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1. OVERVlmq 

This report summarizes the research project entitled "Design of a Study 

to Assess the Impact of Income Maintenance on Delinquency" conducted by SRI 

International with the assistance of Washington State University and funded 

by the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA grant number 78-JN-AX-0001). 

The study was designed to determine the feasibility of using data from the 

Seattle and Denver Income Maintenance Experiments (81MB/DIME) combined with 

data from other sources to study delinquency in the low income sample. in­

cluded in the experiments. The study was not intended to exhaust the poten­

tial of 8IME/DIME for addressit1g questions related to delinquency but rather 

to determine the feasibility of addressing such questions in the context of 

the income maintenance experiments. 

The research strategy employed in the project included preliminary 

investigations of several approaches to studying delinquency in the 

SIME/bIME sample and an in-depth investigation of one approach. We investi­

gated the feasibility of obtaining data from seve~al sources including court 

records, Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) records and the records of 

suburban police departments. We also considered the possibility of 

obtaining data directly from the juveniles by means of interviews. 

The approach that we pursued in depth was to obtain official records of 

contacts with the police from the Seattle and Denver police departments. A 

sample of 1,411 juveniles from the 81ME/DIME popUlation who would enter the 

most delinquency-prone ages during the experiment were studied in detail. 

The sample included blacks and whites of both sexes. Pollce records were 

examined for recorded police contacts with any of the juveniles in the 

sample or any of their family members. These data from the police records 

were merged with data about the individual juveniles and their families from 

SIME/DIME. This combined data set was analyzed to investigate B.ny 
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pxpet"imcntal impact on delinquency and to investigate the correlates of 

delinquency in the Gampl(~. 

Our otudy of the police records data revealed little evidence of an 

cxper:imcmtal effect on delinquency, although there were some suggestive 

findingo that might be pursued i,n a study using a larger sample and perhaps 

dLi:fcrcnt analytical methods. We did find that several of the nonexperi­

mental va:r.iables used in the analysis had important effects on delinquency. 

In general, these findings confirmed those of other studies. 

We also examil1cd how the behavior of other family members affected 

juvenile delinquency. He found that the mother being employed increased the 

commission of status offenses among males. Having a sibling with a police 

record increased delinquency for both males and females but we found no 

evidence that parental police record had any effect. The mother's educa­

tional aspirations and expectations for their children were significantly 

related to delinquency: the higher the mother's aspirations and expecta-, 
tions, the less likely that the son or daughter would be delinquent. We 

also found that parents' reported marital satisfaction had significant 

effects on delinquency. Ecological variables appeared to have little effect 

on delinquency when individual and family characteristics were controlled. 

We discuss these findings at length in the following chapters. 

The remainder of this report is organized into five chapters. Chapter 2 

describes the study including the selection of the sample for the police 

records data collection, the data collection procedures used, and the evalu­

ations of the alternative data sources. Chapter 3 discusses the definitions 

of delinquency used in the analysis of the police records data and measures 

the incidence of delinquency in the sample. Chapter 4 focuses on the impact 

of the experiment on delinquency. Ch€2pter 5 turns from the experiment to 

more general questions of delinquency in a low-income population. Chapter 6 

evaluates the study and makes reconnnendations for further research. 

Appendices describe the income maintenance experiments and give additional 

details about the police records data collection. 
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2. DESCRIl?TION OF THE PROJEC'J' 

In this chapter ~>1e describe our study of the impac t of the incoUle main­

tenance experiments 011 juvenile delinquency. We begin wi th nn overview of 

the project, followed by a discussion of the sample thnt ~>1as used fot' OU1.' 

analyses. Next we describe the data collection procedures we used and sum­

marize our investigation of additional data sources. The results of our 

,~ 
r:l 
.;) 

f 

analysis are presented in the subsequent chapters. 1 

2.1 Overview of the StudX 

The purpose of our study is to investigate the relationships among mea­

sures of socioeconomic status and juvenile delinquency. We recognized that 

the Seattle and Denver Income Maintenance Experiments, conducted under the 

auspices of the United States Department of Health; Education and Welfare, 

prll)v:i.ded a. unique opportunity to study these relationships in an experi­

mental setting. The experiments had already collected detailed information 

about the economic situation of a large number of low and lower-middle 

income families over a period of several years. Information was also col­

lected about family composition, attitudes of family hends, and other 

aspects of individual and family behavior over the same period of time~ We 

supplemented this large body of data with measures of delinquency from offi­

cial police records in the two cities. 

Within this context two objectives have guided our research: 

(1) To investigate the impact of income maintenance on the delinqunnt 
behavior of juveniles enrolled in SIME/DlME, and 

(2) To use the extensive SIME/DIME longitudinal data files to model the 
effects of family background, commtmity characteristics, and other 
variables on delinquency. 
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'thua, OUr' concern has been both to assess the impact of income maintenance 

on delinquency and to understand the processes determining delinquency,. 

Our work has in many respe(~ts been t1 pilot project. Questions about the 

uaefulnes8 of SIHE/DlME data for our purposes and uncertainties about the 

suitability of Seattle and Denver police department records fOl: the mea­

suring of delinquency led us to propose a less ambitious study than we had 

originally planned. In each plwl3e of our study, we were concerned not only 

with the potential contd.butions of the present scudy to our understanding 

ox clelinql1cncy, but also with evaluating the feasibility of a larger study 

using similar procedures. 

An important factor in our study is th~ design of the experiments. 

SIMB/DIMh is the largest of five income maintenance experiments conducted by 

HEW. 'l'he experiments were designed to measure the eHac ts of several nega­

tive income (NIT) programs on the labor force participation of family mem­

bers, on marital stability, and on a variety of other outcomes. The N!T 

programs provide every family with a minimum income. If family members have 

earnings or income from other sources, their NIT payment is reduced by a 

proportion of their other income. In the experiments the level of the mini­

mum income (the guarantee) and the rate at which payments are reduced (the 

tax rat~ or benefit reduction rate) are varied. The experim~nt enrolled 

families as controls as well as the families who were eligible for the 

experimental payments. The controls were interviewed in the same way as the 

experimental. Appendix A describes the experiment more fully. More details 

of the experimental design may be found in Kurz and Spiegelman (1972). 

2.2 The Sample 

Budget limitations prevented us from gathering data for all juveniles 

who were members of families enrolled in SI}m/DlME. In selecting the por­

tion of the SIME/DIME juveniles for our study, we were guided by several 

considerations. Firs t, we wanted to include both control and eJcperimen.tal 
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families in order to determine the, (':ltpl~l'im(m.tal ('£fect on ddinqu~m'y. 

Second, we wanted to include females as welt as malt!!,). tv(' Eel t; clwt otW 

potential strength of the 8IME/DIME data '\;'1<11; that it provid(~d an opportunity 

to compare the effects of a number of family and individual vm:iablNI on 

male and female delinquency. Third, 't'1e decided to sD.mpl(~ all age cohort from 

the SIME/DIHE populat:i.on rather than spI'l'ading Ollr sample over the entil'l' 

age distribution. This approach allowed us to conc('ntt'ate on the juveni1P(l 

who would be at the most delinquent-prone ages during the expcl'imNlt; it 

also allowed us to collect data that would not be available should a later 

study be conducte~. In Seattle the police records of all juveniles are 

destroyed after their nineteenth birthday unless criminal charges had becn 

filed against them as adults. (In Denver, such records are removtld :from th(' 

files but rema':n accessible for research purposed.) 11ms, by $elN~ting a.n 

entire age cohort, we were able to preserve Seuttle poEC'o records data that 
'{\1ould not be nvailable to a later study_ 

The sample we selected is composed of all juveniles who were members of 

families on the day their family was enrolled and who were at least !I and 

less than 12 years old if they lived in Seattle, or at least lO,and less 

than 13 years old if they lived in Denver. Both whil:es and blacks are in­

cluded but Chicanos (who were in Denver only) are not included. The inclu­

sion of Chicanos would have been possible only if we had reduced the number 

of blacks and whites in our sample. We judged the gain from larger samples 

for whites and blacks to outlveigh the gain from adding a third ethnic 

group. We used a different age range for each city because the experiment 

began a year later in Denver than in Seattle. At the time we collected the 

data, the juveniles in our sample ~\1ere between 16 and 19 years of age. 

We also searched the official records for indications of delinquent and 

criminal behavior of each juvenile's parents (as of enrollment) and any sib­

lings who were over age 6 in Seattle and 7 in Denver at enrollment. Table 

2.1 gives the number of individuals included in our records search. There 

are 580 Seattle families and 491 Denver families represented in the sample. 
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Table 2.1 

NillfBER OF INDIVIDUALS INCLUDED IN POLICE DATA RECORDS SEARCH 

Seattle Denver Total 

Juveniles 776 635 1,411 
Parents 885 738 1,623 
Siblings 968 793 1,761 

Our analysis focuses on the sample of juveniles 9, 10, and 11 years old 

at enrollment in Seattle; and aged 10, 11, and 12 years old in Denver at 

enrollment. There were 1,411 individuals in this group that we refer to as 

our juvenile sample. Data from the sample of parents and the sibling sample 

were used in the analysis of delinquency among the juvenile sample but are 

not analyzed themselves. 

Table 2.2 contains some descriptive statistics of the juvenile sample. 

The age distribution results from the difference in the age span of the 

cohort at enrollment in the two sites. The sample contains slightly more 

males than females. About half of the juveniles are living in one-parent 

families at enrollment. This situation is a result of the 81ME/DIME sample 

des.ign and does not reflect the distribution of the populations of the two 

cities by marital status. Fifty-five percent of the sample resided in 

Seattle and 53.2% was black. Fifty-six percent of the sample were in fam­

ilies eligible for the experimental treatment and 73% of the experimentals 

were enrolled for 3 years. The remaining experimentals were enrolled for 5 

years. Normal family income is a measure of the income the family would be 

expected to receive assuming normal circumstances for the family and the 

regional economy. The normal family income categories, which are stan­

dardized to a f;;.:mily of four persons, were used in the process of assigning 

families to th€: various treatments (see Kurz and Spiegelman, 1972). The 

normal income categories are defined in 1971 dollars. The median family 

~ncome in 1971 was about $10,000, and the poverty level for a family of four 
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Table 2.2 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE JUVENILE SAMPLE 
(N=1,411) 

A~e at Enrollment 

9 
10 
11 
12 

Marital Status 
of Parents 

Single 
Married 

Race 

Black 
White 

Treatment Status 

Control 
Experimentals 

3-year experimentals 
5-year experimentals 

% 

18.9 
35.0 
31.5 
14.6 

% 

48.5 
51.5 

% 

53.2 
46.8 

% 

43.7 
56.3 
73.0 
27.0 

7 

Sex % 

Male 52.1 
Female 47.9 

Site 

Seattle 
Denver 

% 

55.0 
45.0 

Normal Family Income 

$0 - 999 
1,000 - 2,999 
3,000 - 4,999 
5,000 - 6,999 
7,000 - 8,999 
9,000 - 10,999 

11,000 - 12,999 
Unclassified 

% 

U.B 
13.5 
19.6 
23.4 
20.0 
9.7 
0.6 
1.3 



WIlS about $Lt,lOO. '!'hus, OUt' sample consists of families 1.n the lower half 

of the income dis t:ribution with more than one-half being above the poverty 

level. 

2.3 Data Collection Procedures 

Data from tW'o sources were assembled for this study. The measures of 

delinquency came from official police records in the two sites. Variables 

describing the individuals and their families were taken from existing 

SIME/DIME data files. 

2.3.1 Police Records Data 

The strategy used to collect police records data was the same in both 

si tes, al though details of the data collec tion differed because of dif­

ferences in the record keeping systems of the two cities. In this section 

we describe the data collection in general terms. Readers interested in 

more detail about the data collection procedures are referred to Appendices 

Band C. 

In each site we searched the police files for recorded contacts with any 

of the individuals in our juvenile, sibling, or adult samples. Matches 

bE~tween sample members and records were done on the basis of name, sex, and 

date of birth. In addition, information such as parent's name or sibling's 

name was used when possible. In Denver, the records sear'ch was done by 

police clerks and technicians who used the records routinely. Project per­

sonnel supervised the records search. In Seattle, the records search for 

juveniles and siblings was done by project personnel with the assistan.ce of 

police personnel. The adult records search was done by police personnel. 

Whenever a member of one of our samples was located in the records, the 

reason for the contact (usually an offense), the date, and the disposition 

were recorded. Offenses were coded into a five-digit code used by the 

Seattle Police Department, which was based on an FBI coding system. When 
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the records search was complete and the. offenses and dispositions had been 

given numeric codes, the data were transferred to machi:ne readable form to 

be added to our data files. 

Throughout this process great care was taken to prevent the identi­

fication of any of the persons participating in the expe:r:iment. Names were 

removed from coding forms as soon as the coding process was complete. Lists 

of names and identification numbers were available only to project personnel 

and w"ere kept in locked storage cabinets when not in use. 

2.3.2 8IME/DIME Data 

The families enrolled in 8IME/DIME (both controls and experimentals) 

were interviewed about three times per year starting at enrollment and con­

tinuing for at least 1 year after their treatment ended. Each interview 

gathered detailed information about the labor force participation of every 

family member over age 16. Information about nonwage income was also col­

lected and the families reported certain kinds of expenses such as 

work-related child care expense and medical expenses. 

In addition to the detailed income information, each periodic interview 

contained several modules of questions on a variety of topics. The modules 

included varied from periodic to periodic and most of the modules were 

repeated several times during the course of the experiment. Over 50 dif­

ferent modules were administered. The topics covered included family 

assets, consumption of durable goods, health and mental health status of 

family heads, husband and wife role perceptions, educational and occupa­

tional expectations for each child, marital and fertility histories, migra­

tion history, community ties, parental background of family heads, attitudes 

toward work and welfare, job satisfaction, occupations and education of 

family heads' parents, and family decision-making. 

The SIME/DIME data base enables us to differentiate families on several 

attitudinal and behavioral dimensions. l~is differentiation provides a rich 
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background for evaluating influences on delinquency in our sample. The 

richness of the data available to us posed a major data processing problem. 

The SIMB/DIME data base contains information from over 80,000 interviews. 

Most or the data is organized by family identification number. Our task 

required identifying the family numbers of all families in which e6:ch member 

of our sample participated (for a number of reasons, including changes in 

family composition individuals can be in several different families during 

the experiment) and retrieving the data that we needed. The responses from 

the interviews then had to be transformed into indices for use in our 

analyses. Since much of the data we desired to use had not been accessed 

previously for research purposes, a great deal of time was spent becoming 

familiar with the data. The result of this process was the creation of data 

files that are far richer in information about our juveniles and their fam­

ilies than we were able to use in the time available for analysis. We plan 

to make further use of this data in future studies. 

2.4 Evaluation of Alternative Data Sources 

In addition to collecting data to be used in our analysis, we also 

evaluated several other sources of data that might be used in a larger 

follow-up study. We examined the possibility of using data from other law 

enforcement agencies and investigated the feasibility of conducting further 

interviews. 

2.4.1 Data from other Agencies 

We investi.gated the possibility of using data from police departments of 

the areas surrounding Seattle and Denver, from the courts and other juvenile 

justice agencies, and from the FBI. Other local police departments were 

contacted to determine the extent to which juveniles in our sample might 

have police records outside of the city. Our investigation (which is des­

cribed in more detail in Appendices B and C) convinced us that collecting 

d~ta from these suburban departments would not be fruitful. While we would 
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certainly find records of additional offenses, such data would be g8.thered 

only at great expense. Each department has its own system of maintaining 

records and, in general, the departments were less systematic about the 

maintaining of the records of juveniles living outside of their jurisdiction 

than they were if the juveniles lived within their jurisdiction. The 

thoroughness of the record keeping systems also varied greatly from depart­

ment to department. Collecting data from these departments would also 

involve a considerable investment of time in obtaining the necessary permis­

sion to access the records. 

In both Seattle and Denver, we obtained permission to exam~ne the 

records of the juvenile courts as a possible source of data. The court 

records contain a great deal of information abou~ the juveniles who have 

been referred to the court by police agencies. The information includes 

copies of police records, including the police complaint and the results of 

the police investigation; social histories; psychological evaluations; 

probation officers' reports; and a variety of documents describing legal 

proceedings. (A fuller description of the court records is included in 

Appendices B and C.) While these records provide a wealth of data for 

juveniles who are referred to court, there were several considerations that 

led us not to use this data for the present study and seem to weigh against 

using the court data in a follow-up study. First, much of the information 

is in narrative form which makes coding difficult and time consuming. 

Second, the data are available only for juveniles who have been charged with 

serious offenses. Comparable data for juveniles who have not been referred 

to court is not available. If the data were to be used to study only 

juveniles with court records, there is still a difficulty. The court 

records vary greatly in what is included. In general, the more serious the 

offense or the more times a juvenile had been arrested, the more information 

would be illcluded in the folder. This procedure would make it difficult to 

compare less serious offenders to more serious offenders or to compare 

first-time offenders to repeat offenders. Third, in order to use court 

records, one must devote considerable attention to the process that produces 

the records. It may not be easy to separate the effects of the system from 

the effects of the juveniles behavior on the outcomes in those r~cords. 
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We &1130 investigated the possibility of using FBI records. These 

records would be particularly attractive for measuring the criminality of 

older siblings and parents in our samples. Such records would also contain 

offenses of at'resta made outside Seattle or Denver. We were uns,ble, how­

ever, to obtain permission for assistance from the FBI in this rt\gard. 

2.lf.2 The Feasibility of Further Interviewing 

One shortcoming of the SIME/DIME data for the study of delinquency is 

that there is very little information gathered directly from the juveniles. 

With the exception of the information on labor force participation for 

JUVeniles over the age of 16, all infOl."mation comes from the heads of house­

hold. In studying delinquency, we felt that it would be desirable to 

question the juveniles themselves about their attitudes toward police and 

government, their expectations for the future, and their relationships with 

parents, teachers, and peers. In addition, it would be useful to have 

self-reports of delinquent behavior from the juveniles. Many researchers 

have argued that self-reports are better measures of delinquency than police 

records since much delinquency goes undetected by the police. Also, infor­

mation on a wider range of offenses than are usually found in police records 

could be obtained by self-reports. 

We investigated the possibility of interviewing juveniles to obtain this 

information and concluded that such interviewing was not feasible. First, 

in order to obtain self-reports for the period of the experiment, we would 

need to ask juveniles to recall their activity over several years. Clearly, 

the accuracy of recall over a long period of time would be questionable. 

Recall would also be a problem with the attitudes we wished to measure since 

we were interested in attitudes during the period of greatest delinquency 

proneness, not attitudes at the time of interviewing. Second, field oper­

ations in Seattle were shut down, and in Denver, were winding down. Many of 

the families had been out of contact with the experiments for several years, 

which would make locating the juveniles very difficult. We were concerned 

in particular because it seemed likely that those juveniles who would be most 
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difficult to locate would be those with the most seriOI;iS Cl.'inlir\a,l t'e.coJ'.:ds, 

Clearly, this 8i tuation would bias any analys is. Thit'd 1 since. field Qper<t­

tions were shut down in Seattle and about to c.e.ase iu Deuvet', we would not 

be able to take advantage of the experienced field staffs in the. SJ:ME Ilnd 

DIME offices. It would have been necessary to reestablish field offices and 

hire and train interviewers for t:he study, This situation would mllke the 

data collection much more costly than our original estimates. For these 

reasons, we concluded that interviewing of the SIME/DIME juveniles was not 

feasible. 
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3. DELINQUENCY STATUS OF THE SAMPLE 

In this chapter 'We explore the incidence of delinquency in our juvenile 

sample, We begin with a discussion of the definitions of delinquency used 

itt our study. We then report the incidence of delinquency in our study and 

examine the effects of several variables on delinquency. 

