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ASSESSING THE RELATIONSHIP OF ADULT CRIMINAL 
CAREERS TO JUVENILE DELINQUENCY: 
A STUDY OF THREE BIRTH COHORTS 

Chapter 1. The Project and How It Came About 

INTRODUCTION 

The major goals of the research program described in this report are 

11 

to provide more precise information about the nature of juvenile delinquency 

and its relationship to adult crime; to determine the extent to which 

decisions by authorities and juveniles have contributed to continuing or 

discontinuing patterns of delinquency and crime; to evaluate the effective-

ness of various forces (formal and informal) in deterring or stimulating 

law-violating behavior; and to suggest at which points in juvenile careers 

intervention of one type or another is most effective. While the terms 

deZinquent or criminaZ behavior are used 3 they are operationally defined 

in terms of official police contacts by juveniles or adults, referrals by 

the police, or court dispositions. 

In city after city it has been found that areas with high rates of de-

linquency and crime overlap, and this has been true for data on police con-

tacts, arrests, convictions, and institutional commitments. It has also 

been observed that delinquency and crime rates are related to other meaning-

ful dimensions of a city's social and economic organization. These findings 

have led to the inference that adult crime must certainly be an extension of 

juvenile delinquency.l While sociological explanations of delinquency have 

differed, all have perceived delinquency as learned by rational human beings 

in a social environment. Slum living, in particular, has been viewed as 
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facilitating the acquisition of socially unacceptable behavior through 

day-to-day observatiouof'and contact with delinquent or criminal role models 

who, in one way or another, appear to be visibly more successful than their 

law-abiding counterparts. 

While official reports and records were relied upon for many years, 

researchers became more and more aware tha.t there are indeed many persons 

who alone know of their misbehavior, which if known to authorities would 

undoubtedly result in societal intervention.4 

As they became aware of the inadequacies of official measures of 

juvenile delinquency, researchers turned to self-reports of behaviors 

which would be considered types of delinquency whether known to the 

police or not, scaled them according to standard techniques, and 

found that juveniles could be ranked from least to most serious offenders 

on the basis of thelir admitted acts.s Self-reporting became another 

method of ascertaining the nature and extent of patterns of misbehavior 

and resulted in questioning of models that stressed socioeconomic status, 

race, and sex differences. More recently however, Elliott and Ageton 

have shown that socioeconomic status and race differences exist if more 

sensitive self-report measures are utilized.4 

Whether we use officially recorded delinquency and crime or self-

reported transgressions, some quantitative index of the seriousness of 

individual acts, as well as a summarymeasur~ is essential. The number 

of alleged offenses is not a completely satisfactory measure of the 

seriousness of a person's behavioral history or career. Some individuals 

commit one serious offense wfu.'ch suggests a high probability of continuing 

misbehavior or contacts with representatives of the juvenile and adult 

) 
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justice systems,while other one-time offenders have been involved in what 

is clearly a minor or even accidental offense. Exactly how one should 

combine different types of offenses with different frequencies and degrees 

of seriousness has been a question of theoretical and practical concern 

for many years. s As a consequence, we have approached the problem of 

measuring seriousness in several ways in order to be sure that our 

findings are not artifacts of a single measure. While many social 

variables have been found to be correlated with delinquency and crime, 

causal models in which the relationship between juvenile and adult mis­

behavior is specified are lacking. Such models would be useful as a 

basis for prediction but the literature on predicting subsequent delin­

quent or criminal careers is largely atheoretical. 6 

THE BEGINNING OF RESEARCH ON DELINQUENCY IN MADISON AND RACINE 

The question is often asked, "How did this research get started?" 

Like many other events in life, it was largely by chance. At the con­

clusion of his term as chairman of the Department of Sociology and Anthro­

pology at the University of Wisconsin, Prof. Thomas C. McCormick asked 

Michael Hakeem and Lyle W. Shannon (then Associate and Assistant Pro­

fessors, respectively) if they would like to work with him on a study 

of changing trends in juvenile delinquency in Madison. Since delin­

quency and crime were the major interests of Hakeem, he readily agreed. 

Shannon, a relatively new member of the faculty at Madison and in his 

fi:rst regular full-time teaching position, had on-going interests which 

included juvenile delinquency. Hakeem arranged a meeting with Chief 

Bruce Weatherly (who later became one of Madison's more controversial 
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chiefs of police) and agreement was reachod to undertake a study of 

juvenile delinquency in Madison. The data were collected from police 

contact files of the juvenile bureau. 

Several years later,) before the findIngs from the Madison study had 

been published, Shannon was 1n Racine as Co-principal Investigator of a 

proj ect VAter to become "The EI~onGmic Absorption and Cultural Integration 

of ITlmig~rant Workers", In the course of his research activities he 

visited the police station and became acquainted with Chief Leroy C. 

Jenkins to whom he proposed a study of delinquency in Racine. Chief 

Jenkins agreed that such a study would be valuable, particularly since 

Racine and Madison had, for all practical purposes, the same system of 

police contact records. 

The Madison study covered the period 1950 through 1955 and the Racine 

study 1950 through 1960. Each was based on samples of juveniles who had 

police contacts during the years included in the study. The data from 

these studies generated numerous articles, research reports, M.A. theses 

and Ph.D. dissertations. The findings were l in most respects J like other 

studies of the spatial and temporal distribution of urban delinquency; 

however, by utilizing police contact data rather than court or institu-

tional data J they were as close to officially recorded delinquent behavior 

as possible. 

In due time it was decided that a follow-up study shOUld be conducted 

in order to determine how many of the persons in each sample had continued 

their careers in delinquency beyond the age of 21. With National 

Institute of Health support, the records of the Division of Corrections 

in the State Department of Public Welfare (now the Department of Health 

and Social Services) \'1ere examined.:J 

• 
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While we had measured changing rates of police contact and referral 

(we knew how many persons between the ages of 6 and 18 resided in each 

school attendance center in both cities each year) and spatial variations 

in police contact and referral rates J we did not have complete data on 

the police contacts of everyone in the samples because we had collected 

data on contacts only during the aforementioned years. There waS J of course J 
considerable variation in years of exposure as well because not everyone 

in the samples had resided in Racine during the entire period 6 through 17. 

Our concern about years of risk led to some analyses with quasi-birth 

cohorts--for example, those from the sample who were born in 1938 in 

Madison and those from the sample who were born between 1943 and 1945 in 

R • a aCJ.ne. 

In the end J however, none of the variety of scales constructed as 

alternate measures of the seriousness of delinquent careers or as repre­

sentations of types of delinquent careers produced scores for the 

juvenile period that were highly correlated with adult criminal careers. 

We could only conclude that, among the juveniles in our snmples, adult 

criminal careers were not extensions of any type, pattern, or degree of 

seriousness of juvenile careers. 9 In other words, there was nothing in 

these juvenile careers that enabled us to predict adult criminal careers. 

While our earlier data had enabled us to describe the incidence of 

JUVenile delinquency year by year in Madison and Racine, its changing 

nature, and its distribution in the city, the data were not adequate for 

a test of the hypothesis that careers commence with minor depredations at 

an early age, gradually develop into more serious types of misbehaviorJ 

and then continue into adult crime. Nor could we test the hypothesis that 
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there are sociologically meaningful configurations or typologies of 

juvenile misbehaviors, of which some lead to continuing careers and 

others do not. We concluded that oohol"tdata alone \llould permit us 

to make 'adequate tests of these hypotheses. 

The basic concern, as previously stated, is whether or not adult 

criminal careers can be predicted from records of juvenile delinquency. 

If, in addition to frequency and type of police contacts, we include 

the fullest possible description of the juvenile, how the juvenile 

became involved in what was defined as misbehavior, where and when 

the police contacts took place, how the juvenile reacted to contact 

with the police, and the manner in which society dealt with his/her 

misbehavior (data were obtained from interviews with the 1942 and 1949 

Cohorts), prediction may be even more accurate.
10 

In the first instance 

we see the delinquency process as simply a continuation of misbehavior. 

In the second we see it as a more complex interactional process in­

volving the juvenile's self-concept and the reaction of authority figures 

in society. Whether a simple or more complex model is best (.le.pends upon 

which best predicts continuity in delinquency and crime. 

THE STUDIES WHICH HAVE GUIDED US 

Matza's organization of theoretical explanations in terms of affinity, 

affiliation, and signification has the advantage of allO\'ling one to present socio-

logical and social psychological models of the process of becoming delin-

quent in an historical perspective.l1 Follo\'/ing their descriptions of 

tIle social ecology of the city, the Chicago sociologists first emphasized 

affinity with delinquency and crime (growing up in an area where delinquency 
• 

1 . 
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and crime were conUl1onplace) as an explanation, followed by affiliation with 

groups in which crime and delinquency were accepted patterns of behavior. 

The nUnierous publications by Shaw, McKay, Thrasher, and others set the 

stage for a generation of research in which affinity and affiliation 

were in a sense the dominant explanatory themes.
13 

Sutherland went beyond 

this and specified four facets of association which, if operationalized, 

would enable us to predict which juveniles are most likely to acquire 

delinquent and/or criminal patterns of behavior.l~ The nature of one's 

associates is determined by the family into which one is born, by the 

neighborhood in which one grows up, by the proximity of one's schoolmates 

to one's neighborhood, by the nature of one's schoolmates even if they 

are not close by, and so on. Glaser added a social psychological com-

ponent when he spoke of differentJ.'al 'd 'f' 15 J. entJ. J.cation. While related to 

Sutherland's intensity dimension, it is really closer h to t at aspect 

of explanation referred to by Matza as signification. 

Most delinquency is conceptualized in this study as a product of 

th l' 16 e earnlng process. Juveniles grow up in a social or ecological 

area (and if their parents move they are likely to do so within similar 

areas) with more or less distinctive social characteristics, crime and 

delinquency levels, attitudes toward the police and the juvenile and 

adult justice systems, and patterns of interactl.'on between juveniles, 

adults, and representatives of the larger society. If a juvenile is 

socialized in one ecological area, he/she is likely to acqUire the 

attitudes and behaviors prevalent in that area. As time passes, juvenile 

misbehavior produces reactions by socl.'ety, ' 1 d' , , l.nc u J.ng socl.ety's label 

, se ". e initions and conse-for the delinquent, as well as h1' s/her o\"n 1£ d f 

------------~--------
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quent changes in behavior that are associated with a change from primary 

to secondary deviation. 17 This view of delinquency (as a chain of events 

in a hostile environment) has most recently been supported by Ferracuti, 

Dinitz, and Acosta de Brenes in their Puerto Rican research on juvenile 

delinquency. 18 

On the other hand, by the time that they are adults, young people no 

longel:' find themselves in situations which generate misbehavior or these 

behaviors have been legalized, i. e., they are no longer status offenses. 

We arc inclined to think that there is an element of tlmaturation" involved, 

not in a psychological sense but in terms of the availabUi ty of social 

opportunities and al ternati ves that were not present at an earlier age. 

It is not simply a matter of growing up or settling down and securing work 

that was previously unavailable, but of getting married, assuming various 

financial responsibilities, and acquiring statuses that obviate the likeli-

hood of contact-generating behavior. 

Although we do not attempt to replicate Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin's 

cohort study of juvenile delinquency in Philadelphia, and are concerned 

with only some of the same questions, it is pertinent and their interests 

are close to ours. 19 In following almost 10,000 Philadelphia boys from 

age 8 to age 18 they indicated an early awareness of the need for cohort 

studies. 

Although the final results of Polk's longitudinal stHd .. in Oregon 

have not yet been published, Frank Hellum's preliminary analysis reveals 

that while in high school 25% of the sample were regarded as delinquent at 

one time or another. Of these, 46% had some involvement with the police 

as adults (by the age of 25). Of the 75% whti had no juvenile involvement, 

less than 14% had any record of crime as adults. 2o When seriousness of 

J: 
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delinquency was considered a.s well as seriousness of adult criminal charges I 

only 1% of those who were non-d(-)linquflnt had serious adult offenses, only 

5% of those with minor reasons for police contacts as juveniles had serious 

adult offenses I only 8go of those with what would be misdemeanors were 

they not conunitted by juvenile offenders had serious adult offenses, but 

25% of those who had what wauZd have been felonies had they been adults 

did conunit felonies as adults. In simple raw numbers, there were some 1,200 

persons in the sample, of whom 290 had some kind of delinquent record but 

of whom only 67 had conunitted serious delinquent acts. Of the latter, 17 

conuni tted a felony as an adu1 t. Of the 910 who were non-delinquent only 

nine had an adult felony. 

Polk earlier reported that of those high school students who had 

records with the juvenile court, more than half had no further offenses 

in the two years following their 21st birthdays.21 Reports by both Polk 

and HelIum strongly suggest that young adults disappear from the records 

of the police and courts with continuing maturation. Further findings 

relevant to the major thrust of our research were: 1) only half of those 

high school students who became young adult offenders had recorded delin­

quencies, 2) those who as juveniles were charged "lith a felony were only 

slightly more likely than those charged with misdemeanors to conmdt any 

offense as an adult, 2md 3) those whose careers began at an early age 

were more likely to etlgage in crime as adul ts than were those who had 

offenses only late in their juvenile years. 

As we have pointe!d out, research on juvenile delinquency has usually 

dealt with either self-report data or with samples or populations of 

juveniles who have become officially known to the police, the juvenile 
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court, or a correctional institution. Ilistorically, the data that have 

been collected have concentrated on describing the characteristics of 

those who have become statistics (at whatever level the researcher has 

selected) rather than concentrating on a description of the process by 

which they came to engage in the behavior. 

Furthermore, when the juvenile delinquent is questioned he or she 

is asked why he or she did it. Anyone who has ever walked against the 

light, driven through a stop light, exceeded the speed limit, consumed 

alcoholic beverages before reaching the legal age, or engaged in any other 

behavior that he or she knew to be disapproved and/or illegal in the society 

of which he or she is a part, should know better than to simply ask "why.,~2 

The relevant question is "how did it happen?" A bettor understanding of 

this will be forthcoming when data obtained from interviews with members 

of the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts are examined. 

Since most juveniles at one time or another engage in behavior that 

brings them into contact with the authorities, we should know what happens 

in their lives that brings about discontinuation of that behavior if we 

are really concerned about delinqueflcy control. Similarly, we should 

kno\'1 ho\'1 those who continue to engage in delinquent nnd criminal behavior 

differ from the majority who do not. The point is that, although we arc 

interested in those jUveniles who have continued their delinquent behavior 

into a career in adult crime, we arc just as interested in those \'1ho have 

not continued their delinquent careers. 

This leads us to wonder at what point intervention is appropriate. 

Who needs control and who does not can only be determined by exrunination 
23 of what happens to people who have and have not been "controlled." • 

I 
I 
I 
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Our earlier research suggests that those who engage in certain kinds of 

fe lonies require control more than do those who conuni t minor offenses. 

The effectiveness of attempts to control status offenders is another 

concern. For such offenders, no intervention may have the same or better 

results than intervention. 

Beyond what we have said about the social and demographic character­

istics of juveniles and the larger social envirorunent in which they are 

interacting, we are also concerned about their perception of their social 

environment and the persons with whom they interact. The interrelationship 

of the social structure of the conullunity, the process of socialization, 

juveniles' perception of their environmental system, and the juveniles' be­

havior system are succinctly outlined and discussed in their presentation 
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of problem-behavior theory by the Jessors. 24 We lihall make further reference 

1:0 their work in chapters which utilize the interview data in explaining 

why most juveniles cease their delinquent behavior at an early age but 

some continue into the young adult years. 

But whether delinquent youth continue or discontinue their misbehavior, 

they are influenced by the action of persons in authority and by their 

perception of decision-makers in the justice system. Likewise, the judge 

is influenced by the juvenile's cumulative behavior and by the judge's 

perception of what other decision-makers have done in similar cases. Al­

though \'1e have utilized a perspective that takes into consideration feedback 

from juveniles to system decision-makers and back again to juveniles, hoping 

to enhance our understanding of juvenile misbehavior and its sometimes 

continuation by relating interviel'l data to the chains of official events 

obtained from our records, we have encountered some problems in analysis 

I 
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bccausf., of the complexity of mi.sbchaviors, the variation in dispositional 

procedurcs I and the re lati ve 1)' small proportion of females from the 1942 

and 1949 COhOl'ts who recei vell formal dispositions. 

dealt with in approprinte sections of the report. 

These problems al'e 

The nature of the coho'rt data and the incidence of police contacts 

for juvenile dulinqucncy and crime are described in Chapters 2 and 3. Arrest 

rates for the entire city of Racine are also presented in Chapter 3. The 

problem of measuring seriousness and a discussion of the nature of tem­

poral change by race/ethnicity and sex will be presented in Chapter 4. 

This will be followed by Chapters 5 and 6 in which delinquency and crime 

are viewod spatially in terms of place of residence of offenders during 

socialization (ages 6-17)1 place of residence at time of police contact, 

and place of police contact. The widespread prevalence of police contacts 

with juveniles will be contrasted with the concentration of delinquency 

and crime Oluong multiple offenders in Chapter 7. Chapters 8 and 9 are 

on continuity in careers, followed by Chapter 10 \'1hich is a preliminary 

examination of the prediction problem. 

Having dealt with pOlice contact data, we turn to Chapters 11 and 12 

on dispOSitions and the possibility of predicting future behavior from 

frequency of referrals. The relationship of severity of sanctions to future 

behavio):, described in Chapters 13 and 14, indicates that 'the juvenile 

justice system docs not operate as intended. Race/ethnic and sex differences 

in incarceration (institutionalization) and it'J consequences are examined 

in Chapter 15. Official CarOl)l'S are then viewt.~r~ i:.\:' a process in Chapter 16 

and the role of the police officer, the juven: 1,13 }: ,lreau, and the courts are 

J: 
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examined in this context. 

We next turn to Chapter 17 for a first look at the data obtained from 

interviews with persons from the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts, finding that some 

cherished explanations of delinquent behavior are not supported by the 

data. In Chapter 18 we turn again to the interview data in order to see 

why most juveniles cease to have trouble with the police before they are 

adul ts. Chapter 19 examines the relationship of measuros of delinquency 

and crime obtained from official and self-report data. Another attempt 

is made in Chapter 20 to increase predictive efficiency \'1ith official 

police con":act datal this time utilizing respondent reports of pre-age 

18 behavior and police contacts as a pre-prediction classifier. Differences 

in severity of sanctions by self-report vs. official seriousness are also 

examined. The next chapter (Chapter 21) introduces a new data set, parental 

police records, which are compared \'lith the records of pOl'sons in each 

cohort. 

Chapter 22 utilizes the interview data in conjunction with other data 

in the development of a causal modol of delinquency and its hypothesized 

relationship to adult crime. This chapter then concludes our efforts to 

predict seriousness of adult criminal behavior from background and experi­

ential variables and official records of juvenile delinquency. 'fhe final 

chapter (Chapter 23) consists of reconunendations for the police, the school, 

the courts, and the conununity. 

, 
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FOOTNOTES 

A few of the earliest and some more recent studies arc cited here: 

Clifford Shaw, DeZinquency ApeaB (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 

1929); Clifford Shaw and Henry D. McKay, SociaZ Factops in JuveniZe 
DcU,nquerwy (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1931); Clifford 

Shaw and Henry D. McKay, eTuvenile DeZinquency and Upban Apeas (Chicago: 

Universi ty of Chic.ago Press, 1942); Roland J. Chilton, "Continuity in 

Delinquency Area Research: A Comparison of Studies for Baltimore, Detroit, 

and Indiannpolis," Amepican SociologicaZ Review 29 (1964): 71-83; Sarah L. 

Boggs,I'Urban Crime Patterns, II Amepican SocioZ(lgica"i Review 30 (1965): 899-

908; Robert A. Gordon, IIIssues in the Ecological Study of Delinquency,1I 

Alnepican Sociological Review 32 (1967): 927-44; Calvin F. Schmid and Stanton 

n. Schmid, Cpime in the State of rvashington (Olympia, Washington: Washington 

State Planning and Community Affaire Agency, 1972). 

2 Aside from the question of depredations unknown to the police, there is 

tIle question of incidence vs. prevalenc~. Incidence is defined as either the 

frequoncy of police contacts or an event such as arrest per person (rate) 

during a given ago; year, or period of time. Prevalence refers to the pro­

portion who have had a police contact or experienced some other event during 

an ago period such as 6-17, 18-20, or for a combination of age periods. 

A sample of the literature on both issues indicates that the closer we can 

get to the delinquent act in the process of recordjng careers, the more 

likely we are to understand and predict continuing delinquent careers. See 

for example: Fred J. Murphy, Mary M. Shirley and Helen Witmer, "The 

Incidence of Hidden Delinquency, II Amepican JoupnaZ of Opthopsychiatpy 

16 (1946): 686-95; Maynard L. Erickson and Lamar T. Empey, IICourt Records, 

Undetected Delinquency and Decision-Making) II J01,wnaZ of CnminaZ Lcnu, 
Cpiminology and Police Science S4 (1963): 456-69; .John C. Ball, Alan Ross 

and Alice Simpson, IIIncidence and Prevalence of Recorded Delinquency in a 

Metropolitan Area,1I Amepican SoaioZogicaZ Review 29 (1964): 90-93; Stanton 

Wheeler, IICriminal Statistics: A Reformulation of the Problem, Journal of 

Cpiminal Lcnu, Cpiminology and Police Science 58 (1967): 317-24; William 

Chambliss and R.H. Nagasawa, liOn the Validity of Official Statistics," 

Journal, of Re8eaPch on C~ime and DeZinquency 6 (1967): 71-77; Donald J. Black, 
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"The Production of Crime Rates,1I Amepican Sociol,ogiaal, Review 35 (1970): 

733-48; Jay Williams and Martin Gold, "From Delinquent Behaviors to 
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Official Delinquency," Social Pr>obl,ems 20 (1972): 209-77; Wesley G. Skogan, 

"Dimensions of the Dark Figure of Unexpected Crime," Crime and DeZinquenay 
23 (1977): 41··50; and Leonard D. Savitz, 1I0fficial Police Statistics and 

Their Limitations," pp. 69-81 in Leonard D. Savitz and Norman Johnston (eds.) 

Cpime in Society (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1978). 

3 The work of Short and Nye and others on scaling and self-reported 

delinquency has been described in numerous articles, among which are: F. Ivan 

Nye and James F. Short, Jr., "Scaling Delinquent Behavior," Amepiaan 

SocioZogical Review 22 (1956): 326-31; James F. Short, Jr. and F. Ivan Nye, 

IIReported Behavior as a Criterion of Deviant Behavior," Social, Pr>obl,ems 

5 (1957): 207-13; James F. Short and F. Ivan Nye, "Extent of Unrecorded 

Delinquency: Tentative Conclusions," Journal of Criminal Law, Cpiminol,ogy 
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"Socio-EcOlitOmic Class and Areas as Correlates of Illegal Behavior Among 

Juveniles," American Sociol,ogical, Review 27 (1962): 826-34; John P. Clark 

and Larry L. Tifft, IIPolygraph and Interview Validation of Self-Reported. 

Deviant Behavior," Ame~ican Sociol,ogical Review 31 (1966): 516-23; Lois B. 

DeFleur, "On Polygraph and Interview Validation," Amepiaan Soc.·iologicaZ 
Review 32 (1967): 114, and a reply by Clark and Tifft, pp. 115-117. In 

addition, Robert H. Hardt and Sandra Peterson, "Neighborhood Status and 

Delinquency Activity as Indexed by Police Records on a Self-Report Survey," 

Cpiminol,ogica 6 (1968): 37-47; Travis Hirschi, Causes of DeZinquency (Berkeley: 

University of California Press, 1969); Leroy C. Gould, "Who Defines Delinquency: 

A Comparison of Self-Reported and Officially Reported Indices for Three 

Racial Groups," SociaZ Probl,ems 16 (1969): 325-36; Marvin Krohn, Gordon P. 

Waldo and Theodore G. Chiricos, "Self-reported Delinquency: A Comparison of 

Structural Interviews and Self-administered Checklists," The JournaZ of 
Criminal, Law and Cpiminol,ogy 65 (1975): 545-53; Robert H. Hardt and Sandra 

Peterson-Hardt, "On Determining the Quality of the Delinquency Self-Report 

Method," Journal, of ReseaPch in Crime and Delinquency 14 (1977): 247-61 
It Delbert S. Elliott and Susan S. Ageton, IIReconciling Race and Class Dif-

ferences in Self-reported and Official Estimates of Delinquency, II Amel'ican 

SocioZogical, Review 45 (1980): 95-110. 
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5 For an early study of this problem, see: Sophia M. Robison, Can 
DeZinquency Be Measured? (New York: Columbia University Press, 1936). More 

recently, a variety of more or less sophisticated scaling techniques (in 

addition to those cited in other references on the problem of measurement) 

have been utilized: Thorsten Sell in and ~1arvin Wolfgang, The Measu1:'ement 
of DeUnquency (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1964); R.!. Martin and Malcolm 

N • K 1 c in, A Compa1:'ative Analysis of Four Measures of DeUnquency BeJliousness 

(Los Angeles: University of Southern California, Youth Studies Center, 

1965); Travis Hirschi and Hanan C. Selvin, Del.inquency ReseaJlch: An 
ApPJlaisaZ of Analytic Methods (New York: The Free Press, 1967); Marvin E. 

Wolfgang, Robert M. Figlio and Thorsten Sellin, Delinquency in a BiJlth 
CohoJlt (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1972); and Charles F. 

Wellford and Michael D. Wiatrowski, "On the Measurement of Delinquency," 

Journal of CJliminal Law and CJliminoZogy 66 (1975): 175-88. 

6 There is a disappointing literature on the prediction problem, selected 

items of which follow: Albert J. Reiss, Jr., "The Accuracy, Efficiency and 

Validity of a Prediction Instrument': AmeJlican JournaZ of Sociology 56 (1951): 

552-61; Sheldon Glueck, "Ten Years of Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency," 

Journal of CJliminaZ Law~ CJliminology and Police Science 51 (1960): 301-07; 

D.H. Stott, "The Prediction of Delinquency from Non-Delinquent Behavior," 
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to Identify Delinquents," FedeJlal Pl'clbation June (1960): 49-56; Leslie T. 
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tion and Intensive Treatment Programs for Predelinquents," Social PJloblems 
13 (1965): 160-75; Don M. Gottf':cedson, "An Evaluation of Early Identification 

and Intensive Treatment Programs for Predelinquents," Social, PpobZems 13 

(1970): 160-75; Don M. Gottfredson, "Assessment and Pl·ediction Methods in 

Crime and Delinquency," in James E. Teele, ed., JuveniZe DeUnquenay 

(Itasca, Illinois: F.E. Peacock, 1970), pp. 401-24 (this article contains 

an excellent bibliography on the prediction problem). 
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Services. Anlong the reports on the Madison and Racine research are: 

Harwin L. Voss, The EcoZogical DistJlibution of Juvenile DeZinquency in 
t' 

Madi80n~ Wisconsin~ unpublished M.A. thesis, University of Wisconsin, 1956; 

Charles H. McCaghy, SociaZ AJleas and the DistJlibution of Juvenil,e DeZinquency 
in Racine~ Wisconsin~ 1950-1960, unpublished M.S. thesis, University of 
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JournaZ of ReseaJlch in CJlime and DeZinquency 1 (1964): 53-66; Austin T. 

Turk, "Toward Construction of a Theory of Delinquency," Jou!>naZ of Cnminal 
L~~ CnminoZogy and PoZice Science 55 (1964): 215-29; Robert M. Terry, 
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Offenders," JoumaZ of Cnminal Law~ CnminoZogy and Police Science 58 

(1967): 163-81; Robert M. Terry, "Discrimination in the Handling of Juvenile 

Offenders by Social-Control Agencies," Journal of Resea:roch in Cnme and 
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9 Lyle W. Shannon, MeasuJling Delinquency and Predicting LateJl Cnminal 
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10 The principal investigator has long been interested in the fact that 
professionalS und non-professiona.ls, however dedicated they may be, just do 
not know enough about the nature of the behavior with which they are dealing 

to oven begin to develop effective programs. In attempting to understand 
ho\'l the juvenile has come to engage in misbehavior, people have looked long 
and hard at the psyche, most often as represented by the results of paper 

and pencil tests, and least ofte·n at experiences in everyday life. In 

short, those who have been concerned have observed juveniles in an artificial 

institutional setting rather than in their natural habitat. See Lyle W. 
Shannon, liThe Problem of Competence to Help," Federat Pl'obation 25 (1961): 

32-39. 
11 Charles F. Welford also made an excellent statement of the problem in 

Chapter 2 of William E. Amos and Charles F. Welford, DeZinquenoy Prevention: 
l'heol'Y and Praatioe (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967). 

12 See David Matza, Beooming DeUrzquent (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall , 

Inc., 1969). 

Beyond previous citations to Shaw and McKay SCE": Clifford Shaw, The. 
Jaok-Rotter: A Delinquent Boy's OWn Story (Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press, 19'30); Clifford Shaw and Maurice A. Moore J The Naturat Histol'Y of a 
Delinquent Career (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1931); Frederick M. 
Thrasher, The Gang (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1936); Clifford 

Sha,'1, et al' J Brothers in C.!'ime (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1938). There is also an extensiv~ and pertinent literature on delinquent 

and criminal subcultures which provides .n background for our position, 

particularly for the kinds of data that were coded from official records and 

the interviews which were later eonducted with samples of persons from the ;I 

1942 and 1949 cohorts. For example: Walter B. Miller, "Lower Class Delinquency 

as a Generating Review of Gang Delinquency," Journal of Sooial, Issues 14 

(1958): 5-19; Richard.A. Clow&rd and Lloyd E. ehlin, DeUnquenoy and 
Opportunity:, A Theory of DeUnqueat Gangs (New York: Free Press, 1960); C 
David J. Bordua, "Delinquent SUbcultures: Sociological Interpretations of 

Gang Delinquency," The Annals of the Amerioan Aoademy of PoUtioal and 
Sooial, Soienoe 38 (1961): 120-36; LeRoy G. Schultz, "IVhy the Negro Carries 
Weapons," Joumal, of Criminal Lat.UJ Criminology and PoUoe Soienoe 53 (1962): ( 
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476-83; James F. Short and Fred L. Strodbeck, Gl'OUp FTooesB and Gang 
DeUnquen.oy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965); Solomon Kobrin, 

Joseph Puntil and Emil Peluso, "Criteria of Status Among Street Groups," 
JournaZ of Researoh in Crime and Delinquenoy 4 (1967): 98-118; Marvin E. 
Wolfgang and Frances Ferracuti, The Subculture of Violenoe (London: 

Tavistock, 1967); Paul Lerman, "Individual Values, Peer Values, and 

Subcultural Delinquency," Amerioan Sooiologiaat RfJview 33 (1968): 219-35; 

and Sandra J. Bal,luHokeach, "Values and Violence: A Test of the Subculture 
of Violence Thesis» II Amel'ioan Sooiologioal R@view 38 (1973): 736-49. 

14 Edwin H. Sutherland and Donald R. Cressey, FTinoiptes of Cl'iminoZogy 
(9th edition) (Chicago: J.B. Lippincott Co., 1974). Also see James F. 

Short, "Differential Association with Delinquent Friends and Delinquent 

Behavior," Paoific Sooir>Zogioal RevieW 1 (1958): 20-25; and James F. 
Short (ed.), Gang DeUnquenoy and DeZinquent Suboul,"I;u:tles (Ne\'1 York: Harper 

and Row, 1968). 
15 Daniel Glaser, "Criminality Theories and Behavioral Images," Amerioan 
Journal of Sooiology 61 (1956): 433-44. 
16 For an excellent exposition of this view see: Ronald L. Akers, 
Deviant Behaviol': A Sooial Learning Approach (Belmont: Wadsworth Publishing, 

1973). 
17 lVhile we are concerned about the labelling process in terms of self-

definition, we are even more interested in the process by which persons in 

the juvenile and adult justice systems label those with whom they have 

contacts and follow this with "extra attention." The literature has, of 
course, dealt with both. For a critical review of the assumptions behind 

labelling theory and this literature see: Charles Welford, "Labelling 

Theory and Criminology)" Sooio;Z FToblems 23 (1975): 332-45. Also see: 
Theodore ~erdin and and Elmer Luchterhand, "rimel' City Youth, the Police, 

the Juvenile Court and Justice," Sooial Problems 18 (1962): 510-27; Edwin 

Schur, LabelUng Deviant BehaVio'1' (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1971); 
Richard Ward, "The Labelling Theory: A Critical Analysis," Criminol-ClaY 
9 (1971): 268-90; Nanette J. Davis, "Labelling Theory in Deviance Research: 

A Critique and Reconsideration," SooioZogioal Qua'1'tfJrly 13 (1972): 447-74; 
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and ,1ay Williams and Martin Gold, "Prom Delinquent Behaviors to Official 

Delinquency," Soc:!iaZ P:tJobl.oms 20 (197:): 209-27. 
1 u Prances Ferracuti, Silllon Dinit?. and Experanza Acosta de Brenes, 

[)oU,tquants and Nondcz.inquenta in -tho Puo:tJto Riaan SZwn CuZtu:tJe (Columbus: 

Ohio State University Press, 1975). 

1 9 op ait." Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sell in for an excellent discussion of 

the need for cohort studies and a review of early efforts. 

20 Ph.D. dissertation in progress. 

21 See Teenage DoZinquenay in SmaZZ Town Ame:tJiaa. Research Report 5, 

Center for Studies of Crime and Delinquency, National Institute of Mental 

Health, Washington, D.C. Also see Kenneth Polk and Walter E. Schafer (ed)., 

SahooZa and DeZinquenay (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1972), pp. 56-90 

and 103-114. 
22 This issue was settled by Gresham M. Sykes and David Matza in "Techniques 

of Neutralization: A Theory of Delinquency," Amenaan SoaioZogiaaZ Review 

12 (1957): 664-70. 
23 The entire prediction process is complicated by diff~rences in police 

handling and dispositional variables. The literature as well as our own 

research indicates that these controls are crucial to the success of any 

attempt to understand, predict, and ultimately control delinquent behavior. 

S00, for example: Joseph Goldstein, "Police Discretion Not to Involve the 

Criminal Process: Low~Visibility Decisions in the Administration of Justice," 

.faZe La:w Review 69 (1960): 543~88; Irving Piliavin and Scott Briar, "Police 

Encounters with Juveniles," Ame:tJiaan Jour>naZ of SoaioZogy 70 (1964): 206~14; 

Wayne R. Lafave, A:tJ:tJests: The Deaision to Ta1ce a Suspeat into Custody 

(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1965); William R. Arnold, "Race and 

Ethnicity Relative to Other Factors in Juvenile Court Dispositions," 

Ame:tJiaan Jour>naZ of SoaioZogy 77 (1971): 2ll~2'.7; Norman L. Weiner and 

Charles V. Willie, "Decisions by Juvenile Officers," Ame:tJiaan JOUX'YIaZ of 

SoaioZogy 77 (1971): 199~2l0j Terrence P. Thornberry, "Race, Socioeconomic 

Status, and Sentencing in the Juvenile Justice System," JoU:tJnaZ of C:tJiminaZ 

La:w and C:tJiminoZogy 64 (1973): 90-98; and Peter J. Bourke and Austin T. 
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Turk, "Factors Affecting Postarrest Dispositions: A Model for Analysis," 

Soaia~ Probtems 22 (1975): 3l3~32. 

24 Richard Jessor and Shirley Jessor, P:tJobtem Behavio:tJ and Psyahosoaia~ 

DeveZopment: A LongitudinaZ Study of Youth (New York: Academic Press, 

1977), pp. 26-42. 
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Chapter 2. Selection of the Cohorts and the Police Contact Data 

THE THREE RACINE COHORTS 

The availability of data placed some limitation on which birth 

cohorts could be selected for longitudinal analysis. Inasmuch as police 

records in Racine were well established by 1950 (when persons born in 

1942 were 8 years of age) and other records that could be utilized in 

selection of the cohorts existed for a 1942 birth year at the earliest,! 

this group was selected and has become our 1942 Cohort. A second cohort 

was selected as insurance against the criticism that could be levied 

against a single cohort's representativeness, and as a cohort on which 
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to verify the efficiency with which juvenile experiences and characteristics 

could be utilized in predicting those persons who would become serious 

offenders as adults. The choice of 1949 as a birth cohort was made be­

cause these persons would have at least 7 years beyond the age of 18 in 

which to establish a young adult (age 18-20) and an adult record of police 

contacts~ subsequent referrals~ and court dispositions. lijlile it was not 

a factor in our selection process, the 1949 Cohort, like the 1945 Cohort 

of the Philadelphia study, grew up entirely after the end of World War II 

and the early post-war period, the late 50's and 60's. This factor may 

help to explain differences between the cohorts.2 

During the period in which we were making preparations for coding 

the police contact data~ interested community leaders approached us 

regarding the possibility of selecting a still younger cohort. They 

believed that the younger generation differed from earlier generations. 



In response to their interest, the birth year of 1955 was selected for a 

third cohort. In 1974 these persons would have passed the age of 18, 

but a shortage of funds prevented complete data collection on this group. 

Later funding allowed us to complete collection of the polico contact 

data to September 1~ 1977. The data cover over three years of the 1955 

Cohort's experiences beyond the age of 18 as well as their juvenile 

experiences. 

The 1942 Cohort consists of 1,352 persons, the 1949 Cohort of 2~099 

persons, and the 1955 Cohort of 2,676 persons~ a total of 6~127 persons. 

Each juvenile in each cohort \'las identified as White, Black, or Chicano. 

The race/ethnic and sex composition of each cohort and of those with 

continuous residence in Racine (4,079) is shown in Table 1.3 The U.S. 

Census for 1960 repol'ted that 4. Sr& of the p(:!'sons enrolled in high school 

in Racine' 5 urbanized area were non-White,s. We identified 3. 6~& of the 

1942 Cohort as Black. This is about what one ,."ould expect since they were 

18 years of age in 1960 l'J1d therefore did not have quite as large a pro­

portion of non-Whites as later cohorts still in high school. In the 1949 

Cohort 6.390 were identified as Black. They were 11 years of age in 1960 

and at that time 6. SS~o of the students enrolled in Racine's elementary 

schools were non-White. The 1955 Cohort was 11 years of age at the time 

of selection from 1966 records; 8.890 were Black and ,3.8911 were Chicano. 

This represents more than twice the percentage of Blacks as in the 1949 

Cohort but less than the 12.6% Black and 4.7% Chicano composition of ele­

mentary school children according to the 1970 Census. Since the percentage 

of the school population consisting of non-Whites was increaSing each 

year, one would not expect the 1955 Cohort to have as large a proportion 

) 

TABLE 1. BASIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 1942, 1949, AND 1955 COHORTS AND 
PERSONS IHTH CONTINUOUS RESIDENCE IN RACINE * 

1942 

Cohort 

Number 679 

90 by Sex 50.2 
I 
I 

90 Whi te I 94 • 1 
I 

9J Bl ack ! 4 • 6 
% Chicano I 1. 3 

I 
I 

Total 1100.0 

Continuous 
Rl3sidence 

Males 
1949 1955 

1081 1369 

51.5 51.2 

90.1 86.4 

6.8 9.1 

3.2 4.5 

100.1 100.0 

Number I 356 740 1114 
I 

9J by Sex I 56.2 57.1 51.8 
I 
I • 

P6 White I 94.9 91.5 86.3 
I 

~J Black I 4.2 5.9 9.5 
I 

% Chicano I .8 2.6 4.2 
I­
I 

Total I 99.9 100.0 100.0 

Females 

\ 1.@.1!_;;;.;19:;...4;..:;;9_-:1;,.:;9.;:;,5.:;,.5 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 673 
I 
I 
I 49.8 
I 
I 
I 
I 94.8 
I 

I 3.0 
I 
I 
I 2.3 
I 
I 

1100.1 

I 277 
I 

I 43.8 
I 
I 

I 96.4 
I 

I 1.8 
I 

I 1.8 
I 
I 

1100.0 

1018 

48.5 

91.5 

5.8 

2.7 

100.0 

1307 

48.8 

88.4 

8.4 

3.1 -
99.9 

557 1035 

42.9 48.2 

91. 2 88.6 

7.0 8.3 

1.9 3.1 

100.0 100.0 

1942 

1352 

94.4 

I 3.8 
I 

I 1.8 
I 
I 

: 100.0 

I 633 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 95.6 
I 

I 3.2 
I 

I 1.3 
I 
I 

: 100.1 

Tot.al 

1949 1955 

2099 2676 

90.7 87.4 

6.3 8.8 

.l.!.Q. 3.8 

99.9 100.0 

129'7 2149 

91.4 87.4 

6.4 $.9 

2.2 307 
~-'* ....-

l(lO.O l{)O.O 

'1' ..... 

* Absent from Racine no more than throe years during the age period 6 through 
the cut-off date for that cohort. 
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of minority group members at the ago of 11 as did the elementary school 

population by 1970, Interviews from the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts confirmed 

that our race/ethnic identification of the members of oach cohort was 

probably vory accurate because only two or three errors had been made in 

each group. 

DATA COLLECTION 

As in the oarlier studies in Madison and Racine, the cooperation of the 

police departmont exceeded what anyone might reasonably expect ,If Information 

regarding juvenile and adult complaints were read and coded from the files 

of the Juvenile Bureau and the Records Division of the Racine Police De-

partment under the superVision of the Centor's field director. A copy of 

the code sheet for contacts is presented in Appendix A. 

Our oarlior research had suggested that no more than 30~J of a cohort 

would have pOlice contacts, but we found that, of those persons ,'lith con­

tinuous residonce ill Racino, 689J of the 1942 Cohort and 69 9J of the 1949 

Cohort had one or more police contacts between the ages of 6 and the cut­

off date of May 31, 1974, at which time persons in the 1942 Cohort were 33 

years of age and those in the 1949 Cohort were 26. Although persons in 

the 1955 Cohort were only 21 years of ago nt the timo of their cut-off 

date, September 1, 1977, 59% already had at loast ono police contact. 

Reasons for police contact were coded into 26 basic categories con-

sistent \'lith Part I and Part II Offenses of the Uniform Crime Reports, 

but with added meaningful "conditions" for juveniles,s Many of these contacts 

were for' very minor Violations, or for Suspicion, inVestigatIon; or 

information or Traffic violations. It was necessary to code these as 

" 

, 

\ 
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completely as we coded the most heinous crimes on the assumption that 

becoming known to the police for any reason may have some influence on 

the <ZOOl'se of a person's career. Contacts as victims I as abandoned, 

neglected l dependent childrenl and many non-delinquent contacts considered 

safety measures l and so on l although recorded l are not included in the 

analyses .6 
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Juvenile Court records and adult arrest records wore read and coded 

for all persons with continuous residence whose records of police contact 

indicated a referral.7 In coding dispositions for juveniles, only those 

dispositions arising from juvenile misconduct were included. For instance l 

changes in custody arising from problems within the fnmily and not origi­

nating with the child's delinquent behavior were not considered part of 

the dispositions history. Once it had been determined that police records 

of arrest dispositions in various courts were complete, these were coded 

as indicators of the severity of sanctions. 

The proportion of contacts for each cohort in each of the 26 categories 

of police contacts is shown in Table 21 as are the proportion of contacts 

that were for Part I offenses and the mean number of police contacts for 

each person in the cohort.a 

Differences in reasons for police contact quite obviously varied from 

cohort to cohort. Since this is not the problem toward \'lhich ouI' research 

has been directed, it may suffice to note that not only did the proportion 

of contacts for Drug offenses increase markedly, but there are also readily 

noticeable increases for Theftl Assault, Burlary, Robbery and l during the 

juvenile period, for Incorrigible, runaway, and Truancy. Perhaps even 

more apparent are the increases from cohort to cohort in the proportion of 
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TABLE 2. PERCENT IN POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY COHORT ANn AGE PERIODS \..N 
00 

Ages 6-17 Ages 18-20 Ages 21+ Total 

~ 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Traffic 25.4 17.2 10.1 52.2 39.0 31.3 49.4 36.7 28.9 42.5 28.4 17.8 
Disorderly Conduct 24.3 21.7 14.4 14.5 20.4 26.4 19.3 26.8 34.5 19.9 22.8 19.5 
Suspicion, Investigation 16.6 19.9 15.1 16.9 2S.1 12.2 21.0 22.4 15.1 18.9 21.9 14.2 

Liquor 6.1 5.1 2.3 4.0 1.9 2.1 2.0 1.6 1.0 3.6 3.3 2.2 
Theft 7.8 9.6 12.9 3.0 3.0 5.4 1.1 1.9 3.1 3.6 5.7 9.9 
Incorrigible, Runaway, Truanc}' 9.6 14.0 26.5 1.0 .2 .3 .1 .2 3.2 6.5 16.8 

Vagrancy 2.6 2.7 1.7 1.6 2.1 .7 .5 .7 1.3 1.4 2.0 1.4 
Auto Theft 2.9 1.9 2.4 1.2 .7 1.5 .2 .1 .2 1.2 1.1 2.0 
Sex Offenses .6 1.2 .9 2.0 1.5 1.3 .9 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.0 

Assault .S 1.0 2.3 .2 1.0 2.4 1.2 1.8 2.1 .8 1.2 2.3 
Burglary 1.6 2.8 6.2 .6 .6 3.8 .2 .4 .8 .7 1.6 5.1 
Weapons .5 .4 .7 .2 .4 1.4 .5 .4 1.2 .4 .4 .9 

Violent Property Destruction .6 .2 .7 1.0 .7 Lo3 .1 .4 1.0 .4 .4 .9 
Forgery, Fraud 1.0 .8 .2 1.2 1.9 .7 1.4 1.8 .4 1.1 1.2 
Robbery .4 .8 .2 .3 2.0 .5 .3 .7 ,3 .4 1.1 

Gambling .1 ,2 ,1 .1 .2 .3 .1 .2 .1 .1 
Narcotics, Drugs 1.5 .6 4.7 .3 2.2 5.9 .1 .8 2.8 
Homicide - .1 .1 .1 .3 - .1 .1 

Other 1.0 .6 .6 1.2 1.3 1.0 1.6 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.0 .8 

TOTAL 100.2 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.2 100.0 99.9 99.9 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.1 

Percent Part I 12.7 15.9 24.6 5.2 5.6 15.3 3.2 4.5 7.'2 6.5 10.0 20.5 \ 

Mean Contacts per Person in Cohort 1.3 1.9 2.1 .8 1.1 .9 2.2 1.2 .3 4.3 4.2 3.3 
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contacts for Part I offenses in each age period, particularly for the 

period 6-17. A more detailed analysis in which controls for race/ethnicity 

and sex were used is presented in Appendix B. 

DUl'ing the collection of data on police contacts the address at which 

the alleged offender lived at the time of each contact and the address at 

which the contact occurred \'lere coded according to a block numbering system 

established by the U.S. Census in 1970. To each Census block number we 

assigned Cartesian coordinates so that home addresses of alleged offenders 

and places of contact could be computel' mapped by any other variable or 

set of variables. These may be located in their appropriate ecological 

or natural area for either 1960 or 1970, thus making it possible to computer­

create a visual representation of the distribution of police contacts by 

place of residence or place of contact according to type of contact, age 

of person, sex of person, and race/ethnicity. 

The age of the individual at each contact and the date of each contact 

is included in the data set and permits determination of whether contacts 

occur in rapid succession with only a few days between them or whether 

they are spaced over a span of years. Date of disposition by police has 

also been coded so that we can determine if there are multiple contacts 

soon after the individual has been dealt with by authorities in one manner 

or another or if attempts to control (sanctions) result in a considerable 

time lapse before that person has another contact with authorities.9 

The length of time each member of a cohort resided in the conununity 

\'las determined to permit differentiation between persons with partial 

careers and those with continuous residence. This has facilitated handling 

the problem of mortality in longitudinal studies. We \'lere concerned with 

39 
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identifying those who entered the system later than their birth date (for 

all practical purposes later than age 6), those who left Racine before the 

age of 18, and those who left before the police contact cut-off date for 

. h 10 thelr co ort. This painstaking location and verification process was 

continued in Racine during the interviewing phase for anyone whose pre-

sence could not be established by those means available in Iowa City. The 

end result of the residence duration coding for the age of 6 through 1976 was 

4,079 persons with continuous residence in Racine. It is to these persons 

whom we shall refer, unless indicated otherwise, in the analyses which 

follow. 

Although the main thrust of this research is toward determination of 

the extent to which there is continuity between juvenile and adult police 

contacts and how those who continue differ from those who terminate, some 

emphasis has been placed on race/ethnic and sex differences in order to 

obtain a better understanding of the problem. The small number of Blacks 

and Chicanos in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts make comparisons of this nature 

difficult across cohorts. TIlis problem is even further exacerbated when 

one attempts to describe sex differences within race/ethnic groups for 

specific time periods in careers. This is a problem that cannot be avoided 

in birth cohort studies that encompass an entire community \'/here the 

Black and Chicano population constitute a very small minority in the oldest 

cohort because they constituted only a small percent of the city's total 

population at the earliest period in the research. The findlngs which 

follow cannot be faulted on this basis, however. We shall still be able 

to show 'how recorded police contacts (juvenile delinquency and adult crime) 

involve Whites in most areas of the community, ho\'/ the problem is shared 
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in the inner city, and how continuity seems to be greater for those who 

reside in the inner city whether they are White, Black, or Chicano. 

A PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION OF COHORT DIFFERENCES 

As an initial way of analyzing cohort differences the rates for each 

contact type within age periods are presented in Table 3. The first set 

of rates was obtained by dividing the number of contacts of each type by 

the number of persons in the cohort. Similarly, the second set of rates 

was derived by dividing the number of contacts by the number of persons 

in the cohort who had contacts. This permits an examination of changes in 

the cohort and changes in the people who have contacts. These are the 

bricks with which the structure is built. They may be combined and re-

combined in any number of ways in order to obtain a better understanding 

of what makes for continuity to the extent that types of contacts and 

their frequency is at least a partial determinant of continuity. Tables 

with controls for race/ethnicity and sex are described in Appendix B. 

From Table 3 we find that the rates for three categories of police con-

tacts increased from cohort to cohort during the age period 6-17 more 

than did others, Incorrigible, runaway, and Truancy, Theft, and Burglary, 

whether the rate be for the cohort or for those in the cohort with contacts. 

The rates for five other categories of contacts were also higher from cohort 

to cohort, Assault, Weapons, Violent property destruction, Robbery, and 

Drugs, although these are not high-rate categories. The rates for other 

offense categories, although in some cases relatively high, either declined 

or revealed no steady increase across cohorts. In sum, however, Part I of-

fense categories were higher from cohort to cohort for both persons in 

the cohorts and for those persons with contacts. , 
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TABLE 3. POLICE CONTACT TYPE: MEAN RATES BASED ON NUMBER OF CONTACTS DIVIDED BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN COHORT AND NUMBER OF PERSONS IN COHORT WITH CONTACTS 

Traffic 
Disorderly Conduct 
Suspicion, Investi-

gation 

Liquor 
Theft 
Incmrrigib1e, Runa-

way, Truancy 

Vagrancy 
Auto Theft 
Sex Offonses 

Assault 
Burglary 
Weapons 

Violent Property 
Destruction 

Forgery, Fraud 
Robbery 

Gambling 
Narcotics, Drugs 
Homicide 

Other 

TOTAL MEAN RATE 

Part I Mean Rate 
Number of Contacts 

Number of Persons 
in Cohort 

Agos 6-17 

Cohort 
Persons with 

Contncts 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 195~ 

.335 .334 .209 

.321 .419 .297 

.220 .386 .312 

.0811 .098 .048 

.103 .187 .267 

.126 .271 .549 

.035 .053 .053 

.038 .037 .050 

.008 .022 .018 

.006 .020 .047 

.021 .055 .128 

.006 .009 .014 

.008 .005 .015 

.019 .017 

.009 .017 

.002 .003 .001 
.031 
.001 

.013 .011 .013 

1321 1.936 2.068 

.168 .307 .510 
836 2511 4444 

633 1297 2149 

\. 

.838 .694 .476 

.802 .872 .674 

.549 .801 .70B 

.202 .204 .110 

.257 .388 .607 

.316,5631.246 

.087 .111 .080 

.095 .077 .113 

.020 .047 .040 

.016 .042 .107 

.051 .114 .292 

.016 .018 .• 032~ 

.020 .010 .034 

.040 .039 

.018 .038 

.004 .006 .002 
.070 

--". .001 
.032 .022 .029 

3.304 4.024 4.698 

.419 .638 1.158 

836 2511 4444 

253 624 946 

Ages 18-20 

Cohort 
Persons with 

Contacts 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

.411 .41u .292 1.3001.041 .844 

.114 .217 .247 .360 .544 .714 

.133 .268 .114 .420 .670 .328 

.032 .020 ,020 

.024 .032 .050 

.008 .002 .002 

.013 .022 .006 

.010 .007 .014 

.016 .016 ,013 

.002 .011 ,023 
• 005 , .006 .036 
.002 • uOS .014 

.008.007.012 

.002 .012 .012 

.002 .003 .019 

.001 .001 

.006 .044 

.001 .001 

.010 .014 .009 

.787 1.066 • t)3lj 

• 041 . 060 • 143 

498 1383 2008 

633 1297 2149 

• 

.100 .050 .058 

.075 .081 .145 

.025 .006 .007 

.040 .056 .018 

.030 .017 .040 

.050 .041 ,036 

.005 .027 .066 

.015 .015 .104 
,005 .012 .039 

.025 .017 ,004 

.005 .031 .05.1 

.005 .008 .055 

,002 .004 
,015 .128 
,002 .003 

.030 .035 .027 

2.490 2.670 2.699 

.130 .151 .413 

498 1383 2008 

200 518 744 

Ages 21+ 

Cohort 
Persons with 

Contncts 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1.070 .450 .082 2.027 1.152 .507 
.417 .328 .098 .790 .840 .605 

.455 .275 .043 .862 .7C4 .265 

.043 .020 .003 

.024 .023 .009 

. 002 .002 

.011 .000 .004 

.005 .001 .001 

. 021 .015 .003 

.025 .022 .006 

.005 .005 .002 

.011 .005 .003 

.081 .051 .017 

.045 .05!) .055 

.003 .006 _._ • 

.021 .022 .023 

.009 .002 .003 

.039 .038 .017 

.048 .055 .038 

.009 .014 .014 

.021 .014 .020 

.003 .005 .003 .006 .014 .~17 . 
• 016 ,017 .OOS .030 .044 .032 
.011 .004 .002 .021 .010 .012 

.006 .001 .012 .002 -- •• 

.006 .027 .017 .012 .069 .014 
-.-- ._-- .001 ---- ---- .006 
.035 .016 .003 .066 .042 .017 

2.164 1.224 .283 4.102 3J36 1.752 

.070 .055 .021 .132 .140 .127 

1370 1587 608 1370 1587 608 

633 1297 2149 334 506 347 

'I 

Total 

Cohort 
Persons with 

Contacts 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1.8151.199 .584 2.630 L734 .987 
.852 .965 .642 1.233 1.395 1.086 

,807 .928 .468 1.1691.341 .792 

.155 .138 .701 .2~4 .200 .121 
,152 .242 .326 .no .350 .552 
.136 .275 .551 ,1~7 .398 .932 

.059 .084 .045 .Ob5 ,122 .076 

.052 .045 .064 .076 .065 .109 

.044 .053 ,033 .064 .077 .056 

.033 .052 .076 .048 .076 .128 

.030 .066 .167 .044 .096 .282 

.019 .019 .031 .028.027.052 

.019 .017 .029 .028 .025 .050 

.017 .049 .040 .025 .070 .068 

.011 .015 .038 .016.022.064 

.008 .005 .002 .011 .007 .004 

.006 .033 .092 .009 .048 .155 
,001 .002 .001 .004 

.057 .041 .025 .082 .059 .042 

4.272 4.2263.285 6.1886.110 5.560 

.278 .422 .673 .403 .6101139 

2704 5481 7060 2704 5481 7060 

633 1297 2149 434 897 1270 

, 

\ 
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For, the age period 18-20, contact rates for Disorderly conduct not 

only had a high rate for the 1942 Cohort but increased to the point of 

having the second highest rate for the 1955 Cohort, whether it be the cohort 

rate or the rate for persons with contacts. Theft and Drug rates sho\'led 

the next most notable increases across cohorts. Four other categories, 

Assault" Burg1al'YJ Weapons, and Robbery, although having relatively low 

rates of occurrence, also had higher rates across cohorts. Rates for 

Part I offense categories again increased across cohorts fOl' both measures .I 

particularly mean contact rtl.tos for pel'sons \'lith contacts. 

NlUnericallYJ for the combined age per iods 6-17 and 18·· 20 there were 

no Drug contacts in tho 1942 Cohort J 8 in the 1949 Cohort J but 16 in the 

1955 Cohort. In sheer numbers J Burglary increased from 16 to 79 to 353.1 

Assaul ts from 5 to 40 to 150.1 Armed i'obbery from 1 to 15 to 77. Actually .I 

it is numerical changes such as these which arouse the concern of persons 

in tho juvenile and udult justice systems" as well as the public who 

learn about it in the media 01' experience it ,as victims. 

Despite sevon years less exposure for the 1949 Cohort and 12 years 

loss oxposuro for tho 1955 Cohort, comparisons across cohorts for the age 

period 21 or oldo:!.' raveal that rates for Part I offense categories for 

per~ons \'lith contacts remained almost tho same, indicating that contacts 

for serious crimes have indeed been on tho upswing from cohort to COhOl't. 

By the same token, it is revealing to noto that the rates for TheftJ 

Assault, Burglary, and Narcotics, and the Part I offense category in 

goneral are higher from cohort to cohort for total years of exposure 

while the total mean l'ate has declined. This, combincu \'lith the treml for 

other age periods, is evidence of consistent increases from cohort to cohol.'t 

.tn the ser iousncss of recorded police contacts. 

... 
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We must also keop ill mind that there are at least two lovels of 

phonomena with which we must bo concerned: 1) change in individuals 

throughout the lifo cycle> and 2) changes in the larger society or in 

subgroups which have as their consequenco changes from cohort to cohort. 11 

In other ,.,.ords J we are concerned about cont inui ty in carCH;:rs among 

persons in a cohort but we must also recognize changes which come not 

from the individual members of cohorts but are generated by conullunity-

level changes in record keeping J police administration> staffing at various 

levels in the juvenile and adult justice systems l and in the orientat:ion 

of the judges of various courts as they l'espond to community pressures. 

What we shall see is that there are gradual linear changes in cohorts l 

that there are gradual linear changes in arrest rates for the entire COIll-

munitYJ but that there are also non-linear J rather abrupt changes in 

individual careers and in the rates for the entire cOllununity. At tho 

same time that we are concerned ,'lith gradual linear changes that are re-

lated to the life cycle I we arc aware that there are drrunatic changes 

that must also be considered and explained. SOllie of the latter may be 

explained by changes in individuals that come about whon they roach the 

age that new Statuses are acquired, and consequently ne\.,. 1'0105 I and others 

may be related to major changes in the focal concerns of subCUltural 

groups or the larger cOllununity. 

SUMMARY 

We must close this discussion ''lith the caveat that our bricks consist 

of police' contact records which mtly be influenced by administrativo policy 

and changes in the eyes of the behOlder J i. e. J how tho police officer per-
1 !-

-; r . 
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caives and records the behavior of juveniles and adults. It is possible 

that behavior that was once hal'l.dled informally and not recorded resulted 

in an official contact in later years. Nonetheless J these are the data 

that f.orm the basis for daily reports that ultimately reach the crime­

foaring public. These are the kinds of increases in delinquency and crime 

that gonerate public concern. And it is with these data that we must ,.,.ork 

in order to develop an understanding of the nature of delinquency and 

crime, their relationship to each otherJ and their relationship to the 

social organization of the conununity. 

I 
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FOOTNOTES 

Mr. Leland Johnson, Director of Pupil Services in the Racine Unified 

School District, has been supportive of our longitudinal research projects 

in Racine since the 1950's. Without his continued assistance and advice 

none of the research that we have conducted would have been possible. 

2 Marvin E. Wolfgang, Robert M. Figlio and Thorsten Sellin, Detinquencu 

in a Bi!lth Coho!lt (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972), p. 29. 

3 For the sake of simplicity in our language we shall use the term of 

aoho!lt in the remainder of our presentation to signify those persons from 

each total cohort whose residence in Racine conullenlled at or before the age 

of 6 and continued \Y'ithout significant interruption until the cut-off date 

for data collection. 

,. Chief Donald J. Dodge, Assistant Chief Milton Hagopian, Lieutenant 

George Kopecky (Supervisor of the Records Division), and Captain Kermit 

McDonald (Head of the Juvenile Bureau), were helpful in every possible way. 

Had Lieutenant Kopecky not developed such an excellent records division 

during the tenure of Chief Leroy C. Jenkins (1956-1972), the study would 

not have been feasible. Had he not microfilmed and indexed police contact 

data for the early years, we would not have considered a study of three 

cohorts covering such a long span of time. Cooperation was continued after 

Chief Dodge retired under Acting Chief Hagopian and the present chief, 

James J. Carvino. After Lieutenant Kopecky's retirement we were assisted 

by the new supervisor of records, Ms. Jeanine Botting. 

5 The contact categories 

those in Delbert S. Elliott 

(Lexington: D.C. Heath and 

(capitalized in text) are similar to 

and Harwin L. Voss, DeZinquency and D!lopout 

Co., Lexington Books, 1974), p. 82. The only 

significant difference is that E1liott and Voss did not code contacts for 

Suspicion, investigation, or information or for Traffic offensl~s. Our 

categories are also similar to those utilized by Wolfgang, Figlio, and 

Sel,lin, op. cit' J pp. 68-69; they, however, coded contacts tnat \'1ere made 

in the course of police investigations but also omitted contacts for 

Traffic offenses and did not include Incorrigible, runaway, nor Truancy, 

nor did they code several low-incidence categories separately. When the 
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contacts for Suspicion, information, arid investigation and Traffic cate­

gories were eliminated and the distributions for males only in each study 

compared (the Philadelphia study did not include females) there was 

considerable similarity, with the differences largely explainable by age 

variation and years that each of the cohorts were followed. 

6 Victimization rates (measures of occurrence among popUlation groups 

at risk) have been developed from surveys of a National Crime Panel 

sponsored by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. These rates 

enable us to see the relative risk of being a specific type of victim to 

which various race/ethnic, sex, age groups were subjected in that year. 

Although they are the closest that we can get to the delinquent and 

criminal act, we did not believe that reports of contacts with victims 

were central enough to our concerns to merit the time required to code them. 

7 From the beginning of the study no one has been more interested in our 

research than Juvenile Court Judge John C. Ahlgrimm (now Chief Judge of 

Racine and Kenosha Counties). His cooperation has been fo1lowed by that of 

the present Juvenile Court Judge, Dennis Flynn. 

8 It should be noted that the distribution of contacts for those persons 

in each Cohort with continuous residence was, with few exceptions, not sig­

nificantly different from the distribution for those who did not have 

continuous residence. 1~ese differences were so small that we concluded that 
persons with continuous residence were Tepresentative of the total cohort. 

Most of the tables in this volume are therefore based only on those persons 

from each cohort who were defined as having continuous residence in Ra.cine. 

This problem has been d~alt with in Michael R. Olson, A LongitudinaZ AnaZysis 
of OfficiaZ C!liminaZ Ca!lee!lsJ unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, 1978, and in 

Predicting AduZt C!liminaZ Ca!lee!ls f!lom JuveniZe Ca!lee!lsJ multilithed Progress 

Report to LEAA, November 1976. 

9 We shall dis~uss the extensive literature on factors related to the dis-

position of juvenile and adult contacts with the police and the courts in the 

chapter on disposition. 

10 We were fortunate in having a set of Racine City Directories for 1947 

through 1975 present in our office and were able to borrow telephone direc­

tories from the Wisconsin Bell Telephone Company for the period covered by the 

study for Racine, Kenosha, and surrounding areas. 
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1 1 Understanding the increase in drug and narcotic behaviors is a case 

in point. Kandel, for ex.ample, has reminded us that three kinds of changes 

may be confounded in a longitudinal study based on only one cohort. There 

are changes: 1) that reflect motivation; 2) that are associated with 

historical change; and 3) that are generated by the peculiarities of a 

particular cohort. See Denise B. Kandel, Longitudinat Researah on Drug 

Use: Empiriaat F'ind'ings and MethodoZogiaaZ Issues (New York: Hemisphere 

Publishing Co., 1972:), p. 32. 
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Chapter 3. Changi~Rates of Delinquency and Crime for 
the City of Racine 1951 - 1977 

POLICE CONTACTS AND ARRESTS AS MEASURES OI< CHANGE 

49 

The variation in police contact rates described in Chapter 2 suggests 

that before continuing an analysis of the relationship of juvenile delin-

quency to adult crime it would be fruitful to examine the data in their 

historical context. We shall commence by comparing the cohorts with trends 

in rates of delinquency and crime for the entire city during the period 

during which the cohorts were at risk. 

Since there has been considerable confusion about the operational 

definition of police contact vs. arrest vs. referral, even among persons 

familiar with the research literature on juvenile delinquency and adult 

crime, a word of explanation should be inserted at this point. Recorded 

police contacts, as the reader will remember, may be initiated by a citizen 

complainant, by an agency, or by a police officer who detects a juvenile in 

the act of committing what would be considered a crime for an adult, engag-

ing in behavior which could be considered injurious to the juvenile or to 

others and thus warrants intervention, or simply on the officer's suspicion 

that something is taking place, an investigation which the officer wished 

to conduct, or as a consequence of the officer's attempt to seek information 

from a juvenile or juveniles about activity that had taken place in the area. 

All cohort contacts were omitted, however, if they did not involve personal 

contact between the cohort member and a police officer, if the cohort mem-

ber was merely mentioned in connection with an investigation, or if the 

contacts were in the nature of assistance calls. 

There is no necessity to take the juvenile into custody in a large 

percentage of the instances of police contact and, as we have shO\'lD, the 
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juvenile is most often counselled and released. This may be the same as 

an arrest to some people even though the juvenile is released within a few 

minutes. Juveniles are not usually told that they are under arrest and 

may not even realize that being taken into custody is the equivalent of being 

arrested. However, in other instances, an officer judges that more formal 

action is required. For a considerable portion of the years covered by 

this research the Juvenile Bureau was only in operation five days of the 

week and only part of the day. Thus, the officer on patrol could call a 

juvenile officer to take the juvenile home, phone the parents later about 

the incident if they were not at home when the juvenile was returned, or 

perhaps even request parents to report to the Juvenile Bureau with their 

child. If the juvenile actually wus brought to the Juvenile Bureau the 

police disposition, rather than counselling and release at site of the 

contact, could be u decision to counsel and release at the station. 

If the matter was serious and the Juvenile Bureau was closed, the officer 

could contact a court worker from County Probation who would decide whether 

or not to place the juvenile in detention. But whatever the handling of the 

contact, a report was made to the Juvenile Bureau about the incident. The 

nature of juvenile misbehavior, however, is such that contacts could occur 

when the Juvenile Bureau was closedj consequently, relatively few referrals 

were made directly to it during the period of the study. A referral made 

during this period was for all practical purposes directly to the County Pro­

bation office. The procedure was such that a juvenile temporarily taken into 

custody did not share the same arrest experience as that of adults. 

When a juvenile was taken to the Juvenile Bureau there were several 

alternatives available to juvenile officers. The first, of course, was to 

counsel and release the juvenile. Another was to summon parents to the 
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station and then, after counselling, to release the juvenile to the custody 

of the parents. If behavior at the time of contact was of a serious enough 

nature that officers of the Juvenile Bureau decided that the juvenile should 

be placed in juvenile detention, this decision would be communicated to the 

parent and to a court worker or the judge. The Juvenile Bureau could also 

informally refer the juvenile to any other agency or person whom they 

thought might deal with the problem effectively. 

What we are saying, in essence, is that police have contacts with 

juveniles atld the crucial point is whether or not the juveniles are counsel-

led and released or referred to County Probation or some other agency for 

assistance, as it is termed when dealing with juveniles. l Therefore, our 

first level of cohort contact data consists of recorded police contacts and 

our second level consists of referral data. By contrast, official data 

published by law enforcement agencies, including the Racine Police Depart­

ment, are usually based on offenses reported or known to the police and 

arrests. When juveniles are included they are those who have been taken into 

custody as a consequence of contact with the police, but not necessarily re-

ferred. 

We find that offenses reported or known to the police occur at a far 

higher rate than arrests. These rates parallel each other because a 

proportion of, the offenses reported or known to the police result in an 

arrest. Crimes cleared by arrest are an entirely different matter because 

they constitute a proportion of the offenses which the police know to have 

occurred and which have been solved by arrests. Numerous offenses may, of 

course, be cleared by a single arrest. 

As most la\'l enforcement off, >i.~rs and sociologists know, the arrest rate 
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of juveniles (when we call taking them into custody an arrest) is much higher 

than that of adults. This is probably not because juveniles are that much 

more criminal than adults but because the nature of their offenses (high 

visibility) is such that they are more likely to be apprehended and taken 

ihto custody; thus they constitute a disproportionate share of those who are 

arrested. For example, between 1955 and 1977, 4696 to 7596 of the persons ar-

rested in Racine for robbery, burglary, larceny, and auto theft were under 

the age of 18. Since 1965 this figure has never been below 60%. It might 

also be noted that as juveniles go past the teens and even into early adult-

hood their pattern of misbehavior is such that the probability of being 

detected by the police is high. The offenses in which they are engaged in 

that period are the kinds which to ordinary citizens seem most threatening 

to life and property.2 

In reiterating the nature of our measures of involvement in delinquency 

and crime for the cohorts and how they relate to similar measures to be 

found in annual reports of the Racine Police Department, an increase in 

police contacts mayor may not result in increased rate of referral or an 

increase in the rate of arrests. At the same time, both referral and arrest 

rates may increase without an increase in the rate of police contacts. We 

shall show, however, that seriousness of the reason for a police contact is 

the most crucial determinant of whether or not a juvenile is referred. 

COURT TRENDS VS. CITY-WIDE TRENDS IN DELINQUENCY AND CRIME 

In placing the cohort contact data in historical perspective we commence 

by looking at the rate of police contacts per person by cohort and age at 

contact as presented in Diagrams 1 and 2, the curves plotted on a continuum 

of years from 1948 through 1976. 
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DIAGRAM 1. RATE OF POLICE CONTACTS PER PERSON BY COHORT AND YEAR OF· CONTACTS , I 
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The first thing that one might note on Diagrrun 1 is that, although the 

rate of contacts per person by ye." for the 1942 Cohort declined for a five 

year period from a peak at the age of 17 in 1959, it rose again in 1965, 

dropped to a low point in 1967, and then was again at the srune peak in 1969 

that it had reached in 1965, thereof tor declining to 1973. We next note 

that in 1966 the 1949 Cohort reached • higher peak than had the 1942 Cohort 

at its highest and that this occurred again at the age of 17 during essentially 

the srune period that the contact rate for the 1942 Cohort had conunenced to 

decline at the age of 24. Rates for parsons in the 1955 Cohort riso :ln 

essentin11y the sruno way as did tho earlier cohorts when thoy Wore at that 

age, the 1955 COhort apparently not directly affected by what Was gOing on 

in the community, th.t is, extraordinary Conununity events which brought about 

unexpected rises in rates for the 1942 COhort at the ages of 23 and 27. 

Diagram 2 drrunatizes these increases for the 1942 Cohort males and tho 

rather high peak for the 1949 Cohort males in 1966. It is also apparent 

that the females were relatively unaffected by Whatever produced riseu in the 

1942 COhort rates in 1965 and 1969 and the 1949 Cohort's highest rate in 
1966. 

In Diagrrun 3 We note that arrest rates in Racine for males ages 6-17 

went up sharply during the period from 1964 or 1965 to 1966 (the 1949 

Cohort's sharp increase Was consistent with this), paused, then moved up­

ward again throughout the late 60's and reached a peak in 1974. While fe­

male juveniles had been experiencing increasingly h1gher rates of arrest 

during this period, their rise Was not nearly as shurp as that experienced 
by males. 

Diagram 4 shows • Similar pattern in rates for the persons age 6-20 in 

55 
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DIAGRAM '4. RATE \. ' ARRESTS PER 1000 PERSONS AGES 6-20 IN RACINE BY YEARS* 
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Racine, one that we should probably expect considering the fact that three 

more years of the high contact-rate ages are added to the total on which 

these rates are based. 

Diagram 5 enables us to compare ages 6-17, 18-20, and 6-20 for males 

and females. Here we are able to see that it is the 18-20 year olds who 

experienced the sharpest increase in arrests, commencing in 1963 and con-

tinuing through 1966, reaching a plateau but rising again in 1973 to a peak 

year in 1975. Thus it becomes fairly obvious that the involvement of 18-20 

year olds with the pOlice increased during two different periods in Racine, 

followed by a sharp drop after 1975. 

The extent to which the arrest data reflect a real increase in youthful 

crime must await consideration of the possibility that policies changed so 

that police contacts resulted in a higher arrest rate. We are particularly 

interested, of course, in the possibility that public concern may have 

resulted in a hardening of police attitude and fewer street-level settle-

ments than previously. However, if there was an increase in more serious 

types of offenses, particularly those that are characteristic of that age, 

then the arrest rate could indicate a real rise in seriousness of youthful 

misbehavior and would not -be an artifact of changing police policy. 

Wi th this in mind,. we turn to Diagram 6, arrest rates for Part I of-

fenses per 1000 juveniles age 6-17, which must be compared with Diagram 3 

(in which there was no control for seriousness of offenses). The scale for 

Part I offenses differs from that for all offenses since the latter have a 

much higher incidence rate. Here we find that the rise in arrests for males 

for Part" I offenses is even steeper from 1962 to 1974 than that for all ar­

rests. When Diagram 7, which shows the arrest rates for Part I offenses 
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DIAGRAM 5. RATE OF ARRESTS PER 1000 PBRSQNS 6-17, 18-20, AND 6-20 IN RACINE BY YEARS* 
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for persons aged 6-20 is compared with Diagram 4 \'1hich was based on a1l 

arrests, the rise for males does not appoar to be sharper for Part I than 

for all " ... fenses. Thus) the rate of increase in arrests for male juveniles 

for Part I offenses has been sHghtly greater than has the increase for 

juveniles and young adult offenders combined. 

Diagrrun 8 for Part I offcns~s must be viewed in comparison to Diagram 5. 

Here we find that while the rise is to a higher point by 1975 for those in 

the age group 18-20) the arrest rate fo:1.' males and females combined follo\'1s 

essentially the srulle pattern whether we are looking at those 6-17 y(mrH 

of age or those 18-20 until 1974 where the downturn for the younger age 

group occurs a year sooner than that for the older age group just as in 

Diagram 5. It is also clear that the overall arrest rate reached a peak 

for persons in the 18-20 group in the middle 1960's and remained stable 

during a period in \'1hich Part I arrest rates were increasing more gradually. 

It is apparent that the Racine peak in crime occurred just after the 1955 

Cohort had reached what might be considered its normal peak, therefore 

having less impact on this group than it would have had had it been earlier. 

That tho increase in arrest rates for Part r offenses was greatest 

for juveniles and youthful offenders becomes even clearer \'1hen arrest rates 

for the age groups 6-17 and 18-20 arc compared with arrest rates for the 

persons of the ages 21-44, as shown in Diagram 9.3 

One must conclude that if arrest data arc an index of crime rates in 

Racine) tnt')n youthful crime has increased at a rate far beyond the increase 

for persons 21 years of age or older. 

There'is always a question, as we have indicated, as to what arrest 

statistics really mean. I~ere we to double the number of officers patrolling 
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the streets of Racine the arrest rate would undoubtedly show a marked rise. 

Were we to cut the police force in half there would certainly be a decline 

in arrests. However, as the chief of every police department knows, in-

creases and decreases are not of that order. To get at the meaning of 

arrest data we present Diagram 10 which has two curves, each on a different 

scale, (1) offenses reported per 1000 population and (2) arrests per 1000 

population for Part I offenses. Take 1963 for example. We note that the 

arrest rate is approximately 7 per 1000 and that the offenses reported per 

1000 is a bit over 50. In other words, the rate for offenses reported is 

7 times that of the arrest rate. In 1975 the arrest rate is approximately 

32 and the offenses rate is a bit over 160, or about five times as high as the 

arrest rate. This suggests that arrests for offenses reported were some-

what more likely in 1975 than they were in 1963. Therefore, the 1975 arrest 

rate indicates a greater predisposition to arrest or take into custody as 

a result of offenses reported. Street-level handling of offenses reported 

had probably decreased slightly during this period. Since the public has 

been alerted to increasing rates of crime by front page treatment of serious 

and dramatic lawbreaking and increasing incidence rates produced in the 

FBI I S Uniform Crime Reports, \'1hethel' the latter are entirely accurate or 

not, there has been concern expressed and it is not surprising that police 

react to public concern. 

These diagrams have been presented in order to give some idea of the 

background in which our cohorts were being socialized. For the members of 

each cohort to have slightly higher rates than the earlier cohort(s) (al­

though the 1955's did not have higher rates year by year in every case) 

should not be surprising considering the overall trend of delinquency and 

crime in the city (and the country). 

-~-----------~,~--~-
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CH~GES IN POLICE POLICY, ADMINISTRATION, AND RECORD KEEPING 

We shall no\'/ b'l.'icfly review changes which occurred in the polico de­

partment over the period of the study to see if they assist us in under­

standing the changes in police contact and arrest rates shown in these 

diagrams. Each change that might influence rates will be discussed in 

reference to cohort data and the of/ricial police data for the entire city, 

with reference to the cohort diagrams and to the diagrams showing changing 

rates of arrest per 1000 population in Racine at various agos. The question 

is how to explain some of the visible changes in rates which we have men­

tioned in the previous pages. 

The first annual detailed report of police departn,ent, activities was 

published by Chief Wilbur R. Hansen in 1949 and is the point at which we 

are able to begin an examination of the possibility that changes in 

staff, changes in procedure, or changes in lm'/ enforcement equipment would 

have an effect on contact or arrest rates. While it is possible that 

changes in policy took place which were not mentioned in the reports to 

\'/hich we have referred, we must rely on these reports as our primary source 

of data and insert data from interviews with the chiefs of police and others 

whom we have interviewed at gl'eat length. 

Ideally one would commence by saying that if changes of such and such 

type took place, then changes of such and such order might be expected in 

terms of contact or arrest rates for juveniles, persons 18-20 years of ag~, 

or older persons. It would also be possible to hypothesize changes in con­

tact or arrest rates for Part I vs. Part II offenses. We have not follo\'/ed 

this procedure, however, and simply commence by describing, year by year, 

changes which we notad from these annual reports. 
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The first change which might have had an impact on l'ates occurred in 

1952 when 20 women were hired as crossing guards to free patrolmen for 

police duty. This was followed by adding nine patrolmen to·the force in 

1953. And in 1954 radar traffic timers were used for thel first time. 

Diagram 5 shows a sharp increase in the rate of police arrests for persons 

18-20 years of age during this period that could be explained in part by 

an increase in arrests for traffic offenses. 

In 1955 the annual reports were expanded to include juvoniles in tables 

on persons arrested, making it possible to examine arrest rates for younger 

persons. Leroy C. Jenkins, \'1ho became Chief of Police in 1956, was more 

interested in reporting and developing sto,tistics than were previous chiefs." 

He also was oriented toward selected enforcement of law::, those of which 

violation was perceived as a threat to conununity safety. At this time, 

for whatever reason, \'1e see a rise in arrests for all age groups for all 

offenses including Part I offenses. Five new police officers were added in 

1957 an1 in 1958 the first female officers w~re hired, one a full-time 

policewoman for the Juvenile Bureau. Figures on arrests for prost:ltud.on 

were included in annual reports for the first time this year. Chief Jenkins 

also introduced street-level handling for juveYliles for their first, second, 

and often their third offenses. We note that offenses for persolls 6-17 

declined while the rate for those 18-20 continued to rise (Diagrnm 5). 

In 1959 a traffic bureau was established and a full time traffic in­

vestigative squad introduced. Street-level handling of juveniles was 

expanded and a new juvenile records system was established under the 

direction of George Kopecky. During 1959 Racine police had 2,943 contacts 

with juveniles. Of these, 43.790 were d.isposed of at the street level by 

'. I 
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\\ 
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reprimand and notification of parents. Anothe:t' 25.1% were dealt with by 

the Juvenile Bureau in essentially the same way. The Juvenile Bureau dis­

posed of yet another 14.5% following an interview with the part;,nt. Only 

16.7% of the contacts with juveniles invol.ved a referral, most of these to 

either the Juvenile Traffic Court (43.5%) or to County Probation (30.0%). 

'I'he SEMP Program (Selective Enforcement Manpower Placement) was intro­

duced in 1960 and Jenkins provided for four special squads: (1) Traffic In­

vestigation, (2) Forgery, (3) Burglary and Robbery, including auto theft, 

and (4) Major Crimes, Violent. TX'affic enforcement was increased and re-

sulted in a 12PIi increase in Traffic arrests and an 8M increase in drunken 

driving arrests. The possible impact of these changes is most noticeable 

for the 18-20 yoar ago group. 

'rhe 1961 Anhual Report stated that the four SEMP squads instituted in 

1960 resulted in an increase in arrests for hit and run, forgery, burglary, 

and robbery. Figures for suspicion and investigation were not included 

separately prior to 1961. Juvenile arrests continued to decline during 

this period as a consequence of increased street-level handling. Since the 

youth population was increasing and arrests were declining, the decline in 

rates for those 6-17 years of age for Part I offenses was quite marked. It 

\'las pointed out in 1962 that the juvenile population of Racine, age 12-18, 

had probably doubled during the past five years and additional staff was; 

requested for the Juvenile Bureau. These were granted in 1963 with th~ 

addition of seven persons. Note that this \'las followed by a marked increase 

in the arrest rate for juveniles 6-17 for Part I offenses. This, of course, 
, 

does not show up for all juvenile offenses as much as for Part I offenses 

because of the street-level handling policies continued by Chief Jenkins. 
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A 10% increas~ in police complaints handled occurred in 1964. Arson, 

vandalism, curfel} violations, and runaways were not included as separate 

categories prior to this year, which raises a question as to the extent of 

their prior inclusion in the "other" category. One change this year which 

would have an impact on statistics was the inclusion of any form of assault 

in Aggravated Assault (Part 1), many of these haVing formerly been hidden 

in complaints categorized as family troubles, fights, disorderly conduct, 

dt'unkcnness, ete. We therefore expect and find a continued growth in rates 

for oach age group, most notably among those 18-20 years of age. 

A separate Robbery Squad was ar;ti vated in 1965. On the other side of 

the ledger (in terms of impact on statistics), traffic and moving vehicle 

violations were no longer included in the arrest data. This suggests that 

other and more serious offenses must have shown a sizeable increas~ at this 

time for the rate to continue to rise so steeply (see Diagrams 5 and 6). 

In this year's Annual Report Chief Jenkins indicated that crime was increas­

ing faster than was the population rate in Racine. Two additional police­

women were added to the Juvenile Bureau. Weapons offenses doubled. One 

other innovation which is very likely to have added to the police contact 

rate (we also noted that cohort rates had a sharp upturn in that year) was 

the introduction of a now field reporting system whereby officers called in 

their reports to a tape recorder in the police station. 

It was during this period (1965) that at least 35% of those arrested for 

Part I offenses each year in Racine were Black, as wel.'C over 20% of those 

arrested for any roasol'\ (see Diagram 11). Considering the fact that only 

10% of Racine's population age 6 through 44 was Black at that time, and 

~-----~--------­ ---------------
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that by 1970,409.; of those arrested for Part I offenses were Black, the concel'n .. I 
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Ch ' f f Poll'ce for understanding of the genesis of expressed by the le 0 

delinquency and crime was quite appropriate. s 

In 1966 a grid system and census tract maps showing where more serious 

crimes occurred were added to the Annual Report and Assaults were again 

divided into aggravated and non-aggravated assaults, a policy which should 

slightly decrease the rate of arrest on Part I offenses, perhaps one of 

the reasons that the rate declined slightly for persons 18-20 years of 

age at that time. 

Further changes were made in the reporting system in 1967 with some 

offenses formerly listed as assault or theft (robbery that did not involve 

a weapon) now categorized as robbery. Purse snatching, for example, was now 

Attempted breaking and entry was also now recorded as recorded as robbery. 

burglary, thus an inc;rease in burglary. The combined effect of these 

l'ncrease l'n the arrest rate for Part I offenses as shown on changes was an 

pertinent diagrams. 

In 1968, where possible, sworn personnel were replaced by civilian 

employees and were thus released for patrol work. Civil/racial disturbances 

reached their peak during the summer of 1968 (note the increased proportion 

of Blacks in total arrests on Diagram 11) and it is believed that this 

influenced the continued rise of arrests for all types of offenses. In 

1969, 32 positions were filled by civilians which further released police 

" A TactJ.' cal AssJ.' stance Group was formed. It officers to patrol actJ.vJ.ty. 

was during this year that civil disturbances reached another peak in April 

and a curfew was imposed on the city by the mayor. Purse snatching was again 

recorded as a larceny rather than as a robbery. 

Rates continued to rise in 1970 and the Annual Report referred to 

,. 
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serious drug problems in the community as well as to a depressed economic 

situation which was cited as the reason for an increase in robbery. A 50% 

increase in drug arrests and a shift to the use of "harder" drugs was 

noted in 1971. At the same time, the drinking age was lowered to 18 in 

Wisconsin so that there was a balancing effect from these changes. A full-

time Morals Squad was reactivated in that year. At this time the police 

department no longer became involved in non-support cases, shifting them 

to the Racine County Sheriff's Department. 

Chief Jenkins retired in August of 1970 and Chief Donald Dodge assumed 

the position. Foot patrols 1.v'ere reinstituted during this year. It was 

noted that 69% of the persons arrested for Part I offenses were under the 

age of 18. At this time the Juvenile Division was expanded to operate on 

Saturday, Sunday, and holidays from 8 a.m. to 12 p.m. Sixteen patrolmen 

were added to the department and the arrest rate for persons 18-20 con-

tinued its rapid rise. 

In 1974 larceny of property under and over $50 in value was combined 

into one category which, of course, increased the arrest rate for Part I 

offenses. In 1975 five civilian jailers were hired, and five additional 

officers were freed for patrol duty. Drunkenness and vagrancy were treated 

as assistance calls conunencing in 1975. This was the year in which arrest 

rates for persons 18-20 reached a peak and commenced to decline. 

By 1976 the Annual Report indicated a 21% drop in reported burglaries. 

This was attributed to expanding semi-monthly burglary meetings which in-

cluded the Sheriff's Department, police departments of several surro';,mding 

communities, the Crime Analysis Unit of the Racine Police Department, and 

its Tipster Program. This, however, could be responsible for only a part 
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of the drop (a very rapid one) :i.n arrest rates for all offenses and for 

Part I offenses in 1976, a national as well as local trend. 

In 1977 Chief Dodge retired and Chief James Carvino replaced him. 

Changes which he instituted would, of course, have little immediate impa~t 

on the ).onto shown in the diagrams to which we have been referring. 

While this is obviously an tax post facto type of analysis, changoS' 

in reporting procedures, an increase in the number of officers available 

for patrol, and special task forces or enforcement groups did playa 

part in the increasing rates of arrest between 1951 and 1977. At the same 

time, changes in policy of one sort or another had effected increases or 

decreases in the rates, depending on which policy change is considered. 

It is also quite probable that the erratic declines and rises in police 

contact rates for the 1942 Cohort may be explained by reporting a,d policy 

changes that have just been described. 

FOOTNOTES 

Although not pertinent to the period covered by this study it 

should be mentioned that a juvenile cou:t't intfl.ke section was established 

in 1974 and juveniles, instead of being referred to the Juvenile Bureau, 
are no\'1 usually referred to the juvenile court intake. Counselling is 

now done by social service agoncies, clergy, staff in the runaway house, 
RUSH house l and the staff of juvenile intake itself. Referl'al to 

Juvenile Probation now takes place only after there has been a referral 
to the Juvenile Court or juvenile intake. Tho District Attorney's 

Office no\~ has a JUVenile court prosecutor. When procedures are dia­
grrulUned according to the earlier system, they are generally similar 

to a diagram that \"ould be drawn for the present period, excopt that 

the system has become increasingly complex beyond the point of juvenile 

court intnke or what we previously referred to as County Probation. 
2 

Thj.s translates into the fact that teenage youth in the process of 
growing up tend frequently to be disruptive of the peace and quiet of 

the conununity, not a real threat to life and limb o.f any large propor­

tion of the population. During this period the kinds of personal and 
property crimes which they commit) while not threattming the whole 

fabric of the social order or the economic organization of society, are 
disturbing to people at every socioeconomic level. Perhaps it is tlus 

traditional emphasis on crimes against property of a rather simpl~ type, 

this traditional emphasis on dealing with thieves, burglars, and robbers, 
which has resulted in the growth of the new criminology which seeks to 

place less emphasis on violations of this nature and becomes more con­
cerned about institutionalized crime or, to be more precise, corporate 
cl'ime. 

3 In order to compute the rates described in this chapter the 1950, 

1960, 1970 Census and projected popUlation figures for Racine beyond 
1970 were broken dm'ln into age groups and rates were based on estimates 

developed for each intercensal year and for years beyond 1970. Rather 

than use the total number of persons 21 through the latest age of survival 

in Racine, \'Ie used 21 through 44 because the proportion of the population 
over 21 inVOlved in crime is disproportionately composed of persons of 
this age. 
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4 
His interest in objective procedures went beyond this Qnd it was he 

who initiated the ten-phase grading system for police officers and com­
mendations for superior performance. 
5 

In his Annual Report, Chief Jenkins stated that, "Emphas~.s is now 
being placed on civil rights, sociological studies and new and unfamiliar 
police procedures. The policeman of the future most certainly will not 

be cast from the pattern of the present model." lie went on to quote from 
the President's Crime Conunission, " •.. the most important method of dealing 

with crime ~s by preventing it--by ameliorating the conditions of life 

that drive people to commit crimes and that undermine the restra:lning 

rules and institutions craated by society against anti-social conduct." 
Continuing, the chief emphasized his position by saying, "Poverty, racial 

antagonism, family breakdown, and restlessness of young people are the 

most frequent socia.l problems associated with crime and delinquency. Re­

ducinc:r the tension in these areas most certainly would reduce cel'tain ~, 

crimes. The problem becomes one of shifting police pers1")nnel to new 

areas of activity, from street fights to conference rooms; from dealing 
with the individual to dealing \dth whole community problems. Law 
enforcement has never done this kind of work before, but the challenge 
must be met." 

Chapter 4. The Problem of Measuring Seriousness of Careers 

DEVELOPING MEASURES OF SERIOUSNESS 

Measurement of the incidence of official delinquency is one problem 

but the development of an index of seriousness of offenses or an index of 

the seriousness of careers presents an even greater problem, particularly 
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if th(~ latter 1s to be accomplished at a reasonable cost from either police 

contact or self-report data. Robinson attacked measurement problems with 

unusual sophistication in Mea8uraing DoUnquenay and, although she concluded 

on a negative note, her work must still be considered the starting point 

for those who also face the same problem. 1 While Sellin and Wolfgang made 

an undeniable contribution in The Mea8U1lement of DeUnquenaYJ their method 

of indexing delinquency might be considered more complex than necessary in 

order to obtain a useable index. 2 Wolfgang and his co-workers made only 

limited use of it in DeUnquenay irt a Birath Cohorat. 3 

Number of Contacts as a Measure of Seriousness 

A simple approach to construction of an index of seriousness is to add 

the number of police contacts for each person by age periods (e.g., 6-17) 

or for the person's lifetime. Frequency of contact can be utilized as an 

index of the seriousness of delinquency or crime for an age period for any 

segment of a cohort or may be used as an index of seriousness of individual 

delinquency or crime for persons in any segment of a cohort. In Chapter 2 

it was noted that although the menn nWllbcr of contacts for nll persons in t'ach 

cohort by age periods differs from tht' mean number of contacts by ngc periods 

for only those per.sons \\'ho had contacts during that period, both sets of 

mtH1ilS have the same general relationship to each other. We also 
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went a step further J in the manner of Wolfgang J Figlio ~ and Sellin in 

VoUnquo'l1.cy ,in a B'l~!t;1l Colw:t'i; J and utilized t}H."l proportion C'f c:ontacts for 

Part I offemie categories as another index of the relative seriousness of 

t. ' d f '" I cohort anti for thoso the l)Qlit.!C contacts ,.lud ng CH1C'1 age perla or cue 1 

who had contacts in each cohort. 

1XP.c-Seriousness Score~-¥s a Measure of Seriousness 

To develop a more meaningful mensure of seriousness the 25 categories 

of police contacts were classified in six levels of seriounes-s'.':t-in· terms of 

whether or not the contact was a Felony against Persons, a Felony against 

Property, a Major Misdemeanor, a Minor Disdelneanor, a Juvenile Condition 

(status offense), or a contact for Suspicion, investigation, or information. 

While this is a more or less arbitrary arrangement, it is consistent with 

police reporting practices. The justification for using this scoring system 

t'csts on the legal distinction between felonies and misdemeanors. Criminal 

law specifics that illegal acts be treated as relatively serious (felonies) 

or as less-serious (misdemeanors). 

The scoring system used in developing this measure assigns Felonies 

against Persons the highest (Le., most serious) score of 6 and Felonies 

against Property the secon 11g es score. , d 1 • h t of 5 Certain acts. although 

normally considered felonious, may be dealt with as misdemeanors under 

specific circumstances at the discretion of law enforcement officials. 

For example, Burglary is treated as a felony when a house is entered but 

as a misdemeanor when it involves a locked vehicle. In order to reflect 

this dual status, these offenses are designated as Major Misdemeanors and 

receive a score of 4. Other acts are invariably regard as misdemeanors 

by the law. For example, Vagrancy and Disorderly conduct are never 
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classified as felonies. These Minor Misdemeanors are given a score of 3. 

WHh the advent of the juvenile justice system, age became a mitigating 

condition under the law. An offense committed by a juvenile is treated 

differently (usually in the direction of lenience) from one committed by 

an adult. Additionally, a new set of offenses developed which could only 

be committed by the young, e.g., Truancy, Incorrigibility, runaway, un­

governability, the so-called juvenile status offenses. The catch-all 

Vagrancy and Disorderly conduct statutes are also frequently invoked to 

deal with youthful misbehavior. We have designated the juvenile sta.tu,!) 

offenses and Vagrancy or Disorderly conduct, when committed by those under 

ORe 18, as Juvenile Conditions and given them a score of 2. The final cate-

gory of offenses consists of instances when indi viduals werl~ stopped on 

the street for Suspicion, investigation, or information at the discretion 

of the police officer. No criminal allegations need necessarily have been 

involved. HO\~ever, a contact for any of the above reasons usually carries 

an implication of at least potential \'Irongdoing and becomes part of an 

individual's contact record. These relatively minor incidents receive a 

score of 1. The content of each of these categories is shown in Table 1. 

Our rationale for the inclusion of traffic contacts in each measure of 

seriousness will be presented later in this chtil,ter. 

Geometric Scores as a Measure of Seriousness 

The difficulty with additive measures is that the scores refer to 

aggregates. If each person's score is computed, we know only what the 

score is and nothing about how it was generated. In order to desqribe 

careers parsimoniously we next constructed a Geome,ric scale, an extension 

of the Guttman scale technique which has the advantage of representing ever)' 

79 



- --- ---------~----

80 - 4 -

perfect Guttman type and every error type with a distinctive score. 

To construct such a scale one simply assigns (in order of seriousness) 

1 point to a contact for Suspicion, investigation, or information, 2 points 

to a contact for n Juvenile Condition, 4 points to a Minor Misdemeanor, 

8 points to a Major Misdemeanor, 16 points to a Felony against Property, 

and 32 points to a Felony against a Person. Those who have had a contact 

for each category would have a score of 63, for example. There are, how-

ever, both advantages and disadvantages to this approach to measuring 

seriousness. 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF SERIOUS CONTACTS 

The distribution of contacts utilizing the type-seriousness scoring 

system is shown in Table 2. In each cohort and in each age period there 

were far fewer police contacts with females than with males (differential 

contact rates were presented in detail in Appendix B), but the distribution 

of contacts by s€:x does not indicate that the males consistently commit 

the most serious offenses. Comparison of the mean seriousness of male 

and female contacts in Table 2 does indicate, however, that male contacts 

more frequently fall in the more serious categories in each age period for 

each cohort than do female contacts. With one exception, the mean serious-

ness scores of male contacts are ~s high as or higher than the mean seriousness 

scores for female contacts. Were the mean seriousness of contacts for 

each sex for each age period of each cohort. computed by dividing the total 

seriousness of contacts by the number of persons in the cohort or the nwnber 

of persons with contacts, the sex differences shown in Table 2 \",ould be far 

greater. 

TABLE 1. SERIOUSNESS OF POLICE CONTACTS: ORDINAL RANKING OF SIX MAJOR 
CATEGORIES AND THE OFFENSES INCLUDED IN EACH' 

Score 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

Felony A g a i n st:, Pe!~.: The following offenses are given a score 
of 6 when treated as felonies by the police. 

Robbery 
Assault 
Sex Offenses 
Narcotics/Drugs 

Homicide 
Escapee 
Suicide 

Felony Against J:.:r~jl,ertt: '1110 following offenses are given a score 
of 5 when treated as felonies by the police. 

Burglary 
'l'heft 
Auto Theft 

Forgery 
Fraud 
Violent Property Destruction 

Major Misdemeano~: The following offenses are given a score of 4 
when treated as misdemeanors by the police. 

Robbery 
Escapee 
Theft 
Narcotics/Drugs 
Weapons 

Assault 
Fraud 
Violent Property Destruction 
Burglary 
Forgery 

Minor Misdemeano!: The following offenses are given a score of 3 
when treated' o:s misdemeanors. by the police. 

Obscene Behavior Moving Traffic Violations 
Disorderly Conduct Other Traffic Offenses 
Vagrancy Gambling 
Liquor Violations Family Problems 
Sex Offenses Other 

Juvenile Status: The follO\'ling offenses are given a score of 2 when 
the alleged offender is under 18 years of age. 

Vagrancy 
Disorderly Conduct 

Incorrigible/Runaway 
Truancy 

COlltact for Susp.i.c,ion, In..v.estigation, Information: The category is 
given a score of 1 when the complaint report indicates a contact 
for any of these reasons. 
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TAnLE 2. PERCENT OF CONTACTS IN SERIOUSNESS OF'~ONTACT CATEGORY BY COHORT, SEX, AND AGE PERIOD 

Ages 6-17 Ages 18-20 

Males Females Males Females 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Felony Against Person .5 .8 2.7 2.2 3.6 .7 1.3 9.2 5.3 .7 4.1 
Felony Against Property 5.3 6.2 11.5 1.1 .3 3.0 2.3 2.8 9.0 1.1 3.6 
Major Misdemeanor 9.1 11.6 16.6 5.3 9.3 14.7 5.0 6.0 10.1 1.5 7.6 
Minor Misdemeanor 48.0 41.3 24.9 33.7 28.8 23.8 46.2 40.5 44.4 35.1 42.6 47.3 
Juvenile Condition 9.3 13.0 25.4 12.6 20.7 33.9 1.1 .3 .2 .4 .4 
Suspicion or Investigation 27.7 27.1 18.9 47.4 38.7 21.0 44.6 49.2 27.1 59.6 53.7 37.1 

Total 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 

Mean Seriousness 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.0 2.2 2.6 2.2 2.2 3.0 2.0 2.0 2.5 
Number of Contacts 733 2179 3600 95 323 843 439 1110 1560 57 270 448 

Ages 21+ Total 

Males Females Males Females --
1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Felony Against Person 1.7 2.2 7.7 1.7 3.9 7.9 1.1 1.3 4.9 1.8 2.3 4.2 
Felony Against Property 1.1 2.0 2.2 .7 2.6 2.6 4.2 10.1 .3 .7 3.1 
Major Misdemeanor 3.7 5.6 8.6 1.7 3.9 5.3 5.6 8.6 14.2 2.4 5.1 11.5 
Minor Misdemeanor 45.5 47.8 52.6 41.8 51.1 57.2 46.4 42.9 32.6 38.3 40.3 34.7 
Juvenile Condition .1 .6 .7 3.1 6.3 16.3 4.0 8.0 20.0 
Suspicion or Investigation 48.0 42.2 28.9 64.2 39.8 27.0 41.1 36.7 22.0 53.2 43.7 26.6 

Total 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 99.9 100'.0 100.1 100.0 (00.1 100.1 

Mean Seriousness 2.1 2.3 2.8 2.0 2.4 2.8 2.3 2.4 2.9 2.0 2.2 2.6 
Number of Contacts 1191 1302 456 177 284 152 2363 4591 5616 329 877 1443 

\ 
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TABLE 3. PERCENTAGE OF RAijINE BIRTH COHORTS WHOSE MOST SERIOUS POLICE CONTACT WAS AT SPECIFIED LEVEL 

Birth Cohort 

1942 1949 1955 

Cause of Contact Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 

Felony Against Persons 5.1 1.8 3.6 5.7 2.9 4.5 12.7 4.6 8.8 

Felony Against Property 8.1 .4 4.7 9.5 , .9 5.8 9.0 2.1 5.7 

Major Misdemeanor 12.6 2.2 8.1 13.2 5.9 10.1 10.6 6.5 8.6 

Minor Misdemeanor 40.4 19.1 31.1 37.0 19.6 29.5 24.8 16.0 20.6 

Juvenile Condition 1.1 1.8 1.4 1.6 2.0 1.8 3.8 4.2 4.0 

Suspicion, Investigation, 
or Information 16.9 22.7 19.4 14.6 21.0 17.3 10.9 12.0 11.4 

Contacts of Any Type 84.2 48.0 68.3 * 81.6 52.3 69.0 71.8 45.4 59.1 

N 356 277 633 740 557 1297 1114 1035 2149 

\ 

*The percent who have ever had a contact is slightly smaller than in other tables 
because of loss in rounding. 
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When mean seriousness rates were computed for each age period for 

each race/ethnic I sex segment of each cohort by dividing the munber of 

serious contacts (Felonies against di!;l Person or Property and Majgr Misde­

meanors) by (1) the tlumber of persons in that segment of the cohort, and (2) 

the number of persons with conta~ts, in nQ case was the mean nwnber of 

serious contacts greater for females than for males (See Appendix C, Table 1). 

A ftJ,rther comparison of se'ej,Qusness based on mean frequency of con­

tacts and proportion of cohort with contact~ mean frequency of serious 

contacts and proportion with serious contacts, and frequency of Part I 

contacts and proportion of cohort with Part I contacts (all by age period, 

cohort, race/ethnicity,and sex), revealed that in every comparison the 

means of males are higher than those of the females. In fact, of 486 

comparisons for the three age periods there are only two instances where 

females could be considered more delinquent than their mule counterparts 

(see Appendix C, Tables 2A through 20). Furthermore, \'Ihen persons in 

each cohort are classified acctt:,t'ding to the most serious reason for police 

contact that they have had (Table 3) a considerably higher proportion of 

the males than females from each cohort have Felonies against Persons, 

Felonies against Property, and Major Misdemeanors. The increase in the 

proportion cohort by cohort who have ever had a Felony against either 

property or person is shown in Table 4. 

TABLE 4. PERCENT OF RACINE BIRTH COHORTS WHO EVER HAD POLICE CONTACT 
AT EACH SERIOUSNESS LEVEL _ ...... 

Seriousness Level 1942 1949 1955 -'. % N % N % 

Felony Against Persons 3.6 23 4.5 58 8.8 
Felony Against Property 6.2 39 7.6 99 9.9 
Major Misdemeanor 13.1 83 16.4 213 17.4 
Minor Misdemeanor 45.7 289 46.7 606 37.8 
Juvenile Condition 10.1 64 13.5 175 20.0 
Suspicion, Investiga,tion, or 

Information 58.8 372 55.7 723 37.6 

N 

190 
213 
375 
812 
430 

808 

..... .. I 
II 
·1 

II 
II 
I 

-~ ~ .. 
~\ 
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Although we have previously commented on the fact that contact £re-

quency rates have not become higher across a11 cohorts, seriousness rates 
, 

have become higher across cohorts within each age period for males and 

females and for almost every l"llce/ethnic I sex group, no matter which 

measure is utilized (See Tables 2A through 20 of Appendix C). This is 

even more apparent when the race/ethnic I sex groups are combined fOil each 

cohort as has been done in Table 5. Here it can be seen that seriousness 

becomes higher across cohorts in both earlier age periods and for most 

measures during the adult period. It is also clear that seriousness 

generally declines from age period to age period within each cohort. 

We have concluded as a consequence of examining the findings from the 
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six-point seriousness scale that it is reasonable to represent the serious-

n~ss of any person's career by simply multiplying the number of contacts in 

each category by the weight of that category. (See Appendix C, Table 2E, 

for mean seriousness of careers by race/ethnic:i.ty I sex.) 

GEOMETRIC SCALING WITH SERIOUSNESS CATEGORIES 

IVhen police contact data for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts were utilized in 

generating a Geometric score for each person in these cohorts the discon-

tinuous nature of the distribution suggested that we might have a quasi-

Guttman scale. (The distribution of Geometric scores for total careers 

for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts may be found in Appendix C, Table 3. Tables 

4 and 5 present the distribution of Geometric scores by age period and 

sex.) Examination of the distribution of persons in each cohort by per-

fect scale types revealed that neither cohort was scalable (with type-

seriousness categories rank-ordered from most serious to least serious), 



TABLE SII. SUMMARY OF BASIC STATISTICS ON FREQUENCY AND SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS BY COHORT AND RACE/ETHNICITY 

Ages 6·17 Ages 18-20 Ages 21+ Total 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Number in Cohort 633 1297 2149 633 1297 2149 633 1297 2149 633 1297 2149 
Number of Contacts 836 2511 4444 498 1383 2008 1370 1587 608 2704 5481 7060 
Number: of· Persons 253 624 946 200 518 744 ~\34 506 347 434 897 1270 

with Contacts 

% with Contacts 40.0 48.1 44.0 31.6 39.9 34.6 52,,8 39.0 16.1 6E.6 69.2 59.1 
Mean Contacts per Person 1.3 1.9 2.1 .8 1.1 .9 2.2 1.2 .3 4.3 4.2 3.3 
Mean Contacts per Person 3.3 4.0 4.7 2.5 2.7 2.7 4.1 3.1 1.8 6.2 6.1 5.6 with Contacts 

% of Contacts Serious* 14 .. 0 17.7 29.0 7.7 8.8 25.4 6.1 9.6 17.8 8.8 13.1 27.0 
Mean Serious Contacts .2 .3 .6 .1 .1 .2 .1 .1 .1 .4 .6 .9 per Person 

Mean Serious Contacts .5 .7 1.4 .2 .2 .7 .2 .3 .3 .5 .8 1.5 per Person w/contacts 

% of Contacts Part r 12.7 15.9 24.6 5.2 5.6 15.3 3.2 4.5 7.2 6.5 10.0 20.5 
Mean Part I Contacts .2 .3 .5 - .1 .1 .1 .1 .1 - .1 .3 .4 .7 per Person 

Mean Part I Contacts .4 .6 1.2 .1 .2 .4 .1 .1 .1 .4 .6 1.1 per Person w/contacts 

*Serious Contacts = Felonies against the person or property and major misdemeanors. 
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errors in reproducibility exceeding 20% for each cohort. At the same time, 

the Geometric scores were interesting in that 00% of each cohort fell in 

10 of the 64 Geometric types (no contacts considered as a type). While 

the six type -seriousness categories did not generate a scale with the inuu"nal 

consistency which is characteristic of a Guttman scale, most people had 

delinquent and/or criminal careers that fell into a relatively small 

number of types of careers. 

A score of 8 or above indicated that a person had a police contact 

for at least one Maj or Misdemeanor or a more serious offense; 15.696 of the 

1942 Cohort and 20.3% of the 1949 Cohort did so. Only 7.0% of the 1942 

Cohort and g. 9~ci of the 1949 Cohort had scores of 16 or above, 1. e., had 

a police contact for at least one property felony or a more serious offense 

category. Geometric scores were higher in every age period for the 1949 

Cohort than the 1942 Cohort, and the difference \'1as even greater when 

comparisons were made of total careers. Scores were also higher for mllies 

than females in every age period. 

THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF SCORES 

Which of these three measures is the best measure of seriousness of 

delinquent and criminal behavior? This depends, of course, I')n what 

is to be done with them. If the simplest possible index of delinquency or 

crime is desired, then the number of police contacts is the best measure. 

The number of police contacts accumulated during any given period indicates 

how frequently a person's behavior has led to police attention. This kind 

of "score" presents no difficulty for hardl-pressed records divisions of 

police departments. If the overall seriousness of a career as measured by 

, 
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frequency and reasons for contact is desired, then the six-point serious­

ness score has certain advantages over the number or contacts alone. ' 

The highest and mean or median scores for each measure are presented 

in T;able 6 by cohort, sex, and age period. The range of police contacts 

acquired by persons in each cohort (indicated by the highest number of 

poHce contacts in Table 4) becomes greater from cohort to cohort for the 

6-17 and 18-·20 age periods, where each cohort has the same years of exposure 

and is generally greater for males than females. The mean number of con­

tacts for each cohort, although presented in earlier tables and in appen­

dices, are shown in Table 6 to facilitate compa~ison with mean seriousness 

scores and Geometric scores. That the mean total career score fClr persons 

declined very little across cohorts in spite of the considerable difference 

in years of exposure indicates thllt frequency of cohort contact \'lith the 

police has increased from cohort to cohort. 

The range of seriousness scores increased across cohorts fo11O\'Iing 

essentially the same pattern as did number of contacts except that when 

total careers were considered there \'1 a!, an even greater increase f01' the 

females than the males. The mean seriousness scores of persons in each 

cohort increased from cohort to cohort more consistently for the younger 

age period!; than did the mean ntunber of police contacts. 

The range of Geometric scores (which we did not compute for the 1955 

Cohort because we found that they did not permit efficiency in predict.ion 

beyond that possible with either the number of contacts or seriousness of 

contacts) changed very little or did not change across cohorts, particularly 

for the males. Median Geometric scores for males also remained the same 

(the median score of 5 indicates that the person had one or more contacts 
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TABLE 6. HIGHEST AND MEAN OR MEDIAN CAREER SCORES FOR MEASURES BY COHORT, 

AGE PERIOD, AND SEX 
= 

1942 
1949 
1955 

1942 
1949 
1955 

1942 
1949 
1955 

1942 
1949 
1955 

1942 
1949 
1955 

1942 
1949 
1955 

1942 
1949 

1942 
1949 

M 

6-17 

F T 

20 13 20 
46 18 46 
61 29 61 

Highest Number of Contacts 

18-20 21+ 
M F T 

14 6 14 
33 30 33 
40 24 40 

M F T 

55 12 55 
30 34 34 
13 7 13 

M 

Total 

F T 

66 27 66 
96 96 96 
76 41 76 

Mean Nwnber of Contacts for Persons in Cohort 
2 .. 1 
3.0 
3.2 

.3 1.3 

.6 1.9 

.8 2.1 

1.2 .2 .8 
1.5 .5 1,1 
1.4 .4 .9 

3.4 .6 2.2 
1.8 .5 1.2 

.4 .2 .3 

6.7 1.2 4.3 
6.2 1.6 4.2 
5.0 1.4 3.3 

Mean Nwuber of Contacts for Persons \'lith Contacts 
3.6 1.8 3.3 
4.7 2.1 4.0 
5.8 2.6 4.7 

65 
128 
164 

23 65 
38 128 
82 164 

5.3 .7 3.3 
7.7 1.3 4.9 
9.2 2.0 5.7 

2.7 1.5 2.5 
3.0 1.9 2.7 
3.1 1.9 2.7 

4.8 2.1 4.1 
3.5 2.2 3.1 
1.9 1.5 1.8 

Highest Seriousness 
36 16 36 151 
80 84 84 81 

134 68 134 41 

Scores 

28 151 
90 90 
27 41 

7.9 2.5 6.2 
7.6 3.0 6.1 
7.0 3.1 5.6 

197 27 197 
245 76 245 
264 116 264 

Mean Seriousness Scores for Persons in Cohort 

2.7 .4 1.7 
3.3 1.0 2.3 
4.2 1.1 2.7 

7.2 1.3 4.6 
4.1 1.2 2.8 
1.1 .4 .8 

15.2 2.3 9.6 
15.0 3.4 10.0 
14.5 3.5 9.2 

Mean Seriousness Scores for Persons with Contacts 
9.4 3.6 8.2 

12.2 4.5 10.3 
16.4 6.5 13.0 

62 29 62 
63 47 63 

5.9 3.0 5.4 
6.5 3.7 5.9 
9.3 4.8 7.9 

10.2 4.1 8.7 
8.0 5.1 6.1 
5.1 4.0 4.8 

Highest Geometric Scores 

57 36 57 61 37 61 
61 37 61 61 41 61 

18.0 4.9 14.0 
18.3 6.5 14.5 
20.2 7.7 15.6 

63 39 63 
63 47 63 

Median Geometric Scores for Persons with Contacts 

5 
5 

2 
4 

4 
5 

4 
4 

1 
1 

4 
4 

5 
4 

1 
4 

4 
4 

5 
5 

3 
4 

5 
5 
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for Suspicion, investigation, or information and for Minor Misdemeanors; 

the score of 4 represents one or more contacts for Minor Misdemeanors). 

most noticeable change is for juvenile females, this indicating that they 

have developed a greater range in patterns of juvenile misbehavior. The 

The 

extent to which the females have changed in the direction of participation 

in more serious delinquency and crime, although apparent from observation 

of tho entire range of Geometric scores, is better represented by the in­

creased proportion of their contacts for Part I offenses or simply by the 

seriousness scale which we have already discussed. 

When eb.ch. measure was correlated with each other measure by age periods 

it was found that while these measures are closely related (particularly 

for the males), number of contacts and seriousness of contacts have the 

highest correlations for each age period and for both sexes; most were 

.96 or above (See Table 6, Appendix C). As we have said, there is some 

question about th~ appropriateness of correlating Geometric scores with 

the other scores because the Geometric scores are not equal-interval scores 

and might more properly be considered rank order or even nominal scores. 

Furthermore, when age periods for one measure were correlated with follow­

ing age periods for the same measure, the correlations were higher for 

number of contacts and for seriousness scores than for Geometric scores 

and high correlations are a basic requisite to predicting continuity in 

careers. We shall therefore make only limited reference to Geometric scores 

based on seriousness. 

THE POSSIBILITY OF CONSTELLATIONS OF CONTACTS 
INDICATIVE OF SERIOUSNESS OF CAREERS 

Before leaving the subject of measuring the seriousness of careers 

i "" 
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further comment should be made in support of our decision to include Traffic 

offenses and contacts for Suspicion, investigation~ 1)1' information in our 
. 

measures of seriousness. Sociolclgists have been concerned about the 

possibility of developing a typology or scale which takes into consideration 

the interrelationship of various categories of offenses. Thus, each 

person's score would be based not on the number of contacts in each category 

and some simple weighting of categories as we have just done, but on weights 

related to the probability that a given category of contact-generating 

behavior would be part of a larger pattern of behavior tyPical of serious 

delinquency. Thef.1: wei8hts could be derived from regression analysis or 

some other multivariate technique. Factor analysis, for example, would not 

only provide a basis for assigning weights to different reasons for police 

contact, but should at the same time determine if there are groups of 

people who tend to share the same delinquent and/or criminal behaviors 

as represented by categories of police contacts. 

This issue is related to the issue of offense specialization dealt 

''lith by Wolfgang and his co-, ... orkers through the use of stochastic modeling. 

They were concerned, however, with \ ... hether the probability of committing an 

offense was greatest when it was preceded by a similar offense and utilized 

the categories of Nonindex, Injury, Theft, Damage, and Combinations. They 

concluded that there is some tendency to repeat the same tyPe of offense 

but that the probabi 1i ty of repcti tior", except fol' theft offenses, l'Ias 101'1." On 

the other hand, Bursik (.using the same ca~cegories as did Wolfgang) has analyzed 

the careers of 750 Chicago youths who hll,d been adjudicated delinquent by 

the agl' of 17 and found evidence of some sped ali zCltion. S Hi s 

snmple differs from that of the Philadelphia and Racine cohorts, however J 
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in that the adjudicated Chicago youth were more likely to have a greater 

proportion of serious contacts in their records than do members of a birth 

cohort. 

As Bursik indicates, even if transition probabilities to the same 

type of offense are not highly probable, transition to a different but 

related offense may be the pattern. It is for this reason that we were 

primarily interested in determining if the offenses of individuals are 

related, everl though the analytic technique employed loses the sequential 

dimension. 

Geometric scaling of reasons for police contact (not the seriousness 

levelS utilized in the Geometric scale presented in this report) revea~ that the 

recorded contacts of most offenders are of a random nature and most 

combinations of contacts are not meaningful in that they do not invalvp. 

related activities.6 Since this issue is not central to our current re­

search we have not pursued it further at this timc,7 

Following our concern for the possibility of interrelatedness of types 

of contacts they were arranged in 38 different categories based on type 

and seriousnp«:.s and subj ected to the SPSS factor anal}/sis I'outine. This 

procedure failed to reveal any meaningful constellations of contacts for 

males or females in either the 1942 or the 1949 Cohort. We failed to find 

any evidence that there are constellations of acts that could be considere.i 

indicative of a particular type of career. Likewise, we failed to find 

other constellations of persons whose contacts suggested that they were 

play-oriented rather than career-oriented behaviors. While some factors 

consisted of categories that would be expected to cluster together (and 

most of them were rather serious, i.e., felonies), these factors also 

- 12 -

contained reasons that are not often considered as serious. Moving vehicle 

violations were a part of Factor 1 for males in the 1942 Cohort (which also 

included Robbery, Theft, and Escapee) and Factor 2 for males in th~ 1949 

Cohort (which 'also included Theft, Di~orderly conduct, Vagrancy, and 

'Liquor, offenses) ~ :thus' 'Stlpportd:ng . our decision to include police con-

tacts for Traffic offenses (See Table 7 in Appendix C). It has been our 

contention that the automobile plays an important part in the generation of 

both delinquent and adult criminal behavior. On the other hand, since 

Traffic offenses are usually dealt with in traffic court and are considered 

to be of a different order from other offenses. we have done , some separate 

analyses for Traffic vs. other offenses and shall continue to do so. 

93 

Since the possibility of eliminating contacts for Suspicion, investi­

gation, or information had also been raised (it too had been a part of either 

Factor 1 or 2 for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts) it was decided that even further 

attention should be given to this problem. When all police contacts were 

divided into Traffic, Non-traffic, and Suspicion, investigation, and in­

f'rmation categories, and the number of contacts in each category for each 

person were correlated, age period by age period and for total careers, 

we found relatively little linear correlation, although the highest cor­

relations for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts were for Non-traffic contacts and 

contacts for Suspicion, investigation, or information. 

Perusal of the tables from which these correlations were generated 

revealed that there were much stronger non-linear relationships generating 

fairly high Gammas for many groups. Here the highest relationships varied 

with age periods and with the particul~r variables being correlated, al­

though the most consistently high correlations "\Vore again for Non-traffic 
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contacts and contacts for Suspicion, investigation, and information 

(ranging from .533 to .722), which suggests that persons who have police 

contacts for Non-traffic reasons are also likely to have been stopped for 

questioning during each period of their careers. 

When we looked at the values of Somers' As~nmetric 0 we found that, 

with one exception, the variable which had the greatest strength as the in­

dependent variable for the 1942 Cohort also had the greatest strength as 

the independent variable for tht.~ 1949 Cohort. Past the age of 17., Traffic 

had the greatest strength as the independent variable for each age 

period when the number of Traffic and Non-traffic contacts wer~) correlated. 

The same was true when the number of Traffic contacts was correlated 

with the number of contacts for Suspicion, investigation, or information at 

every age period and for total careers. On the other hand, when the number 

of Non-traffic contacts was correlated with the number of contacts for 
(" .. . .. 
.:>Usplclon, InvestlgatlOn, or information, the highest relationships were 

obtained with Non-traffic contacts as the independent variable. 

The extent to which these categories of contacts are intertwined and 

the fact that Traffic contacts so consistently produce the highest asymetric 

relationships convinces us that all categories of contact should be included 

in some analyses while others will exclude them, and even others will in­

clude only the most serious offense categories in the attempt to predict 

who will have continuing contacts or the attempt to explain how some 

juveniles continue to have more SUbsequent contacts than do others. 

SUMMARY . 

Three measures of seriousness have been examl'ned', b num er of police 

----- ---- ------
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contacts, an additive score with weights based on the frequency of contacts 

at six levels of seriousness, and a Geometric score derived from the six 
, 

levels of seriousness but based on combinations of contact categories, 

Examination of the results led to the conclusion that number of contacts 

and the number of contacts in each seriousness category were simple but 

useful measures of either seriousness during age periods or total career 

seriousness. 

While number of contacts and seriousness of contacts as measures of 

seriousness of delinquency indicate an increase in seriousness across 

cohorts for the juvenile and young adult periods, the proportion or mean 

number of police contacts that may be classified as Part I offenses high­

lights across-cohort changes even more clearly, particularly if those 

persons with contacts, rather than the number of persons in the cohort or 

of a race/ethniclsex segment, are used as the basis for deriving a pro-

portion or mean. 

The extent to which Traffic contacts were intertwined with Non-traffic 

contacts indicated that, while separate analyses should be made of Non­

traffic contacts where appropriate, Traffic contacts should be included 

in measures cf seriousness. We shall~ of course, conduct analyses in 

which only those police contacts for the most serious offense categories, 

such as felonies or felonies and major misdemeanors, are included. Thus, 

the concerns of those who wish to focus on only the most serious types 

of offenses and offenders will be considered as well. 

-----------~ 

, 
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Contacts by males in the Racine cohorts The margina1s for police 
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9
- in the 

> 75 39.- in the 1949 Cohort, an . 0 

(79.5% in the 194.2 Cohort, . 0 h t 23 8~ in the 1949 Cohort, 
~h ft (20 1~ in the 1942 Co or, . 0 

1955 Cohort) and ~ e . 0 basis of the margina1s 
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an • 0 '. d 1 h' and Cook County con-" h' h differ from the PI :lla e p J.a 
alone, flndlngs w lC " 1" zation will be obtained by 
c1usions. A better test of sequentlal specla 1 , 

f the following broad categories: Disorderly conduct, etc., 
utilization 0 R bb and Burglary; As-Theft, including Auto Theft; Liquor and drugs; 0 ery 

sault; Sex offenses. 
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Chapter 5. The S atial Distribution of Delin uenc and Crime 

INTRODUCTION 

In Chapter 1 delinquency was conceptualized as a product of the 

learning process, one in which juveniles grow up in social or ecological 

areas with varying s00ial characteristics and crime and delinquency levels. 

The incidence and seriousness of reasons for police contacts in Racine 

and for the three cohorts have been described in Chapters 2, 3, and 4. 

In this chapter we shall acquaint the reader with the ecology of Racine 

and the widespread prevalence of police contacts, first by place of 

contact and then by plac~ of residence for persons Who have police con-

tacts, as well as the high incidence of police contacts in the inner 

city and its interstitial areas. 

In order to describe patterns of police contacts within the city 

and the effects of the city's social and economic organization on the 

incidence and prevalence of delinquency and crime, police contacts must 

be located geographically. The coding procedure which permits location 

of police contacts and addresses of cohort members at the time of contacts 

by means of Census tracts and blocks has already been described in Chapter 

2. The location of a city block, by itself, does not allow us to draw 

any conclusions about the influence of social and economic factors on 
1 

crime and delinquency levels. Sociologically meaningful spatial units 

from a previously developed ecology of Racine are therefore utilized in 

the analysis to fOllow. 2 

The exact procedures employed in generating these areas are described 

in Appendix D. Land use maps permitted us to start by developing a 
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general map of the city IS conunercial, industrial, park, and public use 

areas. Block data from the 1960 and 1970 U.S. Censuses were utilized in 

developing scale scores representative of the housing characteristics 

of each block which, in turn, were aggregated into 26 relatively homo-

geneous subareas (ranging from inner city Subareas 1 and 2 to the highest 

socioeconomic status Subarea 26) and then into five larger Natural Areas 

(where Area A consists of the inner city and Area E represents subareas 

peripheral to the city with the best housing), as shown on Map 1. 

THE SUBAREAS OF RACINE 

Since the number of residential blocks and the total number of 

blocks, the size of the population in each area, and the number of 

persons from euch cohort who reside in each area varied from area to 

area (whether suba::rens or natural areas) and from cohort to cohort, 

the number of contacts taking place by area of resiQp.nce or place of 

contact alone cannot be considered an index of delinquency and crime 

for those who resided in the area or for the area itself. We shall 

later see that raw mnnbers do have meaning in understanding how people 

come to look at an area, but let us first present some simple rates 

taking into consideration the size of each subarea in residential 

blocks and disregarding differences in length of cohort careers. 

One can see by looking at Table 1 and at Map 1 that the average 

(mean) number of police contacts per block decreases systematically, 

with few exceptions, from the inner city out\'lnrd, The average number 

of police ~ontacts per block by persons from each cohort residing in 

these areas at the time of contact (although a rather gross measure) 

also decreases from the inner city outward. 

NATURAL AREAS OF RACINE 
BASED ON 19'0 CENSUS Of 

HOUSING DArA 

LEGEND 

HOUSING AREAS 

o pOOREsr 
~ RANKS 1-2 

RANKS 3-8 

RANKS 9-14 

RANKS 15-19 

~ RANKS 20-26 
BEsr 

MAP 1 99 
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TABLE 1. FREQUENCY OF CONTACTS IN AREA BY COHORT RESIDENTS OF AREA: RATES BASED ON NUMBER OF BLOCKS IN AREA 
, 

Police Contacts Anywhere 
1-1 

Number of Police Mean Iblice Contacts Mean Contacts Anywhere 0 

Subarea Contacts in. Area Eer Block in Area by Residents of Area by Residents Eer Block a 

No. Blocks 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 Type of Area 

1 80 465 823 989 358 1050 1256 Inner City: Central Bus-
2 81 811 1259 1134 477 769 897 ine5s District, Indus-

161 1276 2082 2123 7.93 12.93 13.i9 835 1819 2153 5.19 11.30 13.37 try, Poorest Housing 

3 25 163 249 327 136 222 413 Interstitial Area: 
4 81 261 485 708 249 433 644 Deteriorating Housing 
5 53 263 518 477 239 461 483 Adjacent to Industry 

159 687 1252 1512 4.32 7.87 9.51 624 1116 1540 3.92 7.02 9.69 

6 25 47 115 153 79 154 229 Area of Rev:italization Effort 
7 14 8 17 36 21 56 130 Barrio 
8 65 73 247 308 157 385 423 Peripheral Commercial 

104 128 379 497 1.23 3.64 4.78 257 595 782 2.47 5.72 7.52 

9 30 94 128 160 139 169 146 
10 52 149 208 251 167 189 235 
11 39 200 278 324 131 136 199 
12 57 108 313 380 97 315 311 

Middle-Class Residential 13 62 92 186 174 96 152 115 
14 36 103 156 127 130 220 87 Areas 

15 14 5 10 2 64 27 27 
16 46 57 101 130 79 127 94 
17 69 78 194 205 145 294 207 

405 886 1574 1753 2.19 3.89 4.33 1048 1629 1421 2.59 4.02 3.51 

18 68 61 182 249 152 239 335 
19 60 148 291 358 160 303 325 
20 80 76 118 153 145 169 156 Upper-Middle Class 

208 285 591 760 1.37 2.84 3.65 457 711 816 2.20 3.42 3.92 to 
22 9 17 57 116 15 34 26 High Class 
23 17 1 22 34 28 63 85 
24 16 4 19 35 15 31 55 Western Peripheral 

; 

26 15 8 54 84 27 35 53 Residential Areas 
\ 57 30 152 269 .53 2.67 4.72 85 163 219 1.49 2.86 3.84 

21 14 38 51 49 22 33 48 Old Gold Coast 
25 51 47 94 80 49 109 64 New Gold Coast 

65 85 145 129 1.31 2.23 1.98 7T 142 112 1.09 2.18 1.72 

" '/ 
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An illUllediate observation \'1h1ch can be dt'awn from Table 1 is that both 

tho moan munber of police contacts within the area and the mean nwnber of 

contacts by residents of the area nre much highor for inner city and 

interstitial areas (Subaroas 1 through 5) than thoy 0.1'0 for tho remainder 

of the community. These £i ve subareas of the city contain bars, shops, 

meeting p1 aces, tho waterfront, and parks. There arc nWllorous bars on 

Douglas, Main, State, 6th, Racine, and Mead, streets which the people in 

Racine recognize as troub1esoll1e areas. There are approximately 56 bars in 

Subareas 1 and 2 alono. Tho high concentration of c0ll1111e1'cia1 and industrial 

establis}unents bl Subareas 1 and 2, housing quality scores skcwec.l toward 

the poor end of the scale, transience (especially in Subarea 1 where only 

6~.; of the houses are owncr~occupicd), and the low socioeconomic status of 

residents may 0.11 contribute to the high rate of police contacts in this 

subarea and the high mUl\ber of contacts by persons who l'oside there. 

Data from the 1970 U.S. Census give furthcr indication of ho\'1 the 

population composition may affect the tyr.":~s of behavior that generate 

police contacts. The median years of edw:.ation of persons living in 

Subareas 1 through 5 (roughly Census tracts 1, 3, 4, and 5) was 9.S 

in 1970, whereas for Racine the median W111\ 11.9. The workers in Suh .. 

areas 1 through 5 were disproportionately rBprescntad (in comparison 

to the overall occupational distribution in Racine) in the Operatives, 

Laborer, and Service \~orkers categories. The median income for persons 

living in Subareas 1 through 5 was $7,628 according to the 1970 Census, 

\"hile the median income for Racilic was $10,526 • .) 

Those subareas \'lhich we have characto:dzed as midd1e~class residential 

arc subareas whose residents generally have feNe!' police cont.acts and in 

, 
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which there arc lower rates of police contact. They surround the inner city 

and interstitial areas and serve as a buffer zone between high and low status 

areas. They include Subareas 9 through 17 and contain a mixture of com-

mercial, park, and residential areas. Subarea 9 has a very large popula­

tion of Scandinavi.ans or persons of Scandinavian descent (mostly Danl.sh). II 

The housing ranks from mccliwlI to high on the housing quality scule. 

The larger group of subareas constitutes a ring primarily border-

ing the intermediate areas (Subareas 18 through 26) and,for the most part, 

contains subareas in Which even fewer poHce -contacts occur and 

whose residents have rclatively fewer contacts than do those from other 

subareas. This group of subarea:s has comparatively little industrial 

and commerical activity, can be doscrtbcd as primarily residential, and is 

composed of predominantly White persons whose homes are found at the 

highest end of the housing scalc. Subarea 21, at one time the Gold Coast, 

has not succumbod to conunen . .i.ali7ation or deterioration to the extent of 

adjacent areas and continues to have a relatively low police contact rate 

but not as low as tho:;e of some other residential arcas with similar 

housing scores. 

The three subareas not yet mentioned (Subareas 6, 7, and 8) do not 

lend themselves readily to the inclusion in any of the groups just de­

scribed. Subarea 7, located on tho periphery of the city, has traditionally 

contained Racine's barrio. Subarea 8 has tlwnerous commercial and light 

industrial establishments and, although on the periphery, is a residential 

area more like that of the interstitial areas than like those of other 

outlying areas. Subarea 6, although an area of transiticrL ha.s be~n the 

target of an extensive revitaHzation effort. 

~ 
I 
l 
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THE SPATIAL PATTERNING OF POLICE CONTACTS: 
PLACE OF RESIDENCE AND PLACE OF CONTACT 

As a way of presenting the relationship of delinquency and cdme tt,) 

the social organization of the community, cohort data arc presented in 

computer-contoured Maps 2 ~hrough 7. Maps 2 through 4 show the average 

number of police contacts which occurred in each area and Maps 5 through 

7 show the average munber of police contacts acquired by cohort members 

according to whero they lived at the time of thoir contacts. The average 

number of contacts pcr block appears in the center of each subarea. Tho 

higher rates of police contact concentration (both occurring in suba:t;'cas 

and by persons living in subareas) in the inner city and interstitial 

areas for each cohort is quite evident. Just 0.5 evident is the increasing 

size of thlil zones from cohort to cohort with high rates of both dimensions 

of police contacts. One also notes that although rates of contacts within 

a:l'eas and rates of contact by residents of areas show some similarity, 

there are also differences that may be explained by the concentration of 

taverns as producers of police contacts and certain types of business 

establishments as targets which give some areas higher in-area contact 

rates than are obtained for the residents of the area alone. This is, of 

course, scarcely a nc\'1 finding but is om- expected based on tho re-

scarch in larger metropolitan areas to \·:hich we have referred. Persons 

\'1ho have been active in the juvenile and adult justice systemc; need only 

glance at these maps before describing the nature of the institutions 

and people in each area to explain how these somewhat diverse spatial 

distributions of police ~ontacts were generated. s 

Maps q through 10 are computer-contoured based on the number of 

contacts \'1hieh occurred in each $ubart':l and Maps 11 through 13 show 
, 
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these conU.cts by place of residence at time of c.ontact. Here we are able 

to see the accumulation of contacts from the roughly one-third which occur 

in the inner city or which are generated by persons who reside there to 

the approximately 609ci which are lllL':luded in the inner city and intel'sti tial 

areas, and on to the suburban fringe where the remainder of less thaTl 5
9
6 

occur or are generated by its residents. 

Although the Whites constitute the largest proportion of each cohort 

and provide the safest basis for discussion of where contacts occurred, 

we shall also describe the distribution of contacts by Blacks and Chicanos 

and how these patterns differ from the spatial patterns of delinquency 

and crime for Whites. The sununary statistics in Tables 2, 3, and 4 may 

be referred to in order to grasp the nature of cohort changes, race/ethnic 

differences, and place of contact vs. variation by place of residence. 

Almost half (48.590) of the contacts of the White 1942 Cohort members 

occurred in inner city and interstitial Subareas 1, 2, 4, and 5; 32% of 

their contacts occurred in Subareas 1 and 2 alone. The same four sub-

areas were also the ones in which the greatest number of contacts occurred 

for the 1949 Cohort Whites (44%) and, of these, 2796 took place in Subareas 

1 and 2. The four subareas in , ... hich the highest percentage of police 

contacts by the 1955 White Cohort members occurred included only 389~ of 

their contacts and Subareas 1 and 2 included only 19%. In summary, place 

of contact with the police for Whites become less centralized from cohort 

to cohort. 

By contrast, Black members of all three cohorts experienced 70% 

or more of their police contacts in four subareas and more than half in 

only one or two subareas. Even with declines from 75% of the 1942 Cohort 

111 

MAPS 
-----.----1----. 2 1 r ---- ----.---- ----+----4----.----5----.----6----.----7----.--. 
I I 
I t 
I NUMBER OF POLIce CO~lAC1S r~ r 
• I I CONTOUREO SUBAREAS OF RAcr~E ttttt •• +· 

I 
19"~ COHORT ••••••••••• !!!!!!!!. .~.... I 

I 

••••••••••••• ,...... •••••• I ............... t.... .if'.. 1 
I •••• ••••••••••••••••••• •••••• I 

I
I .,.. J8 PERCENT ACCUMULATED •••••••• 61 ••••• + •••••••• ,.. I • •••• IN lO~ES ..........................., " ••••••••••••••••••••••••• + I 88SS •••••••••••••••••••••••••• • 
I 8SS8 60 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• I 

I 
eee8 ••••••••••••••••••••• • I, 

•••••••••• ++ •••••••• 46::::· 
ocoo co •••••••• + •• + •••••••••••• • I 

I oaoo 85 COC •••••••• +.· •.••........ 
I 

0000 ccc~c.+ •••••••••••••••••• + ~ ccc.cec •••• t............. I 
I .+.. ooocccocccccor, •••• ++.+ •••••••• 
• 1 •••• 96 ~ aSg ggoooocccCCCCCC(r.ccccccc~............. I I •••• v 00000 a e(cccecececececeeeace... t 

I :::: IOC ~,Og~§~~§~§8~i!I~~~!!!!!!~~~!!l!~!!!!!;!!!! ! 
I ~ ooooccoccoooeccccccccccr.ccccaeee~eEe~e 1 
I vvvv VVY ogggggggg2g5ggEfff~g~~~~~€ij~~~~~~~~~ I 
• ~OOl RIVER Y oooooeooocccc~ccceeEee~eeeaeeeeEeee 1 

1
1 ~ gggggggg8E~EEe~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ij~~~~~~ L +1: 

•• v oogggggg5aggeE~~E~ij~ij~~e~e~~eeeeeEee 
~ •••• vvooocoooooooccccceeteaeeeF.~EiF.E~~~~~~~~S ~ 1 

I ::::. .v~ggggggg~~gBggEg~~~~~ij~jiiii.~~~~~~~~~ij~ K 1 
I ••••• :::::. y!!~gggggggg~ggg~t~~~~=I=III=JII=i~~~~~~s E , 
'1 :::::: .:::!. !:g~gg08gggggEg~~~~~~:::IJI=:II:::~'!:~s~ .' ••••••• •••••••• • ove ooooovcesEee"Ji65 •••••• svv ••• 

J 
..•••.•.. . .....•• +. oovvvvoovovvvvve •• "i" "'IV" ••• IV II •••••••• ••••••••• ogvvoovvecceveve.I •••••••• 
••••••• 01 •••••••••• 0 oooooooocveevel"I" .1 "':~"il ~ 

I 
••••••••••• • ••••••••• oooooooooaoooovsvve •••• vvvvv •• y·· I 

I 
••••••••••••••••••••••• 00000IOJOOOOoovveee ••• vv ••••• vv.:: 'eee I 5 

I 
........•••••••••• 0000000cocoooovveeee •• Mi·vl!· • I •••••• +., •••••••• o~oooooooocooocveeeee ••• V' .j.:: •• : •••• eee8e c , 

• ••••••••••••• 76 •••••• 00000000000cooooveeeee ••• VI' • SS I 

I 
.........•••• + •••••• OOOOoooooooooooocveeeee ••• v. ,.: 1111:1~~~~8 ~ ! 
••••••••••• t ••••••• +ooooooooocoOoooOVEeSa\~Vvv ••••••••••• 8eeeeS8 I 

I :::::::::::!!:::::!ggggggggggggggg~~e~~~~~~::::I:::II.'~'e2~eeeees I 6 •••••••••••••••••••• oooooooocoooooovvvveeeeel... ~eee ee G I 
I •••••••••••••••••••• 00000000008e80000cccceee ••• :fr::::~~f~~~~e ~ I I ••••••••••••••••••• OQOOOOOOB88Seae00016Jeee ••• '.'., ••• eeeeeee 6 
I .. ::::::::::::::::!:gggggggg~~~~~~g~~~E~~~~~=::lli=:J:!~~~~~fe N I, 

••••••••••••••• 51 •••• 000000088888B8eeeeeeeeee ••• ' ••••• eeee c 
.1 ••• 11 •••••••••••••••• 00000000e88ee8e8eeSeeeee8 ••••••• Seeececf ! ••••••••••••••••••••• Ooooooooooeessesseeeeeeesaee.eese8CCO.' I ••••••••••••••••••••• 0000oooeocccoooeceeeeeeeeeSijeeeS8CC030 : 1 I ••••••••••••••••• ooooooooooocoocccaeeeeeeeaeseessccc.. • I' 1 ••••••••••••••••• 0000000ocoococcccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeoc •••••• 

I 
••••••••••••• oooooooeooocooocceccceeesascccccco ••• ••• I 
•••••• 13.t' •• 00000000000oooocccocccccocococcc ••• 1 I ••• , •••••••• oooooooocoooccoocccecccccococcc •• !·!!!··· I 

! lliii~gi8g3gggggggg8gigg~ggB!f~!11E11g1g1tl::ii::::;· ! 
I iigg~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~og~cc600gg50C~~~~~~€€Eg~:i::!!!!~~~: j 
~ ••• 00000000000 0 ccccccccc •••••••• ••••• I 

I 
... ocooool,,~008gRgggggcoooocccccc................ 8, 
•••• ooooooooooooooooccggg~:!::::!:!:::··········· • •••• oocoooooooooooooooo+..... •••••••••• r I ••••••••••• ' •• 00000000000000000018.. ••••••••••••••••• I 

• •••••••••••• 4 •• 0000000000000000........................ I I ............••••• 000000000000 ••••••• 00 ••••••••• 0 ••••• • 

J 
•••••••••••••••• ++++0000000 ••• +++++:: •• :·····:::·:··· I, 
•• 04 •••••••••••••••••• +··++++·····...... . •.. : ... 

9 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••• I 
r ••••••••••••••••••••• +++++.tt+.+ •••• ~ ••••• q' 

I 
.................. .+.i,' I 
•••••••••••• 08.... • ••• :: ·05··· 

I ••••••• •••••••••• •••••• .: •• :: I 
f :::::::::: :::::: ••••• I 

I 
.....• ... . . .. . .. . . 

I 
.......... . ... ...... I, ..... ...••....• I .......... I 

I I 
.----.----1::.---.----2----+-- 1 • L I SYMAP -- ---- ----,----.----5----.----6----+----7----.--· 



.. 

112 

.____ ____ ____ MA P 9 
I + I ·----2----t----l----.----4-_a·.·--·~----.---_6----.----7----.--. 
I , 

I NU'"'OER OF POI ICC CO'/lACre; I~ I 
i CrCr..' , CONTOUIlEC 'iUIl~IlEAS Of' ~AC I~!.. CCCO" H ~ 
I 1 ?4q COHOIt T • . cccn...... I 
l ~cc(aHH~~a~gp::!!! ::!!:: J I ( rcccrcccrcrr....... •••••• I I •••• c:rcccrer·rrrrc ....... H"H , 
I •••• J~ PERC~~T ACCUMULATro [C(Crc:C187crc.............., 
I •••• ,~ znufS c[ercccocccr •••• + ••••• +.... I . ' ~r.cceccrr.r.c •••• +~........., 
I eB8S •. frfecer.cr .... H ......... .. 
r eeee 60 r.Cc:,.cc!:rc~c .. +.. ....... ..... ~ , seee I:CCCCccccc:+".++.""",,,.. , , cr.c r ccrrcr··.++ ••••• ?4..... , 
2 00 co cc:crcrcrcu .... HHH..... I IOcca 8'5 crcr:ccrrcc: .. ttH.......... 2 , COCO r.t:crccefC"C .... U.H ...... H , , ccrc:crrr.r.r.r.............. , , •••• V esHaasccr.c[cccccrc ••• + ••• +.... I • ••• + 96 V ~qR~ A9~8H~eScc(Ercrc~crcrcc+........ , 
I •••• ~ n eEA8eEeEcccccc:ccrrrcrtccccccc'" • 

I .... ~U~la!R!6A~6iRR~ee~A9AA6S~~~~!ii~i.f:~g~~g~~~f~~E~~E~~~~~E I 
3 :::: laC! 'f n ll)eeeeeercccC:C(1r.rcccCeE~ei'EEe I 
I 'Iv qa8~~ft~~U~~3~~~€~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~g~ij~~~~ 1 
I vvvv vvv~ °ooo~r.orggE~gfj~~eH~a~~€~~~~~$.~~~~ij~~~~ J • ~OOT RIVER 'f n DOOOOCCCCCCF€ERHPpeF~EeREEE8EEEA I 
I V ocr.oocr.ancccr:C~§€F.€€€f€EF4fi5EEeEEEE • 
I V tCCooCOoCCCCCCE~EFPE~ePE~6eeEedEEEE L I, 

u V ••••••• o"crCCC~efppeA~peFEFEeEeeEeee I .... ••••••••• ccccep~eee€eeFEeee~EEe~EEde ~ I 
4 •••• VV~··+·········rr:cfifEF~~e~eFeFA~~EeAeEEEea I 
I •••• • •••••••••• +CCCEFEEEAEe8EEEeeeEEseEEEee K 4 

"

, ••••• .VY"'."12" ••• cceEFE€peePE"FePfl~EeEEEEee " ••••• vvv .... +++ ... ccr·f.EFHee ..... llflli€EAeEEEes· " ••••• •••••• ..V •••••• +.ttre~F¢EEfii •••••• I •• i.~E ~ 
• •••••• ••••• .++V ••••••• r.ccfeFEEEe ••••• 11 ••••••• &~~~e I 

J 

...... . ... + ••• V.+ ••••• Gct6eGeEe~ •••••••• I ••• VVVVVV8 .:', •• ••••• • ••••• +. • ,V."· •• OtlVCERIiFEE .IA?3 •••• ' •••• VI.I.1V ••••• •••• • •• "'. H+ +.. •• YVVV.tlVClVVVI/VF.E ••• * •••• ~ •• 11V1I!I1I. 
00. ••••• ......... ...VV •• vvc.tcsveveil.i1i ••• lI ••••• ..,.... .. ••••••• 22 ••••• ~.... • •••••• poccVeeVF.F •••••••••• a.'v'. " 

I .••..•. .... . .... Hu ...... u++++tJl:criv6vvllr. •••••• VVyVV. V .11 J 
•••••••••••• •• ••••• •• • •••••• t56 •• 00cnVveEEEm ••• vvR •••• vv ••• eBG 3 

I .............................. nOOOVVR6Eee •••• vl····!·111. E63S C ' 
········~·····++·· ........ + ••• COOtlCVE8EEeE ••• v. •••• ..' I • • •••••••• + •• lle ••• ~ •• t.+ ••• nOOtlOcOnnCveEE~Ed ••• v •••••• '1'1:~16~ ~ , 

I ·· ......•••••••••• + ••••• ++ooccncOnOtlCVAEeFEe •• v·.··I··I" E . ············+· •... + .•.... nooddoQ~ntlCVrfld~'~vvv •••••••• =E~~~~m , • 
I ·····.•• ••••••••••••••• oooncroocnorvcsflveee ••••••••••• 'CSEE C tf 

6 
••••••••• ••••••• + ••••• nonondrioo~oo~cfa~E¢e~e.I •••••••• e~RsE~~eE·e6 G , 

•••••••••••••• +tt •••••• nooonoooncnOI/VVV6EfEEf ••••••••• I 
I ··· .... •••• ••••• ++++ •• 00nnonccoodoorctctc~eEe •• l259 ••• If:~Elle _ ,f 

......... H .... H .... HIO00000(100C000002"9FEEe.Illii1I .... SEeEeEe ••• ••• • ••••••••••••• nonoo02780COOoccCCCeEE€..... • ~ I · .......•• ~ ••••• +.t+ •• oonnooGogococLfc~~EeeE~e ••••• I:::~~~~~~e N If 
............. +l C Itt. UOOIlIlOfJCJ(lutP'QO!JccrEf.f.H EFII ..... HEE . t •.• 51 •• • ••••• + ••••••• +onooooocio06oooc~d6deeE~AeA~.eeeeEeE~~EE ! 

, •••••••••• ••••••••••• oooonoocccoccoccceeeEEEF.HHPSeEP8p.eeco ••• ••• •••••••••••••••• ooooo~ooorooocrindccce~Edd~edpppEF~P[ I 
7 ::::::!&&agggggRg8gg3gggggg8fggf:tgEE~~~~~~~~~~~t~~~~:!!:: f 
I :~gggg~9gggagSggggoonooccocCCCCCC[CEeEdEtctfct •••• ::: 7 

•' ggggggggggg2ggHg~g8g~gto~ococr.~5ogg?g~gEE~~ggf.~gt~£:!!::t::; I COOCCOOOOOO'ltJooo ..... " rcccccr.CCCCCCC+.......... I 
• cooocoocoooooooooooooOOoCcR(r.:cOcc~cccccccccccCC'+.'.l15 ••• ++ I 

I 
caocooo ° ., .. "OCC?C8CCCCCC............. +,: ccooooogoggggggggggggoccccoccr.r.cccr.ccc •••••• + ••••••• 
cccoooocoodnooonoooocaooocoeoOOocccCccCCc ••••••••• + ••• + COoocoocooeeeeono CCCCCC( •••••• + •••• + •••• • ccoooocooeaeaooogoonOc[:r.cocoocco ••••••••••• ++....... , 

f 

.'COC00002 ooocnoo ••• +................. 8: 4 •• 0000000a~~3ggRgggggcccoo+ ••••• t •••• + •• + •• + •••• 
•••• coooooootJoono~odcdfig2H8::!::······+········· •• ••••••••••• 000000000000000rOtJIQ40.. ••••••••••••••• I 

., •••••••••••••• 0cooonoooonnotJ~OOOOQO •• •••••••••••••••••• : ••• ••••••••••••• ooooooooooocnoooo ••• i7··············· •• ••••••••••••••• +oOOOOOOOOOOOO ••••• ~ •••••••••••••• 
•• 19 ••••••••••••• 4 ••• 00000000 ••••••• :::: .:...... I 

q ···········~······· ••• +.+oO.t •• +.+.+.... ..::::' 

I 
................... + •••• +............ nIl •••••••••••••••••• • •• +++ ••••• 7 

•••••••• •••• 54.... .+.... :i~::' 
I _I:: :.. .... ..• .•. • •• +... ...... : 
• •••••••••• + •• ++. ••••• I 

I
I :::::::::: ::!!:: .::::: it •...•..... . .... •••..•.... ...•....•. 

I i 
·Sy~;~----I----.----2----·---·,-,--.----4----+--_~~ ___ -.----6----*----7----+--1 

,'. 
I' 

ji • 
11 

.. j • 
I ~ 
I 

MAP 10 
.----.----1----.----2----.----)----.---~4----.----5----.----6----.----7----.--. 

I I 
I NUHIlER OF POL ICE CONTACTS IN I 
• ceccc. 
I CONTOURED SUBAREAS OF RAC'NE ecccccce, 
I eCCCCCCC II 

lQ~5 COHO~T CCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC c.++ •• 
I CCCCccccccrcrcccccec •••• t. , 
I CCCCCCCCccccccrecccc ++.... 1 I CCCccccccrcccccecoc •••••• , 
I •••• 11 CCCCCCC74QCCrCCCCC ••• + •• +++ I 
I '50 PERCENT ACClJIoIUlAlFO crcrcccacrcrceCCCttHH++H I 
I •••• ,~ lONES ccccccrrcrcccccc •• + •••• +.. I 
• C([~CCCCCCCCCoC........... + 
1 eeee CCCCClCCCr.Crcrccc ••• +++' •• + I 

I eBoe 62 CCCCCccccccrcccc ••• +....... 'I' aeee cccccrecccccccc+ •• +.oo ••••• cccr.crcccrcccc •••• ++ •••••• 
2 0000 CCCCCCCCCCCCe(++ •• '+ ••• '.+ 2 
I 0000 86 ECCCCCCecr.crC+.'+'++.+ •• t. I I 0000 eccccccccrcrr •• + •• +...... , 
I egeeeeCCccccccccre··.+'·.+.... I, •••• V Re8 ee~eaeeeeCCCCCCCr.CCCCCCCCCO ••• t. 
• •••• 91 V RAR seaaSeS86CCCCCrcrcecrccccccCCCCC • 
I ••• ~ V aaseaaes eeSeeEeeeCCCCCCCrl74CCCCeCccrcc I 

•••• V e6AR888eeeeeeeseseeEcccccrcccrccccceEEEE I V Ae6peSBSe e8S8aeeeeeccccccrcrcrcccccccccc II 

•••• 100 V aaeeeS8SaS100eeaeeeEeCCCCCCrCCeSEEESEEEe 
3 •••• V S8ReeeSSSeeeSeEeeEEEEeeeeeeeeSeSEEeEeEe 3 I V aaaaaeeeSea8eeEfEEEEeae~eEEEEEEeEBEEEE I I V ooceessesSeeeeeEeEeeeeeEeeeEEEEEEEEE I 
I VVV oococonOOCCeEEEeEeee~eeEEeEEEeEEEEE 'I VVVV ROOT RIVER V OCCOOCoOCCCCeEEEEEeeeeeEEeeEEEeEEEE • V 000000ooCCCCeeEEeeeeeeeee70BEESEEEe + 
, V OCOCOCOOOCCCEEEEEeee8eeEeeeEeESEeEE L I I V nrccocOOOCCCEEEeEeeeSefEEeEEeESEEEEe I 

I v oooooaoccccceEEEeeeEEEeeEEEEEESEEEEe - "I' •••• VQOOOaOOcnoOCCCeeEEEeeeSeEEFeSEEeeeEEEER-•••• VV.OOOCOOOOOCCCCEEeEeESSSeeEESEEEEeEEEEEB K I ••••• .VV •••••• 1600CCCCeEEEEeeSSe •••••• EESEEEEEe I 

I ..... VVV++ •• +.OOOCCCCEEEEEEe""""'j •• EEEeee E " 
.::::: .::::! ::~~!!!!ggg~gg~3~~~~~i:::I:::I: ::II~i~s 

+ •••••• • •••• t •• V •• +.oocCCCeaeEeeE •••••••••••• vvvvvve • 
I ••••••• • •••• +.. • .V ••• ccCCVCeeEEeee.qR9 •••••••• v •••• ev , 
I .~....... ..w ••••••••• ~~yVOO~OV~V~VEE •••••••••••• lv •••• e " ••••••••••••• t+.. +.vv •• V~aCC9~6¥EeE •••• I •••••• IV •• ES ~ 
I ••••••• 3~ •• "...... • •• + ••• ooCCVeaVEee •••• ' •••••• WVBEEe , 
5 ••••••••••• ..~ ••••••• + •• t •• + ••• or.nOVeYVEEe ••••• vVVVV.IVEeEe '5 I •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 127t.CGCOVVEEeEEa •• VV ••••• VVaEEEEEe I 

I ' .....••••••• + •••••••••••• t •• oOOCVVeEfrEEES •• V' ••••• EEeEEEeeE C ,I • ••••• + •••• ++ •••••• ++ •••• +.cOOCCVeEE~EE68E¥ •••••• EeEBEEEEeB I •••••••••••• 151.4 •• + •••• nooocccCcOOOCVeEEEEeEEeV ••••• EeEEeEEEEEE ~ , 
• .+ ••••••••••• OOCOO ••• ooonoooccOOcOOOCVeEeEEEeS~Q •••• EeEEE8EEEEEE • 

I .... · .............. onoooonnoocoooOOOOVCEeS~VVVVEe •••• EEEEEeEEEEEE 'I ++ ••••••••••• 9++.onoooonaoocoooooooVr.ee~F.EeeEea ••• leEEEE8EEEEE8 
~ ••••••••••••• + •• oooooonnoncccc88ovoOeVEEEEeeE •••••• eEEEEEEEEee G 

I ••• +t+"' ••• " •• '.OOOoooooonccco OVVVVEeEEeeSe •••••• eeEEaEEEE8 , 6 +.++~ •• ++.+ ••• +.+ •• noooooooocecocooCCCCeeEEeEeellJ" •• ee417EeEe ~ 6, , +.~,4.+ ••••••••••• +0000001l000000CCOr.C0327EEEeeE •••• I.EEeeeEEEE 
•• , •• t ••••••••••••• OOOOOOOOOCCOOooocCCeeeeEEeeSSe.EeeeEEEBEEe I ~.1 •••••••• + •• + •• oo000n0003240000000CEE~EeEeee ••••• eeEeaEeEC N III 
• •• , •••••••• ++130 •• 000000000COOCCOOCEeEEEEEEEEEeeeESeeeeececc + .tl16 •••••••••••• +oooonoooonoocooOOCeeeEeEEEeee~eeEeEEEECOCCe • I •••••••• +OOOOOOOOOOOOoooooonccoooOOOCCeEeEEEeeeeeEEeeEECeO'+. , I •••••••• 0000COOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCOOCCCEF.EEEEeF.ESEE6SeCCC.49.. I I .~.oeooocooOOOoooooonnooooooOOOOCCCEEEEEeeeeeEEECCCC..... , I .OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCCOCCOOCCCCCCEEEeeeeeSccccc...... 7' 1 ~OOOOOOcooooonoooonooooocooccceccccccr.cccrccccc •••••• I ~cooo,oeOOOOOOOOOOOOCCOCCCCCCCCCCr.CCtCCCCr.CCCC++ ••• " , 

I C800000cooonooooooOOCCooccoceccccccccccceccccc+ •• t... II, C'OOOoocooonooooonOCCCCCCOOOCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCCC·++" •• CCooooocaooaooooooOOCCOCOOOCCCCCCcccccCnCrCC153+.+ •• 
• CcoCCooee98BeaooOoooCOCOCOOOC251~CCCCCCCC[CCCcC.... • 

I CeOOOOBeeeaeaeeooooocCOOCOOOCCCC CCccccccrccccc.+++ III eoccgOelee8S888AnOnOCOoocnoccccc ~Ccccccceccccc ••• oeoo 08 eeseeaeeongocccccooccccg CCCCCC(CCCO •• "+ 0000 08 eaeeeeesoo OOCCOCOocccc~e CCCOCCO •••••• ' •• 8 CocooooaeaaaaaaanOOOCCCOCOCCCCCCCCC ••••••••••• +++ 8 

I COcCOOOOaJ5~eq6S0000CCOOCOCCCCO.+.+ ••• +.......... 'I; OCooOOOCeSeB8SSaOOnncoor.ooOOC+++·············+·· .000coooo08ae8eooo08cOOOCOOO •• +.+ •••• + ••••••••• •••••••••• 00COOOOoooooonooo 0002C~00 ••••••••• ~ ••••••••• • ••••••••••• OOOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCCOO++................. • 
I ........•••• C000008°800000080COCCOO •• 36.............. 11 

••• ft •••••••••• OOOO a 000000 cocoa....... • •••••• 
I .. 35 •••••••••••• 0000000000000coo........ ••••••• II • ••••••••••••••••• ooonoonnonooo.··+·.... • ••••• 9 ••••••••••••• + •••••• 0000000000....... 9 

I .................. 00.... ...... I" ............ 84.... . .... + .02 •• 
••••••• •••••••••• • •• +.+ ........ 401.... .+ .. +++ ••••• 

• •••• •••••• ......... ••••• + 

I .... ... ... .'.... · ..... 11 .......••• . ... . 
••••••••• t.. 
•••••. "1 .... + 

I t 
.--~-.----I----.----2----.----J--~-.----,,---~+----s----.----6----.----7----.--. 

SY"'AP 

113 



114 115 

MAP 11 
;----+----1----.-·--2----.----3----.----4----.----~----.----~·--·.----7·---.--. , ' , I 
I NUt.!8ER OF POLICe: C:l".jfACTS I • . no no:) I I BY RESIOENTS OF CONTOUR(:f) SuBAREAS OF RAl: I'll 8UUllJOUO i 
I 

8UOOOOOO , 
, 1942 COHORT HS8e8A8aA988000JJU~~ 0 •••• + , 

H888HABHA988000UOOJO •••••• I t 889SS0fl88!lHSOOOUllOOO ...... H 1 
I •••• HH8BRRH8FIIH]()0l)lJO[)JO ...... I 

9B889881520000UOOO......... I I •••• 32 PERCE'lT ACCUMJLATe:o OBRBOHRABHOOOUJJO.........., 
• •••• IN ZONES (JOUOIJUUU[I(JQIJWmo............, 
, OUOOO()(JUf)OOCJQ[IH"'''' +t.... . 
, 9899 58 OOOtIOOI'lOncHlO(J()()() ........ H. I 
J eS99 IHHlCl()()(JUOIJO()OOOOH H.. ...... I 
I eSSB ()()()UUoUnOlJOOUOO ...... 49...... , 

OOODnOOOOOuOUU •• t •••• ~.... I 
2 0000 OOOO(JUUOOOOOO ....... Ho....... 2 I 0000 85 (Hll1()(JUOOOO:l.++............... , 

0000 OOClOOQ(J()()U ....... UH..... I 
I ." ••• O[)[)OUl1u ... + ••• +t........ , 
, ..... V ••• • •• ++H .. UOOUOU:J~ •• ".H. Ho .... + I 
~ •••• 96 V 00. • •••••••• [)OO()OO[) ••••• + ••••••••• ~ 

'

I ....V V OOlOOCH ......... OClWOU(ltl009600000000000 +,' 
000000000 ++. ++ "OOOOUOlJll[)OOO(JO[)(JOO(J(J[)OOO 

•••• V OOOOOUOOOOO."{)oD:JOO[J(JO(JOllOlJOO(J[ltlOOOO(]OO ( I .... L 00 V 0000")000(J0097ClOOO[)OOOOOOQU:J[)(J011[)U!HmSflSS , 
I •••• Vv OOOOtJOO[)[)00QOOOOOOOOU[J[)UU[)UBSSa9aaaeBOO 3 
, V oarllJoooooC'ooooooo.on0008f18fl!HlOOBSOO9Sa9 I 

00000000oooo[)[)nO[)OBBBBB~B~H8ijBeeBBBB , 
, VVV 000000000OOOO()OOSI18BSflBBS>66BBOO98B6 , ! VVVV ROOT RIVER V UOOClOOOOOOOi)OOUe8BBB8B8B8BBI:J800B8!:1B , 
I V :JOOOOOOOOOOOOOB89BBSBB8A8249.198888 • 

V [)00UOOOOUOO[)I)SS8SeHflHA ..... III .. U.. L I 
II ~', V OO()OOOOOOOOHHfl9BBB89 ... II •••• t'I....... , 

... V r:J0[)()0000DllOB88800H .... III........... A 
I •• H vooooonoo00008888SflB •• U ...... Il ... II.... I 
~ •• H VVUOOOOO()OOOOOOB8B8B ........ I1............ K 4, 

•• u+ OVVOIlllOOU1390088aIHlHH .................... . I ..... VVVD(]00(J()0[()088flH8B ......... u........... E ,I 
••••• • ..... + 00VDOOOOOC)()f)e9f18HH ................... . ! ... ... ..... [)UlJVOOU()00l.HH:1H8BR ......... " ....... tt..... I 

, ••••••• ~J.+.!! •• O. O()OvO{]OnO()()Re9R8R ......... Il .... IIVVVVVV. • 
I .......~, ~~ 0 OVOO[)0008V8B88 ••••• 35S ••••••• uv ••••• v I 

••••••••• .~ ••••• () 00 OOVvvvLovevvvvva ••••• , •••••••• v..... I 
, .............. 000 uovvonvvOOOBvOV.II •••••••••••• IIV..... M I 
, ••••••• 26 ..... 00000 [)OOOUO()OAOOVHBV •••••••• a •••••• V.... I 

~ t .• !!! •• tt tt .. !;Mgg88gag8g88Yqggggg~~~~~:::=::~en~~~V~~::::., I 1 
I ~.+t ... aoooaoooooonooOOOOOOll(l[J!J6VVflBOI ..... V.............. C I t ++ ... tttt:~g~2~gggg88g~ggHggg8gHUgg~~ij~~:~:::~=:::::::=:::::~ I 
I 

.......... OOOOO8!lO:J[)OOOOOOJOIlOOOO(J[J()U8V89881.UV ............... ae Ii • 

.......... OOOOOJOOO{]OOOO[)IlOnontJ()(JOOOVB89I:lVVVVV .............. a88 [ 
I, • HH .... OOOOOJOIlOOOOIl()UUOllO()UOOIlOllVnaijVIHI .. Il .............. 008B t 
I ........... OOOOOOOOOOOOOIlIJClilO[lO(J[J(JOVIXIHVH8Sa •••••••••• II •• Seoooo G f 
6 ••••• +++ .... OOOJOOOOOOUJOUOO{]OOO[)OOVVVV:lfJOSB ............ I!HHleae , 

I 
.............. OO[)000OOOOI]UOLJO(JUOOU{)I](J[IUt)U9SS •••• 4 71"'.2 3'181:18a A 6 
••••• ++ ........... OOOOOOIltJOrJ()OnOOll(]OIl013bflBS •••••••••••• IiJFJ900 I 

( ...... ~ .... ++ ++ ..... {][)OnOOt]fl 1 '3l OOU()OOOnUU9Se.:aI ......... EI90S00 N 
I ............... H++++OOOJOC10JOOOOOOOOooOOB8flBR ...... II ••• IH18880 I ! ................ 79 ... ()()OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOIH:lSOOUUI •• II ••••• a999000 f 

I 
••• 15 ....... H ....... [){]OOOUOOOO()OO(J()O(XIHAB8B8S0 •••••• 008800... + 
............... ++.OOOOOOQooonoooo(J()tJUalSOS9BSSOSS9aooooooo..... , 'I ... • ....... ~ ... 0000000 0000 oucm (]OOOOUOOOO8eeaeS888B!HlB9SOfl+ t".i! ~ I, 

;::t!t~gggg3g2ggggg~g8gggggggg~~~a~~~~3~~3ggg~::!··: 
7 .OOOOOOJOOOOOOOOOUOOOOOOBBfl800SB8800B8seOOOOOHH.··· ~ 

I
II 0·00001 5798B9000:1 OUOOOOHBBsooooeBSflSBBHrJOiJOOU.H + ... :.:.:. I 

ouOoOOoo~fl999flfl880000nBSSASIH18IH:18f18BBaeBoocm(J(J •• "'. ++ + •• 
..,OOB8eaOOR9f1I:1Bij8Sfl8RSflHf.laR8flBRSOOOCliHlO ........ . 

00000000afl89 2~R9B9fJ98Beesn Rs8a8s~8HflAeB~9RsSflHflooeflflBH8(J()[) unu ++ + 79. H •• 

I 
rn:r n" <1 BBBfflHllf,7t18eenooooo •••••••• + • 

I OOoooOoo~aa9BBBeae9eaSeaflB888AflOO89flfleO()OonrJO H ..... H ~ I 
ot:JOOB9Seeae8aefle8eRef:lBffi:lOOI:IBS()OnOOoooo......... I 

oooooaooee8FJ99B~A8A9aSR8BOOOOO[)Ono[)oooooo+~ .. + ... + •• 
I ooooooooafl98008affi:l98eflf:lBOOfJO monODOOOOOO •• ~.H •• " 
B .ooooooaa8£HHl900aa9S8SSIj(JO[)OOOnoooooo...... ...... 8 

f ++OOOOOOBI.:!I08BMB8ABeB88{]nO(JOOOO()~H."""''''++.. I 
••• OOOOOOS9fl969ge8BBe8tiflOOOOOO~ •••••• " •• ~"+ ••• ". 

, .... O[)OOOorJl~e·geBaSea99BUOOO...... .............. r ! .......•••••• 0000000000ge8eSeeH145011................... I 
................ OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOBOOOO ••••••• ~~ ••••••••• 

'

I •••••••••••• ~. H .OOO()()OOOOOOOO()OOOO. +21. •• • ...... ...... t 
••••• ~.~ •••• ~ ••• ~ •• OOOO:JOOOOOOOOOO •• ~... ••••••• ( 

,i •• 15 •••••••• ~ •• ~ ...... OOOOOOOOUOOO+....... ..t ... + I 

9 
........................ OO[)OOOOOO·.· •• ••• • •• +.+ t 

I 
••••••••••••••• ~ ••••• ~ ••• OOOOOU~ •• ·+. +~ •• + 9 

, •••••••••••••••••• 00++.. .~.~.. , 
, •••••••••••• 27.... •••••• .64.+ I 

•• ••••• ••• ••••••• • ...... + ++...... f : ... .......... ..~... .. ... . 
•••••••••• ~.+ .. ++ ••••• f •••••••••• • •• ~.. .+.~.. t 

" 
........... • ... +.... I ............ 

1 •• •••• •••• I 
[ l 

~~A~----L---- .. ----2----.----3----.---~4~---.----5----.----6----~----7----.--1 

• 

• 

MAP 12 • ____ + ____ 1 ____ + ____ 2 ____ + ____ 3~_~_.~. __ 4 ____ • __ w_5· ___ +-M~-b----+----1----+--· 
f I 
, f 
, I 
1 NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS I 

t BY RESIDENTS OF CONTOURED Su~AR~AS ()F RACINE gggggOOD t 
I, O[){]OOQUU I 

1949 CDHORT OOOOOOOOOOOOOCOOO~O 00.+.+ I 

l 
oOOOoooOtlOOOOOO()OOO[J O.HH I 
UO[JOOOUODOOOou()otJO~[J ~..... I 

I O[JOOOOOOOOOOOO[)OOU[J HUH 

'
I ==== 30 PERCENT ACCUMULATED ggg8g88~~~gg8g889g~!:tt!tt! f 

•••• IN ZONES OOOO[)O()OJOOOOO[)OO......... [ 
• OO[JOOO[)OOOOOOOOO.......... • 
I, eaS9 00 OllOO{)()(HlUllOU[)UJ ..... ...... , 

eaBR 60 ()OOOllOOOOOODOllOO:J.......... I 
, e88a O()OUO[)O()O()OOO[)Oo+ •• 109..... f 
I OOOO()OO(){]()(JOOO()U ....... • ••• 
2 0000 O!l{)[]OOOOOOOtJOOOCI........... 2 
, 0000 B5 OnOlHlO(JIlnOtJ[)tJoo[)o......... , 
I OUOO OOOOOUOOUOU()OO[JUUO........ , 

'

I eS900llnO[JOOOoooooooooooo· ..... • I 
..... V R99 99BSBOOHOOt][)O(J0(J(JOO(JOCIOOOUOO(J". 

• H.. 97 VASA afl89HeflR'JOOf]U(JO(J[)Q(J()OOOOOOOOOOOO • 

[
I .... V RAaSI)FJ~9 fl8S6a€980000[JOO(J022 o (J(JO 0 0 000000 I 

V B88R888BA SSSOOOOS!JOllOQUOOO[)O(JO(JOOOOOO[)OO 
, •••• V Bf.Hll:lRHBStlElBSeS8flflBOO(JO(JO(J[J(JO[)OOOOO()()OOOO , 
1 ..... 100 V eeSl:ISS8S0S3L 5S0SS0otJ[)[)O()UO[)()(lOOOotl000(J()(J [ 
3 •••• V OOOOOOSBSSeSS888[)()O{](JlJU()(JO()0081U'S8!:l8S00 3 
, V o()no 000CJ0(10() ()(J()()(WSS88eS9aaOflS8aOOOI:H18 I 
I V 000000(]OOOCXIOOOASSS91:18S8S8BooeOOSflBS 1 
, VVV ooooomlOOOOO()08SBS!lSHIHHIHSfl!J!:lOOBB8a I 
( VVVV ROOT RIVER V OOOO[)OOOOOtJOtJ8S8BB9HSBBRH8RBSijUBBS8 
• V OOClOOOOOO[J(JOOBSSS888S9SSS433B8aSSBe • 

I V OO[)[)OQ[H10000088SRfl8seSBS69SI:JBOOSSee L I 
V 0 OO()OOO(JOOOOB RBBBBBS8fH-lEHH1BS9WBBooA 

, • ~ V [)O!lOOOOl'lOOOOSS8888SBBHHBBeat:llJ998S00B A I 
, • H + VUOOOOOOOOOO[XJ()SSS8SSS"'In'SHHSSIH1SSS!:I9 , 
It .... vV .... OO[)r)OOOOOOOSSBBe .......... IIIBSSOOSS K It 
, ••••• .VV •••••• 16~ooonReBBB ................. 68Ba ,I 
, ..... VVV ..... HOOOO0tJ9B8BS .................. S E 
I ••••• ~+~... ..V+ ••• OO()OOOtJB998.................... , 
I •••••• +.... . ... V •• +OO[)0008SBBS...................... , 
• ••• ••• H.... ...V ... OO(]OOOOOIU181i1 ............... vvvvvV. • 
1 ••••••• •••••••• • +V •• OOUOOVS998 •••• 1050 ........ v ..... v I 
, ••••••••• •••••••••• ..VVVVooVoVVVVV •••••••••••••• IV.~... I '( ......... +....... ..VV.OVV008BVHV .............. IV.'.. M I 

....... 63 ............ .. ... 1100U()9V8I:lV •••••••••• U •• IV •••• 
5 ............. ... ................. HJO()(WOVBVV •••••••• vvvvv •• v... I 5 
, .... H~ .. ~ ................ H+l'i2.[J(J000VV8B •••••• vv ••••• VV ••• ".8 J 

t 
H ........................ ·UOOl]{]VVtH1S9 ••••• V ............ SS C '{ 
......... ++0 .................. ()OOClVOFJBBSB ••• V ............ OOSI:I 

... ......... Hb900rJ ............... O()[)OVOBRBBBB •• V ........... eeSS8 H 
• ............. 000000 .............. +OOOOV(JBSBS8SBV .......... SBBOO08 • 
1 ••••••••• ~ ••• 00DOO ••••••••••••••• O{]UVOn09vVVVV ••••••••• 9S99S9908 I I 
, • " ............................. HO[)OVOIlOVeS888S •••••• IBAOOS0996S I 

f 
•••••••••••• ~~ •••••• ++ •••••• + •••• UVOOJV()9SBSS8 ••••••• 8BeaSB68SB G I' 

••• ~ •••••••••••••••••• + •••••••••• ++vVVVn()OR6BSB ••••••• BBOO9SSBB 
b u .................................. 00000009SI:1B8.769 •• SIJlt6lI:1S00 A 6, 
, •••••• ~ ...... + •••••••••••••••••• + •• 000222{]8SBa9 •••••• B99988SOO 

I ....• + ••••••• + •••••••••••• 136 •••• 000000(JBaSBBB ••• I99B998B9BO N [, 
••••••• +.~ ............ ~ ........ H •• H(J()(JOtl008SS988889FJOOB900900 

, ••••••••••• ~ •• L21 ................... 0000000S88a99988saOOB80000 , 
• ••• 34 .............. 000000 ... H ..... OOO()000BB89988a8Bb'aBOOO... • 

I 
........... 0000000000000000 ....... +0000000008S888sse80000"... III 
••••••• ~ •• 00OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO ....... 00OOOOOOO!:l99SeSSe8!lOO •• 33 •• 

..... 00000 0000000000 0000 000 .0000()()OOOOOOOOB890000I]O ....... 
, .~ •• 00oooaaa898000[)00UuOOOUOOOOOOOUOOUOOOOOUOOOOOO....... I 
71 0000eaooa99A9000 OOOOOooooooooonOOOOOOOOOOOOOO.H ++. • • I 

0006936588899890 000:1 OO(]OOOOOOOOOOOOOU(JOOOO(]O ... + .... ~ 
OU990000 eaeS9968 0000 OOOOOOOOOOllOOO()OOOOOOOOO.H. ++ .. . 

, 00866800S0BoeaaOSOOOIl0[JOOOClOOOOOOOOOOOO()()00 ..... H.. , 
, oeeaeeooo990aeBSSSOOOOOOOQOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO +l54 Ho... I 
• 06&90999SS00OS9aseBOOOOOO[]000189000000000[)000...... • 

I 88E989899889989988SoSSogoooo8ooonooooooOO()...... i o oooa89seOO8aa 0 0 0000 OOOOOOOOO++OOH.H 
o 00990aooooeSB [] OOOOOOOOOOOO ............ u 

, 00ooooeaoooaeaeeSS8S00()00000oooooo'" ...... ++ ..... I~ r 
II oooooooe99998fl89a099900000ClOOOOO+ .............. +. IS 

I 
OOOOOOOOOl83!:19809888oaoo08ooooO·~··+~···········+1 I 
•• 00000000 ooeaoeaa9aa800 oooo •••• + •• ~···+··~··· 
••• 0ooooooooooooasaeeee9Boooo ••••••••• ·.··~···· 

I .............. ooooooooOOooo090ee8294000 ••••• ·+.···~· .... ••• , 
• ••••••••• + .. ~.+Ologoooooouo~uaeeeoooo ................. +. • 
I ••••••••••••••• +0 00000~oooooooooono.S6.............. I 
I ................... 00000000000000000++.+. •••• ••• I 

f .. 31 .............. + •• OO()()OOOoOOOOOOO..... ••••••• II 
...................... 0000000000000.+..... • ••••• 

q •••••••••••••••••• + •••• OOOOOOOO()O.... ••••• q 
I ............ ........ DQnou.. •••••• I 
f ............. 35..... 00000. .27.. I 

I ....... .......... .0+.+· .~.... " ... .......... ..t... . ... . .. ............. .. ....... .. 
I •••••••• II.. ......... •••••• f 
I ••• ......... ...... I 
I ............ I 
I ........ ..... I 
1 1 

I I 
.... --- ... ----1. MIM_" ___ 2Il101---+----3 ---- ~ .. - .. -/f ... --- ... -_ ..... 5----.----1'---- +-,·-1---" .. -- • 

SYHAP 



116 

MAP 13 
.--.......... u.-l--- .............. _i'_ ..... + ____ , .... c:Io_+ ...... **4.-. ___ .. ou ___ Ij .. u ............. """u6 M --- .. ----,--_ ... -_Ct 

I f 
I I I NUMBFIl lIF IlflLlCF C~I'ifl\CTS , 
• Q(J()()!) + I BY RESID~NTS OF CO~T~JR[U ~JOARCAS OF RACINF OOCUOOOU J 
, OOOOuOOO , 
, 191)5 COHDltr OOOOOO(){}O(}OOOOOOOOOU DOUH , 
I nOm,Onll:JI)t)()OUmlUIHlUO n ....... '1 
l UlIllUUt,lloOnOOOOllUOUJO I~ H. H 
I OOOOOOJOOUOOOOJJOJO •••••• I 
, •••• OOOlllltHlJ35tmCOOUUilU........... I 
I •••• 31 PERCENT ACCUMJlATtJ oOOOOnODJOnODUUOUJ......... [ 
I •••• IN ZUNES UODOOOODOnUOUUJUO........., 
.. nnUOllUlHlIJnOOOOJO...... ......... ~ 
1 (.lARR OOCWlltHlIJ[)(mUm)[1UJ ..... t+... I 
, aBOO '5ij noonnnUUOOOOIlt10 .... +......... , 
, er~9(J IltltlOOOOUUUJOUU tH • H b 4.. • • • " 
I nOOOOUUOUOJ++t .... + •• t •••••• 
2 QOOO OUO(lCJUUUU ..... H H. +..... . .. . • 2 

'

I CJtlOO 8'5 lItlo[IIJOIJ........................ ,I 
0000 oon:JooO ..... t ............ t.+ •• 

I C)OlHXltlOC)!JOO+H ............ ++....... II 
..... V 0\1' ClHJOOC)(IClllOOOO++H+++"'''H+''+''' 

• •••• 96 ~V 000 uooooononnoono+ ••••• ++........... + 
I .++. 0(01)011')0 110(JOOUlfHWOOOI)+Hll 5.H... ....... I 
I OOO()UilOOn [)t1()(Jut~JnUCHHltJO(l."++"HOQOOOOOO I 

• • • • V [)[)()OOlHlDOnnooutJ(lOtlUO(Junuo OOOOOOOtJll OIJ[)OOO 
I •••• 100 V 0(JOOflOOOOCl311000110000tlOt)()(1II000UOIJ(JOUOOOO I 
1 •••• V QoOtloonOOOmlllOUUClO[)O[J[J(JOClOOO(JOOtJOOO!HlBEI 3 
I V OQlIIl0(JO()(J(lUUOOIH1000000()UOOC1SOO80aeSB9El 1 

I V ot)oouQ(mmJ()(Jllll()()1H10t18RAHfHHlBt:lIHIEHlBI:H I, 
VVV ooonooOOOCOOO(mOt1B88888S800S000SSBi 

I VVVV I\OOT RI VER V OOO[)OU(J11()(){l'lOuoae88BUB88S08t1SWSOeo I 
• V IlClDlll1UnnOmOnOOHBBROBA8fHI6'tlo8ee8B60 • 
I V OOCOO()(J[JO r()nn08aeaeI:HUJ89ge888ae8e~J L I 
I V ........ ooOOtxJt)(JoeaeSBfHJa088eatHIOO8UOOa I 

10

'1 .. V .. +++++.OCXltlOflfHHlfleae •••• HHSBOOBee68 A I 
H ++ V ...... H ... tJOO[)tHIBfH:!!:lU ............ eOOsB 
HH VVH. HHH .u[JullaaIHlae •••••••• u •••••• a K 

I H ... + +VV ....... l.\6+tHXIOOflH8BI.IJJ •••• U.Ili .... u.. I 
I H.++ VV'/H++ ...... OOOIlOflBAn ................. "6 e I 
I ••••• +++++. HV ... ++HHJ()!JflfHlBfl ••• !I............... I 
, ••• ••• H.++ .... V .. HHHlOIlHBHS ................... n I • ••. .... ...... ."'V."'.'" .OCX1IHHIH •• I1 •••••••••••• vVV\lvv. + 
( ••••••• .. ..... H • .V .... u .. OIlOllllllll ••• 1256 ••• H ••• V ••••• v , 
, .......... • ......... + •• vvvv.+vovvvvv .............. IV..... I 
1 • ....... H.......... ..VVHVVIWOIlVRV ••• IIII ••••••••• IIV.... M 

......... 05 ............. .HHHHHlOV08V •• IIU ......... IV.... I 
............ H .................. +++ .. HHJt1VlIVV ........ VVVVV.IV.... '5 

I ++ ............ t+H ... ++ ......... S7 .. +(HltIVVflllf:l ••••• VV ••• IIIVV ••• l8ee I, 
... UHH.t+H ............ H .. HltlVVaflSI:l ••••• V ••••• II ••• aeSI:I C 

I ++++ .. ++++H++ ....... ++ ....... t(lClVUR08Ha ••• V ••••••••• oeOOSB I 
, •• + .. + ..... +l56H .. ++ ............ ++.O(JVnaflHflaell.VtJ •••• II •• 00eeooea H I 
• .......... HUH.H .................... UO(JVJ88aBI:IBBV ••••• llI9f.100eeOOeS • 
I •••• H .... + ... Ht+ ..... + .......... nUUtlVOOBaVvvVVs •••••• eOI:lOOlHHIElsa I 

I ................... ++.++ .......... OIH1110VOCII:IVaI:J8IJBHe ••• aeeI:lBOOeSOOOO I 
.......................... + ... +.UCltOtlVOOOVa88saaB ••••• eaSAOOeaOOel:J G 

....... • • ++++ ........ H"" ++ .CllltlOOnVVVVlJflHI:IHBflH ••••• efl8BOOBI:JOOe I 
6 •••••••• + ...... ++ •• ++ ........ HIOUtlUUtllXlOl:laaaaaaH.891.aOI:J .. S3aeoo A 6 

I ...................... t+ .... O()OOUIlt)OOCl413A6flIJHI:I ••••• OOOBOOBBOO I 
......... + .................. ++ 19QOOOCl000089f100eal:la ••• eOOBBOOBOOO N 

I ••••••••• H.H .H ..... " •• ".OOO(J()OClOOUtlI:J8!HJBeBfJ8elJeaeIJHflOOClOO I 
......... ++H++ .')4 .+ ... H •• OO(JOOO(JO(JOUOtll:H:HH:lI:IHBHHHHOO8BtlUOOOOO 

+ ••• 26 .................. ,,00oooooooOO[JumXlDI:I8aOOa9affiH:leaOOIJIJOO" + • 
I ...................... 000000 OOlltlOOOo[lO()(HKJ()oeeaseeeoasoaeotJuo.". , 
( ........... 000 OOQOOOo()ooounoooooooouoooooeOOOl*HlSfHlOOUOO.4 B • • , 

I ..... OOOOOOOUIlO()OOOOOOOO CJOOOOOOOOOOOOOClHel:leaaaooooo t ++. • • I 
I 

++ "000800 ooooon 0000 ounuoomlOCl ooooooonOllOUOOOOonOOIJ. ++ • •• 
000 00 OOBonOO[Juu(JO()UU()uouutJono[J(J(JoOO()OO[JOOOO()UJ. ++ ••• 
000004 ?3BBBaOUO::J Otlo(JonOOOOO(lOOOIJ()(JtlOOOUOCOOOOOIl ........ 

t ooooooooaooeenoo ouuOOOOOOOGOOOIlOOOO(JooO(JOUtltJ[Jouoo+ •• " Ii 
000000 eaaaaflBOOO 0000 flOOOO()Onoooo noooOtlfloo O()oootJo 00 •• 
0000OOOO6E1BB890U 0000 OOOClOOUO CllU 0011 uuonooon au 2 29 U 000 .. 

+, ogogooeasBesoono UOOOOOOOOOoo023 51J(JtJonOOO(]0000000OOO I.' 
o 0 eeeaooeoOOOOOUOOQOOOOOOOOOOO()()()OOOOOOOOOO[JOOUIJO 

888888~88888888888888H8888H88ga888gg8888883883338 
I 000000 OOOOOOOOOIlOUIlU OO[JOOOOOOOtlOOOUUOOOOOOOlJgoolloo I 
8 OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOotl0000()CXlOOnOO()000IlOOOO OIlIlO e 

" 

OOOOOIJOOD325000000000(J(IOUtlO(JOOIlIJ0. +"OOOOOOIJOOtJOO I 
.000OOOOOOOOO()OOUUOtJOOO()()000oo." ~ •• U.+.H .00000 

" 

++ooOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOoo{)nooono++.++++++++ ........ o I 
............... 000000000000000000020700+ ......... +.+.+ ..... . 

• ........ + ...... 0000000000000000000000. ++ ... + •• +++.... ...... .. 

f
i ............... ++ .DOOOOOOO<lOOOOOOOOOClOH30 ••• +++++ .. +... I 

••••••••• + •••••••• OOOUOOOOOIlOOOOClO •• +... • •••••• 
•• 55 .................. 000000000000+ ... +... . ..... . 

I ......................... 000000000......... •••••• , 
9; .................. t •••••••• OOOO.~+.... ••••• 9( .................. ..++.. . ..... 

•••••••••••• 53.... ....... .21 •• 
~ .. ~... .....•...• ...... . .... . ... .......... .+.~.+ .... . · .......... ++.... . ... . 

I •••••••••• • ... r..... _ .... . 
I ........... • •••• 

I 
1 

........... ........... 

+ 
I 
I 

I 
I I 
I I 

1 
I 

.----.----1----+---~2----+8---3----.~---4----.----5-·--+----b----+----7----.--e SYHAP 

- ~~---------

TABLE 2. 

1942 
1949 

1955 

TABLE 3. 

1942 
1949 
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ROUNDED PERCENT OF CONTACTS IN SUBAREAS OR BY RESIDENTS OF THE FOUn 
HIGHEST FREQUENCY SUBAREAS 

Subarea of Contact Svbarca of Residence WhItes Blacks Chicanos Whites Blacks Chicanos 

49% 87~J 78% 31% 9496 809,; 

44% 73% 57% 34% 89% 70% 
3~% 70% 45% 38% ,86% 669.; 

SUBAREAS CONTAINING APPROXIMATELY 509/ OR + OF THE CONTACTS* 

Subarea of Contact Subarea of Residence 
Whites Blacks Chicanos Whites Blacks Chicanos 

1,2,4,5 2 1,2 1,2,4,5,B,10,18,19 2 1 
1,2,4,5 1,2 1,2,4,5 1,19,,4,5;,8,12,17 1,2 1,2 

1955 1,2,4,8,12,19 1,2 1,2,3,4,5 1,4,8,1'2,18,19 1,2 1,2,7 
*If more than 4 areas are required to obtain 50% or + of contacts additional subarea numbers arc italicized • 

TABLE 4. PERCENTAGE OF CONTACTS IN SUBAREAS OR BY RESIDENTS OF SUBARllAS 1 & 2 
:=================================== ; -

1942 
1949 
1955 

Subarea of Contact 
Whites Blacks Chicanos 

329.; 

n~J 

199.; 

759.; 

5996 

5496 

42% 

Subarea of Residcnce 
Whites B1ncks Chicanos 

14!!6 

1690 

14~~ 

879.; 

79 9.; 

639ci 

62~.; 

519.; 

43!',j 

--~'----.------.------------------------------,---
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to 59~ of the 1949 Cohort and to 54% of the 1955 Cohort whose trouble 

with the police occurred in Subareas 1 and 2, the concentration of police 

contacts by Blacks in the inner city remains one of the characteristics 

which distinguishes them from the~ Whites. While contacts with the 

police by Chicanos were concentra.ted in the inner city and its inter­

stitial areas, their contacts did not continue to be confined to the 

inner city to the extent as did police contacts by Blacks. 

Race/ethnic differences in the spatial distribution of police con­

tacts not only continues when we consider where people lived at the time 

or their contacts, but become even more pronounced. Concentration of 

contacts by place of residence was less for the Whites than concentration 

by place of contact but was greater for Blacks and Chicanos. If we look 

at the four residential subareas from which the highest proportion of 

contacts came, these areas include less than 40 96 for tht'l Whites of any 

(!ohort. Yet the four highest subareas accounted for !:i096 of the places 

of contact for Whites. Although, as indicated above, Whites had from 

32 9ci to 199ci of their contacts ill Subareas 1 and 2, the White residents 

of Subareas 1 and 2 never contributed more than 16% of the total contacts 

of their cohort, regardless of birth year. 

In sharp contrast to the Whites, the Black residents of Subareas 1 

and 2 experienced from 60% to 90% of their cohort's contacts. The addi-

tion of the two next highest areas brings their percentage of contacts 

to over 85% and leaves a very small percentage of any cohort's contacts 

by Blacks occurring else\'1here in the city. By area of residence, the 

spatial distribution of police contacts by Chicanos was more similar to 

that of the Blacks than by place of contact. 

i 

i 
'. 

---------------=~-----------------------------------------,---
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Since the White population has been novlng from the inner city and 

its interstitial areas and the Black and Chil~ano populations have continued 

to be concentrated there, we should expect :cace/ethnic differences and 

changing differences between place of contact and place of residence 

patterns. Specifically, it is not surprising that there has been a 

decline in the proportion of contacts by Whites in the inner city from 

cohort to cohort, a larger decline than that found for Blacks and Chi-

canos, who are now residing outside the inner city as well as in it. 

In summary, the inner city remains an area of concentration of con-

tacts in terms of place of contacts for all groups and place of residence 

for those Blacks and Chicanos who have contacts with the police. The 

nature of Subareas 1 and 2 -- the concentration of bars and other recrea-

tional establishments, commercial and industrial activities as well as 

park areas, the waterfront, and the meeting point of main thoroughfares 

explains the attraction of Whites to it and the relative lack of Black 

and Chicano contact outside the inner city. 

While parts of this discussion may seem to emphasize the ecology of 

Racine peT' se., our position is that the slme kinds of Natural Areas and 

Subareas may be found in any urban, industrial community. The kinds of 

relationships described h~re ma),r be generalized and are not specific 

to Racine. References to specific areas in Racine as well as to recog-

nizable types of areas have been made in order to show how we facilitate 

communication of our, findings to both a specialized audience in Racine 

that has supported our research and to a more general audience of police 

and court decision-makers who will recognize similar areas in their own 

communities. 
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PLACE OF RESIDENCE AND PLACE OF 
CONTACT AT TIME OF CONTACT 

- 9 -

Now the question arises -- what explains the COll'l~entrat1on of contacts 

of each of the three groups within their own residential area vs their 

dispersion to other areas? We have suggested (in ref'erence to the inner 

city) that much of it may be explained by the nature of the institutions 

in an area, institutions Wllich may serve as attractions to persons who 

reside there as well as to persons who reside in contiguous or even 

distant areas. Some or the concentration may also be explained by dif-

fer~nces in the type of police contacts that are more characteristic of 

the residents of one type of area than another. People may have their 

contacts with the poLice within their area of residence or in other areas 

according to the kinds of trouble generated by their life style. G Factors 

such as physical barriers (major thoroughfares, railroad tracks, the Root 

River, parks, cemc;teries, and conullerdal and industrial sites) and 

differential mobility (the availability of cars or other forms of transit) 

also play a part in determining the location of contacts according to place 

of residence vs. place of contact. 

~entration vs. Dispersion 

To better understand patterns of concentration and dispersion, we next 

examine the places at which people have had police contacts in reference 

to their places of residence at the time of contact. In the case of 

!Hacks from the 1949 Cohort, for example, 42.0% of the police contacts 

for those who \~ere residents of Subarea 1 occurred in Subarea 1 and 52.4% 

of the contacts f()r those who Were residents of Subarea 2 occurred in 

Subarea 2. And for the 1955 Cohort 51.196 of the contacts by Blacks re-
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siding in Subarea 1 took place there, as did 53.5% of the contacts by 

Blacks residing in Subarea 1 take place in that subarea. As a matter of 

fact, 90% of all of the contacts of Blacks in the 1942 Cohort residing 

in Subareas 1 and 2 were in those or contiguous subareas, as were 

80% for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. 

Aside from the concentration of contacts within their area of resi-

dence, the importance of Subareas 1 and 2 is dramatized by the fact that 

!7.8% of the 1942 Cohort's contacts, 33.7% of the 1949 Cohort's contacts, 

and 30.1% of the 1955 Cohort's contacts took place in these two areas 

regardless of where they resided. Persons from all but one area in the 

1942 Cohort, all but two areas in the 1949 Cohort, and all but three 

areas in the 1955 Cohort came into Subarea 1 and had police contacts there. 

Persons from all cohorts from all ar(~as came into Subarea 2 and had 

police contacts there. 

At the opposite extreme we find that none of the Whites from the 1942 

Cohort (there were no Blacks nor Chicanos) who lived in Subarea 26 (a 

suburban area. on the edge of the city) at the time of their contact had 

them in that area and few had contacts in its contiguous areas; instead, 

they Nent: to the inner city or to outlying areas which are places of 

youthful and adult congregation. Only 9.4% of the contacts by persons 

from the 1949 Cohort and only 9.696 from the 1955 Cohort by Whit\~s who 

lived in Subarea 26 had their contacts in that area. Only 1% of the 

police contacts by persons from the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts occurred in 

Subarea 26. 

What we find is that although there are extremes, with some subareas 

(about half) being the location of police contacts by persons who reside 
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in other areas, there are subareas which are the location of contacts 

by persons from very few other subareas J the latter because of their peri­

pheral and isolated location. While persons from some subareas, such 

as 1 and 2, have poli'~e contacts in most other subareas, there are other 

areas whose residents have police contacts in very few other subareas., 

The distribution of police contacts by place of contact and place of 

residence at time of contact or by place of residence and place of contact 

at time of contact may be found for each cohort in Appendix E, Tables 

1., 2, and 3. 

Males and females are combined in Table 5 which shows the percent 

of those who, although residing in a given area at the time of their 

contact, had that contact in either their own or in a contiguous subarea. 

The dat.a for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts may be summarized for the Whites 

by saying that persons who resided in the inner city and interstitial 

Subat'eas 1 through 5 had over 6090 of their contacts in their own subl:Lreas 

whose characteristics would be likely to generate in~area contacts by 

their residents. The number of subareas in which a high percentage of 

the residents had their contacts in that area or contiguous areas was 

greater for the 1955 Cohort, as would be expected, since they are younger 

and have had fewl!lr years of adult acti vi ty of the type which would result 

in police contacts in the inner city. It should be rememberod that most 

of Racine's tavel'ns, clubs, and cocktail lounges are located in inner 

city Subareas 1 nnd 2 and in interstitial Subareas 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

For the 194~~ and 1949 Cohorts, a map with lines from place of resi­

dence"to place of contact outside one's subarea of residence shows al­

most all lines p<)inting toward contiguous areas or the inner city. 
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In general (based on the numerically largest contact area which accounts 

for about 50% of the contacts), there are fewer lines to adjacent subareas 
. 

in those cases where natural barriers such as the Root River or large 

parks and cemeteries or major industrial plants intervene between a sub­

area and that which bounds it than in those cases where no natural or 

man-made boundaries exist between the two. There are more arrows painting 

to adjacent subareas where continuous streets bind two adjacent areas 

or where main thoroughfares are channelling traffic to and from the inner 

city. This basic pattern was present for males and females although. 

females did have D~ larger proportion of their contacts in their immediate 

area of residence or in contiguous areas than did the males. 

A word should be said about several of the extreme cases. For example, 

Subarea 15, with over 95% of its residents' contacts outside the area, 

is located between the main north-south highway from Racine to Kenosha 

on Lake Michigan, is bound on the north by J.I. Case Manufacturing Co., 

and does not directly touch on any other area. Most of the police con­

tacts of its residents are therefore in the inner city which extends 

.south to the J.I. Case Company, only a few blocks from Subarea 15. Sub­

areas 23, 24, and 26 are on the extreme periphery of the city and are 

at a distance from any areas which attract either juveniles or adults 

for leisure time activities. 

The concentration of contacts by Blacks in each cohort in their 

area of residence or adjacent subareas is also clearly indicated by the 

percentages in Table 5. It should be noted, in addition, that Blacks 

with police contacts outside their own or contiguous subareas had most 

of them in the inner city or intersti~; 41 areas. Chicano contacts were 

, 
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TABLE 5. PERCENT OF COHORT RESIDING IN AREA AT TIl1E OF POLICE CONTACT WHOSE CONTACTS HAVE BEEN IN SUBAREAS OF I-l 
N 

RESIDENCE OR CONTIGUOUS SUBAREAS:/ 1942, :(949, and 1955 COHORTS BY RACE/ETI-INICITY ...t::-

White Black* Chicano* 
1942 1949 1955 DJ42 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Rank Area % Area % Areiu:---% Arefl. Q. Area Q, Area o. Area o. Area o. Area % '0 '0 '0 'Q '0 

1 2 83.6 2 79.1 3 81.8 2 89.9 3 100.0 2 83.3 1 77 .8 4 77 .0 5 92.3 
2 10 83.1 1 78.1 10 81.0 1 89.1 4 84.7 1 79.3 1 75.0 3 86.9 
.3 1 79.6 10 77 .8 4 78.8 3 88.3 2 82.9 5 75.3 5 75.0 9 78.5 
4 3 78.6 3 75.6 11 74.7 5 71.5 1 79.1 3 74.2 2 66.6 1 77.7 
5 9 70.7 5 71.0 1 73.6 6 56.3 18 78.6 4 71.1 19 65.8 2 76.2 
6 5 62.8 6 70.7 8 72.2 5 69.2 8 64.7 3 41.7 4 74.5 
7 14 62.3 13 67.6 12 72.2 8 66.7 6 63.7 8 33.3 8 71.4 
8 13 61.5 4 66.5 6 71.6 6 55.1 7 50.0 7 23.5 19 70.0 
9 4 60.9 14 64.8 13 70.8 7 18.2 10 50.0 17 18.2 10 66.6 

10 6 60.3 7 63.7 2 70.5 18 40.0 6 61.3 
11 19 48.0 8 60.3 18 69.7 9 30.8 18 53.9 
12 8 47.3 12 59.6 5 68.7 7 31. 7 
13 12 45.9 9 57.6 9 68.1 
14 11 44.6 16 56.6 19 66.8 
15 16 44.6 18 55.7 16 64.8 
16 20 42.8 17 54.7 21 62.5 
17 17 40.5 19 54.7 14 62.1 
18 18 40.1 11 53.7 17 61.8 
19 22 33.4 20 51.9 20 55.5 
20 21 27.3 21 50.0 25 51.6 
21 25 26.5 25 42.6 22 46.1 
22 7 25.0 22 41.1 7 39.1 \ 
23 26 18.5 26 31.3 26 32.7 
24 24 13.3 23 30.1 24 29.4 
25 15 4.8 24 6.9 23 26.5 
26 23 3.6 15 3.7 15 .0 

*On1y fot' those areas producing 10 or more contacts by that race/ethnic group. 

I 
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concentrated in their own or adjacent subareas in much the same way as 

were contacts by Blacks but with smaller percentages of their out-of-

area contacts in the inner city. 

A discussion and more detailed presentation of the sources of police 

contacts in each area and contributions to contacts in each subarea by 

contiguous areas may be found in Appendix E, Tables 4 and S. 

Distance From Place of Residence to 
Place of Police Contact 

\~lile we have discussed the relationship of place of residence at 

time of police contact to place of contact and the apparent impact of 

barriers to movement out of one's area of residence, we have not approached 

the problem of differences simply in terms of distance. 

When the coordinates for each place of residence W(lre run against 

the coordinates for the place of police contact for the 1942 and 1949 

Cohorts, distances were generated in terms of shortest distance between 

points in miles, a figure that roughly approximates travel time. With 

few exceptions, the \Vhi te males had police contacts at greater average 

distanc~s from their homes than did Black males and in most cases Chicano 

males had their police contacts further from home that did White or Black 

males. For example, the average distance bet\~een place of residence 

and place of offense for Violent property destruction was 1. 64 miles 

for White males in the 1949 Cohort and .59 miles for Black males. Robbery 

took place at an average distance from their homes of 1. 47 miles for 

White males and .99 miles for Black males. The Chicano pattern (there 

were insufficient Chicano police contacts to compare by individual of-

fense categories) is not surprising considering the number who resided in 
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an out lying bal'l'io UIId wore therefore at a c:onsiderable distance from areas 

with a high incidence of delinquency and crime. In no cases were Black male 

contacts further from their homos than White male contacts for either the 

1942 or 1949 Cohort.? 

In tho cages where police contact distances from home could be compared 

by sex the females generally had their contacts closer to home than did the 

males. 

The possibility of increa~;ing distance from home to place of contact 

and distance from contact to contact cOlluncncing with first contact and follow­

ing through to Nth contact has been raised. If one area contained more repeaters 

than r.nother, these residents of tho area, as the dj.stance from home to crime 

and crime to crime increased with time, ,,,ould have a disproportionate number 

of their contacts outside their area of residence compared to the areas whose 

residents had few or multiple contacts. WhUe there was some indication 

of increasing distance for Robbery, Burglary, Theft, and Auto theft (taken 

as a group), the wave was erratic '''ith contact to contact variation being 

. d' from the first to Nth contact. B greater than any gradual increase ~nlstanccs 

SUMMARY 

The average number of police contacts per block ''lithin the 26 subareas 

by persons residing in these subareas at the time of their police contacts 

systematically decreases from the inner city outward. A similar but not 

quite so systematic decline per block was found for police contacts occurring 

within the 26 subareal;. 

From 6096 to 90~6 ()f the contacts by Blacks were generated by those 

residing in the inner city Subareas 1 and 2, as were from 40~il to 60r
J 

of the Chicano contacts. However, only 15% of the \~ite contacts took 
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place in these subareas. While fewer, 549J tv 75~J, of the police contacts 

by Blacks and 36PJ to 569.; of the police contacts by Chicanos took place 

in the inner city, only 19% to 32% of the White contacts were in these 

subareas. In other words, the area of White activity is more concentrated 

than are the areas of !,osidence for contact-responsible Whites. 

