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FOREWORD

Labelling theory is one of the more recent developments in the
field of criminology. This theory is discussed in general terms in this
report and applied to the study of young offendets.

By taking a cohort sample, comprising all those persons with birth
dates in 1955 or 1956 who appeated in the Wellington Children’s
Court, their history of court appearances can be followed. This study
examines sentencing and the prediction from labelling theoty that
those who receive more severe sentences are more likely to reoffend.
This has an i'nportance for social policy since it is necessaty to see what
effects the judicial system has on young offenders and to examine
recent criticism of a racial bias in sentencing.

Since this study was commenced, legislation in the form of the
Children and Young Persons Act (1974) will have brought about some
changes in procedure. However, it is not expected that these changes
will, at least initially, lead to any great departure from the findings
reported here.

The research officer, Ross E. Hampton, presents this report as a
part of his continuing research on labelling theory and delinquency.

Our thanks are due to the Registrar and staff of the Wellington
Magistrate’s Court for allowing the data collection.

We gratefully acknowledge the assistance of Mr Ken Aldous of the
Applied Mathematics Division of the DSIR in processing the data
through the computer.

D. F. MacKEeNZIE,
Director of Research.
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IINTRODUCTION

There are two basic teasons for carrying out this study. A theore-
tical basis arises from the development of the labelling perspective
as a general theory of deviance, with an emphasis on societal reaction.
To quote Kitsuse (1964: 101): “A sociological theory of deviance
must focus specifically upon the interactions which not only define
behaviour as deviant, but also organise and activate the application of
sanctions by individuals, groups, or agencies.,” While traditional
definitions regard deviance as some quality of the deviant person
himself, the labelling approach considers that deviants are defined as
such by the rest of society, and that the definitions of an individual’s
behaviour are a function of the values of the social system within
which he is being evaluated. The precess by which a person comes
to be labelled is important.

An additional set of theoretical problems atises out of an analysis
of the social-welfare approach to social problems. This is too broad
an area to be expounded in this booklet but has been discussed else-
where (e.g., Bedggood, 1974a, 1974b; Hampton, 1973a, 1974a).
However, ideology plays a role in determining both the theories
social scientists develop and the explicit ot implicit theories entertained
by the personnel of official agencies. The latter are important factors
in generating official statistics, since they detetmine the ctiteria by
which those seen to be deviant are processed, and so are relevant to
the labelling analysis of juvenile delinquency.

The second reason for the approach adopted in this study arises from
the disagreement in the published literature as to the causes of delin-
quency. In particular, the differences between empirical results based
upon official tecords, ot institutionalised populations, and the results
from self-reported questionnaire surveys lead one to look for possible
soutces of bias in selection. For example the observed greater than
expected proportion of children from the lower social classes among
those in institutions or on official tecords could be explained by diffe-
rential treatment by police and social work agencies, and courts,
producing 2 higher recorded rate of low socio-economic status among
officially defined delinquents.

The writer’s purpose is twofold. Firstly, to present and discuss
the theoretical approach known as “labelling”, and to develop this
as it applies to juvenile delinquency, and secondly, to present data
applicable to a part of this theory. The theoretical section may seem
rather lengthy in relation to the empitical section, especially since
not all the issues raised are empirically examined. However, since
few writers have drawn togethér all of the ideas coming under the
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labeiling rubric, it is desirable that the theory be discussed as fully as
possible, even though the data presented covers only a segment of
this, because it then can be placed in context.

The first chapter of this booklet gives an outline of the main socio-
logical theories of delinquency. Chapter 2 explains labelling as a
genesal theory of deviance, while in chapter 3 labelling is applied to
the problem of juvenile delinquency, and the theotetical approach
undetlying the empirical work of this report is desctibed. The data
presented in this booklet arise from an analysis of court records.
Firstly, the court decisions are examined for bias, and secondly, the
effects of the various sentences are examined for their effect on reoffend-
ing. Details of the methodology are shown in chapter 4 and the results
are reported in chapters 5 and 6. In the final chapter the findings ate
summarised and theoretical and practical conclusions drawn.

Chapter 1

THEORIES OF DELINQUENCY

The purpose of this chapter is to give a brief outline of the major
sociological approaches to delinquency in order to show why parti-
cular variables are examined in most studies of delinquency and
consequently why they are chosen for analysis in the empirical part
of this report.

Travis Hirschi (1969) gives three alternative theoretical perspectives
on delinquency and deviance:

(1) Strain models; where conformity to conventional means of
attaining desired goals does not lead to satisfaction, so the
person is forced into adopting illegitimate means. The classic
example is Merton’s (1938) anomie theory.

(2) Control models; where a person is free to commit delinquent
acts because his ties to the conventional order have somehow
been broken,

(3) Cultural deviance; where the deviant conforms to a set of
standards not accepted by a larger or more powerful society.

Social Class

A telationship between social class and delinquency is suggested by
a strain theory—Merton’s anomie theoty (Merton, 1938, and modifica-
tions by Harary, 1966). Evidence for a relation between delinquency
and social class came from the eatly ecological studies (e.g., Lander,
1954) and continued to be evident in later ecological studies (Eisner,
1969; Polk, 1967; Schmid, 1960). Cohen (1966:65) developed a theory
of delinquency from a similar basis: lower class boys are denied the
possibility of achieving social status by the normal culturally approved
means such as educational achievement. Gangs of delinquent boys
develop in response to a commonly petceived need for an alternative
source of status. A futher development of this theory utilises the
concept of oppottunity structure (Cloward and Ohlin, 1960); not only
is the availability of legitimate means of achievement denied to mem-
bers of the lower class, illegitimate means also may not be available.
The illegitimate opportunity structure consists of opportunities to
learn and practise deviant roles, such as organised crime. This availa-
bility will determine the nature of the deviant subculture: criminal,
conflict (violent gangs), or'retreatist (e.g., drug culture). (See Shrag,
1967, for a systematic analysis of these theoties.)

Another approach comes from Miller (1958) who sees the formation
of the delinquent gang as a consequence of the values emphasised in
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lower class cultute, which differ from those of middle class culture.
By conforming to lower class cultural norms the lower class boy
automatically violates the middle class notms, which are the norms
legally enforced.

McDonald (1969: 24-28) mentions language development, which
is class related, as a social factor in the causation of delinquency,
especially in regard to the legitimation of authority. Educational
sucess is suggested as an intervening variable by McDonald (pp. 28-41)
in a model, originally developed by Toby and Toby, which states
that low social class leads to low intellectual status, which produces
negative attitudes towatds school. This results in behaviour such as
“acting tough” and finally to associating with delinquent friends. Tt is
relevant to note that relationships between social class, educational
achievement and vocational aspirations were found in a sample of
New Zealand boys by Baldock (1971).

Whether or not a relationship between social class and delinquency
actually exists remains contentious. This relationship may have changed
over time (Little and Ntsekhe, 1959). Box and Ford (1971) argue that
self-report studies do not provide any conclusive test. In a rejoinder,
Bytheway and May (1971) argue that those same studies indicate a
small but real correlation between social status (father’s occupation)
and seif-reposts of involvement in delinquent behaviour by boys.
Part of the problem hete is to decide how large a relationship must
be before it is substantively significant, as apart from statistically
significant (Taylor and Frideres, 1972). Some of the difficulty in com-
paring various studies arises from the use of different methods of
measurement. The data may be collected from official records, self-
reported questionnaires, or ecological (utban census areas) level. The
indicator of delinquency may be rates based on the number of persons
or number of charges, the level of seriousness of the offence, or the
aumber of incidents. Within self-reported techniques, differing results
are obtained when individuals are interviewed at length compared
with check-list type questionnaires administered to a number of
persons at once, such as in a classtroom situation.

In an attempt to reconcile varying observations of the class-delin-
quency relationship within self-teport surveys, Harry (1974) argued
that previous findings could be explained by reference to the class
composition, and consequent cultural milieu, of the school or area in
which the sample was taken. In uniformly middle class schools and
mixed class schools there is no relationship, only in predominantly
lower class school populations does the class-delinquency relationship
appear.

A New Zealand self-report study (Hassall, 1974) showed no relation-
ship between delinquency and social class.
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Broken Homes

The second variable most often considered is the family, parti-
culatly disorganisation in the form of the broken home. Rosen (1970)
outlines three ways in which family structure may be incorporated into
explanations of delinquency:

(1) Deviant structure (e.g., the broken home), whete parents

-cannot provide a “proper” role model, fail to control the
child, and cannot give sufficient love and affection.

(2) Deviant family relations, such as lack of love, severe ot insuffi-
cient discipline, which give rise to personality problems
and poor adjustment.

(3) Transfer of deviant norms, where family socialisation is in terms
of deviant norms.

From a survey of previous research, Rosen contends that adequate
conclusive evidence as to the role of broken homes in the causation
of delinquency is lacking, Wilkinson (1974) reviewed previous studies
and argued that evidence was inconclusive, but broken homes appeared
to be more important for females, Wilkinson also pointed out that
emphasis placed on the broken home in sociological research varied
considerably over time with changing prevailing ideological views
held by sociologists.

In a recent New Zealand study of a sample of females on probation
and in institutions, Wilson (1973) atgued that lack of parental love
and discipline is a cause of delinquency and other pathological be-
haviours. Wilson was not clear, but presumably the delinquent be-
haviours resulted from the psychiatric problems exhibited by the girls,
However, labelling theoty suggests an alternative interpretation:
the gitls were selected by the authotities through various levels of the
justice system, culminating in institutionalisation as a result of display-
ing these characteristics, namely psychiatric symptoms and poor home
background, rather than these being related to actual offending.
Support for this process analysis comes from a study by Monahan
(1957), who argues for the importance of broken homes in the causa-
tion of delinquency, but also shows a bias in the judicial process—
those from broken homes wete more likely to be referred to the court,
to be placed on probation and to be given a custodial sentence.

Miller’s cultural theory sees the family structure as a factor leading
to gang formation. In female dominated one parent families, parti-
cularly common among the lower class, the peer group (gang) provides
essential functions, both educational and psychological, including
male role models, Hewitt (1970) constructs a theory, similar to Cohen’s
in which home background is an intervening vatiable. Inequality
leads to low self-esteem for lower class boys, who take refuge in their
families to protect themselves from unfavourable evaluations. How-
ever, for those whose families are disorganised, no such protection is
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available, so they look for alternative sources of protection, notably
the gang.

Another mechanism, a control model, is outlined by Bedggood
(1973) based on Frazer (1963). Broken homes or impaired family
relations fail to socialise an acceptance of conventional values and
authority and the family ceascs to be an effective agent of social control.
In turn, authority in the school and society is not legitimated and hence
not accepted by the child. When status frustration is added to this,
the child rebels and rejects middle class notms.

Self-concept

Other theoretical approaches include self-concept theories. Hewit
(1970) as indicated above, saw self-concept as an importtant variable
in telating deviance to social structure. A New Zealand study of girls
released from borstal showed a relationship between poor self-image
and reconviction (Roberts, 1972.:25). Labelling theory would suggest
that the negative self-image was promoted by subjection to the judi-
cial process. However, Roberts did not take this into account.

Hassall (1974) found that self-concept was related to delinquency
in his Christchurch self-report survey, but the degree of telationship
was rather low, :

Jensen (1972) has demonstrated that a negative self-concept is
not necessarily a delinquent self-concept. He found no relationship
between official delinquency and self-esteem. Unfortunately, it was

not possible to obtain empitical measures of self-esteem in the research
for this report.

Race

Another important vatiable is indicated by race or ethnicity. Expla-
nations of the obsetved higher official crime rate among Pacific
Islanders and Maoris (Department of Social Welfare, 1973; McCreary,
1969; MacKenzie, 1973; Schumacher, 1971) often invoke a cultural
conflict theory (Te Punga, 1971; O'Malley, 1973), with an emphasis
on the rural to urban migration of the Polynesian populations, Labell-
ing theory suggests that a popular belief that Polynesians are more
criminal promotes a self-fulfilling prophecy whereby Polynesians ate
morte likely to be processed through the judicial system which in
turn promotes further offending (Duncan, 1972).

The above discussion gives some rationale for consideting social
class, family pathology, and race as relevant variables in an analysis of
the causes of delinquency. Since reoffending is a major vatiable to be
considered in the test of labelling theory, the above variables must be
taken into account when considering the effects of sentencing alone
upon reoffending.
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Chapter 2

LABELLING AS A THEORY OF DEVIANCE

Labels as Social Definitions

While most theories regard deviance as some qual?ty of the deYJant
person himself, the labelling approach reverses this view and considers
the way in which persons come to be defined as deviant by the rest
of society. Traditional theorists exainine those who .have been officially
defined as deviant (e.g., ptison inmates) and deviance is seen as an
attribute which is assumed to have a cause. This has resulted in 2
medical analogy (Balch, 1975; Mercer, 1965) of diagnosis, prognosis,
and treatment, with consequent attempts to find typical characteristics
of deviants. A conservative bias in this apptoach is apparent. Treatment
is aimed at changing the deviant individual rather than other people
in the society around him or the social structure. The official values
of society are uncritically taken for granted. This often }eads to a bias
in the form of a preference for psychological theories, which are
especially attractive to social workers and a@mimstrators: the deviant
is maladjusted, not society (for a discussion in the case of delinquency
see Hampton, 1973 (a), 1974 (2)).

Labelling theoty, on the other hand, attempts to see the definition
of an individual’s behaviour as a function of the values of the.socml
system within which he is being evaluated. The process b.y which an
individual comes to be defined as deviant is of central importance.
The relevant questions are: Who labels \.Vl.fxom? How is the label
applied? What are the consequences of acquiring a label?

Lemert (1972: 16-21) outlined the development of the labftl.ling
perspective, from his initial statements (1951) ar.xd the latter expositions
of Becker (1963) and Erickson (1964), to the inclusion of thc?or'etlcal
themes which have contributed to this pesspective—symbolic inter-
actionism, the notion of the “dramatisation of evil”, and the studies
of group interaction.

Lemert (1951: 77) makes an important distinction, bas-ic to the
labelling approach, between primary and se.conctlary deviation. A
sequence of primary deviation, followed by sanctions and'st‘lgrne.tti—
sation leads to secondary deviation. Here it is necessaty to distinguish
the initial causes of deviance, which may be psychological, from the
effective causes:
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From a narrower sociological viewpoint the deviations are not
significant until they are organised subjectively and transferred into
active roles and become the social criteria for assigning status.
The deviant individuals must react symbolically to their own
behaviour aberrations and fix them in their socio-psychological
patterns. The deviations remain primary deviations, or symptomatic
and situational as long as they are rationalised or otherwise dealt
with as functions of a socially acceptable role (p. 75).

Another eatly proponent of labelling theory, Becker (1963:1),
starts from the position that all groups make rules and attempt to
enforce them:

Social rules define situations and the kinds of behaviour appro-
priate to them, specifying some actions as “right” and forbidding
others as “wrong”. When a rule is enforced the petson who is
supposed to have broken it may be seen as a special kind of person,
one who cannot be trusted to live by the rules agreed on by the
group. He is regarded as an ontsider.

Of course, as Becker points out, the rale-breaker may not accept
the rule as legitimate, and may regard the enforcers as “outsiders”.

Illegality or abnormality is not a quality present in behaviour as
such, but results from a process involving the responses of other
people to that behaviour (p. 14). This leads to Becket’s often quoted
statement:

o . social groups create deviance by making the rules whose infraction
constitutes deviance, and by applying those rules to patticular people
and labelling them as outsiders. (1963:9)

Hence the deviant obtains a “spoiled” public identity, The delinquent
cannot maintain the self-image of a “good” boy if it is a matter of
public record that he is not. To explain motivation, Becker adopts a
control model (1963:26). Most people have “‘deviant impulses™, the
important question is why they do not follow these through. This is
explained in most cases by the individual’s commitment to conven-
tional norms. The individual, if he is to deviate, must learn to partici-
pate in a subculture organised around the patticular deviant activity
(p. 31). Becker uses the notion of career. From initial causes (group
conflict, ignorance of rules, strain) the individual becomes increasingly
involved (including his interpersonal ties) in an organised deviant
group until the deviant identification becomes the controlling one
(e.g., Young, 1971). A precipitating event may be the experience of
being caught and publicly labelled. This will often prevent the indivi-
dual from engaging in legitimate activities, forcing him to adopt
illegitimate patterns of behaviour,
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Becker does make some reference to social structure, especially
in regard to conflict between groups:

Those groups whose social position gives them the weapons and
power are best able to enforce their rules. Distinctions of age, sex,
ethnicity, and class are related to differences in the degree to which
groups so distinguished can make rules for others (1963:18).