3.1 The Definition of Delinquency 

The majority of theoretical and empirical studies of delinquency trea.t 

delinquency as an attribute of the individual, that is, they aSStlme that any 

population of juveniles could be ordered in terms of the lev~l of delin'­

quency. Some will be very delinquent, some less delinquent, and some not 

delinquent at all. The problem facing the analys t is to relate this level 

of delinquency to observable phenomena. For some attributes the measurement 

problem is so routine that it can be ignol."ed. Attributes such as height, 

age, sex, or race are examples. The measurement of delinquency, however, is 

not so routine. Delinquency is not observable, but must be inferred from 

delinquent behavior. Delinquent behavior can be observed directly, or indi­

rectly by self-reports or official records. Whatever method of observing is 

chosen, issues such as the type and seriousness of the act, circumstances 

surrounding the act, and the frequency and variety of acts over time need to 

be considered in determining the level of delinquency of a particular indi­

vidual. All of these issues face us in determining how to measure delin­

quency with the data we have col.1ected. Before considering them, we will 

briefly describe our data to p:i.·~\fide the context for our discussion of the 

measurement issues. 

For a variety of reasons we chose to rely on official records of delin­

quent behavior for this study. For every juvenile in our sample, we 

searched the records of the juvenile divisions of the Denver and Seattle 
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Police Departments for recorded contacts with the police. When we found a. 

record for a juvenile in our sample; we recorded the date, offense(s), and 

disposition for every arrest* included in the record. The offenses we're 

then given a mtmerical code. The dispositions were also given a mnne·d.cal 

code, The coding was done to preserve the maximum amount of infor~ation. 

Where there 'Was more than one offense per arrest, each offense WaS coded 

separately with the dispositiol1 (the same for all offenses within an arl:est) 

and an indication that it was a multiple offense arrest. For e~ch juvenile 

in our sarnple, we have a record indicating whether or not they have a police 

record and for those having a police record, the date, offense, and dispo­

sition of every arrest in their record. 

In order to analyze delinquency, we must translate the da.ta we have col­

lected into one or more measures of delinqu~ncy. In measuring delinquency, 

we may consider the various types of delinquent behavior that are recorded, 

the seriousness of the acts, the frequency with which the acts occur; and 

the dispositions of the acts. In assessing affects of the expe~iment and of 

other variables on delinquency, we want a measure of delinquency that can 

vary over time. In particular., we want to allow for the possibility that a 

juvenile who is delinquent in one time period is not delinquent in a subse­

quent period. 

The measure that we have chosen to use for most of our analysis is a 

dummy variable that equals 1 if tYi.e juvenile has a recorded arrest in a 

particUlar time interval and equals 0 if not. This measure emphasizes the 

difference between being delinquent and being nondelinquent in the period 

but ignores the degree of delinquency. We choose to ignore the number of 

delinquent acts in most of our analysis because recorded delinquency is 

rare. In any time interval that we might choose, most (on the order of 90%) 

of our sample haverLo recorded acts. In such a population, we feel. that the 

*Arrest is the term used by both police departments for an entry in the 
record. 
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exp'l£1.nation of the. delinquent-nondelinquent difference is substantively more 

important than explanations of differences in numbers of delinquent acts. 

We distinguish two types of delinquent acts: status offenses and seri­

ous offenses. Status offenses are vi01ations that apply only to juveniles 

such as runaway, curfew violation, or truancy. 'serious offenses are viola­

tions tllat do not only apply to juveniles such as robbery, burgularly, rape, 

trespassing, possession of narcotics, or destruction of property. 

3.2 ]:.he Incidence of Delinquency in the Juvenile Sample 

Table 3.1 describes the incidence of deliquency in our juvenile sample. 

Delinquent behavior in this table refers to recorded police contacts for 

status and serious offenses. All recorded contacts are included, whether 

before, during, or after the experiment. We have not included police con­

tacts for traffic offenses or other noncriminal causes. We report the per­

cent delinquent and the percents with one, two to four, and five or more 

police contacts separately by site, sex, and race. 

In both sites, we see that blacks are more delinquent than whites and 

males more delinquent than females. Only a small percentage of the sample 

are offenders with more than five contacts but the majority of the offenders 

have more than one recorded contact. 

The most striking finding in Table 3.1 is the difference between the 

sites. For white males and for black and white females, the percent delin­

quent is substantially higher in Seattle than in Demrer. We compared the 

juvenile samples from the two sites on several variables known to be related 

to delinquency to determine whether the difference in the percent delinquent 

might be due to differences in the samples. We found that the only variable 

differing between the two sites was family income. We found no differences 

between the sites in family size, family composition, or age. Table 3.2 

gives the distributions of the family income of the juveniles included in 
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Table 3.1 

PERCENT OF JUVENILE SA}iPLE W!TH ANY RECORDED POLICE CONTACTS 
BY SITE, SEX, AND RACE 

Number Percent oJ: Sample w:i.th 
of Percent 2-4 5 Or Hare 

Cases Delinquent 1 Contact Contacts Contacts 

Seattle 
Black Hales 189 43 13 15 15 
White Hales 211 38 16 15 7 
Black Females 199 35 17 11 7 
White Females 177 29 15 11 3 

Denver 
Black Males 187 44 14 19 l.l 
White Hales 148 22 11 7 3 
Black Females 176 24 11 9 3 
White Females 124 14 9 3 2 
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Family Income 

$0 - $2,999 
$3,000 - $5,999 
$6,000 - $8,999 
$9,000 or tnre 

Table 3.2 

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF FL~ILY INCOME 
BY SEX, RACE, AND SITE 

Percent in Each Income Category 
White Males Black Males mlite Females Black Females 

Seattle Denver Seattle Denver Seattle Denver Seattle Denver 

16 
39 
29 
35 

7 
30 
43 
20 

14 
48 
25 
13 

11 
46 
26 
17 

14 
44 
31 
12 

10 
36 
31 
22 

12 
49 
26 
13 

---

7 
l~3 

26 
2l~ 



our sample by race, sex, and site. In all four race-sex groups, the Seattle 

juveniles Come from lower income families than the Denver juveniles. Among 

white males, for example, 55% of the Seattle juveniles come from families 

with incomes less than $6,000, compared to 37% of the Denver white males. 

The differences are similar for white and black females. For black males, 

for whom their is little difference in the percent delinquent between the 

two sites, the family income distributions are similar: 62% are below 

$6,000 in Seattle, and 57% in Denver. This suggests that the differences 

between the two sites reflect differences in family income. In our multi­

variate analysis, we will include variables to control for family income and 

test the significance of the site difference. 

3.3 Variables Affecting Delinquencl 

In this section, we examine the effects of several variab~es that are 

usually found to affect delinquency. Table 3.3 contains the percent delin­

quent for categories of family income, family size, family composition, and 

experimental condition. The percentages are reported separately for each 

race-sex group. 

For all four groups, juveniles from lower income families are more 

likely to be delinquent than those from higher income families. This rela­

tionship appears strongest for black females and is least pronounced for 

white maleG. Within income categories, the variation by race and sex that 

we observed in Table 3.1 still holds: blacks are more delinquent than 

whites, and males more delinquent than females. The majority (81%) of the 

juveniles in our sample are members of families with three or more chil­

dren. About 25% of the juveniles come from families with five or more chil­

dren. The percent delinquent is generally greater for juveniles from large 

families than for juveniles from sroall families. Only for black females is 

the percent delinquent lower for juveniles from families of five or mOTe 

children than for juveniles from families with three or four children. The 

relationship between family size and delinquency appear somewhat stronger 

among whites than among blacks. 
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Table 3.3 

PERCENT DELINQUENT BY VARIOUS CHARACTERISTICS 

White Males Black Males White Females Black Females 

Family Income 
$0 - $2,999 30 51 27 35 

$3,000 - $5,999 34 49 32 37 
$6,000 - $8,999 31 33 12 25 
$9,000 or more 27 39 19 19 

Number of Children 
1 or 2 30 61 26 25 
3 or 4 29 42 18 32 
5 or more 40 47 32 30 

Family Composition 
Two-Parent Families 29 35 18 21 
One-Parent Families 35 50 30 36 

Experimental Condition 
Experimentals 33 45 25 31 
Controls 29 42 20 28 
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'111e percent delinquent is lower for juveniles {:tom two-parent families 

than for juveniles from one-parent families for all four race-sex groups. 

'rhe difference between juv~lliles from one and two-parent families in the per­

cent delinquent is greatest for black females and least for white males. 

The percent delinquent i8 higher for experimentals than for controls in 

all four race-sex groups. The difference between the experimentals and con­

trols probably reflects the way families were assigned to experimental Or 

control status, rather than being an experimental effect. In the assignment 

process poorer families were more likely to be assigned to an experimental 

cond:i.t:i.ou than richer families. Thus, the experimental control difference 

:i.n table 3.3 is due, at least in part, to the differences in family income. 

In the next chapter, we will address the experimental control difference 

directly. 

Table 3.3 shows that the probability of being delinquent varies with 

family income, family size, marital status of parents, race, and sex. There 

also appears to be differences between the experimp..ntal and control groups. 

We will investigate the effects of these and other variables on delinquency 

using multivariate analytical techniques. In the next chapter, we attempt 

to determine whether there is an experimental-control r.tifference when we 

control for other variables known to affect delinquency. In the subsequent 

chapters, we use data collected during the experiments to explore the causes 

of delinquency more directly. 
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4. THE EFFECTS OF THE INC ONE MAINTENANCE EXPERIHENTS ON DELINQUENCY 

4.1 Introduction 

To estimate the effects of the experiment, we regressed measures of 

delinquency status on variables representing the experiulental treatments and 

variables describing the juve11ile and his family. The nonexperimental vari­

ables are included for several reasons. First, some of the variables were 

included because they were stratification variables in the assignment 

process. Second, the inclusion of variables known to affect delinquency 

status will increase the efficiency of our estimates of the experimental 

effects. Third, the effects of these other variables are of interest in 

their own right. 

Two measures of delinquency status are used. The first is a dummy vari­

able that is ). if the juvenile had one or more police contacts for a status 

offense during the first 3 years of the experiment and 0 otherwise. The 

second measure of delinquency status is a dummy variable that is ). if the 

juvenile had one or more police contacts during the first 3 years for a more 

serious offense and 0 otherwise. We use a 3-year time period to cover the 

period during which most of the juveniles participated in the experiment. 

4.2 Site and Race Differences 

In Section 3.2 we noted that the percent delinquent differed by site and 

suggested that the difference may be due to differences in the distributions 

of family incomes. We tested for the significance of differences between 

the sites and between the races in our multivariate analysis by comparing 

regressions run separately by race and by site with pooled regressions. We 

found no significant differences between races or between sites for males' 

serious offenses or for status and serious offenses of females. Only for 
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male status offenses were the F-tests for differences between races and 

sites significant at the '.10 level. The differences were due to the effects 

of juvet1ileB j delinquency prior to the experiments. These variables had 

large positive effects for whites, but not for blacks and large positive 

effects in Denver, but not in Seattle. Including interaction terms to allow 

the effects of the prior offense variables to vary by site and race allowed 

the pooling of sites and races in the male status offense equation. The 

differences in these effects are discussed below. 

4.3 Effects on Delinquency 

'rables 4,.1 and 4.2 contain the effects of both nonexperimental and 

experimental variables for males and females, respectively. The effects are 

estimated by ordinary least squares regression (OLS). While the assumptions 

of OL8 are violated when a dummy dependent variable is used (especially when 

its mean is close to zero as is the case with our variables), we chose to 

use OL8 for this exploratory analysis because it is relatively inexpensive 

and because our experience and that of other analysts has been that the 

effects of more appropriate analytical techniques seldom are much different 

from OL8 results. The means of the dependent variables are given at the 

bottoms of the columns in Table 4.1 and 4.2. For both sexes, about twice as 

many juveniles committed serious offenses as committed status offenses. 

We will first consider the effects of the nonexperimental variables, 

then the effects of the treatment variables. The means and standard devia­

tions of all variables included in the regressions are reported in Tables 

4.3 and 4.4 for reference. 

The effect of age at enrollment is positive for both sexes and is 

greater for serious offenses than for status offenses. Recall that our 

sample selection procedure limits age at enrollment to 9 to 11.99 in Seattle 

and 10 to 12.99 in Denver. In this narrow range age has little effect on 

status offenses, but substantial (relative to the means of the dependent 

variables) effects on serious offenses. 
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Table 4.1 

EFFECTS ON DELINQUENCY STATUS FOR MALES: OL8 ESTIMATES 

Independent Variables 

Age 
Race (1=black) 
Site (1 = Denver) 
Black*Site 

Preexperimental Status 
Preexperim~nta1 Status 
Preexperimental Status 

Preexperimental Serious 
Preexperimental Serious 

Normal Family Income: 
Two Parent Families: 

Less than $1,000 
$1,000 to $2,999 
$3,000 to $4,999 
$5, 000 to $6,999 
$7,000 to $8,999 
$9,000 to $12,999 
Unclassified 

One Parent Families 
Less than $1,000 
$1,000 to $2,999 
$3,000 to $4,999 
$5,000 to $6,999 
$7,000 to $8,999 
Unclassified 

Offenses 
Offenses, 
Offenses, 

Offenses 
Offenses, 

1=Experimental Family 
1=3-Year Experimental Family 
Estimated Payment ($1,000s) 

Constant 

Mean of Dependent Variable 

Number of Cases 

*.10 ~ p > .05 
**.05 ~ p > .01 

***.01 ~ p 

Denver only 
Denver whites 

Denver only 
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only 

Status 
Offenses 

.02# 
,03 
,00 
.00 

.06 
-.06 

.74*** 

-.01 
.33** 

-.05 
.09 
.01 

-.01 
-.01 

-.04 

.02 
-.03 
-.01 

.03 

.01 
-.05 

-.02 
.02 
.01 

-.17 

.11 

.07 

735 

Serious 
Offenses 

• 03~\'* 
.07* 

-.06 
.08 

-.06 
-.02 

.06 

.12** 

.07 

.24 

.09 

.14'''"* 

.17*** 

.17*#* 

.16** 

.16 

-.03 
.02 
.00 

-.36 

.16 

.16 

735 



Table 4.2 

EFFECTS ON DELINQUENCY STATUS FOR FEMALES: OLS ESTIMATES 

IndeEendent Variables 

Age 
Race (l=black) 
Site (l=Denver) 
Black*Site 

Preexperimental Status Offenses 

Preexperimental Serious Offenses 

Normal Family Income: 
Two Parent Families: 

Less than $1,000 
$1,000 to $2,999 
$3,000 to $4,999 
$5 , 000 to $6,999 
$7~000 to $8,999 
$9,000 to $12,999 
Unclassified 

One Parent Families: 
Less than $1,000 
$1,000 to $2,999 
$3,000 to $4,999 
$5,000 to $6,999 
$7,000 to $8,999 
Unclassified 

l=Experimental Family 
1=3-Year Experimental Family 
Estimated Payment ($l,OOO's) 

Constant 

Mean of Dependent Variable 

Number of Cases 

*.10 ~ p > .05 
**.05 ~ p > .01 

***.01 ~ p 

25 

Status Serious 
Offenses Offenses 

.00 .03** 

.04** .07** 
-.01 -.05 

.04 .01 

.62*** .36*** 

.11* .53*** 

-.00 -.06 
.06* .07 

-.01 .03 
.07** .01 

-.02 -.07 

.05 .06 

.07** -.01 

.06* .07 
-.01 .03 

.07** .01 
-.02 -.07 

.05 .06 

-.06 -.01 
.04* -.00 
.01* .00 

.01 -.23 

.16 .13 

.04 .09 

676 676 



Table 4.3 

l'fEANS AND STANnARD DEVIATIONS OF VARXA13LES 
INCLUDED IN REGRESSION EQUATION: NAtES 

(Number of ca$es~735) 

Variables in Equation 

Age 
Site (l:::::Denver) 
Race (l =B lack) 
Black*Site 

Preexperimental Status Offenses 
Preexperimental Serious Offenses 
Preexperimental Status or Serious 

Normal Family lncorne 
One Parent Famili~s: 

Less than $1,000 
$1,000 to $2,999 
$3,000 to $4,999 
$5,000 to $6,999 
$7,000 to $8,999 
$9,000 to $12,999 
Unclassified 

Two Parent Families: 
Less than $1,000 
$1,000 to $2,999 
$3,000 to $4,999 
$5,000 to $6,999 
$7,000 to $8,999 
Unclassified 

Experimental Family 
3-Year Experimental Family 
Estimated Payment (dollars) 
Status Offenses During First 3 Years 

of Experiment 
Serious Offenses During First 3 Years 

of Experiment 
Status or Serious Offenses During 

First 3 Years of Experiment 
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10.95 
.46 
.51 
.2.5 

.02 

.05 

.06 

.10 

.11 

.13 

.10 

.04 

.09 

.01 

.02 

.02 

.06 

.14 

.17 

.01 

.55 

.40 
911.81 

.07 

.16 

.18 

Standard 
Deviatiol1 

1.02 
.50 
.50 
.4l~ 

,14 
.02 
.23 

.30 

.32 

.34 

.30 

.19 

.29 

.08 

.13 

.14 

.24 
,35 
.38 
.07 

.50 

.49 
1335.3 

.25 

.37 

.39 



Tab'le 4.4 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF VARIABLES 
INCLUDED IN REGRESSION EQUATION: FEMALES 

(Number of cases=676) 

Variables in Equation 

Age 
Site (1=Dcmver) 
Race (1=Black) 
Blttck*8ite 

Preexperimental Status Offenses 
Preexperimental Serious Offenses 
Preexperimental Status or Serious Offense 

Normal Family Income 
Two Parent Families: 

Less than $1,000 
$1,000 to $2,999 
$3,000 to $4,999 
$5,000 to $6,999 
$7,000 to $8,999 
Unclassified 

One Parent Families: 
Less than $1,000 
$1,000 to $2,999 
$3,000 to $4,999 
$5,000 to $6,999 
$7,000 to $8,999 
$9,000 to $12,999 
Unclassified 

Experimental Family 
3-Year Experimental Family 
Estimated Payment (dollars) 
Status Offenses During First 3 Years 

of Experiment 
Serious offenses during first 3 Years 

of Experiment 
Status or Serious Offenses During 

First 3 Years of Experiment 

27 

Mean 

10.88 
.44 
.55 
.26 

.01 

.01 

.03 

.01 

.03 

.07 

.15 

.15 

.00 

.11 

.11 

.13 

.08 

.04 

.11 

.01 

.58 

.42 
885.12 

.04 

.09 

.11 

Standard 
Deviation 

.99 

.50 

.50 
• L~4 

.11 

.12 

.16 

.12 

.16 

.26 

.35 

.36 

.05 

.31 

.32 

.34 

.27 

.19 

.31 

.10 

.49 

.49 
1182.59 

.20 

.28 

.31 



Race Bnd site are represented by n series of vnriBbl~s. For male seri­

ous offense.s and for female stntus and set'iolts o££ensM) three vuriahlos nn' 

used: a race dummy (l=black), a site dummy (l<::DenvQr), unci an interacti.on 

dummy (l==Denver black). For male statllS offenses we had to represent th(>, 

l'ace and si te differences in a more complc:l':: way in order to pool tho. obser­

vations. In addition to the three va:dables used in the other (?quntions, 

three additional variables were required: a dtttnmy interacting preexpcri­

mental status offense.s with site (l=preexperimental status offenses in 

lJenver), a dummy interacting preexperimental status oHense.swich site and 

race (l=preexperimental status offenses for Denver whites), and a dummy 

interacting preexperimental serious offenses with site O=p'reexperimentnl 

serious offenses in Denver). We will discuss the race and site effects in 

the three simpler equations first, then look at the more complex equation. 

The race variable is significant in all tlll:ee of the simpler equa­

tions: blacks are more delinquent than whites. The site and race-siCe 

interaction variables are not significant. The difference between the sites 

that we observed in Table 3.2 disappears when family income and other vari­

ables are controlled. 

For male status offenses, it was necessary to interact race and site 

with the va.riables for prior> offending. The two variables measuring prior 

offenses are dunnny variables that are 1 if the juvenile had one or more 

recorded police contacts before enrollment for status offenses or serious 

offenses. While only 6% of the males and 3% of the females had prior 

recorded offenses) these variables have large, significant effects in the 

three simpler equations: prior offenders are much more likely to be delin­

quent during the experiment than prior nonoffenders. 

