
respondent feel at ease before the questions about deviant activi-
ties were asked.

On questions related to parents, the respondent was given a
chance to identify a substitute parent if a step-parent or other
relative was in the home and/or serving in the parent role. There
were a total of 52 parent questions, but where there was only one
parent and no substitute, the youth answered only 26 parent-related

questions.
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In addition to general questions about friends, respondents
were asked to identify friends by first name or initials. Fol low-
ing Hansell and Wiatrowski (1981), an effort was made to dotain a
measure of multiplexity by asking them to name both their friends
in school and their friends in the neighborhood. Comparisons would
fresumably reveal to what extent the same friends served the same
roles and functions.

As someone who has worked with black youth extensively, I wasg
acutely aware of the advantage that a black interviewer would have
in establishing rapport with the youth, which was necessary to gain
their cooperation in being interviewed and assure honesty in their
responses. A total of six persons other than myself conducted
interviews, five of whom were black. Only 62 of the 246 interviews
were conducted by white interviewers. The other white interviewer
and I limited our interviewing efforts to the summer program partic-
ipants and PINS youth who would be less likely to be suspicious or
fearful of talking about their misbehavior to us.

Most interviews (202) were conducted during the sumrer months
when youth were not in school, although some of the probationers
were interviewed after returning to school in the fall. This was
necessary because of the small number visiting probation offices
during the sumrmer when staff were on vacation. And some PINS were
interviewed in early June before school was out for the summer. It
was important to be as consistent as possible on this in order to
insure that school questions were answered fram the same perspective,

i.e. we aésumed that responses during sumrer break would reference
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the previous school year and not be influenced by daily ocour
rences

jin school. In this way, the data would give a better Ooverall
per-
spective to their school experiences.

vhile originally I intended to use the staff of the summe
r
program to assist with the interviewing, the demands of the program

prohibited their taking “*-e away from the program to do this, and
outside help was necessary to canplete these interviews. This
proved to be the better approach since it eliminated any potential

pressure on youth to be interviewed. Had program staff interviewed

them, some yYouth would have felt that keeping their summer job
depended on their participating, and they might even have felt

compelled to give the "right" answers so as not to offend their

program counselor. Having interviewers from outside of the program

made the process more voluntary and responses more honest.

Both the PINS youth and prdbationers were given the incentive
of $3.00 for participating in the interview. This incentive was
not given to the summer program youth since they were or salary
during the time they were being interviewed. The pay incentive
proved more of an inducement for the prdbationers than PINS since
there was no cost associated with participating in the interview
for the probationer--the majority were caning to the office to see
their probation officer anyway. Most of the PINS Center youth,
however, paid carfare in order to came jin for the interview at the

PINS Center, and this probably contributed to the poor response

rate.
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Confidentiality

Limiting the study to one interview rather than two as origin-
ally planned reduced the opportunity for drawing causal inferences,
but increased our ability to guarantee conf “anti “'ty. It €' ~
inated the need to attach case numbers to each interview or to
maintain a master list of respondents. No records were kept of who
actually was int " 1ed. All ident’ “7ing information such as
birthdates and parents' place of employment was removed fram the
que: " " nni © 2 once the coding was complete.

As indicated, parents' signatures were dbtained in order °
insure that no youth was mr sured into participating or answering
questions that he/she could not handle. In the case of PINS and
probationers, consent was in the form of a parental signature
affixed to letters sent to all who we asked to participate; in the
case of summer youth employment enrollees, approval was obtained
when the parents appeared the first day of the summer program or
for those not present the first day, when they accompanied youth to
the central program site for different reasons, including cbtaining
paychecks. It was stressed at the outset and throughout the inter-
view that participation was voluntary.

It was made clear at the beginning of the interviews with the
PINS and probationers that the interviewer was not a " of the
staff of these programs. This point was stressed along with the
fact that the research was an independent effort, not undertaken

for these programs. This was done to insure that respondents felt
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no coercion to participate, as well as to encourage rore honest
responses than might have been dbtained if res 1d ‘s felt their
answers could be reported to their prdbation officers or otherwise
used against them.

When asked to name their friends and the deviant acts that
their friends caommitted, only initials or first names were used.
This was done to put at rest any concerns that respondents might be

"ratting" on their friends.

Coding

Once the interviewing was camplete, a codebock was developed,
coding undertaken, and computer entry begun. Development of the
codebock was straightforward, since much of the questionnaire was
pre-coded. Coding was spot-checked for reliability prior to computer
entry. The U.S. Census system of categorizing occupations was used
for coding occupations., By using the full list (over 600 categories)
rather than general categories, there was less need for interpreta-
tion by the coder. For example, it becomes clear fram the detailed
list that if "painter" is the occupation, "structural work" is the
code, since painting, plastering, and the like are specified under
this general category. Although the camplete occupational list was
used to code, only general categories (36) are contained in the
codebock (see Appendix D). This allowed for detail in coding

without extending the codebock excessively.



A list of schools in the D.C. area was also available to the
coder, and fram this list, it was easily discernible which schools

were "special" and which, "reg @ .

Dependent Vi “ables

Deviant t * wior is the owverall dependent variable; it incor-
porates both PINS offenses and chargeable delinguent ¢ 1S,
while self-reported deviant activity is the primary measure of the
dependent variable, we asked the youth about their police and court
contacts as well. This provided the opportunity to make comparisons
between the official experiences (via contact with po™' e and
courts) and reports about owverall behavior (via response to the
self-report scale) as a primary means of checking the reliability

of self-report information.

Court/Police Contacts

Reason for court contact and police pickup were coded ‘:cor g

to the g :ral scheme utilized by the D.C. { _  or( :in rec 1~
ing juvenile delinquency cases. For ple, the 1982 D.C. Superior
C  : Annual Report gives the following hreakdown for delinquency

cases (see Appe _.X M):

Acts Against Persons 1,169
Acts Against Property 1,898

Acts Against Public Order 677
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Acts against persons include assault, hamicide, pocketpicking/

purse snatching, rape and robbery, while acts against propery

include hurglary, larceny and unauthorized use of an autamobile.

Acts against public order include sale/possession of narcotics.

Burglary is de“‘1ed by the FRI Uniform Crime Report as unlaw-
ful entry of a structure to cammit a felony or theft, and therefore
belongs among property offenses, as does larceny, defined as the
taking away of property from the possession of another where no use
of force, violence or fraud occurs. Robbery is the taking or
attempting to take anything of value fram the care, custody or
control of a person by force, and belongs in the personal offense
category, as does armed robbery.

In coding reasons for being picked up by police and court
contact, major and minor personal, property, PINS and drug offenses
represented the sub-categories, The reason for separating major
fran minor offenses related to our plan to provide a scheme for
differentiating less serious fram more serious offense putterns.
Where nore than one offense was listed, only the most serious
offense was coded. This meant that often this code did not reflect
the general nature of a youth's misbehavior. However, it is doubt~-
ful that what a youth is charged with in juvenile court necessarily
reflects his owerall behavior in any case. Often the charge is
designed to huild a solid court case, and does not reflect the
total behavior of the youth which warranted charging him in the
first place. Any analysis using the type of offense for which the

youth was charged must bear this limitation in mind.
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Self-report Scales

Ageton and Elliot (1979) developed a scale of self-reported
delinguency and drug use that has served as the primary measure of
delinguent involvement for most recent studies. It serves as the
basis for measuring deviant behavior in this study as well. Their
scale contains 47 items, of which 27 were selected for use in this
study. It was necessary to reduce the number of items in order to
keep the questionnaire within a reasonable time frame to administer.
This was done by elminating some offenses (lying about your age,
cheating on school tests, hitchhiking, having sexual intercourse,
joyriding, buying liquor and making cbscene phone calls) which are
generally not considered serious enought to warrant official action.
Several were collapsed (e.g., drunk and disorderly became one
instead of two). The reduced scale focused on those activities that
are most cammonly referred to juvenile court.

According to Short and Nye, (1957) a self-report scale achieves
face validity only if all of the offenses to which a youth is asked
to admit are violations of the law or offenses for which adolescents
could be adjudicated. Inasmuch as this was the primary criterion I
used in selecting questions for inclusion in my questionnaire, I
achieved face validity.

Ageton and Elliott (1979) believe that the real distinction in
understanding delinquents may be between those reporting a high
nunber of non-serious offenses versus those reporting at least five

serious offenses. Their point is that the response categories must
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be precise enough to detemine the approximate number of times an
act is admitted in order to distinguish relatively minor involve-
ment from repeat offenders. Usually the highest category on self-
report scales is "three or more times" which fails to do this. To
avoid this prdblem, items in the self-report scale had the follow-
ing respon: options: 1) Newer, 2) Once or twice, 3) More than
twice, but less than ten times, and 4) More than ten times.

A sheet was given out to the respondent at the point that the
self~-report questions began, indicating the response options., This
sheet was used as a helpful 1 _in :, and removed the necessity for
the interviewer to read these four response categories for each of
the 27 items included in the self-report scale.

Respondents were asked how many times within the past year,

they camitted certain acts. The use of a short time reference was
considered important to insuring that those acts to which they
admitted were recent enoudh to be meaningful as a measure of their
involvement in de ance. My use of one year as the time frame
allowed the youth to think back over the past school year, whereas

six months was considered too short a period of time.

Developing a Weighting Scheme

All deviant acts are not equally serious. In order to investi-
gate the extent to which an escalation in anti-social activities is
causally different fram continuous minor misbehavior, (i.e., to

differentiate serious delinquency from prankishness or those acts
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associated with nommal adolescent rebelliousness), some system for
weighting the more serious offenses in the self-report scale was
needed. Weighting allows us to arrive at an overall deviance score
that reflects degree of seriousness of acts cammitted. The ability
to identify more extreme offenders may be relevant for tests of
theoretical propositions. At the same time, sub-types can be
distinguished and examined relevant to freguency of specific kinds
of behavior.

Seriousness of offense is a social matter, not fixed, hut
varying as social values vary. It is for this reason that any
system for weighting offenses for seriousness must rely on collective
judgments as to what different groups deem to be more or less
serious. These subjective measures are used, as Turner suggests,
in lieu of any objective standard of seriousness (Sellin and Wolf-
gang, 1975: VII).

Beginning in the late 50's, Sellin and Wolfgang devised a
systen for scaling severity of criminal offenses that has scood up
under replication and remains the most sophisticated method avail-
able for measuring seriousness of criminal events. They drew 141
offense silhouettes (i.e., profiles of cammonly cammitted acts)
fram the full range of crimes handled by the Uniform Crime Reports.
The offenses ranged across the whole continuum fram truancy to rape
and murder. They included simple offenses like disorderly conduct
as well as more camplex offenses like ammed robbery, where a single
label conceals a variety of behaviors. The silhouettes varied in

the degree of bodily ham inflicted on victims as well as the value
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of property stolen or damaged. They also assumed, "That the presence
of intimidation, the means of ir' ‘midating a victim, and the method
used to inflict ham are variables of importance..." (Sellin and
Wolfgang, 1975: 124). Their offense categories distinguishing
between use of a gun, knife, blunt instrument, fists or wverbal
intimidation. Additionally, they dealt with isst  such as whether
force was or was not used to accamplish the offense. The intent was
to include every known scenario that could occur at the scene of a
crime.

Based on review of police files, they were able to group
offenses cammitted by juweniles into two main classes: first,
offenses involving the infliction of some physical hamm on the
victim or causing loss or destruction of property;and _._condly,
of fenses against persons that did not result in any harm to them or
to their property, including offenses that disturbed public order,
the juvenile status offenses, and those of a consensual or conspira-
torial nature. The latter were not considered as important as the
first group. Such things as truancy and incorrigibility were
included because of their comparative value; that is, they provided
a base of nonserious offense types against which to compare other
more serious offenses. They considered bodily injury and property
theft and damage the most important, verifiable, and valid cate-
gories for s seriousness index.

University students of both sexes, police and juvenile officers
and juvenile court judges were used to score the 141 offenses from

which the scale was derived (see Appendix E). Students were used



because they were considered to have typical middle-class values.
Additionally, police officers were, as guardians and executors of
the law, thought to reflect middle-class values, as do judges. 1In
lieu of a randam sample of the entire population, these groups were
seen as a valid representation of cammunity sentiment or of the
"collective conscience". The final scale was developed using
students to assess and assign scores to the scale. Sellin and
Wolfgang conclude that "although unconstrained in their use of the
magnitude scale assignments, all of the raters tend to so assign
the magnitude estimations that the seriousness of the crime is
evaluated in a similar way, without significant differences, by all
the growps..." (1975: 55).

A number of studies have validated the work of Sellin and
Wolfgang and have demonstrated that the consensus they found on the
seriousness of criminal offenses is real and stable over individual
responents. Of greater importance, however, in establishing the
usefulness of this system was the issue of vhether the elements in
the scale are additiwve, i.e., can the scale be used to assess the
seriousness of events vhere an offender caommits muiltiple offenses
or where multiple offenders caommit single or multiple offenses.
Wellford and Wiatrowski (1975) conducted research to test the
assumption of additivity. Students were asked to score a series of
simple to camplex events, using Sellin's and Wolfgang's offense
descriptions. If additivity was to be supported, raters had to
indicate that an event involving two crimes was twice as serious as

an event involving one crime (two assaults wversus one assault).
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Wellford and Wiatrowksi were able to provide a high degree of

support for the assumption of additivity.
Scale Construction

The Ageton and Elliott self-report items do not contain the
same degree of detail that are included in the Sellin and Wolfgang
offense descriptions. The value of property stolen is indicated in
some of the theft items, but the extent of injury to the victim is
not detailed since the qu¢ "ions are wery general. However, the
Sellin and Wolfgang offenses can be collapsed and used to arriwve at
a seriousness index for the Ageton and Elliott items. This was
done by first determining which of the 141 offenses were comparable
to the Elliot and Ageton itamns included in my questionnaire (see
Appendix F).

The range of mean scores reported by Sellin and Wolfgang for
the Penn State students was then examined. (The student’s mean
scores were used rather than police scores since Sellin and Wolf-
gang's ultimate scores derived fram students' ratings.) A mean for
this range of means was then arrived at, like offenses were grouped
together, and a whole number applied, ranging fram 1 to 7, for each
of the antisocial activities items in my questionnaire.

The only problem with this approach is that Sellin and Wolf-
gang's ratings are samewhat dated, it seems, since selling marijuana
is considered more serious by the raters than selling heroin. The

dangers éssociated with pot were relatively unknown when these



ratings were done, and this, along with the fact that pot smoking
was Jjust beginning to be fairly widespread, probably contributed to
its being rated so high. Now that more is known about marijuana
and its use is more cammon, it is likely that a repeat of this
rating system would find it rated lower. However, in lieu of
another system, Sellin and Wolfgang's system is being used as the
basis for weights. By utilizing whole numbers rather than actual
means, we hope to equalize some of the minor differences which
might emerge if the ratings were updated. Since we must also make
judgments about some of the offenses not specifically dealt with by
Sellin and Wolfgang, using whole numbers helps in arriving at a
weighting system where the values are reasonably balanced relative
to one another.

The end product of this weighting system is that the most
serious offenses received a weight of seven while the least scrious
of fenses receive a weight of one. A total score was campleted by
multiplying the code for number of times cammitted by the weight
for each item and adding the 26 scores. Thus the total score for
each respondent included a measure of the seriousness of the deviant
acts admitted to by the youth, as well as frequency of acts canmit-
ted. Possible scores ranged fram zero (admission to none of the
of fenses) to a high of 304.5 (or the ejuivalent of admitting to
camitting all of the offenses at least 10 times). The mean for
the scale (DEVSCALE) was 35.03. If spondents failed to answer
any of the items in the scale, they did not receive a scale score
and were not included in the analysis of overall deviance. This

occured in 38 cases.
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The item having to do with having sex with someone against
their will (ASLTSEX) was omitted altogether fram the scale because
the question was ambiguous. It was not clear fram the wording that
this was i~*-nded as a rape question. Only one youth admitted to
this offense.

The validity of the overall scores on the self-report deviancy
scale is substantiated by the relationships between the SDS (self-
reported delinquency scale) scores and admitted experience with the
police and courts. Presumably a youth who is more involved in
deviance would i > became know to the courts and be more likely to
be picked up by police for some offense. The relationship between
court experience and scores on the self-reported scale is .52,
significant at the .000 level; the relationship between the self-
report scale and police pick-up is .39, significant at the .03
level.

In addition to analysis of overall deviance in which this
weighting scheme is used, I hroke down the scale into sub-types and
made canparisons in order to see if different types had the same or
different antecedents. Weights were not used in the sub-type analy-
sis since type of offense rather than seriousness was the issue
here.

Consistent with prior studies (Johnson, 1979; Liska, 1973) and
with the FBI Uniform Crime Data, acts involving interpersonal
aggression need to be distinguished fram property offenses, i.e.,
those involving a victim as compared to those with no victim present.

The differing findings of mrevious studies involving drug offenses
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and status offenses also make it clear that these two sub-types
need to be examined separately. Seven categories or sub-types are
arrived at as the dependent variables in this study: PINS offenses,
drug selling, acts against persons (both serious assault and minor
personal offenses), theft, and major theft. Pot smoking, which is
not a part of the total deviance scale, is also considered one of
these sub-types. The subcategories of deviance were arrived at
through a factor analysis involving the 26 items in the scale (see
Table V). Five of the seven PINS items factored together along
with one item relating to minor vandalism (VANDLTRW) (Factor 4).
Running away fram home (PINSRUN) and prostitution (PROSTIT) formed
a separate factor (Factor 6). Arguing with parents, (PINSARG),
staying out late (PINSLATE), skipping school (PINSSKIP), discbeying
teachers (PINSSCH), getting suspended (PINSSRNP), minor vandalism
(VANDLTRW), running away (PINRUN), and PROSTIT all fit the general
definition of victimless crimes in that it is the youth who suffers
fram school offenses, conflicts with parents, prostitution and the
like, and there is no injury to another intended. These eight
items in Factor 4 and Factor 6 were cambined to make a PINS sub-type.

Hitting/threatening to hit a parent (PINSHIT) factors with
hitting a teacher or other adult (ASLTADLT) and drunk/disorderly
(DISORD). These offenses are conceptually different from PINS
offenses in that there is potential victimization involved. Hitting
or threatening to hit a parent or teacher (PINSHIT) or other adult

(ASLTADLT) clearly involve a victim; DISORD (being drunk or rowdy
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PINSARG
PINSLATE
STOLONE
PINSHIT
PINSSKIP
STOLCAR
ASLTADLT
VANDLTRW
PINSRUN
PINSSPND
VANDLPRP
STOLEFTY
DRUGHCL
BESTL
ASLTSERS
ASLTGANG
ASLTSTOL
DISORD
WEAPON
DRUGPOT
STOLEFVE
STOLEBET
PINSSCH
ASLTHOLD
PROSTIT
ASLTWPN

TABLE V -~ FACTOR ANALYSIS ¢H DEVIANCE

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 fFactor 4
.083 .064 -.136 a1/
.108 .188 .27 601
.705 .067 .259 .264

-.03 .141 .01 .021
.243 .042 .309 539
.212 .077 567 .087
.26 .207 .151 .05
A7 .295 -.01 332
.099 .142 .017 .213
.269 .236 .215 .393
.388 .303 .147 .582

631 .184 .46 .07

,018 .317 .488 .118
.241 .183 532 -.071
121 501 .165 .15

.141 .58 .201 .139
.489 362 .355 .134
.056 .25 .262 .088
.082 65 .127 .188
.136 441 .602 167
.605 032 -.064 .129
.83 .053 .18 . 155
.253 .187 .12 .49
.105 475 .433 -.006
.187 27 .039 -.065
.006 706 .196 .057
TFT ASLT MTFV/ PINS

DRUG
Minor theft/ Assault .
Major theft/
Property Drugs

N= 234 N=240 N=244 N=223

Factor 5 Factor 6
.275 .013
.069 .03
.049 .101
.601 .015
.165 .279
.177 -.054
.51 .lo1

-..023 .097
.299 .559
.201 -.0%y
.123 .034
.223 L131
.108 -.161

-.03 .312
.256 .143
,222 .095
.053 .13
282 .10

-.047 -.004
.252 .17
.043 .05
.072 .116
.369 -.015
.081 .123
.036 442
.284 L113
MINPERS PINS

Minor Personal

N=235
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in a public place) implies outward aggression and potential victim-
ization. The latter three are considered a separate category
(MINPERS) fram the other minor/PINS offenses.

The analysis also produced two factors involving theft offenses.
One factor (Factor 1) included buying/selling stolen goods (STOLONE),
stealing something worth more than $50 (STOLEFTY), messing up
someone's property (VANDLPRP), using force to steal samething
(ALSTSTOL), stealing an item worth $5-$50 (STOLEBET), and stealing
an item worth less than $5 (STOLEFVE). Using force to steal some-
thing (ASLTSTOL) scores high in the assault factor (Factor 2) as
well as among theft offenses; it is considered rore appropriate to
the assault category. The five remaining items were combined to
form the theft scale (TFT).

Stealing a car (STOLCAR) and lkreaking and entering (BESTL)
cambine on Factor 3 with selling hard drugs (DRUGHCL) and selling
pot (DRUGPOT). However, in order to meke comparisons between use
and sale of drugs, the two drug items were maintained as a separate
subcategory. (DRUGHCL + DRUGPOT = DRUG). STOLCAR and BESIL became
a second theft category. Since stealing a car and lreaking and
entering are serious offenses, this subcategory is considered major
theft (labelled MIFT in the analysis).

Factor 2 contains assault offenses. Using force to steal
something (ASLTSTOL) is cambined with the other assault offenses
which involve attacking someone (ASLTSERS), gang fighting (ASLTGANG),
using a weapon in a holdup (ASLTHOLD), using a weapon to hurt
someone (ASLTWPN) and carrying a deadly weapon (WEAPON); these

items were summed to create an assault scale (ASLT).
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Thus, we arrive at six subtypes of deviance: PINS (PINS),
minor personal offenses (MINPERS), minor theft (TFT), major theft
(MTFT), drug selling (DRUG), and assault (ASLT). These are used
for subtype analysis, while their weighted counterparts make up the
overall scale (DEVSCALE) (see Appendix G). Smoking pot is also

analyzed similarly, and as such, represents a seventh sub-type.

Independent Variables
There are four sets of independent variables. We are primar-
ily concerned with the effect of parents and peers on deviance, but

will be 1looking at school and cammunity experiences as well.

Parents

The questions asked relative to parents' influence fall into

four categories:

1. Parental control, which consists of all the efforts
parents make to be aware of and limit their child's
acitivities so as to prevent his/her getting into trou-
ble. Communication, knowledge, supervision and discipline
all fall under this concept.

2. Identification/closeness to parents.

3. Degree of family integration.

4, Parents' attitude towards friends.



Since only 130 respondents answered questions relating to
father, the amphasis in testing these concepts focused on the
youth's relationship with his/her mother.

Initially, corr ations were examined to determine vhether the
items that we exy ted to relate conceptually in fact did so empir-
ically. Then a factor analysis was conducted to reaffim that we
were putting the appropriate items together. Finally we camputed
the reliability of the scales, using Chronbach's alpha coefficient.
A coefficient of .50 was considered the minimum acceptable to

canbine it s in a le.

Parental Control

It hecame clear in examining the correlations and factor
analysis (Table VI) that the questions relating to parental control
were not measuring the same thing, but rather different aspects of
parental behavior. #while all four--cammunication, knowledge, super-
vision and discipline--may all reflect ways parents behave towards
their adolescents, each represents a different aspect of that
behavior and each must be treated as a separate concept.
Comrmunication

Three questions attempt to measure the extent to which there
is cammunication between parent and child:

1. How mudh do you tell your mom about what happens to you?

( MOMHAPS)
2. How often do you talk to your nom about school work?

(TALKMOM)
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STRCTMOM
MOMLATE
MOMHANGS
MOMHAPS
MACRFW
MOMFRDS
MOMKNIT
MOMWITH
MOMYNGR
JALKMOM
MAHMW K
MOMHRT
MOMBUSY
LIKEMOM
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TABLE VI

FACTOR ANALYSIS - MOTHER VARIABLES

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5

-.,033 034 .073 .09 - 369
-.019 .52 -.227 .19 <.117
.119 _622 .032 .055 003
439 -.097 -.225 .147 044
.06 .191 -.041 -.053 -.66
.055 -.407 -.227 122 014
.051 .053 =66 -.071 -
,004 -.009 -.64 -.046 047
.011 105 .062 .068 418
412 009 -.031 .126 .12
-.02 127 .072 ;lli 015
.889 119 .078 -.243 067
.057 -.148 .041 .15 ..071
.256 .. 052 -.097 .17 ra
MOMTALK MOMSUP MOMKNOW ———- MOMDISC

N=228 N=233 N=22¢ h=21€
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3. How often do you have heart-to-heart talks with your

rmom?  (MOMHRT)

These three factor together, (see Table VI, Factor I), are
positively and significantly correlated, (see Table VII), and when
canbined in a scale (MOMTALK), they achieve an alpha of .57.

One other commnication variable was not included in the
analysis. The question relating to whether mom was too husy to
listen to their problems (MOMBUSY) was not useable because there
was no variance; 173 of the 235 (73%) who answered this question
felt mom was never too busy to listen to their problems. That is
not to say that she listened or that they shared concerns, only

that they did not think she was too busy.

Knowledge

Two variables measure whether mother knows about the youth's
activities. MONIT measures whether mother knows where the respond-
ent is at night, and MOMWITH indicates whether she knows with whom
the youth is spending time. The two are strongly correlated (r =
.43), and together had an alpha of .60. They were cambined in a

single scale (MOMKNOW).

Discipline

Knowledge and cammunication alone do not represent control.

The parent must act on the knowledge by setting some limits via
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MOMHAPS
TALKMOM
MOMEHRT
MOMNIT
MOMWITH
STRCTM
MOMYNGR
MACREW
MOMLATE

MOMH?I 38

TADLE VII

CORRELi 5 BETWEEN VARIABLES RELATING TO MOTHER

MOMI 2S5 TALKMOM MOMK

J2Guaa L3 wm
.33i!‘l
Level of Significance [ 4

s range from 216 to 235

MOMNI'T OMWITH

LR vyl sl
AT L1565
L15aw .12

.43

.35 k& <01

STRCTMOM MOMYNGR MACRFW LATE MOMHANGS
-.05 .03 .07 .07 -.04
.08 .08 .12% .04 .10
-.04 -.03 -.001 .08 law
-.02 Y LL IS TN L20%%% -, 003
.04 .03 .03 .10 .01
.13+ .27s*% 0B .04
L24%*% 04 -.08
L29vaw L17we
. Jiakk
*ae < Q0L
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discipline and supervision. Three questions were included in the
questionnaire to measure the parents' discipline of the youth.
One, "In general, how strict would you say your mother is?" (STRCT-
MOM) is present-oriented. "When you were younger was your mom rore
strict/less strict/ about the same?" (MOMYNGR) is a retrospective
question. "Does your man give a curfew so you know what time you
are supposed to be home?" (MACRFW) offered a specific measure of
discipline; that is, this represents one tangible way she limits
the youths' activities. The relationship between MOMWNGR and STRCI-
MM is weak (r = .135), but the other two correlations are reason-
ably strong. When considered together, the three achieve an alpha
of .45. Although this causes same concern about the reliability of
the scale, each of these measures seems to be a valid reflection of
whether the youth perceives the parent as setting limits or disci-
plining him/her; therefore they were summed to fom a discipline
scale, MOMDISC.

Questions asking how mother would react if the youth leoke the
law or stole something (BROKMM and STOLMOM) were also intended to
measure discipline. Alrost all of the respondents (71.5% in the
case of BROKMM and 72.8% with STOLMOM) said that mom would “get
upset" if they brought home something stolen or hkroke the law.
They generally ignored the other response options which were avail-
able as a second choice, including "punish you".

Questions relating to whether mother would punish them hecause
of lateness or getting high (MOMPUNLT and MOMPUNHI) failed bhecause

there were too many missing cases, with many of the respondents



94
indicating that the questions was inapproriate because they did not

get high or come home late (70% did not answer the question relat-
ing to getting high and 63% did not have a mdblem with mother
because of lateness). Thus, these were not useable as measures of

discipline.