The extremes of concentration and dispersion of place of contact 

vs. place of residence are illustrated by the fact that about 509.; of 

the contacts for porsons in the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts residing in Sub-

area 1 wore in Subaroa 1, \"hile less than 10~iJ of the contacts of those 

who lived in Subarea 26 actually took place in Subarea 26. In ensence, 

there are subareas which contribute contacts to most other subareas and 

there ure subareas that contribute contacts to very few other subareas. 

Although some subareas are characterized by having a large proportion 

of ~heir police contacts generated by persons who reside in neither that 

nor contiguous areas but in many widely dispersed areas, others ar\,. 

characterized by having most of their police contacts generated by persons 

from that or contiguous subareas. IVhile persons from inner city and 

interstitial and somc other subareas (this is more trlle of Blacks than 

Whi.tes) have most of their poli~e contacts in their subarea of l'esidence 

or in contiguous subareas, persons from other subareas have relatively 

few of their contacts in their subarea of residence or contiguous subareas 

(this is more true for Whites than for Blacks or Chicanos). 

While White males had p()lice c()ntacts at greater average distance 

from their homes than did Black males, f()r most types of contacts, Chi­

canos (as a consequencc of the fact that nlany lived in an outlying barrio) 

had their contacts farthest from home of all. Females had their contacts 

closer to home fOl' more types of contacts than did males. 

127 
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Tho spatial distribution of delinquency and crime could) of course, 

havo boon presented in considerable complexity, di,f£erent po,tterns shown 

for diffol'ont age porio+:;. Although there were interesting age period 

diffel'el1COS, it was dod-dod that rather than to oxpand tho presentation 

of place of residence vs. place of contact at the time of the incident, 

a quite different chapter should be included. Following the position 

that deHllquency is a product of the learning process, we next examine 

differenc:os in patterns of socialization. This, we shall eventually 

find, is one of the detormimmts of how extensive an official career 

may become and tho nature and extent of self-reported careers, as well. 

.. 4 

FOOTNOTBS 

1 There has been an extensive litel.'ature on the ecology of the city) 

some of which has been referred to in Chapter 1. Following the early 

''1ork of Richard M. Hurd's Pnnaiptoe ,')f City Land VaZuoe (New York: The 

Record and Guide, 1911), the Chicago :sch"ol gcmorated a series of books 

and articles which supported the concontric circle model or zonal pattern 
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of city gro''1th and changing land use, e.g., Robert E. Park, Ernest W. Burgess, 

and Roderick D. McKenzie, The City (Chicugo: University of Chic~.go Pross, 

1925) J Ernest W. Burgess) Tho Ullban Commu:nity (Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press, 1925), Roderick D. McKenzie, Tho Motllopotitan Cononunity 

(New York: McGraw ... Hill, 1933). The Chicago research prompted Homer Hoyt's, 

Tho S'i;llUotullO and Gllowth of RcsidontiaZ Ncig11boll110oda in Ainolliaan Citice 

(Washington: Federal Housing Administr.ation, 1939), a volwn(~ which was 

interpreted by same as a rej ection of the Chicago work, but 'I/hich was more 

objectively seen as adding to it in d~'scribing patterns of city growth. 

Existing research on the ecology of the city has most recently been critically 

evaluated by Brian J.L. Berry and John D. Kasarda in ContcmpollallY Ullban 

EaoZogy (Ne,'1 York: MacMillan, 1977). Whatever one concludes about develop­

ment patterns for residential neighborhoods, one mus;: agree that relativoly 

homogeneous areas should be delineated and ranked from 10\'1 t.o high on some 

cununulative measure of Nhatever characteristics at'e hypothesized to have 

somo relationship to juvenile delinquency and crime. 

2 Lyle W. Shannon, John R. Faine, and Judith L. McKim, "'rho Ecological 

Distribution of Negroes in Racine, Wisconsin, 1960-1970," unpublished but 

available in multilith :Eor persons intereste~, in comparison of scaling 

techniques. 

3 1970 Census, PHC(1)-169, Tables P-2, P-3, and P-4. 

~ Racine is, in many respects, an ideal laboratory in which to study 

tho American dream, or ut least the way social process(}s opel"tilto to fulfill 

the dreams of diverse segments of the population. While approximately 

one-third of the population is of Danish descent, tho romaininlt two-thirds 

are quite diverse (German, Polish, Czech, Russian, Italian, Lithuanian, 

Turkish, English, Nor''1egian, Swedish, Yugoslavian, and many others, including 

I 
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the more rc:cently arrived Chicanos [Mexican-Americans]). In 1930 almost 

209.; of the population consisted of fort'!ign-born IVhi tes, while less than 

1 oJ \~as Black [Negro]. By 1940 the population of foreign-born IVhi tes 

dropped to 16.5%, by 1950 to 12%, by 1960 to 8%, and by 1970 to 6%. At 

the same time, the Black population increased from 1% in 1940 to 290 by 

1950, to 5.3% by 1960, and to 10.5% by 1970. 

5 Our findings. where applicable, are in agreement with those of C)~vin 

F. Schmid and Stanton E. Schmid, Cpime in the State of Washington (Olympia, 

lVashington: Law and Justice Planning Office, lVashington State Planning 

and Cow~lunity Affairs Agency, 1972). While their report describes crime 

in th(;) State of Washington, special attention is given to the spatial 

distribution of arrests in Seattle for the period 1960-1970 (Chapters 4, 

5, and 6). Thi:; is undoubtedly the most comprehensive study of the ecology 

of crime available. 

6 The focal concerns of lower class culture as described in Walter 

B. Miller's, ":Lower Class Culture as a Generating Milieu of Gang Delin­

quency," Jou..r.onaZ of Social .. Is BueEI 14(1958) 5-19, suggest how much of 

the delinquent behavior by inner city youth (and for that matter, adult 

misbehavior) becomes more visible to authorities than does that by youth 

who reside in peripheral areas. 

7 Distance from place of residence to place of contact is shO\m for the 

1942 and 1949 Cohorts in Tables 6 and 7 in Appendix E. Variation in 

place of occurrence by reason for police contact is also discussed in 

some detail in this appendix. 

B Susan C. Cowart, "Some Individual Properties of Criminal Activity," 

unpublished paper, December 1977. '. 4 ~ 
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Chapter 6. Area of Socialization and Patterns of Delinquency and Crime 

AREA OF SOCIAJ.,IZATION AND CAREERS IN DELINQUENCY AND CRIME 

The spatial distribution of police contacts for delinquen~ and criminal 

behavior was described in detail in the last chapter based on place of 

residence at time of police contact and place of police contact. While 

these data are important in themselves, we have not yet described the re­

lationship of place of socialization to the development of delinquent and 

criminal behavior. 

Since where one lives While growing up may be considered a factor 

determining whether or not one will have contacts with the police throughout 

their lifetime, we have examined total contacts of cohort members with con-

tinuous residence by their subareas of socialization. The average number of 

contacts per person for each subarea contoured into zones for each cohort is 

shown by Maps l, 2, and 3., As would be expected, those who were socialized 

in the inner city or its interstitial subareas have the greatest mean number 

of police contacts throughout their lifetimes, regardless of cohort. Ap-

pendix F contains similar maps based on areas of socialization but including 

all persons in the cohort whether or not they had continuous residence in 

Racine. 

Diff(~rences in the pattern of total ('.ontact rates between cohorts may 

be explaineid, at least in part, by the changing nature of residential areas, 

the expansion and >'::hanging locations of areas in which the least advantaged 

portion of the population was socialized, the devel()pment of the area con­

taining the barrio, and the development of a larger commercial-industrial 

area on the periphery of the city that has some elements of the \",ay of life 
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of inner city dwellers. To this point we have been describing total police 

contact patterns based on all categories of contact) with each contact 

given equal weight. 

Maps 4) S) and 6 are based on the average seriousness scores of persons 

in em-:h cohort who grew up in each subarea regardless of the length of 

time that they lived in Racine. This is to show the concentration of re-

petitiveness and seriousness in the inner city and its interstitial areas. 

Spatial patterns based on differences in grand seriousness scores from 

subarea to subarea and from cohort to cohort are similar to those found 

for the total average contact rates shown on other maps) but differ in 

that the sheer munbers of persons having repetitive contacts compounded 

by seriousness emphasizes the inner city and its interstitial areas as 

the source of a disproport:Lonate amount of the felonies and major misdemeanors 

which are found in the cit.y. 

THE RACE/ETHNIC VARIATION OF POLICE CONTACT 
RATES BY AREA OF SOCIALIZATION 

If we assume that soine of the bas,ic sociological explanations of'delin­

quency and crime have merit, i.e.) that delinquency and crime are generated 

in social contexts most favorable to delinquency and crime and that they 

are generated at lower rates in areas least favorable to crime then the 

proportion of each race/ethnic group with police contacts should be the 

same as their proportion of the cohort in each subarea of socialization 

when combined into larger areas. If these proportions are the same or 

very similar it becomes very difficult to accept racist explana­

tions which> although interred many years ago> linger and are still given 

considerable weight by an unsophisticated segment of the population. If 
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these proportions are not the same, the problem still remains of how to 

a{;~ount for race/ethnic variation in juvenile delinquency and crime. 
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A greater proportion of the Black males who were socialized in Natural 

Area A (see Table lA) had contacts in each of the age categories in all 

three cohorts than did the White Ina1es. One cannot generalize beyond this 

since so few members of either minority group grew up outside Areas A and B. 

This pattern (Table IB) was also evident among the 1949 Cohort'S White 

and Black females, but the 1955 Cohort's Black and White fell'lftles who grew 

up in Areas A and B are identical or differ little in their proportions 

wi th contacts for all age periods combined (although they differed for 

some age periods) • 

Considering the faciS that such a large proportion of the 1942 Cohort 

(basically a White cohort) was socialized outside the inner city, that 

from 69P6 to 84% (depending on the cohort) of the White males had police 

contacts at one time or another I and that from 50% to 9090 of the Whites 

from the best residential areas had at least one police contact at some 

time during their lives, it cannot even be said that delinquency and crime 

in the conununity \\'as a Black problem or a problem restricted to those ,\'ho 

were socialized in the inner city.l 

When we compare the percentages of each race/ethnic group socialized 

in each natural area with the percentages of each from the area who actually 

had contacts (Table 2) we find very little difference in the proportions. 

IVhite males, regardless of area or cohort I consistently had a slightly 

lo\\'er proportion \dth contacts than they constituted of the group socialized 

in the area. Minority group males, \dth t\~O minor exceptions, had slightly 

higher proportions with contacts. The 1955 Black males of Area A had a O. g; 

I 
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TABLE lAo PERCENT WITH POLICE CONTACTS AMONG COIIORT MEMBERS BY RACE/ETIINICI'rY AND NATURAL AlUlA OF PRINCIPAL I-! 
J::,:o 

JUVENILE RESIDENCE, ~~LES a 

- ~ .. """"- to ,,,_..- ...... 'W'_ >- -.-.-- """~ - - ~."-.-'''''''-~------~'''- - , .. ~,"".""",- .~- ... 
~ ~ 

Natural Areas, Lower (Innor City) 
;to Higher Qual ~!l...!!ill:!2l~g * Combinations** 

A B C D E- A,B,C,D,E __ Total 
W B C W B C· W tV W IV B C W B =Cu 

... ==_~~~~.H*H'-. ................... --------~ .. -~ 

1942 COhol't 

Contacts 6-17 62 69 0 64 0 0 64 49 48 43 100 0 56 73 a 
Contacts 18-20 43 85 SO 53 0 0 47 43 35 34 100 0 44 87 33 
Contacts 21+ 73 92 100 67 0 100 76 67 65 67 100 a 70 93 100 
Contacts Ever 81 100 100 84 a 100 89 90 78 77 100 0 84 100 100 

N = 37 13 2 81 0 1 78 49 23 70 2 0 338 15 3 

1949 Coho:t't 

Contacts 6-17 64 87 88 63 33 80 70 60 84 48 100 100 64 83 87 
Contacts 18-20 63 81 63 49 33 80 51 46 33 49 50 100 48 76 73 
Contacts 21+ 61 84 il5 53 33 80 50 49 29 46 50 100 48 79 80 
Contacts Ever 88 97 100 82 33 100 85 78 74 77 100 100 81 93 100 

N = 59 37 S 150 3 5 14S 139 77 107 2 2 677 42 15 

1955 Coho:t't 

Contacts 6-17 68 84 90 71 83 73 5" 50 41 40 88 (:7 52 85 80 \ 

Contacts 18-20 52 70 70 55 61 60 41 42 32 39 65 100 42 68 71 
Contacts 21+ 29 44 30 30 39 33 18 17 21 19 29 50 19 41 34 
Contacts Ever 87 90 95 87 89 87 74 66 S2 62 88 100 69 89 93 

N = 31 70 20 145 18 15 212 204 124 245 17 6 961 105 41 -- --"'..--:" ---
* ("Jlumns for minority groups have been eliminated in Areas C, D, and E bccause there \"ere too fc\" of both sexes. 
~ JUts i.:' , R~~ine and Not Ascertained included; I.!olumns \<Ii th small Nt s retained so that Total balances. 

.. 
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TABLE lB. PERCENT WITH POLICE CONTACTS AMONG COHORT MEMBERS BY RACn/ETHNICI'rY AND NATURAL AREA OF PRINCIPAL .... 
JUVENILE RESIDENCE, FEMALES 

::: ~io 

Natural Areas, Lowor (Innor City) 
to Higher Qua1it~ Housing* Combinations** 

A B C D iT A, Bt C2Dt E Total 
W B C W B C W W W W B C W B C 

1942 Coho!"/; 

Contacts 6-17 26 0 0 15 50 0 15 23 27 20 0 0 19 25 0 
Contacts 18-20 26 0 0 15 100 0 11 13 9 11 0 0 14 50 0 
Contal!ts 21+ 39 100 0 2S 100 33 29 36 36 29 100 0 31 100 20 
Contacts Ever 59 100 0 43 100 67 43 52 55 44 100 0 48 100 40 

N = 39 1 1 53 2 3 56 31 22 66 1 1 267 4 5 

1949 Coho!'t 

Contacts 6-17 36 61 33 22 43 33 33 24 24 18 50 0 27 56 33 
Contacts 18-20 33 50 67 28 29 33 21 23 28 22 2S 0 25 44 44 
Contacts 21+ 17 54 33 24 29 33 19 22 22 21 25 0 22 46 33 
Contacts Ever 56 75 100 52 57 67 54 49 45 48 50 0 53 69 78 

N = 36 28 3 93 7 6 129 109 58 83 4 0 508 39 9 

1955 Coho!'t 
" 

Contacts 6-17 57 48 69 36 36 70 33 29 20 17 86 80 28 52 71 
Contacts 18-20 29 35 23 32 29 20 21 18 21 17 57 40 21 37 25 \ 

Contacts 21+ 11 16 39 7 29 30 9 10 5 7 57 40 8 24 36 
Contacts Ever 66 66 85 55 57 70 46 43 36 31 93 80 42 69 78 

N = 35 58 13 145 14 10 174 201 139 223 H 5 917 86 23 -- 1:-1 
* Columns i:or minority groups have been eliminated in Areas C, D, ,.J::' 

and E because there were too fe\oI of both sexes J-i 

.. ** Outside Racine and Not Ascertained included; columns \'lith small Nls retained so that Total balances • 

I 

---------------------,--------, ----------------- -,- ----
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TABLE 2, ,;ACE/ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF COHORTS AND THOSE WITH POLICE CONTACTS 
1-1 

BY NATURAL AREAS OF PRINCIPAL ,.J::: 

JUVENILE RESIDENCE, BY PERCEN~ N 

Area A: Areas Combinations* 
Inner-Cit>:: B.C,D,E ApB,C,D.E Total 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

MALES: 

TotaZ who oouZd have had contaots 6-21+ 
White 71.2 56.7 25.6 99.6 9'7.3 94.5 97.2 \)6.4 91.4 94.9 91.5 86.S 
Black 25.0 35.6 57.9 .0 1.0 2.6 2.8 1.8 6.3 4.2 5.9 9.5 
Chicano 3.8 7.7 16.5 .4 1.7 2.9 .0 1.8 2.2 .8 2.6 4.2 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 100-:0 100.0 

N = 52 104 121 232 525 725 72 111 268 356 740 1114 

Contacts EVer 6-21+ 
I~'hite 66.7 54.2 24.8 99.5 97.2 93.1 96.4 95.3 87.8 94.0 90.1 82.6 
Black 28.9 37.5 57.8 .0 .7 3.3 3.6 2.3 8.7 5.0 6,8 11.9 
Chicano 4.4 8.3 17.4 ,5 2.1 3.7 .0 2.3 3.5 1.0 3.1 5.5 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 '99:-,g- 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0' 

N = 45 96 109 200 423 518 56 86 172 301 605 799 

FEMALES: 

TotaZ who aouZd have had oontaots 6-21+ 
White 95.1 53.7 33.0 96.4 96.5 95.9 9'7.1 95.4 92.1 96.4 91. 2 88.6 
Black 2.4 41.8 54.7 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.5 4.6 5.8 1.8 7.0 8.3 
Chicana 2.4 4.5 12.3 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.5 .0 2.1 1.8 1.8 3.1 

99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.1 ioo.o 100.0 TIm. 0 nm-:o roo. 0 
N = 41 67 106 168 403 687 68 87 242 ;!77 557 1035 

Contacts EVer 6-21+ 
White 95.8 46.5 31.9 94.9 95.6 94.6 96.7 95.2 80.5 95.5 88.3 82.4 
Black 4.2 46.5 52.8 2.5 1.9 2.6 3.3 4.8 14.9 3.0 8.9 12.5 
Chicana .0 7.0 15.3 2.5 2.4 2.9 .0 .0 4.6 1.5 2.7 5.1 

100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 106:1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 

N = 24 43 72 79 206 312 30 42 87 133 291 471 

-" 
* !nc1ude~· outside Racine and not ascertained. 
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smaller proportion with contacts and the 1949 Black males of Area B through E 

had a 0.3% lower proportion with contacts. These two exceptions do not 

seriously affect our overall conclusions that the proportions with contacts 

are consistently higher for males across areas and cohorts than their proportions 

of the population of the area. In fact J in not a single area or combination 

of areas for any cohort was the difference between race/ethnic proportions 

of the cohort significant.ly dIfferent from the proportion of each group 

that had contacts sometime during their careers. 

The females present a very similar picture, but with five exceptions. 

Three of the exceptions involve Chicanas born in 1942, of whom there were 

five. Both of the remaining exceptions Occur in Area A where the 1942 

White female p't'oportion is 0.796 higher than their proportion of the area's 

population and where the 1955 Black female proportion is 1.9% higher than 

their proportion of the area's population. Again, none of these exceptions is 

sufficiently great to affect our conclusion that their proportions, like 

the mal l9s, of those with contacts are consistent across areas and cohorts with 

their proportions of the population of the area and cohort. Furthermore, the 

consistency with which the race/ethni<: proportions of those who have contacts 

parallel the race/ethnic composition of the areas reinforces our position 

that delinquency and crime arc not exclusively minority group problems. 

Even though the minority g.r.oups' percentages (male or female) of their 

group who had contacts in the four age categories almost always exceed that 

of the Whites in all three cohorts, this does not mean that the crime pro­

blem is excessively one of 1I15.nority groups. About 909" of the persons 

from the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts who had contacts were \fuite and over 809ci 

of the persons from toe 1955 Cohort who had contact$ were White. Even 

, 
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in Area A where Blacks and Chicanos comprise a greater proportion of the 

population and the cohorts than in any other area, the Whites constituted 

the great bulk of those who had contacts in the 1942 Cohort, over half 

of those with contacts in the 1949 Cohort, and essentially their proportion 

of those with contacts in the 1955 Cahort. 

The idea of Blacks and Chicanos as the focal point of the delinquency 

and crime problem is incorrect. This view is distorted by not only the 

failure to consider the spatial distribution of minorities but is to some 

extent a fiction about the nature of minority groups based on confusing 

contextually-derived behavior and chnracteristics of groups. What we see 

generated in Area A is a consequence of life in the inner city where, by 

the very nature of the lives that people are forced to live (and this is 

not presented as an ex:;use for delinquency and crime), their actions become 

more visible to the police who, in turn, are required to attempt the main­

tenance of certain standards of behavior. 2 

RACE/ETHNIC VARIATION IN POLICE CONTACT RATES FOR 
TRAFFIC VS. NON-TRAFFIC OFFENSES BY AREA OF SOCIALIZATION 

The next question is how much variation is to be found for Non-traffic 

vs. Traffic contacts by area and by race/ethnicity within areas. (Detailed 

tables paralleling those in this chapter but based on Non-traffic vs. Traf­

fic contacts are contained in Appendix F.) 

We found that not only did a larger percentage of Black males socialized 

in Area A have police contacts than did comparable l'lhite males for Non­

traffic offenses, but the difference between Blacks and Whites was even 

greater than for Traffic offenses. This was particularly the case for 

the 1955 Cohort where both Blacks and Chicanos had 30% greater involvement 
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than did the Whites. For example, 55% of the Whites had at least one Non­

traffic contact but 87% of the Blacks and 85% of the Chicanos did so. Of 

those socialized in Area A, 61% of the Whites had had a Non-tl'affic contact 

but 89% of the Blacks and 90% of the Chicanos had also ha.d at least one 

contact at some time in their lives, actually by age 21 for this cohort. 

While l'lhites had the lowest percent with Traffic contacts overall and Chicanos 

the highest, Whites socialized in Area A had a greater percentage with 

Traffic contacts than did the Blacks from the 1955 Cohort (Chicanos from 

Areas A and B had the highest percent with Traffic contacts). While a 

similar pattern was found for females, there was less difference between 

White and Black females from the 1955 Cohort for both Traffic and Non-

traffic offenses than for the males. For the 1955 Cohort it was the Chicanos 

from Area A who had the highest contact rates of all for Non-traffic offenses. 

It should also be noted that there was a greater tendency fer the proportion 

of Whites who had police contacts for Non-traffic offenses to: decline out­

ward from Areas A and B to peripheral Area E, but not as great, however, 

as the decline in numbers and seriousness of police contacts because persons 

with multiple and serious contacts were concentrated in the inner city 

and interstitial areas. 

We were equally concerned about varia:tion in the race/ethnic proportion 

of the persons socialized in the inner city vs. the rest of the city and 

the total who generated police contacts for Non-traffic vs. Traffic offenses 

during their careers. In the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. Black males from Area A 

experienced a disproportionate share of the Traffic offenses recorded against 

persons socialized in that area but they committed even more of the Non­

traffic offenses. Black males in the 1955 Cohort contributed disproportionately 
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more contacts only for Non-traffic offenses. In neither cas'e I however, 

did the Black males contribute so much more than their share to the total 

number of pOlice contacts generttted by persons who were socialized in any 

area that they shOUld be singled out as the source of the delinquJmcy and 

crime problem. While Chicano males were overrepresented, th:i.~ was lUlgcly 

due to Traffic offenses. 

SUMMARY 

Mlen the spatial distribution of delinquency and crime is presented 

in terms of frequency of police contacts for persons according to where 

they grew up (their area of socialization) during the ages 6 through 17, 

we find the classical pattern of higher rates in the inner city with lower 

rates on the periphery regardless of race/ethnici ty. The pattern is similar 

to that of the spatial distribution of people in the conullunity according 

to socioeconomic status. 

When the proportion of White persons (removing Blacks and ChicaIlIOS 

concentrated in the inner city or interstitial areas) from each cohort 

who had police contacts was observed by areas of socialization, there was 

some decline in the proportion of males with police contacts from 

the center of the city outward for most age periods. However, the most 

notable statistic is the large proportion from each area who had police 

contacts at one time or another. In other words, delinquency and crime 

are prevalent among Whites regardless of their area of socialization. 

The race/ethnic composition of persons from each cohort from each 

natural, area who had police ccmtacts in each age period or all age periods 

combined was very little different from the race/ethnic composition of 

-------------------------------------------_ •.. 

r~ 

~ i 

'\ 

\ 
~l 

I 
I 

I 
i 

\ 
1 

C :\ 

J 
r I 

: I 
~ ~l 

t 

i 
:1 

If 

" Ii 
[, 

Ii 
, 

i' • 

- 8 -

persons from areas of socialization or combinations of areas of socializa-

tion. 

When persons :i.n each cohort were observed by areas of socialization 

on a basis of whether they had Traffic or Non-traffic police contacts 

(some had one but not the other and some had in both), the differences 

between Whites and BIELcks \~ere greater for Non-traffic than for Traffic 

contacts, but a greater percentage of the Blacks had contacts in both cate­

gories in most age periods and all age periods combined. Still, almost 

without exception, about half or more of the Mlite males from even the 

best residential areas had contacts for both Non-traffi,~ and Traffic offenses. 

When Traffic and Non-traffic contacts were separated, Black and Chicano 

males were, with few exceptions from cohort to cohort or within areas, 

more overrepresented for Non-traffic than Traffic offenses. Black females 

and Chicanas, while generally overrepresented for Non-traffic offenses, 

were not consistently overrepresented for Traffic offenses. 

We must remember that higher contact rates in some areas and over-

representation clf minorities does not in itself indicate that special attention 

should be given to minorities apart fronlconcernover the fact that they 

are disproportionately socialized in areas which have generated higher 

rates of delinquency and crime among Whites as well. The importance of 

differential socialization will become apparent when delinquency is vie\~ed 

as a process. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 The extensive literature on socioeconomic and social class differences 

in dcllnquency rates has not been cited in this chapter. Most studies 

havI} shown that it exists with offic:ia1 data. The pertinent ecological 

literature was referenced in Chapter 1. The widespread prevalence of police 
contacts with juveniles described i1l1 this chapter does not negate the findings 

that delinquency varies with social class and socioeconomic status. The 

addition of frequency and seriousness dimensions generates the traditiolla1 

pattern of higher rates in the inner city and interstitial areas with a 
decline in rates as one moves toward higher socioeconomic status areas 

on the periphery of the city. Furthermore, the prevalence levels (being 

d.elinquent defined as having at least one police contact during the age 
p,eriod 6 - 17) are not inconsistent with the high cumulative prevalence 

levels for juveniles in similar urban areaS cited by Robert A. Gordon in 
"Prevalence: The Rare Datum in Delinquency Measurement and r. Q. Implications 

for the Theory of Delinquency," Chapter 8, Mal com W. KI ein (ed.), The 

Juvenile Justiae Sys'cem (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1976), pp. 210-241. 

2 The literature has been replete with findings of higher rates of de lin·· 

quency and crime for minority race/ethnic groups. No one questions the 

existence of these differences based on official data. The issue is ho\~ 

these differences come about and the extent to which they are differences 

based on socioeconomic status, dispositional procedure in the juvenile 

and adult justice systems, or subcultural variation related to background 

and life experiences. In regard to the latter, Thornberry and Figlio, 

Chapter 11, "Victimization and Criminal Behavior in a Bh'th Cohort," 

in Terence P. Thornberry and Edward Sagarin, (cds.), Imag@s of C~ime: 
Offenders and Viatims (New York: Praeger Publishers 1972), have Jhown 
that black cohort members are more likely than whites to be victims of 

robbery, stabbing, shooting, pickpocketing, and larceny. This suggests 

that the way of life of victims may make them more susceptible to victimizatioH 
by a~tion. References to the literature on social class and subcultural 

differences were made in Chapter 1, e. g., Shaw, Thrasher, Miller C10\~ard 

and Ohlin, Bordua p Schultz, Short and Strodbeck, Kobrin, an~ Lerman. For 

j 1 - 10 - 149 

a recent article on the Chicano case see Howard S. Erlanger, "Estrange-
ment, Machismo and Gang Violence," SoaiaZ Saienae Qua:t'te:t'ZYJ 60(1979) pp. 235-

248. Erlanger's point that subcultural differences may readily and·tmin­

tentiollaUy generate police contacts in the larger society is wel1 taken. 

This is particularly true if police and school personnel have little or 
no understanding of the minority subculture. Also sec Octavia Ignacio 

Romano V, "The Anthropology and Sociology of the Mexi!~an-Americans, II 

EZ G:t'ito 2(1968) pp. 13-28. Mlile we take the position that the higher 
incidence and prevalence of delinquency and crime rates among minorities 

may be explained by their status and group membership it must be noted 

that some competent researchers look at it otherwise. For example, Gordon, 

op. cit., 1976, pp. 256-270, believes that higher rates of delinquency 

and crime are related to differences in the distribution of I.Q. 

I 
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Chapter 7. The Concentration of Delinquency and Cri."1e Among Mul dple Offenders 

CONCENTRATION OF CONTACTS 

The concentration of police contacts within the inner city u.nd inter­

stitial areas in terms of both contact location and place of residence 

of persons with police contacts has been described in the past two chapters. 

Likewise, It is found that police contacts for alleged del;nquent and criminal 

behavior are highly concontrated omong some individuals in each ~ohort, 

both in terms of the recurrence of contacts and the seriousness of behavior 

that generates police contacts. It has also been shown that police contacts 

arc so widely dispersod that more than one-half of the males, regardloss 

of whero thoy reside, havo at least ono Non-traffic contact with the police 

sometime during thoir lives. We shall also find that \'1hile a portion of 

each group has (. .Itinuity in their careers, most people have discontinuous 

careers or contacts during only one period in their lives. In this chapter 

we shall describe the concentration of contacts among a small proportion 

of the members of each cohort. 

~ Proportion Responsible for Most Police Contacts 

As in other similar studies, rela~ively few persons \'1ere responsible 

for a disproportionately large number of all police contacts. This \'1as 

the case in all cohorts. In the 1942 Cohort 9.59,; were responsible for 

51.0% of the contacts. In the 1949 Cohort concentration was somewhat groator, 

8. O!'J of the cohort being responsible for 50.89,; of the contacts. Anu for 

the HiSS Cohort only 5. 89J of the cohort \\tlS responsible for 50. 8(\.j of the 

contacts • 

These differences must be put in perspective, hO\'1ever, by recalling 



·~---.---------------------

, 
• 

, 
) 



.. 

152 
- 2 -

that a greater proportion of the males (6-7 9" more) in the 1949 Cohl)rt had 

poliec conta.-.!i:S than did the males in 1942 or 1955 Cohorts during the age 

period from 6 through 20. We would ther0fore expect somewhat less concen­

tration of contact~ f,)1' the 1949 COhOl·t males. Further, the 1942 Cohort 

had n longer period of adult exposure. Consequently, we would expect less 

concentration of the contacts alnong a small portion of that cohort, in 

part bcc.:ause they \'lould have more rears of exposure to the possibility 

of contacts for Traffic offenses. All things considered, the concentration 

of contacts among males probably diff,el's little from cohort to cohort. 

Concentration of contacts was even greater for females than for males 

in each cohort. For example, 8.7% of the females in the 1942 Cohort ac­

counted for 51.5 PJ of the contacts by females; while it took 12.6~iI of the 

males to account for 49.2 96 of their contacts. Similarly, in the 1949 Cohort 

7.7(1J of the females accounted for 51.59J of their contacts but it took 10.49" 

of the males to account for 50.496 of their contacts. And again, in the 

1955 Cohort 6.7!'oi of the females were responsible for 53.89.; of their contacts 

while 8. 4!'J of the males were responsible for 53.590 of their contacts. Oif-

ferences from cohort to cohort in the concentration of female contacts 

are considerably less than for males. Tnis may be explained to some extent 

by additional years of eJ-:posure to the possibility of Traffic contacts 

for those in the earlier cohorts for males but also by the increasing pro­

portion of the females who had police contacts, particularly in the juvenile 

period. 

Although there were 50 few Chicano males and females and so few Black 

females in the 1942 Cohort that one must use caution in analyzing their 

police contacts, it should be noted that 20.0% of the Black males were 

ft_ 
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responsible for 45. 2~0 of their contacts in contrast to the 12.790 of the 

White males who accounted for 49.1% of their contacts. Thus it is apparent 

that police contacts are not nearly as concentrated among Blacks as Anglos. 

It should be added that in the 1942 Cohort the greatest concentration of 

contacts was for White females J where 8.7% had 51. 5% of their contacts. 

In the 1949 Cohort there was 1:\ sufficient number Chicano males 

to note that 21.0% accounted for 49.0% of their contacts and sufficient 

Black males to note that 18.2 90 of them accounted for 50.090 of their contacts. 

There were also enough Black females to now point out that 12.8~ were res­

ponsible for 50.0% of their contacts. Still, concentration remained the 

highest among Whites with 10.990 of the males accounting for 51. 090 of their 

contacts and 9.2 90 of the females accounting for 53.490 of their contacts. 

The concentration of police contacts among a small percent of the Blacks 

and Chicanos in the 1955 Cohort was higher than for the previous cohorts 

for the same reasons mentioned for the total cohort, only 12.890 of the 

Chicano males accumulating 46.1 90 of their contacts and 12.596 of the Chicanas 

accumulating 54.3~o of their contacts. Likewise, only 9.3°,; of the Black 

females now had 49.8% of their contacts and 14.196 of the Black males had 

51.1% of their contacts. White male concentration had increased in the 

1955 Cohort so that 8.0 96 now accounted for 52.2 96 of their contacts and 

White females had 6.7% accoLnting for 54.4% of their contacts. These figures 

and additional evidence of the concentration of contacts may be found in 

Table 1. 

Traffic vs. Non-traffic Concentration 

Traffic offenses are perceived by many persons as representing a dif­

ferent order of delinquent and criminal behavior than Non-traffic offenses. 
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TABLE 1. PERCENT OF COHORTS ACCOUNTING FOR PERCENT OF POLICE CONTACTS: TOTAL, BY 
SEX,AND BY RACE/ETHNICITY 

1942 1949 1955 

% of % of 0. of ~o of '0 ~cl of % of 
Cohort Contacts Cohort Contacts Cohort Contacts 

All Contacts 

Cohort 9.5 51.0 8.0 50.8 5.8 50.8 
Males 12.6 49.2 10.4 50.4 8.4 53.5 
Females 8.7 51.5 7,'1 51.1 6.7 53.8 

White Males 12.7 49.1 10.9 51.0 8.0 52.2 
Black Males 20.0 45.2 18.2 50.0 14.1 51.1 
Chicano Males * 21. 0 49.0 12.8 46.1 

White Females 8.2 51.3 9.2 53.4 6.7 54.4 
Black Females 12.8 50.0 9.3 49.8 
Chicanas 12.5 54.3 

Non- traffic Contacts 

Cohort 7.4 52.5 6.0 52.6 5.0 53.6 
Males 11.0 52.3 8.2 52.5 6.8 53.6 
Females 4.7 55.4 5.4 55.4 4.2 51.8 

White Males 10.6 52.5 7.8 52.4 5.9 52.8 
Black Males 20.0 43.4 18.2 51.8 14.5 53.0 
Chicano Males 21. 0 53.0 19.1 61.8 

White Females 4.5 57.0 6.1 58.6 4.0 53.5 
Black Females 12.8 53.5 9.3 53,0 
Chicanas 20.0 60.0 15.6 61. 2 

Traffic Contacts 

Cohort 11.1 50.5 15.5 60.1 13.0 61.5 
Males 16.0 S1. 7 13.9 49.9 9.2 41. :3 
Females 13.7 63.6 8.8 48.0 4.6 39.7 

White Males 15.1 49.0 12.5 46.2 7.9 37.0 
Black Males 20.0 54.4 15.9 51.2 9.4 41.4 
Chicano Males 21.0 45.4 21.3 59.4 

White Females 13.8 63.1 8.3 46.8 4.2 36. ; 
Black F~males 15.4 62.9 8.1 5(\,7 
Chicanas 6.2 >7. 1 

To.: 

* Too few persons in cohort segment for this statistic (less than 15) . 
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The data in Table 1 indicate that although Non~traffic contacts are generally 

more concentrated in a small proportion of the persons in each cohort than 

are Traffic contacts, there are some race/ethnh~ / sex segm,ents of each cohort 

in which Traffic contacts are even more concentrated than Non-traffic con-

tacts because a relatively small number of the group has access to automobiles. 

Suffice it to say that proportionately more males not only had access to 

automobiles but also spent more time driving around than did females, parti-

cularly Black fell1ales antI Chicanas. As a result there is greater concentration 

of Traffic contacts among females than males. In the cast.~ of White males, 

Who had greater access to automobiles than other race/ethnic/sex segments 

of each cohort, Traffic contacts are less concentrated while Non-traffic 

contacts are considerably more concentrated in the hands of a few persons. 

While the discontinuous nature of these people vs. contacts cumulative 

distributions makes it difficult to select comparable cutting points for 

each race/ethnic/sex segment of each cohort, it is still possible to see 

that a relatively small liroportion of most race/ethnic / sex categories 

accounts for a large proportion of each group's police contacts. The con-

centration of police contacts has probably not increased from cohort to 

cohort and the apparent decrease in the proportion of persons responsible 

for a cohort's police contacts may be attributed to the fact that later 

cohorts have had fewer years in which to acquire contacts for Traffic of-

fenses. While we have acknowledged other differences among cohorts, it 

is doubtful if increasing concentration of contacts in the hands of a few 

persons can be supported as a characteristic of the younger cohorts, even 

though the figures may suggest this. 

I 
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Felony vs. Non-felony Concentration 

When the concentration of contacts by Felonies vs. Non-felonies was 

examined (as shown in Table 2) we found that .in all cohorts contacts for 

Felonies were highly concentrated among a small percent of the members 

of that cohort. The concentration of Felonies was highest among the females 

and, within the female segments, among White females. They were also highly 

concentrated among the White males, with 11.59,; of the White males in the 

1942 Cohort, 12.6P,; in the 1949 Cohort, and 16.4 90 in the 1955 Cohort account­

ing for all Felonies by White males in each cohort. Non-felony contacts 

showed far less concentration among the males, particularly the Blacks 

and Chicanos. 

While there was an appearance of increasing concentration of contacts 

in Table 1, we find the opposite for Felonies. How can this be explained? 

We would suggest that as the years go by (and this will be detailed in 

a latel' chapter) very few persons in the cohort continue to behave in such 

a way as to have police contacts for what would be categorized as Felonies. 

Most juveniles and young adults cease to steal automobiles or other property, 

to break into warehouses, or to engage in assaultive behaVior of one sort 

or another. The proportion of the cohort responsible for Felony contacts 

declines and, as time goes by, produces a greater concentration of these 

contacts in a small proportion of the cohort. 

MULTIPLE OFFENDERS 

The fact that a small percentage of each cohort produces most of the 

contacts for Felonies leads us to wonder if these are the people who can 

be readily classified as chronic offenders. Further, are they the pcopl~ 

who accumulate 4 or more or 5 or more contacts and among them the most 

'i '/ I; 
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TABLE 2. PERCENT OF COHORTS ACCOUNTING FOR PERCENT OF POLICE CONTACTS: TOTAL, BY 
SEX,AND BY RACE/ETHNICITY 

-== 

1942 1949 1955 

% of % of % of % of 0, of 96 of '0 

Cohort Contacts Cohort Contacts Cohort Contacts 

Felonr Contacts ____ 

Cohort 8.4 100.0 10.2 100.0 14.5 100.0 
Males 13.2 100.0 15.1 100.0 21.7 100.0 
Females 2.2 100.0 3.8 100.0 6.8 100.0 

White Males 11.5 100.0 12.6 100.0 16.4 100.0 
Black Males 26.7 81.0 18.2 70.0 23.6 76.0 
Chicano Males ----* 21.1 80.0 2S.5 90.3 

White Females 2.2 100.0 3.7 100.0 5.7 100.0 
Black Females 5.1 100.0 15.1 100.0 
Chicanas 15.6 100.0 

Non-£elonr Contacts 

Cohort 25.8 78.8 23.4 77 .2 25.5 84.5 
Males 36.0 79.8 30.8 78.6 24.3 78.6 
Females 23.8 79.8 26.6 83.5 21.9 82.4 

White Males 39.9 82.8 31.9 79.0 25.0 78.7 
Black Males ----- 43.2 81.7 40.6 84.1 
Chicano Males 52.6 83.7 44.7 84.6 

White Females 23.6 79.8 23.6 79.6 19.0 79.2 
Black Females 35.9 85.5 32.6 84.2 
Chicanas 43.7 88.6 

* Too few persons in cohort segment for this statistic (less than 15) . 
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serious offenses? In other words) are the frequent offenders (those whose 

offenses produce contacts) also the people who produce tM bulk of the 

cDntacts for Felonies or Non-traffic offenses? 

The answer to this question may be found in Table 3. In addition 

to presenting the data for all contacts, the members of each cohort are 

categorized by the number of police contacts that they have had for Traffic 

vs. Non-traffic contacts and Felony vs. Non-felony contacts. We have 

utilized the same cutting points as Wolfgang) Figlio) and Sellin in order 

to facilitate comparison of our findings with theirs. 1 It should not be 

assumed that the designation of persons with 2-4 contacts as Recidivists 

and those with 5 or more contacts as Chronics has anything sacred about 

it. As a matter of fact, it was found that the characterlstics of persons 

with no contacts, 2-4 contacts, and 5 or more contacts varied from cohort 

to cohort. Furthermore, the characteristics of persons who had police 

contacts for allegedly felonious vs. non-felonious behavior differ~d from 

cohort to cohort as did those ''lho had contacts for Part I vs. Part II offenses. 

Al though this analysis utilized the interview data which will not be described 

until a later chapter, it is included as a methodological appendix to this 

chapter (See Appendix G). For males in all cohorts the 309.i or less who 

had 4 or more contacts for Non-traffic offenses account for more than 80% 

of the Non-traffic contacts. Felonies are even more concentrated among 

those males with 4 or 5 Felony contacts than are Non-traffic offenses) 

as shown in the lower section of Table 3. Similarly, females with 4 or 

more or 5 or more Non-traffic contacts account for a large proportion of 

their Non-traffic contacts, but the concentration of Folonies is even greater 

for Non-traffic offenses for females. While Table 3 does not show the 

1 
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TABLE 3. CHRONIC OFFENDERS: PERCENT OF OFFENDERS WITH 4 OR MJRE AND 5 OR MORE 
CONTACTS AND TI1SIR PERCENT OF THE CONTACTS 

1942 

% of. % of 
Cohort C~~ 

All Contacts 
~~~~~~-------
4 or +: Cohort 

Males 
Females 

5 or +: Cohort 
Males 
Females 

Non-traffic Contacts 
4 or +: Cohort 

Males 
Female!:; 

5 or +: Cohort 
Males 
Females 

Traffic Contacts 

4 or +: Cohort 
Males 
Females* 

5 or +: Cohort 
Males 
Females** 

Felony Contacts 

4 or +: Cohort 
Males 
Fema1es* 

5 or +: Cohort 
Males 
Females** 

Non-felony Contacts 
4 or +: Cohort 

Males 
Females 

5 or +: Cohort 
Males 
Females 

31.9 
50.0 
8.7 

26.2 
42.4 
5.4 

18.6 
29.5 
4.7 

15.0 
24.4 
2.9 

16.0 
27.0 
13.7 

11.1 
lS.5 
4.7 

.6 
1.1 

.4 

31.6 
49.7 
8.3 

25.7 
41.8 
5.0 

* Females ''lith 2 or + Contacts. 
** Females with 3 or + Contacts. 

*** 

S5.2 
89.8 
51.5 

79.8 
85.3 
40.6 

79.8 
82.7 
55.4 

73.9 
77 .5 
43.4 

61.3 
68.5 
63.6 

50.5 
56.3 
32.7 

27.1 
29.2 
78.6 

84.4 
89.3 
50.2 

78.7 
84.4 
38.9 

• ± 

% of 
Cohort 

30.3 
44,,5 
11.3 

23.5 
35.4 

7.7 

20.9 
30.4 
8.3 

14.4 
24.7 
5.4 

S.6 
13.9 
B.8 
5.3 
9.1 
3.9 

1.7 
3.0 

.7 

1.1 
1.9 

.2 

29.8 
43.8 
11.1 

23.4 
35.3 
7.5 

!i « • 

1949 

% of 
Contacts 

84.4 
89.0 
60.2 

78.0 
83.1 
51.1 

83.0 
86.1 
65.9 

77 .1 
81.0 
55.4 

42.7 
49.9 
48.0 

31.6 
37.6 
28.2 

44.1 
48.6 
34.6 

32.6 
~6.0 

11.5 

83.6 
88.2 
59.9 

77 .2 
82,4 
50.5 

-
9& of 

Cohort 

20.7 
55.3 
25.0 

17.1 
51.1 
18.7 

16.4 
24.4 
7.8 

13.5 
20.9 
5.5 

2.3 
3.9 
4.6 

1.3 
2.1 
1.0 

3.5 
6.4 
1.9 

2.7 
5.1 
1.0 

19.5 
30.2 
8.0 

15.4 
24.3 
5.9 

1955 

% of 
Contacts 

81.1 
92.0 
73.4 

76.7 
90.1. 
64.9 

82.5 
86.6 
65.8 

78.1 
83.2 
57.4 

19.8 
22.4 
39.7 

12.4 
14.0 
14.3 

63.8 
69.S 
52.4 
56.7 
63.1 
33.3 

78.4 
84.0 
57.2 

72.4 
78.6 
50.6 

*** Too few persons in cohort segment with 5 or more Felonies for this statistic. 

= 
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concentration of contacts among multip,lo offendol's b)" rnco/ethnicity~ it 

should be added that~ although neither contacts in goneral nor contacts 

for Felonies \"ore as concentrated onlong Black lIIalos as among White males, 

when those Black males with multiple Felonies \"ero clJnsidered their 

concentration of contacts increased markodly, loss than 25~ being responsible 

for ovor 75°J of tho Felonies by Blacks. 

CONCENTRATION OF SERIOUSNESS SCORES 

Going one step further it was found that the median seriousness scores 

of persons with 5 or more contacts was about four times as high as the 

median seriousness scores fen' persons with 2 to 4 contacts, 20.8 vs. 5.1 

fOl' I\'hi te males in the 1942 Cohort, 20.4 vs. 5.3 for the 1949 Cohort, and 

24.7 vs. 6.0 for the 1955 Cohort. Si'nilar differences wero found for fe-

mulos. Even greater differences were found for Black males in the 1949 

and 1955 Cohorts, as shown in Table 4. 

Although a number of contacts tends to produce a high median serious-

!\ess score for persons with 5 or more contacts, whether they be l'lhi te, 

Black, Or Chicano, male or female, it is cleal' that the median seriousness 

Scores for categories of persons with 5 contacts or Inore were not generated 

by contact categories at the lower end of the seriousness scale. This 

is particularly true fOr males) thus we have additional evidence to support 

the position that persons with 5 or more police contacts should be the 

subject of careful study. 

Furthermore, it was found that Non-traffic contacts make up a larger 

proportion of the contacts for persons with 5 contacts than for those with 

fewer contacts, regardless of cohort, race/ethnicity, or sex. Those \"ith 

5 contacts or more are responsible for a larger proportion of the Felony 
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TABLE 4. MEAN AND MEDIAN SERIOUSNESS SCORES BY RACE/ETHNICfTY AND 
SEX, BY NUMBER OP POLICE CONTACTS* 

: 

1942 -White 
Males 
Females 

BZack 
Males 
Females 

1949 -White 
Males 
Females 

BZaak 
Males 
Females 

Ohicano 
Males 
Pema1es 

lli.§. 
TYhite 

Malas 
Females 

BZack 
Males 
Females 

Ohicano 
Males 
Females 

1 
Contact 

Mean Median 

1.58 
1.71 

2.06 
1.81 

2.14 
2.05 

2.88 
1.95 

2.40 
2.89 

1.20 
1.23 

1.60 
1.28 

2.21 
1.68 

3.00 
1.67 

2.00 
3.00 

Recidivists 
(2-4) 

Mean Median 

5.20 
4.18 

5.57 
5.33 

7.33 
4.67 

6.44 
6.10 

8.15 
6.71 

6.13 
6.56 

5.08 
3.88 

5.30 
4.88 

7.00 
4.25 

6.04 
5.79 

7.83 
6.13 

5.33 
6.67 

Chronics 
(5 or +) 

Mean Median'" 

29.41 
20.40 

59.00 

32.74 
24.64 

56.90 
27.00 

48.93 
iIo .... ___ 

39.45 
29.80 

68.16 
33.11 

47.79 
2?50 

20.80 
15.33 

45.50 

20.36 
16.50 

53.00 
19.(10 

41.00 

24,7S 
22. :>3 

38.50 
19.50 

34.50 
24.50 

* Means and Medians ---- if less than 8 persons but in italics if 5 or 'uore. 
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l:onttlc.:ts than uro those \'1ith fewer contacts. Although the tables arc not 

inc! ud~J in this rOpol't J we also find that the number of Felonies increases 

w1th soriOl1sncsl:l scores for each race/ethnic group in each ago period, 

i. U. J increases in se:dousness of careers aro not based on nwnbcr of contacts 

alone, Thus J the uata tell us again and again that persons with 5 or more 

contacts \'1ho have high seriousness scores and who have probably cOllunittcd 

a Folony, constitute a ,group upon which attention should be focused. 

SUMMARY 

The data presented in this chapter reveal that whilo roughly 20% of 

each ~ohort' s members are responsible for 80 90 of the Non-truffic police 

contacts generated by the cohort, un even smaller percent (8~ to 14%) is 

responsible for all of their Ft'.llonies. Should the decision be made to 

identify those \'/110 are responsible for about 75 9,; of the Felonies (and much 

of the other crime) J the 5~J of each cohort who have 2 to 3 Felony contacts 

Nould be the target population. 

I 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 The 1955 Racine cohort is most comparable to the WolfgE.tng, Piglio, and 

Sellin cohort. The similarity of our basic findings to theirs is shown by 

the fact that 53.6% of all delinquents with more than one offense in the 

Philadelphia cohort (recj.divists by their definition) accounted :tor 84.2% 

of the offenses and that of the Racine males with police contacts, 51.3% 

of those with more than two contacts accounted for 90.8% of all police 

contacts for Non-traffic offenses by the 1955 Cohort. That the Racine 

cutting point was more than two offenses rather than one may be explained by 

the large nwnber of contacts in Racine for Suspicion, investigation, or 

information. Were these contacts removed the proportion or contacts 

accounted for by the half of' those with contacts who had more than one 

contact would be about the SOllie. Inclusion of the contacts for Su~picion, 

investigation, or information also meant that 18.2% of the males with 

contacts who had 10 contacts or more accounted for 68.39.; of the Racine 

contacts by the 1955 Cohort in comparision Nith the 51.99& of the Philadelphia 

offenses accrued by 189& of their "delinquents" with 5 or more offenses. 

Since only 32.2% of the males in the 19~5 Racine cohort who had Non-traffic 

police contacts had only one contact compared \'lith 46.4 96 of the Philadelphia 

cohort it is clear that regardless of the cutting points selected, multiple 

offenders will account for a grea.ter proportion of the CC)t1tacts in the Racin\~ 

cohort. 

, 
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Chapter 8. .9s!ntinuity and Discontinuity and Increasing Seriousness 

INTRODUCTI0N 

I f a reJ aU vely small proportion of the persons in each cohort. are 

responsible for a large proportion of the poace contacts by l1\embel~S of 

their cohort J then most juveniles must cease to have police contacts after 

only a fe\~ contacts. Likewise, since wo have found that the more serious 

reasons for police contacts nrc also highly concentrated this must be even 

more the case \'1hen only contacts for felonies are considered. In this 

section of the analysis w~ focus upon Consecutive police contacts and recurring 

types of contacts as sequences of events that may have greater or losser 

probabilities of continuity leading to adult careers in crime. A sequential 

model allo\'1s the researcher to study the progress of individuals toward 

greater extremes of deviance as well as attrition from the deviance-producing --'---
process. As Becker notes, the study of attrition may, in the long run

J 

lead to greater understanding of deviance than simply the sequence of continu
w 

ation.
1 

We shall first focus on continuation probabilities in the police 

contact sequence. That is, given a first contact with the police, there 

either will or \'lill not be a second contact. Two groups are formed after 

each contact--the "continuers" and the "terminators." It is assumed that 

these groups differ ~ these differences represent the contingencies asso­

ciated ,dth continuation and, of course, with discontinuation. 

CONTINUATION PROBABI Ln'IES 

Since ''Ie shall COlJunence by comparing our results \'1ith the Wolfgang, 

Figlio, Ilnd Sellin data, the reader shOUld be rcmindcd that they follo''1cd 

cohort members bet''1een the ages of 10 and 18 in their first study and in 
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thdr r(~study followed them to age 30 jl <.:onsequently, the latter is most com-

parable to the 1942 Cohort in Racine. In order to make both sets comparable 

\','0 lmvo i"cmoved contacts for Traffic offenses I Juvenile Condition (status 

offcn~cs) > and for Suspicion l investigation ,or information from the Racine 

cohorts. ~' 

Con~inuation probabilities for contacts for each of the Racine cohorts 
I' 

with the early and recent Philadelphia continuation probabilities are compared 

in Table L The first figure in each column is the probability that an initial 

police contact will oceu,:" Le., the proportion of the cohort who had at 

least one contact with the police. The probabili·ty of having an initial 

police contact in the Racine cuhol'ts is similar to that in the Philadelphia 

study \"ith llround half of each cl"lhort having at least one recorded contact. 

Fctha10 continuity probabilities are considerably lower for the 1942 and 1949 

Cohorts than fnr the 1955 Cohort, as would be expected from data presented 

in earlier chapters. Note that after reaching their fourth contact the 1942 

Racine Cohor\. males and the Philadelphia males (Recent) with similar years 

of exposure have similar but varying continuation probabilities. Al though 

the Philadelphia males (Early) have the same years of exposure as the 1955 

Ra~inc Cohort, the Racine continuation probabilities are slightly higher. 

While there are small differences in continuation probabilities from cohort 

to cohort in the Racine study this would be expected not only because there 

are probably some cohort differences in behavior but because there are also 

difforences in police tolerance of (formal and informal) juvenile misbehavior 

e>ver time. This is less like ly to be revealed, however, when contacts for 

Juvenile Conditions and Suspicionl investigation, or information have been 

removed for comparison of the Racine data with the Philadelphia data. We 
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TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF THE PROBABILITY OF FIRST AND CONTINUING POLICE 
CONTACTS FOR MALES AND FEMALES FROM THE RACINE COHORTS AND THE 
WOLFGANG et aZ. (PHILADELPHIA) COHORT* 

PhiladelEhia Racine 

Contact Males Males Females**** 
Numb er ~arly** Recent*** 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1 .394 .473 .573 .535 .478 .159 .232 .243 
2 .538 .662 .868 .874 .833 .795 .806 .833 
3 .651 .717 .661 .665 .653 .514 .433 .474 
4 .716 .798 .726 .726 .800 .500 .733 .576 
5 .722 .828 .824 .749 .810 .556 .697 .719 
6 .742 .847 .771 .864 .819 .652 .634 
7 .791 .836 .833 .824 .838 .533 .885 
8 .766 .892 .711 .921 .876 .625 .783 
9 .798 .879 .813 .902 .894 .889 

10 .827 .900 .846 .905 .871 .688 
11 .790 .889 .818 .851 .886 1.000 
12 .803 .781 1.000 .912 .885 .727 
13 .729 .900 .722 .808 .913 .750 
14 .884 .955 .923 .905 .952 .833 
IS .697 .814 1.000 .895 .950 

*Trafficl.Status Offenses I and Contacts for Suspicionl investigation l or 
~nformat~on omitted to make data comparable to W01fgang l et al. 

**~arvin.E. W01fgang l Robert M. Fig1io l and Thorsten Se1linl Delinquency 
~n a B~rth Cohort (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1972): 
p. 162. 

***Marvin E. Wolfgang and James J. Collins l Jr., Offender Careers and Re­
straint: ProbabiZities and Policy Implications. Unpublished Final 
Report LEAA Project 76NI-99-0089. (Philadelphia: Center for Studies in 
Crime l Criminology and Criminal Law, 1978): p. 19. 

****Fema1e continuity figures stop when less than 5 have continuing contacts. 
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have been more inclusive of reasons for police contact because we are concerned 

about the labelling effect which develops from any type of police contact 

involving law violation or status offenses. 

The probability of a first and continuing contact for each cohort, males 

and females, with all reasons for police contact includ.ed, is shown in Tables 

2A and 2B; pach sequence of probabilities is shown for the entire recorded 

career of each cohort. Similar probabilities with controls for sex for various 

categories of contacts and the N' s for continuers may be found in Appendix H. 

Each table is divided into three sets of columns. The Total column 

contains probabilities of continuation for all offense types, i. e. , given 

that an offense of any type has occurred, what is the probability th::t another 

offense of any type will subsequently follow? Non-traffic columns are a 

separate category and contain the probability that a contact for a Non-traffic 

offense will be followed at some time by another Non-traffic contact. The 

Felony columns are also separate categories and represent the probability 

that a contact for a Felony will at some time be followed by another Felony 

contact. 

While the probability of continuing to have any kind of contact is roughly 

similar for all cohorts after the first few contacts, there are also some 

differences. The same is true if only Non-traffic contacts are considered. 

Since fewer of each cohort have an initial felony, there is more i:rregularity 

in the continuation probabilities for felonies from cohort to cohort. Al-

1 though these probabilities are based on different years of exposure, it is 

obvious that the same general process is at work in each cohort. The pro-

portion of females with a first and continuing contact shows even greater • 
disparity from cohort to cohort. The relatively smaller number of females 
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TABLE 2A. PROBABILI'l'Y OF FIRST AND CONTINUING CONTACT BY TOTAL CONTACTS AND BY CONTACT CATEGORY: 
MALES 

Probabilitl: of Contact and Continuing Contacts 

Contact Total Non-traffic Felony 
Number 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1 .846* .818 .717 .699 .676 .591 .132 .151 .219 
2 .8'14 .817 .727 .695 .722 .679 .404 .482 .533 
3 .802 .802 .749 .775 .773 .761 .474 .556 .654 
4 .844 .833 .807 .784 .806 .803 .444 .733 .624 
5 .848 .794 .846 .829 .813 .85"1' .500 .636 .679 
6 .861 .889 .828 .908 .831 .893 1.000 .643 .722 
7 .854 .845 .890 .%1 .842 .895 1.000 .556 .577 
8 .874 .878 .877 .882 .883 .872 1.000 .400 .467 
9 .907 .838 .885 .917 .885 .871 .500 1.000 .714 

10 .920 .869 .906 .818 .920 .915 1.000 1.000 .400 
11 .802 .921 .903 .867 .935- .900 .000 .500 .500 
12 .892 .888 .914 .846 .930 .915 .000 .000 
13 .897 .922 .866 .818 .900 .935 
14 .962 .905 .918 .889 .903 .960 
15 .900 .895 .970 .792 .938 .979 
16 .956 ,909 .959 .947 .951 .947 
17 .907 .971 .947 .778 .966 .876 
18 .897 .926 ,966 1.000 .875 .859 
19 .914 .968 .930 .929 .939 .910 
20 .875 .902 .913 1.000 .891 .836 

21 or + .929 .873 .945 .769 .951 .745 
--.--,-

* The number of males ''lith a first contact (301) was divided by the number of males in the cOhoIlt 
(356) to obtain the probability that a first contact ''1ould occur (.846) j the number of persons with a 
second contact (263) ''las divided by the number of persons with a first contact (301) to obtain the f-...I 
probability that those ''lith a first contact would have a second contact (.874), and so on. In each 0"'1 

column after the column for Total, the first conta~t referred to is the first contact of that LO 
.. 

category, the second contact of that category, and so on. 
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TABLE 2B. PROBABILITY OF FIRST AND CONTINUING CONTACT BY TOTAL CONTACTS ANn BY CONTACT CATHiORY: 
FEMALES 

Probabi1itl of Contact and Con~inuing Contacts 

Contact Total Non- traffic Felony 
Number 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1 .480* .524 .455 .235 .332 .331 .022 .038 .060 
2 .504 .521 .507 .462 .524 .525 .167 .190 .258 
3 .478 .618 .594 .633 .639 .617 .000 .250 .625 
4 .750 .670 .662 .684 .742 .739 .000 .300 
5 .625 .683 .745 .615 .652 .707 .000 
6 .667 .698 .743 .875 .700 .776 
7 .700 .800 .865 .857 .714 .822 
8 .857 .625 .911 .833 .867 .946 
9 1.000 .867 .902 .400 .846 .886 

10 .833 1.000 .865 1.000 .818 .839 
11 .800 .923 .750 .500 1.000 .769 
12 .500 .917 .708 1.000 .778 .800 
13 1.000 .818 .882 1.000 .857 .875 
14 1.000 .667 .882 1.000 .833 .875 
15 1.000 1.000 .933 1.000 1.000 .875 
16 1.000 1.000 .714 1.000 .800 .714 
17 .500 .667 .714 1.000 1.000 .714 
18 1.000 1.000 .900 1.000 1.000 .900 
19 1.000 1.000 .900 1.000 1.000 .900 
20 1.000 1.000 .900 1.000 1.000 .889 

21 or + 1.000 .750 .900 1.000 .750 .875 

* The number of females with a first contact (133) was divided by the number of females in the cohort 
(277) to obtain the probability that a first contact would occur (.480); the number of persons with n 
second contact (67) \'las divided by the number of person;:; with a first contact (133) to obtain the 
probability that those with a first contact would have a second contact t. 504L and so on. In each 
column after the column for Total, the first contact referred to is the first contact of that 
catt.gory, the second contact of that category, and so on . 
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make these continuation probabilities even more subject to fluctuation. 

Both males and females are presented in Tables SA and :m which include 

only those contacts \'1hich occurred through the age of 21. This restriction 

holds exposure constant; nevertheless I there 0.1'0 both cohort diff9!'Cncos and 

sex diffel'onces. At tho some time lit is apparent that continuation 

probabilities are not grossly different from cohort to cohort. Two exceptions 

are found runong ma1os--the 10\1/01' continuation probabilities for the 1955 

Cohort for Traffic contacts and the lower continuation pl'obabilities for 

Non-felony contacts after the fifteenth contact. The first may be a rt.~f1ection 

of a change in handling pl'oceduros for Traffic conta<..ts during the later 

years of exposure for that cohort and the second is related to the incl'eased 

proportion of Felony vs. Non-felony contacts ~\ong persons in the 1955 Cohort. 

DISCONTINUATION PROBABILITIES 

Whi.1e Tables 2A through 313 indicate that continuation to a subsequent 

police contact is highly probable after any given contact, Tables 4A and 

413 present the attrition or discontinuity aspect of the police contact sequence 

by shO\.,ring the cumulative probabilities of discontinuing contacts after the 

Kth contact for males and fomales by cohort and typo of offense. The cumulative 

probabilities represent the accwnulated proportions of persons with a first 

contact who have terminated at each step in the sequence. For examplo, in 

the total column of Table 4A for 1942 males ~ 12. 6!'~ (.126) of those \~i th a 

first contact ceased \'Ii th that contact. After the second contact, 29.99.; 

C.299) of all \'lith a first contact have no more contacts, and after the 20th 

contact, 91.4PJ (.914) of those Nith a first contact have no further contacts. 

A comparison of males and females on total contacts indicates that fo­

males are likely to discontinue having contacts after fell/er contacts than 
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TABLE 3A. PROBABILITY OF FIRST AND CONtINUING CONTACT BY TOTAL CONTACTS AND BY CONTACT CATrH;ORY FOR C01101rI' MALliS 
TIIROUGIl AGE 21 

Probability of Contact and Continuing Contacts 

Contact Total Traffic Non- traffic Felony Non-felony 
Num ber 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 HM9 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 H)S5 

:., 

1 .688* .768 .717 .629 .614 .478 .607 .653 .591 .132 .150 .219 .612 .646 .599 
2 .935 .850 .727 .790 .643 .404 .764 .739 .679 .404 .486 .533 .798 .709 .661 
3 .878 .812 .749 .740 .613 .377 .806 .784 .761 .474 .S56 .654 .764 .737 .710 
4 .861 .839 .807 .725 .575 .383 .789 .811 .803 .444 .767 .624 .887 .788 .780 
5 .867 .796 .846 .695 .650 .484 .838 .819 .857 .500 .609 .679 .771 .827 .820 
6 .867 .893 .828 .864 .687 .333 .898 .828 .893 .500 .643 .722 .813 .822 .835 
7 .854 .850 .890 .772 .565 .200 .861 .838 .895 1.000 .556 .577 .932 .806 .862 
8 .865 .879 .877 .705 .692 1.000 .882 .884 .872 .000 .400 .467 .783 .889 .910 
9 .917 .840 .855 .742 .611 .000 .933 .886 .871 1.000 .714 .833 .885 .824 

10 .920 .864 .906 .783 .636 .821 .921 .915 1.000 .400 .867 .871 .898 
11 .815 .921 .903 .667 .571 .848 .935 .900 .500 .500 .897 .851 .887 
12 .894 .897 .914 .833 1.000 .846 .931 .915 .000 .000 .886 .873 .884 
13 .881 .914 .866 .800 .750 .818 .901 .935 .903 .927 .842 
14 .962 .917 .918 .875 1.000 .889 .918 .960 .788 .902 .891 
15 .900 .898 .970 .857 .667 .792 .940 .979 .773 .935 .737 
16 .956 .911 .959 .667 1.000 .947 .952 .947 .941 .884 .762 
17 .907 .972 .947 .250 .500 .778 .967 .896 .875 .921 .594 
18 .897 .914 .966 1.000 1.000 .929 .862 .859 .857 .914 .632 
19 .914 .969 .930 .000 1.000 .769 .940 .910 .917 .906 .333 
20 .875 .903 .931 1.000 .800 .894 .836 .818 .931 .500 
210r + 1.000 1.000 .945 1.000 .750 .929 .745 .889 .926 .000 \ 

Number Ofl 
Persons 

454 216 483 658 47 244 218 478 667 With First
J 

245 568 799 224 532 111 
Contact 

'.alc-u1ations made as in tables without controls for years of exposure. 
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TABLE 3B. PROBABILITY OF FIRST AND CONTINUING CONTACT BY TOTAL CONTACTS AND BY CONTACT CATEGORY FOR COHORT FEMALES ... 
THROUGH AGE 21 

Probabi1it~~f Contact and Continuing Contacts 

Contact Total Traffic Non-traffic Felony Non-felony 
Number 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1 .321* .460 .455 .213 .305 .221 .202 .302 .331 .018 .031 .060 .181 .278 .320 
:2 .607 .570 .507 .475 .288 .201 .518 .548 .525 .200 .176 .258 .460 .452 .459 
3 .519 .623 .594 .357 .449 .174 .621 .641 .617 .000 .333 .625 .652 .629 .572 
4 .786 .681 .662 .400 .409 .500 .722 .763 .739 .000 .300 .667 .727 .678 
5 .636 .677 .745 .750 .222 .750 .615 .644 .707 .000 .600 .688 .847 
6 .714 .690 .743 1.000 .000 .000 .875 .690 .77/) .500 .636 .800 
7 .700 .793 .865 .333 .857 .750 .8~2 1.000 .714 .875 
8 .857 .652 .911 1.000 .833 .867 .946 1.000 .800 .714 
9 1.000 .867 .902 .000 .400 .846 .886 .667 1.000 .800 

10 .833 .86'{ .865 .400 .818 .839 1.000 .750 .800 
11 .800 .923 .750 .500 1.000 .769 1.000 .833 .813 
12 .500 .917 .708 1.000 .778 .800 .500 .800 1.000 
13 1.000 .818 .882 1.000 .857 .875 1.000 .750 .923 
14 1.000 .667 1.000 1.tlOO .833 1.000 1.000 1.000 .833 
15 1.000 1.000 .933 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 .900 
16 1.000 1.000 .714 1.000 .800 .714 1.000 1.000 1.000 
17 .500 .667 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 .000 1.000 .667 
18 1.000 1.000 .900 1.000 1.000 .900 .667 .500 
19 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 .333 
20 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 .889 1.000 .000 , 
210r + 1.000 1.000 1.000 .000 .750 .875 1.000 

Number ofj 
Persons 89 256 471 59 170 229 56 168 343 5 17 62 S{) ISS 331 

With FirstJ 
Contact 

* Calculations made as in tables without controls for years of exposure. j-..I 

0J 
.. 

-



-_._. 
TABLE 4A. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUING CONTACTS AFTER ANY CONTACT AND BY CATEGORY OF 

CONTACT FOR COHORT MALES 

Cumulative Probabi1itl of Discontinuing Contacts After Contact Number 

Contact Total Non- traffic Felony 
Nu mber 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

]. .126* .183 .273 .305 .278 .321 .596 .518 .467 
2 .299 .345 .456 .462 .442 .483 .808 .732 .652 
3 .409 .455 .561 .578 .550 .585 .915 .803 .783 
4 .498 .567 .628 .651 .634 .644 .957 .875 .852 
5 .568 .615 .692 .683 .696 .682 .957 .920 .893 
6 .631 .674 .726 .726 .744 .716 .957 .955 .939 
7 .678 .714 .760 .759 .774 .752 .957 .982 .971 
8 .708 .760 .787 .779 .800 .784 .979 .982 .980 
9 .731 .792 .807 .819 .816 .802 .979 .982 .992 

10 .784 .808 .826 .843 .828 .822 1.000 .991 .996 
11 .807 .830 .841 .867 .840 .837 1.000 1.000 
12 .827 .843 .862 .891 .855 .848 
13 .834 .858 .874 .904 .870 .854 
14 .850 .873 .877 .923 .878 .857 
15 .857 .884 .882 .928 .884 .865 
16 .870 .888 .889 .944 .888 .881 
17 .884 .896 .892 .944 .902 .898 
18 .894 .899 .900 .948 .908 .907 
19 .907 .909 .909 .948 .918 .922 
20 .914 .921 .914 .960 .922 .942 

* The number of males who discontinued after a first contact (38) was divided by the number of males 
with a first ccmtact (301) to obtain the probability of discontinuing after a first contact (.126); 
the number of persons who discontinued after a second contact was cumulated with previous discontinu-
ers (52 + 38 = 90) and divided by 301 to obtain the cumulative probability of discontinuing (.299) 
and so on. After the Total column, discontinuation refers to discontinuation of that category of 
contact. 

, 
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TABLE 4B. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUING CONTACTS AFTER ANY CONTACT AND BY CATEGORY OF 
CONTACT FOR COHORT FEMALES 

.L_~ ,-, 

Cumulative Prob~~i1ity of Discontinuing Co~tacts After Contact Number 

Contact Total Non-traffic Felony 
Number 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1 .496* .479 .493 .538 .475 .475 .833 .810 .742 
2 .759 .678 .699 .708 .664 .676 1.000 .952 .839 
3 .820 .784 .800 .800 .751 .761 1.000 .952 
4 .887 .853 .851 .877 .838 .831 1.000 
5 .925 .897 .890 .892 .886 .869 
6 .947 .918 .904 .908 .919 .892 
7 .955 .948 .913 .923 .930 .898 
8 .955 .955 .921 .969 .940 .910 
9 .962 .955 .932 .969 .951 .924 

10 .970 .958 .949 .985 .951 .942 
11 .985 .962 .964 1.000 .962 .953 
12 .985 .969 .968 .968 .959 
13 .985 .979 .968 .973 .959 
14 .985 .979 .970 .973 .959 
15 .985 .979 .979 .978 .971 
16 .992 .986 .979 .978 .971 
17 1.000 .986 .981 .978 .974 
18 .986 .981 .978 .974 
19 .986 .981 .978 .977 
20 .989 .981 .984 .980 

* The number of females who discontinued after a first contact (66) was divided by the number of 
females with a first contact (133) to obtain the probability of discontinuing after a first contact 
(.496); the number of persons who discontinued after a second contact was cumulated with previous 
discontinuers (66 + 35 = 101) and divided by 133 to obtain the cumulative probability of discontinu­
ing (.759) and so on. After the Total column, discontinuation refers to discontinuation of that 
category of contact. 
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males. Over 65°.j of the females in all cohorts have ceased to have contacts 

after the second contact. Al ternntely, only 29. gl'o of the 1942, 34.590 of 

the 1949, and 45. 6Po of the 1955 Cohort males have no morc contacts after 

the second contact. It is not until after the 7th contact for the 1942 males, 

the 6th contact for the 1949 males, and the 5th for the 1955 males that two­

thirds have terminated. We shall be able to shed considerable light on sex 

differences of this nature when the interview and effects of sanctions data 

arc presented in a later chapter. It must be remembered that each cohort 

has had successively fewer years of exposure and that members of the 1955 

Cohort in particular are likely to have additional contacts for Traffic of-

fenses. 

The level at which Non-traffic contacts cease is much lower and one 

notes that two-thirds of the males from each cohort have stopped after the 

5th contact. The females have terminated even more rapidly, at least two-

thirds after their second Non-traffic contact. 

Even more rapid termination for both males and females is found when 

only Felony contacts are considered, wit~ at least two-thirds of the males 

having no more contacts after their second and more than two-thirds of the 

females after their first contact. 

One notes, however, that termination proceeds more slowly after a given 

number of contacts has been reached. The number is higher for males than 

for females and is higher for total contacts than for Non-traffic or Felony 

contacts. It appears, then, that the high probability of continuation after 

any given contact is a consequence of the rapid development of a "hard ~~ore" 

group of continuers. Most people cease to have difficulty with the police 

after very few contacts. Only a relatively small group of individuals 

- 6 - 177 

continues on to have long criminal records. 

In order to deal \dth the problem of varying career lengths, discon­

tinuation tables arl."I presen.ted with controL; for years of exposure (Tables 

5A and SB). Everyone ,\ or almost everyone, in each cohort has dropped out 

of each offens~ series at the same point in their careers in terms of munbers 

of contacts except for male Traffic offenders (which we earlier indicated 

could be an artifact of changi.ng policy) and for the Felony series I which 

may well be slightly longer for each successive cohort of females. All in 

alII the cohorts are r~markably similar when discontinuat~on probabilities 

are examined and in each cohort femal~s have discontinued their contacts 

sooner than males. 

The findings in Tables 2A through SB may be summarized as follows: 

(1) The probability of beginning 8Jlld continuing contact careers of 

any category is greater for males than females. 

(2) Traffic and Felony contact careers are shorter than Non-traffic 

and Non-felony careers l regardless of sex. 

(3) Similar patterns occur among males across cohorts and among females 

across cohorts. This implies that a similar systematic process is operating 

to produce these similarities, e.g., differential selection and/or similarities 

in behavior and criminal association. 

INCREASING SERIOUSNESS WITH SUCCESSIVE CONTACTS 

While a number of monographs based on a few case histories have served 

as a basis for the historical development of a model of delinquency (both 

academic and non-academic persons have accepted this model) as ever-in . .!reasing 

in seriousness from contact to contact or with increasing age, there have 
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TABLE SA. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUING CONTACTS AFTER ONE CONTACT BY CONTACT CATEGORIES FOR COllORT MALES 

THROUGH AGE 21 
---- -~ 

Cumulative Probabilit~ of Discontinuing C'?rttacts Afto! Com:act Number 

Contact Total Traffic Non-traffic Fel<my Non- Celony 
Number 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 ---

I 

1 .065* .150 .273 .210 .357 .596 .236 .261 .321 .596 .514 .467 .202 .291 .339 
2 .180 .310 .456 .415 .606 .848 .384 .420 .483 .809 .730 .652 .390 .477 .531 
3 .294 .421 .561 .576 .773 .912 .514 .530 .585 .915 .793 .783 .459 .588 .634 
4 .387 .539 .628 .705 .852 .972 .593 .615 .644 .957 .874 .852 .583 .659 .700 
5 .469 .588 .692 .746 .899 .991 .634 .681 .682 .979 .919 .893 .661 .720 .750 
6 .547 .650 .726 .804 .943 .998 .685 .733 .716 1.000 .955 .939 .683 .774 .784 
7 .608 .692 .760 .862 .960 .998 .722 .764 .752 .982 .971 .752 .799 .804 
8 .641 .741 .787 .897 .976 .998 .741 .781 .784 .982 .980 .794 .822 .838 
9 .669 .776 .807 .920 .985 1.000 .787 .807 .802 .982 .992 .821 .845 .855 

10 .731 .794 .826 .946 .991 .819 .820 .822 .991 .996 .839 .868 .871 
11 .759 .815 .841 .955 .991 .847 .832 .837 1.000 1.000 .858 .885 .886 
12 .788 .831 .862 .964 .993 .875 .849 .848 .872 .893 .904 
13 .796 .845 .874 .969 .993 .889 .861 .854 .899 .904 .915 
14 .816 .861 .877 .973 .996 .912 .870 .857 .922 .910 .937 
15 .824 .873 .882 .982 .996 .917 .876 .865 .927 .921 .952 
16 .841 .877 .889 .996 .998 .935 .880 .881 .936 .927 .972 
17 .857 .887 .892 .996 .998 .940 .896 .898 .945 .933 .982 
18 .869 .891 .900 1.000 .998 .940 .903 .907 .950 .939 .994 
19 .886 .901 .909 .998 .954 .913 .922 .959 .944 .997 
20 .894 .914 .914 .998 .963 .919 .942 .963 .948 1.000 

Number Ofl 
Persons 245 568 799 224 454 532 216 483 658 47 III 244 218 478 667 

With First J 
Contact 

* Calculations made as in tables \Y'ithout controls for years of exposure. 
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TABLE 5B. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUING CONTACTS AFTER OND CONTACT BY CONTACT CATEGORI13S FOR COHORT FEMAL13S 

THROUGH AGE 21 

Cumulative Probabilit~ of Discontinuing Contacts After Contact NWllber 

Contact Total Traffic Non- traffic Felony Non- felony 
Number 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1 .393* .430 .493 .525 .712 .799 .482 .452 .475 .800 .823 .742 .540 .548 .541 
2 .685 .645 .699 .831 .871 .965 .679 .649 .676 1.000 .941 .839 .700 .716 .737 
3 .753 .758 .800 .932 .947 .983 .768 .723 .761 1.000 .952 .800 .794 .822 
4 .843 .836 .851 .949 .988 .987 .857 .827 .831 1.000 .880 .858 .849 
5 .888 .887 .890 .949 1.000 1.000 .875 .881 .869 .940 ,910 .879 
6 .921 .910 .904 .983 .893 .911 .892 .940 .935 .894 
7 .933 .941 .913 .983 .911 .923 .898 .940 .948 .924 
8 .933 .949 .921 1.000 .964 .935 .910 .960 .948 .940 
9 .944 .949 .932 .964 .946 .924 .960 .961 .952 

10 .955 .953 .949 .982 .946 .942 .960 .968 .961 
11 .978 .957 .964 .982 .958 .95.3 .980 .974 .964 
12 .978 .965 .968 .982 .964 .959 .980 .981 .970 
13 .978 .977 .968 .9132 .970 ,959 .980 .981 ,973 
14 .978 .977 .970 .982 .970 ,959 .980 .981 .982 
15 .978 .977 .979 .982 .976 .971 .980 .981 .991 
16 .989 .984 .979 .982 .976 .971 1.000 .981 .997 
17 .989 .984 .981 .982 .976 .974 .987 1.000 
18 .989 .984 .981 .982 .976 .974 .987 
19 .989 .984 .981 ,9132 .976 .977 ,987 
20 .989 .988 ,981 .9132 .982 .980 .987 \ 

Number ofl 
Persons 89 256 471 59 170 229 56 168 343 5 17 62 SO 155 331 With First J 
Contact 

* Calculations made as in tables \'lithout controls for years of exposut'€L I-
"""-I 
LO 

.. 

I 
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been fo,'/ longitudinal studies with data adequate to test the modtH. Wolfgang, 

Figlio, and Sellin did, however, find little or no increase in severity of 

offenses from the first through the ninth offense. 3 The Racine data suggest 

that the conclusion which one reaches about the patte1"n of increasing s(weri ty 

varies, depending on the unit of analysis selected and the statistical pro­

cedure employed. 

We approached the analysis in several ways, commencing with the rather 

simple strategy of drawing curves representing seriousness of contacts by 

contact order from the first to tho Kth contact for each race/ethniclsex 

h h t 51' nee t}lere was a cortain amount of fluctuation in group for eac co or • 

seriousness scores ~ ~ as "'ontacts procneded from the first to, say, the 96th 

for White males in tho 1949 Cohort, 5-contact moving averages \'1ere calculated 

for all cohorts. Even with the 5-contact moving average th<:re was considerable 

fluctuation for each male race/ethnic segment of onchcohort. Although there 

was some progression in seriousness for each male se~lant of each cohort 

from the youngest ages to early peaks at from 15 to 30 contacts and later 

peaks from 35 to 45 contacts, varying from cohort to cohort and by race/ethnic 

group, it would be risky to say that average seriousness scores have systema­

tically increased for males in any cohort. The best summary statement re­

mains that seriousness gradually increased from contact to contact among 

the males, reached an initial peak, and then declined, only to rise again 

among those who continued to have frequent contacts with the police (parti­

cularly among those from any segment of any cohort with 40 or more contacts). 

One exception to the absence of systematic progression is notable, and that 

is for Black females where it is apparent that average seriousness increased 

from contact to contact (particularly after the 20th contact for those in 

1 

I: 

i 
t' 

Ii 
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the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts), 

Curves were drawn representing the proportion of a11 contact~ that were 

serious or the proportion of persons in the cohort Who had a serious contact 

(misdemeanors and felonies) by age at contact. The peak proportion of males 

with serious contacts for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts and the peak proportion 

of contacts that were serious \'1as at age 15. After 15 these proportions 

declined, becoming stable at the age of 21 and remaining fairly stable there­

after. Similarly, 'I/hen the proportion of persons in the cohort who had ac­

cumulated at least one serious contact and the proportion of the contacts that 

were serious was cumulated for males of these cohorts, these proportions 

stabilized at the age of 15. The 1955 Cohort stabilized e;l: the age of 16 

and the proportion of serious contacts remained at that level through the 

age of 20. It was more difficult to pick a Single peak year of seriousness 

for the females of all cohorts but the proportion of their contacts that 

were serious peaked during the early teens, declined to a lower level, and 

remained stable thereafter for the 1942 and 1949 Cohort~. In the case of 

the 1955 Cohort, that level was higher than found for the other cohorts. 

The next step consisted of an analysis of all cohorts based on cato.., 

gorization of offenses at age of contact as Index vs. Non-Index (Part r. vs, 

Part II). These data do not, of course, genel'ate smooth curves at tho very 

early ages because there are relatively few contacts at this time and \o,!hat: 

might be thought of as sample variation resulted in considorable initial 

fluctuation in the proportion of Part I vs. Part II contacts. HO\'1ever, by 

the early teens a more stable curve developed and this too declined as time 

passed \'lith a larger percentage of all contacts being for 'l'raffic o:ff~nses, 

a Non-Index offense. 

I 
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Slnl:,~ t.he Ro.dnc unto. lncludccl contuc.~ts for Smlplcion, investigation, und 

information as \~el1 as Traffic (these categories making up a large propor­

tion of the totul) nddi tional tests were made in which they were eliminated 

and the data thus more comparable to the Philadelphia data. With these con-

tact types eliminated, the curves represent a better test of increasing serious-

ness with contact order or age. But here again the curves \,..:Ire so flat for 

both males and females, for males even through the 40th contact (with the 

exception of the 1955 Cohort males where each race/ethnic group had a dif-

fel'cnt pattern of rise and decline aftel' ::W-some contacts but st ill 

without a trend) and for females through the 20th contact (with the exception 

of the 1955 Cohort's Chicanas where a decline in seriousness wus evident 

after the.' 5th contact)that it still must be concluded that seriousness 

of contacts docs not systematically increase with contact order. 

When age at contact was substituted for contllct number there was> how-

ever, a gradual rise in seriousness through the late teens for the 1942 amI 

1949 Cohort males but a flattening effect thereafter and a gradual rise for 

1955 Cohort males of each race/ethnic group from age 8 through 20. Females 

from all cohorts also exhibited a gradual rise through this age period but 

so few continued past the age of 20 that the flattening effect was less certain. 

At this point we \~ere still dissatisfied \dth the adequacy of these 

approaches because they did not answer the question of \~hcther or not serious .. 

ness of acts leading to police contacts or seriousness of individual careers 

progressively increases over time. The data in Table 6 enable us to develop 

a more definitive ans\~er than has yet been presented \dth official police 

data. 

'rho first series of averages in Table 6 is based on the average of 

\ 

, 

.. 
\ 
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TABLE 6. AVERAGE OF AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS OF POLICE CONTACTS BY PERSONS AND AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS SCORES BY 
PERSONS AT AGE 

Average for Persons with Contacts* Average for Cohort** 

Average Seriousness Average Seriousness Averag~ Seriousness Average Seriousness 
of Contacts at Age _~f Careers at Age of Contacts at A:&~ of Careers at Age 

Age 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942. 1949 1955 

6 3.000 2.078 2.146 3.000 3.636 2.667 .005 .018 .024 .005 .031 .030 
7 3.250 3.000 2.533 3.250 3.000 2.630 .021 .025 .054 .021 .025 .056 
8 2.600 2.765 2.346 2.600 2.765 3.196 .021 .036 .056 .021 .036 .076 
9 2.333 2.540 2.266 2.333 3.775 3.524 .022 .078 .112 .022 .116 .172 

10 3.071 2.643 2.549 3.571 3.872 4.277 .034 .096 .133 .039 .140 .223 
11 2.800 2.550 2.464 2.800 2.345 4.275 .044 .114 .IS0 .044 .128 .261 
12 2.857 2.630 2.830 3.000 3.753 5.426 .095 .189 .195 .100 .269 .374 
13 2.590 2.445 2.755 2.917 3.969 6.588 .098 .247 .255 .111 .401 .610 
14 2.677 2.578 2.821 4,125 5.032 8.158 .271 .314 .357 .417 .613 1.033 
15 2.897 2.646 2.726 5.988 $ .. 659 7.028 .380 .424 .402 .785 .907 1.037 
16 2.291 2.386 2.587 3.476 4.905 6.113 .525 .522 .545 .796 1.074 1.289 
17 2.220 2.314 2.719 4.381 4.893 5.895 .487 .582 .568 .962 1.230 1.232 
18 2.402 2.136 2.661 4.962 4.545 5.625 .497 .510 .551 1.027 1.086 1.165 
19 2.205 2.222 2.n6 4.138 4.763 6.116 .380 .478 .489 .• 712 1.025 1.101 
20 2.217 2.095 2.820 3.981 4.574 5.969 .375 .405 .503 .673 .885 1.064 
21 2.254 2.242 2.712 4.585 4.975 4.950 .335 .408 .458 .681 '.913 .836 
22 2.106 2.306 4.124 4.913 .296 .429 .580 .886 
23 2.121 2.381 4.485 5.330 .345 .417 .730 .933 
24 2.171 2.181 3.330 4.621 .322 .328 .509 .695 
25 1.883 3.029 .208 .335 , 
26 1.995 3.057 ;279 .420 
27 2.154 4.838 .337 .757 
28 2.210 4.228 .321 .615 
29 2.397 3.711 .288 .460 
30 2.196 3.987 .260 .479 
31 2.028 3.138 .186 .288 

* The first set of averages is based on the average of the avel'age seriousness of the contacts that a person 
I-' 
00 

had at a given age and the second set is based on the average seriousness of all contacts that a person had \..N 

at a given age; Doth sets of averages were divided by the number of persons with contacts. 

** These averages were obtained by dividing the averages described above by the number of persons in the 
cohort. 
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the average seriousness of the contacts that each pel'son in the cohort had 

at each year of age 1 in other words the average seriousness of reasons for 

police contacts of the persons who had contacts at each age. In the 1942 

Cohort the number of persons with police contacts was less than 10 until the 

age of 11 had been reached. In both the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts there were 

morc than 10 with contacts at age 6. It is apparent that the average serious-

ness of that year's contacts for persons with contacts fluctuated in the 

early years when there were fewer contacts 1 but after the age of 12 average 

seriousness fluctuated within a range that was generally lower (early years 

discounted) • When the average of the averages was based on the number of 

persons in tha cohort (thus reducing average seriousness in the early and 

later years when fewer persons were having police contacts) lit was apparent 

that the seriousness had reached its peak by the age of 16 for the 1942 Cohort 

and 17 for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. What we see is that seriousness for 

those with contacts shows less trend than does seriousness for the cohort. 

Each cohort reaches a seriousness peak in the middle of the teens and de-

clines slowly thereafter in terms of the seriousness of the kinds of contacts 

that members of the cohorts have with the police. (Sec Diagrams 1 and 2.) 

Another approach is to observe the average seriousness of all contacts 

that a person has had by a given age. This produces a higher rate because 

accumulated career scores at a given age are the bas:l:3 for the avexages rather 

than the average of the seriousness of contacts. Th:ts 1 we believe 1 is the 

best approach because it takes into consideration the repetitive nature of 

some juveniles' poli.ce contact,s, one contact succeeding another within a 

given year. H~l'e we find that the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts reached their ptak 

at the age of 15 , the 1955 Cohort at the age of 14, and all cohorts declined 
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DIAGRAM 1. AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS OF POLICE CONTACTS BY PERSONS WITH CONTACTS AT AGE 
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slowly after that with some irregu1al'i ty in rates but no systematic rises 

associated with any period of yoars. Nhen tho average seriousno!)s of careers 

based on the entire cohort is considered we find that the 1955 Cohort reaches 

its peak at the ago of 16 but tho 1942 and 1949 Cohorts do not do 50 until 

the agesof 17 and 18 J all declining slowly thel'oaftol.' (Soe Diagrums :5 

and 4). 

SUMMARY 

Whi 1e it has been tho fashion to accept tho idea of l'cpcti ti vanoss J 

continuity between juvenile and adult careors in delinquency and crimo> and 

tho idoa of over-expanding carocl'S into 11101'0 serious delinqu~ncy 

and crime \'/i th the passage of time J tho data from Racine reveal that most 

juveniles cease their delinquent behavior aftel' relatively few police con­

tacts of any kind. Discontinuation rather than continuation is the most 

frequent sequence of events. Added to this is the fact that no matter how 

seriousness of reasons for police contact 1s handled statistically J sedous­

ness peaks for most people in theil' teens and most people in each cohort 

fail to become involved in increasil1gly serious misbehavior as time passes. 

The implications of this for prodicti(m will becomo Cl<.Hll' \~hcn tho distd­

bution of felonies before and after the agl~ of 18 is pl'osontcd in a chapter 

on that most difficult problem. 
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DIAGRAM 4. AVERAGE SERIOUSNESS OF POLICE CONTACT CAREERS FOR COHORT AT AGE 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 Howard S. Becker, Outsideps (New York: The Free Press, 1963): pp. 22-39. 

Marvin Wolfgang, Robert Figlio, and Thorsten Sellin, DeUnquenay in 

a B/ .. i.'t'h CohoX't (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972); and, Mnrvin 

E. Wolfgang and James J. Collins, Jr., OffendeZ' CaX'eeX'8 and Restraint: PX'o­

bc..!,Uitios and Poliay ImpZiaations. Unpublished Final Report LEAA Project 

76NI-99-0089. (Philadelphia: Center for Studies in Cimino logy and Criminal 

Law, 1978): p. 19. The Racine and Philadelphia data differ in that the 

Racine cohorts include both sexes rather than only males, and the time period 

during which the police contact careers of the Racine cohort members were 

follow('d is considerably longer than that in the Philadelphia study. For 

a critique of the conceptual neglect of the sex variable in criminological 

theory see Anthony R. Harris, "Sex and Theories of Deviance: Toward a 

Functional Theory of Deviant Type-Scripts," AmeX'iaan SoaiotogiaaZ Review 

42 (1977): 3-16. 

3 Marvin E. Wolfgang, Robert M. Figlio, and Thorsten Sellin, Opt ait . ., 

pp. 248"249 and 312. 
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Chapter 9. Continui ty in Careers by Age Periodf\ 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF CONTINUITY BY AGE PERIODS 

Continuities and discontinuities in police contacts and the hypothesis 

of increasing seriousness with succe~sive contacts and age were considered 

in the last chapter. In this chapter continuity refers to the relationship 

of the number and seriousness of police contacts in one age period 

to the number and seriousness of police contacts in a following age period. 

Most pertinent to our concerns is the relationship of police contacts during 
• 

the juvenile age period 6 through 17 to the young adult period 18 through 20, 

since the juvenile period is the one in which continuers would supposedly 

be singled out for special assistance because of their youth in contrast to 

the more stringent sanctions applied to older adult offenders. This leads 

to the question of the relationship not only of these periods to each other, 

but to the simple question of just what proportion of each cohort does have 

police contacts in each period, in none of the age periods, or in perhaps 

only one or two age periods. Before commencing this analysis we shall examine 

frequency of contacts by years of age for each cohort. This will enable 

the reader to see why these age-period cutting p<)ints are appropriate for 

the analysis presented in this chapter. 

Table 1 and Diagrams 1 and 2 show the average number of contacts (including 

referrals by non-police sources) per person in the cohort for each age. 

The average number of contacts per person for each cohort is very low at 

the earliest age~ and does not commence to rise until the age of 12 or 13, 

reaches its peak at age 16 or 17 for males regardless of cohort, by 20 or 

21 for the 1942 females, by 18 or 19 for the 1949 females, and by 17 or 

18 for the 1955 females. Other tables (nit presented here) reveal that 
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TABLE 1. AVERAGE NUMBER OF CONTACTS BY MEMBERS OF COHORT BY AGE AT CONTACT I ~ Ii , 
TOTAL 1 NALEI AND FEMALE : I 

Total Male Female 
[I 

Age 1942 1949 1955 1941 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 - . Ii 
I 

6 .002 .013 .013 .003 .020 .022 .004 .004 

7 .006 .008 .022 .011 .012 .039 .004 .004 

8 .008 .013 .030 .014 .020 .OS3 .004 .006 

9 .009 .042 .069 .017 .073 .122 .002 .012 

10 .013 .052 .083 .020 .086 .142 .004 .005 .020 

11 .016 .0~1 .098 .028 .077 .169 .000 .016 .021 

12 .035 .099 .126 .059 .153 .220 .004 .027 .025 

13 .044 .160 .209 .076 .230 .340 .004 .068 .069 

14 .155 .230 .303 .244 .339 .476 .040 .084 .118 

15 .272 .325 .334 .427 .501 .497 .072 .090 .160 

16 .348 • .436 .420 .537 .661 .637 .100 .136 .186 

17 .414 .507 .360 .643 .784 .514 .119 .140 .193 

18 .302 .396 .338 .483 .589 .513 .069 .140 .151 

19 .251 .352 .316 .404 .480 .474 .054 .183 .147 

20 .234 .318 .280 .351 .435 .414 .083 .162 .135 

21 .223 .333 .245 .329 .469 .347 .087 .153 .134 

22 .205 .311 .312 .466 .069 .106 

23 .269 .302 .427 .438 .065 .122 

24 .201 .253 .306 .354 .065 .118 ",-

2S .142 .211 .054 
~ J) 

II 
II \ 

26 .185 .289 .051 II 
27 .270 .438 .054 

fl , 28 .223 .357 .051 11l 
29 .153 .228 .058 II 
30 .163 .242 .061 

If I 31 .114 .188 .018 
fl N = 633 1297 2149 356 140 1114 277 557 1035 

; I) 

I' il 
~ 
il· 
iI 

'.0: Ii 
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DIAGRAM 1. RATE OF POLICB CONTACTS PER PERSON BY COHORT. AND AGE AT :CONTACT 
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bIAGRAM :2:. 'RATE OF p6L'ICE~- cONTAcTS PE'R PERSON BY COHORT, SEX, AND AGE AT CONTACT 
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regardless of area of socialization, the age at which the la.·rgest number 

of persons had a police contact l'anges from 16 through 18 with a few race/ethnic 

exceptions. While more Blacks had contacts earlier than Whites, Whites 

socialized in the inner city had contacts earlier than did thoso socialized 

in outlying areas. Females of all groups reached their peak proportion 

with contacts later than did males in this group, although this difference 

has declined from cohort to cohort with the increase in police contacts 

by females. All of this suggests that even though soma variation exists 

between cohorts and within various segments of each cohort the period from 

age 6 through 17 is the one during which the frequency of police contacts 

reaches its peak. It is also apparent, particularly for males, that the 

frequency of police contacts declines f:r.om the age of 18 through 20. The 

relatively small munber of persons who continue to have contacts with the 

police produces 0. more erratic cux've after the age of 21. 

After presentation of several sets of tables which give some idea of 

the proportion of each cohort with various patterns of continuity from period 

to period, \'1e shal1 examine the relationship of number and seriousness of 

contacts across these age periods. 

Table 2 has been condensed from more detailed tables (contained in 

Appendix I) which control for race/ethnicity and area of socialization. 

Each cohort is distributed throughout eight different continuity types de­

scending from those with complete contilluity at the top to those who are 

in types least representative of continuity bet\"een the juvenile and adult 

periods. 

As we go from cohort to cohort \'le note that 31.2!'g of the ma.lcs il'om 

the 1942 Cohort, 27.29.; from the 1949, but only 12.3Vg from the 1955 Cohort 

, 
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TABLE .) CONTINUITY OF CAREERS FOR TOTAL, NON-'1'RAFFH':, AND TRAFFIC ... . 
CONTACTS BY CmmINATIONS OJ: AGE PERIODS AND SEX 

~ -:::: . ..:::::::.::==- . ..:::::::~.:: ,~ ...... - -- , ! .. ~~--~.=:..~ __ ~.:...:=:.rt::' ~----"~-",""",,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,. - = 
Time Period/Continuity 

Contact Types Total Traffic Only Non-Traffic 
Juv 18-20 21+ Hale Female Male Female Male Female 

Yes Yes Yes 31.2 2.2 13.8 .4 14.0 1.4 
Yes Yes No 3.7 2.2 2.5 .4 5.6 .7 
Yes No Yes 14.9 5.4 9.8 2.5 9.8 2.5 
Yes No No 6.7 9.1 8.4 4.0 14.0 7.9 
No Yes Yes 7.6 3.6 14.0 3.2 5.1 1.8 
No Yes No 3.4 5.4 5.1 5.8 4.5 2.2 
No No Yes 16.6 19.2 20.8 18.8 16.9 6.9 
No No No 16.0 52.9 25.6 65.0 30.1 76.5 

'foo:T 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 99.9 
1942 N :: 356 277 356 277 356 277 

Yes Yes Yes :27.2 6.3 8.2 .5 15.3 3.8 
Yes Yes No 12.2 3.9 6.4 .9 10.4 2.3 
Yes No Yes 11.2 4.8 6.2 1.6 8.6 3.1 
Yes No No 12.6 13.1 12.3 6.5 18.6 13.5 
No Yes Yes 4.9 3.6 7.2 3.4 3.0 1.4 
No Yes No 6.2 12.2 11.6 12.6 5.7 4.7 
No No Yes 7.6 8.4 13.0 8.8 5.9 4.5 
No No No 18.2 47.6 35.1 65.7 32.4 66.8 

100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 '§9.9 100.1 
1949 N :: 740 557 740 557 740 557 

Yes Yes Yes 12.3 3.2 10.6 1.4 12.1 3.2 
Yes Yes No 20.5 8.3 16.0 5.1 19.6 7.8 
Yes No Yes 3.5 2.1 2.7 1.4 3.3 1.9 
Yes No No 19.9 17.3 7.9 4.7 15.5 13.7 
No Yes Yes 3.3 1.4 2.5 .9 2.4 1.3 
No Yes No 9.4 10.0 6.3 6.9 4.9 3.7 
No No Yes 2.8 3.2 1.8 1.7 1.2 1.5 
No No No 28.3 54.5 52.2 77 .9 40.9 66.9 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.1f ioo.ov 
1955 N :: 1114 1035 1114 1035 1114 1035 

, 
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had a contact in each age period, the. latter \!ohort having barely gone beyond 

the age of 21. However, when the age periods 6-17 and 18-20 are considered, 

an additional 20.5% of the 1955 Cohort had contacts in the juvenile period 

and young adult per.tod, compllred with only 12.290 in the 1949 Cohort and 

3.7% in the 1942 Cohort. Thus, one-third or more of each cohort had police 

contacts in both the juvenile and young adult periods. 

The pattern is, of course , quite different for the females I perhaps 

the most interosting variation from cohort to cohort bein/~ the increasing 

proportion who had contacts during the juvenile and young adult periods. 

Considcratio]l of only Traffic contacts results in considerably fewer 

persons in continuity cate::lgories for both sexes. The sizeable increases 

frolll cohort to cohort for males with no Traffic contacts at any pedod and 

corl'ospomling <lecrease in those with t.!ontacts only nfter 21 is a function 

of the number of years of exposure to the pc)ssibility of Traffic offenses. 

When police contacts for only Non-traf:Eic offenses arc considerecl. J 

the picture for both sexes is again different. Here we find more continuity 

than for Traffic contacts but, with th~ exception of the 1955 Cohort, about 

half the proportion of males have had contacts in each period as they 

did when all contacts were considered. Most important is the fact that 

when the two categories indicating continuity for males bet\",een the juvenile 

and young adult period are swruned, 19.6% of the 1942 Cohort, 25.7% of the 

1949 Cohort, and 31. 7% of the 1955 Cohort had pOlice contacts for Non-traffic 

offenses during both periods. Also of note is the larger proportion of 

males who had contacts during the juvenile period but none thereafter, 14.0% 

for the 1942 Cohort, 18.6% for the 1949 Cohort., and 15.5 9J for the 1955 Cohort. 

Still, and this is what highlights the <lifficulty in prediction, 24.19J of 

I 
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tho 1942 Cohort mules und 34. 79~ of the 1949 Cohort males had conta(,~ts at 

cit}wr or both of the earlier periods but none aftal.' the age of 21. 

The higher proportion of females than males without contacts or with­

out ~ontinuity in their carCer$i is further demonstrated by comparison of 

the males und females for Non-truffic offenses where in the 1942 Cohort 

34.5/l~ amI the 1949 Cohort 40.3!'.; of the mules fall in categories indicative 

of continuity in ~ompurison to only 6. 4~li und 10. 69li of tho females. 

The reasons for contact among those persons (varying from 7. 6!'.; of the 

males in the 1949 Cohort to 19. 29J of the females in the 1942 Cohort) \'1ho 

had their initial police contacts at the age of 21 or older is worth noting. 

Of 528 such contacts, 303 \'1ore for Trllffic, 95 contacts for Suspicion, in­

formation, or investigation, 76 for Di~;orderly conduct, 18 for Other Traffic 

(than moving vchic1e) violations, 8 for Liquor offenses, 7 for Drug offenses, 

6 for Theft, 3 for Fruud, 3 for Sex, and 9 for Robbery, Forgery) Assnul t, 

Suicide, and so on. 

Since we are exnmining continuity in careers in an effort to determine 

differences based on T1'affic vs. Non-traffic offenses, as well as for other 

purposes, Tables :5 and 4 were constructed in which total careers based on 

Traffic and Non-traffic contacts were utilized in determining a person's 

category for the ages 6-17 and this was related to whether or not contacts 

were acquired for Non-traffic reasons during either of the two following 

periods. 

This strategy results in considerably greater continuity in careers 

across all cohorts (for males more consistently than for females) than 

that obtained with Traffic 01' Non-traffic contacts alone, although not as 

much continuity as was found when all types of contacts as a juvenile were 

I 

I 

l .! 

199 

TABLE :5. CONTINUITY OF MALE CAREERS BASED ON ALL CONTAC'rS DURING JUVENILE 
PBRIOD AND CONTACTS FOR NON-TRAFFIC CONTACTS DURING FOLLOWING 
PERIODS 

========-.=============---============================= 
Age Period/Con­
tinuity Contact 

Types 
JUV 18-20 21+ 

Yes Yes Yes 
Yes Yes No 
Yes No Yes 
Yes No No 
No Yes Yes 
No Yes No 
No No Yes 
No No No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 

1942 N::: 

Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 
Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 

1949 N::: 

Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 
Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 

1955 N::: 

Total 
White Black Chicano 

10.9 
15.7 
10.7 
17.8 
1.5 
6.8 
3.6 

33.1 
100.1 

338 

12.4 
13.6 
13.3 
22.5 
2.2 
5.3 
3.2 

27.5 
100.0 

677 

6.6 
13.2 
2.4 

29.6 
2.2 

12.0 
2.8 

31.3 
100.1 
961 

33.3 

53.3 33.S 

13.3 66.7 
99.9 100.0 

15 3 

18.2 
4.5 

45.5 
18.2 

6.8 
6.8 

100.0 
44 

29.2 
31.1 
4.7 

19.8 
.9 
.9 

2.8 
10.4 
99.1f 
106 

31.6 
10.5 
31.6 
15.8 

10.5 
100.0 

19 

12.8 
36.2 
6.4 

27.7 
2.1 
6.4 
2.1 
6.4 

100.1 
47 

A-B* C-D-E** 
White Black Chicano White 

12.7 
15.9 
16.7 
15.1 
1.6 
5.6 
4.0 

28.6 
100.2 
126 

13.1 
15.5 
19.7 
16.9 
2.8 
4.2 
2.8· 

24.9 
99.9 
213 

15.8 
15.8 
2.3 

36.7 
1.7 

11.3 
3.4 

13.0 
100.0 

177 

33.3 

53.3 33.3 

13.3 66.7 
'§'9.9 1 00 . 0 

15 3 

19.0 
4.8 

45.2 
19.0 

4.8 
7.1 

99.1i 
42 

29.8 
29.8 
4.8 

20.2 
1.0 
1.0 
2.9 

10.6 
100.1 

104 

20.0 
13.3 
40.0 
13.3 

13.3 
99.9 

15 

13.2 
34.2 
7.9 

28.9 

5.3 
2.6 
7.9 

ioo.o 
38 

11. f) 
17.4 
9.0 

19.4 
1.9 
7.7 
2.6 

31.0 
JOO:O 

155 

12.0 
13.9 
10.7 
27.3 
1.1 
5.7 
3.0 

26.2 
'§'9.9 

366 

4.5 
12.5 

2.5 
31.5 
1.6 

11.4 
2.0 

34.0 
100.0 

553 

* Persons whose principal place of residence as a juvenile was not in Area A 
or B or a combination thereof, or C, D, or E or a combination thereof, ,,,ere 
excluded. 

** Too few Blacks and Chicanos for inclusion in Areas C, D, and E. 
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TABLE 4. CONTINUITY OF FEMALE CAREERS BASED ON ALL CONTACTS DURING JUVENILE 
PERIOD AND CONTACTS FOR NON-TRAFFIC CONTACTS DURING TIlE FOLLOWING 
PERIODS 

Ago Period/Con­
tinuity Contact 

Types 
JUV 18-20 21+ 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yo;; 
Y~:s 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 
Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 

1942 N = 

Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 
Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 

1949 N = 

Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 
Yes Yes 
Yes No 
No Yes 
No No 

1955 N = 

Total 
White Black Chicana 

.4 
1.1 
2.6 

15.7 
.4 

5.6 
2.6 

71.5 
99.9 

267 

1.2 
3.5 
5.3 

23.8 
.2 

4.7 
3.1 

58.1 
§9.9 

508 

1.4 
5.5 
1.0 

19.7 
1.0 

10.5 
3.2 

57.7 
lOO.l 

917 

20.0 

20.0 
60.0 

100.0 

5 

2.6 
2.6 

28.2 
23.1 
2.6 

5.1 
35.9 

100.1 

39 

14.0 
7.0 
3.5 

27.9 
2.3 

10.5 
3.5 

31.4 
100.1 

86 

20.0 

80.0 
100.0 

5 

30.0 

10.0 
30.0 
30.0 

roo:o 
10 

6.3 
12.5 
9.4 

37.5 
3.1 
3.1 
3.1 

25.0 
100.0 

32 

A-B* C,;',E** 
White Black Chicana White 

1.1 
1.1 
5.3 

14.9 

5.3 
5.3 

67.0 
100.0 

94 

3.0 
3.8 
6.8 

24.2 

1.5 
3.8 

56.8 
99.9 

132 

3.3 
11.5 

.5 
24.7 
1.1 

12.6 
2.7 

43.4 
99.8 

182 

33.3 

33.3 
33.3 
99.9 

3 

2.'; 
2.6 

28.9 
23.7 
2.6 

5.3 
34.2 
99.9 

38 

14.0 
7.0 
3.5 

27.9 
2.3 

10.5 
3.5 

31.4 
100.1 

86 

20.0 

80.0 
100.0 

5 

22.2 

11.1 
33.3 
33.3 
99.9 

9 

7.7 
11.5 
11.5 
42.3 

3.8 

3.8 
19.2 
99.8 

26 

1.8 
.9 

16.8 

5.3 
.9 

74.3 
100.0 

113 

.7 
3.3 
4.0 

25.2 
.3 

5.6 
3.3 

57.6 
100.0 

302 

1.3 
4.0 
1.5 

21.1 
.9 

10.2 
3.2 

57.8 
100.0 

531 

.,. Persons whose principal place of residence as a juvenile ,.,as not in Area A 
or B or a combination thereof, or C, D, or E or a combination thereof, were 
excluded. 

** Too few Blacks and Chicanas for inclusion in Areas C, D, and E. 
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included in both the juvenile and adult periods. What it does suggest is 

that if we wish to predict who will have Non-traffic contacts as adults 

we should take their Traffic and Non-traffic contacts as juveniles into 

consideration. This seems reasonable because the data reveal that Traffic 

contacts are frequently tied in with other categories of offenses, parti-

cularly for juveniles. 

CAREER PROGRESSION BY AGE PERIODS 

The same data that were utilized in categorizing cohorts and segments 

of cohorts by age-period continuity may be considered in a different way. 

Those persons from each cohort, male or fema.le, White, Black, or Chicano, 

who have had contacts during the juvenile and young adult periods have the 

greatest probability of having contacts after age 21. In the 1942 Cohort, 

for example, 89.4% of the White males with contacts during the first two 

age periods had contacts after age 21. While comparable percentages were 

lower for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts, proglt'essioll was still more likely for 

this group than any other. At the extreml~ opposite end of the scale in. 

terms of continuity, one finds that 4990 of those from the 1942 Cohort, 71. 0% 

from the 1949, and 91.8% from the 1955 Cohort, with no contacts by the age 

of 21 had no contacts after the' age of 21.. Nevertheless, in between these 

two extremes may be found over one-half of the males for each cohort and 

over 40% of the females, in six different combinations of age to age period 

continuity or lack thereof. While the progression of females was far less 

than that for the males, what should be noted is that the proportion (White 

females in particular) with contacts in the juvenile period ,.,ho had contacts 

during the young adult period increased from cohort to cohort. That the 

males remained about the same across cohorts in this respect is further 
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evidence of the increasing involvement of females in delinquency and youth-

ful criminal offenses. A series of diagrams with controls for race/ethnicity 

and sex is presented in Appendix I for those who wish to examine patterns 

of progression in more detail. 

FREQUENCY ru~D SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS AND CONTINUITY 

Having established. that the probability of continuity in poli"~ contacts 

is related to police contactlil during the juvenile period, we next examine 

the relationship between number and seriousness of offense levels resulting 

in police contacts during one age period and number and seriousness of 

police contacts during a following age period. The Pearsonian coefficient 

of correlation indicates the extent to which age periods are related for 

each race/ethnic group with controls for inner city and interstitial vs. other 

areas of socialization. The correlations for number and seriousness of con-

tacts through age 17 and after, and through age 20 and after are presented 

in Tables 5 and ~ for Traffic vs. Non-Traffic in Appendix I. 

In spite of the high percentage of persons with continuity into the 

adult period of those who had contacts during the preceding period, the nurn-

bel' of contacts during any prior period has a relatively modest correlation 

with the number of contacts in the following period. For example, in Table 

5, the correlation between the number of contacts during the juvenile (6-17) 

period and the 18 or older period is •. 50S for all areas and .696 for inner 

city White males in the 1942 Cohort. The highest correlations in the entire 

table were .745 for Chicano males between the juvenile and 18 or older age 

period and .714 for inner city White males between the 6-20 and 21 or older 

age p~riod. It is difficult to say that there is a trend from cohort to 

cohort in the relationship of early to later contact careers within the race/ 
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TABLE 5. CORRELATION OF NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS BETWEEN AGE PERIODS BY RACE/ETHNICITY, SEX, AND NATURAL AREA 
OF JUVENILE RESIDENCE* 

WHITE BLACK CHICANO 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 
1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1949 1955 1949 1955 1955 1955 

Entire Citl 

6-17 x 18+ .503 .559 .485 .274 .301 .467 .442 .548 .431 .447 .644 .478 

6-20 x 21+ .526 .492 .364 .303 .403 .275 .479 .320 .504 .364 .379 .465 

N 338 677 961 267 508 917 44 106 39 86 47 32 

Inner Citl A-B 

6-17 x 18+ .696 .534 .465 .389 .530 .567 .406 .559 .434 .447 .745 .432 

6-20 x 21+ .714 .489 .387 .444 .445 .222 .443 .318 .496 .369 .408 .484 

N 126 213 178 94 132 182 42 103 38 86 37 26 

Outer Citl C-D-E 

6-17 x 18+ .365 .569 .470 .144 .206 .418 

6-20 x 21+ .394 .491 .334 .164 .386 .300 

N 212 464 783 173 376 735 

* Pearson's R computed with m.unber of police contacts collaps(~d to 1,2,3,4, and 5 or+. 
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TABLE 6. CORRELATION OF SERIOUSNESS SCORES BETWEEN AGE PERIODS BY RACE/ETHNICITY, SEX, AND NATURAL AREA OF 
JUVENILE RESIDENCE* 

WHITE BLACK CHICANO 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 
I942. 1949 1955 1942 1949 

~-
1955 1949 1955 1949 1955 1955 1955 

Entire Citl 
6-17 x 18+ .509 .516 .449 .240 .295 .394 .452 .514 .449 .416 .467 .357 

6-20 x 21+ .509 .446 .362 .290 .351 .233 .476 .280 .459 .442 .330 .344 

N 338 677 961 267 508 917 44 106 39 86 47 32 

Inner.9itl A-B 
6-17 x 18+ .695 .489 .423 .311 .426 .441 .408 .537 ,,445 .416 .630 .247 

6··20 x 21+ .670 .449 .352 .322 .396 .196 .433 .286 .448 .442 .376 .309 

N 126 213 178 94 132 182 42 103 38 86 37 26 

Outer Citl C-D-E 
6-17 x 18+ .384 .525 .437 .182 .244 .347 

6-20 x 21+ .404 .441 .346 .266 .334 .244 

N 212 464 783 173 376 735 

* Pearson's R computed with seriousness score collapsed to 1,2,3,4,5, and 6 or + • 
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ethnic sex subgroups because many of the differences are relatively small. 

It does appear that the sex differences among Whites are declining, particu­

larly if one notes how the relationship between the number of juvenile and 

adult contacts for White males has declined from cohort to cohort but has 

increased for White females. 

Table 6 shows the r\~lationship of seriousness SC(lreS in the early age 

periods to seriousness scores in the years following. These relationships 

were more or less similar to those shown for contacts, varying by race/ethnic, 

sex groups and cutting points, again revealing a decline in sex differences 

among Whites. 

We shall later find that the relationship between Elar1y and later careers 

is maintained even with controls for intervention, but that prior police con-

tact records alone will not permit efficient prediction lof who will have an 

adult criminal career. 

CAREER TYPE BEFORE 18 AND SERIOUSNESS AFTER 18 

The association of number and seriousness found between age periods and 

differences based on ar;ca of socialization suggest that continuity types 

may be a basis fClr determining which people in a cohort will have serious 

police records after the age of 18. Members of each cohort Nho Ne·re social­

ized in the inner city and interstitial areas vs. middle and outlying areas 

were selected for comparison. Everyone was placed in one of the simple career 

continuity types shown on the left-hand margin of Tables 7, 8, and 9. Details 

on various continuity types developed from the age-by-age data are presented 

in Appendix I. 

These types consist of persons who had (1) No Contacts Ever, (2) No Con­

tacts age 18 or After, (3) Late Starters; No Contacts Before 18 or First Con­

tacts 15 through 17, But Contacts at 18 or After, (4) Intermittent Contacts 
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TABLE 7. CAREER CONTINUITY TYPE BEFORE 18, SERIOUSNESS LEvaL OF CARBBRS, AND FELONY CONTACTS AT AND AFTER AGa 18 BY AlUlA OF SOCIALIZATION 
FOR 1942 COHORT 

I 
Inner City and Interstitial Areas 

Continuity Type 
Before 18 and 
Seriousness 

Level 111+ 
~ 

No Contacts Ever 

No Contacts 18+ 

Continuity 
Type 

.1L --L 

73 28.6 

18 7.1 

Late Starters ** 115 45.1 

~~~ium J 18+ 
High l Seriousness 

Intermittent 
Career Before 18 19 7.5 

Low ) 18+ 
Medium } 
High ] Seriousness 

Continuous Career 
Before 18 30 11.7 
Low ] 
Medium } 18+ 
High ] Seriousness 

Continuity Type 
Totnls 255 100.0 

Percent: 
with with 

in Felonies Fe1onie~ 
~ in Level in Typ.£. 

54.8 
33.0 
12.2 

36.8 
47.4 
15.8 

6.7 
40.0 
5~.3 

.0 
7.9 

28.6 

.0 
11.1 
33.3 

.0 

.0 
43.8 

6.1 

10.5 

23.3 

6.3 

Middle and Outlying Arons 

Continuity 
Type 

.1L _.L 

82 30.3 

19 1.0 

131 48.3 

16 5.9 

23 8.5 

271 100.0 

Porc~~n:.::t..:..: __ _ 
with with 

in Felonies Felonies 
~.!. .!!L~ in Type 

62.6 
32.1 
5.3 

37.5 
56.3 
6.3 

43.5 
39.1 
17.4 

.0 
7.1 

28.6 

.0 

.0 

.0 
11.1 
50.0 

3.8 

6.3 

13.0 

Continuity 
Typo 

.JL. -L 

199 31.4 

43 6.8 

298 47.1 

35 5.5 

58 9.2 

633 100.0 

Tota~ * 

Percen.t,;;;,.:'--__ _ 
with 

in Felonies 
1.£lli in Level 

58.4 
32.6 
9.1 

37.1 
51.4 
11.4 

24.1 
39.7 
36.2 

.0 
6.2 

29.6 

.0 
5.6 

50.0 

.0 
4.3 

42.9 

with 
Felonic'l 
in Type 

4.7 

8.6 

17.2 

4.3 

*Includes persons whoso residence could not be cntegori~ed as primarily Inner City/Interstitial or ~Iiddle/Outlying (considerable movement from 
one typo to tho other) • 

.,.. No contnct bofore 18 or first contnct 15 thru 17 • 

, 
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TABLE 8. CAREER CONTINUITY TYPE 8EFORE 18, SnrUOUSNESS LHVSL OF CARBHRS 1 AND FBLONY CONTACTS AT AND AF1'ER AGE 18 I1Y AREA or SOCIALIZATION 
FOR 1949 COHORT 

-~, ... ....-

Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas Mitltllc antl Out1ling Areas Total'" 

Continuity Typo r r 
Percent: Percent: Percent: Before 18 and Continuity Continuity Continuity Seriousness with with with with with Hith 

Level 18+ Type in Felonies Felonies Type in Felonies Pelonios Type in Felonies Polonios 
Within Types JL % ~ in Level !.!L!tllil. JL lI, Level ~~ in "lpe JL .....L 1.£Y& in Level in Type ~ 

No Contacts EVcr 113 25.2 222 32.b 400 30.8 

No Contacts 18+ 35 7.8 101 14.8 153 11.8 

Late Starters ** 166 37.0 5.4 212 31.1 3.8 454 35.0 5.1 
Low ] 18+ 63.3 .0 70.8 .7 66.1 .6 
~I?dium } Seriousness 31.9 9.4 27.4 8.6 30.8 !). " 1I1gh ] 4.8 50.0 1.9 50.0 3.8 47.0 

Intermittent 
Career Before 18 48 10.7 8.3 65 9.5 9.2 118 9.1 8.5 

Low ) 18+ 60.4 3.4 55.4 ,0 56.7 1.5 
Medium I Seriousness 29.2 .0 41.5 14.8 36.4 11.8 
lIigh 1 10.4 bU.O 3.1 5.9 71.4 

\ 

Continuous Career 
Before 18 87 19.4 32.2 81 11. 9 9.9 172 13.3 '20.9 

Low ] 18+ 23.0 .0 29.6 .0 26.7 .0 
Metliurn } Seriousness 43.7 21.0 56.8 10.9 41),4 15.3 
IIigh ] 33.3 69.0 13.6 27.3 23.8 $b .1 

Continuity Type 
Totals 449 100.1 9.1 681 99.9 3.2 1297 100.0 5.3 I'V 

0 
*lnc1udes persons whose residence could not be categorized us primarily Inner City/lnterstititn1 or Mtdd1o/0utlying (consitlorablo movement from 'J 

.. 
one type to the other). 

** No contact before 18 or first contact 15 thru 17 • 

I 
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TABLE 9. (" . .EER CONTINUITY TYPE BEFORE 18, SERIOUSNESS LEVEL OF CAREERS; AND rELONY CONTACTS AT AND AFTER AGE 18 BY ARM OIl SOCIALIZATION 
FOR 1955 COHORT 

Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas Middle and Outlling Areas Total-> 

Continuity Type r 
Percent: Percent: Percent: Before 18 and Continuity Continuity Continui ty --.~ Seriousness with with with with with with 

Level 18+ Type in Felonies Felonies Type in Felonies Felonies Type in Felonies Pelonies 
Within T>'Pes N % ~ in Level in T>'Pe N o. 

~ in Level in Type .JL o. Level in Level in 'I.:.l££. " _u_ 

No Contacts EVer 152 24.5 501 45.2 881 41.0 

No Ctlntacts 18+ 121 19.5 200 18.1 363 16.9 

Late Starters ** 149 24.0 9.4 ?52 22.7 '7.5 518 24.1 10.0 

Low ] 18+ 62.4 .0 67.5 2.4 64.3 1 ') .<; 

~led ~um} . 34.2 19.6 31.3 16.5 33.6 22.4 
High ] Ser10usness 3.4 SO.O 1.2 66.7 2.1 81. 8 

Intermittent 
Career Before 18 64 10.3 17.2 69 6.2 10.1 147 6.8 14.3 

Low ] 18+ 45.3 .0 72.5 .0 57.1 .n 
Medium} . 50.0 25.0 26.1 33.3 39.5 27.h 
High ] Ser10usness 4.7 100.0 1.4 ... _-- 3.4 100.0 

Continuous Career 
Before 18 135 21. 7 48.1 86 7.8 25.6 240 11.2 38.3 

Low 1 18+ 20.7 .0 38.4 .0 27.9 .0 
Medium j Seriousness 48.9 43.9 44.2 26.3 47.9 36.5 
High :0.4 87.8 17.4 80.0 24.2 86.2 

Continuity T>'Pe 
Totals 621 100.0 14.5 1108 100.0 4.3 2149 100.0 7.7 

*Includes persons whose residence could not be categorized as primarily Inner Cit},/Interstitita1 or Middle/Outlying (cunsiderable movement from 
one type to the other). 

**No contact before 18 or first contact 15 thru 17. 
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Before 18 and Contacts at 18 or After~ and (5) Continuous Contacts Before 

18 and Contacts at 18 or After. Although the distribution of persons by 

continuity type and place of socialization produced very little relation­

ship for the 1942 Cohort (Tau = .055) or 1949 Cohort (Tau = .088), it did 

produce a Tau of .261 for the 1955 Cohort, significant at the .001 level. 

The latter was based on the h:i.ghly disproportionate nwnber of persomi \'lith 

continuous careel.'(j prior to the age of 18 among those who were socialized 

in the inner city and its interstitial areas in comparison with persons 

socialized in the remainder of the city. 

Conunencing with the 1942 Cohort we note that of thos~ 11. 790 who w'ere 

socialized in the inner city and its interstitial areas and had what we 

term a continuous career before 18, over half (53.3~o) had a high serious­

ness score after 18. No other area and no other continuity typE' had even 

close to 50% with this characteristic. Furthermore~ 23.3% of the 11.7% 

socialized in this area had a Felony after 18 and 43. 8~o of this group \\I'ho 

were serious offenders had at least one jil~lony after the age of 18. Here 

is a small nwnber of persons with continuity prior to 18 and serious careers 

after that age; they are the persons whose total careers display continuity 

of the type that has been described in the early literature on the relation­

ship of juvenile delinquency to adult crime. These are the atypical youth 

whose behavior resulted in the construction of the model of delinquency 

as an ever-expanding,continuous type of phenomena leading to a career in 

adult crime. While it is true that this type exists~ they constitute such 

a small proportion of the total for each cohort that perpetuation of this 

model has resulted in considerable mischief when applied to juvenile popula­

tions as a whole. 
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Turning to the 1949 Cohort we again find a higher proportion of persons 

with continuous careers in the inner city and interstitial areas I that the 

proportion with high seriousness scores is greate't' than in other aroas l 

and that the proportion with Felonies after 18 is greatest for those with 

high seriousness scores. While the basic relationships are the same for 

the 1955 Cohort l with almost half of those socialized in the inner city 

and interstitial areas having a Felony after the age of 18 1 the proportion 

of those with Felonies after 18 from all continuity types with 11 high serious­

ness score is greater than in the other cohorts. Since we have previously 

remarked about the increase in police contacts categorized as Felonies for 

the 1955 Cohort l this is not unexpected. There are I of course l very few 

persons in each of the other continuity types with high seriousness scores 

so that the finding of concentration of seriousness after 18 among those 

with continuity before 18 remains the same. 

In summary, socialization in the inner city and interstitial areas 

increases the probability of continuolls contacts before the age of 18 and 

a continuous career before the age of 18 maximizes the probability of a 

serious career after the age of 18 for all cohorts. 

SUMMARY 

Males who had one or more police contacts during the juvenile period 

were more likely to 11ave one or more at each subsequent stage than those 

who did not. Although continuity between age periods has been increasing 

from cohort to cohort for females, they showed less continuity from period 

to period than did the males. In no cohort did the continuity of females 

even come close to that shown by the males. When each cohort was divided 

» 

"- ~ . 
I 
i 
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into those Who resided in Area A and B vs. those who resided in Areas C~ 

DI and BI progression was greatest for those in Areas A and B. 

When police contacts by males were divided into Traffic and Non-traffic l 

continuity from period to period (if the proportion of persons with contacts 

in any combination of two time periods was defined as continuity) was greatest 

for Traffic offenses in the 1942 Cohort but the opposite in the 1949 Cohort. 

In either case l continuity was greatest among those who lived within the 

inner city and its interstitial areas l where the continuity of Whites was 

more similar to that of Blacks than in the remainder of the conununity. The 

continuity of females was far less than male continuity; that for White 

females I particularly in the inner city and its interstitial areas, was 

less .than that for Black females. 

The proportion of males with continuity for Non-traffic contacts in 

the periods 6 through 17 and 18 through 20 increased cohort by cohort. The 

corresponding figure for females was approximately half of that but it too 

increased from cohort to cohort. Inclusion of those males who had contacts 

in the period 6 through 17 and 21 or older raised the proportion with continuity 

by no more than 10% in any cohort. Although White l Black l and Chicano males 

and females (where comparison was possible) in the inner city and inter-

stitial areas were more similar in continuity than were all Whites l Blacks I 

and Chicanos l Black and Chicano continuity remained higher than White con-

tinuity. 

When total male contacts during the juvenile period l Traffic contact~, 

and Non-traffic contacts were utilized in assessing continuity of careet"s 

consisting of only Non-traffic contacts during the 18 through 20 and/or 

21 or older period l greater continuity was present than for either 
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Traffic or Non-traffic contacts alone, White vs. Black and Chicano difM 

ferences also remaining. 

When the number of police contacts through age 17 were correlated with 

contacts occurring after that age and similarly through age 20 and aftt'1'r that 

age, the trends and differences previously desc~ibed were not as clear··cut. 

The higher continuity of persons socialized in the inner city and interstitial 

areas was definitely declining for White males but the relationship between 

the number of juvenile police contacts and later police contacts appeared 

to be increasing for their female counterparts. In other words, sex 

differences were declining. 

When seriousness scores of persons for the same age period were cor-

related with seriousness scores for all ages following, there \'/er.e only 

selective increases in the correlations over those based on simply the number 

of police contacts. On the other hand, it is quite apparent that construction 

of continuity types and controlling for place of socialization enables one 

to select out that 10% or 20% who are more likely to have serious careers 

after the age of 18 and Whose careers, in addition, include a high proportion 

of felonies. 

Thus far we have found that there are differences in the probability 

that certain categories of juvenile offenders will continue to come to the 

attention of the police during the young adult and adult periods. In the 

next chapter we shall take a hard look at the possibility of predicting 

who these will be. 

• I 

i 
i 
I 
I' 
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Chapter 10. ~cting Continuity 

THE PROBLEM OF PREDICTION VS. DESCRIPTION 

We have described how some individuals proceed through the various 

stages of what might be called developing delinquent and criminal careers 

while some drop out at various stages, some have no contacts with the police, 

or,in some instances, do not have contacts until later stages of their 

lives. 

Regardless of the seriousness of reason for first contact ~ with few 

exceptions, over 75 90 of the males from each cohort are found to have a second 

contact. The probability of a second contact is, of course, considerably 

lower for females. It is apparent, however, that seriousness of reason 

for first police contact does not have a systematic relationship to the 

probabili ty of a second police contact for either sex, first as shown in 

the top panel of Table 1 where all reasons for police contact are included 

and again in the lower panel with traffic contacts removed. For this reason 

our approach will be to examine the possibility of predicting later delin.­

quent and criminal behavior from early juvenile misbehavior, first on a 

basis of all contacts through a given year, then seriousness scores through 

a given year, next with traffic contacts removed, and then from the more 

serious categories of police contacts in an effort to determine which ap­

proach maximizes efficiency of prediction. As a final step we shall see 

if it is possible to predict who will commit a felony as an adult from juve­

nile police contacts. 

Citations to the disappointing literature on the prediction of continuity 

in delinquency and crime, hopefully at ar. early age, were made in Chapter 1. 



1\ 

N 
I-J 
../::" 

"'lIe. 

TABLE 1. PERCENT WHO HAVE AT LEAST ONE ADDITIONAL POLICE CONTACT BY SERIOUSNESS OF FIRS'f CONTACT 
-. --,-

Ina tudinfl Tpaffia Contaats 

1942 1949 1955 

Males Females Males Females Males Feme los 
Cause of Contact o. N % N (I. N (I. N o. N 0. N '·11 -.:.!!..... " '0 ~ 'U 

Suspicion or Investigation 76.8 112 48.2 83 75.7 222 46.9 162 58.7 230 39.7 174 

Juvenile Con~ition 96.4 28 57.1 7 92.8 69 70.6 17 88.6 167 63.6 77 

Misdemeanor, Minor 93.0 129 56.8 37 82.1 235 51.2 82 68.5 267 48.3 143 

Misdemeanor, Major 95.5 22 33.3 3 89.1 64 80.0 20 87.4 103 71.7 53 

Felony, Property 100.0 7 83.3 12 66.7 3 76.2 21 85.7 7 

Felony, Person 100.0 1 33.3 3 100.0 2 57.1 7 81.8 11 50.0 16 

Exatuding Tpaffia Contaats 

Suspicion or Investigation 60.0 35 47.8 23 66.1 115 53.3 71 58.1 124 54.1 74 

Juvenile Condition 89.3 29 42.9 7 81.2 69 52.9 17 79.6 167 63.6 77 
\ 

Misdemeanor, Minor 71.9 89 50.0 20 74.8 159 50.0 52 69.7 165 46.2 93 

Misdemeanor, Major 81.8 22 .0 3 8tl.4 64 60.0 20 77.7 103 60.4 53 

Felony, Property 100.0 7 83.3 12 33.3 3 61.9 21 71.4 7 

l:elony, Person 100.0 1 3.3.3 .3 100.0 2 57.1 7 45.5 11 31.3 16 

.. \\. N - Number ''lith first contact in category. 

/'" '" ~ 

'" 
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That researchers have had difficulty with this problem should not be sur­

prising. 1 'rhe nwnber of persons who have contacts at all or who have re­

peated and frequent contacts in the pre-teen period is so small in comparison 

to the number who have records by their middle and late teens of the magni­

tude which will be useful in prediction that to attempt prediction of con­

tinuity into the adult period from the pre-teen period is not a productive 

approach. This is true whether the predictor is frequency of contacts or 

seriousnes~ of behavior resulting in contacts. Prediction at an early age 

will produce too many errors of omission if we overlook the continuity of 

those whose delinquent records are acquired in theLe middle and later teens. 

Th:1.s will become clearer as the data are presented in this chapter. 

PREDICTING FUTURE CAnEERS FROM NUMBER AND 
SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS AT A GIVEN AGE 

In spite of this 'Ither pessimistic introduction I the continuing concern 

of professionals on the firing line mandates that we examine the possibility 

of predicting future careers on the basis of the number and seriousness 

of police contacts through a given age. Table 2 reveals that as persons 

in each cohort accumulate contacts with the police throughout the early 

years of their lives the more contacts they have accumulated through any 

given agel the greater will be the probability of having contacts after 

that age. While this relationship is not without exceptions I the age of 

15 is a good exrunple. 

Of those in the 1942 Cohort with neither Trafficnor Non-traffic con-

tacts through age 151 59.8% had at least ono contact after that ago but 

92.5!'.; of those who did have a contact through age 15 had flt least one more 

contact in the future. However I 1009.; of those who had two 01' mort: contacts 

, 
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TABLE ~. I'LlU~r::H IHTII ANY POLICti CONTAl,·,. WI'LIl Aloti BY NUMllliR or CO:1TAl''I'S PlllOR Tr, Mtl AT AGI;: l!lol.? , I!I"!I, .'Jil' 19~,!, L: OUotH' MHIIlLRS "'HI! l:ON'rINlJUlJS IU,I, IlII.NCt· IN "At: INI __ ...... _____ ~l$:" ... 

~- :;: < ~ .....,. "-" ,-- ~ •• 1 , 

Numbor of r II R C Ii N 'I' o F 1 9 " ~ COli 0 It 'I' WIT II CONTACTS AFT Il R A G Il 
Contnc:ts 

Through Age -> 8 9 10 11 ';~ 13 14 IS 16 17 18 19 20 21 2~ 23 24 ~S ~6 

0 68.1 67.9 67.6 6~.3 !J6.t. 65.7 63.1 59.8 53.S 47.4 43.1 39.9 36.2 33.2 30.9 26.3 21.3 17 .8 15.0 
1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 lOO.o 100.0 98.1 92.5 82.5 71.3 68.9 63.3 57.3 54.6 49.0 46.7 39.1 34.8 29.'1 
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.11 100.0 lOO.O 100.0 100.0 89.1 72 .1 71.1 57.4 54.9 54.2 4S.9 38.8 32.4 22.9 
3 100.0 10O.!) 100.0 100.0 100.0 91.7 90.0 86.5 76.S 69.4 66.7 61.8 61.5 56.4 ~2.4 47.7 
4 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9 88.9 94.7 91.3 85.7 80.8 70.8 60.0 6,1.0 60.7 51.9 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.3 93.3 93.6 92.3 91.6 87.7 86.5 83.S 81.0 ?6.6 (,7.3 

LambJ~' .0184 .0254 .0369 .0484 .0668 .0876 .1409 .1935 .1961 .1867 1693 .1229 .1483 .1~39 .1226 .1007 .0586 .0200 .0000 
Somers' D .6462 .6761 .6772 .6890 .6440 .6345 .6210 .6285 .5644 .4991 .4961 .4144 .4624 .4421 .4330 .4176 .3919 .3808 .3304 
Pearson's R .1361 .1113 .2078 .2223 .2620 .2783 .3724 .4699 .5266 .51\60 .5861 .5838 .5977 .58,1 .5841 .5758 .5517 .5385 .4958 

Number of PERCENT o r 194 9 COIIORr WIT II CONTACTS A II T E R A u Il 
Contacts 

Through Age -> 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 Hi 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

0 68.3 67.5 66.7 65.5 ti:\.7 61.2 58.3 !i4 .1 48.1 40.6 33.1 26.1 20.5 15.,1 8.7 4.5 
1 93.9 92.2 93.4 91.6 89.1 83.9 19.7 14.' 68.1 5S.4 47.5 37.9 29.1 19.6 14.2 '.2 
2 100.0 100.0 96.0 95.8 96.8 9S.1 94.7 sa.4 80.8 75.0 63.6 54.1 41.S ~2.7 24.4 15.1 
:I 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 0 100.0 88.2 90.0 85.7 81.5 18.7 72.6 6S.9 53.4 46.0 29.6 19.8 
4 100.0 100.0 100.0 IM.O 93.7 96.0 91.7 88.9 82.0 72.9 61.2 51.4 35.9 19.8 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 IuO.O 10\1.0 ICIO.O 100.0 99.0 97.9 94.5 87.3 81.7 '12.3 59.8 38.3 

Lambdn .0257 .0470 .0673 .0890 .1134 .1282 .l501 .lS75 .1660 .1425 .1313 .1076 .OOti8 .0000 .OlivO .0000 
Somers' II .5478 .5368 .5520 .5428 .5320 .4907 .,4857 .4763 .473ti .4674 .4426 .01185 .3816 .341'1 .2860 .18'19 
Penrson's R .1527 .2087 .2573 .2990 .3584 .3081 .4467 .4888 .5536 .5899 .!i884 .5801 .5517 .SISI .4463 .:\5" 

'iumber of II l R (, tNT o F 1 955 COIIOR'r W 1 r II CON'fAt;TS AFTI R '\ li I 
I:'mtrll.ts 

Ihrough Ag!! ",,-c:o..:C.~·,"O.·l Ii !.I 10 11 
. , 
I .. 13 14 IS 16 1': ill 19 .!Il 

II S6.!) 55.4 S3.9 r:'t '\ 50.6 ,18.4 4S.0 40.9 33.4 ~5.8 18.3 11. ~ 6.4 ".t'" 
1 89.2 84.4 83.l' "9.1 :'8.1 i'7.1 69.9 bS.S S3.a .14.1 :31.: :3 .. .! 12.0 
:! 9~.3 93.1 92.1 '11.4 8'.1 89.S a6.~ 81.3 .. , , 59.3 4b.6 H.' Z3.? ~ •• c,o. 

3 100.U 100.0 100.0 100.n lUO.O 1011.0 OS • .:! U3.S 33.3 69.9 54.1 39.3 :12.8 
'\ 100.0 100.0 100.0 lUO.O 100.0 100.0 100.U 93.S 82aa '~.6 6'.1 46.6 31.~ 

5 or ~ WO.O 100.0 92.3 96.4 97.8 95.8 95.6 95.4 !lO.tl 115.3 '4, i 64.0 4' ~~ 
lambuJ. .0445 .06:16 .0833 .0931 .1005 .12113 .un .1336 .U!l6 .1l85~ .0352 .0000 .0000 
~or.J(\r~,· II .5716 .5363 .5456 .5330 .5279 .5480 .617.1 .5011 ,461' .4164 .3569 .3038 .220b 
"PUt Gl'U"1 It .: .20 .2940 .3410 .3S51 .4225 .4149 .SH;~ .55~' .5815 .5681 .5413 . 4999 .403( • 

;.mlu(\ , ;J ~ It:1crn l II B!J)'lNIIctrlc with nU/llber of pollee contacts after age II!! the olcptmdent varuble l:ollnpsed to sr..c I.!lItegorles ·.hroullh nile. 

• • 

21 28 29 

10.8 6.6 4.3 
20.4 16.5 12.0 
\7.3 13.3 9.1 
38.6 33.3 20.0 
51.5 41.2 J9.4 
61.3 51.3 37.9 

.0000 .0000 .0000 

.3048 .2609 .1899 

.4662 .41S8 • '409 

30 

2.0 
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13.9 
23.2 

.0000 
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through the ago of 15 had at least one contact after that age. Note that 

Lambda (also known as Guttman's Coefficient of Predictability) ~ a measure 

of the proportional reduction of error in predicting the number of future 

contacts from the number of contacts through a given age~ is highest at 

the agesof 15, 16~ and 17 while Somers' DJ an asynuuetl'ical measure of assoc­

iation~ is highor in the years preceding 16 and Pearson's R is higher after 

tho age of 15 chan prior to it. What this tells us is that even though 

persons \'1ho have contacts at a very early age are almost sure to have con-

tinuing contacts (and this i5 why Somers' 0 is high at the early ages)~ 

a large proportion of the cohort does not COnllilC)J1Ce their careers at such 

an early age. Those who start early \'1ill have additional contacts but there 

are many who first have police contacts between the ages of 15 and 18 who 

will also continue to have contacts. This is \'1hy the Pearson IS R reaches 

its greatest value in the late teens and early t\oJenties ~ the period when 

contacts through a given age are most highly correlated with the number 

of future contacts. 

The measures of association ane proportional reduction of error for 

the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts follow essentially the same pattern but~ because 

of the fewer years of exposure~ the percentages of those \'1ho will have at 

least one more contact after the age of 15 are lower. 

While Table 2 has been constructed tc show the proportion of each group 

who will have t:J.t least one more contact after a given age on a basis of 

the nwnber of contacts that they have had through that age~ the statistics 

are based on the number of contacts through a given age and the number after 

that age. We shall now turn to Table 3 which reveals the percent \'1ho had 

5 or more contacts after a given age by the number of contacts that they 

MJ 
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TABLE 3. 
PERCENT 01' COIIOln IYITII PIVIl OR ~;ORE CONTACTS APTER AGE BY NUMBIlR OF CONTACTS PRIOR TO lIND AT AGtl: 

1942, 1949, NID 1955 COIlORT MEMBERS WlllI CONTINUOUS RI;SIDENCE IN RACINE ---------""-- . ....... , .... --_ .... -., "'"""" ... - .. -.. - ..... .. .. -~- ... -..,~ ... --Number of 
PER C E N T o F 9 4 2 COIIORT WIT H F I V tl o R M 0 R E CON T ACT S AFT E R A G Il 

Contacts 
Through Age _______ > 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 26 0 26.8 26.3 25.7 25.1 24.0 22.7 18.7 D.9 9.6 7.1 4.9 3.9 1.9 1.3 1.0 .4 .4 .4 .4 .0 .0 

1 87.5 90.0 85.7 87.5 70.4 69.4 57.7 52.2 29.9 18.8 15.1 11.0 10.7 8.3 5.9 2.9 1.8 1.8 1.S .9 .n 
2 66.7 80.0 100.0 100.0 S5.7 73.9 66.7 57.5 38.2 18.6 11.1 5.6 2.0 6.8 3.3 3.0 .0 .0 .0 .n 
3 50.0 85.7 80.0 75.0 66.7 66.7 53.3 35.1 23.5 8.3 11.1 2.9 2.6 2.6 2.4 .0 .0 .0 
4 

100.0 10C.o 88.9 66.7 55.6 57.9 34.8 42.9 34.6 12.5 .0 3.7 3.6 .0 .0 .(1 

5 or + 
50.0 71.4 82.6 75.7 75.0 65.4 59.3 50.5 44.7 44.4 39.1 30.7 27.0 23.8 12.7 \1.1 ~Iedian 

Number of 
Contacts by 
Age of First 
Contact 11.00 14.50 17.50 16.00 6.00 10.50 8.00 8.25 3.69 2.42 3.25 2.00 3.63 1.90 2.00 2.06 1. 27 1.42 1. 50 1.19 1.50 
Number of PER C E N T o F 1 949 COHORT WIT II F I V E o R ~t 0 R E CON T ACT S AFT tl R A G H 
Contacts 

Through Age -> 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 0 24.1 22.S 21.5 20.1 1S.1 16.1 13.5 10.2 6.1 3.3 1.8 1.3 .6 .2 .2 .0 
1 66.7 60.8 55.7 53.7 45.3 38.1 35.0 30.0 21.6 12.0 4.9 1.6 2wO 1.3 .8 .0 
2 100.0 90.0 80.0 75.0 71.0 58.6 47.4 42.1 32.7 19.5 12.4 8.3 3.5 .6 .6 .0 
3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.J 76.5 83.3 68.6 48.1 25.3 17.9 9.9 4.5 2.3 .0 
4 100.0 100.0 87.5 92.9 62.5 72.0 66.7 48.!l 27.9 18.6 10.4 6.8 3.8 .0 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 S2.6 80.2 62.2 50.8 42.3 32.5 22.S 12.3 4.8 Median 
Number of 

Contacts by 
Age of First 
Contact 9.00 12.00 10.50 6.75 6.17 4.25 5.25 5.00 3.46 2.44 2.04 1.48 1.41 1.50 1.23 1. 21 

CON T ACT S AFT n R A G Ii 
Number of PER C E N T o F 195 5 COHORT WIT H F V tl o R HORE Contacts 

Through Age ---) S 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
16.8 15.3 13.6 12.2 11.0 8.8 7.4 5.2 2.9 1.3 .S .0 .0 

0 

7.8 3.9 1.7 .5 .0 
1 57.8 46.9 43.4 35.8 31.8 29.6 19.7 14.5 

84.6 75.9 75.6 67.2 50.0 45.2 37.6 27.6 IS.4 8.4 3.7' 1.5 .0 
2 

100.0 100.0 81.8 71.4 75.9 68.3 57.1 40.0 29.2 16.5 6.6 2.6 .0 
3 

58.1 40.0 24.1 15.7 2.7 1.2 
100.0 100.0 100.0 90.9 72.2 71.4 68.0 4 

75.0 61.6 45.7 34.3 20.6 7.2 " or + 100.0 100.0 92.3 96.4 93.5 85.9 78.8 

~Icdinn 
Numher of 

I::ont"lts by 
'\go ut l'irst 

Contact 6.12 5.14 5.28 4.15 3.38 5.03 3.04 2.43 2.18 2.10 1.23 1.12 1.47 

:W 

.n 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 
5.0 

1.13 

30 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.(1 

.0 
1.8 

1.13 

N 
~ 
00 

\ 
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had through that age. One must not conclude that because those with early 

first contacts (age 10 in the 1942 Cohort for example) htLV'e the highest 

median number of contacts throughout their careers~ that early prediction 

is feasible. The point becomes even clearer when we look at those who have 

contacts through age 13. 

Al though 50 90 to 100% of those in the 1942 Cohort who had a contact 

through age 13 had 5 or more contacts after that age and only 22 90 of those 

who had no contacts through age 13 had 5 or more afterward~ a sizeable 

proportion of each cohort develops a continuing career at an even later 

age. Only 9. 6~o of those who had no contacts through the age of 16 had 

5 or more contacts afterward but 75% of those who had 5 or more through 

that age had 5 or more contacts after that age. It is also interesting 

to note that the median number of contacts by age of first contact is consi­

derably higher for those \'1ho had their first contact by the age of 15, 

the point at which the median nwnber of career police contacts drops from 

8.25to 3.69 for the 1942 Cohort. The 1949 and 1955 Cohorts are similar 

but have lower percentages in some columns because the future contains 

fewer years of exposure. 

The same general pattern of relationships for seriousness is presented 

in Table 4. One should also note that when relating number of contacts 

or seriousness scores from past and present ages to those in the future, 

the correlations for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts drop below those of the 

1942 Cohort several years before the last year for which these cohorts have 

had recorded experiences because the very inlmediate future may be a period 

in which there are no contacts. Later in the chapter we shall examine the 

possibility of improving prediction with a more stringent definition of 
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TABLE 4 • I'IiRCIlNT WITlI SIlRlOUSNliSS SCORE or SIX OR ~IORI~ Al'TIiR AGE IIY SI:RIOUSNESS SCORI !'(UOIl ro NHl A'I' AGll : 194~. 1949. ANt! H)!j[i COHORT ~U.~III1.RS \11T1I CON r INUOIJS IU,S lllLNCt IN IlACINI: 
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Seriousness PRRCENT o II 194 2 COIIORT WIT /I S Ii RIO USN n S S S COR II o II S I X o R ~I a R Il AF1'I:R A Ii Ii 
Score 

Through Age ~ 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 :!l 22 23 24 2S 26 '" ... ~8 29 

0 36.2 35.8 35.2 34.6 33.4 31.8 23.0 22.8 16.4 13.2 9.7 8.5 5.1 <1.4 3.5 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.3 .4 .S .n 
1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 66.7 66.7 60.0 50.0 40.6 20.0 26.9 17.0 )~.2 13.8 10.2 J.' ~.O 2.8 2.9 1.5 .U .0 
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ';5.0 90.0 77.8 58.3 35.7 8.3 17.6 13.0 4.8 14.8 Hi.4 ~().o 6.1 5.6 .1..4 2.6 2.5 
3 100.0 100.0 100.0 87.5 80.0 85.0 56.0 54.1 45.8 38.3 32.7 28.6 28.9 27.3 21.6 2·1.3 15.8 13.2 15.8 15.0 10.3 5.3 
4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 80.0 83.3 84.6 80.0 64.7 37.5 16.7 14 . .s 0.0 7.7 12.0 15.8 10.0 6.7 .0 .0 .0 3.2 
5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 85.7 70.0 50.0 $6.4 7.1 14.3 6.3 11.8 19.0 5.9 5.3 5.3 4.8 5.0 

6 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 92.3 89.3 86.9 80.2 74.8 70.4 63.6 56.6 51.2 48.6 42.9 35.4 33.7 3'J.0 24.5 18.3 11.1 

Lnmbda* .0000 .!l000 .0000 .0000 .0025 .0371 .1195 .2091 .2694 .2590 .2600 .2342 .2187 .1879 '7\~ , •. _..r .1313 .0735 .3060 .',)000 .0000 .0000 .0000 
Somers' D .6342 .6369 .6208 .6284 .5823 .5905 .5684 .5849 .5377 .4918 .4899 .4723 .4625 .4443 .4273 .4152 .4018 .3850 .3353 .3049 .2625 .1910 
Penrson's R .1252 .1466 .1791 .2093 .2423 .2865 .3737 .4733 .5242 .5409 .5534 .5547 .5590 .5449 .5303 .5291 .5198 .5028 ,,4624 .4386 .3917 .3214 

t:criousness PER C B N T o F 194 9 COIIORT WIT II S F. RIO USN n S S S COR n o II S I X o R M 0 R l! AFT n R A G n 
S<:ore 

Through Age ---'> 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 21 21 22 23 

0 35.3 34.4 32.8 31.1 28.5 25.8 22.7 19.0 13.4 8.6 6.2 4.3 3.4 2.3 1.1 .2 
1 71.4 63.6 58.3 62.5 56.3 43.8 39.3 33.8 30.7 16.8 12.1 6.3 5.7 S.O 3.4 1.4 
2 87.5 69.2 63.2 63.6 65.5 50.0 37.9 29.0 13.5 15.2 7.8 4.9 3.2 .n .0 .n 
3 75.0 72.2 75.0 68./) 64.7 05.1 57.7 43.3 36.8 25.3 \li.3 5.8 5.1 1.1 1.0 .n 
4 100.0 100.0 92.3 84.2 76.0 68.1 66.7 54.7 48.2 32.8 29.2 20.6 9.0 5.4 3.8 .t:! 
5 .0 33.3 83.3 85.7 83.3 72.7 78.3 63.3 51.4 40.6 36.8 25.6 13.9 15.0 3.0 .0 

6 or + 100.0 100.0 91.3 93.5 95.7 88.6 83.0 80.2 75.9 67.0 56.3 48.6 41.1 30.7 20.8 9.8 

Lambdn .0012 .0000 .0073 .0469 .1025 .1573 .2005 .2103 .2256 .2366 .2139 .1788 .1050 .UOOO .0000 .0000 
Somers' D .4890 .4700 .4944 .4866 .4869 .4511 .4460 .4433 .4449 .4548 .4327 .41:!2 .3723 .3294 .2'58 .1805 
Pearson's R .1406 .1880 .2329 .2128 .3302 .3616 .40SS .4479 .5041 .5488 .5455 .5360 .S010 .4642 .4131 .3208 

Seriousness P Ii R C n N T o II 1 955 COHORT WIT 1\ SLRIOUSNI:SS SC 0 R n OF S I X OR ~I 0 Il L A II 1 I'll A li I. 
Score 

Through Age ._-> 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 Hi 16 17 18 19 ~O 

U 30.b 29.1 27.4 25.9 24.2 21. 7 19.4 Ui.!l 11.4 c..9 4.Z .!.l 1.1 
1 65.2 59.5 56.5 48.2 45.2 36.7 31.1 tr., () 14.3 8.3 3 • .2 1.2 .0 
2 65.0 63.9 60.0 54.2 50.0 50.7 37.0 30.4 ~6.9 18.4 3.8 :!.S .0 
3 76.7 69.6 66.7 63.6 55.1 50.7 41.S 31.1 28.8 21.3 16.3 ~.8 .. .' 
4 90.0 88.0 83.8 78.7 13.5 71.4 57.8 48.1 36.S 20.8 15.9 {J.8 5.6 
5 100.0 87.S 76.9 70.6 63.6 64.3 56.3 50.0 36.2 30.0 20.4 13.3 (J.7 

6 or + 100.0 100.0 93.0 !lS.8 90.7 86.3 81.7 78.3 68.8 53.3 41.0 30.8 lb.!) 

Lnmbdu .0549 .0859 .1132 .1373 .1549 .1851 .1913 .2039 .1961 .16C6 .0487 .0000 .0000 
Somers' D .4957 .4703 .4716 .4661 .4688 .4900 .4664 .4588 .4304 .4045 .3503 .3009 .2208 
Pearson's R .1988 .2485 .2906 .3329 .3674 .4137 .4431 .4796 .5059 .5098 .4845 .4603 .3846 

"l.ambda and Somers' D nsymmetric with seriousness of careers after ago as the dependent varinble collapsed to same categories as seriousness through age. 
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seriousness than the seriousness scale from \'Ihich the data in this 

table \'1ere generated. 
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Observation of some of the detailed tables from which the percent~ 

ages in each age column of Tables 2 and 3 \'Iere constructed reveals even 

better the nature of the prediction problem. We cOllunence with age 18 for 

each Cohort. Table 5 for the 1942 Cohort sho\'ls that Pearson's Rand 

Somers' 0 are fairly high as correlations in sociology go but Lambda is 

low and that is the key to understanding the larger problem, namely ho\'l to 

increase predictive efficiency over that -obtainab-lc from the marginals. 

Let us start out by looking at the lowest row of each table, those 

who had 5 or more contacts through the age of 18. In the 1942 Cohort 65. 4?ci 

of these persons had 5 or more contacts after 18. In the 1949 Cohort 50.89ci 

had 5 or more~-remember, they had seven years less exposure than the 1942 

Cohort. Only 34.3% of the 1955 Cohort had 5 or more contacts after 18--

and they had even fewer years of exposure. No\'l go up to the next 1'0\'1, those 

with 4 contacts through the age of 18 and note that fe\'1er had 5 or more 

contacts after 18 but that about the same percent had 4 or more as had 5 

or more in thE. rm'1 below, except that it is less fnr the 1949 Cohort, etc. 

As one moves up, the distribution shifts more and more to a smaller propor­

tion with contacts after 18. Of those who had 4 or more through 18, 72 9J 

of the 1942 Cohort and 45% of the 1949 Cohort had 4 or more after 18. 

But if we are attempting to set this til as a prediction problem, ho\'l 

much improvement over the marginals do we have by using the number of con­

tacts through age 18 as tho predictor of how many contacts after age 18? 

Lambda tells us that it is less than 16.9%. 

Let us look at the raw numbers in the 1942 Cohort table and simplify 
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PF01~Lll WITH ACCRUED CONTACTS nlROUGP AGE 

18 BY 'nIEIR ACCRUED CONTACTS 

TABLE 5. 
f r..,·'~':::::::=-~ - ..... ~-~~ AF'fllR 18: 1942 COHORT . ; .... ~ .... ==----

___ ... -~_ '_~:.- ___ - t ~r=r:=e: 

c:::::::::!:'.:..:::""....:=:::-----~........- .. "~~--- -

Number and Percent of Persons by Nwnber of 
Contacts Afte~ Age 18 

4 §. or .!. ,'otal 
2 3 1 

Contacts Thru 0 

Age 18 
8 17 350 

10 
199 69 47 

2.9 2.3 4.9 100.1 
0 

56.0 19.? 13.4 
5 16 106 

16 11 100.0 33 25 10.4 4.7 15.1 
1 31.1 23.6 15.1 

2 8 43 
4 

12 8 9 4.7 18.6 100.0 
2 20.9 9.3 

27.9 18.6 
3 13 37 

7 99.9 5 5 4 8.1 35.1 
3 10.8 18.9 

13.5 13.5 
2 11 19 

2 100.0 1 2 1 
10.5 10.5 57.9 

4 
5.3 10.5 5.3 

8 51 78 
5 8 1 65.4 100.1 5 1.3 10.3 5 o~ + 

6.4 6.4 10.3 

28 116 633 
35 99.9 255 114 85 
5.5 4.4 18.3 

Total 18.0 13.4 40.3 

tric with number of contacts after age as the dependant 
Somers' D asymme 

variable: .4961 

Pear son' 5 R: .5861 after age ,as the deI)endent 
Lambda asymmetric "lith number of contacts 

variable: .1693 

Statistics ~ornputed 2!!. ~ ~ ~llapsed ~ ~ 1abl~. 

= 
.. 

~ ( 

) 
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the problem. If \'1e Ilre attompting to predict who would have 5 o:r.' more 

contacts a.fter the age of 18 we make :l16 errors out of 633 cases or 18.3% 

if we pI'edict that no one would have S or more contacts--that is the best 

prediction from the marginals. If \'1e utilize the munber of contacts before 

18 as the predictor we predict that no one with 3 or fewer through 18 will 

have 5 or more contacts after 18 and make 54 errors. We predict that per­

sons with 4 or more contacts will have 5 or more and make 35 errors. Thus, 

we have a total of 89 errors, a reduction of 23. 3~J over the marginal pre­

diction of 116 errors. 

ivht!t is the social cost of doing something for or to the 35 people who 

had 4 or more contacts through age 18 but did not have 5 or more after 187 

That is the way we must look at it. Also) we must l'omember that 'I/e have 

still missed S4 people who ended up \\'lth S or more contacts but had ~ 

than 4 through age 18. 2 

Take the 1949 Cohort (Table 6) and apply the smuo stl'ategy J assuming 

that these data Ul,'e the basis for decision making. Here wo make 163 errors 

out of 1,297 cases if wo predict that no one would have 5 or more contacts 

after 18, or 12.S!~ if We predict from the marginals. If we attempt to 

utilize the number of contacts before 18 as the predictor of ho\" many per-

sons would have 5 or more cc;mtncts it is not possible to find cutting points 

that improve predictive offidtmcy over the marginals because, no matter \'1hich 

cutting point is selec.ted, it is not possible to have fe\'1er errors than those 

which ,,,ould be made in predicting from the modal category of the mal'ginals. 

The same is true for the 1955 Cohort (Table 7). 

On the other hanu~ the rel(1tionship between the number and seriousness 

of contacts thl'ough the late teems and contacts after the late teens is 
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TABLB U. PHOPLll WITlI ACCRUED CONTACTS THROUGH AGE 18 BY THEIR ACCRUED CONTACTS AFTER 18: 1949 COIIORT 

Number and Percent ~f Persons by Number-~f 
Co~~cts After Age 18 

Contacts Thru 0 Age 18 1 -~- 3 4 5 or + Total 

0 400 120 38 18 11 11 598 66.9 20.1 6.4 3.0 1.8 1.8 100.0 

1 128 60 26 14 4 12 244 52.5 24.6 10.6 5.7 1.6 4.9 99.9 
2 47 27 19 9 11 16 129 36.4 20.9 14.'1 '1.0 8.5 12.4 99.9 
3 23 24 11 8 

27.4 3 15 84 28.6 13.1 9.5 3.6 1 '1.9 100.1 

4 11 14 5 6 
18.0 

8 17 61 23.0 8.2 9.8 23.1 2'1.9 100.1 

5 or + 10 25 22 16 16 92 5.5 13.8 181 
12.2 8.8 8.8 50.8 99.9 

'I\)ta1 619 270 121 71 53 163 1297 4'1.? 20.8 9. :; 5.5 4.1 12.6 100.0 

Somers ~ D asymmetric ''lith number of contacts after age as the dependent 
varJ.ab1e: .442\i 

Pearson's R: .5884 

Lambda. asynuuetric ,'Ii tIl number of contacts after age as 
varJ.ab1e: .1313 the dependent 

Statistics computed ~~~~ collapsed ~ this table. 

.. 

Y 

" 
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TABLE 1. PEOPLE WITH ACCRUED CONTACTS THROUGH AGE 18 BY THEIR ACCRUED CONTACTS 
AFTER 18: 1955 COHORT 

.... 
Number and Porcent of Persons by Number of 

Contacts After Age 18 

Contacts Thru 0 1 2 3 4 5 or + --- --Age 18 

0 881 131 46 9 6 5 
81. '1 12.2 4.3 .8 .6 .5 

1 276 72 27 12 7 7 
6'8.8 18.0 6.'1 3.0 1.'1 1.'1 

2 101 46 16 10 9 7 
53.4 24.3 8.5 5.3 4.8 3.'1 

3 56 29 15 6 8 8 
45.9 23.8 12.3 4.9 6.6 6.6 

4 23 22 10 3 1 11 
32.9 31..4 14.3 4.3 1.4 15. '1 

5 or + 73 48 18 26 25 99 
25.3 16.6 6.2 9.0 8.'1 34.3 

'l'ota1 1410 348 132 66 56 137 
65.6 16.2 6.1 3.1 2.6 6.4 

Somers' D asynulletric with number of contacts after age as the dependent 
variable: .5413 

Pearson's R: .3569 

Lambda asynuuetric with number of contacts after age as the d~pendent 
variable: .0352 

::;:a:aas 

Total 

1078 
100.1 

401 
99.9 

189 
100.0 

122 
100.1 

70 
10t-.0 

289 
100~1 

2149 
100.0 
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very similar for all three cohorts; this suggests that a prediction for the 

future behavior ~f the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts could be made on a basis of the 

data from the 1942 Cohort. This is an important point since the prediction 

device must be shown to be applicable to future cohorts. 

Turning back t.o Table 2, we have the percent with at least one police 

8 through age 30 for the 1942 Cohort by the nwnber of contact after age 

contacts through each age. This table, as we have said, is based on detailed 

tables for eac age 0 eac co or • • h f h h t For example. for the 1942 Cohort at 

age 18 we see that 43.1% of those who had no contacts through age 18 have 

had at least one contact thereafter; this percent is the stun of all percents 

from 1 to 5 ~r more contacts in the top row of Table 5 for the 1942 Cohort. 

Taking age 18 agaln we ln . f' d that 68.9% of those with one contact 

through age 18 have had at least one contact after that age. And so on. 

These tables clearly show that the probability of having future contacts at 

any given age is related to how many contacts were acquired through that age 

hact' 5 or more contacts have at least one more contact. since 93.6% of those who 

The percentages glven , for the 1949 Cohort are similar at the lower ages 

and for those who hcve had several contacts but the percentages for the 1949 

Cohort decline conwencing in the late teens, as previously noted> because 

they have fewer years 0 exposure. f Sl'ml'lar observations may be made for 

the 1955 Cohort. 

PREDICTIVE EFFICIENCY AT DIFFERENT 
LEVELS OF SERIOUSNESS 

the 

Bel forI',' presenting and discussing the next series of prediction attempts, 

reader must again be reminded that the basic problem in'attempting to predict 

any behavior that is deviant, and the more deviant the more difficult, stems from 

• I 

..., 
Co i: • 
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the fact that fewer than half of the group may fall in the category pre­

dicted. It is a problem of skewed marginals. As we progress from the 

prediction of police contacts to the prediction of felonies the problem 

is even further exacerbuted. 

227 

We commence, and for the purpose of simplification, have dichotomized 

the data according to those who have had a contact at a given level of 

seriousness through the age of 17 vs. those Who have not and those Who have 

had a contact at a given level of seriousness at age 18 or later vs. those 
Who have not. 

The problem is illustrated by reference to the 1949 Cohort in Table 8, 

predicting police contacts at age 18 or after from contacts age 6 through 

17. This is un example in which the marginals are only slightly skewed, 

the relationship between police contact status prior to 18 and after 18 is 

sufficiently high (Pearson's R is .3307 and Somers' D is .3283) that prior 

behavior permits improved prediction over the marginals. Lambda indicates 

that prediction from knowledge of the predictor improves efficiency 22% over 

that which could be obtained by simply utilizing the modal category of the 

marginals at 18 or Over as the category into which it would be predicted 

that everyone \dll fall, Le., the prediction that no one would have a police 

contact after reaching the age of 18. Had the distribution been highly skewed 

in either direction after 18 a higher correlation would have been necessary 

to improve prediction over that obtainable from the;) marginals. 

There are, of course, two strategies that can be utilized in ~re­
diction.

s 
The first, as we have indicated, makes use of police contact 

status at Time 1 in predicting police contact status at Time 2. This is 

E 2 _ E 1 Lambda (the Coefficient of Predictability), , where E2 equals the 
E2 

f 
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TABLE 8. PREDICTING POLICE CONTACTS AND FELONIES AND MISDEW~ANORS AGE 18 AND LATER FROM PRIOR POLICE CONTACTS 
AND FELONIES AND MISDEMEANORS: 1942, 1949, AND 19S5 COHORTS 

1942 
Police Contact Age 18 or + 

Police 
Contact 
Before 
Age 18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No Yes 

199 .1 180 
(52.5)*, (117.5) 

49 205 
(19.3) (ao.7) 

248 385 
(39.2) (60.a) 

Pearson's R ,3335 
Somers' D .3321 
Lambda .0766 

1942 

Total 

379 
(59.9) 

254 
(110.1) 

633 
(100.0) 

Felony or Misdemeanor Age 18 or + 

Felony or No 
Misdemeanor 
Before 
Age 18 Yes 

Total 

No Yes Total 

332 112 
(711.a) (25.2) 

61 128 
(32. 3) (67.7) 

393 240 
(62.1) (37.9) 

Pearson's R .4009 
Somers' D .4250 
Lambda .2792 

444 
(70. 1) 

189 
(29.9) 

633 
(100.0) 

1949 
Police Contact Age 18 or + 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No Yes 

40~ 27:3 
(59. II) (110. 6) 

166 458 
(26.6) (73.11) 

566 731 
(113.6) (56.1!) 

Pearson's R .3:307 
Somers' D .3283 
Lambda . 2~!44 

1949 

Total 

673 
(51.9) 

624 
(II 8.1) 

1297 
(100.0) 

Felony or Misdemeanor Age 18 or + 

No 

Yes 

Tota.l 

No Yes Total 

650 184 
(77.9) (22.1) 

195 268 
(II 2.1) (57.9) 

845 452 
(65.2) (SII.8) 

Pearson's R .3602 
Somers' D .3582 
Lambda .1615 

834 
(6 11. 3) 

463 
(S5.7) 

1297 
(100.0) 

1955 
Police Contact Age 18 or + 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No Yes Total 

881 321 
(73.3) (26. 7) 

402 545 
(II 2. II) ( 57. 6) 

1283 866 
(59.7) (IIO.S) 

Pearson's R .3122 
Somers' D .3084 
Lambda .1651 

1955 

1202 
(55.9) 

947 
(II 11.1) 

2149 
(100.0) 

Felony or Misdemeanor Age 18 or + 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No Yes Total 

1210 272 
(81.6) (18. II) 

326 341 
(I! 8. 9) (51.1) 

1536 613 
(71.5) (28.5) 

Pearson's R .3358 
Somers' D .3277 
Lambda .0245 

1482 
(69.0) 

667 
(31.0) 

2149 
(100.0) 

* The small percent figures in parentheses in the 2x2 tables add to 100% across and the small pe~cent figures under 
the totals on each marginal add to 100%. Improvement over a prediction from the modal category (largest percent) 
of the marginals by the use of the predictor is possible only if two diagonal figures in the 2x2 tables are lower 
than the non-modal number of the lower marginals. In this case: 49 + 180 = 229, which is lower than 248. 

N 
N 
00 

\ 

, 
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number of errors that would be made by utilizing the modal category at Time 

2 as the category into which it ,.,.ould be predicted everyone will fall (the 

non-modal category of the predictand, E2 = 566) and where El equals the 

number of errors from knowledge of the predictor (a prediction that those 

with no contacts in Time 1 will have none in Time 2 and that those who have 

contacts in Time 1 will do so in Time 2 gives us 439). As we have SfJen, this 

strategy works well for the example cited: 566 - 439 = 127 = 2244 
566 566' I, 

The second strategy might be to asswne that the modal category at Time 

1 is the best predictor of where everyone will be found at Time 2 on the 

asswuption that the group wi 11 become more homogeneous as time goes by, shift-

ing in the direction of the modal category. This seems to make sense if one 

remembers the high rate of discontinuation described in the last chapter and 

if less than half of the group has had police contacts. Whether this prediction 

is better than that made by the first strategy can be determined in this case 

by looking at tho modal category at Time 2 where we see that 556 errors 

,.,.ould be made by predicting that everyone would be in the same modal cate­

gory in Time 2 as in Time 1. 

Since this strategy would not increase predictive efficiency, why men-

tion it? It sometimes works 1'f the distributions of the marginals are quite 

skewed. The 1949 Cohort Inales in the lowest panel of Table 10, predicting 

felonies in the future from felonies in the past, is an fJxcellent example. 

We note a Pearson's R of .2729 and a Somers' 0 of .2572 but Lambda is zero, 

indicating that the predictor fails to reduce error over that obtained by 

simply predicting that everyone at Time 2 will have thfl same characteristic 

as those in the modal category of the marginals at Time 1, i. e., none of 

the males will have had a police contact for a Felony after the age of 18. 
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In thi~ case the first strategy was poor because there wor(~ 49 errors of 

omis~ion and 59 errors of cOllunission, that is, false positives. 

The second strategy produced 74 errors, 25 less than predicting that each 

person would at Time 2 have the status that they had at Time 1. 

The fact is that the second strategy frequently works best for the 

females because their distributions are so ske''1ed toward no police con­

tacts. The same data as those in Tables 8, 9, and 10 are presented in 

Appendix J with contro Is for sey.. 

But to return to the point of this section and the top panel of 

Ta b1€.~ 8, predictive efficiency at various levels of seriousness, those 

who have police contacts during the juvenile period are more likely to 

have them after reaching age 18 than those who do not but the relationship 

is not sufficiently high to produce a great reduction in error by predict­

ing from past to future behavior. 

When chb same attempts at prediction were made for males and females 

separate:ly, quite different, but yet disappointing results, were obtained. 

There were always more males in the contact category than ''Ii thout contacts, 

the correlations were lower, but with an increase in predictive efficiency 

over the marginals for only the 1955 Cohort. Correlations wore much lower 

and there ''las little or no incrense in predictive efficiency for the females 

(See Appendix J, Tables 1 and 2). 

In the lower panel of Table 8 the results are shown for an attempt to 

predict who would have a police contact for a Felony or Misdemeanor after 

reaching age 18 from prior Felonies and Misdemeanors. Although a smaller 

proportion of each cohort has had police contacts before 18 and after reach­

ing that age for Felonies or Misdemeanors than has had contacts for all 

" I 
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reasons, the relationship of prior to subsequent behavior was sufficiently 

high for the 1942 Cohort that there was a 28% decrease in errors of pre­

diction over what would have been obtained from the marginals. Similar 

increases in predictive efficiency were not present for the 1949 and 1955 

Cohorts, however, with the least improvement for the 1955 Cohort. 

In this case the increase in predictive efficiency over the margin­

als was greater for the males than for the total cohort for each cohort 

ranging from .2996 for the 1942 Cohort to .2490 for tha ,.1949 Cohort to .15 96 

for the 1955 Cohort. The more skewed distributions for the females and 

their lower correlations resulted in no decrease in errors over that ob-

tained from the prediction that no one would have a police contact for a 

Felony or Misdemeanor after reaching the age of 18.· Obviously:, improvement 

in predictive efficiency is greatest for the 1942 Cohort because there has 

been more time for those who were most likely to continue their difficulties 

beyond the juvenile period to do so. Since this too has involved a fairly 

broad definition elf adult crime we next turn to a narrower definition, 

Felony or Major Misdemeanor. 

In Table 9 the results are presented for three attempts to predict 

who will have a police contact for a .Felony or Major. Misdemeanor after reaching 

age 18. In not a single case is there an improvement over the prediction 

that no one will have a police contact for behavior at this level of ser­

iousness. Prior and future police contacts at this level are correlated 

but the prediction problem is exacerbate y tle ac a , d b I f t th t only 990", 109ci, 

and 1196 of the members of each cohort have: had one or more contacts at this 

level after reaching the age of 18. That persons who have had Felon y and 

, 



TABLE 9. PREDICTING WHO Wlt.L COMMIT A FELONY OR MA.JOR MISDEMEANOR AT AGE 18 Ol{ LATER FROM P!{lOR POLICH 
CONTACTS, PRIOR NON~TRAFFrC POLICE CONTACTS, AND PRIOR FELONIBS 

1942 
Felony or Major Misde-
meanor Age 18 or + 

No Yes Total 

Police 
Contact 
Before 
Age 18 

No 379 369 10 
(97. 11) (2.6) (59.9) 

208 46 Yes 254 

Non-traffic 
Police 
Contact 
Before 
Age 18 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Felony or No 
Major Mis-
,1, meanor 
Uefore Yes 
Age 18 

Total 

(Bl.9) 

577 
(91.2) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

No 

424 
(95.7) 

153 
(BO.S) 

577 
(91.2) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

No 
5'29 

(93.6) 

48 
(70.6) 

577 
(91.2) 

Pearson's R 
Somel'S' D 
Lamdba 

(lB.l) 

56 
(B. B) 
.2670 
.1547 
.0000 

Yes 

19 
(1t.3) 

3/' 
(19.5) 

56 
(s.s) 
.2451 
.1519 
.0000 

Yes 

36 
(6. It) 

20 
(29. It) 
~-=--
56 

(B. B) 
.2512 
.2304 
.0000 

(40. :.I.) 