For male status offenses) we found that having prior status offenses 

affects the probability of having a recorded status offense only for Denver 

whites for whom it has a very large effect. For serious offenses, it has 

effects only for Denver males, not Seattle males. We have been unable ttl 

discover an explanation for the difference in effects of these variables 

between the sites. 
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The next variables in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 ar~ categories of normal 

income, Normal income is lithe expected income of the family in the yea.r 

prior to the experiment, assuming relatively normal circums ta'uces of the 

family and for the regional economy in which the family lives" (Kurz and 

Sp:i.egelman 1972:27). It is an attempt to measure the family's permanent 

income; free from any transitory components due to special circumstances 

fllc:i.ng the family. 'rhe categories are in 1971 dollars, normalized by a 

family size index to families of four members. The unclassified categories 

contain families who had changes in composition betwi::en the preenrollment 

screening and enrollment, and families classified as "secondary" because 

they resided in the household of another eligible family. The normal income 

categories are interacted with the number of parents present at enrollment 

for two reasons. First, fanilies were assigned to treatment separately by 

whethel: one or two parents were present. Second, by interacting income with 

family compo~ition, we are able to d~termine wheth~r the often observed 

negative relation betwoen income and delinquency holds within family types. 

The omitted normal income-family composition category is the highest 

income, two-parent family category ($9,000 to $12,999). The results of 

other studies led us to expect that this category will be the lowest delin­

quency category so that the coefficients for the other categories will be 

positive and decrease as normal income increases. We also expected that the 

coefficients for the other categories will be positive and decrease as nor­

mal income increases. These expectations are supported most clearly for 

males' serious offenses. But, even there the pattern of coefficients is not 

completely consistent with our expectations. The problem may be due to the 

fineness of the categories and the small numbers of cases in any category. 

In another analysis (not reported here), we used a continuous measure of 

family income rather than the normal income. The income coefficients in 

those equations had the expected negative sign except for the income term 

for single-parent families for females that was positive for both dependent 

variables. The failure to clearly demonstrate the relationship between 

income and del'inquency so often found in other studies may result from the 

truncated income distribution in our <"ample: we have very few families from 

the top half of the income distribution. 
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The next three variables describe the experimental treatment. The 

first variable is a dummy variable that is 1 for experimental families und 0 

otherwise. The second is a dummy variable that is 1 £Ol' experimentul fami­

lies with a 3-1ear treatment and 0 for 5-year experimentals and controls. 

The third variable is the estj.mated payment during the first year of. the 

experiment to the family. The estimate of the payment assumes thnt the 

family will have the same income and family composi Han during the firs t 

year of the experiment that it had in the year before the experiment. 

Controls receive zero payments. 

The coefficient for the experimental variable is negative in all equn­

tions, but significant only for females' status offenses. The 3-year 

experimental coefficient is positive in all equations except females' seri­

ous offenses where it is negative, but very small. The two treatment dummy 

variables indicate that the effect of the experiment is to decrease delin­

quency with the decrease being larger for 5-year families than for 3-yenr 

families. This negative effect is offset by the ]Jositive effect of the 

estimated payments: the larger the family's estimaterl payment the more 

likely that the juvenile will be delinquent. '1:his effec t holds for both 

sexes and for all three dependent variable~. Thus, the decline in delin­

quency indicated by th~ two treatment dummy variables holds for families 

with zero payments. As the payment increases, the effect of the experiment 

becomes less negative and eventually becomes positive. 

This finding is pu~zling: why should the experiment decrease delin­

quency among juveniles whose families receive nothing and increase delin­

quency among families who receive large payments? One possibility is that 

we have not adequately controlled for the level of family income and that 

the positive payment effect results from the negative correlation between 

family income and delinquency. Since poorer families get larger payments 

(ceteris paribus), the positive payment effect may be due to the higher 

delinquency rates among poorer families. We have two pieces of evidence 

that suggest that this is not the case. First, we have estimated equations 

similar to those in Tables 3 and 4 with continuous income variables rather 

than the normal earnings variables. The pattern of treatment effects is the 
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Bamc as reported 1.n these tables. Irhe second bit of evidence comes from 

comparing equations with and without the payment variable. If the payment 

effect observed was reflecting the family income effect on delinquency, the 

coc.E.E:i.cients of family income should increase when payment is not in the 

equation. This increase dOBS not occur: the income coefficients change 

little llnd show no patt(~rn of change when the payment variable is deleted 

from the equation. 

A second possibility is that while th~ direct effect of the experiment 

may be negative, there may be indirect effects that increase delinquency. 

We k11ow, ;(or ex&!nple, that marital dissolution rates increased significantly 

among the experimental families (Hannan, Tuma, and Groeneveld, 1977). One 

adverse result of marriages dissolving may have been increased delinquency 

among the offspring. The experiment has also been shown to delay entry into 

the labor force for teenagers (West, 1978), which could also contribute to 

increased delinquency. The experimental effects on labor supply (Keeley, et 

a1. I 1978) or on psychological distress (Thoits, 1978) may alst) have 

increased delinquency. A definitive resolution of these results is beyond 

the scope of this report. 

4.4 Variations ~n the Experimental Effects 

In keeping with the exploratory nature of our project, we emphasize the 

pattern of results rather than statistical significance. We are looking for 

indications of experimental effects that may be pursued with further 

analysis. Of course, if we find few statistically significant results, we 

cannot with confidence assert the presence of an experimental effect on 

delinquency. 

In the preV10US section, we found weak evidence of an experimental 

effect on delinquency. The experiment appeared to have a small, negative 

effect on delinquency status. The effect was greater for families who 

received low payments from the experiment than for families receiving higher 

payments. However, the experimental effect was significant only for females 
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CQmmitting status offenses (by an F-test for the significlncc of tht' thr('(\ 

experimental variables). In spite of this lack of. clear cvidC'ncc of an 

experimental effect, it is possible that the experiment has all ~~Hl~Ct: on 

some subsets of the poptllation. To itwestigat{'. this possibility, we intcr­

acted a dummy variable for receiving the financial trMtment w·ith various 

characteristics of our sample. The results are reported in Tllblc 4·.5. 

We report only the coefficients for the experimentlll treatment dummy 

variable and the interaction term. The equations contained exactly the SlIIllC' 

nonexperimel1.ta1 vuri~hles as reported in Tables l,·.l and 1,.2 with one 

exception: We have not included the race-site-prior offcmse interactions i.n 

the male status offense equations. Only the parametel"ization of the experi­

mental effect is changed: here we represent the treatment by n single vari­

able dummy ot;' by a dummy variable and an interaction term, rather than the 

three variables used to repl"eSent the treatment in the earlier memo. We do 

not report the coefficients of the nonexperimental variables because they 

are similar to the coefficients reported earlier and because we wish to 

emph"lsize the measurement of the experimental impact. 

Table 4.5 contains estimates for both males and females. 'the effects 

are estimated separately for status offenses and serious offenses. In the 

first case, the dependent variable is a dummy variable that is 1 if the 

juvenile had one or more contacts with th~ police for status offenses during 

the first 3 years of the experiment and is 0 otherwise. In the second cases 

the dependent variable is a dummy variable indicating whether or not the 

juvenile had one or more police contacts for more serious offenses. Each 

panel of the tables reports results from separate regression equations, that 

is, we have only one interaction term in an equation at a time. 

The first panel of Table 4.5 reports the coefficient for the experi­

mental treatment variable without any interaction terms. The coefficients 

are not significant for males or females. The experiment slightly increased 

the incidence of status offenses for malesj decreased the incidence of status 
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Table 4.5 

VARIATIONS IN EXPERIMENTAL EFFECTS ON DELINQUENCY 
(standard errors in parentheses) 

Males Females 
Status Serious Status Serious 

Variables Offenses Offenses Offenses Offenses 

1. Experimental Treatment .02 -.01 -.01 -.01 
(.02) (.03) ( .01) (.02) 

2. Experimental Treatment .03 .01 -.01 -.02 
(.03) (.04) (.02) (.03) 

Race Interaction -.02 -.03 .01 .02 
(.04) (.05) (.03) ( .04) 

3. Experimental Treatnent -.01 -.02 -.01 -.01 
(.02) (.03) (.02) (.03) 

Site Interaction .07* .02 -.00 -.00 
(.04) (.05 ) (.03) ( .04) 

4. Experimental Treatment -.07 .30 -.12 -.03 
(.20) (.28) (.16) (.23) 

Age Interac tion .01 -.03 .01 .00 
(.02) (.03) ( .01) (.02) 

5. Experimental Treatment .01 -.01 -.01 -.01 
(.02) (.03) (.01 ) (.02) 

Prior Record Interaction .18** -.03 .01 -.11 
(.OS) ( .11) (.10) (.15 ) 

6. Experimental Treatment .01 .02 .01 -.01 
(.03) (.04) (.02) ( .03) 

Two-Parent Family Interaction .02 -.06 -.02 -.01 
(.04) (.05 ) (.03 ) (.04) 

7. Experimental Treatment .06* .03 .00 -.02 
(.03) (.05 ) ( .03) (.04) 

Family Income Interaction -.01* -.01 -.00 .00 
(.00) (.01) (.00) (.00) 

8. Experimental Treatment -.01 -.04 -.02 -.01 
(.02) (.03 ) (.02) (.03 ) 

Low Family Income Interaction .04 .05 .03 -.01 
(.03) (.04) (.02) (.03) 
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Table 4.5 (concluded) 

Males 
Status Serious 

Variables Offenses Offenses 

9. Mother Employed .08*** .00 
(.03) (.04) 

Experimental Treatment .08*** -.01 
(.03) (.04) 

Interac tion -.11*** .00 
(.04) (.05 ) 

10. Father Employed -.03 -.05 
(.06 ) ( .08) 

Experimental Treatment .04 .05 
(.07) (.10) 

Interaction -.02 -.05 
(.07) (.11 ) 

Mean of dependent variable .07 .16 

Number of cases 735 735 

See text for definitions of interaction variables. 
'~.10 ~ p > .05 

**. 05 ~ p > .01 
***.01 ~ p 
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Females 
Status Serious 

Offenses Offenses 

.00 .02 
(.02) (.03) 
-.02 -.01 
(.02) (.03 ) 

.02 -.01 
(.03) (.04) 

.01 -.07 
(.06) (.08) 

.01 -.09 
( .07) (.10) 
-.03 -.08 
( .07) (.10) 

.04 .09 

676 676 



offenses for females and decreased the incidence of serious offenses for 

both sexes. 

In panel 2, we have allowed the experimental effect to vary by race. 

1~he interaction term is a dummy variable that is 1 for black experimentals 

and 0 otherwise. For white males the experimental effect is positive for 

both dummy variables. For black males the effect is positive for status 

offenses (.03 - .02 = .01) and negative for serious offenses (.01 - .03 = 
-.02). For white females the experimental effect is negative for both 

dependent variables. It is positive for status offenses for black females 

and zero for serious offenses for black females. None of the coefficients 

Bl7e significant and all are small. We conclude that the experimental effect 

does not differ by race. 

Panel 3 contains the experimental effects with a site interaction. The 

interaction variable is a dummy variable that is 1 for experimentals living 

in Denver and 0 otherwise. For males we find a large and significant dif­

ference in the experimental effect between the two sites for status of­

fenses. There 1S a small decrease in the incidence of status offenses due 

to the experiment in Seattle and a large (very large relative to the mean of 

the dependent variable, .07) increase in Denver. Recall that Denver males 

had a higher incidence of status offenses than Seattle males when we con­

trolled for other variables (Table 4.1). By including the site interaction, 

we find that that difference was due to the greater increase in status 

offenses among Denver males. The coefficient for the site difference is 

negative in the present equation with the treatment-site interaction (-.01). 

We, at present, have no explanation for why ther~ should be a large 

positive experimental effect in Denver and not in Seattle. It is unlikely 

that it is due to differences in the juvenile justice systems in the two 

cities since that should affect controls and experimentals equally. Our 

contact with police departments in the two cities indicated that they were 

equally ignorant about the existence of the experiment. One possibility is 

that it is a result of differences in the administration of the experiments 
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in the two sites, but we know of no differences that Nould aCCOUl:tt for the 

finding. This area clearly warrants our attention. That the diJE£erencc 

appears only for status offenses for males and not for serious oHenses for 

males or for either dependent variable for females further increases the 

difficulty of explaining the finding. (It, of coursej also increases the 

tendency to attribute the difference to chance.) 

In panel 4 we report the result of interacting the experimental treat­

ment with age. The interaction variable is 0 for controls and equal to the 

age in years for experimentals. Thus, the experimental effect for any indi­

vidual is equal to the coefficient of the treatment variable plus their age 

times the coefficient of the interaction variable. For males the experi­

mental effect for status offenders is -.07 + .01 x age. The effect is .03 

for a la-year old and .09 for a 12-year old. For male serious offenses 

there appears to be a large treatment effect (.30), but that is offset by 

the age interaction so that the effect for a 10-year old is .00 and the 

effect for a 12-year old is -.06. For neither males nor females does the 

experimental effect appear to vary greatly by age. But, our sample is 

limited ~n its age distribution (9, 10, and 11 year olds in Seattle and 10, 

11, and 12 year aIds in Denver). We might find different results if we had 

a wider age range. 

Panel 5 contains the experimental effects when the treatment variable is 

interacted with prior delinquency. The interaction variable in this case 

takes the value of 1 for experimentals who had one or more police contacts 

before the experiment began and is a otherwise. About 7% of the male 

eXFerimentals and 3% of the female experimentals had prior records. The 

experimental effect for those who had no prior record is small and insigni­

ficant for both males and females. For males there is a large and signi­

ficant difference in the experimental effect between those with prior 

offenses and those with no prior offenses. We are reluctant to attach too 

much significance to this finding because of the small number of males with 

prior offenses (27 financials and 16 controls). From our earlier analysis, 

we are confident of the finding that those with prior offenses are more 

delinquent than those with no prior offenses. That finding was consistant 
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for both l."a.ccs and for all three dependent variables. We do not, however, 

hllve. the 8llme confidence that the experimental effect varies depending on 

~flhether the juvenile had prior police contacts or not. 

In panel 6 we examine the difference in the experimental effect in one­

and two-pO:rent fami.lies. The interaction variable equals 1 for experi­

mentala with two parents present at enrollment and is 0 otherwise. We noted 

above that the delinquency rates were greater in one-parent families than in 

two-parent families. Here we are comparing the difference in the effect of 

the expc'riment on delinquency in one and two-parent families when we have 

controlled for the differences :i.n delinquency between the two family types. 

Norte of the coefficients in panel 6 are significant. For status offenses 

among males, the experimental. effect is positive, increasing delinquency for 

both types of families and the increase is greater in the two-parent 

families. For serious offenses among males, the experiment increased the 

incidence of serious offenses for juveniles in one-parent families and 

dec't:eased the incidence for those in two-parent families. Among females, 

there is an increase in status offenses and a decrease in serious offenses 

due to the experiment for females in one-parent families. For females with 

two parents, there is a decrease for both measures of delinquency. Overall, 

however, it appears that the experimental effect differs little between one­

and two-parent families. 

Panels 7 and 8 we have allowed the experimental effect to vary by family 

income. In panel 7, the interaction variable is equal to annual family dis­

posable income in thousands of dollars for experimentals and 0 for con­

trols. In panel 8, the interaction variable equals 1 for experimentals with 

annual family disposable income less than $6,000 and 0 otherwise. For 

males, the experiment decreases delinquency for high income families and 

increases delinquency for low income families. The only significant coef­

ficients are in panel 7 for male status offenses. The coefficients indicate 

that the incidence of status offenses increases .06 for a family with zero 

income, does not change for a family with $6,000 income, and decreases .06 

for a family with $12,000 income. For females, the dependence of the 

experimental effect on family income is not as strong as for males. 
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In panels 9 and 10 we introduce two additional nonexperiulental vadttble$ 

to the equatiol1s and examine their interactions with the treatment va:d­

able. In panel 9 a dummy variable indicating that the xnothet' was employed 

outside the home at any time during the year before the experiment is in­

cluded. About 59% of the juveniles' mothers wel:'e employed. The iuternctiol1 

variable is 1 for juveniles in experimental families whose mothers wel;'e 

employed and is 0 otherwise. The effects are significant for male status 

offenses only. The probability of committing a status offense depends both 

on the experimental tr>eatment and on the mother's employment, 'fhe three 

variables indicate the effect relative to controls whose mothers were not 

employed. For controls, the mothers working increases the likelihood of: 

having a recorded status offense by .08, ~:his increase is consistent with 

control theories of delinquency to the extent that the mother.'s employment 

reduces the supervision of the child in the home. If the mother is not 

working, the effect of the experiment is to increase delinquency by .08. 

This experimentally induced increase in delinquency could be an indirect 

result of a number of factors rather than being a direct result of the 

experiment. We know from other studies that the experiments increase mari­

tal dissolution rates (Hannan, Tuma, and Groeneveld, 1977) 1978) and 

decrease psychological well-being (Thoits, 1978). Both effects would be 

disruptive of family life and thus induce delinquent behavior. If the 

mother works, the experimental effects are still positive but reduced to .05 

(.08 + .08 - .11). This may be due to the experimental effect on women's 

employment: wives reduce the time spent working in response to the experi­

ment (Keeley, et al., 1978, Robins and Tuma, 1977). The modelling of the 

interrelations of the experimental effects on employment, marital stability, 

psychological well-being, and delinquency is beyond the scope of this 

project. 

Panel 10 contains coefficients for father's employment. The father 

employed variable is 1 if the father was employed in the year before the 

experiment and 0 otherwise. Ninety percent of the juveniles who were in 

two-parent families had employed fathers. The E~xperimental treatment vari­

able indicates the experimental effect for two-parent families. An addi­

tional treatment variable for one-parent families was included in these 
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equations but is not reported. The interaction variable is 1 for juveniles 

:i.n t~o-p(1rent experimental families whose fathers were employed and is 0 for 

all others. None of the coefficients are significant. 

The interactions reported in Table 1 do not provide strong evidence of 

expe'r.:i.mental eff.ec ts on delinquency. There is some evidence of effects on 

status offending for males. The significant site and prior offense inter­

actions in pam~ls 3 and 5 may be due to the complicated race-site-prior 

offense intera<::tions reported in Table 4.1. We have not explored this pos­

sibility. The experimental effects for male status offenses also appear to 

va.:r.y by family income Cind by mother's employment status. Any firm conclu­

sion about an experimental effect needs further analysis. We recommend that 

any additional analysis focus on these effects. 

l~.5 Variation ~n Experimental-Control Difference Over Time 

Another way in which an experimental effect may be present, but not seen 

in our analysis so far, is if the effect var~es over time. It might be, for 

example, that there is a lag in the experimental effect and that experi­

mental effects are small initially but larger later on. In Table 4.6 we 

take a first look at that possibility. We have computed the proportion of 

the sample having one or more police contacts preexperimentally and during 

each of the first 4 years of the experiment. The preexperimental period 

includes police contacts at any time prior to enrollment in the experiment. 

The four annual periods are 1 year periods beginning with the date of 

enrollment. In the fourth year, about 72% of the experimental juveniles are 

in families no longer eligible for income maintenance payments. However, if 

there is a lag in the response to the experimental treatment, the 

experimental-control comparison in the fourth year is still of interest. 

In examining Table 4.6, two types of comparisons are of interest: 

experimental-control comparisons within years and comparisons of the changes 
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Table /+.6 

PROPORTION OF SAMPLE WITH POLICE CONTACTS BY YEAR, SEX, AND TREA'fHENT 

Ma1es--Status Offenses 
Experiruentals 
Controls 

Males--Serious Offenses 
Experiruentals 
Controls 

Feruales--Status Offenses 
Experimentals 
Controls 

Females--Serious Offenses 
Experiruentals 
Controls 

Number of Cases 
Males 

Experimentals 403 
Controls 332 

Females 
Experimentals 392 
Controls 284 

Preexperiruenta1 

.02 

.02 

.06 

.03 

.01 

.01 

.02 

.01 
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1st 
Year 

.02 

.01 

.07 

.05 

.01 

.00 

.02 

.04 

2nd 
~ 

,03 .03 
,02 ,03 

.06 .10 

.05 .11 

.02 .03 

.01 .04 

.04 .05 

.04 .03 

l~th 

!£!!E. 

.05 

.02 

.11 

.15 

.06 

.05 

.06 

.05 



from year to year. We continue to analyr.e males and females separately and to 

distinguish status offenses from more serious offenses. 

Looking first at status offenses for males, we find no difference in the 

proportions with preexperimental police contacts between the experimentals and 

controls. In the first, second, and fourth years, more experimentals had 

police contacts for status offenses than controls. This finding is consistent 

with the findings of our regression analysis where we found a small positive 

experimental effect for status offenses. There does not appear to be a uni­

:EOl.°m chan.ge in the experimental-control difference over time. The proportions 

increase for b~th over time as do the sample ages. 