Supervision

Two variables were worded such that they offer some measure of
parents' efforts to supervise their youth. MOMIATE asks, "How
often does your nom discuss with you where you are going and how
late you can stay out at night?" MOMHANGS asks, "How often does
your mom talk to you about who you hang out with?" Wwhile thesc
seem to overlap with the communication items, they are distinguished
by the fact that mother initiates the action, vhereas cammunication
involves both mother and child. As such, supervision involves rore
policing or monitoring by mother. These two variables correlate
strorgly, (r = .33), and achieve an alpha of .50 as a scale, and
were summed to form the supervision scale, MOMSUP. The question
relating to whether mother supervises whether the youth does
homework (MAHMWK) could not be included because, of the 232 who
responded to this item, 187 (80.6%) felt mam always encourages them
to d their homework.

Seweral other parental measures are included in the path model
as additional factors that indicate ways in which parents influence

their youth's deviant behavior.
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Attitude Towards Friends

"How does your rmom feel about most of your friends?" (MOMFRDS)
measures maternal approval of friends. It indicates whether mother
and peers together support the conventional behavior of the youth,
or whether they are at odds in their influence over him or whether
mother even knows the youth's friends. Mam's approval of friends is
expected to predict less deviance among respondents, whereas ambigu-
ity (not sure), disapproval, or lack of knowledge of friends should
predict in the direction of more deviance. This variables could
not be included in the other scales because it does not correlate
highly with them. It is conceptually distinct in that it is an
attitude, not an act, on the part of the mother.
Closeness

The following questions all have to do with closeness between

mother and youth.

l. In general, how much do you think your mom cares about
you? (MONCARES)

2. How close do you feel to your mother? (MACLOS)

3. which of the terms best describes the way your mam acts
towards you? (Worries about you/Is reasonable/Nags
you/Doesn't care)

4. How much does your mom care about how you are doing in
school? (MOMSCRH)

The lack of variance makes each item less useful than anticipated.
That is, 193 youth say they are wvery close to maom (81.4%) and 209

(88%) feel she cares a great deal about them. Of the multiple
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responses available, the majority (68%) feel that "worries about

them" best describes the way mom acts towards them. In responses
on the MOMSM question, 223 or 90.7% feel mom cares "a lot" about
how they are doing in school (as opposed to none or some).

Lack of variance eliminated all but the question having to do
with identification ("How much would you like to be the kind of
person your mother is?") fram the list of useable variables related
to closeness. LIKEMM is to some extent a reflection of closeness
or caring, and is included in the path analysis. It is social-emo~
tional, and as such, provides a contrast with the more instrumental

measures included in parental control.
Family Integration

Following Dager et al., (1982) measures of family integration
were used to supplement parental control and to provide a test of
family influence not spe " Tic to mother., "Do the members of your
family like to hear about each others' experiences" (LIKHEAR) and
"Can you confide in members of your family?" (CONFIDE) are useful
as general cammunication variables, whereas "How much influence do
you have in family decisions (INFLUENC), "Do members of your family
cooperate in getting things done" (COOPFAM), "Would you say your
family is a happy family" (HAPPY) reflect the extent to which the
youth feels a sense of unity or interdependence with his family.
Cambining these five family integration variables produces an alpha

of .64 (Scale = FAMINT). Although similar in some respects to the
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parent control variables, they do not correlate highly with them
(see Table VIII), are theoretically different, and are useful
regardless of the configuration of the family. They are descrip-
tive of family relationships and, to some extent, of feelings of
family members towards each other. All of the items in Dager's
Family Integration Scale were not used because of our need to
condense the gquestionnaire. Instead we selected those items rost
related to previous studies, and those not dealt with elsewhere in

the questionnaire.

Peer Support

Five issues provide the basis for our analysis of peer rela-
tionships--number of friends, stability of friendships, reliability

of friends, their "groupness" and direction of friends' influence.

Number of Friends

The questionnaire locked at both the respondents' friends in
school and in the neighborhood. However, in the interviews it
became apparent that many youth did not go to school in the same
neighborhood where they 1lived, vhich affected their options for
having the same friends in both settings. Although both school
friends and neighborhood friends were available as measures of
number of friends, for purposes of the analysis, it seemed rore

reasonable to rely on number of neighborhood friends as the primary
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TABLE wiLIp
CORRELATIONS - PARENT/FAMILY VARIABLES

MOMKNOW MOMSUP MOMTALK MOMDISC MOMFRDS FAMINT LIKEMOM

MOMKNOW 12 .28 .13 .21 .14 .13
MOMSUP .10 .19 -.19 .04 .01
MOMTALK .13 .15 .35 .28
M DISC .02 .03 .05
MOMFRDS L1 17
FAMINT .28

N's range from 198 to 235



measure of quantity of friends since it allowed for more meaningful
analysis with other canmunity-related questions. Youth are more
likely to change schools by virtue of moving up in the school
system than they -~ : to change neighborhoods, and we have a way of
controlling for change in neighborhood via the question, "How long
have you lived where you live now or near here within one mile?"
(LGTHNEIG). No similar control was included for changing schools.

Therefore, we concentrated on neighborhood friends in our analysis.

Closeness

We attempted to measure closeness to friends via a question
asking "How ruch do your friends care about you?" (FRNDSCAR), and
the questions asking respondents to indicate how close they are to
each friend they listed. These measures proved to have insufficient
variance. Most youth feel they are wery close to most of the
friends they name (67.4% of first friends named are "very close";
only nine are not close to this friend). The mean number of friends
to whan they are very close is 1.71 or about 2 of the 34 friends
named, on the average. They vary in the extent to which they think
their friends care about them, but mostly between "some" (46%) and
"not very much" (44.6%); only 21 (9.4%) feel their friends care
about them "a lot". Both measures were discarded and no measure of

closeness to friends was included in the analysis.
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Stability

Respondents were asked to indicate how long they have known
each £ 1 named. While very few respondents have friends whom
they have known less than one year (the mean is more than three
years), there is sufficient variance among the remaining three
categories (more than one year but less than three, at least three
but less than five years, more than five years) to make this a
viable measure of the stability of peer relationships. Thus, aver-
age length of time they have known neighborhood friends (AVLONG)
serves as our neasure of stability of peer relations. It was
arrived at by adding the response for each friend named and divid-
ing by number of friends named.

Frequency of Interaction

The amount of interaction between friends was measared by
asking youth how often they saw each of the friends they named.
But again there was insufficient variance in these responses, ‘iith
most youth seeing both sets of friends every day (74.5% saw first
neighborhoad friends named every day and results were similar for
other friends). Number of times they see neighborhood friends was

not used due to this lack of variance.
Groupness

Our interest in subcultural theory prampted our asking each
respondent whether each of the friends he/she named was or was not
a part of his/her grouw. By adding all of the responses relative

to neighborhood friends and dividing by number of neighborhood

100
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friends, we arrived at an average "groupness" of friends named.

This measure is important in testing whether being a part of a

group has more effect on deviance than individual friends.,

Reliability

The extent to which friends are considered to be reliable was
measured via the question asking how many of the kids the respondent
hangs out with can he/she count on in the case of a serious prablem
or emergency (CNTONFRD), and "How many would you say would back you
up even if you were doing something wrong?" (BAKUPWRG). The two
were strongly correlated (r = .49), and when cambined in a scale

(PRRELY), produced an alpha coefficient of .66.

Direction of Friends' Influence

Direction of peer in“" ‘ence involves the three questions
asking, for each friend named, how often this friend skips school/
steals things/ beats wp people. BAverage number of friends who
often/sometimes/never skip school, steal things, beat up people was
canputed by adding scores for each friend named and dividing by the
number of friends. BAnother question asked how often the respon-
dent's friends smoke pot (FRNDSPOT). Use of pot is fairly cammon
in this sample, (50% do smoke pot), and there is sufficient vari-
ance to include this measure. Questions relating to alcchol use
were abandoned because of lack of variance. Few admit that they
use alcchol (84.8% of those who responded said they never drink

alcohol).
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"How often do your friends ask you to do things which are
against the law?" (ASKBRIWN) measures whether friends attempt to
involwe the respondent in deviance, but it suffered fram lack of
variance. The variance is between "never" (59.6%) and "sometimes"
(28.3%), with only 28 (12.1%) saying that friends ask them to hreak
the law often or all the time. It was, therefore, excluded from
the analysis.

Direction of peer influence (how often friends smoke pot, skip
school, beat up people and steal) along with number of friends,
their reliability, groupness, and stability are our measures of
peer support. Correlations between these measures (see Table IX)
indicate that appropriate cambinations were made where conceptually

logical.

School Influence

The measures dealing with school influences include:

LIKSCH = "In general, how much do you 1like school?"

CARETECH = "How much do you care vwhat teachers think?"

TRYHARD = "Do you usually/sometimes/never try wvery hard
in school?"

AVGRADE = "what would you say is your average grade in
school ?"

DISOWRK = "How often do you discuss homework with your

friends when you are in school?"
THCHINT = "Would you say that teachers are or are not

interested in your work?"



TABLE Ix

CORRELATIONS -

FRNDSPOT AVKDSKP AVKDSTS
FRNDSPOT -,.003 .21
AVKDSHP .12
AVKDS'
AVKDHIT
NMNGHFRS
AYGP

PRRELY

PEER VARIABLES

AYKDHIT

16

.38

.26

NMNGHFRS AVGP  PRRELY AYLO'S
.10 .03 .07 L0z
-.01 .09 .03 LUk
.53 .12 .05 .0s
.08 L13 i1 .14
.10 .25 -.05
.03 .18
.15
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N's range from 180 to 23¢



104
Attachment /Involvement

whether a youth likes school (LIKSCH) is a direct reflection
of whether a youth feels satisfied with school and is influenced by
what goes on there. Also, caring what teachers think (CARETECH) is
indicative of his/her attachment to school, as is whether he tries
hard (TRYHARD). It is conceptually logical to cambine LIKSCH,
CARETECH, TRYHARD in a single scale and together they produce a
reliability coefficient of .58; the scale cambining these four
variables is called ATTSCH. Whether the youth sees school as
important or a waste of time was included in the questionnaire as a
measure of school attachment, but most (89.7%) acknowledge that
school is important, and only 24 youth (10.3%) are willing to state
that it is a waste of time or aren't sure. A wider range of response
options might have made this a more useful gquestion.

School attachment (ATTSCH) is the only scale among the measures
of school influence. Grades, teacher's interest and peer support
are single indicators.

Grades

Grades in school do not necessarily reflect how a youth feels
about school, but rather how successful he is in school. A number
of studies have found grades to be highly predictive of delinguency.

It will be utilized in our analysis as well.
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Relationship to Teachers/Peers

A youth's preception of how teachers feel towards him is
measured by whether he thinks teachers are interested in his work.
The extent to which he discusses hamework with friends in school
reflects whether he thinks his friends share in his interest in
school. These questions are used as measures of his perception of
the support he receives fram teachers and friends in school, i.e.,
whether they provide positive or negative reinforcement towards
conventional or deviant behavior. They could not be combined
because empirically they are only weakly correlated (r = .02) (see
table X).

School attachment, teacher's interest, grades and positive

peer relations in school serve as our measures of school influence.

Trust in People

The "Trust in Pegple" scale was abandoned because the responses
are almost uniform in displaying a sense of distrust among respon-
dents., For example, 224 of the respordents believe pecple will
take advantage of you, and 202 believe "you can't be too careful"

as opposed to "nost people can be trusted". The lack of variance

in these items undermines their value.



AVGRADE

LIKSCH

TECHINT

TRYHARD

ARETECH

AVGRADE

ATTSCH

TECHINT

CORRELATIONS - SCHOOL VARIABLES

AVGRADE LIKSCH

.34

AVGRADE

TABLE X

TECHINT _ TRYHARD
.12 .20
.18 .32

.12

ATTSCH TECHINT
.33 .12
.21

N= 230 to 234
CARETECH DISCWRK
.19 .04
.32 .02
.16 .02
.30 .07

.12
DISCHWRK
.04
.09
.02
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Differential Opportunity

The differential opportunity variables (educational/occupational
aspirations and expectations) also suffer fram lack of variance.
Of those who responded, 98.7% believe their chances are fair or
good of reaching their educational goals; only 1.3% believe their
chances are poor. The same pattern holds for occupational expecta—
tions; 97.7% think their chances are fair or good of achieving
their occupational goals; and expectations are also biased by the
fact that very few of the probationers and PINS had summer jobs,
Only one-fourth of the prabationers and PINS had summer jobs versus
100% of the summer program youth., Any attempt to lock at the
influence of a work experience on deviance would be biased by this
discrepancy, and therefore was not undertaken.

Our ability to lock at social class as a variable influencing
differential opportunity was lost by our failure to include some
measure of standard of living, specifically incame or s-urce of
income. The extent of missing data for parents' occupation make
this variable unuseable. No occupation was given for 146 fathers
and 101 mothers.

Education of parents is largely limited to high school, with
only 37 of the mothers and 25 of the fathers having gone beyond
high school. Fducation is not known for 56 of the mothers and 145
of the fathers. Using the information we did obtain on education
and occupation, it appeared that our sample was generally lower

class, and no real distinctions were identifiable.
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Canmunity Influence

Several naminal variables were included in an effort to measure
di“" 1 es in the neighborhoods in which youth lived. The first,
"Is there a name for the neighborhood you live “~ now?" (NAMNEIG)
was an rt to see if the youth envi: ° ned their neighborhood as
a caumunity. Presumably those canmunities more capable of collec-
tion action would see themselves as a cammnity and would associate
a name and boundaries with their neighborhood.

Two questions relating to access to illegitimate opportunity
within the neighborhood were asked. "Do you know people in this
neighborhood who break the law?" (KNOBRKLW) was an attempt to see
whether youth knew law-violators in their neighborhood. Respondents
were next asked the number of people known to them who they think
are law-breakers (NCBRKLW). The number of people they know who
break the law is included in the path model as a measure of the
criminal influences a youth experiences in his/her coumnity.

AREA was included in the questionnaire in order to confirm
that an equal balance between the high crime areas was maintained.
Slightly more fram the southeast area were included than the other
two areas, but the difference is relatively minor and not expected
to have any effect. Zipcode was included in order to test whether
differences in type of crime could be ascertained, ba 1 on place
of residence. It was hoped that an analogy could be made between
zipcode and police wards so that they type of crime dominant in an

area could be examined relative to type of crime admitted to by the
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youth. Should a pattern emerge, it would lend support for the
importance of the learning process in developing specific delinqu-

ent patterns of behavior.

PATH MODEL

Based on preliminary data analysis, scales were created where
possible and the path model was redesigned to take into account
those items which empirically could not ke cambined. The revised
model contains scales for the four measures relating to parental
control and the measure of family integration. Identification,
attitude towards friends, and negative cammnity influence are
measured by single items, since only one indicator was found to be
useable for each. Similarly, with the intervening variables, only
school attachment consists of maltiple indicators in a scale. The
other three (AVGRADE, TECHINT, DISCWRK) are measured by single
items. All of the peer support variables derive fram single indica-

tors, except reliability.

Collinearity

Correlations were examined as to the relaitonships between
variables within each major concept to be sure that collinearity
was not a prcoblem, i.e. that each of the variables was measuring a
separate concept. In no case did any of these correlations exceed
.53, reroving any concern regarding multicollinearity (see Appendix
H).

The path model that emerged is depicted in Figure 1.
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One hundred thirty-five respondents (54.9%) live with mother
only, while only seven (2.8%) live with father only. However,
Natalino (1972) points out that the absence of the natural father
in a black home may not mean lack of male influence. In order to
lock at male ° fluence, I cambined those cases where the youth
reported either the presence of father or an uncle, grandfather or
stepfather in the hame. This raises the number of homes with a
father-figure present from 77 (70 where both parents are present
plus seven where father only is present) to 102 (41.5%). It still
leaves 60% or 144 cases where no father figure is in the home. Of
these, 123 are headed by rmother. The reamainder (21) are headed by
an older sibling, grandmother or other adult.

The Urban ILeague found in 1980 that 42% of all black families
were living in households headed by females (defined as having no
husband). The higher incidence of female-headed households in our
sample (50%) is probably related to the low income status of our
sample. (While no incame data were cbtained, the incame qualitica-
tion for entry into the summer program verifies the lower income of
at least this portion of the sample.)

But does father's absence affect deviance? To determine this,
analysis of variance was used to campare means for each of the
sub~types of deviance. First, camparisons were made relative to
absence or presence of father or stepfather in the home. Then
means for each subtype of deviance were compared relative to pres-
ence or absence of another adult male other than the father in the

home. (That is, hames where there was a uncle or grandfather
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present were camnpared to hames vhere no male adult relative was
present). The presence/absence of father did not make a significant
difference for any of the sub-types (although it came close for
PINS). Vhen canf ~ ons were made for presence/absence of another
adult ma. in tl ' e, PINS is significant. (See Table XI).
However, youth having an adult male present in the home tend to
score higher on self-reported PINS misbehavior. Theft scores also
are significantly higher for those with an adult male (other than

father) present. This may be because these adult males are them-

person, or they may
case with g 1dfather), but because they are not the father,
youth resents the interference and rebels more. These findings
must be viewed cautiously, howewer, since the group having an uncle
or grandfather in the house is __.all (26 or 12.5%).
Relatives

The total number of other relatives other than parents whc are
available to provide support to the youth is an issue in the litera-
ture. For example, Natalino (1972) says that "clusters of kin" help
fulfill parenting functions in families where a formal marital tie
may never have existed. T A both at other relatives
in the home as well as availability of other relatives living in
the neighborhoad. (Neighborhood was defined as living within a one
mile radius of the youth's home.) This effort was undertaken to

see if these clusters of kin existed and/or had any effect.
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TABLE x1

ADULT MALE INFLUENCE ON DEVIANCE

Mean Scores

DEVSCALE PINS MINPERS TFT MTFT ASLT DRUG SMOKPOT
Father Present 30.84 5.85 .41 3.38 .29 1.92 .51 1.00
Father Absent 37.02 7 01 .64 5.28 .32 1.90 .59 1.04
F Prob, .27 .06 15 08 76 .97 .62 .80
Other Male adult 39,98 8.29 .69 7.33 A7 189 .43 1.17
Present ) _
Other Male adult 34,32 6.39 .55 4,3 .33 1.95 .58 1.00
Absent
F Prob, .47 .03% .54 .04=* .28 .53 .54 ) .50
N=208 N=222 N=235 N=234 N=244 N=240 N=242 N=244

*Significant at <, 05 level,




The mean for the total number of pegple living in the home was
5.25, including man and the siblings. Siblings would be expected
to affect negatively the amount of time the parent or parents could
dewote to the respondent. The mean of number of siblings living in
the homes of our respondents was 2.1. Thus, slightly over two
other people are 1living in the home besides mother and the two
siblings, on the average. This consists of grandparents, nieces,
nephews, and other miscellaneous relatives.

Vhen canparing number of pecple living in the hame relative to
means on the deviance subscales, we find no significant differences
at the .05 level. Means also do not differ significantly relative
to number of siblings. (see Appendix J).

The majority of our respondents do not have other relatives in
the neighborhood. The mean is 1.3. There were no significant
differences in the means on the subscales when availability of
relatives was examined. (see Appendix K).

In general, size of family membership seems to have no sijni-

ficant effects on deviance.

Work Status

Employment status of parents is important because it can
affect the amount of time a parent or parents spends with children,
and thus the amount of parental control. In hames where both

parents were present, 68.6% of the mothers were working. In homes
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where only the mother was present, 65.2% of the mothers were work-
ing. The presence or absence of father did not seem to have much
effect on mother's working status.

According to the Urban League, 59.6% of black wives now work.
Our figure is slightly higher which, again, is probably related to
the overall lower incame of our sample families.

Camparing means on the deviance sub-scales, we find no signifi-
cant differences related to whether mother is or is not working.
Only 143 youth report whether their father is or is not working.
However, among these, having a working father does make a difference
in one instance, i.e., youth with a working father tend to score
higher on drug selling than those where father does not work (see
Table XII).

Of the 145 cases where the youth knows mother's occupation, 39
(26.9%) are in professional, technical or managerial positions. 1In
only 100 cases do the youth know what their fathers do; 24 (34%)
are categorized as working in professional positions. The majority
of women work in clerical, sales or service occupations (69%)
canpared to 36% of the men in these positions; 40% of the men, on
the other hand, work in processing, machine trades, bendiwork,
structural work, i.e., those positions usually considered blue
collar. As expected, females dominate in positions that tradition-
ally have been low salaried. The means on the subscales tend to be
consistently lower for youth whose mother is employed in a technical
or professional position. In only one case is the relationship

between type of occupation and deviance mean scores significant.

116



117

FABLE Xxii

RELATIONSHIP OF WORK SIATUS/OCCUPALIUN TU DEVIANCE

Hean Secores

0 ”uE:sc'A‘L:ce PINS MINPERS TFT MTFT ASL l‘ DKUG SHOKPNT
vera ev 'Y . aheft Major Assault pp
Work Status nor pers iheft Dgg?"ng Smoking pot
Mother Warkin
9 36.72 6.84 45 5.20 .36 1.97 .60 1.13
Hother Mot Workin
9 32.51 6.32 45 384 23 1.87 .54 .83
F Prob. : 35 .40 .20 .18 .22 .87 .74 .86
Father MWorking 33.62 6.34 .63 4.36 .31 1.99 .14 1.19
Father Mot Working 31.89 7.8 .46 s.20 7 131 7 .94
F Prob, .59 .33 .44 .91 .29 19 02+ .30
Occupation
Mot -Technical
other Professional 21.98 6.31 .21 2.86 .21 1.23 .26 .16
Mother-Clerical
sales, Service 43.12 7.33 .83 6.44 .31 2.3 .12 1.14
Mother-Unskilled 3.1 6.50 _725 4.94 e 1.50 .18 1.50
F Prob. 10 20 03* 09 29 ¢ 21 n
Father-Tech. ,Prof. 52.92 7.67 .87 7.52 42 3.43 112 88
Father-Clerical,
Sales, Service 27.86 5.20 .36 3.75 .20 .75 12 1.30
father-Unskilled 30.25 5.96 .41 4.16 .32 1.73 L9 1a3

fF Prob, .2 .32 R .33 .93 07 . 73




118

Youth with motl -3 in clerical, sales and service jobs tend to
score higher on minor assaultive behavior and disorderly conduct
(MINPERS). There are no significant relationships where father's

occupation is concerned.
Social-Emotional Relationships

Several variables lacked sufficient variance to be included in
the path analysis but were examined to test their value for future
study. Responses to the question, how close is respondent to mother
(MACLOS) were coded so that those who were "very close" were cam-
pared to those "not close" or "kind of close". Most youth (193)
are very close to mother, while 39 are "kind of" close and 5 are
not close at all. Being wvery close to mother proves significant
for youth involved in PINS mishehavior and minor assaultive/dis-
orderly misbehavior (MINPERS). (Correlation between PINS and
closeness is -.12, significant at the .04 level, and betweer MINPERS
and closeness, r = -.16, significant at the .0l level). Closeness
does seem to help prevent minor misbehavior.

How much the youth thinks mom cares (MOMCARES) was similarly
recoded dichotamously; 209 think mom cares a great deal, while 24
think she cares "pretty much" and 4 think "not very much" is rore
appropriate. MNone think she doesn't care at all.

MOMCARES relates significantly to MINPERS (r =-.20, p = .002)
and to drug selling ( r = .11, p= .04). It is interesting that
this last -relationship is positive. Having a rother who cares has

an undesirable effect on his/her drug selling.



Locking at responses to the question relating to whether the
respondent wants to be like mother (LIKEMM), we find that most
respondents in the sample have a strong identification with mother.
(The mean is 3.03 on a scale of 4.0). And they have families that
tend towards high integration. (Mean is 14.3 of maximum possible
scale score of 19.0 on the family integration scale.) Further
analysis of the socioc-emotional content of relationships will be

discussed in the path analysis.

School

Of those returning to school in the fall, most (149) will be
attending regular public school, 17 will be in a special public
school, nine will be in private school, 25 will be in technical
schools, and 12 will be in college. Twelve are not sure where they
will be attending school, but indicate that returning to school is
what they plan to do. Of the 22 who are not planning to retur.: to
school in the fall, 15 finished and seven dropped out. These seven
dropped out between the seventh and tenth grade, with none of the
seven going beyond the tenth grade.

According to the Urban League, the dropout rate for youth
14-17 years old in 1980 was 4.5%. Our sample campares favorably
with 2.8%. Education is important to these youth, it seems, since
162 (65.9%) indicate they want at least to enroll in college and

147 of these hope to finish college.
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3.92, versus 4.07 school friends. Males and females do not differ
dramatically in the number of friends they have in school and in
the neighborhocd. Of the males who responded, 58.5% had three or
fewer neighborhood friends, campared to 54.7% of the females. Of
those naming school friends, 58.5% of the males had less than four
school friends, while 64% of the females fell into this category.
Boys are consistent in the number of friends they maintain in each
setting, whereas the girls seem to have slightly fewer school
friends. But the differences are small.

Only 31 youth do not list any friends as members of their
group, i.e. they do not consider themselves a part of any group.
The majority of youth (85.8%) do consider themselves and at least
some of their friends to he part of a group. The mean "groupness"
is .78, which is closer to 1.0 (member) than 0, (Not a mamber),
indicating that on the average, most friends are considered a part
of the youth's group. The mean number of friends that the youth
considers a part of his group is 3.08. In other words, the average
group size is four, including the respondent. This does not differ
significantly for males and females (3.13 for boys and 3.02 for
girls) so that each seems to have almost the same number of group
friends. The small number in groups implies the absence of gang
influence to the extent that gangs hawve ¢ 1lly been a: ciated
with large numbers. However, this assumes that being a member of a
group means the same thing as being a member of a gang. (This

assumption may not be totally appropriate, but it is one we are
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Willj .
N9 to make, since gangs are usually described as being size-
ab} .
€ and there is no evidence here that youth associate with large
Numbe rg, )
Neighborhood friends 1isted by youth are not new to them. Few

(1 .
©SS than 10%) list friends they have known for less than one
(The mean is 5.2, with 5 being the code for "At least three

Year,
Years, put less than five years." The mode is 6 or "Five years or
Tore".) fThere is enough variance in the responses on this variable

t use it i the regressions, but the variance is in the three

Categorieg relating to having known friends at least one year. The
fact that, on the average, most friends are not new implies that

:Erlendships do not shift and change quickly.

anmnity of Residence

Most of the respondents are long temm residents of Washington,
D.c, Only one youth has lived in D.C. less than one year. The vast
majority (175 or 71.1%) have lived here most of their lives (15
Years or rore). However, only about one-third of this group (91)
have lived in the same neighborhood for this extensive a period of
time, Twenty-one have lived in their present neighborhood less
than one year, and 104 (43%) have lived in their neighborhood five

Years or less,
Suttles (1968) and Short and Strodtbeck

Sutherland (1947),
(1965) all suggest that the cammumnity in which a youth lives can be

8 negative or positive force, either supporting conventional or

122



123
unconventional behavior. Presumably if there is no sense of commun-
ity, there would be no collective conventional effect; that is,
there are fewer mechanisms for controlling the influx of drugs or
other crime into the area. The question, "Is there a name for the
neighborhood you live in now?" was an attempt to see if the designa-
tion of a name, as one index of existence of a cammmnity, was
related to the level of deviance. In administering this guestion,
it appeared to this interviewer that the question was not always
understood by youth. Occassionally a response like "18th Street™
would be given. The ambiguity of responses such as this, along
with the large number of missing values (33), limited the value of
this item. However, in the interest of evaluating the concept fram
an exploratory point of view, I examined the correlations between
each of the subtypes of deviance and NAMNEIGH (whether the youth
associates a name with his neighborhood) (See Table XIII). I
found a significant relationship for PINS, MINPERS and SMOKFOT.
Living in a neighborhood where there is sufficient sense of carian-
ity to associate a name with it does help to deter PINS misbehavior,
smoking pot, and being involved in minor personal offenses.

W the positive influence of a cammnity,
a e
side, r f may provide an opportunity to
skills necessary to law violation.

We find that of the 206 youth who respond, 136 ( indi @
that they do know people vwho hreak the law. On the averar . they

know at least three people who are lawbreakers. (The range is fram



cant relationship with every sut of 3

theft and minor assaultive ket 4 - ) .

theft, assault, PINS and drug sale and use are all rela
knowing pecple who break the law. (See I).

