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Reuterman, Nichalas Arthur (Ph.D., Psychology)
A New Multiple-Factor Approach to Delinquency and lts Application to
Types of Juvenile Offenders -

Thesié directed by Professor Desmond S. Cartwright

4 The importance of distinguishing among types of juveniie
offenders is discussed. The difficulties and advantages of the
multiple-factor approach to delinquency are noted. A systematic
multiple~factor scheme is discussed. This approach is based on three
principal diwensions; the source of the factor (Sociat ar lndividual),
the life segment in whic; the factor operates {Peers, Family, School
or City), and the causal relatioaship the factorbha5‘with a delin-
quent act (instigation, Facilitation, Permission, Diversion and Pro-
hibition). The combination of these dimensions permit the s?ecifica-
tion of U separate factor categories. The study is concerned with
the application of the multiple-factor scheme to various types of
juvenile offenders. The purpose is to determine how ;aréous types of
delinquents differ in terms of the multiple-factor scheme.

A guestionnaire intended to provide a measure of each of the
factor categories was developed. Reliability and validity coeffi-
cients were found for gach item of ' the questionnaire.

The questionnaire was then administered to avgroup of adju3i-
cated delinquents and a group of comparable non-del?ﬁqugnts. The
subjects were classified according to a number of offénder variables,
including sex, age, socio—ecénomic status, intelligence, mobility,
family composition and ethnic group.membership.' In additi;. e

delinquents were classified according to a number of offense type
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varlables. These Included criminal-conflict-retrzatist, utllltarian-
non-utilitarfan, victim present-victim absent, group-Iindividual,
criminal-CHIN, and multiple-first.

Different types of delinquents were then compared in order to
determing if they scored differently on the various factor catégories.
The non-delinquents were used as control Ss to insure that differ-
ences among delinquents were not due to g%pera] differences found for
all adolescents. The influence of other variables wss controlled.
Data analysis was accomplished through the use of multivariate analy-
sis of variance and multiple linear regression,

No differences were found among family composition groups or
mobility groups. Differences between sexes were found for Individual
family Permittors (females scored higher), Individual School Facili-
tators (females scored higher) and lndiviaual City Diverters (males
scored higher). Differences betwt:n age groups were found for Social
Peer Instigators (older scored higher) and Social Peer Facilitators
(older scored higher). Differences among socio-economic status
levels were found oé Social Peer Permittors (med?um status scored
highest, low status lowest). Differences among intelligence levels
were found on Social Family Facilitators (high 1.Q. scored highest,
low 1.Q. Towest) and Individual School Prohibitors (high 1.Q. scored
highest, low 1.Q. lowest). Differences among ethnic groups weré ‘
found for Social Peer Permittors (Anglo scored higher) and Individual
Family lInstigators (Anglo scored higher).

No differences were found wn the criminal-conflict-retreatist,

victim present-victim absent, group-individual or utilitarian-non-

utilitarian variables, Differences between criminal and CHIN offenses




were found on Social City iInstlgators (criminal gcored higher) and
Social City Permittors (crimlnal scored higher), Differences between
multiple~-first offenses were found for Social City Diverters (first
scored higher) and Individual City Diverters (first scored higher).

These results were related to previous findings in the area of
delinquency research. Several general conclusions were drawn from
the study. Distinctions between types of offenses are not as impor-
tant as distinctions between types of offenders. Socio-economic
status, broken homes and group-individual offenses are not as impor-
tant as is generally believed., The proposed multiple-factor scheme
is a useful way of determining etiological differences among types of
delinquents.

Several applications of the present results té the prevention
and control of delinquency are noted. Also a number of directions

which future work might take are discussed.

This abstract is approved as to form and content. | recommend its
publication.

Signed '@&M./f &Zvﬁ

FactHy member in charge of dissértation
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l. INTRODUCTION

The present work Is concerned with the application of a
multiple-factor etiological scheme to various types of delinquent
behavior. The conception of law-violation as consisting of non-
homogeneous groups has long been a part of the thought and research
into delinquency and crime (Lindesmith & Dunham, 1941; Maclver, 1962).
More recent writings also indicate the belief, on the part of many
workers in the field, that it is necessary to give serious considera-
tion to the possibility that the causes of delinquency may very well
be quite different for varying types of law-violation.

Merton (1957) maintains that the idea of a theory of juvenile
delinquency may be very much‘akin to the idea of a theory of disease
as opposed to distinct theories of diseases. Kinch (1962a) suggests
that "reséarch could legitimately start with the assumption that types
do exist and go on from there' (p. 326). According to Ciihard and
Wade (1957) “'to understand delinquency more fully it is necessary to
study the various career patterns and types of offenses in which the
delinquent participates" (p. 494). Browning {1964) notes the neces-
sity of studying limited and homogeneous categories of delinquents in
an effort to get valid, but limited theories of delinquency. Vold
(1958) makes the following statement supporting the need for study of
types of delinquency: .

Crime must be recognized clearly as not being a

gnitary phenomenon but as consisting of many kinds of behav-

lor occurring under many different situations. No single

theory therefore should be expected to provide the explana-
tions for the many varieties of behavior involved. The
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problem calllng for clearer thinking in the future than has
been given it in the past is the systematic and realistic
delineatlon of kinds or types of criminality actually ’
occurring that need to be comprehended, Consistent and
unitary theory then should be possible for each type, so
there would be {ess confusion due to the utilization of a
non-applicable theory to any particular type {(pp. 313-314).

Martin (1961) also stresses the importance of studying different
types of delinquency:

Delinquency consists of many kinds of dw.viant behavior
commi tted by different types of juvenile offenders for
various purposes in a variety of concrete situations (p. 5).

Therefore, we must not be concerned with general expla-
nations of delinquency , . . . We must, instead, isolate and
study particular types of delinquency, describe the char-
acteristics of the individuals involved in each type, and
determine, as best we can, the purposes of their behavior and
the kinds of situations in which it occurs (p. 5).

- [Martin continues:

The classification of law-violators into subtypes often
serves a highly useful function not performed by points of

view which fai) to distinguish categories of offenders. By

dividing offenders into subtypes, thereby differentiating

categories of offenders, we see that the roots of crime are
dissimilar in each category and that the probléms of preven-

tion and control are also different for each category (p. 31).

_ The need for delineating types of offenders is also recognized
by many others (Block, 1957; Cohen, 1957; Gibbons, 1962; Gibbons,
1966; Kinch, 1962b; Robison, 1960; Roebuck, 1963; Roebuck, 1967;
Roebuck & Cadwallader, 1961; and Schuessler & Cressey, 1953).

‘While there is extensive agreement regarding the need for a
typology of offenders, there is considerably less agreement as to what
such a typology shouid be based upon. A number of bases for the
development of a typology of offenders have been suggested.

Robison (1960) notes the possibility of regarding delinquency as

a continuous variable, with various degrees being represented by var-

ious scale types, each scale type being a combination of delinquent




actions. Conger and Miller (1966) have used this approach in classi-
fying dellnquents according to serlousness-nonserlousness and
aggressiveness-passiveness of offenses. fin opposition to the above
position i5 the possibility of delinquent acts as clusters or patterns
that tend to recur and which may have some elements in common but are
distinctive patterns which are not points along a scale (Robison,
1960). Proponents of the latter view include Roebuck (1967) who
strongly favors the use of the offense pattern as the basic variable
in a typology, and Clinard (1957, 1959) who takes a quite similar
position. Also Cloward and Ohiin (1960) and Spergel (1954) have used
this approach in their work on lower class gang delinquency, and
Scott (1959) has identified two independent dimensions of delinquent

offenses. Korn and McCorkle (1959) have criticized classifications

" based on legal offense categories as follows: Such classifications

m ereate a false impreésion of homogeneity by suggesting that per-
sons committing the same act are similar in other respects, (2) tell
nothing about the person, his personal characteristics or the circum-
stances of the offense, (3) create a false impression of specializa-
tion by implying that criminals confine themselves to one particular
kind of crime for which they are caught at a given time, and (4) pur-
port to Qefine the actor in terms of his act, but precision in
describ{ng the act itself is often lacking. Substantive work on
various types of offenses is quite extensive and has been previously
reviewed (Reuterman, 1967b).

A third approach to the development of a typology has concen-
trated on distinguishing between offenders on the basis of personality

constellations. ‘This is best exemplified in the work of Jerkins




‘(1955), Jenkins (1957), Jenkins and Hewitt (1944}, Quay, Peterson
and Consalvi (1960), Shinchara and Jenkins (1967), and Stein, Gough
and Sarbin {(1966).

Korn and McCorkle (1959) have critlicized this approach to class-
jfication as follews: 1t ignores situational factors as causal
elements. 1t may produce rigid diagnostic categories. A false
impression of homogeneity may also be present only at the diagnostic
level rather than at the behavioral level,

Finally, attention has been directed toward offenders who differ
in terms of some inherent personal characteristic (e.g., 1.Q., sex) or
in terms of personal attributes which they possess more or less due to
external forces acting on them (e.g., socio-economic status, family
composition). Cohen (1957) has been one of the many proponents of this
approach.

Extensive reviews of previous attempts to develop tyPologies can
be found in Gibbons and Garrity (1959) and Kinch (1962a).

As noted by Abrahamsen (1960) all of the above general approach-
es to typology development seem to be based on one of two ideas:
First, the idea of classifying ac;ording to the act committed (i.e.,
type of offense), or second, clausifying according to séme attribute
of the offender himself (i.e., type of offender). A

The present work is concerned with the investigaticn of the
relative impcrtance of various etiological factors of delinquent
behavior classified both in terms of type of offénder and type of
offense. The specific offender and offense categories employed will

be discussed in detaii in a later section of the paper. Attention
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will now be directed to a brief discussion of the generai conceptlion

of multiple-factor approaches to delinquency.
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3 11, MULTIPLE-FACTOR APPROACHES TO DELINQUENCY

I The basic conception of the multiple-factor approach to delin-
‘quency and crime is that law violation results from a multiplicity of
,influences which act to predispose toward or precipitate a given
“illegal act. According to this orientation the critical causal infiu-
‘ences may be any subset of a large number of potentially important
.factors. No particular set or type of factor is selected apriori as

|

being Erucial.

Considerable controversy exists regarding the usefuiness of
multiple-factor approaches to dé\inquency.' Some of the principal
icriticisms of the multiple-factor approach are as follows: (l) A
‘distinction must be made between factors and contingencies. Factors
-are influences which in all cases have some etiological significance.
tContingencies may or may not be important in a given case. Often
jcontingencies are regarded as factors with the resulting position
jbeing one of saying that everything may be etiologically significant
{(Matza, 1964), (2) No rules are provided for interrelating various
‘aspects of the multiple-factor approach or for shifting from one
raspect to another. Multiple-factor theories are commonly collections
"of various single factor theories (Glaser, 1956). (3) Multiple-factor
}approaches simply enumerate variables rather than organizing and
irélating them which is the purpose of theory (Sutherland & Cressey,
'1955). The use of muitiple-factor approaches leads to a continuing
‘succession of exploratory studies. Research should go beyond

Imultiple~factors and reduce the series of factors to simplicity by the

v TR ST ear | T AR, EITess SARemow e o e L rmrey, B



method of logical abstraction (Sutherland & Cressey, 1955), (4)
Multiple-factor studies must necessarily limit the universe of vari-
ables In some way. This is usually accomplished in an implicit manner
without any theoretical basis (Wolfgang, Savitz & Johnston, 1962}.

(5) Multiple-factor theories AO not “facilitate the deduct;on of any
hypotheses or practical consequences “at are of any help whatsoever"
(Wilkins, 1965, p. 37). Multiple-factor theories are said to apply to
all factors which are found to be related to criminal tendencies, thus
it is impossible to find any test by which the theory can be proved
wrong (Wilkins, 1965). Lastly, Wilkins (1965) maintains that
multiple-factor approaches do not make clear just what observations

they are concerned with. (6) Cohen {1962) presents the most extensive

critique of the multiple-factor approach:

A multiple-factor approach is not a theory; it is an
abdication of the quest for a theory. It simply asserts that
this particular event is caused by this particular combina-
tion of concrete circumstances and that particular event by
another combination of circumstances. This delinquency is
caused by ‘bad neighborhood', . . . that delinquency is caused
by 'poverty', . . . . What makes these 'causes' other than the
fiat or 'intuition' of the author? Nothing, if nothing more
is offered. Probably, in many cases, the assertion that this
compiex of circumstances is causally related to that event
rests upon implicit, inarticulate, 'preconscious' theoretical
assumptions in the mind of the author; but explanation lies
precisely in making these theoretical assumptions explicit,
showing their applicability to concretely or 'phenotypically!
different 'special cases' of the general theory, and demon-
strating that this particular complex of circumstances fits
the conditions required by the theory (p. 78).

Cohen's second point is that multip!e—factor adherents fail to
realize that the consequences of the presen?e of a factor are not
determined solely by the intrinsic characteristics (efther pro- or
anti-delinquency) of the factor, but also by the total field in which

the factor is embedded and by the subject's definition of the situa-
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:;t!on. This fallure results from the assumption that each factor has a

j:capaclty within Ttself to produce or deter from delinquency (1962).

:§Cohen's third criticism is that most multiple-factor approaches assume
that bad conditlons cause deviant behavior. The difficulty here is

_that this assumption Is actually the point to be demonstrated. It is

.jan empirical question whether and/or what bad conditions are the

" causes of deviancy (1962).

While a number of difficulties may be encountered in the
;imultiple-factor approach, there are many who regard this approach as
jjthe most useful. This is exemplified in the classic wo;ks of Burt
(1965}, Healy (1915), Glueck and Glueck (1934}, Shaw (1929), Thomas
}3(1951), and Thrasher (1926). More recent proponents of the multiple~
Tlfactor approach are also quite numerous, McCord, McCord and Zola
‘3(1959) maintain that crime cannot be understood by examining one
j;factor alone, Many aspects of the family and interaction between the
}\family and the neighborhood should be examined. Nye {1958) ﬁotes that
‘ithe single factor theories may be useful in examining some aspects of
;;delinquency. However, delinquents often show evidence of many differ-

.'ent influences, Short (1960b) claims that many factors are associated
[ -

""in the causation of delinquency and thus no simple factor can explain
' it. Barnes and Teeters (1959) state: “In short, the eclectic or
‘multiple causation' thesis is the most ffuitful, though perhaps the

‘imost frustrating, pésition that éan be taken" (p. 208). Other pro-

‘ponents of the multiple-factor approach include Block (1957), Glueck
‘land Glueck (1950, 1959), and Kvaraceus (1959).
‘ .

The principal argument for a multiple-factor approach seems to
|

1 be that there is considerable evidence which suggests the operation of
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a multiplicity of etiological influences In delinquency. Thus the
distinctive advantage of a muitiple-factor approach (although a number
of disadvantages may also exist) lies in the expliclt attempt to give
consideration to all potential influences in delinquency causation.

A number of criteria to be met by multiple-factor approaches
have been suggested. They are as follows: (1) State more explicitly
the reasons for the choice of particular items of analysis. (2)
Attempt to arrange these reasons for delimited»factor choice within an
integrated and meaningful interrelationship of factors. Factors
which remain outside of the framework of rationale for selection are

meaningless even if correlated with delinquency. (3} Try to connect

previously unintegrated, but highly correlated, data to existing
theory. (4) Produce new theory which integrated data may provide

(Wolfgang, Savitz & Johnston, 1962).



111, PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT WORK

The present work |s based on two basic decisions: Flirst, that a
typological approach to juvenile delinquency is necessary. Second,
that the most effective method of determining causal factors operative
in various types of delinquent behavior is through the use of a
multiple-factor approach. These assumptions represent a departure
from the usual approach to the problem of delinquency in that

multiple=-factor approaches have previously been commonly employed as

. an alternative to typological approaches. Multiple-factor approaches

have ordinari ly been used in efforts to arrive at general causal
formulations applicable to all varieties of offenders and offenses
(Browning, 196L4; Gibbons, 1962).

In short, the present concern is with the application of a
Ugystematic' multiple-factor scheme to a selected number of different
types of delinquent behavior classifigd according to both characteg-
istics of the offender and the type of offense committed.

It is felt that the typological conception necessarily suggests,
{at least at nne level of analysis, a multiple-factor theory. That is,
if there are different types of delinquent behavior, thiese must
necessarily'be accounted for in terms of the operation or non-opera-
tion of a number of different factors. This implication of the typo-
logical approach has been recognized by several workers in the area.

An explanation for white-collar crime will not fit

juvenile gang warfare; a suitable explanation as to why a

person persistently commits arson will not suffice to explain

syndicuoted crime; to offer an explanation as to why a man

kills his spouse in a jealous rage will not be helpful to

explain why a young adult wantonly kilis a small shopkeeper
for a paltry sum of money. The reasons why the Mad Bomber of
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New York Clty persisted in placing bombs In many publlc
places a few years ago for a fancied wrong will not apply to
the black marketeer or the extortionlist, Nor can any one

| explanatlon of crime cover both the occasional or accidental

o criminal acts of persons and the persistent pattern of

‘ professional criminal activity., To build up a system of
crime causation that will include all types of criminals and
theirsicts is unrealistic and futile (Barnes & Teeters, 1959,
p. 208).

Thus a necessary part of distinguishing various types of delin-
quent behavior seems to be the adoption of some type of multiple;
“-factor approach.
‘ The combination of these two approaches plus the attempted

" systematization of multiple factors ‘into a coherent scheme avoids a
i

| : .
. number of the difficulties which occurred in previous usages of

:;multiple-factor orientations,

R Many previous studies have used such things as 1.Q., broken
‘homes, socio~economic status, etc., as independent variables which
;were then related to delinquency. This resulted in the simple enumer-
;ation of related conditions which is condemned by multiple-factor
'critics (Cohen, 1962; Sutherland & Cressey, 1955). The present
|approach uses these kinds of variables as one of the bases for ;he
‘classification of offenéers. Thus they become independent variables
whose relationship to other more explicit dependent variables is the
.focus of attention.

The present approach also allows for the possible consideration
:of all potentially important factors in that it removes the problem of
‘having every factor being important for every type of offender. Thﬁs

, it permits the inclusion of what Matza (1964) has termed contingencies

{ {influences which may or may not be important in a given case}. This

is possible because factors important in one type of offense may be

et renyn,
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entirely irrelevant for another. Attention Is directed to specifying
what Influences or combinations thereof are important to what kinds of
delinquent behavior, and~how they are important. Thus the idea 1s to
move from contingencies to factors for given types of offenders.

Such activity is here regarded as the basis'for theory, and when com-
pleted will provide causal propositions which are amenable to testing.
The absence of testable theory has been noted as another problem in
multiple-factor approaches (Wilkins, 1965).

The particular multiple-factor scheme here employed avoids
several other difficulties attributed to multiple~factor approaches.
It provides the basis for interrelating various aspects of the system;
it specifies the theoretical assumptions underlying the selection of
causal factors; it considers the =ffects of the subject's perception
of the situation; énd, it provides at least a beginning in the diffi-
cult task of limiting the universe of variables‘in some systematic
manner. These have been points of criticism offered by Glaser (1956),
Wolfgang, Savitz and Johnston (1962), and Cohen {1962).

In addition the present work meets Kinch's (1962a) criteria for
typologfcalischemes of using the same concepts in attempfing to
explain the various types of delinquent behavior. This results from

the application}of the same multiple-factor scheme to each type.




IV, A SYSTEMATIC MULTIPLE-FACTOR SCHEME

Several aspects of the present scheme have been discussed in
detail by Cartwright, Reuterman and Vandiver (1967} and these will be
only briefly described in the present discussion. Certain other
aspects of the scheme will be considered in detail.

The present scheme is basically a multidimensional classifica-

tion of factors potentially relevant to the commission of a delinquent

act. It deals only with direct causes like a present wish for "“kicks'

or a current lack of supervision (rather than considering the state of
society at large, as in alienation theory). This is quite similar to
the ;iew of Briar and Piliavin 61965). Factors are classified in two
ways: by the type of causal relation to the commission of a delin-
quent act; and by the proximal source of the factor.

There are five classes of causal relations between factors and
delinquent acts: Instigation, Facilitation, ?ermission, Diversion,
and Prohibition. Factors are classified according to the relations
they bear. lInstigators are those factors which provide the push or
impulse to action. Facilitators are those factors which provide the
means for carrying the impulse into actual behavior. Permittors are
those factors which allow the act to go forward (once impelied and
given means), providing silent applause or tacit encouragement.
Diverters are those factors whicg militate against commission of
delinquent acts by virtue of preoccupying time, attention, or interest
in other directions. Prohibitors are those factors which directly

oppose, inhibit, or block the commission of delinquent acts.
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There are two general classes of proximal source of a factor:
Social and Individual. Soclal factors are those which come from out-

side the person, usually from other persons in one way or another.

individual factors are those which come from within the person him-

self.

Various factors can then b; classified on the basis of the above
two dimensions, Thus a given factor may be regarded as a Social
Instigator, or as an [ndividual Divérter, etc.

Cartwright, Reuterman and Vandiver (1967, pp. 5-6) make several
points regarding the above aspects of the classification scheme:

The component concepts and even the terms expressing
them are not new. For example, Thrasher (1963) wrote:
tJunkmen sometimes actually instigate robberies . . .‘!

(p. 110) (instigation); 'Opportunity to sell junk is an
important element in the situation' (p. 110) (facilitation);
'The general point of view of the parents . . . seems to be
that thievery from a railroad is not wrong because it is a
big corporation' (p. 114) (permission); 'The recreation of
boys who become ‘wholesome citizens' is provided by parents,
friends, teachers, and recreation leaders . . .' (p. 341)
(diversion); ‘He was the one who organized us into an
independent Boy Scout troop, brought about the prohibition
of swearing and smoking . . .' (p. 355) (prohibition).

The distinction between social and individual factors
is also clearly parallel to Burt's distinctions between
environmental conditions and physical-plus-psychological
conditions. These distinctions were employed as classi-
fication bases by Burt. Thrasher too saw both social and
individual sources of causation conditions, as is clear
from all five social factors listed above and one of his dis-
cussions of 'interstitial phenomena', a term central to
Thrasher's account of the gang. He wrote: 'The problem (of
nothing to do in leisure hours) is greatly intensified in
gangland areas by the aliurements of already existing gang
tradition and gang activities . . . . The lure of the gang
is undoubtedly due in part to the fact that the gang boy is
in the adolescent stage . . . the years from twelve to’
twenty~six. It iz a time of physical and social develop-
ment -- an interstitial period between childhood and
maturity . . . marked by conflicts consequent to the
attempts of the growing personality to adjust itself in its
larger social mitieu . . .' {pp. 65, 66). Throughout his
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work Thrasher noted many forces of both soclal and Indi-

vidual kinds which led to joining dellinquent gangs and

committing delinquent acts.

Thus while the specific aspects of the present scheme are not
new, the particular organization presented here is new. There have
been systems combining several of the major classes here proposed.
For example, ﬁye (1958) stresses social and individual controls, and
Cloward and Ohlin (1961) stress the opportunity for legitimate (social
diverters) and illegitimate (social facilitators) means. However,
positions such as these have typically emphasized a particular factor
or subset of factors within the context of a genefal theory. !The

present system does not prescribe the contents of the classes; but

retains rather the flexibility (and initial imprecisidn) of equi-

final classification’ (Cartwright, Reuterman & Vandiver, 1967).

‘Besides the conceptions of causal relations and proximal source
the present system is heavily dependent on one additional considera-
tion. This is the conception of ''segmentation''. The use of segmenta-
tion in the present system has been briefly discussed by Cartwright
and Reuterman (1967). it will be considered in detail in the
following discussion.

The first aspect of the segmentation view is that present-day
sociegy is composed of a number of distinct institutions. Merton
(1963) maintains that a non-primitive society cannot be assumed to
have functional unity. Toby (1964) notes that urban environments are
especially segmented in social structure and thus in individual parti-
cipation in units of the structure and in items of belief, custom, and
ritual practice. Volkhart (1951) takes a similar po;ition.

Shibutani. (1963) maintains that mass societies are diversified and
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pluralistic; and that “most people live more or less compartmentalized

'1ives, shifting from one social world to another as they participate

"

e

lin a series of transactions' (p. 103}.

{feelings, etc.

Jtency which is

The net rasult of this segmen-

{tation of the social structure is that individuals are subject to

different influences, expectations, controls, etc., as they move from

one social segment to another in the course of everyday living.

The second major aspect of the segmentation view is that the

individual accumulates segments of experience composed of bonded sets

of habits and expectancies. 1t is thought that each segment of exper-

.lience corresponds to one of the major social institutions in which the

person participates. Thus when an individual is functioning within a

given social segment, the corresponding experience segment is the most
salient in controlling behavior. It is assumed that the transfer of’
experience elements among segments is not a common phenomenon and can
occur only under very special circumstances.

The proposition of individual segmentation contrasts sharply

with many prevailing assumptipns concerning the unity of the person-

,[ality. 1In particular the segmentation view conflicts with the idea of

‘Jconsistent personality traits which at all times determine behavior,

1t also conflicts with the idea of internal consis-
held by most individuals.
Men have become so accustomed to this mode of life (ghang-
ing from one segment to another) that they manage to
conceive of themselves as reasonably consistent human
beings in spite of this segmentalization and are generally
not aware of the fact that their acts do not fit into a
coherent pattern (Shibutani, 1963, p. 103).

Segmentation suggests the existence of a fair amount of inconsistency

on the part of the individual as different experience segments become
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'salient for him. This position Is not dissimilar to that taken by a
'number of others.

n Thorndike (1907, 1949) emphasizes the idea that a person's

! 'response to a situation depends largely on the closeness of the connec-
‘Jtlon between the response and some element of the situation. Thus
different situations wouid be expected to elicit different meﬁtal
states and responses on the part of the person; and consistency of
response would depend on similarity in situation elements. Burgers
and Akers (1966) also note the importance of similar stimulus elements
necessary for response generalization to different situations.

Thomas (1964) maintains that “definitions of situations" can
arise from a number of sources and may well vary depending on the
source. These differing‘definitions can affect the personaliey of an
individual, "Aﬂd actua!iy not only concrete acts are dependent on the
definition of the situation, but gradually a whole life-policy and the
personality of the individual himself follows from a series of such
definitions®™ (p. 233). Thus the end result of this process may be a
number of '")ife-policies' each applying to a different segment of the
person's life. Gergen (1966) also strongly favors a segmentation
idea, or at least the view that personal consistency across differing
situations may not be as prevalent as is commonly assumed.

Several lines of evidence are relevant to the idea of individual
segmentation. Many studfes have suggested an inconsistency in behav-
ior in different situations. LaPiere's (1934) classic attitude
study clearly indicates that directly opposing behaviors may occur in
different situations depending on whether the attitude object is

actually present or not. Robinson and Rohde (1946) report consider-
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‘able changes In Interviewee responses depending on the appearance of
: the Interviewer. Cohen (1962) reports significant differences in the
ﬁsocfal behavior of a 13 year gld boy depending upon who he was Inter-
i‘acting with, Borgatta and Bales (1955) have shown that the consls-
“tency of behavior across situations increases if the situations are
made more similar by including the same individuals. Bishop (\955)
“demonstrated differences iﬁ the play activity of children depending on

iwhat adults were present. Whyte (1955} noted differences in a

" specific ability depending on the situation in which the ability was

‘being exercised. "Accustomed to filling an inferior position, Frank

jwas unable to star even in his favorite sport (baseball) when he was

'.competing against members of his own group" (p. 19). Gergen (1966)

|
-reports that Hartshorne and May concluded in their classic study that

‘{deviant behavior represents situationally specific habits rather tﬁan
| personal or consistent traits. Several others have also noted that
|inconsistent behavior seems to be quite commin (Jenkins & Hewitt,
11949; Matza, 1364; and Shaw, 1929).
Evidence also suggests that individuals tend to be inconsistent

in self-descriptions or self-evaluations, Gergen {1965) found that
j self-evaluation can be varied by the manipulation of social feedback.

Geréen (1966) reports several studies demonstrating changes in self-
j evaluation depending upon the type of person the subject interacts

i|with and the purpose of the situation. Cartwright (1957) reports that

‘ candidatgs for psychotherapy describe themselves differently in rela-
'jtion to different people and that this inconsistency is more pro-
!Jnounced for attributes which they consider to be most important in

rjdescribing themselves.
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Several studlies suggest that values, ldeals, etc., are also seg-
jmented to a large extent. Short and Strodtbeck (1965) note a
‘considerable discrepancy in the reporting of family ideals by Negro
igang members depending on whether the member was talking to a
'detached worker alone or the entire gang was present. Short and
,Strodtbeck maintain that value systems do not apply consistently to
all situations or to all roles. Different situations and roles
require different vaiues and different behavior patterns. This is
often seen in the seemingly contradictory ideas of gang members. How-
ever, the contradiction arises from ideas occurring in different
situations (Short and Strodtbeck, 1965). The apparent incongruity of
gang members' endorsement of middle class values may also be explained
on the basis of the situation in which the endorsement occurred (i.e.,
the very middle-class setting of a university combined with the
involvement of detached workers in the procedure) {Gordon, et al.,
1963). Allport (1955) reports that ‘mental-processes'' are often quite
different in social and solitary conditions. Horrocks and Gottfried
(1966) report that differences between delinquents and nondelinquents
in regard to psychological needs are more pronounced when considered
from the point of view of various behavioral segments than when con-
sidered from the point of view oY specific needs. In other words
there were greater differences between the two groups in terms of the
various behavioral settings in which the needs occurred than there
were with regard to any one specific need. “fhis finding . . .,
would imply that the place to start looking for differential béhavior
of delinquents should be in the settings in which the behaviors take

place" (p. 191).
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i The final line of evidence supporting individual segmentation
ﬁconcerns the apparent situation specif!city of consclence or morality,
.'Work by Allinsmith (1957, 1360) indicates that guilt feelings vary
‘iaccord!ng to the type of transgression. They also appear to Qary
‘Eaccording to who is offended by the transgression (Lurle, Goldwasser &
“Goldwasser, 1963; ard Stendler, 1949). Hartshorne and May (1930) con-
clude from the administration of tests of moral opinion in several

“'settings that:

The wide differences in means of tests taken.by the
same children in different situations and the relatively low
t correlations between the scores of the same children indicate
quite clearly that a child does not have a uniform generalized
code of morals but varies his opinion to suit the situation in
which he finds himself (pp. 107-108).

Brown (1965) concludes from his reviéw of relevant work that all
'|three dimensions of conscience (knowledge, conduct and emotion) seem

to be more specific to the situation than general. He suggests that

since moral conduct is learned, it may be that in one situation the o

conditions are favorable for learning and in another they are unfavor-

able, thus inconsistency in morality across setting may be expected to
occur.

To summarize, the preéent point of view emphasizes both the seg-
{mentation of the existing social structure and the segmentation of the
individual in terms of beha;icr, values, impulses, controls, etc,,

into experience segments which'directly correspond to the social

structural segments. Thus an individual in a particular social seg-

ment is not only subject to the vurious influences unique to that

'{social segment, but also operates according to his own particular
‘fexperience mass which is associated with that social setting. Most

commonly there is as little overlap among the various individual
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''experlence segments as there [¢ among the various social segments, and

cusually little generalization of Individual segments occurs across

|

social segments.

Assuming the correctness of the segmentation view, the probiem
‘in the present work becomes one of identifying meaningful life seg~
iments for adolescents, Four aspects of the adoiescent's environment
have been identified as particularly important. These‘are the peer

'group, the home or family situation, the school, and the city or

.

. neighborhood. Initially these segments were identified with the con-

".sultation of several juvenile probation officers. Later it was con-

i
tance in regard to delinquency. Healy and Bromner (1926) note the

;firmed that these four areas are accepted by many workers as being

‘significant in the lives of most adolescents and of particular impor-

'importance of peer group influences and the school. Tannenbaum (1938)

puts particular emphasis on the importance of neighborhood influences

-in delinquency. Reiss (1951) stresses the family, school .and

. communi ty as.sources of controls. Thomas (1951) notes the importance

of the family and school in both causing and preventing delinquency.

Vedder (1963) also stresses the home and the school. Several others

have emphasized the importance of these four segments (Lurie, et al.,

‘1_91\\3; Matza, 1964; Shaw, 1929, 1931).

l

It is intended that these aspects are inclusive enough to cover
i .
,all areas of an adolescent’s life in which his normal functioning
'occurs. In other words, they are meant to encompass the “significant

others" and the “'significant environment' of adolescents. It is felt

Jthat the total contribution of factors toward (or against) delinquency

may be very uneven in the different settings of a youth's life. The
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::home may be good, but the companions bad; the city at large may be

“bad, but the particular school good; and so on.

‘ According to the present system the two dimensional classifica-

1‘tion of factors is applied in each of the four life segments. Thus a

i'given factor may be classified as a Social School Diverter, an
Individual Home Facilitator, a Social Peer Instigator, etc,

Examples of classified factors are presented in Figure 1. It

‘should be emphasized that Figure 1 is applied to each of the segmented

‘areas.
Y In summary, both the typological and multiple-factor approaches
1‘to dé]inquency are accepted as the basis for th: present work. Con-
i‘cern is witﬁ the application of a systematic multiple-factor scheme to
: delinquent behavior classified both according to type of offender and
‘jtype of offense. It is intended that this procedure will enable
‘;specification of the differential ‘importance of various categories of
i‘etio]ogica? factors for various types of offenders and offenses. For
;fexample, preliminary work (Reuterman, 1967a} suggests that low 1.Q.

' delinquents are significantly greater on Individual School Permittors,
‘jsocial School Facilitators and Individual School Instigators than are
high 1.Q. delinquents; also, the comparison of recidivists and first
ljoffenders indicates the former to be significantly greater on Social
" Peer Permittors, Social Family Permittors, Individual School Facili-

itators, and Individual City Permittors.
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Two-fold Classification of Factors

Instigators

Social

Individual

(a) people who lure
(b) people who tempt
(c) people who force
(d) movies

(e) magazines

{a) wish for kicks

(b) wish for status

{c) wish for respect

(d) desire for material
goods

(e) role image of tough
guy or smart guy

Facilitators

(a) fences and other
assistants

(b) opportunity in open
doors, cars, etc.

(c)} density of
population

(a) skills
{b) natural abilities
{c) emotional control

‘Permittors

(a) people who don't
care .

(b) people who are
afraid to interfere

(c) people who want to
avoid involvement

(a) mental retardation
(b) ignorance

(c) emotional instability
(d) alienated attitudes

'IDiverters

(a) church youth clubs

(a) hobbies

(b) parks and recreation (b) habits of being
(c) work program busy
(d) schools! interesting (c) social interest
activities
o (a) police (a) conscience
; Prohibitors {b) courts (b) fear of punishment

(c) teachers
(d) strong parents
(e) vigilant citizens

(c) self-concept

(d) long-run image for
career, position
in society, etc.

NI T T RO T =TT L UTETI rai rmad, e  eL rTer e «  o



e S i e L

e N

24

V. PROCEDURE

i Test Construction

At the beginning of the present work one instrument (Experience

‘Survey) tapping the various categories of factors had already been

J
"developed; however, it was decided to expand this instrument because

" in it several of the factor categories were represented by only two

"jtems. A pool of 400 potential items was collected (including 145
~from the first version of the Experfence Survey). Both existing and

‘'new items were constructed so as to be readable and meaningful for a

..:delinquent subject sample. The items were checked in this regard, and

;‘in some cases changed, by either Boulder County Juvenile Probation
i‘Officers or by the director of fhe New Start Project (a demonstration
‘:péoject concerned with the rehabilitation of Denver delinquents
‘lselected as having a very unfavorable prognosis). Thus there is some
}iassurance'that the items are meaningful for both the 'best' and the
"worst' delinquents in the Denver area. The 400 items were admin-
\‘isﬁered to a group of college students (N = 76) who volunteered to
:take part in this study in order to fulfill the course requirements

‘ for Introductory Psychology. Obviously this subject sample is not the

_same as the population for which the instrument is intended. However,
!
rsample for the test construction procedure it was decided that the

jafter several unsuccessful attempts to obtain a high school aged

Introductory Psychology group was the only available one. In an
.

effort to minimize any differences in the responses between the test

;wconstruction sample and the population of interest the upper age limit
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for the particlipating college students was set at 20 years.
The 400 Jtems were administered on two separate occasions, one
week apart. At the second administration a 10 item scale of reported

delinquency was also included (See Appendix A for the reported

dellnquency scale). This allowed for the computation of test-retest

stability and an estimate of item validity.

ltem stability and validity were used as the bases for selection’

:lof Ttems to be included in the final form of the questionnaire.

Internal consistency and split-half reliability were of no concern
because there is no theoretical reason to expect the items in a given

category of the classification scheme to be highly related to one

‘lanother,

Stability was based on the relatively short time period of one
week because the items ask for a response in terms of number of times
during fhe past year. Thus allowing a long time period between test
administrations would result in the subjects considering different
sets of experiences at the two administrations. Since interest was in
the selection of stable items for inclusion in the test, stability
coefficients were based on the correlation of each item with itself
across the two test administrations.

Validation of a questionnaire of the present type presents some
difficulty. Emphasis has been given to both content and construct
validation (Cronbach, 1960). Considerable effort has been expended to
insure that items intended to tap factors at given points in the pre-
sent scheme do actually refer to factors at those points {i.e., the
items refer to the intended content), For example, care has been

taken to insure that a Social School Permittor item actually refers to
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.‘something that is outside of the subjact, within his school related

experiences, and allows a delinquent act to occur. A second valida-

Q‘tlon process involved the correlation of Individual items with the

j;reported delinquency scale, Valid items were expected to correlate

"properly with the delinquency scale. *Correlate pro}erly" here refers
‘Zto-instigators, facilitators and permittors correlating positively

‘With the amount of reported delinquency and diverter and prohibi tor

- items correlating negatively.
Since both Experience Survey items and the reported delinquency

1
items had the same response format' it would be highly likely that

J‘positivé correlations between items and the delinquency scale would be

. inflated and negative ones would be reduced or eliminated due to

i response tendencies on the part of subjects. Short of changing the

‘|response format for one of the sets of items there was no direct way
; to eliminate this difficulty. However, the influence of resbonse

‘ tendency could be greatly reduced by basing the validity coefficients

on part correlations (McNemar, 1962). Previous work provided an esti-
mate of the relationship between response tendency and the reported
delinquency scale.2 Sincerthe reported delinquency scale and the

|Experience Survey used the same response format it was assumed that

. jthe relationship between Experience Survey items and response tendency

1 R . . .
Both Experience Survey items and the reported delinquency items

‘ a§k for a response in terms of “‘number of times during the past year!,
,|with an 8 point response scale ranging from '"never' to 'very often',

2

Be-lsed on a sample of 81 college students Cartwright found the
;Jcorrelation between response tendency and the reported delinquency
scale to be .34,
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:would be the same. With this Information the part correlations be-
_tween Experience Survey items and the reported delinquency scale were
| 3

.computed and used as estimates of item vallidity.

31 The final ftems included in the second version of the Experience
“Su}vey were selected so as to maximize both item stability and item
/validity. Examples of several types of items are as follows: Social
‘;Peer Instigator: ‘During the past year has some kid had it in for you?
..Social Peer Facilitator: How many times during the past year have any
‘.of your friends told you they wouldn't rat on you if you took chances?
{Social Peer Permittor: How many times during the past year have you
and your friends agreed that most people are not interested in or con-
cerned about others? Social Peer Diverter: How many times during the
past year have any of your friends asked you to help out on.some work
he was required to do? Social‘Peer Prohibitor: How many times during
¢ " {lthe past year have any of your friends left a fun éarty because'they
had to get héme on time? The finé! form of the test éontaipéd 200

items, 5 in each of the factor categories. These items and their

stalbi)lity and validity coefficients are presented in Appendix B,

3

The computational formula for part correlations is as follows:
. _ F12 = Fi3fa3 - ) .
1(2-3) 1/——2—
. 1 - r23
where, in’this case, fl2 is the item by delinquency scale correlation,

i3 is the item by response tendency correlation, and i'23 is the delin-

quency scale by response tendency correlation.
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" Subjects

The purpose of the present study (identification of factor cate=

“gorles important In the etiology of various types of offenders and
" offenses) necessitated the use of two principal subject groups; a
?;de‘inquent group, and a non-delinquent group. The use of these two
groups permitted the determination of not only whether factor catedor-
‘{es differed between types of offenders, but also whether such differ-
jiences simply reflected differences in non-delinquant adolescents in
3‘general rather than occurring only in comparisons of delinquents. For
‘lexample, if a difference is found between high and low 1.Q. delin-
.quents on some factor category, it is necessary to know whether this
‘difference reflects a general difference beween high and low !.Q.
wédolescents or whether i1 occurs only for delinquents. A lack of
knowledge on the latter point precludes any meaningful statement con-
cerning the etiological differénces between high and low 1.Q, delin-
quents.,

The non-delinquent subject group consisted of a total of 296
Junior and Senior High School adolescents. All of the non-delinquent
subjects wereiresidents of small suburban towns innadiate}y adjacent
to Denvér, Colorado, Subjects were obtained from a Junior and Senior
High School in a relatively lower socio-economic status, predominantly
Spanish-Amerkcan area and a ralatively middle c];ss, predominantly

Anglo area.k Due to the necessary consideration of c)asé schedules

4 ' : ) S . S

The number of subjects frem each area and school is as follows: !
Lower class Junior, N = 100; Lower class Senlor, N = 54 Middle class
Junior, N = 88; mnd Middle class Senior, N = 5h,




_and the normal school routine there was no attempt at any kind of

: systematic sampling., [Instead data were obtalned from one or more
3Aacademic classes In the lower class Junior and Senlor High Schools and
1j’che middle class Junior High School. 1In the middle class Senfor High
''$chool class scheduies and other school-related factors necessitated
'lobtaining data from a group of volunteers. In neither procedure is

f
.. there any real! reason to suspect a3 biased sample with regard to the

I on . .
'variables of interest. An attempt was made to obtain data from at
glleast a fair number of students at each grade levei in each of the
“schools.

