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Reuterman. Ni'cholas Arthur (Ph,.D., Psychology) 

A New Multiple-Factor Approach to DelInquency and Its Application to 

Types of Juven II e Offenders, 

ThesIs directed by Professor Desmond S. Cartwright 

The importance of distinguishing among types of juvenile 

offenders is discussed. The difficulties and advantages of the 

multiple-factor approach to delinquency are noted. A systematic 

multiple-factor schemu is discussed. This approach is based on three 

principal dil1!ensions; the source of the factor (Social or Individual), 

the life segment in which the factor operates (Peers, Family, School 

or City). and the causal relationship the factor has' with a del in-

quent act (Instigation, Facilitation, Permission, Diversion and Pro-

hibition). The combination of these dimensions permit the specifica-

tion of~.l 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 var;ous types of 

delinquents differ in terms of the multiple-factor scheme. 

A questionnaire intended to provide a measure of each of the 

factor categories was developed. Reliability and validity coeffi-

ci.ents were found for each i tern of' the questionnai reo 

The questionnaire was then administered to a group of adjudi-

cated del inquents and a group of comparable non-dennquents. The 

sUbj.ects were classified according to a number of offender variables, 

including sex, age, socio-economic status, intelligence, mobility, 
• 

fami Iy composition and ethnic group membership. In additio. "e 

delinq\Jents ~Iere classified according to a number of offense type 
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variables. These Included crlmlnal-confllct-retraatlst, utilitarlan-

non-utilitarian, victim present-victim absent, group-Individual, 

criminal-CHIN, and multiple-first. 

Different types of del inquents we~'e then compared In order to 

determine if they scored differently on the various factor categories. 

The non-delinquents were used as control Ss to Insure that dlffer-

ences among delinquents were not due to g~neral differences found for 

all adolescents. The influence of other variables hfS 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 fc~nd for Individual 

• Family Permittors (females scored higher), Indi·,jdual School Facili­

tators (females scored higher) and Individual 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 on Social Peer Permittors (medium status scored 

highest, low status lowest). Differences among intelligence levels 

were found on Social Family Facilitators (high I.Q. scored highest, 

low I.Q. lowest) and Individual School Prohibitors (high I.Q. scored 

highest, low I.Q. IOvles t). Di fferences among ethni c groups we.re 

found for Social Peer Permittors (Anglo scored higher) and Individual 

Family Instigators (Anglo scored higher). 

No differences were found on the criminal-confl ict-retreatist, 

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

utilitarian variables. Differences between crimina.l and CHIN offenses 

~"'t~~~~§;~~1f~~~j~~~~4':i~.-.f~Mi?Nmy.t'Wi¥*"tSbl!7'-';st."..,~p~·)rl'.".,'i&M!M", .... eli£3 ~ 
{;~!. 



ware found on Social City Instigators (cl'lmlnal scored higher) and 

Social City Permlttors (criminal scored higher). Differences between 

multiple-first offen~es were found for Social City Dlverters (first 

scored higher) and Individual City Plverters (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 

del inquents. 

Several applications of the present results to 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. reconmend i ts 
publication. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The present work Is concerned with the application of a 

mul tlple-factor etiological scheme to various types of del inquent 

behavior. The conception of law-violation as consisting of non-

homogeneous groups has long been a part of the thought and research 

into del inquency and crime (Lindesmi th & Dunham, 1941; Maciver, 1962). 

More recent writings also indicate the bel ief, 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 "research could legitimately start with the assumption that types 

do exist and go on from there" (p. 326). According to CI inartl and 

Wade (1957) lito understand delinquency more fully it is necessary to 

study the various career patterns and types of offenses in which the 

del inquent 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. VoId 

(1958) makes the following statement supporting the need for study of 

types of del inquency: 

Crime must be recognized clearly as not being a 
unitary phenomenon but as consisting of many kinds of behav­
ior 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 calling for clearer thinking In the future than has 
been given It In the past Is the systematic and realistic 
dellneatl.on 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 less confusIon due to the utilization of a 
non-applicable theory to any particular type (pp. 313-314). 

2 

Martin (1961) also stresses the Importance of studying different 

types 'of delinquency: 

Delinquency consists of many kinds of t!. _viant behavior 
committed 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 del inquency, describe the char­
acteristics of the individuals involved in each type, and 
determine, as best :~e 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 fail 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 problems 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 (alock, 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 r.egarding the need for a 

typology of offenders, there is considerably less agreement as to what 

such a typology should be b~sed 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 
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actions. Conger and Hiller (1966) have used this approach In classi­

fying delinquents according to serlousness-nonserlousness and 

aggressiveness-passiveness of offenses. In opposition to the above 

position 15 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 Ohlin (1960) and Spergel (1964) 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 

(1) create a false impression of homogeneity by suggesting that per­

sons committing the same act are simi.1ar 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 define the actor in terms of his act, but precision in 

describing 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 th~ 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 Jenkins 



«955), Jenkins «957), Jenkins and Hewitt (1944). Quay, Peterson 

and Consalvl (1960), Shlnohara and Jenkins «967), and Stein, Gough 

and Sarbln (1966). 

I~ 

Korn and McCorkle (1959) have criticized this approach to class­

Ification as follc.ws: It Ignores situational factors as causal 

elements. It 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., I.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 (I962a). 

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 according to the act committed (i .e., 

type of offense), or second, cla~3ifying according to some attribute 

of the offender himself (i .e., type of offender). 

The present work is concerned with the investigatkn of the 

relative impcrtance of various etiological factors of delinquent 

behavior classified both in terms of type of offender and type of 

offense. The specific offender and offense categories employed will 

be discussed in detail in a later section of the paper. Attention 



will now be directed to a brief discussion of the generai conception 

of multiple-factor approaches to delinquency. 

5 
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I II. MULTIPLE-FACTOR APPROACHES TO DELINQUENCY 

I! The basic conception of the mui tiple-factor approach to del in-

'quency and crime is that law violation results from a multiplicity of 

influences which act to predispose toward or precipitate a given 

ii1egal act. According to this orientation the critical causal influ-

;ences may be any subset of a large nlJmber of potentially important 

factors. No particular set or type ~f factor is selected apriori as 

being cruc.ial. 

Considerable controversy exists regarding the usefulness of 

multiple-factor approaches to del inquency. Some of the principal 

Icriticisms of the multiple-factor approach are as follows: (1) A 

distinction must be made between factors and contingencies. Factors 

are influences which in all cases have some etiological significance. 

Contingencies mayor may not be important in a given case. Often 

,contingencies are regarded as factors with the resulting position 

being 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 

aspect 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 

I relating them which is the purpose of theory (Sutherland & Cressey, 

! 1955). The use of multiple-factor apprlJaches leads to a continuing 

succession of exploratory studies. Research should go beyond 

! multiple-factors and red\lce the series of factors to simpl icity by the 
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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 do not "facil itate the deduction of any 

hypotheses or practical consequences 'lat 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 sim~ly 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 
comple~ of circumstances is causally related to that event 
rests upon impl icit, inarticulate, 'preconscious' theoretical 
assumptions in the mind of the author; but explanation lies 
precisely in making these theoretical assumptions expl icit, 
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 conaitions required by the theory (p. 78). 

Cohen's second point is that multiple-factor adherents fail to 

realize that the consequences of the presence of a factor are not 

determined solely by the intrinsic characteristics (either pro- or 

anti-del inquency) 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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tlon. This failure resul ts from the assumption that each factor has a 

capacity within Itself to produce or deter from delinquency (1962). 

:Cohen's third criticism Is that most multiple-factor approaches assume 

that bad conditions cause deviant behavior. The diff!culty here is 

that this assumption Is actually the point to be demonstrated. It Is 

Ian emp'lrical question whether and/or what bad conditions are the 
I 

'causes of deviancy (1962), 

While a number of difficulties may be encountered in the 

multiple-factor approach, there are many WhO regard this approa~h as 
1,1 

the most useful. This is exemplified in the classic works of Burt 

(1965), Healy (1915), Glueck and Glueck (1934), Shaw (1929), Thomas 

(1951), and Thrasher (1926). More recent proponents of the multiple­
~1·" 

factor approach are also quite numerous. McCord, McCord and Zola 

, (1959) maintain that crime cannot be understood by examining one 

'factor alone. Many aspe~ts of the family and interaction between the 

family and the neighborhood should be examined. Nye (1958) notes that 

I' the single factor theories may be useful in examining some aspects of 

del i nquency. However, del inqLlents often show evi dence of many d iffer­

'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 f'i-uitful, though perhaps the 

',most frustrating, p~sition that can be takenll (p. 208). Other pro­

ponents of the multiple-factor approach include Block (1957), Glueck 

"and Glueck (1950, 1959), and Kvaraceus (1959). 

The principal argument for a multiple-factor approach seems to 

;, 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 multiple-factor approach (although a number 

of disadvantages may also exist) lies In the explicit 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: (I) 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 del inquency. (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). 
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II I. PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT WORK 

The present work Is based on two basic decisions: First, that a 

typological approach to juvenile delinquency is necessary. Second, 

that th~ 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 Iy been used in efforts to arrive at general causal 

formulations appl icable to all varieties of offenders and offenses 

(Browning, 1964; Gibbons, 1962). 

In short, the present concern is with the application of a 

"systematic" multiple-factor scheme to a selected number of different 

types of delinquent behavior classified according to both character." 

istics of the offender and the type of offense committed. 

It is felt that the typological conception necessarily suggests, 

t least at one level of analysis, a multiple-factor theory. That is, 

if there are different types of del inquent behavior, tl-Iese 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 
syndic"ted crime; to offer an explanation as to why a man 
kills ~,is spouse in a jealous rage will not be helpful to 
explain why a young adult wantonly kills a small shopkeeper 
for a paltry sum of money. The reasons why the Mad Bomber of 
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New York CIty persIsted In placIng bombs In many publIc 
places a few years ago for a fancIed wrong ~1111 not apply to 
the black marketeer or the extortIonIst. Nor can anyone 
explanatIon of crime cover both the occasional or accidental 
crIminal acts of persons and the persistent pattern of 
professional criminal activity. To bui ld up a system of 
crIme causation that wrll Include all types of criminals and 
their acts is unrealistic and futile (Barnes & Teeters, 1959, 
p. 208). 

II 

Thus a necessary part of distInguishing various types of del in-

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 

',number of the difficulties which occurred in previous usages of 

multiple-factor orientations. 

Many previous studies have used such things as I.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 

I cri'tics (Cohen, 1962; Sutherland & Cressey, 1955). The present 

!approach uses these kinds of variables as one of the bases for the 

classification of offenders. 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. Thus 

it permits the inclus'ion of what Matza (1964) has termed contingencies 

I (influences which mayor may not be important in a given case). This 

is possible because factors important in one type of offense may be 
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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 ar'. important. Thus the Idea is to 

move from eontingencies to factors for given types of offenders. 

Such act Iv i ty is here regarded as the bas i 5 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-facto~ approaches (Wilkins, 1965), 

The parti.cular nlul tiple-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 effects of the subject's perception 

of the situation; and, it provides at least a beginning in the diffi-

cult ,task of 1 imiting 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 

typological schemes of using the same concepts in attempting to 

explain the various types of delinquent behavior. This results from 

the application of the same multiple-factor scheme to each type, 
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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 cOrmlission of a del inquent 

act. It deals only with di rect causes I ikEl a present wish for "kicks" 

or a current lack of supervision (rather than considering the state of 

society at large, as in al ienation theory). This is quite similar to 

the view of Briar and Piliavin (1965). 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. 

Thel'e are five classes of causal relations between factors and 

delinquent acts; Instigation, Facil itation. Permission. Diversion. 

and Prohibition. Factors are classified according to the relations 

they bear. Instigators 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 impelled and 

given means), providing silent applause or tacit encouragement. 

Diverters are those factors which 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. ~ 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 hlm-

self. 

Various factors can then be classified on the basis of the above 

two dimensions. Thus a given factor may be regarded as a Social 

Instigator, or as an Individual Diverter, 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 ne'.~. For example, Thrasher (1963) wrote: 
'Junkmen sometimes actually instigate robberies 
(p. 110) (instigation); 'Opportunity to sell junk is an 
important element in the situation' (p. 110) (faci I itation); 
'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) (pennission); '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 allurements 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 i:: 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 mil ieu ••• ' (pp. 65, 66). Throughout his 



work Thrasher noted many forces of both socIal and Indi­
vidual kinds which led to Joining del inquent 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 m;ljor classes here proposed. 
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For example, Nye (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 general theory. "The 

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

retains rather the flexibility (and initial imprecision) of equi­

final classification" (Cartwdght, Reuterman & Vandiver, 1967). 

Besides the conceptions of causal relations and proximal source 

the present system is heav i 1 Y dependent on one add i tiona 1 cons i dera-

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 

socie~y 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 position. 

Shibutani (1963) maintains that mass societies are diversified and 
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pluralIstIc; and that "most people lIve more or less compartmentalized 

lIves, shIfting from one socIal world to another as they partIcipate 

In a series of transactionsH (p. i03). The net result 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. It is thought that each segment of exper-

ience corresponds to one of the major social institutions in which the 

persoll participates. Thus when an individual is functioning within a 

given social segment, the corresponding experience segw~nt Is th§ 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' 

I with many prevailing assumptipns concerning the unity of the person-

al ity. In particular the segmentation view confl icts with the idea of 

consistent personal ity traits Hhich at all times determine behavior, 

feelings, etc. It also conflicts with the idea of internal consis-

tency which.is held by most individuals. 

Hen have become so accustomed to this mode of life (chang­
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 p,attern (Shibutani, 1963, p. 103). 

I Segmentation suggests the existence of a fair anpunt of inconsistency 

on the part of the individual as different experience segments become 
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sal lent for him. This position Is not dissImilar to that taken by a 

,I number of others. 

Thornd.lke (1907. 1949) emphasizes the Idea that a person's 

',response to a situation depends largely on the closeness of the conne~ 

tlon between the response and SOme element of the situation. Thus 

,Idifferent situations would be expected to el iclt different mental 

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 generaliz~tion 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 personality of an 

individual. "And actually 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 It!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 individllal 

segmentation. Many studies 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 

social behavior of a 13 year 91d boy depending upon Who he was Inter­

I 'acting wi tho 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 (1955) 

demonstrated differences in the play activity of children depending on 

:what adults were present. Whyte (1955) noted differences in a 

specific ability depending on the situation in which the ability was 

being exercised. "Accuo,tomed to filling an inferior position, Frank 

'was unable to star even in his favorite sport (basebal I) when he was 

• ,competing against members of his own group" (p. 19). Gergen (1966) 
"I 

reports that Hartshorne and May concluded in their classic study that 

deviant behavior represents situationally specific habits rather than 

personal or consistent traits. Several others have also noted that 

inconsistent behavior seems to be quite commin (Jenkins & Hewitt, 

1949; Matza, 1964; and Shaw, 1929). 

Evidence also suggests that individuals tend to be inconsistent 

in self-descriptions or self-evaluations. Gergen (1965) found that 

self-evaluation can be varied by the manipulation of social feedback. 

Gergen (1966) reports several studies demonstrating changes in self­

evaluation depending upon the type of person the subject interacts 

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

candidates for psychotherapy describe themselves differently in rela­

tion to different people and that this inconsistency is more pro­

nounced for attributes which they consider to be most important in 

describing themselves. 
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Several studies suggest that values, Ideals, etc., are also seg­

mented to a large extent. Short and Strodtbeck (1965) note a 

considerable discrepancy In the reportIng of family Ideals by Negro 

Igang members depending on ~Ihether 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 

requlre different values and different behavior patterns. This is 

often seen in the seemingly contradictor~ 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-p~ocessesll are often qu i te 

different in social and sol itary conditions. Horrocks and Gottfried 

(1966) report that differences between delinquents and nondelinquents 

in regarcl 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 or specific needs. In other words 

there were greater differences between the two groups in terms of the 

various behavioral se~tings in which the needs occurred than there 

were with regard to anyone specific need. "This finding ••• , 

would imply that the place to start looking for differential behavior 

of delinquents should be in the settings in which the behaviors take 

placetl (p. 191). 
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The final line of evidence ~upportlng Individual segmentation 

'concerns the apparent situation specificity of conscience or morality. 

'Work by Allinsmith (1957, 1960) Indicates that guilt feelings vary 

',according to the type of tram;gression. They also appear to vary 

,'according to who is offended by the transgression (Lurie, Goldwasser & 

Goldwasser, 1963; al"d Stendler, 1949). Hartshorne and Hay (1930) con-

clude from the administration of tests of moral opinion in several 

'setti ngs that: 

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

Brown (1965) concludes from his review of relevant work that al I 

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 .i1 

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 present point of view emphasizes both the seg-

mentation of the existing social structure and the segmentation of the 

individual in terms of behavior, 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 v ... rious influences unique to that 

social segment, but also operates according to his own particular 

experience mass which is associated with that social setting. Most 

cOlTlTlOnly there is as I ittle overlap among the various individual 
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, experience segments as there t~ among the various social segments, and 

usually little generalization of Individual s~gments occurs across 

I soc I a 1 segments. 

AssumIng the correctness of the segmentation view, the problem 

In the present work becomes one of identifying meaningful life seg-

iments for adolescents. Four aspects of the adolescent's environment 

have been identified as particularly important. These are the p'eer .. 
'group, the home or family situation, the school, an'd the city or 

neighborhood. Initially these segments wese identified with the con-

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

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

'si~nificant in the lives of most adolescents and of particular impor­
~I 

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

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

,puts p~rticular emphasis on the importance of neighborhood influences 

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

community 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., 

,1943; Matza, 1964; Shaw, 1929, (931). 

It is intended that these aspects are inclusive enough to cover 

'all areas of an adolescent's I ife 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 

that the total contribution of factors toward (or against) del inquency 

may be very uneven in the different settings of a youth's life. The 



home may be good, but the companions bad; the city at large may be 

bad, but the particular school good; and so on. 
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According to the present system the two dimensional classlfica-

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

"gIven factor may be classified as a Social School Dlverter, an 

Individual Home Facilitator, a Social Peer Instigator, etc. 

Examples of classified factors are presented in Figure 1. It 

:should be emphasized that Figure I is applied to each of the segmented 

areas. 

In summary, both the typological and multiple-factor approaches 

: I to de Ii nquency are accepted as the bas i s for tr ~ present work. Con­

',cern is with the application of a systematic multiple-factor scheme to 

delinquent behavior classified both according to type of offender and 

type of offense. It is intended that this procedure will enable 

specification of the differential 'importance of various categories of 

etiological factors for various types of offenders and offenses. For 
I 

'example, preliminary work (Reuterman, 1967a) suggests that low I.Q. 

, delinquents are significantly greater on Individual School Permittors, 

'/social School Facilitators and Individual School Instigators than are 

high I.Q. delinquents; also, the comparison of recidivists and first 

"offenders indicates the former to be significantly greater on Social 

Peer Permittors, Social Family Permittors, Individual School Facili-

1., tators, and Individual City Permittors. 

L 
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FIGURE I 

Two-fold Classification of Factors 

Social Ind Ivl dua I 

I (a) people who lure Ca) wish for ki cks 
Instigators Cb) people who tempt (b) wish for status 

(c) people who force (c) wish for respect 
, 

Cd) mov ies (d) desire for material 
(e) magazines goods 

(e) role image of tough 
guy or smart guy 

Ca) fences and other (a) skills 
Facilitators assistants (b) natural abilities 

, (b) opportunity in open (c) emotional control 
doors, cars, etc. 

(c) density of 
population 

(a) people who don't (a) mental retardation 
Permittors care (b) ignorance 

(b) people who are (c) emotional instabil ity 
afraid to interfere Cd) alienated attitudes 

(c) people who want to 
avoid involvement 

IOiverters 
(a) church youth clubs (a) hobbies 
(b) parks and recreation (b) habits of being 
Cc) work -program busy 
(d) schools' interesting (c) social interest 

activities 

(a) police (a) conscience 
Prohibitors (b) courts (b) fear of punishment 

(c) teacher:s (c) self-concept 
(d) strong parents (d) long-run image for 
(e) vigilant citizens career, position 

in society, etc • 

. . ,. - . "Iett-

-~---
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v. PROCEOURE 

~ Construction 

At the beginning of the present work one instrument (Experience 

Survey) tapping the various categories of factors had already been 

Iideveloped; h~~ever, it was decided to expand this instrument because 

in it severa! of the factor categories were represented by only two 

items. A pool of 400 potential items was collected (including 145 

,from th~ first version of the Experience 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 

Officers or by the direclor of the New Start Project (a demonstration 

project concerned with the rehabi I itation of Denller delinquents 

'selected as having a very unfavorable prognosis). Thus there is some 

,assurance that the items are meaningful for both the "best" and the 

,"worst" delinquents in the Denver area. The 400 items were admin-

I istered to a group of college students (N = 76) who volunteered to 

take part in this study in order to fulfil I the course requirements 

for Introductory Psychology. Obviously this subject sample is not the 

',~ame as the population for which the instrument is intended. However, 

,after several unsuccessful attempts to obtain a high school aged 

'sample for the test construction procedure it was decided that the 

Introductory Psychology group was the only available one. In an 

effort to minimize any differences in the responses between the test 

construction sample and the population of interest the upper age limit 
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for the participating college students was set at 20 years. 

l'he 400 Items were administered on two separat~ occasions. one 
, 

eek apart. At the second administration a 10 Item scale of reported 

, delinquency was also Included (See Appendix A for the reported 

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

stability and an estimate of item validity. 

Item stability and validity were used as the bases for selection 

of Items 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 t.he items in a given 

category of the classification scheme to be highly related to one 

another. 

Stability was based on the relatively short time period of one 

, w~ek because the items ask for a response in terms of number of times 

I during the 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. S'ince interest wa~ in 

the selection of stable i terns for incll/sion in the test, stabi I ity 

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 

diU·iculty. Emphasis has been given to both content and construct 

validation (Cronbach, 1960). Considerable effoct 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 In~ufe that a Social School Permittor item actually refers to 



" 

something that Is outside of the subject, within his school related 

experiences, and allo':IS a delinquent act to occur. A second val ida-

tlon process involved the correlation of Individual i.siii:; ;,·:th the 

': reported del inquency scale. Valid items were expected to correlate 
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'properly with the delinquency scale. "Correlate properly" here refers 

to' instigators, facilitators and permittors correlating positively 

,with the amount of reported del inquency and diverter and prohibitor 

items correlating negatively. 

Since both Experience SurvLY items and the reported delinquency 
1 

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

'positive correlations between items and the delinquency scale would be 

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

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 irifluence of response 

tendency could be greatly reduced by basing the validity coefficients 

I on part correlations (McNemar, 1962). Previous work provided an esti-

mate of the relationship between response tendency and the reported 

de Iinquency scale. 2 Since the reported de 1 i nquency sca Ie and the 

Experiellce Survey used the same response format it was assumed that 

ene relationship between Experience Survey items and response tendency 

I Both Experi ence Survey i terns and the repo,· ted d,e Ii nquency items 
ask 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 
Based on a sample of 81 college students Cartwright found the 

correlation beoieen 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 

: ,computed and used as estimates of item valldity.3 
I 
I The final Items included in the second version of the Experience 

Survey 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 F~cilitator: How many times during the past year ha~e any 

',of your friends told you they wouldn't rat on you if you took chances? 

Social Peel' Permittor: How many times during the past year have you 
I 

I and your fri€:nci, agreed that most people are not interested in or con-
I . 

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 

the past year have any of your friends left a fun party because they 

h1'\d to get horne on time? The fim!] form of the test conta ined 200 

i terns) 5 in each of the factor ca tegor i es. These items and the i r 

,st.aL;lity and validity coef'ficients are presented in Appendix B. 

3The computational formula for part correlations is as fol lows: 

r l2 - r l {23 

oJ I - ri3 
where, in 'this case, r l2 is the item by delinquency scale correlation, 

r 13 is the item by response tendency corre I a t i on, and r 23 is the de Ii n­

quency scale by response tendency correlation. 
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:Sublects 

The purpose of the present study (Identification of factor cate­

gories Important In the etiology of various types of offenders and 

I 'offenses) necess I tated the use of two pr i nc Ipa I subject groups; a 

,del inquent group, and a non-delinquent group. The use of these two 

groups permitted the determination of not only whether factor categor­

ies differed betloleen types of offenders, but also whether such differ-

ences simply reflected differences in non-delinqu3nt adolescents in 

',general rather than occurring only in comparisons of delinquents. F:or 

example, if a difference is found between high and low I.Q. del in-

quents on some factor category, it is necessary to know whether this 

difference reflect,;; a general difference beween high and low I.Q. 
'1" 

adolescents or whether il; occurs only for delinquents. A lack of 

knowledge on the latter point precludes any meaningful statement con-

cerning the etiological differences between high and low I.Q. del in-

quents. 

The non-delinquent subject group consisted of a total of 296 

Junior and Senior High School adolescents. All of the non-del inquent 

subjects were residents of small suburban towns inmediately adjacent 

to Denver, Colorado. Subjects were obtained from a Junior and Senior 

High School in a relatively lower socio-economic status, predominantly 

Spanish-American 'lrea and a relatively middle class, predominantly 
4 " 

Anglo area. Due to the necessary consideration of class schedules 

4 " 
The number of subjects from each area and school is as "follows: 

Lower class Junior, N = 100; Lower class Senior,N '" 54; Middle class 
Junior, H '" 88; ~nd Middle class Senior, N '" 54. 
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and the normal school routine there was no attempt at any kind of 

systematic sampling. Instead data were obtained from one or more 

,!academlc classes In the lower class Junior and Senior High Schools and' 
II 
'the middle class Junior High School. In the middle class Senior High 

S~hool class schedules and other school-related factors necessitated 

"obtaining data from a group of volunteers. In neither procedure is 
I 
there any real reason to suspect a biased sample with regard to the 

I:variables of interest. An attempt was made to obtain data from at 

least a fair number of stud'ents at each grade levei in each of the 

schools. 

The delinquent subject group consisted of a total of 161 

: I adjudicated delinquents on probation at the time of data collection. 
,1 

These subjects were drawn from the juveni Ie court probation depart-

ments of three judicial districts in ColoradQ.S A large part of the 

area served by each of the three courts is very similar in general 

.population composition to at least one of the nreas from which the 

non-delinquent subject group came. Also, data were obtained from 

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 the selection of del in-

quent subjects within the three judicial districts. It should be 

noted, however, that the three time periods during which data were 

collected did not completely overlap, thus there is some possibility 

SThe 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, Colorad.o), N = 6. 
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of a time bias If time of year Is related to responses on the 

,Experience Survey. 

~ Collection 

The Experience Survey was ad~inlstered to the non-delInquent 

subjects during regular class time in school by their teachers. The 

one exception to this was i~ the middle class Senior High School 

where the Survey was administered during regular school hours, but by 

one of the school guidance counsel'ors. 

Data regardi.1g age, sex, I.Q., etc., were gathered in all but 

one case from the school file~ by the experimenter. The exception 

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

'obtained from the fi les. The other information ~Ias suppl ied by the 

subjects themselves after the administration of the Experience Survey. 

For the delinquent subject group the Expe\ience 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 

waJradministered by a volunteer worker at the beginning of the proba-

tionary period. 

Data regarding age, sex, I.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 

completed 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 Fi gure I. These factors are app lied to 

_~~~~'~1'\.r~~n;"C45JH5'.J!j:it~;-= ~~~_-_._..- -..,-,-, -, ----"-"-
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j1each of the four experience segments for a total of forty dependent 

variables. 

Due to the lack of a sufficient number of delinquent subjects 

,who could be tested with Experience Survey II, 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 II. 

The correlations between factor categories In the two versions of the 

Experience Survey are presented in Table I. With very few exceptions 

the relationships are high enough to substantiate the assumption that 

the two Surveys are parallel forms of the same instrument.? 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 

lcategory was used as the subject's score on that type of factor. 

The independent variables in the present study consist of a nom-

,ber of dimensions which may be used to classify delinquents. Classi-

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, socio-

'economic status, intelligence, stability, family situation and ethnic 

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

status on these variabJes at the time the Experience Survey was admin-

. 1 istered. 

, 61tems and reliability and validity figures for Experience 
Survey I are given in Appendix D. 

?It should 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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I !Factor 

, SPI 
.SPF 
SPPe 
SPO 

'SPPr 

,', SFI 
! 'SFF 
, SFPe 
'SFD 

! SFPr 

,SSI 
'I SSF 
I SSPe 
: 'SSD 
, 'SSPr 

SCI 
SCF 
SCPe 

,SCD 
'SCPr 

of 

TABLE I 

CorrelatIons between Factor CategorIes 
ExperIence Survey I and Experience Survey 11* 

reS 1 x ES 11 Factor res 1 x ES 11 

.83 IPI .75 

.93 IPF .73 

.90 IPPe .95 

.78 IPO .93 

.92 IPPr .92 

.97 IFI .80 

.90 IFF .77 

.79 IFPe .96 

.75 IFO .97 

.78 IFPr .89 

.71 lSI .85 

.86 ISF .87 

.82 ISPe .90 

.75 ISO .86 

.63 ISPr .86 

.83 ICI .78 

.82 ICr- .49 

.79 ICPe .81 

.86 ICO .84 

.83 ICPr .61 

*Based on the college student sample used in constructing Experience 
Survey II. 

~: It has long been believed in delinquency research that, 

there are differences in del inquency causation between males and 

fe-:ales. 

~: 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 ar. .ilutomobile in the State of 

Colorado. Access to an automobile provides a juvenile with consider­

able freedom from many of the outside restraints to which he was pre-

32 
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vlously subject. 

~oclo-economic~: Three soclo-ec~nomlc groups were formed; 

,'lower, middle and upper. The Duncan Index of SocloecCJnomlc Status 

I (Re!ss, et al., 1961, pp. 263-2~5) was used to determine the relative 

I prestige of the occupation of the subjects' parents. S Kahl and Davis 

(1955) conclude.in· their review of measures of socio-economic status 

that the best single index of social status is an occupational scale. 

In a few cases considerable discrepancy occurred between either educa-

tion or income and occupation;;>,! 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-

economic group included such occupations as various types of laborers, 

janitors, 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 intelligence level groups were formed; 

below averas', average, and above average. The below average group 

was composed of those subjects having an I.Q. below 90. The average 

group included those subjects having an LQ. between 91 and 110. The 

above average gl'oup consisted of subjects with an I.Q. greater than 

110. 

8The dividing point.s on the Socia-economic Index were 17 and 57. 



I. 
StabIlity: ThIs was based on the geographical mobIlity of the 

ilsubJectls family. If the famIly had changed their place of residence 

>durlng the year immediately prior to the time the subject took the 

Experience Survey, he was placed In the mobile category; If no changli' 

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

Family Situation: Three categories were formed; subjects living 

1 with both natural parents, subjects I iving with one natural parent and 
11 

I 'one step-parent, and subjects I iving wIth one natural parent only. 

Ethnic Group: Two categaries were formed; Anglo and Spanish-

rican. 

Comparisons on all of the above variables involved the use of 

: ,both del inquents and non-del inquents itl 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 

offense, multiple vs. first offense, law violation vs. status-age 
'1 

specific offense, utilitarian vs, non-utilitarian offenses, victim 

Ipresent vs. victim absent, and criminal vs. c.·.lOfl ict vs. retreatist 

no I 

offenses. Classification on all of these variables except mUltiple 

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

immediately prior to the administration of the Experience Survey. 

Thi s was done because the Survey asks for responses in terms of: ilHow 

many times during the past year?" the multiple vs. fi rst offense 

dimension is based c.n the subject's entire del inquent career. 

Group ~. Individual Offense: Classification on this dimension 

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

tions alone or in th!) I'.ompany of others. 
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Multiple ~. First Offense: This was based on whether the pre­

'sent offense was the fIrst for a given subject or whether he had a 

'previous record. 

~-vlolation ~. ~-~ Specific Offense: Law violations 

were defined as those offenses which would be considered grounds for 

prosecution regardless of who engaged in them. For example, burglary, 

car theft, assault, etc. Status-age specific offenses were defined as 
I 

those which are consIdered law-violating wh'en engaged ill by juveniles, 

'~ut non-law-vio:ating when engaged in by pe~sons above a certain age 

:'jimit. This type of offense is essentially the same as the "Children 

in Need of Supervision" category (CHIN) initiated in the Colot .. do 

Children's Code of 1967 (Colorado Legislative Coullcil, 1967). In the 

present study the status-age specific category included truancy, 

runaway, incorrigibility, drinking, etc. 

Utilitarian:!E. • .t2!l-utilitarian:9 Utilitarian o.fense was. 

defined as a monetary or goods producing law-violation. Non-utilitar-

ian included offensgs which did not result in material fffliard to the 

'offender. Joyriding was regarded as a non-util itarian offense because 

it does n~t result. in any lasting increase in material possessions. 

~.fr~:!E.. Victim Absent: This was based on whether the 

victim of the offense was directly involved with the offender or \~as 

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

9The present conceptio::, of utilitarian differs from that of 
Cohen (1955, pp. 25-26). He regards virtually all delinquency as non­
utilitarian in that while offenses may be monetary or goods producing, 
the goods, etc., which are obtained are neither needed nor used appro­
priately by the delinquent. 
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'the off!)nse. The Importance of this variable was stressed by several 

'Juvenile Probation Counselors and was included In the present study at 

~helr suggestion. 

I, Criminal ~. Confllct~. Retreatist: This variable Is based on 

,the subcultural differentiation proposed by Cloward and Ohlin (1960). 

I, n the present study the confl i ct category was expanded to inc 1 ude 

those offenses which involved aggression toward property and indirect 

aggression toward persons. Thus, vandal ism, disturbance and malicious 

:mischief were included In the confl ict category. 

Classificatl,~ of subjects on the above offense variables (with 

the exception of the mUltiple vs. first offense distinction) was 

~ccomplished througb the use of a modification of the procedure 

~employed by Roebuck and his associates in a series of studies of adult 

,offense types (Roebuck, 1963; Roebuck & Cadwal lader, 1961; Roebuck & 

: Johnson, 1962a; Roebuck & Johnson, 1962b; and Ro:::buck '& Johnson, 

1964). The Roebuck procedure uses as the basis of classification the 

most frequent charge ,or charges in the entire arrest history. 

Charges appearing more recently are given gr'eat~, weight under the 

assumption that they more accurately reflect the current stage in 

criminal or delinquent development. The classification procedure used 

': in the present study was very simi lar to this except as previously 

i, d note, only offenses cOfmlitted in the past year were considered. 

I, The rules used for offense classification in the present study 

',are as follows: (I) When there were three or less arrests the sub­

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

I
I two of the offenses fit (2) When there were more than three arrests 

• the pattern for the yea~ wa$ divided chronologically into three seg-
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monts each Including an equal number of offenses. If equal segments 

,could not be obtained the additIonal offenses were Included In the 
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, more recent segmen~ or segments, thus giving more weight to the more 

,; recent time perlods. 10 A subject was put In the category (of a given 

variable) Into which a minimum of three offenses fit if (a) at least 

, one of these three offenses appeared iI.' the most recent segment, or, 

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

minimum of 3rk of the total offenses included in the two most recent 

segments. 

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

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

I the'offense type variables there is a residual category of subjects 

: which presents a "mixed pattern" (i .e., have two or more arrests but 

do not show a clear pattern as defined by the above rules). 