Knowing people who break the law does not em to ha nmuch to
do with vhether one associates a name with his/her community.
There is no significant relationship between these two variables.
The correlation between knowing people who break the law and associ-
ating a name with the commnity is .08. One cannot, therefore,
assume that having a sense of canmunity is necessarily associated
with an absence of law violators, or that living in a neighborhood
with a sense of canmunity necessarily reduces contact with criminals
and/or other delinquents. We will be looking at the negative
influence of others who violate the law in more detail in our path
analysis.

One other way of detemining whether there is any cammu.ity
influence is to evaluate the type of crime in a given area relative
to the misbehavior which youth report. Informmation on zipcodes
where the youth live was collected for this reason. The respondents
live in 18 different zipcodes. Of these, seven have enough respon-
dents (15 or more) to make camparisons. Originally my intent was
tO campare type of crime the youth reported to the type of adult
crime dominant in that area. However, data available through the
FBI Uniformm Crime Report do not provide infomation on where adult

criminals live, only where they are arrested, making it impossible
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TABLE XIT11(

COMt  [TY INFLUENCE AND DEVIANCE

Correlatians

DEVSCALE PINS MINPERS TFT ASLT HTFT DRUG SMOKPGOT
NAMNE I GH --N -.18 -.14 -.04 -.04 -.07 -.04 -

p=.08 p=.01* p=.02* p=.30 p=.28 p=.16  p=.27 p=,02%
KNOBRKL W .22 .26 .09 .23 .20 .09 15 .20

p=.001* p=.000* p=.085 p=.000+ p=.001« p=.09 p=,0le p=.00H

* Significant at .05 level or better,

N's range from 18% ta @ > reflecting fiuctuation in missing data,
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TABLE XIV

ECOLOGICAL PATTERN OF DEVIANCE

Means on Self-Reported Sub-Scales

Zipcode N DEVSCALE  PINS MINPERS ASLT  TFT MTFT DRUG SMOKPOT
20001 23 34.78 6.83 .73 2,05 3.00 .09 117 1.13
20002 31 23.37 6.07 .33 1.62 4.43 .29 .40 N
20003 16 21.93 4.80 .13 .75 3.13 .19 .25 1.20
20009 19 40,71 6,61 .35 1.89 6,82 .68 .63 .89
20019 52 29.48 6.76 .56 1.86 2.59 .29 .42 1.08
20020 29 37.25 6.17 .74 2,18 6.19 A4 .68 1.03

20077 23 32.89 7.42 .95 1.82 3.60 13 .45 1.13




Deviant Behavior Patterns

Before examining the explanatory value of the variables in our
study, we need to examine the deviant characteristics of our sample
to justify that they do represent a continuum of deviant behavior.

In tems of court experience, the PINS and summer program
samples are more alike than the PINS and probationers; 73.5% of the
PINS youth and 70.6% of the summer program youth have never been to
court, whereas all of the probationers have been to court. (See
Table I). Thirty percent of the prdbationers have been to court
three or more times compared to 6.1% of the PINS youth and 11% of
the summer program youth. The prdoation sample is dominated by
males, vwhereas there are more females in the summer program. Thus,
it is not surprising that most of the females (74.3%) have never
been to court vhereas most of the males (76.3%) have. (See Table
XV). About the same proportion of older youth as younger youth
have heen to court at least once (55% wersus 50.6%).

Although the reason or reasons for going to court are not
necessarily an accurate indicator of the dominant behavior of a
youth, it is reasonable to expect a youth to be charged or picked
up by police as a result of acts done more frequently. Very few
youth in fact go to court for PINS or drug offenses; the majority
in our sample who have gone to court at least once were charged
with a personal or property offense. Of the 131 who admit to
having gone to juvenile court at least once, 12% gave a codeable

reason. (See Table XVI). Females go to court for PINS offenses
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TABLE XV

JUVENILE COURT EXPERIENCE BY SEX

Male I Female
Never 33/////// él/,////
23.7% \ 7a.33] 113
Once 42 16 58
1.1¢ \ l’fff;;
Twice 27 5 32
20% | '4/3;
Three or More 3{//5//’ / 41
5.2% \ 4%
L
135 \ 109 244
JUVENILE COURT EXPERIENCE BY AGE
Ages 13-15 Ages 16-21 i
Never 38 75 IR
9.4% 44,99
Once 22 36 58
- 8.6% 21.6%
Twice ’g/,//’/, 23 32
11.7% 13 8%
Three or More 8 3%/,r//” 41
0.3% 9.7%
77 167 244
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REASON FOR GOING TO COURT BY SEX

PINS 0Offenses

Minor
Major
Minor
Major
Minor

Major

Property
Property
Personal
Personal
Drug
Drug

Total

TABLE yxvI

N

Males

16
42

26

102

Females
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more than males, while males dominate in of: . The primary
reason males go to court is for major off ses, whi
females are prosecuted for minor personal and minor property offen-
ses.

The pattern changes slightly relative to reason for being
picked up by police. There are more PINS involved here as a result
of 24 being picked wp for hocking school. Unfortunately there are
more missing values also; 150 respond that they have been picked up
by police at least once, and 12% give a codeable reason. (See
Table XVII). Females again are picked up more for PINS offenses,
while minor and major property offenses hring poli al ntion to
deviant males.

As to overall self-reported scores, means are low campared to
maximum scores possible (See Table XVIII A). But on the awrage,
youth admit to canmitting at least one offense in the PINS, assault
and theft categories. (See Table XVIII B).

The least cammon offenses camnmitted (less than 40 admit to
doing it at least once) include stealing a car, breaking and enter-
ing (which together make wp major theft or MIFT), selling heroin or
other hard drugs, and drunk and disorderly, hitting a parent, (two
of the three minor personal offenses), armed robbery, and prostitu-
tion.

The most cammon offenses (more than 150 admit to cammitting
the offense at least once) include arguing with parents, staying

out late, skipping school and getting suspended fram school (in

other words, PINS offenses).
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TABLE XVII

REASON FOR BEING PICKED UP BY POLICE BY SEX

Males Females

PINS Offense 8 20
Minor Property 24 5
Major Property 22 2
Minor F mal A 8
Major Personal 1M 7
Minor Drug 11
Major Drug 3 0

Total



TABLE XVI IIA

SELF-REPORTED DEVIANCE SCORES BY SEX/AGE

(Maximut Score Possible @n DEVSCALE = 304,5)

Mean Scores

DEVSCALE
Males 47.06
;ema{;s 19.86
F Prob. . 000 ***
Ages 12-15 31.83
._—;;es 16i;} 36.69
F Prob. .38

N=62

N=122
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I. Weighted Means

Variable Name

Maximum

TABLE XVIIIB

AVERAGE SCORES ON DEVIANCE

134

Score Possible gggggsof Mean M?géig;
Cases
PINSXTOT 43.5 0 35 9.80 23
ASLTTOT 102 0 102 10,00 6
TFTTOT 63 0 63 10,13 12
MTFTX5 30 0 20 1.54 2
UNGOY 24 0 18 1.86 11
DRUGX7 42 0 42 3.96 4
DEVSCALE 304.5 0 211 35.03 38 N=208
II. Unweighted Means No. of
Items
PINS 24 0 - 17 6.63 8 N=223
ASLT 18 0 18 1,91 6 N=240
TFT 15 0 13 4.70 5 H=234
MTFT 6 0 4 .31 2 N=244
MINPERS 9 6 .57 3 N=225
DRUG 6 0 6 .57 2 N=242
SMOKPOT 3 0 3 1.03 1

N=244
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In the overall scores on the self-report scale, only 10 youth
(three males and seven females) admit to nothing; 208 of the youth
(with 38 missing) admit to arguing with their parents or some other
minor offense at least once.

Theoretically youth who reach the level of prabation have been
involved in deviance more frequently and acts of a more serious
nature than other youth, and this should be reflected in higher
scores on self-admit scales. Generally, this pattern holds for our
sample. The means on the subscales for the youth on probation are
higher than the other youth in our sample. However,the differences
are not significant for selling drugs, smoking pot or minor personal
misbehaviors (MINPERS). Here the scores for the summer part __pants
are almost as high. As expected, PINS youth score almost as high

as probationers on PINS offenses. (See Table XIX).

Age/Sex Differences

As part of the descriptive phase of our study, we need to lock
at how the dharacteristics of our sample differ by age and sex.
For example, do females continue to be involved in offenses of a
minor nonviolent nature? Is there any pattern to the types of
offenses cammitted by older youth or males? Are the differences we
find in male/female official data reflective of overall behavior?
Understanding the age/sex characteristics of our sample is important

to understanding the results of the path analysis.



TABLE XIX

MEAN ON DEVIANCY SUB-SCALES BY TYPE QF RESPONDENT

Tvpe of
>ndent

Probationer

PINS Center

Summer Prcgram
Participant

F Prob.

* Significant at least at the .05 level,
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DEVSCALE |ASLT | TFT |PINS |MINPERDRUG |SMOKPOT |MTFT
|

T

47,01 2,55 |8.01/7.79 | .56 | .65 1.10 47
32,58 1.58 | 3.49{7.24 | .67 | .46 .92 15
26,06 1.54 | 2.54/5.27 | ,53 | .55 1.03 .25 |

i

i

.00* .04* [ ,00* .00*| .78]| .69 .68 .03* |

N's range from 208 to 244
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TABLE XX

OFFICIAL/SELF-REPORT RATIOS BY SEX

Official Stat's Self-Report

Type of Offense Ratio (Male to Female) Ratic

Acts Against Persons 9:1
Assault - AS._. 18]
Acts Against Property 9:1
Theft - TFT 2.3:1
Major Theft - MTFT 5.5:1
Acts Against Public 4.1
Order
Use of Drugs - SMOKPOT 1.5:1

Sale of Drugs - DRUG 341
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some PINS misbheavior (versus none) on the PINS self-admit scale is
1.04:1. Males tend to be closer to females in PINS involvement
than official data would indicate.

In addition to official data, individual admissions of official
cc © t a worth examining. Of our total sample, 131 youth admit
to having been to juvenile court at least once (76% of the males
and 26% of the females, or a ratio of about 3:1). Of the total
sample, 150 admit to having been picked up by the police at least
once (80.9% of the males and 36.7% of the females). Caution should
be used in camparing this last statistic, however, since many youth
go directly to court, and do not necessarily confront the police in
the process. For example, most PINS get to court via parents or
the school (in the case of truancy). (The exception is the runaway
where police may be involved is a missing persons camplaint is
lodged.) Likewise, all delinquent charges do not necessarily involve
police contact, as in the example of a youth who gives himself up
or simply receives a summons to court without requiring the police
to pick him up. Thus, a youth might go to court without having
been picked up by the police and vice wersa, e.g., some of the
youths report being picked up by police for truanting and then are
simply taken home. Nevertheless, the male/female ratio for police
pick up is 2.2:1. Males have more contact with police and courts
than females, but the gap is smaller than official records would
lead us to expect.

Age Differences
We find our sample to be less balanced by age than hy sex.

Although the PINS sub-sample is equally balanced, the summer program
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subsample has 2.7 times as many older as younger youth, and the
probation sample has twice as many older as younger youth. Job
programs generally serve the 16 and over youth, and prdbation youth
tend to be older because they are generally not formally processed
until they have came before the system several times.

The 1982 statistics for the D.C. Superior Court provide the

fol lowing breakdown for age by type of offense: (Eliminating those

under 12):
Younger Older
(13 to 15) (16+) Ratio
Acts Against Persons 513 565 1:1.1
Acts Against Property 767 942 1:1.2
Acts Against Public Order 181 483 1:2.7
PINS Offenses 55 16 3.4:1

Camparing official ratios to related sub-scales, we find that
older youth consistently admit more to involvement in all su“~types
of deviance except minor personal offenses (MINPERS) (See Table
XX1); n\inor personal offenses represent the more aggressive of the
minor PINS-relatel offenses. It coincides with official PINS
statistics where younger youth dominate. This is not surprising
since it is the kind of behavior that is officially processed among
younger youth.

There is more major theft reported by older youth than we

might expect, based on official data, but there is less drug sale



142

TABLE XXI

OFFICIAL/SELF-REPORT RATIOS BY AGE

Ratios (Younger to Older)

Type of Offense
Self-Report Data

Official Stat's

—_—

Acts Against Persons 1:1.1

Assault - ASLT

Acts Against Property 1:1.2

Theft - TFT

Major Theft - MTFT 1:2.3
Acts Against Public Order 1:2.7

Drug Sale - DRUG 1:1.8

Orug Use - SMOKPOT 1:2.5
PINS Offenses 3.4:1

PINS 1:1.01

Minor Personal Offenses 1.4:1




and use; that is, there is more of a balance between older and
younger youth especially on use of drugs than official statistics
would indicate. There is also more of a balance where PINS~related
activities are concerned. However, the self-report scales consist
of collective activity, while official statis'>s only reflect the
particular charge for which the youth was brought into the system.
Older youth may be inwlved in more PINS activity, bat also are
involved in other offenses; authorities wusually overlock PINS
charges in favor of more serious charges among older youth. And
drug use may be overlooked until it becomes chronic (when youth get
older) and/or the youth becames involwved in sales as cpposed to use

only.

Offense Specialization

Now let us lock at vhether any patterns emerge relative to
type of of“--se. This can be done by comparing scores on the devi-
ance subscales to each other as well as camparing what the respon-
dents report relative to official contact with what they report
relative to their overall deviance. If patterns eamerge, it would
provide evidence of offense specialization among our youth and tend
to indicate not only that criminal behavior is learned, but that
this learning is specific rather than general. Wolfgang and other
delinquency authorities contend that no such specialization exists
(See Proceedings of the Conference on Juvenile Repeat Offenders:

June, 1984, 14).
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In order to examine degree of offense specialization, I examined

all of those guestionnaires where more than one offense was listed
among the reasons for going to court. Of 73 who admitted to having
been charged more than once in juwvenile court, 23 (or 31.5%) admit-
ted to offenses which did not all fall into the same category, i.e.
they did not consistently come back to court for the same type of
offense. The rest (50 or 68.5%) came back on subsequent charges
that were of the same general type (personal, property, PINS,
drugs) as their first charge. This is lower than Rojek and Erick-
son's (1982) findings, where 53% came back for a crime other than
the type originally charged, but it is still of importance that as
many as one-third do not follow the same offense pattern.

The overall sample shows no specialization to the extent that
the correlations between the scores on the deviance subscales are
all relatively strong, i.e., many of the youth who admit to one
type of offense also admit to another. (See Table XXII). The
strongest relationship is between assault offenses and drug selling,
vhile the weakest relationship is between PINS offenses and major
theft.

When the sexes are examined separately, we find that the
correlations for males remain relatively strong while seweral
correlations for females are weak. The relationships between
smoking pot and major theft and between smoking pot and theft among
females are not significant at the .05 level. However, this is not
surprising. since so few females admit to property offenses. This
seems to support the idea that females tend to "specialize" in

rminor offenses, while males are involved across the board.
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TABLE XXT 1

CORRELATIONS - DEPENDENT VARIABLES - TOTAL SAMPLE

ASLT ORUG PINS TFT MTFT MINPERS SMOKPGCT

ASLT .- 67 .53 .48 .47 .48 .32
DRUG .43 .37 .57 .42 .44
PINS .53 .27 .44 40
TFT .47 .30 32
MTFT .29 .22
MINPERS .27

CORRELATIONS - DEPENDENT VARIABLES - MALES ONLY

ASLT DRUG PINS TFT MTFT MINPERS smpokpcT

ASLT -- .59 .51 LA .43 .41 3]
CRUG .36 L33 .57 LAQ an
PINS .41 L25 La7 Y
TFT .41 .23 38
MTFT .30 33
MINPERS

.30

CORRELATIONS - DEPENDENT VARIABLES - FEMALES ONLY

ASLT DRUG  PINS TET  MTFT  MINPERS  spggso-

ASLT - .75 .50 .53 .48 67 .30
DRUG .38 3 .59 .50 43
PINS .56 L2 .45 .37
TFT LA47 .50 12
MTFT 45 BN
MINPERS
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Drugs

Questions dealing with both sale and use of drugs were included
in the questionnaire, but the response categories for the use
questions differed fram the items dealing with sale of drugs. The
sale questions asked how many times in the past year a youth was
involved in selling drugs, while the use questions asked how many
times a week a youth smoked pot or drank alcohol. The relationship
between use of pot and sale of pot was strong (r = .55), whereas
the relationship between use of pot and sale of hard drugs was
weaker (.22). There was no question pertaining to the use of hard
drugs in the self-report scale, althoudh it was included in reasons
for going to court and police pickup.

It is clear that this sample is more inclined towards drug use
(especially marijuana) than alcohol use. Of the 244 who responded,
201 or almost 82% never drink alcochol; only 9 indicate that they
drink more than once/week. By contrast, 122 indicated that they
never smoke pot (50%); half admit to smoking pot, and of these, 46
indicate that they smoke pot more than once/ week.

For the most part, those picked up by police for a drug offense
were picked up for selling or using minor drugs. Of the 144 who
admit to having been picked up by police, 11 indicate that they
were picked uw for a minor drug offense (using or selling pot,
hash, alcohol); three admit that they were picked wp for a major
drug offense (selling or using ccke, heroin, LSD). Of these 14,

three indicate on the self-report items that they hawve never sold
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either pot or hard drugs, which means that 11 have sold pot or hard
drugs, and this is prabably the reason they were picked up.

This is consistent with juvenile court statistics that indicate
that more youth are referred for sale of narcotics than for posses-
sion of drugs. In 1982, 144 youth were referred for possession of
pot versus 225 for sale of narcotics. This is a change fram 1980
when more youth were referred for possession of marijuana (304)
than were referred for sale of narcotics (52).

According to the Office of Criminal Justice Plans and Analysis,
drug violation is the only area of increased juvenile arrests in
the recent past in the District. They state, "Juvenile arrests for
drug law violations peaked in 1979 and declined slightly in 1980.
However, fram 1977 to 1980 juwenile arrests for these violations
show an increase of 42.5%" (OCJPA, 1980: 19).

Overall, juwenile arrests have been declining consistently
since 1975; the fact that drug violations have not followed the
same trend as other juvenile offenses underscores the importance of

analyzing drug offenses as a separate category.

Explaining Deviance

By regressing each of the seven subtypes of deviance on all
prior variables, the direct effects of the intervening and exogenous
variables were determined. Then regressions were run to determine
the indirect effects by first regressing the exogenous variables on
the intervening variables, and then using Alwin and Hauser's

(1975) method to derive reduced fram coefficients. In each case,



sex, age, and length of time that the youth lived in his neighbor-
hood were controlled.

The regressions were run with father present/absent as a
cor’ »l, but re were unaffected. Also whether respondent
plans to return to school in the fall (SCHFALL) was introduced as a
control with the school variables, but was found not to be signifi-
cant and dropped.

Pairwise deletion of missing data was used in the regression
to insure retention of as marny cases as possible.

The results of these regressions will ke pre nted for each
subtype of deviance in an effort to evaluate whether all are simi-
larly motivated or etiologically different. The direct effects of
the exogenous and intervening variables on each subtype will be
discussed, as well as the indirect effects. Since causal factors
are expected to vary by age and sex, older and younger youth and
males and females will be analyzed separately, after presenting
results for the whole sample. Table XXIII reports the results of
the regression analysis that was conducted for overall deviance as

well as the seven sub-categories for the total sample.

Overall Deviance (Devscale)

The weighted total of deviant acts to which a youth admits
needs to be examined because it allows for analysis of general
misbehavior. It is especially useful in adding to our understanding

of those youth who are involved in a variety of different types of

148






150

misbehavior. By utilizing the weighting scheme described earlier,
we are able to introduce seriousnesg as a dimension of deviance.
Youth scoring high on DEVSCALE are admitting to rore deviant acts
and acts of a more serious nature.

The variables that have the strongest direct effects on overall
deviance are those relating to peer influence. The single variable
with the strongest direct effect is FRNDSPOT (having friends who
smoke marijuana). Two other peer variables also hawe a direct
effect. Having “ “ends who are :iliable and who skip school also
contribute to deviant involvement. Having deviant friends is
supported throucghout the literature as a factor in deviance. Wwhat
is important about these findings is that reliability of friends is
also positively associated with deviance. This disputes Hirschi
(1969) and Korrhauser's (1978) contention that deviant youth are
socially disabled and do not trust or rely on each other. Instead
it suggests a strong interdependence among deviant youth.

The nunber of friends that a youth has shows no signifi-ant
direct effect. And having friends who steal or beat up people
(AVKDSTS, AVKDHIT) does not affect total deviance. Nor does whether
they are members of the respondents' group.

Parents, school and others in the cammunity directly affect
deviance, which would indicate that a youth can become deviant as a
praduct of the behavior of adults in his enviromment regardless of
the kind of peer relations the youth has.

Mother directly affects deviance through her methods of super-

vision (MOMSUP) and her attitude towards the respondents' friends
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(MOMFRDS). However, while her approval of friends has a negative
effect, her supervision has a positive effect. The more mother
approves of friends, the less likely the respondent is to be deviant.
But the more mother inquires as to the youth's activities and
associates, the more deviance. If mother does not know the youth's
friends and must inquire about them, it appears to have a detrimental
effect.

Teachers directly deter deviance by being interested in the
youth, and having good grades has a negative effect.

Indirect effects are reported in Tables XXIVA and XXIVB. They
help to answer the question raised in the literature as to whether
involvement with deviant friends is a byproduct of lack of positive
adult support (especially parents). The path model proposes that
adults do indirectly affect deviance through peers, and our results
support this. Being knowledgeable of a youth's activities (MOMKNOW)
affects having friends who smoke pot and skip school. These rela-
tionships are in the expected negative direction; that is, having a
knowledgeable mother detracts fran having deviant friends and
therefore deviance. Having a strict mother (MOMDISC) contributes
towards having reliable friends. However, reliability is posi-
tively associated with deviance. So more discipline leads to
stronger peer ties which leads to more deviance. This is not as
expected.

Knowing pecple who break the law does not necessarily reflect
association with adults. Peers may also be included. Thus, it is

not surprising that knowing law-breakers leads to having friends who
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TABLE XXIVA

DIRECT EFFECTS OF PRIOR VARIABLES ON _NTERVENING VARIABLES

TOTAL SAMPLE N=190
Prior Intervening Variables - Betas - Peer Support
Variables .
2ot Smokin Fricads Friends Who Friends who No. of Av, Stability Reliabilit
‘riends Who Steall Skip School| Beat Up People Friends| Groupness| of Relations y
Knowledge -, 22%% -.08 I -.20% -.03 -.02 -.08 L2 TRkk .11
Farental o ervision .03 .02 -.04 .07 .04 .08 -.01 -.03
Control Communication .04 .04 -.07 -.0% .15% .16 -, 19% .11
Discipline -.10 -.03 -.01 ..05 -.03 .06 -.09 .15%
Mothers® Attitude -.05 -.02 .03 -.01 .08 .11 .06 -.07
Toward Friends .
Family Integration -.01 -.01 .12 -.03 .08 -.06 L 25kkk .07
Identification -.13 .05 .04 -.02 .06 .02 -.09 .06
No. of Law-breakers x
Known | .17 -.004 .06 .03 -.04 ~-.05 -.13 L22%%
Attachment -.06 Y .09 ~.20% -.10 .02 .05 .07
School
Grades ~.02 -.04 .07 .03 J18%%k| ~ 19% .02 ~.03
Involvment
Positive Peer —.20%* -.05 -.03 -.04 .10 L 30kkR -.03 -.10
Teachers'Interest .01 .01 .001 .05 -.15 | -.08 -=.06 .04
Length of Time .07 .02 -.11 .12 .11 -.13 .11 .04
Control in Neighborhood
Variables Sex .11 -.06 .13 -.12 .07 -.03 -.01 -.12
Age .08 -.0t ~.04 .04 -.03 -.06 .10 -.02
Rr? | .25 .39 .24 .29 .45 .27 .28 .25
* .05 ** 0} *~* 00!
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TABLE XXV

EFFECTS OF EXOGENOUS ON INTERVENING VARIABLES

TOTAL SAMPLE
N=198
Exogenous
Variables Intervening Variables - School Involvment
School Average Teachers'
Attachment Grades Interest
Knowledge
(MOMRNOW) .06 .11 ~,04
Parental S?;;;\srims;;.on 01 .01 -.09
Control
Communication Ak *
(MOMTALK) -25 .22 -.01
Discipline * _
(MOMDISC) -15 .03 .01
Mothers' Attitude .10 -.09 .09
Towards Friends
Identification with
Mother .05 -.01 .07
Family Integration L 19%% .06 -.02
No. of People Known who
Break the Law -.03 -.06 --10
Length of Time
Control in Neighborhood -.10 -.03 -.05
Vari
ariables Sex -.05 .08 .06
Age 14% ~-,02 .03
2
R .25 .12 .05

x€ .05  #%<.01 #xx £.001
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Mom's approval of friends, identifying with mom, and having a mom
who is knowledgeable of the respondent's friends and activities are
all significant and negative; that is, they lead to less PINS
behavior. Mom's supervision has a positive effect on PINS, as does
knowing people who hreak the law.

Unlike overall deviance, the length of time a youth has lived
in his community (LGTHNEIG) has no significant effect on PINS
activities. Knowing people who hreak the law (NGBRKLW), however
does effect PINS behavior.

Average grade has a significant direct negative effect on PINS
behavior as does ATTSCH (attachment to school); both are consistent
with findings of earlier studies.

As to indirect effects, mother's being knowledgeable of the

youth's activities reduces peer support which reduces deviance.

Minor Personal Offenses

Minor personal offenses are related to PINS in that two of the
three offenses which make up this variable are chargeable as PINS
of fenses. Hitting/threatening to hit a parent/teacher came under
the general rukric of ungovernability. These, along with drunk/dis-
orderly, make up MINPERS. They are relatively minor offenses. But
the same variables do not explain both PINS and MINPERS, indicating

that this more aggressive behavior differs fram the rore passive
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PINS offenses. For instance, having friends who beat wp people
(AVKDHIT) is significant with MINPERS but not PINS. This is not
surprising since having friends who are antagonistic towards others
would be ] ted to co ' ite toward involvement in minor personal
misbehavior. Both youth involwed in PINS and minor personal offen-
ses have friends who smoke pot.

Whereas there are several parent variables significant with
PINS, none of the parent variables are significant with MINPERS.

Whether the youth perceives teachers to be interested in his
work is significant here. As expected, youth who do not think
teachers are interested in them are more likely to be assaultive
towards them.

As to indirect effects, it should be noted that none of the
parental control or other family-related variables affects teacher's
interest (See Table XXV); that is, parents do not directly affect
MINPERS behavior or indirectly affect it through teachers. The
small reduced-form coefficients support this lack of indirect
effects through school. But the coefficients indicate that there
are some indirect effect through peers. When mother is knowledge-
able of a youth's activities and associates, the youth is 1less

likely to have deviant friends or to cammit minor personal offenses.

THEFT

Theft is largely a male activity, as reflected in the large

beta for sex associated with this sub-scale. Only the variables
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having to do with peer relations are significant for theft. Having
friends who are reliable is significant and positively related, as
is having friends who smoke pot. One other peer variable is signif-
icant--whether friends have been known for a long time has a nega-
tive effect on theft. The less time friends have been known,
(i.e., the | s ¢ °~ the youth's friendships) the more involvement
in theft. |

While mother has no direct influence, she influences theft
involvement indirectly t' »>ugh her knowledge of the youth's activi-
ties and associates. The more knowledge, the more stable the
friendships, the less theft.

Having friends who steal (AVKDSTS) does -~t have a significant
effect on theft activity, while knowing people who break the law
has indirect effects through peers. This would imply that deviant

peer influence is generic rather than specific.
Major Theft

Major theft does not &g e any si, i vin .. n
with theft except sex. Neit peer variables nor school variables
have any significant direct effects on major theft.

Parents have direct effects through mother's discipline (nega-
t 2). T__ __ e strict mother is, the less likely the youth will be
involved in major theft.

It is somewhat surprising that a parent varii” "e is the only

one having a significant direct effect on major theft while school



variables have none. Parental influence rather than school influ-
ence would have been expected to diminish as youth get involved in
serious offenses like major theft, which is associated with age.
Older youth tend to be more involved in this offense, yet this

behavior is rnore influenced by parents than school or peers.