The delinquent subject group consisted of a total of 161
f{adjudicated delinquents on probation at the time of data collection.
‘fThesé subjects were drawn from the juvenile court probation depart-
ments of three judicial districts in Colorado.S A large part of the
larea served by each of the three courts is very similar in general
‘,population composition to at least one of the areas from which the
non-deiinquent subject group came. Also, data were obtained from

i virtually every delinquent put on probation during a certain period of
; time (the periods of data collection varied for each of the courts),
thus there was no proBlem of sample bias in fhe selection of delin-

; quent subjects within the three judicial districts. 1t should be
noted, however, that the three time periods during which data were
'1collected did not completely overlap, thus there is some possibility

et ——————— e,

5The judicial districts and the number of subjects obtained from
each is as follows: Judicial District 20 (Boulder, Colorado), N =
119; Judicial District 17 (Brighton, Colorado), N = 36; Judicial
District 21 (Grand Junction, Coiorado), N = 6.
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Hof a time blas If time of year {s related to responses on the

Experience Survey.

{|bata Collection

The Experience Survey was administered to the non-de!anu;ng
subjects during regular class time in school} by their teachers. The
one exception to this was iq the middle class Senior High School
where the Survey was administered du(ing regular school hours, but by
one of the school guidance counselors.

Data regarding age, sex, 1.Q., etc., were gathered in all but

{{one case from the school files by the experimenter. The exception

again being the middle class Senior High School, where only {.Q. was

obtained from the files. The other information was supplied by the
subjects themselves after the administration of the Experience Survey.
For the delinquent subject group the Experience Survey was

administered, in two of the courts, by the probation counselors at the

beginning of the subject's probationary period. In the third court it

{iwa¥ administered by a volunteer worker at the beginning of the proba-

tionary pefiod.

Data regarding age, sex, [.Q., offenses committed, etc., were
compiled by the experimenter from the probation department files in
one of the courts. In the other two courts the probation counselors
complefed a written form regarding this information. The form which

was used can be found in Appendix C.

Variables

The dependent variables in the present study consist of the ten

types of factors presented in Figure 1. These factors are applied to
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:{each of the four experience segments for a total of forty dependent
jvarlablas. .

Dus to the lack of a sufficient number of delinquent subjects
who could be tested with Experfience Survey I}, many of the delin-
quents' scores are based on testing with Experience Survey 1.6 All of
‘the non-delinquent subjects were tested with Experience Survey I}.
 The correlations between factor categories In the two versions of the
iExperience Survey are presented in Table 1. With very few exceptions
‘the relationships are high enough to substantiate the assumption that
"the two Surveys are paralle! forms of the same instrument.7 Because
- of the differences between the two tests in‘numbers of items in a
given factor category, the average :core across items in a factor
]category was used as the subject's score on that type of factor.

The independent variables in the present study consist of a num-
ber of dimensions which may be used to classify de]inquents, €lassi-
‘fication is based either on some characteristic of the delinquent him-
;self or some characteristic of the offenses he has committed., Classi~
‘fication according to type of offender was based on sex, age, socia-.
:economic status, inte!ligeqce, stability, family situation and ethnic

group. All classification decisions were based on the subject's

.status on these variables at the time the Experience Survey was admin-

Tlistered.

|
D

‘ Items and reliability and validity figures for Experience
Survey | are given in Appendix D,

?it shoyld be noted that there is no theoretical basis for
~expecting a high correlation among many of the factors in any given
‘category.
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TABLE |

Correlations between Factor Categories
of Experience Survey | and Experience Survey 11%

|
‘/Factor "ES 1 x €5 1 Factor FEs 1 x ES 1)
.ispy .83 1Pl .75
SPE .93 1pr .73
' SPPe .80 1PPe .95
“sPD .78 1Po .93
- SPPF .92 1PPr .92
1 SF1 .97 tFi .80
{I SFF .90 tFF 77
" SFPe . .79 IFPe .96
L' SFD .75 1FD .97
' sFPr .78 1FPr .89 y
. S50 , 7 is1 .85
i (SSF .86 ISF .87
''§5Pe .82 I1SPe .90
|'SSD .75 150 .86
‘SSPr .63 1ser .86
'S¢l .83 ] .78 .
'SCF .82 e 49
. SCPe .79 1CPe .81
15ED .86 1co .84
I'sepr .83 icPr .61

|
1
.*Based on the coilege student sample used in constructing Experience
Survey 1.

Sex: It has long been believed in delinquency research thet
there are différences in delinquency causation between males and
fesmales.

Age: Two age groups were formed; less than 16 years of age and
16 and older. Sixteen was chosen as the dividing point because it is
the lower legal limit for operating'aﬁ automobile in the State of
Colorado. Access to an automobile provides a juvenile with consider=

able frecdom from many of the outside restraints to which he was pre=
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1 vlously subject.

0 Soclo-economic Status: Three socio-economic groups were formed;

Jower, middle and upper. The Duncan lIndex of Socioecunomlic Status

i;(Regss, et al., 1961, pp. 263-275) was used to determine the relative

l.prestige of the occupation of the subjeéts‘ parents.8 Kahl and Davis
| {1955} conclude.in their revieonf measures of socio-economic status
that the best single index of social status {s an occupational scale.
1In a few cases considerable discrepancy occurred between either educa-
{tion or income and occupationai prestige. When such discrepancies’

‘appeared the subject was placed in a higher or lower socio-economic

status group as indicated by the discrepancy. The lower socio-

'leconomic group included such occupations as various types of laborers,

ljanitors, waiters and certain operatives. The middle group included
foremen, skilled laborers, certain operatives and small business
managers and proprietors. The upper group included engineers, doctors
{and other professionally trained individuals. The three categories

employed are of a relative nature and the upper category is probably

composed largely of what is usually thought of as the upper middle
socio-economic status.

Intelligence: Three inteliigence level groups were formed;
below averac:, average, and above average. The beloQ aver%ge group
was composed of those subjects having an 1.Q. below 90. The éverage
group included those subjects having an 1.Q. between 91 and 10. The
above average group consisted of subjects with an {.Q. greater than

110.

D

8 Coa e .
The dividing points on the Socio-economic Index were 17 and 57.
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. Stabiiity: This was based on the geographical mobility of the
Hsubject's family, {f the family had changed their place of residence

ﬂduring the year lmmedlateiy prior to the time the subject took the

| Experience Survey, he was placed In the mobile category; if no change

in residence had occurred he was placed in the stable group.

Family Situation: Three categories were formed; subjects living
|

[ with both natura! parents, subjects living with one natural parent ang
!
'‘one step-parent, and subjects living with one natural parent only.

I Ethnic Group: Two categories were formed; Anglo and Spanish-
rican. '
Comparisons on all of the above variables involved the use of

. both delinquents and non-delinquents ia the various variable cate-
|
‘gories,

The second major basis of classification was type of offense.

‘The variables used in this classification were group vs. individual
ﬁoffense, multiple vs, firsf offense, law violation vs. status-age

' specific offense, utilitarian vs. non-utilitarian offenses, victim
WPresent vs. victim absent, and criminal vs. conflict vs. retreatist

-offenses. Classification on all of these variables except multiple

Cvs. first offense .is based on the offenses committed during the year

immediately prior to the administration of the Experience Survey.
'|This was done because the Survey asks for responses in tefms of: i'How
i many times during the past year?® The multiple vg. first offense
dimension is based cn the subject's entire delinquent career.

Group vs._individual Offense;. Classification on this dimension

was based on whether the given subject tended to commit law viola-

tions alone or in ths rompany of others.
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Multiple vs. First Offense: This was based on whether the pre-
1“semt: offense was the first for a given subject or whether he had a

~previous record.

Law-violation vs. Status-age Specific Offense: Law violations
.were defined as those offenses which would be considered grounds for
}prosecution regardless of wﬁo engaged in them. For example, burglary,
}car theft, assault, etc. Status-age specific offenses were defined as
- those which are considered law-violating when engaged in by juveniles,
‘wbut non-law=-violating when engaged in by persons above a certain age
iiiimit. This type of offense is essentially the same as the “'Children
; in Need of Supervision' category (CHIN) initiated in the Colorade
zﬁhildren's Code of 1967 (Coloradb Legislative Council, 1867). In the
f present study the status-age specific category included truancy,
| runaway, incorrigibility, drinking, etc.

9

Utilitarian vs. Non-utilitarian:” Utilitarian o.fense was
{defined as a monetary or goods producfng law-violation. Non-utilitar-

ian included offenses which did not result in material reward to the

offender. Joyriding was regarded as a non-utilitarian offense because !
'|it does not result in any lasting increase in material possessions.

! Victim Prasent vs. Victim Absent: This was based on whether the

‘|victim of the offense was directly involved with the offender or was

in such a position that it was possible for him to actuafly observe

B R o —

9The present conception of utilitarian differs from that of
‘|Cohen (1955, pp. 25-26). He regards virtually all delinquency as non-
‘lutilitarian in that while offenses may be monétary or goods producing,
‘Ythe goods, etc., which are obtained are neither needed nor used appro-
priately by the delinguent.

T T T e
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'the offanse. The fmportance of this variable was stressed by several
“Juvenile Probation Counselors and was included in the present study at
_their suggestion.

" Criminal vs. Conflict vs, Retreatist: This variable is based on

‘the subcultural differentiation proposed by Cloward and Ghlin (1960).
Wln the present study the conflict category was expanded to include

"' those offenses which involved aggression toward property and indirect
! aggression toward persons. Thus, vandalism, disturbance and malicious
jmischief were included in the conflict category.

“ Classificati. : of subjects on the above offense variables {with
“the exception of the multiple vs. first offense distinction) was
~-accomplished through the use of a modification of the procedure
‘remployed by Roebuck and his associates in a seriés of studies of adult
offense tﬁpes (Roebuck, 1963; Roebuck & Cadwallader, 1961; Roebuck &
‘fJohnson, I962a£ Roebuck & Johnson, 1962b; and Rozbuck & Johnson,
‘]964). The Roebuck procedure uses as the basis of classificatioﬁ the
l‘most frequent charge or charges in the entire arrest history. |
ijharges appearing more recently are given greate: weight under the
‘;aséumption that they more accu}ately reflect the current stage in
‘:criminal or delfnquent development. The classification procedure used
:iin the present study was very similar to this except as previously
| .

'noted, only offenses committed in the past year were considered.

The rules used for offense classification in the present study

+ are as follows: (1) When there were three or less arrests the sub-

‘{ject was put in the category (for a given variable) which a minimum of

two of the offenses fit., (2) When thers were more than three arrests’

the pattern for the year was divided chronologically into three seg-
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 ments each including an equal number of offenses, |f equal segments

‘could not be obtained the additional offenses were included In the
more recent segment or segments, thus giving more weight to the more
irecent time perIods.‘0 A subject was put In fhe category (of a given
'variable) into which a minimum of three offenses fit if (a) at least

one of these three offenses appeared i1 the most recent segment, or,

C(b) if the three or more offenses of the given type constituted a

“minimum of 33% of the total offenses included in the two most recent

' segments.

‘ The use of this procedure did not permit a clear-cut classifi-

- cation for every subject on every variable. Thus for virtually all of

|orientations are of a largely speculstive

the offense type variables there is a residual category of subjects

which presents a “mixed pattern'* (i.e., have two or more arrests but

“‘Ido not show a clear pattern as defined by the above rules).

It should be noted at this point that while predictions of

‘|differences on certain types of factors for many of the independent

‘|variable categories could possibly be made on the basis of prior

theoretical and empirical work, this is not done in the present pro-

ject. There are two reasons for this: First, many of the theoretical

way of factual basis and are often tcd unclear to permit the deriva-

|tion of testable hypotheses; and many of the empirical findings are

B e —

10
{f there were a total of four offenses, theé more recent seg-
ment would include the two most recent offenses and the other two
segments would be corposed of the third and fourth offenses. If there

‘|were five offenses the two most recent segments would include the four

most recent offenses and the third segment the least recent offense.
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confllcting and contradictory. Thus predictions from these bases
seem somewhat unwarranted. Second, the present approach Is in many
respects unique and may well be too dissimilar to other orientations
to permit It to be used in testing hypotheses derived from other
sources, The present classification of factors does not actually
correspond to a reasonable degree with any other existing system and
thus may not provide a fair test of hypotheses derived from other
systems, Rather than making predictions or testing hypotheses the
present project is conceived of as an attempted application of the
present systzm to the delineation of delinquency-producing influences
in various types of dellnquents ard in regard to various types of
offenses, Any findings which clearly correspond to or contradict
previous theoretical or empirical work are noted.
Analysis

The basic interest in the present study is to identify the
manner in which various types (in terms of type of offense and type of
offender) of delinquents differ from each other in regard to the
multiple-factor scheme previously discussed. In addition, if differ-
ent types of delinquents do differ from each other on some asﬁect of
the multiplé-factor scheme, it must be insured that this difference is
not simply due to some general disparity which occurs for all juve-
niles. For the present purposes (the differentiation among types of
delinquents) differences should be unique to delinguents. The
requirgmgnt of uniqueness of differences necessitates the use of a‘
non~-delinquent comparison group at some point in the data analysis.

In order to most efficiently identify. those specific féctor

categories in which various types of delinquents differ from each
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'ﬂéther a three stage analytlc procedure was adopted. (t should be
w;oted‘that this procedure also permits the identification of those
\differences which are unique to delinquents through the use of both
;‘delinquent and non-delinquent subject groups In the third stage of the
hanalysis. .

Ei §£§g§'ggg: The complexity of the multiple-factor scheﬁerneces-
.isitates the use of some method of identifying where in the scheme

; differgnces, among types of delinquents, on specific factor categories
. may possibly be found. Rather than looking at each individual factor
:category separately, the present approachiis to consider all categor-
‘lies in a given life segment at the same time through the use of
multivariate analysis of variance procedures. Only data from delin-
.[quent subjects are employed in this stage of the analysis.

i Consideration of a specific independent variable (socio-

“leconomic status) will serve to clarify the first stage of the analysis.

The question to be answered is: '"ls there an overall difference on

factor scores betweun low, medium and high social status delinquents

5 within any one of the four life segmentsi(Peers, Family, School and

; City)?" A multivariate analysis of variance on all ten facgor types .
: {Social lnstigators, Social Prohibitors, Individual Instigators, etc.)
: for each of fhe four experience segme' .s is performed (thus four

L muléivariate analyses of variance are performed for each indépendent

variable). The multivariate analysis of variance procedure is ‘essen-

- {tially a multivariate generalization of a one-way univariate analysis

of variance. In the present multivariate procedure the null hypo-
j thesis is that uy = Uy = ug, where the u's are population centroids or

{the mean vectors of the factor scores for the three social strata.
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According to Cooley and Lohnes (i962) the test of the null hypothesis

employs Wilks' lambda which is defined as follows:
A= W/ iTl .

‘ywhere W I5 the pooled within-groups deviation score cross-products
matrix and T is the total sample deviation score cross-products matrix.

The elements of the W and T matrices are defined as follows:

N
g (g _ _
Wy = kzl{n;l Kign = X5 K0 - Xjk)}
N _ .
b = nzl (ig = %) X = X5)

Ewhere g~= number of groups, Ng number of subjects in group g, and i
and j ;un from 1 to p, where p = the number of variables" (p. 61).
rThe Symbol lﬁl denotes the determinant of matrix W; likewise for-{T|.
As T} incréases relative to |W| the ratio decreases in size
{ with an accompanying increase in the confidence with which the null

hypothiesis is rejected. In testing the significance of A theF

approximation developed by Rao (1952) is used. This is as follows:

F2r+2)‘ - (l - z)(ms+25) ,
ms Y 2r

| where s =l (p?‘q2 - l&)/(p2 + q2 - 5), q = g-1, g = number of groups,

p = number of variabtes; m = n-(p + q + 1}/2, n = N-1, N = total num-

ber of subjects; A = -{pq-2)/k; r = pq/2; and y = AI/S,]‘

lNhere only two subject groups_are involved the procedure is to
use Hotelling's (1931, pp. 360-378) T2 which is a generalization of
student's t test, and is a special case for.which Wilks' lambda is
applicable.
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For those segments in which a significant F Is not obtalned the

" analysis of soclio-economlc status Is stopped at this point. However,

if a slgniflcani F Is obtained for,one or more of the segments the
éecond stage of the analysis is undertaken in only those segments for
“hich the null hypothesis Is rejected.

Stage Two: The second stage is again an effort to specify
where differences on specific types of factors may possibly be found
?ithout having to examine each individual factor category. The ques-
fion here is: “Given that an overall difference on factor scores
émong Tow, medium aﬁa high social status delinquents exists within a
certain segment,.is this difference on the social tide, the indivi-
dual side, or in both of these areés?" A ﬁultivariate analysis §f
variance (as described above) on £he five types of factors (Instiga-
“tors, Prohibitors, etc.) on the individual side and on the social side

is performed. |f the null hypothesis is rejected for one or both of

these the third stage of the analysis is undertaken for the area in

which differences are indicated.

Stage Three: In the third stage of theAanalysis interest is
directed to three points. First, to inéuring that differences on
individual factor categories which may be found among types of delin-

quents are not due simply to general differences existing in all juve-

a difference among types of delinquents exists. Third, to determining
whether differences among delinquents classified accbrding to a given
independent variable remain when other independent variables are con-

trolled.

Analyses in this stage employ data from both delinquent and non-

I3

niles. Second, to determining for which individual factor categories




multiple correlation coefficients uses the F-ratio:

‘where dfl is the difference between the number of linearly independent

I
L2

Wdﬁllnquent subject groups, and are based on the multiple linear
wrggression techniques developed by Bottenberg and Ward (1963, pp. 22-
i:f). 1n general these techniques lnvolve the tomparison of the accur~’
35cy of two predicticns to the criterion variable (Y), one predictlion
Lbased on the full mod;! (FM) or the inclusion of the 'critical"
rvarlable and the other based on a restrlcted model (RM) cr the exclu-

‘S|on of the Yeritical' variable (actually the squared mul tiple corre=-

,]atlon coefficients of each equation are compared). In the present
H

‘%tudy the eriterion variable is always the score on some individual
1?actor category. Dummy variables are used to indicate a given sub-
‘}ect's‘pusition with regard to the relevant independent variable
1ke.g., assigning a 1 if the subject has a high 1,Q. and a 0 other-

} ise). . If the inclusion of the “critical® variable'results in signi-
(?icantly better preéiﬁtion this is regarded as an indication of
différences in the mean scores on the criterion variabl; between the

groups classified according to the 'ritical' variable.

The test for the significance of differences between two squared

i (REy - Ray/ (6F))
(1 - &2,/ (df))

vectors in the full model and in the restricted model; and, df2 is the

" v
number of subjects minus the number of linearly independent vectors in

the full model.

Additional independent variables can be controlled through the

application of dummy variables to cruss-c]assiéied subjects (e.q.,

) assigning a 1 if the subject has a high.l.Q. and is in the high social
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ji?tatus group and a 0 otherwlse).

¥

i An example of the analyses performed for a given independent
|'variable will serve to [llustrate the amalytic procedures. Assuming
}jfhat the first stage of the apalysis indicated an overall difference

‘between high and low 1.Q. delinquents with regard to the ten factor

‘categories in the School segment, the second stage of the analysis
1

"would then consist of two multivariate analyses of variance; one on

" the Individual School factors and one on the Social School factors.
;iAssuming that the second stage of the analysis indicated an overall
;jdifference'between high and low 1.Q. delinquents for the fivg Indivi=
dual School factor categories, but not for the Social School factors,
the third stage of the analysis would consist of the following steps
for gach of the five Individual School factors (starting with Indivi-

tidual School Instigators): (1) An effort to insure that differerces

{ibetween 1.Q. levels are unique to delinquents and do not simply

reflect some genéral difference associated wi;h 1.Q. levels for_all

jljuveniles. The null, hypothesis is that there is no difference be-

tween delinquents and non-delinquents in the Tow i.Q. group and no

difference between delinquents and non-delinquents in the high Q.

group. The following equations would be employed in testing this
hypothesis: '
"FM: IS = a|X] + azx2 + a3x3 + auxu + e H

RM: 181 = b]w‘ + bz\-,'2 +e

2
where 1Sl is the vector of scores on Individual School Instigators;
Xj is 1 if low 1.Q. delinquent, 0 otherwise; X, is | if Tow 1.Q. non-

delinquent, 0 otherwise; X

3 is | of high 1.Q. delinquent, 0 otherwise;

q
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X“ {s 1 1f high L. Q. non-delinquent, 0 otherwlge; Nl is I-If low 1.Q.,
0 otherwise; W, is 1 If high 1.Q., O otherwise; a; and b are appro-

prlate regression weights; and e and e, are residual vectors, the
differences between the predicted values of IS1 and the actual values.

The F-ratio discussed above would be employed in comparing Rgn and

2
R
Lo
The rejection of the null hypothesis indicates that delinquents ,

.and non-delinquents at the same 1.Q. levels have different mean

scores on Individual School Instigators, and thus any differences
which may be found in this factor category between high and lTow 1.Q.
delinquents must be unique to the delinguent subject group. If the

above null hypothesis is rejected the next step of the anafysis is

1performed. (2) An effort to ‘determine whether different types of

Tdelinquents, in terms of 1.0Q. levels, differ from each other on Indi-

vidual School Instigators. The null hypothesis is that high and Tow
1.Q. dellnquents do not differ on Individual School Instigators. The
following equations would be employed in testing this hypothesis:

FM: 1IS81 = a‘xl + azx2 + ey H

RM: IS = 0U + e,y ,

T where X] is 1 if hngh 1.Q. dellnquent, 0 otherwise; X, is 1 if Tow

2

1.Q. delinquent, O othenﬂlse, a; are approprlate regression weights;
‘ and e, are residual vectors; and U is a unit vector. It should be
noted that in the case where the restrlcted model contains only the

unit vector, U, RRM is arbitrarily deflned as 0 (Bottenberg & Hard

JU—
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1963, p. 126)."
Lz The rejection of the null hypothesis indicates a significant

"ldifference In mean scores on Individual School Instigators between

high and low 1.Q. delinquents. |f the above null hypothesis is

rejected the third step of this stage of the analysis is undertaken,

1{3) An effort to determine whether the difference between 1.Q. levels

j remains when other independent variables are controlled. For illustra=

tive purposes only one variable (sex) will be controlled, although in

fthe actual analysis an effort will be made to control each of the

independent variables.,

It should be noted, however, that consideration of a number of

jvariables at the same time is severely limited by the sample size;

f the situation of having an extremely small N in certain of the cross-

;lassified groups very rapidly arises. When no Su fell into a given
group the analyses for the given variables could not be performed.

In controiling for the sex variable the null hypothésis is that

; high and low 1.Q. delinquent males do not diffe~ from each other and

that high and low 1.Q. delinquent females do not differ {rom each

“other. The following equations would be employed in testing this

| hypothesis:

FM: ISl = alX‘ + aZXZ + a3X3 + ahxu + e H

RM: IS1

i

b‘w‘ + bzw2 +e, ,

i

Senrm————

i

2,
in this case the appropriate F-ratio is as follows:

2

(Rey)/df,
2 yar
(1 - Rgy)/df,

|
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“here X, is 1 if low 1.Q. female, O otherwlse; X2 is | if high t.Q.
female, O otherwise; X3 Is 1 if tow {.Q. mafe, 0 otherwise; X“ is 1 lf‘
high 1.Q. male, O otherwise; wl Is 1 {f female, 0 otherwise;,w2 fs |

if male, O othenreise;‘ai and bl are appropriate regressioq weights;

and e]’and e, are vresidual vectors. The rejection of the null hypo-
thesis indicates that kigh and low {.Q. delinquents of the same sex
have different mean scores on Individual School Instigators, and thus
ﬂifferences betsezen 1.Q. levels remain when the sex variable is con-
trolled.

As mentioned previously, other independent variables and combi-

‘nations of variables can be controlied through procedures similar to

those outlined in step three of the third stage of the analysis.

" 1t should be emphasized that stage three of the analysis, as

Tillustrated above, is only for one of the five factor categories

which the first two stages of the analysis indicated as- potentially
important. In actual practice stage three is performed on each of the
five factor categories, or in some cases on all ten of the factor
categories, depending on the results of stage one and stage two of the

analysis,
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VI, RESULTS

Due to the complexity and length of the anafysls a summary of
results for each independent variable is presented in Tables 2
through 9 of this section. Detailed data regarding each step of the
analysis is provided in Appendi; E. Summary Tables 2 through 9 are to
be interpretsd in the following manner. The Fact column indicates
éach of the 4O factor categories. The Seg column refers to stage 1 of
;he analysis, a multivariate analysis of variance on the 10 factors in
each of the four segments. The Sou column indicates the source of the
factor, éither Individual or Social, and referé to stage |1 of the
analysis, a multivariate analysis of variance on each of the two
factor sources. The DIS column refers to stage 111, step one of the
analysis, a regression‘analysis comparing delinquency status within
the various groups of tﬁe given independent variable., This was done
to insure that differences between independent variable groups of
delinquents were not simply a reflection of some general differences
common to all adolescents (i.e., diffe;ences occurred only among

delinquents}. A lack of significant findings in this column indicates

 that the independent variable groups of non-delinquents differ in the

" ||same manner as the independent variable groups of delinquents. The

fifth column indicates the particular independent variable of interest
in the given table. This column refers to stage }il, step two of the

analysis, a comparison of the factor scores of delinquents who differ

on the‘particular independent variable (i.e., types of offenders or

types of offenses). The remaining columns indicate the other vari-

ey
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ébles whose Influence has been controlled. These columns refdr to
stage 111, step three of the analysls, 8 comparison of types of
offenders (as determtned by the independent variable of interest)
ithin levels of other varlables (e.g., male and female delinquents
within age levels). The body of the Tables contain indicators of
significance Ievels, at the various stages and steps of the analysis,
for the factor or factors in the corresﬁonding row. A blank at a
particular point in a Table indicates a 1ack of significant findings
for the particular factor and stage of analysis. An “s* (significant)
indicates 3 significant difference at the .05 probability Tevel. An

ugtt (highly significant) indicates a significant difference at the .0!

{probabitity level. A ' (very significant) indicates a significant

“ldifference at the .00l probability level. Bracketed letters are used

to indicate a signifidant difference, found by a multivariate analysis

of variance, on a number of factors.

The Tables should be, in general read from left to right. This

provides a description of results as the analysis progressed from

stage | through stage 111, step three. A given factor, or set of

| factors in the two initial stages of the analysis, may fail to reach

significance at any point in the analysis. In general, when 2 signi-

ficant difference was not obtained, the analysis for that factor {or
1 set of factors) was terminated. The point at which a sxgnlftcant

: dlfferen»e was not obtained is indicated by the occurrence of btank

spaces as opposed to the significance indicators.
|t should also be noted that in the following discussion of
resulcs, Table numbers for the relevant detailed Tables given in

Appendix E are provided. These detailed Tables present appropriate
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'means, standard deviations, Rz's, degrees of freadom, F-ratlos and

3robablllty levels for each individual analysis which was performed.
The results discussion will be confined to a consideration of only
those factors for which significant differences have been foﬁnd in all
stages and steps of the analysis (i.e., when other variables are con-

trolled}.

Offender Variables

Classification according to type of offender is baged on the
following: :résidentiﬂl mobility, family composition, sex, age, socio-
economic status, intelligence and ethnic groub membership. A differ-
ence b?tWeen types of offenders, as determined by one of the above

variables, is not considered in the following discussion unless it was

{found to occur regardless of the influence of each of the other vari-

ables. In addition, to insure that differences are not due to the
extent of delinquency involvement, it was required that they be inde-
pendent of the number of offenses committed (as measured by the'
first-multiple offense variable) before they are considered a;‘éuﬁ-
stantiated results, Besides the multiple-first disfinction no con=-
trol of type of offense was made with regard to the type of offeﬁder
variables, ) )

Mobility: Stage | of the analysis yielded no éignificant
differences between residentially stable and mobile delinquents in any
»f the four segmeﬁts (See Appendix E, Table 10). The analysis of

mobility was consequently terminated after stage |.

Family Composition: Again stage | of the analysis indicated no
overall significant differences in-any segmgnt“(sée Appendix E, Table

11}. Analysis was thus terminated after the first stage.

3
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Sex: A summary of the analysis on sex is contained In Table 2.

 SlgnlfIcant differences between male and female dellnquents, which
?‘he\d up when the influence of other variables was considered, were
‘found for three factors, These factors were Individual Family Per-
I'mission, Individual School Facilitation, and Individual City

}}Diversion. Females scored consistently higher than males on Individu-
‘5§l Family Permittors and Individual School Facilitators. Males

1 scored consistently higher than females on Individual City Diverters.

' Details of the analyses performed on sex can be found in Tables 12

" through 2b in Appendix E.

‘ Age: A summary of the analysis on age is contained in Table 3.
i}Significant differences between young and pld delinquents were
;;obtained for the Social Peer Instigators and the Social Peer Facili-

| tators. These differences were independent of the influence of other

E‘variables. Older delinquents scored consistently higher than younger

.-on these two factors. Details of the analyses performed on age are.

icontained in Tables 25 fhrough 35 of Appendix E.

Socio-economic Status: A summary of the analysés on socio-
14economic status levels is contained in Table k. Significant differ-
*lences among low, medium and high socio-economic status levels was
.|found for one factor category, Social Peer Permiﬁtors. Differences
‘lwere obtained on this factor regardless of the influence of other
; variables. Medium socio-economic status delinquents consistently
fscored highest., The high socio-economic status group scored second

highest and the low status group lowest. -Detailed results of the

‘{]analysis on sogioféconomic status are presented in Tables 36 fhrough

43 of Appéndix.E.

.




TABLE 2

Results of Analysis on Sex
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Fact

MVANOV
Seq  Sou

Dl1s

Control for
Sex 10 Stbh  Fam Eth Age SES

M-F

‘3P
SPF
.SPPe
SPD

{ SPPr

‘1Pl

{ 1er

-1PPe
"1PD
PP

SFI
SFF
SFPe
SFD
SFPr

IF|
1FF
1FPe
1FD
AFPr

< < I < T

A
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:TABLE 2 {cont.)

52

Fact
fsst
}SSF
;sspe
ssp
Isspr
i1
ISF
1SPe
1D
ISPr

SC!
SCF
SCPe
SCD
sCPr

IC1
ICF
1CPe
1CD
ICPr

MVANOV

Sec

L J

Sou

D1S

Sex

Stb

Control

Fam

Eth

for
Ace

SES




TABLE 3

Results of Analysis on Age
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\Fact

MVANOV
Seq Sou

D1S

Control for
Age_ Sex  SES 1Q Stb__ Fam

SPI
SPF
SPPe

11sPD

SPPr

1Pl
1PF
IPPe
1PD

1PPr

S
SFF

{sre

SFD
SFPr

IFi
IFF
IFPe
IFD
IFPr

][]

S

w

<

H H S S S
H S H S S




m e e i

ik

54

TABLE 3 (cont.)

i TVANOV Control for
/Fact _Seg  Sou pis Age _ Sex  SES 1Q sth  Fam __Eth _ M-F

sst []
'SSF
ssPe
‘850
'§SPr

“ist ]
ISF
. ISPe S
'1sp
IsPr L i v

scl
SCF
SCFe
sCD
SCPr

1cl
1cF
iCPe
1CD
1CPr

ottt "I

R
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TABLE 4

Results of Analysis on Socio-economic Status

Fact

MVANOV Control for .
Seg Sou DIS SES Sex Age 1Q Stb  Fam__ M-F Eth¥

SP1
SPF
SPPe
SPD
SPPr
1Pt
{PF
§PPe
'} PD
1PPr

SF1
SFF
SFPe
SFD
SFPr

IF1
IFF
1FPe
1ED
1FPr

- -

v

5

Y
'}
k
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Fact ~ Sec

sst
'SSF
1'8SPe
| ssp
SSPr

st
CISF
JI}SPe
1sp
sy

|
Isef
SCF
SCPe
SCD

“SCPr

!

el

1eF
{CPe

1cp

r1CPr

MVANOV

Sou Di§ SES

Controt for
Sex Ace iQ Stb  Fam MH-F Eth¥

i*Analysis of socio-economic status within ethnic groups was not per-
formed because no $s fell into
. Spanish group.

the high socio-economic status-
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Intelligence: A summary of the analyses performed om §.Q.

Hievels s contained in Table 5. Significant differences were found
;for two factor categories, Social Family Facilitators and Individual
‘gchool Prohibitors. These differences among 1.Q. levels remained when
Hlthe influence of other variables was controiled. One of the con-
trolled variables did, however, have an effect on the direction of the ;
obtained differences. For Social Family Facilitators the relation-
ship was consistent regardleSS'of other factors. The high 1.Q. group
élways scored highest and the low l.Q. group lowest. For Individual
School Prohibitors the relationship was also, in general, a positive
one (high 1.Q.-high mean factor score, low 1.Q.-low mean factor
score). One exception to this did occur, however. When stability was
considered a positive relationsiiip between 1.Q. level and mean factor
lscores was obtained within the stable group. In the unstable group
the medium 1.Q. level Ss had the highest mean score and the high 1.Q.
ieve\ Ss the lowest. These findings indicate that the relationship
between 1.Q. and Individual School Prohibition differs depending on
whether it occurs in a residentially stable or unstable group of
delinquents.

Thus while significant differences among 1.Q. levels on Indi-
&idual School Prohibitors exist regardiess of the effects of other
variables, it cannot be assumed that these differences are independent
éf stability. On the contrary the influence of stability was strong
?nough to, at least partially, change the direction of the relation-
k;hip between §.Q. level and mean facﬁor scores although the overall

significance of the relationship remained.

J
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TABLE 5

Results of Analysis on {.Q,

fFact

MVANOV . Control for
Seq  Sou DIS 1Q Stb  Fam Age Sex Ses M-F Ethx

| sPI
'SPF
\SPPe
Isep
-1SPPr

N

{PF
1PPe
1PD

|1per

Tsry
sFF

SFPe
SFD

|sFpr

IFl

TirF
lirpe

{FD

HIFPr

|
i
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TABLE 5 (cont.)
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fFact

HVANOV

Seg

Sou

Control for
DIs 1Q Stb  Fam Age Sex SES M-F Ethw®

SS1
§SF
SSPe
SSD
SSPr

141}
ISF
ISPe
(£11]
1SPr

SCi
SCF
SCPe
SCD
SCPr

1CPe
1Cp
icpr

r -

*Analysis of 1.Q.
because no §s fell into the high 1.Q. level-Spanish group.

levels within ethnic groups was not performed
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petalled results of the analyses performed on |.Q. levels are
contained in Tables 44 through 55 of Appendix E.

| Ethnic: A summary of the analysls on ethnic group membership
I's presented in Table 6. Significant differences between Anglo and

§§anish-American delinquents were found for Social Peer Permittors and

| ?ndividual Family Instigators. These differeﬁces existed regérdless

lof the influence of other variables, although again certain of the
controlied variables caused changes in the direction of the relation-
ship between ethnic group membership and mean factor scores. Anglos
scored consistently higher than Spanish on Social Peer Permittors.
For individual Family lnstiéators Anglos also, in general, scored
higher than Spanish., Ths exception to this occurred when family
composition was considered. Anglo Ss coming from families containing.
either both natural parents or one parent scored higher than Spanish
1Ss from corresponding family types. -~However, inthe S gréup coming
from families including a step-parent, the Spanish Ss scored higher
than the Anglo. The fact that the relative mégnitudes of the mean
factor scores for Anglo and Spanish Ss in the step-parent families are
almost directly reversed from the scores of Ss coming from the other
two family can;position g.mups'suggests that the presence of .a step-
parent méy have a positive effect (in ferms of Individual Family
Instigation) in Anglo families and a negative effect fﬁ Spanisﬁ
‘families.

Detailed results of the analyses performed on ethnlc group
membershlp are contained in Tables 56 through 6l of Append|x E.
Analyses performed for the offense type variables are essen-

tially the same as those performed for the offender type variables with

%
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TABLE 6

Results of Analysis on vinnic Group
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Fact

HVANOV Control for
Seq Sou DIS Eth Sex Agqe Stb Fam _M-F

SES

fQ%

sPi
SPF
§Ppe
5PD
sPPr

Pl

1PF
iPPe
IPD

1PPr

SF1
SFF
SFPe
SFD

SFPr

iF1

IFF
1FPe

UFD
1FPr

v

w
» &
(%23
(%]
(%]
(%]
"
T

i

H

JEE
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TABLE 6 (cont.)
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MVANOV Control for
Fact Seq Sou DIS Eth Sex Aqe Stb  Fam M-F  SES#»

1Q%

Sst
SSF

{lsspe

SSD
SSPr

{1t

ISF
tSpe
§sD
1sPr

SCI
SCF
SCPe
Sco
SCPr

iCl
ICF
iCPe
ico
ICPr

*Analysis of ethnic group within both socio-economic status and {.Q.

hlgh socio-economic status group or the Spanish-high 1.Q. group.

levels was not performed because no Ss fell into either the Spanish-~
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the one exceptlon belng that step one of stage fil (the comparison of
'delinquents and non-delinquents within independent variable categor-
:lés) of each set of analyses Is omitted because presumably the non-
‘delinqueﬁts have not committed any offenses. The summary tables of
%results for the offense type variables are also identical to those of
‘the offender type variablés except that the DIS column {delinquency
.status) is omitted because differences among offense types are, by
j‘dei’init:ian, unique to delinquents,

I
‘Offense Variables

I A difference between types of offenses was required to occur
| independently of the influences of the offender variables (sex, age;
fetc.), and of the influence of extent of de]inquenﬁy. The latter
influence is automatically controlled through the offense class:fica-

tion procedure since this procedure requires the occurrence of a num-

ber of offenses before a given individual can be categorized as to

offense type. Thus all differences for offense types are for
multiple offenses. No control of one offense type on another was
performed.

Criminal, Conflict and Mixed Offenses: Stage | of the analy-

these three offense types (see Table 65 in Appendiz E). Conse-
quently the analysis of these three offense types was terminated
after stage i,

Victim Present, Victim Absent and Mixed Offense Types: Again

stage | of the analysis indicated a lack of significant overall

sis indicated no significant overall differences in any segment among




Ndifferences in any segment (see Table 66 In Appendix E). Thus the
: analysls was again terminated after stage 1.

Groﬁg,ggg individual Offenses: Stage | of the analysis
0

! yieldea a significant overall difference for the School segment
(F)0/72 = 2.27; p < .05). Stage Il of the analysis yielded a signifi-
cant overall difference for Individual sources within the School seg-
) ment (F5/77 = 2,53; p < .05). However, the compariioh of group and

: éndividual offenses on each Individual School factor indicated a lack
of significant differences for any one factor. Thus the analysis on

this variable was terminated at that point.
I Detailed results of the analyses are presented in Tables 67

and 68 of Appendix E.

Utilitarian, Non-utilitarian and Mixed Offenses: A summary

Bf the results of the analysis on this variable is presented in Table

7. Significant differences among these three offense types vere

found for Individual Peer Perwittors; however, when the influences of

othér variables were considered the differences disappeared. Details

of the analyses for this variable can be found in Tables 69 through 77

of Appendix E.

Criminal and CHIN Offenses: A summary of results of the analy-
;is on this variable is presented in Table 8. Significant differences
between criminal and CHIN offenses were found .for Sgcial City lﬁsti—
gators and Social City Permittors. Differences on these two factors
remained significant when the influence of other variébles was con-
trolled; however, certain of the controlled variables had an effect on
the #irection of the differences. For the.Sogjél City Permittors the

Ss committing criminal offenses scored consistently higher than those

.




AL

ke

TABLE 7

Results of Analysis for Utilltarian,
Non-utilitarian and Mixed Offenses

Fact

MVANOV

Seq

Sou

utl

Control for

SPi
SPF
SPPe
SPD
SPPr

Pl
IPE
iPPe
3]
1PRr

SF1
SFF
SFPe
SFD
SFPr

1Fl
IFF
IFPe
{FD
IFPr

P -

r

Eth Age SES 19 Stb  Fam _ Sex®

65
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TABLE 7 (cont.)

KVAKQY Control for
Fact Seq Sou Ut} Eth Agqe SES {0 Stb Fam  Sexk

sst
SSF
SSPe
SS0

T ow?

15}
ISF
t5Pe
IS
15Pr

SCi
str
SCPe
SCO
SCPr

11
icF
16be
Hn}
iCPyr

Hnalysis of utilitarian-non-utilitarian-mixed offense types
within sex group was not performed because no Ss fell into the
wa-utilitarian-female group.

66
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TABLE 8

Results of Analysis for Criminal and CHIN Offenses

‘Fact

MYANGY Control for
Seq Sou CR-CH Sex Age SES 10 Stbh Fam Eth

sPI
| SPF
~sPPe
. sPD
- SPPr

1P
Pt
y |PPe
LPD
| [l

SF1
SFF
~ SFPe
* SFD

SRRy -

IRL!
AFF
i IFPa
iFD
~AFPr

67




TABLE 8 (cont.)