It should be noted at this point that whi Ie predictions of 

differences on certain types of factors for many of the independent 

variable categories could possibly be made on the basis of prior 

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

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

orientations are of a largely specul~tiv~aving little in the 

way of factual basis and are often tc~r to permit the deriva-

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

10If there were a total of four offenses, the more recent seg­
ment would include the two most recent offenses and the ,other two 
segments would be co~~osed 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. 



conflictIng and ,contradictory. Thus predictIons from these bases 

seem somew~at 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 hrpotheses 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 syst!:m to the de Ii neati on of de Ii nquency-produc ing infl uences 

in various types of dellnq,tents ar.rI in regard to various types of 

9ffenses. 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 aspect of 

the multiple-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 diHerentiation among types of 

delinquents) differences should be unique to delinquents. The 

requirement 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 factor 

categories in which various types of del inquents diffe,' from each 
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1 
other a three stage analytic procedure was adopted. It should be 
,I 
,noted ,that this procedure also permits the Identification of those 

differences which are unIque to del inquents through the use of both 

,delinquent and non-delinquent subject groups In the third stage of the 

: analysis. 

Staqe One: The complexity of the multiple-factor scheme, neces­

~sitates the use of some method of identifying where in the scheme 

differences. among types of delinquents, on specific factor categories 

may possibly be found. Rather than looking at each individual factor 

category separately, the present approach is to consider all categor-

ies in a given life segment at the same time through the use of 

multivariate analysis of variance procedures. Only data from del in-

quent subjects are employed in this stage of the analysis. 

Consideration of a specific independent variable (socio-

economic status) will serve to clarify the first stage of the analysi~ 

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

1 factor scores betwe~n low, medium and high social status delinquents 

, within anyone of the four life segments {Peers, Family, School and 

City)?" A multivariate analysis of variance on all ten factor types, 

(Social Insti gators, Soc ia 1 Proh ibi tors, I nd ivi dua 1 Instigators, etc,) 

for each of the four experience segme ,s is performed (thus four 

multivariate analyses of variance are performed for each ind~pendent 

variable). The multivariate analysis of variance procl~dure is 'essen­

tiallya multivariate general ization of a one-way univariate ana,lysis 

of variance. In the present multivariate procedure the null hypo­

thesis is that u1 = u2 = u
3

' where the u's are population centroids or 

the mean vectors of the factor 5c9res for the three social strata, 

I 

I 
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AccordIng to Cooley and Lohnes (;962) the test of the null hypothesIs 

employs WIlks' lambda which is defined us follows: 

1\ • Iwi / ITI 

'~here W Is the pooled within-groups deviation score cross-products 

matrix and T is the total sample deviation score cross-products matrix. 

The elements of the Wand T matrices are defined as follows: 

llt]1 (X 1kn ,. Xik) (Xjkn - xjkj 

N 
t ij = II (X in - x) (Xjn - Xj ) 

where g = number of groups, N = number of subjects in group g, and 
. g 

and J run from I to p, where p = the number of variables" (p. 61). 

Tho;') symbol IWI denotes the determinant of matrix'll; I ikewise for '-ITI· 

As ITI increases relative to 1'111 the ratio decreases in size 

with an accompanying increase in the confidence with vlhich the null 

hypotliesis is rejected. In testing the significance of 1\ the F 

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

F2r + 2X = (l..::....Y.) (ms + 26) 
ms y 2r ' 

I 2 2 2 2 where s = (p q - 4)/(p + q - 5), q = g-I, g = number of groups, 

p = number of variab~es; m = n-(p + q + 1)/2, n = N-I, N = total num­

ber of subjects; X = -(pq-2)/4i r = pq/2; and y = II I/ s • II 

IIWhere 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! test, and is a special case for.which Wilks' lambda is 
applicable • 
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For those segments In whIch a §Ignlflcant F Is not obtalned the 

analysIs of soclo-economlc status Is stopped at this point. However, 

If a slgnlflcan't F Is obtaIned for,one or more of the segments the 

second 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 difference's on specific types of factors may possibly be found 

"'ithout having to examine each individual factor category. The ques-

tion here is: "Given that an overall difference on factor scores 

among low, medium and high social status delinquents exists within a 

certain segment,. is this difference on the social dde, the indivi-

dual side, or in both of these areas?" A multivariate analysis of 

variance (as described above) on the fi~e type.~ of faf;tors (Instiga­

'tors, Prohibitors, etc.) on the individual side and on the social side 

is performed. I f the, nu 11 hypothes i sis rej ected for one or both of 

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

which differences are indicated.· 

Stage Three: 'In the third stage of the analysis interest is 

directed to three points. First, to in~uring that differences on 

individual factor categories wpich may be found among types of del in-

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

niles. Second, to determining for which individual factor categories 

a difference among types of delinquents exists. Third, to determining 

whether differences among delinquents classified ~cc~rding to a given 

independent variable remain when other independent variables are con­

trolled. 

Analyses in this stage employ data from both delinquent and non-
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delinquent subject groups, and are based on the mul tlple linear 

.Ir'egresslon techniques developed by Bottenberg and Ward (1963, pp. 22-

. :~). In. general these techniques Involve the wmparlson of the accur-' 

,acy of t~JO predictions to the criterion variable (Y), one prediction 
\ 

! ,based on the f!:!l.l mode I. (FM) or the inc I us i on of the "cr It i ca I" 

I :variable, and the other based on a restricted model (RM) cr the exclu-
I: --,-
.. ~ion of the "critical" variable (actually the squared mul tiple corre-

lation coefficients , of each equation are compared). In the present 

l~tuc1y· the criLerion 
Ii 

. 
variable is always the score on some individual 

1 

!factor c,.tegory. Dunmy variables are used to indicate a given sub-
I 
iect's position with regard to the relevant independent variable 

"(e.g., assigning a I if the subject has a high I.Q.. and a 0 other-
I 

i ise). ' If the inclusion of the "critical" variable results in signi­
I 

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 tht! "critical" variable. 

The tost for the significance of differences between two squared 

multiple correlation coefficients uses the F-ratio: 

F = 

here df l is the difference between the number of linearly independent 

vectors in the full model and in the restricted model; and, df2. is the . 
number of subjects minus the number t)f I inearly independent vectors in 

the full mod.e I. 

Additional independent variabll~s can be controlled through the 

appl ication of durrmy variables to Crt)ss-classified subjects (e.g., 

assigning a 1 if the subject has a high I.Q.. and is in the high social 
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,'status group and a 0 otherwl se). , 

I: An example of the analyses performed for a given Independent 

II~arlable will serve to Illustrate the analytic procedures. Assuml ng 

that the first $tage of the analysis Indicated an overall difference 

'between high and low I.Q. delinquents with regard to the ten factor 

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

I 'woUld then consist of two multivariate analyses of variance; one on 

the Individual School factors and one on the Social School factors. 
II 
!Assuming that the second stage of the analysis indicated an overall 

I 
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',difference' between high and low I.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 follo'dng steps 

for each of the five Individual Sch~ol factors (starting with Indivi­

dual School Instigators): (I) An effort to insure that differer.ce,s 

between I.Q. levels are unique to del inquents and do not simply 

reflect some general diffe~ence associated with I.Q. levels for all 

juveniles. The null. hypothesis is that there is no difference be-

tween delinquents and non-delinquents in the l~~ I.Q. group ard no 

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

group. The following equations would be employed in testing this 

hypothesis: 

RM: lSI 

where lSI is the vector of scores on Individual School Instigators; 

Xi is 1 if low I.Q. delinquent, 0 otherwise; Xz is 1 if low I.Q. non­

delinquent, 0 otherwise; X3 is I of high I.Q. delinquent, 0 otherwise; 



X
4 

Is I If high 1.0.. non-delinquent, 0 otherwlsej WI Is 1 If low \.0.., 

o otherwlsej W
2 

Is 1 If high 1.0.., 0 othorwlsej a l and bl are appro­

priate regression weights; and e l and e2 are residual vectors, the 

'differences between the predicted values of lSI and the actual values. 
2 

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

11
2 

"RM' 
The rejection of the null hypothesis indicates that delinquents 

and non-delinquents at the'same 1.0.. levelS have different mean 

scores on Individual School Instigators, and thus any differences 

which may be found in this factor category between high and low 1.0.. 

del inquents must be unique to the del inquent subject group. If the 

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

performed. (2) An effort to "determi ne whether different types of 

'de 1 i nquents, in terms of I. Q. 1 eve 1 s, differ from each other on I n,H-
, " 

vidual School Instigators. The null hypothesis is that high and low 

1.0.. delinquents do not differ on Individual School Instigators. The 

following equations would be employed in testing this hypothesis: 

where Xl is 1 if high 1.0.. delinquent, 0 otherwise; X2 is 1 if low 

1.0.. delinquent, 0 otherwise; a. are appropriate regression weights; 
I 

e
l 

and e
2 

are residual vectors; and U is a. unit vector. It should be 

noted that in the case where the restricted model contains only the 

unit vector, U,R~ is arbitrarily defined as 0 (Bottenberg & \lard, 

~', . , .... ~~""'~~~~~f~-::-.~.!'tWI":.'iI:» .. ~."..~~,.,-p~~ ... ,.,. ."""' ..... ~,.-,.....-.. ~---~ 
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1963. p. 126). 

The rejection of the null hypotlie'sls Indicates a significant 

difference In mean scores on Individual School Instlgat'ors between 
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high and low I.Q. delinquents. If the above null hypothesis Is 

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

(3) An effort to determine whether the difference between I.Q. le'/els 

remains when other independent variables are controlled. For Illu~'~a-

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

the actu~l analysis an effort will be made to control each of the 

I independent variables. 

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

variables at the same time is severely 1 imited by the sample size; 

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

classified groups very rapidly arises. When no Sl:' fell into a given 

group the analyses for the given variables could not be performed. 

In ~ontroiling, for the sex variable the null h}pothesis is that 

high and lo\~ I.Q. del inquent males do not diffe',' from each other and 

that high and lovi I.Q. del inquent females do not differ from each 

other. The following equations would be employed in testing this 

hypothes Is: 

FH: 151 = alXl + alXl + B3X3 + a4X4 + e l 

RM: 151 = blWI + blWl + el 

I ----
Illn this case the appropriate F-ratio is as follows: 

F 

( 
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"here XI Is I if low I.Q. female, 0 otherwlsej X2 Is I If high I.Q. 

female, 0 otherwise; X3 Is 1 If low I.Q. ,nale, 0 otherwise; X
4 

Is I If 

high I.Q. male. 0 otherwlsej WI Is I If female, 0 otherwise;, W2 Is I 

if male, 0 otherwise; ,a i and b l are appropriate regression weights, 

and eland e2 are residual vectors. The rejection of the null hypo­

thesis indicates that high and low I.Q. del inquents of the same sex 

have different kean scores on Individual School Instigators, and thus 

differences between I.Q. levels remain when the sex variable is c:on-

trolled. 

As menti~~ previously, other independent variables and combi-

nations of variables can be contro lIed through procedures> simi I ar to 

those 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 

ich the first ~ stages of the analysis indicated as'potentially 

In actual practice stage three is performed on each of the 

factor categories, or in some cases on all ten of the factor 

categories. depending on the results of stage one and stage t\~O o'f the 

analy~is. 

~------------------------~J. •. __ .!.~ ....... 
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VI. RESULTS 

Due 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 

~nalysis is provided in Appendix E. Summary Tables 2 through 9 are to 

be interpreted in the following manner. The ~ column indicates 

each of the 40 factor categories. The ~ column refers to stage I of 

the 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, either Individual or Social, and refers to stage II of the 

analysis, a multivariate analysis of variance on each of the two 

factor sources. The ill column refers to stagl~ I I I, step one of the 

analysis, a regression analysis comparing delinquency status within 

the various groups of the given independent variable. This was done 

to insure that differences beb-/een independent variable groups of 

delinguents were not simply a reflection of some general differences 

common to all adolescents (i.e., differences 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 III, 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-

I 



~bles whose Influence has been controlled. These columns ref~r to 

stage III, step three of the analysis, a comparison of types of 

offenders (as determined by the Independent variable of Interest) 
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Ithln levels of other variables (e.g., male and female delinqu~nts 
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 or factors in the corresponding row. A blank at a 

particular point in a Table indicates a lack of significant findings 

for the particular factor and stage of analysis. An "s" (significant) 

indicates a significant difference at the .05 probability level. An 

"H" (highly significant) indicates a significant difference at the .01 

probabil ity level. A "V" (very significant) indicates a significant 

difference at the .001 probability level. Bracketed letters are used 

,to indicate a signific'ant difference, found by a multivariate analysis 

of variance, on a number of factors. 

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

provides a descriptio,n of results as the analysis progressed from 

stage I through stage III, 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 a signi­

ficant difference was not obtained, the analysis for that factor (or 

set of f;lctoi'S) 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 Tables given in 

Appendix E are provided. These detailed Tables present appropriate 
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2 means, standard deviations, R IS, degrees of freedom, F-ratlos and 

probability 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 found In all 

stages and steps of the analysis (I.e., when other variables are con­

tro\1ed) • 

Offender Variables 

Classification according to type of offender is based on the 

following: :resid.unti .. 'll mobility, family compOSition, sex, age, socio-

economic status, intelligence and ethnic group membership. A differ­

·enc'e between 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 inf1'uence of each of the other vari-

abies. In addition; to insure that differences are not due to the 

extent of del inquency involvement, it was required that they be inde­

pendent of the number of offenses comm'i tted (as measured by the 

first-multiple offense variable) before they are considered as sub-

stantiated results. Besides the multiple-first distinction no con-

trol of type of offense was made wi th regard to the type of offende," 

variables. 

Mobility: Stage I of the analysis yielded no significant 

differences between residentially stable and mobile delinquents in any 

r;f the four segments (s'ee Appendix E, Table 10). The analysis of 

mobility was consequently terminated after stage I. 

Family Composition: Again stage 1 of the analysis indicated no 

overall significant'differences in· any sEigment"(s~e Appendix E, Table 

II). Analysis was thus terminated after the first stage. 

.' 

,I 



'r", '1 "I' 

50 

~: A summary of the analysis on sex Is contained In Table 2. 

Significant differences between male and fen~le delinquents, which 

'held up when the Influence of other variables was consldere~, were 

found for three factors. These factors were Individual Family Per-

':mission, Individual School Facilitation, and Individual City 

i'Diversion. Females scored consistently higher than males on Individu­

!!:ai Family P.ermittors and Individual School Facilitato'rs. Males 

scored consistently higher than females on Individuai City Diverters. 

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

through 24 in Appendix E. 

~: A summary of the analysis on age is contained in Tabie 3. 

'Significant differences between young and old delinquents were 

',obtained for the Social Peer In~tigators and the Social Peer Facil i-

I" tators. These differences were independent of the influence of other 

variables. Older delinquents scored consistently higher than younger 

,on these twa factors. Details of the analyses per.formed on age are, 

r;contained in Tables 25 'through 35 of'Appendix E. 

, ~-economic~: A ,summary of the analyses on socio-

economic status levels is contained in Table '4. Significant differ­

ences among low, medium and high socia-economic status lev~ls was 

found for one factor category, Social Peer Permittors. Differences 

were obtained on this factor regardless of the influence of other 

variables. Medium socia-economic status delinquents consistently 

scored highest. The high socia-economic status group scored second 

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

analysis o~ so~io-economic status are presented in Tables 36 through 

43 of Appendix E. 
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TABLE 2 

Results of Analysis on Sex 

MVANOV Control for 
Fact Seg Sou DIS Sex IQ, Stb Fam Eth Age SES M'-F 

SPI 
SPF 
SPPe 
SPD 
SPPr 

IPI 
IPF 
iPPe 
I PO 
IPPr 

SFI 
SFF 
SFPe 
SFD 
SFPr 

H 

IFI 

fl 

H 

IFF V S 
IFPe H V H . H V V V H V 

'IFD V 

IFPr V 

,I 
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TABLE 2 (cant.) 

MVANOV Control for 
f:'ect Sec Sou DIS Sex 10 Stb Fam eth Ace SES M-I 

SSl 

i SSF 
! SSPe 
I 

. SSD 

i SSPr 

S 

lSI 

[5J 

V 

ISF V S H 5 5 5 5 S H 

ISPe 

ISO 
15Pr V 

SCI 

5CF 

5CPe 

5CD 

SCPr 

H 

ICI 

[5J 
ICF 

ICPe V 5 H 5 5 5 

ICD H H 5 5 5 5 S _5 V 

ICPr H 

f:, 



/'IVANOV 
'Fact Seg Sou DIS 

! SPI 

[sJ 

S 

SPF S 

SPPe 

SPD H 

SPPr S 

S 

IPI 

,IPF 

IPPe 

IPO 

:1 PPr 

,SFI 

SFF 

,SFPe 

SFD 

SFPr 

IFI 

IFF 

IFPe 

IFD 

IFPr 

S3 

TABLE 3 

Results of Analysis on Age 

Age Sex SES 

H H S 

H S H 

Control for 
IQ Stb Fam Eth M-F 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

H 

S 

H 

H 
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TABLE 3 (cont.) 

MVANOV Control for 
Fact Seg Sou DIS Age Sex SES IQ Stb Fam Eth M-F 

S~I 

SSF 

SSPe 

SSD 
, SSPr 

i51 

! ISF 

,ISPe 

I ISO 

,J'sPr 

SCI 

SCF 

SCre 

5CD 

SCPr 

ICI 

ICF 

ICPe 

ICD 

ICPr 

I 

5 
5 

[s] 
v 
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TABLE 4 

Results of AnalysIs on Soclo-economic ~tatus 

MVANOV Control for 
F'act Seq Sou DIS SES Sex Age IQ Stb Fam M-F Eth# 

SPI 

ri 
Ii 

SPF S 

SPPe V 

riPD 

SPPr 

H H v S S S S 

S 

IPI 

IPF 

IPPe 

'I PO 

1! PPr 

SFI 

SFF 

SFPe 

SFD 

SFPr 

IFI 

IFF 
: 
IFPe 
i 
:IFD 

;IFPr 

i , .. 
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'ITABLE 4 (cont.) 

MVANOV Control for 
Fac t Sec Sou 0 I S SES Sex Ac e IQ S tb Fam M-F Eth,': 

551 

SSF 
, 'SSPe 

I SSo 

SSPr 

lSI 

ISF 

',ISPe 

ISO 
" , ,:ISPr 

,; ~ 

! SCI 

,SeF 

, SCPe 

,SCD 

SCPr 

ICI 

ICF 

ICPe 

ICD 

, ICPr 

*Analysis of socio-economic status within ethnic groups was not per­
formed because no Ss fell into the high socio-economic status­
Spanish group. 
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Intell Iqence: A summary of the analyses performed orr 1.0.. 

levels Is contaIned in Table 5. SIgnIfIcant differences were found 

'for two factor categories, Social FamIly Facilitators and Individual 

School Prohibltors. These differences among 1.0.. levels remained when 

the influence of other variables was controlled. One of the con-

trolled variables did, however, have an effect on the direction of the 

obtained differences. For Social Fami ly Facilitators the relation-

~hip was consistent regardless of other factors. The high 1.0.. group 

always scored highest and the low I.Q. group lowest. For Individual 

School Prohibitors the relationship was also, in general, a positive 

one (high I.Q..-high mean factor score, low l.Q..-low mean factor 

score). One exception to this did occur, however. When stability was 

considered a positive relations:d" between 1.0.. level and Olean factor 

scores was obtained within the stable group. In the un?table group 

the medium 1.0.. level Ss had the highest mean score and the high 1.0.. 

level Ss the lowest. These findings indicate that the relationship 

between 1.0.. and Individual School Prohibition differs depending .on 

whether it occurs in a residentially stable or unstable group of 

delinquents. 

Thus while significant differences among 1.0.. levels on Indi­

vidual School Prohibitors exist regardless of the effects of other 

variables, it cannot be assumed that these differences are independent 

~f stability. On the contrary the influence of stabil ity was strong 

,enough to, at least partially, change the direction cf the relation­

'ship between 1.0.. level and mean factor scores a I though the overall 

significance of the relationship remained. 
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ITABlE 5 (cont.) 

-"MVANOV Contro i 'for 
Fact Seg Sou DIS IQ Stb r:am Age Sel< SES M-;: Eth~" 

SSI 

SSF 

SSPe 

SSD 

S$Pr 

H 

lSI 

[vi 

S 

ISF S 

ISPe S 

ISO 

ISPr V 

S S 5 S S 

H s H H H H 5 

: 
: SCI 

.< 

SCF 

sePe, 
SCD 

SCP'r 

ICI 

ICF 

ICPe 

leo 
ICPr 

*Analysis of I.Q. levels within ethnic groups was not performed 
because no Ss fell into the high I.Q. level-Spanish group: 
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Detailed results of the analyses performed on I.Q. levels are 

contaIned In Tables 44 through 55 of Appendix E. 

~: A summary of the 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 

'Individual Fami ly Instigators. These differences existed regardless 

'of the influence of other variables, although again certain of the 

controlled 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 Fami ly Instigators Anglos also. in general, scored 

higher than Spanish. The exception to this occurred when family 

composition was considered. Anglo 5s coming from famil ies containing. 

~ither both natural parents or one parent scored higher than Spanish 

. Ss from corresponding family types. "However, in the S group coming 

from families including a step-parent, the Spanish Ss scored higher 

than the Anglo. The fact that the relative magnitudes 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 composition groups suggests that the presence of,a step­

parent m..'ly have a positive effect (in terms of Individual Family 

Instigation) in Anglo families and a negative effect in Spanish 

fami lies. 

Detailed results of the analyses performed on ethnic group 

membership are contained in Tables 56 through 64 of Appp.ndix E. 

Analyses performed for the offense type variables are essen­

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



S 

IPI 

IPF 

IPPe 

JPO 

IPPr 

SFI 

SFF 

SFPe 

SFD 

SFPr 

H 

IFI 

[sj 
IFF 

IFD 

IFPr 

TABLE 6 

Results of Analysis on L.UUlic Group 

H S H S 5 5 

H 

V 

V 
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lSI 

1.5F 

ISPe 

ISO 

J5Pr 

CJ 

SCPe 

SCD 

SCPr 

ICI 

ICF 

JCPe 

ICD 

JCPr 

lysis of ethnic group within both socio-economic status and I.Q. 
levels was not performed because no 5s fell into either the 5panish­
high socio-economi!= status group or the Spanish-high I.Q. group. 
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the one exception beIng that step one of stage III (the comparison of 

delInquents and non-delinquents within Independent variable categor­

Ies) of each set of analyses Is omitted because presumably the non­

delinquents have not committed any offenses. The summary tables of 

• results for the offense type variables are also identical to those of 
i 
the offender type variables except that the Qli column (delinquency 

,status) is omitted because differences among offense types are, by 

definition, unique to delinquents. 

,~ Variables 

A difference between types of offenses was required to occur 

I independently of the influences of the offender variables (sex, age, 

letc.), and of the influence of extent of delinquency. The latter 

,rnfl uence is automati ca II y contro lIed through the offense c I ass! fi ca-

tion procedure since this procedure requir~s the occurrence of a num­

ber of offenses 0efore a given individual can be categorized as to 

offe~se type. Thus all differences for offense types are for 

mUltiple offenses. No control of one offense type on another was 

performed. 

Criminal, Conflict and ~ Offenses: Stage 1 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 

after stage I. 

~ .!'~, ~tm ~ .en& Mixed Offense~: Aga in 

stage I of the analysis indicated a lack of significant overall 
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Ifferences In any segment (see Table 66 In AppendIx E). Thus the 

analysIs was agaIn terminated al'tsl' stage I. 

Graue and Indlvldllal Offenses: Stage 1 of the analysIs 
,I 

elded a significant overall difference for the School segment 

(FI0/7~ = 2.27; p < .05). Stage II of the analysis yielded a signifi­

cant overall difference for IndIvidual sources within the School seg-

ment (FS/77 = 2.53; p < .05). However, the comparison of group and 
• 

individual offenses on each Individual School factor indicated a lack 

significant differences for anyone factor. Thus the analysis on 

this variable was terminated at that point. 

Detailed results of the analyses are presented in Tables 67 

68 of Appendix E. 

Utilitarian, Non-utilitarian and ~f~ Offenses: A summary 

the results of the analysis on this va.-iable is presented in Table 

Significant differ~,,(;es among these three offense types we're 

Peer Per,ni ttors; however, When the i nfl uences of 

ther variables were considered the differences disappeared. Details 

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

sis on this variable is presented in Table 8. Significant diff~renc~s 

between criminal and CHIN offenses were found ,for Social City Insti-

gato\'s and Social City Permittors. Differences on these two factors 

remained significant when the influence of other variables was con-

trolled; however, certain of the controlled variables had an effect on 

the direction of the differences. For the Soc:ial City Permittors the 

Ss committing criminal offenses scored consistently higher than those 

t 
·1 

! 
t 
I. 

I 
! 
I 



Fact 

Sf'1 

SPF 
SPPe 

SPO 

SPPr 

11'1 

lPF 

IPPe 

IPO 
IPPr 

SFI 

SFF 
SFPe 
SFD 
SFPr 

IFI 
IFF 

IFPe 
IFD 
IFPr 

MVANOV 
Seg Sou 

[s] 
5 

5 

TABLE 7 

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

Control for 
Uti Eth Age SES IQ Stb Fam Sex1~ 

S H 

6$ 
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TABLE 7 (cont.) 

Fact 

551 

SSF 

SSPe 

SSO 

SSPr 

lSI 

.SF 

.SPe 

ISO 

ISPr 

SCI 

SCF 

sePe 
seD 
SCPr 

lCI 

ICF 
ICPa 

ICD 

ICPr 

/'IVANOV 
Sag ~ou Utl 

Control for 
Eth Age SES IR, Stb Fam Sex j , 

,~ 

*Analysis of uti 1 i tari arl*non~uti 1 i tari an-mixed offense types 
~!i thi n sex group was not performed because no Ss f~ 11 i oto the 
04~-utilitarjan~female group. 
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TABLE 8 

Results of Analysis for Criminal and CHIN Offenses 

MVANOV Cont ro J for 
Fact Seg Sou CR-CH Sex Age SES JQ Stb Fam Eth 

SPI 

SPF 

SPPe 

SPD 

SPPr 

IPI 

IPF 

IPPe 

I PD 

., IPPr 

'I 

SFt 

, SFF 

SFPe 

: SFD 

SFPr . 

11Ft 

IFF 

IFPe 

IFO 

tFPr 

:1 

67 
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TABLE 8 (coot.) 
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i 

151 

[s] 

:. 

ISF 

ISPe 

ISO 

ISPr 

S V S S H V S S 

sePe S H V S H H V S S 

SCO 

SePr 

s 
lei 

ICF 

Icre 

ICO 

ICPr 
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:colflnlttlng CHIN offenses. For SocIal CIty Instigators those 

" :commlttlng crImInal offenses also generally scored hIgher; however. 

;thls was reversed within the male group. Male CHIN offenders 

Iscored higher than male criminal offenders. Deta!ls of the analyses 
i 
';on criminal and CHIN offense types are presented in Tables 78 
i 

through 87 of Appendix E. 

Multiple and First Offenses: A summary of results of the 

'~nalysis on this variable is presented in Table 9. Significant 

'differences between multiple and first offenses were found for Social 

',City Diverters and Individual City Diverters. These diffE'rences 

: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. 

: ~ 
i, 



TABLE 9 

Results of AnalysIs on MultIple and First Offenses 

MVANOV Control for 
!.!Fa:!.::c~t_.::S.;;:.e::1.9 _..:::.$~o u=--...:...:H~-,F_......:::..S e=-'x.:.-_S;.,:E::.:S'--..;S;.,:t""b'--..:..A:;g..:::.e_...:I""'Q_.....:...F:::;am~.-A!l 

SPI 

SPF 

SPPe 

SPO 

SPPr 

IPI 

IPF 

IPPe 

IPO 

IPPr 

SFI 

SFF 

SFPe 

SFD 
;SFPr 

~IFI 
llFF 
i 
HFPe 

lIFO 
!'FPr 

70 
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VII. DISCUSSION 

An important difficulty arises in relating the present results 

to previous ones because the multiple-factor scheme used In this 

I study is quite different from any prior th~oretical bases. Conse-

i,quently before any comparison of the present and other findings can be 

I 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 "translation" process may resul t in 

incorrect identification of other findings in terms of the multiple­

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

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

: when considering the discussion of results. 

I 

,: Offender Variables 

Mobility: Previous work regarding residential stability is 

quite limited. Several studies have suggested a relation~hip between 

lresidential stability and delinquency, although there has been no work 

: directly comparing stable and unstable del inquents. Savitz (1962) 

: reports that stabb adolescents evidence a higher del inquency rate 

than migrants. Redl and Wineman (1962) report extreme mobility in the 

,group of disturbed del inquents they dealt with, and Kvaraceus (1945) 

reports that mobility is more common among delinquents than among non­

delinquents. None of these studies attribute the reported relation-

! shl'ps to any particular influence. Nye (1958) maintains that 

: IOObi Ii ty results in a reduction in social controls, particularly in 

, 
,.a.'.' 
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'L Peer and CIty segments. The present work found no I~drcatlons of 

such a reduction of controls amOng resIdentIally unstable del!n~ 

qu¢nts. Reuterman (1967a) reports that mobile delinquents score 

higher all Social City Diversion than stable delinquents. The present 

work does not support this difference. 

~~ Composition: Considerable work has indicated a relation­

ship between broken homes and delinquency (Barnes & Teeters, 1959; 

funahan. 1962; tlye, 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 Fami Iy Prohibi tic, than 

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

regarding differences among delinquents coming from v _ ious types of 

,homes is available', ThUS' the lack of differences found in the pre~ 

sent 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. encomRassing a ~irtuallY complete break­

'down of relations between parents, may actually be more important than 

~he physical ,absence of one parent. Second, in the present l';tudy 

,interest is foeused on j uven i I es who have a I ready become de I inquent. 
r 

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

J 
'I~. 
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producIng delInquency, once It occurs the influences from dIfferent 
! 

types of home situations may eIther tend to become sImIlar or, if they 

do remaIn dIfferent, 'nay become less important. 

~: Fr~5~n~ 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 numbe. 

of del inquency petitions fi led on females for "beyond parental 

control" may indicate that female delinquents have greater home 

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

child confl ict was more conrnon for female del inquents than for males. 

While such confl ict itself need not necessari ly 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 

felt "picked onll 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 delinquents are more rejected by 

their parents and that the parents of f~males give less co-operation 

to law enforcement agencies. Also females have more chores to do in 

'the home and parents participate more i1, their recreational dctivi­

I., ties. 

Present results indicate that female delinquents score higher 

I than males on Individual School Facilitation. Prior studies make no 

mention of differences between males and females for this ~'articular 

influence. Other studies do, however, report differences 01\ Social 
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School Olverters and Social School lu:;tlgators whIch were not found In 

the present one. Wattenberg and Saunders (1954) report that females 

engage In school sponsored leIsure activities to a great~r 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 (1954) and 

Reuterman (1967a) report similar findings. 

SummarY £f Sex Differences: The brief summary sections pro­

vided at the end of the discussion of each independent variable are 

based on the Experience Survey items used as measures of the various 

factors on which significant differences were found for the given 

variable. The summaries are intended to provide a composite char-

acterization of the types of del inquents. 

FeTale delinquents can be characteri~ed 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 

feel that they are smarter than other pupils in school anil better able 

to "get iiIWay withH forbidden activities. They have little' interest in 

organized recreation and other types of formalized leisure activities 

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

neighborhood in which they Jive. 

In contrast, male delinquents are relatively satisfied with 

their home situation, they are not often angry with events there, and 

do not have a strong foeling of wanting to escape from home and 

family. Hales do not regard themselves as smarter than their cla5s~ 

a ... u:::z:: JL t 
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mates In school and do not feel that they are better able to "got away 

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

actIvities and can find ways to occupy their spare time In their 

ImmedIate neighborhood. 

~: Older delinquents were found to score higher on Social 

Peer Instigators and Social Peer FacIlitators. Reuterman (1967a) 

reports a similar trend for Facilitators. No other evidence i~ avail­

able from other sources regarding similar differences between younger 

and older delinquents. 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 borderir,g 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. 

They may also, by virtue of their age and presumably wider experience, 

be in a better position to provide opportunities to engage in del in­

quent activity. In addition they may be better integrated into the 

teen-age culture with its norm of "don't tell adults". 

Sum~ary £t ~ Differences: Older del inquents are character­

ized by being subject to pressures from peers- to engage in "semi-

legal" behavior and behavior which is likely to lead to del inquent 

They are more likely to do things just because their 

them. Their peers also often "have it in for them" and 

them too far". The peer group of 0 I der de I i nquents appea rs to 

rovide considerable opportunity (even to the point of specific 

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

roup members often get away with illegal behavior themselves, and 

offer protection to those who.violate the law by promising not 

'.,' 

'~ 
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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 low 

and relationships within the peer group are more harmonIous. LIttle 

opportunity is provided by the peer group for younger delinquents to 

engage in illegal activities. 

77 

~~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 

status level delinquents scored highest, high status level del in-

quents next hi ghest and the low s.tatus group lowest. These resul ts 

are somewhat unexpected because most previous work on differences 

<llOOn9 social status levels of del inquents 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 

relationship 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 

ol'iented for a longer period of time than are low status ones, and 

that the middle status reject adult values while lower status reject 

adlJlt irl!Jtitutions such as school. It 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 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 peers of the middle soelal 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 

may be due to ~he presence of a "hlppiell orientation within middle 

status delinquents. Several of the Social Peer Permittor items are 

quite similar to certain aspects of the "hippiell value system. This 

Interpretation, however, necessitates two assumptions; first, that 

elements of the "hippie" cuI ture have penetrated downward to the re.la­

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 lower level. 

It should be noted that the present findings do not agree with 

Cohen's (1955) theory of lower and middle status delinquency. Cohen 

maintains that lower status delinquents encounter a major problem of 

.status deprivation in the contemporary middle status school system. 

Accordingly lower status delinquents would be expected to evidence 

;greater pro-del inquency factors in the School segment. Cohen postu­

hates that middle status delinquent males on the other hand encounter 

a major problem in the family because of the female centered sociali­

zation process of middle status famil ies. Thus middle status del in-
! 
~uents should score high on pro-delinquency influences in the Family 

fegment. The present results support neither of these propositions. 

A number of other differences among socia-economic status levels 

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

where. Short, Rivera and Marshall (1964) report that lower status 

levels rate teachers, police and adult neighbors less favorablY than 

I .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) 

that lower status delinquents show considerable rejection of 

I. This would suggest the existence of higher Instigation and 

ibly lower Individual Prohibition. Kvaraceus and Mi Iler (1959) 

postulated extensive differences between middle status and lower 

and family structure. Thus differences be-

groups on the social factors in these segments 

Toughn~ss is more highly valued among 101'-Ier 

status delinquents than middle status (Short &- Strod~beck, 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 piversion is greater in the 

e status levels than in the lower for both del inquents ancl non-

inquents. A considerable amount of evidence suggests that pro-

delinquency influences in the school should be greater for lower 

status juveni les (Becker, 1952; Deutsch, 1964; Gottl ieb, 1964; 

IIccandless, 1961; Moore, 1964; Pearl, 1965; and Rich, 1960). The pre-

s~nt results do not indicate this for del inquents. 

Summary of Socio-economic Status Differences: Low socio­

economic status delinquents can be characterized as being exposed to 

very few attitudes permissive of delinquency on the pa'rt 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'fi concern. Also they are 

COncerned about others. Upper socio-economic status del inquents are 

exposed to somewhat more alienated attitudes from their peers. The 

peer group of middle socio-economIc status del inquents has a pro­

nounced 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 else, They themselves 

have little concern fur or Interest In others, 

Intelligence: Delinquents coming from different I.Q. levels 

have different mean scores on Social Family Facilitators and Indivl-

dual School Prohibitors. For' Social Family Facilitators a positive 

relationship exists between mean factor score and I.Q. level. It 

appears that higher I.Q. delinquents are exposed to greater oppor­

tunity in the home or family situation to engage in delinquent behav-

lor. There is an absence of other evidence r~levant to this relation-

ship. Reuterman (I%7a) reports that 1- I.Q. del inquents score 

higher on Individual F~~ily Instigators. This was not found in the 

p~esent study. 