Drug Selling

Parental effects are not significant for drug selling while
peer influence is strong. Relial ity of friends has a positive
influence on drug selling, as does having deviant friends who smoke
pot and skip school. The strength of the peer variables where this
of fense is concerned is somewhat surprising since persons involwved
with drugs have been envisioned in the 1literature as loners.
Cloward and Chlin (1960) use the temm "retreatist" to describe drug
subcultures. The strength of peer reliability (beta = .25 for
PRRELY) disputes the absence of strong peer relations among tnose
involved in selling drugs, and the reduced-form coefficient for
knowing is pegple who lhreak the law (NCBRKLW) is strong, indicating
that knowledge of lawhreakers also contributes to involvement in
drug selling by influencing involvement with deviant peers. Knowing
people fram whan to dbtain drugs is necessary to drug involvement
as a source of supply. Deviant peers are likewise important as
potential L _rers. The effect of knowing people who hreak the law is

largely indirect in this case.

160
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Pot Smoking

Neither sex nor length of time in the neighborhood are signifi-
cant factors in smoking pot, although age is, with pot smoking
being an a * 'vity largely of older youth. Having friends who smoke
pot dominates in explaining this phenomenon (beta = .50). Reliabil-
ity of friends is important, with smoking pot being associated with
more reliance on friends.

School has no direct effects on selling drugs or on smoking
pot.

Family integration is positively associated with smoking pot.
This is puzzling since having a happy cooperative family would not
be expected to contribute to involvement in smoking pot.

Indirect effects include a negative effect of having a know-
ledgeable rother (MOMKNOW) through peers, i.e., having a mother who
is knowledgeable of the youth activities and friends deters a youth
fran association with others who smoke pot which decreases pot
smoking as it does selling drugs.

Knowing pecple who lreak the law has the same positive indirect

effect through peers as it did on drug selling (See Table XXIVB).

Assault

Cloward and Ohlin (1960) used the tem "conflict subculture"

to describe assaultive gangs, which they believed arose because of

an absence of any canmunity controls (either of a conventional or
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criminal nature). Yet "groupness" is not significant for assault
offenses in our sample. Youth who score high on assault do rely on
their friends, but they do not differ in the extent to which they
see these friends as members of their group. Nor do they have
friends who keat up people (AVKDHIT is not significant).

No sig " 's
interest has a direct negative effect. None of the oK 10
variables hawve any significant effects on teacher's interest,
indicating that teacher's are responding independent of the family

situation.

Sumrmary - Total Sample

Our exogenous variables do best in explaining PINS behavior
and smoking pot. They are least effective in explaining major
theft.

Having deviant friends is important since having frie=ds who
smoke pot is a factor in every type of deviance except major theft
and assault. But wheras having friends who "beat uwp pegple" was
expected to be characteristic of youth who are involved in assault,
this des not occur; nor is having friends who steal associated
with theft. Having friends who skip school is significant for
overall deviance and drug selling, but not PINS. It would appear
that having friends who " re general deviant attitudes and values
is more important than having friends who can teach specific criminal

skills,
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Supervision is the only parent variable which affects overall
deviance, and the effect is positive. Perhaps supervision is seen
as nagging, which alienates a youth fram home and pushes him towards
deviant friends. In this case, it may be reactive rather than
causal, occurring after youth are already imvolved in deviance.

On the other hand, having a mother who is knowledgeable of the
respondent's activities and friends seems to prevent involvement
with deviant others, and thus, deters deviance. Whether mother is
knowledgeable of her child's activities has an indirect effect by
decreasing peer support. (Reduced from co¢e ~~° nts exceed .10 in
all cases except major theft).

Grades reduce PINS and overall deviance, but have no effects
on other sub-types. Teacher's interest has a direct effect on
overall deviance and personal offenses (MINPERS and assault).
Relationships in school do not deter participation in theft or drug
offenses. Indirect effects through school are generally small for
all subtypes.

There is an unexpected positive effect of family integration
on pot smoking. Perhaps families that are generally happy tend to
ignore pot smoking, which has the effect of contributing toward its

use.,

Analyzing Sex Differences

The path model was run separately for males and females for

all of the subscales and smoking pot (See Table XXVIA & B). Then



TABLE XXV A
DIRECT EFFECTS OF INDEPENDENT ON DEPENDENT VARIABLE

MALYS OFLY N 108

‘Betas - Dependent Variables

Independent
Variables Overall PINS i Minor Major Drug Pot
Deviance Pergonal] Theft | Theft |Asdeuit{Selling [Smoking
i
Knowledge ~.000 -.10 .08 .01 -.11 .07 -.07 I -.02
Parental (MOMKNOW) !
Control Supervision 21 .13 .09 <16 23 .13 .07 | .004
onero (MOMSUP) [
Communication | _ - L - 14 - 14 -.05 [-.09 -.08 | -.16
(MOMTALK) o8 -0 :
Discipline 14 -.03 -.03 |-.29 -.16 [-.07 -.10 ! -.06
‘MOMDISC) ’
Motners  Attitude Towards e Y Y -.07 6% 003 ! .03 -.03
Friends (MOMFRDS) | - _,l.
Family Integration(FAMINT)| _ o, 02 01 | -.03 .18 .05 11 i L
- .
Identification with Mother -.05 .18 ~.15 .04 ~.09 -.15 .01 .06
(LIREMOM) | _
Knowledge of Law-breakers 16 20% .08 17 -.05 14 -0z b .06
(NOBRKLW) ' .
!
Attachment
-.04 -.20* -.05 -.05 -, 04 -.01 -.07 .01
School (ATTSCH) ' i
Grades yo=.13 =.17 -.05 -.09 ~-.15 ~.16 .05 -
Involvwment (AVGRADE) 1 | 5 | ~.06
seer-sharing :
(DISCWRK) ¢ =09 .02 L001 | -.15 |-.02 {-.06 -.13 L0k
Teachers'Interest !
(TECHINT) -, 17% -.0e -. 08 -.02 -.10 -,13 -.19 .08
!
Peor Friends' Use of 27%= | .23ax | .14 .18 A6 | 16 0 32ee 1 s2ees
T Pot (FRNDSPOT) | I :
SUPPOTE  priends Steal .13 i.06 =02 .25 .02 .12 -.07 .08
{AVKDSTS) i
Friends Skip N N
School (AVKDSKP) fedal] .08 .09 04 .21 .13 31w 10
Friends Beat up R ! N i
People (AVKDHIT) ; 07 .03 19 .02 05 106 | -.06 -.13
Number of Friends . : . ; ~ :
(RMNCHFRS) - -0 .07 -.33 =15 |-.1% .15 -.13
Av. Group Friends R =
(AVGP) ‘ W12 I-.03 .06 16 -, 11 .09 i .10 .12
Stability of Peer i " , ! '
Relations(AVLONG) ~--03  {=.07 | -.20 |=-.20 =04 | .03 j.01 j-a3
Reliabil{ty(PRRELY g -.08 .05 25 a3 g .15 .3
+ i T
! | f j !
Control SEX [ e T - - - -t A
‘ariables AGE .13 .20% ‘ 07 ! 18 .25 12 | W15 L1
Neighborhood | Vo _ _ [
Residem-n(LGTHNEIQ) 15 226 -0z | -.09 .10 13 {-.09 -.13
T T ) :
' |
R2 Y s .43 29 0 L3 .38 .50

*{,05 **<01 %< 001



TABLE XXVIB
DIRECT EFFECTS OF INDEPENDENT ON DEPENDENT VARIABLE

FEMALES ONLY N= 80
Betas ~ Dependent Variables
Independent
Variables Overall PINS Minor Mejor Drug | Pot
Deviance Personall Theft | Theft |Assault|Selling kaing
|
Knowledge I T " _ - .
parental privivonts- SR B .28 .17 .08 .03 .01 ] 19
Supervision !
Control (MOMSUP) l .17 23 .15 .17 .10 .08 : .07
Comnunication . !
(MOMTALK) .16 -.002 |[-.05 W14 L25% 03 | -.12
|
Discipline H _ _ - R -
IMOMDISC) ] .03 .02 .17 .07 .02 .01 1 =.05
rotners' Attitude Towards . ne ~n !
Friends (MOMFRDS) 1 --10 - 3 10 (-0
Family :ntqrncton(FAHINT): -.03 .08 - 12 .01 -.13 ~-.10 05
Identification with Mother -.16 -.23% -.02 -.C7? .03 14 .21
_ (LIKEMOM)
Knowiedge of Law-breakers - 26un .18 -.10 18 .12 ' 21 opT
(NOBRKLW) [ 1
Attachment I ]
-.03 ~-.11 -.18 .04 -.30% -.22 1 ~.C5
School (ATTSCR) {
Grades fon - - -.16 06 1 -.01 -15
Invo]lvment (AVGRADE) L26% .16 05 1 ' |
Peer-sharing ' I R
(DISCWRK} -.06 -.02 .20 W1l D4 ~.04 W15
|
Teachers'Interest , . - . | o
TEFHTYT -.05 -.04 | -.20% 19 05 1-.08 | .0
|
Friends' Use of ! . L3Ran
Peer Prt (FRNDSPOT) W12 LIS ) .22 .11 .20 U8 W43
Support -
Friends Steal - 17 - [
(AVKDSTS) -.13 oLl -.13 W12 .09 | .05 ’ .13
Friends Skip . ) _ o - aa
School/AVKDSKP) 08 i .06 .18 .02 03 L0r -0
Friends Beat up _ - ! ! PP
People (AVKDHIT) -.08 -.03 .16 .05 .05 ; .09 W25
Number of Friends i 1_ ,
(NMNGHFRS ) L32% | 13 .06 .13 .16 ' .04 .06
Av. Group Friends | _ 4 o ' . !
(AvVCP) 06 ! -.01 .04 .0 .02 Pl | .03
}
Stabiliry of Peer ' !
b - - . -. 0 .
Relations (AVLONG) 14 -03 1y 004 07 i 06 -.08 " .o¢
‘ 1
Reliability(PRRELY  ,23% 14 23% 1, 42was) 8%+ [ 06
R i ;
i i . 1 . [ ! o
Control SEX i - ' 00 o4 ! 03 ' 07 ! L6
- ~. 04 001 ¢+ -, .07 B L.
Variables AGE i 05 0 ! | } !
Neighborhood 14 0,01 -23% oa1s i -3 - 20 I-.os
Residence (LGTHNEIG) . i i
2 ! ; | L
R IV .50 430,30 .56 48 .49

*{05  *w(,01 *<, 001
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canparisons were made between the sexes, using the unstandardized

coefficients. (Table XXVII).

Overall Deviance

Having friends who smoke pot is again significant for males in
a positive direction, as is having friends who skip school. It
seems that deviant boys have friends who smoke pot and skip school.

Neither of these are significant for girls, but having friends
they can rely on is. Deviant girls seem to rely more heavily on
their friends than non-deviant girls. Number of friends is the
only peer variable that is significant for both sexes, hut its
effect is in the opposite direction for males and females. There
is a negative relationship between number of friends for boys while
nunber of friends is positively related to girls' deviance, and the
effect is stronger for boys than girls.

Mother has an influence with boys in that the more she super-
vises them, the more likely they are to be deviant. Identifying
with mother (LIKEMOM) and having a mother who is knowledgeable of
where she goes and with wham (MONKNOW) helps reduce deviance among
girls.

Teacher's interest reduces deviant involvement among boys,
while good grades are a deterrent for girls. Also, girls are more
inclined toward deviance if they know people who break the law.

Indirectly, boys are most affected by the impact that knowing

others who hreak the law has on their peer relationships. Knowing
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pecple who hreak the law is positively related to peer support.
(See Table XXVIII). The strongest indirect effects for girls is the
effect of mother's knowledge of their activities on school, which

helps to reduce deviance.

PINS

Having friends who smoke pot is the strongest beta for PINS
misbehavior among boys; it is also the only peer variable that is
significant for this type of behavior among boys. (' ~s' involve-
ment in PINS is unaffected by any of the peer variables.

Mother has no direct effect on boys' PINS behavior, while
girls are negatively influenced when they identify with mother.
The relationship between identification (LIKEMOM) and PINS for
girls is negative.

Mother's supervision again contributes towards PINS mishehavior
for girls. But girls who have a mother who is knowledge:zble of
their activities and friends are less likely to be involved in PINS
behavior.

Attachment to school negatively affects boys' PINS behavior,
but none of the school variables are significant for girls.

None of the reduced form coefficients are very strong where
males' PINS activity is concerned, while mother's knowledge of
activities and friends does have an indirect effect on girls through
school,
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TABLE XXVIII
INDIRECT EFFECTS BY SEX OF RESPONDENT
.MalesEff . Females
et Bxogencus oot hers | rTEERSS
_—'ﬁ —_—

MOMKNOW .02X -.08X -1 -.09

Minar Perscnal | MOMSUP -.004 .01 .03 .05
Offenses MOMTATK -.04 .002 -.002 07X
MINPERS MOMDISC .01 .04 -.05 .06
MOMFRDS -.02% -.02 -.06 -.o1
FAMINT -.02 -.05% .002 2w

LI 32MM .01 .06 =.07 =0z
NOBRKLW .02 .09 .04 J11%
MOMRNW .02 -.06 -.07 -.125

pINS MOMSUP -.03 .04 .03 .01
MOMIALK -.13 .001 05X .01
MOMDISC -.02 -.02 -.05 - 03X

MOMFRDS -.035 -.03 -.003 .01

FAMINT -.05 -.05% -.02 o

LIKEMM .04 -.005 -.04 .00

NCBRKLH .03 .03 .01 06

MOMKNOW .05 -.07 -.08 .13

PRUG MOMSUP .001 .0t .03 .03
Drug Selling MOMTALK -.04 .02 -.045 cE
MIDISC -.03 -.03 -.05 07

MOMFRDS -.04 -.001 -.03 o€

FAMINT -.01 -.05 -.c3 .06

LIKEMOM .04 .02 -.03 -0

NOBRKLW .04 13X .01 16

P MOMKNOW -.05 -.12 -.04 -.13
MOMSUP -.02 .125 .01 -.07

Pot Smaking MCMTALK -.01 11 -.02 .03
MOMDISC .01 .01 -.04 -.02

MOMFRDS .015 .03X -.0l -.01

FAMDIT .02 -.09 -.02 .38

) IKEMM .03 -.06X -.04 -.12

NOBRKLW L oo 1 .02 .08

X Imaicztes effects are counteracting each other,

distortirg value of coefficients.
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TA "~ XXVIII (cont.)

Males Females
Dependent EXOgenous Indirect Effects via Indirect Effects via
Variable Variables School Peers School Jeers
MCMKNOW D3 -.01 -.12 -.07
Assault MCMSUP .01 -.003 .04 -.02
ASLT MOMTALK -.08 -.07 -.05 .001
MOMDISC -.025 .03 -.08X .07X%
MOMFRDS ~.04 06X -.04 -.08%
FAMINT -.03 -.01 -.03 .09
LIKEMM -.0% .07 -.07% .03
- NOBRKILW .05 .12 .05 .10
HOMINOW -.01 -.01 -.06 -.04
Theft MOMSUP .025 -.03 .02 -.04
MOMTALK © .06 ~.07 .005 -.01
T MOMDISC -.02 -.05 -.02 -.01
MOMFRDS -.02 -.08 -.004 -.02
FAMINT .604 -.05 . 02X -.02
LIKEMCM .06 08 -.06 01
NOBRKLW .02 .10 .02 .02
MOMKNOW .01 -.07%
Major Theft MMSUP -.01 .02
MTET MOMTALK -.03 .02
MOMDISC -.01 -.01
MOMERDS -.02 -.04
FAMINT -.001 -.10
LIKEMM .04 .10
~- NOBRKLW .02 12 / N
MOMKNOW -0 -.03 -.08 -.02
Overall Deviance MOMSUP -.01 .02 .04 -.02
DEVSCALE MOMIALK =.06 - 6 -.05 -0z
MOMDISC -.03 -.35 -.04x ©oLol
MQMFRDS =04 -.07 .02 .02
FAMINT =.02 -.07 -.01 .06X.
LKMo | -05% 08X -.05 .06
NOBRRELH i -05 .14 nn .04

X Indicates effects are counteracting each other, distorting value of coerricients.
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Males involwed in __ S seam to be e infl by school

and peers, whereas girls are influenced by mother.

Minor Personal Offenses

None of the peer variables has a direct effect on the minor
personal ¢”" nses of boys. Girls committing minor personal offenses,
on the other hand, have friends who are reliable.

None of the parental control variables have direct effects on
either sex where minor personal offe . are concerned.

Boys' involvement in this offense is not significantly affected
by school experiences. However, teachers affect girls' minor acts
since teacher's interest is negatively related to minor personal
of fenses.

None of the variables explain boys involvement in this offense

vhile school and peers do seem to influence girls' involvement.

Assault

Boys involved in assault are not influenced by friends while
assaultive girls have friends who they can rely on.

Mother affects girls' involvement in assault, but not hoys.
Cammunication is a contributory influence for girls. No other
parental factor is significant. The rore mother cammunicates, the

more likely the girl is to be assaultive.
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School effects are limited to girls also. School attachment
helps to prevent girls' involvement in assault.

Iength of time the youth has resided in the neighborhood is
negatively related to assault for girls, but has no significant
effect on boys' assaultiveness. Girls are more influenced towards
assaultive behavior when they are new to the neighborhood. Like
minor personal offenses, none of the exogenous variables have
significant direct effects where boys' involvement in assault is

concerned .

Major Theft

Sex differences could not be analyzed for major theft because
so few girls admit to this type of offense. (Only six girls admit
to having been involved in either car theft or breaking and enter-
ing). Boys' major theft is not influenced by friends inasmuch as
none of the peer variables are significant.

Mother's supervision has a positive effect on major theft, as
does having a mother who approves of one's friends.

Indirect effects are largely through peers; knowing people who
break the law increases peer support and contributes towards major
theft.

Theft

Although having friends who steal was not significant for

theft for the total sample, it is for boys' theft. Boys who steal
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are influenced by having friends who steal. They also have fewer
friends (NMWGHFRS is negative) and less stable friendships (AVLONG
is negative). But lboys feel their friends are more reliable than do
youth not involved in theft. Girls' theft, on the other hand, is
not influenced significantly by any of the peer support variables.
None of the family variables or school variables has a significant
effect on theft fcir either sex. In fact none of the variables are

significant for girls, and only peer variables are significant for

boys.

Pot Smoking

Smoking pot among boys is strongly influenced by having friends
who smoke pot (beta = .52). Reliable friends are also a contribut-~
ing factor. Girls who smoke pot have friends who smoke pot, but
they also have friends who beat up people. Reliability is not an
issue for girls vhere pot smking is concerned. Direction of
influence is rore important than any other peer quality for girls.

Surprisingly, there is a positive effect of family integration
on boys' pot smoking. Parental control has no significant effects
for the sexes where pot smoking is concerned.

There is an absence of any school effects on pot smoking for
both of the sexes. School experiences do not deter pot smoking for
either of the sexes.

Indirect effects are largely through peers for both sexes;

knowledge has a negative effect while supervision and cammunication
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have a positive effect on boys through peers; knowledge and identi-
fication with mother negatively affect girls through their impact
on peers' support. The indirect effect of MOMKNON is the only
family effect that the sexes share in cammon where pot smoking is

concerned.

Drug Selling

Having deviant friends (who smoke pot and skip school) influ-
ence boys' drug selling. Girls who have reliable friends are more
involved in selling drugs.

Parental variables have no significant effects where involve-
ment in selling drugs is concerned for either of the sexes.

School variables are also not significant. Only friends

directly influence drug selling.

Summary of Sex Differences/Similarities

Having deviant friends seers to be more of a factor for boys
than girls, since having friends who are involved in deviance has
an effect on seweral sub~-types of deviance among boys, but affects
only pot smoking among girls. On the other hand, having reliable
friends is more important to girls than boys.

Mother's influence on the sexes is totally different, with

mother having some deterrent effects in some cases on girls, but
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contributory effects only on boys. Family has no influence on
either sex where minor personal offenses, drug selling, and theft
are concerned.

School ¢ lii. . to E S bel ©r ° rs and
minor personal offenses and assault among girls. School does not
appear to have any deterrent effect on pot smoking, drug selling or
theft for either sex.

Negative cammunity influences (knowing people who kreak the
law) contribute to owverall deviance for boys and PINS behavior
among girls.

Length of time in the neighborhood is not a significant factor
for any of the male offenses but does help to explain personal

of fenses among girls.

Analyzing Age Differences

In the regression for the total sample, age proved to he
significant for pot smoking only. Nevertheless, separate analyses
were conducted for younger (15 and under) and older (16 and over)
respondents. Among older youth, boys are most likely to be the
offender (unless the offense is smoking pot or 1 or personal
mishbehavior); among younger youth, girls are as likely to be the

offenders as boys.
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Overall Deviance

In general, deviance among older youth is influenced by having
friends vwho smoke pot. Younger youth, on the other hand, are not
affected by friends (see Tables XXIXA & B).

Mother has no effect on deviance among older youth. Mother's
supervision positively affects deviance among younger youth, and
identification with mother has a negative effect. Parent variables
are clearly more of a factor in the deviance of younger youth than
older youth.

Knowing pegple who lkreak the law strongly influences younger
youth but not older youth.

Indirect effects are through peers for older youth (see Table
XXX). Having a knowledgeable mother negatively affects peer rela-
tions. Knowing pecple who lreak the law also contributes towards
having deviant friends among older youth. Indirect effects are
through school and peers for younger youth but mostly through peers

for older youth.

PINS

Older PINS youth are influenced by having friends who smoke
pot. Younger PINS youth are not affected by peers.
Having a mother who knows where the youth is and with whan has

direct and indirect negative effects for younger youth but only
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TABLE XXIX A
DIRECT EFFECTS OF INDEPENDENT ON DEPENDENT VARIABLE

YOUNGER YOUTH ONLY - N=62
Betas - Dependent Variables
Independent
Variables Overall PINS Minor Major Drug Pot
Deviance Personal| Theft | Theft |[Assault|{Selling .moking
Knowledge * - _ -4
Parental (MOMKNOW) ~-.19 -.27 .28 .10 .21 47 .03
Supervigion x . _
Control (MOMSUP) . 19% .24 .12 .12 .05 .21 .10
Communication
- - -. -. ~.004 | -.2 -.
(MOMTALK) W14 .01 19 20 00 9 02
Discipline _ _ 7
(MOMDISC) .05 .10 .17 .17 .10 .1 .10
Mothers' Attitude Towards 2 2
Friends (MOMFRDS) -.14 -.05 -.08 .00 -.12 .02 .12
Family Integration(FAMINT)| -, (2 -.14 ~.05 .08 - m .21 ' .02
Identification with Mother | — p3% -.23 | -.02 -.08 -25% |22 | .o
,JIKEMOM) -—
Knowledge of Law-breakers | L33%kkk L22% .13 .31%* L34 %% l .27 .17
(NOBRKLW) i s
Attachment
-.22 ~.37%% ) -.10 -.04 -.24 -.27 .03
School (ATTSCH) :
Grades
Involvment (AVGRADE) -.001 -.03 |-.08 .02 .02 .22 - 14
Peer-sharin
(DISCWRK) 8 ~-.14 .04 -.01 .06 -.32% -.18 .0l
Teachers'Interest
(TECHINT) .05 -.02 -.11 -.02 .13 .09 .04
Peer Friends' Use of '-,02 -.01 .15 .12 -.15 -.10 L52%%
Pot (FRNDSPOT) :
5 :
YPPOTE  Eriends Steal |7 A1 | -.03 .27 .19 14 .09
(AVKDSTS) ;
Friends Skip .10 17 .20 -.05 LI Y .05
School {AVKDSKP)
i
Friends Beat up ! Qg -.12 .26 .22 .09 -.27 -.02
People (AVKDHIT) |
Number of Friendd
(NMNGHFRS) R -.13 .21 -.16 -.03 -.14 .03
Av. Group FriendJ
(AVGP) |16 .01 .04 .14 .09 .17 .26%
Stability of Peen _ 1) -09 |-.20 |-.17 -.07 .12 L. 11
Relations (AVLONG) i i
Reliability(PRRELY .11 .07 ’ .02 .05 .16 ‘1 .07 i 10
' H 1 ' i
1 i |
! -.15 .06 14 ’ .08
Control SEX ] .01 A1 .05 ! |
IR —— | e—- — —- ——— J—
Variables AGE ,
Neighborhood T -.19 -.02 .16 -.04
Residence (LGTHNEIG) -0l -00 ! '
1 —— U
‘ ‘ i ) [ | : i
R? | .78 69 46 159 62 49 48

*{.05 **<{,01 *<.001



TABLE XX1¥ B8

DIRECT EFFECTS OF INDEPENDENT ON DEPENDENT VARIABLE

OLDER TOUTH ONLY
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= 22
Betas - Dependent Variables
Independent
Variables Overall PINS i Minor Major Drug Pot
Deviance Personal] Theft Theft Assault] Selling Smoking
i i
Knowledge |
parental (MOMKNOW) -.03 -.14 -0l |-.04 -.04 .10 .06 ! -.12
Supervision |
Control (MOMSUP) 14 14 .11 .12 .14 .11 ~.02 ! .03
{
Communication |
(MOMTALK) -.03 -.01 -.03 ~.03 -.03 -.02 .02 ~.09
Discipline .
(MOMDISC) -.12 -.05 -.07 -.13 -.18 -.09 -.09 -.09
Mothers' Attitude Towards *
- - - -. . -. -.06 .0
Friends (MOMFRDS) .10 -18 04 10 L 03 02
Family Integration(FAMINT)| . 03 .15 -.02 -.06 .07 .004 | -.02 .23%
Identification with Mother | -0 2k | -12 .00 |-.06 -.02 | .12 .10
o MOM) | —
Knowledge of Law~breakers ; .07 .14 -.01 .10 -,06 .05 .04 ! .05
{NOBRKLW) | —
Attachment 1 ) -.08 | -.07 09 | -06 | -07 1.3 o1
Sehaol (ATTSCH) {
Grades ! - - - - -
- 18% -, 17% | -.08 .15 .09 .18 .002 .10
Involvment (AVGRADE) |
I
Peer-sharing = _ -.05 130 | -1 -.05 .07 -.05 .08
(DISCWRK) ! -08
{
Teachers'Interest ! 2okx | .08 _22% | -.10 -.064 -.19% .14 .06
(TZCHINT) :
1
Friends' Use of ' ok 22kk 15 14 14 21k b 27k L5 2% %%
Peer Pot (FRNDSPQOT) -23 ' ]
Support
PP Friends Steal -.09 .06 -.04 .03 -.09 | -.06 1 -.06 -.11
(AVKDSTS) 4 !
Friends Skip . 4 .04 .05 .01 .17 .08 | .26 -.03
School (AVKDSKP) | \
Friends Beat up | 07 .16 .03 .03 .004 | ~.01 .04
People (AVKDHIT) | <04 )
Number of Friendd _ ., g 02 | =17 | -.01 | -.01 |-.08 |-.04
(NMNGHFRS ) ! ’
Av. Group Frie“d4 .12 .02 .01 J1 | -.05 .07 | .08 .04
(AVGP) i
Stability of Peen - -.10 14 | ~.04 .03 | -.10 -.10
Relations (AVLONGY 103 . 13
H H eded
Reliability (PRRELY e =02 1722w .14 21% L27%% .13
4 T I
] ' N * .
SEx o 3aweR] < 19%  -.0L - 35wkt - 30wkl - 22% L _a0w | 02
Control : i
'ariables AGE ! |
Neighborhood -.15% -.11  -.13 -.07 -.07 ~.19% 1 -, 21% -.08
Residence (LGTHNEIG) ! i
r2 1 .52 ' us2 | L2s .40 .27 35 0 a4 .43

*{,05 ** <01 *< 001



TABLE XXX

INDIRECT EFFECTS BY AGE (F RESPONDENT
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Younger Youth Older Youth
Dependent Exogenous Indirect Effects via Indirect Effects
Variable Variables - A Pe School Peers
MOMKNOW -.07 -.19 .02 -.11
MINPERS MOMSUP .003 .14 -.01 -.02
g;fxfgsep?rsonal MOMTALK .10 -.01 .002 -03X
MOMDISC .04 .08 -.02 .02
MOMFRDS -.03 -.01 -.02 .01
FAMINT -.02 -04 -.05 .01
LIKEMM .02 -.04 -.04 .0l
NOBRKLIW -.01 .00 .04 .11%
MOMKNOW .09 .01 .02 -.13
PINS MCMSUP .01 -.01 -.03 .02
MOMTATK .12 .005 -.07X .04X
MOMDISC .04 -.03 -.02 -.02
MCMFRDS .01 -.01 -.03 ~.02
FAMINT .03 .00 -.05 -.cl
LIKEMM .015 .01 .0l -.003
NOBRKLIW .004 .05 .02 "7
MOMKNOW .02 .06 .03 -.18%
Drug selling MOMSUP .00 ~.09 -.02 .01
DRUG MOMTALK .002 --02 -.04 -09
MOMDISC .04 --09 -.02 .03
MQMFRDS .03 -06 -.03 .001
FAMINT .002 -03 -.05 -025X
LIKEMOM .02 -04 .02 -.004
NCBRKLW .01 -.01 .02 .14
MOMEKNOW .06 -.31X ~.001 -.11
SMCKPOT MOMSUP .003 .07 -.02 .02
Pot Smoking MOMTALK -.06 -.07 -.08X .11X
MOMDISC .03 ~.01 ~.001 -.03
MOMERDS .05% -08 .000 -.05%
FAMINT -.04 -.05 ~.01 -.0l
LIKEMON .01 -.12% .02 -.07
o NOBRKLW -.004 05 .01 -14

X Indicates  that effects are counteracting one another, distorting the value of
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TRBLE XXX (cont.)
Younger Youth Qlder Youth

Depe fent | Exogencus Indirect Effects via Indirect Effects via
‘ariable : Variables School _Peers School Peers

' MOMKNOW -.05 -.04 .02 -.08

Assault MCOMSUP .06 .02 -.02 .00
ASLT MCMTALK -.08X .02 -.03 . 06X

MOMDISC -.08 .02 -.02 .01

MOMFRDS .04 -.02 -.02 -.01

FAMINT .01 -.0 -.05 .06

LIKEMM .015 -.05 -.02 -.05

NOBRKLW .00 -.02 .04 .10

MCMENOW -.03 .05 .02 -.08

Theft MMSUP -.02 .08 -.02 .01
T MCMTALK -.04 .03 .04 .09%
MOMDISC -.02 .21X .01 .04

MOMFRDS -.01 -.01 .0l -.01

FAMINT -.04 -.03 -.01 -.03

LIKEMOM .02 -.04 .05 .005

NOBRKLW -.01 .02 .02 .07

MOMKNOW \\ 01 -.09

Major Theft MCOMSUP . -.02 -.01
MTET MOMIALK ,// -.05 .02
MOMDISC , -.01 .0l

MOMFRDS A -.02 .00

FAMINT P -.03 .02

LIKEMOM / .03 -.01

NOBRKLW S .01 .08

MOMKNOW -.05 ~.08 .03 -.11

Overall MCMSUP .02 .04 -.02 .01

Deviance

MCOMTALK -.08 .01 -.02 .08

DEVSCALE MOMDISC -.06X -.004 .01 .01
MOMFRDS .02 .00 .01 -.004

FAMINT -.02 .02 -.02 .01

LIKEMOM .02 .01 .04 -.02
NOBRKLW -.01 .01 .03 .10

X Indicates that effects are counteracting each other, distorting the value of the
coefficients.
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indirect effects on older youth; the indirect effects are through

schol for younger youth and through peers for older youth. Super-
vision has a positive effect on younger PINS, which means it con-
tributes to PINS misbehavior among younger youth. In both age
groups, youth who identify with rother are less inclined towards
PINS behavior and the effect is only slightly stronger for younger
youth (see Table XXXI). Attachment to school is significant with
younger youth, while grades influence older PINS behavior (both

negatively).