633 
(100.0) 

Total 

443 
(7 (l • 0) 

190 
(30.0) 
633 
(~oo.o) 

Total 

56S 
(09.a) 

68 
(10.7) 

633 
(100.0) 

_~ __ "" ... _______ ... __ .... ~,,,,,,.",,,; ___ .,-__ ,_'''' >:,_~".--""- ,7 ........ ,"-·'-=·.;;a~,..='"-""'"""""·,,~ ~ ""'~ ........ _"'" 
___ ,_~_ ..... ___ .~. ~'-'-______ "--='.-;,,.;~~_.:="'-=.:ou.<>...:.-"'-.-,=~'.....z:: ~~='-:r~' . ."",...~-" ........... =~ ...... _""~~a 

1949 
Felony or Major Misde­
meanor Age 18 or -/0 

No Yes 
r---';....---r-.--"-'.~-

No 650 I 23 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

(96.6) 

520 
((j 3 • 3) 

U70 
(90.2) 

Pea:son's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

No 

752 
(96.5) 

418 
(BO.7) 

1170 
(90.2) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' I) 

Lambda 

No 
1033 
(94.1) --
137 

(60.a) 

1170 
(90.2) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

(a. 4) 

104 
(16.7) 

127 
(9. B) 
.2227 
.1325 
.0000 

Yes 

27 
(3. s) 

100 
(19. a) 

127 
(9.0) 
.2610 
.1584 
.0000 

Yes 

6S 
(5.9) 

62 
(31.2) 

127 
(9.0) 
.3060 
.2524 
.0000 

Total 

673 
(51.9) 

624 
(II a. 1) 

p97 
100.0) 

Total 
779 
(60.1) 

518 
(39.9) 

1297 
(100.0) 

Total 
1098 
(a4.7) 

199 
(15.3) 

1297 
(100.0) 

1 U5f) 
Felony 01' Major Mislh~h 

No 

Yes 

Totul 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

meanol' .\l1C 18 Or' + 
No Yl'S 

-"~-.:I~--.""'~"'-- ~_;:;,;t_=.-.-~ 

1165 3'1 
(9G.f)) (3. 1) 

~~~.=-""'; 

743 20.t 
(111.5) Co; 1. s) 

1908 
(0 (j .0) 

-zin-
(11.2) 

Pearson's R .2879 
Somers' D .1830 
Lrunbda .0000 

No Yes 
1294 48 
(9G.II) (3. (j) 
~ 

614 193 
(76.1) (23.CJ) 

1908 241 
(0 U • 0) (11 •• ') 

Pearson's R .3121 
Somers' D .2034 
Lambda .0000 

No 
1652 
(9 11.1) 

256 
(65.1) 

1908 
(aa.o) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

Yes 
104 
(5.9) 

137 
(3 11.9) 

241 
(11.2) 
.3545 
.2894 
.0000 

Total 

1202 
( 1, &. (1) 

~hl7 

(II If. 1) 

l14U 
(100.0) 

Total 

807 
(37.G) 

2149 
(100.0) 

Total 
1756 
(0 J.. 7) 

393 
(16.a) 

2149 
(100.0) 

, 

\ 
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Major Misdemeanor contacts during the juvenile period are more likely to 

have them after that age is not surprising, but there are oven more persons 

in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts who did not have contacts for Felonies and 

Major Misdemeanors before 18 \'1ho had. them after reaching that age. 

Although police contacts, Nc,n-traffic police contacts, and Felonies 

and Major Misdemeanors before ago 18 were correlated ''1j -+:h Felonies and 

Major Misdemeanors after roaching that ago, for both males and females 

separately, thero was no increase in predictive efficiency over that obtained 

trom the marginals. For both males and fe~l\Ules, and particularly when 

Felonies and Major Misdemeanors were utilized as the predictor, the correla­

tions increased from cohort to cohort, most notably for females. Yet, 

even though the proportion of those females who had a Felony or Major Mis­

demeanor before age 18 and who had a Felony or Major Misdemeanor after 

reaching that age (l6.Srci) was five times as large as the proportion of 

those ''1ho had not had a prior offense at that lovel before age 18 but had 

had one at 18 or later (3.0r6), there was no increase in predictive effi­

ciency by utilizing prior behavior as the predictor. This example where 

only 4.49.; of the females had a Felony or Major Misdemeanor illustrates 

the difficulty, if well nigh not tho almost zero probability, of bettering 

the marginal prediction that no one in the cohort would have a police con­

tact at that level of seriousness after reaching the age of 18 (See Tables 

3 and 4 in Appendix J). 

In Table 10 the cd terion is having a police contact for u Felony after 

reaching age 18, again with three levels 1)£ seriousness utilized as the pre­

dictor. No improvement in predictive efficiency is produced; the problem is 

even more difficult because even fe\'1er have had a police contact at that level 

of seriousness than at the levels utilized for the criterion in the tables , 
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'rABLB 10. PRBDIC'l'ING WHO WILL COMMIT A PELllNY AT AGE 18 OR LATER FROM PRIOR POLICE t:ONTACTS, PRIOR NON-TRAFFIC 
POLICE CONTACTS, AND PRIOR FELONIES 

Police 
Contact 
Before 
Ago 18 

No 

'los 

Total 

NOl1-'I'rdI'ic No 
Police 
Contact 
Before Yes 
Age 18 

1942 
Felony Age 18 or + 

No 'los 

374 5 
(90.7) (1.3) 

230 24 
(90.0) (9. ~) 

G04 29 
(!is.II) (If.G) 

Poarson's R .1906 
Somers' D .0813 
Lrunbda • 0000 

No Yes 
436 7 

(90. 11) (l.G) 

168 22 
(00. If) (11.6) 

Total 604 29 

Felony 
Boforc 
Age 18 

• 

No 

Yes 

Total 

(95.1f ) 
Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lrunbda 

No 
580 

(96.5) 

24 
(75.0) 

604 
(95' If) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lrunbda 

(1f.6) 
.2192 
.1000 
.0000 

Yes 
21 

(3.5) 

8 
(25.0) 

29 
(1f.6) 
.2254 
.2151 
.0000 

Total 
379 

(59.9) 

254 
(~O.l) 

633 
(100.0) 

'rotal 
443 

(70.0) 

190 
(10.0) 

633 
(100.0) 

'rotal 
601 

(91f.9) 

32 
(5.1) 

633 
(100,0) 

1949 
Felony Age 18 or + 

No Yl'S 
~" ~~ 

No 661 12 
(90.2) (1.0) 

yc~ 562 6~ 
ttl 0.1) (9.9) 

-~'~-....,-Total 1223 74 

No 

Yes 

'rotal 

No 

Yes 

'rotal 

(9 1,.a) (!3"/~ 
Pearson's R .1 56 
Somers' D .0815 
Lrunbda .0000 

No Yes 
766 13 

(98,3) (1.7) 
-, 

457 61 
(00.2) (11.0) 

1223 74 
(91f.3) (5.7) 

Pearson's R .2134 
Somers' D .1011 
Lrunbda , 0000 

No Yes -
1164 49 
(96.0) (If. 0) 

59 25 
(70.2) (29.0) 

1223 74 
(!)lI. a) (5.7) 

Pearson's R .2729 
Somers' D .2572 
Lambda .0000 

Total 
G73 No 

(!ll.9) 

624 Yes 
('10.1) 

1297 Total 
(100.0) 

Total 
779 No 

(GO.l) 

518 Yes 
(39.9) 

1297 Total 
(100,0) 

Total 
1213 No 
(93.5) 

84 Yes 
(G.5) 

1297 'rot 01 
(100.0) 

1955 
Folony Age 18 01' + 

No ~Jc"s~=~~ 
1177 ;Hi 
t I) 7. 'I) t,l. 1) 

t~~~ 

796 151 
(0 I, . 1) (15.9) 

Uf73 fic) 
(91.0) 

Pearson's R 
(0. ::» 
.2479 

Somers' n .1370 
Lambda .0000 

No Yes 
1308 34 
(97.5) U·S) 

665 142 
(0:.'.. I.) (l'I.G) 

1--:-
1973 176 
(~ll.O) (0.2) 

Poarson's R .2660 
Somers' 0 .1506 
Lambda .0000 

No Yes 
1837 100 
(9 1

" 0) (5.~) ---
136 I 76 

(6 1 •• :.') (35.0) 

1973 176 
(91.0) (0.2) 

Poarson's R .3337 
Somers' 0 .3069 
Lambda .0000 

" 

Total 
1 ~O.! 
t 5',. q) 

94 '7 
("'1. 1) 

214!J 
(100.0) 

Total 

807 
(37. li) 

2149 
(100.0) 

Total 
1937 
,.~ 0 1) " . 
212 
(9.9) 

2149 
(100.0) 

, 

, 
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just described. In each cohort there are more persons who have 

had contacts for a Felony after 18 who did not have one before than for 

persons who had such a prior contact. While the proportion of those who 

had no prior contacts for Felonies but who had a contact after age 18 was 

small, as seen from the percentage figures included in each 2 x 2 table, 

this is pretty much beside the point. 

When controls for sex were introduced the results were the same. 

Here again we find an increase in the correlation between the predictor 

variable, prior Fe lony , and the criterion from cohort to cohort but no 

increase in predictive efficiency over that obtained from the modal cate­

gory of the marginals (See Tables 5 and 6 in Appendix J). 

At this point we must conclude that while the existence of continuity 

for a portion of each cohort has been demonstrated, the distribution of 

police contacts is sufficiently skewed toward none in later periods that 

contact or no contact in the juvenile period has limited value as a predictor 

of whether or not a person will have one or more contacts at any seriousness 

level after reaching the age of 18. 

SUMMARY 

That there is a relationship between more frequent and more seriousness 

contacts at an early age and continuity in careers cannot be denied. But 

this alone does not enable us to improve our predictive efficiency because 

we still make too many errors of omission and commission if we act on these 

data alone. In the next chapter we shall examine the data on referrals, 

follow this with a chapter on predicting referrals, and then incorporate the 

effects of referrals and sanctions in order to determine how they increase or 

decrease continuity and seriousne·ss of later careers. 

, 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 Although previously cited, it should again be mentioned that the basic 

difficul ties faced when attempting to predict delinquency and crime have 

been outlined exactly as we see them in Don M. Gottfredson, "Assessment 

and Prediction Methods in Crime and Delinquency," in James E. Teele, ed., 

t.TUlh1n·i'lolJel,' 12tluonay(Itasca, Illinois: F.E. Peacock, 1970), pp. 401-24. 

In this chapter we are concerned with the base rate problem wht:)n attempting 

to predict who will conunit serious misdemeanors and felonies, or felonies 

alone. We are simply interested in predicting who would have one or more 

police contacts in a subsequent period on the assumption, perhaps false, 

that prior behavior has some predictive efficiency. 

2 Tho trade-off in costs and consequences of the two types of errors 

is discussed at some length by Leslie Wilkins in "Putting 'Treatment' on 

Trial, II Tho Hastings CenteYl RepoYlt (Hastings-on-thoMHudson: Institute 

of Society, Ethics and the Life Sciences, 1975), reprinted in Norman Johnson 

and Leonard D. Savitz, Just'ice and COYlYlections (Ne\\' York: John Wiley & 

Sons, 1978), pp. 670-687. 

3 See Chapter 2 in David K. Hildebrand, James D. Laing, and Howard 

Rosenthal, l':r.'lJdi..:Uon L1na~Zlsis of Cl'OSi3 CZassifiaationa (Ne,'o' York: Wiley­
Interscience, 1977). 

( 
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Chapter 1.1. The Disposition of Police Contacts 

DIFFERENTIAL PATTERNS OF REFERRAL 

During the late 1970's over 30% of the populationsof juvenile insti­

tutions and 40% of the adult institutions were Nonwhite in Wisconsin, a 

state with less than 5% of the population Nonwhite. Even if we consider 

the proportion of Nonwhites in Wisconsin's major metropolitan areas (where 

percent Nonwhite is double that of the entire state) we will find that the 

minority component of the state's institutionalized population is pro-

portionally over-represented. 

Although this over-representation has often been attributed to step-

by-step discrimination against minorities and/or persons of lower socio-

economic status in the chain of events between commission of an act and 

institutionalization, most cross-sectional studies have produced contradic-

tory and/or inconclusive evidence of significant race/ethnic or socioeconomic 

status discrimination at any given point in the process. 1 These contradic-

tory findings do not prevent us from taking the position that as an in­

dividual proceeds through the system the decision to take the next formal 

step is more likely to be made if the miscreant is Nonwhite or of lower 

socioeconomic status than if he/she is White or of higher socioeconomic 

status. Each step, it is hypothesized, adds an increment of Nonwhites ruld/ 

or persons of lower socioeconomic status (although perhaps not a statisti-

cally significant increment) to those who will be formally processed and 

thus brought closer to institutionalization. 2 In the end, a significantly 

larger proportion of the institutionalized population is Nonwhite and/or 

from lower socioeconomic status groups. 
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Referral rates are dependent upon the action of persons in the police 

't d Y be influenced by sensation-and juvenile justice systems whose nth u es ma . 

alized events or concerns expressed by citizens' groups. At the point of 

reforral action may be initiated which eventuates in highly disproportionate 

numbers of institutl.onaUzed minority group members, reflecting and rein­

forcing racist explanations of delinquency and crime. While it may be that 

differentials in delinquency and crime rates play a part in determining 

the disproportionate Ininority group composition of institutions, the question 

is to what extent is it race/ethnicity and socioeconomic status (race/ 

ethnicity is a status and not an explanatorl sociological category) combined 

and to what extent is it race/ethnic definitions (definitions of groups 

are sociological categories) of what should be done in response to behavior 

observed by the police? May it not be that the initial screening process, 

the decision to refer or not to refer, is the first step in a chain of 

d ' a few percent more of the minority or low socioeconomic events, each sen ~ng 

3 status persons on to the next stage of the process? 

REFERRAL ALTERNATIVES 

The manner in which each police contact was disposed of at the time 

of contact or as a consequence of questioning in the Juvenile Bureau was 

placed in the following operationally-defined categories: 

1. Contact, released; counselled and released 

2. Referred to Coum:y Probation Department 

3, Referred to County Welfare 

4. Referred to State Department of Public Welfare 

5. Referred to Juvenile Traffic Court 

: J 

I 
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6. Referred~ other 

7. Referred to District Attorney (Adult) 

8. Other Adult Referral 

Approximately two-thirds of the mvdes I and 80% of the females I contacts 

in all cohorts were counselled and rellaased by the police (see Table 1). 

The laJ.~ger propot'tion of referrals to the County Probation Department from 

cohort to cohort, it should be cautioned, is probably a function of the 

fewer years of exposure to the possibility of an adult referral from cohort 

to cohort as well as increaSing community concern that has been shown for 

the problem of delinquency in more recent years. Increased use of the Ju­

venile Truffic Court should also be noted during the juvenile period for 

the 1955 Cohort. Eighty percent of the contacts in the 1942 Cohort were 

disposed of in one l}[ay or another the same day (usually as a result of counsel­

ling and release) as were 7390 of the 1949 Cohort and 64% of the 1955 Cohort 

contacts. Within 15 days 93% of the 1942 and 1949 Cohort contacts and 90% 

of the 1955 Cohort contacts had been disposed of. While a few cases in 

each cohort were obviously not d€lalt with immediately (within a few weeks), 

no more than 2% of the contacts in any cohort had dispOSition dates beyond 

six months from the time of initial police contact. 

DIFFERENTIALS IN REFERRAL BY RACE/ETHNICITY, 
SEX AND PLACE OF RESIDENCE 

Since the cohort data enable us to examine the progression of careers, 

we were able to ascertain if rlilferral rates (proportion of contacts re­

ferred) increase for some sex, race/ethnic, and rosidential groups more 

rapidly than for others. When curves were drawn (see Diagram 1) comparing 

the p'roportions of Whites and Blacks who had had at least one contact, at 
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TABLE 1. PERCENT ACCORDED TYPE OF DISPOSITION AT CONTACT BY COHORT AND SEX 
:: ~ , 

1942 1949 1955 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 

% % % % o. % '(1 -
Contact, released; 

counselled & released 65.4 78.2 66.5 79.1 57.0 65.1 

Referred to County Pro-
bation Department 9.2 5.5 13.0 7.9 22.4 20.2 

Referred to County 
Welfa:t.'e .1 .0 - .1 .2 .2 .1 

Referred to State Dept. 
of Public Welfare .0 .0 .1 .0 - .1 .1 

Referred to Juvenile 
Traffic Court .2 .3 .2 .0 14.2 10.2 

Other Juvenile Referral .4 .0 .6 .2 .1 .1 

Referred to District 
Attorney (Adult) 8.3 3.0 8.1 4.1 4.7 2.6 

Other Adult Referral 13.7 7.0 8.4 5.8 .4 .3 

Not Ascertained 2.8 6.1 3.1 2.6 1.0 1.5 

TOTAL CONTACTS (N) 2371 330 4586 875 5617 1443 

\ 

v , 
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least one referral, and with contacts who had been referred by a given age, 

the most telling curve in terms of its suggestion of differential handling 

of Blacks was that applying to the percent with contacts who were referred. 

At its peak in the late teens more than twice as large a proportion of Blacks 

and Chicanos as Whites \'1ere referred. While the proportion of Blac1~s with 

one referral ''las greater than that of the Whi tas, this distinction was not 

as great in the 1942 Cohort as in the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts where both Blacks 

and Chicanos were referred disproportionately for their police contacts 

even before the age of 12 and continued their unenviable status throughout 

the years covered by the study. The shapes of the curves are similar from 

cohort to cohort for the ages that they share but it is apparent that the 

referral curves for Blacks and Chicanos rose more rapidly and reached their 

peaks earlier than did the curves for tVhi tes. Other curves (not shown) based 

on the accumUlated proportion; of those with referrals show that the pro­

portion of the White group that was referred reached its peak earlier and 

at a lower point than that of the Black group. In other words, all of the 

Black youth who were to become involved \'1ith the police did so at an earlier 

age than did the Whites but the proportion ''1ho had sufficiently serious 

contacts to be referred continued above the peak for Whites and continued 

to rise for several years. 

Let us now look at referral rates by place of residence at time of 

police contact. The definition of referred has been narrowed to a referral 

to either the Racine County Probation Department or the District Attorney-­

the types o£ referrals most indicative of p~lice concern regarding the ser­

iousness of the behavior resulting in contact. The percent of each race/ 

ethnic group's contacts that were referred to either of the latter is shown 

:1 
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by natural area of residence at time of referral in Table 2. For the males 

we find some, but not a consistent, decline in the proportion of contacts 

referred as one moves from the poorest to the best residential areas. This 

decline is not found, however, for females from all cohorts. A consistent 

pattern of decline from the inner city to suburban areas \~as not expected 

for the Blacks and Chicanos since most resided in the inner city or inter-

stitial areas at time of referral. Since the decline in percentage of con·· 

tacts referred was not consistent for the Whites, this suggests that place 

of residence at time of contact, in itself, has relatively little to do ''lith 

the decision to refer. 

This table docs, however, permit one to observe that in contrast to the 

overall indication of a higher proportion of contacts referred for Blacks 

than IVhi tes and the generally higher referral of contacts by Chicanos than 

Blacks, \'1hen area of residence at time of referral \'1as controlled, the Blacks 

and Chicanos did not in every case have a higher proportion of their contacts 

referred than did the t~hitcs. Black and Chicano males from the 1949 and 1955 

Cohorts who resided in the inner city, and from the interstitial areas in the 

~9S5 Cohort; did however, havo a disproportionately high~1' proportion of their 

contacts reforred than did lVhite males \'1ho resided1n these areas. 4 

RACE/ETHNIC DIFFERENCES IN REFERRAL BY TYPE OF POLIC~ CONTACT 

The percent of the contucts by members of each cohort which \'1ore l'cfcrred 

to the County Probation Depurtment or the District Attorm~y (us in ruble 2) ~ 

by reason for contact, race/ethnicity, and sex, is sho\m in Table 3. Here 

we find that '~hile the percent of the contacts by Black and Chicano males 

referred by reasons for c~ntact was higher than that for the I~hi te males for 

some types of offenses b~t tlte 1942 and 1949 Cohorts, they \'1ore very similar 
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TABLB 2. PBRCENT OF CONTACTS REFERRED INTO JUDICIAL SYSTEM BY NATURAL AREA OF RESIDENCE AT TIME OF REFERRAL 
..... , 

¥' ,. . *: \ = 

MALE FEMALE 
Natural White Black Chicano Total White Black Chican a Total 
Area % N % N % N % N 0, N tI, N % N % N 'U '0 

-~ 

1942: A 18.6 231 17.6 227 20.0 5 18.1 463 '7.3 41 .0 9 50.0 2 7.7 52 
B 18.0 589 21.3 47 .0 4 V3.1 640 9.3 86 .0 3 9.0 89 
C 18.3 536 .0 4 .0 2 18.1 542 2.7 74 2.7 74 
D 17.5 388 .0 3 17.4 391 13.3 60 13.3 60 
B 14.8 183 14.8 ill 8.8 34 8.8 34 - - - - -

Total: 17.7 1927 18.0 278 7.1 14 17.7 2219 8.1 295 .0 12 50.0 2 8.1 309 

1949: A 19.6 491 25.3 546 27.2 151 23.1 1188 6.0 116 19.1 136 33.3 3 13.3 255 
B 21. 3 1063 14.1 78 14.9 87 20.4 1228 11.1 162 7.9 38 14.3 7 10.6 207 
C 16.9 815 .0 4 35.7 14 17.2 833 10.5 162 40.0 5 .0 6 11.0 173 
D 19.5 667 18.2 33 46.5 43 21.0 743 8.9 124 .0 1 100.0 1 9.5 126 
E 17.7 300 ~ 3 12.5 8 17.4 .ill ~ ..§ 15.2 66 - - - -

Total: 19.3 3336 23.3 664 26.4 303 20.4 4303 10.0 630 17.2 180 17.6 17 11. 7 827 

1955: A 30.4 411 33.9 998 32.5 151 32.8 1560 18.4 196 19.7 173 17.2 29 18.8 398 
B 25.0 1015 33.1 438 44.8 194 29.5 1647 22.9 249 24.7 85 39.6 53 25.6 387 
C 19.6 796 14.3 21 35.1 37 20.1 854 22.8 232 16.7 6 .0 3 22.4 241 ; 

D 23.5 762 29.4 17 29.2 24 23.8 803 30.1 186 75.0 4 28.6 7 31.0 197 
E 15.0 333 22.2 9 ~ -1. 14.9 349 ~ 133 .0 -i 14.6 137 

, 
- - - - - -

Total: 23.0 3317 33.2 1483 37.8 413 27.1 5213 22.3 996 21. 7 272 30.4 92 22.7 1360 

* Includes only contacts for persons who lived within one of the five natural areas at the time of contacts • 

.. 
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TABLE 3. PERCENT OF CONTACTS REFERRED INTO JUDICIAL SYSTEM BY RACE/ETHNICITY, SEX) AND SERIOUSNESS CATEGORY 

MALE FEMALE 

White Black Chicano White Black Chicana 
1942 Cohort % N* 96 N 96 N % N 0, N 0, N '0 '0 ----
Felony Against Person 41.2 17 90.0 10 33.3 6 
Felony Against Property 74.5 51 90.9 11 100.0 1 
Major Misdemeanor 36.4 107 30.8 26 25.0 8 
Minor Misdemeanor 26.9 950 17.5 137 10.0 10 16.2 117 .0 7 50.0 2 
Juvenile Condition 17.1 70 .0 3 23.1 13 
Suspicion or Investigation .5 875 ~ 92 3 .0 170 .0 5 

Total 17.2 2070 18.3 279 7.1 13 8.6 315 .0 12 50.0 2 

1949 Cohort 

Felony Against Person 56.1 41 71.4 14 50.0 6 21.1 19 .0 1 
Felony Against Property 72.3 137 67.4 46 66.7 9 50.0 4 100.0 2 
Major Misdemeanor 38.7 274 25.8 93 42.3 26 28.0 25 33.3 18 50.0 2 
Minor Misdemeanor 28.7 1552 30.3 271 35.8 148 15.7 267 15.2 79 14.3 7 
Juvenile Condition 16.5 231 11.1 36 33.3 21 29.2 48 52.4 21 100.0 1 
Suspicion or Investigatioa 1.1 1385 1.4 208 .0 93 .6 315 .0 61 .0 7 

Total 20.1 3620 23.5 668 26.4 303 10.5 678 17.0 182 17.6 17 

1955 Cohort \ 

Felony Against Person 71.1 142 71.4- 112 76.2 21 46.5 43 46.7 15 50.0 2 
Felony Against Property 76.3 329 75.0 196 75.6 41 60.6 33 50.0 8 50.0 4 
Major Misdemeanor 41.5 410 43.2 308 57.1 77 51.1 94 34.5 55 70.6 17 
Minor Misdemeanor 12.4 1279 14.5 422 19.4 129 11.2 374 6.2 97 ,13.8 29 
Juvenile Condition 29.4 633 36.4 209 55.4 74 53.1 209 43,4 53 34.6 26 
Suspicion or Investigation .1 889 1.5 262 .0 83 .0 319 .0 49 .0 16 N 

Total 23.6 3682 33.2 1509 36.9 425 22.5 1072 21. 3 277 29.8 
.I::-

94 V1 
.. 

* N = Number of contacts. 
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for the 1955 Cohort, particularly for the more serious categories. The 

proportion of the contacts by females which were referred showed little 

systematic variation by reason for contact and race/ethnicity. The point 

to be noted, however, is that for serious offenses, even though the percent 

of Black and Chicano males referred is not greater than that of White males, 

it is the disproportibnate number of Blacks referred for offenses most likely 

to result in institutionalization (felonies against the person, for example) 

that constitutes the final step toward the eventual very high proportion 

of minority group members, Blacks in particular, in institutions. More 

detailed tables on the percent of contacts referred by race/ethnicitylsex 

and age period are presented in Appendix K. 

Table 4 shows the same data percent aged across and gives us the proportion 

of those referred within each seriousness category and for total referrals 

by race/ethnicity, illuminating the point even more clearly. While Black 

males produced less than 12~6 of the contacts and 12.590 of those referred 

from the 1942 Cohort, they are disproportionately represented in this table 

in the total number of referred for the most serious offenses (felonies 

against property and the person and major misdemeanors), ones that are most 

likely to eventuate in institutionalization. In the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts, 

Black males again made up a disproportionate share of those referred for 

the most serious offenses. 

BlaCK females and Chicanas were also referred disproportionately to 

their numbers in the 1949 Cohort, both in the major misdemeanor category 

and juvenile condition category. as well as overall. The contribution 

of Black females from the 1955 Cohort to the total number referred "laS less 

than their contribution to the total number of contacts by females in the 

247 

TABLE 4. RACE/ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF POLICE CONTACTS REFERRED INTO JUDICIAL SYSTEM BY SERIOUSNESS CATEGORY AND SEX 
: 

MALES FEMALES 
White Black Chicano N* White Black Chicana N* _. 

1942 Cohort 

Felony Against Person 43.8 56.3 .0 27 100.0 .0 .0 6 Felony Against Property 79.2 20.8 .0 62 100.0 .0 .0 1 Major Misdemeanor 83.0 17.0 .0 133 100.0 .0 .0 8 Minor Misdemeanor 91.1 .4 8.5 1097 95.0 .0 5.0 126 Juvenile Condition 100.0 .0 .0 73 100.0 .0 .0 13 Suspicion or Investigation 100.0 .0 .0 970 .0 .0 .0 175 - -TOTAL REFERRED 87.3 12.5 .2 96.4 .0 3.6 TOTAL CONTACTS 87.6 11.8 .6 2362 95.7 3.6 .6 329 

1949 Cohort 

Felony Against Person 63.9 27.8 8.3 61 100.0 .0 .0 20 Felony Against Property 72.8 22.8 4.4 192 50.0 50.0 .0 6 Major Misdemeanor 73.6 18.8 7.6 393 50.0 42.9 7.1 45 Minor Misdemeanor 76.8 14.1 9.1 1971 76.4 21.8 1.8 353 Juvenile Condition 77.8 8.2 14.3 288 53.8 42.3 3.8 70 Suspicion or Investigation 83.3 16.7 .0 1686 100.0 .0 .0 383 -TOTAL REFERRED 75.4 16.3 8.3 67.6 29.5 2.9 TOTAL CONTACTS 78.8 14.6 6.6 4591 77 .3 20.8 1.9 877 

1955 Cohort 

Felony Against Person 51.3 40.6 8.1 275 71.4 25.0 3.6 60 Felony Against Property 58.5 34.3 7.2 566 76.9 15.4 7.7 45 Major Misdemeanor 49.0 38.3 12.7 795 60.8 24.1 15.2 166 Minor Misdemeanor 64.9 24.9 10.2 1830 80.8 11.5 7.7 500 Juvenile Condition 61.4 25.1 13.5 916 77 .6 16.1 6.3 288 Suspicion or Investigation 20.0 80.0 .0 1234 .0 .0 .0 384 
TOTAL REFERRED 56.9 32.8 10.3 73.5 18.0 8.5 TOTAL CONTACTS 65.6 26.9 7.6 5616 74.3 19.2 6.5 1443 

* N = Number of contacts; 43.8% of those referred for a Felony Against the Person were White and 56.3% were Black. 
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cohort. Although the disproportional referral of Blacks and Chicanas was 

not found for both of the felony categories for the 1955 Cohort, it was 

present for major misdemeanors and juvenile conditions. One interesting 

male/female difference was the disproportionate number of Black females 

compared to Black males in the 1949 Cohort among those referred for a juve-

nile condition, suggesting that Black females may have been perceived by 

the police as needing more attention for status offenses than did Black 

males at that time. 

What becomes apparent is that while race/ethnicity is not an explanation 

of delinquency and crime, it is a status or characteristic that places per-

sons in areas where police contacts have a somewhat higher referral rate 

(1949 and 1955 Cohorts) and where the patterns of delinquency and crime 

that persons are most likely to acquire (felonies and major misdemeanors) 

are those which have higher rates of referral into the justice system than 

do other offenses. As a consequence, Black males become the most dispro-

portionately referred group in each cohort. 

Since our classification by seriousness is only one approach to the 

problem, we have presented the data according to a different set of cate-

gories in Tables 5 and 6. The greatest differential in percent of contacts 

referred between the 1942 Cohort \Vhite and Black males is for FBI Part I 

offenses 1 as indicated in Table 5. The reverse is found, however 1 in the 

1949 or 1955 Cohorts. As in the case of their disproportionate contribution 

to referrals for serious offenses shown in Table 4, Blacks contribute, as 

shown in Table 6 1 disproportionately to contacts referred for the FBI Part I 

offenses. SimilarlYI the proportion of Part I contacts generated by Black 

females, particularly in the 1949 Cohort, provides rather definitive evidence 

, 

\ 

, 

I I 
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TABLE 5. PERCENT OF CONTACTS REFERRED INTO JUDICIAL SYSTEM BY RACE/ETHNICITY, SEX, AND CONTACT CATEGORY 

MALE FEMALE 

White Black Chicano White Black Chicana 
1942 Cohvrt % N 90 N D, N 0, N 0, N 0, N '0 '0 '0 '0 

F .B. I. Part I 48.1 133 61.8 34 33.3 9 
F.B.I. Part II 25.4 658 24.2 91 7.6 13 18.5 92 12 50.0 2 
Traffic 13.9 888 8.6 93 4.4 160 
Suspicion or Investi- 1.8 391 61 54 

gation 

TOTAL 17.4 2U70 18.3 279 7.6 13 8.6 315 12 50.0 2 

1949 Cohort 

F.B.I. Part I 48.0 354 40.3 124 45.7 35 ll.8 17 26.7 15 50.0 2 
F .B. I. Part II 25.5 1379 32.1 7.71 31. 9 138 14.i 278 24.2 91 33.3 6 
Traffic 18.6 1101 16.1 124 17.5 57 11.3 239 18.5 27 7 
Suspicion or Investi- .3 786 J.49 1.4 73 .7 144 49 2 

gation --
TOTAL 20.1 3620 23.5 668 23.4 303 10.5 678 17.0 182 17.6 17 

1955 Cohort 

F .B. I. Part I 60.0 643 57.4 514 70.0 110 53.3 105 39.6 53 66.7 21 
F.B.I. Part II 25.9 1726 29.8 660 31.2 199 31.8 563 22.6 1S5 2U.0 50 
Traffic 4.4 767 5.7 123 9.4 64 2.3 256 10.0 30 14 
Suspicion or Investi- .2 546 .9 212 52 148 39 ..,--- 9 

gation -- -
TOTAL 23.6 3682 33.2 1509 36.9 425 22.5 1072 21.3 277 29.8 94 r", 

..t:::-
c..o 

* N = Number of contacts. 
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TABLE 6. RACE/ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF CONTACTS REFERRED INTO JUIJICIAL SYSTEM BY CONTACT CATEGORY AND SHX a 

MALE FEMALE 
White Black Chicano Total White Black Chicana Total 

o. % 9,; N* n. n, 
9e1 N~t 11 '0 -u --

1942 Cohort 

F .B.l. Part I 75.3 24.7 167 100.0 9 
F .B. 1. Part II 87.9 11.6 .5 762 94.4 5.6 106 
Traffic 93.9 6.1 981 100.0 160 
Suspicion or Investi- 100.0 452 54 

gat ion 

TOTAL REFERRED 87.4 12.3 .2 96.4 .0 3.6 
TOTAL CONTACTS 87.6 11.8 .6 2362 95.7 3.6 .6 329 

1949 Cohort 

F .B.l. Part I 72.0 21. 2 6.8 513 28.6 57.1 14.3 34 
F .B. 1. Part II 72.9 18.0 9.1 1788 63.1 33.8 3.1 375 
Traffic 87.2 8.5 4.3 1282 84.4 15.6 273 
Suspicion or Investi- 66.7 33.3 1008 100.0 195 

gation ---
TOTAL REFERRED 76.2 16.4 7.4 67.6 29.5 2.9 
TOTAL CONTACTS 78.8 14.6 6.6 4591 77 .3 20.8 1.9 877 

1955 Cohort 

F.B.I. Part I 50.9 38.9 10.2 1267 61.5 23.1 15.4 179 
F. B. 1. Part II 62.3 27.4 10.3 2585 78.5 15.4 6.1 768 
Traffic 72.3, 14.9 12.8 954 66.7 33.3 300 
Suspicion or Investi- 33.3 66.7 810 196 

gation 
TOTAL REFERRED 56.9 32.8 10.3 73.5 18.0 8.5 
TOTAL CONTACTS 65.6 26.9 7.6 5616 74.3 19.2 6.5 1443 

* N = Number of contacts; 75.3% of those referred for a Part I offense were White and 24.7% were Black. 
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of how Blacks como to constitute such a large proportion of the institu­

tionalized populo.Hon in Wisconsin. Taken together, Tables 5 and 6 also 

make it cloarer that the ovorall disproportional contribution of minorities, 

most consistently I3lack males, to those referrl;.l(1, is 0. function of both 

differential referral rates and their disproportionate percent of contacts 

for Part I offenses. 

We conclude that minorities mako up 0. disproportionately 1argor nwnber 

of those referred becauso, however irregular and inconsistent the pattern 

between cohorts, they have marc contacts, more (!ontacts for more serious be­

havior J and arl' reforred SOllllMhat more fl'oquont ly than would be expected con­

sidering the categories of behavior into which theil' reasons for police 

contact fall. Thus J they arc on the way to making up a disproportionate 

share of those who \'/ill be adjudicated deHnquent or convicted of offenses 

leading to institutionalization. 

TUB ACCUMULATION Or: RBFURRALS BY PBRSONS InTH MULTIPLB CONTACTS 

Tho offoct of successive contacts is added to the analysis in 'rables 7 

and 8 where the percents of those referred are presented \'Ii th controls for 

the number of contacts that they havo hau, 1 contact, 2 to 4 contacts, or 

5 or more contacts. The reason for contacts has been dichotomized into 

Traffic vs. Non~tl'affic and Non-felony vs. Felony contacts. 

In Table 7 we note that in each cohort tho proportion of persons 1'0" 

ferred increases in both the Non·tl'affic anu the Traffic categol'ies with 

the frequency of contacts in every instance \'I'hero there arl' sufficient cases 

to compare. What we see hero is u massing of contributions to the official 

records (referruls) by u relatively small nwnbel' of chronic offenders, but 

not consistently more so for Black and Chicano offenders. 
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TABLE 7. PERCENT OF PERSONS WITH GIVEN NUMBER OF NON-TRAFFIC VS 'rRAFFIC 
'I,'k 

TABLB 8. PERCBNT OF PBRSONS WI'rH GIVEN NUMBBR OF NON-FBLONY VS. FELONY 
=--=-_.- .. CONT~CTS WHO HAVE HAD A REFERRAL, BY RACJ3/ETHNICITY AND SEX' CONTACTS WHO HAVE HAD A RBFERRAL) BY RACE!BTHNICITY AND SBX 

1 Contact 1 Contact Recidivists (2-4) Chronic (5 or + l 
Recidivists (2-4l Chronic (5 Ol',.!.:L. 

Non- Non- Non- NOIl- Non-
Non- Felony traffi£ Traffic traffic Traffic traffic !raffic felony .E£!.2.111 felony Felony fe10nr 

~ 1942 -T-Ihite White 
60.2 92.9 86.4 Males Males 28.1 58.3 18.9 19.7 39.0 29.0 70.3 60.0 36.8 66.7 Females 18.8 5.1 21.1 9.1 Females 23.7 

Black 62.5 BZaak 
Males Males 100.0 
Females 83.3 66.7 Females 

{"iliaa1lO Chiaano 
Males .0 .0 Males 

Females 
1949 -
,.,hi te 1949 -Males 13.0 19.1 35.2 38.2 73.8 r{hiM 56.2 88.9 89.7 100.0 Females 7.7 11.8 62.5 Males 31.6 57.1 
BZack 25.9 27.5 66.7 Females 24.4 33.3 44.2 69.2 

Males .0 27.3 40.0 92.0 FiZaak 100.0 87.5 75.0 83.3 50.0 Females .0 20.0 .0 50.0 66.7 Males 
42.9 70.0 Chiam-lO Females 

Males 33.3 92.3 Chiaano 100.0 Females Males 83.3 
Females 42.9 

1955 -
Mtite 1955 -Males 15.3 4.2 37.8 9.8 86.0 r{hite 

77.5 100.0 Females 23.1 Males 13.7 63.1 31.4 93.8 17.0 2.5 43.2 2.7 BZQak 86.5 Females 15.3 51.4 45.6 80.0 84.4 
Males 18.2 3.8 56.3 14.3 86.2 BZack 

100.0 Females 29.4 .0 .0 Males 25.0 73.9 35.7 84.2 80.0 
Chioano 42.9 33.3 86.7 Females 30.0 83.3 40.0 71.4 

Males 20.0 6.3 50.0 15.4 94.7 Chioano 
Pemales 27.3 .0 66.7 Males 20.0 100.0 22.2 87.S 90.5 -...... - 100.0 Females 33.3 50.0 

~. 

u 
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The percent referred for Non-felony and Felony categories (Table 8)~ 

while not presenting exactly the same pattern as that in Table 7, increases 

for almost each race/ethnic I sex group with frequency of contact. WhilE' 

an increasing proportion of the persons from each category is referred as 

one progresses to high contact categories, the high proportion of Black 

and White males with 5 or more contacts who have had at least one referral 

is noteworthy. At the same time~ it is also apparent that a larger pro­

portion of the females from the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts who are either reci­

divists or chronic offenders is referred than are similar males. This 

table suggests, as we have so frequently stated before, that persons who 

have become recognizable, we11-known offenders are more frequently dealt 

with officially. To the extent that minority group members reside in areas 

which generate recidivists and chronic offenders more than do Whites, then 

they will step by step become a larger and larger proportion of those who 

are dealt with officially~ even if they are treated ev~n-handedly by the 

po1:lce at the time of contact. 

The data in Diagram 1 indicate that on the average Blacks have police 

contacts earlier and continue to have them :Cor a lengthier period of time 

than do Whites. Tha-.~ the Black male is more likely to become a recognizable, 

well-known offender, either as a consequence of his own behavior or of that 

of the police and others with a labelling function, is further evidenced 

by the fact that the 1942 Cohort Black males had a median career between 

first and last contact of 168 months as compared to 135 months for Whites 

and 60 months for Chicanos. The median length of careers for males in the 

1949 Cohort was 108 months for Blacks ~ 80 months for Whites, and 92 months 

for Chicanos. White females in the 1942 Cohort had a median career length 
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of 66 months and Blacks 151 months~ while in the 1949 Cohort White females 

had a career length of 49 months and Black females 95 months. 

THE CONSEQUENCE OF REFERRAL 

While it is assumed that the juvenile who is referred is being helped 

by professional persons whose skills will change him or her into a more 

conforming individual~ at least by middle-class standards~ the data indi­

cate that this may not be the case. In order to examine continuities in 

contacts and referrals, we constructed a tree diagrrun in which the cohort 

was divided into three categories for each period commencing with 6 through 

17: (1) a category consisting of those who had at least one contact and 

referral, (2) those who had at least one contact but no referral, and (3) 

those who had no contacts. Each of these groups was then further divided 

for the age period 18 through 20 in the same manner. This produced a total 

of nine categories or combinations of contact and referral considering both 

age poriods. These nine categories were in turn categorized in the same 

way for the age period 21 or older, thus creating a total of 27 categories 

(see Appendix K). 

Only 2.5% of the 1942 Cohort had a contact and referral in each age 

period and 31. 490 had neither a contact nor referral in any age period. Those 

who acquired at least one contact and one referral had successively higher 

seriousness scores in the next age period, seriousness scores increasing 

from a median of 7.4 to 10.67 to 34.0. The 1949 Cohort presents a similar 

picture with 2.2 90 having a contact and referral in each age period and 30.99,; 

having neither a contact nor referral in any age period. Those who had 

at least one contact and referral in each age period had successively hJ,gher 

seriousness scor~s increasing from 9.04 to 13.1 to 27.0. 
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By contrast, those who had contacts but no referrals in each age period 

had very stable median seriousness scores, 2.63, 2.61, and 3.50 for the 

1942 Cohort and 3.09, 2.13, and 2.88 for the 1949 Cohort. Perusal of the 

diagrams reveals that those with referrals always had higher median serious-

ness scores than did those who were not referred. Likewise, with few excep-

tions, the groups who were referred at any stage went on to have higher 

seriousness scores at the next stage than those who were not referred. 

Since \'1e have previously shown that referral rates are higher for the 

more serious reasons for police contact, it would appear that at least at 

the first stage seriousness of behavior leads to referral. At each sub-

sequent stage, however, there is the problem of determining the effects 

of prior referrals on succeeding behavior and it may be that referrals result 

in more seriotls delinquent and criminal behavior rather than the presumed 

deterrent effect. The soundness of this concern, must however, await the 

resul ts of the multivariate analysis on the impact of referral which will 

be presented in Chapter 20. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The proportion of Nonwhites in institutions in Wisconsin is three or 

four times grenter than their proportion in contributing areas because minori-

ties are more delinquent and criminal in their behavior than the majority, 

their behavior is more susceptible to formal disposition than is that of 

the majority, and they are to some extent disproportionately referred rather 

than counselled and released. 

When contacts and referrals were plotted against age at time of contact 

on a series of curves, it we.s found that the contact and referral curve~ 

were similar from cohDrt t.o cohort: but that Blacks and Chicanos differed 

t· 
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from Whites in several respects. Black and Chicano curves peaked more rapidly 

than did the White curves, particularly the curve representing the }lroportion 

of those \'lith contacts who were referred. Cumulatively, the Black and Chicano 

curves not only reached higher levels than did the curves for Whites but 

continued to rise for several years after passing the White peak. 

When the percentage of each race/ethniclsex group referred by natural 

area of residence at time of referral was calculated, there was little con­

sistent decline from the poorest to best residential areas in the percent 

of Whi tas referred and no regula.ri ty for either Blacks or Chicanos or 

for females of any group. 

Higher percentages of Black and Chicano than White males were referred 

from a11 cohorts although when controls for seriousness were introduced 

race/ethnic differentials becrune less consistent. Black males, while dis­

proportionately referred beyond their contribution to the most serious cate­

gories of contacts in the 1942 Cohort, had similar proportions of their 

contacts referred in the 1955 Cohort. The proportion of persons referred 

from a11 cohorts increases in both Non-traffic and Traffic categories with 

the frequenc)t of contact category, i. e., 1 contact, 2-4 contacts, and 5 

or more contacts. Whether referrals are for Non-felonies or Felonies, that 

proportion of persons referred also increases with frequency of contact 

category and is particularly high among \Vhite and Black males \'1ith 5 or 

more contacts. In other words, a larger proportion of the chronic offenders 

have had at least one of their contacts referreJ··-a massing of contributions 

to the official records (referrals for the relatively small munber of chronic 

offenders) regardless of \'1hat they have done, but most of all £01' those 

\'1ho have had 5 or more contacts for Felonies. 
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In summary, minorities make up a disproportionate number of those re­

ferred becaus~, however irregular and inconsistent the pattern between cohorts, 

they have more contacts, more contacts for more serious categories of be­

havior, and are to some extent disproportionately referred beyond what would 

be expected considering the categories of behavior into which their reasons 

for police contact fall. 

I ,.;. , 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 Evaluation of the existing literature may lead to the conclusion that 

police, probation officers, and judges do not discriminate against 

juveniles or adults on a basis of race/ethnicity or socioeconomic status 

when controls for seriousness of offense, previous record, etc. have been 

introduced: Nathan Goldman, "The Differential Selection of Juvenile 

Offenders for Court Appearance," National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
(1963); Alexander W. McEachern and Ri va Bauzer, ','PlIctors Related to 

Disposition in Juvenile Police Contacts," in M.W. Klein (ed), JuveniZe Gangs 

in Context (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967): pp. 148-60; 

William F. Hohenstein, "Factors Influencing the Police Disposition of 

Juvenile Offenders," in T. Sellin and M.E. Wolfgang (eds), De Zinquency: SeZected 

Studies (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1969): pp. ;138-49; Donald J. 

Black, "Production of Crime Rates," American SocioZogicaZ Review 35 (1970): 

733-48; Donald J. Black and Albert J. Reiss, Jr., "Police Control of Juv­

eniles," American SocioZogicaZ Review 35 (1970): 63 ... '1'7; Theodore G. Chiricos 

and Gordon P. Waldo, "Socioeconomic Status and Criminal Sentencing: An 

Empirical Assessment of a Conflict Proposition," American SocioZogicaZ 

Rev'iew 40 (1972): 753-72; Norman L. Weiner and Charles V. Willie, "Decisions 

oy Juvenile Officers," Am~rican Jou:maZ of Sociology 77 (1971): 199-210. 

There are other studies which suggest that the opposite is the case: 

Irving Piliavin and Scott Briar, "Police Encounters with Juveniles," American 

Jou:maZ of SocioZogy 70 (1964): 206-14; Theodore N. Ferdinand and Elmer C. 

Luchterhand, "Inner-city Youths, the Police, the Juvenile Court, and Justice," 

Social. P'l'obZems 17 (1970): 510-27; Theodore G. Chiricos, Phillip D. Jackson 

and Gordon P. Waldo, "Inequality in the Imposition of a Criminal Label," 

Social. P'l'obZems 19 (1972): 553-72; Terrence P. Thornoerry, "Race, Socio­

economic Status and Sentencing in the Juvenile Justice System" Journal. of 

Criminal. Law and Criminology 64 (1973): 90-8; William R. Arnold, "Race and 

Ethnicity Relative to Other Factors in Juvenile Court Dispositions," 

American Journal. of Sociology 77 (1971): 211-27; Alan J. Lizotte, "Extra­

legal Factors in Chicago's Criminal Courts: Testing the Conflict Model of 

Criminal Justice," Social. P'l'obZems 25 (1978): 564-80. While these are only 

selected studies of dL'(<'imination at vari.ous levels in the justice system, 
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they are illustrative of the conflicting findings that have been reported 

and indicate the basis on which it has been concluded that evidence of 

direct discrimination by the police or courts has been considered sparse 

or the conclusion that discrimination is present in some places at some 

times but not in other places; as concluded by Don C. Gibbons, DeZinquent 
Behavior (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1976); LeMar T. 

Empey, American DeZinquency: Its Meaning and Construction (Homewood: The 

Dorsey Press, 1978). 

2 One of the most recent efforts to examine the effects of extra-legal 

factors in determining the length of prison sentences has indicated the 

nature of the problem with the conclusion that research strategy should pay 

more attention to the role of accumulated disadvantage: Ilene Nagel 

Bernstein, William R. Kelley, and Patricia A. Doyle, "Societal Reaction to 

Deviants: The CaJe of Criminal Defendants," American SocioZogicaZ Review 

42 (1977): 743-55. 

a How this initial screening process works so as to incremie the prob-

ability of arrests for Blacks (they are more likely to show disrespect for 

the police) has been described by Donald Black in "The Socia.l Organization 

of Arrest." stanford Law Review 23(1971): 1087-1111. 

If As Edward Green, "Race, Social Status and Criminal Arrest," American 

socioZog'icaZ Review 35 (1970): 476-490, concludes " •••• the high official 

rate of crime for Negroes compared with whites results predominantly from 

the wider distribution among Negroes of lower class characteristics associ­

ated with crime." To the extent that place of residence (inner city a.nd 

interstitial areas) is an indicator of social class, it is apparent that 

race/ethnieity and social class combine to produce a referral rate for Blacks 

that is higher than that which they would obtain from place of residence 

alone. 
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Chapter 12. Predicting Continuity from Referrals 

INTRODUCTION 

Since referral rates are higher for persons who h ave greater continuity 

in their careers, prediction of future refel~rals and frequency of contacts 

and seriousness scores from referrals may permit improvement over the pre­

dictions described in Chapter 10. Had we bee'n concerned in Chapter 10 only 

wi th whether or not frequency of police conta~~ts and seriousness scores 

through any given age were correlated with frequency and seriousness after 

that age, the coefficients ranging from .500 to .600 could have been re­

garded less critically. However, Lambda, the m(laSUre of proportional re­

duction of error, indicated that even at the point when prior contacts or 

seriousness could best be utilized as predictors of future contacts or 

seriousness, the reduction in error pred4 ctJ.·ng future ~ contacts from past 

contacts \\'as never above 2096 for the 1942 Cohort, 1.7 90 for the 1949 Cohort, 

or 14% for the 1955 Cohort. I . n attemptJ.ng to predi\~t seriousness in the 

future from seriousness in the past the proportional reduction in error 

never exceeded (at a period when prediction could be useful) more than 27 90, 

and that at about the age of 16 for the 1942 Cohort, 24% for the 1949 Cohort 

at the age of 17, and 20 90 for the 1955 Cohort at the age of 15. It was 

not possible to improve on marginal predictions more than 25% even when 

the data were collapsed following cutting point strategies that minimized 

prediction error. 

While it was true that during the late teens and the early twenties 

those who had not yet had a contact would be unlikely to have one in the 

future and the percent of those with four or five contacts by that age 

, 
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who would have at least one more was very large, the proportion of the cohort 

with continuity was so small that relatively little improvement could be 

made over prediction from the marginals. Similarly, a prediction based 

on the marginals of who would have more than five contacts or a high serious­

ness score beyond any given age was not greatly improved by using prior 

record as a predictor. At the same time, these percentage differences were 

great enough to appear quite impressive to persons unsophisticated in the 

problems of prediction and the importance of considering errors of omission 

as well as errors of commission. 

REFERRALS AS A PREDICTOR OF CONTINUITY 

Predicting Referrals from Referrals 

In developing prediction tables the question arose as to which types 

of referrals o'f those mentioned :i.n the previous chapter should be included 

in the analysis. Inasmuch as we were concerned in that chapter about the 

extent to which referrals may take place at a higher rate for Blacks and 

Chicanos than Whites, only the two most serious categories of referral were 

included. These were the categories that would take the persons referred 

one step closer to formal court handling and the possibi li ty of sanctions. 

In this chapter all types of referrals have been included because we were 

concerned about the possibility that any kind of referral, whether to the 

Racine County Probation officer or to the District Attorney, would have 

some effect on the probabi li ty of future referrals and police contacts. 

EVen then, there will be, of course, a much smaller percentage of each cohort 

Who have had a referral prior to and at any given age than had police con­

tacts but our assumption is that those who 1,ave been referred either engaged 
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in more serious behavior which really warrants referral or that their 

characteristics are those which define them as persons who need more formal 

consideration. In either case, we hypothesize that these are the persons 

who are most likely to have continuity in their careers. 

Let us first look at a table showing the percentage of each cohort 

referred after any given age based on the number of referrals they have 

accrued (Table 1). These correlations reached their peak about the same 

time as those that were obtainf.ld between contacts through a given age and 

contacts after that age. The highest correlations obtained came at the 

ages of 19 through 25 fer the 1942 Cohort, at 16 through 22 for the 1949 

Cohort, and appeared even earlier, age 13, for the 1955 Cohort, not because 

there are cohf.)rt differences as much as because of the limited time after 

the late teens for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. What we must emphasize is 

that at no time was Lambda higher than .125, indicating that the predictor 

(number of referrals through a given age) enables us to reduce errors of 

prediction by less than 13~u over prediction from the marginals. Of course, 

when \'1e turn to any age, such as 18 or 19, we note that those who had no 

referrals through that age have less than one chance in five of having a 

referral after that age but those \'1ho have had five referrals through that 

age have at least nine out of 10 chances of having another referral. The 

differences arc somc\ofhat less for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts but they clearly 

show that there is a small group that has referrals, but as we said, this 

group is so small that the errors of omission at any age for those \'1ho have 

had no referrals or only one referral through that age result in relatively 

little increase in predictive efficiency. 

The percent \'1i th three or more referrals after any age by the number 
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of rofo1'rn1s prior/, to and at the age a,re ~~hown in Table 2. Here again we 

see that nt 16 in the 1942 Cohort for exrunp1e, less than 8~6 of those who 

had no referrals ,'lill have three or morc after that age while 100~o of those 

who had five or marc referrals will have throe or more after that age. 

Similar differences are found for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts, with pl'opor­

tional differences very high as early as the age of 13. The problem is 

illustrated by the fact that at that ago, in the 1949 Cohort, thero Wore 

only 29 out of 1,297 persons ''lho had had one or more referral and although 

only five of these would fail to have another referral, there \'lere 477 who 

had not had a referral \'lho would be l'oferred at some time in the future. 

And of these, 146 would have three or more roferrals in the future. All 

would have been missed by using past referrals as a predictor. As another 

example, the knowledge that 12 out of 16 persons Who have had five or more 

referrals through the age of 16 will have three or 1110re referrals in the 

future is a far cry from the ability to predict who out of the entire group 

will eventually have three or more referrals. Wo shall take several exrunples 

frol11 those tables and discuss the prediction proiJlel11 in 1110re detail after 

describing the first five tables in this section. 

Eredicting Contacts ~111 Referrals 

In Table 3 wo look at the percent of etch cohort that has had a given 

number of referrals through an age that went on to hove one or 1110re contacts. 

We do not find the sharp percentage differences obtained when predicting 

referrals frol11 referrals but \\'e do find a situation in which very high per­

centages of those Who have referrals by the teons will continue to have 

contacts. Thus, referrals are predictive of future contacts because persons 

, 
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TABLE 2. PERCENT OF COHORT WITH TIlRBE OR /o'IJRB REFERRALS AFTER AGE BY NUMBER OF REFERRALS PRIOR TO AND AT AGE 

Number of PER C E N T o F 194 2 COIlORT WIT H Referrals T II R E Il o R M 0 R E R Ii F Ii R It A L S A r: T Ii R AGE 
Through Age > 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 ~O 21 22 ~3 24 25 2b 27 28 29 30 

0 14.6 14.6 14.5 14.5 14.2 14.1 12.7 10.2 7.8 4.2 3.1 2.6 1.8 1.1 .7 , 
• Z .2 , 

.0 ,0 .0 .U . . .. 1 50.0 50.0 50.0 66.7 80.0 62.5 54.5 40.5 25.4 19.2 14.8 12.0 9.0 7.8 4.5 4.2 3.2 :! .1 1.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 2 .0 .0 .0 .0 55.6 36.8 26.5 18.2 11.8 15.0 10.5 7.3 5.0 4.: 4.7 4.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 3 .0 ·r:~.O 54.5 57.1 2b.3 38.9 18.S 11.8 16.7 10.S 4.5 ·L2 8.0 .U .0 .0 .0 4 100.0 100.0 62.5 63.6 21.4 36.8 29.4 18.8 1l.8 ti.7 13.3 12.5 .U .0 .0 .U 5 or + 100.0 50.0 72.7 82.4 66.7 52.0 51. 7 43.8 30 /) 30.6 21.6 13.6 9.1 b.7 212 Median Number 
of Referrals 

by Age of 
First Roforral 3.83 3.25 1.92 2.50 1.67 1.88 1. 70 2.75 1.50 1.19 1. 00 1.00 1.50 1. 33 1.00 1.00 1.10 

Number of PeR G E N T 0 F II <1 !l C () II tl n T IV I I'll 'I'll It I I: () R ~I () II I Il I I I Il It \ I ~ A i' I I II \ " I Referrals 
Through Age -----) II 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 ~3 

0 12.7 12.6 12.5 12.4 12.0 11.5 10.2 7.8 4.6 2.2 1.3 .9 .4 .3 .0 .0 1 50.0 60.0 62.5 60.0 50.0 52.0 47.4 47.0 2ti.2 ~.t. 4 9.1 7.1 5.3 1.8 .5 .0 2 100.0 100.0 88.9 62.5 46.4 2!J.5 17.2 12.7 9.0 1.4 1.2 .0 3 101).0 66.7 50.0 60.9 26.7 24.3 14.3 18.8 5.3 ~.4 .0 4 100.0 100.0 75.0 71.4 47.1 30,0 14.3 7.4 10.3 7.4 .0 S or t 100.0 100.0 85.7 75.ll 66.7 ti4.1 46.ll 31.0 21. 4 13.4 4.; 
Median Number 
of Reft'rrals 

hy AQe of 
I'i rst Referral 3.50 5.2i: 4.50 4.50 2.24 1.48 1. 28 1.36 1.44 1.13 1.12 I.ll·l 

Numoer of PER C Il N T o F 1 9 5 5 COIIORT W I T II T II R Il Il o R M 0 R Il R Il FElt R A L S A f' T L R AGE 
Referrals 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 IS 16 17 18 III 20 Through Age ----l> 

0 12.1 11.9 11. 7 11.0 10.1 8.4 6 " 4.5 2.7 1.7 1.0 .3 .1 . ~ 1 .0 66.7 85.7 55.6 50.0 48.4 42.5 23.8 9.6 4.8 3.5 1.3 3.1 2 100.0 100.0 80.0 77.8 77.8 ti7.7 48.S 31.0 9.5 8.0 4.4 .9 3 100.0 100.0 66.7 54.5 50.0 33.3 34.1 15.0 8.3 1.8 4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 70.0 58.8 23.8 26.1 24.1 H.I .0 5 or + 100.0 75.0 87.5 87.0 78.4 78.3 64.0 50.0 42.7 23.7 6.8 
Median Number 
of Referrals 

by Age of 
First Referral 8.0 17.75 7.83 5.30 3.94 2.21 1.48 1. 28 1. 34 1.32 1. 23 
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I'AIlLb 3. I'IIH:I.N I' II II" .\NY I'll!. lei CONTACT AFI'Ut Ali" II\, NU~IRr.R OF RIlPERRALS PRIOR TO AND AT AGE: 1942, 1949, AND 1955 COHORT MEMBERS WITH CONTINUOUS RESIDENCE IN RACINE 

NumbcI' of PER C E N 't o F 194 2 COIIOR'I' WIT H CONTACTS AFT E R A G Il 
Ih:t'~I'rals 

Ihl'oUllh Ag~ 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 IS 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

II 68.5 68.5 68.4 68.4 66.3 !l8.1 67.3 65.2 60.5 53.9 50.8 47.3 43.2 40.8 38.6 33.8 29.3 25.1 20.9 16.0 12.3 7.9 3.8 
1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 95.5 92.9 87.3 83.3 77.8 77 .1 73.0 67.8 64.0 62.5 57.4 56.3 45 .. ! 38.9 32.7 22.4 7.8 
~ 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.1 93.9 91. 2 87.5 81.6 75.6 75.0 69.8 65.1 60.S 46.3 41.9 29.3 17.1 
3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 94.4 93.8 88.2 88.9 84.2 81.8 75.0 68.0 60.0 43.5 33.3 21.4 
-I 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.8 94.1 93.3 86.7 68.8 66.7 38.9 27.8 15.8 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 96.9 91. 7 91.7 91.9 86.4 79.5 71.1 44.4 

I.ambdu .0023 .0023 .0023 .0046 .0()46 .0046 .0069 • U117 .0218 .0256 .0318 .0412 .0436 .0574 .0503 .0571 .0476 .0478 .0505 .0703 .0861 .0826 .0678 
Suml'I" 0 .6664 .!l664 .8025 .7709 .7945 .7280 .6572 .6646 .5875 .5903 .5727 .5627 .5434 .530Z .5189 .5148 .4891 .4845 .4346 .3993 .3274 .2258 .1588 
I'cu I'sun 's it .0!l95 .0698 .2153 .1567 .1885 .1935 .1831 .3410 .4097 .4610 .5008 .5277 .5263 .5623 .5674 .5659 .5616 .5741 .5391 .5704 .6209 .5835 .5460 

Numbcr of P Ii R C Ii N 'r o F 949 COIfORT WIT II CONTACTS AFT E R AGE 
itl'fcrral s 

l'hroullh Agl' 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 IS 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

0 69.0 68.8 68.7 68.3 67.7 66.2 64.5 61.6 55.4 47.7 40.9 33.6 27.4 21.4 15.1 8.9 
1 50.0 80.0 87.5 90.0 92.9 92.0 94.7 90.9 87.3 82.8 75.1 68.1 57.4 47.2 32.3 18.1 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 89.3 90.9 89.7 83.1 73.1 60.3 44.4 24.4 
:I 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 91.9 85.7 78.1 71.1 66.7 36.4 
4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 95.0 90.5 88.9 79.3 70.4 50.0 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.4 94.0 91. 4 84.3 70.9 53.5 

I.nmbda .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0023 .0046 .0094 .0168 .0139 .0255 .0443 .0348 .0420 .0272 .0385 .0521 
Somers' 0 .1479 .5413 .6126 .7124 .7323 .7071 .7483 .6879 .6339 .6069 .5511 .5238 .4766 .4245 .3389 .2183 
Pcal'son's R .0942 .1145 .1365 .1483 .1778 .2542 .3391 .4353 .5143 .5552 .5877 .5868 .5765 .5950 .5373 .4449 

\ 
Numbcr of PERCENT o F 955 COI/ORT WIT II CONTACTS AFT Ii R A G Ii 
Referrals 

Through Agc ;> 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 IS 16 17 18 19 20 

0 58.!! 57.9 57.4 56.4 55.3 53.8 50.7 47.0 40.2 32.5 24.5 16.8 10.0 
I 100,0 100.0 85.7 94.4 94.7 95.2 87.7 79.7 68.7 61.5 50.0 39.2 23.9 
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 !l0.!) 84.5 79.7 66.0 53.1 37.9 
3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 85.4 75.0 50.0 38.6 
4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 85.7 87.0 79.3 66.7 43.8 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.3 98.3 96.5 86.5 76.9 74.0 59.5 

1 .. lmbdn .0008 .0024 .0024 .0057 .0107 .0158 .0179 .0249 .0284 .0:77 .0176 .0172 .0204 
Somcrs' 0 .9167 .8737 .7461 .8035 .7606 .7485 .6965 .MOO .5536 .4781 .4119 .3630 .2662 
P('urson's R .0460 .1224 .1279 .2521 .3950 .4628 .4731 .5065 .5119 .5188 .4796 .4944 .3841 

N 
01 
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with referrals, particularly frequent referrals, are very likely to have 

future contacts. However, there is practically no increase in predictive 

efficiency over the marginals on this basis. When the cri torion gf:H;!Omes 

five or more contacts after a particular age) as shown in Table 4, u very 

small percentage of those with no referrals through a given age has five 

or more contacts after that age but a very large percentage of those who 

have frequent referrals has five or more contacts after that age, but still 

there is little improvement Over the marginal predictability. 

Predicting Ser}ousness Scores from Referrals 

The last in this series, Table 5J shows the relationship between re­

ferrals through any given age and seriousness SCores after that age. The 

fOl., from the 1942 Cohort who have two or mOre referrals by the age of 14 

will have a high seriousness Score after that age. Those who have two or 

more referrals by the age of 15 and those Who have four or more by the 

age of 16 are also certain to have high seriousness Scores after that age. 

The probabilities are similar for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts and, although 

they have fewer years of exposure, the pattern of correlations for these 

cohorts indicates that the process is essentially the same as for the 1942 
Cohort. 

REFERRALS VS. POLICE CONTACTS AS A PREDICTOR 

Let us now explore the basic data for referrals through age 18 by re­

ferrals after age 18 which were used in obtaining the percentages for the 

age 18 segment in Tables 1 and 2 of this chapter. This will enable us to 

better understand the prediction problem to which we have referred. These 

data have been collapsed for each cohort and are presented in Table 6. 

, 
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TABLE S. PERCENT WITH SERIOUSNESS SCORE OF SIX OR ~KlRE AFTER AGE BY NUMBER 011 IUlFERRALS PRIOR TO AND AT AGE 

Number of PER C B N T a F 1 9 4 2 COHORT WIT H S E RIO U S ~ H S S sea R Il o F SIX o R MaR 11 AFT E R AGE 
Referrals 

Through Age 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 

0 36.9 36.9 36.6 36.6 36.0 35.4 32.9 29.4 24.4 18.2 15.5 13.1 10.2 8.7 7.5 5.6 4.7 3.8 3.6 2.4 1.7 1.5 .3 
1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 87.5 90.9 81.0 65.1 59.0 45.7 42.2 30.3 27.8 25.8 27.1 19.1 16.7 14.7 10.5 7.1 S.l 2.0 
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 89.5 79.4 78.8 61.8 57.5 52.6 46.3 37.5 27.9 25.6 20.9 19.5 16.3 9.8 .0 
3 100.0 100.0 90.9 85.7 78.9 83.3 75.0 58.8 61.1 52.6 45.5 50.0 48.0 28.0 17.4 7.4 3.6 
4 100.0 100.0 100.0 90.9 71.4 73.7 64.7 56.3 47.1 26.7 26.7 25.0 20.0 lb.? 11.1 5.3 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 94.1 88.9 88.0 89.7 81. 3 80.6 77.8 64.9 59.1 47.7 28.9 11.1 

Lambda .0023 .0023 .0023 .0046 .0046 .0046 .0069 .0093 .0145 .0205 .0238 .0275 .0262 .0393 .0440 .0369 .0366 .0319 .0498 .0426 .0520 .0446 .0645 
Somers' D .7108 .7108 .8160 .7817 .7972 .7235 .6697 .6775 .6102 .6170 .5967 .5878 .5672 .5532 .5385 .5343 .5042 .4938 .4444 .4065 .3322 .2556 .1584 
Pearson' 5 R .0749 .0751 .2260 .1643 .1925 .1915 .1794 .3339 .3958 .4431 .4762 .5039 .5068 .5375 .5514 .5528 .5540 .5689 .5488 .5651 .5911 .5461 .5340 

Number of PER C B N T o F 1 949 COHORT WIT H S B RIO USN E S S S COR E o F S I X o R ~I()RE AFT E R AGE 
Referrals 

Through Ago 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

0 36.8 36.5 35.8 35.4 34.7 33.2 30.9 27.1 20.8 13.6 10.4 7.1 5.~ 3.7 2.1 1.1 
1 50.0 80.0 87.5 90.0 85.7 80.0 86.8 75.8 68.3 52.3 42.6 31.0 23.9 13.8 9.1 1.8 
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 78.6 72.7 55.2 46.5 41.0 24.7 13.6 4.9 
3 100.0 100.0 80.0 91.3 83.3 67.6 60.0 50.0 39.5 26.2 13.6 
4 100.0 100.0 100.0 85.7 76.5 80.0 71.4 59.3 55.2 37.0 16.7 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.3 87.2 82.0 74.1 62.9 45.6 23.3 

Lambda .0000 .0000 .0000 .0011 .0034 .0035 .0070 .0120 .0152 .0202 .0354 .0199 .0267 .0226 .0355 ,0330 
Somers' l> .1471 .5446 .6652 .7024 .7075 .6911 .7424 .6916 .6490 .6244 .5726 .5361 .4862 .4310 .3460 .2232 
Pearson's R .0967 .1336 .1512 .1536 .1942 .2733 .3449 .4390 .5149 .5548 .5826 .5741 .5520 .5853 .5273 .4408 

Number of PERCENT a F 1 9 !i 5 COHORT WIT H S E R IOU S N E S S S COR E o F S I X OR MaR E AFT Il R AGE 
Referrals 

Through Age 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

0 32.7 32.5 32.0 31.1 29.5 27.4 24.2 20.8 16.1 10.8 7.5 3.9 1.8 
1 100.0 100.0 85.7 94.4 84.2 79.0 68.9 58.7 44.4 30.0 20.3 13.5 4.0 
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 94.4 87.1 81.8 65.5 47.3 35.0 23.9 L1.9 
3 100.0 100.0 100.0 90.9 87.5 80.0 70.7 50.0 37.5 17.5 
4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 90.0 88.2 60.7 60.9 58.6 45.5 18.8 
5 100.0 100.0 100.0 95.7 94.6 93.3 89.5 76.9 60.7 52.7 29.7 

I.ambda .0008 .0024 .0024 .0058 .0075 .0134 .0138 .0188 .0198 .0168 .0152 .0142 .0165 \ 
Somers' D .9074 .8717 .7557 .8071 .7778 .7609 .7047 .6410 .5599 .4895 .4180 .3624 .2498 
Pearson's R .0381 .1482 .1507 .2636 .3945 .4599 .4672 .5026 .5026 .5140 .4705 .4830 .3541 
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IAIll.li 4. PIlRCENT OF COIIORT WITII I: I VE OR ~K)RE CONTACTS AFTER AGE BY NUMBER OF REFERRALS PRIOR '1'0 AND AT AGE 

Numbllr of PER C E N T o F I 9 01 2 COIIORT WIT II F I V 11 o R M 0 R Ii CONTACTS A F l' Ii R A G Ii 
Referral s 

Through Age > 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 l4 .IS 26 27 28 29 30 

0 ~?4 27.4 27.2 27.2 26.b 26.1 23.7 20.1 16.4 11. 9 9.6 7.3 5.5 4.9 4.1 2.3 1.9 1.2 1.0 .2 .2 .2 .0 
I 50.0 50.0 75.0 100.0 100.0 87.5 77.3 69.0 44.4 39.'; 25.9 24.1 16.9 13.3 10.1 7.3 5.3 4.2 4.2 2.1 .0 .0 .0 
~ .0 .0 .0 50.0 88.9 78.9 61.8 54.5 35.3 30.0 23.7 22.0 17.5 9.3 9.3 7.0 4.9 .0 .0 .0 
3 100.0 100.0 81.8 78.6 63.2 61.1 50.0 52.9 50.0 36.8 31.8 29.2 32.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ., 100.0 100.0 87.5 81.8 50.0 52.6 29.4 25.0 29.4 20.0 20.0 18.8 13.3 11.1 5.6 .0 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 90.9 94.1 88.9 84.4 82.8 71.9 61.1 55.6 43.2 29.5 25.0 13.3 6.7 

Numbllr of PUR C n N l' o F 949 COIIORT WIT II F I V E o R M 0 R Ii CONTACTS AFT E R A G n 
Referrals 

Thl'ough Age ~ 8 9 10 II 12 13 14 IS Ie. 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 

0 ~S .3 25.1 24.5 24.2 23.S 22.5 20.7 17.7 1.2.4 7.0 4.8 3.0 2.1 1.0 .5 .1 
1 50.0 80.0 87.5 90.0 78.6 76.0 76.3 62.1 52.4 31.S 21.8 16.2 11.0 6.4 2.7 .5 
2 100.0 100.0 100.0 93.8 71.4 38.2 27.6 21.1 14.1 8.2 3.7 .0 
3 100.0 100.0 80.0 87.0 70.0 54.1 45.7 34.4 21.1 9.5 6.8 
4 100.0 100.0 100.0 85.7 64.7 50.0 42.9 29.6 20.7 11.1 .0 

5 or + 100.0 100.0 100.0 87.5 80.0 74.4 68.0 50.0 42.9 29.1 11.6 , 
Number of PER C Ii N T o F 9 5 5 COIIORT WIT II F 1 V E o R ~t a Rll CONTACTS ,\ F I h ){ Ali 11 
Referrals 

Through Age ) 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

II 19.1 18.5 18.0 16.9 16.2 13.7 11.0 8.4 5.5 3.5 1.9 .5 .1 
I 100.0 100.0 85.7 72.2 57.9 58.1 49.1 32.2 19.2 9.5 5.6 2.2 .3 
~ 100.0 100.0 80.0 8e.9 77.8 74.2 60.6 46.b 21.6 13.0 6.2 .9 
.; 100.0 100.0 100.0 79.5 15.0 56.7 53.7 25.0 16.7 10.5 
·1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 80.0 76.5 52.4 34.8 44.8 24.2 .0 

~ or • 100.0 100.0 100.0 91.3 89.2 88.3 74.4 55.8 41\.7 32.8 12.8 

0 
r---... 
N 
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TABLE 6. PEOPLE WITH ACCRUED REFERRALS THROUGH AGE 18 BY THIHR ACCRUED REFERRALS AFTER 18 .. --
Number and Percent of Persons by Number of Referrals After Age 18 

Referrals 
Cohort .!!E.u Age 18 a 1 2 3 4 5 01' '" Total 

1942 a 396 82.8 53 11.1 14 2.9 8 1.7 4 .8 3 .6 478 99.9 
1 51 63.0 11 13.6 7 8.6 5 6.2 0 7 8.6 81 100.0 
2 15 45.5 7 21. 2 5 15.2 0 0 6 18.2 33 100.1 
.3 5 26.3 5 26.3 4 21.1 2 10.5 0 3 15.8 19 100.0 
4 2 18.2 1 9.1 1 9.1 1 9.1 1 9.1 5 45.5 11 100.1 

5 or + 1 9.1 1 9.1 1 9.1 1 9.1 2 IB.2 5 45.5 11 100.1 
TOTAL: 470 74.2 78 12:3 32 s:r 17 2:7 7" T.T 29 4.6 633 100.0 

Somers' D asymmetric with referrals aftor age dependent: .585 Pearson's R: .523 
Lambda asynunetric with number of refer:ruls after age depend~nt: .043 

1949 0 821 86.8 91 9.6 22 2.3 4 .4 5 .5 3 .3 946 99.9 
1 134 68.0 33 16.8 12 6.1 6 3.0 6 3.0 6 3.0 197 99.9 
2 30 51.7 13 22.4 5 8.6 4 6.9 a 6 10.3 58 99.9 
3 16 43.2 6 16.2 6 16.2 3 B.l 3 8.1 3 8.1 37 99.9 
4 7 35.0 5 25.0 2 10.0 2 10.0 0 4 20.0 20 100.0 

5 or + 5 12.8 3 7.7 6 15.4 7 17.9 5 12.B 13 33.3 39 99.9 
TOTAL: TOT3 78.1' 151 11.6 53 4.T i6 2:0 19 -r:s 35 - 1297 2.7 100.0 

Somers' D asymmetric with referrals after af'\) dependent: .347 Pearson's R: .533 
Lambda asymmetric with number of referrals after age dependent: .028 \ 

1955 0 1427 90.5 105 6.7 30 1.9 7 .4 4 .3 4 .3 1577 100.1 
1 236 82.5 2B 9.B 12 4.2 6 2.1 1 .3 3 1.0 286 99.9 
2 64 64.0 20 20.0 8 8.0 5 5.0 1 1.0 2 2.0 100 100.0 
3 22 55.0 9 22.5 3 7.5 3 7.5 1 2.5 2 5.0 40 100.0 
4 12 41.4 7 24.1 3 10.3 2 6.9 4 13.8 1 3.4 29 99.9 

5 or + 47 40.2 16 13.7 10 8.5 7 6.0 8 6.8 29 24.S 117 100.0~ 
TOTAL: 1808 84.1 185 8:6 66 s-:T 30' T.4 19 ~ 41 '"T.9 2149 100.0\-1 

Somers' D asymmetric ''lith referrals nfter age dependent: .258 Pearson's R: .482 
.. Lnmbtla asynunetric \'lith munbcr of referrals aftp.J.' age dependent: .000 



272 

.. 

- 6 -

Somers' IJ» Pearson IS R, and Lambdn arc caleulated on the basis o£ collapsed 

datn and therefore differ slightly from those shown in Table 1 of this chaptor. 

r.et us commence by looking at the lIIurginals for the: 1942 Cohort. We note 

that afte,: the age of 18, 163 people eithor received their first or un addi-

tional referral. Were we to predict thnt no one would have a referral after 

the age of 18 we would lIIake 163 errors. The question is, can errors be 

l'educed by using the nwnber of referrals through the age of 18 in predicting 

who \'lill hnve n future or any given number of referrals after that age? 

It takes very little statistical sophisticntion to see that the best cutting 

point in ardor to minimize errors of prediction is two or more referrals 

through age 18. Thus, we will predict that those who had no referrals or 

only one referral through age 18 will not have one in the future and make 

112 errors and that those who had two 01' more referrals through the age 

o£ 18 \l/i11 have at least one 11101'0 referral and hero make 23 errors» for 

a total of 135 errors. This is 28 fewer errors than would hnve been lIIade 

from the modal categories of the marginals and a reduction of 179cl. We see 

that 284 orrors ''1ould be made i£ wo predicted that no one in tho 1949 Cohort 

''1ould have n re£orrn1 nfter the age of 18 but by predicting that those with 

no more thnn t\'10 referrnls through the age of 18 \'1i11 not have an additional 

referral we make 216 erro:\'s, to which we add 28 errors for those with three 

or more referrals through age 18 whom we predict will have at least one 

more referrnl but who do not. Here \'1e reduce our errors £rom the mnrginal 

prediction by 14~.i. We select those with four or more referrnls through 

the age of 18 from the 1955 Cohort as having a probability of at least one 

more referral and, following the same procedure utilized for the 1942 and 

1949 Cohorts, reduce the marginnl prediction by 99J. 1 
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That previous records aro related to future records has boen estab­

lished in a nwnber of ''lays but we have attempted to emphasize, chapter by 

chapter, the danger ~.n assl!Juing that enormous increases in predictive effi­

ciency over tho 1II0dal category of tho lIIarginals can bo made with skewed 

distributions and rolativoly modest: correlations. We have nlso attempted 

to make it qui to elear that serious consideratic'n must be givon to the high 

errors of om1ssion that are obtained with loW cutting points which reduce 

errors of cOlJunission; that is, orrors which classify people as likely COll­

tinuers when they Ul'G not. Perhaps this approach suggests that we nre un­

duly concerlvJd \'1ith the consequences of labelling people early in their 

cnreers but these concerns aro not unfounded if labelling is accepted as 

a variable which plnys a part in ge.1Crnting continuity. 

There aro, of course, a variety of prediction nttompts thnt could be 

IIIndo from tho data shoulo \'Ie ,'<'ish to predict who will have two or more re­

£errals n£ter the age o£ 18. We \~ould commence with a modnl error of only 

75 because only 75 persons out of 633 have two or more referrals after the 

age of 18. Depending on ''1hether two or 1I10re or three or 1II0re referrals 

is selected as the cutting point, \'1e \I/ould still make almost the same nwnber 

of errors in prediction as predicting frolll the modal category of the lI1arginals. 

If t\~O or 1I10re is picked as the cutting point \~e will miss fewer people 

but label some ''1ho do not hnve t\'10 or more re£orrnls after 18, and if three 

or 1I10re is picked as the cutting point we will mislabel fewer but miss more 

\'1ho have two or 1II0re referrals after the ag~ of 18. 

At this point ''Ie could return to a discussion of \'1hich type of error 

is the most serious but thnt depends on how lIIuch money the community has 

for progrruns £01' those who arc not likely to have (:ontinuity in their 
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careers and how serious the conmlUnity perceives the damage of not inter-

vening on bch:llf of those juveniles who are likely to continue their mis-

behavior. All this, of course, brings us just a bit ahead of time to the 

subject of Chapter 13, the consequences of sanctions. Early intervention 

is based on the assumption that intervention and the applicatiop of sanc-

tions dete!Speople from furthe: misbehavior. This common assumption has 

not been supported by the evidence. 

In Table 7 we arc able to see how number of referrals through the age 

of 18 relates to number cf contacts after 18. Briefly stated, if we at-

tempt to predict who \'lill have three or more contacts after the age of 18 

by predicting that those with two or more referrals through the age of 18 

will haVf'~ three or more contacts after that age, we reduce marginal errors 

by 269,; :I.n the case of the 1942 Cohort. The best cutting point for the 1949 

Cohort i~ three or mor~ referrals through the age of 18 but we reduce 

marginal errors by only 149.;. If we use four or more referrals through the 

age of 18 as a prbdictor for the 1955 Cohort we increase predictive effi-

ciency over the margina1s by only 3%. 

If the data in Table 7 are used as a basis for predicting who will 

have five or more contacts after the age of 18, marginal errors may be re-

duced by onlY 1590 for the 1942 Cohort, 79,; for the 1949 Cohort, but there 

will be no t'eduction from the marginal predictability for the 1955 Cohort. 
\ 

One should not conclude that there are cohort differences which reduce pre-

dictabi1ity, but the data do demonstrate how inclusions of what for all 

practical purpo~es is a total career increases predictive efficiency ove~ 
, 

what is obtained if records are followed for a shorter period of time. 

What this leads to is the .conc1usion that prior records of referral will 
l 

, 
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TABLE 7. PEOPLE WITH ACCRUED REFERRALS THROUGH AGE 18 BY THEIR ACCRUED CONTACTS AFTER 18 

Nwnber and Percent of Parsons by Nwnber of Contacts After Age 18 
Referrals 

Cohort Thru Age 18 0 1 2 3 4 5 or + Total 

1942 0 235 49.2 97 20.3 66 13.8 22 4.6 12 2.5 46 9.6 478 100.0 
1 18 22.2 12 14.8 12 14.8 10 12.3 8 9.9 21 25.9 81 99.Y 
2 2 6.1 4 12.1 2 6.1 2 6.1 5 15.2 18 54.5 33 100.1 
3 0 1 5.3 4 21.1 1 5.3 1 5.3 12 63.2 19 100.2 
4 0 0 1 9.1 0 1 9.1 9 81.8 11 100.1 

5 or + 0 0 0 0 1 9.1 10 90.9 11 100.0 
TOTAL: 255 '40.3 114 18.0 as 13.4 35 s:s 28 4:4 116 18.3 633 99.9 

Somers' D asymmetric with contacts after age dependent: .554 Pearson's R: .508 
Lambda asymmetric with number of contacts after age dependent: .132 

1949 0 559 59.1 203 21.5 80 8.5 40 4.2 19 2.0 45 4.8 946 100.1 
1 49 24.9 41 20.8 24 12.2 18 9.1 22 11.2 43 21.8 197 100.0 
2 6 10.3 14 24.1 6 10.3 10 17.2 6 10.3 16 27.6 58 99,8 
3 3 8.1 8 21.6 4 10.8 0 2 5.4 20 54.1 37 100.0 
4 1 5.0 1 5.0 6 30.0 2 10.0 0 10 50.0 20 100.0 

5 or + 1 2.6 3 7.7 1 2.6 1 2.6 4 10.3 29 74.4 39 100.2 
TOTAL: 619 47.7 270 20.8 121 "9.3 7T 5.S 53 4:T 163 12.6. 1297 100.0 

Somers' D asymmetric with contacts after age dependent: .540 Pearson's R: .510 
Lambda asymmetric with nwnber of contacts after age dependent: .094 

1955 0 1190 75.5 226 14.3 80 5.1 27 1.7 24 1.5 30 1.9 1577 100.0 
1 143 50.0 69 24.1 29 10.1 20 7.0 9 3.1 16 5.6 286 99.9 
2 34 34.0 25 25.0 13 13.0 4 4.0 11 11.0 13 13.0 100 100.0 
3 10 25.0 9 22.5 1 2.5 5 12.5 5 12.5 10 25.0 40 100.0 
4 6 20.7 4 13.8 3 10.3 2 6.9 1 3.4 13 44.8 29 99.9 

5 or + 27 23.1 15 12.8 6 5.1 8 6.8 6 5.1 55 47.0 117 99.9 N 
"'-....I 

TOTAL: 1410 65.6 348 T6.2 132 6:T 66 3:T S6 2':6 137 6:4 2149 100.0 Vl 

Somers' D asynunetl'ic with contacts after age dependent: .412 Pearson's R: .494 
Lambda asynunetric with nwnber of contacts after age dependent: .047 
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not be of great use if we are concerned about what persons in the cohort 

will be doing in the immediate future. In fact, it is the discontinuous 

nature of c!areers of even those who have contacts over a length)' period 

that makes it so difficult, if net impossible, to predict for the entire 

cohort. While it is true that a very high proportion (75 9
0 or more of those 

\'iho have three or more referrals through the age of 18) is going to have 

another ref(}rra1 wi thin the next three years, there are in sheer numbers 

far more persons in the c:ohort who have never had a referral through that 

age who will do so within the next three years. Persons on the firing line 

know that those who have received frequent referrals through the age of 

18 are likely to continue their misbehavior and, from the viewpoint of those 

who are concerned about the labelling process, it is a considerable concern 

that far larger proportions of those who have had frequent referrals have 

five or more contacts after a given age than do those who have had only 

infrequent contacts. For example, while only 51% of those in the 1949 Cohort 

who had five or more contacts through the age of 18 had five or more after 

that age, almost 759.; of those with five or more referrals through the age 

of 18 had five or more contacts after that age. M1i1e it can be argued 

that those who had five or more referrals must have committed more serious 

types of misbehavior than those who had five or more contacts, the dif~ 

ference in the proportion who will continue to have police contacts is so 

great that the possibility of a labelling effect cannot be disregarded. 

This leads us to an examination of the next set of data, Table 8, which 

relates number of referrals through a given age to seriousness scores after 

that age. 

M1en we attempt to predict who from the 1942 Cohort would have a 

-.l. , 
:1 
i! • 
I: 
" 

, 
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TABLE 8. PEOPLE WITH ACCRUED REFERRALS THROUGH 18 BY THEIR ACCRUED SERIOUSNESS SCORES AFTER 18 
.",., .. u ::::::/. 

Number and Percent of Persons by Seriousness Scores After Age 18 
Referrals 

Cohort Thru Age 18 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 or + Total ----
1942 0 235 49.2 76 15.9 32 6.7 26 5.4 29 6.1 6 1.3 74 15.5 478 100.1 

1 18 22.2 3 3.7 6 7.4 8 9.9 3 3.7 6 7.4 37 45.7 81 100.0 
2 2 6.1 2 6.1 1 3.0 2 6.1 0 0 26 78.8 33 100.1 
3 0 1 5.3 1 5.3 0 2 10.5 0 15 78.9 19 100.0 
4 0 0 0 0 1 9.1 0 10 90.0 11 100.0 

5 or + 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 100 .. 0 11 100.0 
TOTAL: 255 40.3 82 13.0 40 """6:3 36 -r.-7 j'5 b:"5 12 1.9 173 27.3 633 100.a 

Somers' D asymmetric with seriousness after age dependent: .556 Pearson's R: .479 
Lambda asymmetric with seriousness after age dependent: .209 

1949 0 559 59.1 134 14.2 35 3.7 69 7.3 33 3.5 18 1.9 98 10.4 946 100.1 
1 49 24.9 24 12.2 9 4.6 18 9.1 9 4.6 4 2.0 84 42.6 197 100.0 
2 6 10.3 2 3.4 0 13 22.4 3 5.2 2 3.4 32 55.2 58 99.9 
3 3 8.1 2 5.4 0 5 13.5 2 5.4 0 25 67.6 37 100.0 
4 1 5.0 0 2 10.0 1 S.O 0 0 16 80.0 20 100.0 

5 or + 1 2.6 0 1 2.6 3 7.7 0 0 34 87.2 39 100.1 
TOTAL: 619 47.7 162 12.5 47 -3.6 109 B:4 47 - 3.6 24 "T.9 289 27..3 1297 100.0 

Somers' D asymmetric with seriousness after age dependent: .543 Pearson's R: .488 
Lambda asymmetric with seriousness after age dependent: .193 \ 

1955 0 1187 75.3 138 8.8 14 .9 76 4.8 34 2.2 8 .5 120 7.6 1577 100.1 
1 143 50.0 16 5.6 1 .3 48 16.8 16 5.6 3 1.0 59 20.6 286 99.9 
2 34 34.0 2 2.0 0 21 21.0 8 8.0 0 35 35.0 100 100.0 
3 10 25.0 5 12.5 0 4 10.0 0 1 2.5 20 50.0 40 100.0 
4 6 20.7 0 1 3.4 4 13.8 0 0 18 62.1 29 100,0 N 

5 or + 27 23.1 !3 4.3 0 8 6.8 3 2.6 0 74- 63.2 117 100.0 ~ .... J 
TOTAL: 1407 65.5 166 7":7 16 ---:r 161 7:5 6T 2.8 i'2 --:6 '326 15.2 2149 100.0 '-I 

Somers' D asymmetric with seriousness after age dependent: .410 Pearson's R: .443 
Lmnbda asymmetric with seriousness after age dependent: .094 

I 

, 
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seriousness score of six or more after the age of 18 1 we find that simply 

having vs. not having a referral through the age of 18 increases predictive 

efficiency over the modal category of the marginals by 42 9.;. Almost all of 

the errors consist of those who had no referrals through the age of 18 but 

acquired a seriousness score of six or more after that ago. Almost every­

one in the 1942 Cohort who had a referral through the age of 18 had a score 

of six or more after that age. In the 1949 Cohort predictive efficiency 

was increased 2190 by predicting that those who hlld two or more referrals 

through the age of 18 would have a seriousness score of six or more after 

that agel but for the 1955 Cohort predictive efficiency increased only 1290 

wi th the most efficient prediction being that those \d th four or more re-

ferrals would have a se:dousnes.., score of six or more after that age. 

Comparison of Tables 7 and 8 in this chapter with Tables 3 and 4 in 

Chapter 10 reveals ~as would be expected I that persons with a given munber 

of referrals before the age of 18 were more likely to have five or more 

contacts and seriousness scores of six or more after that age than were 

thosl~ who had the same number of contacts or an equivalent seriousness score. 

An analysis of the relationship of frequency of contacts and serious­

ness scores to future court dispositions I the relationship of court dis~ 

positions to future frequency of contacts and seriousness scores l and the 

relationship of past court dispositions to future court dispositions has 

disclosed that having at least one court disposition through the age of 19 

is more predictive of at least one future court disposition thtm oi future 

seriousness scores. Since we shall deal with court sanctions and their re-

1ationship to future behavior in the next chapter. These data are included in 

Appendix L rather than in this chapter. 

- 11 -

Sll\1MARY 

We conclude that although a record of past referrals is correlated 

with future referrals and that while some manipulation of cutting points 

does permit an increase in predictive efficiency over the modal category 

of the marginals l there is relativelr little increase in predictive effi­

ciency. It is clear l however I that referral status through the age of 

18 is a better predictor of frequency of contacts and seriousness scores 

after the age of 18 than of referro1s after that age. 

279 

We are now prepared to examine the relative weight of frequency of contactsl 
seriousness scores l referrals I and severe sanctions through a given age 

in accounting for frequency of contacts and seriousness scores after that 

agel a task to which we shall turn in the next chapter. 

, 
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C~lupter 13. Sanctions and Their Consequences 

MEASURING SANCTIONS 

The effectiveness of intervention and court sanctions for both juvenile 

delinquency and adult crime has been questioned in a lengthy literature that 

has almost invariably culminated in the conclusion that nothing \\'orks for 

either juveniles or adults if a decline in delinquency and crime is the crit­

erion. 1 While earlier studies of post-release juveniles and adults concluded 

that recidivism ran as high as 80~Q, there has been little effort to match the con­

tinuing behavior of those who have had the hypothesized benefits of intervention 

\'lith the behavior of those who have also had contacts with the justice system 

at the same level without similar intervention. This is, of course, a consequence 

of the fact that most research has concentrated on following cases in which 

there has been intervention or sanctioning by the courts rather than the obser­

vation of birth cohorts over a continuing period of time. 

Only in recent years has it been possible to conduct research designed to 

ans\\'el' the question of effectiveness in a more definitive fashion by comparing 

members of cohorts who have and have not experienced intervention at various 

levels in the justice systom.2. As we sec it; we \\'1sh to determine if those 

who are ignored are more or less likely to cease their delinquent and criminal 

behavior than are those who receive tr.(' att(Hltion of the judicial system. 

We havo already shown that the decision to refer is not only one further 

step in the process of becoming known to persons in the justice system but is 

a forerunner of increasingly serious police contacts. The issue of self-label­

ling vs. official labelling is another question. But \'Iheth!'!r we are dealing with 

self-report data or official data on delinquent and criminal behavior \lie may 

aSSlUne that those persons who have been referred (and perhaps sanctioned) and who 

---,---... -------------~~~------
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have a record of continuing and more serious reasons for police contact 

are at loast to a degree not benefitting from intervention in the direction 

desired or anticipated by society. 3 

In this chapter we shall ~xamine the consequences of juvenile interven­

tion and sanctions, controlling for number and seriousness of reasons for 

police contact. A complete description of the operation of the process in­

cluding 01 ~ernatives at each step for handling juveniles who have been 

referred to the juvenile court takes 14 pages of schematic diagrams. Obviously, 

it is not feasible to examine the process in its complexity to determine 

the consequenc~s of each alternative step for each category of juveniles re­

ferred to tho court. It may well be that some of the effects are lost through 

Simplification. On the other hand, analysis of police contacts I referra1s.1 

and sanctions does present some idea of \','hat happens to that proportion of 

each cohort that comes to the attention of the police and courts. Undoubtedly 

some juveniles who have police contacts and referrals by the police or some 

other agency have more trying experiences (and are also more trying to the 

police and court) than others, b~,t we shall attempt to encapsulate their ex­

periences to determine if the experience deters them, has no effect, or seems 

to propel them into even more serious misbehavior. 

In order to assess the severity of dispositions and sanctions, the fol­

lowing procedures were followed. Persons whose record of police contacts 

indicated a referral for further action hecame those :j'/hose records were 

checked for formal juvenile or adult dispositions. The initial coding was 

done on a basis of expected categories (sentence suspended, commuted, etc., 

20 categories of fines, 11 categCJ:ies for time in institutions, etc.) which 

were then combined within each type of category on a basis of degrees of 

- 3 - 283 

, d Thl'S collapsl' ng process resulted in the following basic penalties lmpose • 

code categories with variation in severity of sanctions within major categories: 

Dismissal (1) 
Dismissal (2-3) 
Dismissal (4-5) 
Dismissal (6 or more) 
Supervision 
Custody transfer 
ForfeH of bail 
Fine: f.!.-30 
Fine: $31-60 
Fine: $61-100 
Fine: $101-350 
Fine: $351 or more 
Sentence suspended . , 
Drivers License suspended/revoked: to 9 months; unspeclfled time 
Drivers License suspended/revoked: 10 months or more 
Probation: to 1 year; time unspecified 
Probation: 1 year or more 
Time: 1-29 days; time unspecified 
Time: 30-89 days 
Time: 90 days to 1 year 
Time: 1 year or more 

With the data collapsed and the penalty groups rank ordered, the data 

were converted to a Dispositions Type Geometric Score by assigning n code 

of 1 to a single dismissal, 2 to 2-3 dismissals, 4 to 4-5 dismissals, 

through 1,048,576 for 1 or more years of institutionalization. The lowest 

Geometric score involving a sentence of time was 131,072. If the score 

was 1,048,576 or more, then the person had been incarcerated for a minimum 

of one year. This was, of course, a rather unwieldy scoring technique 

but it did enable us to determine at any time if the Geometric scale 

score included served jail time of up to one year or served prison 

sentences of one year or more and to preserve that combination of dispo-

sitions that a person had received. 

Having established this rather unwieldy scale which contains the most 

extensive description of sanctions received, we next constructed an abbreviated 
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"at"IJ,orics into basic types of dispositions with 
version by cul1ap~;ing ... '-c 

Wl' tlll' 11 ,"'togori!.'s and assigning each a Geometric 
no indication of uugrcu ......... 

score as fol1ow~: 

1 
,") .. 

II i Sill iss n 1 s d f' ) ,Iuvuni Ie controls lsupervlslon and custo Y trans or 
Probation (lncluding ~;uspL'nlkd, sentencLl) 
Fines lincluding forfeit of bUll) , 
Drivers license suspension/revocatlon, 
Incarceration (j ai 1 ~ reformatory ~ Prlson) 

4 
8 

16 
32 

These geometric scores could range from 1 to 63 for any period of time. 

'f G ·tric score was then recaded, 
Each person's Tlt'W Dispositions ypeeome, 

age-by-age, according to this scoring system. 

be U
tl'lized in generating tables for 

While Geometric scores may 

h ' they should not be used in 
analysiS by nominal statistical tee mques, 

cO"I'relational analyses without some transformation technique. A table 

was constructed showing each combination of sanctions (there were 788 

combinations based on the 21 categories in the first dispositions scale) 

score of 1) to the most extensive combination of 
from one dismissal Co. 

h h ts including more than a 
sanctions acquired by anyone in the t rce co or . 

132 616) Inasmuch as we wished 
year in the penitentiary (a score of 1, , . 

to determine the relationship of level of sanctions at or through any given 

referrals, and sanctions, dismissals 
age to later reasons for police contacts, 

G 'scale which we have called the 
were eliminated in yet another eometrlc 

Each score on this scale received a rank order 
Severity of Sanctions scale. 

based on the level of severity which it represented, with similar levels 

combined so that scores range from 0 to 60. Thus, severity of sanctions 

during any age period may be correlated with the number and seriousness of 

offenses durin.~ any age period. For example, through age 18 past and 

J 

1 
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present severity of sanctions for the 1942 Cohort had a Pearsonian correlation 

of .323 with number of police contacts in the future and a Somers' 0 of .602. 

For the 1949 Cohort the corresponding correlations were .385 and .600 and 

for the 1955 Cohort they were .412 and .400. 

PRIOR CONTACTS AND SANCTIONS AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO FUTURE CONTACTS 

In order to give the reader a feel for the data thoy are presented on 

a simple percentage basis in Tables 1 through 4. The results are startling 

in the extent to which they suggest t} t ' ( '10. sanctlons as applied) may be counter-

productive. 

In order to control fo:r the munber of police contacts and seriousness 

of the contacts which juveniles have had and the sanctions meted out by 

the courts, we have placed everyone in each cohort in one of seven combi­

nations of contacts and sanctions shown on the left of each segment of 

'lr.ab1es 1 through 4. The rows in Table 1 start with persons who have had 

no police contacts (and thus no sanctions) through age 18 and descend to the 

bottom row of persons who have had 5 or more contacts and a seriousness 

score of 6 or more and higher sanctions> i.e.> a score of 7 or more on the 

severity of sanctions scale. 

The columns across each segment of the tables show what percentage 

of each group has had none, 1 through 4, or 5 or more contacts or increasing 

seriousness scores. While the data in Tables 1 and 3 are the same, they 

are arranged differently. In Table 1 the number and seriousness of contacts 

determine the order of rows Whl'lc l'n 'fable ~. ' ~ severlty of sanctions determines 

the order of the rows. From the percentages by severity of sanctions and 

by number and severity of contacts through age 18 it is clear that both 
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TABLE 1- RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SANCTIONS "~'IIlWU(ill AGE 18 AND POLICE CONTACTS AFTER AGE lH FOR 00 
01 

MALES IN ALL COHORTS 
.. _---,-~"''''-... ----.----.~~~<-.-- .- » -~ -, " .,.,-----,..--...,.=-~---~ . .-,-~~--- --

Through Age 18 Nwnbcr of Contacts Aftor 18 Thr~lgh Age 18 Seriousness Score After 18 
I I ~=--~ r 1 r---~~~------~ 
Number of Severity Seriousness Severity 
Contacts of Sanctions None 1-4 5 or + N Scoru of Sanctions None 1-5 6 or + N --- - --- ------,- _. 
1942 Cohort 

None None 41.0 48.5 10.4 134 None None 41.8 41.0 17.1 134 
1-4 None 15.6 61.5 22.9 122 1-5 None 19.8 46.9 33.3 81 
1-4 LO\'l 13.0 30.4 56.5 23 1-5 Low 33.3 66.6 6 
1l-4 High 25.0 75.0 4 1-5 High 0 
1; or + None 5.9 32.3 61.8 34 6 or + None 6,7 29.3 64.0 75 
5 or + La\\' 8.0 24.0 68.0 25 6 or + Lo\\' 7.1 9.5 83.3 42 
5 or + High 21.4 78.6 14 6 or + High 16,6 83.3 18 

Number: 81 168 107 356 Number: sf 12:!~' - 152 356 
1949 Cohort 

None None 57.4 40.0 2.5 235 None NOTle 57.5 34.9 7.7 235 
1-4 None 36.8 50.7 12.6 302 1-5 None 42.5 38.2 19.3 212 
1-4 La\\' 5.9 67.6 26.5 34 1-5 La", 100.0 5 
1-4 High 60.0 40.0 5 1-5 High 0 
5 or + None 3.; 45.7 50.6 81 6 or + None 14.0 34.5 51.5 171 
5 or + La", 6.1 53.1 40.8 49 6 or + Low 6.4 30.8 62.8 78 
5 or + High 2.9 32.3 64.7 34 6 or + High 2.6 15.4 82.0 39 

Number: 255 347 138 740 Number: 255 252 233 740 

1 

None None 75.0 24.5 .5 420 None None 75.0 18.3 6.7 420 
1-4 None 56.3 39.3 4.3 300 1-5 None 59.9 30.0 10.1 227 
1-4 Lo", 33.6 57.6 8.0 137 1-5 Lo", 36.7 30.6 32.7 40 
1-4 High 47.4 42.1 10.5 19 1-5 High 100.0 " .. 
5 or + None 38.2 35.3 26.5 34 6 or + None 43.0 24.3 32.7 107 
5 or + La\\' 17.1 51.4 31.4 70 6 or + Low 26.0 29.7 44.3 159 
5 or + High 25.4 32.1 42.5 134 6 or + High 27.2 14.6 58.3 150 

Number: 599 399 116 1114 Number: 599 255 260 1114 

• 
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TABLE 2. RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SANCTIONS THROUGH AGE 18 AND POLICE CONTACTS AFTER AGE 18 FOR 
FEMALES IN ALL COHORTS 

-
1-D.'.~~9.~h ,--Age 1 S Number of Contacts After 18 Through Age 18 Seriousness Score After 18 

I "I I . I I 'I 
Number of Severity SerlO'L'SneSs Severity 
Con t acts of Sanctions None 1-4 5 or + N Score of Sanctlons None 1-5 6 or + N 

1942 Cohort 

None None 66.7 31.9 1.4 216 None None 66.7 28.2 5.1 216 
1-4 None 51.8 41.1 7.1 56 1-5 None 53.7 31. 5 14.8 54 
1-4 Low 0 1-5 Low 0 
1-4 High a 1-5 High 0 
5 or + None 100.0 1 6 or + None 33.3 66.7 3 
5 or + Low 100.0 1 6 or + Low 100.0 1 
5 or + High 66.7 33.3 3 6 or + High 66.7 33.3 3 

Number: 174 94 9 277 174 82 21 277 

1949 Cohort 

None None 73.0 25.6 1.4 363 None None 72.4 22.4 5.2 366 
1-4 None 54.7 40.1 5.2 172 1-5 None 57.3 28.7 14.0 150 
1-4 Lo'\~ 50.0 25.0 25.0 4 1-5 Low 50.0 25.0 25.0 4 
1-4 High 100.0 1 1-5 High a 
5 or + None 23.1 30.8 46.1 13 6 or + None 34.4 34.4 31.2 32 
5 or + Low 100.0 1 6 or + Low 100.0 1 
5 or + High 33.3 66.7 3 6 or + High 25.0 75.0 4 

Number: 364 168 25 m Number: 364 138 55 5s7 

1955 Cohort 

None None 86.0 13.7 .5 658 None None 86.0 11.4 2.6 658 
1-4 None 72.8 26.1 1.1 257 1-5 None 76.6 18.2 5.1 214 
1-4 Low 62.3 31.2 6.3 64 1-5 Low 62.5 15.6 21. 9 32 
1-4 High 80.0 20.0 5 1-5 High 100.0 1 
5 or + None 25.0 58.5 16.7 12 6 or + None 47.3 32.7 20.0 55 
5 or + Low 25.0 65.0 10.0 20 6 or + Low 48.1 36.5 15.4 52 
5 or + High 31. 6 31.6 36.8 19 6 or + High 39.1 8.7 52.2 23 

Number: 811 203 21 1035 Number: 811 158 66 I635 
N 
00 
""""-l 



TABLE 3. RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONl'ACTS ANn SANCTIONS TIlROlltal AGE 18 ANll POLIer CONTACTS AFTER AGE 11) FOR 
MALES IN ALL COHORTS 

Through 

Severity 
of Sanctions - -
1942 Cohort 

None 
None 
None 
Low 
l.o\\' 
High 
High 

1949 Cohort 

None 
None 
None 
Lo\\' 
Low 
High 
High 

1955 Cohort 
None 
None 
None 
LO\'l 

1.0\'" 
High 
High 

Age 18 

Number ofl 
Co ntacts 

Nonr. 
1-4 
5 or '" 
1-4 
5 or + 
1-4 
5 or + 

Number: 

None 
1-4 
5 or + 
1-4 
5 or + 
1-4 
5 or + 

Number: 

None 
1-4 
5 or '" 
1-4 
5 or + 
1-4 
5 or + 

Number: 

Number of Contacts After 18 
I --1 

None 1-4 

41.0 
15.6 

5.9 
13.0 

8.0 

81 

57.4 
36.8 
3.7 
5.9 
6.1 

2.9 
255 

75.0 
56.3 
33.6 
47.4 
38.2 
17.1 
25.4 
599 

48.5 
61.5 
32.3 
30.4 
24.0 
24.0 
21.4 
168 

40.0 
50.7 
45.7 
67.6 
53.1 
60.0 
32.3 

347 

24.5 
39.3 
57.6 
42.1 
35.3 
51.4 
32.1 
399 

5 or '" N 

10.4 
22.9 
61.8 
56.5 
68.0 
75.0 
78.6 
107 

2.5 
12.6 
50.6 
26.5 
40.8 
40.0 
64.7 

138 

.5 
4.3 
8.0 

10.5 
26.5 
31.4 
42.5 
116 

134 
122 

34 
23 
25 
4 

14 
'356" 

235 
302 

81 
34 
49 

5 
34 

740 

420 
300 

34 
137 

70 
19 

134 
1114 

r:~..1\h~\:oy~}E_Agc )~. 8_-='=-~l 
Severity Seriousness 

of Sanctions Score 
.--~~~ ... - -- ~--

None 
None 
None 
Low 
Lm'l' 
High 
lIigh 

None 
None 
None 
Lo\.., 
Low 
High 
High 

None 
None 
None 
l.ow 
Low 
High 
High 

None 
1-5 
6 or + 
1-5 
6 or + 
1-5 
6 or + 

Number: 

None 
1-5 
6 01' + 
1-6 
6 or + 
1 .. 5 
6 or + 

Number: 

None 
1-5 
() 01' + 
1-5 
6 or + 
1-5 
6 or + 

Number: 

None 1-5 

41.8 
19.8 

6.7 
33.3 
7.1 

41.0 
46.9 
29.3 

9.5 

57.5 34.9 
42.5 38.2 
14.0 M.S 

6 •• l SO. 8 

75.0 
59. t) 
·13.0 
~~6. 7 
26.0 

100.0 

509 

18.S 
30.0 
24.3 
30.0 
29.7 

6 or + N 

17.1 
:,3. :; 
64.0 
66.6 
83.3 

7.7 
19.3 
51.5 

100.0 
62.8 

82.0 
233 

134 
81 
'5 

6 
42 

18 
35(; 

235 
21::! 
1"1 

5 
28 

:;9 
'r.fo 

().f 420 
10.1 227 
32.7 107 
32.7 49 
44.3 159 

--------------,------------------------------------------------_. -.-----~~.-=------------------

1 

N 
IX 
00 

, 

, 

\ 
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TABLE 4. RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SANCTIONS '1'1 IROUGI I AGn :L8 AND POLIcn CONTACTS AFTI3R AGH 18 FOR 
FEMALES IN ALL COHORTS 

~,-=-- *,,-.o<~~~ __ ~" - -,;~~""~'-~" """,-- ~I . . 

Through Age 18 Nwnber of Contacts After 18 Through Ajtc .. 1L- Scriousness Score After 18 

Nluuber ofl I I I SCl'iOUS1;J 
1-- - 1 Severity Severity 

of Sanctions Con tacts ~ 1~4 5 01' + N o.f Snns:tiol!.§.. _S_cQrS._ ~ 1-5 6 01' + .J:L . 
1942 Cohort 

None None 66.7 31.9 1.4 216 None None 66.7 28.2 5.1 216 
None 1-4 51.8 41.1 7.1 56 None 1-5 53.7 31.5 14.8 54 
None 5 or + 100 n 1 Nonc 6 01' + 33.3 66.7 3 
Low 1-4 0 Low 1-5 a 
Low 5 or + 100.0 1 Low 6 01' + 100.0 1 
High 1~4 0 High 1-5 0 
lIigh 5 or + 66.7 33.3 3 High 6 01' + 66.7 33.3 3 

Number: 174 ----gr --9 m 174 82 2T 277 
1949 Cohon 

None None 73.0 25.6 1.4 363 None None 72.4 22.4 5.2 366 
None 1-4 54.7 40.1 5.2 172 None 1-5 57.3 28.7 14.0 150 
None 5 01' + 23.1 30.B 46.1 13 None 6 or ... 34.4 34 .4 31.2 32 
Low 1-4 50.0 1.5.0 25.0 4 Low 1-5 50.0 25.0 25.0 4 
Low 5 or + 100.0 1 Low 6 or + 100.0 1 
lIigh 1-4 100.0 1 High 1-5 0 
High 5 or ... 33.3 66.7 3 High 6 or ... 25.0 75.0 4 

Number: 364 168 25 557 ""'364 . 158'* 5S 557 
1955 Cohort 

None None 86.0 13.7 .5 658 None None 86.0 11, .~ 2.6 658 
None 1-4 72.8 26.1 1.1 257 None 1-5 76.6 18.2 5.1 214 
None 5 or + 25.0 58.5 16.7 12 None 6 or + '~7 .3 32.1 20.0 55 
Lo\~ 1-4 62.3 31.2 6.3 64 Low 1-5 62.~ 15.6 21.9 32 
Low 5 or + 25.0 65.0 10,0 20 Low 6 or + 48.1 36.5 15.4 S2 
High 1-4 80.0 20.0 5 High 1-5 100.0 1 
High 5 or + 31.6 31.6 36.8 19 lIigh 6 or ... 39.1 8.7 52.2 23 

Nwnbcr: '81T 203 2T 103'5 Number: .. ' 811 Ts8 66 1035 I'-..) 
00 
l.O 

.. 
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htlv~ ~on!-iistl'!nt effects on the proportion of I>orsons with additional and 

sl'rious I.~ontal!ts after tht! nge of 18. 

Simi lar tables huv(' bl'en created for othf~r ngos anti the data are set 

up, of I.!OUl'Sl', for all ages (correlations have been run for agos 13 through 

30 for the 1942 ~ohol't, for exrunple, for the number and seriousness of con-

tact:; and severity of sanctions before, at, and after these ages, etc.) but 

the data for through and after age 18 arc presented for illustrative purposes. 

It should be noted that although seriousness of sanctions hus beon prc1sented 

in co1lapsed form, the basic relationships exist Nhcn the cntil'o runge of 

$anctions scores is correlated '''ith frequency and ljeriousncss of contacts. 

We shall later deal Nith variation in the effectiveness of sanctions at 

other agl.'s but shall at the moment concentrate on through and after age 18 

as indicative of the severity of the problem which faces people on the 

firing line. 

What we sec is a larger nwnbcr of additional contacts and morc serious 

reasons for contacts as severity of sanctions increases, \'1ith considerable 

regularity for males in all cohorts but Nith less regularity for females. 

Few females received sanctions in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts but there \'lere 

sufficient tlUlllbcrs in the 1955 Cohort to discern that neither sanctions, 

nor their severity, has deterred them from continued police contacts. 

Among those on Table 1 from the 1942 Cohort \'1ho had 1-4 contacts 

through age 18, the percent with 5 or morc contacts after 18 increases from 

22. ~'ii for those \'1ith no sanctions to 75.M for those with high severity of 

sanction:.3. '1'he increase in not as marked among those \'Ii th 5 or more con-

tacts through 18, but it is there. A similar pattern is found Nhen rO\~s arc 

arranged according to seriousness scores through age 18. Turning to Table 3, 

! J 

J . 
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where 1'01'15 arc nrranged according to severity of sanctions and ntunber of 

contacts within severity of sanctions categories, we see how behavior through 

18 is related to bClhavior after 18 within sanctions categories. For GXample, 

78. 6~J of those in the 1942 COhOl t who had 5 Or more contacts and severe 

sanctions through age 18 had 5 or mare polico contacts after that age. Table 2 

and 4 fOr the females have some segments showing essentially the srune reb ... 

tionships as those found for males but there are other segments \'1here pro­

gression is not !:is regular. 

Going back to Table 1, note that runong those with 5 or more contacts or 

seriousness Scores of 6 or more and high sanctions through age 18 there 

are either none or 1 a very ow percentage with no contacts after 18 in both 

the ~942 ar.d 1949 Cohorts. Similarly, in Table 3, none or a very small 

percent of those who received high sanctions through age 18 failed to have 

contacts after that age. 

Tables have also been constructed in which categories of persons are 

viewed in terms of the severity of sanctions accorded them after 18, indi­

cating the past and present contact and sanctions ~ategories that generated 

various levels of sanctions. What we find suggests that sanctions have 

not been evenly applied over the years by the various judges or, for that 

matter, may not have been evenly applied during a given period of Umt!. 

For exrunple, only 2.41'.; of tile 1942 ('ohort males and 4.3!'J of the 1949 Cohort 

males Ni th 1-4 contacts after tile age of 18 l"'s b 
lU een severely sanctioned 

after 18 \'1hile 18.51'" of the 1955 Cohort Nith 1-4 conta(~ts had already been 

severly sanctioned nftp.r that age. Similarly, in terms of the trend to\'lUrd 

higher sanctions, only 34.6~ of the 1942 Cohort males, 46.4% of the ID49 

Cohort, but 81.0~J of the 1955 Cohort with S Or more contacu after 18 had 
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b<.'cn $cv~rc1y sanctlonc~l since then (Table 1, Appendix M). 

Progression from cohort to cohort in severity of sanctions is also 

present with seriousness scores after the age of 18 controlled. A similar 

pattern of progression is found for females J particularly in the increasing 

proportion ~everely sanctioned among persons with high seriousness scores 

after the age of 18 (Table 2, Appendix M). 

Although there is evidence of a heightened relationship between previous 

record and sanctions through age 18, police record after 18, and severity of 

sanctions administered after that age from cohort to cohort (Tables 4-7, 

Appendix M), severity of sanctions within each category of contacts or 

seriousness scores after 18 is not consistent with the number of contacts or 

seriousness scores and sanctions meted out through 18. While an adult justice 

modol does not call for a one-to-one relationship between juvenile misbeha-

viol', juvenile sanctions, adult misbehavior, and adult sanctions, the fact 

remains that adult sanctions are far from perfectly correlated with adult 

misbehavior. 

'THE EFFECTS OF SANCTIONS ON CONTINUITY AND SERIOUSNESS OF CAREERS 

Controlling for Number of Contacts and Seriousness Scores 

When the number of contacts and seriousness scores through the ages 

15, 17, and 21 were controlled and measures of association calculated between 

severity of sanctions through and number of contacts and seriousness scores 

after these ages, as shown in the top panels of Tables 5 and 6 for males 

through ages 17 and 20 (Tables 8 and 9 for males and females through age 

15 and 'rables 10 and 11 for females through ages 17 and 20 may be found in 

Appendix M), there was not a single Pearsonian coefficient of correlation 

that would indicate that those \o[ho received more severe sanctions through 

, 

, 

l' 

\ • 
1 

• 

• 
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TABLE 5. RELATIONSHIP OF SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS THROUGH 17 TO POLICE CONTACTS AND SERIOUSNESS SCORES AFTER 1'1 AND 

RELATIONSHIP OF CONTACTS AND SERIOUSNESS THROUGH AND APTER 17 WITH CONTROLS POR CONTACTS 1 SERIOUSNESS AND 
SANCTIONS: MALliS 

-""_. --~----,--- .-.-------...... -.-_ ..... -------~-----.- -~---, -~ .. """'--. -----~--'" 
, ,- ---

1942 
Cohort 

1949 
Cohort 

1955 
Cohort 

1942 
Cohort 

1949 
Cohort 

1955 
Cohort 

Nwnber 0f 
Contacts 

Through 17 

1 4 
5 or + 

1 - 4 
5 or + 

1 - 4 
5 or + 

Sl'\'l'l'i ty of 
SUIlL'tiuIlS 

Through 17 

None 
Low 
High 

None 
Low 
High 

None 
Low 
High 

Relationship of Severity of Sanctions Through 
Ago 17 to Number of Contacts After 17 

Pearson's R Tau 

----** 
.154 

.335 

.089 

.166 

.065 

.128 

.097 

.124 

Ganuna Lambda * N 

.165 

.265 

.229 

.139 

.125 

.155 

.070 

.216 

147 
55 

337 
130 

435 
200 

Relationship of Number of Cont:1cts Through 
Age 17 to Number of Contacts After 17 

Pearson's R Tau 

. 406 

.587 

.475 
.559 
.435 

.646 

.308 

.278 

.417 

.337 

.166 

.306 

.197 

.264 

.245 

.347 

.447 

.44~ 

.177 

.318 

.337 
.333 
.259 

.083 

.500 

.094 
.611 
.800 

.010 

.1l5 

.434 

N 

184 
7 

11 

,121 
22 
24 

~~37 
182 
116 

Relationship of Severity of Sanctions Through 
SlH' i OllSIWSS Age 17 to Sel'iousness Score After 17 

SL'Ol'U 

Through 17 

1 - 5 
6 or + 

1 - 5 
6 or + 

1 - 5 
6 or + 

S','Vl'l'itr of 
Sam't ions 

Th~,?ugh..lL_ 

None 
Low 
High 

None 
Low 
High 

None 
Low 
High' 

Pearson's R Tau 

.148 

.340 

.061 

.269 

.080 

.129 

.097 

.172 

Gununa Lmnbda N 
-...;..;.-

.269 

-;---
.391 

.310 
,,207 

.064 

.090 

.032 

.122 

86 
116 

215 
252 

279 
356 

Relationship of Seriousness Score Through 
Age 17 to Seriousness Score After 17 

Pearson's R Tau Gamma Lambda N _._. ---- --- --..-.- ----. 
.456 

.596 

.451 

.482 

.379 

.206 
.658 
.312 

.319 

.446 

.353 

.1l8 
,255 

.21~ 
.243 
.279 

.350 

.462 

.400 

.121 

.257 

.283 
.279 
.288 

.lb3 

.778 

.1.!9 
.842 
.909 

.050 
.212 
.616 

184 
7 

11 

421 
22 
24 

337 
182 
116 

* Lambda ASYlllll',ctrica1 with Number of Contacts and Seriousness Scores dependent. N 
LO 
\..N ** Insufficient persons in category or insufficient persons with variability in independent variable for correlation. 

, 
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TABLE 6. RELATIONSHIP OF SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS THROUGH AGE 20 TO POLICE CONTACTS AND SERIOUSNESS SCORES AFTER 20 AND 
RELATIONSIlI P OF GON'l'ACTS AND SI.lRlOUSNW:.lS TIIROUUIl AND AFTER .10 W!Tll CONTROLS 1;0H. CONTACTS, SI:H.WlISNESS, AND 
SANC'l'lONS: MALES 

~_~""'" "'c"'""_~ .. _ ....." .. ,.>_._ ... _~""'-_~~ '" *"'--"" ,, __ -' ~= ... ,'-. ___ ."'-" *_" tt...-•. ~ _ •• _-r _0'- ... ' ,r ,"-= ~_-'" '" -"", __ ,,",,_ ""' .... ..- -"'_U ___ ........ ~ ~ " "-,,,-, ....... .-" "'-_"" ....... >< ""'~ __ .~ ...... _,~_, .. , .. ___ ,~ ________ """'-.. . __ ..... ~_~_ ...... =-_'" ___ . __ ~ __ ->_ -",-,~=_" ...... = ~",--","" -.~"_. ~< ,.._=~_ ",,,,,,-=>~,=--<,-,,,,< • ..,~~_-_"=''''' "' ... """"=~,... ~_"'-" .. ",~, =.~ __ .6-"0 .. ' .. _~_ ""_"" .,."., _~_=o_"-',"--_-"-",~,,, "-"-e;' 

N 
LO 
.../::' 

Relationship of Suvul.'i ty of Sanctiuns Through 
Ago 20 to Number of Contacts After .~o 

Relationship of S0V~ri.ty 01' Sanl.'tions Thruugh 

1942 
Cohort 

1949 
Cohort 

1955 
Cohort 

1942 
Cohort 

1949 
Cohort 

1955 
Cohort 

Number of 
Contacts 

Through. ;.!() 

1 .• 4 
5 or + 

1 - 4 
5 or + 

1 - 4 
5 or + 

Sl'\l'l'i t)' of 
San~tiuns 

Through :!() 

Nono 
1.01.,. 
High 

None 
Lo\'l 
High 

None 
Lo\'l 
High 

Pearson's R Tau Gunllla Lrunbda* N ,. ..... E. ____ ." ---" 
• 185 1 .... . ,),) .413 .048 142 
.255 .162 .209 .163 100 

.124 .065 .388 .026 325 

.336 .115 .150 .196 224 

.101 .087 .306 .019 464 

.107 .080 .113 .105 307 

Relationship of Number of Contacts Through 
Age 20 to Nwnbor of Contrlcts Aftor 

Pearson's R Tau 

. :~()5 

.000 

.312 

• 5=~4 
.398 
.577 

.1·13 
.309 
.292 

.231 

.087 

.308 

.163 

.307 

.05..! 
.144 
.230 

Grunma LUlllbda 

· :~().! 
.101 
.324 

• ,llO 
.198 
.328 

• 1 !) ';' 
.247 
.325 

.158 

.250 

.Sfl 

• 11 :~ 
.217 
,SOO 

.lll:' 
.064 
.210 

N 

I t' ,,' 
VI 

54 
31 

III 
65 

3:H 
191 
249 

~;, r i lHI'dIV!";" Agl..\ :0 to Seriousness Score After 20 
:;("01'\ ' 

11l1'outi1.L ~~_ Pearsoll's R Tuu liununa Lambda N ____ "0" ___ "'" __ -" 
~"''>''="'''--''-''''-'''-

1 - 5 .018 .029 .209 .000 87 
6 or + .286 .230 .316 .151 155 

1 - 5 ----** 220 
6 or + .371 .183 .263 .132 329 

1 - 5 .073 .044 .341 .000 280 
6 or + .189 .147 .243 .054 491 

Relationship of Seriousness Score Through 
Sl'\"l'l'i ty uf Agl\.W to Sl'riousness Score After 20 

Sanl.'tiullS 
~!~hl,!l\l~V:._~)_ .?_~it.,rs~'s "~. Tau 

None 
Low 
High 

None 
1.01'1 
High 

None 
La\\' 
High 

• l·l S 
.004 
.~53 

• ·WI 
.389 
.516 

• I :;8 
.309 
.282 

• 2~19 
.079 
• 27i> 

.~GO 

.179 

.273 

.O':'ll 
.158 
.215 

GUJlillla Lunlbdu N 

• 30U 
.084 
.284 

• .'i ;,,1 
.203 
,282 

.256 

.298 

.2UO 

.457 

.821 

.133 
.265 
.807 

.O:i,l 
.128 
.403 

15 :~ 
54 
31 

331 
191 
249 

*Lmnbda Asymmetrical \'lith Number of Contacts and Seriousness Scores dependent. 
~.:.;ufficient persons in category or insufficient persons \'lith variability in independent variable for correlation. 

1 

, 

, 
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a given age had fewer police contacts or lower seriousness scores than was 

the case for persons who received less severe sanctions through that age. 

(Tau was included for the benefit of persons who would argue that the severity 

of sanctions scale score should be treated as an ordinal .tather than an 

interval variable.) Most of the correlations were very low but out of 45 

correlations there were four that exceeded .300, indicating a positive 

relationship between severity of sanctions through that age and either 

number of contacts or seriousness scores after that age. (These few could, 

of course, have occurred by chance alone.) 

This is such an important point that it is well to look at the dist:t'i­

butions carefully. What do we find if we examine those males with 5 or more 

contacts through age 17? Although those in the 1949 Cohort had a Pearson's 

R of .335 between severity of sanctions through 17 and number of contacts 

after 17 J such a small proportion of the cohort had been sanctioned that 

little improvement over the modal category of the margina1s (using Lambda 

as a measure of proportional reduction in error) is made by attempting to 

predict future contacts from prior sanctions. 

Turning to the 1955 Cohort, where sanctions have been acbllinistered 

with somewhat greater frequency J we find that although the Pearson's R is 

only .089 between sanctions through 17 and number of contacts after 17, of 

the males with 1-4 prior contacts through 17 who had not been sanctioned, 

57°J had already had additional contactG and of those who had been sanctioned, 

75% had additional contacts. For those with 5 or more contacts (the overall 

correlation was .166) through 17, 73~~ of those who had not been sanctioned 

had further contacts but 88~.i of those who had been sanctioned did so. 

; 
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Gi V0n tlwt sanctions have hccn Illetcd out to j uvcniles with caution 

(j uvenile court judges have becn character 1 zed as far too 1 enicnt during 

'1 uences of sanctions tht' p<.'riou of this study) \\'e shoulu 0XUfllln0 t 1e conscq 

ld exp,,,·t to have less difficulty Idth skewed through age 20 where we wou .... '" 

marginals. assoc1' a· t1' OIlS d1' ffer 1i tt Ie from those for the Still) the linear 

1942 amI 1949 Cohort males and there is 1i ttlc relationship between severity 

of sanctions through and the number of contacts after age. Of those in 

the 1949 Cohort with 1-4 contacts through 20) 44'J of those not sanctioned 

hau additional contacts and 71~ of those sanctioned had additional contacts 

after 20. Of those \\'ho had 5 or more contacts through that age) 80~o and 

t ft 20 In the case of the 83~J respectively continued to have contac s a er • 

1955 Cohort the percentages who continued to have contacts of those not 

sanctioned anu those sanctioned with from 1-4 contacts prior to 20 were 

17~o and 32°0 and of those with 5 or more contacts 24r,j and 53~J respectively. 

d h felnales l' n suc}' ,ietail but let it suffice t,.) We shall notiscuss t e • 

say that after t.he age of 20 those who had been sanctioned in the 1949 

and 1955 Cohorts had higher continuity rates than those who had not been 

sanctioned) that sanctions were relatet! to continuity in the sume manner 

as they were for the males with one exception -- sanctioning hat! relatively 

less effect in the undesired direction on females with 1-4 contacts than 

it had on females with 5 or more contacts. There was little difference in 

continuity between sanctioned and unS3ii doned females with 1-4 contacts 

d ' ff betw"en sanct1' oned and unsanctioned femules but considerable 1 erence v 

with 5 or more contacts. 

Whatever has been said about continuity in contacts following sanctions 

is found to a somewhat greater degree for seriousness scores. For example) 

. 
..;.I 

1 
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among those males from the 1949 Cohort Idth scores of 6 or more who wore 

not sanctioned only 13PJ had a score above 31 after the age of 17 but 42 Pcl 

of those who were sanctioned did so. 

Controlling for Severity of Sanctions 

Be all that as it may) our concern 'jver the apparent ineffectiveness 

of sanctions prompted a different arrangement of the data in which controls 

are introduced for severity of sanctions and the relationship presented 

for number of contacts and seriousness scores through and aft~r the ages of 

15) 17, and 20. If failure to sanction results in continuity in contacts 

for members of each cohort that is proportional to their careers before a 

given agc) and if sanctions are effective in that at least a portion of 

each cohort has fewer contacts and lower seriousness scores after sanctions) 

measures of association should be highest in the unsanctioned group and 

lowest in the severely sanctioned gl'OUp for each age. We find that there 

is no consistency in the increase or decrease in correlations frolll unsanc~ 

tioned to severly sanctioned groups. 

While this is somewht',t of an oversimplification of the analysis, the 

correlation scattergrams have also been examined to see if the pattern 

changes for those who have been sanctioned vs. those who were unsanctioned 

to indicate positive or negative effects of sanctions. In some cases the 

pattern is one of increasing linearity or, if not increasing linearity, one 

indicating that the correlation has declined because a sizeable proportion 

of those who had fairly modest careers through the age utilized in the 

analysis took a turn for the worse after sanctioning. In other words, those 

who have been sanctioned turn into a mixed bag, some accumulating ntlJnerous 
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uuditiunul ~ontUl:t~j anu high se1'iuuSlH)!3S scores and othors accumulating 

no fUl'tlwr 01' f~I'i auui tional I.:ontal.!ts and a 10\.,,01' s~riowmess scoro. 

Wl'l'l' salll:tioll:3 cff<.H!tive thore would be somo decline in the accumulation 

uf mluitional ~l)J\ta~t:; and SOl'iousness after any given age and, even if 

tlw I.'Ul'rl' 1 ation bctl'ic(.Hl prior mcasurcs Ullli future measures did not uoclinc 

mtll'keuly J the s lupe of tho curve would bel.:oll\o morc vertical. Whi Ie thls 

\'ias the case for sanctioned persons in one 01' tl.,.O groups of the 1955 Cohort I 

the clfectiv<.H1CSS of sanctions could not be consider<.!d entirely responsible 

for this change. 

Consiucring aU that 1.,.0 have said before about the ovorall lack of conti~ 

nuity in careers, one would suspect that even wIlen continuity declines more 

for thOHC who havt' been Beverly sanctioned than for othel's, only u part of 

the declines can be attributed to sanctions. In those cases II/hore the rela-

Honship between contacts amI seriousness scorcs to a given age and the 

future cxceeds that for unsanctioned vs. sanctioned persons, the difference 

is so small that very little \'leight can be given to the impact of sanctions. 

We shall uti lize path analysis and other mul tiv:lriate techniques in 

assessing the impact of juvenile seriousness, referrals, and sunctions on 

continui ties in cal'cers and continuing seriousness of misbehavior in the 

next chapter. 

CONCLUSION 

Although we have not meant to imply that sanctions in themselves 

generate continuity in careers from delinquency to adult crime, the analyses 

described in this chapter do indicate that severity of sanctions, all other 

things roughly equal, is not folloll/ed by a docline in the accumulation of 

- 13 - 299 

police contacts d}' I an llgl seriousness scores. 
The extent to which continued 

police contacts arc a response to s t' 
. anc lons and are not simply an extension 

of a pattern of misbehavior (in spi to of the efforts 
of persons in positions 

of author! ty Who know the records of j uvenUes 
and who exercise their bost 

judgement) has yet to be determined. 

been .round following the application 
To the extent that some decline has 

of sanctions it cannot be suid that 
the decline is not 

a part of tho general attrition . 
ln contacts also found 

mnong persons Who have not been sanctioned •. 

, 
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1:0UTNOTHS 

1 Pur an cxccll~nt introduction to the problems of the juvenile court 

H~e Task Purte on Juvenile Uelinqucncy and Youth Crime of the President's 

CUllulli:'H.\ion on LaI" Hnfol'l.!cment and Auministrution of Justice, Juvcnllc 

i,,':.'·~q/(t'n,'U ,pd 1',,/{th L'l'z'ml' (Wanhington, D.C.: U.S. GoverlUnent Printing 

Offi\..'(,', U)o7J, pp~; • .:~!). Among tlw mUllcrous publications which have been 

highly critical of the operations of the court arc the follO\dng: Patrick 

'1'. Murph}', (IW' J<.h:dIU l'lU'l'nl ••• 'NIL! ;Jtl~tl': 1'1w tTu:ocuilc tTUlJtiL'l' Uyvtt!nI 

In:,i lillI...' It r}·,'l,/\.J lNcw York: Viking Prl'ss, 1974); Anthony Platt~ 'l'1/(J 

('1.l/ Ii i.\Wt 'l'~l lChil."ago: The Un1 vorsi ty of Chicago Pross, 19(9); Nathan 

F. Leopuld, Jr., ],iJ'l' /'l,w') tW Y(!lU'IO (Garuen City, New York: Doubleday 

~ Co., 1958). POl' a very recent critical text seo: Barry Krisborg and 

,James Am;tin, 'i'hl' t,'hUcll1cn Llj' lol11llt'i.tJlo' C'l'itiL'al l\)'lltlpI'Jt.'tvtJu u~l (hwcni.ltJ 

/W.l~ /,'t' (Palo Alto, California: Mayfielu~ 1978). LaMar T. Emp()y has 

also stumned it up quite \'Ie 11 in "Juvenill' Court: The Turnl shl'd Superpal'ont ~" 
Chapter 1 0, AtllL~i'! t..t1}~ LIt' ,I hqUt:1k'U" 1 t;J Ml:ll~lbloJ tl);J Ctmd O'Ul' t,i,uH (llomC\'1oou j 

Illinois: Thl' !)or~H,'ly Pr(lss~ 1978), PI'. 440-483. It may \'1e11 be, u'5 sug­

gl'stl'U by Martinson after con!liucration of ovcr 200 studies, that nothing 

wurks. See Robert Martinson's "What Works? 'The Martinson Report'," fl'om 

"What \\'wk!J'? QUC!ltiOlUi and Ans\'Iers about Prison Reform," 2'lw pu.blic 

r~ltl'l1CJt 35 (1974): ,~2ti55, 1'1.'printl'\l in NOl'IlHUl ,John::;ol\ and Ll'onal'd 

D. Savitz (eus.), tTunUL!c lltiJ (\)lll;luL!tlmw (Ne\'l York: John Wiley ti Sons, 

1978), Pl'. 788-810. Lest th~ roador conclude that nothing has been learned, 

Palmor's reply should be noted, Ted Palmer, "Martinson Rcvisited~t1 tlvw:>naL 

tJf HCDC<U1<J'h hi Cl;'imfJ uNd DdirZl{UCHCY 12 (1975): 133-1S2~ also reprinted, 

op. tJit,., pp. 811-827. Whether juveniles \'1ho have cOlmnitteu non-criminal 

(lcts should be 'lealt with by a correctional system has become an issue 

in more recent years as \'1cll-stated by William n. Sheriuan, ".Juveniles Who 

Commi t Non-Criminal Acts: Why Treat in a Correction,al System?" z,'tJdc'lu,l 

Pl;'obatiun 31 (1~67): 26-30. 
2 A review of thl) CVl'n more recent literature on corrections in the United 

States to 1975 has been conducted by David F. Grc\!.nberg. Studies aro cited 

in \"hich random assigmnent to oxperimented and control groups \"01'e made 

J 

---------------------_.,--------------
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but the results were no more heartening in terms of evidence of correcti 1 
program effectiveness than from previous ana , surveys. In concluding a chapter ~ 
:',The. Correctional Effects of Corrections," he refers again to the Lipton 
partlnson and \d1'lk' b ' ' , y s survey y saYlng that "The bl' k ' 
'nothiug works' is an " ' an et assortlon that 

exaggexatlOn, but not by very much" David F Gre"n-
berg (od) (}O!l!l't' d • ~ • ... 

" oc! 'l,.o'na an Pul'lie1zmont (Beverly Hill' S' 5~ p. 141. s. ~ age~ 1978) ~ Chapter 

a 
Somo indication of the negative effects of pr . " , 

for White male h' b ocesslng, purtlcularly 
5, as een found by Suzanne S A 

"'rhe Effects 0 t • • geton and Delbert S. Elliott, 
f Legal Procosslng on Delinquent Orientations " 

22 (1974): 87-100. ~ BV(Jial P!lobZcllw 
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Chapter 14. A Mu1tivar~ate Analysis of the Relati~nships of Seriousness of 
Juvenile· Careers ,ann !ntervention 'to Adult Seriousness* 

INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter we continue to investigat~ how the relationship between 

juvenile and adult police contact careers is mediated by the intervention 

of social control agencies (the police and the courts), utilizing the mu1ti-

variate techniques of analysis of covariance and path analysis. Intervention 

by social control agencies during the juvenile period is measured by the num-

ber of referrals by police to juvenile probation and the severity of juvenile 

court sanctions. These variables are conceptualized as more or less dependent 

on juvenile seriousness and as influencing adult seriousness and they there-

fore constitute a set of intervening variables in the model. 

The causal model which will be used in the subsequent analysis is pre-

sented in Figure 1. The model specifies that the seriousness of adult police 

contacts is determined by the seriousness of juvenile contacts, referrals, 

and sanctions. In turn, referrals and sanctions are hypothesized to be deter-

mined by juvenile seriousness. The residual terms (l1i) are included to 

i.'dicate incomplete determination of the dependent variables by the inde-

pendent variables. 

The criterion that a cause must precede its effect in time is satisfied 

for the juvenile-adult distinction since adult seriousness is preceded by 

the occurence of juvenile contacts, referrals, and sanctions. However, the 

causal ordering among the juvenile period variables is more problematic. 

Since the data for these variables are aggregated for the entire juvenile 

* This chapter is an abridged version of a paper by James P. Curry, Ph.D., 

Assistant Research Scientist, Iowa Urban Community Research Center. 



Figure 1. A Cau~al Model of tho Effects of Juvenl1~ Seriousness I Referrab J 

and Sanctions on <\uul t Seriousnl':';s. 
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period (they were originally coded sequentially by date) this means that in 

some cases the temporal ordering of events is not strictly maintained. Despite 

this problem, the data as cwnulated for the entire period will be used for 

four reasons. First, the usc of the completely disaggregated data would 

pC)~q vcry difficult problems for analysis since relatively few contacts 

occur during any age. We woulc.1 also contend that the cwnu1ative experiences 

of the cohort members represent a meaningful concept for the present analysis. 

Second, the distinction between the juvenile and adult periods follow the 

practice of the criminal justice system in Racine (and most other places) 

which treats most offenders under the age of 18 as juveniles. To the extent 

that this practice and the transition from juvenile to adult status creates 

similari ty in careers within the juvenile and adult age periods and dissimi­

larity across th(JI1I, our causal ordering is a reasonable one. Third, our pre­

vious examination of police contacts, referrals, anc.1 sanctions for detailed 

age breakdowns shows that each tends to be encountered somewhat later in the 

juvenile period. Fourth, offenses must precec.1e referralS and referrals must 

precede court action. Thus, there is a logic to the working of the crimi-

nal justice system which supports the causal ordering of the variables. In 

short, we cannot make a strong argument for causal ordering among the juve­

nile period variables based on temporality but the points just discussed 

provide a basis for this ordering. At the same time, we have recognized 

that the aggregation of the data into two Ii fe-cycle petioc.1s may obscure 

important relationships and shall present ac.1di tional analyses at an appro­

priate point in Chapter 16 (The tieneration of Official Careers). This analy­

sis will evaluate alternative specification of life cycle stages in the devcl-
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f 11 'g prusentation of data on the opmt'llt of police: contact careers, 0 OWln it 

, I' IH..'t\'J('l'll I>ust and pres(:>nt liatH.:tions and ~'hangi ng agt' by agl' l'L'latJ Oll!i 111' 

fut m'l' ~;l'r i ()UHJ1l'~~ of ~arcers. 

( 1) an examination of mean adult Tht' analysis consists of four sections: 

f ' cll1'le career patterns, (2) a path !iL'riommes5 5C01'0S for four types 0 JUv 

t t reel'S by sex within cohorts, analysis of tlw model of police con ac ca 

Inodel by sex within the 1955 Cohort, and (4) cohort (3) a comparison of the 

comparisons of males. 

JUVENILE GARBER PA'I1'ERNS AND TIlE SERIOUSNESS OF ADULT CAREERS 

The primary questions addressed in this section are: (1) to what extent 

'f b ' > \' 1" career patterns and (2) to what dot'S adult seriousness dlf er Y JUVCJl ~ 

of J'uvenile police contacts, the number of juvenile extent do the seriousness 

police referrals, and the severity of juvenile sanctions affect adult serious-

t lone? Although the ness over and above the influence of career pa terns a 

juvenile period includes the ages of 6 through 17 and the adult period in-

date \,'hen data collection was terminated, for the cludes age 18 through the , 

purposes of direct comparisons across cohorts 

lize'5 only ages 18 through 21. 

data for the adult period uti-

We have classified the cohort members into four juvenile career types 

or absence of J'uveni1e police contacts, juvenile according to the presence 

police referrals, and juvenile sanctions. The first type includes those who 

had no police contacts, referrals, or sanctions as juveniles. The second 

l ' ntact as J'uveni1es but no those "'ho }\ad at least one po J.ce co type includes ... 

referrals or sanctions. The third type includes those who had at least one 

1 t referral, and no sanctions. police contact, at eas one The fourth type 

I 

j 
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includes those who had at least one police contact, at least one referral, 

and at least one sanction. Thus, the four categories reflect increasing 

inVOlvement in the juvenile justice system but do not necessarily reflect 

the seriousness of jUvenile contacts, the numbers of referrals, or the 

severity of sanctions. 

To answer the questions posed at the outset of this section, we examine 

the mean adult seriousness Scores for each of the four categories with and 

without statistically controlling for juvenile seriousness, the number of 

juvenile police referrals, and the severity of juvenile sanctions. This 

strategy permits us to eX~line predicted adult seriousness scores for each 

of the four categories as if they are equivalent in terms of the control 

Variables. Obviously, they arc not equivalent but the analysis of covariance 

method allows us to gain some insight into the effects of juvenile seriousness 

and official intervention on adult seriousness for persons Who have experi­

enced different juvenile career patterns. 1 

We should emphasize that career patterns and control variables are not 

independent. For example, those cohort members who have had no juvenile 

police contacts necessarily have no juvenile seriousness scores. This means 

that the career patterns and control variables are artlfactually correlated 

to some extent but we have applied dununy variable multiple regression so 

that these intercorre1ations arc taken into account. This procedure will 

not satisfy the statistical purist but does allow us to partially address 

the important substantive issue of how the adult seriousness of the four juve-

nile career types varies accordil1g to the seriousness of JUVenile' pOlice 

contact careers, the number of juvenile police referrals, and the severity 
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of juvenile sanctions. 

The analysis of covariance results for the 1942 Cohort are presented in 

Table 1. The "unadjusted" figures are the mean adult seriousness scores 

broken down by juvenile career pattern and expressed as deviations from the 

grand mean. Deviating the means for the career patterns from the grand 

mean provides a common reference point for the unadjusted and adjusted means 

in terms of the average adult seriousness for the entire sex subgroup. 

The result~ for the males show that increased involvement with the juve­

nile justice system in terms of contacts, referrals, and sanctions is asso­

ciat0d with higher levels of adult seriousness. Thus, while those who had 

no police contacts, referrals, or sanctions as juveniles are well below aver­

age in adult seriousness (-8.365), those who had contacts, referrals, and 

sanctions are well above average (26.148) in adult seriousness. On the 

basis of career pattern alone, then, we would predict substantial differences 

in a mean adult seriousness for the 1942 Cohort males. 

With juveni1u seriousness held constant, the mean adult seriousness for 

1942 males with no contacts and those with contacts is below average but 

for those with contacts and referrals or contacts, referrals, and sanctions 

it is above average. Also, it is clear that juvenile seriousness serves to 

induce variation in adult seriousness as evidenced by the difference between 

the unadjusted and adjusted mean seriousness. For example, those 1942 Cohort 

males who had contacts, referrals, and sanctions exhibit unadjusted adult 

mean seriousness scores substantially higher than that with seriousness 

held constant (26.148 vs. 12.893). Thus, there is a positive relationship 

between juvenile seriousness which exists above and beyond the effect of 

, 

\ 

1 
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TABLE 1. UNADJUSTED AND AJ).1USTlm MEAN ADULT SHRIOUSNESS (EXPRESSED AS DEVIATIONS FROM 'rHE GRAND ~mAN), 
BY JUVBNIW eARBIll~ PATTHHN AND SllX: H)4.:! COllORT 

Juvenile Career Pattern Adjusted for: 
Contacts Referrals Sanctions Seriousness Referrals Sanctions Referrals and 

6-17 6-17 6-17 N rJ Unatljustct!. 6-17 6-17 6-17 Sanq!:ions, 6-17 ---
MALES 

No No No 154 43.3 -8.365 -3.694 -4.766 -8.176 -4.784 
Yes No No 81 22.8 .. 2.210 -1. 329 1.390 .. 2.021 1.372 
Yes Yes No 103 28.9 9.676 4.316 3.555 9.865 3.499 
Yes Yes Yes 18 5.1 26.148 12.893 14.173 22.588 14.730 -

Grand Mean :: 13.169 356 100.1 

FEMALES 

No No No 224 80.9 -.552 .157 -1. 342 ---* 
Yes No No 36 13.0 1.208 -.453 .418 
Yes Yes No 14 5.1 1.967 -1. 877 12.898 
Yes Yes Yes 3 1.1 17.514 2.147 34.958 

Grand Mean :: 1. 820 277 100.1 

* Too few cases to atljust for sanctions. 



310 

~~areer patterns. Alternatively, if the foul' career patterns \'101'0 l~quival(mt 

in terms of juvenile seriousness the differences in their mean adult sorious­

ness would be substantially reduced. 

The next t.:olult1n presents the mean adult '1tn'iousness scores adj usted for 

referrals. The mean s('l'ioUlinl'ss for 'chu:,c \'1ho hod no JUVenile contacts is 

again belm ... t}\l' grand mean tllld is above the g~'!mtI moun for those who hud 

some typ!.' of involvernl'nt with th~ criminal justice system. l!owever, the dif­

fel'l'lH.:es by curl'or pattl'rn ure markedly l'ctIuccd as shown by the mean for 

thosl' , ... ho had contacts, referrals, antI sanctions. The predicted mean for 

this group is about half the unadjustPQ mean (14.173 vs. 26.148). The inter­

pretation of this rl'sult is that reforrals serve to induce val'iation in adult 

seriowmess in the same direction as the group IS juvenile seriousness; that 

is, the greater the number uf juvenile reforrals, the more serious the 

adul t eareer. 

When the saved ty of juvenile sanctions is held constant the adjusted 

mean St:l'i OUSlll'BH is not changetI VCl'Y nlul:h from the unadj usted mean. '1'his 

~\mal1 I!et:l'l'l' of dWllgl' indic:at{~s n \\1t.'ak positive relationship betNccn juvenilc 

sanctions and adult seriousness: the more severe the sanctions, the mo1'O 

serious the adult career. 

'rhe data on the adjusted adult seriousness scores with both juvenile 

refl\rral H and sanctions held constant arc especially interesting because 

they reflect the combined influence of referrals and sanctions on atIult 

scriousness. '1'he resulting pattern of differcmces in mean adult seriousness 

is quite similar to that when juvenile seriousness is held constant; that is, 

the combined influcm:c of the number of juvenile referrals and severity of 
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juvenile sanctions results in incroasctI adult seriousness. 

'1'0 sUllunal'izo the findings for the 1942 Cohort mal os, the sol'iousness of 

juvenile polico contacts, number of referrals by the police, and severity of 

court sanctions arc all positively related to adult seriousnoss. Also, 

none of the adjustment procedures has retIucod the mean seriousness of those 

with contacts, rofex'rals, and sanctions to the level of the grand mean for 

the sex subgroup. This can readily be s...:en by scanning the moan scores for 

this gl'oup in the bottom row of each column. 

The implications of these findings fa'" the effectiveness of official i.nter­

vention by social control agencies are quite clear: neither referrals nor 

sanctions during the juvenile period result in substantially re(.luced adult 

seriousness. On the contrary, the evidence suggests that the nwnber of 

police l'eferrals or severity of sanctions, alone or in combination, sel'ves 

to increase the sel'iousl1ess of ,ldult careers of the 1942 Cohort males. At 

the same time, \'/e should stress that thi s analysis docs not show the strength 

of these relationships within a comprehensive multivariate framework. 1101' 

exomple: it will be useful to kuOI'I the strength of the influence of official 

intervention on udul t seriousnc$S when seriousness of jUVClli1(~ careers is 

controlled. Answers to such questions will be providetI in the next section 

followin~ our continuing tIiscusbion of the analysis of covariance. 

Before cxumining the meun adult seriuusness for the 1942 Cohort fomale 

juvenile carecl' patterns, two things shoultI be noted. First, there arc vcry 

few females who had contacts and referrals or contacts, rCfl'l'rah;, antI sanc­

tions. Thus, estimates based on thcst~ categorics arc likely to bl~ rut}wr 

unrcliable. SCl!ond, as \~C have not~d in previous chapters J fewer HM.! Cohort 
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females have had either juvenile or adult police contacts (80.99.; of them 

had no juvenile t:ontacts as contrasted \"ith 43.390 of the males). Tho mean 

seriousness of the adult careers of the females (1.820) is also substantially 

lower than that of the males (13.169). 

As with the males, more serious adult careers are associated with 

greater involvement in the juvenile justice system. However, holding juve­

nile seriousness constant substantially reduces the mean differences between 

the juvenile career patterns. For example, the difference 1n mean adult 

seriousness :tor those who had no contacts, referrals, or sanctions vs. those 

who did have contacts, referrals, and sanctions is 18.066 with no variables 

. '!/i,thcld constfuit and 2.304 with juvenile seriousness held constant. Contrary 

to the finding for the 1942 Cohort males, however, is evidence that referrals 

decrease adult seriousness among the females. When juvenile referrals are 

held constant mean adult seriousness for those who had contacts, referrals, 

and no sanctions is increased from 1.967 to 12.898 and from 17.514 to 34.958 

for those who had contacts, referrals, and sanctions. Another way to express 

this finding is that if these two groups had no juvenile referrals at all, 

their mean adult seriousness scores ,,,ould be higher than they actually are 

(as unadjusted means). 

To summarize the findings for the 1942 Cohort females, we find that 

more serious juvenile careers are associated with more serious adult careers 

and that an increase in the number of police referrals is associated with 

decreased adult seriousness. In contrast to the males, then, there is some 

evidence that contact with social control agencies decreases the adult serious-

ness of these females. Unfortunately, the number of female.:. '''ho received 

", .) 
Ii 
I! 

I 
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sanctions in the 1942 Cohort was too small to permit computation of adjusted 

mean adult seriousness for them and so we are not able to infer anything 

about the effects of sanctions for this particular group. 

Table 2 presents the unadjusted and adjusted mean adult seriousness 

scores for the 1949 Cohort. The association of adult seriousness with great-

er juvenile involvement in the juvenile justice system is considerably dimi-

nished for the males when either juvenile seriousness or referrals is held 

constant, another indication that these variables contribute to increased 

adul t seriousness. The same effect appears although in somewhat weaker form 

when juvenile sanctions are held constant. When both referrals and sanctions 

are held constant the differences are again reduced, indicating that the 

combined influence of referrals and sanctions is to increase adult serious-

ness. 

Turning to the 1949 Cohort females in Table 2, we again find a large 

difference in juvenile and adult police contacts by sex. As opposed to 36.990 

of the males, 71.89.; had no juvenile contacts, referrals, or sanctions. Simi-

larly, the mean adult seriousness for the females is 2.377 in contrast to 

9.597 for the males. 

As with other groups just discussed, the mean adult seriousness for the 

1949 Cohort females increases with greater juvenile involvement in the 

juvenile justice system. When juvenile seriousness is held constant, however, 

these differences between career patterns are markedly reduced. 

When juvenile referrals are held constant we find a partial reduction 

in the differences in adult seriousness by career pattern. This suggests 

a weak positive relationship between referrals and adult seriousness as opposed 
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TABLE 2. UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED MEAN ADULT SERIOUSNESS (EXPRESSED AS DEVIATIONS FROM TilE <iRA-NO ~mAN), 
BY JUVENILE CAREER PATTERN AND SEX: 1949 COIlORT 

Juvenile Career Pattern 

Contacts 
6-17 

MALES 

No 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Referrals 
6-17 

No 
No 
Yes 

Yes 

Grand Mean = 9.597 

FEMALES 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 

Yes 

Yes 

Grand Mean = 2.377 

Sanctions 
6-17 

No 
No 
No 

Yes 

No 
No 

No 
Yes 

N o . ., 

273 36.9 

208 28.1 

213 28.8 

46 6.2 

740 100.0 

400 71. 8 

110 19.7 

42 7.5 

5 .9 

557 99.9 

* Too feN cases to adjust for sanctions. 

Unadjusted 

-7.180 

-3.713 

6.013 

31.555 

-1.162 

.178 

7.742 

24.023 

Seriousness 
6-17 

-2.668 

-1. 970 

2.555 

12.908 

.331 

-2.306 

.636 

4.409 

Referrals 
6-17 

.213 

3.680 

5.403 

16.542 

-.837 

.503 

4.605 

17.215 

Sanl:tions Referrals and 
'_F~ __ ()_-:.!}~'" !?ll:!l~.t i.9.!1.,~.!_.2:l.:~ 

-().()24 

-3.157 

6.569 

J3.272 

---* 

3.459 

.008 

1.445 

13.800 

---* 

" 



315 
- 10 -

to the 1942 Cohort fomales where we found a negative relationship. In 

other l'lords) if the 1942 Cohort females had received no referrals they 

would have had more serious adult careers whereas the 1949 Cohort females 

would have had less serious adult careers. 

In summary) juvenile seriousness and referrals are associated with 

increased adult seriousness among the 1949 Cohort females. This pattern is 

similar to that found for the 1942 and 1949 Cohort males but uiffers from 

that for the 1942 Cohort fomales. Remember that we have already expressed 

somc concern for the statistic for the 1942 Cohort females bccauso of the 

small number that had been referl'eu and sanctioned. 

Table 3 presents the results of the analysis of covariance fa l' the 1955 

Cohort. We find that male juvenile career patterns which reflect groater 

involvement with the juvenile justice system are associated with higher levels 

of adu! t seriousness. When juvenile seriousness is helu constant, hOI'lcver, 

the differences by career pattern arc substantially reduced and indicate 

that juvenile seriousness is (l!;sociated with more serious adult careers over 

and above any effects of the juvenile career pattern. Very similar results 

arc obtained when the number of juvenile referrals is held constant. This 

again indicates that juvenile referrals arc related to increased adult serious,· 

ness. When the severity of juvenile sanctions alone is held constant l\Ie 

find that the mean adult seriousness for those who had juvenile ~ontacts, 

referrals, and sanctions is essentially the same as that for those who hatl 

juvenile contacts and referrals but no sanctions. In other words, the seve-

ri ty of juvt'nile sanctions appears to increase the seriousness of adult 

careers over and above the fact of being referred when this pattern is c.::on-
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TABLE 3. UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED MEAN ADULT SERIOUSNESS (EXPRESSED AS DEVIATiONS FROM TilE GRAND MEAN), 
BY JUVENILE CAREER PATTERN AND SEX: 1955 COHORT 

Juvenile Career Pattern 

Contacts Referrals Sanctions 
6-17 6-17 6-17 

MALES 

No No No 

Yes No No 

Yes Yes No 

Yes Yes Yes 

Grand Mean = 6.586 

FEMALES 

No No No 

Yes No No 

Yes Yes No 

Yes Yes Yes 

Grand Mean = 1. 658 

N 

479 

247 

90 

271 

1087 

709 

167 

74 

80 

1030 

P. 
o 

44.1 

22.7 

8.3 

24.9 

100.0 

68.8 

16.2 

7.2 

7.8 

100.0 

Ad; tlstl'd for: 
~ _____ ""-,,, .• .- ...... _""-....."" .. _-""- ... '""-~_~ ... ,.,,,,,. *' ",~-." .... " __ .t:..,, ... ___ ..B~~'."". _______ .. __ .. _ ... ~_ ... 

Seriousness Referra15 Sanctions Referrals and 
Unadjusted 6-17 _..2..:.11-- ., __ <?.::12._~ .§jlnctions j (1-17. 

-4.784 -2.147 -2.462 -3.180 -2.565 

-2.141 -.500 .182 -.536 .07tl 

2.947 2.598 2.390 4.552 2.132 

9.429 3.389 3.393 4.596 3.754 

-.987 .010 -.496 -.1712 -.491 

.611 .351 1.102 .886 1.107 

2.450 -.133 .790 2.724 .911 

5.240 -.698 1.362 1 • ~),J.·1 1 . 1 tl9 

\ 
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trasted with the unadjusted means. When both referrals and sanctions arc: 

held constant some differences in adult seriousness among the careor pat­

terns remain, but they are largely attenuated. This latter finding indi­

cates that the combined influence of juvenile referrals and sanctions is 
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to slightly increase adult seriousness. It is clear from these data that 

referrals ami sanctions do not have a deterrent effer.t on adult soriousness. 

In sunuuary, we find that higher levels of juvenile seriousness, groater 

11lullbol's of police referrals, and more severe juvenile sanctions are assocl.atod 

\d th increased auul t seriousness for the 1955 Cohort males. This pattern 

is assenti ally similar to that found for the 1942 and 1949 Coho.l:t males 

despi to the di ffarant hi s tad cal periods invo 1 ved. 

While the 1955 Cohort females have a lower level of involvement with 

the pOlice as juveniles and adults than did the males (as did the 1942 and 

1949 Cohort females), we again note that the percent of females with no in­

vol voment of any kind has continued to de<.~line frolll cohort to cohort. Thus, 

68. So.; of the 1955 Cohort females had no involvement with the police as (:on­

trasted with 71.8~ of the 1949 Cohort females and 80.9~ of the 1942 Cohort 

females. These data, as discussed in another context, reflect the of ten­

noted increase in de linqucncy among females. 

Like the 1955 Cohort males, we find that career patterns of the 1955 

females which reflect greater juvenile involvement are associated \."ith great(\!' 

adult seriousness I although the magnitude of these differences is less than 

that for the males. When juvenile seriousness is held constant the dif­

ferences in mean adul t seriousnt~SS by juveni Ie career pattern largely dis­

appear. Thus, we may say that juvenile seriousness accounts for mORt of tlH..' 
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ob~urvcu lii freren~t':; i 11 mlul t !icriuutiJlt':·ni y ~arl'e • b l' l)attl'rn When juvenile 

rl'fl'rral~ an' helu ~unlitni\l thu ui ffl'renCl'S arc rcduccd but not eliminnteu 

inuicating a wl'ak positivl' effl'ct of JUVl'lll l' rc .<2 ., , 1 t' '1'1'a1!; on auult seriousness. 

The utljusted auult ~wriousncss ~l!ore~ fur tht)!ic who had 

and sanct ions as j uVl'ni It·s is 100\1l'r than that for those 

contacts, referrals, 

who had cuntacts 

and referral:; "'''' ,_ but 1'0 ."atl"tl' UT'~; \\I}ll'n the sevcri ty uf juvenile san~tions is 

held constant. Thu~i, the 1I11!>osi tion of lIIort: ~;tWl'rl' sanctions produced an 

increase in adult suriousn~ss bcyond t}lat which would be expectud on the basis 

of referrals alone. Whun rl'fc1'l'als and sanctions are both held constant tlw 

differencus in auult ~;t'l'jl)m;lll'~;:; hy \.'al'l'l'l' pattl'rm, unain largely disappuar, 

an indication that tIll' \.'1l1ll)1 TIl' LnlpaC "-1, d' t of' l'l'f~'l'rals and sanctions results in 

an increase in adult sl'riommess above and buyond that exp~cted on the basis 

of career pattern ulone. 

In sllll\lllary I \\10 fin '" U d tllat tIl" "11' i'f'cI'ences in adult seriousness D::;sociatcu 

I llIDlbtH' of J'uvl'nile referrals, and severity of with juvenile career puttern l 

juvenile sanctlons or ..... , f' tIle 1955 {'ollort females arc similar to those of the 

other male and females groups eXUlllinuu here with the except~ on of the 1942 

Cohort females. Thus, the ~l'l'iOUHlll!~Hi t)f juv('nilc caroers, ntllnbt.'r uf juve­

nile referrals, and scved ty of juvmlile sanctions all \~ork to increase 

adult seriousness. In addition, \'Ie find tIl(' interesting effect that, for 

the 1955 Cohort females, severity of juvenilt.' sanctions produces an increase 

in adult seriousness that more l ~ tIl aI' "ccounts for the dj fferenc(.>s betwc(m 

the juvenile career patterns. 

Tables 4 and 5 report similar analyscs to thosc just discussed. Jiorc, 

however, the adult period is defined as ages 18-21 to permit direct \lJl. thin-

J. 

1 

1 
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sox comparison across cohorts. In effect \~C arc holding constant tho adu! t 

age range so that the length of exposure to the possibility of pOlice con­

tacts is tho sallie for ltll three cohorts. 

'rable 4 presents the results f{~r males by cohort. When no variables 

nrc held constnnt the career PltttOl'fH, which reflect groater invo!vcmcnt \dth 

the JUVenile justice system nrc associltted with 1II0re serious a~ult carcol'S 

us before. The 1942 and 1955 Cohorts exhibit very similar differences in 

1II0Hn adult seriousness by juvenile I.!Ul'eCl' pattel'n; however, the unadjusted 

deviation frolll the grand lIIoan fOl' the 1949 Cohort malos who have contacts, 

refuna1s ~ and sanctions is 11\0re than t\dce us groat as that for ci ther tIll' 

1942 or 1955 Cohort males. This tIi ffurence is all the 1II0rc striking if wo 

:tecall that years of exposure are the srulle for all three cohorts. This is 

conSistent with our previous finding that the p~rcentage of males with no 

involvement in the juvenile justicl' $ystl'lII was lower for tho 1949 Cohort 

males than for males in eithel' of thl' other cohorts. 

Differences in adult seriousness b>' juvenile career pattern arc larlwly 

l'cclu~ed when juvenile seriousness is held constant, although the Srulll' group 

in the 1949 Cohort again shows n relatively high level of adult seriousness. 

Overall, however, this indi cates that juvenile seriousness is a lIIuj or fact 01' 

in producing adult serioust1l'sS over and above the Cltreel' pattern. As hl'fol'l', 

iln alternlttc way of stating this is that the adult seriousness scores asso-

ciated with the various juvenile carDcr patterns would be very similar lwith 

the exception of the 1949 Cohort gruupJ if tlwir l(\vcls of juvcllill' ~el'iou:i-
ness were equivalent. 

A similar pattern emerges \\then rcferrals arc held constant whidl sug-
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TAnLE 4. UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED MUAN SERIOUSNESS DUIUNll AlllJS 18-~1 (EXPRES$UIJ AS UEVIATWNS FROM Till: GIU\NU 
MEAN), ny JUVUN 1 LH CARUm~ PATTERN: MALES 

Contacts 
~.::!.L 

No 

Yes 
Yes 
Y('s 

Referrals 
~?~ 

No 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

Adjustl'U for 
Referrals) bu17 

"~"d__ --7ti=":-t-'""'n4 

J 94 2. .ll>i~. 
~1.688 -2.564 

.987 -.476 

1.247 1.657 

2.859 9.693 

Sanctions 
~~6 .... !.7 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

~ 
~2.40S 

.192 

.1.595 

3.214 

- --- "-- ~ :... 

~~====,l!!ill.tl j 11M (' d c== =~= = ~ 
J g'!1~ }1~1l! .!p~5~~ 

,. f:l,) 
~~. ,)c...w -4.425 -4.tl13 
~.84'7 ~J. ~~37 u.L 016 

4.366 3.826 3.125 

8.961 19.114 8.95:~ 

All.iw~tl\d flit' 

"==c~~l!l.l:!) (~l~::J }1 .• ).:: = = __ = 

1,9_4)1. In1~. 1P_5,~ 

-2.986 =4.155 -3.112 

-.0311 ~2.0()7 -.515 
4.9003 4.0% 4.tJ26 

-1.113 1S.04·l 4.433 
Gl'nnd Means: 1942 0 4.983, 1949 0 5.799, 1955 0 b.364 

A~litwtl\ll fur S('ri()ustll\~~) hul';' 
-0;0:- ~t: ~ __ , __ == . ..=.>- _"-- 4:' ""-=0:.:;. ~.""""".-.l..#. _~---:.."""-"' .... _" 

lU4~ 1949 lUSS '--- "'---"'" 

~ 1. It)8 Ie,:!. 1 ~~'; <!.108 
~ • ,IO~) ~ t .45.:\ ~. ,triU 

1. h99 ~.(l72 ~. :t~l..! 

2.3tlb n. tl5 ~l :L21() 

A\I ,i \I" t l'd t'tll' 

l~l·. t:l~r}:.~ 1:" =:Yl;l. = Si~ll.~:t) \ 11~ ' •• I)·, 1 :' 
--",=-",~-

1 ~J.1 J 1 O,t ~l 1 H55 
~=--=--::. ~£~,-,-",,-,~ 

-1.4,1;1 ~2. S·lH .. .!.:l.!l 

1. t.!32 • ·1bO U"/': • f,," 

~.OOb 1. 494 ~.301 

~,1. 118B 10.288 ~~. fJ~4 

, 
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gests that referrals act in much the same manner as seriousness in terms of 

their effects on adult seriousness. Again~ the one exception is members of 

the 1949 group who had contacts~ referrals~ and sanctions. When sanctions 

are held constant juvenile career pattern differences in adult seriousness 

are again reduced in a manner \'lhich is similar across cohorts with the ex-

ception of the 1949 Cohort males. 

In general ~ we find that the seriousness of police contacts during the 

ages 18-21 is determined in a very similar manner among the males of the 

three birth cohorts. The one exception is in the 1949 Cohort for those who 

had contacts~ referrals~ and sanctions during the juvenile period. This 

group consistently exhibits a high level of adult sel'iousness relative to 

the other groups with and without controls. Howcver~ the similarity across 

cohorts is the predominate finding of this analysis and this is despite evi-

de nee of an upward trend in adult seriousness over time (see the cohort 

grand means in Table 4). At the same time~ this analysis does not address 

intercohort differenc()s in a manner rigorous enough to permit the inference 

that there have been no changes in career continuity over time. 

Table 5 presents the intercohort comparisons for the females. When no 

other variables are held constant we find that the mean adult seriousness of 

the two least involved career patterns is fairly similar across the three 

cohorts. However, among t-hose \.,ho had contacts, referrals~ and sanctions~ 

the 1949 Cohort females have the highest unadjusted mean adult seriousness 

(15.201) \.rhich is about three times as great as that for the 1955 COhol't 

females. This finding is based on vcr)' few cases in the earlier cohorts ~ 

however~ and theref<')ro must be viewed \"ith :::aution. 

-----~~~ ~-
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TABLE 5. UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED MEAN SERIOUSNESS DURING AGES 18-21 (EXPRESSED AS DEVIATIONS FROM TilE GRAND 
MEAN) ,BY JUVENILE CAREER PATTERN: FEMALES 

Juvenile Career Patterns Vnudjusted Adjusted for Seriousness, 6-17 Contacts Referrals Sanctions 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 6-17 6-17 6-17 - -
No No No -.312 -.716 -.981 .089 .349 .011 Yes No No .891 -.026 .582 -.049 -1.326 .324 Yes Yes No .264 5.078 2.481 -1. 910 .Q08 -.0::>1 Yes Yes Yes 11.336 15.201 5.185 2.820 1. 209 - .692 

Adjusted for Adjusted for Adjusted for Referrals, 7-17 Sanctions, 6-17 Referrals and Sanctions, 6-1 ~; 1942 1949 1955 1942* 1949* 1955 1942* 1949* 1955 - --.670 -.550 -.492 -.712 -.488 .533 .141 1.072 .852 1.076 5.231 3.471 .825 2.750 .919 19.261 11.714 1.354 1.980 1. 228 Grand Means: 1942 = .664, 1949 = 1.399, 1955 = 1. 627 

* Too few cases with sanctions to compute adjusted means. 
\ 
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Nevertheless, this finding is interesting since, as with the males, 

there is evidence of an up\"ard trend in adult seriousness over time (see 

the grand means in Table 5). In other words, the 1955 Cohort females \"ith 

the most involved juvenile career pattern have a lower mean adult serious-

11ess than their older countcrr-arts despite an upward trend in seriousness 

over time. The reason for this can be found by returning to Tablt's 1-3 

which show the percent of each cohort with a given career pattern. These 

data show that the percent of fl~males in the two most involved career pat­

terns is highest for the 1955 Cohort females. Since those with highly inVOlved 

juvenile career patterns arc also the highest in terms of adult seriousness, 

this trend toward more involved juvenile careers increases the overall moan 

adult seriousness even though thl;' 1955 Cohort females have relatively low 

scores, as shown in Table S. Put differently, one reason for the overall 

increase in mean seriousness across cohorts for the females is that a greater 

proportion of females in t1'c 1955 Cohort Wl'rc d ther referred or sanctioned, 

and it is they Who also have the highest nwan adult scriousness. 

A number of different proc('sses may underlie this phenomenon. For 

instance, it may be that females in the 1955 Cohort arc treated morc 

legalistically and therefore arc mort.' likely to have serious adult careers. 

Because females are permitteu to p lay roles with marc equality than pre­

viously there is also a greater likelihood of eA~osure to official inter­

vention. Another possibility is that juvenile seriousness has come to 

have a greater impact on adult seriousness over time. Thus I the greater 

proportion of females being referred or sanctioned may reflect an increas­

ing artiCUlation between offense and official response. Yet another possi-
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bility is that the increased adult seriousness is due to an increased level 

of juvenile seriousness. 

This latter interpretation receives some support from Table 5 when we 

examine the mean adult seriousness for the juvenile career pattern with 

juvenile seriousness held constant. We find that the adj usted mean adult 

seriousness for the 1955 Cohort females who had contacts, refc:1:rals, and 

sanctions is below the cohort grand mean (-.692). This indicates that the 

adjusted mean for these 1955 Cohort females is relatively lower than the 

adjusted means for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. The interpretation offered 

here is that the relationship between juvenile seriousness and adult serious­

ness not only accounts for the observed differences in the unadjusted adult 

seriousness but may also differ across cohorts and by juvenile career patterns. 

This possibility will be examined in a more rigorous manner as we proceed. 

When referrals are held constant the intercohort differences found 

in Tables 1-3 are more clearly illustrated. The effect of this adjustment 

procedure is a decrease in the differences in the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. 

Thus, the effect of referrals is an increase in adult seriousness in the 

two younger cohorts. Opposite findings are shown for the 1942 Cohort but, 

as we have said, they are based on relatively few referrals. This is all 

the more problematic from a policy point of view since an increasingly 

larger proportion of females is experiencing this type of exposure to the 

juvenile justice system. 

The effects of holding constant only sanctions and both sanctions and 

referrals are shown in the next two columns. The 1942 and 1949 Cohorts are 

excluded here because there are too few cases to compute adjusted adult 

I 
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seriousness. Differences in adult seriousness by career pattern only are 

somewhat reduced when both referrals and sanctions are held constant. In 

other words, if referrals and sanctions were equivalent across the career 

patterns we would predict that the differences in adult seriousness by 

juvenile career pattern would not be very great. 

Although these data provide some interesting insights into the factors 

affecting adult seriousness, they do not tell us much about the magnitude 

of these effects or the strength of their influence when all other variables 

in the analysis are held constant. To examine these relationships in a 

more parsimonious and rigorous manner path analysis is applied to the causal 

model of adult seriousness in the next section. To anticipate these find-

ings, we may note two majur findings from this analysis which will hold up 

under more rigorous analysis. First, juvenile sedousness has an important 

causal relationship to adult seriousness. Again the reader is reminded that 

we distinguish between the existence of relationships between juvenile delin-

quency and adult crime and the ability to prodict one frolll the other. What 

we will demonstrate in the following section is that this relationship 

persists despite the intervening effects of juvenile referrals and sanctions 

and that intervention by agencies of social control docs not have the effect 

on later criminality for which the programs were designed. We have suggested 

that intervention and sanctions have a role in increasing seriOUSl,e~s. 

What we shall find is that with few exceptions, this is thl' case or that 

their influence on later behavior is negligible. 

PAW ANALYSIS RESULTS l~ITIIIN COHORT BY SEX 

To evaluate the causal model, wo employ the method of path mw.1ysis 
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in this section,;; Two types of coefficients are presented in the analysis 

which follows: the standardized regrllssion coefficients (path coefficients) 

and the metric or unstallliartlizetl partinl regression (;ocfficients. The stan­

dardized coefficients permit the assessment of the relative strengths of 

the causal effects of the independent variables in the model while the 

metric coefficients may be used to i.ndicate the relative contribution of 

the independent variables to the dependent variable across &ubgroups.3 

The results of the analysis are presented in three sections: (1) an esti­

mation of the model within cohorts by sex, (2) sex comparisons within co­

horts, and (3) cohort comparisons within sex subgroups. 

Figure 2 presents the path analysis results for the 1942 Cohort males. 

The coefficients displayed are path coefficients (standardized partial regres­

sion coefficients) and may be interpreted as reflecting the strength of a 

given independent variable in its influence on the dependent variable when 

the effects of the other variables in the model are held constant. The 

results show that juvenile seriousness has a statistically significant 

effect on adult seriousness holding constant juvenile referrals and sanctions, 

such that the greater the juvenile seriousness, the greater the adult serious­

ness. ReferralS and sanctions are not related to adult seriousness. What 

is noteworthy about these findings is that juvenile sanctions and referrals 

play essentially no role as intervening variables in the model. One way 

to evaluate this is to examine the indirect effects of juvenile seriousness 

on adult seriousness th:r.'ough referrals and sanctions. Indirect effects may 

be computed as the product of the direct effects found \.,.hon the paths are 

traced in sequence through the model. The largest lndirect effect in this 

, 
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Figure 2. Path Analysis Results for the 1942 Cohort Mall)s 
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IIltHh.\ 1 is the rather small influence of juvenile seriousness on auult serious-

Ill'SS through rcf~!'l~als which is .079 (.SOS x .09S). In short, juvenile 

SL'l'ioustll'SS is tht: only variable which is founu to have a ~1ignific:mt effect 

on auul t seriousness for the 1.942 Cohort mall'S anu this effect is mouerate 

in strength. Sin~c no significant effects of either roferrals or sanctions 

Ul'Q found, it is clear that they neither promote nor ueter police I:ontacts. 

Means, standal'd deviations, and ~ero·ordcr corl'L'lations for aU cohorts are 

in Appendix N. 

We also find that receiving more severe sanctions is associated with 

a greater number of juvenile referrals but that there is no direct effect 

of juvenile seriousness on sanct. ~)f\S. Seriousness is found to have a substan-

tial effect on referrals (p :::: • Be S) and is also related to sanctions indi-

rectly through referrals (.326 :::: .B05 x .405). 

To summarize, we find sOllle evidence for continUlty in the seriousness 

of official police contact careers between the juvenile and adult periods 

for the 1942 Cohort males. Hm'lever, this effoct is only moderate in strength 

and is not mediated by juvenile referrals or sanctions. Sanctions are in-

fluenced directly by referrals and indirectly by seriousness through refer­

rals. The findings of no effect of referrals and sanctions on adult serious­

ness are important for both criminal justice policy and criminological 

theory. From 0. policy point of view they again imply that intervention by 

agencies of social control has little to do with later police contact 

caNers. From 0. theoretical point of view they support neither the viC\'1 

that such intervention deters deviant behavior nor the view that intclt'ven­

don promotes deviant behavior as proposed by labelling theory. The Jl942 

and 1949 Cohorts I females arc not dealt with further in the analysis for rca .. 

J 
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sons previously prosented. Suffice 't t t} I 1 0 say Hlt t 10 analysis turned up 

nothing at variance with previous findings for the fomalc:s. 

Figure 3 presonts tho path analysis results for tho 1949 Cohort males 

which are basJ.cally similar to those for the 1942 Cohort males. The mott 

important effect on udult seriousness is the modorato positive effect of 

juvenile seriousnens. 'l'I'e 'v ' t f' , ~ 1 se 01'1 y 0 Juvcn1le sanctions is influenced 

directly by jUvenile referrals and indirectly by juvenile seriousnoss. 'rhe 

latter variable shows no direct effect on sanctions. Unlike the model for 

the 1942 Cohort males, hO\\lQvQr, we find a \'leak but statistically bignificant 

positive relationship between juvenile referrals and adult seriousness; that 

is, the greater the nlllnbor of juvenile referrals, tho greater the adult 

seriousness. Overall, this model indicates that there is a moderate degree 

of continuity in seriousness from the juvenile to the adult period. While 

seriousness of contacts is only relatnd to 't f ' '" . sevel'! y 0 sanctlons through 

. referrals, seriousness Ilas all l'lllpol'·tallt influence on tho number of referrals 

during tho juvenllo puriod. 

4. 

Path analysis results for the 1955 Cohort males arc presented in Figure 

As with the previous mOttels, juvenile seriousness has a significant posi-

tive influence on :.idult SCI'l'OUSll"SS. 110\" v th' <I 1 d'f '" ,(' 01', . lS mouo 1 fel's from pre-

vious ones for males 1"1 tilat J'UVCtll'lf\' I b 
• I • ~ St,H'lOUSncss las oth a direct effcc!t 

(p ::: • 377) on j uvcnilc sanctions and an indi roct effect through referrals 

(.381 :::: .952 x .400). This suggests that the seriousness of juvenile careers 

has become a mo:rf.~ important fuctor in determining the severity of juvenile 

court sanctions over time." In addition, the direct effcc!ts of seriousness 

and referrals on sanctions arc about the same. As \~jth the previous models 
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Figure 4. Path Analysis Results for the 1955 Cohort Males 

with Continuous Residence (N=1114). 
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for both males and females, seriousness is an important determinant of refer­

rals, explaining over 80~ of the variance. 

Figure 5 presents the path analysis results for the 1955 Cohort females. 

These results differ from those for the males in several ways. First, juve­

nile seriousness has a rather substantial impact on adult seriousness (p = 

.891) and juvenile referrals also are related to adult seriousness (p = 

-.446). This latter relationship means that a greater number of referrals 

during the juvenile period is associated with less adult seriousness holding 

constant juvenile sanctions and seriousness. However, juvenile sanctions 

are not related to adult seriousness. Second, there is no direct effect 

of juvenile seriousness on sanctions but, like most of the male models, 

there is an indirect effect through referrals. It bears emphasizing that 

this is the only model examined thus far in which intervention by social 

control agencies has any effect of substance on adult seriousness. 

To sun~arize the path analysis results, we find that the strongest in­

fluence on adult seriousness is juvenile seriousness. We must remember that 

seriousness is based on number of contacts x seriousness of reason for con­

tact so that numerous contacts for relatively minor offenses may generate 

the same score as one or two contacts for more serious reasons. Juvenile 

referrals is consistently the most important determinant of the severity of 

juvenile sanctions. However, the seriousness of juvenile contacts is also 

related to sanctions indirectly through referrals. In only one case (the 

1955 Cohort males) did we find a direct effect of seriousness on sanctions 

of any magnitude in a1l cohorts. Juvenile seriousness exhibits a strong 

effect on referrals, thus it is clear that seriousness plays an important 
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Figure 5. Path Analysis Results for the 1955 Cohort Females 

with Continuous Residence (N=1035). 
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role in the likelihood of being processed by social control agencies. In 

turn l it is also clear that action taken by such agencies l whether measured 

us the number of referrals or the seved ty of sanctions I has 1i ttle effect 

on later seriousness. Only mnong the 1955 Cohort females did we find any 

evidence for an effect of official intervention on adult seriousness. 

Finally J it might be observed that the strengths of the relationships 

we have found may be due to the fact that one cannot be referred without 

having contacts and cannot be sanctioned without having contacts and being 

referred. We have conducted parallel analyses where possible for those 

cohort members with only contacts or those with only contacts and referrals. 

These analyses indicate that the effects found here reflect either the 

level of seriousness or the number of referrals and not simply the fact of 

having a contact or of being referred. 

SEX COMPARISONS WITHIN THE 1955 COHORT 

Table 6 differs in that it presents metric or unstandardbcd partial 

regression coefficients by sex for the 1955 Cohort, using them as eXllinples 

of the kinds of differences that may appear when there are sufficient fe­

males for rigorous comparison. These coefficients may be compared across 

sex subgroups since they are not affected by unique subgroup variances but, 

unlike those discussed in the previous sections, these coefficients do not 

reflect the strength of the relationships. Rather, they measure the contri­

bution of the independent variable to the dependent variable in terms of 

the latter's metric of measurement. Thus, these coefficients may be used 

to predict adult seriousness s~ores, for example, based on one unit change 

1 
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TABLB 6. PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS IN METRIC FORM: 1955 COHORT MALES AND FllMALHS 

Independent 
Variables 

Seriousness 
Through Age 17 
Ih.' fe rra 1 s 
Through Age 17 
Sanctions 
Through Age 17 

')b ft .. 

N (Males t::. 1114) 

Seriousness After Age 17 
Males ,Females 

.208*** 
(.049) 

.632 
(.335) 

.037 
(.085) 

.280 

(Pemales = 103S) 

.769*** 
(.053) 

-1.936*** 
(.294) 

.090 
(.085) 

.297 

a Standard errOl'S shown in parenthesis. 

b R2 Adjusted for degrees of freedom. 

*** p < .001 ** P < .01 * P < .OS 

gppcnde~t Variables 

Sanctions Through Age 17 
Males Females 

.101*** .026 
(. 017) (.020) 

.736*** 1. 436*** 
(.116) (.098) 

.589 .576 

Referrals Through Age 1l 
Males --
• 138**'" 

(.001) 

.907 

Pemales ---::.-
.180*** 

( .003) 

.821 

, 
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'bl I·!owevcr, our interest in this section is in a given independent vunu e. 

'h f l)olice contuct career conti,· primm'i ly with sex differences 1n t e process 0 

nuity and the linkuges among juvenile seriousness, referrals, and sanctions. 

This anu1ysis will not examine indirect effects but rather will be con­

cerned only with direct effects as expressed in metric fl'rrll. 

Although relatively few females have police contacts as juveniles, the 

influence of juvenile seriousness on udult seriousness is more than three 

f th m tes 'rh1'S is one of the more times us strong for the females us or e ':t • 

. d' . thnse d~t" bec"use it suggests greuter cureer con-interesting fln lngs ln ~ u u u 

tinuity (as measured b>' uccumu1uted seriousne~s) among females than males. 

This is despite the fact that intervention by sociu1 control ugencies (po1ico 

reforrals and court sanctions) ger.orally has a greater impact on adult serious­

ness ronong femu1es than males, referrals being negatively related to udu1t 

seriousness for the femu1es but having u positive relutionship for the 

males. Juvenile sanctions, \"hi1e not significant in their relationship to 

adult seriousness for either group, have a greater re1atlonship for the fe­

males. Overall, the proportion of variance explained in adult seriousness 
2 

ends up about the same for males and females (see R ). 

Although it is clear from these sex comparisons and the our1ier tables 

that seriousness has a strong effoct on the number of referrals received 

during the juvenile period, the sex differences in this relationship are 

not very large. Since the data show ossential1y no sex-linked differ~Tlce 

in the relationship bet\~een juvenile seriousness and referrals by the police, 

we may infer that at the point of initial involvement in the juvenile justice 

system males and females now undergo mu.ch the same treatment. Once in tho 

I __ 
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::ystom, however, it is clear that sex-linked differences in treatment by 

the courts and subsequent carCC1'S aro presont. With respect to juvenile sane .. 

tions \\fe find that the effect of juvenile seriousness is much stronger for 

the mules, th~ effect of referrals on sancticns is stronger for tho females 

than the ma10s, and that the propol'tion of variance oxplained in juvenile 

sanctions J..S about tho sume for both sexes. 

CROSS-COlIOR1' COMPARISONS 011 MAr.ES 

1'ab1e 7 pl'csents the metric coefficients fOl' tho males in all three 

cohorts. '1'ho purposo of pl'csenting tho data in this forlll is to permit \dthin­

sex comparisons across cohorts. '1'0 make the dependent variable comparab10 

across cohorts, adult seriousness l'ofers to contacts \"hich occurreil during 

the ages 18 .. 21 so that "'he length of exposur.c is the sume for all three 

t;chorts. Comparison of the metric coefficients, therefore, a11o\'/s an 

assessment of chango;, in the relationships among the variublos OVel' timo. 

Our first Obsol'vation is that the extent to \'/hich juvenile sel'iousness 

contri butes to adult seriousness has declined over time. Put another \~ay, 

the magnitude of the metric coefficient is largest for the 1942 Cohort 

males and least for the 1955 Cohort males. In u11 three cohorts, however, 

there is a statistically significant degreQ of continuity between the 

juvenile and adult periods hOlding constant l'~ferrals anti san~tions. But 

only in the 1949 Cohort is there a significant positive relationShip be­

tl'leen juvenile referrals and adult seriousn~ss. Thus, there is no evidence 

for a consistent trend in this relationship over time. 'rhe nssociation 

bet\"cen sanctions and adult seriousness, however, docs app(~ar to have de-

clined frolll cohort to cohort. There is a statistically significant positive 



" 

'7 

TABLE t7. PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS IN METRIC FORM: 1942, 1949, AND 1955 COHORT MALES a 

==============================~==============.~============================~~================= 

Independent Seriousness, A~es 18-21 

Variables 1942 1949 1955 

Seriousness .437*** .292*** .197*** 
Through Age 17 (.075) (.057) (.048) 

Referrals .546 1. 073* .624 
Through Age 17 (.621) (.494) (.328) 

Sanctions .328* .083 .020 
Through Age 17 ( .146) ( .120) (.084) 
R2b .290 .277 .268 

N 356 740 1114 

a Standard errors are shown in parentheses. 

b R2 Adjusted for degrees of freedom. 

*** p < .001 ** P < .01 * P < .05 

( 

Dependent Variables 

Sanctions TIlrou~h A~e 17 Referrals Through Age 17 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

.004 .008 .101*** .101*** .110*** .138*** 
(.028) (.018) (.017) (.004) (.002) (.001) 

1. 085*** 1.348*** .736*** 
(.219) ( .144) ( .116) 

.167 .397 .589 .648 .804 .907 

356 740 1114 356 740 1114 

~ftWW _________________________________________________________________ ' 

------------~~--~~~----~ 
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J 
relationship between the severity of juvenile sanctions and adult serious-

ness holding constant referrals and juvenile seriousness in the 1942 Cohort 

only. Although the magnitude of the coefficient declines from the 1949 

to the 1955 Cohort, it is not significant for either. 

When the severity of juvenile sanctions is taken as the dE-pendent vari-

able we find that the effect of juvenile seriousness increases over time. 

There is no significant relationship in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts but there 

is a statistically significant relationship for the 1955 Cohort. The effect 

of juvenile referrals on the severity of juvenile sanctions shows no con-

sisten'~ trend. This relationship is statistically significant and positive 

in direction in each cohort. Consistent with the increasing influence of 

seriousness on sanctions over time there is a marked increase in the explana-

tory power of the model with respect to juvenile sanctions. For example, 

the model explains 16.7P6 of the variance in juvenile sanctions in the 1942 

Cohort and 58.9~6 in the 1955 Cohort. 

The relationship between j:.tvcnile seriousness and the number of juvenile 

referrals also shows an increase in strength from cohort to cohort. Serious-

ness contributes least to referrals for the 1942 Cohort males and most for 

the 1955 Cohort males and, consistent with this finding, the percent of 

explained variance is least for the 1942 Cohort (64. 8~o) and most fl':>r the 

1955 Cohort (90.7~). 

To summarize the cohort differences for the males, three consistent 

trends appear evident. First, the extent of continuity between the scrious-

ness of JUVenile and adUlt police contacts has declined over time. Second, 

the effect 01:' j '.x\!onile sel'iousne:5s on juvenile sanctions has increased OVl'r 

time. Third, the influence of juvenile seriousness on juvenile referrals 

) 
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has increased over time. In other words, these data suggest that the arti­

culatiun between the seriousness of the offense and reactions by agencies 

of social control has be como greater in recent years. We suggest that at 

least two factors may be involved in this process. First, police officers 

may be exercising less discretion in the disposition of juvenile offenders 

in recent as opposed to earlier years. Second, it may be that the treat"· 

ment of offenses within the juvenile justice system has become more legal­

istic in recent times. That is, not only is less discretion being exerci!:.0d 

by the police officer, but less discretion in disposing of a variety of 

offenses is being exercised by the juvenile courts, a position for which we 

have considerable evidence. A similar comparison is not included for the;' 

females for the some reason that they were not included in the malc- femah~ 

discussioAI in the previous section. 

SUMMARY 

Multivariate techniques have been utilized in this chapter to determine 

more preclsely how the continuity between the seriousness of juvenile and 

adult police contact careers is influenced by the intervening variables 

(number of police referrals and the severity of sanctions during the juve­

nile period). The model which was tested in this chapter will be elaborated 

further in a later chapter by the addition of intervening, independent, and 

dependent variables derived from the various data that have been collected, 

including the interviews. The reader recognizes, of course, that the multi­

variate techniques have enabled us to reaffirm some of the conclusions which 

were reached in earlier chapters but which were held more tentatively be-

1 , 
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cause the analytic technique did not permit us to say, "all other things 

being equal." At this point we may say that earlier indications about 

the ineffectiveness of referrals and sanctions as procedures for changing 

behavior for the better still prevail. s 

The major findings of this chapter may now be summarized. First, there 

is a significant effect of juvenile seriousness on adult seriousness which 

persists when the intervening influences of juvenile referrals and sanctions 

are held constant. Secondly, with two exceptions (in the cohort/sex groups 

with sufficient persons with sanctions for a proper test), intervention by 

the agencies of social control does not play even a moderate role in decreas-

ing or increasing the seriousness of adult police contacts, although referrals 

and sanctions if anything seemed to promote adult seriousness. The 1949 

Cohort males produced some evidence that referrals during the juvenile 

period increased later seriousness and the number of police referrals de-

creased adult seriousness for the 1955 Cohort females. Overall, however, 

neither referrals nor sanctions has an impact on later seriousness comparable 

to that of juvenile seriousness, It is also true that the model explains 

at best about one-third of the variation in ac1ul t seriousness. The amount 

of explained variance will be markedly increased through the addition of 

other variables in a later chapter. 

The second major set of findings has to do with the effect of juvenile 

seriousness and referrals on juvenile sanctions. The number of juvenile 

referrals is an important determinant of the severity of juvenile sanctions. 

There are no striking sex-linked differences in this relationship nor docs 

a consistent trend emerge. In all subgroups examined juvenile seriousness 
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ul so inflUllnccs sanctions indirectly through referrals. With respect to 

the direct effects of seriousness on sanctions, we find that this has in­

creased over time for the male subgroups. We conclude that the process, of 

lnvolvement in the juvenile justice system diffel'; by sex and 

that the relationships within and between the sex subgroups (so far as 

they have been examined) have changed over time. Although the primary 

purpose of the model is not to explain variation in the severity of juvenile 

sanctions, it performs reasonably well in this respect, explaining nearly 

60% of the variation in some subgroups. 

The final set of findings refers to the effect of juvenile seriousness 

on the nwnber of juvenile referrals. life have found that this relationship 

is quite substantial, explaining as much as 90~o of the variance in referrals. 

Thus there is strong evidence for the idea that the more serious offenses 

Pore lik\~ly to be -referred by the police to other social control agencies. 

We have found no major sex-linked differences in this relationship; however, 

we have found that the effect of seriousness on referrals has increased 

over time. This suggests that the initial stages of involvement in the 

criminal justice system may have become more legalistic in recent times 

and, further, that this has affected males and females in much the sume 

manner. In conjunction Hith the sex-linked differences in referrals and 

sanctions it appears that differential treatment of males and females 

\'lithin the juvenile justice system occurs primarily within referral agencies 

or the juvenile court. 

1 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 Analysis of covariance is an application of the general linear model 

designed for the analysis of an interval-level dependent variable with at 

least one nominal-level independent variable and at least one interval­

level independent variable. The logic of the technique was originally 

intended for the examination of the effects of experimental treatments, 

(factors) while holding constant some quantitative variable (covariate). 

The method permits a more rigorous assessment of effects of the factors than 

is possible when riO covariates nre taken into account. In the context 

of the present analysis, the four juvenile career patterns arc analagous 

to "factors" and the seriousness of juvenile police contacts, nwnber of 

juveni Ie police referrals, and the seved ty of juvenile sanctions are 

the covariates. 

2 Discussions of path analysis may be found in Kenneth C. Land, "Princi-

pIes of Path Analysis," in Edgar F. Borgatta, ed., SocioZogioaZ MethodoZogy 

(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1969) and Otis Dudley Duncan, Int~oduation to 

structu~aZ Equation ModeZs (New York: Academic Press, 1975). 

3 Discu:5sions of stantlardi :otl vs. unstandardized coefficients as a basis 

for comparison may bl;) found in Jae-On Kim and Charles IV. Mueller, "Stan-

dardized anc:~ Unstandlll"dizcd Coefficients in Causal Analysis: An Expository 

Note," SoaiologicaZ Methods an.d RC8cal1cJh 4 (1976): 423-438, and Ronald 

Schoenberg, "Strategies for Meaningful Comparison," in Herbert L. Costner, 

cd., SoaioZog-iaaZ Mctlwdol.v(JY (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1972). 

Differences bet\'leen the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts and the 1955 Cohort may 

in this respect be in part an artifact of a change in juvenile court pl'oce­

dures which will be described as they aff('ct other cohort differences in 

the next chapter. 

5 The difficulty of disentangling the effects of arrest on crime and 

crime on arrests in order to assoss the deterrence effect has long been 

considered a thorny problem. Greenwood, at al., cont~ntl that studies 

of cl'ime rates which have appeared over the la~~t decade and which have been 
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intorpretcc.l as supportive of the deterrence position are ro(11)' not. 

Duvid F. Greenberg, Ronald C. Kessler, and Charles H. Logan, tlA Panel 

Model of Crime Rates and Arrest Rates, \I Amc):liaan SoaioZo(JitJa~ RevielJ 

44 (1979): 843-850. 

See 

.}. 
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Chapter 15. The Character:Lstics of Persons Incarcerated and the Effects of 
Incnrceration' on Contfnuation.'nnd' Later Seriousness 

RACE/ETHNIC, SEX, AND PLACE OF SOCIALIZATION DIFFERENCES IN RATES OF INCARCERATION 

Early in t.he report we referred to the fact that although minority 

groups }I1uke up only a relatively small proportion of Wisconsin's population 

(though they constitute a :Larger proportion of the urban areas which contri-

bute most heavily to the crime picture in Wisconsin they are still no more 

than 15Pg of Racine's population), they constitute a highly disproportionate 

percentage of those who are dealt with by either the juvenile or adult justice 

system and ultimately sanct:loned and incarcerated. 

The percent of each cohort ever incarcerated is presented by rnce/ethni-

ci ty and sex in Table 1. Al though there were very few persons \'lho had been 

incnrcerated from either the 1942 or the 1949 Cohorts, the numbers do indio 

cate that the proportion of the Black and Chicano males incarcerated from 

each of these cohorts \'las much higher than the proportion of White males 

incnrcerated. While chance may have played a part in these high percentages 

for tht: minod ty groups in these cohorts, the proportion of those \'Iho \'lere 

Black or Chicano in the 1955 Cohort was sufficient that the high percentage 

of Blacks incnrcernted could not be nttributed to chance alone. When nIl 

three cohorts are combined \'1e continue to see that a far larl~er percent age 

of the Blacks and Chicanos had either spent time III juvenile institutions, 

had been sentenced to jail, or had received prison terms than had the Whites. 

In Diagram 1 the processes of attrition nnd continuation through the 

justice system are represented as they occur through the nge of 17, as they 

-----~- .. ---,-------- -



\j.J 
-------------------~'-',---- ¢~~-=-~,,~-,~,~-~~=" ..r.: 
DIAGRAM 1. POLICE CONTACTS AND PROCESSING: A'1"I'RITION AND CONTINUATION FROM COHORT MLl~mIiRSllIP TO en 

INSTITUTIONALIZATION (INCARCERATION) 

1942 COHORT 
Number & Percent 
wi th Police Conti 
tacts '!11ru Age 17 

NlUJlber it Porcent 
with Referrul 

Thru Age 17 

Number & Percent 
with Court Sancw 

tions 'lhru Age 17 

C633_J--------> I ~55 , 
. 40. 3~.1 ! d> [2i~~~J ! >r2ll 

~ 
Percent Socialized 
in Inner City and 
Interstitial Areas 

I 36.8~u I White 90.1 90 
· . Black 6,9% 

C1ucano 3.0% 

1949 COHORT -'""'----,-
I 1297 I 

Inner City and 

With Police Con­
tacts IAu'ing C..-u'Cor 

IVi th Re£errnl 
During Career 

>f237l 
lE..d!J 

With Sanctions 
During Career 

>rfln 
~ 

'fhru Age 1: 7 

>rl~I----------~>~ffiAl----------->l. 3~~% I 
17 17 

Interstitial Areas During Career During Career 
133 5!", I~hite 77.7~J 
· .0. Black 17.2!'J 

C1ucano s.n 

1955 COHORT 

r1m7'1----> 

17 

I 2149 1--------:> nw-,----~> 
17 17 

---.--..:> 

Inner City and 
Interstitial Areas During Career During Car~er During Career 

, 26. Tj 1 \'Ihi to 62.09.; 
· - Black '7 . 9~J 

C1ucano 10 .1!'o 

-----> ----> 

NUlUbl'J' ft Per~elJt uf Percent of Insti M 

Coh:n't Inst i tut ionul- tutionalizeu 1>01'­
iz("u During Cart.'el' sons frum I1Ui01' el ty 

>r19\ u..&:L 

During Cal'cer 

~ Inturstitiu1.Al.'oas 
mxl t-ltmbcr G Percent 
Institutionalized 
During Career 

Inner City & Inter­
stitial Areas 

[[:h71~J 

CZhJ
3 Whi te 4S • 5°.; 

7 3~ Black 39.4% 
• . 1) Chicano 15. Hj 

Inner City & Inter­
s'Li tial Areas 

[§~8f;i] 

~ 
NhitE.' 40.0 0J 

8 2~ Black 54.0~ . ..,. (\ 

- Qucano Cl.O'1i 

, 
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TABLE 1. PERCENT OF EACH COHORT EVER INCARCERATED BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND SEX 

1942 1949 1955 Total ----
Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total 
N* % N o. N o. N o. N % N 0. N % N a. N a. N o. 

.~ '~ '0 '0 '0 '0 '0 

White 15 4.4 2 .7 17 2.8 28 4.1 3 .6 31 2.6 48 5.0 8 .9 S6 3.0 104 2.8 

Black 1 6.7 1 5.0 11 25.0 2 5.1 13 15.7 25 23.6 3 3.5 28 14.6 42 14.2 

Chicano 1 33.3 1 12.5 7 36.8 7 24.1 3 6.4 1 3.1 4 5.1 12 10.3 -- --- --- -- -- --- --- --- --- ---
TOTAL 17 4.8 2 .7 19 3.0 46 6.2 5 .9 51 3.9 76 6.8 12 1.2 88 4.1 158 3.9 

* N = number of persons incarcerated. 
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- 2 - TABLE 2. ATTRITION AND CONTIN 

_=_ "'"_ UATION THROUGH TOTAL CAREER AND AGES '17 AND 18 

occur throughout the entire careers of the members of each cohort, and as 

continuation differentially affects the place of socialization and race/eth-

nie composition of those who are ultimately institutionalized or incarcerated. 

Similar data from police contacts to the administration of sanctions are 

presented in Table 2 with detailed statistics showing not only the percent 

who have reached each stage in the justice system at sometime in their careers 

but the percent of those who have reached a given stage and then gone on to 

the next stage at ages 17 and 18. 

Table 2 enables the reader to take note of the relative similarity of 

pclice contact and referral data for the three cohorts where age is controlled, 

reveals that there has been an increase in the percentage who have had formal 

court (hspositions for the 1955 Cohort, shows that formal sanctions have 

increased for the 1955 Cohort at the juvenile level, permits the reader to 

conclude that all cohorts are similar in terms of the percent who have been 

sanctioned of those who had formal dispositions as adults, and finally to 

conclude that there has been little or no increase in the use of incarcer-

ation, depending on the basis for comparison. l The discussion that follows 

is limited to the more simplified version presented in Diagram 1. 

We should note that by the age of 17 less than 4% of the 1942 and 1949 

Cohorts had received court sanctions in comparison with almost 18% of the 

1955 Cohort. During their entire careers about 18% of each of the 1942 and 

1949 Cohorts had received sanctions compared to 2896 of the 1955 Cohort. Those 

Who have been institutionalized during their careers were even fewer for 

each cohort with the largest percentage being 4.1 for the 1955 Cohort (also 

shown on Table 1.)2 

" 

~lER IN COHORT 

NUMBER WITH CONTINUOUS RESIDENCE 
With Police Contacts 

With Police Contacts thru Age 17 

With Police Contacts thru Age 18 

With Referrals 

:= 

% with Police Contacts Referred 

Wi~h ~eferra~ thru Age 17 
'0 wlth Pollce Contacts thru 17 Referred 

With Referral thru Age 18 
% with Police Contacts thru 18 ~eferred 

W~l~_gourt Dispositions 

: w~th Contacts with Dispositions 
o w~th Referrals with Dispositions 

Wi~h ?ourt Dispositions thru Age 17 
~ WIth Contacts with D4spos4t' 
~ 'h ~ ~ ~ons 
~ w~t Referrals with Dispositions 
; w~th Contacts thru 17 with Dispositions 
o w~th Referrals thru 17 with D' " , ~spos~t~ons 

W~~h ?ourt Dispositions thru Age 18 
; w~th Contacts with Dispositions 
~ w~th Referrals with Dispositions 
o w~th Contacts thru 18 w4th D' " 
~ 'th R f ~ ~spos~t~ons 
o w~ e errals thru 18 w4th D' " 

~ ~spos~t~ons 

With ,Sanctions 

~ w~th Oontacts with Sanctions 
: w~th R~ferrals with Sanctions 
~ w~th D~spositions with Sanctions 

With Sanctions thru Age 17 
% w~th Contacts thru 17 with Sanctions 
% w~th Referrals thru 17 w~th San t' 
~ 'th D' ~ c ~ons 
o w~ ,~spositions thru 17 with 

Sanctlons 

Wi~h ~anctions thru Age 18 
~ w7th Contacts thru 18 with Sanctions 
o wlth Referrals thru 18 with S t' 
~ with D' " anc ~ons 
o ,~Spos~tlons thru 18 with 
Sanct~ons 

Incarcerated 

: w~t~ Contacts with Incarceration 
~ w~tn R~ferrals with Incarceration 
~ w7th Dlspositions with Incarceration 
o w~th Sanctions with Incarceration 

1942 . o. 
'0 -1352 

633 46.8 
434 68.6 

255 40.3 
283 44.7 

237 37.4 

54.6 
138 21. 8 

54.1 
155 24.5 

54.8 

118 18.6 

27.2 
49.8 

22 3.5 
5.1 
9.3 
8.6 

15.9 

72 11. 4 
16.6 
30.4 
25.4 
46.4 

116 18.3 

26.7 
48.9 
98.3 

21 3.3 
8.2 

15.2 

17.8 

1949 

2099 

1297 

897 

624 

699 

476 

306 

351 

260 

54 

142 

241 

51 

o. 
'0 

61. 8 

69.2 

48.1 

53.9 

36.7 

53.1 

23.6 
49.0 

27.1 
50.2 

20.0 

29.0 
54.6 

4.2 
6.0 

11. 3 
8.7 

17.6 

10.9 
15.8 
29.8 
20.3 
40.4 

18.6 

26.9 
50.4 
92.7 

3.9 
8.2 

16.7 

70 11.1 131 
24.7 

19.6 

10.1 
18.7 
37.3 45.2 

97.2 

19 3.0 

4.4 
8.0 

16.1 
16.4 

92.2 

51 3.9 

5.7 
10.7 
19.6 
21.2 

1955 0, 
'0 -

2676 

2149 80.3 
1270 59.1 

961 44.7 
1071 49.8 

722 33.6 

56.8 
515 24.0 

53.6 
572 26.6 

53.4 

652 30.3 

51. 3 
90.3 

438 20.4 
34.5 
60.7 
45.6 
86.0 

514 23.9 
40.5 
71. 2 
48.0 
89.9 

607 28.2 

47.8 
84.1 
93.1 

383 17.8 
39.8 
74.4 

58.7 

468 21. 8 
43.7 
81. 8 

91.0 

88 4.1 

6.9 
12.2 
13.5 
14.5 
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What is more pertinent, however l is the fact that 36.8% of the 1942 

Cohort had been socialized in the inner city and interstitial areas but 

42.1°0 of those who had been institutionalized in that cohort were from these 

areas. While the percent who have been institutionalized from those in 

inner city and interstitial areas was essentially the same as the percent 

of all who had been institutionalized, the data suggest that the probability 

of being institutionalized is greater if socialized in the inner' city. 

Further J we find that while 90.1 90 of those who were socialized in the inner 

city and interstitial areas were White, only 75.0% of those from the area 

who were institutionalized were White. Since these are relatively small 

numbers from the 1942 Cohort we turn to the larger 1949 Cohort and find that 

while only 33.5% were socialized in the inner city and interstitial areas, 

04.790 of those who were institutionalized were from that area. We also 

note that 7.396 of those from the inner city and interstitial areas were 

institutionalized in comparison to 3.9% of the total cohort. We find an 

even larger difference in the race/ethnic composition of those socialized in 

the inner city and interstitial areas of the city with 77.7% of those social­

ized in the area being White but only 45.5% of those in~titutionalized 

being White. The Blacks made up over twice as large a proportion of those 

from the inner city who were institutionalized as their proportion of per­

sons socialized there. The Chicano difference was even greater proportion-

ate1y. 

Moving on to the 1955 Cohort ~qe note that 26. 7% of its members were 

socialized in the inner city but 56,.8% of those who were institutionalized 

had been socialized there, an even greater difference than found for the 

---------
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1949 Cohort. Of those socialized in the inner city 62.0% were White but of 

those institutionalized from the inner city only 40.0% were White. Again, 

proportionately twice as many Blacks from the inner city were institutional­

ized as their proportion socialized there, but in this case the Chicanos as 

well as the Whites were institutionalized disp:toportionately less than would 

be expected. We also note that while only 4.1% of the total cohort had been 

institutionalized, 8.2% of those socialized in the inner city had had this 

experience. 

It is thus apparent that the processes of attrition and continuation 

result in disproportional numbers of persons from the inner city and inter­

stitial areas being institutionalized and that the disproportional race/eth­

nic composition of the inner city results in Blacks making up a highly dispro­

portional percentage of those who have ever been institutionalized. It, 

of course, could be turned around and stated that the Blacks are more likely 

to be institutionalized and that their disproportionate numbers in the inner 

city and interstitial areas has generated the disproportional institutional­

ization of persons socialized in these areas. 3 

For this reason we turn to Table 3 to determine if rates of incarceration 

are consistently higher for those who reside in the inner city and inter­

stitial areas regardless of race/ethnicity and to see if there are dif­

ferences within the White groups (this cannot be done for each ra.ce/ethnic 

group) on a basis of the area in which they were socialized. In the top 

section of Table 3 the data are presented without controls for race/ethnicity 

and here we note that in each cohort a higher percentage of those socialized 

in the inner city and interstitial areas were at one time or another incar-
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TABLE 3. PERCENT OF EACH COHORT EVER INCARCERATED AND PERCENT OF THOSE EVER SANCTIONED WHO WERB INCARCERATED BY 
NATURAL AREA OF SOCIALIZATION AND RACE/ETHNICITY 

=======================================================.,===================-----

Cohort 

1942 

1949 

1955 

1942 
White 

1949 
White 
Black 
Chicano 

1955 
White 
Black 
Chicano 

Inner,City and 

Number 
of' Persons 

246 

449 

612 

220 

345 
80 
24 

360 
189 

63 

Percent 
Incarcerated 

3.3 

7.3 

8.2 

2.7 

4.3 
16.2 
20.8 

5.5 
14.2 
4.8 

Area of Socialization 

Interstitial Areas 

Number of 
Persons 

Sanctioned 

53 

118 

256 

46 

80 
27 
11 

126 
98 
32 

Percent 
Incarcerated 

15.1 

30.0 

19.5 

13.0 

18.8 
48.1 
45.4 

19.5 
27.5 
9.4 

Number 
of Persons 

269 

675 

1098 

268 

668 

1085 

Outlying Al'cas .. -_ ... -
Nwnber of 

Percent Persons Percent 
Incarcerated Sanctioned Incarcerated 

~.6 47 14.9 

2.3 116 13.8 

2.2 277 8.7 

2.6 47 14.9 

2.1 116 13.8 

2.1 270 8.5 
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cerated. This is not surprising, of course, since we hnvt~ noted some rela­

tionship of seriousness of careers to being socialized in the inner city 

and interstitial areas. lVhilc the inner city/outl>'ing areas difference 

is relatively :,mall for the 1942 Coho!,t it is cOll~lJerable for both the 

1949 and 1955 Cohorts. 

Ill' thl;) lower section of 'rab1e 3 controls arc introduced for race/ethni­

city (Blacks and Chicanos arc dropped from comparisons involving outlying 

areas) and here we note that the proportion of Whites over incarcerated 

is higher wnong those socialized in the inner city areas than it is among 

those socialized in the outlying areas. Race/othnic differences 'tVl.thin 

the group frolll oach cohort who \~ere socialized in the inno1' city worc even 

greater in some respects. In the 1949 Cohort almost four times as large 

a percentagc of tho Blacks and five times as large a percent1AW~ of the 

Chicanos \~ho resided in the inner city areas wore incarcerated at one time 

or anothel: G.;' were the Whites. This difference between Whites and Blacks 

in the 1955 Cohort Was slightly less but the percentage of Chicanos incarcer­

ated is slightly less than that of even the Whites. This is particularly 

interesting since overall a higher percentage of the Chicanos hnd been incar-

cerated frolll the 1955 Cohort than had the Whites. 

In the next two columns of the table we tn.-a ~oncerned \~ith the percent 

who were incarcerated of those ever-sanctioned. The findings without control 

for race/ethnicity and sex indicate that about the swna proportion of those 

who resided in the inner city arcas as in outlying arc as were incarcerated 

in the 1942 Cohort but in the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts the proportion was twice 

as high among those who were socialized in the inner city areas. Essentially 
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what this means is that socialization in the inner city, for one reason or 

~ll1othcl' including seriousness of offenses for which persons were sanctioned, 

l'l'$ulted in morc severe sanctions for them than for those who were socializcu 

in outlying areas. When the same data are pl'ost;nted for all cohorts with 

c.:ontrols for racc/cthnicity we fitlu that the proportion of Whites incarcer­

ated \'las slightly higher for those socialized in outlying areas, but only 

slightly more so. In the 1949 Cohort the difference is again indicative of 

more !H.wcrc sanctions f,',)r Whites socialized in the inner city and even more 

indicative of severe sanctions for Whites in the 1955 Cohort where the per­

centage of those sunctioncd who were incarcerated is more than twice as 

great for persons fl"J.n the inner city areas than from outlying areas. Exam­

ining the same data on the basis of race/ethnici ty for the 1949 Cohort re­

veals a much higher proportion incarcerated among those sanctioned who were 

inner city Blacks and Chicanos than \"ere inner city Whites. And in the 

1955 Cohort we again find that although proportionately more of the Blacks 

than the \~hltcs received institutionalitaticm, the proportion of Chicanos 

Insti tutionalizcd \"as lower than that ::>f Whites or Blacks. 

Whatever the shortcomings of Tables 1 and 3 because of relatively few 

Blacks and Chicanos in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts, one thing stands out and 

that is the disproportionate number of Blacks who were incarcerated. While 

it is apparent that differences in the proportion incarcerated are greater 

for those socialized in the inner city areas than in outlying areas, these 

differences are not as consistent as the differences found on a basis of race/ 

ethnicity. Although it is obvious that in some respects Chicanos were more 

severely dealt with than Whites, the consistent difference regardless of 

- 7 -
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cohort or control is between Blacks and Whites. 

THE EFFECTS OF INCARCERATION ON LATER SERWUSNESS Or: CAREERS 

Al though W(~ have ueal t with the effeets of ',flllet ions on the 'WI' i ou~ness 

of poll ('0 contact records aftel' the juvenilo Pl'i'iod, we have not c()llsidered 

oach cQhort in terms of differences based on no sanctions, sanctions less 

serious than incarceration, and incarceration. Different uge cutting points 

hl1\"e been selected for each segment of Table 4. Age 21 was sell'cteu for the 

19~2 Cohort in ordcl' to maximize the number of pc . .ll'sons who would have been 

sanctioned befo'ro the age for which before and artcl' mean seriousness scores 

were calculated. Ages 18 and 21 \"ere utilizeJ for the 1949 Cohort (to compare 

results for two cutting points) and age 18 for tho 1955 Cohort, the latter 

in order to maximize time after age 18 for developing seriousness scores. 

'rhe 1942 Cohort segment of the table indicates that for the total cohort 

there was a reduction in after-age seriousness for those \"ho had been incar­

cerated before 21 but with controls for seriousness before 21 those \'lith 

prior high seriousness \"ho had been incarcerated had about the same ufter 21 

seriousness as those \"ho had been sllnctioned but not incarcerated, both 

however being almost double that for those \"ho hud not been sanctioned. POl' 

males \'lith high seriousness prior to 21, those \~ho had been incarcerated 

had higher seriousness scores than those \'1ho had been sanctioned but not 

incarcerated and both had considerably higher seriousness scores than those 

who had not been sanctioned. 

When the srune age cutting point \'1as utilL~l·d for the 1 !.>4!.> eohurt the 

overall after-age seriousness scores were again lower for those who had been 

, 
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TABLE 4. MEAN SmUOUSNESS OF CAREllRS PRIOR TO AGE COMPAllliD TO MEAN SERIOUSNESS AFTER AGE BY SEVmUTY OF SANCTIONS BliFORU A(j~ 

194~ Cohort Sanctions 130£o1'e Age 21 H>4tl ClIhnl't San~t illllB IkfOl'l' 1£l.' IH - "'- ---=---~.-,-=-~~,.,."'--~=-'-~~"'"'- .. ~ ',,,-,,,,,,,,,,-..,~~ 

SanctioTls: No In(.'.m'~('r- Sanctions: Nt) Illl,;urcor., 
No Sanctions Incul'curation tltlon Total No SUllt:!tiollS Incal·l.!t~l'ation atlull Total 

Seriousness 
Beforo Age 3.0 20.9 31. 9 5.7 3.6 24.7 57.7 5.0 
After Age 3.4 19.9 21. 2 s.a 5.1 Ja.l 42.3 6.5 

Seriousness A.fter Age 
Low Before'l\ 1.8 5.2 _ ... ** La 2.7 2.7 
High Beforel 12.9 20.9 21. 2 16.9 15.6 38.1 43.6 1U.9 

Seriousness After Ago 
High Before- :Ma1es 13.4 20.8 25.8 17.5 15.8 38.7 47.7 20.4 

Females 7.4 8.9 13.8 15.7 
Seriousness After Age 

High Beforel :Nhite 9.6 19.8 18.6 14.7 13.3 30.8 50.0 17.2 
Black 48.4 46.3 26.a 80.8 35.6 

C:hicano 28.4 24.4 

1949 Cohort Sanctions Bofor~ Age 21 

Seriousness 
Before Age 3.8 21.1 68.3 8.0 1.7 20.8 93.7 6.4 
After Age 1.9 8.4 27.0 3.5 2.2 LL4 2(;.8 4.3 

Seriousness After Age 
Low Before 1.0 2.6 1.0 1.6 4.8 1.7 
High Before 5.9 8.7 27.0 9.3 8.9 14.7 26.8 13.6 

Seriousness After Age 
High Before:Males 6.5 8.3 28.3 9.8 10.2 16.9 26.2 15.5 

Females 3.5 12.2 6.2 6.0 5.7 29.3 7.4 

Seriousness After Age 
Hieh Beforc:White 4.9 7.9 26.8 7.9 7.0 12.3 16.t 10.() 

Black 9.7 21.5 36.0 17.1 14.5 27.9 35.8 24.3 
Chicano 20.8 4.3 17.4 13.1 15.5 12.9 17.0 

*Low Before less than 7 on seriousness scale. 
** --- ::: less than 5 persons in cohort category • 

.. 
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incarcerated but in th: s case the Scores \\,ore highe.l' for those who had 

been sanctioned but not incarcerated. However I \d th controls for seriousness 

of prior career, those who had been incarcerated had higher aftor-age 501'" 

iousness SCU1' s than those who had not, IIhlhlS i111\I tJlllales combined and males 

alone. When age 21 was selected 1S the cutting point after-age serIousness 

was considerably lower in all groups but the differenco between those incar .. 

cerated and athol'S \"as greater than in other compari sons for the entire 

group I for lIlales, and fo., Whites and lHacks. The Chicano pattern differed 

in that those who had not been sanctioned had the highest after 21 Sl.ll'ious­
ness Scores. 

We find the overall pattern of the 1955 Cohort similal' to that of the 

1949 Cohort with age 18 as the cutting point and, although the 1II0an after­

age seriousness scores arc not the SOlllC, the pattern of differences is 

similar except that thore woro too fow incarcerated ChicanoB for an after .. 

age moan seriousness score for thelll, 

One must conci uuc that tho data in Table 4 present Ii tt It'. support for 

the idea that itH~arcel'ation as a juveni Ie deters people from continuing 

to accwnulatc fairly high serioU~itless scoros as auul ts. On the othcr hand, 

a mol'C precisc answer t,) the question or what ure the conscqulH1CI:'S of incar
u 

ceration t1Nuits unalysis with even morc stringent controls, but hl~l'(,l the 

number of persons incarcorated makes this di rricui t except with the H)SS 

Cohort." Before leaving the subject, hO\\,cvcr, we shall brit.)fly t'Xillllinc the 

extent to \\'hich inCal'CC1'ation prior to age 18 is rl'1ated to incarCC1"ltion 

aftcr that age wi th sOllie control ror seriou:;ncs~, H f reasons for poli I.!C C\)Jl­

tnct • 

, 
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Tim RELNl'!ONSIlIP OF JUVENILE SANCTIONS TO ADULT SANCTIONS 

The tIatu in Table 5 have been taken from a series of tables which control 

for seriousness of reasons for police contacts ages 6-17, a series which 

rl'vcals the lovei of sanctions imposed during ages 6-17 and 18 or older 

anti the relationship of prior to age to after age level. The percentages 

in each segment of the table reveal that even with controls for seriousness 

of reasons for contacts ages 6-17 there were previously unsanctioned persons 

whose behavior resulted in incarceration after that age (no more than 11. 590) 

but that from 20 Po to 28% of· tho!)~; welo ·itlel'e incarcerated during the earlier 

pcriotI had this experience after 18. In each case, however, with the per-

cent ages larger for the 1949 Cohort than the 1942 Cohort (zero to 59.; for 

the 1942 Cohort and 15~.; to 2090 of the 1949 Cohort), some who were incli\rcer-

atcd had failed to engage in sufficiently serious behavior to again have 

that experience. O';.·crall, however, the various segments of this table sug-

gcst that sanctions and, more specifically, incarceration do not break the 

continuity .in careers of those who receive them but that pel'sons with the 

same levelS of seriousness of behavior prior to 18 who have not been sanc-

tioned apparently modify their behavior in such a manner that very few are 

sanctiuned after age 18. 

While it may be stretching the point somewhat to continue in this vein, 

it is peculiar indeed that fewer of those in each group who received no sanc-

tions ages 6-17 have also failed to behave in such a fashion as to be incar-

cerated after a~;e 18 while such larger proportions of those from the same group 

who have been sanctioned or incarcerated during the juvenile period are sanc-

tioned and incarcerated as adults. As we have indicated, relatively few 

1949 COHORT 

No Control for Contact 
Seriousness 6-17 

No Sanctions 
Non-Institutionalized 
Institutionalized 

~Lgh Seriousness Scores 6-17 
No Sanctions 
Non-Institutionalized 
Institutionalized 

Fel. or Maj. Misdem. 6-17 
No Sanctions 
Non-Institutionalized 
Institutionalized 

Felonies 6-17 
No Sanctions 
Non-Institutionalized 
Institutionalized 

1955 COHORT 

No Control for Contact 
Seriousness 6-17 

No Sanctions 
Non-Institutionalized 
Institutionalized 

High Seriousness Scores 6-17 
No Sanctions 
Non-Institutionalized 
Institutionalized 

Fel. or Maj. Misdem. 6-17 
No Sanctions 
Non-Institutionalized 
Institutionalized 

Felonies 6-17 
No Sanctions 
Non-Institutionalized 
Institutionalized 

Severity of Sanctions Age 18 or + 
NO,Sanc- Non-Institu- Institu-
tlons tionalized tionalized 

Total 

83.4 
8.8 
5.0 

1041 
Pearson's R .3978 

47.6 
9.4 
5.3 
115 

Pearson's R .3255 

53.5 
13.0 
5.9 

89 
Pearson's R .3336 

51. 9 
18.8 

.0 
30 

Pearson's R .3910 

87.5 
39.0 
21. 6 
1663 

Pearson's R .4911 

56.2 
31. 3 
21. 6 
161 

Pearson's R .2732 

62.5 
33.5 
19.4 
166 

Pearson's R .3213 

69.8 
31. 4 
15.6 
78 

Pearson~s R .3414 

14.8 
61. 8 
70.0 
2T9 

1.8 
29.4 
25.0 
---;w 

Lambda .1211 

45.9 
62.5 
73.7 
141 

6.4 
28.1 
21.1 
28 

Lambda .0280 

37.7 
60.9 
70.6 
----a6 

8.8 
26.1 
23.5 
~ 

Lambda .2000 

36.5 
56.3 
75.0 
"40 

11. 7 
51. f 
51. 4 
~ 

39.2 
55.5 
51. 4 
2IT 

Lambda 

Lambda 

Lambda 

33.1 
52.0 
52.8 
179 

11.5 
25.0 
25.0 

14 
.1818 

.8 
9.8 

27.0 
63 

.1214 

4.6 
13.3 
27.0 
50 

.1043 

4.4 
14.5 
27.8 
-;rs 

Lambda .1869 

25.6 
52.6 
56.3 
10f 

4.7 
16.1 
28.1 - 33 

Lambda .1712 

9.; N 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.9 
100.0 
100.1 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

99.9 
100.0 
100.0 

100.0 
99.9 

100.0 

100.0 
100.1 
100.0 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

100.1 
100.1 
100.0 

1243 
34 
20 

T297 

233 
32 
19 

284 

159 
23 
17 

199 

52 
16 
16 

84 

1715 
397 

37 
2140 

136 
221 

36 
393 

43 
137 
32 

212 
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from each cohort have been incarcerated) controls for seriousness ages 6-17 

have not been fine-tuned) and there has been no control for seriousness after 

18, but even then it is apparent that non-sanctioned) non-institutionalized, 

and institutionalized (incarcerated) persons differ in terms of their 

sanctioning experience after 18. Those who had been sanctioned and those 

who had been incarcerated as juveniles were more Hkely to be incarcerated 

as adults. As in most other tables there is little improvement in pre­

dictability over the marginals, but this is not the crucial point in this 

type of analysis. 

SUMMARY 

The data in this chapter reveal that persons socialized in the inner 

city and its interstitial areas and Blacks in particular were more l~kely to 

have been incarcerated than Whites socialized in outlying areas. Step by 

step the processes of continuation and contact worked to place a dispro­

portional number of inner city Blacks in institutions before the age of 18 

and to continue to place them in institutions after that age. As the data 

indicate, this is a function of the interaction of place of socialization, 

race, response to intervention) and, even more specifically, to severity of 

sanctions including incarceration. 

• 
..1-
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FOOTNOTES 

1 

Prior to 1966 Juvenile Court was held one half day per week. This period 

was set aside for more serious juvenile matters. Other JUVenile cases were 

handled infol-ill,llly by one person from Juvenile Pl'lIuation. No recol'~ls were 

kept of these cases and their dispositions. The new juvenile court judge 

increased the schedule for juvenile court to two days per week and then to 

three days per week. These changes came after the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts were 

no longer juveniles so that only the 1955 Cohort benefitted from the increasing 

amount of time spent hearing juvenile cases and tLe record system which now 

covered most of those juveniles who were actually referred to the court. 

The Juvenile Court judge believes that between the 1942 and 1949 vs. 1955 

Cohort the difference in percent with dispositions and percent with sanc-

tions may be explained by this maj or change in the Juvenile Court. 
2 

The figure that may be used for comparison with other juvenile courts 

from countie": of 50,000 population or over is the percent of those who have 

been referred who have also been incarcerated, i.e., the overall conunitment 

rate. This average rate for 253 juvenile courts in the United States in a 

1974 survey was 5P
,;. This rate for Racine was 8. 6~o fOl' the 1942 Cohort, 

6. 5~o for the 1949 Cohort, and 7. 2!',j for the 1955 Cohort (that cohort \'/hoso 

historical position was most comparable), While the National Asses~ment 
of Juvenile Corrections survey was based on dispOSitions of juveniles in the 

jtNenile courts at that time and the cohort data refer to the percent of 

those referred who had ever been incarcerated through the age of 17. While 

this is a different statistic, it does suggest that the commitment rate in 

Racine is close to the national average. Sec Michael Sosin, tTuvenUtJ 

COUl.'!; Cot7Unitment Ratos: The NationaZ P-iat;w'(!. A Discussion Paper of the 

Institute for Research on PovertYI University of Wisconsin _ Madison, DPIt 
550-79 1 1979. 

3 

Thornberry has utilized the Philaddphia data, controlling t\)r ~'1.'l'10US-
ness of offense and recidiVism, to demonstrate that more scvcr(~ Sl'lltences 

are meted out to Blacks and 10\'/ SUS members of the cohort. S(~e TC:t'rl.'llCC P . 

Thornberry, "Race, Socioct.onomic Status and Sentencing in the Juvcni le .Jm,tice 
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System," Jourf~al of Criminal:Caz.,) and Criminology 64 (1973;: 90- 98. 

LI Very few studi(;s have bb,lm designed in such a fashion to give a defini-

tive answer to the question 01: what are the conseqmmces of incarceration 

al though those that have attenlpted to introduce appropriate controls conclude 

that incarceratiQn does not work. For one of the more definitive studies 

.:jee Andrew Hopkins, "Imprisonment and Recidivism: A Quasi-Experimental 

Study," Journal of Resea'1'~h in Crime and Delinquency 13 (1976): 13-32. Hop­

kin~J concludes that incarceration may actually be worse than non-institutional 

treatment. 

Chapter 16. The Generation of Official Careers as Part of the Decision­
Making Process 

FROM NEIGHBOlU-IOOD TO INSTITUTION 

363 

By now we know that some young people from some neighborhoods have a 

much higher probability of ending in a juvenile institution, reformatory, or 

the state penitentiary than do others. We also know that the probability is 

greater for inner city minority group males than for any other status group. 

Persons on the firing line would like more specific information as early 

as possible about who is most likel)' to continue their behavior in such a 

fashion as to ultinlately be incarcerated in an adult institution in order to 

effectively intervene. A considerable se~nent of the public shares this goal, 

1. e., they see intervention as a step which may decrease the probability of 

ultimate incarceration. There is, of course, another segment of the public 

that would like to see intervention as a means for i~nediately reducing the 

amount of delinquency (crime) by removal of the juvenile from the community 

and commitment to an institution. Whichever goal is to be implemented by inter-

vention, one must first know more about the systematic linkages from neighbor-

hood to institution in order to determine if various measures of frequency 

and seriousness of contacts at different stages in the juvenile and adult 

justice systems enable the prediction of future behavior with sufficient 

accuracy to justify intervention. 

The data in several e:ll'lier chapters have indicated that whi1(.! there are 

relatively substantial correlations between number and seriousness of contacts 

amI number of referrals through several given ages and the same measures during 

the period following, relatively little improvement in predictive efficiency 
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may be made over the modal category of the marginals (in the 2 x 2 case) or 

the distribution of the marginals in other cases. While from a practical or 

perhaps legalistic viewpoint we are concerned about the relationship in terms 

of stages or decision points in the juvenile and adult justice processes, 

the age or ages at which the relati.onship between past and future behavior is 

the greatest is also of concern in terms of understanding the processes of 

attrition and continuation. 

We have shown that each cohort has a high degree of attrition by its 

members, i. e., discontinuation of police contacts after the teenage peaks. 

There are, hO\l{ever, those who continue to have police contacts, referrals, 

court appearances, and sanctions as a consequence of their behavior or a combi­

nation of their behavior and recognition as juveniles in need of special atten­

tion and formal proc~ssing within the system. We have shown that there are 

differences between the inner city and interstitial areas and outlying areas 

of the community in frequency of contacts, seriousness of contacts, rate of 

referral, and so on, when considering either place of activity or place of 

residence of those who have had contacts and referrals. While these differences 

between inner city and interstitial areas and outlying areas of the community 

have not always been substantial at each step in the process from contact 

to institutionalization, they have been consistent from one analysis to the 

other. 

Whichever way it is, as we have shown, it is apparent that the process 

of attrition for some and continuation for others works differently for per­

sons with different statuses. Being socialized and probably continuing to 

reside in the inner city and/or being a minority group member are obviously 

statuses which have important effects in the process by which some proceed 
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through the juvenile and adul t J' ustice systelns t ' t' t ' 
o 1ns 1 UtlOIlS disproportion-

a1ly more than do those not of these statuses. 

THE CHAIN OF RELATIONSHIPS 

The interrelationships of past (including the present age) vs. futUre 

number and seriousness of poliCe contacts. refel'rals, 
• court dispOSitions, and 

severi ty of sanctions are represented in D1' agranl 1 b 
y a series of Pearsonian 

coefficients of correlation. Tl 
lere are also selected examples of the rela-

tionship of measures at the ages of 17 0'" 19 
... to future measures and the rela" 

tionship of measures based on past t 
ages 0 present age. After examining 

this diagram we shall turn t d 
o more ctailed tables which present the data 

for ages 15 through 21, go t f h 
a s ep urt er with correlations for males, and 

then one step further with 
correlations for only those males who live in the 

inner city and its interstitial areas. 
Thus, it will be seen, Chapter 16 

builds upon Chapter 15 but goes further ' 
1n controlling for sex and examining 

differences in continuity at various mid-teen ages to the age of 21. 

In order to describe how this process k d' wor s 1fferently by sex ruld area 
of socialization we shall also compare age 

and females and finally for males who were 
by age correlation tables for males 

socialized in the inner city and 
interstitial areas vs. outlying areas. W 

e are interested in determining if 
there is not only more c t' 't 

on 1nU1 y step-by-step vlithin the system for males than 

for females but if (as we would expect) tllere ' 
J. S more continuity among those 

socialized in the inner city and lnterst1'tl'al n"'ea. 
~ u.... Selected tables will be 

included with the text of this chapter and others ' 1n Appendix O. 

We have chosen the age of 17 for some of tile correlations presented in 
Diagram 1 because juveniles h h d 

avc a sufficient experience through that age 

that the correlations are not based on data highly skewed towards no contacts 



DIAGRAM 1. ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.----------------'---------~ 
SELECTED RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF POLICE CONTACTS, NUMBER OF REFERRALS, NUMBER OF ~ 
COURT DISPOSITIONS, AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS: PEARSON'S COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATIONS FOR ALL COHORTS* 

Number Past Contacts x 
Number Present Age 17 

.50 .50 .49 

Number Contacts Age 17 
x Number in Future 

.38 .46 .44 

Number Contacts thru 
17 x Number Contacts 

in Future 
.55 .59 .57 

Seriousness thru 17 
x Seriousness in 

Future 
.54 .55 .51 

Seriousness Past x 
Seriousness Present 

Age 17 
.46 .45 .44 

Seriousness Age 17 x 
Seriousness Future 

.38 .47 .42 

-= 

Number Contacts thru 17 
x Number Referrals in 

Future 
.50 .51 .51 

Number Referrals thru 
17 x Number Referrals 

in Future 
.45 .52 .52 

Seriousness thru 17 
x Number Referrals 

in Future 
.46 .44 .43 

Number Referrals thru 
17 x Number Contacts 

in Future 
.47 .50 .50 

Number Contacts thru 
17 x Number Disposi­
tions in Future 

.53 .53 .54 

Number Court Disposi­
tions thru 19 x Number 
Dispositions in Future 

.62 .58 .52 

Seriousness thru 17 x 
NUjll'j~r Dispositions 

in Future 
.54 .50 .48 

Number Referrals thru 
17 x Seriousness in 

Future 
.45 .47 .45 

* Coefficients presented in order under each heading: 1942, 1949, and 1955. 

Number Dispositions 
Age 19 x Disposi­
tions in Future 

.44 .40 .40 

Number Dispositions 
thru 19 x Number 
Contacts in Future 

.41 .44 .50 

Seriousness Contacts 
Referred thru 19 x 
Severity Sanctions in 

Future 
• 39 .44 .40 

Number Dispositions 
age 19 x Seriousness 

in Future 
.31 .33 .36 

Number Dispositions 
thru 19 x Serious-
ness in Future 

.37 .42 .49 

Number Contacts thru 
17 x Severity of 
Sanctions in Future 

.42 .44 .46 

Severity Sanctions 
thru 19 x Number 
Contacts in Future 

.32 .38 .41 

Severity Sanctions 
thru 19 x Severity 
Sanctions in Future 

.55 .51 .42 

Severity Sanctions 
thru 19 x Serious-
ness in Future 

.30 .36 .39 

Seriousness thru 17 
x Severity Sanctions 

in Future 
.40 .41 .40 

:1 
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or the very low seriousness scores of their early years. On variables which 

were highly skewed toward the 10\1/ end of the continuum, such as cohort dispo-

sitions or severity of sanctions prior to age, the age of 19 was selected. A 

discussion of improvement in predictive efficiency over the marginals will 

be inCluded at tho time that more detailed tables are discussed. It will be 

sufficient at this point to examine the Pearsonian coefficients of correlation 

in order to obtain som t' f} e no lon 0 t 1e relationships of past to future behavior, 

past behavior to present behavior, and present behavior to futul'e behaVior. 

What we immediately notice is that the number of contacts th't"ough tho 

age of 17 and the mnnbcr of futur" contacts J '" lave correlations roughly similar 

to those for seriousness of contacts through 17 and ser;;'ousncss of contacts 

in the future for each cohort. L' k' J 
1 eWlse, t 1e number and seriousncs~~ of past 

contacts havc correlations roughly similar to those for number and seriousnoss 

of present contacts and the mUllbcr and seriousncss of contacts at agC' 17 have 

similar correlations to those for numbor and seriousness of future contacts. 

When measuring the relationship of Dast to present or present to future, the 

corre1 ations are, of course, lower tlh)Tl those obtained when relating past 

to future • This is a function of the fa.:;: that a giVen year's experience 

is not as representative of a person's overall behavior as is the SlUn of 

their past behavior or the sum of their future behaVior. As we progress across 

the diagram this becomes even clearer. 

At the next stage we find another set of similar correlations for (~ach 

cohort. The interesting thing to note here is that just a seriousness of 

past contacts had about the same or a slightly lower correlation with serious­

ness in the future as did the number of past contacts with future contact, 

seriousness of contacts in the past has about the same or a. 10\ ... er corrl\!ation 
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wi th future referrals as do nwnber of contacts and referrals. 

The next collUnn of cO:L'relntions in the diagram includes a variety of 

I:orrclations of past and present contacts, referrals, and court statuses ,.,ith 

future statuses, all through the age of 17 except past court dispositions which 

are through the age of 19. Although the number of past dispositions is gen­

erally more highly correlated with the number of future dispositions than is 

the case for other combinations of variables, the differences are not sufficient 

to prevent us from saying, whether we are speaking of number of past contacts, 

seriousness of past contacts, past referrals I or past disposi hons, that there 

is essentially tho same amount of variance between the independent variable 

and the dependent variable which measures future involvement with the juve-

nile system. 

In the next column we deal with past dispositions and dispositions at 

the age of 19 VS. dispositions in the future and number and seriousness of 

contacts in the future. Here again we find that the correlations between be­

havior at 19 and in the future are generally 10\.,er than their parallel CClrre­

lations based on past vs. future behavior. 

Seriousness of past contacts referred and seve~ity of sanctions in the 

future produces a set of correlations which ties 1n with the last column of 

correlations in this diagram. 

Here we note that severity of past sanctions has a positive but compara-

tively low correlation with the number and seriousness of contacts in the fu­

ture, that number and seriousness of past contacts have generally higher cor­

relations with severity of sanctions in the future, but that the highest cor­

relations are bet,.,een severity of past sanctions and severity of future sane·· 

» 
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tions. 

Perhaps most intcresting is the fact that the number of past dispositions 

by the number of future dispositions and the sev~rity of past sanctions by 

severity of futUre sanctions declined £1'0111 the 1942 Cohort to~ho 1955 Cohort 

consistently and that those arc the only t\.,o sets of correlations showing a 

consistent decline from cohort to cohort. This decline is apparently related 

to the progressively increasing proportion of persons who receive formal dis­

positions and the progressive incroase in severity of these sDnctions~ an in­

crease apparently unrelated to the previous recorded court experiences of 

persons through tho age of 10. 

What ' .... e must conclude is that while there is a correlation betwcllll each 

measure and evory other measure, those which involve past formal court action 

vs. court action in the future arc generally higher than those which involve 

formal court action vs. pOlice action (recorded contacts or the seriousness of 

contacts) in the future. And thosf.! which involve pOlice action in the past 

vs. police action in tho futuro are higher than those ,.,hich involve police 

actions and court action. There is a suggestion here that pOlice actions in 

reference to persons in each cohort arc more consistently related than police 

actions and court actions and that court actions in referonce to persons in 

each cohort arc more consistently related than court actions vs. pOlice ae u 

tions. 'rhus, thero may be more consistency based on the vie," that police have 

developed their definitions of people in each cohort as delinquent or criminal 

types and that the courts arc operating on a different set of data, JHlIllel), 

their records of the behaVior of persons in each cohort. Since the range of 

correlations to which we refer is not really great this lI1ust be taken only aB 

a suggestion at present. 
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Lt't UH now turn to an examination of the lItorc detailed tables for each 

of tlw ~il'tH of ~01'1'e1ations presented in Diagram 1. In Table 1 we note that 

almost \d thout ~xccption the correlations for ages 15 through 17 for males 

art' lower than the correlations for the cohort as a whole. 1 This is because 

the rangc in mUllbcl' of contacts for the males and females combined is greater 

than for the males alone. And with the exception of the 1942 Cohort the cor-

rl'lations for inner city and interstitial area males are about the some or a 

bit lower than those for all malos. Evon the asymmetric moasure l Somers' 0 1 

suggests that thCl'C is relatively little difference in the pattern of corrolu­

tions as we proceed from the total cohort to the males to intcl'sti tial area 

males, except for the 1942 Cohort. These higher relationships arc likewise 

reflected in I,ambda where we find that knOl'l1cdge of the number of past contacts 

reduces errors of prediction to number of future contacts by over 20~,j conunenc-

1ng at the age of 17 for inner city and interstitial area lIIales. 

Similarly~ when heriousness of past contacts is related to seriousness of 

future contacts \'Ie find these differences in the correlations produced by the 

total cohort, the males~ and the inner city and interstitial area males. Again~ 

for the 1942 Cohort l Lambda is considerably higher at the older ages for 

males who wore socialized in the inner city and interstitial areas. 

Nhile the relationship between contacts l either number of seriousness, 

through an age and number and seriousness after that age increases from the 

age of 15 through 21 for the 1942 Cohort (although not consistently), the 

highest correlation for the 1949 Cohort comes at the age of 17 or 18 and that 

for the 1955 Cohort declines fairly consistently after the age of 16 or 17, 

tho latter an artifact of the relatively fe\ofer years of experience after the 

late teens for the 1955 Cohort. The asymmetrical measure of association, 

, 

o J' 

---------------------------------------------------------------~--------~~------=-----------------~ 
TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF PAST CONTACTS TU NU~mER AND SEIUOUSNHSS IN THE r:UTURE 

FOR TOTAL COHORT, FOR MALES~ AND FOR INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREA MALES 

Total 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 ' 

Males 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Inner Citx 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

NlUnbol' of Past Contacts by 
Number of Contacts in I!",ut.!1:t:.c 

Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 19_5!.i )942 1949 1955 

.47 .49 .56 

.53 .55 .58 

.55 .59 .57 

.59 .59 .54 

.58 .58 .50 

.60 .55 .40 

.58 .52 

.40 .45 .54-

.46 .53 .56 

.48 .57 .54 

.53 .57 .53 

.52 .55 .49 

.54 .57 .39 

.52 .48 

.63 .48 .50 

.56 .47 .46 
,SO .47 .42 
.50 .44 .36 
.47 .42 .30 
.46 .38 .22 
.44 .34 

.46 .41 .49 

.45 .44 .46 

.43 .46 .42 

.44 .45 .38 

.43 .43 .33 

.43 .39 .25 

.41 .36 

and Interstitial Area Males 

.48 .49 .54 

.56 .54 .55 

.63 .54 .56 

.67 .55 .52 

.67 .54 .48 

.70 .49 .38 

.67 .46 

.53 .46 

.53 .47 

.55 .44 

.56 .45 

.55 .45 

.58 .40 

.56 .37 

.45 

.45 

.45 

.41 

.38 

.31 

.19 .16.13 

.20 .17 .12 

.19 .14 .09 

.17 .13 • 04 

.12 .11 .00 

.15 . 01 .00 

.12 .00 

.00 .13 .19 

.09 .20 .17 

.14 .21 .12 

.17 .19 .06 

.21 .15 .00 

.20 .08 .00 

.17 .00 

.04 

.IS 

.21 

.27 

.29 

.36 

.34 

.06 

.15 

.19 

.26 

.24 

.14 

.03 

.10 

.19 

.27 

.19 

.05 

.00 

Soriou!:)nc~s of Pu~t Contaets by 
___ ~_ -..S~C-=1~!pUSJ1£,S.f1_Qt'~COllt:lt:t s,J.n FUtt.11:.l!,,_~== ~, 

Pearson's R 

.. 47 .;t5 .413 

.52 .50 .51 

.54 .55 ,51 

.55 . S5 .48 

.55 .54 .40 

.56 .50 .38 

.54 .46 

.40.40.46 

.46 .47 .49 

.49 .53 .49 

.50 .53 .47 

.50 .51 .45 

.50 .46 .38 

.48 .43 

.45 

.55 

.61 

.62 

.60 

.61 

.58 

.45 

.50 

.50 

.52 

.51 

.45 

.40 

.48 

.47 

.50 

.46 

.42 

.34 

Somers' 1> 

., .58 
.54 
.49 
.49 
.47 
.46 
.44 

.39 

.42 

.43 

.45 

.44 

.45 

.43 

.40 

.46 

.51 

.55 

.53 

.57 

.54 

.44-

.44 

.45 
1.43 
.41 
.3i' 
.33 

.. "} 
• .:J I 

.41 

.45 

.44 

.44 

.39 

.35 

.42 

.44 

.44 

.45 

.47 

.41 

.35 

.40 

.43 

.40 

.35 

.30 
') l ...... 

.42 

.41 

.41 

.38 

.34 

.25 

.38 

.39 

.44 

.41 

.39 

.31 

Lambda 

.21 .21 . .!(l 

.27 .23 .20 

.26.24.10 

.26 .21 .05 

.23 .18 .00 

.22 .11 .UU 

.19 .el 

.00 

.01 

.10 

.18 

.18 

.25 

.25 

.00 

.03 

.19 

.25 

.26 

.33 

.32 

.03 

.17 

.25 

.30 

.24 

.14 

.00 

.00 

.09 

.15 

.23 

.20 

.003 

.24 

.29 

.23 

.13 

.00 

.00 

.04 

.13 

.22 

.29 

.16 

.00 

--- ~ 
*I,nmbda and Smll'Ot's I 0 AS)'lIUIlCtriC with number of pOlice contacts and seriousness scores collapsed 0, 1, 21 3, '~I and 

5 01' ... and OJ 1, 2, 3~ 4, 5, and 6 or ... respectiVely. 
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SOilil.'l'~' 'n, d~clines with age for aU cohorts when based on the entire cohort 

from age to age, declines somewhat less when it involves ohly the males, and 

inert'ases slightly for the 1942 males socialized in the inner city and inter-

stitial area but declines for the 1949 and 1955 males. While little increase 

t he marginals is obtained for the total cohort in prt'dictlvc efficiency over 

or the mal<.~s alone, it is apparent t 1at a e } t th age of 17 or 18 an increase of 

~U~ or mOTe in predictlve w , effl' Cl' ency may bn obtained for those who were social-

bed in the inner city or eac 0 e c . f h f th ohorts And as we have previously 

for serl'ousness was similar to that for number of con­indicated, the pattern 

tact!;; with some l'cduction in errors POSSl e a e age 'bl t th of 17 or 18 for each 

, Illes or males socialized in the inner city and of the cohorts, partlcu ar y rna 

interNtitial arcas. 

Tables of campara e '" bl corrolatl'ons for number and seriousness for females 

and for males socialized outside the inner city and interstitial areas are 

included as Table 1 in Appendix O. Suffice it to say that the correlations 

for females \'lcre considerably lower than those for males and those for 'na1es 

than those for males from the inner city. outside the inner city were lower 

There \'laS practical y no lncrease I ' l'n predl' ctive efficiency over the marginal~i 

(as indicated by Lambda). 

The main point that should be made is that although the proportionJl 

reduction of error obviously increases with age for the 1942 Cohort inner city 

for all practl' cal purposes in terms of intervention in the males, predictions 

careers of youth can best be made around the age of 17 or 18. We are not say­

ing that intervention will be effective but that simply this is the period 

before adulthood when the best pre lC lon can rna. d ' t' be de What we must again con-

clude is that police contacts and seriousness of police contacts alone do not 

I 
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facilitate the prediction of future behavior at any early age for the use of 

persons involved in the decision-Jnaking process. The increa~e in predictive 
. 

efficiency is not sufficient to justify us·e of ear1.y experience data as a 

predictive device. 

Table 2 is an exposition of the data on the relationship of past contacts 

to present contacts and present contacts to future contacts, both nwnber and 

seriousness of contacts. When we look at nwnber and seriousness of past con-

tacts by number and seriousness of present contacts, we note considerable simi-

1arity between the cohorts because the number of years after the behavior to 

be predicted has been eliminated. While there are differences, it is obvious 

that at the age of 17, for example, the statistics for all cohorts are almost 

identical whether we are discussing nwnber or seriousness of contacts. How-

ever, there is absolutely no increase in predictive efficiency over the mar-

ginals for the simple reason that the best prediction is that no one will 

have a contact or, if they do have contacts, there will be very few or that 

seriousness will be very low during any given year. 

When we turn to predicting the future from any given year there is some 

rather irregular variation from year to year, as would be expected consider-

ing the discontinuous nature of police contact experiences. Here again, ho\,/-

ever, we are predictil1g to the future and, with fewer years of experience 

after the present year, the greatest increase in predictive efficiency is for 

persons in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts with relatively less for the 1955 Cohort. 

Since the frequency of pOlice contacts declines after the ages of 17 and 18, 

the increase of from 10-2M in predictive efficiency from present to future 

declines after that t.ime for the 1942 a.nd 1949 Cohorts. 

In Table 3 we see the relationship of past and present referrals to 



m' 
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TABLE 2. 
,~-- -----'$~.-------~~---~-.-~--~"~-,~~--" ~-- ~ 

RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS Or: CONTACTS IN PAST TO PRESENT AND IN PIUlSUNT TO FUTURE !lOR TOTAL 
COHORT =====:::::::::::::::::::=========- '" ,_="'_~~ __ " - __ ~_~_"' .... ~-_- __ ~_-.. -...-_-....>- . ...- .... _0-, ~ __ .:11- -"'.' _~ _-.~ ___ ~"'-."'...--. __ ~ 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

....-_, ________ ~-- ~ .... ~.....;:~""--~""""' __ ~ ___ ' _. ;o~._"'<J.U_'''"_ _'"" ...... = ~ __ '",,~o:,-. ,--'...,~ -'" "_= __ .. ____ -I.. 

Number of Past Contacts by 
Numb£E.~o:f:' })l'o.~~l~t . COI~tYS.t.::~ ___ •. __ 

Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 - ---- --
.4 .. ' .56 .57 .34 .32 .31 .04 .04 .00 
.53 .51 .59 .42 .31 .35 .04 .01 .00 
.50 .50 .49 .33 .32 .29 .00 .00 .00 
.53 .45 .46 .34 .28 .26 .00 .00 .00 
.48 .42 .44 .28 .24 .23 .00 .00 .00 
.35 .41 .45 .22 .22 .24 ,00 .00 .00 
.44 .40 .38 .22 .21 .21 .00 .00 • 00 

Numbor of Prcsunt Contncts by 
,_,~.,, ___ lildillQ.£:r,~Q.L9~l}t~<:tsJl!_ ~u~\1~~ _ ..... ~ . __ 

Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 ........... _.-, -- ",,"-'---'--~ ------
.39 .38 .46 .63 .54 .58 .13 .13 .10 
.41 .44 .50 .51 5" . .. .52 .14 .13 .10 
.38 .46 .44 .44 .52 .47 .12 .11 .OS 
.49 .44 .46 .61 .46 4" . .. .15 .08 .04 
.42 .45 .50 .55 .45 .44 .10 .07 .04 
.39 .46 .49 .50 .43 .40 .06 .06 .01 
.45 .48 .56 .44 .09 .04 

Seriollsness of Past Contact:; by 
Suriousncs$ of Prc::;ont Cont<ld~; 

~,~_~",--" ___ ~.~~.C;o. __ ~_-"~~,,,,,~.~, _. ~-=~_ . ...,=_. 

Pearson's R Somal's' D Lambda 

194L 1~9 19§§. 1942 1949 lUSS 194?~194JL 1955 
"'---~~ ...... --

.37 .46 .48 .32 .31 .30 .00 .00 .00 

.48 .43 .50 .42 .~9 .33 .00 .UO .02 

.46 .45 .44 .33 .31 .28 .00 ,DO .uo 

.54 .44 .42 .34 .28 .26 .00 .UO .00 

.44 .39 .39 .28 .23 .22 .00 .00 .UU 

.36 .39 .42 .23 "l') ..... .23 .00 .00 .00 

.41 .37 .37 .21 .21 .21 .00 .00 .00 

SCl'iousnuss of Prescnt Contacts by 
Seriousness of Contacts in Futuru 

Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 
1!)~2 1 9,f9 1955 1942 lD·lD 1~55 1%5 --- H}4~ _lH4!J 

__ '><C'=-"_ 

.37 .35 .39 .58 .49 .52 .13 .15 .15 

.40 .41 .43 .48 .48 .47 .19 .18 . .16 

.38 .47 .42 .42 .51 .46 .16 .19 .12 

.47 .44 .43 .57 .46 .41 .20 .14 .09 

.41 .41 .47 .52 .4~ .43 .14 .11 .09 

.39 .42 .53 .47 .42 .41 .11 .10 .07 

.41 .44 .53 .44 .12 .09 

=-
*Lumbda and Somers' D Asynunctric vd th number of pOlice contacts and seriousness collapsed OJ 1, 2J 3, 4, 5 or + 
and 0, 1, " ... ~ 3, 4, 5, and 6 or + respectively. 

, 

, 

\ 
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TABLE 3. RELATIONSHIP OF PAST REFERRALS TO FUTURE REFERRALS AND PAST DISPOSITIONS TO FUTURE 
DISPOSITIONS FOR TOTAL COllORT, FOR MALES, AND FOR INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREA MAWS 

Nwnbcr of Past Referrals by Nwnbcr of Past Dispositions by 
Number of Referrals in Future ~umber of Dispositions in Future 

0,.--

P~arsonts R* Somers' 0 Lambda Pearson's R Somers t 'D Lambda 

Total 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 195:; 
- - ~ 

Age 15 .35 .39 .53 .55 .58 .52 .03 .04 .06 .24 .17 .44 .66 .76 .63 .03 .02 .Ob 
16 .40 .50 .54 .43 .50 .41 .03 .04 .04 .29 .32 .49 .62 .78 .57 .04 .05 0'; • I 

17 .45 .52 .52 .40 .37 .32 .04 .02 .01 .35 .35 .52 .70 .78 .50 .06 .06 .04 
18 .52 .53 .48 .39 .35 .26 .04 .03 .00 .65 .54 .52 .74 .71 .43 .16 .07 .O:! 
19 .52 .48 .47 .34 .30 .22 .04 .00 .00 .62 .58 .52 .65 .61 3" • I .11 .07 .00 
20 .55 .46 .34 .30 .27 .14 .04 .00 .00 .69 .57 .45 .66 .55 • ~~7 .12 .03 .00 
21 .54 .44 .34 .22 .05 .00 .70 .55 .60 .48 .09 .00 

Males --
Age 15 .31 .40 .53 .45 .59 .55 .04 .08 . (':9 .27 .17 .44 .84 .74 .63 .06 .02 .11 

16 .35 .47 .54 .36 .47 .43 .04 .05 .07 .30 .30 .48 .83 .73 .55 .07 .09 .09 
17 .40 .48 .53 .35 .34 .36 .05 .03 .04 .34 .33 .50 .74 .70 .49 .08 .07 .07 
18 .48 .51 .48 .35 .33 .29 .06 .04 .00 .63 .53 .51 .72 .66 .45 .20 .09 .03 
19 .49 .47 .49 .32 .31 .26 .OS .01 .00 .59 .57 .52 .60 .59 .40 .11 .10 .00 
20 .51 .45 .34 .~4 .28 .16 .04 .00 .00 .66 .55 .44 .64 .53 .29 .13 .04 .00 
21 .50 .42 .33 .24 .05 .00 .69 .53 .58 .46 .09 .00 

Inner Citl and Interstitial Males 

Age 15 .38 .41 .52 .53 .56 .52 .12 .14 .16 .29 .22 .46 .82 .70 .57 .08 .04 .22 
16 .42 .47 .53 .45 .46 .44 .08 .09 .13 .33 .32 ,Sl .83 .65 .55 .13 .08 .20 \ 

17 .47 .52 .58 .43 .33 .42 .07 .09 .13 .35 .37 .52 .82 .64 .50 .15 .10 .16 
18 .51 .55 .51 .40 .36 .33 .09 .08 .04 .63 .54 .51 .73 .61 .44 .36 .17 .11 
19 .52 .49 .52 .36 .32 .33 .11 .04 .00 .64 .58 .53 .70 .53 .43 .35 .16 .06 
20 .54 .50 .34 .40 .33 .19 15 .03 .00 .74 .50 .46 .77 .43 .36 .30 .06 .00 
21 .54 .48 .37 .30 .10 .00 .73 .48 .72 .38 .30 .00 

I..N 

*Lambda and Somers' D Asynunetric with number of referrals and dispositions collapsed to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +. 
'-I 
IJ1 

, 
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number of referrals in the future and, while the correlations are slightly 

higher for mules residing in the inner city than for the total cohort or for 

mules alone (the difference is really not significant), there is little 

in~l'l.\ase in predictive efficiency over the marginals, even less than in tho 

tables based on number of contacts and seriousness of contacts. Turning to 

thl' number of past dispositions by the number of dispositions in the future, 

we find the 1942 Pearsonian correlations relatively higher in the later ages, 

having increased considerably for both the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts from tho age 

of 15 onward, suggesting that past appear£mces in court become increasingly 

indicative of future court appearances. While these increases arc not con­

sistent, they arc present. The 1955 Cohort shows no increase from age 15 to 

20, the latest age for which a correlation could be computed considering the 

dropoff in dispositions after the age of 20. The asynunetric Somers' D's are 

very high at the early ages because those few who do have early dispOSitions 

arc very likely to have future dispositions. 

Wi th fC\'I exceptions the correlations for females and for males socialized 

outside the inner city (see Table 2, Appcndix 0) were lower than their counter­

parts in Table 3. With even fewer exceptions Lambda indicated less propor­

tional reduction in error over the marginals \'Ihen predicting from the past 

to the future. The data also show that males socialized in the inner city 

who have court appearances in their lato teens or inunediately thereafter are 

more like ly than others to continue to have court appearances. Generally 

lower correlations are generated \'Ihen relating the number of dispositions at 

any single age to the number of future dispositions (tables not included). 

Turning to Table 4 we expand the data on the relationship of past con­

tacts and seriousness of past contacts to nwnber of referrals in the future. 

TABLE 4. RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF PAST CONTACTS TO NUMBER OF FUTURE REFERRALS FOR 
TOTAL COHORT, FOR MALES, AND FOR INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREA MALES 

.-

Number of Past Contacts by Seriousness of Pust Contacts by 
Number of Referrals in Future Number of Referrals in Future 

Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

Total 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 HISS 

Age 15 .49 .54 .58 .51 .39 .40 .05 .07 .06 .51 .49 .52 .51 .38 .39 .08 .03 . 01 
16 .50 .55 .54 .42 .36 .34 .02 .05 .01 .50 .50 .48 .42 .35 .33 .01 .00 .00 
17 .50 .51 .51 .33 .28 .28 .01 .00 .00 .46 .44 .43 .33 .28 .27 .00 .00 .00 
18 .51 .50 .46 .32 .27 .23 .00 .00 .00 .47 .43 .39 .32 .26 .22 .00 .00 .00 
19 .49 .44 .42 .28 .23 .18 .00 .00 .00 .44 .38 .34 .27 .22 .18 .00 .00 .00 
20 .49 .40 .30 .28 .20 .11 .00 .00 .00 .43 .34 .26 .27 .19 .11 .00 .00 .00 
21 .47 .35 .27 .17 .00 .00 .41 .29 .26 .16 .00 .00 

Males 

Age 15 .41 .53 .57 .40 .40 .41 .06 .10 .09 .43 .47 .52 .40 .38 .39 .09 .07 .05 
16 .43 .53 .52 .37 .37 .34 .03 .08 .03 .42 .47 .46 .36 .36 .33 .02 .00 .00 
17 .44 .48 .50 .31 .30 .32 .02 .00 .00 .39 .40 .43 .31 .28 .31 .01 .00 .00 
18 .45 .47 .46 .32 .29 .28 .00 .00 .00 .41 .39 .39 .32 .28 .27 .00 .00 .00 
19 .43 .41 .41 .28 .26 .23 .00 .00 .00 .38 .35 .34 .28 .25 .22 .00 .00 .00 
20 .44 .37 .29 .30 .22 .13 .00 .00 .00 .37 .31 .24 .30 .21 .13 .00 .00 .00 
21 .43 .32 .29 .19 .00 .00 .36 .26 .28 .18 .00 .00 

Inner Citl and Interstitial Males 

Age 15 .58 .58 .55 .52 .46 .42 .16 .19 .16 .53 .53 .52 .50 .46 .42 .24 .18 .12 
16 .57 .56 .51 .49 .43 .39 .18 .16 .07 .52 .49 .48 .46 .42 .39 .14 .09 .00 
17 .55 .51 .52 .43 .34 .39 .07 .03 .01 .51 .42 .45 .45 .33 .40 . 03 .00 .00 
18 .54 .50 .47 .43 .36 .35 .05 .00 .00 .48 .41 .39 .44 .34 .35 .00 .01 .00 
19 .53 .42 .41 .40 .31 .30 .00 .00 .00 .44 .37 .32 .38 .31 .30 .02 .00 .00 
20 .53 .40 .26 .42 .30 .17 .00 .00 .00 .45 .33 .20 .43 .28 .17 .00 .00 .00 
21 .51 .35 .41 .27 .00 .00 .4.3 .28 .40 .23 .00 .00 

U.J 
• ' -J 

*Lambda and Somers' D Asynunetric \'lith number of contacts and referrals collapsed to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4~ and 5 or + and 01 

seriousness scores to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,and 6 or +. 
.,-,., 
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Here, even more than in other cases, we find higher correlations for males 

socialized in the inner city compared to al1 males l with the ages of 15 

through 18 having the highest correlations. And herl3 we find the correlations 

are far higher for males who were socialized in the inner city than for those 

who \'Iero socialized in outer areas, just as the relationships were generally 

much lower for females than for males in each cohort (see Table 3, Appendix 0). 

The greatest proportional reduction in error, particularly for males social­

ized in the inner city, occurs at the ages of 15 and 16 with relatively little 

or no reduction for older ages. In other words, freqUl'mcy and seriousness 

of contacts through the early ages are most predictive (although the reduction 

in predictive error j s less than 2090) of the number of referrals that a male 

in the inner city and interstitial areas will have in the future. The crucial 

point that must be remembered, however, is that we cannot say that it is 

totally a matter of the behavior of the juveniles for the referral process 

does result in a disproportional number of those residing in inner city re­

ceiving a referral for essentially the same behavior exhibited by those who 

reside outside this area and \'1ho do not receive a. referral. 

The correlations in Table 5 between number of past referrals and number 

and seriousness of contacts in the future are relatively similar. In both 

cases it appears that a buildup of referrals generates higher correlations 

for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts as the years go by and that persons who have 

frequent referrals are sufficiently likely to have later and Inore serious rea-

sons for contact that errors of prediction for inner city males may be redu~cd 

by 20% or more for the later ages. This, however, is beyond +he juvenile per­

iod so that the data eire really of little more use than those which we have 

J 377 
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previously presented in terms of predicting seriousness of adult careers from 
\ 

records of behavior in the late teens. Againl the various measures of associa-

tion and proportional reduction in error were generally lower for the females 

than the males and lower for males socialized in outer areas than in the 

inner city (see Table 41 Appendix 0). 

Table 6 presents data on the number and seriousness of past contacts by 

number of dispositions in the future andl while both are correlated with dis­

positions in the future I give us (with several exceptions for males social-

ized in the inner city) li ttle increase in predictive efficiency over the 

marginals. As in other cases there was even less or no increase in predic­

tive efficiency for females or for males socialized in the inner city (see 

Table 5, Appendix 0). Predicting number of dispositions in the future from 

the number of contacts at the present results, of course, in even less reduc­

tion in error (see Table 8). 

While it may appear that. we are being unduly critical of the data, the 

reader must be reminded that this project set out to determine if it was 

possible to predict future behavior from past behavior, which implies that 

the prediction should increase officiency over that which could be obtained 

from the marginals. 

In Table 7 we turn to nwnber of past dispositions as a predictor of num­

ber and seriousness of contacts in the future. Since relatively few members 

of the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts received dispositions at an early age and a 

large proportion of them had contacts at later ages whether they had early 

dispOSitions or not, the Pearsonian correlations are low at the age of 15 and 

increase only as it develops that larger proportithl::; of the persons in these 

cohorts have had dispositions, persons who go on to have more contacts and 

.. 
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TABLE 5. 

Total 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Males 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBBR OF PAST ·RllFERRALS '1'0 NUMIHiR AND SllRlOUSNllSS OF FUTURE CONTACTS H)R 
TOTAL COHORT, FOR MALES, AND FOR INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREA MALES 

Ntunbol' of Past Referrals by Ntllllt'or 
of Contacts in Future 

Pearson's R * 
1942 1949 1955 

.32 .31 .45 

.39 .42 .50 

.47 .50 .50 

.51 .51 .49 

.52 .54 .51 

.55 .54 .43 

.57 .54 

.28.30.45 

.35 .40 .50 

.42 .48 .49 

.46 .48 .48 

.48.51.52 

.51 .50 .42 

.53 .52 

Smno1'S I I> 

1942 1949 1955 __ 'M • .,. __ _ 

.63 .63 .62 

.56 .60 .55 

.57 .59 .47 

.55 .54 .41 

.55 .52 .36 

.54 .47 .27 

.52 .42 

.49 .57 .62 

.44 .54 .56 

.46 .53 .47 

.46 .48 .41 

.46 .48 .38 

.46 .44 .29 

.45 .40 

Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 
e............,..-~ 

.09 .08 .10 

.11 .14 .10 

.15 .14 .08 

.13 .09 .05 

.12 .09 .02 

.12 .07 .00 

.11 .04 

.00 .00 .16 

.00 .13 .15 

.06 .20 .11 

.U .14 .07 

.17 .11 .03 

.16 .08 .00 

.15 .06 

Nlunbor of Past Rofl'l'l'llis by 
_c __ ~.~r:J:.2.usne~HL of ~~2.!ltut:t~ iIi F\!~~=_~~~, 

Poarsun's R 

J9~2 194919515. 
.29 .27 .37 
.36 .37 .43 
.45 .47 .45 
.48 .49 .44 
.50 .51 .48 
.53 .52 .44 
.54 .53 

.25 .26 .36 

.33 .36 .42 

.41 .46 .44 

.45 .47 .43 

.47 .50 .48 

.51 .51 .45 

.52 .52 

SOIUt'l'B' Il 

.~~12 1949 JJ55 

.59 .58 .57 

.55 .57 .52 

.57 .58 .47 

.56 .54 .41 

.55 .52 .37 

.53.,18.27 

.53 .43 

.43 .50 .53 

.44 .51 .50 

.47 .53 .46 

.47 .49 .40 

.47 .49 .38 

.48 .45 .29 

.47 .42 

Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 
~~~ 