In general for Individual School Prohibitors high I.Q. del in-

quents score highest and low I.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 I.Q. group scored highest and the high I.Q. group 

lowest. This reversal of mean scores may be a result of the medium 

I.Q. group having tess difficulty integrating themselves into a new 

school and thus being better able to identify with the school and 

teachers. The general positive relationship between I.Q.. level and 

Individual School Prohibition Is not unexpected. It 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. 

ee 
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II, an earl ler study which employed the present mul tlple-factor 

scheme Reuterman (1967) found that I~~ I.Q. delinquents scored 

higher on Social Peer Facilitators. Individual School Permlttors. 

Social School Facilitators and Individual School InstIgators. They 

also were l~er on Individual School Diverters and Individual City 

Diverters. H~ever. in thIs study there was no control for the Influ­

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

found on Individual Scho~l Instigators (see Table 5, p. 59), but when 

the influence of socio-ecl)ti~ic status and multiple-first offense was 

controlled the difference disappe~red. 

Other work on the I.Q. levels of delinquents is mainly concerned 

ith the relationship betl~t!en I.Q. and type of offense (Cartwright & 

~~ard, 1960; and Shulmon, 1954), and thus is not relevant to the pre-

sent discussion. 

Su~ary of ~. Differences: Low I.Q. delinquents can in gen-

era I be ,-:;l'laracterized as bei ng exposed to le~s opportun i ty 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 . ' 

tin illegal activities and do not often back them up against other 
~ 

.~uthorities. However, l~er I.Q. delinquents are unfavorable to 
I 

, fChoo 1, and do not j dent i fy wi th the school or teachers there. They 
I . fo not regard school as a means of achieving their goals. 

, \ I Medium I.Q. delinquents are exposed to some opportunity to 

~ngage in illegal activities by their families. Parents sometimes 
I . 

~ke it easy for them to lIget <May with things", and sometimes will 
r . 
~ck them up against other authorities. Medium I.Q. delinquents 
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demonstrate some favorableness toward theIr schools, and Identify to a 

ilmlted degree with the school and Its teachers. 

The high I.Q. group Is exposed to conslder'able home~related 

opportunity to engage In delinquent activities. Par~nts make it rela~ 

tlvely easy for them to engage In illegal behavior, often take them to 

establishments where they are 'llkely to "get into troublel '. and are 

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

often successfully engage In il legal activities and do not conceal 

thesEl from their chi Idren. In the school segment, however, the high 

I.Q. 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 

group it is the medium I.Q. delinquent who demonstrates strong identi-

fication with and acceptan~e of school. The high I.Q.-unstable 

delinquent is the most unfavorable and uncommitted to school. 

~: Differences on factor scores between Anglo and Spanish 

delinquents occurred for Social Peer Permittors and Individual Family 

I'rlstigators. For the Permittors Anglo delinquents scored consistently 

nigher than Spani.sh. Since the Social Peer Permittor factor category 

largely reflects a feeling of alienation and apartness from others, 

the observed difference may result from the frequently reported 

(Surma, 1954; and Robison, 1960) closeness of the Spanish conl11unity. 

Spanish adolescents may be better integrated into the total c~nunity 

than Anglo adolescents. This may result in a feelin9 that others are 

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

the importance of ~he difference on Peer Permittors is somewhat 
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taln because dIfferences were also found on this factor anpng 

lo~economlc status levels. No control for the Influence of ethnIc 

group membershIp and so:lo-ec?nomlc status on each other was per­

because of the absence of high social status-Spanish 5s. Thus 

be exercised regarding the value of the obtained 

factor. 

For Individual Family Instigators Anglo delinquents also scored 

higher than Spanish. However, in one case, within the step-parent 

far.li ly composition group, the Spanish scored higher on this factor. 

In general these results seem to reflect the greater family harmony 

ten attributed to Spanish fami I ies (Robison, 1960). This fami Iy 

harnPny, however, s~~ms 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. 

Summary 2i Ethnic Differences: Spanish delinquents seem to be 

r~h~r",rhorizea by the absence of feelings of alienation in their 

il1Jllediate peer group. Their friends feel that other people care 

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

Spanish delinquetlt,~ are seldom 

ly angry at their family', seldom want to get eve" with their 

or want to impress their parentJ, and seldom fe'el a lack of 

ion from their family. 

Anglo delinquents are characterized by being exposed to very 

alienated ~ttitudes on the part of their friends. They also do not 

relationships with their families. They are often 

at home, often want to get even with someone and 

wish they 'received more attention. 
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~ VarIables 

CrimInal, ConflIct !~£ MIxed: ThIs dIstInction Is derIved from 

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

delInquent subcultures; crIminal, conflict and retreatist. None of 

the present Ss fitted the retreatlst subculture so this had to be 

eliminated from the analysis. Cloward and Ohlin suggest a number of 

differences among the three subcul tures', mainly in the area of Social 

City Facilitation. The criminal subculture is particularly high on 

Social City Facilitation, especially in having access to instruction 

and protection through org<:lnized adult crime. The conflict sl'~:-ul-

ture is particularly low on this factor. 

A number of other studies also suggest various differences 

among 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 

(1966) report that confl ict oriented del inquents are higher on Indivi-

dual Peer, School and Family Instigation than delinquents engaging in 

types of offenses. Spergel (1964) reports that criminal 

fented offenders are low on Social Family Diverters and Prohibitors. 

A number of, studies indicate substantial differences between 

who engage in retreatist activities and those who engage in 

Chein, et at. (1964) indi-

tate a relationship between family factors Dnd drug usage. A number 

other studies report similar findings (Barker & Adams, 1963; 

in & Rosenfeld, 1957; Fort, 1954; and Zimmering. 1951). MacKay 

(1963) reports simi lar findings for del inquen~ problem drinkers. In 

1 retreatist delinquents seem to come from disturbed fami lies 

! 
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re there Is lIttle supervision or discipline. There Is a lack of 

'n adequate adult male Identification flg~re and the mother is often 

neerlng and overprotective. 

rhe pi'esent results neither support Cloward and Ohlin's posi-

, ion nor do they agree with other studies, No differences between 

and conflict oriented delinquents were found. It is most 

II,nmrrurl1.te that no retreatist Ss could be obtained, as the weight of 

evidence seems to suggest a high probability of differences on 

scores occurring between drug users and other delinquents. 

There are two possible explanations for the lack of differences. 

irst, the conception of specialized delinquent subcultures has been 

ively questioned (see Reuterman, 1967b for a review of relevant 

The present results lend support to tne view that 

delinquent subcultures of the type proposed by Cloward and 

a meaningful distinction. 

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

relevance of Cloward and Ohlin's theory (and much of the 

to the type of delinquent found in~e present study. 

and Ohlin theory was developed with specific reference to 

ized juvenile gangs in metropolit~n areas, and thus many factors 

in the theory may simply not exist in the type of ar~a from 

present Ss came (e.g_, it is somewhat difficult to imagine 

exi stence of d'i fferentia I access to organ i z~d adul t cr ime systems 

an the area in which one resides in Boulder, Colorado). The 

: ack of differences between criminal 3nd conflict offenses for the' 

resent Ss may, however, serve to suggest limitations for the applica­

, ility of the Cloward and Ohlin theory. 
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. Victim Present, ~~, .!!.!!S!.~: The victim present­

victim absent distinction was suggested by several juvenile probation 

counselors 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 focus~d on this distinction the present 

lack of differences cannot be considered In 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 for juveni Ie 

probation work,. 

Group ~'Individual: No differences on specific factors were 

found between del inquents who tend to commi t 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. Hi Iler 

(1958) postulattls a number of del inquent g'mg values \~hich would seem 

to result in a high degree of Peer Instigation. Kinch (J962b) 

suggests that gang delinquents are expo~ed t? little Prohibition in 

either the Peer, Fami 1 y or Schoo I areas. Tnrasher (1963) notes the 

importance of the absence of Social City Oiverters and Prohibitors In 

the formation of del inquent gangs. Jenkins and his associates have 

stressed the i mportan.ce of low Soc i a I Fam.i I y Proh i bit i pn and high 

Social City Instigation and ~acilitation for gang offenders and the 

importance of high Individual Family Instigation and Permission and 

low Prohibition for individual offenders (Jenkins, 1955; Jenkins, 

1957; Jenkins & Hewitt, 1944; and Shinohara & Jenkins, 196]). 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, 1966). Also Cartwright and 
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rd (1966) report an undersupply of mat~re adults In g~ng neIghbor­

hoods and an oversupply of young people. Thus the balance of age-

In gang areas mitigates against strong social controls by 

The lack of differences on factor scores between del inquents who 

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

company of others is sOGleWhat une;o;pected. The indication of exten­

sive differences on a nU!Oi>er of factors by previous studies would' • 

certainly lead to the expectation of differences in the present study. 

One explanation of the lack of differences may be that the 5s in the 

present study come largely from small cities and the suburbs of a 

large metropolitan area while the Ss in mast of the previous studies 

It may well be that in large, 

ily populated, urban zreas there are extensive differences between 

offenders. while in smaller cities such differ­

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 5s came. 

In essence, the present Jack of results seems to suggest that the 

results of studies of urban delinquent gangs are qui,te limited in 

their relevance to group offenders outside of the large metro~( itan 

Utilitarian. ~utilitarian and Mixed: No differences among' 

these three groups were found which continued when the influence o~ 

other variables were controlled. Other studies indirectly suggest a 

:' number of differences between these types of offenses. Dentler and 

Monroe (1961) report t~at theft is related to feelings that the family 

< ) 
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Is unloving and that the adolescent Is treated unfairly. Cross-

cultural studies also suggest that theft 15 related to a feeling of 

lack of family love (Bacon, ChHd &. Barry, 1963). In contrast, flnd-

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

be~en car thieves and other offenders with regard to relationships 

with and attitudes toward parents (Wattenberg & Bal istrieri, 1954). 

Several studies of vandalism are relevant to the non-uti Iitarian group 

as vandalism was one of the offenses included in ~his group. Goldman 

(1961) reports that juveniles in schools characterized by consider­

able vandalism demonstrated little identification with or interest in 

tlreir school. Martin (1961) reports that vandals came from families 

characterized by parent-child conflict and hostility more often than 

juv~niles 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 sall".e characteristic for the non-uti I itarian group by anothdr 

study. Thus considerable confusion exists as to ~Ihether differences 

do occur between de II nquents cOlTfT/i tti ng these two types of offenses. 

The present results indicate that differences do not exist when the 

influences of other variables are controlled. 

Criminal ~ CHIN Offenses; Delinquents engaging in criminal 

offenses 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 CHIN offenses. Tyerman (1958) reports that truants are high on 
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, : 'dual School Instigation. Browning (1960) compared auto theft wi th 

"truancy. Truants tended to come from homes high on tnaivldual "Family 

,Instigation. Reuterman (1967a) reports that CHIN offenders scored 
~) I 

lower on Individual Family Diverters and higher on Individual Family 

Instigators a'nd Permi,ttors. They also scored higher on Individual 
, 

,i'school Diverters. 

previous findings. 

The present results do not coincide with any of the 

The present findings suggest that delinquents who commit more 

serious offenses are subject to greater pro-delinquency influences 

than those committing less serious offenses. Of particular in~erest 

is the fact that for criminal offenders the distinguishing factors are 

i, in ~I:te segment in which the offenses generally occur (e.g •• auto 

theft is usually an offense against someone in the City segment), 

while for CHIN offenders this is not the case (e.g •• truancy can be 

viewed as an off~nse which is centered in the School segment;· runaway· 

'as one centered in the Fami ly segment)., Thus criminal offenses seem 

Ito be associated with the presence of certain pro-delinquency influ-

ences fairly relevant to the particular offense. CHIN offenses seem 

to be associated with the absence of those influences which lead to 

'criminal offenses rather than the presence of pro-delinquency influ-

ences which are directly related to the particular offense. However. 

an exception to this occurs in the case of mClle offenders in \~hich 

pro-delinquency influences in one segment lead to offenses more 

closely associated with other segments. 

Summary of Criminal-CHIN Differences: In general delinquents 

committing criminal offenses can be characterized as being subject to 
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considerable temptatIon In the cIty to engage In Itlegal actIvities. 

Other people I n the city often "push them too far". They often hear 

an attitude expressed whIch encourages disrespect for law and the 

agents of law enforcement. People often show a lack of concern for 

others. Delinquents who engage in CHIN offenses are subject to 

little direct temptation in the City. The people they encounter are 

respectful of the law and law enforcement agents and are interested in 

the welfare of others. 

MUltiple and First Offense: Delinquents committing their first 

offense scored consistently higher on SociaJ City Diverters and lndi-

vidual City Diverters than those committing a number of offenses. A 

number of differences. some of which are very similar to the present 

o~~s, have been reported by other studies. Wattenberg and Quiroz 

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

mission and low on Social Prohibi tion. A Jater study suggested 'that 

repeaters are high on Individual School Permission,' Individual Fam! Iy 

Permission and Social City Instigation and low on City Diversion and 

Prohibition (Wattenberg & Quiroz, 1954). It should be noted that the, 

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

Table 9, p. 71), but this difference did not remain significant when 

the influence of socio-economic status, stability, family composi-

tion, or ethnic group was controlled. Conger and Hi Iler (1966) 

report that non-repeaters are higher on Individual Fami Iy, School and 

City Prohibitors and lower o'n Individual City Instigation. Thus the 

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

other work indicates more extensive differer.;:3s between mUltiple and 

first offenders than was found in the present study. The principal 
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difference between repeaters and non-repeaters seems to be that the 

latter are better able to find non··dellnquent activities to engage In 

and that the neighborhoods In which they live provide more In the way 

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

cause of recidivism seems to be the unavailability of non-delinquent 

activities and little Incl ination to engage in those activities 

which are available. 

Summary of Multipl~-f1J:~ Offense Differences: First offenders 

can be characterized as often taking part in organized recreation and 

other programs, and in general as being ablp. to find "constructive" 

activities in which to participate. They also seem to live in areas 

where there are considerable non-delinquent activities available to 

the~_either. through organized leisure time activities or through work 

opportun it i es. 

Multiple offenders are characterized as being unable or unwill-

ing to ~ngage in organized leisure time activities. They are unable 

to find IIconstructivelt activities in which to participate. Theyals,o 

tend to live in neighborhoods which are lacking in recreational and 

job opportunities. Thus their immediate environment does not pre-

sent them with many "constructive" activities. 

Several general comments can be made_concerning the results of 

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

as bases for the classification of del inquents seems to show consider-
(". 
. ,/-. able variation • 
.<:": 

In general the use of offender types as opposed to 

offense types app~ars to be of greater importance, at least in terms 
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of the number of differences which were found on the various factor 

eategorles. This can be regarded as another Indication of a problem 

whlch'ls frequently encountered In employing offenses as the basis for 

classification of delinquents. The basic difficulty encountered in 

the use of offense types Is that delinquents tlften do not demonstrate 

the long term consistency In offense patterns that is often seen in 

adult offenders (Robin, 1964; and Wattenberg & Faigenbaum, 1953). 

Whi Ie a reasonable number of Ss in the present study could be classi­

fied according to the various offense dimensions, the lack of differ­

ences which was found for many of the classifications may "esult from 

the fact that for many of the Ss the classification 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 (~s presently designated) on the various factor cate­

gories would be expected. 

The present findings also suggest considerable variation in the 

r importance of the type of offender cl ass i fi cat ions. I n genera 1 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 ~emale delinquents. Several distinctions between types of 

offenders resulted in unexpectedly few differences on the various 

factor categor!e~. No differences on factor categories were found 

When a distinction was made between broken and intact homes. This 

distinction is very frequently given particular emphasis by indivi-
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duals directly Involved with the handling of delinquents {e.g., 

Juvenllo Judges, probation counselors, law enforcement officers, 

etc.).13 As suggested In the previous discussion it Ill"'! 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 determining 

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 

socio~economic status. Much previous wvrk has indicated ,extensive 

differences among delinquents coming from different socio~economic 

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

e~es found in the present study may reflect a greater integration of 

the socio~e-conomic levels in small urban areas. ~everal lines of 

evidence lend support to this proposition. First, persons directly 

working with delinqu~nts in small towns s~ldom indicate socio-economic 

status differences as important in the causation of del inquency. 14 

Second. in an extensive study 01 adolescents in a small midwestern 

i J3This is indicated in the results of a. survey. now in progress, 
?f a large number of agencies which deal with delinquents in the State 
?f Colorado: Child and Youth Services Planning Project, Department of 
/InstItutions. 

> 14Th" • h • • I d 
. IS IS also indIcated in t e survey of agencies In Co ora Q 
i (see footnote: I 3) • 

o 
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city. Hollingshead (1961) reports quite a few differences which occur 

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

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

than 15 Indicated In large metropolitan areas by Mi lIer (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 

in ~arge cities. Adolescents from all socio-

ic levels in small towns attend the same schools, quite often 

of recreation and In general participate in the same 

the town. All of these factors wotdd mitigate 

lnst the development of independent social class cultures and ways 

from each other. Thus socio-economic 

level may be a much less important distinction in small urban 

than it is in large metropolitan areas. 

Within the type of offense classifications several differences 

in the relative importance of the various offense type distinctions 

~rged. The group-individual distinction was considerably less 

important than previous work indicated. No differences on factor 

category scores were found between individuals who tend to commit 

IOT1r~n'o,'" alone and those who t end to commi t them wi th 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 grOtlp and individual offenses may represent a quite 

different thing when applied to delinquents in small towns as when 

applied to ones in metrop,.litan areas (where much of the previous 

work which found differences was conducted). The group-individual 
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distinction may simply not be a relevant one for delinquents coming 

from smaller ,urban areas. It should be noted that organized delln~ 

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-

abIes are somewhat different from the other offense type variables 
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which were employed in that they reflect what might be regarded as 

seriousnes's of offense, extent of delinquent career, or cOlmlitment to 

a dEolinquent career. The other offense variables are more cuncerned 

with the particular form the given del inquent career seems to be tak-

ing. This interpretation suggests that whi Ie 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 del in-

quents demonstrating varying degrees of cO/lIlIitment to a criminal 

~reer. Thus it may be possible to identify those influences which 

are likely to lead to further or more serious delinquent activ;ty. 

Several additional points of general interest should be noted. 

The distinction in the multiple-factor scheme between individual and 

social factor sources appears to be a val id 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 

~actors (6 differences were found on Individual factors and 8 on 

Social). Thus both 'types of factors appear to be useful in identify­

ing etiological differences among various types of delinquents. 

ReSults of the present study also suggest that the four se9-

,'IJents specified in the multiple-factor framework are all important. A 
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number of sIgnificant differences were found for factors In each of 

the four segments. Although the number of differences Is not equal 
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In each segment, there Is not a pronounced tendency for differences to 

cluster In anyone segment (4 significant dIfferences were found for 

the Peer segment, 3 for the Far.li ly, 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, 4 for 

Facilitators, 3 for Permittors, 3 for Diverters, and I for Prohibi­

to~s). Thus each type of factor appears to be important in distin­

guishing among types of delinquent offenders. 

In conclusion, each of the major dimensions of the multiple-

factor framework is of critical importance for distinguishing among 

types of juvenile offenders in terms of etiological influences. That 

is, the elimination of anyone of the three major dimensions would 

have res,ultecl in the failure to detect at least one of the significant 

differences which.were found in the present study_ 

Suggestio_ns f2r. Appl ication 

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 

several points of appl ication. In the field of prevention a frequent 

problem which .occurs revolves around the development of an adequate 



... 

97 

preventive program once a potential delinquent has been Identified. 

The present study suggests one approach to this problem. !f th!: 

potential del,inquent can be .,clas·slfied according to the offender vari-

I llbles which were employed In the present study the various pro- and 

anti-delinquency influences whi~h are operating In the given case are 

to some extent known. Thus a preventive program can be designed 

'lihich would be intended to weaken or strengthen the appropriate influ­

ences. A similar approach could be" taken in the case of adjudicated 

delinquents, a !though in these cases both type of offender and type of 

offense could be considered. A corrective or rehabilitative program 

could be designed around the influences known to be important for the 

given type of offender and given typed' offense. 

Finally, the present results also suggest a number of broad 

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 

suggest that an increase in "constructivell leisure time activities 

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

Of 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 del inquency. In addition an effort by the 

schools to encourage interest in and identification with the school 

on the part of lower I.Q. delinquents could result in a reduction of 

" delinquents in this group. 
j 
i 
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VIII. SUMMARY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY 

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

ences, In tE'~~ .. l of the multiple-factor scheme, among various types of 

uvenlle offenders. The study is conceived as exploratory rather than 

definitive, Intended mainly to provide information as to the utility 

;f the multiple-factor scheme when applied to types of offenders; and 

to suggest some of the more important dirr~nsions to be used in 

attempting to classify juvenile offenders. 

The results of the study indicate that the multiple-factor 

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

Ea~p major dimension of the scheme was found to be of critical impor-

tance in identifying differing etiological influences. Several 

dimensions 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 status, intelligence, ethnic 

group membership, criminal-CHIN o'ffense and multiple-first offense. 

Several areas requiring additional investigation are suggested 

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 !OOan 

scores) of the various factors the same for males and females? ,Or, is 
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tho relative Importance of a glyen factor'across segnents the same for 

and old dellnqu~nts1 The answers to such q~estlons would pro­

Ide considerable Information as to the Interactive effects of the 

In the etiology of the types of offenders. 

Second, a more detailed cross-classification of Ss would permit 

for the influence of two or more variables at the same 

than just one as was done in the present study. Such a 

ure would lend considerable support to the importance of those 

tors which continued to show significant differences among types of 

• This procedure would require a much larger number of Ss 

than that available for the present study. 

Third. it would be of interest to introduce additional bases 

for.classifying delinquents. Several classification variables are 

Classification according to residence in a 

large metropolitan area as opposed to residence in a small urban area. 

The inclusion of a group of 55 oriented toward the previously dis-

cussed retreatist subcul ture. The use of a seriousness-nonser'ious-

ness type of offense variable, perhaps simi lar to that employed by 

The use of a psychologically broken home 

riable as opposed to the physical breakup of the family used in the 

present study. 

Finally, a most useful line of development would be the inte~­

sive investigation of a given type of offender employing the multiple­

factor scheme. Such a study could take the form proposed by 

Cartwright and Reuterman (1967). A small group of delinquents classi­

fied according to the given variable would be intensiVely investi~ 

This would involve accompanying probation counselors on their 
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pre-hearing Invcstl!.'atlon, Interviewing many Individuals who know the 

given Juveniles, and interviewing the Juveniles themselves. In 

short an effort to gather all avaIlable Information concerning the 5s 

and classifying it accordIng to the multiple-factor scheme with the 

purpose of identifying crl tical factors. Such an app~oach would pro­

duce far more detailed and urlchu 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 sp.ecifica-

tion of various basically important influences in the etiology of 

the types of de Ii nquency. 

- '&fV Uri as. ;e:e*+ '*4 * tie ? "* 
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APPENDIX A 

REPORTED DELINQUENCY SCALE 

l.!!. ~ section think~!. your actions 

111 

How frequently have you gone to parties where under-age people were 
drinking beer, wine or liquor? 

How often have you gotterl into places of public entertainment without 
paying the proper fee? 

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

How frequently have you cut classes you should have attended? 

On how many occasions have you tried to evade the police? 

How many times have you used bad language in publ ic places? 

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

How many times have you taken little things (w~rth 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? 
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APPENDIX B 

EXPERIENCE SURVEY II ITEMS 

, 12 

AND RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY COEFFICIENTS 

.312 

.175 

.320 

.578 

.276 

.217 

.247 

.297 

.156 

.163 

Social Peer Instigators 

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

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

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

How many times during the past year have your friends 
wanted you to go wi th them for a lin i ght on the town"? 

During the past year has some kid had it in for you? 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Social ~ Facilitators 

How often during the past year have any kids left 
personal belongings lying around? 

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

How many times during the past year 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 you how to get some new kind of "kick"? 

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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APPENDIX B (cant.) 

.618 .354 

.540 .202 

,486 .309 

.478 .321 

.449 .188 

.614 -.058 

.615 -.101 

.571 -.060 

.693 -.072 

.484 ~.076 

~ ~ Permi ttors 

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 else's business? 

How often during the past year have you heard any of 
your friends say that nobody gives a damn about them? 

Social ~ Oiverters 

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 tile past year has any of your 
friends invited yo£! 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? 

On how many occ~5ions quring the past year have you 
and your friends engaged in sports activities? 

On how many occasions during the past year have any of 
your friends suggested that you all join a club i ike 
the YMCA? 
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.757 

. I 

.719 

.666 

.712 

.583 
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\ .651 
t 

.on .739 

I I .589 ' ' , , 

.464 

.446 

-.140 

~.182 

-.103 

-.091 

~.O74 

.102 

.145 

.334 

.152 

.171 

~~ Prohlbltors 

During the past year has any of your friends ever told 
you he had decided to become a pol Iceman. lawyer, 
doctor. nurse or teacher? 

How often during the past year have any of your friends 
asked you ~o go to church with them? 

How many times during the pas t year ha\l'''' any of your 
friends left a fun party ~ocause they had to get home 
on ti~1 

During the past year have any of your fl"iends ever 
asked to meet your parents7 

How frequently during the past year has one of your 
friends mentioned that one of his teachers was a 
"good guy'? 

~ Family Instigators 

~JW many times during the past year has someone in 
your family tried to get you high7 

How frequently durir:, the past year has a parent, 
relative, or guardian made you very angry? 

How often during tl;e past year h3ve you heard arlY of 
your parents or relatives or guardian say that smart 
or~s 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 d(;l something quite dangerous? 
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APPENDIX B (cont.) 

W,. Y!l. 

.683 .357 

.653 .214 

.766 .139 

.778 .J7!; 

.532 .245 

--- --

.682 .232 

.580 .202 

.551 .277 

,n3 .219 

.557 .382 

~ Family Facilitators 

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. re 1 a~ 
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 cr guardian shown he will back you up 
against the school or other authorities? 

~ Family Permittors 

How many times during the past year have you been told 
at home that lOOst 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 
!,,'eak from many adul ts? 

How ,frequently during the past year has some relative 
or member of your fami Iy said that ''wheels'' 
(politfcians, cops, etc.) in the city are crooked? 

On hq~ 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 fami Iy said that the "wheels" should 
mind their own business and quit trying to run 
everybody's lives? 
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,[tl. 

.638 -.123 

.828 -.163 

.759 -.091 

.812 -.089 

.704 -.106 

.769 -.046 

,609 -.033 

.809 -.063 

.599 -.039 

.551 -.037 

~ll Fami Ix Olverters 

How frequently during the past year has anyone at home 
a~ked 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? . 

H~i 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. )? 

~ 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 \~ith 
kids that get in trouble? 

How often during the past year have your parents told 
you to respect the police? 
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.629 

.684 

.627 

.720 

.237 

~ ~ 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? 

.260 Bow often during the past year have other kids in 
school had it in for you? 

.173 How often during the past year have you learned som~~ 
thing In school which helped you to get away with 
th i ngs? 

.264 During the past year has any teacher in your school 
even had it in for you? ~ ~> 

~ School Facilitators 

.232 HO~J 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? 

.216 How frequently during the past year have kids in your 
school left their books or other personal things lying 
around? 

.219 

.301 

.166 

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 
left 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"? 
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.641 .334 

.781 .228 

.607 .140 

.486 .347 

.422 .309 

.647 -.113 

.626 -.078 

.592 -.101 

.596 -.037 

.680 -.110 

~ 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? 

-~ ~ 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 year has the school 
offered or told you about o?portunities to earn some 
money? 

How frequently during the past year has a teacher 
asked you to help out? 

-, . 
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.651 -.081 

i .531 -.036 

.520 -.031 

.493 -.098 

.547 -.027 

.737 .272 

.762 .142 

.690 .184 

.633 .217 

.763 .337 

Social. ~ Prohibltors 

How often during the past year have kids In school 
said 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 auring the past year has any 
teacher won your respect or admi rat ion? 

How often during the post year has a teacher praised 
the police or othel" authorities? 

How frequently during the past year have teachers told 
you to stay away from kids who get in trouble? 

~ 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 many 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? 
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.507 .249 

.602 .339 

.707 .334 

.552 .141. 

.597 .377 

.642 .259 

.530 .327 

.630 .362 

.567 .176 

.470 .188 

Social flU Facilitators 

How often during the past year have you heard someone 
In your city say that with the number of people on the 
streets nowadays it is hard to keep track of anyone? 

How frequently during the past year has someone on 
your street said that people who break the law get a 
lot of help ,from othe'r people? 

How often durin~ 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 "rough" neighborhood? 

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? 

;ioci a lei ty Permi t tors 

How frequently during the past year 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 
adul t 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 is too much trouble? 
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~. ~. 

I, 

: .721 -.019 

.529 -.029 

.540 -.038 

, 

.663 -.107 

.544 -.028 
, 

.578 -.097 

.597 -.141 

.647 -.146 

.518 -.031 

.459 -.073 

Soc i a I flli lli~~ 

How many times during the past year have there been 
any good job opportunities for people I ike you in 
your ci tye 

How many times during the past year has some adult 
(aside from yQur family) on your street asked you to 
help him wi th some ~lOrk'l 

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 I ike the Boy Scouts, 
YMCA, a church youth group, etc.? 

H~~ often during the past ye~r has there been a place 
around your street to go after school where it is 
very unlikely that you will get into trouble? 

~ City Prohibitors 

How often during the past year have the pol ice done a 
good job in your city? 

How many ti~es during the past year 1'cave YOll heard 
people on your street say that in time even the 
"perfect" crimes arc solved? 

How often during the past year have you read stories 
in the newspapers about crimes being solved because of 
tips the police get? 

On how many occasions during the past year have peo~le 
on your street co-operated with pol ice in solving a 
crime? 

How often during the past year have you heard people 
in your city say th~t the police do an awfully good 
job nowadays with all the modern, scientific equipment 
they have1 



122 

APPENDIX B (cont.) 

.!ti. w.. 

.7tA .248 

) .606 .351 

: .804 .3,07 

.679 .409 

.704 .301 

.662 .382 

.698 .350 

.650 .355 

• 676 .223. 

.618 .438 

Individual Peer )nstigators 

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to 
do almost anything to make the others respect you? 

Haw frequently during the past year have you wanted to 
show oth$r 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 ~ 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? 

How often during the past year has something one of 
your friends said or done made you think how stupid 
most people.are? . 

On how many occasions during the past year have you 
kep~ cool in a situation when youl··friends wer~ 
getting excited? 

How often during the past year have you gotten away 
with things with other kids? 

\' 
-./ 
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.770 -.148 

.677 -.063 

.769 -.047 

.595 -.031 

.742 -.019 

Individual ~ Permlttors 

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? 

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 control yourself? 

How frequently during the pa~t year have you taken 
chances for no reason at all? 

How many times during the past year have you made 
mistakes in choosing your fr"iends7 

Individu3l ~ 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? 

How many times during the past year have you and your 
fr i ends been rea II y bl,lsy mak i ng o.r do i ng some th i ng 
,constructive together? 

On how many occasions during the past year have you 
enjoyed time spent wit.h your, friends in worthwhi Ie 
activities1 

HO'ii frequently during the past year have you tried to 
get a job which one of your friends told you about? 
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u~t p..: a;'.d "r./;,.,,:, f!'i~~$ ~~~': tb ?=~~ f'J:' rJ':'~ 
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y~ ~~rl t;a:e$ c";5'to,"; tr:e ~,a;$:: "rea=- r--ZI'? r..c;. ~~a:~re'! 
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a suart S1J'f }OIl' n,:a;\ly are;: 
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.B!L. Wo· 

.699 .178 

.695 .213 

.602 .208 

.675 .239 

.642 .308 

.643 .219 

.710 .235 

.636 .37~ 

.749 .224 

.749 .176 

Individual Fanlily FacIlitators 

How often during the last year have you been able 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 I ie to your parents, relatives 01' 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 off 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-offll 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 
felt that you couldn't stand staying at home for one 
more mi nuts? 

How frequently during the past ye,ar have you wanted to 
tell your parents, relatives or guardian to butt out 
of your business? 
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~, ,W,. 

.683 -.177 

.740 -.161 

.819 -.148 

.635 -.156 

.749 -.183 

.851 -.226 

.700 -.016 

.484 -.016 

.513 -.119 

.844 -.026 

I d / ..!L.l.Y.!..ill!.a1. Fami Iv Diverters ,/ 

H~Y many times during the past year have you enjoyed 
being at home? 

H~ 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 do additional chores at home? 

H~ many times during the past year at home, have you 
found good ways of making use of your spare time? 

H~ often during the past year have you found interest­
ing things to do at home? 

Individual Family Prohibitors 

On h~ many occasions during the past year have you 
wanted to go to church with your family? 

H~ 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? 

H~ often dlll'ing the past year have you been afraid of 
being punished by your parents? 

H~ ,often during the past year have you wanted to tell 
your family where you're going and who with? 

On h~ many occasions during the past year have you 
really been able to talk about your problems with your 
parents, relatives or guardian? 
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.B!l. ,W.. 

.761 .262 

.732 .323 

.665 .415 

.713 

.756 .283 

.808 .352 

.748 .420 

.645 

.607 .158 

.566 

Individual ~ Instigators 

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to 
show the kids in school what a smart guy you are7 

HO\~ many times during the past year have you wanted 
things like other kids in school have? 

On how many occasions during the past y,~ar have you 
wanted to shovi the ki ds I n school heM tough you are? 

How frequently during the past year havt~ you wanted to 
show the kids in school how to really get some kicks 
out of life? 

How many times during the past year have you wanted to 
show a teacher that you don't have to take gas from 
anyone1 

Individual ~ Facilitators 

During the past year how often have 'Iou ditched 
school and gotten away with it? 

H~i 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 o,ut for long periods of' 
time during the day? 

How often during the past year have you found that you 
can get away with ~ings in school when other kids get 
caught? 

:. ..... '\I!I!Ii!i __ ................ ____ ••• _m ___ =.,""":nuz""" .... __ ,_ .. _ ..... _ ...... __ ,&kJi ___ , _"' ..... =..." .. __ ."""' ...... _"''"'.,.~_ .. __ .. _"'_""" ___ .~ __ , "~ 
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I~· ~. 

.660 .257 

.742 .408 

.716 .377 

.589 .218 

.698 .219 

IndIvidual School Permlttors 

How many times during the past year have you thought 
that some teachers are not so smar t7 

During the past year have you ever felt that school 
was a waste of time? 

How often ~urin9 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 thl~ past year have you been so 
mad at someone in school that you couldn't co~~rol 
yoursel f1 

- - ~.- - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - -

.7:32 -.o~n 

.569 -.116 

.574 -.129 

.662 -.226 

.690 -.112 

Individual School Oiverters 

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 school? 

How many times during the pmst 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 staY'ld 
after regular school hours to do some extra wo~k7 

On,hO\'/ many occasions during the past year have you 
participated in some school sponsored sports activity 
outside of regular school hours? 
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~. Yll. 

.709 -.166 

.664 -.044 

.511 -.146 

.513 -.088 

I .614 -.072 

.709 .272 

.765 .413 

.588 .446 

.656 .291 

.828 .261 

Individual School Prohibltors 

How often during the past year have you seen school as 
a means of improving yourself? 

How often during the past year have you thought about 
what you can do for your school7 

On how many occasions during the past year have you 
wanted to be like one of your teachers? 

How many times during the past year have you thought 
of school as a way to later success? 

How often during the past year have yo. decided to 
really try to do better in school? 

Individual City Instigators 

How frequently during the p?5t.year have you felt like 
smashing things up? 