Minor Personal Offenses

None of the peer support variables are significant for either
age group where this offense is concerned.

Family variables also have no significant effects on either
group.

While teacher's interest has a deterrent effect for older
youth, school has no ef =t on younger youth involved in this
offense type. None of the variables explain minor personal offenses
among younger youth and only teachers are significant with older

youth.

Theft

Deviance of friends does not effect theft for either age

group, but younger youth involved in theft have nmore reliable









185
friends. Neither age grouwp is affected by family factors where
theft is concerned. School is not significant in the theft of
either group. Knowing pecple who hreak the law influences the

theft of younger youth, and having reliable friends affects older
youth.

Major Theft

Since there were only eight younger youth who admitted to
cammitting a major theft, only older youth could be analyzed.
Family, school and community variables are not significant

and do not help to explain major theft among older youth.

Assault

Older youth involved in assaultive behavior have friends who
smoke pot and are reliable. Friends are not an influence on assault
among yourger youth, although knowing people who hreak the law is.

Older youth are not influenced to cammitt assault by parental
behavior while younger youth are influenced by mother when they
identify with her.

Teacher's interest deters older youth fram assault, and having
friends in school with wham to discuss work prevents younger youth
fram involvement in assault. These two age groups have no signifi-

cant variables in common, indicating that those factors leading to
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assaultive behavior among younger youth are different fram those

which influence older youth.

Drug Selling

Although there were only 10 younger youth who admitted to
selling drugs, I included them in the analysis. Friends are an
influence with older youth where drug selling is concerned (having
friends who smoke pot, skip school and are reliable are all signifi-
cant). Yourger youth are not influenced by th "~ friends where
drug selling is concerned.

Family plays a strong role in involvement in drug selling
arong younger youth via mother's knwledge of the youth's activities
and associates, but it has no effect with older youth.

School has no direct effects for either group. Parents are
clearly more of an influence with younger youth where drug s<lling

is concerned, while peers influence older youth.

Pot Smoking

Having friends who smoke pot is an influence with older and
younger youth involved in pot smoking. The effect is slightly
stronger on older youth (see Table XXXI). Groupness is also a
factor for younger youth. Family does not act as a deterrent to
pot smoking directly with either younger or older youth, although

having an integrated family contributes to the prablem with older
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youth. Indirectly having a knowledgeable mother helps by decreas-
ing involvement with deviant friends. School has no significant

impact on either age group in their involvement in smoking pot.

Summary of Age Differences/ Similarities

Having deviant friends influences drug offenses, PINS and
assault among older youth, but only pot smoking among younger
youth. Reliability of friends is an influence on older youth with
some offenses but does not influence younger yough.

Family influences several types of miskbehavior among younger
youth but only PINS among older youth, whereas school is more of an
influence with older youth than younger ones.

Indirect effects are through peers for older youth and through
both school and peers for younger youth.

In general it seems that older youth are more influenced by

friends and younger youth by family.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

No patterns emerge that allow us to conclude that either
parent or peers are exclusively dominant in causing deviance among
black youth. Relationships with mother and peers both have some
significant effects on overall deviance for the total sample. When
males/females and older/younger youth are analyzed separately, we
find that some of the parent, peer and school variables are signif-
icant for males, females and younger youth. But there are no
significant effects of parent variables on older youth. Peers are
clearly the rore important influence on older youth.

The indicators do not always take the direction expected,
however. Mother's supervision and family integration sometimes
contribute to deviance rather than deterring it. 2and the vesults
vary fran one sub-type to another. Our variables have no signifi-
cant effect on some sub-types. It is clear that adolescent deviance
is not an unidimensional phenamenon, and different sub-type do need

to be analyzed separately.

FAMILY SUPPORT

The hypothesis that posits a direct negative relationship
between parental control and deviance receives very little support
in our study except with PINS offenses. Mother's supervision is

significant for overall deviance among males and younger youth, but
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the relationship is always in a positive direction; that is, the
rore mother supervised, the more deviance. One explanation for
this is that supervision is viewed by youth as "nagging" or "police-
ing", and occurs after the fact. In other words, as youth begin to
get into trouble, to stay out late, etc., mother begins asking them
where they have been and with whom. This may result in a climate
of distruct between parent and youth, which served to increase
rather than decrease involvement in deviance. In this case, the
causal ordering proposed for supervision seems to be incorrect, and
mother's efforts at supervising are a result of deviant involvement
rather than causing it.

Other than with PINS behavior, the parental control variables
behave in the expected direction but are significant in only two
instances. Mother's discipline helps deter major theft for the
total sample, and having a mother who is knowledgeable of the
youth's activities and associates reduces drug selling amonc younger
youth., The fact that parents fail to have much of an influence
among older youth supports Conly's findings that view parental
influence as limited to pre-adolescence or early adolescence.
Contrary to Gove and Crutchfield (1982), family factors do not seem
to have a greater influence on males. None of the family factors
have a significant negative effect on males when the sexes are
analyzed separately, while having a knowledgeable mother is signif-
icant for girls' overall deviance and PINS behavior. Mothers

actually contribute to the oveall deviance of boys via supervision.



Hirschi (1969) saw canmunication as an important ingredient in
the social bonding process. Our findings do not support this.
Communication is significant only in one case--assault among girls.
And here not only does it not contribute to conventional bonding
for girls, it actually has a positive effect, contributing to
girls' assaultive behavior. Our cammnication measures suggest
that mother activates the interaction. Perhaps when mother must
elicit information by initiating "heart-to-heart" talks, the youth
feels imposed won to tell informmation that she does not wish to
share., This may be another form of "policeing". As such, it may
be occurring after the girl is already getting into assaultive
behavior, rather than coming before this involvement, and like
supervision, may be misplaced in the model.

Having a mother who is strict (and has even become more strict
ower time) helps to prevent major theft for our total sample. This
effect does not continue to be significant, however, when the ages
and sexes are isolated. Nonetheless, it helps to Justify retzining

discipline as a useful variable to be investigated further.
Parental Control versus Warmth/Concern

Althoucgh we have hoped to demonstrate that the social-emotional
aspects of parenting are less important to explaining deviance than
the structural aspects (parental control), we were not successful.
Most of the measures of caring and concern between parent and child

suffered fram lack of variance. However, family integration and

190
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identification with mother reflect family ties which can be campared

to our findings on parental control. we find that both of these

variables have some significant effects, although family integration
is not in the expected direction.

Family integration contributes to pot smoking among youth,
which is contrary to wvhat we expected., Perhaps there are ol ™ -
siblings who themselves smwke pot and encourage this activity, or
it may be that the attitudes of family members do not discourage

this activity because they do not consider pot smoking to be deviant

or a matter redquiring their attention. Unfortunately we did not

measure family attitudes toward different types of deviance, and
therefore cannot verify this latter possibility.

The fact that family integration has so few significant effects
reduces our confidence in Reckless et al.'s (1957) findings of a
negative relationship between family solidarity and dGelinquency.
But it may be that our measures of family integration do not adequ-
ately measure family solidarity. Or it may be that isolating a
youth fram deviant influences via close ties to family is rore
difficult, and thus less likely to occur than when Reckless et al.
conducted their study. In any case, it does not appear that having
an integrated family assures non-deviance for youth, at least not
for those in our sample.

Identification, on the other hand, does have some deterrent
effects in that identification with mother reduces PINS offenses

and assault among girls. It has no effect on males when the sexes
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are isolated. Identification with same-sex parent is not an appar-
ent option for many of the males in our sample, giwven the 1low
percentage of homes with father present. This has to be taken into
account in evaluating the importance of identification as a causal
factor in our model. The absence of father did not prove signifi-
cant, yet identification with same-sex parent is a deterrent influ-
ence for girls. The absence of an appropriate role model may have
a greater e fect on girls' behavior than boys. Obviously we need
rore sophisticated measures of identification and availability of
role models (than our one-item measure provides) if this is to be

explored further.

Indirect Effects

It was also hypothesized that lack of parental control would
lead to more involvement with deviant friends, and thus indirectly
to deviance. This is supported in that having a mother who is
knowledgeahble of the youth's activities and friends negatively
affects peer support in a number of instances. (MOMKNOW has the
strngest indirect effect of the family variables, and the effect is
through peers for overall deviance). MMKNOW is the only variable
of any magnitude having indirect effects among the family variables
for all of the sub-types. So having a mother who is knowledgeable
of what the youth is doing does seem to help reduce deviant peer

support.
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The absence of indirect effects through school for the total

sample indicates that most of the effects of school are direct and
not strongly influenced by parental behavior. This conflicts with

Johnson's (1979) findii 3 that parental ' Eluence is largely through

DEVIANT OTHERS

We hypothesized that support fram deviant others was necessary
to a full explanation of deviant involvement. Our findings support
this in that some form of deviance among friends (in particular,
ha ' g friends vho smoke pot) is associated with most sub-types of
deviance (except major theft and assault).

Number of friends did not prove significant for the total
sample, but did when the sexes were isolated; deviant boys have
fewer friends than non-deviant hoys and deviant girls have rore.
This may be because deviance is less socially acceptable fo~ girls,
and they need more social support to became involwved.

Having friends who are members of your group is important in
only one instance--pot smoking among younger youth. This contri-
dicts Erickson and Jensen (1977) who found delinquency to be group-
related. It also conflicts with Cloward and Chlin's (1960) theory
that links delinquency to subcultural behavior.

There are mixed findings relative to specificity of direction
of peer influence. The direction is offense-specific where boys'

involvement in theft is concerned. And having friends who hit
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pecple affects minor personal offenses. But having friends who
beat up people does not predict assaultive behavior nor does having
friends who skip school directly influence PINS behavior (of which
truancy is one offense).

Stability of friends is a factor with boys' theft only. That
is, boys who are involved in theft have less stable friendships
(i.e., of shorter duration) than non-deviant boys. This is the
opposite direction fram that which was predicted. It lends support
to Hansell and Wiatrowski's (1981) social disability model of
deviant peer relations where boys' theft is concerned. However,
the lack of significant effects of stability elsewhere indicates
that deviant youth are no more or less socially able than non-devi-
ant youth.

Reliability of friends is significant in a positive directon
in a number of instances, especially with older youth aud females.
The fact that reliability of friends is important gives credence to
the contention that deviant youth are not socially disabl:d since
they are willing to trust and depend on one another (even though
they do not seem to trust anyone else in the cammunity, based on
their response to the Rosenberg scale). The fact that reliability
is more often significant than stability leads us to conclude that
the social ability model is prdoably more appropriate in a general
discription of peer relations among our deviant sample than the
disability model.

The fact that reliability of friends is more important to
older youth supports Rosenberg's (1973) contention that peers are

more important to older youth. It does not lend support, however,



t0 the second part of this statement that younger youth rely more
On parents, at least where the prevention of most forms of deviance
are concerned. This could, of ocurse, be related to the fact that
our youth are not that young. It may be that documenting reliance
On parents among younger youth depends on including pre-adolescents
in the sample and following their behavior into adoles - «ce.

Our findings relative to peers support Johnson's (1979) find-
ings of a strong relationship between deviant peer associates and
involvement in deviance. It also reinforces Matseuda's (1982)
urging that we concentrate on differential association in explicat-
ing causes of deviance, at least if we plan to focus on an adoles-
cent population. For example, we need to understand why deviant
Peers are not significant where major theft and assault are con-
ceérned. How does involvement in these offense types differ rela-

tive to peer relations from the other sub-types?
School

Teachers have a significant influence on older youth (TECHINT
is nowhere significant with younger youth, but negatively affects
Ooverall deviance, minor personal offenses and assault among older
youth). Of the four school variables included under school satis-
faction, teacher's interest is the least affected by family vari-
ables. (Indirect effects are negligible.) This would seem to
imply that some of the actors in the life of the adolescent (most

notably teachers) have a socializing affect independent of parents

195



196

or family. That is, teachers do not necessarily became interested
in a youth because his parents are supportive of him/her. In fact,
the cpposite may be true. They may be more inclined to be inter-
ested becasue he has no family support or no longer is influenced
by family. This would explain the strength of this variable with
older youth. The findings, howewver, conflict with Hirschi's theory
(1969). Hirschi suggests that teachers are part of a bonding
process that begins with parents and is reinforced by teachers in
school. Our findings would indicate that teachers do not just
reinforce values instilled at hame, but hawve an effect of their
own. Teachers' influence seems to be distinct fram whatever impact
parents may have and occurs in late adolescence rather than early
adolescence.

Whereas teachers' interest and grades influence older youth's
deviance directly, school mediates parental effects on younger
youth. There are indirect effects of parents through attachment to
school and grades with younger youth and females (via communication
and knowledge especially). This lends some support to Johnson's
findings of a relationship between attachment to parents and attach-
ment to school for younger youth. Apparently younger youth can be
interested in school and care what a teacher thinks even though
they are not affected by whether the teacher reciprocates by show-
ing interest in them, perhaps because they do have reinforcement at
home for their positive attitudes toward shcool. Older youth, on
the other hand, who presumally lack this parental reinforcement,

are helped to avoid deviance when teachers show an interest in them
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or they receive good grades. But overall, grades are not as predic-
tive of deviance in our total sample as Rankin (1980) and Johnson
(1979) would lead us to expect, especially with serious offense
types.

Having friends in school with wham to discuss school work was
included in the model with the expectation that peers in school
were part of a conventional influence away fram deviant involve-
ment. However, having friends with wham to discuss school work has
a direct effect in only one case-—assault among younger youth. The
correlation between teacher's interest and discussing work with
friends in school is small. It would appear that peer relations in
school and relationships with teachers have independent effects.
Again, the chain of reinforcement anticipated by Hirschi (from
parents to school and conventional peers) receives little support.

Our findings relative to school generally do not support
Rankin's (1980) contention that school has a greater impact on
girls. It has an impact on personal offenses among girls ari PINS
behavior among boys, but no significant effects where property and
drug offenses are concerned for either sex. The fact that schcol
does not have a greater impact may be related to the fact that our
sample is an inner city sample where support in school may be less
likely than among the white samples which provide the basis for
most of the praminant studies which found school experiences to be
useful predictors of deviant involvement. That is, the inner city
school experience for black youth may be qualitatively different
fran the white experience in temms of social support for conven-

tional behavior.
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Comrunity

The effects of knowing pecple who break the law (access to
111egltimate quortunlty) are limtied to younger youth and affect

PINS offenses primarily. This would indicate that other criminals

are less important to the indoctrination of youth into a life of
crime than Sutherland (1937) or Cloward and Chlin (1960) would have
us believe.

Negative influences via other law-breskers are not present to
any significant degree with the serious delinquent offenses (such
as theft and drug selling) where they would appear to be most
needed (for fencing stolen goods and cbtaining drugs). Their
influence with yourger youth and minor offenses implies that, to
the extent that other law violators have any influence, it is in a
general way to influence youth who are being initiated into deviance.
Thus, their influence is more generic than specific and is appropri-
ately placed in the model in caming earlier than peers in the
influence that it has.

Short (1957) contends that association with adult criminals is
more of a factor in boys' behavior than girls. The opposite seems
to be the case with our sample since knowing pecple who break the
law is significant for girls' owverall deviance, but only PINS
behavior among boys. Indirect effects of knowing pecple who break
the law are strong for males (through peers), however.

Whereas the effect on girls of knowing others who lreak the
law is to increase their owverall deviance, the effect on boys is to

encourage their involvement with deviant peers.
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It seems that girls rely more than boys directly on others who
preak the law. Although other law-breakers may be adults or peers,
in the case of females this prdbably is older males or other adults
since so fow deviant females are available for support.

Knowing pecp’ who break the law cames very close to being
significant with drug selling among females. Adult criminals are
usually the primary source of drugs. Our ratios indicate that
girls are disproprotionately involved in drug offenses relative to
other offenses. This tends to support ocur notion that ajults are
the reference point for females relative to her contact with other
law-breakers, whereas males' __atact with others who break the law
probably includes peers and adults. The ._.2cific influence of
adult criminals needs to be explored further, especially relative
to female deviance.

Iength of time in the neighborhood is a significant factor in
the of ol : youth and females. Where signif_ __nt, the
relati_.ship is negative; that is, youth who have been in the
neighborhood less time are more likely to be deviant. This would
sean to conflict with Sutherland's (1947) : .ng theory approach
that requires long-temm residence in a cawmnity if this learning
is to take place. Cloward and Ohlin (1960) also expect access to
illegitimate opportunities to depend on g wn and & pted,
wh. 1 would . to require more ti_ _ in f .ty, not less.
Nonetheless, this relationship is negative.

then a youth is new to a neighborhood, he often has to "prove

himself" to be accepted by peers (loth conventional and deviant



200
peers seem to require this). The fact that length of residence is

significant with personal offenses may mean that proving him/herself
involves physical confrontation. To be accepted by deviant friends,
demonstrating one's ability to handle oneself physically may be the
prerequisite. This is not inconsistent with the absence of signifi-
cant findings for "groupness" (deviant youth are no more or less
"groupy" than nondeviants), but explains why assault is higher among
those new to the neighborhood. The process of involvement of the
youth, in this case, is not one of intense learning soc much as it
willingr s to commit assaultive acts if it insures
peer acceptance. Peers, thus, may be important, not as an initial
cause of deviance, but as a secondary source of reinforcement,
which is nonetheless essential to the continued involvement of the

youth in deviance.

VALIDATING THE MODEL

The rmodel can be said to be validated in those instances where
the variables predict in the direction anticipated. This does not
occur in a number of instances. Parental supervision, stabhility of
peer relations, family integration and communication, where signifi-
cant, do not behave as predicted. This may indicate that we failed
to predict the correct causal ordering, or it may mean that our
theoretical base does not sufficiently deal with the complexities

of peer/parent relationships as they impact on black youth.



Causal Ordering

In lieu of a longitudial approach, there is Clearly no way of
knowing which variables come before deviance and which come after.
But logic requires that some of the variables remain ag they are in
the model. For example, family integration would not logically be
an effect of deviance even though it may positively relate, On the
other hand, the fact that maternal supervision behaves in the
opposite direction fram maternal knowledge and discipline suggests
that it should be causally reordered.

School variables also may be out of order. For example, good
grades may be a product of the fact that the youth has remained
trouble-free. Teachers may simply be reinforcing conventional
behavior rather than helping to deter deviance.

The fact that having friends who smoke pot is important to
explaining deviance helps to encourage continuing to view deviant
peers as antecedents to deviant involvement since pot smoking seems
to require some learning and reliance on others from wham to secure
the drug. Also, the significance of reliability of friends implies
dependence on friends, without wham deviant involverent would not
occur. Nonetheless whether friends are involved initially in
causing deviance or follow after initial involvement (as an impor-
tant reinforcement and cause of continued involvement) is not

clear.
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DIRECT EFFECTS - REVISED MODEL
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TOTAL SAMPLE N=205 to 217
dependent
sgri:ble Betas - Dependent Variables
Overall Minor Major Drug Pot
Deviance| PINS |Personal] 'P¢f%| Theft |A%2“1% |selling |Smoking
Knowledge -, 26%*%
Parental
Control Discipline -, 20%%
—_— —_ — _ —_—
Mothers' Attitude 17
Towards Friends = 17%x | =17
4 b S
Identification with ~. 15k
Mother
No. of law-breakers L4 L17%%
Known
School Attachment ~.16%*
Involvment Av. Grades =, 19%%x | =, 14%
Teachers'Interest | -, ]16** =, 23%%% - 24%%%
Friends Smoke L28%ak | < Z1FRA g% | L 26%%% L 29% k% L 52%kn
Pot
Peer
Support Friends Skip L19%Hx L22%k%
School
Friends Beat
Up People <21%%
No. of Friends -.11
Rk e ok *
Reliability J11 L18%% .24 .25 .14
Sex -, 28%%k% =, 37R%F | a3kkk | <~ 19%%
Control Age LL17%%
Variables
Length of Time | _ 14% -.13*
in Neighborhood |
RZ .49 .49 .15 .27 .12 .19 4l e
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and younger youth meant that some forms of deviance (in particular,

major theft) could only be examined relative to participation of

males and older youth. To get enough females and younger youth in

a sample who have cammitted serious offenses would have required

not only a larger sample, but one that included youth where devi-

ance might be likely. Given a different time frame for collecting

the data, we might have made attempts to include more of the females
on probation, for example. Ability to access youth coming to Court

would be a desirable way to approach this, assuming enough time to

access a larger numt : of such youth.

The absence of fathers in the homes of our sample also restric-
ted our ability to examine parental effects. Future studies need
to adjust for this if the impact of fathers' absence or presence is
to be investigated. A much larger sample with some system of
stratifying for inclusion of those homes with father present might
manage this.

Nowhere in our study do we investigate parents' attitudes
towards deviance. Parents may in some instances be encouraging
deviance because they do not necessarily view it as deviant (as
might occur with pot samoking or truancy). Measures need to be
developed that will allow us to take into account how the youth
perceive their parents' attitudes and values relative to different
deviant acts.

wording of the questions proved problemmatic in several in-

stances. Discipline should have been expanded so that physical
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discipline could have been distinguished fram other foms of disci-

pline (to see if their is any link between abuse and deviance), and
various styles of discipline should have been included to see if an
authoritarian approach necessarily has a different impact fram an
over-protective approach.

We also failed to include questions in the self-report devi-
ance scale on the use of hard drugs. The question relating to use
of pot proved sufficient to analyze this form of deviance, but
there was no way of analyzing hard drug use or to compare use of
hard drugs to sale of drugs.

Finally, questions relating to friends were lacking in some
respects. The sex of the friends that the youth identified should
have been collected in order to meke camparisons as to whether
same-sex friends affected youth differently fram opposite-sex
friends. And the inclusion of retrospective questions, designed to
pinpoint the timing of deviant peer associations relative to deviant
involvement, might have helped with the problem of causal zrdering

relative to peer associations.
Future Studies

This study focused on areas of Washington, D. C. where juvenile
crime is high. Tt also was limited to blacks. Both reduced the
external validity of the study. However, it was necessary to

understand differences here first, especially given the absence of
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such studies in recent literature. However, it would now be valu-
able to make camparisions with low crime areas and white youth. It
would be particularly interesting to see if having deviant friends
who smoke pot is as important to deviant involvement in white
canmunities as it is here.

Our study found the variables affecting the sexes differently.
Are these differences related to the availability of role models in
the black canmunity? Would these differences persist among vhite
youth or would the greater availability of fathers in the home
alter some of these effects? Perhaps some variables need to be
examined in the context of what is the norm for the cammnity from
which the sample canes. That is, absence of father may not be an
issue for blacks because it is the nom, while it may make a dis-
tinct difference in white canmunities where it is not the nomm.

This study has added to our understanding of friendship pat-
terns to the extent that large groups do not appear to exist among
youth in the D. C. area. And being a part of a group has no more
or less influence on deviant youth than it does on non~deviant
youth. The dynamics of small peer configurations need to be under-
stocd, but this will not necessarily help us understand deviant
behavior. Understanding the greater reliability of deviant youth

on their friends will presumably help us more.

SUMMARY

This study has demonstrated several major weaknesses with

social control theory. Parents' influence does not appear to be as
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great as peers during adolescence.

Hirschi's notion that social
bonding begins with parents and is reinforced in school gaing
little support. Instead there seems to be a transition during
adolescence away fram parents towards peers and school as the
primary source of social influence.

Support for differential association theory is somewhat tenta-
tive. VWhile deviant peers seem to be a part of the process of
being involved in deviance, there is no evidence fram this study
that an organized system of illegal learning opportunities, as

suggested by Sutherland, is necessarily a part of this process. In

fact, the stronger effects of peers among older youth tends to

indicate that deviant friends are collected along the way to rein-
force deviance; that is, deviant others reinforce rather than
initiate deviant involvement.

Hirschi understates the importance of the relationship between
peer associations and mother's ir™ ience on peer relations. Our
study suggests that locking at how parents influence peer r.lations
is more important than the way in which the school supports parental
bonding efforts.

Whereas Hirschi empha: = :d the failure of the family to prevent
delinquency through inadequate or incamplete bonding, we find that
parents also contribute to their children's deviance by supervising
them inappropriately. In orther words, parents may not be a part
of the cause, but they may be a factor in the escalation of deviant

involvement in some cases.

A



The fact that there is little consistency fram one sub-type to
anther in those factors which are explanatory makes drawing conclu-
sions difficult. While peer influence is nost useful, even peer
variables do 1little to help us understand involvement in major
theft. It may be that there are factors that influence deviance
that were unforseen by this study or that the dynamics of parents
and peer relations have not been disclosed sufficiently.