.07 .09 .15 

.15 .17 .16 

.21 .22 .14 

.21 .19 .09 

.20 .15 .07 

.17 .14 .00 

.16 .11 

• 00 .00 .14 
.00 .03 .25 
.00 • ,23 •• !o 
.06 .28 .14 
.13 .23 .10 
.20 .10 .00 
.22 .13 

Inner City and Interstitial Males 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

.32 .36 .46 .50 

.37 .42 .51 .45 

.47 .46 .52 .51 

.50 .49 .48 .48 

.52 .52 .52 .47 

.57 .51 .42 .51 

.59 .51 .51 

.57 

.50 

.45 

.46 

.47 

.43 

.40 

.53 

.50 

.44 

.38 

.39 

.30 

.00 

.00 

.11 

.13 

.19 

.24 

.27 

.00 

.00 

.12 

.22 

.24 

.14 

.10 

.03 

.16 

.22 

.16 

.12 

.00 

.26 

.34 

.44 

.46 

.49 

.54 

.56 

.29 

.37 

.44 

.47 

.49 

.49 

.51 

.38 

.43 

.48 

.43 

.49 

.47 

.38 .44 .43 

.41 .44 .43 

.46 .43 .42 

.45 .44 .36 

.45 .46 .38 

.50 .42 .32 

.49 .40 

.00 .00 .00 

.00 .00 .01 

.00 .04 .15 

.03 .18 .~3 

.13 .24 .23 

.22 •• W .09 

.23 .18 

*Lrunbda and Somers' D AS)CJmnctric with nwnbcr of contacts and referrals collapsed to 0, 1, 2, S, 4, and 5 or + 
mId serious scores to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and b or + • 

co 

\ 
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TABLE (). RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF PAST CONTACTS '1'0 NUMBER OF DISPOS1TlONS IN THE 
FUTURE FOR TOTAL COHORT, POR MALES, AND FOR INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREA MALES 

Number of Past Contacts by 
Numbor of:.J)ispositio!1s it,LPutul'C 

Total 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Males 
Age 15 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Pl'urson's R* 

1942 1949 1955 
~c..~.~_~ 

.42 .41 .54 

.49 .47 .55 

.53 .53 .54 

.54 .54 .51 

.49 .50 .47 

.49.46.38 

.4u .40 

.35 .38 .52 

.42 .44 .53 

.48 .50 .53 

.49 .51 .51 

.44 .47 .47 

.45 .44 .37 

.43 .38 

Somers' D 

10E 1949 et~~ 

.36 .30 .41 

.37.32.38 

.35 .34 .35 

.31 .32 .30 

.2.7 .27 .25 
• l.u .24 .1 '1 
.23 .20 

.28 

.35 

.36 

.33 

.28 

.29 

.26 

.29 

.33 

.36 

.36 

.32 

.28 

.24 

.42 

.40 

.38 

.35 

.31 

.22 

Inner City and Interstitial Males 

Age 15 .42 .35 .52 .29 .30 .44 
16 .51 .39 .54 .36 .33 .45 
17 .55 .44 .56 .38 .36 .45 
18 .53 .47 .52 .35 .36 .41 
19 .4B .42 .48 .34 .30 .39 
20 .52 .37 .37 .37 .25 .31 
21 .48 .31 .34 .20 

Lumbda 

1D42 1949 1955 
~ ''''''''-,"*=''.~~.o::=::!::;:l 

.03 .00 .10 

.01 .00 .06 

.01 .00 .01 

.00 .00 .00 

.00 .00 .00 

.00 .00 .00 
• 00 .00 

.03 

.01 

.02 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 .13 

.00 .10 

.00 .04 

.00 .00 

.00 • 00 

.00 • 00 

.00 

.13 .01 .22 

.17 .00 .17 

.17 .00 .14 

.05 .00 .03 

.00 .00 .00 

.00 .00 .00 

.00 .00 

S<.\1'10umit'us of PaHt Contacts 
~,. bY_li4mQt~!:o~~tLP..~Br?OS it.i,OI1S-i.U-Put.u.l'<'L-, 

Pearson's R 

.44 .40 .50 

.51 .46 .50 

.54 .50 .48 

.52 .48 .45 

.46 .44 .40 

.46 .39 .32 

.42 .34 

.36 .36 .49 

.45 .43 .49 

.49 .47 .47 

.47 .45 .45 

.41 .41 .40 

.42 .37 .31 

.39 .32 

.38 .35 .52 

.47 .40 .53 

.50 .43 .50 

.47 .42 .45 

.43 .39 .40 

.45 .32 .29 

.43 .28 

SOlllers' D 

.36 .29 .40 

.37 .32 .37 

.3b .34 .34 

.32 .31 .29 

.,/;7 .27 .24 

.27 .23 .17 

.24 .19 

.28 

.30 

.38 

.Su 

.30 

.29 

.33 

.37 

.35 
3') . .. 