A study carried out in the Nelson Magistrate’s Court (Sutherland,
1973) demonstrated a racial bias in sentencing, an important intervening
vatiable being legal representation. The proportion of Maosi adult
males who were sentenced to prison was reduced from about 33 percent
to 20 petcent when the proportion of those with legal representation
in coutt was increased from 18 percent to 79 percent. Chiricos, ¢f al.
(1971) in a study of a United States (adult) coutt showed that persons
who are expected to be the most criminal (e.g., poot education, have
ptior record, Negro) are more likely to be convicted than receive the
alternative disposition of being put on probation with conviction
suspended, and hence these persons are given the greatest opportunity
to develop a criminal identity or career. (Seriousness of offence was
controlled for by considaring felonies and misdemeanours separately.)
This suggests that we can expect discrimination along vatious dimen-
sions thought to distinguish types of deviants, a point which will be
expanded in the next chapter. Chiticos, ¢/ /. suggest that further
research should be directed at finding:

(a) Whether the victims of inconsistently applied stigma do perceive

these inconsistencies; and

(b) If such stigma precipitates or hastens the development of a
criminal identity and career.

To (a) one might add the question, wheiaer or not the victims see the
inconvcistencies as legitimate.

A complete theory of labelling should atteript to explain the exist-
ence of rules. Becker (1963:132) argues that since the process of tule
formation is not automatic we must account for movement in the
sequence from general value to specific act of enforcement, by looking
at the role of the moral entrepreneur. Becker outlines two roles: rule
cteatets (e.g., moral ctusaders) and rule enforcers (e.g., police). This
role typology can be further expanded, and the power dimension made
more explicit, using ideas developed by Friedman (1969), otiginally
in an analysis of “‘structural” racism:

(1) “Dixty workers”,* defined as those who conduct direct inter-
action with deviants (or racial group). For example, police,
of staff of mental hospitals in the case of deviants, or welfare
wortkers and landlords in the case of racism.

*Called dirty workers because they do the “dirty” worl for those who inake the impostant
policy decisions, namely the a''ocators, who are not actually directly involved in enforcing
the decisions,

15




(2) Allocators, who mediate the allocation of political and economic
resources to the “dirty workers” and legitimators. For
example budget and appropriation committees. Allocators
usually act to support the status quo.

(3) Legitimators, who produce, implant, and reinforce expectations,
attitudes, values, and ideology that support the rest of the
system. These include the press, political parties, and volun-
tary organisations.

Critics
The labelling approach is not without its critics. Gibbons and Jones
(1971) poiat out that labelling failed to explain:

(a) Why the incidence of a particular form of behaviour varies
from one population to another; and

(b) Why an act is considered deviant in one society and not in
another,

In other words, how can we account for the independence between
rates of deviant acts and the rates of labelling?

Erickson (1966: chapter 1) attempts to answer this question with
a functionalist model. Labelling is necessary for boundary maintenance,
and promotes social integration (cf. Durkheim). The official rate
of deviance will vary with the degtee of social integration. However,
Erickson is not clear on whether the actual amount of rule-breaking
behaviour remains constant or will fluctuate relative to the amount
of rule enforcement.

Klein (1967) places labelling under what he calls probablistic
cognitive process theories, together with neutralisation, self-concept,
situational factors, drift, and perceived risk. He sees these as intervening
variables in a patt of a larger causal theoty. As a theory of deviance,
labelling seems limited in generality. For example, “secret deviance”
is not tackled. From a study by Bryan (1966) on the case of call girls,
labelling does not seem to apply. In contrast to “street walking”
prostitutes, the call girl carries no tell-tale signs' of her occupational
status. In the interaction between the girl and her “client” both attempt
to reduce the attached stigma, and the call gitl rarely experiences
moral condemnation through her immediate interpersonal relation-
ships. In other words, for a public reaction, deviance must be publicly
obsetvable.

Akers (1968) asserts that labelling theorists have said little mote
than what conflict theorists have been saying: the dominant growp in

society will have their norms and values prevail. DeLamater (1968)
points out that following primary deviation the actor may:
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(a) Conform, or
(b) Begin a deviant career due to

(i) Negative sanction by a person with whom he has a
primary relation (no “official” label) ot
(i) Group pressure from other deviants (still no label).

Again, labelling theory is not adequate in explaining why certain
kinds of behaviour occur, DeLamater also distinguishes those whose
initial socialisation is in terms of conventional values from those
whose eatly socialisation is based on deviant norms and values (i.e.,
subcultural deviance referred to in chapter 1), This is a relevant
distinction when considering an individual’s role concepts and changes
therein. However, such arguments can be countered to some extent
by considering that while “secret” deviants may not suffer an official
label,. they may still have some concept of what society’s reaction
would be if they wete “discovered”, and this will have some influence
on their behaviour (cf. G. H. Mead’s “generalised other”).

Another major criticism is that competing psychological explanations
ate not adequately considered. Fisher (1972:83) argues that ... de-
viance theorists do not sufficiently consider the extent to which those
who acquire a public label are themselves a distinctive population
group based on some common pre-existing characteristics, such as
self-conceptions in relation to school, etc.”

Fisher has suggested that Becker overemphasises external coercion,
at the peglect of choice and opportunity. Rogers and Buffalo (1974)
have also criticised the passive view taken by some labelling theotists
and suggest several patterns of adaptation, or ways the deviant copes
with his assigned status in terms of a nine cell typology based on two
dimensions:

{a) Whether the social tesponse magnifies, reduces ot changes the
salience of the label; and

(b) Whether the deviant negotiates with the labellers by agreeing,
rejecting or substituting the label.

Similarly, Roteniburg (1974) argues that theorists ignote the perspec-
tive of the person who receives the label and the conditions under
which he accepts or tejects it. As an example he cites Sykes and Matza’s
(1972) theoty of “techniques of neutralisation”, whereby delinquents
produce tational reasons for their behaviour in order to teject the
labels assigned to them.

Thete has also been some debate as to whether or not labelling can
explain mental illness (Akers, 1972; Gove, 1970).

17
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Hagan (1973) contrasts psychological and labelling explanations
of deviance and argues that psychogenic factors contribute to crimina-
lity, forming a context in which labelling may occur. For example,
deviance by members of the middle class may result from different
causes and processes from those of the lower class (Box and Fotd,
1971:47). Again labelling may have a different effect on middle class
delinquents (Fisher and Erickson, 1973). Because they are punished
less severely and have more conventional opportunities for assimi-
lation into society, they are less likely to reoffend as a result of prosecu-
ton.

The labelling approach does not escape the criticism of implicit
value judgements, for example, sociologists tend to examine only
those persons officially defined as deviant (e.g., omitting “white
collar” crime) and the social structure (in terms of class and power) is
often igriored (Gouldner, 1968; Liazos, 1972; Smith, 1973; Thio, 1973

Labelling and Role Theory

Labelling theory is closely related to role theory, a connection
which is emphasised by Rubington and Weinberg (1968:4):

Role-assignment thus refers to a collective attempt to make sense
and come to terms with a pattern of seemingly deviant acts. So far
as they arrive at a shared perspective on this pattern, they have given,
the acts a social meaning. This exchange of ideas produces a moral
judgement. Depending on the harm assumed to be caused by the
alleged deviant act, this judgement usually contains an imputation
of motives, a definition of the actor as a particular kind of person
designated as a social deviant. In effect, then, group discussions of
presumed aberrant conduct yield a group product—a social definition.
This definition consists of a desctiption, an evaluation, and a
presctiption,

The concept of role is also utilised by Lemert (1951:75):

The deviant person is one whose role, status, function, and self-
definition are importantly shaped by how much deviation he engages
in, by the degree of its social instability, by the particular exposure
he has to the societal reaction and by the nature and strength of
the societal reaction.

Gibbons and Jones (1971) distinguish two levels of definition of
deviance:

(a) The societal level involving violation of major social norms,
and consequently arousal of strong teaction “‘in the name
of Society”, involving formal control agencies and leading
to a deviant career; and
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(b) The small group level which includes the violation of social
expectations, and the problem of whether or not the group
adhere to legally defined norms.

This distinction is helpful. For example, Burkett (1972) in a study
of the drinking behaviour of university students centered his theory
on the small group level: “an individual’s life is a large number of
involvements in ‘self-other systems’ in which the actor is oriented
toward the role prescription and evaluation of significant othets in
his environment.” Burkett concluded that even at this small group
level, the group maintains a degree of conformity partly at the expense
of a féew members who are “forced” to continue a deviant “career”,
due to the role expectations of othets,

Societal and small group definitions of deviant behaviour may not
always concut. A study by Mercer (1965) on mentally retarded childrea
illustrates the impostance of role definitions at both levels. Whether
an individual’s behaviour is seen to be deviant depends on the role
expectations cutrent in the social system for those roles he is playing.
Mezrcer found that in the case of retarded children from lower class
homes, whose parents do not share the official definitions of mental
retardation, the children were more readily accepted at home and
their parents were morelikely toattemptto obtain theirchild seatly release

“from hospital. In contrast, children from middle class homes, whose

parents’ role expectations are similar to the official definitions of
appropriate behaviour and retardation, could not avoid the label
“retarded” and their patents were less likely to want them to retutn
home from hospital. Mercer notes that in the lower class situation,
dependency, minimal education, and limited achievement wete com-
mon, while in the middle class situation highe~ achievement, education
and indiviaual antonomy were valued.

The importance of the role expectations relying on the definitions
of others is shown by a study of the cycle of abstention and relapse
among heroin addicts:

The tendency towards relapse develops out of the meaning of
the abstainer’s experience in social situations when he develops an
image of himself as socially different from non-addicts and relapse
occurs when he defines himself as an addict. When his social expecta-
tions and the expectations of others with whom he interacts are
not met, social stress develops and he is required to re-examine the
meaningfulness of his expetience in non-addict society and in so
doing question his identity as an abstainet. (Ray, 1964:170)

Another example of role expectations and labelling is shown in
a study of alcoholics by Ttrice and Roman (1970). The Alcoholics
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Anonymous organisation encourages a return to conformity with
social norms by creating a stereotype which is socially acceptable.
By use of the “repentant” role available in American culture, the
popular opinion of the community that alcohol is the direct “cause”
of the “illness™ and the cultural theme of upward mobility, an alcoholic
is able to “return” to normal role performance of a well-adjusted
non-alcoholic.

Tutner (1972) suggests that deviance is best conceived as a role,
rather than a specific norm violation. He lists several advantages
accruing from this theoretical viewpoint: diverse actions are linked
together, the deviant not only repeats his deviant act, he will also
predictably exhibit other kinds of typical behaviour in other situations
(e.g., speech, dress). The meanings of individual actions are assigned
on the basis of imputed self and other toles. These are role cues, or
typical attributes, signifying to others that this is someone who is
likely to engage in deviant behaviour. Similar roles in different con-
texts tend to merge, becoming identified as a single role. An individual’s
self-concept arises from a selective identification with some roles
selected from the many he plays. As the role requires particular values
and motives, deviant behaviour is often viewed by others as revealing
the “real” petson “underneath”.

Turner outlines citcumstances in which the deviant may initiate
the labelling process against himself: (a) Forced choice between
group loyalty, where the group chosen is not the one whose norms
are officially enforced. For example, a boy whose intimate peer group
gets branded as a delinquent gang is forced to leave the gang or
accept that label personally. (b) Neutralisation of social pressures,
such as being relieved of necessity to take part in some group activities,
embarrassment attached to ambiguous roles, or by identifying with a
different role and creating social distance in situations where others
will accept this adjustment. (c) Neutralisation of (internalised) personal
commitment to a role in which the individual no longer acts (e.g.,
brought about by expulsion from school).

The use of role theory in an explanation of delinquency is demon-
strated by Hackler (1970):

The model presented here is that children who are in a recognis-
able status (lower class, for example) are expected to behave in a
predicted way. These predictions or anticipations on the part of
the adult world are perceived by the child and are important to the
development of his self-concept. The perceiped responses constantly
indicate to the child the type of person he is and what is expected of
him. This leads to self-categotisations and, along with the perceived

expectations, influences the roles he will seek to play in an effott to:
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behave in ways compatible with his imagined characteristics and
capacities. The responses of others include not only responses of
significant others who stand in a primary relation to the boy, such
as parents and peers, but also of persons who tepresent community
institutions crucial to his future goal attainment, such as teachers and
employers.

This can be represented diagrammatically:

Low prestige

Anticipation of delinquent
behaviour by others

l

Ego’s perception that others
anticipate delinquency

Delinquent behaviour

\’

Ego’s anticipations for
further delinquency

Endorsement of
delinquent norms

Hackler found empirical support for his model, except for the last
stage (endorsement of delinquent norms).

The theories developed from role analysis tend to emphasise norms
and overlook situational contingencies. Heald (1970) has suggested
that an individual must not only know the tules governing social
situations but he must also develop. strategies, which ate plans of
actions, shaped by contingencies. This involves G. H. Mead’s concept
of an ability to “take the role of the other”. Heald’s study, replicated
in Mew Zealand by Flaws, ¢f /. (1971), where youths play a simulation
game, demonstrated that those youths incarcerated in a treatment
centre consistently adopted a competitive strategy, while a sample of
male school children of the same age adopted a co-operative strategy.
A possible intervetation is that juveniles who encounter the police
are more likely to be artested ot prosecuted if they cannot “take the
role of the other” by seeing the situation from the othet’s viewpoint,
and hence adopting a co-operative strategy, showing approptiate
politeness and demeanour, rather than encouraging conflict.
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Convergences

The labelling approach does not yet form a unified body of theory,
but there have been several attempts to draw various elements together.
Davis (1972) gives a paradigm showing three basic theoretical streamns:
structural, interactional, and control approaches.

With recent intetest in phenomenology, particularly Berger and
Luckmann’s (1967) theoretical development, a linking of this approach
with labelling theoty has been suggested by several writers. Youngquist
(1971) outlines five axioms describing a label, which may be sum-
marised:

(2) As a programme for action: by defining the moral qualities of
an object a label tells us what our attitudes and actions
should be when we encounter an object;

(b) As a cognitive and evaluative definition: a label organises a
“thing” in one’s experience and establishes its status within
some hierarchy of goodness and evilness;

(c) As a means of control: ideological conflict involves the labelling
of one’s oppoments so as to encourage predetermined
responses and moral defensiveness towards them;

(d) As an act of political legislation: labels not only Iegitimate but
also determine the structure and distribution of power
within a society in legislation or ideological beliefs;

(e) As a vote for world view: acceptance or rejection of a label is
a choice of both social behaviour and a moral view, and a
way in which each person participates in the social con-
struction of reality.

Schur (1971: chapter 6) demonstrates the linkage of phenomenology
and ethnomethodology with labelling theory. However, when applied
these approaches are often microscopic with little linking to social
structute. Schur suggests possible developments with structural-
functional models (p. 139) and conflict theories (p. 148). Lemert
(1974) has recently attempted to bring together some of the various
apptoaches into a group interaction model.

Rotenburg (1974) integrates labelling into role theory in a more
general way, Primary, or categorical labels relate to one’s social
position or ascribed roles (e.g., sex, race) while a secondary or descrip-
tive label refers to conctete behaviour which is related to secondary
orachieved roles (e.g., alcoholic, artist, academic),
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Conclusion

Labelling plays an important patt in the shaping of deviant roles.
Social differentiation into deviants and non-deviants results from
public conceptions of the chatacteristics of these roles. This public
conception can be shaped by official agencies and the mass media,
with an undetlying ideological bias resulting from the differential
power and ability of various groups in society to form role conceptions
and apply labels. Labelling can become a part of the process of legiti-
mating the control of groups in society whose interests conflict with
the interests of those in power.

Following Taylor, Walton and Young (1973:165, 270) an adequate
model of the process involved in the development of deviant behaviour
requires an analysis of:

(2) The wider otrgins of the behaviour—structural, cultural and
psychological;
(b) The immediate origins—situational background;

(c) The actual act—is it problem solving, instrumental, expressive,
collective, degree of rationality;

(d) The immediate social reaction;

(e) The wider origins of social reaction—vested interests, how it
is maintained, its variability;

(f) The effect of reaction on the deviant’s further action and commie-
ment—internalisation, amplification, and deterrence;

(g) Persistence and change in the above processes and resulting
changes in deviant activity.
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Chapter 3

THE LABEL OF DELINQUENT: THE POLICE
AND COURTS AS PROCESS

In this chapter the labelling approach will be applied to the analysis
of delinquency.

The process of societal reaction falls into two parts: the first being
decision making by official agencies, culminating in court appearance
and punishment, and the second being the subsequent reaction Qf
others in society at large. This process approach focuses on disctimi-
nation by the police and the coutts and tends to be a micro-leve[
analysis. We should note Gouldner’s (1968) point that an examination
of minor officials can neglect the problem of political power in a
wider context. However, the analysis that follows has an important
beatring on theoties of delinquency and from these to wider social
theories.