What is clear is that parent and peer relationships are ex-
tramely camplex, and that our expansion of knowledge in this field
will depend on explicating these details in a far more intense
manner than has been done. We must me current as to what are
those forces that are most influential today. &And we must be
willing to invest sufficient time to understand how those forces
change over time. This will help us to understand whether past
findings were inaccurate or simply no longer apply. But the the
energy will be well spent if we can develop an understanding of

deviant behavior among adolescents.
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APPENDIX A
EXU iBIT X: JUVENILE RATE OF REFERRALS — WARDS WHERE CRIMES WERE
COMMINTED

0 —59% 12% — 17.8%

6% — 11.9%

18% and over

EXHIBIT XI: JUVENILE RATE OF REFERRALS — WARDS WHERE JUVENILES
RESIDE*

l .
il

0% — 5.9%

6% — 11.9% t:':'\;§ 18% and over $

*An agditional 10 4% were children from other stales,

60
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APPENDIY B °

SOURCES OF QUESTIONS

PEER SUPPORT

Norland uses tuo questions to measure the relative amount of “social

support’ for delinquent behavior:

(1) How often do your best male friends ask you to do something
that is against the law?

(2) How,often do7y0ur best female friends ask you to do something
vhich is against the law?

Scores were summad to provide a measure of social support.

Linden and Hackler identify four variables which they think sheuld be
taken into account in the relationship between a youth and his associates:

(1) The closeness of the actor to each of his associates. How
much he 1is concerned about their approval or-esteem?

{2) The visibility of his action to each of his associates. How
likely are they to know about his actions?

{3) The responsiveness to his action of each of his associates.

How much would a g1ven action affect their general esteem
for him?

(4) The behavioral preferences of each of his associates. (This
determines the direction of peer influence).

They use the following questionAto measure these yariables:

"Now think of three or four kids - you know who sometimes (a¥nost
never) get into trouble. Adults wou]d say these kids are *wild'
('0.X.') or maybel even 'bad' ('nice'). 1f these kids were your

close friends, would they be just the way you want them to be?"



Appendix p (cont.)
Parental Support

Hepburn's five items compr ng ﬁis‘sc1 of family support are:
(1) T enjoy talking over my plams with my parents
(2} I can confide in my parents.
(3) My parents make me feel trusted.
{4) My parents don't try to understand my problems.
{5) My parents are alsays picki on me.

The inter-item correlation coefficients ranged from .24 to .55

and the item to scale coefficients range from .64 to .76.

Hirschi's nuestions relating te attachment to parents include:
(1) Do your parents make rules that seem unfair to you?

(2z; Do your parents check to see whether you have done what
they tell you to do?

(3) Do your parents know who you are with when you
are away from home?

t4) Do your parents ever ask about what you are doing in
in school?

(5) Has your mother met your friends?

Norland's "parental supervision" questions are:

(1) Does your mother know where you are when you are away
from home?

(2) Does your father know where yOu are when you are away
from home?

{3} When you go out in the evening on school nights, about
what time do your parents want you to get home?



APPENDIX B {cont.}

Wiatrowski et al. rely on the following to
measure parent-child Closeness:

{1) How close do you feel to ycur mother?

{2} How much do you want to be like the kind of person
your mother is?

(3) How close do you fee) to your father?

{4) How much do you wnat to be like your father when yoy
are an adult?

Johnsaon uses seweral indices related to Parents:

Al ttachment to Parents
(1) I'm closer to my father than are most people my age.
{2) Wnen I have problems I confide in my father.
{3) when 1 have free time T spend it with my father.

B. faring wh2t parents think

{1) ©o yau care what your father/maother thinks of you?

C. Love/Lorczrn of parent for chi
{1} it nas been hard for me to please my father.
{2) iy Ffather has ridiculed or made fun of my ideas.

12} %, “ither hos frusted me.

{4) ¥y Tather has seemed to wish I were a different type of person.
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APPENDIX C
No.
Name of Interviewer:
Date of Interview:
Type of Respondent:  (Check One)
_ Probationer

PINS Center - Random

PINS Center - Summer Program

DOES Referral - Summer Program
INTRODUCTION:

I am from the University of Maryland

Department of Scciology. I am doing a study in the

D.C. area to find out more about the way young people think and feel
today. -

(For_those from prohation roster or PINS roster not in summer prosvar)

Your name was selected at random from the list of kids (on probation/
known tc the PINS Center). But noone (in the Probation Department/
at the PINS Center) has anything to do with this study, and we are
in 0 way connected with the Police or Courts.

e L —

(For those in the sumner progrem)
N0l

All of the youth in the summer program are being asked to participate
in_this study. i

(For a11)

By answering these cuestions yocu will be helping us to understand
young people better 2nd to plan better programs for teenagers in
the future. ’

Noone will find out your answers to these cuestions, and in fact
your narie will not be used in any way. Do you understand?

Do you have ary questions tefore we Legin?

213
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. Case Code No.

(Note to interviewer: Mark one, do not ask)

| 1.Male ! 12. Female [
> — ——d

(1f not black, indicate what race )

1. First, how many years have you 1ived in the District of Columbia?

years

2. What is the zipcode for the address where you live now?

3. Is there a name for the neighborhood you live in now?

4. Do you know any people in this neighborhood who break the law_

If so, about how many?

5. How long have you 1ived where you live now or near here (within 1 mi]e)?‘

years

6. Hhich of the areas of the City is this?
Northeast Northwest

Southeast Southwest

7. What was your age at last birthday? What is vour tirthdate>

8, Are you planning to return to school in the fall?

Yes No

V . 'Jf 7
Vihat school” Did you drop-out?

that grade? —_—es - N

. ~
In what grade? " 'Did you graduate”
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Page 2

9. Do you. have a job?
L 1.Yei_J NO
v ' .
What kind of job is it? Are you looking for a job?

Yes No

10. Please 1ist all of the people who presently live in your household.
(Please check all that apply AND list the number, where more than.one)

1. HOTHER
2 FATHFR
3. __SISTER _
4. BROTHER
5. UNCLE

6. AUNT

7. GRANDMOTHER

. GRANDFATHER

9, 'OTHER (Please ask to specify. If name is given,ask if this is a
relative. If not, ask who this person is.)

11. How many other relatives of yours live in your neighborhood?
(ASK OHLY YF NOT LIVING WITH MOTHER OR FATHER)
12, t'hich of the oeople listed above acts like your mother?

13, Which of the people listed above acts like your father?

14, Does your mother (or sybstitute) work?
1. Yes ‘ 2. No

What 1s™ her occupatior?{lhat does she do?)

—
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Page 4

19.How much do you think your mom cares about how you are doing in school?

‘2. A IOLI 1. Some |

0. Not very much 8.Don't know/ ig L
Not sure ‘ e

20 . Which of these terms best describes the way your mom acts towards you?

3.¥orries about you 2.1s reasonable 1.Nagsyuu 0.Doesn't care|- |G.0z+ ¢ un:

21.. How often does your mom discuss with you where you are going and
how jate you can stay out at night?

"?A” the time \Z.Often l-l_:umeumes, ]g,never 8. DK/NS l |9.N/ﬂ

22. How often does

your mom talk to you about who vou hang out with?

3.A11 the time 2.0ftenl 1. sometimes

o.never | [B.ok/Ns] ] 9.N/A7

23. How often do you have heart-to-heart talks with your mom?

! ] X o A IR Y
{ 3.A17 the time! Zthenl I LSomet1mes} ] G,Ne»e.i {75.3L/h5; } C.N/L

l

24. Mould you say your mom is too busy to listen to your problems?

[_ETHII the tin@j 2.0ften [1.>omet1mes, TAB.Neverj LngK/NSJ iQ.N/;—7

25 How much do you tell your mom about what happens to you?

T30 A great dea) [aMost | [ 1. Some 0.Not much| |8 DK/NS‘ Town |
— v

26,

Does your mom encourage you to do your homework?

T T —  EE—
3.R11 the time| | 2.0fter! [ sometines | [o. never]  [aowms| |s.we)

27 Does your mom set & curfew so that you know wha: time you are
supposed to be home?

3. A1l the time ‘2.Usuany] [1.Sometimes | |0.Never| 8.DK/NS|  [9.NA |
- | d J
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Page 6

37. In general, how much do you think your mom cares about you?

3.A great deal 2.Pretty much 1.Not very mgfﬁ} 0.Not at all

8.Dor '
know

38. How much would you like to be the kind of person your mother(or substitute)
is?

F.A great dea1| 2.Pretty much 1.Not very muchl Efiot at a11| 8.Don't know?

39. How close do you feel to your mother?

I;..ery close i 1.Kind of c]oseAJ lE.Not close at a11l 8. Don't knnw |

(BELOW ARE THE QUESTIONS HAVING TO DO WITH FATHER OR FATHER SUBSTITUTE. IF NOONE 1S
FILLING THAT ROLE, GO ON TO Q.4%)

40. In general, how strict would you say that your father (or father
substitute) is?

iZ. Very stri:t| [1.Kind of strictl [E;Nat very stricti !S.NG: s.ur-e-1

41. " How often do you talk to your dad about school work?

I 2B ko time! [EIOftenAI [I.Sometime{] [B.Never I {giNot sure] §.4/~

42. If you broke the law but didn't get caught and your dad found out, would

he?
- — ] P
2. Get upset ]1,Ignore it 3. Pumish you 0. Be pleasea you 8.Not sure |
: , anyway didn't get
caught

43. Do you think your dad cares about how you are doing in school?

2. A 1of} l.SomgAAJ 0.Not very mﬂgg] B.DK I [Q.szﬁ]
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Page 7

44. Does your dad know who you are going to be with when you Qo out
at night?

[j3. A1 the timel i [?. Usuali}1 [1. Somet imes | IO.NevetJ lu.uZﬂEﬂ F;?ur

45. How often does your dad discuss with you where you are going and
how late you can stay out at night?

3. A1 the time| | 2. Often 1. Sometimes 0. Never|  |BDK| [.Nt

46. How often does your dad talk to you about who you hang out with?

3. A1l the time| | 2. Often| [1. sometimes| [ 0. Never| [e.or/ns] [s.n%

47. How often do you have heart-to-heart talks with your dad?

{-3. A1l the time 2.0ften1 \1.Sometimesl 0.Never ln DK/NS fe.ﬁfﬁw

48, Vould you say your ded 15 too busy to listen to your problems?

3. A1 the time| [2.0fzen] |1 Sometimes | | 0. never | ]?Dx/ns“;g.r\'/ﬁ
45. How much do you tell your dzd about what happens to you?

['s. & great dea)] | 2. Most L some Lo, Not mucn! (6. orms] [s.n)

50. Does your dad enco.rajz: you t5 ¢ your ~Omework?

i

[3. A1 the time| | 2.0ften] | 1.Sometimes|  [0.hever| |8.DK/NS| ie.N/A !

51. Does your dad set a curfew so that you know what time you are Syppests 7t bCnts

5. A1 the time] | z.0tten]  [1. sometimes| | O.Never| [s.okms]| [s. wA |

52. Do you ever stay out at night longer than you are supposec to?

d | .
3.A11 the tiTEJ 2.0ften | 1. Sometimes 0.Never ‘B.DKLEEI [;1 hﬁil
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fage 1o

NOW WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABNIT SCMODL AHD YOUR FRIENDS.
(If not in school, go on to Q, 7§)

69. In general, how much do you 1ike school?

[3. A great deal| |2. pretty well] [1. Not very muchl [ WNot =+ =11 K/a

70.Woitld you say that most of what You do in school is important or a waste of time?

'!'O.Haste of timgl 1. Not_sure ! 2.1mportant_} !_N—A-!

e

71. What would you say {s your average grade in school?

—_—— N L
T3 s 2.0 Dol [orl A
72.Would you say that most o€ *=» - -= the teachers are or are nrt int:-estcd in »oJur roral
(oot ir:eres:s_:‘ !1. Net sure i 3.1nterested) ] N/A?
73. Do you " usually ! sometimes | Sneveﬂ try very hard in schooiz

74, How much do you ca~e what teachers think?

\ l 3. A great deﬂ i2 Pretty rnuchj ‘1. Not very mucrj ,C. Not at all*  N/A

757 How far in school do you think you would like tc go?
Finish High School
Some college
Finish coliege

Graduate School

7¢. What do you think are the chances that you will go as far
in school as you would like to go?

, [ 1Fair | { 0. Poor | | 8. Not sure! 1. No answe-

77. How often do vou discuss homework with your friencs when you 2re in scnood®

3. Often . ‘1. Never ! [9. I\’/AV‘]
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78 What Jjob or occupation would you eventually like to have?

E

79. What do you think are the chances that you will end up with
the type of job that ycu would like?

{ 1. Fair ] [i Poo?] [E Not surﬂ MO answeT‘

0. How often do you smoke pot?
wesl IFZ About once/week1 l‘l. Less than wiwesweer!  U.Never

3. Mhrg *han anrs/

§i. How often do your friends smoke pot?
YZ. About once/w@ E Less tnan once/wem E hever !

[3A More than once/veeki

(Ask only if answer to 0 is positive)
2. Do you think you would smoke pot even if your friends did not?

IZ. Yes | 1. Maybsl [ 0. ‘.:_] 9. No answer

$3. How often do you drink aicohol?

|3. More than once/week! l? About once/week}

vof
E. Less than once,’week‘z 10 Neve-

$4. How often do your friends drink alcohol?
[3. More \ueu once/we  [2. About once/week] [i. Less than once/week| |0. hever |

(Psk only if answer to %5 is positive)
€5, Do you think you would drink alcohol even if your friends did not?

] 2. Yes‘! L'I. Maybq [i rﬂ

26, In general, how much do you think your friends care about you?

— —
I 2- A 'Iot’ [ 1. Some 0. Not very rnuch} JB.NO‘. sureJ
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%7. How often do your friends ask you to do things which are against

the law?

]3. A1l the m‘me_] [2. Ofteﬂ F.Sometimesl ro.Nem,—l

$%. How many of the kids you hang around with would you say you can count
on in cese of a serious problem or emergency?

l o.uaJ 91\/[- '

l 0. None!|1.0ne or two] 12. 3 to 5’ [EL,Six to .., Lﬁ;More than 10] 1§;N§] ’9.N/L j

¥9. How many would you say would back ycu up ever ¥ vou were doing something

wrong?

]5.N0ne [T-au: S| LL.-3—T-.- -J ]L)IK to 10] fﬁbre than ]CI’ ‘BNS IQ.N/,’. '

90, When you get in trouble, do you like to brag about it to your friends?

LE;7A11 the time}

[2. Dften }

l1.Sometimes,

‘O.Never]

[8-0k/NS | [9.N/4 |

Q1. Please tell me all the
or initials is all that

say about
Name How long !
have you
known this
person?

your friends.

How close are
you to this
person?
(2)very close
{(1)Kind of
close
(0)Not close

kids who are your friends

is needed.

Is he/she a
member of
your group?

How many times/
week do you see
this person when

you are in school?

in school.

First name

In this way, no one will know what you

Please indiczte whatho -
he/she sometimes{l,.
often(2),never(0):

Skips | Steals
School; Things

iBezt

peop

S w
ie
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How lo: have
iyou been nanging
around with
him/her?

92. Please 1ist all the kids vou hang
You just named and kids you hang ¢

How close are
you to this
persan?
{2)very close
(1)Kind of
(O)Not very

Is he/she

How many times/

a member oflweek do you see

your group?

this person?

of
Skip
Schoo!
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Steal
Thing

it with after school (VYou can -include peocle
> with on weekends and summers )

Please indicate wh=-
they sometimes(] ',

10;:

Beat

Peorcie

§3. Some people say that most people can be trusted.
be too careful in your dealings with peopie.

l

_Most people can be trusted

You can't be

too careful

MO WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU HOW YOU FEEL ABOUT PEOPLE IN GERERAL.

Others say you can't
How do you feel about it?

§4. If you don't watch yourself, people will take advantage of ycu.

[ sgees]

r‘ne_,

‘Don't know
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95, Would you say that most people are more inclined to help
others, or more inclined to look out for themselves?

0. To help others.

1. To look out for themselves.

96. No one is going to care much what hatpens to you, when you
get right down to it.

1.Agree 0.Disaaree l l ¥.NOT sure

§7. Human nature is fundamentally cooperative.

0.Agree I 1 Nicanree 8

. Not sure

FINALLY WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU ABOUT DIFFERENT THINGS KIDS YOUR AGE SOMITIIES
DO. REMEMBER NOOME WILL KNOW WHAT YOUR ANSWERS ARE TO THESE QUESTIONS.

HOW MANY TIMES IN THE PAST YEAR HAVE YOU:

4%. Gotten int0o an argument with your parents?

{Hand respondent the next sheet, and ask him to give you
the number that cgrresponds with his response. This
number should be recorded on the line. Use this code sheet

~

for the next & questions.)
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Never

Once or twice

More than twice, but not as many as 10 times

_More than 10 times
__Don't know/Not sure

No answer



98. Stayed out late at night without your parents' permission?

99. Knowingly bought, sold or held stolen goods?

100. Hit or threatened to hit one of your parents?

101, Skipped school without a legitimate excuse?

102, Stolen (or tried to steal) a motor vehicie, such as a car or molorcycie?

103, Hit or threatened to hit a teacher or other adult at school or on the job?

104. Thrown object (such as rocks or bottles) or shot BB's at cars or people?

105, Stayed away from home for more than a day without your parents knowing
vhere you were?

106, Got suspended from school?

107. Messed up or destroyed public property or property belonging to
someone else?




e
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108. Stole or tried to steal something worth more than $50?

109. Sold hard drugs, such as oin (" ;e"), cocaine {"coke"),
or LSD("acid")?

110. Broken into e house and taken things?

111, Attached somebody with the idea of seriously hurting him/her?

112. Been involved in gang fights?

113, Used force (strong-arm methods) to take money or other things
from someone else?

114, Been drunk or rowdy in a public place?

115. Carried a hidden weapon (other than a pocket knife)?




Fmge 17

1ne.

117.

1E.

1.

120.

231

Had (or tried to have) sexual relations with someone against
their will?

Sold marjjuana or hashish {"pot", "gress", “"hash")?

Stolen things worth S5 or less?

Stolen or trijed to steal things worth between S5 and §

m
[$]
-2

Disobeyed teachers or other school officials?
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Page 3.

127, Used a weapon in a hold-up?

. I 1 paid for having sexual relations
with someone?

'd a weapon (such as a gun or knife) to hurt somebody?

JUST A FEW MORE QUESTIONS NOW

129. Have you ever been picked up by the police? VYes No

*(1f yes) What were you doing at the t ?

125, Have you ever had to go to juvenile court ? .
| 0. Never ! l]. Once ! rz. Twice 3. Three or more times
S —— —— —

What was the charge or charges?

—ee

Thank you very much for helping us with this study. If you would like any

mere information on the study, please feel free to contact Ms. Evelyn Slaght,
at 727- 363{,
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APPENLTX D Page 1

SLAGHT DEVIANCY STUDY - 1982

Cara Ol
(ols. 1-3 RESPID 1- Respondent ™ Number - Car’® ™ -
Enter the respondent’'s identification number in the upper
right hand corner of the cover sheet.
Caru 0L .
Col. 4 CARDNO 1: ~-—d Number One
~ er the card nmuber "'1" in a one digit field (no missing
vairue possible).
Cara Ot
Col. 5
Use the following code:
1 = Black female, including Rosetta Price,
Glendora Williams, Karen Buster, Amina Webb
2 = Black male, including Al Banks, Othello Harris
3 = bhite female, including Evelyn Slaght,
Marcella DePeters, Kim Carr
4 = Other (none of above names)
9 = No Answer
Cara Ol
Col. 6 DATINTW: Date of Interview
1 = Before June 13
2 = June 14 through August 31
3 = After September 1
9 = No Answer
Cara Ol
Col. 7 TY™™SP: Type of Respondent

In the following coding, all summer program respondents,
whether PINS or DOES referrals are cambined in the same code:
1 = Probationer
2 = PINS Center - Random
3 = Sumer Program

9 =NA
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Card UL
Col. 8

-ara 0l
ols. 10-14

- W

Lol, 15

SEX: Sex cf Respondent

1l = Male
2 = Female

9 = Not Checked/No Answer

YRSDC: How many years ~~~Jonde - “as lived in Washing =

Use the { ~ wing code:
1 = 1pss than one year
2 = One to two years
3 = Three to five years
4 = Six to nine years
5 = Ten to fourteen years
6 = Fifteen or more years

(§)
-3

9 = No Answer

ZIPOOIE: Zipcode for present address

Enter the five digit code of the responden:'s zipcode.

NAMEIG:: Name for the r °~ "borhood where respondent lives now.

Use the following code:
1 = Yes
2 =No

9 =NA

ara 01
ol., 16

KNOBRKIW: Does respondent know people who break the law?

Use the following code:
1 = Yes
2 = No

8 = Do not know/Not Sure
9 = NA

f

e
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Card Ol

.Col. 17 NOBRKIW: How many people does respondent know who break the law?

Use the following code:
1 = None
2 = One to two
3 = Three to five
4 = Six to ten
5 = Eleven to fifteen
6 = Sh 1 to twenty
7 = More wan twenty (a lot)

9=NA

Card 01

Wl. 1§ LGCTHNEIG: How long has respondent lived in present neighborhood?

Use the following Code:
1 = Six months or less
2 = Seven months to 1l months
3 = One year to 23 months
4 = Two to five years
5 = Six to ten years
6 = Eleven or more years

9 =NAa

Card 01
Col, 19 ARt* " "' area of the City is this?

Use the following code:
1 = Northeast
2 = Southeast
3 = Nortlwest
4 = Southwest
5 = Other

9 = NA

Cara 01 - -

Cols. 20-21 RESPAGE: Age of —~-oondent -~ last birthday

Enter two digit number.

Carag Ol

Col. 22 SQIFAIL: Does respondent plen to return to schocl in the fall?

1 = Yes
2 =No

9 =NA
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rage 4
Card 01
Col. 23 WHATSCH: If yes, what school?
Use the following code: (See attachment for specific schocls)
1l = Public - regular
2 = Public - special
3 = Private (including parochial)
4 = Technical (special skills related)
5 = College
9 = NA/DK
Card 01 .
Cols. 24-25 SCHGRADE: What grade?
Use the following code:
01 = GED preparation
02 = Special/nan-graded
03 = Third grade
04 = Fourth grade
05 = Fifth grade
06 = Sixth grade
07 = Seventh grade
08 = Eighth grade
09 = Ninth grade
10 = Tenth grade
11 = Eleventh grade
12 = Twelfth grade
13 = College lewel
14 = Do not know/Not sure
99 = NA
Cara 01
Col. 26 DROPOUT: If no, did you drop out?
Use "9" if planning to retum to school.
1 = Yes
2 = No
9 = N/A
Card 01
Cols, 27-28

LSTGRAD: last grade attended befare dropping out.

Use the following code:
01 = GED preparation
02 = Special/nn—graded

03 = Third grade
04 = Fourth grade
05 = Fifth grade
06 = Sixth grade
07 = Seventh grade
08 = Eighth grade
09 = Ninth grade
10 = Tenth grade
11 = Eleventh grade
12 = Twelfth grade
13 = College lewel
14 =

99

/]
-
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Cara 01
Col. 29 GRAD: If no, did you graduate?
Use the following code:
1 = Yes
2 = No
9 = N/A
Card 01
Col. 30 HAVJOB: Do you hawe a job?
Use the following code:
1l = Yes
2 = No
9 = N/A
Card 01
Cols. 31-32 JOBKIND: If ves, what kind of jab is it?
Use the following ¢ ::
01 = Architecture, engineering and surveyinc
02 = Mathematics and physical science
03 = Life sciences
04 = Social sciences
05 = Medicine and health
06 = Education
07 = Museum, library and archival sciences
08 = Law and jurisprudence
09 = Religicn and theology
10 = Writing
11 = Art
12 = Entertainment
13 = Administrative specialization
14 = Managers and officials
15 = Miscellaneous professicnal, technical and managerial
16 = Stenography, typing, filing and related clerical
17 = Carputing and account recording
18 = Productian and stock clerks
19 = Information and message distribution
20 = Miscellaneous clerical
21 = Sales occupations
22 = Damestic service
23 = Food and beverage preparation and service
24 = lodging and related service
25 = Barbering, cosmetology and related
26 = Amisement services
27 = Miscellaneous personal service
28 = Apparal and furnishings service
29 = Protective services
30 = Building and related service
31 = Agricultural, fisr  and forestry
32 = Processing occupations
33 = Machine trades

Ran~hurmvls

= N/A
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Cara Ol
Col. 33 LOOKJOB: If no, are you looking?
Use the following code:
1 = Yes
2 =No
9 = N/A
Living in Household - Enter the following codes for each person listed.
Card 01
Col. 34 MM: Mother or Stepmother
0 = Not checked
1 = hecked
sara Ul
Zol. 35 DAD: Father or Stepfather
- 0 = Not checked
1 = Checked
~+~a 01
5. 36-37 SIS: Sister
= Not checked
01-15 = Indicated number
Zxd 01 !
ols. 36-39 BROT: Brother
00 = Not checked
01-15 = Indicate number
lard 01
ols. 40-41 UNCLE: Uncle
00 - Rot checked
01-15 = Indicate number
ard 01
ols. 42-43 o

e dtch ed
01-15 = T ' :ate number
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Card Ol
Col. 45

GRANDPA: Grandfather
0 = Not checked
1-4 = Indicate number

Cara 01
Cols. 46-51

OTHERLIV: Other persons in househcli npesides those listed above.

The first three digits should represent the type of other person
in this household, while the last three digits are the mumber
in that category of "other".

Stepfather

Stepmother

Stepsisters

Stepbrothers

Nieces

Nephews

Cousins

Other

N/A

WOo-JOUtd&Wwh K-
W & 0 oo uu

Card 01
Cols. 52-53

NEIGRELS: How many other relatives live in your neighborhood?

Use two digits to indicate the number
00 = Nane
01-29 = The mumber of relatives indicated
99 = Do not know/Not sure

Card 01
Col. 54

MOMSUB: Who serves as substitute mother?

Use the following codes:

g

Card 01
Col. 55

SUBDAD: Substitute Father

Use the following codes:

0 = No one

1 = sibling

2 = pdult relative

3 = Friend

4 = Other (including own father who does not live at home)

o
It

NA
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Card 01
- Col. 56 WRWRK: Does mother work?
Use the following codes:

1= Yes

2 = No

9 =N
Card v.
Cols. 57-58 MQMJIOB :

1f yes, what oocowpation/place of employ™—~+2 (Code even

1f unemployed, but occupation is indicated)

following codes:

01 = Architecture, engineering and surveying

(=
[N
]

Mathematics and physical science

03 = Life sciences

04 = Social sciences

05 = Medicine and health

06 = Education (including day care)

07 = Museum, library and archival sciences
08 = Law and jurisprudence

09 = Religion and theology

10 = Writing

1l = Art

12 = Entertainment

13 = Administrative specialization

14 = Managers and officials

15 = Miscellaneous professional, technical and managerial
16 = Stenography, typing, filing and related clerical
17 = Camputing and account recording

18 = Productian and stock clerks

19 = Informatian and message distribution
20 = Miscellaneous clerical

21 = Sales occupations

22 = Damestic sexrvice

23 = Food and beverage preparation and service
24 = Lodging and related service

25 = Barbering, cosmetology and related
26 = Amusement services

27 = Miscellaneous personal service

28 = Apparal and furnishings service

29 = Protective services

30 = Building and related service

31 = Agricultural, fishing and forestry

32 = Processing occupations

33 = Machine trades

34 = Benclwork

35 = Structural work

36 = Other

(Yol
\D
L}
2z
N
»
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Card O

Cols. 59-60

MXSED: last grade mother campleted?

Use the following codes:
0l = Sixth
02 = Seventh
03 = Eighth
04 = Ninth
05 = Tenth
06 =  venth
07 = iwelfth
08 = Same college
09 = Campleted college
10 = Advanced degree
11 = GEp
12 = Other

99 = N/A

Cara 0L
Col. 61

DADWRK: Does fatl-— -ork?

Use the following code:
1l = Yes
2 =No

9 =NA

:d Ol
Cols. 62-63

DADJOB: If yes, what occupation/place of employment?