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to 
be very impor'~:')nt1 

How often during the past year have you wanted to show 
'people that you don't hilve to take anything from 
anyone? 

How many times during the past year have you wanted to 
show people that you really are somebody important? 

How often doring the past year have you wanted things 
I ike other peopl (: on your street have? 

•.. 
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.588 .235 

.589 .2.04 

.584 .2.35 

.688 .449 

.687 .373 

- - -- -.-

.729 .161 

.62.9 .414 

.737 .262 

.604 ; 196 

.553 .337 

Individual City Fac) Ii tators 

How many times dur i n9 the pas t 'lea r have you been ",l Ie 
to keep cool when someone in to"," accused you of 
something? 

How often during the past yea~ have you 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 dud ng the pas t 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 a\1ful Iy stupid? 

Individual City Permittors 

How often during the past year have you gotten so mad 
at someone in a store that you couldn't control 
yourseH? 

How often during the past year have you thought some­
thing like this: "Who cares? I've got nothing to 
lose!"? 

How ma"y times during the past year has it seemed like 
a lot r.:f people were workirig 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 
yoursel f? 

How often during the past year have you been walking 
along a crowded str~et'and thought something like: 
"None of these people give a damn what I do"? 
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fill. Y,ll. 

.606 -.067 

.625 -r112 

.717 -.078 

.640 -.068 

.534 -.064 

.715 -.231 

.612 -.081 

.483 -.068 

.512 -.073 

.719 -.056 

Individual ~ 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 ta~en 
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 hav" you attended any 
exhibits, programs, etc., sponsored by your city? 

How many times during the \1,ast year have you thought 
of starting some hobby bet..6l!se of something someone on 
your street has said or done? 

Individual ~ 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 a~ay 
with itl 

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 
about in your city ~~de you feel disgusted? 

. , 
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"1 [I Name ______________ , 

j
" A CIty , 

\ i Sex: 

APPENDIX C 

FORM COMPLETED BY PROBATION DEPARTMENTS 

S No. 

____________ State 

M F Age __ Now attending __ .1r. High __ Sr. High'_"' 
elementary school 

t father's occupatIon ___________ F'lther's Income ____ _ !! Mother's occupation ___________ Mother's Income ____ _ 

t I 1.0.. If not known estimate below average (less thn 90), l! I - average (91-110), r" 'lbove average (greater '_han 110). 

r! "Has the ch i l.d changed res i dence I n the I as t yea I'? Yes No 

1 

",',:1; If yes, when -
; Check which of the following the chi Id was 1 ivin9 with at the time of 

the most recent offense: 
1 : 
\ I Both~"natura I parents 

Natura 1 father, stepmother due to 
I death 
\ 
{ 

Natura I father, stepmother C:Je to If bre,ken home, when did 

! divorce 
this o,=cur 

I Natura 1 mother, stepfather due to 
death If parent chi ld is living 

1 
1 

Natural mother, st<lpfather due with ha::; remarried, when I j to 
divorce 

j did this; occur 

1 
Natural father only due to death 

i Natural f~ther only due to I 
1 divorce l 
I 

.t "Natura I mother on I y due to death 
t , 
\ Natural mother only due to 
{ divorce \ 
i 

! Natural father only due to I 
i abandonment 

1 Natura 1 mother on 1 y due to 
abandonment 

· ..... ----------------------~~~~--------------
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APPENDIX C (cont.) 

Relatives or adopted 

Qther (specify) ___________ _ 

Ages of brothers 1 iving 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 second column. If the 
offense was coomitted by a group, place a' "Gil iti the third column. If 
committed alone, place an "I". If the victim was present, place a liP" 
in the fQurth column. If not present place an "A". 

Date G-I P-A 

I. ----- ---- ---
2. 
--~----------------- ------

3. ----------------------- ---
4. --------------------------
5. 
---~------------------- ---

6. --------------------------
7. ----------------------- ---
8. ------------_._-------------
9. _ ,------- ---
10. ----------------- ------------
II • ---------------_._------



" "'""''''9-- '-

~'--"-

.737 .305 

. 145 .166 

.790 .175 

.691. .320 

.514 .312 

i 

.686 .217 

.471 .100 

.718 .247 

.630 .297 

.729 .156 

APPENDIX 0 

EXPERIENCE SURVEY I ITEMS 

AND RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY COEFFICIENTS 

Social ~ Instigators 

How often during the p~st year have you gone with 
your crowd and done things just because they were 
doing them • 

134 

How frequently 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 how 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? 

~~ lacilitators 

How often during the past year have any kids left 
p~rsonal belongings lying around? 

On how many oe~~sion5 during the past year have any of 
your close friends moved away to another city or to 
another part of the city? 

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? 

Qn how many occasions durinl1 the past year has a 
friend shown .you how to get sOlTte new kind of "kick"? 

I\ ~. 

-----------~-, 

-n 
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B!l.. Y.ll. 

.486 .309 

.478 .321 

.365 .209 

.449 .188 

.296 .205 

- -- - -

.780 -.039 

.614 -.058 

.615 -.101 

.484 -.076 

.759 .102 

~ Peer Permittors 

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 else I 5 bus I ness? 

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 citen during the past year have'y,ou 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 .E!:!:r. Oiverters 

How many times duri ng the pas t 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 during the past year have any of 
'your friends suggested that you all join a club like 
the YMCA? 

On how many occasions ·during the past year have your 
friends suggested forming a group for sports 
activities? 
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.757 -.140 

.325 ~.087 

.719 -.182 

.666 -.103 

.712 -.091 

_ ..ot _." __ ..... 

• 651 .102 

.739 .145 

.446 .227 

.589 .334 

~~ Prohlbltors 

During the past year has any of your friends ever told 
you he had decided to become a policeman, lawyer, 
doctor, nurse or teacher? 

HOd 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'l 

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 
dangerous2 

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? 
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.B!!.. Y,tl. 

.683 .357 

.653 .214 

.532 .245 

.371 .370 

.507 .089 

.515 .047 

.682 .232 

.634 .087 

~ Family Facilitators 

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? 

On how many occasions during the past year has a 
parent, relatLve or guardian shown he wi J I back you up 
against school or other authorities? 

How often during the past year ha~ a parent, relative 
or guardian let you have your own way? 

~ Family Permittors 

How many times during the past year has a parent, 
relative or guardian expressed the opinion that you 
can't fjght authority? 

How many times dud ng the past year have your parents, 
relatives or guardian been too busy to worry about 
you? 

How ma~y 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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.568 -.047 

.638 .-.123 

.828 -.163 

.562 .010 

.609 -.033 

;809 -.063 

.&'+5 .083 

.78! • 091 

~ Family O!verter'l 

On how many occasions during the past year has any 
member of your family asked you to help them make 
something new or fix !>cmething up? 

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 frequently during the past year has your fami ly 
made it possible for you to do your homework? 

~ Fami ly Prohibi tors 

How many times during the past year have.your parents, 
re!atiyes or guardian made it clear what they expect 
of you? 

How frequently durieg the past year have your parents, 
relatives or guardian peen firm with you about keeping 
better hours? 

How frequently during the past year have your parents, 
relatives or guardi.n asked where you go or where 
you've been? 

How, frequently during the past year ha\'2 your parent~ • 
rel~tives or guardian asked you to tell them about 
your friends'? 
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.629 .237 

.438 • 264 

.298 .236 

.699 .232 

·729. .216 

.757 .166 

----- --

.641 .334 

.781 .228 

.407 .138 

-

~ ~ Instigators 

How frequentlY during the past year have any of the 
teachers I n your schoo I been unfa i r. to you? . 

During the past year has any teacher In your school 
ever had it in for you? 

How often during the past year has any kid in your 
school dared you to make trouble? 

~~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 left their books or other personal things 
lying around? 

How many times during 'the past year have any kids in 
your school shown you h~~ to get some new kind of 
"ki ck"'l 

- ~ ~ -- ~ - - - - - - - - - - - --- ~ --
Social i£!!29l. 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 anyth I, ng1 

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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.379 .021 

.680 ~. 110 

.596 -.037 

.583 .104 

.505~ .071 

.520 -.031 

.690 .184 

.737 .272 

~ ~ Dlverters 

How often during the past year has the school 
arranged any after-hours activities that are fun? 

How frequently 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 
lOOney? 

Social ~ Prohibitors 

How many times during the past year have ~eachers 
trusted you to do the right thing? 

~v frequently during the past year h~e the teachers 
in your school been firm with the students? 

On how many occasions during the past year has any 
tea,;::her won your respect or admiration? 

~ City Insti9ators 

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 
"kick"? 
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,W. Y1!.!.. 

.141 

.605 .103 

~ City Facilitators 

During the past year have you lIved In or had 
occasion to visit a prett'l'''rough'' neighborhood? 

How often during the past ye,ar have there been any 
crimes co~nitted on your street? 

--- ~ ~ ------ - - - - - - ------------ - - ----

.401 .317 

.642 .259 

.501 .093 

.721 ~.019 

.639 • III 

.578 -.097 

How frequently during the past year have you met 
people in your city who have the attitude: "Why 
shou I d I worry about i t1 I t's none of my bus i ness"? 

How frequently during the past year have you heard any 
people in your city say they think most cops are no 
good? 

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 fo; people like you in 
your city? 

Social City Prohibitor's 

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 oft~n during the past year have the police done a 
good job in your city? 
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.]63 .248 

.679 .409 

.708 .146 

.704 .301 

.645 .402 

.662 ~382 

.698 .350 

.609 .402 

.765 .196 

.390 .263 

Individual Peer Instiq8!2.!2 

How frequently during the past year have you wanted to 
do almost anything to make the others respect you? 

Hew many times duri~g 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 often 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? 

Individual ~ Facilitators 

How ~ften 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 
shewn that you can do things without people noticing? 

On how many occasions during the past 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? 
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.519 .204 

.580 .316 

.743 .450 

.637 .352 

.703 .346 

.770 -.148 

.769 -.047 

.595 -.031 

.782 .043 

.677 -.063 

Individual ~ f..~.rml ttorS 

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 ha~ nothing better to do? 

How frequently during the past year have you thought 
that you were smart enough to get a\~ay wi th th I ngs 
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 Oiverters 

On how many occasions during the past year have 'you 
been able to get your friends to join wi~h you in some 
club activities, like the Boy S'couts, YMCA, church 
groups, etc.? 

How many times during the past year have yeu 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 fr lends in wcrth\~hi Ie 
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? 



I 

! 
) 
\ 
! 

.1 
I 

144 

APPENDIX D (cant.) 

.705 -.082 

.540 .052 

.723 -.017 

.660 -.034 

.587 -.056 

Individual ~ 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 
s'~op a fight? 

How many times during the past year have you planned 
things that you and your friends could do which ,~ould 
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? 

- . ~-~ - - ~ - - - - -- - - - - - --- ~ -- - - - - - - - --- -

.618 .251 

.722 .136 

.632 .378 

.717 .128 

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? 

HC1iI many times during the past year have you wanted to 
do almost anything to break the monotony at home? 

How,frequently during the past year have you felt that 
·you aren't worth much to anyone at home? 



, 
it .. ' 

145 

APPENDIX 0 (cant.) 

,W.. Yll. 

.803 .301 

.695 .213 

.699 .178 

.602 .208 

.749 .176 

.643 .219 

.710 .235 

.376 

Individual Family Facilitators 

How many times during the past year have you felt 
crowded at home, cramped, closed in: like you need 
more space of your very own? 

How often during the past year have you been clever 
~nough 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 guardi"an 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 fre.quently during the past year have you ~Ianted to 
tell your parents, relatives or guardians to butt out 
of your business1 

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 to 
ki II? 
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.683 -. in 

.740 -.161 

.819 -.148 

,635 -.156 

_._--- ..... 

.70)- .037 

.844 -.026 

.8S1 -.226 

.513 -.119 

IndIvIdual Family 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? 

HO\'I 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 sp1!re 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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.616 .2.19 

.542 .254 

.623 .1]0 

............ - -

! .808 .352 

.607 .158 

.418 .382 

,660 .257 

.742 .408 

.589 .218 

IndivIdual ~ Instigators 

How many times during the past year have you been so 
mad at teachers I n schoo I that you just had to do 
something? 

How often during the past year have you wanted to 
prove to the other kids at school that you are really 
somebody? 

During the past year have you ever felt that, despite 
all your efforts, you'd never get anywhere In school? 

Individual School Facil itators 

During the past year how often have you ditched 
school and gotten away with it? 

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 frequently during the past year have you been able 
to outsmart the teacher 'or other authority in your 
school even under pressure? 

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 frequently during the past year have you argued 
with a teacher or someone I ike that just to make him 
look bad? 
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.732 -.097 

.569 -.116 

.574 -.129 

. _------

.664 -.044 

.748 .042 

.709 -.166 

Individual ~ D~verters 

During the past year were there days when once you'd 
gotten to school you \~ere glad to be there? 

How many times during the past ~ear have you become 
really interested in finding out more about something 
a teacher said in school? 

How many times during the past year have you enjoyed 
doing a gcod job on some work' that was required at 
school? 

- ... ... - - - - ~ - - ---- - ... ... - - --- ... 

Individual ~ Prohibitors 

How often during the past year have you thought about 
what you can do for your school? 

'How of ten dur i ng the pas t year have you tr i ed to win 
the clpprova 1 of a teacher? 

How often during the past year have you seen school as 
a means of improving yourself? 

- - - - - -- ~ - - ~ - - ---------- - - - - -- -~ -- ... ... 

Individual City Insti9ator~ 

.709 .272 How frequently during the past year have you feH 1 ike 
smashing things up? 

.765 .413 How freque~tly during the past year have you wanted to 
, be very important? 



~------------J.- - .• ,::::,,"oZ:\~ " ...... ~._.,._~·'·~'e· , ~ " , , 

Iii 
'~ 

; 
" 

\ 

I APPEND! X D «0",.1 

".9 

~. Y,tl. 

.317 

.376 .186 

.688 .460 

.629 .414 

.657 .152 

.606 -.067 

Individual City Facilitators 

On how ·many occasions during the past year have you 
found. any new short cuts to get home fast without 
being seen? 

How often during the past year have you been able to 
find places in your city where you could have a hide­
out? 

- -. - - - - - - - - - '. - - - - - - - - - -
Individua 1 fJ.ly Permi ttors 

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 often during the past year have you thought some­
thing like this: "Who cares! I've got nothing to 
lose!II'l 

-- ---- ~ - - --- - - - - - ------ --- -
Individua: City Diverters 

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? 

During the past year have you ever taken part in an 
educationa I program outs i de of schoo I. such as l:utor­
ing help. liXtension courses, etc.? 

w _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

S12 -.073 

.719 ~.056 

Individual. City Prohibitors 

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 
about in your city made you feel disgusted? 

!l . 

,l_~. _____ .. _ .. ., 
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APPENDIX E: DETAILED TABLES FOR ANALYSES 

TABLE 10 

Means and Standard Deviations and F-ratios of Stable 
and Unstable Delinquents for Multivariate Analyses of Va:lance 

~ Segment 
Stable {N=1I2} Un!.table (N=22} 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 
SPI 2.97 1.45 SPI 2.95 1.61 
SPF 2.71 1.46 SPF 2.84 1.54 
SPPe 2.91 1.46 SPPe 3.14 1.88 
spa 2.16 1.29 SPa 2.44 1.49 
SPPr 2.36 1. 36 SPPr 2.34 1.84 

IPI 2.56 1.57 IPI 2.35 1.50 
lP,f 2.13 1.23 IPF 2.35 1.68 
[PPe 2.47 1.30 IPPe 2.04 1.43 

·IPO . 2.48 .1.48 IPO 2.23 1.31 
IPl'r 2.03 1.29 IPPr 2.27 1.74 

Snc. & Ind.: 11 = 0.93; FIO/123 = 0.93; p > .05 

Fami Iy Segment 

Stable (N=112} Unstable {N=22) 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SFI 1.52 0.91 SFI 1.92 1.27 
SfF 1.98 1.22 SIT 2.13 1.85 
SFPe 1.94 1.24 SFPe 2.21 1.84 
SFD 4.27 1.59 SFD 4.20 1. 33 
SFPr 4.45 1.69 SFPr 4.50 1.70 

IFI 2.32 1.49 IFI 2.58 1.65 
IFF 2.44 1.32 IFF 2.78 1.43 
IFPe :2.99 1.67 IF?e 3.47 1.81 
IFO 3.26 1.64 IFD 2.64 1.45 
IFPr 2.85 1.66 IF?r 2.76 1.11 

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.95; F10/123 = 0.66; p> .05 
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TABLE 10 (cont.) 

Stable (N=112} 

Factor X 

sst 2.36 
SSF 2.94 
SSPe 2.88 
SSD 2.35 
SSPr 2.90 

151 2.11 
IsF 1.69 
IsPe 2.34 
ISO 2.79 
JSPr 2.52 

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.92; 

Stable (N=112) 

Factor X 

SCI 2.25 
SCF 2.14 
SCre 2.93 
SCD 2.09 
SCPr 3.45 

ICI 2.34 
leF 1.76 
JCPe 1.65 
ICD 1.90 
ICPr 2.16 

Soc. &. Ind.: A = 0.95; 

lSI 

~ Segment 

. Unstab 1 e {N=221 

5,0. Factor X S.D. 

1.67 551 2.43 1.42 
1.66 SSF 2.51 1.6\ 
1.65 SSPe 2.75 1.5\ 
1.55 SSD 1.89 1.30 
1.76 SSPr 3.06 1.2;\ 

1.44 151 2.03 1.42 
1.25 ISF 1.90 1.42 
1.44 ISPe 2.01 1.56 
1. 72 ISO 2.40 1.42 
1.61 tSPr 2.51 1.40 

F10/123 = 1.01; p > .05 

City Segment 

Unstable {N=22} 

S.D. Factor- X S.D. 

1.77 SCI 2.21 1.23 
1.54 SCF 2.54 1.67 
1 ~98 SCPe 2.93 1.64 
1.64 SCD 1.87 1.28 
2.18 SCPr 3.36 1.16 

1.38 ICI 2.43 1.60 
1.56 ICF 2.02 1.64 
1.21 JCPe 1.17 1.38 
1.58 ICD 1.25 1.04 
1.52 ·ICPr 2.08 I. 17 

F 10/123 = 0.68; p > .05 

, .. 
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TABLE " 
Means' and Standard Deviations and F-ratlos of Delinquents Coming 
from Families Composed of Both Natural Parents, One Step-parent 

and One Na tura I Parent, or One Parent 
for Multivariate Analyses of Variance 

~ Segment 

Natural Parents Step-parent One Parent 
(N=~6l {N:=22} !N=~2) 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. ' 

SPI 3.08 1.54 SPI 3.19 1.78 SPI 2.93 1.29 
SPF 2.20 1.55 SPi" 2.69 1.78 SPF 2.56 1.40 
SPPe 3.03 1.49 SPPe 2.88 1.71 SPPe 2.93 I. 67 
sPa 2.18 1.30 SPD 2.15 1.18 SPD 2.28 1.29 
SP?r 2.36 1.44 SPPr 2.17 1046 SPPr 2.47 1.36 

IPI 2.59 1.54 IPI 2.34 1.38 I PI 2.35 1. 73 
IPF 2.24 1.24 IPF 2.44 1.95 IPF 2.22 1.07 
IPPe 2.56 1.32 IPPe 2.08 1.43 IPPe 2.58 1.33 
IPO .' 2.44 1.43 IPD 2.07 1.21 I PO 2.35 I. 32 

" IPPr 2.03 1.39 I PPr 2.01 1.12 IPPr 1.89 I. 32 , 
~ \ 
" " 

Soc. & Ind.: A := 0.90; F2C1/282 '" 0.79: p> .05 , 
H 
" 'J 
J Fami I y Segment. 
~f 
.J 
'fi Natural Parents Step-parent One Parent '·1 
I.~ (N=96) (N=22) (N=3S) 
~! 
~ -, Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SFI 1.53 0.89, 5FI 1.69 1.28 SFI 1.62 1.12 
SFF 1.97 1.13 5FF 2.50 1.89 SFF 2.12 1.36 
SF?e 2.04 1.27 SFPe 2.03 1.88 SFPe 2.04 1.32 
5Fi) 4.30 ! .45 SFD 4.37 1.44 SFD 4.10 1. 73 
SFPr 4.63 1.68 SFPr 4.10 1.49 SFPr 4.07 1.72 

IFI 2.47 1.56 1Ft 2.02 1.60 IFI 2.30 1.42 
IFf 2.62 1.36 IFF 2.56 1.59 IFF 2.57 1.21 
IFPe 3.06 1.69 IFPe 3.35 1.95 IFPe 3.25 1.82 
IFD J.15 1.6()\ IFD 3.06 1.23 IFD 3.12 1. 73 

t--:. ' IF?r 2.70 1.50 IFPr 2.60 1. 17 IFPr 3.03 1.96 

" Soc. & .Ind.: A '" 0.87: F20/282 = 1.01 ; P > .05 , 
l 

11 

i l ;#IAJ: ... I{J 'I. 

---------- it 4 {WN! 42- S' ?W&£&!&P __ §!&&t!iD!PS_42! 
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TABLE II (cont.) 

~ Segment 

Natura 1 Parents Step-parent One Parent 
(N=~6i {N=22) , 

~N=~2) 

Factor X S.D. Factor X 5.0, Factor X S.D. 

551 2.31 1.64 551 2.20 1.49 5S1 2.66 1.80 
SSF 3.09 1.81 SSF 2.70 1.53 SSF 2.72 1.65 
SSPe 3.11 1.78 SSPe 2.49 1.09 SSPe 2.80 1.60 
sso 2.42 1.51 SSD 2.16 I. 12 SSD 2.05 1.54 
SSPr 2.95 J .74 SSPr 3.23 1.54 SSPr 2.74 . 1.68 

151 2.04 1.44 151 2.17 1.83 151 2.18 1.47 
ISF 1.79 1.28 ISF 1.67 1.47 ISF 1.99 1.22 
ISPe 2.40 1.48 ISPe 2.18 1.45 ISPe 2.62 1.60 
ISO 2.67 1.78 ISO 2.70 1.40 ISO 2.35 1.49 
ISPr 2.44 1.68 ISPr 2.06 1.07 ISPr 2.50 1.40 

Soc. & Ind.: f.. = 0.84; F20/282 = 1.30; P > .05 

~ ; 
City Segment 

it 
" '1 

~i 

Natura 1 Pa rents .Step-parent One Parent 
{N=~6l _ (N=22~ (N=~5) 

,~! 

il 
;"I 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 
)- ~ 

~! SCI 2.42 1.87 SCI 1.75 1.36 SCI 2.16 1.13 
~i 
:; SCF 2.21 1.53 SCF 2.22 1.60 SCF 2.69 1.99 
ji SCPe 3.22 2.04 SCPe Z.49 1.74 SCPe 2.87 1.95 

SCO 2.13 1.55 SCD 1.88 1.77 SCD 1.81 1.16 
SCPr 3.49 2.1.6 SCPr 3.33 2.11 SCPr 2.89 1.77 

s~ ,> 

:1 
"1 
:1 
.! 

:'1 

ICI 2.54 1.54 ICI 1.79 1.24 ICI 2.67 1.27 
ICF 1.71 1.50 ICF 1.66 1.68 ICF 2.36 1.40 
ICPe 1.78 1.45 lePe 1.73 I. 18 ICPe . 1.90 1.29 
ICD 1.86 1.47 ICD 1.64 ·1.36 ICO 1.85 1.98 
ICPr 2.10 1.50 ICPr 2.02 1.22 ICPr 2.16 1.62 

~ 1 
'\ 

(\ 

Soc. &. Ind.: . f.. :. 0.86; F20/282 = 1.07; P > .05 

, 
1 
! 

~ 

~ 
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TABLE 12 

Means, Standard DevIatIons, and F·ratios of Males and Females 
for MultIvarIate Analyses of VarIance 

~ Sec,ment 

, ! Males (N"'12!!l Ferna 1 as (N;~6l 

Factor X S.~. Factor X S.D. 

SPI 3.03 1.46 SPI 3.02 1.75 
SPF 2.70 1.45 SPF 3.10 1.83 
SPPe 2.88 1.49 SPPe 3.33 1.92 
SPO 2.23 1.33 SPO 2.11 l.16 
SPPr 2.25 1.42 SPPr 2.76 1.44 
IPI 2.49 1.52 IPI 2.55 1. 70 
IPF 2.04 1.27 IPF 2.62 1.46 
IPPe 2.39 1.27 IPPe 2.60 1.56 
!PO 2.35 1.38 IPO 2.42 1.40 
IPPr 1.96 l. 31 IPPr 2.08 1.44 

Soc •• ~ Ind.: A '" 0.91; FlO/ISO'" 1.50; P > .05 

Fam; IX Seqnlent 

Males (N;12!i} Females (N==36} 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SFI 1.48 0.97 SFI 1.85 1.09 
SFF 2.02 I. 32 SFP 1.99 I. 38 
SFPe 2.00 1.39 SFPe 2.03 1.24 
SFO 4.28 1.48 SPD ·4.1'8 1.70 
SFPr 4.43 1.67 SFPr 4.41 1.81 
IFI 2.23 1.42 IFI 2.84 1.87 
IFF 2.41 1.32 IFF 2.95 1.42 
IFPe 2.80 1.58 IFPe 4.19 1.92 
'Fi) 3.11 1.51 IFO 3.17 1.96 
IFPr 2.74 1.57 IFPr 2.80 1. 75 

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.84; F10/l50 == 2.84, p < .01 

Soc.: A = 0.96; r5/1SS'" 1.11; p > .05 

Ind. : A = 0.89; FS/IS5 '" 4.28; p < .01 

i ....... 
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TABLE 12 (cont.) 

~Se9ment 

Hales {~1221 Females (H=~6~ 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

551 2.41 1.70 SSI 1.97 1.41 
SSF 2.9/ 1.73 SSF 2.90 1.73 
SSPe 2.91 1.69 S5Pe 2.84 1.67 
SSG 2.28 1.53 SSD 2.28 1.20 
SSPr 3.04 1.67 SSPr 2.n 1.79 
151 1.97 1. 38 151 2.51 1.81 
ISF 1.64 1.17 ISF 2.22 1'.54 
ISPe 2.26 1.51 ISPe 2.]1 1.47 
ISO 2.68 1.69 ISO 2.36 1.52 
JSPr 2.52 1.57 ISPr 2.10 I. 38 

:;. 
Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.87; FlO/ISO'" 2.16; p < .05 

Soc.J A = 0.97; FS/ISS = 0.77; p > .05 

Ind. : II = 0.93; FS/l55 '" 2.32; P < .05 

City Segment 
~ 

~ 
Hales (H=125) 'Females {N=J61 

Factor X S.D. Fa!;tor X S.D. t! 
SCI 2.32 1.74 SCI 2.09 1.79 
SCF 2.18 /.61 SCF 2.54 1.78 

!: 
SCPe 3.14- 1.95 SCPe 2.53 1.92 
SCD 2.07 1.50 SCD 1.87 1.64 

il 
SCPr 3.53 2.12 SCPr 3.01 2.05 
ICI 2.41 1.44 ICI 2.SI 1.59 
ICF 1.72 1.59 ICF 1.96 1.29 

II 
ICPe 1.62 1.29 JCPe 2.21 1.54 
ICD 2.00 1.62 ICD 1.20 1.24 
ICPr 2.08 1.50 !'CPr 2.09 1.36 

Soc. & Ind.: A => 0.8S; F10/150 '" 2.64; p .( .01 

Soc. : It = 0.96, FS/155 <= 1.36; p > .05 

Ind. : II = 0.91; FS/l55 = 3.17; p < .05 

l. ."'" 
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TABLE 13 
2 

Means, 5.0.'5, R 's and F Values for Delinquency Status 
and Sex on All Individual Family Factors 

Oellnq/Male 

Non-de I i nq/Ma I e 

DeJinq/FemaJe 

Non-del i nq/Fema Ie 

2 
RFtf 

R2 
lUi 

F2/483 

p 

= 
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TASLE 14 
2 . 

/1eans, S.D. 's, R '5 and F Values for Dellnq~lency Status 
and Sel( on All Individual School Factors 

Factor 151 ISF ISPe ISO ISPr 

X-
Dei inq/Ma Ie 

1.97 1.64 2.26 2.68 2.52 

S.D. 1.38 1.17 1.51 1.69 1.57 

X-
Non~deljnq/Male 

3.32 1.80 1.70 2.14 2.65 

S.D. 1.54 1.33 1.39 1.38 J .46 

X- 2.51 2.22 2.71 2.36 2.10 De Ii nq/Fema I e 
S.D. 1.81 1.54 1.47 1.52 1.38 

X-
Non-delinq/FemaJe 

4.07 1.57 1.27 2.28 3.00 

S.D. 1.55 1. 36 1.11 1.49 1.42 

2 
.035 .047 .011 .018 .057 RFM 

R2 
RM .002 .009 .003 .005 .012 

F2/ 453 8.00 9.50 2.00 3.00 11.00 

P p<.OOI p<.OOI p>.05 p>.05 p<.OOI 
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TABLE 15 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values for Delinquency Status 

and Sex on A II Individual City Factors 

Factor lei ICF ICPe ICD ICPr 

X 2.41 1.72 1.62 2:00 2.08 
Dellnq/Male 

S.D. 1.44 1.59 1.29 1.62 1.50 

X 2.96 2.41 2.02 1.44 3.09 
Non-de I i nq/Ma I e 

S.D. 1.61 1.52 1.22 1.15 1.28 

X- 2.51 1.96 2.21 1.20 2.09 
Del I nq/Fema Ie 

S.D. 1.59 1.29 1.54 1.24 1.36 

X 3.32 2.44 1.65 I. 39 2.54 
Non-delinq/Female 

S.D. 1.70 1.58 1.05 1.37 1.40 

2 
RFM .002 .015 .029 .027 .038 

R2 .000 
" RM .004 .000 .001 .014 

F2/453 0.55 2.50 7.30 6.40 6.00 

p p>.05 p>.05 p<.OOl p<.OI p<.OI 
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TABLE 16 

Means, 2 S.O.'s, R IS and F Values for Male and Female 
Delinquents on' Individual Fami Iy Factors 

Factor IFI IFF IFPe IFO IFPr 

X· 2.23 2.41 2.80 3.11 2.74 
Hale 

S.D. 1.42 1.32 1.58 1.51 1.57 

X 2.84 2.97 4.19 3.17 2.80 
Female 

S.D. 1.87 1.42 1.92 1.96 1.75 

2 
RFM .023 .029 .110 .0003 .0003 

2 • 
RIUi .000 .000 ,O~~ .000 ,000 

Fl/159 3.83 4.83 20.00 0.50 0.50 

p p>.OS p<.05 p<.OOI p>.05 p>.05 
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i 
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Means, 

Factor 

Hale 

Female 

p 

TABl,E 17 

2 5.0.'5, R 's and F Values 
Delinquents on Individual 

151 

X- 1.97 

S.D. 1.38 

X- 2.51 

S.D. 1.81 

.022 

.000 

3.66 

p>.05 

160 

for Male and Female 
School Factors 

ISF ISPr 

1.64 2.52 

1.17 1.57 I 
2.22 2.10 

1.54 1.38 

.036 .013 

,000 .000 

6.00 2.11 

p<.05 p>.05 
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TABLE 18 

Means, S,D,'s, R2·s and F Va.1ues for Kale and Female 
i Delinquents on Individual Ci ty Factors 

Factor tCPe ICD ICPr 

X 1.62 2.00 2.08 
l1ale 

S.D. 1.29 1.6? 1.50 

X 2.21 1.20 2.09 
Female 

S.D. 1.54 1.24 1.36 

2 
RFI1 .032 .045 .000 

~~. .000 .000 .000 

I 
Fl/l59 

",i 
5.23 1.50 0.00 

~ P p<.05 p<.OJ p>.05 
1 • 
~ 
,/ 

~ 
I 

":i 
I 

"t 

\ 

H 
·i 

J 



TABLE 19 
2 Means. 5.0.'5, R 's and F V~lues 

for Sex and Age Groups of Delinquents 

Factor IFF IfPe ISf ICPe ICD 

X 
Male/Young 

2.34 2.76 1.45 1.77 1.98 

S.D. 1.46 1.55 1.17 1.39 1.75 

X 
Female/Young 

2.82 4.03 1.77 2.23 0.95 

5.11. 1.19 1.89 1.14 r .39 0.98 

X 
Male/Old 

2.50 2.83 1.85 1.37 2.0) 

S.D. 1.14 1.59 I. 13 1.13 1.44 

i 3.13 4.34 2.67 2.19 1.46 
Female/Old 

S.D. 1.56 1.88 1.71 1.64 1.38 

2 
RFM .035 ,! !2 .08l .042 .051 

R2 
RM .006 .002 .041 .007 .002 

F2/157 2.41 9.16 3 .~~ 2.91 4.08 

P p>.05 p<.OOI p<.05 p>.05 P<.05 
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TABLE lO 

2 Means, S.D. '5, R '5 and F Values 
for Sex and Socio-economic Gr-oups of Delinquents 

IFF IFPe ISF ICPe ICo 

X- l.18 2.45 1.49 1.58 2.15 

S.D. 1.17 J .45 1.00 1.26 t .89 

X- l.12 2.97 1.51 !.72 0.85 

S.D. 1.02 1.88 0.67 1.34 1.00 

X- 2.65 3.04 1.73 1.73 2.04 

S.D. 1.38 J .67 1.24 I. 34 J. 32 

X- 3.22 4.84 2.18 2.48 1.28 

S.D. 1.48 1.80 1.35 I. 74 1.03 

X 2.57 2.95 1.62 1.43 1.89 

S.D. 1.47 i.53 1.29 0.85 1.62 

X 3.29 4.16 2.95 2.05 1.60 

S.D. 1.20 1.84 2.12 1.14 1.74 

.072 .163 .077 .048 .054 

.047 .060 .024 .014 .001 

1.19 5.07 2.83 1.64 2.81 

p>.05 p<.01 P<.05 p>.05 p<.05 
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TABLE 22 
, 2. 

Means, 5.D.'s, R 's and F Values 
for Sex and Stability Groups of Delinquents 

Factor IFF IFPe ISF ICPe ICD 

X 2.39 2.79 1.59 1.56 2.07 
Kale/Stab. 

S.D. 1.34 1.61 i.19 1.21 1.59 
~j 

X 2.61 3.65 2.01 1.92 1. 33 
Female/Stab. 

S.D. 1.23 1.68 I. 35 1.12 1. 35 

X 2.71 3.07 I. 71 1.69 2.31 
Hale/Unstab. 

S.D. 1.52 1.53 I. 12 1.31 1.46 

X 3.12 5.25 2:76 2.15 0.97 
Female/Unstab. 