Decisions in the Judicial Process

The fitst stage of societal reaction is initiated when a0y mem.ber
of the public makes a complaint to an official agency such as the police,
ot from direct police surveillance. Black (1970) in a survey ot several
United States cities studied the interaction between the complainant
and the police. He found that the police decision to write an official
report depended upon the complainant’s socfal status, deference
shown towatds the police, and the relational distance between com-
plainant and suspect (official action was less likely the closer the
kinship relation). While the complainant’s preference for informal
or official action was often followed, the police also tended not to
recognise minor offences. Black suggests that the complainant may

be the most important social force binding the law to social organi-’

sation.

Other United States studies suggest that when the police come into
contact with a suspect, situational determinants may influence the
outcome. Black and Reiss (1970) found that factors such as the degree

of respect shown by a juvenile suspect towards the police, was related

to the probability of arrest. While the availability of evideace was
important in the decision to arrest, 2 relatively large proportion of:: t}le
youths encountered by the police were not an:csted, not an ofhc%al
report written, indicating that the police excercised conslderz}blc dis-
cretion. The arrest rate for Negroes was higher than for whites, but
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this appeared to be related to the seriousness of the offence, and Black
and Reiss concluded that no racial discrimination was evident.

Piliavin and Briar (1964) found that the youths’ appearance and
demeanour were of importance in decisions by police patrolmen and
racial discrimination was evident.

A study in Brisbane by Smith (1975) showed that the nature of the
interaction between a gang of youths and the police perpetuated
conflict leading to violence between the youths and the police.

The way in which officials conceive and deal with the delinquency
“problem” is important. In comparing police practices in two United
States cities, Cicourel (1968) found that different official policies,
together with different background expectations held by police and
probation officers®, produced different numbers of officially defined
delinquents.

The decision to arrest lies with the policeman on patrol, but altet-
natively if he decides to file a report, the decision to prosecute lies at
a later stage. In New Zealand the Youth Aid Section, in consultation
with social welfare officers (previously child welfare), make a recom-
mendation which is given final approval by a commissioned police
officert. The youth aid officer may make a home visit, noting points
such as co-operative attitude of juvenile and parents, home conditions,
school record, and the juvenile’s outside interests (e.g., sport).

The police often have an official policy of keeping juveniles out of
courts whenever possible (for New Zealand see Mooney, 1971:37, 64)
with an attitude towards rehabilitation. The official criteria for the
decision not to prosecute (e.g., warn only) are outlined by Burrows
(1967:36) and may be summarised:

(a) The offence is minox;

(b) The child admits to the offence;

(c) He has no previous record, or if so, unusual circumstances

justify no prosecution;

(d) Restitution or compensation is resolved;

(e) Parents co-opetate by accepting advice.

In an attempt to detect sources of bias in decision making, Weiner
and Willie (1971) analysed police records in two United States cities
at the level of the decision to prosecute, made by juvenile officets
(equivalent to New Zealand youth aid officers). They found no rela-
tionship between the juvenile officer’s decision to prosecute and the
suspect’s race or social class, and suggested that juvenile officers
deliberately avoid bias at this point in the process, However, some
bias may have occurred when the suspect was apprehended by a

*In many United States cities probation is a police duty, sometimes' as ag alternative to
prosecution (i.e., court referral). ) .

tChildren’s Boards, as established under the Children and Young Persons Act (1974),
will alter this procedure.




patrolman. On the other hand, Thornberry (1973) did find that Negtoes
were mote likely to be referred to a court hearing than being handled
informally. This relationship held when seriousness of the offence
and previous record were controlled. A similar bias was observed
for those vouths with low socio-economic status, but unfortunately
Thornberry did not control for the interaction between class and race.

In a New Zealand study of a sample of first offenders taken from
vouth aid records at Auckland Central Police Station, Hampton
(1974b) found that Maozi youths were more likely to be prosecuted
than non-Maori youths. However, for females, home background
variables were more relevant, those from broken homes or what
the vouth aid officers considered poor home environments were
more likely to be prosecuted. This suggests that court records will
contain an overtepresentation of Maori males and of females from
poor home background or broken homes as a result of biases* at
the level of the police decision to prosecute, rather than those factors
being related to offending as such.

The validity of their decisions is of interest to the police. Mooney
(1971: 65-68) repotts two studies of reoffending following the police
decision whether to prosecute or not for a first offence, In a Christ-
church study, 32 percent of those who wete not prosecuted (including
males and females) reoflfended within 2 or 3 years. No comparisions
with those prosecuted were given. In a Wellington study, 75 percent
of those for whom prosecution was recommended reoffended (mea-
suted by conviction for a second offence) while 40 percent of those
who wetre warned teoffended, in a time period of 2 to 8 years. However,
when bovs only were considered the percentages were 60 percent
and 48 percent for those prosecuted and not prosccuted respectively.
Mooney (p. 68) suggests that this result indicates that those who ate
prosecuted are judged to be “more serious problems” and consequently
more likely to reoffend. These results could also be explained by
labelling theory. Those who were prosecuted have the role of “delin-
quent” enforced upon them.

It is difficult to reach an unequivocal intetrpretation. Hampton
(1974b) found a similar small degree of relationship in the sample
taken from Youth Aid Section records. Of those first offenders who
were not prosecuted, 36 percent came to notice again, while of those
who were prosecuted, 50 percent came to notice again.

The point of sanction, application of powet, and legitimation of
the prior decisions, is the court. “It is a sharp rite of transition, at
once moving him (the deviant) out of his normal position in society
and transferring him into a distinct deviant role.” (Erikson, 1964:16).
This process involves confrontation between the suspected deviant
*Bias is used here in the statistical sense only.
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and representatives of his community, who announce some judgment
and perform an act of social placement, assigning him to 2 special
role. However, there is no ceremony to mark any role-reversal when
the ex-deviant is returned to the community after treatment ot re-
habilitation.

Rubington and Weinberg (1968:113) apply their “theory of the
oifice” to the courts:

Once again, an abstract system of categories steps between persons
and facts, with the results that the construction of a set of cases is
what is required if the courts are to perform. Justice is served
most rapidly to the extent that court personnel can collaborate to
make the facts fit their ideas of what cases are supposed to look like.
In 2 study of a United States juvenile court, Emerson (1969) con-

cluded that court decisions were based on two criteria: “trouble”
and “moral character”. The court developed a relatively narrow
definition of delinquency and separated “mild” or “normal” cases
from those involving “trouble”. Mild cases are those of normal
teenage ot child misbehaviour, whereas trouble is based on an undet-
standing that the child has a “serious undetlying problem”, determined
from background factors (e.g., broken home, emotional disturbances,
persistent truancy, parents’ ability to supervise). The construct “moral
character” differentiated “trouble” cases into “normal”, “hardcore”,
and “disturbed”, and this determined the court’s decision. Moral
character was assessed from previous behaviour; a normal delinquent
being one whose behaviour could be explained by background factors,
but who appeared to basically accept conventional norms, the hard-
core delinquent being a persistent offender, and the disturbed juvenile
being one who showed signs of psychological disorder.

It is intetesting to note at this point that judgments of psychological
disorder, by court or social work personnel, may not be reliable:
Skinner (1971) using a semantic differential test, found that proba-
tioners who wetre recommended for psychological treatment were
no different, before or after, than a sample of probationers for whom
treatment had not been recommended.

The coutt’s attitude towatds children is supposed to be based on
what May (1971) has called the “treatment ideology” rather than on
punitive measures, where delinquent acts are seen as but a symptom
of an “underlying maladjustment”. Tteatment as a ptimary goal Qf
the judicial system is assumed to be a self-evident truth. This emphasis
can be seen in the Child Welfare Act (1925, 1927); the Children and
Young Persons Act 1974; Mooney 1971: chapter 2; Department of
Social Welfare, 1973:24; and is discussed in more detail in Hampton
1973 (a), 1974 (a). This viéw stems from a medical model of delinquency
(Balch 1975). May argues that . . . the social worker and other treat-
ment agencies are directed to search for what may be considered as
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other manifestations of social malfunctioning. There is in practice
a high degree of consensus as to the form that these will take— un-
stable family background, poor work tecord, bad school reports,
dirty home, delinquent associates, truculent attitude to authority,
etc.”” Since these factors are correlates of social class, the system will
discriminate against lower class children.

This will tend to create a self-fulfilling prophecy, and generate an
apparent relationship between the above-mentioned factors and delin-
quency, even if thete is no direct causal relationship. Oualy those with
the characteristics #honght to be symptoms are more likely to be prose-
cated and sentenced to institutions. Researchers then “discover”
these characteristics among institution populations or in official
records and conclude that these are causes of delinquency, theteby
helping to perpetuate the cycle.

Another source of class bias in court decisions may arise from
the ability of middle class parents to mobilise alternative resources
(Cicourel, 1968:331) such as psychiatric help or sending their son
to boatding school and thereby avoiding official punishment or treat-
ment (e.g., borstal). This results from informal bargaining over
police and court dispositions.

Ethnic minorities are often overrepresented in official statistics.
Arnold (1971) found, in a United States juvenile court, that Negroes
were more likely to be sent to a correctional institution than whites.
Seriousness of offence, previous offence history (official), and parental
situation (broken homes) were controlled for. Similarly, Thotnberry
(1973), analysing cohort data (collected by Wolfgang, Figlio, and
Sellin, 1972) found that Negroes wete less likely to have theitr cases
dismissed and more likely to be sentenced to an institution, rather
than receiving probation. These relationships remained when serious-
ness and previous offence history were controlled. A correlation with
social class was also observed, but a drawback in Thornberry’s metho-
dology was a lack of control for the relationship between social class
and race. A New Zealand study by Jensen (1970:19) showed that
Islanders received more severe penalties than Europeans, and Maotis
received more sevete penalties than Islanders.

Scarpitti and Stephenson (1971) studied the decision making process
of judges in a United States juvenile court and concluded: “to the
extent that the (cortectional) programmes ate organised progressively
to treat youths increasingly more delinquent or possessing characteris-
tics usually associated with delinquency risk, the court appears to
be making effective dispositions.” They found that the reformatoty
tended to receive a greater proportion of boys who wete black, low
social class, and of low educational attainment. Previous offence
history was also related to the degree of supetvision and confinement
imposed by the court. However, Scarpitti and Stephenson’s results
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could also be explained by labelling theory. This leads to the problem),F
mentioned in chapter 2, of distinguishing between the effects o
characteristics which are associated with the causes of delinquent
behaviour and those which are related to biases in dec15}on makmg.
The ultimate sanction available to the C.hil@,m’s' Cc?urt”is to commit
the juvenile to an institution. That “Institutionslisation™ often has a
considerable effect upon a person is well known, and this crifect must
be distinguished theoretically from any labelling effect. ‘An mFeresUng__;
point to note here is the phenomenon of se_lf-labellmg. ‘_I\-Ian.y' 1:.1:&—
inmates carry tattoos, often on the hands whlc_:h are re:achly visible,
indicating to any observer that they have been in a particular institu-
tion. Similarly, the beneficial effect of any treatment progran}x)mle
must be considered theoretically distinct from any Iabelling or delabel-
ling, however, to date there has been no empirical study which sotts
out these two possible effects. ' - ;
The final stages of the labelling process involves the 1eact119ns_lo
other persons in the community: school teachers, friends, an‘all Vs
neighbours, and prospective employers. Often the sgcl’al Workci,r, W ;len
preparing a report for the court, will contact the child’s schoo t}aac hf_:ir
or headmaster, or in the case of wotking persons, thf} employer. In t hs
way other persons whose behaviour can ]:‘mv‘e a“chrect e;ffect Or.l the
chiid, come to be aware that the child is in “trouble regardless
ctual outcome of the court appearance.
OEI%;:I (1972) studied the effect of the “de.linquent” label on samp}l}es
of United States and Canadian school children and concluded that
the label had little effect on school attainment. Those who were
labelled wete more likely to perform poorly at school than those who
had never been labelled, but their performa'nce was poor even before
they acquired the label, suggesting some prior cause for both. Fosltslr,
ot al. (1972) interviewed boys who h:?d previously appeared in ]uye 1e
Coutt, and found that few pe{:celvec? themselves to be ‘s?rlljous y
handicapped in their relationships with teachers‘ and neigh };)u‘lﬁ,
but about half saw a possible difficulty Whep applyn}g f'or jobs. Buik-
huisen and Dijksterhuis (1971), who nsed job applications by lettet,
found that those with a delinquency tecord wete less likely to be accep-
ted for employment. From these two stu;hg:s. it appears that lgl?eﬂlgg
could reinforce lower class status by inhibiting upward mobility via
occupational achievement. In relationship to the peer group, i:;)g;:t
decisions may have unintended consequences. As Werthman ((1 h)
points out, a boy who is under supetvision ot on pr?bataoz} gqn zlv )
knows that he will go to borstal if he is caught for theft or joysi 1ng
one more time can demonstrate more courage than boys ‘_whc k‘m\e
never been caught. Similarly, if the coutt o.rders that 2 boy d\scohrl}tmue
his association with patticular friends, it is then possible for him to
demonstrate even greatet loyalty than befote.
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The relationship between labelling and self-concept was examined
by Jensen (1972) who found that a delinquent self-concept was related
to official delinquency (measured by number of offences on police
records), the relationship being much stronger for whites than Negroes.
A delinquent self-concept is not necessarily a negative self-concept;
Miller’s subcultural theory (see chapter 1) would suggest that delin-
quency results from an attempt to gain a positive self-concept within
the context of a gang. Jensen found no relation between delinquency
(official) and negative self-concept.

Some researchers have placed labelling in a wider cultural context
and emphasise the meanings given to actions and situations. Armstrong
and Wilson (1973) studied a youth gang in Glasgow and found that
the gang problem was largely created by the local council, police
and newspapers. The city council chose one area for an attempt to
run a community project, enlisting the help of gang “leaders”. This
actually helped to create the gangs and leaders, which were originally
not so well organised and did not have the degree of cohesion that
outsiders assumed they had. The mass media drew a dramatic picture
of the situation which led the public, and consequently the police
and. council, to over-react. The nature of police patrols and police
intervention created antagonisms and led the youths in the area to
attack the police patrols. Another study of the way in which the public
reaction, including the press and the police, brings about “deviancy
amplification” is that of the “mods” and “rockers™ in England (Cohen,
1972). While the deviancy amplification spiral is initiated by some rule-
breaking act, the public reaction ptecipitates further deviance. The
mass media played an important role in developing images and stereo-
types which led a// youths wearing a particular style of clothing to
be seen as delinquent. Increased police activity, stemming from the
newly created public and political demand that “something be done”,
created increased conflict between the police and the “mods” and
“rockers” and also between the latter and other members of the
public. This setved to confirm the stereotypes thereby completing
the self-fulfilling prophecy. ‘

Testing the Theory

There have been relatively few attempts to test labelling theory
compared with the number of theoretical articles in the literature.
Meade (1974) in another United States study found no selective bias
in terms of race, social class, and broken homes in the decision to
refer juveniles to court. However, those who wete referred to court
were more likely to reoffend, in terms of coming to police notice
again, while race, social ciass, and broken homes were not related to
reoffending. While this study supported the reoffending prediction
of labelling theorv, Meade himself argues that it was not an adequate
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test since subjective data, such as self-concept and commitment are
needed. Ageton and Elliot (1974) in a longitudinal study measured
psychological attributes on a socialisation scale and found changes in
scores on the scale for those males who came into contact with the
police. Self-reported delinquency was not as important as police contact
in producing a delinquent orientation. Fisher and Etickson (1973)
examined probation and incarcerated samples and compared these with
juveniles placed 1n a special treatment programme. They claimed that
their findings supported a social control model (i.e., deterrent or
treatment model) rather than labelling theory. Different sentences
may have different labelling effects. An Australian study by Kraus
(1974) showed that those male first offenders who were fined were less
likely to reoffend than those who wete placed on probation, but this
relationship did not hold for those with a previous offence history.

Another longitudinal study over 8 yeats, of boys in a working class
London subutb, was catried out by West (West and Farrington, 1973)
who concluded that the data could suppott any of the current theoties
of delinquency. There was evidence both for and against labelling
theory (p. 161, 200). The findings of Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin
(1972: 226) based on a longitudinal cohort study supported labelling
theory: both the probability of committing a subsequent offence
increases with the number of official contacts, and also the more severe
the sentence, the higher the probability of committing a subsequent
offence. However, here again, the support for labelling theory is
not unequivocal as competing theories could not be completely dis-
counted.