Preexperimentally male experimenta1s were twice as likely as controls to 

have had police contacts for serious offenses. However, by the fourth year 

the proportion with police contacts for serious offenses is greater for con­

trols than experimentals. This situation may be an experimental effect. The 

experiment may be either reducing recividism among offenders or reducing first 

offenses among nonoffenders. 

For females there does not appear to be much variation in the 

experimental-control differences over time. Both grQups become more delin­

quent over time at about the same rate and the difference between the two 

groups i~ about the same over the 4 years. This finding is true for both 

status and serious offenses. 

The exploration of time variation in experimental effects on delinquency 

~s beyond the resources of the current project. It does appear to be a fruit­

ful area for investigation in future work. The time trend could be explored 

using either a pooled cross-sections approach or using event-history models to 

measure effects on the date of first or subsequent delinquency (Tuma, Hannan, 

and Groeneveld 1979). 
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4.6 Effects of Family Member's Criminality on Delinquency 

In addition to gathering recorded police contacts for all juveniles in 

our sample) we also searched police 17ecords in Seattle and Denver for 

l."ecorded contacts with siblings and parents. Table 4·.7 gives the p'toportion 

of juveniles in our sample whose fache:!;, mothe,,', or siblings had t'ecorded 

police contac ts before enrollment in the experiment. The proportions are 

given separately by sex, experimental status, and site. In computing the 

proportion with police records, we have ignored traf:Eic ofEeuses and proce­

dural offenses as we did for the juveniles in our sample. For siblings we 

have included status offenses. We restricted ourselves to con,tacta before 

the experiment for our analysis of the experimental effects. 

The most striking finding in Table 4.7 is the difference between the 

sites: the proportions are much higher in Denver than in Seattle. It 

appears that while Seattle juveniles are more likely to be delinquent, 

Denver juveniles are more likely to have parents or siblings with police 

records. There do not appear to be any systematic differences between 

financials and controls or between sexes. Juveniles are more likely to have 

siblings and fathers with recorded police contacts than to have mothers with 

police contacts. 

Having measures of recorded police contacts of other family members 

allows us to examine the influence of the criminality of other family mem~ 

bers on the juveniles in our sample. A number of theories would suggest 

that the criminality of other family members would have effects on juven:i.1e 

delinquency. ~amily members may affect juvenile delinquency through role 

modeling, or by providing opportunities for delinquency. The criminality of 

other famliy members may also be caused by the same factors causing delin­

quency in the sample juveniles. 

We measured the criminality of fathers, mothers, and siblings with three 

variables that are one if the respective family members haq one or more 

recorded police contacts before the family was enrolled and are zero 
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Ta.ble 4.7 

PROPORTION OF JUVENILES WHOSE FATHER, MOTHER, OR SIBLINGS 
HAVE POL:rOE CONTACTS :BEFORE ENROLLMENT :BY SEX, SITE, AND TREATMENT STATUS 

• 

Seattle Denver 
Experimentals Controls Experimentals Controls 

Males 
Father with previous record .07 .06 .13 .16 
Mother with previous record .03 .06 .08 .10 
Sibling with previous record .07 .12 .23 .16 

Females 
Father with previous record .08 .04 .13 .24 
Mother. wi th previous recor.d .03 .04 .10 .08 
Sibling with previous record .09 .07 .i2 .14 

Number of Cases 
Males 210 190 193 142 
Females 216 160 176 124 
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otherwise. (TY:affic offenses and ,procedural contacts are ignored. The 

family members are those who were present when the family was enrolled.) We. 

i,ncluded these three variables in regression equations. 'rhe equations also 

contained the variables in the equations reported in Tables lhl and Ll.2. 

The two dependent variables are dummy variables for having one or more 

status offenses and one or more serious offenses during the first 3 years of 

the experiment. 

The coefficients for the three variables describing the criminality of 

other family members are reported in 'rable 4.8. The coefficients for the 

oth€~r variables in the equations are almol3t unchanged from Tables 4.1 and 

4.2. The only exception is the coefficient for serious offenses before 

enrollment for female status offenses. 'fhat coefficient 'Was .11 (p.;S • .10) 

without the family police contacts variables and is .07 (not significant nt 

the .10 level) with those variables included. This is the only va.riab1.e 

that changed its level of significance· or substantially changed magnitude. 

The effects for father's and mother's prior records are small and insig­

nificant. The effect of sibling police record is significant for male seri­

OllS offenses and for both status and serious offetlses for females. The 

effects are large with respect to the means of the dependent variables. 

This finding suggests a strong sibling influence on delinquency. 

That the sibling effect should be stronger than the effect of either 

parent probably reflects the peer influence of siblings. The siblings 

offenses are more recent and are likely to be known to the juveniles. 

Parental criminal activity, on the other hand, covered a much longer period 

of time and we have included many police contacts from before the families 

were formed. 

Our final concern is to determine whether or not family members' crim.in­

ality affects the experimental effects. We have followed the same strategy 

as we used in Section 4.3 where we discussed how the experimental effect 

varied with individual characteristics. We interacted each of the family 

police records data separately with the financial treatment dummy. In 
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Table 4.8 

EF.Ii'EC1'S OF OtHER FAMILY MEMBERS J POLICE CONTACTS ON DELINQUENCY: 
OLS ESTIMATES 

(Standard errors in parentheses) 

Males Females 
Status Serious Status Serious 

Offenses Offenses Offenses Offenses 

Father with previous record -.03 -.04 .01 -.03 
(.03) (.05) (.02) ( .04) 

Mother. with previous record .01 .02 .05* -.01 
(,04) (.05 ) (.03 ) (.04) 

Sibling with previous record ,04 .13*** .08*** .16*** 
(.03 ) (.04) (.02) (.03 ) 

R2 .07 .17 .18 .16 
Mean of depe.ndent variable .07 .16 .04 .09 
Number of cllses 735 735 676 676 

*** .01 ~ p. 
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addition to. the treatment" and interaction variables, the equatiol1S contaitwt1 

all the nOl'l.experimental variables included in eadier equations and tho 

three family police record variabl~s. 'rhe results are repol'ted in Table 1~.9. 

In the first panel of Table 4.9, we .. 'aport the coefficients for the 

financial treatment dummy variable in equations without intet'actiona. 'rhe 

coefficients are similar to those in Tahle 4.5, indicating that inclusion of 

the three family pol':,ce records variables has little effect on the estimated 

treatment effect. 

In the second panel of Table ,,·.9, we report the results of interacting 

the father I s police recot'd variab Ie w'i th the trell tment variab Ie. The fintln­

cial treatment effects reported here are for juveniles with fathers only. A 

variable for the experimental effect on juveniles from single-parent homes 

(almost all are female-headed families) was included in the equation but is 

not reported here. The interaction variable is 1 if the juvenile is a mem­

bel."' of a financial family and the father has a recorded police contact 

before enl."'ollment; otherwise it is O. None of the effects are significant. 

For status offenses the estimated experimental effect for males whose fatl:l,(~r 

had no record is .01. The estimated effect for males whose father had a 

recorded police contact is .10 (.01 + .09). For serious offenses for males, 

the estimated effects are negative for both boys whose fathel."'s do not have 

and do have police contacts. The experiment doubled the decrease in delin­

quency among boys whose father had a police contact, relative to those whose 

fathers did not have a police contact. 

For females the effect of father's police record is more what we 

expected. The expel."'imental effect is negative for both dependent variables 

and larger than the effect in panel 1. This effect, in part, l."'eflects the 

larger effect on delinquency among two pal."'ent families (see Table 4.5, panel 

6). Among females whose fathers have police records, the experimental 

effect is closer to zero: -.01 for status offenses and .02 for serious 

offenses. 
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Table 4,9 

VARIAtIONS IN EXFERIMENTAL EFFECTS BY FAMILY MEMBERS' POLICE RECORDS: 
OLS ESTIMATESa 

(Standard Errors in Parentheses) 

Status 
Offenses 

1. Experimental treatment .02 
(.02) 

2. Experimental Treatment .01 
Father's Record Interaction (.03 ) 

.09 
(.06 ) 

3. Experimental Treatment .02 
Mother's Record Interaction (.02) 

-.05 
(.08) 

4. Experimental Treatment .00 
Siblings' Record Interaction (.02) 

.09 
(.05) 

Mean of dependent variable .07 
Number of cases 735 

aSee text for definition of variables. 
*.10 > P > .05 

**.05 "> p > .01 
***.01 ~ p 
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Malss 
Serious 
Offenses 

-.00 
(.03 ) 

-.04 
(.04) 
-.00 
(.09) 

.01 
(.03) 
-.19* 
(.10) 

.01 
(.03) 
-.10 
( .07) 

.16 
735 

Females 
Status Serious 

Offenses Offenses 

-.01 -.02 
( .01) (.02 ) 

-.03 -.04 
(.02) ( .03) 

.02 .06 
(.05 ) ( .07) 

-.01 -.02 
(,02) (.02) 

.01 -.01 
(.06) (.09) 

-.01 -.05** 
(.02) (.02) 

.05 .26*** 
(.05) ( .07) 

.04 .09 
676 676 



In panel 3 we re;.:;-ort the effects by mother's police record stutus. The 

experimental treatment variable in these equ,l1tions is the sarna. as used in 

panel 1: 1 for e)Cperimentals, 0 for controls. Almost all juveniles have 11 

female head of household (whom we call the "mother") present at enrollment. 

Note the large and significant (at the .10 level) effect .for the mother IS 

record interaction for male serious offenses. This interaclion variable 

takes the value of 1 if the juvenile is in an e)Cperimental family and the 

mother has one or more recorded police contacts. The coefficient indicates 

a larger reduction in delinquency when the mother had a police record. For 

male status offenses, there is a smaller corresponding reduction. 

Panel 4 contains the experimental effects by sibling delinquency 

status. The treatment variable gives the effect for juveniles who have 

siblings. The interac tion variable is 1 if the juvenile is in an exped.­

mental family, and a sibling has a recorded police contact before enroll­

ment. It is 0 otherwise. The estimates show a large increase for status 

offenses and a large decrease for serious offenses due to the experiment for 

males whose siblings have police records. For females the estimated experi~ 

mental effect is positive for both dependent variables for those whose sib­

lings had police records. The effect is very large for female serious 

offenses. We have no explanation for why the experiment should increase 

delinquency among females whose siblings have police records. 

4.7 Effects of Area of Residence and Residential Mobility 

We attempted to obtain complete address histories for all juveniles in 

our sample from SIME records. Budget considerations led us to forego col­

lecting Denver addresses. For approximately 70% of the Seattle juveniles we 

were able to construct complete address histories covering the entire period 

of their enrollment. For 98% of the juveniles we had valid address infor­

mation at enrollment. 

We organized the address histories into address spells, where a spell is 

a period of time at a single address. The spells begin at enrollment or at 
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a.rrival nt an address and end with a move to a new address, disenrollment, 

or a gap in the address data. 

The addresses were coded into census tracts. The geocoding program at 

the University of Washington which was used for assigning oUr addresses to 

cenS'!:lS tracts also gave coordinates for the addresses. In constructing the 

address histories we counted a move whenever the coordinates of the address 

changed. This criteria was used beca.use of the difficulties we encountered 

cornparing addresses. Defining moves as changes in coordinates allowed us to 

detect moves within census tracts, but missed some moves within blocks. In 

generalj however, the coordinate system was fine enough to detect intra­

block moves as well. 

It was necessary to exclude cases from our analysis when their address 

histories were incomplete. Table 4.10 shows the numbers of cases excluded 

and the reason for excluding them. Three percent of the cases were excluded 

because their address at enrollment was not in Seattle and thus we could not 

use the geocoding program to locate them within the city. We excluded 22.4% 

of the cases because their address data ended prematurely. We excluded 

13.8% of the cases for other reasons, primarily because we could not deter­

mine their address for some portion of their history, or because they moved 

outside of Seattle. 

Table 4.10 

REASONS FOR EXCLUDlNG CASES FROM ANALYSIS USING ADDRESS HISTORIES 

Included 
Not in Seattle at enrollment 
Data ends prematurely 
Other reasons 

Total 

49 

Number of Cases 

472 
23 

174 
107 

776 

Percent 

60.8 
3.0 

22.4 
13.8 

100.0 



Excluding those cases whose address histories end prematurely introduces 

a potentially serious bias into our al'l.alysis. The way the data are cur­

rently coded on our analytical file we cannot dete:l.Inine the length of the 

address history for juveniles who move. The result is that we use d:tfferent 

rules to exclude movers and nonmovers. Movers are included if they lived in 

Seattle initially and moved to a known address in Seatt.:1e. Nonmovers are 

included if they lived in Seattle originally and have a continuous address 

history for 3 years. This procedure could lead to misleading results and 

needs to be evaluated very carefully in subsequent research. At present 

time and budget constraints preclude any further investigation of this 

problem. In the analysis that follows this potential bias mus t be kept in 

mind when interpreting the results that follow. 

For the juveniles included in the analysis we have used two variables to 

describe their neighborhoods: the percent of families in their census tract 

who were below poverty level from the 1970 census and the cr~me rate in 

their census tract. The crime rate is the number of crimes known to the 

police in the tract per 10,000 popUlation. We computed the rate for 1970, 

1971, and 1972 and used the 3-year average. For individuals who moved we 

also described their new census tract using these two variables and calcu­

lated the difference ~n the poverty level and in the crime rate between the 

old and the new tracts. 

We followed the same strategy used in our other analyses by interacting 

the variables of interest with the experimental treatment variable. We 

examined the effect of the crime rate, the poverty level, a variable indi­

cating that the juvenile had moved, and variables measuring the change in 

the crime rate and the change in the poverty level for those who moved. The . 
only significant effects were for the interaction with the moving variable. 

Table 4.11 contains the coefficients for those equations. For males' 

serious offenses the interaction of the experimental treatment variable with 

the dummy variable for having TIloved is significant and indicates an increase 

in delinquency among experimental juveniles whose families moved. 
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We must 1.nterpret th:i.$ result with caution because of the potential bias 

used by our sample selection procedures. A more thorough analysis is needed 

before any conclusion about the relationship among the experiment, moving, 

llnd delinquency ce.n be drawn. We hope to investigate this in future 

research. In the following chapter we investigate the relationship of 

neighborhood characteristics and moving on delinquency. 

Table 4.11 

EFFECTS OF CHANGING RESIDENCE ON DELINQUENCY 

Males Females 
Status Serious Status Serious 

Offenses Offenses Offenses Offensus 

Moved .01 -.05 .03 -.01 
(.04) (.06 ) (.04) (.06 ) 

Experimental Treatment -.08 -.1.4 -.01 -.01 
(.05) (.08) (.05 ) (.08) 

Iuterae tion .05 .22** .03 .07 
( .07) (.10) (.04) (.10) 
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5. DELXNQUENCY XN A LOW XNCOME POPUl..ATION: THEORE'nCAl.. ASSESSHEN~ri' 

5.1 Introduction 

Theories of juvenile delinquency typically are based on and constraine.d 

by empirical referents, rather than formal theoretical criteria. Thus, our 

efforts to understand the extent and nature of delinquency among children of 

S1ME/DIME families are similarly based and constrained. 

Earlier sections of this report have described the annual incidence of 

official delinquent behavior in the sample chosen fol;' study, and the overall 

prevalence of such behavior during t:he study period. These data suggest 

that our sample is not atypical of other youth populations in these 

respects. This suggestion is confirmed by data on the social distribution 

of delinquent behaviol" in our sample--by age, sex, race, income, and mal;'ital 

status of parents. In this chapter these IIfacts our theories must fit H will 

be further explored in relation to other variables chosen to represent 

etiological theories of delinquent behavior. Here we will be attempting to 

explain the extent and the distribution of deJ.lnquency in OUr sample. Our 

focus, and our strategy, therefore differs from that in preceding chapters. 

Here the income maintenance experiments are viewed as factors intervening in 

etiological processes of delinquency, influencing these processes and per­

haps modifying their relationship to delinquent behavior. 

We are constrained in this pursuit by the data available to us, as well 

as by the theories. Our strategy will be to examine sets of data relevant 

to theoretical formulations, and to interpret empirical relationships as 

*Sections 5.1 through 5.6 were written by James Short and Peggy Thoits. 
Section 5.7 was written by Lyle Groeneveld. 
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they bear on tbese formulations. Several types of data are available to us, 

having to do with: (1) family structure; (2) husband-wife relationships; 

(3) parent-child relationships; (4) family criminality (parental and sib­

l:i.ng); (5) occupational and work history data for parents and children; (6) 

family income; (7) community characteristics; and (8) community relation­

sh1.ps. 

The d&ta base thus permits differentiation of families on several atti­

tudinal and behavioral as well as experimental dimensions. This background 

for evaluating influences on delinquency in our sample posed a major data 

processing problem. 'rhe 8IME/DIME data base contains information from over 

80,000 interviews, organized largely by family identification number. 

Accessing these data for our purposes required that all families in which 

each member of our sample participated be identified (since individuals can 

be in more than one family during the experiment). Coded responses from 

most interviews then had to be transformed for use in our analyses. Much of 

the data we wished to use had not been accessed previously for research pur­

poses. A great deal of time and effort therefore was required to become 

familiar with the data. The result is that data files have been created 

that are far richer in information about our juveniles and their families 

than we have been able to use in the time available for analysis. Future 

studies will further exploit these files. 

Delinquency theories vary a great deal in the extent to which they 

involve variables within these broad categories. "Predictions" from theory 

are rarely possible 1 and the relevance of specific findings to alternative 

theories is often unclear. Parent-child relationships, for example, can 

affect child behavior in a variety of ways. Theoretical language used to 

describe these influences is suggestive, but imprecise. We speak, for 

example, of role theory or social learning theory, of control theory, sub­

culture theory, or strain theory. Considerable research has been done 

within these broad domains, but formalized theory within each has been slow 

to develop, with the result that specification of hypotheses and "critical 

tests" between them are difficult and ambiguous in outcome. 
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These problems are exacerbated in SINE/nrHE by the design of the experi­

ments, which was based on economic theories; and by data col1ec don ins tru­

ments and designs that relate only loosely to theories of delinquency. The 

data set includes data relevant to some, but not: all of the major theories 

of delinquency. As is often the case in secondary data £lnalysis, the rele·· 

vance of available data for theoretical purpose is not always clear. The 

latter problem in due as much to the imprecision of sociological. theory us 

to the design of SINE/ntHE. 

Nevertheless, the l.ongitudina1 character of SIME/DXME and the variety of 

data collected presents a rare opportunity to study the etiology of offi­

cially recorded delinquency in a large and val.-ied population. Out project 

proposal i.ndicated general theoretical orientations that might be thus 

examined. The sheer magnitude and complexity of the data set as well as the 

need to collect new data (on juvenile delinquency, and on parental and sib­

ling crime, on cormnunity characteristics and family moves) has of necessity 

dominated our efforts, consuming the bulk of our time and funds. What 

follows is a brief, and prelirninary, report of our attempt to bring some, 

but not all, SIME/nIME data to bear on major theoretical approaches to 

delinquency causation. 

5.2 Analytic Strategy 

This evaluation of theoretical statements concerning delinquency is 

focused on relationships between a set of background variables, a set of 

experimental treatments, selected sets of theoretjcal variables, and two 

measures of delinquency as the dependent variable, in the general form: 
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Selected l~eoretical Variables 
13ackground (for example, educational 
Variables ~rations and expectations) 

~~, -
Dependent 
Variables 

~ Educational Aspirations 
.Experimental~ and Expectations ~-J.De1inquency 
Treatments- • (serious, status) 

FIGURE 5.1 EFFECTS ON DELINQUENCY 

Except for family ctrime data that are gathered for each family member of 

OU1: sample of juveniles, and community level data that are aggregated by 

census tracts, all theoretical variables included in this report are based 

on interviews or other reports by parents. Some of these reports refer to 

behavior, for example, data concerning family structure (marital status at 

enrollment, change. in marital status), employment and income of family , 
menlbers, family roles (that is, child care, household chores), and con­

flicts, and some types of community relationships. Other reports refer to 

more SUbjective aspects of family life, such as attitudes, for example) 

educational and occupational aspirations and expectations for children, 

marital happiness, and satisfaction. Delinquency as a dependent variable is 

divided into status offenses and more serious offenses as recorded in police 

files. In the analyses that follow, except as otherwise noted, all offenses 

recorded through December 31, 1977 for youngsters in our sample are included. 