0.43 " S.D. 1.66 1.98 1.44 0.72 " 

~ 

V 
~ ~K .012 .080 .057 .015 .076 , 

! ~ .009 .011 .004 ~OOI .025 ~ , 
; 
j F2/130 0.19 4.79 3.63 0.95 3.59 

1 p p>.05 p<.OI p<.05 p>.05 p<.05 <~ 
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TABLE 23 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Value~ 

for Sex and Family Composition Groups of Dellnq~ents 

Factor IFF IFPe ISF ICPe ICD 

X- 2.49 2.75 1.66 1.61 2.01 
, Hale/Nat. Parents 

S.D. I. 31 1.!)3 1. 19 1.30 1.41 

X- 3.00 4.23 2.25 2.27 0.96 
Female/Nat. Parents 

S.D. 1.36 1.72 1.49 1.61 0.98 

X- 2.33 2.69 1.56 1.27 2.59 
Hale/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 
'1 Fe~le/Step-Parents .{ S.D. 1.47 1.46 2.06 1.53 1.69 i , 
i X- 2.34 2.93 1.81 1.92 2.10 
! Male/One Parent , 

S.D. 1.13 1.60 I. 16 1.16 2.09 It 
\ i 3.23 4.19 2.52 1.87 1.11 

Female/One Parent 
S.D. 1.13 1.97 1.18 1.53 1.16 

2 
RFM .045 .158 .067 .074 .086 

I R2 .000 '.009 .007 .005 .021 
i RJ1 

I' 

! F3/ IS! 2.50 8.33 3.27 3.83 3.66 

p p>.05 p<.OOl p<.05 p<.OS p<.OS 
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TABLE 24 

·2 Means, S.D. 's, R 's and F Values 
for Sex and Ethnic Groups of Delinquents 

Factor IFF IFPe ISF 

X 2.44 2.89 1.66 
Hale/Anglo 

S.D. 1.34 1.65 1.19 

X 3.07 4.48 2.41 
Fema I e/Ang I 0 

S.D. 1.49 1.94 1.65 

X 2.28 2.33 1.53 
Male/S-A 

S.D. \.23 1.01 1.02 

X 2.64 3.16 1.57 
Female/S-A 

S.D. Q.92 1.26 0.62 

2 
RFM .035 .143 .uS4 

R2 
RM .003 .020 .007 

F2/157 2.66 10.16 4.00 

p p>.05 p<.OOl P<.05 

, ! 
',J. 

ICPe 

1.61 

1.26 

2.23 

1.63 

1.70 

1.38 

2.15 

1.05 

.033 

.000 

2.75 

p<.05 
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ICD 

2.01 

1.51 

1.33 

1.24 

1.99 

2.06 

0.76 

1.05 

.050 

.003 

3.83 

p<.05 

, .~:,I>~ 
,it)t\ 

" ... 
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TABLE 25 

2 Means, S.D. IS, R IS and F Values 
for Sex and Multiple*First Offense Groups 

Factor IFF IFPe ISF ICPe ICD 

X 2.21 3.01 1.65 1.58 2.39 
Male/Mult. 

S.D. 1.83 1.58 1.24 1.15 1.73 

X 2.67 5.22 3.13 2.95 I. 60 
Female/Mult. 

S.D. 1.72 1.70 1.87 1.85 1.49 

X I, .62 2.62 1.63 1.65 1.69 
Male/First 

S.D. 1.43 1.55 1.11 1.38 1.44 

X 2.01 3.67 1.76 1.84 i .00 
Female/First 

S.D. 1.61 1.77 1.05 1.16 1.01 

2 
RFM .021 • ISS .078 .021 .304 

R2 
RM .001 .020 .008 .OO~ .053 

F2/ IS7 1.58 12.73 5.75 1.58 28.10 

P p>.05 p<.1101 p<.OI p>.05 p<.OOl 

J, 
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TABLE 26 

Means, Standard Deviations, and F-ratlos of Young 
and Old Delinquents for Multivariate Analyses of Variance 

'~ 
:'1 

~~~ 1 

Old {N==ZZ2 Young (N=84} 

I 
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

i SPI 3.39 1.48 SPI 2.69 1.49 

n sPF 3.11 1.60 sPF 2.50 1.43 
sPPe 3.03 1.42 sPPe 2.93 1.75 
sPD 2.13 1.24 sPD 2.27 1.34 
sPPr 2.28 1.1+1 sPPr 2.44 1.46 
I PI 2.33 1.49 I PI 2.62 1.61 
IPF 2.24 1.39 I PF 2.1\ 1.28 
I PPe 2.45 1.37 iPPe 2.43 1.32 
I PO 2.37 1.35 I PO 2.36 1.42 
I PPr 1.97 1.17 IPPr 2.00 1.47 

Soc~' &- Ind.: A = 0.86; FlO/ISO = 2.34; p < .05 

Soc. : A =0.91; FS/155 = 2.89; p < .05 

Ind.: A = 0.98; F5/155 = 0.60; p > .05 

Fami Iy Segment 

Old (N:.:ZZl Young {N=84} 

Factor X· S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SF! 1.49 0.85 sFI 1.63 1.13 
SFF 2.19 1.25 SFF 1.85 1.39 
sFPe 2.07 1.29 sPFe 1.96 1.42 
sFD 4.31 1.54 sFD 4.20 1.52 
SI=Pr 4.46 1.57 sFPr 4.40 1.82 
!F! 2.53 1.68 IFI 2.19 1.41 
IFF 2.64 1.27 IFF 2.45 1.44 
IFPe 3.18 1.79 IFPe 3.04 1.73 
IFD 3.21 1. 49 IFD 3.04 1.73 
IFPr 2.66 1.36 IFPr 2.84 1.80 

Soc. & Ind.: A "" (J.93; FlO/ISO = 1.19; p > .05 

,i 
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TABLE 26 {cont.} 

Scho'.ll Segmen,J:. 

t 
Old {f4=,zzl Youno, {N=84} 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. ~ , 

551 2.24 1.60 551 2.38 1.69 
SSF 3.10 1. 74 SSF 2.73 1.70 
SSPe 2.84 1.55 SSPe 2.93 1.80 ,". SSD 2.43 1.49 SSD 2.14 1.43 ~l 

'; SSPr 2.99 1.50 SSPt 2.98 1.86 
I' lSI 2.01 1.55 151 2.17 1.46 

ISF 2.01 J .33 ISF 1.54 \..20 

~l ISPe 2.20 J .37 ISPe 2.51 1.61 
; ISO 2.63 1.62 ISO 2.59 1.69 
:~ ISPr 2.46 1. 33 ISPr 2.40 I. 71 
'.J 
'{ Soc. & Ind.: r. = 0.88; FlO/ISO = 2.05; P < .05 i 

': 
I 

1 
Soc. : r. = 0.96; FS/155 = 1.18; p > .05 

1 
.\ 

Ind.: r. :: 0.92; FS/155 = 2.56; p < .05 

l f..l..!:i. Segment 

Old (N=zzl Young {N=842 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SCI 2.44 1.77 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 
SCD 1.90 1.41 scb 2.15 1.63 
SCPr 3.79 '2.10 SCPr 3.06 2.06 

~ ICI 2.43 1.54 ICI 2.43 1.41 
ICF 1.52 1.38 ICF 2.00 1.62 
ICPe 1.61 1. 30 ICPe 1.89 1.41 
ICo 1.89 1.47 ICo 1.77 1.68 
ICPr 2.10 1.45 ICPr 2.07 1.49 

Soc. & Ind.: r. = 0.90; FlO/ISO = 1.71 ; P ;... .05 

i 

* 1 " 
1 
::1 
~ 

'u 
l 
~ 

,J ... 
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TABLE 27 

Means, 5.0.'s, R2,s and F Values for Delinquency Status 
and Age on All Social Peer Factors 

Factor SPI SPF SPPe SPD 

X- 2.69 2.50 2.93 2.27 
De I i nq/Young 

S.D. 1.49 1.43 I. 75 1.34 

X- 1.80 2.58 2.43 2.40 
Non-deling/Young 

S.D. 1.32 1.39 1.46 1.26 

X- 3.39 3.11 3.03 2.13 
Del inq/Old 

S.D. 1.48 1.60 1.42 1.24 

X- 2.62 2.64 3.30 2.71 
Non-de I i 0'1/0 1 d 

S.D. I. 61 1.49 1.60 1.20 

2 
RFM .101 .024 .032 .024 

R2 
RM .084 .011 .032 .001 

F:l/453 4.25 3.25 0.00 5.50 

p P<.05 p<.05 p>.05 p<.OI 
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SPPr 

2.44 

1.46 

2.50 

1.50 

2.28 

1.41 

2.84 

1.45 

.017 

.• 001 

4.00 

P<.05 
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TABLE 28 

Heans, 2 S.D. IS, R IS and F Values for Delinquency Status 
and Age on A II Individual Schaal Factors 

Factor 151 ISF ISPe ISO ISPr 

X 2.17 1.54 2.51 2.59 2.40 
De Ii nq/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 

S.D. 1.56 1. 33 1.07 1.39 1. 36 

X 2.01 2.01 2.20 2.63 2.46 
Delinq/Old 

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/Old 

S.D. 1.67 1. 37 1.56 1.56 1.64 

2 
RFM .020 .043 .008 .009 .066 

R2 
RI1 

.001 .043 .001 .001 .003 

F2/453 4.50 0.00 1.75 2.00 15.50 

p p<.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.OS p<·901 



I' 
173 

TABLE 29 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R '5 and f Values 

it' 
for Young and Old Oeli~quents on Social Peer Fac tors 

\. 
'"t 

1\\ Factor SPI SPF SPD SPPr 
! 

t X- 2.69 2.50 2.27 2.44 
Young 

S.D. 1.49 1.43 1.34 1.46 

X- 3.39 3.11 2.13 2.28 
Old 

S.D. 1.48 1.60 1.24 1.41 

2· 
, RFM .057 .042 .002 .002 

i I R~M· .600 ! .000 .000 .000 

i 
, ~ 

1 
:1 

I Fl/159 9.50 7.33 0.33 0,33 , 
,P p<.01 p<.OI p>.OS p>.05 
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TABLE 30 

2 Means, S.D. IS, R IS and F Values 
for Young and Old Delinquents on Individual School Factors 

151 

X 2.17 

's.n. 1.46 

X 2.01 

S.D. 1.55 

.004 

.000 

0.66 

p>.05 
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ISPr 

2.40 

1. 71 

2.46 

1. 33 

.000 

.000 

0.00 

p>.05 
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TABLE 31 
':: Means, S.D.'s, R2,s and F Values ; ~ 

:i for Age and Sex Groups of Del inquents 

I' Factor SPI SPF 

i 2.69 2.44 
Young/Male 

S.D. 1.48 1.37 

i 3.42 3.00 
'I Old/Male 

S.D. 1. 32 1.48 

i 2.62 2.60 
Young/Female 

S.D. 1.35 1.45 

i 3.41 3.60 
Old/Female 

S.D. 1.96 1.98 

2 
RFM .055 .047 

R2 
RM .000 .007 

F2/ IS7 4.58 3.33 

p p<.QS p<.OS 

j 

!.o\ " •• 



Factor 

Young/Low 

Old/Low 

Young/Med. 

Old/Med. 

Young/High 

Old/High 

p 

.. 

TABLE 32 
2 Means, S.D. 's, R 's and F Values 

for Age and Socia-economic Groups of Delinquents 

SPI 

X- 2.60 

S.D. 1.68 

X- 2.77 

S.D. 1.24 

X 2.84-

S.D. 1.24 

X- 3.46 

S.D. 1.47 

X- 2.60 

S.D. 1.37 

X 3.69 

S.D. 1.11 

.072 

.016 

2.83 

p<.05 

" 
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SPF 

2.43 

1.41' 

2.60 

1.54 

2.46 

1.41 

3.42 

1.47 

2.65 

1.37 

3.65 

1.28 

.122 

~029 

4.92 

p<.OI 
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TABLE 33 

2 Means, S.O.'s, It 's and F Values 
for Age and IQ. Groups of Del inquents 

, 

Factor SPI SPf 

X- 1.48 2.13 
Young/Low 

S.D. 0.94 1. )0 

X- 2.97 2.88 
Old/low 

S.D. 1.71 1.59 

X- 2.56 2,.77 
Young/Med. 

S.D. 1.34 1.57 

X- 3.21 3.56 
Old/Med. 

S.D. 1.77 1.55 

X- 3.06 2.97 
Young/High 

S.D. 1.43 1.25 

X- 3.31 3.64' 
Old/High 

S.D. 1.24 1.22 

2 
RFH .078 .068 

R2 
RH .0114 .013 

F3/l49 3.52 ~.90 

p p<.05 P<.05 

~~~~.&S!IMl"~~"m:.w;;:a:::;i","""""""":m""'.-... ;!>~"'" . . 
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Factor 

Young/Stab Ie 

Old/Stable 

Young/Uns tab I e 

Old/Unstable 

p 

TABLE 34 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values 

for Age and StabIlity Groups of.Delinquents 

SPI 

X- 2.59 

S.D. 1.28 

X- 3.44 

S.D. 1.49 

X- 2.80 

S.U. 1.13 

X- 3.07 

S.lI. 1.85 

.065 

.006 

4.09 

p < .05 
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SPF 

2..33 

1.21 

3.19 

1.57 

2.72 

1. 79 

3.00 

1.04 

.062 

.001 

4.16 

p<.05 
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TABL!; 35 

2 Means, S.D. IS, R 15 and F Values 
for Age and Family ComposItion Groups of DelInquents 

',~ 
, 1 
I"; pactor SPI SPF ~ ; 

X 2.59 .2.51 
Young/Nat. Parents 

S.D. 1.34 1.30 

X 3.50 3.27 
Old/Nat. Parents 

S.D. 1.57 1.64 

X 3.06 2.48 
Young/Step-Parents 

S.D. 1.83 1.57 

X 3.38 3.00 
Old!Step-Parents 

S.D. 1.58 1.9Q 

X 2.68 2.34 
Young/One Parent 

S.D. 1.37 1.1.3 

X 3.35 2.92 
Old/One Parent 

S.D. 0.95 1.23 

2 
RFH .059 .067 

R2 
RH .003 .009 

F3/141 2.92 3.06 

p p<.05 p<.05 
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Old/Anglo 

Young/S-A 
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R2 
1 RM 

F2/157 
,l, 

,f P 
I} 

Ii) 
Ii 

Ii 
I{ 
" If 
d 
'i 

.... ". 

TABLE 36 
2 

~eans, S.D.'s, R '5. and F Values 
for Age and Ethnic Groups of Delinquents 

SPI 

X 2.80 

S.D. 1.48 

X 3.43 

5:0. 1.52 

X 2.30 

S.D. __ . 1.31 

X 3.27 

S.D • 1.15 

.088 

.. C20 

5.85 

p<.OI 
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SPF 

2.54 

1.46 

3.13 

1.62 

2.25 

1.10 

3.25 

J .65 

.031 

3.66 

p<.05 
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TABLE 37 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values 

for Age and MultIple-First Offense Groups 

Factor SPI SPF 

X 2.87 2.55 
Young/First 

S.D. 1.50 1.45 

X 3.47 3.21 
Old/Fi rs t 

S.D. 1.54 1.80 

X 2.54 2.42 
Young/Hult. 

S.D. 1.41 1.34 

X 3.37 3.09 
Old/Hult. 

S.D. 1.44 1.44 

~H .088 .060 

~ .006 .003 

F2I157 6.94 4.83 

p p<.OI p<.OI 

" ", 
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TASLi!; 38 

Means, Standard Deviations. and F-ratlos'of Soclo-economlc 
Status Levels of Oeljnque~ts for Multivariate Analyses of Variance 

~Segment 

LO\'( SES {N=222 M~d i urn SES (N=:6l} High SES (1-1= 291 
Factor X S.~. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SPI 2.67 1.51 SPI 3.10 1. 39 SPI 3.27 1.35 
SPF 2.37 1.48 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 
SPO 2.22 1.41 SPO 2.28 1.33 SPO 2.20 1.11 
SPPr 2.23 1.61 SPPr 2.50 1.34 SPPr 2.56 1.35 
IPI 2.54 1.78 IPI 2.53 1.43 . IPI 2.24 1.47 
IPF 1.86 1.30 IPF 2.32 1. 30 IPF 2.41 1.45 
IPPe. 2.:15 1.29 IPPe 2.48 1.28 IPPe 2.45 1.43 
IPO 2.29 1.42 IPO 2.41 1.48 IPO 2.58 1.42 
IPPr 1.68 1.16 IPPr 2.11 1.42 I PPr 2.36 1.42 

SoC'; & Ind.: A = 0.78; F20/ 266 = 1.74; p < .05 

Soc.: A = 0.84; F10/276 = 2.49; p < .05 

Ind. : A = 0.90; FIO/27G = 1.51; P > .05 

f.?mi'.:! Segment 

Low SES (N=222 /iediun SES (N=:..§ll High SES (1-1=292 

Factor X S.D. ractor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SFI 1.45 1.09 SFI 1.56 L03 SFI 1.61 0.74 
SFF 1.76 1. 33 SFF 2.10 1. 38 SFF 2.31 1.37 
SFPe 2.01 1.61 SFPe 1.92 1.19 SFPe 2.28 1.35 
SFO 4.39 1.69 SFO 4.11 1.38 SFO 4.57 1.53 
SFPr 4.17 1.69 SFPr 4.53 1.69 SFPr 4.66 1.89 
IFI 1.89 1.27 IF! 2.61 1.70 IFI 2.69 1.49 
IFF 2.17 1.16 IFF 2.79 1.44 IfF 2.77 1.46 
IFPe 2.54 1.56 I FPc 3.48 1.88 IFPe 3.29 1.74 
IFO 3.18 1.62 IFD 3.16 1.68 IFD 3.09 1.65 
iFPr 2.89 1.84 IFPr 2.77 1.57 IFPr 2.66 1.57 

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.84; F20/266 = 1.17; p > .05 

~------~=. ~-- ......... ----... --..,. 
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TABLE 38 (cont.) 

~ Segment 

Low SES (N=!2!2} Medium SES {N=61 } High SES {N=2~} 

Factor X' S.D. Factor X S.~. Factor X S.D. 

SSI 1.99 1.29 SSI 2.37 1.74 551 2.36 1.49 ., 
SSF 2.53 1.67 SSF 3.13 1.76 SSF 3.15 1.59 
SSPe 2.73 1.57 SSPe 2.90 1.80 SSPe 3.02 1.68 
SSO 2.06 1.36 SSO 2.59 1.56 550 2.27 1.55 
5SPr 2.80 1.69 SSPr 3.12 1.74 SSPr 3.19 I. 74 
151 1.94 1.44 lSI 2.26 1.51 151 1.91 1.46 
ISF 1.50 0.96 ISF 1.84 1. 30 ISF 1.99 1.70 
ISPe 2.14 1.52 ISPe 2.49 1.41 ISPa 2.06 1. 31 
ISO 2.59 1.66 ISO 2.66 1.76 ISO 2.79 i.57 
15Pr 2.23 1.38 ISPr 2.61 1 • .76 ISPr 2.69 1.52 

Soc. &. Ind.: A = 0.87; F20/266 = 0.95; p > .05 

City Segment 

Low SES (N=!2S) Medium SES {N=61} lli.s.h SES .{N=2~} 

Factor X S.~. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SCI 1.94 1.51 SCI 2.50 1.81 SCI 2.39 1;84 
5CF 1.97 1.57 SCF 2.55 1.71 SCF 2.34 1.58 
SCPe 2.73 1.84 sePe 3.00 2.12 sePe 2.41 1.99 
seD 1.89 1.49 seD 2.09 1.28 seD 2.51 1.95 
sepr 2.36 2.12 sepr 3.33 2.09 sePr 3.76 2.03 
1el 2.21 1.40 ICI 2,'62 1 •. 52 ICI 2.57 1.45 
ICF. l.6S 1.58 ICF 1.80 \.37 ICF un 1.69 
ICPe 1.60 1.29 lePe 1.92 1.50 ICPe 1.60' 1.00 
ICD i .94 1.86 leo i.85 1.31 ICD 1.81 1.,69 
lePr 2.02 1.45 ICPr 2.19 1.50 ICPr 2.14 1.47 

Soc • . &. Ind.: A = 0.89; F20/266 =: 0.78; p > .O~ 
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TABLE 39 
2 Means, 5.0.'5, R 's and F Values for Delinquency Status 

and Socio-economlc Level on All Social Peer Factors 

Factor 

Non-dellnq/Low 

Del jng/Med. 

Non-del jnq/Med. 

Del jnq/High 

Non-de linq/Hi gh 

2 
RFM 

R2 . 
RM 

F3/428 

p 

SPI 

i 2.67 

S.D. 1051 

i 1.93 

5:0. 1.46 

i 3.10 

.5.0. 1.39 

X 2,20 

S.D. 1.54 

i 3.'2:7 

S.D. 1.37 

i 1.71 

S.D. 1.07 

.099 

.005 

15.50 

p<. 00 I. 

SPF SPPe SPD 

·2.37 2.40 2.22 

1.48 1.49 1.41 

2.68 2.88. 2.41 

1.55 1.55 I. 14 

2.87 3.53 2.28 

1.53 1.69 1.33 

2.64 2.63 2.55 

.1.39 1.55 1.35 

3.27 2.89 2.20 

1.43 1'.19 I. II 

2.42 2.42 2.58 

I. 19 1.62 1.12 

.023 .054 .013 

.001 .007 .001 

3.08 7.08 1.74 

p<.05 p<.OOI p>.o5 
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SPPr 

2.23 

1.61 

2.81 

1.47 

2.50 

1.34 

2.66 

1.53 

2.56 

1.35 

2.02 

1.23 

.026 

.011 

2.50 

p>.05 
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TABLE 40 
2 Means, S.D. 's. R 's and F Values for Low. Medium 

and High Socia-economic Status Delinquents on Social Peer Factors 

Factor SPI SPF SPPe 

X 2 .• 67 2.37 2.40 
Low 

S.D. .1.51 1.48 1.49 

X 3 • .10 2.87 3.53 
Medium 

S.D. 2.87 1.53 2.28 

X 3.27 3.27 2.89 
High , 

S.D. 1.37 1.43 1.19 

~K .016 .029 .082 .-
R2 

RI'\ 
.000 .000 .000 

F2/142 1.16 2.13 6.40 

p p>.OS p>.05 p<.Ol 

I 
'J 
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TABLE 41 

Means, S.D. 's, R2
t s and F Values 

for Soclo-economic Status and Sex Groups of De 11 nquents 

, 
Factor SPPe Factor SPPe 

X 2.37 X 2.55 
Low/Male Low/Female 

S.D. 1.48 S.D. 1.47 

X 3.45 X 3.77 
Hed./Male Med./Female 

S.D. 1.50 S.D. 2.10 

II 
X 

; 
X 2.93 2.77 

High/Male High/Female 
S.D. 1.12 S.D. 1.30 

2 .084; R2 _ .014; F4/132 = 2.53; p<.05 RFM = RH-

.-
j 

, . TABLE 42 
.~ 

, 

. /<leans, 5.0. 15, R2·s and F Values 
for Socio-economic Status and Age Groups of De Ii nquents 

Factor SPPe Factor SPPe 

X 2.26 X i.58 
Low/Young Low/Old 

S.D. 1.60 S.D. 1.29 

X 3.51 X 3.55 
Med'/Young /1ed./Old 

S.D. 1.94 S.D. 1.23 

X- 2.98 X 2.83 
: High/Young High/Old 

S.D. 1.16 S.D. 1.18 

2 ./J78; R2 _ .000; F41l32 :: 2.82; p<.05 , RFM = RH-
-" 

! 

, , 

, , 
" , 1 
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TABLE 43 

Means, S.O.'s, R21 s and F Values 
for Soclo-economlc Status and I.Q. Groups of De Il nquents 

Fa'tor SPPe Factor SPPe Factor 

X- 2.23 X- 2.34 X-
Low/Low Low/Med. Low/High 

S.D. 1.19 S.D. 1.52 S.D. 

X- 2.91 X 3.62 X-
JoIed./LDW Med./Med. Med./High 

S.D. 1.72 S.D. 1.68 S.D. 

X 2.84 X 2.77 X 
High/low High/Med. High/High 

S.D. 1.52 S.D. 1.53 S.D. 

2 
RFM ;: .136; 2 

RRM '" .005; F6/131 ;: 3.25; p<.OI 

TABLE 44 

2 Means, S.O.'s, R 's and F Values 
for Socio-economic Status and Stability Groups of Delinquents 

Factor SPPe Factor 

X 2.30 i( 
low/Stab. low/Uns tab. 

S.D. 1.32 S.D. 

X 3.28 X 
Med./Stab. Ked./Unstab. 

S.D. 1.56 S.D. 

X 3.01 X-
Hi·gll/Stab. Hi gh/Uns tab. 

S.D. 1.45 S.D. 

'2. 
RFK == ,.084; Z 

RR/1 ;= .003; F4/ 120 '" 2.46;, p<.05 
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.' 

SPPe 

2.61,' 

1.61 

3.82 

1.52 

2.89 

1.54 

SPPe 

1.67 

0.75 

4.07 

1.43 

3.00 

1.91 
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t TABLE 45 i 

I 
Heans, 5,0. 's. R21 s and F Values for Soclo-economllc Status , 

,; and Family CompositIon Groups of Delinquents 

i:i Factor SPPe Factor SPPe Factor $PPe 

X 2.39 X 2.bS X 2.67 
Low/Both Low/Step. Low/One 
Parents S.D. 1.39 Parent S.D. 1.45 Parent S.D. 1,65 

X 3.51 X- 3.14 X 3.35 

\ 
Med./Both Med./Step .. Med./One 

Parents S.D. 1.45 Parent S.D. 1.90 Parent S.D. 1.88 
i 

X- 2.80 X 2.95 X 2.90 
High/Both Hi gh/Step- High/one 
Parents S.D. 1.50 Parf.nt S.D. 1.50 Parent S.D. 1.55 

2 .094; R2 .001 ; F6/129 = 2.21; p<.05 RFM = = RM 

y' 

i tABLE 46 

\ 
Means, S.D.'s, R2 ,s and F Values 

for Socia-economic Status Levels and Multiple-First Offense Groups 

i ~ 

Factor SPPe Factor SPPe 

X' 2.68 X- 2.21 
Low/First Low/Mult. 

S.D. 1.39 S.D. 1.51 

X- 3.43 X- 3.59 
Med .IFi rs t Hed./Hult. 

S.D. 1.67 S.D. 1.67 
I 

X- 3.05 X- 2.76 
i High/First High/Mult. 

S.D. 1.09 S.D. 1.22 

1 2 2 . , 
RFH = .136; RRM = .001 ; F 3/139 = 7. 25 ; p<.DOl 

" , 
l 
i 
j 
i 

i 

, . L 
'fk~54M!4!.JJif!> .. " ." ~ . .. ' . ~ '.' 
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TABLE 47 

Means, Standard DeviatIons, and F-ratios of Low, Medium and 
High I.Q. Delinquents for Multivariate Analyses of Variance 

Peer Segment 

189 

lCM !rI=2~) Med i um {N=8Z) H i 9~dti:.W. 
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SPI 2.44 1.40 SPI 3.14 1.62 SPI 3.33 I. 30 
SI'f" 2.10 1.53 SPF 2.86 1.59 SPF 3.19 1.36 
5PPe 2.67 1.46 SPPe 3.08 1.68 SPPe 2.98 ! ,?7 
SPO 2.06 1.29 SPO 2.24 1.43 spa 2.20 1.08 
SPPr 2.45 1.43 SPPr 2.33 1.57 SPPr 2.35 J. 19 
IPI 2.23 1.77 IPI 2.71 1.60 IPI 2.18 1.22 
IFF 1.90 1.22 I PF 2.87 1.46 IPF 2.38 1.14 
IPPe 2.30 1.36 IPPe 2.55 1.38 IPPe 2.43 l. 30 
IPO 1.87 1.06 (PO 2.37 1.47 IPO 2.71 1.38 
IPPr 1.55 1.07 IPPr 2.02 1.36 IPPr 2.17 1. 38 

Soc,.. &. Ind.: A = 0.82; F20/286 => 1.68; p < .05 

Soc. : A = 0.92; F10/296 =: 1.22;p>.05 

Ind.: A = 0.90: FIO/296 = 1.52: p > .05 

Fam! Iv Seqm~ 

low (N=22} Med i lIll {N=8?1 Hiqh (N=39) 

Factor X S.D. Factor X 5 .. 0. Factor X S.D. 

SF. 1.44 0.84 SFI 1.61 1.09 SFI 1..,4 0.97 
SFF 1.47 1.12 SFF 1.95 1.3i' SFr 2.52 1.26 
5FPe 1.57 1.00 5FPe 2.28 1.50 SFPe 1.73 1. 18 
5FD 3.76 <--1.40 SFD 4.38 1.59 SFD 4.35 1.50 
5FPr 4.03 i .56 SFPr 4.46 1.78 5FPr 4.68 1.67 
IFI 2.01 1.82 IFI 2.58 1.59 IFI 2.33 1. 35 
IFF 2.21;- 1.47 IFF l.56 1.42 IFF 2.77 1.13 
IFPe 2.80 1.87 IFPe 3.05 1.75 IFPe 3.44 1.64 
IFD 2.52 1.28 lFD 3.19 1.63 IFD 3.37 1.68 
IFPr -Z.05 1.36 IFPr 2.80 1.59 IF:'r 3.05 1,60 

Soc. &. Ind.': A = 0.77; F20/286 =: 1.96; p < ,01 

Soc. : ,f. = 0.84; F10/296 = 2.62; p < .01 

Ind.: A = 0.89; FIO/296 = 1.91; P < .135 
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TABLE 47 (cont.) 

~ Segm~nt 

LC1.'I (N=2~l Medium !N=8Z} High (N=~21 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

551 2.03 1.51 551 2.38 1.67 sst 2.38 1.68 
SSF '2.41 1.90 SSF 2.96 1. 76 SSF 3.28 '1.43 ' 
SSPe 2.39 1.66 SSPe 2.97 1.60 SSPe 3.08 I.B6 
550 1.86, 1.02 550 2.22 1.52 SSD 2.67 1.60 
SSPr 2.07 1.24 SSPr 3.23 l. 71 SSPr 3.10 1.75 
151 2.05 1.70 151 2.27 1.49 151 I. 70 1.32 
ISF 1.24 0.96 iSF 1.86 l. 37 ISF 1.93 1.21 
ISPe 2.44 1.74 ISPe 2.43 1.53 tSPe 2.17 1.31 
ISO 1.95 1.24 ISO' .2.61 1.8\ ISO 2.98 1.53 
SSPr 1.57 1.09 SSPr 2.41 1.48 SSPr 3.03 1.71 

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.73; F20/286 ~ 2.48; p < .0\ 

Soc. : A", 0.89; FIO/296::: 1.70: p < .05 

Ind.: A .. 0.81; FIO/296::: 3.33: p < .001 

City Segman t 

Low '(N=2~} Had i urn (N=8Z} High {N=22l 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SCI 1.67 1.23 SC.I 2.42 1.85 SCI 2.46 1.84 
SCt: 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 I.ltl 0.96 SCD 2.16 1.64 SCD 2.31 1.5'8 
SCPr 2.54 1.74 SCPr 3.70 2.12 SCPr 3.38 2.15 
iCI 2.14 1.59 ICI 2.49, 1.33 lei 2.47 1.63 
ICF 1.41 1.46 ICF 1.94 \.64 ICF 1.76 1.33 
tCPe 1.64 1.62 iCPe 1.92 1.28 ICPe 1..53 1.42 
ICD 1.22 ,1.17 ICD 1.94 1.60 ICD 2.03 1.74 
ICPr 1.36 1.16 ICPr 2.20 1.50 ICPr 2.32 1.52 

Soc. &' Ind.: A::: 0.85; F20/286::: \;22: p > .05 

J, 
...... '" 

~l. " , 
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TABLE 48 

Means, 
2 . ' 

S.D,'s, R 's and F Values for Delinquency Status 
and IQ Level on All Social Fami Iy Factors 

Factor SFI SFF SFPe SFD SFPr 

X 1.44- 1.47 1.57 3.76 4.03 
Del inq/Low 

S.D. (J.84 1.12 1.00 1.40 1.56 

X- 1.67 1.83 2.03 5.08 4.26 
Non-de 1 i nq/Low 

S.D. 1.31 1. 14 1.29 1.50 1.90 

X- 1.61 1.95 2.28 4.38 4.46 
Delinq/tled. 

S.D. 1.09 1.37 1.50 1.59 1.78 

11 
X- 1.58 1.65 1.64 5.14 4.41 

" 
Hoo-delinq/Med. 

l S.D. 1.19 1.10 1.17 1.42 1.81 
11 
Ii, X- 1.54 2.52 1.73 4.35 4.68 1'1 
~ Delinq/High 
·i S.D. 0.97 1.26 1.18 1.50 1.67 
\ 

X- 1.28 1.68 1.59 5.20 4.22 
Non-de Ii nq/H i gh 

I S.D. 0.91 0.93 1.24 1.44 I. 75 
, ' 

1: a;K .016 .057 .052 ~ 101 .009 
" 

R2 
RK .014 .007 .011 .002 .002 

F3I433 0.27 7.90 6.47 16.50 1.04 

p p>.05 p<~01 p<.OI p<.OOI p>.05 

- ~-- -
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TABLE 49 

2 
Means, S.D.I S , R 's and F Values for Delinquency Status 

and 10. Levels on All Individual Faml ty Factors 

Factor IFI IFF IFPe IFO IFPr 

X- 2.0) 2.24 2.80 2.52 2.05 
Oelinq/Low 

S.D. 1.82 1.47 1.87 ).28 1. 36 

X- 1.98 1.98 2.18 2.74 3.87 
Non-del inq/low 

S.D. 1.56 1.58 1.29 1.67 1. 76 

X 2.58 2.56 3.05 3.19 2.80 
De I I nq/Med. 

S.D. 1.59 1.42 1. 75 1.63 1.59 

X 2.02 2.02 2.25 2.94 4.20 
Non-de 1 i nq/Hed. 

~' S.D. 1.53 1.53 1.34 L85 1.74 

X 2.33 2.77 3.44 3.37 3.05 
Dellnq/High 

S.D. - 1.35 1.13 1.64 1.68 1.60 

X 1.94 1.94 2.10 3.15 4.32 
Non-de 1 i nq/H I Sh 

S.D. 1.34 1.35 1.20 1.74 1.69 

2 
RFH .025 .028 .008 .112 .127 

R2 
RH .004 .001 .001 .004 .006 

F3/433 3.18 4.09 1.04 18.00 20.15 

P P<.05 p<.OI p>.05 p<.OOI p<.OOJ 

.~~ 
, ~. ,..;; ~ ._' ... ....;I. .... ~J., ~.,.:a. ~"M:~ .·,''''~.iJ~.l'''''~.J> ..• '. 1,~ ... ,.2~ .;;. _, ,~.~~ .... ;.:",:< .. ,."., ... ./r .• ,~.~'~~,.·,l.-,~....,. ~~ .. .'J!..._-"'.J....: .. 1 
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TABLE 50 

tl-::lans, S.D. 's, 
2 

R 's and F Values for Delinquency Status 
and IQ Levels on Al I Individual Schoor Factors 

Factor 151 ISF ISPe ISO ISPr 

X- 2.'l15 1.24 2.44 1.95 1.57 
Del jnq/Low 

S.D. l. 70 0.96 1.74 1.24 1.09 

X 3.47 1.68 1.54 2.11 2.57 
Non-de I i nq/Low 

S.D. 1.53 I. 37 I. 39 1.51 1.5 I 

X- 2.27 1.86 2.43 2.61 2.41 
De Ii nq/Med • 

S.D. 1.49 1.37 1.53 1.81 1.48 

X- 3.81 1.72 1.55 2.32 2.70 
Non~~e 1 i nq/Med. 

S.D. 1.68 1.39 1.36 1.51 1.44 

X- 1.70 1.93 2.17 2.98 3.03 
Del i nq/Hi go 

S.D. 1.32 1.21 1.31 1.53 1.71 

X 3.78 1.64 1.40 2.20 3.24 
Non-delinq/Higo 

S.D. 1.51 1.33 1.06 1.31 1.34 

2 
RFI1 .034 .029 .005 .050 .088 

R2 
RH .011 .004 .005 ,032 .014 

F3/433 3.18 3.63 0.00 2.~5 11.42 

p p<'05 p<.05 p>.05 p<.05 p<.aOI 

,\~ f 

'. -<." ,J ' •. "' ........ 
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TABLE 51 

Means, S.D.'s, R2·s and F Values for Low, Medium 
and High IQ Delinquents on Social Family Factors 

194 

1

\ 

J 
i 
~ Ij Facto~r __________________ .~~ ____________ ~~~ __________ ~~ 

'1 
SFF SFPe 'SFO 

Ii 
I~ 

:\ Low 

j" 
I 
I 

Medium 

High 

p 

i 1.47 

,S.l>. 1.12 

i 1.95 

S.D. 1.37 

i 2.52 

S.D. 1.26 

.052 

.000 

4.26 

p<.05 

1.57 3.76 

1.00 I.~O 

2.28 4.38 

1.50 1.59 

I. 73 4.35 

1.18 1.50 

.064 .010 

.000 .000 

5.24 0.78 

p<.OI p>.05 
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TABLE 52 

Means, 
2 . 