Summary
The labelling process, when applied to juvenile delinquents, can
be summatised by considering it as consisting of six ot seven steps.
(1) The first step in the Iabelling process may come when 2a person
decides to make a complaint to an official agency. Conse-
quently, an initial soutce of bias, in official statistics, may
result from discrimination by complainants, as subsequent
police action will reflect the demands of the complainant
An alternative first step may occur when an official agent
(e.g., policeman or social worker) comes into direct contact
with a young petson and decides an offence has been com-
mitted, ot further investigation is required. '
(2) The second step involves the initial decision by an official agent
either to arrest, write an official teport for later considetation
(by Department of Social Welfate, or Youth Aid Section),
or to resolve the situation informally.
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(3) At the third stage a decision is made, by the police, whether to
prosecute or not (unless the juvenile was arrested and con-
sequently this stage omitted). The Youth Aid Section officer
may make a home visit. The decision to prosecute is madein
“conference” with social workers* and this would be the
first point of application of the “treatment ideology”. Here a
person’s illegal behaviour is not the osnly criterion, for the
notion of treatment leads to a consideration of other behav-
iour and circumstances (e.g., child’s attitude, home back-
ground).

(4) A fourth step involves the wiiting of a report for the Children’s
Coutt by a social worker who must decide what information
is televant, and consequently determines much of the infor-
mation made available to the court relevant to the treatment
ideology.

(5) The fifth step in the labelling process takes place in the Children’s
Courtf, the point at which the previous decisions in the
process are sanctioned and the final disposition arrived at.
Decisions here will reflect the application of the treatment
model. Following Emerson (1969), the dispositions will be
made on the basis of two ctiteria: “trouble” as indicated
by background factors and previous welfare contact, and
“moral character” as shown by previous offence history.

(6) The sixth step is when the court’s sanction is applied, if so
required. The extreme is placement in an institution, with
supervision or probation at least an occasional reminder
to the youth of his court appearance and that he is still
considered to be a “problem”.

(7) The final step involves the reaction of others in the community:
family, friends, teachers, neighbours, and others, such as
employers, who have the power to make decisions affecting
the juvenile’s future life.

Hypotheses

The empirical work in this teport was designed to study labelling
at two levels: (a) at the fifth stage above—the court decision, and
(b) the results of the sixth and seventh steps—reoffending in terms
of reappearance in court.

In considering the court decision, Emerson’s two constructs re-
ferred to earlier in this chapter, “trouble” and “moral character”
can be used. Trouble can be defined in terms of the child’s previous
contact with official agencies such as police, social workers, ot the
*Since the implementation of the Children and Young Persons Act (1974) the Children’s

Boards consider prosecutions at this stage,
TNow termed a Children’s and Young Persons’ Coutt.
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Department of Education’s psychological services. _T hesp contacts
suggest that the child has exhibited “problem” behaviour in the past,
or that his home situation is unsatisfactory®. The construct “mol:al
character” distinguishes those who are considered to have a commit-
ment to a delinquent or criminal careet, as evidenced by their previous
court record, from those who have no such commitment and no recorcél.
The treatment ideology suggests that those who come from what is
considered to be a poor background, such as a brokerf home, oz th_osi
exhibiting problem behaviout, are more likely to recetve 2 “reme.dlal
sentence such as supetvision rather than being sunply‘admomshed
and discharged. In extreme cases they will receive custod}al sentences.

Futher, previous studies have suggested that Polynesxans.and also
those in the lower social classes are mote likely to be considered to
have a criminal character ot to be some sort of problem. An additioqal
effect here is that poor home backgrounds may be related to low social
class,

For the second patt, the cumulative effects of tl}e reac‘ticm of tl:le
community, including social workers and the police, will re:sult in
futher court appearances. Different sentences \Vlﬂ. have dlﬁfarent
effects. Supervision by a social worker serves as a continuing remindet
of the court appearance and of the label “delinquent”, whereas those
admonished and discharged are not subjected to this. A cugtodml
sentence will presumably have a greater effect. Not only will the
experience of custody have a psychological effect but other Dersons
are more likely to regard the child as “delinquent” or “criminal”,
on his return to the community.

The above reasoning can be testated in the following hypoth.ese‘:s:

(1) Those whc have one or more of the following characteristics

recorded in their welfare report to the court will be more

likely to receive supervisory or custodial sentences than those
who do not:
(a) Come from a broken home;
(b) Are Polynesian; '
(c) Whose fathet’s occupation is low on the social class
scale; '

(d) With previous coutt appearances; ' '

() With previous contact with the Youth Aid Section,
child welfare (social welfare) including preventive supervision
of the family, or the Department of Education’s psycho-
logical services. ‘

(2) The likelihood of reappearing in court will be greater for those
who have previously received a supetvisory sentence than

#As discussed in the methodology section; it was not possible to abtain a suitable measure
of home conditions and so this factor cannot be considered.
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those who were admonished and discharged, and those
who have a previous custodial sentence ate more likely
to reappear than those who have not.
. Pr‘evious studies, and provisions in legislation, indicate that those
in different age groups will receive different sentences. Consequently
it will be necessary to control for age. This will be done by dividirié
the sample into two age groups: 12 to 14 years and 15 to 16 years.
Those younger than 12 years will not be included due to small num-
bets. In addition, there are sex differences in offending and so it will
be necessary to consider males and females separately, We would
also expect the seriousness of the offence for which the child is chareed
to be related to the sentence and so this must be measured. ?
For the second hypothesis, only the seatencing of those appearing
for the first time will be considered, to control for the effects of ptior
offence and sentencing history and to allow for a suitable follow-up

perio;i only those in the younger age group will be taken as the base
sample,
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Chapter 4

METHODOLOGY

Sourece

The data for this study was taken from Children’s Court recotrds
kept at the Wellington Magistrate’s Court. The record for each in-
dividual consisted of a charge sheet, summons sheet (where applicable),
and a social welfare (or before April 1972, child welfare) report*.
Sometimes additional information such as a psychiatric report was
presented. The bulk of the relevant data was on the child welfare
teport, ot probation report where applicable. In some cases the welfare
or probation report was missing and so the records of the Wellington
district offices of the Department of Social Welfare and the Probation
Service were seatched to see if a report was in fact given. In some
cases a verbal report only was given at the time of the hearing and
no case report was filed, although some information was given on the
record (face) sheet filed at the district office. In addition, follow-up
data on reoffending was obtained from the Police Gagette.

Sample

The sample was not randomly selected, and was stratified to increase
the proportion of females and Polynesian males to make their numbers
more statistically manageable. The sample comprised all those with
date of birth in 1955 who appeared in the Wellington Children’s
Court between the years 1968 and 1972 inclusive, plus females
and Polynesian males with date of birth 1956 who appeared during
the petiod 1969 to 1973. Appearances include cases where the child’s
parents were charged under the Child Welfare Act (1927). The sample
totalled 982 cases. Omitted from the sample wezre:

(a) All those cases where the child was temanded for psychiatric

observation, or detained in a mental hospital (9);

(b) Thirty-eight cases where all the charges were dismissed;

(c) Thirteen cases where the number of previous court appearances

was not known;

(d) Fifteen cases of males who were the subject of not under proper

control complaints;

(e) All cases involving only traffic charges;

(£) All charges of breach of probation; -

(g) All proceedings involving appeals.

*Sacial workers concerned with the Children’s Court came under the Child Welfare

Division of the Department of Education prior to April 1972, and since then the newly
formed Department of Social Welfare, ‘
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Operational Definitions
The variables. were defined in terms of the following measures:

(i) Custodial: Care of the Child Welfate Superintendent
(or since April 1972, care of the Director-General of Social
Welfare), Detention in a Detention Centre, Borstal, and

(a) Social class—The measute of social class used hete was based %

on a ranking of the occupation of the child’s father. Where
the father was dead or information missing, the mother’s
occupation was used or if the youth was employed his own
occupation.

The data were coded in terms of a three point scale which
corresponded to scores on the Congalton-Havighurst scale
(Vellekoop, 1969) of 1.0 to 4.59, 4.60 to 6.59, and 6.60 to 7.9,
referred to here as levels 1, 2, and 3 respectively. Level 1
comptised occupations such as professional, technical, higher-
ranking officials, businessmen, and farmers. Level 2 com-
ptised clerical workers, skilled manual and supervisory manual
workers and those owning a small business. Level 3 com-
prised semi and unskilled workers and welfare beneficiaries.

(b) Race—This was indicated on the welfare report and placed in

the categories Buropean and Maoti or Islander. Where the
degree of Maoti blood was indicated those half-caste or
more were assigned to the category Maori. Due to small
numbers, the Islandetrs were combined with the Maoris into
the category Polynesian, which was used in the subsequent
analysis.

(c) Parental situation—A space is ptovided on the social welfare

form to indicate whether the family was intact or not, and it
was usually possible to establish details from the account in
the case repott. This was coded in the parents together
category if the parents were married (parents being the legal
definition to include adopted childten with the addition of
those apparently permanent, but not legal, adoptions)
and into the part category if the parents were living apart,
or divorced, ot never married.

(d) Seriousness—At present there is no satisfying way of scaling

seriousness. However, a four point scale was drawn up,
the details of which ate given in appendix I Cases where
the child’s parents were subject to a not under proper con-
trol complaint were coded in a special category which in-
cluded complaints of delinquent child and indigent child.
In some cases the heating involved both NUPC and criminal
charges; these were coded as NUPC only. For convenience
these complaints under the Child Welfare Act will be referred
to as NUPC in the text.

(e) Sentence—This was defined in terms of the actual court decision

and grouped into the following categories:
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Periodic Detention.

(ii) Supervisory: Supetvision by a Child Welfare Officer
(ot since April 1972, supervision by a Social Welfare Officer),
probation, ordered to come up if called: This category
included the sentence of extension to a petiod of supervision
ot probation.

(iii) Admonished and discharged, convicted and discharged,
fined, discharged under section 42 of the Ctiminal Justice
Act (1961).

These sentences are described in detail in other publications
such as the introduction to the Justice Department Penal
Census 1972 (Department of Justice, 1975) and in Juvenile
Ctime in New Zealand (Department of Social Welfare, 1973).
Only those aged 15 years and over can be sentenced to
probation, borstal, or periodic detention, and only those
aged 16 years and over to detention in a detention centre.
Those aged under 15 years receive only the alternative
sentences of admonished and discharged, supervision or
care.

() Adjournments—Adjournments of over 2 weeks were recorded.

In most cases the final sentence was arrived at fairly promptly,
sometimes an adjournment of 1 or 2 weeks being necessary.
However, in the Children’s Coutt, adjournments may also
play a role different to that in the Magistrate’s Court. Ad-
journments of 1 or 2 months in custody provide a period
of observation in a welfare home before deciding on the
final sentence. Adjournments “at large”, usually 3 or 6
months, provide an opportunity to see if the child will
reoffend ot if the family sitvation will settle down.

(g) History—Information on previous police contact (Youth Aid

Section warning) and child welfare or social welfare notice
was usually shown in the social worket’s report. Included
here was past family contact by child welfare (ot social wel-
fare) officets, preventive supervision of the family or child,

- and referrals to the Department of Education’s psychological

services.

(h) Previous appearance—The social worket’s repott usually gave

details of the child’s known offence history., The number
of previous Children’s Court appeatances was recorded.

(i) Reoffending—Since some of those appeating in the Wellington

Children’s Court would later appear in other coutts, their
subsequent Children’s Court history was traced through the
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Police Gazette as well as through the Wellington Children’s
Court records. Reoffending was measured by the number of
appearances (i.e., new cases, adjournments were not counted)
in the Children’s Court subsequent to. first appearance,

() Recommendation—The social worket’s, or probation officer’s,

recommendation was recorded and whether or not this
concurred with the Magistrate’s decision. In some cases a
verbal report was given by the social worker and the recom-
mendation was not shown. In cases where the social worker
tecommended a probation report the outcome was recorded
in the ‘“concut” category if the Magistrate called for a
probation report and followed the probation officet’s recom-
mendation. When the accused was already on probation,
a probation officet’s report rather than a social worker’s
report was usually called for.

Attempts were made to evaluate other details which appeared in
the social worker’s report, including home conditions and the child’s
attitudes, However, the reports were not consistent in style and con-
tent and the results cannot be presented.

Statistics

The data were analysed by cross tabulation and petcentaging. In
all tables percentages are given with raw figures in brackets. Chi-square
values were computed, the criterion level of significance being the
0.05 level. In order to measute the strength of relationship a measure
of association known as Yules Q in the two by two case, and Gamma
for cases other than two by two, was computed (Davis, 1971:75).
This measure will be referred to as Gamma in all cases. Gamma has
a direct “percentage reduction in error” intetpretation (Costaer, 1965).
To assist readers who are not familiar with these measures, an explana-
tion is given in appendix II.

Not all of the required data were present for some individuals.
Rather than omit these from the sample, they were only omitted from
the table containing the relevant vatiable. In each table the total
number of individuals (N) is given, variations from table to table
indicate the numbers omitted for the above reason. As indicated
under Sample, this did not apply to those whose previous offence
history was not known, who were omitted from the sample,
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Chapter 5
RESULTS PART I—SENTENCING

The relationships between sentencing and the variables considered
are summarised in table 1 in terms of Gamma values and significance.
For convenience, the tables cotresponding to each {:elanonshlp are
given in appendix III, rather than in the.text. Table 1 is blrokenbdown
by age and sex since, as mentioned eatlier, there are likely to be alg::
and sex differences. in sentencing. Anothet reason for ke'epmg the
age groups separate is that only the younger age group will be ;on—
sidered in an examination of reoffending and it is necessaty to keep
the correlates of sentencing in mind when cons}d?r1ng‘ the effect
of sentencing on reoffending. The table also distinguishes those
appearing for the first time ‘and those \Yho have one or n;lore pievg:;z
appearances. As indicated in the previous chapter, in the male -
those cases involving NUPC (etc.) charges were omitted, due to sm
numbers which would make interpretatiqn difficult. However, thg
NUPC cases make up 2 substantial proportion of the female cases an

: ined in the female sample. .
al?rif;ilelationships in the dat'f for each group will be discussed below.

TABLE 1—Sentencing—Values of Gamma and Significance from Chi-square

Males

Sub-sample

i More
i ; One ' or More First Appcarz’mce, One  or
Pigzsflf ppeag’}rex;:s, Previous Appea- 15-16 Years Previous Alps[lefxé
(N = 84) rances, 12-14 (N = 186) rances, -

Years (N == 58) Years (N = 317)
“aric Sentence
e JR Y I B - N T 5 BT
?{32?1 cless .. 0.31 NS —0.28 NS 0.33 8 88% NS
Parental situation ..  0.50 S —0.08 NS 0.03 S 0.01
History .. .. 0.16 NS (I)\Ié% s 9:41 NA
Previous appearance N.A. .
Sub-sample Females .
i i Cne or More Previous
First Appeamncg, First App;arince, Tioue
12-14 Years (N = 76) 15-16 Years (N = 115) Apgzgx;zn(c;}s; 130)
Variable 0 ?é:ntcnces 0.56 s
Seriousness .. . gég Ng 0:82 3 0.2¢ Ng
SonBeipe - - 0.37 NS 0.09 NS 000 s
Race .. - 019 NS 0.5 N ~0.9 NS
Parental situation - 0.51 S 0.43 R %%
History .. 0.47 S 1%1\ o NS
Previous appeatances , . N.A. Al

? | i i tnbers,
I\?{t)as].?cmnles 12-14 vyedrs, with one or more previous appearances are omitted due to small nuin

(2) S means statistical significance, NS means’ that chi-square did not feach statistical significance
(0.05 ievel).
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Males, First Appearance at Age 12 to 14 Years

For this group there were no custodial sentences. As might be
expected the seriousness of the offence for which the child was charged
was related to the sentence. Social class and parental situation were
also related to sentence to a statistically significant extent, while race
showed a moderate, but not statistically significant, relationship with
sentence. "To make sure that race did not contribute to the relationship
between sentence and social class, it is necessary to control for race,
as shown in table 2, where it can be seen that a relationship between
sentence and social class is maintained, but is not statistically signifi-
cant for the Polynesian group. This can be taken to indicate that the
relationship of social class with sentencing is not spurious with respect
to race.

TABLE 2-Sentence by Social Class, Within Racial Groups, Males 12-14 Years, First Appearance

Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
Social Class 1 (high) 2 3 (low) 1 (high) 2 3 (low)
Sentence % N 9% N e N % N % N 9 N
Supervision .. 15 @y 37 (7 50 (6) 100 (1) 30 (3) 59 (16)
A & D or fine .. 85 (11) 63 (12) 50 (6) 0 © 70 @ 40D
Total .. .. 100 100 100 100 100 100

(N = 44) (N = 38)

Gamma == (.47, chisquare == Gamma = 0.37, chisquare =

3.44, P greater than 0.05 8.69, P less than 0.05
2 by 2 Gamma = (.55 (omitting

class level 1)

Another variable which could conttibute to the relationship between
social class and sentencing is seriousness, which is related to social
class, as shown in table 3.