.31 .28 

.28 .23 

.41 

.39 

.38 

.35 

.31 

.21 

.:W .31 .44 

.36 .34 .46 

.39 .39 .46 

.37 .37 .43 

.34 .34 .39 

.39.27.29 

.38 .21 

Lumbda 

1942 1949 19!,!) 
~~~~~;;:;~'" 

.02 .00 .ou 

.00 .00 .00 

.00 .00 .00 

.00 .00 .00 

.00 .00 .00 
• 00 .00 . 00 
.00 .00 

.03 

.01 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.02 .02 
• 08 .02 
.02 .03 
.00 • 02 
• 02 .00 
.00 • 00 
.00 .00 

.10 

.04 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.19 

.1S 

.08 

.00 

.00 

.00 
I..N 
'-J "_._--- _____ ~ ______________ • ________________________________ ~= ______ == _______________ tO 

*Lnmbda and Somers' D Asymmetric \\'ith munbcr of pOlice contacts unu dispositions collapsNl to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 01'+ 
:Ulu!'l.·ri()usnt'~s SCOl"«.'S to 0, 1, 2J 3, 4, 5, and 6 or + • 

, 
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TABLE 7. RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER OF PAST DISPOSITIONS TO NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS IN 

TIlE FUTURE FOR TOTAL COHORT, FOR MALES, AND FOR iNNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AIlliA MALES 
--------,-.........,-,-_........- "" ~ _____ c-,--"""" 

Nl~ber of Past Dispositions by Number of Past Di:;p()sitiol\~ by 
Number of Contacts in Future Seriousness of Contacts in Future ,-

Pearson's R * Somers' 'n Lambda Pearson's R Somers' 1J Lambda 

Total 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 Hl49 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Age 15 .12 .14 .39 .55 .74 .65 .01 .02 .09 .11 .12 .31 .52 .66 .58 .00 .02 .11 
16 .15 .22 .46 .54 .75 .57 .02 .04 .08 .12 .19 .39 .43 .67 .53 .02 .04 .15 
17 .19 .27 .48 .58 .74 .50 .04 .05 .06 .18 .25 .44 .11 .71 .50 .04 .06 .13 
18 .40 .37 .49 .65 .64 .44 .11 .08 .04 .36 .35 .45 .61 .64 .44 .14 .13 .10 
19 .41 .44 .50 .60 .61 .40 .10 .08 .02 .37 .42 .49 .58 .62 .40 .13 .15 .07 
20 .48 .45 .44 .63 .54 .30 .10 .06 .00 .44 .45 .46 .62 .56 .31 .15 .12 .00 
21 .50 .44 .59 .48 .10 .03 .46 .45 .59 .49 .14 .07 

Males 

Age 15 .11 .14 .40 .47 .67 .65 .00 .00 .13 .08 .11 .32 .31 .56 .55 .00 .00 .09 
16 .14 .20 .46 .53 .63 .56 .00 .00 .14 .10 .17 .39 .32 .55 .50 .00 .00 .22 
17 .17 .26 .46 .46 .61 .47 .00 .06 .09 .14 .24 .43 .34 .60 .47 .00 .00 .22 
18 .37 .36 .48 .51 .53 .43 .05 .11 .05 .32 .35 .44 .46 .55 .43 .00 .18 .14 
19 .38 .42 .50 .47 .52 .40 .11 .11 .02 .35 .41 .49 .44 .54 .40 .00 .20 .09 
20 .45 .42 .42 .51 .46 .30 .14 .07 .00 .42 .44 .46 .50 .49 .31 .14 .16 .00 
21 .46 .42 .47 .41 .12 .03 .43 .44 .47 .43 .18 .09 

Inner Cit~ and Interstitial Males 

Age 15 .14 .17 .43 .55 .()O .55 .00 .00 .00 .06 .13 .35 .16 .45 .44 .00 .00 .00 
16 .17 .23 .47 .59 .56 .52 .00 .00 .16 .10 .19 .40 .25 .45 .43 .00 .00 .00 
17 .20 .29 .48 .62 .54 .45 .00 .00 .22 .13 .25 .44 .33 .49 .42 .00 .00 .15 
18 .37 .37 .46 .52 .48 .39 .01 .12 .16 .30 .34 .41 .39 .46 .37 .00 .00 .26 
19 .39 .43 .49 .48 .47 .40 .07 .16 .11 .35 .39 .48 .42 .46 .39 .00 .15 .21 
20 .49 .42 .41 .54 .40 .31 .17 .12 . 01 .44 .44 .47 .50 .43 .33 .11 .18 .08 
21 .51 .40 .54 .38 .19 .08 .46 .42 .50 .40 .16 .14 

~~ ---- ",,,,,-_ .. -... ~'*"~ .. -- ... ---
*Lambda and Somers' D Asynunetric with number of contacts and dispositions collapsed to O~ 1~ 2, 
and seriousness scores to 0, 1" 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 or +. 

--'-' -----------------------~­
... t,t:. ..... 

3, 4" and 5 or + 

, 
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contacts for more sierious reasons than those who did not have dispositions. 

And, of course, those who did not have dispositions by the late teens become 

less and less likely to have frequent or serious contacts thereafter, the 

correlations thus becoming higher year-by-year with some increase in predi.ct­

ability for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. 

Earlier and l,arger number of court dispositions result in a some,\'hat dif­

ferent picture for the 1955 Cohort with relatively stable correlations from 

the ages of 15 through 20. The as~netric measure, Somers' D, high at the 

age of 15 for each cohort, remained relatively high because those who had dis­

positions early in their careers continued to have contacts in the future. 

There was, however, little increase in the ability to predict number of con­

tacts in the future from past dispositions for any of the cohorts, although 

there was some reduction in error for the later years in the 1942 Cohort and 

somewhat earlier for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts, this again being in part a 

function of the years of exposure for contacts after court dispositions and 

the fact that more of the persons in the 1955 Cohort received court disposi·. 

tions early in their careers. 

The pattern of Pearsonian correlations for females was similar to those 

for males but generally lower while the Somers' D's were considerably higher 

for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts but 10we1' for the 1955 Cohort. This may be 

explained by the fact that those few females from the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts 

who had received dispositions in the past were the most frequent and serious 

offenders from the female segment of these cohorts and are very likely to 

have additional frequent contacts and more serious trouble, while those who 

had not received dispositions in the past were less likely to have contacts 

and serious cont.acts ; n the future than werre the males. However, by the time 

---~----- --~-----
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TABLE 8. RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER OF DISPOSITIONS PRESENT AGE TO NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS IN THE FUTURE ANU
N 

NUMBER OF UrSPOSlTlUNS AND CONTACTS PIU.lSliNT Aml TO IJlSPOSITlON::> iN FUTURE FOR TOTAL COllORT 
- ~.-o.'>. 

Number of Dispositions Present by Number of 
Contacts in Future 

Pearson's R* SornuI's' D Lambda 
1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Age 15 .12 .12 .32 .63 .73 .67 .01 .01 .06 
16 .14 .19 .37 .70 .74 .57 .01 .02 .06 
17 .15 .22 .33 .60 .71. .50 .02 .03 .02 
18 .40 .34 .38 .67 .61 .51 .09 .06 .03 
19 .33 .35 .37 .66 .62 .50 .06 .05 .00 
20 .39 .36 .43 .80 .59 .48 .07 .04 .00 
21 .38 .38 .73 .60 .07 .02 

Number of Dispositions Present by Number of 
Dispositions in Future 

Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Age 15 .19 .18 .35 .70 .83 .64 .03 .04 .05 
16 .21 .24 .38 .72 .75 .58 .04 .06 .01 
17 .23 .29 .35 .74 .82 .50 .05 .10 .01 
18 .54 .45 .43 .72 .68 .53 .29 .18 .00 
19 .44 .40 .40 .66 .58 .48 .17 .11 .00 
20 .52 .42 .46 .86 .61 .45 .28 .12 .00 
21 .49 .49 .70 .61 .20 .09 

-

Number of D1spOS1 tions 1>1'(.1sont by Seriommess 
of Contacts in Future 

-.-s_-'_~_ _,"",, __ ~'_.~_-""'_'.~-''''''''''-'''_' . __ .,_~ .. ~~ 
Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 ._- --.-...--...~-~ --=$_--
.13 .10 .26 .66 .65 .60 .00 .01 .07 
.12 .16 .33 .63 .66 .54 .01 .03 .11 
.13 .22 .33 ,57 .74 .51 .02 .04 .09 
.36 .33 .36 .65 6" . .. .51 .12 .10 .08 
.31 .33 .36 .65 .62 .51 .08 .09 .04 
.34 .35 .45 .76 .60 .49 .09 .07 .04 
.33 .35 .69 .60 .08 .08 

Number of Contacts Present by Number of 
Dispositio~~ in Future 

Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 ---_ ... -
.37 .34 .49 .36 .37 .54 .02 .00 .08 
.45 .42 .51 .40 .39 .46 .05 .04 .05 
.33 .49 .46 .32 .42 .42 .01 .05 .04 
.47 .49 .49 .34 .37 .38 .05 .06 .02 
.34 .45 .52 .30 .29 .37 .02 .03 .04 
.38 .53 .54 .29 .31 .32 .01 .05 .00 
.45 .46 .27 .29 .04 .05 

*Lambda and Somers' 0 Asymmetric ,~ith number of police contacts and dispositions collapsed 01 1, 21 31 41 and 5 or + 
and seriousness 0, 11 2, 31 41 5, and 6 or +. 
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that the 1955 Cohort had reached the point that its members were receiving 

police cont acts and dispositions, females were more likely to experience 

court dispositions and those who had not received them at an early age were 

more likely to have contacts in the future than were females from the 1942 

and 1949 Cohorts. In ot'he:t' /.Jol,ds, ·the femaZe eropeJ:lienae /.Jas beaom·ing mOJ:le 

simiZaJ:l to that of the. maZes. 

Analogously, a patterned difference existed between males socialized 

in the inner city and outlying areas (particularly the 1955 Cohort) which 

indicated that those males who were socialized in the outer areas but who 

recei ved dispositions at an early age were those with the highest probability 

of having contacts ru1d serious contacts in the future and those who did not 

receive a disposition less likely than persons in the inner city to ultimately 

have frequent and serious contacts. By the time that the 1955 Cohort was 

exposed to the possibility of contacts and dispositions, inner and outer 

area juveniles were having more similar experiences with the police and courts. 

The correlations to which we refer for females and for males socialized out~ 

sidE~ the inner city may be found in Table 6 of Appendix O. 

Table B reveals that while number of dispositions has somewhat lower 

cm:relations at most ages with number and seriousness of contacts in the 

fllture than do past dispositions, relatively higher Somers' D's are gener~ 

a.ted because those who do have a disposition at any given age arc also the 

persons most likely to have future and more serious contacts. But here we 

see that the number of dispositions at present age by number of contacts and 

seriousness 0f contacts in the future does not permit an increase in pre~ 

dictive efficiency over the marginals. There is no doubt that those who had 

dispositions during any given year \.,.ere more likely to have frequent and more 
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serious contacts in the future) but the number of contacts a person with 

a disposition in any given year would have was not sufficiently greater than 

the number of contacts that others would have in the future to permit very 

much proportional reduction in error. 

In Table 9 we examine the possibility of predicting severity of sanctions 

in the future from seriousness of past contacts referred and from severity 

of past sanctions. Little improvement over the marginals is made in predict~ 

iug severity of sanctions in the future from seriousness of past contacts 

referred. Some improvement was possible) however) when predicting from sever-

i ty of past sanctions to future sanctions. Those who are severely sanctioned 

in the past are more likely to be severely sanctioned in the future than arc 

the larger proportion of persons who have not been sanctioned) the shape of 

this relationship) as did several others, producing a high asymmetric Somers' D. 

A greater increase in predictive efficiency is found here, particularly for 

the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts than in most previous tables of interrelationships. 

Since there was relatively little time for the 1955 Cohort to experience 

sanctions in the future, these correlations and the Lambdas are relatively 

low. Correlations for the females were generally lower than those for the 

males and where there were larger increases in predictive efficiency for the 

females than the males in the 1942 Cohort it was based on only a handful of 

cases where females had been sanctioned before that age, half of whom received 

sanctions after that age while only a small proportion of those '''ho had not 

been sanctioned before 19, for exrunple, received sanctions after that time. 

The pattern of correlations and the proportional reductions in error were 

generally higher for males socialized in the inner city than for those social­

ized outside the inner city (see Table 7) Appendix 0). 

, 

, 

• 

TABLE 9. RELATIONSHIP OF PAST SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS REFERRED AND SEVERITY OF PAST 
SANCTIONS TO SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS IN THE FUTURE FOR TOTAL COHORT, FOR MALES, AND FOR INNER CITY 
AND INTERSTITIAL AREA MALES 

====================-:====================--
Seriousness of Past Contacts Severity of Past Sanctions 

Referred by Severity of Sanctions in Future by Severity of Sanctions in Future 

Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

Total 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Age 15 .35 .37 .45 .60 .50 .55 .03 .00 .01 .25 .22 .32 .75 .76 .63 .02 .02 .02 
16 .36 .48 .45 .55 .51 .49 .06 .00 .01 .21 .35 .38 .71 .81 .54 • 04 .04 .02 
17 .39 .50 .42 .52 .54 .41 .00 .00 .00 .26 .29 .38 .71' .78 .45 .06 .09 .02 
18 .40 .49 .40 .46 .47 .35 .02 .00 .00 .44 .44 .39 .73 .66 .40 .13 .11 .01 
19 .39 .44 .40 .41 .39 .30 .01 .00 .00 .55 .51 .42 .62 .57 .35 .15 .08 .01 
20 .43 .42 .33 .39 .34 .20 .01 .00 .00 .57 .44 .34 .64 .50 .23 .14 .07 .01 
21 .41 .37 .35 .27 .00 .00 .54 .46 .17 .58 .42 .07 .18 .06 .00 

Males 

Age 15 .31 .37 .45 .54 .48 .56 .04 .00 .03 .26 .23 .28 .79 .77 .62 .03 .03 .04 
16 .32 .46 .45 .53 .49 .51 .07 .00 .03 .22 .34 .35 .79 .78 .52 .06 .04 .06 
17 .35 .48 .42 .51 .S4 .43 .02 .01 .00 .26 .28 .36 .70 .72 .43 .08 .10 .03 
18 .35 .47 .40 .44 .47 .39 .05 .00 .00 .42 .43 .33 .69 .62 .39 .16 .13 .01 
19 .34 .41 .41 .39 .39 .35 .01 .00 .00 .55 .50 .37 .58 .56 .35 .19 .10 .02 
20 .39 .39 .34 .38 .34 .24 .01 .00 .00 .56 .43 .29 .61 .48 .24 .18 .08 .01 
21 .37 .34 .35 .27 .00 .00 .53 .44 .56 .40 .23 .06 

Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas 

Age 15 .40 .37 .46 .47 .41 .54 .04 .02 .06 .39 .29 .30 .82 .74 .59 .06 .05 .07 
16 .39 .45 .45 .41 .45 .51 .04 .01 .05 .33 .33 .37 .77 .71 .53 .09 .06 .14 
17 .48 .45 .41 .44 .48 .45 .02 .02 .00 .42 .28 .39 .78 .67 .44 .13 .12 .16 
18 .42 .47 .38 .40 .45 .39 .07 .01 .00 .49 .42 .26 .67 .60 .37 .24 .20 .11 
19 .39 .39 .41 .37 .. 36 .40 .05 .01 .01 .50 .54 .33 .68 .51 .40 .27 .21 .07 
20 .46 .38 .33 .41 .SO .29 .05 .02 .00 .57 .48 .23 .73 .44 .29 .28 .22 .05 
21 .43 .31 .38 .23 .OS .00 .53 .45 .67 .34 .35 .21 --- \..N co 

* 
• ~,N 

Lambdn. and Somers' D Asyuunetric \'lith adjacent sanctions collapsed and seriousness scores collapsed to 0) 1, 2, 3, 4, 
5, and 6 or +. 

\..N 
00 
..r::: 
:J::::o 



.... 

3~4 B - 16 -

The relationship between severity of past sanctions and number and 

seriousness of contacts in the future is sho\ffi in Table 10 and while the 

asymmetrical Somers' D's were high in contrast to relative low Pearsonian R's, 

there was little increase in predictive efficiency in the early years, the 

only sizeable increas~s coming after members of the cohorts were young 

aoul ts. These asymmetrical relationships were again higher for females than 

males for the 1942 and 1949 Cohort!' but lower for the 1955 Cohort, consistent 

with other male/female differences in which severity of l:ianctions was one 

of the variables. Differences for males socialized in the inner city rather 

than outlying areas were also consistent with those mentioned previously (seo 

Table 8, Appendix 0). On the other hand, the fact that this relationship 

existed might be a reason for dismay, for surely, as we have suggested boforo, 

severe past sanctions is not expected to be followed by more frequent and 

more serious contacts in the future. 

Reference was made in Chapter 14 to the developmc:mt of models in which 

juvenile careers would be divided into several stages for further testing of 

the effects of sanctions on adult seriousenss. This is an appropriate place 

in which to briefly describe the results since they go beyond the simple first­

order correlations that have been presented in Table 10, controlling for a 

variety of variables they may have had underlying or int('H'vcning effects on 

seriousness of adult careers or later juvenile careers. It may \'1ell be that 

the data in Table 10 create an impression of a greater impact of sanctions 

on later seriousness that will disappear with the introduction of propel' 

controls. 

Accordingly, two-, three-, and four-stage models \'1ere constructed for 

the effect of the independent variable, severity of sanction.s on the depen-

, 

\ 

1 

, 
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TABLE 10. RELATIONSHIP OF SEVERITY OF PAST SANCTIONS TO NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF FUTURE CONTACTS 
FOR TOTAL COHORT) FOR MALES) AND FOR INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREA MALES 

__=_, ...... __ .....-~ __ ""-.... ~--.,."'""'a.~-""'" __ --- -=-----""'"'-_.- -">~"..,,~..-..~~. ~~"""""--~#:--

Severity of Past Sant'tions by Severity of Past Sanctions by 
Numbor of Contacts in Future ScriouSl}~'§S of Contact§. ltl.!ut~_"_, 

Pearson's R * Somers' 0 Lambda Pearson's R Somers' f) Lambda 

Total 1942. 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 19.42 1-])49 19E 1942 1949 1955 -- _t _ 
"'"' ... -"""'="---."~ 

Age 15 .13 .14 .31 .64 .75 .67 .01 .02 .08 .13 .12 .24 .66 .66 .59 .00 .02 .09 
16 .16 • 20 .39 • 64 .77 .58 .02 .04 .09 .15 .17 .32 .58 .69 .54 .02 .04 .14 
17 .18 .23 .40 .60 .74 .50 .04 .05 .06 .17 .21 • 36 .56 .72 .50 .04 .06 .13 
18 .34 .32 .39 .65 .62 .44 .11 .08 .04 .30 .30 .36 .61 .63 .44 .14 P . .. .09 
19 .32 .38 .41 .60 .60 .40 .10 .09 .02 .30 .36 .39 .59 .61 .40 .14 .15 .06 
20 .38 .40 .34 .61 .53 .30 .10 .06 .01 .35 .38 .35 .62 .55 .30 .15 .12 .02 
21 .40 .41 .59 .47 .09 .05 .37 .39 .59 .48 .15 .09 

Males 
Age 15 .11 .14 .32 .47 .67 .68 .00 .00 .12 .11 .11 .24 .48 .56 .55 .00 .00 .06 

16 .14 .18 .39 .52 .66 .55 .00 .00 .14 .12 .16 .32 .43 .58 .50 .00 .00 .21 
17 .16 .22 .38 .45 .61 .46 .00 .O'{ .11 .15 .21 .35 .40 .61 .45 .00 .00 .20 
18 .31 .30 .33 .51 .51 .41 .05 .11 .06 .28 .29 .30 .47 .53 .41 .00 .17 .15 
19 .30 .37 .37 .46 .50 .38 .12 .12 .04 .28 .36 .36 .45 .53 .38 .00 .20 .07 
20 .35 .37 .30 .49 .44 .28 .14 .08 .02 .35 .35 .32 .51 .48 .29 .14 .16 .02 
21 .37 .37 .46 .40 .13 .07 .35 .36 .48 .42 .19 1'} . .. , 

Inner City nnd Interstitial Arcas \ 

Age 15 .1S .18 .34 .55 .60 .58 .00 .00 .00 .12 .14 .25 .40 .45 .43 .00 .00 .00 
16 .20 .20 .40 .59 .61 .52 .00 .01 .16 .16 .17 .33 .43 .50 .43 .00 .00 .00 
17 .22 .24 .41 .61 .57 .43 .00 .02 .25 .17 .22 .38 .46 .52 .41 .00 .00 .14 
18 .34 .33 .28 .52 .48 .37 .01 .13 .19 .28 .29 .26 .43 .46 .36 .00 .01 .28 
19 .34 .40 .36 .48 .47 .40 .07 .18 .16 .31 .36 .35 .46 .47 .39 .00 .17 .29 
20 .41 .39 .26 .53 .41 .29 .18 .14 .08 .37 .36 .33 .52 .44 .31 .11 .22 .12 
21 .43 .41 .54 .39 .20 .16 .37 .38 .51 .40 .17 .19 

\.N 
"'="""" .... -*~,~~-. ~ ~-- . - - - _~~Io>.u_~,,,,, co 

*Lrnnbda and Somers' D Asynunetric \d th adj nccnt sanctions collapsed, number of contacts collapsed to 0" 1" 
,) 3) 4) V1 
"J 

and 5 of +, and seriousness scoros to 0, 1, " 3, 4) 5, and 6 or +. .. , 
.. 
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dent variable, and seriousness scores at various ages. The first order cor­

relations and /3 s for all models are shown in Tables llA and B.2 Although 

there arc positive relationships between severity of sanctions and seriousness 

scores during specified succeeding ages in the two-stage model, these effects 

arc reduced when controls for area of socialization, race/ethnicity, sex, age 

at first contact, and severity of past sanctions are held constant. But even 

then, positive effects remain. 

Turning to the three-stage model, first order r's are again positive 

in all cases but when controls are introduced as in the two-stage model, 

severity of sanctions during the ages 18 through 20 has a small inverse rela­

tionship with seriousness for persons 21 years of age in the 1955 Cohort. 

Since this involves a period of only one year, we would maintain the position 

that severity of SIDlctions is not related to a decline in seriousness of 

careers in age periods following the period of sanctions. Further, it is 

clear that (with the exception of the 1955 Cohort), the unplanned effects of 

sanctions arc strongest in the period immediately following them. 

The four-stage model produces even more interesting results. At every 

stage the first-order correlations of severity of sanctions and following age 

period seriousness scores are positive. But more than half of the relation-

ships between severity of sanctions du~ing the ages of 6 through 15 and later 

age periods reverse when controls are inserted. Most, however, were very 

small even if statistically significant. Since very few person~, particularly 

in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts, were sanctioned at such early ages these results 

do not change the conclusions that sanctions have little or no effect in deter-

ring juveniles from continuing contacts with the police as older juveniles or 

• 

, 
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TABLE 11 A. MULTI-STAGE MODELS OF THE RELATIONSHIP OF SANCTIONS TO SERIOUSNESS SCORES DURING LATE ,JUVENILE OR 

ADULT PERIODS 

FROM TWO-STAGE MODELS FROM THREE-STAGE MODELS 

Independent Independent 
Dependent Variable: Va'dable: Sanc- Dependent Variable: Variable: Sanc-

tions. Ourin~ Ag:es 1 Seriousness,9uring Ages tions During Ages Seriousness During Ages 

Total Cohort Males Total Cohort Males 
1942 Cohort 18-30 18-30 1942 Cohort 18-20 21-30 18-20 21-30 . 
6 - 17 l' .245 .229 6 - 17 

l' .274 .201 .260 .184 

(3 .084* .097 S .082* .014 .095 .017 

18 - 20 l' .480 .449 

a .171* .168* 

1949 Cohort 18-23 18-23 1949 Cohort 18-20 21-23 18-20 21-23 '-
6 - 17 l' .376 .385 6 - 17 l' .350 .320 .345 .327 

(3 .100* .096* S .112* .017 .105* .021 

18 - 20 r .454 .460 

S .007 .111 * 

1955 Cohort 18-21 18-21 1955 Cohort 18-20 21 18-20 21 

6 - 17 l' .420 .403 6 - 17 l' .412 .246 .395 .227 

S .014 .011 S .003 .045 .003 .034 

18 - 20 l' .281 .265 

13 -.088* -.089 
~'. 

1 (3 is the effect of sanctions when natural area, race, sex (for the total cohort), age at first cont8~t, past 
seriousness, and past sanctions are held constant. 

* P < .05 

\..N 
co 
"'-l 
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TABLE 11 B. MULTI-STAGE MODELS OF THE RELATIONSHIP OF SANCTIONS TO SERIOUSNESS 
SCORES DURING LATE JUVENILE OR ADULT PERIODS 

= 

FROM FOUR-STAGE MODELS 

Independent Variable: 
Sr,Lnctions During, ~ges Dependent Variables: Seriousness During Ages 

1942 Cohort Total Cohort Males 

16-17 18-20 21-30 16-17 18-20 21-30 

6 - 15 r .157 .249 .115 .138 .262 .114 
(3 -.026 .134* -.060 - .036 .177* -.056 

16 - 17 r .219 .187 .197 .167 
(3 .019 .041 -.015 .043 

18 - 20 r .480 .449 
(3 .176* .171 * 

1949 Cohort 16-17 18-20 21-23 16-17 18-20 21-23 __ "l.'_ ---
6 - 15 r .238 .219 .162 .254 .236 .179 

f3 -.113* .034 -.070* -.097* .038 -.083* 

16 - 17 r .358 .308 .350 .305 

f3 .128* .017 .123* .021 

18 - 20 r .454 .460 

f3 .008 .113* 

1955 Cohort. 16-17 18-20 21 16-17 18-20 21 -
6 - 15 r .356 .286 .189 .368 .279 .161 

-.052 -.095* .021 -.030 -.127* -.011 

16 - 17 r .373 • 197 .354 .182 

.016 .011 .013 .002 

18 - 20 r .281 .630 

-.087* -.088 

) 

, 1 

~' 

- 18 - 389 

as adults. Moreover, severity of sanctions during ages 16 and 17, when they 

are most frequently applied, has significant positive effects on sel.'iousness 

scores in the inunediately following age period 18-20, the strongest effects 

to be found in the 1949 Cohort. 

Table 12 reveals that nejl.ther number n01' seriousness of past contacts 

was highly correlated with severity of sanct.ions in the future and there was 

no increase in predictive efficiency. HoweNer, since past contacts and past 

seriousness of contacts were l1I0t very predictive of future frequency and 

seriousness of contacts, we would not expect, even if the juvenile and adult 

system operated with grea.t efficiency, to have an exceptionally high correla-

tion at this point. Measures were generally lower for females than for males 

but the differences were small between males socialized outside the inner city 

and the inner city (see Table 9, Appendix 0). 

CONTINUITIES AND THE PREDICTION PROBLEM 

There are two basic kinds of discontinuities that make prediction dif-

ficult. The first has to do with what would appear to be discontinuities in 

behavior \\'hich may really not be discontinuities in behavior, but rather dis-

continuities in contacts with the police. These then become discontinuities 

in the official records of police contact and make it difficult to predict 

from any given year or two to the future. Similarly, past contacts cannot be 

utilized in predicting to any present or several relatively present years • 

While this problem does not have much effect upon the prediction of past to 

the future in any middle range of years for the 1942 Cohort and only slightly 

less for the 1949 Cohort, we have shown that prediction from past to the 

future becomes rather difficult for later years for the 1955 Cohort. 
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TABLE 12. RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF PAST CONTACTS TO SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS IN THE 

FUTURE FOR TOTAr.. COHORT, FOR MALES, AND FOR INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREA MALES 

Number of Past Contacts Seriousness of Past Contacts 
by Severity of Sanctions in Future by Severitl of Sanctions in Future 

Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

Total 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Age 15 .37 .39 .51 .36 .28 .38 .00 .00 .00 .36 .35 .45 .36 .27 .37 .01 .00 .00 
16 .40 .43 .47 .36 .30 .35 .00 .00 .00 .40 .40 .42 .37 .30 .34 .00 .00 .00 
17 .42 .44 .46 .35 .33 .31 .00 .00 .00 .40 .41 .40 .35 .33 .31 .00 .00 .00 
18 .41 .44 .43 .31 .30 .27 .00 .00 .00 .38 .39 .38 .32 .29 .26 .00 .00 .00 
19 .37 .41 .41 .26 .25 .22 .00 .00 .00 ,34 .36 .35 .26 .25 ,22 .00 .00 .00 
20 .40 .38 .33 .26 .22 .15 .00 .00 .00 .37 .33 .28 .26 .22 .15 .00 .00 .00 
21 .36 .34 .22 .18 .00 .00 .35 .29 .23 .17 .00 .00 

Males 

Age 15 .31 .37 .48 .28 .28 .39 .00 .00 .00 .29 .33 .44 .28 .27 .38 .02 .00 .00 
16 .35 .40 .44 .35 .32 .36 .00 .00 .01 .34 .37 .40 .36 .32 .36 .01 .00 .00 
17 .37 .41 .44 .35 .35 .34 .00 .00 .00 .35 .38 .40 .38 .36 .35 .01 .00 .00 
18 .36 .41 .42 .32 .33 .31 .00 .00 .00 .33 .36 .38 .35 .33 .32 .00 .00 .00 
19 .32 .38 .41 .27 .29 .28 .00 .00 .00 .29 .33 .35 .29 .30 .28 .00 .00 .00 
20 .35 .35 .33 .28 .26 .19 .00 .00 .00 .33 .30 .28 .30 .26 .19 .00 .00 .00 
21 .32 .31 .25 .21 .00 .00 .31 .26 .27 .21 .00 .00 

Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas 

Age 15 .35 .36 .50 .28 .29 .42 .04 .00 .00 .29 .34 .44 .27 .30 .41 .02 .00 .00 
16 .41 .39 .43 .36 .33 .40 .04 .00 .03 .37 .38 .39 .35 .34 .41 .00 .00 .00 
17 .45 .40 .44 .38 .36 .39 .00\ .00 .00 .42 .37 .40 .39 .38 .41 .00 .01 .00 
18 .40 .40 .42 .33 .34 .36 .00 .00 .00 .36 .35 .36 .36 .36 .37 .00 .00 .00 
19 .38 .35 .39 .32 .28 .35 .00 .00 .00 .33 .32 .32 .34 .32 .35 .02 .00 .00 
20 .45 .33 .32 .36 .24 .27 .00 .00 .00 .40 .29 .24 .39 .27 .25 .00 .00 .00 
21 .40 .26 .33 .18 .00 .00 .37 .22 .37 .19 .00 .00 

* Lambda and Somers' D Asymmetr~c with adjacent sanctions collapsed, nwnber of contacts to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +, 
al~d seriousness scores to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 or +. 
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The second probh,m refers to dJLscontinuities that come about as police 

patrols change, as emphasis on referrals changes, as proneness to send juve­

niles to court for formal disposition changes, as emphasis on sanctions and 

severity of sanctions changes over the years, and as emphasis on record-keeping 

changes. Thus, while juvenile behavior (at least as measured by police con­

tacts) is undoubtedly changing over the years, police and court behavior is 

changing as well. The meaning of a referral changes if there is an increased 

emphasis on street dispositions and the meaning of a court disposition changes 

if there is a change in the behaviors for which people are likely to be sent 

to court. If formal sanctions are meted out with greater regularity than at 

earlier periods of time, the picture will change between all three cohorts, 

but the impact will come in the later years for the 1942 Cohort, in the 

intermediate years for the 1949 Cohort, and earlier for the 1955 Cohort. All 

of these factors have their effects on the proportion of each cohort that wi 1] 

experience increasing involvement in juvenile justice systems, the measures 

of association between past and future recorded behaviors, and the ability 

to increase predictive efficiency over the marginals. 3 

It is not surprising that the correlations presented in Tables 1 through 

12 differed for the 1955 Cohort from those of the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. With 

the entire juvenile and adult justice system in a state of change, and pro­

ducing records indicative of change, it is indeed difficult to speak about 

the ability to predict into the future from prediction tables developed with 

data from earlier cohort. But even then, the ability to predict future be­

havior from past behavior (with a high proportional reduction in error) be­

yond the kind of predic.t; on that can be made from the marginals has not been 

demonstrated to be gre~t for any of the cohorts. 
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With all of the data that we have from police and court records we 

find it difficult to understand how the officer on patrol may be faulted if 

he misjudges who should be referred and who should be handled by counseling 

and release. Considering the fact that his training has been in the ordi­

nances and laws which must be enforced, procedures for taking people into 

custody, and procedures for dealing with people who appear at time of con­

tact as dangerous to themselves or to society, how can he be expected to 

be an expert in determining who is most likely to continue their misbehavior 

if some sort of formal intervention is not initiated? 

Going a step further, if the police officer who had contact with the 

juvenile refers him or her to the juvenile bureau, officers in the bureau 

are faced with the same problem of deciding what to do. Even given the fact 

that they may be able to readily ascertain the number of contacts that a juve­

nile has previously had and the seriousness of the behavior that resulted in 

these contacts, can they be expected to take only that into consideration in 

making the decision to refer the juvenile on to county probation or juvenile 

court intake? Surely one cannot expect them to refrain from considering such 

additional, and relatively intangible or impressionistic items, as the area 

of the community from which the juvenile comes, the attitude of the juvenile 

while being questioned, the nature of the juvenile's associates insofar as 

they may know this from previous encounters, knowledge of the family situation 

from which the juvenile comes, and so on? For that matter it is understand­

able when the juvenile bureau utilizes sex and race/ethnicity as predictors 

since they are indicative of a status, one which carries with it a greater or 

lesser likelihood of future police encounters. 
v " 
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If people in the community demand police actions and demand increasing 

formality and intervention, then those on the firing line must determine if 

better indicators are available than those upon which they have traditionally 

relied. 

To us, it is a question of whether traditional methods have resulted in 

intervention in the appropriate cases at the appropriate times in order to 

maximize discontinuity in behavior, or whether intervention has simply maxi­

mized continuity and created the impression that traditional predictors are 

somehow or the other associated with continuities in delinquent behavior rather 

than continuities in police behavior. 

THE JUVENILE COURT'S PROBLEMS 

Juvenile probation or juvenile court intake, whichever it may be, has a 

similar problem. Here, the data upon which the county probation or intake 

officer must rely are previous records available in that office with some 

data from the juvenile bureau. One would expect the probation officer or 

intake officer to have a wider variety of relevant pieces of information upon 

which to base a decision. The framework within which this decision is made 

is quite different from that faced by the police in that the professional 

staff may obtain background data on school perfonnance, adjustment in the 

family, prior attempts at intervention by private agencies, and so on. Here 

again the literature in the field has been based on case studies which are 

frequently of dubious value and have been incorporated as supportive examples 

of a position which has not really been established by empirical research 

on either large samples of the population or thorough longitudinal studies 

of cohorts. To the extent that the conununity demands action, then the court 
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is forced to respond even though 'It may doubt that the limited alternatives 

available are appropriate for most of the cases at hand. 

While it may appear that we have been critical of the courts, this has 

not been our intent. Our intent has been to present data which will support 

the fear of many court personnel that \'that they are doing is no more likely 

to change b(~havior than doing nothi ng. Since the communi ty is concerned 

wi th reducing delinquency and crime lit appears to many persons that l'emoving 

delinquents mld criminals from the community must at least reduce delinquency 

by a certain amount while the miscreant is absent. 

Up to a certain point j that is the late teens, the relationship between 

past behavior and future behavior seems to increase. In those cases where 

correlations declined from the age of 15 on it was because very few persons 

in the cohort had the predictor characteristic at an early age and those who 

did were very likely to continue to have it, \'1hile as the years went by others 

also acquired it thus lowering the association beb/een past and future char-

acteristics. Relatively high asymmetric correlatj.ons at an early age do not 

indicate that there is a basis for reducing errors of predictions over pre-

diction from the marginals. Furthermore, as we have also shown, there is an 

overall decline in bohavior which generates police contacts and referrals 

as time goes by (commencing at the a.ge of 18), and there is no evidence that 

intervention aids in this process. 

We would remind those who are shocked by this gene:C~;l.l lack of effecti ve­

ness of sanctions that this research deals with cohorts and not individuals, 

since all of us are aware of instances where intervention has indeed been 

effective. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 Pearson's R, Somers' D, and Lambda are presented in the tables in this 

chapter (with the exception of Tables 11 A and B) with the variables collapsed 

as indicated on each table. We have computed most of the correlations col­

lapsed und uncollapsed. In the middle range of ages Pearson's R and Somers' 

D were very similar, collapsed or unco1lapsed, but collapsing increased the 

value of Lrunbda, 1. e., indicated greater proportional reduction in error from 

use of the predictor than did the uncollapsed runs. At later ages collapsing 

tended to reduce Pearson's R but Somers' D remained essentially the same 

whether collapsed or uncollapsed. For the range of ages presented in the 

tables in this chapter, the only consequence was a greater predictability 

than would have been suggested by Lambda's based on uncollapsed data. We 

have, however, made the point that relatively little increase in predictability 

has been found so that it cannot be ~aid that collapSing categories has lead 

to misleading conclusions. 

2 The zero-order 1" s in this table are based on uncollapsed data, as 

are the multivariate analyses which produced the S's. The 1"5 arc somewhat 

higher than those based on collapsed data and arc presented in Tables 11, A 

and B. 

s Referring back to Table 2 in Chapter 15 we see ho\'1 variations in recorded 

contacts, referrals, dispositions, and sanctions for the three cohorts un­

doubtedly had their impact on the correlations thflt we have just discussed. 

SOllie of the statistics are presented again and, with processual analysis in 

mind, they mny hnve a different meaning or different import to their reader 

than they previously had. Over <>89~ of the 1942 and 69rii of the 194~ Cohort 

had a police contllct but only 59!'.; of the 1955 Cohort had a contact. Prl~swn~ 

ably this cohort would oqual the Ill'evious t\olO cohorts as its members acquired 

automobiles und wore involved in violations of one sort or unother or Ncrt.' 

exposod to the probability of other types of contacts. Through the age of 

17, 40o~ of the 1942 Cohort, 48~oi of the 1949 Cohort, but only 45~ of the HI55 

Cohort had had a police contact. This reminds us that differences in the 

, 



396 
- 24 -

('ohorts remain even with a control for years of exposure. Similar differences 

wera present when we looked at the percent that had a police contact through 

the age of 18 for each cohort. 
Turning to referrals, about 37~ci of the 1942 and the 1949 Cohorts had 

received a referral but only 33% of the 1955 Cohort had already done so. Of 

those with police contacts there was relatively little difference in the per­
cent \'1ho had been referred but the 1955 Cohort had been referred at a slightly 
higher rate than either of the earlier cohorts. Similarly, there was only 

a slight increase in the percent who had been referred through tho age of 1'7 

from cohort to cohort, and while there was a small increase between the 1942 

and the 1949 Cohort of those who had been referred to age 18, there was a 
small decline for the 1955 Cohort. Of those who had had police contacts 

through the age of 18, almost 55% of the 1942 Cohort, 509,j of the 1949 Cohort, 

and 53ro of the 1955 Cohort had been r(~ferred. Thus, it docs not appear that 
increased emphasis on street-level handling (change in referral policy) that 

took place during the period of the study brought about sizeable differences 

between the cohorts in the proportion of referrals to police contacts. 

The really big difference comes at the point of court dispositions. 
While less than 19% of the 1942 Cohort had had a court disposition and only 

20!J of the 1949 Cohort had had a court disposition, over 30~u of the 1955 

Cohort had had a recorded court disposition. Furthermore, the difference 

between the 1942 and 1949 Cohort vs. the 1955 Cohort in the portion of those 
with contacts \'lith dispositions was considerable. The percent of those who 

had referrals who also hQd a disposition was even greater from cohort to 

cohort, particularly the difference bet\'1een the 1949 and 1955 Cohort. 

Going a ster further, we look at the percent with court dispositions 
through the age of 17, again finding large differences bet\'1een the 1955 Co­

hort and the previous cohorts. 1t is very obvious that both contacts and 

referrals are more likely to lead to a formal disposition at an early age 

for the 1955 Cohort. Relevant changes in court policy were mentioned in Chap­

ter 15, indicating the impact that this has had on dispositions and records 

thereof. It is here that \'1e find at least a partial explanation of the dif­
ference in the relationshi~ between contacts and referrals and dispositions 

for the 1955 Cohort compared with the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. 

"" 
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The problem of predicting juvenile behavior is thus compounded by changes 
in the behavior of people in the juvenile justice system, obviously by those 

who must make the decision to send a juvenile on to the court. The end result 
is that both contacts and referrals are more likely to result in rocorded 
dispOSitions than previously. 

Turning to sanctions \'Ie find that while the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts wore 
almost identical in the proportion who had been sanctioned by the Courts, 10PJ 

more of the 1955 Cohort had be on sanctioned in the relatively fO\\'ot' years 
that they had bClen exposed. Similarly, the proportion of those with contacts 

who had been sanctioned, those \'lith referrals \'1ho had been sanctioned, and 

those who had had a court disposition who had been sanctioned differed. The 
three cohorts were not as dissimilar on the latter as on other dispOSitional 
compari sons J 98~" 0 f the 1942 Cohort who had had a formal di sposi tion had been 

sanctioned and about 93°.; of the Ul49 anti 1955 Cohorts of those with tlispo~;itions 
had been sanctioned. 

Through the age of 17 less than 41'0 of the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts had been 
sanctioned but almost 18~0 of the 1955 Cohort had received sanctions. And again, 
while the 1942 anti 1949 Cohorts \'lore similar in terms of the proportion that 
had received sanctions muong those \'lith I.mntu'is, those \'lith referrals and 

with court dispositions, far larger pcrccntugcs of the 1955 Cohort had been 

sanctioned ruuong those with contacts, referrals, and court dispositions. Ob~ 
viously the courts were sancti0l11ng far mOrc frequently than previously (andl 
01' bett.er records were kept). These srun' ktnu of differences \'101'0 fOtUlu 
through the age of 18. 

, 
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Chapt('lr 17. ~rviows with Two Cohorts und Some Basic Findings 

THE SEARCH AND INTERVIEWING PROCESS 

We havo thus far made only brief mention of the search and interviewing 

phaso of this research. Although 1'1'0 had obtained the most recent address of 

3,451 persons (0:1.' thoir parents) in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts from Racine 

City Directories and Racine area telephone books, we were aware that not every­

one I'louid still be available at that address whon interviel'ling cOllunenced on 

June 1, 1976. We were also aware that time in the community from age 6 to the 

present should be verified for those I'lhont we had been unable to fnl10w th'rough 

1975. It I'las decided to employ cOllununity contact workers, all of whom had 

been lifetime residents in the community, to telephone the paronts of those 

Whites whom we had not been able to follow in order to determine their 

I'lhereabouts in the Racine area or elsewhere. Since we would attempt to 

interview all Blacks and Chicanos, the minority group interviewers utilized 

munerous community sources of information (clubs, associations, churches, 

neighbors, and relatives) in order to determine the whereabout of those 

who I'lore not to be found at the addresses that we had in our records. In othor 

words, the search for missing Whites conunenced while the interviewer training 

course was in progress but the search for missing minorities did not com-

mence until interviewing was under I'lay. 1 

Prior to the week-long course in interviewer training, other members 

of our regular staff and those I"hom we had added to the local staff had 

searched the records of the Racine City Health Department for the marl.'lod 

names of females whom Ne had previously boon utlable to follol'l or find • 
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. 1 bl 2 This. of '1'11is cross··index of married and maiden names was lnva ua e. 

d an addl' tl' onal records check in the Police Department ill course, generate 

order to complete the police contact records of females. 

Intervim'lers \'1ere assigned respondents of their same sex/ethnicity and 

work proceeded apace. The White interviewers usually founa respondents where 

they \'1ere last shown to be in our records but, if not, addresses were usually 

obtained by our conununity contact workers. Two interviewers who had proved 

themselves to be unusually adept at relating to people were added to the 

cOlJununity contact group to work with the telephone company and other resources 

in tracking down the most difficult cases. T\'Io Black interviewers spent a 

major portion of their time locating those who had frequent moves or nam~ 

changes. They found that, contrary to our e~)eTience with older Blacks in 

previous years, the rate of out-migl'ation of younger Blacks to other states 

had been very high. Most difficult of all were the Chicanos; they had left 

the 

one 

conununity or moved more than had either of the oth~r groups. Fortunately, 

of our bilingual White interviewers had worked with Chicano children for 

several years and had the confidence of this group. She had more success 

than any of the Chicanos in locating those who were hard to find. 

As each interview was returned to the office in Racine, pertinent items 

were checked against the data in our files on the respondents. This validity 

check turned up some cases of the wrong person being interviewed and some 

cases of inadequte probing by the interviewers. In those instances where the 

b ' 'd tl1e correct person was located and inter-wrong person had een lntervlewe 

viewed. Each interview was read for quality and if interviewers had not ob­

tained responses to the questions but rather had obtained irrelevant conunents, 
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they were asked to return (or someone else returned) in an effort to obtain 

"better" responses. Succ s t 1 'bl b e s was no a ways POSSl e ecause some respondents 

simply could not verbalize as well as others. 

There were some refusals and cases where the respondent had le:Et the 

conununity. The ~ule for Whites was to substitute the next person of; the 

same sex on the list. The cohort lists had been obtained from the Unified 

School System and were not in complete alphabetical order, but rather were in 

segmented alphabetical order. Statisticians in the department concluded that 

no bias would be introduced by substitution. It should be noted that we 

did not accept a first refusal as final. Another interviewer was sent. Inter­

viewers sometimes suggested that an opposite sex interviewer would have bet­

ter success in establishing rapport with the respondent and, while we had 

intended to always uti1ize same sex/race/ethnic interviewers, we found that 

in some cases different sex/rac~~/ethnic interviewers were mo:re effective!. In 

essence, we utilized information from the interviewer who went to the home 

and other interviewers who knew the respondent in determining who should next 

attempt the interview. While thls did not always result in obtaining the 

interview, it did minimize the mnnber of final :refusals. 

The first 180 interviews were read by Center staff in order to ascertain 

the range of responses to open-ended questions. Preliminary code categories 

were developed from these responses, Five members of the staff coded each 

of the same 20 schedUles in order to determine if responses could be coded 

with reliability. As might be expected, it was necessary to clarify and/or 

collapse some codes before final coding. As schedUles were returned from Ra­

cine they were coded and check-coded in Iowa City. 
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Our original goal was to interview all of the minority members and 25% 

of' the White members of each cohort. Table 1 presents the results and shows 

the count and percentages of each group remaining in Racine. Essentially 

nll whom we intended to interview among the Whites were interviewed (consti-

tuting over 409J of those available in each ",nstance). Blacks and Chicanos 

wer~ present in the cohorts in substantially smaller numbers. As we have indi·· 

eatad, the-so numbers diminished considerably when we counted those actually 

close enough to Racine to attempt to interview them. While it is obvious that 

we could not interview those not in residence, the percentage of those inter­

viewed from among those available exceeds 50 90. This is not what we had ini­

tially hoped to achieve but far exceeds what we came to believe possible when 

\'le commenced intervim'ling such highly mobile young people. Many were located 

and interviewed simply through the efforts and persistence of our interviewers. 

The final interview status of the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts by race/ethnicity I sex 

is shown in Appendix P. 

REPRESENTATIVENESS OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED 

Since we did not achieve the goal of interviewing all Blacks and Chicanos 

in the cohort or 259.; of the Whites without substitution, there was a question 

of how representative those interviewed were of their segments of the two co­

horts. The distributions of the total cohort a.nd those interviewed were com-

pared in a variet,' of ways in order to determine if significant differences 

existed on major characteristics of the interviewed sample and the cohort. 

There was not a single significant differ~nce that reached the .05 level 

between those interviewed and those with continuous Racine residence in either 

cohort among either the males or females in number of police contacts for 

/.In?, .J .... 

TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF COHORT MEMBERS AVAILABLE IN RACINE AND INTERVIEWED 
TO SIZE OF COHORTS 

White Black Chicano 
M F M F M F 

1942 Cohort 

Number in Cohort 639 638 31 20 9 IS 
In Racine Area 1976 362 329 19 13 4 9 
Interviewed 145 158 10 10 2 8 
% of Cohort in Area 56.7 51.6 61.3 65.0 44.4 60.0 
% of in Area Interviewed 40.1 48.0 52.6 76.9 50.0 88.9 
% of Cohort Interviewed 22.7 24.8 32.3 50.0 22.2 53.3 

1949 Cohort 

Number in Cohort 974 931 74 59 33 28 
In Racine Area 1976 569 454 49 43 19 22 
Interviewed 230 229 32 28 17 20 
% of Cohort in Area 58.4 48.8 66.2 72 .9 57.6 78.6 
% of in Area Interviewed 40.4 50.4 65.3 65.1 89.5 90.9 
% of Cohort Interviewed 23.6 24.6 43.2 47.5 51.5 71.4 
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either the 6 through 13 age period, the 14 through 17 period, the combined 6 

through 17 period, the 18 through 20 period, the 21 and over period, or for 

total careers. There were also no significant differences in reasons for 

police contact between those interviewed and persons in the cohort with con-

tinuous residence. We further checked the possibility of significant differ-

ences between those interviewed and those who always lived in Racine on type-

seriousness of first contact in each age period, who the complainant was, the 

nwnber of persons involved in the incident, and whether or not the contact had 

been referred. There \'it:re no statistically significant differences for either 

sex in either cohort. In another test those who had been interviewed, males 

and females from both cohorts were distributed according to their natural 

area of residence in Racine, its immediately outlying areas, and communities 

adjacent to Racine including Milwaukee and Kenosha and the places of residence 

of persons in the cohort who were located in 1976. There \"ere no significant 

differences at the .05 level. 

We were also concerned about whether those who were interviewed did or 

did not have police contact records similar to those who were not interviewed. 

Tables 2 and 3 are based on the data from the 1942 Cohort for Whites, males 

and females, flnd the Black males, and from the 1949 Cohort for males and fe-

males of all groups (these groups had sufficiently large numbers of persons 

with a range of contacts to make comparison reasonable). Perusal of the 

mean seriousness scores for persons interviewed and not interviewed, those 

with contacts and those for the entire cohort, shows little difference in 

mean seriousness scores between those interviewed and not interviewed for the 

Whites in either cohort, age period by age period, although the differences 

TABLE 2. SELECTED INDICATORS OF SERIOUSNESS OF CAREERS AMONG INTERVIEWED 
VS. NON-INTERVIEWED 1942 COHORT MEMBERS 

==================":===========~='''>''';==== 

Juvenile 6-17 

Mean Seriousness: 

Persons Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Not Intervie\"ed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Intermediate 18-20 

Mean Seriousness: 

Persons Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Not Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Adult 21+ 

Mean Seriousness: 

Persons Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Not Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Total 

Mean Seriousness: 

Persons Interviewed 
With Conta.cts 
In Cohort 

Not Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

White 

M F 

9.34 
5.28 

9.23 
5.18 

2.59 
• 47 

4.32 
• 83 

5.23 2.36 
2.23 .37 

5.93 3.47 
2.66 .40 

6.67 
4.05 

9.37 
6.87 

3.94 
1. 30 

4.03 
1.02 

13.64 4.19 
11.57 2.15 

17.59 5.48 
14.71 2.25 

Black 

M 

4.00 
.80 

9.00 
7.20 

2.00 
.60 

7.22 
6.50 

15.57 
10.90 

35.33 
31.80 

15.38 
12.30 

45.50 
45.50 

Total 

M F 

9.64 
5.28 

9.22 
5.24 

3.39 
.64 

4.28 
.84 

5.73 2.83 
2.59 .48 

6.04 3.44 
2.82 .42 

9.73 5.34 
6.13 1.88 

10.75 4.11 
7.98 1.05 

16.29 5.74 
14.01 3.00 

18.99 5.52 
16.04 2.31 
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TABLE 3. , AMONG INTERVIEWED VS. SELECTED~NDICATORS OF SERIOUSNESS OF CAREERS 
NON-INTERVIEWED 1949,COHORr. MEMBERS, 

Juvenile 6-17 

Mean Seriousness: 

Persons Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Not Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Intermediate 18-20 

Mean Seriousness: 

Persons Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Not Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Adult 21+ 

Mean Seriousness: 

Persons Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Not Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Total 

Mean Seriousness: 

Persons Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

Not Interviewed 
With Contacts 
In Cohort 

White 

M F 

9.93 3.75 
6.17 .98 

11. 38 4.22 
6.87 1.08 

5.35 4.15 
2.40 .96 

5.72 2.79 
2.76 .68 

5.19 5.84 
2.91 .97 

7.32 4.04 
3.31 .98 

13.83 5.90 
11.48 2.91 

16.35 5.39 
12.94 2.73 

Black 

M F 

21. 23 9.42 
14.59 4.04 

17.61 4.90 
15.85 3.27 

13.42 7.42 
10.06 3.18 

14.53 5.67 
10.90 2.27 

24.54 11. 33 
18.41 4.86 

16.63 2.29 
13,30 1.07 

45.93 18.78 
43.06 12.07 

42.16 9.00 
40.05 6.60 

Chicano Total 

M F M F 

16.00 3.86 11. 77 4.62 
12.24 1. 35 7.51 1. 32 

27.38 3.00 12.14 4.28 
24.33 1.00 7.53 1.18 

5.33 4.00 6.77 4.71 
2.82 .80 3.30 1.17 

16.25 2.00 6.56 2.99 
14.44 1. 33 3.29 .76 

8.00 5.50 8.21 6.98 
6.12 1.65 4.89 1.41 

.00 2.00 8.36 3.84 
16.00 1. 33 3.93 .98 

24.00 6.33 18.56 7.56 
21.18 3.80 15.70 3.90 

54.78 3.67 18.40 5.59 
54.78 3.67 14.75 2.92 
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did build up for total careers for the White males from both cohorts so that, 

for the total, those who were not interviewed did have somewhat more serious 

Scores than did those who were. Differences between those interviewed and 

not interviewed were quite marked among the Chicano males, suggesting that 

even with the relatively small numbers inVOlved we cannot consider the Chicano 

interviews to be representative of Chicanos in the cohort (this is not a real 

problem as far as the overall objectives of the study are concerned, however, 

since they make up a small proportion of those Who were interviewed). Simi-

larly, Black males from the 1942 Cohort who were not interviewed had higher 

seriousness scores than did Blacks Who were. For the 1949 Cohort most differ-

ences between the Blacks were in the opposite direction, with those who were 

interviewed having higher mean seriousness scores than those who were not. 

Therefore, the Black males interviewed from the 1942 Cohort, the Chicano males 

from the 1949 Cohort, and the Black females from the 1949 Cohort are less 

than representative of their race/ethnic/sex group. The total of those inter-

viewed from both cohorts, however, has essentially the same seriousness scores 

as those who were not interViewed. 

We shall next present some of the more basic data obtained from intervie\'/s 

with persons from the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts and at the same time examine the 

relationships of those variables to the measures of delinquency that we have 

obtained from police records. While not all of these variables are antece-

dent to police contacts that might take place in early or late teens, some 

are and ~,;ould (if not already known to office:rs in the juvenile bureau of a 

pOlice department) be readily ascertainable in the course of an officer' 5 

,. 
.s discllssion with the juvenile at the time of contact or during an interview if 

. 
j, , . 
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the juvenile was taken into custody. Many of the variables could be utilized 

in making the decision to intervene or not to intervene, or to observe the 

development of the juvenile's career with the possibility of intervening if 

behavior continues to develop in a given direction. Furthermore, these data 

establish what might be called the "normalcy" of the cohort of residents of 

an urban-industrial city with a mix of race/ethnic groups that docs not in­

clude minority group persons in such disproportionate nLunbers as do our lar­

gest metropolitan areas. (The Interview Schedule may be found in Appendix Q.) 

EDUCATION AND POLICE CONTACTS 

About 95~,; of the Whites, male and female, in each cohort had completed 

at least high school, trade school, or technical school. While only 25
9
.; of 

the females und 369.; of the males in the 1942 Cohort had completed college, 39
9
,; 

of the females Imd 47 9J of tho males in the 1949 Cohort had done so. 

High school completion for Blacks was almost as high as that for the White 

males in both cohorts, but among both the Black females and Chicanas the com­

pletion rate was lower. College completion rates for the Black females were 

generally lower than those for the Whi tos but as high as 43!'0 for the Black 

females in the 1949 Cohort and as low as 10~.; for the 1942 Black females. Black 

males wel'e in bet\\'een with 20!'0 in the 1942 Cohort and 329,; in the 1949 Cohort 

having completed college. Among the Chicanos the highest completion rate 

for college was 20!'ci for the 1949 Cohort females while none of the 1942 Cohort 

males had completed college. 

Much has been written about delinquency and dropouts and the relationship 

between them has turned out to be less direct than expected. Voss and Elliott 

determined that juveniles may actually have less police involvement after 

1 
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leaving school than before, depending on their reasons for leaving. s This 

too seems to be the case for Racine for some subgroups with controls for sex 

and attitude toward s~hoolJ but the f1'n"l'ngs b . ", u nre y no means cons1stent within 

or bet\\'een cohorts. 

Mean seriousness scores through the age of 17 und after the age of 17 are 

pre~ented in Tables 4 and 5 for those who received high school diplomas and 

those \\'ho d:i.d not with controls for attitude toward schOOl and sex. With 

several exceptions, those in the 1942 Cohort (even fewer exceptions for the 

1949 Cohort) who received a diploma had lower seriousness scores during both 

age periods than did those who did not receive a diploma. In all cases ex­

cept one in the 1942 Cohort, the deviant cases numbered no more than three 

persons. There were eight or nine persons in the deviant groups in the 1949 

Cohort. The only major discrepancy in the pattern for the 1942 Cohort was 

for males with a negative attitude toward school who had been expelled or left 

school for other negative reasons. TJlis group did have a slightly 10\\'or aver­

age seriousness after the age of 18 than did those who had received n diploma. 

Of further interest is the fact that these were the only groups containing 

more than two persons in which the mean seriousness score was greater through 

the age of 17 than at the age of 18 or older. These males) relatively speak­

ing, seem to have benefited from leaving schOOl disproportionately more than 

any other group in the 1942 Cohort. There \\'ere the same number of deviant fe­

males in the 1949 Cohort who did not receive a diploma, had negative attitudes 

toward school, and had slightly lower mean seriousness scores at the age of 

18 and after. Of those, the females who did not receive a diploma because of 

expulsion or other negative reasons had lower mean seriousness scores after the 

age of 18 than before. 



-.-~.----~--~--------
------------- -------

410 
"~~;LJj -;~'~m~" SHl;IOUSNE~'~ES BY ATTITUDll TOWARD SCHOOL AND WHETHER GRADUATED 

OR NOT liRADUATBD AND REASONS NOT GRADUATED: 1942 COHORT* 
: - :==: = :; :::: : 

Negutive Attitude 
'1'O\'l<11'U School 

Positive Attitude 
'l'owllnl Sehool ---*"=~~~.~,~---

1~12 Cohort 
Moun Serious nebS Beores 

§:l1.. 18 01' + N 

Rcccivou Diploma 1.535 

Failed to Receive Diploma: 
Personul Reasons 5.000 
llxpcllcu or other 

Negative Reasons 11.250 

Total 2.045 

Mules 6-17 - -

Received Diploma 3.969 

Failed to Receive Diploma: 
Personal Reasons 12.000 
llxpc llcu or other 

Negative Reusons 15.000 

Pemale§. 

Received Diploma 

Failed to Receive Diploma: 
Personal R~asons 
Expelled or other 

Negative Reasons 

6-17 

.248 

3.833 

.0 

9.73S 

12.714 

39.125 

11.015 

18 or + 

25.375 

7.000 

52.167 

18 or + 

1.463 

13.667 

.0 

185 

7 

8 

200 

N 

64 

1 

6 

N 

121 

6 

2 

3.067 

2.667 

4.720 

3.407 

6-17 

4.492 

2.000 

7.385 

6-17 

.355 

3.000 

1.833 

5.944 

4.333 

7.320 

6.195 

V3 or + 

7.831 

7.000 

7.231 

18 0;(' + 

2.355 

3.000 

7.417 

90 

3 

25 

118 

N 

59 

1 

13 

N 

31 

2 

12 

*Severa1 questions were pertinent to the classification of pe1'sons in this table: 
"How far did you go in schoo17" If not a high school graduate, "llo\'" did you 

happen to leave school before you graduated?" 
Attitute toward high school for those who had any high school was ba~icd on 
responses to: "Overall, ho\", did you feel about high school?" and "What did 
you like about school? What did you dislike about high schoo11" 

----------- - ~ 
~----. --'" - ~ '-"=- ... - - .. ----- -
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TABLE 5. MEAN SERIOUSNBSS SCORES BY ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL AND WHETHER GRADUATED 

OR NOT GRADUA1'.ED AND RBASONS NOT GRADUATBD: 1949 COHORT * 

Positive Attitude 
Towurd School 

1949 Cohort Mean Seriousness Scores 
6-17 18 or + N 

Received Diploma 2.385 

Failed to Receive Diploma: 
Personal Reasons 4.500 
Expelled or other 

Negative Reasons 15.200 

Total 2.688 

Males 

Received Diploma 4.256 

Failed to Receive Diploma: 
Personal Reasons 16.500 
Expelled or other 

Negative Reasons 20.000 

Females 

Received Diploma .943 

Failed to Receive Diploma: 
Personal Reasons 2.100 
Expelled or other 

Negative Reasons 8.000 

3.558 

8.417 

20.800 

4.048 

6.289 

26.500 

25.000 

1.452 

4.800 

14.500 

278 

12 

5 

295 

121 

2 

3 

157 

10 

2 

Negative Attitude 
Toward School 

Mean Seriousness Scores 
6-17 18 or + N - -
3.976 

2.111 

20.581 

6.000 

5.924 

14.000 

24.560 

1.364 

.625 

4.000 

4.888 

5.778 

35.129 

8.732 

5.424 

25.000 

43.000 

4.171 

3.375 

2.333 

206 

9 

31 

246 

118 

1 

25 

88 

8 

6 

*Severa1 questions were pertinent to the classification of pOl'sons in this table: 
"HON far did you go in school?" If not a high school graduate J "Ho\", did you 

happen to leave school befol'e you graduated?" 
Attitude to\",ard high s'.':hool for those who had any high school was based on 
respo~ses to: "Overall J how did you feel about high school?" and "What did 
you llke about school? What did you dislike about high school?" 

I 
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At this point it should be noted that persons who did not receive diplo-

mas because they wel'e expelled had disproportionately negative attitudes toward 

school antl that tlisproportionatc number!:l of those \'1ho hutl negative uttitutles 

fai ll'd to l't'ccivc a diploma. In both ways the females were even more displ"u-

pOl'tionate than the males for the 1942 Cohort but not for the 1949 Cohort. 

~l\Vl'l'al other diffe1'cmces make the picture even more complex, however. Al thou,qh 

thosll in the 1942 Cohort who received their dlplomas and who hod a positive 

attitutle to\'lUrd school had lONer mean seriousness scores than persons with a 

negative attitude toward school during the ages 6-17, the opposite was the case 

fol' persons Nho failed to receive a diploma. I, This was the case for 1942 

Cohort males and females but only for females in the 1949 Cohort. Further com-

plicating the Hntlings was the fact that those with positive at ti tutles toward 

sehoul had hlgher mean seriousness scores at the age of 18 or older whether 

they received a diploma or not than did those with negative attitudes. While 

this group finding \'1as also true for males, an "inverse" relationship was 

fount! for the females as in the case of ages 6-17. This NOS not found for 

the 1940 Cohort as a whole or for the males \'1hore it \'1as apparent that the 

combination of negative attitudes toward school and being expelled combined 

to generate the highest 18 and after seriousness seaX'es. What makes this table 

evon more puzzling is the fact that seriousness at the age of 18 and later was 

proportionately higher than at the ages 6-17 for those who received a diploma 

than for those who did not for the entire 1942 Cohort, regardless of sex or 

attitude to\~ard school. Differences were small and inconsistent in the 1949 

Cohort for both males ruld females. 

At the same time, and this tends to be supportive of the Voss and Elliott 

findings, those males in the 1942 Cohort \dth negative attitudes to\~ard 

): 

.. 

.. 10 - '113 

school had 10\'1er seriousness scores after the ago of 18 than did those with 

positive attitudes to\'1ard school. 'rhis is also in spite of the fact that 

these males had higher 6 .. 17 seriousness scores than did those who had a posi-

tive attitude. And as w h 'd I' ) e ave sal ) t 1:1.S \'1as not as clear .. cut for the 1949 

Cohort because this relationship \'1as present only for those who had received 

a diploma and the size of the group \'lith positivu attitudes modo comparison 

difficul t for persons \~ho did not receive a diploma. 

While interpretation of these tables is not simple and somo of the cate­

gories have very few persons, they definitely suggest that for the 1942 Cohort 

the seriousness scores of porsons who have a negative attitude to\'1ard school 

do not increase after leaving school prc-portionately to those who pl'()fessed 

a positive attitude. The findings for the 1949 COhol't, while parallel to those 

for the 1942 Cohort in some r. spects, roveal fower striking differences in 

police records that suggest romoval frolll schOOl as removal frolll a trouble-

producing situation. On balun} . b co, lowever, 1 t may ~ said that the data sug-

gest that males who do not look favorably on the school s)'stem are more likely 

to have a decline in the seriousness of their careers aftul' 18 than are males 

who have posi ti vo atti tutles towartl school. 

OCCUPATIONAL LEVEL AND INCOME AND POLICE CONTACTS 

The first jobs held by Whites were always at significantly highcl' levels 

than those of Chicfitlos ruld Blacks and the latter higher (but not sigllificantly 

su) than Chicanos. There \~ere also significant thffel,~ellCeS in occupational 

levels for present jobs of Chicanos, Blacks, and Whites (Whites \~erc.!' always 

at significantly higher levels thrul Blacks and Blacks wore slightly above 

Chicanos). The occupational levels of the males born in 1942 wore :5igm.fi-

, 
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cantly higher, as would be expected, than those born in 1949. There were 

relatively few wives employed, but here again the White wives had higher 

level jobs than did those of Chicanas and Blacks, the latter having jobs at 

almost the srune levels. 

Total family income was ,. ,so significantly higher for those in the 1942 

Cohort than those in the 1949 Cohort. Within each cohort 1 Whites had signi­

ficantly higher family incomes than did Chicanos or Blacks, while the latter 

were earning essentially the same incomes. When occupational level of the 

head of the household was related to income, there was variation in the occu­

pational level of persons within income categories in both cohorts, but the 

, 1 f tl 1949 Collort Exanll' nation of income difference was slgniflcnnt on y or 1e . 

1 d h tIle standard deviation within each income by occ'Upatiom.~l level revea e t at 

level ,'lt the top three levels was about one-third of tbe mE.:D.n and sometimes 

greater and that the mean of the clerical and sa~es level was lower than that 

for craftsmen and foremen. Other similar "discrepaltcies" and peculiarities, 

particularly for industrial laborers in families wnere both husband and wife 

were employed, cxplaLled the lack of a linear relationship between head of 

household's occupation and total fanlily income. The not unexpected lack of 

a linear ra~ationship between occupational levels and income reinforces our 

reliance on the natural area scheme of Racine as a better indicator of socio­

economic status. It should aiso be noted that while first job and present 

job of respondents rom ot co or s er ~ f b h h t W e S4gnl'ficantly r0lated, there was 

considerable uphJrd mcbili ty beb/een first and present jobs. 

OCCUPATION AND REGULARITY OF EMPLOYMENT OF PARENTS AND POLICE CONTACTS OF 
RESPONDENTS 

There was be(. 1 great enlphasis in the literature on the ClAusal relation-

» 

;}; 
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ship between socioeconomic status and rates of juvenile delinquency and crime. 

Although we found considerable variation by natural area in Racine, by place 

of socialization, and place of residence as indicators of the SES of the milieu 

in which the behavior took place, the findings were not as clear at the indi-

vidual level. There was practically no linear relationship between occupa­

tional level of the head of the househOld in a respondent's family and the 

number of contacts that respondents had had with the police. However, if 

occupational levels ar\~ dichotomized (highest three occupational levels vs. 

others or highest four occupational levels vs. others) and the average number 

of police contacts calculated, those with parents in either of the lower occu­

pational level groups have a higher mean number of contacts. For the White 

males during the period 6-17 in the 1942 Cohort the mean is 2.0 contacts for 

the top four levels and 2.5 for the bottom four levels; for the 1949 Cohort 

it is 2.0 vs. 3.0. With the exc0lJtion of Black males in both 1942 and 1949 

where the means o.'''e .7 vs. 4.0 (1942) and 3.4 vs. 5.6 (1949), other race/eth-

niclsex differences are less or nonexistent. For the ages 18-20 there is 

practic~tlly no difference between the Whites but there is for the Blacks. 

Again, at the age period 21 or older, differences between Whites in mean num­

ber of police contacts by occupational level of parents is very small or non­

existent while differences for Blacks remain only for the 1949 Cohort, 10.3 vs. 

14.6 police contacts. One further note, and here it might be thought that 

we are pushing the data if each race/ethniclsex group is dichotomized not 

only on occupation but on whether or not perso"; in the groups had any police 

contacts, consistent differences arc found on a basis of parental occupational 

levels for Black males in both cohorts during every age period. Our initial 
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conclusion is that occupational level of parents has its strongest and most 

consistent relationship to juvenile delinquency und adult crime among Black 

males. 

We next turned to regularity of employment of the head of the household 

and its relationship to the child's police contacts. Regularity of employ­

ment was coded: "Yes l all the time," "Employed during age 6 through 13," 

"Employed during age 14 through 17 1 " and "Never regularly employed," Although 

there were no significant relationships between number of police cont.acts or 

seriousnes~, ~cores and regularity of employment, no matter ho\'I the data were 

manipulated for any race/ethnic I sex or age period group of either cohort, 

those who came from families where the head was not regularly emp loyed did 

have delinquency score distributions that were either skewed towtLrd the high 

end of the scale or less skewed toward the lower end than were t.hose where the 

head was always regularly employed. s 

OCCUPATIONAL HISTORY OF RESPONDENTS AND THEIR POLICE CONTACT RECORDS 

Although the value of work for youth has been \'lidely accepted and much 

has been said about how it builds citizenship, the relationship of work to 

delinquency is not really straightforward. Responses to a series of questions 

on work while in high school were divided into four categories: (1) no work, 

(2) work during the swmner only, (3) work during the schoo1 yeat l and (4) work 

all year round. No way of arranging the data (for the periods 6 through 17, 

18 through 20 1 or 21 or over) in order to maximize the relationship produced 

a statistically significant difference for any group or for all race/ethnic 

groups combined . 

Although the tables suggested that those \'Iho worked l particularly the 

J: 
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males l during both the summer and school year during the ages 12 through 18 

(the years in which most persons would have been in junior high and high 

school) had more police contacts I higher Geometric scores, and higher serious­

ness scores than had others, there were no significant differences related 

to high school employment. 

One other way to approach the supposedly deterrent effect of gainful 

employment at an early age was to determine the relationsh:lp of age at first 

full time job to number of recorded police contacts at each age period. Those 

males who began working full time prior to age 18 had significantly more con­

tacts during that period than did those who did so at later periods. Does this 

mean that early entry into full time work leads to early delinquency because 

the nature of some work makes one more likely to have police contacts or is 

it simply a function of the fact that those who commence working full time 

at an early age are from the lower socioeconomic groups? Is it perhaps be­

cause employment provides the funds for liquor, drugs I automobiles, and other 

kinds of activities that lead to police contacts? We shall find out more 

about this When age that driver's license was obtained and availability of 

an auto are examined. 

When police contacts for the age period 18-20 were considered the pattern 

was similar to that for the previous period but the relationship was not 

quite as strong. This suggests that the economic factor (as it influenced 

the decision to enter the work force at an early age) was probably not as 

much a determinant of the number of police contacts that young males had who 

had commenced work during the 18-20 age period as it was for young males who 

entered even earlier. Further decline in the relationship of age at first 

full time job to number of p·lice contacts was noted \'Ihen contacts at the age 
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of 21 or older were arrayed by age of first full time work experience. In 

t.his table (but not in others) there is a tendency for females who entered 

thuir first full time jobs at the ages of 18 through 20 to have more contacts 

than those who did so prior to 18, fallowed of course by those who conullenced 

working full time at the age of 21 or older. This raises the question of how 

conunencing to work full time at the ages of 18 through 20 for females might 

leud tu more police contacts as adults than other ages of entry into work, 

a question which we have not yet answered. 

Since we hypothesize that juveniles from 100~er socioeconomic status 

homes entered the labor market earlier than did those at the other end of 

the continuum and this increases the risk of certain types of police con-

tacts in the course of work and other types as a consequence of having spend-

ing money, and since area of socialization as a proxy for socioeconomic status 

is related to police contacts, it is clear that early employment may be 

correlated with police contacts for a variety of reasons. 

We next examined the data age by age, controlling for years of exposure 

before and after first full time job, and compared mnnber and sel'iousness of 

contacts before and after age of first full time job. Although this reduced 

the number of years for which valid comparisons could be made for the 1942 

Cohort, the results are more definitive, a.s shown in Table 6. While there 

are significant differences between the average number of police contacts 

and seriousness scores before and after full time employment alilong those 

who commenced work at almost any age, the ratio being 2 to 1 for all years 

shown in Table 6 for males from both cohorts, and although the same for fe-

mates, in the 1949 Cohort, it was close to 4 to 1 for the 1942 Cohort. HO\~ 

J 

TABLE 6. AVERAGE NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SERIOUSNESS SCORES PER PERSON PER YEAR 
OF EXPOSURE BEFORE AND AFTER FIRST FULL TIME JOB: 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS* 

1942 Cohort 

Age at First 
. Full time Job: 

17 
18 
19 

Mean for 17-19 

17 
18 
19 

Mean for 17-19 

1949 Cohort 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Mean for 16-22 

16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Mean for 16-22 

Before 
Mean 

.1273 

.1194 

.1566 

.1304 

.3309 

.2986 

.4176 

.3352 

.1882 

.4571 

.2026 

.0892 

.1122 

.0982 

.0795 

.2006 

.3765 
1.2475 

.5344 

.2369 

.2789 

.2667 

.1932 

.5247 

Males 
After 

Mean 

.4400 

.2144 

.3058 

.2876 

1.0778 
.4377 
.7835 

.6670 

.7330 
1. 0139 

.3478 

.2440 

.1005 

.1974 

.1494 

.4101 

1.9548 
2.8194 

.8624 

.5360 

.1958 

.4342 

.3052 

1.0490 

Number of Police Contacts 

Ratio N 

3.5 25 
1.8 60 
2.0 28 

2.2 113 

Before 
Mean 

.0114 

.0203 

.0043 

.01.54 

Seriousness Scores 

3.3 25 
1.5 60 
1. 9 28 

2.0 113 

.0205 

.0439 

.0043 

.0314 

Number of Police Contacts 

3.9 17 
2.2 36 
1. 7 109 
2.7 25 
0.9 21 
2.0 19 
1.9 22 

2.0 249 

.0771 

.0295 

.0581 

.0280 

.0303 

.0000 

.0400 

Seriousness Scores 

5.2 
2.3 
1.6 
2.3 
0.7 
1.6 
1.6 

2.0 

17 
36 .1763 

109 .0648 
25 .1460 
21 .0404 
19 .0576 
22 .0000 

249 .0913 

Females 
After • 

Mean 

.0375 

.0660 

.0625 

.0569 

.0708 

.1351 

.1806 

.1218 

.0581 

.0771 

.1429 

.0918 

.0511 

.0110 

.0849 

.1540 

.1625 

.3510 

.1691 

.1364 

.0110 

.1948 

Ratio N 

3.3 40 
3.3 74 

14.5 18 

3.7 132 

3.5 40 
3.1 74 

42.0 18 

3.9 132 

4 
0.8 33 
2.6 99 
2.5 49 
3.3 23 
1. 7 22 

13 

2.1 243 

0.9 
2.5 
2.4 
4.2 
2.4 

2.1 

4 
33 
99 
49 
23 
22 
13 

243 

* Years at which first full-time job was obtained by a sufficient number of persons 
for comparison. 
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these ratios vary by age is that with which we are concerned. For males) if 

first full time employment occurred at the age of 17) nlUnber of contacts and 

seriousness scores were greater after employment by a ratio of 3.5 to 1 

1 'fhere was less difference or the opposite relationship for to 5.2 to . 

those \'Iho cOllunenced \'1ork at a later age, the ratios being below or only slightly 

above the mean. No such relationship was produced for females in the 1942 

Cohort; in the case of contacts and seriousness the ratio was highest at 

age 19, which is consistent, of course, with the age-period analysis which 

found greater increases during the period 18-20 fo1:' females rather than prior 

to 18. With proportionately more female police contacts in the 1949 Cohort 

and the growing similarity of female and male patterns of delinquency, the 

before and after first job contact and seriousness ratios still presented 

Early fl'rst full time J' obs did not generate a quite different pattern. 

, t t but tIle ratl' os for females who first worked at higher pollce contac ra es 

age 20 did become similar to early employment ratios for men who were first 

employed at an early age. 

While it is impossible to say just ho\'1 much the difference in police 

contacts among those who conunenced work at an early age can be attributed to 

a different kind of exposure as a result of going to work or to lower socio­

economic status of those \'1h(.) entered work at an early age, the fact remains 

that those males who did conunence work early were not prevented from having 

a disproportionate share of police contacts and higher seriousness scores 

in the years to follow. There is also the possibility that conuni~lent to 

work detracts from conunitment to school, as suggested by reasons given for 

leaving school before graduation. This complex interrelationship along with 

. , 
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that of numerous other intriguing variables will be explored through multi-

variate techniques 1n a :!.ater chapter. Our strategy, of course, is to exa­

mine and discuss several variables at a time, chapter by chapter, in order 

to obtain greater understanding of the nature of the data and some basic 

interrelationships than we would have if multivariate analyses were presented 

at the outset. 

Respondents were also asked if the k1nds of work available to them (as 

adults) were the kinds that they would really like to do. Sizeable propor­

tions (66% of the Black males from the 1949 Cohort) said that the kinds of 

work available to them were not what they would really like to do. Never­

theless, responses to this question had no significant relationship to number 

of police contacts, although White males from the 1949 Cohort were more likely 

to have had police contacts if dissatisfied with the availability of preferred 

types of work than other race/ethniclsex segments from either cohort. 

Regardless of the evidence that there was some relationship between 

socioeconomic status and police contacts, there was little or no relation-

ship between family income of respondents in 1976 and their record of police 

contacts as juveniles 6 through 17, youth 18 through 20, or 21 or older 

except for males at the later period. When the data were controlled for 

ra.ce/ethnici ty and sex there was some indication for both IVhite and Black 

males (1949 Cohort) that those who had five or more police contacts were 

skewed toward the lower income levels (less than $15,000 total family income 

per year) but until this point was reached there was little variation in 

contact type with income levels. This was again true for the White and Black 

males from the 1949 Cohort for th~ period 18 through 20. Skewness toward the 
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lower income cutegories for those Whites and Blocks with five or more contacts 

wos even more noticeable for the 21 or older age period for both cohorts. 
'this 

h· present to a sma11er degree for females. type of relations lp was 

FAMILY TYPE, MARITAL STATUS, AND POLICE CONTACTS 

Each family was coded into one of 20 different family types depending 

on whether or not both parents were present in the household during the period 

6 through 17 or was comprised of some combination of the parents, step-parents, 

grandparents, etc. 
Less than 109.; of those who were interviewed from either 

cohort were in the categories describing some family type other than both 

t for the age P
eriod 6-17. although among the Blacks about half 

parents presen ' 

of those in the 1942 Cohort and one third of those in the 1949 Cohort \'1ere in 
. . d G 

categories other than both parents present throughout the enbre perlo • 

When the distributions of police contacts were dichotomized (no contacts 

vs. one or more)~ those from homes with both paren.ts present for the age 

period 6-17 did hu.,le a greater percentage (but not statistically significant) 

tdthout contacts (from 8~,; for the 1949 Cohort's females to 21% for the 1942 

Cohort I s males) than did those who came fl'om families where both parents 

were not present the entire time. 'there \'1ere also correlations between num­

ber of contacts and seriousness scores and family status for both males and 

females of each cohort but all wero small (.124 \'1as the highest). In all 

cases the difference between th.ose from homes with both parents present and 

those from homes in which they wore not present was the opposite of that 

suggested by Toby, i.e., having both parents present produced less difference 

7 
for the females than for the males. 

ica1 effects are no longer present. 

'this may be another case in \'1hich histor-

" 

) 

, y 

I 
I 

: \ 
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Again, we conclude that there is some relationship bet\'1een family type, 

seriousness, and patterns of delinquency for young males but that it is not 

as strong as the literature has suggested, probably because most of the stu­

dios have been based on cases referred to the juvenile court and there is a 

tendency to refer when both parents are not present in the home. 

Another set oJ: relationships derived from the interview data shOUld be 

noted as they pertain to the family. Respondents were asked: "Did either of 

your parents (to the best of your knO\'11edge) ever do anything that could have 

gotten them into trouble \'1i th the police?" Presumably, there should be a 

relationship between parental behavior and the behavior of their children. 

There was practically no relationship between responses to the question and 

number of police contacts during the age period 6-17 or 18-20 for either male 

or female respondents from either cohort, and with the only suggestion of 

any kind of relationship for males from both cohorts for the age period 21 

or older. Since one might argue that respondent reports on parental misbeha­

vior may be based on faulty knowledge, we are not presenting these findings 

as evidence of no relationship bet\'1een parental misbehavior and respondent's 

records of police contacts but only that respondents do not report their pa­

rents' behavior us consistent with their own police records. In a chapter 

following, the police contact records of parents are compared with those of 

their children. 

Although we have not found the family type in which respondents were 

reared to be an efficient predictor of police contacts or seriousness of 

careers at any age period, there remains a possibility that current marital 

status may be related te' one or the other of these measures. Although the 

i 
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number of minority persons interviewed from the 1942 Cohort is small, the 

present stutus repo,rted most frequently was married. The much larger nwnber 

of Whites intorvim."ed from this cohort reported a majority of themselves (over 

80~,;) marl'icd and very few reported expel'iencing divorce, being widowed, or 

being separated. 

Those interviewed from the 1949 Cohort did not report such marital sta­

bili ty. Almost 90~o of the Chicano males said they were marl'ied but among the 

Chicanas only 60 P,j were married and 30!'0 either had never married 01" 'were di­

vorced and not remarried. Half of the Black males wore not presently married 

(34rJ never married) and, \."hile 40!'0 of them were married, 1590 of those mat'ried 

reported themselves separated from their wives. Almost 1990 of this group 

(Black males) also reported themselves as living with someone. As would be 

. d (650.) than \"tll~te f .... males (75 90) and expected, fe\'/er White males were marne '0 l..... 

the remainder were in various other categories of marital status. 

Since marriage has been considered a stabilizing influence, we have uti­

lized the same analytic approach as with age of first full time employment, 

detennining the number of contacts and seriousness scores for r€:spondents 

before and after marriage by age of marriage. Whether the marriage was very 

early or later in life it presumably has some influence on the nature of the 

impact of this change in status on number of contacts after\mrds. The impact 

of age of marriage is of course relatecl. to a number of other variables such 

as employment status so that the analysis: even with controls for years of 

before and after exposure, is not to be considered definitive. 

The average number and seriousness of police contacts per year of expo­

sure before and after age of marriage (age of marriage included in after) 

..... -- ----... -~ ... -

)1 
.i 

Ii 
1 iI ,. 

1', 
I' ., 
I, 
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is shown in Table 7. Note that the average number and seriousness of con­

tacts for all years included in the analysis is about the same for males of 

both cohorts but that for females in the 1942 Cohort the ratio is about 1 to 

3 for contacts and 1 to 4 for seriousness, falling to 1 to 1.3 and 1.5 for 

females in the 1949 Cohort. 

With the exception of the age of 19 for the 1942 Cohort males, there was 

no age of marriage followed by a marked increase in the average number or 

seriousness of contncts. Furthermore, there did not seem to be a trend in 

the ratios for either nwnber of seriousness of contacts for either cohort for 

the males. 

By contrast, marriage at either the age of 18 or 21 was followed by a 

disproportionate increase in nwnber and seriousness of pOlice contacts for 

females from the 1 ~M2 Cohort while the age of 17 and 21 produ~ed the most 

disproportionate increase for thoso frolll the 1949 Cohort. Ne have no theo­

retical explanation for those sex differences hut it is apparent that dif­

ferences exist in before and nfter nwnbor of contacts and seriousnoss but 

that they are patterned by age of marriage. Our final statement on the illl­

pact of family status, marital status of respondent, and age of marriage will 

come from the multivariate analyses. 

One remaining and closely related variable must be given consideration 

in this chapter, and that is the age at which the respondent reported moving 

U\~ay from home. There are several conflicting propositions which would sug­

gest differences in police contact records before and after the event, with 

one hypothesizing an increase in police contacts without parental restl'aints 

and the other suggesting a decline as a consequence of removal from a con-

I 
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TABLE 7. AVERAGE NUMBER OF POLICH CONTACTS AND SERIOUSNESS SCORES PER PERSON PER YEAR 
OF EXPOSUIHl BEFORE ANI) AFTER AGB OF MARRIAGE: 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS 

1 U·1~ Cohort 
"','.,.=r.>'~T.~-'>t-_"+'_'."._.:;:;a 

Age of 
Muri.'i age: 

18 
Hi 
2;) 
21 .,., .... 
23 
24 

Mean for 18-24 

18 
19 
20 
21 
" ., .... 
23 
24 

Mean for 18-24 

.L949 Cohort 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Mean for 17-24 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

Mean for 17-24 

13010re 
Mean 

.lu1S 

.2619 

.2583 

.1096 

.1267 

.1242 

.1977 

.3769 

.7286 

.6444 

.4048 

.2986 

.2941 

.4924 

.2105 

.2232 

.2450 

.1304 

.1923 

.2257 

.2027 

.5223 

.6161 

.6729 

.3482 

.4955 

.5417 

.5379 

Number of Police Contacts 

Males 
After 
Mean Ratio N 

4 
.3819 2.4 10 
.2267 0.9 15 
.3482 1.3 24 
.1648 1.0 21 
.0705 0.6 13 
.1337 1.1 17 

.2224 1.1 104 

Before 
Mean 

.0222 

.0282 

.0106 

.0116 

.0083 

.0294 

.0184 

Seriousness Scores 

.9097 

.4889 

.8244 

.3736 

.1346 

.2727 

.5004 

4 
2.4 10 
0.6 15 
1. 3 24 
0.9 21 
0.5 13 
0.9 17 

1.0 104 

.0500 

.0487 

.0238 

.0261 

.0083 

.0359 

.0336 

Females 
After 
Mean Ratio N 

.0980 4.4 30 

.0854 3.0 30 

.0247 2.3 27 

.0621 5.4 23 

.0205 2.5 15 

.0324 1.1 18 
5 

.0592 3.2 148 

.2667 

.2292 

.0444 

.1460 

.0410 

.0509 

,1447 

5.3 30 
4.7 30 
1. 9 27 
5.6 23 
4.9 15 
1. 4 18 

5 

4.3 148 

Number of Police Contacts 

.1737 

.1759 

.2762 

.1592 

.2179 

.0375 

.2002 

.3105 

.4444 

.7267 

.4041 

.4423 

.1125 

.4818 

0.8 
0.8 
1.1 
1.2 
1.1 
0.2 

1.0 

0.6 
0.7 
1.1 
1.2 
0.9 
0.2 

0.9 

o 
3 

19 
24 
43 
35 
26 
16 

166 

.0519 

.0735 

.0385 

.0348 

.0216 

.0677 

.0425 

.0159 

.0446 

Seriousness Scores 

o 
3 

19 
24 
43 
35 
26 
16 

166 

.1039 

.1740 
.0940 
.0784 
.0333 
.1510 
.0817 
.0317 

• 0982 

.1548 

.0775 

.0528 

.037S 

.0368 

.0595 

.0463 
0.0000 

.0566 

.3929 

.2246 

.1278 

.0759 

.0919 

.1726 

.1852 
0.0000 

.1512 

3.1 
1.1 
1.4 
1.1 
1.7 
0.9 
1.1 
0.0 

3.8 
1.3 
1.4 
1.0 
2.8 
1.1 
2.3 
0.0 

1.5 

14 
34 
36 
41 
34 
24 
18 

7 

208 

14 
34 
36 
41 
34 
24 
18 

7 

208 

J 

« , . 
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flict situation and the assumption of adult roles. Still another viewpoint 

would hypothesize that the nature of the conflict situation determines whe-

ther moving away from home increases or decreases involvement with the police. 

The immediate problems faced by the juvenile may be in themselves generative 

of certain typt.5f of police contacts. 

Rather than take a fixed position on the issue we should commence by 

subjecting the data to the same analytic procedures as age of marriage~ as 

shown in Table 8. 

Surprisingly enough~ the average number of police contacts actually de-

creased after respondents reported moving away from home but seriousness 

scores increased for males in the 1942 Cohort. Both increased for males from 

the 1949 Cohort. Leaving home at the age of 18 seems to have resulted in a 

marked increase in police contacts and seriousness for those males from the 

1942 Cohort and a somewhat lesser increase, but still an increase, for those 

who left at 17 and 19. The 1949 Cohort males did not produce such a straight-

forward pattern but leaving home at age 20 seemed to produce the greatest 

future difference in number and seriousness of police contacts. 

Turning to the females for both cohorts, there is some indication of 

a decline in the ratio of before and after number of contacts and seriousness 

with age at which they left home but it is not consistent. Again~ while 

the overall ratio of before and after contacts and seriousness differed from 

that for the males in the 1942 Cohort, these ratios were similar for the 

1949 Cohort. For whatever reason, however, moving away from home at an 

early age was followed by higher average yearly rates thereafter for the 

females than for the males from both cohorts . 
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TABLE 8. AVERAGE NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SERIOUSNESS SCORES PER PERSON PER YEAR 
OF EXPOSURE BEFORE AND AFTER MOVING AWAY FROM HOME: 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS 

1942 Cohort 

Age at 
Time of Move: 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Mean'for 17-22 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Mean for 17-22 

1949 Cohort 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Mean for 17-22 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 

Mean for 17-22 

Before 
Mean 

.1866 

.0714 

.1255 

.2078 

.2524 

.2132 

.1744 

.4641 

.1845 

.3036 

.5714 

.6429 

.4669 

.4381 

.4229 

.2163 

.2276 

.1404 

.0853 

.1349 

.2090 

1.1344 
.5852 
.5714 
.3670 
.1813 
.2961 

.5426 

Nwnber of Police Contacts 

Males 
After 

Mean Ratio N 

.3421 1.8 19 

.2723 3.8 28 

.2007 1.6 19 

.2485 1.2 22 

.2602 1.0 28 

.1719 0.8 17 

.1504 0.9 133 

Before 
Mean 

.0183 

.0158 

.0110 

.0127 

.0069 

.0178 

Seriousness Scores 

.7339 

.7081 

.4803 

.5576 

.6250 

.4163 

.5987 

.9601 

.3483 

.2939 

.4061 

.0900 

.2932 

.3721 

.6630 

.9152 

.6755 
1.1303 

.1600 

.7444 

.9689 

1.6 19 
3.8 28 
1.6 19 
1.0 22 
1.0 28 
0.9 17 

1. 4 133 

.0350 

.0217 

.0302 

.0127 

.0069 

.0312 

Nwnber of Police Contacts 

2.3 
1.6 
1.3 
2.9 
1.1 
2.2 

23 
89 
49 
29 
25 
19 

1. 8 234 

.0545 

.0507 

.0502 

.0403 

.0280 

.0286 

.0439 

Seriousness Scores 

0.6 23 
1.1 89 
1.2 49 
3.1 29 
0.9 25 
2.5 19 

1. 8 234 

.1136 

.1159 

.1256 

.0806 

.0452 

.0495 

.0955 

Females 
After 

Mean Ratio~, N 

6 
. 0918 5.0 50 
.0625 4.0 39 
.0410 3.7 26 
.0340 2.7 21 
.0085 1.2 9 

.0610 3.4 151 

.2212 

.1619 

.0846 

.0748 

.0085 

,1438 

.1333 

.1304 

.0510 

.0456 

.0363 

.0179 

.0754 

.3292 

.3228 

.1224 

.0855 

.0968 

.0952 

.1874 

6 
6.3 50 
7.5 39 
2.8 26 
5.9 21 
1.2 9 

4.6 151 

2.4 
2.6 
1.0 
1.1 
1.3 
0.6 

20 
69 
49 
39 
31 
24 

1. 7 232 

2.9 20 
2.8 69 
1.0 49 
1.1 39 
2.1 31 
1. 9 24 

2.0 232 
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SUMMARY 

Although we have discussed nwnerous variables from the interviews and 

their relationship to police contacts, only a portion of these variables con-

tributed to an understanding of the process whereby juveniles develop offi-

cial records . 

Al though the impact of the school on delinquency has been explored in 

a limited fashion, it is apparent that reason for not obtaining a high school 

diploma and attitude toward school are related in no simple fashion to 

nwnbe .. t" and seriousness of police contacts that respondents acquired at the 

age of 18 or older. How,wer, it is also apparent that a negative attitude 

towa1'd school may be followed by fewer and less serious police contacts 

after leaving school. 

Those who C~le from families where the head was not regularly employed 

did have delinquency SCOl'e c1istri butions that were either skewed toward the 

high end of the scale or less skewed toward the lower end than were those 

where the head was always regularly employed. Those \'/ho worked during the 

years in which most persons would have been in junior high and high school, 

particularly the males, during both the sun~er and school year, had more 

police contacts and higher seriousness scores than did others. When police 

contacts before and after age of first full time job for males were compared, 

we found very significant differences between the nwnber of police contacts 

and seriousness scores before and after full time employment among those who 

commenced \~Drk at an early age, particularly if first full time employment 

was at the age of 16 or 17. While contact rates and seriousness scores were 

higher after first full time employment than before for the females in both 
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for t he 1942 Cohort differed from that for the 1949 cohorts, the pattern 

Cohort with neither showing an effect of early employment such as that 

found for males, regardless of age of first full time job. 

from the 1949 Cohort were more likely to have had police Whi te males 

contacts if dissatisfied with the availability of preferred types of work 

/ I " I" segments from either cohort. than were other race etlnlC sex 

of 19 had, on the average, more and Male respondents married at the age 

contact ·~ 1" n the years to follow than did respondents who more serious police _ 

24 Early marriage seemed to be associated were married at the age of 20 to . 

and more serious contacts for females but the picture was with more frequent 

not clear because a high ratio of average contacts after marriage to the 

average for years previous to marriage was found for both cohorts at the ages 

of 18 and 21. 

Moving away froln home at an early age had a definite impact on the police 

contact records of males from the 1942 Cohort and a less clear impact on the 

1949 Cohort. In both cohorts, moving away from home at a relatively early 

age seemeJ to have more impact on police contacts and seriousness scores for 

the females than the males. 

J 

LI31 

FOOTNOTES 

1 

During the period between April 15, 1976, and the beginning of the inter-

viewer training course on May 24, well over 100 persons were interviewed in 

Rucine for consideration for employment on the project. From these were 

selected 71 persons as interviewers, as community contact workers, or for 

clerical work in the Racine Police Department, or the Center's office at 
the Gateway Technical Institute. 

Of those selected for employment, 60 were trained as interviewers, 

three as community contact personnel, and eight assigned to the Police Depart­

ment, or to our Gateway office. The Gateway Technical Institute supplied 

us with an excellent suite of offices without t;harge. The cooperation of 

Dr. Keith W. Stoehr, District Director of the Institute, Dr. Milton C. Mi1Iery, 

Assistant Director, Ralph Troe11er, Coordinator of Instructional SerVices, 

Mr. Tom Bishop, and many others at Gateway factilitated the task of finding 

interviewers and housing the project. The staff of the Racine Environmen.t 

Committee was also helpful in securing interviewers. Professor James McKeown 

of the Department of Sociology at the University of Wisconsin--Parkside 
was particularly helpful to us in finding interviewers. 
2 

A very large debt is owed to Dr. Gabriel P,. Ferrazzano, COJlunissioner of 

Health, Racine City Health Department, for without his files it would hale 

been impossible to follow such a large proportion of the females under their 
married names. 

3 Elliott and Voss (Delbert S. Elliott and Hanlin L. Voss, DeZinquenay and 

Dropout [Lexington: D.C. Heath and Co., Lexington Books, 1974] and an earlier 

report by Elliott, IIDelinquency, School Attendance and Dropout,1I Soaial Prob­

lems 13 [1966] pp. 307-14) ·are not alone in their concern about the role of the 

school in delinquency. We have also previously referred to Kenneth Polk and 

Walter E. Schafer (eds.) Sahools and Delinquenay (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice­

Hall, 1972). There has also been extensive Ii terature on the relationship of 

school performance to delinquency (see Chapter 9, LaMar T. Empey .• Amcr1:cJan 

Delinquenay.· Its Meaning and ConstmaUon [Homewood: The Dorsey Press, 1978] 

for an excellent discussion). As he states, the relationship between school 
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performance and delinquency has been established but the question is how it 

is to be interpreted. We ure inclined to think that both control theory and 

strain theory playa part in explaining the relationship between the school 

and delinquency. 

I, The 1i teraturc: on both school achievement and attachment to teachers and 

school suggests that academic success and a positive attitude toward teachers 

and school are associated with low delinquency rat~s while in school. See, 

for example, l~ary F. Jensen, "Race, Achievement and Delinquency: A Further 

Lo?k at Delinquency in a Birth Cohort," Ame.picJan ,Journal of Sociology 82 (1976) 

pp. 379-87. Also see Chapter 7, "Contexts for Adolescent Socialization: Family, 

School, and Adolescent Society," Gary F. Jensen and Dean G. Rojek, DcZ'inquency: 

A SrJcJ'irJl.oyical. View (Lexington: D.C. lleath, 1980). Jensen and Rojek, in 

summarizing the literature, conclude as do we, that variables related to high 

in-school delinquency arc not predictive of continued delinquency after leaving 

school. The relationship of socioeconomic status to delinquency varies depen­

ding on whether the status of the household is considered or whether contextual 

measures of socioeconomic status are employed. We have shown that there is 

some decline in police contact rates, referral rates, and so on moving from 

the inner city to hi::.;her socioeconomic status ar~ns on the fringe of the 

community. Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin, Opt ait., also found that lower socio­

economic status youth had a greater probability of having a delinquent record. 

It is very possible that Tittle, Villemez, nnd Smith have made a major point 

in noting that social class may have been more important in earlier years than 

at present. Just as we have shown that differences between males and females 

are declining, so may socioeconomic status differences in rates. See Charles 

R. Tittle, Wayne J. Villemez, and Douglas A. Smith, liThe Myth of Social Class 

and Criminality," American Soaiologica:'- Rev'iew 43 (1978) pp. 643-656. But there 

is again a question of whether behavior has changed or is a matter of con­

verging rates because the police are more even-handed in record keeping and 

referrals. 

5 Although there hu;:; been lengthy literature on the relationship of 

family type and family interaction to juvenile delinquency with inconsistent 

findings one obtains the impression that those with a positive finding (broken 
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or disrupted homes associated with delinquency) arc more froqucntly cited. 

Roland J. Chilton and Gerald E. Markle, "Fwni1y Disruption, Delinquent Conduct 

and the Effect of Subclassification," Amcl'·iaan Soai()~o(J'icaZ Review 37 (1972) pp. 

93- 99, find differences in referral rates based on family status. For an 

example of negative findings sec Robert E. Dentler and Lawrence J. Monroe, 

"Social Correlates of Early Adolescent Thoft, II AmOl~iaa"l [JOOil'{'()(Jicat Rev't'ew 

26 (1961) pp. 733-743. Jensen and Rojek, Opt ait., mention both and numerous 

others, referring as well to the self-fulfilling prophesy nature of the system. 

6 
That family disorganization docs not have the same effects on malcs as 

on females has been noted in other studies. Jackson Toby dealt with this 

issue and provided a theoretical basis for explaining sex diffcrences in liThe 

Differential Impact of Family DisorganiZation," Amcl1z:t!tXH tJOiJtoJl.tJ:.riiJr.J.Z Rc'{)iuw 

22 (1957) pp. 505-512. 



.. 

~ - ~-~----------------------------------------------
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Chapter 18. A Retrospecti vo Do.scription of How Juve~t..U:.cs PerceL vcd.1!\ci~ 
Contacts With the POlice -

WHAT THEY REPORT ABOUT THEMSELVES AS JUVENILES AFTER THEY ARE ADULTS 

We have shown that very few juveniles continue to have police contacts 

after the age of 18 and that attrition is very l'apid after that age with 

only a small percentage 'continuing to have contacts throughout the period 

covered by this study. A look at hO\'1 a sOlnple of cohort members perceived 

the misbehavior which resulted in police contacts (if any) and hOh' they per­

ceived their misbehavior that did not result in police contacts (if any) 

will give us some idea of ''1hy we should not even have expected a large pro­

portion to continue their misbehavior beyond the late teens. Responses by 

those interviewed from the 1942 and 1049 Cohorts provide us with some very 

illuminating material. 

Before 18 Misbehavior ,That Resultl\d in PO.ilie c.;on(act.2. 

Over half of each cohort (S3.6~ of the 1942 Cohort and 59.4~ of the 

1949 Cohort) stated that they had been stopped by the police before the 

age of 18 for doing something wrong or something the police suspected ''las 

wrong, but only 37.5% and 48.0~ had ever had their contacts recorded by the 

police. Of those who reported being stopped by the pOlice, about 45~~ of cadI 

cohort had had only one incident of this nature and almost 70 n
0 had repol'tl:d 

being stopped tJnly once or twice before the ugc of 18. About ()Ojl0 of cadI 

cohort indicated that their l!Ontact with the polic~ had bNw around the 

age of 16 or 17. So, just as our official data have shown, l'clativt'ly fl.'\\' llt'~ 

gan to have contacts with the police at an carly ugc and most police contal.!ts 

I 
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took pla~e arounJ the age of 16 or 17. 

What the !ll)lil:t.' ~HliJ the juveniles were Joing differed somc\"hat from 

\"hat till' 1'1'~;ponJI..\nts ~;aid tlwy \"ere adually doing, but in both cases more 

of the ~onta~ts b>' far wel'e for truffil! offenses than any other reason (sec 

Table 1). Bt.'tween 16"t! and 17(~ of the police contacts involve disorderly con­

~luct on thl' purt of the juveniles, with the juveniles agrceing to thi:; to a 

sOI1lt.'what IN,seJr extent. In around 20 P
., of the I!ascs the juveniles SuW their 

misbehavior as unintentional 01' simply mis~hicvous. llven as the police sow 

it only a small pcri!entago of t}w contncts involved what \"ou1d be considered 

a Sln'lous misdcmeanor 01' a felony if they hnd ba(m ndul t; in fact, only 4. 9~v 

of the 1949 contacts could be described as felonious behavior and only ().2r" of 

the H)42 cont(l~ts could be described in that \my. Eighty-eight percent and 

tlOf'v rcspectively of the 1942 and 1949 Cohort contacts were for misdemennors. 

Misbehavior Before 18 Which Did Not Result in Police Contact 
~.=- ... =,-~ "j'j: • • - --- ... - ~ -- ,. 

In addition to the self-report forms administered along \"ith the intel'view 

s-:hcuule tto be discussed in Chapter 19) a line of questioning also dealt 

\'lith misbehavior before the age of 18 which did not rNmlt in being caught 

by the police. Ovcr 66.4°,; and 69.orJ of the two cohorts stated that they had 

done things before they were 18 for which they could hnve been caught by 

the pollee. When asked what things they did, Liquor violations headed the 

list, as Shm'lll in Table 2, followcd by Theft atld Disorderly conduct. Since 

rolatively few admitted trnffic offenses for \"hich they were not cnught it 

is fairly obvious that the high rate of police contacts for this bchnvior 

indicates that the:ic offenses arc considerably marc visible '''hile liquor vio­

lations arc relativcly less visible. But hcre nguiu) there wore relntively 

[137 

---------------------------------------------------------------------
TABLE 1. REASONS FOR \vHICH RESPONDENTS \vERE STOPPEl) BY POLICE BEFORE AGE 18, 

ACCORDING TO RESPONDENTS AND ACCORDING TO WHAT RESPONDENTS REPORTED 
THE POLICE AS SAYING 

=============,.=-======~=====--=--------, 

Percent of Total Incidents Described by Respondents* 

Traffic Offense 
Disorderly Conduct 
Liquor Vb.>lntion 
Theft 
Incorrigible, Runnway 
Sex Offense 
Vngrancy 
Truancy 
Auto Theft 
Burglary 
Robbery 
Property Destruction 
Assault 
Drugs 
Forgery, Fraud 
\Veapons 

----
P(')lice 

Statements 

43.0 
16.3 
5.9 
5.6 
5.6 
1.1 
7.8 

.7 
1.1 
1.5 

.4 

.7 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 
Unintentional or Mischie­

vous Behavior 
Contact: Suspicion, rn~ 

vestigation, or Infor­
mation 10.4 

100.1'-

1942 

N ::: 270 

Respondent 
Statements 

31.1 
13.3 

8.9 
6.3 
6.3 
5.2 
4.4 
1.5 
1.1 

,7 
.4 
.4 
.0 
.0 
.0 
.0 

20.4 

100.0' 

Police 
Statements 

37.5 
16.9 
6.4 
7.7 

11.8 
1.1 
7.1 

.6 

.9 
2.4 

.0 

.2 

.2 

.2 
1.0 

.6 

5.4 
100.0 

1949 

Respondent 
Statements 

25.5 
13.3 

8.9 
6.0 
9.9 
6.0 
5.3 

.4 
1.7 
1.3 

.2 

.0 

.4 

.0 

.6 

.4 

18.6 

100.0 

N :: 533 

* "Ho,,, many times before you were 1.8 did the police stop you for doing something 
wrong or s.:>mething that they ~~uspected wns wrong?" [1942 N:::333i 1949 N=556] 

"Te11 me about the OltP,rS y'OU remember best." "According to the police, what 
l'Iere you doing that at t::acted theil' attention?" "What were you (respondent) 
renlly doing'l" 
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TABLH:.!. MISBEllAViOR BEFORE 18 WHICH DID NOT RESUl.T IN POLICE CONTACTS 

"What thin~TS uid l.2.u ~o?" Percent of Total Incidents Descl'ibeu* 
",~-=-=-,,--,--,,*"_~ .,,~=>i=: ~ -'#'" --~ 

1942 1949 -
Liquor violation 31. 5 38.9 

Theft 24.8 20.1 

Disorucrly conuuct 12.2 11. 8 

Traffic offense 10.0 5.4 

I ncorl'igi ble J runaway 4.1 4.9 

Vagrancy 3.6 2.6 

Weapons 3.2 2.6 

Sex Offenses 
.., .., ..... 2.1 

Truancy 1.8 • 3 

Forgery, fraud 1.3 3.7 

Drugs 1.3 3.3 

Autu t.heft 1.3 1.0 

:~0perty destruction .9 .0 

Burglary .5 1.8 

Assault .0 .3 

Grunbling .0 .3 

Not ascertained l.;L ..J..9.... 
100.0 100.1 

N e 222 N c 388 

"Can you think of any things you used. to do .. (be~ore you were ,18) for \.,rhich 
vou could have been caught by the pollee bu" WhlCh they nevel found out 
about?1I [1942 Ne 333.i 1949 N:::556] 

- 3 w 
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few admissi0l1S, aside frol\\ theft, of behavior which had they been adult 

would have been classified as a folony. In all likelihood, most of the 

theft behavior would have been only a misdelr..IJanor. Probably only bet\'1cen 

109J and 1596 of the misbehaviors which arc described would havo been consi-

dered serious misdemeanors or felonies if cOllunitted by an adult. And wo 

must remember that these behaviors WC1'e conuni ttcd by that two-thil'ds \'1ho 

said that they had done things for which they could have been caught but were 

not. In other W01'US, only a relatively small pl'oportion of each cohort had 

engaged in serious misbehavior for \'1hich thoy wore not apprehended. Table 3 

facilitates comparison of the incidents for \'1hich pOlice stopped respondents 

\~ith the things that they stated they had done for which they \'lore not caught • 

Here th3 discrepancies for Traffic offenses, Liquor violations, and Theft 

are quite obvious. Admissions of offenses involving Drugs, Forgery, Fraud, 

and Weapons as a group indicate that they constitute a mort; siz~ablc propor-

don of the behavior for \."hich juveniles were not caught than the proportion 

for which they were. 

The Fullness of Partj.cipaticHl 

When the persons from each cohort who worc stopped by the police or 

who hau engaged in behavior for \'1hich they could have been stolJped (by their 

own accounts) a1'e combined, they add up to well over 90"0 participation in 

youthful misbehavior of one type or lmother for the malcs and b5"J to 70f~ for 

the females. And as 'rab) e 4 reveals, fomale participation has increased in 

the 1949 Cohort over that of the 1942 Cohort by over 15~. 

Even though traffic offenses constitute a large proportion of all ind­

dents, liquor and theft make up frolll 5S~o to 60~u of the induents which diu 
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TABLE 3. WHAT POLICE STOPPED RESPONDENT FOR AND WHAT RESPONDENTS SAID THEY DID FOR WHICH THEY WERE NOT 

CAUGHT 
L:...::.: - -~ • 

Percent of total incidents or things described 
1942 1949 

Stopped for --Not Caught for Stopped for --Not Caught for 

'Traffic offense 43.0 10.0 37.5 5.4 
Disorderly ccmduct 16.3 12.2 16.9 11.8 
Vagrancy 7.8 3.6 7.1 2.6 
Liquor violation 5.9 31.5 6.4 38.9 
Theft 5.6 24.8 7.7 20.1 
Incorrigilibity, runa.way 5.6 4.1 11.8 4.9 
Burglary 1.5 .5 2.4 1.8 
Sex offense 1.1 2.2 1.1 2.1 
Auto theft 1.1 1.3 .9 1.0 
Truancy .7 1.8 .6 .3 
Propexty destruction .7 .9 .2 .0 
Robbery .4 .0 .0 .0 
Assault .0 .0 .2 .3 
Gambling .0 .0 .0 .3 
Drugs .0 1.3 .2 3.3 
Forgery, fraud .0 1.3 1.0 3.7 
Weapons .0 3.2 .6 2.6 
Contact: suspicion, investiga-

tion l or information 10.4 5.4 
Not ascertained 1.3 1.0 

100.1 100.0 100.0 100.1 

( 

.,.J::: 

.c::-
o 

qtU 

TABLE 4. PERCENT OF THE 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS INTERVIEWED WHO ADMITTED MISBE­
HAVIOR BEFORE THE AGE OF 18 (DETECTED AND UNDETECTED) 

1942 1949 
M&le Female Total Male Female 

Stopped by police and did things 62.3 21. 6 40.4 65.3 28.2 
Stopped by police but didn't 

do things 13.9 11. 9 12.8 12.3 13.4 
Not stopped by police but did 

things 19.2 31 .. 3 25.7 16.2 29.6 
Not stopped and didn't do things 4.6 35.2 21.1 6.1 28.9 

100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.1 

Either stopped or did things 95.4 64.8 78.9 93.9 71.1 

N = 151 176 327 277 277 

Total 

46.8 

12.8 

22.9 

17.5 

100.0 

82.5 

554 
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not result in apprehension. Why sex offenses are so low is difficult to 

explain unless persons from both cohorts no longer perceive premarital sex 

as something which the police would consider wrong or are more reluctant to 

admi t sex offenses than other types of offenses. 

We shall return to the line of questioning which followed these reports 

but before doing so we should discuss the definitely agreed upon view that 

traffic contacts constitute a groater proportion of all police contacts with 

juveniles than any other type of contact. 1 We have made several references 

to the possibility that police contacts for moving vehicle and other auto­

mobile violations are part and parcel of the larger picture of delinquency 

and crime. If this is the case, as the factor analysis indicated, then a 

high proportion of responses to the question, "Did you and your friends spend 

much time driving around in a car just for something to do?" should help 

us understand how juveniles acquire contacts of a related nature, contacts 

that could reasonably stem from leisure-time use of the automobile. Of the 

1942 Cohort, 50.2~0 responded "yes" to the question and 16.59J were in the 

"Some, but not a lot" categorYi 44.490 and 17.390 of the 1949 Cohort responded 

accordingly. Since the question was asked in reference to the high schOOl 

period it is not difficult to say how leisure-time use of the automobile 

could lead to police contact at the ages of 16 and 17. Race/~thnic differences 

in patterns of delinquency must stem in part from differential access to 

and use of the automobile. In both cqhorts more Blacks and Chicanos reported 

that they never had access to an automobile (over 50%) than reported all 

of the other categories (unlimited, frequent, and casual) While only 29.99.; 

and 24.39
0 of the Whites reported never having access. 

Responses to the question about time spent driving around produced low 

I 
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but positive correlations with the number of police contacts during the 

juvenile period (none were higher than that for the 1949 Cohort's males, 

.176) and the 18-20 age period (none were higher than the 1942 Cohort'S males, 

.235). The group nature of driving around (more people drove around than had 

access to a car) would tend to lower the correlation because the driver would 

be most likely to acquire the police contact. 

Further investigation turned to age that respondents acquired a driver'S 

license. The question is not just whether more polico contacts are generated 

, has been obtal'ned but whether or not the seriousness after a driver's llcense 

of contacts changes and, of course, how a11 are related to the age at which 

the license was obtained. For example, among those from both cohorts who 

obtained their licenses at the age of 16 or earlier, police contacts and 

seriousness scores were significantly greater after obtaining the license com-

. d f 1 Among those who received their pared to before for both meles an ema es. 

driver's licenses between the ages of 17 and 21 there were no significant 

differences in before and after police contacts. But this did not answer 

the question quite precisely enough so the age-by-age data were pursued even 

further, vii th mean before and after seriousness scores adjusted for years of 

risk before obtaining a driver's license and years of risk afterwards, inclu-

b ' d The reSlllts are shown in Table 5 but ding the year that it was 0 tawe • 

the matte~' other than to reveal that the ratio of average shed little light on L 

serl'ousness to prior-to-license seriousness is not yearly after-license 

greater for younger ages for males in either cohort. The only evidence for 

disproportionately greater female involvement after obtaining a driver's 

license at an early age was found in the 1942 Cohort. Any idea that an early 

driver's license leads to greater later seriousness than does a later dri-

f 
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TABLE 5. AVERAGE NillvlBER OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SERIOUSNESS SCORES PER PERSON 

PER YEARS OF EXPOSURn BEFO:iE AND AFTER RECEIVING DRIVER'S LICENSE: 
1942 AND 1949 COHORTS'.\' 

1942 Cohort 
Number of Police Contacts 

Age: Driver's Mr:.lcs Females 
License Before 'After Before After 
Received: Mean Mean Ratio N Mean Mean Ratio N 

16 .1028 .3083 3.0 106 .0031 .0567 18.3 65 
17 .1176 .4281 3.6 17 .0091 .0444 4.9 20 
18 .0720 .2219 3.1 22 .0100 .0565 5.6 25 

Mean for 16-18 .0999 .3092 3.1 145 .0057 .0544 9.5 110 

Seriousness Scores 

16 .2792 .7063 2.5 106 .0108 .1150 10.6 65 
17 .3422 1.1078 3.2 17 .0182 .0944 5.2 20 
18 .1856 .5267 2.8 22 .0233 .0988 4.2 25 

Mean for 16-18 .2724 .7262 2.7 145 .0150 .1076 7.2 110 

1949 Cohort 

Number of Police Contacts 

16 .1280 .3387 l.6 161 .0233 .0814 3.5 103 
17 .2273 .4727 2.1 58 .0364 .1591 4.4 55 
18 .1935 .5260 2.7 28 .0488 .1619 3.3 41 
19 .0865 .6500 7.5 8 .0513 .1600 3.1 15 

Mean for 6-19 .1564 .3995 2.5 255 .0335 .1223 3.6 214 

Seriousness Scores 

16 .3460 .8036 2.3 161 .0417 .1538 3.7 103 
17 .6458 1.2399 1.9 58 .0694 .4136 5.9 55 
18 .4524 1. 4123 3.1 28 .1301 .3747 2.9 41 
19 .2308 1.8500 8.0 8 .1333 .3200 2.4 15 

Mean for 6-19 .4222 1.0025 2.4 255 .0722 .2746 3.8 214 

* Years at which driver's license was obtained by sufficient persons for comparison. 

- 6 -

verts license is not supported. 

Having detoured a bit we now return to further examination of what respon-

dents had to say about their police contacts before the age of 18 and what 

they said about their undetected behavior which could have led to a police 

encounter but didn't. 

HOW THEY HAPPENED TO DO IT 

In Table 6 we see that when respondents w()re asked "Why were you doing 

this?", over 5090 of the incidents described by members of each cohort were 

seen as just for fun, use of their unstructured time, unintentional behavior, 

or they just happened to be there. Responses permitted classifying only about 

35% of the behavior as deliberate violations of the law. And even then we 

must remember that most of these were not very serious violations. Around 

4096 of the incidents described by members of each cohort were considered by 

the respondents as their own idea with sma11er percentages of the incidents 

blamed on somebody else. In less than 20~6 of the incidents the respondent 

was the only one involved. And in over 85% of the incidents the others 

involved were the people that the respondent usually ran around with. 

As would be expected, respondents indicated that they cOl1ll1lenced doing 

things for which they were not caught somewhat earlier than the things for 

which they had been caught (see Table 7). 

But here again when asked, "Why did you do it?", 48~o of the 1942 Co-

hort and 40°6 of the 1949 Cohort stated that they had done it ,just fl.)r fun 

or to use their unstructured time, even higher percentages than given for 

the uehavior that resulted in police contacts. Relatively snlall percentages 

of each group gave a reason suggesting that there was anything close to 
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TABLE b. REASONS RESPONDENT WAS ENGAGING IN BEHAVIOR WHICH ATTRACTED 
ATTENTION OF POLICE AND EXTENT OF GROUP INVOLVEMENT 

IIWhy were you doing this?" 
Responses were coded in the following categories: [1942 N=273; 1949 N=551] 

Just for fun; use of unstructured time 
Unintentional; just happened to be there 
Everyone doing it; for group acceptance 
Testing the law; to see if I could get 

away with it 

90 of Total 
1942 
32.2 
21.6 
4.8 

Testing the law to further a cause 
Response to provocative/agressive behavior 

.4 

.0 

of another person 
Needed money; financial, economic reasons 
Deliberate violation of the law 
Not ascertained 

IIWhose idea was it, yours ox' somebody else's?" 

1.8 
.4 

35.9 
2.9 

100.0 

Incidents Described 
1949 
32.8 
21. 2 
2.7 

1.1 
.2 

1.6 
1.6 

35.4 
3.3 

99.9 

% of Total Incidents Described 

Respondent's idea 
Somebody else's idea 
Collective or group idea 
Not ascertained 

1942 1949 
41.9 38.5 
16.5 25.5 
37.5 31.6 
4.0 4.4 

99.9 100.0 

"How many people were involved, including yourself?" 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 or + 
More than one but a range 

of numbers given 
Not ascertained 

% of Total Incidents Described 
1942 1949 
19.5 18.2 
28.7 27.3 
13.6 16.5 
9.2 12.4 
6.3 4.5 
9.2 13.1 

10.7 8.2 
2.9 .7 

100.1 99.9 

"Were they the people that you usually ran around with?" 
(If more than one person was involved) (1942 N=220; 1949 N=450] 

Yes 
No 
Not ascertained 

% of Total Incidents Described 
(with more than one person) 

1942 1949 
85.0 88.7 
11.8 9.6 
3.2 

100.0 
1.8 

100.1 

TABLE 7. AGE AT WHICH MISBEI-LWIOR COtvMENCED REASONS FOR MISBEHAVIOR 
AND GROUP INVOLVEMENT J J 

"Howald were you when you started doing this?" 
[1942 N=360; 1949 N~613] 

0, of total At or aroWld 
'0 

age 1942 
Before 12 17.5 12 

13 5.8 

14 7.2 

15 10.9 

16 14.8 

17 25.1 
18.7 

100.0 

"Why did you do it?" 

things 

% of total things 
1942 

Just for fWl; use of Wlstructured 
Peer influences 
Curiosity and/or experience 
Testing the law 
Economic reasons 
Getting even, retaliatory action 
Not ascertained 

time 47.8 
26.7 
11.4 
6.4 
5.0 

.3 
2.5 

100.1 

"Did you do it alone or with other people?" 

described 
~ 

8.8 
5.2 
6.8 

11. 9 
15.3 
26.4 
25.4 
99.8 

described 
1949 -
40.0 
31. 2 
13.1 
6.9 
7.8 

.0 
1.1 

100.1 

~o of total 
1942 

things described 

Alone 
With one other person 
Sometime alone, sometimes with others 
With others (group) 
Not ascertained 

9.7 
9.7 
7.2 

71. 9 
1.4 

99.9 

1949 

9.:; 
6.7 
7.0 

76.0 
1.0 

100.0 

lt47 



448 - 7 -

,."hat might be ~onsielereel a wi 1lful or malicious intent. Over 70~ci said 

that they did it with others. 

Thl' data presenteel in this chapter could, in combination \oJith other 

variables, be analyzed within the framework useel by the Jessors in their 

They diviele a juve-

nile's perceived envirorunent into tho distal and proximal environment. The 

responses presented in this chapter may be dealt with in the same \oJay. 2 

One additional question was asked about why responelents had done things 

for which they were stopped or coulel have been stoppeel anel here we find (Ta­

ble 8) that as they looked back and thought about those things, fun and loi-

sure time activity was still the top response, followed by peor influences 

and curiosity or experience. While retrospective judgements about behavior 

must be questioned, most juveniles gave responses I'lhich inelicate that their 

behavior would be viewed as a part of growing up, as a part of the process 

of learning hOI." one must behave while eager to become an adult but still a 

juvenile. 

In both categories, behavior which resulteel in a police contact anel 

that which diel not, respondents were involveel in group activity in 70~Q to 

SOP.; of the incielents reported, further attesting to the position that most 

juvenile misbehavior is group activity and fun. The official reports for 

all cohorts revealed essentially the same £inding. Police contacts with 

juveniles shOl'led that through the age of 1~ over 7090 of the 1942 Cohort's 

contacts had involved more than one person, as had 57. Oro of the 1949 Cohort 

through the age of 14 and 66.3% of the 1955 Cohort through that age. But 

what happened when they were caught and what happened whon they were not? 

TABLE 8. PERCENT OF 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS WHO WERE INTERVIEWED AND STATED 
THAT THEY HAD BEEN STOPPED BY THE POLICE OR DONE THINGS FOR WHICH 
THEY COULD l-IAVE BEEN CAUGHT BY REASON FOR MISBEHAVIOR 

= - - , 

"Now that you have looked back and thought about some of the things you did 
that attracted, or could have attracted, the attention of the police over-
all why do you think you did them?" [1942 N:::263; 1949 N:::456) , 

1942 1949 - -
Fun; leisure time activity 36.9 34.0 
Peer influences 26.2 28.2 

Curiosity and/or experience 12.9 16.0 
Testing the law 8.4 8.3 
Mischievous behavior 8.7 5.5 
Accidental 2.7 2.2 
Economic reasons 1.8 2.8 

Considered falsely accused 1.9 1.7 

Not ascertained .8 1.1 

100.0 99.8 
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lIow mlll:h JOl'}) thb; tl'11 us abuut ",h)' so few juveniles ~ontilluC to havl~ police 

\.'untact aftcr PUliCL' cunt<ll:t'? In tIw next section we shall go a [ito!, further 

in putting it all tugetlll'l'. 

TlIE AWFUL CONSliQUHNCIlS OF llETECTION 

HUI'l the poliet' Jisposcll of these contacts and how the rcsponuents rcrt~teu 

uoe!) give us further inuil!rttion of why these I!ontucts or i nducnts did not 

lead tu continuity in misbehaviur. In over half of the cases the pollee re­

leased the juvenile after counseling and in almost anuther 20~J they were re­

leased but theil' parents wero nutifieu. In about 17"J of the I!HBeS the juve­

niles were taktm tv th" police station but in unly 12~J uf these casos wore 

they referred tsel' Table U). 

The must frequent conseqUGlll!t' l.!ulUiistcd of revocation of lll'iver' s li-

ccnses followed by what is obviously an appearance in traffic I!ourt 01' biey-

de court 01' sume similar disposition. Less than lSP
J \'lere even put on proba­

tiun or unuer Hupervision. Only 20 fl
" wore nent to a uetention horne) training 

s~hoo 1) ur to j ai 1. 

Perhaps even llIore important in unuerstanding why so fel'l continued to 

get into trouble with the poliet' may be obtained from their responses to the 

question, "110\'/ diu you react to the police and what they dill?" While 19, 

of the 1942 Cohort anu 18°J of the 194U Cohort stateu that they reacted \'1ith 

hostility nnll rebellion, most reacted \'lith courtc~y, uefcrrence, obediencc, 

complinnce, fear and anxiety) 01' hau a casual 01' no reactj on at all. Obviously 

the police dealt \'lith juvenilcs in such a \'1ay as to not instill hostility 

and rebellion in most of them. 

This is not to say that thero are not differences alJlong juveniles in 

I 

1 

/·151 

TABLE 9. DISPOSITION OF CONTACTS BY POLICE AND RESPONDENT I S REACTION AT 
TIME 011 CONTACT 

"What did tho police do to you?" 
[1942 N=273; 1949 N=SS1] 

Couns~lJ release with warning 
Counsel, l'oleaso, notified parents 
Taken into custody and to police 

station, released 
Taken into custody and to police 

station, referred 
Traffic violation, fined 
Not ascertained 

"What happened to you as a result 
[1942 NeSS; 1949 N=69] 

DriVer's license revokod 
Put on probation or sup~rvision 
Sent to detention hC'lne* 
Sent to training school* 
Sent to jail * 
Fine 
Other disposition such as 

bicycle court 
Not ascertained 

(*probation J parole, etc. may have 
heen revoked) 

% of Total Incidents Described 
!ill ~ 
50.4 
18.0 

5.9 

11.8 
12.9 
1.1 

100.1 

of the police 

~J of 'rotal 
.1~.i4 
37.1 
11.4 
5.7 
2.7 

11.4 
5.7 

11.4 
14.3 
99.9 

55.0 
19.2 

5.8 

11.8 
7.4 

.7 
99.9 

action?" 

Incidents Described 
19:!2. 
33.3 
14.5 

7.2 
8.7 
4.3 
4.3 

20.3 
7.2 

9Q.8 

"How diu you react to the police and what they uld?" 
[1942 N=27S; 1949 NeSSI] 

Hostility, rebellion 
Casual or no reaction 
Courtesy, deference 
Obedicll{,o) compliance 
Fear, anxiety 
Not ascertained 

% of Total Incidents Described 
1942 1949 - -
11.0 18.1 
19.0 20.1 
11.4 12.7 
27.1 23.8 
27.S 24.7 
4.0 .S 

100.0 99.9 
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attitul!~ tUI'Iurll the police. When respondents were asked, "What kind of utti~ 

tude tli d yuu and your two or three closest friends havo tOl'laru the poUl:e 

l'lIWIl yuu 1'11.'1'1.' in junior high and high SdlOOI'~" and responses I'lere coded as 

pm;itivl', tll'gativc, or indifferent, most responses wore positive or inuif-

l~1'ent with th~ exception of the 1949 Cohort males where 33~ were positive, 

3U
P
" intIi ffcl'l'llt, aIll! J8'~ Ilogati ve. Mean seriousness scores for the agu 

periud u~l~' and 18 01'+ ax'c related to attitudes to\'lard tho police in Table 10. 
-. 

As wuuld be t;xpe\!ted frol1l examination of the 1'(.' lati vo ly 10\'1 mean seriousness 

SI:01'C!-i for pel'suns with positive attituucs towaru the poUl:e and the higher 

mean seriousness scores ~r thosc with negative attitudes, the correlation of 

attituues toward the pOlice and scriuusness scores was positive but rather 

motlest I the highest being for malcs from the 1949 Cohort, a Tau of .443 for 

the age period 6-17. 

Here again intcrpl'etation is not simple. Do j uveni1t~ attitudes generate 

policl' contuets 01' uo police contacts generate juvenile attitudes? This, 

of ct)Ul'~C, makes it difficult to cJccidt~ if attitude toward the police is 

prcuictive of continuity in career~ 01' if continuity develops negative atti­

tuullS tm'lard the p!.>lice. Furthermore, attitudes toward the pOlice during 

junior high and high school arc Significantly correlated 1'Ii th police contacts 

during the 6-17 and the 18-20 age periods. One might be inclined to surmise 

that attitudes to\'1ard the police during ear] ier years carricd over tuld wore 

related to the generation of continuing police contacts during the 18 through 

20 period but this is a bit difficult with retrospective data when the two 

periods in question could be intertwined in the memol'y of respondents. 

Interpretation becomes even more difficult when the correlations of 

seriousness scores between the age peri(}d 6-17 and 18 01'+ within attitude 

-~-------------

, 

TABLE 10. RELATIONSHIP OF ATTITUDE TOWARD POLICE 'f0 SERIOUSNESS SCORES: MEANS AND PEARSON'S COEFFWIENTS* 

1942 Cohort 

1949 Cohort 

Total 
Male 
Female 

Total 
Male 
Female 

'rotal 
Male 
Female 

Total 
Male 
Female 

Positive 

Seriousness Scores by Age: 

6-17 18 ot.' + 
Mean Mean N -
1.663 4.449 208 
3.769 9.234 78 

.400 1.615 130 

Seriousness 6-17 x 18 or +: 

.370** 
• 308 
.273 

Positive 

Seriousness Scores by Age: 

6-17 18 01' + 
Meall Mean N -
1.867 3.159 233 
3.283 3.826 92 

.943 2.723 141 

Seriousness 6-17 x 18 01' +: 

.599 

.606 

.790 

Attitude Toward Police 

Indifferent 

Seriousness Scorcs by Age: 

6-17 
Mean 

4.010 
6.158 

.950 

Seriousness 

18 01' '" 
Mean N --

9.268 97 
12.193 57 
5.100 40 

6-17 :x 18 01' +: 

.473 

.465 

.389 
.. 

Attituue Toward Police 

Indifferent 

Seriousness Scores by Age: 

6-17 18 01' + 
Mean Mean N 

3.516 4.747 225 
5.889 7.593 108 
1.325 2.120 117 

Seriousness 6-17 x 18 or +: 

.250 

.200 
• 261 

NeGative 

Seriousness Sc'orl;!'3 by kge: 

6-17 18 or + 
Mean Meun N 

7.840 16.640 25 
9.700 20.150 20 

.400 2.600 5 

Seriousness 6-17 x 18 or +: 

.775 

.753 

Negative 

Seriousness SeOl'es by Age: 

6-17 18 01' + 
Mean Mean N 

13.271 ~O • .323 96 
15.241 22.937 79 
4.118 8.176 17 

Seriousness 6-17 x 18 or +: 

.678 

.685 

.287 n.s . 
* "What 

high 
kiild ~ Of iltti tude' did 
and hi gh schoo 1'!" 

you and your 2 or .3 closest fl'iends liavc toward the pOlice Nhen you \'lOre in junior 

** All cocfficil.'nts of correlation sigtli ficaJlt at .05 level 01' more unless indicated by ft. S. 



- 10 -

toward the police categories are eXnJnined. Juvenile and adult seriousness 

~COl'es have a lower (but statistically significant) relationship among per-

sons with a positive attitude toward police from the 1942 Cohort than among 

the similar group in the 1949 Cohort. Those persons with indifferent atti-

tudes toward the police have only modest (but significant) correlations be-

tween the juvenile and adult period for the 1949 Cohort, although higher 

correlations for the 1949 Cohort. But the greatest consistency between cohorts 

is found runong those with negative atU tudes toward the police. In other 

words, whether they had relatively high or low seriousness scores during the 

juvenile period, those with positive or negative attitudes toward the police 

continued to have similar seriousness scores as adults. 

With the males from both cohorts it was clear that attitude toward the 

pOlice was related to seriousness scores for both the juvenile and adult 

periods but this relationship was not as straightforward among the females. 

Turning to Table 11 we see that in 77% of the cases nothing happened 

to the juveniles outside of what the police did but that in about 1090<)1' 

more of the cases parents took additional action. 

When we asked them what their parents thought about their behavior, it 

was quite obvious that those Who knew disapproved. And it was also obvious 

that a large proportion did not tell their parents about the experience:. aBd 

that their parents apparently did not learn about it from some other source. 

In very few cases did the parents have an attitude that could be considered 

supportive of the JUVenile. When \'Ie look at groUDs and persons whom the juve-

niles considered important in influencing their lives we shall see that 67% 

in the 1942 Cohort stated that their parents had a positive influence on them 

as did 71~ of those in the 1949 Cohort. It is quite apparent that relatively 

J, 

165 

TABLE 11. CONSEQUENCES OF CONTACTS AND REACTIONS OF SIGNIFICANT OTHERS 

"What happened to you besides what welve already talked about?" 
[1942 N=273; 1949 N=551] 

% of Total Incidents Described 

Nothing 
Non-parental action by school officials, 

coaches, etc. 
Non-parental action exacting financial 

penalty 
Restitution required 
Parental action (grounding, restrictions, 

but not including restitution) 
Ostracized by persons other than close 

friends 
Not ascertained 

1942 1949 
- ........ ' •• j ... 

77 ,2 

.0 
1.1 

12.9 

.0 
8.8 

100.0 

77.0 

.4 

.7 
1.5 

9.5 

.5 
10.4 

100.0 

"What did your parents think about the behavior that got you into trouble 
with the police?" 

% of Total Incidents Described 

Disapproved of respondent's behavior 
Didn't know 
Unconcerned, casual reaction 
Blamed it on others involved in incident 
Mother and father disagreed 
Thought police wrong in what they did 

considering respondent'p behavior 
Not ascertained 

1942 
42.9 
27.1 
17.2 

2.2 
.7 

1.8 
8.1 

100.0 

1949 
37:9' 
37.2 
14.9 
1.5 

.4 

3.1 
5.1 

100.0 

"What did your friends think about the behavior that got you into trouble 
with the police?" 

Didn't see anything terribly wrong; 
sympathetic, etc. 

Didn't know 
Indicated disapproval of respondent's 

behavior 
Negative reaction toward police and/or 

what they did 
No reaction; nothing; indifference 
Not ascertained 

% of Total Incidents Described 
1942 1949 

37.4 
17.2 

6.2 

1.5 
23.4 
14.3 

100.0 

36.7 
12.9 

4.2 

5.1 
25.4 
15.8 

100.1 

, 
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fe\,1 of the parents had attitudes which \'1ere contributory to the misbehavior 

of their children. 

It is also apparent that relatively few juveniles received any kind of 

disapproval from their peers, with a sympathetic attitude expressed by their 

peers in about 40 PIi of the cases deseri bed. Thus, the data in Table 11 suggests 

that support did not come from the fnmily but that one t s peers were generally 

U11derstanding and sympathetic. 

This is an appropriate point at which to exnmine the seriousness scores 

of the kinds of friends that members of each cohort reported. 

Sutherland t s differential association hypothesis I tested and retested, 

sometimes supposedly rejected (or at least not strongly supported by the 

data), should be supported by responses to the question, "Did any of your 

2 or 3 closest friends get into trouble with the police during the junior 

high and high school years?" Here we find significant correlations between 

friends with trouble vs. no friend,~ with trouble and the number of police 

contacts 6 through 17 for males and females in both cohorts, males having 

higher correlations than females, .362 for the 1942 Cohort males and .295 

for the 1949 males, .144 and .179 for the females. 

A similar question was asked in reference to their adult period, "How 

about your closest friends since you have been an adult? Have any of them 

been in trouble with the police?" There were relatively few who had adult 

friends who had been in trouble with the exception of 1949 males (about 40% 

of the Black males as compared to 23~o of the White males) and it was only 

with the 1949 males that any significant relationship was found (Tau .326). 

The mean seriousness scores in Table 12 tell the story. If they, as 

juveniles, had friends in trouble with the police, the mean seriousness 

\ 

1 
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f~w of tht.! parents had attitudes which wore contributory to the misbehavior 

of tht.!ir chi1dr~n. 

It is also apparent that relatively few juveniles received any kind of 

~li:;uppruvul from their peers, with 0. sympathetic attitude expressed by their 

pel.'l's in about 411 P
o of the cases describ(~d. Thus, the data in Table 11 suggests 

that support did not come from the ftunily but that one t s peers were generally 

understanding and sympathetic. 

This is an appropriate point at which to examine the seriousness scores 

of the kinds of f1l:'icmls that membel's of each cohort reported. 

SutherlmHP s differential associatlon hypothesis I tested and retested, 

sometimes supposedly rejected (or at least not strongly supported by the 

data), should be supported by responses to the question, "Did any of your 

2 or 3 closest friends get inte' trouble with the police during tho junior 

high and high school years?" Here we find significant correlations between 

friends with trouble vs. no friends with trouble and the mIDlber of police 

contacts 6 through 17 for males and females in both cohorts, males having 

higher correlations than females, .362 for the 1942 Cohort males and .295 

for the 1949 males, .144 and .179 £01' the females. 

A similar question ''las ask4~d in reference to their adult period, "HO\" 

about your closest friends sin.ce you have been an adult? Have any of them 

been in trouble \'lith the police?" There \'Iere relatively few \'Iho had adult 

friends \'lho had been in trouble with tl.~ exception of 1949 males (about 40 96 

of the Black males as compared to 23% of the White males) and it was only 

wi th the 1949 males that any significant relationship ''las found (Tau .326). 

The mean seriousness scores in Table 12 tell the story. If they, as 

juveniles, had friends in trouble with the police, the mean seriousness 
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TABLE 12. MEAN SERIOUSNESS SCORES AS JUVENILES AND ADULTS OF PERSONS WITH OR WITHOUT FRIENDS IN TROUBLE WITH 
POLICE AS JUVENILES COMPARED TO SERIOUSNESS SCORES OF PERSONS AS JUVENILES AND ADULTS WITH OR WITHOUT 
ADULT FRIENDS IN TROUBLE WITH POLICE * 

=r =r=== ___ ~====~r=_=_=,_======= __ =r=r=_ =====r __ =",-,=_=_r_=_==================== 

1942 Cohort 
Friends in Trouble with Police 

Ages 6-17 

6-17 18 or + N 

6.516 12.946 93 
(.5124)** 

YES NO 

6-17 18 or + N 6-17 18 or + N 

Adult Friends in 
Trouble with Police 3.375 12.625 

(.3030) n.s. 
8 6.821 13.107 

(.5234) 

1949 Cohort 

Adult Friends in 

Friends in Trouble with 
Ages 6-17 

6-17 18 or + 

9.179 11.990 
(.5983) 

YES 

6-17 18 or + N 6-17 

Police 

N 

196 

NO 

18 or + 

84 

N 

No Friends in Trouble with Police 
A~es 6-17 

6-17 18 or + N 

1.385 4.344 .239 
(.3872) 

YES NO 

6-17 18 or + N 6-17 18 or + 

5.533 16.467 15 1.040 3.531 
(.2808) (.3878) 

No Friends in Trouble with Police 
A~es 6-17 

6-17 18 or + N 

1.975 3.YOo 360 
(.5313) 

YES NO 

6-17 18 or + N 6-17 18 or + 

N 

223 

N 

Trouble with Police 16.745 27.145 
(.5470) 

55 6.029 5.893 140 2.879 7.606 33 1.749 2.861 323 
(.5555) (.6262) (.5282) 

r-

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~ * "Did any of your 2 or 3 clos('st frientls get into trouble with the pollee during the junior high and high school '-l 
years?" "How about your closest friends since you have been an adult? Have any of them been in trouble \'lith 
the po 11 co?" 

** All coeffidonts of corrcl1tion significant at .OS level or more unless indicated by n.s. 

\ 
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score ('If the groups was higher then and as miul ts than for those who did 

not have 6'iond:; j n trouble. The group that had friends in trouble with the 

police both as juveniles and us adults had the highest mean seriousness 

score as adults in the 1949 Cohort and the second highest ml~an seriousness 

score as juveniles. This pattern was not as evident for the 1942 Cohort 

since those who had no adult friends in trouble with the police, although 

they had had them as juveniles, had higher mean seriousness scores than did 

their counterparts with adult friends in trouble. 

Turning to those who had no friends in trouble with the police as 

juveniles we find that those who did have friends in trouble with the police 

as adults had higher mean scores as adults than did those in both cohorts 

who did not. have adult friends in trouble with the police. And those who 

had no friends in trouble with the police as either juveniles or adults had 

the lowest seriousness scores, first as juveniles and second as adults. 

We shall later see how much friends in trouble with the police contri­

bute to the ability to predict who will continue from juvenile delinquency 

into adult crime but these data do suggest that continuity in behavior of 

associates is related to continuity in more serious delinquent and criminal 

behavior. 

One other related associational issue should be considered at this 

point, and that is the impact of juveniles' perception of patrolling their 

neighborhood on their police contacts. 

The squirrel-cage effect (arcas highly patrolled have more police con­

tacts than other areas with resulting statistics increasing the ntnnber of 

police officers in an area with further increases in police contacts) has 

been frequently considered as a factor in explaining the notably higher 

I 
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police contact rates in some areas than in others. If it has merit and if 

respondents have an accurate perception of the extent to which their neigh­

borhoods are patrolled, there should be a relationship between responses to 

"When you were in junior high and high school, was your neighborhood heavily, 

moderately, or lightly patrolled by the police, or not patrolled at all?" 

and the frequency of police contacts by juveniles at the two earliest age 

periods. When responses were dichotomized (high and meditnn vs. low and not 

patrolled) it could readily be seen that a higher proportion of those from 

the low or unpatrnlled areas had had either no police contacts or very few 

contacts. 

It has not yet been determined, however, if patrolling in fact was 

greater in areas in which respondents perceived it to be and did increase 

the number of police contacts or if these were simply the low socioeconomic 

status areas in IY'hich juvenile misbehavior was perceived by the police to 

merit more official recognition. 

In Table 13 we look at respondent's total reaction to the expel'ience. I~c 

find that only u very small percentage indicated rebellion towards authorit>' 

while the others stated that it had either no effect on their behavior, very 

little effect, or a deterrent effect. The nature of the behavior in which 

juveniles engaged was, however, such that we cannot say that the ov(!rall 

effect of the experience \"ould be likely to generate even 1II0re serious mis­

behavior in juveniles. This position is further bOlstered by the fact that 

IY'hen the respondent was asked, "Why do you think you reacted that way?" 01' 

"What people or parts of the experience made you react that way?", very fc\Y' 

mentioned a negative reaction to the police and what they said or did. 

Aside from the 30P'; or more who stated that they really hadn't done anything 
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TABLE 1.5. IUlAC'l'ION OF RESPONDENT '1'0 POLICE CONTACT AND CONSEQUENCES 

"What cdfl.lct did this CXPCl'iL'llt.:C have on your behavior?" 
[1942 N::::273; 1949 NeSS1}. 

Non~, 01' very little 
Deterrent effect on behavior 
Rebellion toward authority 
Not ascertained 

~~ of Total 
1942 -
52.7 
4..!.S 

2.2 
2.6 

TIffr:o 

Incidents Described 
J949 

59.0 
33.0 

7.3 
.7 

TOOT 

"Why do you think you reacted that wny'? What people or 
parts of the experience made you react that way?" 

% of Total Incidents Described 
111l 194~ 

1>0$1 t ivc l'eaction to police and what 
they said and/or did 7.0 

Learnl.ld from the experience; general 
detcr)'E.mt ci~fcct, including tlw 
consequences 24.9 

Feared possible consequences (including 
economic) enough to change b0haviQr; 
didn't want negative evaluation by 
friends 7.0 

Positiv~ reaction because of parental 
response, actual 01' anticipate1i 3.3 

Hadn't done anything wrong; incident of 
too minor nature to have much effect; 
everyone docs it; did because of peer 
pressuro 

Nothing happened because of it; no effect 
Negative l'caction to police and what they 

said and/or did 
No longer feared consequences 
Not ascortained 

30.8 
13.9 

2.6 
.7 

9.9 
10o~r 

5.6 

14.9 

10.0 

4.2 

35.0 
13.6 

6.7 
.7 

9.3 
100.0 

L!61 
_ 14 -

wrong or that the incident was of too minor a nature to have much effect 

and that everyone does it, the largest group was those who stated that they 

learned from the experience and t;hat it had a genel'ally deterrent effect. 

While some of the responses could be interpreted as not indicating that the 

experience had had much impact on the juveniles I what most of them <11d was 

really not very serious I and if tht) various reactions are lumped together, it 

can be said that 35~J or 40~u thought that the experience \"as generally benefi­

cial in terms of their future behaviol'. 

Turning back again to those who misbehaved hut did not get caught by 

the police (Table 14) we find that only about 2M were caught by anyone else, 

if caught it was most often someone in their own frunily or tho victim, and 

that the usual reaction was a verbal or physical reprimand, the latter 

something which the police in theory cannot administer. 

Eighty pcrccnt of the respondents said that they no longer do these things 

and most of those who stated that they had stopped doing these things said 

they did so because they had changed their self-concept, values, reassessed 

their behavior, and/or recogni:!ed the responsibilities associat~d \d th nel" 

life statuses. The decision to cease these behaviors l!ol,l.ld bt., I.lttributcd 

to the normal consequences of socialization into I.ldult groups. tn fact, 

the effect of getting caught 01' the fl.'ar of the consequenc('s of getting 

caught made up less than 151'u of these responses. Bolstering the pos1 tj on 

that misbehavior ceased as a consequcnc.:c of the process of sodali:::.ltion art' 

the figures in Table 15 indicating that cessation of the behavior took place 

by the age of 18 for most respondents. 

Before leaving this discussbn a I"ord must be said about tht.H;(' I"ho said 

that they had nevel' done anything 'llat coult.l have resulted in a polic.:c Cl 'Itac.:t. 
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TABLE 1.\. CONSEQUENCES OF DETECTION BY PERSONS OTHER 'DIAN POLICE 
"'_ _ _ .. ,_-,"~===",-=-<l;'=~';'" .... ",.""",.-eree"""............. WIIIr_;":=~~~ If" 

",,-,-,,,,,-~==:.,,,",*,-~=-__ =~~~--=""""'~"1 .,=-# C"W-· -~* fa"H- --,.* 
"Did anyon~ ~v('r cat~h you?" 

[1942 N~3uO; 1949 No 61S] % of total things described 

Yes 
No 
Not ascertained 

"Who caught you'?" [1942 No82; 1949 No141) 

.!P.11. 12.12 
20.6 
77.4 
1.9 

. ]"9.1>' 

22.0 
77.0 
1.0 

'100.0 

t of :otal things described 

Victim 
School personnel (acting as such) 
Uninvolved individual (not a mcmbcl' of 

respondent I s fUlllily) 
Uninvolved individual (member of 

respondent I s funlily) 
Not ascertained 

"What did they do?" 

Nothing 
Counselled 
Notified parents 
Verbal repl'imawl 
PhYSical roprimand or action 
Demanded rostitution (if victim) 

J2.i? J 949, 

24.4 
12.2 

1') ') ..... 
41.5 
9.8 

Too .1 

29.1 
!). 2 

10.1 

36.9 
5.7 

100.0 

r~ of things done 
1942 1940 

13.4 
2.4 
7.3 

28.0 
34.1 

.0 
-99.8~ 

12.1 
1.4 

11. :; 
30.5 
33.3 
2.1 

99.9 

, 

TABLE 15. THE CnSSA'rION OF MISBEHAVIOR 

"00 you still do this?" [1942 N:::251; 1949 N::358] 
rJ of incidents 
1942 

doscribed 
1949 

Yes 
No 
Not a:,.cnrtained 

-
10.8 
86.9 

2.4 
100.1 

"What causod you to stop?" [1942 N::223; 

Reached legal age 
Changed self-concept, values, reassess­

ment of behavior 
Recognition of new responsibilities 

associated with new statuses 
Fear of consequences of getting caught 
One time l isolated event in life 
Rouctioll to or action of significant 

othel's 
Effect of getting caught 
Changed self-concept and feo~l' of 

consequences of getting caught 
Not ascertained 

14.8 
82.4 
2.8 

100.0 

1949 N::306] 
~o of things 
l~ 

6.3 

60.5 

2.7 
7.2 
6.7 

2.7 
4.5 

1.3 
8.1 

100.0 

stopped 
1949 -
10.5 

52.9 

1.3 
7.8 

11.1 

2.0 
4.9 

1.3 
8 " ... 

YOO.O-

"How old were you \'Ihen you stopped?" 

At or around age 
~ of things stopped 

Less than 14 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
18 or + 
19 
20 
21 or over 
Not ascertained 

1942 1949 
25.6 

7.6 
9.9 

13.0 
17.0 
12.1 
2.2 
1.3 
3.6 
4.9 
2.7 

99.9 

14.1 
10.0 
15.8 
15.4 
16.7 
9.6 
1.9 
4.5 
3.5 
4.~ 
4.2 

-m>:1l 

463 
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We asked this group, predominantly females, flHow does it happen that you 

never did anything that could have attracted the attention of the police?" 

Of the 106 persons in the 1942 Cohort in this group, 50.090 gave a response 

that \'lUS categorized as referring to parental controls. Of the 145 persons 

in the 1949 Cohort in this category, 53.8% did so. Responses indicative 

of a good s61f-concept characterized 24.5% and 22.7% of the 1942 and 1949 

Cohort. Only 6.6% referred to social pressure. 

HOW JUVENILES PERCEIVED THEIR FAMILIES, FRIENDS, SCHOOL, AND ADULT FIGURES 
IN LARGER SOCIETY 

In another section of the interview respondents were asked to respond 

to scv~ral groups of people, one at a time, in terms of whether someone in 

the group was particularly important in influencing them in one direction or 

another in terms of their decisions, attitudes, and/or behavior. While 

coding a question of this nature presented some difficulties, Table 16 will 

give the reader an idea of the extensiveness of positi vo vs . negative infl u-

ences of each of the groups mentioned. As indicated, over two-thirds of each 

cohort said that their parents had a positive influence on their lives, 

this followed by siblings, entire family, and in almost 40 90 of the cases by 

teachers at school. About 259,j of each cohort even stated that their employers 

or supervisors had had a positive influence on their lives. In terms of a 

negative influence only 7~.; of the 1942 Cohort and less than 11 9.; of the 

1949 Cohort stated that students at school had had a negative impact on 

their lives. This \'las follo\'led in both cases by mention of negative impacts 

from employers. All other groups had smaller negative influences. 

The sum and substance of the responses obt,ained from the lines of 

, 

TABLE 16. INFLUENCES ON LIVES 0F PERSONS INTERVIEWED 

"I'm going to name several groups of people, one at a time. If the group or someone in the group was 
particularly important in influencing you in one direction or another in terms of your decisions, 
attitudes, and/or behavior, we would like to know what happened and how old you were." 

Brothers, sisters 
Parents 
Entire family 
Students at school 
Teachers at school 
Police 
Judges, probation officers, 
Landlords 
Employers or supervisors 

etc. 

1942 Cohort Percent* 
Posi-
tive None 

19.5 
67.0 
27.6 
21.9 
38.1 
8.9 
4.5 
2.7 

24.6 

48.9 
8.4 

38.4 
42.6 
25.8 
37.5 
14.1 
17.1 
35.4 

Pos from Nega-
Neg tive 

---= 
4.2 2.4 
1.8 3.6 
1.5 .9 
1.2 6.9 

.0 3.3 

.0 2.1 

.0 1.2 

.0 1.2 

.0 4.5 

1949 Cohort Percent 
Posi- Pos from 
tive None Neg 

28.2 42.4 3.2 
70.7 4.7 2.0 
23.8 46.2 1.3 
20.3 41.4 2.2 
39.2 28.8 .0 

7.4 39.7 .0 
2.5 12.4 .0 
1.4 16.0 .0 

26.6 35.3 .0 

"Is there any person or group we left off this list whose influences you think we should know about?" 

Grandparents 
Spouse, boy/girl friend 
Religious figures 
Friends 
Military figures 

10.2 
17.1 
13.5 

2.4 
4.2 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.3 

.0 

.0 

.6 

.0 

.3 
1.2 

.3 

.6 

.0 

7.7 
8.3 

11.2 
3.4 
5.8 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.0 

.2 

.2 

Nega­
tive 

2.0 
5.4 
1.1 

10.6 
3.8 
3.4 

.9 
3.2 
6.3 

.0 

.4 

.4 

.0 

.5 

* Percents do not add across to 100% because some groups were inapplicable for some respondents, e.g. no 
siblings, some were not mentioned in any way by respondents, and some stated that influence was both 
positive and negative. 
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questioning described in this chapter make it clear that the process of 

socialization into adult roles works for most juveniles. 3 While a large per-

centage of each cohort has contacts with the police before 18 and even a 

larger percentage admit engaging in behavior for which they could have had 

police contacts, most cease these behaviors by the time they are 18. The 

impact of being caught by the police or by families has generally had a 

positive rather than negative effect. Very few have developed generally 

antisocial attitudes as a consequence of their juvenile misbehavior in either 

failure to be apprehended for or apprehension and the ensuing consequences. 

t 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 In their research on juvenile delinquency in Denver, Colorado, Conger 

and Miller operationally defined as delinquent those whose cases had been 

accepted by the Juvenile Court. This would eliminate those who were involved 

in trivial incidents. Yet they report that joyriding was the most frequent 

offense (of 410 offenses, 71 were joyriding) followed by incorrigibility 

(64 offenses). John Janeway Conger and Wilhur C. Miller, PeflsonaZity.J SO()'iaZ 

ctassJ and Delinquency (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1966). ' 

2 The Jessors conceive of a person's perceived envirorunent as consisting 

of a distal and a proximal structure. The distal structure is more remote 

than the proximal and refers, for example, to a person's perception of 

support on one hand and controls on the other from parents and friends in 

reference to one's behavior. The influence of the distal structure is dimin­

ished or enhanced by perception elf Whether agreement or disgreement exists 

between parents and friends. To \':he extent that respondents sec their parents 

as supportive of them but disapproving of serious misbehavior and their friends 

as being similar, the distal envirorunent produces discontinuity rather than 

continui ty in behavior productive of police contacts. I f parents and 

friends differ the question of relative influence becomes important as docs 

whose influence is greatest at the time that juveniles arc most susceptible 

to having police contacts. (The Jessors found that persons with problem 

behavior had less compatabili ty between parents and friends than those who 

did not have problem behavior. They also found greater friends' than parents' 

influence. ) 

The proximal structure refers to the location of the juvenile in terms 

of t~e kinds of role models to be found around him or her, the types of role 

models in the neighborhood and in the school. This varies depending on one's 

area of socialization, although school attendance may not be tied to area of 

socialization so that it is not an exact measure of the proximal structur0. 

Similarly, role models at place of work may be important, as suggested by 

the higher rates and more serious police contact scores of persons who have 

taken their first full time job at an early age. The Jessors found that 

proximal aspects of the environment \'Iere more closely related to problem 

, 
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and conventional behaviors than distal aspects J for both sexes. See Richard 

and Shirley L. Jessor, pZ'Jblt.!m Bt1flaviol' and l'8ydwsvciLZZ DfJ1)(.1Zopm':;1tt: A 

r.( 'ntJUudllltll ~HuJy vi' .'lL!ttttl (New York: Academic Press J 1977) pp. 26-42 J 

pp. 113-125 J and pp. 127M142. 

3 The Jessors concluded in their final chapter that problem behavior wus 

more or less part of the process of socialization. lilt would be an important 

step forward for prevention and control if problem behavior in youth came 

to be seen as part of the dialectic of growth J a visible strand in the \"cb 

of time." Jessor and JessorJ op. oJlt' J p.248. 

Chapter 19. Official Records J Self-ReportJ and Self-Concept as Delinquents 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter focuses on three different but related questions J all of 

which ask about the relationship of self-report data to offidal data. We 

take the same position as do Hindelang J HirschiJ and Weis, regarding them 

as interesting and useful measures and are not primarily concerned 

with which is the best or most accurate for each represents a somewhat dif­

ferent phenomenon. 1 

First J have respondents reported the nwnber of pOlice encounters that 

they had as juveniles accurately, and have they described them in essentially 

the same manner as reported by the police officers with whom they had contact? 

An answer to this question involves a comparison of official juvenile records 

and the accounts which juveniles presented of their police encount~rs, the 

accounts to which we referred in the last chapter. The second question asks 

whether adults remember and report the frequency and seriousness of their 

delinquent and criminal behavior for all age periods in a \"ay that corresponds 

wi th official records. This question may be answered by a comparison of 

various measures of delinquency and crime based on police contact data and 

the self-report measures which will be described in this chapter. The third 

question is concerned with whether or not retrospective statements about 

their self-concept as delinquent or non-delinquent and their recollection 

of how they thought others perceived them correlate with self-report measures 

and official records of contacts J referrals, and sanctions. 

ACCOuNTS OF RESPONDENTS' POLICE CONTACTS 

We commenced by comparing the number of police contacts found in 
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offldal recorus to the number of contacts rosponuents said they had before 

they \'lore 18 in response to the question "HoW many times before you were 18 

uid the police stop you for doing something wrong or something they suspected 

\'10.5 Wl"mg? If you can't remember the exact number of timcs~ please give me 

an estimate." Around 80~~ of the Whites in each cohort either reported their 

number of police contacts accurately or estimated the number a bit higher 

than was correct; only half of the Blacks reported as accurately while the 

other half reported fe\~er contacts thun our records showed. Furthcrmore~ 

the proportion of Blacks \'1ho said that they had had no police contacts before 

18 but who did have contact records \'las considerably higher than that of 

the Whites. Chicano males in the 1949 Cohort also were higher thun the 

Whites in this rcspuct (Table 1). 
Our concern over this matter was fur-

thered by the fact that the average number of times that respondents reported 

being stopped by the police before the age of 18 varied considerably on the 

same basis. While the average White mule from the 1942 Cohort reported 3.66 

police contacts and the average 1949 White male 2.94 before the age of 18~ 

police records provided averages of 2.13 and 2.43 (average number of times 

respondent reported being stopped from Appendix R~ Table 1). For the Black 

males from the 1949 Cohort an average of 2.03 contacts with the police was 

reported but official records presented an average of 5.31 contacts before 

the age of 18.
2 

This pattern of differences suggested to us that the Blacks either did 

not have the same definition of being stopped by the police or did not have 

the same confidence in interviewers (as representatives of the commu,'1ity and 

the Racine Community Study) as did the Whites. The interviewers (alth?ugh 

Black themselves and with past police contacts~ convictions~ and more to 

1942 Cohort 

No Police Record and 
No Admitted Contacts 

Police Record but 
Admits No Contacts 

Admits Contacts but 
No Police Record 

Police Record and 
Admits Contacts 

1949 Cohort 

N = 

No Police Record and 
No Admitted Contacts 

Police Record but 
Admitted No Contacts 

Admits Contacts but 
No Police Record 

Police Record and 
Admits Contacts 

N = 

White 

Male Female 

15.2 

8.3 

28.3 

48.3 
100:1 

145 

13.5 

7.4 

24.3 

54.8 
100.0 

230 

58.2 

7.0 

23,,4 

U.4 
100.0 

158 

45.4 

9.6 

2S.4 

16.6 
100.0 

229 

Black 

Male Female 

.0 

10.0 

30.0 

60.0 
100.0 

10 

15.6 

lS.8 

15.6 

50.0 
100.0 

32 

80.0 

10.0 

.0 

10.0 
100.0 

10 

46.4 

32.1 

10.7 

10.7 
99.9 

28 

Chicano 

Male Female 

50.0 

.0 

.0 

50.0 
100.0 

2 

.0 

23.5 

23.S 

52.9 
99.9 

17 

50.0 

12.5 

25.0 

12.5 
100.0 

8 

60.0 

10.0 

5.0 

25.0 
100.0 

20 
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come) might not have been perceived as persons who could be trusted with tho 

whole truth because the White-dominated cOllununi ty is organized in such a 

fashion that it could be dangerous for a Black to completely confide even to 

anoth~r Black on such a matter if it was to be put in writing. A third hypo­

thesis might be that Whites reported the number of times that they were stopped 

accurately but that the pOlice had not made a record of all encounters. 

However, since more than half of each race/ethnic/sex group responded 

wi th the number of contacts that appeared in police records and most of those 

who erred stated that they had contacts when they did not have a record of 

contacts at the pOlice station, we concluded that there was no real overall 

problem in terms of reluctance of respondents to admit haVing police contacts. 

When the police contact records of persons intervicI'Icd were compared 

l'lith their own dcscriptions of their contacts ,'lith thc pOlice (first three 

mentions) for responses to; II According to the po Ii ce, I'lhat were you doing 

that attracted their attention?" and "What were you really doing?" the 

distributions of each wore generally significantly different (see Table 1 

in Chapter 18 and Appendix R, Tables 2, 3a, and 3b for tables with controls 

for race/ethnicity and sex). At the same time, one could note basic simi­

larities in that Traffic offenses, Disorderly conduct, Liquor offenses, 

Incorrigible and runaway, and Theft made up major proportions of each distri­

bution. Similarly, some other offense categories such as Narcotics and 

drugs were seldom or never mentioned. 

While there were SOme mentions of Part I offenses by persons in groups 

for which there were no recorded police contacts (Burglary for Black males), 

recorded Part I police contacts for members of the group were more often 

not mentioned by anyone in that group. There were numerous other less ser-

I 

1 
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ious offenses such as Vagrancy, Liquor, Sex, and Traffic which had mentions 

disproportionate to those in the official records. 

Since the offenses in the official records mayor may not have been 

those to which respondents referred and the distribution of offenses cate­

gories according to what the police said the respondent \'1as dOing and What 

he/she was really doing were not matched but were simply the gross distri-

butions, this does not deal with the question of ugreement or disagreement 

wi th police versions of specific incidents. We therefore turn to Tables 2 

and 3 which compare what respondents reported the police as having said 

and what they believed that they were actually doing. 

The congruence of what the police said and what the respondent said 

is even greater than what might appear at first glance at these tables. While 

the proportion in \'1hich the respondent said one thing and the pOlice said 

another \'1as 38. O~.i in the 1942 Cohort and 31. 5~.i in the 1949 Cohort, the 

point to note is that when the respondents reported that the police said 

Theft, Disorderly conduct, Vagrancy, Liquor, Incorrigibility, and 'rraffic, 

that is'usually what respondents said they were doing. For those in the 1942 

Cohort the reasonable and readily explainable discrepancies fell in the 

following categories: Theft was considered unintentional, Disorderly conduct 

and Vagrancy were perceived as a consequence of drinking and/or mischievous 

behavior, Traffic offenses were mischievous rather than real moving vehicle 

violations, and, in 13 cases, the Other traffic violations were related to 

normal, youthful, evening activities. Among those with police contacts in 

the 1949 Cohort, discrepancies fell into the following similar categories: 

Theft, Disorderly conduct, Vagrancy, Incorrigibility, and Traffic (these 

were unintentional or mischievous behavior) and 27 Other traffic violations 
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WHAT RESPONDENT SAID 
WHAT POLICE 

ROB BURG THEFT ~H~T DISORD VAG LIQ INCOR TRU ASULT SEX DRUGS FORG TRAil ~~~~R WHAP FRAUD UNll'i MISCH ----sAID 

BURGLARY 0 7 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 
THEFT 0 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 6 
AUTO THEFT 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DISORDERLY CON 0 0 0 0 70 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 10 
VAGRANCY 0 0 0 0 0 22 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 11 
LIQUOR 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
INCOR RUNAWAY 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 S3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 5 
TRUANCY 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
ASSAULT 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
SEX OFFENSES 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
DRUGS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
FORGERY 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 
TRAFFIC 0 0 0 3 0 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 128 0 0 0 6 19 
OTHER TRAFFIC 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 27 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 
WEAPONS 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 a a 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 
FRAUD 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 
VIO PROP DEST 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 
CONTACT 1 0 1 1 1 2 6 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 

\ 

..-.-_. ------•. -,-"-------------~~. 
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were related to sexual activities. In sum, most of the discrepancies in 

both cohorts could be explained by police- juvenile differences in percep .. 

tion of juvenile behavior. 

Since discrepancies do exist .• we next compared police contact reports 

for identifiable ihcidents with what respondents reported the police said 

at the time of the incident and what they themselves said that they were 

doing in order to obtain an even better evaluation of the validity of this 

type of interview data. While it was possible to match or probably match 

115 police records of contacts by respondents and respondents' descriptions 

of their police contacts, there were more than that number (158) described 

in the interviews that could not be matched with confidence to official 

police records for the 1942 Cohort. While there were 267 contacts in the 

police records that were not described by respondents, this was expected 

because the typical respondent, Nhen asked about police contacts ("Tell me 

about the ones you remember best."), could only remember a few well 

enough to describe them and there were some respondents who had dozens 

of official police contacts. Furthermore, we attempted to match only the 

first three mentioned. For the 1949 Cohort, 270 contacts were matched or 

probably matched with police recnrds of these contacts while there were 

280 described but not matched with po1ic~ records. Again, while there were 

684 contacts in the police records that were not described in the inter­

views, this was not unexpected. The discrepancies in terms of contacts 

described but not found in police records could be accounted for, most likely, 

by respondents' faulty memories of the ages at which they had police contacts 

or the reasons for the contacts, both differing so markedly from police 

records that a match was not possible or even probable. Some may have had 
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the police contacts wh' h th ~ 
lC ey ·.1escribed in conununi ties outside of Racine. 

The inadequate (and in fact difficult) recall problem becomes even 

clearer when we turn from contacts to people. While good matches were 

made on the careers of 33% of the 1942 and 3990' 

of the 1949 Cohort members 
who were interviewed 

, some matches of interview and police record data 

could be made for 68% of those from the 1942 Cohort and 85% of those from 

the 1949 Cohort (See Appendix R, Tables 4a and 4b). 

There is always the question of how respondents' 
perceptions of what 

they did and got away with related to what 
they did and did not get away 

with. Remember that wh k d en as e , "Can you think of any things you used to do 

you could have been caught by the police 
(before you were 18) for which 

but which they never found out b 
a out?", Over 80~o of the males in each cohort 

said that they had done things f 
or which they weren't caught. Among the 

females, 53% of th 1942 
e Cohort and 58% of the 1949 Cohort sal'd that they 

had done so. However, of those males who h d d 
a one things for which they 

hadn't been caught 60% of the 1942 Cohort and 65~o 
of the 1949 Cohort did 

have police contacts. 
Among those males who said that they had not done 

things for which they escaped det-ectio)1 43~~ l' n 
v the 1942 Cohort did have 

police contacts as did 31% of the 1949 Cohor.t. 
While those who weren't 

caught for everything they did were still more likely to 
have been caught 

than those Who did not do things for which they were 
not caught, there is 

a siZeable proportion which ~scaped police 
contacts for their self-defined 

delinquent behavior. This is not sur " , 
pl'lSlng Slnce many juveniles complain 

that they can't seem to get away wi th anythl' ng Whl' Ie 
others who are far 

more delinquent "get away with murder." 

Among those females Who stated that they hadn't committed acts for 
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which they could have been caught (47~o and 42 90), only 12~0 from the 1942 

Cohort and 209,; from the 1949 Cohort had police contacts while 25 9J and 349.; 

of those who admitted to doing things for which they escaped being caught 

(53~J and 5890) had police contacts. Thus, an even larger proportion of 

females who had escaped detection for some of their delinquent behavior 

had also completely escaped having any police contacts. 

One further note in terms of inequality. Only 289.; of those Blacks who 

said that they had done things for which they could have been caught but 

escaped detection had no police contacts and, of those who denied doing 

things for which they could have been caught but were not, 83% had had 

police contacts. Surely the latter must believe that it is difficult to 

walk do\'ln the street without being stopped by the police. 

SELF-REPORT SCORES AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP TO SCORES DERIVED FROM POLICE RECORDS 

In addition to their accounts of police contacts, respondents also 

filled out a self-report sheet (see Appendix Q) in which they indicated the 

number of times that they had actually committed offenses during ea~h of 

the age periods 6-13, 14-17, 18-20, and 21 and older. From these w~'re gener­

ated two measures similar to those developed from police contact data. The 

first, a Geometric score, gave 1 point for being stopped by the police for 

questioning, 2 points for behavior classified as incorrigibility, 4 points 

for moving vehicle violations; disorderly conduct, and liquor offenses inclu­

ding drunkeness, 8 points for minor thefts, robbery,S assault, violent pro-

perty destruction, carrying weapons, and drug offenses, and 16 points for 

auto theft, other major thefts, and burglary. This scale had a range in 

scores from 0 to 31, 31 indicating that the respondent had mentioned some-
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thing in each category at least once. 
A similar scale gave f rom 1 to 5 points 

for each of these cate ' 
gones (1 = stopped for Qll<"S tioning . 

theft and burglary), multiplying 
• . 5 = major 

the number of types of offenses in each 
category by the weight for the category. 

This scale Could produce a range 
in Scores from 0 to 60. A score of 60 

meant that thE~ respondent had stated 
that he/she did at least one th' . 

~ng In each category all of the 
the age period in question. 

time during 

Both scoring systems are descr;bed .... in Diagram 1. 
While both are rather simple 

scales they do permit assignment of numbers to 

that they had admitted engaging 
each person based on the kinds of things 

in during each age period. 
Both are scales which generate a score represent­

of things that respondents admitted doing 
ing the seriousness of the kinds 

with an increment of f reqUiency. 

The median scores f b } or ott scales for each race/eth . 
in Table 4 b ' n~c group are shown 

y age per~od and sex. Th ere are a number of tll;ngs b .... that shOUld 
e noted about these self -report data. First of all , the females have consis-

tently lower self-report scores than 
the case of all fre­

have been presented based on 

Males admitted doing more serl'ouS 

the males, as in 

quency or seriousness of contact data which 

things more fre-
quently. Second, self -report scores for the males are consistently higher 

offiCial police reports. 

other period which is not consis­

for the 1942 Cohort where both number 

for the juveniles . d per~o 14-17 than for any 

tent with the official pOlice data 

of contacts and seriousness were 
highest for the age period 21 and B older. 

y contrast, self-report scores for femah3S from both cohorts 
I were higher or 

a most the same for the age periods 

14-17, 

period 

18-20 and 21 and oldel' as for the period 
which was also the case for scores 

on offi.cial data. Th us, age 
to age period consistency in Sclf-r(~port 

vs. official data was gl'~'ntel' 
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DIAGRAM 1. SELF-REPORT SCALE CODING SYSTEMS 

,Geometric Woights* Original Additive Wei!.!h~1? .. ** New Additive Weights*** 

1 Contact 

* 

1 Contact 

2 Incorrigible 

4 Moving vehicle 
violations, 

Disorderly conduct 
(age 18 and over), 

Liquor violations 
(underage), 

Drunk driving 

8 Misdemeanor thefts, 
Robbery, 
Assault, 
Violent property de­

struction, 
Weapons, 
Drugs including mari­

juana 

16 Auto theft, 
Burglary, 
Felony thefts 

,". 

1 Contact 
2 Incorrigible 

3 Same as geometric 
categories 

4 Same as geometric 
categories 

5 Same as geometric 
categories 

2 Incorrigible 
Disorderly conduct 

(juvenile period) 

3 Same as geometric 
categories 

4 Same as geometric except 
omit Robbery 

5 Auto theft, 
Burglary 

6 Robbery 

The Geometric score for each category \'las obtained by adding th~ gcome'l:z, 11:1,) 

'lJeigtl'ta 1-16 for each category in which a person had admitted having done 
one of the things at least once to produce a maximum score of 31. 

** The original additive self-report score was obtained by multiplying the 
weight for the categories in which a person had admitted engaging in beha­
vior by the number representing the highest frequency for that category as 
follows: 1) Once or twice - very rarely, 2) Occasionally, 3) Frequently, 
4) All the time. 

*** The new additive self-report scores were obtained by multiplying the number 
of different offenses admitted \'1ithin each category by the weight of that 
category of offenses by the frequency numbers utilized for the first addi­
tive scale, 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

TABLE 4. MEDIAN SELF-REPORT SCORES FOR PERSONS INTERVIEWED FROM 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS BY RACEjETHNICITY AND SEX 
'. 

Males Females 
1942 Cohort White Black Chicano 

Total Total 
White Black Chicana Males** Females 

Geometric Seriousness Scores 
Ages 6 •. 13 7.857 ------ * ------ .363 .556 7.783 14 - 17 12.500 ,333 ------ ------ 3.736 2.000 12.474 3.697 18 - 20 4.445 ------ ------ 3.674 .214 4.491 3.637 21 or + 4.420 ------ ------ 3.886 2.800 1.451 3.849 

Type-Seriousness Scores 
Ages 6 - 13 4.065 ------ ------ .363 .333 3.960 14 - 17 10.167 .333 ------ ------ 2.793 .500 9.950 18 - 20 6.132 2.742 -----,- ------ 2.723 .214 6.158 21 or + 5.900 2.675 ------ ------ 3.080 2.100 5.925 3.000 

1949 Cohort 

Geometric Seriousness Scores 
Ages 6 - 13 5.625 8.375 7.800 .332 .471 .333 7.549 14 - 17 12.676 .322 12.125 12.500 4.027 2.000 .818 12.632 3.951 18 - 20 8.313 8.000 12.200 3.973 .462 .409 11. 510 3.918 21 or + 11.684 7.750 11.250 3,944 .462 1.333 11.655 3.881 

Type-Seriousness Scores 
Ages 6 - 13 3.703 4.667 4.500 .332 .235 .333 3.859 .322 14 - 17 11. 292 11. 000 13.500 3.117 2.000 .818 11.367 3.029 18 - 20 9.523 8.250 11.333 3.204 .462 .409 9.565 21 or + 7.290 7.750 8.000 3.100 

3.063 .462 .333 7.328 2.986 

* Less than 10 persons. 
** All race/ethnic groups included in total. 

.t::-
oo 
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for ft'malus th,tIl for thu milh~!:i. 

Wht'I't' ral't: /l't 1111 i l~ l'_OmpUl' iSllll'; \"lll'~ possi b Ie di ffercnccs between the 

males wert.' rl'1ativt'ly small compared to those generated by official police 

contact data and in more than half tIll' age' pt.'riods the median scores of 

the Blal'k mal,,':; \<[t.'1'<-: IOWL'!' than those for th(' White males. One must con-

cludl! that 1.1 t lll'l' Blad~ malc'~; were undl'rreporting the seriousness and 

frt;·quency of thl~ir misbc~haviol' \1]' that tIll' police had contacts with and/ 

or reported Blad males displ'oportinnately to White males in terms of the 

"real" mnlJuut of each group's dl'linqw.mt and criminal behavior. This find-

ing of admi ssiolls of relativt'ly less st'rious tUld less frequent misbehaviors 

by Black:; i;;, of C()UrSl~, also l·()tl~;h;tellt with the Black/White differences 

for the nwnht'r \11' r()cor~ll'd vs. admiUx'J police l~ontacts already presented 

in thi s chaptt'r. '+ 

While' ral'e/ethnic difftH'UUl.":l'S Wl'I'0 prl'$~mt among the females in terms 

of which ugu periods produced the hi gl1l'st ~;elf-report scores, White females 

gent'rally had hlgher scorC!1 than did d tht~r Blal!k females or Chicanas, again 

an indication that both self-rcportH and official data must be questioned as 

not perfll~tly representIng tht' extent to which delinquent and criminal behav­

ior had been engaged in by pm'sons in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. 5 But, as 

we have said, each measure represents a different dimension of behavior and 

the fact that comparison reveals that official and self-report data I.ead to 

different l.":onc1usions is in itself an important finding - - but not a new one. 

Before discussing the next sulf-report measure we shall discuss the 

age-period patterns of correlation which were found with those measures to 

'.-
" which ,.,0 haVl' already refcrrt·tl. Tables 5 and 7 present the relationship (Pear 

sonian coefficients of correlation) of each measure of delinquency and crime 

derived from offir:.ial records to each other measure for each age period as 

, 

il 

TABLE 5. THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF MEASURES OF DELINQUENT AND CRIMINAL CAREERS DEVELOPED FROM POLICE CONTACT AND SELF-REPORT DATA: 
PERSONS INTERVIEWED FROM 1942 COHORT 

%1e=r:t 

tl ....:J 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
(-.. 0 

~ 
::> ~ ~ N (-.. 0 ~ 00 ~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ 00 ~ ~ ~ N 
~ ....:J \0 ~ ~ N ~ ~ 00 .... 

@ 0 0 0 ~ ::> 0 @ @ 0 \0 .... .... N 
t.Ll t.Ll t.Ll H ~ ~ ~ t.Ll ~ tr.I ~ ~ I:.!l I:.!l I:.!l I:.!l ~ t.Ll I:.!l I:.!l I:.!l E--

t.Ll Z Cf) 
....:J t.Ll E-< 
H t.Ll U 

(-.. z !I: tl ~ ~ ~ t.Ll 
~ ~ ::- I:.!l ::> 
\0 ~ ::> H Q 0 « < ~ t.Ll < u 

(Geometric: (Type-Seriousness: 
(Nwnber of Contacts) (Geometric Score) (Type-Seriousness) Self Report) . Self Report) 

A613 LOO 
A1417 .50 1. 00 
JUVENILE .66 .98 1.00 
EIGHTEEN .22 .57 .54 1. 00 
ADULT .08 .36 .33 .51 1. 00 
CONTACTS .36 .74 .73 .77 .86 1.00 

GEOJUV .53 .75 .77 .51 .37 .66 1. 00 
GE018 .19 .38 .37 .52 .43 .53 .29 1. 00 
GEOADULT .08 .29 .27 .34 .68 .60 .30 .44 1.00 
GEOTOTAL .33 .55 .56 .54 .61 .72 .72 .65 .76 1. 00 

JUVXN .67 .95 .96 .53 .36 .73 .83 .36 .29 .S9 1.00 
EIGHTXN .27 .59 .57 .95 .52 .77 .54 .66 .39 .62 .56 1.00 
ADULTXN .07 .35 .32 .49 .98 .84 .36 .42 .75 .63 .35 .50 1.00 
TOTALXN .37 .73 .72 .73 .86 .98 .68 .55 .66 .76 .74 .76 .87 1.00 

GE0613 .21 .27 .28 .03 .02 .13 .17 .05 -.01 .08 .25 .05 -.01 .10 1. 00 
GE01417 .15 .41 .39 .24 .18 .32 .34 .09 .13 .25 .36 .25 .15 .29 .40 1.00 
GE01820 .06 .21 .20 .23 .23 .28 .21 .19 .14 .21 .21 .25 .18 .25 .28 .48 1.00 
GE021 -.01 .13 .11 .20 .25 .25 .15 .15 .17 .20 .11 .20 .20 .n .22 .34 .58 1.00 

TS613XN .17 .26 .26 .01 .03 .13 .17 .02 .00 .08 .23 .02 -.00 .10 .79 .40 .41 .37 1.00 
TS1417XN .11 .40 .38 .20 .15 .29 .28 .08 .08 .19 .33 .20 .11 .25 .45 .83 .58 .41 .61 1. 00 
TS1820XN .02 .17 .16 .17 .16 .20 .17 .09 .06 .12 .16 .17 .11 .18 .34 .45 .83 .60 .60 .67 1. 00 
TS21XN -.03 .12 .10 .17 .24 .23 .14 .14 .21 .22 .10 .17 .21 .21 .28 .36 .55 .85 .55 .52 .72 1. 00 

-J::-
00 
\..N 
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TABLE 6. THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF MEASURES OF DULINQUENT AND CRIMINAL C'\IUmRS DEVEJLOPED FRO~I POLICE em, TACT ANIl Sl\LF ·RPPORT U·\'I','\: 

A613 
A1417 
JUVENILE 
EIGHTEEN 
ADULT 
CONTACTS 

GEOJUV 
GEOI8 
GEOADULT 
GEOTOTAL 

JUVXN 
EIGHTXN 
ADULTXN 
TO TA LXN 

GE0613 
GE01417 
GE01820 
GE021 

TS613XN 
TS1417XN 
TS1820XN 
TS21XN 

PERSONS INTERVIEWED FROM 1949 COHORT 

t (;~'\)nH.'tr i ~ : ('iYP(·,·Scrit)uSIW~i!~ : 

(Geometric Score) Self Report) Sl'lf Report) 
(Number of Contacts) 

__ -, ______ "'.~~=_-,~_...;: __ """""'" .. "' ...... ""'.~_'>~.-""__==£:_7_>_".~<,_..,~~"' __ ...... "_"'~ ____ ,.;:_">'.~~.~ ..... c_.~"'_.-.._,,.:;;c~=''''.'= .... ~_c_.'''''"'_<=~-\4''.~ _ _''''''."'.~~-==~~....-

1.00 
.97 1.00 
.52 .56 1. 00 

1. 00 
.49 
.70 
.45 
.38 
.61 

.52 .54 .76 1.00 

.81 .84 .87 .88 1.00 

.52 .68 .71 .32 .37 .57 

.28 .42 .43 .72 .56 .64 

.27 .49 .48 .57 .77 .70 

.47 .67 .69 .61 .63 .75 

.70 .95 

.44 .50 

.35 .50 

.60 .79 

.20 .22 

.26 .36 

.23 .28 

.23 .25 

.99 .55 .53 .83 

.54 .98 • 77 .85 

.51 .75 .98 .85 

.83 .86 .88 .99 

.24 .08 

.37 .26 

.30 .29 

.27 .26 

.13 .19 

.23 .34 

.26 .33 

.27 .31 

.16 .17 .19 .10 

.27 .38 .39 .25 
.11 .16 
.24 .36 
.26 .36 
.31 .';;6 

.26 .31 .33 .34 

.25 .29 .31 .31 

1.00 
.34 1.00 
.44 .44 1. 00 
.80 .66 .75 1.00 

.75 
.31 
.37 
.59 

.20 

.31 

.26 

.17 

.43 

.76 

.57 

.66 

.09 

.28 

.27 

.26 

.47 

.56 

.82 
• '73 

.10 

.21 

.21 
",') .w" 

.16 .09 .10 

.32 .27 .25 

.27 .30 .25 

.20 .31 .24 

.71 

.62 

.u6 

.98 

.17 

.35 

.33 

.27 

.15 

.36 

.36 

.33 

1.00 
.53 1. 00 
.50 .76 1.00 
.8~ .86 .88 1.00 

.25 

.38 

.30 

.27 

.19 

.40 

.34 

.31 

.08 

.27 

.28 

.26 

.12 

.20 

.23 

.25 

.09 .11 

.27 .21 

.33 .23 

.32 .29 

.19 

.34 

.32 

.31 

.16 

.36 

.35 

.36 

1.00 
.39 1. 00 
.28 .51 1.00 
.25 .39 .50 1. 00 

.79 .34 .28 

.42 .85 .55 

.29 .53 .84 

.26.42.54 

• 26 
.44 
.52 
.83 

1.00 
.45 1. 00 
.38 .66 1. 00 
.38 .53 .70 1.00 
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well as the relationship of each self-report measure to every other measure 

for each age period. In essence~ there are three official measures which 

we have mentioned in earlier chapters: 1) nlUUber of contacts~ 2) geometric 

scores based on most to least serious reasons for police contacts, and 

3) type-seriousness scores based on the sum of the frequency and seriousness 

of police contacts. There arc two nelf-report measures: 1) the geometric 

scores and 2) the type-seriousness scores. Both of the self-report measures 

have been described in this chapter. Each has been calculated for at least 

four age periods or combinations of age periods. 

The correlations of each measure with every measure for each of the 

four age periods (6-13~ 14-17~ 18-20~ 21 and older) 01' combinations thereof 

are shown for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts without controls for sex. COl'ro-

sponding Tables 5 through 8 for males and females may be found in Appendix R. 

Rather than discuss segments of each table in detail we shall discuss a 

single point for all tables in general terms~ then proceed to the next point 

for all tables. Basically, we are concerned with which type of measuro for 

the juvenile period is most highly related to scores on the same type of 

measure in the following period or the adult period. It is also possible 

to see which measure for an earlier age period or the adult period is most 

highly correlated with the same measure for a total career • 

Overall~ the type-seriousness self-report scores for the ages 14-17 

(TS1417XN) are most highly correlated with type-seriousness self-report 

scores for the ages 18-20 (TS1820XN) ~ \'li th the exception of th(.~ females • 

For the 1942 Cohort females~ number of police contacts (A613) and police 

contacts type-seriousness scores (JUVXN) have the same correlation with 
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their l'l'~;p~.l.'t hit. age u:· c;\1 !.np'l'!" ,,,,hl It' .1lI\,XN h'lIl1l):;t hi gilly corre latt.·d 

for thl'!-il' two perhllhi for tlw Ul.W Cuhort IS i'l'lIIaleb. From a more practil.'-ul 

standpoint, however, juvenile tYPl'~l;l'l'i\.1USHl'!i~; \>lould bl' the bl'Bt pl'etiictol' 

sim:l' it i ~i gl'lH.'ratl.'ti {'rum polil!l' I.'untad l.'atlll'l' thtlll ill'1f-report data. 

huth I'UllOrbi Ullll both ~;(,'XL'~) wi thi n l'al'h lohtH't .1uvt'ni It; type-s~riousness 

For 

ha~ ('ither the higl1l'st correlatIOn with tYPl'w~ll'l'iousnl's~ for the 18-20 age 

periull ur a I.'ol'l'dution wluch b,i equal to or very littie Jifferent fl'om the 

highl'~t COl'l'e1ut hlIl. It slwuld also be noted that the number of police 

contal!t~ for thl' age perioJ 1.1·17 (/\141'/) 01' u~l'i lJUVl;NIW) prodUl.!ed 

similar correl"tiuJl~~ in most ca!;c~). 

It is 1II01'l' IIi fficult to ded Ul' whi eh of tlll'~il' ml\aSure~j wuulJ Sl.'rve us 

th~ best pl'l.'liil~tt)l· fur tht' aee pl'l'loti .!1 anI} oldl'l'. For the H14.! Cohort, 

type-sC'riuu~ne~n; be1f"l'eport for thL' Pl'ri.oti 6-13 lTSb13XN) i:; probubly 

tlw bost, although rrS1417XN) has a ~5lightly higher cOl'l'l'latiull for tho 

fcmal~s. '1'hl' number of police contacts (J-17 (JUVENIW) ha~ th~ highest 

correlation for tht' 1!.l4tl Cohort, although it d.l.£fel's little from the srune 

score for the 14-17 age Pl'riUU (A1417). Here again, however, from the view" 

point of uscfulncH!j one of the mea~;ures based on police contacts would bo 

best, and \'Illite Simple number of polil.!o contacts does not have the highest 

correlations for the 1942 Cohort (u:; it does for the 1949 Cohort), either 

number of contacts (A1417) or type-sel'iousncss (JUVXN) could be selected 

as an alternative. 

The best predictions of what will happen after the age of 20 aro made, 

however, from the 18-20 age period. Here type-seriousness from solf-report 

data (TS1820XN) is consistently ('~.lrrelatcd 1.vitn type-seriousness for the 

21 and older period (TS21XN) except \I/}\01'(" nwnber of police contacts (EIGHTEEN) 
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arc of equal. value. Again, from a practical viCl'i'point we would s~lcct a 

police contact measure and while number of contacts (EIGHTEEN) or type­

scriousness for the 18-20 period (EIGHTXN) do not have the highest corre­

lations for both sexes for both cohorts, they arc of almost equal value 

and either could be utilized. In the case of the 1942 females, none of 

the correlations 1s very high but Geometric scores (GE018) arc most highly 

correlated with scores for 21 and older (GEOADULT). 

We therefol.'e concluded, as indicated by the analyses presented in. 

earlier chaptol's, that predicting type-soriousness based on official data 

for one age period from type-seriousness £01' an eal'lier period \'1ould be the 

most productive course of action when attempting to predict future behavior 

for those ''1ho \>lero interviewed from oach cohort. Whi 10 m.unbel' of police 

contacts at the adult period may just as well be predicted from number of 

police contacts at carlier periods, \>le would opt for the type-seriousness 

measure because persons in the juvenile and adult: justice systems nre more 

concerned in differentiating who wi 11 continue to have contacts for more 

serious types of crimes than in who will hilve the greatest munher of 

police contacts. However, we shull as il point of intel"cst follow this chap­

ter with an investigation of the possibility of impr,:>ving predictability by 

combining official and self-report dltta. 

Another point to be made is that number of pOlice contacts and type­

seriousness for the period 6-17 arc more highly correlated with the period 

18-20 for the 1942 Cohort as is the period 6-17 with the 21 tutd oltic1' age periods. 

For the 1942 Cohort, the 18-20 age period is mo1'C highly correlated \'lith the 

21 and older period than with the 6-17 period. For the 1949 Cohort the 

enrliest period correlates I>lith the 18-20 and with the 21 and older periods 

about equally. But, as in the case of the 1942 Cohort, scores for the 21 anti 
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l)hler period are morl~ highly correlated !;ith 18 u 20 scores. In oth(~r \~ords, 

tlw l'arlit'st period would bl'St predh:t SI.:01'<.'$ for the age period 18~:'W for 

both l'O}Wl'ts ,m,l thl' IHu~U age period SI'Ol'es would best predict scorcs for 

thL' .11 and older puriou. 

lhw lll~; t quest ion must be 'lnS\'1l'reU i!; the!'!.' a possibility that type-

serlom:Hless for the 18u .!U agll or 21 and ohh.'!' aglt periods could bettor 

be prl'(1ictl~d by a diff('rcnt typl' of measure fo.L' an eurlier age? While there 

are sume instances when ei ther numbcr of pOlice l'ontal'ts (JUVENILE) or 

(icometr i c scores t Gl.lO,JUV) have hi ghl'r cOl'te 1 at ions wi th type- seriousness 

for the 18-20 pcr iod (IHGHTNX) than duos ,JUVXN, el'nerully ~;peaking j uve-

ni lc type-seriousness i!) the b('!it pretti ctor of typl'-sel'iousness for the 

18b .1U period. Similtu:lr, while there arc l;cvcral instruH:es where other 

types of scores for tl\l' juvenile period are cOl'l'dated with tYJle~seriousncss 

fot' the adult poriod better than ioY typcb~H~riousncBs j typo~scrioustless is 

genorally the most highly correlated. Type~~;t'riouml('BS for the period 18-20 

is even morc \!onsistently highly currelated with auult typetiHeriousness. 

'rhis further solidifies our decision to concentrate on uti1hation of type .. 

seriousness for earlier periods in predicting typ~Qseriowmess at later 

periods, these to be incorporated with other variables in development of 

the final prediction device. 

Before leavinf~ the issue of the interrelationship of various measures 

to each other and the relationship of l11ea~ml'l'S for one age pta'i od to anot]wl' 

age period it was decided to rescore the selfbreport data in still another 

way, one '''hich would take into consideration the number of different types 

of behavior admitted within each of the larger seriousness categories shown 

in Diagrmn 1 as ''1ell as the frequency ''lith ''1hich respondents admitted enga-

-~----------------------
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ging in them. We shall not go into race/ethnic differences in how these 

scores turned out but suffice it to say that for the 6 .. 17 age period tho 

mean for males in tho 1942 Cohort Was 13.612 and for ±'ema'Qs 4.006 whilo 

maies for the 1949 Cohort had a mean of 13.644 and females 4.537. Similarly, 

for the age period of 18 and older, males in the 1942 Cohort had a mOM of 

12.017 and females 4.480 and for the 1949 C.:>hort males a mean of 16.989 

and females 6.958. Means for these age periods are mentioned since \'1'0 shall 

in the ncxt-to~the .. last chapter determine how much of the variance in offiCial 

type-seriousness scores and self-report scores for the age period 10 and 

older may be explained by adding intorview data to scores for the juvenile 

(6 ... 17) age period. What \~C arc concerned about is the extent to which the 

two self-report additive scales correlated with each other and official 

type-seriousness, a simpler version of Tables Sand 6. 

'I'able 7 enables us to compare the relationship of police coutacts type­

seriousness scores crs age period) and both self-::eport scores (TS age 

period XN) of the males from each cohort for th<' age periods 6-17, 18-20, 

18 and older, and 21 and older and to compare the relationship of scores 

for each age period with each other age period £01' each of those measures. 

The correlations with which we should be most concerned are in boxes. As 

in previous similar comparisons of measures we find the measures for offi­

cial type-seriousness have fairly modest but significant correlations with 

self-report seriousness in each same age period. We, of courso, find VC1'y 

high correlations (.900 or close to it) between the t\~O self-report measures 

in each same age period. Consistent with other comparisons that have btHm 

made, we find that regardless of measure, the age period 6-17 for that mea­

sure is al''1uys lIIorc highly correlated with the age period 18-20 than ''lith 
, 
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TABLE 7. THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF MEASURES OF DELINQUENT AND CRIMINAL CAREERS DEVELOPED FROM POLICE CONTACT AND 
SELF~REPORT DATA: MALES FROM 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS 

..t::' 
LD 
o 

~~==-==================~~==============~========:=~=========== 

1942 Cohort: 

TS6-17XN 
SRN6~17 

TS18~20 

TS18~20XN 

SRN18-20 

TS18+ 
TS18XN+ 
SRN18+ 

TS21+ 
TS21XN+ 
SRN21} 

1949 Cohort: 

TS6-17XN 
SRN6-17 

TS18-20 
TS18-20XN 
SRN18=20 

TS18+ 
TS18XN+ 
SRN18+ 

TS21+ 
TS21XN+ 
SRN21+ 

t 302*1 
237 

kS64 I 
.050 
.069 

b464 I 
.050 
.046 

~364 
.036 
.013 

[357**J 
318 

[[~5J 
.299 
.336 

b 602 I 
.339 
.357 

1. 529 I 
.318 
.309 

. 894 

- .005 

~ .195 

.931 

.262 

[ill] .584 

.255 

rnIJ .531 

.215 

,. 376
1 .357 

.076 

l:J .546 []i] .195 .865 

.047 .799 .140 .130 

[ill] .524 
.230 .875 .793 
.218 .723 .879 

.031 
,.255 I 
.38.3 

1·615 I .108 .100 
.210 [ill] ITm .190 .395 .561 

,.420 I 
.433 .915 

.290 .911 .354 .372 

1.
479

1 .564 
.454 .925 .856 
.458 .852 .924 

.239 

1.
362

1 .391 

1·719 I .253 .272 
.404 ,.648J [ill] .396 .598 .645 

+ 
~ 
N 
U) 
e-. 

TS6-17, 18-20, 18+, and 21+ = Type~serious­
ness scores based on police contact data . 

TS6~17XN, 18-20, 18+, and 21+ = Self-report 
seriousness scores based on average 
seriousness of categories containing 
contacts x frequency. 

lliO .221 .885 

.966 .223 .201 

.282 .865 .818 [ill] .252 .745 .888 .253 .911 

SRN6-17, 18-20, 18+, and 21+ = Self-report 
seriousness scores based on average 
seriousness of all types of contacts 
within categories x frequency. 

1.
423

1 .434 .921 

.942 .342 .357 

.420 .890 .819 [ill] .420 .807 .888 .386 .896 
--.--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.----------------------* Lowest correlation significant at .05 or higher = .140. 
** Lowest correlation significant at .05 or highel' = .189. 
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the 21 and older period for the same measure and the age period 18-20 is 

more highly correlated with age 21 and older than 6-17 with 21 and older 

or 6~17 with 18-20. In fact, the highest cOl.'relations within any measure 

were between the 18-20 and 21 and older age periods. In other words, after 

the age of 17 there was more stability in either police records or self-

reports than between the age of 6-17 and either later age period. 

It should also be noted that official seriousness did not produce high 

correlations with one or the other of the self-report seriousness measures, 

varying from age period to age period but producing fairly consistent corre-

lations. Some of the correlations not placed in boxes are very high because 

they involve overlapping age periods and others are very low because they 

involve different measures for different age periods. 

A similar pattern of correlations is shown for the females of both 

cohorts in Table 8, with major differences found where official type-serious-

ness for the age periods 18-20, 18 and older, or 21 and older were correlated 

with self-report measures for those or other periods. Nevertheless, we 

conclude that continuity and the interrelationship of measures for those 

interviewed is relatively similar for both cohorts and that differences in 

the final analysis based on which self-report measure has been utilized 

will be minimal. Of the two self-report measures, we shall opt for the second 

because its scoring system goes beyond seriousness alone and permits a wider 

range of scores based on the number of different things which a person 

admits having done within each of the seriousness categories. 

Lest the reader have by now been convinced that consideration of the 

possibility of developing a prediction device that will account for most of 
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TABLE 8. THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF MEASURES OF DELINQUENT AND CRIMINAL CAREERS DEVELOPED FROM POLICE CONTACT AND 
SELF-REPORT DATA: FE~~LES FROM 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS 
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~--~e~ = 
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.-t .-l 

I I 
\0 '" U) U) 
E-< E-< 

1942 Cohort: 

TS6-17XN mIJ SRN6-17 .945 

TS18-20 1·588 I .106 
TS18-20XN .093 

1.
584

1 SRNl8,-20 • 194 .420 

TS18+ 1·382 I .036 
TS18XN~' -.008 am SRN18+ .049 .440 

TS21+ 1. 249 1 .010 
TS21XN+ -.094 I' 4441 SRN21+ -.098 .317 

1949 Cohort: 

TS6-17XN [~~~J ,955 SRN6-17 

TS:l8-20 G?O:5 I .067 
TS18-20XN .096 

1. 300 
1 SRN18-20 .013 .299 

TS18+ 1. 536 1 .045 
TS18XN+ .090 . 

1. 337 1 SRN18+ .016 .344 

TS21+ 1. 530 I .019 
TS21XN+ .057 Gill SRN21+ .077 .289 
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.182 

DID .403 

.072 
,. 489 1 .418 

.027 
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.851 

.717 
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* Lowest correlation significant at • OS or higher = .194. 
** Lowest correlatioll. significant at .05 or higher = .199. 

o 
N 

I 
00 
...-! 

~ 
U) 

.077 

.714 

.813 

.011 
Gil'll 
h.illJ 

.002 

.785 

.872 

-.008 

/.
394

1 .456 

+ 
00 
...-! 

~ 

+ 
00 
...-! 

f§ 
U) 

+ 
...-! 
N 
U) 
E-< 

+ 
Z 
.-l 
N 
U) 
Fool 

TS6-17, 18-20, 18+, and 21+ = Type-serious­
ness scores based on police contact data. 

TS6-17XN, 18-20, 18+, and 21+ = Self-report 
seriousne~s scores based on average 
seriousnc~s of categories containing 
contacts x frequency . 

r:016l 
lJlMJ 
.967 
.002 
.031 

.873 

-.007 
.887 
.734 

.011 

.798 

.845 .892 

SRN6-17, 18-20, 18+, and 21+ = Self-report 
seriousness scores based on average 
seriousness of all types of contacts 
within categories x frequency. 

1-·012J 
.013 

.970 
-.004 

.023 

.943 

-.025 
.843 
.828 

.008 

.758 

.884 
r::DlOl 
I~I .933 
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the variance in adult seriousness scores is not worth the effort inVOlved, 

he/she should again be reminded that we have not yet reached the- chapter 

in which interview data have been incorporated into the mUltivariate ana-

lysis in an attempt to predict (or explain) either official or self-report 

seriousness. 

RESPONDENTS' PERCEPTIONS OF THEMSELVES AS DELINQUENT OR CRIMINAL AND THE 
RELATIONSHIP OF PERCEPTIONS TO OFFICIAL AND SELF-REPORT MEASURES 

One section of the interviol·J was devoted to respondents I self-concept 

as delinquent or criminal, age period by age period. Respondents were 

requested to choose a nwnber from 1 to 7, 1 being non-delinquent and 7 being 

highly delinquent or criminal, which they thought best described themselves 

at each period. They were also requested to select a nwnber which repre­

sented how they thought their pa'l'cnts, their teachers, their friends, and 

the police thought of them d~ring each of the age periods. As a consequence 

of a misunderstanding on whether all should respond to the pOlice question, 

whether they had contact with the police or not, it was decided that responses 

to that question should be eliminated • 

Table g shows that respondent's average self-concept was non-delinquent 

for all groups at all age periods and that females almost always saw them­

selves and thought that others saw them as less delinquent or criminal than 

did the males. Neither Black males nor females consistently rated themselves 

as more delinquent than Whites, nor did they consistently perceive others 

as having a more delinquent image of them than did others have of the Whites. 

Where comparison was possible younger Chicanas perceived themselves as more 

delinquent than either Whites or Blacks. 

Table liO presents the correlation of every appropriate self-concept mea-



------ -~-- ----- -~-------

495 

TABLE 10. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-CONCEPT AS DELINQUENT OR NON-DELH'i!CENT TO 
PERCEPTION OF PARENTS' > TEACHERS' > AND FRIENDS' EVALUATiONS 

- =-=- . - ~ ~ - ...... 

1942 Cohort 
Males Females 

6-17 6-17 
J::: Parents Teachers Friends Parents Teachers Friends 

--.:-----=:-"~"""'.,.,.........-,.,.- LD 

TABLE 9. PERCEPTION OF SELF AND PERCEPTION OF HOW OTHFRS LOOK AT YOU AS DELINQUENT OR CRIMINAL: MEAN ..I::- Self .673* .636 .752 .744 .682 .791 
SCORES BY RACE/ETrWICITY AND SEX 6-17 Parents .594 .657 .565 .506 

Teachers .612 .650 
f" ---~~--.~--,- "'--' -""~ "'" '~----'-- -~, ... -.- .. _."- ::~,:,=:",-::~=-":,,:::;-,::,::,,,::~--=:..:.:::.-. .:.:.":.::.'=-....=: .::..-=:.-,:::..: .:.=.::..- . .:........:... .:..:.:. .. ~ ... ....:. -=--:. -:.:.....,.-:- -: ::,==.;:..-:~:.:.- ~'::' ::;.:"-..-:-~ ::: -=---'-"_.-::' - ;;:. <-+..:. .: -. ~ • - ---- ~ - ---

18-20 18-20 

Males Females 18-20 Self .731 .721 .560 .773 -- .---~- Parents .653 .478 
Age 1942 1949 1942 1949 
Period: White Black White Black Chicano Wi'ii to Black' White Black ·Chicana 21 or + 21 or + -- ---- --
Before 14: 

21 or + Self .790 .827 

Self 1. 75 2.30 1. 70 1. 74 1. 82 1. :L8 1. 44 1. 27 1. 35 1. 31 N = 152 to 156 N ::: 134 to 136 
Parents 1. 64 1. 50 1. 80 1.47 1. 76 1.18 1. 44 1.25 1. 38 1.77 
Teachers 1.68 2.50 1. 95 2.00 2.18 1.17 1.11 1. 27 1.50 1. 46 
Fri~nds 1. 88 2.70 1. 89 1. 90 1. 88 1. 23 1.11 1. 30 1. 42 1. 31 1949 Cohort 

N 143 10 227 31 17 121 9 201 23 13 Males Females 

14-17 : 
6-17 6-17 

Parents Teachers Friends Parents Teachers Friends 
Self 2.15 1. 90 2.42 1. 90 2.82 1.60 1. 56 1. 69 1.54 2.08 
Parents 1. 94 1. 80 2.20 1. 76 2.35 1. 54 1. 33 1.67 1.54 2.00 Self .638 .627 .708 .414 .385 .613 
Teachers 2.13 2.50 2.36 1. 94 2.71 1. 34 1.33 1. 54 1. 46 2.00 6-17 Parents .694 .546 .465 .387 
Friends 2.27 2.70 2.43 1. 90 2.82 1. S1 1. 56 1. 75 1. 46 1. 85 Teachers .543 .541 

N 144 10 228 31 17 121 9 200 24 13 18-20 18-20 

18-20 : 18-20 Self .753 .721 .646 .773 

Self 1.67 1. 60 2.06 2.10 2.12 1. 35 1.11 1. 55 1. 38 1. 31 Parents .611 .512 

Parents 1.62 1. 90 1. 91 2.50 1. 82 1. 34 1.11 1. 49 1. 25 1. 38 21 or + 21 or + 

Friends 1.68 2.00 2.02 2.03 2.29 1. 24 1.11 1. 48 1.50 1. 46 21 or + Self .742 .731 
N 144 10 228 31 17 121 9 201 24 13 N 271 276 N = 236 .. 238 = -

21 & Older: 
Self 1. 33 2.00 1. 49 1.77 1.88 1.22 1. 78 1. 28 1. 33 1.54 * All Pearsonian coefficients of correlation significant at the .05 level or 
Friends 1. 26 1.44 1.51 2.13 1. 88 1. 21 1. 44 1. 25 1.25 1.15 higher. 

N 143 10 228 31 17 121 9 201 24 13 
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surc with ('very other appropriate measure for each age period. While self·, 

~onl.!ept anti l'vuluat ion of how one' ~ friends perceived one produced reasonably 

high coefficients of l"orrelation for mall's and females of both cohorts, • 613 

to .791, self-conl"cpt and evaluation of how one's parents perceived one 

produl"cd correlations varying from .414 to .753. Even the correlations be-

t\"I.'Lm the evaluations of parents and teadlCl'S had a range of .465 to .694 . 

• dOr n l'l'ghly intcrcorrelated, it is also Al though these self-concept mC.'lsures n '"' , 

"I .1'.1 t tllnln."clv"s l' n exact ly the same manner obvious that rl\SpOlluonts ulu no' see '" OJ " 

} 1 , t t" ',lcllel',';. and friends saw them. . .t::; thoy bl'11evL'd t Ult t Wll' parr.-n s, v , 

Respondents' mean self-conCl'pt and view of' how others perceived them 

is only one of our conct.n'n~, however. We are' even more interested in hO\'I 

I If" pt qu".-,·tl',OllS l'''l,'lt'',d to ()tl'er measures of delin-t 1e response:; to :;e '~conce ~ ... '- l 

quency and crime. Comparison is made of one sel f-report measure (seriousness 

s~ores), thre~ measur0N inJicativc of official processing (seriousness 

scores for police contacts, nllmber of rcferrals~ and severity of sanctions), 

and each of t le se - cuncllp mCU:5Ur s. '-} If t 0 ' 'fabl" 11 p:r:'escnts the Pearsonian coef-

ficients of correlation by sex~ cohort, and age period. 

Conuncncing ''11th the males ''10 finu that self-concept had its hight'st 

correlation with official seriousness in the 1942 Cohort but with self-report 

seriousness for the 1 ~4~) Cohort for tIll' age period u-17. lIow rcsponucnts 

reported their paront!" teachers, and friends as evaluating them on the same 

, 6 scale had in every case their highest correlation with self-report seriousness. 

Although there was relatively little cohort difference in the strength 

of these correlations with self-report seriousness, one notes that differences 

do develop as one moves down the 1'0\.,,5 through official seriousness scores, 

, 

TABLE 11. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-CONCEPT AND HOW RESPONDENTS BELIEVED OTHERS PERCEIVED THEM BY SELF-REPORT 
SERIOUSNESS, OFFICIAL SERIOUSNESS, NUMBER OF REFERRALS, AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS = 

MALES 

1942 C~: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 
Number of Referrals 
Severity of Sanctions 

1949 Cohort: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 
Number of Referrals 
Severity of Sanctions 

FEMALES 

1942 Cohort: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 

1949 Cohort: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 
Number of Referrals 

Self** 

.382* 

.403* 

.317* 
-- *** 

.364* 

.191* 

.173* 
,120* 

.216* 

.141 

.366* 

.180* 

.083 

Ages 6-17 
Parents Teachers 

.406* .360* 

.381* .280* 

.301 * .222* 

.307* .384* 

.218* .274* 

.184 .... · .243* 

.103 .111 

.193* .146 

.077 .113 

.382* .243* 

.174* .184* 

.106 .116 

Ages 18-20 
Friends Self Parents Friends -

.416* .298* .191* .312* 

.269* .302* .258* .272* 
• 211'k .302* .269* .317* 

.240* .129* .213* 

.327* .273* .253* .214* 

.190* .336* .407* .183* 

.115 .331* .438* 107 * • .., I 

.Oll .25'7* .335* .162* 

.221* .079 ,016 -.025 

.343* .004 - .011 .009 

.248* .354* .355* .240* 

.085 .033 .077 .071 

.049 --** 

* 
** 

*** 

Pearsonian coefficients of correlation significant at .05 levels or higher. 
Each set of correlations applies to the same age period, i.e., self-report seriousness 6-17 
with self-concept 6-17, self-report 18-20 is correlated with self-ccmcept 18-20, and so on. 
Too few persons \'lith sanctions and self-concept; too few \'lith referrals and self.-concept. 

AEies 21 or + 

Self Friends 
.392* .132 
.211* .104 
.298* .117 
.020 -.009 

.315* .225* 

.194* .116 

.207* .127 

.098 .019 

.005 .021 

.399* .252* 

.297* .199* 

.014 -.016 

is correlateS:: 
LC 
"'-J 



q9g - 18 -

numbur of rcf(~rrals, and severity of sanctions, the rm'l in whiL'h the l()Wl'~t 

corrt'lations are found. This in itself is rather interesting because it 

shows that perception of how one is eva! unteu by friends has its dosest 

reI at ionship to self-report seriousllL'ss and, in the case of the 1949 Cohort, 

its lowest relationship to severity of sanctions. The latter had its 

highest correlation with respondent's own s('lf-concept and its lowest corre­

lation with how friends evaluated him. The fact that self-report and self­

(~onct>pt had fairly modest correlations and that friends' reported evaluation 

and severity of sruH.!tions had the lowest correlations suggests that respon­

dents' friends (if their perceptions were reported accurately) wore not influ­

enced by severity of sallL~tions in their evaluation of respondents (the inter­

view data on how respondents thought that their friends reac.!ted to their 

police contacts and experiences indicated that most friends were not very 

concerned about these incidents). They must, however, have had sOllie kno\'Iledgc 

of respondent's actual behavior because the self-report seriousness correla­

tions were the highest of those with friends' evaluations. 

It should also be noted that official seriousness always had either the 

highest or next to the highest correlation with the s~lf-conct'pt measures. 

These were in turn followed by numb(}r of referrals. I~e conclude that the 

overall pattern of correlations her~ l.ntlicatos that self-concept is most 

c.losely related to what one knows about oneself and the contacts that one 

has had \'lith the police ruld is least closely related to the official acts of 

those who are furthest from one. That official seriousness scores based 

on police contact data and self-report seriousness have the highest sets 

of correlations with self-concept indicates that respondents' kno\'lledge of 

themselves and what \'las in the police contact records has the best fit to 
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juvenile self-concept as delinquent 01' non~delinquent during the age period 

6-17. Later age periods do not rev ~al the samo pattern, hO\'Icver, with nwn­

bel' of referrals and severity of sanctions being moro highly correlated \'lith 

the self-report measures than for the period 6-17. 

Since we have dealt at some length in carlier chapters ''lith the rela­

tionship of various measures of delinquency and crime to tho ecology of the 

cHy, it shonld be noted that moan differences in the self-concept measure 

by inner city and interstitial vs. outer areas were very small. Even when 

controlled for official seriousness there ''laS u pntterli'cd relationship between 

mean self-concept measures and place of ~ocialization (sec Table 13) Appendix 

R) . It should also be added that delinquent self-concept for ttges 6-17, 

while '~orrelatcd \'lith the self-report seriousness measUl'c, varied by cohort, 

by official seriousness, and by place of sodalization. With the exception of 

one instance Cit being lower than the others), all correlations ranged from 

.3135 to .4903 (sec Table 14, Appendix R). There was no discernable pattern 

but it \'las obvious that neither official seriousness nor area of sociali­

zation had much impact on the relationship of self-concept to self-report, 

even though official seriousness (as 'I'le have shO\m in a variety of ways) 

was related to sclf-clncept as delinqu6nt or non-delinquent. Since we have 

commented on some Black-White differences in self-report, self-concept, and 

official seriousness, it may well be that the inner city and interstitial 

area of socialization of Blacks may have a bearing on these reBul t~, 

differences in the interrelationship of these variables among Blacks playing 

an important part in the overall relationships by area of socializat1on. 

This problem is not central to our concerns in this report. We ;;hull 

therefore leave further exploration of it to later and return to an cxumi ~ 
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nation of the relationship of self-(~on~ept to self-report and various official 

measures of delinquency and crime among the ma1c.H; of both cohorts. 

There is less synunetry in the pattern of relationships for the age period 

18- 20 than waS found for the age period u-17. First of all; we have the 

suggestion that parents knew less about rt·spondcnts (those in the 1942 Cohort) 

as young auul ts than they knew at the Carlil'l' periods and that during this 

period all measures (official and unoffid alJ havt' marc nearly the sallie rela­

tionship to self-concopt than they did during tIll' juvenile period. Rcspon­

tIcnts' purception of parents' evalua'don is moro highly co'['rclat{~d with offi­

dal meaSUl.'es for the 1949 Cohort antI respondents' perception of friends' 

evaluation more highly correlated for the 1!J.ll Cohort. 

When tIl<.! period cOllunencing at agu 21 is cOIu;ldl'l'od the relationship of 

severity of sanctions to self-concept and friends' concept disuppears. While 

self-concept continues to be reluted to ull meusurcs except sevc.~rity of sanc­

tions and is particularly related 'Co s(.~lful'epol't m~riousncss, perception of 

friends' concept of oneself is significantly correlated with other mcasures 

in only one cuse w .. self-report seriousncsH for the 1949 Cohort. 

Before leaving the discussion of self~concept to measures of delinquent 

and criminal behavior we must mention that describing the results would have 

been even more difficult had the cOl'relations of the solf-concept measures 

with each of the delinquency and crime measurcs for the following, other, 

or prior age periods also been presented (sec Tables 9-12, Appendix R). 

'fhe females are more difficult to c.!t;pctibc than the males. While 

there is less synunotry of the sort that was described for the males (there 

were too few females with self-concept scores, referrals, and sanctions 

to make the same kinds of comparisons), one ilrunediately notes that for the 
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1949 Cohort females every self-concept measure had its highest correlation 

with self-report seriousness. By comparison, other official measures of 

delinquency and crime produced very small correlations with the self-concept 

measures. The self-concept measures were correlated with self-report serious­

ness for the 1942 females, but unlike the 1049 females, their report of how 

their friends perceived them was more highly correlated with official serious­

ness sccres. The period 18-20 produced modest correlations between self­

concept meaSlU'es and self-report seriousness but no other significant corre­

lations. For the 1942 Cohort during the age period 21 and older, both self­

concept measures were correlated with official seriousnessj for the 1949 Co­

hort they were correlated with self-report seriousness, a reversal not found 

for the males. 

Consideration of these correlations led to the conclusion that the 

self-concept measure referring to one's own self-concept as delinquent or 

criminal, or an index representing the appropriate persons in addition to 

self-concept, should be used in the multivariate analysis of interview data. 

SUMMAAY 

When the number of police contacts recorded for each respondent before 

the age of 18 was compared with the ntunber of police contacts that he/she 

reported having, more than half of each race/ethniclsex group responded 

correctly and most of those who er1'ed stated that they had had contacts when 

they did not have a record of police contacts. 

Around BOP., of the IVhi tes in euch cohort reported oi thor their number 

of pOlice contacts accurately 01' estimated someWhat higher than till:! ntunber 

recorded in the files. Only half of the Blacks reported accurately and tht.' 

other half reported fewer contacts than our records shm."eu. 
, 



502 

Iii ght}'-th'u Ih'l't.'cnt t)i thl' lIItlll'~; i.n ("adl eohort said that thc)' had done 

thi ng~; for whil'h tlll)' t:uulJ han' bl'l'tl I.:aught but wC'rlm t t. Among t}lt' fOl1\ales , 

lj3'~ j tI tIll' Hl,L! Cuhort and 58~0 in tIll' 1949 Cohort Raid that they had done !iO. 

Tho~\.' 1'1110 statt'd that thl'Y did things for which they wert' not ~(lught wore 

mnl'~ likl.'l)' to haVl' bL'I.m taught for other allegel! misbl'}mviors than those who 

statL'd that thl'Y Jid not do things for which they were not c.::uught. Relutivl'1y 

fowur Blacks who Haiti that they had dOlle things for whh'h they could have becn 

~aught but \'It'1''- not had nu polh:e ~ontacts and most of those had policc rec.::orus 

who dC'llil'd doing things for which they cou] d have been caught lJut were not. 

When the distl'ibutions of total l'ecoru(,'d police cuntacts of pOl'sons intul'Q 

viewed in 1D70 \'ll'1'I.' I.:olllpa!'t..'d with tIll' di::tributi'on I}f their 0I'lt\ descriptions 

of tht' l'ontat.'t:; that they had wi th tht.' police (fil'!;t three mentions for euch 

rut.'l'/t.·th!li ~ [~;l'X group) and t}w di st ri butions of what the police said they 

",crl' doing and \'1hut tlwy \'lCl'C' l't.lully do ing, most di~;crcpanch:s could be ex­

plained by differences in perception 1 e.g. J Oisorderly conduct and Vagl'ancy 

were :;omet imes perl'ei vell by l'ospondt'nt s aH the con~cqu(>nc.::e of drinking and/or 

misl!hicvou~ bdlavior. At tho sall1l' timc..', other differcnt:'cs in self-report 

data V:3. offici a1 datu \.:ouhl be a~count(>d for be\!ause Home of the more sedous 

offense categol'il's wore seldom or never mentioned by respondents. 

FOL' both I.!ohorts and both ~exes wi thin cad\ cohort juvenile typc-scrious-

ness had either the highest or dose to the hiBhest corrulation \'lith type­

seriousness for the 18-"!O age pe.i.'jod. Correlations also indicated that the 

best predictions of what \"ill happen after the age of 21 could be made from 

scores for the 18-20 period. l~o \!oncludcd that the typoMseriousness measure 

was best for all purposes (in Hpitl' of Homo high correlations between other 

measures for a given sex at u specified age period) because persons in 
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the juvenl1e and adult justice systems are more concerned about explaining 

or predicting continuity in more serious types of misbehavior (delinquency 

and crime) than who will have the greatest mUllbor of pOlice contacts. 

Self-report seriousness scores added a new dimension to juvenile and 

adult measures of delinquency and crime, one indicating less ract./cthnic 

difference than obtained from official measures. No attempt is made to 

conclude that one measurc is corroct and/or that another is incorrect. While 

all measures arc morc or less correlated, it is concluded that st.!riousncss 

scores of policc contacts and seriousness scorcs from self-report data should 

be utilized in the lllultivariate analysis because the correlations of these 

measures for the juvenile period with la10r periods provide the mOfit solid 

basis for developing a prediction device or explaining variUlll!c. 

Several solf-concept moaSl "OS l'lere exmnined ami it was concluded that 

respondents' 01'10 scI f-concept or a SlUtUllation of all scI f-concl.'pt variables 

should also bo included in the multivariate UlwJysis. 

It \\las also concluded that sdf-concept I oven though bascd on l'('tl'ou 

spcctive data, is a valid indicator because it (all of the meusures) is gener­

ally correlated \'lith solf-report (which it shoul d bt' bl~caus(' data which pro­

vide the busis for both I'lere obtained in the same intervie\\,) and wi th 

seriousnoss scores based on official police couttlct data. 

, 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 For a uefinitive discussion of the research literature and their con~ 

elusions see Michael J. lIindelang, Travis Hirschi, anci. Joseph G. Weis, 

"Correlates of Delinquency: 'fhe Illusion of Discrepancy Between Self-Report 

and Official Measures," Amcl'irJczn SO()'i.ol.cJgiuczZ RevielJ 44 (1979): 995-1014. 

;, Al though we havl' bometimes l' ... ported simple percentages for all race/ 

ethnic/sex groups wh~n there may be only a few persons in the cohort in a 

~:lvcn group, particularly among those who were interviewed, we have usually 

not utilized such small numbers when statistics were involved. 

a The inclusion of robbery in this category was based on the fact that 

descriptions of offenses included in that category by respondents did not 

involve deadly weapons and were really not the type of incidents usually 

classified as such. When the new aduitive self-report scale was constructed 

it was decided that if persons thought of themselves as having engaged in 

a robbery we should place them in that category. Since there were few 

who admitted robbery it probably made little difference one way or the other. 

'+ While these findings are inconsistent \'Ii th those of Delbert S. Elliott 

and Suzanne S. Agcton, "Reconcilling Race and Class Differences in Self~ 

Keported and Official Estimates of Delinquency ~" Amel'iaan SoaioZogiaal RevielJ 

45 (1980): 95-110, it must be noted that their sample consisted of youth 

ages 11-17, did not involve as much retrospection as did interviews with the 

1942 and 1949 Cohorts, and utilized a different self-report instrumen~. It 

may well be t~at the differences which they found w("Iuld also have appeared 

had we compared vnly youthful Blacks and Whites from the 1955 Cohort. 

S As Venetta D. Young, "Women, Race, and Crime," Cl'uninoZogy 18 (1980): 26-34, 

has recently concluded, II ••• the~e is no Simplistic answer to the question 

of whether female offenders differ by race." I f comparisons are limited 

to seriousness of the kinds of misbehaviors admitted, the r-elf-report data 

indicate that Black and White males have more similar scor{~s than do Black 

and White females, Black females having even lower seriousness scores than 

White females. There was also less difference between White males and females 

tha~ between Black males and females. Racine self-repor~ data, while not 
;, 
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comparable to Young's, produces findings inconsistent with Adler's posi~ 

Hon that the pattern of crime for Black females is closer to that of White 

males than to White females, if Geometric scores based on seriousness car. 

be taken as a rough indicator of pattern. Freda Adler, Sistel's ir~ Cl'1.:me: 

The Rise of t;he New FemaZe Cl'iminaZ. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975. 

It will be recalled, on the other hand, that race/ethniclsex comparisons 

based on seriousness of police contacts produced scores for Black females 

from the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts which were similar to those for White males. 

The Black females had scores exceeding those of White females by ratios of 

2 or 3 to 1. In fact, a variety 0f ways of determining seriousness with 

official data revealed that Black felm.ales and White males were similar. 

The complexity of the question is perhaps best described in a recent 

article by Darrell J. and Renee H. Steffensmeier, "Trends in Female Delin~ 

quency: An Examination of Arrest, Juvenile Court, Self~Report, and Field 

Data," Cl'iln'inoZogy 18 (1980): 62~85. Although they conclude that changes 

have taken place in female rates of delinquency and crime, these changes 

are based in part on the lower base rate for females and the overall increase 

in delinquency and crime rates. Thus, one must continl~~ to say that there 
is no SilllpHstic answer to the question. 

6 The discussion of self-report measures will be limited in this report. 

Labelling theory, depending on how it is perceived, would suggest that 

severity of sanctions should be highly correlated with self~concept. James 

P. Curry is exploring this question and will prepare a separate report on 

the extent to which variet.i.es of labelling theory are supported by these 
data. 
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PERCEPTION OF BEHAVIOR AND POLICE CONTACTS AS A PRE-PREDICTION CLASSIFIER 

Accounts of one's own behavior vary from being almost identical to that 

obtained from police records to being so different that it is almost impos­

sible to believe that the respondent is even attempting to provide an accu-

rate description of his/her behavior and experience with the police. Yet, we 

have shown in Chapter 19 that a variety of questions and ways of manipulating 

the data produce evidence of some relationship of self-report and self-concept 

measures to official measures. 

In this chapter we shall explore the possibility of placing people in 

categories based on their own perceptions of their experiences and behaviors 

to see if this permits better prediction of later official criminal careers 

from juvenile misbehavior (police contact records). 

Tables 1 through 4 arc similar to the tables presented in Chapter 10 

where police contacts before age 18 were utilized in an attempt to predict 

di ffercnt levels of seriousness after age 18. It wi 11 be recalled that we 

invariably found pre-age 18 police contact records correlated \\'ith age 18 

and later records but that with few exceptions there was little improve-

ment in predictiv~ efficiency over the modal category of the marginals. 

Tables 1 and 2 include data for the 1942 Cohort and Tables 3 and 4 

for the 1949 Cohort. Commencing at the top of each table the data Ul'e 1'1'0-

sented for those persons who stated that they had not been stopped by the 

police before age 18 and hadn't done things for whh:h they could have been 

caught. At the bO'i:t0l!l of each table are those \\'ho stated that they had 
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TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 AND OFFICIAL POLICE 

CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATU~ AUllS 18~': PURSONS INTl:RVIEWEL 1942 COHORT 

================================================"==-' . ---" 
Before Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police Be­
fore 18 and Didn't Do 
Things for Which Not 
Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 and Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Police Contacts Age 18 or + 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

35 
(57. II) 

0 
(0. (1) 

Total 35 
(50.7) 

Pearson's R .3674 
Somers' D .5738 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 

35 
(59.0) 

6 
(33.S) 

Total 41 
(If tl .9) 

Pearson's R .1617 
Somers' D .1970 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 
12 

(42.9) 

5 
(35. i) 

Total 17 
(110.5) 

Pearson's R .0686 
Somers' D .0714 

Police No 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 Yes 

No 

24 
(4 '1.6) 

20 
(26. 0) 

Total (3 i~ 3) 

Pearson's R .1847 
Somers' D .1766 

Yes --
26 

(42. G) 

8 
(100.0) 

Total 

til 
(88. II) 

8 
(11.6) 

34 69 
(~9.3) (100.0) 

Lambda .2353 

Yes Total 

31 
(117. 0) 

66 
(7 Il. 6) 

12 
C (j G • 7) 

18 
(;~ 1 • II) 

43 84 
(51.~) (100.0) 

Lambda .0976 

Yes Total .-
16 

(57.1) 

9 
(6 11 • ~) 

28 
(6 G. 'I) 

14 
(33.3) 

2S 42 
(59.S) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes 

31 
(56.4) 

57 
(74.0) 

Total 

S5 
(41.7) 

77 
(50.S) 

88 132 
(GG. i) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Felonies or Misdemeanors Ago 18 or + 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 

I
~_' Yc~ Total 

No 50 11 61 
.(8~:.OJ (18.0) (80. 11) 

Yes 3 5 8 
(37.S) (62.S) (11.6) 

Total ----s3- 16 69 
('/6.0) (23.~) (100.0) 

Pearson's It .3373 Lambda .1250 
Somers I n .4447 

Pearson l :-; 

Somers' D .:!475 

No Y~s Totu1 

Contacts No 

:::~:I~ :;~::: Prior to 
18 Yes 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

No 

Yes 

so 12 42 
('11.4) (d1.b) (100.0) 
R .1118 Lamljda .0000 
D .1071 

No 

39 
(70.9) 

38 
( 49. II) 

Yes 

16 
V 9 • 1 ) 

39 
(50.6) 

Total 

5S 
(41.7) 

77 
(58.S) 

Total ,77) 
(50. 3 

55 132 
(41.7) (100.0) 

--:-= 

Pear~on's R .2156 
Somers' D .2156 

Lambda .0182 

V1 o 
co 

, 
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TABLE 2. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 1S AND OFFICIAL POLICE 
CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATUS AGES 18+: PERSONS INTBBVlmVEO 1942 COHORT 

Before Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police Be­
fore 18 and Oidn't 00 
Things for Which Not 
Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 and Oid Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Felonies Age 18 or + 

No Yes Total 

61 
(88.4) 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

61 
(100.0) 

7 
(87.5) 

Total 68 
(98'S) 

Pearson's R .3349 
Somers' 0 .1250 

No 
Police 
Contacts No 
Prior to 

64 
( 9'7' 0) 

18 Yes 18 ) 
(100.0 
'--

Total 82 
(97.6) 

Pearson's R-.0816 
Somers' 0-.0303 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 
2.8 

(100.0) 

11 
( 70. G) 

39 
(92.9) 

R .0816 
D ,0305 

No 

53 
(96. II) 

72 
(93.5) 

Total 125 
(94.7) 

Pearson's R .0629 
Somers' 0 .0286 

0 
(0. 0) 

1 
(12, 5) 

8 
(11.6) 

1 69 
(1"') (100'0) 
Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 
2 

(11 .0) 
66 

(7 e .6) 

0 
( 0.0) 

18 
(21. 11) 

2 84 
(2 • 'I) ( 1 0 0 , 0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 

28 
(G S. 7) 

0 
(0. 0) 

3 14 
(2~, Jt) ( 311. s) 

3 41 
('/,.J,) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes 

2 I 
(11. 6) 

5 
(G. 5) 

7 
(5. 3) 
Lambda 

Total 

55 
(/11,7) 

77 
(50.3) 

132 
(100.0) 
.0000 

Felonies OT Major Misdemeanors Age 18 or + 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No Yes Total 

No 60 
(98.4) 

Yes 7 
(8'7.5) 

Total 67 
(97.1) 

Pearson's R .2073 
Somers' D .1086 

No 

No 63 
( 95.5) 

Y2S 17 
(94. /1) 

Total 80 
(95.2) 

Pearson's R .0195 
Somers' D .0101 

No 

No 28 
I 

(~00.0) 

Yes 10 
(71.4) 

Total 38 
(90. 5) 

Pearson's R ,0195 
Somers' 0 .0101 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

No 

51 
(92. 7) 

67 
(97,0) 

118 
(09.4) 
R .0915 
o .0571 

1 
(loll) 

1 
(12.5) 

8 
(11.6) 

2 69 
(2.9) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 

.3 
(/1.5) 

1 
( 5.S) 

66 
(79.6) 

18, 
(21,/1) 

4 84 
('1.0) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 

0 
(0.0) 

4 
(20.6) 

28 
(66. 7) 

14 
(SS,9) 

4 42 
(D,S) (100,0) 

Lambda ,0000 

Yes Total 

4 
(7, 11) 

10 
(13.0) 

55 
(4l. 7) 

77 
(50.3) 

14 132 
(10.6) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

\J1 
C> 
LD 

, 
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been stoppeu before 18 and hau uone thing~ fur which they coulu have been 

caught before 18 (but were not). Note that tho highest associations bctl~een 

before-18 and after-18 official police contact records are for those who 

:laimeu thl1t they had not been stopped before 18 and had done nothing for 

which they coulu have been caught before 18. And it is only for this group 

that there was an increase of more than 20~o in predictive efficiency over 

the modal category of the marginals, anl.1 this for only the any-kind-of-

police- contact age 18 and after gl'OUp. 

It is particularly intE)resting to note, however, that only 11. 6~u of 

those who claimed no police contacts or misbehavior before 18 had a record 

of any contact but that of those who c1aiml'u police contacts and misbehavior 

before 18, 58. 3~o had recorded police contacts. It is also interesting to 

note that 49. 3~.; of those who c1aimeu no involvement before 18 had police 

contacts after that Ilge and that of those who claimed contacts and misbe-

havior before 18, 66.7P6 had recorded conta~ts after that age. A similar 

progression is noted for felonies and misuemcanors. But again, and we can-

not emphasize this type of finuing too frequent ly, the group with the !tigh­

est percent (only 7.1 ro) who had a felony contact at age 18 or later was that 

group who admitted contacts before 18 but \~ho said they didn't do things 

for which they were not caught. 

How consistent are these findings \dth what I'le observe for the 1949 

Cohort? All of the nleasures of association arc still modest and only tl~O 

Lambdas indicate a proportional reduction in error greater than 20~, but 

not for the same groups as in the 1942 Cohort. But again it is interesting 

to note that 18.6rJ of the persons in the group who cl~imcd no police 1.!01l":. 

TABLE 3. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 AND OFFICIAL POLICE 
CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATUS AGES 18+: PERSONS INTERVIEWED 1949 COHORT 

Be fore Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police 
Before 18 and Didn't 
Do Things for Which 
Not Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Dldn't Do Things 
for I'Ihich Not Caught 

Stoppeu by Police Before 
18 and Diu Things for 
\~hich Not Caught 

Police Contacts A&~ 18 or + 

Total 

79 
(91. I,) 

No Yes 
Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 49 
(62.0) 

Yes 8 
(1111. I,) 

Total 57 
(50.0) 

Pearson's R .1388 
Somers' D .1758 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 
~, 

No 51 
(59.3) 

Yes 13 
(31. 7) 

Total 64 
(50.4) 

Pearson's R .2581 
Somers' D .2760 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

No 27 
(69.~) 

Yes 17 
(53.1) 

Total 44 
(s 2.. 0) 

Pearson's R .1651 
Somers' 0 .1611 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

No 50 
(53. 2) 

Yes 40 
(24. :1) 

'rotal 90 
(34.7) 

Pearson's R .2923 
Somers' D .2895 

30 
(so.o) 

10 
(55.S) 

18 
(19.S) 

40 97 
(41':!) (100.0) 

Lambda .0500 

Yes Total 

35 
(40.7) 

28 
(60.3) . 

(~~. 7) 

41 
(32.3) 

63 127 
(119.S) (100.0) 

Lambda .2381 

Yes Total 

12 
(so.o) 

15 
(4S.9) 

39 
(5 11.9) 

32 
(45. 1) 

27 71 
(so.o) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 

44 
(1,6.0) (94 1 S. s) 

125 
(75. 0) t65 

63. 7) 

169 259 
(65.3) (100.0) 

Lambda .0667 

.' .... -=========== ,'-
Felonies or Misdemeanors Age 18 or + 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

No 67 
(04.0) 

Yes 13 
(72.2) 

Total 80 
(02.5) 

Pearson's R .1287 
Somers' D .1259 

No 

No 70 
(0 1. II) 

Yes 21 
(51.2) 

Total (7r~7) 
Pearson's R .3131 
Somers' D .3018 

No 

No 36 
(92.S) 

Yes 21 
(S5.S) 

Total 57 
(00.3) 

Pearson's R .3337 
Somers' D .2668 

No 

No 71 
(75. 5) 

Yel; 70 
(112. II) 

Yes 

12 
(15.2) 

5 
(27.0) 

Total 

79 
(91.4) 

18 
(lO.S) 

17 97 
(17.5) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 

16 
(lO.S) 

20 
(110. Il) 

86 
(s 7.7) 

41 
(32.3) 

, 
(2~~ 3) dH. 0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 

3 
(7. 7) 

11 
(3 11. 'I) 

3 !:I 
(~lj.9) 

32 
(45'1) 

14 71 
(19.7) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes 

23 
(2 1,.5) 

95 
(57. S) 

Total 

94 
(36. 3) 

165 
(S 3. 7) 

Total 141 118 259 
(54 011) (!}S.S) (100'0) 

Pearson's R .3197 Lambda .2119 
Somers' D .3311 

, 



TABLE 4. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND nHiIAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR '1'0 AGE 18 AND OFFICIAL POLICE 
CONTACT STATUS PRIOR '1'0 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATUS AtiES 18 ... : PERSONS INTERVlllWHD H),H) COIlORT 

.-===========-=======¢-~~~~--==::::~'----~.=~ .. ~,~--. - ,~---~------.,.~""~""---..*"'------~ ------- .~~~..t.."""'_-==.::;.::~~ U'1 

Before Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police Be­
fore 18 and Didn't Do 
Things for Which Not 
Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police ~efore 
18 but Didn't Do 'fl.J.ngs 
for Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 and Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Felonies Age 18 01' ... Felonies or Major Misdemeanors Age 18 01' '''1::::; 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Total (9~~0) 
Pearson's R -.0437 
Somers' D -.0127 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 

85 
(90.0) 

39 
(95. 1) 

Tl)tal 124 
(9'1.6) 

Peurson's R .1144 
Somers' D .0372 

No 

Po 11 I.! 0 

Conta~ts 
Prior to 
18 

No 1'(:-39 ) 100.0 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

Police 
Contact~ 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

29 
(90.G) 

68 
(!l 5,0) 

R .2319 
D .0938 

No 

89 
(()II' 7) 

149 
(90.3) 
~-238 

(91.9) 
R .0771 
o .0438 

~ 

Total 
Pol il~(l 

79 
(01. I~) Contacts 

Prior to 
18 1 $ 

(1OoG) 

Yes 
--"""'--

Total 

1 
(1.2) 

86 PoliL'c 
(6? ',') Contact s 

P!'ior to 
ttLs) 18 

? 

('I ~ n) 

. 3) 127, 
C~.4 L100.0) 
Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 

(o?o) I 

3 71 
(11.2) (100.0) 
Lc.nbda .0000 

Total 
Police 5 

(5.3) 
94 

(3 G.~) Contacts 

16 
(9.7) t~~. (1) 

21 259 
lIl.1) (lOO.O) 
Lambda .0000 

Prior to 
18 

No 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

No 

Yf!S 

Total 

Pt.!arson's 
Somers' 

No 

Ye~ 

Tot al 

Pt.!arson's 
Somers' 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

No Yes Total 

R 
D 

76 
(9G.~) 

( 17 ) 9 11. 11 

No 

85 
(,)!l. 0) 

37 
( '1 O. :;) 

122 
(tH,l) 
.20(}b 
.085~ 

No 

39 
(100.0) 

29 
('Jo,G) 

68 
("5.0) 

R .231.! 
D .0938 

No 

88 
(93,(;) 
~= 

135 
(01.0) 

223 
(0 Ij • 1) 

R .1640 
1) .1180 

Yes Total 
.~ .. c:;-

1 
(1. .1) 

86 
(G '1 • ',) 

4 
(<).0) ,41 ) 

(3;' • 3 

5 
(3. ()) 

127 
(100.0) 

Lambda .OOUll 

Yes Total 
'""~""""=:~*'---= 

0 to. 0 ) 
39 

(51~. ~J) 
~;l.:"',;":""."""'''''''''''' 

3 'H) 
j .. 

l'l,4) (45. 1) 

3 
(II. ,:) 

71 
(100.0) 

Lambda ,0000 

Yes Total 

6 
(G, 4) 

30 . 
(lOo~) 

94 
(3f,,3) 

loS 
(63.1) 

36 :259 
i:13.9) (100.0) 

Lwnbda .0000 
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tact and no misbehavior prior to 18 had police contact records higher than 

for tha 1942 Cohort, and that those who admitted contacts and misbehavior 

before 18 (63.79.;) had the highest percent of any group \'Iith official records 

before that agt.~. Fm!/cr (41. 290) of thuse admitting no contacts or misbehavior 

before 18 had contacts after that age while 65. 3~ci of those who admitted 

contacts and misbehavior had contacts after that uge. Progression in the 

percent with contacts at various seriousness levels was not quite as con-

sistent among the 1949 Cohort's groups as it was ullIong the 1942 Cohort's 

groups. lIo\'Iever, in the column for those who had felony contacts at 18 or 

later we find a nice geomotric progression from those who had admitted no 

contacts or misbehavior before 18 to those who admitted both: 10M, 2.4ru, 

4.2~oi, and 8.g,. Even thon, only 8.19J of those whom we might expect to have 

criolls involvement after 18 did so. One other stutistic worth noting is 

that almost hulf of the persons who albnitted contacts und undetected misbc-

havior before 18 had contacts at age 18 01' lator, 

Similar findings were made for the males of both cohorts I.,.hen ~onsidcred 

separately (sec Appendix S). As one moves f1'olll the group that did not admit 

contacts or misbehavior prior to age 18 to those who admitted both, the 

percent \'Iho had recorded contacts before uge 18 increased for both cohorts, 

from 14.3~J to 63.8!'J in the 1942 Cohort and from 29.4°J to 71.8"J for the 1949 

Cohort. The percent who had contacts at various levels of seriousll(,SS at 

age 18 or later did not increase as systematically as it did for the total 

cohor·ts. 

Thoro is one last finding worth mcntioning. Even morc than in the ~as(.' 

of the total cohort, those males who had police conta~ts prior to age 1 H 
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\\IPl'l' likl'11' to haw tlwm at aGe 18 or later. In fact, of those who had 

polil't' t:oIltal'ts and engagl'd in uudt.'tcctt'U JIIi!:lbehavior, Bnd ",ho in audition 

had a P01.il'l' l'untart rel'ol'd bl'ful'e 18, 11101'1.' than four times as many hau 

poli~c contat:tl-i at agt· 18 and ufter than beforc. And over half of the 

males in tlw "admit everything" l'atl'~Nl'y had pOlict.' contacts at age 18 

and aftt.'r. 

Filllling!'.i for tIl{' femalt's differed frum the males in that the pcrc:ent~ 

ag(' of those w.~,th police ~'ontacts bl.'£'orl: age 18 ~jhowcd mortj progrcRsion 

from thmH' who Wet'l' Iwt 5toppt\d by the poliet! and did not atlmit undetected 

mishehaviors to thosl' who adrnittl.'J contacts and UfldC'tected misbehavior, 

changing from 11.3P
" to 44.i't~ in tho 1942 Cohort and from 16.3t~ to 44.gru in 

the 1949 Cohort. After age 18, progression in the proportion with police 

contacts at various scriousner.s levels from those who mauc no admissions to 

those who aumitted contal.!t:.; and undetecteu misb~haviors was not consistent 

on Qny seriou!1ncss level for whic~\ there ''I<.'re sufficient persons with age 

18 or after contacts to mak~ a compari!iOll. Probably the most consistent 

finding for the rumales was the very small nwnber of persons who had con~ 

tacts before 18 and contacts at and after that age regardless of what they 

adrnittcu in terms of police contacts or misbehavior prior to 13. 

But ''10 must again conclude that no matter ho,'I intercsting thesc inter­

relationships are, how much general consistency they show in disproportional 

continuity for high-risk groups, it is not possible to predict future be­

havior of the type which we ''Iish to predict from past behavior and associated 

prediction groupings. 

.. 
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THE RELATIONSHIP OF SANCTIONS TO OFFICIAL AND SELF-REPORT DATA 

The issue has been raised as to whether persons with high self-report 

scores have for one reason or another also had sufficient contact with 

the police to have been sanctioned to a degree that correlates with their 

admittf(: behavior to essentially the same extent as persons with high serious­

ness scores have been sanctioned based on their police contact records. Simi-

larly J have those with both high self-report and high police contact scores 

been the persons who were most sanctioned of all and those with neither offi-

cial records nor self-reported misbehavior been unsanctioned as we would 

expect if official records and self-reports of no delinquent or criminal 

activity were correct? Examination of various combinations of self-report 

and official seriousness scores should indicate the extent to which equity 

mayor may not prevail from gl'oup to group. 1 

Table 5 presents an extremely simplified picture of the relationship 

between the seriousness scores based on contacts that respondents had during 

each a.ge period or their self-report seriousness scores 2 (TS6-17XN, etc., 

described in Chapter 19) and their scores on the severity of sanctions scale. 

One immediately notes that the correlation between official seriousness and 

severity of sanctions is higher for each age period than for self-report 

seriousness and sanctions. The percentages in the tables for self-report 

seriousness indicate that considerably fewer people reporting relatively 

high levels of seriousness have been severely sanctioned than is the case 

for official seriousness. This is not surprising and the difference is con-

sistent for all age periods for both cohorts. 

While it may appear that there is a discrepancy in that some persons 
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TABLE 5. llE~C~~T -;;'1'11 G'"iVEN SEVERl';Y~;~SANCTIONS BY SERIOUSNESS OF POLICE CONTACTS AND 
SERIOUSNESS OF SHLF~RHPORTS BY AGE PERIODS: 1942 AND 1949 COHORT MEMBERS 
INTERVIEWED* 

1942 Cohort 
;. ~ -, . ~ ,-."-- ...:-.~-,. 

Polico Contacts: 

1. No Contact$ 

2. Low Seriousness 

3. iii gh Seriousness 

N 
Pearson's R 

Self-Report: 

1. No Self-Report 

2. Low Self-Report 

3. High Self-Report 

N 
Pearson's R 

Police Contacts: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

No Contact.s 

Low Seriousness 

High Seriousness 

N 
Pearson's R 

Self-Report: 

1. No Self-Report 

2. Low Self-Report 

3. High Self-Report 

N 
Pearson's R 

*1942 Cohort 

';:" ;:,. !.;.r;: .~ _ .:: _=_:. ~, ., __ .-~ ___ ~_ .. 

Ages 6-17 

Severity of Sanctions 

None 1-5 6 or+ N 

100.0 

100.0 

86.8 3.8 

211 

69 

9.4 53 

5 333 326 2 

99.5 

98.4 

92.2 

319 

.2771 

.5 

1.6 

3.9 3.9 

2 4 
.1567 

211 

63 

51 

325 

100.0 299 

100.0 145 

78.6 11.6 9.8 112 

532 13 11 556 

99.0 

99.2 

83.6 

519 

.33136 

.8 

9.1 7.3 

11 11 
.2335 

298 

133 

110 

541 

Severity of Sanctions 

None 1-5 6 or+ N -- --
97.4 2.6 232 

80.8 13.7 5.5 73 

53.6 7.1 39.3 28 ----
300 18 15 333 

.4839 

94.1 4.6 1. 3 

82.5 7.0 

78.6 10.7 ----
10.5 

10.7 

294 18 12 
.2184 

96.9 2.3 ,9 

82.4 12.7 4.9 

55.6 14.3 30.2 

492 35 29 
.4286 

93.5 4.1 2.4 

88.8 7.7 3.5 

67.2 13.8 19.0 

483 33 24 
.2462 

239 

57 

28 

324 

351 

142 

63 

5S6 

339 

143 

58 

540 

Official Seriousness Scores: Low = 1-5; High = 6 or+. 
Self-Report Scores: 6-17, Low = 0-11; Medium = 12-21; High = 22-84. 

18-20, Low = 0-6; Medium = 7-13; High = 14-60. 
21 or +, Low = 0-3; Medium = 4-10; High = 11-60. 

1949 Cohort 

Official Seriousness Scores: Low = 1-5; High = 6 or +. 
Self-Report Scores: 6-17, Low = 0-10; Medium = 11-20; High = 21-77. 

18-20, Low = 0-8; Medium = 9-18; High = 19-47. 
21 or +, Low = 0-6; Medium = 7-14; High = 15-53. 

Ages 21+ 

Severity of Sanctions 

None 1-5 6 or+ N 

97.1 2.9 

90.6 5.7 

172 

3.8 106 

60.0 10.9 29.1 55 ----
296 17 20 333 

93.5 

87.2 

78.9 

291 

.4164 

4. 'I L 8 

6.0 6.8 

2.6 18.4 

16 18 
.1994 

97.3 2.1 .6 

80.6 13.5 

6.0 

5.8 

41. 8 52.2 

485 32 39 
.4782 

91.9 3.5 4.5 

87.7 8.2 4.1 

68.3 10.0 21. 7 

476 31 34 
.1991 

170 

117 

38 

325 

334 

155 

67 

556 

310 

171 

60 

541 
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with no contacts have been sanctiomid, it is possible to have been involved 

in a court action that for one reason or another did not involve a police 

contact but did involve an actionable matter as far as the court was con-

cerned. Referral came from a source other than the police. More interest-

ing is the percent who reported no misbehavior but were sanctioned during 

either the 18-20 or 21 and older age period, all of whom apparently engaged 

in sufficiently serious behavior to have been sanctioned by the court in 

spite of their denials of misbehavior. 

Tables 6 and 7 are based on a classification of everyone according to 

their combined official and self-report seriousness. Although the percent 

of each of the eight categories that had been sanctioned or severly sanctioned 

does not progressively increase from thQ~e with no pOlice contacts and a 

low seriousness self-report to those who were high in both respects, note 

that the percentage of those who were severly sanctioned is higher for the 

latter group than for either high official seriousness or for high self-

report seriousness alone, although most similar to that for official seri-

ousness. The incremental increase by combining categories was even greater 

for the 1949 Cohort, but sanctions were more frequently applied to this 

cohort than to the 1942 Cohort so that such an increase would be eA~ected. 

Also note that the same percentage of persons with high scores on self-

report and low scores on official seriousness or the opposite feU in the 

highest category for sanctions for the 1942 Cohort at age 21 and older but 

that for the 1949 Cohort these same groups were similar only if both cate-

gories of sanctioned persons were combined, and then more for the 18-20 

age period than for the 21 and older period. What these tables mean is that 
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TABU: 6. PERCENT WITH GIVEN SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS BY COMBINATIONS OF SERIOUSNESS 
SCORES AND SERIOUSNESS OF SELF-REPORTS BY AGE PERIODS: 1942 COHORT MEM­BERS INTERVIEWED* 

---================~================================= 
Ages 18-20 Ages 21+ 

O. No Contacts 

Severity of Sanctions 
None 1-5 601'+ N Seve:rity of Sanctions Severity of Sanctions 

None 1-5 ~!:i. None 1-5 ~ N 
Low Self-Report 100.0 

1. Low Seriousness 
Low Self-Report 100.0 

2. High Seriousness 
Low Self-Report 94.4 

3. No Contacts 
Medium 
Self-Report 

4. Low Seriousness 
Medium 

100.0 

Self-Report 100.0 

5. High Seriousness 
Medium 
Self-Report 90.9 

6. No Contacts 
High Self-Report 100.0 

7. Low Seriousness 
High Self-Report 100.0 

8. High Seriousness 

156 98.3 1. 7 178 98.1 1.9 103 

37 86.3 13.7 51 92.0 6.0 2.0 50 

5.6 18 60.0 10.0 30.0 10 70.6 17.6 11.8 17 

38 94.3 5.7 35 94.4 5.6 54 

14 72.7 9.1 18.2 11 90.9 4.5 4.5 44 

9.1 11 54.5 9.1 36.4 11 57.9 10.5 31.6 19 

12 92.9 7.1 14 100.0 13 

17 70.0 20.0 10.0 10 81.8 9.1 9.1 11 

High Self-Report 81.8 9.1 9.1 22 50.0 
50.0 4 57.1 42.9 14 

*Official Seriousness Scores: Low = 1-5; High = 6 or +. 
Self-Report Scores: 6-17, Low = 0-11; Medium = 12-21; High = 22-84. 

18-20, Low = 0-6; Medium = 7-13; High = 14-60. 
21 or +, Low = 0-3; Mediwn = 4-10; High = 11-6~. 
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TABLE 7. P1BRCENT WITH GIVEN SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS BY COMBINATIONS OF SERIOUSNESS 
SCORES AND SEROUSNESS OF SELF-REPORTS BY AGo PERIODS: 1949 COHORT MEM­
BERS INTERVIEWED* 

0 .. No Contacts 
1,01'1 Self-Report 

1. Low Seriousness 
Low Self-Report 

2. High Seriousness 
Low Self-Report 

3. No Contacts 
Medium 
Self-Report 

4. Low Seriousness 
Medium 
Self-Report 

5. High Seriousness 
~1edium 

Self-Report 

6. No Contacts 

Ages 6-17 . A~es 18-20 
Severity of Sanctions Severity of Sanctions 

None 1-5 6 or + N ~ 1-5 6 or + N 

Ages 21+ 

100.0 

100.0 

89.3 

100.0 

100.0 

96.3 3.7 

200 98.3 1.3 0.4 237 

Severity of Sanctions 
None 1-5 6 or + N 

98.6 0.9 0.5 214 

70 84.4 11.7 3.9 77 84.3 8.6 7.1 70 

10.7 28 76.0 8.0 16.0 25 57.7 11.5 30.8 26 

60 95.4 3.4 1.1 87 94.8 4.2 1.0 96 

46 80.9 12.8 6.4 47 81.4 15.3 3.4 59 

27 66.7 22.2 11.1 9 68.8 6.3 25.0 16 

High Self-Report 100.0 33 90.0 5.0 5.0 20 94.1 5.9 17 
7. Low Seriousness 

High Self-Report 100.0 
25 76.5 17.6 5.9 17 70.8 20.8 8.3 24 

8. High Seriousness 
High Self-Report 

*Official Seriousness 
Self-Report Scores: 

65.4 19.2 15.4 52 38.1 19.0 42.9 21 42.1 

Scores: Low = 1-5; High = 6 or +. 
6-17, Low = 0-10; Medium =11 ... 20 ; High = 21 .. 77 
18-20, Low = 0-8; Medium =9-18 High = 1~-47 
21 or +, Low = 0- 6; ~ledium = 7-14; High;: 15-53 

57.9 19 



520 - 7 -

what the police have observed people doing has more impact on what haPl!ens 

to them than does what respondents report about themselves not surprising. 

It is also obvious that any high official seriousness category, regard-

less of the seriousness level of self-report, produces more severely sanctioned 

persons than other combinations, regardless of the seriousness level of 

their s0If-reports~ as would be expected. 

CONCLUSION 

The stun and substance of the first set of findings in this chapter is 

that wldle continuity in police contact records between the juvenile (6-17) 

and adult (18 and oJder) periods is related to what juveniles do and are 

caught for and what they do and arc not caught for, the degree and serious-

ness level of their continuity is not consistent 1y related to tJ1E'i l' pre-

age 18 reported behavior and experience with the police for ci ther sex or 

cohort. There is a degree of contillui ty for each group as categorized by 

pre-age 18 descriptions of their mm behavior but this does not enable us 
, 

to set up tables with predictability above that previously determined without 

this information, however intriguing these tables may be. 

The second set of tables confirms that persons with high official and 

self-report seriousness scores are sanctioned more severely than those who 

have low scores and that the relationship is consistently higher for official 

seriousness, it overweighing self-report seriousness regardless of the 

combination of official and self-report seriousness. The fact that increas-

ing self-report seriousness has a somewhat incremental impact on severity 

of sanctions for combinations of self-report and official seriousness should 

prOVide a small degree of satisfaction for those who believe that there is 

M 8 -

little, if any, relationship between tlreal tl seriousness of careers and 

the severity of sanctions that are meted Ot-It in the courts. 

Sl!l 
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FOOTNUTES 

For an c.'xed lent di St.'US:; ion uf Uw 1i terat ure and a rC'port on tho 

rl'1ated problL'lII uf a sense uf injustit::c) Sl'P Murvin Krohn and John Stratton, 

itA Sl'nSl' of lnjlwtire: Attitulle~; Toward tIll' Criminal Justice Systulll," 

i '),·(mli'l. ,'\ '.'If 1": 11 ~)80): 4~)5~S()4. They prC!:ll'Ilt data which lead them to ques* 

tiun till! tll'vdopment 1)1' a B(m~H~ of injustil:e among imprisoned adult offcn­

dl'r!; a::; a cons(.'(.luencc.' of thl'il' experi CJrlI.:(! in the criminal justicl' S)'stem 

prior to !mpri ~l(,.mIl1{'nt. That a seww ()f injustice unrclatc.>d to experiences 

in pri~;on may huvo also l",:dstl'd prior to imprisonment as a consequence of 

conta~t ru~ po1i~u dispositions has been shown by Gcoff~ey P. Alpert and 

DonalJ A. lIieks) "PriHOlll'l'H' Atti tudt.'s 'I'owurd Components of the Legal and 

,Judicial Systl'ms," (,'i
l "P;c';/,I1."'(fU 14 ('1977'): 461-481. We are concerned about 

how tlw Pl'l'C~'ptiull of "caught" others of thc' uC'linqu(.'llt and criminal beha­

vior of "ull~aughtll otlll'l", may playa P:lL'i. in the: dev~'loplllt'nt of a sense of 

injusticl!. But is it po~sibh,' that tlw "uncUl.lght" others have also been 

caught enough tilJll'~; that thl'>' too have been sam:t LOlled proportionately to 
those who have been caught ',' 

Self-report !-5~Or~~i were originally generated for the age periods 6-13 

and 14~17. In this table seorL'S Nerl' added together for these periods, pro­

ducing a rungt.~ that appears quite high fOl' the t'arlier period. However, 

cutting points were relatiVl' to the distribution of scores so that the conclu­

sions arc the same as they WOuld have beon had the score been dc.l.'i .. .'cd for 
the 6-17 periou. 

Chllpter 21, The Relationship of Put'ental Pollee Contacts to J~lli 
POlice Contacts 

INTRODUCTION 
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To this point 1'10 have systemutically analyzed many variables derived 

from police contact records and from intervlC\~s with a sumple of the 

1942 and 1949 Cohorts, J.ll variables pel'tuining to the bac.:kgl'cluLd of co-

hort members or their lif~ experiences, While many of the v,lriJblos from 

the interview data have been desl!riptive of the respondent:;' homl~ environ­

ments and contain some parental st atuse:; J none have focused on parental 

behavior I.,.hich might have rCBulted in po lil.'!e contacts. I n this chapter ;~'C 

shall investigate the relationship ~f polic~ ~ontuct rQcQrd~ of the paronc3 

to the police contact rccol'd:5 vf those from all tln'~o I!ohort~ I'lho had t:; 

~r more pOlic~ contacts. 

Collecting the police ~Qntact records ~f jll ~ohQrt ~~mbQrs' ,arent~ 

was proillbitiv~ in terms l~f time ,md mOtley 50 II'~ I')ptQd tJ s~l.':urt.: the l'~­

cords of only the parents of cohort members who themselves hud 1cquir~d 

nwnerous contact:5, 13 or more, and for \'I'horn we hud ~stilbli:;hed continuou;; 

residence in Racine. Thirteel\, of cours~ I is an arbitral'/' mllnb~r but 

does allow us to compare parent and chilJ recol'l.i:5 of thtlse ~oh()rt t:l~m-

bel'S whose polic~ contact records arc the mo~t 5urlOU~. 

In th~ .::ourse of the :mal,'sis uti li.:ing ch~ parent ~\)ntal.':t ir.ft:lr::\,l-

tion we shall Jet~l''1iinc if ,;\mtflct-gen~l'atil\g b~ha\'i\)1' wi the PJ.Ntlts ill-

or over ti.:h~, 

Bufor~ prol!eding further it :;hl)ulJ be 110t:I..!J that ;J.ttt:l\t10fl hJS ~~\)I\ 
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focused on the role of the famil)' in the development of juvenile ~1"1inquency 

since the delinquency conl!opt \."as invented and beforo that in considering 

the antecedents of criminal behavlor. 1 Findings which suggested that the 

broken home or other frunilial characteristics pla.yed a major role in the 

development of delinquent and crim~.nal behavior were frequently based on 

flawed research designs. The conclusion that broken homes or the presence 

of irasdble parents in the backgrounds I.')f si:::eable proportions of delin~ 

quents und criminals was accepted as evidence of a causal effect which 

tended to overlook the fact that similar unsettling home conditions might 

be found in the backgl'ounds of non~delinquont and non-I.!riminal members of 

the s rune communi t~! or thttt thes e background charucteristics Nere the deter~ 

minants of the deCision to intervene in one way or another when interven­

tion \liQuld not have taken place t.')ther\'li:3~.:' ,\s \'i'0 have stated, the RudM 

CohOl't data prcsented 1ittl~ cvidol1cu that family st1'u~tl1rc \~a$ related 

to official mC:lSUl'OS of delinquent ,)1' ..:riminal behavior. 

Othor studios havc indi..:ated that the influence of the family is far 

more ..:omplcx and that it is the ti'Pc I')f relationship I'i'hi..:h has developed 

bet\~etm a paNrlt \}l' paron ts and the ..:hild that is most use ful in under­

standing how some .:hHdl'cn :nay be pl'OpC lled into val'ious forms .., f mis bo-

huvio1' i.simply bCl!oming ungovernable I for cxamplc.l 01' youthful criminal 

activit}'. l 

Parallel to this gencral \!ont.:crn about the role \)f the twnil>' in Jelin-

quency causati\)1l has bet!rl that vi the extent to which the Jdinquent :.tnd 

to their offspring. Nhilc the idea ....,f biologil!ul trul\:5mis:Hon has 10ng 

.. - .) -

since been interred, the notion of social trunsmission has persisted and 

is at least treated by exwnplt:! in many texts on juvenile delinquency or 

crime. 

Frnnklin Frazier as saying in .. "h2 .V!Y11'~ F.7.t."1: ~u I:", .... :,~, T',·,,· ... '.,:; :~""at-" v"",,. -' ~'.~ ",.~",t,.; .... 0.;" t,J"" lI~ot 

infrequently a delinquent may have modeled himself after some family mem-

ber who may also be delinquent. Th u h h'ld o g some c 1 ron ~l'y out in ~ourtJ 

"I would rather die than go home," others have strong attac}uncnts to un~ 
worthy parents o~ to d d 1 ... epl'avc 1'0 ativcs and cra.ve to return to their 

I care. I" II 

At the same time J references to the 11 teratllre revQal that those 

delinquents or .:::riminal groups h"ho have been studied hav~ quite varied 

proportions \.,rl th parents of Jelinquent or criminal backgl.'OLU1Us. 5 The 

process b>' which transmission i:>c..::urs sodally Nould be presUJl\CU to be 

direct in that ..::hi!uren \",ould have leurned from th0ir purental exwnple 

but it has also been stated that few indoeu have knowleuge ~i the misbe-

haVior of th.dr pal"'ntl:!. 5 ~ t R . ~ w !n trte aClnc studYI only 13.1~ of the 194~ 

Cohort and l~, 1 L~ of. the HM9 Cohort reported that their parents had over 

done anything that cOtlld have gotten thom into trouble \'lith tho poli..::o 

and this knowl~dge was Hot correluteu With Chell' own roli~~ c~ntact re­

cords, 

THE DATA CO['L;3CTED 

Who 

Parental pOlil.':o conta~t Jatu h'Cl'C cl)l1ect~d :01' ~ach ~ohort membor 

had acquired at h'J.st 13 po1i~e contacts and I'i'Ol'~ ~ol1~ctod for ouch 

parent and step-paroTlt of whom we I~el'e m"ure. T}'Pc , scriuu~mc:;$, and 

disposition of each contact was colle~tAd arl·' .J - ~ u rel!o1'ucd ac..::orJing co the 

I 
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~illne schemes used in collecting and recording contact duta. Any parent 

whose contact record indicated u referr{tl for possible court action wus 

checked for a record of court dispositions. 

When the dutu collectiol\ I'IUS completed for euch cohort mClI1bel" s parents 

the parental history \'1as ready fOl' coding. Each purentoll history wus di­

vided into three timo periods: 

1) contacts ucquired prior to birth of the cohort 

member, 

2) contacts acquired during the years each parent 

wus present in the family from the cohort member's 

birth through ago 17, und 

3) contacts acquirod aiter the cohort member became 

18 OR after the parent I s duparture from tho fmnily. 

Data for the bafo're-birth and after-1S/atter-departure periods l'Iore 

coded in summary fashion. ~umber of contacts and their type-seriousness 

·~od,~,J .... ···o .. 'd in tT to the sumo procedures lIsud fOl' and a Geometric score were _ "u "' .. "" .. _ 0 

summari::ing cohort records \'1hich \.,e have alrcady des~ribed. 

Contacts during the cohort member ' :; J UVOIll.U yca • .'s ", .. ",\ ",u u. . • , .'. """'Ul' 1''''' b>' p"rents 

who \'1ere present in the family Nerc coded sequentially. Each contact Nas 

coded according to who the parent was, the t}'PO of .::ont'l~t, the contactls 

~eriousness J its disposi ti¢tt (sanction), and the ell.'" Or the cohort member 

'rh'~ J"t" set was dasi"ncd to facili-at the time of the parentIs contact. .. u u 6 

tate comparison \'1ith the cohort member';:; age-b>'-age rc\!ord. 

Although no attempt was made to establish lcngth of residence in 

Racine for the beiore birth and aiter-lS/aiter-departure- fl'!,m- fmni1:: peri0ds, 

this \.,ouid be desirabl~ in any future research involvinlJ ~ohorts and theil' 

parents . The pre-birth data can only be considol'cd indicative \)f a beha-

J' 

vior-generating climate unless further search is mude to est.tlIblish dura­

tion of residence. 

THE PEOPLE WITH THIRTEEN OR ~IORE CONTACTS 
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First of all, the members of the three cohorts who acquired at least 

13 police contacts, n total of 294 persons, are almost entirely mules. 

The four females from the 1942 Cohort (two White, two Black) out of 59 , 

nine from the 1949 Cohort (foul' White, five Black) out of 111, and 15 from 

the 1955 Cohort (10 Whits, four Black, one Chicana) out or 1;;4 represent 

such small proportions of those with 13 or more contacts that our analy­

ses will not contain .::ontrols for sex. Even though they are such a small 

pan of the group under discussion, the fact that femal~s ~onsti wted (). S'~ 

of the 1942 Cohort's group with 13 or more contacts and thllt this ri~ure 

rose to 3.1°; in the 19,H) group and to l.'!.FJ in the 1~55 t:l'C)lIP highlights 

the increasing involvement oi females in cDnt~ct-generuting behavior to 

which \'Ie have previous 1>' referred. 

A1l of the Blacks except one female grc\'1 up in the inner Cit}' Jnd inter­

stitial areas. The IV'hites (males and females) ure fairly evenl>' divided 

betl'ioen inner dty/interstitial areas and the rcmainder .,)f the city. Slightly 

over three-quarters of the Chil.!anos C'':''. 3'j) grc;. up in the inner City, inter-

stitinl arcas. 

The age at which members of the cohort have :I.~cwnulatud 13 contacts 

declines from euch cohort to the next lsee Tab 1e 1.1. Purth~l'mol'e, the 

1955 Cohort has be far the highost perccntag~s ~tl!l.{uiring th~ 13th ":0ntact 

by or during age 1". This holJs trw) U: one controls £"1' a~c and considers 
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only those who have acquired the 13th contact by or during age 22. The 

only possible exception is 1949 Cohort Whites socialized in the inner 

city/interstitial areas (62,5% of those with the 13th contact through age 

22 have acquired it through age 17); however, this is still 1QI"er than 

the comparable 1 955 Cohort Whi te group and the comparable percentages of 

Whi tes in' both cohorts (50. 09J and 67.1 ~6) maint ains the difference between 

the two cohorts. 

Although there I"as some race/ethnic variation, the stability of the 

families of those with 13 or more contacts (see Table 2) was sufficient 

that controls were not crucial to several basic analyses. Over two-thirds 

of the families of each cohort I"ere stable, two-parent families from the 

child I s birth through age 17. In most of the remainder of the families 

one of the parents was present throughout these years, usually the mother. 

Although it would be ideal to conduct the analysis on those families in 

which both parents were present throughout the period of sociali:ation 

and to compare them with fami lies in which only the mother or father was 

present, the number of families of the latter t)-"Pe precluded sllch a stra-

tegy. 

THE ANALYTIC STRATEGY ~~D FINDINGS 

Table 3 is presented for illustrative purposes, to give the reader 

an idea of how the data could be collapsed from the larger tables. Each 

of the juveniles, although se lected for thls group because they had 13 or 

more police contacts during their careers, did not necessarily have these 

contacts during the period of residence with the parents (his or her, vne 

or both). The point is, did they have a contact record similar to that 
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of their parents during a period of residence \'lith them and/or did they 

have a contact record similar to that of their parents after that age 

period of residence? 

Two age periods of residence have been se lected for comparison of 

parents and juveniles in Table 3. Since all of these juveniles have ulti-

matel}' had 13 or more contacts) it is not surprising that most of their 

parents have had police contacts during the age periods observed. 

The most important thing to note is that from 44.1~ of the parents 

in the 1942 Cohort to 93.6~ in the 1955 Cohort had at least one police 

contact during the period that their children ','1ere less th:m 15 years of 

age. The proportion of the chi hiren who had contacts changed from 

in the 194~ Cohort to S9.dt in the 1955 Cohort. While some of the police 

contacts of the parents \'1ere for traHi..; and minor IJffens~s, the combined 

higher proportion of parents with police conta~ts sugge~t3 that this group 

of juveniles had some familiarity \'lith the police on a basis of their 

O\'ln behavior and the possibility of being ::tlvare of contacts by their parents. 

When the age period wns changed to through 17 and the cutting point \.;as 

changed to 0-4 vs. 5 or more contacts similar marginals WtH'C g~nel'utedJ 

indicating that both parents and children had a ~onsiderable number of 

police contucts dul'ing this longer period of sociali:~ltion. Yet, in spite 

Ot the evidence of numerous parental po lice contacts before their chil­

dren hud reached the age of 13 :lnd numerous police ':lmtUl.!ts by their 

children, the linear relationship between parental number I)f polir..:e ..::on-

tacts and childrens' number \.,.as, \.;ith one exception, relatively It)w. Since 

the statistic~ presented :ll'e for uncollapsed data, selection vf Jiifcl't:nt 
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cutting points for heuristic purposes did not change the measures of asso­

dation or proportional reduction in error. Turning to Tables .~ and 5 

Pearsoniarl coeffidents of correlation are presented for both pal'ents, 

mothers, and fathers I for a variety of D.ge periods. We find that there 

is considerable variation in the pattern of association from cohort to 

.::.ohort, that the combined influence of father's and mother I s police 

contacts is not always greater than that of the father, that the father's 

influence is not always greater than that of the mother, and that munber 

of contacts produces higher corre lations in one instance, seriousness 

scores in another. 

Although the comparison of chi ldrens I records with those of their 

parents with the subs~t sele(!ted \.;as more likely to produce a set of 

parents \.;ith -::ontacts than if the ~ntire cohort had been observed, it is 

important to note tha.t there is reli.Ltivell' little relationship between 

juvenile and parental records for the same period for a cohort members I 

behavior during a period follo\'ling that with the parents. 

These corre lations may we 11 have been reduced because both parents 

were not presel1.t in all cases, and so on. What we have seen does indicate 

that a search of the records of all parents for ~he members of each cohort 

would be wort~.;hile. Then too, the matter of a relationship between the 

records of cohort members and their parents involves more than simpl>' the 

pOlice contacts of the father or' til"' , .... other. \,'h' h t h I 1 ~ ,11 1-:: paren as tle -::~osest 

relationship to the juvenile during the period l"lf sodali:ation or the 

period that fo 110\'1S and is that parent the deviant pat'0nt'~ This has been 

dealt with at considerable length in the litQrnt~re. 



TABLE 4 • PEARSONJAN COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION FOR ~IEASURES OF PARENTS' 
VS. CHILD'S NUMBER OF CONTACTS: COHORT ~IE~!BERS WITH 13 OR MORE 
CONTACTS 

~leasul'es 

Parents' Number of Contacts, Child's Ages 0-14 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages 6-14 
X Child's Number of Contacts After 14 

Parents' Number of Contacts, Child's Ages l5-1~ 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages 15-17 
X Child's Number of Contacts After 17 

Parents' Number of Contacts, Child's Ages 0-17 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages b-1~ 
X Child's Number of Contacts After 17 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages 18-~0 

Father's Number of Contacts, Child's Ages 0-14 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages 6-14 
X Child's Number of Contacts After 14 

Father's Number of Contacts, Child's Ages 15-17 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages 15-17 
X Chi Id' s Number of C(lntacts After I 

Father'S Number of Contacts, Child's Ages 0-1~ 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages 6-17 
X Child's Number of Contacts After 17 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages 18-20 

~Iother' s Number of Contacts, Child's Ages 0-14 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages 6-14 
X Child's Number of Contacts After 14 

~lother' s Number of Contacts, Child's Ages 15-17 
X Child's Number of Contacts, Ages 15-17 
X Child's Number of Contacts Atter 17 
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TABLE 5. PEARSONIAl~ COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION FOR ~(EASURES OF PARENTS' VS. 
CHILD'S TYPe-SERIOUSNESS: COHORT ~lEMBERS WITH 13 OR ~IORE CONTACTS 

==-=.-==-==-===~=================~= 

Meusures 

Purents' Type-Seriousneslj, Child's .\ges 0-1·~ 
X Child's Type-Seriousness, Ag~s 6-1~ 
X Child's Type-Seriousness After 14 

r'ar~nts' Type-Seriousness, Child's ;\ges 15-1':' 
X Child's Type-Seriousness, Ages 15-1:-
X Child's Type-Seriousness Aftor 17 

Parents' Type-Seriousness, Child's Ages 0-1-: 
X Child's Type-Seriousness, Ages 6-1:­
X Child's Type-Seriousness After l~ 
X Child's Type-Seriousness, Ages 18-~O 

Fathe't" s Type-Seriousness) ChilJ t.:; Ages 1)-14 
X Child'~ TypewSeriousness, Ages b-l4 
X Child' S Type-Seric~usness Af't~l' 14 

Father'S T:~e-Seriousness, ~hilJ's Ages 15-1-
X Child's Type-Seriousness, Ages 15-1-
X Child's Type-Seridusness Aiter 1" 

F~'lther's Type-Seriousness, Child's Ages 0-1" 
X Child's Type-Seriousness) Ages b-l-
X Child's Type-Seriousness After 1~ 
X Child's T>'Pe-Seriousness, Ages lS-,:!O 

~lother' s Type-Seriousness) Chi lei's Ages ,)-14 
X Child's Type-Seriousness, Ages 6-14 
X Child's Type-Seriousness .l.ft~l' 14 

~lothe1" s Type-Seriousness, ~hi ld' sAges 15-1 ';' 
X Child's T:.-pe-Seriou:mess, Ages 15-1~ 
X Child's Type-Seriousness Aft~l' 1:' 

~lother I s Type-Seriousness, Chi IJ' 5 Ages 0-1-
X Child' s Type-Seri0u~ness, .\g~s ()-1':" 
X Child's Type-Seriousness Ait~r 1-
X Child's Type-Seriousness, Ages 1$-20 
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Of those studies currently referenced in the literuture, the McCord1s 

reanulysis of the Cumbridge .. Somerville data is not only the most frequently 

ci ted but is undoubtedly the most substantial. d In summuri:ing their 

findings the most pertinent are as fo11ol"s: " •••. (6) Only when both parents I 

role model is deviant does criminality appear to be primarily a reflection 

of role model. (':') Consistent discipline generally negates the influen(;e 

of deviunt models; erratic-punitive diSCipline coupled Idth deviant models 

greatly increases crimina1i t,'. (8) ~Io.ternal love tends to nego.te the in­

fluence of a criminal father. Sons of criminals with loving mothers are 

less likely than sons of crimino.ls with non-loving mDthers to ba~ome cri-

minal •••• Both parentul role models und parental personality influence 

criminal rates. These variJ.bles seem to interact so that any combination 

of two factors (non-loving parellts or deviUl\t parental model) results in 

sharply increased criminal rates.") 

CONCLUSION 

Thus) as we have stuted, the relutionship betll'oen frunily charucteristics 

and delinquenc}' und crime is not simple. It is the ~omplexity of these 

relationships, 1-t00"ever, \"hi~h no doubt gives rise to the phenomenon of 

"good boysl! and "bad boys II from tho sume home. Aside from this j we must 

conclude that there has been 1i tUe done thut sheds light on the impact !)f 

parent<ll diffi\!ulties with the 10.\1' and its relationship to juvenile Jelin­

quency. The duta set that \~'e have rna}' be further anul>':ed lo;l th a v'lri~t>. 

of controls, but a more definitive answer will require investigution of 

the poli\!e \!ontact records of all cohort members • 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 For un excellent revicloJ of 60 studies of children in fatherless homes 

see the U.S. Depa.rtment of Health, Education und Welf·::tre study entitled 

801113 tl1 F.lt;letJt~sl3 F:al/i~~';:J (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
" 

Office I 19;0). 

~ Ruth Shonle Ca.van and TheodoN ~. Fel'dinand, !I.~~t.?p~~t3 ;~:~}q!!€~!"':; (Xew 

York: J.B. Lippincott, 1975) have dealt With these methodological issues 

\oJith unusual perceptivity in Chapter 10 of their text, "The F:.unily Setting 

()f Delinquency.1I 

Although aware of the extent to Il'hich sociologists disagree und the 

methodological problems involved in eVttlunting the impact ()f different 

frunily statuses, Thomas P. Monahan, "Family Status and the Do linquent Child: 

A Reappraisal and Some ~ew Findings," .J .. \)':'::: J'':~I~I.Ja 35:~51-~5S, .:ontend'~d 

that if ways to stl'engthen ilnd preserve rrunil}, life ..!oulJ be found it 

l,;o\.lld uccomp lish moru than any other program Jevised. 

Univorsity of Chicago Pl'css, 1939). For one I,f the :nol'O ,,:;>,.;tl'cme exrunpl.)s 

see: Robert G. Caldl'lell and Jnmes .1. Black, ·_~:.\t.·o.;l'~i "'.' :'2' :·:..;':H;~Z.J~t :,~e\'l' York: 

Ronald Press, 19(1)109, "Children exposed to lCl'ldness, "·:ulgarit}', drunkcnes~, 

brutalit>', immoralit}', vice, und ..!rime in the home tend to accept these 

conditions us normal and deSirable, iushion themselves aiter the models so 

seductively exhibited, un~, hardened ilnd debased at an curly agc, easily 

slide into delinquency and crime. The rond to 1il1'; violation, vf .:ourse, 

is even more accessible if parents deliberutely teach the ~hildren t,) en­

gage in (;l"iminul practice." Culdl'icll i.md Bl(tck rl)aO\~ with ,tn t?:<~unplc 

Ijf 0. father who taught his son to steul CUl'S. 

Another exrunple from ~turtin R. Haskell :.mJ LCI'I'1s Yublvltsk)', ~·.':r~,-, 

~'~1 :~:~nq!u::~:.J~1 (Chicago: Rund ~1~Null>' College Publishing Cu., 1~"'·n45~, 

roads as £01101'15: "If one cun assume that parentul values generally sup­

port conventional bchaviur I tmd that affcl!t iot\at~ pal'ent-\!hilJ l'C :J.tiun-

, 
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ships promote such internali::.ation, then affectional parent-child relation­

ships can serve to insulate the child against delinquency. The opposite, 

hOl'lever, can also no doubt be asslUned. One of the authors recalls the 

case of a fifteen-year-old delinquent boy in juvenile hall talking to 

his fathel' on visiting day. The father put his arm around the boy when 

they met, and both father and son continued to relate to each other in a 
ver>' affectionate and friendly manner. The entire conversation \'1US never­

theless restricted to the father's relating his latest physical altel'ca­

tions to the boy. He told his son how he had assaulted a neighbor when 

the latter hod requested that he move his car because it was partially 

blocking the driveway. The boy's eyes glowed as his father related his 

'.'l:taf/O adventures in great detail. It is of interest that the bo>, \tIas in 

juvenile hall for gang activity related to an asso.ult he had committed 

on a boy who was then in critical condition in the hospital." 

5 

(Cambridge: Harval'd University Press, 1934):'S-7"'j F~VC3 HW-:.il1Ci ::l!"~m'!~'1aZ, 

: .. U1(:1<.31113 (:-Iel'l York: A1fr~d A. Knopf I 1930) 116-11 s jj\!~1'1:.'C: ~r~G ,:~'tlt3'!'~ ~o!l 

:;.,;~ t{~qt'8";C::::; (Cambridge: Harvard Uni versi t}' Press, 1950)lO~. High incidents 

of delinquency were found in the frunil>' background of 36. :'~J vi the juve­

nile delinquents, 34.39J in young refOlm<ltory offenders, and SO. :,"~ in \Vomen 

offe d rs The '~.'\'I "~·ri·r:" .... ~.~".' .. , " .. ~.' ........ .,. 'ample' produ'ed btl' ",,< n e. .In .. a~",:..v.", ~~tvt;;,.,,~t;; ...... "'",.~U8,. ....... sse .~~ 

with a criminal example of fathers of the delinquents but only 32°J of the 

non-delinquents had fathers I'lith a history of criminality. The mothers 

\.,ere little better, 44.S~J of the delinquents having mothers \.,ith a histor)' 

of criminality but only 1 stj of the non-de linquent mothers having such a 

history. In commenting on the Gluecks I findings, Ht'trry ~Ianue 1 Shulman, 

v!tt'eni:e ;~:~n.1t,e~:;;Jy l~el" York: Harper & Bros., 1961) 397, points out 

that \'1hile only 43~J of those truants relaased from a training school who 

had flO further court records had a delinquent example in their frunil}', 

S3?J of those l'lith subsequent fe lony arrests did so. Also see Pauline 

Co., Inc. 1965)~lO. 
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California Press, 1969)341. 

Parental police contact dispositions were slunrnari::.ed in u modified 

"severity of sanctions" code. :-10 contacts, a contact receiving no refer­

t'al, or a court dismissal received a SCOl'l;) of "0," a. sanction of a fine 

or restitution received a score of "1,11 il sanction of driver's liconse 

suspension or revocation recoived a score of II;!," a sanction of parole 

or probation received a scar!;! of "3," und a sentence of jailor institu­

tion~t1i::.ation l'eceived a score vf "4." SCOl't.lS rOl' ,'111 dispOSitions 1'0-

.!~~iv~d were a.dded to Cl'eate the $ununary of sanctions score. We hU\'e not 

yet investigated the relationship of parental :Htnctions to the Jelinquent 

und criminal behaviol' of their chi 1dren. 

Joan and Willicun ~lcGo1'd, ",\ Follow-up Report on the Cambl'iJge-Somer-

539 

ville Youth StudyJIt fl~!,.:~:,3 :" ...... "':;~~ .1ttl";~'·~·.J~! ,t.}.~,:.:it.:H'''( ",.; :,~1,''''1' , .... ""H:': 6t),} ... . '" .. ~~~ ~'" ... ..>~)"". __ A .. ,,( ... AI _Vol.;.: ""1 .... 0' 

2;JitJ~l~t;; 33::89-98. For the original ~tudy soc: Ed\dn Powers ilnd Helen 

CollUn-
biu University Press, 1951). 

I~illiarn and Joan ~lcCord, 
"t """':"'\o'lH'': """'_;: '~'" ,,,.,.,,.,' _f ... , .. *4.\ ~~:.. "'t Y k .. 
~"""" •.• "t;!'- ~. ,t.: .. ~v .L .;;~.i",~v ~~.'~.~I l,~eh or': Colt..'1Jlbia Unil/Qrsity ['ross, 
1~59)116-1l:'. Also soe Joan and Willialil ~lcCvrd, liThe EifQct 0f Parental 

14, ~o, 3, pp. 60 
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Chapter 22. A ~lultivariate Analysis of the Correlates of Adult Seriousness 

INTRODUCTION 

Step by step we have described how a variety of vari.1bl~s or combina­

tions of associated variables are related to continuity in delinquent '.lnu 

criminal careers or to the juvenile or adult measures of official or sel£­

report seriousness. At each step we have been concerned about length of 

exposure or some other pertinent ~ontrol variable and have taken this lnto 

consideration statistically or in terms of the interpretation placed on 

the data. 

Some would argue that the evidence should not be presented in a piece­

meal fashion, variable by variable, ~tS though it was a mystery stvry. This 

viewpoint has much merit if I~e accept the premise that the basic purpose 

of social science is to explain patterns vi hwnan behaVlor. ACCGpt ing thi.:; 

premise might imply that a report such ;.ts this should begi.n lvith ~t theo­

retical model to be tested by the ,1pproprL.tte multiv:n'L.lte techniques, 

On the other hand, there are questions \~'hich those in search vf ;1ll­

slvers to the problems of juvenile delinquency and crime woulJ like to 

have answered, and they would like to know about delinquents and criminals 

on the basl~ 0f some very simple cL.lssiii...:ations into ',,'hich people :n.1;: be 

placed. It may Il'sl1 be that the anslvers obtained in earlier chapters will 

be ditferent all other things being equal, thilt is) \'iith the appli~ati.0n 

of statistical controls. But all other things are seldom equul and per­

sons in the jUl.,'enile J.nd adult justice systt.::rns I"ho must :n~lke J~cision~ 

have less chance of knowing it than Jo we dS researchers. 

For thi::; reason Iv'S commenced by describiag the cohorts i.n vcr)' si;npl~ 



terms 1 uti li::ing few controls 1 keeping the analysis rather simple 1 but 

step by step obtaining some idea of the characteristics of those who were 

most likely to continue from delinquency to serious adult crime. 

lVe have now ani ved at the chapter in which we will app 1y a mul ti-

variate technique to a variety of background and intervening variables to 

determine ho\'I much of the variance in juvenile delinquency and adult crime 

may be explained when the effects of these variables are considered simu1-

taneously. 

In this chapter we ntilize path analysis l (also used in Chapter 14) 

to analyze a complex model which includes variables from the interviews 

with the samples of the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts. A description of the varia­

bles and their codes is presented in Table 1. ~ The causal ordering \'Ihich 

we assume to be operative among the variables is presented in Figure 1. 

Although the model implies a complex pattern of l'elationshipsi uur dis-

cussion will focus on four dependent variables: the type-::;eriousness of 

juvenile and adUlt police contacts and the type-seriousness of juvenile 

and adult self-report behavior. T\'IO parallel models :ll'e analyzed: one 

\'Ihich includes the measures of official seriollsness and one Nhich includes 

the measures of self-report seriousness. 

Figure 1 sho\'IS the direct effects of the various independent variables 

which will be of interest. \~e \'Ii11 1 hO\'Ievor l also ~xQllline indirect effects 

\'Ihich are considered to be important. For example 1 \0;0 have sholm in Chapter 

14 that juvenile seriousness has an important direct effect on :luult scl'ious-

ness. Therefore it is reasonable to expect that juvenile seriousness rna}' 

serve as an intervening variable between causally anteceJent variables 

5[J3 

TABLE 1. DESCRIPTION OF VARIABLES 

Variable 
~ull\e 

DNATAREA 

DRACE a 

HHEMP 

HHJBSEI 

HHSEX 

~IWORK 

SIBS 

JOBHSR 

ATTSCHR 

~ODrpL~1R 

AD.\UTOSC 

DAGEDLR 

DIFFJR 

= 

Description 

Natural area of socializ.ation. 1 = Inner city and intersti­
tial areas; 0 = Other areas. 

Respondent's race/ethnidty. 1 = Angloi 0 = Black or Chicano. 

Regularity of head of household's employment while respondent 
was growing up. 1 = regularly employedi 0 = irregularly 0r 
intermittently employed. 

Duncan score for head of household's occupational status. 
Scores assigned on the basis of average SEI scores ror broad 
occupational categories. Range is from 11.5 = farmer 1 agri­
cultural laborer to 66 = professional l technical l managerial 1 

proprietor. 

Sex of head of household. I = male (father l stepfather 1 or 
uncle); 0 = female (mother 1 grandmother 1 stepmother). 

~lother':5 employment sta.tuS lI'hile respondent was growing up. 
1 = mother not employedi : = mother employed part of the 
time; 3 = mother employed all of the time. 

~umber of respondent's siblings. 

Respondent's employment history Juring junior high and high 
school. 0 = not employed; 1 = summers only; 2 = s-:ho01 year 
only; 3 = swruners and school year. 

Respondent's attitude towru.'d school. 1 = positive; 0 = !1cg:l­
tive. 

Respondent's high school drop-out sta.tus. 1 = quit high 
school; 0 = did not quit high school. 

Addi tive scal!.: of auto use Juring junior high clnd high s.:1".001. 
Range is from 0 = low use to 3 = high use. 

Age at which respondent obtained driver's li-:ense. 1 = before 
18i 0 = after 13. 

Respondent's deSire to be a different kinJ 0i pers0n ~hen in 
junior high and high school. I = yes: 0 = no. 



(Table 1 cont.) 

Variable 
~ame 

ANEG017 

APOS017 

ADJFRTR 

PATROLR 

ATTPOLR 

TS617 b 

SRJ'I617 b 

SELF617 

EDUC 

DAGEFJOB 

FJOBSEI 

AGE:>1ARRY 

Description 

Additive scale of negative influences before age 17. Range 
is from 0 = no negative influences to 5 = all negative in­
fluences. 

Additive scale of positive influences before age 17. Range 
is fr<l)m 0 = no positive influences to 5 = all positive 
influences. 

Additive scale of juvenile friends' trouble during junior 
high and high school. Range is from 0 = friends not in trou­
ble to 5 = friends institutionali:ed. 

Re$pondent's perception of police patrol in his/her l1~ighbor­
hood during junior high and high school. 1 = none j 2 :: light j 
.3 ~ moderatej .f = heavy. 

Attitude of respondent and closest friends toward police 
during junior high and high school. 1 = negative; : :: indif­
ferent; 3 = positive. 

Type-seriousness index of official police contacts, ages 6-17. 

Type-seriousness index of self-report offenses, :1''1,es 6-17. 

Respondent's delinquent self-concept during the ages 6-1~. 
Range is from 1 = nonda linquent to -: = highly de linquent. 

Respondent's years of completed formal schooling. 

Age when respondent obtained first full time job. 1 = b~fore 
lL; 0 = after IS. 

Duncnn SEI score for respondent I s first full time job. Scores 
assigned on the basis of average SEI scores for broad occupa­
tional categories. Codes are same as for HHJBSEI. 

Age at marria.ge. ~ever-married respondents assigned value of 
3S in the 1942 Cohort> 23 in the 1949 Cohort. 

Type-seriousness index of official police contacts, ages 18 
a.nd older. 

T>'Pe-seriousness index of self-report offenses, ages U3 and 
older. 

a There I'lere too few Chicanos to permit the use of dtunmy variables repres~nt­
ing all categories of race!ethnicity. 

b The t>'Pe-seriousness index for official police contacts i::; the seriousness 

I (Table 1 cont.) 

of the contact mul tip lied by the number of times that t>'Pe of contact 
occurred. The self-report indexes were computed in a similar fashion 
exc7pt frequency ranges from 0 :: never to .J = all the time. Codes of 
sel'lousness in both trpes of indexes are 0 = no contact 1 = contact 
f~r sus~icion I investigat~on I ~tc. I 2 :: juvenile status I offense I .3 :: 
mlnor mlsdemeanor l .f :: maJor mlsdemei111or, 5 :: felony against property 
~nd 6 = felony against a person. . • , 

, 
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and adult seriousness, 

The first set of variables in the model includes "background" variubles, 

that is, potential sociodemogl'aphic .::orre lates of official or so If-report 

seriousness. For example, we use a measure of the neighborhood in whh:h 

the individual lived Juring the juvenile period, the head of household's 

occupational status, and a measure of family si:e. The second set of varia-

bles includes val'ious behaviors :md attitudes during the juvenile period 

which are often seen us determinants of official or self-report offenses. 

These variables are proposed to intervene between the background val'L1.bles 

and the "out.::ome I" that is, juvenile seriou:mess. In the next step, delin­

quent self-concept 3 is taken as :m outcome vi the "':.triables just discussed 

and, in turn, taken as a determinant ,)i lite-cycle events I\hi.:.h mark the 

transition from adolescence to adulthood as \1'011 as adult Se1.'iOllsness. 

Finally, the life cycle events arc taken J.S determinants vf ildLll t seri"us~ 

ness. 

In swn, the model "'l.ttempts to spediy the processes through which 

various ~haracteristics and uttltudos afiect th~ $eriOllSness of pol ice 

contacts or self-report behavior as we move from the individual's expel'-

iences during childhood to the adult outcomes. While we recognize that 

in some instances the direction of causal effects may be questioned, we 

feel that the model reflects the usual thinking lvith respect to the ,lppro~ 

priats causal ordering. In addition l it is nec~s~ary to mak~ some slmpli-

complex specifications such as reciprocal effects le.g' l bet~een hi;h-

school drop~ollt and juvenil~ seri~usne~j). 
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THE CORRELATES OF MALE JUVE~ILE A.ND ADULT SERIOUS~ESS 

Table 2 presents the direct effects of the independent variables on 

official and self-report seriousness during the juvenile and adult periods 

for the 1942 Cohort males. Three variables are found to have a signifi-

cant direct effect on juvenile official seriousness: natural area, employ-

ment during the school years, and the juvenile friends in trouble scale. 

Growing up in the inner city or an interstitial area and having friends 

in trouble are associated Id th higher official seriousness while being em­

ployed during the school yeaJ.·s is associated with lower scores. While the 

effects of natural area and the friends in trouble scale are consistent with 

0ur expectations J the effect of employment requires a brief discussion since 

a rationale for both a positive and negative effect could be developed. 

For example J employment during high school may offer opportunities for 

police contacts or indicate early integration into the economic system. 

What we find here is that empl~yed high schOOL youth may have less serious 

delinquency during the juvenile period while early fUll-time employment 

is related to higher adult seriousness (Chapter 1:-, Table 6). A. further 

implication of this finding is evident in Table :5 where we find a small 

indirect effect of race on juvenile official seriousness through employ-

ment. Th~ uirection of the relationship means that Whites have less 

serious juvenile contacts in part because they are much more likely than 

non-\~hi te males to be employed during the school /'cars (the direct effe~t 

of ra~e on employment is .:!74). An examination of the correlation matrix 

in Appendix T, Table 2 reveals that employment is not very strong I}' re-

lated to the measures of socioeconomic status su~h as the head of h011se-

~ 5 -

hold' s occupati~n or the regularity of his/hel' employment. Thus, this 

effect appears to reflect in large part race/ethnic differences in oppor­

tunities for employment during th~ school years. 

The second column of Table 2 presents the results for adult official 

seriousness. The finding is that being Whi te and better educated are asso­

ciated I'lith lower seriousness s~ores. Having a positive attitude toward 

school as 0. jllvenile, more serious juvenile caraers, and a more delinquent 

self-concept as a juvenile are associated with higher seriousness scores 

although juvenile seriousness has by far the strongest effect. Race and 

attitude toward school are roughly equal in strongth followcu by educativn 

und self-concept. A.ll of the signs of the coe:Hident::i are in the e:~pected 

direction except that for attitude toward school. Given the effects of 

dropping out of school I.;hich we wi 11 soon encounter J this finding i~ rat:tul' 

anomalous. It will be recalled that the ,::olllnlexitv of this l'elutionshio . . . 
I.;as discussed in Chapter 1:' in reference to the data in T:lb Ie 4 .~·h0!'e thos..: 

who as juveniles had a positive attitude toward school but failed to rc-

ceive a diploma had higher 6-17 seriousness s.::ores than did i.lny other 

group regardless of thdr .lttitude tOI.;aru school. 

Turning to the indirect effects on adult ufficial seri~usness in 

Table 3, those strong enough to be .::onsidel'ed imporcJ.nt are trunsmitted 

through juvenile seriousness and education. Individuals who grel'; up in 

the inner city or interstiti.ll areas ,tnd thu~~ Ivith .~uvenil~ friends in 

trouble have higher adult seriousness scores in purt Jue to their higher 

levelS of ju\'enile seriousness. Employment during the high ~.::hool re:ll'S 

has n. negative indirect effe~t on :.tdult seriousnt:'ss through juvenile S~l'-
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TABLE 2. DIRECT EFFECTS OF THE I~DEPE~DENT VARIABLES ON OFFICIAL A.'W SELF­
REPORT SERIOUSNESS DURING THE JUVENILE AND ADULT AGE PERIODS: 
1942 COHORT ~~LES (N=157)u 

========~~===-==================-.===--==-=.="=====~====.==========-==========,=~ 

Independent 
Variables 

DNATAREA 
DRACE 
HHEMP 
HHJBSEI 
HHSEX 
~MORK 

SIBS 
.]OBHSR 
ATTSCHR 
XODIPL~/R 

ADAUTUSC 
DAGEDLR 
DIFFJR 
ASEG01:' 
APOS01:' 
ADJFRTR 
PATROLR 
ATTPOLR 
TS6l .. b 

SELF617 

EDUC 
DAGEFJOB 
FJOBSEI 
AGE~lARRY 

TS617 -
.267** 

.069 

.152 
-.014 

.086 

-.030 

.061 

-.lS~* 

.1:17 

.066 

,158 

.052 

.039 

.019 

- .119 

.302*** 

- ,031 

-.13';' 

.330 

Dependent Variables 
TS1SP S~~b17 -

.107 

-.026 

-.002 

- .011 

-.064 

.049 

.001 

.:06** 

.0':'0 

.066 

-.005 

-.O.:W 

.035 

-.035 
-.059 

-.052 

.362*** 

.175* 

-.177* 

.OS7 

.059 

.11':' 

-.022 

.014 

-.007 

-.016 

.046 

-.051 
-.107 

.029 

... 011 

.356*** 

-.019 

.OS3 

.015 

.043 

.040 

-.088 

SR."l18P 

.030 
... 192* 

.194* 

-.0::5 

-.0:8 

.043 

.036 

... 009 

-.000 

- .0(1) 

.l·ll 

-.086 

... 140 

-.O\)':' 

-.020 

.579*** 

.075 

.139 

---------------------------------------------.--------------a See Table 1 for a Jes~ription of th~ variables. 
b SR.'161':' was used \ojhere SR.'H 8P i:; the dependent \'nrinblc. 
* p < ,05 ** P ~ .01 ~** P < .001 

f 

TABLE 3. INDIRECT EFFECTS IN THE ~IODELS FOR THE 1942 COHORT ~~\LES 
,............, 

Independent 
Variables 

Via JOBHSR: 
DRACE 

Vill ~ODIPDIR: 
DNATAREA 
DRACE 
HHJBSEI 

Vin ADJFR'fR: 
HHJBSEI 

Via. ATTSCHR: 
~nvOIU~ 

Via TSbl"': 

DNA'fAREA 
JOBHSR 
ADJFRTR 

Via S~"iol": 

~ODrpDtR 

ADAUTOSC 
ADJPRTR 

Vin SELF617': 
HHE~/P 
TS617 

Via EDUC: 
XODIPL.\/R 
ADJFRTR 

= . 

Dependent Variables 
TS6l: SR.~617 -
M.050 

TS1SP -
-.03b 

.O!)7' 
-.OGo 

.109 

.v':51 

.088 
,096 

-.ObS 

• ::OtJ 
.14u 
, 1:;~ 

551 

= 

, 
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iousness. Educational attairunent serves to transmit two positive indirect 

~ffects on adult seriousness of seho!')l drop-out and juvenile friends in 

trouble. In ench case, the positive sign of the indirect effect is the 

result of the multiplication of t\'lO negative direct effects. For example, 

the indirect effect of school drop-out is due to its negative direct ef­

fect on 'the ultimate level of formal education lP = -.291) and the direct 

effect of education on adult seriousness (p = -.17")." 

Column 3 of Table ~ presents the direct ~fft.1~ts on juvenile self­

report seriousness. School drop-out has the strongest effect (lacking a 

high school diploma is related to higher seriousness), followed by the 

juvenile friends in trouble sen1e and the auto usc scale. In each case, 

the relationship is in the e:-.,'pected direction. T .. lble 3 shO\~s that grow-

ing up in the inner ~ity and being White are a~'~~iated with greater 

self-report seriousness through schOOl drop-out while head of household's 

;,ccupational status has a negative indirect effect through school. Jrop­

OUt. Al though \~e do not consiJer the indirect effcct \)f head of house-

hold's occupational status through the juvenile frionds troubl~ scale to 

be strong enough to merit discussion, it is interesting to notD that 

essentially the sumo relationship appears for both official and self-report 

seriousness. Thus, while our findings show no direct effcl!t of sOl!ial 

class on various measures of official contacts or so It'-report behavior I 

we do find some limited evidence for a relationship due to its asso..::iution 

with friends who have been in trouble Id th the law. 

Turning to adult self-l:.'oport seriousness, we find that juvenile 301f-

report seriousness hus the ~trongest dit'cct effc-.::t follo\~ed by the head 

f 
... 

- I -

of household's regularity of emplol'1T1ent and race. The signs of these 

coefficients indicate that being non- White, having a regularly employed 
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head of household , and reporting greater juvenile involvement are asso­

ciated ~ith greater adult self-report seriousness. In addition, Table 3 

shows tha.t JUVenile sclf .. report seriousness transmits some relatively strong 

indirect effects of school dl'Op-oUt, ,'luto use during the juvenile period, 

and juvenile friends in tl'ouble. The effects of all of these variables 

are in the expected dirc~tion. 

To stunmarize the findings for the 194~ C",hort males I it is deul' that 

juvenile seriousness I \~hether official ~r ~elf-report, is the most impor­

tant determinant of adult official 01' :;(~lf-l'epol't scriJusness, and that 

being White is related to less adult soriousness of both t~rus. In aJJ\tiJn, 

the juvenile friends in troubl~ :;..::al~ exhibits a l'u.th~t' nt.1l'v,lsiVu oattl?rn . . 
uf eifcl!t5. It is dil'e-.::tl~1 l'clat~d to high~l' \)ffilZial and su!.f-l'cpo1't 

juvenile ::>e1'iousness s.:o1'os, has l.nuil'cct ctfc-.::ts \'11 ;"o:h t;:pe:; ,)f Jdult 

seriousness through juvenile seriausncss, and :';cl'\'t,;s to traI\::;mit J '.""ak 

effect of head of household's o-'::I!upathmal stt'lt:u::. 

It is wise , hOIl"DVer, to forego a ~ompl'ehtmsi\'e lntcrpl'ctation .:If the:;~ 

findings befo1'D examining the results ror the lD~!) (;uhol't :nales "1' the 

':ema1e o!ubsamp l'~" . In "ddl't' on I tIll ill .. OJ ".., .... l.', a lOUr; 1 tl\~ mo, tL.S cxp ain :1 Nasono.lblu 

3mount of the variance in the Jependellt '.:::triable:; · sec the R': values I it 

is ~lear that they Jo not serve to strongly preJi~t ~ither juV~nile "1' 

adult seriousness lwhother Qifi~inl 01' sulf-report • 



TABLE 4. DIRECT EFFECTS OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ON OFFICIAL AND SELF­
REPORT SERIOUSNESS DURING THE JUVENI LE A..'m ADULT AGE PERIOD: 1949 
COHORT ~1ALES (N=279)tt 

= 

Independent 
Va.riubleL 

____________ ~D~ep~e~n~d~e~nt~~~r~i,~ab~l~e~s ____________ _ 

DNATAREA 
DRACE 
HHEMP 
HHJBSEI 
HHSEX 

~MORK 

SIBS 
JOBHSR 
ATTSCHR 
:-':ODIPL~IR 

A..DAUTOSC 
DAGEDLR 
DIFFJR 
ANEG017 
APOS017 

ADJFRTR 
PATROLR 
ATTPOLR 
TS61:,b 

SELF61';' 
EDUC 
DAGE~JOB 

FJOBSEI 
AGE~1ARRY 

TS617 

.017 

-.035 
-.093 
-.053 
-.138* 

.029 

.071 

-.014 
-.038 

.284*** 

.131* 

.088 

-.057 
-.005 

.045 

.209** 

-.034 

-.145* 

.373 

TS1SP 

.063 

-.087 
.048 

-.026 
-.060 

.002 

.038 

.036 

.061 

.270*** 

.0';'2 

-.053 
.045 

.063 
-.030 

-.047 
.111 * 

-.085 

.407*** 

-.075 

.008 

.032 

.015 

.097* 

.524 

SRN617 

.019 

-.079 
-.037 

.038 

.059 

.126* 

.039 

.081 
-.010 

.223*** 

.135* 

-.0:::9 

-.0.+7 

.109 

.012 

-.211*** 

.349 

a See Table 1 for a description of the Variables. 
• b SR..'i61';' \lias used Ivhere SR.'i18P is the dependent val'iabia. 

* p < .05 ** P < .01 *** P < .001 

SRN18P 

.007 

-.045 

-.018 
.066 
.121 * 

-.006 

-.097 
-.017 
-.027 

.131* 

.066 

.056 

.002 

.OS9 
-.047 

.106 

.069 
-.059 

.402*** 

.006 

-.045 

-.072 

- .117* 

.148** 

.449 

--~-~----- -----

i 

TABLE 5. INDIRECT EFFECTS IN THE ~IODELS FOR THE 1949 COHORT ~lO\LES 

Independent 
Variables 

Via NODIPk"IR: 
SIBS 

Via DAGEDLR: 
HHSEX 
SIBS 

Vi a ADJFRTR: 
HHEMP 

Via ATTPOLR: 
DRACE 

Via NODIPDIR: 
SIBS 

Viu PATROLR: 
DNATAREA 

Via TS617: 
HHSEX 
NODIPLMR 
ADAUTOSC 
ADJFRTR 
ATTPOLR 

Via SR.."I61:-: 

MWORK 
NODIPL~IR 
ADAUTOSC 
DAGEDLR 
ATTPOLR 

Via FJOBSEI: 
ADAUTOSC 

Via AGE~lA.RRY: 

SIBS 
A.'iEG017 

Dependent Variables 
TS617 

.045 

-.029 

-.026 

TS18P --
.043 

.033 

-.056 
.110 
.053 
.085 

-.059 

-.015 
-.020 

SR."l61 ';' 

.038 

.022 
-.026 

-.038 

SRN18P 

.0:::1 

.051 

.09';' 

.090 

.054 
-.085 

.U1\) 

~.022 

-.030 

555 
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ness, school drop-out has the strongest direct effect followed by juvenile 

friends in trouble, juvenile attitude toward the police, and sex of head 

of household. The latter two variables are about equivalt:lnt in the strength 

of their effects. The signs of the coefficients indicate that not having 

a high school diploma and reporting having juvenile friends in trouble are 

associated with higher seriousness scores while a pos~tive attitude toward 

the police and having a male head of household are associated with 101"er 

scores. While we reserve a more rigorous comparison of cohort differences 

for a later section, it is worth noting that only juvenile friends in trou­

ble appears as a common determinant of official juvenile seriousness for 

both the 1942 and 1949 Cohort males. The indirect effects reported in 

Table 5 are too small to merit much consideration (although there is some 

indication that coming from a large family may increase juvenile serioLls­

ness due to an increased likelihood of dropping out of school) . 

Turning to adult official seriousness, direct effects are found for 

juvenile seriousness, school drop-out, perceived police patrol activity, 

and age at marriage. Higher juvenile seriousness scores, having dropped 

out of school, greater perceived police patrol, and older age at marriage 

are associated with higher adult seriousness scores. 

The finding for age at marriage, although rather l'I'eak, deserves some 

comment. We have previously reported that when length of exposure is taken 

into account) seriousness after marriage is about the ~ume us seriousness 

before marriage for most ages of marriage. Other path analyses lnot .,huhn 

here) show that higher juvenile seriousness :3~ores have a rather consist~nt 

effect of increasing age at marriage ~unong males. This is also suggested 

----------------------------------------------------------------
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by the data in Chapter 17, Table 7. Thus a serious juvenile career appears 

to delay entry into marriage which is c,ommonly assumed to be a major fac­

tor in the "maturation" effect. HOI"ever, as f:3.r as we have been able to 

determine, marriage neither has this effect nor is a younger age at mar­

riage associated with a high level of juvenile official seriousness. 

Several relatively important indirect effects on adul t official ser­

iousness are found in Table S) all transmitted through juvenile seriousness. 

These involve higher adult seriousness scores associated with school drop­

out, greater auto use as u juvenile) and having juvenile friends in trouble. 

Lower adult seriousness scores are associated with growing up in a house­

hold with a male head and having a more positive attitude toward the police 

as ~ JUVenile. Although this pattern 15 somewhat different from that found 

for the 1942 Cohort males) it serves to emphasi:e the utility of a pro­

cessual model: a high degree of involvement with the police as a juvenil~ 

clearly serves us the intervening link between these variabl0s and adult 

seriousness. 

The third column of Table .J. shows the direct effects on jU\'eni ie self­

report seriousness for the 1949 Cohort males. School drop-out, auto use, 

and attitude toward the pOlice ure found to have direct effect~ on adUlt 

seriousness I"hich are about equal in strength and in the expt?ct~d Jil'ectivn. 

In addition) mother's employment und obtaining a driver'S li.::ense before 

IS have I"eak but statistically significant pos itive direct ~ff~cts. ;-;0 

import3l1t indirect ~ffect:; on jLlvcni1~ self-l'eport seriousness are ruund 

although a l'I'eak effe~t of family si::e thr\)ugh :;.::hool Jrop-out appears as 

it did for official seriousness. 
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Turning to adult self-report seriousness, we find that juvenile serious­

ness has the strongest direct effect and substantially exceeds any of the 

other direct effects in its strength. Statistically significant but weak 

direct effects are found for sex of head of household, school drop-out, 

status of first job, and age at marriage. With the exception of age at 

marriage, all of the signs of the coefficients are in the expected direc-

tions. As with adult official seriousness, an older age at marriage 1s 

associated with a higher level of adult self-report seriousness. Table 

5 shows that the only important indirect effects on adult self-report 

seriousness are transmitted through j uveni Ie se 1 f·-report seriousness. 

These include the effects of mother's employment, school drop-out, auto 

us.;, age at obtaining driver's license, and attitude toward the police. 

The direction of all of these relationships are consistent with our expecta-

tions. 5 

In summary, I'le find for the 1949 Cohort males, as we did for the 194: 

Cohort males, that the strongest determinant of adult official or self-

report seriousness is the relevant measure of juvenile seriousness. Unlike 

the findings for the older cohort, we find that school drop-out has rela-

tively important direct and indirect effects on both official and sel£-

d I t It- e rt .::er·iousness report seriousness whereas it was relate on y 0 se -r po w 

in the older cohort. We cannot ascertain, of course, whether this is a 

cohort effect or an lstor1ca e ec. w h ' '1 ff t It 1'':: reasonable to expect that 

the lack of a high school diploma may have more effect on the official 01' 

self-report careers of young adults and therefore involve tl cohort effect. 

It may also be that historical changes in the importance of a high school 

- 11 -
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diploma for employment have resulted in its l~ck being a more severe social 

and economic handicap for younger cohorts. The importance of this variable 

underscores the lack of important effects in this subsi1Jnple for natural 

area, race, and the occupational status of the head of the household. 

Concerning official seriousness, this pattern is consistent with the 

data in Chapter 1-1- which sugges t that there has been a trend toward more 

legalistic disposition of contacts by the police which would decrease 

the salience of variables like race. 

In terms of overall effects, two variables merit final attention: 

the juvenile friends in trouble and the auto use scales. Unlike the 1942 

Cohort males, I'/e find that juvenile friends in trouble is related only 

to official seriousness for this subs ,unple. This finding is somel~hat 

surprising since we I'/ould expect that one's friendshlp patterns \ .. ould have 

stronger effects in the younger cohort. Auto use i3 related most strongly 

to the measures of self-report seriousness although it has direct and in-

direct effects on the measures of official :;eriousness. In both instances, 

however, it directly affects juvenile seriousness and therefore indirectl:' 

affects adult seriousness. This finding suggests that the automobile 

has become increasirgly important as a pott:rli:'~..ll source of trouble for 

juveniles and therefore indirectly contributes to adUlt involvement. 

THE CORRELATES OF rE~IALE ,JUVE~ILE A,.'lD ADULT SERIOUS:--IESS 

Table b presents the direct effects fot th~ 194~ C0hort females. 

Only race and schoo 1 drop-out have signi ficant direct eHect:; un j uveni It: 

official seriousness. \\hite females have less seriuUs juwnile ~:1r0t'1'S 
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TABLE 6. DIRECT EFFECTS OF THE I~DEPENDENT VARIABLES ON OFFICIAL ~~D SELFw 
REPORT SERIOUSNESS DURING T~E JUVENILE ~~D ADULT AGE PERIODS: 
1942 COHORT FE~~LES (N=176)' 

Independent 
Varia~les TS617 
---.~--

DNATAREA .012 

DRACE -.208* 
HHEMP -.016 
HHJBSEI -.014 
HHSEX -.00'7 

~MORK .019 
SIBS -.163 
JOBHSR .049 

ATTSCHR -.0'::4 
NODIPL~!R .248** 

ADAUTOSC .14~ 

DAGEDLR -.089 
DIFFJR - .118 

A.~EG017 .129 

APOS017 -.041 
ADJFRTR -.018 
PATROLR .075 

ATTPOLR - .011 
TS617b 

SELF617 

EDUC 

DAGEFJOB 

FJOBSEI 

AGE~~RY 

.191 

Dependent Variables 

TS18P 

.204* 

-.180 

.046 

.009 

-.164 

-.041 

-.136 

- .112 

-.032 

.145 

.086 

. 035 

-.014 

-.060 

-.006 

-.050 

-.148 

-.066 

.263** 

.178 

.036 

.030 

.033 

-.u57 

SRN617 

-.040 

.011 

.061 

.057 

.026 

-.023 

-.085 

.175* 

.017 

.064 
, :79*··~··lt 

-.236** 

.054 

.264*** 

-.029 

.043 

.043 

-.049 

.236 

a See Table 1 for a de~cription of the variables. 

b SR.'1617 \'las used \.,.here SR.'11SP is the dependent variable. 

* p < .05 ** P < .01 *** p < .001 

SRN18P 

-.080 

.022 

-.150 

-.027 

w.146 

-.174 

-.085 

-.069 

-.059 

.042 

.030 

.057 

.0'::8 

- .056 

-.O~S 

- .115 

-.071 

.466*** 

- .137 

.19:­

.102 

-.263* 

-.03:-

.389 
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and those \'Iho dropped out of school have more serious careers. Table 7 

indicates that there are no important indirect effects on juvenile of£i-

cial e;eriousness although there is a weak indirect effect of fnmill' si::e 

through school drop-out as was found for the 1949 Cohort mules. Concern-

il'1g adult offidal seriousness> significant direct effects are found for 

natural area of sociali::ation and juvenile seriousness. Those 194~ Cohort 

females \'Iho gre\'l up in the inner city or interstitial areas and \'Iho had 

more ~erious juvenile careers ill:;o have more serious adult careers. In 

addition, race und school dropwout have indirect effects on adult serious-

ness through juvenile serioll::iness. ConSistent with the findings for juve w 

nile ~eriou::ines::i J \,'hi te females have lC::is serious J.ciul t .::areers and thos~ 

\o;ho dropped out of s~hool have mol'~ ;5eriou~ :.leu! ~ ':::lreer~ Juo tv the int~l'-
vening effects of juvenile seri~usnes::i . 

Turning to the l'e::;ults ror juvenile sdf-roport ~eriou::ines:;, we iind 

diroct eife~t;; fur ,1.uto U::iC, perceived negativ/? influences Juring ..::h11-.1-

hood, obtaining a driverl;=; licen::ie before 13, and <Jmplo>ment during th~ 

schaal years, in that order of impOl'tJ.Ilce. Higher :.luto use ::i..::ale s..::ores, 

higher perceived negative influenc0s 1 and being cmplol'cJ during the $..::1\001 

l'ears are associated With higher ~el£-report seriousne::;:;. Jbt:.lining a 

driver
l 

S license before IS is :.lSSOCiilted Nith less self-report scrious-

ness. The effect for :.luto use is the only one that is consistent With 

\I'hat \lie have previousl)' found fur the mal..:! subs:.unpl~s. $pedfi~:.lll:'J 

the effects of \)btJ.ining a Jri veri s 1 i.::ense be tvl'(! 1 S ~tnd be lng emp If.)},eJ 

during the s.:hool rears :.ll'~ the opposit..:! . .)r thost.! for the m:.lles. i,<hile 

we mal' interpret tht.! effel.!t lit emplo>1:tent ;1S incre,lsing "'ppol'tunities 
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TABLE 7'. INDIRECT EFFECTS 1:-1 THE ~IODELS FOR THE 1942 COHORT FEH<\LES 

, .. ---- --= 

DeEendent Variables 
Independent 

TS617 SRN617 Variables 

Via JOBHSR: 

ORACE .055 
SIBS .030 

Via NODIPLMR: 

SrBS .045 

Via ADAUTOSC: 

HHJBSEI .046 

HHSEX .049 
~IWORK .050 

Via DAGEDLR: 
HHJBSEI - .041 

Vi a A.'lEG017: 
~MORK .058 
SIBS .050 

TS18P SRN1SP -
Via NODIPU1R: 

SIaS -.040 

Via TS617: 
DRACE -.LlS5 
NODIPL~1R .065 

Via SR.."I617': 
JOBHSR .OS: 
ADAUTOSC .130 
DAGEDLR - .110 

ANEG01" .1:!3 

Via FJOBSEI: 
HHJBSEI -.053 
SrBS .060 
~ODIPL\IR .057 
SELF617 .0;: 

- 13 -

for self-report behavior for these females, the reason for the effect of 

age at obtaining driver's license is not clear. Finally, the effect of 

563 

perceived negative influences has not previously appeared in either of the 

male subsrunples. 

Four relatively important indirect effects on juvenile self-report 

seriousness are found in Table -;: a positive effect of race through employ-

ment during the school years White females have higher seriousness scores 

due to a higher likelihood of being employed), a positive effect of mother's 

employment through auto use and perceived negative influences, and a posi­

tive effect of family si::e through perceived negative influences. However, 

these indirect effects are onl,' marginally larger than the criterion (.05 

or larger) that \'I'e have adopted to indicate an important indirect ~ffect. 

The direct effects of the independent variables on adult self-report 

seriousness are presented in column tour of T~ble 6. By far the strongest 

effect is due to self-report juvenile seriousnetis fol10w~d by status of 

first job a.nd $cho01 drop-out. The effects of juvenile s~ri\)usness and 

first job status are as might be e:<pected: higher juvenile self-report 

serioU5ness scores ure associated \'Ii th higher a.dul t seriousness scores; 

high status first jobs are associated with lower a.dult s~rlousness scores. 

However, the effect ()f school drop-out is the uppos He of all our pl'Bvi()uS 

findings: not having finished high s~hool is associa.ted with less self-

report adult seriousness. This finding is quite pu:::ling since the :ero-

order corre lations bet\.;een s\:ho01 dl'vp-out and other \·ariable:.5 are cons is-

tent with CUI' expectations ilnd \'I'ith those found in the other subsamples 

(see Appendix T). 
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Table';" indicates that the indil'ect effects on self-report adult seriolls­

ness are large enough to be considered important Ul'C due to t\110 intervening 

val'iables: juvenile self-report sel'iusness und first job status. Employ­

ment during the school years, auto use, and perceived negative influences 

have posi ti ve indirect effects through j uveni 1e seriousness \~hi1e obtaining 

a driver's license before 18 has a negative effect. The indirect effects 

through first job status are such that a higher head of household's occu­

pation status is associated with lOI~er adult seriousness scores while a 

large family, dropping out of school, and a more de Unquent self-concept 

are associated Idth higher scores. The finding for school drop-out is 

especially interesting since it counteracts the negative direct effect dis­

cussed above. That is, dropping out of school has u negative direct effect 

on adUlt self-report seriousness but a positive indirect effect since it 

has a negative influence on first job status (p = -.~16). The consequence 

is that the two effects tend to cancel each other out although the Jirect 

effect predominates. 

To slUnmari:e the findings for the 194~ Cohort females, \\It:! again find 

that the most important determinants of both adult offida1 and self-report 

seriousness are the appropri:'lte juveni le seriOUSMS s variab les. However, 

the effect of juvenile official seriousness on adult seriousness is not 

especially strong and is only slightly more important than the ~ffect of 

natural area. Furthermore, M ex::unination vi the R ~ values indL.:at~s that 

the model does not pertlll'm a:; I\'ell tin' f~malcs ;1$ mal~s, a point ;~H~h 

\IIi1l be more clearly demonstrated in a later se~tion. 

Although (l number of the findings dis~usscd above ure similat' t,,) those 
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found for the mttle cohorts (0. g., the effects of 11atural area, race, and 

school drop-out on both measures of official seriousness), they indicate 

t~hat sonte of the variablo$ have qui to different effects in this subsrunp 10. 

This is especially true fol' employment during the school years, school 

drop-out, and age at obtaining driver's li~enseJ all of whi~h have affects 

on one or the other self-report measures oppOsite to those round for the 

male subsrunples. In addition, perceived negative influences ·.!t.il'ing the 

juvenile pet'ivd emerges as an imporwnt influence on s~l ~~report ju\'eni1~ 

seriousness. Whether or not these effects are uniqul:l '1'0 this $ubsamplc 

or more generally related to serlousness runong f~males will be seen 3S 1\'0 

·?xamine the results for the 1040 Cuhort females. 

T3bl~ $ presents the Jirect ~ffects on official and self-ruport serious-

ness for the 194D Cohort iomales.!'ul'ning to :uvcnile I)f::icU: scrivusnes:E j 

only two significant effects 3re app~rent. Those with a r~gut~rly ~mpl~y~d 

head of household Juring the juvcnile pcri~d have lower 5eriJusness scor~s 

while those with higher scores In the juvenile iri0nd$ in trouble scal~ 

tend to have higher 5CJres. There :11'0 no indirect eff~l!t:s on ",fiicial 

juvenile seriousnoss fat' this $ubs::unpl~ l'ihich means that none ,Yt the bad~-

ground v.lri:.tbles has a significant cffect on juvcl1ilo fl'lOnds in trouble. 

While tho overall lack vf relationshlps is obvious) it i5 also r~flc~teJ 

in the l~\'i Qx-plaineJ val'ian~~ (R': !! • ~L)3). unl:- tN" \'i1l'ldbh:s ha\'u si;ni­

fi~ant diJ:'c~t ~ffel!ts on offi~ial i.lIiult :5el'lvll::illC::lS: -luN U$tJ dud jl.tVc­

nile seriousness. Hul'iI;WCl', the finJing tor IUN as~ i::; ":(ll\tl':ll':: r:J r:h~ 

fir\ding~ for J.11 pl'cviulls 1>' examined :;ubs-llnples ')H'b~e It: i!lJl..:at~~ that 

the greater the ~ut\) use Juring the' Ju\,enl:c p~rl(\J, the !es.5 the JJu!t 

, 
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TABLE S. DIRECT EFFECTS O~ THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES ON OFFICIAL t~D SELF­
REPORT SERIOUSNESS DURING T\1E JUVENILE AND ADULT AGE PERIODS: 
1949 COHORT FEMALES (N:2:'7):l 

~~ =======-~-='r=-======'-=====================rr=-====='====~~===4 

Independent 
Variables 

DNATAREA 
DRACE 
HH.E.\IP 

HHJBSEI 
HHSEX 

~IWORK 

SIBS 
.]OBHSR 
ATTSCHR 
NODIPL\IR 

ADAUTOSC 
DAGEDLR 
DIFFJR 
ANEG017 
APOS01~ 

ADJFRTR 

PATROLR 
ATTPOLR 
TS61:- b 

SELF61:­

snuc 
DAGEFJOB 
FJOBSEI 

,·\GE~lARRY 

!§.§l2 

.035 

- ,096 

.001 

-.Oi~ 

- .031 

.101 

-.049 

.100 

.011 

.036 

-.059 

.0:5 

-.032 

.207*** 

-.044 

-.049 

t~03 

Dependent Variuble$ 

TS1SP S~~61:' 

.106 

.0~1 

-.OSt 
-.051 

-.105 

-.019 

-.0~9 

-.055 

-.016 

-.144'~ 

.100 

-.O~l 

.007 

.054 

-.040 

-.0.:!5 

-.009 

- .084 
-.0:'1.) 

-.090 

- .09;; 

.051 

.058 

,082 

,04'" 
,11':' 

-.044 

.084 

.101 

-.085 

.001 

.1-9** 

-.OOb 
.0bO 

.154* 

- .1)05 

.1S': ** 

-.OOS 
-.126 

.':00 

See Table 1 for meunlllg of \'at'iabl~ Mmes. 
b 

SRS61:- l'Ia5 used \~herc SR.'HS? is the dependent .... ari..1ble, 

* p < .05 ** P c .01 *** P ~ .001 

SRN18P 

-.095 

-.083 

.033 

-.051 

.05:! 

-.094 

-.1.:!9 

,o~o 

-.101 
,099 

.110 

.OS3 
-.069 

,083 

.Ob': 

,U5S 

-.059 

-.158* 

.340** .... 

-.038 

.153 

.060 

.1~7 

.31u 
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seriou:mess. The strong positive effel:t of juvenile seriousness is I:on-

sistent I"i th our previous fint.lings and obvious ly represents the only sub-

stantively important direct effect. TI~o indirect effects on official adult 

seriousness ure shol"n in Table 9. Head of househohl t S regularity of t:lmp loy­

ment has a negatlve effel:t and juvenile friends in trouble has a positive 

effect through juvenile seriousness. Although there is a gene1'ul absence 

of strong effel:ts on adult seriousnt:ll:ls ilS was the case rOl' juvenile 501'-

iousness ~ there is no indication that tho 1'0 lationships Io;hich Jo :.lppe'lr 

nre contrary tC') expectations or differ much from tho$e fl')r the ::\a1e subsrunp1es. 

Turning to the direct effel:ts on juvenile self-report seriousness 

in the third column of Table S, I'le find that higher $C01'OS on the friends 

in trouble and auto use scale$ :.11'0 ilssoclllted l'lith higher seriousne$S :3C01'05 

and the strength of these effol:ts is llbout the smne. Percei'.'l.'ld nl.'lgativo 

influences during the juv~lll1o period and moth~l";; Qmp lv>'1nl.'lnt ;lre 11:;0 

associuted l'lith more serivus ~cores but their eiiucts ,U'O .s!iJhtlr w'eakel'. 

Although these results do not indic:.1t~ that the ~~mcwh:lt anomalous find-

ings for the 194: Cuhort females (~.g'J for Slo!hool Jrop-out and empluyment 

Juring the schOOl years) are sex-specific~ the finding for perceived negative 

influenl:cs Joes appeal' to be sex-speci£i¢ although its eiicl:t appears to 

be :wmel"hat Iveakor in this subsample. ~o indirect effects '.m juvenile 

negative influences ilrc not influenceJ by llllY vi the background ','al'iilbles. 

Co1lUnn .t of Table $ reports tlll.'l ... il'ect e tfects vn adu t t se if- Nporc 

, 
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TABLE 9. INDIRECT EFFECTS IN THE ~IODELS FOR THE 1949 COHORT FE~lALES 

I 11dependen t 
Variables 

Vi a ATTPOLR: 

DNATAREA 
DRACE 

Via TS617: 

!-!HEMP 
ADJFRTR 

Via SRN617: 

~IWORK 
ADAUTOSC 
. .l.."IEGOt '7 
ADJFRTR 

Dependent Variables 

TS1SP 

- .118 
.111 

SRN18P 

-.030 
-.075 

.0-1.7 

.061 

.052 

.062 

- ~--- -------~-----

1 
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negative effect which is about half as strong as that for juvenile serious-

ness. The negative effect for attitude toward police means that a more 

positive attitude toward the police is associated with lower self-report 

seriousness. 

Table 9 shOl</s that four variables have relatively important indirect 

effects on adult self-report seriousnes::; for this subsample which are 

worthy of attention: race, auto use, perceived negative influences, dnci 

juvenile friends in trouble. Attitude toward po lice transmi ts a negative 

indirect effect of race such that Whites have lower adult self-report 

seriousness scores because they hold more favorable attitudes toward the 

p"~lice (the direct effect of race on attitudes tOlv'ard poli~e in this sub-

sample is p = .473). A higher score on the auto use .scale, a higher level 

of perceived negative influences during the juvenile period, and a higher 

score on the juvenile friends in trouble s~a1e are associated I'i'ith higher 

adult seriousness scores due to their effects on juvenile seriousness. 

To summari::e the findings for the 1949 Cohort females, we may sa)' 

that the overall pattern of effects generally conforms ~o our expectathms 

where those effect:; occur. The only effect \vhh:h is ..:ount~r~int1.liti\'~ is 

the negative direct effect of the auto use scale on adult orfi..:ia1 serious-

ness. /~lthollgh this female suhsample does not ..:onfirm some ()£ the unex-

pected results obtained for the 1942 Cohort females, Ive :nuy note that the 

signs of some of tht) .:!oeffidents tor t:mplo:111t;:'nt during the ~..:hool years 

and school drop-out, although not statisti..::.tlly signifi..:ant, Jre in the 

same direction us those found for the 1942 Cuhort females. HOIvever. one 

finding I.;hich is common to both female subsamples is the positive direct 
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effect of perceived negative influences on juvenile self~report serious~ 

ness and its consequent indirect effect on adult self~report seriousness. 

Another finding l'ihich deserves mention is the apparent decline in the 

importance of natural area of sociali:ation and race from the older to 

younger r..~ohort which replicates a similar finding for the male subsamples. 

This difference is addressed again in the following section. Finally, it 

is apparent that the major influence on both types of adult seriousness 

is juvenile seriousness. For both official and self-report seriousness, 

this effect is relatively substantial and serves as a vehicle for the 

transmission of various indirect effects. 

COMPARISONS BY COHORT .. .\.ND SEX 

Tables 10~13 present the direct effects of the independent variables 

in metric form. These coefficients permit a direct comparison across sub~ 

samples since they are not affected by unique subsumple variances. The 

adjusted R.! values are also presented in the tables since they are estimates 

of the population R': values and are more appropriate for comparisons across 

subgroups than the unadjusted values. s 

Table 10 presents the results for juvenile and adult official ser-

iousness for the 1942 and 1949 Cohort males. The results for juvenile 

seriOUsness shol'l that there are six important differences between the two 

male subsamples. ;-:atural area and employment during high school have 

stronger effects for the 1942 Cohort males than for the 1949 Cohort males 

while the reverse is true for sex of head of household, school drop-out, 

the auto use scale, and attitude towar6 poli..:e. In both subsomp les, the 
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TABLE 10. 

Independent 
Variables 

DNATAREA 

DRACE 

HHEMP 

HHJBSEI 

HHSEX 

~MORK 

SIBS 

JOBHSR 

ATTSCHR 

~ODIPL\IR 

ADAUTOSC 

DAGEDLR 

DIFF.JR 

. .l..'1EGO 1 :­

APOS017 

ADJFRTR 

PATROLR 

ATTPOLR 

TS617 

SELF61i 
EDUC 

DAGEFJOB 

FJOBSEI 

'\GE~IARRY 

DIRECT EFFECTS ON JUVENILE AND ADULT OFFICIAL SERIOUSNESS 
METRI C FORM: 1942 AND 1949 COHORT MALES IN 

Dependent Variables and Cohort 
TS617 

1942 -
4.69S** 

2.261 

4.994 

~.006 

3.067 

-.30S 

~1. 58.3* 

1949 -
.501 

-1.324 

-6.512 

~.03S 

~8.242* 

.475 

.410 

-.173 

-1.075 

1.566 12.138*** 

1.464 2.204* 

1.125 3.070 

.S04 -1.:-:4 

.329 -.119 

~1.061 .575 

1.637*** 1.623*~* 

-.364 ~.581 

-1.700 -2.650* 

TS1SP 
1942 1949 -

4.707 2.9S0 

-20.4:-6*** ~5.205 

-2.103 

-.002 

-.998 

-1. 600 

.511 

.0:0 

3.9S3** 

4.179 

1. 514 

-.255 

-1. 489 

1. 551 

~.:-SO 

-.:-97 

-3.586 

-1.b30 

.903*** 

3.70':;* 

-2.157* 

4.538 

.555 

.301 

5.367 

~. 031 

-5.681 

.045 

.354 

.710 
., --­, I 

18 . ..J.86*** 

1. 937 

-2.949 

2.139 

-.614 

-.581 

3.009* 

-2.497 

.652*** 

~1.633 

.095 

1.7~3 

.017 

.ciSO* 

a 
R~ adjusted for degrees of freedom. 

* p < • OS up...:. 01 *** P -: . (lOl 
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TABLE 11. DIRECT EFFECTS ON JUVENILE AND ADULT SELF-REPORT SERIOUSNESS 
IN ~1ETRIC FORN: 1942 ,-\.'10 1949 COHORT ~IALES 

== 

Dependent Variables und Cohort 

Independent 
Variables 

DNATAREA 
DRACE 
HHE~lP 

!-IJ-IJBSEI 

HHSEX 
~lWORK 

SIBS 
JOBHSR 

ATTSCHR 
:-.lODIPL\IR 
,.\J)AUTOSC 

DAGEDLR 
DIFFJR 
ANEG017 
APOS017 
ADJFRTR 
PATROLR 
ATTPOLR 

SRN617 
SELF617 
EDUC 

DAGEFJOB 

FJOBSEI 
AGENARRY 
-~a 
R'" 

SR."I617 
1942 1949 

-.523 .491 

.609 -2.665 

-.307 -2.328 

-.010 .025 

2.211 3.167 

-.710 1.846* 

-.601 .202 

.341 .900 

-.268 -.:::53 
11.511*** 9.338*** 

3.032** 3.386*** 

-.546 4.216* 
:::.296 -.798 

.349 1.776 

.523 -.535 

2.014*** .760 

.636 .lS8 

-1.479 -3.471*** 

.361 .301 

a R~adjusted for degrees of freedom. 

SRN18P 
1942 1949 

.672 .211 

-7.938* 
3.016* 
-.014 

-1. 257 
.566 

.lS8 

-.103 

2.700 

-.961 

1.250 
-2.468 

-1.543 

3.156 

-.969 

-.961 

-1. 433 

-.314 

-1. 690 

-1.286 

.048 - ..,.,.., ',~ 
" -_ ... 
- .099 

-.559 

-.214 

5.600* 

1.108 

1. 932 

.053 

-.600 

.S19 

1.165 

-1.079 

.540*** .445*** 

-.579 .OS3 

-.660 -.342 

.049 -.084* 

.333 .645** 

.393 

TABLE 12. DIRECT EFFECTS ON JUVENILE ~\lD ADULT OFFICIAL SERIOUSNESS IN 
METRIC FORl'l: 1942 ~\lD 1949 COHORT FEMALES 

Independent 
Variables 

DNATAREA 
DRACE 
HHE~IP 

HHJBSEI 
HHSEX 
~lWORK 

SIBS 

JOBHSR 
ATTSCHR 
:-.lODIPLMR 
ADAUTOSC 
DAGEDLR 
DIFFJR 

AGE:-.l017 
APOS017 

Dependent Variables and Cohort 

TS617 TS18P 
~ 194~ 

.051 .264 

-1.474* -.907 
-.115 -3.721*** 

-.002 .000 

-.064 -1.101 

.049 -.L~7 

-.156 .040 

.080 .. ::!76 

-.115 -.362 

1.604** 1.147 

.350 .050 
-.383 .260 

-.512 -.425 

.460 .139 

-.082 -.101 
-.047 .7~1**~ 

-.208 
-.046 -.~S9 

1942 -
2.881* 

- .. 1.. 051 

1.069 

.003 
-4.579 

-.336 

-. ,U3 

-.585 

-.491 

.:!.981 

.boS 

.475 

-.191 
-.b70 

-.039 

-.401 

1949 

2.305 

:.360 

- 2.183 
-.031 

-5.076 

-.475 

-1. 431 

" .65 S 

-2.:04'~ 

2.544 

-.526 

.133 

.l'Ol 

-.495 

-1.263 -.413 

-.S70 -.194 

= 

. .\J)JFRTR 

PATROLR 
ATTPOLR 
TS617 

SELF617 
EDUC 

DAGEFJOB 
FJOBSEI 

AGENARRY 

.$34** 1.896*** 

'R: a 
.091 .144 

a R~ adjusted for dugrees of freedom. 

* p < .OS ** P < J1 *** P < .001 

1. ~3o -1. 715 
.141 ... 524 

.4b3 

.013 

- .089 

.178 

-.5.20b 

-.Ob3 

.1:30 
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TABLE 13. DIRECT EFFECTS ON JUVENILE ~~D ADULT SELF-REPORT SERIOUSNESS 
IN ~IETRIC FORM: 1942 ~'lD 1949 COHORT FElvlALES 

Dependent Variables and Cohort 

Independent 
Variab les 

DNATAREA 

DRACE 

HHE~IP 

HHJBSEI 

HHSEX 

~IWORK 

SIBS 

.JOBHSR 

ATTSCHR 

NODIPL~tR 

. ..\J)AUTOSC 

DAGEDLR 

DIFFJR 

ANEG017 

APOS017 

r\DJFRTR 

PATROLR 

ATTPOLR 

SR.~617 

SELF617 

EDUC 

DAGEFJOB 

FJOBSEI 

AGE~IARRY 

-~a 
R'" 

SRN617 
1942 1949 

-.402 .619 

.178 1.098 

1.004 1.131 

.014 .028 

.518 -.956 

- .1.35 . 791 * 
-.135 .173 

.656* .388 

.192 -.887 

.944 .012 

1.565*** 1.096** 

-2.311** -.064 

.533 .605 

2.134*** 1.232* 

-.133 -.023 

.248 .900** 

.261 -.016 

-.471 -1. 048 

.142 .140 

a R~ adjusted for degrees of freedom. 

* p < .05 ** P < .01 *** P < .001 

SRN18P 
1942 1949 

-.744 

.321 

-2.264 

-.006 

- 2.681 

-.942 

-.169 

-.235 

-.598 

-2.971* 

.216 

.268 

.513 

.204 

-.231 

-.412 

-.639 

-1. 526 

-1.693 

1. 216 

-.019 

1.700 

-.317 

-.403 

.115 

-1.595 

2.445 

1.077 

. 594 

-1. 064 

1.011 

. 418 

.400 

-.599 

-.618 -1.995* 

.425*** .515*** 

-.878 

.508 

1. 023 

-.066* 

-.037 

. 248 

-.470 

.620 

1.308 

.001 

.,., ... 
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positive effect of the juvenile friends in trouble scale is about the same. 

The cohort differences for natural area and school drop-out are especially 

striking. GrOl."ing up in the inner city or an interstitial area is asso-

dated with an incl'ease in juvenile sel'iousness which is more than nine 

times as large as the (nonsignificant) effect coefficient for the 1949 

Cohort males. In contrast, the effect of school drop-out for the 1949 

Cohort males results in an increase of more than 12 points in the serious-

ness index which is nearly eight times larger than the (nonsignificant) 

effect for the 194:; Cohort males. Since schoo 1 drop-out is a dichotomy 

coded 1 for dropping out and 0 for obtaining a high schOOL diploma (see 

Table 1), we may also interpret this effect as showing that school drop-

outs have a predicted juvenile seriousness score 12 points higher than 

those who did not drop out among the 1949 Cohort males . 

Columns 3 and 4 of Table 10 indicate that there are eight differences 

in the equations for adult official seriousness between the two cohorts . 

These;.nvolve race, attitude toward schOOl, school drop-out, perceived 

police patrol) juvenile seriousness, delinquent self-concept, educatiun, 

and age at marriage. Among the more important of these differences are 

the effects for the 1942 Cohort male::; which shol." that being I,hit~ and 

better educated are associated with lower seriousness scores while juve-

nile seriousness is associated with a larger predicted increase in adult 

seriousness than in the 1949 COh01:'t. While the differences in the coef-

ficients for juvenile seriousness do not appear large, it is I,orth not.ing 

that a one unit increase in ju\'enile seriuLlsness ':ol1tl'ibutes nearl}, .h) ~ more in 

terms uf a proportional increase in adult seriOUsness for the 194: Cuhort 
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males than does a one unit increase for the 1949 Cohort males. As with 

juvenile seriousness, dropping out of school is associo.ted with 0. substan­

tial increase in adult seriousness for the 1949 Cohort males where there 

is no significru1t effect for the 1942 Cohort males. Finally, the adjusted 

R~ values indicate that the equations explain about 10% more of the variance 

in both juvenile and adult seriousness for the 1949 Cohort males thru1 for 

the 1942 Cohort males. 

Table 11 presents the srune type of analysis for self-report seriousness. 

The results for juvenile self-report seriousness show four ~ohort differences 

involving mother IS emp 10yment, age at obtaining driver I s license, the j uve­

nile friends in trouble scale, and attitude toward the police. For the 

1949 Cohort males, mother I s emp loyment and 0 bt aining 0. driver I s license 

before 18 are associated lvith higher seriousness scores and a positive 

attitude toward the police is associated II/ith lower scores. These variables 

have no significant effects for the 194::: Cohort males. At the same time, 

a higher score on the juvenile friends tl'ouble scale is associated with 

higher seriousness scores for the 1942 Cohort but not the 1949 Cohort. 

School drop-out and auto use are both related to juvenile seriousness in 

p.ssentially the same manner for both cohorts. The finding for school 

drop-out is especially interesting in viel" of the large cohort differences 

II/e have found in the effect of this variable on official seriousness. This 

suggests that while the lack of a high school education may have some conse­

quences for behavior (as measured by the self-report variables), its most 

important consequences have to do with official CUl'!';er:; in the younger 

cohort II/hieh may reflect differences in reactions by official!; to offenders 
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as I'Ie 11 as actual behavior. 

The results for adult self-report seriousness in columns 3 and 4 

show that seven variables differ in their effects by cohort: race) regu­

lru:ity of head of household I s employment I sex of head of household, school 

drop-out, status of first job, and age at marriage. The effects which 

appear only for the 1942 Cohort males reveal that Whites have lower serious­

ness scores ru1d that having a. regularly employed head of household is asso­

ciated II/ith higher scores. The effects unique to the 1949 Cohort males 

show that those who grell/ up in male-headed households, dropped out of school, 

or married at older ttges also tend to have higher seriousness scores while 

those who held high-status first jobs tend to have lower seriousness scores. 

The effects for first job a.nd age at marriage in the younger cohort invite 

the speculation that these life-cycle events have a more important impact 

on the early stages of potentially criminal behavior. As Ive have seen in 

the previous section and will find for the female subsrunp les) this pat-

tern does not apply to the females. 

It should be noted that the effect of juvenile seli-report serious­

ness on adult seriousness is larger for the 194:! Cohort males than for 

the 1949 Cohort males in about the same ratio as we found for official 

seriousness. This apparent decline in the influence of both t,'Pes of 

juvenile seriousness on adUlt seriousness is consistent with the findings 

for all three male cohorts reported for official sel'iausnsss in Chapter 14. 

In terms of both t>'Pes of juvenile scriou::;n0ss, only one ~oh()l't Ji£­

ference is I:onsi::;tent. A positive J.ttitude tOI .... lrrd the poli~e is a::;S()":l­

aced with lower official and self-report juvenile seriousness score~. 

, 
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Three cohort differences are consistent for both mensures of adult 

seriousness. These involve the lower s~riousness scores associated with 

being White in the 194~ Cohort and the higher seriousness scores associated 

I'lith school drop-out und older age at marriage in the 1949 Cohort. HOI'lever, 

the most crucial difference involves race as shown by the strength of its 

effects as discussed in the previous aer' ion and by the cohort differences 

in the metric coefficients presented here. The pattern clear1> suggests 

a decline in the salience of race across cohorts for both adult behavior 

(as measured by self-report) and official contacts. 

Table 1::: presents the results for juvenile and adult official serious­

ness for the 194::: and 1949 Cohort females. We find that being Nhi te and 

dropping out of school are associated I'li th higher juveni1~ seriousness 

scores for only the 1942 Cohort females. For the 1949 Cohort fernul!J!i ~ 

regularity of head of household's employment is associatr:d with lo~'1el' 

I"hl'le ., hl' gh .... r "core vn the juvenile friends in trouble seriousness scores. ~ ~ ~ _ 

scale is associated with higher seriousness. Concerning adult official 

1 I · "" i>ffL~ct "nly for the 1942 Cohort fo-seriousness, only natura area \a~ ~. ¥ ¥ ~, 

males, auto use t as an effect only for the 1949 Cohort females, and tho 

effect: of juvenile seriousness is considerabl>' larger for the 1949 Cohort 

females. The effect of juvenile on adult seriousness is mot'Q than twico 

as large for the 1949 Cohort females us it is for the 1941 Cohort females. 

h thl'" fl' ndl' ng l' '" the oppos ite of that for the It is important to note t at ~ ~ 

males where there is u decline in this relationship from the older to the 

younger cohort. :-ione of these differences bet\~een the female subsrunples 

-------------------~----------------
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1 
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is consistent with the differences for the male subsrunp1es und thorefore 

ruises the question us to l'ihother Jtheso a.rc actuu1 cohOt't Ji fferoncos or 

represent a combination of sex-cohort differences. 

Comparisons of the effects of the independent variables on juvenile 

and adult self-report sel'iou::mess for the female subsumples are presented 

in Table 13. The effects unique to the 1949 Cohort females ,n'o the posi .. 

tive effects of mother's employment and a higher score on the JUVenile 

friends trouble s~:lle. While both iluto use and perceived negative influ­

ences a.re apparent for both females subs amp ll.)s , the effects :.ll'e someNhat 

stronger for the 1942 Cohort. Concerning adult self-r~port seriousness, 
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an effect of school drop-out and status of first job appear on1>' for the 

1942 Cohort females. As I'le fOWld for adult I1ffi~ial sorivllsness, the influ­

ence of juvenile seriousness is greater for the 1949 COhOl't females I"hi\!h 

again contradicts the finding for the differences in the male subsamples. 

There are tl'lO cohort differences bet\\'een the females \,hich invvl'.'c 

both official and self-report seriousness. For both types of juvenile 

seriousness, a higher score on the juvenile friends in trouble scale is 

associated with higher seriousness scores only for the 1 ~)49 Cvhort fema.les. 

The second cohort difference bet\,'cen the female subs.unpl"'."1 is found in 

the greater e-ffect ~f juvenile seriousness on adult seriou:mess for the 

1949 Cohort females. Al though both findings Jl'e cons istent \~l th the \"ieh' 

that experiences during the juvenile period may have It.:'ss imp.let: vlluffi­

cia1 01' self-report care~rs in the older ~ohOt't, th~>' ..1re :tot I!onsist~nt 

Ni th the diffQren~cs we ha\'~ found for the :nale subs3.'itp les. 

, 
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SU~IMARY 

Consistent Idth the evidence presentt:d in earlier chaptcl's, \~e find 

tha.t the single most important determinant of the sel'iousness of adult 

careers is the seriousness of juvenile "::tll'eers. It is important to noto 

that this finding holds true across all four cohort-se:< subsamples und 

is eVident l'iith controls for a. vuriety of a.ntecedent vUl'iables and intor-

vening variables which meUS1.lrc life-cycle events associated with late 

adolescence and early adulthood. 

The intel'pretation of this relationship Jiffers somewhat for the 

official and self-report indexes. Continuity betNeen juvenile and ;.ldul t 

official police contacts may reflect the I'larking of the criminal justice 

system as Nell us actual behavior. Individuul:, coming into contact Idth 

the police ucquire u record whether or not they U1D Qventually charged 

and adjudicated. The police often check thi:; record when they have con-

tact I'lith an individual and it is reasonable to suppose that pril,)r ..::on­

tact histories :nay influence an officer I s decision on I ... hethar 01' not to 

inf()rmally dispose of the incident. The rolationship betl ... cen the so 1£­

report inde:<es, hOI ... ever, shOUld more strongly l.'cilel!t behavioral patterns 

even though contact with oj ffi ~i 0.1 agenci es may also ac.:ount tor part 0 f 

this relationship. One ..::onsequence of this relationship is that juvenil~ 

seriousness intervenes bet\ ... een its antecedents -md later l)utCOIIIO:; given 

the structure Ot the present model. Among tho morc important or thl;; in­

direct effects trMJmitted by juvenile sel.'ioustless arc those due to drop­

ping out of school and having fri~nds in troubit.! idth the lal.; during the 

--------------------------------------------------------
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juvenile period. Other indirect effects also appeal'l especiall}' those 

associated with automobile usc, but these are not always consistent across 

the subsamples. 

We also find evidence for cohort-sex differences in the effect of 

juvenile seriousness on adult seriousness for both the official und solf­

report indexes, Among the males) this effect appears to decline over time 

whlle it increases over time for the femal~s. 

Among the more importunt effects on juvenile seriollsness are those 

due to natural ure~t, race, dropping Ollt of schoo l, and having friends 

in trouble \~ith the law during the juvenile periud, There 1s some evi­

dence that the effects of na.tural area :.:md ra~1? Jl'e I'leakel.' in the VOlln~1el' • t,> 

cohort. Since this difference appears tor both official and se If-r~pol't 

seriousness, it may reflect temporal ~hangcs in the treatment of residents 

of different arcas and membcl':-j of l'a~~e;ethnic gt"':lIPS bl' the po1i~e .1:; ",,011 

as behaviort'l.l changes. Another interprCl:otlJn C\)l1si:5'tent '.dth this find­

ing is that natur:tl area and race :nay have long-term effects ult careers 

which are not yet evident in the younger cohort. 

The association between dropping uut of school and higher seriuus-

ness scores i:5 strongest fel' the males) increas..;s in :;trongth from the 

194.:! tl,) 19.19 Cohorts :01' mules, and is apparent ror both otfi~i:ll und 

:5e If-report seriousness. This finding bi ..::on~istel1t lvi th the idea that: 

educatiotHtl llttainment has become a more important re$our~e tor social 

and economic integratil,)n into uur socioty but mul' also reflect an _tglng 

di fference like that suggested for natural ..ll.'ca and rac~, 

Having juvetlil~ triends in troubl~ Nith th~ 1m'lL; ,\:;sllciaNd \\lth 

I 
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higher seriousness scores but this does not vary consistently by cohort, 

sex, or the typ"" of index used (official vs. self-report). However, 

the contribution of this variable to seriousness is least among the female 

subsamples where \'Ie find, on the other hand, a significant contribution 

of perceived negative influences from family and/or friends. These find­

ings indicate that associations during the juvenile period do have con­

sequences for official and self-report careers and, because of this, indi-

rectly affect adult careers. 

CONCLUSION 

However complex the findings may appaar, \1'13 have poi.nted out the con­

sistencies which assist us in understanding the process by which juveniles 

come to engage in illegal behavior or acquire a history of pOlice contacts 

\'1hich in ~ome cases continues into serious adult careers. Although I'le have 

sucrcrested that some of the differences in the mode 1s across the various bb 

subsamples may be meaningfully interpreted, 1":13 feel compelled to note other 

factors I."hieh should temper this interpretation. Part of the appearance 

of complexit)" arises from: 1) the large number of variables I'lhich Ivere not 

linked to underlying theoretical constructs with the attendant problems of 

multicollinearity and effects due to chance, and 2) some anomalies I'lhich 

for the most part involve relatively I'leak relationships. To the extent 

that the findings vary from cohort to .::ohort and year to year, that in 

itself helps us to understand the problems of persons in the juvenile and 

adult justice systems. 

A critical view of our research prompts us to say that if the anteceJ­

onts of delinquency and crime (as operatio~'" ly defin\:ld 1.1 this research) 

J 
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are ever-Shifting rather than basic to these phenomena, does that not call 

for the development of va.riables that have been conceptualized in a more 

sophisticated sociological manner? Does that not suggest that the research 

\'las conceptualized as a social problem rather than as a sociOlogical problem? 

Conceptualizing at this higher level is what sociologists shOUld attempt 

to do so that their theoretical explanations Ivi11 therefore be at a level 

relatively free of the influence of historical events. A strictly sociological 

explanation of delinquency and crime should transcend historical events 

unless they too have been conceptualized in a sociological fashion. The 

development of an explanation of the process by I"hich people acquire delin-

quent careers and continue into adult crime requires the successful test 

of a model Ivhich includes explanatory variables with sufficient delinquency-

and-crime-producing effects so that the fluctuation of tangentially related 

phenomena l'<'ill not overshadow their effects. This is not an easy task. 

Although our model has achieved a reasonable level of explanatory 

pOI\'er for the male subsamples, it is clear that much variation in the 

dependent variables remains to be explained and this is esp~cially true for 

the females in our study. ~o dUi.lbt we have yet to fully o.::apture the 

inabili ty of the larger conununi ty to success fully socialize its youth into 

patterns of behavior that are defined as law-abiding. 

Some of the findings in this and earlier chapters suggest that minority 

group stati.lS or growing up in the inner city and interstitial area.s have 

direct effects on the seriousness of ddinqueney and crime and indirect 

effects primarily due to economic opportunities and associa.tion I'lith Jelin-

quent friends. Coupled with the effects of variables indicative of lack 
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of integration into or failure to succeed in the educational system and the 

characteristics of family and friends, does this not indicate that the 

findings aJ:e supportive of the gener"l h ' ~ t eoretlcal position that delinquency 

is explnined by the fact that young people in certain ascribed groups (e. g., 

minority group members and inner cit. residents) are very early-on social­

i:ed into their objective lack of social and econOml'" '" opportuni ties and 
$tigmatL:~,d status. Delinquent acts are perceived as a solution to their 

problems because no other solution seems available to them. This is, of 
course, the reason that some persons Idho yare concerned about the problems 

of delinquency and crime have been so crl'tl'cal f o explanations that focus 

on the individual rather than the organi:atl' on·' , ot soclety. The next step, 

from a purely scientific point of viel". ,:,hould· b y. ~ e to reconsider how these 

data may be used to test 'ompet' I ' ~ lng axp anatlons of juvenile delinquency 

and adul t crime. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 Discussions of path analysis may be found in Kenneth C. Land, "Princi­

pIes of Path Analysis, II in Edgar F. Borgatta (ed.), SoaioZogiaaZ .Vethoao­

~og'd (Sar Francisco: Jossey- Bass, 1969) and Otis Dudley DW1can, Int1'Catit.!­

"don to StT'tLOtti1'a~ Equadvn .\.'ode:a (~ew York: Academic Press, 1975). The 

direct :and indirect effects presented in Tables 2-9 may be interpreted 

as reflecting the relative strengths of the effects of the variables. ~~re 

technically, a direct effect represents the proportional change in one 

standard deviation W1it on the dependent variable associated with a change 

of one standard deviation unit on the independent variable. The "metric" 

effects presented in Tables 10-13 are e;"''Plained below. 

As explained in Chapter 1"\', indirect effects are computed as the 

product of the path coefficients found when the effect of an independent 

variable on a dependent variable is traced through an intervening variable. 

Because of the large nLunber of possible indirect effects in the model, we 

repott only those which were obtained by multiplying two statistically 

significant direct effects. In addition, I'le discuss only' those I'lhose 

magnitude equals or exceeds .05 in absolute value. 

Pairwise deletion of missing data was used in all analys~s; see .Jae­

On Kim and James Curry J "The Treatment of ~Iissing Data in ~tu1tivariate 

Analysis," 

The reader may notice that referralS and sanctions are absent irom 

the model. There are two reasons for this omission. First, there were 

too few cases lVith referralS and sanctions in some of the subsamples to 

provide reliable results. For exrunple, only two of the 19..\.9 ~ohort fe­

males who were interviewed received juvenile court sanctions through ,tge 

1:". Thus referrals and sanctions were dropped in order to obtain comparable 

analyses for all the subgroups. Second, the high intercorreliltions among 

seriousness, referrals, and sanctions pose problems for an analysis 0f 

this type in that estimates of the path coefficients may he rather unstable. 

HOI'i'ever j \'Ie did perform the anal),ses reported in this chapter wi th refer­

rals and sanctions included in the models. The findings did not alter 
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our conclusions in Chapter 14 that juvenile referrals and sanctions are 

not important determinants of adult seriousness and also do not alter in 

any important \'Iay the substantive conclusions we make in this chapter. 

At the same time, it should be noted that this omission results in over­

estimates of some effects, especially those for juvenile seriousness. This 

overestimation is not large since the primary effect of juvenile seriousness 

on adult seriousness is a uirect effect as noted in Chapter 14. 

Since the measures of official seriousness are rather skewed and 

tests for nonlinearity showed some nonlinear relationships, we also per­

formed the analyses using square root transformations of the appropri Llte 

variables (see Jacob Cohen and Patricia Cohen, ...J.pp;·~ed .\juZtip~e RegT'esJion/ 

(Hillsdale, ;-.r. J . : Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates) :252. The results of those analyses also did not alter 

the conclusions we present in this chapter. 

In addition to the respondent's report of his/her delinquent or 

criminal self-concept at various ages, we have various measures of how 

the respondent believes others (parents, teachers, friends) evaluated him/ 

her in terms of delinquency/criminality. For any given age period (e.g., 

ages 16-17, 18-20) to which these questions apply, the responses are 

highly intercorrelated. This means that it is difficult if not impossible 

to obtain satisfactory estimates of the importance of the respondent's 

own self-rating versus his/her perceptions of the ratings of significant 

others. Nevertheless, we performed the analyses reported here with all 

of the relevant items included and obtained generally unstable and in some 

cases counter-intuitive results due to the problem of multicollinearity. 
We also created an additive index \'Ihich combined responses to all of the 

items and conducted analyses similar to those reported here. The results 

were virtually the same as those which we report but \'Ie prefer the single 

"self-concept" item since it allows a more straightforward interpretation 

than the overall index. 

4 It could be argued that indicators of both school drop-out and educa-
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tional level should not be included in the same model bect~;·,·,e of: their 

obvious overlap. However, we regard the school drop-out dUlIJnY variable 

as a useful indicator of possible qualitative, nonlinear aspects of edu­

cational attainment, that is, the Ilcredentialing" effect of not obtaining 

a high school diploma. Also, the zero-order correlations between the two 

variables are not so strong as to rule out their inclusion in the same 

analysis (see the correlations between ;-.rODIPLMR and EDUC in Appendix T). 

S It could be hypothesized that mother's employment would have the effect 

of decreasing seriousness by contributing to the economic status of the 

family or of increasing seriousness by reflecting a lack of parental super­

vision during the juvenile period. Our finding is consistent with the 

latter interpretation. However, it is associated only with self-report 

seriousness ~ not official seriousness I which suggests that it may be 

associated with relatively innocuous forms of behavior \'Ihich usually pre­

dominate among the self-report offenses. 

The metric or IIraw" coefficients are the unstandardi:ed partial 

regression coefficients. The value oi a metric -;oefficient may be inter-

preted as the proportional change in one unit of the dependent variable 

:l.ssociated with one unit change in the independent variable. Another 

way to say this is thM if the independent variable was increased 

(or decreased) by one unit the dependent variable \'Iould change proportion­

ally as reflected by the size of the metric coefficient. Since the metries 

of many social science variables do not have readily interpretable metrics 

such as dollar values, the values of the metric coefficients often to not 

provide a meaningful numerical value. However I they are appropriate for 

comparisons across subsamples since their magnitude is not affected by 

unique subsample variances as are the path (standardized) coefficients. 

Discussions of the appropriate strategies and issues mar be found in Ronald 

L. Schoenberg, liS trategies for ~Ieaningful Comparison, 'I Herbert L. Costner 

(ed.), S~'1~i ... -:;)gi.JaZ :':2-;hv.i.::;Z,;gy (Sun Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1~72), :md 

Jae-On Kim and Charles W. ~(ueller, "Standardized and Unstandardi:ed Coei-
, \ E " .. 'T It .... ,\.~ ... ,.,.,..".: ... ..,,.. 'f",_*, .. "·,,, ficients in Causal Analysis: t'\n XPO::>ltOIY .~ote, .'- .... ~ ........ v ...... • ....... I •• ,.u 
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Chapter 23. 

INTRODUCTION 

Pre©eding page blank 589 

Stunmary of the Research and Reconunendations for t.he POlice) 
the School) the Courts) and the Community 

Much of the concern in the United States and the rest of the world 

with juvenile delinquency has been basE'd on the premise that it lead::; to 

adult crime. Although a variety of analyti~al techniques and measures of 

continui ty and sel'iousness of career~5 have generated the conclusion that 

there is some relationship between juvenile delinquency and adult criminal-

ity) the relationship is not.suffident to permit prediction of adult .;:rimi-

nality from juvenile delinquency. Furthermore) to the ~xtent that a rela-

tionship exi::;ts it may be explained by the vperation of the juvenile ~nd 

adul t justice systems as well .1.S by corn:inui ties in the ::,JhJ.':."~"'l' 0f per-

sons. Whilo thos~ who are involved ln th~ expenditure Jf vast stuns of 

money for intervention find this difficult to accept) it is unrealisti.: 

to posi t juvenile de linquency as the precursor to adul t ~rime and .~ontinue 

to intervene as though the facts were di ifcrent from what they ;.tre. 

~Iany of the findings described in this final report are consistent 

with those of existing research by $ociologists. l~e findings are unique 

in that they are based on an analYSis of three birth cohorts. The Racine 

data have permitted us to describe .::hunges in patterns of delinquency 

and crime that have taken place Jver tlmo as well as to :t;t:.1ly:e the dl'na-

mic.1 of delinquency and crime) the nature of .::areer patterns J the pro-

cessual similarities that J.re found in ~ach ';:0hort, and the differences 

from cohort to cchort I'lhich must be t:xpected (13 a consequence of socict:11 

.:hange . 
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THE DATA AND SOME INITIAL CONCER.~S 

The three birth cohorts (1942, 1949, and 1955) are comprised of 

6,127 persons, of whom 4,079 persons had essentially continuous residence 

in Racine from at leas·t the age of 6 until the cut-off date for data 

collection (1974 for the first two cohorts and 1976 for the third cohort). 

In addition to analyzing the data on police contacts, referrals, and court 

dispositions for persons in the three cohorts, we have conducted exten­

sive analyses of the interview \"ith 889 persons from the 1942 and 1949 

Cohorts. 

Neither sex nor race/ethnic! ty was conceptualized as an explanatory 

variable. Both are statuses which may have some predictive value but in 

themselves they do not help to explain delinquent -lnd cl'iminal behavior. 

At the same time, these statuses are important 1n terms of the extent to 

which persons have recorded contacts with the police, contacts for more 

serious forms of miSbehavior, referrals, and dispositions \"hich eventuate 

in the incarceration of disproportionate numbers I)f people with specific 

race/ethnic and sex characteristics. So, in a sense, certain statuses 

have some explanatory value in understanding the manner in which the juve­

nile and adult justice systems \'1ork. 

As the data were examined it became apparent that there were not only 

significant differences related to sex but to race and ~thnicity as well. 

!'ihile sex differences were therefore explored throughout the res~arch, the 

number of persons from minority groups was sufficiently large in only the 

1949 and 1955 Cohorts to permit extended discussion of Nhlte, Black, and 

Chicano variation. Even then, in some analyses where they \vere included 

it was necessary to issue words of caution about the tentative conclusions 

that could be reached. 

Although over half of the White males of each cohort and approximately 

three-quarters of the Black males had a police contact between the ages 

of 6 and 17 J White males still accounted for 77 9J of all police contacts 

in the 1942 Cohort J b6% of the 1949 Cohort, and even 52~ in the 1955 Cohort 

(,,,here the proportion of contacts by females of each race/ethnic group had 

markedly increased). On the other hand, no matter which mellsure of fre-

quency or seriousness of polic~ contacts is utilized, I'Ihi te females generally 

have the fewest contacts and the least serious involvement I'll th the pOlice 

and Black males have the most contacts and most serious involvement \"i th 

the police. But even though minorities have dispropol'tionnl involvement, 

the great bulk of the police contacts in Racine has been with White males, 

regardless of the age period considl}l'ed. 

INCREASING INVOLVE?<1ENT AJ'ID SERIOUSN13SS FROM l:OHORT TO COHORT 

Comparison of the thre~ cohorts revealed that .)verall races of contact 

wi th the po li ce diu not increase from cohort to cohort as mudl as did 

rates of police contact for the more serious offenses such as Assault, Bur-

glary, Theft, and Robbery (contacts for Part I offenses increased from co-

hart to cohort consiut}rnbll' more than did all reasons for police cOntnct3). 

Coupled with this, hOloJever) is the fact thnt while resenrchers deal in 

rates (and various measures of seriollsness of offenses), people in the 

community are (!oncel'ned about the incrense in sheer numbers of behllviors 

I"hi(!h they define as delinquency and crime. We noted that from .:!ohort to 

cohort contncts for Assaul t increased from 5 to 40 to 150 unci for Armed 

robbery from 1 to 15 to 77, nwnericnl changes of the order that hnve aroused 
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the concern of persons in the iuvenile and adult justice :;ystems and the 

public who learn about it in the media (;)1' exPerience it as victims. 

Dc linquency among females increased from cohort to cohort even more 

than it did among malt!ls regardless of tIl' measure of frequency or serious­

ness employed. In particular, females fl.'om the 1955 Cohort had police 

contacts for more serious offenses than was the case in earlier cohorts. 

What is perhaps of greatest concern to those on the firing line, 

\~hether the)' be pOlice officers on patrol, jUJenilc bUl'eau personnel, juve­

ni le court personne 1, probation o ffiCtU'S I or their counterparts who al'e 

faced with young adult offenders, is not just the increase in juvenile 

police contacts but the increase in the proportion of contacts which involve 

serious offenses, 0. proportion I'Ihich more than doubled from the 1942 to the 

1955 Cl,)horts for the age period 6-1:' and more than tripled tor the age 

period 1$-:0, 

COHORTS I~ THE RACI~E SETTING 

No next examined cohort contact rates, age by age I in their historic:~l 

perspective. At the same time that frequency and seriousness of police 

contacts were increasing from cohort to cohort, rates of police contact I 

, ...., 'l1g ":ot' Racine as a Nho It.., particularly fOl' Part I offenses, Ivere lnc .. e,"Sl ... 

over the years covered by the research, Consequently the increase in the 

proportion of each cohort with contacts and contacts for more serious 

reasons would be considered part of the public's reaction to increasing 

delinquency and cnme 1n t e commu 1 • , 'h n' ty r~.'ll· S period \'las one in which the 

number of police officers patrolling the community rose from 89 to .09. 

However, this increase did not begin to match the increase in arrest rat~s 

f 
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in the conoounity so it could not be said that increases in police contacts, 

seriousness of offenses, or increases in arrest rates for the city were 

merely a function of an increasing probability of contact l'Iith police offi-

cers. 

That changes in police administrative policies could have had the 

effect of increasing contact rates for the 1955 Cohort juveniles in their 

late teens and those who were in the age period from 18-20 is another 

matter, just as total arrest rates and rates for Part I offenses for the 

same age groups could have been increased by stricter enforcement of the 

law. By the same token, it is very likely that recording procedures had 

an impact on the number of arrests that were categori:ed as Part I offenses. 

Thus the probabi 11 ty is that, \.,rhatever the increases in frequency and serious-

ness of reasons for contacts \)1' arrests, only part vf the increase for the 

cohorts and the city as a whole could be attributed to the behaVior of 

the residents of Racine. 

THE SPATIAL DISTR1~UTION OF DELINQUENCY ~~D CRI~ffi 

Having conceptualized juvenile delinqulmcy as a product of the learning 

process in I'Ihich juveniles grow up in social areas characteri:ed by dif­

ferent levels of crime and delinquency, I'le examined the police ~ontact data 

from an ecological perspective. ~o mattGr hO\~ delinquency and crime rates 

are computed for the ~6 statistical areas which I'lere developed for the 

city of Racine it is apparent that police contacts and more serious contact$ 

are concentrated in the inner city and its interstitial :lreas. This 1:; 

the case in tenns of place of contact and place of residence of persons 

\~:i.th contacts, rates decreaSing as one moves out\~a1'd from the inner city 

, 
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accol'ding to the classical pattern. At the SUllie time, pOlice patrolling 

is m01'O intensive in areas whi..::h have a high incidence of delinquency and 

crime. As a result, resic.1ents of these al'eas us we 11 as those who frequent 

them have Q greuter probability of police contacts thun do persons who do 

not reside there and \"ho seldom go thero. 

The high concentration of Racine's Black population in the inner city 

and its interstitial areas and u similar but different puttern of concen~ 

tration of the Chicanos play a purt in expluining I"hy they have more 

frequent contacts l'lith the pOlice than do Whites. Although there was u 

decline in the proportion of I'lhite males with po!i\!(!· contacts from the 

center of the city outward in most olga periods, a.t leust half of the 

White males in high socioeconomic status areas hud at leust one non~cruffic 

police contact during their lives. It is conSO:ltt,nt with the gl'owth ~f 

Racine to find that areas \'1i th high rates .)f poli\~e contacts Cthe inner 

city und interstitial areas) expanded from :.'!ohort to cc'hort no matt~r 

how delinquency and crime were measured. 

Al though Blacks are more cont.~entratQd by subarea of residence and I)f 

contact than Whites, police contacts by ;~hitQS became morc t.:oncontratcd 

(from cohort to cohort) by subarea of residence and mo~e dispersod by 

subarea of contact. I t is appUl'ent that the Whi tos have become more 

involved in crime and delinquency in areus of tho city other than these 

in which they reside and that even those who live on the periphery have 

contributed to the high rates of delinquency and crime in the inner ~ity 

and its interstitial areus. 

l'lhen 1;'0 look at the raco/ethnic proportions in the various rC:3iJencial 

~ 7 .. 

ar",as in Racine we find that tho proportions \~ho have ever had a contact 

by ra.ce/ethnici ty nre not great ly different from the prop(j'Nion of each 

race/ethnic group in each area. This more than ...... ytllin 1 i d' 
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that the idea. of Bla.cks tlnd Chicanos as the focal point tlf the delinquency 

and crime problem is not only distorted by the fa.ilul·O tC):r,')nsidor the 

spatial distribution of minod ties (theit- ecological status), but is to (). 

considerable extent a fiction based on confusing contextually-derived be­

havior and the characteristics of groups. The consistency with \\'hich the 

race/ethnici ty of persons with contacts parallels tho raco/ethnic composi
M 

tion of each Ill'ea of the conuntUli ty reinfol'ces the pOsition that do linquent 

and criminal behavior is Nenerat'\d ~n '1 'I' h' h 
a ~ 4 a SOCla m~ leu w lC proviJes grounds 

for contacts I'li th the pOlice. 

CONCENTRATION .~\fONG ~fULT ~LE uFFENDERS 

While police contacts for delinquent :.md Cl'J.!ninal behavil)l' ,l1'O h1ghl: 

concentra.t~d among .:lome individuals in oach ..:ohort, the>' c1l'O also l'lidoly 

dispersed -- bUdd to :'OtlJ of the males in ~Ilch cf.)hort hud olt least one con~ 
tact for an offense other than a traffic vil.llatil.)n. A ,;mall portion of 

each cohort had continuing poli~e contacts but most ~f the people did not. 

Rathe~, they generally had ~Dnta..::ts only at one time in their lives. 1~us, 
Single or occasional cont[ll';ts with the pOlice for alleged delinquent and 

criminal behavior are widespread but there is a small prOpOl'tll)n of the 

population continuously Jnd seriously involved With the police throughout 

their lives. 

For oxumple, less than :!5~J of each ~ohot't' s males h.lvC had five or 

more non- traffic \:ont.:tcts but these ~hl'oni~ offenders account for from 
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77% to 83% of all contacts by the males in their cohort. 

From 5% to 7% of the persons in each cohort is responsible for over 

half of the non-traffic polic~ contacts, roughly~Q91i of each cohort IS 

members are res~onsible for SO% of the non-traffic police contacts generated 

by that cohort, and an even smaller 1Jercent (from SOo to l.f~o of each cohort) 

was responsible for all of the cohort I s felonies. 11e have also shown 

that \."hile males have more frequent and more serious contacts with the 

police than do females, the concentration of contacts for more serious 

offenses is greater among females than males, from 2% to 7~ of the females 

in each cohort having generated 100% of the felonies by females in their 

cohorts. If one wished to identify the persons ".,ho are responsible for 

about 7S~s of the felonies (and much of the other crime) j then approxi-

mately 5% of each cohort, the persons with two or three felony contacts, 

would be the target population. 

CONTI~UATION ~~D DISCONTINUATION 

Contact Sequences 

Although the probability of having an i.nitial police c('\ntact is very 

large (more than 80~5 of the males ill the 1942 and 1949 Cohort and over :'og~ 

in the 1955 Cohort have at least one contact .tS do 4M of the: females in 

the 1942 Cohort, 52 9J in the 1049 Cohort, and 45°~ in the 1955 Cohort) and the 

probability of continuing contacts for males is at least 80'·~ aiter the 

foux-th contact, over half of the males l'Jith a first contact dis.::ontinue 

having police contacts before their fifth contact and hali of the females 

before their second contact. By their tenth contact SO~ of the males in 

each cohort have discontinued having any sort of police contact. They 

- 9 -

discontinue even sooner in the felony sequences. Approximately SO% 

of the males in each cohort did not have a felony contact after their 

third contact. Discontinuation rates for females are even more abrupt 

for every sequence. The existence of a "hard core" group of continuers 

suggests again that there is a relatively small group on whom attention 
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should be focused by the juvenile and adult justice systems. Continuation 

probabilities for the Racine cohort, with controls inserted to make the 

Racine data comparable to the Philadelphia data, produced quite similar 

results. 

Increasing Seriousness 

Although a variety of analyses were conducted to test the hypothesis 

that offenders proce~d to more serious offenses, little evidence of ayo~~­

mati.;] progression in seriousness \."as fountl.. In no case do the data generate 

what might be called a smooth curve but seriousness does gradually increase 

from contact to contact among mules, reaches an initial peak (for most 

persons in their teens), then declines, only to rise again among those who 

continue to have frequent contact with the police, This is especially true 

among persons with 40 or more contacts. The most prevalent pattern, however, 

is one of declining s~riousness and Jis~ontinuation after the teen-age 

period. The fe\." who continue to have police contacts into their late 

twenties with an increase in ::;eriousness (and finally a decline) are those 

\vho become well known to the adult justil.':e system and thus create the im-

pression of continuity and increasing serlousness in delinquent xnd .::ri-

minal cal'eers. The I,~areers of these p.::)'sons arc ntypical of all I"ho have 

had contacts \."ith the juvenile and adult justice systems. 

-~-------------~~---~-rC' 

, 
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Age Period Continuity 

When continuities in police contacts are examined by age period we 

find that there are a variety of patterns based on combinations of the 

juvenile period (age 6-17), the intermediate "'~:,:iod (age 18-20), and the 

21 and over age period. Most persons who had contacts in more than one 

period commenced in the juvenile period but, if traffic offenses are ex­

cluded, no more than 15% of the males and 4% of the females in any cohort 

had contacts in each age period. Those persons vii th continuous careers 

comprise only a small percentage of each cohort. While there is variation 

based on the place of sociali:ation and race/ethnicity, not even among 

Blacks who I'lere sociali:ed in the inner city do \'Ie find more than a third 

with contacts in each age period. 

, 1 Bla'-ks j'''\:ld police contacts in every While disproportlonate y more w _ 

period than did Whites, whether craffic contacts are included or excluded, 

race/ethnic differences lVere considerably smaller for those who lived in 

Con-the inner city .md the interstitial areas than for the entire city. 

tinuity, then, was related to race/ethnicity and place of resiJence but, 

again, it is a mistake to think of these as explanatory variables. Race/ 

ethnicity and place of residence are statuses related to underlying con­

ditions of life which are the more basic variables e:--.-plaining differences 

in crime and delinquency. 

~evertheless, it has been established that some individu~ls have 

d ' ehe J'uvenl'le period, continue to have them as police contacts urlng 

young adults, and even beyond the age of :1 while others do not. This 

raises the question of the probability of continuity between age periods 

and the correlation between number and seriousness of ~ontact:) in one 

1 
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period and subsequent periods. 

There is some probability of continuation, but the correlations and 

'-go ) ..J 

measures of proportional reduction of error for either frequency or serious­

ness of contacts between adjacent age periods were too low to permit pre­

diction of the extent and seriousness of a person's care~r in a following 

age period from his or her record in a prior age period. Interestingly 

enough, the highest association (.696) was between the ntmber of police 

contacts by inner city White males from the age of 6 through 17 and their 

number of contacts from the i7ge of 18 and on. 

Concentration and Dispersion 

On the other hand, construction of continuity types and use of controls 

for place of socia1i:ation permit selection of a relatively small percen­

tage of offenders who are most likely to have criminal careers after the 

age of 18 j careers which include a large number of felonies, For example, 

of a high ris k group composed of that 11. 7°6 of the 1942 Cohort I'lho were social-

i:ed in the inner city and its interstitial areas and had ~ontinuous 

careers before is, 53. 3~d had high seriousness scores after 18. ~o other 

area and no other continuity type had even close to 50 9j with high serious-

ness scores after is, Persons from the inner city and interstitial areas 

Idth continuous cal'eers before 18 also produced the largest proportion 

with high seriousness scores for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts as l'Ie11. Thus, 

the crucial predictor is a continuous career before the age of is and per-

sons in the inner city are most likely to meet this ~riterion. 

As promising as this sounds, one must look at the total picture. IVhi le 

43.St of the inner city group with continuous contact careers before 18 
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and high later seriousness scores cOirunitted at least one felony after l8~ 

they comprise only 26 g.; of the persons in the 1942 Cohort and 2996 and 22~6 of 

the persons with felony contacts in the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. Felony 

offenders ai'e spread throughout the conununity and, of these, some never 

had a police contact before the age of 18. 

As in every other manner in which the data have been examined, it 

is found that there is a high degree of concentration, i.e., there are 

certain categories of persons who have a high probability of having 

serious cal'eers that include felonies, but there is also a high degree 

of dispersion in that people scattered throughout the cOlrununity who either 

had no juvenile record or only had intermittent contacts for minor offenses 

ul timate ly are charged I'li th serious offenses by law enforcement agencies. 

Because they do not have extensive records as juveniles there is no basis 

for prediction of their hlter criminal behavior. Pl'ed:: etion for a high 

risk group is not the same as prediction for a total cohort and it is 

the latter with which we are most concerned. 

PREDICTING FROM ACCU~IULATED EXPERIENCE 

Since it was apparent that predicting number or seriousness of contacts 

from one age to another I'd th any degree of accuracy was not possible, 

several other approaches I'lere explored. When a series of predictic-n tables 

were constructed based on the nwnber of po1it~e contacts a juvenile had 

had through each age, it was found that in the 1942 Cohort over 90 90 of 

those who had one contact through age 15 had at least one subsequent con-

tact and 100% of those who had two or more contacts through the age of 

15 had at least one m~re contact aiter that age. But 60% of those with 

no contacts through age 15 had at least one contact after that age. By 
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the age of 18 only 4390' f th h h d o ose w 0 a no contacts through that age 

had a contact sometime in the future and 72% of those who had had two 

or more contacts had at least one more contact in the future. Similar 

findings were prt2Sent for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. Tables were also 

const~ucted with the criterion of five or more contacts after any given 

age. The differences were even sharper in that at the age of 18, for 

example, only 5?ci of those Who had had no contacts previously would hllve 

fi ve or more contacts after that age, while 65~ci of those who had five 

or more contacts through the age of 18 would have five or more after 

that a.ge. 
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Prediction tables b~sed on seriousness scores in which the criterion 

was a seriousness score of six or more after any given age produced similar 

results. However, When the data for any given age were used in prediction, 

it I'las found that the combined errors of Jmission ilnd .:onunission were 

greater than or only slightly less than those which would be made by a 

prediction from the modal categor'y of the 'l . marglna s. In other I'lords, 

at any given age, for example 18 for the 1942 C·~hort, l',t' 
v one lVere t.::> pre-

dict that no one would have five or more contacts one \.,ould only make 

marginal errors of lS°J, By utilizing past polic~~ contacts of four or 

more contacts as the basis for predicting who I'louid have five or more 

contacts in the future, these errors would be reduced to 1..J.'\ but I'le ''Iould 

have falsely predicted that 35 persons I'lould have five or more conta.cts 

who did not (5. 5°J) and that 5..J. persons I'lould not have rive or more con-

tacts I'lhen they dl' d. \,11. at 've 1· t b d h 
III e r wOU.u e one to t ose whom we predicted 

would have five or more contacts would be done to g; persons (35 of whom 
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did not need it) and 54 who should have received special attention would 

not have had it. This illustrates the nature of the problem faced by 

persons on the firing line if they are expected to deal effectively with 

the problem of crime prevention. The 1949 and 1955 Cohorts produced 

similar findings. 

We concluded that although there is a ~'elationship between frequent 

and more serious contacts in the early years and continuity of careers, 

it alone does not enable us to improve our predictive efficiency over that 

based on the marginals because too many errors of omission and corrunission 

are made if we act on these data alone. 

THE DISPOSITION OF POLICE CONTACTS 

The Decision to Refer 

Given the fact that during the latG 1~70's Jver 30~ of the population 

in juvenile institutions and 409~ in adult institutions I'lero :lonwhitei:1 

Wisconsin, :3. state Idth less than 5~, of its population ~om'lhite, one must 

conclude that minorities .\:[.;- e~ther more delinquent and criminal in their 

behavior than the majority or that their behavior is more susceptible 

to formal dispOSition than is that of the major~ty. Although thi3 has 

often been attributed to step-by-step discrimination in the chain of events 

between the corrunission of an act and institutionali:ation, most cross­

sectional studies have produced contradictory and/or inconclusive evi­

dence of significant race/ethnic or socioeconomic discrimination at any 

decision-making point. These contradictory findings do not prevent hypo­

thesi::ing that as an individual proceeds through the system the dcdsion 

to take the next formal .:;tep is more likely to be made if the mi$cr~t1nt 

i 
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is Nonwhite or of lower socioeconomic status than if hc/she is White or 

of high socioeconomic status. Each step adds an increment of Nonwhites 

and/or persons of lower socioeconomic status to those who will be formally 

brought closer to institutionalization. In the end, a significantly 

large proportion of the institutionalized population is Nonwhite or from 

lower socioeconomic status groups. This phenomenon is of such importance 

that \'Ie devoted an entire chapter to the subj ect of disproportionate incar­

ceration and its impact on later continuation of criminal careers for 

inner city Blacks. Although differentials in delinquency and crime rates, 

for whatever rea.sOl! they occur, playa major part in determining the dis­

proportIonal minority population of institutions, the question is to 

what extent :lre these differences bused en both ruce/ethnicity and socio­

economic status? To what extent ure they generated by definitions of 

whut shOUld be done in response to delinquent and criminal behavior, defiw 

nhions which vary I'lith thu race/ethnici ty of persons who are being pro­

cessed by the justice system'? 

The initial screening process) the decision to refer or not to refer, 

is often the first step in a chain of events that send 11 few percent more 

of minority or low socioeconomic status persons on to the next stage of 

the process. Although a higher percentage of Black and Chicano than \~lite 

males were referred from each cohort, I'lhen controls £01' sel'ivusn~'5s were 

introduced, race/ethnic differentials became less consistent. Black 

males, however, are still disproportionately referred beyond their contri­

bution to the most serious categories of contacts. \,'hen referrals are 

for non - fo lonies or fe lonies, thu t proport ion 0 f persons 1'(;' ferred 3.1 so 
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increases in each race/ethnic group with frequency of contact, particu-

lar1y among Black males I'IHh five or more contacts. In other words, a 

larger proportion of t!1e chronic offenders have had at least one of 

their contacts referred (a massing of contributions to the official 

records) regardless of what they have done. All of this indicates that 

minori ties make up a disproportionate number of those refel'l'ed because 

l ' t t and more "ontacts for 1ll0re serious offenses they have more po lce can ac s _ 

and because a disproportionate number are referred beyond what would be 

expected considering the categories of behavior into which their reasons 

for police contact fall, 

Continuity in Referrals 

The next question was whether .)r hot referrals through a given age 

were highly 3.ssociated with the number of referrals after that age, In 

Ilach cohort we found relativel/' high correlations between the number of 

referrals through an age, such as ages 1~ through the early :O's, and 

referrals after that age but the ability to increase predictive efficiency 

over that obtained from the marginals was limited. The problem is best 

described by presenting an examphL ,\.t the! .lge vi 13 in the H)4~ Cohort I 

only l~~ of those who had no referrals through that age would have a re­

ferral after that age, while 91~ of those who had five or more referrals 

through that age would have at least one referral after that age. HOI\'ever, 

only 11 of the 6.3.3 persons in the cohort had five ;)r more referrals Loforo 

the age of 18 and, I'lhile 10 of these 11 had referrals in the future I 

there were 8: people who had no referrals at all through the age of 1S 

but who did have a later referral. Although persons who are fri.!quent l/, 

·.,'1' ____________________ _ 
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referred through a given age will continue to have referrals, many who 

have not be(~n referred frequently or have not been referred at all will 

have referrals in the future. 

When the number of referrals that people had through a particular 

age \'1asl\:Jed in an attempt to predict those Who ,'1ould have three or more 

after that age, those who would have any police contacts after that age, 

those who would have five or more pOlice contacts after that age, or 

those I'lho would have seriousness scores of six or more after that age I 

the same problems were encountered. Reasonably high associlltions l'Iel'e 

found between the number of referrals through any given age in the teens 

or early 20's as the independent variable and other dependent variabl~s 

but the increase in predictive efficiency was very small in ench case. 

In short, one ..::un predict that a l::trge proportion vf those who hav~ frc-

quent contacts and J. 1.n'ge propOrtion vi thost) who have frequent referrals 

will continue to be reten'cd, but there ~re nlUnerOllS others who ','I'i!l huv~ 

contacts and referrals aft!.;r their teens who have not had them to that 

time. 

Al though It is apparent thu1: many of those I'lho have frequent cor.tacts 

and nwnerous referrals as juveniles l'Ii11 continue to have them, we arc 

still faced with the question as to whether this is characteristic vf 

the persons or characteristic of responses by authorities to prior beha" 

viol' -. resulting in fUlfillment of the prophetzy regardless of hOl'l tht) 

individual behaves in the future. Does early identification and inter~ 

vention ~ffecti\'e1y deter juveniles from further misbehavi or or does it 

insure that they will continuousl,' be identified as miscreants'~ This lQJ 

; 
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to the question of the effectiveness of sanctions and the necessity 

of deciding if persons with equal or similar careers who are severely 

s.1nctioned, mildly sanctioned, or not sanctiolleci at all have similar 

or different rates of continuity. Theoretically, one would expect if 

sanctions are effective, all other things being equal, sanctioned persons 

I'louid have less continuity than unso.nctioned persons. 

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF S~~CT!ONS 

What I'le found, in a variety of analyses and \'Ii th -:onsiderable regu­

larity, was an increase in frequency and seriousness of misbehavior in 

the periods following those in which sanctions were administered. This 

\'Ias more the case for males ~han femalcs but the best that could be said 

is that sanctions have a bem gn effect .)n the ~emal~s. The extent to 

whi~h continued police contacts are a response :0 sanctions jnd not ~n 

extension of :.l. pattern of misbehavior is yo',: to be Jet~rmined, but: the 

data make I)M wonder. \~a have not meunt to imp ly that 3unctions In them­

selves generate continuity in ~araers from delinquency co adult crime 

but, all other things being relatively equal, the impositlon of sanctions 

is not follol'led by a decline in frequency and SSl'lousnoss or contacts. 

That there have been some instances of clecline in future pOlice contacts 

upon the application of sanctions ~annot b~ denitJd, but that may be 

for the same reason that therG is a ~eneral Jecline in contact~ ,unong 

persons who have not been st'.nctioned. !t may Nell be that ehe factors 

which make for effectiveness in sanctioning are ~o :omplex and chis 

~oupled I'lith the complexity of people make it Jiffi.::ult, if not impos~ 

sible, to impose sanctions (Within statutory limits; in an ~ffecti\'e 

,: 
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manner. The l'esul ts obtained \'Ihen an attempt was made to detormine the 

effects of all other variables as l"e11 as the effects of sanctions 

\'Ierc far from illuminating and of no practical use because thase vuriables 

cannot be taken into consideration by the courts in the sentencing 

process. If they were employed there would be the most awful hue and 

c:ry because it would require gross departures from any notion of equity 

and \'Iould be inconsistent with traditional American notions of justice. 

We concluded from a variety of mUltivariate analyses that the sig­

nificant effect of juvenile seriousness on adult seriousness persists 

even when the intervening effects of juvenil~ referrals and sanctions 

are he ld constant. Wi th f~\t excep tiN\S int~l'vention by the J.gend~s 

of social control does not play even a .. Ioderate role in 3.ccreasing the 

seriousness of adult contacts. uverull, , Mi thar rcferrnls not' 3llnctiUrls 

had ~1 impact on later seriousness compm,"able to juvenile ~criousness. 

But I a.t best I only one-third of the variation "n ;\dult seriuusness ..... as 

exp lained by juvenile seriousness I refOr1':1ls, und san\~tions. 

WHAT THE DITEIWIEWS TOLD US 

Family, Work, and School 

Interviews with persons from the 194Z und 1949 Cohorts wera valuable 

in enabling us to see hOI~ persons from these I.!ohorts vicI'Ied themse lves 

and how their reports of their own mi$behavior relat~d to their official 

records. One of the contributions ~f these interviews was to show that 

some long-..:heri$hed notions about the ..:auscs of Jelinqllt,ml.::' J if ~xpressed 

in their simplest form, receive littl~ :5UPPOt't from hmgltuJinal ..:ohort 

data. For example, the marital status of parents had 1ittl~ relati->nship 
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to the delinquent behavior of juveniles. 

Al though police contact rates fOl' persons in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts 

declined niter they I'lere married, the introduction of appropriate con­

trols for yeurs of exposure before and after marriage produced neither 

simple nor consistent effects for both sexes or cohorts. Similarly, age 

of leaving home f.dled to have u consistent impal.'!t on the nWllbcr and 

seriousness of contacts for both cohorts of either sex. 

Although the ecological analyses suggested that socioeconomic status 

and number und seriouoSness of pOlice contacts I'lere rela.ted, there was 

little rdationship when oc';:upational level and regula.rity of employment 

of heuds of r:l1ll11ies \'Iere ,::ol1siJered, ex,::ept for the Bl :leks. .-\nd I ~ontrary 

to the notion that emp lO>'l11ent while in high s~hool deterred de linquency, 

those \\'ho I'lore employed .:luring both the stuumer .. md the school year, p.trti­

cularl}, the males, had somel'lhat mote poli\.!e ~ontacts and higher serious­

ness $I.!ores than did others. Furth~rmore, there were the significant 

increases in the number vi police ~ontacts ;,tnd seriollsness scores utter 

full-time employment for those who commenced their first full-time employ­

ment at the age of 1:' or earlier. These differences remained for the 

males from both ~ohorts with the introduction of controls for years of 

exposure. The nature of some jobs available to juveniles has historically 

been such that those employed in them are routinely exposed to the possi­

bility of police ~ontacts. 

It may l.;e11 be that commitment to work at an early age reduces conunit­

ment to school and is thus tied in with leaving school before obtaining 

a diploma. Leaving s~hool without a diploma and reasons for doing so 

'<. 
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turned out to be related to seriousness of official police contact records, 

both of which had a complex relationship to attitude toward school. 

The Normalcy of Juvenile Misbehavior 

Be all that as it may, the interview data enabled us to see juvenile 

delinquency from a ,,()mpletely different viewpoint. At the outset we 

had stated that it was just as important to understand why so few juve­

niles went on to careers in adult crime as to explain the continuity of 

a few. To understand this we must know more :tbout how juveniles per­

ceived their police contacts and their misbehavior which did not result 

in police contacts. Almost 70~o of each ,";ohort admitted that thel' had 

been stopped by the police once or twi~e before'18, about 60~ of them 

around the age of 16 or 17, ~jost had not been stopped for anything serious, 

even as the police saw it. About two-thirds of each .:ohort also admitted 

doing things for which they were not caught. When official contact 

records and l3elf-report measures were combined, well over gOa" of each 

cohort's males appeared to have engaged in youthful misbehavior, followed 

by 65% to 70% of the females. ~everthelessJ few continued to get into 

trouble after age 18 and even fewer were involved in serious trouble after 

18. Of those who had been both stopped by the police and done things for 

which they could have been caught (the group that would be most likely 

to continue their misbehavior into adulthood) only 10.6% of the 1942 

Cohort and 1.3.996 of the 1949 Cohort had a major misdemeanor or felony 

police contact after the age of 18. Only 5 . .3% and S.l~ had a felony 

level police contact aiter that age. Furthermore, most of those who 

were caught and most of those who were not caught reappraised their 
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behavior and ceased to engage in the acts which either got them or eQuId 

have gotten them into trouble. 

Looking at it even more carefully we saw how frequently the automobile 

got juveniles into trouble Idth the police and how other behaviors were 

related to it. It l'IaS not an early driver's license per se that resulted 

in police contacts but simply having access to the automobile, just as 

early employment may have exposed some juveniles to greater contact risk 

and also given them funds to be spent in a trouble-producing way during 

the years of sociali:ation. Both males and females had more police con­

tacts after receiving their driver's licenses but we must remember that 

most were receiving their licenses just at the time that they were eager 

to have the rights and privileges of adults -- to engage in unfettered 

fun and to enjoy the freedom of adults, without perhaps knowing how to 

be as careful as adults. 

When asked why they were doing the things that got them or could have 

gotten them in trouble from 30% to almost 50% of the incidents described 

It· t f . fun II Even those acti-by members of each cohort were seen as JUs 01 . 

vities which resulted in a police contact were done with someone else in 

four out of five cases, usually with the persons that they ran around 

with. 

Responses to Community Disapproval 

~Iost juv~niles were not dealt I'li th by referral, those who were were 

generally not severely sanctioned, and few stated that they reacted to 

the Situation I'lith hostility and rebellion. While negative attitudes 

toward the police I'lere related to high seriousness scores before and 
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after the age of 18 it is difficult to say whether negative attitudes 

generate serious trouble with the police or serious trouble generates 

negative attitudes. Most important, however, is the fact that rela-

tively few of each cohort had negative attitudes toward the police. 

These few did have the highest correlation between juvenile and adult 

seriOUsness, however. 

Coupled with what appeared to be considerable police understanding 

of the juveniles was the failure of persons close to them (with the ex-

ception of some sympathy from peers) to condone their delinquent behavior. 

And over two-thirds of each cohort stated that their parents had a posi-

tive influence on their lives. Only 7% of the 1942 Cohort and less than 

ll~o of the 1949 Cohort stated that students at school had a negative impact 

on their lives. 

Going further, while haxing friends in trouble with the police as 

juveniles or adults was correlated with seriousness scores as juveniles 

and adults, relatively fel'l had friends in trouble with the police during 

both periods (2.49
,; in the 1942 Cohort and 9.89• in the 1949 Cohort). While 

this associational variable has considerable value in eA~laining the con-

tinuity in careers for a portion of each cohort, the fact that so few 

members of each cohort had delinquent and/or criminal friends helps ex-

plain why so few had continuing trouble with the police. 

The conclusion that most misbehavior ceased as a consequence of the 

process of socialization into adult roles was bolstered by the fact that 

most juveniles had ceased the type of misbehavior for which they could 

have been caught but were not by the age of 18. And their responses to 
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the question, "What caused you to stop?1I revealed that most had ceased 

for posi ti ve reasons rather than the fear of getting caught (les s than 

8
g
o stopped because they feared getting caught). 

DEVELOPING DELINQUENT AND CRIMINAL TYPOLOGIES 

It has been asked, I'lhat are the character lstics of persons who have 

no contact, of those who have a few contacts, and of those who are fre­

quently in contact with the police? The question was also ~sked, how do 

those who commi t fe lonies differ from those who do not? It has become 

almost traditional (since Wolfgang at ..zZ.) to think of people as non­

offenders, one-time offenders, non-chronic offenders (2-4 contacts), 

and chronic offenders (5 or more contacts). Although I'le found little 

cross-cohort agreement when the data were analy:ed according to these 

categories, there were differences between the extremes of groups, those 

who had no contact or those who had 5 or more contacts. Some of the 

variables characteristic of those with 5 or more contacts during the 

juvenile period were attitudes toward the police, frequency of auto 

use, having friends in trouble I'lith the police, and socioeconomic status 

of place of residence during the period prior to age 21. 

When the analysis was conducted utili:ing all possible cutting points 

between high frequency and low frequency of contacts, persons with fre­

quent contacts in both cohorts were characterized as having high levels 

of automobile use as juveniles, a negative attitude toward the police, 

and friends in serious trouble with the law. Although other variables 

such as socioeconomic status of residential area I'lere significant in 

different cohorts or with different cutting points, these three factors 

J 
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consistently appeared as characteristic of persons with numerous police 

contacts. For the adult period, attitude toward the police, status of 

present occupation, and age at marriage appeared consistently as character­

istics of those with numerous police contacts. Differences between those 

who have felony records and those who do not were similar, those with 

felony records having low socioeconomic status of residence, negative 

attitudes toward the police, having juvenile friends in serious trouble 

wi th the law, and being less tied to a single group of persons during 

the juvenile period. Although other variables also differentiated those 

who had felony records as juveniles and those who had felony records as 

adul ts or for the combined preadult pedoC1, it was again difficult to 

say that the two groups were entirely distinct. All of the variables 

which differentiated them still accounted for about only 20~ of the 

variance. 

No matter which dichotomy was used (felony vs. non-felony, Part I 

offenders vs. non-Part I offenders, and persons with contacts vs. no 

contact with the police), inner city and interstitial residence and 

negative attitudes toward the police were characteristics of persons 

with more frequ~nt and more seriousness reasons for contact in each 

cohort. Perhaps the most important conclusion reached as a result of 

this analysis is that results l'Illl vary depending on the typology uti­

lized and the cutting points selected. 

That inner city and interstitial places of residence during social­

ization should appear so often as a characteristic of those who fall into 

the serious offender categories and that persons with group ties during 

--.. -'------------------------------------------------------------------------------~----------,----------
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the period 14 through 17 fall so often in the less serious categories 

indicates that integration into various groups in the larger society 

does much to explain differences in the persistence and continuity of 

delinquent and criminal behavior. This, coupled with the co~nunity's 

perception of the sources of delinquency and crime and the functioning 

of the Juvenile and adult justice systems, makes differential rates of 

continuity and seriousness in an urban/industrial community with a 

growing minority group population norlnal rat.her than a phenomenon whi~h 

is startling and inexplicable. 

OFFICIAL RECORDS VS. SELF-REPORT DATA 

We II/ere concerned with respondents' tlCCounts of their police encounters 

and how they compared I'lith official reports, with their self-report on 

de linquent and criminal behavior and how they compared I'li th their offici 0.1 

record, and last, how their self-concept compa.red with official records 

and self-reports, 

When the number of police contacts l"ecorded for each respondent before 

the age of 18 was compared with the number of police contacts that he 

or she reported, more than half of each race/ethnic sex group responded 

correctl u
• While 80% of the lfuites in each cohort either reported thair 

number of police contacts consistently with police records or over-estimated 

them, only half of the Blacks reported the number of contacts consistently 

I'li th the records and the other half reported fel'ler contacts in comparison 

1'I'i th official records. There I.,ere some differences between what respon-

d~~nts said they were doing at the time of a police contact and I.,hat they 

reported police said they were doing at the time of the contact (38~ 
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disagreement for the 1942 Cohort and 32°J disagreement for the 1949 Coho:l.'t), 

but the reasons for the discrepancies appear to be differences in per­

ception related to the police officer's interpretation of an event and 

a juvenile's interpretation of the same event. Perhaps the most disturbing 

h l · unl"J.'llJ.' ngness of the Blacks. even when il1.'i:~r-finding was t e 1'0 ntlvb , • 

viewed by the Blacks, to detail their police contacts as well as did 

the Whites. That the median self-report scores were slightly 10\'ler for 

the Blacks than for the Whi tos could be interpreted in other \'1ays than 

that Bla.cks under-report on self-report forms. But whatever the explana­

tion, differences were found between official records, responses to a 

question about frequency of pOlice \:ontacts, and self-repol'ts, with 

Blacks generally reporting less de Hnquent and criminal beho.vior thun 

Whites. aut as stated before, various interpreto.tions of the results 

may be made, depending in part upon how one perceives official records 

in relation to reported behavior. Self-concept as delinquent or criminal 

\'1as corre lated with se if-report and official meaSUl'es ::md the results 

suggest that each represents a somewhat different facet of the same 

basic phenomenon. 

Analysis of the relationship of each of the measures of delinquency 

and crime to each other, age period by age period, and to a variety of 

d d f'rom the l' ntervl' "I" dat" led to the conclu~ attitudinal scnles evelope ~, ~ 

S ~ores should be used ~s the criterion in the sion that seriousness _ ~ 

h' h d cted Furthe~, l't became clear mul tivrlriate analyses 1'1 11: \~'er~ con· u. ... 

that the rel~tionship between the age period 0-17 to 1$ and ~lder was 

h 1 ~ ~o d_ ~l "nd older age exceeded only by rolationships between t e '.-w an" '-" 

, 
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period, both of which were really a part of the stable behavior period 

for most adults \'lhich follows the eurlier period of socializution. 

FAt-lILY POLICE INVOLVEMENT AND ITS EFFECT ON THE CHILDREN 

The rich data that we have on family life in the homes of members 

of the cohort who were interviewed and the homes of persons in the subsrunple 

we~'e l'n the Racine study of economic absorption and cultural 
who~e parents ... 

integration have yet to be fully analyzed. Nor have we ascertained the 

h b of e""h ,'ohort '-rune from families in I'lhich one or extent to whic mem ers ~w w w 

b 'h th 01' 'e which continued both parents had had a history of trou le Wlt e p 1C 

into the period in which the child was be~~g socialized. 

. of contacts of \Ve have, however, examined the munber and serlousness 

the parents of a subset of juveniles during the period in which their 

children I'lere ages I) through 1';', comparing with them the contact records 

of the children during that period and the following period. Since the j uve­

niles included had had 13 or more contacts we did not consider this to 

.' h t part'nt"l poli..:e involvement i;; iollo\'1ed be a test of the proposlt1on t a ~ ~ 

by juvenile involvement. The cards Nere stacked for a positi.ve finding. 

During the period in which theil' chi Idren were juveniles over nJ ne out 

of 10 of the parents in the subset from the 19..t9 and 1955 Cohorts had 

at least five poli~e contacts. 

Although the extent and seriousness of parental involvement l~ombined 

or separate contact records of parents) was correlated with and folloNed 

by juvenile involvement, there \'I'as considerable variation in these corre­

lations and most were not statisticallY signi£i~ant. We concluded that a 
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definitive a.nswer to the effect of parental trouble \'I'ith the police must 

a.wait the collection of datu on the police records of the parents of all 

members of each cohort. 

THE MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF THE CORRELATES OF ADULT SERIOUSNESS 

When path analysis was used to determine the direct and indirect 

6.l7 

effects of background and intervening variables on official und self-report 

seriousness scores for the age period 6-17 we did not find a high degree 

of consistency within either sex group or wi thin cohol·ts when the sexes 

were compared. That is not to say that this approach fuiled to assist in 

determining effects which contribute to un understunding of the process 

through which juveniles acquire patterns of behavior which lead to police 

contacts. 

Baving friends in trouble with the police hud a signifi~nnt effect on 

official seriousness in every case except for the 1~4::: Cohort females. Ex-

tensive llse of the automobile \'1hile in high school had a significant effect 

0n self-report seriousness for both sexes of both cohort~. F~ilure to ~ra-

duate from high school was significant for the males of both -::ohorts cmd 

huving family and/or friends \"hom they believed had a negative influence 

on them was significant for females of both cohorts. 

Not unexpectedly, these background and intervening variabl~s h.ld no 

consistent pattern of effects on either sex's or cohort's oUicial seril>us-

ness score for the ages 18 and older nnd official seriousness ages 6-1" \'1:1$ 

the only variable that had a significtlnt effect on both sexes vf both CI}-

horts' official seriousness scores for the later age period. rwo school 

variables did, hOl'lever, have signifil.:ant effects, attitude N\'/ard school 

for the 1942 Cohort males and failure to receivQ a diploma tl}1' the 1949 

Cohort males. Nhile the background and intervening variables Nerc not cl}n- , 
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I!onsistently related to adult sclf~report seriousness, juvenile official 

seriousness scores ''1ere for both cohorts. 

ONE LAST WARNING 

At this point we can onl>' suy that it is one thing to describe delin~ 

quency and crime as they :11'e distributed in an urban/industrial conununity 

and changes in rates during different stages in the life cycle, historicnl 

changes, changes by sex, changes in spatial distribution, particularly 

for more serious types of delinquent and criminal behavior, but it is 

quite another to predict from juvenile police contact records und e~~eri~ 

ences with the juvenile justice system who will have nwneroW', contacts 

or contacts for serious violations of the law us adults. Indeed, the 

greOotest error that hus been made by sociologi$ts and others with an 

interest in the relationship or ourly '11i::sbehavior to lJ.tar rnisbehavl"r 

is the assumption thOot statisti~al!y 5i!>'11iiicant re lationships and l'ea~ 

sonably high corre lations translate into the abi 1i ty to predi~t continuity 

in behavior. There are :nany fraudul~nt ,zlaims in tho 1i t~l'uture stemming 

from il lack of st:ttistical sophisti\,;ution. Fot' thi.~ reason we have iIlade 

a distinct effort to evaluate critically the Racine data and findings. 

Whether they p~rmit improvement in prediction 01' not, these data are 

B contribution to the understanding of the nature of delinquent and cri-

minul c.ll'eer!.> und ho\'1 they both cl,re generated in the conul\uni ty. 

Dutu obtained Xl'om intervic\,/s und from official records of police 

contucts, rererrals, ::mJ sanctions lead to the conclusion that if we 

wish to decrease delinquency rates anci reduce such continuities ::is Jo 

exist, steps must be taken to modify the operation of the communi t,' t .:; 

institutions commencing \'Iith the school system, the manner in I ... hich 

poli..:e forces h:wc tradi tionully functioned, and the system under which 

~------------------------------------., 
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sanctions are applied. We shall therefore briefly describe some of 

the procedural or institutional cho.ngcs th o.t are suggested by the find~ 

ings that have just been summnri:::ed. 

APPROACHES TO THE REDUCTION OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND YOUTHFUL CRIME 

This section of the I'aport does not contain specific proposals for 
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the l.;)duction of juvenile delinquency and youthful crime. It does suggest 

aspects of institutional life which shOUld be considered by persons who 

ale interested in ameliorating the pl'oblem" We do not suggest that any 

specific program be adopted in order to integrute young people into the 

larger sO!.!iety but it is apparent that a proportion of the youth who are 

sociali:::od, not only in the inn~r ~l'ty d' 
v ~ ,U1 lts interstitial areas but in 

other areas as well, have not seen h t e existing organi:ation of society 

us one into \~hich they can fit Dn"i hI' ~ t rougl It progress tOWUl.'d socially 
acceptable life goals. 

The School 

Perhaps the best indicators'~ thl'~ ~ t' ~~ w "ega lve attitude are the two 

closely rela.ted findin 17s tha'!:: ti d 
.0 at. tu e toward school .:lnci leaving school 

before graduution are related t b I a otl juvenile .:lnd adUlt police contact 

seriousness scores und self-rep~rt se~l'ousn~~s ~co"es' ~ ... "'''''' (intertwined is 

years of t;ducation). ~Iul h h"· b ' 
,,; ~S een Wrltten in recent years on the 

trials and tl,'ibulat7..CJIIS of schOOl uominist::,:utors, teach,'t's, and counSI~­

lars. The media have dratno.ti:ed the problem of drugs ;.lnd delinquen~v 
• J 

sometimes \'/ith such m::tgnifi~ation a~.· to -"re"t" tIl" ' 
- \.4 \;; v lmpression that the 

only solution is to turn the school over to police control. There is, 

of coulse, an exec Hent 11 ter.1ture .from the pel'specti ve vf educators 
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which reveals that even the most dedicated school personnel have come 

to despair at the problem of misbehavior in the schools, their inability 

to achieve conformity on the part of students to conventional standards 

,of behavior, their inability to achieve the discipline that they soe 

as necessary if all students are to have a traditionul learning exper­

ience, and even more important the high drop-out rato.! 

Central to the findings of this study is the necessity of avoiding 

the !abe 11ing of students as de llnquent 01' headed for a career in crime 

on a basis of their involvement in classroom or school misbehavior. The 

data from Racine I hO\'Iever anuly::ed, shol'" that I'Ihi 1e most persons are 

troublesome at some tim(: during their youth, i~~I'" go on to careers in 

I.!rime. To place youth in tLe "trou.blemaker" cut~gory ~arly in their 

;3chool careers may only result in treatment which maximi::es the fulfil­

ment of the prophesy.:! EVen U' I ... e take the pos i tion that the J.cquisi tion 

0": a history of being difficult at J.n ~:.tr1y age places ;)om~ students 

in a high-risk category, should ac tion be taken Il"hlch ma:dmi::es the pro­

bability that rather than being integrated into the larger group thbY 

\'Iill be even more likely to have as their fri~nds and associates persons 

who are also in trollbl n ?llth ugh th h b ~ ~ a e researe on 1a alling hus generated 

mixed conclusions, there is sufficient evidence of the labelling effect 

that it should be a concern. 3 rn th d" e en 1t 1S a matter of determining 

how to channel some students into activities that they will find more 

rewarding than their disruptive behavior or activities that remove them 

from the realities of life. 

It is also difficult for adults in and out of the school system (who 
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have already reaped the rewards of secondary and higher education) 

to realize that the rewards £01' conformity and diligence in school 

nre not clearly defined and may be percC!ived by students as unevenly 

distributed in sl.!hool and in the world of work. Completion of high 

school or college does not have the same pay-off for all) no mutter 

that tbere ure relationships between years of education) income) and 

various other valued goals in the larger society,4 And i~ is the 

inequit~es that may be more visible than the overall relationships be­

tween education and success, 

The fact that school drop-out does not invariably lead to continued 

misbehavior and is sometimes symptomatic of more than the inability to 

achieve acudemically does not mean that ''Ie should be unconcerned :lbout 

this basic problem. ~ot just those in the $~hool 5ystcm but the entire 

community should be concerned about \'Ihy l':ll.'ge segments at school-age 

youth fuil to see education as at least a partial solution t~ their 

problems, as u necessary if not sufficient step toward their life goals. 
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The question, of cOUl'se, is what can be done, if unythJ.ng J to I!hange 

the school and the students'? Young people should have educational oppor­

tuni ties that they deem appropriate to their JiBeds rather than limited 

alternatives bused on either the vested interests of educators or the 

perceptions of youth Il"hich mayor may not be derived from a understtmd­

ing of the long- term life 5i tuations that they Nill encounter. 

Most recently, although not a hew idea, there has been ~onsiJerablu 

interest in ulto'tnative education progr'jms Il"hich will serve to keep youn~ 
" 

people in school. S l'ihether the current concern about this apPl'oal.!h 

, 
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has its roots in a new appreciation of the fact that neither the tradi­

tional collage preparatory track nor a strictly vocational track provide 

viable experiences for all students or in the realization that there is 

an overabunc.lance of youthful manpower is irrelevant. Any community 

that is concerned about juvenile delinquency and school drop-outs should 

explore alternative education programs. What works best is a matter of 

question (which it will take some years to answer). 

Coupled with this is the necessity of developing opportunities for 

all persons that are commensurate with their abiE ties. Education of 

whfJ,tever sort must have a pay-off, whether it is in terms of occupational 

level, income, or increased opportunities for satisfying social partici­

pation. While the school can provide education, it is up to the community 

to provide opportunity. This suggests that there shOUld be closer link­

ages between the school and the commun.i::y. What (;an be done to redefine 

the school as a center for juveniles and adults? As long as it is a 

place of work for teachers and administrators and a place of "detention" 

for youtn the problem will persi~t. ShOUld 't t h b w 1 no, as as een suggested 

before, be a place to I'lhich adults go :E'or more than an ' occaslonal evening 

class, athletic, or some other social event7 b Exactly which functions 

could be decentrali:ed to the school would vary depending upon its l()c::l.~ 

tion and whether it is an elementary schOOl, a junior high schOOl, or a 

senior high schOOl. But the development of the school as a place for 

adult and youthfu.: functions may well be the iirst step toward its re­

definition by youth. 

In a sense, what must be done is convince youth that school is part 
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of the real world. It may be that the solution to keeping some persons 

in school is an alternative education program tied in with the world 

of work, one in which opportunities for the acquisition of adult status 

are provided. 7 

The Police 
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No matter how the data are analyzed, police contacts and more serious 

police contact scores as juveniles are related to continuity in police 

contacts and more serious police contact scores as adults. Although we 

have shown that high-risk categories develop and produce disproportion­

ately more adult offenders than do low-risk categories, little increase 

in predictive efficiency over the modal category of the marginals was 

obtained by utilizing past record as the predictor (for most groups the 

prediction that no further or no further serious misbehavior would take 

place). Taking area of socialization, sex, and other variables into 

consideration resulted in some increase in predictive efficiency bu~ 

even with the addition of data obtained by interview it was clear that 

only part of the variance in adult careers had been explained and much 

of that by prior record, including not only police contacts but referrals 

and sanctions (although the latter contributed less than seriousness 

scores and referrals). 

All of this raises the question of intervention. Diversion programs 

have become popular but their effectiveness is questionable, diversion 

itself being another form of intervention which, if available to the police, 

may take the place of counselling and release. s At this point it is not 
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possible to select one program over the other and one is led to believe 

that Schur'S argument for radical non-intervention in noncriminal cases 

'd bl ' .... 9 has conSl era e merl~. Considering the facts that: 1) small percentages 

of each cohort accounted for a large percentage of each cohort'S contacts, 

2) that felonies and major misdemeanors made up 14.0%, 17.7%, and 29.0% 

of the police contacts of each cohort in succession (only 2% more for 

the males in the 1955 Cohort), and 3) that while the proportion of males 

who \'Jere referred during the age period 6-1i \'Jas somewhat higher (decreas­

ing from cohort to cohort) than the proportion of these more serious 

reasons for police contact, continuation and expansion of street-level 

dispositions (counselling and release by the officer) is probably a 

\'Jise policy because fe\'Jer youth are brought into the justice system, 

a step for which we see little evidence of positive results. 

It may also be that the effectiveness of a policy of street-level 

disposi tions could be enhanced by a police training program which provides 

officers with a better understanding of human behavior and juvenile be­

havior in particular. 10 Only by providing police officers with a better 

basis for decision-making than that which they may acquire through en­

counter~ with juveniles over a long period of time can we expect them 

to employ the kind of discretion that will limit referral to only those 

l'ihose behavior would be criminal (by intent if they were an adult) and 

those whose condition is so serious that court-imposed resources are 

required. 

But again, we must emphasi:e that only a small proportion of those 

. " 1 comml't serl' ous off"enses a" adul ts who have pollee contacts as J uvenl es .. 

J b.~5 
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and there are as many if not more who have their first contacts with the 

police for serious offenses as adults. Even the most judicious decisions 

by the police in their encounters with juveniles cannot be expected to 

eliminate adult crime. To charge them with this responsibility by insti~ 

tuting a policy of dealing more severely with juveniles fails to accept 

the facts. 

The Juvenile Court and Probation 

Although the data on court dispositions and the application of sanc-

tions have failed to show evidence of corrective effects, they do in~i-

cate that to the extent that the juvenile court judges believed that 

they COUld, they followed a policy of judicious nonintervention. 11 This 

is possible to only a limited extent, however. Consistent with the con-

clusion that street-level handling by well-trained officers is a desirable 

policy, we would also take the position that judicial nonintervention 

is equally wise. As long as police referrals and court sanctions are 

followed by more contacts, more referrals, and more severe: sanctions it 

cannot be said that the system is accomplishing its purpose. This is 

not to deny that persons who have police contacts, who are referred, 

and who are sanctioned have done something to bring about their involve-

ment in the justice system. But it is apparent that the consequences 

have been continuing misbehavior and continuing involvement I'lhile similar 

persons who have not become so heavily involved in the system are less 

likely to continue to engage in behavior which results in their names 

appearing in the police records. 
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Since the juvenile court will deal with a certain proportion of 

the juveniles in the conununi ty (20" .:j,?6 of the 1955 Cohort had a court 

disposition throV,gh the age of 17 and 58. "'% of these had received court 

sanction$) and the C;;lurt has not shown evidence of effect tveness with 

the limited alternatives available to it, the question is raised as to 

what can be cleme J if anything. Since the juvenile court does not punish 

it cannot be said that making the punishment fit the i::.rime would lead to 

greater effectiveness. On the othel' hand, increasing the variety of 

alternatives available to the judge should be considered as an approach 

to greater effectiveness. In the case of the alleged juvenile delinquent 

the decision as to what course of action to take should involve not only 

consideration of the past experiences of the person in court but other 

information that assists in explaining the social genesis of the juvenile IS 

misbehavior (this involves cooperation \d th the Juvenile bureau of the 

police department and appropriate persons in the school system), 

One of the aims of any court procedure is the protection of society, 

but in the juvenile case there is a major concern with what may be done 

to change behavior because it is assumed that the die has not been cast, 

that the juvenile is plastic rather than non-malleable iron. Court 

effectiveness involves an understanding of the life experiences that 

have brought the juvenile to court. While removal from the community 

may be satisfying, the record shows that both juveniles and adults will 

be back. So, the ultimate question is not one of how to most expeditiously 

l'emove miscreants from the community but how to integrate them into the 
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larger social system so that their talents will be employed in socially 

constructive ways. This should be a major concern to the community, 

for if it is not the cost will become increasingly higher. 

6~7 
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1 See for examp Ie: Herbert L. Fos tel', Ribb,tn I J Jivin I J and PZayin I 

the Dozens: The Unreoognized DiZenuna of In.ner-City SohvoZs (Cambridge: 

Ballinger, 19i4) j and Robert J. Rubel, I''he Um:>u.Zy So'hooZ (Lexington, 

Mass.: Lexington Books, 1977). For a short but perceptive chapter on 

the school see Chapter 3, "The School and Delinquency," in Peter C. 

and Luci 11e Dunn Kratcoski' s book enti tIed JuviJn.i~~ i:eZ t}Zqt(~nay (Engle­

wood Cliffs, ~.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1979). 

:! How teachers influence outcomes, perhaps unwittingly, is described 

by Delos H. Kelly, liThe Role of Teachers' Nominations in the Perpetua­

tion of Deviant Adolescent Careers I" Eduoativn 96 (1976): 209-:!17. Also 

see: Jackson Toby, "The Differential Impact of Family Disorgani:ation l " 

Ameriaan Sooir;Zr;gi~aZ Review 22(195i): 502-12, for a critical evaluation 

of early identification and intensive treatment programs. 

For an excellent discussion of conflicting findings see Gary F. 

Jensen and Dean G. Rojek, JeZ.'t.nq:l~noy: A :;,:xJi,;/-.:g-::;)at ;'t"'::.: (Lt)xington, 

~ass.: D.C. Heath, 1980) pp. 274-285. 

4 Arthur L. Stinchcombe, ':?ebet~ion in .1 High .3c)hoo~ (Chicago: Quad­

rangle Books, 1964), deals with the problem of easily discernible links 

for students between high school studies and future status in the adult 

world. In an earlier Racine study it was shown that education had only 

limited relationships to occupation and income level, Lyle. W. Shannon 

and Patricia ~Iorgan, "The Prediction of Economic Absorption ilnd Cultural 

Integration Among ~Iexican-Amel'icans, :-legroes and Anglos in a :-lorthern 

Industrial Community," Human ':rgan'izati;;n ::!5(1965): 154-16:. 

5 As we stated, we do not intend to suggest any particular program of 

alternative education but this is an approach which should be considered 

in urban-industrial communities. Some pertinent reports from the litera­

ture .. :-.re: Winston ~I. Ahlstrom ruld Robert J. Havinghurst, ';Jt,' ':CJtJ.l\] (San 

Francisco: Jossey- Bass, 1971) j Ernst A. Wonk, ;"'Z:t.n..fut2.,~~y ?l)~:.'t::n~:::}! ~~!1 
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the SahooZs: Emerging Per'speotives (Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage 

Publications, 1978). Although most of their volume is devoted to a 

description of the schOOl problem see Section 4 of Kenneth Polk and 

Walter E. Schafer (eds.), Sahoote and DeZinquenG1Y (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, 1972). 

G Chapter 13, "Implications of the Study for Cnnununity Action," Lyle 

W. and Magdaline N. Shannon, J1inority .Vigrants in the Urban Corl1!rrunity: 

i'dexiaan-Amez'iaar/. and Negro Adjuatment to IndustriaZ Sooit3ty (Beverly 
Hills: Sage, 1973). 

7 Much of what is currently being said borders on reinventing the 
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I'lheel. For a description of the success that the California Youth Author­

ity had in its Benica Arsenal program I~here yOWlg life Ions" worked side­

by-side I"i th civilian men and women during World War II, see John R. 

Ellingstl'on, P'!loteating Jur ChiZdx>en Prom CriminaZ Careers (New York: 
Prentice-Hall, 1948) Chapter 9, pp. 98-118. 

a 
For a description of various models of diversion and graphic presenta-

tion see: Daniel Katkin, Drew Hyman, and John Kramer, ,,~uveni7.,e De"l'i,nqut3noy 

,.:md ;he Juv~ni~~ ',"':lS";(:~8 dystcm (North Scituate, Mass.: Du.'\bury Press, 

1976) Chapter 1.:!, pp, 404-455. For a useful reader on this sl.lbject see: 

Robert M. Carter and Malcolm N. Klein (eds.), Baok ..:m the ,street: T'he 

:Jivel'sion cf Jt'veniZ~ J:'fenders (Englel~ood Cli ffs. N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 
19i6). 

9 See Edwin M. Schur, RadioaZ .vcn-InteP'Jen-:;ic-n (Englewood Cliffs: Pren­
tice-Hall, 1973). 

10 There are a number of books that could be used as a supplement to 

regular police training or by police officers with the responsibility 

of training and developing youth programs: Edl~ard Eldefonso, Y..:uth P'!lCC­

~~ms and £UlJ) Ent~l'~emcn't; (Englel'/ood Cliffs, N,J.: Prentice-Hall, 1972) j 

C.J. Flammang, P!)Zi~e o~uv,:m-::~~ Enj'oroemer.-:; (Springfield, Ill.: Charles 

C. Thomas, 1972); Robert Portune, Changing Ad.::es"eHt AttitudeG ::':J1Jl1..r'i 

PoU"e (Cincinnati: W.H. Anderson, 1971). 
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11 Edwin Lemert, "The Juvenile Court - Quest and Reali ties," in the 

President's Conunission on Law Enforcement and AUministration of Justice, 

':;].sk F'Ol'a~ Repol't: JU'1Jenite DeUl'zquenay and Youth Cl'ime (Washington, D. C. : 

U.S. Government Printing Office, 1967). For u sociological analysis of 

how the juvenile court functions see: Aaron V. Cicourel, The SoaiaZ 

Vl'gaHizativn of JU'1Jenite JU8tiae (Nel.,. York: John Wiley, 1968) j Robert M. 
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CAHO NUMBER 

ID NUMBER 

CONTACT SOURCE 

CONTACT NUMBER 

DATE OF CONTACT 

TYPE OF CONTACT 

ADDRESS OF OFFENSE 

AGE AT CONTACT 

APPENDIX A 

coDe SHEET 

3 

Police. · · • • 
Juvenile Court. 

1! 

10:] 
1II 

[ 
5 

· . · · · 
· · • · · 

0 9 

I 
12 U 

I 
15 

I 
I 

19

1 
20 

22 

TYPE & SERIOUSNESS OF OFFENSE 
Juvenile Non-Adult. · · · 
Juvenile Misdemeanor. • · 
Juvenile Felony • · · · • 
Adult Misdemeanor · · • · 
Adult Felony. · • · · · · 
Not Ascertained · · • · · 
Not Applicable. · · • · · 

COMPLAINANT Family or relative of offendel.'. · · · 
Family or relative of other in group. 
Private citizen or business · · • · · 
Racino police • • • · • · • • · • · • 
Other law enforcement agency. · · • • 
Other . • . • • • · • · · • · · · 
Not Ascertained · • · · · · • · · · · 
Not Applicable. · · · · • • · · · · · 
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Ii 

· 1 
7 

• 2 

10 

I 

I 
Iff 

1 G 

I I 
I ~I 

23 

· 1 

· • 2 

· · 3 

· · 4 
21. 

5 

9 

0 

· · 1 

• • 2 

· • 3 

• · 4 
25 

• • 5 

· 6 

• 9 

· • 0 

I 
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COOl! SIlEET 

2G 27 2n I 29 I 3Q I 
1 __ -.1-1_--...._- ~ . 

AoDRElSS OF OFFENDER AT TIME OF CONTACT 

NUMBER INVOLVED IN OFFENSE I~I 
IF GROUP OFFENSE 

Sex Composition Males only •• . . . . . . . . • • • • 1 

Females only •••• • • • • • • • • • • • 2 
Mixed • • • . • • • • .. • " a , • • • :3 
Not Ascertained • 
Not Applicable. • 

••• . , . . . . • 9 · . . . . . • • • • 0 

Age Composition Juvenile Offender only. • • • • • • • • • 1 

One or more juveniles and 
one or more adults. ••••••••• 2 

Ono or more adults •• · . . . . . . . . • 3 
Not Ascertained 
Not Applicable. 

. . . . . 

. . . . . 
• • • • • • • • 9 

• • • • • • • • 0 

DISPOSITION BY POLICE Contact, released; counselled, released~ etc. I 

Referred to county probation dept. • • • • • • 2 

Referred to county welfare agency ••••••. 3 

Referred to State Dept. of Public Welfare. • • 4 
Referred to Juvenile Traffic Court • • • 
Other • • • • 

• •• 5 

• •• 6 

Referred to District Attorney (Adult) ..••• 7 

Other Adult Referral • • • • • • . • • • • . • 8 

Not Ascertained. • • • • • • • 
Not Applicable • • • • • • • • 

· . . . . . . • 9 
· . . . . • • • 0 

37 39 39 
DATE OF POLICE DISPOSITION 

DATE OF J.C. HEARING 
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APPENDIX B 

The data !lrL'suntcd in Tables lA and IB (~ompanions to Tablu :~ in 

Chapter 2 of the text) (11'0 for all age pl1riods and arc arranged to 

faciE tate comparison of tIll' dWllU i Ilg pl'llpOl ti Oil of po 1 j c.'l' c.'ont U('t Sill l'a\!h 

~ntogol'Y for mall'S and i'l'mall'H. The inddcncc of poliec contat~ts is 

al~)O shO\"n at the bottom of tIle..' tablu for each sex for each cuhort • 

Comparison of tlw three cohorts for the ages ()-17 und 18-20~ tho perlods 
33 

for which all cohorts hUVll had <.'quul yoal's of l'XpOSUl'e ~ reveals that tht'l'<.' 

havl' hl'l'll !;igllifh'ant c.'hangl's in tIll' Jistl'ibutiotl nr l'l'Uson:-; for Pl)liC.'t.' I.:onta~ts. 

'l'l'ufflc offenses compriSl! a Snmlll'l' proportion from cohort to cohort; 

the proportion for [) isol'del'1y l.'ondu~t decl i ned for muh' ~ 6-17 but in-

creased for both males and females H~~20; the proportion for Theft in-

crcaSllU for both malus and fl'males; tht.' proportion for Incorrigible J run-

Assuul t incrl'usl'U for both mall's und fl'l1Ialt.'s; thl' proportlOn fo!' Burglary 

and Robbury inc1'l'asl'd for males and Burglary inCrl:aSl!ti for females. Thl'}'!.' 

Wl'l'c.' l' j th('l' I\Ulll' I)t' few contuc.'ts for Ol'Ug~; in tIll' HM2 and H).H> Cohort~; J but 

as high as So" of thl' ':Olltal!ts fa!' maIN) in tht' 1~S5 Cohort Wl'l'l' in the 
35 

therl' art.' not as many sbeablL' incrc:Lsl's for morl' :.)l'1' i OtiS offl'l\Sl' catl'gol'ies 

US for tIll.' eurlicr pl'l'il)Js, particularly for t}w fl'malL'H. Most notable h; 

t:w ~onslstent int.:l'l'a:-;l' in thl' proportion t)f contat:,ts for lli,sol'Ul'rly I.'UI1-

duct, Thl!ft, Assault and Burglary tbut onl>' for males) J Rohbl'ry lbllt only 

for f(.'llIalesJ~ anti, uf coursl', Drugs {for both !:)l'~l'~J. \\hile the averagl' 

nWnbtH' of contacts per persol1 in the t:,ohort int.:l'l'i.lsed across all cohort s 

~--,,-------------------------------------------.----------------------------------------~--
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'fABLE lAo PERCENT IN POLICE CONTACT TIP£! BY COllORT ANn SEX FOR ACms 6-17 AND 18-20 

Ages 6-17 

Traffic 
Disorderly Conduct 
Suspicion, Investigation 

Liquor 
Theft 
Incorrigible, Runaway, Truancy 

Vagrancy 
Auto Theft 
Sex Offenses 

Assault 
Burglary 
Weapons 
Violent Property Destruction 
Forgery, Fraud 
Robbery 

Gambling 
Narcotics, Drugs 
Homicide 

Other 

TOTAL 

Males 

1942 1949 1955 

25.8 
26.1 
14.7 

5.1 
8.1 
9.2 

2.7 
3.1 

.5 

.5 
1.8 

.5 

.7 

.1 

.9 

17.2 
22.9 
.8.7 

5.1 
10.0 
13.0 

2.9 
2.2 

.9 

1.1 
3.2 

.5 

.3 
1.0 

.5 

.2 

.4 

9.9 
15.0 
15.1 

1.8 
13.4 
24.9 

1.7 
2.7 

.9 

2.1 
7.3 

.8 

.9 

.9 
1.0 

.1 
1.3 
-.1 

.3 

99.8 100.1 100.2 

Percent Part I 13.5 17.0 26.6 
M~nn Contacts per Pel'S on in Cohort 2.1 :; • 0 3. 2 

Number of Contacts 740 2188 3601 

Females 

1942 1949 1955 --
21.9 17.6 
10.4 13.0 
31. 3 28.2 

13.5 4.6 
5.2 7.1 

12.5 20.7 
2.1 1.t) 
1.0 
1.0 3.1 

.9 

.3 

.9 

1.0 1.5 

11.2 
11.7 
15.1 

4.6 
10.8 
33.G 

1.7 . ~) 
.7 

3.0 
1.7 

.2 

.1 

.6 

2.4 

1.8 

99.9 99.8 100.1 

6.3 8.0 16.4 
.3 .6 .8 

96 323 843 

Males 

1..9_4 2 m 1949 1955 

51. 7 
13.6 
17.2 

4.5 
3.4 
1.1 

1.8 
1.4 
1.6 

., ... 
.. 7 

" . .. 
1.1 

.2 

.2 

.0 

38.2 29.8 
18.1 24.1 
26.3 12.4 

2.2 2.4 
3.7 5.8 

.2 .2 

1.8 .8 
.8 1.8 

1.8 1.5 

1.2 
"I . , 

.5 

.8 
1.0 

.4 

.1 

.7 

.1 

1.4 

2.5 
4.6 
1.8 

1.4 
1.5 
2.6 

., ... 
5.3 

.1 

1.1 

99.8 100.0 D~.9 

5.0 6.8 17.4 

1.2 1.5 1.4 

441 1113 1560 

Females 

1942_19'11> ~~§.~ 

56.1 
21.1 
14.0 

5.3 

3.5 

42.2 
30.0 
20.0 

.4 

.4 

.4 
3.3 

.4 

.4 

1.9 

.7 

3h •• t 
34.6 
11.~ 

1.1 
3.8 

.4 
"l ... 

-'I " 
"'L 
1.1 

') ... 
., . , 

3.1 
') ... 

2.7 

.7 

100.0 100.1 99.9 

.1 7.8 
., ... .5 .4 

57 270 448 

~~---------------------.---~--------~~~-------~~. 
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TABLE lB. PERCENT IN POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY COHORT AND SEX FOR AGES 21+ AND ALL AGES COMBINED 
~================================================================================================= 

Ages 21+ Total 

Males Females Males Females 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Traffic 47.6 36.9 29.2 61.6 35.8 28.3 41.6 27.9 17.0 49.1 31.1 20.8 
Disorderly Conduct 18.8 24.8 31.6 22.6 35.8 43.4 20.1 22.3 18.9 18.8 25.6 22.2 
Suspicion, Investigation 22.5 23.5 16.0 10.7 17.5 12.5 19.1 21.9 14.4 17.3 22.2 13.6 

Liquor 2.3 1.7 1.3 1.4 3.6 3.5 1.9 3.9 2.3 3.0 
Theft 1.3 1.9 3.3 1.8 2.6 3.8 6.2 10.5 1.8 3.3 7.8 
Incorrigible, Runaway, Truancy .1 .6 .7 3.1 6.2 16.0 3.9 8.0 19.8 

Vagrancy .6 .8 1.8 1.5 2.0 1.5 .6 1.7 1.0 
Auto Theft .3 .1 .2 1.3 1.3 2.3 .3 .7 
Sex Offenses 1.0 1.4 1.3 .6 .4 1.0 1.2 1.1 1.5 1.4 .7 

Assault 1.2 2.2 2.9 1.1 .8 1.4 . 2.3 .6 .5 2.4 
Burglary .3 .5 1.1 .8 1.9 6.0 1.3 
Weapons .6 .5 1.5 .4 .5 .5 1.1 .2 "1 

• Lo 

Violent Property Destruction .2 .5 1.1 .4 .7 .5 .5 1.0 .1 .3 
Forgery, Fraud .7 1.4 .9 1.1 1.4 4.6 .4 1.1 1.1 .6 1.4 1.8 
Robbery .5 .3 .4 .6 .4 1.3 .3 .4 1.4 .1 .2 

Gambling .3 .1 .6 .2 .1 .1 .3 
Narcotics, Drugs .3 2.2 6.1 2.5 5.3 .2 .8 2.8 .8 2.8 
Homicide .4 - .1 .1 

Other 1.8 1.2 .9 .6 1.8 1.3 1.3 .9 .6 1.2 1.4 1.4 

TOTAL 100.3 100.1 100.0 100.1 100.3 100.0 100.1 100.2 100.1 99-.9 100.1 100.0 

Percent Part I 3.4 5.0 8.3 1.7 2.1 3.9 7.0 11.1 22.6 2.7 3.9 12.4 
Mean Con tac ts per fur son inC ohar t 3.4 1.8 .4 .6 .5 .2 6.7 6.2 5.0 1.2 1.6 

0') 
1.4 \ .. ;-1 

Ul 
Number of Contacts 1193 1302 456 177 285 152 2374 4603 5617 330 878 1443 
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for both males and. females during the age period 6-17, it did not continue 

to increase across all cohorts for either sex during the period 18-20. This 

general pattern of change can be sununarized by noting that the proportion 

of contacts in the Part I offense categories increased for both sexes for 

each age period, including 21 or older. Furthermore, the proportion of 

contact.s for Part I offenses increased disproportionately more for the 

fi~males than the males in the period before age 21. 

Tables 2A through 2H £0110\\1 the same format as Tables lA and 1B but 

arc presented with controls for sex and race/ethnicity for each cohort. 

As we have indicated, comparison across cohorts of Whites, Blacks, and 

Chicanos I males and females, must be made with some hesitation. '1'hero 

are, however, sufficient contacts by Black and White males to note several 

interesting similarities as well as differences in their pattern of 

change across all cohorts and across the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts for Chicanos. 

First, during the age period 6-17, the proportion of contacts for Incor-

rigible, runaway, and Truancy increased for M1ites and Blacks and, even 

with the relatively small number of Chicanos, their change was almost 

identical to that for Whites. Similarly, the proportion of contacts for 

Burglary increased in all groups. On the other hand, while the proportion 

of contacts for Theft increased consid\\~rably for Blacks , it did not do so 

as markedly for Whites or Chicanos. ThE! mean number of contacts per person 

in each cohort :increased considerably mc)re for Blacks than for Whites and 

decreased for Chicanos. Even more distinctive I'las the increase in the 

proportion of FBI Part I offenses for Blacks and Chicanos in comparison 

with Whites. 

Most notable in the changes for females \'las the increasing proportion 

, 

, 

1 
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TABLE 2A. PERCENT IN POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY COHORT~ BY RACE/ETHNICITY FOR MALES AGES 6-17 

.• t, 

White Black Chicano 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Traffic 25.9 19.7 12.3 23.3 6.8 4.5 7.1 8.0 
Disorderly Conduct 26.2 22.7 16.3 23.3 26.1 13.3 20.1 9.9 
Suspicion, Investigation 14.8 18.0 15.4 13.3 19.3 15.0 26.0 12.8 

Liquor 5.2 5.4 2.0 3.3 1.1 .8 8.4 3.3 
Theft 8.2 9.1 10.9 6.7 17.8 19.8 7.1 12.0 
Incorrigible, Runaway, Truancy 9.2 13,,0 26.2 10.0 12.1 21. 2 13.6 27.0 

Vagrancy 2.8 3.0 1.8 .8 1.7 4.5 .7 
Auto Theft 2'.8 2.3 2.4 10.0 1.9 3.4 2.0 3.3 
Sex Offenses .3 .6 .6 6.7 2.3 1.7 1.3 

Assault .6 .6 1.2 1.9 3.2 5.2 5.8 
Burglary 1.8 3.2 6.1 4.2 9.2 2.6 10.2 
Neapons .6 .4 .6 .8 .9 1.8 

Violent Property Destruction .7 .3 .9 .7 .7 
Forgery, Fraud 1.0 1.0 1.9 .8 .4 
Robbery ., .3 1.9 2.6 1.3 1.5 ... 
Gambling .1 3.3 .8 .2 
Narcotics 1.5 .5 2.2 
Homicide .4 
Other 1.0 .. .4 .4 .4 .3 .7 

TOTAL 100.1 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.1 99.8 99.9 100.0 

Mean Contacts per Person in CojlOrt 2.1 2.6 2.4 2.0 6.0 9.2 8.1 5.8 
Part I 13.4 15.3 21.0 16.7 27.7 38.2 18.2 33.2 

0'1 
\.N 

" 
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TABLE 2B. PERCENT IN POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY COllORT, BY RACE/ETIINICITY FOR FEMALIlS AGES 6-17 

White Black Chicana 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Traffic 22.3 21.1 13.0 4.5 6.6 16.7 4.~ 

Disorderly Conduct 10.6 9.6 10.5 24.2 15.1 33.3 15.9 
Suspicion, Investigation 30.9 30.7 15.1 100.0 19.7 16.4 16.7 11.6 

Liquor 12.8 6.0 5.8 1.3 100.0 1.4 
Theft 5.3 6.0 9.5 9.1 13.8 33.3 15.9 
Incorrigible, Runaway, Truancy 12.8 18.3 32.8 31.8 34.9 37.7 

Vagrancy 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.5 .7 1.4 
Auto 111eft 1.1 1.0 .. 

• .I 1.4 
Sex Offenses 1.1 3.6 1.0 1.5 

Assault .4 1.6 3.0 7.2 5.8 
Burglary 1.9 2.9 
Weapons .., 1.5 .7 .... 
Violent Property Destruction .., 

." 
Forgery, Fraud .8 .5 1.5 1.3 
Robbery 
Gambling 
Narcotics 3.2 
Homicide 
Other 1.1 1.6 1.9 1.5 1.3 1.4 

TOTAL 100.1 100.1 100.1 100.0 99.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.7 

Mean Contacts per Person in Cohort .4 .5 .7 . 2 1.7 1.8 . 2 .6 i ., ..... 
Part I 6.4 6.4 14.0 12.1 21. 7 33.3 27.S 

, 
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TABLE 2C. PERCENT IN POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY COHORT, BY RACB/ETHNICITY FOR NALES AGES 18~20 
..-

White Black Chicano 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 - -
Traffic 53.8 42.2 36.0 30.9 20.8 14.8 66.7 30.9 26.8 
Disorderly Conduct 13.4 17.4 22.6 16.7 19.1 25.2 23.5 33.9 
Suspicion, Investigation 17.4 26.1 13.1 16.7 28.9 11.6 22.1 8.9 
Liquor 4.3 2.2 2.5 4.8 1.7 2 " ." 33.3 4.4 1.8 
Theft 2.8 3.0 3.9 9.5 7.5 12.1 2.9 .9 
Incorrigible, Runaway, Truancy 1.3 .1 1.2 .5 
Vagrancy 1.8 1.3 .6 2.4 2.9 1.0 5.9 1.8 
Auto Theft 1.0 .6 1.8 4.8 2.3 2.2 
Sex Offenses 1.3 1.0 1.4 4.8 4.6 1.5 4.4 1.8 
Assault 1.1 1.6 2.4 1.7 3.5 7.1 
Burglary .5 .6 3.5 2.4 .6 8.1 2.9 2.7 
Weapons • 2 .6 1.6 .6 1.5 4.5 
Violent Property Destruction 1.3 .8 1.5 1.2 1.5 
Forgery, Fraud .2 1.0 1.7 1.2 1.5 
Robbery .2 .1 1.9 1 ., . , 4.9 
Gambling .6 .7 
Narcotics .6 5.2 1.2 6.4 1.5 2.7 
Homicide .1 .6 .2 

Other e 1.4 .8 4.8 1.7 .2 1.5 7.1 ." 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.2 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Mean Contacts per Person in Cohort 1.2 1.3 1.1 2.8 3.9 3.8 1.0 3.6 2.4 
Part I 4.5 5.4 12.8 9.5 14.5 31.1 ~"'III\" 5.9 10.7 

O"l 
\..N 
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TABLE 20. PERCENT IN POLICll CONTACT TYPE BY C('lIl()RT, BY RACH/HTIINICI'I'Y pnR FEMALns A(iES Hlw20 

~-1Vhit9= Black ~~_~J;hi~a_nn _~_~ ......-.::=:::oooo.. ___ ~~ 

1942 1949 1955 194 :1 1949 1955 H)·t2 1949 1~}S5 -- ~ 
Traffic 56.4 49.5 40.4 50.0 13.7 15.2 ~O.(l 53.3 
Disorderly Conduct 20.0 28.5 33.9 SO.O 35.3 40.S 40.0 20.() 
Suspicion, Investigation 14.5 lS.4 11.9 39.2 8.9 20.0 6 "I . , 
Liquor .S 1.4 
Theft " .. " ... .., 2.0 7.6 20.0 
Incorrigible, Runaway, Truancy .6 20.0 
Vagrancy 3.3 .3 3.9 
Auto Theft .3 1 .:'; 
Sex Offenses 5.5 .5 .8 1. :~ 

Assault 1.4 2.0 6.3 
BU1'glary 1.1 1.:; 
Weapons .3 

Violent Property Destruction :LS 
Porgery, Fraud 1.4 2.5 3.9 6.3 
Robbel'y 1.3 
Gambling 
Narcotics 2.5 ~.8 
Homicide , 

Other 3.6 .9 .3 ~.S 

TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 10n.O 100.0 

Mean Contacts per Person in Cohort .2 .4 .7 .4 1.3 .9 .5 .5 

Part I 5.1 .4 17.7 20.0 

. =~l;<O~_~.:;lo;.,:;"_= ___ ~h:tr'_ .... =- ~ .=~~--=~ •. ~,...~ .... , .. _",~ ~c::; ""'-'-:::;,;::..~~==.~_:::..::, 

-
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TABLE 21:L PERCENT IN POLICH CONTACT TYPE BY COIIORT, BY RACB/ETIINICI'l'Y FOR MALES AGES 21+ 

White Black CI,1icano 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 194£) 1955 

Traffic 50.4 39.1 35.8 35.3 29.9 14.4 36.4 31. 7 30.8 
Disorderly Conduct 18.1 24.4 30.5 20.8 22.2 37.1 45.5 36.6 20.5 
Suspicion, Investigation 22.3 24.3 16.5 24.2 20.5 14.4 18.2 22.0 17.9 

Liquor 2.7 1.8 1.4 .5 1.3 .8 1.2 2.6 
Theft .8 1.8 2.8 3.4 2.6 4.5 1.2 2.6 
rncorrigib1~, Runaway, Truancy .4 
Vagrancy' .6 .5 .7 .5 2.1 4.5 1.2 
Auto Theft .1 .4 1.0 .4 
Sex Offenses .9 .7 1.4 1.4 4.7 .~ 2.6 

Assault .8 1.4 .7 2,9 5.1 5.3 2.4 10.3 
Burglary .1 .2 1.1 1.0 2.1 .8 2.6 
Weapons .4 .1 .7 1.4 2.1 1.5 7.7 
Violent Property Destruction .2 .4 1.4 .9 .8 
Porgery, Fraud .8 1.3 .7 2.1 1.S 
Robbery ., .2 1.9 .9 1.5 ... 
Gambling .1 .1 1.0 
Narcotics .4 2.4 5.3 .9 ~). 8 2.4 
Homicide .4 2.6 

\ 

Other 1.1 1.1 .4 4.8 1.7 2.3 1.2 

TOTAL 100.0 ~m.8 100.2 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.1 99.9 100.2 
Mean Contacts per Person in Cohort 2.9 1.5 .3 13.8 5.3 1.2 3.7 4.3 .8 
Part I 2.1 3.7 5.3 10.1 11.1 12.1 3.7 17.9 

w~~~~~~~ ... =-mv 
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TABLE 2F. PIlRCENT IN. POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY COIIORT I BY RACE/ETIINICITY FOR FEMALES AGES 21+ 

White Black Chicana 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Traffic 64.7 37.4 33.3 11.1 26.2 17 .·1 83.3 30.0 
Disorderly Conduct 20.4 36.0 44.8 55.6 38.5 37.0 1(10.0 60.0 
Suspicion 1 Invest'igq,tion 10.2 15.9 12.5 ..,., .., 

ww.l.o 24.n 15.2 

Liquor 1.4 16.7 
Theft .6 7.7 8.7 
Incorrigible, Runaway, Truancy .6 .9 

Vagrancy 
Auto Theft 
Sex Offenses .6 .5 

Assault 1.2 
Burglary 
Weapons 1.5 

Violent Property Destruction 1.5 ?) ..... 
Forgery, Fraud 1.2 1.9 5.2 4.3 
Robbery .5 4.3 

Gambling 11.1 
NarC'otics 3.3 4.2 6.5 10.0 
H(rnicide 

Other .6 ~.3 4.3 

TOTAL 100.1 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Mean Contacts per Person in Cohort .6 .4 .1 1.8 1.7 .5 ., .6 .3 ... 
Part r 1.8 .5 7.7 13.0 

.-
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TABLE 2G. PERCBNT IN POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY COIIORT, BY RACR!ETHNICITY FOR MALES ALL AGES 

White Black Chicano 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Traffic 42.7 30.3 20.8 33.3 18.5 8.1 42.9 18.8 15.1 
Disorderly Conduct 19.9 21.9 19.2 20.4 23.0 18.5 35.7 25.3 17.2 
Suspicion, Investigation 18.8 21.7 14.8 21.9 22.2 14.0 14.3 24.0 12.2 

Liquor 3.8 3.7 2.1 1.4 1.3 1.3 7.1 5.6 2.8 
Theft 3.7 5.7 8.3 4.7 9.8 16.4 4.6 8.2 
Incorrigible, Runaway, Truancy 3.4 6.4 16.8 1.1 5.2 13.8 6.9 17.4 

Vagrancy 1.6 1.9 1.4 .7 1.8 1.8 3.9 .9 
Auto Theft 1.2 1.2 2.1 2.5 1.5 2.8 1.0 2.1 
Sex Offenses .8 .7 .9 2.5 3.7 1.6 1.6 .7 

Assault .6 .9 1.3 2.5 3.0 3.4 3.3 6.6 
Burglary .8 1.7 5.0 1.1 2.5 8.2 2.0 7.5 
Weapons .4 .4 .9 1.1 1.2 1.2 .3 3.1 

Violent Property Destruction ,6 .5 1.1 .6 .9 .S 
Forgery, Fraud .4 1.1 1.2 1.8 1.1 .2 
Robbery .1 .2 .7 1.4 1.5 3.1 .7 .9 

Gambling - .1 .1 1.1 .4 .3 
Narcotics .2 .8 2.8 .6 2.9 1.0 2.1 
Homicide .1 .1 .1 .5 

Other 1.0 .8 .5 4.3 1.2 .5 1.0 1.9 

TOTAL 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 

Mean Contacts per Person in Cohort 6.2 5.4 3.8 18.6 15.3 14.2 4.7 16.0 9.0 

Part I 6.4 9.8 17.5 12.2 18.5 34.0 11.5 25.9 

en 
..!::: 
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TABLE 211. PERCENT IN POLICE CONTACTTYPll BY COllORT 1 BY RACE/ETIINICITY rOR FEHALIlS ALL AGES 

White Black Chicana 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 H)55 .. .,---
Traffic 50.6 35.2 23.9 16.7 14.8 10.8 41.2 14.9 
Disorderly Conduct 17.4 23.9 21. 3 50.0 32.4 26.0 50.0 23.5 21.3 
Suspicioll l Investigation 17.1 21.2 13.8 25.0 26.9 14.1 11.8 9.6 

Liquor 3.8 2.8 3.8 .7 50.0 5.9 1.1 
Theft 1.9 2.2 6.3 6.6 11. 2 11.8 111. ~) 
Incorrigible l Runaway I Truancy 4.1 7.1 19.2 11.5 19.1 5.9 '27.7 

Vagrancy .6 1.8 1.2 1.7 .4 1.1 
Auto Theft .3 .7 .7 1.1 
Sex Offenses 1.6 ·1.6 .8 .6 .4 

Assault .6 .1 1.4 1.7 5.8 4.3 
Burglary 1.5 .4 2.1 
Weapons .2 1.1 .4 

Violent Property Destruction .1 .6 1.4 
ForgerYI Fraud .6 1.3 1.6 1.7 3.2 
Robbery .1 1.1 

Gambling 8.3 
Narcotics 1.0 3.1 2.2 1.1 
Homicide 

Other 1.3 1.6 1.2 .6 2.2 1.1 

TOTAL 99.9 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.2 100.1 100.0 100.1 100.3 

Mean Contacts per Person in Cohort 1.2 1.3 1.2 2.4 4.7 3.2 .4 1.7 2.9 

Part I 2.8 2.5 9.8 8.2 19.1 11.8 22.3 
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I" t r"m" caut iun rnu:; t bo usod, of course, in describing tho <hnng,'s 

iJ(.I'r) •••• (;()h()l't!. that have tak(m place after the age of 21 sinc:e thl' 1955 

C;()h(Jl't lIa:; had so little exposure. 
The proportion of conta~ts for Di:-;-

'ml .. to I y e'",eluct i Cl crcas cd acros s cohort s for both Whi t os anel B 1 neks bu t 
dtwl'UII!;(.·d for Chicnllos. 

While the proportion of contacts for Drugs in .. 

: , 
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creased for Whites and Blacks, the nwnber of con'r.acts involved in these 

proportions is so small I as is the case for other increases past the 

age of 21, that it is probably \~ise to note that the surest evidence of 

~hange is the increase in the proportion of contacts for Part I offenses 

by each race/ethnic gl'OUp. Againl the number of contacts by females is 

too small to comment on anything other than the c.lefinite increase in tho 

proportion of contacts for Disorderly conduct by Whites and the increase 

in the proportion of Part I offenses by Blacks. 

Since Tables lA and IB and Tables 2A through 2H in this appendix do 

not indicate how contact category rates have changed between cohorts nor 

how they have changed for that proportion of each cohort who have had 

contacts l we have also included Tables 3A through 3D which follow the 

same general format as Tablc 3 in the text. 

Mean contact rates are now presented as a measure of the incidence of 

police contacts for each category of contacts as well as the total number 

of contacts. They are generated by dividing the number of contacts in 

each segment of ~ach cohort by the number of persons in that segment or 

the number of persons ''lith contacts in that segment. While the contact 

rates for some offenses have remained fairly stable or show no pattern 

of decline or increasc, those for Theft, Assaultl Burglary, and Drugs 

have increased from cohort to cohort for both males and females for the 

periods 6-17.and 18-20. These rates have also increased for males for 

Robbery. Incorrigiblo, runaway, and Truancy rates incre~sed from cohort 

to cohort for both sexes for the period 6-17. Rates for Disorderly conduct 

increased for males for the 18-20 period and for females during both 

periods. While thero was a general decline in rates for Liquor offenses, 

... 
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'fABLE 3A. POLICE CONTACT TVPB: MEAN RA'l'ES BASED ON NUMBER OF CONTACTS DIVIDED BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN COIIORT 1 

---- --"" "'.~.~--""" --"~-~. ""' ... _---- 1 - - - .... ~ 

1 
Agcs 6-17 Agcs 18-20 1 

\ Males Females Males Females 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 194H 1955 1942 Hl49 1955 
·1'""'w ........ ~-

Traffic .537 .508 .320 .OH3 .102 .091 .640 .574 .417 .116 .205 .158 

\ Disorderly Conduct .542 .678 .484 .044 .075 .096 .169 ..,..,') .338 .043 .145 .15(' ..... / .. 
Suspicion, Investigation .306 .553 • 487 .132 .163 .123 .214 .396 .174 .O:W .097 .04R 

Liquor .107 .151 .058 .057 .027 .038 .056 .034 .034 .OO::! .00r. 
Theft .169 .396 .434 .022 .041 .088 .042 .055 .082 .002 .01(, 
Incorrigible j Runu\-Iay, .191 .384 .804 .053 .120 .273 .014 .003 .003 .OO~ .00: Truancy 

Vagrancy .056 .085 .056 .009 .011 .014 .023 .027 .011 .016 .001 
Auto Theft .065 .065 .089 .004 .008 .017 .012 .025 • ()O:~ 
Sex Offenses .Oll .026 .029 .004 .018 .006 .020 .027 .021 .011 .no~ .OO.~ 

Assault .011 .031 .068 .005 .024 .OOS .018 .035 .OO~ .010 
Burglary .037 .096 .235 .014 .008 .011 .065 .005 
Weapons .011 .014 .025 .002 .002 .003 .008 .025 .001 

Violent Property Destruction .014 .008 .028 .001 .014 .012 .O:W .003 
Forgery, Fraud .030 .029 .005 .005 .003 .015 .022 .009 .014 
Robbery .015 .032 .003 .005 .036 .... -... - .001 \ 

Gambling .003 .005 .002 .001 .003 
Narcotics, Drugs .041 .019 .011 .075 .01: 
Homicide .001 .001 .002 

Other .020 .012 .011 .004 . om) .015 .011 .022 .015 .001 .004 .003 

TOTAL MEAN RATE 2.079 2.957 3.233 .347 .580 .815 1.239 1.504 1.400 .206 .485 .433 

Part I Mean Rate .281 .503 .859 .026 .047 .133 .073 .103 .244 .004 .034 

Number of Contacts 740 2188 3601 96 323 843 441 1113 1560 57 270 448 
0") 

Number of Persons ill Cohort 356 740 111·\ 277 55:- 1035 35(, 74C' 1114 "'''' .. 55':' 1035 ..t:: Loa.' ~' "'-J 
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;:;k"~·'" __ -~~_ "-~ 

".......~=~ ~ 

-

.. 



----- --------------------------------------------------~-. ----------------

, 

. __ .. ~..,"',.."."" ......... _~_~o 
--~-

O"'l 
.j:: 

TABLE 3B. POLlcn CONTACT TYPE: MnAN RATES BASED ON NUMBER OF CONTACTS DIVIDED BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN COHORT c:¢ ____ ""',., __ ~-__ -""-~"_,.., ..... """'_"_"_"' .. _<~ .. ,,_"'> ..... _· ... ___ o ---.............. ------...-.,"'~....,. 

Ages 21+ Total 

Males Females Males Females 

1,942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 H)·19 1955 -". s"-- -___ _-__ '" 
-------~-.-.~ _ ...... 

Traffic 1.596 .650 .1H) .394 .183 .042 2.773 1. 732 .856 .585 490 · 2~)Q 
Disorderly Conduct .629 .437 .129 .144 .183 .064 1.340 1.387 .951 .224 .404 .30D 
Suspicion) l.nvostigation .756 .414 .066 .069 .090 .018 1.275 1.362 .727 .206 .350 .189 

Liquol' .076 .030 .005 .007 .".39 .215 .09R .047 .036 .043 
Theft .042 .034 .014 .00f) ,004 .253 .385 .529 .022 .052 .108 
Incorl'igH,1 e, Runm'lay, .001 .004 .004 .205 .388 .807 .047 .126 .275 Truancy 
Vagrancy .020 .015 .007 .098 .127 .07·t .007 .027 .015 
Auto Theft .008 .001 .010 .090 .078 .115 .004 · (nll 
Sex Offenses .034 .024 .005 .004 .002 .065 .077 .055 .018 .O~:! .010 

Assault .039 .038 .012 .007 .053 .087 .115 .007 .007 .03·1 
Burglary .008 .010 .005 .053 .116 .304 .018 
Weapons .020 .008 .006 .002 .034 .030 .057 .00,1 .003 

Violent Property Destruction .006 .008 .005 .002 .001 .034 .028 .05~ .002 .005 
Forgery, Fraud .023 .024 .004 .007 .007 .007 .025 .069 .054 .007 .en .0:15 
Robbery .017 .005 .002 .004 .002 .002 .020 .026 .070 .002 • OO~~ 
Gambling .008 .001 .004 .011 .008 .005 .004 
Narcotics, Drugs .011 .038 .025 .013 .OOS .011 .049 .141 .013 • 03~) 
Homicide .002 .001 .005 

Other .059 .022 .004 .004 .009 .002 .090 .055 .030 .014 .022 .019 \ 

'I'OTAL MBAN RATE 3.351 1.760 .409 .639 .512 .147 6.669 6.220 5.042 1.191 1.576 1.394 

Part I Mean Rate .115 .088 .034 .011 .011 .006 .469 .693 1.137 .033 .061 .173 

Number of Contacts 1193 1302 456 177 285 152 2374 4603 5617 330 878 1443 

NUl1lbcl' of Persons in Cohort 356 740 1114 277 557 1035 356 740 111·\ :!:'7 55':! 1035 

.. ~"~~,.=- '~:=:: "U- '~_=_==_..!:.'...~"'~;;:,.;:;:...:;:,~;;.=~_~;~~~ - ~~u~-=-_.",-:o.,,-.. =·~ 
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TABLE 3C. POLICE CONTACT TYPE: MEAN RATES BASED ON NUMBER OF CONTACTS DIVIDED BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN COHORT 
WITH CONTACTS " 

Ages 6-17 Ages 18-20 

Males Females Males Females 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Traffic .950 .805 .569 .404 .363 .294 1.399 1.139 .917 .865 .786 .688 
Disorderly Conduct .960 1. 075 .861 .192 .268 .309 .368 .539 .742 .324 .559 .654 
Suspicion, Investigation .542 .876 .867 .577 .580 .397 .466 .786 .383 .216 .372 .211 

Liquor .189 .240 .104 .250 .096 .122 .123 .067 .075 .007 .021 
Theft .299 .469 .772 .096 .147 .284 .092 .110 .180 .007 .072 
Incorrigible, Runaway, 

Truancy .338 .608 1.431 .231 .427 .884 .031 .005 .006 .007 .008 

Vagrancy .100 .135 .099 .039 .038 .044 .049 .054 .024 .062 .004 
Auto Theft .114 .103 .158 .019 .025 .037 .024 .0,55 .008 
Sex Offenses .020 .041 .051 .019 .064 .019 .043 .054 .045 .081 .007 .017 

Assault .020 .049 .121 .019 .078 .006 .035 .077 .007 .042 
Burglary .065 .152 .419 .044 .018 .021 .142 .021 
Weapons .020 .021 .045 .006 .006 .006 .016 .055 .004 

Violent Property Destruction .025 .013 .050 .003 .031 .024 .043 .013 
Forgery, Fraud .047 .051 .019 .016 .006 .030 .047 .035 .059 
Robbery .024 .058 .006 .011 .079 .004 

Gambling .005 .009 .003 .003 .0'::6 
Narcotics, Drugs .074 .063 .021 .164 .051 
Homicide .002 .003 .004 

Other .035 .019 .019 .019 .032 .047 .025 .043 .034 .054 .014 .013 

TOTAL MEAN RATE 3.682 4.685 5.752 1.846 2.057 2.634 2.706 2.984 3.077 1.541 1.862 1.890 

Part I .498 .797 1.529 .115 .166 .431 .159 .204 .536 .014 .148 

Number of Persons \dth contacts 201 467 626 52 157 320- 163 373 507 37 145 237 

Number of Contacts 740 2188 3601 96 323 843 441 1113 1560 57 270 448 
Percent with Contacts 56.5 63.1 56.2 18.8 28.2 30.9 45.8 50.4 45.5 13.4 26.0 22.9 

" 
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TABLE 3D. POLICE CONTACT TYPE: MEAN RATES BASED ON NUMBER OF CONTACTS DIVIDED BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN COHORT 
WITH CONTACTS 

Ages 21+ Total 

Males Females Males Females 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Traffic 2.272 1. 279 .S45 1.298 .785 .418 3.279 2.119 1.194 1.218 .935 .637 
Disorderly Conduct .896 .859 .590 .476 .785 .641 1.585 1.696 1.325 .466 .771 .679 
Suspicion, Investigation 1. 076 .814 .299 .226 .385 .185 1.508 1.666 1.014 .429 .668 .416 

Liquor .108 .059 .025 .031 .282 .263 .136 .098 .069 .09S 
Theft .060 .067 .062 .039 .039 .299 .471 .737 .045 .099 .238 
Incorrigible, Runaway, .003 .012 .015 .243 .474 1.125 .098 .240 .605 Truancy 

Vagrancy .028 .029 .033 .116 .155 .103 .015 .051 .032 
Auto Theft .012 .003 .004 .106 .096 .160 .008 .021 
Sex Offenses .048 .048 .025 .012 .008 .076 .094 .076 .038 .041 .021 

Assault .056 .075 .053 .024 .063 .106 .160 .015 .014 .074 
Burglary .012 .019 .021 .063 .142 .424 .040 
Weapons .028 .016 .029 .008 .040 .036 .079 .007 .006 

Violent Property Destruction .008 .016 .021 .008 .010 .040 .035 .073 .003 .011 
Forgery, Fraud .032 .048 .016 .024 .031 .068 .030 .084 .075 .015 .041 .055 
Robbery .024 .011 .008 .012 .008 .019 .023 .031 .098 .003 .006 

Gambling .012 .003 .012 .013 .010 .006 .008 
Narcotics, Drugs .016 .075 .115 .054 .078 .013 .060 .197 .024 .085 
Homicide .008 .002 .006 

Other .084 .043 .016 .012 .039 .019 .106 .068 .041 .030 .041 .043 

TOTAL MEAN RATE 4.772 3.463 1.869 2.107 2.192 1.476 7.887 7.608 7.030 2.481 3.007 3.064 

Part I .164 .173 .156 .060 .046 .058 .555 .848 1.586 .068 .116 .380 

Number of Persons \'rit11 contru...'ts 250 376 244 84 130 103 301 605 799 133 292 471 

Number of Contacts 1193 1302 456 177 285 152 2374 4603 5617 330 878 1443 

Percent with Contacts 70.2 50.8 21.9 30.3 23.3 10.0 84.6 81.8 71.7 48.0 52.4 45.5 
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they increased for females in the 18-20 period. Rates for the three cohorts 

are not strictly comparable for the 21 or older period since~ as we have 

previously indicated, the 1942 Cohort had 12 years of exposure after be~ 

coming 21J the 1949 Cohort five Yl!!al'S, and tho t955 Cohort only one full year. 

The increase in Drug contacts was sufficiently high J ho,."ever J that 1949 

Cohort rates were higher than 1942 Cohort rates and the 1955 rates higher 

than the 1949 rates mnong both males and females. 

Total mean con.tact rates in Table 3A reveal that tho mean nwnber of 

contacts for persons in tho cohort increased from cohort to cohort for 

both males and females for the age period 6-17 but that uUl'ing the age 

period 18-20 J although the mean was greater for the 1·949 Cohort than the 

1942 Cohort J it declined slightly for the 1955 Cohort. When only those 

who had police contacts were considered (Table 3C) the rate increased 

across cohorts for both age periods J although the lIloan £01' both sexes 

for the 1955 Cohort was only slightly greater than for the 1949 Cohort. 

The moan contact rates for Part I offenses sholffi belo,." these moans enables 

one to see that the average number of contacts for TheftJ Auto Thc£t~ 

Burglm'y., Robbery ~ and Homicide., usually considered the most serious types 

of offenses> have increased from cohort to cohort for both sexes for both 

age periods. 

In summary> it is quite clear that reasons for police contact have 

changed during the time that persons from each cohort were at risk in 

Racine. Not only uo Part I offenses constitute a greater proportion of 

the contacts from cohort to cohort> but the incidence is higher for both 

age periods before 21 for the males, for all age perious combined J and 

for each age period for the fem{ll(:s~ and all age periods combined. It 

I 
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is also apparent that changes in the cOllununity had different effects on 

males and females and Whites, Blacks, and Chicanos, with the variety of 

offenses and the incidence of some offenses increasing more for females 

and for members of the minority groups than for White males, particularly 

for the period before age 21. 

'.' cI:, 
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APPENDIX C 

References made to this appendix in the text have not only emphasized 

the relative consistency with which the mean number of contacts by males 

has exceeded the mean number for females but that police contacts by males 

have been on the average for more s€lriousness offenses as well. 

Perusal of Table 1 and Tables 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D also indicates that 

the mean frequency and seriousness of contacts, no matter how they are 

measured, generally decline frc,lm age period to age period. 

While almost any measure also suggests that Blacks have higher con-

tact rates, a greater proportion of more serious reasons for contact, 

and higher seriousness scores for age segments or total careers than 

do Whites, and where there are sufficient Chicanos to derive a valid 

statistic, Chicanos generally in between (particularly for the 1955 Cohort), 

these race/ethnic differences must be viewed with caution since most 

Blacks reside within the inner city or its interstitial areas and most 

Chicanos reside in these areas or in the barrio on the periphery of the 

city. At the same time it should be pointed out that White males accounted 

for 77% of all police contacts in the 1942 Cohort, 66% in the 1949 Cohort, 

and 52 96 in the 1955 Cohort where the number of contacts by females of 

each race/ethnic group had markedly increased. While we do note that the 

Blacks in each cohort have generated police contacts disproportionately to 

their numbers in the cohort we must emphasize that contacts are generated 

by interaction between the police and members of each cohort. Therefore, 

conclusions about the relative frequency and seriousness of delinquency 

and crime among the Blacks and Chicanos must await the analyses in which 

I 
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comparison of Whites, Blacks, and Chicanos are made for those who reside 

in the srulle area. 

As we indicated in Chapter 4, it is reasonable to represent the 

seriousness of any person's career by simply multiplying the number of 

contacts in each category by the weight of that category. In Table 2E 

we present the mean seriousness scores for persons in each cohort by race/ 

ethnici ty and sex for each of the threE! age periods and for the total y(~ars 

of experience of each cohort. Cross-cohort comparisons are restricted, of 

course, to age periods 6-17 and 18-20, although it is possible to make 

race/ethnic comparisons for the age period 21+ or for total years within 

each cohort. Mean seriousness scores for Blacks and Chicanos exceed those 

of the Whites for each age period and for the total careers within each 

cohort. Mean seriousness scores for Blacks and Chicanos exceed those of the 

Whites for each age period and for the total careers within each cohort. 

For the females, within age-period differences are not quite as consistent 

but it is also apparent that mean seriousness scores for Black females 

exceed those for White females in the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts for all age 

periods and for total careers. 

When only those persons with contacts are considered, seriousness 

scores of Blacks and Chicanos continue to be higher than those for the Whites 

for each age period and for the total periods for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts. 

Again, the Black females have higher seriousness scores than do the White 

females wherever comparison is possible. 

Returning to mean seriousness scores for persons in each cohort for 

the age period 6-17 and 18-20, we find a more systematic cohort-to-cohort 

increase in the mean seriousness scores for Black males than for White 

655 

males. There is also a more or less systematic cohort-to-cohort increase 

in serj:ousness for the females of each race/ethnic group for the ag~ period s 

6-17 and 18-20. 

For persons with contacts, the cohort-to-cohort increase for Black 

males :i:s present, but \'lith the exception of the age period 6-17 not present 

for the Anglos, and not found for Chicanos in any instance. By contrast, 

a systematic increase is shown for the females in each race/ ethnic group 

for the age period 6-17 and 18-20 wherever comparison is possible. 

The distribution of scores for the Geometric Gcales to which we referred 

in Chapter 4 arc presented in Table 3 for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts on the 

basis of total careers with malesllnd females combined. The bulk of each 

cohort alte concentrated in those scale categories of police contacts for 

which a Misdemeanor is the most serious level of behavior. It is also 

apparent that persons who had a Felony against a Person, and that alone, 

were few, but that those who did have a ccntact at this level of seriousness 

were also likely to have had offenses at lower levels as well. 

Tabll;)s 4 and 5 reveal that males clearly fall in those Geometric 

scale categories including more serious offenses far more frequently than 

do the females at every age period. It is also clear that even with the 

shorter time of exposure in the community males and females in the 1940 

Cohort arc more frequently found in the Geometric scale categories including 

Felonies and a variety of lesser offenses than are those in the 1942 Cohort. 

The interrelationship of number of contacts, seriousness scores, and 

Geometric scores for each period~ for males and females and for the total 

cohort is presented in Table 6. It is obvious that number of contacts 
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and seriousness scores are almost perfectly correlated, Geometric scores and 

seriousness scores are correlated more highly for males during each age 

period than for females, and that Geometric scores and the number of 

police contacts have uniformly lower correlations than those found botwoon 

Geom~tric scores and serlousness scores. 

The Geometric scores suggeRt that there is considerable difference 

between male!:. and females in a number of combinations of Felonies, Major 

~1isdelllcanors and Minor Misdemeanors. Table 7 presents these differt.lnces 

based on factor analyses in which each offense category was listed as 

either a Felony or Misdemeanor or in both categories where the level of 

behavior \lJc)uld determine whether the contact were to be considered a Folony 

or Misdemeanor. Sex differences become even more apparent. The similarity 

of Factors 1 and 2 for males and females in each cohort would be expected, 

but the dissimilarity of 1942 and 1949 males has no explanation although 

the appearance of narcotics and drug offenses suggests that the differences 

are representative of qualitative difference in patterns of crime with 

historical antecedents. While factor analysis is a technique \'Ihich enables 

us to determine which kinds rf offenses are found together, it has always 

been difficult to describe factors. As we see it, the inClusion of moving 

vehiclo violations with other more serious offenses seellls to justify analyses 

in which they were included along with more serious reasons for police 

contact. 

.1. 
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----------------------------------------------------------------------TABLE 1. PIlRCENT OF POLICE CONTACTS FOR FELONIES AND MAJOR MISDEMEANORS AND MIlAN 

NUMBER or CONTAc'rs PER PERSON WITH CONTACTS BY RACE/ETHNICI'I'Y, SEX, AND 
AGH l'nRIOD* 

=======,~t=======================================================~====== 

Ages 6-11' 

Males 
White 
Black 
Chicano 

Females 
White 
Black 
Chicana 

TOTAL 

Ages 18-80 

Ma10s 
lfuite 
Black 
Chicano 

Females 
\fuite 
Black 
Chicana 

TOTAL 

Ages 21+ 

Males 
White 
Black 
Chicano 

Females 
\fuite 
Black 
Chicana 

'fOTAL 

Tota'L 

Males 
\fuite 
Black 
Chicano 

Females 
\fui te 
Black 
Chicana 

TOTAL 

~') Ilelo1\i05 and 
Major 

Misdemeanors 

14.7 16.8 25.3 
23.3 30.0 42.1 

H)' 5 38.3 

6.5 10.0 19.8 
16.7 24.3 
33.3 27.5 

14.0 17.7 29.0 

6.7 8.6 23.7 
21.4 18.7 42.7 

7.4 20.5 

5.5 2.310.'7 
7.8 34 .. 2 

20.0 

7.7 8.8 25.4 

4.7 8.1 13.7 
15.0 17.9 25.8 

7.3 28.2 

3.b 8.5 9.4 
9.2 30.4 

10.0 

6.1 9.6 17.8 

8.5 12.5 23.9 
16.8 22.9 40.8 

13.5 32.7 

4.8 7.1 15.9 
11.5 28.2 
11.8 24.5 

8.8 13.1 27.0 

Mean Felonies and 
Maj or Mis demeanors 

per Person in Cohort 

.3047 .4387 .6191 

.4667 1.7955 3.8585 
1.5789 2.2340 

.0017 .0492 .1341 
.2821 .4302 
.2000 .5933 

.1833 .3423 .599Z 

.0769 

.6000 

.0112 

.1108 .2570 

.7273 1. 6321 

.2632 .4894 

.0098 .0414 

.1026 .3140 
.0938 

.0600 .0933 .2378 

.1361 .1182 
2.0667 .9545 

.:U58 

.0225 .0354 
.1538 

.1311 .1172 

.0406 

.3208 

.2340 

.0098 

.1628 

.o:n~s 

.0503 

.5178 .6677 .9168 
3.1333 3.4773 5.8113 

2.15792.9574 

.0562 

.3744 

.0945· 

.5383 

.2000 

.5528 

.1854 

.9070 

.7188 

.S814 

* No Felonies or Major Misuemeanors indicated by -~--. 

Mean Felonies and 
Major Misdemeanors per 

Person with Contncts 

.5421 .7174 1.1972 

.6364 2.1944 4.5444 
1.7647 2.6923 

.1175 .1908 .4843 
.5000 .R222 
.5000 .9048 

.4585 .7115 1.3615 

.1745 

.6923 

.0811 

.2308 

.9412 

.3571 

.0403 

.2353 

.6144 
2.4028 

.6970 

.193H 

.8438 

.3333 

.1900 .~336 .6868 

.1957 .2446 
2.2143 1. 2353 

.4000 

.0732 .1682 
.3333 

.24S5 .3004 

.2086 

.7907 

.7857 

.1250 

.6h6'? 

.1 non 

.6184 .8294 1. 3:;48 
3.1333 3.7317 b.484~ 

2.1579 3.1591 

.1181 .1868 .·l381 
.7778 1.3220 
.2500 .9583 

.5423 .7993 1.SOlo 
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Number in Cohort 
Number of Contacts 
Persons with Contacts 

\\Ihite 
1942 1949 1955 

338 677 961 
710 1770 2354 
190 414 497 

% ,'lith Contacts 56.2 
Mean Contacts per Person 2.1 
Mean Contacts per Person 3.7 

with Contacts 

61.2 
2.6 

4.3 

51. 7 
2.4 

4.7 

% of Contacts Serious** 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

~ of Contacts Part I 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

Number in Cohort 
Number of Contacts 
Persons with Contacts 

~.; with Contacts 
Mean Contacts per Person 
Mean Contacts per Person 

with Contacts 

% of Contacts Serious 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

% of Contacts Part I 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

14.7 16.8 25.3 

.3 .4 .6 

.5 .7 1.2 

13.4 15.3 21.0 

.3 .4 .5 

.5 .7 1.0 

267 508 917 
94 251 622 
51 131 254 

19.1 25.8 27.7 
.4 .5 .7 

1.8 1.9 2.5 

6.5 10.0 19.8 

.1 1.1 .1 

.1 .2 .5 

6.4 6.4 14.0 

~ .1 -.1 .1 

.1 .1 .3 

Black 
1942 1949 1955 

15 44 106 
30 264 973 
11 36 90 

73.3 81.8 84.9 
2.0 6.0 9.2 

2.7 7.3 10.8 

23.3 30.0 42.1 

.5 1.8 3.9 

.6 2.2 4.5 

16.7 27.7 38.2 

.3 1.7 3.5 

.4 2.0 4.1 

5 
1 
1 

Pemales 

39 86 
66 152 
22 45 

20.0 56.4 52.3 
.2 1.7 1.8 

1.0 3.0 3.4 

16.7 24.3 

.3 .4 

.5 .8 

12.1 21.7 

.2 .4 

.4 .7 

Chicano 
1942 1949 1955 

3 19 47 
o 154 274 
o 17 39 

5 
1 
1 

89.5 83.0 
8.1 5.8 

9.1 7.0 

19.5 38.3 

1.6 2.2 

1.8 2.7 

18.2 33.2 

1.5 1.9 

1.6 2.3 

10 
6 
4 

32 
69 
21 

20.0 40.0 65.6 
.2 .6 2.2 

1.0 1.5 3.3 

33.3 27.5 

.2 .6 

.5 .9 

33.3 27.5 

.2 .6 

.5 .9 

* No contacts in category indicated by ----. . . 
** Serious Contacts == Felonies against the person or property and maJor mlsdcmMnors. 

6S9 
'l'ABLE 2B. '---"-.-----------------------------~ 

SUMMARY 0}7 BASIC S'I'A'rIS'I'ICS ON PREOUl3NCY AND SERIOUSNESS Or: CONTACTS 
AGnS 18-20 BY SEX 1 COHOR'l'1 AND RACE'/I3TIINICI1'Y* 

Number in Cohort 
Numhor of Contacts 
Persons with Contacts 

9J with Contacts 
Mean Contacts 1'01' Person 
Moan Contacts per Person 

\'lith Contacts 

% of Contacts Sorious** 
Moan Serious Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

% of Contacts Part I 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person \'I/contacts 

Number in Cohort 
Number of Contacts 
Persons \'lith Contacts 

9J \'lith Contacts 
Mean Contacts per Person 
Mean Contacts per Person 

with Contacts 

~ of Contacts Serious 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Serious G011tacts 

per Person w/contacts 

~ of Contacts Part I 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

White 

1 94 2~1::.:.;9..:..4 9=--.=.:19:;..:::5~S 

338 677 961 
396 872 1043 
149 325 402 

44.1 48.0 41.8 
1.2 1.3 1.1 

2.6 2.7 2.6 

6.7 

.1 
8.6 23.7 

.1 .3 

.2 .2 .6 

4.5 

.1 

.1 

5.4 

.1 

.2 

12.8 

.1 

.3 

267 508 917 
55 214 354 
37 124 196 

13.~) 24.4 
.2 .4 

1.5 1.7 

5.S 2.3 

.1 -.1 

.1 .1 

21.4 
.7 

1.8 

10.7 

.1 

., ... 
5.1 

.1 

.1 

Mules 

Black 

12.42 1949 19S~ 

15 44 106 
42 173 405 
13 34 72 

86.7 77.3 67.9 
:'I.R 3.9 3.8 

.... 2 5.1 5.6 

21.4 18.7 42.7 

.6 .7 1.6 

.7 .9 2.4 

9.5 14.5 31.1 

.3 .6 1.2 

.3 .7 l.8 

5 
2 
2 

39 
51 
17 

86 
79 
32 

40.0 43.6 
.4 1.3 

37.2 
.9 

1.0 3.0 2.5 

7.8 34.2 

.1 .3 

.2 .8 

.4 17.7 

.1 ., .... 

.1 .4 

= 

Chicano 
1942 1949 19~5 ---

3 
3 
1 

19 47 
68 112 
14 33 

33 • .3 73.7 
1.0 3.6 

3.0 4.0 

5 
o 
o 

7.4 

.3 

.4 

5.n 
.2 

.3 

10 
5 
(\ 

40.0 
.5 

1.3 

70.2 
2.4 

3.4 

20.5 

.S 

.7 

10.7 

.3 

.4 

15 

2H.l 
.5 

1.7 

20.n 

.1 

20.0 

.1 

3.3 

* No contncts in clltlegory indicated by ____ . 
** Serious Contllcts ::: r:e1onies against the person or property and major misdemeanors. 
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TABLE 2C. OF BASIC STATISTICS ON FREQUENCY AN~ S~RIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS 

SUMMARY EX COHORT AND RACE/ETHNICITY AGES 21+ BY S· , , 

Number in Cohort 
Number of Contaets 
Persons with Contacts 

OJ with Contacts 
Mean Contacts per Person 
Mean Contacts per Person 

with Contacts 

S . s** ~ of Contacts erlOU 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

9., of Contacts Part I 
Mean Part I Conta.cts 

per Person 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

White 

1942 1949 1955 

338 677 961 
975 986 285 
235 327 187 

69.5 48.3 19.5 
2.9 1.5 .3 

4.1 3.0 1.5 

4.7 8.1 13.7 

.1 .1 .1 

.2 .2 .2 

2.1 3.7 5.3 

.1 .1 .1 

.1 .1 .1 

Males 

Black 

1942 1949 1955 

15 44 106 
207 234 132 
14 34 43 

93.3 77.3 40.6 
1:L8 5.3 1.2 

14.8 6.9 3.1 

15.0 17.9 25.8 

2.1 1.0 .3 

2.2 1.2 .8 

10.1 11.1 12.1 

1.4 .6 .2 

1.5 .8 .4 

Chicano 

1942 1949 1955 

3 
11 

1 

19 
82 
15 

47 
39 
14 

33.3 78.9 29.8 
3.7 4.3 .8 

11.0 5.5 2.8 

7.3 28.2 

.3 .2 

.4 .8 

3.7 17.9 

.2 .2 

.2 .5 

Fema1e~ ________ _ 

Nwnber in Cohort 
Number of Contacts 
Persons with Contacts 

96 with Contacts 
Mean Contacts per Person 
Mean Contacts per Person 

with Contact'5 

% of Contacts Serious 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

% of Cont~cts Part I 
Mean Part I Contacts 

267 
167 

82 

30.7 
.6 

2.0 

3.6 

.1 

.1 

1.8 

.1 

508 
214 
107 

21.1 
.4 

2.0 

8.5 

.1 

.2 

917 
96 
72 

7.9 
.1 

1.3 

9.4 

-" .1 

.1 

.5 --- ... 

.1 

5 
9 
1 

39 
65 
18 

86 
46 
21 

20.0 46.2 24.4 
1.8 1.7 .5 

9.0 3.6 2.2 

9.2 30.4 

.2 .2 

.3 .7 

7.7 13.0 

.1 .1 

5 
1 
1 

10 
6 
5 

32 
10 
10 

20.0 50.0 31.3 
.2 .6 .3 

1.0 1.2 1.0 

10.0 

.1 

.1 

per personc t ts 1 -.3.3 
Mean Part I on EtC .1. _________________ _ per Person w/contacts __ 

* No contacts in category ~ndicat~d ~Yth;-~~rson or property and major misdemeanors. ** Serious Contacts = Fe10nles agalns 

I 

1 
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TABLE 2D. SUMMARy OF BASIC STATISTICS ON FREQUENCY AND SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS 

ALL AGES BY SEX, COHORT, AND RACE/ETHNICITY* 

Number in Cohort 
Number of Contacts 
Persons with Contacts 

% with Contacts 

White 

1942 1949 1955 

338 677 961 
2081 3628 3682 
283 5450 660 

Mean Contacts per Person 
Mean Contacts per Person 

with Contacts 

83.7 80.5 68.7 
6.2 5.4 3.8 

7.4 6.7 5.6 

% of Contacts Serious** 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

% of Contacts Part I 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person w/contacts 

Number in Cohort 
Number of Contacts 
Persons with Contacts 

90 with Contacts 
Mean Contacts per Person 
Mean Contacts per Person 

with Contacts 

% of Contacts Serious 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Serious Contacts 

per Person \II/contacts 

% of Contacts Part I 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person 
Mean Part I Contacts 

per Person W/contacts 

8.5 12.5 23.9 

.5 .7 .9 

.6 .8 1.3 

6.4 

.4 
9.8 17.5 

.5 .7 

.5 .7 1.0 

267 508 917 
316 679 1072 
127 257 388 

47.6 50.6 42.3 
1.2 1.3' 1.2 

2.5 2.6 2.8 

4.8 

.1 

.1 

2.8 

.1 

.1 

7.1 15.9 

.1 .2 

.2 .4 

2.5 9.8 

.1 .1 

.1 .3 

Males 

Black 

1942 1949 1955 

15 44 106 
279 671 1510 
15 41 95 

100.0 93.2 89.6 
18 . 6 15.3 14. 2 

18.6 16.4 15.9 

16.8 22.9 40.8 

3.1 3.5 5.8 

3.1 3.7 6.5 

12. 2 18 . 5 34. 0 

2.3 2.8 4.8 

2.3 3.0 5.4 

Females 

5 39 86 
12 182 277 
4 27 59 

80.0 69.2 68.6 
2.4 4.7 3.2 

4.0 6.7 4.7 

11.5 28.2 

.6 .9 

.8 1.3 

8.2 19.1 

.4 .6 

Chicano 

1942 1949 1955 

3 19 47 
14 304 425 
3 19 44 

100.0 100.0 93.6 
4.7 16.0 9.0 

4.7 16.0 9.7 

5 
2 
2 

13.5 32.7 

2.2 3.0 

2.2 3.2 

11.5 25.9 

1.8 2.3 

1.8 2.5 

10 
17 
8 

32 
94 
24 

40.0 80.0 75.0 
.4 1.7 2.9 

1.0 2.1 3.9 

11.8 24.5 

.2 .7 

.3 1.0 

11.8 22.3 

.2 .7 

.6 .9 

-----------------------------------.----------------------------------------
.3 .9 

* No contacts in category indicated by ____ • 

** Serious ~ntacts • Fe!oni •• against the person or p~perty and major misdemeanor~ 
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TABLE 2E. MEAN SERIOUSNESS SCORES OF PERSONS BY COHORT, AGE PERIOD, RACE/ 
ETHNICITY, AND SEX 

Mean Seriousness Scores for Persons in Cohort 

6~17 18-20 21+ Total 

Mules W B C W B C W C W B --
1942 5.3 5.9 ----'II 2.5 7.2 5.9 35.4 13.7 48.5 

1949 6.7 17.0 20.6 2.7 9.6 8.'7 3.3 13.8 10.9 12.6 40.4 

1955 6.7 28.4 17.5 3.1 13.3 6.8 .8 3.8 2.4 10.5 45.5 

Females 

1942 .7 .2 .6 .4 .d .0 1.2 4.2 .6 2.3 5.2 

1949 1.0 4.1 1.8 .8 2.9 1.0 1.0 3.9 1.0 2.8 10.9 

1955 1.7 4.5 5.7 .9 2.9 1.1 .3 1.6 1.0 2.8 9.0 

Mean Seriousness Scores for Persons with Contacts 

Male:=:.._ 

1942 9.4 8.0 5.7 8.3 8.5 37.9 16.4 48.5 

1949 10.9 20.7 23.0 5.6 12.5 11.8 6.8 17.8 13.9 15.7 43.3 

1955 12.9 33.4 21.0 7.4 19.6 9.7 4.0 9.1 8.0 15.3 50.7 

Females 

1942 3.7 2.9 3.9 4.9 6.5 

1949 4.0 7.4 3.3 6.6 2.5 4.7 8.5 2 .. 5 5.6 15.8 

1955 6.0 8.4 8.7 4.3 8.1 4.0 3.3 6.7 3.1 6.7 13.2 

*Too few Ciess than 5) cases in category for statistic 

-

, 

C 

40.2 

26.6 

1.2 

3.8 

7.8 

40.2 

28.4 

4.7 

10.4 

1 



TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF GEOMETRIC SCORES AMONG 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS MALES AND FEMALES, 
AGE 6 1'0 PRESENT 

Geo Score Cohort 
Type 1942 1949 

o 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

199 401 No contacts 
124 226 Suspicion or investigation 

4 11 Juvenile condition 
5 12 1 and 2 

42 110 Misdemeanor, minor 
133 214 4 and 1 

3 8 4 and 2 
20 51 4, 1 and 2 

3 14 Misdemeanor, major 
6 14 8 and 1 
o 0 8 and 2 
o 3 8, 2 and 1 
6 12 8 and 4 

28 63 8, 4 and 1 
1 2 8, 4 and 2 
7 23 8, 4, 2 and 1 
o 3 Felony, property 
o 1 16 and 1 
o 0 16 and 2 
o 0 16, 2 and 1 
1 4 16 and 4 
9 16 16, 4 and 1 
o 2 16, 4 and 2 
3 5 16, 4, 2 and 1 
o 0 16 and 8 
o 0 16, 8 and 1 
o 0 16, 8 and 2 
o 1 16, 8, 2 and 1 
o 0 16, 8 and 4 
6 20 16, 8, 4 and 1 
o 0 16, 8, 4 and 2 

11 23 16, 8, 4, 2 and 1 

Geo Score Cohort 
Type 1942 1949 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
SO 
51 
52 
S3 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 

2 
1 
o 
o 
o 
3 
o 
2 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
4 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
7 
o 
3 

3 
2 
o 
o 
3 
5 
o 
6 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
7 
o 
7 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
4 
o 

19 

Fea.ony, person 
32 and 1 
32 and 2 
32, 2 and 1 
32 and 4 
32, 4 and 1 
32, 4 and 2 
32, 4, 2 and 1 
32 and 8 
32, 8 and 1 
32, 8 and 2 
32, 8, 2 and 1 
32, 8 and 4 
32, 8, 4 and 1 
32, 8, 4 and 2 
32, 8, 4, 2 and 1 
32 and 16 
32, 16 and 1 
32, 16 and 2 
32, 16,. 2 and 1 
32, 16 and 4 
32, 16, 4 and 1 
32, 16, 4 and 2 
32, 16, 4, 2 and 1 
32, 16 and 8 
32, 16, 8 and 1 
32, 16, 8 and 2 
32, 16, 8, 2 and· 1 
32, 16, 8 and 4 
32, 16, 8, 4 and 1 
32, 16, 8, 4 and 2 
32, 16, 8, 4, 2 and 1 

I 

\ 



TABLE 4. DISTRIBUTION OF GEOMETRIC SCORES AMONG 1942 COHORT BY AGE PERIOD AND SEX 
r =::= ...- :..:-_-=-;:...::. ~,=---*=-=:.=:'::::~-:='!":::':=" ... ':::::.=;:::.=:--=~= ..::..::::.=~~=:...::.!..-=::=.:::.:.:::::.= . ...:; ..::..::..:. ',: .-=:-C:".:::. '::::' _' 

Geo Score 6-17 18-20 21+ 6-20 6-21+ 
Type M F M F M F M F M F 

0 No contacts 155 224 195 238 105 190 116 198 55 144 
1 Suspicion or investigation 31 23 51 23 94 47 34 37 61 63 
2 Juvenile condition 3 4 0 0 0 0 3 4 1 3 
3 1 and 2 3 1 1 0 0 0 3 1 3 2 
4 Misdemeanor, minor 54 14 37 8 29 16 45 16 20 22 

5-6 4 and 1 or 2 34 4 45 5 96 18 62 12 107 29 
7 4, 2 and 1 13 3 1 0 0 0 16 2 18 :3 
8 Misdemeanor, major 3 1 2 0 0 ., 2 1 1 

., ... .. 
9-11 8 and 1 or 2 or both 3 1 4 0 4 0 4 1 5 1 

12-14 8, 4 and 1 or 2 22 0 9 0 11 1 30 0 33 2 
15 8, 4, 2 and 1 5 1 1 0 0 0 5 1 6 1 
16 Felony, property 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 

17-19 16 and 1 or 2 or both 1 0 0 0 0 () .., 0 0 0 .. 
20-23 16 and 4 or 1 or 2 or both 11 0 5 0 3 0 10 0 13 0 
24-27 16 and 8 or 1 or 2 or both 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 () () 0 
28-30 16, 8 and 4 or 1 or 2 6 1 2 0 3 0 6 1 5 1 

31 16, 8, 4, 2 and 1 8 0 0 () 0 0 12 0 11 0 
32 Felony, person 0 0 0 2 0 1 () ., () 2 .. 

33-35 32 and 1 or 2 or both 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 
36-39 32 and 4 or 1 or 2 or both 3 0 1 1 2 .., 3 1 ., 3 ... .. 
40-43 32 and 8 or 1 or 2 or both 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
44-47 32, 8 and 4 or 1 or 2 or both 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 () 5 0 
48-51 32 and 16 or 1 or 2 or both 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
52-55 32, 16 and 4 or 1 or 2 or both 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
56-59 32, 16 and 8 or 1 or 2 or both 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
60-62 32, 16, 8 and 4 or 1 or 2 1 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 7 0 

63 32, 16, 8, 4, 2 and 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 

.. 



, 

TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION OF GEOMETRIC SCORES AMONG 1949 COHORT BY AGl1 P13RIOD ANn snx 
c..:.::;;. ...... -~~.- -...,-~---

___ .... '"~ __ c._.,_ -.. _____ ... __ ..... __ • ____ -_~. ___ ~ ...... __ .co,. _~ - ..... ___ •• _: .. ::. ... .-=;;...-=-_.:.....::.::=:..~ .!::::!!."::"'~ ...... ~::'.!" .... ' ... -~,:.--::..--=:':.:!.-~.-----=----=:- ~-- ~ .. ----~--..- - ~ .. ~,->---.. ~.;::::.:::::::::::::::::::.:::-=-.,., 

Geo Score 6-17 18-20 21+ 6-20 6-21+ 
Type M p" M F M F M F M F 

0 No contacts 274 400 367 412 364 428 192 312 136 265 
1 Suspicion or investigation 67 57 157 81 138 54 98 106 108 118 
? Juvenile condition 16 9 0 1 0 0 10 6 5 6 
3 1 and 2 9 2 0 0 0 0 6 6 7 5 
4 Misdemeanor 1 minor 86 33 63 35 89 35 62 43 62 48 

5-6 4 and 1 or 2 92 14 83 20 91 23 140 35 170 52 
7 41 2 and 1 30 9 0 0 0 0 38 9 42 9 
8 Misdemeanor 1 maj or 15 9 2 1 2 2 10 6 9 5 

9-11 8 and 1 or 2 or both 18 6 11 1 3 0 15 '7 11 6 
12-14 81 4 and 1 or 2 42 9 22 2 22 (; 53 11 59 18 

15 81 41 2 and 1 15 1 0 0 0 0 20 4 19 4 
16 Fe10nY1 property 3 0 0 0 2 2 ., 0 2 1 .. 

17-19 16 and 1 or 2 or both 2 1 2 2 0 0 0 1 () 1 
20-23 16 and 4 or 1 or 2 or both 24 0 12 0 5 0 24 1 25 ., .. 
24-27 16 and 8 or 1 or 2 or both 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 
28-30 16, 8 and 4 or 1 or 2 10 0 6 0 3 0 16 1 19 1 

31 16, 81 4, 2 and 1 24 0 1 0 0 0 28 0 23 0 
32 Felony, person 1 1 1 0 3 :; 1 0 0 3 

33-35 32 and 1 or 2 or both 0 3 3 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 
36-39 32 and 4 or 1 or 2 or both 2 1 4 2 7 2 5 6 6 8 
40-43 32 and 8 or 1 or 2 or both 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
44-47 32, 8 and 4 or 1 or 2 or both 1 2 3 0 6 0 3 2 12 3 
48-51 32 and 16 or 1 or 2 or both 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 , 
52-55 32, 16 and 4 or 1 or 2 or both 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 
56-59 32, 16 and 8 or 1 or 2 or both 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
60-62 32 1 16, 8 and 4 or 1 or 2 1 0 1 0 4 0 3 0 4 0 

63 32, 16, 8, 4, 2 and 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 19 0 

O"l 
O"l 
U1 

, 
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TABLE 6. nIB INTllRRELATIONSHIP or: MnASURES or: DELINQUENT AND CRIMINAL CAREERS: 
1942, 1949,AND 1955 COIlORTS 

_~,,,,",!s - , 

_.~ul!iller 0; _~C9.ntacts 
6-17 18 .. 20 21+ Total 

~1 F T M F T M F " M F T 

Seriousness 1942: .97 .96 .97 .96 .91 .96 .98 .94 .98 .99 .97 .99 
Scores 

1949: .99 .97 .99 .98 .97 .98 .98 .96 .91 .99 .98 .99 

1955: .99 .98 .99 .98 .97 .97 .96 .94 .96 .99 .98 .99 

Seriousness Scores -. 
6-17 18-20 21+ Total 

M F T M F T M F T M F l' --
Geometric 1942: .80 .86 .82 .79 .64 .75 .79 .59 .7S .75 .n .77 
Scores 

1949 : .76 .72 .76 .75 .43 .71 .72 .65 .72 .76 .55 .75 

Geometric Scores 

6-17 18-20 21+ Total 

M F T M F l' M F T M.. F 'f 

Number of 1942: .74 .72 .76 .69 .39 .65 .77 .46 .75 .73 .61 .74 
Contacts \ 

1949: .72 .61 .72 .69 .41 .66 .67 .57 .66 .72 .51 .71 

1 

----.._ ... -- ..;:.'.--. .. .. . 
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TABLE 7. FACTOR ANALYSTS OF TYPE-SERIOUSNnSS OF POLIcn CONTACTS AMONG COIlOR'l' MBMBERS WITH CONTINUOUS RACINB 
HESIDENCE* 

Factor 

1 

2 

1942 Males 

Robbory (FYI' 

Theft eM) 
Auto Theft (F) 

Traffic-Moving 
Vehicles eM) 

Bscapee eM) 
Escapee (F) 
Family-Parent 

Status eM) 

Disorderly 

880: 

60 
61 

43 
9S 
96 

Conduct CM) 61 
Liquor eM) 8~ 

Violent Property 
Destruction eM) 62 

Contact 48 
Suicide (F) 71 

1942 Females 

Disorderly 
Conduct eM) 

Liquor (M) 
Incorrigible eM) 

43 
66 
94 

Sex Offenses CF) 80 

Other Traffic eM) 88 
Contact 60 

Vagranc)' eM) so 
Incorrigible eN) 

Sex eM) 74 

1949 Males 

Assault eM) 73 

I1senpee eM) 88 
Violent. Property 

Destruction CP) 77 

Theft eM) 

Disorderly 
Conduct eM) 

Vagrancy (M) 

Liquor (M) 
Incorrigible (N) 
Traffic-Moving 

Vehicles eM) 
Contact 

40 

73 
()9 

73 
75 

51 
64 

1949 Females 

Disorderly 
Conduct (~f) 

Liquor eM) 
Sex Offenses (F) 

Suicide (F) 

Porgory (M) 

Forgery eF) 

Weapons eM) 

75 
48 
71 

75 

VI 
83 .... 

83 

74 

----._-----------------------------_ .. _--------_.---------------,--.----~-------------------~----------~~---=~ 
Forger}' (F) 86 Theft eM) 

Fraud eM) 78 Auto Theft CF) 

81 Nnreotics llnd 
Drugs eM) 

Narcotics and 
[)rugs (P) 

73 

74 

Incorrigible eM) 

'rruancy eN,) 

72 

86 

; 

\ 

, 



, 

, 

01 
4 Theft (F) 53 Family-Parent Robbery (F) 69 Incorrigible eN) 51 ~ 

Status (M) 93 
Sex Offenses (Jl) 77 Assault (F) 72 Sex (M) 72 
Gambling (M) 73 Forgery (F) 39 Escapee eM) 82 

Weapons (M) 45 Contact 41 

5 Assault (M) 49 Assault (F) 58 Incorrigible eM) 57 Traffic-Moving 
Vehicles eM) 57 

Sex eM) 56 Traffic-Moving IIQ1J1icidc (F) 84 Other Traffic eM) 77 
Vehidcs eM) 69 

Weapons (M) 76 Gambling eM) 65 
-"-"'---------,,..-----

6 Narcotics and Suicide (F) 81 Sex Offenses (F) ()O Narcotics and 
Drugs (M) 81 Drugs eM) 80 

~'arcotics and Ohscene Narcotil's and 
Drugs (F) 79 gchavior eM,) 86 Drugs (F) 81 

,""'""""---- - ~ __ ~~""'__ ... __ ·~ ... 4_ 

7 Burglary (F) 69 Gambling (M) 91 Sex eM) 79 Theft (~1) S,l I 

Vagrancy (~1) 46 Vio]0nt Property til 
!.> 

[)(·c.;trtll't i on eM) H5 I 

Truancy (N) 67 
""'.----.~.------~---'--.... -~ ~, _ __"' .... ~ ....... __ .. n " 

8 Assault (F) 81 Truancy eN) 45 Burglary eM) 83 Vagrancy eM) :,9 
Other Traffic eM) 78 Fraud eM) 74 Burglary (F) 67 Assault eM) 7~) 

9 Incorrigible (N) 53 ---------- Fraud (M) 78 Fraud (M) 81 
Incorrigihle (M) 83 Suicide rn 81 

---~--~---~-------.. 
10 Violent Property ---------- lht~ft eF) 50 Robbery eM) 71 

DestrucUun (F) 91 \ 

Auto Theft (F) 4S Traffic-Moving 
Vehicles CF: 71 

Vagrancy eN) 89 
----.~ 

.... 



11 Burglary (M) 80 

12 

13 

14 