- MVANOV Control for
Fact Seq Sou CR-CH Sex Age SES 1Q _ Stb Fam _Eth

p

151 o
ISF
iSpPe S
15D

{SPr .J L J

st [1 1 s v s s H VvV s s
ScF 4
scpe sf H vV S H H VvV s s
SCD
scer | ] ‘

1cl _ :
IcF ‘ ;
ICPe ‘ si
16D : ‘

1CPr

s




RER P p———y

69

I
;:;omnltting CHIN offenses. For Soclal Clty Instigators those
;f\;ommtttlné criminal offenses also generally scored higher; however,
: :%hls was reversed within the male group., Male CHIN offenders
‘;cored higher than male criminal offenders. Detalls of the analyses
‘;n criminal and CHIN offense types are présented in Tables 78
‘fhrough 87 of Appendix E.

Multiple and First Offenses: A summary of results of the

‘%nalysis on this variahle is presented in Table 9. Significant

] ?ifferences between multipie and first offenses were found for Social
iicity Diverters and Individual City Diverters. These differences
I}emained after the effects of other variables were controlled. For
]%oth of the factors Ss committing first offenses scored consistently
'hjgher than those committing a number of offenses. Details of the
%analyses on this variable are presented in Tables 88 through 97 of

‘Appendix E.

e




TABLE 9

Results of Apalysis on Multiple and First Offenses

Fact

MVANOV
Seg Sou M~F Sex SES Stb

SPi
SPF
SPPe
SPR
SPPr

{Pl
CIPE
{PPe
1PD
{EPr

SFt
SFE
SFPe
SFD
SFPr

?Fl
AFF
{IFPe
?FD
iFPe




TASLE 9 (cont.)

J MVANOV
Fact Seg Sou M-F

Sex

Control for

551
{{ssF
$SPe
issp
SSPr

IS4
ISF
ISPe
ISD
{SPr

HE
SCF
SCPe H
3]
SCPr

1€t [ T
ICF
ICPe [
1GD H
ICPr ‘

i3

oo fimeeiy
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Vi, DISCUSSION

‘ An important difficulty arises in relating the present resuits
!
" to previous ones because the multiple-factor scheme used In this

i study is quite different from any prior theoretical bases. Conse-

|

.quently before any comparison of the present and other findings can be
: \‘made the other findings must be placed in the framework of the

“multiple-factor scheme. The problem arises in ''translating' previous
!

‘work into the multiple-factor concepts from information provided in
study reports. Errors in this ''transiation' process may result in

i incorrect identification of other findings in terms cf the multiple-
i . .

" factor scheme and thus in misleading comparisons between the present
|

- work and prior studies. This cautionary note should be kept in mind

] vhen considering the discussion of results.

‘;jOFFender Varisbles

‘ Mobility: Previous work regarding residential stability is
~‘quite limited. Several studies have suggested a relationship between
‘residential stability and delinquency, although there has been no Wt:;rk
[directly comparing stalile and unstable délinquents. Savitz (1962)
{reports that stabla adolescents evidence a highe% delinquency ra‘te
"than migrants. Red! and Wineman (1962) report extreme mobility in the
%;group of disturbed delinquents they dealt with, and Kvaraceus (1945)
“reports that mobility is more common among delinquents thar'\ among non-
“;dennquents. None of these studies attribute the reported relation-

{1ships to any particular influence. Nye (1958) maintains that

{\m"bi”tY results in a reduction in social controls, particularly in
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the Peer and Clty segments, The prasent work found no indications of

sych a reduction of controls among residentially unstable delin-

lquents, Reuterman (1967a) reports that moblle delinquents score

higher on Social City Diversion than stable delinquents. The present
work does not support thils difference,

Family Composition: Considerable work has indicated a relation-
ship between broken homes and delinquency {Barnes & Teeters, 1959;
Monahan, 13962; Nye, 1958; Sutherland & Cressey, 1955; and Toby, 1962).
This is generally attributed to a reduction in Social Family Prohibi~
tors within broken homes. The relationship between broken homes and
delinquency is also generally believed to be differentially affected
by the sex of the juvenile. Females in broken homes are believed to

experience a greater reduction in Social Family Prohibition than

IImales (Sutherland & Cressey, 1955; and Toby, 1962). No evidence

regarding differences among delinquents coming from v .ious types of

v:homes is available, Thus the lack of differences found in the pre-

‘Zsent study cannot be considered in light of other findings, although

?an earlier study using the multiple-factor scheme also found no
differences among delinquents coming from different family situations
 (Reuterman, 1967a). Two factors should be noted with regard to this
‘lack of differences: First, the present distinction was between
Physica]ly broken and intact homes, not psychologically broken, The
’ilatfer type of distinction, encompassing a Qirtua”y complete breake~
down of relations between parents, may actually be more important than
fhe pysical .absence of one parent. Second, in the present study
;{interest is focused on juveniles who have already become delinquent.

Thus while the influence of broken homes may be important in initially

el




producling dellnquency, once it occurs the influences from different

=
types of home situations may elther tend to become simllar or, If they

i*do remain different, 7ay become less important,

s

Sex: frescnt findings indicate that female dellinquents are

é‘hlgher than males on Individual Family Permittors. This result is
i
i congruent with previous work. Cooper {1957} suggests that the number

g‘of delinquency petitions filed on females for "'beyond parental

?‘control" may indicate that female deliﬁquents have gréa;er home

i

‘% related problems than males. Kvaraceus (1945) found that family-

i.; ¢hild conflict was more common for female delinquents than for males.

* While such conflict itself need not necessarily be considered an

S

“ndividual Permittor, it could certainly produce a home atmosphere

: which would make the adolescent unhappy and dissatisfied. Wattenberg

and Saunders (1954) found the home situation of females to be more
tense with the result that they were more hostile toward the home and
glfa]t “picked on*t to a greater extent than males.
i While the present study resulted in no sex differences for

.§ Social Family instigation, Permission or Diversion, Wattenberg and

E‘Saunderé {1954) report that female delinquents are more rejected by
¢ their parents and that the parents of females give less co-operation

. ; to law enforcement agencies. Also females have more chores to do in
Ly
i ' the home and parents participate more in their recreational activi-
I “ties.
:
. Present results indicate that female delinquents score higher
g;than males on Individual School Facilitation. Prior studies make no
Y .
:

'_:‘mention of differences between males and females for this particular

influence. Other studies do, however,'report differences oil Social

]
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- Reuterman {1867a) report similar ﬁndings.

. with their home situation, often angry with the general course of

‘events at home, often feeling that they cannot stand to remain at home

* and often are unable to find ways of occupying their time in the ‘

75

school Diverters and Soclal School tnstlgators which were not found in
the present one, Wattenberg and Saunders {1954} report that females
engage In school sponsored lelsure activitles to a greater extent

than males. Also females have poorer relationships with schooimates
and teachers than males.

The present study found that males score higher than females on

individual City Diverters, Wattenberg and Saunders {1954) and

Summary of Sex Differences: The brief summary sections pro-
vided at the end of the discussion of each independent variable are
basved on the Experience Survey items used as measures of the various
factors on which significant differences were found for the given
v‘ar;iab]e. The summaries are intended to p_rovide a composite char-

acterization of the types of delinquents.

Female delinquents can be characterizéd as being dissatisfied

and often rejecting of parental interest in their affairs. They also
feel that they are smarter than other pupils in school and better able
to "get away with'! forbidden activities. They have Htvt!e' interest in

organized recreation and other types of formalized leisure activities

neighborhood in which they live.

in contrast, male delinquents are relatively satisfied with
their kome situation, they are not often angry with events there, and
do rot have a strong feeling of wanting to escape from home and

family, Males do not regard themselfves as smarter than their class-
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mates In school and do not feel that they are better able to ''get away

with things". They are more interested In organized recreation and

1 activities and can find ways to occupy thelr spare time in their
-1 immediate nelghborhood.

) Age: Older delinquents were found to score higher on Social ’f;
Peer Instigators and Social Peer Facilitators. Reuterman (1967a)
reports a similar trend for Facilitators. No other evidence is avail-
able from other sources'regarding similar differences between younger
and older aellnquents. One interpretation of the present finding is
that the peers of an older delinguent are better able, because of
their age, to engage in activities bordering on illegality. They may
also be less subject to adult pressures to ''get along with your
frieﬁds" and thus may tend to be more aggressive toward each other.
T;;y may also, by virtue of their age and presumably wider experience,
be in a better position to provide opportunities to engage in delin-
 quent actiQity.- in addition they may be better integrated into the
.:teen-age culture with its norm of “"don't tell adults'',

: ‘Sumnarx of Age Differences: Older delinqueanAare character-
“ized by being subject to pressures from peers-to engage in ‘'semi-

'tegal" behavior and behavior which is likely to lead to delinquent

activities. They are more likely to do things jdst because their
“|lifriends do them. Their peers also often 'thave it in for them" and

“oush them too far''. The peer group of older delinquents appears to

¥

-'?rovide considerable opportunity (even to the point of specific

Jliinstruction) for them to engage in delinquent behavior. The peer

:H

£

@roup members often get away with illegal behavior themselves, and

/they offer protection to those who violate the law by promising not
i : :
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to Inform.
Younger delinquents are subject to quite different peer group
Influences. The pressure to engage in ''semi-legal' behavior Is )ow‘

and relationships within the peer group are more harmonious, Little i

opportunity is provided by the peer group for younger delinquents to
engage in iflegal activities.

Socio-economic Status: Application of the multiple-factor

. {scheme to socio-economic status levels resulted in significant differ-
ences on the Social Peer Permittor factor category. Medium social 4
status level delinquents scored highest, high status level delin-
quents next highest and the low status group lowest. These results
“ - |are somewhat unexpected because most previous work on differences

| anang social status levels of delinquents would suggest that in gen-

eral a negative'relationship should exist between any pro-delinquency

influence and social status level and a positive relationship for any
anti-delinquency influence. Present results indicate a curvilinear s
relations!;ip with the medium and higher status groups scoring higher
on a pro-delinquency influence.
~ One explanation of the present results is suggested by England
(1964).. He maintains that middle status delinquents are peer

oriented for a jonger period of time than are low status ones, and

tf\at the middle status reject aduit values while lower status reject :
adult institutions such as school. [t may be that the present find-
ings are a result of the rejection of adult values in the middle
status peer group. The rejection of the value sysﬁem of the group of
lwhich an individual will soon become a member may lead to a general

feeling of alienation. This alienated, rejected feeling on the part
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of the peers of the middie soclal status deiinquent may account. for
the high Social Peer Permittor scores found in the.present study.
Another consideration in interpreting the present results is that they
may be due to the presence of a “hippie' orientation within middle
status delinquents. Several of the Social Peer Permittor items are
quite similar to certain aspects of the “hippie' value system. This

interpretation, however, necessitates two assumptions; first, that

lelements of the “hippie" culture have penetrated downward to the re]a—

“|tively lower age levels of adolescence, and second, that the “hippie"

culture is a more powerful influence in the middle and upper socio-
economic levels than in the Jower level,

it should be noted that the present findings do not agree with
Cohen's (1955) theory of lower and middle status delinquency. Cohen
malntains that fower status delinquents encounter a major problem of
}tatus deprivation in}the contemporary middle status school system.
Accordingly Tower status delinquents would be expected to evidence
%reater pro-deiinquency factors in the School segment., Cohen postu-
lates that middle status delinquent males on the other hand encounter
a major problem in the family because of the female centered socizli-
zation process of middle status families. Thus middle status delin-
;uents should score high on pro-delinquency influences in the Family
}59ment, The present results support neither of these propositions.
' A number of other differences among socio~economic status levels

of delinquents not'found in the present study have been reported else-

?here. Short, Rivers and Marshall (1964) report that lower status

!evels rate teachers, police and adult neighbors less favorably than

 the middie status group, This would suggest the existence of higher

\
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instigation in these areas for the lower status group. Relss (1952)

suggests that lower status delinquents show considerable rejection of

Jlschoot. This would suggest the exlstence of higher instigation and

possibly tower Individual Prohibition. Kvaraceus and Miller (1959)
have postulated extensive differences beﬁwaen midd]>e status and lower
status in neighborhood and family structure, Thus differences be-
tween middle and lower groups on the social factors in these segments
would be expected, Toughnqss is more highly valued among lower
status delinquents than middle status (Short & Strodtbeck, 1965},
thus Individual Peer Instigation would be expected to be higher among
lower status delinquents. Sherif and Sherif (1964) and Hollingshead
{1961) report that School and City Diversion is greater in the

migdle status levels than in the lower for both delinquents and non-

delinquents, A considerable amount of evidence suggests that pro-

delinquency influences in the school should be greater for lower

status juveniles (Becker, 1952; Deutsch, 1364; Gottlieb, 1964;
HcCandless, 1961; Moore, 1964; Pearl, 1965; and Rich, 1960). The pre-~
sent results do nlot indicate this for delinquents.

Summary of Socio-economic Status Differences: Low socio-

econcmic status delinquents can be characterize& as being exposed to
very few attitudes permissive of delinquency on the part of their
peers. The peer group does not feel that others are not interested in
them or that what they do is no ane else's concern. Also they are
concerned about others. Upper socio-economic status delinquents are
exposed to somewhat more alienated attitudes from their peers. The
peer group of middie socio-economic status delinquents has a pro-

nounced feeling of alienation. The peer group'feels that other
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poople are mot interested in them, or for that matter In anyone, and
that what they do is mot the concern of anyone else., They themselves
_have little concern fur or interest in others.

Inteliigence: UDelinquents coming from different 1.Q. levels

. have different mean scores on Social Family Facilltators and Indivi- ot
dual School Prokibitors. For Social Family Facilitators a positive

relationship exists between mean factor score and §1.Q. level., It

PPN CTNE

- appears that higher 1.Q. delinquents are exposed t6 greater oppor-
tunity in the home or famiiy situation to engage in delinquent behav~
| jor. There is an abseace of other evidence relevant to this relation~
ship. Reuterman (189673} reports that 1~ 1.Q. delinquents score A

higher on fndividual Family Instigators, This was not found in the
’ p{gsent study.

in general for Individual School Prohibitors high [.Q. delin~-

‘ quents score highest and low }.Q. delinquents lowest. This was also
found in an earlier study using the multiple-factor scheme (Reuterman,
1967a}. However, one exception to this did occur; within the mobile
group the medium 1.Q. group scored highest and the high !.Q. group
towest. This reversal of mean scores may be a result of the medium
{ 1.Q. group having less difficulty integrating themselves into a new
school and rhus being better able to identify with the school and

teachers. The general positive relationship between [.Q. fevel and

{ndividual School Prohibition is not unexpected, 1t can probably be

} regarded as a reflection of a lack of interest in and identification

with the school and its authorities due to a higher degree of

‘incompetence and failure.

iy
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1t an earller study which employed the present multlple-~factor

scheme Reuterman {1967} found that low 1.Q. delinquents scored

‘v\.\{higher on Social Peer Facilitators, individual School Permittors,

:Hsocial School Facilitators and Individual School Instigators. They

also were lower on Individual School Diverters and individual City

Diverters. However, in this study there was no cantrol for the Influ-

‘Hlence of other variables. In the present study a difference was also

found on Individual Schonl instigators (see Tabie 5, p. 59), but when

: '_ the influence of socio~econiomic status and multiple~first offense was

controI.Ted the difference disappenred.

Other work on the {.Q. leveils of delinquents is mainly concerned
with the relationship between 1.Q. and type of offense (Lartwright &
Hri,,'ard, 1960; and Shulman, 1954}, and thus is not relevant to the pre-
sent discussion.

Sumfary of !.Q. Differences: Low !.Q. delinquents can in gen-
eral be haracterized as being exposed to less opportunity to engage

;in illegal activities in the home.or by other members of the family,

Parents do not make it easy for them to *'get into trouble', do not

:take them to establishments where they are likely to be able to engage

lin illegal activities and do not often back them up against other

——————————.
Ve

uthorities. However, lower 1.Q. delinquents are unfavorable to

jChOOi, and do not identify with the school or teachers there., They

N

-5

0 not regard school as a means of acl{ieving their goals,

Hedium 1.Q. delinquents are exposed to some opportunity to

e

;engage in illegal activities by their families. Parents sometimes

Eﬂake it easy for them to !get away with things", and sometimes will

- Pack them up against other authorities. HMedium 1.Q, del inquents
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demonstrate some favorableness toward thelr schools, and identify to a
iimited degree with the school and its teachers,
The high 1.Q. group Is exposed to considerabie home«related

opportunity to engage in delinquent activities, Parznts make it rela-

4 tively easy for them to engage in illegal behavior, often take them to

1 establishments where they ars likely to “get into trauble!, and are

willing to back them up against other authorities. Their parents also

1 often successfully engage in illegal activities and do not conceal

these from their children. In the school segment, however, the high

1.0, delinquent demonstrates considerable identification with the

{{school and its teachers. He enjoys school and regards it as a means

of achieving his goals,

In conclusion, it should be noted that within the unstable

-

tgroup it is the medium 1.Q. delinquent who demonstrates strong identi-

Ification with and acceptance of school. The high 1.Q.~unstable

definquent is the most unfavorable and uncommitted.to school.

Ethnic; Differences on factor scores between Anglo and Spanish

“-delinquents oecurred for Social Peer Permittors and Individual Family

fastigators. For the Permittors Anglo delinquents scored consistently
higher than Spanish. Since the Social Peer Permittor factor category
largely reflects a feeling of alienation and apartness from others,
the abserved difference may result from the frequently reported

(Burma, 1954; and Robison, 1960) closenass of the Spanish community,

Spanish adolescents may be better integrated into the total community

than Anglo adolescents. This may result in a feeling that others are

concerned and interested in them. It should be noted, however, that

.the importance of the difference on Peer Permittors is somewhat




uncartain because diffarences were also found on this factor among

socio-economic status levels, No control for the Influence of ethnlc

“- lgroup membership and soclo-economlc status on each other was per-
- :

formed because of tﬁe absence of high social étatUS-SpanIsh Ss. Thus

‘some caution should be exercised regarding the value of the obtained

differences on this factor.

For individual Family instigators Anglo delinquents also scored
higher than Spanish. However, in one case, within the step-parent
family composition group, the Spanish scored higher on this factor.

In general these results seem to reflect the greater family harmony

’ often attributed to Spanisﬁ families (Robison, 1960). This family

harmony, however, sééms to undergo a severe breakdown with the pre-
sence of a step-parent, whereas in Angio families the presence of a
- .

step-parent appears to greatly improve family relationships.

Summary of Ethnic Differences: Spanish delinquents seem to be

ﬁharacterizeu by the absence of feelings of alienation in their

{Jinmediate peer group. TYheir friends feel that other people care

%bout and are interested in them, and that they have a responsibility

L

.j{to athers regarding their actions. Spanish delinquents are selfdom

extremely angry at their family, seldom want to get even with their

i

P ?arents or want to impress their parents, and seldom fez2l a lack of

}ttention from their family.

; Angle delinquents are characterized by being exposed to very

jatienated attitudes on the part of their friends. They also do not
.‘?“JOY harmonious relationships with their famifies. They are often

) sngry at someone at home, often want to get even with someone and

often wish they feceived more attention.
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Offense Varlables

I ——

Criminal, Conflict and Mixed: Thls distinction Is derived from

Cloward and Ohlin's (1960) specification of three distinct types of

i+ delinquent subcultures; crimipal, conflict and retreatist. None of

the present Ss fitted the retreatist subculture so this had to be
| eliminated from the analysis. Cloward and Ohlin suggest a number of

differences among the three subcultures), mainly in the area of Social

: City Facilitation, The criminal subculture is particularly high on

Social City Facilitation, espécially in havfng accéss to instruction
and protection through organized adult crime. The conflict subrul-
Jture is particularly low on this factor.

A number of other studies also suggest various differences
amang delinquents engaging in these types of offenses. McCord,
McCord and Zola (1959) report relationships between various family
influences and criminal and conflict offenses. Conger and Miller
0966).report that conflict oriented delinquenfs are higher on Indivi-

dual Peer, Schoo!l and Family Instigation than delinquents engaging in

: 'other types of offenses. Spergel (196L4) reports that criminal

' oriented offenders are low on Social Family Diverters and Prohibitors.

i A number of studies indicate substantial differences between

offenders who engage in retreatist activities and those who engage in
éither criminal or conflict activities. Chein, et al. (1964) irdi-
@ate a relationship between family factors and drug usage. A number
?f other studies report'similar findinés {Barker & Adams, 1963;

;hein & Rosenfeld, 1957; ?ort, 1954; and Zimmering, 1951). MacKay
1(1963) reports similaf findings for de!inquen£ problem drinkers. In

general retreatist delinguents seem to come from disturbed families

“;,N\,,)’-q.“? T
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ahere there Is little supervision or discipline, There Is a lack of
Sn adequate adult male identification flgure and the mother Is often

domineering and overprotective,

i ; The pressnt resuits neither support Cloward and Ohlin's posi-

&lon nor do they agrée with other studies., No differences between
;rlmlnal and conflict oriented delinquents were found. It is most
ynfortunate that no retreatist Ss could be obtained, as the weight of
}he evidence seems to suggest a high probabitity of differences on

factor scores occurring between drug users and other delinquents.

}irst, the conception of specialized delinquent subcultures has been
;xtensively questioned (see Reuterman, 1967b for a review of releévant

;videhce). The present resuits lend support to the view that

bhlin are not a meaningful distinction.

: Second, it is possible that the lack of differences is due to

}he lack of relevance of Cloward and Ohlin's theory (and much of the

;ther work) to the type of delinquent found inthe present study.

‘ ?he Cloward and Ohiin theory was developed with specific reference to

?rganized Juvenile gangs in metropc1itén areas, andkthus many factors

Fontained in the theory may simply not exist in the type of area from

! yhich the present §s came (e.g., it is somewhat difficult to imagine

the existence of differential access to organized adult crime systems
?ased on the area in which one resides in Boulder, Colorado). The

tlack of differences between criminal and conflict offenses for the’

j{bility of the Cloward and Ohlin theory.
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There are two possible explanations for the lack of differences.

speclalized delinquent subcultures of the type proposed by Cloward and

?resent Ss may, however, serve to suggest limitations for the applica~
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- yietim Present, Victim Absent, and Mixed: The victim present-

victim absent distinction was suggested by several juvenile probation

1 counselors as something which should be looked at more closely. No

1 differences of factor scores were found between the three groups.

Since no previous work has focused on this distinction the present
lack of differences cannot be considered {n light of other evidence.
' The only conclusion possible at this point is that the victim present- *
 victim absent distinction is probably not a useful one fér juvenile .
probation work.

Group and Individual: No differences on specific factors were

.

-

B i i

found between delinquents who tend to commit. offenses with others and
delinquents who tend to commit offenses alone, This lack of differen-
ces is opposed to the results of a number of other studies. Miller
(1958) postulatus a number of delinquent gang values which would seem B
to result in a high degree of Peer Instigation. Kinch ()éSZb)
suggests that gang Adelinquents are expobed to little Prohibition in o
.either the Peer, Family or School areas. Thrasher (1963) notes the :
ivnportance of the absence of Social City Diverters and Prohibitors in {
‘the formation of delinquent gangs. Jenkins and his associates have :
stressed the importance of low Social Family Prohibiticn and high B
Social City Instigation and Facilitation for. gang offenders and the

importance of high Individual Family Instigation and Permissior.'n and &
- low Prohibition for individual offenders (Jenkins, 1955; Jenkins,

: 1957; Jenkins & Hewitt, 1944; and Shinohara & Jenkins, 1967). ther

~f evidence suggests that gang members are likely to be low on Socialv

{ Family Diversion and individual offenders high on l;mdividual Family >

Instigation (Wattenberg & Balistrieri, 1966). Also Cartwright and
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company of others is somewhat uneupected. The indication of exten-
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I{Howard (1966) report an undersupply of mature adults in gang nefghbor-
‘Hhoods and an oversupply of young people. Thus the balance of age-

groupings In gang areas mitigates against strong soclal controls by

adults,
The lack of differences on factor scores between delinquents who

tend to commit offenses alone and those who tend to commit them in the

sive differences on a number of factors by previous studies would " ’ ]

.

certainly Tead to the expectation of differences in the present study.
One explanation of the lack of differences may be that the Ss in the
present study come largely from small cities and the suburbs of a
large metropolitan area while the 55 in most of the pre;'ious studies
came from large metropolitan areas. It may well be that in. farge,
heavily populated, urban zreas there are extensive differences between

group and individual offenders, while in smaller cities such differ-

ences do not exist. It is certainly the case that a delinquent gang
in Chicago or New York is quite different in many respects from a
group of offenders in one of the towns from which the present Ss came.
ln essence, the present lack of resuits seems to suégest that the
results of studies of urban delinquent gangs are quite limited in
their relevance to group offenders outside of the large metrop’ itan

area.

Utilitarian, Non-utilitarian and Mixed: No diff’ere.nces among

these three groups were found which continued when the infiuence of

J||other variables were controlled. Other studies indirectly suggest a

number of differences between these types of offenses, Dentler and

Monroe {1961) report that theft is related to feelings that the family




88

ts unloving and that the adolescent Is treated unfalrly. Cross~
cultural studles also suggest that theft Is related to a feeling of
jack of family love (Bacon, Child & Barry, 1963). In contrast, find-

ings regarding car theft as a type of offense indicate no differences

E between car thieves and other offenders with regard to relationships

with and attitudes toward parents {(Wattenberg & Balistrieri, 1954).
Several studies of vandalism are relevant to the non-utiltitarian group
as vandalism was one of the offenses included in this group., Goldman
{1961) reports that juveniles in schools characterized by consider-

able vandalism demonstrated little identification with or interest in

-1 their school. Martin {(1961) reports that vandals came from families

characterized by parent-child conflict and hostility more often than

: juveniles committing other typés of offense.

Some Qork seems to sﬁggest differences between utilitarian and
non~utilitarian offenders, other work does not, and in some cases ane
characteristic is suggested for the utilitarian group by one study and
the same characteristic for the non-utiliitarian group by anothar
stedy. Thus considerable confusion exists as to whether differences
do o<':cur between delinquents committing these two types of offenses.

The present results indicate that differences do not exist when the

{{influences of ather variables are controiled.

Eriminal and CHIN Offenses: Delinquents engaging in criminal
offénses scored higher in general on Social City Instigators and
Social City Permittors. On the Instigator factor, however, male CHIN
offenders scored higher than criminal offenders. Three previous
Studies report results relevant to the distinction between criminal

and CRIN offenses. Tyerman (1958) reports that truants are high on

R
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j‘lndlvtdual Family Instigation, Soclal family Permission and Indivi-
; j‘dual Schoo! Instigation. Browning (1960) compared auto theft with
L jtruancy- Truants tended to come from homes high on Individual 'FamHy

‘ Instigation. Reutsrman (1967a) reports that CHIN of fenders scored
;9‘ tower on individual Family Diverters and hicher on Individual Family
Insti{gators and l;ermi"ttors. They also scored higher on Individual
;“}‘:School biverters. The present results do not coincide with any of the
‘ previous findings.

The present findings suggest that delinquents who commit more

“"serfous offenses are subject to greater pro-delinquency influences

\ than those committing less serious offen;es. Of particular interest
i | is‘the fact that fof criminal offenders the distingduishing factors a.re
f‘ in the segment in which the offenses generally occur (e.g., auto
. theft is usually an offense against someone in the City segmeﬁt),
é‘:.“wh‘ile for CHIN offenders this is not the case (e.g., truancy can be
g "“viewed as an offense which is centered in the Scl:lool segment; runaway-
‘as one centered in the Family segment). Thus criminal offenses seem
Lito be associated with the presence of certain pro-delinquency influ- .
P4
:/ ences fairly relevant to the particular offense. CHIN offenses seem
f ~ to be associated with the absence of those influences which lead to
;k ‘criminal offenseé rather than the presence of pro-delinquency influ-
; ences which are directly related to the particular offense. Howevér,
i an ei«;eption to this occurs in the case of male offenders in which.
pro-delinquency influences in one segment lead to offenses more
closely associated wi‘th other segments. = i

Summary of Criminal~-CHIN Differences: In general delinquents

L

comitting criminal offenses can be characterized 3s being subject to
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 considerable temptation {n the clity to engage In illegal actlvities.
~ other people in the city often "push them too far''. They often hear

an attitude expressed which encourages disrespect for law and the o

; agents of taw enforcement. People often show a lack of concern for

| athers. Delinguents who engage in CHIN offenses are subject to
1 little direct temptation in the City. The people they encounter are o
respectful of the law and law enfofcement agents and are interested in

i the welfare of others.

Multiple and First Offense: Delinquents committing their first f

Hoffense scored consistently higher on Social City Diverters and Indi-

vidual €ity Diverters than those committing a number of offenses. 'A

. number of differences, some of which are very sihila} to the present

ongs, have been feported by other studies. Wattenberg and Quiroz

fﬁ (1953) report that repeaters come from families high on Social Per-

lmission ;nd low on Socfa! Prohibition. A later study suggésted %hat

%] repeaters are higﬁ on Individual School Permission,glndividuél Family

‘ Permission and Social City Instigation and low on City Diversion and I
: : Prohibition (Wattenberg & Quiroz, 1954). 1t should be noted that the

present study also found a difference on Social City Prohibition (see :3

- Table 9, p. 71), but this difference did not remain significant when
Jithe influence of socio~economic status, %tability, fahily compos i~
tion, or ethnic group wag controlled. Conger and Miller (1966)
report that non-repeaters are higher on Individual Family, School and
: City Prohibitors and lower aﬁ individual City Instigation. Thus the

present results do agree with some of the previous findings. However,

wl
.
Dl

other work indicates more extensive differenc2s between multiple and

first offenders than was found in the present study., The principal
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difference batween repeaters and non-repeaters seems to be that the
Jatter are better able to find non~deiinquent activities to engage in

and that the nelghborhoods in which they live provide more in the way

of opportunities to engage In non-delinquent activities. A principal

cause of recldivism seems to be the unavailability of non-delinguent

activities and little inclination to engage in those activities

which are available.

Summary of Multiple-First Offense Differepnces: First offenders

can be characterized as often taking part in organized recreation and

-1 other programs, and in general as being able to find "constructive®
I activities in which to participate. They also seem to live in areas

¢ where there are considerable non-delinquent activities available to

< them either. through organized leisure time activities or through work
" opportunities.
\. Hultiple offenders are characterized as being unable or unwill-

" ing to engage in organized leisure time activities. They are unable

i to find “constructive' activities in which to participate. They also
" tend to live in neighborhoods which are lacking in recreational and
job apportunities. Thus their fnrnediate environment does not pre-'

sent them with many ‘‘constructive’ activities.

General Observations

Several general comments can be made concerning the results of

1] the study., First, the usefulness of the various independent variables

as bases for the classification of delinquents seems to show consider-

T

X able variation. In general the use of offender types as opposed to

© {joffense types appears to be of greater importance, at least in terms

\ -
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of the.numbar of differences thch were found on the various factor
categories. This can be regarded as another Indicatlon of a problem
which'ls frequently encountered in employing offenses as the basis for
classification of delinquents‘. The basic difflculty encountered in
the use of offense types Is that delinquents often do not demonstrate
the Tong term consistency in offense patterns that is often seen in
adult offenders (Robin, 196k; and Wattenberg & Faigenbaum, 1953).
While a reasonable number of 5s in the present study cculd be classi-
fied according to the various offense dimensions, the lack of differ- . -
ences which was found for many of the cilassifications may result from
the fact that for many of the Ss the c¢lassification decision was
inaccurate. The particular offense group in which they were placed
did not really reflect the long term offense pattern which they were
prone to follow. If this is the case a lack of differences among
offense groups (a}s presently designated) on the various factor cate-
gories would be expected.

The present findings alse suggest considerable variation iq the
importance of the type of offender classifications., In general the

distinction between males and females seems to be of particular impor-

-tance in that these two types of offenders seem to be subject to

quite disparate influences. This would suggest that in future work

particular attention should be directed to differences between male

and i:‘ernale delinquents. Several distinctions between types of
offenders resulted in unexpectedly few differences on the various ) )
fgctor categcrfeé. No differences on factor categories were found
when a d;stinctior‘a was made between hroken and intact homes. This

distinction is vary frequently given particular emphasis by indivi-
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duals directly lnvolved with the handiing of delinquents {e.g.,

juvenile judges, probation counselors, law enforcement officers,

‘ etc,).13 As suggested In the previous discussion it may very well be

that the physical breakup of the family is not the critical factor,
but rather that some type of breakdown of relationships within a
physically intact family is critical. There is no way of determiﬁlng
from the present data what the situation actually was in the families

which were classified as intact. It is conceivable that they could

“{all be regarded as psychologically broken.

Another independent variable distinction which resulted in
unexpectedly few differences on the factor categories was the one of
sacio~economic status. HMuch previous work has indicated extensive
differences among delinquents coming from different socio~economic

status Jevels in metropolitan areas. The limited number of differ-

-jences found in the present study may reflect a greater integration of

the socio-&conomic levels in small urban areas. Several lines of
evidence lend support to this proposition. First, persons directly
working with delinguents in smeit towns seldom indicate socio-economic
h

status differences as important in the causation of delinquency.

Second, in an extensive study of adolescents in a small midwestern

g 3Thxs is cndicated in the results of a survey, now in progress,
of a large number of agencies which deal with delinquents in the State

of Colorado: Child and Youth Services Planning Project, Department of
flnstctutlons

: M . . . ..
I*Thrs is also indicated in the survey of agencies in Colorado
(see footnote: 13),

i
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social milieu of the town. A}l of these factors would mitigate
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ilapplied to ones in metropyiitan areas (where much of the previous

e At 18

gk

clty, Hollingshead {1961) reports quite a few differences which occur

. along soclo-economic status lines, but at the same time there appears

to be & greater degree of closeness among soclo-economic status levels

" than Is Indicated in large metropalitan areas by Miller (1958), for
" example. Third, although no evidence bears directly on this point, it
! would seem that while there are certainly some residential groupings

. by socio-economic status in small towns, these are not isolated slum

ghettoes as occur in Jarge cities. Adolescents from all socio-

economi¢c levels in small towns attend the same schools, quite often

" Ithe same centers of recreation and in general participate in the same

against the development of independent social class cultures and ways
of behaving which are insulated from each other. Thus socio-economic
status level may be a much less impartant distinction in small urban
areas than it is in large metropolitan areas.

Within the type of offense classifications several differences
in the refative importance of the various offense type distinctions
emerged. The group~individual distiﬁccion was considerably Igss

jt
. : X
important than previous work indicated, No differences on factor TN

category scores were found between individuals who tend to commit

offenses alone and those who tend to commit them with others. As

noted in the earlier discussion this lack of differences may again be

due to the particular sample used in the present study. The distinc-

tion between group and individual offenses may represent a quite

different thing when applied to delinquents in small towns as when

work which found differences was conducted). The group-individual

i
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distinction may simply not be a relevant one for daellnquents coming

from smaller urban areas. It should be noted that organized delin-

quent gangs, in the metropolitan sense, are not present in the areas

in which the present Ss reside.
Two offense type variables emerged as particularly important,
criminal-CHIN offenses and multiple-first offenses. These two vari-

ables are somewhat different from the other offense type variables ‘

" which were employed in that they reflect what might be regarded as

- seriousness of offense, extent of delinquent career, or commitment to

a delinquent career. The other offense variables are more concerned

with the particular form the given delinquent career seems to be tak-

Jing. This interpretation suggests that while differences on factor

scores do not exist at this point in a.criminal career between various

specific types of offenses, such differences do occur between delin~
quents demonstrating varying degrees of commitment to a ci‘imi;\al
career. Thus it may be possible to identify those influences which
are {tkely to lead to further or more serious delinquent activity.
Several additional points of general interest should be noted.
The distinction in the multiple~factor scheme between individual and
social facfar sources appears to be a valid one, at least as judged
by the fact that in the present study approximately an equal number' of
significant differences were found for Social factors and Individual
factors (6 differences were found on Individual factors and 8 on
Social). Thus both types of factors appear to be useful in idéntify—
ing etiological differences among various types of delinquents.
Results of the present study also suggest that the four seg-

ments specified in the multiple-factor framework are all important. A
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number of significant differences ware found for factors In sach of
the four segments. Although the number of differences Is not equal
in each segment, there Is not a pronounced tende.n‘cy far differences to
cluster in any one segment (4 significant differences were found for

the Peer segment, 3 for the Family, 2 for the School and 5§ for the

city).

Also significant differences were found for each type {(in terms.
of its causal relationship with the commission of a delinquent act) of
factor category. Prohibitors were slightly underrepresented, but
again there was no strong tendency for the differences to occur for

only one factor type (3 differences were found for Instigators, & for

Facilitators, 3 for Permjttors, 3 for Diverters, and | for Prohibi-
to;:g). Thus each type of: factor appears to be important in distin-
. guishing among types of delinguent offenders.

in conclusion, each of the major dimensions of the multiple~
factor framewark is of critical importance for distinguishing among

types of juvenile offenders in terms of etiological influences. That

is, the elimination of any one of the three major dimensions would
have resulted in the failure to detect at least one of the significant

differences which were found in the present study.

© Suggestions for Application

The results of the present work could have fairly extensive

relevance to the areas of prevention and rehabilitation in a number of
ways. The purpose of this discussion is to very briefly indicate Y
Ji several points of application. In the field of prevention a frequent ;

problem which occurs revolves around the development of an adequate
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preventlve program once a potential delinquent has been fdentiflied,
The present study suggests one approach to this problem, ¥ the
potential delinquent can be .;clas'sified according to the offender vari-
ables wh‘ich were employed in the present study the various pro~ and ‘
ant{-delinquency influences whichi are operating in the given case are
to some extent known. Thus & preventive program can be designed

which would be intended to weaken or strengthen the appropriate influ-
etces. A similar approach could be taken in the case of adjudicated
delinquents, although in these cases both type of offender and type of
offense could be considered. A corrective or rehabilitative program
could be designed around the influcnces known to be important for the
given type of offender and given typed offense.

Finally, the present results also suggest a number of broad

il changes which would have an effect on prevention and rehabilitation.

Host of these are of such a nature that they would have to occur on

an institutional or agency level. For example, present results

i -l suggest that an increase in ''constructive'! leisure time activities

within the City would possibly result in a reduction of recidivism,

0f course it would be necessary that the target population be

interested and participate in the activities which are provided, A

program to interest females in leisure time activities might also
serve to reduce female delinquency. In addition an effort by the
schools to encourage interest in and identification with the school
: on the part of lower 1.Q. delinquents could result in a reduction of

| delinquents in this group.
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vitl, SUMMARY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY

The- general purpose of the present study was to identify differ-

ences, In ter=i of the multiple-factor scheme, among various types of

4 juvenile offenders. The study is conceived as exploratory rather than

f‘ definitive, intended mainly to provide information as to the utility

;¥ the multiple-factor scheme when applied to types of offenders; and
to suggest some of the more important dimensions to be used in
attempting to classify juvenile offenders. .

The results of thé study indicate that the multiple-factor

dlfscheme is a viable one for distinguishing among types of offenders.

Each major dimension of the scheme was found to be of critical impor=-

tance in identifying differing etiological influences. Several

‘{lldimensions for classifying delinquents were found to be of particular

importance., Differences which remained when other variables were
controlled were found when classification was based on each of the
following: sex, age, socio-economic 5tatus, intéi!igence, ethnic
group membership, criminal=CHIN offense and multiple-first offense.

Several areas requiring additional investigation are suggested

[by the present study and results. The purpose of this discussion is

to briefly indicate several lines of future work. First, the present
work has identified differences among types of delinquents in terms of
individual factor categories. A “next step'' would be to look for
differences in terms of patterns of factors. For example, within a
given segment is the relative importance‘(as indicated by the mean

scores) of the various factors the same for males and females? or, is
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the relative Importance of a glven factor across segnents the same for

oung and old delinquents? The answers 6 such quastions would pro-

.

vide considerable information as to the interactive effects of the
various factors In the etiology of the types of offenders.

Second, a more detalled cross-classification of Ss would permit
controlling for the influence of tw§ or more variables at the same
| time‘rather than just one as was done in the present study, Such a
procedure would lend considerable support'to the importance of those
factors which continued to show significant differences among types of
offenders., This procedure would require a much larger number of Ss

than that availabie for the present study.

Third, it would be of interest to introduce additi'onal bases
for classifying deiinquents. Several ctassiﬁcatio.n variables are
immediately apparent. Classification according to residence in a
large metropolitan area as opposed to residence in a small urban area.
The inclusion of a group of Ss oriented toward the previously dis-

‘Neussed retreatist subculture. The use of a seriousness-nonserious~

- [{ness type of offense variable, perhaps similar to that employed by
Conger and Miller (1966). The use of a psychologically broken home
variable as opposad to the physical breakup of the family used in the
present study,

Finally, a most useful line of development would be the inten-

sive investigation of a given type of offender employing the multiple-
factor scheme. Such a study could take the form proposed by

' : t?artwright and Reuterman (1967). A small group of delingquents classi-
fied according to the given variabie would be intensively investi-

gated, This would ipvolve accompanying probation counselors on their
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’ pre-hearing investigation, interviewing many Individuals who know the

" glven juveniles, and interviewing the Juveniles themselves. In

short an effort to gather all avallable Information concerning the Ss

" and classifying it according to the multiple-factor scheme with the

P

purpose of identifying critical factors. Such an approach would pro-
duce far more detailed and *rich" information than it is possible to
gather through a questionnaire and would permit the inclusion of many
more influences than can be reasonably included in a questionnaire,

The sifting of the detailed information would lead to the specifica-

tion of various basicaily important influences in the etiology of

the types of delingquency.