‘Table 3—S8eriousness by Social Class, Males 12-14 Years, First Appearance

Social Class 1 (high) 2 3 Gow)
Seriousness % N L7 % N
3 (high) . . .. o230 @3¢ 31 40 (15)
2. - - . .. 23 (3) 45 (13) 42 (16).
1 (low) .. . .. . ()] 24 () 18 (7}
Total (N = 80 . .. .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.29, chi-square = 6,72, P greater than 0.05,

When seriousness is controlled by considering the relationship
between social class and sentence within seriousness categories (table 4),
the relationship remains. The disttibutions in table 4 cannot be expected
to maintain statistical significance, due to small numbers in each cell,
but the fact that the Gamma values do not vaty greatly from that in
the original relationship (see table 1) indicates that seriousness cannot
account for the correlation between sentence and social class.
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TABLE 4—S8entence by Social Class, Within Seriousness Categories®, Males 12-14 Years, First
Appearance

Seriousness 1 (low) 2 3 (high)
Social Class 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Seatence o0 N ° N 9% N o N 9% N 9% N 9% N % N 9 N
Supervision .. 14 (1) 14 (1) 57 (4) 0 (0) 31 (4) 44 (7) 33 (1) 56 (5) 67 (10)
A&Dorfine 8 (6) 86 (6) 43 (3) 100 (3) 69 (9) 56 (9% 67 (2) 44 (4) 33 (5)
Total .. 100 . 100 100 100 100 100 100 400 100

(N'= 21) (N = 32) (N = 27)

Gamma = 0.64 Gamma = 0,45 Gamma == 0,35

*Qne at seriousness level 4 omitted.

Similarly, there is a relationship between social class and parental
situation (table 5), although this was not statistically significant except
when class levels 1 and 2 were combined. Here again, it is necessary
to control for the effects of either variable in its influence on sentencing.
When parental situation is controlled by considering the selationship
between social class and sentence for only those from intact homes
(table 6), it can be seen that the relationship is maiatained in strgngth
(Gamma drops slightly from 0.47 to 0.45), although statistical signifi-
cance is lost, due to smallet numbers in the table. This can be intet-
preted as showing that the influence of social class on sentencing
was not due to the relationship between social class and broken homes.

Table 5—Parental Situation by Social Class, Males 12-14 Yeats, First Appearance

Social Class 1 (High) 2 3 (Low)
Pacents o N or N o N
Apart . .. . .. 14 @ 7 @ 27 (10)
Together . .. - .. 86 (12) 93 (27) 73 27)
Total (N = 80) . - .. 100 100 100

Ga == (.44, chi-square = 1,69, P greater than 0.05. o .
Form txl'rll: 2 by 2 case G;lmma = 0.57, ch%—squarc = 4,55, P less than 0.05 (omitting social
class level 1),

Table G-—Sentence by Sg.-...i Class, Parents Together, Males 12-14 Years, First

Appearance
Social Class ‘ 1 (High) 2 3 (Low)
Seatence % N % - N % N
Supervision .. s .. 9 () 37 (10) 48 (13)
A & D or fine - . .91 (10) 63 (17) 52 (14)
Total (N = 65) . .. 100 100 100

Gamma == 0,45, chi-square = 512, P greater than 0.05.
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Conversely, the effect of broken homes on sentencing could have
been boosted by the influence of social class, However, when social
class is controlled, the relationship between parental situation and
sentence remains (table 7), although statistical significance is lost due
to smaller numbers in the table. The table for class levels 1 and 2
was omitted, as only four persons fell into the parents apart category
(see table 5). This means that the relationship between sentence and
patental situation was not spurious with respect to social class. Finally,
the sentence-broken homes correlation could be due to a relationship
between setiousness and parental situation. When this relationship
is considered (table 8), its low strength indicates that this could not
be so, further supporting the argument that the sentence-broken
homes correlation is a genuine one.

Table 7—Sentence by Parental Situation, Lowest Social Clags Category, Males
12-14 Years, First Appeatance

Parents Together Apart
Sentence % N % N
Supervision 48 - (13) 80 (8
A & D or fine . .. 52 (14) 20 @
Total (N == 37) . .. 100 100

Gamma == 0,62, chi-square = 3.02, P greater than 0.05,

Table 8—Seriousness* by Parental Situation, Males 12-14 Years, First Appearance

Parents Together Apart
Seriousness % N % N
3 (high) . . . 34 (22) 38 (©)
.. . 39 (25 4 (7
1 (low) .. . 28 (18) 19 3)
Total (N = 81) . .. 100 101

Gamma = 0.13, chi-square = 0.54.
*QOne at seriousness level 4 omitted.

Males, 12-14 Years, Who Have One or More Previous Appearances

From table 1 it can be seen that although some of the correlations
with sentencing are compartable to the sample of males appearing
for the first time in this age group, only one of the cotrelations reaches
statistical significance, partly because of the smaller size of this sample.
The relationship between sentence and the numbet of previous appeat-
ances is statistically significant, but 4 low value of Gamma indicates
that it is not a linear relationship (see table 10, appendix IIT).

It must be pointed out that if this sub-sample were to be combined
with the sub-sample of males 12-14 years, appearing for the first
time, the relationships of both seriousness and social class with sentence
would become statistically significant, while the correhtlon with race
would be reduced to almost zero.
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Males, First Appearance at 15-16 Years

Similarly with the younger age group, seriousness and social class
were related to sentencing, while in contrast parental situation was
not, Previous contact with the Child Welfare Division (ot mote
recently the Department of Social Welfare) or the police Youth Aid
Section, showed a relationship with sentencing, again in contrast to the

younger age group (table 1).

Race showed a moderate, but not statistically significant, relation-
ship with sentence. Here again, to ensure that this did not contribute
to the social class-sentence cotrelation, race was controlled as in
table 9, where it can be seen that, rather surprisingly, the correlation
decreases in the non-Polynesian group, but increases (from a Gamma
value of 0.31 to 0.72) in the Polynesian group. Statistical significance
is lost in both cases. Interpretation here is difficult because while
race is not significantly related to sentence, it contributes to the overall
class-sentence cotrelation via a class-sentence relation within the

Polynesian group.

The sentence-history correlation must also be examined for spurious-
ness. History was not related to seriousness to a statistically signifi-
cant extent and with a relatively low Gamma (0.18, table 10), and
so the relationship with sentence was not due to seriousness,

TABLE 9—Sentence by Social Class, Within Categories of Race, Males 15—16 Yeats, First

Appe'uance

Race Non-Polynesian i Polynesian
Social Class 1 (high) 2 3 (low) 1 (high) 2 3 (low)
Sentence % N % N % N o N 9 N o N
Custody e 0O 2 (D 3 () (U ($)] 0 (O 7 (3)
Supervisory .. .. 29 (8) 8 (4) 28 (8) 0 (Q) 13 (2) 33 (14)
A & D ot fine .o T (2% 90 (47) 69 (20) 100 (3) 87 (14) 60 (25)
Total . .. 100 100 100 100 100 100

™ = 117) (N = 61)

Gamma = 0,13, chi square = Gamma = 0.72, chi square =

7.38, P greater than 0.05

5.36, P greater than 0.05

Table 10-—Seriousness* by History, Males 15-16 Years, First Appeatance

History None Welfare or
Y, A8, Notice
Seriousness % N % N
3(hlgh) y . .. 35 (45) a7 (24)
.. . " 41 (52) 3B AN
1 (low) .24 (31) - 200 (10)
Total (N = 179‘ o .. 100 100

Gamma = 0,13, chi-square = 2,8, P greater than 0,05.
*QOne at seriousness 4 omitted.
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The remaining possible interaction to be considered is that between
social class and history. As shown in table 11, this relationship was
statistically significant, and so social class must be controlled in. the
relationship between history and sentence, as in table 12, where it
can be seen that a relationship remains at class levels 2 and 3, but
revetses for class level 1. Due to small numbers, none of these sub-
tables can reach statistical significance.

Table 11—Histoty by Social Class, Males 15-16 Years, First Appearance

Social Class 1 (High) 2 3 (Low)
History o N % N 9%
Welfare or Y.A.S. Notice .. .16 (6) 25 (17) 38 (26)
None . . .. .. 84 (32) 75 (50) 62 (43)
Total (N = 174) . i .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.35, chi-square = 6.23, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 12--Sentence by History, Within Categoties of Social Class, Males 15-16 Years, First

Appearance
Social Class 1 (high) 2 3 (low)
History None Notice None Notice Noae Notice
Sentence 9 N % N o N 9 N % N % N
Custodial . o0 O 0 (0 (V)] 6 (L) 5 (2 4 (1)
Supervisory .. L2 0 17 Q) 8 4) 17 3) 26-(11 42 (11)
A & D or fine .. 78 (25) 83 (5) 92 (45) 78 (14) 70 (30) 54 (14)
Total .. ..100 100 100 101 100 100
(N = 38) N = 67) (N = 69)
Gamma = —0,12 Gamma = 0.53 Gamma = 0.29

Males, 15-16 Years, Who Have One or More Previous Appearances

In this group seriousness showed a statistically significant relation-
ship with sentence, as in the groups of males appearing for the first
time. Similarly with the younger age group (one or more previous
appearances), the number of previous appearances was also related
to sentence. However, in contrast to the other male groups, social
class was not related to sentence. Race and parental situation wete
also unrelated to sentencing.

Females, First Appearance at 12-14 Years

At this point it should again be noted that the female samples
differ from the male groups by the inclusion of “not under proper
control” cases. While setiousness was not related to seatence (see
table 1), the charge category was. The NUPC cases were mote likely
to receive custodial sentences (see appendix III, table 22), in this case
care of the Child Welfare Superintendent (or since April 1972, the
Director-General of Social Welfare). Neither race nor social class
showed statistically significant relationships with sentence,
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Those from broken homes were mote likely to receive a custodial
sentence. This observation could be explained by a relationship
between charge type and broken homes. In table 13, where charge
type is controlled, it can be seen that the relationship retains its strength
in each sub-table, although statistical significance is lost, due to the
smaller numbers in each sub-table.

TABLE 13—Sentence by Parental Situation, Within Charge Categories, Females
12-14 Years, First Appearance

Charge Type Non-NUPC NUPC

Parental Situation Together Apart Togethesr Apart

Sentence 9% N % N % N o, N

Care . L% T o T 6 @ 50 o

Supetvision .. 30 (9 50 (5 80 (200 50 (5

A & D or fine L70@e) 40 @ 4 @) 0 O

Total . .. 100 100 (N = 40) 100 100 (N = 35)
Gamma. = 0.50, Gamma = 0.69,

2 by 2 Gamma = 0.40 2 by 2 Gamma == 0.67
(omitting care) (omitting A & D or fine)

Those females with a previous history of contact with the police
or child welfare wetre mote likely to receive custodial or supervisory
sentences. Here again it is necessary to control for chatge type, and
when this is done, as in table 14, it can be seen that the relationship
remains, although reduced in strength somewhat.

TABLE 14—Sentence by History, Within Charge Categories, Females 12-14 Years,
Fitst Appearance

Charge Type Non-NUPC NUPC
i 3 N Welf: None Welfare or
History one Y .A?S.a go?;ce Y.A.S. Notice
Sentence 9% N o N : % N % N
Care . Lo B @ 7 m
Supervision .. ) 42 (%) 82 (18 58 (11)
A & D or fine 88 (19 50 (6) 0 (0 5@
Total . .. 100 100 (N = 40) 100 100 (N == 36)
Gamma = 0.39, Gamma = 0.32,
2 by 2 Gamma = 0,26 2 by 2 Gamma = 0.50

(omitting care) (omitting A & D ot fine)

Females, 12-14 Years, Who Have One or More Previous Appearances

The reader is reminded that this sub-sample was not analys_ed,
since only 16 individuals fell into this category, making intetpretation
of any relationships impossible. '
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Females, First Appearance at 15-16 Years

In contrast to females in the younger age group, but similar to the
males, a relationship between seriousness and sentence was evident
(see table 1), but it was not a simple increasing straight line one.
Although the Gamma value of 0.58 is surprisingly high, the main
contribution comes from the two by two cell grouping, omitting
seriousness level 3 and the sentence of care. (See appendix IIT, table 26).
In addition, those who were the subject of NUPC complaints were
more likely to receive custodial or supervisory sentences.

Social class was not correlated with sentence to any extent, but
race showed a moderate relationship. When chatge type is controlled
the racial bias remains for the non NUPC cases but is reduced for
the NUPC cases (table 15).

TABLE 15—S8entence by Race, Within Charge Categories, Females 15-16 Years,
First Appearance

Charge Type Non-NUPC NuprC
Race Non- Polynesian Non- Polynesian
Polynesian Polynesian

Sentence % N % N % N % N

Custodial .. L2 4 M 19 (3 7 ()

Supervisory .. o 140 (8 300 (8) 56 (9 71 (10)

A & D or fine .. 84 (49 67 (18) 25 4 213

Total e .. 101 101(N == 85) 100 99 (N = 30)
Gamma = 0.45, Gamma = —0.11,

2 by 2 Gamma == 0,19

2 by 2 Gamma = 0.46
(omitting A & D or fine.)

(omitting custodial)

Similarly, sentencing was not related to broken homes to a statisti-
cally significant extent, except when the two by two case was considered
(see appendix III, table 27). Again it is necessary to control for charge
type, as in table 16, whete a statistically significant relationship remains
for the non NUPC grouping, when the two by two case is considered.

TABLE 16—Sentence by Parental Situation, Within Charge Categories, Females
15-16 Years, First Appearance

Charge Type Non-NUPC NUPC

Parental Situation Together Apatt Together Apart
Sentence % N % N % N % N
Custodial .. L2 W 0 (0 i3 3 14
Supetvisory .. L1308 40 (8) 61 (14) 7t (5)

A & D ot fine .. 86 (5%) 60. (12) 26 (6) 14 (1)
Total e .. 101 100 (N == 84) 100 99 (N == 30)

For the 2 by 2 case, omitting Gamma = 0.22, chi-square
cage, = 0.37, P greater than 0.05
Gamma = 0.64, chi-square

= 7.27, P Iess than 0.05
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Previous contact with police or child welfare (or social welfare)
was not related to sentence, except in the two by two case. Yet again
it is necessaty to control for charge type (table 17). Here the Gamma
values are reduced, suggesting that the correlation between sentence
and previous history was due to 2 telationship between history and
charge type. Table 18 shows that this was in fact the case, previous
history was strongly related to the charge type and so the relationship
shown in table 1 between sentence and previous history can be regatded
as spurious,

TABLE 17—Sentence by History, Within Charge Categories, Females 15-16 Years,
First Appearance

Non-NUPC NuUPC

Charge Type

History None Welfarc or None Welfare or
Y.A.S. Notice Y.A,S. Notice

Sentence t, N % N % N % N

Custodial .. S R VR ) 3 @ i @

Supervisory ., .. 18 212) 24 (4 60 (9) 64 (9

A & D or fine .. 81 (55) 71 (12) 21 (4 21 (3)

Total i .. 101 101 (N = 85) 100 99 (N = 29)

For the 2 by 2 case
Gamma== 0.21, chi-square

Gamma = 0.10, chi-square
== 0.29, P greater than 0.05

= 0.00, P greater than 0.05

TABLE 18—Charge Type by History, Females 15-16 Years, First Appearance

History None Welfare or

Y.A.S. Notice
Charge Type % N % N
NUBC . . .. 18 (5 45 (14)
Non-NUPC ., . . 82 (68) 55 {17)
Total (N = 114) . .. 100 100

Gamma = 0.58, chi-square = 8,73, P less than 0.05.

Females, 15-16 Years, Who Have One or More Previous Appearances

As with the females in this age group who appeared for the first
time, sentence was related to seriousness. Charge type was also related
to sentence to a statistically significant extent, but rather weakly,
indicated by a low Gamma value. However, none of the other variables
showed a significant relationship with sentences (see table 1).

Sentencing and Previous Court Appearances—The First Appearance and
Reappearance Groups Compared

It was asserted in the earlier chapters that those appearing for the
first time would have a different sentencing pattern when compared
with those who had previously appeared. Empitical evidence of this
can be seen in tables 19 and 22 where the sentences of those appeating
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for the first time are compared with those who have appeared before,
in each sex and age group. The table for females aged 12-14 years
does not reach statistical significance, due to the small number of
females with a previous court history.