The analytic strategy employed is regression analysis, with delinquency 

treated as a dummy variable: 0 if no offense has been recorded, 1 if at 

least one offense has been recorded. Since this analysis differs somewhat 

from that in earlier sections (where the dependent variable refers only to 

offenses recorded during the 3 years following enrollment), we first present 

regressions of delinquency measures on a set of background variables 

describing the juveniles and their families. 
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5.3 Educational Aspirations t Expectatio11s t and Delinquent 13ehavioJ: 

Robert K. Herton's classic article, IIS0cllll Structure and Anomie,!! is 

the basis for the general theoretical point that c.rime and delinquency l\\ay 

be innovative responses to blocked opportunities when socially approved 

success goals have been accepted. That general perspective has been inter-. 
preted and "tested" in a variety of ways (fOl" example, as interpreted by , 
Cohen, 1955; and by Cloward and Ohlin, 1960; as "tested" by Short, 19M, by 

Short, et al., 1965; and by Hirschi, 1969; and Elliott and Voss, 1974). 

Most investigators of the theory as it applies to juvenile delinquency have 

studied the aspirations of boys--sometimes comparing them with the boys' 

expec tations, or with their fathers t achievements to secure a measure o:E 

s tra:i.n toward innovation (delinquency). In general, the s train hypothesis 

has not fared well in these investigations. Short (1964) and Hirschi (1969) 

report that boys with higher educational occupational aspirations are less 

rather than more delinquent, but both official and self-reported cd.teria, 

compared to boys with lower aspirations; nor could discrepancies between 

aspirations and expectations, or between either aspitations or expectations 

and fathers' achievements account for differences in delinquency. Elliott 

and Voss (1974) surmnaxize their data as indicating "no predictive power in 

the relationship between anticipated failure to achieve long-range goals and 

subsequent delinquency.lJ 

The S!ME/Dl:ME data set includes no relevant data. gathered directly from 

children; hence, we cannot replicate these studies. We do have nata on 

mother's stated educational and occupational aspirations and expectations 

for their children, however. The focus of our inquiry thus must be on the 

family as a socializing contect in which children's perspectivec on their 

educational and occupational futures are shaped. The research two questions 

to be examined may be stated as follows: 

(1) Row do our background and treatment variables relate to this 
context? Specifically, in this report we inquire as to their 
influences on mother's educational aspirations and expectations for 
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the5.r children and on the difference between them. Operationally, 
we view the difference (referred to hereinafter as a discrepancy 
score) as critical to the strain hypothesis.* 

(2) 00nt1.'o11111g for backgrou11d and experimental variables, how do 
mothers I educational aspirations and expectations, and the dif­
.ference between them, relate to flrrests of their children for 
delinquent behuvi or? 

Data bearing on the first question are presented in Table 5.1: where 

mothers' educational aspirations and expectations, and difference between 

them, are regressed on a set of background and experimental variables. 

'there is no difference between males and female children in mean levels 

of mothers' educational aspirations; expectations; or discrepenacy scores. 

Mean levels of both 8.spirations and expectations exceed high school gradu­

ation, and discrepancy scores between the two average about a year and 

one-third.** Explained variance in these phenomena is small, especially 

for discrepancy scores (there is little variation in these scores to be 

explained.) About a third (43 out of 126) of the relationships in the table 

are significant (at p < .10 or better), but this varies by score and by sex 

of child. More relationships are significant for males (25) than for 

females (18), and sli~ltly fewer discrepancy scores (12) than aspiration 

(15) or expectation (16) relationships reach significance. 

For boys, lower family incomes are significantly associated with lower 

educational aspirations and expectations by mothers, and higher discrepancy 

*Peculiarities in the coding of occupational aspirations and expectations 
render impossible regression analysis of these variables in relation to 
either background (and experimental) characteristics or delinquency. A 
brief discussion of this problem, and of the distribution of mothers' 
occupational aspirations and expectations for our juveniles follows 
analysis of education. 

**Standard deviations are high for discrepancy scores (1.94 for males, 1.95 
for females), but low, relative to mean values for aspirations (1.92 for 
boys and 1.93 for girls) and expectations (2.11 for boys and 2.06 for 
girls) . 
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1Il 
CO 

Indceendcnt Va1:iablc 

Normal Income Unclassified. 
$0 - 999 

1,000 - 2,999 
3,000 - 4,999 
5,000 - 6,999 

Juvenile Age 
Black 
DenVe1: 
TWo-Parent Family 

Two-Parent Family )t Income 
Denver Black 

Preexperimental Serious 
Offense 

Table 5.1 

EFFl::CTS ON MOTHERS· ASPIRATIONS, EXPECTAtIONS, AND DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN ASPIRAtIONS ANb EXPECTAT!ONS liY SEX OF CHILD 

Boys 
Differences 

between 
Aspirations 

and 

Ghls 

j>seirlltions Execctations Exeectations As[!iratioM Expectations 

-1.21* -1.11 -.09 -2.18~·** -1.76** 
-1. 36*** -1. 90*;\'* ' • Sl. -.45 -.95** 

-.82*** -.154*** .72'\'* -.001 -.48 
-.80*** -1.23*** .1,4* .35 -.24 
-.27 -.65*** .38~~ .22 -.32 

.02 .19'k -.16* .06 -.05 .08 .13 -.OS .55*** .41* 
-.41* -.89*** .1,8"" -.70*** -. 76~'** 

.21 -.42 .6.3 .27 -.50 

.001 .01 -. (l01, -.07* -.04 

.83*** .85** -.02 .117 • 59'~ 

.02 -.82** .8ll** -1.21* -.95 

Pre experimental Status Offense -1. 87'H* -.38** -1.119~H'* .22 -.68 

Father's Prior Criminality .07 .18 -.10 .26 .32 Mother's Prior Criminality -.50 -.35 -.16 -.39 ~.59* Sibling's Prior Criminality -.55** -.42* -.13 -.69*** -.20 
Mother Working .2'1 .15 .12 .42** .08 Father Working -.56 -.58 .02 .38 .29 

Experimental Treatment -.08 .21, -.32 .03 -.09 3-Year Treatm\~i1t .03 -.04 .07 .04 .02 Payment -.10 -.19** .09 -.06 .01 
Hean of Dependent Variable 14.95 13.59 1.36 14.88 13.56 
Number of Cases 626 626 626 579 579 
R2 .12 .13 .0/1 .13 .08 

*.10 ~ p > .05 
**.05 ~ p > .01 

***.01 ~ p 

Diffe1:cnces' 
between 

Aspirations 
and 

Ex~(>ctation8 

-.td 
.50 
.48 
• 59*-A' 
• 511"~* 

.11 

.14 

.06 

.76** 

-.05 
-.12 

-.2.5 

.90 

-.06 
.19 

-.42* 

.31, 

.10 

.12 

.03 
-.07 

1.33 

579 

.04 



------------------ --- ---------------

BCOr(~a, Hothers! aspirations for girls are unrelated to income, but 

expect;(ltl.ons and discrepancy scores behave in the same manner as for boys. 

Whether lower income mothers lower educational aspirations and expectations 

for their 80ns (and increDse the discrepancy between the two) because of 

lower income cannot be ascertained from these data. 

Age of child appears to influence mothers' aspirations and expectations 

di:f:ferently for. males and females, but the relationships are significant 

only for boys. The older the boy, the higher the mother I s educational 

expectations B,nd the smaller the discrepancy between her aspirations and 

expectations. Just the opposite tendency is noted for girls, but the 

findings are not statistically significant. 

Race does not differentia,te males in these respects, but black mothers 

have higher educational a,spi rations and expectations for their daughters 

than do white mothers. Discrepancy scores do not differ significantly by 

race. 

Site differences appear in Table 5.2. Denver mothers 11ave significantly 

lower aspirations and expectations for both sons and daughters, compared to 

Seattle mothers. Discrepancy scores differ significantly only for sons, 

with Denver mothers having significantly higher scores than their Seattle 

counterparts. Moving down the table to the "Denver Black" variable, a 

strong effect 1S observed. The difference is ~onsistent (but not always 

significant) for both sexes: Denver black mothers have higher aspirations 

and expectations, but not discrepancy scores, for their children than do 

other mothers. 

Married women have somewhat higher aspirations and lower expectations, 

and thus higher discrepancy scores, than do single women. The only signi­

ficant effect, however, is on discrepancy scores for girls. Interaction of 

marital status and income yields little of signific.ance save for the 
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apparent anomaly that that higher income women have lower educational 

aspirations for their daughters.* 

The next five variables present the effects of juveniles, parents I and 

siblings I preexperimental arres ts on mothers I educational aspiratio\1S and 

expectations. 

Boysl preexperimental status offenses significantly lower their lUotherls 

aspirations and expectations for them and reduce discrepancy scores. Boys' 

preexperimental serious offenses significantly decrease expectations, 

thereby increasing discrepancy scores. In general, a boy's preexperimental 

delinquency status strongly depresses his mother's hopes for and assessments 

of hiB future accomplishments. In general, a girl's preexpe'rimental delin­

quent activity has few significant effects on her mother's hopes for and 

assessments of her. Only mothers of girls who commit a preexperimental 

serious offense exhibit a response: their aspirations for their daughters 

are significantly lowered. 

In general, preexperimental arrests of parents have nO major eff.ects on 

mother's aspirations or expectations, with one exception: mothers who have 

preexperimental criminal records have significantly reduced expectations for 

their daughters. A mother's criminality tends to depress her aspirations 

and expectations for her children generally, while her spouse's record tends 

to raise each slightly. 

Finally, siblings' preexperimental arrests significantly depress 

mothers' educational aspirations for and expectations of both male and 

female children, but tend to diminish discrepancy scores. 

*It may be that these women compared to others find the role of housewife 
satisfactory, and therefore do not think higher education to be necessary 
for their daughters. If so, this view is probably a misperception, since 
c~llege remains a prime site for financially successful marriage begin­
n1.ngs. 
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Discussion of findings in Table 5.1 concerning effects of arrest records 

is complicated by the fact that juveniles whose fathers have arrests are 

compared not only to those who do not, but also to boys who do not have 

fl1thers in the home. Computation of the coefficients for two-headed 

families only doE':s not change the findings, however. Fathers' arrest has no 

significant effect on mother's educational aspirations or expectations, for 

ei ther sons or daugh ter s • 

The remnining v,:l.rinb1es in Table 5.1 show significant relationships only 

.between ntothers' employment and aspirations and discrepancy scores for 

girls. In each case, as in the other (nonsignificant) relationships among 

the variables, working mothers have higher aspirations and expectations for 

their children. Fathers' employment also slightly increases mothers 

aspirations and expectations for daughters and decreases discrepancy 

scores. Effects axe negative on mothers' aspirations and expectations and 

positive on discrepancy scores for sons. None of these relationships are 

significant, however. These relationships are the same when two-parent 

families are analyzed above. Neither being an experimental family, nor a 

3-year experiemnnta1 family has an effect on aspirations or expectations. 

Payment significantly lowers mothers' expectations for boys but is unrelated 

to other dependent variables for either boys or girls. 

Before discussing the empirical relationships between delinquency and 

our measures of educational aspirations, expectations, and discrepancy 

scores, a discussion of theoretical expectations is necessary. Aspiration, 

ambition, and internalization of success goals are the hallmarks of strain 

theory. Strain toward innovation occurs when lofty goals cannot be realized 

by virtue of blocked legitimate opportunities. Assuming children from our 

low income sample are likely to experience some obstacles to high education 

goals, compared to those in better economic circumstances, strain toward 

innovation might be expected to be associated with higher educational 

aspirations. Such a prediction would be quite contrary to control theory 

since, in this view, higher aspirations are likely to be associated with 

greater parental interest, concern, and, therefore, closer supervision. 

These "predictions" can hardly be taken as a critical test of the theories, 

61 



however) since strain theorists might well argue that higher parental 

aspirations are likely to indicate not only acceptance of socially approved 

goals, but increased opportunity by virtue of parental assistance. 

The findings, presented in 'fable 5.2, provide no solution to this 

theoretical tangle. The coefficients in Table 5.2 are the estimated effects 

when each of the three variables is entered separately into the regression 

equation. Mothers I educational aspirations significantly l'educe both seri­

ous and status arrests among their sons, but not their daughters. 

Similar arguments to those preceding could be made concerning expecta­

tions, wi th the added stipulatioDt however, that one's e]cpec cations may be 

more "realistic." Therefore expectations may involve a higher degree of 

belief, and perhaps commitment (both crucial terms in control theory). The 

precise meaning of expectations in relation to aspirations is unclear. On 

the one hand, they seem less laden with the success orientation stressed by 

strain theory; on the other they may index, better than aspirations, per­

sonal goals without idealistic distortion. In any case, findings are very 

similar to those for aspirations. Relationships with arrests are small, but 

consistently negative, and are significant in three of four instances. The 

probability of arrest is depressed by higher educational aspirations and 

expectations. 1he coefficient, though small, is not inconsequential, for 

the metric employed is tied to increments of each year of schooling aspired 

to or expected. To illustrate: the coefficient between mothers' aspira­

tions for their sons and arrest for serious offenses (-.03) translates into 

a decreased probability of .03 per year of schooling to which mothers aspir.e 

for their sons. The difference in probability of a"rrest for a serious 

offense, e.g., between two sons for whom maternal aspirations are 8 and 12 

years of schooling, respectively, is .12 (12 minus 8 years = 4, multiplied 

by .03). A similar difference results from maternal aspirations for 

college, compared to high school graduation (16 years of schooling compared 

to 12 years), These probabilities assume linearity of the relationship, 

which may not exist. We will investigate this assumption in future work. 

In any case, educational goals are negatively related to the probability of 

arrests for boys; with a somewhat weaker relationship 
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Table 5.2 

EFFECTS ON DELINQUENCY OF MOTHERS'S EDUCATIONAL 
ASP!ltATIONS, EXPECTATIONS, AND DISPARITY BETWEEN THESE, 

BY SEX OF JUVENILE AND SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENSE 

Educational Aspirations 

Educational Expectations 

Difference (A-E) 

Number of Cases 

Percent Committing 
More Offenses 

**.05 > P > .01 
***.01 :;-

-- p 

One or 

Boys 
Status 

-.01** 

-. 02~\-* 

.004 

626 

14% 

63 

Girls 
Serious Status 

-.03*** -.003 

-.02*** -.01 

.004 .01 

626 579 

34% 15% 

Serious 

.001 

-.02** 

.02** 

579 

21% 



noted for girls. Clearly, then, high educational goals, if they create 

strain, do not result in higher probabilities of delinquent behavior in our 

sample. Instead they appear to reflect influences toward conventionality, 

and in that sense, to deter delinquent beh<:lvior. 

The final panel in Table 5.2 displays coefficients for relationships 

between discrepancy scores and arrests, previously noted as the best "testH 

of s train versus control theory. Rer(~ only one statis tically significant 

coefficient appears between discrepan1cy scores for girls and their arrests 

for serious delinquencies. The relationship is small, but nontrivial. The 

anomaly here is that support for the strain theory position is found for 

girls but not for boys, upon whom tn€! liS tl."ain" toward delinquency genel."ated 

by disjunctures between goals and means presumably falls most heavily. We 

will be exploring the causal chains :suggested by our data in future work. 

We know' that lower income and intact families, and families in which the 

mother is employed tend toward higher discrepancies between education 

aspired to and expected by mothers for their daughters. Siblings' crimin­

ality, on the other hand, depresses discrepancy scores. Perhaps the modest 

relationship we have found between discrepancy scores and girls' arrests for 

serious delinquency results from despairing mothers who want something 

better for their daughters, but who reduce expectations out of realistic 

appraisal, based upon their own economic circumstances and experience with 

troublesome older children (the juveniles siblings). 

5.4 Occupational Aspirations, Ex~ctations 

The occupational aspiration questions were asked only of Seattle 

mothers. We noted, in the preceding section that the occupational coding of 

mothers' aspirations for the juveniles in our sample did not lend themselves 

easily to statistical manipulation. It is possible, however, to gain some 

insight into these matters with the existing code. Table 5.3 presents raw 

frequencies of mothers' aspirations and expectations for our juveniles. The 

rationale for the code, while not tied directly to prestige, clearly relates 

to education and training, or to special skills (e.g., athletic Or artistic 
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Code 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
11. 

12. 

13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 

Table 5.3 

MOTHERS' OOCUPATIONAL ASPIRATIONS AND EXPECTATIONS 
FOR SONS AND DAUGHTERS (Seattle only) 

Occupation 

Professional, advanced degree 
(doctors, lawyers, etc.) 

Professional, bachelor degree 
(chemist, engineer, teacher, etc.) 

Semi-professional, some college 
(draftsmen, etc.) 

Apprenticable, high school 
graduate plUS skilled trade 
(carpenter, mechanic, etc.) 

Technical, high school graduate 
plus additional training (nurse's 
aide, lab technician, etc.) 

Clerical I, high school graduate, 
no additional training 
( secretarial) 

Clerical 2, less than high school 
graduation required (free clerk, 
keypunch operator, etc.) 

Business (run his/her own business) 
etc.) 

Athlete (professional football/ 
basketball, etc.) 

Artist (painter, singer, etc. 
Socia,l purpose worker (with handi­
capped, etc.) 

No labor force aspirations/expecta-
tions (including housewife) 

Open response (anything he/~he wants 
Too young to specify 
Don't know 
Military 

Total 

Aspirations 
Number 

of 
Cases 

106 

251 

10 

52 

43 

34 

12 

22 

47 

56 
32 

17 

51 
16 
64 
6 

819 

Percent 

12.9 

30.6 

1.2 

6.3 

5.3 

4.2 

1.5 

2.7 

5.7 

6.8 
3.9 

2.1 

6.2 
2.0 
7.8 
.7 

99.9 

Expectations 
Number 

of 
Cases 

10 

55 

198 

7 

66 

47 

31 

25 

15 

65 
29 

63 

40 
22 
79 

806 

Perceht 

6.8 

2L~. 6 

1.2 

.9 

8.2 

5.8 

3.8 

3.1 

1.9 

6.7 

8.1 
3.6 

7.8 

5.0 
2.7 
9.8 

100.0 



ability). In addition, the code has the advantage for our purposes that it 

does not force a response on the mother, but allows her to indicate "no 

aspirations/expectations ll (Code 12), "anythit1g he/she wants" (Code 13), "too 

young to specify" (Code 14), and "don't know" (code 15). While these 

responses are ambiguous, they would seem on the one hand not to indicate 

high ambi tion and on the other to signi.fy uncertainty and lack of 

IImiddle.-class li concern over this important area of a child's future. These 

responses, together with those that are more ~chievement oriented, permit a 

sort of. "test" of strain versus control perspectives. Codes 12 through 15 

clearly do not indicate strain toward innovations; hence delinquency rates 

of children whose mothers have given these responses might be expected to be 

lower than those of children whose ~nothers aspire to (or expect) higher 

occupational achievement on the part of their children. In contrast, con­

trol theory would lead to quite different expectations, in that children in 

families with high ambitions would be expected to be especially sensitive to 

the necessity to protect them against influences and behaviors that might 

thwart these ambitions. While they may not always indicate lack of concern 

or control, the ambiguous responses could hardly be argued as indicative of 

greater concern or control. Their general thrust would appear at the very 

least to be less controlling, less driving with respect to the children who 

are the objects of the questions posed. The bearing of these data on the 

strain hypothesis is enhanced by the large proportion ot profelssional 

aspirations registered by these mothers~-43.5% for the two professional 

occupational codes. Considerably fewer mothers expect professional achieve­

ments, however--31.4%. Because the code is not a numerical scale) precise 

measurement of disparity scores such as were computed for educational 

aspirations and expectations is impossible. Nor it it possible to compare 

in this way parental occupations with those aspired to or expected for their 

children. Clearly, however, aspirations exceed expectations. The contrast 

is especially great with respect to the professional categories, as pre­

viously noted and--in the other direction--for category 12 (no labor force 

aspirations/expectations). More mothers have no labor force expectations 

than have no labor force aspirations for their children. Since this code 

includes "housewife," its effects must be analyzed separately for boys and 

girls. 
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We first analyzed these data by using a dummy variable for professional 

aspirations (Codes 1 and 2 in Table 5.3) and entering it in the regression 

analysis along with educational aspirations and expectations (controlling 

for background and treatment variables) as in Table 5.2. Treated in this 

way, professional aspirations have no effect on boys' arrests for either 

status or serious offenses; nor do they affect girls' status offenses. The 

probability of arrest for serious offenses, however, is significantly 

lowered for girls whose mothers aspire to professional occupations for their 

daughters. 