S.D.'s, R 's and F Values for Low. Medium 
and High 10. Delinquents onlndivid!Jal Fami ly Factors 

Factor IFI IFF IFD IFPr 

X 2.01 2.24 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 2.17 3.37 3.05 
High 

S.D. 1.35 1. 13 1.68 1.60 

2 
RFM .015 .009 .012 .018 

~ .000 .000 .000 .000 

F2/152 1.09 0.10 0.95 1.40 

p p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 

1, 

" 
,..I .' .• '-0"''' 
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TABLE 53 

Means, $.0.'5, R2 ,s and F Values for Low, Medium 
and Hig!l IQ Del inquents on Individual School Factors 

Factor lSI ISF ISD ISPr 

X- i.05 1.24 1.95 1.57 
Low 

S.D. 1.70 0.96 1.24 1.09 

X- 2.27 1.86 2. til 2.41 
Medium 

S.D. 1.49 1.37 1.81 1.48 

X ;.70 1.93 2.98 3.03 
High 

S.D. 1.32 ! .21 1.53 1.71 

2 
RFM .041 ,013 .020 .054 

R2 
RM 

,000 ,000 .000 .000 

FUI52 3.14 1.00 1.56 4.42 

p p<.05 p>.05 p>.05 P<.05 

, I 
liL ~. , 
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TABLE 54 
2 Means, S.D.!s, R 's and F Values 

for IQ Level and Sex Groups of DelInquents 

Factor SFF SFPe ;SI ISPr 

X- LSI i.29 1. 35 1.72 
Low/Male 

S.D. 1.99 ·0.88 0.89 0.98 

X- 2.00 2.31 2.21 2.44 
Med./flale 

S.D. 1.39 1.53 1.40 1.50 

X- 2.31 1.69 1.74 3.04 
High/Male 

S.D. 1.14 I. II 1.42 1.82 

X- 1.42 2.04 3.20 1.33 
Low/Femal~l 

S.D. 0.93 0.95 1.99 1.18 

X- 1.68 2.14 2.59 2.27 
Hed./Female 

S.D. 1.19 1.31 1.82 1.33 

X- 3.10 1.84 1.62 2.70 
High/Female ~ 

S.D. 1.36 1. 33 0.93 1.17 

~K .080 .056 .092 .092 

R2 
RK 

.000 .000 .022 .013 

F4/149 3.27 2.22 2,91 3.22 

P P<.05 p>.05 P<.05 p<.05 

. ! 

., 

. '. 
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TABLE 55 
2 Means, S,D.'s, R 's and F Values 

for IQ Level and Age Group of Delinquents 

I 

151 1 Factor SFF SFPe ISPr 

I ~ o. 

X 1.44 1.40 1.88 1.48 
I' LoW/Young 

S.D. 1.19 0.97 1.29 0.96 

X 1.81 2.19 2.22 2.25 
tied '/Young j:; 

S.D. 1.50 1.55 1.45 1.58 

X 2.17 1.91 2.26 3.52 
High/Young 

S.D. 1.00 1.26 1.43 1.98 

X 1.52 1.82 2.29 I. 70 
low/Old 

S.D. 0.97 0.94 2.08 1.21 

X 2.11 2.38 2.34 2.60 
tled./Old 

S.D. J. 16 1.42 1.52 J .31 

X 2.81 1.57 1.23 2.61 
High/Old 

S.D. 1.36 1.06 0.95 I. 25 

2 
RFH .082 .052 .068 .097 

R2 
RH .021 .003 .004 .000 

F~/149 2.46 1.93 2.58 4.03 

p p<.05 p>.OS p<.OS p<.OI 

,_ .... 
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TABLE 56 

2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values for IQ Level 
and Soclo-economlc Status Groups of Delinquents 

Factor SFF SFPe lSI !.llL 
X 1.31 1.59 1.58 I. 76 

Low/Low 
S.D. 1.05 1.02 1.35 I. 15 

X 1.77 2.33 2.18 2.30 
Med./Low 

S.D. 1.51 1.89 1.48 1.41 

X 2.08 1.61 1.40 2.40 
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 I. 30 1.68 

X 3.12 1.61 1.89 3.40 
High/Med. 

S.D. 1.27 1.17 1.43 1.82 

'i X 1.99 1.95 1.86 ·2..40 ! 
t Low/High 
1 , S. D. 1.37 1.39 1.28 1.57 , 

X 2.01 1.99 1,92 2.48 
Med./High 

S.D. 1.42 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 
RFM .106 .065 .043 .140" 

R2 
RH 

.014 .012 .014 .009 

F 6/131 2.25 1.24 0.65 3.37 

p P<.05 p>.05 p>.05 p<.OI 
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TABl.E 57 

Heans, S.D.ls, R21 s and F Values for IQ Level 
and Stability Groups of Delinquents 

Factor SFF SFPe 151 ISPr 

X 1.50 1.53 1.72 1.57 
Low/Stable 

S.D. 0.90 0.91 1.20 1.04 

X- l. 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.D. 1.83 1.06 0.85 0.93 

X- 2.01 2.78 2.61 2.76 

i 
Med'/Unstable 

S.D. 1.98 2.07 1.42 1.52 , 
X- 2.82 1.55 0.79 1. 76 

\ 
High/Unstable 

S.D. 1.25 1.04 0.78 0.80 
r:> 

~ 2 .076 .083 .080 .101 
" 

RFM 
[ 
1 R2 .002 .005 .000 .000 f RM 

F4/125 . 2.53 2.67 2.74 3.50 

p p<.05 p<.05 P<.05 p<.OI 

i~~~'t'Wl\OlW";M~\¥!',,*'\o/li~Ir.~'F~t";:;'fo''!'~~~~-';;' • .ti~~:'''''~~·\ 
p'·~· 
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TABLE 58 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values for IQLevel 

and Family Composition Groups of De Ii nquen ts 

~or . SFF SFPe I S I ISPr 

X 1.53 I. 72 2.67 1.11 
LCWI/Both 

Pareflts S.D. 0.89 0.84 2.13 0.67 

X- 1.86 2.24 1.95 2.25 
~Ied ./Both 

Parents S.D. I. \I 1.43 1.22 1.50 

X- 2.87 1.97 1. 78 2.33 
High/Both 

Parents S.D. 1.31 1.36 1.40 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 2.14 
, MeiL /Step-

parent S.D. 2.28 :7..23 2.03 1.27 

X- 2.88 1.99 2.02 2.38 
High/Step-

parent S.D. 1.31 1.36 1.41 1.54 , 
v, X- 1.61 1. 78 1. 72 2.08 
\ Low/One 
~. Parent S.D. 1.41 1.29 0.95 1.44 

X- 2.05 2.21 2.56 2.40 
Med./One 

Parent S.D. 1.24 1.26 1.57 1.40 

X- 2.87 2.00 1.98 2.81 
High/One 

I ~34 Parent S.D. 1.39 1.41 1.55 

~M .103 ;068 .088 .141 

R2 
lUi 

.017 .000 .001 .009 

F6/138 2.23 1.68 2.19 3.43 

p p<.05 p>.05 p<.05 p<.OI 
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\ 
TABLE 59 

Means, S.D. IS, R21 s and F Values for lQ Level 

:1 

and MultIple-FIrst Offense Groups 

Factor SFF SFPe 151 ISPr 

X 1.92 1.63 2.15 1.46 
Low/First 

S.D. 1.34 1.01 1.49 1. 31 

X 2.17 2.10 2.49 2.49 
Med./First 

S.D. 1.53 1. 35 1.61 1.48 

X 2.62 
: I High/First 

I. 74 1.80 3.10 

S.D. 1.23 1.21 1.38 1. 78 

X 1.27 1. 32 2.01 1. 62 
Low/Mult. 

S.D. 0.91 1.08 1.74 0.95 

if 1.78 2.34 2.11 2.3.5 
I Med./Mul t. 

S.D. 1.19 1.85 1.37 1.47 
I 

I Hi gh/Mul t. 
if 2.40 1. 62 1.60 2.9S 

S.D. 1.26 1.23 1.21 1.60 

2 
RFM .107 .051 .043 .087 

R2 
RM .031 .011 .005' .002 

F3/149 4.66 2.21 1.96 4.63 

p p< .. OI p>~05 p>.05 p<.OI 

I , 
, '~~~~~~~:~~t',I?,~~>'\i'!\iWWJ?f~'\~~ 
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TABLE 60 

Means, Standard DevIatIons and F-ratlos of Anglo and 
SpanIsh-AmerIcan Delinquents for MultivarIate Analyses of VarIance 

Peer Segment 

Anglo (N=122~ Seanlsh-American (N=2~} 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SPI 3.12 1.54 SPI 2.57 1.36 
SPF 2.85 1.58 SPF 2.53 1.38 
SPPe 3.11 1.62 SPPe 2.38 1.34 
SPD 2.22 1.29 SPO 2.10 1. 31 
SPPr 2.28 1.38 SPPr , 2.76 1 •. 65 
IPI 2.42 1.53 IPI ~~ 2.74 1.66 
IPF 2.18 1.37 IPF 2.13 1.16 
IPPe 2.41 1.34 IPPe 2.59 1.37 
IPO 2.39 1.42 I PO 2.27 1.19 
I PPr 2.03 1.35 IPPr 1.76 1.23 

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.87; F10/150 = 2.20; P < .05 

Soc.: A = 0.92; F5/155 = 2.58; P < .05 

Ind. : A = 0.98; F5/155 = 0.62; p > .05 

Fami Iy Segment 

Anglo (N-122} Seanish-American (N=2~2 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SFI 1.54 1.00 SFI 1.66 1.05 
SFF 2.09 1.36 SFF 1.68 1.12 
SFPe 1.94 1.36 SFPe 2.35 1.31 
SFO 4.30 1.51 SFD 4.05 1.59 
SFPr 4.44 1.74 SFPr 4.36 1.50 
IFI 2.54 1.62 IFI I. 73 1.11 
IFF . 2.58 1.40 IFF 2.37 1. 18 
.IFPe 3.23 1.84 IFPe 2.56 1.17 
IFO 3.10 1.60 IFO 3.21 1. 73 
IFPr 2.67 1.56 IFPr 3.09 1.77 

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.85; FIO/150 = 2.59; p < .01 

Soc. : A = 0.95; F5/155 = 1.68; p > .05 

Ind.: A = 0.94; F5/155 = 2.32; p < .O~ 



Soc. & Ind.: IL = 0.96; 1'.10/150 = 0.64: p > .05 

C i ";y i.~qment 

Anglo {H=1 ~2} Seanish7Ame,fcan (N=29} 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SCI 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 
SC'o 2.08 1.57 SCD 1.80 1. 33 
SCPr 3.45 2.11 SCPr 3.22 2.13 
ICI 2.46 1.53 ICI 2.28 1.15 
ICF 1.76 1.49 ICF 1.82 1.71 
ICPe 1.74 1. 37 ICPe 1.82 1.33 
ItO 1.86 1.49 ICD 1.65 1.95 
ICPr 2.09 1.46 ICPr 2.05 1.50 

Soc. & Inc.: .IL= 0.97i F10/150 = 0.49: p > .05 
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TABLE 61 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values for Delinquency Status 

and Ethnic Group on All Social Peer Factors 

Factor SPI SPF SPPe SPD 

X 3.12 2.85 3.11 2.22 
, Del inq/Anglo 

S.D. 1.54 1.58 1.62 1.29 

X 2.04 2.58 2.68 2.43 
Non-del I nq/Ang 10 

S.D. 1.41 1.97 1.54 1.54 

X 2.57 2.53 .2.38 2.10 
Del inq/S-A 

S.D. 1.36 1.38 1.34 1. 31 

~ 2.09 2.75 2.91 2.87 ' , 
I Non-del inq/S';A 

S.D. 1.]4 1.58 1.66 1. 3D 

2 
, RFM .096 .007 .021 .026 

: 2 
, RRM .001 .000 .001 .004 

" • 2/448 23.75 1.59 4.76 5.23 

p p<.001 p>.05 p<.Ol p<.O! 
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2.28 

1.38 

2.48 

1.45. 

2.76 

1.65 

3.33 

1.56 

.045 

.029 

3.81 

p<.OS 
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TABLE 62 

Means, 5.0. 15, R21 s and F Values for Delinquency Status 

'I 
and Ethnic Group on All Individual Fami Iy Factors 

Factor 1Ft If'F IFPe IFD IFPr 

X- 2.54 2.58 3.23 3.10 2.67 
I, Delinq/Angl0 

S.D. 1.62 1.40 '1.84 1.60 1.56 

X- 2.13 2.03 2.18 2.99 4.09 
I Non-del inq/Angl0 

S.D. 1.49 1.49 1.26 1. 73 1. 71 

X- 1.73 2.37 2.56 3.21 3.09 
I I De 1 i nq/S-A 

S.D. 1.11 1.18 1.17 1. 73 1.77 

, X 1.60 1.60 2.04 2.64 4.52 
! Non-del inq/S-A 

S.D. 1.30 1.31 1.39 1.92 l. 75 

I 2 
i RfH .045 .023 .016 .089 .104 

'i 2 
'1 RiUt .017 .001 .009 .003 .009 

, F2/ 448 6.66 5.23 1.70 21.50 23.75 

P p<.OI p<.OI p>.05 p<.OOI p<.001 

I 

1 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~,~f'-: •• 'J 
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TABLE 63 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values for Anglo and 

Spanish Delinquents on Social Peer Factors 

Factor SPI SPPe SPD SPPr 

X 3.12· 3.11 2.22 2.28 
Anglo 

S.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 

~M .020 .031 .001 .016 
2 

RRM .000 .000 .000 .000 

Fl/159 3.27 5.16 0.16 2.62 

P p>.05 p<.05 p>.05 p>.05 
,. 

TABLE 64 
2 . 

Means, 5.D.'s, R 's and F Values for Anglo and 
Spanish Delinquents on Individual Family Factors 

Factor IFI IFF IFD IFPr 

X 2.54 2.58 3.10 2.67 
Anglo 

S.D. 1.62 1.40 1.60 1.56 

X 1.73 2.37 3.21 3.09 
Spanish 

S.D. 1.11 1.18 1. 73 1.77 

2 
RFM .03'1 .003 .000 .010 

R2 
RM 

.000 .000 .000 .000 

FI/159 6.16 0.48 0.00 1.63 

p p<.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 

;or: '. ~ .... ~~~ .= 
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.1 

I 

Factor 

Anglo/Male 

Spanish/Male 

Ang I o/Fema 1 e 

; Spanish/Female 

I R~M 
R2 

RM 

F2/157 

p 
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TABLE 65 
2 Means, S.O.'s, R 's and F Values 

for Ethnic and Sex Groups of Delinquents 

SPPe IFI 

X 2.99 2.43 

S.D. 1.49 1.50 

X 2.34 1.50 

S.D. 1.35 0.83 

X 3.57 2.98 

S.D. 1.97 1.93 

X 2.47 2.35 

S.D. 1.24 1.41 

.068 .078 

.014 .023 

3.38 4.74 

p<.05 p<.OI 
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TABLE 66 

Means, S.D. IS, R21 s and F Values 
for Ethnic and Age Groups of Delinquents 

Factor SPPe IFI 

I' X 3.21 2.41 
Ang la/Young 

S.D. 1.80 1.47 

X- 2.11 1.67 
I Span Ish/Young 

S.D. 1.26 1.14 

X 
. Anglo/Old 

3.42 2.59 

S.D. 1.43 1.69 

X 3.07 1.89 
Spanish/Old 

S.D. 1. 23 0.92 

I R2 
" FH 

.045 .051 
., 

.000 .005 

, F2/1S7 3.62 3.64 

P<.05 P<.05 
I P 

1================= 

:Y::"".:'~~"'"':'<:''' :,~.~~t,t;:!f#!li$\f;;:tJ+iMi'i't,~~ 1 
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TABLE 67 

. Means, S.D. IS, R21 s and F Values 
for Ethnic and Stability Groups of Delinquents 

Factor SPPe 

: 'Anglo/Stable 
X 3.06 

S.D. 1.46 

X 3.16 
Spanish/Stable 

S.D. 1.92 

X 2.34 
: Anglo/Unstab Ie 

S.D. 1.24 

X 2.38 
I I Span i sh/Uns tab 1 e 

S.D. 0.30 

~H .053 

!! 2 
,~ RRM .003 

i F2/130 3.47 

p P<.05 

210 

IFI 

2.45 

1.54 

2.48 

1.47 

1.86 

1.1$ 

1.07 

0.32 

.056 

.000 

p<.05 
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TABLE 68 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values 

for Ethnic and Family ComposItIon Groups of Del inquents 

Factor SPPe 

I X 3.20 
I Anglo/Both 

Parents S.D. 1.45 

I' X 2.20 
I 

Span ish/Both 
Parents S.D. 1.31 

X 3.40 
, Anglo/Step-

parent S.D. 1.78 

X 2.80 
I Spanish/Step-

pi'lrent S.D. 0.43 

X 3.06 
Anglo/One 

I: Parent S.D. 1.68 

X 2.50 I Spanish/One 
Parent S.D. 1.44 

~. 

~H .053 

R2 
RH 

.001 

F3/l47 2.70 

p p<.05 
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IFI 

2.60 

1.59 

1.83 

1.13 

1.88 

1.63 

2.90 

0.53 

2.58 

1.42 

1. 35 

0.83 

.059 

.003 

2.90 

p<.05 



, Anglo/Fi rst 

Spanish/First 

Anglo/Mult. 

Spanish/Multo 

p 

TABLE 69 

2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's. and F Values 
for Ethnic and Multiple-First Offense Groups 

SPPe 

X 3.03 

S.D. 1.60 

X ,\.04 

S.D. 1.40 

X 3.17 

S.D. 1.63 

X 2.03 

S.D. 1. 13 

.060 

.001 

5.00 

p<.OI 

212 

IFI 

2.59 

1. 72 

1.73 

0.60 

2.43 

1.48 

1.73 

1.27 

.048 

.003 

3.75 

p<.0" 
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I TABLE 70 
I' 

Means, Standard Deviations and F-ratlos of Crlminal-Confllct-, Mixed Offense Types for Multivariate Analyses of Variance 
l 

.Em Segment 

Criminal (N=22) Conflict (N=7) Mixed {N=m 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

I SPI 2.75 1.28 SPI 2.43 1.50 SPI 3.25 1.65 
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 

I SPD 2.44 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 

IPI 3.17 1.62 I PI 1. 77 1.02 IPI 2.28 1. 60 
I PF 1.97 1. 12 I PF 1.80 0.89 IPF 2.02 1.34 
IPPe 2.44 1.30 I PPe 1.97 1.42 IPPe 2.56 1. 35 
IPD 2.38 1.26 I PO 2.11 1.21 IPD 2.30 1.28 ~,. 

I PPr 1.96 1.58 I PPr 1.97 1.01 IPPr 2.03 1.21 

I Soc:- & Ind.: A = 0.65: F20/1q8 = 1.27: p > .05 

~ 

i Family Segment 

Criminal (N=22) Confl ict (N=7) Mixed {N=3Z2 

it Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

l SFI 1.44 1.08 SFI 1.65 1.13 SFI 1.18 0.64 
~\ SFF 1.72 1.47 SFF 2.11 1.02 SFF 1.88 1. 13 
f SFPe 1.74 1.35 SFPe 2.26 0.82 SFPe 1.76 1.09 ¥ 

SFD 4.16 1.64 SFD 3.86 1. 35 SFD 3.97 1.45 
SFPr 4.46 1.79 SFPr 3.46 1.30 SFPr 4.21 1.74 

IFI 2.15 1.24 IFI 2.23 0.99 IFI 2.23 1.66 
IFF 2.13 1.36 IFF 2.56 1.37 IFF 2.13 1.27 
IFPe 2.51 1.37 IFPe 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.a9 1.59 IFPr 2.23 0.79 IFPr 2.59 1.53 

Soc. '& Ind.: A = 0.77: F20/108 = 0.73: p > .05 



._~,~, "-,-,.~ .• ""~,,,.~~.'.o"".",, ,:' '_.;"';-~',-,""",~.~'~,,'''~ ..• ,-",r_!~o",·.".cr~_',,-,·-',.·.,,,," ,~,=-,o-, 
-. -... .,---,'_ •• ~:<_,-

\ 214 

I:' 
~ TABLE 70 (cont.) 

,. 

t 
l 
i 

School Segment 

Criminal {N=22} Confl ict (N=]) Mixed {N=n2 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SSI 2.43 1.81 S51 2.27 1. 75 S51 2.29 1.91 
SSF 3.12 2.04 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 
550 2.62 1.81 ,SSD 2.11 1.22 SSD 2.07 1.26 
SSPr 3.11 1.89 SSPr 2.60 1. 37 SSPr 3.04 1.70 

lSI 2.02 1.07 lSI 1.35 0.97 IS I 1.87 1. 63 
ISF 1.57 1. 15 ISF 1.74 1.03 ISF 1. 62 1. 07 
ISPe 2,00 1.33 ISPe 1.91 1.14 ISPe 2.25 1.52 
ISO 3.15 1.73 ISO 1.91 0.78 ISO 2.28 1.55 
ISPr 2.68 1.89 ISPr 2.66 1.04 ISPr 2.30 1.42 

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.76; F20/108 = 0.78; p > .05 

'Ci ty Segment 

Criminal (N=22} Conn iet (N=7) Mixed (N=;F} 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 
" 

SCI 3.15 1.99 SCI 1 .. 88 1.71 SCI 2.40 1.82 
SCF 2.71 1.91 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 
SCD 1.74 1 :13 SCD 2.06 0.88 SCD ,1.68 1.32 
SCPr 3.69 2.32 SCPr 2.98 1.56 SCPr 3.27 ' 2.04 

ICI 2.65 1.43 ICI 3.23 0.71 ICI 2.12 1.66 
ICi: 2.00 1.78 ICF 1 ;81 0.96 ICF 1.26 L09 
ICPe 1.78 1.33 ICPe 2.11 1.60 ICPe 1.44 1.39 
ICD 2.17 1.58 ICD 2.13 2.17 ICD 1. 39 1. 12 
ICPr 2.34 1.62 ICPr 2.23 1.27 ICPr 1.80 1.47 

Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.70; F20/108 = 1.06; p > .05 
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\! TABLE 71 
I' 
I 

Heans. Standard DevIations and F-ratios of Victim Present-Victim 
Absent-MIxed Offense Types for Multivariate Analyses of Variance 

~ Segment 

i .lI.!ctim Present {N= 14) VIctIm Absent {N=~~) Hi xed ...lli::.l.2l 
Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SPI 2.11 1.20 SPI 3.22 1.41 SPI 3.24 1.69 
SPF 2.13 1.40 SPF 2.93 I. 33 SPF 2.81 1.59 
SPPe 2.26 I. 38 SPPe 3.14 1.80 SPPe 3.05 1.28 
SPO 1.90 1.16 SFO 2.37 1.32 SPO 1.93 1.20 
SPPr 1.60 1.19 SPPr 2.28 1.33 SPPr 2.23 I. 39 

I PI 1.97 I. 62 I PI 2.82 1.55 IPI 2.64 I. 78 
IPF 1.53 0.92 I PF 1. 92 1.17 IPF 2.37 1.25 
IPPe 1.83 1.09 I PPe 2;67 1.40 IPPe 2.60 1.21 
IPO 1.96 1.22 I PO 2.60 1.31 IPO 2.13 1.08 
IPPr 1.76 1.21 I PPr 2.31 1.45 IPPr 1.65 I. 05 

Soc:-& Ind.: A = 0.74; F20/100 = 0.81; P > .05 

Fami ly Segment 

Victim Present (N= 14) Victim Absent (N=~~l Hixed {N=1 21 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

\. SFI 1.44 0.97 SFI 1.39 0.94 SFi 1.07 0.66 
\~ SFF 1.28 1.01 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 4.39 1.34 SFD 3.73 1.51 
SFPr 3.25 1.44 SFPr 4.64 1.70 SFPr 4.17 1.66 

IF! 1.47 0.97 IFI 2.57 1.36 IFI 2.12 1. 75 
IFF 1.68 0.98 I.FF 2.39 1.37 IFF 2.30 I. 31 
IFPe 2.10 1.33 IFPe 2.80 1.54 IFPe 2.69 1.51 
<FO 3.12 1.34 IFD 3.11 1.57 IFD 3.07 1. 34 
IFPr 2.47 0.70 IFPr 3.01 1.76 IFPr 2.34 '1.17 

Soc. &- Ind.: A= 0.63; F20/100 = 1.32;·p > .05 

• 1 
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\ TABLE 72 

Means, Standard Deviations a"d F-ratlos of Group and 
-,,-/'-' Individual Offense Types for Mul tlvarlate Analy'ses of Variance 

f",er Segment 

Graue {H=~6} Individual {H=2Z) 

Factor X 5,,0. Factor it S.D. 

SPI 3.0Z 1.36 SPI 2.68 1.50 
SPf 2.72 1.34 SPF 2.64 1.49 
SPPa 3.00 1.52 SPPe 2.81 L87 
Sf'{) 2.10 1.18 SPD 2.00 1.32 

" 

SPPr 2.16 1.24 SPPr 2.30 1:69 

IPI 2.50 1.54 IPI 2.30 1. 73 
IPf 2.01 1.24 I PF 2.09 1. 31 
IPPe 2.47 1.27 IPPe 2.16 1.41 
IPO 2.27 1. 30 IPO 2.24 1.42 
IPPr 2.05 1. 35 IPPr 1.78 1.13 

Soc. & Ind.: to. = 0.95; FI0172 = 0.34; p > .05 

Family Segment 

Groue {H=56} Individual (H=2Zl 

Factor X S.O, Factor X S.D. 

SFI 1.42 0.85 SFI 1.55 0.99 
SFF 2.03 1.25 SFF 1.50 1.11 
SFPe 1.76 1.17 SFPe 1.62 0.93 
SFD 4.06 1.34 SFO 3.77 1.59 
SFPr 4.15 1.54 SFPr 4.16 1.81 

'IFI' 2.26 1. 30 IFI 2.32 1.57 
IFF 2.38 1.15 IFF 2.27 1. 32 
IFPe 2.72 1.39 IFPe 3.25 2.05 
IFD 3.20 1.49 IFD 2.83 1.84 
IFPr 2.84 1.48 IFPr 2.47 1.65 

Soc. & Ind.: to. = 0.89; FI0172 = 0.88; P > .05 
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: TABLE 72 (cant. ) 

:'-' 

~l Segment 

Graue {N=:!61 
I 
i Factor i S.D. Factor 

I 
.' 551 2.37 1.T/ 551 

S:;f 3.05 1.65 SSF 
SSPe 2.66 1.67 SSPe 
ssn 2.24 1.44 550 
SSPr 2.72 1.66 SSPr 

151 1.87 1.27 IS! 
ISF 1.62 0.98 ISF 
ISPe 2.27 1.43 IS?e 
ISO 2.71 1.59 ISO 
ISPr 2.56 1.56 ISPr 

Sac. & Ind.: h = 0.76; F10!72 = 2.27; p < .05 

Sac.: h = 0.91; FS!77 = 1.53; p > .05 

Ind.: h = 0.86; FS!77 = 2.53; p < .05 

City Segment 

Graue (N=~61 

Factor i S.D. Factor 

SCI 2.41 1.89 SCI 
SCF 1.88 1.35 SCF 
SCPe 2.84 . 1.95 SCPe 
SCD 1.59 1.08 SCO 
SCPr 3.17 2.15 SCPr 

ICI 2SI 1.45 ICI 
ICF 1.56 1.28 ICF 
ICPe 1.56 1.24 ICPe 
ICO 1.49 1.35 ICO . 
ICPr 2.10 1.51 ICPr 

I Sac. & Ind.: h = 0.83; F 10172 = 1.41; p > .05 

218 

Individual {N=2Zl 

i S.D. 

1.51 1.21 
2.38 1.76 
2.30 1.43 
1.92 1.25 
2.73 I. 75 

2.09 1.61 
1.71 1.34 
1.92 1.17 
2.10 1.50 
2.28 1·.28 

Individual (N=27} 

i S.D. 

1.98 1.74 
2.08 1.35 
2.15 1.38 
2.08 1.59 
3.06 2.01 

2.49 1.39 
1.70 1.44 
1.94 :1.42 
1.48 1~57 
1.80 1.15 

I 

·.:",~~~~~~~~"'Mli'ill¥,~~~f')~~f1W~"~~t""m*~IfA· 
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TABLE 73 

I ? 
Means, 5.0.'5, R·'s and F Values for Group and Individual 

Offense Types on All Individual School Factors 

Factor 151 ISF ISPe ISO ISPr 

X 1.87 1.12 2.27 2.71 2.56 
I' Group 

! S.D. 1.27 0.98 1.43 1.59 1.56 

X 2.09 1.71 1.92 2.10 2.28 
Individual 

:3.0. 1.61 1.34 1.17 1.50 1.28 

~H .006 .001 .015 .032 .00s. 
i 

,~. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

FI/BI 0.46 0.07 1.36 2.91 O. -01 

p p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 
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TABLE 74 \ 
I 
I Means, Standard Deviations and F-ratlos of Utll Itarlan-
! Non-uti I Itarlan and Mixed Offense Types for 
I Multivariate Analyses of Variance 

I 
1 ~ Segment 

! Utilitarian {Na21} Non-utili tarian (Na I8} Mixed {N=2Z) 
\ Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SPI 2.76 1.31 SPt 2.81 1.41 sPt 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 2.81 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 

t PI 3.11 1.64 IPI 1.84 1.00 I PI 2.52. I. 78 
t PF 1.88 1.06 IPF 2.17 1.41 I PF 1.93 1.22 
I PPe 2.36 1.29 I PPe 1.99 1. 18 I PPe 2.84 1.39 
IPD 2.33 1.27 I PO 2.40 1. 31 I PO 2.23 1.24 
I PPr 1.89 1.58 I PPr :2.20 1.21 I PPr 1.95 1.17 

ttl 
Soc. & Ind.: A '" 0.56; F20/108 = 1.78; P < .05 

Sec.: A => 0.71; FIO/118 = 2.19; p < .05 

Ind.: A = 0.74; FIO/118 = 1.94; p < .05 

Farni ~ Segment 

Utilitarian (N=21) Non-uti 1 i tarian (N=18} Mixed {N=2Z} 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

\ 
SFI 1.38 1.08 SFI 1. 30 0.91 SFI 1.27 0.66 
SFF 1.72 1.51 SFF 2.21 1.12 SFF 1.72 1.05 

f 
SFPe 1.68 1. 35 SFPe 1.84 0.98 SFPe 1.88 1.13 
SFD 4.30 1.54 SFD 4.25 1.27 SFD 3.65 1.55 

\ 

SFPr 4.43 1.32 . SFPr 3.92 1.73 SFPr 4.25 1.66 

1Ft 2.09 1.23 IFI 2.41 1.58 IFI 2.16 1.57 
IFF 1.97 1.16 IFF 2.38 1.29 IFF 2.20 1.42 

t tFPe 2.35 1.19 IFPe 2.85 1.58 IFP.e 2.50 1.62 
IFD 3.65 1.56 IFD 3.26 1.23 IFD 2.48 1.28 
tFPr 2.89 1.63 IFPr 1.84 1.55 IFPr 2.34 1.32 

Soc. &- Ind.: II = 0.66; F20/108 = 1.25i P :> .05 
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. TABLE 74 (cont. ) 

~ Segment 

Utilitarian {N=211 Non-ut III tarl an (N=18) Mixed (N=2Z) 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

55\ 2.32 1.79 SSI 2.02 1.61 551 2.55 2.03 
SSF 3.01 2.01 SSF 3.06 1.77 SSF 2.98 1.95 
SSPe 2.67 1.83 SSPe 2.92 1.68 SSPe 2.68 1.95 
550 2.53 1.80 550 2.26 1.35 550 2.05 1.25 
SSPr 3.02 1.89 SSPr 3.62 1.84 SSPr 2.61 1.41 

. 151 1.97 1.08 iSI 1.64 1.34 lSI 1.94 1.67 
ISF 1.53 1.17 ISF 1.63 1.16 ISF 1. 67 0.98 
ISPe 1.89 1.26 ISPe 2.13 1.10 ISP .. 2.33 1. 70 
ISO 3.22 1.74 ISO 2.41 1.62 ISO 2.08 1. 32 
ISPr 2.64 1.93 ISPr :) .. 63 1.53 ISPr 2.22 1.24 

Soc. & Ind.: f.. = 0.71; F20/108 = 0.99; p > .05 

I !Jtili tarian 

City Segment 

{N=21 1 Non-uti 1 i tar ian {N=18} Mixed {N=2Z} 

Factor X S.D.' Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SCI 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 

ICI 2.61 1.46 ICI 2.55 1.43 ICI 2.17 1. 70 
ICF 1.81 1.58 ICF 1.54 1;17 ICF 1.39 1.35 
ICPe 1.62 1.15 ICPe 1.90 1.66 ICPe 1.45 1.39 
ICD 2.15 1.62 ICD 1.57 1.77 ICD 1.50 0.95 
ICPr 2.31 1.65 ICPr 2.27 1.62 ICPr 1.64 1.27 

Soc. & Ind.: f.. = 0.64; F20/108 = 1.36; p > .05 

A 
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TABLE 75 

S.D.'s, R2 ,s and F Values for Utilitarian, Non-utili,tarian 
and Mixed Offense Types on All Social Peer Factors 

SPI SPF SPPe SPD SPPr 

X 2.76 2.72 2.80 2.48 1. 75 

S.D. 1. 31 1.48 1.58 1.27 1.02 

X 2.~1 3.12 3.25 2.09 2.65 

S.D. 1.41 1.23 1.82 1.2: 1.56 

X 3.30 2.60 2.81 1.89 1.94 

S.D. 1.74 1.59 1.52 1.25 1.23 

.025 .024 .014 .032 .064 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

0.B5 0.81 0.50 1.16 2.27 

p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 

. " ' I 
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I. 
TABLE 76 

j 

Means, S.D. IS, R21 s and F Values for Utilitarian, Non-utilitarian 
and Mixed Offense Types on All Individual Peer Factors 

Factor. ·IPI IPF I PPe I PO I PPr 

X 3.11 1.88 2.36 2.33 1.89 
! Utllt. 

S.D. 1.64 1.06 1.29 1.2i' 1.58 

X 1.84 2.17 1. 99 2.40 2.20 
, Non-Uti 1 t. 

S.D. 1.00 1.41 1.18 1. 31 1.21 

X 2.52 1.93 2.84 2.23 1.95 
Mixed 

S.D. 1.78 1.22 1. 39 1.24 1.17 

2 
: RFM .077 .002 .101 .002 .006 

2 
, RRM .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

. F2/ 63 2.77 0.06 3.71 0.06 0.18 

p p.>.05 p>.05 p<.05 p>.05 p>.05 

"._~~~~"' .. ;"'4i."::~.~.!:F.,-·~~~-_\-":Jj~~~~------oJt'lt--: ..... ~, 
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TABLE 77 

Means. S.D.'s, R2 ,s and F Values for Utilitarian­
Han-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and Age Groups 

Factor I PPe Factor 

X 1.88 X 
Uti I t'/Young Uti I t./Qld 

S.D. 1.03 S.D. 