TABLE 19—Sentence by Previous Court Appearances, Males 12-14 Years

Previous Appearances None One or More

Seatence % N % N
Custody .. . .. 0 (0) 10 (6)

Supervision .. .. 44 (37) 71 (41)

A & D or fine .. .. 56 .41 19 (11)

Total (N = 142) . .. 100 100

Gamma == 0.71, chi-square = 24,6, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 20—Sentence by Previous Court Appearances, Males 15-16 Years

Previous Appearances None QOne or More
Sentence 9% N i’(, N
Custody . .. .. 30 i (52
Supervisory .. . .. 19 (36) g‘% (29)

A & D or fine .. . 78.(146) 55 (175)
Total (N = 504) > .. 100 99

Gamma = 0.59, chi-square = 33.2, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 21—Sentence by Previous Court Appearances, Females 12-14 Years

Previous Appearances None One or Moxe
Sentence ay N %, N
Care . . .15 an 31©)
Supervision . . o §1 39) 56 (9)
A&D . .. .. 3 (206) 13 .(2)
Total (N = 92) .. oo 160 100

Gamma = 0.48, chi-square == 4.25, P greater than 0.05.

TABLE 22—Sentence by Previous Court Appearances, Females 15-16 Yeats

Previous Appearances None One or More
Sentence : % N % N
Custodial . .. - 5 (6) 22 (26)
Supervisory .. . 30 (35) 34 (41

A & D orfine . 64 (74) 45 - (54)
Total (N = 236) .. .. 100 101

Gamma == 0.41, chi-square = 1596, P less than 0.05.

Adjonrnments

While a sentence is the final outcome of a court hearing, this may
be delayed by an adjoutnment. The reader is reminded that those
adjourned for psychiatric observation wete omitted.

An adjournment in custody was taken to be any period of c?ustody
over 2 weeks. Adjournment at large seems to be used in the Children’s
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Court context as a form of suspended sentence. The child is given
time to “settle down™ to see if he or she will reoffend or continue to
misbehave. Most of the females adjourned in custody were the subject
of NUPC, etc, complaints. Details of adjournments within sub-
samples are given in appendix IV, Of the total 982 cases, 96 (9.8 pet-
cent) were adjoutned in custody and 53 (5.4 percent) wete adjourned
at large.

Social Worker’s Case Report

Before concluding the discussion on sentencing, the rol. of the
social wotker’s case report to the court must be considered. OF the
total of 982 cases in the sample, 22 (2.2 percent) were covered by
verbal reports only. Thete appeared to be no report in 32 (3.3 petcent)
cases and for 13 (1.3 percent) cases thete was 2 report but no recommen-
dation. Of the recommendations which were given (915 cases), the
Magistrate’s decision differed in 72 (7.9 percent) cases. In some 27
(3.0 percent) this difference was minor, for example, a change from a
recommendation of a fine to admonished and discharged. For 45
(4.9 percent) of the cases, the change was 2 major one, for example,
from admonish and discharge to supervision. In other wotds the social
wortker’s recommendation was followed in most cases. Consequently,
it is probable that the major determinant of any bias in sentencing
comes from the social worker rather than the Magistrate, Since a
majot change in recommendation occurred in only 4.6 percent of
the total cases, this number was too small to examire systematically
to see whether or not the Magistrate reduced or amplified the biases
in sentencing. The above figutes do not include the 13 cases whete
the number of previous appeatances were not known, as mentioned
in chapter 4 under Sample, because the social worker’s report gave
no indication. In those 13 cases, 6 had no reports, 3 were verbal,
1 gave no recommendation, and in 1 there was a major change from
the recommendation. Cases whete there was a verbal report or no
teport usually involved less setious offences, such as a person under
the legal age on premises licensed to sell liquor
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Chapter 6

REOFFENDING

In this chapter, as in the last, most of the tables are placed in appendix
III. The results are summarised in table 23 which shows the degree
of telationship between the variables considered in the previous
chapter and reoffending, measured by the number of reappearances,
in terms of Gamma coefficients and statistical reliability. The reader
is again reminded that for this analysis, only those who appeared in
the Children’s Court for the first time between the ages of 12 and 14
years inclusively wete used as the base sample. This allowed a follow-up
until those in the sample attained the age of 17 years, and no longer
came uader the jurisdiction of the Children’s Court.

TABLE 23—Reappearance: Values of Gamma and Statistical Significance from
Chi-Square¥

Variable Reappearance
Males (N = 84) Females (N == 76)

Sentenice 0.61 S 0.19 NS
Seriousness .. .. . 0,14 NS 0.08 NS
Social class .. “ .. 0.45 NS 0.27 NS
Race . - o060 S 0.18 NS
Parental situation . .. 053§ 0.16 NS
History . o .. 0,27 NS 0.28 NS
Charge type .. . .. NA 0.25 NS

*$ indicates significance, NS non-significance, at the 0.05 level.

Females

From table 23 it can be seen that for the females, reappearance was
not related to a statistically significant extent to any of the variables
considered, and the values of Gamma ate lower than the male values
for all variables except for history. The problem of reaching statis-
tical significance partly arises from the small numbers of females who
reoffend. In order to compare the Gamma value in the sentence-
reappearance cotrelation with that found in the male data, the non-
NUPC cases only were examined, as shown in table 24, The Gamma
value (0.27 in the two by two case, omitting one sentence to cate) is
much lower than the value of 0.61 achieved in the male case.
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TABLE 24—Reappearance by Sentence, Females, Non-NUPC Cases at First

Appearance*
Sentence A & D or Fine Supervision
Reappearance % N % N
One ormore .. .. .. 24 (6) 35 (5)
None .. .. .. 76 (19) 64 (9
Total (N = 39) . .. 100 99
Gamma = 0.27,

*One sentenced to careé omitted.

Males

For the males, sentence showed the strongest relationship with
reappearance, supporting the prediction from labelling theory. Race
and parental situation also showed faitly strong and statistically
significant relationships, while social class did not, although the Gamma
value for social class is fairly high. Here again is the problem of
interpretation of the observed relationships and the possibility of
spuriousness due to the interaction of other variables.

When race is controlled in the relationship between sentence and
reappearance (table 25) the relationship remains in strength, but
statistical significance is lost in the Polynesian data. Coavetsely, when
sentence is controlled in the correlation between race and reappearance
(table 26) the relationship again remains, although it is no longer
statistically significant in the supervision category. These results
can be interpreted as meaning that race and sentence have independent
effects on reappearance.

TABLE 25—Reappearance by Sentence, Within Categories of Race, Males

Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
Sentence A & Dot fine Supervision A & D or fine Supervision
Reappearances % N % N o N o N
Twice or more e 7@ 41 D 50 (9 75 (15)
Once . o319 29 - (5) 11 {2 15 (3)
Nil .. RN .62 (18) 29 (5 3% (D 100 ()
Total oo o.o1000 99 (N == 46) 100 100 (N =38)

Gamma = 0.62, chi-square

Gamma = 0.52, chi-square
= B.73, P less than 0.05

= 5.47, P greater than 0.05
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TABLE 26—Reappearance by Race; Within Categories of Sentence, Males

Sentence A & D or Fine Supervision

Race Non- Non-
Polynesian - Polynesjan Polynesian  Polynesian

Reappearances % N % N % N % N
Twice or more LT ) e B - B G
Once .. o3t (9 1 () 29 (8 15 (3
Nil .. . 62 (18 39 (1) 2 () 10 @
Total . .. 100 100 (N = 47) 99 100 (N = 37)

Gamma = (.55, chi-square

Gamma = 0.57, chi-square
== 11.82, P less than 0.05

= 4.45, P greater than 0.05

Since parental situation is related to reappeatance it is necessary
to control for this in the correlation between sentence and reappear-
ance, as in table 27 (the parents apart sub-table is not shown due to
small numbets), where it can be seen that the relationship remains.
When sentence is controlled in the relationship between parental
situation and reoffending, the relationship increases for those admon-
ished and discharged and decreases for those under supetvision
(table 28). Due to small numbers in the parents apart categoty, the
tables do not treach statistical significance and so interpretation is
difficult.

TABLE 27—Reappearance by Sentence, Parents Together, Males

Sentence A & D orFine  Supervision
Reappearances % N 9% N
Twice ot more .. .. 20 (8) 56 (14)
Once . o 20 (8) 24 (6)
Nil .. . . - 61 (25) 20 (3)
Total (N == 66) o .o 10 100

Gamma == 0,65, chi-squate = 12.09, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 28—Reappearance by Parental Situation, Within Categories of Sentence,

Males
Sentence A & D or Fine Supetvision
Parental Situation Together Apart Together Apart
Reappearance °% N 00N % N o N
Twice or more L2000 (B) 40 (2 56 (14) 67 (8)
Once .. w200 (®) 60 (3) 24 (6) 17 ()
Nil v . 61 .(25) 0 (0 20 - (5) 17 @) -
Total . .. 100 100 (N = 46) 100 101 (N =37)

Gamma = 0.71 Gamma = 0,18
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Similarly when parental situation is controlled in the relationship
between race and reappearance, there is little change (table 29). It is
also necessary to conttrol for race in the relationship between reappeat-
ance and parental situation, as in table 30. Here again, the value of
Gamma remains fairly high, increasing above that in table 23, for the
non-Polynesian group, and decreasing from 0.53 to 0.44 for the Poly-
nesian group. Due to smaller numbers in each sub-table, statistical
significance was lost. However, these results indicate that race, sentence,
and parental situation have independent effects on reappearance.

TABLE 29—Reappearance by Race, Parents Together, Males

Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
Reappearance % N % N

Twice ot more . . 16w 57 (16)
Once . . ‘e 26 (10) 14 @

Nil L . . . 58 (22) 29 (8)
Total (N .= 66) . .. 100 101

Gamma = 0.60, chi-square = 12.42, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 30—Reappeatance by Parental Situation, Within Categorics of Race, Males

Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
Parenta} Situation Together Apart Together Apatt
Reappearance o N 9% N o N % N
Twice or more 16 (6) 38 (8) 57 (16) 7% (D)
Once - Lo 26 (10) 50 4 4. @ 11 (1
Nil .. . .88 (22 13 Q) 29 @ 11 (1)
Total . <. 100 101 (N == 46) 100 100 (N = 37)
Gamma = 0.64 Gamma = 0.44

There is one final variable to be considered. Although social class
does not show a statistically significant relationship with reappearance,
the Gamma value (0.45) is faitly high, so it is important to see if social
class is making a conttibution to the observed race-reappearance
correlation, When social class is controlled, as in table 31, the corre-
lation between tace and reappearance temains and is statistically
significant, indicating that this relationship was not spurious, that is,
not due to the effects of social class.
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TABLE 31—Reappearance by Race, Within Social Class Categorics*, Males
Social Class 2 (mid) 3 (low)

Race Non- Non-
Polynesian  Polynesian Pulynesian  Polynesian

Reappearances % N °r N o/ N o/ N

0 G 0
Twice or more .26 (5) 70 @) 17 (@) 65 (A7)
Once .. 26 (5 0 (0) 33 @ 12 3
Nil . . 479 30 (3) 50 (6) 23 (6
Total .. .o 99 100 (N = 29) 100 100 (N == 38)

Gamma = 0.64, chi-square

Gamma = 0.53, chi-square
= 7,90, P less than 0.05

= 6,13, P less than 0.05

*Class level 1 (high) not shown due to small numbers of Polynesians at that level,
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Chapter 7

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Findings—Sentencing

In most sub-samples those who wete charged with the more serious
offences were more likely to r=ceive a supervisory or custodial sentence.
This is what we would expect from the assumption that seatencing
operates on a punitive basis* (i.e., “the punishment fits the crime”)
rather than simply the treatment ideology which suggested that
treatment rather than punishment is the prime goal of the juvenile
justice system. However, the fact that sentencing was also related to
the number of previous court appearances indicates that the “moral
character” construct of Emerson’s (1969) does apply. This compares
with Gibson’s (1973:237) suggestion that probation officers perceive
offenders in terms of criminal cateers and make their recommendations
according to the stage at which they see offenders in that career.

In the female sub-samples the type of charge, NUPC or not, was
related to sentencing. This is partly because NUPC chatges are brought
by the social worker in situations whete he ot she wishes to gain extended
control over the child or family. Consequently, we can expect supet-
vision or care to be more likely in these cases since this was the outcome
the social worker desited to obtain. Cate will be a likely outcome
in cases where the social worker believes that it is necessary to remove
the child from his or her home situation.

Overall there was no evidence of a racial bias in sentencing. The
exception was that Polynesian females appearing for the first time,
15 to 16 years, on non-NUPC charges, were more likely to receive
a supetrvisory sentence than to be admonished and discharged. For the
males, social class was generally the more important variable, with
the exception of those aged 15-16 years with one or mote previous
appearances where class and race biases were both absent. This
supports Gronfers and Mugford’s (1973) suggestion that social class
rather than race was the more important variable in sentencingt, How-
ever, it must be pointed out that this does not entirely counter the
criticism that the judicial system supports institutional racism, but
rather suggests that the mechanism lies in factors related to social class
rather than resulting from a direct bias, such as racial prejudice.

#To some extent this relationship - is “built-in” because the less serious offences have less
severe penalties.

1On the other hand, Gronfers and Mugford found that probation officers gave different
e:aplagations for the causes of the behaviour of Maotl offenders compared with European
oftenders.
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Generally, the cotrelation with variables other than setiousness
(and charge type in the case of females) shown at the time of first
appearance are reduced in the samples of those with one or more
previous appearances. For the males, the number of previous appeat-
ances comes to be an impoztant vatiable, as noted above.

Othet correlations predicted by labelling theory and the treatment
ideology are those between sentence and both parental situation
and history of previous contact with the Youth Aid Section or welfate
workers. These were both shown for the females aged 13 to 14 years
at first appearance, while a relationship with parental situation only
was shown for males in that age group.

Findings—Reoffending

The reader is again reminded that these ubservations apply oaly
to the sample comptising those who first appeared at the age of 12
to 14 years, followed up until they attained the age of 17 years. None
of the males in this sub-sample received a custodial sentence at the
first appearance, while for the females only one non-NUPC case and
about one-third of the NUPC cases teceived custodial sentences.

Males sentenced to supetvision at their first appearance were more
likely to reoffend than those admonished and discharged, the pro-
portions reappeating being 82 percent and 46 percent respectively.
However, this teoffending prediction from labelling theory did not
gain support in the data for females. The latter observation counts
against labelling theory in so far as we would expect labelling to
apply equally as well to either sex.

For the males, Polynesians and those from broken homes were
more likely to reappear. This high reoffence rate for Polynesians
compares with a similar finding for Maoti males in data based on
police (youth aid) records (Hampton, 1973, 1974b). However, in
that sample, those from broken homes were not more likely to reoffend.

In the female data there were no statistically significant relationships
evident, and the strength of the relationships, as measured by Gamma,
were generally lower than those observed in the male data.

The lack of relationship between the child’s previous contact with
police youth aid or welfare workers suggests that eatly offending
and misbehaviour or family pathology are not signs of pre-delinquency.
This observation also goes against the prediction from labelling theory
that contact with those agencies will lead to reoffending.

Discussion ,

The general observation that the delinquency rate for females is
invariably lowet than the rate for males remains problematic for
theories of ctime and delinquency. This sex difference should provide

a basis for compatisons. For example, if broken homes were relevant.
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in the causation of delinquency we would expect equal numbers of
male and female delinquents arising from this source. But this does
not seem to be the case. Instead there are probably many intetaction
effects with sex-role expectations both in the causation of offending
and the labelling reactions to it.

An example of sex differences in the official reaction is Hampton’s
(1974b) finding that in the police decision to prosecute or warn first
offendets, females from broken homes or poor home backgrounds
were more likely to be prosecuted, but this was not evident in the data
for males. On the other hand, in the study of sentencing reported
in chapter 5 of this report sex differences were not readily apparent.
However, social class was less televant in the case of females. The fact
that a much greater proportion of females compared to males appear
as the subject of NUY'C and other complaints under the Child Welfare
Act accounts for many of tne custodial sentences (namely cate) received
by females.

When delinquency is measured in terms of reoffending sex differences
are again evident. The correlations between reappearance and social
class, broken homes and tace being lower for females, suggesting
that these variables interact with sex roles.

The obsetved high reappearance rate for Polynesian males is not
easy to explain. It does not appear to atise from biases in the levels
of sentencing, or the decision to prosccute subsequent to the first
offence*, nor the labelling effects of sentencing. This does not discount
the possibility of discrimination by those who teport offences to the
police, or that social workers and policemen are mote likely to take
official action in terms of writing a report in the case of Polynesian
suspects, rather than dealing with the matter completely informally
(steps one and two, chapter three).