Use the following code:
0l = Architecture, engineering and surveying
02 = Mathematics and physical science
03 = Life sciences
04 = Social sciences
05 = Medicine and health
06 = Educatim
07 = Museun, library and archival sciences
Us = Law and jurisprudence
09 = Religion and theology
10 = Writing
11 = Art
12 = Entertairment
13 = Administrative specialization
14 = Managers and officials
15 = Miscellaneous professional, technical and managerial
16 = Stenography, typing, filing and related clerical
17 = Computing and account recording
18 = Production and stock clerks
19 = Information and message distribution
20 = Miscellaneous clerical
21 = Sales ocaupations
22 = Damestic service
23 = Food and beverage preparation and service
24 = lodging and related service
25 = Barbering, cosmetology and related



Card Ol
Cols. 62-63 Con't.
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26 = Amusement services

27 = Miscellaneous personal service

28 = Apparal and furnishings service
29 = Protective services

30 = Building and related service

31 = Agricultural, fishing and forestry
32 = Processing occupations

33 = Machine trades

34 = Benchwork
35 = Structural work
36 = Other
99 = N/A
Card Ol
Cols. 64-65

DADSED: Last grade father completed.

Use the following code:

0l = Sixth

02 = Seventh

03 = Eighth

04 = Ninth

05 = Tenth

06 = Eleventh

07 = Twelfth

08 = Some college
09 = Coopleted college
10 = Advance degree
11 = GED

12 = Other

99 = N/A

END CARD ONE
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Caxd 02
. Cols. 1-3

RESPID2: Respondent's ID Nunber - Card Two

Enter the three digit respondent identification number in
the upper right hand comer of the sheet.

CARDNO2- ~wd I~ " ar Two

Enter the card number "2" in a one digit field.

STRCIMOM: How Strict is Respondent's Mother?

Use the following code:
3 = Very strict
2 = Kind of strict
1 = Not very strict

8 = Do not know/Not sure
9 =NA

TALKMM: How Often ~--s ™ -pondent Talk to Mom about School Work?

Use H

4 = Al]l the time
3 = Often

2 = Sgretimes
1l = Never

9 =NA

—— 02
Cols. 7-8

BROKMOM: If Respondent Broke the Law Mam would,

Use code designated below, but in a two digit field, a seccnd
answer may be entered in the second digit. If no second
answer, enter "9" in second digit.

3 = Punish you

2 = Ignore it

1 = Get wpeet

4 = Be pleased you did not get caught

9 = NA

Card 02
Cal. 9

MOMSCH: — “uch does Mom Care about School?
Use pre—code:

i
i g

know not gure

omw oW
58
8
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Card 02
Cols. 10-11 MOMACTS: How Does Mom Act toward Respondent?
Use pre-code, but in a two digit fieid, enter a second answer
in the seoond digit. If no second answer, enter "9" in second
digit.
3 = Worries about you
2 = Ig reasonable
1 = Nags you
4 = Does not care

9 =NA

Card 02

Cel., 12 MOMIATE: How Often Does Mom Discuss Where Respondent Goes
and How Late?

Use pre-code:
4 = All the time
3 = Often
2 = Sametimes
1l = Never

Do not know/not sure

8
9 = NA

Card 02

Col. 13 MOMHANGS: How often does mam talk about who respondent hangs
out with?

Use pre-code:
4 = Al]l the time
3 = Often
2 = Sgmetimes
1 = Never

8 = Do not know/not sure
9= NA

Caxd 02
Col. 14 MOMHRT: How often ™~ - ¢ 7t b taart-to- ks

Use pre-code:
4 = Al]l the time
3 = Often
2 = Sometimes
1 = Never

8 = Do not know/not sure
9 =NA
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Card 02
- Col. 15

Card 02

Col. 16

MamSY:  Is mom too busy to listen to problems?

Use pre-code:

1= All the time
2 = Often

3 = Sanetimes
4 = Never

8 = Do not know/not sure
9 =NA

MOMHAPS: How much does respondent tell mom ~ wt what “-——2ns?

4 = A great deal
3 = Most

2 = Same

1 = Not much

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

Card 02
Col. 17

MAHMWK: Does mo ~ ~urage doing hamework?

4 = All the time
3 = Often

2 = Samretimes
1l = Never

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

Card 02
Col. 18

=

STAYOUT 1: Does ) on” :

=" a mfew?

4 = All the time
3 = Usually

2 = Savetimes
1l = Never

8 = DK/NS
9=NMNA

4 = Al]l the time
3 = Often

2 = Sametimes
1 = Never

9 =NA
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Caxd 02
Col., 20

MMPINLT: When out late, does mom punish respondent?

4 = All the time
3 = Usually

2 = Sometimes
1 = Never

9 =NA

Card 02
Col. 21

MMFRDS: How does mom feel about most friends?

3 = Approves
2 = Does not know them
1 = Disapproves

8 = Do not know/not sure (including approves same, disapproves
others)
9 =NA

Card 02
Cols. 22-23

STOLMM: If respondent brought home samething stolen, mom
would . . .

Use code below, but in a two digit field, a second answer may
be entered in the second digit. If no second answer, enter
9" in second digit.

1 = Get upset

2 = Igrnore it

3 = Punish you

4 = Be happy if she liked it

8 = IK/NS
9 =NA

Card 02
Col. 24

GETHI 1: Does respr— "~ get high?

4 = All the time
3 = Often

2 = Sametimes
1 = Never

9 = NA

Caxd 02
Col. 25

MMPUNHI: Does mom ~=*~h respondent when high?

4 = All the time
3 = Usually

2 = Sometimes
1 = Never

7 = Mom does not know
8 = Don't know
9 = NA
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g ) -

. Col. 26 MOMNIT: Does mam know where respondent is at night?

4 = All the time

Caxd 02

Col. 27 MOMATTH: Does mom know who respondent is with when out at
re—=?

4 = Al]l the time
3 = Usually

2 = Sametimes
1l=DNe

8 = IK/NS
9 = NA

Card 02
Caol. 28 MOMYNGR: When younger, Was mam . . .

3 = Mare strict
2 = About the same
1l = Not as strict

8 =
O m

Caxd 02
Cal. 29 MOMCARES: How h does mam care?
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Caxrd 02
Col. 31

MACIOS: How close does respondent feel to mom?

3 = Very close
2 = Kind of close
1 = Not close at all

8 = DK/NS
9 =NA

Tazd 02
Col. 32

STRCTDAD: How stxict is respondent's father?

3 = Very strict
2 = Kind of strict
1 = Not very strict

8 = DK/NS
9=NA

Card 02
Col. 33

TALKDAD: How ofter -~~~ respondent talk about school to dac?

4 = All the time
3 = Often

2 = Sometimes
1 = Never

9=NA

Caxc 02
Cols. 34-35

BROKDAD: If respondent broke the law and dad found out he would .

Use code designated below, but in a two digit field, a second
answer may be entered in the second digit. If no second answer,
enter "9 in second digit.

3 = Punish you
Ignore it
Get upset

Be pleased you did not get caught

IK/NS
NA

woer HN
[ |

Card 02
Col. 36

DADSH: Do you think dad cares about school?
3=A lot
2 = Scame
1 = Not very much
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Card 02
Col. 37 DADAWITH: Does dad know who with when out at night?

4 = All the time
3 = Usually

2 = Saretimes
1l = Never

8 = DK/NS
9 =NA

Card 02 ,
Cal. 238 DADLATE: Dad discusses where respondent going and how late?

4 = All the time
3 = Often

2 = Saretimes
1l = Never

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

Carc 02 _

Col. 39 DADHANGS: How ¢ -~ does dad talk about who hang out with?

4 = Al]l the time
3 = Often

2 = Saretimes
1 = Never

8 = DK/NS
9 =NA

Card 02

Col. 40 ~» often does respondent have heart-to-heart talks

[T Y]

4 = Al]l the time

Card 32
Col. 41 DADBUSY: Is dad too busy to listen to praoblems?

1l = All the time
2 = Often

3 = Sametimes
4 = Never

8 = DK/NS

9 = NA
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Card 02
Col. 42

DAIHAPS: How much does respondent tell dad about what happens?

4 = A great deal
3 = Most

2 = Same

1 = Not much

8 = IK/NS
9 =NA

Card 02

i, 43 -

narumyC:  Does dad encourgge rnimy hemesseir]

4 = All the time
3 = Often

2 = Sametimes
1 = Never

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

Card 02
Col. 44

DADCRFW: Does dad set a curfew?

4 = All the time
3 = Usually/often
2 = Sapetimes

1 = Never

8 = IK/NS
9 =NA

Card 02
Col. 45

STAYOUT2: Does respondent stay out later than supposed to?

%

/11 the time
Often

' it
E.

Card 02
Col. 46

DADPINLT: When late, does dad punish respondent?

4 = All the time
3 = Usually

2 = Scmetimes

1 = Never

8 = IK/NS
9 = NA




Card 02
Col. 47
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DADFRDS: How does dad feel about most friends?

3 = Approves
2 = Does not know them
1= ]

8 = DK/NS
9 =NA

Card 02
Cols. 48-39

STOLDAD:

would . . .

be en ed in
"9" in seoond aigat.

1l = Get upset
2 = Ignore it
3 = Punish you
4 = Be happy if he liked it

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

If respondent brought hame scmething stolen, dad

Use code below, but in a two digit field, a second answer may
second digit. If no second answer, enter

Card 02
Col. 50

GETHI2: Does respr—-~nt get high?

Carc 02
Col. 51

4 = All the time
3 = Often

2 = Saretimes
1 = Never

9 = NA

oes dad punish respondent when ~ -

4 = All the "'
3 = Usually

2 = Saretimes
1 = Never

7 = Dad does not know
8 = DK/NS
9= NA

Card 02
Col. 52

DAINIT: Does dad know where respondent is at night?

4 = All the time
3 = Usually

2 = Sanetimes
1 = Never

8 = DK/NS
9= NA
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Zard 02
Col. 59 COOPFAM: Do mambers of family cooperate in trying to get things dcne?

4 = Very well

3 = Fairly well
2 = Not too well
1 = Poorly

8 = DK/NS
9 =N

Tard 02
Col. 60 CONFIIE: Can you confide in family members?

4 = Always

Caxd 02
Ccl. 61 HAPPY: 1s fan..y happy?

4 = Always

3 = Usually
2 = Sometimes
1 = Never

8 = IK/NS
9 =N

carc 02
Cci., 62 INFLIENCE: How much influence in family decisions?

Zerd 02 -
Coi. 63 LIKHEAR: Do members like to hear about each other's experiences?

4 = Always
3 = Often
= Sometimes
= Never
- u(/m
NA

o N
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Card 02
Col. 64 LIKSCH: How much does respondent like
4 = A great deal
3 = Pretty well
2 = Not very much
1 = Not at all
9 N/A
Card 02 )
Col. 65 IMPWAST: 1Is what respondent doeg in school important or a
waste of time?
1 = Waste of time
2 = Not sure
3 = Important
9 NA
Carad 02
Col. 66 AVGRADE: What is the average grade in school?
5=4A
4 =R
3=¢C
2=D
l=F
9 = NA
Card 02
Col. 67 TECHINT: Are teachers interested or not interested in work?
1 = Not interested
2 = Not sure
3 = Interested
9 = NA
Cara 02
Col. 68 TRYHARD: Does respondent try hard in school?

3 = Usually
2=Some ' s
1 = Never

9 =NA
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Card U4
Col. 69

CARETECH: Does respondent care what teachers think?

4 = A great deal
3 = Pretty much
2 = Not very much
1 = Not at all

9=NA

Card 02
Col. 70

FARSCH: How far in school does respondent want to go?

1 = Finish high school

2 = Same college

3 = Finish college

4 = Graduate school

5 = Other (including technical training/GED)

& = DK/NS
9 =Na

| ]

Carad 02
Col. 71

(OFAR: What are chances of going as far in school as
Tespondent wants?

3 = Good
2 = Fair
= Poor

8 = DK/NS
¢ = NA

Card 02
Col. 72

DISGVRK: How often does respondent discuss homework with
friends in school?

3 = Often
2 = Sametimes
1 = Never

9=NA

card 04
Cols. 73-74

KINDWRK : . What job or occupation would respondent eventually
Tike to have?

0l = Architecture, engineering and surveying
02 = Mathematics and physical science

03 = Life sciences

04 = Social sciences

05 = Medicine and health

06 = Education

07 = Museum, library and archival sciences
08 = Law and jurisprudence

09 = Religion and theology



Card 02
Cols. 73-74 Con't.
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10 = Writing

11 = Art

12 = Entertairmment

13 = Administrative specialization

14 = Managers and officials

15 = Miscellaneous professional, technical and managerial
16 = Stenography, typing, filing and related clerical
17 = Computing and account recording

18 = Production and stock clerks

19 = Information and message distribution

20 = Miscellaneous clerical

21 = Sales occupations

22 = Domestic service

23 = Food and beverage preparation and service

24 = lodging and related service

25 = Barbering, cosmetology and related
26 = Amusement services

27 = Miscellaneous personal service

28 = Apparal and firnishings service

29 = Protective services

30 = Building and related service

31 = Agricultural, fishing and forestry
32 = Processing occupations

33 = Machine trades

34 = Benchwork

35 = Structural work

36 = Other

93 = N/A

Card 02
Col. 75

JOBCHANC: What are the chances of ending up with job liked?

Fair
Poor

[l SR VM
I |

END OF CARD TWO
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Card 03
. Cols. 1-3 RESPID3: Respondent ID Number -~ Card Three
Enter the three digit respondent identification number in the
upper right comer of the page.
t o
Col. 4 CARDNO3: Card Numb=~ T™hree
Enter the nurber "3" in a ane digit field.
Card 03
Col. 5 SMOKPOT: How Often does respondent smoke pot?
3 = More than cnoce/week
2 = About one/week
1 = less than ocnce/week
0 = Never
9 =N
Card 03
Col. 6 FROe>T: “te- *- —-pondent's friends — e pot?
3 = More than once/week
2 = About once/week
1 = less than once/week
0 = hever
9 = NA
Carxd 03
Col. 7 RESPPOT: Would respondent smcke pot even if friends did not?
2 = Yes
1 = Maybe
0=No
9 = NA/ not appropriate
Card 03
Col. 8 DRNKALC :

How often does respondent drink ey’ ¥4

More than once/week

an k
wess chan once/week
Never

w orNhw
nowwn

g
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Carxd 03
~Col. 9

FRNDSAIC: How often does respondent's friends drink alcohol?

3 = More than once/wesk
2 = About once/week

1 = less than once/week
0 = Never

9 = N/A

Card 03

Col. 10°

RESPAIC: Would respondent drink alocohol even if frie--s did not?

2 = Yes

1 = Maybe
0= No

9 = N/A

Col. 11

FRNDSCAR: How much do friends care ab~* respondent?

3=2A]lot
2 = Same
1 = Not very much

8 = DK/NS
9 = N/A

Col. 12

ASKBRIW: How often do friends ask respondent to break the law?

3 = All the time
2 = Often

1 = Sametimes
0 = Never

8 = DK/NS
9 = N/A

Card 03
tol. 13

CNTONFND: How many kids can respondent count on in case of an
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Cara 03 :
Col. 14 BAKUPWRG: How many would back up respondent even if wrong?
0 = None
1 =0ne or two
2 = Three to five
3 = Six to ten
4 = More than ten
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Cara 03
Col. 15 BRAGFRDS: When in trouble, does respondent brag to friends?
3 = All the 2
2 = Often
1 = Sametimes
0 = Never
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Card 03
Cols. 16-17 NMSCHFRS: Name all the kids who are respondent's friends in school.
Under colum headed "name", enter number of names listed in a
two digit field.
01 - 12 = The number listed
99 = NA
Card 03
Cols. 18-29 LENGTH1-12:How long has respondent known this persan?

For each person listed, indicate length of time known, using
the code below. In a 12 code field, if fewer than 12 friends
are listed, enter "9" after the last name as often as necessary
to carplete the field of 12.

= less than three months

Four to six months

More than six months, but less than one year

At least one year, but less than three years

At least three years, but less than five years

Five years or more

DK/NS
NA

1
2
3
4
5
6

O o
Hou
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Card 03 .
Cols. 30-41 CLOSE1-12 : How close is respondent to this person?
Use pre—code and enter after each name. In a 12 code field, use
"9" if no name is listed, as often as necessary to complete
the field of 12.
3 = Very close
2 = Kind of close
1 = Not close at all
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Card 03
Cols. 42-53 GROUP1-12- :Is friend a member of respondent's group?
Use code below for eact me ted, If no name, enter "9" as
often as necessary to complete the field of 12.
1 = Yes, member (including "sametimes")
= No, not a member/no group
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Card 03
Cols. 54-65

SEE1-12:yoy many times a week does respondent see this person

when an school?

Use code below for each name listed. If no name, enter "9" as

WtuwHH

W

necessary to canplete the field of 12.
Every day

Every other day (including 3-4 times)
Once or twice/week

Qnce/week

Less than once/week

DK/NS
NE

End of Card Three
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Carw. .-
Cols. 1-3 RESPID4: Respr=*~=*'~ IL *~3r - Card Four
Enter the three digit respondent identification number in the upper
right hand corner of the page.
Card 04
Col. 4 ~remamy:  Card Number Four
Enter the card nutber "4" in a one digit field.
Card 04
Cals. 5-16 SKIP1-12 :Indicate whether school friend skips school.
Using pre—code, enter code for each name listed. If no name,
enter "9" as often as necessary to complete the fielé of 12.
2=0
1 = Stacuimes
0 = Never
8 = DK/NS
9 =NA
Card 04
Cols. 17-28 STEALS1-12 :Indicate whether school friend Steals things.
Enter pre-code for each name. Enter "9" if no name up to field
of 12.
2 = Often
1 = Sametimes
0 = Never
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Card 04 _
Cols. 29-40 BEEAT.71-12 : Indicate whether school friend beats up people.
Enter pre-—code for each name. Enter "9" if no name up to field
of 12.
2 = Often
1 = Sametimes
0 = Never
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Card 04 .
Cols. 41-42 NMNGHERS: List all of the kids respondent hargs out with after school.

Under colum headed "name", enter number of names listed in a two
digit field.

01 - 12 = The number of names listed

99 = NA
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Card 04
Cols. 43-54 LONG1l-12 : How long has . cnéent —~wn this person?
For each name, indicate length of time known, using the code below.
In a 12 code field, if fewer than 12 names are listed, enter "9"
after the name as often as nec ry to camplete the field of 12.
1 = Less than three months
2 = From four to six months
3 = More than six months, but less than one year
4 = At least one year, but less than three years
5 = At least three years, but less than five years
6 = Five years or more
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Card 04
Cols. 55-66 LIKEl~-12: How close i ) this person?
Use pre-code after each name. Tn a 12 code field, use "9" if
no name is listed as often as cy to cawplete the field
of 12,
3 = Very close
2 = Kand of close
1 = Not close at all
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

END OF CARD FQUR
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Card 05
Cols. 1-3 RESPIDS: Respondent's ID Number - Card Five
Enter the three digit respondent identification number in the
upper right hand corner of the sheet.
Card 05
Col. 4 CARDNOS: Card Number Five
Enter the card nurber "5" in a one digit field.
Card 05
Cols. 5-16 GRPKID1-12:1s the kid the respondent hangs out with a member of the
respondent's group?
Use code below for each name listed. £ no name, enter "9" as
many times as necessary to camplete the field of 12.
1 = Yes, member (including sometimes)
2 = No, not a member/no group
8 = DK/NS
9 NA
Card 05
Cols. 17-28 XSEE1-12: How manv times per week does respondent see this person?
Use code below for each name. Enter "9" as often as necessary to
canplete the field of 12,
5 = Every day
4 = Every other day
3 = Onee or twice per week
_ 2 = Once per week
1 = less than once/week/scmetimes
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Card 05 . .
Cols. 29-40 KIDSKP1-12: Indicate whether the ki"~ —esponsent hangs out with
skip school.

Use pre~code for each name, but enter "9" where less than 12
kids are listed.

2 = Often
1 = Scometimes
0 = Never
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
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t.F3 05 i -

Cols. 41-52 KIDSTL1-12: Indicate whether the kids the respondent hangs out with
steal t-i~qs,

Enter pre-code for all names listed and "9" where no name wp to
a field of 12.

2 = Often
1 = Sametimes
0 Never

B
9

DK/NS
NA

Card 05

Cols. 53-64 KIDHIT1-12: Indicate whether the kids the respondent hangs out with
beat ux people.

Use pre-code for all names and "9" until field of 12 is camplete.

2 = Ufwen
1 = Sametimes
0 = Never
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

END OF CARD FIVE
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Card 06
Cols. 1-3 RESPID6: Respondent's ID Numer - Caxd Six
' Enter the three digit respondent identification number in
the upper right hand comer.
Card OL -
Col. 4 CARDNO6: Card Nurber Six
Enter the number "6" in a one digit field.
Gard 06 -
Col. 5 TRUSTPEO: Does respondent think you can trust people or not?
Use the following code.
1 = Most people can be trusted
2 = You can not be too careful
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Card 06
Col., 6 " TAKADV: Does res ~ “ent think peop] ~~'°" ‘ake advantage?
Use the following code:
1 = Disagree
2 Agree
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Card 06
Col. 7 INC.TNED: Does respondent think most people are more inclined
to help others ¢ 'k out * ~ themselves?
1 = Most people are inclined to help others
2 = Most people are inclined to look out for themselves
8 = DK/NS
9 =NA
Card 06
Col., 8 NONECARE: Respondent thinks no cne cares much what happens to him/her.
1 = Disagree
2 = Agree
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
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wl. NATOXP: Respondent thinks human nature is fundamentally

cooperative,

1l = Agree
2 = Disagree

& = DK/NS
9 =NA

o6

10 PINSARG: How many times in the past year has respondent gotten
into an argument with parents?

21

Use pre-code.

0 = Never

1 = nece or twice

2 = More than twice, but not as many ac ten tires
3 = More than ten times

DK/NS
NA

D oo
n

Cara Oob
(l. 1 PINSIATE: How many times in the past year did respondent stay
out late at night?

Never

Once or twice

More than twice, but less than ten tires
Mcre than 10 times

DK/NS
NA

Wik~ o

nn

0 m

carg e i
wl. 12 STOLONE: How many tire: wo.ome knowlisig. s acu - s0ld, or
held stolen goods.

Never

Once or twice

More than twice, but less than ten times
More than ten times

DK/NS
NA

0 oo W o
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Card 06
Col. 13

PINSHIT: Bow many times in the past vear did respondent hit

or threaten to hit parents?

Carc 06

0 = Never
1l = Once or twice

2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
= More than ten times

DK/NS
NA

wmo W

tol. 14

PINSSKIP: How many times in past year di® vespondent skip school?

0 = Never
1 = Once or twice

2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than ten times

g

8 =
9 =

Card 06

ol. 15 STOLCAR: how many times did respondent steal motor vehicle?

carc Je

ol. 16 *~TADLT: How many times did respondent hit or threaten to hit

a of - r or other adult?

Card 06

Col. 17 VANDLTRW: How many times did respondent throw cbjects or shoot

BEB's

at cars or pecple?
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Card 06

Col.

18

PINSRVN: How many times did respondent —*v- —-ay 1 hame

without parents’ knowledge?

0 = Newver

1l = Onoe or twice

2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than times

8 = DK/NS
9 =NA

Card 06

col.

19

PINSSPND: How many times did re _ _ndent get suspendec frum

==20o0l?

0 = Never
1 = Once or twice

2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than ten times

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

Cara 06

Col.

20

VANDLPRP: How many times did respondent mess up public property?

0 = Never
1l = Onoe or twice

2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than ten times

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

Cara 06

(ol.

21

How many times did respondent steal scmething worth
elalaln)
0 = Never
1l = Qnoe or twice
2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than

}

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
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Cara 06
Col. 22

DRUGHCL: How many times did respondent sell hard drugs?

0 = Newver

1 = Once or twice

2 = More than twice, but less than ten 28
3 = More than ten tines

DK/NS
NA

8
9

s 06

(cl. 23

BISTL: How many times did responc~—~ Iz ’ sameone ' s home
and take things? -

0 = Never

1 = Once or twice

2 = More than twize, =~ lazr w-n . inen
3 = More than ten taines

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

Cara O
Col. 24

ALSTT™"- How rany times did respondent attack someors trith
the | 5f hurting & -

g

ver
or twice

re than twice, but less than ten times
than ten times

ww WNPFHOo
L A ]

3

(ara 06
tcl. 25

ASLTGANG: How many times has respandent been involved in a ganc {:Znt?

0 = Newver
1 = Qnce or twice

2 =M than twice, but less than ten times
3 = Mure than ten times

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

Cara 06
Col. 26

——

ASLTSTOL: How many times did respondent use force to take samething
fran samecne else?

0 = Never
1 = Qnce or twice

2 = Maore than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than ten timesg

8 = DK/NS
9= NA
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Cara 06 T
Col. 27 DTe"RD: How many times has respondent been dnunk or rowdy in
a,  blicp e?
0 = Never
1 = Once or twice
2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3= than ten times
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Cara 06 - -
Col. 28 WEAPON: How many times has respondent carried av  on?
0 = Newver
1l = Once or twice
2 = More than twice, 1 than ten times
3 = More than ten times
8 = DK/NS
9 =NA
Cara 06
Col. 29 ASL™FY: How many times did respondent have sex with ~—one
aga____ their will?
0 = Never
1 = Once or twice
2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than ten tines
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
Caxd 06
Col. 30 DRU™™" _ How many t. mnt sell pot or hash?
0 = Never

1 = Once or twice
2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3= t ten times

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA




Cara 06
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~ Col.

3l

STOLEFVE: How many times did respondent steal things worth $5

or less?

3
OH

r tw.

[

58

ice
twice, but less than ten times
ten times

£E

w o

Cara 06

STOLEBET:

How many times did respondent steal samething worth

between $5 and $507

0 = Never
1 = Orme o twice

2 = M..c t-an twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than ten times

8 = DK/NS
9=NA

Col.

33

card 06

PINSSCH: How many times ' " respondent disabey teachers or

other school officials?

0 = Never
1l = Once or twice

2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than ten times

8 = DK/NS
9 = NA

Col.

34

|5

2 © Se a weapon in a hold-~up?

0 = Newver
1l = Once or twice

2 = More than twirg, lart less than ten times
3=M than ti

8 = DK/NS
9 =NA
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Card 06
‘" Col. 35 PROSTIT: How many times has respondent been paid to have
sexual relations?
0 = Never
1 = Once or twice
2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than ten times
8 = DK/NS
9 =N
Card 06
Col. 36 ASLTWPN: How many times has respondent used a weapon to hart
Ssomebocy?
0 = Never
1 = Once or twice
2 = More than twice, but less than ten times
3 = More than ten times
8 = DK/NS
9=NA
Card 06
Col. 37 POLPICK: Has respondent ever been picked up or charged by the police?
1l = Yes
0 = No
9 = NA
Card 06 = - -
Cols, 38-39 es, what was respondent doing at the time? (Code most
re than cne.)
Use the following code.
01 = Hooking school, st _ nsion school
02 = Defying parents/being ocut ite
03 = Rmnning away from home
(4 = Minor property offense, including minor theft, shoplifting,
driving without a license, vandalism, buying or holding
stolen goods.
05 = Major property offense, including breaking and entering,
car theft, major theft (over $50), burglary.
06 = Minor personal offense, including carrying/pulling a weapon,

distrubing the peace, prostitution, dnumnk and disorderly,

fighting, robbery.

07 = Major personal offense, including assault, rape, murder
or attempted murder, armed rabbery

08 = Minor drug offense - using or selling pot, hash, alcchol

Major drug offense - using or selling coke, in, LSD

Other

NA

o
w
nn

\Vsd
\'e)
L}
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.. .d 06
Col. 40 JUVCT: Has respondent ever had to go to juvenile court?
0 = Never
1 = Once
2 = Twice
3 = Three or more times
8 = DK/NS
9 = NA
—~rxd 06 -
Cols. 41-42 c _?‘“‘ was """ charge or cha 3? (Code nost serious, if more
|
0l = Hookj.ng school, suspension/expulsion from schocl.
02 = lefying parents, including staying out late.
03 = Running away from hame
04 =

Minor property offense, including minor theft, shoplifting,
driving without a license, vandalism, buying or holding
stolen goods, trespassing.

05 = Major property offense, including breaking and entering,

06 =

07
08
09
10

99

car theft, major theft (over $50), burglary.
Minor personal offense, including carrying/pulling a weapon,
robbery, prostitution, drunk and disorderly, gang fighting,
disturbing peace , robbery.

Major personal offense, including assault, rape, murder

or attempted murder, ammed robbery.