X 2.17 X 
Non-uti I t./Young Non-utilt./Old 

S.D. 1.30 S.D. 

X ~.91 X 
Mixed/Young Mixed/Old 

S.D. 1.45 S.D. 

2 .041; R2 _ .001; F4/ 60 = 0.66; p > .05 RFM = RH-

IPl'e 

3.00 

1.24 

1.84 

0.99 

2.75 

1.29 
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TABLE 78 
2 Means, S.O.'s, R 's and F Values for Utll Itarlan-

non-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and Socio~conomlc Status Groups 

iw}or 

I X I 
: Uti It ./L0.4 • 

S.D. 

I Non-utilt./Low 
X 

S.D. 

X 
Mixed/Low 

S.D. 

i 
• Uti I tjMed. 

S.D. 

X 
: Non-uti I t./Mad. 

S.D. 

i 
. Mixed/Mad. 

S.D. 

i I Utilt./High 
S.D. 

i I Non-utilt.lHigh 
S.D. 

I X 
Mixed/High 

S.D. 

2 2 
RFM = .080; RRM = .012; F6/52 = 0.64; p > .05 

I 

I 

I PPe 

2.28 

1.30 

2.10 

0.92 

1.67 

0.71 

2.22 

1.24 

2.32 

1.46 

2.93 

1.31 

2.19 

1.20 

2 .. 19 

I. 'IS 

2.25 

1.17 
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TABLE 79 

Keans, S.D. IS, R21 s and F Values for Utilitarian­
Non-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and IQ Groups 

, Factor 

X 
Utilt./Low 

S.D. 

X 
Non-uti1t./Law 

S.D. 

X 
, Mixed/Low 

S.D. 

I Uti It;lMed. 
X 

.5.0. 

X. 
Non-ut i1 t./Med. 

S.D. 

X 
, Mixed/Med. 

S.D. 

X 
Uti1t./High 

5.0, 

r. 
Non-uti1t./High 

S.D. 

X 
Mixed/High 

·S.D. 

2 2 
RFM = .057; RRK = .004; F6/53 = 0.47; p > .05 

~." , 
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I PPe 

1.80 

1.70 

2.33 

1.20 

2.65 

2.44 

1.24 

2.24 

1.22 

2.77 

1.32 

2.48 

1. 35 

2.51 

1.32 

2.40 

1. 31 
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TABLE 80 
. 2 

Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values for Utilltarian­
Non-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and Stability Groups 

Factor 1 PPe Factor 

X 2.47 X 
Utilt'/Stab. Util t./Unstab. 

S.D. 1.37 S.D. 

X 2.00 X 
Non-uti 1 t./Stab. Non-utilt./Unstab. 

S.D. 1.21 S.D. 

X 2.62 X 
Mixed/Stab. Mi)(,ed/Unstab. 

S.D. 1.28 S.D. 

2 
.RFM .053; 

2 
RRM = .014; F4/51 = 0.54; p > .05 
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1 PPe 

1.87 

0.62 

LSD 

0.30 

2.50 

1.50 
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TABLE 81 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R '~ and F Values for Utilitarlan-

Non-utili tar! an-HI xed Offenses and Faml Jy Compos I t Ion Groups 

Factor IPPe 

X 2.63 
Uti 1 t./Both 

Parents S.D. 1.23 

X 2.55 
Non-ut i 1 t. / Both 

Parents S.D. 1.57 
v 
1. 
~ 
t 

~ W 

" ~ 
t 
!,: , 
" 

J?.-;. I 
~ 

I 
~ 
~ 

X 3.12 
Mixed/Both 

Parents S.D. 1.42 

X 1.90 
Utilt./Step-

parent S.D. 0.30 

X 1.00 
Non-utilt./Step-

parent S,Il. 0.24 

X 2.53 
Mixed/Step-

parent S.D. 0.52 

X 2.39 
Utilt./One 

Parent S.D. 1.32 

X 2.41 
Non-utilt./One 

Parent S.D. 1.27 

X 2.55 
Mixed/One 

Parent S.D. 1.39 

2 
RFH = .108; 2 

RRM .002; F6/52 ~ 1.00; P > .05 

.. . 



I 

I 
TABLE 82 

Means, 5.0.'5, R2,s and F Values for Util itarian­
Non-utilitarian-Mixed Offenses and Ethnic Groups 

Factor IPPe Factor 

X- 2.46 X-
Ut II t./Ang io Uti It./Spanish 

S.D. 1.14 5.0'. 

X- 1.84 X-
Non-ut il t./Angl0 Non-utilt./Spanish 

S.D. 1.13 S.D. 

X- 2.86 X 
Mixed/Angio Mixed/Spani sh 

S.D. 1.34 S.D. 

2 
RFM .. .196; 2 

RRM = .002; F4/ 60 = 3.69; P < .01 
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IPPe 

I.Bo 

1.70 

2.50 

1.08 

2.72 

1.48 
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TABLE 83 

I Means, Standard Deviations and F-ratlos of Criminal-CHIN 
I Offense Types for Multivariate Analyses of Variance I 
i 

j ~ Segment' 

II 
Criminal {N=2Zl CHHI, (N=2zl 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 
I 
! SPI 2.88 1. 35 SP • 2.72 1.41 
• SPF 2.76 1.45 SPF 2.58 1.39 I 
I SPPe 2.90 ).62 SPPe 2.97 1.67 

SPO 2.18 1.26 spa 1.89 1.07 

t 
SPPr 2.12 1.3\3 SPPr 2.45 ,1.56 

I IPI 2.39 1.53 IPI 2.36 1.66 
IPF 1.98 1;2i IPF 2.27 1.36 
IPPe 2.38 1.34 IPPe 2.32 1.36 
IPO 2.34 1.31 11'0 2.10 1. 39 
IPPr 2.01 1.29 iPPr 1.72 1.11 

Soc. &. Ind.: A '" 0;91; F10/73 "',°.76; p > .05 

Fam! Iy Segment 

kiminaJ {N=5].l CHIN (N=2zl 

Factor X S.D. Factor X S.D. 

SFI 1.33 0.90 SFI 1.71 0.86 
SFF 1.83 1.24 SFF 1.73 1.36 
SFPe 1.69 1.12 SFPe 1.63 0.97 
SFO 4.05 1.53 SFD 3.96 1.24 
SFP!" 4.17 1.13 SFPr 4.31 1.1}7 

IFI 2.12 1.31+ IFI 2.50 1.53 
IFF 2.16 1.28 IFF 2.68 1.20 
IFPe 2.51 1.48 IFPe 3.73 1.88 
IFO 3.10 1.48 IFO 2.92 1.90 
IFPr 2.70 1.50 IFPr 2.58 1.69 

Soc. &. Ind.: f.. =: 0.83; F10173 = 1.53; p > .05 
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AccordIng to Cooley and Lohnes (1962) the test of the nul I hypothesis 

employs Wilks' lambda ~Ihlch Is defIned as follows: 

A .. Iwi / ITI 

'where W Is the pooled within-groups deviation score cross-products 

matrix and T is the total sample deviation score cross-products matrix. 

The elements of the Wand T matrices are defined as follows: 

where g = number of groups, N = number of subjects in group g, and 
g 

and j run from I to p, where p = the r.umber of variables" (p. 61). 

The symbol IWI denotes the determinant of matrix W; I ikewise for ITI. 

As ITI increases relative to IWI the ratio decreases in size 

with an accompanying increase in the confidence with which the null 

hypothesis is rejected. In testing the significance of A the F 

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

, F2r + 2>. = (~) (ms + 21,) 
ms y 2r 

I 2 2 2 2 where s = (p q - 4)/(p + q - 5), q = g-I, g = number of groups, 

p = number of variables; m = n-{p + q + 1)/2, n = N-I, N = total num­

ber of subjects; >. = -(pq-2)/4; r = pq/2; and y = AIls. II 

II . . 
Where only two subject groups are involved the procedure is to 

use Hotelling's (1931, pp. 360-378) r2 I'lhicn is a generalization of 
student's! 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 soclo~economlc status Is stopped at this poInt. However, 

",If a slgnlflcan't F Is obtaIned for,one or more of the segments the 

, second stage of the analysis Is undertaken In ~ those segments for 

ilich the null hypothesis Is rejected. 
: I 

Stage~: 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~ 

tion here is: "Given that an overall difference on factor scores 

'among low, medium and high social status delinquents exists within a 

: certain segment, is this difference on the social side, the indivi~ 

gual side, or in both of these areas?" A multivariate analysis of 

variance (as described above) on the five types of factors (Instiga~ 

tors, Prohlbitors, etc.) on the individual side and on the social side 

is perfo.med. If 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 analysis interest is 

directed to three points. First, to insuring that differences on 

individual factor categories which may be found among types of delin~ 

quants are not due simply to general differences existing In all juve~ 

niles. Second, to determining for which individual factor categories 

a difference among types of delinquents exists. Third, to determining 

whether differences among delinquents classified according to a given 

independent variabie remain when other independen:: variables are con~ 

trolled. 

Analyses in this stage employ data from both delinquent and non~ 
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delinquent subject groups, and are based on the multiple linear 

regression techniques developed by Bottenberg and Ward (1963, pp. 22-

",<). In general these techniques involve the comparison of the a(;cur­

acyof two predictions to the criterion variable (y), one prediction 

,based on the f.!:!ll mode 1 (FH) or the inc I us i on of the "cr It i ca I" 

variable, and the other based on a restricted ~ (RM) or the exclu-

'sion of the "critical" variable (actually the squared mul tiple corre-

lation coefflci.ents 'of each equation are compared). In the present 

'study the criterion vari:lble is always the score on some individual 

,factor category. Dummy variables are used to indicate a given sub-

,iect's posi tion with regard to the relevant independent variable 

I{e.g., assigning a I if the subject has a high I.Q. anti a 0 other-
I 

ise). If the inclusion of the "critical" 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 "cri tical" variable. 

The test for the significance of differences between two squared , 

'multiple correlation coefficients uses the F-ratio: 

F = 

,where df! is the difference between the number of linearly independent 

vectors in the full model and in the restricted model; and, c;lf2 is the 
, 

,number of subjects minus the number of linearly independent vecto,'s in 

i the full model. 

Addi tiona I independent vari ab les can be contro II ed ti,rough the 

application of dummy variables to cross-classified subjects (e.g., 

assigning. a I if the subject has a high I.Q. and is in the high social 
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status group and a 0 otherwise). 

An example of the analyses performed for a given Independent 

variable will serve to illustrate the analytic procedures. Assuming 

',that the first stage of the analysis Indicated an overall difference 

between htgh and low I.Q. delinquents with regard to the ten factor 

i categor I es in the Schoo I segmen t, the second stage of the ana I ys is 

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

the Individual School factors and one on the Social School factors. 

43 

Assuming that the second stage of the analysis indicated an overall 

difference between high and low I.Q. delinquents for the five Indivi-

,dual School factor categories, but not for' the Social School, factors, 

i, the"third stage of the analysis would consist of the following !"t,r.;1l5 
I ... , • 

for ~ of the five Individual School fa~tors (starting with Indivi-

dual School 'Instigators): (I) An effort to insure that differences 

,between I.Q. levels' are unique to delinquents and do not simply 

'reflect some general difference associated with I.Q. levels for all 

:juveniJes. The null hypothesis is that there is no difference be-

tween delinquents and ,non-delinquents in the low I.Q. group arcl no 

difference between del inquents and non-del inquent's in the hi!}h I.Q. 

group. The following equations would be employed in testing this 

,hypothesis: 

FM: lSI 

RM: 151 

alXI + a2X2 ,+ a3X3 + a4X4 + e l 

bJWJ + b2W2 + e2 

where lSI is the vector of scores on Individual School Instigators; 

-".,. 

Xl is I if low I.Q. delinquent, 0 otherwise; Xz is 1 if low I.Q. non­

delinquent, 0 otherwise; X3 is I of high I.Q. delinquent, 0 otherwise; 

~iII~.W,JS4;~e;::;;:;;::s:;.&&tS:&$;,.wzt4'.illil&i4i@";#,m::;.SliZdJ'§i!!SiJG~~ l·~'iWt'«~+t .... C4 ... j."' ....... ;;;c·.;;s;u c c ...... ~ _~> 
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[s I If high I.Q. non-delinquent, 0 otherwise; WI Is I If low I.Q., 

,0 otherwise; W
2 

Is I If high I.Q., 0 otherwise; at and bl are appro­

priate regression weights; and e l and e2 are residual vectors, the 

Idlfferences between the predicted values of 151 and the actual values. 
2 

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

2 
RRW 

The rejection of the null hypothesis indicates that delinquents 

and non-delinquents at the same I.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 low I.Q. 

del inquents must be unique to the del inquemt subject group. If the 

I'!bove nul! hypothesis is rejected the next step of the analysis is 

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

delinquents, in terms of I.Q. levels, differ from each other on Indi-

vidual School Instigators. The null hYRothesis is that high and low 

I.Q. delinquents do not differ on Individual School Instigators. The 

following equations would be employed in testing this hypothesis: 

FM: lSI 

RI1: 151 

wher'e Xl is I if high 1.0.. delinquent, 0 otherwise; Xz is I if 10\\' 

I.Q. delinquent, 0 otherwise; a
i 

are appropriate regression weights; 

e t and eZ are residual vectors; and U is a unit vector. It should be 

noted that in the case where the restricted model contains only the 

unit vector, U,R~ is arbitrarily defined as 0 (Sottenberg & Ward, 



,W: ~':" 
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, 12 
. 1963. p. 126). 

The rejectIon of the null hypothe'sls Indicates a significant 

difference In mean scores on Individual School Instigators between 
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,hIgh and low I.Q. delinquents. If the above null hypothesis Is 

'rejected the third step of this stage of the analysis is undertaken. 

,i (3) An effort to determine whether the difference between I.Q. levels 

remains when other independent variables are controlled. For Illustra­

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

'the actual analy~is an effort will be made to control each of the 

I independent variables. 

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

'variables at the same time is severely limited by the sample size; 

toe situation of having an extremely small N in certain of the cross­

classified groups very rapidly arises. When no Ss fell into a given 

,group the analyses for the given variables could not be performed. 

In ~ontroll ing for the sex variable the null hypothesis is that 

high and low I.Q. del inquent males do not differ fr0~ each other and 

that high and low I.Q. delinquEi'nt females do not differ from each 

other. The following equations would be employed in testing this 

hypothesis: 

FM: lSI = a lX1 + alXl + a3X3 + a4X4 + e l 

RM: lSI ~ blWI + blWl + e2 

12 1n this case the appropriate F-ratio is as follows: 
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XI Is I if low 1.0.. female, 0 otherwlsej X2 Is 1 If hIgh I.Q. 

Ie, 0 otherwisej X3 Is 1 If k~ 1.0.. male, 0 otherwlsElj X4 Is I If 

gh 1.0.. male. 0 otherwlsej WI Is I If female, 0 otherwlsej Wz Is I 

bl are appropriate regression weights; 

and eZ are residual vectors. The rejection of the null hypo­

indicates that high and low 1.0.. delinquents of the same sex 

different ~n scores on Individual School Instigators, and thus 

between 1.0.. levels remain when the sex variable is con-

As menti~~d previously, other independent variables and combi-

Ions of variables can be controlled through proce~ures similar to 

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

It should be emphasized that ~tage three of the analysis, as 

illustrated above, is only for one of the fiv~ factor categories 

ich the first two stages of the analysiS indicated as· potentially 

In actual practice stage three is performed on each of the 

five factor ~tegories, or in some cases on all ten of the factor 

dep-:mding on the resul ts of stage one and stage two o·r the 

~~_~""-A"t..""'~ _ ................ ~_~ 
.. . 
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VI. RESULTS 

Due 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 Appendix E. Summary rabies 2 through 9 are to 

be interpreted in the following manner. The ~ column indicates 

each of the 40 factor categories. The ~ column refers to stage I of 

th~ analysis, a multivariate ,lI1alysis of variance on the 10 factors in 

each of the four segments. The Sou column indicates the source of the 

f~ctor, either Individual or Social, and refers to stage II of the 

analysis, a multivariate analysis of variance on each of the two 

factor sources. The ill column refers to stage III, step one of the 

analysis, a regression ,analysis comparing del!nquency status within 

the various groups of the given independent variable. This was done 

to insure that differences between independ~nt variable groups of 

delinquents were not simply a reflection of some general differences 

com~on to all adol~scents (i.e., differences 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 I II, step two of the 

analysis, a comparison of the factor scores of delinquents who diff~r 

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

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

I 
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abIes whose Influence has been controlled. These columns refer to 

stage I II, step three of the ana I ys Is, a comparl son of types of 

• offenders (as dlltermlned by the Independent variable of Interest) 

lthln levels of other variables (e.g., male and female detinquents 

'within age levels). ·fhe body of the Tables contain indicators of 
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significance levels, at the various stages and steps of the analysis, 

for the factor or factors in the corresponding row. A blank at a 

particular point in a Table indicates a lack of significant findings 

for the particular factor and stage of analysis. An "s" (significant) 

'indicates a significant difference at the .05 probability level. An 

"H" (highly significant) indicates a significant difference at the .01 

! probability level. A "V" (very significant) indicates a significant 

difference at the .001 probability level. Bracketed letters are used 

to indicate a signific'ant difference, found by a multivariate analysis 

, of variant-e, 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 I through stage Ill, step three. A given factor, or set o.f 

factors in the two initial stage~ of the analysis, may fail to reach 

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

ficant difference was not obtained, the analysis for that factor (or 

set of factors) was terminated. The point at which a significant 

I 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 Tables given in 

, Appendix E are provided. These detailed Tables present appropriate 
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means, standard deviations, R2 ,s, degrees of freedom, F-ratlos and 

probabIlIty levels for each Individual analysis which was performed. 

The results discussIon will be confined to a consideration of only 
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those factors for which significant differences have been found in all 

stages and~teps 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, intel I igence and ethnic group membership. A differ­

ence between 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-

abIes. 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 corrrnitted (as measured by the 

first-multiple offense variable) before they are ~onsidered as sub­

stantiated results. Besides the multiple-first distinction no con­

trol of type of offense was made with regard to the type of offender 

variables. 

Mobility: Stage I of the analysis yielded no significant 

. differences between residentially stable and mobile delinquents in any 

of the four segments (see Appendix E, Table 10). The analysis of 

mobility was consequently terminated after stage I. 

Family Composition: Again stage I of the analysis indicated no 

overall significant di~ferences in any segment (see Appendix E, Table 

11). I\na!ysis \"as thus terminated after the first stage. 

(' 
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~: A summary of the analysis on sex Is contaIned In Table 2. 

Significant dIfferences between male and female delinquents, whIch 

held up when the Influence of other variables was cOllsldereq, 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 P,ermittors and Individual School FaciI itato·rs. 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. 

~: A summary of the analysis on age is contained in Table 3. 

~.ignificant differences between y6ung and old del inquents were 

obtained for the Social Peer Insti.g:ltors and the Social Peer Facili­

tators. These differences were independent of the influence af 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 through 35 of Appendix E. 

~-economic~: A summary of the analyses on socio­

economic status levels is contained in Table 4. Significant differ­

ences among low, medium and high socio-economic status lev~ls was 

found for one factor category, Social Peer Permittors. Differences 

were obtained on this factor regardless of the influence of other 

variables. Medium socio-economic status delinquents consistently 

scored highest. The high socio-economic 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 

43 of Appendix E. 

--------------------
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TABLE 2 

Results of Analysis on Sex 

SPF 

SPPe 

SPD 

5PPr 

I PI 

I PF 

IPPe 

IPD 

IPPr 

FI 

SFF 

SFPe 

SFD 

SFPr 

H 

IFI 

[HI 

H 

IFF V 5 

IFPe H V H . H V V V H V 

IFD V 

IFPr V 
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'TABLE 2 (cont. ) 

MVANOV Control for 
Fact Sec Sou DIS Sex 10 Stb Fam Eth Aoe sES H-F 
SSI 

SSF 

: SSPe 

SSD 

ISSPr 

S 

lSI 

[s] 
V 

IsF V S H 5 5 5 S 5 H 
ISPe 

1150 

IlsPr V 

sci 
SCF 

SCPe 

SCD 

'SCPr 

H 

ICI 

[s] 
)lICF 

:ICPe V 5 H 5 5 5 
'ICD H H 5 S S 5 5 S V 
'ICPr H 

= 
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TABLE 3 

Results of AnalysIs on Age 

HVANDV Control for 
, Fact Seg Sou DIS Age Sex SES Ig, Stb Fam Eth M-F 

SPI 

[5J 

5 H H S S S S H H 

SPF S H S H S S S S H 

SPPe 

SPD H 

SPPr S 

S 

IPI 

IPF 

IPPe 

IPO 

IPPr 

SFI 

SFF 

SFPe 

SFD 

SFPr 

"-
,IFI 

1Ft 
IFPe 

IFD 

IFPr 

' . .. " 
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· TABLE 3 (cont.) 

MVANOV Control for 
.IFact Seg Sou DIS Age Sex SES IQ Stb Fam Eth M-F 

SSI r SSF 

; SSPe 
" SSO 

,SSPr 

... S 

.151 

[s] 
ISF 

:ISPe 

ISO 

ISPr 

5 

v 

sc~i 

, SCF 

sePe 

SCO 

, SCPr 

ICI 

! ICF 

JCPe 

ICD 

ICPr 

= 

. .....--..-- ...... ,-.-- . ....,.... 



I Fact 

SPI 
SPF 

, SPPe 
, SPD 

SPPr 

, IPI 

IPF 
(PPe 
I PlY 
IPPr 

,SFI 
SFF 
SFPe 
SFD 
SFPr 

IFI 
IFF 
IFPe 
IFD 

,IFPr 

TABLE 4 

Results of AnalysIs on Soclo-economic ~tatlls 

MVANOV Control for 
Seg Sou DIS SES Sex Age IQ Stb Fam 

[H] 

V 

S 
V H s S H 5 s 

S 

55 

M-F Eth* 

V 

1i 
! 
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TABLE 4 (cont.) 

HVANOV Cont ro I for 
~ Fact Sec Sou DIS SES Se:::::;:.x_.!,;A~9.:::.e_-,I~Q,,--....;S::.t::.:b::..-.-...:..F~am,!!-.....:.;M:....-!..F-.:E:..:t:.:.;h:.;..# 

I SSI 

SSF 

, SSPe 
I 

SSO 

SSPr 

151 

ISF 

ISPe 

ISO 

ISPr 

SCI 

SCF 

SCPe 

SCO 

SCPr 

ICI 

ICF 

ICPe 

ICD 

, ICPr 

,*AnalySis of socio~economic status within ethnic groups was not per­
formed because no 5s fell into the high socio-economic status­
Spanish group, 

," 



57 

Intelligence: A summary of the analyses performed on I.Q. 

levels Is contained in Table 5. Significant differences were found 

for two factor categories, Social Family Facilitators and Individual 

'School Prohibitors. These differences among I.Q. levels remained when 

the Influence of other variables was controlled. One of the con-

trolled variables did, however, have an effect on the direction of the 

obtained differences. F(r Social Family Facilitators the relation­

ship was consistent regardless of other factors. The high I.Q. group 

always scored highest and the low I.Q. group lowest. For Individual 

School Prohibitors the relationship was also, in general, a positive 

one (high I.Q.-high mean factor score, low I.Q.-Iow mean factor 

score). One exception to this did occur, however. When stability was 
) .... 
:cons i de red a pas i t i ve re I at i onsh i p be tween I. Q. I eve I and mean fac tor , 
;scores was obtained within the stable group. In the un;stable group 
! 
~the medium' I.Q. level Ss had the highest mean score and the high I.Q. 
1 
llevel Ss the lowest. These findings indicate that the relationship 

between I.Q. and Individual School Prohibition differs depending ,on 

whether it occurs in a residentially stable or unst1\ble group of, 

delinquents. 

Thus while significant differences among I.Q. levels on Indi­

vidual School Prohibitors exist regardless of the effects of 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 cf the relation­

. ship between I.Q. level and mean factor scores although the overall 

significance of the relationship remained. 
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TABLE S 

Results of Analysis ~n I.Q. 

I1VANOV Control for 
Fact Seq Sou DIS IQ Stb Fam Age Sex Ses H-F Eth* 

SPI 
) 

SPF 

SPPe 

'SPD 

SPPr 
j 

i 
IPI 
\ 
.lPF 
f 

:IPPe 

IPD 
IPPr 

SFI 

SFF 

SFPe 

SFD 

SFPr 

IFI 

IFF 

IFPe 
IFD 

IFPr 

5 

H 

5 

[sJ 

v 
V 

V 

5 

H 

V 

V 

5 

H 

S 

S 

5 5 S 5 H 



59 

TABLE 5 (con t. ) 

MVANOV Control for 
Fact Seg Sou DIS IQ Stb Fam Age Sex SES M-f Eth,': 

SSI 

SSF 

Isspe 
SSD 

SSPr 

·ISI 

ISF 

: ISPe 

.. ISD 

ISPr 

: ~-

. SCI 

:SCF 

SCPe 

SCD 

SCPr 

.ICI 

.ICF 

ICPe 

! ICD 

lep!" 

H 

[vi 

5 

5 

5 

V 

5 s 5 S S 

H H H H H 5 S 

*Analysis of I.Q. levels within ethnic groups was not performed 
because no Ss fell into the high I.Q. level-Spanish group: , 

I. 
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Detailed results of the analyses performed on I .Q. levels are 

,contaIned In Tables 44 through 55 of Appendix E. 

S!hnl£: A summary of the analysis on ethnic group membe~ship 

Is presented In Table 6. Significant differences between Anglo and 

Spanlsh~American delinquents were found for Social Peer Permittors and 

'Individual Family Instigators. These differences existed regardless 

,of the Influence of other variables, although again certain of the 

controlled 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 Instigators Anglos also, in general, scored 

hig~er than Spanish. The exception to this occurred when family 

composition was considered. Anglo Ss coming from families containing. 

either both natu,'al parents or one parent scored higher than Spanish 

,5s from corresponding far.Jily types .. However , in the 5 group coming 

, from families including a step-parent, the Spanish Ss scored higher 

than the Anglo. The fact that the relative magnitudes of the mean 

factor scores for Anglo and Spanish Ss in the step-parent ramilies are 

almost directly reversed from the scores of Ss coming from the other 
"-two fami I y compos i t ion groups sugges ts the. t the presence of, a s tep-

parent may have a positive effect (in terms of Individual Family 

Instigation) in Anglo faeilies and a negative effect in Spanish 

famll ies • 

Detailed results of the analyses performed on ethnic group 

membership are contain'ed i';1 Tables 56 through 64 of Appendix E. 

Analyses performed for the offense type variables are essen­

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

'- .. ~ ... _-- .. ~ .. .,....-
y' 
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TABLE 6 

Results of Analysis on l.uI/llc Group 

HVAHoV Contro 1 for 
,Fact Seq Sou DlS Eth Sex Age 5tb Fam M-F SES,', IQ," 

SPI 

SPF 
I 
SPPe 

SPtl 

SPPr 

IPI 

r IPF 

r IPPe 

IPJ) 

, IPPr 

: SFI 

I SFF 
SFPe 

SFD 

SFPr 

IFI 

IFF 

IFPe 

IFD 

IFPr 

S 

S 

[1 
H 

[s] 

v 

H 

H 

S 

H 

H 

V 

V 

S S 

S H 

s S S H 

5 5 S S 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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~J~~~, 

ISD 
ISPr 

SCI 
SCF 

Pe 

SCD 
SCPr 

ICI 
ICF 

ICPe 

ICD 
ICPr 

ysis or ethnic group within both socio-economic status and I.Q. 
levels was not performed because no Ss rell into either the Spanish­
high 50cio~economi~ status group or the Spanish~hi9h I.Q. group. 
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the one exception being that step one of stage III (the comparison of 

delinquents and non-delinquents within Independent variable categor-
J 
les) of each set of analyses Is omitted because presumably the non-
i 
i 

~ellnquents have not conmltted any offenses. The sUl1l11ary tables of 

results for the offense type variables are also identical to those of 

:the offender type variables except that the ill column (del inquency 

'status) is omitted because differences among offense types are, by 

~efinition, unique to del inquents. 

'Offense Var i ab I es 

A difference between types of offenses was required to occur 

independently of the influences of the offender variables (sex, age, 

etc.), and of the influence of extent of delinquency. The latter 

influence is automatically controlled through the offense classifica-

tion procedure since this procedure requir~s 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 I of the analy­

sis indicated no significant overall differences in any segment among 

these three offense types (see Tab Ie 65 in Append i x E). Conse­

quently the analysis of these three offense types was terminated 

after stage I. 

~~, Y.l.s.1il!!. Absent and Mixed Offense~: Again 

stage I of the analysis indicated a lack of significant overall 

Ii 
[I 
I 
11 
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Ifferences In any segn~nt (sec Table 66 In AppendIx E). Thus the 

lysis was again terminated after stage I. 

64 

Group .!llli IndIvidual Offenses: Stag-e I of the analysis 

yielded a significant overall difference for the School seg~nt 

(FIO/72 = 2.27: p < .OS). Stage II of the analysis yielded a signifi­

cant overall difference for Individual sources within the School seg-

(F
S/77 

~ 2.53; p < .05). However, the comparison of group and 

individual offenses on each Individual SchJol factor indicated a lack 

significant differences for anyone factor. Thus the analysis on 

this variable was terminated at that point. 

Detailed results of the analyses are presented in Tables 67 

and 68 of Append i x E. 

Utilitarian, llim-utl I I tarian and Mixed Offenses: A sUll111ary 

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

• Significant differences among these three offense types were 

for Individual Peer Permittors; however. when the influences of 

r variables were considered the differences disappeared. Details 

for this variable can be found in Tables 69 through 77 

Appendix E. 

Criminal ~ CHIN Offenses: A ·SUlllllary of results of the analy­

this variable is presented in Table 8. Significant differences 

criminal and CHIN offenses were found ·for Social City Insti-

and Social City Permittors. Differences on these two factors 

remained significant when the influence of other variables was con­

trolled: however, certain of the controlled variables had an effect on 

the direction of the differences. For the Social City Permittors the 

S5 cOll111itting criminal offenses scored consistently higher than those 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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SPI 
SPF 

.SPPe 
$PO 

. SPPr 

'IIPI 

IPF 
IPPe 
IPO 
lPPr 

SFI 
$FF 
SFPe 
Sf'O 
SFPr 

IFI 
IFF 

.. IFPe 
'IFO 

IFPr 

MVANOV 
Seg Sou 

[5] 

5 

1 
5J 

TABLE 7 

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

Control for 
UtI Eth Ag~ SES IQ 5tb 

S H 

65 

Fam 

j 

I 
j 
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KVANOV 
Fact Seq Sou Ut I 

S51 , 
SSF 

.• I SSPe 
" 

SSD 
'I SSPr 

lSI 
'. ISF 

ISPe 

, ISD 

ISPr 

SCI 

SCF 
SCPe 

, r SCD 

SCPr 

: ICI 
ICF 

,ICPe 

ICD 

ICPr 

Control for 
Eth Aqe SES IQ 5tb Fam Sex>" 

*Analysis of utilitarian-non-utilitarian-mixed offense types 
within sex group was not performed because no Ss fell into the 
non-util~tarian-t'''emale group. 

:i=================== 

66 
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TABLE 8 

Results of Analysis for Criminal and CHIN Offenses 

MVANOV 
Fact Seg Sou CR-CH Sex Age 

Control for 
SES IQ Stb Fam 

SPI 

SPF 

SPPe 

SPD 

SPPr 

IPI 

IPF 

IPPe 

IPO' 

IPPr 

SFI 

SFF 

SFPe 

SFD 

SFPr 

IFI 

IFF 

IFPe 

IFD 

IFPr 

67 

Eth 
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ITABLE 8 (cont. ) 

MVANOV 
, Fact 5eg 50u CR-CH Sex Age 

•. 5S1 

SSF 

SSPe 

SSD 

SSPr 

5 

lSI 

[s] 
ISF 

ISPe 

ISD 

ISPr 

SCI 5 V 5 

SCF 

SCPe 5 H V S 

SCD 

SCPr 

5 

leI 

ICF 

ICPe 

leo 
ICPr 

I. ' 

Control for 
SES 19- Stb Fam Eth 

5 H V S 5 

H H V S 5 

68 
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committing CHIN offenses. For Social City Instigators those 

committing criminal offenses also generally scored higher; however, 

this was reversed within the male group. Male CHIN offenders 

scored higher than male criminal offenders. Oetai Is of the analyses 

on criminal and CHIN offense types are presented in Tables 78 

through 87 of Appendix E. 

Multiple ill!2. First Offenses: A surrrnary of results of the 

analysis on this variable is presented in Table 9. Significant 

differences between mUltiple and first offenses were found for Social 

City Diverters and Individual City Diverters. These diff~rences 

remained after the effects of other variables ... !ere 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. 

j 
j 

j 



TABLE 9 

Results of Analysis on MUltiple and First Offenses 

MVANOV Control for 
Fact Seg Sou H-F Sex SES Stb Age IQ Fam Eth 

SPI 

SPF 

· SPPe 

· SPO 
SPPr 

· 'IPI 

I .IPF 

I PPe 
'1;1 PIT 

\ 

IPPr 

I
SF1

' 

,SFF 
'SFPe 

SFO 

.'SFPr 

ilFF 

!IFPe 
1 

. ilFD 
! 
IIFPr 

, ;~. -------------------------------------------------

,,; 
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TABLE 9 (cont. ) 

MVANOV Control for 
Fact Seg Sou M-F Sex SES Stb Age IQ. Fam Eth 

sSt 

,~I, SSF 

SSPe 
'. SSG 

SSPr 

151 

ISF 

ISPe 

IS!) 

ISPr 

SCI 

SCF 

sePe H S V 5 S 

SCD S V S S S S S S 

SCPr S V S 

H 
lei 

[sJ 
ICF 

ICPe 

ICD Ii V S 5 S Ii S Ii 
ICPr 
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VII. DISCUSSION 

An important difficulty arises in relating the present results 

to previous ones because the multlple-f~ctor scheme used In this 

study Is quite different from any prior th~oretical 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 "translationfl process may result in 

incorrect identification of other findings in terms of the multiple­

factor scheme and thus in misleading comparisons between the present 

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

when cons i der i ug the discuss i on of resu Its. 

Offender Va r i ab.1 es 

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 work 

directly comparing stable and unstable del inquents. Savi tz (1962) 

r'li'jl;·:ts that stable adolescents evidence a higher del inquency rate 

than migrants. Redl 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

delinquents. None of these studies attribute the reported relation­

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

mobility results in a reduction in social controls, particularly in 
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the Peer 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 

higher on Social City Diversion than stable delinquents. The present 

work does not support this difference. 

Family Composition: Considerable work has indicated a relation­

ship be~een broken homes and delinquency (Barnes & Teeters. 1959; 

Monahan. 1962; Nye, 1958; Sutherland & Cressey, 1955, and Toby. 1962). 

This is ~eneralJy 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 juveni Ie. Females in broken homes are bel ieved to 

experience a greater reduction in Social Family Prohibition than 

males (Sutherland & 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-

sent 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). T~,o 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, encomp,assing a virtually complete break­

down of relations between parents, may actua II y be more important than 

the phYSical ,absence of one parent. Seco~d. in the present study 

;int:erest is focused on juveniles who have already become dennquent. 

lThus while the influence of broken homes may be important in initially 
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producIng dellnquoncy, once It occurs the Influences from dIfferent 

types of homo sItuations may either tend to become sImilar or, If they 

do remain dIfferent, may become less imp~rtant. 