5.5 Family Satisfactions and Reported Conflicts 

We turn next to a set of reported attitudes and behaviors within 

families and to their relationships with the delinquent behavior (arrests) 

of our juveniles and to their relationships with the delinquent behavior 

(arrests) of our juveniles. The effects of the family relationship upon 

boys' and girls' delinquency were explored in a series of regression equa­

tions, controlling for the same background and treatment variables as in the 

previous ana1yses.* 

Dependent variables for these analyses follow our previous practice, 

except for the timing of offenses; that is, juvenile's status offense and 

juvenile's serious offense refer to arrests subsequent to the measure of 

family variable. Most family variables reported were measured at the fourth 

*Juvenile's age, black, site (Denver = 1, Seattle = 0), race-site 
interaction (Denver = I, otherwise = 0), family's disposable income (at 
enrollment, in thousands of dollars), mother working at enrollment, father 
working at enrollment, mother's previous police contact (previous to start 
of experiment), father's previous police contact (previous to start of 
experiment), sibling's previous police contact (previous to start of 
experiment), juvenile's prior status offense (prior to measure of family 
variable), juvenile's prior serious offense (prior to measure of family 
variable), financial family, 3-year NIT program, estimated payment to 
financial family at enrollment (in thousands of dollars, 0 for control 
family) • 
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and fifth periodic interviews (that is, roughly 16 to 20 months after 

enrollment). Therefore, only eta.tus or serious offenses connnitted after 

this point: in time were considered as appropriate in determining the delin­

quency status of the juvenile for the purpose of this analyses. This deci­

sion was mn.de out of co'nsj.deration for causal sequence and because we do not 

know how stable our family measures are. If marital satisfaction and degree 

of conflict vary over time and if delinquency depends upon these family 

variables, then only offenses subsequent to the measures of these variables 

would be of interest to us.* 

The effects of the following family variables upon subsequent delin­

quency were estimated: 

(1) Responses by both male and female heads to questions concerning: 

a. Satisfaction with affection provided by spouse. 

b. Satisfaction with amount of leisure time spent with spouse. 

c. Satisfaction with how self and spouse are raising children. 

d. Satisfaction with amount of leisl.lre time spent with children. 

e. Seriousness of disagreements over money, how free time is 
spent, and responsibilities for children. 

f. Seriousness of disagreement over responsibilities for the 
children. 

*On the other hand, if these family variables are fairly stable, then we 
could have used offenses connnitted at any time during the experimental 
period as our dependent variable, while controlling for delinquency status 
prior to the experiment. We did the analysis both ways; that is, under 
the assumption that the family variables were stable and under the 
assumption that they were not. The coefficients did not differ sub­
stantially from one another, implying that our family measures are in fact 
fairly stable. However, we report here only the coefficients for delin­
quent acts subsequent to the family measures . .. 
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(2) Reports by female heads (of twa-parent families) of: 

g. The number of things she and spouse argue about (such as ltse of 
free time, household responsibilities 1 care/discipline of kids 1 

ttmount of earnings provided, how income is spent, affection and 
understanding, employment situation of spouse). 

h. How often in lasl: year she and spouse wouldn't speak to each 
other for a while. 

1. How often in the last year she or spouse actually left home for 
a while due to fight. 

j. Thinking about separation from spouse. 

k. Conflict index--suru of the occurrence of behaviors: arguing, 
periods of silence, Di,ie spouse left, thinking about separ­
ation. Ranges from 0 (none of these occur) to 4 Call have 
occurred). 

1. Arguments about care and discipline of children. 

The effects of each of these family variables upon the delinquency of 

the child was estimated separately, controlling for the background and 

treatment variables. Table 5.4 reports the effects of fathers' responses to 

items a-f on arrest probabilities, net of these background and treatment 

variables. 

Fathers' reports of satisfaction and the seriousness of disagreements 

with spouse bear little relationship to the probability to their childrens' 

arrest for either status or serious offenses. The major exception concerns 

the increased probability of daughters' arrest for serious offenses, which 

is associated with fathers' reported satisfaction with leisure time with 

spouse, suggesting the possibility that such satisfaction may have as its 

price neglect, or at least lack of supervision of daughters. Alternatively 

a more psychodynamic interpretation ~ight suggest that daughters may be 

resentful of their fathers' leisure time activities with spouses (many of 

whom are in a step~other relationship with the daughter rather than a 

natural parent relationship). We will explore the importance of the step­

mother relationship in future work. 
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'rable 5.4 

EFFECTS OF FATHER'S SAtISFACTIONS AND DISAGREEHENTS 
WITH SPOUSE ON DELINQUENt BEHAVIOR, BY SEX OF CHILD AND 

SERIOUSNESS OF DELINQUENCY 

Boys (N=297) Girls (N=297) 
---Y,Slriab les Status Serious Status Serious 

B. Satisfaction with .001 -.001 -.01 -.01 
Affection 

b, Satisfaction with -.03 -.03 -.01 .07* 
Leisure Time with 
Spouse 

c. Satisfaction with -.01 .004 -.01 -.0003 
Child Rearing 

d. Satisfaction with -.01 -.03 .002 .03 
Leisure Time with 
Children 

e. Seriousness of .001 .01* .001 -.01 
Disagreements 

f. Seriousness of .01 .03 .004 -.03* 
Disagreements 
oVer Children 

* .10 ~ p > .05. 
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No such relationship exists for sons, where peer influences have been 

noted in the literature as being stronger tha11 family influence. There is a 

slight tendency for seriousness of disagreements between spouses (as 

reported by the father) to be associated with arrests of sons for serious 

offenses. 

Finally, and paradoxically, the more serious are reported disagreetuents 

over child responsibilities, the less likely girls a:t'e to be arrested for 

serious offenses. We will explore the seriollsness of disagreements .over 

children as it interacts with leisure time satisfaction to ascertain joint 

effects of these phenomena with their interesting psychodynamic potenti­

alities. If it should be shown that girls I serious offensive behavior is 

jointly a product of fathers' satisfaction wHh leisure time with spouse (a 

positive relationship) and of seriousness of disagreements over children (a 

negative relationship), a psychodynamic interpretation would be 

strengthened; that girls are resentful over fathers' attention to their 

mothers or mother surrogates, and by the same token they might also be 

resentful concerning responsibilities for the children. The paradox would 

then be resolved. Conversely, their fathers' lack of satisfaction with 

leisure time spent with their mothers, and serious disagreements over 

children might be interpreted positively by daughters whose attachments to 

their fathers a1.'e dynamically related to behavior cont.rol or acting out in 

the form of serious delinquent behavior. 

As was the case with father's reports of marital satisfaction and dis­

agreements, mother's reports concerning these same matters have no signi­

ficant effects upon either status or serious offenses committed by boys or 

girls, with but a single exception (see Table 5.5). The greater the 

mother I s satisfaction with the way she and her husband are raising the 

children, the less likely their son is to commit a serious offense. This 

single exception might well occur by chance (lout of 24 relationships for 

this series), We conclude therefore that these attitudinal variables bear 

little relationship to the behavior of the study youngsters, at least as 

these are reflected in police statistics. 
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Table 5.5 

EFFECTS OF MOTHER'S SATISFACTION, DISAGREEMENT8 WITH SPOUSE AND 
REPORTS OF CONFLICT WITH SPOUSE BY SEX OF CHILD AND SERIOUSNESS OF DELINQUENCY 

Variables 

a. Satisfac tion with 
Affection 

b. Satisfaction with 
Leisure Time with 
Spouse 

c. Satisfaction with Child 
Rearing 

d. Satisfaction with Leisure 
Time with Children 

e. Se~'iousnes s of 
Disagreements 

f. Seriousness of 
Disagreements over 
Chi:'dren 

g. Arguments 

h. Didn't Speak 

i. Left Home 

j. 'Thinking about 
Separation 

k. Conflict Index 

L Arguments about Child 
Care 

*.10~p>.05 
*'k 05 . . > P > .01 

***.01 ~ p 

Males 
Status 

Offenses 

-.003 

.01 

.003 

-.02 

-.003 

-.01 

.01 

-.004 

-.01 

-.01 

.01 

-.02 
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(N=276) Females (N=276) 
Serious Status Serious 
Offenses Offenses Offenses 

-.01 .002 -.01 

.06 -.01 -.01 

-.04** .001 -.01 

-.003 -.03 .02 

.01 -.001 .01 

.01 .02 .002 

.03* -.01 .002 

.05** -.03** .004 

.06 .06 -.05 

.34*** .004 .003 

.06** -.01 -.001 

.07 .05 .04 



We start with behavioral indicators of serious conflict in the marriage 

(as reported by mothers), however, have several significant effects. Again 

the major effects are cross-sexual, that is, the effect of conflict between 

spouses is on the child of the sex opposite that of the reporting parent. 

Once again the effect is on serious, rather than status offenses. We con­

clude that these family variables bear little relationship to the often 

trivial, and virtually ubiquitous, behaviors covered by the status offense 

rubric. That such observed effects are on arrests for more serious offenses 

is both more interesting and important from a policy as 'veIl as a theoret­

ical perspective. Argument, silence between spouses, thoughts about 

separation--all significantly increase the probability of a boys' arrest for 

a serious offense. The significant positive effect of the conflict index 

also indicates the DOY's responsiveness to serious disharmony in the home. 

The "separation-considered" coefficient is by far the largest observed in 

this phase of the analyses. The probability that a boy will commit a seri­

ous delinquent act increases by .34 under this circumstance. This finding 

becomes especially interesting, because of earlier findings concerning the 

effects of the experiment on marital dissolution (Bannan, Tuma, and 

Groeneveld, 1978). The dynamics of the relationship between mothers' 

reported conflicts and son' serious delinquencies appears to be quite dif­

ferent from that found between fathers' reported satisfaction and disagree­

ments aud serious offenses among girls. A control argument here seems more 

plausible. The cO'nflicts reported on by mothers are both behavioral and 

attitudinal. They are likely to be kno~vn to children. Preoccupation with 

s'Uch conflicts may lead to diminished control over children. But why are 

boys affected and not girls? The answer may lie in an intervening step; 

that such conflicts push--or allow--boys (mor-e than girls) the freedom to be 

outside the home, subject to diminished control on the street and to peer 

influences conducive to delinquency. 

The delinquency of girls is little effected by conflict in the home. 

Only !lnot speaking" has an effect, and this variable only reduces the 

probability that a girl will commit a status offense. Again, psychodynamic 

interpretations seem plausible. Regrettably we cannot with SDX data pursue 

the intriguing possibility that girls may exhibit higher symptoms of stress, 

tension, or pSYChOPllthologY1 instead of delinquency. 
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6. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

'rhis :final chapter has two purposes. First, we want to summarize the 

findings of our study. Second, we want to evaluate the research we have 

conducted and make some recommendations for further research. This second 

pu'rpose is particularly important in light of the exploratory nature of the 

research project. 

6.1 Sources of Delinquency Data 

In the course of our research we evaluated a number of sources of delin­

quency data. The source that we examined most carefully was the local 

police department records. We also examined the records of surrounding 

police jurisdictions, juvenile courts, and other juvenile justice agencies 

as potential sources of data. We investigated the feasibility of obtaining 

self-reports of delinquency directly from the juveniles. It is our con­

clusion that the local police records data are the most fruitful for 

studying delinquency in the SIME/DIME population. The shortcomings of the 

other data sources are detailed in Chapter 2. The advantages of the police 

records data are that they are relatively inexpensive to collect, coding is 

fairly straightforward, and the record-keeping systems in the two sites are 

very similar. The analysis we have conducted using these data demonstrates 

their utility for the study of delinquency. We recommend that any further 

study of delinquency in the SIME/DIME popUlation focus on police records 

data for measures of delinquent behavior. 

6.2 Experimental Impacts on Delinquency 

The majority of the analysis we conducted focused on the question of 

whether or not the income maintenance experiments had any impact on juvenile 
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delinquency. 'The strategy we employed was to use ordinary le.nst squares 

regression with dependent va,riables that indicated whether or not the 

juvenile had a recorded police contact during the fit"st 3 years of the 

experiment. We distinguished between contacts for status offenses and con­

tac.ts for serious offenses. Males and females were analyzed separately with 

whites and blacks pooled. A number of nonexperimental variables were 

included in the regression equations to adjust for differences between the 

experimental and control groups. The effects of these independent variables 

on delinquency were, in general, consistent with the findings of other 

studies. 

We found no consistent pattern of experimental-control differences in 

the levels of delihquency. The coefficients for the experimental treatment 

were always small and seldom statistically significant. Given our sample 

sizes, we would have been able to detect experimental-control differences in 

the proportion delinquent on the order of .03 to .05. These would be dif­

ferences of 30% to 50% of the overall proportions in the sample. Thus, with 

the sample used in this exploratory study, only relatively large experi­

mental effects could be detected. Thus we can conclude with some confidence 

that the experiment did not change the delinquency rates by as much as 50% 

during the period studied. It is possible, however, that the experiment did 

have lesser, but still substantively important, effects on delinquency. Our 

findings indicate this possibility in two ways. 

First, we did find significant experimental effects on male status 

offenses when the treatment variable was interacted with family income or 

with a variable indicating that the mother was employed in the year before 

the experiment. Because we did not find similar effects for males' serious 

offenses or for either status or serious offenses for females, we are 

reluctant to conclude that we have strong evidence of an experimental 

effect, However, the significant effects occur in equations in which the 

experimental treatment is interacted '\\'ith variables know-u to be affected by 

the experiment. The experimental treatment itself is a manipulation of 

family income and the amount of change in family income depends on the 

income lev!;'). before the experiment. The experiment has also been shown to 
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nffect the participation of wives in the labor force (Robins and TU1l1a, 

1978). This suggests to us that the effects of the experiment on delin­

quency may be indirect effects mediated by other experimentally induced 

changes in behavior. Estimation of such effects requires more complicated 

models than we have utilized in this project. 

The second way in which our findings indica,te that there may be an 

experimental effect is when we examine the change in the proportion of the 

samples with police contacts over time (see section 4.5). For males the 

experimental group was twice as likely as the control group to have had 

police contacts before the experiment, but 4 years after the experiment 

began the control group had more contacts than the experimental group. 

Constraints of time and budget prohibits ;'S from pursuing this difference 

analytically. Analysis focusing on age of onset of delinquent behavior or 

that: takes the timing of contacts int., account some way might well detect 

some experimental effects. 

Our conclusion with respect to experimental effects on delinquency is 

that further research is warranted. This research should increase the 

sample size and employ different analytic techniques than the present 

project. The sample size can be increased by adding the Chicano juveniles 

in Denver and by taking a broader age range than the present study. The 

tinalytic techniques to be considered in a further study should include the 

use of estimation techniques that are more properly suited to dummy 

dependent variables than ordinary least squares and techniques that empha­

size the timing as well as the occurrence of events. Indirect effects of 

the experiment on delinquency also should be investigated. The major 

effects of an income maintenance program on delinquency may prove to be 

mediated by the experimental effects on mothers' employment, marital 

s tabi li ty, or some other behavior. 
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6.3 Using SIME/DI~m Data to Study Deling~qr 

One important a.spect of our research project was to dete:rmine the 

feasibility of using S1~lli/D!ME data to investigate the causes and correlates 

of delinquency apart from e:x:pel"imental effects. As with any seco'l."l.dary 

analysis of data the 81MB/DIME design has shortcomings for such a study. 

However, our experience convinces us that the SINE/DIME data base combined 

with measures of delinquency such as those collected from police records is 

a fruitful data set for studying delinquency in a low-income population. 

Our analyses demonstrated significant effects of mother's expectations 

and aspirations for her children on delinquency as well as significant 

effects of parents' satisfaction with marital relationships on delinquency. 

While we found few significant effects of environmental variables on delin­

quency we believe that further analyses would reveal more about the 

relationship between residential mobility and delinquency. 

There is a large body of 8IME/DIME data that we could not investigate 

within the time and budget constraints of the present project. We believe 

that the analyses reported in Chapter 5 demonstrate that these data can be 

used to address theoretically meaningful questions about de1:i.tlquency. Our 

findings encourage us to expect that further analysis of these data may 

provide important insights into aspects of delinquency that are now only 

incompletely tmderstood. 
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APPENDIX A. THE SEATTLE AND DENVER INCOME MAINTENANCE EXPERIMENTS 

In this appendix we provide an overview of the Seattle and Denver Income 

Maintenance Experiments (S!ME/D:tME). A detailed description of the e;l{peri­

mental design is available in Kl.lrz and Spiegelman (1972). 

A.1. The, Experimentally Manipulated Variables 

SIME and DIME are true experiments with experimentally manipulated con.­

ditions and subjects assigned either to one of the experimental treatments 

or to the control con~ition according to a stratified random design. Under 

the 81ME/DIME negative income t:ax program, a family's support level depends 

on the program to which it is assigned and the number of family members. 

The support level (or guarantee) is the amount of money available to the 

,family over the period of a year if it has no other source of income. The 

amount of the actual grant to the family depends on both the support level 

and the family's other income. As the other income increases, the grant 

declines at a rate stipulated by the program. 

The support levels are $3,800 per year, $4,800 per year, and $5,600 per 

year (all in constant 1971 dollars) for a primary family consisting of four 

persons. To provide roughly equivalent real support on a per capita basis, 

these levels are adjusted by a family size index. The support levels Tere 

adjusted regularly throughout the experiment to reflect increases in the 

cost of living. 

TIle tax function determines how the grant to the family changes in 

response to other income available to the family. If G represents the 
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amount of the grant 1 S the support level) Y the nmoun!: (')£ tmcab 1e inct,1luc 

received by the family, and t(Y) the tax funtion, them; 

G = Max 0, S ~ t(Y) Y 

The tax function t(Y) depends on two quantitios: t l the ini.tial tax rate on 

the first dollar of income, and r the rate of decline of the tax rate with 

increases in income: 

The initial tax rates used are 0.50, 0.70, and 0.80; the rates of 

decline used are zero (Le., a constant tax rate) and 0.000025 (Le., a tax 

rate that declines by 2.5% per $1,000 of earned family income). Of the six 

possible tax systems resulting from the combination of these initial tax 

rates and rates of decline, only four are actually used~ the 50% constant 

tax rate, the 70% constant tax ratej the 70% declining tax rate, and the 80% 

declining tax rate. Combining the three support levels with the four tax 

systems gives a total of 12 negative income tax treatments (also called 

financial plans). The $5,600 per year support level with a 70% declining 

tax rate is not used because under this combination the declining tax does 

not exhaust support before a zero tax rate is reached. 

During the design of the experiment, it was anticipated that families 

who viewed the income maintenance program as transitory would adjust their 

behavior differently from those who viewed the program as permanent. Since 

an income maintenance experiment should measure long-tet'm responses such as 

T/l(lUld be expec ted on a permanent national program, the duration of the 

experiment must be sufficient for families to make long-term behavior 

adjustments after a period of initial adjustment to the program. Although a 

3-year period was e:ltpec ted to fulfill these purposes, a portion of the 
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fmailicw were cn:t:'ol1ed for 5-year periods to ensure that long-term adjust­

mmlt:a would :in fact: be observed. 

Another l1spect of the experiment is n manpower program that has four 

trC(ltmcnl: levels. 'the first trentment provides only counseling services. 

COLll.1.se11.rtg, which is voluntnry in both sites, is provided by local community 

college counseling staffs. The second treatment provides ccrunseling plus a 

subsidy of 50% of: the direc t cos ts of any tra.ining taken during the experi­

me'flt~ 1.'ho third trMtment consists of counseling plus 100% of the direct 

costs of training. The fourth treattllent consists of manpower controls who 

rcr.eive tlei ther counseling nor subsidies. The manpower treatment is avail­

able to all meulbers of ' eligible families who are 16 years of age and older 

and axe mentally and physically capable of gainful employment. Families 

were assigned to include all coniliinations of financial treatments, manpower 

programs, and control families on neither a financial nor a manpower pro­

gram. No 5-yem.' families are on the 100% subsidy program to avoid the 

expensive possibility of providing full support for 4 years of college. 