\
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APPENDIX A

REPORTED DELINQUENCY SCALE

In this section think about your actions

during the past year

drinking beer, wine or liquor?

paying the proper fee?

How many times have you driven or been in an automobile going more
than 20 mph over the posted speed limit? :

How frequently have you cut classes you should have attended?
On how many occasions have you tried to evade the police?
How Hany times have you used bad language in public places?

How many times have you copied portions of ideas or published mater~
fals without acknowledging the author?

How many times have you taken little things (wdrth less than $2,00)
that did not belong to you? ’

How frequently have you been trespassing?

How many times have you taken things from stores without paying for
them or without even making arrangements to pay?

T et L e R Lt T Tt w3 mrweavieme P S Y
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How frequently have you gone to parties where under-age people were

How often have you gotten into places of public entertainment without

3
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APPENDIX B
EXPERIENCE SURVEY I ITEMS

AND RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY COEFFICIENTS

<l
()
o

\

Social Peer Instigators

.312 How many times during the past year has any kid pushed
you @ little too far?

75 How many times during the past year has a friend tried
to show you any dirty pictures or dirty movies?

,320 On how many occasions during the past year have any of
your friends offered you a drink?

.578 How many times during the past year have your friends
wanted you to go with them for @ tpjght on the town''?

.276 puring the past year has some kid had it in for you?

Social Peer Facilitators

.686 .2]7 How often during the past year have any kids left
personal belongings lying around?

718 .247 How frequently during the past year have any of your
friends taken chances and gotten away with it?

.630 .297 How many times during the past year have any of your
friends told you they wouldn't rat on you if you took
chances?

729 .156 On how many occasions during the past year has a

friend shown you how to get some new kind of “'kick?

Sk .163 How often during the past year have any of your

friends mentioned that a lot of people don't bother to
lock their homes when they go out?
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.618
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1\ APPENDIX B {cont.)

. 354

.321

.188

113

Saclal Pear Permittors

On how many occasions during the past year have your
friends seen movies which show how unfair adults are
to kids?

How many times during the past year have you and your
friends agreed that most people are not interested in
or concerned about others?

On how many occasions during the past year have your
friends watched any T.V. programs which bring out the
rebel in young people?

How often during the past year have you heard any of
your friends say that what they do with their lives is
nobody eise!s business?

How aften during the past year have you heard any of
your friends say that nobody gives a damn about them?

L T T e R I I R N T e T . T I
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.15
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693

~.058

-.101

-.060

-.072

~.076

Social Peer Diverters

How many times during the past year have any of your
friends asked you to help out on some work he was
required to do?

How frequently during the past year has any of your
friends invited yod to his home to meet his folks?

On how many occasions during the past year has one of
your friends suggested joining some city recreation
program?

O0n how mény occasions during the past year have you
and your friends engaged in sports activities?

0n how many ocecasians during the past year have any of
your friends suggested that you all join a club like
the YMCA?

X > R
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718
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-. 140

~. 182

~,103

-.09

-.074

.102

145

L152
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Social Peer Prohibitors

During the past year has any of your friends ever told
you he had decided to become a policeman, lawyer,
doctor, nurse or teacher?

How often during the past year have any of your friends
asked you to go to church with them?

How many times during the past year havu any of your
friends left a fun party hocause they had to get home
on 2ima?

During the past year have any of your friends ever
asked to meet your parents?

How frequently during the past year has one of your

friends mentioned that one of his teachers was a
"good guy"'?

Social Family lnstigators

How many times during the past year has someone in
your family tried to get you high?

~ How freguently duriny the past year has a pareat,

relative, or guardiar made you very angry?

How often during the past year have you heard any of
your parents or relatives or guardian say that smart
ones get away with things?

During the past year has a relative or member of your
family had it in for you?

How many times has someone at home challenged or
dared you to di something quite dangerous?
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appenDtX 8 (cont.)

Soclal Family Facilitatars

How frequently during the past year have any of your
parents, relatives or guardian made it easy for you to
goof off?

How often during the past year has any parent, rela-
tive or guardian left money or liquor lying around the
house?

How many times during the past year has a relative or
member of your family taken you to a bar or nightclub?

On how many occasions during the past year has a rela-
tive or member of your family gotten away with
something illegal?

On how many occasions during the past year has a

parent, relative or guardian shown he will back you up
against the school or other authorities?

Social Family Permittors

How many times during the past year have you been told
at home that most people are out to get all they can?

How often during the past year has a parent, relative
or guardian said that kids nowadays often get a rough

- hreak from many adults?

277

219

.382

How frequently during the past year has some relative
or member of your family said that '“wheeis"
(poiiticians, cops, etc.) in the city are crooked?

On how many occasions during the past year has a
relative or someone in your family said that cops are
stupid?

How often during the past year has some relative or
member of your family said that the ‘'wheels" should
mind their own business and quit trying to run
everybody's lives?
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' . APPENDIX B {cont.)

Sociz2} Family Dlverters

How frequently during the past year has anyone at home
asked you to do routine chores around the house?

How frequently during the past year has your family

done enjoyable things together, such as a family
outing?

How often during the past year have you spent an
evening at home with your family?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
been made responsible for some necessary family
activity (for example, taking care of brothers and
sisters, cutting grass, etc.)?

How many times during the past year have you taken
part in planning some event for your family (for
example, buying a T.V., planning vacation activities,
etc.)?

Social Family Prohibitors

How often during the past year have your parents
threatened to punish you?

How many times during the past year have your parents,
relatives or guardian made it clear what they expect
of you? :

How frequently during the past year have your parents,
relatives or guardian been firm with you about keeping
better hours?

How many times during the past year has a parent,
relative or guardian told you not to hang around with

kids that get in trouble?

How often during the past year have your parents told
you to respect the police?
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APPENDIX B (cont.)

Soclial School Instigators

How frequently during the past year have any of the
teachers in your school been unfair to you?

How frequently during the past year have other kids in
school encouraged you to take chances?

fiow often during the past year have other kids in
school had it in for you?

How often during the past year have you learned some=
thing in school which helped you to get away with
things?

During the past year has any teacher in your school
even had it in for you? N

Social School Facilitators

How many times during the past year have kids in your
school told you they wouldn't rat on you if you were -
to take chances?

How frequently during the past year have kids in your
school ieft their books or other personal things lying
around?

How often during the past year have teachers left
their personal belongings lying around?

On how many occasions in the past year have kids been
teft alone without a teacher in shop, lab or similar
classrooms?

How many times during the past year has someone in
school told you how to get a new “kick'?

,mﬂuwﬁnwvwiﬁﬁ
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Social School Permittors

How many times during the past year has a teacher
failed to notice kids in your class taking chances?

How many times during the past year have the kids in
your school said that teachers just don’t give a damn
about anything?

How frequently during the past year have kids in your
school said that teachers are not interested in the
problems of their students?

How often in the past year has a teacher failed to
enforce school rules?

How many times during the past year has a teacher

suggested thut it is best to avoid getting involved in
the problems of others?

T T T e R I e i

‘Social School Diverters

On how many occasions during the past year has one of
your teachers helped you with school work after
classes?

How often during the past year have you been assigned
school homework which has taken you a large part of an
evening to do?

How many times during the past year has the school
mentioned interesting after-hours activities?

How many times during the past yeaé has the school
offered or toid you about opportunities to earn some
money?

How frequentiy during the past year has a teacher
asked you to help out?

wtdfy.
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Rel,  Val.
.65t -.081
1,531 -.036
'.520 -.031

| 93 -.098
-.547  -.027
U731 272

762 142
690 184
633 217
.763 337

Soctal School Prohibitors

How often during the past year have kids in school
sald that some cops are pretty good guys?

On how many occasions during the past year have
members of the police force visited one of your
classes or extra-curricular clubs to give a talk?

On how many occasions during the past year has any
teacher won your respect or admiration?

How often during the past year has a teacher praised
the police or other authorities?

How frequently during the past year have teachers told
you to stay away from kids who get in trouble?

Social City Instigators

How many times during the past year has anybody in
town tried to tempt you with easy money or with a new
kick!"?

How many times during the past year has anybody in
town tried to show or sell you dirty pictures?

How frequently during the past year have newspapers in
your town printed any crime stories that were really
interesting?

How‘maﬁy times during the past year has someone in the
city pushed you a little too far? :

How often during the past year has anyone in your city

tried to sell you beer or liquor?

7
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APPENDIX 8 {cont.)

val.

el 22l

507 .249

602 .339
707 L334
., 552 RETN
597 .377
842,259
.530 .327
630 .362
567 L176
470 .188

Social City Facllitators

How often during the past year have you heard someone
in your city say that with the number of peopie on the
streets nowadays it is hard to keep track of anyone?

How frequentiy during the past year has someone on
your street said that peoplie who break the law get a
ioz of help . from other people?

How often during the past year have you seen people
leave stuff in unlocked cars?

During the past year have you lived in or had occasion
to visit a pretty “rought nelghborhood?

How often during the past year have you heard people
in your city say how easy it would be to walk off with
a lot of stuff in the stores?

P . T T e T T T )

Social City Permittors

How frequently during the past'yeaf have you heard any
people in your city say they think most cops are no
good?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
seen people in your city ignore others who need help?

On how many occasions during the past year has any
adult on your street said that young people should do
just whatever they want to do?

How frequently in the past year have you heard some
adult on your street say that he doesn't care what
happens to other people?

How often during the past year have you heard people
in your city say they wouldn't complain to the law
about something because it {s too much trouble?
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" APPENDIX B (cont,)

.529

540

| .663

Val.

——

-.019

-.029

-.038

-.107

-.028

Social City Divercers

How many times during the past year have there been
any good job opportunities for people like you in
your city?

How many times during the past year has some adult
(aside from your family) on your street asked you to
help him with some work?

How frequently during the past year has your city
provided educational programs (museum tours, etc.)
which are not connected with schools?

How many times during the past year have you had a
chance to join some organization like the Boy Scouts,
YMCA, a church youth group, etc.?

How often during the past year has there been a place
around your street to go after school where it is
very unlikely that you will get into trouble?

578

597

547

518

k59

-.031

-.073

Social City Prohibitors

How often during the past year have the police done a
good job in your city?

How many times during the past year have you heard
people on your street say that in time even the
Y“perfect’ crimes are solved?

How often during the past year have you read stories
in the newspapers about crimes being soived because of
tips the police get?

On how many occasions during the past year have people
on your street co-operated with police in solving a
crime?

How often during the past year have you heard people
in your city say that the police do an awfully good
job nowadays with all the modern, scientific equipmaent
they have?
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APPENDIX B fcont.)

individual Peer iInstigators

How frequently during the pasi year have you wanted to
do almost anything to make the others respect you?

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to
show other kids how a cool guy would act?

How often during the past year have you wanted things
like some of your friends have? .

How many times during the past year have you been
jealous of what some of your friends have?

How often during the past year have you wished that
more of the kids liked you?

individual Peer Facilitators

How often during the past year have you showm that
nobody had better get in your way?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
shown that you can do things without people noticing?

How often during the past year has something one of
your friends said of done made ydu think how stupid
most people are? :

On how many occasions during the past year have you
kept cool in a situation when your friends were
getting excited?

How often during the past year have you gotten away
with things with other kids?

e % B T T T
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Individual Peer Permlttors

How frequently during thé past year have there been
times when you went along with your friends just
because you had nothing better to do?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
done things which your friends thought were really
stupid?

How frequently during the past year have you been so
mad at some kid that you couldn't contro! yourself?

How frequently during the past year have you taken
chances for no reason at all?

How many times during the past year have you made
mistakes in choosing your friends?

Individuz! Peer Diverters

On how many occasions during the past year have you
been able to get your friends to join with you in
some club activities, like the Boy Scouts, YMCA,
church groups, etc?

How many times during the past year have you offered
to help a friend on some work that he was required to
do? :

Howbmany.times during the past year have you and your
friends been really bysy making or doing something
constructive together? .

On how many occasions during the past year have you
enjoyed time spent with your friends in worthwhile
activities?

How frequently during the past year have you tried to
get a job which one of your friends told you about?
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APPENDIX B (cont.)

pLi=)

.675

642

.710

.636

.49

749

al.

—

.178

213

.239

.308

.219

.23

376

.224

176

{ndividual Family Faclilitators

How often during the last year havé you been abie to
play-one parent, relative or guardian against another
or against an older brother or sister?

How often during the past year have you been clever
enough to lie to your parents, relatives or guardian
and get away with it?

How often during the past year have you been able to
stay cool and keep a straight face under pressure at
home? ’

How many times during the past year have you really
told of f some member of your family?

How often during the past year have you been able to

keep your parents from finding out what you've been
doing when you were out at night?

Individual Family Permittors

How frequently during the past year have you been
just plain “"tee'd-of f'* with things at home?

How frequently during the past year Have there been
times at home when you felt so mad you couldn't
control yourself?

‘How frequently during the past year have there been
times at home when you had a lotof spare time to kill?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
feit that you couldn't stand staying at home for one
more minuts?

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to
tell your parents, relatives or guardian to butt out
of your business?

e
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| APPENDIX B (cont.)

Individual Family Diverters /f/

How many times during the past year have you enjoyed
being at home?

How many times during the past year have you been able
to find enough work tc keep yourself busy around the
house?

How many times during the past year have you offered
to do additional chores at home?

How many times during the past year at home, have you
found good ways of making use of your spare time?

How often during the past year have you found interest-
ing things to do at home?

P T - T A I e ]

‘lndividual Family Prohibitors

On how many occasions during the past year have you
wanted to gn to church with your family?

How many times during the past year have you decided
to really work hard to.try to be as successful as
some member of your family?

How often during the past year have you been afraid of
being punished by your parents?

How often during the past year have you wanted to tell
your family where you're going and who with?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
really been able to talk about your problems with your
parents, relatives or guardian?

T SoeNm, . e 4awm"—m'mi "
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al.
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.8a8

748

.607

.566
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.262
<323

k15

.352

420

.385

.158

individual School Instigators

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to
show the kids in school what a smart guy you are?

How many times during the past year have you wanted
things like other kids in school have?

On how many occasions during the past ysar have you
wanted to show the kids In school how tough you are?

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to
show the kids in school how to really get some kicks
out of 1ife?

How many times during the past year have you wanted to

show 2 teacher that you don't have to take gas from
anyone? .

Individual School Facilitators

During the past year how often have you ditched
school and gotten away with it?

How frequently during the past year have you thought
that you are smarter than other kids in school even
though some of them get better grades?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
found that you can -often outsmart other kids in
school?

How often during the past year have you found places )
in school where you could hide out for long periods of
time during the day?

How often during the pastyear have you found that you
can get away with hings in school when other kids get
caught?
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Val.

377

.218

.2i9

-.097

- 116

-.129

-.226

-.112
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Individual School Permittors

How many times during the past year have you thought
that some teachers are not so smart?

During the past year have you ever felt that school
was a waste of time?

How often curing the past year have you felt that you
couldn't stand another day of school?

How frequently during the past year have you argued
with a teacher or someone like that just to make him
look bad? :

How frequently during the past year have you been so

mad at sbmeone in school that you couldn't cer*rol
yoursel f?

Individual School fliverters

During the past year were there days when once you'd
gotten to school you were glad to be there?

How many times during the past year have you become
really Interested in finding out more about something
a teacher said in schooi?

How many times during the past year have you enjoyed
doing a good job on some work that was required at
school?

How many times during the past year have you stayad
after regular school hours to do some extra wo:rk?

On .how many occasions during the past year have you
participated in some school sponsored spoarts activity
outside of regular school hours?
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‘Bel.  Val.
Individual School Prohibitors
,J09  -.166 How often during the past year have you seen school as
‘ a means of improving yourself?
664 -, obk How often during the past year have you thought about
what you can do for your school?
S -k6 On how many occasions during the past year have you
wanted to be like one of your teachers?
513 -.088 How many times du}ing the past year have you thought
of school as a way to later success?
bk -.072 How often during the past year have you decided to
: really try to do better in school?
v Individual City Inétigators
.709 272 How frequently during the past.year have you felt like
smashing things up? N
.765 B33 How frequently during the past yeaf have you wanted to
be very impori:ant?
© 588 Lk How often during the past year have you wanted to show
: people that you don't have to take anything from
anyone?
.656 .291 Row many times during the past year have you wanted to
: show people that you really aré somebody important?
~.828 .261 How often during the past year have you wanted things
like other peopie: on your street have?
1
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' APPENOIX B {cont.)
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Individual City Facilitators

How many times during the past year'have you been atle
to keep cool when someone in town accused you of
something?

How often during the past year have vou noticed a way
to get into a locked building?

How frequently during the past year have you thought
how easy it is to blend into the crowd downtown?

How many times during the past year have you thought
of yourself as being cool enough to outsmart most
other people in your city?

How many times during the past year have you thought
that the people on your street must be awfully stupid?

e m m e m ow m om om e m e e e o m e e o e e w e e e e m m om e e o o e

Individual City Permittors

How often during the past year have you gotten so mad
at someone in a store that you couldn't control
yoursef?

How often during the past year have you though§ some-~
thing like this: 'Who cares? I've got nothing to
loselt? ’

How mavy times during the past year has it seemed like
a lot ¢f people were working together against you?

How many times during the past year have you gotten so
mad at someone on the street that you couldn't control
yourself? : :

How often during the past year have you been walking
along a crowded street’and thought something like:
""None of these people give a damn what ! do'?

. jﬂl"‘é&
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Rel.

paisd

.606

L840

.534
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715

612

483
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val.

-.067

-.112

-.078

-.231

-.081

-.073

-.056

Individual City Dlverters

During the past year ‘have you ever taken part in an
educational program outside of school, such as tutor-
ing help, extension courses, etc.?

How frequently during the past year have you taken
time to help out one of your neighbors?

How many times during the past year have you found
interesting, worthwhile things to do around your
street?

How often during the past year have you attended any
exhibits, programs, etc., sponsored by your city?

How many times during the past year have you thodght

of starting some hobby bevause of something someone on
your street has said or done?

individual City Prohibitors

How often during .%“e past year have you thought that
cops must really be pretty smart to solve a lot of
crimes? ®

How often during the past year have you thought that
most people in your city are really concerned about
preventing crime?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
thought that people who break the law don't get away
with it?

How many times during the past year have you done
things that would help your city?

During the past year have any of the crimes you hear
aliout in your city made you feel disgusted?

R T
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FORM COMPLETED BY PROBATION DEPARTMENTS

Name

S No.

City

Sex: M F Age Now attending
) elementary school

father's occupation

Mother's occupation

Jr. High Sr. High _ -

»

Father's fncome

Mother's Income

1.Q. If not known estimate below average (less than 90),
average (91-110), rr sbove average (greater han 110},

If yes, when

| Has the child changed residence in the last year? Yes HNo

Check which of the following the child was i|v1nq with at the time of

the most recent offense:
Bothwnatural parents

Natural father, stepmother
death

Naturatl father, stepmothef

divorce

Natural mother, stepfather
death

Natural mother, stepfather
divorce

Natural father only due to

Natural father only due to
divorce

Natural mother only due to

Natural mother only due to
divorce

Natural father only due to
abandanment

Natural mother only due to
- abandonment

due to
Gue to
due to
due to

death

death

| broken home, when did
this occur,

{f parent child is living
with has remarried, when

did this occur
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APPENDIX € {cont.)

felatives or adopted

gther (specify)

Ages of brothers living at home are

Ages of brothers gone from home are

Ages of sisters living at home are

Ages of sisters gone from home are

Ethnic group: white Negro Spanish American

other (specify)

Please list below by type all of the official offenses which the child
has committed. List in reverse order starting with the most recent
offense. Place the date of the offense in the secdnd column., If the
offense was committed by a group, place a "G" i the third column. If
comitted alone, place an M, If the victim was present, place a "p!
in the fourth column. {f not present place an "A",

Date G-I P-A




NG I

ot .
e e e

Rel. Val,
‘\
737 .305
145 L 166
% .75
691, .320
Sk L312
686 .217
A7 .100
718 24y
630 .297
J29 156

13k

APPENDIX O
EXPERIENCE SURVEY | )JTEMS
AND RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY CCEFFICIENTS

Social Peer Instigators

How often during the past year have you gone with
your crowd and done things just because they were
doing them,

How frequéntly during the past year have you done
things you would not have done except that other kids
suggested them?

How many times during the past year has a friend
tried to show you any dirty pictures or dirty movies?

On ho@ many occasions during the past year have any of
your friends offered you & drink?

How many times during the past year has any kid
pushed you a little too far?

Social Peer bacilitatecrs

How often during the past year have any kids left
pzrsonal belongings lying around?

On how many oecasions during the past year have ahy of
your close friends moved away to another city or to
another part of the zity?

How frequently during the past year have any of your
friends taken chances and gotten away with it?

How many times during the past y=ar have any of your
friends told you they wouldn't rat on you if you took
chances?

On how many occasions during the past year has a
friend shown ycu how to get some new kind of "kick'?

M&Nﬁﬂ
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APPENDIX D (cont.)

el.
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LB

78

365

.615

Jagh

-759

Val.
.309
.321

.209

.188

.205 -

o T T Y

-.039

-.058

~.101

-.076

.102

Soclal Peer Permittors

On how many occasions during the past year have your

" friends watched any Y.V. programs which bring out the

rebel in young people?

" How often during the past year have you heard any of

your friends say that what they do with their lives is

nobody else's business?

On how many occasions during the past year have any of
your friends pointed out that young people should do
just whatever they want to do?

How of ten during the past year have you heard any of
your friends say that nobody gives a damn about them?

How frequently during the past year have you come

across kids who just don't care what happens to other
people?

Social Peer Piverters

How many times during the past year has your "“gang"
planned any worthwhile activities?

How many times during the past year have any of your
friends asked you to help out on some work he was
required to do?

How frequently during the past year has any of your
friends invited you to his home to meet his folks?

On how many occasions durfng the past year have any of
your friends suggested that you all join a club like
the YMCA?

On how many occasions'éuring the past year have your
friends suggested forming a group for sports
activities?

Aﬁ;&ﬁ&



L 4

el.

P

157

i 719

666

1
|
r 712

.739

1 hué

.589

-,087

-.182

-.103

o145

.227

334

136

APPENDIX D (cont.)

Social Peer Prohibitors

Puring the past year has any of your friends ever told
you he had decided to become a po]uveman, lawyer,
doctor, aurse or teacher?

How often during the past year have any of your
friends refused to take chances?

How often during the past year have any of your friends
asked you to go to church with them?

How many times during the past year have any of your
friends left a fun party because they had to get home
on time?

During the past year have any of your friends ever
asked to meet your parents?

Social Family Instigators

How many times during the past year has-someone in
your family tried to get you high?

How frequently during the past year has a parent,
relative or guardian made you very angry?

How many times during the past year has someone at
home challenged or dared you to do something quite
dangerous?

How often during the past year have you heard any of
“your pareats or relatives or guardian say that smart
anes get away with things?

@aﬂﬁﬁ
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. 4PPENDIX D (cont.)

Socla) Family Facilitators

How frequently during the past year have any of your
parents, relatives or guardian made it easy for you to
goof of f? ‘ i

How often during the past yéar has any parent, rela-
tive or guardian left money or liquor lying around
the house?

On how many occasions during the past year has a
parent, relative or guardian shown he will back you up
against school or other authorities?

How often during the past year has a parent, relative
or quardian let you have your own way?

Social Family Permittors

How many times during the past year has a parent,
relative or guardian expressed the opinion that you
can't fight authority?

How many times during the past year have your parents,
relatives or guardian been too busy to worry about
you?

How maﬁy times during the past year have you been told
at home that most people are out to get all they can?

How frequently during the past year has a parent,
relative or guardian told you that what you do out-
side the home is your own business?
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el. Vatl.

o ——

Social Family Diverters

s b A

568 -.0k7 On how many occasions during the past year has any
member of your family asked you to help them make
something new or fix something up?

:f o ,638  -.123 How frequently during the past year has anyone at home
asked you to do routine chores around the house?

828 -.163 How frequently during the past year has your family
done enjoyable things together, such as a family
outing? S

562 010 How frequently during the past year has your family
made it possible for you to do your homework?

Social Family Prohibitors

609  -.033 How many times during the past year have.your parents,
relatives or guardian made it clear what they expect
of you? ’

809 ~ -.063 How frequently during the past year have yoﬁr parents,
relatives or guardian been firm with you about keeping
better hours? .

A‘%.;:;.;”.»:x e R

645 .083 How frequentiy during the past year have your parents,
; refatives or guardian asked where you go or where
{ ) you've been?

: .781 .091 How frequentiy during the past year havz your parents,
3 reiatives or guardian asked you to tell them about
| your friends? b

1 B
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APPENDIX D (cont.)

fel.  Val.
629 .237
438 .264
298,236
.699 .232
2. .216
57 .166
1651 334
781 228
Loy .138

Soclal School instigators

How frequentiy during the past year have any of the
teachers In your school been unfair to you? '

Buring the past year has any teacher in your schootl
ever had it in for you?

How often during the past yea} has any kid in your
school dared you to make trouble?

Social School Facilitators

How many times during the past year have kids in your,
school told you they wouldn't rat on you if you were
to take chances?

. How frequently during the past year have kids in your

school Jeft their books or other personal things
lying around?

How many times during'the past year have any kids in

your school shown you how to get some new kind of
tkicki? .

Social School Permittors

How many times during the past year has a teacher
failed to notice kids in your c¢lass taking chances?

How many times during the past year have the kids in
your school said that teachers just don't give a damn
about anything?

During the past year have you ever heard a teacher
express an opinion that whatever happens outside of
his class is none of his business?
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APPENDIX D (cant.)

Rel.  Val.
319 .02l
680 ~.110
596 ~-.037
583 .04
505 L0
b2 -,031
690 184
g3 272

Soclal School Dlverters

How often during the past year has the school
arranged any after-hours activities that are fun?

How frequent!y during the past year has a teacher
asked you to help out?

How many times during the past year has the school

offered or told you about opportunities to earn some
money?

Social School Prohibitors

How many times during the past year have teachers
trusted you to do the right thing?

How frequently during the past year Hﬁ%e the teachers
in your school been firm with the students?

On how many occasions during the past year has any
teacher won your respect or admiration?

Social City lnstigators

How frequently during the past year have newspapers in
your town printed any crime stories that were really
interesting?

How many times during the past year has anybody in
town tried to tempt you with easy money or with a new
Tkick''?
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Social City Facilitators

During the past year have you lived in or had
occasion to visit a pretty “rough'' neighborhood?

How often during the past year have there been any

crimes committed on your street?

Social City Permitirrs

How frequentiy during the past year have you met
people in your city who have the attitude: *Why
should | worry about it? {¢'s none of my business''?

How frequently during the past year have you heard any
peopie in your city say they thirnk most cops are no
good?

G e a e o e e o W A e B W W e e N M G e M g U W e e

Social City Diyerters

How often during the past year has your city organized
some good recreation programs for young people?

How many times during the past year have there been

any good job opportunities for people like you in
your city?

s Am cm e M mr Wy MR om v ar e M W e W A M A S s s

Social City Prohibitors

How often during the past year have you read stories
in the newspapers about people being sent to prison as
punishment for their crimes?

How oftsn during the past year have the police done a
good job in your city?

P
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val.

1596

.263

individual Peer Instigators

How frequently during the past year have you wante& to
do almost anything to make the others respect you?

Hav many times during the past year have you been
jealous of what some of your friends have?

How many times during the past year have you wanted to
tell your friends about some exciting thing you have
done?

How of ten during the past year have you wished that
more of the kids liked you?

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to

really get even with some kid?

fndividual Peer Facilitators

How ‘often during the past year have you shown that
nobody had better get in your way?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
shown that you can do things without people noticing?

On how many occasions during thebpast year have you
and your friends felt that you could get away with
almost anything?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
found personal belongings that other kids have left
lying around?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
and your friends put things in some secret place you
had found? o
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al.

pA

.703

al.

o

.204

.316

450

.352

346

"o e e m

.770

.769

595

782

677

-, 148

~.047

~,031

.043

~.063

individual Peer Parmittors

How many times during the past year have you made
mistakes in choosing your friends?

How frequently during the past year have you taken
chances for no reason at all?

How frequently during the past year have there been
times when you went along with your friends just
because you had nothing better to do?

How frequently during the past year have you thought
that you were smart enough to get away with things
that most kids could not get away with?

How frequently during the past year have you been so
mad at some kid that you couldn't control yourself?

Individual Peer Diverters

On how many occasions during the past year have you
been able to get your friends to join with you in some
club activities, like the Boy Scouts, YMCA, church’
groups, etc.?

How many times during the past year have you and your
friends been really busy making or doing something
constructive together?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
enjoyed time spent with your friends in werthwhile
activities?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
been so wrapped up in a book or hobby that you hated
to leave when your friends called for you?

How many times during the past year have you offered to
help a friend on some work that he was required to do?
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632

J17

Val.

-,082

.378

.128

individuai Peer Prohibitors

How many times during the past year have you thought
that you and your friends ought to plan for your
future as adults?

How many times during the past year have you thought
that friends ought to work together to help others?

How many times during the past year have you tried to

- stop a fight?

How many times during the past year have you planned
things that you and your friends could do which would
be helpful to the community?

How often during the past year have you thought about
how you can help any of your friends grow up?

Individual Family Instigators

On how many occasions during the past year have you
wanted to get away from home?

How frequently during the past year have you felt like
smashing things up at home?

How many times during the past year have you wanted to
do almost anything to bresk the monotony at home?

How frequently during the past year have you felt that
-you aren't worth much to anyone at home?
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tadividual Family Facllitators

How many times during the past year have you felt
crowded at home, cramped, closed in: Iike you need
more space of your very own?

How often during the past year have you been c]ever
anough to lie to your parents, relatives or guardian
and get away with it? .

How often during the past year have you been able to
play one parent, relative or gquardian against another
or against an older brother or sister?

How often during the past year have you been able to

stay cool and keep a straight face under pressure at
home?

individual Family Permittors

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to
tell your parents, relatives or guardians to butt out
of your business?

How frequently during the past year have you been Just
plain ''tee’d-off!" with things at home?

How frequently during the past year have there been

times at home when you felt so mad you couldn't
control yourself?

How frequently during the past year have there been
times at home when you had a lot of spare time ta
kili?

i
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APPENDEX O (cont,)

Individual Famlly Diverters

How many times during the past year have you enjoyed
being at home?

How many times during the past year have you been able
to find enough work to keep yourself busy around the
house? :

How many times during the past year have you offered
to da additional chores at home?

How many times during the past year at home, have you
found good ways of making use of your spl3re time?

Individual Family Prohibitors

How often during the past year have you gotten plea-
sure from doing a good job on some work that was
required at home?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
really been able to talk about your problems with your
parents, relatives or guardian?

On how many occasions during the past year have you
wanted to go to church with your family?

How often during the past year have you wanted to tell
your family where you're going and who with?
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Rel. Val.

St e

individual School Instlgators

616 .219 How many times during the past year have you been so
mad at teachers in school that you just had to do
something?

52 .25h How often during the past year have you wanted to
prove to the other kids at school that you are really
somebody?

623 470 During the past year have you ever felt that, despite
ali your efforts, you'd never get anywhere in schaol?

R . . . T T S P ) - e S o W o e e

Individual School Facilitators

: .808 .352 During the past year how often have you ditched
; school and gotten away with it?

607 158 How often during the past year have you found places
’ : in schoal where you could hide out for long periods of
) i time during the day?

s .382 How frequently during the past year have you bheen able

% . to outsmart the teacher or other authority in your
3 school even under pressure?

1 I T T T . T T

g Individual School Permittors

, 660 257 How many times during the past year have you thought
; that some teachers are not so smart?

i JJh2 .408 During the past year have you ever felt that school was
a waste of time? .

.589 .218 How frequently during the past year have you argued
Pl with a teacher or someone like that just to make him
look bad?

e

ki

EFa




i,

T

APPENDIX D {cont.)

el.

pA=So

Jr

.563

57

- e e e ow o= owm

664

748

J709

765

val.

=097

-.116

- 129

-.0h

042

~. 166

272

413

Individual School Diverters

During the past year were there days.when ofice you'd
gotten to school you were glad te be there?

How many times during the past year have you become
really interested in finding out more about something
& teacher said in school?

How many times during the past year have you enjoyed

doing a good job on some work that was required at
school?

"E m M e W m om om m w omom e e o o o oG W = owm e om e

Individual School Prohibitors

How often during the past year have you thought about
what you can do for your school?

‘How often during the past year have you tried to win
the approval of a teacher?

How often during the past year have you seen school as
a means of improving yourself?

o Al e e m e am m M M Ae e e e v e wm o e o m m w e w e

Individual City Instigators

How frequently during the past vear have you Tels like
smashing things up?

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to
- be very important?
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Individual City Facilitators

.317 On how many occasions during the past year have you
found any new short cuts to get home fast without
being seen?

.186 How often during the past vear have you been able to
find places in your city where you could have 2 hide-
out?

W e m m m e e o W W W e owm e e o e o om om M e e e e ur ae e mm h ay w ee ae w

Individual City Permittors

460 How many times during the past year have you thought
of yourself as being cool enough to outsmart most
other people in your city?

R How often dﬁring the past year have you thought some-
thing like this: “Who cares! I've got nothing to
lose:'?

A m  wm ow e W W E e o D oM s o m % W o e m m om oum e e e e e 4 o e

657

512

19

Individua! City Diverters

.152 How often during the past year have you used the city
facilities to play tennis or basketball or some other
active game like that just because you enjoy it?

-.067 During the past year have you ever taken part inm an
educational program outside of school, such as tutor-
ing help, mxtension courses, etc.?

W m m w m e e s oG e B s o e M W e e e e e e o e e e

Individual Lity Prohibitors

-.073 How many times during the past year have you done
thitigs that would help your city?

-.056 During the past year have any of the crimes you hear
about in your city made you feel disgusted?
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APPEND{X E: DETAILED TABLES FOR ANALYSES
TABLE 10
Means. and Standard Deviations and F-ratios of Stable
and Unstable Delinquents for Multivariate Analyses of Varlance
Peér Segment
Stable (N=112} Unstable (N=22)

Factor X S.D. Factor X s.D.
5P1 2,97 1.45 SPi 2,95 1,61
SPF 2.71 1.4 SPF 2,84 1.54
5PPe 2,91 1.46 SPPe 3. 14 1.88
SPD 2,16 1,29 SPD 2.44 1.49
SPPr 2,36 1.36 SPPr 2.34 1,84
1Pl 2.56 1.57 T3] 2,35 1.50
IPF 2.13 1.23 IPF 2.3 .68
1PPe 2.47 1.30 iPPe 2,04 1.43
- IPD - 2,48 .48 iPd 2.23 1,31
lP?r' 2,03 1.29 1PPr 2.27 1.74

Sne. § Ind.: 4 = 0.93; F10/123 = 0.93; p > .05

Family Seqment
Stable (N=112) Unstable {(N=22}

Factor X S.D. Factor X $.D.
SFi 1.52 0.9i SF1 1.92 1.27
SFF 1.98 1.22 SFF 2,13 1.85
SFPe 1,94 1.24 SFPe 2,21 1.84
SFD k.27 1.59 SFD 4,20 1.33
SFPr 4,45 1.69 SFPr 4.50 - 1.70
IFl 2.32 1.49 IFi 2,58 1,65
IFF 2,44 i.32 IFF 2.78 1.43
iFPe 2.99 }.67 1FPe 3.47 1.81
iFD 3.26 1.64 IFG 2,64 o 1.4s
1FPr 2.85 1.66 1FPr 2,76 1.11

Soc, & Ind.: A = 0.95; FIO{123 = 0.66; p > .05

s -
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TABLE 10 (cont.)
S;:hool Segment
Stable (N=112) . Unstable (N=22)

Factor X S.0. Factor X s.b,
3] 2,36 1.67 ssi 2.43 1.42
SSF 2,94 1.66 SSF 2,51 1,61
$5Pe 2.88 1.65 $S5Pe 2.75 1.51
S50 2,35 i.55 $sb 1,89 i.30
SSPr 2.90 1.76 SSPr 3.06 1.22
isi 2.1 1.4 isi 2.03 1.42
ISF 1.69 1.25 ISF 1.90 1.52
fSPe 2.3 144 iSPe 2.01 1.56
1SD 2,79 1.72 iS0 2.40 1.42
18Py 2,52 i.61 iSPr 2.51 1.4o

Soc. & Ind,: A = 0.92; F‘O/lZS = 1.01; p > .05

City Segment

_ Stable $N=H2! Unstable !N=222 .
Factoy X S.D. Factor- X 'S.D.
SCt 2.25 .77 SCi 2,21 1.23
SCF 2.4 .54 SCF 2.54 1.67
SCPe 2.93 1.98 SCPe 2.93 1.64
SCD 2.09 1.64 SCD 1.87 1.28
SGPr 3.45 2.18 SCPr 3.36 1.76
icy 2.3 1.38 Ict 2.43 .60
ICF 1.76 1.56 {CF 2,02 .64
1CPe 1.65 1.21 icre 1.77 1.38
1o 1.90 1.58 1€ 1.25 1.04
icPr 2.16 1.52 J1CPr 2.08 1.17

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.95; 'FID/IZ?, = 0.68; p > .05

ey



152

o TABLE 11

kR Means and Standard Deviations and F-ratlos of Dellinquents Coming
o from Familles Composed of Both Natural Parents, One Step-parent
L and One Natural Parent, or One Parent
. for Multivariate Analyses of Variance

Peer Segment

Natural Parents Step-parent One Parent
N=96 !N:ZZ! N=
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X s.0.
5Pt 3.08 1.54 SPt 3.19 1.78 SPi 2.93 1.29
SPF 2.20 1.55 SPF 2.69 1.78 SPF 2.56 .50
it SPPe 3.03 1.49 SFPe 2.88 §.71 SPPe 2.93 1.67
! SPD 2,18 1.30 SPD 2,15 1.18 SPD 2.28 1,29
i SPPr 2.36  1.bh SPPr 2.17  1.h46 SPPr 2.47 1.36
ol 259 15w 1P 2,36 1,38 Pl 2,35 173
i 1PF 2,24 1.24 IPF 2,44 1,95 1PF 2,22 1.07
" VPPe 2.56  1.32 1PPe 2.08 1.43 {PPe '2.58 1.33
b 10~ 2.4k 1.43 iPD 2.07 i.2! {PD 2.35 1.32
i 10Pr 2,03 1.39 {PPr 2,01 i.12 1PPr 1.89  1.32
‘ Soc. & Ind.: & = 0.90; Fpy oy = 0.79; p > .05
!
'% Family Segment
N Natural Parents Step-parent ‘ One Parent
g (N=96) - (N=22) (N=35)
‘ Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
Tl se 153 o8s SFt 169 1.28 SFI 162 112
it SFF .97 1.13 SFF 2.50 1.89 SFF 2,12 1.36
i SFPe 2,04 1,27 SFPe 2,03 1.88 SFPe 2.04 1.32
b SFD L.30 1.45 SFD L3714k SFO 4,10 1.73
Gl SFEr 463 1.68 SFPr  L.10  1.4g SFPr L4.07  1.72
RN 2,57 1.56 IFi 2,02 1.60 iF1 2.30  1.42
;! IFF 2,62 1,36 IFF 2.56 1.59 IFF - 2,57 1.21
a 1FPe 3.06 1.69 - {FPe 3.35 1.95 1FPe 3.25 1.82
i iFD 3.15  J.60K IFD 3.06  1.23 13] 3.12 1,73
c* ﬁ - iFPr 2,70 1.50 tFPr 2.60 .17 tFPr 3.03 1.96
r Soc. & ind.: A = 0.87; FZO/ZBZ = 1.01; p > .05
q
4
i
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TABLE 11 {cont.)
School Segment
Natural Parents Step-parent One Parent
N=96 (N=22) P (N=
Factor X s.D. Factor X S.D, Factor X 5.0,
$s1 2.31  1.64 §st . 2,20 1,hkg §st 2.66 1.80
SSF 3.09 1.81 SSF 2,70 1.53 SSF 2,72 1.65
$SPe N 1.78 SSPe’ 2,49 1.09 S8Pe 2.80 1.60
SSD 2.42 1.5 SSp 2,16 1,12 SSD 2,05 1.54
SsPr 2,95 .74 SSPr 3.23  1.54 SSPr 2,74 -1.68
st 2,04 1.44 1S1 2,17 1.83 151 2.18  1.47
iSF 1.79  1.28 ISF 1.67 1.47 ISF 1.99 1,22
[SPe 2,40  1.48 ISPe 2,18 1.h5 iSPe 2.62 1.60
ISD 2,67 1.78 ISD 2,70 1.ho 1SD 2.35 1.hg
{SPr 2,k 1.68 ISPr 2,06 1,07 ISPr 2.50 1.40
Soc._§ ind.: & = 0.84; F20/282 = 1.30; p >‘.05
City Segment
Natural Parents Step~parent One Parent
N=96 _{=22) {N=35)
Factof X 5.0. Factor X $.0. Factor X S.D.
SCl 2.42  1.87 Sct .75 1.36 SCi 2.16 1.73
SCF 2,21 1.53 SCF 2,22 1.60 SCF 2.6 1.99
SCPe 3.22 2,04 SCPe 2.49 1.7k SCPe 2.87 1.95
SCD 2,13 1.55 SCD 1.88  1.77 sCo 1.81 1.16
schr 3.49  2.16 SCPr 3.33 2.1 SCPr 2.8 1.77
ict 2.5%  1.54 iCt 1.79 .24 ici 2,67 1.27
ICF 1.71  1.50 ICF 1.66 1.68 iCF 2.36 1,40
1CPe 1.78 1.4 1CPe 1.73 - 1.18 fCPe  1.90 1.29
[1)] 1,86 1,47 1co 1.64 1,36 €D .85 1.98
2,10 1.50 iCPr 2,02 1.22 {CPr 2.16 1.62

1ePr

Soc, & Ilnd.: A = 0.86; F

20/282 = 1075 p > .05

nvg$&é§%ﬁ*
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TABLE 12

i

!
"1
1

v

Means, Standard Deviations, and F«ratios of Males and Females
for Multivariate Analyses of Varlance

i
& Peer Segment
{
3 Males (N=125) Females (N=36)
Factor X $.0. Factor X 5.0,
i set 3,03 .46 SPI 3.02 1.75
3 SPF 2,70 .45 SPF 3.10 1.83
. SPPe 2,88 t.k9 SPPe 3.33 1,92
: SPD 2.23 .33 SPD 2.11 i.16
: SpPr 2,25 1.42 SPPr 2.76 1,44
3 {Pl 2.49 1.52 (141 2,55 1.70
3 LPF 2.04 1.27 1PF 2.62 1.46
3 i PPe 2.39 - 1.27 1PPe 2.60 1.56
: 1PD 2,35 1,38 PR 2,42 1.40
3 IPPr 1.96 1.31 tPPr 2.08 T b
Soc. & Ind.: p = 0.91; FlO/lSO = 1.50; p > .05»
' Family Seguent
Males (N=125) Females .§N=36[
Factor X 5.0, Factor X 5.0,
SF1 1.48 0.97 SFI 1.85 1.09
SFF 2,02 1.32 SFF . 1.99 1.38
SFPe 2.00 1.39 SFPe 2,03 1.2h4
SFD 4,28 1.48 SFD 4,18 1.70
- | SFPr b.53 1.67 SFPr b4 1.81
L | IR 2.23 142 IF1 2.84 1.87
i IFF 2. 1.32 IFF 2.95 1.42
4 IFPe 2.80 1,58 i1FPe k.19 1.92
i IFD 3.1 1.5} ©IFD 3.17 1.96
§ IFPr 2,74 1.57 1FPr 2.80 1.75
1
!
:E Soc. & Ind.: p = 0.8 FIO/!SO = 2.84; p < .01
b . _ )
% Soc.: A —0&6,%/55—‘J1,p>.%
! Ind.: Ao = 0.89; Feriss = 4,28; p < .01

;
LR
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TARLE 12 {cont.)