This high rate of reappearance of Polynesians could result from a
criminal label being applied before police contact. Duncan (1972)
suggests that the media play a role in reinforcing stereotypes held
by the general public, including the police. The Department of Social
Welfare (1973:16) reports that 40 percent of all Maori youths aged
16 years and under appear in the Children’s Court, compared with
10 percent of all non-Maori youths. If one were to include first offendets
appearing in the Magistrate’s Court, this percentage would probably
be greater. In other words, the judicial system labels a large proportion
of Maori males as having a criminal character, and this would lead
the public and police to give any Maori male the label of “criminal”
even before he acquires an official record. This would also help to
explain the increased likelihood of prosecution of Maori youths at
the first time to notice.

*Not repotted elsewhere is the finding in the data collected by Hampton (1973b) that there
was no racial bias in the decision to prosecute those males-coming to nottce for the second
or more time,
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Another theoretical question must be directed at the social class-
race correlation, which leads to an examination of the historical
roots of the present structure of New Zealand society. In considering
the position of the Maoti people in relation to utban growth and
industrial development, one must consider the historic alienation
of Maoti land and the destruction of the indigenous Maori economy
(see Ward, 1973). In this way, the explanations of Maori crime in
terms of adjustment to city life (Te Punga, 1971; O’Malley, 1973)
can be placed in a better theoretical perspective.

Similarly, the migration, both permanent and temporaty, from the
Pacific Islands must be seen in the context of providing a flexible
unskilled work force necessary for the growth of industry in New
Zealand. These processes are also relevant to an understanding of
the social class structure, and mobility within this structure. A supply
of unskilled labour “feeding™ in at the bottom of the class structure
allows Buropeans to become upwardly mobile.

The wuse of the word race in this study must not be interpreted
as indicating genetic factors. While this variable is directly measured
by the obviously genetically related genealogical origin and physical
characteristics, there is no reason to suspect that the observed high
rate of crime among Polynesian males results from genetic causes.
While thete are probably social and cultural causes, the culture-
conflict theory and the related utban adjustment theory both lack
sufficient analysis and specific detail, and together with a lack of
empirical data fail to give a convincing account.

Pitt and Macpherson (1974) suggest that the Samoan community
has adapted to New Zealand life, with their traditional social structure
and culture assisting this adjustment. The causes of Samoan crime
more probably arise from the problems of status and identity faced
by Samoan youth (p. 110).

There remains the question of conflict between Polynesian cultures
and the enforcement of European laws, a complex issue which is
outside the scope of this study. This issue is discussed by Hohepa
(1973), and Ward (1973) gives an historical account.

Labelling

The relationship, in the males data, between reoffending and sen-
tencing is not unequivocal support for labelling theory. This relation-
ship could be explained in two ways.

(a) Social workers can identify those who ate mote likely to reoffend
and recommend supervision as a remedial sentence. Howevert,
supervision has little beneficial effect since less than 20 pet-
cent never reoffend.

(b) Social workers ‘cannot distinguish those who are more likely
to reoffend, the relationship results solely from labelling.
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In terms of the present data it was not possible to distinguish these
possibilities.

Young males from broken homes were both more likely to be
sentenced to supervision and reoffend. However, it appezued that
those from broken homes who ate sentenced to supetvision were
no more likely to reoffend than those from intact homes who were
also ‘sentenced to supervision. In contrast, of those admonished and
discharged, youths from broken homes were mote likely to reoffend
than those from intact homes. Again, it appears that sentencing those
from broken homes to supervision had little remedial effect.

In terms of perception of delinquency risk (hypothesis (2) above)
social workers did not make tecommendations identifying Polynesians
as a group likely to reoffend.

While the five vatiables listed in hypothesis 1, chapter 3, did not
gain consistent support in the overall data some vatiables held in
particular sub-samples, suggesting points where further investigation
is necessary.

This research did not examine the reasons given in the social worker’s
tepott for the recommendation to the coutt. An attempt was made to
do this, but no uséful result was reached since no consistent reasons
were evident.

As indicated in earliet chapters, home background data was not
used. While one could build up a picture of the offender’s background
over a numbet of repotts, corresponding to successive appearafces,
this would build in a correlation with those factors and reoffending.
In other wotrds, compatative data for those appeating only once
was not easily obtained from sometimes rathet sparse teports.

The tresults reported in this study wete based on a sample taken
from a patticular Children’s Court and consequent]y genemlisations
are not readily made. Data from coutts in rural areas or other cities
could give a different picture.
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Appendix I

SERIOUSNESS SCALE

Rationale

. It is very difficult to artive at a satisfactory seriousness scale, espec-
ially when one considers that this may not be a uni-dimensional
concept, The scale developed by Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) is not
appropriate here because it places too much emphasis on the more
serious oftences, and too little on differentiating the setiousness of the
more trivial offences which make up the bulk of delinquent offending.

The scale that follows is based latgely on the author’s own opinion
of what was a reasonable scale. It is not entitely arbitrary and is based
on the following rationale. A scale of over four points would give too
few cases in each category. It is assumed that in all offences involving
propetty theft or destruction that seriousness increases with the
monetary value of goods involved, but in a non-linear and approxi-
matély logarithmic manner. This is in line with many psychometric
findings in scaling othet kinds of attributes. Consequently, the pro-
petrty scale goes up in increasing jumps: $0—2.00, $2.00—100, $100—
1,000, and over $1,000. Burglary is given the somewhat arbitrary scale
value of 3, as it is difficult to assess any degree of setiousness from
coutt records. Offences involving personal injury were placed at
seriousness level 4, while the less serious offences against the person
(mainly assault) were placed at level 3. In setiousness scaling, offences
are usually assumed to form an ordinal scale rather than an interval |
ratio scale. In the extreme sample, it is likely that most people would
agree that no number of thefts can equal one murder. Or, in other
words, no number of offences at level 1 can equal an offence at level 4.
However, in order to deal with more than one chatge per court
hearn}g, some form of multiplication is needed. In the following
scale it is assumed that three or more chatges at level one are equiva-
lent to one at level 2, and 3 ot more charges at level 2 are equivalent
to one at level 3, but there is no equivalent accumulation to level 4.
That is, level 3 includes any number of ‘charges at that level. As it
turned out in the study reported in this booklet, few cases reached
seriousness level 4.

The charges listed in the following scale do not include all possible
oﬁ'e}lces, but cover all of those charges which were actually brought
against persons in the sample.
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Serionsness Scale

Level 1—Property, less than $2.
Liquot Act: minor in bat, drinking in public place, liquor near a
dance hall.
Obscene language, offensive behavionr, Post Office Act (obscene
and annoying phone calls).
Obstruct carriage way, etc.
Drunk.
Depositing dangerous litter.
Arms Act (possession, etc).
Unlawful taking of bicycle.
Wilful trespass, unlawfully in enclosed yard, on premises.
Frequenting.
Begging alms.
Owns dangerous dog.
Peeping.
Level 2—1Idle and disorderly.
Resisting, obstructing Police.
Disorderly behaviour, fighting.
Unlawful getting into, interfering with vehicle.
Unlawful intercourse, indecent assault.
Possessing offensive weapon.
Discharging firearm in public place, likely to endanger. -
Propetty, over $2.00 and under $100. ‘
False fire alarm,
False statutory declaration, false allegation, false information.
Wilful fire to scrub.
Hatbouting a juvenile escaper.
Stowing away.
Three and for mote charges level 1.

Level 3—Property over $100 and under $1,000.
Burglary. '
Assault.

Unlawful taking motor vehicle.
Drugs, possession and use.

Atrson (house).

Three and [or more charges level 2.

Level 4—Robbery.
Wounding with intent.
Property over $1,000:
Aggravated assault.
Cateless use of firearm causing bodily injury.
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Notes:

Property includes: Wilful damage, fraud, theft, forgery, teceiving,
false pretences, and rather than counting charges, total amount in
dollars is added up.

Prosecutions under the Child Welfare Act, such as delinquent or

indigent child, or not under proper control, wetre not included in the
above scale.
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Appendix IT

STATISTICS USED—AN EXPLANATION

The chi-square statistic is explained in most elementary statistical
texts. The results ate reported in this study in terms of the probability,
P, that the observed differences in the table were due to chance. P
greater than 0.05 means that there was a more than 5 percent pro-
bability that the observed results were due to chance alone. P less than
0.05 means, conversely, that thete was a less than 5 percent probability
that the results wetre due to chance. The 0.05, or 5 percent level is
arbitrary, but is the one most customarily taken. In other words, P
less than 0.05 means that we can be reasonably confident that the
results were not due to chance alone.

The Gamma coefficient, sometimes called Yules Q in the two by
two case, is a simple measure of the strength of the relationship, The
calculation is simplest in the two by two case (see example 1 in the
diagram below) where Gamma is calculated in terms of the cross
products of the raw scores in each cell of the table, taking the cross
product in the predicted direction of the relationship first:

Gamma = cd — ad

cd - ad
This can be extended to the two by three case, (see example 2 below):
Gamma = d(b+-¢) 4 ec — a(e-f) — bf

d(b--c) + ec + ae+f) + bf

In example two we are measuring the strength of relationship in
the ptedicted direction, that of the diagonal from d to c. I'y analogous
procedures, Gamma can be calculated for any number of cells.

Gamma varies between 0.0 (no relationship) and plus or minus
1.0 (petfect relationship). A negative value means that the relationship
is in the direction opposite to that predicted, that is along the other
table diagonal.

Gamma has a PRE or percentage reduction in error interpretation.
A Gamma value of 0.40 means that we have a 40 percent increase of
accuracy in the prediction of the disttibution of one variable (A), from
a knowledge of the disttibution of a second variable (B), compared
with the errors we would make in predicting the distribution of A,
without the knowledge of the distribution of B.

At present there is no satisfactory test of significance for Gamma,
other than in the two by two case.

One disadvantage with the Gamma coefficient is that it overesti-
mates the degtee of relationship in highly skewed distributions. In
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examples 3 and 4 below, Gamma reaches its maximum value of 1.0,
but overestimates the strength of relationship in the highly skewed

distribution (example 4) as compared with example 3. Th
shown in each cell are hypothetical raw scores.

Example 1

e figures

Example 2
high high
A a /b 9 a b//vc
I A f
ow
c d low d e f
low high low mid high
B B
Example 3 Example 4
high high
04i/20 ? 20 1,710
A - A -
low 20 0 {n=40) low L'I'O 0
low high low high
Gamma=1.0 Gam?na =10
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Appendix III

TABLES OF RESULTS

Part I—Sentencing

TABLE 1—S8entence by Seriousness*, Males 12-14 years, First Appearance

Setiousness 1 (low) 2 3 (high)
Sentence o N % N o N
Supervision .. . . o029 (6) 36 (12) 6t (A7)
A & D or fine . .. .o 71 (15) 64 (21) 39 -(11)
Total (N = 82) .. . .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.43, chi-square = 597, P = 0.05.
*QOne at seriousness level 4 omitted.

TABLE 2—Sentence by Social Class, Males 12-14 years, First Appearance

Social Class 1 (high) 2 3 (low)

Sentence . o N % N % N

Supetvision .. .. .. o210 (3 34 (10) 56 (22)
A & D or fine e .. o 7911 66 (19) 44 - (17)
Total (N = 82) . .. .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.47, chi-square = 6.39; P less than-0.05.

TABLE 3-—Sentence by Race, Males 12~14 years, First Appearance

Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
Sentence % N % N
Supetvision .. . . 37 (17D 53 (20)
A & D or fine . . 63.(29) 47 (18)
Total N = 84) . ... 160 100

Gamma = 0.31, chi-square = 2,07, P greater than 0.05.

TABLE 4—Sentence by Parental Situation, Males 12-14 years,
First Appearance

Parents Together Apart
Sentence % N % N
Supervision .. L .. 38 (25) 65 (11)
A & D or fine - .o 62 (42) 35 (6)
Total (N = 83) . .. 100 100

Gamma == 0.50, chi-square = 3.95, P less than 0.05. .
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TABLE 5—Sentence by History, Males 12-14 years,
First Appearance

History None Welfare or
Y.A.S. Notice

Sentence % N % N

Supervision .. . . 42 (26) 50 (11)

A & D or fine . . 58 (36) 50 (11)

Total (N = 84) .. .. 100 100

Gamma = 0.16, chi-square = 0.43, P greater than 0.05.

TABLE 6—Sentence by Setriousness, Males 12-14 Years with One ot More Previous

Appearance
Seriousness 1 (low) 2 3 (high)
Sentence 9% N % N % N
Care = .. .. .. .. (N ()] 11 @) 14 @
Supervision .. .. . .. 67 (8 61 (11) 79 (22)
A & D or fine . .. .33 @4 28 (8 7 (2
Total (N == 58) . - .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.50, chi-square = 6.29, P greater than 0.05.

‘Table 7—Sentence by Social Class, Males 12-14 Years with One or More Previous

Appearance
Social Class 1 (low) 2 3 (high)
Sentence % N % N % N
Care .. - . L0 o 6 2 @
Supervision .. AN .. o 50 (2 71 (12) 77 (26)
A & D or fine - - 500 (2) 24 (4 12 (4
Total (N = 55) . .. .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.48, chi-square = 6.88, P greater than 0.05.

TABLE 8—S8entence by Race, Males 12-14 Years with One or More
Previous Appearance

Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
Sentence % N e N
Care . . . 9 (@ i1 @)
Supetvision .. .. ‘e 82 (18) 64 (23)
A & D or fine . .. 9 (2 25 (9
Total N = 58) . .. 100 100

Gamma = —0.28, chi-square = 2.5, P gréater than 0.05.

TABLE 9—S8entence by Parental Situation, Males 12~14 Years with
One or More Previous Appearance

Parental Situation Together Apart
Sentence o N % N
Care . Ces .. 12 (5 6 (1)
Supervision .. .. . 68 (28) 77. (13)
A & D or fine .. - 20 (8 18 (3)
Total (N = 58) . .. 100 100
Gamma = —0.08, chissquare == 0.60, P greater than 0.05.
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TABLE 10-—Sentence by Number of Previous Appearances, Males 12-14 Years with

One or Mote Previous Appearance

Previous Appearance 1 2 3 or More

% N % N % N
omience . . . % ) 7 M 36 @
Supetvision .. .. . .. 85 (28) 64 (9 36 4)
A & D or fine . R oo 12.@ 29 4 27 (3
Total (N = 58) .. .. .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.06, chi-square = 13.79, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 11—Sentence by Seriousness, Males 16-16 Years, First Appearance

Seriousness 1 (low) 2 3 (high)
9% N % N % N
Contody .. . . L% 3 @ i 3
Supervisory . . N . .. 2 1 14 (10) 36 (25)
A & D or fine .. .. .. 98 (43) 83 (60) 60 (42)
Total (N = 186) . . .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.68, chi-square = 24.64, P less than 0,05.

TABLE 12—Sentence by Social Class, Males 15-16 Years, First Appearance

Social Class 1 (high) 2 3 (low)
% N % N 9% N
ginsttirécf . .. L% ©) 2 W 6 @
Supervisory .. .. o .20 (8) 9 (6) 31 (22)
A & D or fine . .. .. 80 (31) 90 (61) 63 (45)
Total (N = 178) .. e .. 100 101 100

Garhma = 0.31, chissquare = 15.5, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 13—Sentence by Race, Males 15-16 Years,
First Appearance

Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
Sentence % N % N
Custody . o . 2 (2 5 (3)
Supetvisoty .. e . 16 (20) 25 (16)
A& D or fine . . 82 (101) 70 (44)
Total (N = 186) . .. 100 100

Gamma = 0.33, chi-square = 4.14, P greater than 0.05.