~~~-.-------- ---- -

Other T.::affic (M) 49 
Fraud (F) 74 
Violent Property 

Destruction (M) 70 

Family-Parent 
Status eM) 

Truancy eN) 
Forgery eM) 

Traffic-Moving 
Vehicles (F) 

83 

57 
72 

94 

* This table presents only those variables which loaded mostly highly on a given factor. A factc:·,r loading of .40 
(40) \'las used as the minimum value for inclusion. Factoring \'las accomplished by the PAI method with VARIMAX 
rotation (see SPSS Manual, pp. 468-516). 
+ ~ 

F~Felony; M=Misdemeanor; N=Juvenile Condition. ~ 

0: Numbers in parentheses indicate factor loadings (decimals omitted; numbers rounded to two places). A value of 
85, for example, should be read as .85. 

en 
en 
LC 

... 

\ 



P~'®cedi"g pagel blank 671 

APPENDIX D 

Having hypothesized that patterns of delinquency and crime are- related 

to the meaningful dimensions of a city's social and economic organization l 

it was necessary to develop some measure or measures of phenomena which 

represent the product of social and economic activity. Space prohibits any 

lengthy discussion of the various models of urban growth and development 

and the research which has been conducted on types of residential areas. We 

took the position that land use and the characteristics of residential areas 

should be utilized in constructing a series of areas for analytic purposes. 

Land use maps permitted us to develop a general map of the city's com­

mercial l industrial I parkl and public use areas (indicated on Haps 1 and 2). 

Block data from the 1960 and 1970 U.S. Censuses were utilized in developing 

scale scores representative of the housing characteristics of each block 

\'ihich ,in turn ,could be aggregated into relatively homogeneous subareas and 

then into larger Natural Areas. 

The correlation of each of the five variables indicative of housing 

characteristics (average value of owner-occupied housing, average contract 

rent, percent of residences lacking all plumbing, percent of units renter­

occupied, and percent of units overcrowdod) with each other variable 

included in the scale for each year is presented in Table 1. The cutting 

points utilized for each variable for each year and the number and proportion 

of blocks with the characteristics indicative of poor housing are shown in 

Table 2. The various combinations of housing characteristics, the unique 

score of each, and the number of blocks with each score ~()ntuining Black 

residents are shown in Table 3. 

While a variety of scaling techniques were utilized, it was decided 



.' 

672 673 

TABLE 1. CORRELATIOi.S BETWEEN DWELLING UNIT VARIABLES FOR 1960 AND 1970 
TABLE 3. BLOCK DATA* CHARACTERISTICS OF INDIVIDUAL GEOMETRIC SCORES 

,-~:!!::~-=-.:::::::::::::::~";: .. =:..'.;:,'=!'::'.:.:=:..:=...::.-~--=---="!'::.-::'::.!::':.:::::-~ ~ :: ": :.:: ': : < :'. :. ~ !! ::: .. !: = ::: -= ~: ~ ::: ::: ..:: ::: ::- c: r :::::"::'::::::::::~::' .:::::::.~ =~'::..:~= ~=::: -'-..-----._------
~---....:= 

dl 
(1 ) (2) (3) (4 ) (5 ) :::s 

~ 

~ 
~ 

1- Average Value Owner J: ~ >- Total Number of Blocks 'M 'M 

1 1:: Occupied Housing .75 - .46 -.46 -.24 i Per Score 
~ 

dl 

Geometric Scale 0 
~ ~ ~ ano 

2. Average Contract Rent .92 -.46 -.40 -.14 ~ 0.. dl F-! dl ~ 0.. Percent Containing Map F-! 
~ .!4 dl U ;3: ;3: Non-White/Negro 

3. Percent Lacking All Symbol Score 6 dl cd 0 0 ~ ..., ..., ..., 
1960 Plumbing -.23 -.29 .56 .24 1970 

A 0 
4. Percent Units Renter B 1 X 348 1.4 357 5.9 

Oc.cupied -.42 -.37 .43 .06 C 2 X 
194 2.1 220 11.4 

D 3 X X 
68 2.9 73 27.4 

5. Percent Units E 4 X 
31 19.4 25 68.0 

Overcrowded -.26 -.23 .02 .05 F 5 X X 
25 4.0 53 15.1 

G 6 X X 
10 10.0 27 29.6 

* 1960 correlations above diagonal, 1970 correlations below diagonal. H 7 X X X 
37 18.9 32 53.1 

I 8 33 66.7 19 68.4 
J 9 X 25 4.0 27 14.8 X X _._------ ------------- K 10 X 

12 .0 16 37.5 
TABLE 2. DISTRIBUTION OF BLOCKS IN RACINE 1960 AND 1970 ACCORDING TO L X 10 .0 14 11 X X X 35.7 

NUMBER IN CATEGORIES THAT GENERATED POINTS FOR GEOMETRIC M 12 9 22.2 12 58.3 
f)CALE OF HOUSING TYPES N 

X X 12 .0 12 16.2 13 X X X 0 5 .0 4 75.0 "- = 14 X X X P 31 12.9 24 50.0 1960 1970 15 X X X X Q 16 31 67.7 12 91. 7 
R 17 X 

X 6 .0 5 40.0 
Cutting Number Percent Cutting Number Percent S X 11 .0 13 30.8 of of Total of of Total 18 X Points Points T X 8 12.5 6 Blocks Blocks Blocks Blocks 19 X X 83.3 

U 20 X 7 71.4 7 42.9 
V 21 

X X 2 .0 2 .0 X X Average IV X 11 54.5 2 50.0 22 X X Value Olmer X X 4 50.0 9 55.6 23 X X X Occupied -$10,000 193 18.4 -$12,501 211 18.4 Y 24 X 14 71.4 12 91. 7 
Z 25 X X 8 12.5 7 57.1 X 

Average 26 X X 6 .0 11 54.5 • X 
Contract Rent -$65 273 26.2 -$87 292 25.8 27 X X 6 33.3 15 66.7 0 X X X 

~ 28 X 6 50.0 30 80.0 
Percent 29 

X X X 6 16.7 11 54.5 • X X Lacking X X 11 63.6 13 84.6 a 30 X X A1l Plumbing 79.; or + 295 28.3 296 or + 322 27.9 * 31 
X X 23 43.5 30 60.0 X X X X X 31 71.0 63 88.9 

Percent 'Units 104i 14.0 1163 32.7 
Renter 
Occupif\d 40 90 or + 364 34.5 4096 or + 390 34.5 .------..-.-- . .- -"""---

Percent Units 
Overcrowded 990 or + 440 42.3 89" or + 484 42.0 

-- -- --~ ... --- - - _ ... ~----_.- .-. _. 
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that Geometric scores for blocks were best for the purposes of our research, 

each score representative of one, and only one, combination of housing 

Although factor-analytic scores generated a sin~ilar 
characteristics. 
ranking of blocks and subareas, categories of these scores did not represent 

distinct combinations of housing characteristics. 111ese block data were 

utilized in generating the Subareas (numbered 1 through 20 in 1960 and 

1 through 26 in 1970) shown on Maps 1 and 2 which were in turn combined 

into the larger Natural Areas (designated At B, C, D, and E), also on Maps 

1 and 2. The average Geometric score for each subarea is shO\'I11 on Map 3 i a 

Block data were also utilized in 
computer-generated version of Map 2. 

developing Map 4, which shows the shape of various housing areas outside 

of areas which are predominantly c0l1unercia1-industria1 or parks and public 

use areas. 
Computer-contoured versions of the 1960 and 1970 Natural Areas 

are presented in Maps 5 and 6. These maps have the advantage of showing 

how the average score of the 26 subareas may be combined into five larger 

Natural Areas. 
If police contacts arc highly concentrated in the inner city 

and its interstitial areas \'1ith declining numbers in middle and outlying 

areas, maps for each cohort based on sheer numbers should approxjJnate this 

If rates of police contact in Racine 5ubareo,s a.nd rates of police 
pattern. 
contact by the residents of subareas are highest in the inner city and 

interstitial areas, they should also produce a similar pattern. 

While there arc some heuristiC' advantages to visual presentat:i.on of 

the spatial distribution of housing characteristics and land usc in Racine, 

for analytic purposes \'1e statistically manipulate the characteristics of 

blocks or other areas in order to determine theil' relationship to delinquency 

and crime. 
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APPENDIX E 

The data on place of residence for persons with contacts vs. place 

of contact have been presented in abbreviated form in Chapter 5. In this 

appendix more detailed information is presented for persons with greater 

interest in the ecology of delinquency and crime. 

In order to visually represent the difference in these two patterns 

in yet another \~ay than sho\'In by the contoured maps in Chapter 5, four 

maps are included (1955 maps not completed) which indicate the number 

of police contacts which have been recorded in each block and the number 

of police contacts which have been acquired by persons residing in each 

block at the time of their contacts. The concentration of contacts in 

areas containing numerous taverns and other establislunents lshown by over-

lay in Maps 1 and 3) which attract persons from not only the inunediate 

area but from areas throughout the community is, as \oJe have previousl,. 

stated, responsible in part for the patterns observed. The considerably 

wider distribution of blocks in which persons resided at the time of their 

cont acts may be noted by comparing ~(aps 1 and 3 wi th ~(aps 2 and 4. 

Following the discussion of places of contact vs. places of residence 

\oJe briefly describe the differences in subareas in terms of \'Ihether resi-

dents \'Iere contact-generating or contact-receiving or a i:ombination (in 

that area or in others). The following pages describe tables which show 

the characteristics of each subarea in this respect. 

Tables 1, 2, and 3 show the proportion of all contacts for ~ach cohort 

by place of contact and place of residence of persons at time of contact . 

Thus, it is possible to see where contacts originated for each subarea and 

where the people from each subarea had their police contacts. In the 1942 
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Cohort, for example, 7.94 96 of all contacts took place in Subarea 2 and were 

by persons from that subarea. One also notes that 16.9% of all contacts 

took place in Subareas 1 and 2 and were generated by persons from those 

subareas. Going a step further, we see that 30.1% of all contacts occurred 

in Subareas 1, 2, 4, and 5 and were generated by persons in those areas. 

For the 1949 Cohort, 32.9% and for the 1955 Cohort, 35.1% of all contacts 

occurred in these subareas and were generated by persons who resided there 

at that time. 

As the first step in simplifying the presentation of areas of origin 

of persons experiencing police contacts in each of the subareas, i.e., where 

they came from as opposed to where they had \:ontacts as discussed in detail 

in Chapter 5, contributing areas to each area were trichotomi:ed as number 

of persons experiencing contacts: 

1) in home area; 

2) from contiguous areas; 

3) from other than home area or contiguous areas (all others). 

We have only touched on the fact that there are differences by subarea 

in terms of where those who have contacts in the area originate, in addition 

to contacts by those who live in the subarea. Some subareas received 98~ 

of their contacts from the top 10 subareas contributing to them; this indicates 

that the persons generating contacts in these subareas were not nearly so 

dispersed throughout the city as was the case for the inner city subareas, 

notably Subareas 1 and 2 in which persons from every cohort who resided in 

every or almost every subarea had contacts at one time or another during 

their careers. There were also sufficient cohort differences to make it 

difficult to say anything except that while inner city and interstitial areas 
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were places of contact for persons who resided in almost every subarea 

including the extreme periphery of the city, there I'lere also subareas in 

the second tier of areas and subareas on the periphery in which people 

from almost every subarea had police contacts. Subareas U~j ranked by the 

proportion of their contacts which were generated by persons who lived outside 

the subarea (percentages are given for those from the subarea, from contiguous 

subareas, and from other subareas) are shown in Table ..\.. What ",e must 

always remember is that the number of persons residing in each subarea 

varied greatly, as did the number of contacts that people in each subarea 

produced, so that this in itself could influence the likelihood that areas 

contiguous to another area would playa large part in its police contacts. 

Subareas with relatively few persons from each cohort residing in them and 

in Nhich there are relatively feN police contacts may also shift their 

ranking between cohorts on a more or less chance basis. Subarea 15 is an 

example of the latter. 

What this table does make apparent, ho\ofever, is that even though there 

are relatively few contacts in some of the peripheral subareas, persons 

from outside the subarea, contiguous and otherwise, do have contacts in them. 

Subareas in the top ranks in Table ..\. are, with few exceptions, located on 

the periphery of the city. In other words, Table 5 in the text reveals that 

a great proportion of the contacts occur in a person1s subarea of residence 

or contiguous r[;:,eas while Table 4', in this appendix reveals that some sub­

areas receive large proportions of their contacts from remote as I ... ell as 

contiguous subareas. 

This pattern of concentration and movement indicates that some subareas 

in the city merit special attention because of the disproportional contribu-

tion that persons from other subareas make to them. 

, 

\ 

, 
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One might again say that it is a question of where activity takes place 

that occupies the police ilnd where the people reside \'Iho engage in 

behavior tha.t is prodU\~tive of so much attention from the police. 

Table 5 enables us to grasp the data (with controls for race/ 

ethnicity) in terms of where police contacts are generated and whether or 

not they are generated by persons residing in the subarea, persons from 

contiguous subareas, or from other subareas differently from previous 

tables. Here we can see the disproportionate concentration of 

contacts in the inner city and the variable race/ethnic contribution to 

these contacts as \'Jell. Nere we to assume that every subarea had an equal 

likelihood of having police contacts occur in it, then 3.859J of the contacts 

would be found in each subarea, Since subareas differ in si:e, population, 

and social organization, all of these variables influence the distribution 

of contacts. (The total percents for each subarea ,.,till differ slightly 

from those in Tables 1, 2, and 3 because race/ethnic and source percentages 

have been rounded',) 

Subareas 1, 2, 4, and 5, all sizeable inner city and interstitial sub­

areas, have more contacts than would be expected fr01l\ all cohorts, more 

generated \d thin the subarea than the average. Subareas 3, 10, 11, and 19 

are consistently higher than average for the 1942 Cohort, as were Subareas 

3, 8, 11, 12, and 19 for the 1949 Cohort and Subareas 3, 8, 10, 11, 12, and 

19 for the 1955 Cohort, One readily notes the concentration of conta.cts by 

Blacks in Subareas 1 and 2 for the 1942 Cohort, in Subareas 1, 2, and 5 for 

the 1949 Cohort, and their disperSion through Subareas 1, 2, 3, ~, 5, and 

11 for the 1955 Cohort, And it is in only Subareas 1 and 2 for the 19~9 

and 1955 Cohorts that Chicanos make up any si:::eable proportion of the tot.l1 

, 

\ 

1 
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5. 
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1942 1 gtH> HISS 
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2 2 2 
Own 2 .46 5.42 .06 7 .911 2.67 3.7Cl .39 6.82 1.15 4.71 .78 6.64 
Contiguolls 4 . (i2 1 .21 .] 2 5.95 3.77 2." 5 ,,14 6 .(i6 1.59 3.34 .38 5.3l 
Other 9.92 .06 .:1 5 IO.13 ().35 .23 .311 6.n2 3. '11 .28 · /16 '1.15 
Total 17.00 6.69 .33 24.02 12.7CJ () .1111 1.17 20.40 6.15 8.33 1. (i2 1 (1 • J () 

1 
Own 2.CJO 1.33 .41 4.611 3.72 3.0'1 1 . Oil 7.80 3.17 II • ()(i .91 8.7il 
Contiguous 2.84 1.72 .03 4.50 1.67 I.OD .HI 2.% 1.32 1. 70 .24 3.2(; 
Othor 'I .09 .38 .06 4.53 2. (Hi . :29 .23 2.58 1 .39 .117 .18 2.0/1 
TotHI 9.83 3. tl3 .50 13.76 7.,15 4.42 t • ,I () 13.33 5.88 ().83 1.33 14.04 

5 5 II 
Own 2.40 .12 2.52 2.72 . ;57 .10 3.19 /1.67 .31 .34 5.32 
Contiguous .92 .65 1. 57 .74 .bO .02 1 .3() 1.57 • ()2 .27 2.116 
Othor 3.58 .12 3.70 2.98 .53 3' 3.83 1.nO ') r. .13 2.28 . .. .~" 
Total 6.CJO .89 7.79 6.<14 1.50 .1\ i\ H.38 8. 1/1 1.18 .74 10.06 

" <I 5 
Ol~n 3.02 .03 3.05 2.95 .19 .to 3.2,\ 1. 38 1. 21 .13 2.71 
Contiguous l . ()6 • J 5 .03 1.1l4 1.39 .50 .2() 2.15 .30 1.38 · :50 1.98 
athol' 2.75 .09 2.84 2.17 .19 .10 2.116 l. 32 .59 .20 2.1L 
Total 7. '13 .24 .O() 7.73 6.St .88 • <I Ci 7.85 3.00 3.] 8 • (iO 6.78 
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w ...... ) 

Contiguous .98 .50 .06 1.511 1. 25 .02 1.27 .80 .01 .03 • BlI 
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Total :5.9'1 .74 .15 4.83 1\.00 .33 .39 :1.72 1\ .00 .75 .33 5.0~ 

'A' No contacts by l'tlce/ethnlc group .ill urea 01' less than .01% from !!i'Olll'CO category. 
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13 D 17 
01'111 · (i8 . "S .87 .87 1.19 .01 1.20 
Contiguolls 1 • () 1 1 .01 1.0D .03 .02 1. 11\ .33 .18 .27 .78 \ 

Other .8(i .12 .0<> 1.0·\ .68 .21 • 1 1 1.00 .50 .36 .07 .D3 
Tutul 2.55 .12 . () () 2.73 2. bll .24 .13 3.01 2.02 ,55 .3·1 2.91 

17 IS 13 
Own .8h .OCl .n2 1.10 .31 .02 1 • t\:) .38 .03 ." 1 
COlltjgllOllH • il·l •• \1\ .1\9 ." 9 1 .14 .06 .01 1. 21 
OthtH' .89 .03 .03 .n5 .96 .0:5 .05 1.04 .57 .. 21 • OS .Sb 
Total 2.19 .03 .09 2.31 2.55 • :Sil .07 2.% 2.09 .30 .09 '2.·\8 

.. 



.... 

1\ 1'(H1 

20 

Contiguous 
() the I' 
Total 

8 
Own 
Contiguolls 
Other 
Total 

18 
O\~II 
COlltiguolls 
Othol' 
Total 

l() 
()\~n 

Contigllolls 
OthOl' 
')'01' u I 

)r.: ... ) 
O\~n 
Contiguous 
OthCl' 
To tal 

Ow II 
Contiguous 
() thlll' 
Total 

21 
01'11\ 

COlltiguous 
Other 
Total 

,os 
· :~8 
.8el 

2.19 

1.01\ 
.117 
.50 

2.10 

1.0·\ 
.18 
.SCl 

1. 78 

. ill 
· :~O 
.SO 

1. 51 

• :~O 
.83 

I. :S7 

• :)8 
.2'/ 
.SO 

L.15 

.18 

.15 

.7·1 
1.07 

.03 

.03 . () () 

.03 

.03 

.O(i 

.O:S 

.03 

.0 :S 

.03 

.24 

.Oe} 

.O() 

• .12 

.O{) 

.18 

.05 

.41 

.89 
2.25 

1.07 
.·17 
.(l2 

2.16 

1.04 
.18 
.59 

1.81 

.53 

.30 

.8e) 
1.b9 

. :~O 

.86 
1.40 

• :S8 
.51 
.50 

1. 30 

.18 

.15 

.80 
1.13 

14 

20 

1<> 

2C! ,) 

.) ) .... 

1.·111 
.3n 
.'17 

2. :SO 

• B 1 
.37 · ()() 

1.78 

· '/.\ 
.50 
• .It> 

L.73 

.4;1 

· .\ () 
1. 1 () 

• h!, 
• &\ () 
.52 

1. 5., 

.3·1 

.'/8 
1 •• 1 <1 

.10 

.:H 

.3'/ 

.78 

.10 

.08 

.18 

.02 

.1:$ 
• OS 
.2ll 

.15 

.15 

.OB 

• ().! 
.02 
.03 
.07 

.OJ. 

.n..! 

.o:s 

.08 
· I t 

.05 

.05 

.05 

.03 

.08 

.03 

.03 

• 1 () 
.llS 
.08 

.Ob 

.06 

.03 

.03 

.55 

.83 

.55 

.68 
2.0<> 

.7-1 

.50 

.()7 
1.0 I 

• (>2 
.M) 

1. 85 

.h7 

.55 
1.6·\ 

.10 
•• S·I 
.48 

~) 

20 

\() 

14 

2G 

.M 

.·10 

.56 
L • Cll) 

.35 

.16 

.24 

.75 

.67 
• II () 
.85 

1.02 

.54 

.71 

.50 
1.'/5 

.50 

.50 

.38 
1. 38 

.IO 

.43 

.Cl9 
1. 22 

.07 

. I () 

.58 

.81 

.01 

.17 

.111 

.51 

.35 
.) ., 

• "'J~ 
1.08 

.01 

.13 

.14 

.01 

.(l(i 

.07 

.18 

.OD 

.27 

.28 

.28 

.30 

.30 

l 

.13 .78 

.07 . (iii 

.06 .85 
• 26 ~ 2.27 

.:.!o 

.07 
• () 7 
.34 

.01 

.10 

.11 

.O:~ 

.03 

.03 

.00 

.04 

.lb 

.Ob 

.08 
• 14 

.on 

.OD 

I.Ot) 
.58 
· 5:~ 

2.17 

.<>8 

.41 
1.08 
2. l7 

.54 

.72 

.59 
1.85 

.. 53 
.77 
.51 

L. 81 

.10 
• II t) 

1.05 
1 • (i·\ 

.07 
· I () 
.9'fB 

1.20.)1 

, 

\ 



~---------------------------

, 

01 
1942 1949 1955 LD 

A'rca ivhjte Black Chicano Total Aroo IVhttc Black Chi callo Total Area White 131ack Chicano 'l'otol Ol 

22 21 25 
Own .03 .03 · ] 3 .13 .17 .17 
Cant] gUOU$ .09 .09 .19 .02 .21 .26 .03 .29 
Other .30 .06 .03 .39 .42 .03 .03 .48 .411 .23 .01 .68 
Total .42 .06 .03 .51 .711 .05 .03 .82 .87 .26 .01 1 .14 

7 26 21 
aIm .06 .06 .05 .05 .21 .21 
Contigllolls .03 .03 .05 .05 .14 .06 .20 
Other .12 .03 .15 .53 .18 .06 .77 .19 .10 .29 
Total .21 .03 .24 .63 .18 .06 .87 .54 .16 .70 

26 23 7 
Own .10 .19 .07 .01 .13 .21 
Contiguolls .O() .06 0'( 

• .J 
.03 .07 .03 .10 

Othor .12 .06 .18 .11 .02 .13 .10 .06 .04 .20 
Totol .18 .06 .211 .33 .02 .35 .2'1 .07 .20 .51 

15 24 24 
Olm .09 .09 .03 0') . .. .05 .14 • ()l .15 
Contiglloll$ .04 .04 
Other .00 .06 .23 .02 .02 .26 .27 .01 .02 .30 
'rotnl . 15 .15 'J r.: · _.) • Oil .02 .31 .45 .en .03 .49 

24 7 23 
Own .06 .06 .05 .05 .10 .21 .21 
Conti gllOllS .os .02 .07 .06 .06 
Othel' .06 .O() .08 .02 0') . .. P ... .18 .03 .2] 
Total .12 1" . .. .18 .02 • (H) .29 .45 .03 • lIB 

23 15 15 
Own .02 .02 
Contigllolls 
Othe)' .03 .03 · l:5 .02 .15 .03 .03 
Total .03 .03 .15 .02 .17 .03 .03 

-.~'-.-- .-.--.------_ ... _--""-'-_. 

.. 
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police contacts in the city. The importance of these largely inner city 

and interstitial subareas as places for the generation of contacts by 

persons who reside there and as recipients of behavior from both contiguous 

and other subareas which result in police contacts is perhaps even more 

sharply apparent than before. At the same time, the overall decline in 

the importance of the inner city as the location of pOlice ~ontacts by I~hi tes 

and an increase in its importance as the location of police contacts by Blacks 

and Chicanos reveal s why attention has been focused on minority gl'OUpS by per­

sons in the juvenile and adult justice systems. These persons May lack under­

stA.nding of the changing population composition of tr~e inner dty, the changing 

nature of activities taking place there, and the socioeconomic status of 

inner city dwellers, particularly the growing population of youngsters who 

are neither integrated into the educational or economic institutions nor into 

the formal orguni:ational structure of the society, except perhaps its 

judicial system. 

lfuile we have discussed the relationship of place of residence It time 

of police contact to place of contact at some length and the apparent impact 

of barriers to movement out of one's area of residence for some offenses but 

not for others, we have made only brief reference in Chapter 5 to the 

problem of differences in simple distance. 

These distances are pres0nted in Table b ror males ano Table - for remales. 

Those offenses which took place at the greatest distance from place of 

residence for White males aloe at the top of the table, going dOlm to those 

which took place closest to home. Since there are always problems 0f large 

enough N's, there a.re no data for some types of .::onta.cts for some race! 

ethnic and sex categories. As sta.ted in Chapter 5, \.;ith tell' exceptions the 
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TABLE 6. DISTANCE IN MILES FRO~( HOME TO LOCATION OF PLACI! OP POLICE 
CONTACT OR OFFENSE: 1942 AND 1949 COHORT MALES 

"=It ~--

\'Ihite Chicano Black TABLE '1 DISTAl'lCE IN MILES FROtv! HOME TO LOCATION OF PLACE OF POLICE f • 

Dist. N Dist. N Dist. N I: CONTACT OR OFFENSE: 1942 Al'lD 1949 COHORT FE~IALES 

Violent Property Destruction 1949 1.64 16 .59 6 White Chicana Black 
Dist. N Dist. N Dist. N 

Forgery 1949 1. 53 25 1.12 9 
Forgery 1949 1. 37 5 1.64 3 

Robbery 194·2 1.09 8 ,,' 
1949 1. 47 12 99 10 Traffic: ~(oving Vehicle 1942 1. 36 192 .83 10 

1949 1. 25 273 1. 24 31 .55 12 
Traffic: Moving Vehicle 1942 1. 38 878 1. 52 14 .85 110 Liquor 1942 1. 33 .,-

w,~ 

1949 1. 37 1025 .97 60 .99 158 1949 1. SO .,-
w.) 

Liquor 1942 1.36 99 .80 6 Suspicion, Investigation 1942 .SO 86 .:'0 15 
1949 1.10 149 1.15 18 1. 06 10 1949 1. 09 178 .34 6 .7';. 53 

Suspicion; InVestigation 1942 1.19 412 .76 97 Vagrancy 1949 1. 09 13 
1949 1. 03 774 .88 203 Theft 1942 1.27 11 

Vagrancy 1949 1. 02 .,., 
1. 43 16 1. 55 13 1949 1.14 46 1. 55 15 f _ 

Assault 1942 .92 14 .30 10 Disorderly Conduct 1942 .36 98 .09 13 .'::8 20 
1949 1. 01 33 1.16 9 .9~ 24 1949 .41 201 .43 14 .33 66 

Auto Theft 1942 1.12 26 1. 38 8 Traffic: Other 1942 .81 S 

1949 .99 40 .63 15 
Sex Offense 1942 .11 

Theft 1942 .9~ 97 .96 29 1949 1. 21 16 
1949 .98 217 1. 39 16 .99 101 

Incorrigible, Runaway 1942 .23 .,-
-.) 

Disorderly Conduct 1942 .85 533 .85 .. .46 82 1949 .36 S:' .25 :0 
1949 .76 864 .99 89 .61 236 

Narc~)tics , Drugs 1949 .41 11 
Weapons 1942 1.0l ... 

I 

1949 .70 18 .67 10 

Traffic: Other 1942 1.11 28 .75 20 
1949 .70 26 .57 12 

Truancy 1942 1.19 18 
1949 .68 9 

Sex Offense 1942 .90 19 .44 5 
1949 .67 24 1.13 6 1.11 31 

Burglary 1942 .97 20 .. -.. .) 8 
1949 .65 59 1.20 11 .75 .,-

-.) 

Incorrigible, Runaway 1942 .46 83 .10 5 
1949 .51 260 .59 ..,.., .25 43 

Narcotics, Drugs 1949 .3i 19 1.62 4 
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White males had police contacts at greater average distances from their homes 

than did Black males and in most cases Chicano males had their police 

contacts further from home than did White or Black males. 

In the cases where the distance between female contacts and their homes 

could be compared with that for males, the females had their contacts closer to 

home than did the males in more categories than not. With exception of theft, 

contacts by Black males \~ere further from their homes than contacts by White 

mtl.les for both the 1942 und 1949 Cohorts. 

When the 2S categories of police contact were collapsed into the seven 

sociologically meaningful offense categories, arranged by area of residence, 

and subclassified according to areas of contact occurrence (as in previous 

cases utilizing this multi-level arrangement of data), the frequency of 

contacts in specific offense categories was so small in the Black and 

Ch,icano groups that the main thrust of the analysis has been concentrated on 

the Anglos. The results are shown in Table 8 for Anglo males, Anglo females, 

Blacks) and Chicanos for the most frequently appearing ~ategories of 

contact by subarea of residence. 

The concentration of Black and Chicano contacts (Public order, Family, 

and Investigation) in a few areas of residence is apparent, as is the 

concentration of contacts in area of residence of inner city and inter-

stitial Whites. What this table shOl"s most clearly, however, is the extent 

to which certain categories of contacts are concentrated in areas of 

residence (Public order, Family, and Investigation) while others are Iddely 

scattered or are at least more likely to take place outside onels area of 

residence (person, property, Fraud, and Traffic). It is also apparent that 

a small area like 3, although adjacent to the inner city and an area of poor 
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housing, has by the nature of its location and social organization (including 

land use) a pattern quite different from those of Suoal'eas 1 and 2. 

\fuile Table 8 has enabled us to determine the pattern of concentration 

of contacts by persons within their subareas of residence, it does not show 

the extent to which contacts for the seven categories were distributed 

throughout the 26 subareas. A series of tables (not included) was constructed 

to shol~ the number of subareas with various percentages of the contacts by 

their residents occurring in their areas of residence (by percentage 

categories 0, 1 to 25, 26 to SO, 51 to 75, and 76 to 100) with the number 

of subareas containing the residual percentage (contacts by the residents 

of the subarea in other subareas) also shown to indicate the spread of 

contacts for each offense category. In other words, it was possible to 

determine by observation whether contacts that did not take place in subareas 

of residence w~re tu be found in a few other subareas or were widely spread, 

and if the pattern for any of the categories differed markedly from that 

for Traffic offenses (Public order offenses, for example, did differ). 

Further, it was possible to see if there were sex differences within the 

Anglo groups or meaningful or interpretable race/ethnic differences. 

The analysis was in essence a three-dimensional look at police contacts 

in Racine; that is, how subarea of contact, subarea of residence, and 

offense types came together to produce a distinguishable pattern. In 

summary, taking these three factors into consideration and even considering 

some race/ethnic variation, one may still rank (roughly) the offense type 

by extent of concentration in area of residence, from most to least: Public 

order, Family, Investigation, Offenses against the Person, Property Offenses, 

Traffic,and Fraud. And regardle'5s of offense category, contacts by Anglo females 
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were less Iddely distributed than were those for males. The data also 

indicate that no generalizations can be made on the relationship betl~een 

percent of concentration in subarea of residence, the amount of diffusion 

of the remainder of the contacts, and offense types. A low concentration 

of contact-generating activity in area of residence does not permit one to 

predict that the remainder of the offense activity will be spread out over 

many other subareas and conversely a high degree of concentration in sub­

areas of residence (50-99%) does not imply that only a few other subareas 

will contain the rest of the contact activity. All in all, while this 

analysis revealed some variation in the patterned occurrence of police 

contact related to place of residence, it did little more than reaffirm 

the notion that males with automobiles will have more broadly distributed 

police contacts for behavior that can be tied directly or indirectly to 

the use of the automobile than will males and females with less access to 

the automobile. 
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APPENDIX F 

'fho maps presented in this appendix arc for heuristic purposes only J 

simply to show how tho pattern of pOlice contacts would look from cohort 

to cohort if career rates of police contacts wel'C based on pla~e of residence 

age 6-17 regardless of total length of resldence in Racine. Attrition from 

the 1942 Cohort results in a l0'tlt.)r policu contact rate for it OV01' time 

since the base nwnber of persons for each al't.'u is larger at the outset but 

fewer contacts are generated pur person in that total cohort since si:eahle 

numbers had left tho city as time pas~;cJ. Whilt, the highest l'Utus aro for 

the inner 01 ty and intorsti tinl areas) as shown all Map 1 J tlwy an' not as 

high as the l' n t es for the 1949 Cohort, who" ° ",o,"bel's "l'l'. lila I'l' Ilk. 1 Y t u still 

be in the city. Higher rates sholm for the inner city and interstitial areas 

for the 1949 Cohort are also a function of tIll' higher rat(.\s of police cou-

tact during tho period 6-17 whidl have not had as much time to flatten out 

through removal from the city of the highly mobile ml.'mbcrs of that cohort 

Who experience frequent POlice contacts. Turning to tlw HlS5 Cohort we 

find even higher rates in the innor city since most of the POl'sons sociali"od 
there remain 

there and tho rates for that and adjacent areas are bused 

to a considerable extent on their frequent POlice contacts durir.g thc early 

years. Thus it is clear, us stated in preVious chupt. t~rsJ that comparison of 

cohorts necessitates controls for continuous residence and YO!lrs of expoSUl'. 

to the possibility of police contacts. 

Maps 4, 5, and 6 arc derived from the same data as Maps 1, 2, and :5 

but enable one to view average cont a.:ts by urea fl'OItl the pel'spectivl' of 5 

miles from the center of Rac ine at an al ti tude of 8 j 000 fect. The highlH.;t 
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l'att' fIll' l'adl l'ohol't has the srune height on each map to facilitate c'~mpari~ 

son of tl\l.' "hape of the contours generated for each cohort. 

TIll' t ab ll\~ in this appendix arc companions to those of Chapter 6 

and PI'I"wut uat a on Traffic and Non~traffic contacts by the percent of 

(!adl r.ll.'t:/t'thnk group in areas of socialization who had that type of contact 

and by thl' rac(;'/Gthnic composition of those from areas of socialization 

wIll) huu that tYPl~ of contact. 

Whi Ie therG arc too fOI'l minority males in Table lA for race/ethnic 

Clnnpar i SOll}i l~xccPt for Area A and the Tot al for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts., 

th~~0 two categories allow us to observe that the percent of Black males 

\'1Ilt) have Non-traffic contacts exceeds that of the White males except for 

tht.' age perJod 18-20 (perhaps by chance during this three-year period). 

With one exception (Chicanos at ages 21+), tho percentage of each minority 

group with police contacts exceeds that of the Whites in all areas and 

age groups whet'e comparison is possible. 

There arc too few minority females in the 1942 Cohort who had Non-

traffic contacts to allow race/ethnic comparisons (Table 18). The 1949 

females (I'lith lower percentages of persons with contacts) follow the sarne 

pattern as the 1949 males and in the sarne age period. 1\ 10\'101" percen­

tage of the White females in this cohort had policl'~ contacts overall, the 

several exceptions occurring in Area A. The Black females are four per­

centage points lower than the White females at the juvenile period and 

Chicanas are lower than Black and White females at the 18-20 age period. 

It should probably be noted that the spatial distribution of police 

contacts described in Chapter 5 may not appear to be supported by the per­

centages presented in Tables lA and lB. On the contrary, the pattern 

shown for each cohort is generally present if it is remembered that the 

, 

, 

I 

TABLE lA. PERCENT WITH NON-TRAFFIC POLICE CONTACTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND NAWRAL AREA OF PRINCIPAL JUVENILE 
RESIDENCE, MALES 

o 

===================================~==================================================== 

1942 Cohort 

Contacts 6~17 
Contacts 18~20 
Contacts 21+ 
Contacts Ever 

N = 

1949 Cohort 

Contacts 6-17 
Contacts 18-20 
Contacts 21+ 
Contacts Ever 

N = 

1955 Cohort 

Contacts 6-17 
Contacts 18-20 
Contacts 21+ 
Contacts Ever 

Natural Areas, Lower (Inner City) 
to Higher Quality Housing* 

A BCD 
W B C W B C W W 

51 62 0 
41 23 0 
30 85 50 
65 85 SO 

37 13 2 

59 84 88 
34 20 25 
49 73 38 
78 95 88 

59 37 8 

55 
39 
29 
61 

80 85 
64 45 
39 25 
89 90 

53 
35 
36 
72 

81 

o 
o 
a 
o 
o 

o 
o 
a 
a 
1 

52 33 80 
36 33 40 
34 33 80 
66 33 80 

150 3 5 

64 
39 
19 
77 

78 
56 
28 
78 

73 
47 
20 
73 

50 
45 
24 
71 

78 

65 
36 
32 
75 

145 

47 
25 
11 
59 

35 
29 
22 
59 

49 

47 
29 
26 
65 

139 

43 
24 
10 
51 

E 
W 

30 
35 
30 
48 

23 

44 
32 
19 
64 

77 

32 
19 

7 
43 

Combinations** 
A,B,C,D,E 

W 8 C 

30 50 
26 100 
19 100 
49 100 

70 2 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

31 100 100 
34 100 50 
32 50 100 
57 100 100 

107 2 2 

33 82 50 
27 59 100 
12 29 33 
47 88 100 

Total 
W B C 

43 60 a 
35 33 a 
27 87 33 
62 87 33 

338 15 3 

50 81 40 
34 24 33 
31 69 60 
67 90 87 

677 42 15 

44 80 
27 62 
12 35 
55 87 

76 
71 
24 
85 

N = 31 70 20 145 18 15 212 204 124 245 17 6 ~61 105 4l~ 

* Columns for minority groups have been eliminated in Areas C, 0, and E because there I"ere too fe\'1 of both sexes. 
** Outside Racine and Not Ascertained included; columns with small N's retained so that Total balances. 

\.N 



TABLE lB. PERCENT WrTH NON-TRAFFIC POLTCE CONTACTS BY RACE/I:1'I!NICITY AND NATURAL AREA OF PRBICIPAL JUVENILE 
RESIDENCE, FEMALES 

Natural Areas, Lower (Inner City) 
_" __ ----10 HiEhe~r~l i ty: Jlo~sin[~~> __ ~ __ . __ 
ABC n n Total 

r 

W B C W B C W W W 
Combinations** 

A,B,C.O,H 
~W---B~C IV B·~l: 

1942 Cohopt 

Contacts 6-17 18 (\ 0 9 50 33 9 19 9 12 0 0 12 25 20 
Contacts 18-20 8 0 0 8 0 0 4 7 18 8 0 0 7 0 0 
Contacts 21+ 15 0 0 8 50 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 6 25 0 
Contacts Ever 31 0 0 21 100 33 13 26 27 23 0 0 22 50 20 

N = 39 1 1 53 2 3 56 31 22 66 1 1 267 4 5 

1949 Cohopt 

Contacts 6-17 36 57 33 18 43 17 25 17 19 12 50 0 20 54 22 
Contacts 18-20 14 7 0 6 14 17 10 10 10 10 0 0 10 8 11 
Contacts 21+ 22 46 33 11 29 33 5 9 14 8 0 0 10 38 33 
Contacts Ever 44 68 67 28 43 67 37 28 28 25 50 0 31 62 67 

N = 36 28 3 93 7 6 129 109 58 83 4 0 508 39 9 

1955 Cohopt 

Contacts 6-17 51 47 69 32 36 70 28 24 11 13 79 60 22 50 68 
Contacts 18-20 23 26 8 19 21 20 9 10 9 9 50 20 11 29 14 
Contacts 21+ 6 12 23 6 21 20 4 9 2 3 57 40 5 21 25 
Contacts Ever 51 59 85 40 50 70 32 32 19 20 86 60 29 62 75 

N = 35 58 13 145 14 10 174 201 139 223 14 5 917 86 28 

---. .,. ~-.. ~= .. -------.~ '.- __ O_~--.--I<~~~~-_== 

* Column:, for minority groups have been eliminated in Areas C, 0, and E because there were too few of both sexes. 

** Otlt~hlr Ii:lcim and Not As~ertained included; columns with small N's retained so that Total balances. 

- :5 -
715 

percent who have had contacts among the Whites in Area A must be considered 

along with the percent of the Blacks a' Chicanos who have had contacts. 

If this is done, one finds that there is a decline in the proportion who 

have had a police contact from Area A ~o Area E, rather irregular for some 

age periods, but quite evident for the cutcgo.ry Contacts Rver, and lllorc so for 

males than females. This pattern was enhanced in Chapter 5 because contacts 

rather than persons with contacts were the basis for the maps presented in 

that chapter. 

This type of analysis may, however, lead to the conclusion that the 

disproportionate percentages of minority group males and females with 

contacts indicates that attention should be focused on their behavior in 

ameliorating the problems of delinquency and crime. Another lIlanner of 

approaching race/ethnic differences by areas requires that one consider 

the race/ ethnic composition of cohort members who \"ere sodalized in the 

area. Table 2 does this for persons with Non-tl'affic contacts. Here we 

compare the race/ethnic proportions of the cohort who WOre socialized in 

the area with the race/ethnic proportions of those who ever had police 

contacts from that area. If the Blacks make up 4% of those who were 

socialized in an area and 6% of those who ever had contacts from the area, 

they are disproportionately represented as persons with contacts but still 

only a small part of the problem-generating group from that area. 

With one deviation of no consequence, the White males who had Non N 

traffic contacts represent a slightly smaller proportion of the race/ethnic 

composition of those who had contacts than they did of their cohort's raco/ 

ethnic composition in the area as a whole. The one exception, in Arcas B 

through E among the 1942 males, is simply a shift from 99. 6!'J to 100.09.1 

because none of the Chicanos socialized in these areas had police contacts. 
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TABLE 2. RACE/llTIlNfC COMPOSITION OF COHORTS AND THOSH \HTH NON~'l'RAFrIC CONTACTS BY NA'l'lIIt,\L ARFMi OF PRINCIPAL 
JUVENILE IUlSIDHNCE, BY PERCENT 

Area A: 
~,-"",,=,"",..;;I;.;.,;tl;;.;.n.~.~-C i ty 
1942 1~49 1955 

MALES: 
'l'ota'l W110 aou'ld 1,'2W) aontaata 6-21+ 
White 71.2 56.7 25.6 
Black 25.0 35.6 57.9 
Chicano 3.8 7.7 16.5 

'100. 0 Ioo. 0 100. a 
N = 5~ 104 121 

Contacts Evep 6-21+ 
White 66.7 52.3 
Black 30.6 39.8 
Chicano 2.8 8.0 

100.1 100.1 

N = 36 88 

FEMALES: 

19.2 
62.6 
18.2 

100.0 

99 

Aroas 
.~Iki~l~ E '.~_._ .• _.~, 
1942 1949 1955 

99.6 97.3 94.5 
.0 1.0 2.6 
.4 1.7 2.9 

100.0 TOO:O 100.0 

232 525 725 

100.0 97.0 92.5 
.0 .8 3.5 
.0 2.2 4.0 

100.0 100:0 100.0 

160 372 424 

TotaZ who aouZd have had contacts 6-21+ 
White 95.1 53.7 
Black 2.4 41.8 
Chicana 2.4 4.5 

99.9 100.0 

N = 41 67 

Contacts EVep 6-21+ 
White 100.0 43.2 
Black .0 51.4 
Chicana .0 5.4 

100.0 ioo.o 
N = 12 37 

33.0 
54.7 
12.3 

100.0 

106 

28.6 
54.0 
17.5 

100.1 

63 

96.4 
1.8 
1.8 

100.0 

168 

91.4 
5.7 
2.9 

100.0 

35 

T'l("1 udes outside Racine and Not Ascertained . 

• 

96.5 95.9 
1.7 2.0 
1.7 2.0 

'99:9 '9'9.9 
403 687 

93.8 92.8 
2.3 3.2 
3.8 4.1 

'99.9 ioo.i 
130 221 

- • -cO-, ~ .. ."",,,,,- " ",,,,_,-. .';' ~_~ It lOt ,," 

"--"- ."~. -- -.--- ~- ~ ,- -->..-- .. "'~~"- "'- "'-'""' . .....;; ..-'"'"'- .... "'-.~ 

97.2 96.4 91.4 94.9 91. 5 86.3 
2.8 1.8 6.3 4.2 5.9 9.5 

.0 1.8 2.2 .8 2.6 4.2 
"[00.0 IOo.o 99.8 "99 .9~ 100.0 100:0 

72 111 268 356 740 1114 

93.1 92.2 84.4 93.8 88.8 79.8 
6.9 3.9 11.1 5.8 7.8 14.0 

.0 3.9 4.4 .4 3.3 6.2 
100.0 iOo.o 99.9 raO.O 99.9 TIf676' 

29 51 135 225 511 658 

97.1 95.4 92.1 96.4 91.2 88.6 
1.5 4.6 S.8 1.8 7.0 8.3 
1.5 .0 2.1 1.8 1.8 3.1 

100.1 100.0 ioo.o 100.0 rOO.O 100.0 

68 87 242 277 557 103S 

100.0 90.0 74.6 95.2 R3.6 77.8 
.0 9.1 20.3 3.2 12.7 15.S 
.0 .0 5.1 1.6 3.7 6.7 

100.0 ioo-:'o rmr:b- ib1r:o 11)0.0 10070 
15 22 50 62 189 343 

""--"',"""=~~~""-.-~=:a.=.=:::,,--,,~.,,, 
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Although the minority groups show a slightly higher proportion of 

those males with Non-traffic contacts than their representation from the 

area, with the Chicano exception just mentioned and the 1949 Blacks in 

Area B through E where they decline from 1. 096 of the cohort to 0.8 90 of 

the race/ethnlc distribution of those with contacts (and both exceptions 

may be considered an artifact of their small numbers), neither minority 

makes up a greatly disproportionate share of those with contacts from 

these cohorts. 

The only statistically significant difftH'Cnccs u1II0ng the males for 

any cohort (.001 level) arc found among the 1955 males (Area B through E 

and Total). Both may be explained by the marked increase in the percentages 

of minority males ''1ho had contacts over their percentage of those who 

could have had contacts, but even then the proportional differences are 

not sufficient to have substantive importance. 

Since all of the 1942 White females and none of the minority females 

in Area A and in the Combination category had Non-traffic contacts, the 

percentage contribution of the White females was 100.09.;. In other areas 

White females from the 1942 Cohort showed a smaller percentage with Non­

traffic contacts than their proportion of the cohort in the area. This was 

the case for a1l areas for White females from the 1949 Cohort and while the 

minority females were overrepresented among those with contacts, the small 

nwnber of females with contacts made this a minor aspect of the problem 

for that cohort. Black females from A'rea A were underrepresented among 

those with contacts and Whites and Chicanas overrepresented in the 1955 

Cohort. 

It must be en~hasized, however, that the only statistically sigtlificant 
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Ii i rrl'l'l'IH'(':, (at the • 001 1 cv~ 11 for tht' femn les were in the 1955 Cohort and 

thl''il' 1'111' th" Ctllllhinat inn and Total ~ateHl~l'ics. But this docs show that 

ti!(ll'fl has ht't'll a ~hHt from the proportional contribution of Whites and an 

;1I~'rpas(> in th(> contrihut ion of Blacks and Chicanas in the distributions 

of those with NonQtl'affic contacts, a change consistent with tht' incl'utt::H.' in 

minority !tl'OUP female delinquency which we have mentioned in an earlier 

l'lulpter and appendices. 

While of loss concern in saITo respects, we shall now tUrn to a set of 

tables for Traffic contacts. In every instance among the 1942 and 1949 

Cohorts wl\l're the number of Black males in an area permits comparison ,~ith 

tlw White male~, the percentage of Blacks with contacts for Traffic 

M'fem;{'g i~ higher than that of the Whites (Table 3A). The differences 

may not bl' great I parth~ulnrly among the 1949 males, but they are there. 

Ry <.'ontl' .. u;t, although the 1955 Cohort Blacks have a higher percentage 

with Traffic l'ontact~ when one compares them with the Whites in the Total 

l.'olumns, they are not always higher than the Chicanos and th0re is no 

(:onsistcnt pattern discernab1e ,~i thin areas except Area A. The Chicanos 

who grew up in Area A have a higher percentage of their group with Traffic 

contacts than do the \vhi tes or Blacks (both of \~hom are similar but in­

consistently ranked). All in all, however, with the exception of Area A resi­

dent~ i II the' H155 Cohort, the proportion with rraffic contacts can be rank· 

()ld(,l'('(l \vhit~~, then Blacks, and then Chicr,LUos, the latter ,dth the highest 

proportion. 

Turning to Ttlble 3B, there are too few Chicanas in the 1942 and 1949 

Cohorts to make any observations about their Traffic contact experiences 

and too few Black females in either Coh0rt except from Area A for 1949 for 

, 

TABLE 3A. PERCENT WITH POLICE CONTACTS FOR TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS BY RACE/ETHNICI'TY AND NATURAL AREA OF PRINCIPAL 
JUVENILE RESIDENCE, MALES 

1942 Cohor>t 

Contacts 6-17 
Contacts 18-20 
Contacts 21+ 
Contacts Ever 

N == 

1949 Cohor>t 

Contacts 6-17 
Contacts 18-20 
Contacts 21+ 
Contacts EVer 

N == 

1955 Cohor>t 

Contacts 6-17 
Contacts 18-20 
Contacts 21+ 
Contacts Ever 

Natural Areas, Lower (Inner City) 
__ -,.-___ ..:.to.::.....:H..:.:i:J;g!.:..:,;hC!lr Quality Housing* 

A BCD 
w B C W B C W W 

30 62 50 
51 92 100 
59 69 100 
76 92 100 

37 13 2 

41 43 50 
41 65 75 
44 65 50 
71 86 100 

59 37 8 

29 
29 
13 
58 

27 
31 
14 
50 

30 
60 
20 
65 

42 
37 
57 
70 

81 

o 0 
o 100 
o 100 
o 100 

o 1 

31 33 60 
30 33 60 
36 33 60 
66 33 80 

150 3 5 

28 
36 
15 
57 

28 
50 
22 
61 

20 
33 
20 
67 

38 
46 
64 
82 

78 

37 
31 
34 
62 

145 

23 
28 

9 
48 

37 
43 
51 
78 

49 

32 
30 
32 
63 

139 

22 
31 
10 
47 

E 
W 

17 
39, 
57 
65 

23 

25 
17 
16 
47 

77 

19 
21 

7 
34 

Combinations** 
A,B,C,D,E 

W B C 

26 100 
44 100 
54 100 
70 100 

70 2 

o 
o 
a 
o 
a 

32 
33 
31 
60 

o 100 
50 SO 

107 

21 
25 

9 
44 

50 50 
50 100 

2 2 

41 
18 

6 
53 

33 
so 
33 
67 

Total 
iv B C~ 

34 
43 
57 
74 

338 

67 33 
93 100 
73 100 
93 100 

IS 3 

33 40 60 
30 62 67 
32 62 53 
62 81 93 

677 42 15 

23 30 24 
49 
22 
66 

28 32 
10 14 
47 52 

o 

31 70 20 145 18 15 212 204 41 ;:::l 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ~ 

961 105 
N :: 124 245 17 6 

* Columns for minority groups have been eliminated in Areas C, 0, and E becnusc there wera too few of both sexes. 

** Outside Racine and Not Ascertained included; columns \d th small N I S retained so that Total balances. 
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TABLE 3B. PERCFlNT WITH POLICE CONTACTS FOR TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND NATURAL AREA OF PRINCIPAL 
JUVENILE rUlSIDENCE, FEMALES 

=-.:,.-_~-.-.:c:_====="~ :::.:~ ==== 

-,-------, 

1942 COfz01't 

Contacts 6-17 
Cnntacts 18-20 
Cont'':ts 21+ 
Contacts Ever 

N = 

1949 COfzoPt 

Contacts 6-17 
Contacts 18-20 
Contacts 21+ 
Contacts EVer 

N = 

1955 COfzoPt 

Contacts 6-17 
Contacts 18-20 
Contacts 21+ 
Contacts EVer 

N = 

Natural Areas, Lower (Inner City) 
to Higher Quality Housing* 

A Ben 
W B C W B C W W 

15 0 
18 100 
33 0 
46 100 

39 1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
1 

17 18 33 
11 56 0 
11 36 33 
33 54 67 

36 28 3 

14 5 15 
14 10 15 
9 7 15 

31 21 31 

35 58 13 

9 50 
11 100 
19 50 
30 100 

53 2 

o 
33 
o 

33 

3 

20 a 0 
15 14 0 
14 29 33 
39 29 33 

93 7 6 

970 
16 7 0 
1 14 10 

25 21 10 

145 14 10 

11 
7 

27 
38 

56 

17 
12 

9 
31 

129 

7 
14 

5 
23 

174 

10 
19 
19 
45 

31 

17 
8 

17 
34 

109 

a 
11 

3 
20 

201 

~.--... -----------.--------.-------

E 
W 

9 
9 

36 
36 

22 

16 
10 
17 
34 

58 

11 
14 

3 
25 

139 

Combinations** 
A,B,C,D,E 

W 13 C 

6 0 
8 100 

24 0 
33 100 

66 1 

19 25 
12 25 
10 0 
34 50 

83 4 

o 
o 
o 
a 
1 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

7 14 20 
9 29 40 
4 0 0 

18 36 60 

223 14 5 

Total 
IV B C 

10 25 
11 100 
25 25 
37 100 

267 4 

o 
20 
o 

20 

5 

18 15 11 
11 31 0 
13 31 33 
34 49 44 

508 39 9 

8 7 11 
13 13 14 

4 7 11 
22 23 29 

917 86 28 

* Columns for mino:rity groups have heen eliminated in Arcas C, D, and E because there were too few of both sexes. 

** Outside Racine.' and ~ot i\sCE.'rtaill('ci included; columns with ~lr.iall N's retainetl so that Total balances. 
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comparison. In this instance the Black females have a higher percentage 

who have Traffic contacts than do the White females, a pattern also present 

for the Total except in the juvenile period. 

The females in the 1955 Cohort, all groups of which have low 

percentages with Traffic contacts, are no more consistent in race/ethnic 

rank-ordering than the 1955 Cohort males. The Black females have a smaller 

percentage with Traffic contacts than either White females or Chicanas in 

Area A and, with one exception in the Combination category, they are lower 

than the White females in Area B, except during the 21+ period. Yet, when 

one looks at the Total figures, one sees almost no difference between the 

percentages of Black and White females with Traffic contacts and the 

Chicanas are only slightly higher as a group than either White or Black 

females. 

The within-areas race/ethnic percentages of persons with contacts 

follow essentially the same pattern among the males with Traffic contacts 

across areas and cohorts (Table 4). In general, the proportion of Whites 

with Traffic contacts is slightly lower than their proportion of the area's 

population. The Black and Chicano populations are generally higher. What 

few exceptions occur are either very slightly smaller than or the same as 

their proportions of the area's population. 

Al though the Totals for the fem.l1es reveal the Whites to have a lower 

and the minorities a higher proportion (except the 1942 Chicanas) of persons 

with Traffic contacts than their proportion socialized in the area, the 

within-areas proportions with contacts fail to follow this pattern con-

sistently. 



... --.... ---... ---,-,~ .... -.. -.. -----,,~--.-
TABLE 4. RACE/ETHNIC COMPOSITroN OF COHORTS AND THOSE WITH CONTACTS FOR TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS BY NATURAL AREAS 

OF PRINCIPAL JUVENILE RESIDENCE, BY PERCENT 
--..... -- ._". ~ --= 

Area A: Areas Combinations* 
Inner-City B,C,D,E A,B,C,D,E Total 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

MALES: 

TotaZ who oouZd have had oontaots 6-21+ 
White 71.2 56.7 25.6 99.6 97.3 94.5 97.2 96.4 91.4 94.9 91.5 86.3 
Black 25.0 35.6 57.9 .0 1.0 2.6 2.8 1.8 6.3 4.2 5.9 9.5 
Chicano 3.8 7.7 16.5 .4 1.7 2.9 .0 1.8 2.2 .8 2.6 4.2 

100.0 100.0 ioo.o 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.0 

N = 52 104 121 232 525 725 72 111 268 356 740 1114 

Contaats EVer 6-21+ 
White 66.7 51. 2 27.3 99.5 97.3 92.8 95.3 94.6 89.2 93.7 88.9 83.9 
Black 28.6 39.0 53.0 .0 .6 3.2 4.7 1.8 7.5 5.2 7.4 10.3 
Chicano 4.8 9.8 19.7 .5 2.1 4.0 .0 3.6 3.3 1.1 3.6 5.8. 

100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 

N = 42 82 66 183 332 348 43 56 120 268 470 534 

FEMALES: 

Total.. who oouZd have had oontaots 6-21+ 
White 95.1 53.7 33.0 96.4 96.5 95.9 97.1 95.4 92.1 96.4 91. 2 88.6 
Black 2.4 41.8 54.7 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.5 4.6 5.8 1.8 7.0 8.3 
Chicana 2.4 4.5 12.3 1.8 1.7 2.0 1.5 .0 2.1 1.8 1.8 3.1 

99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 150:0 100.0 
N :: 41 67 106 168 403 687 68 87 242 277 557 1035 

Con tao ts Ever 6-21+ 
White 94.7 41.4 40.7 95.5 96.5 97.·1 94.7 92.0 83.0 95.2 ,0.7.8 87.8 
Black 5.3 51.7 ,14.4 3.0 1.4 l.U 5.3 8.0 1 () . (i ~.8 9.6 8.7 
Chicana .0 6.9 14.8 1.5 2.1 .f> .0 .0 6. l 1.0 2.5 3.5 

'I 00.0 100.0 '£m79 100:0 TIll>. 0 99.T> 100.0 ioo.o "100.0 Tilo.o 99.9 100.0 
.,,, 

66 1" 3 155 19 25 t .~ 104 197 2:;~) N = 19 29 ~ i ... ' 

. -- ;> "'''. __ tt __ ~ ... 
."" "-':_L""-."-' ...... ,_-'""'_,~, __ -.,.. "-"~--'" , ... '" , .~. ,--_ .. _-----_ ... ""--....-,-

Tnc1udes "utside R~(~in;; and Nat Ascertained 

~ ~. 

-.......J 
N 
N 
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SUMMARY 

A comparison of Tables 1A and 3A (percent with Non-traffic vs. Traffic 

by race/ethnicity of males) leads one to conclude that the three cohorts 

are dissimilar. 

I/lhere the nwnbers available in the 1942 Cohort allow comparison between 

the two tables, it appears that regardless of area (with the exception of 

the juvenile period) the percent of each race/ethnic group with Traffic 

contacts is higher than the percent with Non-traffic contacts . 

There is a marked tendency among the 1949 Cohort males of each race/ 

ethnic group to have a smaller percentage with Traffic contacts than have 

Non-traffic contacts. In those deviant instances the percentages are 

either the same or they differ by only a few points. 

Without exception, in those areas where there are enough 1955 Blacks 

to permit comparison they have a smaller percentage with Traffic than with 

Non-traffic contacts. Likewise, White mules in the 1955 Cohort generally have 

a lower percentage with Traffic than with Non-traffic contacts and there 

are fewer exceptions than among the 1949 White males. 

If there is any single conclusion to be drawn from a comparison of 

the bro sets of percentages and the three cohorts, it is that regardless of 

race or ethnicity, the proportion of Traffic Vs. Non-traffic contacts has 

decreased from cohort to cohort, a finding consistent with general trends 

presented in earlier chapters and appendices. 

A comparison of Tables 1B and 3B (percent with Non-traffic vs. Traffic 

by race/ethnicity of females) leads to a conc1us:ion similar to that drm'ln 

for the mal es that the experiences of the three f!ohort s arc not the same. 

The 1942 White females (the only group with enough nwnbers on each 
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tabll' to allow comparison) generally have a higher percentage l'lith Traffic 

tlHtn Non .. traffic contacts in each age period. The 191)9 Black femnlt", and Chi 

l'aJWS generally have a higher percentage with Non-traffic than wi th Trnffil..' 

contacts but the White females generally have a higher percentage with 

Traffic contacts, except that the latter who were socialized in Area A have 

a larger percentage with Non-traffic contacts than with Traffic in evpry 

age period. 

The Blacks and Chicanas of the 1955 Cohort consistent ly have a smaller 

percentage with Traffic than Non-traffic contacts. The White j:emal es of tho 

1955 Cohort have more instances where the percentage with Non-traffic contact~ 

is higher than the percentage with Traffic contacts. Most of the exceptions 

-~----- -

are in the range of no difference in percent or only ()J'(~ or two DPl'l:Cnt di fft'!''' 

('11Ct> gO that in Areas A ami B and overall, even though tlwi I' IH'O~1(lt't iong with 

Non-traffic contacts are smaller than those for Blacks and Chicanas, the 

shift in reasons for contact, regardless of area, is consistent with our 

earlier finding of increasing seriousness of female delinquency and crime. 

The females, like the males, allow the observation of a trend across the 

cohorts from a higher percent with Traffic to a higher percent with N.Jn-

traffic contacts. 

The end product of a comparison of the race/ethnic proportions of Non­

traffic and Traffic tables (Tables 2 and 4) for the three cohorts is that., 

while there is (1) a decrease in the proportion of persons with Traffic 

contacts from cohort to cohort, there is a disproportional increase in the 

proportion of the Traffic contacts contributed by Whites regardlE'ss of ,11'ea 

of socialization as we go from cohort to cohort and (2) a dispt'Opoltional 

increase in proportions of Non-traffic contacts contributed by the Blackl', 

more so for them than the Chicanos. 

APPENDIX G 

An Examination of Criminal Typologies Based on 
Frequency and Seriousness of Contact with the Police 

by Michael R. Olson, with minor abridgement 1 

INTRODUCTION 

725 

As an extension of the analyses described in Chapter 7, it seemed 

appropriate to investigate the characteristics of persons in the 1942 and 

1949 Cohorts who fell into one or the other of various conunonly used delin­

quent or criminal typologies. In this appendix we attempt to evaluate 

the potential for the development of empirical typologies which differentiate 

between individuals on the basis, first, of frequency of contact with the 

police, and second, the seriousness of these contacts. For example, Wolfgang, 

et aZ.,2 in their study of delinquency in a birth cohort, subdivide their 

subj ects into one-time offenders, recidivists (2-4 police contacts) and chronic 

offenders (5 or more police contacts). Although the authors find that 

membership in these categories is related to race, academic achievement, 

intelligence, social class, etc., these were primarily bivariate findings. 

An extension of this approach would involve a multivariate analysis of group 

differences. A similar approach can be utilized if individuals are grouped 

on the basis of seriousness of police contacts, e.g., Felonies vs. Non-Felonies. 

The question is, are these groups really distinguishable from each other 

using a multivariate technique? 

The data selected from interviews with 889 persons in the 1942 and 1949 

Cohorts, were analyzed by means of the discriminant analysis program associated 

with SPSS.3 Procedurally, this analysis will first attempt to discriminate 

between groups of individuals on the basis of frequency of contact with 

police. In this, the frequency categories described by Wolfgang, et at. 

(1, 2-4, or 5 or more corr¢; ,;ts) will serve as a preliminary model for differ­

entiation. Additionally, however, the group with no contacts with the 
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pol h'l.' will bCl.!omc a fourth group to be discriminated. Ij The variables and 

l'()(ling scheme ~hul'ln in the follO\dng pages are self-explanatory. 

As a further step, an attempt will be made to discriminate between 

group!'i on the basis of the seriousness of recorded contacts. First, among 

those who had police contacts, the goal will be to distinguish between 

those whost' 1:(U'N'rs include at least one Felony and those whose careers 

do not. Second, and again among those with recorded contacts, the objective 

will be to distinguish between those who have at least one Part I 

offense (homicide, rape, robbery, assault, burglary, larceny, and auto theft) 

and those without such offenses as part of their career s. Finally, an 

attempt will be made to distinguish between those whose careers consist of 

no contacts, I.!ontacts for juvC'nile status offenses, truffic offenses, 

or contacts for suspicion and ~Tlvestilra""ion and those WitH ~ontacts -I=or any 

other offense. These three approaches reTlrest>nt n.' ter"att:: means for 

classifying individuals according to the seriousness of an official criminal 

career. 

There are three primary goals of the analysis undertaken here. The 

first is to determine if the frequency and,seriousness categories des-

Cribtld above are empiricall)! distinct ones .. Second, if distinctiveness 

exists, interest lies in determining which variables contribute most to 

discriminating between g~oups, e.g., which variables are most characteristic 

of those with Felonies in their careers relative to those without Felonies? 

Finally, the analysis will provide a means of determining how well the set 

of variables used as discriminators actually discriminates between groups.s 

The analysis described above will be performed separately for each 

of the two coho..rts as a means 01£ comparative reliability. To the extent that-

I' 

-
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CODING SCHEME POR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES 

1. Group Ties* TIES 
1 = Independent 
2 = Multiple Group Oriented 
3 = Single Group Oriented (Other than Family) 
4 = Family Oriented 

*Cohort members l'Iere measured on this variable for 4 age periods: 6-13, 
14-17, 18-20, 21 and older. Each constitutes a separate variable. 