A.2 'rhe SIME/DIME Sample 

Families were enrolled in the Seattle and Denver experiments on the 

basis of infor.mation gathered during preexperimental interviews conducted 

during 1970 in Seattle and during late 1971 and early J.972 in Denver. The 

interviews in the two cities were the result of a house-to-house canvass of 

lower income areas that identified households eligible for the experiment. 

Participation in the experiment was limited to families who are likely 

to be eligible for a nation<ll program, and families whose responses have 

particular policy importance. These considerations led to the following 

eligibility requirements for experimental families: 

(1) The family had to contain a unit of at least two members consisting 
of either a hUsband and wife or an adult and a dependent child. 
These groups were selected as being the most likely targets of a 
national income maintenance program. 
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(2) The male head of a two-parent: family or the head of a nne-pal'(>ut 
family hud to be at least 18 ye . .:11'8 old .:1nd not: mOl:e than 58 ye~tl'[1 
old. This restriction is based on the a priori assumption that I;h(\ 
time horizons (and hence experimental response) of hends bQtw~('n 18 
and 58 yea'ts of age 'would differ significcmtly from thos(' older nnd 
YOUl1ger; therefore, families '~ith older or youngel.· heads WOl,11d 

require separate analysis beyond the SCOPG of the present experi" 
ment. 

(3) The 1970 earnings of the family had to be less thun $9) 000 lor n 
fllmily of four ~",ith one working head und less them. $11,000 for a 
family of four with two working heads. 'rhe maximum pel.-missible 
income for families wi th othel' than four members was ob tai.ncd 
through un adjustment using standard of living dHfercmtinls 
related to ft\mily size. The basis for this restriction i.a the a 
priori assumption t.hat the alternatives supplied by the ncgntive 
income tax program are not sufficiently attractive to families with 
higher incomes for the experimental treatments to hllve n detectable 
effect on their family stability or the labor supplied by the 
family heads. 

(4) 'I'he family heads could not be permanently disabled. 'this require­
ment rests on the ~ priori assumption that the lahot' supplied by 
disabled persons is essentially zero and thus not subject to change 
by a negative income tax program. 

Thus~ the selection of families to the experiment results in a non­

representative sample in that families with high incomes are not included, 

fe~ never-married adults are included, and few unma'tried males are 

incll:1ed. The first restriction is not a disadvantage for assessing the 

effects of income maintenance, but it is from the more general perspective 

of understanding the dynamics of the relationship between income and delin­

quency. The second and third mean that we are unable to make inferences 

about the effects of income maintenance on single males. The only unmarried 

males in the experiment are dependents of enrolled families, males who have 

ended a marriage since being em"olled as part of a family with both husband 

and wife present, and the. few unmarried males who were enrolled with depen~' 

dents. While it is unlikely that these are representative of the population 

of unmarried males--the most crime-prone population--unmarried males aged 

15-18 are well represented in this study. Although older single males are 

an important potentially criminal group, an income maintenance program would 

be expected to have little impact on their behavior since their benefits 

would be small under most proposed plans. 
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'i'C) assign families to experimental treatments, the eligible families 

wm:e strntified along two majDr dimensions having particular policy impor­

tance; Enmily type (oneal' two-parent family), and race/ethnicity (black, 

Chi.cano, or wh:i tc). Families were allocated to experimental treatments 

(financial plans) so that 75% of the total predicted payment costs would 

cOme from the 3-yenr program, and the remaining 25% from the 5-year program 

and the total predicted payments would be equal for the different racial 

groups in each city. Payment costs were pred:i.cted on the. basis of family 

type, race1 normal earnings of the family, and the generoslty of the finan­

cial plan.·'( 

An impo't'tant consequence of the assignment model is that families vary­

l.ng in. normal earnings were .£2.!: randomly assigned to different financial 

plans. In pardcular, families with low normal earnings had a higher proba­

bility of being assigned to the less generous experimental programs, and 

fnmiHes with higher normal earnings were more likely to be assigned to the 

more gene:r.ous programs. For this re.ason, the effects of the income main­

tenance experiment cannot be accuratel.y assessed through direct comparison 

o.E cont-rol and financial families, but must be analyzed through multivaria.te 

techniques that take into account the stratification of the sample resulting 

from the assignment model. 

ApprOXimately 2,000 families were enrolled in Seattle and 2,800 in 

Denver. Approximately equal numbers of blacks and whites were enrolled in 

Seattle; and approximately e,qual numbers of blacks and whites, and Chicanos 

were assigned in Denver. Approximately 60% of the families have two parents 

present. 

*For details see J. Conlisk and M. Kurz, "The Assignment Model of the 
Seattle and Denver Income Maintenance Experiments, II Research Memorandom 15. 
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APPENDIX B. DENVER DATA COLLECTION* 

The dnta collection in Denver involved two levels of effort. Police 

reCOj:~B were searched for recorded contacts with the juveniles in our sample 

and for r£lcorded contacts with their parents and siblings. The second level 

of effort was more exploratory. lbe records of various other agencies in 

Denver and the surrounding counties were examined as possible supplements to 

the police record data. We describe the police records data collection 

first and then the explorations of other data sources. 

B.l Juvenile Police Records 

Permission to access juvenile police records and juvenile court records 

was obtained from the Presiding Judge of the Juvenile Court, The Honorable 

On'elle R. Weeks. The Presiding Judge and her staff were very cooperutive 

and provided assistance and encouragement to our staff. We also received 

excellent cooperation from William Threlkeld, Chief of the Juvenile 

Division, Denver Police Department. 

Police records in the Juvenile Division are maintained on 4 x 6 inch 

cards called Case History Cards (Figure B.l). The front of the card 

contains identifying information. The reverse side and subsequent cards on 

a particular individual contain the arrest record. This information is 

limited to the date of arrest, offense(s), disposition, arresting officer's 

name, and arrest number. 

Information found on these cards originate from a Juvenile Case Summary 

Sheet (Figure B.2). This sheet contains information about the incident; 

*This appendix was prepared by Eleanor Myers of SRI International who 
supervised the Denver data collection. 
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DG~NER POl-ICE OgPARnAEHT 

JUVENlLl! CASE SUMMARY 
Probation Officer ________ _ 

oeD R6ffl(talll ., ___ , . DJC FollolI ________ _ 

~; Not bttlught In !'J OPO C(\'~ H ::.: "J" H ,~.~~'''~, . ~'"_'.. InvestigatIng Oet. 

rUSrODY AND IHCIDENT INFORMA IIOH (TO be completed by offIcer effecting custOdy) 

C08~""_~, .. ,,, .• ,, ___ SOl( __ Aoell ~, ___ • Haight ,, ____ WOI9ht ____ Hillr _____ Eyes ___ _ 

Juv.DbtnlnfJd; Cl Juv.Hnll C1 OityJull a Othor ". __ ~_~_~_~ ____ 0 Order In: Dato Tlmo ____ _ 

Pemon Nolltlod .. _.~._~ .. 8y whom? Date Tlme ____ _ 
Not noUllod tMtcuullo __ .~ _________ , _______________________ _ 

Ollicaril Elf. Cu~tody ,_ H____ H Oar __ _ 
TaKen Into custody nt ___ ~ ________________ Date Time _____ _ 

Tnkun Inlo cuatody lor __________________________________ _ 

Tnken Into oustody with (1) _______________________ 0 Detained 0 Roferrod 0 Released 

(21 ______________ 0 Det. I:) Aef. I:) Aul. (3) _____________ 0 Dot. 0 Ref. 0 Rtil. 

Otfensll Report mado? Cl Yas I:) No R0portad OttensQ _________________________ _ 

\.ooaHon of Offanso __________________ ------Date ______ Tlme ____ _ 

Complalnnnl ______________ Address ________________ Phono _____ _ 

W!lneas 1f1 ~ Addl'll~s Phone _____ _ 

Wltnoo~ 1f2 Address Phone _____ _ 

Wltnass//3 Addreas Phone ______ _ 
'onet! Hold _______________________________ Cust.II ________ _ 

Properly Recoverod (previously reported stolon) ____________ _ 
_________________________ Cust.1I , ______ Value: $ __ _ 

DET AILS OF INCIDENT (inol"". prob4bl. causa lot Clhllody, SUbStantiation 01 ctw!J'l1l, InJ\J(I.~ to victim (n ..... ) and/or ollooder "lid Qth ... COMPLETE 
d.tail. of Incldonl.) 

r-TENTION - REFERRAL INFORMATION (To be compl.tod by Rocelvlng OHlclII'/lnv ... tlgating Ool""tlvo) 
h.olson tor DotootIOl1 _____________________________________ _ 

o May be reloased 0 May be leleased with Order In: Date _________ Tlmo _______ 0 Order In attached 

'Ioquest Detention pending Detention Hearing· 0 Yes 0 No If Yes, Reasons _________________ _ 

(It dotontloo beyond Oo .. ntlon Hearing I. roqulred, offIcer shall appear at Ootentlon Hoarlng.) 

Reterred Juv. Court- 00 YNoes 0 Pending Reason for Non-refe'ral -0 Loco' &t Rei. 0 Lee. & Rei. 
1st tense Othor o In~utt. 0 Refusal to 0 Not 0 RefUsed 0 Reterred 0 RUn- 0 Other 

eVidence prosecute Involved by D.A. flther Agency "way 

REPORTED OFFENSE: o Unfounded 0 Cleared by Arrest 0 Exceptionally Clear C Inactive :J Change to: (Over) 

Ccoy rrust accompany Juvenllo 10 OCO 000 pi"". 01 dotflf1Uoo. 
It !!crdored In". cooy must be sent immediately to Deo. 
Opt) '07 ,~ .. v. 717'2' 

Processed by ______________ ~=_-
OCo R.ce,vlng Olflc.,. 

FIGURE B.2 DENVER'S JUVENILE CASE SUMMARY SHEET 
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INVESTIGATION· REFERRAL INFORMATION ,to cjt C.JmIl10I!X1l'Y 'IWttJIl11'lllil'g 00lllellVUl 

Offense -IncIdent Charged ______ ._,~_._, ••. ~._,."' .• ~_ .. _~._._. __ ..•• ~~,_".~~,~" _W_'_'_"'~""'''''~.~'~'' .. """"","'U"~"~_ 

Reasons lor Referral _________ .~_"._""_. __ ~ __ • _____ •• =< .• _,~.="._._=.~,_ 

Suspect al Large. 0 Yo., 0 No ____ ,, __ -~._, _____ . ___ . __ Pick-up Plncltd· (j yo~ ~l No 

TRANSFER HEARING Recommond&<!- eYes 0 No Reasons _______ _ 

-------------------------------------------------,------------~------ ________________________ .~ _____ ~ ___ • Slnlonmnlllllllchcd' 0 Yas 0 No 

WltMssi/2 can t8stlly 10 _______________________ • _____________ _ 

____________ ~ ____________________ Sltlt<tlnOlflt attnched -0 Yos Cl No 

Wltnassll3 can testilY to ___________________ ~ _________________ _ 

_________________________________ Sla\uln\\f11 ultnohed" 0 YII. c No 

OTHER DOCUMSNTS ATTACHeO ~ c Ottense Report a Case HIstory c AdVl1l60lQIlt 0 StulomQllt of DMondanl 

c Propqlrty Involell 0 Other 

DET AILS OF INVESTIGATION (InalUde elM< Wllna~,..~ nQt lIotl></ t\b<Wo, .Iemont. of ott.I'IO~(.)/h\oId«11 chM\IOd Md oillor COl.Ipl.ElTn dolt_II. of 
tMlnl'l>qU(IJlU"'l.) 

In'Vctstigating Detective _________ ---:==;:-
Slqnatur. 

Approved by -----------;:;:;:-=-;;::;;:;m::::;: 
DCD ReVIO", Office<' 

FIGURE B. 2 DENVER 1 S JUVENILE CASE SUHMARY 'SHEET (concluded) 
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custody information; follo\-1-up Investigation, if warranted; and the final 

poHcc disposition (not including the court disposition of a case). The 

finnl diepoei tion reflects \-1hether the juvenile has been referred to the 

court through the District Attorney for possible court action or not. Cases 

not referred to court receive one of the following dispositions: 

(1) Lectured and Released :Fit"st Offense. Th:i.s di.sposition is used when 
the juvenile has been arrested for the first time for a nonserious 
offense and the child's attitude about being arrested demonstrates 
t() the police officer an understanding about the offense committed. 

(2) Lectured and Released Other. This disposition is used on subse­
quent arrests where the offense does not require more than a verbal 
reprimand. 

(3) Insufficient Evidence. There is not enough evidence to refer to 
the prosecutor. 

(if·) Refusal to Prosecute. The complaintant: refuses to press charges. 

(5) Not Involved. When a juvenile is in the vicinity where an offense 
was committed but did not take part in the activ:i.ty. 

(6) Refused by DA. Indicates that the police feel there is sufficient 
evidence to warrant sending the case to court but the district 
attorney refuses to prosecute. The reason for the refusal is not 
indicated. 

(7) Referred to Other Agency. The police may at the discretion send a 
juvenile directly to a youth service organization. This disposi­
tion is used infrequently. 

(8) Runa1vay. This disposition is always used when the juvenile has run 
away from home, school, or a youth service institution. 

(9) Other. This disposition is used primarily when a juvenile under 10 
years of age commits an offense. The child is lectured and 
released regardless of the offense. 

The schematic drawing (Figure B.3) follows the information about a 

juvenile arrest through the police system to the court system. 

An arresting officer fills out a Juvenile Case Summary Sheet concerning 

the custody and incident information and the details of the incident. This 

information is given to the Receiving Officer who determines what immediate 
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lIe H on wl11 he takC'n wi th tlw juvp.nl1 e. If the juvenile has a good 

<ltt:itudej the offense is not: Devere, and the juvenile does not have a 

c:t'irninnl ltiotory, ,;hn Receiving Officer may call the parents and lecture and 

!'(!](woe the juvenile. The Receiving Officer would then complete the 

u(!tcnt:ion-rcferrL11 information on the case summary sheet. This sheet is 

given to tho clerk who records the information on a Case History Card. Once 

!l card has h(wn gen(!1'lli:ecl for an individual, information about additional 

arrests nrc added and personal history is verified and, if necessary, 

updated. 

If: the Receiving Officer feels there are grounds for court action, the 

summary sheet is turned over to an Investigating Officer who followfJ up on 

the investigat:ion of the incident in greater detail. The Investigating 

Office.r determines the involvement of the juvenile, completes the back of 

the summary sheet, and marks the disposition accordingly. If he feels there 

is sufficient evidence for a conviction, he will refer it to the district 

attorney's office and indicate on the summary sheet that the case has been 

l."cferred to the court. This summary sheet, ''ilong with any other paperwork 

on thc juvenile, is given to the clerk who then pulls the case history card 

(or generates one for first offenders), enters the offense, and reproduces 

the card for inclusion in the packet o.f information. This packet is 

reviewed by the district attorney. tf he feels there is a strong enough 

case against the juvenile, it is forwarded to the courts. If, however, he 

feels there is not a strong enough case, the summary sheet and a reason for 

refusal sheet are returned to the clerk. The clerk pulls the case history 

card and changes the disposition from "Referred to Court" to "Refused by 

DA." The reason for the district attorney's refusal is not recorded. 

An average of 280 Juvenile Case Summary Sheets are filled out each week; 

about 25 are referred to the district attorney's office each week and of 

those, about 5% are refused. 

Much information about a particular offense is lost since the case sum­

mary sheets are destroyed by the police department once the final disposi­

tion is reached. If, however, the case goes to court, a copy of this sheet 
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is plac(~d in the child's court rolh, r~l..~ord. tVith only 8;[, of th(l t(ltnl 

number of cases filed at the police station I'caching tht' (~()Urtsf th('I'f' i.n 

not a sufficient amount of dat.1 to conduct n valid study on thQ (\etailH of 

offenses in our study. The accuracy of the datu found on the enOl' 11 i IH;ury 

card is as reliable as the original information ta.ken from the eaB{' tHlttttllury 

sheet. It is checked several times fOt' accuracy by the c.1erlts hero];'!' thp 

Case summary sheet is destroyed. 

Traffic offenses m:e not recorded on the case hiatot·y cards. 'rId B 

information is, however, recorded in the 'l'ruHJ.,c Division of the polic(l 

department along Viith the adult traffic offenses. These files were not 

examined. 

Police data for this project was collected from the case history cards. 

Civilians employed by the juvenile division to maintain their records were 

employed by SRI to cod~ this data, Information obtained included the a.rreat 

number, date of arrest, offense(s) and police disposition. The information 

was copied from the case history card to a specially designed coding form 

(lfigure 13.4). 

The search of the police records of ou~ sample population of juveniles 

and their siblings revealed the following information (see Table 13.1). 

Siblings who may have turned 18 years old during this study period Viere not 

followed tlu."ough into the Denver adul t po lice records. 

Male 
Female 

Table 13.1 DELINQUENCY AND INCOME MAINTENANCE JUVENILE 
POPULATION FOUND IN THE DENVER POLICE FILES 

Juveniles 
--~-. Searched Found 

335 
300 

115 
62 

Percent 

3t~ 

21 
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Siblin&s 
Searched ~ 

399 14·1 
394 89 

Percent 

35 
23 
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Permission to access the adult police records was obtained from Albert 

R. SC8trich, Chid of the Adult Division; and Nelson R. 4ove, Commander of 

R('cords and Identification, Denver Police Department. Their cooperation and 

help in this portion of the data collection was greatly appreciated. Adult 

po1lce records (rap sheets) are maintained in manila folders, arranged 

numerically. To access them, the name of an individual is located in the 

card index file firs t by sex, then alphabetically. The card lists the name 

or the individual, any known aliases, birth date, Denver Police Department 

In number, FUI number (if any) t brief physical description and sometimes the 

last known address. Not all cards relate to criminal offenses. For 

eXllmple, individuals who are city or county employees, or who have applied 

for II business license, will be included in this card file. 

Wi th the police ID number, the individual's manila folder can then be 

pulled. The rap sheet (Figure B.S) contains the same identifying 

information as well as information on any date of arrest, the name the 

individual used, the offense(s) the individual is charged ~qith, and when 

available, the date and disposition of a particular offense. Rap sheets 

prior to 1968 are kept on microfilm. The rap sheet information is generated 

by the Denver Police Department from arrest reports made out by the 

arresting officer and recorded by police technicians and clerks. Raps 

sheets may also be supplemented with arrests by other police departments or 

the FB! if information is received by the Denver Police Department. This 

information is entered on the rap sheet only if it relates in some way to 

Denver's proceedings, such as being a Denver resident or a continuation of a 

particular arrest which the Denver Police have been following. 

Data on the parents of the study's juveniles was collected by police 

technicians. A coding form similar to the one used for the Denver juvenile 

records was used (Figure B.6). It contained of the Denver ID number, FBI 

number, if any, date of arrest, and offense(s). The date of disposition and 

the final disposition of an offense was coded if: it could be determined. 
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NAHE~ li'B:t No,,: 

AKA! DENVER ID No. : 

(Bitth Dato, Physical Description, Lost Known Addtese) 

DA'l!E NMiE OFFICERS 
NAME 

CHARGE DATE DISPOSITION 

FIGURE B.5 DENVER1S ADULT RAP SHEET 





Wher.e c!l:rlier. offenses we:re recorded on microfilm, the microfilm records 

were accessed. 

WheJ1 cOding the disposition from adult rap sheets, the charge was put 

into one of three categories: original~ reduced, or dropped. An individual 

may hl1ve. been arrested on suspicion of grand theft and later charged with 

grand the:Et. ~he suspicion of grand theft would have been coded as dropped 

and and grand theft would have been coded as original. If, however, the 

8t'rest: WaS fOr grand theft but the charge had been theft, it would have been 

coded as a reduced charge. The penalties were collapsed into 10 categories. 

1. Acquitted: Released; absolved; purged of an accusation; judicially 
discharged from accusation; released from debt; not guilty. 