School Segment

: Males (N=125} Females (K=36

4 Factor X 5.0, Factor X 5.D.
$51 2.4) 1.70 ss1 1.97 1.1
SSF 2.91 1.73 SSF 2.90 1.73
! SSPe 2.91 1.69 §SPe 2.84% 1.67
sSb 2.28 1.53 sS0 2,28 1.20
$SPr 3.0hL 1.67 SSPr 2.77 i.79
; 1St 1.97 1.38 B isi 2.51 1.81
; iSF 1.64 1.7 iSF 2.22 1,54
9 i5Pe 2.26 1.51 1SPe z2.7 1.47
) 2.68 1.69 150 2.36 1.52.
ii; iSPr 2.52 1.57 ISPr 2.10 1.38
|l soc. & Ind.: A = 0.87; Floziso = 2165 p < .05

Soc.z A = 0.97; Fg e = 0775 p > .05
l ind.: A = 0.93; FS/lSS =2,32; p < .05
E Males (N=125) . Females {(N=36)
; Facttor X S.D. ' Factor X S.D.
i sa 2.32 1.7 sci 2.09 1.79
SCF 2.18 1.6] SCF 2.54 1.78

|l scpe 3.th 1.95 SCPe 2.53 1.92
! SCD 2.07 1.50 sCo 1.87 1,64
¢ SCPr 3.53 2.12 SCPr 3.01 2,05
3 IC) 2.ln 1.44 {Cl 2.51 1.59
| ICF 1.72 1.59 iCF i.96 1.29
: 1CPe 1.62 1.29 iICPe 2.21 1.50
Loy oo 2.00 }.62 l‘CD 1.20 1,24
i {CPr 2.08 §.50 JCPy 2.09 1.36
E Soc, & Ind.: A = 0.85; FIOIISO = 2,64; p < .0V

\ Soc.: A = 8.96; F5/155 = 1.36; p > .05

| A moQlsE = .

: fnd.: A Q.9%; FS/ISS 3.17; p < .05

i

%

it

i
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Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for Dellnquency Status

TABLE 13

and Sex on All Individual Family Factors

. 156

Factor IF1 id {FPe - {FD 1EPr
X 2,23 2.4) 2.80 3.1 2,74
Dellingq/Male
5.0. 1.2 1.32 1.58 1.5 1.57
X 2.10 1.98 2.05 2.68 3.80
Non~deling/Male
S.b. 1 1.42 1.15 1.54 1.68
X 2.84% 2.97 4,19 3.17 2,80
Deling/Female
5.0. 1.87 .42 1.92 1.6 1.75
X 2.13 1.95 2.24 3.12 b4z
Non-deling/Femaie
o s.0.  1.28 .52 1.37 1.89 1.71
2 \
Rm .028 .035 .053 .098 116
Rfm .00 003 .028  .obk 058
Fa/u83 7.00 8.00 6.00 1421  15.26
P p<.01 p<.001  p<Ul  p<.00]  p<.001




Aneans, S.0.'s, R2‘5 and F Values for Delinquency Status

TABLE 14

and Sex on All individual School Factors

157

Facior 151 iSF {SPe 1Sp 1SPr
X i.97 1.64 2.26 2.68 2,52
Daiing/Male
'S.D. 1.38 1.17 1.51 1.69 1.57
X 3.32 1.80 1.70 2.14 2.65
Non-deling/Male
5.0, 1.54 1.33 1.39 1.38 1.46
X 2,51 2,22 2.71 2.36 2.10
Deling/Female
« s.D. 1.81 1.54 1.47 1.52 1.38
. X 407 1.57 1.27 2.28 3,00
Non~deling/Female
. S.D, 1.55 - 1.36 1.1 1.49 T.b2
Rgn .035  .0b7 .ol 018,057
2
Ran .002 .009 .003 .005 012
Fa/hss -8,00 9.50 2,00 3.00 11,00
1] p<.00! p<.00i p>.05 p>.05 p<.001
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TABLE 15
Means, $.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values for Delinquency Status
and Sex on All Individual City Factors
3 .
E Factor 1cl ICF 1CPe 1co 1cPr
X 2.41 1.72 1.62 2,00 2,08
. Deling/Male
s.0. .4 159 129 1.62 1.50
3 X 2.96 2.4 2.02 1. 3.09
" Non~deling/Male
5 ) S.D., 1.61 1.52 1.22 i.15 .28
X 2.51 1,96  2.21 .20 2,09
5 Peling/Female

s.0. 1.59 §.29 1.54 1.24 1.36

X LR 2.44 1.65 1.39 2.54
Non-deling/Female
- s.D. 1.70 1.58 1.05 1.37 1.40
2
Rey .002 .015 .029 027 .038
2 .
. Rem .000 ook .000 .00l .04
Fa/u53 0.55 2.50 7.30 6.40 6.00

p p>.05 p>.05 p<.001 p<. 0O} p<.01

L FCOPTIN -
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TABLE 16

Means, $.D.'s, R2'5 and F Values for Male and Femsle
Pelinquents on Individual Family Factors

159

Factor IFI IFF {FPe 1FD {FPr
X 2.23 2.41 2.80 3N 2.74
Male .
s.D. 1RY) 1.32 1.58 1.51 1.57
X - 2.8% 2,97 4.19 3.17 2.80
Female
$.0. 1.87 1.42 1.92 1.96 1.75
RﬁM .023 .029 110 L0003  .0003
2 -
Rom .060 .000 .000 .000 .000
l-'m59 3.83 4,83 26.00 0.50 0.50
P p>.05 p<.05 p>.05  p>.05

p<.001

O
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TABLE 17
i
Means, $.D.'s, R%'s and F Values for Male and Female
Deiinquents on Individual School Factors
Factor 15) 1SF {SPr
X 1.97 1,64 2.52
Lf Male
R ' s.0.  1.38 117 1.57
. X 2.5 2.22 2.10
1 Female
S.b, 1.81 1.54 1.38
R 022 036 o1
EM . . .013
R
;; RRM .000 .000 .000
§
FV159 3.66 6.00 2.1
P p>.05 p<.05 p>.05
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TABLE 18
Means, $.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values for Male and Female
! Delinquents on fndividual City Factors
Factor 1CPe_ | ico iCPr
X 1.62 ‘ 2.00 . 2.08
g Hale .
It §.0. 1.29 1.62 1.50
X 2.21 1.20 2,09
4 Female
; 5.0, 1,54 1.24 1.36
Sl el 032 05 000
N FM - - -
. Réﬂ - .000 .000 .000
. i v
) FVISS 5.23 7.50 0.00
3‘ P p<.05 p<.0} p~>.05
q *
i
o
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TABLE 19

Means, 5.0.'s, Rz's and F Values

for Sex and Age Groups of Delinquents

Factor {FE {FPe ISF 1CPe 1D
X 2,34 2,76 1.45 1.77 1.98
Male/Young
$.D. 1.46 1.55 1.17 1.39 1.75
X 2.82 4,03 1.77 2.23 0.95
Female/Young
S.0. 1.19 1.89 1.14 §.39 D.98
X - 2.5 2.83 1.85 1.37 2.03
Male/01d
$.D. 1ok 1.59 1.13 1.13 1.4%
X 3.13 L34 2.67 2,19 1.46
Female/01d
. 5.0, 1.56 1.88 .71 i.64 y.38
Rf.H 035 .uz L0822 .ok .o5)
2
Ran .006 .002 Rl .007 .002
Fa/157 2.4 g.16 3.3 2.91 4,08
p p>.05  p<.008  p<.05  p>.05  p<.05
§




TABLE 20

Means, S.D.'s, Rz*s and F Values
for Sex and Socio-economic Groups of Dellnquents

163

Factor IFF 1FPe 158 {CPe 1C0
X 2,18 2.5 1.49 1.58 2.15
Hale/Low
S.D. 1.17 1.5 1.00 1.26 1.83
X 2.12 2.97 1.51 1.72 0.85
Female/Low '
s.D. 1.02 1.88 0.67 1.3% 1.00
X 2,65 3.04 1.73 1.73 2.04
Hate/Med.
: $.D. 1.38 1.67 1.24 1.34 1.32
X 3.22 4,84 2,18 2,48 1.28
Female/Med,
- 5.0, 1.48 1.80 1.35 17k 1.03
X 2.57 2.95 .62 1.43 1.89
Male/High
$.0. .47 .53 1.29 0.85 1.62
X 3.29 L.16 2.95 2,05 1.60
Female/High
s.p. - 1.20 1.8% 2.12 1.1k 1.74
R.?M .a72 .163 077 .o48 .05
Rﬁn 0k7 .060 024 014 .001
Fa/139 1.19 5.07 2.83 1.64 2.81
P p>.05 p<.0l p<.05 p>.05 p<.05
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TABLE 21}

Means, S$.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Sex and 1Q Groups of Delinquents

Factor

IFF {EPe iSF 1CPe 1D

Hale/Low
Female/Low
Male/Med{
Feméje/Med.

Hale/High

Female/High

|

1.75 .81 1.16 0.9% 1.37
s.0.  1.16 1.21 0.96 1.00 1.28

X 3.04 AN 1.36 2.79 0.99
s.b.  1.50 1.53 0.90 1,70 0,88
X 2.58 2,96 1.75 1.96 2.07

S.0. 1.45 .65 1.25 1.28 1.58
2.46 3.51 2.2 1.73 1,34

>

s.D. 1,24 2,04 1.72 .20 1.48
2.46 2,92 1.61 . 1,27 2.30

>}

S.D. 0.92 i.22 0.96 1,27 1.81
3.68 L.96 2.86 2.30 1.24
S.D. 1.16 1.66 1.32 1.50 1.08

>}

.058 .135 .089 .098 .08}
.009 .013 013 .025 .012
2,66 6.66 4,16 4,00 3.83

p>05  p<.0l p<.0l p<.Ol p<.O05
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TABLE 22
Means, S.D.'é. Rz's and F Values
for Sex and Stability Groups of Delinquents
Factor IFF 1FPe I1SF iCPe 1CD
X 2.39 2,79 1.59 1.56 2.07
Male/Stab. .
s.D. 1.34 1.61 1.19 1,21 1.59
, - X 2,61 3.65 2,01 1.92 1.33
Female/Stab. .
S.D. 1.23 1.68 1.35 1.12 1.35
X 2,71 3.07 1.71 1.69 2.31
Male/Unstab.
s.D. 1.52 1.53 1.12 1.3} 1.46
X 3.12 5.25 2.76 2.15 0.97
Female/Unstab. :
- S.D. 0.43 1.66 1.98 1.k 0.72
Ry .012 .08  .057  .015 .076
Rﬁn .009 011 .00k .001 .025
F2/130 0.19 k.79 3.63 0.95 3.59
P p>.05  p<.0! p<.05  p>.05  p<.05

m‘ﬂ%
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. TABLE 23
Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Sex and Family Composition Groups of Dellnquents
Factor 1FF 1FPe 1SF {CPe 1CD
X 2,49 2.75 1.66 1.61 2,01
. Male/Nat. Parents
' S.D. 1.3 1.53 1.19 1.30 1.41
X 3.00 4.23 2.25 2.27 0.96
Female/Nat. Parents
. S.0. 1.36 1.72 1.49 1.61 0.98
X 2.33 2.69 1.56 1.27 2,59
Male/Step-Parents
' S.D. 1.52 1.62 1.10 0.87 1.56
: X 3.16 5.10 1.97 2.95 1.78
+ Female/Step~Parents
: - S.D. 1.4y 1.46 2.06 1.53 1.69
§ X 2.3 2,93 1.8 .92 2.10
- Male/One Parent
5.0, 1.13 1.60 1.16 1.16 2.09
X 3.23 L9 2.52 1.87 .11
- Female/One Parent :
S.D. 1.13 V.97 1.18 1.53 1.16
‘ RiM .ol5 .158 .067 074 .086
j 2 .
* RRH .000 .009 .007 .005 .021
il
] F3/151 2.50 8.33 3.27 3.83 3.66
p p>.05 p<.001  p<.05 p<.05 p<.05

B ek

L
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f TABLE 24
: Means, §.D.'s, R%'s and F Values
‘ for Sex and Ethnic Groups of Delinquents
Factor IFF IFPe __ ISF 1CPe 160
’ X 2.8 283 1.66  1.60 2.0
d Male/Anglo ) .
L 5.0, 1.3 1.65 1.19 1.26 1.51
j X 3.07 W48 241 2.23  1.33
4 Female/Angio
; S.0. A3 Lok 165 1.63 L2k
4 X 2.28  2.33  1.53  1.70  1.99
# Male/S-A .
3 S.D. 1.23 1.0} 1.02 1.38 2.06
{ X 2.64 3.16 1.57 2.15 0.76
4 Female/S-A
N i N s.0. 0.92 1.26 0.62 ¥.05 1.05
i R§M .035 .3 .osk .033  .050
2 : :
Ram .003 .020 . .007 .000 .003
F2/157 2.66 10.16 L.00 2.75 3.83
p p>.05  p<.001 p<.05  p<.05  p<.05
N 3
i
i
}
it
il
: i
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o TABLE 25

Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
for Sex and Multiple~First Offense Groups
Factor . 33 iFPe ISF 1CPe ’ icb

X z.21 3.01 1.65 1.58 2.39
‘ Mate/Hult. :
s.b.  1.82 1.58 1.24 1.15 1.73
i X 2,67 5.22 3.3 2.95  1.60
) Female/Mult.
i . 5.D. 1.72 1.70 1.87 1.85 1.49
X 1,62 2,62 1.63 1.65 1.6
Male/First
. . s.0, 1,43 1.55 LU 1.38 1.4
X 2.01 3.67 1.76 1.84 i.00
Female/First
- s.D. 1.61 1.77 1.05 .16 1.0}
. 2
Rey 021 1S5 .078‘ 021 .30k
2 s
Ran .00} .020 .008 001 .053
Fasisy 1.58  12.73 5.75 1.58  28.10
p p>.05 p< 001 p<.O1 p>.05  p<.00l
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i TABLE 26
)l i Means, Standard Deviations, and F-ratios of Young
! and 0ld Dellnquents for Multivariate Analyses of Varlance
-
4‘ Peer Seqment \
old_(N=77) - Young (N=8h
. Factor X s.D. Factor X S.D.
Tl skt 3.39 1.48 3 2.69 1.49
! . SFF 3.1 1.60 SPF 2.50 1.43
4 " SPPe 3.03 V.42 SPPe 2.93 1.75
SPD 2.13 1.2h SPD 2,27 1.3
: SPPr 2.28 1.4 SPPr 2.44 1.46
A 1| 2.33 1.49 \PI 2,62 1.6}
] pF 2.24 1.39 1PF 2,11 1.28
p! ] | PPe 2,45 1.37 iPPe 2.43 §.32
4 {PD 2,37 1.35 1PD 2.36 1.42
!é | PPr 1.97 V.17 PPy 2.00 V.47
Socy & Ind.: A = 0.86; FlO/iso =2.34; p < .05
? _ ' _
- ‘ Soc.: A = 0,91; FS/ISS =2.89; p <.05
ind.: A = 0.98; FS/‘SS =0,60; p > .05
Family Segment
01d (N=77) Young (N=84
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
ose 1.ikg 0.85 SFi 1.63 1.13
SFF 2,19 1.25 SFF 1.85 1.39
SFPe 2.97 1.29 SPFe 1.96 1.42
SFD L, 31 1.54 SFD L. 20 1.52
SFPr b4 46 1.57 SFPr 4.4o 1.82
IF} 2,53 1.68 IF1 2.19 1.41
IFF 2.6k 1.27 {FF 2.45 1.4
1FPe 3.18 1.79 IFPe 3.04 1.73
IFD 3.21 1.h49 LFD 3.04 1.73
IFPr 2.66 1.36 IFPr 2.84 1.80 “

Soc, & Ind.: A = 0.93; FIO/ISO = 1.19; p > .05
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5 . TABLE 26 {cont.}
School Segment
2 26009, segment
- 0td {(N=77) Young, (N=84)
, " Factor X S.D, Factor I3 S.D
o ss1 2.24 1.60 ss| 2.38 1.69
SSF 3.10 1,74 SSF 2.73 1.70
= . SSPe 2.84 1.55 SSPe 2.93 1.80
a0 ssp 2.43 1.49 SSD 2.14 1.43
s | sser 2.99 1.50 sSSP 2.98 1.86
i Ist 2.01 1.55 1S} 2.17 1.46
] ISF 2.01 1.33 I15F 1.54 1.20
o ISPe 2.20 1.37 1SPe 2.51 1.61
i 1sn 2.63 1.62 IsD 2.59 1.69
i 1SPr 2.46 1.33 1SPr 2.40 1.71
T . A= . - )
B Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.88; Flo/150 = 2:055 p < .05
i . = . - .
1{ Soc..‘ A = 0.96; F5/|55 1.18; p > .05
| { Ind.: A =0,92; F5/|55 = 2,56; p < .05
" i
‘i City Segment
i 01d_(8=77) Yourig (¥=84
3 Factor X SD " Factor X S.D
| . .
i sct 2.4 .77 - sCi 2.12 . 1.72
SCF 2.26 1.56 SCF 2.26 1.74
! SCPe 2.98 1.92 SCPe 3.03 2.00
3 SCD 1.90 1.41 sch 2.15 1,63
: SCPr 3.79 2,10 SCPr 3.06 2.06
1] 2.43 i.54 ict 2.43 1.4
ICF 1.52 1.38 ICF 2.00 1.62
1CPe 1.61 1.30 : 1CPe 1.89 141
ico 1.89 1.47 S 1] 1.77 1.68
IcPr 2.10 1.45 ICPr 2.07 1.49
Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.90; FlO/lSO = 1.71; p > .05

g LT R T T S T
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TABLE 27

! Means, 5.0.'s, Rz's and F Values for Delinquency Status
! . and Age on All Soclal Peer Factors

Factor SP1 SPF 5ppe SP0_ SPPy

>

2.69 2.50 2,93 2.27 244
i Deling/Young
i 5.0, 1.43 .43 1.75 1.34 1.46

‘ X 1.80 2.58 2,43 2,40 2,50

i1 Nen-deling/Young

i : s.p. 1,32 1.39 1.46 1.26 1.50
X 3.39 3.11 3.03 2,13 2.28

Leiing/0ld
' s.0. 1.48 1.60 1.42 1.24 1.

X 2,62 2.64 3.30 2.71 2,84

Non-del ing/01d

- s.D. 1.61 1.49 1.60 1.20 1.45
-
Rey Jd01 0 .02% .032 .02 .017
Ran 084 o011 .032 .00} .00}
FZ/kSB 4,25 3f25 0.00 5.50 k.00
p p<.05 p<.05 p>.05 p<.0i p<.05
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TABLE 28

and Age on All Individual Schoal Factors

SR ¥

Means, $.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for Delinquency Status

Factor 1St 1SF’

1SPe 1SD 1SPr
X 2.17 1.54 2,51 2,59 2.40
Deling/Young ‘
s.D. 1.46 1.20 1.61 1.69 1.71
X 3.67 1.62 1.29 2.22 2.78
Non-delinq/Young
5.D. 1.56 1.33 1.07 1.39 1.36
X 2.01 2.01 2.20 2,63 2.46
Deling/01d .
' s.D. 1.55 1.33 1.37 1.62 1.33
X 3.87 1.78 1.90 2.19 2,99
Non-delinq/0id
- S.D. 1.67 1.37 1.56 1.56 1.64
R 020 .043  .008  .009  .066
FM
2
Ran .001 .0h3 ‘ .001 .001 .003
Fa/us3 4.50 0.00 1.75 2.00 15,50
P p<.05  p>.05  p>.05  p>.05  p<.00]
. i *&"
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TABLE 29
Means, $.D.'s, Rz's and F Vafues
for Young and 01d Delinquents on Social Peer Factors
" Factor SPi SPF SPD éPPr
X 2,69 2.50 2,27 2,44
Young
5.D. 1.49 1,43 1.34 1.46
|
‘ X 3.39 3.1 2,13 2,28
oid
S.Dh. 1.48 1.60 1.24 .41
R 057 042 002 602
. Ren . . . .
P ;
RRM .000 .000 .000 .000
‘Fl/ISS 9.50 7.33 0.33 Q.33
L p p<.01 p<.01 p>.05 p>.05
i
l{ B o 7 e N T TR 4 St e S e SR e S et IR Rt S SR
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¥ TABLE 30
Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
]fg}, for Young and Old Delinquents on [ndividual School Factors
o ‘
= | ractor ' - 15t tsPr
X 2.17 2,40
Young .
‘S.0, 1.46 1.71
X 2.01 2.46
0ld
s.D. 1.55 1.33
RZ 00k 000
M : *
R2 l 000 000
RH . .
I3
17159 0.66 0.00
P ' p>.05 ‘ p>.05

=
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TABLE 3!

‘ Means, $.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
: ‘ for Age and Sex Groups of Delinquents

Factor ' SPI SPE
‘ X 2,69 2.4
Young/Male
‘ S.D. T 1.48 1.37
‘ X 3.42 3.00
L 0ld/Male
5 s.D. 1.32 1.48
% ‘ X 2.62 2.60
1 - Young/Female
% ‘ 5.0, 1.35 1.45
! X 3.4 3.60
3 ; 01d/Female .
é‘ ' - S.D. 1.96 1.98 -
i 2 '
% RFM .055 .04y
1 2 .
k]
s RRM .QOO .007
y -
- F2/|57 4,58 3.33
Lop : p<.05 p<.05
|
&in. '“H!Eﬂ§E5?ﬁﬁ?q?ﬁF9EWSﬁ?EE“§3Eﬁﬁ&E5ﬂEﬁBE&H&E&&%ﬁERﬁNE&EE@ﬁ%#;&kw$¥3ﬂ=éﬂf;Eﬁﬂﬁaﬁzkﬂﬂmnnnwﬁmﬁ:»xmﬂ“’*
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TABLE 32

Means, $.D.'s, Rz's and F Values

for Age and Socio-economic Groups of Oelinquents

176

Factor SP!1 SPF
X 2,60 2,43
Young/Low
S.D. 1.68 1.4y
X 2.77 2.60
01d/Low
S.D. 1.24 .54
X 2.84 2,46
Young/Med.
S.D. 1.24 141
X 3.46 342
0id/Med.
.. 5.D. 1.47 1.47
X 2.60 2,65
Young/High
s.D. 1.37 1.37
X 3.69 3.65
0id/High
$.D. 1.11 1.28
2
RFM. 072 .122
Rz 016 .029
M . .
F31139 2.83 4,92
p p<.05 p<.0]
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TABLE 33

2

Means, S.D.'s, R"'s and F Values

‘for Age and {Q Groups of Delinquents

177 R |

Factor SP) SPF
X 1.48 2.13
Young/ Low
s.D. 0.94 1.10
X 2.97 2.88
01d/Low )
$.0. 1.71 1.59
X 2.56 2.77
Young/Med. :
S.D. .34 1.57
X 3.21 3.56
01d/Med. '
- S.D. V.77 1.55
. X 3.06 2,97
Young/High
S.D. 1.43 1.25
X 3.31 3.6k
01d/High
s.0. 1.24 1.22
82 078 068
N . .
2
Ren .01 .03
Fa/iug 3,52 290
p p<.05 p<.05
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TABLE. 34

Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
for Age and Stablility Groups of Delinquents

Factor SPl _ - SPF
X 2.59 2.33
i Young/Stable
S.D. 1.28 1.21]
5 X . 3.44 3.19
K Oid/Stable .
‘ S.D. 1.49 1.57
X 2.80 2.72
Young/Unstable
S.0. 1.13 1.79
X 3.07 3.00
0ld/Unstable
.- 5.0, 1.85 1.04
R 065 062
M - : *
2 .
RRM .006 .001
Far130 k.09 k.16
P p < .05 p<.05
ST o AT ﬁﬁ‘m':ﬁmmxw;t‘h_ﬂvwm -
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TABLE 35

119

Means, $.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Age and Family Composition Groups of Dellinquents

Factor SPi SPF
X 2.59 2,51
Young/Nat. Parents
S.D. 1.3% 1.30
X 3.50 3.27
01d/Nat, Parents
S.D. 1.57 t.64
X 3.06 2,48
Young/Step~Parents
s.D. 1.83 1.57
X 3.38 T 3.00
01d/Step-Parents
. s.D. 1,58 1.90
X 2.68 2,34
Young/One Parent
5.0, 1.37 1.43
X 3.35 2,92
01d/0ne Parent
S.D. 0.95 1,23
R2 059 06
FN . -067
g2 003 009
RM . .
FS/l#? 2,92 3.06
P p<.05 p<.05

uw% ";E
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TABLE 36
Means, §.0.'s, Rz‘s, and F Values
for Age and Ethnic Groups of Dellinquents
Factor , 5P| SPF
X 2.80 2,54
Young/Anglo
$.D. 1.48 1.46
X - 3.43 3.13
01d/Anglo ]
$.D, 1.52 1.62
X 2.30 2.25
Young/S~A }
S.D. . . 1.31 1.10
X 3,27 3.25
Gid/5-A
- s.D. 1,15 1.65
R? 088 078
M . .078.
g2 £20 031
RM . .
F?_/‘57 5.85 3..66
[ p<.01 p<.05

b
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TABLE 37

Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Age and Multiple-First Offense Groups

Factor Sel SPF
X 2.87 2.55
Young/First .
s.D. 1,50 1,45
X 3.47 3.21
01d/First
s.0. : 1.54 1.80
X 2.54 2.42
Young/Mult,
5.0, 1.41 1.34
X 3.37 3.09
01d/Hulzt,
- 5.0. .44 1.k
2 .
Ren .088 .060
nﬁn .006 .003
F2/157 6.94 4.83
P .0l p<.01




TABLE 38

| Means, Standard Deviations, and F-ratlos of Socio-economic

‘ Status Levels of Delinquents for Multivariate Analyses of Variance
I . ’ ) :
I

|

" Peer Ségment '

| Low SES (N=55) Madium SES_(N=61)  -High SES_(N=29)

| _ — ,
| Factor X s.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X s.D.
| .
i1 sPt 2.67 1.5 -1 3.0 1.39 581 3.27 1.3
1 spF 2.37 1.L8 SPF 2,87  1.53 SPF 3.27  1.43
» SPPe 2,40 1,49 SPPe  3.53 1.69 SPPe  2.89 1.19
; SPD 2,22 1,41 SPD 2,28 1.33 SPD 2,20 .1}
} SPPr 2,23 1,61 SPPr 2,50 1.3 SPPr 2,56 1.35
¢ Pl 2,54 1,78 1P1 2.53 1,43 {PI 2.24 1,47
: 1PF 1.86 1.30 LPF 2.32  1.30 1PF 241 1.45
1PPe . 2,25 1,29 ipPe 2,48 1,28 1 PPe 2,45 1,43
¥ IPD 2,29 {.42 1PD 2,41 1.48 1PD 2,58 1.42
i {PPr  1.68 1.16 iPPr 2,11 1.42 {PPr  2.36  1.42
Socv & ind.: A = 0.78; F20/266 = 1.74; p < .05
Soc.: A = 0.84; F10/275 =2.h9; p < .05
ind.: A = 0.90; Flo/276 = 1.51; p > .05
‘Family Seqment
Low SES (N=55) Medium SES (N=61) High SES (N=29)
Factor X $.0. Factor X $.D. Factor X 5.0,
SFi 1.5  1.09 SFL 1.56 1.03 SF{ 1.61  0.74
SFF 1,76 1.133 SFF 2,10 1.38 SFF 2.31  1.37
SFPe 2,01 1,6} SFPe  1.92  1.19 SFPe  2.28 1.3%
SFD 4,33 1,69 SFO 4,11 1.38 SFD 4,57 1.53
SFPr 4,17 1.69 sFer b.53  1.69 SFPr 4,66 1.89
IF} 1.89  1.27 IFi 2,61 1,70 IF} 2,68 1.49
1EF 2.17 .16 IFF 2.79 1.4 IFF 2.77 1.6
tFPe  2.54  1.56 tFPe 3.8 1.88 iFPe  3.29 1,74
IFD 3.18 1,62 IFD 3.16 1,68 IFD 3.09 1.65
iFPr 2.8 1.84 IFPr  2.77  1.57 {FPr  2.66 .57
Soc. & Ind.: A = 0,84 F20/266 = 1.17; p > .05

o R T AT SRR
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TABLE 38 (cont.)

School Segment

Low SES (N=55) Medium SES (N=61) High SES (N=29)
Factor X s.D. Factor X 5.D. Factor X S.D.
551 1.99 1.29 sS1 2,37 .74 St 2.36 1.hg "
SSF 2.53 1.67 SSF 3.13  1.76 SSF 3.15  1.59
$sPe 2,73 1.57 ssPe 2,90 1.80 SsSPe  3.02 1.68
$SD 2,06 1,36 ) 2.59  1.56 SSD 2.27 1.55
SSPr 2.80 1.69 SSPr 3.12  1.7% ssPr 3,19 1.74
; 1S1 1.9 1.B4 151 2,26 1.51 154 1.91  1.46
! iSF 1.50 0.96 {SF 1.8% 1.30 isF 1.99 1.70
: 1ISPe 2.1% 1.52 IsPe 2.9 1. ISPe 2,06 1.3}
; 150 2.59 1.66 1sp 2,66 1.76 15D 2.79 1.57
: ISPr 2.23  1.38 Ispe 2,61 1.76 1s’r 2.69 1,52

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0,87; Fao/266 = 0-95: P > .05

-

; City Segment
. ‘ § Low SES (N=55) Hedium SES (N=61) High SES (N=2

% Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
! sC1 1.95 1.5 scl 2,50  1.81 sc1 2.39  1:84
! SCF 1.57 1.57 SCF 2.55 1.7 SCF 2.3 1.58
i SCPe  2.73 1.84 SCPe . 3.00 2,12 SCPe  2.41  1.99

SCh 1.89 1.49  sco 2,09 1.28 5CD 2.51  1.95
schr 2,36 2,12 SCPr  3.33  2.09 SCPr  3.76  2.03
ici 2,21 1.bo 1ci 2.62 1.52° ict 2,57 1.5
ICE 1.65 1.58 ICF 1.80  1.37 1CF 1.87  1.69
{CPe 1.60  1.29 1CPe 1.92 1.50 °  ICPe  1.60° 1.00
1cp 1.9% 1.86 1co i.85 1.3l 1o 1.81  1.69
(cPr 2,02 1.45 ICPr 2,19 1.50  (CPr 2.4 147

Soc. & Induz A = 0.89; Fpgnee = 0.78; p > .05

b B B R T s SpS
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TABLE 39

Means, §.0.'s, Rz's and F Values for Delinquency Status
and Socio-economic Level on Al) Soclal Peer Factors

184

Factor

SPl

SPE SPPe SPD SPPr
X 2.67 " 2.37 2,40 2,22 2.23
Deling/Low
S.D. 1.51 1.48 1.4g 1.8 1.61
X 1.93 2,68 2.88. 2.4] 2.81
Non-~deling/Low -
. s.9. .46 . 1.55 1.55 114 1.47
X 3.10 2.87 3.53 2.28 2.50
Deling/Med.
5.0, 1.39 1.53 .69 1.33 1.34
X 2,20 2.64 2.63 2.55 2.66
Non-deling/Med. . :
- o 5.D. 7.5 1,39 1.55 1.35 1.53
X 3.27 3.27 2.89 2,20 2,56
Deling/High :
‘ s5.D. 1.37 1.43 r.19 1.1} 1.35
X 1.7) 2,42 2.2 2.58 2.02
Non-deijinq/High
5.D. 1.07 1.19 1.62 1.12 1.23
R‘%H .099 .023 .0s5%  .013  .026
2
Rey .005 .001 .007 .00} .01l
Fainog 15.50 3.08 7.08 1.7% 2.50
p p<.00L  p<.05 p<.001  p>.05  p>.05
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TABLE 40

Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Yalues for Low, Medium
and High Socio-economic Status Delinguents on Social Peer Factors

Factor ' SP{ SPE SpPe
X 2.67 2,37 2.40
Low
5.0, 1.5} 1.48 1.49
X "3.10 ' 2.87 3.53
Hedium
s.b,  2.87 1.53 2.28
X 3.27 3.27 2.89
High = ] .
- s.D.  1.37 1.43 _ .19
. . - - :
Rey .016 .029 .082
2
) Rew ,000 .000 .000
Fa/ikz - ’1.16 2.13 6.40
P p>.05 p>.05 ' p<.01

P
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TABLE 41

Means, S.D.°%s, R%ts and F Values
for Soclo-economic Status and Sex Groups of Dellnquents

186

Factor SPPe Factor _ SPPe
X 2.37 X 2.55
Low/Male Low/Female
S.D. (.48 $.D, .47
X 3.45 X 3.77
Med./Male Med./Female
S.D. 1.50 S.D. 2,10
X 2.93 o X 2.77
High/Male High/Female
S.D. 1.12 S.D. 1.30
RZ, = .084; RZ, = .0lh4; F = 2.53; p<.05
FM T cT0r PRy T 2P Fhppsp T 4e035 P
TABLE 42
Means, §$.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
for Socio-economic Status and Age Groups of Delinquents
Factor : SPPe Factor SPPe
X 2.26 X 2.58
Low/Young tow/01d .
' $.D. 1.60 ' S.D. 1.29
X 3.51 X 3.55
Med./Young Med,/01d
$.0. 1.94% : S.D. 1.23
X 2.98 ‘ X 2.83
High/ Young High/01d .
S.D. 1.16 s.D. 1.18
R2 = .078; RZ, = .000; F = 2.82; p<.05
FM ©— T/T Bpy T tTTT T332 e B
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! TABLE 43
Means, $.0.'s, Rz’s and F Values
for Soclo-economic Status and J.Q. Groups of Dellinquents
Factor SPPe | Factor S$PPe | Factor SPPe
X 2.23 _ X 2.3 X 2,6
Low/Low Low/Med. Low/High
§.0. 1.19 s.b. 1,52 $.0. 1.8}
X 2.91 X 3,62 X 3.82
Med./Low Med. /Med. Med./High
5.0. 1.72 5.0. 1.68 5.0. 1.52
X 2.84 | . X 277 X 2,89
High/Low High/Med. High/High
S.D. 1.52 §.D. 1.53 S.D. 1.54
R = .136; &2, = .005; F = 3.25; p<.0l
A e A A F B
TABLE M
Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Socio~economic Status and Stability Groups of Delinquents
Factor SPPe v Factor SPPe
) X 2,30 X 1.67
Low/Stab. Low/Unstab,
s.D. .32 S.D. 0.75
X 3.28 X 4,07
Med./Stab. Med./Unstab. ’
S.D. 1.56 S.D, 1.43
X - 3.01 X 3.00
Righ/Stab. High/Unstab.
5.0, 1.45 - S.D. 1.9}

-2

2. A
Rey = 0843 Rey

= 10033 Fyp0 = 2.46; p<.05




ra Wﬁﬁlm-imﬁ»;im.vmu e A AT A e ol m e R —_— ‘ s
R e
! TABLE 45

s Means, S.0.'s, R%'s and F Values for Socio-economlc Status
i and Famlly Composition Groups of Oellinquents

"

k{ Factor . SPPe | Factor SPPe | Factor $PPe
X 2.39 _ X 2.68 X 2.67
3 Low/Both . Low/Step~ Low/Cne
| Parents 5.0, 1.39| Parent $.0. 1,45} Parent S.D, 1,65
{ - - -
% X 3.51 X 3.14 X 3.35
'l Med./Both Med./Step~ Med./One
3 Parents S.D. 1,45} Parent $.D. 1.90} Parent S.D. 1,88
- X 2.80 X 2,95 X 2.90
High/Both High/Step~ High/One
Parents  $.D. 1.50 | Parent S.D. 1.50 | Parent S.D. 1.55

= - . = .
i = 0945 Rpy = 20015 Fppppg = 2,215 p<.05

=]

TABLE L6

Means, S$.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Socio-economic Status Levels and Muitiple~First Offense Groups

Factor ' SPPe Factor SPPe
X 2.68 X 2,21
Low/First Low/Mult.
$.0. 1.39 5.0. 1.51
X 3.43 X 3.59
Med./First Med,/Mult.
: 5.0, 1.67 5.0. 1.67
X 3.05 X 2.76
High/First High/Mult.
5.0. 1.09 s.0. 1.22
' RZ = .136; RS, = .001; F = 7.25; p<.00!
gy T 01205 Rpy = B0N Fgyya9 T 70008 P
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TABLE 47

Heans, Standard Deviations, and F-ratios of Low, Medium and

lg : High 1.Q. Delinquents for Multivariate Analyses of Varilance
‘ Peer Segment
| Low (N=2 Medium §N=822 High (N=
Factor X 5.0, Factor X S.0. Factor X s.D.
sPl 2,44 1.bo Pl Lk 1.62 spi 3.33  1.30
SPF 2.10  1.53 SPF 2.86  1.59 SPF 3,19 1.36
. ]| spre  2.67 1.46 SPPe -~ 3.08 1.68 SPPe  2.98 1,57
; sPd 2,06 1.29 SPD 2,24 1.43 SPO 2.20 1,08
3 SPPr 2,45 1.43 SPPr 2.33 1.57 SPPr 2.35 1.19
1 1P} 2,23 1.77 1Pt 2.7 1.60 iPt 2,18 1.2z
i 1PF 1.90 .22 {PF 2.87 1.46 I1PF 2,38 1.14
: 1PPe 2,30 1.36 © 1PPe 2,55 1.38 IPPe 2.43 1.30
iPD 1.87 1.06 3] 2.37 1.47 {PD 271 1.38
1 PPy 1.55 1.07 IPPF 2,02 1.36 1PPr 2,17 1.38
Soc,. & Ind.: . A = 0.82; F20,’286 = 1.68; p < .05
1 Soc.: i = 0.92; Flosage = 14225 p > .05
Ind.: p = 0.90; F10/296 = 1,52; p > .05
Family Seqment
Low (N=29) Medium {N=87) High (N=39)
Factor X s.D. Factor X s.D. Factor X 5.D.
SFi 1.4 0.84 SF1 1.61 1.09 SF1 1.5%  0.97
SFF 1.47 1.12 SFF 1.95 1.37 SFF 2.52 1.26
SFPe 1.57 1.00 SFPe 2,28 1.50 SFPe 1.73 1.18
SFD  3.76 --1.ho SFD h,38 1.59 SFD L.,35  1.50
SFPr 4,03 i.56 SFPr .46 1.78 SFPr 4,68 1.67
1F1 2,01 1.82 IFI 2.58 1.59 1131 2,33 1.35
IFF 2.2 1.47 {FF 2,56 1.h2 IFF 2,77 1.13
iFPe 2,80 1.87 [FPe 3.05 .75 IFPe 344 1,64
IFD 2,52 1.28 tFD 3.19 1.83 IFD 3.37 ‘1.68
tFPr N 1.36 {FPr 2.80 1.59 (FPe 3.05 1.60

Soc. & Ind.> A = 0.77; F20/286 = 1.96; p < .0}
Soc.: A= 0.84; FIO/296 = 2,62; p < .01
ind.: A = 0.89; FIO/296 = 1.91; p < .05

Tt e




}% TABLE 47 (cont.)