2. Employment Involvement During High School 
1 = No Employment 
2 = Summer Only 
3 = School Year Only 
4 = Both School Year and Summer 

3. Attitude Toward School 
o = Negative 
1 = Slightly Negative 
2 = Slightly Positive 
3 = Positive 

4. Extent of Friends' Trouble with the Law: Juvenile Period 
(Geometric Scale) 

1 = Low Friends' Trouble 

31 = High Friends' Trouble 

5. Perceived Neighborhood Police Patrol Activity: Juvenile Period 
1 = None 
2 = Light 
3 = Moderate 
4 = Heavy 

6. Attitude Toward Police: Juvenile Period 
1 = Positive 
2 = Indifferent 
3 = Negative 

7. Personal Change: Juvenile Period 
1 = Liked Myself as I Was 

HSWORK 

ATTISCHOL 

JFRIENDS 

PATROL 

ATTIPOL 

PERCHANG 

2 = Wanted to be a Different Kind of Person 
~~~~~~---------------------

8. Positive Influences from Significant Others: Juvenile Period 
o = No Positive Influence 

5 = All Positive Influences 

POSIT 
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~. Negative Influences from Significant Others: Juvenile Period 
II " Nt! NI,'gative Influence 

10. 

. 

Household !It'ad Economic,' Involvement: ,Tuvenile Period 
1 <: MO!3tly Unemployed 
2 ::: Irregularly Employed 

NEGAT 

lUIEMP 

. ___ 3_=:, REJ.Hularly Hmnloyed ___ ~._~ ______ . _____ . __ ~ __ _ 

11. Household IIpud Occupational Status: Juvenile Period 
I ::: Un ('mp 1 oyed 
2 ::: Agr i cuI tural Labore~~ 
3 = Industrial Laborer 
4 "" Private Household WI.)1'keT 
5 ~ Maintenance, Service 
6 c Op('ratives 
7 "" Craftsman, Foreman 
8 ,~ Clericul, Sales 
D :.:: Prof('ssionul J Managerial 

---~.----,- -.-,-.--~ .. ~.--. .----.-----.-~----.--

12. Family Int:tctness: .Juvenile Period 
1 ::: Liv0d With Neither Parent 
~ = Lived With One Parent 

InlSTATUS 

FAMILY 

3 := Li'y'~,d With ,13,S>th Paren;.:t~s ________ . __________ . 

13. Children in Family of Orientation: Juvenile Period 
1 ::: On!" Child . 

14. Educational Attainment 
1 = Less than 10 Years 
2 = 10 to 12 Years 
3 = High School Gr{lduute 
4 ~. College 

15. Age at Pi rst Full-Time Occupation 
1 = 13 years 

16 = 28 Years (1949) 1 * 
[22 = 34 years (1942)] 

*Code 22/16 indicates that COlort member had never had 
occupation up to the time of interview. 

16. Status of First Full-Time Occupation* 
1 = Unemployed 

9 = Professional, Managerial 
*Coded same as Household Head Occupational Status 

a full-time 

CHILDREN 

EDUC 

AGEOCC1 

~.'Ar(), . 

17. Age at Marriage 
1 = 16 years 
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AGEMARY 

14 = 29 years (1949) } * 
[20 = 35 years (1942)J 

*Code 20/14 indicates cohort members had never married at time of interview. 

18. Amount of Time Worked Since Education Completed 
1 = Little of the Time 
2 = Most of the Time 
3 = All of the Time 

WORKED 

19. Friends.' 'I'rouble with the Law: Adult Period (Geometric Scale) AFRIENDS 
o = Low Friends' Trouble . 

31 = High Friends' Trouble 

20. Status of Present Occupation* 
1 = Unemployed 

9 = Professional, Managerial 
*Coded same as Household I-lead Occupational Status. 

21. Present Income 
1 = Low Income «$5000) 

37 = High Income ($37,000 - 37,900) 

22. Status of Residential Area: 
1 = Lm'l Status 

6 = lIigh Status 

Juvenile Period 

23. Self-Report Delinquencies: Juvenile Period 
1 = Didn't Co~nit Delinquencies 
2 = Co~nitted Delinquencies 

24. Years Before Leaving Home* 
o = 14 years 

14 = 28 years .(1949) } * 
[18 = 32 years (1942)] 

PRESOCC 

INCOME 

RESIDENC 

DELINQ 

LVHOME 

*Code 
time 

14/18 indicates cohort member was 
of interview. 

still living with parents or family at 

25. Automobile Use Scale: Juvenile Period 
o = Low Use 

15 = High Use 

AUTO 



730 

------~----------------

thl' rU5ul t~j are ~omparah1(\ from one cohort to the othor, there will be support 

for the cuntontwIl that group differences arc real and are not simply functioIls 

uf the data at h.mu. FUl'thel', within each cohort, the analysis will bo per-

furmud fur thl'ol' age periods: (1) a pre-adult period extending from ages (, 

through 20, l~) WI adult period beginning at agc 21 and extending to the data 

\:ollt.H.!tion cut~off date when 1~42 Cohort members wore age 32 and 1949 members 

\'Iero ago l~" and (3) the combined pre-adult and adult periods. It may be 

uxpected that the variables operating as important group discriminators will 

vary by ago period. 

TIlE CHARACTERISTICS 011 PERSONS IN FREQUENCY CATEGORIES 

Pre-Adult Period 

Table 1 presents tho results of the discriminant analysis performed on 

the t\'lO cohorts in an attempt to distinguish between the four frequency of 

contact categorios (0, 1) 2-4J 5+) within the pre-adult period. Only the 

findings based on the first discriminant function are presented h01\'e. 6 An 

examination of this table indicates that Group 1 (those with no contacts) is 

maximally distinguished from Group 4 (those with 5 or more conta(~ts). The 

respective ccntroid values arc 3.97 and -1.313.'1 These values are used in 

tho following \ ... ay~ 

Rule 1. The g1'l>Up \'lith the highest centroid value (taking sign into accou 

is charactorized by those variables having positive coefficients 

(standardized or unstandardized) on a discriminant functionj con .. 

verse1y, the group having the lowest centroid value is character­

ized by those variables having negative coefficients. 

Rule 2. POl' each group) tho ch~racteristic variableso are interpreted to 

mean that a high score on that variable (disregarding sign) is 

characteristic of members of that group. 

TABLE 1. DISCRIMINANT ANAl.YSIS RESUL1S FOR THE PRli .. ADUf.T PERIOD 

1942 

Function 1 

1949 

Group 1 ::: 

Group 2 ::: 

Group 3 :: 

Group 4 ::: 

u 
'H 
~ 
VI 

'H 
~ 

,... 
CI) 

'H +J g U VI go '" II) +J ,... ::l 
0 = "'~ 
~ 

CI) 
6~ U 

1 .397 PERCHANCi 
AGEOCC1 

1 .475 PERCHANG 

o Contacts 
1 Contact 
2-4 Contucts 

AGEOCC1 
ATTISCI-IL 

5 or Hore Contacts 

~ VI 
CI) +J 
N ~ 

IH CI) 
~ IH 
~ ,~ 
"dti:: 
~ II) 
+J 0 
VlU 

.149 

.104 

.121 

.108 

.110 

g. 
e 

t.!) 

4 

4 

U 
'H 
+J 
VI 

"H ,... 
~ CI) 
'H +J 
0 U VI ,... 

'" II) +.I ~;l = CI) 
O~ U 

-1.313 HHSTATUS 
RESIDENC 
ATTIPOL 
AtITO 
JFRIENDS 

-1.353 RESIDENC 
ATTlPOL 
AUTO 
JPRIENDS 
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~ 
CI)+J 
N ~ 

'H CI) 
"tl 'H ,... U 
«l 'H 'Oti:: 
~ II) 
~j 0 N 
VlU ~ 

... 210 .295 
- .273 
... 282 
-.375 
"' .373 

...214 .386 
-.270 
-.229 
-.395 
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(h'oup I in the 1942 Cohort \'1as the high centroid (.397). Thus, 

positively signed standardized coeffidents al'C most characteristic of it 

(Rule 1). Since examination of these coefficients indicates that none 

oquals or excc~ds the. 2 selection criterion, it was decided to 10w('r the 

selection value to .1. Only two variables meet this criterion: age at 

~- - ----

first full time job (.104) and personal change (.149). According to Rtllt. 2, 

high scores on these variables characterize members of this group, Le., 

wantlIlg to b(? a llifferent type person and higher age at first full time job 

arc llIost charal'::teristic of those with no recorded police contacts. The 

relatively low magnitude of the coefficients indicates that these variables 

cannot be viewed as being highly characteristic of this group. 

Moving to Group 4 (5 or more contacts) [1942], the centroid value (-1.313) 

is lowest (taking sign into account). Thus, the negativt'ly signed 

standardized coefficients arc most characteristic of this group. Again, 

according to Rule 2, high scores on these variables will be characteristic of 

members of this grollp.9 Group 4 members (1) come from homes where the house­

hold head had low occupational status, (2) come from low status residential 

areas, (3) tend to have a more negative attitude toward the police, (4) had 

greater access to and 1II0re frequently used an autolnobile, and (5) had friend~ 

in more serious trouble with the 1m'l. The magnitude of the standardized 

coefficients indicates that these variables arc moderately characteristic of 

those 'ofith 5 or 1II0re recorded contacts. 

The W2 value C.295) is interpreted to mean that 29. 5!'.; of the variation 

in group membership is accounted for by the first discriminant function, 

\'Ihich, as previously indicated, includes all the relevant varIables on a 

discriminant function and not simply those listed in Table 1 as charactcrist k 

--- -------------~----------
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ones. Since W
2 

is relatively low, it may be assumed that other variables not 

included in the analysis account for group membership. Substantively, the 

characteristic Variables, especially those characteristic of Group 4, the 

high contact group, reflect many of the traditional correlates of offiCial 

crime and delinquency. It is intel:osting to note, however, that Group I 

members t CJld . t () be older at the time of their first full time employment. 

Although this is contrary to What might be expected from the perspective of 

control theory, 
1 

0 partial explanation is found in the fact that there is a 

moderate, positive correlation C1' = .39) between age at first full time job 

and educational attainment. Instead of \'1arking, Group 1 members are going to 

school, an activity which is consistent with control theor)'. 

In the 1949 Cohort, tho first discriminant function also differentiates 

primarily between Groups 1 and 4. 11 There is, in fact, a remarkable similarity 

in the results across cohorts. Group I is characterized by the same two 

variables as its 1942 counterpart, personal change (.121) and age at first 

full time job (.108), as well a.s a third one, a.ttitude tm'lard school (.1l0). 

Interestingly, those with no recorded police contacts tend to have had a more 

unfavorable attitude to\'1ard high school. There is no apparent explanation 

for this unexpected finding except perhaps that Group 1 found the school 

context to be a negative experience and compensated by greater involvement 

in other, non~academic pursuits which inSUlated them from pOlice contacts. 

The standardized coefficients for the characteristic variables are, again, 

smaller than .2 indicating that they are not very potent discriminators. 

Turning to Group 4 in the 1949 Cohort, the characteristic variables 

substantially duplicate those of the same group in the 1942 Cohort except 

that occupational status of household head has been dropped. Lmof status of 
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r~siJ~ltial area (-,214), negativa attitude toward the police (-.270), high 

ar~'t'ss to and u~c of an automobile (-.229), and having had friends in 

relatively 90riol19 trouble with the law (-.395) are most characteristic of 

(ir\)U!1 ·1 Illcmhers', The standardized coefficients are moderately high but 

not exrcptionally potent. The discriminant function as a whole accounts for 

approximately :~9~, (W 2 = .386) of the variance in group membership, approxi­

matt'ly lO~.; more than in the 1942 Cohort. 

Adult Period 

In cross-cohort perspective, the results of the discriminant analysis 

for the adult peri,od (see Table 2) are not as clear as they were for the 

juvenile period. Al though Groups 1 and 4 are maximally distinct, there is 

less correspondence in characteristic variables over groups and cohorts in 

the adult period than there was in the juvenile period. It is suggested 

that the cross-cohort dissimilarities are a product of the fact that members 

of the two cohorts have not been adults for an equal length of time. Those 

in the 1942 Cohort; born earlier, have been adults for 7 years longei' than 

1949 Cohort members. These extra years of "experience" as adults could 

make a radical difference in how they responded to the interview questions. 

Their memories and interpretationsafpast events, because of the difference 

in stage of the life CYCle, could have a strong impact on the findings. 

Ifl the 1942 Cohort, the characteristic conditions of Group 1 membership 

are (1) coming from a family with a large number of children (,203) and (2) 

not having worked regularly since completing one's education (.369). The 

finding that large families are associated with having no pOlice contacts 

contradicts preVious research findings. 12 That those who have worked least 

- 7 -
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regularly since completing their educations are among the no contact group 

is disconcerting since an opposite result might be expected. However, these 

individuals also tend to marry younger (1' = .31) and it may be the existence 

of the marital relationship which serves to influence the likelihood of 

police contact rate. 

For Group 4 on Function 1, the characteristic variables are education 

(-.363), age at marriage (-.297), and attitude toward police (-.260). 

Individuals with 5 or more contacts received less education, married at a 

later age, and had a more negative attitude toward the police. The first 

and last of these are traditional correlates of crime. It is interesting 

to note that the negative attitude toward the police is a carry-over 

referring to the attitude that these people held during their pre-adult 

period. Also, the finding that Group 4 members married later tends to 

support the argument pres'ented in the preceding paragraph that early marriage 

acts as an insulator against police contacts. 

In the 1942 Cohort, the first discriminant function accounts for 

approximately 26% (W 2 
::= .264) of the variance in group membership, slightly 

less than the first function in the pre-adult period. Again, it must be 

concluded that the most potent discriminators of police contacts have not 

been included here. 

Turning to Function 1 for the 1949 Cohort, Groups 1 and 4 are the most 

distinctive groups according to the analysis. 13 The characteristic 

variables for Group 1 bear no resemblance to those in Group 1 in the 1942 

Cohort. However, the standardized coefficients are not large, indicating 

their relative unimportance as discriminators. Some intert~sting results 

are found in interpreting the characteristic variables. For example, those 
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with no recorded contacts come from families (in their youth) whose household 

heads tend to have been less than regularly employed (.163) and who were them­

selves less likely to,have been employeg during high schooL (.107). The!;e 

findings seem to contravene the traditional assumption that '"irregular or no 

employment is conducive to crime. Moreover, those with no contacts also 

tend, to be less tied to a single group, being more eclectic or independent 

in their social relationships during the age period 18-20 (.137). All three 

characteristic variables for Group 1 are c.arry-overs from the pre-adult period, 

indicating that group membership in the adult period is contingent upon 

historical rather than contemporary conditions. 

Group 4 in the 1949 Cohort is similar to its counterpart in the 1942 

Cohort in that older age at marriage (-.272) and a negative attitude toward 

police (-.277) emerge as characteristjc variables. However, two contempo-

raneous variables, status of present occupation (-.238) and extent of adult 

friends' trouble with the law (-.252) are also characteristic of members of 

this group, i.e., low occupational status and high degree of friends' trouble, 

conditions that are not unexpected. The W2 value (.230) indicates that the 

discriminant function accounts for less than one-quarter of the variance in 

group membership. This is almost 16% lower than the W2 for this group on 

Function 1 during the pre-adult period for this cohort (i.e., W2 = .386). 

Combined Juvenile and Adult Periods 

This section reports the results of the discriminant analysis for 

Groups ~ and 4 during the combined juvenile and adult period (see Table 3). 

By combining age periods, more cohort members are potentially available for 

inclusion in the highest contact category (5 or more contacts) than by 

considering each age period alone. Thus, the person with 2 contacts in the 
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TABLe ::i. DISCHUlINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR COMBINED JUVENILE AND ADULT 
PERIODS 

.... ' ..... "' .... ,,,, ,4"_,""-"'--_-".· ..... _" ... ~ ... __ ~"'""_ .. , __ · ___ ~~. __ -___ ,..".._~ ...... ___ ~ .... ____ .. ____ .. ""'.;.. ... _~ ___ .,._ .... ___ .. '""_ ... '''''' • ...-_ 
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Function 1 
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Group 1 = 
Group 2 = 
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Group 4 = 
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§< ~ I'd I'd 
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1 .b28 WORKED 
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2-4 Contacts 

HSWORK 

5 or More Contacts 
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.r-i ~ 

"'0 'r-i 
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I'd .r-i 

"'OlH 
r::lH 
I'd ~ 
~ 0 
t/) U 

.431 

.228 

.178 

.119 

"'0 
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::l ~ 
0 ~ 
~ Q) 

t:l U 

4 -.963 

4 -1.141 
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~ .r-i r::lH 
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O~ ~ 0 
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STATOCC1 - .258 
RESIDENC -.208 
AUTO - .228 
JFRIENDS -.234 

ATTIPOL -.239 
JFRIENDS - .317 

N 
~ 

.347 

.399 
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juvenile period and 3 in the adult period will now be in Group 4 for the 

combined period whereas they were previously in Group 3 within age periods. 

Function 1 in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts distinguishes betweB!/', '81.:oups 1 

and 4.14 In the 1942 Cohort, Group 1 is characterized by individuals who 

have worked irregularly since completing their education (.431) a.nd by those 

who come from families with larger numbers of children (.228). The 

irregular work, again, is possibly mediated by the lower age at marriage 

which tends to insulate these people fI'om police contacts. Similarly, coming 

from a large family se·ems to act as an insulator against police contact over 

a lifetime. 

Those with 5 or more contacts (Group 4) are characterized by (1) lower 

status of first full time occupation (-.258), (2) having resided in a low 

status residential area during youth (-.2081, (3) having had access to and 

made frequent use of an automobile during youth (-.228) and (4) having had 

friends in relatively serious trouble with the law during youth (-.234). 

All of these are traditional correlates of crime and delinquency. 

Group 1 in the 1949 Cohort, like its 1942 counterpart, is also 

characterized by less regularity of work after finishing one's education 

(.178) but substitutes involvement in work during high school (.119) 

for family size as a second discriminating variable. Specifically, Group 1 

persons were less likely to have been deeply involved in employment while in 

high school. We have stated earlier that employment places one in 

situations where contacts with the police may readily occur. 

Group 4 in the 1949 Cohort is characterized by two variables, attitude 

toward the police (-.239) and extent of friends' trouble with the police 

'(Re3])7). These individuals tend to have had a negative attitude toward the 
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police and had friends who were in relatively serious trouble with the law 

during their youth. 

For the 1942 Cohort, the first discriminant function accounts for 

nearly 35 96 (W 2 '" • 347) of the variance in group membership while in the 1949 

Cohort, it is about 40% (W 2 = .399) of the variance. Notably, the explained 

variance for the combined age periods is greater than that for the juvenile 

or adult periods individually. That is~ group distinctiveness is more 

apparent over a lifetime than it is for age periods within a lifetime. 

What Does the Discriminant Function Tell Us? 

The most consistent finding throughout the analysis is that those with 

no police contacts are most distinct from those with 5 or more police 

contacts, a result that is not totally unexpected. However, the degree of 

distinctiveness (measured by W2 
) is relatively small, approaching 409" in 

the 1949 Cohort and 35% in the 1942 Cohort for the combined pre-adult and 

adult period. These values are smaller when each age period is separately 

considered. Thus, most of the variability in group membership remains 

unaccounted for by the variables derived from the interview schedule. 

One of the encouraging outcomes of the analysis is the degree of cross­

cohort similarity in results for the pre-adult period. In both cohorts, 

members of the zero contact group are characterized by a higher age at the 

time of first full time employment and the desire to be a different kind of 

person during this period. Contrary to what might be expected on the basis 

of social control theory, the absence of economic involvement (i. e., not 

having a job) is conducive to having fewer contacts with the law. In turn, 

this suggests being involved in an occupational pursuit facilitates police 

contacts, perhaps due to the presence of greater opportunities, situations 

- 11 -

in which contact-generating errors may be made, or to the 'influence of peers 

and colleagues among other things. Further, t1w desire for persona~ ohange 

rather than stability of identity was more conducive to having 1.0 contacts. 

Those in the high contact frequency category in both cohorts were most 

likely to come from low status residential areas, to have a,negative att~tude 

toward the police, to have made greater use of the automobile, and to have 

had friends in more serious trouble with the law. 

The failure to achieve the same degree of cross-cohort consistency of 

results during the adult period is, as previously suggested, most likely a 

consequence of the fact members of the two cohorts have not experienced 

adulthood for the same length of time.1SIf 1949 Cohort members were reinter-

viewed seven years later when they had reached the same stage of the life 

cycle as that reached by 1942 members in 1976, then the study results would 

perhaps be Inore comparable. This, of course, is only a matter of conjecture. 

One of the problems that derives from a failure to achieve a high level 

of discrimination between the two most extreme frequency groups is that this 

implies even greater difficulty in distinguishing between adjacent groups. 

That is, if the zelO contact and 5 or more contact groups are relatively 

indistinct, then lack of distinctiveness must be exacerbated when contrasting 

the zero contact and one contact categories. This suggests the need to 

recombine cohort members into other frequency groupings to try to maximize 

within group homogeneity and between group distinctiveness. 

RECOMBINED FREQUENCY CATEGORIES 

In this section, the contact frequency categories have been recombined 

as dichotomies to facilitate the analysis and to provide a less ambiguous 
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interpretation than that which often results when multiple categories are 

used. The analysis will be run in a series, beginning with a comparison of 

those with no contacts versus those with one or more contacts. Next, those 

who had zero or one police contact, are combined into a single group and 

compared to those with 2 or more contacts. Then, those with two or fewer 

contacts arc compared to those with three or more contacts, etc., with a 

final comparison of those with four or fewer contacts and those with 5 or 

more contacts. Within the specified range of contacts, this procedure 

shOUld indicate whether there is an empirically establishable "breaking 

point" bct\~een a low frequency group and a high frequency group. Again, 

the analysis will be undertaken for the pre-adult and combined age periods 

and acrosg I.!ohort s. 

Pre-Adult Period 

Table 4 presents the discriminant analysis results for the pre-adult 

period, comparing the various 10\" and high frequency categories for each 

cohort. One of the first things to note here is that in both cohorts, very 

few of the variables tum out to be characteristic of the low frequency 

category, however it is defined. That is, it appears that the interview 

data did not tap the dimensions by which low frequency individuals could 

be desGribed. Alternately, the variables seem to be more descriptive of 

high frequency individuals. A second important point is that the data for 

this period do not indicate a definite breaking point which differentiates 

between high and low frequency persons.' If thwe were such u. point, 

it might be expected that it would be reflected in a large changfJ in the 

size of W2 at a given point. However, there tends to be a gradual rather 

, 

1 

I 
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TABLE 4. A COMPARISON OF DISCRHIINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR ALTERNATIVE OnFINITIONS OF HIGH AND LOW CONTACT 
FREQUENCY CATEGORIES FOR THE PRE~ADULT PllRlOD) BY COHORT 

Low Frequency 
O~4 

Standardized 
Variable Coefficient 

1942 
!..!.i.£h Frequency 

5 or Hore 
Standardized 

Variable Coefficient 

'IIUS1417 .234 AUTO -.313 
JFRIENUS -.500 
ATTIPOL -.339 
TIES6-13 -.315 
InlSTATUS -.224 

LO\'I Frequency 
0-4 
Standardized 

Vari~ Coefficient 

(None) 

1949 
High Freguency 

5 or More 
Standardized 

Variable Coefficient 

ATTIrOL 
JFRInNDS 
AGEMARRY 

~.268 
~.523 

-.215 

W2 =.253 POSIT -.207 W2=.326 
~-------...-------------------~~~-------~~----~-------.-------------------.---------.---------

(None) 

0-2 

(None) 

AUTO 
JFRIENDS 
ATTIPOL 
TIES6-13 
RESIDENC 

-.280 
- .433 
-.337 
-.302 
-.316 

3 or More 
AUTO -.294 
JFRIENDS -.322 
ATTIrOL -.234 
TIF.S6-13 -.207 
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0-3 

(None) 
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4 or More 
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JFRIENDS 
AGEMARRY 
RESIDENC 
AUTO 

-.306 
-.383 
-.206 
-.240 
-.219 

3 or More 
ATTIPOL 
JFRIENDS 
AUTO 
RBSIOENC 

-.302 
-.361 
-.236 
-.226 

W2= .220 OSLIN -.280 W2=.296 
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than abrupt change in the relative amount of discriminatory power. This 

grudual increase (If)es suggest that there may be greater distinctiveness of 

high and low fr<.>quency groups at classification levels outside the range 

of the present analysis. For example, it may be that the breaking point 

occurs hetween eight or less and nine or more contacts. 

A cross-cohort comparison of the low frequency category indicates that 

l:haractoristic variables (again, those with standardized coefficients of .2 

or gr<.>atcr) are evident only at the lowest frequency levels, i.e., zero, or 

o and 1. In the 1942 Cohort, members of the 1m\' frequency category come 

from famil ies with large numbers of children and were more likely to express 

a desire to have been a different typo of person while they were growing up. 

In tho H)49 Cohott, only an expressed desire to be a diffl'rent kind of person 

characterizes the low frequency category. 

For tho high frequency category, there tends to be some consistency of 

characteristic variables over varying levels of frequency and across cohorts. 

In the 1942 Cohort, for example, high levels of automobile use, having 

friends in serious trouble with the law, and having a negative attitude 

toward the pOlice tend to characterize high frequency category members 

regarulcss of how high frequency is defined. At lower levels of the high 

frequency category, coming from lower status residential areas, admitting 

to delinquencies for which one was never caught, and higher age at marriage 

are characteristic of high frequency group members. At higher levels of 

the high frequency category (3 or more contacts), being more eclectic or 

independent in one's ties is associated with group membership. 

In the 1949 Cohort, high automobile use, having a negative attitude 

toward the police, having friends in relatively serious trouble \\'ith the 

;. .. 
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law, amI coming frolll lower status residential 
areas are consistently related 

to membership in the high frequency category. The first three of those nrc 

identical to the cllarncteristic variables in the 1942 Cohort. It should 

also be observed that While ago t . d 
a lIIarrwge an group ties at ages 6 to 13 

are characteristic variables as they Were in the 1942 Cohort, they have 

reversed position. 'rhe group ties variable is characterbtic at lower 

levels of high frequency While age at marriage is chal'acteristic at higher 

levels of the high froquency category. Educational attainment also appears 

as a characteristic variable at lowor levels of the J' 1 f 
1l.!P requency category. 

Thero seems to be a fairly stable core of characteristic variables for 

the high frequency category consistLo of attitude toward the pOlice, extent 

of jUvenile friends I trouble with the law, extent of automobile usc, and 

status of residential area in both cohorts suggesting that these are 

relatively important discriminators. lIowever, tho fact that this core 

remains fairly constant over varl' at l' ons in tIl" . 
.. operahonalization of the 

high frequency category implies that high and 1m\' frequency categorizations 

are relative rather than absolute, that any classification system based on 

frequerlcy of police contact is bound to be arbitrary. Therefore, the 

approach to classifying individuals in terms of frequency of contact will 

depend On the needs of the researcher. 

Several other variables in the analysis serve as what might be termed 

"secondary" discriminators, e.g., age at marriage, group ties, self-

reported delinquencies, etc. POl"ev th" fl 
1, er, ell' In uenc~ is not as consistent 

as the core variables. Th' d' .. 
ell' IscrlmlnatOl'Y power, for example, appMl'S to 

be dependent on how high frequency is operatl'onall' zed. 
MO't'eover, the same 

relationship does not hold across cohorts, e.g., age at marriage is a 

, 
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tli!i~'riminut('r ut low levels of high frequency in the 1942 Cohort but high 

1CV01s in the 1949 Cohort. 

The discriminatory power of the various models in Table 4 is moderate, 

ranging in the 1942 Cohort from a low of 21. 3Pii to a higher of 25.390. In 

the 1949 Cohort, the range is frat:' 19.5~o to 32.690. As previously noted, 

th<'rc i!i a tendency faT W2 to increase at higher levels of the low 

fHAucncy category, i.e., as the low frequency category increases from 0 to 

0-4 (:ontncts. This may indicate a need for further comparison with 

categorizations beyond the range specified here. 

Adult Period 

The results of the discriminunt analyses for the adult period are 

presented in Table 5. As in the pre-adult period, very few of the variables 

are characteristic of the low frequency category. In the 1942 Cohort, the 

most consistent result is the finding that having worked relatively little 

since completing one's education is characteristic at a11 low frequency 

levels. As previously suggested, it seems that absence of contact with 

the economic sector is conducive to low levels of involvement with the law, 

or alternately, that work increases the potential for involvement with the 

pOlice. Additionally, at higher levels of low frequency, coming from a 

family with a large number of children and living in a neighborhood heavily 

patro11ed by the police is associated with membership in the low frequency 

t;ategory. 

In the 1949 Cohort, there do not appear to be any variables which 

consistently characterize the low frequency category_ Higher age at the 

time of first full-time occupation occurs twicp at the highest levels of 

' .. 

, 

, 

, 
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TABLE 5. A CO~f.t)ARISON OF DISCRHIINANT ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS OF HIGH AND LOW CONTACT 
FREQUENCY CATEGORIES FOR THE ADULT PERIOD, BY COHORT 

1942 1949 
Low Frequency Iligh Freguency Low Frequency High Freguency 

0-4 5 or More 0-4 5 or More 

Standardized Standardized Standardized Standardized 
Variabl ~_ Coefficient Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient Variable Coeffici'1lnt 

CHILDREN .236 EDlJC - .4S0 t\GEOCCl .334 AGEMARRY •. 306 
PATROL .333 LVIIOM£ -.306 ATTIPOL -.278 
WORKED ?~.., . -.~ ... AGE~1ARRY -.4:~2 PRESOCe -.290 

RESIDENC -.203 AFRIENDS -.267 
ATTTPOL -.222 RESIDENC -.215 
PRESOCC -.222 

Wl =.249 AFRIENDS -.29S W2 =.193 

0-3 4 or More 0-3 4 or ~1ore 

CHILDREN .252 EDUC -.37'1 AGEOCC1 .256 AGEMARRY - .313 
PATROL .249 AG8-1ARRY -.390 AITIPOL -.265 
WORKED .240 ATTIPOL -.239 PRESOCC -.316 
TIES14-17 .226 JFRIENDS -.243 AFRIENDS -.280 

?RESOCC -.279 TIES6-13 -.258 
w2 =. LS4 TIES6-13 -.228 W2 =.220 

0-2 3 or More 0-2 3 or More 

CHILDREN .246 AGEMARRY -.214 (None) AGEMARRY -.252 
WORKED .284 RESIDENC -.212 AITIPOL -.270 
PERCHANG .273 ATTIPOL -.342 PREsacc -.213 

,JPRIENDS -.284 AFRIENDS ·-.274 
W2 =.243 PRESOCC -.260 W2 =.240 TIES6-13 -.226 

0-1 2 or More 0-1 2 or More 

WORKED .417 EDUC -.226 HHEMP .204 AGEMARRY -.218 ""-..l 
ATTIPOL -.312 TIES18-20 .207 ATTIPOL -.298 ../::' 

.JFRIENDS -.233 PRESOCC -.227 '-J 

W2 =.238 TIES18-20 -.234 W2 =.251 AFRIENDS -.259 

0 1 or More 0 1 or More 

WORKED .574 STATOCC1 -.275 WORKED .330 AGEMARRY -.315 
HHSTATUS -.222 -rIES6··13 -.226 

Wb.181 JFRIENDS -.212 W2:.173 
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loW frequency, again leading to the observation that lack of economic 

involvement is associated with fewer contacts with the laW. Similarly, at 

lower levels of frequency, having worked relatively little since completing' 

ono's education and coming from a family where the household head was lesS 

regularly employed are alsO characteristic variables. It should be noted 

thnt there is little cross-cohort comparability in terms of characteristic 

variables. 
There is a greater degree of consistency among characteristic variables 

over levels of the high frequency category in both cohorts. In the 1942 

Cohort, having friends in serious trouble with the law during the pre-adult 

period and having a negative attitude toward the police are most 

dcsDriptive of high contact frequency individuals. Higher age at the time 

of marriage and low status of present occupation as an adult alsO seem to 

be characteristic variables at higher levels of the high frequency category. 

Finally, low educational attainment and coming from a low status residential 

area also appear as characteristic variables but their influence is less 

consistent than the other values already mentioned. 

An examination of the data for the 1949 Cohbrt indicates that it 

differs in several respects from the 1942 cohort. First, higher age at 

marriage is consistently characteristic across all levels of the high 

frequency category. At all but the lowest level of high frequency, a 

negative attitude toward the police, low status of present occupation, and 

greater seriousness of adult friends' trouble with the law characterize 

members of the high frequency category. Somewhat incongruously, the group 

ties that one had during the 6-13 age period (specificallY a tendency toward 

eclecticism in or independence from, group ties) are somewhat characteristic 

of three out of five levels of high frequency. Here again, a finding that 

is consistem: ';.':, 1't:, k;-'l£kheim is "integration" theme. 

-------------------~~-----
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Across cohorts, it may b e seen that attitude toward police, status of 

at marriage are found in present occupatJon and " age common fairly con-

sistently. However, one notable dOff 1 erence is that extent of juvenile 

friends' troublEl with the law is characteristic in the 1942 Cohort but it 

A further difference between 

educational attainment 0 f 

is adult friends' trouble in the 1949 Cohort. 

o 0 1S ound to be character-

1StlC and group ti.e.~ for the 

the cohorts is that whil e 

6-13 age period 0 1S not in the 1942 Cohort 

just the reverse is true in tJle ' 1949 Cohort. 

o served that the W2 values Again, it may be b are relatively low 

In the 1942 rohort W~ although significant. w ,. ranges from a low of 18.1% 

when 101'1 frequency equals zero 0 1.' no contact to a high of 25.4~o when low 

contacts. For the 1949 Cohort, the W2 frequency is defined as 0-3 

are smaller than those for the 1942 Cohort ra 0 f values h ' ng.ng rom a low of l7.3~ 

w en low frequentcy equals zero to a high of 25 10 • '0 when low frequency 

equals 0-1 contacts. 

Combined Pre-Adult and Adult Period 

In examining the discriminant analysis results for h t e combined pre-

adult an' d 1 0 u aut perl0ds (Table 6), some similarity with the individual 

low frequency category. T periods is notable within the 
19'., Cohort indicate he findings for the 

, for example, that th~ extent to which one has worked 

been "borrowed" from the adult since completing an education has 

a characteristic variable F h . period as 
o or t e comb1ned period, this variable is 

characteristic over all levels of low frequency. Similarl)" the number of 

children is borrowed from the pre-adult perJod ad' lowe 1 ' n 1S characteristic at 

1.' evels of low f requency but not at highs::, levels. For the 101'1 frequency 

period, the characteristic variables bear category in the 1949 Cohort combined 



TABLE 6. A COMPARISON OF DISCRIMINAr-;T M':ALYSIS ru:sm:l'S 
FREQUr::-;CY CATEGORIES FOR '[1lE COHBIl\ED PERIOD I 

1942 
Low Freguency High Frequency 

0-4 5 or More 

Standardized Standardized 
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient 

WORKED .291 EDUC - .247 
JFRIENDS - .377 

W2 =.296 

0-3 4 or More 

WORKED .352 EDUC -.200 
JFRIENDS -.310 
STATOCCI -.267 

W2=.294 

0-2 3 or More 

WORKED .372 JFRIENDS -.231 
STArOCCl -.303 
RESIDENC -.280 

W2=.310 ATTIPOL -.270 

0-1 2 or More 

WORKED .486 STATOCCI -.289 
CHILDREN .344 RESIDENC ··.271 

ATTIPOL - .220 
W2=.297 

0 1 or More 

CHILDREN .269 STATOCC1 -.277 
WORKED .454 AUTO -.315 

" .::.235 - ---_. 

't, ;;, 

J10R ALTF.RNATI\·E DEnNITll)N~ OF HI GH AND LOW CONTACT 
BY COIIORT 

__ ~".-"'-4-_.,~","-~~""=--____ 

1949 
_~2.1~~ I~!.~~~ ~:1: High FrequenC'~ 

0-4 5 or More 

Standardized Standardized 
Variable Coefficient Variable Coefficient - ------_£"'_ ... --... ------
(Non,,) A'nIPOL -.266 

JFIUENDS -.392 
W2=.365 

0-3 4 or ~lore 

(None) ATTIPOL -.293 
JFRIENDS -.258 
RESIDENC -.208 

W2=.3l4 LVI-lOME -.209 

0-2 3 or More 

(None) ATTIPOL -.361 
JFRIENDS -.228 

W2=.419 

0-1 2 or More 

WORKED .350 ATTIPOL -.243 
STATOCCI -.286 
BDUe -.214 

W2=.305 

0 1 or More 

WORKED .344 STATOeCl -.256 
HSWORK .257 RESIDENC -.215 
ATTISCHL .310 AUTO -.287 

TIES(i b 13 -.206 
W2= .180 

. 
i. . 

4- 4 
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small resemblance to those found in the individual periods. There is very 

little that can be said here since, in most instances, no variables appear 

to characterize the low frequency category in the 1949 Cohort, i.e., they 

failed to meet even the .1 standard for inclusion. 

In the high frequency categories for the combined period, the 

discriminant analysis results are generally not as consistent or clear-cut 

as they were for the component periods. In the 1942 Cohort, low status of 

first full time occupation is most clearly characteristic at most levels 

of high frequency. Having had juvenile friends in serious trouble with 

the law is characteristic at higher levels of high frequency, as is lower 

educational attainment. Low status of residential area and a negutive 

attitude toward the pOlice are characteristic at low to middle levels'of 

high frequency. 

In the 1949 Cohort, the high frequency category is most frequently 

epitomized by a negative attitude toward the police. At higher levels of 

high frequency, members of this category are more like~y to have had 

juvenile friends in serious trouble with the law. Finally, low status of 

first full time occupation is characteristic at lower levels of high 

frequency. 

Except for extent of juvenile friends' trouble with the law, there is 

little cross-cohort similarity of characteristic variables for the combined 

period. It should be noted that although the characteristic variables 

for the combinud period show less consistency. than those for the component 

period:}, the size of W2 tends to be slightly higher compared to these 

periods. That is, there is a tendency for greater predictability to occur 

for the combined than respective component periods. In the 1942 Cohort, W2 
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ranges from a low of 23.5~ to a high of 31.0%. For the 1949 Cohort, the W2 

runge is l8.0~ to 41.9% 

Conclusions 

The results indicate that what is characteristic of individuals who 

have low or high frequency contacts with the law varies depending (1) on 

the way in which low-high are 0perationalized and (2) on tllC period under 

consideration. Although there is an indication that at least some variubl~s 

tend to characterize the low or high frequency group regardl~ss of how 

these groups are defined, there is still a good deal of variability in 

characteristic variables as the relatiVe dt'fini t ion of low and high changes. 

It must be reiterated, then, that c1:~!,,~ification of individuals on the 

basis of frcqmmcy of contact with the police is an essentially arbitrary 

enterprise. WhattwlJr category system is established must therefore be 

related to the needs of the researchers. Moreover, this arbitrariness 

extends over agt> periods. A classification system that is used for adults 

will not necessarily be a useful one for pre-adlll ts. This implies that the 

characteristics of those in, for example) a high frequency category as a pre­

adult will differ from the characteristics of individuals in a high fl'cquency 

categury as an auul t. That is) tlw muaning of high lor low) f:rcquency will 

vary acrOS$ age catcgor.l.U5. 

SERIOUSNESS CATEGORIES 

In this section the results of three discriminant analyses utilizing 

varying definitions of offense seriousness are presented for each age 

period and cohort. The ohjcctive here is to determine if there is an 

empirical basis for classifying individuals On the basis of seriousness of 
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a police contact career. In the first analysis) an attempt is made to 

distinguish between individuals who have at least one Felony in their police 

contact career and those who have a career consisting only of Non-felonies. 

The second analysis distinguishes between individuals who had at least one 

FBI Part I offense in their career and those who had other than Part I 

offense careers. Finally, the third analysis distinguishes between those 

whose careers consistf:d of Non-traffic offenses and those \<lh05e careers 

consisted of contacts for (1) 'rraffic violations, (2) juvenile status 

offenses, (3) contacts for Suspicion or Investigation, and (4) no contacts. 

Felony and Non-Felony Groups: Pre-Adult Period 

Table 7 presents a cross-cohort comparison of the characteristic 

variables for the Felony/Non-felony categories for the three age poriods. 

In the pre-adult period, only one variable appears as characteristic of the 

1942 and 1949 Non-felony groups. In the 1942 Cohort) the variable is group 

ties for the period between ages 14 and 17. Members of the Non-felony group 

are less likely to have been tied to a single friendship group during thes~ 

ages. However, in the 1949 Cohort, members of the Non-felony group ure more 

likely to have had a negative attitude toward school. 

Similar to the frequency categories discussed previously, most of the 

varibles turn out to be characteristic of the more serious groups while rela­

tively few are characteristic of the non-serious categories. The Felony groups 

for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts in the pre-adult period have several variables 

in ~ommon, specifically (1) cOllling from a lower status residential area, (2) 

having a negative attitude toward the pOlice, (3) having friends in l'clativcly 

serious trouble with the law, and (4) being less tied to a single group. 

Beyond this, the groups tend to differ. 'rhe 1942 group is also 
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TABLE ::. CHARACTl:rUSTIC VAlUABLES ANO S'fANDArWrZfm DI SCRIMINANT FUNCTION 
COEFFICIENTS FOR NON-FELONY AND FHLONY CATIWOlUBS I BY COHORT AND 
MlC PIlRWD 

.~ _~=".M_' ~gn:~~:~J~\!lL~ ____ ~~:~~~I~.=~~.~<~,=~~=~ __ ,= ___ _ 

. _ ,~~~lp.!g __ ,,=_, _ ,~.,,",_~1J1.1JL __ . < ~= __ ,~ }9~4.s,==~~~ 1949 __ _ 

TIES14-17 .416 ATlISCllL .219 Hr:~~Imf:N(' -.230 
A1'~tll")f, -.317 
tTPRIC'NIJD -.697 
'l'I[<,'86-13 - .237 
DHLINQ -.204 
AGEOCCl -.226 

m:SIDlt,'NC 
ATTIPOL 
JPRIENDS 
TIP,'S6-13 
AUTO 

~ .347 
~.23S 
~.250 

~.394 

-.268 

'WJ~;~~.-~O:;"** -~-- ~·w;;--; .1-6-4-*--_..!!--..:..:.N~BC:::.;'!\1._~ .. ,~~lUi?_-I--_.--------
~", ..... , .. ~. ___ -_"'--."""'" ~=~~ _~ =". ___ .,.,.,,-~ = '"""'_~.--:. ____ • __ ~. _____ ="'.:.:. a t~ -""'_~*=*'~~~. ___________ .... 

ADULT 

,~~-:_---=- '·"ITEf!r-.-..:._",~ =:w ::= .. ,_-_-_1_~)_4 g~ __ +,_~ -::I~!1 .2--' :_~-.. ~_'--::::. :1:9.i:Q""",,_-_-_-_-_-

.492 'l'n't11B-20 
APRIENDS 
PAHlLY 
cWlLDR£'N 
ACH!OCCI 

.347 

.267 

.306 

.249 

.354 

-

TIES18-:JO -.406 
A FRIENDS -.262 
FAMILY -.302 
ClIILDRlm - .295 
INCOMB -.239 
A'rrIPOL -.244 
LVlKlMH - .311 
nDUC .~~.~204 
---,-~""~""""':~"'"""',.. -

STATOCC1 -.219 
HHSTATUS -.281 
RESIDENC -.397 
AUTO -.220 
JPRIENDS ".297 
WORKED -.203 
PRESOCC -.222 
TIBS6-13 ~ 

1942~=O-~~-~---- - HJ49 
COMBINIW 

--~~'~11}4 2 19f9 
~__ _. "t_ '*'"'~~......, - ... - ... - -- .--
TIHS1·t -17 

I,,:' -,- :: . :10R:* 

* p<.Ol 
** p. ~l 

.463 ATTISCHL .236 RESIDENC -.225 RBSIDBNC -.336 
AGEOCCl .2H) ATTIPOL -.466 ATTIPOD -.200 

JFRIENDfJ -.443 JFRIE'NDS -.321 
FAMILY -.224 AUTO -.243 
ATTISCHL -.236 TIES6-l3 -.362 
TIESl8-20 -.335 .L •• 

W2 :: -- 1 192* 

This indicates that the W~ valuos \'1ere not significant in the 1942 
Cohort (**) at the .01 level but ~ significant in the 1949 Cohort 
(*) at that level. 
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characterized by persons who reported delinquencies for which they were 

never caught, a higher age at the time of first full tim(~ employment, and 

having received more negative influences from significant others during 

their youth. In contrast, the 1949 Felony group is further characterized 

by greater automobile use • 

The discriminant function in the 1942 Cohort accounts for 2l 9J (W
2 

= .207) 

of the variance in group membership while it is about l69,j (W 2 
::: .164) in the 

1949 Cohort. Note that W2 is not signifi(~ant for the 1942 group but is 

significant for the 1949 Cohort. 

Felony and Non-Felony Groups: Adult Period 

Again, as with the frequency analysis, the adult period shows 

less cross-cohort consistency than the pre-adult period. And again this 

may be attributed to the fact that 1949 Cohort members have been adults for 

a shorter period than their 1942 ("lunterparts. 

During the adult period, the 19.~ 2 Non-felony group is characterized by 

being less tied to a single group during ages 14 to 17. In contrast, the 

1949 Non-felony group is characterized by fewer single group ties between 

the ages of 18 Dnd 20. Additionally, members of this group were more likely 

to have ntlult frient!s "'ho hat! been in serious trouble \'lith the 1m ... ) to ~ollle from 

a large family, to come from a less intact family, and to have been older 

at the time of first full-time employment. 

The 1942 and 1949 Felony groups do not have even on~ variable in common. 

What is interesting to note, ho\t/evel', is that four variables arc common to 

the 1949 Non-felony group and 1942 Felony group, i.e., ties during the 

18-20 age period, extent of adult friends' trouble with the laN, family 

intactness, and number of chilrren. That the same variables characterize a 



J. 
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Fl'llln)' ,tntl Non~f('lony group while none hi comparable across cohorts within 

l
'llustrates the difficulty of establishing reliable 

t}w Fl'hmy I.'at egury 

d ,1.'icr1l11inat Ill'~ • 

The W,> values for the 1942 und 1949 Cohorts arc .191 (p =: .650) and 

. 1 'rhus, for thf' adult period the discl'iminant 
.21~ (p c .054), respective y. 

fUlll't ion i~, not !'ignif'icant in the 194;! Cohort and approaeh.!s significance 

in the 1 U4~) Cohort. 

Felonv and Non-Felony Groups: Combined Jeriod 
~""""' ( 

For tlH' 1942 Non-felony group, the group ties variable for the age period 

14 to 17 is characteristic us it VIUS in the component periods. It is thus a 

eOl1!;istcnt diseriminntor for this particular cohort and seriousness category. 

In the 1949 Cohort, a negative attitude toward school and an ulder age at 

There are the time of fi·t~t full time employment are characteristic, 

obviou~ly 110 cross-cohort similarities in the Non-felony <.:ategory. 

In the combined period i!elony categories, both cohorts have 

three variables in common: (1) coming from a low status residential area 

a~ juveniles> (:1) having a negative attitude toward the police, and (3) 

. l' 1 'ous trouble with 
having had friends as a juvenile who were In re at1ve y ser1 

the law, Additional1y, members of the 1942 Cohort with Felonies came from 

l
'ntact familles, had a negative attitude toward schoQl, and were less 

less 

tied to a single group during the 18 to 20 age period. 
In the 1949 Cohort, 

frequent automobile use and being less tied to a single group at ages 6 

through 13 further typify the Irelony category. 

It is interesting to observe that the pattern of group ties bears a 

fairly consistent relationship to clauification in the seriousness categories. • 

.' 
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Members of the Felony category were less tied to a single group during either 

the 6 to 13 or 18 to 20 age periods, depending on the cohort. However, 

members of the Non-felony category were invariably less tied to a single 

group during the 14 to 17 age period. This suggests an interaction between 

membership in a seriDusness category and group ties over age periods. J'hat is, 

the kind of group ties one has and their relationship to membership in 

either the Felony or Non-felony categories depends on which age category 

one is in. This is an issue that shOUld perhaps be explored further. 

The respective discriminant functions for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts 

account for 20.8% (W 2 = .208) and 19.7% (W 2 = .197) of the variance in 

group membership. 

Part I and Non-Part I Groups: Pre-adult Period 

There is some cross-cohort similarity of variables for the non-Part I 

groups (see Table 8). In the 1942 Cohort, group ties at ages 14 to 17 is 

a characteristic variable while in the 1949 Cohort it is group ties during 

the 18 to 20 period. In both cases, group members were less tied to a 

single group during the 3pecified age periods. The absence of employment 

is also characteristic of members of the non-Part I group. In the 1942 

Cohort, it is the relative absence of employment of the head of household 

during an individual's pre-adult period that is characteristic of being a 

non-Part I group member. However, for the 1949 Cohort, it is the relative 

absence of employment of the cohort members themselves during high school 

that is characteristic. 

Part I individuals in both cohorts have three variables in common: 

(1) leaving home at a younger age, (2) marrying at an older age, and (3) 

having a negative attitude toward the police. The 1942 Part I group is 
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TABLE ~. CHARACTERISTIC VARIABLES AND STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION 
COEFFICIENTS FOR NON-PART 1 AND PART 1 CATEGORIES, BY COHORT AND 
AtiI: PERIOD 

Non-Part 1 
",._'" 

1942 1949 
-~--

1'1£:S14 -17 .259 TIES18- 20 
HHEMP .281 HSIVORK 

W = .176** W = .231* ,----

1942 

T1E814-17 

W2 = .240** 

1942 

PRESOCC 

w2 = .235* 

* p<.Ol 
** p>.Ol 

.203 

.278 

1949 

T1E814-17 
AGEOCC1 
PATROL 

W2 = .278* 

1949 

WORKED 
STATOCC1 

PRIl-ADULT 
Part 1 

1942 1949 

.147 LVHOME -.217 LVHOME 

.103 AGEMARRY -.202 AGEMARRY 
ATTIPOL -.253 ATTIPOL 
CHILDREN -.296 
RESIDENC -.494 
AUTO -.221 
JFRIENDS - .441 

ADULT 

1942 1949 

.270 RE81DENC -.297 RE81DENC 

.343 A'l'TIPOL -.269 ATT1POL 

.311 AUTO -.334 LVHOME 
EDUC -.258 WORKED 
ATIISCHL -.435 PRESOCC 
AGEMARRY -.203 TIES6-13 
CHILDREN -.250 
HHEMP -.258 

COMBINED 

1042 1949 

.197 LVHOME -.263 LVHOME 

.118 8TATOCCl -.202 ATIIPOL 
'CHILDREN -.282 TIES6-l3 
POSIT -.203 
RESIDENC -.392 
AUTO -.295 
JFRIENDS -.422 

t 

-.382 
-.346 
-.566 

}, 

-.329 
-.308 
-.241 
-.255 
-.347 
-.247 

-.288 
- .492 
-.222 
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further characterized by coming from families with a large number of 

children living in a low status residential area, more frequent automobile 

use, and having friends in relatively serious trouble with the law. 

The discriminant function for the 1942 Cohort accounts for 17.6% of 

the variance in group membership but this is a non-significant value. For 

the 1949 Cohort, \11 2 = 23.1% and is significant. 

Part I and Non-Part I Groups: Adult Period 

During the adult period, both the 1942 and 1949 non-Part I groups are 

characterized by ties to a single group during the 14 to 17 year age period. 

For the 1949 Cohort, higher age at the time of first full time t~mp10yment 

and coming from a neighborhood heavily patrolled by dp~ 110lice are 

additional typifying variables. 

Within the Part I category, two variables are common across cohorts, 

coming from a low status residential area and having a negative attitude 

toward the pOlice. The remaining variables are unique to each respective cohort. 

The amount of variance explained in the 1942 Cohort is 24% but non­

significant. For the 1949 Cohort, W2 is nearly 28% and significant. 

Part I and Non-Part I Groups: Combined Period 

In the combined period, the 1942 non-Part I category is characterized 

only by low status of present occupation. The non-Part I group in the 1949 

Cohort is characterized by having worked re1a.tively little since completing 

one's education and having had a low status Erst occupation. All three 

variables are economically related. And, again: it is being marginal to 

the economic sphere that appears to be related to membership in the lesser 

of the seriousness categories. 
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Wi thin the Part I category only one variable, leaving home at an early 

age, is characteristic across cohorts. The remaining variables are unique 

to each cohort. In the 1949 Cohort, being less tied to a single group 

Juring the 6 to 13 age periou and having a negative attitude toward the 

pollee are characteristic variables. In the 1942 Cohort, loW status of 

first full tim<.' occupation, coming from a large family, receiving a larger 

number of positive influences from significant others, coming from a low 

status neighborhood, frequent automobile use, and having hud friends in 

relatively serious trouble with the law are cha:racteristic of the Part I 

category. 

The respective uiscriminant functions for the 1942 and 1949 Cohort 

account for 23. 5~o and 27. 2!'u of the variance in grotlP membership. 

It is noteworthy that status of first full time occupations is 

characteristic of the non-Part I category in the 1949 Cohort, but in the 

1942 Cohort it characterizes the Part I group. 

Criminal and Non-Criminal Groups: Pre-Adult Period 

A cross-cohort comparison of the non-criminal groups for the pre-adult 

period indicates no comp,!:l'ability at all (Table 9). The 1942 Cohort is 

once again characterized by group ties dlll'ing the 14 to 17 age period while 

the 1949 Cohort members are ch::u.'acterized by their more Itegative attitude 

toward school, higher age at the time of first full time employment, positivt' 

influences from significant others during the pre-adult period, regularity 

of employment of household head, a desire for personal change. Among the 

1942 and 1949 criminal groups, only the variable, attitude to\iard the poli~e 

in consistent across cohorts. The W2 values for both cohorts are signi fi.cant. 1, 

1 

1 

TABLE' 9. 

1942 

TIES14-17 

w2 = .181* 

1942 

TIES14-17 
WORKED 
PATROL 

w2 = .262* 
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CHARACTERISTIC VARIABLES AND STANDARDIZED DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION 
COEFFICIENTS FOR NON-CRIMINAL AND CRIMINAL CATEGORIES BY COHORT 
AND AGE PERIOD. ' 

Non-Criminal 

.464 

.212 

.387 

.239 

1949 

ATTISCHL 
AGEOCCI 
POSIT 
HHE~iP 
PERCHANG 

w2 = .229* 

1949 

HIIE~lP 

W2 :: .218* 

.108 

.138 

.135 

.131 

.106 

.217 

PRE-ADULT 

1942 

ATTIPOL' 
LVHOME " 
AGEMARt~..Y 

ImSTATUS 
AUTO 
TI6S6-13 

ADULT 

1942 

AUTO 
ATTIPOL 
RESIDENC 
HHSTATUS 
FAMILY 
ATTISCHL 

COMBINED 

-.407 
-.221 
-.346 
-.245 
-.496 
-.352 

-.224 
-.224 
-.414 
-.229 
- .277 
-.250 

Criminal 

1949 

ATTIPOL 
EDUC 
JFRIENDS 

1949 

AUTO 
CHILDREN 
JFRIENDS 
INCOME 
PRESOCC 

1942 1949 1942 1949 

ro/ORKED .468 '';ORKED .172 AUTO -.284 AUTO 
PERCHANG .247 AGEMARRY .173 RESIDENC -.442 RESIDENC 

HSWORK .122 ATTIPOL 
W2 = .323* W2 = .270* 

* p<.Ol 

-.410 
-.231 
-.436 

-.232 
-.313 
-.345 
-.236 
-.261 

-.299 
-.248 
-.334 
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1 n the H)42 Cohort, 189& of the variance is accotmtcd for and in tIlt' 1949 

CohOl't, the comparable figure is 23 90. 

Criminal and Non-Criminal Groups: Adult Period 

During the adult period, the 1942 non-criminal group is characterized 

by group ties at age 14 to 173 a carry-over from the pre-adult period. 

Additionally, coming from a heavily patrolled neighborhood and having worked 

10s5 than regulal'ly since completing one I s education epitomize members of 

this group. The 1949 non-criminal group is typified, only by the less than 

regular employment of the household head in one's family of orientation. 

Among the criminal group, the frequent use of an automobile is consistent 

across cohorts. No other variables appear in common across cohorts. 

The respective discriminant functions account for 26%(1942) and 22% 

(l~)<19) of the variability in group membership, both of which are significant. 

C!!~inal and Non-Criminal Groups: Combined Period 

In the combined period, there is somewhat more cross-cohort compara­

bility of characteristic variables than in the component periods. In the 

nOll-criminal category, having worked relatively little since completing 

one's education becomes a simultaneous characteristic variable in both cohorts. 

The remaining variables, desire for personal change in the 1942 Cohort 

and age at marriage and amount of tilne worked during the high school period 

dm the 1949 Cohort, are not consistent over cohorts. 

Within the criminal category, high frequency of automobile use and 

coming from a low status residential area are characteristics that occur 

across cohorts. For the 1949 Cohort, a negative attitude toward the r i~( 

is also a typifying characteristic. 

J 

3. 
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The amount of explained variance in the 1942 Cohort is 329J and, for 

the 1949 Cohort, 27 9.; (p < .01). These values are higher than those found 

in the respective component periods. 

What Does This '1'ell Us About Typologies? 

The results of the discriminant analysis for the various operationali-

zations of career seriousness indicate several points worth mentioning. 

First, they show the difficulty of achieving cross-cohort comparability or 

resul ts. The two cohorts differ mOl'C often than not wi thin 

categories of seriousness. Yet there is some degree of similarity between 

the cohorts which is most apparent '.'lithin the more serious category of a 

dichotomous pair. Within the Felony/Non-Felony distinction and over age 

periods, status of residential area, attitude toward the police, extent 

of juvenile friends' trouble with the law, and group ties during ages 6 to 

13 are the dimensions along which the cohorts are most likely to be 

si\lli1ar. HO\t/ever, for the Part I/Non-Part I distinction, the dimensions 

of cross-cohort agreement are group ties during ages 14 through 17, age at 

which the individual left hOllie, age at marriage, attitude toward the police, 

and status of residential area. Finally, for the criminal/non-criminal 

categories the important dimensions of agreement ~re amount of time worked 

since completing one's education, attitude toward the police, extent of 

automobile use, and status of residential area. These dimensions are 

summarized in Ttlb1e 10. Finally, it should }"'o noted that across seriousness 

types, attitude toward the police and status of residential area appear in 

common. 

A second issue raised by the results is that the characteristic variables 
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TABLE lll. IlIMFNSIONS OF CROSS·COHORT SIMILARITY, BY SERIOUSNESS 
DISTINCTIONS 

Felony Part r Criminal 
v~;. vs. vs. 

Nt2.n-Ful1~Jll. Non-Part 1 Non-Criminal ._ ..... 

RES1DENC RESIDENC RESIDENC 

A'ITIPOL ATIIPOL ATT1POL 

JFIUENDS 

T1£:S6-13 
TIESI4-17 
LVHQME 
AGEMARRY 

WORKED 
AUTO 

·t· 
-s.-

t 
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differ according to the definition of seriousness that one uses. That is, 

the variables characterizing the Felony category are frequently not the 

same ones that characterize the Part I or criminal categories. The same 

holds, of course, for the Non-felony, non-Part I, and non-criminal cate-

gories. The degree of correspondence between the definitions of 

seriousness is given in Table 11a which reorganizes the characteristic 

variables found in Tables 8 through 10 (for brevity, the standardized 

coefficients are omitted here). Within age categories and cohorts, there 

is relatively little overall consistency of characteristic variables 

over differing definitions of non-serious categories (Non-felonies, non-

Part I, and non-criminal groups). However, in the 1942 Cohort, for both 

the pre-adult and adult periods, group ties at age 14 through 17 does stand 

out as being a consistent characteristic. 

Table llb presents a similar within-cohort and age comparison for the 

more serious of the seriounness categories (Felony, Part I, and criminal 

groups). Within the pre-adult period, attitude toward police is consistent-

ly characteristic over all three seriousness categories and in both cohorts. 

Also in this age period, in the 1942 Cohort, status of residelltial areu, 

extent of juvenile friends' trouble with the law, group ties at ages 6-13, 

automobile use, age at which the individuul left home, and age at marriage 

are characteristic for two out of three definitions of seriousness. During 

the adult period (Table lIc), attitude toward police is consistently 

characteristic across seriousness categories in the 1942 Cohort with number 

of children, family intactness, educational attainment, status of 

residential area, automobile use, and attitude tOll/Urd school being charac-

teristic in two out of three definitions. For the adult period in the 

, 
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1949 Cohurt, Htatu:; uf present occupation is conshtontly characteristic over 

all three seriousness dcfini Hons • The fo Ilt'::'\'Iing vo.riablcs nrc charactcrisw 

tic unly it'. two of the three categories: umclUnt of time worked sincc com .. 

pletion of education, status uf residential area, automobile usc, and oxt<mt 

of juvc.milc friends I trouble with the law. Finally, for tb.c combined group 

(Tabl<' llc.l) status of residential urea for all three catcgo.ries and uutmnobl Ie 

use for two cat cgorics arc consistent in the Hl42 Cohort. Pal' the 1949 Cohort 1 

atti tude tm'larc.l police is characteristic in aL throe cases while st.q us of 

resldentiai area, automobile USC.1, and group tic:; at age 6w l3 arc typical tn 

two out of three cases. 

These results suggest that the varying dof •. ni tions of seriousness used 

here J although thcro is rOIU;idorabh' overl ap in 1;1Cmbership in each group J arc 

tliffcrcnt from one another, e. g., that members 0 f the Polony group, arc still 

on the average different from members uf the Part I group. But at the sUllie 

time, all share at least om' variable in conunon, attitude to\'1ard the pOlice, 

implying at least a small ~legrec of similul'ity wi 1;hin an age period and COhOl't. 

A third and final issue raised by the discriminant analysis lR 

that the characteristic variables vary by age period. Within cohorts and 

soriousness categories, what is a typlfying variablt' at the prow£Hlult level is 

not the same as for the adult period (see Tables 12:'1., b, c). POl:' the Felony/ 

Non-felony categories (,rable l2a), group ties during ages 14 to 17 (Non-Felony) 

and attitude toward the police (I~e1ony) arc consistent across ago periods in 

the 1942 Cohort. In the 1949 Felony category, status of residential area, 

extent of juvenile friends I trouble \'lith the law, groul' ties for the 6-1.3 

age period, and automobile use occur in conunon across age periods. 

In Table l2b there is relatively little or no cro,ss-agc period 

TABLE 1]a. 

t 

1942 

1949 
\\ 

1942 

1949 

1942 

1949 

.;;. 
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SUlILARITY OF CHARACTERISTIC V .. \RIABLES ACROSS 
SERIOUSNESS CATEGORIES, BY COHORT AND AGE PERIOD 

NON-FELO!!y 
TIES14-1? 

A7'1'lSCHL 

NON-FtiLONY 

1'1'"8014-1 'I 

TIESlS~20 

AFRIENDS 
FAMILY 
CI1ILDREN 
N;f'OCCl 

NON-FELONY 

TlES14-l7 

AT'l'I sellL 
AGEOCCl 

P R E~A D U L T 

NON~PART 1 

TIES14-1'l 
HHEMP 

TIES1S-20 
HSWORK 

A 0 U L T 

NON~PART I 

TIES14-1? 

AGEOCCl 
PATROL 

COMILLNED 

NON-PART 1 
-.~ 

PRESOCC 

STATOCCl 
WORKED 

NON-CRIMINAL 
TIES14-1? 

ATTISCHL 

I-IHEMP 
AGEOCCl 
POSIT 
PERCHANG 

NON-CRIMINAL 

TIES14-1? 
PATROL 
WORKED 

HHEMP 

NON-CRIMINAL 

PERCHANG 
WORKED 

WORKED 
AGEMARRY 
HSWORK 

I 
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-"-~...-___ ~~._. ~~.~"'47 P ~ E"A D U L l' 

FELONY PART 1 
~~-.... 

1942 ,17'TIHJlJ ATTIPOL 
Hr:Sl'Dl!.'NC RESIDENC 
,'PRIBNDS JFRIENDS 
'1'1B86-1~~ 
DELINQ 
AGEOCCl 
NmiAT 

AUTO 
LVlIOME 
AGEMARRY 

_~..!OO<-'*"....,.._"'''-~_ 

1949 111"1' t1>O [, A7'TlPOL 
,TPRII';NlJH 
HESIDHNC 
TIES6 A 13 
AUTO 

AGHMARRY 
LVHOME 

t'- .. ....".."~~_""_,, ~---

I 

- .... -
~RrHrNAL 

ATTlPOL 

j ! 
TIES6-13 

ItuTO 
LVHOME j l 
AGEMARRY 
HHSTATUS 

ATTIPOL 
JJlRIENDS 

EDUC 
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TABLE l1c. SIMILARITY OF CHARACTERISTIC VARIABLES ACROSS SERIOUSNESS 
CATEGORIES FOR ADULT PERIOD, BY COHORT 

194~ 

1949 

FELONY 

ATIJIIPOL 
ClIILDREN 
FAMILY 
AFRIENDS 
I NCOl-1E 
TlES18-20 
LVI lOME 
BDUG 

PRESOCC 
WORKED 
RESIDENC 
AUTO 
JFRIENDS 
HllSTATUS 
STATOCCI 
7'!E.'S6-13 

A D U L T 

PART 1 

ATTIPOL 
CHILDREN 

EDUG 
RBSIDENC 
AmlO 
ATTISGlIL 
AGEMARRY 
InmMP 

PRESOGC 
WORKED 
RESIDENG 

TIES6-13 
ATTIPOL 
LVHOME 

:-:.. 

CRIMINAL 

ATTIPOL 

FAMILY 

RESIDENC 
AUTO 
ATTISCllL 

HHSTATUS 

PRESOGG 

AUTO 
JFRIENDS 

CHILDREN 
INCOME 
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TABLE lId. 

1942 

1949 

SIMILARITY OF C~~RACTERISTIC VARIABLES ACROSS SERIOUSNESS 
CATEGORIES FOR COMBINED PERIOD, BY COHORT 

FELONY 

RESIDENC 
A 'IT I POL 
JFRIENDS 
FAMILY 
ATTISCHL 
TIE518-20 

ATTIPOL 
RgSIDENC 
AUTO 
'l'l'E.'t; 6 -1 ;) 
JFRIENDS 

COM BIN E D 

PART 1 

RESIDENC 

AUTO 
LVHOME 
STATOCC1 
CHILDREN 
POSIT 

ATTIPOL 

TIES6-13 

LVHOME 

CRIMINAL 

RESIDENC 

AUTO 

ATTlPOL 
RESIDENC 
AUTO 

... 

j 

I· 

.J 

---------------------------~ 
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similarity in characteristic variables in the cohorts fCir the non-Part I 

category. However~ the findings for the 1942 Part I category indicate that 

automobile use, status of residential area, and number of children are 

characteristic across all age periods. In the 1949 Cohort, age at which 

the individual left home and attitude toward the police are characteristic 

across age periods. 

Finally, Table 12c shows relatively little commonality of character-

istics across age periods for either the cohorts or seriousness categories. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The discriminant analysis. was intended to determine if there is a 

basis for developing empirical typologies of crime using frequency of contact 

with the law and seriousness of contact as the underlying dimensions. The 

results seem to indicate that creating such typologies is a difficult task. 

We must conclude that there is 
relatively little cross-cohort. compara-

bility on either the frequency or seriousness dimensions. For example, what 

is characteristic of a high frequency of contact individual in the 1942 

Cohort is not characteristic of a similar person in the 1949 Cohort. This 

suggests that typologies have the tendency to be temporally constrained, 

depending on the historical period in which they are created, A typology 

establishd at one point in time will not necessarily be useful at another 

point in time. 

Another seemingly important result is that the categories established 

for a typology will always tend to be somewhat arbitrary and must therefore 

be linked to the needs of the researcher. There does not appear to be an 

empirical basis for saying that a system which distinguishes frequency of 

contact on the basis of two categories is more useful than one based on 
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TABLE 12tt. 

1942 

1949 

1942 

1949 

SIMILARITY OF CHARACTERISTIC VARIABLES ACROSS AGE 
IJERIODS, BY COHORT AND FELONY - NON-FELONY SERIOUSNESS 
CATEGORIES 

N 0 N-F E LON Y 

PRE-ADULT ADULT COMBINED 

~nIE'S14-17 TIE814-17 TIE814-17 

ATTI8CHL ATTI8CHL 
AGEOCC1. AGEOCC1 
TI8S18-20 
AFRIENDS 
FAMILY 
CHILDREN 

F E LON Y 

PRE-ADULT Al1ULT COMBINED 

A:rTIPOL A'l'TIPO'C ATTIPOL 
RE8IDE:NC RE8IDENC 
JFRIEND8 JFRJEND8 
TIES6-13 
DELINQ 
AGEOCC1 
NEGAT 

TIE818-20 TIE818-20 
FAMILY FAMILY 
AFRIENDS 
CHILDREN 
INCOME 
LVHOHE 
EDUC 

ATTISCHL 

RESIDENC RE8IDENC RESIDENC 
JFRIENDS ,JFRIENDS JFRIEND8 
TIES6-13 TIES6-13 TIES6-13 
AUTO AUTO AUTO 
ATTIPOL ATTIPOL 

STATOCC1 
HHSTATUS 
WORKED 
PRESOCC 

f 

J. 

1 

"" 

... 
,J 

~ .. 

a. 
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TABLE !2·b.. SIMILARITY OF CHARACTERISTIC VARIA%ES ACROSS AGE 
PERIODS 1 BY COHORT AND PART 1 AND NON~rART I SERroUSNESS 
CATEGORIES 

NON - PAR T 1 

PRE-ADULT ADULT COMBINED 

1942 TIE814-17 
HHEMP 

TIE814-17 

PRESOCC 

1949 TIES18-20 
HSWORK 

TIES14-l7 
AGEOCCl 
PATROL 

\\DRKED 
STATOCCl 

PAR T 1 

PRE-ADULT ADULT COMBINED 

1942 AUTO AUTO AUTO RESIDENC RE8IDENC RE8IDENC CHILDREN CHILDREN CHILDREN ATTIPOL ATTIPOL 
A Gli,'MARRY AGEMARRY 
LVHOME LVHOME JFRIENDS JFRIEND8 

EDUC 
ATTISCHL 
HHEMP 

STATOCC1 
POSIT 

1949 LVHOME LVHOME LVHOME ATTIPOL ATTIPOL ATTIPOL AGEMARRY 
TIES6-13 TIE86-13 
RESIDENC 
lroRKED 
PRESOCC 

: 
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",-~",.';'~~''''-".--- four categories, e.g., high vs. low frequency is not much dlfferent from 

TABLE L!l!. SIMB,ARITY OF CHARACTERISTIC VARIABNL~lS(lAICl~[Ol~,SAIAGSEI'I)I()lJt'Nf:SS 
PERIODS, BY COHOR'f AND CRIMINAl. ~ Oh-, { 1" .. ~ , : \ ., Jj 

f 
lowest vs. low vs. high vs. highest. Further, in a number of dichotomies 

CATEmlR IES each appeared to be distinct from the others, thus supporting the contention .---• ""_~-;o;"_~", .. __ .. .".._:,_ ... _,,,,, . 
that classification is an arbitrary matter. A similar conclusion can be 

" N 0 N-C RIM I N A L -.-'-- reached when a typology is based on seriousness, rather than frequency. 

PRE-ADULT ADULT COMBINED Each of those examined here was essentially different from the others, 
."-.~--. - --

1942 TIES14-17 T1ES14-17 e.g., a member of a Felony category is not necessarily the same as a Part I 

WORKED WORKED 
PATROL 

category member. Again, whatever system is used must be related to the 

PERCHANG goals of the research at hand. Any conclusion reached on the basis of 

1949 HHE,'MP HHEMP a given typological system will, in all likelihood, be somewhat different 
AGEOCCI 
POSIT from those reached when a.nother system is used. 
PERCHANG 
ATTISClIL 

WORKED 
AGEMARRY 
HSWORK 

C RIM I N A L 
1 

!:1Ul-ADULI ADULT COMBINED -,._-
1942 AUTO AUTO AUTO 

A'fT1POD ATT1POL 
HHS'lIATUS HHSTA'l'US 
LVHO~m $ 
AGEMARRY 
TIES6-13 

RES1DENC RES1DENC 

1949 JPRIENDS JFR1ENDS :; ATTIPOL ATTIPOL 
EDUC 

AUTO AUTO 
CHILDREN 
INCOME 
PRESOCC 

RESIDENC 
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FOOTNOTES 

Thisappundi,x,with minor changes, is taken from Michael R. Olson's 

lengthier analysis, "An Exmnination of Criminal Typologies Based on Frequency 

and St'riousness of Contact with the Police." Unpublished manuscript, 1977. 
2 Marvin Wolfgang, Robert Figlio, and Thorsten Sellin, [JeUnquerwy in a 

Bl l' tt2 COh01>t (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1972). 
3 William R. Klecka, "Discriminant Analysis," in Norman H. Nie, C. Hadlai 
Hull, Jean G .. Jenkins, Karin Steinbrenner and Dale II. Bent (eds.), SP8S: 

8tatl.st'l:C(lZ Pac7<.tltle f'of' the SociaZ Sciences (New York: 

Inc., 1975): pp. 434-467. Also Peter A. Lachenbruck, 
(New York: Hafner Press, 1975). 

McGraw~Hill Book Co., 

Disof'iminant ArzaZyo'lo 

When performing discriminant analysis, the number of discriminant 

functions derived is one less than the number of groups being discriminated 

(g~l). The first function derived by the procedure is the most powerfUl in 

that it "explains" the greatest amount of variance in the dependent variable, 

i.e., maximally distinguishes between groups. In practice, this appears to 

mean that discriminant analysis maximizes the difference between tIl(! groups 

having the largest and smallest group centroids (a group centroid is simply 

the mean discriminant function score for each group). ThUS, the first dis­

criminant function distinguishes between the t\olO most distinctive groups. 

The second discriminant function explains the greatest residual variance 

after the first has been derived; that is, it distinguishes between the two 

groups that are secondarily most distinctive. Ilach derived discriminant 
function is orthogonal to the others. 

Although g-l is the maximum number of discriminant functions derivable, 

it is not necessarily the case that all functions contribute Significantly 
to group discrimination. For exrunple, in a four-group problem, three 

discriminant functions (4-1) are potentially derivable. However, a 

significance test may indicate that deriving a third function adds Virtually 

nothing to the discriminatory power of the model as a whole. On statistica, 

grounds, it would be safe to ignore the function in the presentation of 

results. See Carolyn Becker and Sidney Kronus, "Sex and IJrinking Pattern.s: 

An Old Relationship Revisited in a New Way," Sociat P!'obZmns 24 (1977): 489; 

, .. 

I, 

• 
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also, Robert Bibb and Dennis W. Roncek, "Investigating Group Differences: An 

Ilxplication of the Sociological Potential of Discriminant Analysis," Soaio­

ZogiaaZ Methods and ReSeaf'Cfl 14 (1976): 349-379. This, in turn, suggests 

that not all groups are distinct from one another and should perhaps be re­

organized to more accurately reflect actual empirical differences. 

If In discriminant analysis, tho objective is to develop a linear combina­

tion of variables (a discriminant function) which maximizes the distinctive­

ness of two 01' more nominal categories. Using standardized discriminant 

function coefficients (analogous to standardized regression coefficients), 

it is possible to determine the relative potency of the variables included 

in the discriminant function to discriminate between groups, e.g.,; which 

variab10s best characterize group X and which group Y or Z. Sae~ fo:.: 

example, Carolyn Becker and Sidney Kronus, :IBex and Drinking Pat't.e:l'llS: An 

Old Relationship Revisited in a New Way)" Sc)(Jial" Pf'obZems 24 (1977): 482-497. 

5 The statistic, W2 (omega-squared), an analogue to R2 in multiple regres·· 

sion, will provide this information. See Maurice M. Tatsuoka, Disof'iminant 

Anatysia: The Study of Gf'ouy Diffcf'(mc'.ws (Champaign, Illinois: Institute 

for Personality and Ability Testing, 1970): pp. 48-51. 

6 The text of the report will be concerned only with a presentation of 

results based on the first discriminant function. One argument for proceed­

ing in this way is that although the findings indicate a second significant 

function in the 1949 Cohort (but not a third one), this is not true in th'e 

1942 Cohort--all functions beyond the first one are nonsignificant. Hence, 

there is no basis for cross-cohort comparison. Further, it is argued that 

the statistical significance of a second discriminant function in the 1949 

Cohort is primarily a consequence of the relatively large number of cases 

available compared to the 1942 Cohort. Even a relatively small increase in 

explained variance becomes significant under these circumstances. 

7 It should be reiterated that on any discriminant function, a centroid 

value is calculated for each group. On Function 1 for the 1942 Cohort, these 

values are 3.97 (Group 1), .019 (Group 2), -.393 (Group 3), and -1.313 

(Group 4). On a continuum, the groups may be plotted roughly as fol1O\'/s: 
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Grp. ,1 Grp. 3 Grp. 2 Grp. 1 

Tht' interpretive procedure is to contrast the two groups having the most 

di!-jl.~l·epant ('cntroids and ignore the others. Thus, Function 1 maximally dis~ 

-----------------------~----------

~r iminates between Groups land 4 here. This rule is modified if two centrol(Is, 

rl~lative to 11 thiru one, lie close together on the continuwn, e.g., if the 

centroid for Group 2 above was on the order of .350 and all others retained 

their present mngltitude. In this situation, Groups land 2 would be 

maximally distinct from Group 4 but nearly identical to each other. In turn, 

this suggests that Groups 1 and 2 are recombinab1e into a single group that 

can be compared to Group 4. Other interpretive rules are found in the text. 

B In order to simplify the data presentation, characteristic variables 

will be defined as thosE' having standardized discriminant function coefficients 

of at least .2. These are the variables which contribute the "lost to the 

explanatory power of the function. If none of the variables associated with 

a group meets the .2 criterion, then a value of .1 is substituted. In 

general, the higher the coefficient, the more important ("characteristic") 11 

variable is relative to the others in the equation. The presentation of 

unstandardized coefficients ,,,ou1d have little meaning here since the 

"dependent variable" (group membership) is categoric. 

9 Several of the independent variables have been "reverse cododt! so that a 

high score or code actually indicates a low "real" score. The correct 

interpretation is given in the text and can be checked against the coding 

scheme presented at the outset. 

10 See Travis Hirschi, Causes of De~inquenay (Berkeley: University of 

California Press, 1969). 

11 The centroids for each group are a.s follows: .475 (Group I), .296 (Grou! 

2), -.258 (Group 3) I and -1. 353 (Group 4). Their patterning on the continuum 

is similar to that for the 1942 Cohort. 

12 For example, see Travis Hirschi, Causes of DeUnquenay (Berkeley: 

University of California Press, 1969): pp. 239-40. Being a member of a lurge 

family may be an indication of integration into society, therefore, con', i ',h.lll 

with Durkheim's position if extrapolated from suicide. 
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13 
The centroids for Function 1 for the 1 ' 

are: .317 (G" 942 Cohort ln the adult period 
. !OUP 1), .169 (Group 2), -.333 (Group 

For the 1949 Cohort, they arc (in the same order)' 
-1.557. . 

3), and -1.374 (Group 4). 

.289, .082, -.767, and 

The Centroids for th f 
e our groups in the 1942 Coho~t 

.628 (Group 1), .248 (Group 2) _ 186 (G ... are as follows: 
the 1949 Cohort th ,. roup 3), and -.963 (Group 4). For 

, ey are: .518 (Group 1) 445 ( 
and -1.141 (Group 4). ,. Group 2) I -.064 (Group 3), 

15 
Here again, changes in community condl't' 

th d'ff lons may be crucial' e 1 erences that are found. ln eXplaining 
l' n' , There has been a quantit "t ' , mlnorlty g U lve lncrcase 

roups sufficiently large to be an i ' 
Changes in police administration ncrease ln proportion. 
h have been described in Chapter 3 

s eel' amount of time devoted to JUVenile cases in • The 
from one-half d . the court has increased ay per week in 1966 t t 
mid 1970's. '. 0 wo or three days per weck by tIc 

The Juvenlle court . d' .. 1 
JU ge s POSltlon was fUll-time by 1980. 

I 
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APPENDIX H 

This appendix includes four sets of continuation and discontinuation 

tables and a set of diagrams. Abbreviated versions of the tables wore 

included in Chapter 8 but they are presented in their entirety here for the 

reader who is interested in compari.ng continuity unci discontinuity , 

of contacts for all offenses ",ith Traffic vs. Non-traffic and Felony vs. 

Non-felony offenses. Tables I through 6 show the probability of persons in 

the cohort having a .first contact and continuing to have contacts. 

The first fi.gure in each colwnn is the probability that an initial contact 

of that l!ategory ",UI occur, i .1..'., ,of tIll' tutul cohort of PI..'l'Sl>Jlti ",ho were 

continuous residents of Racine, the proportion ",ho had at least one contact 

with the police. For example, the total column indicates that across eohorts 

for males, the probability of having an initial police contact is very large, 

with mor0 than BOPJ of all the el igiblo males in th0 1942 ami 1949 Cohorts 

and 70!lo in the 1955 Cohort having at least ono recorded contact for some 

type of offense. For females, the probability of initial contact is lower 

than that for males, i.e., .4BO in the 1942$ .524 in tho 194!), and .455 in the 

1955 Cohort. 

The initial probabilities of Traffic vs. Non-traffic contacts arc roughly 

equivalent among males and runong females. For tho 1942 mal<.!s the probability 

of an initial Traffic contact is .744 and for Non-traffic it is slightly less, 

.699. Comparable figures for the 1949 In!l.les are .649 and .676 and for the 
• 

1955 males .478 and .591. That the 1942 Cohort has the highest initial 

probabili ty of a Traffic contact and the 1955 Cohort the lowest and that the 

initial probabilities for Non-traffic contacts show less variation may he 

explained by the relative ease with which Non-traffic contacts arc acquired 
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TABLE 1. PROBABILITY Ot: FIRST ANll CONTINUING CONTACT BY TOTAL CONTACTS ANIl 131' CONTACT (.:1\'!'UillRY: 
1~).12 COllORT MALllS 

Contact 
Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 or + 

Probability of Contact and 
Continuing Contacts 

Total- Traffic 'l'r~~~ic FOI0-ny--;"!"':~~~y 

.846* 

.874 

.802 

.844 

.848 

.861 

.854 

.874 

.907 

.920 

.802 

.892 

.397 

.962 

.900 

.956 

.907 

.897 

.914 

.875 

.929 

.744 

.743 

.685 

.711 

.688 

.864 

.7,2 

.705 

.742 

.783 

.667 

.833 

.800 

.875 

.857 

.667 

.250 
1.000 

.000 

.699 

.695 

.775 

.784 

.829 

.908 

.861 

.882 

.917 

.818 

.867 

.846 

.818 

.889 

.792 

.947 

.778 
1.000 

.929 
1.000 

.769 

.1:t~ 

.404 

.474 

.444 

.500 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
.soo 

1.000 
.000 

.8t1() 

.874 

.802 

.839 

.842 

.859 

.836 

.8n) 

.894 

.929 

.795 

.887 

.891 

.980 

.896 

.977 

.857 

.889 

.906 

.897 

.885 

Numh(\r \<lith a Contnt:t anu 
Continuing Contucts 

~l' ~~- ~1~ -71,'f'~f~:~~~N01\:"-~"1"'~~1' ·J·'·=~~Non_J'-

ota ra' lC Traffic 'l' ony Felony 

301 
263 
211 
178 
151 
130 
III 

97 
88 
81 
65 
58 
52 
50 
45 
43 
3~ 
35 
32 
J8 
26 

2(,5 
197 
135 

96 
66 
57 
44 
31 
23 
18 
12 
10 

8 
7 
6 
4 
1 
1 
o 

249 
173 
134 
105 

87 
19 
68 
60 
55 
45 
39 
33 
27 
24 
19 
18 
14 
14 
13 
13 
10 

47 
H) 

!) 

4 
2 
2 .., .. 
" .. 
1 
1 
() 

301 
263 
211 
177 
149 
128 
107 

94 
84 
78 
62 
55 
49 
48 
43 
42 
36 
32 
29 
2tl 
2:\ 

* The number of males \'lith a first contnct (301) \"ns divided by the number of mnlcH in th<' I:ohort (;)S<» 
to obtnin the probnbility thnt a first contact ,,,,ould occur (.846); the number of Pl'l'!·;ons with (\ ~('~ond 
Cllntnct (263) ,'<'as divided by the number of persons Nith a first contact (30l) to ,'htain the probahility 
that those \dth n first contnct Nou1d hnve a second contact (.874), and so on. Tn ('{lch l'oltunn aft('r tIl<.' 
column for 'rotal, the first contact referred to is the first I.'ontact uf that l'at \'!~Ol'y I tlt(' sl'I.'ond 
con ttl • vI that category, nnd so on • 

'--__ ~~m ______________________________________________________ __ 

-.........) 
00 
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TABLE 2. PROBABILITY OF FIRST AND CONTINUING CONTACT BY TOTAL CONTACTS AND BY CONtACT CATEGORY: 
1949 COHORT MALES 

.-.:=:" 

Probability of Contact and Number with a Contact and 
Continuing Contacts Continuing Contacts 

Contact Total Traffic. Non- Felony Non- Total Traffic Non- Felony Non-
Number Traffic Felony Traffic Felony 

1 .818* .649 .676 .151 .814 605 480 500 112 602 
2 .817 .621 .722 .482 .814 494 298 361 54 490 
3 .802 .601 .773 .556 .800 396 179 279 30 392 
4 .833 .575 .806 .733 .827 330 103 225 22 324 
5 .794 .i)50 .813 .636 . S06 262 67 183 14 261 
6 .889 .687 .S31 .643 .874 233 46 152 9 228 
7 .845 .565 .842 .556 .820 197 26 128 5 187 
8 .878 .692 .883 .400 .882 173 18 113 2 165 
9 .838 .611 .885 1.000 .848 145 11 100 2 140 

10 .869 .636 .920 1.000 .879 126 7 92 2 123 
11 .921 .571 .935 .500 .S94 116 4 86 1 110 
12 .888 1.000 .930 .000 .864 103 4 80 0 95 
13 .922 .750 .900 .916 95 3 72 87 
14 .905 1.000 .903 .908 86 3 65 79 
15 .895 .667 .938 .S99 77 2 61 71 
16 .909 1.000 .951 .S73 70 2 58 62 
17 .971 .500 .966 1.000 68 1 56 62 
18 .926 1.000 .875 .919 63 1 49 57 
19 .968 1.000 .939 .930 61 1 46 53 
20 .902 1.000 .891 .830 55 1 41 44 

21 or + .873 1.000 .951 .932 48 1 39 41 

* The number of males with a first contact (605) was divided by the number of males in the cohort (HO) 
to obtain the probability that a first contact would occur (.818); the number of persons with a second 

'..J contact (494) was divided by the number of persons with a first contact (605) to obtain the probability 00 
that those with a first contact would have a second contact (.817), and so on. In each column after the \..N 

column for Total, the first contact referred to is the first contact of that category, the second 
contact of that category, and so on. 
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TABLE 3. PROBABILITY OF FIRST AND CONTINUING CONTACT BY TOTAL CONTACTS AND BY CONTACT CXlhiUl\Y: 1%5 
COHORT MALES 

- ..", ... _ •••• _"'''''',"T_'''~'''«'" __ ,,,,.-,._2H1"-.._ ~--,. • .,O,""--__ b ....... ,.. .-

Probability of Contacts and Number with a Contact and 
Continuing Contacts ---,. Continuing Contacts 

Contact Non- Non- Non- Non-
Number Total Traffic Traffic Felony Felony Total Traffic Traffic Felony Felony 

1 .717 .478 .591 .219 .599 799 532 658 244 667 
2 .727 .404 .679 .533 .661 581 215 447 130 441 
3 .749 .377 .761 .654 .710 435 81 340 85 313 
4 .807 .383 .803 .624 .780 351 31 273 53 244 
5 .846 .484 .857 .679 .820 297 15 234 36 200 
6 .828 .333 .893 .722 .835 246 5 209 26 167 
7 .890 .200 .895 • S77 .862 219 1 187 15 144 
8 .877 l.OOO .872 .467 .910 192 1 163 7 131 
9 .885 .000 .871 .714 .824 170 0 142 5 108 

10 .906 .915 .400 .898 154 130 2 97 
11 .903 .900 .500 .887 139 117 1 86 
12 .914 .915 .000 .884 127 107 0 76 
13 .866 .935 .842 110 100 64 
14 .918 .960 .891 101 96 57 
15 .970 .979 .737 98 94 42 
16 .959 .947 .762 94 89 32 
17 .947 .876 .594 89 78 19 
18 .966 .859 .632 86 67 12 
19 .930 .910 .333 80 61 4 
20 .913 .836 .500 73 51 2 

21 or + .945 .745 .000 69 38 0 

* The number of males with a first contact (799) was divided by the number of males in the cohort (1114) 
to obtain the probability that a first contact would occur (.717); the number of persons with a second 
cont let (581) \'las divided by the number of persons with a first contact (799) to obtain the probability 
that ""hose with a first contact would have a second contact (.727), and so on. In each column after the 
cC"l:.tlll'l fo Total J the' first contact referred to is the first contact of that cat <"gory , tIlt' second 

~:lct oi thul ~ategory, and so on. 

1 1 
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00 
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TABLE 4. PROI3ABILITY OF FIRST AND CONTINUING CONTACT BY TOTAL CONTACTS AND BY CONTACT CATEGORY: 
1942 COHORT FEMALES 

Contact 
Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1.0 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

21 or + 

Total 

.480* 

.504 

.478 

."150 

.625 

.667 

.700 

.857 
1.000 

.833 

.800 

.500 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 

.500 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 

Probability of Contact and 
Continuing Contacts 

Non-
Traffic Traffic Felony 

.350 

.392 

.342 

.385 

.800 

.750 

.333 
1.000 

.000 

.235 

.462 

.633 

.684 

.615 

.875 

.857 

.833 

.400 
1.000 

.500 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 

.022 

.167 

.000 

Non­
Felony 

.473 

.504 

.485 

.719 

.609 

.571 

.875 

.857 
1.000 

.833 

.600 

.667 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 

.500 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 
1.000 

Total 

133 
67 
32 
24 
15 
10 

7 
6 
6 
5 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Number with a Contact and 
Continuing Contacts 

Non-
Traffic Traffic Felony 

97 
38 
13 

5 
4 
3 
1 
1 
o 

65 
30 
19 
13 

8 
7 
6 
5 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
1 
o 

Non­
Felony 

131 
66 
32 
23 
14 

8 
7 
6 
6 
5 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

* The number of females \"ith a first contact (133) was divided by the nwnber of females in the cohort 
(277) to obtain the prouabili ty that a first contact would occur (.480); the number of persons with a 
second contact (67) was divided by the number of persons with a first contact (133) to obtain th,e 
probability that those with a first contact would have a second contact (.504), and so on. In each 
column after the column for Total, the first contact referred to is the first contact of that cntegDr;y, 
the second contact of that category, and so on. 
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TABLE 5. PROBABILITY OF F IRS'f ;\ND CONTINUING CONTACT BY 'WTAJ. C()NTACTS AND IW CONTACT CXIU;OIn': 
1949 COHORT FEMALES 

~ ":_"::'~'!"~-Z._,::"",:::::,,-,~:":::::::::::;-' - - -.:.::.~::=...!. -=-_::".!..'<'::. ';:_..::.::;.:. :: •. ': :: . ...;,: . .:.::..,.!.':::: -~ _.:...:_!:.:. ..::. :...z ~ - .:: . .z: ':' •. :: __ :" :. .:. __ . - - ~ .. -:: ~ " :...;:.:: -:- t.:' - - : ':. =. .::-:-::.,..:::.-~-.-: :- ~ =- :.~ ::: ':.-:' -': . -
Probability of Contact and Number with a Contact and 

Continuing Contactli ~ .. ____ Con~:!:.nuing Contacts 
Contact Total Traffic Non- Felony 

Non---' 
Total Trafnl.' Non- Felony Non-

Number Traffic Felony Traffic Felony -_ .. ,_._-----_ ..... """"--
1 .524* .343 .332 . 038 .517 292 191 185 21 288 
2 .521 .257 .524 .190 .514 152 49 97 4 148 
3 .618 .449 .639 .250 .608 ~)4 "., 62 1 90 .... 
4 .670 .409 . 742 .000 .689 63 9 46 a 62 
5 .683 .222 .652 .677 43 2 30 42 
6 .698 .000 .700 .690 30 0 21 29 
7 .800 .714 .724 24 15 21 
8 .625 .867 .667 15 13 14 
9 .867 .846 .929 13 11 13 

10 1.000 .818 1.000 13 9 13 
11 .923 1.000 .923 12 9 12 
12 .917 .778 .833 11 7 10 
13 .dIB .857 .700 9 6 7 
14 .667 .833 .857 6 5 6 
15 1.000 1.000 1.000 6 5 6 
16 1.000 .800 .833 6 4 5 
17 .667 1.000 .800 4 4 4 
HI 1.000 1.000 1.000 4 £\ 4 
19 1.000 1.000 1.000 4 4 4 
20 1.000 1.000 1.000 4 4 4 

21 or + .750 .750 .750 3 :5 :5 

* The number of females with a first contact (292) \'Jas divided by the number of femal<.'s in the cohort 
(557) to obtain the probability that a first contact would occur (.524)j the nwnber of persons with a 
second contact (152) was divided by the number of persons with a first contact (292) to obtain the 
probability that those with a first contact would have a second contact (.521), and so on. In each 
column after the column for Tot'al J the first cont.tct referred to is the first l.'ontal't of that l.'ategory, 
the second contact of that category, and so on. 

"'-....I 
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TABLE 6. PROBABILITY OF FIRST AND CONTINUING CONTACT BY TOTAL CONTACTS AND BY CONTACT CA'l'HGORY: 1955 
COHORT FEMALES 

Probability of Contacts and Number with a Contact and 
Continuing Contacts Continuing Contacts 

Contact Non- Non- Non- Non-
Number Total Traffic Traffic Felony Felony Total Traffic Traffic Felony Felony 

1 .455 .221 .331 .060 .320 471 229 343 62 331 
2 .507 .201 .525 .258 .459 239 46 180 16 152 
3 .594 .174 .617 .625 .572 142 8 III 10 87 
4 .662 .500 .739 .300 .678 94 4 82 3 59 
5 .745 .750 .707 .000 .847 "'0 3 58 0 SO 
6 .743 .000 .776 .800 52 0 45 40 
7 .865 .822 .875 45 37 35 
8 .911 .946 .714 41 35 25 
9 .902 .886 .800 37 31 20 

10 .865 .839 .800 32 26 16 
11 .750 .769 .813 24 20 13 
12 .708 .800 1.000 17 16 13 
13 .882 .875 .923 15 14 12 
14 1.000 1.000 .833 15 14 10 
15 .933 1.000 .900 14 14 9 
16 .714 .714 1.000 10 10 9 
17 1.000 1.000 .667 10 10 6 
18 .900 .900 .500 9 9 3 
19 1.000 1.000 .333 9 9 1 
20 1.000 .889 .000 9 8 0 

21 or + 1.000 .875 9 7 

* The number of females with a first contact (471) was divided by the number of females in the cohort 
(1035) to obtain the probability that a first contact would occur (.455); the number of persons \~ith a 
second contact (239) was divide.d by the number of persons with a first contact (471) to obtain the 
probability that those with a first contact would have a second contact (.507), and so on. In each 
column after the column for Total, the first contact referred to is the first contact of that category, 
the second contact of that category, tlnd so on. 
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at an early age in comparison with Traffic contactH. For both Traffic and 

NOl1··traffic contacts, once there has been an initial contact tJ\C probability Qf 

continuing is high, particulnrly so for Non-trafflc contncts. 'l'h.il'i probabi lity 

i~~ high for the 1942 Cohort for Traffic, less high for cohorts with It-55 

time at risk but, a5 we shall see, likely to be the same as that for the 

l!}42 Cohort as the years go by. 111e very high continuation probabilities 

shown for the 1949 Cohort after the 12th contact may be attributed to the 

fa~·t that a few members of this cohort have already developed a pattern of 

frequent Traffic violations. None has yet done this in the 1955 Cohort. 

Among females, initial probabilities ar.c much lower than those for males 

for both ~ategorics of contacts. For the 1942 females, tIll' initial proha-

hi lit Y of u Traffi~' contact is .350 and .235 for n Non-tl'uffil: contact, for the 

194!J t'umales .M3 and .332, and for the 1955 females .221 and .331. While 

f(\m:tlc prohahili ties show the same general pattern of variation from cohort 

to cohort as did the males, the increased rate of contact for Non ... traffic 

offtmses for the 1949 and 1955 Cohorts is apparent. Furthermore, while only 

a fc\'l fcmales in the 1942 Cohort had continuity, the continuity of the 1949 

and I)(lrticularly the 1955 Cohort is based on a larger number of continuers 

in the early stages of their careers. 

When Felony vs. Non-felony contacts are compared, it is clear that for 

both males and females the initial probabilities for Felony contacts art' 

considerably lower than for Nun-felony contacts. For the 1942 Cohort 

the initial probability of a felony for males is .132, for .1 Non-felony .846. 

For the 1949 'Cohol.'t the figures are very similar, .151 and .814, and for the 

1955 Cohort. 219 and .599, :respective1y. For females the probabi li tics 101' 

either Felony or Non-felon)' contacts are lower than thost' for males. 1'01' 

D 

t 
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the 1942 females the; probability of an initial felony is .022 while for a 

Non-felony it is .473. Comparable figures for the 1949 and 1955 females 

are .038 and .517 and .219 and .599, respectively. Although males and 

females exhibit considerable similarity in continuation patterns after the 

first few Non-felony contacts, females having fewer continuers at the outset 

but developing a small cadre \'lho have contact after contact, proportionately 

felller females have Felony contacts, u:'ltil the 1955 Cohort, there being 

very fe\'l who have successive Felony contacts. 

In sununary, after there has been a first cont\lct of any type the 

probability is high that another will follo\'l. Moreover, the probabilities 

for successive contacts tend to increase with the addition of each 

successive contact. IllustratiVely, among the 1942 males in the total column. 

the probability is .874 that a first contact \'Iill be followed by a second 

contact, .920 that a ninth contact will be follo\'led by a 10th, and .956 that a 

15th contact \'li11 be follO\"ed by a 16th. Among the 1942 felllaies the 

corresponding probability for first-to-second contact is .504, ninth-to-tenth, 

.833, and l5th-to-16th contact, 1. 00. A similar pattern holds for the 1949 

and 1955 males and females. 

Inc1~easing probabilities with successive corr:.ttcts characterize the 

Tl'affic/Non-traffic careers for both mal es ")'nti females. Ho\"ever) there 

appears to be a generally higher probability that a rl(')n-traffi(~ contact \'Iill 

be follo\'lecl by another Non-traffic than that a Traffic contact \'1ill be 

follO\"ed by another of the samc type. Among the 1942 males) for cxmnple, 

the probability that a fourtn Traffic contact will be follO\'/ea by a fifth one 

is .688, \'lhile the corresponding figure fnr the Non-traffic sequence is .829. 

It should be noted that the Non-traffic careers of both sexes and cohorts 

tend to be longt.;r than Traffic careers, especially of females. 
; 
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Tlll' ~m~l'e!i:;ive probabilities of continuing Non-felony carecrs arc 

greatl.'r thun thoHe for Felony careers and these probabilities tend to be 

greater fur males than females. For the 1942 mules, the probability that 

a t'ir"t Felony will be followed by a second is .404 while the probability 

that ;l fi rBt Non~f('lony will be followed by a second is .874. Among the 

1942 fenmlcs, the corresponding probabilities are .167 for a Felony and .504 

for a Non-felony. 

The dis(.'OIttinuation probabilities shO\m in Tablcs 7 through 12 describe 

the cumulative probabilities of discontinuing police contacts after each 

present contact. They, in some respects, make cohort, m~llc/fl'lIIalt', and 

\!atcgLlry of contact differences even clearer. For examplc, 12.6
9
.; (.126) of 

the TOalc~; in thl' H)42 Cohort dropped out of the contact sequencc after their 

first contact, ttnU l8.3~~ of the 1949 Cohort anu 27.3!'J of tho 1955 Cohort did 

so. The longer 'pc:r'iod of exposure of the 1942 Cohort accounts for the large dif­

forence bet\\!{'cn it and the 1955 Cohort. The increasing probability of havin~ 
dropped out after the first Traffic contact accounts for this difference for 

we sct~ that discontinuation probabilities are similar for Non-traffic 

contacts. Similarly, each ('~hort has a successively smallor number of 

Traffic contacts based on their decreasing years of exposure to the 

possibility of obtaining traffic tickets from the police. Another example, one 

intlicating ma.1e/female differences, is that only 12.6!'J of the males in the 194t: 

Cohort dropped out of the contact sequence after their first contact but 

49.69J of the females did so. Note, however, that almost half of the females 

discontjnued contacts after their firbt contact in each cohort. Also 110t~ 

their high discontinuation rate after their fi1:st Traffic contact. MOrC{he.r, 

in every cohort 90% of the females have discontinued both Traffic and Non· 

Traffic contacts with less than half as many contacts as have the mal<.. 

1 

I 
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,\"'., TA13Lli 7. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUING CONTACTS AFTER ANY CONTACT BY CONTACT' CATEGORY: 
1942 COHORT MALES 

Cl~u1ative Probability of Discontinuing Cumulative Number of Discontinuers 
Contacts After Contact Number After First Contact 

Contact Total Traffic Non- Felony Non- Total Traffic Non- Felony Non-
Number Traffic Felony Traffic Felony 

1 .126* .257 .305 .596 .126 38 68 76 28 38 
2 .299 .490 .462 .808 .299 90 130 115 38 90 
3 .409 .638 .578 .915 .412 123 169 144 43 124 
4 .498 .751 .651 .957 .505 150 199 162 45 152 
5 .568 .785 .683 .957 .575 171 208 170 45 173 
6 .631 .834 .726 .957 .644 190 221 181 45 194 
7 .678 .883 .759 .957 .687 204 234 189 45 207 
8 .708 .913 .779 .979 .721 213 242 194 46 217 
9 .731 .932 .819 .979 .741 220 247 204 46 223 

10 .784 .955 .843 1.000 .794 236 253 210 47 239 
11 .807 .962 .867 .817 243 255 216 246 
12 .827 .970 .891 .837 249 257 222 252 
13 .834 ,973 .904 .840 251 258 225 253 
14 .850 .977 .923 .857 256 259 230 258 
15 .857 .984 .928 .860 258 261 231 259 
16 .870 .996 .944 .880 262 264 235 265 
17 .884 .996 .944 .894 266 264 235 269 
18 .894 1.000 .948 .903 269 265 236 272 
19 .907 .948 .914 273 236 275 
20 .914 .960 .924 275 239 278 

* The number of males who discontinued after a first contact (38) was divided by the number of males 
with a first contact (301) to obtain the probability of discontinuing after a first contact (.126); the 
number of persons who discontinued after a second contact was cumulated with previous discontinuers 

'" (52 + 38 = 90) and divided by 301 to obtain the cumulative probability of discontinuing (.2991 ahd so LD 

on. After the Total column, discontinuation refers to discontinuation of that category of contact. f--.I 
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TABLE 8. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUING CONTACTS AFTIlR ANY CONTACT ANI! BY CONTACT CATEGORY: 

Contact 
Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

1949 COHORT MALES 
" .' "" ___ • __ .,,_. ___ ~ ~, _ .... "" ,, __ • '" - ._. __ ...- .. _ •• .0,- ......... _-._~ __ "' ____ , • "'" '"' ...--"" __ ._~ .. _-.. __ .... __ .. -... 

~"--_.~,~_._.~" ______ .. co, _-",_" .,"' ....... _____ ._._""- • __ ..... __ ~ ___ ,---. .... '""" ___ -"_ ...... __ ,_~ ~-- _*,, __ "";;; .. 0 d' 

Cumulative Probability of Discontinuing 
Contacts After Contact Number ---

Total 

.183* 

.345 

.454 

.567 

.615 

.674 

.714 

.760 

.792 

.808 

.830 

.843 

.858 

.873 

.884 

.888 

.896 

.899 

.909 

.921 

Traffic 

. ~~i9 

.627 

.785 

.860 

.904 

.945 

.962 

.977 

.985 

.992 

.992 

.994 

.994 

.996 

.996 

.998 
1.000 

Non­
Traffic 

.278 

.442 

.550 

.634 

.696 

.744 

.774 

.800 

.816 

.828 

.840 

.855 

.870 

.878 

.884 

.888 

.902 

.908 

.918 

.922 

F('lony 

.518 

.732 

.803 

.875 

.920 

.955 

.982 

.982 

.982 

.991 
1.000 

Non--·· 
Felony 

.186 

.349 

.462 

.56() 

.621 

.689 

.726 

.767 

.796 

.817 

.842 

.855 

.869 

.882 

.897 

.897 

.905 

.912 

.927 

.932 

111 
209 
275 
343 
372 
408 
432 
460 
479 
489 
502 
510 
519 
528 
535 
537 
542 
544 
550 
557 

182 
301 
377 
413 
,t34 
454 
462 
469 
473 
476 
476 
477 
477 
478 
478 
479 

1 :~9 
221 
275 
317 
348 
372 
387 
400 
408 
414 
420 
428 
435 
·B9 
442 
444 
451 
454 
.159 
401 

58 
82 
~)() 

98 
103 
107 
110 
110 
110 
111 
112 

-----,----------

112 
210 
278 
341 
374 
415 
437 
462 
·179 
492 
507 
515 
SZ3 
531 
540 
540 
545 
549 
558 
561 

* The number of males who discontinued after a first contact (111) was divided by the number of mnles 
with a first contact (605) to obtain the probability of discontinuing after n first conta~t l.lR3); 
the number of persons who discontinued after a second contact was cumulated with previous di~ct1ntinllers 
(111 + 98 = 209) and divided by 605 to ohtain the cumulative probahility of discontinuing t.3.15), and 
so on. After the Total column, discontinuation refers to discontinuation of that l'atcgOl'}' of l'ontact . 
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TABLE 9. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUING CONTACTS AFTER ANY CONTACT AND BY CATEGORY OF 
CONTACT: 1955 COHORT MALES 

r 

Cumulative Probability of Discontinuing Cumulative Number of Discontinuers 
Contacts After Contact Number After First Contact 

Contact Non- Non- Non- Non-
Num ber Total Traffic Traffic Felony Felony Total Tl'affic Traffic Felony Felony 

1 .273 .596 .321 .467 .339 218 317 211 114 226 
2 .456 .848 .483 .652 .531 364 451 318 159 354 
3 .561 .912 .585 .783 .634 448 501 385 191 423 
4 .628 .972 .644 .852 .700 502 517 424 208 467 
5 .692 .991 .682 .893 .750 553 527 449 218 500 
6 .726 .998 .716 .939 .784 580 531 471 229 523 
7 .760 .998 .752 .971 .804 607 531 495 237 536 
8 .787 .998 .784 .980 .838 629 531 516 239 559 
9 .807 1.000 .802 .992 .855 645 532 528 242 570 

10 .826 .822 .996 .871 660 541 243 581 
11 .841 .837 1.000 .886 672 551 244 591 
12 .862 .848 .904 689 558 603 
13 .874 .854 .915 698 562 610 
14 .877 .857 .937 701 564 625 
15 .882 .865 .952 705 569 635 
16 .889 .881 .972 710 580 648 
17 .892 .898 .982 713 591 655 
18 .900 .907 .994 719 597 663 
19 .909 .922 .997 726 607 665 
20 .914 .942 1.000 730 620 667 

* The number of males who discontinued after a first contact (218) was divided by the number of males 
with a first contact (799) to obtain the probability of discontinuing after a first contact (.273); the 
number of persons who discontinued after a second contact was cumulated with previous discontinuers 
(218 + 146 = 364) and divided by 799 to obtain the cumulative probability of discontinuing (.456), and 
so on. After the Total column, discontinuation refers to discontinuation of that category of contact. 
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TABLH 10. Cill-IULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUINCi CONTACTS AFTr:R ANY CONTACT ANil BY CONTACT CATHiORY: 
1942 COllORT FUMALE& 

Contact 
Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

, ___ ""'"''''''' ~ _, • .c::: "" _ '" _-' _ _ ., "--C' " ..... "''''-'"- , ""'" .:0 __ • a", .-l« __ '''' __ ''~-_ • """ """"""-"'0.« ...... "" <0""·' "'.= ~c ... __ -'."'~ ."". A , 
• _ .... __ -.. ., .... -">- .. '.'--" .. a. ~ ,~" , .n~_" ... ~ .. ~-<ou __ oc;.._." ... __ ~-= "'-' """'..- ;o;.._.'~""_ ..... ~,_..J. ,_.".. ...... ,."'_ 

Cumulative Probability of Discontinuing 
Contacts After Contac,t Number 

Non - . -----<-N(>Ti~··-
Total Traffic Traffic Felony Felony 

.496* .608 .538 .833 • 4tH, 

.759 .806 .708 1.000 .756 

.820 .948 .800 .8:.'M 

.887 .958 .877 .893 

.925 .%n .S92 • D3t} 

. 947 .989 .908 .947 

.955 .989 .923 • ~)54 

.955 1.000 .969 .954 

.962 .969 .962 

.970 . 985 .977 

.985 1.000 .985 

.985 .985 

.985 .!)as 

.985 .985 

.985 .985 

.992 .992 
1.000 1.000 

60 sn r,f,'" 
.~ ;) 

(" 
.1 (,5 

101 8,~ 4Ci 6 ~19 
l(\~) 9:.! 52 illS 
118 f)~ 57 11 :' 
1')~ .. " ~)4 58 1.~ ~~ 
126 n6 St) 1..:4 
1"''' ... 9(i (iO L~S 

127 ~)7 63 125 
128 (,3 1~" 
129 M 1~8 

131 12P 
131 129 
131 1 ~~) 
131 L:~} 

131 129 
132 1~(l 

132 
132 
132 
132 

* The numbcr of females who discontinucd after a first contact (66) was divided by tht' number of 
females with a first contact (133) to obtain the probability of discontinuing after a first contact 
(.496); the number of persons who discontinued after a second contact was cumulatt'd wi th pl'{'vious db;, 
continuers (66 + 3S = 101) and divided by 133 to obtain the cumulative probability of discontinuing 
C. 759) ,and so on. After the Total column, discontinuation refers to discontinuation of that cat0gorv 
of ~ontact. . 
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TABLE 11 . CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUING CONTACTS AFTER ANY CONTACT AND BY CONTACT CATEGORY: 
1949 COHORT FEMALES 

Cumulative Probability of Discontinuing Cumulative Number of Discontinuers 
Contacts After Contact Number After First Contact 

Contact Total Traffic Non- Felony Non- Total Traffic Non- Felony Non-
Nllmber Traffic Felony Traffic Felony 

1 .479* .743 .475 .810 .486 140 142 88 17 140 
2 .678 .8R5 .664 .952 .688 198 169 123 20 198 
3 .784 .953 .751 1.000 .785 229 182 D9 21 226 
4 .853 .989 .838 .854 249 189 155 246 
5 .897 1.000 .886 .899 262 191 164 259 
6 .918 .919 .927 268 170 267 
7 .948 .930 .951 277 172 274 
8 .955 .940 .955 279 174 275 
9 .955 .951 .955 279 176 275 

10 .958 .951 .958 280 176 276 
11 .962 .962 .965 281 178 278 
12 .969 .968 .976 283 179 281 
13 .979 .973 .979 286 180 282 
14 .979 .973 .979 286 180 282 
15 .979 .978 .983 286 181 283 
16 .986 .978 ,986 288 181 284 
17 .986 .978 .986 288 181 284 
18 .986 .978 .986 288 181 284 
19 .986 .978 .986 288 181 284 
20 .989 .984 .989 289 182 285 

* The number of females who discontinued after a first contact (140) \'las divided by the number of 
females with a first contact (292) to obtain the probability of d:i.scontinuing after a first contact 
(.479); the number of persons Nho discontinued after a second contact \ms cumulated with previous dis­
continuers (140 + 58 ::: 198) and divided by 292 to obtain the cumulative probability of discontinuing 
(.678) ,and so on. After the Total column, discontinuation refers to discontinuation of that category 
of contact. 

, 

, 



-

TABLE 12. CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF DISCONTINUING CONTACTS AFTHR ANY CONTACT AND BY t:'\,IEt;C1RY of 
CONTACT: 1955 COllORT FEMALES 

Cumulative Probability of Discontinuing Cumu1ati ve Numher of Dis~~()nUn\lcr~; 
Contacts After C(lntact Number After First Contact ..... _-

"1ron:"~ 
.. -=---_:."'-." -

= Non: --~=~~'NOll-~~' Contact Non-
Nutn bo r Total Traffic Traffic Felony Felony Totn1 Trnffic 'I'l'affil..' Felony Felony 

-~'--"-~;>=--,~~.-~-'*" -..,.....~-~"-" .... "-~..-,. 

1 .493 • 799 .475 . 742 . 541 232 183 163 46 179 
2 .699 .965 .676 .839 • 737 329 221 232 S2 244 
'3 .800 .983 .761 .952 .822 377 225 261 S9 272 
4 .851 .987 .831 1.000 .849 401 226 285 62 281 
5 .890 1.000 .869 .879 419 ~29 298 291 
6 .904 .892 .894 426 306 296 
7 .913 .898 .924 430 308 306 
8 .921 .910 ,940 434 312 311 
9 .932 .924 .952 439 317 315 

10 .949 .942 .961 447 :,23 318 
11 .964 ,953 .964 454 327 319 
12 .968 .959 .970 456 329 321 
13 .968 .959 .973 456 329 322 
14 .970 ,959 .982 457 329 325 
15 .979 .971 .991 461 333 328 
16 .979 .971 .997 ~61 3:33 330 
17 .981 .974 1.000 462 334 331 
18 .981 .974 462 334 
19 .9S1 .977 4(,2 335 
20 .981 .980 462 336 

_.-..J: .... ~........-=:... .~~~=._~"-""-"~~~=~~~~....:.~~~_:;u,.-=.o~~~-.. ~~"~~-"""-.... ~ ""'~-= ... "- _~.c;. •• 

* The number of females who discontinued uft(,l' a first contact (232) was divided by the nutnlwr I)f 
fcntall's \I/ith a first conta~t (471) to obtain the probability of discontinuing after a first contact 
t. -H)~); the number of persons who discontinued after a second contact \'las cuntul atl.'d with previous 
Jiscontinuern (232 '" 97 ::: 329) and divided by 471 to obtain the cumulntiv(~ pl'ohahility of discontinuing 
f .6£H1J und SII n11. After the Total column, discontinuation 1'('f(.'1'5 to db;cuntinuation nf that I,:atl)~~()ry 
uf- n., ~·t. 
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The rate at which discontinuation for different categories of offenses 

occurs is also clearly shown by comparing Traffic and Non-traffic offenses. 

f1.lnong both males and females Traffic contacts cease more rapidly than Non­

traffic contacts, although it should probably be noted that for cven the 1942 

Cohort the possibility of additional Traffic contacts after the date on which 

data collection ceased remains a greater probability than does that for ad­

ditional Non-traffic contacts. 

Perhaps even more clear is the difference botwec.m Felonies and Non­

felonies. Males from each cohort discontinue the Felony sequence with half 

or less tllltn half of the contacts that it takes to discontinue the Non-felony 

sequence. But here the difference between males and females becomes even 

more apparent. Not only does the Non-felony sequonce conso moro l'upltlly £01' 

females thull males, but 1:ho Felony sequence censes even morc rapidly for 

fomales. For example, 91. 5~oi of the 1942 Cohort males had ended their Felony 

careers aftor the third contrct but it took until the 18th contact to termi­

nate 91.4% of their Non-felony contacts. All females had terminated their 

Felonies by their second contact and had reached the termination level of 

males fOl' Non-felonies at the 18th contact level by only their 5th contacts. 

Any nUll\ber of comparisons between cohorts, male~1 and females, and offense 

categories may be made but the fact remains that males and females ceased to 

have 'rraffll!> Non-trafflc, Non-felony eontal!ts mor(' rapidl)' than Ftllon)' 

contacts. 
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APPENDIX I 

Tables 1 and 2 in this appendix reveal the not unexpected finding, 

considering race/ethnic and sex differentials previously described, that 

wherever there were sufficient cases for comparison Black rnale~ and fe­

males from all cohorts had at least twice as high a percentage of their 

numbers in the cohort with contacts in every age period than did Wnit~s. 

Chicano males in the 1942 Cohort were similar to the Blacks and, although 

less similar in the 1955 Cohort, were closer to the Blacks overall than 

to the Whites. Chicanos, where comparison was possible, had continuity 

patterns more like those of the Blacks than the Whites. When only those 

who were socialized in Areas A and B were compared, differences between 

White males and both Black and Chicano males declined, and, although those 

Whites in the inner city had more continuity than did Whites in other areas, 

they still had less than did either minority group. 

As stated in Chapter 9, the same data that were utilized in categorizlng 

cohorts and segments of cohorts by age-period continuity may be presented 

in such a way as to reveal how police contacts during the juvenile period 

set the stage for continuity in periods which follow. \~lat we immediately 

see upon inspection of Diagrams 1 through 6 is that those persons from each 

cohort, male or female, White, Black, or Chicano, who have had contacts 

during the juvenile and the young adult periods have the greatest probability 

of having contacts after age 21 and that those who had no contacts during 

either of these periods are less likely to have contacts after the age of 

21. At the same time, it is also obvious that there are sizeable nunlbel's 

of males who do have contacts as adults who have not previously h~d conta~~ts ~ 
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...-..--,- TABLE 2 . CONTINUITY OF CAREERS BY COMBINATIONS OF AGE PERIODS BY RACE/ 
TABLE 1. CONTINUITY OF CAREERS BY COMBINATIONS OF AGE PERIODS BY RACE/ I ETHNICITY AND NATURAL AREA OF PRINCIPAL JUVENILE RESIDENCE, FEMALES 

ETI~NICITY AND NATURAL AREA OF PRINCIPAL JUVENILE RESIDENCE, MALES 

Age Period/Con-
Age Period/Con- tinuity Contact 
tinuity Contact Types Total A-B* C-D-E** 

Types Total A-B* C-D-B** JUV 18-20 21+ White Black Chicana White Black Chicana White 
JUV 18-20 21+ White Black Chicano White Black Chicano White ! 

Yes Yes Yes 2.2 5.3 33.3 
Yes Yes Yes 29.9 66.7 38.9 66.7 27.1 Yes Yes No 2.2 2.1 2.7 
Yes Yes No 3.6 G.7 4.0 6.7 4.5 Yes No Yes 5.6 4.2 7.1 
Yes No Yes 15.7 14.3 16.8 Yes No No 9.0 20.0 8.5 20.0 8.0 
Yes No No 7.1 7.1 7.7 No Yes Yes 3.7 4.3 33.0 3.5 
No Yes Yes 7.1 13.3 33.3 4.0 13.3 33.3 B.4 No Yes No 5.6 8.5 4.4 
No Yes No 3.6 3.2 4.5 No No Yes 19.1 20.0 25.0 17.0 33.3 20.0 20.4 
No No Yes 16.9 13.3 66.6 11.1 13.3 66.6 1B.1 No No No 52.4 60.0 75.0 50.0 60.0 54.0 
No No No 16.3 17.5 12.9 99.B 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.1 

100.2 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 
}: 1942 N = 267 5 4 94 3 5 113 

1942 N = 338 15 3 126 15 3 155 

Yes Yes Yes 5.1 23.1 6.1 23.7 5.6 
Yes Yes Yes 24.1 61. 7 57.9 2B.2 61.9 53.3 23.2 Yes Yes No 3.1 12.8 10.0 6.1 13.2 11.1 2.6 
Yes Yes No 12.5 4.5 15.8 13.1 4.8 20.0 12.B Yes No Yes 4.1 10.3 20.0 3.8 10.5 11.1 5.0 
Yes No Yes 11.5 6.B 10.5 13.1 7.1 13.3 11.5 Yes No No 13.4 10.3 10.0 9.8 10.5 11.1 14.6 
Yes No No 13.0 9.1 5.3 8.9 9.5 16.9 I: No Yes Yes 3.1 7.7 10.0 2.3 7.9 11.1 2.6 
No Yes Yes 4.7 9.1 5.2 9.5 4.1 No Yes No 13.0 20.0 15.2 22.2 11.9 
No Yes No 6.6 2.3 6.6 5.2 No No Yes 8.7 5.1 10.0 9.1 5.3 11.1 8.6 
No No Yes 8.0 10.5 8.9 13.3 6.3 No No No 49.4 30.8 20.0 47.7 28.9 22.2 49.0 
No No No 19.5 6.8 16.0 7.1 19.9 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.1 100.0 99.9 99.9 

99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 99.9 
1949 N = 508 39 10 132 38 9 302 

1949 N = 677 44 19 213 42 15 366 

Yes Yes Yes 1.9 14.0 12.5 3.3 14.0 15.4 2.1 
Yes Yes Yes 9.7 33.0 19.1 19.2 33.7 21.1 8.1 Yes Yes No 8.1 10.5 9.4 14.8 10.5 7.7 6.4 
Yes Yes No 18.0 33.0 42.6 22.0 31. 7 42.1 17.9 Yes No Yes 1.6 3.5 12.5 .6 3.5 15.4 2.4 
Yes No Yes 3.3 3.8 6.4 3.4 3.8 7.9 2.9 Yes No No 16.1 24.4 31.3 21.4 24.4 34.6 16.9 
Yes No No 20.7 1S.1 14.9 26.0 15.4 13.2 22.1 No Yes Yes 1.2 3.5 3.1 1.1 3.5 3.8 .9 
No Yes Yes 3.6 .9 2.1 4.0 1.0 2.9 No Yes No 10.3 9.3 3.1 12.6 9.3 10.2 
No Yes No 10.5 .9 6.4 9.0 1.0 5.3 ] 0.1 No No Yes 3.2 3.5 3.1 2.7 3.5 3.8 3.2 
No No Yes 2.8 2.8 2.1 3.4 2.9 2.6 2.0 No No No 57.7 31.4 25.0 43.4 31.4 19.2 57.8 
No No No 31.3 10.4 6.4 13.0 10.6 7.9 34.0 100.1 100.1 100.0 99:9 100.1 99.9 99.9 

99.9 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.1 100.0 
1955 N = 917 86 32 182 86 26 531 

1955 N = 961 106 47 177 104 38 553 

* Persons whose principal place of residence as a juveni.le was not in Area A 
* Persons whose principal place of residence as a juvenile was not in Area A or B or a combination thereof, or C, D, or E or a combination thereof weTe 

or B or a combination thereof, or C, D, or E or a combination thereof were excluded. 
excluded. 

** Too fe\V' Blacks and Chicanas for inclusion in Areas C, D, and E. 
** Too few Blacks and Chicanos for inclusion in Areas C, D, and E. 
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DIAGRAM 1. CAREER PROGRESSION OF MALES IN 1942 COHO-R-T-, -B-Y-RA-C-E-/-ETI-i-N-I-C-I1-'Y----

Tott.l.[. i.n 
Coh )l·t ---,------

IV 338 
13 15 -
.(~ _____ .~~, .....L 

IV 
--13 

No ' 

148 43.8 96 

4 26.7 96 

3 100.096 

W77 40.5% ~ 
-N- B 0 0.0%--

o L_ .. O 0.0% 

IV 
Yes 13 

C 

36-- 24.3% -'. 

2 50.096 

1 33.39" 

IV 112 75.7% 
NOB 2 50.096 

c: 2 66.796 

Y 
IV 53 68.8 90 

~-BO° 0.0-6 

COO.09" ------

\~--24 31: 29.1 • 

--- B 0 O.O!'.; 
No COO. 096 ------._,,_._-- -"".' 

Y IV 24 66.6% 
..liUL B 2 100.096 

C 1 100.0 90 

~
'I 12 33.3 96 

--13 0 0.096 
No ~O O.Q!'o 

Ye::; \B~ 57 50.9!'0 
2 100.0% 

COO.O!'.; _, ___ ............ "''''''- _~_~= .5,._ 

-----
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DIAGRAM 2. CAREER PROGRESSION OF MALES IN 1949 COHORT, BY RACE/ETHNICITY 
= 

Total in 
Cohort 

IV 677 
B 44 
C ____ ..!.,,19;z.. 

through 17 
414 61.2% 

36 81.8!'0-
17 89.5% 

IV 263 38.8% 
--13 8 18.296-

No Ir. 2 
1..-,-_---::;....-.=..;1 0:::...:.~5~96 

"31 .:znd 0 ldf'.r 

18 
IV 

Yes B 

C 

Yes IV 163 65.7% 

f;m'oug'h 20 -1-- B -27 93. :l!'o 
248 59.996 C 11 78.6!'6 

29 80.6!'6 
14 82.4% 

IV 
Yes B 

78 
3 

47.096 
42.9!'0 

IV 166 40.n~ C 
-- B 7 19.4 96 

No C~, __ ~3_~1~7~.6~% ,~~~ ____ , 
IV 

2 66.7!'0 

88 53.096 

77 29.390 

5 62.5 96 

o 0.0% 

IV 186 70.7 9,; 

"NO 13 3 37.596 
C 2 100. 09ci 

4 57.190 --13 
No C 

----~...=..::....:...::..;:..... 
1 33.3 96 

Y W3241.6!'d 
~ B 4 80.096 

COO.090 

I\' 132 '"""7l. 090,--1' 
--B 3 100 0 9-No • • 0 c. 0 O.O~.i ---- "----
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DIAGRAM 3. CAREER PROGRESSION OF MALES IN 1955 COHORT, BY RACE/ETImICITY 

lJ't/ta'l ill 
.. ,_ Cqtzo'i'L __ 
IV 961 
B 106 
~ ___ ._._..A.L 

6 t1rl'c.mqh 17 
IV 497 51 7% 

,Yes 13 90 84.9 96-
C 39 83.09.; 

IV 464 48.39.; 
-B 16 15.1 96-

No Ie 8 17.0% 
L-_-=---=":~'::"; 

18 
• IV 

...l2lL II 

Y 
IV 136 29.3% 

~B 2 12.596 

C 4 50.09.; 

IV 328 
Nc;- B 14 

C 4 

70.7% 
87.5 9

" 
50.090 

----.--~-

W 32 13.9% 
Yes 13 4 20.09.; 

C 3 30,0 9". 

-----·'1 'r',~ IV 35 25.l% 
-( ~., 13 1 50.0 9.; 

C1 ___ 1 __ Z_~..!.9j; .. i 

~
'1-1-0-1-'-7 4-.-3-9,;' 

--B 1 50.09.; 
No, 3 75.0~, 

Y . W 27 8.290'1 
..DlL B 3 21.4% 

C 1 25.011
.;' _______ "..." .. 1 

f 
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DIAGRAM 4. CAREER PROGRESSION OF FEMALES ==_: IN 1942 COHORT, BY RACE/ETHNICITY 

2'otaZ -i:n 
Cohort 

IV 267 
B 5 
L- -L 

18 

21 and OZde:t' 
Yes IV 6 50.0 96 

th:t'ou.gh 20 -1-':'" BOO. 09
6 

6 through 17 
IV 51 19.1 96 

Yes IV 
-13 

C 

Yes? 1 20.0%-
_C __ O __ ~ 

IV 216 80:9% 
--B 4 80.096 

No 4 100.0% 

IV 
-13 

No C 

Yes IV 
B 
C 

I~ 

~B 
C 

12 23.5% C 0 0.0% 
o 0.096 
o 0.0% 

39 76.5% ~ 
1 100.09.; 

o 0.0% 

25 11. 696 
0 0.0 96 
0 0.096 

191 88.4 96 
4 100.0% 
4 100.096 

IV 6 50.09.; 

~B 0 0.096 
o C 0 0.0% 

~ 
IV 15 38.5% 
13 0 
C 0 

IV 24 
-B 1 

No C 0 

Yes IV 10 
13 0 
C 0 

r 15 
-B 0 No , 0 

11'140 
-13 3 

No C 3 

0.09.; 

0.096 

61.5 9.; 

100.09.; 

0.096 

40.096 

0.0% 
0.096 

60.09.; 

0.09.; 

0.09.; 

73.3?.; 
75.096 
75.096 
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DIAGRAM 5. CAREER PROGRESSION OF FEMALES IN 1949 COHORT, BY RACE/ETHNICITY 

'fot,l7 'tlZ 

__ "_..12<.:1,, ~~t-
IV 508 
B 39 
L. ____ . 10 
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DIAGRAM 6. CAREER PROGRESSION OF FEMALES IN 1955 COHORT, BY RACE/ETHNICITY 
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a finding which, as we shall see, consistently introduces considerable error 

\'1hon attempting to predict later adult careers from juvenile and young adult 

police recol'ds. 

Tubles 3 and 4 facilitate comparison of the proportion of persons with 

uge purled continuity for Traffic vs. Non-traffic offenses by ruce/ethnicity 

and aroa of socialization. The proportion with continuity from uge period 

to age period remuins lower for White males and fomales than for both Blacks 

and Chicanos for both Traffic and Non-traffic offenses wlwrcver comparison 

is possible. Their dissimilarity is least for the mules in the 1955 Cohort 

in Areas A and B, but even here the differences are significant. As in 

the case of males, u gl'eater proportion of the White femules from the inner 

city exhibited age period continuity and, although more similar to that 

of the minority groups, particularly in the 1955 Cohort, continuity \WS 

still less than that for either Blacks or Chicanas. 

Tables 5 and 6 indicate that the correlation for nwnber of polict~ con­

tacts between the age periods 6-17 vs. 18 and older and 6-20 vs. 21 rulu oldor 

by race/ethnicity and sex were lower for Traffic contacts than for Non-truffic 

contacts in every comparison for the males and in almost every comparison 

for the females. The only exceptions were for Blacl~ females in the 1949 

Cohort (the difference was small) and Chicanas in the 1955 Cohort. Non-traffic 

contacts \'1ere more closely related, ag(;' period to age period, for both mule 

and female Whites socialized in the inner city than their counterparts from 

out lying areaz. While this was generally tho case for Traffic contacts as 

\'1e 11, there were some exceptions. 

When the age period to age period continuity of all Whites was compared 

wi th those for Blacks ond Chicanos, the Black males had greater continuity 

than did the White males. For the 1955 Cohort, the one cohort for which com-

\ 

1 

I 



-

• • t , 

TABLE 3. CONTINUITY OF CAREERS BASED ON CONTACTS FOR NON-TRAFFIC YS. TRAFFIC CONTACT OFFENSES BY COMBINATIONS OF AGE 
PERIODS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND NATURAL AnEA OF PRINCIPAL JUVENILE RESIDENCE, MALES 

Time Period/Con-
tinuity Contact TOTAL A-B C-D-H* 

Types White Black Chicano White Black Chicano White 
Juv 18-20 21+ NT T** NT T NT T NT T NT T NT T NT i 

Yes Yes Yes 10.1 16.9 20.0 60.0 33.3 11.1 18.3 20.0 60.0 33.3 11.0 16.1 
Yes Yes No 11.8 3.0 6.7 12.7 3.2 6.7 12.9 3 " ... 
Yes No Yes 8.0 9.5 40.0 15.1 13.5 40.0 4.5 8.4 
Yes No No 13.3 4.7 13.5 3.2 13.5 7.1 
No Yes Yes 2.4 14.2 13.3 13.3 66.7 3.2 11.9 13.3 13.3 66.7 1.9 14.8 
No Yes No 10.7 9.2 13.3 8.7 9.5 13.3 12.3 9.0 
No No Yes 6.2 16.9 13.3 33.3 5.6 11.9 13.3 33.3 7.1 18.7 
No No No 37.6 25.7 13.3 6.7 66. '1 30.2 28.6 13.3 6.7 66.7 36.8 ~ 

100.1 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.1 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. O' 99.9 
1942 N = 338 15 3 126 15 3 155 

Yes Yes Yes 11.8 6.9 15.9 22.7 31. 6 21.1 12.7 8.9 16.7 21.4 20.0 26.7 11.7 5.:; 
Yes Yes No 10.8 5.3 4.5 4.5 10.5 5.3 13.6 5.6 4.8 4.8 13.3 6.7 10.4 5.5 
Yes No Yes 10.6 6.9 43.2 11.4 31.6 10.5 16.0 7.5 42.9 11.9 40.0 13.3 9.0 7.4 
Yes No No 17.0 13.4 15.9 4.5 15.8 10.5 11.7 12.7 16.7 2.4 13.3 13.3 22.7 13.9 
No Yes Yes 2.8 7.1 2.3 22.7 21.1 3.3 8.0 2.3 23.8 13.3 1.4 6.0 
No Yes No 8.1 10.8 11.4 15.8 6.1 10.8 11.9 20.0 9.3 10.7 
No No Yes 5.9 11.2 9.1 4.5 5.3 6.6 14.6 7.1 4.8 4.6 10.1 
No No No 32.9 38.3 9.1 18.2 10.5 10.5 30.0 31.9 9,5 19.0 13.3 6.7 30.9 41.0 

'§9.'9 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 - 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.1 
1949 N = 677 44 19 213 42 15 366 

\ 

Yes Yes Yes 9.6 8.8 33.0 23.6 17.0 17.0 19.2 16.9 33.7 24.0 18.4 18.4 8.0 7.8 
Yes Yes No 17.0 14.8 33.0 17.9 42.6 36.2 20.9 19.2 31. 7 17.3 42.1 34.2 16.8 14.1 
Yes No Yes 3.1 2.5 3.8 2.8 6.4 6.4 3.4 2.3 3.8 2.9 7.9 7.9 2.7 2.0 
Yes No No IS.7 8.7 14.2 3.8 14.9 21.5 7.9 14.4 3.8 13.2 16.6 9.6 
No Yes Yes 2.6 2.8 .9 .9 2.1 2.3 3.4 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 
No Yes No 5.4 7.1 .9 4.3 4.3 5.1 5.6 1.0 2.6 5.3 5.4 7.2 
No No Yes 1.2 1.8 .9 1.9 2.1 1.7 1.7 1.0 1.9 2.6 .7 1.4~ 
No No No 45.4 53.5 13.2 49.1 12.8 34.0 26.0 42.9 13.5 49.0 15.8 31. 6 47.7 55.9lD 

'100.0 99.9 - 10070 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.1 99.9 100.1 99.9 100.0 
1955 N ~ 961 106 47 177 104 38 553 

. . --
* PCl'sons whose principal place of residence as a juvenile \'1as not in Arcas A or B or a combination thereof, or t 

C, D, or E or u combination thereof, \'1ere excluded. 

\ ** NT ::: Non-traffic offenses, T = Traffic only. 
I 

"-

\ 
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TABLE 4. CONTINUITY CJF CAREERS BASED ON CONTACTS FOR NON-TRAFFIC VS. TRAFFIC CONTACT OFFENSES BY COMBINATIONS OF AGE 00 
I-

PERIODS BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND NATURAL AREA OF PRINCIPAL JUVENILE RESIDENCE, FEMALES a 

Time Period/Con-
tinuity Contact TOTAL A-B C-D-E* 

TlEes White Black Chicana White Black Chicana White 
Juv 18-20 21+ NT T** NT T NT T NT f NT f NT T NT T 

Yes Yes Yes 1.9 20.0 
" 

4.3 33.3 .9 
Yes Yes No .7 --:.- 1.1 .9 
Yes No Yes 2.2 1.5 5.3 1.1 .9 1.8 
Yes No No 9.4 6.4 20.0 20.0 7.4 6.4 33.3 20.0 9.7 7.1 
No Yes Yes .7 4.1 1.1 4.3 4.4 
No Yes No 6.0 5.2 60.0 20.0 5.3 6.4 66.7 20.0 6.2 5.3 
No No Yes 3.0 18.0 20.0 5.3 14.9 33.3 .9 18.6 
Nc No No 77 .9 62.9 60.0 20.0 80.0 80.0 74.5 62.8 33.3 80.0 80.0 81.4 61. 9 

99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.2 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
1942 N = 267 5 5 94 3 5 113 

Yes Yes Yes 1.2 1.0 2.6 10.3 3.0 1.5 2.6 10.5 .7 1.0 
Yes Yes No 2.8 1.2 2.6 2.6 3.0 .8 2.6 2.6 2.3 .7 
Yes No Yes 3.1 2.6 28.2 3.8 1.5 2R.9 3.3 3.0 
Yes No No 13.0 13.0 20.5 2.6 30.0 10.0 13.6 15.9 21.1 2.6 22.2 11.1. 14.6 11.9 
No Yes Yes .2 2.0 2.6 5.1 10.0 3.8 2.6 5.3 .3 1.7 
No Yes No 5.5 7.3 12.8 10.0 2.3 7.6 13.2 11.1 6.6 7.'3 
No No Yes 5.3 7.1 5.1 15.4 30.0 30.0 6.8 6.1 4.3 15.8 33.3 33.3 4.0 8.3 
No No No 68.9 65.9 38.5 51.3 30.0 50.0 67.4 62.9 36.8 50.0 33.3 55.5 68.2 66.2 

100.0 100.1 100.1 100.1 Yao.o 100.0 99.9 100.1 99.9 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.1 
508 39 10 132 38 9 302 

Yes Yes Yes 1.9 .8 14.0 5.8 12.5 9.4 3.3 .6 14.0 5.8 15.4 11.5 2.1 1.1 
Yes Yes No 7.5 5.2 10.5 5.8 9.4 14.8 8.2 10.5 5.8 7.7 5.8 4.7 
Yes No Yes 1.4 1.2 3.5 1.2 12.5 6.3 .5 .6 3.5 1.2 15.4 7.7 2.1 1.7 
Yes No No 12.3 4.9 23.3 2.3 28.1 6.3 17.6 5.5 23.3 2.3 34.6 3.8 12.6 5.3 
No Yes Yes 1.1 .7 2.3 2.3 3.1 3.1 1.1 .6 2.3 2.3 3.8 3.8 .9 .4 
~o Yes No 3.5 7.3 5.8 4.7 3.1 4.4 8.8 5.8 4.7 3.4 7.5 
No No Yes 1.4 1.9 2.3 1.2 3.1 .5 2.2 2.3 1.2 3.8 1.7 1.7 
"\1 No No 70.9 78.1 38.4 76.7 28.1 75.0 57.7 73.6 38.4 76.7 19.2 73.1 71.4 77 .6 

100.0 100.1 100.1 100.0 99.9 100.1 99.9 100.1 100.1 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.0 
1955 N =: 917 86 32 182 86 26 531 

."., ---,.----_., ._-
Pt'r!;()Jj" II/hose pr lllcipal place of residence as a juvenile \\las not in Areas A or B or a combination thereof, or . , or E or a combination thereof, were exciuded . , 

, 
\~"., ":. ~on-tra.r'ic ,ffp Ises, T = Traffic only. 
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TABLE 5. CORRELATION OF NUMls':'.\ OF NON-TRAFFIC POLICE CONTACTS BETWEEN AGE PERIODS BY RACE/ETHNICITY> SEX, AND 
NATURAL AREA OF JUVEN~LE RESIDENCE* 

=" ~~ .. "",- -= 

WHITE BLACK CHICANO 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 
1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1949 1955 1949 1955 1955 1955 

Entire City 

6-17 x 18+ .388 .489 .478 .299 .319 .457 .686 .520 .405 .437 .521 .429 

6-20 x 21+ .368 .448 .314 .368 .389 .302 .536 .349 .428 .360 .372 .192 

N 338 677 961 267 508 91:7 44 106 39 86 47 32 

Inner Citl A-B 

6-17 x 18+ .515 .558 .523 .414 .579 .604 . .670 .516 .396 .437 .665 .396 

6-20 x 21+ .559 .526 .390 .435 .509 .335 .512 .344 .421 .360 .413 .176 

N 126 213 177 94 132 182 42 104 38 86 38 26 

Outer Citl C-D-E 

6-17 x 18+ .286 .444 .437 .140 .216 .366 

6-20 x 21+ .216 .394 .259 .265 .337 .285 

N 212 464 784 173 376 735 

* Pearson's R computed with number of police contacts collapsed to 1,2,3,4, and 5 or +. 00 
J-I 
J-I 

, 



TABLE 6. CORRELATION OF NUMBER OF TRAFFIC CONTACTS BETWEEN AGE PERIODS BY RACE/ETHNICITY) SEX) AND NATURAL AREA OF 
JUVENILE RESIDENCE* 

_~_ __ _n_ __ . ~ 

WI-IITE BLACK CHICANO 

Male Female Male Female Male Female 
1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1949 1955 1949 1955 1955 1955 

Entire Citl 

6-17 x 18+ .257 .223 .093 .091 .078 .057 .355 .317 .014 .176 .302 .406 

6-20 x 21+ .351 .232 .129 .106 .208 -.018 .478 .161 .465 .018 -.074 .406 

N 338 677 961 267 508 917 44 106 39 86 47 32 

Inner Citl A-B 

6-17 x 18+ .273 .173 .046 .208 .223 -.006 .350 .309 .010 .176 .227 .530 

6-20 x 21+ .410 .231 .128 .228 .227 -.027 .481 .167 .461 .018 -.045 .408 

N 126 213 177 94 132 182 42 104 38 86 38 26 

Outer Citl:: C-D-E 

6-17 x 18+ .246 .248 .102 -.006 .015 .073 

6-20 x 21+ .311 .229 .125 -.008 .199 -.014 

N 212 464 784 173 376 735 

* Pearson's R computed with nwnber of police contacts collapsed to 1)2)3)4, and 5 or +. 

co 
l­
N 

, 
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parison was possible, Chicano males showed greater continuity than did the 

Blacks. 

While Black females had more age period continuity than did White females 

in most comparisons, Chicanas had the least continuity. When Black and White 

comparisoTIs were restricted to those who resided in the inner city, with one 

exception for the males and one for the females, the Whites had more age per­

iod to age period continuity than did the Blacks. Chicanos had the highest 

continuity and Chicanas the lowest among those from the 1955 Cohort who were 

socialized in the inner city. 

The possibility of constructing continuity types as a basis for in­

creasing pred.i:ctive efficiency has been explored at some length. When conti­

nuity in careers was characterized by police contacts for the period prior 

to 15, each year between that and 18, and after 18, there were 25 different 

career types in tenns of early start, continuity, discontinuity, and termi­

nation of careers. Needless to say, this scheme, while useful in demonstrating 

the complexity of longitudinal data, had too many categories for analytical 

purposes and it would be necessary to uti lize fewer conti:~ui ty categories. 

TIle complexity of the problem becomes very apparent by looking at Tables 

7 and 8. To produce these tables the age-by-age data for each cohort for 

the ages 15 through 21 were collapsed to eight basic categories in order 

to show how both males and females commence to have contacts, continue to 

hav\.! contacts, and cease to have police contacts, moving from one status to 

the other over the years. Although changing percentages in each career 

type are shown only for the ages 15 through 21 in these tables, they are 

based on the data from age 6 to 33 (1942 Cohort), 6 to 26 (1949 Cohort), and 

6 to 22 (1955 Cohort). 
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TABLE 7. CHANGE IN TIlE DISTRIBUTION OF CAREER TYPES BY COHORT AND AGE BY PERCENT, 
MALES TABLE 8. CHANGE IN THB DISTRIBUTION OF CAREER TYPES BY COHORT AND AGE BY PERCENT, 

FEMALES . 

Age 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Age 

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

A. No Contacts 1942 : 15.4 15.4 15.4 15.4 15.4 15.4 15.4 
1949: 18.2 18.2 18.2 18.2 18.2 18.2 18.2 A. No Contacts 1942: 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 
1955: 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 28.3 1949: 47.6 47.6 47.6 47.6 47.6 47.6 47.6 

1955: 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 54.7 

B. Contacts Prior, 1942: .0 .8 2.5 5.1 7.3 9.3 12.6 
None At Age 1949: 3.5 4.6 7.6 10.9 16.2 22.3 28.6 13. Contacts Prior, 1942: .4 .7 4.3 9.0 10.8 13.4 16.2 
or After 1955: 4.8 6.6 11.6 17.1 25.5 34.4 46.2 None At Age 1949: 3.2 S.O 9.3 12.9 17.8 23.0 28.9 

or After 1955: 4.3 7.1 11.5 16.8 23.7 29.2 34.7 

C. No Contacts Prior, 1942: .8 .8 1.4 1.4 .3 .0 .3 
Contacts At Age, 1949: .9 1.8 2.2 2.0 1.9 .7 1.4 C. No Contacts Prior, 1942: .4 3.2 3.2 .7 2.5 1.4 1.8 
None After 1955: 1.3 2.7 2.3 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.0 Contacts At Age, 1949: 1.3 3.4 2.2 3.2 3.1 3.4 1.6 

None After 1955: 2.3 3.4 3.1 3.9 2.4 1.9 2.7 

D. Contacts Prior, At 1942: .0 .8 1.1 .8 1.7 3.4 1.7 
Age, None After 1949: .5 .8 1. ,! 3.2 4.2 5.7 6.5 D. Contacts Prior, At 1942: .0 .4 1.4 1.1 .0 1.4 .4 

1955: .4 2.3 3.2 6.1 6.7 9.8 18.7 Age, None After 1949: .5 .9 1.4 1.6 2.2 2.5 2.7 
1955: .4 1.1 2.2 3.0 3.2 3.7 6.8 

E. No Contacts Prior 1942: 50.3 36.2 27.8 22.2 19.7 16.6 15.4 
and During, but 1949: 38.9 27.8 18.6 13.5 9.2 7.6 5.0 E. No Contacts Prior 1942: 42.2 35.4 28.9 26.0 22.4 19.5 15.9 
After 1955: 30.2 21.7 14.7 9.4 5.6 2.5 .5 and During, but 1949: 35.0 29.4 24.2 17.6 13.1 8.4 6.5 

After 1955: 26.5 19.2 13.8 8.9 5.3 3.1 .4 

F. No Contacts Prior, 1942: 10.4 13.2 7.0 4.2 2.2 3.1 .8 
but At Age)' and 1949 : 6.2 9.3 7.0 3.1 2.4 .9 1.2 F. No Contacts Prior, 1942: 1.4 3.6 3.2 2.2 1.1 1.4 1.8 
After 1955: 4.2 5.7 4.7 3.1 1.6 1.0 .0 but At Age, and 1949: 2.9 2.2 3.1 3.4 1.4 1.3 .4 

After 1955: 3.4 3.9 2.3 1.1 1.2 .3 .0 

G. Contacts Prior, 1942 : 13.2 13.2 23.0 25.0 30.9 33.4 34.6 
None At Age, . 1949: 16.5 17.4 18.5 23.2 27.3 26.9 22.7 G. Contacts Prior, 1942: 2.5 3.6 4.7 7.2 9.7 9.0 10.1 
but After 1955: 16.9 14.7 16.6 16.3 14.7 9.2 1.4 None At Age, 1949: 7.2 8.8 9.5 11.5 10.1 9.2 8.4 

but After 1955: 5.3 6.2 7.6 7.6 7.6 3.6 .5 

H. Contacts Each. .... 1942: 9.8 19.4 21.6 25.8 22.5 18.8 19.1 
Period 1949: 15.1 19.6 26.6 25.7 20.5 17.7 16.4 H. Conta~ts Each 1942: 1.1 1.1 2.2 1.8 1.4 1.8 1.8 

1955: 14.0 18.0 18.6 17.4 15.4 12.7 2.9 Peri(.~d 1949: 2.3 2.7 2.7 2.2 4.8 4.7 3.9 
1955: 3.1 4.5 4.7 4.1 2.7 3.6 .3 
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Cat~gory A, tho proportion of mules with no contacts, is considerably 

g1'l'ut l'l' fur tIll' 1 tl55 Cohort thun for the 1949 Cohort and least for tIl\) 1942 

Cuhort, largely as a result of 13 years less exposure. Not so for the females 

Sinl.'l', as wC' have shown, their contact rate has been increasing from cohort 

to c;ohort, yours of exposure not being of sufficient weight to generate 

the ~amL' cross-cohort pattern as that for males. Instead, the percent with 

no cuntact is just above or 50~J for each cohort and the 1955 Cohort runs 

about only 2"0 higher than the 1942 Cohort. 

TIll' !Jecond category, B, consists of those who have had prior contacts 

but none at that age or after. These aro the people who have terminated 

their careers at this age according to the records. They may, of course, 

have cnntacts at sume future age because moving vehicle violations can come 

at ilny age, but with this exception these persons have probably ended their 

police contacts. For the 1949 Cohort (although they have now terminated 

their contacts according to police records) futuro contacts arc more of 

a possibility because they may have avoided pOlice contacts for tho period 

between age 21 and 25 but find themselves in contact with the police again 

at a later age. For the 1955 Cohort, \"e can only say that thoy have had 

no contact at ago 21 or 22. Note the similarity of the 1949 females to 

the 1949 mal!,}!; ill this category and the Similarity of males and females 

in all cohorts at the age of 18. 

The next category of people, C ~ have had police contacts at only one 

age, and again we note that the 1942 Cohort has the lowest percent and thu 

1955 Cohort the highest because of years of exposure. The female pattern 

differs for the same reason as it did for the no contact category. 

Those \'1ho had contacts prior to and at age but none after that 
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ago ~ D, (Lre simi! at' to the second <.!atugol'Y but 0..1'(' simp ly a yoar bohind 

them in the termination process, if termination is the end result rather 

than interruption. 

The next category, E, consists of persons who had their first contact 

a year luter than that age. M ore persons from each cohort had their first 

contact at the age of 16 than any other age. Note that this category had 

declined to 15°" or 16~J by age 21 for both sexos as members of the cohort 

gradually acquired pOlice contacts. Years of exposure influences cohort 

di:Hcrcnces in this category as in others. Persons in category F nrc 

similar but have commenced their late start n year earlier. 

The last t,'IO C(ltcgories, G and 11, consist of people ''1ho havo had careers 

that span at least three ycars~ and perhaps more. People in the first of 

these vary from what could be called intermittent careers to relatively 

continuous cureers for they only Haed to have had a contact prior to [tho 

age] and after the age to be in the category, and in the case of the last 

category have had a contal'!t sometime prior to that age, during that age, 

and sometime after that n~:e. It is in these last two catcgorios that \'1e 

again see sizeable differences in the proportion of males vs. females. 

Basically, what \'Ie have here are foul' kinds of persons: (1) those 

,'Ii th no contacts- - A , the first category; (2) those \'1i th careers that seem­

ingly have terminated between the ages of 15 and 21-- B, C, and 0, the next 

three categories (for the 1942 Cohort and probably for many in tbe 1949 

Cohort); (3) those ,."ho have been relatively late startcrs--thc next two 

categories, E and F j and (4) those who have had contac'ts that span a period 

of years and continue into adulthood--the last t\'10 categories, G and II. 

It is in this last category t}wt the differences bct,."cen males and f(~males 
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tU'l' thl' gl'l'att'~;t, with son\(' SOPo to 60 n
" of the malus in these two contll1ui ty 

~'at l'gOt' i l'~ in nmt rast to only 100" to 15~, of the females. 

---------~-~----.----------

I 

, 1 
" 

819 
APPBNDIX J 

'fho data contained in Chapter 10 wero presented without controls for 

sox. Wo nO\~ control for sex in tho SOlllO series of prediction tables. 'tho 

reader is again reminded that the basic problom involved in attempting 

to predict anything that is dcvil!ttt, L I.'. J the fact that far fewer than 

half of the group may fall in the category predicted, is exacGrbated in 

the female casco 

To illustrate the problem let us ref~" to the most difficult case 

for males from the 1949 Cohort in Table 5, predicting who \~il1 have a pOlice 

conta(.~t for a Folony at ag" 18 01' after from who has had a Felony contact 

before that age. This is an example in which, although the marginals are 

highly skewed, there is a definite relationship between the police contact 

status prior to 18 and after 18 (Pearson's R :.:: .3033 and Semel's' D =: ,2747), 

but the distribution is such that pl ... ",r behavior does not !J\)rmit improved 

prediction over that from the marginals, CLwnbua) being :.:(~ro. 

In order to uetermine the effectivcllCS~ of police contaGt status at 

Time 1 in predicting police contat;t status at Time 2, we used the formula 

E2 equalS the munber of errors that would be made by uti lizing 

the modal category at Time 2 as the category into which it ,,,ould be pre­

dicted everyone will fall (the modal category is 679 and the non-modal 

category of I:he prcdictand, E2 ::: (1). Hl equals the number of errors from 

knowledge of the predictor. A prediction that th':>!Jc I"ith no contnct$ in 

Time 1 will have none in Time 2 and that tht>sc Nho have contacts in Time 1 

will do so in Time :1 gives us 87. As Ne have seen, this ,strategy docs 

not increase predidive cfficienl.:Y for the cxmnplc cited: 

We have shown this as .0000 in the table, indit.::ating that tho!'\.' is no lncrCaSt' 

in predictive efficiency. 

f 
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rhe :';L'~Olltl stl'atcgy is to assume that the moual category at Time 1 

i ~ t h .. ' b(,!'>t pn'uictor of where everyone wi 11 be found at Time 2 on thc.~ 

ilS"tmlpt i on that the group wi 11 become morc homogeneous as time goes by 

:1Il,l wi t 1 :.;}lift in the direction of th~ modal category. '1'his seems to make 

~;!.'Il~;L' if om' l'l'ml'mbcl the high rate of discontinuation described in Chapter 8 

anti if h'ss than half of tht' group has had police contacts. Whether this 

IH'Ptlit'tion 1::; better than that madt.: by the first strategy is determined 

by t'nmpllring thl' number of errors made by predicting that everyone will be 

in thu same moual category in Time 2 as in Time 1 with the number of errors 

maUL' hy knowlc.,ugC' of the predictor. In the example that we have just cited 

only 01 errors are mude from the marginal pretliction that no one will have 

a c:ontat't for a Felony after reaching the age of 18. 

The 19£,5 females are an even more extreme example. The Coefficient 

of Pl'f.'dictubi 11 ty reveals that the predictor fails to reduce error over 

'hat obtaJ neu by simply predicting that everyone will have the same character-

istit.' as those in the modal category of the murginals at Time 2, i.e., 

nonc of the females will have police contacts after the age of 18. This 

$trutcgy produces only 32 errors out of 1035 persons in comparison with 64 

01'1'· ... 1'5 based on the predictor. The fact 1s that the second strategy works 

best in most cases for the females because their distributions are so skewed 
\ 

toward no police contacts. 

Since we have already mentioned the male/female differences in Chapter 10, 

Tables 1 thro~gh 6 are presented without further comment. 
, 



TABLE 1. PREDICTING POLICE CONTACTS AND FELONIES AND MISDEMEANORS AGE 18 AND LATER FROM PRIOR POLICE CONTACTS 
AND FELONIES AND MISDEMEANORS: 1942, 1949, AND 1955 COHORT MALES 

1942 
Police Contact Age 18 or + 

Police 
Contact 
Before 
Age 18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Felonies or No 
Misdemeanors 
Before 
Age 18 Yes 

Total 

No Yes 

55 100 
(35.5) (6 11. 5) 

24 

~ (11.9) C 99· 1) 

79 277 
(22.2) (77.9) 

Pearson's R .2809 
Somers' D .2354 
Lambda .0000 

1942 
Felonies or Misde­

meanors Age 18 or + 

No Yes 

120 72 
(62.5) (37.5) 

45 119 
(27.4) (72..~) 

165 191 
(116.3) (53.7) 

Pearson's R .3505 
Somers' D .3506 
Lambda .2909 

Total 

155 
(113. 5) 

201 
(56.5) 

356 
(100.0) 

Total 

192 
(53.9) 

164 
(11601) 

356 
(100.0) 

1949 
Police Contact Age 18 or + 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No Yes Total 

135 138 
(49.5) (50.5) 

93 374 
(19.9) (90.1) 

~28 512 
(30.9) (69.2) 

Pearson's R .3087 
Somers' D .2954 
Lambda .0000 

1949 
Felonies or Misde­
meanors Age 18 or + 

No Yeli --
256 11(' 

(69.9) (30.1) 

146 228 
(39.0) (61.0) 

273 
(36.9) 

467 
(63.1) 

740 
(100.0) 

Total 

366 
(119. 5) 

374 
(50.5) . 402 338 740 

(5 11.3) (45.7) (100.0) 
Pearson's R .3102 
Somers' D .3091 
Lambda .2426 

1955 
Police Contact Age 18 or + 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No Yes Total 

315 175 
(64.3) (35.7) 

220 404 
(35.3) (64.7) 

535 579 
(49.0) (52.0) 

Pearson's R .2884 
Somers' D .2903 
Lambda .2617 

1955 
Felonies or Misde­
meanors Age 18 or + 

No Yes 

490 
(44.0) 

624 
(SG.o) 

111·+ 
(100.0) 

Total 

478 169 No 647 
(73.9) (26.1) (59.1) 

2(11 266 Yes 467 
(If 3. 0) (57. 0) (U.9) 

Total 679 435 1114 
(61.0) (39.<,) (100.0) 

Pearson's R .3119 
Somers' D .3084 
Lambda .1494 

, 

I 

co 
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TABLE 2. PREDICTING POLICE CONTACTS AND FELONIES MD MISDEMEANORS AGE 18 AND LATER FROM PRIOR POLICE CONTACTS 
AND FELONIES AND MISDEMEANORS: 1942~ 1949, AND 1~55 COHORT FEMALES 

1942 
Police Contact Age 18 or + 

Police 
Contact 
Before 
Age 18 

No 

Yes 

No 

144 
(64 .3) 

25 
(H • 2 ) 

Yes 

80 
(35 .7) 

28 
(52.8) 

Total 169 108 

Felonies or No 
Misdemeanors 
Before 
Age 18 Yes 

Total 

(Sl.O ) 
Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

(39.0) 
.1380 
.1712 
.0278 

1942 
Felonies or Misde­
meanors Age 18 or + 

No 

212 
(84.1) 

16 
(6 11.0) 

228 
(82. ::I) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

Yes 

40 
(15.9) 

9 
(36.0) 

49 
(17. 7) 
.1511 
.2013 
.0000 

Total 

224 
(80 .9) 

53 
(19.1) 

277 
(100.0) 

Total 

252 
(91.0) 

25 
(9. n) 

277 
(100.0) 

1949 1955 
Police Contact Age 18 ur + Polico Contact Ag~ 18 or + 

No Yes 

No 265 135 
(66 .3) (33 • a) 

Yes 73 84 
(46 .5) (53.5) 

Total 338 219 

No 

Yes 

Total 

(60 .7) 
Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

(39 .3) 
.1819 
.1975 
.0502 

1949 
Felonies or Misde­
meanors Age 18 or + 

No 

394 
(84.2) 

49 
(55. 1) 

443 
(79.5) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

Yes 

74 
(15.S) 

-
t;0 

(II II. 9) 

114 
(20.5) 
.2646 
.2913 
.0000 

Total No YO!; 

400 No S6b 14() 
(71 .8) (79 .5) (:.:. 0 .5) 

157 Ye!; 182 141 
(2. 8 .2) (5 G .3) (43 .7) 

557 
(100.0) 

Total 748 287 

Total 

468 
(B II. 0) 

89 
(16.0) 

557 
(100.0) 

No 

Yes 

Total 

(12 .3) 
Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

(n • .,) 
.2396 
.2315 
.0000 

1955 
Felonies or Misde­
meanors Age 18 or + 

No 

732 
(07.7) 

125 
(62.5) 

857 
(02.e) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

Yes 

103 
(12. • 3) 

75 
(37.5) 

178 
(17.,') 
.2633 
.2517 
.0000 

Total 

it.: 
(L S .Il) 

3.;;~ 

(3 t • :' ) 

1035 
(100.0) 

Total 

835 
ltlO. 7) 

200 
(1'),3) 

11135 
(100.0) 

00 
N 
N 
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TABLE 3. PREDICTING WHO WILL COMMIT A FELONY OR MAJOR MISDEMEANOR AT AGE 18 OR LATER FROM PRIOR POLICE CONTACTS, 
PRIOR NON-TRAFFIC POLICE CONTACTS, AND PRIOR FELONIES: 1942, 1949, AND 1955 MALES 

Police 
Contact 
Before 
Age 18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Non-traffic No 
Police 
Contact 
Before Yes 
Age 18 

Total 

Felony or No 
~1ajor Misde-
meanor 
Before 
Age 18 

Yes 

Total 

1942 
Felony or Major Misde M 

meanor Age 18 or + 
No Yes Total 

150 
(96.B) 

158 
(7B.6) 

308 
(B6.5) 

Pearson l s R 
Somers l D 
Lambda 

No 

188 
(93.5) 

120 
(77. I,) 

308 
(86.5) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lrunbda 

No 

264 
(90. II) 

44 
(60.8) 

- 308 
(8G.5) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

5 
(3.2) 

43 
(21. II) 

48 
(13.5) 
.2637 
.1817 
.0000 

Yes 

13 
( 6. 5) 

35 
(22.6) 

48 
(13.5) 
.2339 
.1611 
.0000 

Yes 

28 
(9. 6) 

20 
(31.3) 

48 
(19.5) 
.2433 
.2166 
.0000 

155 
(43. 5) 

201 
(56.5) 

356 
(100.0) 

Total 

201 
(56.5) 

155 
(113.5) 

356 
(l00.0) 

Total 

292 
(B2.0) 

64 
(18.0) 

356 
(100.0) 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

1949 
Felony or Major Misde­

meanor Age 18 or + 
No Yes Total 

263 
(9 (\ • 3) 

374 
(80.1) 

637 
(e6.1) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

No 

3:~4 

(9G.O) 

303 
(77.3) 

637 
(8G.1) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lrunbda 

No 

530 
(92.3) 

1---

107 
(G 'I. 5) 

10 
(3. 7) 

93 
(19.9) 

103 
(13.9) 
.2265 
.1625 
.0000 

Yes 

14 
(11.0) 

89 
(22.7) 

103 
(13.9) 
.2694 
.1868 
.0000 

Yes 

44 
(7.7) 

59 
(35.5) 

273 No 
(3G.9) 

467 Yes 
(G 3. 1) 

740 Total 
(100.0) 

Total 

348 No 
(47.0) 

392 Yes 
(ss.o) 

740 Total 
(100.0) 

Total 

574 No 
(77.G) 

166 Yes 
(22. II) 

Total 637 103 740 Total 
(100.0) (86.1) 

Pearson's R 
8omers' D 
Lambda 

(19.9) 
.3359 
.2788 
.0000 

1955 
Felony or Major Misde-

meanor Age 18 or + 
No Yes Total 

461 
(9 11.5) 

458 
(73. 2 ) 

919 
(82.5) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

No 

541 
(9 1101) 

378 
(70. 1) 

919 
(82.5) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

No 

754 
(90.9) 

t--. 

loS 
(59.1) 

919 
(02.5) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

27 
(5. 5) 

168 
(26.8) 

195 
(17.5) 
.2782 
.2130 
.0000 

Yes 

34 
(5.9) 

161 
(29 .9) 

195 
(17.5) 
.3151 
.2396 
.0000 

Yes 

76 
(9.2) 

119 
('11.9) 

195 
(17.5) 
.3756 
.3275 
.0000 

488 
(t19.~) 

626 
(56.2) 

1114 
(100.0) 

Total 

575 
(Sl.S) 

539 
(40. 1.) 

1114 
(100.0) 

Total 

830 
(7 11.5) 

284 
(25.5) 

1114 
(100.0) 

co 
N 
I...N 
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TABLB 4. PRHDICTING WHO WILL COMMIT A FELONY OR MA.JOR MISDEMEANOR AT AliI: 1 H OR LATI.!R FROM PRIOR POLICn CONTN:TS i 

PRIOR NON-TRAFFIC POLICE CONTf:TS, AND PRIOR FELONIES: ]842, HI4~), AND UJ5ti FU~1ALES 

Police No 
Contact 
Before 
Age 18 Yes 

Total 

~on-traffic No 
Police 
Contact 
Before Yes 
Age 18 

Total 

clony or No 
ajor Misde­
canor Before 
go 18 Yes 

1942 
Felony or Mujor Misde­

meanor Age 18 or + 
No Yes Total 

219 5 224 
(97.8) (2.2) (90.9) 

50 3 53 
(94.3) (5.7) (19.1) 

269 8 277 
(97.1) (2.9) (100.0) 

Pearson's R .0805 
Somers' D .0343 
Lambda .0000 

No Yes Total 

236 6 242 
(97.5) (2. r,) (87. I,) 

33 2 3S 
(9 1, .3) (5.7) (12..6) 

269 ( 8 '\ (97.1) 2.9) 
277 

(100.0) 
Pearson's R .0642 
Somers' D .0324 
Lambda .0000 

No '(es Total 

265 ~ (97.1) 
,~73 

(98.G) 

4 a 4 
(100.0) (0. 0) (1.4) 

, 
Total 269 8 277 

('1'/.1) (2.9) 
Pea,~on's R -.0209 
Somtrs' D -.0293 
", .... ' I, .oooe 

(100.0) 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Totul 

No 

Yes 

Total 

1949 
Felony ot' Maj or Mi!;~k'-
moanor Agl.' 18 01' + 

No Yes 
-..:~' --

.-~ (:~.') I 387 
(9 G • (l) 

146 

~ (9'.\. 0) (i' • 0) 

533 24 
(95.7) (I' • s) 

Pearson's R .0832 
Somers' D .0376 
Lambda .0000 

No Yes 
418 

(9'lo 0) 

115 
(91.s) 

533 
(95.7) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' 0 
Lambda 

No 
503 

(9G.O) 

30 
(90.9) 

533 
(95. 'I) 

Pearson's It 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

13 
(3. 0) 

11 
(8. 'I) 
-.:.-:--
~4 

(I, • 3) 
.1177 
.0571 
.0000 

21 
Cit. 0) 

.. 

3 
(<).1) --24 
(I, • 3) 
.0591 
.0508 
.0000 

Total 

400 
17 1 • 8 ) 

157 
(;' I! • ") 

557 
(100.0) 

Total 

431 
('17. 'I) 

126 
t~,~. 6) 

557 
lloo.o) 

Total 

524 
(9 It. 1) 

33 
(5. Cj) 

557 
llOO.O) 

---------~. -_.,,--"-_. 

19~i5 
Ft'lony Ill' Maj,}r Mi~lh'~ 

moanor Ag\' 18 ,H' + 
No Yl'$ Total 

No ,'-704 ~""-~.-...'-~'"'''' 

11 715 

Yos t·~tt·~-
(1.5) ((j q • 1 ) 

- ... -,---,=-... ~ 

.5S 320 
(lo. ") (3 il • q I 

Total 989 46 ~ 1035 
(95. (j) (II. II) (100.0) 

Pearson's R . :n08 
Somers' D .0940 
Lambda .0000 

No Yes Total 

No 753 14 767 
lq6'~) (1 d1J t'7 r.. 1) 

"~.-

Yes 236 32 .!1l8 
(0 !.l.l) __ (11. 91J l"" 4) Ii oJ. 

Total 989-- 46 1035 
( 9 5. l\) (I" II) (100.0) 

Pearson's R .2150 
Somers I D .1012 
Lambda .0000 

No Yes Total 

C--T~ No 898 28 926 

('~'~.: u) ".~~ ~~l.. ({\ <) • s) 

Yes ~ 91 18 J 1 O~l 
" (B,':!.i) tH.!») II O. !J) 

Total 989 46 lOSS 
(95.6) (" • II) (laO.,,) 

Pl'llrson' s R • .:!OO9 
Somers' [) .1349 
Lrunbua .0OOt' 

00 
N 
.,J:::-

, 
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TABLE 5. PREDICTING WHO WILL COMMIT A FELONY AT AGE 18 OR LATER FROM PRIOR POLICE CONTACTS> PRIOR NON-TRAFFIC 
POLICE CO~rACTS, AND PRIOR FELONIES: 1942, 1949, AND 1955 MALES 

Police 
Contact 
Before 
Age 18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Non-traffic No 
Police 
Contact 
Before Yes 
Age 18 

Felony 
Before 
Age 18 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

1942 
Felony Age 1H or + 

No Yes 

153 
(90. 7) 

179 
(09.1) 

332 
(93.3) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lumbda 

No 

198 
(98.S) 

134 
(0&.5) 

332 
(93.S) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lrunbd.l 

No 

309 
(95.1) 

23 
(7/1. <!) 

332 
(93.3) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' [) 

Lambda 

2 
(1. 3) 

22 
(10.9) 

24 
(& • 7) 
.1909 
.0966 
.0000 

Yes 

3 
(1. 5) 

21 
(13.5) 

24 
(6.7) 
.2384 
.1206 
.0000 

Yes 

16 
(/1.9) 

8 
(25. B) 

24 
(6.7) 
.2348 
.2088 
.0000 

Total 

155 
(l1:S. 5) 

201 
(56.5) 

356 
(100.0) 

Total 

201 
(56.5) 

155 
(113. 5) 

356 
(100.0) 

Total 

325 
(91.3) 

31 
(0.7) 

356 
(100.0) 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

1949 
Felony Age 18 or + 

No Yes 

269 
(90.5) 

410 
(07.0) 

679 
(91.0) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

No 
r----' 

343 
(98.6) 

336 
(05. ,,) 

679 
(91.8) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

No 

628 
(9/1. 6) 

51 
(67.1) 

4 
(1.5) 

57 
(12.2) 

61 
(8.2) 
.1884 
.1074 
.0000 

Yes 

5 
(1.4) 

56 
(1 1/. S) 

61 
(8.2) 
.2332 
.1285 
.0000 

Yes 

36 
(5.4) 

25 
(S2.9) 

Total 679 61 
(0.2) (91.8) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' 0 
Lambda 

.3033 

.2747 

.0000 

Total 

273 
(36.9) 

467 
(63.1) 

740 
(100.0) 

Total 

348 
(4".0) 

392 
(53.0) 

740 
(100.0) 

Total 

664 
(89.7) 

76 
(10.3) 

740 
(100.0) 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

1955 
Felony Age 18 or + 

No Yes 

469 
(96.1) 

SOl 
(80.0) 

970 
(07.1) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lambda 

No 

551 
(95.0) 

419 
(77.7) 

970 
(07.1) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' 0 
Lambda 

No 

872 
(92.~) 

98 
(50.3) 

19 
(3. 9) 

.. -
125 

(20.0) 

144 
(12.9) 
.2377 
.1608 
.0000 

Yes 

24 
(4.2) 

120 
(22.9) 

.144 ~ (12.9 
.269 
.1809 
.0000 

Yes 

74 
(7,0) 

70 
(41. 'I) 

Total 970 144 
(07, 1) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' 0 
Vunbda 

(12.9) 
.3610 
.3384 
.0000 

Total 

488 
(//3. 0) 

626 
(5G,;» 

1114 
(100.0) 

Total 

575 
(51.6) 

539 
(tIO,4) 

(1.114 ) 
100. a 

Total 

946 
(04.9) 

168 
(lS.l) 

1114 
(100. 0) 

, 

\ 

00 
N 
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TABLE 6. PREDICTING WIlO In!.!. COMMIT A FELONY AT AIlE 181m LATER FROM PRIOR POLICE CONTACTS, PHWR NON-TRAFFIC 
POLICE CONTACTS, AND PRIOR FELONIES: 1942, 194D, AND 1!J55 FEMALES 

_ ... .a--.~ __ ...... :z __ ~' __ '"'~.,."....-~ •. _~ ~~~""'''''''-'''.4"""",,"ca_.''''''''-''~_'''''~'_~''''~''''''''''''''''''-~t:~. '" """ ___ ", .. "'a,-... -..ll-"~ ,-" -,,<, "-,,,c ... ,=-... ~_ ."~ ... ____ ",,,._ .. ..-_-_ ,_,=~~"' ..... ,= __ ~_--...,,_,, ___ .'7_""'''''''' _ ~"""""~ ,.,-."-",,-,,, ..... ,"._"" ........ _ .. .., •. 
~~ __ .. __ ~~~ ____ -....,,~_-"'~ _~ __ ""-'.:. a.~~""'-.o,.,_~~ ____ -':-~""-. "-'""'-.. ___ ~~~ ....... ---"<;.-. "* .... , .... ...,_., _____ .,..,, __ . ""'--"'_""-'-', ___ .. ""~_..,. __ ,-... ... '-'1'_"- .-<-" '-" _____ '"- H, __ .__..'_, 

Police 
Contact 
Buforc 
Age 18 

No 

Yes 

1942 
Felony Ag~ 18 or + 

No Yos Total 

221 

51 
(96. ;,) 

3 
(1. 'I) 

., .. 
(3. 0) 

224 
(130,9) 

S3 
(19.1) 

Total 272 5 -- 277 

~on-traffic No 
Police 
Contact 
Before Yes 
Age 18 

Felony 
Before 
Age 18 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

(90.2) 
Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lrunbda 

No 

238 
(98.9) 

34 
(97.1) 

272 
(98.2) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' D 
Lrunbda 

No 

271 
(90.2) 

1 
(100.0) 

272 
f' ) ,.98.2 

(1.8) 
.0719 
.0243 
.0000 

Yes 

4 
(1. 7) 

1 
(2.9) 

5 
(1. 8) 
.0301 
.0120 
.0000 

Yes 

5 
(1.8) 

0 
(C. 0) 

-S 
(1.8) 

l~earson' s R - .0082 
SomcrJ' D -.0181 
T rnnbua .0000 

(100.0) 

Total 

242 
(87.4) 

3S 
(12.6) 

277 
(100.0) 

Total 

276 
(99.6) 

1 
(0. 4) 

277 
(100.0) 

l~4D 
Fulony Age 18 or + 

No Yl'S 

No 392 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

(90.0) 

152 5 
(q G • !l) ( 3 • ;~) 

544-" -'-f3~~ 
(97.7) (2.3) 

Pearson's R .0353 
Somers' D .0119 
Lambda .0000 

No Yes 

423 8 
(98.1) (1. 9) 

121 5 
(96.0) (1+ • 0) 

S44 13 
(97.7) (2. 3) 

Pearson's R .0585 
Somers' D .0211 
Lrunbda .0000 

No Yes 

536 13 
(97.6) (:>.4) 

8 0 
(100.0) (0.0) 

544 13 
(97.7) (2.3) 

Pearson's R -.0187 
Somers' D -.0237 
Lambda • 0000 

Total 

400 
('/l.A) 

157 
(28.~) 

557 
(100.0) 

'fot a1 

431 
(77.4) 

126 
(::2.6) 

557 
(100.0) 

Total 

549 
(9B.6) 

8 
(1. II) 

557 
(100.0) 

No 

Yps 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

1955 
Felony Age III II or + 

No Yes -,--"- . ;..,.. "". -~'" - _.""-----', -

708 .., , 
(99.0) (1. 0) 

--~----.>~., ",. .,..---300 ...... ,,_'"'"" '-" 

295 25 
(q:' • :') ( 'J' • (1) 

-. -10 0 3---' . ";,-;'r-- .. 
,~w 

e9G.9) (:3 • 1) 
Pearson's R .t825 
Somers' D .0683 
Lrunbda .0000 

No Yes ---
757 10 

(9B.7) (1. 3) 
---~ .-.. -

246 22 
(91.8) (B • ~) 

10('5'3"" 32 
(96.9) (3. 1) 

Pearson's R .1748 
Somers' D .0691 
Lambda .0000 

No Yes 

965 26 
(97.4) (l. h) 

38 6 
(!l G • 'I) (13.6) 

1003 32 
(96.9) (3. 1) 

Pearson's R .1284 
Somers' D .1101 
Lrunbda .0000 

Total 

715 
t f, tl • 1) 

320 
(':10.«) 

1035 
(100.0) 

Total 

767 
(74.1) 

268 
(:, 5 • \)) 

1035 
(100.0) 

Total 

991 
(95.7) 

44 
(4. 3) 

1035 
(100.0) 

00 
N 
en 

, 
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APPENDIX K 

More detailed data on referral rates are presented in this appendix 

conunencing with Table 1 and 2 with each cohort arranged within age periods 

by race/etlmicity and sex and the percentage referred by seriousness cate-

gory. Here we see that in spite of the overall generally higher referral 

rate for Black and Chicano males this is not consistent even in the younger 

age periods, offense category by offense category. It is even more in-

teresting to note that even for the Minor Misdemeanor category, where room 

for discretion readily exists, the referral rate for minorities is 

not always higher for them than for the Whites in each of the younger age 

periods. One also notes that referral rates are generally higher for the 

6 through 17 period than for other periods, particularly for the 1955 Cohort, 

and always higher than for the 21. or older period. While these age period 

differences are also found for females, the Black females and Chi canas 

not have such consistently higher referral rates than do the White females. 

• 1 ", Table 3 is taken from the data in Tables 1 and 2 but presented in more 

simplified form, showing only the percentage of each group referred for 

Felonies and Misdemeanors, categories of behavior which involve violation 

: 1 of the law and exclude Juvenile Conditions or contacts for Suspicion, in-

vestigation, or information. The almost consistently higher referral rates 

for minority males during the juvenile period is even more apparent. 

Diagrams 1 and 2 have been discussed in the text and are presented 

here so that the reader may see the consistency with which average sedous-

ness of careers has increased by age period for those who have been re-

ferred. 

; 
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TABLE 1 . POLICE CONTACTS REFERRED BY SERIOllSNESS CA'IHIORY nm ~1ALm; IW 1.:01 IORT , RACI:/ETIINICTTY, ANll AGI: PERI on 00 

.- - '~ ,- ... ~ .. ::.=~=--=---=--==..:::;::.,~:...:~:-:.."':.:,='"~~" : •.. ~~-:~:~~';!..:;.::;:..-.'~.::~-= ~::...~.:...~!:~~..:~ 

1942 1949 1955 -----,---=-_._"- ---,.--...", ..... -..---_ ..... """ -~ .... ~,,---... -"-.--..-~"'-*.,~---'" 

White Black White Black Chicuno White Black Chicano 
Ages 6-17 

o. .li: o. _.tL 0" -R_ 0, _1:L 0 L_ 0, ,li.. 0 L " N --3- _'0_ _.:.L.. ~ -_oJ -.""~- ...... .-.L '" 

PELPER 100.0 2 50.0 1 33.3 3 100.0 5 50.0 ") 55.8 24 66.7 28 ,.., If) ., g 
0- f 41, " 

FELPRO 72.2 26 100.0 3 70.6 77 73.7 14 71.4 5 81. 9 H)9 81.0 111 77 .1 27 
MISMA 30.8 20 .0 0 29.1 52 14.5 R 36.8 'I 53.1 164 56.1 12n b7.8 40 
MISMI 40.5 137 42.9 6 38.0 285 36.6 34 44.6 25 22.9 140 30.9 60 48.1 25 
,TUVCON 18.5 12 .0 0 16.5 38 6.3 2 33.3 7 29.4 186 35.7 74 55.4 41 
CONTACTS 1.5 3 .0 0 2.3 11 3.4 2 .0 0 " ... 1 2.5 4 .0 0 

TOTAL 28.4 200 33.3 IT 26.4 466 24.7 65 30.1 46" 30.7 723 41.8 406 51:5" 14T 

Ages 18-20 

FELPER 50.0 1 100.0 1 55.6 5 60.0 3 76.8 63 74.5 41 85.7 6 
FELPRO 85.7 6 100.0 3 86.7 13 71.4 10 50.0 1 61.3 49 59.6 34 100.0 4 
MISMA 41. 2 7 .0 0 52.9 27 53.8 7 100.0 3 5.9 5 6.6 4 25.0 3 
MISMI 25.7 47 35.3 6 24.1 83 36.9 24 37.5 15 1.7 8 .6 1 .n 0 
,TUVCON .0 0 .0 0 66.7 2 .0 0 100.0 ") .. 
CONTACTS .0 0 .0 0 .7 3 1.4 1 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 

TOTAL 15.5 6f 23.8 IT 15.0 131 27.5 47 27.9 IT 12.0 125 20.2 82 11.6 "13 

Ages 6-20 

FELPER 75.0 3 66.7 2 44.4 8 80.0 8 50.0 2 69.6 87 71.1 6D 77 .8 14 
FELPRO 74.4 32 100.0 6 72.6 90 72.7 24 66.7 6 76.8 248 '74.7 145 79.5 31 
MISMA 32.9 27 .0 0 34.3 79 22.1 15 45.5 10 42.9 169 45.7 133 60.6 43 
MISMI 35.3 184 38.7 12 33.6 368 36.7 58 41.7 40 14.0 157 17.2 61 22.1 25 
,JWCON 17.1 12 .0 0 16.5 38 11.4 4 33.3 7 29.4 186 36.4 76 55.4 41 
CONTACTf .8 3 .0 0 1.5 14 2.3 3 .0 0 .1 1 1.7 4 .0 0 

TOTAL 23.8 261 27.8 20 22.7 597 25.8 lIT 29.4 65 25.0 848- 35.4 488 39.9 154 

Ages 21+ 

PELPER 30.8 4 100.0 7 65.2 15 50.0 2 50.0 1 82.4 14 73.3 11 66.7 2 
FRLPRO 75.0 6 80.0 4 69.2 9 53.8 7 50.0 3 100.0 " .0 0 .. 
MISMA 48.0 12 42.1 8 61.4 27 48.0 12 25.0 1 6.3 1 .0 0 16.7 1 
MISMI 16.8 72 11.3 12 17.0 78 21. 2 24 25.0 13 1.3 .., .0 0 .0 0 ... 
l~()NTACTS .2 1 .0 0 .2 1 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 

9:8 -TOTAL 95 15.0 31 13.2 130 19.2 45 18.3 15 7.0 20 9.8 13 7.7 3 

'--'-'''-'~----'''''----' 

\wnber of contacts referred. 

I 
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TABLE 2. POLICE CONTACTS REFI:'RRED BY SERIOUSNESS CATEGORY FOR FEMALES BY COIIORT, RACE/ETHNICITY, AND AGE PERIOD 

1942 1949 1955 

White Black White Black Chicano. White Black Chicann 
Ages 6-17 0, N* 0, .1L 0, .1L 0, .1L 0, .J:L 0, -1L -L .JL 0, .JL. _'0_ _'0_ -..:L _'0_ --.:.2.... -...:!!.... *'~ 

FELPER 50.0 3 .0 0 42.9 12 .0 0 .0 0 
PELPRO 100.0 1 100.0 1 66.7 12 66.7 2 50.0 2 
MISMA 20.0 1 22.2 4 40.0 4 50.0 1 61. 0 47 48.5 16 85.7 12 
MISMI 38.7 12 34.3 24 10.0 2 .0 0 25.8 39 17.1 6 26.7 4 
JUVCON 25.0 3 30.4 14 52.4 11 53.1 110 43.4 23 34.6 9 
CONTACTS .0 0 .~ 1) .9 1 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 

TOTAL 18.3 IT ---:0 0 18.7 47 25.8 IT 16.7 1" 35.4 220 30]"' 47 39.1 27 
Ages 18-20 

FELPER 33.3 1 .0 0 36.4 4 42.9 3 
FELPRO 100.0 1 100.0 2 54.5 6 40.0 2 
MISMA 100.0 2 .0 0 6.3 1 13.3 2 
MISMI 10.5 2 .0 0 14.6 13 29.2 7 50.0 1 1.8 3 .0 0 
JUVCON 100-:0 1 50.0 1 
CONTACTS .0 0 ~ 0 .0 0 .0 0 --.JL .J2 .0 0 .0 0 

TOTAL 5.5 3 .0 0 7:5 16 17.6 9 40.0 2 '"U IT "1f:1) '7 
Ages 6-20 

FRLPER 33.3 1 37.5 3 .0 0 .0 0 41.0 16 37.S 3 .0 0 
FELPRO 100.0 1 100.0 2 100.0 2 .0 0 62.1 18 50.0 4 50.0 2 
MISMA 20.0 1 30.0 6 33.3 4 50.0 ,1 51.6 48 37.S 18 70.6 12 
MISt-.1I 28.0 14 23.3 37 20.5 9 20.0 1 13.2 42 8.2 6 19.0 4 
JUVCON 25.0 3 30.4 14 52.4 11 100.0 1 35.9 111 43.4 23 34.6 9 
CONTACTS .0 0 .4 1 .0 0 --.J2. ....Q. .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 

20 13.5 63 22.2 26 24.1 235 - '54' 32.1 27 TOTAL 13.5 27.3 3 23.4 

Ages 21+ 

1 
co 

FELPER 33.3 1 9.1 100.0 4 57.1 4 100.0 IN 
FELPRO .0 0 50.0 2 1.O 

MISMA 33.3 1 20.0 1 33.3 2 .0 0 14.3 1 
MISMI 7.5 5 4.6 5 8.6 3 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 
CONTACTS .0 0 1.2 1 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 0 

TOTAL T.2 7' 3:8 8" 77f 5 "6:3 6" 10.9 5 10.0 1 

* N = Number of contacts referred. 
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TABLI~ 3. PBRCENT OF FELONIES AND MISDEMEANORS REFERRED BY COHORT, 
ETIINICITY, SEX, AND AGF: PERIOD* 

_ . .----_.-.. ..., ... -~ ~~~-.~- --. -,-
~*-----~-- -

1942 1949 ----
Alli:o~. ~~ !,0-J'?_ Male Female Total Male Female Total Male 

Nhite 42.0 37.8 41.6 39.S 33.7 39.3 43.0 
lHad 47.6 .0 47.6 35.5 19.4 33.0 54.4 
Chi<.'ano 100.0 100.0 45.3 20.0 44.0 63.7 
Total 42.2 3D.5 42.0 39.6 29.8 38.7 48.0 

Ntunber 195 15 210 517 39 556 964 Referred 

~18-20 

White 29.2 13.6 27.7 30.5 17.0 28.1 17.4 
B1a<.'k 38.5 .0 37.0 45.4 32.1 42.4 24.0 
Chicano 33.3 33.3 42.2 50.0 42.6 {5.S 
Total 30.3 13.0 28.7 34.0 21.0 31. 7 19.2 

Number 72 3 75 191 26 217 218 R(.}i\.'rrcd 

A[Tes 21+ 
-:~!"'~-~ -~ ~. --

White 19.8 9.6 18.4 24.0 5.6 20.5 10.2 
Black 22.6 .0 21. 7 29.0 12.2 25.5 12.9 
Chi~~mo .0 .0 .0 25.9 .0 25.0 11.1 
Total 20.2 8.8 18.9 25.2 7.1 21.8 11.1 
Number 125 7 132 189 12 201 36 Referred 

Total _. -

White 30.2 18.2 29.0 33.6 17.5 31.4 31.5 
Black 27.7 .0 26.7 35.4 20.0 32.4 40.6 
Chicano 10.0 50.0 16.7 38.6 22.2 37.9 43.3 
Total 29.7 17.7 28.6 34.3 18.2 32.3 35.1 
Number 392 25 417 897 77 974 1218 Referred 

* Small numbers referred left in table so that totals balance. 

RACE/ 

1955 

Female 

40.1 
33.3 
52.9 
40.0 

152 

6.8 
10.8 

.0 
7.7 

:n 

9.4 
13.2 
11.1 
10.8 

12 

23.9 
20.6 
36.5 
24.0 

185 

--- -----~ --~--------------------------

= 

Total 

42.5 
52.1 
61.8 
46.8 

1116 

15.1 
21.8 
15.5 
17.0 

239 

10.0 
12.9 
11.1 
11 . () 

48 

35.2 
37.7 
42.2 
33.1 

1403 

831 

DIAGRNI 1. CARnER PROGRESSIONS OF 1942 COIIORT WITH CONTINUOUS RACINE RESIDENCE, Am: 
6 TO PRESENT ACCORDING TO CONTACT AND REFERRAL STATUS AT EACII AGE PERIOn 

One or + 
Contact 
and one 
or + 
Referral 

One or + 
Contact 
and no 
Referral 

No 
Contacts 

Age 6 through 17 

, 
I 

I 

i N=l ~2 SeT. 7:-w!\ 
\ 

1:N=379 ---.=1 

, 

Agr 18 through 20 Age 21 or Older 

_ - C&R No 16 Ser. 3'4:0:9

9 caR r N= 31 Ser. 10. 6:?]<E,--'~ C N= 14 SCI'. 4.50 
/ "'-- NC N= 1 

f 

,-------

N= 14 Ser. [4.0 
~= ;.8 Ser. ,1. 3 ~ .~ I C 
N= 6 J 

caRIN= 9 Ser. 
caR p-3 Ser:-s;r:-Olr l 

6.25 I~;:'~- C , :: 4 SCI'. 2.5-(11 
"NC = 2.J 

c LN=-48 Ser. 2~< .. ~ 

C I N= 55 SCI'. 

_ CaR N= 8 ~ci:l~0~q 
c N= 30 Ser. ,~!.5(~ j 

,·NC N= 10 

C&R 
C 
NC 

-- --------"'*''''.~~''" 

.~ ... G&R 
NC ~4 -----o-J..:.:" C 

NC 
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Ullt' 1'1' I 

Cunt,ld 
alit! OTH' 

"I' I 

vue ur + 
Conttll't 
and no 
Rf.'ferral 

No 
Contacts 

t:/d{l;l:R PHO(iRESSlONS OF 19,19 COllORT WITH CONTIl'I1JOllS RACINH IH:SrrmNCE j \(;1 
(I TO I'IU:.q:~T ACCORlJIl-iC; TO CONTACT Nill IH~FLRR:\L STATtlS AT EACIt AGE PF.H lOr) 

l 

G~:3~r"~[~~;::~~~1D\ 

, 
I 

\ 

c 

f1f:::674 --- -r(~ C 

~----"--'\ 

Age 1 Il through .1(1 

~ ... ---, .. ---"' ... ~ 

i\gl' 21 (11' ()ld('l' 

N= 6 Ser. 
N= 58 Sc£.!. 
N=118 . ~ 

I 

I 
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APPENDIX L 

Tables 1) 2) and 3 enable 'Us to compare differences in ability 

to predict from past and present behavior to future behavior for 

contacts and seriousness scores with predictions of future appearances 

in court from past and present appe£lrances and future seriousness 

from past and present appearan(~es in. court. In the first column of each 

table Somers I D) Pearson IS R) Hnd Lrullbda are presented) the first two 
I 

as measures of association and the latter as an indication of improve-

ment over prediction from marginals) v'.sing past and present contacts 

and past and present seriousness as prl~d.ictor variables. 

Although the cutting points utilized in these tables enable us to 

improve predictive efficiency from 990 to ,almost 3390) one must note that 

in the 1942 Cohe>rt wher(~ people have had long exposure after the age 

of 17 J there are more people who had 5 or :more ,::ontacts after 17 who 
.', 

had £ewl3r than that through 17 than the oJ)posi t e. For example) there 
, 

nre 88 persons \"ith 5 (11' more contacts '''ho had fewer than that through 

17 but thQre are only 45 with 5 or more contacts \"ho had more than 5 

contacts through 17. The same is found for futuro seriousness. Errors 

of omission tU't~ 1.l1l'gor for even the 1955 Cohol't. 

Shi fting into the second colur.ln of tables we f:ind even less improve­
\ 

mont in predictive efficiency. Biut here it increases as onc moves from 

the 1942 to tho 1955 Cohort where s~riousness is utilized as a predictor 

of future court dispositions~ just as it does 'I/hen past and present contacts 

are used as predictors of future court dispositions. The problem of 

missing persons with future court dispositions when predicting frOIll past 

and present contacts is even greater than when predicting from past und 

present seriousness. 

-------------.----~--

I 
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TABLE 1. PREDICTING NUMBER OF FUTURll CONTACTS) FUTURll SERIOUSNnss SCORES, AND NUMBER OF 
FUTURE COURT DISPOSITIONS: 1942 COllORT 

- -..... ,-.-~-~----....-~---. ~--.. """-...--~,. .. ~ --~ - .. ~ .... -."'~ .. _'-""'-~ __ -' ____ '_'4"""-"'-__ ~ .... ,.. .... _____ .....--"' ___ ;_~ _____ .,_~.......,. ... ~ __ "--=-__ 

----~-~---~-------~~~ ---"---~- -~-.-"""-"""'-,"-,----.--~-~ --.-----~--- •. -+-=> 

Through 17 and After *17 Through .1,8 an(LAftc.rJ]. 

Future Contacts 
0-4 5 or + 

I/) 
~ 
u ro 

Future Dispositions 
o 1 or + 

Future Dispositions 

485 88 
(S4.6) (15. ,.) 

15 45 
i2.&·l}l i7 5. o~ 

573 

60 

1:: 0-4 
o 
u 
1:: 5+ 

495 
(S6,,,) 

23 
(ss.a) 

o 1 or + 
514 47 

(91.6) ( 0.4) 
561 78 

(13. G) 
573 

14 58 
i 19 .") (00.1) 

", 

72 37 
.(61.6) 

60 

500 113 633 
Q) 
I/) 
Q) 

I-i 
Cl.. 

518 
Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

115 633 528 
Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

lOS 633 
Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda C2x2) 

.4991 ) 

.5460 * 

.1867 

.2256 

Future Seriousness 
I/) 0-5 6 or t 

~ 0-5 
::s 

~6+ 
m 
I/) 

£ 
U!t 

~ 
~ 

415 95 to 1 .,,) (16 • G) 

31 
(2.5.2.) 

92 
(7" .8) 

446 
Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x 2) 

187 

.4918 

.5409 

.2590 

.3262 

510 

123 

633 

tI!l' 

~ 
I/) 
ro 

Cl.. 

.3477 

.5321 

.0000 

.1217 

Futuro Dispositions 
o 1 or + -

467 
(91.6) ( 43 a. 

510 
" ) 

~ 

51 (72 J.!i.l.! st 56. 

518 

Somors' 0 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

115 
.3575 
.5399 
.0000 
.1826 

123 

633 

.7411 

.6494 

.1619 

.4190 

Future Seriousness 
0-5 6 or + 

445 
(79.S) 

116 
(2. 0 • '1) 

15 57 
~~ U~, ,-, (79 .JLl., 

460 173 

Somers' 0 .6126 
Pearson's R .3569 
Lambda .1353 
Lambda (2x2) .2428 

*SomOl'S' D (asymmetrical) Pearson's R, and Lambda (aR}'llllnCtl'i cal) have heen cuh'u1ated on data 
cullapsed for contacts 0) 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +; seriousness 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and b or +; 
dispositions 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +. Lambda 2x2 collapsed a~~ 811<'wn • 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~----------~ 

561 

633 
\ 
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TABLE 2. PREDICTING NUMBER OF FUTURE CONTACTS, FUTURE SERIOUSNESS SCORES, AND NUMBER OF 
FUTURE COURT DISPOSITIONS: 1949 COHORT 

Through 17 and After IT 

III ..., 
u 
CI1 ..., 
s:: 0-4 
8 
~5+ 
III 
d.l 
H 

0.. 

u:r 
..., 
III 
CI1 

0.. 

Future Contacts 
0-4 5 or + 

1038 116 1154 
(89.9) (10.1) 

54 
(97.8) 

89 
(S2.2) 

143 

1092 205 1297 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x 2) 

.4674 

.5899 

.1425 

.1707 

Future Seriousness 
0-5 6 or + 

871 141 1012 
(8S.1) (13.9) 

94 191 285 
(33.0) (S7.0) 

965 332 1297 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

.4548 

.5488 

.2366 

.2922 

Through 17 and After 17 

III ..., 
~ ..., 
s:: 0-4 o 
u ...,.,. . 
s:: ;,+ 
d.l 
III 
d.l 
H 
0.. 

u:r 

+-I 
III 
C'd 

0.. 

Future Dispositions 
o 1 or + 

994 160 1154 
(8S.1) (13.9) 

47 
(32.9) 

96 
(S7.1) 

143 

1041 256 1297 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

.3414 

.5286 

.0000 

.1914 

Future Dispositions 
o 1 or + 

926 86 1012 
(91.5) ( 8.5) 

lIS 170 285 
(40. It) (S9.S) 

1041 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

256 1297 

.3442 

.5016 

.0000 

.2148 

Through 18 and After 18 

Future Dispositions 
o 1 or + 

1037 118 1155 
(89.8) (10 .2) 

27 
(19.0) 

115 
(81.0) 

142 

1064 233 1297 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda e2x2) 

.7056 

.5395 

.0730 

.3777 

Future Seriousness 
0-5 6 or + 

967 188 1155 
(83.7) e 16 03) 

42 100 142 
(29.S) (70.4) 

1009 288 1297 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

.6420 

.3550 

.1342 

.2014 

*Somers' D (asynunetrica1) Pearson's R, and Lambda (as)'llUnetrica1) have been calculated on data 
collapsed for contacts 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +; seriousness 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 or +; 
dispositions 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +. Lambda 2x2 collapsed as shown. 

Co 
\..N 
IJ1 

, 
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TABLE 3. PREDICTING NUMBER OF FUTURE CONTACTS, FUTURE SERIOUSNESS SCORES, AND NUMBER OF 

FUtURE COURT DISPOSITIONS: 1955 COHORT 

Through 17 and After 17 

I/) 
~ 

~ 
~ 
e:: 0-4 o u 

~5+ 
til 
Q) 

14 
C. 

u!:T 

~ 
til 
C1l 

C. 

Future Contacts 
0-3 4 or + 

1780 124 
(93,S) ( 6. 5) 

111 134 
(45.3) (54.7) 

1891 258 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x 2) 

.4164 

.5681 

.0853 

.0891 

Future Seriousness 
0-3 4 or + 

1450 1 234 
(8&.1' (13.9) 

193 272 
(41. 5) (58.5) 

190.4 

245 

2149 

1684 

465 

1643 506 2149 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

.4045 

.5098 

.1606 

.1561 

Through 17 and After 17 

til 
~ 
u 
C1l 
~ 
e:: 0-4 
0 u 

~5+ 
Q) 
til 
Q) 
14 
C. 

u!:T 

~ 
til 
C1l 

C. 

Future Dispositions 
o 1 or + 

1599 305 
(84.0) (16.0) 

64 181 
(26.1) (7.3& 
1663 486 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

.3460 

.5364 

.0082 

.2407 

Future Dispositions 
o 1 or + 

1484 200 
(88,1) (11.9) 

179 286 
(38.5) (61.5) 

1663 486 

.3407 

.4753 

.0000 

.2202 

Somers' D 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

1904 

245 

2149 

1684 

465 

2149 

til 

§ 
:Bo 
jl+ 
~ 
til 

~ 
u!:T 
~ 

~ 

til 
e:: 
0 

:~O 
II) 
0 
Po. 
.~1+ 
A 
+.I 
e:: 
Q) 

!!l 
!!:: 
u!:T 

tl 
~ 

-.. -======= 

Through 18 and After 18 

Future Dispositions 
o 1 or + 

1497 138 
(9 1 • 6 ) ( 8,4) 

1-- 244 270 
(47.5) (52.5) 

1741 408 

Some'rs' 0 
Pearson's R 
Lambda 
Lambda (2x2) 

.4957 

.5150 

.0432 

.0637 

Future Seriousness 
0-3 4 or + 

1472 163 
(90.0) (10 • 0 ) 

278 236 
(54.1) (45.9) 

1750 399 

Somers' D .4433 
Pearson's R .4466 
Lanlbda .0961 
Lambda (2x2) .0000 

1635 

514 

2149 

1635 

514 

2149 

*Somers' D (asymmetrical) Pearson's R, and Lambda (asymmetricu1) have been calculated on data 
collapsed for contacts 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +; seriousness 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 or +; 
dispositions 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +. Lambda 2x2 collapsed as shown. 
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In the last col\.nnn we attempt to predict future dispositions from 

past and present dispositions; the correlations are higher than their 

previous counterparts for each cohort. Lrunbdas are higher as well, indicating 

that having had a previous court disposi'lion enhances prediction to the 

future better than any other attempts at prediction included in this 

series. But even here the number of persons who had no previous court 

dispositions but had one after the age of 18 is sufficiently large that 

we are concerned about errors of omission. It is interesting to note, 

however, that 80~o of ~ '10se who had at least one court disposition had 

future court dispositions for both 1942 ahd 1949 Cohorts. 

Moving down to the tables in which past and present dispositions 

are used in predicting future seriousness, we have very similar findings 

for the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts but with an even greater problem in errors 

of omission. 

As in all previous discussions of the prediction problem, it must 

be emphasized that a relationship between past and present and future 

behavior is present and that those \"ho have had 5 or more contacts, high 

seriousness scores, and court appearances are more likely to continue 

to have 5 or more police contacts, high seriousness scores, and future . 
! 

court appearances than those who have not. Those with past difficulties 

with the juvenile justice system are more likely to have difficulty with 

the police as adults and to appear in court as adults, but the distribu-

tion of cases in 2 by 2 tables makes it very clear that correlations 

such as we have obtained do not permit prediction without considerable 

error. 
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APPENDIX M 

Inequities in sanctions administered by the courts have been a topic 

of concern in the socio-Iegal literature for generations and, although these 

alleged inequities arc not central to this research, the question of their 

bearing on continuity is of great importance. We have dealt with this problem 

in Chapter 13, concluding that severity of sanctions does not appear to be 

rolated to discontinuation but rather is a force for continuation or at best 

has no effect on continuity. In this appendix we shall, however b address 

the question of consistency as it relates to prior offenses and prj or ~0,nctions > 

concentrating on sanctions administered after th~ age of 18. 

The data are arranged in Tables 1 and 2 to show the distribution of 

severity of sanctions within number of contacts or seriousness scoro categories 

after 18 by number of contacts or seriousness scores and severity of sanctions 

categories through 18. While it is fairly obvious that persons who were not 

sanctioned and who had few contacts or low seriousness scores through 18 

and few contacts or low seriousness scores after 18 had not been sanctioned 

or received low sanctions afterward, the proportion with severe sanctions 

does not systematically increase as one moves to those with more serious prior 

records and/or sanctions within number of contacts and sel'iousness categories 

after 18. While it is apparent that more severe judgements are meted out 

to those with 5 or more contacts or higher seriousness scores after the age 

of 18, the ov~ral1 relationship of records through 18 and records after 18 is 

consistent with what might be expected in a judicial system in which prior 

juvenile records are not to be considered in the administration of sanctions 

meted out to persons as adults. 

The correlation of police records and severity of sanctions through 
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TABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS 'l'lIROtJGld Atin 18 TO POL1(;E CONTACTS c5 

AND SANCTIONS {AFTER AGE 18 * -,' _ ..... , .. _- -----"""-... ---P---,,-"',.-.....~ _"' ___ ......... ____ . ___ "- _"",,,-,~ _""""" ...... __ ~ ~""',>_ ... __ , "" • .-..'-'_,. "' ....... ~o~ _'-_. ----....--..-------------_._._*=--""_. -' ---'"->'---<--~- "'--_ .. - -"' ... ,-""-" .. ..,--- ,,-->_. --.... -, .... - ...... --~'--".---=-.,.,~-,- ""~~---

Number of Contacts After Age 18 

Through Age 18 Males Females --.. ....... ___ . __________ ,. _____ ' ___ "-EW ___ _· __ -._. __ "' ... 1_'_ ..... __ ,,~ _____ <_ 
Number of Severity 1 - 4 5 or + 1 - 4 5 or + Cont ac t s of Sanctions 

SUllctlons Sanctions Sanctions ~lmcti()ns 

1942 Cohort 0 Low Higl! 0 Low ----- High 0 Low Lligh 0 Low Hi,.gh 

None None 98.5 1.5 .0 '71.4 14.3 14.3 97.1 2.9 .0 66.7 .0 3.3.3 
1-4 None 76.0 22.7 1.3 71.4 17.9 10.7 95.7 4.3 .0 75.0 25.0 .0 
5 or + None 63.6 18.2 18.2 71.4 9.5 19.0 
1-4 Low 28.6 71.4 .0 .0 38.5 61.5 
5 01' + Low 33.3 66.7 .0 5.9 23.5 70.6 .0 100.0 .0 
1-4 High 
5 or + High 9.1 36.4 54.5 100.0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 

Total: 78. 6~ 19.0 2.4 43.9 21.5 34.6 96.8 3:2 --:0 su:o ~""3'O':"o 10.0 

1949 Cohort 

None None 96.8 1.1 2.1 50.0 50.0 .0 97.8 .0 J.2 42.9 28.6 28.6 
1-4 None 78.4 19.6 2.0 50.0 21.1 28.9 82.6 15.9 1.4 50.0 40.0 10.0 
5 or + None 67.6 24.3 8.1 41.5 26.8 31. 7 100.0 .0 .0 33.3 66.7 .0 
1-4 Low 30.4 69.6 .0 .0 55.6 44.4 100.0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 
5 or + Low 38.5 50.0 11.5 .0 30.0 70.0 ---- - .... _-
1-4 High ,0 100.0 .0 
5 or + High 27.3 36.4 36.4 4.5 4.5 90.0 .0 100.0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 

Total: 74.[. "21-:6 4.3 29.0 24.6 '46:4 91.1 7.1 1.8 43.5 43.5 13.0 

1955 Cohort 

None None 66.6 15.5 18.4 50.0 .0 50.0 82.0 12.4 5.6 
1-4 None 65.3 20.3 14.4 .0 7.7 92.3 79.1 17.9 3.0 
5 or + None 33.3 41. 7 25.0 11.1 33.3 55.5 57.1 42.9 .U 
1-4 Low 30.4 51.9 17.7 18.2 27.3 54.5 45.0 35.0 ;,!O.O 
5 or + Low 25.0 50.0 25.0 .0 18.2 81.8 69.2 30.8 .0 
1-4 High 37.5 50.0 12.5 
5 or + High 32.6 41.9 25.6 1.8 10.5 87.7 33.3 33.3 33.3 

Total: 49.9 31.6 rs:-S- 4.3 iTI 81. 0 74.4 19.2 6.4 
.. _"" __ "' ___ •. _-.;t.;> ___ --..~ ____ ~_~ 

~,.,."' __ .. l>._=___'-""' ~~ ..... "- ....-'_ ~_'"- ,...''''''' _ '" ....... >0'-• ........,.. ___ ... _ .... ...... -'-So .. __ ''''_ •• '''~ ........ __ -- "" __ ..... ~ .... _'" , ___ '. __ 
~-- ~-"-'-'.....-..-

Fewer than C; p('l'sons in Contact and S~vcrity of SaJ\c,tions Category Through Age 1~. 

• I 
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TABLE 2. RELATIONSHIP OF SERIOUSNESS SCORES AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS THROUGII AGE 18 TO SERIOUSNESS 
SCORES AND SANCTIONS AFTER AGE 18* _ .... _-

-----~, ~ ~- ...... &. 

Seriousness Scores After Age IB, 

Through ~~ 18 Males FOnHI\les --- ,..._-
Seriousness Severity 

Score of Sanctions 1 - 5 ~ or + 1 - 5 6 or + 

Sanctions Sm·,;;tions Sanctions Sanctions ---
1942 Cohort 0 Low Hi&!! a Low High a Low High 0 Low Qigh .- ---

None None 100.0 .0 .0 78.3 13.0 8.7 98.4 1.6 .0 81.8 9.1 S' .1 
1-5 None 86.8 13.2 .0 66.7 22.2 11.1 100.0 .0 .0 87.S 12.5 .0 
6 or + None 86.4 13.6 .0 60.4 25.0 14.6 50.0 50.0 .0 
1-5 Low .0 50.0 50.0 
6 or + Low 5.7 42.9 51.4 .0 100.0 .0 
1-5 High _ ........ - ----
6 or + High 6.7 40.0 53.3 100.0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 

Total: 90.2 9.0 -:8 44.7 28.9 26.3 97.6 2:4 --:0 76:219:0 4.8 

1949 Cohort 

None None 100.0 .0 .0 66.7 22.2 11.1 96.3 3.7 .0 78.9 10.S 10.5 
1-5 None 92.6 6.2 1.2 48.8 26.8 24.4 100.0 .0 .0 57.1 38.1 4.B 
6 or + None 79.7 20.3 .0 44.3 34.1 21.6 72.7 27.3 .0 40.0 30.0 30.0 
1-5 Low .0 80.0 20.0 100.0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 
6 or + Low 58.3 41. 7 .0 6.1 53.1 40.8 .0 .0 100.0 
l-S High - .... -,.. 
6 or + High 50.0 33.3 16.7 6.3 15.6 78.1 .0 100.0 .0 33.3 33.3 33.3 

Total: 8'1.7 1l.5 -.-8 32.6 34.3 ".3'3:0 94.5 s:T ---:0 58.2 27.3 14.5 \ 

1955 Cohort 
None None B1.8 10.4 7.8 21.4 2B.6 50.0 88.0 9.3 2.7 52.9 23.5 23.5 
1-5 None 79.4 14.7 5.9 13.0 47.8 39.1 92.3 '1.7 .0 45.S 36.4 18.2 co 

76.9 19.2 20.0 65.7 72.2 27.8 .0 45.S 45.5 9.1 -6 or + None 3.B 14.3 .... 
I-' 

1-.5 Low 46.7 46.7 6.7 18.8 37.5 43.8 40.0 60.0 .0 14.3 .0 85.7 
6 1)1' + Low 27.1 61. 7 10.6 17.1 34.3 48.6 63.2 36.8 .0 50.0 25.0 25.0 --------... --" I-I> High -... ~".'.' .. 6 or + High 63.6 27.3 9.1 4.5 25.0 70.5 33.3 25.0 41. 7 

~...,.1</1~ Total! : 6,'71 25:S 7:S I2.7 30.0 57.3 82.3 i6.5 1.3 42.4 27.3 30.3 ,---
-.'~-~ "----* Fewer than 5 pert)ons in SeriOUsness and Severity of Sanctions Categories Through Age 18 

I 
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, _________ ._ __~,.o ______ ' _____ " ......... ~,_-__ ti' ___ - ___ • __ ... _~-.-

TABl,;' "3. ~ ~~E·LNr;~Si·lI P OF POLICB CONTACTS, SBRIOUSNESS SCORES, AND ~BV.ERI~ ~6R 
SANCTIONS THROUGll AGB 18 '1'0 SANC'1'lONS AFTER AGU 18 WITll CON rROLS 
POLICH CONTACTS AND SBRIOUSNESS SCORES * 

194.! Cohort 

1!J49 Cohort 

1 955 Coho~·t 

1942 Cohol't 

1949 Cohort 

1955 Cohort 

Number of Contacts After Age 18 

Males ___ ~..J;o.."_-=*~ 

1 - 4 

Tau Gnnuna ... __ ,.··rl .... ~1ii 

.325 .823 

.332 .692 

.235 .312 

1 .. 5 r __ ·-_-_ 

.175 .784 

.210 .776 

.248 .414 

5 

Tau 

.514 

.476 

.116 

or + 

Gnnl!~ 

. 610 

.611 

.314 

1 - 4 
Tau Ganuna ..... -~~~ 

.159 .353 

Soriousness Scores Aftor Age 18 

6 or + 
---"".........-~-

.504 .630 

.421 .538 

.150 • 224 

• 071 .515 

.142 .419 

5 or + 

Tau GtulUi\a 
~~,,,,,-,--,"-"""""''''''~ 

.122.150 

.319 .503 

.171 .208 

* Statistics not pl'oscnted for categories in which almost al~ cases ~cr~ in no 
sanctions category or in which thero were too fow persons for memllngful 
statistics. 

t .. 2 - 843 

age 18 to severity of sanctions within each after-18 number and seriousness 

of contacts category is shown for each COhOI't in Table :). These correlations 

more clearl'y indicate the degree to which prior record and severity or sanctions 

are re lated, to seved ty of sanctions administered after age 18 wi thin each 

after-age-18 ntunber of contacts and seriousness category. Although these 

corrolations are some,~hat inflated by the underlying relationship of contacts 

and seriousness through age 18 to adult contut'ts and seriousness, they do 

reveal that juvenile l'ecords must have some impact on adult court exporiences • 

The closest relationship between prior records and sanctions given after 

18 is found for males with 5 or more contacts and seriousness scores of 6 

or greater in the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts but for those with fe,"or contacts 

and lower seriousness scores in the 1955 Cohort. Grurunas are considerably 

higher than Taus among those with fewer contacts and lower seriousness scores 

in tho 1942 and 1949 Cohorts because the distribution \\Ii thin these categories 

is so skewed to\"arcl no sanctions for persons who had no sanctions before 

the age of 19 • 

Tables 4 through 7 present the data percent aged to show the through 

age 18 composition of and seriousness of contact categories within severity 

of sanctions and number of contacts and seriousness categories after age 18. 

They reveal in another way that contacts and sanctions through 18 had some, 

but only limited, relationship to the sanctions meted out after the age of 

18 to persons in the various number and seriousness of contact categories. 

In Table 4, for example, we note that 31.9Po of the 1942 Cohort's members with 

5 or more contacts after 18 who had not been sanctioned had 5 OJ.' In<:>re contacts 

through 18 and had never been sanctioned. On the other hand, of those who 

had 5 or more contacts after 18 who had been severely sancti(:mcd, the percent 

'\ ' 
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TABLE 4 • REL~TIONSHIP OF NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS 
00 

TIlROUGll AGE 1 H AND POLICr~ -I::' 

CONTACTS AND SANCTIONS AFTER AGE 18 FOR MALES IN ALL COHORTS -I::' 

Through Age 18 Number of Contacts After Age 18 

Number of Severity Total 
Con tacts of Sanctions None 1-4 5 or + 1-4 5 or + 1-4 5 or + N 0 

0 ---
(No Sanctions) (Low Sanctions) (High Sanctions) 

1942 Cohort 

None None 67.9 48.5 21.3 3.1 8.7 5.4 134 37.6 
1-4 None 23.5 43.2 42.6 53.1 21. 7 25.0 8.1 122 34.3 
5 or + None 2.5 5.3 31.9 6.3 &.7 50.0 10.8 34 9.6 
1-4 Low 3.7 1.5 15.6 21. 7 21.6 23 6.5 
5 or + Low 2.5 1.5 2.1 12.5 17.4 32.4 25 7.0 
1-4 High 3.1 4.4 5.4 4 1.1 
5 or + High 2.1 6.3 17.4 25.0 16.2 14 3.9 

Percent: 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0' 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 
Number 81 132 47 32 23 4 37 356 

1949 Cohort 

None None 52.9 35.4 7.5 1.3 8.8 13.3 235 31.8 
1-4 None 43.5 46.7 47.5 40.0 23.5 20.0 17.2 302 40.8 
5 or + None 1.2 9.7 42.5 12.0 32.4 20.0 20.3 81 11.0 
1-4 Low .8 2.7 21. 3 14.7 6.3 34 4.6 
5 or + Low 1.2 3.9 17.3 17.7 20.0 21.9 49 6.6 
1-4 High .4 2.7 3.1 5 .7 
5 or + High .4 1.2 2.5 5.3 2.9 26.7 31.3 34 4.6 

Percent: 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.1 
Number 255 257 40 75 34 15 64 740 

1955 Cohort 

None None 52.6 34.2 20.0 12.7 25.7 1.1 420 37.7 
1-4 None 28.2 38.7 19.1 5.9 23.0 12.8 300 27.0 
5 or + None 2.2 2.0 20.0 4.0 17.7 4.1 5.3 34 3.1 
1-4 Low 7.9 12.1 40.0 32.5 17.7 18.9 6.4 137 12.3 
5 or + Low 2.0 4.5 14.3 23.5 12.2 19.2 70 6.3 
1-4 High 1.5 1.5 3.2 1.4 2.1 19 1.7 
5 or + High .2..:1. 7.0 20.0 14.3 35.3 14.9 53.2 134 12.0 

Percent: 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.1 100.2 10n.1 100.1 
Number : 599 199 5 126 17 74 94 1114 

-"'---<--"'------
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TABLE 5. RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS THROLIGH AGE :L8 AND POLICE 
CONTACTS AND SANCTIONS AFTER AGE 18 FOR FEMALES IN ALL COHORTS 

Through Age 18 Number of Contacts After Age 18 

Number of Severity Total 
Contacts of Sanctions None 1-4 5 or + 1-4 5 or + 1-4 5 or + N c/, 

'0 

(No Sanctions) (Low Sanctions) (High Sanctions) 

1942 Cohort 

None None 82.8 73.6 40.0 66.7 100.0 216 78.0 
1-4 None 16.7 24.2 60.0 33.3 33.3 56 20.2 
5 or + None .6 1 .4 
1-4 Low 
5 or + Low 33.3 1 .4 
1-4 High 
5 or + High 2.2 33.3 3 1.1 

Percent: 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.1 
Number 174 91 5 3 3 a 1 277 

1949 Cohort 

None None 72.8 59.5 30.0 20.0 66.7 363 65.2 
1-4 None 25.8 37.3 50.0 91.7 40.0 33.3 172 30.9 
5 or + None .8 2.6 10.0 20.0 60.0 13 2.3 
1-4 Low .6 .7 10.0 4 .7 
5 or + Low 20.0 1 .2 
1-4 High 10.0 1 .2 
5 or + High 10.0 8.3 20.0 3 .5 

Percent: 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Number 364 153 10 12 10 3 5 557 

1955 Cohort 

None None 69.8 48.3 28.6 28.2 38.5 11.1 658 63.6 
00 

1-4 None 23.1 35.1 14.3 30.8 20.0 15.4 11.1 257 24.8 -t:: 
5 or + None .4 2.7 14.3 7.7 20.0 12 1.2 U1 

1-4 Lo\~ 4.9 6.0 18.0 30.8 44.4 64 6.2 
5 or + Lm" .6 6.0 14.3 10.3 20.0 20 1.9 
1-4 High .5 .7 5 . 5 
5 or + High .7 1.3 28.6 5.1 40.0 15.4 33.3 19 1.8 

Percent: 100.0 100.1 100.1 100.1 106.0 100.1 99.9 100.0 
Number : 811 151 7 39 5 13 9 1035 
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TABLE 6. RELATIOP3HIP OF SERIOUSNESS OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS TllROU(&! Ar,l~ IS AND 
.,J::: 
m 

SERIOUSNESS \ SCORIlS AND. SANCTIONS AFTER AGE 18 FOR MALES IN ALL COHORTS -.-,---
Through Age 18 Seriousness Seore Aftc].' Age 18 

Seriousness Severity Tot(Jl 
of Contacts of Sanctions None 1-5 6 or + 1-5 6 or + 1-5 6 or + N ({) -,--

(No Sanctions) (Low Sanctions) (High Sanctions) 

1942 Cohort 

None None 68.3 50.0 26.5 6.8 5.0 134 37.6 
1-5 None 19.5 30.0 26.5 45.5 13.6 7.5 81 22.8 
6 or + None 6.1 17.3 42.7 27.3 27.3 17.5 7S 21.1 
1-5 Low 2.4 4.6 5.0 6 1.7 
6 or + Low 3.7 2.7 2.9 9.1 34.1 45.0 42 11.8 
1-5 High 
6 or + High 1.5 18.2 13.6 100.0 20.0 18 5.1 

Percent: 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 
Number 82 110 68 11 44 1 40 356 

1949 Cohort 

None None 52.9 37.1 15.8 5.0 2.6 235 31. 8 
1-5 None 35.3 33.9 26.3 17.2 13.8 50.0 13.0 212 28.7 
6 or + None 9.4 21.3 51. 3 41.4 37.5 24.7 171 23.1 
1-5 Low 5.0 1.3 5 .7 
6 or + Low 2.0 6.3 4.0 34.5 32.5 26.0 78 10.5 
1-5 High 
6 or + High .4 1.4 2.6 6.9 6.3 50.0 32.5 39 5.3 

Percent: 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.1 100. i 
Number 255 221 76 29 80 2 77 740 

1955 Cohort 

None None 52.6 36.8 18.2 12.3 10.3 31.6 9.4 420 37.7 
1-5 None 22.7 31.6 9.1 15.4 14.1 21.1 6.0 227 20.4 
6 or + None 7,7 11. 7 15.2 7.7 9.0 S.3 15.4 107 9.6 
1-5 Low 3.0 4.1 9.1 10.8 7.7 5.3 4.7 49 4.4 
6 or + Low 6.8 7.6 36.4 44.6 30.8 26.3 22.8 158 14.2 
1-5 High .3 2 .2 
6 or + High 6.8 8.2 12.1 9.2 28.2 10.5 41.6 151 13.S 

Percent: 99.9 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.1 100.1 99~9 100.0 
Number : 599 171 33 65 78 19 149 1114 

.- -,_. • _-__ "', _~ _~. __ --.o_"'_-' __ "'_ ~,'_,~ __ ~_i£"-,, __ O=_F _____ 
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with severe sanctions and 5 or more contacts through that age increased 

from 16.2~o in the 1942 Cohort to 31.390 in the 1949 Cohort and 53.290 in 

the 1955 Cohort. This suggests thf'Lt each cohort I s severely sanctioned, 

frequent offenders were progressively those with mOl"e than 5 contacts and 

severe sanctions through 18. In other words, recidivistic adult offenders 

who were severely sanctioned we,re more and more likely to have had lengthy 

juvenile records and severe juvenile sanctions. This suggests that judicial 

sentencing, while not increasing consis~ently overall, has been applied more 

heavily to the previously sanctioned, persistent offenders as time has gone 

by. We cannot say how this has come about, but it is evident that severely 

sanctioned persons with 5 or more contacts after the age of 18 are either 

earning their attention from the courts by their behavior or have been 

increasingly well-labelled. 

At the same time, it should be noted that those with low sanctions 

in each cohort had a variety of backgrounds and, although low sanctions 

were meted out to persons with both 5 or more and less than 5 police contacts 

as adUlts, those with fewer contucts and low sanctions did have less prior 

involvement than did those with 5 or more contacts and low sanctions. What 

we see is the result of the complexity of variables taken into consideration, 

step by step, as people are processed in the juvenile and adult justice 

systems with final results Which have some relationship to prior records 

but not as completely so as might be the case if everyone in the judicial 

system was aware at every step of what had transpired before. Table 7, 

on the other hand, indicates that while persons with low sanctions have more 

often than not had seriousness scores of 6 or more, the backgrounds of those 

with low sanctions are roughly similar regardless of their seriousness scores 
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TABLE 7. RELATIONSHIP OF SERIOUSNESS OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS 'l'IlROUWI Acm I~ ANII 

. SERIOUSNESS SCORES AND SANeT IONS AFTER AGE 18 FOR FEMALES IN ALL COHORTS 
-"",,,,,,-- -'*"'''''''-'''''"-....,.,., -"" ""''''''''''''''''''''='''''''''- ..... .,.,- ,~"" .. 

---'--~------>-""-----' . 
1~hrough Age 18 Seriousness Score After Age 18 

-~.-. 

Seriousness ·~Severity Total 
of Contacts of Sanctions None 1-5 6 or + 1-5 6 or + 1-5 6 or + N o. 

'0 

(No Sanctions) (Low Sanctions) (High Sanctions) 
1942 Cohort 

None None 82.8 75.0 56.3 50.0 25.0 100.0 216 78.0 
1-5 None 16.7 21.3 43.8 25.0 54 19.5 
6 or + None .6 1.3 50.0 3 1.1 
1-5 Low 
6 or + Low 25.0 1 .4 
1-5 High 
6 or + High 2.5 25.0 3 1.1 

Percent: 100.1 100.1 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.1 
Number 174 80 16 2 4 0 1 277 

1949 Cohort 
None None 72.8 60.3 46.9 42.9 13.3 ?oS.O 366 65.7 
1-5 None 23.6 32.8 37.5 53.3 12.5 150 26.9 
6 or + None 3.0 6.1 12.5 42.9 20.0 37.5 32 5.8 
1-5 Low .6 .8 6.7 4 .7 
6 or + Low 1~\ .5 1 .2 
1-5 High 
6 or + High 3.1 14.3 6.7 12.5 4 .7 

100.0 100.0 100:0 100.1 100.0 100:'5' - 100:0 Percent: 
Number 364 131 32 7 15 0 8 557 

1955 Cohort 
None None 69.8 50.8 32.1 26.9 22.2 100.0 20.0 658 63.6 
1-5 None 20.2 27.7 17.9 11.5 22.2 10.0 214 20.7 
6 or + None 3.2 10.0 17.9 19.2 27.8 S.O 55 5.3 
1-5 Low 2.5 1.5 3.6 11.S 30.0 32 3.1 
6 or + Low 3.1 9.2 14.3 26.9 11.1 10.0 S2 5.0 
1-5 High .1 1 .1 
6 or + High 1.1 .8 14.3 \.9 16.7 25.0 ~.~~ '\ 'i 

10 .... 

Percent· 101f:0 100.0 100.1 §~1.9 100.0 1,(jo:7f 100:0- 100:0 
Number 811 130 28 26 18 ., 20 1035 .. 

.. - - _____ ....... .lO' 
. "* -"'-=-, "'~~._",' '" .~=--=--=-~ _~*""-= ;:;::;t=~~~~=~~~~=~-"'""-~=. 
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TABLE 8. RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS THROUGII AGE 15 TO POLICE CONTACTS AFTER 15 : MALES 

Ro1ationship of Sevedty of Sanctions Through Relationship of Severity of Sanctions Through 
Number of Age 15 to Number of Contacts After 15 Seriousness Age 15 to Seriousness Score After 15 
Contacts Score 

Through 15 Pearson's R Tau Gamma. Lambda* N _ Through 15 Pearson's R Tau Gamma Larnbda N -. -- -~ 

1942 1 ~ 4 ----** 101 1 - 5 ..... _-t 65 

Cohort 5 or ... .201 .236 .549 .111 21 6 or + .229 .127 .714 .057 57 

1949 1 - 4 253 1 - 5 173 
Cohort 5 or + .121 .073 .185 .105 64 6 or + .217 .091 .476 .059 144 

1955 1 .. 4 .054 .029 .238 .027 331 1 - 5 .029 .030 .4H) .016 244 
Cohort 5 or + .064 .141 .165 .183 132 6 or ... .211 .250 .346 .117 219 

Relationship of Number of Contacts Through Relationship of Seriousness Score Thl'ough 
Scved ty of AgCJ 15 to Number of Contacts After 15 Sl'Vl'l'i ty of Age 15 to Seriousness Score After 15 
Sanctions Sanctions 

Through 1,L Pearson's R Tau Gamma ~g!. N Tht'ough 15 Peal~son 's R Tau Ganuna Lrur.bda N - -
1942 None .297 .206 .273 .095 115 None .367 .244 .269 .:UEi 115 

Cohort Low 0 1.0\'1 0 
High 7 High 7 

1949 None .533 .302 .400 .109 304 None .50S .291 .320 .116 3th,1 
Cohort Low 2 Low 2 

High .458 .270 .292 .280 11 High .268 .055 .055 1.000 11 

1955 None .338 .225 .350 .085 348 None .328 .244 .281 .079 348 
Cohort Low .537 .441 .471 .385 59 I,ow .572 .448 .455 .632 S9 CCJ 

.,f:: 

High .229 .211 .222 .521 56 High .284 .277 .280 .830 56 ~ 

-- .... 

* Lambda Asynunetrica1 \tJi th Number of Contacts and Seriousness Scores dependent. 

** Insufficient persons in category or insufficient persons \dth variability in independent variable for correlation. 

,-----------------------------------~.~----
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TABLE 9. RELATIONSHIP OF POLICE CONTACTS AND SEVERITY OF SANC'l'lONS THROUGI! AGE 1 S TO POLICE CONTACTS AlITER 1 t,: 1'!H'I:\WS 
---~~=, .-"""'"' .... , .. "--.""'----~.-- -- - ____ ~ ___ . __ . '_"'_ "'_$""-",",~ __ ~ __ ~2 __ "~~ "----- .... ~,-- --,--~ ~--.---.,-~ --. -....-~.~=--~ 

Relationship of Severity of Sanctions Thruugh Rolationship of Severi ty of Sanctions Th~'·)Ugh 
Number of Aga.(,15 to Nwnbor of Contacts After 15 Seriousness Age 15 to Seriousness Score After 15 
Contacts Score 

Through 15 Pearson's R Tau Gamma Lambda* N Through 15 Pearson's R Tau Gamma Lambda N 

1942 1 * 4 .. -~- ** -¥'--- ¥'If'lr.-- ,,","-- 14 1 ~ 5 12 
Cohort 5 or + ..... - .. .. -~ .. -... ~~ '!"' .... -~ 2 6 or + 4 

1949 1 - 4 ..... - ...... ""!' .. ....... ~'\" ..... "t-~ 92 1 .. 5 .... ,..- -,,"'-- .. --- 79 
Cohort 5 or + "'~'r''' 'Iil"'-~ .. ..... 'i!""' ....... 5 6 or + __ .to. 

---~ 18 

1955 1 ... 4 ,024 ... ,006 -.039 .048 175 1 - 5 ,019 ,002 .024 .027 137 
Cohort 5 or + .027 .079 .095 .471 20 6 or + .135 -.013 -.021 .167 58 

Relationship of Number of Contacts Through Relationship of Seriousness Score Through 
Severity of Age 15 to Number of Contacts After 15 ScvcH'i ty of Age 15 to Seriousness Score After 15 
Sanctions S.:mctions 

Through 15 Pearson's R Tau Gamma Lambda N Through 1S Pearson's R Tau Gamma llambda ...J. 

1942 None .915 ,569 .889 .182 15 None .877 .315 .373 .461 15 
Cohort Low a Low 0 

High 1 High 1 

1949 None .118 .190 .421 .ObO 95 None .201 .179 • .!4 () .10,1 95 

Cohort Low 0 Low 0 
High 2 High 2 

1955 None .586 .300 .582 .068 166 None .()O3 .296 .382 .116 lob 
Cohort Low .79$ .203 .302 .250 15 Low .668 .114 .143 .500 15 

High .439 .431 .463 .727 14 High .412 .456 .471 .909 14 

* Lambda Asymmetrical with Nwnbcr of Contacts and Seriousness Scorc~ oepundent. 

** Insuffici(.Hlt persons in category or insufficient persons ,dth variability in in~l('pL'11l1('Ilt variable for l"ol'ndat.ic,Hl. 

, 

, 

\ 
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TABLE 10. RELATIONSHIP OF SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS THROUGH AGE 17 TO POLICE CONTACTS AND SERIOUSNESS SCORES AFTER 17: FE~~LES 

Relationship of Severity of Sanctions Through Relationship of Severity of Sanctions Through 
Number or Age 17to Number of Contacts After 17 Seriousness Age 17 to Seriousness Score After 17 
Contacts Sc.ore 

Through 17 Pearson's R Tau Ganuna Lambda* N -_. Through 17 Pearson's R Tau Ganuna Lambda N 

1942 1 - 4 ** 48 1 - 5 46 
Cohort 5 or + 5 6 or + 7 

1949 1 - 4 144 1 - 5 124 
Cohort 5 or + .129 .266 .450 .400 13 6 or + .215 .I70 .517 .200 33 

1955 1 - 4 .034 .016 .071 .018 281 1 - 5 .141 .033 .199 .013 217 
Cohort 5 or + .174 .131 .159 .417 45 6 or + .232 .040 .061 .122 109 

Relationship of Number of Contacts Through Relationship of Seriousness Score Through 
SC'vet'i ty of Age 17 to Number of Contacts After 17 Severity of Age 17 to Seriousness Score After 17 
Sanctions Sanctions 

Through 17 Pearson's R Tau Ganuna Lambda N Through 17 Pearson's R Tau Gamma Lambda N 

1942 None .275 .115 .303 .000 50 None .203 .016 .027 .080 50 
Cohort Low 0 Low 0 

High 3 High 3 

1949 None .493 .132 .279 .050 152 None .468 .162 .246 .125 152 
Cohort Low 1 Low 1 

High 4 High 4 

1955 None .375 .207 .493 .069 241 None .270 .213 .356 .098 241 
Cohort Low .511 .176 .268 .229 63 Low .519 .161 .222 .286 63 co 

V1 
High .463 .495 .553 .667 22 High .457 .537 .582 .933 22 ~ 

-------

* Lambda Asymmetrical with Number of Contacts and Seriousness Scores dependent. 

** Insufficient persons in category or insufficient persons with variability in independent variable for correlation. 
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TABLE 11. RELATIONSHIP OF SEVERITY OF SANCTlONH THROIJGH AGE 211 TO PULICE cnKT;\CT~; ANI) SLRll)IISNI}~S St:l>RES AFTER ":0: I-UlALE::; 
___ .~~ __ ~ ___ ,______ ~ ___ •. ___ • ____ ~=." ___ ._~_ .. '"._ '_"_" __ '".'~ __ "n'~_~_'_~_'''~''.'._ " .......... ___ .•• _._. __ •• ". __ •. m •. ""-__ .• ~H._ ... ~ __ ,,. __ ._"."._,, __ .. 

...... >C""_~""'""""' ______ .-_'*'. ___ ,-.. __ . ___ , .. ' .. ,-..-,,,,. ,,-..._., ..... """--, ... ~_""'-, __ .... ~. "",,.~ ,,", H .. __ ."'-"_-. •• --<o,,,~,. "'c .... ,~ .""--.', •• ..-,,,"' .• "" .. M" ""~ .. _ ""~ .... ____ • .... M_' ..... ~ .. ___ ~~ _.~_"'.'- .. ,> """" ..... "--,"",,-.~ ... ,_--..._ ....... .......- ......... 

1942 
Cohort 

1949 
Cohort 

1955 
Cohort 

1942 
Cohort 

1949 
Cohort 

H)5 
Cohort 

Nwnber of 
Contacts 

Through 20 

1 " 4 
5 or + 

1 " 4 
5 or + 

1 " 4 
5 or -I-

Severity of 
Sanctions 

Through 20 

None 
Low 
High 

None 
Low 
High 

None 
Low 
High 

Relationship of Severity of Salll.!tions Thr()ugh 
Ag~ 20 to Number of Contacts Aftl'r .~() 

Pearson's R Tau Ganuna Lumbda* N ---- ----
----** ~~-~ "11'""--- 72 

- .......... - .... -- 7 

.137 .018 .248 .015 223 

.220 .256 .359 .471 22 

.103 .043 .302 .020 367 

.203 .141 .231 .385 70 

Relationship of 1'-/(}mb<:lr nf r",.,t~ . .::ts Through 
Age 20 to Numbur err r;~;l'tacts After 20 

Pearson's R Tau 

.333 

• 302 
.973 

.2BO 

.146 

.319 

.020 

"!""---

.153 

.683 

.069 

.145 

.272 

Gamma Lambda 

.058 

.402 

.800 

.322 
,372 

.032 

.029 

.556 

.on 
.167 
.563 

N 

75 
2 
2 

15 
8 

30;;) 
100 

34 

:)1.: r i ott ~Il~ ~iS 

Scot'\..! 
~~11.EE~gh 2U 

1 " 5 
6 or + 

1 - 5 
6 or + 

1 - 5 
6 or + 

Sp\'eri ty of 
Sanctions 

Through~ 

None 
Low 
High 

None 
Low 
High 

None 
Low 
High 

* Lambda Asymmetrical with Nwnber of Contacts and Seriousness Scores dependent. 

Rclat ionship of Severity of Sanl·tiOll~l Thl'I1Ugt 
AgL' 20 to SL'riousness Score Aftur .Hl 

Pearson's R Tau Galluna Lambda N ---_ ... _-- --- ---
68 

-.213 -.066 -.097 .250 11 

- --rf) _.J. .. _ .... 185 
.260 .210 .425 .171 60 

.024 .000 .005 .000 272 

.241 .117 .258 .140 165 

Relationship of Seriousness Score Through 
Age 20 to Seriousness Score After 20 

Pearson's R Tau Gamma Lambda N ---
.358 .OBO .151 .097 75 

2 
.) ... 

.22H .lbl .353 .101 222 

.964 .560 .636 .889 15 
8 

. ~~39 .mn .397 .081 303 
.10'/ .126 .283 .250 100 
.357 .306 .417 .688 34 

*'.~ In mi ~icient p('rsons in category or insufficient persons with variability in indepenllcnt variable for correlation. 

, 
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after the age of 18. Highly sanctioned persons have in most cases had high 

seriousI1ess scores but a variety of backgrounds. 

Turning again to Table 6, we find that while 42.7% of the 1942 Cohort 

and 51.390 of the 1949 Cohort with seriousness scores of 6 or more after 

age 18 who had never been sanctioned had seriousness scores of 6 or more 

through age 18 and had not been sanctioned, only 15.2 96 of the 1955 Cohort 

were in this category. Again we find an increase in the proportion of persons 

with high seriousness scores and severe sanctions after the age of 18 who had 

high seriousne!ss scores and severe sanctions before that age. 

Tables 4 and 6 indicate, it would seem, that persons who are severely 

sanctioned havl;i engaged in behavior which merits these sanctions but that 

many persons engage in similar behavior but escape severe sanctions. 

Tables 5 and 7 reveal that relatively few females have been severely 

sanctioned after the age of 18 even in proportion to the number with 5 or 

more contacts, but if their prior encounters with the justice system are 

considered their treatment is not unduly lenient. Table 7 reveals that when 

seriQUSneS5 of the adult records is considered; and increasingly so for the 

1955 Cohort, the sanctions meted out to females are more consistent with 

those meted out to males. 

One must conclude that if the courts are to have a rehabilitative 

function (or to dispense sanctions in relationship to the total behavior 

problem presented by those who come before the courts) this might be facilitated 

by providing the court with more complete information about the prior records 

(including juvenile records) of defendants. 

Tabl~s 8 through 11 have been described in Chapter 13. 

Preceding page blank 855 

APPENDIX N 

The means, standard deviations, and zero-order correlations in Tables 

1, 2, and 3 of this appendix enable the reader to compare males and females 

on the variables included in the analysis described in Chapter 14. The con­

trast between males and females as represented by the means of seriousness, 

referrals, and sanctions simply reaffirms the differences mentioned in sev­

eral earlier chapters. With the exception of seriousness after age 17 (which 

brings into play variation in years of exposure) the means for all measures 

increased across cohorts for both males and females, increases for the lat­

ter being disproportionately greater. The extreme variability in each of 

the measures is shown, of course, by the standard deviation, that for the 

females being proportionately greater than for the males. With the exception 

of the 1942 Cohort, the interrelationship of variables was almost always 

greater for males than females. 

--~".-----------------------------------~-----------
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TABLE 1 . MEANS, STANDARD 
~=::~~=----

Seriousness 
Thr.9u~h . Az.e 17 1 

Referrals 
Through Age 17 2 

Sanctions 
Through Age 17 3 

Seriousness 
After Age 17 4 

Seriousness 
Ages 18-21 5 

Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

~.--~.'.~. ------------------------------------------

DEVIATIONS, AND ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS FOR THE 1942 
~-.... ,- . ~~-, -.~,- ~"::::.:;:.;::. 

p • _~ 'r_ -- - --... ~-

__ A __ - - -...• .-~-

1 2 3 4 5 

.805 .338 .439 .530 

.685 .414 .397 .467 

.636 .560 .219 .287 

.480 .240 .365 

.496 .225 .417 

.690 .072 .173 1.820 .664 

2.415 .298 1.659 5.035 2.851 

COHORT MALES AND FEMALES. * 
,~- T __ '":::.,.:..=:.:. . .....!::.="':;.;::.~....:..::.:;..~:=.:.:='_.::.;-..:..::. ':"'-, -~_L'~ ;~.--:"._::,,,,,,,:,,, __ ,..::..:.. ._; 

Standarq 
Mean Devlatlon 

5.371 8.944 

.629 1.122 

.582 3.010 

13.169 24.469 

4.983 8.935 

00 
U1 
01 

, 

* Correlations above the diagonal are for males (N=356)j below the diagonal for females (N=227) • 

, 
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TABLE 2. MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONSJAND ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS FOR THE 1949 COHORT MALES AND FEMALES.* 
t" '- " 

- -' .................... --...... --~-~- ... -- .... ---~ ~ -'--- . ........,'~.-... -" ~ ~~-- ...... --::-- ---."'~-~ ..... --~--- '.~-- •• ~""'-- .•. ~.....:.......:..-= <~-+::-' .. " - '" -.--.~ ...... -~-.,.. ... ---.-.• -.--~.-~ .• -.....~-~.-

Standard 
1 2 3 4 5 Mean Deviation -

Seriousness 
Through Age 17 1 .897 .572 .590 .523 7.755 15.382 

Referrals 
Through Age 17 2 .717 .631 .559 .504 .839 1.881 

Sanctions 
Through Age 17 3 .389 .466 .371 .337 .741 4.192 

Seriousness 
After Age 17 4 .447 .326 .291 9.597 19.526 

Seriousness 
Ages 18-21 5 .413 .286 .256 5.799 12.434 

Mean 1. 273 .119 .153 2.377 1.399 

Standard 
Deviation 3.588 .453 1. 815 9.501 6.902 

* Correlations above the diagonal are for males (N=740); below the diagonal for females (N=S57). 



TABLE :;. MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND 2BRO.UJUlllR CORRELATWNS FOR TilE 1 H~lb COHOHT MALliS ANII FI%\WS* 

-., - . 
" ----~ ~ •• -- - -- ~ -- - •• - -- - > ~- -. - - ~ 

Standard 1 2 :; 4 5 Ml.'an l>S.Yllli. Otl -Seriousness 
Through Age 17 1 9~' .758 .528 .517 10.317 24.6.'!5 

. ., .. 
Referrals 
Through Age 17 2 .906 .759 .519 .508 1. 312 3.572 Sanctions 
Through Age 17 :; .699 .759 .414 .402 ~.633 (). SM.) Seriousness 
After Age 17 4 .517 .394 .327 6.713 14.102 Seriousness 
Ages 18-21 5 .522 .399 .327 It 6.487 13.697 Means 2.165 .329 .531 1.705 1.669 Standard 
DeViation 6.555 1.304 2.671 5.bS{) 5.572 

... ----"""" -~O ___ loo __ ... ,""_ --* Correlations above the diagonal are for males (Nt:1114) ; below the diagonal for females (N:::I035) • 

00 
\J1 
00 

, 

, 
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APPENDIX 0 

Reference has been made to the tables in this appendix at appropriate 

points il1 Chapter 16. It should be noted that tll\'J relationship between 

past or present to future number or seriousness of contacts, referrals, dis­

positions, and sanctions sometimes vary more erratically for the females 

than the males. 'rhis is, of course, particularly noticeable in this appendix 

because the females are included in each table along 'I{i th males v/ho w~t'e 

socialized outside the inner city and interstitial areas. For example, Somers' 

D is high for the 1942 Cohort because thore are rel.atively fe\'/ persons with 

contacts I but thero are persons \I{ho have continuity. At the same time at 

the early ages most persons have not had the experienco which is the subject 

of whatever vari able is being considered but a sizeable portion of thom wi 11 

do so as time goes on. Thus, the shape of the distribution changes so that 

Somers I D has a value closer to that of P(HlrSOn IS R. 

Very few tables shO\Il uny proportional re:Juction in error, as represented 

by Lambda, because so feN felllules have the criterion) the variable to be pre­

dicted, that the best prediction is the modal category of any distribution. 

Lambda increases only as more persons in the cohort have both past and future 

contacts with a continuing correlation between them so that the pr~dictor 

reduces errors in predicting the distribution of the cl'iterion b~yond that 

obtainable from the modal category. In the female case this may never occur 

for some variables, varying by cohort. 

One caveat that has been stated and restated should {\gain be Illade, 

that persons with numerous contacts, high seriousness scores, nwncrous referrals, 

court dispositions J and severe sanctions at an early age are morc likely to 
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continue to have them in the future but a sizeable proportion of that much 
I 

1 urge}' group of persons who are not a part of the official record in any 

way at till early age will become a part of the record as the years go by. 

Thl' longer that they escape becoming a part of the record, the less likely 

are they to do so, but it is those who are not early starters who eventually 

do become part of the record who make it so difficult to improve predictability 

over the marginals. 

861 
Table 1. RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF PAST CONTACTS TO 

Female 

Age 

Males 

Age 

Female 

Age 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS IN Tlill FUTURE FOR FEMALES AND FOR MALES OUTSIDE 
nlE INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREAS 

Number of Past Contacts by 
Number of Contacts in Future 

Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

.39 .34 .46 .65 .38 .38 .03 .02 .04 

.33 .36 .49 .35 .29 .35 .02 .02 .04 

.27 .36 .48 .21 .26 .30 .01 .02 .02 

.27 .38 .43 .21 .26 .23 .01 .03 .00 

.27 .42 .38 .20 .24 .19 .01 .02 .00 

.30 .46 .32 .19 .23 .13 .00 .02 .00 

.29 .42 .21 .20 .00 .00 

Outside the Inner Citl and Interstitial Area 

15 .34 .41 .49 .41 .37 .45 .00 .16 .12 
16 .38 .50 .51 .39 .41 .41 .06 .20 .10 
17 .37 .58 .47 .33 .45 .36 .10 .17 .05 
18 .41 .56 .47 .34 .43 .32 .15 .15 .00 
19 .39 .54 .44 .32 .40 .28 .17 .10 .00 
20 .39 .50 .34 .32 .37 .19 .11 .04 .00 
21 .38 .47 .29 .34 .09 .00 

Seriousness of Past Contacts by 
Seriousness of Contacts in Future 

Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

15 .36 .33 .39 .64 .36 ,.37 .07 .04 .08 
16 .28 .34 .42 .34 .28 .34 .02 .05 .07 
17 .22 .33 .41 .20 .25 .29 .02 .04 .01 
18 .20 .35 .37 .19 .25 .23 .01 .02 .00 
19 .26 .37 .35 .20 .23 .19 .03 .01 .00 
20 .28 .39 .30 .18 .22 .13 .02 .00 .00 
21 .28 .36 .20 .19 .00 .00 

Males Outside the Inner Citl and Interstitial Area 

Age 15 .36 .35 .39 .37 .32 .39 .00 .09 .19 
16 .38 .44 .44 .37 .37 .38 .00 .22 .20 
17 .38 .53 .43 .35 .44 .36 .07 .28 .12 
18 .40 .52 .43 .36 .42 .33 .14 .25 .01 
19 .40 .50 .42 .36 .40 .29 .15 .20 .00 
20 .40 .45 .35 .36 .36 .21 .22 .09 .00 
21 .38 .43 .34 .34 .16 .00 .... ,;..-

*Lambda and Somers' D Asymmetric with number of police contacts and seriousncts 
scores colllipsed 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or + and 0, 1, 2, 3, 4p 5, and 6 or + res­
pectively. 
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TABLE .) RELATIONSHIP OF PAST REFERRALS TO FUTURE REFERRALS AND .... 
PAST DISPOSITIONS TO FUTURE DISPOSITIONS FOR FEMAWS TABLE 3. RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF PAST eONTACTS 
AND FOR MALES OUTSIDE THE INNER CITY AND INTERSTIAL AREAS TO NUMBER OF FUTURE REFERRALS FOR FEMALES AND FOR MALES OUTSIDE Trill 

INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREAS 
-----~-
... _""--"'---

Number of Past Referrals by 
Nwnber of Referrals in Future Number of Past Contacts by 

Number of Referrals in Future 
Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda 

Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda 

Fcmalos 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 
---"' 1 Females 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Age 15 .32 .OB .42 .34 .IS .35 .00 .01 .01 
16 .20 .37 .41 .15 .28 .27 .00 .04 .00 Age 15 .58 .26 .50 .42 .13 .2B .06 .00 .00 

17 .13 .41 .36 .04 .26 .14 .00 .06 .00 16 .39 .33 .47 .12 .11 .24 .00 .00 .00 

18 .07 .41 .32 -.02 .22 .10 .00 .05 .00 17 .28 .37 .39 .OS .12 .1S .00 .00 .00 

19 .07 .26 .29 -.02 .11 .OB .00 .00 .00 18 .21 .38 .33 .02 .14 .10 .00 .00 .00 

20 .18 .25 .26 -.01 .08 .05 .00 .00 .00 19 .21 .31 .30 .01 .10 .08 .00 .00 .00 

21 .27 .25 .03 .06 .00 .00 20 .21 .31 .24 .02 .09 .05 .00 .00 .00 
21 .20 .26 .03 .06 .00 .00 

Males Outside the Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas 

.48 .30 .59 .50 .04 .04 .06 
Males Outside the Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas 

Age 15 .19 .39 
16 .20 .44 .50 .24 .46 .35 .04 .03 .06 Age 15 .26 .51 .55 .27 .37 .34 .02 .06 .05 

17 .26 .44 .44 .21 .37 .26 .06 .03 .02 16 .30 .51 .50 .24 .35 .28 .03 .04 .00 

18 .42 .43 .41 .26 .33 .24 .03 .01 .00 17 .28 .48 .42 .18 .29 .23 .03 .00 .00 

19 .40 .40 .40 .21 .31 .19 .04 .02 .00 18 .31 .45 .40 .18 .27 .20 .00 .00 .00 

20 .41 .34 .28 .21 .25 .13 .07 .00 .00 19 .27 .40 .37 .13 .23 .16 .00 .00 .00 

21 .38 .34 .21 .20 .05 .00 20 .28 .34 .28 .14 .18 .10 .00 .00 .00 
21 .25 .29 .13 .15 .00 .00 

Number of Past Dispositions by 
Number of Dispositions in Future 

Seriousness of Past Contacts by 
Number of Referrals in Future 

Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

Females 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 Females 1942 1!)49 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Age 15 -.01 .04 .24 - .03 .42 .41 .00 .03 .01 Age 15 .48 .26 .42 .42 .12 .27 .06 .00 .00 

16 .33 .36 .31 .32 .76 .40 .00 .03 .01 16 .33 ,31 .40 .12 .10 .23 .00 .00 .00 

17 .33 .38 .31 .32 .76 .32 .00 .06 .01 17 .24 .33 .32 .05 .11 .14 .00 .00 .00 

18 .54 •. 39 .26 .49 .56 .22 .14 .06 .00 18 ,17 .33 .27 .02 .14 .09 .00 .00 .00 

19 .57 .32 .29 .49 .41 .18 .29 .04 .00 19 .17 .26 .25 .01 .09 .07 .00 .00 .00 

20 .57 .46 .28 .49 .48 .13 .29 .04 .00 20 .17 .26 .21 .03 .08 .OS .00 .00 .00 

21 .34 .40 .48 .42 .29 .10 21 .16 .21 .03 .06 .00 .00 

Males Outside the Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas Males Outside the Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas 

Age 15 .18 .11 .38 .75 .74 .60 .02 .02 .05 Age 15 .32 .45 .47 .28 .35 .33 .05 .00 .01 

16 .19 .26 .43 .73 ,,82 .49 .02 .06 .05 16 .29 .45 .43 .25 .33 .27 .07 .00 .00 

17 .33 .26 .45 .66 .76 .43 .05 .06 .04 17 .21 .40 .36 .17 .28 .23 .03 .00 .00 

18 .62 .44 .52 .73 .67 .42 .12 .09 .02 18 .27 .38 .34 .18 .26 .19 .00 .00 .00 

19 .55 .50 .47 .50 .59 .33 .06 .OS .00 19 .27 .34 .29 .16 .22 .15 .00 .00 .00 

20 .53 .58 .38 .46 .59 .24 .03 .05 .00 20 .24 .29 .25 .15 .18 .10 .00 .00 .00 

21 .62 .55 .40 .53 .04 .03 1 
21 .22 .25 .14 .14 .00 .00 

>!~ 

*Lambda and Somers' D As~runetric with number of referrals and disposition collnps",l *Lambda and Somers' D Asymmetric with number of contacts and referrals collapsed to 

to 0, 1, 2, ~J 4 J and 5 or +. 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or + and seriousness scores to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 or +. 
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TABLE 5. 
RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF PAST CONTACTS 

- .. 1'I'BRRAI S TO NUMBER AND 

TO NUMBER OF DISPOSITIONS IN THE FUTURE FOR FEMALES AND FOR MALES 

"-~,--",-

4. RELATIONSHIP ~F NlJMB~R OF p~~~ ~~~ ~ FEMALES AND FOR MALES OUTSIDE TABLE 

OUTSIDE THE INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREAS 

SERIOUSNESS Or FUTURE CONTA 
THE INNER CITY AND INTERSTITIAL AREAS 

,,_ ....... -
: 

.. Num~or of Past Roferrals by 

Number of PuSt Contacts by 
Number of~ispositions in Future 

Nwnber of Contacts in Future 

Lambda Pearstm's R* Somers' D 
Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda 1942 1949 1955~ 

I Females 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 195~ 

Age 15 .57 .23 .42 .30 .13 .26 .13 .00 .00 

Fcmall's 

.01 .01 .04 
-----

.37 .53 .43 .47 
.04 

16 .42 .31 .42 .11 .12 .24 .00 .00 .02 

Age 15 .27 .18 
.40 .39 .01 .03 .31 .39 .24 

.03 .02 
17 .42 .38 .40 .07 .16 .20 .00 .00 .00 

16 .17 
.22 .36 .36 .02 

18 .36 .41 .32 .06 .14 .13 .00 .00 .00 

.19 .36 .41 
.02 .04 .01 

17 
.38 .19 .37 .29 

.00 
19 .32 .37 .28 .07 .11 .09 .00 .00 .00 

.39 
.05 

18 .20 
.22 .35 .22 .03 

J, 
20 .29 .34 .26 .06 .10 ,,07 .00 .00 .00 

.18 .42 .34 
.01 .05 .00 

19 
.11 .31 .15 

21 .17 .31 .05 .08 .00 .00 

20 .19 .44 .33 
.01 .03 .15 .27 21 .24 .45 

Males Outside the Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas 

Outside the Inner City and Interstitial Areas 

.09 
Age 15 .27 .39 .46 .27 .27 .36 .00 .01 .08 

Males 

.00 .04 .24 .40 .42 .52 .61 
.16 .08 

I 16 .34 .46 .46 .33 .32 .33 .00 .00 .05 

Age 15 .23 
.54 .51 .00 .37 .46 .41 

.02 .18 .07 
17 .39 .53 .45 .34 .36 .32 .00 .00 .00 

16 .32 
.61 .42 17 .34 .52 .42 .36 

.11 .10 .02 
18 .44 .54 .45 .32 .35 .30 .00 .00 .00 

.49 .42 .42 .52 .37 
.06 .00 

19 .37 .51 .43 .23 .32 .25 .00 .00 .00 

1.8 .42 
.14 .50 .43 .43 .48 .32 

.05 .00 
20 .36 .48 .33 .22 .30 .16 .00 .00 .00 

19 .44 
.39 .45 .25 .13 

21 .36 .43 .19 .26 .OL1 .00 

20 .44 .49 .36 
.13 .05 .36 .42 

.1 

21 .44 .51 

Number of Past RefcrTa~s by 
Seriousness of Contacts ~n Future 

Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 
Seriousness of Past Contacts by 
Number of DispOSitions in Future 

Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 
1955 1942 1949 1955 J, 

Females 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 Females 

.01 .05 .42 .46 .02 
Age 15 .54 .24 .36 .30 .13 .26 .13 .00 .00 

.17 .30 .52 
.03 .06 

Age 15 .23 
.23 .38 .40 .01 

16 .41 .30 .36 .11 .12 .24 .00 .00 .00 

16 .15 .27 .33 
.36 .37 .01 .03 .04 

17 .34 .38 .34 .07 .16 .19 .00 .00 .00 

17 .15 .30 .36 .19 
.02 .04 .02 

18 .29 .37 .28 .06 .14 .12 .00 .00 .00 

.33 .33 .18 .37 .29 
.05 .01 

18 .15 
.35 .22 .03 

J, 19 .26 .32 .25 .07 .11 .09 .00 .00 .00 

19 .17 .34 .32 .23 
.01 .08 .00 

20 .24 .31 .22 .06 .10 .06 .00 .00 .00 

.12 .30 .15 20 .17 .37 .29 
.02 .05 

21 .16 .26 .05 .08 .00 .00 

.17 .26 21 .23 .37 

Inner Citl and Interst.itial Areas 
Males Outside the Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas 

Males Outside the 

.00 .00 .12 
Age 15 .31 .36 .41 .26 

.49 .53 

.27 .35 .03 .00 .05 

.22 .32 .43 
.15 .1S J. 

Age 15 .24 
.53 .48 .00 

16 .41 .44 .41 .35 .31 .32 .03 .00 .00 

.33 .38 .42 
.31 .10 

16 .32 
.41 .63 .43 .00 

17 .47 .48 .40 .38 .36 .32 .02 .00 .00 

17 .36 .51 .38 
.55 .38 .08 .26 .06 

18 .46 .45 .41 .35 .33 .30 .00 .00 .00 

18 .43 .51 .39 .46 
.14 .19 .02 

19 .38 .43 .37 .26 .31 .26 .00 .00 .00 

.53 .41 .48 .51 .32 
.14 .00 

19 .46 
.48 .26 .16 

20 .37 .40 .30 .25 .28 .16 .00 .00 .00 

.53 .38 .44 
.10 

20 .46 
.44 .13 

.L 21 .34 .35 .21 .24 .00 .00 

21 .45 .54 .40 

... .!'.'- "'-
t and referrals collapsed to 

*Lambda Somers' 
!} Asymmetric with number of police contacts and dispOSitions 

collapsed 

*Lambda and Somers' D Asymmetric with number of cont;c ~ 2 :5 4 5 and 6 or +. 

to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or + and seriousness scores to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 or +. 

0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or + and seriousness scores to , , , , , , 
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TABLE 7. 

Females 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Males Outside 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Females 

Age 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Males Outside 

Age 15 
1.6 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
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RELATIONSHIP OF PAST SE AND SEVERITY OF PAST S~~OUSNESS OF CONTACTS rmFERRED 
IN THE FUTURE FOR FEMALESTIONS TO SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS 
INTERSTITIAL AREAS AND FOR MALES OUTSIDE nIE INNER CITY AND 

. Seriousness of P t C bl Severitl o~S o~tact~ Referred anctlons ln Future 

Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda 

1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

.54 .06 .37 .56 .23 .40 .13 .00 .00 

.32 .41 .32 .22 .31 .31 .00 .00 .00 

.29 .43 .31 .16 .33 .25 .14 .00 .00 

.34 .43 .24 .21 ,3~ .16 .14 .00 .00 

.41 .43 .23 .25 .23 .12 .14 .00 .00 

.42 .47 .20 .23 .22 .08 .14 .00 .00 

.41 .42 .21 .18 .14 .00 

the Inner Citl and Interstitial Areas 

.25 .40 .37 .59 .64 .51 .11 .09 .04 

.30 .48 .36 .62 .56 .43 .13 .06 .03 

.29 .55 .34 .55 .62 .36 .14 .12 .03 

.35 .50 .37 .49 .51 .34 .07 .04 .00 

.35 .44 .35 .38 .43 .26 .03 .01 .00 

.31 .42 .30 .33 .38 .18 .03 .00 .00 

.31 .42 .29 .33 .00 .00 

g~~~;liyY o~ sPast ~anct~ons by 
_ 0 ,anctlons In Future 

Pearson's R ,-------
Somers' D Lambda 

1942 

-.00 
.21 
.21 
.29 
.15 
.15 
.33 

the 

.04 

.16 

.17 

.49 

.76 

.67 

.66 

1949 

.06 

.47 

.26 

.27 

.24 

.33 

.30 

1955 

.31 

.30 

.27 

.28 

.27 

.30 

Inner Citl and 

.06 .21 

.32 .25 

.23 .25 

.38 .32 

.41 .29 

.29 .32 

.33 

1942 

-.03 
.31 
.31 
.48 
.48 
.48 
.48 

1.949 1955 

.45 .39 

.77 .35 

.'77 .27 

.52 .22 

.35 .19 

.41 .13 

.37 

Interstitial Areas 

.62 .75 .53 

.74 .82 .42 

.60 .73 .37 

.73 .60 .35 

.48 .55 .26 

.46 .49 .18 

.40 .43 

1942 1949 1955 

.00 .03 .02 

.00 .13 .04 

.00 .13 .03 

.14 .13 .05 

.29 .13 .07 

.29 .14 .03 

.29 .24 

.04 .03 .05 

.04 .05 .07 

.07 .10 .05 

.20 .11 .01 

.26 .09 .01 

.22 .12 .00 

.29 .11 

*Lambda and Somers' D As .. 2J 3
J 

4J 5, and 6 or +. collapsed and seriousness scores collapsed to OJ l~etrlc wlth adjacent sanctions 
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T' C' 'IONS TO NUMBER AND SERIOUS-
TABLE 9. 

RELATIONSHIP OF NUMBER AND SERIOUSNESS OF PAST CONTACTS 'l'0 SEVERITY 

TABLE 8. RELATIONSHIP OF SEVERITY OF PA~SE~ ~D FOR MALES OUTSIDE THE INNER CITY AND NESS OF FUTURE CONTACTS FOR FE 

OF SANCTIONS IN THE FUTURE FOR FEMALES AND FOR MALES OUTSIDE THE INNER CITY AND 
INTERSTITIAL AREAS 

1 INTERSTITIAL AREAS 

Severity of Past Sm}cti,ons by 
Number of Contacts 1n Future = 

Number of Past Contacts by Severitl of Sanctions in Future Penrson's R* Somers' D Lambda 

Fema.les 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 Pearson's R* Somers' D Lambda 
,Females 1942 1949 i95.5 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

.21 .89 .79 .39 .01 .01 .0.3 
Age 15 .50 .18 .40 .11 

Age 15 .14 .11 
.01 .02 .03 

. .30 .24 .13 .00 .00 

16 .20 .21 .26 .84 .89 .43 
16 .30 .33 .39 .10 .11 .21 .00 .00 .00 

.02 .02 .02 17 .19 .23 .30 .82 .91 .37 
17 .30 .35 . .35 .07 .14 .17 .00 .00 .00 

.60 .33 .02 .03 .02 18 .22 .25 .34 .80 
.04 .05 .0.3 18 .29 . .37 .29 .06 .13 .11 .00 .00 .00 

.11 .28 .28 .73 .63 .27 
19 .29 .38 .28 .07 .10 .07 .00 .00 .00 

19 
.02 .04 .05 20 .08 .32 .30 .54 .51 .22 

20 .26 .38 .24 .06 .10 .05 .00 .00 .00 

.31 .34 .48 .02 .05 
2~. .25 .35 .05 .07 .00 .00 

21 .18 

Males Outside the Inner City and Interstitial Areas 
Males Outs1de the Inner Ci tl and Interstitial Areas .28 .15 .70 .64 .01 .00 .07 

Age 15 .35 .39 .42 .27 

Age 15 .02 .10 
.08 

.29 .31 .02 .02 .01 

.26 .64 .47 .01 .02 16 .04 .15 .36 
.01 .05 .06 16 ,37 .41 .38 .32 .32 .29 .00 .01 .00 

17 .03 .18 .29 .21 .64 .40 
17 .37 .45 .36 .31 .36 .28 .00 .04 .00 

.07 .09 .05 18 .26 .26 .33 .52 .54 .37 
18 .34 .44 .35 .28 .32 .25 .00 .00 .00 

.30 .45 .52 .31 .13 .09 .02 
19 .27 .40 .36 .20 .29 

19 .24 .31 
.14 .07 .01 

.21 .00 .00 .00 

20 .28 .28 .25 .47 .46 .25 
20 .25 .37 .29 .18 .26 .13 .00 .00 .00 

.12 .07 21 .29 .27 .38 .41 
21 .27 .38 .16 .23 .00 .00 Severity of Past Sancti~ns by 

Seriousness of Past Contacts by 
Seriousness of Contacts 1n Future 

Severitl of Sanctions in Future 
Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 

Pearson's R Somers' D Lambda 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 
Females 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 1942 1949 1955 

Females 1942 1949 

.15 .90 .77 .37 .01 .01 .03 
Age 15 .55 .19 .34 .30 .10 .23 .13 .00 .00 

Age 15 .14 .10 
.02 .02 .05 

16 .32 .29 .31 .11 .10 .20 .00 .00 .00 

16 .18 .17 .19 .81 .84 .42 
.24 .76 .86 .37 .01 .02 .03 

17 .28 .33 .29 .07 .14 .16 .00 .00 .00 

17 .16 .18 
.72 .56 .33 .02 .03 .03 

18 .26 .33 .25 .06 .13 .11 .00 .00 .00 

18 .15 .19 .28 
.27 .04 .05 .05 

19 .28 .34 .23 .07 .10 .07 .00 .00 .00 

.22 .27 .69 .62 19 .07 
.02 .05 .06 

20 .26 .34 .20 .06 .09 .05 .00 .00 .00 

20 .05 .26 .28 .51 .50 .22 
.28 .33 .49 .02 .05 

21 .24 .29 .OS .07 .00 .00 

21 .13 

Inner Citl and Interstitial Arcas 
Males Outside the Inner City and Interstitial Areas 

Males Outside the 

.21 .51 .62 .54 .00 .00 .09 
Age 15 .36 .35 . .38 .28 .28 .30 .04 .00 .00 

Age 15 .10 .08 
.45 .01 .00 .12 

16 .36 .37 .35 .34 .31 .28 .02 .00 .00 

16 .06 .12 .29 .28 .58 
.26 .68 .42 .00 .06 .11 

17 .35 .42 .32 .35 .37 .28 .00 .00 .00 

17 .10 .19 .29 
.01 .17 .10 

18 .31. .36 .33 .31 .31 .25 .00 .00 .00 

.52 .59 .39 18 .26 .29 .31 
.06 .19 .02 

19 .25 .33 .31 .22 .28 .20 .00 .00 .00 

19 .26 .37 .30 .48 .57 .31 
.51 .51 .25 .16 .16 .00 

20 .23 .30 .24 .21 .25 .14 .00 .00 .00 

20 .31 .34 .26 
.13 .09 10. 

21 .24 .31 .19 .21 .00 .00 

21 .32 .32 .43 .45 

--""- '''-'''*'0; 

D Asymmetric with adjacent sanctions collapsed, number of contJ.1. 
*Lambda a.nd Somers' 

D Asymmetric with adj accnt sanctions collapsed, number of contacts to 

*Lambda and Somers' 
to 0, 1, 2. 3, 4, 5, and 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +, and seriousness scores to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 or +. 

collapsed to 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 or +, and seriousness scores 
6 or +. 

1 
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APPBNDIX P 

Although we huve indicated general satisfaction \d th the 

representativeness of tho "sample" of those interviewed from oach 

Cohort, it should be noted that we \'lore disappointed with the rE'lfusal 

l'ate among those contactod, a rate of 18.4~ for the 1942 Cohort and 

13.3
9
" for the 1949 Cohort, particularly with the 22.S~o refusal rate 

for White mnles in the 1942 Cohort, OVer twice that of the 1949 Cohort 

Whi te males. On the other hand, the low refusal l'ate for Chicanos in 

the 1949 Cohort (S.6°J for the males and 4.8PJ for the fomales) was similar 

to that which we had experienced in carlier Racine studies. 

Our strategy in attempting to interview all of the Blacks and 

Chicanos was dictated by the nacessi ty of having a si zeabl(~ group of 

interviewed minority group respondents. If thctr out-mobility was 

higher, it I'/ould be necessary to attempt to reach a11 of them to have 

a sufficient number to compare their responses to those of the Whites. 

In the end this produced only 30 Blacks and Chicanos from the 1942 

Cohort, loss than 10!~ minod ti~s but adequtc in terms of th" race/ethnic 

composition of the H)42 Cohort. The 97 Blacks and Chicanos constituted 

17.4% of the 1949 Cohort, considerably more than the approximately 

10% that we needed) but still baroly enough to speak of race/ethnic 

differences which go beyond Simple sex hreakdowns. Since we are 

primarily interested in the interrelationship of variables among those 

interviewed and the relationship of their responses to their official 

police records, this race/ethnic imbalance shOUld have little effect 

on the results of the analysis based on interview data. 

I 



------------------------~-------------

oc 
~ 

t- __ ~_ 
",'-0. --,~-~~ 

-_- ~ .... "" ____ .~ ___ ~~..s....=~~;k!..!!> 

TABLE 1. INTERVIEI~ STA'I'US OF 1942 AND 1949 COHORTS 
.'-.<a __ ----:-

__ c 

~_~ ....... ~_. ___ -,..~_,,.,.' ...... ..,. __ ,,.,....~'_""""_ ... ""' ___ ~,_~. ___ -_ _.._~ _____ -~_" _ ____""-_,._...,,_._h.- ............ ~ .• ~~-~~ - -..--........,~ ....... ---.-,--.... ---~-~-.-........---"'-~---.-.... ~~-----~---~----~----

1942 Coll<~.rL-~ . 1949 Cohort 
~.--,-~--- -"'*'*-.... .=---

White Black Chica11.Q. Total White Black Chicano Total 
~IF MF -,~- MF 1.1 . - ~~ . 

M F M F F 
-~- -- -~""-'--~~ .... -

Orig~nalll Selected for Inter-
views or as Substitutes 

Interviewed 145 158 10 10 2 8 333 230 229 32 28 17 20 55G 
Out of Area 97 109 8 4 2 4 224 106 191 17 15 9 5 343 
Never Located 61 82 4 3 2 .3 155 91 156 10 .3 5 2 267 
Never Home 17 16 4 1 0 0 38 26 21 4 5 0 0 56 
Handicapped, Retarded 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 2 ., 

0 0 8 .. 
Deceased 7 1 2 0 1 0 11 7 2 1 0 1 0 11 
Refused 42 26 3 2 2 0 75 26 46 6 5 1 1 85 
Invalid Interview 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 

Not Selected for Interview 

Available 151 127 0 0 0 0 278 333 170 0 0 0 0 503 
Out of Area 66 63 0 0 0 0 129 84 57 0 0 0 0 141 
Never Located 48 54 0 0 0 0 102 62 58 0 0 0 0 120 
Deceased 4 2 0 0 0 0 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Total in Cohort: 639 638 31 20 9 15 1352 974 931 74 59 33 28 2099 

.. 

, 
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APPENDIX Q 

THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA · IOWA CITY, IOWA 

IO""A 
URBAN 
COMMUNITY 
RESEARCH 
CENTER 

RACINE COMMUNITY STUDY 
1916 

Nama of IntervIewer 

FILL IN THESE BLANKS AS INTERVIEW 

BEGINS AND ENDS: 

Date .... , I" t •• fl ••••• I I ••••• •• I •••• ••••••••••• 

Time interview begins: .....•....••....•.......... 

Time interview ends: .•..•.••....••..••.....••...•. 

Length of interview: ....•.....................•.. 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: 

CHECKED BY: ................................. . 

CODERS' INITIALS: ....................... . 

CHECK CODER'S INITIALS: ...................... . 

KEYPUNCHERS' INITIALS: ...................... . 

1 

1 

Pre~eding page blank 

-1-

INTERVIEWER: At thA beginning of each section 011 s@t of questions 
there may be a 8ftOl't pIZPt).graph wi.th speaiaZ irt8~U()tion8 iOi;> you in 
itaU-as. DO NO'l1 read: these paragrophs to the person you are inter ... : 
vielJJi.ng. 

(BACKGROUND) 

TO RESPONDENT: Sometimes peoples' lives go on from day to day with­

out much change. But at other times things happen that bring about 

changes in their lives. Among the many events which can cause 

875 

changes in peop1e~' lives are marriage, school, jobs, and the various 

kinds of trouble they get into and how they react to each event. If 

you ask people which events changed their lives most 'they just cannot 

answer off the top of their heads. Yet, that is what we would like to 

know about in the interviews that we are conducting as part of the 

Racine Community Study. 

\fuat we would like to do is talk about various events in your 

life and ask questions that start at the beginning and giv(' you a 

chance to think about thesE.' ~hings in an orderly way. If you were 

writing it out as the story of your life you might soy that it is 

divided into several periods, like grade school, high school, the 

first few years after high school, and so on. 

I know and the people from the University of Iowa 1mow that not 

all the questions will be exactly right for you. They have trieci to 

come up with questions that can be asked of ALL p(.\ople, hut this is 

just about impossible. Please answer as well as you can. 

1. What town (or towns) did you live in between the ages of 6 and 
l8? INTERVIEWER: If lVJspcmdent mentions more t;han one tOhlnJ 

ask how oZd he/she was when the fami?y madt3 the move. CARl' i 

_________ ITI 
2. What is your birth date? 
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3. How far did you go in school? 

Date -------

Date ------, 

j 
l 
{ 

.. 2-

Less than 9th 

9th 

10th 

1lth 

12th 

Graduated high 

Some trade/technical 

grade . 1 

grade 2 

grade . · · 3 

grade . 4 

grade 5 

school . · · 6 

school 7 

Completed trade/technical school . · · 8 

Date -------

IF ANY HIGH SCHOOL, ASK: 

4. Where did you go to high school: 

School 

City 

IF MORE THAN ONE HIGH SCHOOL, ASK: 

School 

City 

Why did you transfer to this school? 

School 

City 

Why did you transfer to this school? 

Some nursing tra1~ 19 

Completed nursing train:: 'tg • · 
· 9 

.10 

Some junior cOilege .11 

Completed junior college ... 12 

Some college . · .13 

Graduated college . · .14 

More than 4 years college . · .1S 

Not ascertained . · .99 
) z 1 i 1 S 1 Ii 1 ? 

I 

18 19 

1 0 _ 1 I 

j, 

" 

-3-

IF SOME HIGH SCHOOL BUT NO DIPLOMA, ASK: 

877 

5. How did you happen to leave school before you graduated? 

ASK OF ALL WITH ANY HIGH SCHOOL: 

6. Overall, how did you feel about high school? 

Liked school a lot . . . I 

Liked school fairly well . . . 2 
Liked quite a few things but didn't like other~. 3 

Didn't care one way or another 

Didn't like quite a few things but did like others 

Dis liked school 

.. . 4 

. 5 21 

6 

Disliked school very much. . 7 

Not ascertained .. 9 

Inapplicable . 0 

What did you like about school? Tell me 2 or 3 things. 

21 

1.-'"--.1 
What did you dislike about school? Tell me 2 or 3 things. 

7. Did you have a job while you were in high school, during the 
school year, during the summers, or both? 

IF YES: 

What kinds of work did you do? 

Summers . 1 

School year 

Both 

No job . 

2 

3 

. 4 2b 

Not ascertained 9 

Inapplicable . . . 0 

27 28 
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8. 

9. 

-

-4-

!low many hours u week did you usually work---

during the school year? hrs/wk 

during the summers? hrs/wk ---
f J'obs necessities or did you Were any 0 your 

\~ork because you wanted to? 
Necessity . 

wanted to 
Peer influence . 

· 

· 

· 1 

· 2 

· 3 

Good experience, not necessity. 4 

Were any of your jobs part of your high 
school training? 

'd counting yourself, were there How many cPl1 ren, 
in your family? 

Parental pressure . 

Not ascertained . 

Inapplicable 

Yes . 

No 
.. 

. 

. 

5 

9 

0 

1 

. 2 

. 9 Not ascertained 

Inapplicable . . . 0 

wl'th until you were 18 -- your father, your Who did you live 
mother, or bothJ or was it someone else? 

IF ONLY ONE PARENT: 

Did (he/she) remarry? 

Father 

Mother 

Both 

Neither 

. . . 1 

· .. 2 

.. 
. 3 

4 

Not ascertained. 9 

Inapplicable . . . 0 

Yes . 1 

No ... 2 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable .. o 

. 1 

3 3 

34 

37 

38 '\ 

" ) 
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IF YES: 

I~I 
How old were you when (he/she) remarried? 

----------------------":'>-, -------
IF NOT PARENTS: 

.-!t.L 

I_I 
Who did you live with? 

How old were you when you went to live with them? 

I "(LI 
10. During the years you were growing up, who was the income 

producing head of your hous0~old? 

11. Was (he/she) regularly employed thl'oughout the years you 
were growing up? 

Yes, all the time 

Employed during ages 6 through 13 

Employed during ages 14 through 17 

Never regularly employed 

Not ascertained 

Inapplicable 

IF PERIODS WHEN NOT REGULARLY EMPLOYED, ASK: 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

o 

How did your family get by when (he/she) wasn't 
working? '+7 '+8 

12. What was the main way by which (he/she) earned a living? 

SKIP, IF MOTHER WAS HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD: 

13. Did your (mother/stepmother) have a job outside the home 
while you were growing up? 

I I 
1-'-1-

1 

Yes 1 

No 

Not ascertained . 

Inapplicable 

9 

o 
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IF YES, SHE WORKED, ASK: 

Did she work full time, part time, or not at all 
when you were 6 through l3? 

Full time 

Part time 

Some full, some part time 

Not at all 

Not ascertained 

Inappl icab 1 e 
Did she \'Jork full time, part time, or not at all 
when you were 14 through l7? 

· 

· 

· 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

0 

Full time . 1 

Part time .. 2 

Some full, some part time ... 3 

When she was working, was any adult home when 
you got home from school? 

Not at all 4 

Not ascertained 9 

Inapplicable 0 

Yes ... 1 

No . 2 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable . . . 0 

TO RESPONDENT: I'm going to name several groups of people, one at a time. 
If the group or someone in that group was particularly important in in­
fluencing you in one direction or another in terms of your decisions, at­
titudes, and/or behavior, we would like to know what happened and about 

51 

52 

53 

how old you were. Card 2 
8 9 

14. Brothers and sisters ----------------.--------------------------
1 0 1 1 

12 1 3 
IS. Parents 

14 1 5 

}" 

--

- i 
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16. The Bntire Family 

17. Students at School 

18. Teachers at School 

19. Police 

20. Judges, Probation Officers, etc. 

21. Landlords 

22. Employers or Supervisors at Work 

23. Is there any person or group we left off this list whose influence 
you think we should know about? 

I~I 
I~ 
I~ 
I~ 
I~I 

26 27 

I I I 
28 29 

I I I 
30 31 

I I I 
32 33 

I I I 

I~ 
I~I " I 

38 39 

I I I 
40 Ii 1 

I I I 
42 

I I 
4 3 

I I -I 

1- I ] 
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IF ADDITIONAL GROUP MENTIONED, ASK: 
I s there any other person or group we should kn'ow 
about '? 

--------I~__J _ 
________ 1:-1..--

TO RESPONDENT: At one time or another you have been asked what kind of 
person you think you are. You may even have taken tests that are ,sup­
posed to describe you as one type of person or another. ~NTERV1E~R: 
Band !~spondent CaPa 1.) Here is a card that shows five very general 
descriptions of different kinds of people. Which one are you most like? 
If you think a combination of these would describe you best, that's fine. 
There are four time periods that we would like to have you think about. 
Let's start with what kind of person you think you are now. Car>d :5 

24. Adult: 

25. Do you think that you have always been this way or have you 
changed? Were you the same way 18 through 20, 14 through 17, 
and 6 through l3? When did you change? 

26. 

18 through 20: 

14 through 17: 

6 through 13: 

Did you want to be a different type of person when you were in 
junior high and high school? 

8 9 

10 1 1 

1 ~ 13 

1 II 1 5 

Yes . 1 

No ... 2 

Not ascertained . . , 9 

Inapplicabl~ , . . 0 

IF YES: 

Which of the categories on Card 1 best describes the 
kind of person you wanted to be? 

What kept you from being that kind of person? 
I~ I" 

19 ~o 

16 

.' 

J 

. 

.' 

-. 

-9-

27. How old were you when you got your driver's license? 

28. Did you ever drive a car before you had a driver's 
lil.!ense without your parents knowledge and consent? 

29. How much access did you have to a car while you were 
in high schaal? 

30. Did you and your friends spend much time driving 
around in a car just for something to do? 

883 

Yes ... I 

No • . . 2 ~3 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable . . . 0 

Unlimi ted · · · 1 

Frequent · · · 2 

Occasional · · · 3 

Never · · · 4 ~ II 

Not ascertained 9 

Inapplicable · · · 0 

Yes ... 1 

Some, but not a lot ... 2 

31. When you were in junior high and high school, was your 
neighborhood heavily, moderately, or lightly patrolled 
by the police, or not patrolled at all? 

32. What kind of an attitude did you and your 2 
closest friends have toward the police when 
in junior high and high school? 

or 3 
you were 

No . 3 ~s 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable . . . 0 

Heavily · · · 1 

Moderately ") · · · .. 
Lightly · · · 3 

Not at all · • · 4 

Not asccrtnined · 9 

Positive 1 

Negative " · .. 
Indifferent :i 

Not ascertained · · · 9 

26 

'} ./ 
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Oid any of your ~ or 3 closest friends get into trouble with 
the poli~c during the junior high and high school years? 

IF YES: 
Were they stopped and questioned by the police? 

Were they arrested? 

Did they get sent to juvenile court? 

Were they put on probation? 

Were they referred to county welfare agencies, 
to state welfare agencies, or to foster homes? 

Were they sent to a state institution for 
juvenile boys or girls? 

Yes ... 1 

No •.. 2 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable • 0 

Yes .•. 1 

20 

No . 2 29 

Not ascertained • . • 9 

Inapplicable . . • 0 

Yes · · · 1 

No • 2 

Not ascertained · · · 9 

Inapplicable · 0 

Yes · · · 1 

No · · · 2 

Not ascertained · • · 9 

Inapplicable 0 

Yes · .. 1 

No . , • 2 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable • 0 

Yes · · · 1 

No · 2 

Not ascertained · · · 9 

Inapplicable · · · 0 

Yes •.• 1 

30 

31 

32 

33 

No ... 2 ail 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable . . . 0 

t 

·1 

:,..'" 

\ f 
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IN'.fERVIErVER: The next seM-es of quostioruJ i.s Ol'Ua-ta.~ to the study. In these 
questions it wiZZ b~ neoe8s~y to have estabtinhed a good ~appo~t with the pe8~ 
pondent. a.'hese quant-tons deal. with his 01' her' deU,~lquent oa1leep. • 

TO RESPONDENT: Everyone does something llIrong or something which is considered 
wrong by society sometime in his or her life. I know that it is difficult to 
remember things that happened years ago, but I would like to ask you to think 
back to when you were in school. 

34. How many times before you were 18 did the police stop you for 
doing something wrong or something that they suspected was 
wrong? If you can't remember the exact number of times, 
please give me an estimate. 

INTERVIErVER.: If '!'espondent .. oan 't roemembefl any su.oh oooasions:I go to 
queotion 61~ page 1'8. ~~._. '.P • 

TO RESPONDENT: Tell me about the ones )'OU remember the best. I'IrI 
going to ask you 0. few questions about each and not n1l questions 
will apply to each situation. Please do your best to help me out. 

35. How old were you at the time? 

36. According to the police, what were you doing that attracted 
their attention? 

Capd 4 

6 9 

I-U I" 

12 13 ________ 1-1..---
37. What were you really doing? 

II! 1 5 ________________ -1-1..---
38. Why were you doing this? 

39. \fuose idea was it, yours or somebody else's? 

Respondent's idea . . . 1 

Somebody else's ldca ") . .. 
Collective or group idea 3 

Not ascertained 9 

Inapplicable 0 

1 7 



886 
-12-

40. How man)' peOl)le were involved, includ.ing yourself? 18 19 I 
~~ ___________ I~ 1-
III MORE THAN ONE PERSON INVOLVED, ASK: 

Were they the people that you usually ran 
around with? 

How old were the others? 

41. What d:i.d the police do to you? 

Yes · . • 1 

No .•. 2 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable · . • 0 

21 

Counsel and release with warning 1 

Counsel and release, notified parents · . • 2 

20 

Arrested, taken to station, released . . • 3 

Arrested, taken to station, referred •.. 4 23 

Traffic violation, fine . , . 5 

IF ARRESTED AND RllPERRED, ASK: 
Mlat happened to you as a result of the 
police action? 

IF MORE. THAN ONB PERSON INVOLVED, ASK: 
Did they d.o this with all of you? What 
did the police do to the others involved? 

Not ascertained . 9 

Inapplicable . • • 0 

\~\ 

," \ 

42. How did you react to the police and what they did? 
Courtesy, deference ..• 1 

Hostility, rebellion. 2 

Casual or no reaction . . . 3 
Obedience, compliance • • . 4 26 

Fear, anxiety 5 

Not ascertained . . • 9 

Inapplicable . • . 0 

43. 

l 

44. 

45. 
. 

J 

46. 

47. 

.' 

887 
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What happened to you besides \"hut we've already talked about? 

2.1 20 

] 
What did your parents think about the behavior that 
got you into trouble \d th the police? 

29 30 

What did your friends think about the behavior that 
got you into trouble wi th the police? 

H 32 

What effect did this experience have on your behavior? 
None, or very little • . . 1 

Rebellion toward authority • . . 2 

Deterrent effect on behavior .•. 3 33 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable . . . 0 

Why do you think you reacted that way? Mlat people 
or parts of the experience made you react that way? 
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54. What did the I 'ulice do to you? 

SECOND rNCIDENT Counsel and release with warning . 1 

48. How old wpre you ,It the time? 

48. According to the police, what were you doing that attracted 
tllC'ir attention? 

-----------------------.----------.-------------------
sn. What weTC you really doing? 

51. Why were you doing this? 

-----------------------------------------------------

52. lfuose idea V!as it, yours or somebody else's? 
Respondent's 

Somebody else's 

Collective or group 

3 B 

idea 

idea 

idea 

Not ascertained 

Inapplicable 

3 9 

I-'LI 

· 1 

2 

· 3 

. . · 9 

. . 0 

5:::. How many people were involved, inclUdi_n_g_y_ou_r_s_e_l_f_?_______ ( l "] 
IF MORE THAN o~m PERSON INVOLVED, ASK: 

Were they the people that you usually ran 
around with? 

Yes 1 

113 

No . 2 '+6 

How old were the others? 

" . 

, 
• 

Not ascertain~d . . . 9 

Inappl1.rable . . . 0 

l 

IF ARRESTED AND REFERRED, ASK:' 

Counsel and release, notified parents . 

Arrested, taken to station, released . 

Arrested, taken to station, referred 

Traffic violation, fine 

Not ascertained 

Inapplicable 

lfuat happened to you as a result of the 
police action? 

IF MORE THAN ONE PERSON INVOLVED, ASK: 

Did they do this with all of you? What 
did the police do to the others involved? 

55. How did you react to the police and what they did? 

Courtesy, deference 

Hostility, rebellion 

Casual or no reaction 

Obedience, compliance 

. 

· 2 

. · 3 

4 

5 

9 

0 

I so I 

I 51 I 

1 

2 

. · 3 

4 

Fear, anxiety ... 5 

Not ascertained. . 9 

Inapplicable . 0 

:56. What happened to you besides what we've already talked ab~ut? 

57. lfuat did your parents think about the behavior that got you into 
trouble with the police? 

53 

SS S6 

'+9 

S2 
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58. 

59. 

60. 

-~------------------
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What tlitl your f1'. t'ntl!> think about the behavior that got 
you into trouble with the police? 

, ______ iLi 
\fuat effect did this experience have on your behavior? 

None) or very little 

Rebellion toward authority 

Deterrent effect on behavior 

Not ascertained 

, Inapplicable 

Why do you think you reacted that way? What people 
or parts of the experience made you react that way? 

60 61 

1 

2 

3 59 

9 

o 

J~ 

63. 
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Ho~ old were .vou when you started 
dOlng (first mention)? 

64. Why did you do it? 

Unstructured time 

65. Did you do it alone or with other people? 

891 

1 3 1 It 

Peer infl~ences . . . 1 

Economic reasons . . . 2 
(including "just for fun") . 3 

Curiosity and/or experience ... 4 15 

Testing the law . . . 5 

Not ascertained . 

Inapplicable . 
9 

o 

Alone ... 1 

Sometimes alone , 
With others (group) ... 2 

sometimes with others . . 

With one other person . INTElWIErVER: Remember that 1I0u have e~tra pages on whioh td reoo:t'd 
addi,t;·ionaZ ·incidents. . 

61. Can you think of any things you used to do (before 
you were 18) for which you could have been caught 
by the police but which they never found out about? 
INTERVIEWER: If NO,) go' to , at the top of p. 20. 

IF YES: 

What things did you do? 

62. How often did you (first mention)? 

Card 5 

Yes ... 1 

No .. 2 B 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

9 10 1 1 

At least once a week . . . 1 

Several times a month 

Once every 2 or 3 months . 

A few times a year 

2 

. 3 

4 l:!. 

Only once or twicG ever . . . 5 

Not ascertained. . 9 

Inapplicable . . . 0 

66. Did anyone ever catch you? 

IF YES: 

Who caught you? 

What did they do? 

. 3 

4 
Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable . 0 

Yes . . · 1 

No · 2 
Not ascertained · 9 

Inapplicable . · 0 

17 

• 
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67. Do you sti11 (fj l'st mention'? 

IF NO: 

What caused you to stop? 

How old were you when you stopped? 

SECOND :I1ENTION 

68. How often did you (second mention)? 

69. How old were you when you started 
doing (second mention)? 

70. Why did you do it? 

Unstructured time 

-------~ - ~~-

Yes · 1 

No · 2 

Not ascert~\ined · 9 

Inapplicable · · · 0 

21 22 

---.1-1 I 
"["[ 

At least once a week · · 1 

Several times a month · 2 

Once every 2 or 3 months · :~ 

A few times a year · · • 4-
Once once or twice ever 5 

Not ascertained · 9 

Inapplicable · 0 

26 27 

Peer influences · 1 

Economic reasons 2 

(including "just for fun") · · · 3 

Curiosity and/or experience · 4 

Testing the law 5 

Not ascertained 9 

Inapplicable · · · 0 

20 J 

2!> 

2'B 

71. Did you do it -19-
alone or with other people? 

Sometimes alone, 

72. 
Did anyone ever catch you? 

893 

Alone 
With others (group) 

sometimes with others 

With one other person 

Not ascertained 

InapPlicable 

Yes 

No 
. 
· 

. . . 1 

••• 2 

••. 3 

.•• 4 

. 9 

••. 0 

. . 1 

. . 2 

29 

Not asc~~rtained 
30 

73. 

IF YES: 

Who caught you? 

What did they do? 

Do you still (second mention)? 

IF NO: 

What caused you to stop? 

· . . 
Inapplicable · 

LI 
o 

Yes •.. 1 

No ... 2 
Not ascertained 

Inapplicable 
••• 9 

•• It 0 