Minor drug offense - using or selling pot, hash, alcohol
Major drug offense - using or selling ccke, heroin, ISD
Other

NA




Parent Variables

MCMHANGS
HOMHRT
[{OMBUSY
MOMHAPS
MAHMWK
MACRFNW
MOMPUNLT
MOMFROS
SToLMeH
MOMPUNHI
MOMNIT
MOMWITH
. MOMYNGR
MOMCARES
LIKEMOM
MACLOS
STRCTDAD
TALKDAD
BROKDAD
DADSCH
DADWITH
DADLATE
DADHANGS
DADHRT
DADBUSY
DADHAPS
DADHM:K
DADCRFY
DADPUNLT
DADFRDS
STOLDAD
DADPUNH1
DADNIT
DADYNGR
DAD ACTS
-DADCARES
- LIXEDAD

DADCLOS

SUBJECT INDEX TO CCODEBOOK

2. Peer Variables

MCQMEFRDS
DADFRDS
DISCWRK
FRNDSPOT
RSPPOT
FRNDSALC
RESPAIC
FRNDSCAR
ASKBRLIW
QITONFND
BAKUPWRG
NMNGHFRS
NMSCHFRS
LENGTHL-12
CLOSE1-12
GROUP1-12
SEE1-12
SKIP1-12
STEALS1-12
BEATUP1-12
LONG1-12
LIKE1-12
GRPKID1-12
XSEE1-12
KIDSKP1-12
KIDSTL1-12
KIDHIT1-12
FRNDLY
COMUNSKL
SOCBLE

3, General Family Variables

SIS

8ROT
UNCLE
AUNT
GRANDMA
GRANDP?,
OTHERLIV
NEIGRELS
PoKrsts
SUBDAD
COCPFAM
CONFIDE
HAPPY
INFLUENC
LIKHEAR

NNNAO RO

SRR NN
P el el
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4.

5.

Sc Variables

MOMSCH
MAHIMWK
DADSCH
DADHMIK
LIKSCH
IMPUAST
AVGRADE
TECHINT
TRYHARD
CARETECH
FARSCH
GCTAR
DISCHRK

Cc unity Variables

Z1PCODE
NAMNEIG
AREA
NCBRKL!
KNOBRKL

|4 Yat-Jel 4] ‘J

rAiSLA
GOFAR
KIHm oy

JoB

Page

11
13
16
18
22
22
22
22
22
23
23
<3
23

(SRR ST YN

. Di1  -ential Opportunity

2
2
]
23
23
24

Control Variables

WHOINTVW
DATINTVW
TYPRESP
SEX
YRSOC
LGTHREIG
RESPAGE
SCHFALL
'YHATSCH
SCHGRADE
DRDPOUT
LETGRAD

- GRAD

HAvJ0B
JOB¥IND
LOGK0B
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ALSTSERS
AREA
ASKBRLW
ASLTADLT
ASLTGANG
ASLTHOLD
ASLTSEY
ASLTSTOL
ASLTYPN

AUNT
AYRRADE
BAKUPWRG

BESTL
BRAGFRDS
BROKDAD
BROKNOM
BROT
CARETECH
CHARGE
CLOSFRND
CLOSKIDS
CNTONFHD
COMUNSKL
CONFIDE
CONPFAN

DAD
DADACTS
DADBUSY
DADCAPRES
DADCLNS
DADCRFY!
DADFRDS
DADHANGS
DADHAPS
DADHMEK

ALPSABETICAL INDEX TO CODEBSCK

Page No.

37

3
26
35
37
39
38
27
40

6
22

27
37
27
16
11

6
23
41
28
30
26
42
21
21

6
20
17
20
20
18
19
17
18
18

Code Name

DADHRT
DADJOB
DADLATE
DADNIT
DADPUNHT
DANPUNLT
DADSED
DADSCH
DADWITH
DADWRK
DADYNGR
DATINTVY
DISCWRK
DISORD
DRNKALC
DROPOUT
DRUGHCL
DRUGPOT
FARS . -
FRNDASLT
FRDSTLS
FRNDL
FRNDSALC
FRNDSCAR
FRNDSPOT
GETHI1
GETHIZ2
GOFAR
GRAD
GRANDMA
GRANDPA
GRPFRND
GRPKID
HAvJ0B
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18

17
19
19
18
10
16
17

20

23
38
25

37
38
23
29
29
41
26
26
25
14
19
23

28
31

ol
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HAPPY
IMPWAST
INCLINED
INFLUENCE
JOBCHANC
JOBKIND
JuveT
KIDASLT
KIDSKIPS
KIDSTLS
KINDWRK
KNOBRKLW
LGKYINFRD
" LGKWNKID
LGTHNEIG
LIKEDAD
LIKEMOM
LIKHEAR
LIKSCH
LOOKJOB
LSTGRAD
MOM
MACLOS
MACRFW
MAHMWK
MOMACTS
MOMBUSY
MOMCARES
MOMFRDS
MOMHANGS
MOMHAPS
MOMHRT
MOMJNB
MOMLATE

Dama Ao

21
22
33
21
24

41
32
31
32
23

27
30

20
15
21
22

16
13
13
12
13
15
14

12

13
12

12

Code Name

MOMNIT
MOMPUNHI
MOMPUKLT
MOMSCH
MOMSED
MOMSuB
MOMWITH
MOMURK

-~
-

NAMNEICH
NATCODP
NEIGRELS
NMNGHFPS
NMSCHFPS
NOBRKL™
NONECARE
OTHERLIY
PINSARG
PINSSCH
PINSHIT
PINSLATE
PINSSRVN
PINSSKIP
PINSSPND
POLPICK
PPOSTIT
RESPALC
RESPPOT
SEEFRND
SMoKPOT
SOCBLE
STAYQUT:
STAYOUT2
STOLCAR

Page No.

15
14
14
11

34

29
27

33

34
39
35
34
36

36
40
40
26
25
28
25
42
13
18
35
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Cadan ﬁ-am—e
STOLDAD 19
STOLEBET 39
STOLEFVE 39
STOLEFTY 36
STOLHOM 14
STOLONE 34
STRCTDAD 16
STRCTMOM 11
SUBDAD 7
TAKADY 3
TALKMOM 11
TALKDAD 16
TECHINT 22
TRUSTPEQ 33
“ TRYHARD 2z
TYPRESP 1
UNCLE 6
VANDLPRP 36
VANDLTRW 3
WEAPON 38
WHATFOR 40
WHATSCH 4
WHNINTV! 1
YSEEKID 3
YRSDC 2
Z1PCODE 2
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1 Offense Versions Used tn the Scaling Analysis

OFFENBR
NUMBER OFFRNBR DESCRIFTION

1. The offender stabs a person to death.

2. The offender robs a person at gunpoint. The vielim struggles and in
shot to death.

3. The offender forcibly rapes s woman. Her neck is broken and she dies.

4. The offender kills a person by reckless driving of an automobile.

6. The nl'lcfule.r forces a female to submit to sexusl intercourse. The
offender inflicts physical injury by beating her with his fists.

6. Tlle. o!'lcnder forces a female to submit to sexual intercourse. No physi-
cal injury is inflicted.

7. The ol'lend'cr drags & woman into an alley, tears her clothes, but flees
hefore sho ia physically harmed or sexually attacked.

8. The ol'lel‘nler robs 8 person of $1000 at gunpoint. The victim is shot
and requires hospitalization.

9. The offender robs a vietim of $1000 at gunpoint. The viclim is
wounded and requires trealment by a physician but no further treat-
ment is necded.

10. The offender robs a viclim of $1000 st gunpoint. No physical harm
occurs,

11. The o.l'le.nder, armed with a blunt instrument, robs a victim of $1000.
The victim is wounded and requires hospitalization.

12, 'I:lle_ ol'h.:nder with a blunt instrument robs a person of $1000. The
victim is wounded and requires treatment by a physician but no
further trentment is needed.

13. The offender, armed with a blunt instrument, takes $1000 fromn & person
No physical harm is done.

OFFENHE

NUA B OFFENHE DESCRIPTION

14. The offender, using physieal foree, robs & prrson of $1000. The vietin

ia hurt and requires hospitalization.

16. The offender robs a person of $1000 by physieat forer  The vietim is
hurt and requires treatment by a physician but po further treatment
is required.

18. The offende
hann is inficted.

17. The offender threatens to harm 2 victim if ho docs not give
the offender. Tha victim hands over $1000 but is not harned.

18. The offrnder robs a viclim of $5 at gunpoint. The victim is shot and
requirea hospitalization.

19. The offender robs s permon of $5 at gunpoint. The victim is wounded
and requires medical treatment but no further treatment ia required.

90. The offenler robs a victim of $5 at gunpoint. No physieal harm oceurs.

91. The offender with a blunt instrument robs & person of $5. The victim
is wounded ‘and requires hospitalization.

22. A victim is robbed of $5 by an offender with a blunt instrument. The
victim is wounded and requires treatment by a physician but no further

* treatment is needed.

23. The oflender, armed with s blunt instrument, robs s victim of $5. No
physical harm is inflicted.

24. The oflender, using physical force, tal
is burt and requires hospitalization.

25. The offender, using physical force, robs a person of $5. The victim
is hurt and requires trestment by a physician but no further trentment
is required. .

25. The offender takes 85 from a person by fores but inflicls no physieal
harm.

27. Tho offender threatens to harm a vietim if he does not give his money
to the offender. The victim gives him $5 and is not harmed.

98. The offender fires & gun at & victim who suffers a minor wound that
does not require medical treatment.

20. The offender with a gun wounds a victim. The wound requires treal-
ment on one occasion by a physician.

30. The offender wounds a person with s gun. The victim lives but
requires hospitalization.

31. The offender stabs a victim with a knifs. The viclim doea nol require
medical trealment.

92. The offender stabs a viclim with & knife. The victim is treated by a
physician but requires no further treatment.

33. The offender wounds a person with & knife. The victim liv
requires hospitalisation.

34. The offender wounds a person with a blunt instrument. The viclim
requires no medical treatment.

r, using physical foree, robs & victim of $1000. No physical

money to

kes $5 from a victim. The victim

es but
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OFFENAR
NUMBER OFFENAE DEBCRIFTION
35. The offender wounds a person with a blunt instrument. The viclim
is treated by a physician but requires no further treatment.
36. The offender wounds a person with a blunt instrument. The victim
lives but requires liospitalization.
37. The offender benls a victim with his fists. The victim lives but requires
hospitalization.
38. The offender Lreaks into & residence, forces open a cash box, and takes
$1000.
39. The offender breaks into a residence, forees open a cash box, and
sleals §5.
40. The offender breaks into a residence and steals furniture worth $1000.
41. The offender breaks into a residence and steals $5.
42. The offender breaks inlo a department store, forces open a safe, and
alenls $1000.
43. The offender breaks into s department store, forcea open & cash
register, and steals §5,
44. The offender breaks into s department store and ateals merchandise
worth $1000.
45. The offendor breaks into a department store and stesls merchandise
worth $5.
40. The offender breaks into s public recrestion center, smaslies open a
eash box, and steals $1000.
47. The offender breaks into a public recreation center, rmashes open a
cash box, and stenls $5,
48. The offender breoks inlo a school and takes equipment worth $1000.
49. The offender breaks into 8 school and stenls $5 worth of supplies.
50. While the owner of a small delicatessen is phoning, the offender breaka
into the cash register and steals $1000.
51. The offender forcen open the glove eompartment of an wnlocked auto-
mobile and takes $1000.
42. The offender snatches a bandbag containing $5 Irom a person on the
atrect.
63. The offender enters an unlocked car, forces open the glove compartment,
and steals personal belongings worth $5.
64. The oficnder steals two diamond rings worth $1000 while the owner of
a smalf jowelry store is not Jooking.
65. The offender steals $1000 worth of merchandise fror an unlocked
sulomobile.
50. The offender steals & bioyele which is parked on the street.
57. The offender illegally enters a backyard and stenls a bicyele.
68. The offender bresks into & display case in a large jewelry store and
stenls $1000 worth of merchandisc.
59. The offender trespasses in a railroad yard, tears loose $1000 worth of
equipment, s~} steals it.

APPENDIX E{cont)

OFFENRR
NUMRER OFFENSE DEBCHIFIION

. . ’
60. The offender forees open a cash register in a departnent store and

stenls $5. )
Thoe offender Lrespasses in a railroad yard, wrenches losse some fittings

worth $5, and steals them, . . .
The offender ateals $1000 worth of mnerchandise from the counter o

a department store.
The offender Lrespasses in a railrond yard and steals Lools worth $1000.

ol1.

62.

03.

64. The offender sleals merchandise worth $6 fram the counter of a depart-
ment store.

05. The offender trespasses in & raifrond yard and steals a lantern worth
35

60. “ilc in n public building during office hours, the offender breaks into
a eash box and steals $1000.

67. The offender trespassen in a city motor pool lot and wrenches off $1000
worlh of accessories from cily cars and trucks.

68. The offender breaks into a parking meter and steals $5 worth of
nickels. o .

69. The offender Lrespasses inside a publicly owned building, rips from

the wall and steals a fixture worth $5. L

The offender walks into a public museum and steals 8 painling worth

$1000. .
71. The offender Lrespasses on a city-owned storage lot and steals equip-

ment worth $1000. .
72. ‘The offender steals a book worth $5 from a public library. )
73. The offender trespasses on a city-owned storage lot and carries off

70.

equipment worth $5.

74. The offender picks a | ’s pocket of $1000.

76. The offender picks a person’s pocket of §5,

76. The offender breaks into a locked car, stesls, damag
it.

77. 'll‘he offender breaks into a locked ear and Istcr abandons it undamnged.

78. The offender breaks into a locked car, sienls it, but returns it undnun-
sged Lo the place where he stole it.

70. The offender steals, damages, and absndons an unlocked car.

80. The offender steals an unlocked car and abandons but docs not damage
it.

The offender steals an unlocked car and returns it undamaged to the

placo where it was stolen. o .
82. The oflender beats a victim with his fists. Tho victim je hurt bu

, and aband

81.

requires no medical treatment. o
83. The offender beats a person with his fists, The victim is treated by 8

physician but requires no further medieal treatment. )
84. The offender signs somneone clse’s name to & check and eashes it.
85. The offender embezzlcs $1000 from his employer.
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APPENDIX »

DEVIANCY WEIGHTING SCHENE

Comparison of the 26 items in the questionnaire with Sellin and Eolfgang's
rating scheme results in the following:

My Item Analogous S&Y4 Items Range of S&! Hean of Suggest:
Mean Scores S&V's Scores Yeignt

1. ASLTMPN 2 6 . 6.82 - 8.16 7.54 7
2. ASLTHOLD 8-13,18-23 5.36 - 8.34 7.18 7
37 DRUGPOT 110 7.91 7.91 7
4. DRUGHCL 109 6.45 6.45 7
5. ASLTSTOL 14-16,24-26 5.64 - 7,16 6.42 6
6. ASLTSERS 37,82,83 5.45 - 6.36 5,78 6
7. STOLFTY 50,51,54,55,58,59
62,63,66,67,70,71 5,00 - 6.58 5.73 6
8. BESTL 38.40 4,36 - 5,83 5,34 5
9. STOLCAR 76-31 4.13 - 7.33 5,15 5
* 10, VANDLPRP 136 4.73 8.72 4
** 11, STOLEBET None 4
12. STOLONE 88 4 45 4.45 4
13. ASLTADLT None 4
14, ASLTGANG None .
15. VEAPON 89,91 2.64 - 5.08 3.86 4
16. STOLEFVE 52,61,65,66,69,72
73,86 2.27 - 4.08 3.43 3

* The suacested weight for VANDLPRP is Tow _er than the mean seems to fustify, but
this 1 11ts from the difference in wording between S3l's item which associates
vanda’iism with $1000 worth of damage and mine which refers to “messim up public Dro;ercj'

** Because this item refers to theft between $5 and $50, it has to ed between
STOLEFTY AND STOLEFVE. ’ eHeer



283

APPENDIX F (cont.)

Sugguted
My Item S&k's Items S&N's Range Hean "'eight
17. PROSTIT 85,96 2,73 - 3,66 3.18 3
13, VANDLTRYW 137 2.98 2.98 3
19, DIS =D 117,118,121 1,40 - 2.54 1.98 2

Sellin ind Yolfgang include truancy, running away and an incorrigibilit- item
in the ~ 141 items. The incorrigibility item relates to being out of con“rel
of pare .ts. This is being made analogous to the PINSHIT item (Hitting a pzrent)
in my c.estionnaire, This is being considered the most serious of the PINC
offense ., using S&W's score of 2,42 as the maximum PINS score and relating

alY ot' r PINS iten. tu th The following results:

20, PINSKIT 2.42 2,42 2
21, PIH.SPND 2
22, PINSSCH ' - 1.5
23, PINSRUN 1,82 1.5
24, PINSSKIP . 1.82 1.5

25, PINSLATE
26. PINSARG

— 1




No. of
Variables

o

26

APPENDIX G

CREATED DEVIANCY VARIABLES

New
Varijable

PINSXTOT

ASLTTOQT

TETTOT

MTFTXS

DRUGX?

UNGOV

DEVSCALE

How created

Add VANDLTRW and PROSTIT and weight

by 3. (PINS3)

Weiaht PINSSPND by 2 (PINS2).

Ct 1ine PINSSCH, PINSRUN, and PINSSKIP
anu 1 ght by 1,5 (PINS15).

Add PINSLATE and PINSARG (PINSL),

Add PINS3+PINS2+PINSI5+PINSI,

Combine ASLTWPN and ASLTHOLD and

weight by 7.

Combine ASLTSTOL and ASLTSERS and weight
by 6.

Combine WEAPON and ASLTGANG and weight
by 4.

Add the three variables derived from
these combinations.

Weight STOLEFTY by 6.

Combine VANDLPRP, STOLBET,STOLONE,and
weight by 4.

Weight STOLEFVE by 3.

Add the three variables. (STOLEFTY6+
GENX4+GENX3) .

Combine BESTL and STOLCAR and weight
by 5.

Combine DRUGHCL and DRUGPOT and
weight by 7.

gomgine PINSHIT and DISORD and weight

Weight ASLTADLT by 4,
Add the two variables derived from this.

Add ASLTTOT+PINSXTOT+TFTTOT+MTFTXS
+DRUGX7+UNGOV
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MOMKNOW
MOMSUP

MOMTALK
MOMDISC
MOMFRDS
L TKEMOM
FAMINT

NOBRKLW
ATTSCH

AVGRADE

DISCWRK

FRNDSPOT
AVKDSTS
AVKDSKP
AVKDHIT
NMNGHFRS
AVGP
AVLONG
PRRELY

MOMYNOW  MOMSUP  MOMTALK MOMDISC MOMFRDS LIKEMOM FAMINT NOBRKLW ATTSCH
.19

-.18
-.18
-.20

-.05
.19

-.09

APPENDIX H
CORRELATIONS - EXOGENOUS TO EXOGENOUS AND TO INTERVENING VARIABLES

.12 .28 .13 .21
.10 .19 -.19
N .15
.03
.02 -2 -.19 -.13
.04 -.05 -.08 .002
-.03 -.02 -.01 .0
.07 -.05 .01 -.05
.06 -.06 -.0 02
.09 N .07 .10
-.01 .02 -.06 .13
.05 .08 12 -.05

.13 .14 -.12
.01 .03 .07
.28 .35 -.10
.05 .03 -.10
A7 Sk -.15
.28 -.15

-.06

-7 -.10 .25
.07 .05 .05
.06 A2 .04
-.03 -0 Bl
.08 .06 .06
.01 .05  -.03
.00 .26 -.08
.09 .18 .20

.04
.39
.16
.19
.21
.32
L1

.07
.04

A7
.10

.0
-1
.09

{ N= 190 to 239 )

AVGRADE DISCWRK TECHINT

.21
.07
.28
-1
-.01
.09
.15
-.n
.32

-.07
.09
-.15
-.0
.04

.01
-.01
1
.06
-.02
-2
-.02
.06
.09
.04

-.03
-.04
-.06

.27
-.03
-.06

.001
-.1n
.02
-.003
12
.10
.04
-.14
.21
.12
.02

-.08



FRNDSPOT

AVKDSKP

AYKDSTS

AVKDHIT

NHMNGHFRS

AVGP

PRRELY

APPENDIX H {cont.}

CORRELATIONS - PEER VARIABLES

FRNDSPOT AVYKDSKP AVKDSTS AVKDHIT NMNGHFRS AVGP

-.003 .21 .16 .10
d2 .38 -,01.

.26 53

.08

.05

.09

.12

.13

N=190 to 239

PRRELY

07

.03

.0%

Al
.25

.03

.02

.08

.09

.14

.05

.19

.15

286

AVLONG



APPENBIX

I. PRESENCE/ABSENCE BF FATHER IN THE HOME

Relative
Freq (Pct.)

Frequency
Living with neither parent 34
Living with both parents 70
Living with mother only 135
Living with father only 7

13.4%
28,5%
54.9%

2.B%

171, PRESENCE/ABSENCE OF ADULT MALE IN THE HOWE

Frequency Relative
Freq (Pct.)

Living with neither parent
nor adult male relative 21 8.5%
Living with both parents/
or mother and adult male
(incl. step-father) B2 33.3%
Living with mother only and
no adylt male present 123 50.0%
Living with father or other
adult male only {no mather) 20 8.1%

287
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APPENDIX J

RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER OF RELATIVES IN THE HOME TO DEVIANCE

' DEVSCALE PINS  MINPERS N Mor ASLT ~ DRUG  SMOKPOT
Number of Siblings | Overall deviance Minor personal N Major Theft Assault Orug Sales Smoking Pot
None 38.03 7.28 .63 5.55 .14 1.96 .56 1.08
One to Two 35.60 6.67 .63 5.1 .39 1.89 .58 .97
3-4 27.42 6.10 .48 2.59 .24 1.82 .55 ..93
5 or more 38.63 6.11 .35 4.87 .35 2.03 .53 1.28
F Prob. .56 .56 .60 .23 .21 .99 .99 .56
!
fotal Number in HOme DEVSCALE PINS MINPERS TFT MTFT ASLT DRUG SMOKPOT
One through three 33.6 6.23 .49 4.65 .25 1.1 .53 .9]
4-6 33.92 6.66 .70 3.50 .38 2.13 .70 1.0
7-10 36.90 7.38 .42 6.83 .32 1.84 .25 1.19
11 or More 48.00 8.25 .00 11.00 .25 1.25 .75 1.50
F Prob. .90 .50 -35 -09 .64 .74 .36 A1

N=206 N=220 N=233 N=232 N=242 N=240 N=240 N=242
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NU

APPENDIX K

ER OF NEIGHBORHOOD RELATIVES AND DEVIANCE

::Tgigvg: in DEVSCALE PINS  MINPERS TFT  MTFT ASLT  BRUG SMOKPOT
Neighborhood 0verall Deviance Minor Pers. Theft Maj.Theft Assault Drug Sale Fot Smoking
None 1482 6 63 a6 4.85 31 1.87 .56 95
L2 11 28 s 75 67 3,81 .34 1.71 .65 1.12
22 - 3 43.56 8331 a9 4.64 25 2.33 .42 1.17
A 42 .04 6 86 71 7.53 .33 2.80 .40 1.00
6 or more 33,11 6.67 .44 3.56 .22 V.77 .33 1.67
.87 .46 .57 .58 .99 71 .92 .48
N=189 N=202 N=215 N=213 N=223 N=219 N=221 N=224
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APPENDIX L (cont.)

Geographic Patterns in Reported Crime

The District of Columbia is divided into seven police districts that serve as the
administrative centers for recording information on offenses, responding to and
Investigating reports of crime, and arresting suspects.

== 1971 WARD IOUNDARIES

- 1970 CENSUS TRACY BOUNDARES

o= 1670 POLICE DISIRICT BOLHDARISY

LT Y

QARDS POLKCT DRSTAICTY AsD CENSUS TRACTS
B el QSIECT OF COLLawL
MRACIS orrcs oF A ool 208 POVELONEN T, $14THTICA, MEVICTT Brvitdia, “PITec?
OF CtLyvwpra voul CLRWA A7) Anll 1§ 04094 ~ AVIUST ‘4R VEYROSTA (Tan PO ICS L iandl {18
L

nt BedGSies MArRed, 240 (8 vl 00w n T BTREN, “EAP OF Tuf BITRICY OF
S Leag rag G2 0LMINCA, MIEOLSL &F Tom 08N SILICE DITOICT), - ma? 10N,

PEIPLID BY - orricn 07 ChuBEML ARTICE . ous Al snse T



APPENDIX M
TABLE 27
JUVENILE REFERRALS [BY AGE]
[]
1982

 Age bl

Under 17 and | Total

9 9 10 1" 12 K] 14 15 16 Over

Acts Agaunst Persons 7 3 7 19 55 120 134 258 275 290 | 1,169 |
Assault: ;
Aggravated 3 1 1 8 21 % 4 s 81 % | 3o |
Simple - | = 1 N 2 9| 2| | 2| s,

Homicide - - -— - . -_ - -— 3 - ]
Pocket Picking/Purss Snatching| — - - 1 8 6 6 15 ) 20 70 |
Rape - - - - - - 2 2 6 2 12 )
Robbary: l
Armed - - 1 1 4 8 20 28 19 32 M3
Force and Violence 4 2 4 5 1 k) 35 85 99 87 348 f

Attempted - - - - - 4 4 9 12 9 38
Other - - - - s 9 9] 1 ] l AN
Acis Against Property 5 14 23 ay v 180 P L) 462 | 480 | 1,896 ‘
Burglary | - | - 1 2 3] i 1) 2, 281 4| 127 |
Attempted Burgiary | - - — - 1 2 - 3 4 3 13 |
Burglary 1 1 ? 8 18 25 46 50 102 1m 109 477
Attampted Burgiary !l 1 - - 2 4 4 4 10 10 ] 44 l
Larceny: !
Grang - 2 1 1 7 1" 18 26 55 48 169 |
Petit 2 2 2 10 27 47 43 55 87 87 362 I
Unauthorized Use ot Auto - - - 1 5 15 32 77 97 122 349 |
Other 1 3 n 15 | 28 41 42 80 70 58 357 ,
Acts Against Public Order 1] = 3 2! - 15 oc | ua | 181 ¢ 292 | 677 |
Nascotics: ‘

Sale/Possession - - - 1 2 1 15 24 67 115 225
Possession of Marijuana - - - - - 1 7 20 41 75 184!
Other 1 - 3 1 5 13 40 80 83 l 102 | 308

PINS - 1] = 4 «] 7] 2] ] nl 5. w
Beyond Controt - - - 1 2 5 8 4 4 B |

Runaway from Home - - - 3 2 4 6 5 6| ~ | 2

Truancy trom School I 1 - - - 8 8 7 1 2 27

Interstate Compact ' 3 2 - ~ - 9 23 ne | 50 56 ey
Total 18 ! 20 } 34 77 169 | 341 | 443 800 | 989 | 1923 l a2 |
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APPENDIX N

TABLE 26
SUMMARY OF DELINQUENCY AND PINS CASES
{BY SEX AND REASONS FOR REFERRAL)

Totat Laoys]Givls Total raoys h}lrls Totat lBoys LGIII: Tolal[ﬂoys[GMl TolalJBOys LGlrls Total {Boys IGhls Totat [Boy: Sirls | Total oysles

1978 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

] . -
Acts ;galnst Persons 2,313 | 2,080f 233} 2,039 1.815[ 224| 1,692} 1,504] 188 1,673 1,47 199 1,612]11,452] 160{1,330{1,18641 14811,253 1,09 160 11,16 052 117
Acts against Property 3,302 | 3,074| 228] 3,216{ 2,9¢ 219] 2,945] 2,6868| 279 3,048| 2,784 264]{2,8462,615( 231[2,223{2,010| 21 :021)1,901| 120)1,88 ' 75 148

Acts Agalinst Public

Order 993 B56| 137] 981| 80 176] 639| 522y 117]} 791 668 123| 779] €52' 124l 765} 675 90| 698} 602 9% | 677 544| 133
PINS and ISC e | 2| ou| sw| n! s ana| 2| 2s2| a1 19| 21| 38| 1w waf ara| ves| 2e as1| res| ves| aeal 14 _1as
Total 7,212 | 6,27 939 6,8268] 5,84, , 97 ,750] 4,914} 836] 588_, 5095] 787§{5573)4,887 69 1,731{4,037] 6% ' ,32313,762| 581 |4,012 49,6 522
Ratio of Boys and Girls 87%] 13% 88% | 149 85%| 15% 87%| 13% 88%, 12'/., 85% ) 15% | 87% | 13% I 0% | 13%
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