School Segmént

15 Low (N=2 Medium_(N=87) : High (N=39)
Y} Factor X  s.. Factor X  S.D. Factor X  S.D.
11 . . .
M SSt 2.03  1.51 $S1 2.38  1.67 ssi 2.38  1.68
r} SSF 2,1 1.90 SSF 2,96 1.76 SSF 3.28 1.43°
- SSPe 2,33 1.66 SSPe 2,97 1.60 S5Pe 3.08 1.86
3 SSD 1,86, 1.02 SSD 2,22 1.52 SSD 2.67 1.60
2 SSPr 2,07 .24 SS$Pr 3.23 1.7 SSPr 3.10 .75
i ist 2,05 1,70 s 2,27 1.h9 1S .70 1.32
Y ISF 1.2, 0,96 ISF 1.86  1.37 ISF 1.93  1.21
ISPe 2.4 1,74 iSPe 2,43 1.53  {SPe  2.17 1.3i
1sb 1.95 1.2h4 150 2,61 1.8} ISD 2,98 1.53
SSPr 1.57 1,09 SSPr 2.0 1.48 $SPr 3.03 1.7
Soc. & Ind.: A= 0.73; F20/286 = 2,48; p < ,01
. .. Soc.: A=10.89; FlD/296 = 1.70; p < .05
i Ind.: A= 0.81; Flo7296 = 3-33; p < .00

i City Segment

i Low (N=29) Medium (N=87) High (N=
: Factor ‘ih S.D. Factor X S.Dh. Factor X S.D.
sCi 1,67 1,23 scl 2.2 1.8 scl 2.46 1.84
SCF 1.96 1.45 SCF 2.38 "1.76 SCF 2,27 1.60
SCPe 2,80 2,10 SCPe  3.31  1.93 SCPe 2,60 1.95
SCD 1.k} 0,96 SCD 2,16 1.64 SCD 2.31  1.58
SCPr  2.54 1.7k SCPr 3,70 2,12 scpr 3.38 2,15
ici 2,14 1.59 icl 2.49, 1,33 1ct 2.47 1.63
. ICF .51 t1.ké 1CF 1.9 1.64 I1CF 1.76  1.33
: 1CPe 1.64 1.62 icPe 1.92  1.28 1CPe 1.53 1.h2
1D 1.22 2017 IcH 1.9% .60 1cD 2,03 .74
2.20 2.32  1.52

ICPr 1.36 1.16 icPr i.50 {CPr

Soc. & Ind.: A= 0,85; F20/286 = 1.22; p > .05

o e
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TABLE 48

Means, S.D.'s, R%'s and F Values for belinqueqcy Status oA
and 1Q Level on All Social Family Factors :

Factor ___SFI SFF SEPe _ SED SEPF
X 144 1.47 1.57 3.76 L.o3
Deling/Low : :
i s.0.  0.8%  1.12  1.00  1.40 1.56
X - 1.67  1.83 2.03 5.08 4,26
iR Non-deling/Low
s.0.  1.31 L% 1,29 1.50 1.90
X .61 .95 2.28  L.38  L.k6
Deling/Med. " :
; v $.0. 1.09  1.37  1.50  1.59  1.78
, X 158 1.65 1.6 5.4 Lk
1 Non-deling/Med.
4 - $.0. 1.9 1.0 1.17 142 1.81
H
: 1 X 1.54  2.52 .73 4.3 4,68
. . | veling/High
i $.0.  0.97 1.26  1.18  1.50  1.67
. X .28 1.8 1.59 520 k22
u Non-deling/High
i ‘ ; s.0. 0.9  0.93  L2% 1.4 175
¥ 2 o .
I 2016 057 .052 101 ,009
R:” .01k 007 .ol .002 002
Fai33 . 0.27  7.90  6.47 16.50  1.04

P p>.05 p<50| - p<.0l p<.001 p>.05
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! TABLE 49

Meané, $.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for Delinquency Status
and IQ Levels on All individual Family Factors

i Factor ___IFl 1FF IFPe____IFD iEPr
B
| X 2.01 2.2k 2.80 2,52 2.05
A Deling/Low
5§ s.0.  1.82  1.h7  1.87  1.28 1.3
1 X .98  1.98 2,18 274  3.87
; Non-delinq/Low

s.0.  1.56 158  1.23  1.67  1.76
X 258 2.56  3.05  3.19  2.80
f Deling/Hed.
i s.o. 1.59 Lk .75 1.63  1.59
o X 2,02 2.02 2,25 2.9 4,20

) Non-deling/Med, ~
| - $.D. 1.53 1.53 - 1.34 1.85 1.74

: HEE 3 2.33 2,77 344 3,37 3.05
: ¢ 1l Deling/High
s.b. 1.3 1.13 1.64 1.68 1.60
X 1.9k 1.oh 2.10 3.15 4,32
: Non-deling/High
i s.b.  1.3% 1.35 1.20 1.74 1.69
N - '
| Rey .025 ,028 .008 L2 127
v 2 ‘ ‘
! L .00k .00} .001 ) .004 .006
F3/“33 3.18 4.09 1.04 18.00 20.15 '
p<.05  p<.0l p>.05  p<.001  p<.00]

o
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Msans, 5.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for Delinquency Status

TABLE 50

and {Q tevels on All iIndividual School Factors

153

Factor 151 ISF 1SPe 1SD. 1SPr
X 2,05 1.24 2.4 1,95 - 1.57
Peting/Low
S.D. 1.70 0.96 1.74 1.24 1.09
X 3.47 1.68 1.54 2.11 2.57
Non-deling/Low
5.0. 1.53 1.37 1.39 1.51 1.51
X 2,27 1.86 2,43 2,61 2.4
Deling/Med.
5.0, 1.49 1.37 1.53 1.8) 1.48
X 3.81 1.72 1.55 2,32 2,70
Non-deling/Med. _
- s.D. 1.68 1.39 1.36 1.51 1.4
X 1.70 1.93 2.17 2.98 3.03
Deling/High .
s.D. 1.32 1.21 1.31 1.53 1.71
: X 3.78 1.64 1.ho 2,20 3.24
Non-deling/High
S $.D. 1.51 1.33 1.06 1.3] 1.34
2
Ry 034 .029 .005 .050 .088
) :
Ren .ot1 .00k .005 .032 LOih
; 8
Fa/b33 3.18 3.63 0.00 2,85 11.42
p p<.05 p<.05 p>.05 p<.05 p<.001
L3
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TABLE 51
Means, S.0.'s, Rz's and F Values for Low, Medium
and High 1Q Delinquents on Social Family Factors
Factor SFF SFPe SFD
X 1.47 1.57 3.76
Low
. S.D. 1.12 1,00 1.40
X 1.95 2,28 4.38
Medium
S.D. 1.37 1.50 1.59
. X 2.52 1.73 4.35
High
) s.D. 1.26 1.18 1.50
g2 052 06k ‘ 010
EM . . .
2
RRM .000 .000 .000
FZ/ISZ 4,26 5.24 0.78
P p<.05 p<.0} p>.05
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P TABLE 52 ‘
‘ Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values for Low, Medium
g and High 1@ Delinquents on Individual Family Factors
Factor ‘ 1F1 IEE 1ED 1FPr
X 2.01 2.2h 2,52 2,05
Low '
‘ S.D. . 1.82 1.47 1.28 1.36
| -
X 2,58 2.56 3,19 2.80
Medium .
s.D. - 1.59 1.42 1.63 1.59
‘ - X 2.33 2.77 3.37 3.05
: if High-
; 1 ] s.D. 1.35 1.13 1.68 1.60
| a2 015 009 012 018
| Rem . . . .
nﬁn .000 .000 .000 .000
lelsz “1.09 0.70 0.95 1.40
P p>.05  p>.05  p>.05 p>.05
|
t
]
‘ut Jl
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TABLE 53
Means, 5.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values for Low, Medium
and High 1Q Delinquents on lndividual School Factors
1 Factor 151 ___IsF 1SD 15Pr
r X Z.05 1.24 1.95 1.57
Low
S.0. 1.70 0.96 1.24 1.09
X 2.27 1.86 2.8 2.4
Medium
S.D. .49 1.37 1.81 1.48
% i.70 1.93 2.98 3.03
High
S.D. 1.32 1.21 1.53 1.71
R2 ol 013 020 05k
M . . . .
2
RRH ,000 ,000 .000 .000
FZ’/ISZ 3. 14 1,00 1,56 .42
p p<.05 p>.05 p>.05 p<.05
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| TABLE 54
Means, 5.D.%s, Rz‘s and F Values
for 1Q Level and Sex Groups of Dellnquents
| Factor SFF SFPe iSt 1SPr
; X 1.51 1.29 1.35 1.72
| Low/Male
| S.B.. 1.99 '0.88 0.89 0.98
| X 2.00 2.31 2.21 2.4
| Med. /Hale v
! S.D. .39 1.53 1.40 1.50
X 2.31 1.69 1.74 3.04
High/Male
| S.D. 1.14 .11 1.42 1.82
1 X 1.2 2.04 3.20 1.33
tow/Female
- S.D. 0.93 0.95 1.99 1.18
| X 1.68 2.14 2.59 2.27
Med./Female
S.D. 1.19 1.31 1.82 1.33
| X 3.10 1.84 1.62 2,70
i} High/Female
; . s.D. 1.36 1.33 0.93 1.17
R‘z:M .080 .056 .092 .092
2
] RRN .000 .000 .022 .013
| Fujiag 327 2.2 2,91 3.22
‘e p<.05 p>.05 p<.05 p<.05
|
.
o
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Means, S$.D.'s, Rz's and F Values

TABLE 55

for 1Q Level and Age Group of Delinquents
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Factor SFE SFPe 151 {SPr
e X 1.0 1.40 1.88 1.48
Low/Young

» 5.D. 1.19 0.97 1.29 0.96
X 1.81 2,19 2.22 2,25
Hed./Young -
*§.0. 1.50 1.55 1.45 1.58
X 2.17 1.91 2.26 3.52
High/Young
5.0. 1.00 1.26 1.43 1.98
X 1.52 1.82 2.29 1.70
Ltow/01d
. 5.0, 0.97 0.94 2.08 1.21
X 2.1 2.38 2.34 2.60
Med./01d _ -
s.D. 1.16 1.42 1.52 1.31
X 2.81 1.57 1.23 2,61
High/01d ]
s.0. 1.36 1.06 0.95 1.25

2
Rew .082 .052 063 097
2
Ren 021 .003 .00k .000
Fii/1kg 2,46 1.93 2.58 4,03

p<.05 p}.OS p<.05 p<.01
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TABLE 56
Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for 1Q Level
and Socio-economic Status Groups of Delinquents
Factor SFF SFPe 151 \SPr
X 1.31 1.59 1.58 1.76
Low/Low
S.D. 1.05 .02  * 1.3% 1.15
X 1.77 2.33 2.18 2.30
Med./Low
s.D. 1.51 1.89 1.48 1.4
X 2.08 1.61 1.40 2,k
High/Low
s.D. 0.77 1.30 1.09 1.47
X 1.39 1.56 2.48 1.35
Low/Med.
s.D. 1.21 1.06 2.06 1.08
_ X 1.97 2.13 2.33 2.66
Med/Med.
S.D. 1.25 1.18 1.30 1.68
) : X. 3.12 1.61 1.89 3.40
v High/Med.
! ' 5.0. 1.27 1.17 1.43 1.82
L X 1.99 .95 1.86 “2.40
{ Low/High
{ S.D. 1.37 1.39 1.28 1.57
: X ' 2.01 1.99 1.92 2.48
Med./High
' S.D. .42 1.56 1.33 1.53
: X 2.05 1.95 1.88 2,51
High/High
s.D. 1.33 1.39 1.28 1.58
2 ' , ;
Rew , .106 .065 .ol3 140
2
Rew .01k .012 .04 .009
Fe/131 » 2.25 1.24 0.65 3.37
P p<.05 p>.05 p>.05 p<.01
3y




200

TABLE 57

Means, S$.0.'s, Rz's and F Values for 1Q Level
and Stability Groups of Delinquents

Factor ) SFF - SFPe 1St - ISPr
X 1.50 1.53 1.72 1.57
Low/Stable :
s.D. 0.90 0.91 1.20 1.04
X 1.93 2.21 2.32 2,48
Med./Stable
s.D. 1.25 1.35 1.51 1.48
; X 2.47 1.67 1.87 3.42
; High/Stable
S.D. 1.21 1.08 1.27 1.78
X 1.86 1.27 1.73 2.23
! Low/Unstable .
{ . s.0. 1.83 1.06 0.85 0.93
§ X 2.01 2.78 2.61 2.76
§ Med./Unstable
& s.0. 1,98 2.07 1.42 1.52
? X 2.82 1.55 0.79 1.76
i High/Unstable _
E 5.D. 1.25 .04 0.78 0.80
v
H 2
% Rey 076 .083 .080 .101
; 2
: Ren .002 .005 .000 .000
%‘ Fu/125 2,53 2.67 2.74 3.50
: P p<.05 p<.05 p<.05 p<.01
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TABLE 58

Means, 5.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for 1Q Level
and Famlly Composition Groups of Dellnquents
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Facior ) - SFF SFPe = IS}

1SPr
3 1.53 .72 2.67 .
Lew/ Both .
Parents S.D. 0.89 0.84 2,13 0.67
X 1.86 2.24 1.95 2,25
Med./Both
Parents S.D. 1.11 1.43 1.22 1.50
X 2.87 T 1,97 1.78 2.33
High/Both
Parents 5.D. 1.31 1.36 1.ko 1.55
X 1.88 1.48 1.68 1.52
Low/Step~
parent S.D. 0.75 0.42 0.65 0.60
X 2.58 2.70 2.99 2.1
Med. /Step-
parent S.D. 2.28 2.23 2.03 1.27
X 2.88 1.99 2.02 2.38
High/Step=~ .
parent S.D. 1.31 1.36 .41 1.54
X 1.61 1.78 1.72 2.08
Low/One )
Parent S.D. 1.1 1.29 0.95 1.4G
X 2.05 2.21  2.56 2.40
Med./One
Parent : $.D. 1.2 1.26 1.57 1.4o
X 2.87 2,00 1.98 2.81
High/One . ’ : .
Parent 5.0, 1.34 1.39 1.4 1.55
RIZ,M - .103 .068 .088 RIN
° .
RRM ] 017 .000 .001 .009
F6/|38 2.23 1.68 2.19 3.43
p ’ p<.05 p>.05 p<.05 p<.01
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TABLE 59

‘ Means, 5.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for {Q Level
i and Multiple-First Offense Groups

Factor SFF_~ SFPe §S1 |SPr
: X 1.92 1.63 2.15 1.46
~Low/First
H S.D. 1.34 1.01 1.9 1.31
N X 2.17 2,10 2.49 2,49
i Med./First

S.D. 1.53 1.35 1.61 1.48

! X 2.62 174 1.80 3.10
;| High/First :

: S.D. 1.23 1.21 1.38 1.78
: : X 1.27 1.32 2.01 1.62
- Low/Mult, .

- $.D. 0.9 1.08 1.74 0.95
y X 1.78 2,3k 2.1 2,35
. Med./Mult, .
‘; S.D. 1.19 1.85 1.37 1.47

X 2.40 1.62 1.60 2.95
High/Mult. . :

s.D. 1.26 . 1.23 .21 1.60
2 . . . . . . . "
RFM ‘ 107 .051 ..943 .087
2 ) . . .
RRM .031 011 .905 ' :002

. 2.2 . .

F3/149 4,66 1 1.96 L.63
p o p<.01 p>.05 p>.05 p<.0l
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TABLE 60

Means, Standard Daviations and F-ratios of Anglo and
Spanish-American Delinquents for Multivariate Analyses of Variance

Peer Segment
Anglo (N=132) Spanish-American (N=29)
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
SPi 3.12 1.54 SP1 2,57 1.36
SPF 2.85 1.58 SPF 2,53 1.38
SPPe 3.11 1.62 $PPe 2,38 1.34
SPD 2,22 1.29 SPD 2.10 1.31
SPPr 2,28 1.38 SPPr | 2.76 1.65
1P} 2.42 1,63 Pt ® 2,74 1.66
| PF 2,18 1.37 | PF 2,13 1.16
1PPe 2.4 1.34 | PPe 2,59 1.37
1PD 2.39 1.42 IPD 2,27 1.19
IPPr 2,03 1.35 | PPr 1.76 1.23
Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.87; FIO/ISO = 2,20; p < .05

Soc.: A = 0.92; F5/155

ind.: A = 0.,98; FS[ISS

= 2,58; p < .05

= 0.62; p > .05

Family Segment

Spanish-American (N=29)

Factor X S.D.
SF1 1.66 “1.05
SFF 1.68 1.12
SFPe 2,35 1.31
SFD L, o5 1.59
SFPr L. 36 1.50
1F1 1.73 1.1}
IFF 2.37 1.13
|FPe 2,56 1.17
IFD 3.21 1.73
{FPr 3.09 1.77

Anglo (N=132)
Factor X s.D.
SFI 1.54 1.00
SFF 2.09 1.36
SFPe 1.94 1.36
SFD L4.30 1.51
SFPr b L 1.7k
1El 2.54 1.62
IFF 2,58 1.5
IFPe 3.23 1.8
IFD 3.10 -1.60
IFPr 2.67 1.56
Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.85; Fro150
SOF,: A = 0.95; AF5/‘55
A =0.94; F

Ind.:

= 2.59; p < .01
=1.68; p > .05

= 2.32; p<.0%




2
O]

IR ERETOVIR S

20k

TABLE 60 (cont.)

School Segment

Anglo (N=132) Spanish-American_(N=29)
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
SS1 2,38 1.1 SS| 2,00 1.29
SSF 2.94 1.73 SSF 2.75 1.73
.~ SSPe 2.91 1.72 SSPe 2.79 1.54
SSD 2.33 1.62 SSD 2.07 1.19
SSPr 3.00 1.68 SSPr 2.88 1.78
1S} 2.12 1.53 1Sl 1.97 1.39
ISF 1.82 1,34 ISF 1.54 0.95
I1SPe 2.33 1.53 - ISPe 2.51 1,38
1SD 2,68 1.60 15D 2.27 1,86
ISPr 2.53 1.55 1SPr 1.96 1.
Soc. & Ind.z A =0.96; F o/ oo = 0.645 p > .05
. City Seqment
Anglo (N=132) Spanish-fmevican (N=29)
Factor X s.D. Factor X s.D,
SCt 2,36 1.80 SCi 1.86 1.43
SCF 2,27 1.65 SCF 2.22 1.67
SCPe 3.00 1.99 SCPe 3.02 1.85
SCD 2,08 1.57 SCD 1.80 1.33
SCPr 3.45 2,11 SCPr 3.22 2,13
Icl 2.46 1.53 [ ] 2.28 1.15
ICF 1.76 1.49 1CF 1.82 1.71
ICPe .74 1.37 I1CPe 1.82 1.33
120 1.86 1.49 1CD 1.65 1.95
ICPr 2.09 © 1,46 1CPr 2.05 1.50
Soc. & Inc.: A= 0.97; F = 0.49; p > .05

10/150
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TABLE 61
!
{ Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for Delinquency Status
! . and Ethnic Group on All Social Peer Factors
H ‘ , .
| .
; Factor . SP1 SPF SPPe SPD SPPr
‘ X 312 2.85 3.11 2.22 2.28

i ' Deling/Anglo .
: S.D. 1.54 1.58 1.62 1.29 1.38

! X 208 2,58 2,68 243  2.48
Non~-delinq/Anglo )

A S.D. 1.5 1.97 1.54 1.54 1.45

‘ ~ X 2.57 2,53 ..2.,38 2,10 2.76
Deling/S-A

; S.D. i.36 1.38 1.34 1.31 1.65

-

X 2.09 2.75 2.91 2.87 3.33
5.0, 1.74 1.58 1.66 1.30 1.56

| Non-delina/s-A’

; RFM ‘ .096 ‘ .007 .021 .026 .05

] :

‘ RRM _ .001 .000 .001 .00k .029
FZ/AAB . 23.75 1.59 L 76 5.23 3.81
P : p<.001 p>.05 p<.01 p<.Cl p<.05

o
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L TABLE 62
‘Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for Delinquency Status
% i and Ethnic Group on All Individual Family Factors
Factor 1Fl IEF_ IFPe  IFD __IFPr
g X 2.54 2.58 3.23 3.10 2,67
! Deling/Anglo )
0 S.D. 1.62 1.4o 1.84 1.60 1.56
, L X 2,13 2.03 2.18 2.99 L4.09
|- Non-deling/Anglo
S.D. 1.49 1.49 1.26 1.73 1.71
| X 1.73 2,37 2.56  3.21 3.09
!| Deling/sS-A

5.D. .n 1.18 1.17 1.73 1.77

-

| Non-deling/S-A
| :

<

1.60  1.60 2.4  2.6%  L.52
S.D. 1.30 1.31 1.39 1.92 1.75

Ry, 045,023 .016  .089  .lob
w R;H .017 .001 .009 .003 .009
f Fo 18 6.66  5.23 1.70  21.50  23.75
|
P : p<.01  p<.0l  p>.05  p<.001  p<.001
by

~/t

A
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TABLE 63

Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for Anglo and
Spanish Belinquents on Soclal Peer Factors
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Factor SP SPPe SPD SPPr
X 3.12° 3.1 2.22 2.28
Anglo .
$.D. 1.54 1.62 1.29 1.38
X 2.57 2.38 2,10 2.76
Spanish
S.D. 1.36 1.34 1.31 1.65
2
RFM .020 .031 .001 .016
2 .
RRM .000 .000 .000 .000
F1/159 3.27 5.16 0.16 2.62
P p>.05 p<.05 p>.05 p>.05
TABLE 64
Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for Anglo and
Spanish Delinquents on individual Family Factors
Factor IF 4 |FF 1FD 1FPr
X 2.54 2,58 3.10 2.67
Anglo o
S.D. 1.62 1.40 1.60 1.56
X 1.73 2.37 3.21 3.09
Spanish
S.D. .1 1.18 1.73 1.77
R2 037 003 000 .010
FM N ° °
2 .
RRM .000 .000 .000 | .000
. Rt 0.00 1.6
F1/159 6.16 0 3
p<.05 p>.05 p>.05 >.05
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TABLE 65

Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
for Ethnic and Sex Groups of Delinquents
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1
|
|

Factor SPPe 1F1
X 2.99 2,43
Anglo/Male
: 5.0, ‘ 1.49 1.50
“ X 2 1.50
Spanish/Male
| S.D. 1.35 0.83
‘ X 3.57 2.98
Anglo/Female
! S.D. 1.97 1.93
‘ X 2.47 2,35
' Spanish/Female
: S.D. 1.24 1.4
2
RFM .068 .078
2
RRM 014 .023
Fa/157 3.38 L 74
p p<.05 p<.0!
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}< 1 TABLE 66
% Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
i [ for Ethnic and Age Groups of Delinquents
| :
Factor ' SPPe IF}
C ! X 3.21 2.4
: " Anglo/Young
; y S.D. 1.80 1.47
! X 2.1 1.67
i Spanish/Young
1 } 5.D. 1.26 .14
1 X 3.42 2.59
. Anglo/01d
! S.D. 1.43 1.69
. . -
] f X 3.07 1.89
. Spanish/01d
% S.D. 1.23 0.92
ol
]
g N Ren 045 .051
' R2 00G 005
; RM - -
: F2/157 3.62 3.64
P : p<.05 p<.05
: |
I
] 1‘
i i
.
i B ‘ U A TR L RTRRT
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TABLE 67
]
: | . Means, 5.0.'s, R*'s and F Values
i for Ethnic and Stability Groups of Delinquents
Factor . SPPe IF1
5 X 3.06 2.45
f 'Anglo/Stable
‘ S.D. 1.46 1.54
3 X 3.16 2.48
‘Spanish/Stabie
| S.D. 1.92 1.47
1 5 -
' y X 2.34 1.86
_{Anglo/Unstable
: Y s.D. 1.24 1.15
I . ) ,
P X 2.38 1.07
i |Spanish/Unstable
ioh 5.D. 0.30 0.32
B2 .053 .056
o2
s iRgy _ : .003 ~.000
1 Pz 3.47 3.9h
|
j e ' p<.05 p<.05
| |
|
]
!
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TABLE 68

Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Ethnic and Family Composition Groups of Delinquents

Factor SPPe IF!
| X 3.20 2.60
| Anglo/Both .
Parents S.D. 1.45 1.59
K X 2.20 " 1.83
- Spanish/Both
Parents S.D. 1.31 1.13
g X 3.40 o 1.88
'+ Anglo/Step- )
‘I parent S.D. 1.78 1.63
| X 2.80 2,90
| Spanish/Step~
parent S.D. 0.43 0.53
| X 3.06 2.58
. Anglo/One
" Parent S.D. 1.68 .42
X 2.50 1.35
Spanish/One
Parent S.D. 1.44 0.83
2
RFH .053 ' .059
2
RRH .001 .003
F3/lb7 . 2.70 2,30
P p<.05 p<.0%
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TABLE 69
Means, $.0.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
for Ethnic and Hultiple-First Offense Groups
Factor SPPe IF1
X 3.03 2.59
- Anglo/First
i S.D. 1.60 1.72
1
\ X 2,04 1.73
Spanish/First
S.b. ) 1,40 0.60
X 3.17 2.43
Anglo/Mult, ‘
S.D. 1.63 ) 1.48
f ' X 2.03 1.73
. Spanish/Mult.
. - S.D. 1.13 1.27
R2 ” 060 048
M v . . .
2
RRM .001 .003
.00 .
F2/157 5 ~ 3.75
P . p<.01 p<.0%
0

{mqam“
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I ] TABLE 70
§ |i
‘A | Means, Standard Deviations and F-ratios of Lriminal-Conflict~
: : Mixed Offense Types for Multivariate Analyses of Variance
S
% ‘ . Peer Segment
Criminal (N=22 Conflict (N=7) Mixed (N=37)
:Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
: ' spl 2,75 1.28 SPI 2,43 1.50 SP1 3.25 1.65
L " SPF 2.74 1.44 SPF 2.97 1.36 SPF 2.77 1.52
. ' SPPe 2,83 1.55 SPPe 2,71 0.96 SPPe 3.03 1.77
: . SPD 2.4 1,25 SPD 2.28 1.16 SPD 1.91 1.26
? . SPPr 1.70 1.03 SPPr 2,46 1.63 SPPr 2.23 1.37
i i
ST 3.17  1.62 il 1.77 1.02 1Py 2.28  1.60
: IPF 1.97 1.12 | PF 1.80 0.89 I PF 2.02  1.34
} i IPPe 2,44 1.30 | PPe 1.97 1.42 | PPe 2.56 1.35
: IPD 2,38  1.26 IPD 2,11 1.21 1PD 2,30 1.28
N ; YO IPPr 1.96 1.58 1 PPr 1.97 1.01 1PPr 2.03 1.21
} 1Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.65; onnqs = 1,27; p > .05
% " Family Segment
f Criminal (N=22) Conflict (N=7) Hixed (N=37)
3 Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X s.D.
% SF1 V.u4h 1.08 SF1 1.65 1.13 SF1 1.18 0.64
b SFF 1.72 1.7 SFF 2,11 1.02 SFF 1.88  1.13
] SFPe 1.74  1.35 SFPe 2,26 0.82 SFPe 1.76 1.09
i SFD L.16 1.64 . SFD 3.86 1.35 SFD 3.97 1.b45
SFPr L L6 1.79 SFPr 3.46 1.30 SFPr L.21 1.74
IFl 2.15 1.24 iFl 2.23  0.99 IFT . 2,23 1.66
IFF 2.13  1.36 IFF 2.56  1.37 IFF 2,13 1.27
IFPe 2.51 1.37 1FPe 3.23 1.53 IFPe 2.44 1.53
IFD 3.55 1.59 IFD 2,75 1,10 IFD 2,84 1.35
IFPr 2,39 1.59 IFPr 2,23  0.79 IFPr 2.59 1.53
Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.77; Fp 08 =0.73; p > .05
|
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? TABLE 70 (cont.)
: School Segment
f Criminal (N=22) Conflict (N=7) Mixed (N=37)
r Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
ssli 2,43 1.81 sS1 2,27 .75 $st 2.29  1.91
SSF 3,12 2.0h4 SSF 3.43 2,03 SSF 2.86 1.82
ssPe 2,82 1.92 SSPe 2,12 0.63 Sspe  2.81 1.92
SSD 2.62  1.81 SSD 2,11 1,22 ) 2,07 1.26
SsPr 3.11 1,89 SSPr 2.60 1.37 $SPr 3.0k 1.70
isl 2.02  1.07 151 1.35 0.97 151 1.87 1.63
ISF 1.57 1.15 iSF 1.7 1.03 ISF 1.62  1.07
isPe 2,00 1.33 1sPe 1.91 1,14 iSPe 2,25 1.52
) 3.15  1.73 1SD 1.91 0.78 15D 2,28 1,55
isPr 2.68 1.89 ISPr 2,66 1.0h4 1sPr 2,30 1.8
Soc. & lnd..: A = 0.76; F20/108 =0.78; p > .05
A City Segment
) : Criminal (N=22 Conflict (N=7) Hixed (N=37)
” h Factor X s.D. Factor X s.D. Factor X s.D.
N scl 3.15 1,99 SC1 1.88 1.7 scl 2.40  1.82
| SCF 2.71 1.9 SCF 1.20 1.01 SCF 2,01 1.34
; SCPe  3.42 2,39 SCPe  2.90 1.90 SCPe  2.88 1.74
1 sco .78 1.13 sco 2,06 0.88 5CD 1.68 1,32
{ SCPr 3,69 2,32 SCPr 2,98 1.56 SCPr 3,27 . 2.04
il 2.65 LA ol 323 0.7 Il 212 1.66
IcF 2,00 1.78 ICF 1:81 0.96 (CF 1.26  1.09
iCPe  1.78  1.33 icPe 2.1} 1,60  IcPe 1.4 1.39
1cD 2.17 1.58 ico 2,13 2,17 1cD .39 1.12
tcPr 2.3% 1,62 ICPr  2.23 1,27 1cPr 1.80  1.47
i Soc. & Ind.:t A = 0.70; Fyp 100 = 1.06; p > .05
|
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Means, Standard Devlations and F=ratios of Victim Present-Victim
Absent-Mixed Offense Types for Muitivariate Analyses of Variance

Victim Present (N=14)

Peer Segment

; Victim Absent {N=33) Mixed (N=15)
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X s.D.
spl 2,11 1.20 SPI 3,22 1.4l SP1 3.24  1.69
SPF 2.13 1.k SPF 2,93 1.33 SPF 2.81 1.59
SPPe  2.26 1,38 SPPe 3.14  1.80 SPPe 3.05 1.28
SPD 1.90 1,16 SFD 2,37 1.32 SPD 1.93  1.20
SPPr 1.60 1.19 SPPr 2,28 1.33 SPPr 2,23 1.39
T80 1.97 1.62 1P} 2.82  1.55 1P1 2.64 1.78
|PF 1.53  0.92 I PF 1,92 1.17 1PF 2.37  1.25
1PPe 1.83  1.09 1 PPe 2:67 1.4 1PPe 2,60 1.21
1PD 1.96 1,22 1PD 2,60 1.31 tPD 2,13 1.08
1PPr 1.76  1.21 1PPr 2,31 1.4 1PPr 1.65  1.05
Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.74; F20/IOO = 0.81; p > .05
Family Segment
Victim Present (N=14) Victim Absent (N=33) Mixed (N=1
Factor X S.D. “Factcr X S.D. Factor X ~ S8.D,
SF1 1.4 0,97 SF1i 1.39  0.9% SF1 1.07 0.66
SFF 1.28 1.0l SFF 2,12 1.28 SFF 1.75  1.06
SFPe 1.47  0.95 SFPe 1.86  1.31 SFPe 1.95 0.94
SFD 3.23  1.66 SFD k.39 .34 SFD 3,73 1,51
SFPr 3.25 1,44 SFPr L4 1.70 SFPr L.,17 1,66
1¥1 1.47 0,97 IF! 2,57 1.36 IF1 2,12 175
IFF 1.68 0,98 IFF 2,39 1.37 IFF 2,30 1.31
iFPe 2.10  1.33 IFPe 2,80 1.54 iFPe 2,69 1.51
IFD 3.12 1,34 1FD 3,11 1.57 IFD ©3.07  1.34 -
IFPr  2.47 0.70 IFPr 3.01  1.76 IFPr 2,34 1,17
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JTABLE 71 (cont.)
|
|
1 School Seqment
Victim Present (N=14) Victim Absent (N=33) Mixed (N=15)
5Hcmr X S.D. Factor X 5.0, Factor X S.D.
" 851 1.66 1.3k SSt’. 2.79 2,04 SS1 2.16 1.62
i, SSF 2.02 1.13 - SSF 3.47  2.04 SSF 3.02 1.97
SS5Pe. 1.8 1.07 $SPe 3.19 1.99 SSPe 2,91 1.86
SSD 2.13 1.39 SSD 2.59 1,61 SSD 1.79 1.06
" 8SPr 2.43 ‘].55 SSPr- _ 3.47 1.78 SSPr 2,62 1.57
1s1 1.51" .0.78 ISl 2.10 1.h4 Isl 2,00 1.70
ISF 1.49 1.33 ISF 1.50 1,07 ISF 1.98 0.74
1SPe  1.85 1.15 ISPe  2.23 1.6] isPe 2.3 1.32
15D 2.57 1.58 150 2.89 1,77 ISD 1,98 1.09
ISPr 2.50 1.34 1ser 2,81 i.77 ISPr 1.91  1.10
Hl . _ .
! Soc., & Ind.: A =.0'72f FZO/IOO = 0.89; p > .05
City Segment
|victim Present (N=14)  Victim Absent (N=33) " Mixed (N=I
} Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
SCl 1.74  0.83 SCt 3.16 2,08 SCi 2.17 1.92
SCF 1.94 1.40 SCF 1.95 1.64 SCF 2.7 1.66
SCPe 2,31 2,04 SCPe 3.45 2,03 SCPe 2.90 1.94
SCD 1.53 0.96 SCD 1.86 1.41 SCD 1.59 0.99
SCPr 2.95 2.24 SCPr 3.87 2.22 SCPr 2.84  1.54
IC1 2,44 1.78 ICt 2,44 1.23 1C} 2,56 1.96
1CF 1.69 1.53 iCF 1.52 1.52 ICF 1.43  0.84
{CPe 1.38  0.89 iCPe 1.76 1.63 ICPe 1.85 1.26
ico 1.83  1.46 1CD 1.93  1.62 1cD 1.05 0.70
iCPr 1.53 1.15 1CPr 2.38 1.75 1CPr 1.89 1.13

|Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.68; FZO/]OO = 1.05; p > .05




TABLE 72

Means, Standard Deviations and F-ratios of Group and
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Individual Offense Types for Multivariate Analyses of Variance

Pser Segment

IFPr

Group (N=56 Individual (N=27)
Factor X S.D. Factor ' X $.D.
SP 3.02 1.36 SPI1 2.68 {.50
SPF 2.72 1.34 SPF 2.64 1.49
SPPa 3.00 1.52 SPPe 2.81 1.87
SFD 2.10 1.18 SPD 2,00 1.32
i SPPr 2,16 1.24 SPPr 2,30 1.69
| Pl 2.50 1.5 1Pl 2.30 1.73
k 1PF 2,01 1.24 1PF 2,09 1.31
i 1PPe 2.47 1.27 1PPe 2.16 1.4
; i1PD 2.27 1.30 IPD 2,24 1.42
1PPr 2.05 1.35 iPPr 1.78 1.13
Soc. & Ind.: p = 0.95; F]0/72 = 0.34; p > .05
Family Segment
Group (N=56) Individual (N=gzl‘
Factor X 5.0 Factor X " s.D.
SFI 1542 0.85 SF1 1.55 0.99
SFF 2.03 1.25 SFF 1.50 1.1)
SFPe 1.76 1.17 SFPe 1.62 0.93
SFD L, 06 1,34 SFD 3.77 1.59
SFPr k.15 1.54 SFPr L.16 1.81
IFy - 2.26 1.30 1F1 2.32 1.57
IFF 2.38 - 1.15 IFF 2.27 1.32
1FPe 2.72 1:.39 IFPe 3.25 2,05
IFD 3.20 1.49 IFD 2.83 1.84
2.84 1.48 IFPr 2.47 1.65

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.89; F10/72 = 0.88; p > .05
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| TABLE 72 (cant.)
‘ School Segment
: Y Group (M:56) Individual (N=27)
‘ l Factor X S.0. Factor X S.D.
{
'tosst 2.37 .77 5S1 1.51 1.21
7 3.05 1.65 SSF 2,38 1.76
ssbe 2.66 1.67 SSPe 2.30 1.43
sSD 2.2k 144 SSD 1.92 1.25
ssPr 2.72 1.66 SsPr 2.73 1.75
151 1.87 1.27 151 2.09 1.61
ISF 1.62 0.98 ISF 1.71 1.34
ISPe  2.27 1.3 1S%e 1.92 1.7
isb 2.71 1.59 Isb  2.10 1.50
| 1spr 2.56 1.56 ISPr 2.28 1.28
Séc. & Ind.: A = 0.76; F10/72 =2,27; p < .05
; «  Soc.: A = 0.91; F5/77 = 1.53; p > .05
lnd..: A = 0.86; F5/77 = 2.53; p < .05
- ! City Segment
i ‘ Group_(N=56) ' Individual (N=27)
. Factor X - S.0.  Factor X s.D.
] se 2.41 1.89 o sa 1.8 L4
: | scF 1.88 1.35 SCF 2.08 1.35
ScPe 2,84 1.95 " Scpe 2.15 1.38
SCD 1.59 1.08 SCh 2.08 1.59
SCPr 3.17 2.15 SCPr 3.06 2.01
icl 2,37 1.5 ' tct 2.49 1.39
IcF 1.56 1.28, ICF 1.70 1.44
ICPe 1.56 1.24 1cPe 1.94 1.42
1co 1.49 1.35 Ico 1.48 1.57
| 1cer 2.10 1.51 fCPr 1.80 1.15

'|Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.83;

Flojzz = 1415 p > .05
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TABLE 73
i ', N
L Means, S.D.'s, R"'s and F Vaiues for Group and Individual
0ffense Types on All individual School Factors
" Eactor IS} ISF ISPe__ 1SD ISPr
3 X 1.87 112 227 271 2.56
.+ Group
1 s.0.  1.27 0.98 1.43 1.59 1.56
| .
: X 2.09 .71 1.92  2.10 2,28
Individual
5.0, 1.6} 1.34 1.17 1.50 1.28
R .006 .01  .015  .032 008
¥
TR - .00 .000  .000  ,000  .000
Fisi 0.b6  0.07  1.36 2.9 0.6l
p p>,05 p>.05 p>. 05 p>.05 p>.05
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TABLE 74
Means, Standard Devlatlions and F-ratios of Utilitarian-
Non-utilitarian and Mixed Offense Types for
Multivariate Analyses of Varlance
Peer Segment
f Utilitarian (N=21) Non-utilitarian (N=18) Mixed (N=27)
Factor X 5.0, Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
SPI 2.76 1.31 SPL 2.81 1. SP| 3.30 1.74
SPF 2,72 1.48 SPF 3.12 1.23 SPF 2.60 1.59
SPPe 2,80 1.58 SPPe 3.25 1.82 SPPe 2.8) 1.52
SPD 2.48 1.27 SPD 2.09 1.21 SPD 1.89 1.25
SPPr 1.75 1.02 SPPr 2,65 1.56 SPPr 1.94 1.23
1Pl 3.1 1.64 1Pt 1.84 1.00 | P} 2,52 1.78
1 PF 1.88 1.06 1PF 2,17 1. IPF 1.93  1.22
{PPe 2.36  1.29 | PPe 1.99 1.18 | PPe 2.84 1.39
1PO 2,33 1.27 1 PD 2.40 1.31 IPD 2,23 1.24
I PPr 1.89 1.58 1PPr 2.20 1.21 1PPr 1.95 1.17
o -

Soc, & Ind.: A = 0.56; F201108 =1.78; p < .05

Sec.: A = 0.7); FIO/IIS =2,19; p <.05

. Ind.: A = 0.74; FIO/118 = 1,94; p < .,05

: Family Segment
Utilitarian (N=21) Non-utilitarian (N=18) Mixed (N=27)

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X s.D.
SFI 1.38  1.08 SF1 1.30 0.9} SF1 1.27 0.66
SFF | 1.72 1.51 SFF 2.21 i.12 SFF 1.72 1.05
SFPe 1.68 1.35 SFPe 1.84 0.98 SFPe 1.88 1.13
SFD L.30 1.54 SFD L,25 1.27 SFD 3.65 1.55
SFPr  L.43  1.82° SFPr  3.92 1.73 SFPr .25  1.66
13 2.09 1.23 IFI 2.4 1.58 IF} 2.16 1.57
IFF 1.97 1.16 IFF 2.38 1.29 IFF 2.20 1.42
IFPe  2.35 1.19 1FPe 2.85 1.58 IFPe 2,50 1.62
! IFD 3.65 1.56 IFD 3.26  1.23 IFD 2.48 1.28
1FPr 2.89 1.63 IFPr 1.84 1.55 1FPr 2.34  1.32

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.66; FZO/\OS = 1.,25; p > .05

IR CFRS
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: ITABLE 74 (cont.) )
It [
1 [ School Segment
Utilitarian (N=21) Non-utilitarian (N=18) Mixed (N=27)
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
SS1 2,32 1.79 SSt 2.02  1.61 SSi 2,55 2.03
SSF 3.01 2,01 SSF 3.06 1.77 SSF 2,98 1.9
SSPe 2.67 1.83 SSPe 2.92 1.68 SSPe 2.68 1,95
SSD 2,53 1.80 SSD 2.26 1.35 SSD 2,05 1.25
SSPr 3.02  1.89 SSPr 3.62  1.84 SSPr 2.61 1.
. [3] 1.97 1.08 is! 1.64  1.34 1s1 1.94  1.67
ISF 1.53  1.17 ISF 1.63 1.16 \SF 1.67 0.98
ISPe 1.89 1.26 {SPe 2,13  1.10 1SPe 2,33 1.70
1SD 3.22  1.74 1SD 2.4 1.62 iSp 2,08 1.32
I1SPr 2,64 1,93 ISPr 2.63 1.53 ISPr 2,22 1.2h4
Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.71; F20/108 = 0.99; p > .05
‘ City Segment
) Ytilitarian (N=21) Non-utilitarian (N=18) Mixed (N=27)
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
SCt 3.06 1.99 Sci 1.99 1.58 SCi 2,64 1,95
SCF -~ 2.55 1.80 SCF 1.52  1.16 SCF 2,28 1,55
SCPe 3.30 2.38 SCPe 3.03 1.43 SCPe 2.90 2.01
SCD 1.68 1.12 SCD 1.80 1.07 SCD 1.74% 1.39
SCPr 3.70  2.37 SCPr 3.85 1.84 SCPr 2.81 1.92
1c1 2.61  1.h46 1cl 2.55 1.43 1C1 2.17  1.70
ICF 1.81 1.58 ICF 1.54  1.17 ICF 1.39  1.35
1CPe 1.62  1.15 1CPe 1.90 1.66 |CPe 1.45 1.39
1CD 2,15 1.62 1CD 1.57 .77 1CD 1.50 0.95
1cPr 2,31 1.65 icer 2.27 1.62 \cPr 1,64 1,27
Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.64; F20/108 = 1,36; p > .05
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TABLE 75

! ! Means, S.D.'s, R%'s and F Values for Utilitarian, Non-utilitarian

: it and Mixed Offense Types on All Social Peer Factors

; Factor spl SPF SPPe____SPD SPPr

i X 2,76 2.72 2.80 2,48 1.75

; utilt. _

| S.D. 1.31 1.48 1.58 1.27 1.02

i ;

R X 2,81 3.12 3.25 2,09 2.65

- Non-Utilt.