~: Present findings indicate that female delinquents are 

hIgher than males on Individual Family Permlttors. This result Is 

congruent with previous work. Cooper (1957) suggests that the number 

of delinquency petitions fi led on females for "beyond parental 

control" may Indicate that female delinquents have greater home 

related problems than males. Kvaraceus (1945) found that family· 

child conflict was more cooman for female delinquents than for males. 

While such conflict itself need not necessari Iy 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 horne situation of females to be more 

tense with the re9'U1t that they were mOre hosti Ie toward th/il home and 

felt Hpicked onH to a greater extent than males. 

IIthi Ie the present study resulted in no sex differences for 

Social Family Instigation, Permission or Diversion, Wattenberg and 

Saunders (1954) report that female del inquents are more r!!jected 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 re"reational activi­

ties. . I . Present results indicate that female delinquents score higher 

than males on Individual School Facilitation. Prior studies make no 

mention of differences between males and females 10r this particular 

influence. Other studies do, however, report differences on So~jal 
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School Olverters and Social School InstIgators which were not found In 

the present one. Wattenberg and Saunders (1954) report that females 

engage In school sponsored leisure activities to a greater ex~ent 
) 

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 (1954) and 

Reuterman (1967a) report similar findings. 

Summary of Sex Differences: The brief sunmary sections pro­

vided at the end of the discussion of each indepe~dent variable are 

based on the Experience Survey Items used as measures of the various 

factors on which significant differences were found for the given 

variable. The summaries are intended to provide a composite char-

acter!zation of the types of del inquents. 

Fewale delinquents can be characterized as ~eing dissatisfied 

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

events at home. often fee Ii ng tha t they cannot stand to rema i n at home 

and often rejecting of parental interest in their affairs. They also 

fee! that they are smarter than other pupils in school and better able J to "get <May withH forbidden activities. They have little' interest in 

-~l organiled ~ecreation and other ,types of formalized leisure activi~ies 

: and often an'\ unable to find ways of occupying their time in the 
f 

, neighborhood iN which they) ive. 

In contrast, male del inquents are relatively satisfied with 

their home situation, they are not often angry with events there, and 

do not have a strong feel i ng of wanti ng to escape from home and 

family. Hales do not regard themselves as smarter than their class-

, 
F \ 
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mates In school and do not feel that they are better able to "get away 

with thlngsll. They are more Interested In organized recreation and 

activities and can find ways to occupy their spare time In their 

ImmedIate neIghborhood. 

~: Older delinquents were found to score higher,on Social 

Peer Instigators and Social Peer Facilitators. Reuterman (J967a) 

reports a sl~ilar trend for Facilitators. No other evidence is avail­

able from other sources regarding similar differences between younger 

and older del inquents. One interpretation of the present finding is 

lh"t the peers of an older del inquent 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 

friendsu and thus may tend to be more aggress ive toward each other. 

lhey may also, by virtue of their age and presumably wider experience, 

be in a better position to provide opportunities to engage in delin­

quent activity. In addition they may be better integrated into the 

teen-age culture with its norm of "don't tell adults" . 

fu!.J!!!l<I~.2f. ~ Differences: Older del inquents are character­

ized by being subject to pressures from peers to engage in "semi-

legal" behavior @nd behavior which is likely to lead to delinquent 

activities. They are more likely to do things just because their 

friends do them. Their peers also often "have it irl for themlt and 

Itpush them too far". The peer group of older de Ii nquents appears to 

provide considerable opportunity (even to the point of specific 

instruction) for them to engage in delih!:!l'ent behavior. The peer 

group members often get away with illegal behclvior themselves, and 

they off~r protection to those who violate the la~ by promising not 

,.1 
" 

.1 
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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 low 

end relationships within the peer group are more harmonious. Little 

opportunity is provided by the peer group for younger delinquents to 

engage in Illegal activities. 
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~-ec~~: App! ication of the multiple-factor 

scheme to soc.io~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 del in-

quents next highest and the low s.tatus group lowest. These resul ts 

are somewhat unexpected because ~st previous work on differenc~s 

. among social status levels of delinquents would suggest that in gen-

eral a negative'relationship should exist between any pro-dial inquency 

: influence and social status level and a positive relationship for any 

anti-delinquency i nf! uence. Present resul ts indicate a curvi I i near 

relationship with the medium and higher status groups scoring higher 

011 a pro~de I i nquency i nf1 uence. 

One explanation of the present results is suggested by England 

(i964). He maintains that middle status del inquents are peer 

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

that the middle status reject adult values while lower status reject 

adult institutions such as school. It may be that the present find­

il1gs are a result of the rejection of adult values 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 feel ing on the part 
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of the peers of the middle socIal status delInquent may account for 

the high SocIal Peer Permlttor 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 Pe~r Permittor items are 

quite similar to certain aspects of the "hippieH value system. This 
, , 

interpretation, however, necessitates two assumptions; first, that 

elements of the "hippie" cuI ture have penetrated downward to the rela­

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

cultl.lre is a more powerful influence in the middle and upper socio-

economic levels than in the lower level. 

It should be noted that the present findings do not agree with 

Cohen1s (1955) theory of lower and middle status delinquency., Cohen 

maintains that lower status delinquents encounter a major problem of 

status deprivation in the contemporary middle status school system. 

Accordingly lower status delinquents 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 encountp.r 

.a major problem in the fami \y because of the female centered sociali­

zation process of middle status fami I ies. Thus middle status del in-
t 
,quents should score high on pro-del inquency influences in the Family 

jsegment. The present results support neither of these propositions. 
t 

A number of other differences among socio-economic status levels 

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

where. Short, Rivera and Marshall (1964) report that lower status 
! 

)evels rate teachers, police and adult neighbors less favorably than 
! 
~he 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 delinquents show considerable rejection of 

school. This would suggest the existence 'of higher Instigation and 

possibly lower Individual ProhIbition. Kvaraceus and Miller (1959) 

have postulated e)(tensive dlfferel)CeS between middle 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. Toughness 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 

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 

status juveni les (Becker, 1952; Deutsch, 1964; Gottl ieb, 1964; 

ttr.CandJess, 1961; Moore, 1964; Pearl, 1965; and Rich, 1960). The pre-

Sent results do not indicate this for delinquents. 

Summary of ~-economic ~ Differences: Low socio­

economic status delinquents can be characterized as being exposed to 

very few attitudes permissive of del inquency on the pa'rt 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 del inquents are 

exposed to somewhat more alienated attitudes from their peers. The 

peer group of middle socio-economic status deYinquents has a pro-

nounced feeling of alienation. The peer group feels that other I 
I 

i 
{ 

J 
l'.J 
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people are ,not lnterestedln themj or for that matter In anyone, and 

that what they do is not the concern of anyone else. They themselves 

have little concern for or Interest In others. 

Intelligence: Delinquents coming from different I.Q. levels 

have different mean scores on Social Family Facilitators and Indivi­

dual School Prohibitors. For Social Family Facilitators a positive 

relationship exists betloreen mean factor score and I,Q. level. It 

appears thBt higher I.Q. delinquents are exposed to greater oppor-

tunity in the home or family situation to engage in delinquent behav­

Ior. There is an absence of other evidence relevant to this relation-

ship. Reuterman (1967a) reports that low I.Q. delinquents score 

higher on Individual family Instigators, This was not found in the 

present study. 

In general for Individual School Prohibitors high I.Q. delin­

quents s~ore highest and low I.Q. delinquents lowest. This was also 

found in an earlier study using the multlple~factor scheme (Reuterman, 

J • 1967a). However, one exception to this did occur; within the mobile 

group the medium I.Q. group scored highest and the high J.Q. group 

lowest. this reversal of mean scores may be a result of the medium 

I.Q. 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 I.Q. level and 

Individual School Prohibition is not unexpected. It 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. 

tiN dee i 
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In an earl fer study which employed the present mul tlple-fat'.tor 

scheme Reuterrnan (196]) found that low I.~. delinquents scored 

higher on Social Peer Facilitators, Individual School Permlttors. 

, Social School Facilitators and Individual School InstIgators. They 

also were lower on Individual School Diverters and Individual City 

Iliverters. HO\~ever. in this studV then, was no control for the Infhl­

ence of other variables. !n the present study <l difference was also 

found on Individual School Insti~ators (see Table 5. p. 59), but when 
~ 

the influence of socia-economic status and multiple-first offense was 

controlled the difference disappeared. 

Other work on the I.Q. levels of delinquents is mainly concerned 

with !he relationship between I.Q. and type of offense (Cartwright & 

Howard, 1960; and Shulman, 1954), and thus is not relevant to the pre-

sent discuss ion. 

Su~arx 2f~. Differences: low I.Q. delinquents can in gen­

er~1 be characterized as being exposed to less opportwnity to engage 

in illegal activities in the home or by other members of the fami Iy. 

Parents do not; make it easy for them to "get into trouble l !, do not 

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

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

authorities. However, lower I.Q. delinquents are unfavorable to 

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

do not regard school as a means of ach'ieving their goals. 

Medium I.Q. d~ll quents are exposed to some opportunity to 

engage in illegal activities by their faailies. Parents sometimes 

make it easy for them to "get awi~'( with j'''' """ ..,. "';." o,he, ,",ho,it;",_ 

things". and sometimes wi: I 

Medium I.Q. delinquents 

, 
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demonstrate some favorableness toward their schools, and Identify to a 

limited degree with the school and Its teachers. 

The high I.Q. group Is exposed to considerable homc~related 

opportunity to engage tn delinquent activi ties. Parents make it rela­

tively easy for them to engage In illegal behavior, often take them to 

establishments where they are 'likely to "get into troubletl , and are 

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

often successfully engage In illegal activities and do not conceal 

these from their children, In the school segment, h~~ever. the high 

I.Q. delinquent demonstrates considerable identification with th~ 

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

of il;:.hleving his goa Is. 

In cOllclu'5ion. it should be noted that within the unstable 

group it is the medium I.Q. delinquent who demonstrates strong identi-

fieation with and acceptance of school. The high I.Q..-unstable 

:~{ delinquent is the most unfavorable and uncormlltted to school. 
, 

i 
r 

, ~ 

Ethnic: Differences on factor scores between Anglo and Spanish 

delinquents occurred for Social Peer Permittors and Individual Family 

Instigators. For the Permittors Anglo delinquents scored consistently 

higher than Spanish. Since the Social Peer Permittor factor category 

largs:y rerlects a feeling of alienation and apartness from others, 

the observed difference may result from the frequently reported 

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

Spanish adolescents may be better integrated into the total community 

than Anglo adoiescents. 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 

htart''l'''H 
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,uncertaIn because dlff.erences were also found on thIs factor among 

soclo-economlc status levels. No con~r.ol for the Influence of ethnic 

group membershIp and soclo-economlc status on each other was per­

formed because of the absence of high socIal status-SpanIsh Ss. Thus 

some cautio.n should be exercised regarding the value of the obtained 

differences on this factor. 

For Individual Family Instigators Ang.lq del inquents also scored 

higher than Spanish. However, in one case, within the step-parent 

family composition group, the Spanish scored higher on this factor. 

In gener~1 these results seem to reflect the greater family harmony 

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

harmony, however, seems to undergo a 5evere breakdown wi th the pre-

sence of a step-parent, whereas in Anglo families the presence of a 

step-parent app~ars to greatly improve family relationships. , 
i' 
ifA Sumnary of ~ Differences: Spanish del inquents seem to be 

f"; characterized by the absence of feelings of alienation in their 
I i, ilTll1ediate peer group. Their friends feel that other people care 
l ! about and are interested in them, and that they have a responsibi I ity 

to others regarding their actions. SpQnish delinquents are seldom 

extremely angry at their family, seldom w.~nt to get even with their 
i ' l'i parents or want to impress their panmts, and seldom feel a lack of 

r'l attention from their family. 

~ Anglo delinquents are characterized by being exposed to very 

L' 

I , 

;: alienated attitudes on the part of their friends. They also do not 
J, 

enjoy harmonious relationships with their fami I ies. They are often 

angry at someo~e at home, often want to get even with someone and 

often wish th'ey received more attention. 

, i 
.J. 



.. 

\ 
i, 
l;" 

84 

Offense Varl ab I es 

Criminal, Confllct!D&~: This dIstinction Is derived from 

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

delinquent subcul tures; criminal, confl ict and retreatlst. None of 

the present 55 fitted the retreatist subculture so this hac! to be 

elimInated from the analY5is. 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 fllci! itation, especially in h!Jving 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 

among delinquents engaging in these types of offenses. McCord, 

McCord and Zola (1959) report relationships between various fami Iy 

influences and criminal and conflict offenses. Conger and Miller 

(1966) report that conflict oriented del inquents are higher on Indlvi-

i , dual Peer, School and Fami Iy Instigation than del inquents engaging in 
! ' 

other types of offenses. Spergel (1964) reports that criminal 

orIented offender" are low on Social Fam; 1 yO; verters and Prohibi tors. 

A numb~r of studies indicate substantial differences between 

offender!> who engage in retreatist activities and those who engage in 

either criminal or confl ict activities. Chein, et al. (1964) indi-

cate a relationship between family factors and drug usage. A number 

of other studies report similar findings (Barker & Adams, 1963; 

Chein & Rosenfeld, 1957: Fort, 1954; and Zimmering, 1951). MacKay 

(1963) reports simi lar findings for del inquent problem drinkers. In 

general retreatist del inquents seem to come from disturbed fami 1 ies 
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where there Is little supervision or disclpl ine. There Is a lack of 

an adequate adult male identification flgl!re and the mother Is often 

domineering and overprotective. 

The present results neither support Cloward and Ohlin's posi­

tion nor do they agree with other studies. No differences between 

criminal 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 ii," two possible explanations for the lack of differences. 

First, the conception of specialized delinquent subcultures has been 

extensl~ly questioned (see Reuterman, 1967b for a review of relevant 

evidence). The present results lend support to tHe view that 

specialized delinquent subcultures of the type proposed by Cloward and 

( Ohlin are not. a meaningful distincdon. 

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

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

other work) to the type of delinquent found in the present study. 

The Cloward and Ohlin theory was developed with specific reference to 

organized Juvenile gangs ia metropol i tan areas, and thus many factors 

contained in the theor~' may simply not ex.ist in the type of area from 

which the present Ss <,:,!',~~~~somewhat difficult to imagine 

the ex.istence of differential access to organized adult crime systems 

based on the area in which one resides in Boulder, Colorado). The 

lack of differences between criminal and conflict offenses for the' 

present Ss may, however, serve to suggest limit~tions for the applica­

. bility of the Cloward and Ohlin theory_ 

i 
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,'i 
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. !!..stl!!! Present, YlllLm~ • .!!.!!2.~: The victim present­

victim absent distinction was suggested by several juvenile probation 

fcounSiell)rS as something which should be looked at more closely. No 

fferences of factor scores were found between the three groups. 

focusp.d on thi5 distinction the present 

be considered in I ight of other evidence. 

only conclusion possible at this point is that the victim present-

is probably not a useful one for juvenile 

tion work. 

Group .~.!!.{Individual: No differences on specific factors were 
. . 

found between delinquents who tend to commit offenses with others and 

delinquents who tend to commit offenses alone. This lack of differen-

is opposed to the results of a number of other studies. Miller 

(1958) postulates a number of delinquent g~ng values which would ~eem 

to result in a high degree of Peer Instigation. Kinch (J962b) 

ts that gang delinquents are exposed t~ little Prohibition in 

either the Peer, Fami Iy or School areas. Thrasher (l963) notes the 

i~ortant:e of the absence qf Soc i a I City 0 I verters and Proh i b itors In 

the formation of delinquent gangs. .lenkins and his associates have 

IHI-eS!;etl the importan~e of low 'Social Fam} Iy Prohibition and high 

Social City Instigation and ~acilitation for 9an~ offenders and the 

i~ortance of high Individual Family Instigati?n and Permission and 

low Prohibition for indivldua1 offenders (,Jenkins, 1955; Jenkins, 

1957; Jenkins & Hewitt, 19411; and Shinohara & Jenkins, 1967). Other 

dence suggests that gang members are likely to be low on Social 

Family Diversion and individual offenders high on Individual Fami Iy 

Instigation (Wattenberg & Balistrieri, 19G6). Also Cartwright and 

- . , 

i 
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Howard (1966) report an undersupply of mature adults In gang nelghbor-

hoods and an oversupply of young people. Thus the balance of age­

groupIngs In gang areas mitigates against strong social 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 

!. company of others is SOGleWhat unexpected. The indication o~ exten­

sive differences on a n~r of factors by previous studlas would' . 

certainly lead to the expectation of differences in the present study. 

One expl<>llation of the lack of differences may be that the S5 in the 

present study come largely from small cities and the suburbs of a 

larg~_metropolitan 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, 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 mahy respects from a 

group of offenders in one of the towns from which the 'pI"asent Ss came. 

In essence, the present lack of results seems to suggest that the 

results of studies of urban del inquent gangs ilre qui.te limited .in 

their relevance to group offenders outside of the large metropolitan 

Utilitarian, !!2!.!.-~tiHtarian and~: Ho differences among 

these three groups were found which continued when the influence 0: 
other variables were controlled. Other studies indirectly suggest a 

number of differences between these types of offenses. Dentler and 

Monroe {196!J report that theft is related to feel ings that the family 
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1$ unloving and that tho adolescent Is treated unfairly. Cross­

cultural studies also suggest that theft Is related to a feeling of 

lack of fami,ly love (Bacon, ChlId &. Barry, 1963). In contrast, flnd~ 
, 

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

between car thle'Jes and other offenders with regard to relationships 

with and attitudes toward parents (Wattenherg & Balistrieri, 1954). 

Several studies of vandalism are relevant to the non-utilitarian group 

as vandalism was one of the offenses included in ~his group. Goldman 

(1961) reports that juveni 1es j n schools characterized by COliS i der­

able vandalism demonstrated I ittle identification with or Interest in 

Weir school. Martin (1951) reports that vandals ~ame frem families 

chara~te;ized by parent~ch!ld conflict and hostility h~re often than 

juveniles committ:ng other types of offense. 

Some work seems to suggest differences between utilitarian and 

ooo~utilitarian offenders, other work does not, and In some cases one 

characteristic is suggested for the utilitarian group by one study and 

the same characte!'! s tic for the non-util i tartan group by another 

study. Thus considerable confusion exists as to whether differences 

do occur between del inquents cOllJ1lj tting I:hl!.se two types of offenses. 

The present results indicate that differences do not exist when the 

influences of other variables are controlled. 

Criminal ~ ftllli Offenses: Delinquents engaging !n criminal 

offenses scored higher in general on Social City Instigators and 

SOCial City Permittors.' On the Instigator factor, hpwever, male CHIN 

offenders scored higher than criminal offenders. Three pr~vious 

studies report results relevant to the distinction between criminal 

a~td tiliN offenses. Tyerman (1958) reports that truants are high on 
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i TABLE 83 (cont. ) 

School Segment 

Criminal !N=~Z} 
Factor X S.D. Factor 

SSI 2.14 1.67 SS'I 
SSF 2.90 1.83 SSF 
SSPe 2.58 1.72 SSPe 
SSD 2.37 1.46 SSO 
SSPr 3.13 1.75 SSPr 

151 1.77 1.22 151 
ISF 1.53 1.07 ISF 
ISPe 1.99 1.29 ISPe 
ISO 2.63 1.60 ISO 
ISPr 2.56 1.57 ISPr 

Soc. & Ind.: II. := 0.77; F10173 '" 2.14; p < .05 

Soc.: II. := 0.92; F5/78 := 1.35; p > .05 

';·nd.: II. := 0.90; F5178 := 2.37; p < .05 

'City Segment 

Criminal {N=2zl 
Fac'tor X S.D. Factor 

SCI - '2".56- 1.82 SCI 
SCF 2.16 1.56 SCF 
SCPe 3.05 1.93 SCPe 
SCD 1.72 1.13 SCO 
SCPr 3.37 2.06 SCPr 

ICI 2.43 1.48 1CJ 
ICF 1.6J 1.43 ICF 
ICPe 1.61 1.42 ICPe 
ICD 1.80 1.51 ICO 
ICPr 2.17 1.54 ICPr 

Soc. & Ind.: II. '" 0.75; F10173 := 2.39; p < .05 

\;oc.: l\. := 0.86; FS178 '" 2.59; P < .05 

Ind.: II. '" 0.89; FS178 '" 1.89; p > .05 
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CHIN {N=2Zl 

X S.D. 

i.65 0.98 
2.45 1.29 
2.19 . 1.11 
1.91 1.14 
2.14 1.40 

2.'32 1.60 
I. 78 1.17 
2.42 1.34 
2.13 1.46 
2.08 1.22 

CHIN {N=2Z) 

X S.D. 

1.61 1.51 
1.98 1.26 
1.85 1.28 
1.88 , 1.45 
2.54 1.86 

2.53 1.31 
1.92 1.37 
1.90 1.20 
1.00 1.07 
1.89 1..03 
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i , TABLE 84 
\ 

\ 
2 Means, S.D. IS, R IS and F Values 

for CrimInal and CHIN Offense Types on All Individual School Factors 

\ 
Factor 151 ISF ISPe ISO ISPr 

j X 1.77 1.53 1.99 2.63 2.56 
, Criminal 

t S.D. 1.22 1.07 1.29 1.60 1.57 

\ X 2.32 1. 78 2.42 2.13 2.08 

\ 
' CHIN 

I 
S.D. 1.60 1.17 1.34 1.46 \.22 

I 

1 
). 
l 

~H 
I 

.036 ;012 .02) .022 .024 
: 2 ' 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 , RRH 

\ 
' FI/82 3.27 1.02 2.00 1.95 2.05 

I p p>.05 p>.05 p>.05 p>.OS ,p>.OS 

I 
I TABLE 8S 

r 2 Means, S.D. IS, R IS and F.Values 

\' for Criminal and CHIN Offense Types on All Social Ci ty Factors '. \ 1 
I; 
I,; 

\ 

Factor SCI SCF SCPe SCD SCPr. 

X- 2.S6 i.16 3.05 I.il 3.37 
\. Criminal 

S.D. 1.82 1.56 1.93 1.13 2.06 

X 1.61 1.98 1.85 1.88 2.54 
CHIN 

S.D. 1.51 1.26 1.28 1.45 1.86 

~H .065 .003 .095 .004 .037 

~ .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

FU8l 5.85 0.02 8.87 0.03 3.36 

p p<.05 p>.OS p<.01 p>.05 p>.05 
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Tf.BLE 86 
2 Means, S.D.'s, R 's and F Values 

for Criminal-CHIN Offenses and Sex Groups 

Factor SCI SCPe 

I i 2.54 3.03 I 
·Crlm./Male 

S.D. 1.82 1.92 

i 3.32 2.4.3 
CHIN/Male 

S.D. 1.90 1.23 

i 2.60 2.60 
Crim./Female 

's.D. 0.00 0.00 

i 1.12 1.69 
.CH I N/Fema Ie 

S.D. 0.84 1.22 

2 
.RFM .177 .110 

2 
RRM .002 .017 

F2/80 8.70 4.18 

p p<.OOI P<.05 
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I , 
Factor I 

I 

r Crim./Young 

\1 CHIN/Young 

\1 
Ii Crim./Old 
[\ 

I' CHIN/Old 

I 
\ ~H 
\ 

2 

\ 

RIl.M 

F2/ 80 
\ 

p 

~ .. 

TABLE 87 
2 Means, 5.0.'5, R 's and F Values 

for Cr i m i na J-CH I N Off·~nses and Age Groups 

SCI 

X 2.98 

S.D. 1.92 

X 1.55 

S.D. 1.28 

X 2.69 

S.D. 1;66 

X 1.70 

S.D. 1.76 

.094 

.016 

3.54 

P<.05 
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sePe 

3.23 

2.10 

1.99 

1.36 

2.85 

1.64 

1.62 

1.02 

.085 

~OOO 

3.81 

p< .. 05 
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TABLE 88 

2 Hean$, S.D. '5, R 's and F Values 
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for Criminal-CHIN Offenses and Socio-economlc Status GrolJps 

--.!.ector SCI SCPe 

X 2.79 2.72 
Crim./Low 

S.D. 1.64 1.89 

X 1.47 1.55 
CHIN/Low 

S.D. 1.34 0.86 

X 3.02 3.26 
, I Crim./Med. 
I S.D. 1.87 2.03 

X 1.95 1.82-
, • CHIN/~.ed. 

S.D. 1.74 1.11 

: I X 2.57 3.37 
Crim./High 

S.D. 1.83 1.71 

X 1.18 "- 1.76 
CHIN/High 

S.D. 1.03 1.66 

2 
RFH .124 .180 

1 R2 
lUi 

.021 .014 

, F3174 2.98 5.00 

I p p<.05 p<.01 



~,'.' 

I'" It ~ 

236 

TABLE 89 
2 Means, 5.0.'5, R '5 and F Values 

for' Criminal-CHIN Offenses and IQ Groups 

Factor SCI 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 3.44 
Crim./lied. 

S.D. I. 79 1.93 

X 1.86 2.03 
CHIN/.t~ed. 

S.D. 1.85 1.33 

X 3.43 2.64 
Crim./High 

S.D. 2.26 I. 73 

X 1.45 1.46 
CHIN/High 

S.D. 0.89 0.71 

2 
RFM .161 .189 

RZ 
RM .010 .040 

!F3174 4.81 4.45 

p p<.OI p<.OI 

-,-"""~,.",--~~""",-"".""""",,,,---,'o.-_~m~4lEil~~1 
• 
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TABLE 90 

Means, S.D. '5, R2,s and F Values 
for Criminal-CHIN Offenses and Stability Groups 

================================================--------._-
Factor SCI SCPe 

X- 2.54 2.88 
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./vnstab. 

S.D. 1.16 1.52 

X- 2.00 1.52 
CHIN/Unstab. 

S.D. 1.06 1.08 

2 
RFM .234 .243 

2 
RRM .000 .000 

FZ171 11.70 12.10 

p p<.OOI p<.OOJ 

~ . 

. i 
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TABLE 91 • 

2 11 Means, S.D. '5, R 's and F Values II for Crlmlnul~CHIN Offenses and Family Composition Groups 

II .::: 
li Factor SCI SCPe 

11 X 2.84 3.40 
11 Crim./Both 

II Parents S.D. 1.76 1.96 

) I X 1.49 2.19 

II CHIN/Bot;h 

II 
Parent.s S.D. 1.60 1.34 

I' X 2.48 2.37 
,\1 . C'.rim./Step-

II II Pi\rent .S.D. 1.84 1.13 

II I X 2.10 1.85 

1\ 

! CH I N/S t!lP-
1.24 Parent S.D. 1.19 

X 
Crim./One 

2.44 2.89 

i Parent S.D. .2.03 2.22 
I 
I X 1.22 1.20 
\ CHIN/One 

\ Parent S.D. 0.80 0.88 
I 
i 

2 i RFH .122 .121 
\ 

R2 
RM .013 .012 

F3171 3.00 3.00 

I P P<.05 p<.05 

. . . 
, ,.:,: 
:~;' 
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1'1 

Crim.JAnglo 

CHIN/Anglo 

Crim./Spanish 

CHIN/Spanish 

p 

TABLE 92 
2 Means, S.D. 's R 's and F Values 

for Criminal-CHiN Offenses and Ethnic Groups 

SCI 

X 2.68 

S.D. 1.82 

X- 1.87 

S.D. 1.60 

X- 2.04 

S.D. ! .61 

X- 0.87 

S.D. 0.58 

.082 

.012 

3.18 

P<.05 
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SCPe 

3.02 

1.86 

1.78 

1.27 

3.32 

2.13 

2.07 

1.20 

.074 

.000 

3.36 

P<.05 

. I 
.. ~",~-~"~~?\'j\,~~.&W~~~~~~ 
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TABlE 93 (cant.) 

I 
~Se9ment 

Fl rst {N=68 1 
Factor X S.D. Factor 

SSI 2.55 1.61 SSI 
SSF 2.99 1.69 SSF 
SSPe 3.32 1.63 SSPe 
SSO 2.45 1.57 sso 
SSPr 3.29 1.69 SSPr 

lSI 2.22 1.55 lSI 
ISF 1.91 1.49 ISF 
ISPe . 2.56 1.64 ISPe 
ISO 2.87 I. 74 ISO 
ISPr 2.52 1.63 ISPr 

. Soc. & Ind.: A = 0.92; F 10/ 150 = 1.28; p > .05 

flD:. Segment 

.First {N=681 

. Factor X S .• D • Factor 

SCI 2.22 1.63 SCI 
SCF. 2.47 1.84 SCF 

\ 

SCPe 3.40 2.00 SCPe 
seD 2.37 1.17 seD 
SCPr 3.79 2. is SCPr 

leI 2.40 1.47 ICI 
leF 1.92 I. 71 JCF 
lePe 1.83 1.41 ICPe 
ICO :U5 I. 73 ICD 
ICPr 2.22 1.57 ICPr 

soc. &. Ind.: A = 0.85; F10/150 = 2.58; P < .01 

Soc.: it = 0.90; FS/lS5 = 3.41; P < .01-

Ind.: A = 0.93; FS/lS5 = 2.32; P < .05 
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Hultlele {N=~~l 
X S.D. 

2.14 1.66 
2.85 I. 75 
2.58 1.66 
2.16 1. 38 
2.76 1.67 

2.00 1.47 
1.66 1.-10 
2.21 1.39 
2.42 1.56 
2.35 1.47 

, ..... , ... --~.-

Hultiele {N=:m 

X S.D. 

2.31 1.83 
2. II 1.48 
2.71 I.as 
1.78 1.27 
3.14 2.04 

2.45 1.47 
1.67 I. 37 
1.71 1.34 
1.52 1.38 
1.99 1.38 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

I 
j 
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TABLE 96 
2 Means, S.O.'s, R 's and F Values 

for Multiple-First Offense and Sex Groups 

'\ Factor SCPe SCD SCPr ICD 0 

X 3.36 2.34 3.84 2.39 
First/Hale 

S.D. 2.02 1. 72 2.18 1.73 

X 2.96 1.85 3.27 1.69 
Mult.,Il-Iule 

S.D. 1.87 \.24 2.01 1.44 
! X- 3.60 2.46 3.55 1.60 I First/Female 
I S.D. 1.82 1.93 1.86 1.49 

X- 2.00 1.57 2.74 1.01 
Mult./Female 

S.D. 1.70 1.34 2.05 1.01 

~H .181 .178 .164 .304 

~.\~' .. ~ .017 .003 .011 .045 

FZ/l57 15.75 16.73 14.34 28.31 

P p<.OOI p<.OOI p<.OOI p<.OOl 
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i TABLE 97 j I 

2 Means, S.D.'s. R IS and F Values 
j for Multiple-First Offense and Age Groups 

Factor SCPe SCD SCPr ICD 
j 

X- 3.53 2.81 3.66 'lSi j 
Firs t/Young 

I 
S.D. 2.04 1.73 2.13 1.84 l 

II 
X- 2.73 1. 70 2.68 1.36 

j Mu It ./Young 
I' 

S.D. 1.90 I. 39 1.90 1.42 
;! 

X- l " 3.28 2.95 3.91 2.12 I' 

i First/Old 
S.D. 1.93 1.68 2.12 1.59 j 

X- 2.69 1.87 2.69 1.70 
j !1 Mult./Old 

~ S.D. 1.84 1.10 1.73 1.29 

j 

I 2 
RFM .024 .043 .078 .053 

j 
I. R2 .000 .003 I ,032 .008 II RM 

j 
F2/157 J .93 3.33 3.83 3.75 

j 
p p>.05 p<.05 p<.05 p<.05 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

"4" -

'''',':'';'j 

--- ~"""",:"""",,,,,,,_,,,,,,,,,,,,,",,"'."m .. ,,"'" i 
j 
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TABLE 9a 

2 Means, S.D. 's, R 's and F Values 
for MultIple-FIrst Offense and Socia-economic Status Groups 

. I 
Factor SePe SCD SCPr ICD 

X 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 
Mult./Low 

S.D. 1.74 1.23 2.02 1.66 

X 3.28 2.50 3.42 2.09 
: First/tied. 

S.D. 2.23 1.36 1.89 1.44 

X 2.82 1.84 3.28 1.71 
Mol t./tled. 

S.D. 2.00 1.15 2.18 1.18 

X 4.25 2.98 4.52 2.38 
First/Higo 

S.I>. i.74 2.47 2.n 1.89 

X 2.72 2.14 3.14 1.35 
Mult./High 

S.D. J .85 1.17 1.65 1.26 

~H .071 .089 .036 .066 

~ .• 014 .021 .004 .006 

F31139 2.87 3.38 1.55 2.98 

p p<.05 P<.05 p>.05 p<.05 
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\i TABLE 99 
j 

JI 
Heans, S.D.'s R21 s and F Values j II 

q for Multiple-First Offense and IQ. Groups 
Ij j t, .. 
II 

, \',' 

r i 3.19 1.98 2.93 1.35 j 
First/Low 

5.0. 1.69 1. 15 1.33 1.00 
j 

i 2.62 1. 15 2.36 1.16 
Mult./Low 

S.D. 2.t9 0.70 1.83 1.21 j 

i 3.73 2.24 4.07 2.29 
j First/Med. 

S.D. 1.90 1.83 2.20 ' 1.71 

i 3.()0 2.10 3.43 1.69 j 
Mul t./Med. 

S.D. 1.88 1.45 1.99 1.44 
j i 3.07 2.92 3.84 2.70 

first/High 
j S.D. 2.19 i.76 2.18 1.85 

i 2.11 1.67 2.90 1.32 
Mult./High j S.D. 1.46 0.95 1.94 1.22 

2 
RFM .076 .112 .084 .116 j 

R2 .040 .015 .026 .012 j 
RH 

I{ 

~, F3/149 1.93 4.91 1.98 5.86 j \ 

p p>.05 p<.OI p>.OS p<.OOI 
: j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

j 

l 
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TABLE 101 

2 Means, S.D.I S, R IS and F Values 
l for Multiple-First Offense and Family Composition Groups 

I 
I 

Factor SCPe SCO SCPr ICD 

X 3.45 2.41 4.04 2.15 
First/Both 

Parents S.D. 2.07 1.74 2.16 1.50 

X 3.04 1.91 3.06 1.63 
Mul t./Both 

Parents S.D. 1.98 1.32 2.05 I. 39 

X 2.87 2.67 3.67 2.06 
Fi rst/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 

Parent S.D. 1.55 1.32 1.53 2.18 

~n , X 2.36 1.32 2.78 1.32 
Mult./One 

Parent S.D. 2.06 0.84 1.89 1.55 

2 
RFM .039 .066 .025 .052 

2 
RRM .012 .006 .012 ,000 

F3/147 1.04 3.12 0.64 2.70 

p p>.05 p<.05 p>.05 P<.05 
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I 

I Factor 

First/Anglo 

, Mul t./Anglo 

First/Spanish 

i Hult./Spanish 

2 
I RfH 

I~ 
F2/157 

p 
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TABLE 10Z 

Means, S.D. "s, R21 s and F Values 
fQr Multiple-First Offense and Ethnic Groups 

SCPe SCD SCPr ICD 

X 3.33 Z.34 3.69 Z.17 

S.D. 2.03 1.83 2.12 1.65 

X 2.73 1.59 3.27 1.6Z 

S.D. 1.90 1.18 Z.07 1.29 

X 3.78 2.51 4.38 2.70 

S.D. 1.66 I.Z5 2.11 Z.03 

X 2.62 1.43 2.61 1. 10 

S.D. 1.77 1.18 1.81 1.60 

.031 .045 .037 .063 

.000 .005 .002 .002 

...... , 
2.50 3.27 2.83 5.93 

p>.05 P<.05 .p>.05 p<.Ol 
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