TABLE 14—Sentence by Parental Situation, Males 15-16 Years,
First Appearance

Parental Situation Together Apart
Sentence % N % I\{)
Custody o . . 3 @ 3 (8_
Supervisory « .. . . 19 @27 21 .(8)
A & D ot fine . R -G LY 77 (30)
“Total (N = 181) Ve .. 100 100

Gamma = 0,03, chi-square = 0.05, P greater than 0.05.
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TABLE 15—Senterice by History,

First Appearance

Males 15-16 Years,

i Welf:
History None Y.A(.:S.ai?oczirce
Sentence 9
Custody % N %“ N
2ug:r]\siso.ry . 1§ (2(8 28 (l(g))
3 (NOL ﬁ?go 82 (105) 65 (34)

= 180) 100 100

Gamma = 0.41, chi-square = 6.55, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 16—Sentence‘by Seriousness, Males 15

~16 Years with Oneor More Previous

Appearance
Seriousness 1 (low) 2 3 4 (high)
éigigx:iijl % N % N % N o N
Supervisor ) L) 29 (36 86 (6
A& D orfine T e (6(?; 2 69 38 (47) 14 (1)
Total (N = 317) 100 100 (68) 18; (42) 108 0)

Gamma = 0,68, chi-square =

TABLE 17—Sentence by Social Class*, M

29.57, P less than 0.05,

Previous Appearance

ales 15-16:Years with One or More

Social Class

1 (high) 2 3 (low)
s N N rw
Supervisory ., e 9 5 8 is @
A & D or fine gg 2 2@ 089
Total (N = 308) w00 183 &7 188 %)

Eamt_ng = 0.02, chi-squate = 2
Omitting nine unknowns,

TABLE 18—Sentence by Race,

TP 8reater than 0.05,

DPercent, Males 15-16 Years with

One ot Mote Previous Appearance
R
ace Non-Polynesian Polynesian

Sentence %

Custodial {3 (i % o

i 14 (16 1

iu;‘gcct]%lsé);;é o o 32 (36; 2'8/' 823
Total (N = 317) e @ 100

Gamma = 0,01, chi-squ

are = 1.27, P greater than 0.05.
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TABLE 19—Sentence by Parental Situation*, Males 15-16 Years
with Cne or More Previous Appearance

Parental Situation Together Apart
Sentence % N % N
Custodial . .. .- 16 (32) 16 (17
Supervisory .. .. e 28 (56) 30 (33)
A & D ot fine . .55 (109) 54 (59)
Total (N = 306) 99 100

Gamma == 0.01, chi-square == 0.12, P greatet than 0,05.

*Omitting five unknown and five with both parents dead.

TABLE 26—Sentence by Number of Previous Appearatices, Males 15-16 Years with

One or More Previous Appearance

Previous Appearances 1 2 3 or More
Sentence % N % N % N
Custodial . . . . 2 (3 20 (16) 29 (33)
Supervisory .. .. . .. 34 4 31 (25) 21 (24)
A & D orfine . . N )] 49 (40) 50 (58)
Total (N = 317) - - .. 100 100 100

Gamma == 0.30, chi-square = 31.72, P less.than 0.05.

TABLE 21—S8entence by Seriousness, Females 12-14 Years, First Appearance

Seriousness 1 (low) 2 3 (high)
Sentence % N % N % N
Care - 0 (0 5 (D 0 (O
Supervision .. . o L0294 44 O 25 (1)
A & D or fine - - 7o) 55 (12) 75 (3)
Total (N = 40) i .. .. -100 101 100

Gamma = 0.16, chi-square = 1.82, P greater than 0.05,

TABLE 22—Sentence by. Chatrge Category, Females 12-14 Years,

First Appearance

Charge Category Non-NUPC NuUPC
Sentence % N % N
Care . - .. 30M 28 (10)
Supervision .. .. .. 35 (14) 69 (25)
A & D orfine .. . 63 (25) 3 (b
Total (N = 76) . .. 101 101

Gamma = 0.92, chi-square = 32,59, P less than 0.05,

TABLE 23—Sentence by Social Class*, Females 12-14 Years, First Appearance

Social Class 1 (high) 2 3 (low)
Sentence - . % N % N O N
Care e - o AR (1) 12 @) 13 . (3)
Supervision .. . v e 44 @) 47 (16) 65 (15)
A & D or fine . . .56 (5) 41 (14) 22 (5)
Total (N = 66) .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.37, chi-squate = 4.60, P greater than 0.05.
*Ormitting 10 unknown.
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TABLE 24—Sentence by Race, Females 12-14 Years,

First Appearance

Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
Sentence % N % N
Care .. . . 13 (6) 18 (5)
Supervision ., . . .. 50 (24 54 (15
A & D or fine - .. 38 (18) 29 (8
Total (N = 76) - .. 101 100

Gamma = .19, chi-square = 2,81, p greater than 0.05,

TABLE 25—Sentence by Parental Situation, Females 12-14 Years,

First Appearance

Parental Situation

Together Apart
Sentence % N % N
Care - . .. .. 7 @ 30 - (6)
Supervision .. . . 53 (29) 50 (10)
A & D or fine . .. 40 (22) 20 (4
Total (N = 75) . .. 100 100

Gamma = 0.51, chi-square = 7,39, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 26—Sentence by History, Females 12-14 Years,

First Appearznce

Welfare or

History None Y.A.S. Notice
Sentence % N % N
Care . .. - 7 (3) 26 (8
Supervision ., BN .. 51 (23) 52 (16)

A & D or fine .. . 42 (19) 23 (D)
Total (N'= 76) . .. 100 101

Gamma = 0.47, chi-square = 6,72, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 27—Sentence by Seriousness, Females 15-16 Years,

First Appearance

Seriousness 1 (low) 2 3 (high)
Sentence 9 % N % N

Custodial . . . /?) © /?3 ) /8 1)
Supervisory ., .. . .. 5@ 32 (12) 18 (8)
A & D or fine o .. s 95 (35) 65 (24) 73 (8)
Total (N = 85) .. .. .. 100 100 101

Gamma = 0.58, chi-square = 12.32, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 28—Sentence by Charge Category, Females 15-16 Years,

First Appearance

Charge Type Non-NUPC. NUPC
Sentence % N % N
Custodial .. .. .. 5 &) 1/?‘5 @
Supervisory - .. .. . 19 (16) 63 (19)
A & D or fine .. - 79 (67) 23 (D
Total (N = 115) .. .o 100 99

Gamma = 0.82, chi-squate = 42,3, P less than 0.05.
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TABLE 29—Sentence by Social Class, Females 15-16 Years, Fitst Appearance

Social Class 1 (high) 2 3 (low)
o, o, N % N
.. /% I(\i) % @ 52
i . . .19 (@ 33 (16) 2 (;g
iu%f%lsgf’f'axié - . .. 76 (16) 8c3> (30) & (
Total (N = 112) .. . .. 100 1

Gamma = 0.09, chi-square = 1.49, P greater thaa 0,05,

TABLE 30—Sentence by Race, Females 15-16 Years,
First Appearance

Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
Sentence % N ‘Vg I(\;)
Custodial . - 5 @® “ 48
Supervisory .. .. . 23 (17) :
A & D or fine .. . 72 (53) 1(5)(1) @1)
Total (N = 115) o .. 100

Gamma = 0.36, chi-square = 5,49, P greater than 0,05.

TABLE 31—Sentence by Parental Situation, Females 15-16 Years,
First Appearance

Parental Situation Together Apart

Sentence % I\; ‘}é I(\i)
Custodial o .. 5. @ s @3
Supervisory .. .. .. 25 (22) B

A & D or fine .. L. 70 (61) 188 (13)
Total (N = 114) o ..o 101

== 0.38, chi-squate == 5.10, P greater than 0.05. _
ggrmtxl?: 2 by 2 case, ocrlnitting care, Gamma ==0.47, chi-square = 5.01,
P less than 0.05.

TABLE 32—Sentence by History, Females 15-16 Yeats,
First Appearance

Welfare or
History None Y.A.S. Notice
Sentence % N ;/8 I(\;)
Custodial .. P .. 4 (3) S 3
Supetvisory .. . .. 25 (21) 42 (15
A & D or fine = .. 71 (59) 1‘(‘;8 (15)
Total (N = 114) 100

2 = 0.43, chi-square = 5.46, P greater than 0.05. -
gc')lxt:ntrl?g 2 by 2 case, o(rlnitting care, Gamma == 0.42; chi-square = 3.94,
P less than 0.05. . :
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TABLE 33—Sentence by Seriousness, Females 15-16 Years with One or More

Previous Appearance

Seriousness 1 (low) 2 3 ¢high)
Sentence 9% N % N °% N
Custodial .. . . .0 28 (A7) 45 ()
Supervisory .. .. .. o160 () 28 (17) 40 (8)
A & D or fine .. .. .. 75 (24) 43 (26) 15 (3)
Total (N = 112) . v .. 100 99 100

Gamma == 0.56, chi-square = 18.97, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 34-—Sentcnce by Charge Ty.pe, Females 15
One or More Previous Appearance

-16 Years with

Charge Type

Non-NUPC NUPC
Sentence 9% N % N
Custodial . . %6 @9) 1 @
Supervisory. ., . . 27 (30) 83 (15)
A & D or fine . . 47 €83) 6 (1)
Total (N = 130) . .. 100 100

Gamma = 0,10, chi-square = 22.26, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 35—8entence by Social Class, Females 15-16 Years with One or More

Previous Appearance

Social Class

1 (high) 2 3 (low)
Sentence 9% N % N % N
Custodial .. . . o2 () 16 (6) 27 (20
Supervisory . . . . .50 @) 42 (16) 30 (22)
A & D or fine . .. 29 @ 42 (16) 43. (32)
Total (N == 126) . .. .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.00, chi-square = 4.01, P greater than 0.05.

TABLE 36—Sentence by Race, Females 15-16 Years with One or

More Previous Appearance

Race Non-Polyaesian Polynesian
Sentence % N % N

Custodial .. .. .. 24 (6 23 (15)
Supervisory .. o .. 38 (23) 31 (20}
A & D or fine .. .. 38 (25) 45 (29)

Total (N = 130) .. .. 100 100

Gamma = 0.09, chi-square == 0,84, P greater than 0.05.

TABLE 37—Sentence by Parental Situation, Females 15-16 Years

with One or More Previous Appearance

Parental Situation

Together Apart
Sentence % N % N
Custodial .. 23 (19 21 (9
Supervisory " .. o 42 ~(35) 23 (10)
A & D or fine 36 (30 56 (24)
Total (N = 127) 100 100

Gamma = —0.25, chi-square = 546, P greatér than 0.05,
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e St R A T

i Females 15-16 Years
— by Number of Previous Appearances,
TABLE 38 Sentencewiz'h One or Motz Previons Appearance

1 2 3 or Mote
Previous Appearances
% N o% N Z%) 1(‘?3)
el .. .. 24 (16) 19 %) % ®
Custodial .. .. - R % 7 do
fxu’?«frgsgf)ﬁéé o . 35 (23) 138 ©2) 2
Toral (N = 130) .. L 100

Gamma == —0.06, chi-square == 7.36, P greater than 0.05.

Part I—Reoffending
TABLE 39—Reappearance by Sentence at First Appearance, Males

Sentence A & D or fine Supervision

o0 N
Reappearances 2’3 (ﬁ) é% @)
Twice or mote 5 ST
R . 53 (25) o %)
Total (N = 84) 99

Gamma == 0.61, chi-square = 13.26, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 40—Reappeatance by Seriousness*, Males

Seriousness 1 (low) 2 3 (high)
- ks
% N % N o N
Reappearances 1% ) % 15 ?g (1(3))
Twice or more 5% i s @
O)‘:llce e 43 9 1?)% (12) 1230 ¢
Mol (N = 81) .. S L. 100
Gamina == 0.14, chi-square = 6.14, P greater thar 0.05.
*One: at sericusness level 4 omitted.
TABLE 41—Reappeatance by Social Class, Males
Social Class 1 (high) 2 ;(lO\VN)
/ 0, N A
Reappeatances ‘3% I(\11> 4/% a5 Lo
Twwice or more . . RG] I 2 12)
ggice “ . 57 (8 gé (12) 1?)(2) (
Total (N = 81) .. - .. 100
Gamma = 0.45, chi-square == 829, P greater than 0.05,
TABLE 42—Reappearance by Race, Males ‘
Race Non-Polynesian Polynesian
ac
07 N

Reappearance ;/6 I(\Tg) i3 @

Twice or more . .- a3 2 %

E\)Iﬁce e - . 50 (23) 1(2)3 )

Total (N = 84) . 1m0

Gamma = 0,60, chi-square = 16.59, P less than 0,05.
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TABLE 43—Reappeatance by Parental Situation, Males

Parental Situation Together Apart

Reapnearances % N % N

Twice or more .. . 33 (22) 59 (10)
Once .. .. .. 21 (14) 29 (5)
Nil .. .. . e 46 (30) 12 (2)
Total (N = 83) . .. 100 100

Gamma = 0.53, chi-square = 6.65, P less than 0.05.

TABLE 44—Reappearance by History*, Males

Welfare or

History ’ None Y.A.S. Notice
Reappearance % N % N
Twice ot more .. .. 36 (22) 50 (11)
Once .. . 23 14 23 (5)
Nil .. I .. L4226 27 (6)
‘Total . . ..o 101 100

Gamma = 0.27, chi-square = 1.79, P greater than 0.05.
*Before first appearance.

TABLE 45—Reappearance by Sentence at First Appearance, Females

Sentence A & D or Fine Supervision Care
Reappearance % N % N % N
Once or more .. .. .. 23 (6) 44 (A7) 27 (3)
Nit .. L. . . T1T(20) 56 (22) 73 (8)
Total (N = 76) - .. .. 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.19, chi-square = 2.68, P greater than 0.05.

For the 2 by 2 case, omitting care, Gamma = 0.44, chi-square = 2.87, P greater than 0.05.

TABLE 46—Reappearance by Seriousness; Females

Seriousness 1 (low) 2 3 (high)
Reappearance % N % N % N
One or more . .. .o 36 (5 18 4 74 - (3)
Nil .. . .. 64 (9 82 (18) 25 (1)
Total (N = 40) - .. ... 100 100 100

Gamma = 0.08, chisquare == 5.54, P greater than 0.05.

TABLE 47—Reappearance by Charge Type, Females

Charge Type Non-NUPC NUPC
Reappearance % N % N
Once ot more 30 (12) 42 (15)
Nil .. iy .. .. 70 (28) 58 -(21)
Total (N = 76) . .. 100 100

Gamma = .25, chi-square = 1.13, P greater than 0.05.
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TABLE 48—Reappeatance by Sacial Class, Females
Social Class 1 {high) 2 3 (jow)
N
’ % N % N %
Reappearance ‘ . 2/02 ) 3(2, ah téé (&g))
Once or more .. . z & 18% a3 i
Nil .. .. .. .
Total (N = 66) 100
Gamma = 0.27, chi-square == 1.48, P greater than 0.05.
TABLE 49—Reappearance by Race, Females
R Non-Polynesian Polynesian
ace
9% N
Reappearance g/(i (ll\g';) :{3 &b
ggicc or more .. IR 18%) o
i .. .. ..
Total (N = 76) .. .. 100
Gamma = 0.18, chi-square = 0.51, P greater than 0.05.
TABLE 50—Rcappeatance by Parental Situation, Females
Apart
Parental Situation Together p
. v N
Reappearance ‘;/% (11\113) f(,) ®
(Izl?lcc or more 67 (37) 188 (12)
Total (N = 75) 100
Gamma == 0.16, chi-square = (.34, P greater than 0.05.
TABLE 51—Reappearance by History¥, Females
Welfare or
History None Y.A.S. Notice
Tistor
% N
Reappeatance % % 4% a5
3 re 29 (13) c 43
1(3'91e ormort - T (32) 1(5)0 (
il .. .. .
Total (N=76) . .. 100

Gamma = 0,28, chi-square = 1.39, P greater than 0.05.

*Before first appearance.
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Appendix IV

DETAILS OF ADJOURNMENTS WITHIN SUB-SAMPLES

(1) Males 12-14 years, First Appearance (N==84): Three of those
sentenced to supetvision were adjourned ia’ custody. Three were
adjourned at large (one sentenced to supervision, two admonished
and discharged).

(2) Males 12~14 years, One or More Previous Appearance (IN=>58):
Nine were adjourned in custody, of these six were sentenced to super-
vision and three admonished and discharged.

(3) Males 15-16 years, First Appearance (N==186): Seven were
adjourned in custody (one custodial sentence, three supetvisory,
three admonished and discharged); five adjourned at large (two
supervisory sentences, thtee admonished and discharged or fined).

(4) Males 15-16 years, One or More Previous Appearance (N=317):
Twenty adjourned in custody (5 custodial sentence, 15 supervisory);
32 adjourned at large (3 custodial, 7 supetvisory sentences).

(5) Females 12-14 years, First Appearance (N==76): Sixteen ad-
journed in custody (8 sentenced to supervision, 8 care), 2 at large
(1 supervisoty sentence, 1 admonished and discharged).

(6) Females 12-14 years, One or More Previous Appearances
(N=16): Three adjourned in custody (one sentenced to cate, two
supervision).

(7) Females 15-16 years, First Appearance (N=115): Twenty
adjourned in custody (1 custodial sentence, 15 supervisory, 3 admon-
ished and discharged or fined); 1 adjourned at large (admonished and
discharged).

(8) Females 15-16 years, One or More Previous Appearances
(N=130): Eighteen adjourned in custody (15 supervisory sentences,
3 admonished and discharged); 10 adjourned at large (2 sentenced
to custody, 6 to supervisory and 2 admonished and discharged or
fined).
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