‘ s.D. 1.41 1.23 1.82 1.2 1.56

! ‘ X 3.30 2.60 2.81 1.89 1.94
" Mixed
Y ] 5.0, 1.74 1.59 1.52 1.25 1.23
RE, .025  .02% .0l .02 .06k
Iy .
H 2 . ’
‘\ Rem .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
F2/63 0.85 0.81 0.50 1.16 2.27
P p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.05
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TABLE 76
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Heans, S.D.'s, R"'s and F Values for Utilitarian, Non-utilitarian

and Mixed Offense Types on All Individual Peer Factors

. Factor

1PD

1pP1 1PF 1PPe 1PPr
X 3.11 .88  2.36  2.33 1.89
I Utilt,
: S.D. 1.6k 1.06 1.29 1.27 1.58
‘ X 1.84 2.17 1.99 2.40 2.20
" Non=-Utilt,
S.D. 1.00 1.41 1.18 1.31 1.21
X 2.52 1.93 2.84 2,23 1.95
Mixed
4 S.D. 1.78 .22 1.39 1.2k 1.17
2
: Rey .077 .002 .101 .002 .606
2
Ry .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Fas63 2.77 0.06 3.71 0.06 0,18
P R>n05 p>.05 p<.05 p>.05 p>.05
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TABLE 77

T o BAY

Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values for Utilitarian-

L Non-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and Age Groups

i . Factor 1PPe Factor 1PPe
! - —

( X 1.88 X 3.00

I Utilt./Young utile. /014
| s.D.  1.03 $.0.  1.24
. L X 2.7 X 1.8
%  Non-utilt./Young Non-utilt./01d - ’
. y S.D. 1.30 S.D. 0.99
) ] ¥ X 2.91 X 2.75

; ., Mixed/Young Mixed/01d
; : S.0.  1.45 $.0.  1.29
! R .ob1; B2, = .000; Fp .. = 0.66; p > .05
~ FM T o0 Ry T 00T Fypgo T P55 P2
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% ‘ TABLE 78
i (f Means, $.0.'s, Rz‘s and F Values for Utilitarian-
1 i Non-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and Socio~economic Status Groups
| I
I Bac tor ' ' 1PPe
i -
i i X 2.28
i TUtilt./low "
| S.D. ' 1.30
i | X 2.10
i f Non-utilt./Low
; i S.D. 0.92
| : o X 1.67
Mixed/Low
1‘ S.D. 0.71
3 ' X : 2.22
| Utilt/Med.
' v S.D. ’ 1.24
} | X 2.32
. Non~-utilt./Med. -
| . S.D. . 1.46
‘ X : 2.93
. " Mixed/Med.
' S.D. 1.31
X , 2.19
Utile./High
! s.D, 1.20
‘ X 2.19
- Non-utilt./High o
S.D. 1.15
} X 2.25
" Mixed/High
i S.D. 1.17
’ | | &2, = .080; R2, = .012; Fg,c, = 0.84; p > .05
, CFM T cTTTr PRrM T T T2 T PP
|
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: TABLE 79
: g Means, S.0.'s, R%1s and F Values for Utilitarian-
f Non-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and 1Q Groups
5 . |" Factor ) ) | PPe
; X 1.80
. utite./Low
L S.D. 1.70
I X 2.33
! - Non-utilt./Low
! : S.D. 1.20
i —
: X 2.65
: . Mixed/Low
o ‘ s.0. 1.54
/ X 2.4
i Utilt./Med.
! : . s.D. 1.24
! | : X. 2.24
Non-utilt./Med.
‘ s.D. 1.22
X : 2.77
' Mixed/Med. :
) S.D. 1.32
| X 2.48
S Utilt./High
! 1 S.D. 1.35
? b3 2.51
Non-utilt./High :
: S.D. 1.32
X 2,40
Mixed/High
S.D. .31
RZ. = .057; RZ, = .004; F,,_. = 0.47; p > .05
FM - 70 Rpyg = -00%; 6/53 st :
| M:.“';‘“&“ . ST SR A e e oy wvm%ww&wmm
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TABLE 80
Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F-Values for Utilitarian-
. Non-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and Stability Groups
Factor 1 PPe Factor { PPe
X 2.7 X 1.87
Utilt./Stab. : Utilt./Unstab.
S.D. 1.37 S.D, 0.62
X 2.00 X 1.50
Non-utilt./Stab. Non-utilt./Unstab.
S.D. 1.21 S.D. 0.30
X 2,62 X 2.50
Mixed/Stab, Mixed/Unstab.
S.D. 1.28 S.D. 1.50
RE, = .053; RS, = .014; F = 0.54; p > .05
. DEM - H RM - > “/51 D e £ .
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: TABLE 81
: Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for Utilitarian-
: Non-utilitarfan-Mixed Offenses and Family Composition Groups
%
Factor ' " - 1PPe
X 2.63
Utilt./Both _
Parents . S.D. ’ : 1.23
X 2.55
Non-utilt./Both i
Parents S.D. 1.57
‘ X 3.12
. Mixed/Both
o Parents S.D. . 1.42
X 1.90
Utilt./Step-
| parent S.D. 0.30
. X 1.00
B Non-utilt./Step-
Y parent . S.n. 0.24
X 2.53
Mixed/Step~
parent S.D. - 0.52
X 2.39
; Utilt./One
; Parent S.D. C1.32
P : X 2.4
3 -1 Non-utilt./0One :
Parent ) s.D. 1.27
X ‘ 2.55
Mixed/One
Parent S.D. ) 1.39
R2 = ,108; R2 = .002; F = 1,00; p > .65
FM "~ ° >URM T ’ 6/52 ?
! i lt I" vs 5‘5&’. )
!
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’i 7 TABLE 82 ‘
3 C Means, S.D.'s, RZ's and F Values for Utilitarian-
| Non-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and Ethnic Groups
4 ;
i Factor _|PPe Factor 1PPe
& _ ~
s ‘ X 2,46 X 1.80
i {‘ Utilt./Anglo Utilt./Spanish
! s.0. 1.4 : s.0. 1.70
i - -
b X 1.84 X 2.50
G i Non-utiit./Anglo Non~utilt./Spanish
’ : S.D. 1.13 ' S.D. 1.08
: X 2.86 X 2.72
Mixed/Anglo Mixed/Spanish
4 S.0.  1.3% S.D.  1.h8
5 RZ, = .196; R2, = .002; Fj .. = 3.69; p < .0
) : g = - 1995 Rpy = 0023 Fyy eq = 3.593 .
!
|
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h TABLE 83
Means, Standard Devlations and F-ratios of Criminal-CHIN
Offense Types for Multivariate Analyses of Variance
Peer Segment
Eriminal (N=57) ' CHIY (N=27)
‘ Factor X S.0. Factor X $.D.
SPI 2.88 1.35 SPi 2.72 Vol
; : SPF 2.76 1.45 SPF 2.58 1.39
= SPPe - 2.90 1.62 SPPe 2,97 1.67
i SPD » 2.18 1.26 SPD 1.89 . 1,07
| sePr 2,12 1,343 SPPr 2.45 - 1.56
1Pl - 2,39 1.53 ' iPl 2,36 1.66
tPF 1.98 1.2¢ 1PF 2.27 1.36
iPPe 2.38 1.34 1PPe 2.32 1.36
£PD 2,34 1.31 1PD 2,10 1.39
1PPr 2.01 1.29 . IPPr 1.72 1.1
S?C' & Ind.: = 0,91; FIO/73 =‘0.76; p > .05
AN Family Segment
Criminal (¥=57) CHIN (N=27)
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D.
SF1 1.33 0.90 SFi 1.7% 0.86
SFE 1.83 1.24 SFF 1.73 1,36
SFPe 1.69 j.i2 SFPe 1.63 0.97
SFD 4,05 1.53 SFD 3.96 1.24
SFPr 4.17 1.73 , SFPr L. 31 1.7
IF1 2,12 134 IFt 2,50 1.53
IFF 2.16 1.28 IFF 2,68 1.20
1FPe 2,51 1.48 1FPa 3.73 1.88
) fFD 3.10 1.48 {FD 2.92 1.90
- 1FPr 2,70 1.50 IFPr 2.58 1,69
Scc, & fnd.z 4 = 0.83; FlO/‘?B = 1.,53; p > .05
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According to Cooley and Lohnes (1962) the test of the null hypothesis

employs Wilks' lambda which s defined as follows:
LI A L

“yhere W {s the pooled within-groups deviation score cross-products
matrix and T is the total sample deviation score cross-products matrix.

The elements of the W and T matrices are defined as follows:

N
g (g - -
Wiy = k__Z_l{mZ_l Xign = ¥id Kjn - Xjk)}

N
=7
=

i in ~ 2}) (xjn - i}) 4

1

where g.= number of groups, Ng number of subjects in group g, and i
and j run from 1 to p, where p = the rumber of variables® (p. 61).
The symbo! lﬁl denotes the determinant of matrix W; likewise for ]T!,
As |T] increases relative to [W| the ratio decreases in size
with an accompanying increase in the confidence with which the null
hypothesis is rejected. In testing the significance of p the F
approximation developed by Rao (1952) is used. This is as folléws;

2T 40 = (1_—_1)(1"_2_1_2_&) ,
ms y 2r

2
where s =J (pzq - k)/(p2 + q2 -5), g =g-1, g = number of groups,

[

p = number of variables; m= n-{p + q + 1)/2, n = N-1, N = total num-

ber of subjects; x = -{pq-2)/%; r = pq/2; and y = AI/s.H

"where only two subject groups _are involved the procedure is to
use Hotelling's {1931, pp. 360-378) T2 which is a generalization of
student's t test, and is a special case for.which Wilks' lambda is
applicable,
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For those segments In which a significant F is not obtained the
‘-analysis of socio-economlc status is stopped at this point, However,
ulf a significant F is obtained for one or more of the segments the

i'second stage of the analysis is undertaken In only those segments for

| tich the null hypothesis Is rejected.
|

Stage Two: The second stage is again an effort to specify

 where differences on specific types of factors may possibly he found

ithout having to examine each individual factor category. The ques-
ufion here is: “'Given that an overall difference on factor scores
'among low, medium and high social status delinquents exists within a
ycertain segment, is this.difference on the social side, the indivi-
,{dual side, or in both of these areas? A ﬁultivariate analysis of
| variance (as described above) on the five types of factors (lnstiga-
tors, Prohihitors, etc.) on the individual side and on the social side
is performed, 1f the null hypothesis is rejected.for one or both of

|these the third stage of the analysis is undertaken for the area in

'{which differences are indicated.

Stage Three: in the third stage of the'ana[ysis interest is
directed to three poihts. First, to insuring that differences on
‘{individual factor categories which may be found among types of delin;
: quants are not due simply to general différences existing in all juve-

niles. Second, to determining for which individual factor categories

{whether differences among delinquents classified according to a given

independent variabie remain when other independent variables are con-

‘trolled.

Analyses in this stage employ data from both delinquent and non-

r

a difference among types of delinquents exists. Third, to determining
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1déllnquent subject groups, and are based on the multiple linear
‘fegression techniques developed by Bottenberg and Ward (1963, pp. 22~
" ). In general these techniques Involve the comparison of the accur-
acy of two predictions to the criterion variable (Y), one prediction
\based on the full model (FM) or the inclusion of the ‘‘critical"

variable, and the other based on a restricted model (RM} or the exclu-

‘$ion of the "'eritical" variable (actually the squéred multiple corre-
lation coefficients of each equation are compared). In the present
‘study the criterion varicble is always the score on some individual
factor category., Dummy variables are used to indic;te a given sub-
Qéect‘s posiﬁion with regard to the relevant independent variable
L(e.g., assigning a 1. if the subject has a high 1.Q. and a 0 other-

" ise). - If the inclusion of the “eritical' variable results in signi-
'ficantly better prediction this is regarded as an indication of
differences in the mean scores on the criterion variable between the
-groups classified according to the "eritical¥ variable.

‘ The test fqr the sigﬁificance of differences between two squared

multiple correlation coefficients uses the F-ratio:

2 2
(Rey - Rey)/ (df )

F = 3
(1 - R/ (df,)

N

jwhere df] is the difference between the number of linearly independent
‘vectors in the full model and in tﬁe‘restricted modél; and, dfz is the
';number of subjects minus the number of linearly independe;t vectoyrs in
ithe full model.

Additional independent variables can be controlled through the
‘application of dummy variables to cross—classified subjects (e.q.,

assigning.a 1 if the subject has a high‘l.Q. and is in the high social

TR TR T R R O g
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".status group and a 0 otherwise).

An example of the analyses performed for a given Independent

“'yartable will serve to iljustrate the analytic procedures. Assuming

‘that the first stage of the analysis indicated an overall difference
. between high and low 1.Q. delinquents with regard to the ten factor
lcategories in the School segment, the second stage of the analysis

would then consist of two multivariate analyses of variance; one on

' the Individual School factors and one on the Social School factors.
‘Assuming that the second stage of the analysis indicated an overall
: HifferenceAbetween high and low 1.Q. delinquents for the five Indivi-

. dual School factor categories, but not for the Social School factors,

{the“third stage of the analysis would consist of the following vt=ps
:for each of the five Individual School factors (starting with Indivi-
;dual School Instigators): '(l) An effort to insure that differences
;between [.Q. leve!s'a}evunique to de!inqﬁents and do not simply

‘reflect some general difference associated with 1.Q. levels for all .

.juveniles. The null hypothesis is that there is no difference be-

“tween delinquents and non-delinquents in the low i.Q. group and no

-difference between delinquents and non-delinquents in the high 1.Q.
group. The following equations would be employed in testing this
‘hypothesis: '
“FM: ISI = alx] + a2X2.+ a3X3 + auxu + e H
RM: 151 bi¥, + bW, +e,

where ISl is the vector of scores on Individual School Instigators;

Xy Bs 1 0f low I.g. delinguent, 0 otherwise; X, is 1 if low 1.Q. non-

| delinquent, 0 otherwise; X3 is 1 of high [.Q. delinquent, O otherwise;
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%, Is 1 If high 1.Q. non-dalinquent, 0 othorwlse; W, Is 1 1f low 1.Q.,
0 otherwlse; wz is 1 1f high 1.Q., O otherwise; 3 and b‘ are appro-~
‘;riate regression weights; and e and e, are residual vectors, the
iaifferences between the predicted values of 15 and the actual values.

_The F-ratio discussed above would be employed in comparing Rgﬂ and

2

Ram

| The rejection of the null hypothesis indicates that delinquents
_and non-delinquents at the same 1.Q. levels have different mean
jscores on Individual School Instigators, and thus any differences
'which may be found in this factor category between high and low I.Q.l
delinquents must be unique to the delinquent subject groub. If the
 €pove null hypothesis is rejected the next step'of the anafysis is
performed. (2) An effort to determine whether different types of
delinquents, in térms of 1.Q. levels, differ-from each other on Indi-
vidual School Instigators. The null hypothesis is that high aﬁd low
1.Q. delinqgents do not differ oﬁ fndividual School lInstigators. The
following equations would be empfoyed in testing this hypothesis:

FH: 1Sl

1

alxl + aZX2 + ) ; *
RH:  IS1 = a U + e, ,

where Xl is 1 if high 1.Q. delinquent, 0 otherwise; XZ is 1 if low

1.0, delinquent, O otherwise; a; are aphropriate regression weights;

e and e, are residual vectors; and U is a unit vector. It should be

noted that in the case where the restricted model contains only the

. 2, . 3 o N .
unit vector, U, RRM is arbitrarily defined as 0 (Bottenberg & Ward,
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“1963, p. 126)."2

The rejection of the null hypothesis indlcates a significant

\'difference In mean scores on individual School Instigators between
high and Jow 1.Q. delinquents. {f the above null hypothesis Is
‘jrejected the third step of this stage of the analysis is undertaken.

‘%(3) An effort to determine whether the difference between {.Q. levels

remains when other independent variables are controlled. ?or fllustra-

'‘tive purposes only one variable (sex) will be controlled, although in

'the actual analysis an effort will be made to control each of the
i

independent variables.

1t should be noted, however, that consideration of a number of
‘variables at the same time is severely limited by the sample size;
.the situation of having an ext}emely small N in certain of the cross-
classified groups very rapidly arises. When no Ss fell into a given
1group the analyses for the given variables could not be performed.

] in gontrolling‘for the sex variable the null hypothésis is that
high and low 1.Q. delinquent males do not differ from each other and
;that high and low 1.Q. delinquent femaies do not differ from each
other, The following equations would be emplioyed in testing this
hypothesis:

FM: ISt = ale + a2X2 + a3x3 + a,_‘xl_'r + e H

RM: iSi 5{blw‘ + bzwz + e, y

12 .
In this case the appropriate F-ratio is as follows:

2
(RFM)/df]

O - Rgn)/dfz
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Where X, is 1 if Jow 1.Q. female, 0 otherwlise; Xy Is 1 1f high 1.Q.
female, 0 otherwise; X3 s 1 If 1~ {,Q. male, O otherwise; Xk is 1 If
high 1.Q. male, O otherwise; wl Is 1 If female, O otherwise; wz Is |
if male, 0 othemise;'al and b‘ are appropriate regression weights;
and e, and e, are residual vectors. The rejection of the null hypo-
thesis indicates that high and low 1.Q. delinquents of the same sex
have different mean scores on Individual School lnstigators, and thus
differences between 1.Q. levels remain when thé sex variable is con-
trolled.

As mentioned previously, other independent variables and combi-
Inations of variables can be controlled through procedures similar to
onse outlined in step three of the third stage of the analysis.
it should be emphasized that stage three of the analysis, as
illustrated above, is only for one of the five factor categories
which the first two stages of the analysis indicated as-poténtially
important. In actual practice stage three is performed on each of the
five factor categories, or in some cases on all ten of the factor ‘

categories, depending on the results of stage one and stage two of the

analysis.
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Vi. RESULTS

Dus to the complexity and length of the analysis a summary of

results for each independent variable is presented in Tables 2

through 9 of this section. Detailed data regarding each step of the
{analysis is provided in Appendi; E. Summary Tables 2 through 9 are to
be interpreted in the following manner. The Fact column indicates

1 each of the 40 factor categories. The $eg column refers to stage ! 6f
‘lthe analysis, a multivariate analysis of variance on the 10 factors in
ea;h of the four segments. The Sou column indicates the source of the
factor, either Individual or Socizl, and referé to stage {! of the
analysis, a multivariate analysis of variance on each of the two

{factor sources. The DIS column refers to stage 11}, step one of the

analysis, a regression analysis comparing delinquency status within

the various groups of the given independent variable. This was done

T{to insure that differences between independent variable groups of

delinquents were not simply a reflection of some general differences
comvon to ali adoléscents (i.e., diffe;ences occurred only among
delinquents). A lack of significant findings in this co]umn.indicates
that the independent variable groups of non-delinquents differ in the
same manner as the independent variable groups of delinquents. The
fifth column indicates the particular independent variable of interest
in the given table. This column refers to stage lil, step two of the
analysis, a comparison of the factor scores of delinquents who diffur
on the particular independent variable (i.e., types of offenders or

types of offenses). The remaining columns indicate the other vari-
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jébles whose Influence has been controlled. These columns refer to
fStage Jil, step three of the analysis, a comparison of types of
“offénders (as determined by the fndependent variable of interest)
w‘lithln levels of other variables (e.g., male and female definquents
‘within age levels). The body of the Tables contain indicators of
‘significance levels, at the various stages and steps of the analysis,
: for the factor ér factors in the corresponding row. A blank at a
“particular point in a Table indicates a iack of significant findings
jEfor the particular factor and stage of.analysis. An s (significant)
‘indicates a significant difference at the .05 probability level.l An
‘:"H" (highly significant) indicates a significant difference at the .01
;‘grobability level; A "Wt (very significant) indicates a significant
difference at the .001 probability level, Bracketed letters are used
""to indicate a significant difference, found by a multivariate analysis

of variance, on a number of factors,
\,‘ ’

‘ The Tables should be, in ggneral, read from left éo right. This
 provides a description of results as the analysis progressed from
..stage 1 through stage 111, step three., A given factor, or set of

: Facto(s in the two initial stages of the analysis, may fail to reach
" significance at any point in the analysis. In gengral, when a signi-
jficant difference was not obtained, the analysis for that factor (or

. set of factors) was terminated. The point at which a significant

- difference was not obtained is indicated by the occurrence of blank

spaces as opposed to the significance indicators.

It should also be noted that in the following discussion of
. results, Table numbers for the relevant detailed Tabies given in

- Appendix E are provided. These detailed Tables present appropriate
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1imeans, standard deviations, Rz‘s, degrees of freedom, F-ratios and

probability levels for each Indlvidual analysis which was performed.
The results discussion will be confined to a consideration of only
those factors for which significant differences have been found in all
stages and steps of the analysis {(i.e., when other variables are con-

+

trolled).

Offender Variables

Classification according to type of offender is based on the
following: residential mobility, family composition, sex, age, socio-

economic status, intelligence and ethnic group membership. A differ-

{{ence between types of offenders, as determined by one of the above

variables, i5 not considered in the‘following discussion unless it was
found fo occur regardless c¢f the influence of each of the other vari-
ables. 1In addition, to insure that differences are not due to the
extent of delinquency involvement, it was required that they be inde-
pepdent of the number of offenses committed (as measured by the
first-multiple offense variable) before they are considered as sub-
stantiated results. Besides the multiple-first disfinction no con-
trol of type of offense was made with regard to thé type of offender
variables.

Mobility: Stage I of the analysis yielded no significant

ldifferences between residentialiy stable and mobile delinquents in any

of the four segmeﬁts (ﬁee Appendix E, Table 10).V>The analysis of
mobility was consequenfly téﬁminated after stage I.

Family Composition: Again stage { of the analysis indicated no
overall significant differences in any segment (sée Appendik E, Table

). Analysis wias thus terminated after the first stage..
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Sex: A summary of the analysis on sex is contalned In Table 2,

glgnlficant differences between male and female delinquents, which

fheld up when the Influence of other variables was considered, were

found for three factors. These factors were Individual Family Per-
mission, Individual School Facilitation, and Individual City

Diversion. Females scored consistently higher than males on Individu-

\ al Family Permittors and Individual School Facilitators. Males

'scored consistently higher than females on Individual City Diverters.
Details of the analyses performed on sex can be found in Tables 12
-through 24 in Appendix E.

Age: A summary of the analysis on a2ge is contained in Table 3.

| Significant differences between young and old delinquents were

obtained for the Social Peer Instigators and the Social Peer Facili-
tators. These differences were independent of the influence of other

variables, Older delinquents scored consistently higher than younger

{on these two factors. Details of the analyses performed on age are

contained in Tables 25 Ehrough 35 of Appendix E.

Socio-economic Status: A summary of the analyses on socio-

economic status levels is contained in Table 4. Significant di ffer-
ences among low, medium and high socio-economic status levels was
found for one factor category, Social Peer Permittors. Differences
were obtained on this factor regardless of the influence of other
variables, Hedium socio-economic status delinquents consistently

scored highest, The high socio-sconomic status group scored second | -

» highest and the low status group lowest. Detailed results of the

analysis on socio-economic status are presented in Tables 36 through

l{43 of Appendix E.
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TABLE 2

Results of Analysis on Sex

Fact

MVANOV Control for
Seq Sou DIS  Sex 1Q Stb Fam Eth Age SES

SP|
SPF
SPPe
SPD
SPPr

1Pl
1 PF
| PPe
17D
| PPr

SF1
SFF
SFPe
SFD
SFPr

IFl
IFF
IFPe
IFD
'V IFPr

x
< < o< T
T
b=~
-
<
-
x

HL_;.wﬁ;:fffa

R s
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'TABLE 2 {cont.)

MVANOY Control for
““Fact See Sou DIS Sex i@ Stb Fam Eth Ace SES M-F

sst ]
SSF
“$5Pe
- 85D
1SSPr

1S4 v ‘

ISF v S H s S S S S H
“ISPe S

"1so J

jfser L] v
€[]
SCF
.SCPe

SCD
'SCPr

et
HCE
jncpe 5 v 5 H 3 s ]
iy H H S
1P

i

. U e
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TABLE 3

Results of Analysls on Age

53

JFact

MVANOV
Seg Sou DIS

Age

Control for
Sex  SES iQ Stb  Fam

Eth M-F

5P1
SPF
SPPe
SPD
SpPy

1Pl
IPF
[PPe
17D
1PPr

SF1
SFF
SFPe
SFD
SFPr

1 AF]

IF¥

1 1Fpe

IFD
[FPr

~

Tn v

v =

H
H

H S S S S
S H S S S
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TABLE 3 (cont.)

54

. MVANOV
J{Fact Seq Sou DIS Age

Sex

SES

Control for

10

Stb

Fam

Eth

M-F

s
'SSF
| 85Pe
1Y)
iSSPr

181 s
ISF
{ISPe S

15D

SAsee L v

sc1
' . "1scF
1{SCPe
Isco
"{SCPr

e
i
icpe
1co
1cPr

B s
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TABLE 4

Results of Analysis on Soclo-economic Status

55

MVANGV Controt for
Seq Sou DIS SES Sex Age 1Q Stb  Fam  M-F

Eth*

I‘Fact

"5P1
SPF
"SPPe
" SPD
SPPr

P
CAPF
“1PPe
BT
ippr

g “ISFI
SFF
‘SFPe
" SFD

; SFPr
CEF
IFF
" IFPe

1FD
L 1EPr

- v

1]




'}, formed because no Ss fell into

: ' 56

VJABLE 4 (cont.)

; MVANOV Control for
‘Fact Sec Sou DIS SES Sex Age {Q __Stb _Fam M-F_ Eth¥

881

. SSF

' $SPe
55D

58P
J

181

ISF

'isPe
15D

‘!SPr

{'sct
SCF
'5CPe
 seo
- SCPr

“1C1
ICF
~1CPe
1D
: tcpr

!

i*Analysis of socio-economic status within ethnic groups was not per-

the high socio-economic status-
Spanish group. '
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intelligence: A summary of the analyses performed om 1.Q.
“‘Jevels ls contained in Table 5. Significant differences were found
for two factor categories, Soclal Family Facilitators and Individual
fgchool Prohibitors., These differences among 1.Q. levels remained when
. fthe influence of other variables was controlied. One of the con-
| trolled variables did, however, have an effe;t on the direction of the

obtained differences. For Social Family Facilitators the relation~

ship was consistent regard]ess'of other factors. The high 1.Q. group

Slways scored highest and the low 1.Q. group lowest, For Individual
{School Prohibiters the relationship was also, in general, a positive
‘Jone (high 1.Q.-high mean factor score, low {.Q.-low mean factor
%ggre). One exception to this did occur, however. When stability was
;onsidered a positive relationship between 1.Q. level and mean factor
%cures was obtained within the stable group. In the un§t$ble group
%he medium’ 1.Q. level Ss had thevhighest mean score and the high 1.Q.
level Ss the lowest. These findfngs indicate that the reiationship
%etween 1.Q. and individual School Prohibition differs depending on
Qhether it occurs in a residentially stable or unstable group of4
delinquents.

Thus while significant differenees among 1.Q. levels on Indi-
Qidual School Prohibitors exist regardleés of the effects éf other
variables, it cannot be assumed that these differences are independent
of stability. On the contrary the influence of stability was strong
enough to, at least partially, change the direction of the relation-
;ship between 1.Q. level and mean facior scores although the overall

significance of the relationship remained.

. “
-«m__.,_:ﬁuqd_‘
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TABLE 5

Results of Analysis on 1.Q.

58

MVANOV . Control for
Seq Sou DIS 1Q Stb  Fam_ Age Sex _ Ses

M-F Eth¥*

‘Fact

'SP

SPF
SPPe

'SPD

SPPr

1 PPe
1PD
IPPr

SF1
SFF

l; SFPe
1ISFD
|sFpr

IFt
16F
IFPe
IFD

iFPr

r -

S

B all S

EEE o e e s
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JABLE 5 (cont.)

59

MVANOV Control for

Fact __Seg Sou DIS 1Q Sth ___Fam Agqe Sex SES M~F Eth¥

e

sst
SSF
sSPe
SSD
§SPr

151 S S S 3 S s
“ISF
L 1SPe v

1ser | v s H " OH S H H
'SEl

. SCF

SCPe

5CO

SCPr

i

CACF

iCPe
 1CD
ICPr

*Analysis of 1.Q. levels within ethnic groups was not performed
because no Ss fell into the high 1.Q. level-Spanish group.
» .
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Detalled results of the analyses performed on |.Q. levels are
contalned fn Tables k4 through 55 of Appendix E.

Ethnic: A summary of fhe analysis on ethnic group membership
Is presented In Table 6, Significant differences between Anglo and

Spanish~American delinquents were found for Soclal Peer Permittors and

,flndlvidual Family Instigators. These differences existed regardiess

| of the Influence of other variables, although again certain of the

;controlled variables caused changes in the direction of the relation-
1ship between ethnic group membership and mean factor scores, Anglos
scored consistently higher than Spanish on Social Peer Permittors.
{For tndividual Family Instigators Anglos also, in general, scored
%hiqber than Spanish. The exception to this occurred when family
composition was considered. Anglo Ss coming from families containing.

either both natural parents or one parent scored higher than Spanish

1Ss from corresponding family types, ~However, inthe S group coming

{from families including 2 step-parent, the Spanish $s scored higher
than the Anglo. The fact that the relative mégnitudes of the mean
factor scores for Anglo and Spanish Ss in the step-parent Ffamilies are
almost directly reversed from the scores of Ss‘ccming from the other
two family composition groups.suggests that the presence of a step-
parent may have a positive effect (in terms of Individual Famiiy
Instigation) in Anglo families and a negative effect fn Spanisﬂ
families.

Detailed results of the analyses pérformed on ethnic group
membership are contained in Tables 56 through 8l of Appendik E.

Analyses performed for the offense type variables are essen-

tially the same as those performed for the offender type variables with
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TABLE 6

Results of Analysis on cinaic Group

€1

HVANGV Control for
Seq _Sou DIS Eth Sex Age Stb Fam M-F

SES% _10%

;;Fact
'SPl
SPF
i’SPPe
SPD
SPPF

SRE

i 1PF
i tPPe
IFD

"1PPr

1SF1
| SFF
| SFPa
SFD
SFPr

IF1
IFPe

1FD
IFPr

-

i

P gy
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klﬁABLE 6 (cont.)

il FVANGY Control For
MNFact Seq Sou DIS Eth Sex Age Sth Fam_ _ M-F  SES* Q%

551
SSF
$SPe
ssp
SSPr

{list
ISF
. Ispe
15D
1SPr
sc1
SCF
SCPe
5CD
’ SCPr

1ci
1CF
1CPe
6o
tCPr

*Analysis of ethnic group within both socio~economic status and t.Q.
levels was not performed because no $s fell into either the Spannsh—
high socio-economic status group or the Spanish~high 1.Q. group.




E L
S

63

;ha one exéeptlon belng that step one of stage 11 (the comparison of
ﬁe!inquents and non-delinquents within independent variable categor-

}es) of each set of analyses Is omitted because presumably the non-

<

Belinqueﬁts have not commltted any offenses. The summary tables of
}esults for the offense type variables are also identical to those of
&he offender type variables except that the DIS column (delinquency

?tatus) is omitted because differences among offense types are, by

i

Hefinition, unique to delinquents.

hffense Variables

A difference between types of offenses was required to occur

i
{

ﬁndependently of the influences of the offender variables (sex, age;
jet;;), and of the influence of extent of deliééuenéy. The latter
influence is automatica]iy controlied through the offense classifica-
tion procedure since this precedure requires the occurrence of a num-
ber of offenses before a given individual can be categorized as to
offense type. Thus all differences for offense types are for
multiple offenses. No control of one offense type on another was

performed.

Criminal, fonflict and Mixed Offenses: Stage | of the analy-
sis indicated no significant overall differences in any segment among
these three offense types (see Table 65 in Appendix E). Conse-

quently the analysis of these three offense types was terminated

jafter stage |.

Victim Present, Victim Absent and Mixed Offense Types: Again

stage I of the analysis indicated a lack of significant overall




Hdifferences ln any segment (see Table 66 in Appendix E). Thus the
: analysis was again terminated after stage I. .

Group and Individual Offenses: Stage ! of the analysis

\ ylelded a significant overall difference for the School segment

3 = 2,27; p < .05). Stage Il of the analysis yielded & signifi-

10472
cant overall difference for Individual sources within the School seg-
ment (F5/77 = 2.53; p < .05), However, the comparisoh of group and
individual offenses on each Individual Schoel factor indicated a lack
{Jof significant differences for any one factor. Thus the analysis on
this variable was terminated at that point.

Detailed results of the analyses are presented in Tables 67

énd 68 of Appendix E.

Utilitarian, Non-utilitarian and Mixed Offenses: A summary

of the results of the analysis on this variable is presented in Table

4}7. Significant differences among these three offense types were

found for Individual Peer Permittors; hawever, when the influences of

;ther variables were considered the differences disappeared. Details

'of the analyses for this variable can be found in Tables 69 through 77
{of Appendix E.

. Criminal and CHIN Offenses: A summary of results of the analy-

ﬁis on this variable is presented in Table 8. Significant differencgs

i

between criminal and CHIN offenses were found for Social City Insti-

jgators and Social City Permittors. Differences on these two factors
remained significant when the influence of other variables was con-
grolled; however, certain of the controlled variables had an effect on
the éirection of the differences., For the{Social City Permittors the

Ss committing criminal offenses scored consistently higher than those

Vi

T ‘ Al




65

TABLE 7

Results of Analysis for Utilitarian,
Non-utilitarian and Mixed Offenses

MVANOV Control for
i'Fact _Seq Sou Utl Eth Age SES IQ Sth  Fam  Sex¥®

Pl 1
' " §PF
SPPe s
SPD o,
" §PPr _J

e [ ]
LAPF
" IPPe sf s H
1) .
,‘IVPPr L L]

. SF}
.+ SFF
£ §FPe
)
" SFPr

i

£
" IFF
" 1EPe
1D
" IFPr

b o e ety e

2%

Lo ttig
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'j§ABLE 7 (cont.)

¥

i MVANOY

Control for

Sth  Fam  Sex¥*

" Fact Seq Sou__Utl Eth Age SES _IQ

I,§5;
'SSF
if%SPe
55D
185Pr

st
LISF
‘,‘ilSPe
S0
ISPy
'sel
SCF
' stpe
(56D
- SCPr

i
e
" 1Cke

tep
1chr

; *ﬂﬁalysis of utilitarian~non-utiljtarian-mixed

P wlthnn_sex group was not performed because no
ron~uti M tarian-female group.

L .

offense types
Ss fell into the

66




Results of Analysis for Criminal and CHIN Offenses

TABLE 8

MVANOV
Sou  CR-CH Sex

Age  SES

Control for
1Q Stb

Fam

Eth

i Fact  Seq

SPI
| SPF
¢ SPPe
Ny
“isPpr

1P1
R
" Hippe
R
1PPr

SF1

SFF
. 15FPe
{SFD
|SFPr

IF1
JIFF
‘11FPe
S1IFD
IFPr
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conmi tting CHIN offenses. For Soclal Clty Instigators those
commlttlng criminal offenses also generally scored higher; however,

this was reversed within the male groub. Male CHIN offenders

| scored higher than male criminal offenders. Details of the analyses

on criminal and CHIN offense types are presented in Tables 78
through 87 of Appendix E.

Multiple and First Offenses: A summary of results of the

analysis on this variable is presented in Table 9. Significant

1 differences between multiple and first offenses were found for Social

City Diverters and Individual City Diverters. These differénces
remained after the effects of other variables were controlled, For
both of the factors Ss committing first offenses scored consistently
higher than those committing a number of offenses. Details of the

analyses on this variable are presented in Tables 88 through 97 of

Appendix E.
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TABLE 9

Results of Analysis on Hultiple and First Offenses

-Fact

MVANOV Control for
Seq Sou M-F Sex SES Stb Age 1Q Fam Eth

SPi
'SPF
"' SPPe
R

seer

‘j'i“’l
L pF
‘ 1PPe
s
- {Ppr

SFIL
SFF

SFPe
S
' SFPr

AF1

il

‘\FPe
B
IFPr

S L e e ” M



" TABLE 9 (cont.)
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Vit. DISCUSSION

An important difficulty arises in relating the present results
to previous ones because the multiple-factor scheme used in this

study is quite different from any prior theoretical bases. Conse~

"lquently before any comparison of the present and other findings can be

made the other findings must be placed in the framework of the

Imultiple~factor scheme. The problem arises in Ytranslating'' previaus

work into the multiple-factor concepts from information provided in

study reports. Errors ia this “translation' process may result in

incorrect identification of other findings in terms of the multiple-

-

[ factor scheme and thus in misleading comparisons between the present

liwark and prior studies. This cautionary note should be kept in mind

when considering the discussion of results.

Offender Variables

Hobility: Previous work regarding residential stability is
quite limited. Several studies have suggested a }elationship between
residential stability and delinquency, although there has been no work
directly comparing stable and unstable deélinquents. Savitz (1962}
regorts that stable adolescents evidence a highef' deiinquency ra‘te
than migrants, Red! and Wineman {1962) report extreme mobility in the
group of disturbed delinquents they dealt with, and Kvaraceus (1945)

reports that mobility is more common among delinquents than among non-

jldelinquents. None of these studies attribute the reported reiation-

ships to any particular influence. Nye (1958) maintains that

mobility results in a reduction in social controls, particularly in
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1 the Pear and City segments. The present work found no indications of

such a reduction of controls among residentially unstable delin-

| quents, Reuterman (1967a) reports that mobile delinquents score
1 higher on Social City Diversion than stable delinquents. The present

{4 work does not support this difference,

Family Composition: Considerable work has indicated a relation-
ship between broken homes and delinquency (Barnes & Teeters, 1955;
Honahan, 1962; Nye, 1958; Sutheriand & Cressey, 1955; and Toby, 1962).
This is generally attributéd to a reduction in Social Family Prohibi~

tors within broken homes. The relationship between broken homes and

.1 delinquency is also generally believad to bg'differenrially affected

by the sex of the juvenile. Females in broken homes are believed to

experience a greater reduction in Social Family Prohibition than

} males (Sutheriand & Cressey, 1955; and Toby, 1962}, No evidence

regarding differences among delinquents coming from various types of

homes is available, Thus the lack of differences found in the pre-

~seat study cannot be considered in light of other findings, although

an earlier study using the multiple-factor scheme also found no

differences among delinquents coming from different family situations
{Reuterman, 1967a}. Two factors should be noted with regard to this
lack of differences: First, the present distinction was between

physically broken and intact homes, not psychologically broken. The

| latter type of distinction, encompassing a Qirtua!)y compiete break~

down of relations between parents, may actually be more important than

the physical .absence of one parent, Second, in the present study

interest is focused on juveniles who have already become delinquent,

Thus while the influence of broken homes may be important in initially




producing dollinquency, once {t occurs the influences from different
types of home sltuations may either tend to become similar or, If they
do remain different, may become less important,

Sex: Present findings indicate that female delinquents are

higher than males on individual Family Permittors, This result Is

* {congruent with previous work, Cooper (1957) suggests that the number

of delinquency petitions filed on females for 'beyond parental
control!t may Indicate that female &e}inquents have gréater home
relatéd problems than males, Kvaraceus (I1945) found that family-
child conflict was more common for female delinquents than for males.
While such conflict itself need not necessarily be considered an

individual Permittor, it could certainly produce a home atmosphere

. [which would make the adolescent unhappy and dissatisfied. Wattenberg

and Saunders (1954) found the home situation of females to be more

tense with the result that they were more hostile toward the home and

el Woicked on'* to a greater extent than males,

While the present study resulted in no sex differences for
Social Family Instigation, Permission or Diversion, Wattenberg and
Saunders (1954) report that female deliﬁquents are more rejected by
their parents and that the parents of females give less co-operation
to law enforcement agencies. Also females have more chores to do in
the home and parents participate more in their recreational activi-
tles,

Present results indicate that female delinquents score higher

than males on Individual School Facilitation. Prior studies make no

j{mention of differances hetween males and females Tor this particular

influence. Other studies do, however, report differences on Sosial
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school Diverters and Social School Instligators which were not found In
the present one. Wattenberg and Saunders (1954) report that females
engage In schaol sponsored lelsure activities to a greater extent

¥
than males. Also females have poorer relationships with schoolmates

and teachers than males.