~~~ ________ I_-lLy-tL.1 
How old were YOll when you --L-

stopped? 

~;;;;;;;:;;;;-;;;;;;~::-:::=-~--__ /~~ ! ~. / 1'NffERV.tErVEEt: Remembsp that ,!._. _ 

in(Jiilents. you f/U.ve f1.:t:Cra ~. fOt> addl .. plona t. 

9 

0 

33 
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, TO RESPON[lI;~,.;'r: HerC' i" ali ~t of things that people sometimes do that they 
shoulun't. The peoplv from the University of Iowa would like to know which 
ones you l:aTl rt'l:all unillg sometime in your life and about how many times you 
did them. As you can $00, they have categories for when you were 13 or 
younger, 14 through 17, 18 through 20, and 21 and older. All they want you 
to do is mark in each ag0 category the number from the list at the bottom or 
the page which best describes how often you did it. Of course, if you've 
TH'ver Jom' these things, then simply leave thf~ spaces blank. You do the 
mark i ng and then fo ld the page and I wi 11 put it in my briefcase. 

INPERVIEWEiR: If i>(Jsponc'l4nt seems vrmJ ~tu¢tant<!tcdtj tho m~king;J~ememb~ 
tlzat you haVe en:vttwpea a:&J.roes/Sed to the Vni.veps-t1;yof IotJa. A8kthe XI!1?S"" 
pondent if he/she. would p'p{j!e~ to max>'k. the sheet ana mCti~ it di:t'ea'l;'ly to 
IotJa C1.t.y. 

74. IF RESPONDENT MENTIONED NO INCIDENTS, ASK: 

How does it happen that you never did anything that 
could have attracted the attention of the police? 

IF RESPONDENT HAS MENTIONED INCIDENTS, ASK: 

Now that you have looked back and thought about some 
of the things that you did that attrac.ted, or could 
have attracted, the attc.'J1tion of the police, overall 
why do you think you did them? 

Parental control • . . 1 

Social pressure 2 

Good self-concept . 3 38 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Inapplicable . 0 

Peer influences . 1 

Economic reasons . 2 

Leisure time activities 3 

Curiosity and/or experience 4 39 

Testing the law . . . 5 

Not ascertained. . 9 

Inapplicable . 0 

'. 
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IF RESPONDENT !:!M. MBNTIONED INCIDENTS, ASK: 

75. We would like you to think of 1 
I '. a s ca e from 1 t 7 lS non-dellnquent and 7 is hi h ' 0, where 
Choose the number Whl' ch g ly dellnquent or criminal 
h seems to best d "b . t ought of yourself and . h escrl e how you 

friends, police) thought il~; ~t e~s ~parents, teachers, 
age periods in your life. au Urlng each of the following 

Before 14: 
Self 

Parents 

Teachers 

----- Friends 

Police 

14-17 
Self 

Parents 

Teachers 

Friends 

---- Police 

18-20 Self 

Parents 

Teachers 

-._--- Friends 

Police 

I~I 
I~I 

42 

1=1 
43 

1=1 
I~I 

45 1-, 
1-

I~I 
I~I _I 
I~ _I 
I~I 
/-ll-/ 
---
/~I 
_I 

IJLI _I 
!-U-, 
-' 1--5Jl..-, 

I I 
-~ 
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21 or +: 

76. Howald were you when you first moved away from 
home and were on your own? 

1'0 RESPONDENT: Now let's talk about you as an adult. 

-----

77. What is your current marital status? Please look at 
this card and tell me the number of the item that 
describes your marital status. INTERVJlrr~: If ~dr' 
pondent tjalJs the desatliption -isn't; on the ca·:rd." ask 
l1-im!helt to desal'ibe his/he!' situation •. 

Self 

Friends 

Police 

e 

,:::=, 

'~I 
I~I 

Ca'l"d 6 

9 

---______ I-!LCI 
IF EVER MARRIED: 

How old were you when you got married? 
12 1 3 

78. (Do you/Does your husband) have a job now? 

Yes ... I 

No ... 2 14 

IF YES: Not ascertained . 9 

lfuat is (your/his) present job? 

Company name _______________________ _ 

.Job title 
---------------------------------------------

miat does a (job title) do? 

15 I-I 
1-

• :> 

. 
iJ. • 

IF NO, DOES NOT HAVE A JOB: 

(Are you/Is he): 

79. (Are you/Is your wife) employed? 

IF YES: 

-23-

What is (your/her) present job? 

Company name ______________ _ 

Not 

Not 

897 

On strike 

Laid off 
Disabled 

UnemploY'ed 
ascertained 

Inapplicable 

Yes 

No 
ascertained 

Inapplicable 

· 
· · • 

· · · 
• · · 
· · · 
• · · 

· · · 
· 

· · • 

· · · 

Job title ___ . __________________ _ 

\fuat does a (job title) do? 

80. How old were you \~hen you got your f':rst full time job? 
19 20 

1 ~ I ~ ~! ------,----~ _. --------~-------------------------------
81. \fuat was it? 

:> 1 2 ~~ 

I I ! I ' 
._-------------------- I.~ - __ ' 

82. Have you ever been in military service? 

Yes ... 1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

9 

0 

I 

2 

9 

() 

No . . . ~~ 

Not 3sc~rtaincd . . . 9 
rF YHS: 

At what age did you go into th~ service? 
~ 4 -.' ~j. ""I 

I I 
'-'-=-'-- !- ~"'':;;;' ~--~ ~ 

1 6 

1 " 
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Were you drafted or did you enlist? 

How long were you in the service? 

83. How much of the time have you worked since you finished 
your education? 

Drafted 
Enlisted 

Not ascertained 
Inapplicable 

27 

· · · 1 

· • · 2 

9 

· · • 0 
29 

Allor most of the time . . . I 

Some of the time . 2 

Very little 3 

26 

Never worked ... 4 29 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

84. Are the kinds of work you find available to you the 
kinds you would really like to do? 

IF NO: 
lVhat kind of work would you really like to do? 

Inapplicable 0 

Yes · I 
No . . . 2 30 

Not ascertained 9 

31 32 

----------------------------.---------------------------
lVhy do you think (this kind/these kinds) of work 
(isn't/aren't) available to you? 

85. Approximately wha.t was (your/your family's) income 

33 34 

last yea~? 35 36 37 38 39 I ______ I=r--'I I I 

86. 

I' 

How about your closest friends since you have been 
an adult? Have any of them been in trouble \'lith 
the police? 

IF YES: 

Were they arrested? 

Were they fined for something more serious 
than a traffic offense? 

Were they put on probation? 

Have they spent time in jail? 

Have they spent time in prison? 

899 

Yes ... I 

No . . . 2 40 

Not ascertained . . . 9 

Yes I 

No · · · 2 
41 

Not ascertained 9 

Inapplicable • · · 0 

Yes • · · 1 

No .., 
· · · - ·,2 

Not ascertained · · · 9 

Inapplicable · 0 

Yes · • · I 
No · 2 

1t3 

Not ascertained · · · 9 

Inapplicable · · · 0 

Yes · • · 1 

No "l · .. I,., 
Not ascertained · 9 

Inapplicable · · · 0 

YO!; • • · 1 

No "l .. 
4 '. 

Not ascertained · · · 9 

Intlpplicabl c • · · 0 



.. 
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81. rlid ei thor of your parents (to the best of ytJur knowledge) 
~ver do at'ything that could have gotten them into trouble 
with the police? 

IF YES: 

What kinds of things did they do? 

Yes 

No 
Not ascertained 

Inapplicable 

· 
· 
· 

47 48 

1 

2 

9 

0 

--____________ l~~ ~' 
88. Is there anything about yourself that we should know but 

havC'n't given you a chance to tell? We know that each 
person has important experiences that may change the 
direction of his or her life and we know that our ques­
tions may not have covered some of them. We would like 
to know if anything else , ... as particularly important in 
your life that we rr.uy not have talked about. 

TO RESPONDENT: That was the last question. Thanks for your time and patience. 
Do you have anything that you would like to add to any of your answers? Are 
there any questions that you would like to ask about the study? If I don't 
know the answers I can always find out and let you know later. 

46 

.. 

J 

J. 

I 
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In Number 

INSTRUCTIONS: If you have done any of these things) please select the number 
from the list at the bottom of the page which best describes how often you did 
it. Then write that number in the space under the age heading for when you 
did it. You don't need to writE) down anything if you didn't do something at a 
particular age. 

Age 
6-13 

Age 
14-17 

Age 
18-20 

Age 
21+ CARD? 

Did you do things like running away from 
home, causing trouble in school, or other 
things that made people think you were a 
problem child? 

Have you ever been stopped by the police 
for speeding or other traffic offenses? 

Did you ever drink beer, wine, or 
liquor before you roached the legal 
age? 

Have you ever taken something from a 
store or business without paying? 

Have you ever done anything like 
stealing a bicycle or hubcaps off cars? 

Have you ever thrown things at cars, 
lit firecracker$, done something that 
"disturbed the peace," or done other 
things that could be considered 
disorderly conduct? 

Have you ever intentionally destroyed, 
damaged, or marked up any property that 
would cost more than $20 to repair or 
replace? 

Have you ever taken a car or motor 
vehicle without the owner's consent? 

Have you ever beaten up, fought, or 
physically attacked another person? 

Choose from these to describe hO\~ often: 1. Once or twice (very rarely) 
2. Occasionally 
3. Frequently 
4. All the time 

PZease Turn the Page 

8-11 

12-15 

16-19 

20-23 

28-31 

32-35 

36-39 

40-43 
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Have you ever driven a car or motor vehicle 
while under the influence of alcohol or 
other drugs? 

Have you ever used any kind of weapon to 
take something from another person? 

Did the police ever stop and question you 
about something you were doing? 

Have you ever entered a home, apartment, 
or building when you should not have been 
there? 

Have you ever used any pills or drugs 
such as speed, downers, mushrooms, peyote, 
or LSD? 

Have you ever carried a concealed weapon 
such as a gun, knife, chain, or any ?ther 
object that might have been used agalnst 
another person? 

Have you ever used marijuana? 

Have you ever been the victim of any 
kind of crime? If you have been a 
victim, what happened to you? 

Choose from these to describe how often: 

Age Age Age 
6-13 

Age 
14-17 18-20 21+ 

1. Once or twice (very rarely) 
2. Occasionally 
3. Frequently 
4. All the time 

48-51 

52-55 

56-59 

60-63 

64-67 

66-71 

72-7 5 

J. 

CAl.L BACK RECORD 903 
INTERVIEWER: Please fill in the abbreviation of whl:tt happened on each visit until you complete the 
interview. 

Record carefulJy any information not covered by an abbreviation (such as a new address) or show 
appointment time for interview if you have to make one. Be sure to show appropriate visit number with 
each comment. 

Call 

Date 

Time 

Result 

X :::;: Completed interview. 
NH :::;: No one at home. 
REF == Respondent refused to be Interviewed. 
COM :::;: See Comments. 

RNH :::;: Respondent not at home. Usually at home ............... , •..... 
B :::;: Respondent busy. Set up an appointment for ...•.............•.. 
PART:::;: Interview partially completed. Come back to finish. , •. , ........•. 

1 2 3 4 

- -

Comments: .....•........•..............................•......•...•..................... 

•••••••• , ••••••••••• , ••• I •••• ,. t ••• I ••••••••••••••••••••• ,. ill ••••••••••• I ••••••• ,. t ••••• 

•••••••••• t •••••••••••••••••••••••• t ••••••••••••••••••••••• i. I I •• , ••• I ••••• i •••••••••••• 

Call 

Date 

Time 

Result 

-;-----------;-------.-.,..---------."-------.~"'-1 2 3 4 

Comments: .................•.......•...•.•.•... " ........•..............•...•••......••.. 

...................................................................... , ................ . 

.................................................... " ........................ , ..... , .... . 
Call 

Date 

Time 

Result 

1 2 3 4 .-

-
--

-
comments: .......................•••....•..••.•.•..•.•.••..•.•..•...•.•.......•.•..•••.. 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• i ••••••••••••••• I •••••••• , • 

• , •••••••••••• I ••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••••• " ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• I •• i I •••• 
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~--~--~,,---- ~ 

TO PERSON WHO ANSWERS THE DOOR: Research Center at the The Unlver-
. (Name of Interviewer) and I am helping the Urban ars The last time was In 1971. I 

slty ~ei~~:'h~~m~a~se Int~rvlewed leOPley~~~:cll~~,O{~s~n~e~p~nf;~n~:~re~e pe~ple for this rese.~(~~. ~~~~:'. ~ 
am not seiling anything or (INnvestlg~t ~;s~~ndent). Are you ••...•......•.•...•...•.....•.•.. 
am supposed to Interview ame 0 
May I speak to (him/her)? 

905 

APPENDIX R 

Table 1 indicates that there was not only considerable race/ethnic and 

sex variation in number of times that respondents reported being stopped 

by the police before the age of 18 but that inner city and interstitial 

Whites reported more contacts than did those who were socialized in outlying 

areas. 

Tables 2 and 3 present a three-way comparison of the distribution of: 

(1) all contacts in the police records division for persons interviewed \:,'ho 

mentioned having police contacts, (2) respond/ants' statements about what police 

said that they were doing at the time of contacts they mentioned, and (3) what 

respondents said that they were really doing. 

One of the most interesting findings is that the distribution of respon-

dents' acknowledgement of contacts for some of the more serious offenses is 

fairly proportionate to the distribution of these offenses in the police 

records of the group and the distribution of what they report the police to 

have accused them of. While the police records of respondents are not matched 

with their responses in these tables and there are in effect three different 

distributions, some similarities (although overall the total distributions 

are significantly different) are important. For example, in the 1942 Cohort, 

the proportion of the contacts in official records for theft was essentially 

the same as the proportion for what respondents said that they were really doing 

while the proportion in terms of what the police said they were doing was 

slightly less. What the police said and what respondents said produced 

the same percentages in auto theft. As an example in the opposite direction 

frn:"l theft, White males produced fewer admissions of burglary as what they 

I 
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TABLE 1. AVERAGE NUMBER OF TIMES THAT RESPONDENT REPORTED BEING STOPPED BY THE POLICE BEFORE THE AGE OF 18 

===============~=--=========== 

Males White Black Chicano Females White Black Chicana Total White Black Chtcano 
1942 Cohort - __ .. _-·~'~40 ~ 

Inner City and 
Interstitial Areas 5.18 5.85 2.60 .50* .• 4 (~ .56 .00 .38 2.87 3.34 1. 53 .40 

Outlying Areas 2.83 2.83 .74 .75 .00* 1.64 1.65 .00* 

Other 1.31 1.31 .41 .42 .00* .84 • RS .00· .... 

TOTAL 3.55 3.66 2.60 .50* .58 .62 .00 .38 1. 97 2.06 1.40 .40 

1949 Cohort 

Inner City and 
Interstitial Areas 3.5,' 4.08 2.00 4.67 .45 .60 .20 .32 .2.05 2. rill 1.16 2.00 

Outlying Areas 2.38 2.37 2.50* 2.40 .99 • ~)8 3.00* 1. 67 1.bS l.Stl* :!.50 

Other 2.95 2.~S 1.10 1.13 .00* 1. 99 2.01 .llO* 

TOTAL 2.89 2.94 2.03 4.00 .49 .92 .25 .45 1.86 1.92 1.19 2.08 

*Lcss than five persons . 

:-------------------.-------------------------------------------------------~-----------

\ 

; 
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TABLE 2 . POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY PERCENT COMPARED WITH WHAT RESPONDENT SAID POLICE SAID HE/SHE WAS DOING AND WHAT RESPONDENT 
SAID HE/SHE WAS REALLY DOING, 1942 COHORT INtERViEWED IN 1976 

- - .. 

MALES FEMALES 
l'lbjtfl Black Total Whit.e Total 

Records Domg Really Records Doing Really Records Doing Really Records Doing Really Records Doing Really 

Robbery 0.00 0.56 0.56 0.00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.51 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Burglary 0.97 2.23 0.56 0.00 0.00 5.88 0.90 2.03 1.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Theft (Except 

Auto) 8.06 5.03 7.87 12.00 11. 76 17.65 8.36 5.58 8.67 2.50 2.82 0.00 3.92 5.26 0.00 
Auto Theft 2.26 1.68 1.69 4.00 0.00 0.00 2.39 1.52 1.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.92 0.00 0.00 
Disorderly 

Conduct 26.45 18.99 15.17 12.00 11.76 5.88 25.37 18.27 14.29 7.50 9.86 9.86 13.73 10.53 10.53 
Vagrancy 2.26 8.94 5.62 0.00 5.88 0.00 2.09 8.63 5.10 2.50 4.23 1.41 1.96 5.26 1.32 
Liquor 4.84 6.15 10.11 4.00 5.88 0.00 4.78 6.60 9.69 12.50 4.23 7.04 9.80 3.95 6.58 
Incorrigib1ej 

Runaway 8.06 6.15 6.18 4.00 5.88 5.88 7.76 6.09 6.12 7.50 4.23 5.63 9.80 3.95 6.58 
Truancy 1. 93 0"'0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1. 79 0.00 0.00 2.50 2.82 5.63 1.96 2.63 5.26 
Assault 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Sex Offenses 0.65 1.12 1.12 0.00 0.00 5.88 0.60 1.02 1.53 2.50 1.41 15.49 1.96 1.32 14.47 
Traffic 

Offenses 26.45 35.75 29.21 36.00 35.29 35.29 27.16 35.53 29.59 32.50 42.25 30.99 25.49 40.79 30.26 
All Other 

Traffic 
Violation 0.65 1.68 0.56 0.00 5.88 0.00 0.60 2.03 0.51 0.00 18.31 2.82 0.00 17.11 2.63 

Weapons 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Gambling 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Violent 

Property 
Destruction 0.32 1.12 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 1.02 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Contact 14.52 10.06 19.10 24.00 17.65 23.53 15.22 10.66 19.39 30.00 9.86 21.12 25.49 9.21 22.36 \ 

Attempted 
Suicide 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.96 0.00 0.00 

Not Ascer-
tnined 1.61 0.56 1.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.49 0.51 1.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TOTAL 100.00 100.02 100.00 100.00 99.98 99.99 100.01 100.00 99.99 100.00 100.02 99.99 99.99 100.01 99.99 lC 
c 

Chi Square Tests of Significance of Difference in Distributions. -.......J 

Records X Doing .01 ns .01 .05 .001 
Records X Really .05 ns .01 ns ns 
Doing X Really .05 ns .05 .01 .05 
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TABLE 3a. POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY PERCENT COMPARED WITH WHAT RESPONDENT SAIl) POLICE SAlD HE WAS DOlNe; AND WHAT LO 

RESPONDENT SAID BE WAS REALLY DOING, 1949 COHORT INTERVIEWED IN 1976 0 
00 

e,-'- -. - - _ " __ " __ -.... ~_d=~~~"':'::",_;;;";:::;::::~::::"",:;~,::"":",~_~',.~_,,,:,,,,:::: .~:.....::~~::.....:;.,.~.::.. ::.:..:.~_.:......=."::,~-:.! ::..,...:;,....:::.::: .::.~.~:_...;::-.::.; __ ::- _+';'~_4~_< ::::._ ~ _ ~. _.~ .. L'_~ _____ 

White Black Chicano Total 
Records Doing Really Records I)"Olng Really i~ecords Doing Reall); 'Record.:-.; ~1)oIjlg~ii'e{liTy 

- .. ..,.--',.-----""'----->""~<-~.....,.~-",-'""""~....-.-""~< - -=~-.,~~~ ...... 

Robbery o .' :~Ij 0.00 0.00 2.35 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.74 0.00 0.26 
Burglary 1. 96 2.17 0.62 4.12 12.50 10.00 2.35 3.85 3.85 2.45 3.34 1. 80 
Theft (Except 

Auto) 10.71 7.74 5.26 14.12 17.50 22.50 4.71 0.00 0.00 10.80 8.23 6.68 
Auto Theft 1. 79 2.17 3.10 1.18 0.00 2.50 1.18 0.00 0.00 1. ()O 1. 80 2.83 
Disorderly 

Conduct 24.29 17.03 12.69 27.65 17.50 17.50 25.88 15.38 7.b9 25.15 16.U7 1~.85 
Vagrancy 1.97 7.43 5.88 0.59 5.0(J 2.50 8.24 7.69 11. 54 2.33 :.~O 5.91 
Liquor 5.00 6.81 10.53 1. 76 2.50 2.50 9.41 7.69 15.38 4.79 /).43 10.03 
Incorrigible; 

Runaway 10.89 10.22 8.05 11. 76 7.50 5.00 11.76 2b.9,2 23.08 11.17 11.05 8. ;'·1 
Truancy 0.36 0.93 0.62 1.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O. 4~) n.;"; 0.51 
Assault 0.36 0.31 0.31 1.18 2.50 0.00 2.35 0.00 0.00 0.74 (}. ~11 1l.26 
Sex Offenses 0.18 0.31 1.24 2.94 2.50 0.00 0.00 3.85 0.00 O. 701 0.77 1.03 
Narcotics & Drugs 0.00 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o . ...!() n.oo 
Forgery 0.18 0.62 0.31 2.35 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.b1 0.71 n.26 
Traffic Offenses 20.71 34.98 27.55 5.88 15.00 12.50 7.06 30. '77 19.':3 1{).20 32.b5 25.45 
All Other Traffic 

Violations 0.71 1. 86 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.85 0.00 0.49 1.80 0.51 
Weapons 1.07 0.62 0.62 0.59 2.50 0.00 1.18 0.00 0.00 0.98 n.ll 0.51 
Fraud 0.36 0.62 0.62 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 O.!>l 0.51 
Gambling 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 a .,~ ... :.'1 n. (Jll 0.0l) 
Violent Property 

Destruction 0.36 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 lL~S O.~6 0.00 
Contact 18.04 5.57 21. 36 21.18 7.50 15.00 25.88 0.00 19.23 19. Sl 5. i~l1 20.56 
Not Applicable 0.54 0.00 0.62 0.59 5.00 7.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.49 0.51 1.~9 

TOTAL 100.02 100.01 100.00 100.01 100.00 100.00 100.00 100. on 100.00 lOll. OJ h'O. 00 99.99 

Chi Square Tests of Signiflcan~c of Oi ffcrcnco in DistrIbutions. 
Records X Doing .001 .01 ns .m}1 
Records X Really .001 ns ns .001 
Doing X Really .001 ns ns .OUl 

_ .. _.~t:::_ .... -- -~-

.. 
; 
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TABLE 3b. POLICE CONTACT TYPE BY PERCENT COMPARED WITH WHAT RESPONDENT SAID POLICE SAID sma, WAS 
Da1ING AND WflAT RESPONDENT SAID SHE WAS REALLY 'DOING; i949' G0tIO'rrr INTERv.ImVI3D IN .;,'1'976 

= -= - ,- ....... - ---
White Blqck 1'otal -, 

Records Doing Really Records Doing Really Recoras Doing Really 

Theft (Except Auto) 6.19 5.88 3.42 11.36 0.00 0.00 8.98 6.58 3.70 
Auto Theft 0.00 0.'14 0.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.66 0.62 
Disorderly Conduct 8.85 14.71 12.33 22.73 42.86 28.57 13.77 15.79 12.96 
Vagrancy 0.88 7.35 3.42 2.27 0.00 0.00 1.20 6.58 3.09 
Liquor 7.97 5.88 8.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.39 5.92 8.64 
Incorrigib1ej Runaway 15.04 12.50 11.64 38.64 14.29 28.57 20.36 13.82 14.20 
Sex Offenses 2.65 2.21 19.18 2.27 0.00 0.00 2.40 1.97 17.28 
Forgery 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.27 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 
Traffic Offenses 24.78 22.06 17.81 2.27 28.57 28.57 18.56 22.37 17.90 
All other Traffic 

Violations 0.00 22.79 4.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.39 3.70 
Weapons 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.27 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 
Fraud 0.88 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.00 
Contact 30.97 5.88 18.49 13.64 14.29 14.29 25.75 5.92 17.90 
Attempted Suicide 1.77 0.00 0.00 2.27 0.00 0.00 1.80 0.00 0.00 

TOTAL 99.98 100.00 99.98 99.99 100.01 100.00 100.01 100.00 99.99 

Chi Square Tests of Significance of Difference in Distributions. 
Records X Doing .01 ns .001 
Records X Really .05 ns .001 
Doing X Really .05 ns .001 

LC 
o 
LC 

\ 

, 
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were r0ully doin~ than tholr ~wn recollection of accusations of burglary 

by thl' polil~l" Black male~ saw themselves as involved in burglary but 

nOll(' stated that the police had accused them of burglary. In the 1949 

Cohort thl'rt.' are simi 1 u'.r parallels for both males and females. 

This, huwever, does not really toll us what \'Ie wished to know, i.e., 

dhl respondents perceive specific contacts the way that the police perceived 

them'? \Ve have shown in the text of Chapter 19 that they did see themselves 

very much as the police saw them. 

When an attempt was made to match the descriptioHs of the official police 

contacts through tho age of 17 with respondents' descriptions of contacts 

that tllt'y mentioned prior to age 18, it was found that the proportion of 

police contacts d;~cribed in such a manner as to be coded into the seriousness 

l:atl'gol'h':: was about the smile as the proportion of official police contacts 

that were found and considered serious for males from both cohorts but that 

the proportion of serious contacts described by females and coded as serious 

was less than half of their proportion of serious official contacts. The 

ratio of serious to non-serious contacts with descriptions that matched and 

did not match \'Ias roughly similar fol' the males. Simply put, males described 

their serious and non-serious police contacts in the same way that they were 

seen by the pOlice but females did not describe as large a proportion of 

their contacts as serious as did the police (see Tables 40. and 4b). 

Tables 5 through 8, showing the interrelationship of official measures 

of the nature of police contact and self-report measures, have been described 

in Chapter 19. The reader will note, of course, that while age period to 

age period correlations arc usually higher for the males than the females, 

TABLE 4a . SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS DESCRIBED THAT WERE MATCHED WITH CONTACTS IN POLICE RECORDS COMPARED WITH 
SERIOUSNESS OF DESCRIBED AND RECORDED POLICE CONTACTS NOT MATCHED: 1942 COHORT 

Contacts Matched 
Sure 

White 
Male Female 

C2 P 3 C P 

2 (2) 

. Black 
Mak Female 
C PCP 

Chicano 
Male Female 
C PCP 

Total 
Male Female 

C % P % C % P 

2 3.0 (2) 3.8 Serious l 

Non-Serious 
Probable 

58 (44) 13 (12) 7 (6) 2 (1) 65 97.0 (50) 96.2 15 100.0 (13) 100.0 

4 14.3 (3) 12.0 Serious 
Non-Serious 

4 (3) 
22 (20) 4 (4) 2 (2) 1 (1) 24 85.7 (22) 88.0 5 100.0 (5) 100.0 

Contacts Not Matched 
Described 

Serious 
Non-Serious 

Official 
Serious 
Non-Serious 

People 
All Police Record 
Contacts Match All 
Contacts Described 

All Police Contacts 
Described Match 
Police Records 

Had at Least One 
Match of Records and 
Contacts Described 4 

5 (4) 
88 (66) 

10 (7) 
210 (56) 

9 

41 

57 

54 (44) 

23 (17) 

8 

10 

15 

8 (5) 

1 (1) 
15 (4) 

4 

6 

1 (1) 

1 (1) 

1 

1 

1 

1 (1) 
1 (1) 

3 (1) 
4 (2) 

1 

1 

5 4.9 (4) 5.3 1 
97 95.1 (72) 94.7 55 

11 4.7 (8) 11.8 3 
225 95.3 (60) 88.2 28 

9 

45 

63 

1.8 (1) 
98.2 (45) 

9.7 (1) 
90.3 (20) 

9 

12 

2.2 
97.8 

4.8 
95.2 

17 
~-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Serious contacts consist of felonies against property (Burglary, theft, auto theft, forgery, fraud, & violent 
property destruction) and felonies against person (robbery, assault, sex offenses, drugs, homicide, traffic, 
escapee,& suicide). 

2 C = Number of contacts. 
3 

/1 

r = Number of persons to whom contacts apply; persons may be in more than one category. 
Sure or probable matches. 

, 

I 



TABLE 4b. SERIOUSNESS OF CONTACTS DESCRIBED THAT WERE MATCHED WITI1 CONTACTS IN POLICE RECORDS ~(~OMP-;H-f;;-\~~TI~I~~I~~I-mm-~~;:~~-'or~"~ 
DESCRIBED AND RECORDED POLICE CONTACTS NOT MATCHED: 1949 COIIORT N 

White Black Chicano Total 
Male Female Male Female Male ,Eemale Male Pemale 

C2. pa C P C P C P C P C P C o. P 0 C 0 r 0 
"0 0 0 U 

,,"' __ .............. _, __ • __ ---"_"'''-_____ -__ .... _''''_-...'''0-_ "' .... ~-'-'-_" 

Contacts Matched 
Sure 

Serious 8 (7) 1 (1) 1 (1) 10 6.1 (9) 8.0 
Non-Serious 125 (88) 27 (21) 18 (10) 3 (3) 11 

Probable 
(6) 5 (3) 154 93.9 (104) 92 .0 35 100.0 (27) 100.0 

Serious 1 (1) 1 1.8 (1) 2..1 
Non-Serious 39 (36) 16 (16) 8 (7) 7 (4) 54 98.2 (4 Ti '}7.9 16 100.0 (16) lO().O 

Contacts Not Matched 
Described 

Serious 8 (8) 1 (1) 4 (3) 1 (1) 13 7.7 (12) 9.7 1 0.9 (11 1.1 
Non-Serious 144 (104) 102 (82) 6 (4) 4 (3) 6 (4) 4 (4) 156 92.3 ( 112) 90.3 110 D~) • 1 (S9) nB.n 

Official 
Serious 19 (14) 2 (2) 14 (6) 3 (3) 36 6.1 (21) 14.0 ., 2.1 ( 2) 3.9 .. 
Non-Serious 358 (101) 68 (37) 129 (18) 20 (8) 66 (10) 5 (4) 553 fl3.n (129) 86.0 £13 97 . ~1 ( 4~)) %.1 

People 
All Police Record 
Contacts Match All 
Contacts Described 13 1 :2 2 16 11 

All Police Contacts 
Described Match 
Police Contacts 73 21 14 2 9 2 96 2S 

Had at Least One 
Match of Records and 
Contacts Described~ 109 35 15 3 9 3 133 41 

---.-~ 

1 Serious contacts consist of felonies again::;t property (Burglary, theft, auto theft, forgery, fraud, & violent property 
destruction) and felonies against person (robbery, assault, sex offenses, drugs, homicide, traffic, escapee, & sllicide). 
2 C = Number of contacts. 
3 P = Number of persons to whom contacts apply; persons may be in more than one category. 
~ Sure or probable matches. 
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TABLE 5. TIlE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF MEASURES OF DELINQUENT AND CRIMINAL CAREERS DEVELOPED FROM POLICE CONTACT AND SELF-REPORT DATA: 
MALES INTERVIEWED FROM 1942 COHORT 

-= 
IJ.l ffi !2 ~ 

...., 
~ ~ r-... 0 ~ ~ ~ ...., 

~ ~ t"l .-t N , .... 0 ~ H IJ.l ~ ~ 
;:J 

~ g 
~ 

1--< 

~ 
.-t V 00 .-t t"l .-t N r-- Z 

~ !:3 00 ...., \0 .-t .-t N .-t <:j- 00 .-t 
t"l .-t IJ.l ~ .-t 

t::I !:l @ 0 @ 0 \0 .-t .-t N 
.-t V §; 8 0 0 @ !2 U) U) 

8 IJ.l IJ.l IJ.l H 0 [3 IJ.l IJ.l U) 
\0 .-t H 

IJ.l -< t::I t::I t::I t::I 1--< 1--< 1--< -< -< 'J IJ.l -< t::I t::I t::I t::I 

(Geometric: (Type-Seriousness: 
(Nwnber of Contacts) (Geometric Score) (Type -Seriollsness) Self-Report) Self-Report) 

A613 1. 00 
A1417 .48 1.00 
JUVENILE .65 .98 1.00 
EIGHTEEN .13 .53 .49 1. 00 
ADULT .02 .32 .28 .52 1.00 
CONTACTS .31 .72 .70 .77 .86 1.00 

GEOJUV .48 .78 .79 .43 .35 .64 1. 00 
GE018 .18 .40 .39 .56 .49 .60 .30 1. 00 
GEOADULT .07 .31 .28 .40 .72 .66 .34 .46 1.00 
GEOTOTAL .29 .58 .57 .53 .63 .75 .72 .67 .78 1.00 

JUVXN .65 .95 .98 .47 .30 .70 .83 .38 .31 .59 1.00 
EIGHTXN .19 .56 .53 .95 .53 .78 .47 .69 .44 .61 .51 1. 00 
ADULTXN .03 .32 .28 .51 .98 .84 .36 .48 .79 .67 .31 .53 1. 00 
TOTALXN .33 .71 .70 .73 .84 .98 .67 .61 .11 .79 .72 .77 .86 1. 00 

GE0613 .20 .25 .26 -.09 -.05 .05 .10 -.02 - .10 -.03 .21 -.07 -.08 .02 1.00 \ 

GE01417 .05 .31 .28 .11 .11 .21 .24 .03 .13 .18 .25 .16 .09 .19 .36 1.00 
GE01820 -.05 .08 .06 .14 .16 .16 .08 .17 ,12 .13 .06 .17 .12 .14 .11 .36 1.00 
GE021 -.10 .04 .01 .17 .25 .21 .13 .04 .20 .19 . 01 .1.5 .22 .17 .12 .24 .59 1. 00 

TS613XN .14 .23 .23 -.08 -.02 .06 .11 - .04 -.05 .01 .18 -.06 -.05 .03 .72 .35 .32 .34 1.00 
LD 
1-1 

TS1417XN -.00 .27 .23 .05 . O:~ .12 .15 -.01 • 01 .06 .18 .06 .00 .09 .41 .77 .47 .32 .63 1. 00 \...N 

TS1820XN -.09 .04 .01 .06 .09 .08 .04 .02 .01 .01 .02 .07 .05 .05 .25 .34 .78 .60 .59 .62 1.00 
TS21XN -.11 .04 .01 .12 .23 .18 .11 .02 .23 .19 .01 .12 .:U .16 .71 .28 .51 .82 .57 .47 .74 1. 00 
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TABLE 6. THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF MBASUR~'3 Or: DELINQUENT AND CRIMINAL CARnERS DHVELOPED PROM POLICE CONTACT AND SELF-REPORT DATA: 
FEMALES INTERVIEWED FROM 1942 COHORT 
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(Geometric: lType-Seriousness: 

(Number of Contacts) (Geometric S~orel (Typc~Sel'iousness ) Solf-Report) Self-Report) 

M13 1.00 
A1417 .23 1.00 
JUVENILE .42 .98 1.00 
EIGII'rSEN .59 .42 .51 1.00 
ADULT .07 .21 .21 .:.!O LOa 
CONTACTS .34 .56 .60 .58 .88 1. 00 

GEOJUV .~3 .53 .66 .64 .20 .53 1.00 
GE018 .08 .06 .07 .32 .12 .20 .08 1. 00 
GEOADULT -.01 .09 .08 .04 .58 .48 .11 .34 1. 00 
GBo'roTAL .50 .33 .41 .48 .43 .58 .65 .56 .12 1. 00 

JUVXN .61 .84 .91 .59 .24 .62 .87 .09 .13 .56 1. 00 
EIGHTXN .63 .37 .48 .93 .22 .56 .67 .55 .14 .63 .59 1.00 
ADULTXN .01 .22 .21 .15 .97 .84 .19 .12 6!: . ;) .46 .25 .18 l.00 
TOTALXN .33 .50 .54 .51 .88 .96 .56 .25 .57 .66 .62 .54 .89 1. 00 

G80613 .06 -.03 -.01 .01 -.08 -.06 .06 .03 .03 .06 .01 .04 -.09 -.06 1.00 
GE01417 .17 .36 .37 .21 .03 .19 .27 .00 -.01 .13 .34 .18 .04 .17 .26 1.00 
GE01820 .11 .05 .07 .07 .05 .08 .13 .06 .02 .10 .14 .11 .05 .11 .34 ,41 1. 00 \ 

GE021 .01 -.07 -.06 -.03 -.01 -.04 -.10 .24 .01 .03 -.09 . 06 -. 04 ~. 04 .16 .24 .38 1. 00 

TS613XN .05 -.04 -.03 -.02 -.08 -.07 .05 .01 .02 .04 .01 .01 -.08 -.06 .92 .:n .45 .26 1.00 
TS1417XN .07 .41 .40 .18 .06 .22 .19 .04 .06 .13 .32 .15 .09 .19 .29 .88 .50 .34 .37 1. 00 
TS1820XN .10 .02 .04 .05 .01 .03 .11 .06 .01 .08 .09 .09 .01 .06 .32 .40 .90 .43 .44 .52 1. 00 
TS21XN -.01 -.07 -.07 -.03 -.01 -.03 -.09 .29 .04 .07 -.09 .06 -.01 -.02 .24 .28 .48 .91 .34 .39 .51 1. 00 

------------------------~---- ----
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TABLE 7. THE INTERRELATIONSHIP OF MEASURES OF DELINQUENT AND CRIMINAL CAREERS DEVELOPED FROM POLICE CONTACTS AND SELFwREPORT DATA: 
MALES INTERVIEWED FROM 1949 COHORT - '=:e:=s==r =- -. '!J 

UJ Z ~ E-< .-1 
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Z ~ .-1 t.Ll .-1 

1=S ~ ~ ~ r-- 0 ~ H ~ ~ ~ 8 t<'l r-i N 0 ~ r-- Z t; 00 ~ ~ 5 .-1 r-i "d- 00 r-i t<'l r-i N 
t<'l r-i t.Ll ::r: ~ .. r-i C§ F:i \0 r-i r-i N r-i "d- 00 r-i 

r-i "d- ~ ~ ::l 0 0 0 §; ~ ::l 0 0 0 0 \0 r-i r-i N 
\0 r-i H Q 8 r.u r.u UJ r.u H ~ ~ t.Ll UJ UJ r.u U) U) ~ ~ < -=: .. UJ -=: ~ ~ ~ ~ .. t.Ll ~ ~ ~ ~ E-o E-< 

(Geometric: (Type-Seriousness: 
(Number of Contacts) (Geometric Score) (Type-Seriousness) Self-Report) Self-Report) 

A613 1. 00 
A1417 .46 1. 00 
JUVENILE .68 .96 1.00 
EIGHTEEN .49 .54 .59 1.00 
ADULT .36 .51 .53 .72 1. 00 
CONTACTS .62 .82 .87 .86 .85 1.00 

GEOJUV .48 .65 .68 .34 .37 .58 1. 00 
GE018 .27 .41 .42 .82 .62 .68 .32 1. 00 
GEOADULT .25 .48 .47 .57 .78 .70 .47 .47 1. 00 
GEOTOTAL .45 .65 .67 .66 .65 .77 .80 .67 .76 1. 00 

JUVXN .68 .95 .99 .58 .51 .85 .73 .42 .46 .69 1.00 
EIGHTXN .48 .52 .57 .98 .73 .85 .33 .88 .58 .67 .56 1. 00 
ADULTXN .33 .49 .50 .70 .98 .83 .39 .63 .G3 .b8 .49 .73 1.00 
TO TA LXN .60 .81 .85 .84 .86 .99 .61 .71 .73 .81 .84 .85 .85 1.00 

GE0613 .19 .19 .21 .02 .09 .14 .16 .01 .06 .11 .22 .02 .08 .15 1. 00 
GE01417 .22 .31 .33 .24 .16 .29 .23 .24 .17 .28 .33 .26 .15 .30 .32 1.00 \ 

GE01820 .21 .23 .26 .32 .25 .31 .16 .29 .21 .29 .26 .32 .23 .31 .24 .52 1. 00 
GE021 .20 .21 .24 .29 .26 .30 .09 .28 .22 .25 .23 .31 .27 .31 .18 .31 .47 1.00 

TS613XN .13 .12 .14 .05 .06 .11 .10 .04 .07 .10 .14 .05 .07 .11 .76 .29 .26 .24 1. 00 LO 
T:'l ~17XN .22 .30 .31 .21 .16 .27 .21 .22 .19 .27 .33 .23 .15 .28 .36 .81 .53 .36 .43 1. 00 1-& 
TS1820XN .22 .24 .26 .34 .21 .30 .17 .30 .22 .31 .27 .33 .19 .30 .22 .49 .81 .48 .36 .64 1. 00 V1 

TS21XN .22 .25 .27 .32 .30 .34 .13 .31 .23 .30 .27 .33 .29 .34 .19 .35 .53 .79 .38 .48 .71 1.00 

.. 
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TABLE 8. TIlE INTERRELATIONSHIP 0 r MEASURES OF DELINQUI.lNT AND CRIMINAL CAREERS DIlVIlLOPflO FROM POLlcn CONTACT AND l-iELFMRr;PORT [)ATA: 

A613 
A1417 
JUVENILE 
EIGHTEEN 
ADUL1' 
CONTACTS 

GEOJUV 
GE018 
GEOADULT 
GEOTOTAL 

JUVXN 
EIGHTXN 
ADULTXN 
TOTALXN 

GE0613 
GE01417 
GE01820 
GE021 

TS613XN 
TS1417XN 
TS1820XN 
TS21XN 

FEMALES INTERVIEWED FROM 1949 COHORT 
I~~ . . 
LU OJ U) 
o-'l t; 

'" 
.... 

~ ~ iii e ... ~ M .... t.:J .... "d" ~ .:::1 Z 
\l) .... H 1:::1 8 -< -< ..., LU .t( 

(Number of Contacts) 

1.00 
.44 1.00 
.68 .96 1.00 
.28 .47 .47 1.00 
.31 .52 .52 .87 L 00 
.44 .69 .71 ,93 .95 1. 00 

.56 .70 .75 .14 .15 .33 

.08 .18 .17 .41 .21 .31 

.19 .37 .36 .52 .70 .63 

.43 .64 .66 .44 .45 .57 

.70 .91 .96 .48 .51 .69 

.27 .49 .49 .99 .87 .93 

.30 .51 .51 .85 .99 .93 

.43 .67 .69 .92 .95 .99 

~.OO .04 .03 .04 -.03 .02 
.12 .22 .22 .04 .07 .15 

-.00 .11 • 0~1 -. 03 -. OS .01 
.07 .04 .06 -.03 -.01 .01 

.00 .02 .02 .01 -.04 -.00 

.11 .29 .28 .04 .06 .17 

.01 .10 .09 .02 -.01 .04 

.09 .05 .07 .02 .00 .04 

!:1 ~ g; :!:) 
co Q 

~ g ..... @ 0 
LU LU 

(.!) (.!) (.!) (.!) 

(Geometric Score) 

1.00 
.15 1. 00 
.15 .12 1. 00 
.73 .52 .64 1.00 

.81 .20 .36 .71 

.13 .41 .52 .44 

.15 .20 .77 .48 

.33 .31 .66 .59 

.03 .13 .02 .08 

.16 .17 .07 .21 

.22 -.05 .02 .15 

.02 .01 .04 .05 

.02 .08 -.00 .04 

.21 .15 .12 .27 

.17 ~.03 .06 .14 

.05 .03 .06 .09 

'- ' ............ _ ...... -.' ----- - . 
:;0: ~ z ~ z p., 0 z x 

~ ~ tl') .... N X r·· e z 
z !3 ..... '1" 00 ..... tl') .... I'~ X 
~ G ~ '10 .... ..... N .... '<'t 00 .... 
f5 :!:) 0 53 0 @ ..0 .... ..... /'J 

H Q g UJ LU U) ~ 
,/'; 

~ ..., LU -< (.!) t:l t:l (.!) ~~ t-< 
(Geometric: lTypc~:;criollsncss: 

(Type-Seriousness) Sclf"Rcpol'tl ScI f-Rl'pOl't) 
~--.-....--~--~~ .. -~- - ~~,- ... .,.,. 

1.00 
.49 1.00 
.51 .86 1. 00 
.69 .94 .95 1.00 

• 03 .04 -.01 .02 
.20 .09 • OS .15 
.12 -.03 -.06 .01 
.OS -.04 -.01 .00 

.02 .02 -.03 .00 

.27 .08 .06 ,18 

.10 -.01 -.02 .03 

.06 .01 .00 .03 

1.00 
.27 1.00 
.10 .23 1.00 
.13 .21 .36 1.00 

.85 .22 .09 .08 

.26 .90 .27 .28 

.15 .28 .89 .38 

.16 .28 .38 .88 

1.00 
.:n 1.00 
.12 .32 1.00 
.10 .30 .43 l.00 
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thore are instances ,,,hero the opposi to is the case and other instances whore 

two different measures for the same period aro more highly correlated for 

females thnn for males. 

'rabIes 9 through 12 present the Pearsonian coefficients of correlation 

between the self-concept varlnb1es and the self-report measure of seriousness, 

seriousness scores for police contacts, number of referrals, and severity 

of sanctions. 

'1'he genoral synulletry of the pattern of correlations found for the 6-17 

age period declines whon self-report and other measures of delinquency for 

the 6-17 period ure re1,'lted to sOlf-concept measures fOl~ the 18··20 and 21 and 

older age pori ods . 'rhey arc markedly lower J of courSl~, for we would not ex-

pect the 6-17 poriod's behavior (official or self-l'eport) to be as highly 

correlnted wIth self-concept nt a later period. But '''hile self .. report Ilnd 

official measures of crime during the 18-20 period had their highest corre­

lations with self-concept measures for that period for the 1949 Cohort and 

lower correlations with the earliel' and latol' self-concept mensUl'es, the 1942 

Cohort did not produce such clear-cut differences with the 18-20 ago period 

measures, trading ranks from variable to variable. Similar inconsistencies 

were found when self-report nnd officinl mensures of crime for the period 

21 nnd over were compared with each of the self~conccpt measures for each 

age period . 

Considering the retrospective nature of the sclf~conccpt and solf-report 

data and the fact that respondents had been discussing their police contacts, 

referrals, court experiences ~ and ho\" people responded to them during the 

interview, it is not surprising that these relntively modest correlations did 
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TABLE 9. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF~CONCEPT AND HOW RESPONDENTS BELIEVED OTHERS PURCUIVEO THEM BY SELF-REPORT 
SERIOUSNESS, OFFICIAL smUOUSNBSS, i'ltlMBHR OF REFERRALS, ANI.) SEVERITY ot: SANCTIONS: 1942 COHORT MALES* 

Measures of 
Dclinqucncy_ and Crime: 

Ages 6-17: 

Self~report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 
Number of Referrals 

Ages 18~20: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 
NlUuber of Referrals 
Severity of Sanctions 

Ages 21 or +: 
~ .. 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 
Number of Referrals 
Severity bf Sanctions 

Self 

.382* 

.403* 

.317* 

.180* 

.380* 

.309* 

.263* 

.079 

.251* 

.107 

.262* 

Ages. 
Parents -

.406* 

.381* 

.301* 

.240* 

.3:!O* 

.300* 

.129 

.152 

.222* 

.137 

.152 

6-17 

Teachers 

.360* 

.280 11 

.,.,.,* .,w ..... 

.127 

.248* 

.221* 

.106 

.0Sl 

.153 

.074 

.106 

Fri(,mds 

.416* 

.269* 

.211 * 

.232* 

.244* 

.214* 

.138 

.142 

.190* 

.073 

.118 

Self 

.121 

.130 

.167* 

.298* 

.302* 

.302* 

.240* 

.119 

.137 

.059 

.147 

18-20 Ages ....... :tl_ ..... ~~ 
~~.Il!~!, t:t:ll~nd~ 

.142 .136 

.118 .054 

.081 .04D 

--"---l .191* .3L~* 
.258* .27.!* 

.} 1* .,* ... 6J .31, 
.120 .213* 
*.",---~ 

.052 

.197* 

.112 

.159* 

.091 

.101 

.048 

.067 

* Peal'son:i.nn coefficients of correlation siglilificnnt at .05 level or greater • 

Ages 21 or + 

Se 1£ Friends 

.168* 

.023 

.O()O 

.070 
-.016 
.O~9 

- ,OIH 

.195* 
-.OUb 

.094 

.138 
~. OO.~ 

, ilL.! 
~ :037 

.392* .132 

.211* .104 

.298* .117 

.OlO -.009 

LD 
\-l 
00 
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TABLE 10. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-CONCEPT AND HOW RESPONDENTS BELIEVED OTHERS PERCEIVED THEM BY SELF-REPORT 
SERIOUSNESS, OFFICIAL SERIOUSNESS, NUMBER OF REFERRALS, AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS: 1949 COHORT MALES* 

' . . ===================== ....... _==================;======= 

Measures of 
Delinquency and Crime: 

Ages 6-17: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 
Number of Referrals 
Severity of Sanctions 

Ages 18-20: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 
Number of Referrals 
Severity of Sanctions 

Ages 21 or +: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 
Number of Referrals 
Severity of Sanctions 

Self 

.364* 

.191* 

.173* 

.120* 

.218* 

.122* 

.130* 

.091 

.113 

.031 

.012 

.085 

Ages 6-1'7 

Parents Teachers Friends 

.307* 

.218* 

.184'11-

.103 

.177* 

.136* 

.156* 

.131* 

.123* 

.056 

.041 

.141* 

.384* 

.274* 

.243* 

.111 

.217* 

.255* 

.239* 

.191 * 

.237* 

.136* 

.100 

.129* 

.327* 

.190* 

.115 

.011 

.254* 

.106 

.145* 

.067 

.147* 

.017 

.004 

.031 

Ages 18-20 

Self Parents Friends 

.108 

.158* 

.147* 

.085 

.273* 

.336* 

.331* 

.257* 

.240* 

.231* 

.224* 

.087 

.140* 

.190* 

.163* 

.074 

.253* 

.407* 

.438* 

.335* 

.240* 

.294* 

.319* 

.135* 

.072 

.114 

.102 

.019 

.214* 

.183* 

.197* 

.162* 

.212* 

.093 

.100 

.003 

* Pearsonian coefficients of correlation significant at .05 level or greater. 

Ages 21 or + 

Self Friends 

.161* 

.086 

.075 

.028 

.197* 

.221* 

.215* 

.102 

.315* 

.194* 

.207* 

.098 

.081 

.046 

.033 
-.067 

.106 

.122* 

.162* 

.150* 

.225* 

.116 

.127* 

.019 

---------------------------~-------
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TABLE 11. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-CONCEPT AND HOW RESPONDENTS BELIEVED OTHERS PERCEl VEn THBM BY SELlqUlPORT 
SERIOUSNESS> OFFICIAL SERIOLJSNESS, NUMBER OF REFERRALS, AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS: 1942 COHORT PEMALf:S* 

Measures of 
Delinquency and Crime: 

Ages 6-17: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 

Ages 18-20: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 

Ages 21 or +: 

Self-report Seriousness 
Official Seriousness 

Ages 

Self Parents 

.216* .193* 

.141 .077 

.016 .072 

.018 -.022 

-.012 -.018 
.213* .149 

6-17 

Teachers 

.146 

.113 

-.004 
.133 

.055 

.205* 

Friends --

.221 * 

.343* 

-.006 
.) '1' * ,w ... w 

.015 

.177* 

Ages 18-20 

Self Parents ---
.079 .129 
.015 .064 

.079 .016 

.004 -.011 

.073 .051 
-.095 -.055 

* Pearsonian coefficients of correlation significant at .05 level or greater. 

Friends 

.059 
-.OHI 

-.025 
.OtH) 

.053 
-.03H 

Ascs 21 or + 

Self Friends 

.067 .100 

.20H* .008 

.O·l3 .O;;i(l 

.104 .091 

.005 .021 

.399* .252* 

, 
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TABLE 12. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-CONCEPT AND HOW RESPONDENTS BELIEVED OTHERS PERCEIVED THEM BY SELF-REPORT 
SERIOUSNESS, OFFICIAL SERIOUSNESS, NUMBER OF REFERRALS, AND SEVERITY OF SANCTIONS: 1949 COHORT FEMALES* 

• = ".c~. -. ,. r- !:.!:::..:,::::::::::::,~-"--' ,.,.,-_. -. -~ 

Measures of Ages 6-17 Ages 1B-20 Ages 21 or + 

Delinguencl and Crime: Self Parents Teachers Friends Self Parents Friends Self Friends 

t-ges 6-17: 
Self-report Seriousness .366* .382* .243* .248* .153* .178* .071 .092 .037 
Official Seriousness .180* .174* .184* .OB5 .119 .080 .117 .10B .114 
Number of Referrals .083 .106 .116 .049 .046 .002 .058 .064 .085 

Ages 18-20: 

Self-report Seriousness .197* .138* .084 .160* .354* .355* .240* .144* .144* 
Official Seriousness .006 .066 .132* .077 .033 .077 .071 -.006 .020 

Ages 21 or +: 

Self-report Seriousness .119 .005 -.026 .136* -.008 .076 -.027 .297* .199* 
Offj cial Seriuusness -.009 .072 .137* .041 -.053 .028 .068 .014 -.016 

\ 

* Pearsonian coefficients of correlation significant at .05 level or greater. 

, 
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Ill\t present u morc consistent pattern. At the some time it is also interest-

lng to nute that the analysis was made even morc complex when we compared 

~elf-~on~cpt ml'asuros for a given period with the measures of delinquency 

and I.!rimo for oach other age period. Here we found the patterned decline 

that would be expected, i.e., the further from the self-concept period, the 

lower' the correlations. While the pattern was not perfect in every case for 

both cohorts, there wns an overall synunetry much more in nccordance with 

expectations than was produced when self-report and official measures of 

:.-;el'iousncss \."ero viewed as independent variables. 

The relatively low correlations for females make it even less likely 

that the patterns of correlations bct\'lecn self-reports and official measures 

and various self-concept measures will decline in a more or less regular 

fashion from that found for self-concept and self-report to that found for 

friends' concept and S(wori ty of sanctions. What we find is that thc're are 

too few statistically significunt correlations to pursue the comparison for 

females. 
Table 13 presents the mean self-concept meusures for the age pe:t:'iod 

6-17 \'lith controls for official seriousness and place of socializaticlll
l 

reveal-

ing very little variation by area of socialization but considerable varia-

tion by official seriousnesS. Table 14 revealS that respondents' self-concept 

us delinquent is correlated with self-report seriousness with controls for 

official seriousness :md place of socialization but that there is no pattern 

which leads to further understanding of how self-concept varies beyond the 

variation which could be attributed to one's perception of one's own behav-

ior J with the possibility of some self-labelling as a reaction to official 

definitions of oneself. 

1::123 

AVERAGE SELF-CONCEPT AND P 
THEM AS JUVENILES BY SERIO~~~:~~IgN OF HOW OTHERS PERCEIVED 
OF SOCIALIZATION F JUVENILE CAREER AND PLACE 

TABLE 13. 

1942 Cohort 

No Contacts 
Inner City 
Outer Areas 

Seriousness 1-6 
Inner City 
Outer Areas 

Seriousness 7 or + 
Inner City 
Outer Areas 

1949 Cohort 

No Contacts 
Inner City 
Outer Areas 

Seriousness 1-6 
Inner City 
Outer Areas 

Seriousness 7 or + 
Inner City 
Outer Areas 

1942 Cohort 
Total Inner City 
Total Outer Areas 

1949 Cohort 
Total Inner City 
Total Outer Areas 

Self-Concept 

1. 55 (56) 
1. 45 (75) 

1.48(33) 
1.89(32) 

2.57(27) 
2.69(13) 

1.56(86) 
1.56 (131) 

1.88(47) 
1.90(82) 

2.33(47) 
2.23(44) 

1.77(116) 
1. 70 (120) 

1.84 (180) 
1.78(257) 

Paren,ts' Teachers' Friends' 
Concept Concept Concept 

1. 43(56) 1.45(56) 1. 70(55) 
1.38(75) 1.31(75) 1.43(75) 

1. 29 (33) 1. 76(33) 1.56(33) 
1.67(32) 1.61(32) 2.08(32) 

2.36(26) 2.40(26) 2.72(27) 
2.29(12) 2.83(12) 2.83(12) 

1.58(85) 1.61(85) 1.56(86) 
1. 53(131) 1.52(131) 1. 64(131) 

1. 71(47) 1. 89( 47) 1.90(46) 
1.82(83) 1. 75 (83) 1.98(84) 

2.19(47) 2.51(48) 2.31(48) 
2.45(44) 2.79(44) 2.48(44) 

1.60(115) 1.75 (115) 1. 90 (115) 
1.55(119) 1. 55 (119) 1. 75 (119) 

1. 78(179) 1. 92 (180) 1. 85 (180) 
< • 

1.78(258) 1.81 (258) 1.89(259) 
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TABLE 14. RELATIONSHIP OF DELINQUENT SELF-CONCEPT TO AREA OF SOCIALIZATION~ 
OFFICIAL SERIOUSNESS, AND SELF-REPORT SERIOUSNESS 

Area of Socialization* 

Official Seriousness 

Self-report 
Seriousness 

No Contacts 

Inner City 
Outer Areas 

Seriousness 1-6 

Inner City 

Outer Areas 

Seriousness 7 or + 

Inner City 

Outer Areas 

Delinquent Self-Concept Age 6-17 

1942 1949 

-.0373 -.0315 

.4397 .2384 

. 4074 .3290 

.4049 .3135 

.0956 .3705 

.4903 .3848 

.3094 .3300 

.4552 .3662 

*Interpreted as delinquent self-concept associated with inner city area 
of socialization 

925 

APPENDIX S 

Al though mention was made of these tables in Chapter 20 they are 

included here for the reader who may wish to examine sex differences more 

carefully. The relatively few females from the 1942 Cohort \~ho conunitted 

serious offenses at the age of 18 or later makes few comparisons possible . 

Yet, it is very clear that even among that group of females who wore 

stopped by the police before 18 and who did things for which the), were 

not caught before 18, there was practically no relationship between pre-

18 and 18 and after police contact records regardless of the level of ser-

iousness selected. Als.o, over half of the males in this group had contacts 

before and after age 18 While only about 20~o of the females did so. Simi-

larl)" well over one half of the 1949 Cohort males from this category had 

contacts before and after age 18 but again only about 20~J of the females 

did so. 

It is interesting, in the same way, to note that thero \\Iere very few 

males from either the 1942 or 1949 Cohorts who had neither been stopped 

nor admitted behavior for which they could have been caught prior to 18 

and that practically none of these had officially recorded contacts before 

and after that age but that there \\Iere more females in this than any of 

the other categories for both the 1942 and 1949 Cohorts \\lith about 10 tl
J of 

them having official records before and after 18, as did the males. Thus, 

\'/hile there were few males in this category and many females (lC55 than 

109" vs. around 30~6) about the same proportion of each group had careers 

\\Ihich commenced during the juvenile period and continued into adulthood. 
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Other cOlnporisons moy be made but ouch only accentuates the foet 

that females simply do not fall into the oategol'ies which are most 

likely to be pl','dietive of continuity between juvenile and adult enrcCTS, 

1 

\ 

, 

\ 
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--------.----------~-----~ .. -.-...----------------------------------- -------------------------------1'ABLE 1. RELATIONSHIP OF SELFMREPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 AND OFFICIAL POLICE 
CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATUS AGES 18+ 1942 COIIOR'!' MALES 

Be foro Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police 
Before 18 and Didn't 
Do Things for Which 
Not Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 and Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Police Contacts Age 18 or + 

No Yes Total 
Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 3 
(50.0) 

Yes 0 
(0. 0) 

Total 3 
(,.2. 9) 

Pearson's R .3536 
Somers' 0 .5000 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 

5 
(29' I.) 

1----

2 
(lG.7) 

Total 7 
(2 11.1) 

Pearson's R .1467 
Somers' 0 .1275 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 
2 

(20.0) 

4 
(36. I.) 

Total 6 
(20.6) 

Pearson's R -.1809 
Somers' 0 -.1636 

No 
Police No 
Contacts 

12 
(35.3) 

Prior to 
18 Yes 11 

(10.3) 

23 Total 
(2 11. s) 

Pearson's R .1896 
Somers' D .1696 

3 
(50.0) 

1 
(100.0) 

6 
(05.7) 

1 
(11 •• s) 

4 7 
(57.1) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes 

12 
(70.6) 

10 
(OS.3) 

Total 

17 
(50.6) 

12 
(,.1., I.) 

22 29 
(75.9) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 . 
Yes Total 

8 
(00.0) 

7 
(63.G) 

(I'~?G) 
11 

(52.11) 

15 21 
(n. I.) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 
22 

(G I •• 7) 

49 
(01. 7) 

71 

34 
(3G.~~) 

60 
(G3.0) 

94 
(75.5) (100. 0) 

Lrunbda .0000 

Felonies or Misdemeanors Age 18 or + 

No 

No 5 
(03.S) 

Yes 
1 

(1'6.7) 

Total 
6 

(05.7) 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 Yes 1 0 1 

(0. 0) (100.0) (11' • 3) 

Total 7 ~ T'" 
(71. 1.) (20,.6) (100.0) 

Pearson's R .6455 Lambda .5000 
Somers I 0 • 8333 ~ 

No 
Police 
Contacts No 13 

C76.5) 
Prior to 
18 Yes 5 

(lil.7) 

Total 18 
(62.1) 

Pearson's R .3533 
Somers' 0 .3480 

No 
Police No 
Contacts 

6 
(Go.o) 

1'1'io1' to 
18 Yes 7 

(63.G) 

Police 

Total 13 
(Gl.9) 

Pearson's R-.0374 
Somers' 0 ~. 0364 

No 

Contacts No 22 
(6 1 .. 7) 

Prior to 
18 Yes 26 

('f 3. 3) 

48 Total 
(51.1) 

Pearson's R .2054 
Somers' D .2137 

Yes 
4 

(2S.S) 

7 
(50.s) 

Total 

(sE G) 

12 
(,.:1. I,) 

1129 
(37.9) (100.0) 

Lambda .1818 

Yes Total 
4 

('10.0) 

4 
(s 6. If) 

10 
(If 7.6) 

11 
(52.1i) 

~ 21 
(SO.l) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 
12 

(35.S) 

34 
(56.7) 

34 
(36. 2) 

60 
(6S.0) 

4() 94 
(lfO.\?) (100.0) 

Lambda .1739 

LO 
N 

" 

, 



TABLE 2. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POL'ICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 A..~D OFFICIAL POLICE 
CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATUS AGES 18+: 1942 COHORT MALES 

Before Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police Be­
fore 18 and Didn't Do 
Things for Which Not 
Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for 1\11ich Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 and Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Felonies Age 18 or + 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 
I 

No 

6 
(100.0) 

0 
(0. 0) 

Total (85~7) 
Pearson's R 1.0000 
Somers' a 1.0000 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 

17 
(100.0) 

12 
(100.0) 

Total (1O~~0) 
Pearson's R 
Somers' 0 

Police No 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 Yes 

No 

10 
(100.0) 

9 
(81.a) 

19 Total (90.5) 

Pearson's R .3093 
Somers' 0 .1818 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers I 

No 

33 
(97.1) 

56-
(93.3) 

89 
(94.7) 

R.0798 
o .0373 

Yes 

0 
(0. 0) 

. 1) (10 0.0 (1II~3) 
1 7 

(14< a) .(100.0) 
Lambda 1.0000 

Yes 

a 
(0. 0) 

Total 

17 
(58.6) 

a 
(0. 0) (4t~'f) 

(o?o) (1O~~0) 
Lambda ---

Yes Total 

0 
(0.0) 

10 
(47.6) 

2 
(18 • z) 

11 
(52.. 4) 

l 21 
(9.5) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes 

1 
(2.. 9) 

4 
(6.7) 

Total 

34 
(36.2.) 

60 
(6a.8) 

5 94 
(5.3) (100,0) 
Lambda . 0000 

LD Felonies or tvlajor Misdemeanors Age 18 or N 
00 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No Yes Total 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

No 

Yes 

6 
(100.0) 

a 
(0.0) 

6 
(05.7) 

R 1.0000 
o 1. 0000 

No 

16 
(9'1.1) 

11 
(91. 7) 

Total 27 
(93.1) 

Pearson's R .0476 
Somers' 0 .0245 

No 

No 10 
(100.0) 

Yes 8 
(72..7) 

Total 18 
(as.7) 

Pearson's R .3893 
Somers' 0 .2727 

No 

No 32 
(9 1'01) 

Yes 51 
(05.0) 

Total 83 
(a8.3) 

Pearson's R .1363 
Somers' o .0912 

a 
(0. 0) (B5~7) 

1 
1,100 • 0) (14~a) 

1 7 
(1403) (100.0) 

Lambda 1. 0000 

¥es Total 

1 
(5.9) ( 

17 
5 e • 6) 

1 
(a. 3) 

2 29 
(6.9) (100.0) 

Lambda.OOOO 

Yes 

a 
(0. 0) 

3 
(27.3) 

Total 

(4~?C) 

11 
(52..4) 

3 21 
(14.3) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes 

2 
(5.9) 

9 
(15.0) 

Total 

34 
(36.2.) 

60 
(63.0) 

11 94 
(11.7) (100.0) 

Lambda . 0000 

, 

\ 



TABLE 3. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 AND OFFICIAL POLICE 
CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 TO POLICE CONTACT AGES 18+ 1949 COHORT MALES 

Be fore Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police 
Before 18 and Didn't 
Do Things for Which 
Not Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 and Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Police Contacts Age 18 or + 

No Yes Total 
Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

4 
(S3.3) 

3 
(60.0) 

Total 7 
(41.2) 

Pearson's R -.2469 
Somers' 0 -.2667 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 
11 

(45.e) 

1 
(4. 0) 

Total 12 
(2b.7) 

Pearson's R .4634 
Somers' 0 .4107 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

Police No 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 Yes 

No 
8 

(b1.S) 

8 
(38.1) 

16 
(47.1) 

R .2283 
o .2344 

No 
20 

(39. :» 

22 
(16.9) 

Total 42 
(23.2) 

Pearson's R .'2376 
.somers' D .2229 

8 12 
(66.7) (70.6) 

2 5 
(40.0) (29.4) 

10 17 
(50.0) (100.0) 

Lambda .1429 

Yes 
13 

(54.2) 

20 
(95.2) 

Total 
24 

(53.3) 

21 
(46.7) 

33 45 
(73.3) (100.0) 

Lambda . 0000 

Yes Total 
5 

(3 B • 5) 

13 
(Gl.9) 

13 
(38.2) 

21 
(61.8) 

18 34 
(52.9) (100.0) 

Lambda .1875 

Yes Total 
31 

(60.8) 

108 
(83. 1) 

51 
(28.2) 

130 
(71. 8) 

139 181 
(16.S) (100.0) 

Ltunbda .0000 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Felonies or Misdemeanors Age 18 or + 

No 

No 9 
(75.0) 

Yes 4 
(00.0) 

Yes 
3 

(25.0) 

1 
(20.0) 

Total 
12 

('/0.6) 

5 
(29. I,) 

Total 13 4 17 
(76.5) (23.5) (100.0) 

Pearson's R -.0537 Lambda. 0000 
Somers' 0 -.0500 

No 

No 16 
(66.7) 

8 
(3 B • 1) 

Yes 

Total 24 
(53.3) 

Pearson's R .2857 
Somers' 0 .2857 

No 

No 13 
(100.0) 

Yes 12 
(57.1) 

Total 25 
(73.5) 

Pearson's R .4721 
Somers' 0 .4286 

No 

No 35 
(Go.G) 

Yes 
8 

(33.3) 

13 
(61. 9) 

Total 
24 

(53.3) 

21 
(4G. "I) 

21 45 
(46.7) (100.0) 

Lambda .2381 

Yes Total 
0 

(0. 0) 

9 
(,,2.9) 

13 
(38.2) 

21 
(61. 0) 

9 34 
(26.5) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes 
16 

(31. I,) 

Total 
51 

(28.2) 

Yes 130 48 82 
(36.9) (G3.1) (71.B) 

Total 83 98 181 
(45.9) (5 1,.1) (100.0) 

Pearson's R .2862 Lambda .2289 
Somers' 0 .3170 

LO 
N 
LO 
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TABLE 4. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF~REPORTED P01,''tCE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 AND OFFICIAL POLICE 

CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO 18 TO POLICE r:ONTACT STATUS AGES 18+: 194~) COllORT MALES LO 
\.N 

====================================================================;===============0 
Before Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police Be­
fore 18 and Didn't Do 
Things for Which Not 
Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 and Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Felonies Age 18 or + 

No 
Police r---" 

Contncts No 11 
(91.7) Prior to 

18 Yes 5 
(100.Q) 

Total . 16 
(9 1 •• 1) 

Pearson's R - .1614 
Somers' 0 -.0833 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 
23 

(95.8) 
No 

20 
(95.2) 

Yes 

Total 43 
(95.6) 

Pearson's R .0144 
Somers' 0 .0060 

Yes Total 
1 

(8. 3) 

0 
(0. 0) 

12 
('/0.6) 

5 
(:! 9. I.) 

1 17 
(5.9) (100.0) 

Lambda.OOOO 

Yes 
1 

('1.2) 

1 
(I •. e) 

Total 
24 

(53.3) 

21 
(,,6. 7) 

2 45 
("",) (100.0) 

Lrunbda .0000 

No Yes Total 
Pollee 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

r-----r----~ 

No! 13 0 13 
(10n.o) (0.0) (38.~') 

Yes 18 3 21 
(85.7) (11 •• 3) i (61. B) 

Total 31 
(91.2) 

3 34 
(8.0) (100.0) 

Pearson's R .2448 
Somers' D .1429 

Lambda. 0000 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

No 
48 

(9 11.1) 

116 
(89 • 2) 

164 
(90.6) 

R .0754 
o .0489 

Yes 
3 

(5. 9) 

14 
(10.0) 

Total 
51 

(.20.;;) 

130 
(71. e) 

17 181 
(9. ,d (100.0) 

Lrunbda .0000 

Felonies or Major Misdemeanors Age 18 or + 

No Yes Total 
Polic(' 
Contacts No 11 

(91.7) 
Prior to 
18 Yes 5 

(100.0) 

Total 16 
(94.1) 

Pearson's R -.1614 
Somers' D -.0833 

No 
23 

(95.8) 

19 

Pollee 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 Yes 

(90.5) I 

Total 42 
(9303) 

Pearson's R .1071 
Somers ' 0 .0536 

So 
I 13 I 

1 
(8' 3) 

0 
(0.0) 

12 
('/Oq,) 

5 
(29.4) 

cL9) (loEo) 
Lambda . 0000 

Yes 

1 
(It. ;» 

2 
(') • 5) 

Total 
24 

(53.3) 

21 
(46.7) 

(f' ~ 7) (10 ~~ 0) 
Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 

0 Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

(1 1)0.0) I (0.0) 
13 

(30 • .:') 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

18 
(e s. 'I) 

Yes 

Total (9f~~) 
Pearson's R .2448 
Somers' D .1429 

No 

No 47 
t g.' • .') 

103 
l ) <l • ~1) 

Yes 

Total 150 
(0.'.9) 

Pearson's R .1544 
Somers I D .1293 

3 
(J 4 • 3) 

21 
(1'1. 0) 

. 3 ) 34 ) 
(0.0 llOO.I) 

Lrunbda .0000 

Yes 

4 
t'). 0) 
,., .. ( 

t., tl 011) 
.,-

Total 

51 
(~18 •• ») 

130 
(n.o) 

31 181 
(1:,1) (lUll.O) 

Lrunbdn .0000 

I 
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TABLe S. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATIJS PRIOR TO AGE 18 AND OFFICIAL POLICE 

CO:-JTACT STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATUS AGES 18+ : 1942 COHORT FEMALES 
Before Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police 
Before 18 and Didn't 
Do Things for Which 
Not Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
\I'hich Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 and Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police Contacts Age 18 or + 

No 
No 32 

(50 • .z) 

0 
: ( Q. 0) 

Yes 

Tot al 32 

Yes Total 
23 

('llolJ) 

7 
(100.0) 

55 
(85 • 7) 

7 
(11. 3) 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Felonies or Misdemeanors Age 18 or + 

No 
No 45 

( al. a) 

Yes 3 
(112.9) 

Yes 
10 

(H.2) 

4 
(57 .1) 

Total 
55 

( 8 a. 7) 

7 
(11 • a) 

R 
(51'6) Pearson's .3684 

30 62 
('16'4) (lOu.O) 

Lambda.2333 
Total 48 

(77.4) 
R .2949 
o .3896 

14 
(22.6) 

Lambda 

62 
(lO().o) 
.0714 Somers' 0.5818 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No Yes Total 
No I 30 I 'i~ 49 

I (Gl .2) (a~ (89.1) 

Yes I 4 2 I 6 
(6 6 • 7) (a ~ (1 0 • 9 ) 

Total 34 21 55 
(Gl.e) (38.2) (100.0) 

Pearson's R -.0349 Lambda. 0000 
Somers' 0 -.0544 

Pol:"ce 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 

10 
J55.6J 

1 
(a3.3) 

Total 11 
(52.4) 

R .1557 
o .2222 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

POlice 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

No 12 
. (57.1) 
>-~ 

Yes I 9 
i (52. 9) 

Total 21 
(55 3) 

Pearson's R .0~20 
Sumers' o .0420 

Yes 

8 
_('14.4) 

2 
(66.7) 

Total 

18 
(85. 7) 

3 
(14,3) 

10 21 
(117.6) (100.0) 

Lambda .1000 

Yes Total 

9 21 
('12.9) (55.3) 

8 17 
(4 7 .1) (III, • 7 ) 

17 38 
(44 • 7) (100 .0 ) 

Lambda . 0000 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Pearsonls 
Somers I 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearsonls 
Somers' 

No 

No 

40 
(al .6) 

5 
(a 3 .3) 

Yes 

9 
(18 ./1 ) 

1 
(16 .7) 

Total 

49 
(a 9 ,1) 

6 
(10 .9) 

45 10 55 
(91,8) (18.2) (100.0) n -.0137 Lambda. 0000 
o .0170 

No Yes Total 
15 3 

(a 3. a) (16,7) 
18 

(a5.7) 
Yes 2 1 

(6G.7) (3303) 
3 

(14.3) 
Total 17 4 21 

(al.O) (l9.0) (100.0) 
Pearson's R .1485 Lambda .0000 
Somers' 0 .1667 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No Yes Total 
17 4 

(al.O) 
No 21 

(19,0) ( 55. 3) 
12 5 

(70 .6) (29. 11 ) 

Yes 17 
(44 .7) 

Total 29 9 38 
(76 .3) (23 • 7) (100 .0) 

Pearson's R .1212 Lambda .0000 
Somers' 0 .1036 

, 

, 

, 
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TABLE 6. RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AGe 18 A.'JD OFFICIAL POLICE 
CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATUS AGES 18+: 1942 COHORT FEMALES 

Before Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police Be­
fore 18 and Didn't Do 
Things for Which Not 
Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Poli~e Before 
18 and Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Felonies Age 18 or + 
CD 

Felonies or Major ~Iisdemeanors Age 18 o~ 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

No 

55 
(100. 0) 

7 
1(100.0) 

Total 62 
(lOa, 0) 

Pearson's R 
Somers' 0 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

Police No 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers I 

No 

47 
~L9 5 • 9) 

6 
(100. 0) 

53 
(9 G , It) 

-,0680 
-,0408 

No 

20 
(95,2) 

R .5478 
o ,3333 

No 

20 
(95.2) 

16 
(9 It, 1) 

36 
(9't • 7) 

R ,0249 
o ,0112 

( 

( 

Yes 

a 
o , 0) 

0 
o. 0) 

Total 

55 
( e 8. 7) 

7 
(11, 3) 

o 62 
(0,0) (100,0) 

Lambda ---

Yes 

2 
( 11,1) 

0 
( o. 0) 

Total 

49 
(09,1) 

6 
(10,9) 

2 5S 
( 3,6) (lOa, 0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

18 Police.' 
(B 5. 7) Contacts 

Prior to 
3 18 

(1 It. 3) 
1 21 

('11,8) (100,0) 
Lambda .0000 

Yes 

1 
( It .0) 

1 
( 5.9) 

Total 

21 Police 
(55.3) Contacts 

Prior to 
17 18 

(1111.7) 

2 38 
(5,S) (100,0) 

Lambda .0000 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

N'J 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers I 

t-;o 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

No 

Yes 

No Yes Total 

54 
( 9 B, 2) 

7 
(100,0) 

61 
(90, It) 

( 

( 

1 
1. 8) 

0 
0, 0) 

55 
( eo. 7) 

7 
(11, g) 

1 62 
( loG) (100,0) 

R -,0457 
D -.0182 

Lambda. 0000 

No Yes 
,.----r---~-_, 

Total 

49 
(89,1) 

47 2 

6 a 6 
(lo0'0l...LLL'O) '(10,9) 

53 2 55 
(96,11) (L6) (100.0) 

R -,0680 Lambda, 0000 
D -,0408 

I 18 , 
(100,0) 

') .. 
eGG.7) 

20 
(!l 5,2) 

R ,5477 
0 .3333 

No 

19 
(90.S) 

16 
(9 11,1) 
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a 
( o , 0) 

1 

Total 
18 

(05 •. ,') 

(33,3) 
3 

(1 11' 3) 

( 

( 

( 

1 21 
It,8) (100,0) 
Lrunbda ,0000 

Yes 

2 
9. s) 

1 
5.9) 

Total 

21 
(55 d) 

17 
(1111,7) 

Total 35 
.~ 

3 38 
(n,l) ('1,9) (lOO,O) 

Pearson's R -,0671 Lambda .0000 
Somers' D -,0364 



TABLE 7. RELA1'IONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AOn 18 AND OFFICIAL POLICE 
CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATUS AGES 18+ 1949 COHORT FEMALES . 

Be fore Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police 
Before 18 and Didn't 
00 Things for Which 
Not Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 and Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Police Contacts Age 18 or + 

No Yes Total 
Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 67 45 22 
(6 i' • • !) (3 <! • 0) (03.0) 

Yes 13 5 8 
(til. 5) (3 B • !i) 

Total SO 
(62.5) 

Pearson's R .2187 
Somers' 0 .2870 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 
40 

(PI' 5) 
No 

12 
(60.0) 

Yes 

Total S2 
((i 3 • Ij) 

Pearson's R .0403 
Somers' 0 .0452 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 
19 

(7301) 
No 

Yes 9 
(01. 0) 

Total 28 
('/5. 'J) 

Poarson's R -.0931 
Somers' 0 -.0874 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

No 

No SO 
(!) 9. 0) 

18 
(51. I,) 

Yes 

Tottd 48 
(r, 1.5) 

Peurson's R .1875 
Sum(~:rs' [) .1834 

(16 03) 

30 80 
(3705) (100.0) 

Lambda .1000 

Yes Total 
.) ., .... 

(35.5) 

8 
(1.0. 0) 

62 
(75,(';) 

20 
C'II. II) 

30 82 
(3l1.6) (100.0) 

Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 
7 

(~'609) 

2 
(10.2) 

26 
( 1003) 

11 
(29.'/) 

('!1'~3) (lO~~O) 
Lambda .0000 

Yes Total 
13 

(30.2) 

17 
(1,90/.\) 

43 
(5 Ij. 1) 

35 
(I,ll' 9) 

30 78 
(39.5) (lOO.O) 

Lambda .0000 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Pdor to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Police 
Contacts 
Prior to 
18 

Felonies or Misdemennol's Age 18 ()r + 

No Yes Total 
No 67 

(03.0) 
58 9 

(ell.a) (13 "') 

Yes 9 
(69. ~) 

4 
(ao.o) 

13 
(H. a) 

Total 67 13 80 
(03.0) (16.3) (100.1) 

Pearson's R .1734 
Somers' 0 .1734 

Lrunbun .0000 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers' 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Pearson's 
Somers I 

No 

No 
54 

(0'1.').) 

l.3 
((! fi. 0) 

Yes 
8 

l12. !)) 

7 
(35.0) 

Total 
62 

(75.,;) 

20 
elf,. I,) 

. 67 15 82 

R
C01'7) (lll.S) (100.0) 

.2455 Lambda .0000 
o .2210 

No Yes Total 
23 

(0 I). 5) 

9 
(01.0) 

3 
(u. s) 

') ... 
(19.2) 

26 
(7 O. ~) 

11 
(2!\.7) 

32 5 37 
COG.s) Cla.s) ClOO.O) 
R .0888 Lambda. 0000 
o .0<>64 

No 
36 

Co 3. i') 

Yes 
7 

(H.9) 

Total 
43 

(55.1) 

Yes 35 22 13 
(62. g) (37.1) ('1'1. 9) 

Total 58 20 78 
( 7 I" ") (~l & • G) (1 0 0 • 0) 

Pearson's R .2377 Lambda .0000 
Somers' 0 .2086 

, 

, 
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TABLE 8, RELATIONSHIP OF SELF-REPORTED POLICE CONTACT AND BEHAVIORAL STATUS PRIOR TO AGE 18 A..'iD OIzIzrCIAL POLICr: 
CONTACT STATUS PRIOR TO 18 TO POLICE CONTACT STATUS AGES 18+: 1 ~),H) COIIORT FmL\LIlS 

Before Age 18 

Not Stopped by Police Be-
fore 18 and Didn't Do 
Things for Which Not 
Caught 

Not Stopped by Police 
but Did Things for 
Which Not Caught 

Stopped by Police Before 
18 but Didn't Do Things 
for I\'hich Not Caught 

Stopped by Police B('foro 
18 and Did 'fhings for 
Which Not Caught 

Felonies Age 18 or + 

No Yes 'rotal 
Police No 67 tl 67 
Contacts (100.0) lO;l,a) 
Prior to 
18 Yes 13 0 13 

L~()o.O) lU.3) 

Total 80 80 
(100.0) (llll) • (' I 

Pearson's R --- Lmnbda ---
Somers' n ---

No Yes Total 

Police No I --I-~--62 0 62 
Contacts 

) (lOU.O) (0. 0) ( : !J , Ii ) 

Prior to -~ 1----

Yes 19 1 20 18 (f}5.U) l" • ,) t < ' •• '. ) 

Total 81 1 R2 
(~n. !l) t I • • ) ( 1, l • l' J 

Pearson' ::; R .1956 Lrunbda .!lUOO 
Somcrl;' [) .0500 

Su y~s Total 
Polit.:e 
Cotltuds 
PrIor to 
18 

v:: p:~{ ~Jj~' _j I;; J J 
(lOll.O) --- ("'1,-;.1 ~ . I __ ~ 

Total . 37 () S" 
(10 0 • 0) 11 il U • ll) 

Pearson's R --- Lambda ---
Somers' 0 ---

No Yes Tot al 

Police No 41 ~~.~)J 43 
(')503) ('J', .1) C;ontal't s 

Prior to 33 (!,7 ;J 35 Yes 
18 ('i l •• 3) (1111.1l) 

'fotal 74 
(9 1, • 'l) 

4 
('" l) 

"'H 
II 'I" • II ) 

Pearson's R .0240 Lambda .OOO() 
Somers I [) .010<> 

Felonies or Major Misdemeanors Age 18 

Po lice 
COlltil~ts 
Prior to 
18 

Poli!!t' 
Contacts 
Prior to 
lR 

Pul i,,'L' 
Cunt a~t~; 
Priur to 
18 

Pol i ct' 
C;nnta~t~; 

Prior to 
18 

No Yes Total 

No (15 , 
<>7 .. 

(q .• ,I I (~ • II) ( 11 'l • /l 1 

12 1 1.~ Yes 
(9<,~) ( '. ,.) ( 11" d 

"--=ao.."",~ --= 
Total 77 ' . Htl .., 

VllJ.~) t 3 • Il J t 1 U II • 1 J 
Pearson's R .0914 Lrunbdu .OIlOO 
Somers' D .0471 

No Yes Total b2 Uj b, No 
(1 : 0 • 0) (It. () ) ( .. r, • h ) 

Ye~ 18 .1 2tl 
~4n.~, ~J.~~:::~ J ! ". I I 

Total 81l 1 8.1 .. 
t '. '. I- I ! .• It) I : I - .'" J 

Pearson's R • .!'; 84 I. runbll ,1 .Ooon 
Somers' [) • lOOO 

Totul 37 
(100.0) 

o :r" 
( 1 . ,1 • tJ) 

Pearson's R Lambda ,OD_ 

Somers' 0 ---

No Yes Total 

No -;,,-:~ ~ ,) ! (lj ,2 , ) -, 
,ts 

'I I,. , I 
'-'_ ........ --

I 3 n , 35 Yes " .. 
( "1. I.) I (H. I ) [I,I"'!) 

Total .. ~ 
r 5 7'8 ' ,~ 

l J ~ • \' ) \. t .. It) ( 1 \ \ \l • J'\ ) 

Pearson's R .0':'% Lambda .ll(}()() 

Sutnl.'l'S I [) • O:~H.1 

, 

01' + 

\ 

; 
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APPENDIX T 

Tables 1, 3, 5, and 7 of this appendix enable the reader to compare 

the means and standard deviations of males and females for both cohorts 

for each of the variables used in the regression analysis. 

Tables 2, 4, 6, and 8 present the coefficients of correlation between 

each variable and every other variable. Rather than include the entire 

matrix on one large page and reduce it we have cut it into three segments 

on two pages. Since there are a number of appropriate references to these 

correlations in Chapter 22 let it suffice to say that the si:eable corre­

lation between race/ethnici ty and natural area of sociali:ntion, particu­

larly for persons in the 1949 Cohort, as \'Iell as the correlation between 

race/ethnicity and head of household's regularity of employment, head of 

household's job level, head of household's sex, and other variables which 

were related to official seriousness scores provided the basis for results 

which might be interpreted by some persons as giving a I'ncial ~~ast to the 

findings. Although we have more than once warned against this, it is 

appropriate to do so again. What we have is simply an intertwining of 

the characteristics that have traditionally been the characteristics of 

low socioeconomic status families residing in the inner city and similar 

interstitial areas, a disproportionate share of whom are Black and Chi-

cano . 
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IMPORTANCE OF GOALS & SUCCESS AT REACHING THEM 
SCHOOL 

How important is it to you? 
Very Not Im-

Impor- Somewhat portant 
tant Imeortant at All 

1. to have other students think 
1 of you as a good student? 5 3 

2. to do well even in hard 
subjects? 5 3 1 

3. to do your own school work 
1 without help from somebody? 5 3 

4. to have teachers think of 
you as a good student? 5 3 1 

5. to have a high grade point 
average? 5 3 1 

SOCIAL ISOLATION - SCHOOL 

1. 

2. 

Teachers don't call on me in 
class, even when I raise my 
hand. 

I'm not asked to take part in 
Gehool activities as often 
as I'd like to be. 

3. I don't feel as if I really 
belong at school. 

4. I often feel like nobody at 
school cares about me. 

5. Even though there are lots of 
kids around, I often feel 
lone ly. 

6. Teachers don't ask me to work 
on special classroom projects. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

How are you doing at this? 
Not 

Very Well 
Well O.K. at All -

5 3 1 

5 3 1 

5 3 1 

5 3 1 

5 3 1 

Neither 
Agree nor Strongly 
Disagree DisagrE~ Disagree 

3 .2. 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

i. 
\I 

1\ 

!( 

.1 
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IV. Peer Measures 

COMMITMENT TO PEERS 

The next few questions concern how you feel about friends. Please tell me how much you 
agree or disagree with each statement. 

1. It is very important for me to have 
c lose friends. 

2. In general, I feel very committed to 
my friends. 

3. My friends depend on me. 

4. My friends mean a lot to rue. 

5. Nothing could be more important to 
me than having close personal ties 
with my friends. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

SOCIAL ISOLATION - PEERS 

Neither 
Agree nor Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Disagree 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

Here are some questions about your feelings and beliefs. I'd like you to tell me how 
much you agree or disagree with each of these statements. 

1. I don't fit in very well with 
my friends. 

2. My friends don't take much 
interest in my problems. 

3. I am close to my friends. 

4. My friends are willing to 
listen if I have a problem. 

5. Sometimes I am lonely when I 
am with my friends. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

Neither 
Agree nor Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

3 2 1 

, 
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DELINQUENCY OF PEERS 

f · d Dur~ng the last six months 
1 cons ~der to be your close r~en s. • Think of the peop e you • 

how many of them have: 

1. cheated on school tests? 

2. purposely damaged or destroyed 
property that did not belong to 
them? 

3. used marijuana? 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

stolen something worth less than $5? 

hit or threatened to hit someone? 

used alcohol (beeA.. wine, or liquor)? 

Broken into a vehicle or building to 
steal something? 

sold hard drugs such as heroin, 
cocaine, or LSD? 

stolen something worth more than $50? 

suggested you do something that was 
against the law? 

All 
of Them 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Most 
of Them 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Some 
of Them 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Very Few 
of Them 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

None 
of Them 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

\i 

I 

I 
~ 

I 
! 
11 

II 
! 
I 
I 
,1 

~ 
I 

I 
i 
~ 
I 
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NEGATIVE INFLUENCE OF PEERS 

I will read you a number of statements and I'd like you to tell me how often the kids in 
your friendship group (the kids you hang around with) would feel that way. 

1. The kids in my group would think 
less of me if I were to get in 
trouble with the law. 

2. Getting into trouble in my group 
is a way of gaining respect. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

The members of my group feel that 
laws are good and should be obeyed. 

The kids in my group get into 
trouble at home, in school, and 
in the community. 

Kids that get into trouble a lot 
feel very uncomfortable in my group. 

When I choose a group of friends, I 
choose kids who are not afraid to 
have a little fun even if it means 
breaking the law. 

Kids who get into trouble with the 
law are "put down" in my group. 

If you haven't gotten into some kind 
of trouble the kids in my group 
think you are "chicken" or something. 

Always 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Most of 
the Time 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Some of 
the Time 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Seldom 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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CONFORMITY OF PEERS 

Think of the people you consider to be your close friends. During the last six months 
how many of them have: 

1. helped someone who was badly hurt? 

2. donated money to charity? 

3. tried to comfort someone who was 
really sad? 

4. phoned for help wh""fi someone Tleeded it? 

5. found something valuable and 
returned it? 

6. tried to cheer people up who were up­
set? 

7. offered to help you with your jobs 
around the house? 

8. visited someone who was sick? 

All Most Some Very Few 
of Them of Them of Them of Them 

5 

.5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

3 2 

IMPORTANCE OF PEER GOALS & SUCCESS AT REACHING P'EER GOALS 

None 
of Them 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

How impol:tant is it to you? How are you doing at this? 

Very Not Im- Not: 
Impor- Somewhat portant Very Well 
tant Impo!!!!!t at All Wen O.K. at All 

1. to have lots of dates? 5 3 1 5 3 1 

2. to do well even in hard 
subjects? 5 3 1 5 3 1 

3. to have a special boyfriend/ 
girlfriend? 5 3 1 5 3 1 

4. to have friends ask to spend 
time and do things with you? 5 3 1 5 3 1 

:1 
i/ 
t 

l
~~ . 
\ . 
J 
II 

Ii 
II 

II 

I 
j 
1 
! 
I 
! 
I 
i 

I 

-
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DISAPPROVAL OF DEVIANCE - PEERS 

I'm going to read a list of beha,riors to you and then ask you how wrong 
think it was if you were to behave in these ways. I'll repeat the list 
how wrong your close friends would think it was if you did each thing. 

A 
Very Pr~~tty Little 
Wrong Wr(~ Wrong 

1. cheated on school tests? 5 4 3 

2. stole something worth less than $5? 5 4 3 

3. sold hard drugs such as heroin, 
cocaine, or LSD? 5 4 3 

4. used marijuana? 5 4 3 

S. stole something worth more than $50? 5 4 :3 

6. hit or threatened to hit someone? 5 4 3 

7. used alcohol (beer, wine, or liquor)? 5 4 3 

8. purposely damaged or destroyed property 
that did not belong to you? 5 4 3 

9. broke into a vehicle or building to 
steal something? 5 4 3 

others would 
twice to leaton 

Not Not 
Really Wrong 
Wrong At All 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 
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v. Self Reported Delinquen£l Measures 

SERIOUS DEL1NQUENCY 

How many times in the last six months have you: 

Felony Assaul,5 

1. attacked someone with the idea of seriously 
hurting or killing him/her 

2. had (or tried to have) sexual relations with 
someone against their will 

3. been involved in gang fights 

Robbery 

4. used force (strong-arm method~) to get money 
or things from other studenttl 

5. used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from a teacher or other adult at 
schoo 1 

6. used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or other things from other people (not 
students or teachers) 

~~Z Theft 

7. stolen (or tried to steal) a motor vehicle 
such as a car or motorcycle 

8., stolen (or tried to steal) something worth 
more than $50 

9. broken into a building or vehicle (or tried 
to break in) to steal something or just to 
look around 

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

\: 
I 

I 

j 

\/ 
Ii 

I 

1/ 
;; 
II 
t, 
i 

-
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MINOR DELINQUENCY 

How many times in the last six months have you: 

Minor Assault 

1. hit (or threatened to hit) a teacher or 
other adult ~t school 

2. hit (or threatened to hit) one of your 
parents 

3. hit (or threatened to hit) other students 

Minor Theft 

4. knowingly bought, sold, or held stolen goocis 
(or tried to do any of these things) 

5. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth $5 
or less 

6. avoided paying for such things as movies, 
bus or subway rides, and food 

7. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth 
between $5 and $50 

Damaging Property 

8. purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to your parents or other 
family members 

9. purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to a school 

10. purposely damaged or destroyed other 
property that did not belong to y'ou 
(not counting family ot' schoo 1 property)? 

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

- ~~.----,--------------------------.----------------------------------------------------------------~------- ------

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month ---

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week --

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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Public Disorder 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

thrown objects (other than snowballs), 
such as rocks or bottles, at cars or 
people 

carried a hidden weapon other than a 
plain pocket knife 

been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public 
place (disorderly conduct) 

been drut\k :tn (,I. public place 

begged for ml'lney or things from strangers 

made obscene telephone calls, such as 
calling someone and saying dirty things 

Once 
or 

Never Twice 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

ALCOHOL & DRUG USE 

Hard Drugs 

1. used hallucinogens 

2. used amphetamines 

3. sold hard drugs such as heroin, cocaine, 
or LSD 

4. used barbiturates 

5. used heroin 

6. used cocaine 

Marijuana 

7. used marijuan~ 

8. sold marijua~a or hashish 

Alcohol 

9. used alcoholic beverages 

10. bought or provided liquor for a minor 

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Onr.e or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

j 
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DELINQUENT BEHAVIOR 

Never 

How many times in the last six months have you: 
1. attacked someone with the idea of seriously 

hurting or killing him/her 1 

2. had (or tri.ed to have) sexual relations with 
someone against their will 1 

3. been involved in gang fights 1 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

hit (or threatened to hit) a teacher or 
other adult ~t school 

hit (or threatened to hit) one of your 
parents 

hit (or threatened to hit) other students 

stolen (or tried to steal) a motor vehicle 
such as a car or motorcycle 

stolen (or tried to steal) something worth 
more than $50 

broken into a building or vehicle (or tried 
to break in) to steal something or just to 
look around 

used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from other students 

used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from a teacher or other adult at 
school 

used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or other things from other people (not 
students or teachers) 

knowingly bought, sold, or held stolen goods 
(or tried to do any of these things) 

stolen (or tried to steal) things worth $5 
at' less 

15. avoided paying for such things as movies, 
bus or subway rides, and food 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.... ~~~~ ........ ____________________________ .a ________________________________________________________________ ~ ____________________ _ 

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week ---

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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stolen (or tried to steal) things worth 
between $5 and $50 

17. purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to your parents or other family 
members 

18. purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to a school 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

purposely damaged or destroyed other 
property that did not belong to you (not 
counting family or school property) 

thrown objects (other than snclwballs), such 
as rocl(s or bot t 1es, at cars (Ir people 

carried a hidden weapon other than a plain 
pocket knife 

been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public 
place (disorderly conduct) 

been drunk in a public place 

begged for money or things frclm strangers 

made obscene telephone calls, such as 
calling someone and saying di'rty things 

--------~-----~ -- -

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 

Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Onl:.':e a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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DEVIANT BEHAVIOR 

How many times in the last six months have you: 
1. attacked someone with the idea of seriously 

hurting or killing him/her 

2. had (or tried to have) sexual relations with 
someone against their will 

3. been involved in gang fights 

4. hit (or threatened to hit> a teacher or 
other adult at SChool 

5. hit (or threatened to hit) one of your 
parents 

6. hit (or threatened to hit) other students 

7. stolen (or tried to steal) a motor vehicle 
such as a car or motorcycle 

8. sto len (or tried to steal) something worth 
more than $50 

9. broken into a building or vehide (or tried 
to break in) to steal something or just to 
look around 

10. used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from other students 

11. used force (s trang-arm methods) to get mOnt~y 
or things from a teacher or other adult at 
school 

12. used force (strong-arm methods) to get mo\ney 
or other things from other people (not 
students or teachers) 

13. knowingly bought, sold, or held stolen goods 
(or tried to do any of these things) 

14. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth $5 
or less 

15. avoided paying for such things as movies, 
bus or subway rides, and food 

Once 
or 

Never Twice 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

'3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

c· 
;;J 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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16. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth 
between $5 and $50 

17. 

18. 

purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to your parents 01' other family 
members 

purposely damaged or destroyed property 
belonging to a school 

19. purposely damaged or destroyed other 
property that did not belong to you (not 
counting family or school property)? 

20. thl':"Iwn objects (other than snowballs), such 
as ~ocks or bottles, at cars or people 

21. carried a hidden weapon other than a plain 
pocket knife 

22. been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public 
place (disorderly conduct) 

23. been drunk in a public place 

24. begged for money or things from strangers 

25. made obscene telephone calls, such as 
calling someone and saying dirty things 

26. used hallucinogens 

27. used amphetamines 

28. sold hard drugs such as heroin, cocaine, 
or LSD 

29. used barbiturates 

30. used heroin 

31. used cocaine 

32. used marijuana 

33. sold marijuana or hashish 

34. used alcoholic beverages 

35. bought or provided liquor for a minor 

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Once 
or 

Twice 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Once or 
Twice a 
Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once a 
Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

" 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

More Than 
Once a 

Week 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

.. 
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VI. ADDITIONAL IMPACT 
NORMLESSNESS 

Here are some questions about your feelings and beliefs. 
much you agree or disagree with each of these statements. 

1. It is sometimes necessary to lie 
to teachers to stay out of trouble. 

2. At school it is sometimes necessary 
to play dirty in order to win. 

3. You can make it in school without 
having to cheat on exams/tests. 

4. It is important to do your own work 
at schoo 1 even if it means some Idds 
won't like you. 

5. Making a good impression is more 
important than telling the truth 
to teachers. 

6. It is important to be honest with 
your parents, even if they become 
upset or you get punished. 

7. Making a good impression is more 
important than telling the truth 
to parents. 

8. Sometimes it's necessary to lie to 
your parents in order to keep their 
trust. 

9. It may be necessary to break some of 
your parents' rules in order to keep 
some of your friends. 

10. Xt is not worth breaking rules or 
laws just to keep your friends. 

11. Making a good impression is more 
important than telling the truth 
to friends. 

12. It's okay to lie if it keeps your 
friends out of trouble. 

13. In order to gain the respect of your 
friends, it's sometimes necessary 
to beat up on other kids. 

14. You have to be willing to break some rules 
if you want to be popular with your friends. 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

I'd like you to tell me how 

Neither 
Agree nor Strongly 

Agl!ee -Eisagree. Disagree Disagree 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 

4 3 2 1 
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S TOWARDS DEVIANCE .. RESPONDENT"' NEGATIVE ATTITUDE 

set of questions, please tell me how wrong For this next YOU think each of the following 

things is for you or someone your age. 

How \llrong is it for someone your age 
to • • • 

1- cheat on school tests? 

~. purposely damage or destr~y property 
that does not belong to h1m or her? 

3. use marijuana? 

4. steal something worth less than $5? 

5. hit or threaten to hit someone without 
any reason? 

6. use alcohol? 

7. break into a veh iele or building to 
steal something? 

8. sell hard drugs such as heroin, 
cocaine and LSD? 

9. steal something worth more than $50? 

Very 
Wrong 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

BLIGHTED NEIGHBORHOOD 

Pretty A Little 
Wrong Wrong 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

4 3 

Not Not 
Really Wrong 
Wrong At All 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

2 1 

hOt' a 
ou th1°nk each is a problem in your neighborhood, whet er 1 s • • • tell me whether y 11 

of a Prob lem, or Not a Problem at a • Big Problem, Somewhat 

Big Somewhat Not a 
ProbleJIl of a Problem Problem 

1- Buildings and personal belongings 
3 broken and torn up 2 1 

2. Winos and junkies 3 2 1 

3. Abandoned houses 3 2 1 

4. Burglaries and thefts 3 2 1 

5. Run down and poorly kept buildings and 
3 yards 2 1 

6. Assaults and muggin~s 3 2 1 

~ 
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FIGHTING RISK 

How often in the last SlX months have you thought you might have to fight because 
other kids were bothering (threatening) you in your neighborhood? 

(1) Never 
(2) Once or twice 
(3) Once or twice a month 

(4) Once a week 
(5) More than once a week 

Ho~ .... dften in the last six months have you thought you might have to fight because 
other students were bothering (threatening) you at school? 

(1) Never 
(2) Once or twice 
(3) Once or twice a month 

(4) Once a week 
(5) More than once a week 

RELIGIOUS INVOLVEMENT 
I 

How important is r.eligion in your life? (READ RESPONSES) 

(5) Very important 
(4) Pretty important 
(3) Somewhat important 

(2) Not too important 
(1) Not important at all 

2. How often do you attend church, synagogue, or other religious services? (READ 
RESPONSES) 

(5) Several times a week 
(4) About once a week 
(3) Once or twice a month 

(2) Several times a year 
(1) Never 
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SOCIAL ISOLATION - COMMUNITY GROUPS 

Think about the group (such as service club, religious youth group, recreation group, 
hobby club, or athletic team) in which you are most active. Tell me hm'l much you agree 
or disagree with these statements about that g~oup. 

Neither 
Strongly Agree nor Strongly 
Agree Agree Qisagree Disagree Disagree 

1. I don't fit in very well with other 
people in that group. S 4 3 2 1 

2. I am close to people in that group. S 4 3 2 1 

3. Sometimes I feel lonely when I am 
with that group" S 4 3 2 1 

4. Other people in that group don't 
take much interest in me. S 4 3 2 1 

S. It often seems like no one in that 
group cares about me. S 4 3 2 1 

II 
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I.?ARENTAL HARMONY Ex CONFLICT 

Next are some questions about your parents. Please tell me how much you agree or 
disagree with each statement. 

1. I feel that my parents like each 
other a lot. 

2. My parents like living together 

3. My parents get along very well with 
each other. 

4. When my parents don't agree, they 
manage to work out their differences 
in a pleasant manner. 

S. It seems like my parents are always 
fighting. 

6. My parents don't care what happens 
to each other. 

Neither 
Strongly Agree nor Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree pis agree 

S 4 3 2 1 

S 4 3 2 1 

S 4 3 2 1 

s 4 3 2 1 

S 4 3 2 1 

S 4 3 2 1 

The next questions about your parents (parent figures) are about how often certain things 
happen at your house. 

7. How often do your parent~ have 
disagreements over money matters? 

8. How often do your parents have 
arguments about who does what work 
at your house? 

9. How often do your parents get really 
angry with each other? 

10. How often do your parents have really 
serious fights? 

11. When your parents fight, how often 
does it get physical? 

Almost 
Every 

Day 

S 

S 

S 

S 

S 

About 
Once 
a Week 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

About 
Once 
a Month 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Once or 
Twice a 

Year 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Never 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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SERVICE DATA COLLECTION FORMAT - LONG 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
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Birthdate BRI ID 11 ------------------ PROJECT ID 1,----~---
Sex (1) Male (2) Female DATE OF ARREST --- OFFENSE --------
Ethnicity: 

(5) Asian (7) Other 0) White 
--(2) Black 

(3) Hispanic 
----(4) American Indian --- --(6) Puerto Rican 

Date agency received 

Referral Source: 
(1) Police 
(2) Court Intake 

---
re ferral ___________ '_ (mo/yr) 

(5) Judge or Referee 
----(6) Schools 

(3) Prosecutor 
(4) Supervising Probe 

____ (7) Other service agency or provider 
__ (8) Self or family 

Officer 

Was client enrolled? (1) no __ (2) yes 

Did client receive services beyond intake? (1) no --- __ (2) yes 

Justice status at time of referral: 
(l)diverted without further jeopardy (3)case continued after hearing 

-----(2)case held open prior to hearing -----(4)diverted while client on 
formal probatit')n 

Were goals for service or a service plan recorded? (J.) no --- ___ (2) yes 

Rating of client adjustment at intake: Use these categories, writing 
appropriate number in each blank: 
(a) Home (5) Very Good (2) Poor 
(b) School (4) Good (1) Very Poor 
ec) Work (3) Fair 
(d) Peers 

11. Date terminated ____________ , ____ (mo/yr) 

12. Reason terminated: 
(1) Service completed 

------(2) Declined to participate (includes never contacted) 
(3) Failure to cooperate (includes unable to locate) --

(4) Moved or died 
(5) Rearrest 
(6) Inappropriate 

Referrt.,l 

13. Was client returned to justice system for further proceasing? ___ (l) no ____ (2) yes 

14. Most important service as rated by service provider (use numbers in parentheses on 
back page to code) __________________ _ 

15. Was treatment plan completed? (1) no ---- ---(2) yes 

16. Does client need more services? (I) no __ (2) yes 

17. Probability 
(5) 80-100% 
(4,) 60-79% 
(3) 40-59% 

---
of further trouble with justice system: 

(2) 20-39% ---------
(1) Less than 20% 
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18. Probab ility of further de linquent activity: _____ (use categories from t117) 

19. Rating of client adjustment at time of termination: (use categories from #10) 
(a) Home (b) School (c) Work (d) Peers --

20. Using the entries noted in the record of services, count the number of contacts 
for each month and enter that number in the appropriate box below to indicate 
the exact number of service contacts each month. 

JAN ~EB MAR APR MAY JUNE JULY AUG SEPT OCT NOV DEC ., 

1977 I) 2) 3) 4) 5) 6) kn 118) It 9) It 10) 
1978 II) 12) 13) 1/14) 15) 16) 17) 1/18 ) It 19) 1/20 ) If 21 ) 1/22 ) 
1979 (23) ,24) (25) (26 ) 27) 28) 29) (30 ) (31) (32) (33) (34 ) 

21. Date of first services (mo/yr) 

22. Date of last services (mo/yr) 

23. Total number of months services were provided (count entries in question 20 ) -
21. •• Longest gap between services (mos) 

Using the entires notes in the recot'd of services? indicate the number 01: hours and 
conta~ts for each service received. If an activity is regularly scheduled, calculate 
total hours and number of contacts and enter at appropriate service line. Count only 
actual contacts between clients and service providers, except telephone contacts with 
the family. If IIBeneficiaHty to Youth" has been indicated, place that in the rating 
column using these categories: (1) Very beneficial (2) Somewhat bene~icial (3) Not very 
beneficial (4) Not beneficial at all. 

Diagnostic Services (1) 
Individual Counseling (2) 
Family Counseling (3) 
Group Counseling (4) 
Employment/Career Counseling (5) 
Job Placement (6) (Count only time actually 

placed in job) 
Job Training (20) 
Tutoring (7) 
Education Placement (8) (Count only if placed) 
Residential Placement (9) 
Athletics/Games (10) 
Arts/Crafts (11) 
Cultural Enrichment (12) 
Big Brothers/Sisters, etc. (13) 
Youth Advocacy (14) (IS) 
Camping/Wilderness (16) 
Medical Services 
Drop-in Activity (18) 
Volunteer Placement (19) 
Emergency Assistance (21) (food, clothing 

money, etc.) 
Telephone contacts-client (22) 
Telephone contacts-family (23) 
Other (24) ______________ _ 

TOTAL SERVICE TOTAL NUMBER RATING OF 
HOURS CONTACTS SERVICES 

day;, NtA 
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25. Was there a referral to any other agency for services? __ 0) No __ (2) Yes 

26. Is there any indication that the referral resulted in any services? ____ (l) No ___ (2) Yes 

27. If yes to #26, were services recorded in the chart above? (1) No (2) Yes --- ---
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SERVICE DATA COLLECTION FORMAT - SHORT 
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1. Birthdate -------------------
2. Sex (1) Male (2) Female --
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BRI ID iF 
PROJECT ID #-----

DATE OF ARREST'-------
OFFENSE ---------------------3. Ethnicity: 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

(1) White 
--(2) Black 

_____ (3) Hispanic 
(4) American Indian ---- --------

(5) Asian (7) Other ---(6) Puerto Rican 

Date agency rece i ved referral ___________ (mo/yr) 

Referral 
(1) 
(2) 
(3 ) 
(4) 

Source: 
Police 
Court Intak.e 
Prosecutor 
Supervising 

Officer 
Probe 

(5) Judge or Referee 
------(6) Schools 
-----(7) Other service agency or provider 
::::::(8) Self or family 

Was client enrolled? (1) no __ (2) yes 

Did client receive services beyond intake? __ (1) no __ (2) yes 

Date terminated __________________ (mo/yr) 

Reason terminated: 
(1) Service completed 

------(2) Declined to participate (includes never contacted) 
____ (3) Failure to cooperate (includes unable to locate) 

(4) Moved or died 
(5) Rearrest 
(6) Inappropriate 

Referral 

10. Date of first services _____________ (mo/yr) 

(mo/yr) 11. Date of last services ---------
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Appendix E 

EVALUATION OF THE DERIVED TYPOLOGY 

The importance of evaluating a numerically constructed typology has often 

been noted (Huizinga, 1978a; Everitt, 1974; Ling, 1971; and Hartigan, 1975). 

In this appendix, a brief evaluation of the distinctness and homogeneity of 

the clust~r.s described in the main body of this report and the identifiability 

of the cluster solution is offered. 

In Table E-1, the cluster centroids, intercantroid distances, and the 

cosine of the angle between cluster centroids are given. A central density 

parameter measuring the proportion of points in each cluster that are gathered 

near its centroid and the deviation scores are provided in Table E-2. Table 

E-3 lists the variable, cluster, and variable by cluster homogeneities as 

defined by Tryon and Bailey (1970). 

As Tables E-1 and E-2 indicate, the clusters are not well separated and do 

not meet the criteria for a ideal clustering; i.e., objects in anyone cluster 

are more similar than objects in different clusters. (Of course, such a 

clustering is almost never found in practice.) The central density parameters 

indicate that the points are not tightly grouped around the cluster centroids. 

The homogeneity values contained in Table E-3 also indicate that none of the 

clusters are homogeneous and that no one variable is particularly good in 

segregating or defining the clusters. 

Thus, the clusters do not represent clearly isolated types. Rather, they 

represent a partition of the multivariate data set into regl.ons that are not 

, 
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particularly separated. A plot of the six clusters in the space spanned by 

the first two disoriminant functions (not shown) shows the lack of cluster 

separation. 

In evaluating a clustering produced by the K-means algorithm, it is 

particularly important to examine the identifiability or uniqueness of the 

clustering. Conceivably, there may be many solutions or different clusterings 

all attaining essentially the same minimum sum of squares. For this purpose, 

a different initial starting partition was employed to see if the same cluster 

solution would be obtained. tfuile this does not "prove" the uniqueness of the 

solution, it often provides a good check on its identifiability. 

Table E-4 contains the centroids, inter-centroid distances, inter-centroid 
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Centroids, Distances, 

CLUSTER CENTROIDS 
Clusters 

3 1 2 

1.523 1 -1.413 .989 
2 -.509 .544 .348 

-.465 .129 .269 3 
-.350 4 .237 .081 

.743 -.204 -.051 5 
6 .807 -1.241 -1.100 

INTER-CLUSTER CENTROID DISTANCES 

0.000 2.572 3.813 1 
2.572 0.000 1.994 2 
3.813 1.994 0.000 3 

2.006 4 4.825 2.430 
4.296 2.129 2.460 5 

3.083 6 6.236 3.853 

Table E-l 
Original Clustering Cosines of the 

Variables 
4 5 6 7 8 

1.167 1.169 .915 1.103 1.493 
.813 .359 .252 .248 .352 

.094 .241 .385 -.551 -.979 
-.775 -.080 .•• 358 -.236 -.115 

.552 -.732 -.065 .722 .115 
-.983 -.792 -.503 -.720 -.799 

4.825 4.296 6.236 
2.430 2.129 3.853 
2.006 2.460 3.083 
0.000 2.050 2.053 
2.050 0.000 2.674 
2.053 2.674 0.000 

II 

Ii 
COSINE OF THE ANGLE BETWEEN CLUSTER CENTROIDS iI 

![ 

cosines, and deviation scores of the second or new clustering. Table E-5 

I 1 1.000 .910 .146 -.760 -.213 -.941 
'\ 2 .910 1.000 -.067 -.643 -.161 -.897 

\ I 3 .146 -.067 1.000 -.162 -.605 -.171 
I 
\ :1 

4 -.760 -.643 -.162 1.000 -.154 .604 
I !l 

! 
II -.605 -.154 1.000 .190 
II 5 -.213 -.161 

I II 6 -.941 -.897 -.171 .604 .190 1.000 
II 

I 
II I 

!I 
ii 

1\ 'I 

1I 

I ~ Ii 
J II 
Y I , 

provides a crosstabulation of the two clusterings. Examination of these 

tables indicates that although the two clusterings group cases quite 

differently, they 8,ttain similar average squared deviations. Thus, it must be 

concluded that the clustering solution is not identifiable. 

The relationship of the reported (original) c~.ustering and the dense 

points of the density seeking method used to initiate the original K-means 

algorithm is presented in Table E-6. Only the dense points, located by the 

density algorithm, are used so that the cluster sizes are smaller than in the 

original clustering. Although not pet'fect, there is a reasonable degree of 

correspondence between the two c1usterings. That the initial K-means and the 

mode algorithm produced similar clusterings provides the justification for our 

selection of the original clustering in the analysis. Although the selection 

was somewhat arbitrary, given the lack of identifiability for the original 

solution, the similarity of the two solutions provides some cross-

validation of methods. • 

----------.~,-------------~--
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Table E-2 
Central Density Measures and Deviation Scores of Original Clustering Table E-3 

Cluster and Variable Homogene ities of Original Clustering -
MAXIMUM RADIUS AND CENTRAL DENSITY PROPORTION FOR ONE-HALF THE MAXIMUM RADIUS VARIABLE X CLUSTER HOMOGENEITIES 

1 :! 3 4 5 6 Variable Cluster 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Maximum Radius 2.9209 2.9963 2.9560 2.9821 2.9304 2.9754 1 .270 .687 .628 .548 .438 .567 

Central Density .0465 .2316 .1622 .1236 .1148 .0769 2 .671 .565 .358 .604 .357 .329 

3 .250 .723 .661 .658 .521 .384 

CLUSTER SQUARED DEVIATION SCORE AND NUMBER OF ELEMENTS 4 .790 .607 .625 ;,538 .366 .380 

1 198.918 43 5 .584 .400 .548 .397 .479 .513 

2 369.247 95 6 .373 .510 .622 .456 .680 .360 

3 279.598 74 7 .530 .464 .581 .475 .533 .477 

4 380.185 89 8 .504 .403 .535 .558 .494 .567 

5 279.158 61 9 .290 .714 .613 .445 .480 .401 
I 

6 321.395 65 ~ 

1\ 
VARIABLE HOMOGENEITIES 

f 

Average Squared Deviation = 4.28 
' j 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 

9 

: I 
: 1 

.552 .482 .571 .545 .472 .506 .505 .506 .517 

:1 
" 

II CLUSTER HOMOGENEITIES , 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

.474 .564 .574 .520 .483 .442 

, 

t. 



Table E-4 
Centroids, Distances, and Cosines of Second Clustering 

CLUSTER CENTROIDS 
Variables 

Clusters 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1 .049 -.849 -.167 -.891 -.524 -.453 -.094 -.154 
2 .604 -.129 .040 .088 .584 .702 -.113 -.696 
3 -.906 .725 1.078 .982 -1.111 .747 .957 .977 
4 -.631 .617 .262 .400 .044 -.188 .239 .375 
5 .171 .259 -.272 .021 -.615 -.529 -.552 -.014 
6 1.056 -1.056 -1.339 -.845 -.754 -.444 -.976 -.858 

INTER-CLUSTER CENTROID DISTANCES 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 0.000 2.206 3.932 2.291 1.905 2.237 
2 2.206 0.000 3.230 2.196 2.133 2.861 
3 3.932 3.230 0.000 2.101 3.925 5.619 
4 2.291 2.196 2.101 0.000 1.990 3.853 
5 1.905 2.133 3.925 1.990 0.000 2.312 
6 2.237 2.861 5.619 3.853 2.312 0.000 

COSINE OF THE ANGLE BETWEEN CLUSTER CENTROIDS 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 1.000 -.255 '·.620 -.511 .09l .611 
2 -.255 1.000 -.072 -.558 -.265 .194 
3 -.620 -.072 1.000 .764 -.696 -.970 
4 -.511 -.558 .764 1.000 -.233 -.854 
5 .09l -.265 -.696 -.233 1.000 .574 
6 .611 .194 -.970 -.854 .574 1.000 

CLUSTER SQUARED DEVIATION SCORE 

1 225.518 
2 334.849 
3 305.301 
4 383.834 
5 283.1+66 
6 269.748 

Average Squared Deviation = 4.26 
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-.235 
.144 

-1.005 
-.349 

.867 

.832 

I . 
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I 
I! 

Original 
Clustering 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Table E-5 
Crosstabulation of Original and Second Clusterings 

Second Clustering 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

0 0 37 0 0 0 
1 16 24 53 0 0 

18 0 0 39 16 0 
11 14 0 5 SO 7 
9 41 1 3 4 0 

18 1 0 0 0 45 



Mode 
Clusters 

'f , 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

.~~~-.--~- - -

Table E-6 
Crosstabulation of K means and Mode Clusters 

K means Clusters 

1 2 3 4 5 

33 9 0 1 0 

0 12 0 0 0 

0 3 1 4 0 

0 2 3 24 4 

0 0 0 0 4 

0 0 0 0 0 
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