2. Dropped, Dismissed: Insufficient evidence; victim refuses to press 
charges. 

3. Fined: To sentence a person convicted of an offense to pay a 
penalty in money. 

4. Jailed; Prison: Whenever an individual spends time in a secured 
facility. 

5. Pending: When the disposition of a particular charge has not been 
resolved. 

6. Probation: Whenever an indiviudal has been convicted of an offense 
but is allowed to go at large and mayor may not be under the 
supervision of a probation officer. 

7. Restitution: The act of making good or giving equivalent for any 
loss, damage, or injury. 

8. 

9. 

Referral to Other Agency: Whenever a person is referred to a com­
munity agency, i.e., an alcohol program, defensive driving program; 
a state agency, i.e., mental hospital, division program; federal 
agency, i.e., federal prosecutor, police. 

I 

Suspension: Whenever an individual has been convicted and 
sentenced for an offense but does not have to pay either the fine 
or serve time. 

10. No Information: When the disposition for a particular offense was 
left blank. 
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11 search of the 738 parents of the juveniles disclosed ~60 or 22% had. 

some type of police record. 

Table B,2 DELINQUENCY AND INCOME MAINTENANCE ADULT 
POPULATION FOUND IN THE bENVER POLICE FII.ES 

Male 
Female 

Searched 

250 
488 

Parents 
Found 

104 
56 

Percent, 

One of the difficulties encountered during the coding of the adult data 

was the matching of the disposition with the proper offense. Other problems 

encountered included missing data and the continual change in the way 

offenses and dispositions were entered on the rap sheet. Also some records 

had been destroyed by vandalism. 

It is recorrnnended for future studies that the coding form used for col­

lecting data from the adult rap sheets be either expanded to reflect more 

accurately the disposition of an offense or collapsed to a few basic cate­

gories. At present SRI's limited categories of dispositions do not allow 

for the variety of dispositions found on the rap sheets. When coding the 

dispositions, they wer~ forced into categories that did not reflect their 

true meaning. A more realistic approach to coding the dispositions would be 

to have only three categories: (1) dropped, (2) found guilty, or (3) no 

information available. With most of the coding time being spent determining 

the type and extent of guilt, this procedure would be more cost effective. 
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IL3 Juvenile Court Records 
~~~~-----------~---

Juvenile court records were examined to determine their usefulness for 

the project. It "Was decided that the records would not be coded but the 

aye tern would be studied carefully. The juvenile court records. are filed by 

.foHo number and indexed by an alphabetical card file. Youths who have been 

referred to the court system because of a criminal offense, CHINS (Child in 

Need o.e Supervison) in special cases, and ruaways also in special cases have 

court records. 

The single most important sheet in the juvenile's court folio is the 

"History Sheet" that lists all of the individual's court encounters. It 

contains the following information. 

The charge from the district attorney. This charge is not always the 
offense the individual was charged with by the police. 

Date the complaint was received in Central Records of the Juvenile 
court. (This date could be as long as a month after the offense was 
connnitted.) 

Docket number if the case goes to court, or an unofficial number if 
the youth is reprimanded, given informal supervision, or referred to 
CHINS. 

Disposition, which is generally, but not always, the complete dispo­
sition. 

Date of completion. 

Using the history sheet as a guideline, the rest of the folio can be 

searched for information pertaining to the particular offense. The folio 

may include any of the following: 

Mittimus (a warrant of connnitment to prison) 

Court orders 

Terms and conditions of probation 

Motions and other legal documents 
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Writs 

Petitions 

Sutmnons 

InfQrmal adjustment forms 

Waiver of service 

Police complaint and DAIs analysis sheet 

Detention refe~~al sheet 

Denver Police Department's case sun~ary sheet 

Social history sheet 

Progress notes 

Case dictation 

Predispositional reports 

Agency reports 

Psychological evaluation 

Medical reports 

School reports (very rarely are these included) 

Detention reports 

Referral forms 

Permission forms. 

It is the responsibility and up to the discretion of the probation 

officer to maintain as complete a folio as necessary. 

A number of records were examined using the list of male juveniles. 

This court information was recorded on the police file data sheets to 

examine the compatability of offenses the juvenile was charged with. For 

every police disposition of "Referred to Juvenile Court" there should be a 

court disposition. The exceptions to this rule include the police 
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dc.partment's p1::'erogative of sending a juvenile to a Youth Service Camp on 

their first offense, the youth moving to another county prior to their court 

hearing, the youth being an out-of-county resident at the time of the 

offense, or for, any unknown reason the data was never included in the folio. 

There a're unique aspec ts to the information when a youth is either a 

nonr.esident of Denver. County or a Denver resident who has committed an 

offense in another county. The nonresident can be tried in the Denver 

County court system or can be sent to the county court of their residence. 

The general procedure is as sobn as the court's Record Division receives the 

paperwork trom the DA's office, the county of residence is notified of the 

offense and a request for handling the case is sought. The county of resi­

dence can ask to try the case themselves, or have Denver County try the case 

up to disposition or try the case through disposition. At whatever point 

the request if made, all paperwork on the case is sent to the county of 

residence, leaving none on that case in the folio. 

The same procedure is followed for a resident of Denver County com­

mitting an offense that is brought to the attention of the courts in another 

county. Denver County prefers the youth be tried in the county the offense 

was committed up to the disposition hearing. Dispensing their own disposi­

tion allows for easier handling of the youth. 

B.4 Juvenile Hall Detention 

One other type of information that we investigated was the amount of 

time a juvenile is kept off the street by being ~n a locked facility. 

Information on each youth held at Juvenile Hall is maintained on cards. 

Each time a youth enters the system, a new card is made and theoretically 
l· 

stapled to any previous card(s). These cards, however, are often misplaced, 

misfiled, or lost. If a card which they need cannot be found on an indi­

vidual, another is made up. We concluded that measurement of time "off the 

street" using Juvenile Hall records was too unreliable to be of use in this 

project. 
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Discussions with Juvenile CoUrt and Central Records officials indicated 

a juvenile actually spends very little time "off the. street. II Sixty-five 

percent of the juveniles taken to Juvenile Hall a't'e released within l~8 hours 

and 17% are never booked if their parents come for them immediately. CHINS 

are held an average of five to seven days sinc;.e they usually cannot make 

bond or they cannot be placed. "Overflow" juveniles, those from other 

counties where they have run out of facilities to house them, are held a 

longer period of time because the respective county does not come for them. 

B.S Other Agencies 

With the ease of travel and close pror.:imity of counties surrounding 

Denver city and county, the likelihood oj!, juveniles committing offenses in 

areas outside Denver would seem to be quite high. To examine this hypoth­

esis, two of the police departments and two of the three county juvenile 

court systems were contacted. 

Cities in Jefferson County, located to the south and west of Denver, are 

required to send to their county's juvenile court contact cards on each 

juvenile. These cards are filled out by all police departments when they do 

not want to file (i.e., haven't enough evidence to send the juvenile to 

court). The contact card system, however, is not uniform. Some cities will 

send in a contact card on all offenses except status offenses, some only on 

delinquent offenses, some only where the juvenile has been taken into 

custody. In addition, the police departments may use their discretion in 

forwarding the cards. If, after the juvenile contact card is received by 

the county other cards are found on file, the probation department may 

notify the police and request they file changes on the juvenile. This 

action may not be carried out if the previous offenses are not of a serious 

nature. 

When a nonresident juvenile commits an offense, the police departments 

are more likely to reprimand and release the juvenile than to refer them to 

court since it requires much more paperwork. Thus, these cases might never 
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be recorded except in the police files. Police departments generally main­

tr.dn. an <I'lpha card fl.J.e on all juveniles committing an offense whether resi­

dent.: or nom:caide.nt. The. information on the card varies fr<Jm city to city. 

Court .Eiling papers are filled out on all juveniles being referred to 

court. Both c()urtc:t1ings and multiple contact card listings are sent to 

the problition depar.tment where folders for each juvenile are made or up­

dated. Jefferson County logs all court filings alphabetically by last name 

on roll-a~dex wheels and places all contact cards in files. The same infor­

lllHtion is also entered in the state-wide computer system that is currently 

being implemented. 

Adams County, located northeast of Denver, has been using an alpha card 

index and is presently using a computer system to record all contacts sent 

to them by their police departments. During the summer of 1976, Adams 

County began putting all of their court case information on-line. Between 

1970 and 1976 some of their court cases were put on-line but all information 

was kept on card files in alphabetical order also. As juvenile comes to the 

attention of the courts now, any previous information kept on file cards ~s 

put on the computer as well as the most recent offenses. Their card file 

will remain active until all juveniles are either placed on the computer 

because of renewed police contact or they reach their 18th birthday. 

B.6 Computer System 

The computer system being implemented throughout Colorado has been in 

development since 1970. There are seven counties at present who have 

computer facilities: Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Denver, Jefferson, Pueblo, 

and Weld. They are in various stages of entering their data on the system. 

It is anticipated that it will be some time before this system is state-wide 

and completely functioning. 
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Information retrieved from the two COl,mtyls cou).'!; systems consisted or 
whether the juveniles and siblings in our study had appeal-ed in their courts 

on delinquent offenses. 

The following table indicates the number of youth found in the county's 

court sys tem outside Denver. The Denver data may include charges other thml 

delinquent offenses, Le., abused child, nonsupport. 

Table B.3 DENVER YOUTH FOUND IN COURT SYS'l'BMS 

Jefferson Oountl Adams Countl _ Denvqr Cottn~l • . 
Sample Number of Number of Number of 
Size Juveniles Percent Juveniles Percent Juvenile.s J.'crcen~ 

Juvenile 
Male 335 8 2.4% 4 1.2% 60 17.9% 
Female 300 3 1.0 2 0.7 23 7.7 

Sibling 
Male 399 5 1.3 8 2.0 72 18.0 
Female 394 1 0.2 1 0.2 35 8.9 
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APJ?ENxn:x C. SEA'£TLE DATA COLLECTION* 

C.1 Juvenile Police Records 

Police records in the Juvenile Division of the Seattle Police Department 

were searched £or recorded contacts with the 776 juveniles and 968 siblings 

80 designated. in the sample" Captain E. E. Knechtel, Chief of the Juvenile 

Divl.a:i.on, Seattle Police Depc1rtment, and his staff were extremely cooper­

ative lInd rend.e'red invaluable assis tance. 

Police records :i.n the Juvenile Division which are "current" include all 

juveniles born January 1, 1960 or later. In addition, the Department had 

retained the record cards on all clients born in 1959, 1958, or 1957 in 

separGte drawers. 'fhese Juvenile Police Records, which are filed alpha­

betically are maintained on 4 x 6 inch cards, called "Juvenile Name Card" 

(Figure C.l). In addition to identifying information, both sides of the 

card, and any subsequent cards, contain the arrest record. This information 

includes: (1) date of offense; (2) violation; (3) disposition; (4) case 

number; (5) school; and (6) name of arresting officer. The 4 x 6 card is 

prepared from information obtained from the arresting officer's citation or 

detective's report. In addition, a packet is maintained for each juvenile 

which contains the arresting officer's citation, the detective's report, and 

any other pertinent information about the violationsCs). 

*This appendix was prepared by Doris Cottam who supervised the Seattle 
data collection. 
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'the disposit:i.on indicated on the Juvenile Name Card refers only to 

police disposition, not Juvenile Court disposition. Cases not referred to 

Juvenile Court receive one of the following dispositions: 

(1) Adjusted. This disposition is usually made with the cooperation 
and knowledge of the parent or guardian. It is normally used when 
a juvenile has been arrested the first time for a nonserious 
offense, or subsequent minor offenses, where the officer feels that 
the child's attitude demonstrates his awareness of what he has done 
and his regret. There is an exception to this. If adjusted is 
indicated \-Ihere offense was "Hinor Consuming" or "Possession of 
Marijuana," then the adjustment is a re.ferral to Human Resources 
Alcohol ,nd Drug Informnation classes. 

(2) Investigate and Release. There is insufficient evidence to charge 
the juvenile. 

(3) Exceptional Clearance. Usually the victim refuses to prosecute. 

(4,) Information. This disposition is not currently used. When it was 
used, it meant the child had been involved in an offense but the 
officer made a decision to take no action. However, the officer 
wanted a record of the involvement should the child have a police 
contact in the future. 

(5) Referred to Other Agency. The police may refer a juvenile directly 
to a youth service organization. In Seattle this is an infrequent 
practice. The following constitute the direct referrals: 

a. R/CPS--Referred to Child's Protective Service. 

b. R/NEJCC--Referred to Northeast Juvenile Court Conference 
Committee. 

c. R/MBYSB--Referred to Mt. Baker Youth Service Bureau. 

d. R/BFYSB--Referred to Ballard/Fremont Youth Servi.ce Bureau. 

e. R/WSJCC--Referred to West Seattle Juvenile Court Conference 
Committee. 

f. R/SEYSB--Referred to Southeast Youth Service Bureau. 

g. R/QAJCC--Referred to Queen Anne Juvenile Court Conference 
Committee. 
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Traffic offenses are not recorded on the juvenile 1s cards if the 

juvenile completes classes at traffic school, to which he hns been 

referred. If he fails to complete classes) the offense is lin ted on the. 

card and the juvenile. is normally re.fe!'re.d to Juvenile Court. 

The arresting officer has great discretionary powers when maltil1g contllcl: 

with a juvenile. He may release the child llnd make no l.'eport of the inci­

dent; he may issue a citation and release. the child to pm:ents or guardian, 

or he. may present the child to a Juvenile Division detective for detention. 

The. detective, with concurrence of the Sgt. of Detectives, may call in the 

parents and child and adjust the offense, or he may refer the child to 

detention and/or Juvenile Court. The. information On the detective1s report 

is entered on the Juvenile Name Card and then filed in the juvenile's 

packet. Copies of the detective's report are forwarded to the prosecutor's 

office in those cases where the juvenile is referred to Juvenile Court. 

Police data for this project were obtained by Xeroxing the Juvenile Name 

Cards. These Xerox copies were forwarded to SRI where the information was 

transferred to a specially designed coding form (Figure C.2). 

The search of the police records of our sample population of juveniles 

and their siblings revealed that 40% of the juveniles and 28% of the sib­

lings had police records. Juveniles and siblings who turned 18 years old 

during this study period were followed through the Seattle adult police 

records. One hundred twenty siblings, or 12.4%, and 43 juveniles, Or 6%, 

were found to have adult records. 

C.2 Juvenile Court Records 

Permission to access King County Juvenile Court records was obtained 

through the King County Superior Court. Edna Goodrich, Director, King 

County Department of Youth Services and her records staff went out of their 

way to be cooperative and rendered invaluable assistance. 
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The King County Juvenile Court records are filed alphabetically on color 

coded 3 x 5 cards. The color code is as follows: 

Blue Card--Parent Card. This card is filed under the parent's name and 

theoretically any of their children who have been processed through the 

Court System are listed on the card. In practice, this is not always 

observed, and some juveniles do not have a parent card in the file. 

Salmon Card--This card indicates the child has been adjudicated by the 

Juvenile Court. The card is filed under the child's name and lists date 

of birth, parent's name and the social service file number. 

The Social Service file includes a flSummary of Court Referrals" form 

(see Figure C.3). The data for those in our sample population who had 

been adjudicated were taken from this form, including identifying infor­

mation, date referral received, date of violation, source of referral, 

the violation, the disposition date and disposition. The dispostions 

notice on the files examined were: 

(1) Adjusted--the child is released to parent or guardian with no 
penalties stipulated. 

(2) Adjusted with conditions--The child is released to parent or 
guardian but is required to meet certain conditions such as 
community service or restitution. 

(3) Probation (informal)--The child is placed on probation for a 
stipulated period but is not required to report to a probation 
officer. 

(4) Probation (supervised)--The child is placed on probation for a 
stipulated period but is required to report at regular inter­
vals to an assigned probation officer. 

(5) Suspended commitment to Department of Institutions. 

(6) Placement in group homes or foster homes. 

(7) Diagnostic commi tme.nt to Cascadia. 

(8) Commitment to institutions. 
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SUMMARY OF COURT REFERRALS (Form No. 6082 R !~/76) 

Last Name First Name Middle Name Social No. Legal No. 

Date Date Referred by Disp. 
Received Occurred and Reason Date Disposition 

-

FIGURE C.3 SUMMARY OF COURT REFERRALS 
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(9) Offense reduction. 

(10) Granting or revocation of parole. 

(11) Declines or removals--The child is waived as a juvenile and 
sent to adult court. 

There seems to be little consistency in some of the dispositions; for 

example, !tAdjustllients" seemed to be imposed for first offenses or subsequent 

minor offenses. The disposition also seemed to be used as some type of 

informal probation. 

When the juvenile is referred to Juvenile Court, he/she is assigned to a 

case worker who is responsible for completing and updating the "Summary of 

Court Referral" form which is the first form in the Social Service File. 

In addition to the "Summary of Court Referrals" the Social Service File 

may include any or all of the following: 

Mitimus (a warrant of Commitment to an institution) 

Court orders 

Terms and conditions of probation 

Motions and other legal documents 

Writs 

Petitions 

Summons 

Formal adjustment forms 

Waiver of service 

Police citation 

Juvenile Division Detectives' report 

Arresting Officer's report 

Social history sheet 

Case dictation 

Predispositional reports 

Agency reports 
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Psychological evaluation 

Medical reports 

School reports 

Referral forms 

Permission forms. 

There is one Social Service File number assigned to each falllily. ':the 

first child to enter the system receives the original number, and any addi­

tional children receive the same number followed by an A, B, C, D, etc. A 

separate file is made for each child, but all family files are banded 

together and filed. 

White Card--This card is filed under the juvenile's name and indicates 

date of offense, referral source, and violation. This card, almost 

without exception, indicates a diversion and the card indicates the 

agency to which the child was referred. 

Green Card--This card is filed under the juvenile's name and indicates 

the matter was adjusted and an adjustment letter sent to the parents. 

It includes information on the date of violation, referral source and 

the nature of the violation. 

Hot Pink Card--This card is filed under the juvenile's name and indi­

cates one of two procedures: 1) Traffic violation where juvenile has 

been referred to Traffic School, and 2) "Permit"--This indicates the 

court has granted permission to the police department for photographing 

and fingerprinting of juvenile. When this notation is present the 

research assistant searched an alphabetical file of Court Orders and 

ascertained what violation was involved. 

The data collected for this project came from the Social Service File 

and those co10r coded cards which contained information regarding offenses. 

The information for juveniles in our sample on the "Summary of court 

Referrals" was copied onto a blank "Summary of iJourt Referrals" form as was 

the information from the color coded cards. The source of referral on these 
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records, in addition to Seattle Police Department, included other cities in 

King County, other Counties, King County Sheriff's Office, parent or 

guat'ctl.an of the juvenile or the juvenile. These forms were transmuted to 

SRI for pro~essing and analysis. 

C.3 Adult Police Records 

Permission to access the adult police records was obtained from Chief R. 

L. Hanson and Captain D. G. Daniels, of the Records, Evidence, and Data 

Processing Division of the Staff Services Bureau. Ms. Carol Nichols, 

Supervisor of R.ecords, worked closely with the Research Assistant and her 

help was greatly appreciated. 

Inasmuch as the researchers were not allowed to collect the data, the 

internal system of records in the Adult Division is not kno~m. Data on the 

parents, and other siblings and juveniles, were calculated by police techni­

cians. The Social Research Center submitted a form No. 5.4 "Seattle Police 

Department Records Request" for each parent and older juvenile or sibling to 

the Records Division. Police technicians xeroxed each rap sheet (Figure 

C.4) that was located, attached it to the Records Request and returned it to 

the Social Research Center. The rap sheets included identifying infor­

mation, as well as any alaises used, date of arrests, case number, the 

offense(s) the individual was charged with, and the date and dispositions of 

particular offenses. These data were forwarded to SRI tor coding on a 

special form. 

A search for the 885 individuals who were parents of the juveniles at 

the time of enrollment disclosed 108, or 12.2% had some type of police 

record. In addition a search for 43 additional parents (i.e., parents who 

were not 1n the household at the time of enrollment but subsequently lived 

in the household during the period the clients were active in the program) 

revealed 16, or 37.2% had some type of police record. 
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SEATTLE POLICE DEPARTMENT 
POLICE RECORDS DISCLOSE THE FOLLOWING LISTED ARRESTS FOR: 

D.O.B. 

DATE BfA CHARGE DISPOSITION 

FIGURE C.4 RAP SHEET 
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