The present study found that males score higher than females on
Individual City Diverters. Wattenberg and Saunders (195h4) and
Reuterman {1967a) rsport similar findings.

Summary of Sex Differences: The brief summary sections pro~

vided at the end of the discussion of each indepeqdent variable are

based on the Experience Survey items used as measures of the various

factors on which significant differences were found for the given o
. variable., The summaries are intended to provide a composite char~ B
acterization of the types of delinquents.
Female delinquents can be characterized as being dissatisfied
with their home situation, often angry with the general course of

events at home, often feeling that they cannot stand to remain at home

. and often rejecting of parental interest in their affairs. They also b

feel that they are smarter than other pules in school and better able
to Yget away with" forbidden activities. They have little interést in ‘ ;
=fiorganized recreation and other types of formalizéd leisure activities
and often are unable to find ways of occupying their time in the '
neighborhood in which they live. A

In contrast, male delinguents are relatively satisfied with 4 ‘ Sz
i} their home situation, they are not often anéry with events there, and ;
{do not have a strong feeling of wanting to escape from hqmé and

family. Hales do not regard themselves as smarter than their class-
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mates In schoal and do not feel that they are better able to “gat away
with things''. They are more Interssted In organized recrsation and

activities and can find ways to occupy their spare time [n their

* fmmedlate nelghborhood.

1 Age: Older delinquents were found to score higher on Social .
Peer Instigators and Social Peer Facilitators. Reutert;uan (1967a)

reports a sinlilar' trend for Facilitators. No other evidence is avail-

able from other sources'regardfng similar differences between younger

and older delinguents. One interpretation of the present finding is

that the peers of an older delinquent are better able, because of

their age, to engage in activities bordering on illegality. They may

also be less subject to adult pressures to ‘get along with your

friends' and thus may tend to be more aggressive toward each other. ‘i

They may also, by virtue of their age and presumably wider experience,

be in a hetter position to provide opportunities to engage in delin-

Guent activity.. in addition they may be better integrated into the

', || teen-age culture with its norm of “don't tell adults",

Summary of Age Differences: Older delinquents are character-

ized by being subject to pressures from peers to engage in Y“semi=~

Fegél“ ‘behavior and behavior which is likely to lead to delinquent
activities. They are more likely to do things jdst because t‘heir

§ friends do them. Their peers also often 'have it in for them" and

: Ypush them too far'®. The peer group of older delinquents appears to
provide consideréble opportunity {even to the ‘point of specific

instruction) for them to 2ngage in delinguent behavior. The peer

. fl 8roup members often get awsy with illegal behavior themselves, and

| they offer protection to those who violate the law by promising not

g
e .
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to fnform,

Younger dellnquents are subject to quite different peer group

{nfluences, The pressure to engage ln “semi~legal" behavior is low.

- and relatlionships within the peer group are more harmonious, Little

opportunity is provided by the peer group for younger dellnquents to
engage in illegal activities.

Socio-ecbnomic Status: Application of the multiple-factor

scheme to socio~economic status levels resulted in significant differ-~

ences on the Social Peer Permittor factor category. Medium social

status level delinquents scored highest, high status level delin~

quents next highest and the low status group lowest. These results

lare somewhat unexpected because mast previous work on differencas

v

lamong social status levels of delinquents would suggest that in gen-

eral a negative rejationship should exist between any pro-delinquency

{influence and social status level and a positive relationship for any
:anti-delinquency influence. Present results indicate a curvilinear
: relationship with the medium and higher status groups scoring higher

jon a pro-delinquency influence,

One explanation of the present results is suggested by England

4(1964}. He maintains that middle status delinquents are peer
“joriented for a longer period of time than are low status ones, and

that the middie status reject adult values while lower status reject

adult institutions such as school. 1t may be that the present find-
ings are a result of the rejection of adult valuss in the middle

status peer group. The rejection of the value system of the group of

* which an individual will soon become a member may lead to a general

{feeling of alienation. This alienated, rejected feeling on the part

<
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of the psers of the middie soclal status delinquent may account for
» the high Social Peer Permittor scores found in the. present study.

Another consideration in Interpreting the present results is that they

by may be due to the presence of a "hippie' orientation within middle
j y

status delinquents, Several of the Social Peer Permittor items are

'

quite similar to certain aspects of the “hippig“‘va}ue system. This

interpretation, however, nscessitates two assumptions; first, that
-ie!ement; of the "hippie’ culture have penetrated downward to the reA!a—
tively lower age levels of adolescence, and second, that the thippie®
’culture is & more powerful influence in the middle and upper socio-
economic levels than in the lower level.

" 1t should be noted that the present findings do not agree with
Cohen's (1955) theary of lower and middle status delinquency., Cohen
maintains that lower status delinquents encounter a major problem of
status deprivatién in the contemporéry middle status school system.
Accordingly lower status definquents would be expected to evidence
greater pro~delinquency factors in the School segment. Cohen postu-
lates that middle status delinquent males on the other hand encounter
a major problem in the family because of the female centered sociali~
izati‘on process of middle status families. Thus middle status delin~
;‘luents should score high on pro-delinquency influences in the Family
ésegment. The present results support neither of these propositions.

A number of other differences among socio-economic status levels

©of delinquents not'found in the present study have been reported else~
?‘h6re. Short, Rivera and Marshall (1964} report that lower status
geVﬂS rate teachers, police and adult neighbors less favorably than

the middle status group. This would suggest the existence of higher
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Instigation In these areas for the lower status group. Reiss {1952)
suggests that lower status dellnquents show considerable rejection of
school. This would suggest the existence of higher Instigation and
possibly lower Individual Prohibition. Kvaraceus and Miller (1959)
have postulated extensive differences beﬁween middle status and lower
status in neighbhorhood and family structure. Thus differences be~
tween middle and lower groups on the social factors in these segments
would be expected. Toughness is more highly valued among lower
status delinguents than middle status (Short & Strodtbeck, 1965},
thus Individual Peer Instigation would be expected to be higher among
fower status delinquents. Sherif and Sherif {1964) and Hollingshead

{1961) report that School and City Diversion is greater in the

. middle status levels than in the lower for both delinquents and non-

- delinquents., A considerable amount of evidence suggests that pro-

: delinquency influences in the school should be greater for lower

 Istatus juveniles (Becker, 1952; Deutsch, 1964; Gottlieb, 1964;

H:€andless, 1961; Moore, 1964; Pearl, 1965; and Rich, 1960). The pre-
sent resylts do not indicate this for delinquents.

Summary of Socio~ecanomic Status Differences: Low socio-

ileconomic status delinquents can be characterized as being exposed to

Hvery few attitudes permissive of delinquency on the part of their

peers, The peer group does not feel that others are not interested in
them or that what they do is no one else's concern. Also they are
Concerned about others. Upper socio-economic status delinquents are

exposed to somewhat more alienated attitudes from their peers., The

1iPeer group of middle socio-economic status delinguents has a pro-~

naunced feeling of alienation. The peer‘ group‘feels that other
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people are not interested in them, or for that matter in anyone, and
that what they do is not the concern of anyone slse, They themsélves
have little concern for or Interest In others,

Intelligence: Delinquents coming from different 1.Q. 1eve‘!s
have different mean scores on Social Family Facilitators and Indivi-~
duai School Prohibitoss. For Social Family Facilitators a positive
relationship exists between mean factos score and 1,Q. level. It
appears that higher 1.Q. delinquents are exposed to greater oppor-
tunity in the home or family situation to engage in delinquent behav-
for. There is an absence of other evidence relevant to this relatjon-
ship. Reuterman (1967s} reports that low 1.Q. delinquents score
highes on Individual Family Instigators. This was not found in the
present study.

In general for fndividual School Prohibitors high 1.Q. delin-
quents score highest and low 1.Q. delinquents lowest. This was also
found in an earlier study using the multiple-factor scheme (Reuterman,

1967a). However, one exception to this did occur; within the mobile

: group the medivm 1.Q. group scored highest and the high 1.Q. group

[ R

lowest. This reversal of mean scores may be a result of the medium
L& group having less difficulty integrating themselves into a new
school and thus being better able to identify with the school and

teachers. The general positive relationship between }.Q. level and

.1 Individual School Prohibition is not unexpected. {t can probably be

tegarded as a reflection of a lack of interest in and identification

. With the school and its authorities due to a higher degree of

Incompetence and failure.
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In an earller study which employed the present multipie-fantor -

 scheme Reuterman (1967} found that low i.Q. delinquents scorad

higher on Soclal Peer Facilitators, iIndividual School Permittors,
Sacfal School Faclilitstors and Individual School Instigators. They

also were lower on Individual School Diverters and individual ity

. |biverters, However, in this study ther# was no control for the influ=

“lence of other variables. in the present study a difference was also

Found on Individua) School Inmstigators {see Table §, p. 5%), but when
the in;}uence of socio-sconomic status and multiple-first offense was
controlled the difference disappeared.

Other work on thg 1.Q. tevels of delinquents is mainly concerned

with the relationship betwsen 1.Q. and type of offense (Cartwright &

Howard, 1960; and Shulman, 1954), and thus is not relevant to the pre-

sent discussion.

Sumary of 1.Q. Differences: Low !.Q. delinquents can in gen-
era»! be characterized as being exposed to less opportunity to engage
in illegal activities in the home or by other members of the family,
Parents do not make it easy for them to "get into trouble', do not

take them to establishments where they are likely to be able to engage

-{in itlegal activities and do not often back them up against other

“fauthorities. However, lower 1.Q. delingquents are unfavorable to

school, and do not identify with the school or teachers there, They
do not regard schoo] as a means of ach.ieving their goals,
Medium 1.Q. dri} quents are exposed to some opportunity to

engage In jllegal activities by their families. Parents sometimes

‘make it easy for them to 'get away with things”, and sometimes will

:back them up against other authorities., Medium 1.Q. delinguents
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demonstrate some favorablensss toward thelr schools, and fdentify to a
Iimited degree with the school and Its teachers.

The high 1.Q. group Is.exposed to consliderable home-related
opportunity to engage in dellnquent activities. Parents make it rela-
tively easy for them to engage in iltegal behavior, often take them to
establishments where they are iikély to ""get into trouble’, and are
willing to back them up againét other authorities. Their parents also
often successfully engage in illegal activities and do not conceal
thése from their children. In the school segment, however, the high
1.0, delinquent demonstrates considerable identification with the

school and its teachers, He enjoys school and regards it as a means

| of achieving his goals,

In conclusion, it should be noted that within the unstable

dygroup it Is the medium {.Q. delinquent who demonstrates strong identi-

fication with and acceptance of school, The high 1.Q.-unstable
delinquent is the most unfavorable and uncosmitted to school.

Ethnic: Differences on factor scores between Ang)o and Spanish
delinquents occurred for Social Peer Permittors and Individual Family

lnstigators, For the Permittors Anglo delinquents scored consistently

higher than Spanish. Since the Social Peer Permittor factor category

largely reflects a feeling of alienation and apartness from athers,

Hthe observed difference may result from the frequently reported

{Burma, 1954; and Robison, 1960) closensss of the Spanish community,

{}Seanish adolescents may he better integrated into the total community

1 than Anglo adolescents. This may result in a Teeling that others are

concerned and interested in them. It should be noted, however, that

1 the importarice of the difference on Peer Permittors is somewhat
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.uncertalin because differences were 2iso found on thls factor among

: “socio~economic status levels, No control for the Influence of ethnic
group membership and soclo-economic status on each other was per~
‘formed because of tﬁe absence of high social §tatds-5panlsh S$s. Thus

t 'some caution should be exercised regarding the value of the obtained

differences on this factor.

For Individual Family Instigators Ang!d delinquents also scored
Sﬂé higher than Spanish. However, in one case, ;ithin the step-parent
family compositiun group, the Spanish scored higher on this factor.
i1 In general these results seem to reflect the greater family harmony

often attributed to Spanish families (Robison, 1960). This family

harmony, however, seems to undergo a severe breakdown with the pre-

sence of a step~parent, whereas in Anglo families the presence of a

step-parent appears to greatly improve family relationships.

NI

| ,
it Summary of Ethnic Bifferences: Spanish delinquents seem to be

5
1
i
i VY
i
3
N
i
i
H

characterized by the absence of feelings of alienation in their
imediate peer group. Their friends feel that other people care f

about and are interested in them, and that they have a responsibility

to others regarding their actions. Spanish delinquents are seldom
i|extremely angry at their family, seldom want to get even with their
‘f parents or want to impress their parants, and seldom feel a lack of

i iffattention from their family.

Anglo delinquents are characterized by being exposed to very

i-f alienated attitudes on the part of their friends. They also do not

Jienjoy harmonious relationships with their families. They are often

113Ngry at someore at home, often want to get even with someone and

often wish they received more attention.
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© pffense Variables

LB Aaract el

Criminal, Confllct and Mixed: This distinction Is derived from

Cloward and Ohlin's (1960) specification of three distinct types of
delinquent subcultures; criminal, conflict and retreatist, WNone of
the present $s fitted the retreatist subculture so this had to he
eliminated from the analysis, Cloward and Ohlin suggest a number of
differences among the three subcultures, mainly in the area of Social
City Faciltitation., The criminal subculture is particulaerly high on

Social City Yacilitation, especially in having access to instruction

and protection through organized adult crime. The conflict subcul-

ture is particularly low on this factor.

A number of other studies also suggest various differences

-

e among delinguents engaging in these types of offenses. McCard,

HcCord and Zola (1959) report relationships between various family
influences and criminal and conflict offenses, Conger and Miller
(I%G)lreport that conflict oriented delinquents are higher on Indivie
dual Peer, School and Family Instigation than.delinquents engaging in
other types of offenses. Spergel (1964) reports that criminal
orfented offenders are low on Social Family Diverters and Prohibitors.
A numbur of studies indicate substantial differences between
offenders who engage in retreatist activities and those who engage in

elther criminal or conflict activities. Chein, et al. (1964) indi~-

1 cate a relationship between family factors and drug usage. A number

‘ of other studies report similar find?nés (Barker & A‘dams, 1963;

thein & Rosenfeld, 1957; Fort, 1954; and Zimmering, 1951}. MacKay

{1963) reports similar findings for delinquent probiem drinkers. In

| general retreatist delinquents seem to come from disturbed families
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whare thers is }lttle supervision or disclpline., There Is a lack of

1 an adequate aduit male identification figure and the mother is often

domineering and overprotective,

The present results neither support Cloward and Ohlin's posi~

4 tion nor do they agree with other studies, No differences between

¢riminal and conflict oriented delinquents were found., It is most

unfortunate that no retreatist Ss could be obtained, as the weight of

| the evidence seems to suggest a high probability of differences on

factor scores occurring between drug users and other delinquents.

There #r= two possible explanations for the lack of differences.

1 First, the conception of specialized delinquent subcultures has been
“Jlextensivply questioned (see Reuterman, 1967b for a review of relevant

‘Hlevidence). The present results lend snppof: to the view that

specialized delinquent subcultures of the type proposed by Cloward and
Ohlin are not a meaningful distinction.

Second, it is possible that the lack of differences is due to

Ulthe lack of relevance of Cloward and Ohlin‘s theory (and much of the
Hother wark) to the type of delinquent found inthe present study.

The Cloward and Ohlin theory was developed with specific reference to
{lorganized juvenile gangs in metropoiitén areas, and‘ thus many féétors
Jicontained in the theory may simply not exist in the type of area from
lwhich the present Ss \,smﬁ;?.aﬁogﬂ;%@’;% somewhat difficult to imagine
Hlthe existence of differentiai access to organized adult crime systems
{based on the érea in which one resides in Boulder, Colorado). The

{ lack of differences between criminal and conflict offenses for the’

ipresent 55 may, however, serve to suggest limitations for the applica-

{bility of the Cloward and Ghlin theory.
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 ¥ictim Present, Victim Absent, and Mixed: The victim present-

ettt

Hivictim absent distinction was suggested by several juveniie probation

{lcounselors as something which should be looked at more closely. No

differences of factor scores were found between the three groups,
Since no previous work has focused on this distinction the present

lack of differences cannot be considered in light of other evidence.

“{lthe only conclusion possible at this point is that the victim present-
‘{|victim absent distinction is probably not a useful one for juveniie

|lprobation work.

Sroup gz‘g_‘?ndividual: No differences on specific factors were

Hfound between delinquents who tend to commit offenses with others and

i delinquents who tend to commit offenses alone. This lack of differen~

ces is opposed to the results of a number of other studies. Miller
{1958) postulates a number of delinquent gung values which would seem

to result in a high degree of Peer Instigation. Kinch (1962b)

{{suggests that gang delinquents are exposed to little Prohibition in

either the Peer, Family or School areas. Thrasher (1963} notes the
ivnportance of the absence of Social City Diverters and Prchibitors in
the fomation of delinquent gangs. Jenkins and his associates have
stressed the importance of low Social Family Prohibiticn and high

Social City Instigation and Facilitation for gang offenders and the

.

Jlimportance of high individual Family instigation and Permission and

1ilow Prohibition for individual offenders {Jenkins, 1955; Jenkins,

1957; Jdenkins & Hewitt, 194%; and Shinohara & Jenkins, 1967). Other
evidence suggests that gang members are likely to be low on Social
Family Diversion and individual offenders high on Individual Family

Instigation (Wattenberg & Balistrieri, 1965). Also Cartwright and
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Howard (1966) report an undersupply of mature edults in gang neighbor~
hoods and an oversupply of yc;ung people. Thus the balance of age-
groupings In gang areas mitigates agalnst strong social controls by

1 adults,

The lack of differences on factor scores between delinquents who

i tend to commit offenses slone and those who tend to cbmm!t them in the
company of others is somewhat unexpected. The indicatio}\ of exten=
: sive differences on ;3 nusber of factors by previc;us studias v{olﬂd‘
Z certainly lead to the expectation of differences in the present S'tud};.

One explonation of the lack of differences may be that the Ss in the

present study come largely from small cities and the suburbs of a

large metropotitan area while the Ss in most of the previous studies
came from large metropolitan areas. It may well be that in‘ large,
, : heavily populated, urban areas there are extensive differences between
group and individual offenders, whi lye in smaller cf'ties such differ-

ences do not exist. It is certainly the case that a delinguent gang

In Chicago or New York is quite different in many respects from a
group of offenders in one of the towns from which the ‘present $s come.
In essence, the present lack of results scems to suggest that the
results of studies of urban delinquent'gangs are quite limited ;in

their relevance to group offenders outside of the large metropolitan

area,

Utilitarian, Hon-utilitarian and Mixed: MWo differences among
these three groups were found which continued when the influence of
other variablies were controlled. Other studies indirectly suggest a
tumber of differences between these types of offenses. Dentler and

. Honroe {1961} report that theft i% related to feelings that the family
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{s unloving and that the adolescent s treated unfairiy. Cross~ / B
cultural studles also suggest that theft {s related to a feeling of

lack of family love (Bacon, Child & Barry, 1963). In contrast, find-

ings regarding car theft as a type of offense indicate no differences

between car thieves and other offenders with regard to relationships
with and attitudes toward parents (Wattenberg & Balistrieri, 1954},
Several studies of vandallism are relevant to the non~utilitarian group
as vandalism was one of the offenses included in this group. Goldman
{1861} reports that juveniles in schools characterized by coisider-
able vandalism demonstrated }ittle identification with or interest in
their school, Martin {1581) reports that vandals came from families
charag_terized by parent-child conflict and hostility nicre often than
juveniles committing other types of offense, '

Some work seems to suggest differences between utilitarian and

. non-utilitarian offenders, other work does not, and in some cases one

characteristic is suggested for the utilitarian group by one study and
the same characteristic for the non-utilitarian group by anothar
study. Thus considerable confusjon exists as to whether differences

do accur between delinquents committing thise two types of offenses,

JThe present results indicate that differences do not exist when the

influences of other variables are controlled.
Criminal and CHIN Offenses: Delinquents engaging in criminal

offenses scored higher in general on Social City Instigators and

Secial City Permittors. - On the Instigator factor, however, male CHIN
offenders scored higher than criminal offenders. Three pravious
Studies report results relevant to the distinction between criminal

and CHIN offenses. Tyerman (1958) reports that truants are high on

[
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Schqol Segment

Criminal (N=57) CHIN (N=27)

Factor X s.D. Factor X S.D.
(331 2.4 1.67 $si 1.65 6.98
SSF 2.90 1.83 SSF . 2.545 1.29
$SPe 2.58 1.72 SSPe - 2.19 | 1.1
$SD 2.37 1.46 $SD 1.9} 1.1h
SSPr 3.13 1.75 ssPr 2.14 1.40
151 1.77 .22 ist 2.32 1.60
ISF 1.53 1.07 1SF 1.78 .17
I15Pe 1.99 1.29 t1SPe 2.42 1.34
ISD 2.63 1.60 1sD 2.13 1.46
ISPr 2.56 1.57 ISPr 2,08 1.22

Soc., & Ind.: A = 0.77; FIO/73 =2.14; p < .05

Soc.: A = 0.92; F5/78 = 1.35; p > .05
tnd.: A = 0.90; F5/78‘ =2.37; p < .05
'_Citz Segment ‘
Criminal (N=57) CHIN (N=27)

Factor X + S.D. Factor X S.D.
sct - Z.56- 1.82 sc! 1.61 1.51
SCF 2.16 1.56 SCF 1.98 1.26
SCPe 3.05 1.93 SCPe 1.85 1.28
SCD 1.72 1.13 sco 1.88 .85
scer 3.37 2.06 SCPr 2.54 1.86
Icl 2.43 1.48 11 2.53 1.31
ICF 1.6} © 1.43 ' ICF 1.92 1.37
ICPe 1.61 1.42 {CPe 1.90 1.20
tep 1.80 1.51 ico 1.00 1.07
1cPr 217 1.54 1CPr 1.89 1.03

Soc. & Ind.: &' = 0.75; Flos73 = 2+39 P < .05
Soc.: A = 0.86; For8 = 2.59; p < .05

ind.: A =0.89; F =1,89; p > .05
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TABLE 84

Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Criminal and CHIN Offense Types on All Individual School Factors

1 Factor » iS4 ISF 1SPe 1SD 1SPr

f X .77 1.53  1.99  2.63  2.56

, Criminal

R s.0.  1.22 1.07 1.29 1.60 1.57

‘ X 2,32 1.78 2.42 2.13 2,08

. CHIK 4

o S.D. 1.60 1.17 1.34 1.46 1.22

ifagn .036 2012 .023 .022 .02

:3R§H ' .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
Fl/s2 3.27 1.02 2.00 1.95 2.05
P p>.05 p>.05  p>.05 p>.05 p>.05

TABLE 85

Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
for Criminal and CHIN Offense Types on All Social City Factors

2; | Factor sci SCF SCPe sCD . SCPr.
1 | X 2.56 = 2.16  3.05 1.72 3.37
I ‘1 Criminal -
% ’ 5.0, 1.82 1.56 1.93 1.13 2.06
P X 1.6 1.98  1.85  1.88  2.54
i | cHIN .
; ; S.D. 1.51 1.26 1.28 1.45 1.86
j R§H .065 .003 095 .00k .037
12
| Ren .000 .000 .000 000 .00
Fi/82 5.85 0.02 8.87 0.03 3.36

p p<.05 p>.05 p<.01 p>.05 p>.05
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TABLE 86
Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
for Criminal-CHIN Offenses and Sex Groups
. . . »
Factor SC) SCPe

y ‘ X 2,54 3.03

Crim./Male
I - S.D. 1.82 1.92
3 X ©3.32 2.43

- CHIN/Male

‘ S.D. 1.90 - 1.23
h . ’ .

l . . X 2,60 2.60
“ Crim./Female - . L -

‘ ) 5.D. 0.00 0.00
- X i.12 1.69 .
": CHIN/Female
| S.D. " 0.84 1.22 ’
i 2
_'RFM 177 .110

R? 002 07

- Rey . .
: FZ/SO 8.70 v L8
L p o ‘ p<.001 p<.05
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' g _ TABLE 87
Means, $.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Criminal-CHIN Offenses and Age Groups
Factor St __scpe
X 2.98 3.23
Crim./Young
| . S.0. 1.92 2.10
X 1.55 1.99
CHIN/Young
S.D. 1.28 1.36
X 2.69 . 2.85
Crim./01d
. S.D. 1:66 1.64
X 1.70 1.62
CHIN/O1d
. S.0. 1.76 1.02
. { : ;
2
Rew \ .09%4 .085
! R? 016 .000
| RM : hae
F2/80 . 3.54 3.81

P . . . p<.05 P05
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TABLE 88
Means, S.D;'s, Rz's and F Values
X for Criminal-CHIN Offenses and Socio-economic Status Groups
Factor SCt SCPe
I X 2.79 2.72
¢ Crim./Low
b . S.D. 1,64 1.89
‘ X .47 1.55
: CHIN/ Low
; S.D. 1.34 0.86
: X 3.02 3.26
cCrim./Med.
! S.D. 1.87 2.03
‘ X 1.95 1.82
| CHIN/Med.,
S.D. 1.74 1.11
X 2.57 3.37
.Crim./High
| S.D. 1.83 1.71
- X 1.18 - 1.76
- CHiIN/High
' S.D. 1.03 1.66
!
e
“RFM 24 .180
I 2
| RRM 021 0k
‘ 2, .
‘F3/7b' 98 5.00
P p<.05 p<.01
s TRV 0 VI n X Chae T TR SIS BRI | ety
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TABLE 89
Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Criminal-CHIN Offenses and 1Q Groups
Factor SC1 SCPe
X 1.68 2,57
‘Crim,/Low
‘ S.D. 0.91 2.06
X 1.20 1.92
CHIN/Low
‘ S.D. ’ 0.74 1.47
X 2,74 3.4
Crim./Med.
‘ S.D. 1.79 1.93
X 1.86 2,03
CHIN/Med.
; S.D. 1.85 ’ 1.33
‘ X 3.43 2,64
Crim./High .
S.D. 2.26 1.73
? X 1.45 1.46
-CHIN/High
s.D. 0.89 0.7}
t 2
RFM 161 . .189
&2 010 040
Ren . .
Fao 4,81 b 45
P p<.01 , p<.01
l
|
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% TABLE 90
: Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
‘ for Criminal-CHIN Offenses and Stability Groups
Factor ' sci . SEPe
X 2.54 2,88
R Crim./Stab,
S.D. 1.82 2,03
| X 1.54 1.99
; CHIN/Stab.
| S.D. © 1.58 1.30
X 2.86 3.16
Crim./uUnstab.
. S.D. 1.16 1.52
g i X 2.00 1.52
) g CHIN/Unstab,
s.0. 1.06 1.08
i R2 234 243
1; M . .
; R2 000 000
! RM . .
: F2/7] ) it.70 . 12.10
. p p<,001 p<.001
P
' H"“‘Nw“ R
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TABLE 91 |
Mzans, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Criminal=-CHIN OFfenses and Family Composition Groups
Factor : SCl SCPe
L X 2.84 3.40
.-Crim./Both
Parents S.D. 1.76 1.86
- | X 1.49 2.10
S [{CHIN/ Both
} Parents S.D. 1.60 1.34
‘ X 2.48 2,37
ACrim,/Step- : : .
'l parent v .$.D. 1.84 ©113
X 2,10 . 1.85
[ {CHIN/Step- -
Parent S.D. 1.24 1.19
B X 2.44 2.89
{Crim./One :
Parent ' 5.0. 2.03 2.22
X 1.22 1.20
CHIN/One
Parent S.D. 0.80 0.88
1.2
‘ RFM , .122 121
1.2
RRM .013. .012
F3/7‘ 3.00 3.00
; p . p<.05 p<.05

., e » A N A R e g e
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TABLE 92
Means, S.0.'s R*'s and F Values
for Criminal~CHIN Offenses and Ethnic Groups
Factor SC1 SCPe
X 2.68 3.92
v Crim./Anglo
: 1 S.D. 1.82 : 1.86
o X R Y 2 1.78
5 ) i CHIN/Anglo
] 5.0. 1.60 1.27
L , X 2.04 3.32
= ! Crim./Spanish
S : . S.D. 1.61 2,13
; i : X 0.87 - 2.07
L : CHIN/Spanish .
o | s.0. 0.58 . 1.20
ok i
Sk % ) i .
. i i RFM .082 074
i 2 ' .
vli RRM » 012 .000
( Fa80 o 3.18 . 3.36
P ' p<.05 p<.05
! }
BN 4
S }
- :
f
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TABLE 93
Means, Standérd Deviations and F-ratlos of Multiple~Flrst
Offense Types for Multivariate Analyses of Varlance
1: Peer Segment
i
‘ First (N=68 ’ Multiple (N=93)
. Factor X S.D. Factor X s.0.
-1y 3.18 1.56 SP1 2,92 1.49
SPF 2.89 1.69 SPF 2.72 Tk
SPPe - 3.03 1.58 ) SPPe 2.94 1.62
. SPD 2.39 1.38 SPD 2,06 1.20
" SPPr 2,61 1.48 SPPr 2,18 1.38
¥
1Pt 2,49 1.47 1Pl 2.48 1.62
1PF 2,32 1.42 {PF 2.07 1.26
1PPe 2.48 1.36° 1PPe 2.4 1.33
PR IPD 2,53 .49 1PD 2,25 1.29
e - " ipPPr 2,07 1.4k IPPr 1,92 1.25
: | P
* Soc. & Ind.y 4 = 0.96.; FIO/ISO = 0.65; p > .05
. g Family Segment
‘ | First (N=68) , Hultiple (N=93)
o 1]  Factor X s.D. Factor X S.D.
h :
SF1 1.7% 1.1k SF1 1.43 0.88
. SFF 2.29 1.45 SFF 1.82 1.20
‘I SFPe 2.36 1.58 SFPe 1.76 1.10
' SFD 4.59 1.62 SFD L 00 1.4
| SFPr L. 67 1.75 SFPr 4,24 1.64
LR 2.47 1.65 IF1 2.29 1.48
Iy IFF 2,84 1.42 133 2,32 1.29
. IFPe 3.40 1.82 {FPe 2.89 1.68
{FD 3.25 1.67 IFD 3.02 1.58
IFPr 2.91 1.69 tFPr 2,63 . 1.5k
\ - Sec. & Ind.: 4 = 0.90; FlO/lSO = 1.60; p > .05




| TABLE 93 {cont.)
|

2

School Segment

First (N=68) Multiple (N=93)

. Factor X s.0. Factor : X s.D.
SSi 2.55 1.61 SSi 2,14 1.66
SSF 2.93 1.69 © SSF 2.85 1.75

. 8SPe 3.32 1.63 SSPe 2.58 1.66

" 85D 2.45 1.57 Ssp 2,16 1.38

- 83Pr . 3.29 1.69 SSPr 2.76 1.67
151 2,22 1.55 st 2.00 1.47
ISF _Lal 1.49 ISF 1.66 1.40

. 1SPe 2.56 . 1.64 ISPe 2.21 1.38

~1sD 2.87 1.74 15D 2.42 1.56

? 1$Pr 2.52 1.63 iSPr 2,35 1.47

i Soc. & Ind.: 4 = 0.92; FIO/IEO = 1,28; p > .05

City Segment
JEirst §N=682 Multiple (N=93)

..Factor X S,D. Factor X S.D.

' 8Cl 2,22 1.63 SCt 2.31 1.83

" SCF. 2.47 1.84 SCF 2.11 1.48

| SCPe 3.40 2.00 5CPe 2.7 1.88
SCD 2,37 V.17 s¢h 1.78 1.27
SCPr 3.79 2.15 SCPr 3.14 2.04
(14| 2.4 - 1.47 el 2.45 1.k7
{CF §.92 1.71 ICF 1.67 V.37
iCPe 1.83 1.4% iCPe .71 1.34
1CO . 2.25 1.73 1cD 1.52 1.38
tCPr 2,22 1.57 iCPr 1.99 1.38

Soc., & Ind.: p = 0.85; FIO/ISO = 2.,58; p < .01
Soc.: a4 = 0.90; F5/155 = 3.41; p‘< .01 -
Indez p = 0.93; Fppiop = 2.32; p < .05
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TABLE 94
! Means, 5.0.'s, Rz's and F Values
. for Multiple and First Offense Types for All Soclal Clty Factors
i ’ -
Factor - st SCF SCPe ____ SCD scpr
X 2.22 2.47 3.40 2,37 3.79
First :
‘ 5.D. 1.63 - 1.84 2.00 1.77 2.15
X 2,31 2.1 2.71 1.78 3.14
Mutt.
S5.D. 1.83 1.48 1.88 1.27 2.04
[ 2 ,
'RFM .000 .012 .030 .036 024
g2 .
RRN .000 .000 .000 0o¢ .000
« :F]/]59 0.00 1.93 L. 91 6.00 3.93

p p>.05 p>.05 p<.05 p<.05 p<.05

TABLE 95

Means, §.D.'s, Rz's and F Values for
Multiple and First Offense Types for All Individual City Factors

, .
|Factor icl ICF iCPe 1D 1CPr

et s, et e A iy
LTI

X 2.h0 1.92 1.83 2.25 2.22
First
5.0. 1.47 1.71 1.4 1.73 1.57
X 2.45 1.67 1.71 .52 1.99
Mult, '
s.0. LA7 Ly 1.34 1.38 1.38
sz ’
’ Rey .000 .006 .001 .053 .006
2 ‘
Ren .000 .000 .000 .000 .600
F1/159 0.00 0.96 0.31 8,98 .9.96
P p>.05  p>.05  p>.05  p<.0l  p>.05




TABLE 96

~ Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Multiple~First Offense and Sex Groups

243

'Factor

5CPe SCD schr 1co
' X 3,36 2,34 3.84 2.39
‘First/Male
s.D. 2,02 1.72 2,18 1.73
X 2,96 1.85 3.27 1.69
Hult.Male :
: 5.D. 1.87 1.24 2,01 1.44
X 3,60 2.46 3.55 1.60
First/Female
5.D. 1.82 1.93 1.86 1.h4g
X 2,00 1.57 2.7k 1.01
Mult./Female -
- S.D. 1.70 1.34 2,05 1.01
Réh .181 78 164 .30k
R§M .017 .003 .01l .05
Fa/157 15.75 16.73 ik, 34 28.31
p p<.001 p<.001 p<.001 p<.001
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. TABLE 97
Mk Means, S.D.'s, Rz’s and F Values
J ke : for Multiple-First Offense and Age Groups
. Factor SCPe SCD scPr 1co
~ X 3.53 2,81 3.66 2,37
First/Young
‘ s.D. 2,04 1.73 2,13 1.84
; X 2.73 1.70 2.68 1.36
Mult,/Young
S.D. 1.90 1.39 1.90 T.h2
| ’ X 3.28 2,95 3,91 2.32
- ; First/0ld
' ) $.D. 1.93 1.68 2,12 1.59
: . X 2.69 1.87 2.69 1.70
Mult./0ld
s.D, 1.84 1.0 1.73 1.29
RZ 024 043 078 053
M . . . .
.2
{Rem .000 .003 ! ,032 .008
F2/157 1.93 3.33 3.83 3.75
P ‘ p>.05 p<.05  p<.0S p<.05
R
,“;
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TABLE 38
Means, S.0.'s, Rz's and F Values
for Multiple-First Offense and Socio-economic Status Groups
-
‘ Factor SCPe . SCo SCPr 1CD
. % 3.16 2.32 3.64 2.43
. First/Low
‘ s.D. 1.85 1.69 2.18 1.96
- X 2.42 1.59 3.16 1.58
L Mult./Low
; s$.D. 174 1.23 2,02 1.66
‘ X 3.28 2,50 3.42 2.09
" First/Med.
s.D. 2.23° 1.36 1.89 1. hd
: X 2.82 1.84 3.28 1.71
‘1Mult. /Hed,
! - S.D. 2.00 t.15 2.18 1.18
: X 4.25 2.98 b.52 2,38
First/High
, 5.0, 1,74 2.47 2.11 1.89
‘ X 2.72 2.1k 314 1.35
'{Mult.fHigh
: 5.D. 1.85 1.47 1.65 1.26
o R:.H o7 .089 .036 .066
i : Lol .ozt .00k .006
F3/139 2.87 3.38 ©1.55 2.98
dp © p<.05 p<.05 p>.05 p<.05
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TABLE 99

! Means, 5.D.'s Rz's and F Values

for Multiple-First Offense and 1Q Groups
Factor - $CPe SCD SCPr 1CD
X 3.19 1.98 2.93 1.35
First/Low .
s.D. 1.69 1.15 1.33 1.00
X 2,62 1.15 2.36 1.16
Mult./Low :
s.D. 2.19 0.70 1.83 1.21
X 3.73 2.24 4,07 2.29
First/Med.
s.D. 1.90 1.83 2,20 LT
X 3.00 2,10 3.43 1.69
Mult,/Med.
- s.D, 1.88 1.5 1.99 1.44
’ X 3.07 "2.92 3.84 2.70
First/High
- s.D. 2.19 i.76 2.18 1.85 *
, X 2.1 1.67 2.90 1.32
Mult./High v ‘
. 5.D. 1.46 0.95 1.94 1.22
R 076 12 08k 16 ‘
=" . . . .
o 2
: ~ Ram .0ko .015 J026 .012 1
& F3/119 1.93 4,91 1.98 5.86 ‘
: b p>.05 p<.01 p>.05 p<. 001 ‘
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fgj_ﬁ_' ; TABLE 100

“@ .‘\ " Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Yalues
‘ for Multiple-Flrst Offense and Stability Groups

' Factor scPe _scp scpr ico
5 X 3.u9 2.59 411 2.48
- First/Stab. ' :
5.0, 2,03 .. 1.97 2.2h 1.68
U X 2,60 1.79 3.06 1.55
Hult./Stab.
‘ S.D. 1.86 1.31 2.02 1.39
o ¥ X 3.49 2.25 3.07 2,28
S "'First/Unstab.
S _ [ B s.D. 1.46 1.47 1.34 1.72
g X 2.47 1.56 3,61 1.31
' Mult./Unstab.
. 5.0. 1.58 0.93 1.94 1.07
5 '
| Rey 046 .061 .039 087
2 .
‘:RRH .000 .002 .000 .000
F2/130 3,28 4.09 2.7 4,35

P : : ’ p<.05 p<.05 p>.05 "p<.05
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TABLE 101
Means, S.D.'s, Rz's and F Values
i for Multiple-First Offense and Family Composition Groups
Factor sCPe sCo scPr 16D
X 3.45 2.4 4.0k 2.15
: First/Both :
5 Parents S.D. 2.07 1.74 2.16 1.50
X 3.0k 1.91 3.06 1.63
Mult,/Both t
Parents S.D. 1.98 1.32 2.05 1.39
X 2.87 2,67 3.67 2.06
First/Step-
Parent S.D. 2.25 2.35 2.50 1.63
X 2,23 1.33 3.10 1.36
Mult./Step-
Parent S.D. 1.11 0.73 1.65 0.98
. X 3.49 2.19 3.03 2.47
First/One .
1 Parent S.D. 1.55 1.32 1.53 2.18
i X 2.36 1.32 2.78 1.32
Mult./One
Parent 5.0. 2.06 0.84 1.89 1.55
Rz 039 066 025 052
M . * ° -
2 N
Rem .012 .006 .012 - .000
F3/147 1.04 3.12 | 0.64 » 2,70
p p>.05 p<.05 p>.05 'p<.05




ﬂé TABLE 102
! Means, S.D.'s, Rz‘s and F Values
faor Multiple-First Offense and Ethnic Groups
| " Factor C SCPe SCD SCPr 1CD
] X 3.33 2.34 3.69 2,17
First/Anglo .
! s.0. 2.03 1.83 2,12 1.65
g X 2.73 1.59 3.27 1.62
. Mult./Anglo
‘ s.D. 1.90 1.18 2,07 1.29
3 X 3.78 2.51 4,38 2,70
" First/Spanish ’
; . s.D. 1.66 1.25 2,11 2.03
. ‘ X 2.62 1.43 2.61 1.10
« ‘Mult./Spanish
! S.D. 1.77 1.18 1.81 1.60
! ) . .
iRﬁn ‘ .031 .045 - .037 .063
2
' Remt .000 .005 .002 .002 ,
~
‘F2/157 2,50 3.27 2.83 5.93 ‘
e ' - - p>.05 p<.05 p>.05 p<.0]









